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Docket Nos. 50-325 March 11, 1983 L pY-PI-/FE
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Mr. E. E. Utley

Executive Vice President s s i
Carolina Power & Light Company LT R wea
P. 0. Box 1551

Raleigh, North Carolina 27602 &Y LCENS g

(ﬁo--m - e

Dear Mr. Utley: .

The Commission has issued the enclosed Amendment Kos. 54 and 79 to Facility
Operating License Nos. DPR-71 and DPR-62 for Brunswick Steam Electric Plant,

Units 1 and 2. The amendments consist of changes to the Licenses and Technical
Specifications in response to your applications dated April 21, 1981 and

February 19, 1982, and subsequent discussions between the NRC staff and your staff.
These changes have been discussed with and agreed to by members of your staff.

The amendments delete the license conditions and the Appendix B Environmental
Technical Specifications (ETS) which pertain to non-radiological water quality-
related requirements, as required by the Federal Water Pollution Control Act
Amendments of 1972,

Your basis for the requested deletion of water quality 1imits and monitoring
programs is that these aquatic requirements are now under the jurisdiction

of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) as established by the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972. Therefore, water quality conditions
in existing reactor operating licenses should be removed as a matter of law

where the licensee holds, as you do, an effective National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) permit.

We concur in the deletion of the aquatic requirements and will rely on the

NPDES permit system which is administered by EPA for regulation and protection
of the aquatic environment. However, the NRC staff still wishes to remain
informed about any changes in your NPDES permit and any violations of this
permit. Accordingly, as discussed with your staff, you have agreed to provide
NRC with a copy of any changes to the NPDES discharge permit and any permit
violations requiring notification to the permitting agency at the time this
information is reported to or received from the permitting agency. This informa-
tion is to be submitted to the appropriate Regional Administrator with a copy

to the Director, Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation.

Please confirm this commitment in writing within 30 days of receipt of this
letter.

We have determined that the deletion of these water quality requirements is

a ministerial action required as a matter of law and will not result in any
significant environmental impact. Having made this determination, we have
further concluded that the amendments involve an action which is insignificant
from the standpoint of environmental fmpact and pursuant to 10 CFR 51.5(d)(4)
that an environmental impact statement or negative declaration and environmental
impact appraisal need not be prepared in connection with the issuance of the
amendments.



Since the amendments apply only to deletion of water quality require-
ments, we have concluded that: (1) because the amendments do not involve
a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated, do not create the possibility of an accident of

a type different from any evaluated previously, and do not involve a
significant reduction in a margin of safety, the amendments do not
involve a signficiant hazards consideration, (2) there is reasonable
assurance that the health and safety of the public will not be endangered
by operation in the proposed manner, and (3) such activities will be con-
ducted in compliance with the Commission's regulations and the issuance
of the amendments will not be inimical to the common defense and security
or to the health and safety of the public.

A copy of the Notice of Issuance is also enclosed.

Sincerely,

A ore O

Domenic B. Vassallo, Chief .
Operating Reactors Branch #2
Division of Licensing

Enclosures:

1. Amendment No. 54 to DPR-71
2. Amendment No.79 to DPR-62
-3, Notice of Issuance

cc w/Enclosures
See next page
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~Hr. E. E. Utley ;
Carolina Power & Light Company

cc?

Richzrd E. Jones, Esguire
Carolina Power & Light Company
336 Feyetteville Street
Ra1eigh, North Carolina 27602

Beorce F. Trowbridge, Esouire
Shaw, Pittman, Potts & Trowbridge
1800 M Street, N. W.

Washington, D. C. 20036

Mr. Charles R. Dietz

Plant Manager

P. 0. Box 458

Southport, North Carolina 28461

Mr. Frenky Thomas, Chairman
Eoerd of Cormissioners

P. D. Box 249 .
Bolivia, North Carolina 28422

Mrs. Chrys Baggett

State Clearinghouse

Budget & Management

116 West Jones Street

Raleigh, North Carolina 27603

U. S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region IV Office

Regional Radiation Representative

345 Courtland Street, N. W.

Atlanta, Georgia 30308 _

Resident Inspector

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
P. 0. Box 1057

Southport, North Carolina 2846)

James P. D'Reilly

Regional Administrator, Region 11
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
101 ‘farietta Street, Suite 3100
Atlanta, Georgia 30303
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CAROLINA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
DOCKET NO. 50-325
BRUNSWICK STEAM ELECTRIC PLANT, UNIT 1
AMENDMENT TO FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE

Amendment No. 54
License No. DPR-71

1. The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (the Commission) has found that:

A. The applications for amendment by Carolina Power & Light Company
(the licensee) dated April 21, 1981 and February 19, 1982 comply
with the standards and requirements of the Atomic Energy Act of
1954, as amended (the Act) and the Commission’s rules and re-
gulations set-forth in 10 CPR\Chapter I;

B. The facility will operate in conformity with the appiication,
the provisions of the Act, and the rules and regulations of
the Commission;

C. There is reasonable assurance {1) that the activities authorized
by this amendment can be conducted without endangering the
health and safety of the public, and (ii) that such aétivities’
will be conducted in compliance with the Commission’s regulations;

D. The jssuance of this amendment will not be inimical to the
coETgn defgnse and security or to the health and safety of the
public; an

E. The issuance of this amendment 1s in accordance with 10 CFR Part
51 of the Commission's regulations and all applicable requirements
have been satisfied. e
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2. Accordingly, the license is amended by deleting paragraphs 2.E.2 and_’
2.E.b and by changes to the Technical Specifications as indicated in -
the attachment to this 1icense amendment. Paragraph 2.C.(2) of Facflity
Operating License No. DPR-71 15 hereby amended to read as follows:

2. Jechnical Specifications

The Technical Specifications contained in Appendices A and B, as
revised through Amendment No. 54, are hereby incorporated in the

license. The licensee shall operate the facility in accordance
with the Technical Specifications.

3. This license amendment is effective as of the date of its issuance.

FOR THE RUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

I Pernle—

Domenic B. Vassallo, Chief

Operating Reactors Branch #2
Division of Licensing

Attachment:
Changes to the
Technical Specifications

Date of Issuance: March 11, 1983
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ATTACHMENT TO LICENSE AMENDMENT NO. 54
FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE NO. DPR-71
DOCKET NO. 50-325

Replace the following pages of the Appendix B Technical Specifications with
the enclosed pages as indicated. The revised pages are identified by Amendment.
number and contain vertical lines indicating the area of change.

Remove Insert
tR ) ifi
2-1 2-1
2-2 -
2-3 -
2-4 -
2-5 -
2-6 2-6
2-15 2-15
2-15a -
2-16 2-16
4-1 4.7
4-2 -
4-3 -
4-4 -
4-5 -
4-5a -
5-4 5-4
5-5 5-5 .
5-5a -
5-5b -
5-6 5-6
5-7 5.7
6-1 6-1
6-2 -
6-3 -
6-4 -
6-5 -
6-6 -
6-7 -

Figure 3.3-1 . -
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ERUNSWICX STEAM TILICTRIC PLANT, TNITS 1 6 2
IXVIRONENTAL TECENICAL SPICITICATIONS

TABLE OF COXNT=TS

SEZCTCON

1.0 Defizitions

2.0 Exvizcomexczl Protecsion Conditions
. 2.2 Thermal~Deleted
° 2.2 Che=tcal-Deleted
2.3 Sydraulsie
2.4 Mezeozalogy
2.5 Raciocactive Disckasges

o

3.0 Sczvellla=ce Requisemexncs
3.1 Ther=zl -~ Deleted
3.2 Che=ical-Deleted
3.3 Bydraulis
3.4 Mezeozology
3.5 Radioactive Discharpes
Basges

4.0 Zovicozsensal Susvelllonce
4.1 Nonradiological Monitoring
4.2 Radislogizal I=virormental Monitorimg Progran

3.0 Ad=indigerazive CozzTols
6.0 Special Suzveillance gnd Study Accivicles~Deleted

6.1 Mzrsh Productiviry-Deleted

6.2 Dalazed .
6.3 Delstad :
6.4 Sal: Deposiczion Mondizpriag-Delete

Pigures

Amendment No. 54

2AGE NO.

1-1 to 1-3

2~1
2-1
2-1
2~-6
2-7
2-8 to 2-1l4a

2-1
2-1
2-1
2-6
2-7
2-8 to 2-14a |
2~15 =5 2-23

b=l
4=6 to 4-10

5-1 to 5-8

6-1




Amendment No.

Location of Radiologicsl Envirommental Monitoring Statisns
Location of Radioclogical Envirommental Monitoring Stations
Management Organization Chart

54



BSEP-1 & 2

2.0 ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION CONDITIONS 3.0 SURVEILLAMCE REQUIREMENIS

General: During & national power
emergency, regional emergency, reactor
emergency, whea the health, safety, or
velfare of the public may be endangered
by the inability of Carolina Power &
Light Company to supply electricity, the
protection lixmits provided in these en=
vironmental technical specifications
shall be inapplicable. During such
ezergencies, however, the protectiom
l4mits shall not be exceeded except as
is necessitated by the emergency.

Certain Environmental Protection
Conditions and Surveillance Require-
ments are specified in the effective
National Pollutant Discharge Elimina-
tion System (NPDES) permit issued by
the State of North Carolina, Department
of Natural Resources and Community
Development, Division of Environmental
Management. This agency 1s responsible
for regulation of matters involving
thermal discharges, chlorine, normal-
izer tank pH, and piezometric head.

2.1 THERMAL
Deleted 3.1 THERMAL
2.1.1 Maximum Temperature Rise . Deleted
Deleted 3.1.1 Maximum Temperature Rise
2.1.2 Rate of Change of Discharge Deleted
Temperature 3.1.2 Rate of Change of Discharge
Deleted Temperature
2.1.3 Heat Treatment of Circulating .. Deleted
Water System B 3.1.3 BHeat Treatment of Circulating
Deleted . Water System
2.2 CHEMICAL Deleted -
Deleted 3.2 CHEMICAL
2.2.1 Chlorine Deleted
Deleted ] 3.2.1 Chlorine
2.2.2 Other Chemicals Deleted
Deleted 3.2.2 Other Chemicals
2.2.3 Hydrogen Ion Deleted
Deleted 3.2.3 Hydrogen Ion
Deleted

Amendment ‘No. 54

NOTE: Pages 2-2 through 2-5 have been deleted.
' 2-1




BSEP-1 & 2 '
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2.0 ENVIRONRMENTAL PROTECTION CONDITIONS

3.0 SURVEILLAMCE REQUIREMENTS

-
p13
s~dni

| &=

2.3 EYDRAULIC

2.3.1 VWater level in the Discharge Canal

-

Objective: To minimize impact
of the discharge canal on the local
° groundwater supply.

Specification: Water level in
the discharge canal shall normally
be maintained between 4+3.5 feet msl
and +5.5 feet msl at the discharge
weir, These limits may be exceeded
as required either for plant
maintenance or as a result of
patural conditions such as heavy
rainfall which is beyond the control
of plant personnel. .

3.2 Piezopetcic Head
Deleted

Amendment No. 5%

2-6

3.3 HBYDRAULIC

3.3.1 Water level in the Discharge
Canal

Specification: Water level
in the discharge canal near the
plant shall be monitored daily.

3.3.2 piezomerzic Head  °
t
Deleted
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Specifications 2.3.1 and 3.3.1 raintain the discharge canal water level within

3 range that will zinimize the potential f£ér upwelling and downwelling effects
on the aquifer.

Specification 2.4 provides the meteorological parameters which are measured ac

che plant will provide the informarion necessary to estimate potential radiation

"+ doses to the public from routine or accidental releases of radioactive zaterials

to the atzosphere and ceet the requirements of subparagraph 50.36a (a) (2) of
10CZR Par:c 50 and Appendices D and 7 to 10CFR 50.

RADIOACTIVE DISCHARGES

LIOUID WASTE EITFLUENIS - The release of radicactive material ia liquid eflluents to
unrescricced areas shall not exceed the concentration lisits specified ia 16 CIR 2arc
20 and should be as low as practicable in accordance wizh the requirezents of 10 CIR
Part 50.35a. These specificaticns provide reascnable assurance that the resulting
annual dose to the total body or any organ of an individual in an unrestzicted area
vill not exceed 5 mrem. Ac the same time, these specifications permir the flexibility
of operation, compatidle with consideraticns of heal:th and safety, to assure that the
public is provided a dependable source of power under unusual operatiag conditions
vhich may temporarily cesult in releases higher than the desizn objective levels but
stil) within the conceatration limits specified in 10 CFR Parz 20. It is expected
that by using this ope:a:iéhal £lexibility under uanusual operatiag conditions, and
exerting every effozt to keep levels of radicactive matezial {a liquid wasces as low
as practicable, the annual releases will aot exceed a small fraction of the concentra-
tion limits specified 4in 10 CFR Part 20,

The design cbjectives have been developed based on operacing experience, taking
into account a combination cf variables {ncluding defective fuel, primary system

leakage, znd the performance of the various waste t-eat=ent systams, and are

consistent with Appendix I to 10 CFR Part 50.

Amendment No. 54
nmen.'o 2-16



BASES:

2-15

NOTE: Page 2-15a has been deleted.
Amendment No. 94




d c. 1 ords of changes as described © - Section 5.4.2.c(l). + 'a
and (2). ~

'l

S.4.1.2 A separzte znnual environmental radieclogical report
covering the previous 12 months of operation shall
be submizzed within 90 days after Januxry 1 of each
year. The first such report shall be submitted for
the 12-nonth calendar period during which.inftdal
exiticality 4is achieved. Data not available for

- inclusion in the raport will be submitted as soon as

Amendment No. 54



4.0 Environmental Monitoring

4.1 Nonradiological Monitoring

The nonradiological biological monitoring requirements are specified in
the effective National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
permit issued by the State of North Carolina, Department of Natural
Resources and Community Development, Division of Environmental Manage-
ment. This agency is responsible for regulation of matters involving

water quality and aquatic biota.

NOTE: Pages 4-2 through 4-5a have been deleted.

4-1

Amendment No. 54.




poa¥ible in a supplementary report: The report shall
include the following:

)

4,
.

.
.,

a. Summary records of monitoring requirements surveys

and samples.

b. Analysis of enviroomental data.

5.4,2 Non=Routine Reports

a:; Radiological Reports

Violations of an Environmental Technical Specification,
including unplanned release of radioactive materials of
significant quantities from the site shall be reported
to the Director of the appropriate regional office (copy
to the Director of Nuclear Reactor Regulation) within

14 days of an envirommental event. The written report
shall (a) describe, analyze, and evaluvate the event,
including extent and magnitude of the impact; (b) de-
scribe the cause of the event; and (c) indicate the
corrective actien (including any significant changes
made in procedures) taken to preclude repetition of

the event and to prevent similar events involving similar
components Oor systems. The envirommental protectian
conditions for radiplogical dischérges are described in
Section 2.5,

5=3

Anmendment No. -54




The radiological environmental monitoring 1s

described in Section 4.2,

Anelyses of environmentsl sexples which exceed the

larger of either the contzol station value (Table 4.2-5)

or the zdnimuﬁ detection lizit by a factor of 10 or more
for that same sample type 2nd time per@od will be {den-
tified and if determined to be attributable to the opera-
tion of the Brunswick Plent, 2 written report shall be sudb-
nitted to Director of the 2ppropriate regional office

(copy to the Director of XNuclear Reactor Regulation) within
30 days after confirmation.* The test for exceeding the
guide value will be 2 T test at 99.52 confidence. The

test will be considered positive when:

A

- 2 2
x:t (1:c 10) > Tgg. 52 "oi + o, {100)

where:

TQQ.SZ = 1 tail T test (2.2414)

e .
‘; ) : * .

X1 = value obtained at station i

xc = either value obtained at control station or
ninimum detection limit (mdl), whichever is
larger. )

o1 = gtandzrd deviation of station 1 value

. 0. " standard deviation of control station

*A copfitmatory reanalysis of the original, 2 duplicate or a nev sample may be
— desirable, as appropriate. The Tesults of the confitmatory anzlysis shall be .

TE completed at the earliest time consistent with the mmalysis, but in any case
oo thin 30 days. If the high wvalue is rezl, the report to the NRC shali be sud-
zitted.
5-6

Amendment ho. 54



é.

1f milk samples collected over & celendar quarter show
2verege 1-131 concentrations of 4.8 picocuries per liter

or greater and the increase is determined to be zttribu-
tzble to the operation of the Brimswick Plant, & written
report shall be submitted to the Director of the appro-
priate regional office (copy to the Director of Kuclear
Reactor Reguletion) within 30 deys, and should include an
evaluation of gay release conditions, environmental

factors, or other aspects necessary to explain the anoma-

lous results.

c. Misecellsnesus Reports

)

R A
:p&:é&?

(2)

Amendment No. 54

When a change to the plant design, to the plant
operation, or to the procedures described in
Section 5.3 is planned which would have a signi-
ficant adverse radiological effect on the environ-
ment as determined by the Plant Manager or which
involves a significant radiological envirommental
matter or question not previously reviewed and
evaluatgd by the NRC, a report on the change shall
be submitted to the NRC for information prior to
implementation. The report shall include descrip-
tion and evaluation of the impact of the change.

Request for changes in Environmental Technieal
Specifications shall be submitted to the Director
of Nuclear Reactor Regulation, RRC, for prior
revievw and authorization. The request shall in-
clude an evaluarion of the impact of tye change.

5=17



6.0

6.1

6.2

6.3

6.4

(Deleted)

(Deleted)

(Deleted)

(Deleted)

(Deleted)

Amendment No.. 54

61
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CAROLINA POYER & LIGHT COMPARY
DOCKET %0. 50-324

BRUNSWICK STEAM ELECTRIC PLANT, UNIT 2
AMENDMENT TO FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE

Anendment No. 79
License No. DPR-62

1. The Nucleer Reguiatory Commission (the Commission) has found that:

A. The applications for amendment by Carolina Power & Light Company
(the 1icensee) dated April 21, 1981 and February 19, 1982 comply
with the standards and requirements of the Atomic Energy Act of
1954, as amended (the Act) and the Commission's rules and re-
gulations set forth in 10 CFR Chapter I;

.

B. The fecility will operate in conformity with the application,
the provisions of the Act, and the rules and regulations of the
Commission;

C. There is reasonable assurance (i) that the activities auvthorized
by this zmendnent cen be conducted without endangering the health
and sefety of the public, and (ii) that such activities will be
conducted in compliance w1th the Commission's regulations;

D. The issuance of this amendment will not be inimical to the common
defense and security or to the health and safety of the public;
and

E. The issuance of this a2mendment is in accordance with 10 CFR Part
51 of the Commission's regulations and all applicable requirements
have been satisfied.



2. Accordingly, the license is amended by deleting paragraphs 2.D.a, b, and
¢ and by changes to the Technical Specifications as indicated in the
attachment to this license amendment. Paragraph 2.C.(2) of Facility
Operating License No. DPR-62 1s hereby amended to read as follows:
(2) Technical Specifications

The Technical Specifications contained in Appendices A and B, as
revised through Amendment No. 79, are hereby incorporated in the
license. The licensee shall operate the facility in accordance
with the Technical Specifications.

3. This license amendment is effective as of the date of its issuance.

. zzzz;;;;;EfbgAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
Domenic B. Vassallo, Chief
Operating Reactors Branch #2
Division of Licensing
Attachment: ’

Changes to the
Technical Specifications

Date of Issuance: March 11, 1983
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ATTACHMENT TO LICENSE AMENDMENT NO. 79
FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE NO. DPR-62

DOCKET NO. 50-324

Replace the following pages of the Appendix B Technical Specifications with
the enclosed pages as indicated. The revised pages are identified by Amendment
number and contain vertical lines indicating the area of change.

Remove Insert
]
iif jii
2-1 2-1
2-2 -
2-3 -
2-4 -
2-5 -
2-6 2-6
2-15 2-15
2-152 . -
2-16 2-16
4-1 4-1
4-2 -
4.3 -
4-4 -
-5a -
- 5-4 .
- 5-5
-5a
-5b

mmm'mmmmt.nmmmmm&&
NONBAWN— SOOI

Figure 3.3-1 -
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ERUNSWICK STEAM ILICZ2IC PLANT, XIS 1 & 2

INVIRONMENTAL TECENICAL SPECITICATIONS

TABLE OF COXTI=NTS

SZCTZON
1.0 Defizisions ’
2.0 docomental Protection Conditions

2.1 Ther=al-Deleted

2.2 Che=ical-Deleted

2.3 Egdzaulie

2.4 Metestology

2.5 Racipactive Dischacges ;

Se=veillance Requirexencs
3.1 Ther=al ~ Deleted

3.2 Chemical-Deleted

3.3. Erd‘.'au.".i:

3.4 Mezeorology

3.5 Radigactive Discharges
Bases

2aviso=menc2) Susvedlllance
4.1 Nonradiological Monitoring )
4.2 232iologiszal Imvisorcmemsal Momdiorizg 2oogTan

Afmidnd gerarive Conznsuls

Specizl Susveillznce and Study Accivitlies~Deleted
6.1 Mzrsh Productivity-Deleted
6.2 Deleced

6.3 Deiered
6.4 Salz Deposision Monditzorinmg-Deleted

i’igtzes . -

Amendment No. 79

2AGZ NRO.

1=l 2o 1=-3

2-1
2-1
2-1
2-6
2-7
2-8 to 2~-l4a

2-1
2-1
2-1
2-6
2-7
2-8 to 2-14a |
2-15 =0 2~23

b}
4-6 to 4-10

5-1 to 5-8

6-1
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Docket Nos. 50-324 | -7%.
and 50-325 NL-75-32%

Carolina Power and Light Company
ATTN: Mr. J. A. Jones
Senior Vice President
336 Fayetteville Street
Raleigh, North Carolina 27602

Gentlemen:

ISSUANCE OF AMENDMENTS TO FACILITY OPERATING LICENSES FOR BRUNSWICK STEAM
ELECTRIC PLANT, UNITS NOS. 1 AND 2 (DPR-71 AND DPR-62)

The Commission has issued the enclosed Amendments No. 42 and No. 17 to
Facility Operating Licenses DPR-71 (Unit No. 2) and DPR-62 (Unit No. 1)
for the Brunswick Steam Electric Plant. These amendments constitute our
action to modify the operating licenses by changing the present cooling
tower installation date from January 1, 1979 to that date established as
a result of a final determination by the Regional Adm1n1strator of the
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency.

We have prepared an environmental impact appraisal supporting this action
and a copy is enclosed for your information.

Also inclosed is a copy of the notice of issuance and negative declaration
regarding these amendments.

Sincerely,

H ' :7
] Tl e el
Ronald L. Ballard, Chief
Environmental Projects Branch 1

Division of Site Safety
and Environmental Analysis

Enclosures:

1. Amendment No. 17 to DPR-71

2. Amendment No. 42 to DPR-62

3. Environmental Impact Appraisal

4. Notice of Issuance and Negative Declaration

cc w/encls: See next page



Carolina Power and Light Company

cc:
George F. Trowbridge, Esquire
Shaw, Pittman, Potts & Trowbridge
1800 M Street, N. W. '
Washington, D. C. 20036

John J. Burney, Jr., Esquire
Burney, Burney, Sperry & Barefoot
110 North Fifth Avenue
Wilmington, North Carolina 28401

. Mr. Steve Oarnam

Board of County Commissioners
Bruswick County, Rt. 1, Box 332
Supply, North Carolina 28462

- Office of Intergovernmental Relations
116 West Jones Street
Raleigh, North Carolina 27602

Mr. Richard E. Jones, Esuuire
Carolina Power & Light Company
336 Fayetteville Street

Raleign, North Carolina 27602

Herbert P. Scott

Counsel for Project Environment
Prickeet and Scott

P. 0. Box 867

7 South Fifth Avenue
Witmington, North Carolina 28401

Regional Administrator

U. S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region IV Office

345 Courtland Street, NE

Atlanta, Georgia 30308

DEC 15 1978



UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555

CAROLINA POHER AND LIGHT COMPANY
DOCKET NO. 50-324
BRUNSWICK STEAM ELECTRIC PLANT, UNIT NO. 2
AMENDMENT TO FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE

Amendment No. 42
License No. DPR-62

1. The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (the Commission) has found that:

A. The application for amendment by Carolina Power and Light-
Company (the Licensee) dated March 4, 1977, complies with the
standards and requirements of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954,
as amended (the Act) and the Commission's rules and regulations
set forth in 10 CFR Chapter I;

B. The facility will operate in conformity with the application,
‘the provisions of the Act, and the rules and regulations of
the Commission; :

C.. There is reasonable assurance (i) that the activities au-
thorized by this amendment can be conducted without endanger-
ing the health and safety of the public, and (ii) that such
activities will be conducted in compliance with the Commission's
regulations;

D. The issuance of this amendment will not be inimical to the
common defense and security or to the health and safety of
the public; and

E. The issuance of this amendment is in accordance with 10 CFR
Part 51 of the Commission's regulations and all applicable
requirements have been satisfied.

2. Accordingly, the license is amended by changes to Paragraph 2.D.c.
of Facility Operating License No. DPR-62 as follows:
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"c. The Ticensee shall -comply with all the terms, provisions,
and conditions of the "Stipulation by Applicant, Intervenor
and NRC Regulatory Staff" dated July 8, 1974 (hereafter "the
Stipulation"), required to be performed by the licensee, in-
cluding, but not 1imited to, any conditions expressly noted
in a. above. Provided, however, that the installation date
for cooling towers as set forth in Paragraph 3 of the Stipu-
lation of May 1, 1978 is hereby deleted and the installation
date will be that date established as a result of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency's adjudicatory hearing proceeding on
the facility's Section 402 Federal Hater Pollution Control
Act permit.”

3. This license amendment is effective as of the date of its issuance.

FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

Fia [, T

Yoss A. Moore, Assistant Director
for Environmental Projects
Division of Site Safety
and Environmental Analysis

Date of Issuance
DEC 15 1978
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CAROLINA -POMER AND LIGHT COMPANY
DOCKET NO. 50-325
BRUNSWICK STEAM ELECTRIC PLANT, UNIT NO. 1
AMENDMENT TO FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE

Amendment No. 17
License No. DPR-71

1. The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (the -Conmission) has found that:

A.

E.

The application for amendment by Carolina Power and Light
Company (the Licensee) dated March 4, 1977, complies with the
standards and requirements of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954,

as amended (the Act) and the Commission's rules and regulations
set forth in 10 CFR Chapter I;

The facility will opérate in conformity with the application,
the provisions of the Act, and the rules and regulations of
the Commission;

There is reasonable assurance (i) that the activities au-
thorized by this amendment can be conducted without endanger-
ing the health and safety of the public, and (ii) that such
activities will be conducted in compliance with the Commission's
regulations;

The issuance of this amendment will not be inimical to the
common defense and security or .to the health and safety of
the public; and

The issuance of this amendment is in accordance with 10 CFR
Part 51 of the Commission's regulations and all applicable
requirements have been satisfied.

2. Accordingly, the license is amended by changes to Paragraph 2.E.b
of Facility Operating License No. DPR-71 as follows:
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"b. The 1icensee shall comply with all the terms, provisions,
and conditions of the "Stipulation by Applicant, Intervenor
and NRC Regulatory Staff" dated July 8, 1974 (hereafter "the
Stipulation"), required to be performed by the licensee, in-
cluding, but not Timited to, any conditions expressly noted
in a. above. Provided, however, that the installation date
for cooling towers as set forth in Paragraph 3 of the Stipu-
lation of May 1, 1978 is hereby deleted and.the installation
date will be that date established as a result of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency's adjudicatory hearing proceeding on
the facility's Section 402 Federal Water Pollution Control
Act permit."

3. This 1license amendment is effective as of the date of its issuance.

FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

Voss A. Moore, Assistant Director
for Environmental Projects
Division of Site Safety
and Environmental Analysis

Date of Issuance
DEC 15 1978
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UNITED STATES NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
BRUNSWICK STEAM ELECTRIC PLANT
DOCKET NOS. -50-325 AND 50-324
CAROLINA POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY

NOTICE OF ISSUANCE OF AMENDMENTS TO FACILITY
OPERATING LICENSES
AND NEGATIVE DECLARATION

The U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (the Commission) has <issued
Amendment No. 42 to Facility Operating License No. DPR;GZ-and Amendment
No. 37 to DPR—71_issued to Carolina Power and Light Compény, which
revised the licenses for operation of the Brunswick Steam Electric Plant,
Unit Nos. 1 and 2 located. in Brunsﬁﬁck County, North Carolina. The
_ amendments are effective as of the date of isguénce. |

The amendments delete the installation date of January 1, 1979
for cooling tower completion and require instead that the date be that es-
tablished by the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency in its adjudicatory
hearing proceeding on- the faci]ity'5<5ectiog 402 Federal Water Pollution
Control Act permit. ‘

The application for the amendments complies with the standards andv
requirements of the Atomic Energy Act 6f 1954, as amended (the Act), an&
the Commission's rules and -regulations. The Commission has made appro-
priate findings as required by the Act-and the Commissjon‘s rules and
regulations in 10 CFR Chapter I, which are set forth in the license
amendment. Notice of Proposed Issuance of Amendment to Facility

Operating Licenses in connection with this action was published in
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the FEDERAL REGISTER on November 10, 1977 (42 FR 58582). ﬁo.rgquest
for a hearing or petition fo} leave to intervene was filed following
notice of the proposed action.

The Commission has prepared an environmentai impact appraisal for
the amended licenses and has concluded that an environmental impact
statement for this particular action is not warranted because (1) It is
appropriate to defer to decisions to be made by EPA as to the choice and
installation date of the cooling system and (2) the results of this appraisal
have not altered the fundamental conclusions of the FES.

For further details with respect to this action, see (1) the
application for amendment dated March 4, 1977, (2) Amendment No. 42
to License No. DPR-62, (3) Amendment No.317 to License No. DPR-71; and
(4) Fhe Commission's Environmental.lmpact Appraisal. All of these items
are available ‘for public inspection at the Commission's Public Document
Room, 1717 H Street, N. W., Washington, D. C. and at the Southport-
Brunswick County Library, 109 W. Moore Street, Southport, North Carolina
28461. A copy of items (2), (3) and (4) may be obtained upon request
addressed to the U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Washington, D. C.
20555, Attention: Director, Division of Site Safety and.EnvironmentaI
Analysis.

Dated at Bethesda, Maryland this /5‘aday OfO&Ch»M /7978

FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

lczzaﬁ?ﬁ7 1}255222>£e-
ﬁififjjjilgg‘Iard. Chie

Environmental Projects Branch 1
Division of Site Safety
and Environmental Analysis
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WASHINGTON, D. C, 20555

ENVIRONMEMTAL IMPACT APPRAISAL

BY THE DIVISION OF SITE SAFETY AND ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

SUPPORTING AN AMENDMENT TO THE FACILITY OPERATING LICENSES
REGARDING COOLING TOWER IMPLEMENTATION

BRUNSWICK STEAM ELECTRIC PLANT UNIT NO. 1 AND 2 (DPR-71 AND DPR-62)

CAROLINA POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY
DOCKET NOS. 50-325 AND 50-324

Description of Proposed Action

A request has been made by Carolina Power and Light Company (CP&L} to
amend the licenses for the Brunswick Steam Electric Plant-Units 1 and

. As described in CP&L's letter® of March 4, 1977, "[tlhe basic thrust
of the requested amendments is to eliminate the requirement to construct
cooling towers and to terminate NRC's independent assertion of jurisdic-
tion over compliance with the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
?YStim (NPDES) permit issued by the Envirommental Protection Agency .
EPA)." o

The NRC's previous action on CP&L's request has been the noticing2 of
opportunity for hearing on the proposed issuance of amendments which

would modify or delete the requirement to instail cooling towers. Further,
the notice indicated the possible consideration by the Commission of
alternatives (to CP&L's proposed amendment) consistent with the objective
of reconciling the operating licenses with the NPDES permit. No requests
for a hearing were received in response to the Federal Register notice.

The issuance of a modified NPDES permit is still pending the final decision
in the EPA adjudicatory proceeding. The Regional Administrator (RA) -
issued an Initial Decision which was subsequently remanded to him by

the EPA Administrator. The RA has supplemented the.decision in response
to the remand. While it is uncertain as to when the EPA Administrator
will reach a final decision, it is certain that CP&L cannot meet the
“installation date" of January 1, 1979 as presently required by the
NRC-issued licenses. From any date that construction might recommence,

a period of 33 to 36 months has been estimated by CP&L for completion

of cooling towers.
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Based on the statutory mandate of the Federal Water Pollution Control
Act (FWPCA) Amendments of 1972, Section 511(c)(2), NRC cannot impose
cooling system requirements for protection of water quality and aquatic
biota other than any effluent limitation issued by EPA pursuant to the
FWPCA. Furthermore, should EPA finally require cooling towers, the

NRC could not impose a compliance deadline different from that set by

EPA.

We have determined that action on CP&L's request to eliminate the license
condition which requires cooling towers at Brunswick should be deferred.
NRC could not delete the Ticense condition without performing a supple-
mental NEPA review, including the assessment of impacts. That assessment
would be based on staff review and evaluation of the same information
available to the EPA. Therefore, the staff has decided to use, insofar
as possible, EPA's assessment as input to any reassessment of the NEPA
cost-benefit balance. Any present action to delete the cooling tower
requirement would be unsupportable in view of the NRC's (AEC) analysis
which supported the imposition of the closed-cycle cooling requirement
and EPA's assessment which presently supports the need for reduced flow
equivalent to the use of closed-cycle cooling towers.

A second action considered by the staff is whether. to amend the licenses
to delete or modify the cooling towers installation date. The only

"~ alternative to this action is withdrawal of the licenses (i.e., plant

- shutdown); the NRC is precluded from reviewing other options since the
NPDES permit sets no additional Timitation on interim operation with
once-through cooling. We find that the factors which favored construction
of the plant and operation with once-through cooling for the initial.
three year period also favor continued operation for certain arbitrary
periods when compared with the alternative of closing down the plant.
The environmental costs are those considered_in the FES and the EPA
hearing. While these costs entail risks for the long-term well-being
of the Cape Fear Estuary, the benefits of electrical generation favor
continued operation in the short-term.

The EPA Regional Adminjstrator's Initial Decision supports a finding
that adverse impacts are being incurred with the once-through cooling
system and that flow reduction should be implemented at the earliest
possible date. However, the presently effective Permit provision allows
discharge of once-through cooling water until a date set by the RA as

a result of his final determination. :

Having found that withdrawal of the licenses is not cost beneficial
and since the NRC.cannot- impose a different compliance date than that
set by the EPA, we conclude that the appropriate action is to modify
the January 1, 1979 "installation date." Facility Operating Licenses
DPR;?}](Unit No. 1) and DPR-62 (Unit No. 2) should be amended to read
as follows: :
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"The licensee shall comply with.all the terms, provisions,
and conditions of the "Stipulation by Applicant, Intervenor
and AEC Regulatory Staff" dated July 8, 1974 (hereafter "the
Stipulation"), required to be performed by the licensee, inciuding,
but not limited to any conditions -expressly noted in a. above.
Provided, however, that the installation date for cooling towers
as set forth in Paragraph 3 of the Stipulation of May 1, 1978 is
hereby deleted and the installation date will be that date established
as a result of the Envirommental Protection Agency's Adjudicatory
Hearing proceeding on the fadlity's Section 402 Federal Water
Pollution Control Act permit."

Background

An operating license (DPR-62) for Brunswick Unit 2 (the first of the

two units to be placed in operation) was issued December 27, 1974. The
1license incorporated, by reference, a stipulation aareement entered

into by CP&L, the Intervenor (Project Enviromment) and the AEC Regulatory
staff (now the NRC) on July 8, 1974.% . Paragraph 3 of the “stipulation”
states that:

"Applicant will proceed with engineering and procurement activities
and with construction of cooling towers on a schedule consistent
with the completion of installation of cooling towers (exclusive

- of their connection to the cooling systems) not later than
May 1, 1978 (“installation date")." .

The NPDES permit,“ issued by EPA-Region IV on December 31, 1974, was
consistent with the Unit 2 Operating License in requiring cooling towers
at the Brunswick plant by May 1, 1978. CP&L requested and was granted

a hearing by EPA on March 19, 1975. On March 12, 1976, CP&L~pet'itioned5
for a declaratory order by EPA confirming that the compliance date in
the permit was within the scope of the contested issues and, therefore,
stayed under 40 CFR § 125.35 (d)(2). The EPA Administrative Law Judge
so found and issued an order® which granted a stay in the compliance
schedule for construction of cooling towers conditioned upon CP&L obtain-
ing written concurrence for such stay from the NRC.

The NRC staff conducted an Envirommental Appraisal of the possible delay
in cooling tower construction and determined that operation of the plant -
with once-through cooling until January 1, 1979 would be equivalent

to three years operation of both units at design flow, and so would

be acceptable. Bases for this finding were the FES analysis, the delayed
start-up of Unit 2, and reduced volume of cooling water passed through

the plant. Subsequently, the licenses for both Units 1 and 2 were amended?
to incorporate the revised “installation date" of January 1, 1979 or

that date set by EPA, whichever came first.
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Parties to the EPA adjudicatory proceeding entered into a stipulated
agreement®_on June 8, 1976 which included:

1. modification of the NPDES permit as issued on
December 31, 1974, and

2. identification of the ultimate issues to be determined
in the proceeding.

A subsequent stipu’lation,g approved by the RA on June 22, 1976, added
thermal effiuent 1imitations for periods of once-through cooling opera-
tion. The "stipulated NPDES permit" is that set forth by these two
agreements. .

Part I.A. of the stipulated permit would authorize once-through cooling
discharge (outfall serial numbers 001 and 002) with a termination date

“to be developed as a result of redetermination by the Regional Adminis-
trator pursuant to 40 CFR 125.36" and would authorize discharge of cooling
system blowdown (outfall serial number 003) with a beainning date “to

be developed as a result of redetermination by the Regional Administrator
pursuant to 40 CFR 125.36 if closed cycle cooling is ultimately required.”
Part I.B.1.b. reiterates the compliance schedule.

Part I1I.E provides for the possible modification.of the permit to allow
for seasonal operation in a once-through mode. This provision had also
been included in the original NPDES permit issued on December 31, 1974.
The stipulated issues to be resolved in the EPA adjudicatory proceeding
were: :

1. UWhether the NPDES permit should defer determination pursuant
to Section 316(b) and the imposition of Section 316(b) require-
ments until December 1977 (or such later date as may be
appropriate).

2. -Whether the closed-cycle cooling requirement in ‘the :December 31,
1974, NPDES permit is justified under Section 316(b).

3. Whether the December 31, 1974, NPDES permit should provide for
a deferred determination pursuant to Section 316(a) and suspend
implementation of closed cycle cooling requirements until
December 1977 (or such later date as may be appropriate).

4. VWhether an alternative Section 316(a) thermal effluent 1imita-
tion allowing open-cycle cooling is presently reguired,
considering existing data and the 1ow potential thermal impact
of the plant.
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5. Whether the heat treatment should be permitted to go to the
intake canal.

6. -Legal issues referred to the Office of General Counsel for
resolution pursuant to 40 CFR 125.36 (m).

As part of the adjudicatory proceeding, an EPA hearing was held during
the period June 2-16, 1976 and the transcript was certifiedOby the
Administrative Law Judge on September 24, 1976. The interim “stipulated
NPDES permit"™ was issued on March 25, 1977. Because the record was
insufficient on the fifth issue {i.e., the heat treatment discharge),

on August 17, 1977, the Acting RA served all parties to the hearing

with a Request for Information on that issue. By letter dated September
7, 1977, CP&L withdrew the request for approval of the heat treatment
discharge and entered a request that the hearing be reopened to review

~data which had been collected since the June 1976 hearing.31

The RA issued his Initial Decision {ID)}2 on. November 7, 1977, which denied
CP&L's request to reopen the hearing and ordered “,..the issuance of

a new permit restricting capacity or flow of the intake to the absolute
minimum levels consistent with the safe operation of the plant ...Further,
the new permit shall include a compliance schedule which will ensure
thatggh;?)reduction is implemented at the.earliest possible date.” (ID,
pp. JU-Jl}.

The following are findings presented in the RA's .Initial Decision in
support of his order:

®...entrainment and impingement at Brunswick is a significant
. adverse environmental impact which must be minimized as quickly
as possible in order to protect and preserve the Estuary
(§gosyst§g)with its many valuable species of fish and shellfish."
L] p. 1 3

“The record is clear that the location of Brunswick's intake
?tructure ?oes not comply with the requirements of Section 316(b)."
ID. p. 54).

The evidence in the record indicates that the design of the

Brunswick intake structure is not the best technology available

to minimize the adverse environmental impacts occurring as a -
result of operation of the plant with its current once-through

cooling system.” (ID. p. 57).

“"The capacity of the plant with operation of a once-through cooling
system dis not the best technology available to minimize adverse
environmental impact at that site." (1D. p. 61).

- - mew e v . - —y o .- .. . -
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"...the cost of significantly reducing the capacity of Brunswick's
cooling water intake structure...is not wholly disproportionate to a
96% reduction in the severe adverse environmental. impacts of the
plant.” (ID. p. 69).

"The evidence indicates that withdrawals of water from the Estuary in
that amount [2,000,000,000 gallions of water per dayl* will cause a
decrease in indigenous species, loss of critical aquatic organisms
which are important elements in the food web, a reduction in fish
population composition, with a resulting decrease in commercial and
sport fisheries, along a significant portion of the Eastern seaboard.
Theregore, CP&L is not entitled to a Section 316(a) variance.” (ID.
p. 71).

"...the only currently feasible alternative at Brunswick to alle-

viate current and future adverse environmental impacts is to

?everer r?strict the flow of water (capacity) through the plant.®
ID. p. 73).

“In considering CP&L's current request for further delays for
studies, the record contains overwhelming evidence which indicates
that a two-year delay is unjustified." (ID.-p. 77-78).

"The record establishes that two more years of study would not
alter the ultimate conclusion that the operation of Brunswick
with its once-through cooling system is having an adverse
environmental impact on the Estuary, therefore, the Section 316
determinations must not be deferred. CP&L is not precluded,
however, from conducting studies it deems necessary to make a
demonstration regarding seasonal operation of its once-through
system.” (ID. p. 86).

“...the permit to be developed as a result of this redeter-
- mination should not include references to specific cooling
technologies, but rather should be confined to limitations
?n those~t§chnica1 parameters authorized by the statute."
ID. p. 87).

On December 1, 1977, CP&L petitioned the EPA Administrator for review?3
of the RA's Initial Decision and of the General Counsel's Decision,
requesting (1) summary reversal of the Initial Decision and issuance
of CP&L's Proposed Findings, or, alternatively, (2) reopening of the
record and review of the Initial Decision based on the supplemented
record, or (3) granting of appeal to review the present record. Other
parties to the proceeding (i.e., the Department of Natural Resources
and Community Development of the State of North Carolina, and the

-

*Information added for clarification.



Commission Staff of the Utilities Commission of the State of North
Carolina) also filed petitions for review of the Initial Decision. The
"Public Staff" of the Utilities Commission of the State of North Carolina
requested recognition as an additional party and entered a petition for
review of the Initial Decision. On January 27, 1978, additional petitions
for leave to intervene were filed by Brunswick County, North Carolina and
by the City of Southport, North Carolina.

On February. 20, 1978, ‘the EPA Administrator remanded the Brunswick casel
to the RA with instructions to revise the Initial Decision to comply with
40 CFR 125.36(1)(2). Specifically, the Administrator found that the RA, in
his initial decision, had not addressed all issues of fact or discretion
submitted by the parties in their proposed findings and conclusion.
Further, the RA was requested to describe, in his revised decision, (1) the
ex1st1hg data presented by CP&L, (2) data tendered by CP&L in support of
its request to reopen the hearing, and (3) data proposed to be collected by
CP&L uring the remainder of its study. Finally the Administrator admitted
the /Public Staff" as an additional party and authorized Brunswick County
and/the City of Southport to participate as amici curiae.

On March 20, 1978, the RA pet'ltmned15 the Administrator to reconsider

or clarify his remand of the Initial Decision on the bases: that "all
issues of fact" means all “"material " issues of fact relevant to the
questions of whether an NPDES permit should be issued, denied, or modified;
that the material and legal issues to be determined as a resu1t of the
hearing were defined in the stipulation entered into by the parties; that
the Initial Decision adequately discusses these and that if issues of fact
relative to the determination have not been adequately addressed, those
issues should be specified by the Administrator.

CP&L wrote to NRC, on May 16, 1978, reiterating their request for amend-
ment of license or waiver of enforcement of the installation date.l®

NRC responded on August 2, 1978, requesting from CP&L information -on
mitigative alternatives w1th focus on those alternatives which could
be implemented { January 1, 1979 and serve in the interim period until
the EPA decision.?

By letters of June 14, August 2, August 3, and August 16, 1978 CP&L
proposed alternatives to closed-cycle cooling for consideration by EPA as
a settiement of the pend1ng issues before the EPA Administrator. EPA
requested technical review of the proposed alternatives by other Federal
agenc1es.18 NRC notified EPA by letter dated August 24, 1978 that the
information available did not revise NRC s original pos1t1on that closed-
cycle operation is the preferred mode.}?




-8 -

By letter dated August 28, 1978, CP&L responded to NRC's request for
information, 19 reiterating its view that the NRC had no authority to
impose interim mitigative measures and further indicated that the
measures which CP&L had studied would require three years for full
implementation. In CP&L's opinion, any interim measures required by
the NRC would constitute a more restrictive effluent Timitation than
required by the existing NPDES permit.20

The RA provided?! the Administrator with a decision in response to the
remand which was in the form of a "Supplement to the Initial Decision,”
dated August 31, 1978. On this same day, the RA issued a denial of
CP&L's motion to reopen the. hearing record.22 The supplement supported
the RA's conclusion that flow reduction (equivalent to closed-cycle)
was required at the Brunswick Plant at the "earliest possible date."”
Action by the EPA Administrator is still pending.

By letter of September 1, 1978, EPA informed CP&L that their proposed
alternatives to closed-cycle were inadequate to meet the "best available
technology standard."?23

Discussion

In the FES, the staff evaluated the -impacts of continued once-through
operation at the Brunswick Plant and found that, on balance, 'the action
required was conversion to a closed-cycle cooling system. A three-year
period was selected as an acceptable period of .operation while cooling
towers were being constructed. -By selecting the three-year period,
corresponding with the minimum time estimated for-completion of tower
construction, the staff implied that conversion to closed-cycle shoul
be accomplished at the earliest possible date. .

The following excerpts from the FES summarize the NRC staff findings
related to potential impacts on aquatic biota from impingement and
entrainment at the Brunswick Steam Electric Plant (BSEP):

"The major impacts...arise primarily from the physical
presence of the canal and its operation. The major impacts
relate to (a) impingement and entrainment..., (b) modifica-
tion of marshlands, and (c) partial loss of a freshwater
resource.” - (p. V-1) :

®...i1t is apparent that Snows Marsh including Walden Creek is
highly productive, and serves as a nursery ground for many
species of commercial importance, including shrimp, blue

crab, spot and .croaker. It is 1ikely that substantial. numbers

of shrimp, spot and blue crabs from the Walden Creek and Snows
Marsh environs will eventually pass through the plant. These
organisms will be particularly vuinerable during their migra-
tions into and out of the Walden Creek-Snow Marsh area" (p. V-26).
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"Fish populations will become established in the intake canal

and it is expected these populations will rapidly increase until
the supporting capacity of the system is reached. ...Adult
resident fish that are able to withstand the water velocities
...are less likely to become impinged on the traveling screens
_than the transient populations of juvenile shrimp and spot. The
flow velocity...ranges from about 0.5-0.8 fps under normal
conditions and up to 1.4 fps during extremely low water conditions.
Juvenile shrimp and spot entering the intake canal, may be
impinged on the screens. At velocities greater than 1 Tps there

is a sharp drop in the ability of juveniles to swim against the
current. These data .and the fact that Snows Marsh is an important
nursery area lead the staff to conclude that significant numbers
will be impinged on the traveling screens, especially during
low~water conditions" (p. V-28).

"Sufficient data are not available to determine the exact impact
resulting from the entrainment of plankton in the cooling water
system and the impact of impingement of larger organisms on

the traveling screens. Probable estimates based on the
qualitative data provided can be summarized by the following
‘statements:

1. During certain periods, all organisms passing through the
traveling screen will be killed by either thermal shock,
mechanical damage, or chlorination or a combination of these.

At other times, the mortality due to passage through the con-
densers may be relatively low, but the entire process of extreme
pressure and turbulence, elevated temperatures for a period

of up to five hours, exposure to chlorine and chlorine residuals
and final exposure to cooler oceanic temperatures can be expected
to cause significant mortality rate to planktonic forms throughout
the year.

.2. Commercial -species, particularly shrimp, utilizing the marsh
environs for nursery grounds will be killed in significant
numbers resulting in an estimated economic 1oss to Brunswick
County alone estimated at $325,000/yr.

3. White shrimp from the Cape Fear contribute to the shrimp
catch in South Carolina, Georgia, and Florida. Entrainment
of shrimp larva as well as impingement of developing juveniles
will have an effect on the shrimp fishery in those states.

As previously stated, the value of the annual shrimp catch
in northern South Carolina is estimated at $262,000. Most
of these shrimp caught in this region appear to come from

the Cape Fear estuary.
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"The applicant states that the plankton mortality resulting
from passage through the plant condensers is.not considered
to represent a significant loss from the estuary due to the
small percentage of water from the estuary that will be
diverted though the plant. The staff cannot accept this
conclusion based on the data available. The staff believes
that entrainment will be significantly greater because of
the productivity of Snow Marsh and Walden Creek. Thus,
~the staff concludes, on the basis of the available data and
experience from other similar once-through cooling systems,
that the operation of Brunswick 1 and 2 with the proposed
once-through cooling system has the potential for serious and
perhaps irreversible effects on the enviromment of the Cape
Fear Estuary. The staff considers that the impact of plant
operation under the present cooling system design will be
serious but not irreversible if such.operation is 1imited
to the proposed three year period while an alternative cool-
ing system is installed" (p. V-31).

CP&L initiated testing of circulating water pumps in January 1974 and,

by monitoring the trash screens and intake flow, obtained data on impinge-
ment and entrainment losses. In the ASLB hearing, the staff noted that the
number of finfish impinged during pump testing was somewhat lower than had
been anticipated; however, the staff did not believe these preliminary data
wer; sgfficient to .evaluate fully the potential impact (ASLB Hearing Tr. at
p- 758). . ;

Staff testimony before the ASLB demonstrates subjectivity in the selection
of three years as an acceptable period for once-through cooling. The period
was clearly based on the practicality of construction schedules and a
subjective judgement that impact during the three years would be reversible.

One effect of the Stipulation, agreed to by the applicant, intervenor,
and the AEC Regulatory Staff (now the.NRC), was to remove this issue
from litigation in the ASLB hearing. The conditions imposed by the
Stipulation were incorporated in the ASLB's Decision issued on December
26, 1974, Pertinent findings presented in the Board's Decision are:

. *that irreéersib]e impacts on aquatic biota will not result
from plant operation with once-through cooling, provided that
operation -does not extend beyond the three-year period

.*that Staff testimony establishes this three-year time frame on the
basis of a subjective compromise between hardware availability and
probably reversible enviromental effect

*that the staff will require Applicant to conduct monitoring programs
adequate to permit assessment of any serious enviromental impact
which might occur
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»that the principal benefit of the continued construction of the plant
is the addition of approximately 11.5 billion kilowatt hours of

- electricity per year

.*that the envirommental and economic benefits from the continued
construction and operation of the plant, particularly the necessity
for CP&L to supply electrical power to meet the demand and expected
growth in electrical use within its service area, are greater than
the envirommental and economic costs which will necessarily be
incurred by continued construction and operation of the plant.

Nearing the end of one year with pump testing at Unit 2, CP&L petitioned
EPA for an adjudicatory hearing to contest the terms of the original
NPDES permit, which 1ike the 1icense condition effectively required
conversion to cooling towers. The request for hearing was granted by EPA
on March 19, 1975.

In a conference between EPA and CP&L representatives on Jdune 4, 1975,

CP&L presented a data summary of their pump testing studies and pr0posed

a two-year delay in cooling tower construction while additional data

were being collected. The same proposal was made informally to NRC
representatives in a meeting with CP&L on June 6, 1975. CP&L convened

a technical meeting on June 27, 1975 to discuss their data and conclusions
with concerned agencies and citizen groups.

.Since EPA had granted a hearing on the NPDES permit, that agency took

the lead in soliciting comments on CP&L's data results and proposal.
Comments provided by the National Marine Fisheries Service, the Fish

and Wildlife Service and EPA's own technical staff unanimously concluded
that the data presented by CP&L did not justify a two-year delay (see

RA's ID at p. C-11). Following review of the same information, Counsel for
Project Enviromment informed both EPA and NRC that:

¥...Project Enviromment does not object to the proposal
outlined by Carolina Power and Light Company and does not
intend to object to such modifications of the Company's
licenses, permits and other documents as may be necessary in
order to permit further study of the impact of the plant’ s
once~-through intake system while two units are operating.”

On August 13, 1975, CP&L formally requested the NRC to amend the Unit

2 license, deferring the cooling tower installation date for 31 months
until December 31, 1980. Prior to the compietion of NRC staff review of
the technical reports, EPA notified CP&L that it was denying the extension
request but indicated that the quest1on of any extension could be explored
at the adjudicatory hearing. 3 NRC staff's technical review and assess-
ment was completed subsequently. Staff findings indicated that the -CP&L
information did not refute the FES assessment as to the unacceptability of



-12 -

two-unit operation for an extended period with the once-through cooling
system and that there was no technical basis for extending the schedule

for conversion to closed-cycle cooling. By letter from H. Denton to

H. Zeller dated February 4, 1976, EPA was notified of NRC's intent to
cooperate in the adjudicatory hearing by providing testimony on the

results of our evaluation of the Brunswick monitoring data. This action

was taken pursuant to the mandate of the FUPCA directing maximum coopera-
tion among Federal agencies in the administration of the Act [Section
101(f)] and reflected agreements between NRC and EPA in the Second Memorandum
of Understanding dated December 17, 1975.

Prior to the EPA Hearing, the Administrative Law Judge issued an-order
staying the cooling tower compliance schedule conditioned on CP&L obtain-
ing written concurrence for such stay from the NRC. The amendment which
CP&L requested pursuant to this order was evaluated by the NRC staff

on the basis of the extent of pumping which had occurred since the time
Brunswick had begun operation. Amendment Mo. 15 to the Unit 2 license
extended the "installation date" by eight months to January 1, 1976.

The period of once-through cooling operation would have been equivalent
to the three years originally analyzed in the FES. The staff's intent
in that action was to "...permit the EPA adjudicatory hearing to proceed
free of an operating license condition similar to the contested NPDES
permit condition and... [was] not [to] be taken as affecting the merits
of the cooling tower questions presently being 1itigated before EPA."

The ejght-month extension was expected to cover the period of time necessary
for resolution by EPA of the ultimate questions concerning cooling towers
at the Brunswick plant. The staff recognized that EPA could require
either an earlier or a later tower installation date and that an assess-
ment of impacts and further license amendment would be necessary if
EPA's compliance schedule allowed once-through operation subsequent to
January 1, 1979. The staff did not anticipate havina to reconsider

the question of a compliance date for cooling tower implemetantion until
a final EPA determination had been made on the need for cooling towers,
i.e., the. ultimate question. .

The RA has reached an Initial Decision and has further supported that
decision by his supplement in response to the remand of the EPA Adminis-
trator. (The Background discussion presents excerpts which summarize
the RA's findings.).

The staff believes it to be prudent and proper to apply the findings -
of the RA in this appraisal. The Commission's order in the Seabrook

case makes clear that the NRC may, and in appropriate- cases, should

accept and use EPA's determination of the magnitude of aquatic impacts
from cooling systfg operation in striking an overall cost-benefit balance
for the facility.”” " Thus, although the NRC is not required to use EPA
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determinations in every case, we are deferring to the EPA in the
Brunswick case for the fb]low1ng reasons:

1.

2.

3.

4,

The EPA has held an adjudicatory hearing on those issues wh1ch

. were not litigated in the ASLB hearing.

The public interest of the Intervenor in the NRC proceeding
has been further served by the EPA Hearing. The Intervenor
waived the opportunity to become a party to the proceeding.

The NEPA concerns of the NRC staff have been given full con-
sideration in the EPA hearing process:

(a) Staff findings in the FES were used and referenced.

(b) Testimony of an expert technical witness for the NRC was
received in the EPA hearing.’

(c) The RA's Initial Decision supports the FES findings and
reflects the concerns expressed by the NRC expert witness.

The EPA Initial Decision presents specific factual findings on
the magnitude of envirommental impacts with continued once-
through cooling system operation.

Once a final EPA decision is reached, the NRC staff should be able to
rely heavily on these findings in conducting a cost/benefit assessment
of the impacts of operation in conformity with the EPA decision. In
accepting the EPA determinations, there arise two items of potential
conflict between the NPDES permit and the Operating Licenses:

A.

B.

Flow Reduction vs Cooling Towers

The RA's 1n1t1a1 Decision, as supplemented in response to the EPA
Administrator's remand, supports the need for flow reduction from
that associated with once-through cooling to a level equivalent

to closed-cycle operation. Since the NRC has approved cooling towers
as the form of closed-cycle cooling to be used, there is a possibility
of conflicting requirements between the l1icense and the NPDES permit
if flow reduction, equivalent to the use of a different technology, is
approved by EPA. However, until such conflict should arise, there

is no basis for removal of the cooling tower requirement.

Compliance Date vs Installation Date

The interim NPDES permit issued on March 25, 1977 allows once-
through operation to an undefined date. The NRC-issued Ticenses
requ1re conversion to coo?1nq towers on January 1, 1979. There

is the possibility that the final EPA Adm1nlstrative decision will
not be reached before January 1, 1979 and the certainty that cooling



-14 -

towers will not be available by the "1nsta11at1on date"; CP&L has
estimated 33 to 36 months would be required to complete the cooling
towers upon resumption of the construction activity. We have

. determined that the appropriate action is to delete the installation
date -and defer to that compliance date to be established by the

. RA upon completion of the EPA Administrative action. The consequences
of this staff action are evaluted in the following section.

Evaluation
In his Initial Decision, the RA determined that:

"...the evidence already in the record indicates that the plant's
once-through cooling- system is adversely impacting the Estuary

and ecosystem. -The exact magnitude of adverse impact remains unknown.
The statute does not require that the exact magnitude be determined.

. Two more years of additional study proposed by CP&L will not yield
information which will alter the determination of adverse impact.
Each year the plant operates with its once-through cool1ng system,
greater harm occurs to the Estuary and its resources.” (ID supple-
ment at p. 134).

The RA states that “[cJertain testimony in the record misconstrues the
statute in emphasizing that effects of Brunswick's intake structure

may not be irreversible or irretrievable. The statutory test is 'adverse.'
It is possible that those parties who dealt so ‘extensively on the irrevers-
ibility question did so in order to show that no permanent damage would
be done to the Estuary if that determination were deferred while further
studies were conducted. However, in light of the fact that existing

data are sufficient to make a Section 316(b) determination at this t1me,
the issue of irreversibility is simply not a relevant consideration"

(1D, P 28-30). In a footnote to this discussion, the RA further states
that Ew)e are not, however, convinced that the effects of two years

of two unit operation with once-through cooling would not be irreversible,
particularly when considered together with the additional time that

wi}1 be required to install off-stream cooling" (1D at p. 30, Footnote
61).

Based on these and other findings in the Initial Decision, the RA ordered
the issuance of a new NPDES permit restricting capacity or flow to the
absolute minimum Jevels consistent with the safe operation of the plant
and including a compliance schedule which will ensure that this reduction
is implemented at the earliest possible date (ID at pp. 90-91).

The NRC and the EPA Regional Administrator concur in the adversity of
impacts with continued once-through operation of the Brunswick Plant.
Both agree on the urgency of implementing flow reduction (equivalent
to off-stream cooling) .at the earliest possible date. What the NRC
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must now determine under NEPA, is whether the costs .outweigh the benefits
if the plant is allowed continued .operation with once-through cooling
until flow reduction .is implemented. In its 1974 Decision, the ASLB
determined that the benefits favored the completion of construction

and initial operation with once-through cooling even though serious
short-term effects were expected. These short-term effects were not
expected to result in irreversible impacts if the period of operation
was limited to a stipulated three-year period. To ensure that a more

-serious effect was not incurred during the three-year period, the Board

required that monitoring be an integral part of a continuing assessment.

The Licensee has conducted more extensive monitoring than required by
the Environmental Technical Specifications to support its case in the

"EPA proceeding. -Monitoring of the direct effects of entrainment and
"impingement has shown the magnitude of these observable losses to be

increasing as the plant intake flow rate approaches the normal two-unit
operational level. Monitoring of the estuarine populations has not
identified any catastrophic effects; however, adverse effects can still

be predicted with a choice of realistic assumptions in the development

and application of theoretical models. The RA concluded that: "In view

of the testimony, the results of all the modelers affirmatively demonstrate
that adverse environmental 1mpacts are occurring and will continue to
occur so long as the plant is operated with once-through cooling” (ID
supplement at p. 113).

The RA noted that the exact magnitude of impact remains unknown; therefore,
it is instructive.in regard to the present assessment to review the range
of predicted impact. The licensee believes that its model, which predicts
less than 10% decrease in the larval population of the estuary, is conserv-
ative. ‘A reduction in the larval populations at the lower level of 2 to

3% is thought more probable by CP&L based on the plant taking in only 2 to
3% of new water flowing into the Estuary with each tide.* With a further
hypothesis that the plant flow may induce an increased larval recruitment
from the ocean to the Estuary, CP&L concludes that the actual decrease will
be closer to 0% than to the model predicted 10% and may even result in a
slight increase in the estuarine larval populations.** Witnesses for EPA
estimated 46-63% larval reduction and 70% reduction due to both entrainment

* The RA notes that this assumptlon presupposes homogeneous 1arva1 distr1but1on
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and impingement (ID at p. 40). Included in the hearing record (EPA Exhibit
33) are estimates for larval reduction, provided by the Mational Marine
Fisheries Service, ranging from 66-2/3% on the average to 99.9% for the
extreme case with a three-week period of larval vulnerability to the
intake. In the FES, the staff estimated losses to the shrimp fishery

on the basis that about 35% of the shrimp productive area in the Cape

Fear estuary would be affected adversely by the plant circulating water
system (FES, p. XI-19 and Appendix C). -

With the wide range of estimated losses, i.e., from 0% (or even a theorized
gain) to 99.9%, the question of whether to allow continued operation
remains a subjective judgement. The RA concluded:

"...it appears that a larval reduction somewhere between 25%
and 75% is to be expected from full two-unit operation with
once-through cooling. But it must be pointed out that even a
larval reduction of 1-5% could result in a substantial reduc-
tion in population levels over a long period of time" (ID
supplement, p. 113).

It is the staff's present judgement that larval losses in the predicted
range of 25% - 75% are incompatible with the long-term well-being of
the Cape Fear Estuary ecosystem. However, based on the available data,
we do not believe it 1ikely that irreversible damage has been incurred
during the first three years of plant operation. Damage which may be
- incurred in the short-term will not alter the balance, previously struck
by the staff and the ASLB, which favored the construction and initial
operation with once-through cooling. Further, the methodology for impact
assessment does not allow for pin-pointing -in time when this balance may be
upset. 1In recognition of this inadequacy of the methodology, we concur in
the RA's finding that flow reduction should be implemented at the earliest
possible date. Me cannot construct a balance which provides better defini-
tion of a suitable or necessary installation date. .

Conclusfdns for Negative Declaration

Under 10 CFR § 51.5 (c)(1), the NRC staff has concluded that this environ-
mental appraisal (rather than an envirommental impact statement) provides
the necessary analysis in support of the amendment.” This conclusion

is based, in part, on the fact that the NRC has determined that it is
appropriate to defer to decisions,to be made by EPA, as to the choice

and installation date of the cooling system. It was further influenced

by the fact that the results of this appraisal have not altered the funda-
mental conclusions of the FES.” Having made this conclusion, we find that a
Negative Declaration is appropriate for this licensing action.

DEC 15 197
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Carollna Power & Light Company
FEB 19 1982

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
ATTN: Mr. D. B. Vassallo, Chief

Operating Reactors Branch.No. 2
United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

BRUNSWICK STEAM ELECTRIC PLANT, UNIT NOS. 1 AND 2
DOCKET NOS. 50-325 AND 50-324
LICENSE NOS. DPR-71 AND DPR-62
- REQUEST FOR LICENSE AMENDMENTS -
NONRADIOLOGICAL ENVIRONMENTAL TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS

Dear Mr. Vassallo:
SUMMARY

In accordance with the Code of Federal Regulations, Title 10,
Part 50.90 and Part 2.101, Tarolina Power & Light Company (CP&L) hereby
requests revisions to the Environmental Technical Specifications (ETS)
for the Brunswick Steam Electric Plant (BSEP) Unit Nos. 1 and 2. The
primary purpose of these changes is to delete duplicative nonradiological
environmental monitoring requirements which are specified by our National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit.

DISCUSSION

The North Carolina Department of Natural Resources and Com-
munity Development, Division of Environmental Management, has issued
NPDES Permit N6. NCO007064 to CPS&L for the Brunswick Steam Electric
Plant. A copy of the NPDES permit is enclosed. This permit specifies
the limitations and monitoring requirements applicable to nonradiological
effluents released from the Brunswick Plant. The authority to issue
NPDES permits has been delegated to the State of North Carolina by
the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).

The determination was made in the Yellow Creek decision that
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission does not have the authority to impose
requirements in jurisdictional areas of the Environmental Protection
Agency. Therefore, CP&L proposes that the requirements for nonradio-
logical environmental monitoring be deleted from the Brunswick ETS
because these requirements are now specified in our NPDES permit and the
associated biological monitoring program.

The following paragraphs discuss the ETS revisions we have
proposed in the attached package:

.|
411 Fayetteville Street » 4, O, Box 1551 ® Raleigh, N. C. 27602
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As required by the NPDES permit, Part I.B, Schedule of
Compliance, Item 1E, CP&L's Biological Monitoring Program has been
approved by the North Carolina Department of Natural Resources
and Community Development, Division of Environmental Manage-
ment. This program addresses entrainment, impingement, river
larval fish, nekton, high marsh, and laboratory analysis and
quality control.- The requirements of this biological monitoring
program, along with those specified in the NPDES permit encompass
and duplicate the requirements of Environmental Technical Specifi-
cations 4.1, 4.1.1, and 4.1.2 for Brunswick Units 1 and 2. Accord-
ingly, proposed Technical Specifications changes are enclosed which
will (1) delete the existing ETS Sectioms 4.1, 4:1.1, and 4.1.2,
and (2) include a reference to the NPDES permit requirements for
nonradiological monitoring. .

Also, we request that the following paragraphs from
Sections 2.0 and 3.0 be deleted from the Brunswick ETS: 2.1, 3.1,
2,1.1, 3.1.1, 2.1.3, 3.1.3, 2.2, 3.2. 2.2.1, 3.2.1, 2.2.3, 3.2.3,
2.3.2, and 3.3.2. These paragraphs cover thermal discharges,

" chlorine, normalizer tank pH, and piezometric head. Figure 3.3-1
has also been deleted from ETS since it shows the location of
piezometric monitoring stations. Comparable requirements for these
items are included in our NPDES permit and should thus be deleted
from ETS. In addition, the corresponding portions of the ETS Bases
section have been deleted. Appropriate proposed Technical Specifi-
cations revisions reflecting these changes to ETS are enclosed.

In addition, we request that the remaining three portions
of ETS Section 6 be deleted.. This would be Section 6.0 (Special
Surveillance and Study Activities), Section 6.1 (Marsh Produc-
tivity), and Section 6.4 (Salt Deposition Monitoring). Section 6.0
is an introductory statement that is not necessary once Sections 6.1
and 6.4 are deleted. Section 6.1 should be deleted because the
marsh productivity study has been completed; transmittal of this
report is lreferenced in our May 7, 1980 letter to NRC's Mr. Charles W.
Billups. Section 6.4 should also be deleted; since cooling towers
will not be constructed, the postoperational phase of the salt
deposition study will not be conducted. Therefore, this study is-
complete. Appropriate proposed Technlical Specifications revisions
to ETS Section 6 are enclosed.

In addition to the revisions/deletions deécribed above, certain
necessary administrative corrections and format changes have also been
incorporated into the attached revised ETS pages.

ADMINISTRATIVE INFORMATION

You will find enclosed the revised pages with the changes indi-
cated by vertical lines in the right-hand margins. We have evaluated this
request in accordance with the criteria in 10CFR170.22 and have determined
that this request is ‘administrative in nature; therefore, one Class II
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and one Class I license amendment fee are required for Units 1 and 2,
respectively. Our check for $1,600.00 is enclosed in payment .of these
fees. :

Should you have any questions regarding this matter, please
contact us.

Yours very truly,

3 ) Ghforme

P, W. Howe
Vice President
. Technical Services

JAM/WRM/1r (9370Q)
Enclosures

cc: Mr. J. P, 0'Reilly (R-II)

P. W. Howe, having been first duly sworn, did deﬁose and say that the
information contained herein 1s true ‘and correct to his own personal
. knowledge or based upon information and belief.

Notary (Seal) awttlinng,,

. \} 7
My commission expires: Qct. 4, 1986 “\\\:“\ '."‘."l..fl‘,;/,’
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~—~Permit No. NC 0007064

STATE OF MORTH CAROLINA
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES & COMMUMITY DEVELOPMENT

DIVISION OF ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT -

PERMIT

To Discharge Wastewater Under Tha NATIONAL
POLLUYANT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM

In compliiance with the provisions of North Carolina General Statute
143-215.1, other lawful standards and regulations promulgated and adopted
by the North Carolina Environmental Managemant Commission, and the Federal
Nater Pollution Control Act, as amended,

Carolina Power and Light Company

is hereby authorized to discharge wastewater from a facility located at

Brunswick Steam Electric Plant
P.0. Box 458
Southport, North Carolina 28461

to receiving waters
Atlantic Ocean

in accordance with effluant limitations, monitoring requirements, and other

conditions set forth in Parts I, 1I, and I1I hereof.
i

This permit shall become effective January 16, 1981.

This pamit and Lhe authorization to discharge shall expire at n1dnight
on December 31, 198

Signed this day of January 16, 1981.

Original Signed By
Nell S. Grige

Neil S. Grigg, Director

Division of Environmental Management
By Authority of the Environmevta]
Management Commission

M1 & 11
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SUPPLEMENT TO PERMIT COVER SHEET

Carolina Power and Light Company

is hereby authorized to:

1.

Continue operation of a 1.9 billion gallon per day cooling water
system consisting of intake structure, 9.6 miles of canal,
circulation pumps, siphons under the intracoastal waterway,
discharge pump station on Oak Island, and discharge conduits
terminating 2,000 feet off shore with all necessary appertenances
for withdrawal of cooling water from the Cape Fear River near

* Snows Cut and the discharge of cooling water into the Atlantic

Ocean.

Continue operation of a secondary.wastewater treatment facility
consisting of influent pumps, bar screen, flow measuring device,
aeration tank, .secondary clarifier and chlorination chamber.

Continue the discharge of low volume waste sources into the
intake canal. ’

Continue construction and operation of a diversion fence
located at the mouth of the intake canal.

Construct and operate Fine Mesh Screens at intake pump bays.
Modify intake pump system to minimize intake flow rate.

Discharge from said treatment works into the Atlantic Ocean which
is classified Class SB.

s



A. (ia). EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS

During the period beginning upon the effective date and lasting until June 30, 1983
- permittee is authorized to discharge from outfalls serial numbers 001 and 002 - once

through cooling water and non-contact service water systems.

by the permittee as specified below:

Such discharges shall be limited and monitored

Condenser Rise ° C.(OF) - Summer/Winter =7 -~

Effluent Characteristics Discharge Limitations Monitoring Requirements
Kg/day (lbs/day) Other Units (Specify) Measurement Sample
Daily Avg. Daily Max. Daily Avg. Daily Max. Frequency Type
2/ 17.2(31.0)/25.6(46) Coﬁtinuous Recorder
Continuéus Recorder

Intake Temperature

Cooling Water Flow (cubic feet per second, cfs)/unit

Intake water temperature less than
65°F as a S5-day average

Reactor power level 40 percent or greater
Reactor power level less than 40 percent for
48 hours or more

Intake water temperature between 65°F and 85°F
as a 5-day average

Reactor power level 40 percent or greater
Reactor power level less than 40 percent for
48 hours or more
Intake water temperature 85°F or greater
Reactor power level 40 percent or greater
Reactor power level less than 40 percent for

48 hours or more

Notes:

Continuous Pump Logs

g15 (effective after June 1, 1981)

605 (effective after June 1, 1981)

g15 (effective after June 1, 1981)

Gbs(effective after June 1, 1981)

1105 (effective after June 1, 1981)

835 (effective after June 1, 1981)

1. Forty percent reactor power corresponds to approximately 315 mw net for each unit.

2. During period of refueling and other outages at zero reactor power, unit flows shall be zero, except as requlred for
radwaste discharge, operatlonal testing, and maintenance of operatlng limits in the discharge canal with a mlnlmum

of two discharge pumps in service at all times.

Location

1/
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A. (1a). EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS (continued) '

3. At times when system demand is within 200 mw of available system reserves, flow limitations can be suspended upon
notice to the Regional Supervisor. Notice should include anticipated flow rates and estimate of duration of flow
rates in excess of those otherwise allowed.

4, Flow limitations can be exceeded during startup periods not to exceed 48 hours,

5. All flow limitations conditioned upon meeting applicable radwaste requirements.

6. Excursions of two 4-hour periods per week allowed to clean debris from filters.

Free Available Chlorine (mg/l). See Below Weekly . Multiple Grabs

Total Residual Chlorine (mg/l) See Below © Weekly Multiple Grabs : )
Free available chlorine shall not exceed an average concentration of 0.2 mg/l for a maximum period of two hours per day
per unit and a maximum instantaneous concentration of 0.5 mg/l at the outlet corresponding to an individual unit. leither
free available chlorine nor total residual chlorine may be discharged from any unit for more than two hours in any one
day and not more than one unit may discharge free available or total residual chlorine at any one time unless the
permittee can demonstrate to the Director that the unit(s) cannot operate at/or below this level of chlorination.
Chlorination periods shall be reported for each unit ronthly. ‘
Total residual chlorine shall also be monitored weekly by multiple grab samples. at the Caswell Beach Pump Station until
July 31, 1981, in addition to the monitoring that is required for outlets at individual units.

Temperature --- Cooling water system facilities shall be effectively maintained and operated at all times so as to meet

the temperature standards assigned to the Atlantic Ocean of 0.8°C (1.44°F) increase above ambient water temperature
during the months of June through August and 2.2°C (2.96°F) increase above ambient water temperature during the
months of September through May and in no case should the temperature exceed 32 °C (89.6 F) due to the discharge of
heated liquid measured three feet below the water surface except within the following defined mixing zones:

(a) The temperature increase above ambient water temperature shall not exceed 7°F outside an area of 60 acres
included within the plume extending from the point of discharge. ‘

(b) The temperature increase above abmient water temperature shall not exceed 0.8°C (1.uu°Fg increagse above ambient
during the months Septeinber through May,and in no case should the temperature exceed 32 C (89.6 F) outside an
area of 1,000 acres. ' :

(c) The temperature increase above ambient water temperature at the bottom (defined as one foot above the ocean -
floor) shall not exceed 7°F for more than 500 feet from the point of discharge nor for an area of more than

two acres.
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A. (1a). EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS (continued)

Temperature monitorihg at the Ocean discharge shall be conducted twice per year, once during the June through
August period and once during the September through May period. Reactor power levels should be at least 85
percent for each unit on the date of the monitoring.

Temperatures shall be monitored at the surface and bottom (defined as three feet below the water surface and one
foot above the ocean floor) in sufficient locations to establish compliance with Water Quality Standards. If
sufficient temperature. variation exists, a plot of 1°F isotherms should be submitted for surface and bottom conditions.

There should be no discharge of polychlorinated biphenyl compounds such as those commonly used for tranformer fluid.

Unless otherwise specified, samples taken in compliance with the monitoring requirements listed above shall be taken
at an outlet corresponding to an individual unit prior to mixing with other waste streams except that intake
temperature shall be monitored at the plant intake.

Summer as used herein shall include the months of June through September and winter shall include all other months.
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A. (1b). EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS

During the period beginning upon July 1, 1983 and lasting until J n 30 4
permittee is authorized to discharge from outfalls seria]gnumbers and b%% - once

through cooling water and non-contact service water. Such discharges shal] be 1imited and monitored -
by the permittee as specified below:

Effiuent Characteristics Discharge Limitations = Monitorin§ Requirements
Kg/day §1bs[daz) ''''' Other Units éSgecifx) Measurement Sample Sample 1/
Daily Avg. ally Max. ally Avg. ally Max. Frequency ype Location — )
Condeneer rise °c (°F)- Summer/WLnter—! 16.7(30)/25. 6(&6) Continuous Recorder ) '
Intake Temperature Continuous Recorder
Cooling Water Flow (cubic feet per second, cfs)/unit ' Continuous Pump Logs

Intage water temperature less than
65 F as a 5-day average

Reactor power level 40 percent or greater ' 605
Reactor power level less than 40 percent for :
48 hours or more . 400

Intake water temperature between 65°F and 85°F
as a S-day average

Reactor power level 40 percent or greater ‘ Q15
Reactor power level less than 40 percent for . )
48 hours cr nore ) 605 : - :

Intake water temperature 85°F or greater

Reactor power level 40 percent or greater 1105
Reactor. power level less than 40 percent for
48 hours or more 835 ]
Notes: r?.n?;
Hotes: 3%
1. TForty percent reactor power corresponds to approximately 315 uw net for each unit. - .
2. During period of refueling and other outages at zero reactor power, unit flows shall be zero, except as required fcrg;

radwaste discharge, operational teating, and maintenance of operating limits in the dlscharge canal with a minimum -
of two discharge pumps in service at all times.

——
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A.(1b). EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS (continued)

3. At times when system demand is within 200 mw of available system reserves, flow limitations can be suspended upon
notice to the Regional Supervisor. Notice should include anticipated flow rates,and estimate of duration of flow
rates in excess of those otherwise allowed.

4, Flow limitations can be exceeded during startup periods not to exceed 48 hours.

5. All flow limitations conditioned upon meeting applicable radwaste requirements.
6. Excursions of two 4-hour periods per week allowed to clean debris from filters.

Fine Mesh Screens ---Fine mesh screens shall ‘be Thstalled on the plant intake structure such that intake cooling water
flowing into two (2) pump bays per generating unit will continuously pass through the fine mesh screens. Should use
of at least two (2) screened pump bays be impossible due to screen failure or other malfunction, written notice shall b )
provided stating cause of- malfunction, duration and corrective action taken by the Company.

Diversion Fence —--A diversion fence located at the mouth of the intake canal shall be continuously operated and maintained
in such a manner as to minimize impingement.

A biological.moniforing program shall be designed and implemented which will provide sufficient information to allow for

a continuing assessment of the impact of the BSEP on the Cape Fear estuary with particular emphasis on the marine

fisheries. This program shall at least include .impingement studies (including organism return), entrainment studies, nekton
"studies and marsh recruitment studies. Data shall be reported on an annual basis and shall include an assessment of the
effectiveness of the diversion fence, flow minimization and fine mesh screens in minimizing impingement and entrainment
along with an interpretive summary report. The biological monitoring program shall be approved by the Director.

Free Available Chlorine (mg/1) See Below Weekly Multiple Grabs

Total Residual Chlorine (mg/1) ' See Below Weekly ' Multiple Grabs

Free available chlorine shall not exceed an average concentration of 0.2 mg/l for a maximum period of two hours per day )
per unit and a maximum instantaneous concentration of 0.5 mg/l at the outlet corresponding to an individual unit, Neither
free available chlorine nor total residual chlorine may be discharged from any unit for more than two hours in any one

day and not more than one unit may discharge free available or total residual chlorine at any one time unless the
permittee can demonstrate to the Director that the unit(s) cannot operate at/or below this level of chlorination. Chlor-
ination periods shall be reported for each unit monthly.

Temperature
Cooling water system facilities shall be effectively magntained and operated at all times so .as to meet the temperature é;
standards assigned to the Atlantic Ocean of 0.8°C (1.44°F) increase above ambient water temperature during the months ®

1 Jaeg

June through August and 2. 2°¢ (3.96°F) increase above agbient water temperature during the months September through May
and in no case should the temperature exceed 32 °c (89.6°F) due to the discharge of heated liquid measured three feet
below the water surface except within the following defined mixing zones:

ON oN 3FuIg

(a) The temperature increase above ambient water temperature shall not exceed 7 O outside an area of 60 acres included

within the plume extending from the point of discharge. .
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A. (1b). EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS (continued) '

(b) The temperature increase above abmient water temperature shall not exgeed_O.BOC (1:44°F) increase above ambient
water temperature during the months June through August and 2.2°%c (3.96°F) increase abovs ambient water temperature
during the months September through May, and in no case should the temperature exceed 32 C (89.6 F) outside an
area of 1,000 acres. ° o '

(c) The temperature increase above ambient water temperature at the bottom (defined as one foot above the ocean floor)
shall not exceed 7°F for more than 500 feet from the point of discharge nor for an area of more than two acres.

Temperature monitoring at the Ocean discharge shall be conducted once per quarter. Reactor power levels should be at
least 85 percent for each unit on the date of the monitoring. : '

Temperatures shall be monitored at the surface and bottom (defined as three feet below the water surface and cne foot
above the ocean floor) in sufficient locagions to establish compliance with Water Quality Standards. If sufficient
temperature variation exists, a plot of 1 F isotherms should be submitted for surface and bottom conditions.

There shall te no discharge of polychlorinated bhiphenyl compounds such as those commonly used for tranéformér fluid. "

There shall te no discharge of floating solids or visible foam in other than trace amounts at the ocean outfall.

- 1/ Unless otherwise specified, sarples taken in compiiance with the monitoring requirements listed above shall ke taken
at an.outlet corresponding to an individual unit prior to mixing with other waste streams except that intake ‘
temperature shall be monitored at the plant intake. :

2/ Summer as used herein shail include the months of June through September and winter shall include'q;l other months.
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A. '(lc). - EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS ‘ . SO

During the period beginning upon July 1, 1984 and lasting until the expiration date
permitter is authorized to discharge from outfalls serial numbers 001 and 002 - once

through cooling water and non-contact service water. Such discharges shall be 1imited and monitored
by the permittee as specified below: ' '

cffiuent Characteristics ' Discharge Limitations Monitoring Requirements -
_kg/day (1bs/day) Other Units (Specify)  Measurement Sample Sample 1/
Daily Avg. Daily Max. - Daily Avg. Daily Max. . Frequency ype Location )
Concerser Rise °C (°F)-Summer/"inter2/ 16.7(30)/25.6(46) Continﬁous- Recorder
Intake Temperature Continuous Recorder
.Ccoling Water Flow (cubic feet per second, cfs)/unit Continuous éump Logs

Intage water temperature less than
65 F as a S5-day average

Peactor power level U0 percent or greater 605
Reactor power level less than 40 percent for .
48 hcurs or more . 400

ey o o
intake water temperature between 65°F and 85°F
as a S5-cay average

Reactor'pcwer level 40 percent or greater al15
Reactor power level less than 40 percent for : . _ )

48 hours or nore 605

Intake water temperafure-esoF or greater

Reactor power level U0 percent or greater 1105
Reactor power level less than 40 percent for
48 hours or more 835
Notes: o oa
_— . ie By
. . . imn

1. Forty percent reactor power corresponds to approximately 315 uw net for each unit. PO
2. . During period of refueling and other outages at zero reactor power, unit flows shall be zero, except as required forg;

radwaste discharge, operational teating, and maintenance of operating limits in the discharge canal with a minimum
of two discharge pumps in service at all times. '




A. (ic). EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS .

3. At times when system demand is within 200 mw of available system reserves, flow limitations can be.suspended upéh
notice to the Regional Supervisor. Notice should include anticipated flow rates and estimate of duration of flow

rates in excess of those otherwise allowed. ' .
4. Flow 1imitations can be exceeded during startup periods not to exceed 48 houvs.
5. All flow limitations conditioned upon meeting applicable radwaste requirements.

6. Excursions of two 4-hour periods per week allowed to clean debris from filters.

Fine Mesh Screens --- Fine mesh screens shall be installed on the plant intake structure such that intake cooling water flowing
into two (2) pump bays per generating unit will continuously pass through the fine mesh screens. Should use of at least
two (2) screened pump bays be impossible due to screen failure or other malfunction, written notice shall be provideA
stating cause of malfunction, duration and corrective action taken by .the Company. )

Diversion Fence --- A diversion fence located at the mouth of the intake canal .shall be continuously operated and maintained
in such a manner as to minimize impingement.

A biological monitoring program shall be designed and implemented which will provide sufficient information to allow for
a continuing assessment of the impact of the BSEP on the Cape Fear estuary with particular emphasis on the marine
fisheries. This program shall at least include impingement studies (including organism return), entrainment studies,
nekton studies and marsh recruitment studies. Data shall be reported on an annual basis and shall include an assessment
of the effectiveness of the diversion fence, flow minimization and fine mesh screens in minimizing impingement and
entrainment along wlth an interpretive summary report. The biological monitoring program shall be approved by the
Director.,

Cnlorine --- There shall be no discharge of total residual chlorine (or total oxidants) after July 1, 1984, unless it can be
demonstrated to the satisfaction of the Director that the cooling water system cannot be operated without chlorine. I
the discharge of chlorine is shown to be necessary, a chlorination minimization study will be completed prior to ;
July 1, 1984, and the minimum amount of chlorine actually required to be discharged shall be used. In no case sha! -)he
chlorination period exceed two (2) hours per day per discharge nor shall effluent total residual chlorine exceed an '
instantaneous maximum of 0.14 mo/l, The chlorine and total residual oxidants are to be measured at the Caswell Beach
Pump Station, weekly by multiple grab samples.

Temperature --- Coollng water system facilities shall be effectively malntalned and operated at all times so as to meet the
the temperature standards assigned to the Atlantic Ocean of 0.8°C (1. 44°F) increase above ambient water temperature
during the months June through August and 2.2°C (3, 96°F) increase above amblent water temperature during the months of
September through May and in no case should the temperature exceed 32°C (89.6 °F) due to the discharge of heated liquid
measured three feet below the water surface except within the following defined mixing zones:

(a) The temperature increase above ambient water temperature shall not exceed 7°F outside an area of 60 acres included
within the plume extending from the point of discharge.
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A. (1c). EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQQIREMENTS (continued)

(b) The temperature increase above abmient water temperature shall not exceed 0.8°C (1.434°F) increase above ambient
water temperature during the months June through August and 2.2° (3.96°F) increase above ambient water temperature
during the months September through May, and in no case should the temperature exceed 32°C (89.6 F) outside an

area of 1,000 acres.’
(c) The temperature 1ngreaoe above ambient water temperature at the bottom (defined as one foot above the ocean floor)
shall not exceed 7 F for.more than 500.feet.from the point of discharge nor for an area of more than two acres.

Temperature monitoring at the Ocean discharge shall be conducted once per quarter. Reactor power levels should be at
least 85 percent for each unit on the date of ‘the monitoring.

Temperatures shall be monitored at the surface and bottom (defined as three feet below the water surface and one foot
above the ocean floor) in sufficient locagions to establish compliance with Water Quality Standards. If sufficient
temperature variation exists, a plot of 1 F isotherms should be submitted for surface and bottom conditions.

There shall be no discharge of polychlorinated biphenyl compouhds such as those commonly used for transformer fluid.

There shall be no discharge of floating solids or visible foam in other than trace amounts at the ocean outfall.

1/ Unless otherwise specified, samples taken in compliance with the monitoring requirements listed above shall be taken
at an outlet corresponding to an individual unit prior to mixing with other waste streams except that intake
temperature shall be monotired at the plant intake.

2/ Summer as used herein shall include the months of June through September and winter shall include all other months.
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A. (2). EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS

Dur1ng the period beginning the effective date of this permit and lasting until the expiration date, the
permittee is authorized to discharge from outfall serial number 004 - Sewage Treatment Plant discharge.
Such discharges sha11 be Timited and monitored by the permittee as specified below:

Effiuent Characteristics Discharge Limitations Monitoring Requirements o
Kg/day (1bs/day) - -~ Other Units (Specify) Measurement Sample Sample 1/
Daily Avg. aily Max. Daily Avg. Daily Max. Frequency Type Location .
Flow - Ma/day (MGD) N/A Monthlj Instantaneous Effluent
5-day Biochemical Oxygen Demand 30 mg/1 us mg/l. Monthly Composite Effluent
Total Suspended Solids 30 mg/l 45 mg/l . Monthly Composite Effluent
The pH shall not be less than 6.0 standard units nor greater than 9.0 standard units and shall te monltored by grab )
sample once .per week.

There shall be no discharge of floating solids or visible foam in ‘other than trace amounts at the ocean outfall.

1/ Samples taken in compliance with the monitoring requirements specified above shall be taken at the sewage treatment
plant discharge prior to mixing with any other waste stream.

N
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A. (3) EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS .

During the period beginning the effective date of this permit and lasting until the expiration date -, .the
permittee is authorized to discharge from outfall serial number 005 - Low Volume Waste Sources. Such
discharges shall be 1imited and monitored by the permittee as specified below:

Effluent Characteristics . Discharge Limitations Monitoring Requirements
Kg/day (1bs/day) Other Units (Specify) Measurement Sample . Sample 1/
Daily Avg. Daily Max.— Daily Avg. Daily Max. Frequency ype Location
Flow ' ' N/A N/A | - | )
Total Suspended Solids . 30 mg/l 100 mg/1 . ﬁeekly Grab

0il and Grease 15 mg/1 20 mg/1 Weekly * Grab

There shall be no disdharge of polychlorinated biphenyl compounds such as those commonly used for transformer fluid.

The pH shall not be less than 6.0 standard units nor greater than 9.0 standard units and shall be monitored once per week
by grab sample. )

There shall be no discharge of floating solids or visible foam in other than trace amounts at the oeean outfall.

1/ Samples taken in compliance with monitoring requirements listed above shall be taken prior to mixing with other
sources of wastewater. :

N
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A. (). EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS - . o S

»

During the period beginning the effective date of this permit and lasting until the expiration date, the
‘permittee is authorized to discharge from outfall serial number 006 - Metal Cleaning Wastes. Such
discharges shall be limited and monitored by the permittee as specified below:

Effluent Characteristics Discharge Limitations Monitoring Requirements

Ka/day (Ibs/day) ~  _Other Units ESgecifzz " Measurement Sample Sample 1/
Daily Avq. atly Max. Dailly Avg. a1ty Max. Frequency ype Location
30 100 ' '

Total Suspended Solids (mg/l)

)

. ’ . ' " (Monitoring for metal cleaning
0il and Grease (mg/1) 15 20 A wastes shall be approved by
s . £ Envi e

Total Copper (mg/l1) : 1.0 | 1.0 the Division o nvironmerital

Management prior to discharging.)
Total Iron (mg/1) ' 1.0 1.0

(The quantity of pollutants discharged.in metal cleaning wastes shall not exceed
the quantity determined by multiplying- the  flow of metal cleaning wastes times
the above concentrations.) _
1/ Samples taken in compliance with monitoring requirements listed above shall ke taken prior to mixing with other
sources cof wastewater.
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B. SCHEDULE OF COMPLIANCE

1. A, TFish Diversion

B. Walden Creek Sluiceway
C . Fine Mesh Screens and
Screen. Maintenance Program

D. Flow Minimization Modifications

E. Biological Monitoring Program

Part 1

Progress RePOrt eecevecesssscesss6/30/81
Progress report cesecscecsesasess3/31/82
Full implementation ....eceec....12/31/82
Notice of Implementation ........1/31/83

Progress repOrt ceesseccscscsesss6/30/81
Progress TEePOTt esesecessssceseee3f31/82
Progress TePOTL eeesecsesssassessel2/31/82
Full implementation .cecececcoss.6/30/83
Notice of implementation ........7/31/83
Progress TePOYL eeeeccceccsesscesss6/30/81
PrOgress TepPOTrLeecsecccossssesasse3/31/82
Progress Teport seecesosessscsssa12/31/82

. Full implemERCation Csvssesscsroe 06/30/83

Notice of implementation.........7/31/83

PrOgresS TEPOTE eecosescccscaness6/30/81
PrOgresS TEPOYL eevessessscsseess3/31/82
Progress TEPOrt seeecsevessesess.12/31/82
Full implementation s.eeceeees...6/30/83
Notice of implementation ........7/31/83

Full implementation ..eeeeeee....1/1/81
Report submittal .e.ececececcess.3/31/82
(annual reports thereafter)

2.No later than 14 calendar days following a date identified in the above schedule
of compliance, the permittee shall submit either a report of progress or, in the case
of specific actions being required by identified dates, a written notice of compliance
or noncompliance. In the latter case, the notice shall include the cause of noncompliance,
any remedial actions taken, and the probability of meeting the next scheduled requirement.
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PART 1

Page of B
Permit No. NC

Act used herein means the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, As amended.
DEM used herein means the Division of Environmental Management of the
Department of Natural Resources and Community Development.

"EMC" used herein means the North Carolina Environmental Management
Commission, 5

C. MONITORING AND REPORTING

1.

Representative Sampling

Samples and measurements taken as required herein shall be representative -

- of the volume and nature of the mqnitored discharge.

. Reporting

Monitoring results obtained during the previous one month(s) shall be
summarized for each month and reported on a Monthly Monitoring Report
Form (DEM No. MR 1.0, 1.1, 1.2, and 1.3) postmarked no Jater than the 45th

- day following the completed reporting period.

: The DEM may require repo}ting of additional monitoring
results by written notification. Signed copies of these, and all other
reports required herein, shall be submitted to the following address:

Division of Environmental Management
Information-Services Branch

Post Office Box 27687

Raleigh, North Carolina 27611

. Definitions

a. The "daily average" discharge means the total discharge by weight
during a calendar month divided by the number of days in the month
that thé production or commercial facility was operating. Where less
than daily sampling 1s required by this permit, the daily average
discharge shall be determined by the summation of all the measured
da{ly discharges by weight divided by the number of days sampled
during the calendar month when the measurements were made.

. b, The "daily maximum" discharge means the total discharge by weight

during any calendar day.

Test Procedures

Test procedures for the analysis of pollutants shall conform to The EMC
regulations published pursuant to N. C. G. S. 143-215.63 et seq.. The
Water and Air Quality Reporting Act, Section 304(g), 13 USC 1314, of the
Federal Water Pollution Control Act, As Amended, and Regulation 40 CFR 136,

Recording Results

For each measurement or sample taken pursuant to the requirements of
this permit, the permittee shall record the following information:
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PART 1
Permit No. NC

a. The exact place, date, and time of sampling;
b. The dates the analyses were performed; '
c. The person(s) who performed the analyses;

d. The analytical techniques or methods used; and

‘e. The results of all required analyses.

Additional Monitoring by Permittee’

If the permittee monitors any pollutant at the location(s)'designated

" herein more frequently than required by this permit, using approved

analytical methods as specified above, the results of such monitoring

- shall be included in the calculation and reporting of the values required

in" the Monthly Monitoring Report Form (DEM MR 1.0, 1.1, 1.4)

Such increased monitoring frequency shall also be indicated. The DEM
may require more frequent monitoring or the monitoring of other pollu-
tants not required in this permit by written notification.

Records Retention .

A11- records and information resulting from the monitoring activities
required by this permit including all records of analyses performed and
calibration and maintenance of instrumentation and recordings from
continuous monitoring instrumentation shall be retained by the permittee
for a minimum of three (3) years, or longer if requested by the State
Division of Environmental Management or the Regional Administrator of
the Environmental Protection Agency.

&
i



PART II
Permit No. NC

A.  MAHAGEMENT REQUIREMENTS

1.

M8&I7

Change in Discharge'

A1l discharges authorized herein shall be consistent with the terms and
conditions of this permit.. The discharge of any pollutant identified

in this permit more frequently than or at a level in excess of that
authorized shall constitute a violation of the permit. Any anticipated
facility expansions, production increases, or process modifications which
will result in new, different, or increased discharges of pollutants must

be reported by submission of a new NPDES application or, if such changes
will not violate the effluent 1imitations specified in this permit, by -
notice to the DEM of such changes. Following such notice, the permit

may be modified to specify and 1imit any pollutants not previously limited.

Non compliance Notification

If, for any reason, the permittee does not comply with or will be unable
to comply with any effluent 1imitation specified in this permit, the per-
mittee shall provide the Division of Environmental Management with the
following information, in writing, within five (5) days of becoming aware
of such condition: .

a. A description of the discharge and_cause of noncompliance; and

b. The period of noncompliance, including exact dates and times; or,
if not corrected; the anticipated time the noncompliance is expected-
to continue, and steps being taken to reduce, eliminate and prevent
recurrence of the noncomplying discharge.

Facilities Operation

The permittee shall at all times maintain in good working order and
operate asiefficiently as possible all treatment or control facilities
or systems installed or used-by the permittee to achieve compliance with
the terms and conditions of this permit.

Adverse Impact

The permittee shall take all reasonable steps to minimize any adverse
impact to navigable waters resulting from noncompliance with any effluent
Timitations specified in this permit, including such accelerated or
additional monitoring as necessary to determine the nature and impact of
the noncomplying discharge.

Bypassing

Any diversion from or bypass of facilities necessary to maintain compliance
with the terms and conditions of this permit is prohibited, except (i) where
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Permit No. NC

unavoidable to prevent loss of life or severe property damage, or
(i1) where excessive storm drainage or runoff would damage any
facilities necessary for compliance with the effluent limitations
and prohibitions of this permit. -The permittee shall promptly
notify the Water Quality Section of DEM in writing of each such
diversion or bypass.

Removed Substances

-Solids, sludges, filter backwash, cr other pollutants removed in the '

course of treatment or control of wastewaters shall be disposed of in
a manner such as to prevent any pollutant from such materials from
entering waters of the State or navigable waters of the United States.

Power Fajlures

In order to maintain compliance with the effluent limitations and
prohibitions of this permit, the permittee shall either:

a. In accordance with the Schedule of Compliance contained in Part I,
provide-an alternative power source sufficient to operate the waste-
water control facilities;

or, if such alternative power source is not in existence, and no date for
its implementation appears in Part I,

b. Halt, reduce or otherwise ‘control production and/or all discharges
from wastewater control facilities upon the reduction, loss, or
failure of the primary source of power to said wastewater control

facilities.
Onshore or Offshore Construction

This permit does not authorize or approve the construction of any onshore
or offshore physical structures or facilities or the undertaking of any
work in any navigable waters.
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Permit No. NC

B. RESPONSIBILITIES

1.

M10&TI9

Right of Entry

- The permittee shall allow the Director of the bivision of Environméntal

Management, the Regional Administrator, and/or their authorized represen-
tatives, upon the presentations of credentials:

a. 'The enter upon the permittee's premises where an effluent source is
Tocated or in which any records are required to be kept under the
terms and conditions of this permit; and

b. At reasonable times to have access to and copy any records required
to be kept under the terms and conditions of this permit; to inspect
any monitoring equipment or monjtoring method required in this permit;
and to sample any discharge of pollutants. .

Transfer of Ownership or Control
This' permit is not transferable. In the event of any change in control

or ownership of facilities from which the authorized discharge emanates
or is contemplated, the permittee shall notify the prospective owner or

controller by letter of the existence of this permit and of the need to
-obtain a permit:-in the name of the prospective owner. A copy of the

Tetter shall be .forwarded to the Division of Environmental Management.
Availability of Reports

Except .for data determined to be confidential under N. C. G. S. 143-215.
3(a)(2)“or Section 308 of the Federal Act, 33 USC 1318, all reports prepared
in accordance with the terms shall be available for public {inspection at the
offices of the Division.of Environmental Management. As required by the Act,
effluent data shall not:be considered confidential. Knowingly making any
false statement on any such report may result in the imposition of criminal
penalties as provided for in N. C. G. S. 143-215.6(b)(2) or in Section

309 of the Federal Act.

Permit Modification

After notice and opportunity for a hearing pursuant to N, C. G. S. 143-
215.1(b)(2) and G. S. 143-215.1(e) respectively, this permit may be
modified, suspended, or revoked in whole or in part during its term for
cause including, but not 1imited to, the following:

a. Violation of any terms or conditions of this permit;

b. Obtaining this permit by misrepresentation'or failure to disclose
fully all relevant facts; or ‘ .

c. A change in any condition that requires either a temporary or
permanent reduction or elimination of the authorized discharge.

~
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Perm%t No. NC

Toxic Pollutants

Notwithstanding Part II, B-4 above, if a toxic effluent standard or
prohibition (including any schedule of compliance specified in such
effluent standard or prohibition) 1s established under Section 307(a)
of the Act for a toxic pollutant which is present in the discharge and
such standard or prohibition {s more stringent than any limitation for

- .such pollutant in this permit, this permit shall be revised or modified

90

in accordance with the toxic effluent standard or prohibition and the
permittee so notified. :

Civil and Criminal Liability

Except as provided in permit conditions on "Bypassing" (Part II, A-5)
and "Power Failures" (Part II, A-7), nothing in this permit shall be
construed to relieve the permittee from civil or criminal penalties for
noncompliance pursuant to N. C. G. S. 143-215.6 or Section 309 of the
Federal Act, 33 USC 1319.

011 and Hazardous Substance Liability

Nothing in this permit shall be construed to preclude the institution

of any legal action or relieve the permittee from anyresponsibilities,

1iabilities, or penalties to which the permittee is or may be subject

ggder Ni gi G. S. 143-215.75 et seq. or Section 311 of the Federal Act,
Usc 1321.

Property Rights

The issuance of this permit does not convey any property rights in either
real or personal property, or any exclusive privileges, nor does it
authorize any injury to private property or any invasion of personal
rights, nor any infringement of Federal,State or local laws or regulations.

Sever;b111ty

'The provisions of this permit‘are severable, and if any provision of this

MI11&110

permit, or the appiication of any provision of this permit to any circum-
stance, is held invalid, the application of such provision to other cir-
cumstances, and the remdinder -of this permit shall not be affected thereby.
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PART II

Page of
Permit No. NC

Expiration of Permit

Permittee is not authorized to discharge after the expiration date.

In order to receive authorization to discharge beyond the expiration
date, the permittee shall submit such information, forms, and fees as
are required by the agency authorized to issue permits no later than 180
days prior to the expiration date. '

e,

-
H } .
s
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— ~~  PART .III

Permit No. NC

Previous Permits

'A11 previous State water quality permits issued to this facility,

whether for construction or operation or discharge, are hereby revoked
by issuance of this permit. The conditions, requirements, terms, and
provisions of this permit authorizing discharge under the Nat1ona1
201}¥t:nt Discharge Elimination System governs d1scharges from this
acility.

Construction

No construction of wastewater treatment facilities or additions thereto
shall be begun until Final Plans and Specifications have been submitted
to the Division of Environmental Management and written approval and
Authorization to Construct has been issued. If no objections to Final
Plans and Specifications has been made by the DEM after 30 days following
receipt of the plans or issuance of this permit, whichever is latter, the
plans may be considered approved and construction authorized. :

Certified Operator

Pursuant to Chapter 90A of North Caro11na General Statutes, the permittee
shall employ a certified wastewater treatment plant operator in respoasible
charge of the wastewater treatment facilities. Such operator must hold a
certification of the grade equivalent to the classification assigned to

the wastewater treatment facilities.
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e NC
D. SPECIAL CONDITIONS '

1. Submittal to the Department of Natural Pesources and Community Develop-
ment of an Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan in accordance with
Chapter 4 of Title 15 of the North Carolina Administrative Code is
required prior to the beginning of significant land disturbing activities.

2. The Company shall continue a groundwater monitoring program acceptable
to the Division to determine any adverse impact on groundwater quality.
The Company shall submit a detailed outline of the current groundwater
monitoring program along with a summary interpretive report on ground-
water quality to date.

3. This Permit shall e modified, or alternatively, revoked and reissued, b
to comply with any applicable effluent standard or limitation issued or
. approved under sections 301(b)(2) (C), and (D), 304 (b) (2), and 307(a)
" (2) of the Clean Vater Act, if the efflucnt standard or limitation so
issued or approved: (1) Contains different conditions or is otherwise
more stringent than any effluent limitation in the permit; or (2)
Controls any pollutant not limited in the Permit.

The Permit as modif&ed or reissued under this paragraph shall also
contain any other requirements of the Act then applicable.

4. The Company shall notify the Director in writing not later than sixty
(60) days prior to instituting use of any additional biocide or chemical
used in cooling systems, other than chlorine, which may be toxic to
aquatic life other than those previously reported to the Division of
Environmental Management. Such notification shall include:

1. Name and general composition of biocide or chemical.
2. Frequency of use. '

3. Quantities used.

4, Proposed effluent limitaticns.

S.i EPA registration number, if applicable.

5. ‘The discharge of intake screen wash water is permitted without
limitations or monitoring requirements.

6. Copies of Environmental Monitoring Feports required by the Huclear
Regulatory Commission shall be forwarded to the Division of Envircnmental
Minagement and the United States Environmental Protection Agency.

7. The Company shall install Fine Mesh Screcens on the plant intake structure
such that intake water flowing into two pump bays of each unit's circulating
water system will pass through continuously traveling Fine Mesh Screens prior
to pumpage. The Permittee will maintain a sound maintenance program to avoid
operational loss of fine mesh screens during pumpage. A description of the
maintenance program will be required to-accompany the notice of implementation
of the Fine Mesh Screen installation as provided for in the Schedule of
Compliance. Also, the Company shall investigate the possibility of using
fine mesh screens on more than two(2) pump bays at one time. Results of the
investigation shall be reported on or before the expiration date of this permit

113
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BSEP-1 & 2

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION CONDITIONS

2.0 3.0 SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS
General: During a national power
exergency, regional emergency, reacter
emergency, whea the health, safety, or
welfare of the public may be endangered
by the inability of Carolina Power &
Light Company to supply electricity, the -
- protection limits provided in these en-
vironmental technical specifications
shall be inapplicable. During such -
emergencies, however, the protection ) .
limits shall not be exceeded except as
is necessitated by the emergency.
Certain Environmental Protection
Conditions and Surveillance Require- !
ments are specified in the effective |
National Pollutant Discharge Elimina-
tion System (NPDES) permit issued by
the State of North Carolina, Department
of Natural Resources and Community
Development, Division of Environmental
Management. This agency 1s responsible
for regulation of matters involving
thermal discharges, chlorine, normal- .
izer tank pH, and piezometric head.
2.1 THERMAL C
'2.1.1 Maximum Temperature Rise e Deleted
Deleted ' ! 3.1.1 Maximum Temperature Rise
: Deleted
2.1.2 Rate of Change of Discharge ! ,
Temperature ; 3.1.2 Rate of Change of Discharge
Deleted ; Temperature
2.1.3 Heat Treatment of Circulating 3 Deleted
Water System L 3.1.3 Heat Treatment of Circulating
Deleted ' Water System
2.2 CHEMICAL Deleted
Deleted 3.2 CHEMICAL
2.2.1 Chlorine Deleted
Deleted 3.2.1 Chlorine
2.2.2 Other Chemicals Deleted
Deleted 3.2.2 Other Chemicals
2.2.3 Hydrogen Ion .Deleted
Deleted 3.2.3 Hydrogen Ion
Deleted

NOTE:

Pages 2-2 through 2-5 have been deleted.
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BSEP-1 & 2
. 2.0 ENVIRONMENTAL PROfECTION CONDITIONS . ?.0 SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS
2.3 HYDRAULIC I : 3.3 HYDRAULIC
2.3.1 Water lLevel in the Discharge Canal 3.3.1 Water Level in the Discharge
~. . L Canal
-Objective: To minimize impact_ _ . _~ Specification: Water level

. of the discharge canal on the loc S in the discharge canal near the . - °
* ° groundwater supply. - - T o plant shall be monitored daily.

Specification: . Water level in
the discharge canal shall normally
be maintained between +3.5 feet msl
and +5.5 feet msl at the discharge
weir, These limits may be exceeded
as required either for plant

- .maintenance or as a result of
natural conditions such as heavy
rainfall which is beyond the control
of plant personnel.

2.3.2 Plezometric Head . . 3;3.2 Piezometric Head E
. .. | ;
Deleted . Deleted

' S CeT |
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BASES:

2-15

NOTE: Page 2-15a has been deleted.




Specifications 2.3.1 and 3.3.1 maietain the discharge canal water level'wichin

a.range that will minimize the pocrential for upuelling and dpwnﬁeliing effacts
on the aquifar. ' '

-

Specifieacion 2.4 provides the meteorological parameters which'are measured at
the plant will provzde the 1u£orma: ion necessary to estimate potenclal radiation

.’doses to the public from rouelne or accidencal releases of radioact.ve materials’
to the atzosphere and ceet the requirements of subparagraph 50.36a (a) (2) of
IOCFR Part 50 and Appendices D and F to 10CFR 50. .

RADIQACTIVE DISCHARGES

LIQUID WASTZ ESFLUENTS - The release -of radicactive macerial ia l‘quid efs 1uent:s to

unrestricted areas shall not exceed the concentration li=mits specifie 10 CIR Parc
20 and should be as low as practicable in accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR
Part 50.36a. These specifications provide reasonable assurance that the_-esul:ing
annual dose to the toral body or any ofgan of an individual in an unrestricted area
will noc exceed 5 mrem.- A: the same time, these soecifieaEions perait the flex*bility
of operation, compatible Wlth considera: ons of health and safery, to assure that the
public is provided a dependable source or power under unusual operatiag conditioas
wvhich may temporarily result in releases higner thac the design objective’ levels but
still within the cp;cen:racicn lizits specified in 10 CFR Part 20. It is expected
that by using this operational flexibility under unusual cperatiag condi:ioes. and
exerting every effort to keep levels of radioactive material ia liquid wastes as low
as practicable, the annual releases vill zot exceed a small fraction of the concentra-
tion limits specified in 10 CFR Part 20.

The design objectives have been developed based en operating experience, taking

into account z combinacioe of variables including defective fuel, primary system

leakage, and the performance of the various waste treatment systams, and are

consistent with Appendix I to 10 CFR Part 50.

. | 2-16



4.0 Environmental Monitoring

4.1 Nonradiological Monitoring

The nonrédiological biological monitoring requirements are specified in
the effective National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
bermit issued by the State of North Carolina, Department of Natural
Resources and Community Development, Division of Environmental Manage-
ment. This agency is responsible for regulation of matters involving

water qua}ity and aquatic biota.

NOTE: Pages 4-2 through 4-5a have been deleted.
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e ' ~ -
' ¢. . .ords of changes as described Section 5.4.2.c(1L:
and (2). : '

o

5.4.1.2 A separate annual environwmental radiolegical report
‘ covering the previous 12 months of operatien shall
be submitted within 90 days after Jaauary 1 of each
year. The first such report shall be submitted for
the 12-month calendar period during which initial
griticaliry is achieved. Data not available for
- inclusion in the rmport will be submitted as soon as

S5-4




5.4.2

possible'iﬁ a supplementary report. The report shall

include the following:

a. Summary records of monitoring requirements surveys

and samples.

b.- Analysis of envirommental data.

Non-Routine Revorts

a. Nonradiological Reports

DELETED




Radiological Reports

Violations 6f~an Envirommental Technical Specification,
including unplanned release of radioactive materials of
significant quantities from the site shall be reported
to the Director of the appropriate fegional offiﬁe (copy
to the Director of Nuclear Reactor Regulation) within

14 days of an envirommental event. The written report
shall (a) describe, analyze, and evaluate the event,
including extent and magnitude of the impact; (b) de-
scribe the cause of the event; and (c) indicate the
corrective action (including any significant changes
made in proceduresf taken to preclude repetition of

the event and to prevent similar events involving similar
components or systems. The environmental protection
conditions for radiblogical discharges are described in
Section 2.5. '

5~5a
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o * #~- The radiological environmenta*~monitoring is
Y. e . described in Section 4.2.

- Analyses of environmental samples which exceed the

,if; larger of either the coatrol station va;ué (Table 4.2-5)

or the minimm detection limit by a factor of 10 or more
for that same sample type zad time period ﬁill be iden-
tified and if determined to be_attributablelto the opera-

. tion of the Brunswick Piaﬁt, a written report shall be sub-
nitted to Director of the appropriate regional office :
(copy to the Director of Nuclear Reactor Regulation) within o
30 days after confirmation.* The test for exceeding the
guide value will be 2 T test at 99.5% confidence. The ~

test will be considered positive when:

- . Jo 2 2 :
X, - (R 10) > Tyg o0 ¥, 2 402 (200) .

where:

= 2
T99.5Z 1 tadl T te§t (2.2414)

Xi = value obtained at station 4

Xc = either value obtained at control station or
- minimum detection limit (mdl), whichever is

3

largeé.

'oi = standard deviation of station i value

o, = gtandard deviation of control station

*A confirmatory reanalysis of the original, a duplicate or a2 mew sample may be
desirable, as appropriate. The results of the confirmatory analysis shall be
completed at the earliest time consistent with the analysis, but in any case

thin 30 days. If the high value is real, the report to the NRC shall be sub-

nitted. : ,

5-6



If milk samples.colleczed over a calendar quarter show
average I-131 concentrations of 4.8 picocuries per liter

or greater and the increase is determined to be attribu--
table to the opération of the Brimswick Plant, & written
report shall be submitted to the Director of the appro-
priate regional office (copy to the Director of Kuclear
Reactor Regulation) within 30 deys, and should include an
‘evaluation of.zny release conditions, environmental
factors, or other aspects necessary to explain the anoma-"
lous results.

Ce Miscellaneous Reports

(1) When a change to the plant design, to the plant
operation, or to the procedures described in |
; ' Section 5.3 is planned which would have a signi-
ficant adverse radiological effect on the environ- l

o ment as determined by the Plant Manager or which
oy :

L

T : : involves a significant radiological environmental |

= matter or question not previously reviewed and
evaluated by the NRC, a report on the change shall
be submitted to the NRC for information prior to

. , } implementation. The report shall include descrip-

tion and evaluation of the impact of the change.

_ " (2) Request for changes in Environmental Technical
. . * Specifications shall be submitted to the Director
. ' of Nuclear Reactor Regulation, NRC, for prior
' review and authorization. The request shall in-
: clude'an evaluation of the impact of the change.

35=-1
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Reactor Operating Events
Event Notification Report

*** Not For Public Distribution **%
Event Notification Report

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission - Operations Center
Event Reports For EN No (15683)
** EVENT NUMBERS **

15683
A Top
Power Reactor Event Number: 15683
Facility: BROWNS FERRY Notification Date: 05/22/1989
Region: 2 State: AL Notification Time: 21:56 [ET]
Unit: [1] [2] [3] Event Date: 05/22/1989
RX Type: [1] GE-4,[2] GE-4,[3] GE-4 Event Time: 20:25 [CDT]
NRC Notified By: KIRBY Last Update Date: 05/22/1989
HQ OPS Officer: RAY SMITH
Emergency Class: UNUSUAL EVENT Person (Organization):
10 CFR Section: BARR (RDO )
50.72(a)(1)(i) - EMERGENCY DECLARED LAINAS (EO )
50.72(b)(1)(iii) - TORNADO SHULL (FEMA )
LIAW (OSP )
SCRAM Current
Unit Code RX CRIT Initial PWR Initial RX Mode PWR Current RX Mode
1 N N 0] Refueling 0 Refueling
2 N N 0 Cold Shutdown 0 Cold Shutdown
3 N N 0 Refueling 0 Refueling
Event Text

AN UNUSUAL EVENT HAS BEEN DECLARED DUE TO A TORNADO WARNING IN NEIGHBORING LAUDERDALE COUNTY.
UNITS 1 AND 3 ARE DEFUELED AND UNIT 2 IS COLD S/D WITH THE HEAD REMOVE. PRECAUTIONARY MEASURES ARE
BEING TAKEN IN ACCORDANCE WITH THEIR TORNADO PROCEDURE WHICH INCLUDES SECURING THE OVERHEAD
CRANE ON THE REFUEL FLOOR AND EVACUATING PERSONNEL TO THE TURBINE BUILDING. THE STATE AND LOCAL
AUTHORITIES HAVE BEEN NOTIFIED. THE NRC RESIDENT WILL BE NOTIFIED. *** 2329 EDT UPDATE *** THE
UNUSUAL EVENT WAS TERMINATED AT 2225 CDT AFTER THE TORNADO WARNING WAS CANCELLED.

GO@S!Q" e _[ Google Search |

© Search Internet O Search www.nrc.gov

Information Security Reminder

http://nrr10.nre.gov/roe/event/en-internal.cfm 06/16/2005
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Reactor Operating Events
Event Notification Report

*** Not For Public Distribution ***
Event Notification Report

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission - Operations Center
Event Reports For EN No (17396)
** EVENT NUMBERS **

17396
& Top
Power Reactor Event Number: 17396
Facility: QUAD CITIES Notification Date: 12/21/1989
Region: 3 State: IL Notification Time: 11:37 [ET]
Unit: [11121([] Event Date: 12/20/1989
RX Type: [1] GE-3,[2] GE-3 Event Time: 12:30 [CST]
NRC Notified By: KOOI Last Update Date: 12/21/1989
HQ OPS Officer: BOB STRANSKY
Emergency Class: NON EMERGENCY Person (Organization):
10 CFR Section: WIEDEMAN (RDO )
20.403(b)(4) - PROP DAMAGE > $2000
SCRAM Current
Unit Code RX CRIT Initial PWR Initial RX Mode PWR Current RX Mode
1 N Y 93 Power Operation 93 Power Operation
2 N Y 93 Power Operation 93 Power Operation
Event Text

LICENSEE REPORTED THAT POTENTIAL DAMAGE IN EXCESS OF $2000 OCCURRED TO A NEW FUEL BUNDLE. ON
12/14/89 WHILE RECEIVING A NEW FUEL BUNDLE, THE REFUELING CRANE AUXILIARY HOOK WAS INADVERTENTLY
LOWERED ONTO THE BUNDLE. tHE HOOK WAS IMMEDIATELY REMOVED AND THE LICENSEE OBSERVED ONLY SURFACE
SCRATCHES. THE LICENSEE SAW NO REASON TO REJECT DELIVERY OF THE BUNDLE. AFTER FURTHER
COMMUNICATION WITH THE FUEL VENDOR, THE LICENSEE HAS DECIDED TO SHIP THE BUNDLE BACK TO THE VENDOR
FOR INSPECTION AND POSSIBLE REPAIRS. RI INFORMED.
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