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REVIEW OF CON., EDISON'S RESPONSE TO QUESTIONS ON SPENT FUEL
POOL MODIFICATIONS (TAR~1728 FOLLOW-UP)

Plant Name: Indian Point 2
Responsible Branch: EPB-1
Project Manager: C. Haupt
Request Received by RAB: 9/3/75
Review Status: Complete

In accordance with your request of 9/3/75, the Radiation
Protection Section has reviewed Con. Edison's response to
question 7 relevant to the I.P, 2 spent fuel pool modification
and found it not responsive to our question. The applicant
did not provide the source term (radionuclide concentration)
in the spent fuel pool or the calculational (mathematical)
models used to compute the concomitant dose rate above the
pool., In his response he refers to primary coolant source
terms (Table 9.2.5 of I.P. 3) but does =ot indicate the fuel
pool dilution of this activity nor the factors of reduction
vrovided by primary coolant and fuel pool .clean~up systems,

In order to speed up the reéview process, we have searched out
these factors. In so doing we found that the primary coolant
of about 17,500 gals.* is diluted by the 350,000 fuel pool

water. A factor of reduction of 10 was also used to agpproximate

the clean-up systems effect on the fuel pool radionuclide
concentration. As a result of this, our calculation of the
dose rate above the pool is in agreement with the applicants.
We are therefore satisfied that the impact on occupational

.exposures from the fuel pool expansion will not be signifigant.

This review was performed by S. Block, RPS/RAB.

Original signed by

(8111120359 730919 W. E. Kreger
iﬂ? 5000286
l ADOCK O b -2 0 William E. Kreger, Leader
- B @ﬁ Radiation Protection Section
‘q@fu u% Radiological Assessment Branch

Division of Technical Review

*Information c¢ontained in a Bechtel report.
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Docket Ho. 50-286 AUG 4 1975

Harold Denton, Assistant Director for Site Safety, TR
INDIAN POINT UNIT NO. 3 ENVIROMMENTAL TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS

On April 10 and May 7, 1975, you submitted two memos to me regarding

the surveillance and special studies program in the Indian Point Unit

No. 3 Environmental Technical Specifications. These memos pointed out .
the positions taken by the Environmental Specialist Branch in their

review of the applicant's environmental surveillance program in Section 4.0
and the reporting requirements in Section 5.6. Extensive meetings and
working sessions werec held with the applicant from March through May to
resolve as many differences as possible on specific items.

In your May 7, 1975 memo, you also recormended deletion of Figure 4.1-1,
as proposed by the applicant, which is a schematic showing the schedule
for conducting the ecologlcal program from April 1972 to January 1, 1977.
The reason was to avoid having the ecological program bound to Con Ed's
schedule, in which the data collection would end in 1975, and to require
collection of a minimum of 2 years (1976 ~ 77) of postoperational data
on Unit No. 3. Deletion of this schedule was done in the June version
of the ETS which were sent to the printer for publication., Copies of the
published ETS have been distributed to ESB for their information. This
version took into account all the comments you submitted in your May 7,
1975 memo. (The June version of the LTS is beilng revised because of

Con Ed's comments on Section 2.4 Radioactive Discharges). '

On July 25, 1975, Con Ed management requested a meeting with A, Glambusso,
DRL, to discuss the ecological progran in the ETS. (See minutes of the
meeting, dated July 30, 1973, for details). A TAR has been submitted to
TR, requesting ESB to review Con Ed's comments and requested changes on
the ecological programn. Certaln comments, particularly relating to the
specifications in Sections 4.1.2a(l) General Ecological Survey, (2)
Entrainment, (3) Impingement and (4) Special Studies, requiring review
and prior approval by NRR of any changes or termination of the ecological
progran need to be carefully evaluated, in view of the ESB positions
discussed in your May 7, 1975 memo. (See item e),
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After review of Con Ed's comments and requested changes, we plan to
send Con Ed a listing of our agreements and/or disagrecments (with
bases) of each change prior to having a meeting with Con Ed, We want
to have our positions finalized in advance of any meeting with Con Ed.
After a meeting with Con Ed, the ETS will be finalized and republished
ready for issuance with the OL for Unit Yo, 3,

Daniel R, Muller, Assistant Director
for Environmental Projects
Division of Reactor Licensing
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Applicant: Consolidated Edison Company of New York, Inc.
Dates: March 14, 20 and April 10, 1975 \

~ Facility: Indian Point Units Nos. 1, 2, and 3-Radiological Environmental
o . Technical Specifications. . ,

On March 14, 20, and April 10, 1975 meetings were held with representa-
tives of Consolidated Edison to discuss the radiological environmental
technical specifications which will be incorporated in the Technical Spec~
ifications for Indian Point Units Nos. 1, 2, and 3 to be issued with the
Operating License No. DPR-64 for Unit No. 3. Those specifications dis-
cussed include Sections 2.4 and 3.4 Radioactive Discharges and Section 4.2
Radiological Environmental Surveillance, which are of interest to the
Effluent Treatment Systems and Radiological Assessment Branches.

" Details of the discussions of the meetings are presented in Enclosure 1.
A 1list of attendees is presented in Fnclosure 2. Items of specifications
submitted and commented on by the applicant are presented in Enclosure 3

and 4,
“ortginal signed 0¥
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- ENCLOSURE 1 : T

DETAILS OF MEETINGS ON RADIOLOGICAL ENVIRONMENTAL
TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS

CONSOLIDATED EDISON COMPANY OF NEW YORK, INC.

DOCKET NOS. 50-3, 50-247, 50-286

Meetings were held with representatives of Consolidated Edison at NRC
Headquarters on March 14 and 20 and April 10, 1975 to discuss the radiolo-
gical sections of the proposed Environmental Technical Specifications to
be issued with the Operating License No. DPR-64 for Indian Point Unit

No. 3. Consolidated Edison initially proposed Section 4.2 Radiological
Environmental Monitoring Survey as part of the Environmental Technical

Specifications on January 24, 1974. After a meeting held on March 8,
1974, the applicant submitted revised pages to the Environmental Techni-
cal Specification on April 17, 1974. The applicant was informed on
March 8, 1974, that the proposed radiological environmental program
including two regimes would require revision to comply with the NRC
guidelines to be published in Regulatory Guide 4.8 Guide to Preparation
of Environmental Technical Specifications. Furthermore, the applicant

.was told that Section 3.9 Effluent Releases in Appendix A of the Techni-

cal Specifications would be transferred to Appendix B of the Technical

Specifications as Sections 2.4 and 3.4 Radioactive Discharges for Indian
Point Unit No. 3. '

On March 14, 1975, the applicant received a copy of a draft of the revised
Sections 2.4 and 3.4 Radioactive Discharges and Section 4.2 Radiological
Surveillance, for the Appendix B, Environmental Technical Specifications.

Comments on these sections were received from the applicant on March 14
and 20, 1975. They were also transmitted to NRC on April 7, 1975 and
are listed in Enclosures 3 and 4. Additional discussion on the items
listed in Enclosures 3 and 4 took place on April 10, 1975. Details of
this discussion are presented below.

I. Sections 2.4 and 3.4 Radioactive Discharges

A. Per Unit vs Site Releases

A generic problem exists in that the Sections 2.4 and 3.4

were written for limits on releases from each Unit rather than
for limits on releases from the entire site. Since the three
Units have common facilities, particularly the steam generator
blowdown interties from Units Nos. 2 or 3 to the Unit No. 1
SBBPS and the common discharge structure, the releases from
each Unit cannot be differentiated. The applicant can maintain
the overall site limit but not on a per Unit basis.
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This issue has been resolved by modifying the wording and _
including item 1,18 in the Definitions section. Item 1.18 says

that:

"The release rate per site shall be equal to the release
rate per reactor times the number of reactors producing
radioactive effluents at the site irrespective of the
actual release rate from each reactor through the shared
liquid radioactive waste treatment systems."

Effluent Control Monitor and Automatic Waste Isolation Valve on

-the Unit No. 1 Waste Processing Plant

NRC staff has required that in Specification 3.4.1.h, Unit No. 1
should be provided with a continuous liquid effluent monitor with
recorder, an alarm and automatic closure of each isolation valve,

and a continuous flow measurement device with recorder. Since this
equipment is presently not at Unit No. 1, the applicant has .
until June 1, 1976 to install the equipment. Prior to this .
date, the NRC staff is requiring that all Unit No. 1 liquid

effluent releases shall be batch released and any unplanned or
uncontrolled offsite releases of radioactive materials in the

liquid effluents in excess of 0.5 curies shall require a 10-day

-notification to the.NRC.

Analysis of Batches of Liquid Wastes

The applicant explained that in Specification 3.4.1.b, the
requirement that each batch of liquid wastes be analyzed for

. gamma isotopes is not necessary. The applicant has used a

limit of 1 x 10 7 uCi/ce concentration after dilution based on
gross gamma - beta analyses of each discharge. The staff
recommends each batch be analyzed for gamma emitters at a
detectable concentration of 5 x 1077 uCi/ece. For certain
mixtures of gamma emitters, the staff has provided a means of
calculating concentrations of each radionuclide using measured

ratios with those radionuclides which are routinely identified
and measured.

Waste Distillate Tanks at Unit No. 1

Specification 3.4.1.c calls for recirculation of two tank
volumes prior to taking samples from a monitoring tank. Since
it is pPresently not possible to recirculate the liquids in the
Unit No, 1 tank, this Specification has been modified to
require a recirculation system on the monitoring tanks at Unit
No. 1 by June 1, 1976, Prior to this time, representative
samples will be taken from the tank drain tap after flushing
the line with five times the sample line volume.

e S e e e e L L : ) - ‘ —~~-~~~~~m
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.Continuous Monitoring and Recording of Radioactivity

In Specification 3.4.1.d, the radioactivity in liquid wastes is

brequired to be continuously monitored and recorded. Conditions

are provided whenever the monitors are inoperable. The applicant
believes that releases must be allowed after sampling when
monitors are inoperable. Unit No. 1 also has no monitors to
comply with this specification. As stated in item A above,

the monitors at Unit No. 1 will be required by June 1, 1976.
Specification 3.4.1.h describes the condition for Unit No. 1
monitoring requirements. However, for the other two Units, if
monitors are inoperable for over 72 hours, no release from a
liquid waste tank shall be made and any release in progress
shall be terminated. : :

Flow Rate Measurements and Recorders

In reference to Specification 3.4.l.e, no flow rate measuring

. devices on Unit No. 1 liquid waste discharge lines and no flow

rate recorders on any of the Units exist. The applicant
determines flow rate by recording the time of start and finish
of a discharge and the discharge pump capacity. The volumé of
liquid in a waste tank is recorded before discharges. However,
Specification 3.4.1.e will require flow ‘rates to be continuously
measured and recorded or the tank level checked and recorded

at least once every two hours during release.

Blowdown Monitoring

In reference to Specification 3.1.4.g, the applicant reported
- that if the blowdown monitor is out of service, the condenser

air ejector monitor will provide for continuous monitoring.

Even if both of these monitors are out of service, the applicant
carries out manual sampling which, according to him, will

comply with Regulatory Guide 1.21 and Criteria 60 and 64

requirements. The NRC staff will, however, require continuous
monitoring and recording of the steam generator blowdown radioactivity.
If these monitors are inoperable, the blowdown flow is required

‘to be diverted to the waste management system and the direct

release to the environment shall be terminated.

‘Limitations on Gaseous Discharges

The applicant complained that the limits on the radioactive

- . gaseous discharges as presented in Specifications 2.4.2.a(l1)

and 2.4.2.b(1) are more restrictive than the present limits

which, according to the applicant, are based on the worst
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meteorology. In addition in Specification 2.4.2.b(2), the

annual limits are more restrictive than the quarterly limits .

which have now been applied. On April 15, 1975, the applicant

submitted a letter including revised sections on the gaseous
. _ . “discharge limits. However, they were later withdrawn. The
aweeow oo« ... specifications on the limits have now been firmed up based on
L o - NRC guidelines.

I. Flow Measurements and Recorders of Caseous Releases

As required by Specification 3.4.2.b, gaseous releases, except
turbine building ventilation exhaust and as noted in Specifi-
"cation 3.4.2.c, are required to be monitored. However, no
flow measurements or recording instrumentation is provided.
The NRC staff is requiring that the flow of the gaseous releases
be measured and recorded by June 1, 1976. The NRC staff
agreed that prior to that date, the release rate in Specifi-
‘cation 2.4.2 shall be based on the measured flow rate or the
determined flow rate of each operating vent or stack exhauster,
-provided a flow rate calibration of all exhausters has

been performed each 6 months and the damper position and
- exhauster operating conditions checked and recorded each

shift. :

\

'J. Tables 2.4-1, 2.4-2, 2.4-3, and 2.4-4

Based on comments from the applicant, Tables 2.4-1, 2.4-2,
2.4-3 and 2.4-4 were modified such as to take into account the
' requirements to have various monitors for liquid discharges,:
which are not in the plant now, installed by June 1, 1976.

The monitors for the steam generator blowdown vents shall be

required for Units 1 & 3 by initial criticality of Unit No. 3.

The applicant's comments were taken into account wherever
possible. Sections 2.4 and 3.4 are being finalized and will
be included in the Technical Specification to be issued when
the Operating License No. DPR-64 for Indian Point Unit No. 3
will be granted

II. Radiological Environmental Monitoring Program

The radiological environmental monitoring program as described in

/ E Section 4.2 of the Technical Specifications for Unit No. 2 was

"~ - 'revised by deleting a separate subsection for milk monitoring and
incorporating all monitoring in one section for the new Technical
Specifications for Units Nos. 1, 2, and 3. 1In additiom, the
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monitoring program was revised to eliminate the two regime concept
and to include a one regime program consistent with the present day
NRC guidelines. Comments on specific items of the revised Section
4.2 were received from the applicant and are listed in Enclosure 4.
Each item was discussed on April 10, 1975. - As a result on April 15,
1976, the applicant submitted a revised Section 4.2 to take into
“account his comments. The NRC staff has reviewed the revised
section, and with some minor modifications, agree with the revised
Section 4.2. Section 4.2 will be issued as part of the Appendix B
,at the time that the Operating License No. DPR-64 is granted for
Unit No. 3. The applicant has also provided two maps locating the
various sampling stations within 10 miles of the Indian Point site,
~which will be included in the Technical Specificationms.
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LeBoeuf, Lamb, Leiby & MacRae
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" CONSOLIDATED EDISON

. o |

.' PROPOSED TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS

~ APRIL 1975

Problen

'
N

. Due to the brlef grazmg ‘season in this area, any

changes in nurbers of milch animals between the begmnlng
and middle of the grazing season will be minimal. There-
fore it is not necessary to conduct two surveys. '

Since we already have establlshed a control location at

Roseton where air and fallout is sampled, it is unnecess-

ary to establish a new station in the least prevalent
wind direction just for food crops. We WJ.ll sample food

. crops at Roseton.

- Sampling frequency for H. R aqmt:c vegotatlon should

' “ vegetation is available for analysis.

be Spring and Sumner. During the fall season very little

/

It is unnecessary to perform Sr-89, 90 analysee since

" various technical papers indicate that measuring Cs-—l34

137 will yield the same resulte. *

,Sr—89 90 analysis urmef‘essary as explalned above.

Control station for leafy green vegetable wme"essary
as explan.ned in 4.2.1.4 above.

' ‘Sample point 1 should read Envirormental Lab not Air
Monitor House since sampler was .relocated to eln.m.nate

heavy dust loach_ng .

.. Sampling point 5 should read NYU tower not Verplanck

lab. The former has been a existing air sampling
station and lies in the same sector as the latter.

Therefore no need to change existing sampler

4.2.1.3 - 4.2-2
4214, 423
Cable 4.2-1 4,26
‘Table 4.2-1  4.2-7

Table 4.2-2 - 4.2-8
- mable 4.2-2 429

Sample pomts 26 and 27 not necessa_ry ‘since we are
already sampling H.R. water on a contlnuous basis.

Sample point 32, NYU Tower should be sample point 5.

- Sample point 33, Rover, is not only unnecessary but not
' meanmgfu.l as an indicator of plant effects since

sample is moved periodically to dlfferent locau_lons.
Should be elmu.nated _

Based on analysis of results of Indian Point 1 and 2 operational‘?

radiological environmental monitoring data, the use of Cg-134, 137
measurements as an indicator of Sr-89, 90 in appropr1ate media is

allowed

’



-Section . , Page - f '.__ 'Problem
' Table 4.2-2 o 4.2-10 Sample point 47 unnecessary as explamed in 4 2.1.4
_ - ahove.:
_Table 4.2-3 4.2-11. Sample size of 1 Kg for H.R. crabs/clams would require

collecting 300-400 samples.- It would be highly improbable
that we could collect this many crabs/clams since this
area is not permanent habitat for these organisms.
Therefore the minimun detectable concentration will be
dependent on the weight of the crabs/clams collected.

Sr-89, 90 analysis on air particulate required on a -
monthly/quarterly basis but sample size indicates
weekly sample. ble size therefore should be
increased to 1080 m3 and 3240 m3 for monthly and

quarterly sar"plmg respectively.

Table 4.2-3 C4.2-12 The GSA MDC on milk sample would require sufflclently
' ' : long enough countmg time which would result in a :
physical change in the sample causing geave y changes. which
would render the analysis useless. Zn MDC of 5.0 pf‘i/l
- would be a proper cawpromise betwesen countmg tlme and
deLectlon lmlts

“Sifice C5-134, 137 will Be dnalyzed by GSA, B above
- Teasons app ly to increasing the detectlon limit from
1.0 t0 5.0 pCi/1L. | | |
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baniel R. Mullex, fsgistant Dixactor for Eavivonmental Projects, RL
THRDs George W. Ruighton, Chief, Fuvironmental Projccts Eranch Ho. 1

DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR - COMMENTS ON TUE FES FOR INDIAW POXRT UHIT WO, 3

On April 24, 1975, the Depariment of Interfor comsented on the YES for
Unit Ho. 3 regarding the BRC response to the DOI comment concerning the
iupacts to dowmstrasns uses of the fudeon Biver water. A copy of the
LOI ietter is attached ae Enclosure 1. The DOL comments refer to page
i1I~-16 (copy enclosed) of the FIS. - '

Fe addressed the question of water uses snd its impacts in a nusber of
subsections In the PNS. On pags VIIl-2, we pointed out thet commmrelal
and industrial usas of the vivar, as well as public and recreation uses,
should not be affacted by the operation of Unit No. 3, except that the
heated dischsarges limit the extent to which future fndustries ia the
fensediate vicinity ecould further heat the water. The productivity of

the river conld not increase in this respect ss loag as the plants operate
with once-through cooling. PSurthermore, the following paragvaph, which
was in the DES for Unit Wo. 3 but was inadvartently left out of the WES,
explains the limirs of the hesting capecity of the Hudson River water for
the entire subreglon starting with Lake Champlain. ’

“According to a study made by the Hanford Enginearing Laboratory! en
thermal affecta of projacted growth for the Hudson River with 4its nasjor
tributary, the Mohsvwk River, and the draivage bhasin of Lake Champiain
within the United States, the total stream~electric power eapacity of
thie subragion is 11,043 Mie. At the present tisme, there 4s 6,153 e
capacity, ox 56X, of sieam slactric planks on the budason River which
enly ineludes the stretch from Trey ¢o Few York City. The ssmumption
used in estimacing the vaiue of 11,043 e 4ncluded operation with ence~
through cooling.”

In addition, wa did not have readily available inforpmation on all the
industrial uses of process watsr of the Hadson River but we did state
that we beliaved it wass reasouable to assume that wost usars have pro-
cesses that are sufficiently insensitive, or have sufficient eoolinz
capacity ngrgin, to accomedate any temperature shanges of 4 to 5 P* with
ligtle inconvenisnce or cost. Ve Surther zdded that the use of the water
for cooling Unit No. 3 would have 3 valuc and bepefit to the welfsre of
people &n the applicant'’s service araa, relative 6 the need for power.

OFFICED |

SURNAME 3 ) - RN SRR RIIROUIN NN ettt

DATE D> ' . PR [

Form AEC-318 (Rev. 9-53) AECM 0240 ¥ U: 83 GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE! 1074-026-166



JUN 2 1975

n page V=49 of the FPRB, we slso addressad the quastion of the effect
of water uge by industry stating that (1) the water consumption by Unit
Ho. 3 is uegligtble, and (2) no interforence from chamical discharges
or incresssd turbidity is expectad. The salty water prevents i4s usae
by uany industries except £or cooling and by municipals fer drinking
PUTPASaG.

Ue avo unawaera Gf any speeific industry that could ba affocied by the
thernal effiuents from Indian Point Units Nos. 1, 2 or 3 except Bowline
or fovatt fossll plants which also use the water for ence-through ceoling,
¥Ye have thoroughly investigated the cumulative cfiects of thermal dis—
charges from sll power plants on the river,

Aithough wa do not have all the informaticn cn other water users we would
like to have, we believe we have provided a sufficient respomse on this
subject in several subsections of the FES.

In addition, I agres with DOI that Chapter 5 of Reg Guide 4.2.1 shobid
be appropriately anmeadad te require that the applicants evaluaste basin-
wide impacts, such a8 on water uaes, from operation of their plants.

tinary Jane Oestrmann, ?zoject Hanazer
Fovironwental Projects Branch Yo, L
Pivision of Besctor Licensing

Enclosuress
i. DOT lzx ded 47124775
2. Page XII-16 of IP~-3 FES

DISTRIBUTION:
Docket File (3)
EP~1 Reading
HRR Reading
GEnighton
MI0estmann
BHarless
HSlater
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Comment:

Thetmal Effacts on Warer Uses — Anticipated impacts of thermal
efflusats on aguakic Diota in the Hudson River appear to have
been exhaustively palyzed Howmever, little or no information
is dincluded in th2 effect of the raised water temparature on
other uses of the river water upstream and downstream from
Indian Point, particularly at points between 90 and 120 miles
downstream of Troy, New York. It is recognized that the effects
will be partially inseparable from those of other power plants
such as the Lovett and Bowline fossil-fuel plants, and that the
effects would presumably not be significant after May 1, 1978,
wnen a closed-cycle cooling system would become operational.
However, it is suggested that assurances be given that thermal
effects evaluated in the statement include effects. on other

~industrial uses of the water, particularly the important use

of the water as a coolant.

Response: -

When all three Units at Indian Point are operating with
once-through cooling and the effects of other power plants

are considered, the average tempera;ur: of the Hudsomn River in
about a 10-mile reach at Iandian Point may at times be incresased -
up to 4 F° over what it would have been withoun operation of

the Tndian Point Plant (see Chapter V). ‘Industries and other
users of process water will be adversely affected due to either
slightly higher process temperatures of increased watar circula-
tion requirements. The effect will be most pronouncad during.
July and August when river freshwater flow rates are low and

the ambient river temperatures are highest. The stalf believes
it reasonable to assume that most usars have processes that are
sufficiently insensitive, or have sufficient cooling'capacity
margin, to accomodate this change with little inconvenience or
cost. However, a complete survey and analysis of all process
water uses in the affected reach of the river is not readily
available and without such information the hardships, if any,

as a result of raising the river temperaturs cannot be accurately
estimated. Once closed-cycle cooling systems are in operation,
thermal effects from the Indian Point Plants should be minimal.

Comment:

Cumulative Impacts — We believe it imperative, when coasideris
impacts on fish and wildlife resources, that all units ooaratl g
or planned on the Hudson River astuary be coasidered. The fishery
loss associated with steam-szliectric power plants withdrawiang wat
from the river should be discussed more thoronghly. Such an ovar-—
21l analysis of impacts would be more informative thaa a discus-
sion of only the Indian Point Nucleatr Generating Srtation’'s impaczs

'”J U‘<




Distribution: R. Ballard

Docket Nos. 50-3 MAY o 2 1975 -1 Reading C. Hilips
§‘§’.:§;§7 DRMuller ' J. XAstner
MiQestmann - E. Conti

J. Collins/S. Boegli M. Passont
I. Vassallo/M. Aycock
P. Gray/T. Bruen

Yote to: J. Gallo, Chief Hearing Counsel, Office of tﬁe Executive
Legal Director

IWDIAN POINT UWITS NOS. 1, 2 AND 3 - PROPOSED ENVIROMMENTAL TECNHICAL
SPECIFICATION REQUIREMEHIS

Twenty copies of the “Proposed Environmental Technical Specification
Requiremants for Indian Point Nuclear Generating Units 1, 2, and 3,"
which have bheen prepared with the technical assistance of TR, have been
sant to you under separate cover. We have held numerous meetings and
discusnions with Conasolidated Hdisor during the last several moaths to
resch agrecement on various lssucs in the preperstion of the ETS. The
ETS for all thros plants aro to supersede the ETS for Units Heos. 1 and
2, as anended, issued with Amendment No. 3 to the CL for Unit Zo. 2 in
August 9, 1973. An BTS change to take into account the deletion of the
old ETS for the new BIS is being prepared.

In assance the nevw E’I’S follows the geuneral format of the old ETS but
have beer upgradaed to vespond to coumments from DIE and te cozply with
present-day NRC guidelines. The Section 3.9 Effluvent Release has been .
transferred from Appendix A to Appendix B (BYS) as Section 2.4 snd 3.4
Radioactive Discharges. However, this Section 1s based on the old
Apyenaix I end will have to be modified by an ETS change by June 4,

157¢6. Until managament kas firomed up its guidelines on the new Appendix
I, we will heve to keep the Section 2.4 as is. The Sectlion 4.2 Environ-
sental Radleolepical Surveillsnce progrem has bsen changed to delete the
two regime pampling program and to substitute an expeanded one regime
program to comply with present day guldelines., The ecoleogical sections,
4.1.2a (1) Genepel Ecology Survey, (2) Eatveinment, (3) Impingement, and
(4) Special Studies have been modified se as to comply with the Stipu-
lation vith the need to collect at least two years of post operatiomnal
data. This extension goes beyond the origimsl TI program, a schematic
cf which is enclosed. The original TI progran was dasigned so that all
field data collection would be completed by the end of 1975 and in 1976,
the final report would be prepared. Because of the Environmental
Specialist Branch's position taken (copy of memorandum, dated May 7,
1875), the schavatic diagram has been delated from the new PIS Because
ESB felt it was too binding in terws of the time schedule of the speci~
fleations. 1o addition, a condition has been added which indicates that
the licensee cannot tersivate the ecology program without the prior
approval of LXR,
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¥ you have any questions regarding the ETS, please let us know by May
27, '1975. 1f not, would you please arrange to send them to the parties.

Original signed by
‘George W. Kn' -t "r =

George V. Kuighton, Chief
Eanvironmental Projects Branch No. 1
Divizgion ef Reactor Licensing
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