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Manager, Nuclear Regulatory Affairs 38 Bomboy Lane, Suite 2
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November 30, 2009

ATTN: Document Control Desk
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555-0001

BELL BEND NUCLEAR POWER PLANT
RESPONSE TO ENVIRONMENTAL
REQUESTS FOR ADDITIONAL
INFORMATION, SEVENTH

SUBMITTAL

BNP-2009-342 Docket No. 52-039

References: 1) Letter from U.S. NRC Document Control Desk to R.R. Sgarro (PPL),
“Requests for Additional Information Related to the Environmental Review
for the Combined License Application for Bell Bend Nuclear Power Plant,”
dated July 10, 2009 .

The purpose of this letter is to respond to several Environmental Report (ER) requests
for additional information (RAIs) identified in the referenced NRC correspondence to
PPL Bell Bend, LLC. These RAIls address environmental issues, as discussed in Part 3
of the Bell Bend Nuclear Power Plant Combined License Application (COLA).

Enclosure 1 provides the current ER RAI response status, the planned submittal dates
for the remaining responses, and a page index of responses in Enclosure 2. The
planned submittal date for some of the RAls has been changed as compared to the
schedule provided in PPL letter BNP-2009-313, dated October 19, 2009. These RAls
are identified with a footnote in Enclosure 1. Since PPL letter BNP-2009-313 was
submitted, PPL Bell Bend has investigated the potential to re-locate the physical siting of
the Nuclear Island, Turbine Island, supporting buildings and structures within the PPL-
owned property area. The majority of the items listed with a planned submittal date of
January 15, 2010 (in Enclosure 1) have been identified as impacted by the
abovementioned plot plan change. PPL plans to update the NRC staff on the schedule
for these items by January 15, 2010.

PPL plans to transmit a series of responses to the RAls on or before the planned
submittal dates provided in Enclosure 1. The planned submittal schedule is subject to
change as PPL collects/develops the information required for the responses. PPL will
keep the NRC staff informed of schedule changes during our periodic status updates in
addition to updates in our subsequent submittals. Enclosure 2 provides responses to 17
RAls. Several RAls include revised COLA content. A Licensing Basis Document
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Change Request has been initiated to incorporate these changes in a future revision of

the COLA.

The first commitment contained in this submittal is the future revision of the COLA as
indicated in Enclosure 2. The second commitment contained in this submittal is
implementation of cultural resources protection measures as outlined in the RAI CR
2.5-7 response.

Additional enclosures contain the following information:

3)
4)
5)
6)
7)
8)
9)
10)
11)

RAI AE 9.3-1 and RAI CR 2.5-8 — Montour Site information
RAl CR 2.5-7 — PPL Susquehanna Cultural Resources Plan
RAI H 5.3-1, — 1987 SSES Thermal Plume Study

RAI H 5.3-1 — 2008 SSES Thermal Plume Study

RAI H 5.3-1 — GEMSS Input files

RAI H 5.3-1 — USACE Bathymetry files

RAI H 5.3-1 — USACE Bathymetry files transmittal letter
RAI H 5.3-1 — Ecological study report

RAI H 5.3-1 — Sargent and Lundy report 2008-06824.

If you have any questions, please contact the undersigned at 570-802-8102.

| declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on N

Respectfully,

Y72

Rocco R. Sgar

RRS/kw

Enclosures:

ovember 30, 2009

1) Response Status for Environmental Requests for Additional
Information, Bell Bend Nuclear Power Plant, Luzerne County
Pennsylvania

2) Responses to Environmental Requests for Additional Information, Bell
Bend Nuclear Power Plant, Luzerne County Pennsylvania

3) RAI AE 9.3-1 and RAI CR 2.5-8, EDR Montour Site Inquiry, Bell Bend
Nuclear Power Plant, Luzerne County Pennsylvania

4) RAIl CR 2.5-7, PPL Susquehanna Cultural Resources Protection Plan,

Bell Bend Nuclear Power Plant, Luzerne County Pennsylvania
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5) RAIl H 5.3-1, SSES Thermal Plume Study, 1987, Bell Bend Nuclear
Power Plant, Luzerne County Pennsylvania

6) RAI H 5.3-1, SSES Thermal Plume Study, 2008, Bell Bend Nuclear
Power Plant, Luzerne County Pennsylvania

7) RAl H 5.3-1 - GEMSS Input Files, Bell Bend Nuclear Power Plant,
Luzerne County Pennsylvania (Compact Disc)

8) RAIl H 5.3-1 — USACE Bathymetry Files, Bell Bend Nuclear Power
Plant, Luzerne County Pennsylvania (Compact Disc)

9) RAIl H 5.3-1 — USACE Bathymetry Files Transmittal Letter, Bell Bend
Nuclear Power Plant, Luzerne County Pennsylvania

10) RAIl H 5.3-1 — Ichthyological Associates Ecological Studies, 1984,
Bell Bend Nuclear Power Plant, Luzerne County Pennsylvania

11) RAIl H 5.3-1 — Sargent and Lundy Report 2008-06824, Bell Bend
Nuclear Power Plant, Luzerne County Pennsylvania
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CC:

Mr. Samuel J. Collins

Regional Administrator

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Region |

475 Allendale Road

King of Prussia, PA 19406-1415

Mr. Michael Canova

Project Manager

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
11555 Rockville Pike

Rockville, MD 20852

Ms. Stacey Imboden

Project Manager

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
11555 Rockville Pike

Rockville, MD 20852
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Enclosure 1

Response Status for Environmental Requests for Additional Information
Bell Bend Nuclear Power Plant
Luzerne County Pennsylvania
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NRC Response Status for

Environmental Requests for Additional Information (RAls)
RAI Revnew Plan Sectlon _Planned Submittal Schedule
G L UACC71E v =SR ( - Submitted August'10,2009 "
< ACCT7.-2 - Submitted August 5, 2009
o ACC.7.24, .Submitted Aigust 10, 2009. "
;- ACC7.2:2 - ubmittéd- August 10, 2009 .
=D ACCT7:2-30 . ubmitted-August 10,2009 . - -
_ACC7.2:4 - :Submitted. August 10,2009 -
.t ACC7.2-5 " -Submitted"August 10, 2009 .
ACC 7 2 5 (revised response) Submitted October 19; 2009’;,» -

'f.f S Submitted ‘August .10, 2009 .
ubmitted 'September 17, 2009
‘Submitted-August 10; 2009.- *
ubmitted. A;gust 10,.2009:

u,bmltted Augusf 10 2009
January 15, 20101 °
ed:in;

ESRP 2.7

ubmitted A_gust‘10,i 009" >
~Submitted:Septernber 17, 2009~
ubmitted September-17, 2009
“Included in Enclosure 2 -
‘Stibmitted-October 19, 2009 ,
Submitted. September 11, 2009
“Submitted September 25,-2009-
<. In€luded in Enclosure 2
Submitted October 1 9;,2009'
ZSubmitted August 5, 2009
-1Subm|tted ‘September 25, 2009
Submitted ‘August 5, 2009
Submitted"Atigust 5,:2009 .
Submitté‘deufgijét*S,720091‘ E
~Submitted: August'5,-2009 - -
Submitted August 5, 2009 "
ubmitted August 10,2009 -
Ancluded in.Enclosure 2°
ubmltted Lgust 10 2009

i ET642«-(‘;
- ALT9.3-1 . L

CUOALT932 . L
C T ALT9.3-3 - e - ESRP9Y
ALT9.3:4.: . .1 S ESRRQ:
ALT 9.3-5 | e ESRP9.3"
v AE23-1T0 T T T 34

L AE232 T

AE 241 T
o AE24:2 b
L AER2.4-30 0
. o "AE2.4-4

nitted September 17.2009
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NRC Response Status for Environmental RAls (continued)

RAI

Planned Submittal Schedule

Rewew PIan_ASectlon

:| ‘Submitted September 17,2009

‘AE 9.3-4

. Included in Enclosure 2

S CR26A

-Submitted August 10,2009 ;.

T CR252

‘Submitted: August 10,2009 . .

CR253_

-Submitted. August 10,.2009 -

T CR254.

‘Submitted August 10; 2009 "

T CR255 . .

-“Submitted- Atigust.10,-2009'

CR 2.5-6

January 15, 2010"°

CR 2.5-7

Included in Enclosure 2

CR2.5-8

... Included in Enclosure 2

TSsTo14 L

T Submitted October 19,2009 -

“STO 2.1-1

January 15, 2010""°

- STO 2122,

:Submitted August 10, 2009

mitted.September17; 2009 .

j\tted September y 5 2009,

January15 2010”

H421

H5.3-1

ubmitted September25; 200‘9"‘*}"

iclided.in Enclosure 2

- H 6.3

Uubmitted-October 19, 2009 -

-H9.3-1 -

Included in Enclosure 2

T H941

*Submitted August 10, 2009 .

Ho42 . .

“Submitted August 10, 2009

TTH9.43

LU 224 T

“Submitted September 11,2009

- Submitted August 5, 2009

LU 3.7-1

ESRP 41

January 15, 2010’

LU 4.11

ESRP 4.1

January 15, 2010

LU 5.11

ESRP 4.1

January 15, 2010’

LUS5.1-2

January 15, 2010’

“TNRHA 1051

———CSRP 4.1

‘|2 = Stibmitted-August-10, 2009 -«

RHH 4.5-1"

‘Submitted August 10, 2009

RHH 452 .

Submitted October 19, 2009 -

RHH4563 .

“Submitted September, 25, 2009

" RHH541

ubmitted September 11, '20097,“

SE251 -

ubmitted AUgust’s, 2009

SE252 |

Includéd. in_Enclosure 2 .

B ubmltted October 19 2009

U ‘;'“tted;Augus1,1o 50007 "
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NRC Response Status for Environmental RAls (continued)
RAI , Review Plan Section Planned Submittal Schedule

TE2.4-6 ESRP 2.4.1 January 15, 2010
TE 2.4-7 ESRP 2.4.1 January 15, 2010’
TE 2.4-8 ESRP 2.4.1 January 15, 2010’
TE 4.3-1 ESRP 4.3.1 January 15, 2010’

- Januar 15, 2010

Jahuary 15 20107
Janyuar, 15 ,,2010
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Enclosure 1
USACE Response Status for Environmental RAls
RAI Planned Submittal Schedule

USACE-1 January 15, 2010"°
USACE-1a - January 15, 2010™*
USACE-1b January 15, 2010™*
USACE-2 January 15, 2010™°
USACE-2a January 15, 2010™
USACE 2¢e January 15, 2010"

USACE-2f January 15, 2010™

. USACE:2g;; : = Lo i Submitted ‘September; 25;:2009:

USACE-2h January 15, 2010"*
USACE-3 January 15, 2010"°

1The responses to these RAls were requested to be provided within 30 calendar days. Based on vendor
review and input, the time required to complete the necessary work will exceed this timeframe and PPL

requests additional time, as indicated above.

*The planned submittal date for this RAl response has been revised since submittal of BNP-2009-313 on

October 19, 2009.

Page Index of Responses
RAI Enciljoasguere 2
MET 2.7-2 2
MET 5.3-1 22
ALT 9.3-1 30
ALT 9.3-5 31
AE 3.4-2 34
AE 4.3-4 55
AE 9.3-1 69
AE 9.3-4 72
CR25-7 77
CR2.5-8 78
H 5.3-1 80
H 9.3-1 95
SE 2.5-2 96
SE 4.4-4 103
USACE-2b 104
USACE-2c 108
USACE-2d 117
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Enclosure 2

Responses to Environmental Requests for Additional Information
Bell Bend Nuclear Power Plant
Luzerne County Pennsylvania
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MET 2.7-2

Summary: Provide the period of record for the data used to construct the windrose
plots in the ER for Figures 2.7-89, 2.7-90, and Figures 2.7-91. Provide a comparison of
the NWS windrose plots to the annual 10- and 60-meter windrose plots for SSES in
Figures 2.7-55 and 2.7-72, respectively. Provide an explanation for the increased
frequency of winds from the NNE and NE at SSES when compared to the NWS stations.

Full Text: ESRP 2.7 directs staff to evaluate onsite meteorological data in context with
other regional sites. In the ER, Figures 2.7-89 through 2.7 -91 are windrose plots from
nearby National Weather Service (NWS) sites, but the years plotted and data sources
are not identified. In addition, there are obvious differences between the NWS
windroses and the 10-m and 60-m windrose plots for SSES (Figures 2.7-55 and 2.7-72,
respectively). Specifically, there is an increased frequency of winds from the NNE and
NE at SSES when compared to the NWS sites. Describe and explain why these
differences might exist.

Response: The period of record for the data used to construct ER Figure 2.7-89 is:
1984-1987, 1989, 1991-1992,

The period of record for the data used to construct ER Figure 2.7-90 is: 1984-1992.
The period of record for the data used to construct ER Figure 2.7-91 is: 1984-1992.

Revised figures constructed using the same period of record as was used for the SSES
wind rose plots (2001-2006) are presented below. For comparative purposes, a revised
10 meter wind rose for SSES, ER Figure 2.7-55, is presented below. The 60 meter wind
rose is not used in the comparison since the NWS towers do not take measurements at
that height. ‘

The BBNPP site is located in the Ridge and Valley Region of Pennsylvania. The
predominant southwest to northeast orientation of topographic ridge lines in the vicinity
of the BBNPP site has a large influence on low level winds. The ridges and the
Susquehanna River Valley funnel a localized, low level wind flow up or down the valley.
This provides a common factor between the BBNPP site and the National Weather
Service sites at Wilkes-Barre/Scranton and Williamsport. All three of these sites
experience air flow predominantly along the ridges/river valley.

The SSES 10 meter annual wind rose and the Wilkes-Barre/Scranton and Williamsport
annual wind roses indicate air flow up and down the river valley is a major component of
the overall air flow. The flow at Allentown is channeled by the topography east of the
airport that runs from the northeast to the southwest. The increased frequency of winds
from the NNE and NE measured by the SSES tower (used for the pre-operational phase
for BBNPP) are due to low-speed drainage flows down the river valley.

A graph comparing the wind speed group frequency distributions is shown below.
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Comparison of Wind Speed Distribution

2 '@ WB/Scranton
tc'.; m Williamsport
'5:'; 0 Allentown

5 OSSES
o

0.521m/s 21-36m/s 3.6-5.7m/s 5.7-88m/s 8.8-11.1m/s
Wind Speed Group

From the figure, it can be seen that there are more than twice as many low-wind speed
events measured at SSES than at the three NWS sites as represented by the 0.5 to 2.1
m/s (1.1 to 4.7 mph) wind speed group. All four sites have comparable frequencies of
the 2.1 to 3.6 m/s (4.7 to 8.1 mph) wind speed group. SSES measures less than half as
many 3.6 to 5.7 m/s (8.1 to 12.8 mph) events and less than a third as many 5.7 to 8.8
m/s (12.8 to 19.7 mph) events as the three NWS sites. Finally, SSES measures less
than a tenth as many 8.8 to 11.1 m/s (19.7 to 24.8 mph) events as the three NWS sites.
This may be due to the differing goals of the measurement programs — atmospheric
dispersion (low-wind speed events more important) versus general aviation (high-wind
speed events more important).

The SSES primary meteorological tower is located at 650 feet above mean sea level.
The Wilkes-Barre/Scranton tower is located 955 feet above mean sea level. The
Williamsport tower is located 540 feet above mean sea level. The Allentown tower is
located 375 feet above mean sea level.

The zero for the river gauge on the Susquehanna River in Wilkes-Barre is 535 feet
above mean sea level; the zero for the river gauge in Williamsport is 496 feet above
mean sea level. USGS topographic maps indicate the river height due west of the
Wilkes-Barre/Scranton airport is 525 feet above mean sea level, the river height due
east of the SSES meteorological tower is approximately 490 feet above mean sea level,
and the river height due south of Williamsport airport is approximately 500 feet above
mean sea level. The SSES and Williamsport towers are located close to the river; the
Wilkes-Barre/Scranton and Allentown towers are not located close to the river.

The SSES tower measures more than twice as many low-wind speed events than the
three NWS sites (mainly drainage flow down the river valley). And yet the Williamsport
tower is located near the river with regard to both elevation and distance. That the
Williamsport tower does not measure more (non-calm) low-wind speed events than the
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other two NWS sites would seem to lend credence to the idea that differences in wind
speed group frequencies may be attributable to instrument differences due to the
differing goals of the measurement programs.

COLA Impact:
BBNPP COLA FSAR Sections 2.3.2.1.1 will be rewsed and FSAR figures 2.3-34, 2.3-
35, and 2.3-36 will be revised, as follows, in a future revision of the COLA:

2.3.2.1.1 Wind Speed and Direction

Figure 2.3-34 through Figure 2.3-36 present multi-year average annual wind rose plots
for National Weather Service (NWS) stations around BBNPP (Wilkes-Barre/Scranton,
Allentown, and Williamsport, Pennsylvania). Meteorological data used to create the plots
were received from the U.S. National Cl|mat|c Data_Center Enwenmental—lapeteenen

aﬂd—W+H+amspeFt the meteorologlcal data were from 2001 through 2006 1984-through

The annual prevailing wind direction (the direction from which the wind blows most often)
at the SSES site at the 33 ft (10 m) level is from the east-northeast, approximately 15%
of the time (Table 2.3-30). This is due primarily to low-speed drainage flows down the
Susquehanna_ River Valley. The next most prevalent wind direction is from the -
southwest approximately 11% of the time. Winds from the north-northeast through east-
northeast sectors occur approximately 32% of the time. Conversely, winds from the west
through northwest sectors occur approximately 9% of the time. The annual prevailing
wind direction at the SSES site at the 197 ft (60 m) level is from the north-northeast,
approximately 15% of the time (Table 2.3-31). The next most prevalent wind direction is
from the southwest approximately 12% of the time. Winds from the north through
northeast sectors occur approximately 32% of the time. Conversely, winds from the east
through southeast sectors occur approximately 10% of the time. As is normally the case,
there are more observations of calm winds at the lower level than at the higher level
(0.05% versus 0.01%). At both levels, winds occur most infrequently from the west-
northwest (approximately 2% of the time).

The annual prevailing wind direction at Wilkes-Barre/Scranton, Pennsylvania, is from the
southwest, approximately 13% of the time (Figure 2.3-34). At Allentown, Pennsylvania,
the annual prevailing wind direction is from the west-southwest, approximately 13.5%
10% of the time (Figure 2.3-35). At Williamsport, Pennsylvania, the annual prevailing
wind direction is from the west, approximately 24% 12% of the time (Figure 2.3-36).

During the winter season, the prevailing wind direction at the 33 ft (10 m) level at SSES
is from the southwest, approximately 12% (Table 2.3-32). The prevailing wind direction
at the 197 ft (60 m) level at SSES is from the west-southwest, approximately 16% (Table
2.3-36). During the spring season, the prevailing wind direction at the 33 ft (10 m) level is
from the east-northeast, approximately 12% of the time (Table 2.3-33). The prevailing
wind direction at the 197 ft (60 m) level at SSES is from the north-northeast,
approximately 14% (Table 2.3-37).
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During the summer season, the prevailing wind direction at the 33 ft (10 m) level at
SSES is from the east-northeast, approximately 18% of the time (Table 2.3-34). The
prevailing wind direction at the 197 ft (60 m) level at SSES is from the north-northeast,
approximately 18% (Table 2.3-38). During the autumn season, the prevailing wind
direction at the 33 ft (10 m) level is from the east-northeast, approximately 17% of the
time (Table 2.3-35). At the 197 ft (60 m) level, the prevailing wind direction is from the
north-northeast, approximately 18% (Table 2.3-39).

The most prevalent wind speed class at SSES on an annual basis for the 33 ft (10 m)
level is the 0.5-1.0 mps (1.1-2.2 mph) class, which occurs approximately 27% of the time
(Table 2.3-30). The most prevalent wind speed class on an annual basis for the 197 ft
(60 m) level is the 2.1-3.0 mps (4. 7 6.7 mph) class, Wthh occurs approxmately 19% of
the tlme (Table 2.3-31). ,

The average wind speed at Wilkes-Barre/Scranton, Pennsylvania, is 3.72 mps (8.3 mph)

3-67-mps+8-2-mph} and there have been observations of wind speeds up to 11 mps (25
mph) (Figure 2.3-34). At Allentown, Pennsylvania, the average wind speed is 3.79 mps
(8.5 mph) 3-:92-{8-8-mph} and there have been observations of wind speeds greater than
11 mps (25 mph) (Figure 2.3-35). At Williamsport, Pennsylvania, the average wind
speed is 3.87 mps (8.7 mph) 3-44-(Z7mph} and there have been observations of wind
speeds greater than 11 mps (25 mph) (Figure 2.3-36). Note that the most prevalent
wind speed class on an annual basis for the 10-meter (33-feet) level at SSES (0.5-1.0
mps (1.1-2.2 mph)) is lower_than the average annual wind speeds at the same
measurement height for these three NWS stations; this would lead to more conservative
atmospheric dispersion estimates using the SSES onsite meteorological data.
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Figure 2.3-34 {Wilkes-Barre/Scranton, Pennsylvania, Wind Rose}
\/IND ROSE PLOT: ' o
tion #14777 - WILKES-BARRE/WB-SCRANTON WSO, PA

DISPLAY:
Wind Speed
Direction (blowing from)

WIND SPEED
(m/s)

Calms: 7.47%

DATA PERIOD: COMPANY NAME:
1984 1985 1986 1987 1989 1991 | AREVA NP
1992

Jan 1 - Dec 31

00:00 - 23:00

CALM WINDS: TOTAL COUNT:
7.47% 61368 hrs.
AVG. WIND SPEED: DATE:

3.87 m/s 2/19/2008
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Revised Figure 2.3-34 {Wilkes-Barre/Scranton, Pennsylvania, Wind Rose}

WIND ROSE PLOT:

Station #14777 - WILKES-BARRE/WB-SCRANTON WSO, PA

DISPLAY:

Wind Speed

Direction (blowing from)

15%

12%
! | !
WEST EAST !
WIND SPEED
(mfs)
B -1
Bl ss-111
Bl 578
) ?OUT",‘, e B s6-57
I 5928
B os- 2
Calms: 0.00%
COMMENTS: DATA PERIOD: COMPANY NAME :
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 AREVA NP Inc
2006 —— :
Jan 1 - Dec 31 MODELER:
00:00 - 23:00
T.A. Messier A
CALM WINDS: TOTAL COUNT:
AREVA
0.00% 37061 hrs.
AVG. WIND SPEED: DATE: PROJECT NO.:
3.72mis 712712009

WRPLOT View - Lakes Environmental Software
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Figure 2.3-35 {Allentown, Pennsylvania, Wind Rose}

VIND ROSE PLOT: DISPLAY

jtion #14737 - ALLENTOWN/BETLEHEM-EASTON ARP, PA Wind Speed
Direction (blowing from)

'NORTH

15%

EAST

WIND SPEED
(m/s)

>=11.0

83-110
56- 83
34-586
16- 34
04- 16
Calms: 6.59%

SOUTH

i ENEN

DATA PERIOD: COMPANY NAME

1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 AREVA NP
1990 1991 1992

Jan 1 - Dec 31
00:00 - 23:00

| caLMwiNDs: | TOTAL COUNT
6.69% 78912 hrs.
AVG. WIND SPEED: DATE:
3.92m/s 2/24/2008
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Revised Figure 2.3-35 {Allentown, Pennsylvania, Wind Rose}
WIND ROSE PLOT: DiSPLAY

Station #14737 - ALLENTOWN/BETLEHEM-EASTON ARP, PA Wind Speed
Direction (blowing from)

|
1
[
I
I
I
[
I
1
I
I
|
!
LS o B -
. "
1
1
'
1
I
4

WIND SPEED
% o L ,f (mis)
L Bl o111
Y T Bl s7- a0
TR ) SOUTH T - 36- 57
[] 21-138
Bl s 2
Calms: 0.00%
COMMENTS: DATA PERICD COMPANY NAME:
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 AREVA NP Inc
2006
Jan 1 - Dec 31 MODELER
00:00 - 23:00
T.A. Messier A
CALM WINDS: TOTAL COUNT A R E VA
0.00% 41136 hrs.
AVG. WIND SPEED DATE PROJECT NO.
3.79mis 712712009

WRPLOT View - Lakes Envionmental Software
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Figure 2.3-36 {Williamsport, Pennsylvania, Wind Rose}

IND ROSE PLOT. DASPLAY:
SWyion #14778 - WILLIAMSPORT-LYCOMING /COUNTY, PA Wind Speed

Direction (blowing from)

15%

EAST |

WIND SPEED
(m/s)
Bl =110
Bl s:3-110
Bl ss-eo
SOUTH —

(] 16-34
Bl o+ 15
Calms: 14.32%

DATA PERIOD: COMPANY NAME:

1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 | AREVA NP

1990 1991 1992

Jan 1 -Dec 31

00:00 - 23:00

CALM WINDS: TOTAL COUNT:

14.32% 78912 hrs. A R E A

AVG, WIND SPEED: DATE:

3.44mis 2/24/2008
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WIND ROSE PLOT:

WEST

'SOUTH

COMMENTS: DATA PERIOD

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
2006
Jan 1 - Dec 31
00:00 - 23:00
CALM WINDS:
0.00%

| AVG. WIND SPEED:

3.87 m/s

WRPLOT View - Lakes Environmental Software

Station #14778 - WILLIAMSPORT-LYCOMING /COUNTY, PA Wind Speed

NORTH

Revised Figure 2.3-36 {Williamsport, Pennsylvania, Wind Rose}

DISPLAY

Direction (blowing from)
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24%
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Bl =111
Bl ss-111
Bl s7-ss
Bl s6-57
] 21-38
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Calms: 0.00%
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AREVA NP Inc
MODELER:
T.A. Messier A
TOTAL COUNT: |
AREVA |
34511 hrs. |
DATE PROJECT NO
7127/2009
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BBNPP COLA ER Sections 2.7.4.5 and 2.7.8 will be revised, and ER Figures 2.7-55,
2.7-89, 2.7-90, and 2.7-91 will be revised, as follows, in a future revision of the COLA:

2.7.4.5 Wind Speed and Direction

Table 2.7-57 through Table 2.7-90 present annual, seasonal, and monthly joint
frequency distributions of wind speed and direction as a function of atmospheric stability
derived from the SSES onsite meteorological monitoring program. These tables were
developed using six years of onsite meteorological data (2001-2006) following the
guidance in Regulatory Guide 1.23, Revision 0 (NRC, 1972).

The annual prevailing wind direction (the direction from which the wind blows most often)
at the SSES site at the 33 ft (10 m) level is from the east-northeast, approximately 15%
of the time. This is due primarily to low-speed drainage flows down the Susquehanna
River Valley. Winds from the southwest are the next most dominant, occurring
approximately 11% of the time. The least prevalent wind direction is from the west-
northwest, approximately 2% of the time. The annual prevailing wind direction (the
direction from which the wind blows most often) at the SSES site at the 197 ft (60 m)
level is from the north-northeast, approximately 15% of the time. Winds from the
southwest are the next most dominant, occurring approximately 12% of the time. The
least prevalent wind direction is from the west-northwest, approximately 2% of the time.

Table 2.7-91 through Table 2.7-93 present monthly and annual summaries of wind
speed and direction for three stations around the BBNPP site (Wilkes-Barre/Scranton,
Allentown, and Williamsport, Pennsylvania) (NCDC, 2006a) (NCDC, 2006b) (NCDC,
2006¢). Note that the most prevalent wind speed class on an annual basis for the 33 ft
(10 m) level is lower than the average annual wind speeds at the same measurement
height presented for these three stations (7.5 mph (3.3 mps), 7.9 mph (3.5 mps), 6.9
mph (3.1 mps), respectively); this would lead to more conservative atmospheric
dispersion estimates using the SSES onsite meteorological data.

Figure 2.7-55 through Figure 2.7-88 depict annual, seasonal, and monthly wind rose
plots made using six years of SSES onsite meteorological data (2001-2006) for the 33 ft
(10 m) and 197 ft (60 m) elevations.

Figure 2.7-89 through Figure 2.7-91 depict multi-year summaries of wind speed and
direction for three NWS stations around BBNPP (Wilkes-Barre/Scranton, Allentown, and

Williamsport, Pennsylvania) (AREVA,-2008¢} (AREVA 2008e) (AREVA. 20088 (NCDC,
2009).

BBNPP is located in the Ridge and Valley Region of Pennsylvania. The predominate
southwest to northeast orientation of topographic ridge lines in the vicinity of BBNPP has
a large influence on low level winds. The ridges and the Susquehanna River Valley
funnel a localized, low level wind flow up or down the valley. This provides a common
factor between the BBNPP site and the National Weather Service sites at Wilkes-
Barre/Scranton _and _Williamsport. All _three of these sites experience air flow
predominately along the ridges/river valley.
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The SSES 10-m annual wind rose and the Wilkes-Barre/Scranton and Williamsport
annual wind roses indicate air flow up and down the river valley is a major component of
the overall air flow. The flow at Allentown is channeled by the topography east of the
airport that runs from the northeast to the southwest. The increased frequency of winds
from the NNE and NE measured by the SSES tower (used for the pre-operational phase
for BBNPP) are due to low-speed drainage flows down the river valley.

A comparison of Figure 2.7-55 with Figures 2.7-89, 2.7-90. and 2.7-91 indicates that
there are more than twice as many low-wind speed events measured at SSES than at
the three NWS sites. This lends credence to the idea that differences in_ wind speed
group frequencies between the BBNPP site and the three NWS sites may be attributable
to the differing goals of the meteorological measurement programs — atmospheric
dispersion (low-wind speed events more important) versus general aviation (high-wind
speed events more important). ' '

2.7.8 References

NCDC, 2009. U.S. National Climatic Data Center, Integrated Surface Hourly
Observations for 2001-2006, 2009.
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Figure 2.7-55 SSES 10m Annual Wind Rose
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Revised Figure 2.7-55 SSES 10m Annual Wind Rose
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Figure 2.7-89 Wilkes-Barre/Scranton, PA, Wind Rose
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Revised Figure 2.7-89 Wilkes-Barre/Scranton, PA, Wind Rose
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Figure 2.7-90 Allentown, PA, Wind Rose
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Revised Figure 2.7-90 Allentown, PA, Wind Rose
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Figure 2.7-91 Williamsport, PA, Wind Rose
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Revised Figure 2.7-91 Williamsport, PA, Wind Rose
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MET 5.3-1
ESRP 2.7
ESRP 5.3.3.1

Summary: Provide a justification for using Wilkes-Barre Scranton meteorological data
instead of site-specific data, including how these data are representative of the BBNPP
site, and how these data meet Regulatory Guide 1.23 Revision 1 specifications for onsite
meteorological measurements.

Full Text: ESRP 5.3.3.1 directs staff to evaluate various aspects of vapor plumes from
cooling towers, such as plume length and frequency, solids deposition, ground-level
humidity increase and fogging, cloud shadowing, and additional precipitation. Onsite
meteorological data measurements are used in these evaluations. Section 5.3.3.1.1 of
the ER indicates that dry bulb and dew point measurements from Wilkes-Barre Scranton
are used in the analysis. Justify the representativeness and use of these data in this
analysis, including whether the data meet regulatory guidance (Regulatory Guide 1.23
Revision 1) specifications for onsite meteorological measurements.

Response: For the Bell Bend Nuclear Power Plant (BBNPP), the impacts from fogging,
icing, shadowing, and drift deposition were modeled using the Electric Power Research
Institute’s Seasonal/Annual Cooling Tower Impact (SACTI) prediction code.
Meteorological data from the Susquehanna Steam Electric Station (SSES)
meteorological tower (MET) were used for the BBNPP SACTI calculations with the
exception of the ambient temperature and dew point temperature data, which were
obtained from the National Weather Service (NWS) station at the Wilkes-Barre Scranton
(WBS) airport, located 28 miles northeast of the BBNPP site, and were used in the
SACTI calculations. These data were used rather than the data from the SSES MET
because some of the dew point temperature data collected during the period used in the
study (2001-2006) were considered to be anomalous.

The ambient temperature data collected at SSES MET were not anomalous. Both the
ambient and dew point temperatures are used together in the SACTI modeling. Since
some of the collected dew point temperature data were anomalous, it was decided to
use both the ambient temperature and dew point temperature from WBS in the SACTI
cooling tower calculations. This was done in order to use the most accurate data then
available in the region. In order to justify using the data from WBS, a comparison was
prepared of the ambient temperature data between the SSES MET and the WBS
Automated Surface Observing System (ASOS) for the period January 2001, through
September 2009. The results of this comparison can be found in Table 1, which shows
the overall difference between the two sites was only 0.3°F. The same type of
comparison was prepared for dew point temperature for the two sites for the period
November 1, 2008, through September 30, 2009. The results of this comparison can be
found in Table 2, which shows the overall difference between the two sites was only
0.8°F. During the period November 1, 2008, through September 30, 2009, none of the
dew point temperature data collected at the SSES MET were found to be anomalous.

The data from the NWS site at WBS was collected using the NWS ASOS. The ASOS
User's Guide (USN, 1998) was used to determine if the measurements taken at WBS
meet the requirements for NRC Regulatory Guide 1.23, Rev. 1 (NRC, 2007), for onsite
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meteorological measurements. As specified in Table 1 of the ASOS User’'s Guide
(Temperature Sensor — Range, Accuracy Resolution) the accuracy of the ASOS
temperature sensor is 0.9'F which is the same as the NRC site requirement stated in RG
1.23. For the dew point temperature the accuracy value(s) given in Table 1 of the ASOS
User’s Guide depend on the dew point temperature value. It is broken into three ranges
that are shown in Table 3. The dew point accuracy is then dependant on the calculated
dew point depression for dew point temperature values in each range. Dew point
depression is defined as the ambient temperature value minus the dew point
temperature value for each hour. Using the eight year period of hourly data from 2001
through 2008 for WBS it was determined that the average dew point depression was
12.76°F, 12.56°F and 9.81°F for the three dew point temperature ranges, as can be
seen in Table 3. As discussed in Section 3.1.1 of the ASOS User's Guide there are
three ranges of values for the dew point temperature accuracy that covers a dew point
depression range from 0°F to 63°F. The dew point depression values of 12.76, 12.56
and 9.81 convert to dew point accuracies of 4.1, 3.2 and 1.7°F respectively as shown in
Table 4. The three groups represent 0.5, 38.7 and 60.8% of the hourly values in the
eight year WBS data base. The NRC RG 1.23 accuracy requirement for dew point
temperature is 2.7°F. Using a weighted average for each of the three groups based on
the percentage of the hourly data in each group the overall accuracy was determined to
be 2.29°F.This justifies that the ambient and dew point temperature measurements at
WBS meet the system accuracy temperature requirements of Reg. Guide 1.23 Rev. 1
(NRC, 2007).
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Comparison of SSES Ambient Temperature Data with Data from t

TABLE 1

he NWS ASOS at

WBS Airport for the Period January 2001, through September 2009

SSES Ambient Temperature Data January 2001, through September 2009 (°F)

2001 [2002 (2003 |2004 |2005 |2006 |2007 |2008 |2009 m‘,’:r‘:;‘; ﬁi:f:;‘:'
January  |27.2 |33.7 |22.2 [20.5 |25.8 [35.3 |32.3 [30.5 |22.3 [27.8 29.8
February (31.7 [35.1 |25.8 |28.9 |30.6 |31 [22.2 |29 [31.4 |29.5
March 34.7 |39.8 |37 |39.9 |33.5 |38.9 |36.8 [37.3 [39.2 |37.5 48.7
April 49.1 |51.1 (48 |49.9 |51.1 |50.7 [45.5 |52.4 |51.1 |49.9
May 59.6 |56.5 |56.4 |65.7 |55.2 |58.9 |61.4 |55.2 [58.9 |58.6
June 68 |67.8 |64.4 |65.3 |70.7 |66.1 |67.7 |69 |65.1 |67.1 69.3
July 68.1 |72.5 |70.4 |69.4 |73.2 |73.2 |69.6 |71.3 |67.5 |70.6
August 72.2 |72.4 |70.6 |68.3 |72.8 |70.1 |70.3 |66.2 |69.8 |70.3
September |71 [64.3 [62.6 |63.6 |66.5 |60 |64.1 |63.4 |60.9 [64.0 53.1
October  |52.4 |49.7 |48.6 |50.2 [53.4 [49.9 |58.1 |48.4 51.3
November [46.5 |40.4 |43.4 |42.9 |435 |45 |[39.9 [40.5 42.8
December (36.6 [29.3 [31.8 |32.1 [27.8 |38.2 [32.1 [32.2 32.5
Annual 50.6 |51.2 |48.6 |49.6 |50.4 |51.5 |50.1 |49.7 |51.8 |50.4 50.4
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TABLE 1 (Continued)

WBS Ambient Temperature Data January 2001, through September 2009 (°F)

Monthly |Seasonal
2001 (2002 |2003 |2004 (2005 |2006 {2007 |2008 (2009 Average |Average

January 26.8 |33.6 (21.1 |19.4 |23.8 |34.9 |31.9 [30.3 |21.6 |27.0 29.2

February 130.4 [34.9 (24.7 |27.3 [29.7 |30 21 28.8 |31 28.6

March 33.2 (39.6 |37 39.6 [31.7 |36.3 |35.6 [36.1 |39.5 [36.5 48.2
April 47.6 |50.8 |47.3 |49.2 |51.7 |50.2 [44.9 |62.3 |51.9 (495
May 59.8 (56.2 |56.4 |63.9 |55.6 |58.5 [61.3 |55.6 |59.5 (58.5
June 68 68.2 |63.7 |65 71.1 |659 |68.2 |69.2 [65.5 |67.2 69.5
July 66 72 71 69.3 |75 73.3 |70 72.4 |67.9 [70.8

August 71.7 (722 |70.3 |66.9 (74.8 |70.3 |70.9 (67.3 [69.9 |70.5

September (60.6 |64.7 [61.5 [63.2 |67.8 |60.3 |65.1 |64 60.6 |63.1 52.8

October 52.9 |49.9 (48.7 |50.3 |52.2 |49.9 |58.6 [48.8 51.4
November (454 |40.3 |44 42.5 |44 45.3 (40.1 |40.7 42.8
December |37 29.2 |31.5 (31.2 |27.5 |38.7 |31.5 (31.7 32.3

Annual 50 51.1 |48.2 [49.1 |50.5 [51.3 |50.2 [49.7 |52 50.2 50.1
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TABLE 2
Comparison of SSES Dew Point Temperature Data with Data from the NWS ASOS at
WBS Airport for the Period of November 2008, through September 2009

' SSES Dew Point Temperature
Data November 2008, through
September 2009 (°F)

2008
November  |29.6
December 21.3

2009
January 11.1
February 17.2
March 21.8
April 3241
May 44.8
June 54
July 55.9
August 59.7
September 51.2
Average 36.3
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TABLE 2 (Continued)

WBS Dew Point Temperature
Data November 2008, through
September 2009 (°F)

2008
November 29.5
December 23.5

2009
January 11.9
February 17.7
March 22.7
April 31.5
May 45
June 55.8
July 57.2
August 61.2
September 52.1
Average 37.1
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TABLE 3
Summary of Average Dew Point Depression for Wilkes-Barre Scranton

Tgriv;\)lepr;z:e 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 Seﬁrﬁlifng?hgfﬁvyigg)
Ranges
Month|Average|Average|AveragelAverage|Average|Average|Average|Average

-80°F to -0.4°F 1 - - 1097 | 11.08 | 9.83 - 10.50 | 12.10

2 - - 15.56 | 16.25 - 15.59 | 14.51 | 14.25

3 - - 13.61 - 13.25 - 14.50 -

4 - - - . - - - -

5 - - - - - - - -

6 - - - - - - - -

7 - - - - - - - -

8 - - - - - - - -

9 - - - - - - - - -

10 - - - - - - - -

11 - - - - - - - -

12 - 16.00 - 8.86 | 10.21 - 30.00 | 15.67 12.76
-0.4°F to 32°F 1 792 [ 1107 | 786 | 809 | 614 [ 769 | 7.71 | 10.51

2 11.92 | 1569 | 9.72 | 11.16 | 12.07 | 12.93 [ 11.01 | 10.00

3 | 1152 | 15.90 | 11.05 | 14.26 | 11.34 | 15.09 | 15.53 | 16.03

4 18.86 | 16.97 | 16.10 [ 20.88 | 23.16 [ 22.94 | 17.23 | 24.37

5 13011 | 19.23 [ 25.19 | 20.10 [ 20.28 | 29.55 | 29.59 | 25.74

6 8.00 [ 0.00 [ 0.00 | 0.00 | 0.00 | 25.00 - -

7 0.00 [ 0.00 | 0.00 | 33.00 - - - 0.00

8 6.78 [ 0.00 | 0.00 | 0.00 | 0.00 | 0.00 - -

9 9.00 [ 0.00 [ 0.00 | 0.00 | 11.00 | 57.00 - 65.00

10 | 1716 | 9.69 | 10.54 | 13.94 | 10.75 | 14.22 | 12.64 | 14.35

11 [13.39 [ 10.08 | 11.56 | 12.83 | 14.48 | 12.46 | 12.80 | 12.19

12 | 9.11 969 [ 9.74 | 10.80 | 8.75 | 13.64 | 8.84 [ 10.51 12.56
32°F to 86°F 1 1.06 | 6.79 | 3.82 | 2.38 1.90 | 6.16 [ 450 [ 7.00

2 5.00 [ 564 | 2.38 1.37 | 485 [ 9.1 3.00 | 3.16

3 309 [ 766 | 802 | 783 | 3.32 | 10.13 | 8.09 | 4.31

4 10.56 [ 9.46 | 12.83 | 10.51 | 12.65 | 12.67 | 10.60 | 13.89

5 12.81 [ 10.47 | 846 | 9.68 | 12.26 | 11.88 | 15.09 | 12.87

6 | 1132 | 975 | 7.63 | 9.62 [ 10.95 | 8.41 | 1251 | 11.51

7 | 1156 | 13.21 | 10.29 | 852 [ 1216 | 9.82 | 12.97 | 11.94

8 10.61 | 12.69 | 7.17 7.43 | 13.09 | 11.27 | 10.89 | 11.85

9 935 [ 1083 | 652 | 695 | 1467 | 7.32 | 11.55 | 10.54

10 | 10.87 | 696 | 7.17 | 7.36 | 766 | 8.13 | 9.47 | 10.13

11 827 | 6.16 | 480 | 7.11 | 10.17 | 696 | 629 | 7.01

12 { 740 | 365 | 3.78 | 455 | 278 | 6.98 | 265 | 4.92 9.81

Annual Average All Groups| 11.27 | 11.25 | 8.86 954 | 1149 | 1119 | 11.69 | 11.86 10.89
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Table 4 Calculation of Dew Point Temperature Accuracy Using ASOS
Methodology

Dew Point Temperature Range 1 -80° to -0.4°F. (representing 0.5% of the hourly data)

Average Dew Point Depression = 12.76°F is 20.2% of the total range of 0-63°F

Accuracy for Range 1 = 3.1 to 7.9°F

20.2% of Range 1 Accuracy = 4.1°F

Dew Point Temperature Range 2 -0.4° to 32°F. (representing 38.7% of the hourly data)

Average Dew Point Depression = 12.56°F is 19.9% of the total range of 0-63°F
Accuracy for Range 2 = 2.0 to 7.9°F ,

19.9% of Range 1 Accuracy = 3.2°F

Dew Point Temperature Range 3 32° to 86°F. (representing 60.8% of the hourly data)

Average Dew Point Depression = 9.81°F is 15.6% of the total range of 0-63°F

Accuracy for Range 3= 1.1 t0 4.7°F

15.6% of Range 3 Accuracy = 1.7°F

Using a Time Weighted Average of Each Range Based on the Percentage of Hours

0.5, 38.7 and 60.8% Respectively

The Overall Average Accuracy for the Eight Year Time Period = 2.29°F

References cited in this response:

NRC, 2007. Regulatory Guide 1.23, Meteorological Monitoring Programs for Nuclear
Power Plants, Rev. 1, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, March 2007.

USN, 1998. Automated Surface Observing System (ASOS) User's Guide, National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, Department of Defense, Federal Aviation
Administration, United States Navy, March 1998.

COLA Impact:
No changes to the BBNPP COLA ER are required as a result of this RAI response.
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ALT 9.3-1
ESRP 9.3

Summary: Provide a detailed description of the alternative site screening process
documentation that supports the selection of the alternatives sites listed in the ER,
including a description of the criteria used to rank alternative sites.

Full Text: ESRP 9.3 indicates that the applicant’s process for identifying alternate sites
for evaluation is acceptable if “the applicant has employed a practicable site-selection
process with the principal objective of identifying candidate sites that would be among
the best that could be reasonably found for the proposed plant” and the process is
ultimately supportive of a determination that there are or are not obviously superior sites
to the proposed site. More detail is needed regarding the screening criteria and ranking
system.

Response: The alternative site screening process described in Section 9.3 of the
BBNPP ER has been superseded by a revised process consistent with ESRP 9.3. The
new process is described in the Bell Bend Nuclear Power Plant Alternative Site
Evaluation report, Appendices A and B (PPL, 2009a) and a revision to Section 9.3 of the
COLA (PPL, 2009b). The original alternative site evaluation has been reperformed
based on the new process. This has resulted in the deletion of two previously identified
alternative sites and the addition of two new alternative sites.

References cited in this response:

PPL, 2009a. Bell Bend Nuclear Power Plant Alternative Site Evaluation, BNP-2009-257,
dated September 9, 2009.

PPL, 2009b. Bell Bend Nuclear Power Plant Environmental Report Section 9.3,
Alternative Sites, BNP-2009-371, dated November 25, 2009.

COLA Impact:
No changes to the BBNPP COLA ER are required as a result of this RAI response.



Enclosure 2 BNP-2009-342 Page 31

ALT 9.3-5
ESRP 9.3

Summary: Provide a docketable version of the information provided during the audit on
the availability of services at the alternative sites.

Full Text: Availability, or unavailability, of services such as potable water, electrical
power, and sanitary waste water treatment affects the comparison of alternative sites
and assessment of the impacts of the proposed action at each site as provided under
ESRP 9.3. '

Response: The alternative site screening process described in Section 9.3 of the
BBNPP ER has been superseded by a revised process. The revised process including
all of the siting factors and their weighting is contained in a new Alternative Site
Evaluation:report (PPL, 2009a). The revised process has resulted in the deletion of two
previously identified alternative sites and the addition of two new alternative sites.

Information on the Montour Site (Alternative Site 1) and the new alternative sites
Humboldt Industrial Park and Seedco Industrial Park (Alternative Sites 2 and 3
respectively) is provided below and included in the revised ER Section 9.3 (PPL, 2009b).

Montour Site (Alternative Site 1)

According to the USEPA, Montour County has seven community public water systems
(PWSs), which are defined by the PADEP as a “system that provides piped water for
human consumption to at least 15 service connections or serves an average of at least
25 people for at least 60 days each year. PWSs can be community, non-transient non-
community, or transient non-community systems” (PADEP, 2009c). These seven
systems provide treated water to over 7,000 people throughout Montour County. Of
these seven systems, four use groundwater as the primary water source, while the
remaining three use surface water (USEPA, 2009b). In addition, Montour County has
one major and three minor public (municipal) wastewater/sanitary sewer treatment
plants. The total wastewater flow to these four municipal public sewer systems within the
county is approximately 3.9 MGD (14.8 mid) (PADEP, 2009d).

Within the Montour County Comprehensive Plan (the Plan), the subject of sewer system
capacity and how critical and urgent this issue is within the county is discussed in detail.
Future strategic actions within the Plan acknowledge the vital link between adequate
sewer system capacity and the growth, infrastructure enhancement, and development
within Montour County, especially Valley Township. Valley Township includes an
essential portion of a growth corridor, identified by the Plan, and with the present
capacity restrictions at the Valley Township Wastewater Treatment Plant, development
within this area is directly impacted. The Plan recommends a multi-municipal approach
to resolving the sewage treatment capacity issues. The recommended approach
involves either an expansion of the local Valley Township Wastewater Treatment Plant
or a conveyance to the Danville Borough Plant that currently has the reserve capacity to
serve this area of Montour County. The Plan also recommends the extension of water
and sanitary sewer service for a portion of Cooper Township within another designated
growth corridor, by expanding treatment via the Danville Borough Plant. (Montour
County Planning Commission [MCPC], 2009)
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Humboldt Industrial Park (Alternative Site 2)

According to the USEPA, Luzerne County has 91 community PWSs, which are defined
by the PADEP as a “system that provides piped water for human consumption to at least
15 service connections or serves an average of at least 25 people for at least 60 days
each year. PWSs can be community, non-transient non-community, or transient non-
community systems” (PADEP, 2009c). These 91 systems provide treated water to over
274,000 people throughout the County. Of the 91 systems, seven of them use surface
water as the primary water source, while the remaining 84 use groundwater. (USEPA,
2009c) In addition, Luzerne County has four major and nine minor public (municipal)
wastewater/sanitary sewer treatment plants. The total wastewater flow to these 13
municipal public sewer systems within Luzerne County is approximately 73.6 MGD
(278.6 mid) (PADEP, 2009d). According to Luzerne County, Dupont Borough recently
completed a modern $5-million sewer collection system (Luzerne County, 2009b), and
the Township of Salem is currently in the process of initiating a new sewer system in the
residential areas of East Berwick and Beach Haven (Luzerne County, 2009c).

Seedco Industrial Park (Alternative Site 3)

According to the USEPA, Northumberland County has 13 community PWSs, which are
defined by the PADEP as a “system that provides piped water for human consumption to
at least 15 service connections or serves an average of at least 25 people for at least 60
days each year. PWSs can be community, non-transient non-community, or transient
non-community systems” (PADEP, 2009c). These 13 systems provide treated water to
over 86,000 people throughout Northumberland County. Three of these systems use
surface water as the primary water source, while eight use groundwater and two use
groundwater that is under the influence of surface water (USEPA, 2009d). In addition,
Northumberland County has five major and 14 minor public (municipal)
wastewater/sanitary sewer treatment plants. The total wastewater flow to these 19
municipal public sewer systems within Northumberland County is approximately 19.6
MGD (74.2 mid) (PADEP, 2009d).

References cited in response:

Luzerne County, 2009b. Luzerne County Living, Dupont Borough, Website:
http://www.luzernecounty.org/living/municipalities/dupont_borough, Date accessed:
October 14, 2009.

Luzerne County, 2009c. Luzerne County Living, Township of Salem, Website:
http://www.luzernecounty.org/living/municipalities/township_of_salem, Date accessed:
October 14, 2009.

MCPC, 2009. Montour County Planning Commission, Montour County Comprehensive
Plan, April 2009.

PADEP, 2009c. Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection, Water
Standards and Facility Regulation Performance Measures Glossary, Website:
http://www.depweb.state.pa.us/watersupply/cwp/view.asp?a=14508q=512599#POTW,
Date accessed: October 9, 2009.

PADEP, 2009d. Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection, Water
Standards and Facility Regulation, Wastewater Facilities and Permits, Municipal Sewage
NPDES Permits Excel Spreadsheet, Updated June 2009, Website:
http://www.depweb.state.pa.us/watersupply/cwp/view.asp?a=14508q=535524#spreadsh
eet, Date accessed: October 9, 2009.

PPL, 2009a. Bell Bend Nuclear Power Plant Alternative Site Evaluation, BNP-2009-257,
dated September 9, 2009.
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PPL, 2009b. Bell Bend Nuclear Power Plant Environmental Report Section 9.3,
Alternative Sites, BNP-2009-371, dated November 25, 2009.

USEPA, 2009b. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Safe Drinking Water Information
System (SDWIS), List of Water Systems in SDWIS, Community Water Systems,
Montour County, Pennsylvania, Website: http://oaspub.epa.gov, Date accessed: October
9, 2009.

USEPA, 2009c. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Safe Drinking Water Information
System (SDWIS), List of Water Systems in SDWIS, Community Water Systems,
Luzerne County, Pennsylvania, Website: http://oaspub.epa.gov, Date accessed: October
14, 2009. '

USEPA, 2009d. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Safe Drinking Water Information
System (SDWIS), List of Water Systems in SDWIS, Community Water Systems,
Northumberland County, Pennsylvania, Website: http://oaspub.epa.gov, Date accessed:
October 9, 20089.

COLA Impact.
No changes to the BBNPP COLA are required as a result of this RAI response.
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AE 3.4-2
ESRP 3.4.2

Summary: Discuss the design of the discharge pipe and resolve -apparent
inconsistencies within the ER and with the FSAR regarding:

e The length of the diffuser and of the total pipeline as it extends into the river

s The number of ports

e The width of the concrete pad that will subpoﬂ the discharge pipeline anchors
e The height of the pad above the river bottom -

e Any planned burial of the discharge pipe in the Susquehanna River

Full Text: There are various discussions in the ER text that indicate different lengths for
the discharge pipe. The text (Ch. 3) describes the cooling system discharge pipe as
extending 212 ft from shore with a diffuser that is 106.5 ft long from first port to last with
72 4-in.-diameter ports spaced at 1.5-ft intervals. The text in ER Ch. 5 describes a 120-
ft-long diffuser, which would give a total pipe length of 332 ft. The text on ER Rev 1, p.
5-22 describes a 200 ft pipe. Figure 3.4-6 appears to show the diffuser as being only
40.5 ft from first port to last with 28 4-in.-diameter ports spaced at 1.5-ft intervals. Note
also that text in aquatic ecology impacts seems to differ (ER Rev 1, p.4-45) but is close
to dimensions in ER Chapter 5.

Response: See Figure 1 below for a BBNPP discharge plan-view dimensions sketch.
First Bullet

The diffuser is 119-6” in length. The retention basin discharge pipe extends into the
river at plan-view length along the pipe of approximately 258 feet. The discharge pipe
meets up with the diffuser at a distance 203 ft perpendicular from the shoreline. The first
port of the diffuser is 212 ft perpendicularly from the shoreline. The combined plan-view
length along the pipe/diffuser of the discharge pipe and the discharge diffuser in the
Susquehanna River is 377-6". The end of the discharge diffuser is approximately 310 ft
perpendicular from the shoreline.

Second Bullet

There are 72 4-inch diameter ports on the discharge diffuser angled 45° above the
horizontal in direction of the river flow and arranged 1°-6” apart (center-to-center)
spanning a total length of 106’-6” on the diffuser. :

Third Bullet

The concrete pad that supports the diffuser is 7 ft wide.
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Fourth Bullet

The top of the concrete pad is at the same elevation as the centerline of the discharge
diffuser, Elevation 476 feet. The height of the top of the pad above the river bottom
varies (but is not less than 2 ft) as the river bottom elevation varies.

Fifth Bullet

The discharge pipe is buried until it reaches the proximity of the diffuser.
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Figure 1 - BBNPP Discharge Plan View Dimensions Sketch
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COLA Impact:
The BBNPP COLA FSAR will be revised as follows in a future revision of the COLA:

2.4.7.3 Intake and Discharge Structures

Plant effluent going back to the Susquehanna River from BBNPP consists of cooling tower
blowdown from the CWS cooling towers and the ESWS cooling towers, and miscellaneous low
volume wastewater streams from the Power Block. The blowdown line extends approximately
200-f{61+m) 310 ft (95 m) into the Susquehanna River below the design minimum water level of
484 ft (148 m) msl. Ice or ice flooding will be no problem at the discharge structure, as the warm
discharge water will keep the outfall open.

2.4.11.1 Low Flow in Rivers and Streams

The BBNPP discharge pipe extends approximately 200—f{(6++m} 310 ft (35 m) into the
Susquehanna River (Figure 2.4-10). As a conservative approach, the probable minimum flow of
532 cfs (15 m%s) recorded at Wilkes-Barre was used as the design basis. The flow of 532 cfs
(15 m%s) will bring the water level near the discharge line to approximately elevation 485.3 ft
(147.9 m) msl (Soya, 1991). The CWS Makeup Water Intake Structure Design will
accommodate river levels as low as 484 ft (148 m) msl. The centerline of the discharge line is at
elevation of 476 ft (145 m) msl, approximately 9 ft (3 m) below the estimated water level near
the discharge line and 8 ft (2 m) below the established design low water level for the CWS
intake; thus low water levels will not uncover the discharge pipe or affect the non-safety-related
makeup water supplies.
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Figure 2.4-10 {Susquehanna River Bathymetry near Intake & Blowdown Structures}
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Revised Figure 2.4-10 {Susquehanna River Bathymetry near Intake & Blowdown
Structures}
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Figure 10.4-9 {Discharge Diffuser}
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The BBNPP COLA ER will be revised as follows in a future COLA revision.

2.3.1.1.1.8 Bathymetry of the North Branch of the Susquehanna River (NBSR)

The discharge line discussed in Section 3.4.2.2 and illustrated in Figure 3.4-6 shows that the
height of the 2872-4 in (10 cm) diameter port holes are—located—on—top—of—the—pipe—at
approximately-elevation476-f{(145-m}-ms! above the river bed varies as the river bed elevation

varies. The angle of discharge of the port holes is 45 degrees to horizontal. The NBSR bottom

elevation where—the—pipe—discharges—is—at along the diffuser varies.but is not greater than
elevation 474 ft (144.5 m) msl (Figure 2.3-11).
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Figure 2.3-11 Susquehanna River Bathymetry Near Intake and Blowdown Structures
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Revised Figure 2.3-11 Susquehanna River Bathymetry Near Intake and Blowdown
Structures
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3.4.2.2 Final Plant Discharge

The discharge structure is designed to meet applicable navigation and maintenance criteria and
to provide an acceptable mixing zone for the thermal plume per the Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania regulations for thermal discharges. The discharge peint diffuser is near the
southwest bank of the Susquehanna River approximately Z00-f{240-m} 720 ft (220 m) south of
the intake structure for BBNPP. The BBNPP discharge pipe and diffuser is aligned parallel to,
and approximately 380 ft (116 m) south, of the existing Susquehanna Plant Units 1 and 2
discharge lines. Figure 3.4-3 shows the location of the intake structure and discharge lines. The
24 in (61 cm) discharge pipe extends approximately 212 ft (64.6 m), measured perpendicular
from the shoreline to the first diffuser port, into the river. Connected to the discharge pipe is a
106.5 ft (32.5 m), as measured from the first to the last port, long diffuser. Figure 3.4-6 shows
details of the diffuser pipe. The centerline elevation of the discharge diffuser is Elevation 476 ft
(145 m) msl. The diffuser center elevation is approximately 9 ft (3 m) below the estimated
probable minimum flow river level as discussed in FSAR Section 2.4.11. The diffuser seventy-
two 4 in (10 cm) diameter port holes are spaced center-to-center at 1.5 ft (0.5 m). The height of
the port holes above the river bed varies as the river bed elevation varies. The angle of
discharge of the port holes is 45 degrees to horizontal. The discharge diffuser will be supported
on the river utilizing equally spaced anchors embedded in a 111.5 ft (34 m) long concrete pad
as shown on Figures 3.4-6 and 3.4-12.
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Enclosure 2

Figure 3.4-3 Circulating Water System Intake/Discharge Structure Location Plan
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Revised Figure 3.4-3 Clrculatlng Water System Intake/Dlscharge Structure Location Plan
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Figure 3.4-6 View of Discharge Outfall for Discharge System for BBNPP
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Revised Figure 3.4-6 View of Discharge Outfall for Discharge System for BBNPP
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Enclosure 2

Figure 3.4-11 CWS Makeup Water Intake Structure Construction Coffer Dam
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Revised Figu

re 3.4-11 CWS
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New Figure 3.4-12 End of Blowdown Line
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4.3.2.2 Impacts to the Susquehanna River and Offsite Streams

A similar process will be employed during diffuser pipe installation. The diffuser begins 203 ft
(62 m) perpendicular from the shoreline, and extends is 119.5 ft (36 m) into-the-riverchannel in
length. The axial distance along the discharge pipeline to the diffuser is approximately 210-f{64
m} 258 ft (79 m). Thus the trench for the pipeline and the diffuser will extend approximately
329.5-#+(100-m) 377.5 ft (115 m), i.e., 210-H(64-m)} 258 ft (79 m) plus (+) 119.5 ft (36 m), into
the river, and will be approx1mately 50 ft (15 m) wide. The total disturbed area during
construction will be approximately 16.560-#~(1.533-m%} 18,875 ft? (1,754 m?). After installation
of the pipe and the riprap protection, the final disturbed area will be slightly narrower, with a
disturbed area of approximately 328-5-+(1080-m) 377.5 ft (115 m) by 20 ft (6 m) for a total of
6,600-#°{613-m") 7,550 ft? (701 m?).

5.2.1.2.1 Surface Water

BBNPP is designed to use the minimum amount of water necessary to ensure safe, long-term
operation of the plant. The intake for BBNPP (Circulating Water System (CWS) Intake
Structure) will be located just downstream of the existing intake structure for SSES. The
discharge outfall will enter the Susquehanna River downstream of the existing SSES discharge
system through a buried pipe that will be connected to an approximately 120 ft (36.6 m) long
multi-port diffuser positioned perpendicularto-the-SusquehannaRiverflow aligned parallel to,
and approximately 380 ft (116 _m) south of, the existing Susquehanna Plant Units 1 and 2
discharge line with 72 individual 4 in (10.2 cm) diameter ports spaced center-to-center 18 in (46
cm) apart. The first port will be located approximately 212 ft (64.6 m) offshore, measured
perpendicular to the shoreline. Additional details on the intake and discharge systems are
presented in Section 3.4. Water withdrawals for the operation of BBNPP are described in detail
in Section 3.3.1.

5.2.3.4 Discharge Mixing Zone

The discharge outfall for BBNPP will be located in the Susquehanna River, approximately 380 ft
(116 m) downstream of the SSES discharge structure. The discharge piping will extend out from
the river bank and connect to an approximately 120 ft (36.6 m) long multi-port diffuser. The
diffuser will consist of a pipe having 72, 4-in (10-cm) diameter port holes spaced at 18 in (45
cm) intervals. The centerline elevation of the discharge perts-is12-in{18-em)} diffuser is at the
476 ft (145 m) elevation, a minimum of 2 ft (0.6 m) above the aemmal river bottom.

5.3.2.1 Thermal Description and Physical Impacts

In assessing the impact of the thermal discharge from the BBNPP, the average total effluent
discharge flow was conservatively estimated to be 11,172 gpm (42,290 lpm). The BBNPP
discharge structure will consist of a subsurface multi-port diffuser located approximately 720 ft
(220 m) south of the CWS Makeup Water Intake Structure, extending about 310 ft (95 m) into
the river at a low river flow depth of 10 ft (3.05 m). The diffuser will be similar to the existing
SSES diffuser and will consist of seventy-two, 4 in (10 cm) nozzles located close to the bottom.
The subsurface diffuser will rapidly mix blowdown discharge with the Susquehanna.River.
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5.3.2.1.1 Susquehanna River Datasets

Bathymetric data in the vicinity of BBNPP were developed from two sources: US Army Corps of
Engineers, Philadelphia District (USACE) provided digital terrain maps (TIN's), shoreline data in
ARC/INFO interchange file format (e00), and cross-section data from their FEMA HEC-RAS
model (Arabatzis, 2008). More spatially-detailed bathymetric contours in the immediate vicinity
of the SSES mtake and dlscharge (1978) are prowded in Flgure 2.3-11. The-elevation-of-the

M . 5 M} The centerline of
the dlscharqe d|ffuser is_at the 476 ft (145 m) elevation, a minimum of 2 ft (0.6 m) above the
river bottom.

9.4.2.1 Intake and Discharge Systems

As described in Section 3.4.2.2, the discharge structure will be designed to meet all applicable
navigation and maintenance criteria, and to provide an acceptable mixing zone for the thermal
plume per the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania regulations for thermal discharges. Figure 3.4-6
shows details of the discharge system. The discharge point is near the southwest bank of the
Susquehanna River approximately Z80-#+(248-m} 720 ft (220 m) south of the intake structure for
BBNPP and extends about +50-ft{46-m} 310 ft (95 m) into the river through a 24 in (61 cm)
discharge pipe with diffuser port holes at the end of the line.
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AE 4.3-4
ESRP 4.3.2

Summary: Provide information about use of cofferdams to aid in the installation of the intake
system, the outfall pipeline, and the diffuser:

e describe how the cofferdam would be installed and how would it be anchored to the
bedrock;

e if a barge would be used, descr/be the type of barge (vessel operated, jack-up) and
the potential impacts from its use;

o if pile driving is used, describe.the process including details about the sheet pile type,
and support piers, and the type of hammer;

s describe the potential noise impacts to aquatic organisms in the river.

e describe any surveys for the occurrence of important freshwater mussel species and
any steps that would be taken to reduce possible impacts to the green floater and
yellow lampmussel and other mussels of concern;

e describe any additional disturbance that would occur when the cofferdam is removed
and the area of this disturbance:

e provide details about how the excavation of the trench for the diffuser pipeline would
be accomplished.

Full Text: ER Rev 1, p.3-27 (section 3.4.2.1) states that the cofferdam would be installed
from shore, but sections farther out in the river might be installed by barge or from the top of
the cofferdam.

ER Rev 1, pp 4-12; 4-52 mentions pile driving during construction. Describe the potential
impacts from this activity to aquatic organisms.

ER Rev 1, p. 4-45 states the when the cofferdam is removed, an additional area would be
disturbed such that total disturbed area is 26,400 ft* (0.61 ac). Please describe this area and
how it would be disturbed.

Response:
First Bullet

The cofferdam will be driven to refusal into the underlying bedrock to form a seepage cutoff.
Utilizing the cellular type cofferdam, the individual steel sheets would be driven in a near
circular formation. The initial cells could be installed using a crane and pile driver from the
shore. As the work progresses, the crane could be mounted on the cofferdam if it has a
sufficient diameter to support the crane. If the cell is too small, then a crane mounted on a
barge could be used to drive the sheet piles. As the cells are completed, special
interconnecting pieces are installed between the cells to maintain the water tight effect. The
stability of the cells is maintained by the friction of the cell on the bottom of ‘the river in
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conjunction with the lateral resistance provided by the lateral pressure from their embedment
in the soil substrate in the river bottom.

Second Bullet

The barge is expected to be a commercially available barge pushed into position by a small
tug or boat capable of navigating the Susquehanna River. If no commercial barges are
available, then the barge can be trucked to the site in sections and assembled nearby before
floating it to the site. A small boat or tug would be needed to maneuver the barge into
position. Jacks or spuds would be needed at the corners of the barge to stabilize it in the
river during sheet pile installation. After the barge is fixed in its location, the boat would not be
needed until the barge was to be relocated. Thus the effects of the boat would be equivalent
to normal river boat traffic. The barge would be located within the area of the excavation for
most of the sheet pile installation, thus minimizing the effects of the jacks on the river bottom.

A similar approach would be utilized for the construction of the discharge pipeline and the
diffuser. The barge would be set up on the equivalent interior (downstream) side of the
cofferdam and thus would have minimal net effect on the Susquehanna River.

Third Bullet

The sheet piles would probably be PS-27.5, PS-31, or equivalent straight sections and
interlock in a near circular formation with interconnecting pieces. Either a drop hammer,
hydraulic hammer, or a vibratory hammer will be used to install the sheet pile sections. This
is typically the contractor’s choice and familiarity with the equipment necessary to drive the
sheet piles to refusal in the bedrock. The circular cells would be designed to be self-
supporting in conjunction with the interconnecting pieces to maintain a continuous seepage
cutoff. Thus, no additional support piers would be required.

Fourth Bullet

During the construction of cofferdams, sheet piles will be installed and sounds will be created
from the use of drop, hydraulic, or vibratory hammers. Fish in the immediate area of the
construction will likely be disturbed by noises and other activities that precede sheet pile
installation and will swim from the area prior to sheet pile-driving. This initial movement of fish
out of the construction area will greatly reduce the likelihood of fish stress or injury from the
construction noises. Once sheet pile-driving is. initiated the sounds caused by this activity will
likely be loud enough to cause most of the fish remaining in the vicinity of the installation to
be disturbed and swim away from the area. It is possible that some fish remaining in the
immediate vicinity of the pile-driving could be subjected to physical injury or mortality from the
impact sound associated with the pile-driving. Current scientific research in the area of the
effects of sound on fish from pile-driving is limited but there is concern over fish injury or
mortality from pile-driving (Hastings and Popper, 2005). Physical injury or mortality from the
sounds created by pile-driving are known to be species specific and are typically more severe
the closer the fish is to the pile-driving. However, fish injury or mortality for construction of the
BBNPP intake and diffuser structures will be minimal based on the characteristics of the fish
community within the Susquehanna River. That is, fish are not concentrated in this section of
the river, no migratory fish species occur within this section of the river, and no schooling fish
species occur within this section of the river. Lastly, it is important to note that no threatened
or endangered fish species occur within the section of the river where construction will take
place. Construction activities will only cause a temporary disturbance and fish that vacate the
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area will likely return after installation of the sheet piles and other construction activities are
completed.

Other less mobile aquatic organisms that are unable to leave the area could be affected by
the noises depending on their proximity to the hammers. Mussels living in the area directly
adjacent to the footprint of disturbance may be disturbed by the noise. If disturbed by the
noise, these mussels would likely suspend normal feeding activity until after construction
activities were completed for the day. This pattern of mussel disturbance would continue until
construction was completed. This would only be a temporary disturbance and mussels would
resume normal activities once the construction activities ceased. It is also possible that the
noises generated during construction will cause some insects to drift from the area. This will
also be a temporary disturbance as insects and other organisms will recolonize the substrate
subsequent to completion of sheet pile installation (Skelly and Loy, 2005).

Fifth Bullet

A mussel survey was completed during the fall of 2007 in the Susquehanna River in the
vicinity of the proposed BBNPP intake system. ER Section 2.4.2.2 describes the mussel
survey. Impacts to mussels will be reduced by utilizing construction practices that minimize
sedimentation and physical disturbance of the stream bottom. Mussel surveys within the
actual footprint of disturbance for the intake and diffuser may be necessary to determine their
density and species composition within these areas. If mussels of concern are present within
these areas, it is likely that they will need to be relocated to another portion of the river.
Coordination with the Pennsylvania Fish and Boat Commission, once the actual footprint of
the in-river disturbed area is fixed, will be necessary to determine the need for and scope of a
more detailed mussel survey and potential relocation effort. The process of relocating
mussels of special concern is a practice that has been employed in Pennsylvania when
mussels may be subjected to mortality from construction related activities. For example, a
mussel relocation was completed during 2005 in the North Branch Susquehanna River,
approximately 10 miles downstream of the BBNPP intake structure, for a sewer main
crossing in the river (Skelly and Loy, 2005). During the survey all mussel species, including
green floater and yellow lampmussel, were removed from the footprint of disturbance and
relocated to a downstream location with suitable mussel habitat (Skelly and Loy, 2005).

Sixth Bullet

After completion of the construction of the intake structure and excavation of the area in front
of the intake structure but inside the cofferdam, the cofferdam and any sheet piling in the
river is removed from in front of the structure. The sheet piling used on the three land sides
for the excavation of the intake structure may be left in place and used as formwork for the
concrete walls of the structure. This does not have any effect on the river. Dredging may not
be required for the forebay area if this area is within the limits of the cofferdam. However,
some dredging is required in the river in front of the structure to remove the material from
within the cofferdam and to shape the slope on all three sides to the design elevation of the
forebay area to minimize sedimentation in the structure. The area of disturbance due to the
cofferdams would be approximately 400 feet in length (the length of the cellular cofferdam in
the river) by the diameter of the cofferdam (consider 16 feet in diameter). This area of
disturbance would be approximately 6400 square feet.

A similar approach would be utilized for the construction of the discharge pipeline and the
diffuser. The barge could be set up on the equivalent interior (downstream) side of the
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cofferdam and thus would have minimal net effect on the Susquehanna River. The area of
disturbance for the removal of the cofferdam would be approximately 400 feet long by 30 feet
wide (two sides) for a disturbed area of 12,000 square feet.

Seventh Bullet

The trench for the discharge pipeline and the diffuser will be excavated similar to the
approach for the intake structure. A cellular cofferdam will be installed to bedrock to provide
a seepage cutoff around the excavation. Since the excavation for the diffuser is performed
within the limits of a cofferdam, the work is performed under dry conditions after the river
water is pumped out. Some of the river bottom materials will be removed to allow placement
of the discharge pipeline below the river level as shown on Figures 3.4-6 and 3.4-12. After
the concrete pad, diffuser, anchors, and soil backfill are installed, the riprap is placed using a
backhoe. After completion of the pipe installation, the cofferdam will be removed. If no
material is placed within the cofferdam cells, then no additional dredging will be required in
the river after sheet pile removal because the river bottom should be basically at its original
level. V

References cited in this response:

Hastings and Popper, 2005. Effects of Sound on Fish. Subconsultants to Jones & Stokes
under California Department of Transportation Contract No. 43A0139, Task Order 1.
January, 2005. M. C. Hastings and A.N. Popper.

Skelly and Loy, 2005. Mifflinville Sewer Forcemain Project Freshwater Mussel Survey and
Relocation Report. Prepared for Greenland Construction, October 2005.
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COLA Impact:
The BBNPP COLA ER will be revised as follows in a future COLA revision.

3.4.2.1 Circulating Water System (CWS) Makeup Water Intake Structure

In order to perform the excavation and construction of the intake structure in dry conditions, a
seepage cutoff and retaining walls will be required. A cofferdam will need to be installed in
front of the CWS Makeup Water Intake Structure to prevent the river row from entermg the

seepage cutoff Utilizing the cellular type cofferdam, the individual steel sheets would be
driven in a near circular formation. The initial cells could be installed using a crane and pile
driver from the shore. As the work progresses, the crane is expected to be mounted on the
cofferdam if it has a sufficient diameter to support the crane. If the cell is too small, then a
crane_mounted on_a barge would be used to drive the sheet piles. As the cells are
completed, special interconnecting pieces are installed between the cells to maintain the
water tight effect. The stability of the cells is maintained by the friction of the cell on the
bottom of the river in conjunction with the lateral resistance provided by the lateral pressure
from their embedment in _the soil substrate in the river bottom. The barge would be a
commercially available barge pushed into position by a small tug or boat capable of
navigating the Susquehanna River. |f no commercial barges are available, then the barge
can be trucked to the site in sections and assembled nearby before floating it to the site. A
small boat or tug would be needed to maneuver the barge into position. Jacks or spuds
would be needed at the corners of the barge to stabilize it in the river during sheet pile
installation. After the barge is fixed in its location, the boat would not be needed until the
barge was to be relocated. Thus the effects of the boat would be equivalent to normal river
boat traffic. The barge could be located within the area of the excavation for most of the
sheet pile installation, thus minimizing the effects of the jacks on the river bottom. The sheet
piles would be straight sections and interlock in a near circular formation with interconnecting
pieces. Either a drop hammer, hydraulic hammer, or a vibratory hammer will be used to
install the sheet pile sections. The circular cells would be designed to be self-supporting in
conjunction with the interconnecting pieces to maintain a continuous seepage cutoff. Thus,
no additional support piers would be required.

A standard sheet pile wall will then be constructed around the remainder of the excavation
and will be tied into the cofferdam for stability and as a seepage barrier. The installation of
the cofferdam will occupy some space in the river but will have minimal impact on the river
flow. A similar approach would be utilized for the construction of the discharge pipeline .and
the diffuser. The barge could be set up on the equivalent interior (downstream) side of the
cofferdam _and thus would have minimal net effect on the Susquehanna River. The area of
disturbance for the removal of the cofferdam would be approximately 400 feet long by 30 feet
wide (two sides) for a disturbed area of 12,000 square feet. The cofferdams is are shown on
Figures 3.4-11 and 3.4-12. The cofferdam details are discussed in Section 4.3.2.2.
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3.4.2.2 Final Plant Discharge

The discharge structure will be designed to meet all applicable navigation and maintenance
criteria and to provide an acceptable mixing zone for the thermal plume per the
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania regulations for thermal discharges. The discharge point is
near the southwest bank of the Susquehanna River approximately 700 ft (210 m) south of the
intake structure for BBNPP. The BBNPP discharge pipe and diffuser is aligned parallel to,
and approximately 380 ft (116 m) south, of the existing Susquehanna Plant Units 1 and 2
discharge lines. Figure 3.4-3 shows the location of the intake structure and discharge lines.
The 24 in (61 cm) discharge pipe extends approximately 212 ft (64.6 m), measured
perpendicular from the shoreline to the first diffuser port, into the river. Connected to the
discharge pipe is a 106.5 ft (32.5 m), as measured from the first to the last port, long diffuser.
Figure 3.4-6 shows details of the diffuser pipe. The centerline elevation of the discharge
diffuser is Elevation 476 ft (145 m) msl. The diffuser center elevation is approximately 9 ft (3
m) below the estimated minimum flow river level as discussed in FSAR Section 2.4.11. The
diffuser seventy-two 4 in (10 cm) diameter port holes are spaced center-to-center at 1.5 ft
(0.5 m). The height of the port holes above the river bed varies as the river bed elevation
varies. The angle of discharge of the port holes is 45 degrees to horizontal. The discharge
diffuser will be supported in the river utilizing equally spaced anchors embedded in a 111.5 ft
(34 m) long concrete pad as shown on Figures 3.4-6 and 3.4-12. Dredging /excavation along
the river bottom will be required for installation of the discharge structure and is discussed in
Section 4.3.2.2. Riprap will be placed around the discharge diffuser to resist potential
erosion. Any potential scouring of the river bed by the flow from the discharge diffuser is
discussed in FSAR Section 2.4.11. Fish screens are not required on the diffuser since there
will always be flow through the discharge piping, even during outages, to maintain discharge
of treated liquid radioactive waste within the concentration limits of the applicable local,
Commonwealth, and Federal requirements. The length of the diffuser flow after exiting the
nozzle is approximately 54.1 ft (16.5 m). Thermal modeling of the discharge is discussed in
Section 5.3.2.

41.1.1 The Site

Table 4.1-1 provides an estimate of the land areas that would be disturbed during
construction of BBNPP and supporting facilities, including temporary features such as
laydown areas, stormwater retention ponds, intake and discharge structures, and borrow
areas. Approximately 630 ac (255 ha) of the BBNPP site would be disturbed by site
preparation and construction. Approximately 365 ac (148 ha) would be permanently
dedicated to BBNPP and its supporting facilities, and lost to other uses until after
decommissioning. Approximately 265 ac (107 ha) would be temporarily impacted. Acreage
not containing permanent structures would be reclaimed to the maximum extent possible.
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4.3.1 TERRESTRIAL ECOSYSTEMS

Approximately 365 ac (148 ha) (developed and undeveloped) would be permanently
converted to structures, pavement, or other intensively-maintained exterior grounds. These
facilities will include the proposed power block, switchyards, CWS and ESWS cooling towers,
ESWEMS Retention Pond, combined wastewater retention pond, water treatment plant,
permanent parking and laydown areas, roads, railroad, stormwater ponds, soil stockpile and
CWS Makeup Water Intake Structure. Temporary disturbance of forest cover would also be
considered effectively permanent due to the time needed to recreate forest cover of similar
maturity. ‘

Approximately 265 266 ac (+0# 108 ha) (developed and undeveloped) would be temporarily
disturbed, only, to accommodate the batch plant, modular assembly area, and temporary
offices, warehouses, rivers_intake and discharge structures, parking and laydown areas.
Acreage not containing permanent structures would be restored by grading and revegating to
the extent practicable.

4.3.2.2 Impacts to the Susquehanna River and Offsite Streams

The area of the river disturbed by the installation of the cofferdam will be approximately 200 ft
(61 m) into the river channel, by 100 ft (30 m) parallel to the shoreline, for a total area of
20,000 ft* (1,858 m?. When the cofferdam is removed some additional area will be
disturbed. Some dredging is required in _the river in front of the structure to remove the
material from within the cofferdam and to shape the slope on all three sides to the design .
elevation of the forebay area to minimize sedimentation in the structure. This total area after
construction will be approximately 120 ft (37 m) into the river channel, by 220 ft (67 m) for a
total disturbed area of 26,400 ft? (2,453 m?).

After completion of the intake structure, the cofferdams and fill material will be removed to
allow the river to flow into the structure. After removal of the cofferdams a temporary increase
in sediment in the water column is expected. The cofferdams will not inhibit aquatic organism
movement within the river due to the small area affected by construction activity (see Figure
3.4-11).

A similar process will be employed during diffuser pipe installation. The diffuser begins 203 ft
(62 m) perpendicularly from the shoreline, and extends 119.5 ft (36 m) into the river channel.
The axial distance along the discharge pipeline to the diffuser is approximately 210 ft (64 m).
Thus the trench for the pipeline and the diffuser will extend approximately 329.5 ft (100 m),
i.e., 210 ft (64 m) plus (+) 119.5 ft (36 m), into the river, and will be approximately 50 ft (15 m)
wide.

The total disturbed area during construction will be approximately 16,500 ft? (1,533 m?). After
installation of the pipe and the riprap protection, the final disturbed area will be slightly
narrower, with a disturbed area of approximately 329.5 ft (100 m) by 20 ft (6 m) for a total of
6,600 ft* (613 m?). Construction will result in removal and disruption of river substrate in the
immediate vicinity of the diffuser pipe. Temporary increases in suspended sediments in the
water column will result during cofferdam installation. After completion- of the pipe
installation, the cofferdam will be removed. If no material is placed within the cofferdam cells,
then no additional dredging will be required in the river after sheet pile removal because the
river bottom should be basically at its original level. After However, after removal of the
cofferdams a temporary increase in sediment in the water column is also expected. The
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cofferdams will not inhibit migration of aquatic organisms within the river due to the small
area affected by construction activity.
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Table 4.1-1 Construction Areas Acreage and Operations Area Acreage, Land Use and

Zoning
Construction
Construction Area Acreage Currt:jnt Land Current Zoning
se
(hectares)
BBNPP Power Block 61.2 (24.8) B,F, A UB,W, AD, CD
WL
ESWEMS Retention (UHS) Pond 9.9 (4.0) F, A AD
and Pumphouse
Intake Structure and Discharge 0-746-3}1.3 (0.5) F, W, WL CD
Pipeline/Diffuser (Land and River)
BBNPP Switchyard 7.5 (3.0) F, A WL AD, CD
SSES Units 1 and 2 Switchyard 11.0 (4.5) B,F, A UB,W, AD, HI
(expansion) WL
Cooling Towers Area 21.1 (8.5) F, A AD
Water Treatment 9.2 (3.7) B,F,A AD
Roads 16.9 (6.8) B, F, A U/B, WL AD, CD, HB
Rail Roads 28.3 (11.4) B, F, A, U/B, WL AD, HI
Storm Water Ponds 29.7 (12.0) , A, U/B AD, HI
Permanent Laydown Areas 76.3 (30.9) F, A AD, CD
Permanent Offices 0.9 (0.4) AD
Permanent Parking 23.6 (9.6) F, A AD, CD
Onsite Transmission Line R/'W 68.6 (27.8) B, F, A, U/B, WL AD, CD, HI
Total Acreage of Disturbed Area 364.9 (142.2)
for Permanent Construction ) ’ - -
Features 365.5 (147.9)
Batch Plant 25.5 (10.3) B,F, A D
Temporary Laydown Areas 119.9 (48.5) B, F,A U/B AD, CD, HI
Temporary Offices 5.6 (2.3) B,F, A AD, HB, HI
Temporary Parking 90.0 (36.4) B,F, A UB AD, HB, HI
Onsite Transmission Line R/W 25.1 (10.2) B,F A AD, CD, HI
Total Acreage of Disturbed Area
for Temporary Construction 265.4 (107.4) - -
Features

Notes:

Land Use categories

B = Barren

F = Forest

A = Agricultural

U/B = Urban or Built Up
W = Water

WL = Wetlands

Zoning categories

AD = Agricultural District
CD = Conservation District

HI = Heavy Industrial

HB = Highway Business




Figure 3.4-6 View of Discharge Outfall for Discharge System for BBNPP
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Revised Figure 3.4-6 View of Discharge Outfall for Discharge System for BBNPP
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Figure 3.4-11 CWS Makeup Water Intake Structure Construction Coffer Dam
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Revised Figure 3.4-11 CWS Makeup Water Intake Structure Construction Coffer Dam
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New Figure 3.4-12 End of Blowdown Line
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AE 9.3-1
ESRP 9.3.10

Summary: Montour Alternative Site.

Describe the nature of the river bottom at the Montour site to support the statement that
dredging of sediment would probably be required. Describe whether or not cofferdams
and excavation would be used. ’

Describe the range of water depth at the Montour intake/discharge site.

Describe the amount of impervious or nearly impervious surface that would be added to
the site.

Describe any open-water ponds, creeks (including Chillisquaque Creek) or other water
features and direct or indirect impacts to these features by construction, including lineal
feet or acreage of impacts.

Describe the potential impact of a new plant to yellow lampmussel (State S3S4) that is
listed in Table 9.3-1.

Provide a copy of the report documenting the threatened and endangered species at the
Montour Site. “EDR, 2008a. Environmental Data Resources Incorporated, Montour Site
Inquiry Number 2290046.18S, August 12, 2008.”

Describe any commercial or recreational fisheries near the proposed intake/discharge
areas in the west branch of the Susquehanna River and any nuisance species (e.g.,
zebra mussel, Corbicula) in the area.

Full Text: ER Rev 1, p. 9-64 states that dredging of sediment probably would be
necessary at the Montour site and the impacts would be typical for dredging sediment.
How does the condition of the Susquehanna River bottom in this area support the
statement? The ER wording suggests that the river bottom and the construction process
would be different for the Montour site as compared to the Bell Bend site, where the
installation would call for using cofferdams and excavation (later text about Montour also
mentions cofferdams). The river bottom at the BBNPP site is very rocky.

ER Rev 1, p. 9-64 states that “According to the EDR database, no federally-listed or
state-listed threatened or endangered species are located on site (EDR, 2008a).”
However, the yellow lampmussel (Statelisted as S3/S4) is listed in Table 9.3-1. Please
discuss.

Discuss fisheries at the Montour site, and the occurrence of nuisance species.

Response: The Montour site lies approximately 10 mi (16 km) east of the West Branch
Susquehanna River requiring the construction of pipeline from the plant site to the river.
At the reconnaissance level no design of a pipeline has been performed but a
conceptual route for the pipeline has been created in order to place likely impacts in
perspective. Taking the topography of the area and the potential availability of existing
Rights of Way (ROW) into consideration, a conceptual route consisting of a 120 ft (37 m)
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ROW of more than 18 mi (29 km) in length has been developed. (The routing of this
pipeline is available for NRC review in the BBNPP Electronic Reading Room.) At this
reconnaissance level no specific location has been identified for the Montour site intake
structure. Hence, neither nature of the river bottom nor the water depths that would be
~ encountered can be defined.

It is assumed that a small amount of dredging would be required at the river bank in
order to construct an intake structure and that additional dredging might be necessary to
anchor a discharge pipe. In order to perform this construction it is probable that the area
would be enclosed within a cofferdam structure. Dredging would then be accomplished
within the cofferdam area.

The amount of impervious surface at the Montour site would be similar to that of the Bell
Bend site which ER Section 4.2.2.2 of the COLA states as approximately 87 acres (35
ha).

Revised ER Table 9.3-12 (PPL, 2009); Comparison of Wetlands and Waterway impacts:
BBNPP vs. Alternative Sites; lists the areas of wetlands and waterways that could be
affected by the construction of the proposed EPR nuclear power plant at the Montour
and other sites including impacts from the construction of conceptual pipelines,
transmission lines, railroad spurs and roadways. It is estimated that approximately 3,891
ft (1,186 m) of the East Branch of Chillisquaque Creek would be impacted but that the
Middle Branch of Chillisquaque Creek would be unaffected.

The yellow lampmussel typically occurs in larger streams and rivers with sand and
gravel substrates and medium currents (NatureServe, 2009a). There would be a
potential for construction-related impacts on these species along the potential pipeline
and new/expanded transmission corridors. However, impacts along expanded
powerlines would be small, as lines are already in place across waters along the routes
and the process of expanding these existing lines would be minimally intrusive to aquatic
habitat. There would be a greater potential for impacts along the potential water line
corridor, but impacts on any particular water would be limited to the immediate
construction area. Conditions of applicable federal, state, and local permits would be met
to minimize adverse environmental impacts and to ensure that organisms are protected
against potential construction-related impacts

Pennsylvania has recreationally important fisheries, including bluegill, pumpkinseed,
redbreast sunfish, rock bass, black and white crappie, yellow perch, smallmouth and
largemouth bass, walleye, caffish (both channel and bullhead), carp, and a variety of
suckers. In addition, Brook, rainbow, and brown trout are widely stocked to support
fishing for these species (PFBC, 2009a).

Most of these species, with the .exception of trout, could occur in the streams within the
Montour site or along the potential water line corridor. Species that prefer larger rivers
and lakes, such as the black and white crappies, bluegill, pumpkinseed, walleye, catfish,
and suckers, could occur in the Susquehanna River (PFBC, 2009a). Brown and rainbow
trout are not stocked in the drainage proposed for the water line corridor (PFBC, 2009b),
and these species would not be expected to occur at the Montour site (PFBC, 2009a).

The Asiatic clam is known from this reach of the Susquehanna River (USGS, 2009a).
The zebra mussel is only known from more southern portions of the drainage, but could
be migrating upstream (USGS, 2009b). These exotic invasive mussel species could foul
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water intake structures placed in the Susquehanna Fhver Appropriate BMPs would be
used to manage these species.

As requested, EDR, 2008a. Environmental Data Resources Incorporated, Montour Site
Inquiry Number 2290046.18S, August 12, 2008 is included in Enclosure 3.

References cited in response:

NatureServe, 2009a. An Online Encyclopedia of Life — Lampsilis cariosa, Website:
http://www.natureserve.org/explorer/index.htm, Date accessed: October 9, 2009.
PFBC. 2009a. Pennsylvania Fish and Boat Commission, Popular Sportfishes of
Pennsylvania, Website: http://www.fish.state.pa.us/fishes.htm, Date accessed: October
9, 2009.

PFBC. 2009b. Pennsylvania Fish and Boat Commission, Trout Stocking Events in
Northumberland County from 3/1/2009 to 2/28/2010, Website:
http://pfbc.state.pa.us/pfbc_webgis/TroutStockingDetails.aspx, Date accessed: October
9, 2009.

PPL, 2009. Bell Bend Nuclear Power Plant Environmental Report Section 9.3,
Alternative Sites, BNP-2009-371, dated November 25, 2009

USGS, 2009a. USGS 01536500 Susquehanna River at Wilkes-Barre, Pennsylvania,
Website:
http://waterdata.usgs.gov/nwis/dv?cb_00060=on&format=gif_default&begin_date=1999-
07-24&end_date=2009-07-248&site_no= 01536500&referred module=sw, Date
accessed: July 25, 2009.

USGS, 2009b. USGS 01553500 West Branch Susquehanna River at Lewisburg,
Pennsylvania, Website:
http://waterdata.usgs.gov/nwis/dv?cb_00060=on&format=htmi&begin_date=1999-07-
24&end_date=2009-07-24&site_no=01553500&referred_module=sw, Date accessed:
July 25, 2009.

COLA Impact:
No changes to the BBNPP COLA ER are required as a result of this RAI response.
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AE 9.3-4
ESRP 9.3

Summary: Provide a more detailed, site-focused figure for each alternative site that
shows the aquatic resources that would be affected by the construction and operation of
a new plant.

Show the proposed locations of the bridges that would be installed across the Juniata
River at the Sandy Bend site.

Full Text: Figures 9.3-7, 9.3-9, and 9.3-11 are vicinity maps that show a much larger
area than is useful for evaluating potential impacts to aquatic resources.

Response: The alternative site screening process described in Section 9.3 of the ER
has been superseded by a revised process (PPL, 2009a). Using the revised process, the
entire alternative site evaluation has been repeated. The revised evaluation has resulted
in the Sandy Bend and Martins Creek sites being eliminated as alternatives to Bell Bend.
The alternative sites discussed in revised Section 9.3 are Montour, Humboldt Industrial
Park and Seedco Industrial Park (PPL, 2009b). Vicinity maps showing wetlands and
water bodies, floodplains and prime farmland are shown for each site: Figure 1 — BBNPP
Vicinity Map, Figure 2 — Montour Site Vicinity Map, Figure 3 — Humboldt Industrial Park
Vicinity Map, and Figure 4 — Seedco Industrial Park Vicinity Map.

References cited in this response:

PPL, 2009a. Bell Bend Nuclear Power Plant Alternative Site Evaluation, BNP-2009-257,
dated September 9, 2009

PPL., 2009b. Bell Bend Nuclear Power Plant Environmental Report Section 9.3,
Alternative Sites, BNP-2009-371, dated November 25, 2009

COLA Impact:
No changes to the BBNPP COLA ER are required as a result of this RAI response.
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Figure 1 — BBNPP Vicinity Map
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Figure 2 — Montour Site Vicinity Map
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Figure 3 — Humboldt Industrial Park Vicinity Map
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Figure 4 — Seedco Industrial Park Vicinity Map
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CR 2.5-7
ESRP 4.1.3
ESRP 5.1.3

10 CFR 51.71 (d)

36 CFR 800
43 CFR 10

Summary: In consultation with the NRC and the Pennsylvania SHPO develop a
management plan for management of cultural resources. The plan should address the
following matters:

1) Procedures for dealing with inadvertent discoveries including human remains,
terrestrial archaeological sites, and above ground historic structures, and procedures
for avoiding or mitigating adverse impacts.

2) Procedures for assessing potential adverse impacts to cultural resources on
BBNPP property located outside of the current project area.

3) Procedures for pre-job briéfing for BBNPP employees and contractors on how fo
identify cultural resources and what actions are to be taken if cultural resources are
found.

4) Procedures for consulting with NRC and the PA SHPO.

5) Consideration of potential impacts to cultural resources during pre-construction
ground disturbing activities as well as construction activities.

Full Text: During the Audit several cultural resource issues and concerns were
identified that dealt with inherently unknown variables. These include how to deal with
inadvertent discoveries of human remains or other cultural resources during daily
operations, how to ensure impacts to cultural resources are considered if there are
future land acquisitions, and how to ensure that the applicant’s staff is familiar with
cultural resource management requirements. Please describe how these matters will be
treated.

Response:

The PPL Susquehanna Cultural Resources Protection Plan (CR Plan) (Enclosure 4)
describes the management plan for management of cultural resources, including
inadvertent discoveries, for the Susquehanna Steam Electric Station (SSES). BBNPP
intends to follow the Susquehanna Cultural Resources Protection Plan.until a similar
plan is completed for BBNPP.

The BBNPP CR Plan is currently being prepared and will be reviewed with the NRC and
SHPO in the future. Until such time as the BBNPP CR Plan is implemented, contractors
working on site-will be trained and will follow the SSES CR Plan.

COLA Impact:
No changes to the BBNPP COLA ER are required as a result of this RAl response.



Enclosure 2 BNP-2009-342 Page 78

CR25-8
ESRP 4.1.3
ESRP 5.1.3

Summary: Explain what efforts were taken to identify cultural resources at proposed
alternative sites as described in the ER. List what National Register listed, eligible or
potentially eligible properties have been identified at the alternative sites.

Full Text: At the site audit, the need to document potential impacts to cultural resources
in the proposed alternative sites was discussed. The applicant provided a reference to
reports that documents the baseline reconnaissance level survey data on cultural
resources in or near the proposed alternative site locations. Provide these reports for
review.

Response: A reconnaissance level survey, using available web-based resources, was
conducted to identify cultural resources at the proposed alternative site locations. This
included the use of aerial photography and United States Geologic Survey (USGS)
topographic maps. Databases, such as the web-based National Register of Historic
Places (NRHP) database and state historic databases, were searched and general
information regarding the number and type of sites (historical/archaeological) in the
vicinity of each alternative site was identified. In addition, an Environmental Data
Resources, Inc. (EDR) report (EDR, 2008) (Enclosure 3), which includes the results of
searches of available databases for historic properties within 1 mi (1.6 km) of the site,
. was also obtained and used to confirm information regarding NRHP sites near one of the
alternative sites (i.e., the Montour site).

These reconnaissance level surveys did not include contact with the Pennsylvania State
Historic Preservation Office for a search of their databases to obtain locational
information about archaeological sites in the vicinity of the alternative sites. County
websites were searched and limited historical site information was obtained, when
available. No visual or physical (i.e., test pits) searches related to cultural resources
were conducted as this would be beyond the reconnaissance level information that is
required.

No National Register listed, eligible or potentially eligible properties have been identified
at the alternative sites. The following is information on national register properties within
5 mi (8 km) of the alternative sites:

Montour site — No historic properties are located within one mile of the site (EDR,
2008; Google Earth, 2009). Seven properties are listed in Montour County (NRHP,
2009c):

s Beaver, Thomas, Free Library and Danville YMCA
e Brown, Gottlieb, Covered Bridge

Danville Historic District

Danville West Market Street Historic District
Keefer Covered Bridge No. 7

Montgomery, Gen. William, House

Mooresburg School
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As stated in ER Section 9.3.2.2.8 (PPL, 2009), of the seven historic sites in Montour
County that are listed in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), only one,
the Keefer Covered Bridge No. 7, is located within 5 mi (8 km) of the Montour site
(NRHP, 2009c). The bridge is located 1.7 mi (2.7 km) from the alternative site.

The Martins Creek and Sandy Bend alternative sites have been replaced with the
Humboldt Industrial Park and Seedco Industrial Park alternative sites. Therefore, the
remainder of this response addresses the Humboldt Industrial Park and Seedco
Industrial Park sites instead of the Martins Creek and Sandy Bend sites.

Humboldt Industrial Park site — Based on a review of NRHP data, two NRHP-listed
properties are within 5 mi (8 km) but not within 1 mi (1.6 km) of the site. The Markle
Bank and Trust Company and the St. Gabriel’s Catholic Parish Complex are located
in Hazleton City. According to the NRHP database, there are no NRHP-listed
properties or NRHP-listed historic districts within 1 mi (1.6 km) of the site (NRHP,
2009a; Google Earth, 2009).

Seedco Industrial Park site — The Seedco Industrial Park site is located in
Northumberland County and is within 5 mi (8 km) of Columbia County. Based on
NRHP data, there are two NRHP-listed properties in Northumberland County that are
within 5 mi (8 km) of the site, neither of which are less than 1 mi (1.6 km) from the
site. These two resources are known as the Richards Covered Bridge and the
Kreigbaum Covered Bridge. There are no NRHP-listed historic districts in
Northumberland County within 5 mi (8 km) of the site. There are no NRHP-listed
properties or NRHP-listed historic districts in Columbia County that are within 5 mi (8
km) of the site. (NRHP, 2009b; NRHP, 2009d; Google Earth, 2009)

References Cited in this Response:

EDR, 2008. Environmental Data Resources Incorporated, Montour Site Inquiry Number
2290046.18S, August 12, 2008.

Google Earth, 2009. National Register of Historic Places, Listed Properties in Google
Earth, Northeast Region, Website: http:/nrhp.focus.nps.gov/natreg/docs/Download.html,
Date accessed: July 26, 2009.

NRHP, 2009a. National Park Service, The National Register of Historic Places, Luzerne
County, Website: http://nrhp.focus.nps.gov, Date accessed: July 24, 25 and 26, 2009.
NRHP, 2009b. National Park Service, The National Register of Historic Places,
Columbia County, Website: http:/nrhp.focus.nps.gov, Date accessed: July 24, 25 and
26, 2009.

NRHP, 2009c¢. National Park Service, The National Register of Historic Places, Montour
County, Website: http://nrhp.focus.nps.gov, Date accessed: July 24, 25 and 26, 2009.
NRHP, 2009d. National Park Service, The National Register of Historic Places, -
Northumberland County, Website: http://nrhp.focus.nps.gov, Date accessed: July 24, 25
and 26, 2009. ,

PPL, 2009. Bell Bend Nuclear Power Plant Environmental Report Section 9.3,
Alternative Sites, BNP-2009-371, dated November 25, 2009.

COLA Impact:
No changes to the BBNPP COLA ER are required as a result of this RAI response.
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H 5.3-1
ESRP 5.3.2.1

Summary: Provide information related to the calculation of thermal and chemical
effluent plumes from the BBNPP and SSES diffusers:

1) Verification of model results against field data collected by Ecology IlI.

2) Sensitivity study, needed especially for the low flow, winter case. Adjustments to
AT (discharge vs. ambient river) for both SSES and BBNPP, bathymetry differences,
adjustment of discharges from SSES and BBNPP, low Susquehanna River
discharge.

3) BBNPP plume calculations run in isolation as well as in combination with the
SSES plume.

4) Sargent and Lundy report 2008-06824, “Engineering and economic evaluation of
integrated heat rejection cycle, Bell Bend Nuclear Power Plant’, Unistar Nuclear
Energy, April 2008.

Full Text: This information was developed through several discussions with the
applicant’s consultant Ed Buchak (ERM Inc).

Response:
1. Verification of model results against field data collected by Ecology lil.

Field surveys of the SSES thermal plume were performed in 1986, 1987 and 2008. The
surveys are summarized in reports which are included as Enclosures 5 and 6 to this RAl
response.

A total of five thermal plume surveys were performed. The river flows associated with the
thermal plume surveys were estimated from using a “rating curve” showing estimated
river flow versus surface elevation at the SSES Environmental Laboratory. The flows
selected for the model study were specific statistical flows associated with river flow at
the Wilkes-Barre gage, so that a direct flow comparison between the model and the
survey work is slightly inaccurate, since the drainage area of the river at SSES is
approximately three percent (3%) greater than at the Wilkes-Barre gauge.

The surveys were scheduled such that plumes were measured during the autumn,
winter, and spring seasons (one survey each season, documented in the November
1987 report) and in the summer season (two surveys documented in the February 2009
report). The surveys consisted of about 25 vertical temperature profiles near the SSES
discharge structure. About 400 temperature measurements were made during each
survey. Susquehanna River flow, stage, temperature and SSES blowdown rate and
temperature were recorded during the surveys.

The results of the surveys were presented as the projection onto the water surface of the
0.5°F temperature rise isotherm wherever it occurred in the water column. The 0.5°F
temperature rise isotherm was generally the largest rise measured, except for a small
1°F plume observed during one of the summer surveys. The reports concluded that the
thermal plumes were “relatively small” and “very limited even during low river flow
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conditions” and that the “size of the plume seemed to be more a function of river flow
than the difference in temperature between the blowdown and ambient.” (Ecology lli,
1987).

Because of the small size of the plume and the method for displaying the data as the
projection of the plume onto a plane, the only useful comparison metric for confirming
the models is the downstream distance to the 0.5°F or 1.0°F temperature rise isotherm.

This distance is shown in Table 1, along with ambient conditions, the SSES operational
data, and the model results.

For the Environmental Report (ER), near-field (CORMIX) and far-field (GEMSS) models
were chosen to compute the size of the individual SSES and BBNPP thermal plumes.
The survey results show that the plume is identifiable only in the near-field and
consequently, only the near-field model can be reasonably verified with available data.
The spatial resolution for GEMSS, the far-field model, is too coarse to resolve the near-
field details of the plume. Typical horizontal resolution of the GEMSS model near the
SSES and BBNPP discharge structures is 30 ft laterally by 50 ft longitudinally, and 85 ft
by 5500 ft farther downstream. For comparison, the measured plume lengths for the
0.5°F temperature rise isotherm (equivalent to about a 20-fold dilution) averaged about
100 ft and covered only one or two finite difference cells in the GEMSS model.

Table 1 shows the computed plume sizes for the five surveys using CORMIX. As noted,
GEMSS is not an appropriate tool for the near-field, but GEMSS results for two of the
surveys are included in the table for illustration of the incompatible spatial scale of the
far-field model with the survey resuits. The distances to the 0.5°F and 1.0°F isotherms
modeled by CORMIX are sometimes shorter and sometimes longer than the field
observations. Because the only detectable plume was at the very extreme of identifiable
temperature rises, the agreement of computed and observed values constitutes good
model performance. GEMSS provides spatial detail to allow both the surface and bottom
distances to the isotherm in question to be computed. Table 1 shows that the GEMSS
results overestimate the size of the plume at this small spatial scale. The uncertainty in
the measurements described above also applies to the comparisons of the far-field
model to the observations.
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Table 1: Verification data and results
Parameter 5 Nov 9Jan | 14 May | 21 Aug 3 Sep
1986 1987 1987 2008 2008
Description Autumn | Winter | Spring | Summer | Summer
1 2
Susquehanna River flow, cfs 4,840 9,250 5,120 3,230 2,140
Susquehanna River outflow, cfs 4,791 9,201 5,071 3,170 2,080
Water surface elevation, ft 487.8 489.0 487.9 487.0 486.5
Susquehanna River 47.0 33.5 65.5 74.5 74.3
temperature, °F *
K, Btu / ft* day °F 78.0 65.0 115.0 110.0 105.0
K, W/m*°C 18.5 15.4 27.2 26.1 24.9
Equilibrium Temperature, °F 40.0 27.0 66.0 77.5 66.0
Equilibrium Temperature, °C 4.4 -2.8 18.9 25.3 18.9
SSES
Blowdown temperature, °F 62.0 61.0 75.0 81.1 84.3
Temperature rise, °F 15.0 27.5 9.5 6.6 10.0
Intake rate, gpm 30,214 30,214 | 30,214 | 39,000 39,000
Discharge rate, gpm 8,000 8,000 8,000 12,000 12,000
Distance to the 0.5°F isotherm
Observed** 125 25 80 120 300
Computed with CORMIX, ft 27 26 9 21 498
Computed with GEMSS (not run) (not 0 (not run) 0
(surface), ft run)
Computed with GEMSS (not run) (not 1,200 | (not run) 1,600
(bottom), ft run)
Distance to the 1.0°F isotherm :
Observed** 0 0 0 0 16
Computed with CORMIX, ft 6 6 2 4 21
Computed with GEMSS (not run) (not 0 (not run) 0
(surface), ft run)
Computed with GEMSS (not run) (not 560 (not run) 773
(bottom), ft run)

*When reported as variable, smaller values used; this choice may exaggerate the

temperature rise.

**As reported, this is the projection of the plume onto a single, horizontal plane.
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2. Sensitivity study, needed especially for the low flow, winter case. Adjustments
to AT (discharge vs. ambient river) for both SSES and BBNPP, bathymetry
differences, adjustment of discharges from SSES and BBNPP, low Susquehanna
River discharge.

Because CORMIX is incapable of computing the effects of overlapping thermal
plumes, this response addresses GEMSS, the far-field model.

Providing sensitivity information requires comparing the results of the sensitivity
simulations with the specified base case, which is the winter (January) low flow case,
identified in the ER Table 5.3-3 (Scenario 4). This case yielded the largest combined
thermal plume because of the relatively low Susquehanna River flow (2,848 cfs) and
large BBNPP temperature rise (AT) of 31.0°F. Also required for the sensitivity tests is a
quantitative and representative metric for comparing the results. The metric adopted is
the combined SSES and BBNPP surface and bottom areas for the 0.5°F, 1.0°F, and
5.0°F isotherms. The area metric is the most comprehensive with respect to plume size
and is readily computed with the GEMSS post-processor.

The sensitivity runs consisted of decreasing Susquehanna River flows in steps to the
value of the summer low flow and increasing the SSES and BBNPP AT’s and discharge
rates by 10% and 20%. The conditions and isotherm areas for the base case and seven
sensitivity runs are shown in Tables 2 and 3. (Note: The increases in SSES and BBNPP
discharge flows and temperatures were assumed for purposes of the sensitivity analysis
and do not represent realistic or attainable values.)
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Table 2: Low Susquehanna River flow sensitivity tests
Parameter Scenario | Sensitivity Test | Sensitivity | Sensitivity
4 1 Test 2 Test 2a

Description Winter Midway Summer | Intermediate

low flow | between winter | low flow low flow

and summer
low flow

Susquehanna River flow, cfs 2,848 2,047 1,246 1,994
Susquehanna River net, cfs 2,727 1,926 1,125 1,854
Water surface elevation, ft 486.8 486.6 486.0 486.4
Susquehanna River 32 32 32 32
Temperature, F
SSES
Temperature rise, °F 31.0 31.0 31.0 34.1
Intake rate, gpm 42 300 42,300 42,300 48,645
Discharge rate, gpm 11,200 11,200 11,200 12,880
BBNPP
Temperature rise, °F 33.8 33.8 33.8 37.2
Intake rate, gpm 34,458 34,458 34,458 39,627
Discharge rate, gpm 11,172 11,172 11,172 12,848
Area of the 0.5°F isotherm ,
At the surface, acre 71.8 91.7 97.1 95.0
At the bottom, acre 98.0 110.7 110.2 113.4
Area of the 1.0°F isotherm
At the surface, acre 0.0 63.1 91.0 82.7
At the bottom, acre 70.7 97.8 107.1 106.6
Area of the 5.0°F isotherm
At the surface, acre 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
At the bottom, acre 6.2 8.0 13.5 10.7
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Table 3: High heat rejection sensitivity tests
Parameter Scenario 4 Sensitivity Sensitivity Sensitivity Sensitivity
Test 3 Test 4 Test 5 Test 6

Description Winter low 10% higher 20% higher 10% higher 20% higher

flow rates rates AT’s AT’s
Susquehanna River flow, cfs 2,848 2,848 2,848 2,848 2,848
Susquehanna River net, cfs 2,727 2,715 2,703 2,727 2,727
Water surface elevation, ft 486.8 486.8 486.8 486.8 486.8
Susquehanna River 32 32 32 32 32
Temperature, F
SSES
Temperature rise, °F 31.0 31.0 31.0 341 37.2
Intake rate, gpm 42,300 46,530 50,760 42,300 42,300
Discharge rate, gpm 11,200 12,320 13,440 11,200 11,200
BBNPP
Temperature rise, °F 33.8 33.8 33.8 37.2 40.6
Intake rate, gpm 34,458 37,904 41,350 34,458 34,458
Discharge rate, gpm 11,172 12,289 13,406 11,172 11,172
Area of the 0.5°F isotherm
At the surface, acre 71.8 76.9 81.9 75.9 79.4
At the bottom, acre 98.0 101.2 104.3 100.5 102.6
Area of the 1.0°F isotherm
At the surface, acre 0.0 24 1 40.4 24.3 39.8
At the bottom, acre 70.7 78.6 83.7 77.9 82.1
Area of the 5.0°F isotherm
At the surface, acre 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
At the bottom, acre 6.2 6.7 7.2 6.9 7.6
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As expected the results show surface and bottom area increases as discharge flows
and AT’s increase and Susquehanna River flows decrease.

Although the size of the combined thermal plume in the Susquehanna River is a
complex function of a number of interacting variables, the two most important are the
amount of heat rejected to the Susquehanna River (the sum of the product of SSES and
BBNPP AT’s and discharge rates) and the flow rate in the Susquehanna River. These
variables can be combined by computing the fully-mixed temperature rise for each
sensitivity test and plotting the resulting areas (Figure 1 and Figure 2). The fully-mixed
temperature rise is computed as follows:

AT = (ATsses * Qsses + ATaanee * Qeanee)/Qsh

The plume area is proportional to the heat rejected (numerator) and inversely
proportional to the flow in the Susquehanna River (denominator).

Figure 1: Fully-mixed temperature rise vs. surface area
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Figure 2: Fully-mixed temperature rise vs. bottom area
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The computed plume areas increase with increasing fully-mixed temperature rise as
expected, with the rate of increase decreasing at higher values of the fully-mixed
temperature rise, likely reflecting the impact of additional factors (e.g. surface heat
exchange, lateral and longitudinal dispersion). Furthermore, the plot shows that the
amount of heat discharged (the product of the AT’s and discharge rates) is more
important than the value of the individual AT and discharge rate. This is shown by the
near identical areas for Sensitivity Tests 3 and 5 (see Table 3). This pair represents
increases in the heat rejected by 10% but that value is arrived at by increasing either the
individual AT or the discharge rate by 10%. The same effect can be seen by comparing
Sensitivity Tests 4 and 6 (see Table 3).
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Enclosure 7 contains the thermal plume GEMSS input files used in the sensitivity
analysis discussed above. The GEMSS files on the compact disc (CD) are as follows:

Date/Time File Name File Description
8/12/09 2:49p.m. Verification May 1987_01.txt GEMSS Input, May 1987 verif. Run

8/12/09 2:49p.m  Verification Sep 2008_01.xt GEMSS Input, Sept. 2008 verif. Run

8/12/09 2:49p.m  Scenario 04_SR_RQ_01.txt GEMSS Input, Sensitivity Test 1
8/12/09 2:49p.m  Scenario 04_SR_RQ_02.txt GEMSS Input, Sensitivity Test 2
8/12/09 2:49p.m  Scenario 04_SR_DQ_01.txt GEMSS Input, Sensitivity Test 2a
8/12/09 2:49p.m  Scenario 04_SR_DQ_02.txt GEMSS Input, Sensitivity Test 3
8/12/09 2:49p.m  Scenario 04_SR_DE_01 .txt GEMSS Input, Sensitivity Test 4
8/12/09 2:49p.m  Scenario 04_SR_DE_02.ixt GEMSS Input, Sensitivity Test 5
8/12/09 2:49p.m  Scenario 04_SR_AIl_01.txt GEMSS Input, Sensitivity Test 6

Bathymetric differences

The models presented in the ER Section 5.3 relied on two sets of bathymetric data: (1)
the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) digital terrain maps — transects spaced
approximately 500 ft apart and (2) more spatially-detailed bathymetric contours in the
immediate vicinity of the SSES intake and discharge (see attached Figure 3, (PPL,
1978)).

The USACE digital terrain bathymetric mapping information for the Susquehanna River
is found in Enclosure 8 and a copy of the transmittal letter accompanying the USACE
data has been included as Enclosure 9.

The bathymetric files in Enclosure 8 are as follows:

Date/Time File Name File Description

© 8/12/09 2:50p.m.  XYSusquehanna.dbf
8/12/09 2:50p.m. XYSusquehanna.prj
8/12/09 2:50p.m.  XYSusquehanna.sbn US Army Corps of Engineers

bathymetric dataset

8/12/09 2:50p.m. XYSusquehanna.sbx
8/12/09 2:50p.m. XYSusquehanna.shp
8/12/09 2:50p.m. XYSusquehanna.shx

A third bathymetric dataset available in a report prepared by Ichthyological Associates,
contains applicable pages which are included as Enclosure 10 to this RAI response.

The availability of this dataset allows for comparison of the 1978 and 1983 datasets,
shown in Figures 3 and 4.
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Figure 3: 1978 bathymetric data from Pennsylvania Power and Light Company (1978)
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Figure 4: 1983 depth data (from Fig. 1, Ecology lll (1984)). The water surface
elevation on the survey date was 486.2 ft MSL.
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Note that Figures 3 and 4 are similar qualitatively, but that there is additional detail in the
1983 survey — depth was measured at 607 locations. Each survey shows a deeper area
adjacent to the SSES intake and a deeper, but smaller area downstream of the SSES
diffuser. These features existed prior to the operation of SSES Units 1 and 2. Based on
a comparison of these figures, there was little change over the 5-year period between
surveys.

To compare the two surveys, the contours are overlaid in Figures 5 and 6. The contours
from each survey are so close to one another (e.g., the 1983 survey shows a depth
about 8 in shallower at the BBNPP discharge) that at the level of detail incorporated into
the near- and far-field models (overall depth in the former, and depths on a 30 ft by 50 ft
grid in the latter), there would be no significant difference in the model results by using
the 1983 dataset.
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Figure 5: 1978 and 1983 bathymetric data overlain; green is the 1978 data, red the
1983 data.
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Figure 6: Detail near the BBNPP intake and discharge structures of the 1978 and
1983 bathymetric data; green is the 1978 data, red the 1983 data.
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3. BBNPP plume calculations run in isolation as well as in combination with the
SSES plume.

CORMIX was used to model the near-field thermal discharge plume from BBNPP in
isolation, and GEMMS was used to model the far-field thermal discharge plume from
BBNPP both in isolation and in combination with the discharge from SSES. Modeling
results are discussed in ER Section 5.3.2.1 (see ER Figures 5.3-1 to 5.3-4). Because of
the limitations of the model, CORMIX was used only to calculate the BBNPP plume in
isolation. Modeling inputs and assumptions along with a description of the methodology
employed to perform the CORMIX and GEMSS modeling are detailed in the June 2008
Susquehanna River Thermal Plume and Dilution Modeling report. The modeling report,
along with accompanying CORMIX and GEMSS input files, were previously submitted
to the NRC by PPL on June 29, 2009, in response to an information need request
associated with the NRC’s April 2009 BBNPP Environmental Audit (PPL, 2009). Input
data used to calculate both the BBNPP and the combined BBNPP/SSES discharge
plumes are provided in the CORMIX and GEMSS input files.

4. Sargent and Lundy Report 2008-06824, “Engineering and economic evaluation
of integrated heat rejection cycle, Bell Bend Nuclear Power Plant,” UniStar
Nuclear Energy, April 2008.

A heat rejection system optimization study was performed for the Bell Bend Nuclear
Power Plant. The evaluation determined the projected performance of the integrated
heat removal systems (condenser, circulating water, and cooling tower). The Sargent
and Lundy Report 2008-06824 determines whether there are compelling differences in
net lifecycle economic benefits between various cooling tower options; whether these
benefits and the ordering of options are dependent on external variables such as annual
weather (average or extreme year); and whether these benefits are dependent on
assumed circulating water flow. This report is included as Enclosure 11.

References Cited in Response:

PPL, 1978. Pennsylvania Power and Light Company. 1978. Susquehanna Steam
Electric Station, Units 1 & 2 Environmental Report Operating License Stage (Volumes 1,
2, and 3), May 1978.

PPL, 2009. Letter from RR Sgarro (PPL) to U.S. NRC Document Control Desk, "BBNPP
April 2009 NRC Environmental Audit Final Response Items," BNP-2009-131, dated June
29, 2009.

COLA Impact:
No changes to the BBNPP COLA ER are required as a result of this RAI response.
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H 9.3-1
ESRP 9.3

Summary: Provide a description of all surface water and groundwater users who could
be affected by site construction and operation at all candidate alternative sites.

Full Text: The applicant provided figures and tables at the site audit that gave
additional details regarding water users that potentially could be impacted by
construction and operation of the alternative sites.

Response: Data on surface water users provided at the BBNPP site audit were only
fragmentary since they included only registered agricuitural and industrial withdrawals.
Withdrawals by public water supplies are not published by the Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania.

The avoidance of impacts on users of groundwater for construction purposes at all
alternative sites will be affected by the limitations on withdrawals through the permitting
process of the Commonwealth. In the event that groundwater would be used at any of
the alternative sites for plant operation the quantities will be small and they will also be
regulated through the permitting process.

The use of surface water, principally for cooling at all candidate alternative sites is
unlikely to have any impact on other users. Neither chemical nor thermal discharges will
have significant impact on other potential users since all discharges will comply with the
provisions of the Clean Water Act. Surface water withdrawals from the Susquehanna
River for the BBNPP would amount to only one tenth of the 7 day 10 year low flow
(7Q10) at this location. Similarly, the estimated withdrawals from the West Branch
Susquehanna River for the Montour site would amount to only one tenth of the 7Q10.
The Humboldt Industrial Park site would withdraw water from the main branch of the
Susquehanna River also at a rate of one tenth of the 7Q10. The Seedco Industrial Park
site would also use Susquehanna River water at a rate of one twenty-eighth of the 7Q10.

COLA Impact:
No changes to the BBNPP COLA ER are required as a result of this RAI response.
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SE 2.5-2

ESRP 2.5.1

Summary: Extend the transient population analysis out from 10 to 50 miles.
Full Text: None.

Response: Quantitative estimates of transient populations within the 10-50 mi (16-80
km) radius of Bell Bend Nuclear Power Plant (BBNPP) are provided in Table 1.
Transients considered for this analysis included populations using:

o Recreational, seasonal and occasional housing
e Motels/hotels and Bed & Breakfasts (B&Bs), and
o Campgrounds and Recreational Vehicle (RV) Parks

In order to avoid double counting populations that are most likely to be “resident” due to
either their inclusion in census counts of the resident population or the large geographic
area under consideration (where individuals traveling to various destinations may also
live within the same area), the transient analysis does not include populations at primary
and secondary schools; hospitals, nursing homes, prisons and other institutions;
workplaces and colleges; or recreational areas and local attractions. In contrast, it is
assumed that populations associated with recreational/seasonal/occasional housing,
motels/hotels/B&Bs and campgrounds/RV parks are transient and come from outside
the 50 mi (80 km) area. Additionally, agricultural workers have been excluded from the
analysis, as the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania does not collect data on migrant or
seasonal agricultural workers.

A qualitative discussion of special events that attract a large number of transients from
outside the area for a short period of time is presented below.

Data for the population categories considered transient for the purpose of the analysis
are shown in Tables 2 through 4. The transient analysis indicates that there are an
estimated 49,896 transients within the 10-50 mi (16-80 km) radii of the BBNPP site
(Table 1). Of these, there are approximately 17,225 transients occupying seasonal
housing, 22,658 staying at campgrounds, and 10,013 lodging at motels, hotels and bed
& breakfast establishments.

Recreational, Seasonal and Occasional Housing

Table 2 (grovides information on recreational, seasonal, and occasional housing.
LandView~6 software has been used to estimate the transient population from the 2000
US Census (USCB, 2009a; USCB, 2009b). LandView®6 determines the number of
housing units for each 10 mi (16 km) concentric circle segment within the 10 mi (16 km)
to 50 mi (80 km) radii based on census block point data. For each segment, the number
of housing units is multiplied by the percentage of total housing units in the
corresponding census block group classified as “for recreational, seasonal, or occasional
use.” The number of seasonal housing units was then multiplied by the Pennsylvania
State average household size (2.48 persons) to arrive at a maximum population in
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recreational, seasonal, and occasional housing (USCB, 2000). In order to account for
the fact that these units are occupied for only a portion of the year, the estimated
seasonal population for each segment was calculated by assuming that three quarters of
the housing units would be occupied for three months of the year (Fermi, 2008). It was
also assumed that seasonal occupants typically reside outside the 50 mi (80 km) area.
Thus, by multiplying the maximum population in recreational, seasonal, or occasional
housing units by 0.1875 (0.1875 = 0.75 x 0.25) an estimate of the equivalent transient
housing population for recreational, seasonal, or occasional use was determined for
each 10 mi (80 km) concentric circle segment.

Campgrounds and RV parks

An estimate of the transient population using campgrounds and RV parks within the 10-
50 mi (16-80 km) radii area is shown in Table 3. For each 10 mi (16 km) concentric
circle segment within the 10-50 mi (16-80 km) radii, the campgrounds and RV park
transient population was estimated by compiling listings of campground and RV parks
from PA counties within 50 mi (80 km) of the BBNPP site (PVN, 2009). Each site listing
a website was reviewed for information on the maximum number of camping, cabin, and
RV sites within each campground and RV park. To estimate the maximum transient
population associated with campgrounds and RV sites, the average number of persons
per site was assumed to be four based on a review of the listed campground sites, the
occupancy for each site was assumed to be 47% based on a national survey (Woodall,
2004) of occupancy rates, and the campers were assumed to come from outside the 50
mi (80 km) area.

Lodging Establishments

The estimated transient population using motels and other lodging establishments within
the 10-50 mi (16-80 km) radii is provided in Table 4. The number of rooms at hotels,
motels and bed and breakfast establishments within each 10 mi (16 km) concentric circle
segment was identified using the AAA Tourbook (AAA, 2009). The maximum transient
population for each segment was then calculated by multiplying the 2007 average hotel
occupancy for Pennsylvania (61.9%) (PTO, 2007) by the number of rooms and an
estimate of the number of persons per room (1.57), which is derived from nationwide
survey information (AHLA, 2009). It is assumed that lodging guests come from outside of
the 50 mi (80 km) area.

Special Events

Significant special events that generate large transient populations in the BBNPP 50 mi
(80 km) radius area for short periods of time include the Pocono Raceway (NASCAR) in
Long Pond, PA, and the Little League World Series in Williamsport, PA. The Pocono
Raceway, which is estimated to attract many visitors on race weekends, has a seating
capacity of 76,812. Two NASCAR Sprint Cup races are held there; one in June and
another in August (NASCAR, 2009). Williamsport also hosts the Little League World
Series. Seating capacity for the Lamade Stadium, where the Series is held, is
approximately 40,000; 10,000 seats with additional space for 30,000 spectators on the
grass (Little League, 2009). The Little League World Series in Williamsport typically
occurs in August.
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The transient population associated with these special events has not been included
with the other transient groups mentioned above in estimating cumulative total transient
populations present in the 10-50 mi (16-80 km) radii area.

Table 1. Summary of Transient Populations within 10-50 mi (16-80 km) of the
BBNPP Site, by 10 mi (16 km) radii

Distance from BBNPP Estimated Estimated Estimated Total
Site Seasonal Campground Lodging Estimated
Housing Population Population Transient

Population Population1
10-20 mi (16-32 km) 1,200 1,609 1,104 3,913
20-30 mi (32—-48 km) 2,967 5,317 1,350 9,634
30-40 mi (48—64 km) 6,276 3,807 2,608 12,691
40-50 mi (64—80 km) 6,782 11,925 4,951 23,658
10-50 mi (16—80 km) 17,225 22,658 10,013 49,896
Note:

1. Total estimated transient population = estimated seasonal housing poputation +
estimated campground population + estimated lodging population

Table 2. Recreational, Seasonal, or Occasional Housing Transient Population
within 10-50 mi (16-80 km) of the BBNPP Site, by 10 mi (16 km) radii

Distance from BBNPP Site Total Housing Seasonal Estimated
Units Housing Units' Seasonal
Population2

10-20 mi (16-32 km) 120,804 2,580 1,200
20-30 mi (32—-48 km) 136,717 6,381 2,967
30-40 mi (48—64 km) 188,758 13,497 6,276
40-50 mi (64—80 km) 268,463 14,584 6,782
10-50 mi (16—80 km) 714,742 37,042 17,225

Notes:

1. Seasonal Housing Units = (Total Housing Units) x (% Recreational, Seasonal or
Occasional Housing from 2000 US Census Block Group Data) (USCB, 2009a;
USCB, 2009b)

2. Estimated Seasonal Population = (Seasonal Housing Units) x (2.48
persons/household) x 0.1875 (Fermi, 2008; USCB, 2000)
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Table 3. Transient Population in Campgrounds and RV Parks
within 50 mi (80 km) of BBNPP Site, by 10 mi (16 km) radii

Distance from BBNPP Site Campground Sites| Estimated
Campground
Population’
10-20 mi (16-32 km) 856 1,609
20-30 mi (32—-48 km) 2,828 5,317
30-40 mi (48—-64 km) 2,025 3,807
40-50 mi {(64-80 km) 6,343 11,925
10-50 mi (16-80 km) 12,052 22,658
Notes:

1. Campground Population = (Number of Campground Sites) x (4
persons/site) x 47%. (PVN, 2009; Woodall, 2004)
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Table 4. Hotel, Motel, and B & B Transient Population within
10-50 mi (16-80km) of the BBNPP Site, by 10 mi (16 km) radii

| Distance from BBNPP Site | Number of Rooms | Estimated Lodging Population™ |

10-20 mi (16-32 km) 1,136 1,104
20-30 mi (32-48 km) 1,389 1,350
30-40 mi (48-64 km) 2,684 2,608
40-50 mi (64—80 km) 5,094 4,951
10-50 mi (16-80 km) 10,303 10,013

Notes:

1. Lodging Population = (Number of Rooms) x (1.57 persons/room) * 61.9% hotel
occupancy rate. (AAA, AHLA, 2009; 2009; PTO, 2007)

2. Number of persons/room = 1.57 = (43% business travel x 1 person/room) + (57%

leisure travel x 2 persons/room) based on D.K. Shifflet & Associates, Ltd survey data.
(AHLA, 2009)

References cited in this response:

AAA, 2009. American Automobile Association Tour Book for New Jersey and
Pennsylvania.

AHLA, 2009. 2009 Lodging Industry Profile, American Hotel and Lodging Association,
The Typical Lodging Customer in 2008, D.K. Shifflet & Associates, Ltd. Website:
http://www.ahla.com/content.aspx?id=28832. Date accessed: October 30, 2009.

Fermi, 2008. Combined License Application, Part 3: Environmental Report, DTE Energy,
Detroit Edison, Revision 1, March 2008.

Little League, 2009. Little League Online, Baseball & Softball, Media, General
Information for the 2009 Little League Baseball World Series. Website:
http://www.littleleague.org/media/2009llbbseriesinfo.htm. Date accessed: October 30,
2009. ,

NASCAR, 2009. NASCAR.COM, Schedule, Tracks, Pocono Raceway. Website:
http://www.nascar.com/races/tracks. Date accessed: October 9, 2009.

PTO, 2007. Pennsylvania Tourism Trends 2007 Review: Pennsylvania Tourism Office.
Website: http://www.visitpa.com/dmo/statistics/pa-tourism-trends/index.aspx. Date
accessed: October 9, 2009. ‘

PVN, 2009. Pennsylvania Visitors Network, Pennsylvania Campgrounds. Website:
http://www.pavisnet.com/cgi-bin/campgrounds. Date accessed: September 12, 2009.
USCB, 2000. U.S. Census 2000 Demographic Profiles: 100-Percent and Sample Data,
Table DP-1, Profile of General Demographic Characteristics: 2000, Geographic area:
Pennsylvania, U.S. Census Bureau, Website:
http://censtats.census.gov/pub/Profiles.shtml, Date accessed: April 9, 2008.

USCB, 2009a. Census 2000 Summary File 1 (SF1), Group quarters population by group
quarters type (52) — Universe: Population in group quarters. Website:
http://www.census.gov/Press-Release/www/2001/sumfile1.html. Date accessed
September 10, 2009.

USCB, 2009b. LandView 6: A viewer for the Environmental Protection Agency, U.S. -
Census Bureau, and U.S. Geological Survey Data and Maps. Website:
http://www.census.gov/geo/landview/. Date accessed: September 9, 2009.

Woodall, 2004. RV.Net, Press Release, National Survey Indicates RVers and Campers
Spend Billions of Dollars, August 30, 2004, Woodall’'s/ARVC RV Park and Campground
Survey, Michigan State University, Woodall Publications Corporation and National
Association of RV Parks and Campgrounds (ARVC). Website:
http://www.rv.net/output.cfim?ID=866107. Date Accessed: September 24, 2009.
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COLA Impact:
The BBNPP COLA ER will be revised as follows in a future COLA revision.

2.5.1.1.3.2 Transient Population Levels

Table 2.5-6 presents population distributions, by residential population and transient
population in 2000, within each of sixteen geographic directional sectors at radii of 0 to1
mi (0to 2 km), 1to2mi (2to 3km), 2to 3 mi (3to 5 km), 3to 4 mi (5to 6 km), 4 to 5 mi
(6 to 8 km), and 5 to10 mi (8 to 16 km) from the BBNPP site. Table 2.5-6a illustrates
that there are an estimated 49,896 transients within 10-50 mi (6-80 km) radii of the
BBNPP site. Of these, there are approximately 17,225 transients occupying seasonal
housing, 22,658 staying at campgrounds, and 10,013 lodging at motels, hotels and bed
& breakfast establishments.
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New Table 2.5-6a Summary of Transient Populations within 10-50 mi (16-80 km) of the BBNPP Site, by 10 mi (16 km) radius

Distance from BBNPP Site mi (km)

Transient Analysis 10-20 mi 20-30 mi 30-40 mi 40-50 mi 10-50 mi
(16—-32 km) (32-48 km) (48—64 km) (64—80 km) (16-80 km)
Estimated
Seasonal Housing 1,200 2,967 6,276 6,782 17,225
Population™?
Estimated
Campground 1,609 5,317 3,807 11,925 22,658
Population®
Estimated Lodging 1,104 1,350 2,608 4,951 10,013
Population*®
Total Estimated
Transient 3,913 9,634 12,691 23,658 49,896
Population
Notes:

1. Seasonal Housing Units = (Total Housing Units) x (% Recreational, Seasonal or Occasional Housing from 2000 US Census Block Group

Data)

AN o S

Associates, Ltd survey data.

Estimated Seasonal Population = (Seasonal Housing Units) x (2.48 persons/household) x 0.1875
Campground Population = (Number of Campground Sites) x (4 persons/site) x 47%.
Lodging Population = (Number of Rooms) x (1.57 persons/room) * 61.9% hotel occupancy rate.

Number of persons/room = 1.57 = (43% business travel x 1 person/room) + (57% leisure travel x 2 persons/room) based on D.K. Shifflet &
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SE 4.4-4
ESRP 4.4.2

Summary: Provide month-by-month and quarter-by-quarter workforce data during the
construction timeframe. Also, provide an estimate of the number of operations workers
who would be employed during the construction period.

Full Text: Late in the construction period, operations workers will be hired and begin
training at the new power plant. Build these workers into the construction period
employment calculations and all associated calculations, including those related to
demand for public services.

Response: The estimated construction workforce population was forecast on a
quarterly basis for the period of construction. This forecast did not consider monthly
staffing changes. ER Table 4.4-3; Estimated Average FTE Construction Workers, by
Construction Year/Quarter at the BBNPP, provides the data for the projected 68 month
period of construction. Based on ER Table 4.4-3, Table 1 was developed.

ER Section 5.8.2 states that an estimated total of 363 employees would be added to
operate BBNPP. Staffing studies for an EPR Nuclear Power Plant indicate that
operations personnel would be added during the entire period of construction with full
staffing achieved during the fifth year of construction. Although actual staff additions
would vary year to year, an average of approximately 73 additions would be made per
year. The peak operations workforce of 363 represents less than 10% addition to the
3950 construction workforce present during year five of construction. Given the ramp up
and subsequent decline in construction workers and ramp up of a small number of
operations personnel, the likely impact on the demand for public services would be
minimal.

Table 1 Estimated Average FTE Construction Workers, by Construction Month,
Based Upon Quarterly Estimate Provided in ER Table 4.4-3

Year 1:  Quarterly Monthly by Quarter | Year 4: Quarterly Monthly by Quarter
1 350 117 1 3,683 1228
2 800 267 2 3,867 1289
3 1,250 417 3 3,950 1317
4 1,600 533 4 3,950 1317

Year 2: Year 5:
1 1,900 633 1 3,950 1317
2 2,200 733 2 3,917 1306
3 2,500 833 3 3,700 1233
4 2,800 933 4 3,400 1133

Year 3: Year 6:
1 3,050 1017 1 3,050 1017
2 3,200 1067 2 1,967 656
3 3,350 1117 3" 768 384
4 3,500 1167

*Based on two months due to 68-month construction period.

COLA Impact: }
No changes to the BBNPP COLA ER are required as a result of this RAl response.
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USACE-2b

Summary: Identify and explain the mitigation requirement(s) from the Susquehanna
River Basin Commission (SRBC) and identify if any Department of the Army Section 10
and/or Section 404 permits will be required.

Full Text: Pursuant to Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, a Department of the
Army permit is required for work or structures in navigable waters of the United States
and pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, a Department of the Army permit is
required for the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the United States,
including jurisdictional wetlands. Any proposal to perform the above activities within the
area of Federal jurisdiction will require the prior approval of this office. All proposed
impacts must be evaluated concurrently under one application submittal.

Response: The duties of the Susquehanna River Basin Commission (SRBC) per the
Susquehanna River Basin Compact (SRBC, 1972) include the duty to administer,
manage, and control water resources of the Susquehanna River Basin in all matters
determined by the Commission to be interstate in nature or to have a major effect on the
water resources or water resources management. SRBC staff develops and implements
the programs as directed by the commissioners and as found in SRBC's comprehensive
plan, Comprehensive Plan for the Water Resources of the Susquehanna River Basin
(SRBC, 2008). The SRBC has published guidelines and regulations for surface water
and groundwater withdrawal and consumptive water use; SRBC’s regulations are
promulgated in Code of Federal Regulations, Title 18, Chapter VIII. Among these
regulations are standards for consumptive uses of water (Section 806.22) including
requirements to mitigate consumptive use (Section 806.22(b)). (Federal Register, 2006)

Consumptive Use of Water

The BBNPP requires water for cooling and operational use. The sources for water are
the Susquehanna River and the Berwick District of Pennsylvania- American Water
Company (PAW). Water from the Susquehanna River will provide cooling and
operational uses while PAW will provide water for potable, sanitary, and miscellaneous
plant systems. Section 3, Table 3.3-1 of the Environmental Report (BBNPP, 2009)
provides a quantitative description of the minimum and maximum water flows to and
from plant operating systems. Additionally, the average consumptive use of the
Susquehanna River water during normal operating conditions will be approximately
6.9E+08 gallons per month. Table 3.3-1 of the Environmental Report details the
consumptive water uses expected for normal operation of the BBNPP.

Consumptive Use Mitigation

SRBC’s current standards for consumptive uses of water (Federal Register, 2006)
dictate that all project sponsors whose consumptive use of water is subject to review and
approval under Section 806.4 shall mitigate such consumptive use during low flow
periods if deemed necessary. Mitigation may be provided by one or a combination of
actions as stated in Section 806.22(b). They are as follows:

(1) During low flow periods as may be designated' by the Commission for
consumptive use mitigation. '
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(i) Reduce withdrawal from the approved source(s), in an amount equal to the
project’s total consumptive use, and withdraw water from alternative surface
water storage or aquifers or other underground storage chambers or facilities
approved by the Commission.

(i) Release water for flow augmentation, in an amount equal to the project’s
total consumptive use, from surface water storage or aquifers, or other
underground storage chambers or facilities approved by the Commission.

(iii) Discontinue the project’s consumptive use.

(2) Use, as a source of consumptive use water, surface storage that is subject to
maintenance of a conservation release acceptable to the Commission.

(3) Provide monetary payment to the Commission, for annual consumptive use, in
an amount and manner prescribed by the Commission.

(4) Implement other alternatives approved by the Commission. As stated in Section
806.22(c), the Commission will, in its sole discretion, determine the acceptable manner
of mitigation to be provided by project sponsors whose consumptive use of water is
subject to review and approval. Such a determination will be made after considering the
project's location, source characteristics, anticipated amount of consumptive use,
proposed method of mitigation and their effects on the purposes set forth in Section
806.2, and any other pertinent factors. The Commission may modify, as appropriate, the
manner of mitigation, including the magnitude and timing of any mitigating releases,
required in a project approval. (Federal Register, 2006)

Department of the Army Section 10 and/or Section 404 permits and Pennsylvania
State Programmatic General Permit

Section 4.3.1.3 of the Environmental Report indicates that approximately 36 ac (14.5 ha)
of wetlands and approximately 340 linear feet (104 m) of stream channel will be
permanently impacted by the placement of earthen fill material. The project will likely
require an Individual Permit (IP) from the Baltimore District of the United States Army
Corps of Engineers (USACE) under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA) and
Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899. The BBNPP project will not qualify for
approval under the USACE Pennsylvania State Programmatic General Permit-3
(PASPGP-3) (USACE, 2008) due to the proposed unavoidable impacts to federally
regulated Waters of the U.S.

Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899, Section 10

The Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 (33 USC 401, et seq.) is the legislative origin of the
US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) regulatory program. Various sections establish
permit requirements to prevent unauthorized obstruction or alteration of any navigable
water of the United States. Section 10 (33 USC 403) of the Rivers and Harbors Act
regulates construction, excavation, or deposition of materials in, over, or under such
waters, or any work which would affect the course, location, condition, or capacity of
those waters. Activities requiring Section 10 permits include structures (e.g., piers,
wharfs, breakwaters, bulkheads, jetties, weirs, transmission lines) and work such as
dredging or disposal of dredged material, or excavation, filling, or other modifications to
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the navigable waters of the United States. Section 10 permits are administered by
USACE under the Department of the Army Permit Program.

The geographic jurisdiction of the Rivers and Harbors Act includes all navigable waters
of the United States which are defined (33 CFR Part 329) as, "those waters that are
subject to the ebb and flow of the tide and/or are presently used, or have been used in
the past, or may be susceptible to use to transport interstate or foreign commerce."

Department of Army permits are required to authorize certain structures or work in, or
affecting, navigable waters of the United States pursuant to Section 10 of the Rivers and
Harbors Act. Certain activities may fall under an authorized nationwide general permit or
a regional general permit. [f this is not the case, an individual Section 10 permit is
required (USACE, 2009).

Based on the installation of a blowdown return line affecting the bed and banks of the
Susquehanna River, it is likely that a Section 10 permit will be required. The Section 10
permit will be reviewed in conjunction with the IP application submitted on behalf of PPL
Bell Bend, LLC in 2010.

Additional Federal, State, Luzerne County, and local authorizations or approvals are
anticipated to be required and must be secured by the permit applicant, prior to initiating
any discharge of dredged or fill material, and/or the placement of structures into Waters
of the U.S., including jurisdictional wetlands. These approvals include, but are not
limited to:

a. A 401 Water Quality Certification issued by PADEP pursuant to Section 401 of
the CWA.

b. A Consistency Determination issued by PADEP pursuant to Section 307 of the
Federal Coastal Zone Management Act for activities located within designated
Coastal Zone Management Areas.

c. For activities resulting in permanent, above-grade fills in Waters of the U.S,,
including jurisdictional wetlands within 100-year floodplains mapped by the
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) or State or local governments,
the permittee must comply with the applicable FEMA, State, and local floodplain
construction requirements.

Depending on the required permit process, a Public Notice will be issued with a 15-day
to 30-day comment period, if necessary. The proposal is reviewed by the USACE,
general public, special interest groups, and State, local and other related federal
agencies. The typical IP permit review and approval process may be greater than 12
months.

For PASPGP, the USACE IP is usually issued along with the State's authorization
(USACE, 2009).

Summary

Impacts to wetlands and other Waters of the U.S. will require Section 404 and Section
10 permits administered under the Department of the Army Permit Program. A
proposed compensatory wetland mitigation plan will be submitted to the USACE for
review and comment with the IP application package. BBNPP will coordinate with SRBC -
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with respect to water withdrawals and use and to mitigating consumptive water use. In
the event modifications to the proposed construction and operation of the facility are
implemented, BBNPP will coordinate with the USACE and SRBC to comply with
appropriate regulatory requirements.

References cited in response:
BBNPP, 2009. Bell Bend Nuclear Power Plant, Combined License Application, Part 3,
Environmental Report.Website:
http://adamswebsearch2.nrc.gov/idmws/ViewDocByAccession.asp?AccessionNumber=
ML090710517, Date accessed: November 17, 2009. ‘
Federal Register, 2006. Website: http://frwebgate1.access.gpo.gov/cgi-
bin/waisgate.cgi?WAISdoclD=648510405001+5+3+0&WAlSaction=retrieve, Date
accessed: November 19, 2009.
SRBC, 2009. Susquehanna River Basin Commission. Website:
http://www.srbc.net/programs/regulations.htm, Date accessed: November 16, 2009.
SRBC, 2008. Susquehanna River Basin Commission, Website:
http://www.srbc.net/planning/compplanfiles.asp, Date Accessed: November 17, 2009.
SRBC, 1998. Susquehanna River Basin Commission, Website:
http://www.srbc.net/policies/docs/Policy%202003_01.pdf, Date accessed: November 186,
2009.
SRBC, 1972. Susquehanna River Basin Commission, Website:
http://www.srbc.net/about/srbc_compact.pdf, Date accessed: November 17, 2009.
USACE, 2009. United States Army Corps of Engineers, Website;
http://www.nab.usace.army.mil/Regulatory/mitigation.htm, Date accessed: November 18,
2009.
USACE, 2008. United States Army Corps of Engineers, Website:
http://www.nab.usace.army.mil/Regulatory/Permit/PASPGP-3.pdf , Date accessed:
November 23, 2009.
USACE, 2006. United States Army Corps of Engineers, Website:
~http://www.nab.usace.army.mil/Regulatory/Permit/PASPGP-3.pdf, Date accessed:
November 16, 2009.
USGS, 2008. Low flow statistics for Pennsylvania streams, Website:
http:/pa.water.usgs.gov/pc38/flowstats/lowflow. ASP?W Cl=stats&WCU;|D=2428, Date
accessed: May 30, 2008. ’

COLA Impact:
No changes to the BBNPP COLA ER are required as a result of this RAl response.
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USACE-2¢

Summary: Provide a narrative addressing public benefits of the proposed project which
is separate from the project’s proponents’ benefit.

Full Text: The proposed project must be evaluated to ensure that it is not contrary to
the public interest (33 CFR 320.4). There are 20 public interest factors. The Corps must
evaluate the project in light of these factors and the interests of the applicant to
determine the overall balance of the project with respect to the public interest.

Response: Pursuant to 33 C.F.R. 323.6, a determination that the project is not contrary
to the public interest must be achieved before permit issuance. Public interest
considerations are listed in 33 C.F.R. 320.4 (a) (1) and, in the context of the BBNPP
development project, are addressed below. It is shown below that the BBNPP project is
not contrary to the public interest. Source material for the response herein was obtained
from the Bell Bend Nuclear Power Plant Combined License Application, Part 3:
Environmental Report, Revision 1 (UniStar, 2008).

1. Conservation

The BBNPP site is located in the southwestern quadrant of Luzerne County,
Pennsylvania. This area is characterized by forests, open, undeveloped,
agricultural, mined, and developed land. The developed portions of this area are
located in and around the city of Hazleton and the eastern outskirts of Berwick
Borough. The BBNPP development project has been designed to balance
energy development and conservation values. Jurisdictional wetlands will remain
on site in the post-development condition. Upland buffers of varying widths,
along with additional upland preservation areas, will be located adjacent to the
remaining wetlands on site. By preserving both wetland and upland areas within
the project site, the majority of the natural resources provided by these on site
wetland systems should be conserved.

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), with authority through the
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), regulates all types of solid
wastes (hazardous and non-hazardous), including municipal wastes, industrial
wastes, and hazardous waste (49 CFR 107 to 400). Under the guidance of the
EPA, the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection (PADEP)
regulates waste management in the State of Pennsylvania. Waste management
will be provided to ensure that no significant adverse impacts to conservation
values will occur during the construction of the facility and after the facility is in
full operation.

Implementation of the plant development would include construction of facilities,
heavy equipment staging areas, construction laydown areas, haul roads, and the
associated unavoidable increases of hazardous material use and hazardous
waste generation. With any increase in handling or storage of hazardous
material, there is an inherent increase in hazardous waste generation and
general increase in risk to human health; however, PPL standard operating
procedures, and other related regulatory guidance governing the storage,
handling, and management of hazardous materials and hazardous wastes would
continue to be enforced, thereby minimizing cumulative adverse impacts. It is
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anticipated that local disposal areas for these types of materials would continue
to have the capacity to accept wastes generated in the construction of the facility.

The Joint Permit Application (JPA) for authorization of the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (USACE) Individual Permit (IP) will include a detailed natural resource
mitigation plan.  This mitigation plan will include information regarding
conservation of natural resources.

2. Economics

Information pertaining to the economic public interest is primarily provided in the
context of socioeconomic development. In general, socioeconomic benefits
accrue from capital expenditures as well as the increased number of jobs created
during construction and long term operations and the additional spending that
results. Section 5.8.1 of the Environmental Report (ER) provides general
information on the adverse physical impacts of the proposed development such
as the public perception of industry-specific stigmas (Blinder, 1979). Section
5.8.2 of the ER describes the potential positive impacts of the proposed action
(demographic, housing, employment and income, tax revenue generation, land
values, and public facilities and services). Section 5.8.2 also provides predictive
estimates on the potential increases in direct and indirect workforce and
associated secondary impacts such as increased property value.

The BBNPP development project would create some level of population growth,
which would equate to additive economic gains for direct, indirect, and induced
employment and income. Additional taxes would accrue to the federal, state,
and local governments as a result of this cumulative economic activity. These
gains would be additive and interactive with other economic activities in the local
area and represent a positive gain for the economy.

3. Aesthetics

With construction of the BBNPP facility, some of the proposed buildings may be
visible from a few neighboring properties, and the cooling tower plume
observable from a larger area. Because of the minimal visual impacts of the
proposed structures, access roads, water intake, outfall, transmission lines, and
the water vapor plumes, impacts to area-wide and recreational aesthetics are
considered minimal, and would not be expected to require mitigation. The two
proposed cooling towers for the new facility are 90 feet less in height when
compared to the existing Susquehanna Steam Electric Station cooling towers,
but the final grade of the new towers will be higher than the existing towers. The
net effect is the visibility of the new towers will be less than the existing towers.

Plume rise varies and is temporary, depending on the season, wind direction,
and viewpoint location. Seasonal/Annual Cooling Tower Impacts (SACTI)
modeling results show plumes occur in all directions, whose lengths and heights
vary seasonally, but are judged to have small impact and not require mitigation.
The visibility of the BBNPP site from north and east is limited due to topography.
The existing visibility of the cooling tower from south and west is expected to
remain the same. In order to reduce aesthetic impacts related to new
transmission structures, the exteriors can be painted, where practicable, with a
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compatible color of the surrounding area. Adjacent community visual impacts
could be affected by the proposed project development; however, it is anticipated
that there would be only minor, cumulative impacts. This conclusion would be
supported by ensuring that natural areas and forest cover are continued to be
used for buffers on the plant site, thereby obscuring development. With these
considerations, no significant adverse impact to area wide and recreational
aesthetics should occur as a result of the proposed facility development.

4. General environmental concerns

As summarized in Section 9.2.3 of the ER, the general impacts (including
environmental) that may be associated with facility development include, but are
not limited to: 1) water use and quality, 2) terrestrial and aquatic ecology
including wetlands, 3) threatened and endangered species, 4) safety, 6)
environmental justice, 7) land use, 8) air quality, 9) waste management, and 10)
human health. Based on these potential impacts, the coal, natural gas, or
combination power generating facility (alternative sites) would not be
environmentally preferable to the proposed BBNPP development site. The site
selection process focuses on identifying and evaluating locations that represent a
range of reasonable alternative sites for the proposed project. The primary
objective of the site selection process is to determine if any alternative site is
"obviously superior" to the preferred site for eventual construction and operation
of the proposed reactor units. The preferred site is chosen from within the
candidate sites, and then compared with the remaining candidate sites to
demonstrate that none are “environmentally preferable." The basic constraints
and limitations applicable to the site selection process are the currently
implemented rules, regulations, and laws within the federal, state, and local
agency levels. These provide a comprehensive basis and an objective rationale
under which this selection process is performed. Overall, the alternative sites do
not offer environmental advantages over the BBNPP site.  Operational
experience at the adjacent Susquehanna Steam Electric Station (SSES) has
shown that the environmental impacts are minimal and operation of the new unit
is expected to have essentially the same or less environmental impacts (Section
9.3.3 of ER).

Specific environmental concerns are detailed in the appropriate corresponding
public interest considerations in this RAIl response. Furthermore, as detailed in
the ER, the narrative relating to Environmental Impacts of Construction and
Station Operation (Chapters 4 and 5) attempts to thoroughly address general
environmental concerns as they relate to: 1) land, 2) water (surface and ground),
3) ecology, and 4) radiological and non-radiological health impacts. Additionally,
Section 5.10 of the ER (Measures and Controls to Limit Adverse Impacts during
Operation) expands on: 1) erosion and sedimentation, 2) air quality (dust, air
pollutants), 3) wastes (effluents, spills, material handling), 3) noise, 4) traffic, and
5) radiation exposure. Overall, no significant adverse impact to general
environmental concerns should occur as a result of the proposed facility
development. ,

™
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5. Wetlands

The construction of the BBNPP facility will result in the loss of approximately 33
acres of jurisdictional wetlands (permanent fill impact). Significant efforts to
avoid and minimize impacts to jurisdictional wetland areas on site are being
made through the redesign of the facility footprint and other avoidance and
minimization activities. As a result of these efforts, permanent impacts to
jurisdictional wetlands are expected to be further reduced. To meet the project
purpose and need, however, some limited wetland impacts will be unavoidable.
A comprehensive compensatory mitigation plan will offset these wetland impacts
through provision of targeted high quality restoration and creation of wetlands
and riparian zone/floodplain habitat. A Joint Application detailing project impacts
and mitigation requirements will be submitted to the US Army Corps of Engineers
and the PA DEP in 2010.

6. Historic properties

On site/off site historic properties and those eligible for inclusion on the National
Registry were identified during the Phase 1a and Phase 1b investigations
(Section 2.5.3 of ER). These properties were also taken into consideration
during the alternative energy source assessment and the site selection process
for the BBNPP development project.

The proposed project development could potentially affect archaeological,
cultural and historical resources where ground disturbance exposes any pre-
historic or historic undocumented/unknown resources. However, should any
additional resource evidence be revealed during construction having
archaeological, cultural or historical value, the Pennsylvania State Historic
Preservation Office will be notified in accordance with the Cultural Resources
Protection Plan.

7. Fish and wildlife values

Fish and wildlife values are directly correlated to the overall terrestrial and
aquatic ecological health. Field studies to characterize the terrestrial ecology of
the BBNPP Owner Controlled Area (OCA) were initiated in July 2007 and
continued through September 2008. The field studies included a flora survey
(Summer 2008), a faunal survey (October 2007 through September 2008), and
wetlands delineation and mapping efforts (July 2007 through August 2008).
Additionally, characterization of the aquatic ecology related to BBNPP included
both collection of new field data and acquisition of data collected by others for the
waterbodies located within or adjacent to the OCA. Sections 2.4.1 and 2.4.2 of
the ER summarize relevant information from each of these studies and provide
other data on existing terrestrial and aquatic ecology in accordance with the
guidance in NUREG-1555 (NRC, 1999).

Pennsylvania state agencies protect threatened and endangered plants and
animals under 7 PA Code § 133, 17 PA Code Chapter 45, and 30 PA Code 2102
and 2305. Federally-listed (threatened and endangered) plants and animals are
protected under the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as enforced by the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). The BBNPP development project will be
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completed (construction and operation) in a manner such that no significant
adverse impacts to the conservation of federal- and state-listed species will
occur. Fish and wildlife values will be preserved though the preservation of on
site wetlands, as well as upland preservation. Consequently, fish and wildlife
values should not be adversely affected by the proposed construction of the
facility.

8. Flood hazards

The PADEP (under 25 PA Code Chapters105 — 106) serves to manage
floodplain permits for any activity that changes the course, current, or cross-
section of a non-tidal stream or body of water, including the 100-year floodplain.
This code adheres to floodplain management guidance as established by the
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) under the Department of
Homeland Security (DHS). With regard to the proposed construction at the
BBNPP facility, stormwater discharges from impervious surfaces at the facility
will be controlled and minimized by provisions of Pennsylvania's Stormwater Best
Management Practices Manual. Three stormwater related plans, jointly
administered by PADEP and Luzerne County under 25 PA Code 92, 93, ands
102, are required: 1) an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan is required to be
implemented at a construction site in which best management practices (BMPs)
are utilized to control erosion and sediment; 2) a Preparedness, Prevention, and
Contingency Plan is required by Pennsylvania (PA Code Section 91.33 and
91.34); and 3) a Post-Construction Stormwater Management Plan must be
prepared and implemented to identify the BMPs to be installed to manage and
treat the stormwater discharge so that water quality is protected after
construction activities are terminated (see Section 6.5.2.3 of ER). Elevations
produced by routing a 100-year/24-hour storm event will be used to develop the
proposed Storm Water Management System (SWMS). These elevations will
also be used to establish the minimum finish floor elevation. With these
considerations, the proposed construction of the BBNPP facility will not be
expected to elevate flood hazards on site or adversely affect downstream areas.

9. Floodplain values

As stated above, the PADEP serves to manage floodplain permits for any activity
that changes the ‘course, current, or cross-section of a non-tidal stream or body
of water, including the 100-year floodplain. This code adheres to floodplain
management guidance as established by FEMA. The BBNPP plant grade
elevation is 674 feet (205 meters) mean sea level, which is about 157 feet (48
meters) higher than the highest recorded water level. Therefore, it is anticipated
that the Susquehanna River flooding does not affect the plant. The plant site is
dry with respect to major flooding on the Susquehanna River (Section 3.4.1.3.3
of ER). With the exception of the new intake and discharge, most all of the
proposed construction will occur outside of the 100-year floodplain. A small
portion of the BBNPP site to the west along Walker Run may be within the 100-
year and 500-year floodplain. With those exceptions, construction activities
would be outside the 500-year floodplain in locations designated as areas of
minimal flooding (Section 4.1.1.1 of ER). The implementation of the SWMS will
provide assurance that water quality and quantity values will be maintained; and
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11.
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any floodplain issues addressed. No significant adverse impact to floodplain
values should occur as a result of the proposed facility construction.

Land use

Most of the BBNPP OCA is zoned as an agricultural district with a much smaller
portion zoned as a conservation district (see Figure 2.2-4 of the ER). Small
areas of the site, occurring to the north and east of the SSES facility are zoned
heavy industrial. Section 2.2 of the ER provides maps and figures detailing the
existing land use: 1) on site; 2) within 50 miles and less; and 3) within Luzerne
and Columbia Counties. Section 2.2.1 of the ER establishes the nature and
extent of current and proposed land use within the vicinity and region of the
BBNPP facility that might be impacted by station construction and operation.
The review evaluates both on site and off site areas that will be modified for the
sole purpose of supporting construction and maintenance of the proposed facility.
Overall, the facility construction should not have a significant adverse impact to
the surrounding land use. All permit requirements and mitigation measures (as
needed) will be fulfilled and implemented per federal, state, and local regulations
to minimize incremental adverse impacts to land use. Finally, the construction of
the facility will not require a change in the existing zoned use of the BBNPP site.

Navigation

Several canals, dams, and levees were constructed during the early 1800's to
improve transportation on the Susquehanna River. However, over time, bridges
replaced ferries and railroads replaced canals, making commercial navigation on
the Susquehanna River negligible (Section 2.3.2.1.3 of ER). With regard to
waterway navigation and the proposed construction of the BBNPP facility, there
is no work proposed along the adjacent navigable waterway (i.e., the
Susquehanna River), and the estimated intake of the plant should not affect
navigable flows. With regard to other transportation interests, Section 2.5.2.10 of
the ER presented information on existing airports, public transit (bus), roads and
highways, rail, and freight carriers. With the exception of minor increases in
traffic consistent with normal population growth models, no additional exceptional
changes in intensity, frequency, and duration of traffic is expected as a result of
the BBNPP development.

. Shore erosion and accretion

With the exception of the Susquehanna River and its tributaries, the proposed
BBNPP development does not occur adjacent to or nearby any other shoreline
(pond, lake, ocean or otherwise). Furthermore, the facility development should
have minimal effects on erosion and runoff since the PADEP requires an Erosion
and Sediment Control Plan as part of the construction plan for the project.
During the construction process, BMPs, according to Pennsylvania's Stormwater
Best Management Practices Manual, will be followed. These BMPs may include
measures that will prevent sediment transport off the project site into off site
waters. Use of devices such as silt screens, staked hay bales, temporary
grassing, wind rowing of vegetation, or other mechanisms to prevent turbidity will
be employed. The Post-Construction Stormwater Management Plan will
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implement the identified BMPs necessary to manage and treat stormwater
discharge so that water quality is protected during operation of the facility.

Recreation

The BBNPP site, as including the proposed development area, does not directly,
or indirectly, impact adjacent lands (forested, agricultural, or other managed
natural areas) that are currently used for recreational purposes, such as hiking,
birding, fishing, or hunting. Water-dependent recreation (i.e., fishing and limited
swimming and boating along the Susquehanna River) represent non-
consumptive surface water uses in the vicinity of the project site. Recreational
opportunities are provided nearby at the Susquehanna Riverlands. There is no
commercial fishing on the Susquehanna River in the vicinity of BBNPP (Section
4.2.1.6 of ER). The existing wetlands on the project site offer no recreational
opportunities to the general public. Public access is restricted because of private
ownership. In summary, no significant adverse impact to recreation should occur
as a result of the proposed facility development.

Water supply and conservation

Managed by the Susquehanna River Basin Commission (SRBC), withdrawal and
consumptive use of surface water and groundwater in the Susquehanna River
Basin shall adhere to requirements of the SRBC regulations and the resulting
docket for this project. In general, in-stream uses downstream of public water-
supply intakes are protected by docket conditions requiring either conservation
releases from large reservoirs or minimum passby flows (USGS, 2008).
Susquehanna River water will be used to meet the cooling water demand
requirements. No on site groundwater will be used for the actual operation of
BBNPP. SRBC’s current standards for consumptive uses of water (Federal
Register, 2006b) dictate that all project sponsors, whose consumptive use of
water is subject to review and approval under Section 806.4 of the SRBC
Regulation of Projects (18 CFR Parts 801, 806, 807, and 809)(SRBC, 2009),
shall mitigate such consumptive use during low flow periods. Registration and
reporting requirements are also imposed by the PADEP. Potable water will be
purchased from a public water supplier and will be a source for drinking water
and water for other non-cooling purposes during plant operation. With these
considerations, no significant adverse impact to the local or regional water supply
is anticipated as a result of the proposed facility development.

Water quality

With regard to National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
permits, water diversions and withdrawals, and Clean Water Act (CWA) Section
401 water quality certification, the PADEP Bureau of Watershed Management
and Bureau of Water Management assist with permitting, approving, and/or
regulating water quantity/quality for new development projects. The Salem
Township Zoning Ordinance under Section 1302 (SALEM, 2004) requires site
development plan (SALEM, 2001b), erosion and sediment control plan, and
related site access plan (SALEM, 2001a) approvals be obtained from Luzerne
County, the Pennsylvania Department :of Transportation (PADOT), and the
PADEP prior to Salem Township approval (Section 1.3.3 of ER). Sanitary
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wastewater discharges from BBNPP will be sent to the Berwick Area Sewer
Authority, under their approval and guidance. The aforementioned permitting
approvals and guidance will be obtained prior to construction of the BBNPP
facility. In summary, post-development water quality will be maintained as
permitted and conditioned by the PADEP. No significant adverse impact to local
or regional water quality is anticipated as a result of the proposed facility
development.

Energy needs

The region of the BBNPP within Pennsylvania is known to contain Marcellus
Shale, a source of naturally-occurring (geologic) natural gas. The potential
existence, extent, and yield of this formation specific to the BBNPP site is
unknown, however plant construction is not considered a potential impact to this
resource. The BBNPP will ultimately increase the available energy supply in the
region.

Safety

The proposed project will be designed with the maximum possible considerations
for public safety. Specific safety considerations will be detailed in the extended
Combined License Application (COLA). Section 9.2.3 of the ER summarized the
potential project impacts, including potential impacts to safety and human health
and these measures will ensure that this public interest factor is not adversely
affected by BBNPP construction and operation.

Food and fiber production

Parts of the BBNPP site are leased to local farmers for production of feed corn,
however no food for human consumption is produced at the site. Therefore, the
proposed facility development will not adversely influence local, state, regional,
or national food and fiber production.

Mineral needs

The BBNPP site does not fulfill any mineral needs, nor are any mineral products
harvested at the present time. There are no known significant mineral deposits
of notable value beneath the area covered by the project site. No mineral
extraction activities will be undertaken in the proposed facility development.

Considerations of property ownership

PPL Susquehanna, LLC currently owns most of the BBNPP and SSES sites.
Under the proposed facility development, the BBNPP site will be divided into a
west parcel and an east parcel. PPL Susquehanna, LLC, which owns 90% of
SSES Units 1 and 2, and Allegheny Electric Cooperative, Inc., which owns 10%
of SSES Units 1 and 2, will retain ownership of the east parcel. PPL Bell Bend,
LLC will be the owner of BBNPP and the owner of the west parcel. The operator
of BBNPP will be PPL. Bell Bend, LLC (see Section 2.2.1 of ER).
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COLA Impact: _
No changes to the BBNPP COLA ER are required as a result of this RAI response.
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USACE-2d

Summary: Provide a description of the relative extent of the public and private need for
the proposed project.

Full Text: Under 33 CFR 320.4(a)(2). The extent of the public and private need for a
project is a general criteria of the public interest review that must be considered in the
evaluation of every permit application.

Response: PPL Bell Bend, LLC proposes to construct and operate a new nuclear
power plant to be designated as Bell Bend Nuclear Power Plant (BBNPP). BBNPP will
be located west of the existing Susquehanna Steam Electric Station site. The purpose
of the proposed new nuclear power plant is to generate electricity (baseload power) for
sale. The BBNPP project will positively address the needs and welfare of the public by
providing electricity for residents in the primary market area. Source material for the
response herein was obtained from the Bell Bend Nuclear Power Plant Combined
License Application (UniStar, 2008).

The geographic scope or primary market area for the BBNPP has been generally
defined as the eastern part of the PJM Interconnection, LLC (PJM) "classic" market
area. PJM is the Regional Transmission Organization (RTO) that serves to maintain the
reliability of the bulk electricity power supply system for 13 states and the District of
Columbia. PJM serves approximately 51 million people and includes the major U.S.
load centers from the western border of lllinois to the Atlantic coast including the
metropolitan areas in and around Baltimore, Chicago, Columbus, Dayton, Newark and
northern New Jersey, Norfolk, Philadelphia, Pittsburgh, Richmond, and Washington,
D.C. The eastern part of the PJM classic market area is a subset of the entire PUM area
and is considered the Region of Interest (ROI) and primary market area for the BBNPP.
The ROl/primary market area includes parts of the states of Pennsylvania, New Jersey,
Delaware, Maryland, and Virginia. The task of evaluating the region’s power supply
resides with the PJM RTO and the regional electric reliability organization Reliability First
Corporation (RFC). PJM has projected continuing foad growth in the primary market
area. The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) has identified New Jersey, Delaware,
eastern Pennsylvania, and eastern Maryland as a Critical Congestion Area. PJM
expects expanded exports of power into New York, further exacerbating the situation.
Limitations in the west-to-east transmission of energy across the Allegheny Mountains
and the growing demand for baseload power at load centers along the east coast were
factors in selecting the eastern part of PJM’s primary market area as the ROI.

The need for power establishes a framework for analysis of project benefits and for the
geographic boundaries over which benefits and costs are distributed. Because the
BBNPP will be developed as a merchant facility, power generated could be distributed to
PJM electricity distributor members or it could be sold outside the relevant primary
market area boundary. While these distribution options are possible, market forces
coupled with generation and transmission capabilities and load demands result in a
strong partiality toward sales within the ROl/primary market area. Merchant facilities
have the ability to sell energy to anyone, and they are only limited by the transmission
system. PJM also imports and exports energy to and from other regions. As noted
above, the BBNPP will be developed as a merchant plant with the ability to serve
customers in the ROIl/primary market area, the eastern part of the PJM classic market
area. Historical and forecasted load information for the ROl/primary market area was
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taken from the PJM load forecasting model. As the RTO for the region, PJM calculates
long term forecasts of peaks, net energy, and load management for zones and regions
in the RTO. Data of the historical energy and demand since 1998 and the forecasted
values through 2018 for the eastern part of the PJM classic market area clearly indicate
a public need for more electrical power. The historical energy use trend has increased
over the period of 1998 to 2007. This trend of increasing electricity consumption is
expected to continue.

The purpose of the proposed BBNPP is to satisfy the aforementioned need for power
identified by PJM. The result of No Action, or not constructing the new facility, would
mean that the need for power has not been satisfied, and other electric generating
sources would be needed to meet the forecasted electricity demands. The benefits of
the proposed BBNPP include the following (ER Section 8.4.3):

e The proposed BBNPP would alleviate existing congestion in the west-to-east
transmission of energy across the Allegheny Mountains;

e The proposed BBNPP would provide much needed baseload power for an area
that is expected to have the average annual peak forecast grow between 1.2 and
1.5% per year over the next 10 years; :

e The proposed BBNPP would allow PJM to continue to meet the growing demand
for an average of 1,654 MW per year of added capacity since 2000;

e The proposed BBNPP would enable PJM to sustain the reserve margins
necessary to prevent a reduction in the supply of energy and to meet the
expected future demand trends; and

¢ Given concerns throughout the northeastern United States about climate change
and carbon emissions, the proposed BBNPP serves another important need by
reducing carbon emissions. The proposed BBNPP would displace significant
amounts of carbon as soon as the plant becomes operational, as compared to
the coal fired generation that likely would be expected to meet the identified need
for power.

PPL has determined that neither a power generating facility fueled by coal, nor one
fueled by natural gas, nor a combination of alternatives, including wind and/or solar
power generating facilities, would provide an appreciable reduction in overall
environmental impacts relative to the BBNPP (i.e., a nuclear power generating facility).
The construction and operation of BBNPP will result in some limited short-term and
unavoidable impacts to the environment. Mitigation measures have been proposed to
limit both the short-term impacts of construction and those that may occur during the
operational life of the power plant. Following site decommissioning, it is expected there
will be no long-term impacts on productivity or the human environment that would
preclude alternative uses of the site.

Pursuant to 33 CFR 323.6, a determination that the project is not contrary to the public
interest must be achieved before permit issuance. The twenty public interest
considerations are identified in 33 CFR 320.4 (a)(1) and include: conservation;
economics; aesthetics; general environmental concerns; wetlands; historic properties;
fish and wildlife ‘values; flood hazards; floodplain values; land use; navigation; shore
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erosion and accretion; recreation; water supply and conservation; water quality; energy
needs; safety; food and fiber production; mineral needs; and consideration of property
ownership. A review of the twenty public interest factors indicated that the proposed
BBNPP project should have no significant adverse impact on any one of these factors.
The construction and operation of the new facility will require the disturbance of
approximately 630 acres of land for construction, of which 365 acres will be permanently
committed to power plant structures for the BBNPP. Protection of surface and
subsurface water resources during construction will require limitations on the amount of
groundwater withdrawn and the discharge of construction waste waters from dewatering
activities. Best management practices will be implemented to limit construction related
erosion and sedimentation of surface waters. Certain natural resources on site will be
affected including limited impacts to surface waters and wetlands. Activities within these
areas will conform to applicable state and federal regulations to ensure that impacts are
limited and controlled, and that appropriate mitigation measures are incorporated into
project design and planning to offset the short- or long-term loss of any functions and
values provided by the impacted resources. Impacts to aquatic resources are expected
to be minimal given the limited area to be committed to permanent use and the absence
of threatened and/or endangered species. While a portion of the land utilized for
construction will impact these resources, the fauna and flora found are typical of those
that occur in comparable locations and are not otherwise unique to the BBNPP property.
Where possible, sensitive onsite resources such as wetlands will be avoided or impacts
minimized, and mitigated as necessary.

There are no significant mineral resources within the BBNPP site. Although 24
architectural resources were previously recorded within one mile of the BBNPP site,
none are located within the BBNPP footprint. The impact of air emissions is expected to
be minimal. Noise levels at the site boundary are predicted to conform to applicable
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and Housing and Urban Development
(HUD) criteria. Evaporative loss from the constructed cooling towers will create visible
plumes which will vary seasonally; however, theése plumes should have a minimal
impact, visual or otherwise, to surrounding properties. Off site noise from tower
operations is predicted to be within applicable EPA and HUD guidelines. Measures to
promote public health and safety will be implemented during construction and operation.
Finally, socioeconomic impacts of the BBNPP construction and operation are expected
to be minimal.

Locating the proposed new nuclear facility at the existing BBNPP property will afford
benefits to the local economy. The BBNPP owners will pay property taxes on the
proposed new unit for the duration of the operating license. New jobs within
approximately a 50 mile radius of the plant would be created by the construction and
operation of the new facility. Many of these jobs would be in the service sector and
could be filled by unemployed local residents, lessening demands on social service
agencies in addition to strengthening the economy. It is anticipated that the new jobs
would be maintained throughout the life of the plant. Construction and operation of the
new nuclear facility at BBNPP would generate an economic multiplier effect in the area.
The economic multiplier effect means that for every dollar spent an additional $0.60 of
indirect economic revenue would be generated over the construction period within the
ROI. The economic multiplier effect is one way of measuring direct and secondary
. effects. Direct effects reflect expenditures for goods, services, and labor, while
secondary effects include subsequent spending in the community. The economic
multiplier effect due to the increased spending by the direct and indirect labor force
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created as a result of the construction and operation of the new nuclear reactor unit
would increase economic activity in the region, most noticeably in Luzerne and Columbia
Counties. Given concerns in the ROl/primary market area about climate change and
carbon emissions, BBNPP serves an important environmental benefit need by reducing
carbon emissions in the Commonwealth. Upon operation, BBNPP would displace
significant amounts of carbon compared to a coal-fired generating plant. The costs of
climate change, which have been quantified, will have a significant impact on the global
and national economies.

Finally, with regard to private need, the BBNPP will operate as a baseload, merchant
independent power producer. The power produced will be sold on the wholesale market
without specific consideration to supplying a traditional service area or satisfying a
reserve margin objective. The ability to generate baseload power in a consistent,
predictable manner meets the business objectives for the BBNPP.

In summary, the purpose of the proposed BBNPP is to satisfy the need for power. The
BBNPP project will positively address the needs and welfare of the public by providing
electricity for residents in the primary market area; i.e., the public need for the project will
be satisfied. Specifically, the following criteria suggest the continuing benefits of and the
need for a new merchant baseload generating facility:

e The relevant region’s need to diversify sources of energy (e.g., using a mix of
nuclear fuel and coal for baseload generation);

e The potential to reduce the average cost of electricity to consumers;
¢ The nationwide need to reduce reliance on petroleum; and

e The case of a sighificant benefit cost advantage being associated with plant
operation before system demand for the plant capacity develops.

The result of No Action, or not constructing the new facility, would mean that the need
for power has not been satisfied, and other electric generating sources would be needed
to meet the forecasted electricity demands. Finally, the ability to generate baseload
power in a consistent, predictable manner meets the business objectives for the BBNPP.
The demand for additional power necessitates an increase in supply, which can be met
through the creation of the BBNPP facility. The creation of the BBNPP facility is
economically feasible; therefore, the private need for the project will be satisfied.

Reference cited in this response:
UniStar, 2008. Bell Bend Nuclear Power Plant Combined License Application, Part 3:
Environmental Report (Revision 1).

COLA Impact:
No changes to the BBNPP COLA ER are:required as a result of this RAI response.
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INTRODUCTION

The Susquehanna Steam Electric Station (Susquehanna SES) is a nuclear
power station with two boiling water reactors that have a total generating
capacity of 2,100 megawatts. The station is located along the Susqﬁehanna
River in northeastern Pennsylvania (Figure 1). Commercial production of
electricity at the Unit 1 reactor began on 8 June 1983 and at Unit 2 on
12 February 1985. The Pennsylvania Power and Light Company (PP&L) owns 907
of the Susquehanna SES and the Allegheny Electric Cooperative, Inc. retains
title to 107.

Water from the Susquehanna River is used to cool the Susquehanna SES in
an essentially closed circuit cooling system. When both reactors are
generating at 1007 capacity, approximately 38,000 gallons/minute of river
water is used to replace about 30,000 gallons/minute that is lost to the
atmosphere by evaporation frém two natural draft cooling towers. The
remaining 8,000 gallons/minute of cooling tower blowdown is discharged back
into the Susquehanna River through a diffuser pipe located on the river
bottom about 200 feet from the west bank. The diffuser is constructed from a
42—inch diameter pipe that is 115 feet long. Blowdown water is released into
the river through a series of 72 ports which are 4 inches in diameter. These

ports are spaced at 18~inch intervals along the upper edge of the downriver

side of the diffuser. Over the past 15 years, records at the Susquehanna SES

Biological Laboratory show that river flow has varied from about 900 to
250,000 cubic.feet/second, and that ambient river temperature has ranged from
32.0 to 86.0 F.

T An edvliet envirommental teport, wiltten before evnstrdcticii of the

Susquehanna SES, theorized that a sizable thermal plume would be created by
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this blowdown water before it reached ambient river water temperature below
the diffuser (PP&L 1972). Initial temperature measurements at the diffuser,
afﬁer both units of the Susquehanna SES became operational, revealed that the
thermal plume was much smaller than originally anticipafed. The edge of the
plume (0.5 F isotherm) rarely extended more than 300 feet downriver from the
diffuser, and this occurred only during cbnditions of low river flow. More
commonly, the plume edge was found within 150 feet of the diffuser and often
it was.located within 25 feet during average to high river flows. Therefore;
a formal study of the thermal plume was mever conducted because it was so
limited in size.

In 1985, a review of the ecological monitoring programs for the
Susquehanna SES was conducted by Drexel University (Allen et al. 1986).
During this review, the water temperature of the river below the discharge
diffuser was discussed at length. As a result, it was recommended that
"a gpecial study be made to determine by measurement exactly What the
temperature'change in the river is, even if it is measurable only within
inches of the diffuser." In order to fulfill this recommendation, a study of
the thermal plume was begun in November 1986, with the objective of defining

its size.

METHODS
Three thermal plume studies were conducted at the discharge diffuser of
the Susquehanna SES. Autumn, winter, and spring studies were dome on 5
November 1986, 9 January 1987, and 14 May 1987, respectively. ALL studies

were conducted when both reactors were at least 83% operatdional.
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Temperatures were measured with a Hydrolab FT-3M Marine Thermometer
(thermistor) which was calibrated immediately before each study with a NBS
traceable thermometer. All temperatures were measured to the nearest 0.5 F.
The temperature of the blowdown was measured in both cooling tower basins

prior to the autumn and winter studies. 1In the spring study, blowdown

temperature was measured at the discharge by a scuba diver who inserted the

thermistor probe into several diffuser ports.

A plane-table mapping technique was used to draw a profile of the
thermal plume in each study. The plane table, with drawing paper attached,
was positioned along the west river bank about 150 feet downstream from the
diffuser. It was oriented with various prominent structures, such as power
poles and the intake building, using a Watts Microptic Alidade. The alidade
was used to sight a stadia rod held at various points along the shoreline.
Angles and distances to these points were measured and a base map of the
shoreline and study area was drawn at a scale of 1 inch = 40 feet.

Two crews in boats, each equipped with a thermistor, méasured ambient
river temperature and located the diffuser. One of the boats was anchored
about 100 feet upriver from the diffuser, and the ambient temperature was
measured from surface to bottom at one~foot intervals. From shore, the boét
was sighted with the alidade (stadia rod mounted on the boat) and its
location was marked on the base map. In the meantime, the other boat was
driven to one of two float-ropes that a scuba diver had freviously attached
to either end of the diffuser. By pulling the float-rope very tightly, it
was possible to situate the boat directly sbove the end of the diffuser.

This location was sighted from shore with the alidade and marked on the map.



4=
The other end of the diffuser was marked in the same manner. The diffuser was
then drawn on the map by coﬁnecting these two points with a line.

" Both crews then proceeded to measure the temperature of the plume. In
each study, vertical temperature series were determined at from 20 to 27
sites throughout the probable location of the plume downriver from the
diffuser., The boats were anchored at each site and the thermistor was used
to measure temperatures at one-foot intervals from surface to bottom. Air
temperatures were also recorded. All sites were numbered and located on the
base map using the alidade. Upon completion of temperature measurements
within the plume area, ambient temperature was determined again at the
original location. This was done to determine if a change had occurred
during the time period in which the plume temperatures were recorded. , When
ambient changed, plume temperatures were adjusted accordingly.

In each study, the edge of the plume (0.5 F isotherm above ambient river
temperature) was drawn on the base map by interpolating its location among
the vertical series of temperature measurements at each site. Both planar

and three-~dimensional drawings were made of the plume.

RESULTS
Autumn Study
The autumn thermal plume study was conducted on 5 November 1986. On
this date, the river level was stable‘at 487.8 feet above mean sea level
(msl) which is equivalent to a flow of 4,840 cubic feet/second (2,173,000
gal/min). The water temperature of the cooling tower blowdown (spproximately
8,000 gal/min) was 62.0 F. The weather was partly cloudy with a light

breeze.
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The location of each vertical temperature determination for ambient
river temperature and for the 20 sites within the viecinity of the plume, are
shown relative to the diffuser in Figure 2; The ambient temperature was
47.0 F and temperatures at the sites ranged from>47.0 ta 47.5 F (Table 1).
Air temperature decreased from 36.5 to 34.5 F throughout the 71-minute study.

The limits of the thermal plume are presented in Figure 3. The plume
was within 5 feet of the diffuser along the inner half of the pipe. However,
it extended downriver about 130 feet along the outer half of the diffuser.
This portion of the pluﬁevremained near the bottom until about 75 feet

downriver when it began to billow toward the surface.

Winter Study

The winter plume study was done on 9 January 1987 when the river level
was 489,0 feet above msl. This level is equal to a flow of 9,250 cubic
feet/second (4,152,000.gal/min). The approximately 8,000 gallons/minute of
cooling tower blowdowm was 61.0 F. The weather was partly cloudy and calm.

Determinatioﬁs of ambient river temperature and the temperatures at the
21 plume sites are shown relative to the diffuser in Figure 4. The ambient
river temperature was 33.5 F and temperatures within the vicinity éf the
plume ranged from 33.5 to 34.0 F (Table 2). Air temperature decreased from
39.0 to 35.5 F during the l-hour and 53—miﬁute study.

The thermal plume remained within 10 feet of the diffuser along the
inner half of the pipe, and then extended downriver about 25 feet along the
outer half (Figure 5). It.tgnded to bil;ow upwatd, Pqt it wa%_§1ygys léss

than 10 feet below the surface.
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Spring Study

The spring thermal plume study was conducted on 14 May 1987. The river
level on this date was stable at 487.9 feet above msl. This level is
equivalent to a river flow of 5,120 cubic feet/second or 2,298,000
gallons/minute. The water temperature of the cooling tower blowdown
(approximately 8,000 gal/min) was 75.0 F. The weather was cloudy during the
first 30 minutes of the study and sunny throughout the remainder.

The locations of each temperature series recorded for ambient river
temperature and for temperatures at the 27 sites near the plume are shown
relative to the diffuser in Figure 6. Ambient river temperature increased
from 65.5 to 66.0 F when the sunlight warmed the river throughout the l-hour
and 40-minute study (Table 3). This natural warming of the river
necessitated the adjustment of the temperatures at the last 16 sites by
subtracting 0.5 F from each measurement (Table 3). Temperatures within the
plume ranged from 65.5 to 66.5 F.

The extent of the thermal plume is presented in Figure 7. Most of the
plume was located downriver from the outer half of the diffuser where it
extended about 80 feet in length. The plume tended to billow upward, but

never reached closer than 7 feet of the surface.

DISCUSSION
The thermal plumes in all three studies were relatively small. This
finding in itself is particularly interesting because the temperature of the

cooling tower blowdown was 15.0, 27.5, and 9.5 degrees F above ambient river

temperature in autumn, winter, and spring, respectively. 1In spite of these
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sizable delta t's, none of the plume temperature determinations were greater
than 1 degree F above ambient, and most ofbthe recordings were only 0.5
degree F above ambient. At some point in the river, within a few inches of
the diffuser ports, the temperature of the blowdown water was reduced to
within 1 degree F or less of ambient. The results of these studies did not
detect the exact location of this gradient; however, even if it was found, it
would be of only minor interest environmentally. The far more important
finding is that, during these studies, the diffuser of the Susquehanna SES
quickly mixed thermally-enriched water from the cooling tower blowdown with
river water so that impact to the Susquehanna River was negligible.

The size of the plume seemed to be more a function of river flow than
the difference‘in temperature between blowdown and ambient when results of
the autumn.and winter studies were evaluated. Of all the studies, plume size
was largest in autumn when river flow was lowest and the delta t was 15.0 F.
In the winter study, the delta t was nearly twice as large (27.5 F), but the
plume was several fold smaller in a river-flow condition about twice as great
as that measured in the autumn study. Results of the spriné study were
intermediate.

All three studies were conducted at river flows near the low end (9,250
cubic feet/second or 262 cubic meters/second) of the range of flows
documented for this portion of the Susquehanna River over an 8~-year period
(Figure 8). It is doubtful that a plume of any consequence would be detected
at river flows greater than those evaluated during the winter study. 1In the
future, however, It may be of some value to gonduct & fourth thermal plume

study at low river flow in the summer. When this study is completed, the



-8~
thermal plume will have been profiled once in each of the four seasons for a

more complete evaluation.
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Table 1

Temperatures (F) remz%de:l at 1-foot intervals from surface to bottom at 20 sites on the Susquehanna River near the discharge diffuser of the Susquehanna Steam Electric Statiom, 5 November 1986.

Site No. Time Temperature (F) Depth in feet Bottom
Adr Surface 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 Depth Temperature
Ambient 1249 36.5 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 471.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 12.0 47.0
1 1250 36.5 47.0 47.0 47.0 41.0 47.0 41.0 47.0 47.0 41.0 47.0 47.0 41.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 14.5 47.0
2 1255 36.5 417.0 41.0 47.0 41.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 41.0 47.0 47.0 47.5 41.5 47.5 12.0 41.5
3 1258 36.5 47.0 47.0 47.0. 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 41.0 47.5 1.5 417.5 47.5 17.5 471.5 15.0 47.5
4 1300 36.5 47.0 41.0 47.0 41.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 . 14.0 47.0
5 1305 36.5 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 41.0 47.0 410 41.0 47.0 47.0 12.5 47.0
6 1306 %6.5 47.0 47.5 47.5 41.5 47.5 41.5 47.5 47.5 47.0 47.5 47.5 47.5 47.5 47.5 47.5 14.0 41.5
7 1314 36.5 417.0 47.0 47.0 47.5 471.5, 41.5 47.5 47.5 47.5 47.5 47.5 47.5 47.5 47.5 47.5 X 14.5 47.5
8 1320 36.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 41.0 47.0 47.5 41.5 47.5 47.5 41.5 12.5 41.5
9 1320 36.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 17.0 41.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 15.0 47.0
10 1325 35.5 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 14.5 41.0
pa 1327 35.5 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 15.0 47.0
12 1330 35.5 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 17.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 15.0 47.0
13 1335 35.5 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 41.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 41.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 16.0 47.0
14 1335 35.5 47.0 41.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 11.0 47.0
15 1340 34.5 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 41.0 47.0 47.0 41.0 47.0 47.0 14.0 47.0
16 1342 34.5 47.0 41.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 1.0 47.0
17 1345 345 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 . 8.5 417.0
18 1346 34.5 47.0 a7.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 17.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 11.5 41.0
19 1351 34.5 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 12.5 47.0
20 1355 34.5 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 11.5 47.0
47.0 47.0 47.0 417.0 47.0 47.0 17.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 12.0 47.0

Ambient 1400 34.5 47.0 47.0 47.0




Table 2

Temperatures (F) recorded éat 1-foot intervals from surface to bottom at 21 sites on the Susquehanna River near the discharge diffuser of the Susquehanna Steam Electric Station, 9 January 1987.

Site No. Time Temperature (F) Depth in feet Bottam
Mr : Surface 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 8 9 10 u 12 13 1 15 16 7 Depth Temperature
Ambjent 1517 39.0! 33.5 33.5 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 14.0 33.5
1 1526 39.0: 33.5 3.5 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 3.5 335 15.0 3.5
2 1531 31.5; 33.5 3.5 335 335 335 335 335 335 35 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 16.5 33.5
3 1537 371.5° 33.5 33.5 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 3.5 335 335 16.5 33.5
4 1542 39.0 33.5 3.5 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 16.5 33.5
5. 1547 39.0: 33.5 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 16.0 33.5
6 1552 37.5: 33.5 33.5 335 335 33.5 33.5 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 13.0 33.5
7 1556 37.5: 33.5 33.5 33.5 33.5 33.5 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 16.5 33.5
8 1600 37.5- 33.5 33.5 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 16.0 33.5
9 1604 37.5° 33.5 335 335 3.5 335 335 335 3.5 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 15.0 3.5
10 1609 38.5; 33.5 33.5 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 340 335 17.0 3.5
1 1614 31.5: 33.5 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 9.0 33.5
12 1618~ 3.5 33.5 33.5 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 16.5 33.5
13 1622 37.5; 33.5 33.5 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 16.0 3.5
14 1628 31.5: 33.5 33.5 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 340 34.0 340  34.0 340 16.5 34.0
15 1633 38.5: 33.5 33.5 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 35 340 340 34.0 16.5 34.0
16 1638 35.5. 33.5 33.5 33.5 33.5 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 340 34.0 3.0 340 34.0 16.0 34.0
17 1641 35.5: 33.5 335 335 33.5 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 15.0 33.0
18 1645 35.5! 33.5 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 34.0  34.0 340 340 340 34.0 16.5 34.0
19 1650 35.5! 33.5 33.5 335 335 33.5 33.5 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 340 34.0 4.0 34.0 16.0 34.0
20 1653 35.5; 33.5 335 33.5 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 15.0 3.5
2 1659 35.5: 33.5 3.5 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 14.0 33.5
Ambient 1710 33.5 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 335 315 14.0 3.5

35.5/




Table 3

Temperatures (F) recorde& at 1-foot intervals from surface to bottem at 27 sites on the Susquehanna River near the discharge diffuser of the Susquehanna Steam Electric Station, 14 May 1987.

Site No. Time Temperature (F) Depth in feet Bottom
Rir: Surface 1 2 3 4 5 [ 7 8 9 10 1 12 13 14 15 16 17 Depth Temperature
Ambient 1355 —i 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 ’ 12.5 65.5
1 1358 69.0 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.% 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 15.0 65.5
2 1409 — 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 13.0 65.5
3 1409 - 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 66.0 66.0 66.0 66.0 66.0 66.5 66.5 65.5 14.0 66.0
4 1416 - 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 13.0 65.5
5 1416 — 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 16.0 65.5
6 1420 -~ 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 14.0 65.5
7 1423 -, 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 15.0 65.5
8 1425 — 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 14.0 65.5
9% 1430 —_ 66.0 66.0 66.0 66.0 66.0 66.0 66.0 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 12.0 65.5
10 1430 - 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 66.0 66.0 66.0 66.0 14.0 66.0
11 1435 - 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 66.0 66.5 66.5 66.5 66.5 66.5 66.5 66.5 15.0 65.5
12%* 1439 — 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 13.0 65.5
13 1448 — 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 13.0 65.5
14 1452 — 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 66.0 66.0 66.0 66.0 66.0 66.0 14.0 66.0
15 1453 - 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 14.0 65.5
16 1501 —. 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 66.0 66.0 66.0 66.0 66.0 66.0 66.0 16.0 66.0
17 1503 77.0 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 12.0 65.5
18 1504 - 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 66.0 66.0 65.5 65.5 66.0 66.0 15.0 66.0
19 1511 — 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 13.0 65.5
20 1511 — 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 16.0 65.5
21 1516 — 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 16.0 65.0
22 1516 - 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 66.0 66.0 66.0 66.0 66.0 66.0 66.0 66.0 66.0 16.0 66.0
23 1520 - 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 66.0 66.0 66.0 66.0 66.0 66.0 66.0 66.0 66.0 66.0 15.0 66.0
24 1523 — 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 5.0 65.5
25 1524 —i 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 66.0 66.5 66.5 66.5 66.5 66.0 66.0 66.0 15.0 66.0
26 1526 - 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 13.0 65.5
27 1531 — 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5. 65.5 65.5 65.5 65.5 66.0 66.0 65.5 65.5 65.5 66.0 65.5 15.0 65.5
Ambient 1535 — 66.0 66.0 66.0 66.0 66.0 66.0 66.0 66.0 66.0 66.0 66.0 66.0 66.0 66.0 13.0 65.5

*  River surface temperéture increased from sunlight.

** A1l temperatures (ex;":ept ambient) measured after 1439 hours were adjusted for an increase in ambient river temperature by subtracting 0.5 F.
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INTRODUCTION

“The Susquehanna Steam Elec:m: Siatmn (Susquehanna SES) is a: nuc!ear.‘

With. t‘hijs*

(BBNPP) on' 2 ‘sit "“i_.ad;acent 6 the Susqu=hanna SES. Tﬁ'ié‘“:érpd'«i{ér"*pia'ﬁi‘ would
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-reach the. surface of the river throughout the 0; 5°F ‘iﬁctherm (F ig: ,3) rangmg from 0.1°F
: or less at Sfies 12 and14 and 10, 0. 8°F a! Srtes 21 and 22 (Table 3) However surface
'temperatures at’ Srtes 21 and 22 were. pwbeniy mma mﬁuenoed ‘by. solar wanmng than

'sby a: thermal piume from the blowdown dlscharge Furthermore the ad;usted 08°F

s migh tave

ey dates. - However,
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

PHILADELPHIA DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
WANAMAKER BUILDING, 100 PENN SQUARE EAST
PHILADELPHIA, PENNSYLVANIA 19107-3330

”"REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF

APR O-1 2008

Planning Division

Edward M. Buchak

Partner, Surfacewater Modeling Group
Environmental Resources Management, Inc.
350 Eagleview Boulevard, Suite 200

Exton, PA 19341-1180

Mr. Buchak:

Attached is the information you requested for the Susquehanna River in Pennsylvania.
Included is a DVD containing all of the digital GIS data you requested, namely; Digital
Terrain Models (transmitted as TINs), hydrography coverages (which includes cross-
section and stream bank locations), road centerlines and ortho-photography (transmitted
in Mr SID format) for the entire study area. In addition, the HEC RAS model as
submitted to FEMA is on the DVD.

- Please note the following about the data you are receiving. The hydraulic analysis was
developed for use in a FEMA Flood Insurance Study and met FEMA accuracy
requirements at the time. This data may not be suitable for other engineering design
purposes. The data and supporting information contained in the analysis is over eight
years old and may not reflect current conditions. In addition, the data and analysis is
being transferred as it was submitted by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to FEMA and
may not contain changes that might have been made during FEMA’s final review. Also,
the TINs do not contain geometric information about the river bottom. The HEC-RAS
cross-section geometry contains river bottom elevation information derived by
interpolation of depth of water survey data. The interpolated river bottom geometry was
suitable for the FEMA study, but may not be suitable for other engineering design
purposes. Please consider all of these limitations prior to using this data for any detailed
engineering design.

Should you have any questions, please contact Jason Miller, P.E., Chief, Flood Plain
Management Services Branch at 215 656-6549.

Sincerely,

-._‘y\?’ Miras M. Arabatzis
Chief, Planning Division
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Best copy available to AREVA is included.
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ABSTRACT

Physicochemical data were collected at a control site (SSES) upriver from
the Susquehanna SES intake, a site downriver from the discharge diffuser {Bell
Bend), and the Susquehanna SES Biological Laboratory. River temperature
rangéd from 0.0 to 30.0 C, level From 148.03 to 155.07 m above msl, and flew
from 20.1 to 6,109 m3/s. New minima were-fecorded at SSES for total irom,
fixzed totaljresi&ue, and filtrable residue. Ac Bell Bénd, there were new
minima for total and fixed total residue and new maxima for specific
conductance and filtrable residue.

Statistical anglyses of the physicochemical data from 1973 through 1983
showed significantly improved water quality. Much of this trend resulted from

the termination of pumping coal mine water into the river and improved water

quality of four major upriver mine drainages since 1972,

Water quality of the Susquehanna River was not adversely affected by the
effluent of the Susquehanna SES during the first complete year of cperation of
the Unit 1 vreactor. EKRiver temperature, ‘dissolved oxygen, pH, total
alkalinity, and filtrable residue data cﬁllgcted at Bell Bend were within
limits esﬁablishedlﬁy the Penmsylvania Deparfment of Enviroﬁﬁenpal Resources
(PDER). Total and dissolved iron concentratioms at Bell Bend exceeded the
PDER limit in a majority of samples, however, the concentratiens were usually
lower than those at the‘SSES cOnErol'site.- Historically,_iron céncentrgtions

have exceeded‘PDER limits thfbuéhout ptebperétional studiés;




11

INTRODUCTION

This report presents physicochemical data collected from the Sugquehanna
River near the Susquehanna SES ian 1983. The objective from 1971 to 1
September 1982 was to establish a baseline of preoperational water quality
daca; These data are in annual reports from 1971 through 1982 (Ichthyological
Associates 1972;.Ichthyological Associates, Inc. 1973-74; Smith and Soya 1976;
Jacobsen and Soya 1976-77;.Soya and Jacobsen 1978-82; Soya et al. 1983).
Operation and testing of the Unit 1 reactor of the Susquehanna SES began on 1
September 1982, The 1983 data were compared to water quality criteria

established for the Susquehanna River.

PROCEDURES

Physicochemical data were collected from the river at the Susquehanna SES
Biological,Laboratory and the SSES and Bell Bend sampling sites (Fig. A-1).
The laboratory is on the west bank, 495 m upriver from the center of the
Susquehanna SES intake_strucﬁure. ‘The.control site, SSES, is 230 m upriver
from the intake S§ructure,ahd RBell Bend 13'690 m downriver from the
Susquehanna SES discharge diffuser; both are about 40 m from the west bank.
The sites are 1.14 km apart,

River teﬁperature and level were ménitored (Table Aal) at'the laborarery.
Teﬁpgrature and depth of the river were recorded comtinuously on 7-day graphs.
Sensors for both recorders were located on the river bottom within 30 m of the
bank. Témperature (C) was read directly fgoﬁ the graph, whereas depth (ft)

was converted to river level (m) above mean sea level (msl). River level data
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were used to calculate flow (m3/s) (Table A-1). Daily means of temperature
and level were‘determined by averaging hourly values from 0100 threugh 2400 h,
The daily minioum and maximum temperature and level and their respective hour
.ef occurrence were tabulated. When éither a pinimum or maximum value remained
constant for several hours in a day, only the first hour of cccurrence was
noted. |

A depth contour map of a Ahkﬁ_stretcb of the Susquéhanna River, from near
the southern tip of Gould Island to the . Berwick Boét Cluﬁ, was drawn using a
plane table survey (Figs. A-2 through A-5). Field work was done from 27 July
through 27 chober, a period of low river flow. Sitings were made with a
Watts Microptic Alidade from tﬁe riva; bank to a stadia red held in a boat;
depths were taken at each of 607 sites using a chain gauge.

Physicochemical data were collected at the SSES and Bell Bend gites twice
per week ffom April through Septembér, aﬁd once per week  from January through
March_and.Othber ﬁhrough December, The order of sampling:and analysis at the
two sites was randomly determined. -All samples were coileeted between 1200
-and 1400 h. & grab sample and dissolved oxygen szample of surface water were
taken while drifting over eaéh gire in a hbat; air and surface water
temperature, Secchi disc depth, and prevailing wéather conditions were
recorded (Tabié A-I). 1Ice cover prevénted navigatién on 29 December and
samples were collected in ice~free_areas_albngfche west . ghore at bo;h sites;
Secchi dise depth was not redotded due to-shallow water, River level and flow
were tabﬁlaﬁed with the SSES data.

Samples were immediately trénsportéd to the laboratory -and. analyzed for

dissolved oxygen, pH, total alkalinity, specific. conductance, sulfate,




13

residues (total, fiied total, and nomnfiltrable), and turbidity (Table A-1).
Each laboratory analysis waé performed at least twice and the mean Qas
repofted. All calculations were maintained in bound notebooks. Aliquots of
each grab sample were fixed for analyses of total and dissolved iron (Table
A-1) performed by personnel at the Pennsylvania Powe; and Light (PP&L) Water
Laboratory, Hazleton, Pennsylvania. All analyses were conducted within the
holding time recommended by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA
1979).

Phys?cochemical data collected in 1983 were statistically analyzed. The
noﬁﬁarametric Wilcoxon signed rank test (Siegel 1956) was used to compare
‘differences bétween data collected at SSES and Bell Bend. Data collected at
the laboratory and SSES were comparéd to those obtained in previous years.
Nonparamétric statiétics were used to determine if: 1) year-to-year changes
had occurred in each parametéf using Friedman's two-way analysis of variance
test (S),%and 2) a trend among years was present using Page's distribution-
free test (L) for ordered alternatives (Hollander and Wolfe 1973). The tests
were based on monthly mean values from the first complete year of sampling
(1973 or 1974) through 1983. The 5% probability level was used tb determine
significance. -

Personnel from the PP&L Water Laboratory coliected river su;face water
samples monthly at the ‘Susquehanna SES Biological Laboratory (Fig. A-1) from
January through September. No sample was gollected in October. In. November
and December, these samples were collected at the SSES and Bell Bend sites by
personnel from the Susquehanna SES Biological Laboratory. Water temperature

-and dissolved oxygen were measured in the field; all other analyses were made
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at the PP&L Laboratory according to Standard Methods (APHA 1980) or Methods

for Chemical Analysis of Water and Wastes (EPA 1979).

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

In 1983, the river temperatﬁre ranged from 0.0 C, recorded on nﬁmérous
days in Jaquary, Fébruary,‘and.December; to 30.0 C on 8 and 9‘August (Table
A-2), The lowest daily mean teﬁperature, also 0.0 C, occurred on several days
in January, Febfuary, and December, whe;eas the highest, 28.1 C,'océurfed on 9
August. The daily mean temperature varied least in Janﬁary {Standard Error =
0.17)  and most in September (SE = 0.62). The monthly mean temper&ﬁure was
lowest, 0.9 C, in January and highest, 26.0 C, in August. Daily water
temperature fluctuations of 0.5 C or greater occurred in each month. . These
fluctuations were found in 962 of the_days when the daiiy mean temperature was
greater than 10.0 C and 58% of the days when the daily mean_témperature was
10.0 C or léss. The maximum fluctuation, 4.9 C, occﬁrred on-8'August.

The minimum river level,.148.03 m above msl, occurred from 17 through 19
Septeﬁber (Table A-3). The maximum river level, 155.07 m above msl, was
recorded on 15 December. The daily mean level varied least in September and
October (SE = 0.007) and most in December (SE = 0.269). The monthly mean
level was highgst, 151.02 m above msl, in April and lowest, 148.09 m above
msl, ‘in September. |

River flow rangéd from 20.1 m3/s to 6,109 m3/s (calculated from the
minimum'and maximum river levels). The daily mean flow was least, 20 m?/s, on

18 September and greatest, 5,870.m3/s, on 15 December (Table A-4). The daily
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ABSTRACT

Physicochemical data were collected at a control site (SSE3) upriver from
the Susquehanna SES intake, a site downriver from the discharge diffuser (Bell
Bend), and the Suéquehanna SES Biclogical lLaboratory. River temperature
rangéd from 0.0 to.30.0 C, level from 148.03 to 155.07 m above msl, and flow
from_ZOfl to 6,109 m3/s. New minima were recorded at SSES for total irom,
fixed Fotalfresidue, and filtrable residue. At Bell Bend, there were new
minima for total and fixed total residue and new maxima for specific
conductance and filcrable residue.

Statistical anaglyses of the physicochemical data from 1973 through 1983
showed significantly improved water quality. Much of this trend resulted from
the termination of pumping coal mine water into the river a@d improved water
quality of four-majorvupriver mine drainages since 1972.

Water quality of the Susquehanna River was not adversely affected by the
efflnent of the Susquehanna SES during the first complete year of operation of
the Unit 1 reactor. River temperature, _dissolved oxygen, pH, total
alkalinity} and filtrable residue data cpllected at Bell Bend were within
limits eStablishe&;by the Penmsylvania Qﬁparfment of-Epjironﬁenpal Besources
(PDER). Total and dissolved iren comcentrations at Beli Bend exceeded thé
PDER limit in a majority of ssmples, however, the concentrations were usually
lower thamn those at the SSES control site. Historically, iron concentrztious

have exceeded.PDER limits throughout preoperational studies.
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INTRODUCTION

This report presents physicochemical data collected from the Susquehanna
River near the Susquehanna SES in 1983. The objective from 1971 to 1
Séptémber 1982 was to establish a baseline of preoperational water quality
data.. These data are in annual reports from 1971 through 1982 (Ichthyelogical
Associates 1972; Ichthyological Asscciates, Inc. 1973-74; Smith and Soya 1976;
Jacobsen and Soya 1976—77;.Soya and Jacobsen 1978-82; Soya et al. 1983).
'Qperation and testing of the Unmit 1 reactor of the Susquehanna SES began on 1
September 1982, The 1983 data were compared to water quality criteria

established for the Susquehanna River.

PROCEDURES

‘Physicochemical data were collected from the river at the Susquehamna SES
Biological Laboratory and the SSES and Bell Bend sampling sites (Fig. A-1).
The laboratory is om the west bank, 495 m upriver from the center of the
Susquehanna ‘SES intake structure. The control site, SSES, is 230 m upriver
frqm-the intake Structure‘andjsell Bend is 690 m downriver from the
Susquehanna SES discharge diffuser; ﬁoth are about 40 m from the west bank.
The sites are 1.14 km . apart.

River teﬁperauure and level were monitored (Table Aal) at-the laboratory.
Temperature and depth of the river were recorded continuously on 7-day éraphs.
Sensors for beth recorders were leocated omn the river bottom within 30 m of the
bank. Témperatura (C) was read directly fgaﬁ the graph, whereas depth (ft)

was converted to river. level (ﬁ) above mean sea level (msl). River level data
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were used to calculate flow (m3/s) (Table A-1). Daily means of temperatute
and level were determined by averaging hourly values from 0100 through 2400 h.
The daily minioum and maximum temperature and level and their respective hour
ef océurrence.WEre.tabulated. When éicher a ninimum or maximum value remained
constant for several hours in a day, only the first hour of occcurrence was
noted. |

A depth contoﬁr,maé-éf a 4~km stretch of the Susquehanna River, from near
the southern tip‘of Gould Island to the Berwick Boat Club, wag drawn using a
plane table survey (Figs. A-2 through A-5). Field work was done from 27 July
thzough 27 October, a period of low river flow. Sitings were made with a
Watts Microptic Alidade from the river bank to a stadia rod held in s boat;
depths were taken at each of 607 sites using a chain gauge.

Physicochemical data-ﬁere.éollected at the SSES and Bell Bend sites twice
per week from April through September, and once per week fi‘on’z January through
March and Octeber through December. The order of sampling‘and apalysis at the
two sites waé randomly degermined. All samples were coilected betrween 1200
and 1400 ﬁ. A grab sample and dissolved oxygen sample of surface water were
taken while drifting over eaéh site in a bdat; air and surface water
teméerature; Sepchi disc dépch; and pxeuai;iﬁg wéathér conditions were
recorded gTabié A~1). 1Ice cover prevénted navigation ou 29 December and
-samples were collected in jce-free areas along the west shore at both sites;
Secchi disc depth was not recorded due to shallow water, River level apd flow
were cabﬁlatéd with the SSES data.

Samples were immediately tréusportéd to the lasboratory and. analyzed for

dissolved oxygeu, pH, total alkalinity, specific. conductance; sulfate,
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residues (total, fiied total, and nonfiltrable), and turbidity (Table A—l);
Each laboratory analysis waé performed at least twice and the mean Qas
repofted. All calculations were maintained in bound notebooks. Aliquots of
each grab sample were fixed for analyses of total and dissolved iron (Table
A-1) performed by personnel at the Pennsylvania Powe;'and Light (PP&L) Water
Laboratory, Hazleton, Pennsylvania. All analyses were conducted within the
holding time recommended by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA
1979).

Phys?cochemicalldata collected in 1983 were statistically analyzed. The
noﬁparametric Wilcoxon signed rank test (Siegel 1956) was used to compare
‘differences bétween data collected at SSES and Bell Bend. Data collected at
the laboratory and SSES were compared to those obtained in previous years.
Nonparaméfric statiétics were used to determine if: 1) year-to-year changes
had occurred in each parametéf using Friedman's two-way analysis of variance
test (S),%and 2) a trend among years was present using Page's distribution-
free test (L) for ordered alternatives (Hollander and Wolfe 1973). The tests
were based on monthly mean values from the first compléte year of sampling
(1973 or 1974) through 1983. The 57 probability level was used tb determine
significance.~

Personnel from the PP&L Water Laboratory coliected river su;face water
samples monthly at the Susquehanna SES Biological Laboratory (Fig. A-1) from
January through September. No sample was gollected in October. In November
and December, these samples were collected at the SSES and Bell Bend sites by
bersonnel from the Susquehanna SES Biological Laboratory. Water temperature

and dissolved oxygen were measured in the field; all other analyses were made
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at the PP&L Laboratory according to Standard Methods (APHA 1980) or Methods

for Chemical Analysis of Water and Wastes (EPA 1979).

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

In 1983, the river temperatﬁre ranged from 0,0 C, recorded on nﬂmérous
days in January, Fébruary,'and December, to 30.0 C on 8 and 9.August (Table
A-2). The lowest daily mean teﬁperature, also 0.0 C, occurred on several days
in January, Feb?uary, and December, whereas the highest, 28.1 C,'océurfed on 9
August. The daily mean temperature varied least in Janﬁary (Standard Error =
0.17)- and most in September (SE = 0.62). The monthly mean temper&ﬁure was
lowest, 0.9 C, in January and highest, 26.0 C, in August. Daily water
temperature fluctuations of 0.5 C or greater occurred in each month. . These
fluctuations were found im 962 of the days when the daily mean temperafﬁre was
greater than 10.0 C and 58% of the days when the daily mean temperature was
10.0 C or léss. The maximum fluctuation, 4.9 C, occurred on: 8 August.,

The minimum river level,'148.03 m above msl, occurred from 17 through 19
Septeﬁber (Table A-3). The maximum river level, 155.07 m above msl, was
recorded on 15 December.v The daily mean level varied least in Sep;ember and
October (SE = 0,007) and most in December (SE = 0.269). The mdntﬁly'mean
level was highgst, 151.02 m above msl, in April and lowest, 148.09 m above
msl, in September. |

River flow rangéd from 20.1 m3/s to 6,109 m3/s (calculated from the
minimum.and maximum river levels). The daily mean flow was least, 20 m3/s, on

18 September and greatest, 5,870_m3/s, on 15 December (Table A-4). The daily
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1.0 PURPOSE/OBJECTIVE

1.1

The purpose of this work is to perform a heat rejection system optimization study for
the proposed AREVA EPR pressurized water reactor plant to be located at the Bell
Bend site in Pennsylvania. This evaluation determines the projected performance of the
integrated heat removal systems (condenser, circulating water, and cooling tower, net
of associated auxiliary power requirements) for hourly intervals over one
meteorological year. The goal of this evaluation is:

« Determine if there are compelling differences in net lifecycle economic benefits
between various cooling tower options

» Determine whether these benefits and the ordering of options are dependent on
external variables such as annual weather (average or extreme year)

« Determine whether these benefits are dependent on assumed CW flow

« Include the expected installation and maintenance costs in the evaluation.

If the predicted differences in net economic benefit are small, other considerations may
be given higher consideration in the selection of cooling towers. These include:

« Site layout

« Acsthetics

« Corporate preference related to operations and maintenance issues

- Firstcost

« Risk associated with tower technology or vendor capability

+ Associated site work for CW piping arrangement, and fit up to tower

» Expansion capabilities

« Standardization

In addition to the above evaluation, a review of cooling tower blowdown in hot months
was performed.

Revision 1 Modifications

This report recommends that Bell Bend operate at 720 kgpm CW flow using two
nominal 16°F approach natural draft cooling towers (Option 1b). Revision 0 did not
provide a direct analysis of these towers using 720 kgpm of CW flow. Instead results
were inferred from case analysis which varied CW flow for alternative tower options.
Revision 1 directly illustrates the production differences for the recommended cooling

U
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towers operating at the nominal flow of 800 kgpm and the recommended flow of 720
kgpm. The life cycle economics between the two subcases are then analyzed to support
the recommendation of the report.

x}—“\*
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20 METHODOLOGY AND ACCEPTANCE CRITERIA
2.1 Cooling Tower Options
There are eight different cooling tower options considered in this evaluation:
Option 1 - Natural Draft Tower(s)
Option la: Two shells with an 84°F design approach temperature.
Option 1b: Two shells with a 90°F design approach temperature.
Option 1c: One shell with a 90°F design approach temperature.
Option 2: Rectangular mechanical draft cooling towers. '
Option 2a: Three towers with an 84°F design approach temperature.
Option 2b: Two towers with a 90°F design approach temperature.
Option 3: Round mechanical draft cooling towers.
Option 3a: Four shells with an 84°F design approach temperature.
Option 3b: Three shells with a 90°F design approach temperature.
Option 4: One round mechanical draft cooling tower. Also called a fan-assisted natural
draft tower.
Each of the considered cooling tower options will be evaluated with three different CW
flow rates of 720,000 gpm, 800,000 gpm, and 880,000 gpm. Cooling tower
performance curves for each option are presented in Attachment B. For comparison
purposes, the Option 1a with a CW flow rate of 800,000 gpm is chosen as a baseline for
the evaluation.
2.2 Modeling of the Main Condenser
The Main Condenser is modeled as a three shell, multi-pressure condenser. Circulating
water from cooling tower/towers is passed in sequence through the condensing tube
bundles in each condenser shell. This circulating water is used to remove the latent
heat of condensation (vaporization) from the incoming turbine exhaust. The turbine
exhaust enters the condenser as steam. This steam, passing around the condenser tubes,
gives up heat to the circuiting water and becomes condensate. After passing through
the condenser, CW flows back to the cooling tower/towers.
2.2.1 Condenser Thermal Performance
The condenser design was not finalized at the time of this report. However, a
preliminary condenser design proposal was written and condenser performance data
was obtained from this report [Ref. 5.11]. Since the evaluation will be performed for a
range of CW flows, temperatures, and condenser heatloads, a separate evaluation is
—

UniStar
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performed herein to determine the condenser backpressure at these operating
conditions. Attachment A contains a sample spreadsheet with the condenser design
specifications and resultant performance curves for design operating conditions.

The methodology allows condenser backpressure to be determined for a given steam
loading, condenser surface area, circulating water temperature and flow rate, condenser
cleanliness, tube material, and other plant specific parameters. The methodology
computes the condensing temperature based on these inputs. The condenser
backpressure is then the saturation pressure at the condensing temperature. Note that
this methodology assumes a full waterbox and no air pocketing on the steam side of the
tube bundles. The main equations used in the methodology presented below are based
on the Westinghouse method [Ref. 5.2]:

T,-T _ T

_J-C.-C,-C,-K-L
500V,

Q=W,-c,-(T,-T)

!

where:
T, — CW outlet temperature (°F)
T; — CW inlet temperature (°F)
T — condensing temperature (saturation) (°F)
T, — CW temperature rise (°F)
ITD - initial temperature difference (°F)
o — condenser effectiveness
X — effectiveness calculation exponent
J — tube size constant
C. — tube cleanliness correction factor
Chn — tube material correction factor
C, — CW inlet temperature correction factor
K — tube geometry constant
L — active tube length times number of passes (ft)
Vew — CW velocity (ft/s)
W. — CW flow (Iby/hr)
Cp — specific heat of water (BTU/°F-lb,,)
0 — heat transferred by condenser (BTU/hr)
= <
* Sargent & Lundy'
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2.3 Steam Turbine Generator Performance

The change in generator output versus the average condenser backpressure is obtained
from Alstom correction curves [Ref. 5.9] as presented below:

1.0 : ; : . ,
"""\xs[ —a— LP Zone —a— IP Zone —« HP Zone

STG Gross Output (MW)
LN
o

1.5

2.0

25

3.0 : ; .
= 2 N N @ w A A a0 o
o (4] o (3] o [4,] o (4] (=] [3,] o

Average Condenser Pressure (Inches HgA)

Fig. 2-1: Backpressure Correction Curve

This information is entered into an Excel spreadsheet from which the generator output
versus average backpressure curve fit equation is created to be used in calculation of
the overall gross generator output at any given condenser backpresure (Fig. 2-2, below).
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Fig. 2-2: Curvefit of Backpressure Correction Curve

Meteorological Data

Weather data from 1949-2006 were purchased in digital form from the climatological
station at the Wilkes-Barre/Scranton, Pennsylvania airport, and is used to develop a
hottest year and average year weather based on hourly wet bulb temperatures. Only
wet bulb temperatures and relative humidity with imputed dry bulb are used in the
cooling tower evaluation since they have the greatest impact on the cooling tower

performance. Detailed methodology for generating meteorological data is presented in
Attachment C.

The Hottest Year Weather Data

The hottest year weather data is developed from the 57 years of the meteorological data
by comparing the warmest monthly wet bulb temperatures. The worst individual twelve
calendar months are then combined to generate a single (synthetic) year of hot weather.
Based on this methodology, the twelve hottest months are compiled into a single year
of hot weather as presented below.

G‘iStar Sargem:& Lundy's
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Table 2-1: Synthetic Compilation of ‘Hottest’ Weather Year

Month Year Highest Monthly Average
WB (F)

January 1950 33.30
February 1984° 32.79
March 1973 37.23
April 1955 45.55
May 2004 57.74
June 2005 64.84
July 1949 67.87
August 2003 66.29
September 1961 62.67
October 1984 52.72
November 1975 42.68
December 2006 34.04

90

70

Wet Bulb Temperature (°F)

-30
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30

® Data from February 29, 1984 (leap year) were not included in the synthetic meteorological data set.
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Fig. 2-3: ‘Hottest’ Year Wet Bulb Temperatures using Synthetic Weather Data Compilation
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2.42 The Average Year Weather Data

The average year weather data is developed from the fifty-seven (57) years of the
meteorological data by comparing the average monthly wet bulb temperatures. The
average twelve months are then combined to generate a single (synthetic) year of
average weather. Based on this methodology, the twelve average months are compiled

into a single year of average weather as presented below.

Table 2-2: Synthetic Compilation of ‘Average’ Weather Year

Month Year Average Monthly WB
Temperature (F)

January 1956 23.81
February 1982 25.31
March 1997 31.99
April 1949 41.83
May 2001 51.57
June 1951 60.17
July 1989 64.19
August 1974 63.28
September 1983 56.87
October 1996 46.54
November 1987 37.50
December 1993 27.69

For additional details see Attachment C.

—
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Fig. 2-4: ‘Average’ Year Wet Bulb Temperatures

Finally, for comparison purposes the single hot year wet bulb temperature is compared
to the average year wet bulb temperature in Fig. 2-5 below.
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Fig. 2-5: Comparison of ‘Hot’ and ‘Average’ Year Wet Bulb Data

2.5 Circulating Water Pumping Power
The cooling tower selection is partly dependent on the overall energy consumption by
the CW pumps. The CW pump energy consumption is dependent on the CW flow rate,
tower option elevation difference between the cooling tower basin and distribution
header, and the frictional pressure drop in the CW system. The following equation
from Crane [Ref. 5.8] represents the total energy used by the CW pumps:
(H, +(H, +H -(Q/800,000)%)- .
PCW - Q ( static ( piping candenser) (Q ) ) /0 . 745 7 (MW@)
247,000-¢, -e,, 1000,000

where:

Q - total CW flow rate (gpm)

Hatic - elevation difference between the cooling tower basin and

distribution header (ft)

Hpiping - CW piping frictional head loss (ft) — see Assumption 3.3

Heondenser - condenser frictional head loss (ft)

€p - CW pump efficiency (fraction) — see Assumption 3.4

—
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em - CW pump motor efficiency (fraction) — see Assumption 3.4
p - CW density (Ib,/ft)
2.6  Mechanical Draft Cooling Tower Fan Power

2.7

2.8

2.8.1

The three mechanical draft cooling tower options have an additional energy usage in
the form of tower fans. Fan power requirements for each option are summarized
below:

Table 2-3: Mechanical Draft Towers’ Fan Power Requirements

Option CT Type Fan Power Use
() () (MW.)
2a 3 — Rect. MDT 11.19
2b 2 — Rect. MDT 8.21
3a 4 — Round MDT 8.95
3b 3 — Round MDT 6.71
4 1 — Round MDT 11.60

Note that for northern climates (such as Bell Bend), tower fans are often operated at
reduced speed or in a feathered condition for cooler months. It has been determined
that for southern climates, year round operation of fans at full speed is often cost
effective. The Bell Bend site may have winter time wet bulb temperatures which make
two-speed fan operation economical. Therefore for cold wetbulb operation fans could
be turned off as needed when the average condenser backpressure reaches a low point
of 1.4 in HgA. Reduced fan power in winter months was modeled in the analysis.

Hourly Electricity Pricing

To account for the significant differences in the spot power market, hourly selling
prices for electricity are used in the model. The hourly selling prices for electricity for
Susquehanna from 2006 [Ref. 5.4] were reviewed and selected. By utilizing the
selected hourly selling prices, the differential net production between the considered
options is translated into an annual difference in revenues. '

Cooling Tower Maintenance Cost

In addition to the differences in the initial cost of construction for each of the cooling
tower options, there are some differences in the expected maintenance cost that need to
be included in the overall economic evaluation. The following four items specify
typical expected cost variables associated with maintenance of cooling towers.

Cooling Tower Fill Inspection and Replacement

The typical cooling tower fill provided with a new cooling tower should last ~10 years
without significant maintenance cost. Historically, for towers installed-in the 1970’s

NUCLEAR
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282

2.83

284

and 1980’s, after about 15 to 20 years total fill replacement is typically needed. More
recently towers with splash fill have shown good durability, and after 15 years of
operation, no major fill replacement is planned.

Due to the anticipated short duration of nuclear plant outages (~ one month every 18
months), fill replacement is usually done in stages of 10 to 25% per outage. With either
poor quality or durable fill, the overall fill replacement cost is similar between the four
cooling tower options considered in this evaluation and is therefore not included in the
comparative economic evaluation.

Distribution Piping/Nozzle Inspection and Replacement

The distribution piping/nozzle inspection is usually performed on an annual or biannual
basis. The distribution nozzles are visually inspected and cleaned or replaced as
required. The overall distribution piping/nozzle maintenance cost is similar between
the three cooling tower options considered in this evaluation and is therefore not
included in the economic evaluation.

Mechanical Components Inspection and Maintenance

Mechanical draft cooling towers (Options 2, 3, and 4) include a variety of mechanical
components (such as motors, fans, speed reducers, etc.) that require periodic inspection
and maintenance. According to one leading cooling tower manufacturer (SPX), the
approximate cost of inspection and maintenance is ~$5,000 per cell per year.
Therefore, the total yearly cost is approximately ~$300,000 (60 x $5,000) for Option 2
and ~$240,000 (48 x $5,000) for Options 3 and 4 (Option 4 is assumed to have a
similar maintenance cost as for Option 3) per one EPR unit in current dollars.

Mechanical Components Replacement

In addition to the inspection and maintenance cost as outlined in Section 2.8.3, the
mechanical components will degrade over time and will need to be replaced. Again,
according to one leading cooling tower manufacturer (SPX) most of the mechanical
components will need to be replaced after ~10 to ~30 years of operation. The
approximate cost of replacing major mechanical components (such as motors, fans,
speed reducers, etc) is ~$65,000 to ~$70,000 per cell. With the total of 60 cells (Option
2) and 48 cells (Option 3) the total single time replacement cost is ~$3,900,000 to
~$4,200,000 (Option 2) and ~$3,120,000 to ~$3,360,000 (Option 3) in current dollars.
With the expected nuclear plant life of 60 years and the average life of the cooling
tower mechanical components of ~20 years it is expected that each of the major cooling
tower mechanical components will need to be replaced twice over the 60 year life of the
nuclear plant. Therefore, after conservatively taking the higher replacement value the
total replacement cost would be approximately ~$8,400,000 (Option 2) and
~$6,720,000 (Option 3) in current dollars. However, since the equipment degradation

ﬁ* , .
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2.9

2.10
2.10.1

is not uniform and it is predicted that the original mechanical components should last at
least 10 years without replacement, the total will be equally distributed over the
remaining 50 years of the plant life for ~$168,000 (Option 2) and ~ $134,400 (Options
3 and 4 which is assumed to have similar replacement cost as Option 3) in current
dollars per year from year 10 to 60. Per discussions with SPX, cell replacement will be
required for Option 4 despite the fans not being within the exhaust stream flow.

Economic Evaluation Method
The relative economics of the three tower options are examined as follows:

« Cash In — Annual cash in is based on the net production for the four options
determined hourly as net generation difference (gross output, adjusted for
corresponding condenser backpressure, minus CW and tower fan power) times the
corresponding hourly selling price ($/MW-hr). (House load outside of CW and
tower fans is assumed to be common to all four options). An inflation rate of 4% is
used and the annual revenues over the sixty year plant life are set to a net present
value using an assumed discount rate (see Assumption 3.7).

« Installed Cost — The installed cost for tower options is an overnight cost in 2007
dollars which does not include allowance for funds used during construction
(AFUDC). The capital cost is the estimated installation cost for the four tower
options, including support systems unique to each option. Costs which are common
to all four options, such as CW pumps and motors, and makeup.and blowdown
systems were not estimated or included. Installed cost is based on vendor input for
basic tower supply and erection, while support costs for civil and electrical works
are based on recent S&L cost studies for similar installations.

Design and overhead costs for owners, engineer, and construction management are
taken as a fixed percentage of the cost for the option.

. Maintenance Cost — Maintenance cost differences are described in Section 2.8.
These assume a 4% rate of inflation and are brought back to a net present value
using the same discount rate as used for revenues (see Assumption 3.7). Note that
the cost of fill replacement is considered to be uniform across all options.

Environmental Constraints on Blowdown

Blowdown Temperature — Blowdown from the towers, whether of natural -or
mechanical draft design, is required to maintain tower water chemistry within design
limits. It is expected that blowdown will be regulated by environmental permit and that
a maximum blowdown temperature will be established. These limits are often based on
a 24-hour average.

N
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For this evaluation it is assumed that the blowdown will be limited to a maximum
temperature of 87°F. This is based on having to meet water quality requirements for
the stretch of the Susquehanna River where the station is located. The Susquehanna
River in Luzerne County, PA is protected for Warm Water Fishes (WWF) and
therefore, the maximum temperature in the receiving water cannot exceed 87°F or
increase by more than 2°F in one hour [Ref. 5.7].

2.10.2 Blowdown and Makeup Flow Computation — The blowdown is defined as the amount
of water discharged from the system to control the concentration of salts or other
impurities in the circulating water. Varying the blowdown controls the degree of
concentration in the cooling tower which is measured in terms of cycles of
concentration as defined in the literature [Ref. 5.12]:

M
o=
B+W

where: 7 Cycles of concentration (-)
M - Total makeup flow (gpm)
B - Total blowdown flow (gpm)
W - Total windage and drift losses (gpm)

Additionally the total makeup flow can be defined as follows:
M=E+W+B

where: E - Evaporation losses (gpm) = 0.08% of CW flow per each degree
of cooling.

Solving for the blowdown in terms of the known inputs results in the following

equation:
o E-llze=0+w]
o -1
r——Y
*
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3.0 ASSUMPTIONS

3.1 Pump Heat - The total temperature increase due to the pump heat addition is estimated

32

3.3

34

3.5

3.6

3.7

3.8

to be very small and is therefore ignored for simplicity of the evaluation.

Makeup and Blowdown Streams Energy Contribution - Makeup to the CW is provided
through fresh water from Susquehanna River. Since the makeup is only a small
fraction of the CW flow, the net energy flow by makeup and blowdown will not be
considered when establishing the required CT outlet temperature or in the tower energy
balance.

CW Piping Friction Pressure Drop - CW piping frictional head loss is assumed to be
20-ft for all cases. This assumption is reasonable since most of the pressure drop will
be through the condenser and in the static elevation differences, which are accurately
modeled.

This is an important consideration in layout and sizing for CW piping in the detailed
design stage. However, for this evaluation, differences between tower options
associated with this effect are considered to be small.

CW Pump and Motor Efficiency - CW pump and motor efficiency is assumed 85% and
95% respectively for all cases. The assumed efficiency values are typical for this type
of application. Pump efficiencies are not expected to vary significantly for the different
tower options. ,

Again, this-is an important design consideration in the detailed design phase. These
considerations are not, however, expected to change the overall ranking of options.

Mechanical Tower Fan Power — Auxiliary power for mechanical draft fan towers is
assumed at 250 hp per fan for Options 2 and 3. For Option 4 SPX has provided the
total auxiliary power of 11.6 MWe for 48 fans.

Economic Analysis — Economic analysis is based on a unit capacity factor of 1.
Accounting for forced and planned outages is not expected to change the economic
ranking of options.

Discount Rate and Inflation — A discount rate of 8% per annum is used to bring future
electricity revenues and maintenance costs into present value calculations. An inflation
rate of 4% per annum is used to account for the growing prices for electricity and costs
of maintenance and replacement parts. These rates were determined per discussions
with the client.

Expected Plant Life — Economic analysis is based on an assumed expected nuclear
plant life of 60 years. This is a reasonable assumption based on the current predictions
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3.9

3.10

3.11

3.12

3.13

3.14

of future nuclear power plant operation. Additionally, the salvage value of the nuclear
plant is assumed to be zero at the end of the economic life.

NPDES Thermal Discharge Temperature Limit - For this evaluation it is assumed that
the blowdown will be limited to a maximum temperature of 87°F. This is based having
to meet water quality requirements for the stretch of the Susquehanna River where the
station is located. The Susquehanna River in Luzerne County, PA is protected for
Warm Water Fishes (WWF) and therefore, the maximum temperature in the receiving
water cannot exceed 87°F or increase by more than 2°F in one hour [Ref. 5.7].

Condenser Design Parameters — Based on preliminary discussions with Unistar,
condenser tubes are assumed to be constructed of titanium with a tube bundle pressure
drop of 46.6 ft H,O with 800,000 gpm of circulating water. Stainless steel was later
chosen as the material, however, based on experience with condenser backpressure data
from Nine Mile Point Unit 3, the change in material will not significantly affect the
condenser performance.

Cooling Tower Recirculation — The inlet wetbulb temperature is assumed with no
adjustment for recirculation of cooling tower plumes. The cooling towers under
evaluation are assumed to be designed and arranged to eliminate recirculation.

Cooling Tower Cycles of Concentration — The number of cycles of concentration
allowable for circulating water is assumed to be between 3 and 5. This is typical for
cooling towers with freshwater makeup sources.

Cooling Tower Initial Cost Accuracy — Uncertainty associated with the cooling tower
preliminary budgetary price is listed below based on input from SPX.

Option 1, Natural Draft Towers: £30%

Option 2, Rectangular Mechanical Draft Towers: +15%
Option 3, Round Mechanical Draft Towers: +20%
Option 4, Single Round Mechanical Draft Tower: £30%

Cooling Tower Drift Rate — Circulating water will be lost at a rate of 0.0010% of CW

flow due to drift. This isa typical value for modern tower design.
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4.0 DESIGN INPUTS

4.1  Option la, Natural Draft Tower — Two Shells - Two shells natural draft hyperbolic
cooling tower data is assumed as follows [Ref.’s 5.6 & 5.10]:

Design Range = 24.8°F

Design Wet Bulb Temperature = 73°F

Design Relative Humidity = 70%

Design CW Flow = 800,000 gpm

Design Approach = 8.8°F

Preliminary Budgetary Price = $100,000,000
Base Diameter = ~475 feet (per tower)

Height = ~600 feet (per tower)

Pump Head = 60 feet (assumed)

Tower Footprint = ~1425 x 475 ft (see Fig. 7-5)

Performance curves were also provided as illustrated in Appendix B. These curves
account for effect of wet bulb and relative humidity (dry bulb) on tower performance.

42 Option 2a, Mechanical Draft — Three Rectangular Towers, 60 Cells - Three rectangular
mechanical draft cooling tower data is assumed as follows [Ref.’s 5.6 & 5.10]:

Design Range = 24.8°F

Design Wet Bulb Temperature = 73°F

Design Relative Humidity = 70%

Design CW Flow = 800,000 gpm

Design Approach = 10.5°F

Fan Power = 250 hp per cell (total of 20 cells per tower)
Preliminary Budgetary Price = $45,000,000
Dimensions = ~100 feet x 500 feet (per tower)
Height = ~60 feet (per tower)

Pump Head = 36 feet

Tower Footprint = 1000 x 1050 ft (see Fig. 7-5)

= -
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Performance curves were also provided as illustrated in Appendix B. These curves
account for effect of wet bulb and range on tower performance.

43 Option 3a, Mechanical Draft - Four Round Towers, 48 Cells - Four round mechanical
draft cooling tower data is assumed as follows [Ref.’s 5.6 & 5.10]:

Design Range = 24.8°F

Design Wet Bulb Temperature = 73°F

Design Relative Humidity = 70%

Design CW Flow = 800,000 gpm

Design Approach = 10.5°F

Fan Power = 250 hp per cell (total of 12 cells per tower)
Preliminary Budgetary Price = $60,000,000
Base Diameter = ~250 feet (per tower)

Height = ~60 feet (per tower)

Pump Head = 36 feet

Tower Footprint = ~1000 x 683 ft (see Fig. 7-5)

Performance curves were also provided as illustrated in Appendix B. These curves
account for effect of wet bulb and range on tower performance.

44 Option 4, Mechanical Draft - Single Round Tower - One round mechanical draft
cooling tower data is assumed as follows [Ref. 5.12]:

Design Range = 24.8°F

Design Wet Bulb Temperature = 73°F

Design Relative Humidity = 70%

Design CW Flow = 800,000 gpm

Design Approach = 12.4°F

Fan Power = Total of 11.6 MWe

Preliminary Budgetary Price = $60,000,000
Height = ~164 feet

Pump Head = 44 feet

Tower Footprint = ~600 x 600 ft (see Fig. 7-5)
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4.5

4.6

4.7

4.8

4.9

4.10

4.11

4.12

Performance curves were also provided as illustrated in Appendix B. These curves
account for effect of wet bulb and range on tower performance.

Weather Data - Weather information used for this study is based on meteorological data
from Wilkes-Barre/Scranton, Pennsylvania airport from 1949 - 2006 [Ref. 5.3].

Condenser Data - Condenser design backpressure is taken from the Alstom conceptual
design report [Ref. 5.11].

Time of Day Electricity Pricing - Time of the day energy pricing used for this study is
obtained directly from PJM Interconnection [Ref. 5.4].

Heat Rate Correction — The nominal heat rate backpressure correction curve is obtained
from the Alstom correction curve [Ref. 5.9].

NSSS Power — The total NSSS thermal power is taken as 4614 MWt from the Alstom
guaranteed heat balance [Ref. 5.1].

Condenser Design Parameters — The follbwing preliminary design parameters are used
for the analyses in this calculation [Ref. 5.11]:

Table 4-1: Condenser Design Parameters

Condenser size (surface area) and Three shell, multi pressure condenser, total surface area of
type - 16.78 x10° ft?

Condenser tube diameter 25 BWG, 1" diameter condenser tubes (42,690 tubes per shell)

Low pressure shell — 1.85 in-Hg at 790,000 gpm, 85°F
Design inlet temperatures Intermediate pressure shell — 2.44 in-Hg at 790,000 gpm, 93.4°F
High pressure shell — 3.20 in-Hg at 790,000 gpm, 101.79°F

Weather Conditions — The weather conditions at Wilkes-Barre/Scranton, PA used to
determine the expected performance of the cooling towers are 1% wet bulb, 73°F, and
mean coincident humidity ratio: 111 grains/lb (~70% Relative Humidity) [Ref. 5.13].

Cooling Tower Evaporation — Circulating water evaporation is estimated as 0.08% of
CW flow for each degree of cooling [Ref. 5.14]. This is used to determine makeup

requirements. Tower energy balance is based on performance curves per Attachment
B.
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4.14 Smaller Cooling Tower Design Parameters — Table 4-2 contains the design parameters

of cooling towers designed for an outlet temperature of 90°F [Ref.’s 5.16 and 5.17].

Table 4-2: Smaller Cooling Tower Design Parameters

Onti Cooling # of # of Cells | Construction
ption Tower Type Tower Towers | per Tower Cost
Outlet
() () (°F) () ) (10° $)
2b Rectangular 90 2 22 $32,000
Mechanical Draft
3b Round Mechanical 90 3 12 $48,000
Draft
1b Natural Draft 90 2 N/A $70,000
1c -Large Natural Draft 90 1 N/A $55,000

—=—
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6.0 EVALUATIONS
6.1 Cooling Tower Performance
Cooling tower design typically includes a single design point, which in this case is:

Design Range = 24.8°F

Design Wet Bulb Temperature = 73°F
Design Relative Humidity = 70%
Design CW Flow = 800,000 gpm

This single design point does not indicate the performance of the tower during typical
operation which spans a range of conditions. The following figures present cooling
tower approach temperatures for the different tower options as a function of the wet
bulb temperature. An average relative humidity of 70% (see Design Input 4.11) is used
for the curves. Fig. 6-1 illustrates expected performance for the four 84°F design
approach temperature options at a CW flow rate of 800,000 gpm. The 90°F approach
temperature curves are shifted up by 6°F at all points.

40 L — T
35 ° im = =NDT4
_ 30 ] & MDT3
& 25 NDT2
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§ 20 —a—MDT1
215
=4
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5
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Fig. 6-1: Tower Performance for Four Tower Options vs. Wet Bulb Temperature
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6.2

In addition, Fig. 6-2 presents performance for three different CW flow rates for the
average annual wet bulb and relative humidity.
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Fig. 6-2: Tower Performance for Four Tower Options vs. CW Flow
Production Analysis

Each of the base cooling tower options (la, 2a, 3a and 4) was evaluated at three
different CW flowrates (720,000 gpm, 800,000 gpm, and 880,000 gpm) using two
different weather profiles (the representative ‘hot’ year and the ‘average’ year). The
towers with reduced cooling capacity (1b, 1c, 2b and 3b) were evaluated with 800,000
gpm CW flowrate and ‘hot’ year weather. In addition, hourly electricity pricing
schedules were applied to the net production differences between the base case and
each option. (Note that ‘net’ power refers to gross production less the CW pump and
tower fan power consumed for each option. Auxiliary power serving the power block
is common to all options and not considered here). For the base case, Option 1a with
800,000 gpm CW flow is used. Table 6-1 presents the cases analyzed. The results are
summarized in Table 6-2.
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Table 6-1: Description of Case Analysis
C; S€ | CW Flow Cooling Tower Type Design CT Outlet Weather Data
o. Temperature
(gpm) (°F)

A1 800,000 | Two Towers — Natural Draft 84 Hot/Average Year

A2 800,000 | Three Rectangular Towers — 84 Hot/Average Year
Mechanical Draft

A3 800,000 | Four Round Towers — Mechanical Draft 84 Hot/Average Year

A4 800,000 | One Round Tower — Mechanical Draft 84 Hot/Average Year

B1 720,000 | Two Towers — Natural Draft 84 Hot Year

B2 720,000 | Three Rectangular Towers — 84 Hot Year
Mechanical Draft

B3 720,000 | Four Round Towers — Mechanical Draft 84 Hot Year

B4 720,000 | One Round Tower — Mechanical Draft 84 Hot Year

C1 880,000 | Two Towers — Natural Draft 84 Hot Year

Cc2 880,000 | Three Rectangular Towers — 84 Hot Year
Mechanical Draft

C3 880,000 | Four Round Towers — Mechanical Draft 84 Hot Year

c4 880,000 | One Round Tower — Mechanical Draft 84 Hot Year

D1 800,000 | Two Towers — Natural Draft 90 Hot Year

D2 800,000 | Three Rectangular Towers — 90 Hot Year
Mechanical Draft

D3 800,000 | Four Round Towers — Mechanical Draft 20 Hot Year

D4 800,000 | One Tower — Natural Draft 90 Hot Year
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Table 6-2: Net Annual Production Revenue of Tower Options

Yearly
Generation
Average Revenue
Average Gross Difference from
CW Design Average Average Ccw Output Maximum 800 kgpm base
Case Weather Outlet Gross Fan Pump Less CW Inlet (2006 Energy
No. Profile Option CT Type CW Flow Temperaure Output Power Power Fan&CW | Temperature Pricing)
(gpm) (°F) (MWe) (MWe) (MWe) (MWe) (°F) (%)
A1 Hot Year 1a ND-2 shells 800,000 84 1718.43 0 23.59 1694.83 87.60 Base
A2 Hot Year 2a MD-3 twrs 800,000 84 1717.64 10.70 19.11 1687.83 87.32 ($3,095,243)
A3 Hot Year 3a MD-4 shells 800,000 84 1717.67 8.53 19.11 1690.03 87.31 ($2,122,404)
A4 Hot Year 4 MD-1 shell 800,000 84 1716.69 11.48 20.60 1684.62 88.84 ($4,525,692)
A1* Average Year 1a ND-2 shells 800,000 84 1719.02 0 23.60 1695.43 84.64 $269,045
A2* Average Year 2a MD-3 twrs 800,000 84 1718.39 10.36 19.12 1688.91 85.49 ($2,632,524)
A3* Average Year 3a MD-4 shells 800,000 84 1718.41 8.25 19.12 1691.05 85.46 ($1,686,018)
A4* Average Year 4 MD-1 shell 800,000 84 1717.63 11.32 20.60 1685.71 87.19 (34,067,099)
B1 Hot Year 1a ND-2 shells 720,000 84 1718.20 0 19.75 1698.45 86.58 $1,597,277
B2 Hot Year 2a MD-3 twrs 720,000 84 1717.28 10.82 15.72 1690.74 86.48 ($1,811,522)
B3 Hot Year 3a MD-4 shells 720,000 84 1717.29 8.64 15.72 1692.93 86.50 ($841,249)
B4 Hot Year 4 MD-1 shell 720,000 84 1717.00 11.41 17.06 1688.54 88.45 ($2,786,450)
C1 Hot Year 1a ND-2 shells 880,000 84 1718.48 0 27.95 1690.52 88.91 ($1,911,675)
c2 Hot Year 2a MD-3 twrs 880,000 84 1717.66 10.70 23.02 1683.94 88.65 (%4,821,373)
C3 Hot Year 3a MD-4 shells 880,000 84 1717.71 8.53 23.02 1686.15 88.60 ($3,839,875)
c4 Hot Year 4 MD-1 shell 880,000 84 1716.11 11.53 24.66 1679.92 90.14 ($6,620,046)
D1 Hot Year 1b ND-2 sm. shells 800,000 90 1715.87 0 23.58 1692.29 95.80 (1,188,894)'
D1a Hot Year 1b ND-2 sm. Shells 720,000 90 171543 0 19.74 1695.70 94.78 $313,208" |
D2 Hot Year 2b MD-2 twrs 800,000 90 1714.83 8.16 19.10 1687.57 93.83 {3,246,525)"
D3 Hot Year 3b MD-3 shells 800,000 90 1714.90 6.67 19.10 1689.13 93.82 (2,556,231)"
D4 Hot Year 1c ND-1 shell 800,000 90 1715.87 0 23.58 1692.29 95.80 (1,188,894)’
4] Initial cost of towers may be less than 84°F design outlet options due to lower efficiency requirements.
A‘,—\/‘

UniStar erweri Syt

NUCLEAR



UniStar Nuclear
BBNPP1
Proj. No. 12198-004

Report No. 2008-06824, Rev. 0

Heat Rejection Study
Page 29

6.3

6.4

Results indicate that the performance of the two-shell natural draft towers generates the
most electricity revenue for all cases. This option however has the highest initial cost,
which needs to be accounted for in the tower selection. In Section 7.3, the generation
differences are compared against the initial tower cost and maintenance cost differences
over the assumed 60 years of the plant life (i.e., for a base flow of 800,000 gpm).

Note that the net generation is increased for the low flow, 720,000 gpm cases. These
cases would also have the lowest initial capital costs since CW pumps, CW pump
motors, CW piping, CW valves, and civil structures associated with these components
are smaller and lower cost for this target flow rate. Note that annual revenues are
relatively insensitive to the assumed CW flow within the range of 720,000 to 880,000
gpm.

Economic Evaluation

In considering the comparison of the various cooling tower options, three main costs/
benefits should be considered:

(a) Production - This evaluation calculated the detailed net present value for

production benefits for an average and the hot single year of plant operation for
the various cooling tower options (summation of 8760-hourly computations).

(b) Initial Cost - Additionally, the initial ‘overnight’ cooling tower cost was based on
vendor input and expected cost differences associated with procurement, support
systems, and general contractor items to integrate the towers into the site.

(¢) Maintenance - Finally, inspection and maintenance (replacement parts) cost
differences were considered over the anticipated 60 years of the plant life.

The simplified economic analyses are prepared with an assumed discount rate of 8%
with 4% inflation in energy prices and maintenance cost differences. A detailed life-
cycle cost analysis is performed in Attachment E including a cost-sensitivity analysis.

Blowdown and Makeup Flow Calculation
It is expected that the cooling towers will operate between 3-5 cycles of concentration
given their freshwater makeup source. Using tower data, the range of blowdown and

makeup required for the towers is calculated and is summarized below:

Table 6-3: Makeup and Blowdown Required for Cooling Tower Operation

Cycles of
Concentration

()

Windage and
Drift

{gpm)

Evaporation
Losses

(gpm)

Total Estimated
Blowdown

(gpm)

Total Estimated
Makeup

(gpm)

3
5

8
8

15,872
15,872

7,928
3,960

23,808
19,840

=
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6.5 Environmental Constraints on Blowdown

Blowdown from the towers, whether of natural or mechanical draft design, is required
to maintain tower water chemistry within design limits. It is expected that blowdown
will be regulated by environmental permit and that a maximum blowdown temperature
will be established. Often these limits are based on a 24-hour average.

For this evaluation it is assumed that the blowdown will be limited to a maximum
temperature of 87°F based on protection of warm water fishes in Susquehanna River
[Ref. 5.7]. (Whether this is an hourly or 24-hour average does not impact the following
evaluation).

With expected extreme wet bulb temperatures in the range of 70 to 75°F, and expected
approach temperatures for aged towers to be in the range of 10 to 15°F, it is not prudent
to expect that blowdown temperatures will remain below 87°F for critical production
times in the hottest weather (e.g., see Cases Cl1 to C4, and D1 to D4 per Table 6-2). A
forced downpower to address blowdown temperatures is not economical. Therefore,
the options below are considered.

6.5.1 Alternative 1 — Blowdown Tower — A dedicated (small) cooling tower for blowdown
could be included in the design. However, in addition to operating and maintenance
expense, such a tower would have the same difficulty in achieving the close approach
temperature needed to meet the environmental limit (as would the main tower). With
the complexity and cost of a separate tower, to be used only a small fraction of
operating hours, this option is not practical or cost effective.

6.52 Alternative 2 — Cooling Blowdown using Makeup — For this option, blowdown is
cooled, as necessary, by tower makeup from the river using a plate and frame heat
exchanger. An illustration of such a unit is shown below in Fig. 6-3.

Fig. 6-3: Large Plate and Frame Heat Exchanger (Courtesy Alpha Laval)

i
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6.5.3

These large units are capable of very close approach temperatures (approaches in the
range of 3.5 to 5°F are economically achievable). A single unit is capable of flow in
excess of 15,000 gpm and could likely accomplish the total blowdown cooling duty for
one EPR unit. The design cycle for blowdown cooling is illustrated below (Fig. 6-4).

TN

Cold Makeup from
JZI'—W‘—IZ}_——S River

Cold Blowdown to

Hot Blowdown fro.ﬁ——)G_ —E l_’ River

Tower Plate and Frame Heat Exchanger

17
Fig. 6-4: Cooling Cycle for Blowdown using Makeup

Hot Makeup to («
Tower

Since blowdown and makeup are operated simultaneously, the design will essentially
always have a cooling medium. Further, the design is passive without requirements for
power actuated valves or devices. Blowdown is either gravity fed or pump driven,
depending on plant layout. The plate and frame heat exchanger will not impact this
aspect of the blowdown system design.

Since heating of the makeup adds to the tower heat load and costs some plant
efficiency, a bypass is included in the design such that cooling will only be effected
when required by permit. It is likely that this flow balancing through and around the
heat exchanger could be performed as a seasonal activity (without the need for
automated valves and associated instrumentation). This would assist in heat rate
improvement without the associated capital, operating, and maintenance costs of
automated equipment.

Since the heat exchanger is passive and has high anticipated reliability, it is expected
that it will only occasionally require cleaning, and therefore there is no required
redundancy for this equipment. The unit can simply be bypassed during the short time
frame associated with disassembly for cleaning.

Summary — In summary, a makeup / blowdown system designed to cool blowdown (as
necessary) using makeup in a plate and frame heat exchanger is considered to be a cost
effective option to reliably maintain blowdown temperatures within environmental
limits. This approach would eliminate constraints on main tower performance and
avoid unit downpowers for this issue. Since a cost effective option to address the
environmental permitting issue associated with blowdown heat load is available, and
common to all tower options, the need for and cost of this supplemental cooling
alternative is not studied further here.
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The need for such a system will depend on final permitting. It is recommended that the
layout of makeup and blowdown include provisions (e.g., location for heat exchanger

pad) to add this alternative at a future date.

6.6  Monthly Production

The various tower options will result in differences in production. The breakdown in
net monthly production relative to the baseline option of the natural draft towers at
800,000 gpm flowrate is summarized in Tables 6-4 and 6-5 below:

Table 6-4: Projected Monthi Production Differences for ‘Hot’ Weather Year

Month Baseline' 3xMDT? 4xMDT? 1xMDT*
(MW-hr Net)® (AMW-hr)® (AMW-hr)® (AMW-hr)®
January 1,215,686 -4,118 -2,599 -6,447
February 1,099,528 -3,713 -2,334 -5,801
March 1,217,325 -4,451 -2,875 -6,736
April 1,177,967 -5,016 -3,399 -7,148
May 1,216,150 -5,834 -4,141 -8,231
June 1,175,651 -5,724 -4,084 -8,153
July 1,214,213 -5,956 -4,263 -8,518
August 1,214,831 -6,181 -4,488 -8,721
September 1,175,996 -5,799 -4.162 -8,185
October 1,216,918 -5,720 -4,029 -8,020
November 1,177,935 4,711 -3,148 -6,969
December 1,217,306 -4.117 -2,584 -6,514

1) Baseline is for production using two natural draft towers per one EPR.

2) 3 x MDT —three rectangular mechanical draft towers per one EPR unit, twenty cells each, one 250 hp

fan per cell.

3) 4 xMDT - circular mechanical draft towers per one EPR unit, twelve cells each, one 250 hp fan per

cell.

4) 1 xMDT - one circular mechanical draft tower per one EPR unit, 11.6 MWe of fan power.
5) Monthly production, in net MW-hr accounts for auxiliary power loads and main power transformer
losses of 60 MWe (excluding CW pumps and tower fans), and CW pump and tower fan power per

Table 6-2.
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Table 6-5: Projected Monthly Production Differences for ‘Average’ Weather Year

Month Baseline' 3xMDT? 4xMDT? 1xMDT*
(MW-hr Net)® (AMW-hr)® (AMW-hr)® (AMW-hr)®
January 1,215,700 -3,229 -1,859 -5,675
February 1,099,529 -3,001 -1,754 -5,237
March 1,217,331 -3,928 -2,437 6,346
April 1,177,987 -4,669 -3,094 -6,859
May 1,216,973 -5,579 -3,880 7,844
June 1,176,723 5,730 -4,087 -8,085
July 1,215,283 -6,074 -4,378 -8,584
August 1,215,628 6,169 -4,472 -8,667
September 1,176,922 -5,472 -3,834 -7,765
October 1,217,241 -5,276 -3,604 -7,498
November 1,178,045 -4,309 -2,791 6,561
December 1,217,336 -3,630 -2,182 -6,020

1) Baseline is for production using two natural draft towers per one EPR.

2) 3 x MDT - three rectangular mechanical draft towers per one EPR unit, twenty cells each, one 250 hp
fan per cell. '

3) 4 xMDT - circular mechanical draft towers per one EPR unit, twelve cells each, one 250 hp fan per
cell.

4) 1 x MDT - one circular mechanical draft tower per one EPR unit, 11.6 MWe of fan power.

5) Monthly production, in net MW-hr accounts for auxiliary power loads and main power transformer
losses of 60 MWe (excluding CW pumps and tower fans), and CW pump and tower fan power per
Table 6-2.

For Option 1b, the effect of reducing flow from 800 kgpm to 720 kgpm is documented
in Table 6-6. The table displays the monthly production for each flow rate and the
difference between the two.

Table 6-6: Monthly Production for Varying Flow (Option 1b ‘Hot’ Year)
Case D1 Case D1a A Production
Month 800 kgpm 720 kgpm Case D1a Minus D1
(MWe-hr) (MWe-hr) . (MWe-hr)
January 1,215,479 1,218,280 2,801
February 1,099,434 1,101,982 2,547
March 1,217,122 1,219,919 2,798
April 1,177,175 1,179,787 2,612
May 1,213,523 1,215,944 2,421
June 1,171,814 1,173,948 2,133
July 1,209,676 1,211,782 2,107
August 1,210,769 1,212,953 2,183
September 1,172,622 1,174,821 2,199
October 1,215,223 1,217,791 2,568
November 1,177,228 1,179,863 . 2,635
December 1,217,168 1,219,986 2,818
e
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6.7  Comparison to Historical Projects

Fig. 6-5 below provides an indication of the sizing of the UniStar Nuclear EPR
condenser and CW flow relative to historical nuclear projects. Overall, the condenser
surface is larger than previous projects while the CW flow rate is on the low end of
flows which were determined to be economical for those projects. These two items are

related.
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7.0 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
7.1 Economic Comparison

7.1.1 Life Cycle Cost Comparison — One measure for cost comparison is the net present
value of the life cycle cost for each option considering (a) procurement plus
construction costs, (b) maintenance cost, and (c) accounting for differential production
credits. The cooling tower performance evaluation in Section 6.2 demonstrated that the
two-shell natural draft cooling tower (Option la) resulted in the largest yearly gross
generation revenue for all options considered. However this is also the cooling tower
option with the highest initial cost. A life cycle cost analysis is performed in
Attachment E including a cost sensitivity analysis. The evaluation incorporates the
initial tower cost and maintenance differences along with the generation revenue
differences for the expected 60-year life of the plant for the options with an assumed
800,000 gpm of CW flow.

Results demonstrate that the option with the lowest life cycle cost is Option ¢, a single
16°F approach natural draft tower. The second most cost effective option is Option 1b,
two 16°F approach natural draft towers. These results are fairly insensitive to the
uncertainty in construction costs provided by the vendors. As discussed later, Option
1c is discounted due to risk factors and Option 1b is recommended.

7.1.2 Incremental Production Cost — Another measure for cost comparison is the cost of
incremental KW, output for the more costly options. Factoring in construction and
maintenance costs, the total cost of each cooling tower option was determined in
Attachment E. Comparing the difference in costs for each tower and the change in net
plant output, the cost of effectively increasing net output was calculated. The cost per
additional kilowatt is tabulated below compared to the lowest cost option. Option Ic is
excluded from this analysis (see Section 7.5.4).

Table 7-1: Life-Cycle Cost per Installed (Net) KW,

Option CT Type Clﬂfsi-(c;ly:\'le)* fr?)lrtlfelfg:l;est cpw::?gmpb:ﬁt |n(c:?esr:12§:a|

) ) ) Cost Option (KW) KW,

(%) ($/KW)
2b Rect. 2-MDT $100,712,677 $0 0 N/A
3b Round 3-MDT $120,443,420 $19,730,743 1,556 $12,677
1b Small 2-NDT $125,876,890 $25,164,213 4,717 $5,335
2a Rect. 3-MDT $140,607,681 $39,895,004 256 $155,836
4 Lg. Round 1-MDT  $143,346,958 $42,634,281 -2,952 Negative
3a Round 4-MDT $151,020,366 $50,307,689 2,452 $20,516
1a 2-NDT $173,726,890 $73,014,213 7,259 $10,058

(1) Installed cost plus net present value of lifetime maintenance.
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The option with the lowest construction and maintenance cost is Option 2b. The option
with the lowest incremental cost per KW, produced is Option 1b. The cost of $5,335
per KW, is of moderate value. None of the other options have reasonable incremental
production costs, and therefore, by this measure are not optimal.

7.2 Optimal CW Flow

The effect of varying CW flow is illustrated in the following figures. Fig. 7-1 compares
gross output for varying CW flow and temperatures. Fig. 7-2 compares net output
(defined as gross less CW pumping power) for the same parameters.

1725

1720 b-w-—w

— 880,000 gpm
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1710 e N Average CW T
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Fig. 7-1: Change in Gross Output for Varying CW Flow and Temperature.

At the hot year average CW temperature, 69.4°F, the change in gross output for
variations in CW flow is minimal. This is reflected in the yearly average results from
Table 6-2.
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Fig. 7-2: Change in Net Output for Varying CW Flow and Temperature.

Changes in CW flow have a more significant impact on net plant output. The reduced
pumping power from lower flows result in a gain of ~4 MWe at the hot year average
temperature for a reduction of 10% flow. The reduction in gross output with reduced
flow is overcome by the reduced pumping power requirements. This effect is also
reflected in the results of Table 6-2.

In order to support a recommendation on CW flow rate, a direct comparison for the
recommended cooling tower option of two 16°F approach natural draft cooling towers
with varying flow rate is performed. Monthly production results in Table 6-6
demonstrate that year-round, the towers operating with 720 kgpm CW flow outperform
the towers with the nominal CW flow rate. Table 7-2 presents a performance
comparison between the two flow rates for Option 1b including the results from the life
cycle cost analysis in Attachment E.
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Table 7-2: Option 1b (2 Small NDT) ‘Hot’ Year Flow Comparison
Case D1 D1a
CW Flow (gpm) 800,000 720,000
Average Gross Output (MWe) 1715.87 1715.43
Average Fan Power (MWe) 0 0
Average CW Pump Power (MWe) 23.58 19.74
Average Gross Output Less CW Pumping Power (MWe)“) 1692.29 1695.70
Maximum CW Inlet Temperature (°F) 95.80 94.78
Max Condenser Backpressure — Average of Zones (in-Hg) 3.38 3.49
Estimated Max Condenser Backpressure — High Pressure Zone (in-Hg) 414 4.26
Generation Revenue (A$/yr) Base +$1,502,192
Life Cycle Cost (Case 1a as Base)® ($10°) $154,642 $118,297
(1) Note that the analysis accounts for tower performance as a function of CW flow.
(2) Includes accounting for engineering, procurement and construction, maintenance and revenue.

73

Based on the results of this comparison, it is recommended that Bell Bend operate using
a flow rate of 720 kgpm of CW through two 16°F approach natural draft cooling

towers.

Cooling Tower Footprint

The land usage of each tower arrangement, described below, accounts for the tower size
and spacing requirements. Additional space may be needed to install pumps, controls

and other secondary components. Fig. 7-3 shows the tower space requirements for each

arrangement.
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Fig. 7-3: Footprints of cooling tower arrangement options (lengths listed in feet).

Appendix F shows the placement of each cooling tower arrangement at the Bell Bend
site. From this review, the three rectangular mechanical draft towers cannot be placed
at the site with the correct orientation without encroaching on other areas not
designated for cooling towers.

Expansion Capabilities — Expansion capabilities are mostly driven by the available
space at a given site. Based on space requirements for the cooling towers, the smallest
area would be required by Option 4 (8.3 acres), followed by Options la and 3a (15.5
and 15.7 acres) and finally Option 2a (24.1 acres). The 90°F approach temperature
towers (Options 1b, 1c, 2b and 3b) have smaller footprints than their counterparts since
less/smaller towers are used.

Standardization Considerations — Standardization of cooling tower design at different
locations could show benefits in terms of possible cost savings based on multiple orders
from the same cooling tower vendor. Additional benefits could come from having
similar operating and maintenance procedures for all new EPR sites. Operator training
could also be centralized and not be site specific. On the other hand, the construction
time could be delayed if the similar tower orders are placed at the same time and if the
construction schedule is dictated by the availability of materials and trained crew.

Natural Draft Towers - There may be significant benefits to standardization of natural
draft towers across more than one site. These towers require large concrete forms
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which are custom built. Construction of more than one EPR unit of natural draft towers
could accrue savings from standardization and lessons learned from sequential erection.
Maintenance costs are a relatively small part of the total life cycle costs for this option
and maintenance savings from standardization are considered to be a very minor
consideration.

Mechanical Draft Towers - As for mechanical draft towers, based on recent S&L
observations of erection and maintenance practices, it is believed that there is little
benefit to standardization for this type of tower. In terms of tower procurement, the
industry is considered to be highly competitive without substantial savings in terms of
scale. Any specific EPR site will be a substantial order for any vendor without any real
potential for savings in terms of standardization. Most tower components are supplied
by subsuppliers (fans, fan stacks, fasteners, switchgear, motor control centers, fan
motors, fill, etc.) and there are no particular benefits associated with scale when it
comes to erection. Erection crews are rotated from job to job within the industry and
erection is simple and straightforward.

Mechanical draft tower maintenance is relatively straightforward (e.g., nozzle
inspection and cleaning, fan leading edge inspection and repair, epoxy-coal tar re-
coating, fiberglass pipe inspection and repair, fan motor oil check). It is unlikely that
rotation of a single maintenance crew across widespread facilities will accrue cost
savings in maintenance. While there are only a few what may be considered 'major’
tower vendors, there are many suppliers of tower components within the industry (fans,
stacks, fill, fan motors, gear boxes, nozzles, etc.). In ten to twenty years, when
equipment requires replacement, it is unlikely that having tower standardization will be
of any great benefit in terms of tower rebuilds.

7.4 Cooling Tower Makeup and Blowdown

7.4.1 Blowdown Temperature — As described in Section 6.5, a makeup / blowdown system
designed to cool blowdown as necessary using makeup in a plate and frame heat
exchanger is considered to be a cost effective option to reliably maintain blowdown
temperatures within environmental limits. This approach would eliminate constraints
on main tower performance and avoid unit downpowers for this issue. Since a cost
effective option to address the environmental permitting issue associated with
blowdown heat load is available and common to all options, the need for and cost of
this supplemental cooling option is not studied further here.

The need for such a system will depend on tower sizing and final permitting. It is
recommended that the layout of makeup and blowdown include provisions (e.g.,
location for heat exchanger pad) to add this option at a future date.

7.4.2 Makeup and Blowdown Flow — The range of makeup and blowdown required are
summarized in Table 7-3 below. The cycles of concentration required is expected to |
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1.5

7.5.1

7.5.2

7.5.3

7.5.4

fall within this range which will dictate the exact makeup and blowdown requirements.
Since all towers provide the same amount of cooling, the same evaporation to provide
the cooling is required. The drift losses for the different options is also expected to be
the same. Therefore, the makeup and blowdown requirements are the same for all

cooling tower options.

Table 7-3: Makeup and Blowdown Required for Cooling Tower Operation

Cycles of
Concentration

()

Total Estimated
Drift

{gpm)

Total Estimated
Evaporation

(gpm)

Total Estimated
Blowdown

(gpm)

Total Estimated
Makeup

(gpm)

3

8

15,872

7,928

23,808

5

8 -

15,872

3,960

19,840

Summary and Recommendations

Cooling Tower Recommendation — Based on an evaluation of economics, siting and
risk, it is recommended that Bell Bend install two natural draft towers with a 16°F
approach temperature (Option 1b). The life-cycle cost analysis determined that the
increased capital costs involved in installing natural draft towers were offset by the
increased net electricity generated.

Although it has been many years since natural draft towers have been constructed in the
United States, construction has been ongoing in Europe. Therefore, vendor experience
in natural draft tower erection is current and performance predictions are expected to be
accurate. Cost estimation, however, is laden with uncertainty due to the non-linear
translation of costs from Europe to the US. The cost sensitivity analysis determined
that the uncertainty did not significantly impact life cycle cost analysis.

Optimal CW Flow — The CW flow at the lower end of the assumed range, or 720,000
gpm resulted in the highest net generation with 800,000 gpm close behind. The 720,000
gpm target flow also has the lowest initial capital cost since CW pumps, CW pump
motors, CW piping, CW valves, auxiliary electrical power infrastructure, and civil
structures associated with these components are smaller and lower cost for this flow. It
is recommended that Bell Bend specify a design CW flow of 720,000 gpm for optimal
performance.

Cooling Tower Specifications — Per preliminary design information, the recommended
tower design will consist of two natural draft towers with basin diameters of 350 ft,
tower diameters of 222 ft and heights of 475 ft. The towers will be sited per
Attachment F with spacing of 350 ft or 1 diameter.

Option lc: Single Natural Draft Tower — Cost analyses determined that Option 1c is
the most cost effective option. GEA has provided an estimate for a single natural draft
tower capable with an approach of 16°F at 800,000 gpm. Although on paper, this
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seems like the best option, the risks involved would be greater than for two nominally
sized towers. The GEA tower is significantly larger than typical natural draft towers in
both height and diameter. Because of the unusual size of this tower, the performance is
not as proven, and there is greater risk involved in its construction. A more detailed

inquiry into this option should be performed if it is pursued as a cooling solution for
Bell Bend.

7.5.5 Blowdown Cooling — A makeup / blowdown system designed to cool blowdown using
makeup in a plate and frame heat exchanger is considered to be a cost effective option
to reliably maintain blowdown temperatures within environmental limits. Using the
recommended towers with a 16°F approach, downpowers could easily become an issue
on hot summer days. The addition of this heat exchanger would help avoid costly
downpowers during times when electricity prices are highest.

7.6 Disclaimers and Cautions
In using this study for future work and design decisions, the following cautions are
offered:

(1) | Economic Evaluation - Economic analysis is based on a simple approach to discounting future
electricity revenues and maintenance and refurbishment cost differences. This analysis does not
consider AFUDC, construction schedules, overall project budgets, corporate capital requirements,
and many other items found in a more sophisticated analysis.

(2) | Installed Tower Cost Differences - Estimates for installed tower costs are not based on site specific
layouts and piping runs.

(3) | Tower Performance Degradation - Degradation of tower performance is not accounted for in the
projected production figures. Based on discussions with leading industry cooling tower experts,
modern low fouling film fill is expected to retain performance over many years.

(4) | Extreme Pricing on Hot Summer Days - Net production benefit may not reflect extreme pricing
(beyond that for the year 2006) on hot summer days.

The economic analysis is not as sensitive for electricity pricing for high demand winter periods since
the backpressure penalty on production is not as severe for the associated winter weather.

(5) | Design CW Flow - The design point for the condenser and towers is 800,000 gpm (nominal flow).
The indicated optimal flow is at the low end of the range (i.e., 720,000 gpm). However, the study
did not examine decreased condenser surface area.

FINAL PAGE OF SECTION
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CONDENSER DATA LP Zone IP Zone HP Zone
Tube material Titanium Titanium Titanium
Tube outside diameter (Dt) 1.000 1.000 1.000]in
Tube gage 25 25 25|BWG
Tube wall thickness (Tt) 0.020 0.020 0.020]in
Number of waterboxes (Nb) 2 2 2
Number of passes per waterbox (Np) 1 1 1
Total Number of tubes (Ntt) 42,690 42,690 42,690
Number of tubes per pass in

each waterbox (Nt) 21345 21345 21345
Active tube length per pass (L) 50.67 50.11 49.41 ft
Design flow rate to the condenser (Qp) 790,000 790,000 790,000|gpm
Cooling water inlet temp (T1) 85 93.40 101.79)F
Heat transfered by condenser (Q) - Design 3,312,171,440| 3,302,195,020f 3,362,053,540|Btu/hr
Heat transfered by shell (%) of total 33.2% 33.1% 33.7%
Condenser Design Parameters
Tube size factor - Page 4 (J) 263 263 263
Tube cleanliness correction factor - Ref. 8.5 (Cc) 1.000 0.890 0.815
CW inlet temp correction factor - Curve 2 (Ct) 1.062 1.083 1.106
Tube material correction factor - Table 2 (Cm) 0.880 0.880 0.880
Tube geometry constant - Table 1 (K) 0.1109 0.1109 0.1109
Other Parameters
Water density (d) 62.17 | 62.08 | 61.97 [Ibm/it®
Calculations
Tube velocity (Vt) 8.2099 8.2099 8.2099 ft/sec
Effectiveness exponent (X) 0.9640 0.8653 0.7976
Effectiveness (a) 0.6186 0.5791 0.5496
Cooling water mass flow (Wc) 109526 109362 109178 ibm/sec
CW Temperature rise (Tr) 8.40 8.39 8.55 F
Cooling water outlet temp 93.40 101.79 110.34 F
Initial Temperature Difference (ITD) 13.58 14.48 1556 F
Saturation temperature (Ts) 98.58 107.88 11735 F
[Condenser Pressure at Ts 1.85 2.44 3.20 inHg |
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Condenser Performance (720,000 gpm)
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Condenser Performance (800,000 gpm)
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Condenser Performance (880,000 gpm)
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Two Natural Draft Towers (720,000 gpm)
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Two Natural Draft Towers (800,000 gpm)
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Two Natural Draft Towers (880,000 gpm)
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Rectangular Mechanical Draft (720,000 gpm)
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Rectangular Mechanical Draft (800,000 gpm)
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Round Mechanical Draft (720,000 gpm)
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Round Mechanical Draft (880,000 gpm)
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ATTACHMENT C

Task description

Two sequential hourly meteorological data sets were required for input to the project cooling
system performance analysis for the Susquehanna Steam Electric Station (“Station”), near
Berwick, Pennsylvania. This document describes those data sets and methods used for their
creation.

Step 1: Identify representative meteorological station

The first step was to identify a representative meteorological station. Figure 1 shows the
region around the Station. The site is located approximately seven miles northeast of Berwick,
PA at an elevation of approximately 700 ft MSL along the Susquehanna River. The
Susquehanna cuts a roughly northeast-southwest course in the region, following the general
orientation of the Appalachians. The climate of the region is continental with warm summers
(Trewartha 1961). The closest National Weather Service (NWS) climatological station with a
long-term and sufficiently detailed monitoring record for this analysis is located at the Wilkes-
Barre/Scranton, Pennsylvania airport (station KAVP, station ID #725130). The airport is
located approximately 17 miles northeast of the Station near the Susquehanna River at an
elevation of 953 ft. We expect temperature and humidity climate statistics from Wilkes-
Barre/Scranton to be representative of those at the Station, due to their close proximity,
location near the Susquehanna River, and co-location within the same climate zone.

Step 2: Create a “warmest year” meteorological data set based on historical wet-bulb
temperatures.

The hourly meteorological data for Wilkes-Barre/Scranton were purchased in digital form from
the National Climatological Data Center (NCDC 2007). Meteorological data were available
from 1949-2006. Those data were first checked for missing and out-of-range values before
being processed. Hourly data with missing dry-bulb temperature and/or dew point readings
were excluded from subsequent analysis. Approximately 0.5% of the available hourly readings
had missing or out-of-range values'.

The next step was to create a data set containing a “warmest year” of wet-bulb temperatures”.
The approach we selected was to create a synthetic warmest year by integrating a set of 12

! 475,424 weather records were available for the period. 472,869 records had valid data, producing an initial missing data
percentage of approximately 0.5%.

2 The hourly Wilkes-Barre digital meteorological data archive did not include complete hourly station pressure data. ‘However,
per the mathematical properties of the wet-bulb temperature equations (Iribarne and Godson, 1981; pgs. 75, 125), the wet-bulb
temperature is insensitive to variations in station pressure at typical values of surface atmospheric pressure. Therefore, in lieu
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whole, intact months from the weather observation database. The process developed to
produce the warmest year is described below.

Step 2a: Compute the wet-bulb temperature from recorded temperature and dew point for each
complete hourly weather observation.

Step 2b: Using the hourly wet-bulb temperature data from (2a), compute an average wet-bulb
temperature for each available month from January 1949 to December 2006. Steps 2a and 2b
were performed with a short FORTRAN program developed specifically for this purpose.

Step 2c: To ensure that monthly average wet-bulb temperatures in Step 2a were not
unintentionally skewed by insufficient sample size, months in which 10% or more of the data
were missing were excluded from further analysis. This is consistent with standard
meteorological practice when evaluating meteorological data sets (USEPA 2000) and relatively
few months were affected. The resulting data record contained 591 months (approximately 49
years) of meteorological data, which was a sufficiently long period of record to represent
climatic conditions.

Step 2d: Using the monthly average wet-bulb temperatures remaining from (2c), identify the
month with the highest monthly average wet-bulb temperature for each month in the calendar
year. An Excel spreadsheet was developed for this purpose. For example January 1950 had
the highest average monthly wet-bulb temperature (33.30 F) of all of the available January
monthly average wet bulb temperatures. Similarly, February 1984 had the highest average
monthly wet-bulb temperature (32.79 F) of all of the available February monthly averages.
The result of this step was a list of 12 months with the highest average wet-bulb temperatures
(Table 1).

Step 2e: The hourly meteorological data for the 12 months in Table 1 were composited into a

single spreadsheet representing the “warmest year™.

Step 2f: The hourly meteorological data in step 2e were checked for missing data. Gaps in the
data were scattered throughout the files and were generally 1-2 hours long. Missing data were
linearly interpolated in an Excel spreadsheet. The resulting spreadsheet contained hourly dry-
bulb temperature, wet-bulb temperature, dew point and humidity values. The specifications of
the spreadsheet are listed in Table 2.

of hourly station pressure data, the published long-term average station pressure from Wilkes-Barre (29.01 in. Hg., from
NCDC 2006) was used in the wet-bulb temperature computations. (Iribarne and Godson, 1981; pg. 75). The use of average
station pressure had a negligible impact on the computed historical wet-bulb temperatures.

3Some programs that use meteorological data are unable to process data unless each data record has the same year stamp.
Anticipating this situation, the year stamp was set to the same year as the original January data in each file. Therefore, the year
stamp was set to 1956 in the synthetic data set representing the average year and 1950 in the data set representing the warmest
year.
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Step 3: Create an “average year” meteorological data set based on historical wet-bulb
temperatures.

The last step was to create a data set containing an “average year” of wet-bulb temperatures.
The approach we selected was to create a synthetic average year by integrating a set of 12
whole, intact months from the weather observation database. The process developed to
produce this data set is described below.

Step 3a. Compute an average monthly mean wet-bulb temperature for each calendar month
from the individual monthly averages in steps 2b and 2c. For example the average January
wet-bulb temperature produced from all the individual January monthly averages was 23.81 F.
Similarly, the average February wet-bulb temperature computed from the individual February
monthly averages was 25.31 F. The result was 12 average monthly wet-bulb temperature
values that are listed in the second column of Table 3.

Step 3b. Using the average monthly mean wet-bulb temperature from (3a), identify the month
with the individual average wet-bulb temperature that was closest to the average monthly mean
wet-bulb for that month. For example January 1956 had an average wet bulb temperature that
was closest to the monthly average wet-bulb temperature for all of the January values (23.81
F). The absolute difference between the average monthly wet-bulb temperature for January
1956 and the monthly average wet-bulb temperature for all of the January values (23.81 F) was
0.19 F. Similarly, February 1979 had an average monthly wet bulb that was closest to the
monthly average wet-bulb temperature for all of the February values (25.31 F). The absolute
difference between the average monthly wet-bulb temperature for February 1979 and the
monthly average wet-bulb temperature for all of the February values (25.31 F) was 0.33 F.
The result of this step was a list of 12 months with individual average wet-bulb temperatures
that were closest to the average wet-bulb for each month of the calendar year. This list is
shown in the 4™ column of Table 3. Hourly meteorological data for the 12 months listed in
Table 3 were composited into a single spreadsheet representing the “average year”. The
resulting spreadsheet contained hourly dry-bulb temperature, wet-bulb temperature, dew point
and humidity records for the “average year”. The specifications of this spreadsheet are listed
in Table 2.
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Wilkes-Barre

-

Figure 1. The Susquehanna Steam Electric Station (Station) and surrounding region.

Table 1. Highest monthly average wet-bulb (WB) temperature and
corresponding month used in the “warmest year” meteorological data
set. i L
Month Highest monthly |Year with the highest monthly
~ |average WB (F) |average WB temperature
January 33.30 1950
February 32.79 1984*
March 37.23 1973
April 45.55 1955
May 57.74 2004
June 64.84 2005
July 67.87 1949
August 66.29 2003
September 62.67 1961
October 52.72 1984
November 42.68 1975
December 34.04 2006

* Data From February 29, 1984 (leap year) were not included in the synthetic meteorological data set.

UniStar

NUCLEAR




UniStar Nuclear
BBNPP1
Proj. No. 12198-004

Report No. 2008-06824, Rev. 0
Heat Rejection Study

Page C6

warmest.xls

Synthetic hourly meteorologlcél data for

12/21/2007

bulb temperature basis

1058
warmest month/year on a wet-bulb 4:07 PM
temperature basis
average.xls Synthetic hourly meteorological data for 12/21/2007 1057
month/year closest to average on a wet- 4:07 PM

February 25.31 0.33 1982
March 31.99 0.09 1997
April 41.83 0.00 1949
May 51.57 0.00 2001
June 60.17 0.04 1951
July 64.19 0.03 1989
August 63.28 0.04 1974
September 56.87 0.16 1983 -
October 46.54 0.17 1996.
November 37.50 0.02 1987
December 27.69 0.08 1993
FINAL PAGE OF SECTION
=

UniStar

NUCLEAR




UniStar Nuclear
BBNPPI
Proj. No. 12198-004

Report No. 2008-06824, Rev. 0

Heat Rejection Study
Page D1

ATTACHMENT D

George Wrobol
Licensing Director

Oni

NUCLEAR
February 7, 2008

Fehmida Mesania

Project Engineer

Paul C. Rizzo Associates, Inc.
105 Mall Bivd, Suite #270
Monroeville, PA 15146

RFI #08-045

Subject: :
George Wrobel, dated December 4, 2007.

Attached is the subject RFI, as well as the UniStar Nuclear response. Attachments include
the 1) Supplemental Laboratory Accreditation Form, 2) Susquehanna River Basin Data,
and 8) the Susquehanna River Water Quality and Fishes Report.

Sincerely,

George Wrobe%(

xc:  R. Krich, wo
D. Green, w/o
B. Perdue
M. Hunter, w/o
S. Strout, wio
K. Scopelliti, PPL
F. Eisenhuth, PPL
J. Fields, PPL, wio
M. Cain, w/o
J. Morris, AREVA
G. van Noordennen, w/o
R. Hameetman, S&L, w/o

Response to RFI PCR-BER-004, transmitted from Fehmida Mesania to

Sargent &\ Lunchy''®
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NUCLEAR REQUEST FOR INFORMATION (RF1)
RFINUMBER: PCR-BER-004 [DATE: 12/14107
PROJECT NUMBER: 073891 PROJECT NAME: Berwick Unit 1
ORIGINATOR: Fehmida Mesania PHONE/FAX: 412-856-9700 x 1096/412-856-9749

PROJECT MANAGER APPROVAL: Antonlo Farnandez
SUPERVISOR APPROVAL: George Wrobe!

TO: UniStar

REFERENCE SECTION(S): ER 2.3 REV.: N/A
SPECIFICATION(S): N/A REV.: NJA
INFORMATION REQUESTED:

Describe existing Water Quality Monitoring Program for Susquehanna Unit 1 & 2. What parameters are being
monftored? At what frequency? If data and maps aro available please provide those,

RESPONSE REQUIRED BY: February 01, 08

IMPACTS;
ER 23.1

RESPONSE INFORMATION
10: FEHMGA M ESAMNA FROM: SED28 € fuprd BE2-
OF: Rrz2o OF: Un; J#ar MUECEMR
RESPONSE  Se e aflichad ' SepplemerTat Libecsibs; Accoal Taitrin Form
INFORMATION: M S.,J; veHénnn /?w'l/ Basin futa

ﬂ"!fﬁwﬂ(é\j Macke [-h,qér .: fa:;;vehﬁnnz. River l-d,:{&fwl‘{b{—p“”“.![eﬁpf
b4 Yele wn Yzw/vP

ﬂg’fnvw{ b F feovse (vrbef M U [ Moclenc 2/¢)57

APPROVED FoR UsE:_ Y/ A bu DATE: r/tfer

£1 06362406
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Attachments: DOC001.PDF; DOCO01.PDF

DOCO0L.PDF (152 DOCOO0L.PDF (88
KB) KB)
Doesn’t this answer PCR-BER-004

Mark T. Hunter

Director of Design Standardization
38 Bomboy Lane,Suite 2

Berwick, PA 18603

410~610-8200 {c)

570~802-8102 { Berwick Site)

————— Original Message-~---

From: Fields, Jerome S [mailto:jsfields@pplweb.com}

Sent: Wednesday, January 09, 2008 9:09 AM

To: Hunter, Mark T

Cc: Harpster, Terry L; Eigenhuth, Frederick T

Subject: RE: Susquehanna NPP NPDES Discharge Permit, Monitoring Parameters, and Analytical
Data

Mark,

Yes, the existing discharge limits are contained in the NPDES permit - Part A pages 2 -
17. Some outfalls have limits while others just have monitoring requirements bimonthly or
annually. For example stormwater putfalls, 070, 075, and 080 have annual sampling
requirements, however, since the discharges are essentially the same only one oucfall is
gampled. Qutfall 079, Sewage Treatment Plant (STP) requires only bimonthly sampling for
ammonia, nitrogen (nitrites & nitrates) and phosphorus., There are STP limits for CBOD,
Total Suspended Solids, etc.

Other outfalls also have limits for various parameters. I am attaching a list of
procedures used to analyze NPDES discharges for your information.

One parameter that we do not have any NPDES discharge limite for is temperature. We need
to meet PaDEP water quality requirements for the stretch of the Susquehanna River where
the station is located. The Susguehanna River in Luzerne County Pa is protected for Warm
Water Fishes (WWF) and therefore, the max temperature in the receiving water can not
exceed B7 degress F or increase by more than 2 degrees F in an hour. ({Regulatory
references are attached}.

Also, it is important to know that the NRC in the COL ER wants to know what the impacts of
the new and existing discharges are on the receiving body of water, Susquehanna River.
Once the Extended Power Uprate project is completed in the next couple of years the max
water body temperature will approach the 87 degree P limit., Therefore, discharge from the
Berwick plant to the river needs to be well thought out to avoid future RPDES
noncompliances.

If you or Rizzo have any additional questions please let me know.

Thanks,

FINAL PAGE OF SECTION
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ATTACHMENT E

Life Cycle Cost Analysis for Cooling Tower Options

E1.0 Life Cycle Cost Analysis at Nominal Pricing

Table E1-1 contains the life cycle cost analysis for the base cooling tower options
(Options 1a, 2a, 3a and 4) in the ‘hot’ year and ‘average’ year. The results show that
the variation in weather does not significantly affect the life-cycle costs of the cooling
tower options.

Therefore, the ‘hot’ year data was used to compare all cooling tower options. Table
E2-1 contains the life cycle cost analysis for all cooling tower options for ‘hot’ year
production.

Un;Star Sargent &)\ Lundy''«
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Table E1-1: Life Cycle Cost-Benefit for 84°F Approach Tower Options (800,000 gpm)

Hot Year Average Year
Rectilinear Rectilinear
Natural Draft - | Mech. Draft- 3 | Round Mech. { Round Mech. |Natural Draft - 2{ Mech. Oraft - { Round Mech. | Round Mech.

Type of Cooling Tower 2 Towers Towers Draft - 4 Shells | Draft - 1 Shell Towers 3 Towers  |Draft - 4 Shells| Draft - 1 Shell
Option 1a 2a 3a 4 1a 2a 3a 4

CW flowrate (gpm) 800000 800000 800000 800000 800000 800000 800000 800000
Initial Tower Cost (§ 10%) $ (100,000); § (45,0001 $ 60,000); $ ®B000%)| § (100,000} $ (45,000 % (60,000); % (60,000)
Piping Connection Cost Differences (§ 10°) $ 6,120); § (15122)] % 8292){ § 4877 § 6.120)] % (15122)! § 8,292)! § 4877)
Electrical Connection Cost Differences (§ 10%) $ (300); % (13.644)! § (10915)1 % 8,186} % (300} (13644) § (109151 § (8,186)
Tower Basin Cost Differences (§ 10%) $ - $ 7184 § 8388) % (10.345)] § - $ 7.184); § 9,388)1 § (10,345)
Auger Cast Pifings Differences (§ 10°) $ (2,500); % (1000)i § (11251 % (1500 $ (2500) % (1,000)i § (1,125){ § (1.500)
CT Initial Cost ($ 103" $  {108,920)! § (81,950); § (89.719); $ (84,909)f §  (108,920): § (81,950): § (89.719) § {84,909)
Contractor+Eng.+Manag,+Owner+Cont. (§ 10°) {64,807} (48,760) (53,383) (60,521) 64,807) (48,760) (53,383) {50,521)
{Construction Cost (§ 10°)* (173,727} {130,710} (143,103) (135,429} (173,727) {130.710) {143,103) {135,429)
Yearly Production Difference (§ 10°) $ - (3.095.2) (21224 4525.7)| % - (2904.7) (1955.1) 4.336.1)
Yearly Maintenance Difference ($ 10%) $ - $ (300.0)} $ (240.0)1 § (240.0)] § - ] (300.0)] § (240.0)| $ {240.0)
Yearly Replacement Parts Cost Difference - After Year

10 (5 10%) $ - $ (168.0)| § (134.9)( § (134.4)| § - $ (168.0y; % (134.4)} § (134.4)
Rats of Return (%) 8% 8% 8% 8% 8% 8% 8% 8%
Inlation (%) 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4%
Present Value of Maint. Cost Difference (§ 10°) $ - ($7 ,258.49) $ (58068){ % (5806.8)] § - ($7 ,258.49) ($5,806.79) ($5.806.79)
Present Value of Repl. Parts Cost Difference (§ 10°) § - ($2,638.81) $ AN S [PANIRI K] - ($2638.81) {$2,111.05) ($2,111.05)
Total Present Value of CT Cost Including

Maintenance Differences (§ 10°) {173,727) {140,608) {151,020} {143,347} (173,727) (140,608) (151,020) {143,347)
Present Value of Production Difference (§ 10°) $0 (574 889) {$51,351) ($109,499) $0 ($70,278) {$47 303) ($104 913)
Total Present Value of CT Cost Including

Production Difference Benefits (§ 10%) ($173.727) {$215.497) {$202.372) ($252,846) $173,727) ($210.886) {$198,323) {$248.,260)
*The presented cost exludes common items such as CW pumps, makeup and biowdown systems, tower fill replacement, etc.
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Table E1-2: Life Cycle Cost-Benefit for All Tower Options (‘Hot’ Year)

Hot Year
Rectilinear Natural Draft - | Natural Draft - Rectilinear

Natural Draft - 2 Mech. Draft - 3 iRound Mech. Draft {Round Mech. Draft 2 Small 2 Small Mech. Draft - 2 | Round Mech. | Natural Draft -
I Type of Cooling Tower Towers Towers 4 Shells 1 Shell Towers Towers Towers Draft - 3 Shells | 1 Large Tower
Option 1a 2a 3a 4 1b 1h 2b 3b 1c
CW flowrate (gpm) 800000 800000 800000 800000 500000 720000 500000 800000 800000
Initial Tower Cost (§ 10%) $ (100,000) { § (45.000); % (60,000){ § (60,000) ; § (70,000)} § (70,000); $ (32,000)! $ (48,000)] $ (55,000)
{Piping Connection Cost Differences (§ 10°) $ ©.120); § (156122); § 8292 % A877) § ©,120)] § (6,120); § (11700} § 7.438)| $ (4.877)
Electrical Connection Cost Difierences (§ 10°) $ 300); (13644) § (108151 % (8.186)1 § (300)! § (300} $ (9.096) § 8.186)( § (300)
Tower Basin Cost_Differences (§ 10°) 9 - 1% 71841 5 8.389)( § (10345) § - 5 - $ 4.790)] § Foani s -
Auger Cast Pilings Differences (5 10%) $ (2500)| § (1,000} § (1.125)1 § (150001 § (2500)i § (2,500) § (1.000) § (11251 % (1,500)
CT Initial Cost {$ 10%* $ {108,920) | § 81.950) | § (89.719)1 $ 84,909) | § {78.,920): § {78.920)i $ 58.592)! § 71,790)} § 61.677)
Contractor+Eng.+Manag.+Owner+Cont. ($ 10°) (64,807) {48.760) (53,383) 50,521) (46.957) (46 .957) (34.862) (42.715) (36.698)
Construction Cost {§ 103 {173,727) {130,710) (143.103) (135,429) {125,877) {125.877) {93.455) {114.505) {98,374)
Yearly Production Difference (§ 10% $ - 18 (309%2))% (2122.4)i § 4525.7)i8 (1,1889) § 3133 (3,246.5) (2556.2); § (1,188.9)
Yearly Maintenance Difference (§ 10%) $ $ (300.00)! $ (240.00); $ (240.00); $ - 3 - $ 2200); $ (180.0){ § -
Yearly Replacement Parts Cost Difference - After Year
10 (§ 109 $ $ (168.00); § (134.40); § (134.40) $ - $ - § (123.2)! § (100.8){ $ -
Rate of Return (%) 8% 8% 8% 8% 8% 8% 8% 8% 8%
Inlation (%) 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4%
Present Value of Maint. Cost Difference ($ 109 $ $ (7.258.49); § (5.806.79)| § (5.806.79)1 & - $ ($5,322.89) $ 43551 8
Present Value of Repl. Parts Cost Difference (§ 10%) ] $ 26388ND1 § 2,111.05)] § (2111051 % $ ($1.935.13) $ (1583.3) %

‘| Total Present Value of CT Cost Including

Maintenance Differences ($ 10%) {173.727) (140,608) {151,020) (143.347) (125,877) (125,877) {100,713) (120.443) {98,374)
Present Value of Production Difference (§ 10%) $0 (374 839) ($51,351) (8109,499) (528 765) $7 580 ($78.550) ($61.848) ($26.765)
Total Present Value of CT Cost Including
Production Difference Benefits ($ 10°) ($173,727) (§215,497) ($202,372) ($252,846) {$154,642) $118.297) {$179.262) {$1682,291) ($127.139)
i:;l‘_llg_presented cost exludes common items such as CW pumps, makeup and blowdown systems, tower fill replacement, ete.
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E2.0

Analysis results are summarized in the table below:

Table E1-3: Life Cycle Cost-Benefit Summary for All Tower Options (800,000 gpm)

Cooling Tower Type Design Cold Water Overall Net Cost
Temperature Difference
(°F) (Net Present Value)
From The Lowest
Cost Option (10° §
per one EPR unit)
Option 1¢ (One Large Natural Draft Tower) 90 Lowest Cost
Option 1b (Two Small Natural Draft Towers) 90 $27,503
Option 1a (Two Natural Draft Towers) 84 $46,587
Option 2b (2 Rectangular Mechanical Draft Towers) 90 $52,123
Option 3b (3 Round Mechanical Draft Towers) 90 $55,152
Option 3a (4 Round Mechanical Draft Towers) 84 $75,232
Option 2a (3 Rectangular Mechanical Draft Towers) 84 ~ $88,358
Option 4 (1 Large Mechanical Draft Tower) 84 $125,706

For nominal tower pricing, the most cost effective option is Option lc, one large natural
draft tower, followed by Option 1b, two small natural draft towers. The worst option is
Option 4, one large fan-assisted natural draft tower.

Life Cycle Cost Sensitivity Analysis

Per discussion with cooling tower vendors, each option’s initial cost estimate has
inherent uncertainty. This is a function of both changing materials/construction costs
and how recently similar projects have been completed. Specifically, information
regarding the costs of natural draft towers must be interpreted from construction costs
in Europe due to a lack of projects in the United States. Uncertainties in initial costs
are summarized for each tower option below:

« Option 1 - Natural draft cooling towers: £30%

» Option 2 - Rectilinear mechanical draft cooling towers: £15%
« Option 3 - Round mechanical draft cooling towers: +20%

« Option 4 - Single round mechanical draft cooling tower: +30%

Table E2-1 contains the cost sensitivity analysis of all towers using the high end of the
pricing range. Table E2-2 does the same for the low end of the pricing range.
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Table E2-1: Life Cycle Cost-Benefit for All Tower Options (800,000 gpm, High Initial Cost Estimate)

Hot Year
Rectilinear ! Natural Draft - Rectilinear

Naturat Draft - 2 Mech. Draft - 3 iRound Mech. Draft {Round Mech. Draft 2 Small Mech. Draft - 2 | Round Mech. | Natural Draft -
{Type _of Cogling Tower Towers Towers 4 Shells 1 Shell Towers Towers Draft - 3 Shells | 1 Large Tower
Option 1a 2a 3a 4 1b 2b 3b 1c
CW flowrate (gpm)_. ~ 800000 600000 800000 800000 800000 800000 800000 500000
Initial Tower Cost ($ 10°) $ (130,000) | § 51,750} $ 72,000); § (76,000)! § (81,000) § (36,800)! § (57 600)} $ 71,500)
Piping_Connection Cost Differences (§ 10%) b 6.120)] § (15122)1 8 (8,292)) § 4877 § {6.120) § (11,7071 $ 7.438)] § 4 877)
Electrical Connection Cost Differences (3 10%) $ (300)] § (13644): § (10915); § (8,186) § (300); & (9,096); § (8,186)| § (300)
Tower Basin Cost Differences ($ 10°) 5 - 18 7.184)i § (9,389)] § (10,345)! § - $ 4790 § 7oani s -
Auger Cast Pilings Differences (8 10%) $ (2500 § {1.000): § 1125) § (1.500); % (2500)i $ {1,000y § (1,125 § (1,500)
CT Initial Cost ($ 10%* $ (138,920) | $ (88,700): § (101.719)! § (102,909)| § 99.920); § {63,392)! § {81,390)} $ {78,177)
Contractor+Eng.+Manag,+Owner+Cont. (§ 10°) (82.657) (52,777} (60.523) 61.231) (59,452) {37.718) (48 427) (46 ,515)
Construction Cost (§ 10%* (221,577) 141,477) {162,243) {164,139) (159,372) {101,111} {129,817) {124,692)
Yearly Production Differance (§ 10%) 5 - (3.095.2) 2,122.4) @4525.7)[ 8 (1188.9) {3.246.5) 2556.2)| (1,188.9)
Yearly Maintenance Difference ($1_D°) $ $ (300.0)i § (240.0)} § (240.0)! § - $ (2200} § (180.0){ § -
Yearly Replacement Parts Cost Difference - After Year
10 (§ 10 $ - 5 (168.0); § (134.4)| § (134.4){ § - $ (123.2); § (100.8)} §
Rate of Return (%) 8% 8% 8% 8% 8% 8% 8% 8%
Inlation (%) 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4%
Present Value of Maint. Cost Difference (§ 10%) $ ($7,258.49) 3 (5,806.8); § (5806.8)| § - ($532289) 1§ 4355.1)] § -
Present Value of Repl. Parts Cost Difference (§ 10°) ] ($2,638.81) 3 AIDS RANNDIS - ($1.935.13) % (15833)i § -
Total Present Value of CT Cost Including
Maintenance Differences (§ 10%) 221,577) (151.374) {170,160} {172,057) {159,372) {108,369) {135,755) (124,692)
Present Value of Production Difference (5 10°) $0 (574 889) ($51.351) ($109 ,499) ($28.765) ($78.550) ($61.848) ($28.765)
Total Present Value of CT Cost Including
Production Difference Benefits ($ 107 (221,577) ($226,263) ($221,512) ($281,556) ($188,137) ($186,918) {$197.603) ($153.457)
* The presented cost exludes common items such as CW pumps, makeup and blowdown systems, tower fill replacement, etc.
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Table E2-2: Life Cycle Cost-Benefit for All Tower Options (800,000 gpm, Low Initial Cost Estimate)

Hot Year
Rectilinear Natural Draft - Rectilinear
Natural Draft - 2 Mech. Draft - 3 {Round Mech. Draft Round Mech. Draft 2 Small Mech. Draft - 2 | Round Mech. { Natural Draft -

Type of Cooling Tower Towers Towers 4 Shells 1 Shell Towers Towers Draft - 3 Shells | 1 Large Tower
Option 1a 2a Ja 4 1b 2b 3b 1c

CW flowrate (gpm) 800000 800000 800000 800000 800000 800000 600000 600000
Initial Tower Cost (§ 10°) $ (70000} | $ (38,250 § (48,000)| $ (42,000){ $ (49,0003 $ (27.200); § (38,400)} $ (38,500)
{Piping_Connection Cost Differences {3 109 $ 6120} & (15122)1 § ©8.292)] § 48701 % 6,120} § (11707)] § 7.438) § 4877
Electrical Connection Cost Differences ($ 10°) $ (300); % (13644)| § (10,915)} % (8,186)1 § (300} § (9096); % (8,186} % (300)
Tower Basin Cost Differences (§ 10% $ - 18 7,184)1 § (9,388)] § (10345)i § - $ (4790)! $ [ -
Auger Cast Pilings Differences ($ 1EI3) $ (2,500 § (1,000){ § (1125} § (1500} § (2500)i $ (1,000)! & (1125} § {1.500)
CT Initial Cost {$ 10%" $ (78,920) | § 75,200 $ 77,719} § (66,909)! § 57,920)] $ {53,792)} $ 62,190)! $ 45,177)
{Contractor+Eng.+Manag.+Owner+Cont. {§ 10°) (46 ,957) (44.744) (46,243) (32.811) (34.462) (32,006) {37.003) (25,880)
{Construction Cost {$ 10°)* {125,877) (119,944) (123,963) (106,719} (92,382) {85,799) (99,193) {72,057)
Yeatly Production Difference (§ 10%) $ - (3.095.2) 2122.4) @45257)% (1,188.9) (3,246.5) 2556.2)i § (1,188.9)
Yearly Maintenance Difference (§ 16%) § - $ (300.0)} § 240.0)] § 240.0) § - 3 (22000 § (180.00} § -
Yearly Replacement Parts Cost Difference - After Year

10 (§ 109 $ - 5 (168.0)] $ (134.4)] § (134.4)1 § - $ (123.2)} § (100.8)! § -
Rate of Retumn (%) 8% 8% 8% 8% 8% 8% 8% 8%
Inlation (%) 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4%
Present Vaius of Maint. Cost Difference (@_LD_:’) $ - ($7.,258.49) 3 (5806.8) § 55068) § - ($5,322.89) 5 435511 8 -
Prasent Value of Repl. Parts Cost Difference (5 10°) $ - ($2,638.81) 5 IS (PR A)IR] - ($1.935.13) $ {15833)i § -
Total Present Value of CT Cost Including

Malntenance Differences (§ 10°) {125,877) {129.841) {131,880) (114,637) 92,382) (93,057) (105,131) (72,057)
Present Value of Production Difference (§ 10%) $0 ($74 889) (851.351) ($109,499) ($28,765) ($78.550) (361.848) ($28.765)
Total Present Value of CT Cost Including -

Production Difference Benefits {§ 10°) (125,877) ($204.731) ($183,232) ($224,136) ($121,147) ($171.606) {$166.979) {$100.822)

* The presented cost exludes common items such as CW pumps, makeup and blowdown systems, tower fill replacement, efc.
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The results of the cost sensitivity analysis are summarized in the tables below. Table
E2-3 contains the tower options ranked from lowest highest life cycle cost for a high
initial cost estimate. Table E2-4 does the same for a low initial cost estimate.

Table E2-3: Life Cycle Cost-Benefit Summary (800,000 gpm, High Initial Cost Estimate)

Cooling Tower Type

Design Cold Water

Overall Net Cost

Temperature Difference
(°F) (Net Present Value)
From The Lowest
Cost Option (10° $
per one EPR unit)
Option 1c (One Large Natural Draft Tower) 90 Lowest Cost
Option 2b (2 Rectangular Mechanical Draft Towers) 90 $33,461
Option 1b (Two Small Natural Draft Towers) 90 $34,680
Option 3b (3 Round Mechanical Draft Towers) 20 $44,146
Option 3a (4 Round Mechanical Draft Towers) 84 $68,055
Option 1a (Two Natural Draft Towers) 84 $68,120
Option 2a (3 Rectangular Mechanical Draft Towers) 84 $72,806
Option 4 (1 Large Mechanical Draft Tower) 84 $128,099

Table E2-4: Life Cycle Cost-Benefit Summary (800,000 gpm, Low Initial Cost Estimate)

Cooling Tower Type

Design Cold Water

Overall Net Cost

Temperature Difference
(°F) (Net Present Value)
From The Lowest
Cost Option (10° $
per one EPR unit)
Option 1c (One Large Natural Draft Tower) 90 Lowest Cost
Option 1b (Two Small Natural Draft Towers) 90 $20,325
Option 1a (Two Natural Draft Towers) 84 $25,055
Option 3b (3 Round Mechanical Draft Towers) 90 $66,157
Option 2b (2 Rectangular Mechanical Draft Towers) 90 $70,784
Option 3a (4 Round Mechanical Draft Towers) 84 $82,410
Option 2a (3 Rectangular Mechanical Draft Towers) 84 $103,909
Option 4 (1 Large Mechanical Draft Tower) 84 $123,314

For both the high-end and low-end cost estimate, the most cost-effective option remains
Option lc, the single large natural draft tower. The risk involved in this option
warrants evaluating the next leading candidate. For high-end cost, the next best choice
is Option 2b followed closely by Option 1b. For the low-end cost estimate, the next
best choice is Option 1b. Option 1b is the next leading option throughout most of the
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initial cost range, being edged out by Option 2b only at the highest cost estimate.
Therefore, the recommendation of Option 1b is mostly insensitive to cost variation.
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ATTACHMENT F

Bell Bend Cooling Tower Plant Siting
J

Each cooling tower option was placed at the Bell Bend site to determine if the tower footprint
could fit in the desired location. The options are reviewed below for their siting.

F1.0 Option 1, Two Natural Draft Towers

Figure F1-1 shows the layout of two natural draft towers at Bell Bend.
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Fig. F1-1: Placement of two natural draft cooling towers at Bell Bend.

As shown in Fig. F1-1, two natural draft towers, described in Option 1, are expected to
have no difficulties being constructed in the space available for cooling towers at the
Bell Bend site. No changes to the site layout are required to place the two towers.

F2.0 Option 2, Three Rectangular Mechanical Draft Towers

The placement of the towers for Option 2 is highly dependant on the prevailing wind
direction. The rectangular towers must sit such that the wind blows along the long side
of the towers. This will minimize the effects of recirculation. The prevailing winds,
determined from historical data [Ref. 5.15], blow from the south west.
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Figure F2-1 shows the layout of three mechanical draft towers at Bell Bend.
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Fig. F2-1: Placement of three rectangular mechanical draft cooling towers at Bell Bend.

As shown in Fig. F2-1, three rectangular mechanical draft towers cannot be placed with

the correct orientation at the Bell Bend site in the designated area. This eliminates
Option 2 as a viable choice for cooling towers at Bell Bend.
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F3.0 Option 3, Four Round Mechanical Draft Towers

Figure F3-1 shows the layout of four mechanical draft towers at Bell Bend.
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Flg F 3-1: Placement of four round mechanical draft cooling towers at Bell Bend.

As shown in Fig. F3-1, four round mechanical draft towers, described in Option 3, are
expected to have no difficulties being constructed in the space available for cooling
towers at the Bell Bend site. No changes to the site layout are required to place the
two towers.
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F4.0 Option 4, One Round Mechanical Draft Tower

Figure F4-1 shows the layout of one round mechanical draft towers at Bell Bend.
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Fig. F4-1: Placement of one round mechanical draft cooling towers at Bell Bend.

As shown in Fig. F4-1, one round mechanical draft towers, described in Option 3, are
expected to have no difficulties being constructed in the space available for cooling
towers at the Bell Bend site. No changes to the site layout are required to place the
two towers.
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