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SAFETY EVALUATION REPORT
The Indian Point 3 Safety Evaluation Report ie due to be published

......

QWe plan to . complete our review of these three items in time to present AJ"

.. Jour ‘conclusions in; the supplement to the Safety Evaluation: Réport. which
L. i scheduled, for completion by January &,-1974. -Based .upon.the’ above,,”i"
‘we conclude that the Safety- Evaluation Report ia sufficiently complete’u.
L to* permit publication at. this time. - e . AR e
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"”lAn inadvertent valve closure or a pipe break in the nuclear header :,

;-Vof ‘the service water system could result in theroverheating and

~ eventual loss of. all’ three diesels. "The: applicant claims that it ;?3'

o September 14 1973., Listed below are: three items that are outstanding;:} o

-

'bv’a has. about ‘one. hour -to. manually switch from the nuclear header to Lo

the conventional header following this postulated break assuming
- that the diesels- were supplying power. to the niinimum- number of
-f;engineered safety features. . In- -order to. accept ‘this’ approach for
.- coping with failures: ‘4n the nuclear- header, the" applicant hds to
;;‘fverify this~one hour time’ period and. show: that all. necessary actions
Co- required ‘to. restore: adequate diesel cooling can be accomplished

:*fication.

| *‘The staff evaluation, baseduon input.from the Effluents Treatment
;jBranch and Environmental Projécts, concludes that the radioactive:

.‘1'n~f'waate systems do not, satisfy “as, low. as; practicable" guidelines. PR
K ;agThis is primarily due to intermittent treatment of the steam 1..,%:”'

ggenerator blowdown.l_. AR --.3:‘

4'3Additionally,athe radioiodine monitoring capability must be’ modified
‘vto include monitoring of the- plant vent and the steam generator

in this time period. - If ‘the applicant camnot substantiate this J“ 5Lf:5 a
approach to’ our satisfaction, then we will require a design modi-»nr
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‘The applicant was 1nformed by letter, detediduly 17; 1973 of these P
='deficiencies in. the effluent treatment system. A response to the AEC &~
‘letter was sent from Coneo@idated Edison to George Knighton on: August 21
i 1973.A ‘Because the Final Emvironmental Statement is- scheduled for com~ -
L «pletion by Decemher 20, 1973, it is anticipated ‘that the problems with'
"¢ the effluént treatment syetem will be resolved prior to-.the: SER Supple«
'f“fment due date. ' : - Lk =

F 0300 Fuel Deneification (Secti‘m 5 5)

-

\;.,'

'7.A preliminary fuel densification report for.this facility was filed
" in-April, 1973 and a final report ‘was “just - filed’ in August,:1973..

The earlier’ report “was. reviewed and - accepted.; The final- report.

- which mainly supports the conclusione given in the preliminary report,
. has to be. reviewed.. However ," we. -do: not . anticipate ‘any major. problem

. in" this regard., Technical Specification 1nformation is: contained :
-in the August eubmittal. ‘The final report will be,reviewed ‘and our..

conclusions will be given 1n a supplement to. the Safety Evaluation fﬂ’ L
Report. ,“;{_J iy : : TR ‘ v
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