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' Commissioner Johnson; o

L E Lol By letcer dated July 23 1968 Consolidated Edison Company of New York,,?-
St -.rInc. requested an’ exemption from the requirements of 10 CFR. 50, 10(b)

'{.Unit No._ 3~_;

SR 1. Pouring of the base mat concrete of the containment building .
x”fz,ﬁiup to the. bottom liner plate. ,This dAncludes the walls .of- the .
”f],reactor vessel cavity and the recirculating pump pit.n, E

, ’E_Installation of the bottom liner plates and transition knuckle '_':.f,wl*f
‘plates. V.“ir:- - ",'., ) . . . '~' _-‘-: .. :1 L ) .,.’ -."“-- - N -'4;77. .:‘ : :

.fInstallation of the rebar for the base concrete over the bottom -
'*.'liner plates. ,-;7 . PP Tss

i“':eronsolideted Edison requested that thie exemption be iseued by September 15
‘ :s1968._ 3;- . ___,mﬁ_w? . ST »;ﬁzv_,. N :

I the propoeed amendment to 10 CPR 50 which will be. forwarded to “the’ Com—'

- mission shortly,’ ccncerning the, installation of footings, foundations, and

© 7" “below grade walls. of power reactor .facilities prior to ‘issuance of a con-

Lok struetion” permit;, ‘we .are proposing the following criteria to govern the
' }fwgranting of . construction exemptions. " 5 : , . :

rtfiiSO 12 Specific exemptions.‘j;[_lgT"~2‘;'$ R fﬂ

(b)(l) There is 4 public need for the energy to be produced by the‘;
: ;‘ proposed power reactor on the schedule projected by che L . .
'tapplican e T B R
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. Memoranduin fo the Commlgsidhers -2- -

(2) Charaoteristics of the reactor site and the design criteria

“*ﬂ”;_'-- ;&1 - for-.the construction to be performed under the- exemption

Vs

vhave ‘been adequately deseribed- in the application to; con“.,'
_ struct and - -operate the facility “well 1n advance of the appli~
. cation for exemption. ";~a :

i e .‘-. R .f.‘ =

(3) Reeolution of known safety problems would not require modi—
fication of the requested construction. S

S ST
.-'». .

Consideration of the pending exemption request from Consolidated Edison
Company of New York, Inc. is made with the. knowledge’ that the deeign of
- :the  containment building proposed for Indlan Point Nuclear Generating -

_ Unit.No. 3 is identical to that approved for .the construction permit of - the“:,. o

- containment building for Indian Point Nuclear Generating Unit No. 2...Con-"
.'“iotruction Permit No._CPPRer was issued to the -Consolidated Edison- Company
. of New York, Inc. on October 14, 1966 for Indian Point Nuclear Generating
fUnit No,: 2, ~The’ information concerning. structural’ design of the Unit No. 2

containment which was" reqnired of the applicant. and reviewed by the staff

.at that- time was more ‘limited in mature. than our ‘current requirements .in .

thie area. Since the issuance of the conetruction permit for Unit-No.-2,
Zwe have continued to develop experience in the technical review .of the
' adequacy of the structural ‘design of conteinment buildings. ‘Ag’ a conse-
. . quence, we transmitted a list of questions -on containment structural .
' Ja~deeign to the applicant on- July 16, '1968 which - requested more information
: than available in the Unit Wo. 2 application.u This request included

questions concerning analytical techniques used in the design of the bottoo -

-mat, liner buckling at the base of the walls, seismic design aeeumptione

’ for the -transition knuckle: platee, ground- water .infiltration, and construc-
-‘tion practices end inspection. - Until satisfactory responses to this
request have’ been received and - evaluated we cannot determine if the work :

"'?reactor vessel cavity and the recirculating pump pit. Until we have com~’
-} ‘pleted our evaluation of tho layout of the emergency. core cooling’ system,

; we.cannot determine if the’ atrangement of the pumps, sump, and embedded

- -piping-is- adequate to.ensure ‘Proper operation of the emergency core cooling -

’f evaluation of the’ reactor vessel cavity can be completed, the poesible o

implications of the comments of the ACRS .on the Zion project should be con~;

© .-gidered and discussed with the applicant as’ they might now apply- to the
-,cIndian Point site.ﬁ Therefore we cannot presently conclude thet resolutiou

L -gystenm following ‘a lose of coolant’ eccident. In addition,. before final L;,,:~



l1nem6tandumito‘théiCbmmissibnérésg_;Si o

.4'1 of known safety problems would not’ require modification of the construc— Ti
" tion requested to be exempted from a construction permit. L :

For the. reasons stated above, the application for exemption does not
. meet the criteria we propose in section 50.12(b); except with. respect to T
" the public need for energy on the schedule projected. Since 'the struc-.
‘ tures whic¢h would be canstructed under the proposed exemption are -massive.
~ (6800 cu. yds. of concrete, 100 tons of rebar, 90-tons of liner plate, AR
-and 38 tons of embedded steel), .any modification occasinned by our review .-

~11:7 might involve removal of large quantities of concréte which would’ greatly

delay the- construction schedule. Accordingly, we ‘propose to defer’ action;_A
;'on- the request for &n exemption from the requirements of 10-CFR 50, A0(b) -
;-until we have evaluated the pertinent portions of the: respomses tpfour o
=~ "questions of July 16, 1968, 'and have detefmined that the ‘design i '_:~<'
jf acceptable. We; propose to. advise the company accordingly, as set -orth
‘in. the attached 1etter. e g : X

'f}? [(‘Sigﬁe&) ZﬁLR '

Harold L. Price Ly
Director'of Regulation
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. - UNITED STATES , o . BT '
ATovnc ENERGY COMMISSION = ' ' |

: WASH!NG"‘"ON D.C. 20545

Consolidated Edlson ComDany of New YOLK Inc.
4 Irving Place ‘ '
New York, New York - 10003

Attention: Mr. W..Donham Crawford . o : ’ : : .
‘ - Administrative Vice President o ,

- Gentlemen:

We have recelved your letter dated July 23, 1968, requesting an
exemption to the ' requirements of 10 CFR 50.10(b) which would permit
the following operations to be conducted in conriection with the pro-
posed Iﬁdlan Point Unit 3 prlor to 1ssuance of a constructlon permlt'

1. Pouring of the base mat concrete up to the bottom liner plate.’
This 1ncludes the walls of the reactor vessel cav1ty and the
-rec1rculat1ng water sump. :

2. Installation of the bottom liner-plates and tran51t10n knuckle
plates.

3. Installation of the rebar for the base concrete over the bottom » 7/
llner plates. :

As reflected in our meeting on April 16,1968 and in a subseauent

list of questions dated July 16, 1968, our review of the design of ' v
the contaimment structure will require additional information, .
significant portions of which relate directly to the areas ‘of your
exemption request. Specifically, these include questions concern-—
ing: base mat waterproofing, cyllnder to-slab junction design,

base mwat design and analytical procedures, seismic design, liner
design, material selection for concrete, corrosion protection, and
construction practices and inspections. Until satisfactory responses
" have been received and evaluated, we cannot determine if the work
proposed under the exemption will be acceptable.

We also note that work requested under the exémption involves pour-—
ing the walls:of the reactor vessel cavity and the recirculating
water. sump. Until we complete our review of the emergency core
‘cooling system with respect to both function and system layout we -’
cannot determlne if these structLres are adequate.

W : o - ' ' N O




Consolidated Edison Company,.‘_ -2-
of New York, Inc. o

. Accordingly, we cannot,presently‘conclude that resolution of known

Bty

- safety proble‘s i
structlon‘
tures, any’
our rev1ew'could

ion: £ the requested con-—
d ;hvflves massive struc—
. mlght ‘be occasioned by

constructlon schedule. ‘Therefore,
we will defer act ‘t for an exemption from the require-
ments of 10 CFR 50 10.(b Auntll we’ have évaluated the pertlnent portions ,
of. your response | to our requests for additional 1nformat10n and have SRR
determined that the ‘des gn of those 1tems covered in your exemptlon : S
1equest is” acceptable?‘ - : : :

In thls recard we recognize! that ‘the- Unlt No. 3 containment structure

is substantlally the same as that of Unit No.: 2.. No change in the ' L :
'requlrements for: Unlt No. 2 are currently ‘contemplated; however, ’
should significant: new technological information be. developed during

review of- Unlt No. 3 the de31gn of Unit No. 2 would be. recon31dered

‘Sincerely, - = - o ' . ; o

1

Peter A. Morris, Director _
- Division:of Reactor Licensing C et

cc: Arvin E. Upton, Esquire ' : L : L
LeBoeuf, Lamb, Leiby and MacRae . .
1821 Jefferson Street, N. W
Washington, D. C. 20036 ’ : - ,
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Chairman»Seaborg
Commissioner Ramey
Commissioner Tape
Commissioner Johnson _ . ‘
CONSOLIDATED EDISON COMPANY OF NEW YORK INC.:— REQUEST FOR
EXEMPTION FROM 10 CFR 50. 10(b) N o '
By'letter dated July 23, 1968, Coneolidated Edison Company
of New Yerk "Inc. requeS£ed an eﬁemptioiZégﬁ?ﬁe-requiremehts of
* 10 CFR 50 10(b) ‘which would permlt the follow1ng operations to
be conducted prlor to. issuance of a constructlon permit for
Indign Point Nuclear Generating’ Unit No. 3:
.1, PoUrng”Of the base mat concrete of the containment
A building up to the bettom liner plate. This includes
the &alls;of the reacter vessel cavity and the
recifeﬁlating‘pump pit. )
2. 'Installation of the bottom 1iher plates and transition
knuckle plates. ~
‘3l Installation of the rebar for the»base coﬁcrete over
‘the'bottom liner plates. | | |
CQnSOlidated Edison requested that this.exemption be issued

by September 15, 1968, BN

..11‘33/0@'@" o WM“M’&%"‘MWZ:% Cémm ,“

Qm‘fhe proposed amendment to 10 CFR 50 concernlng the

‘ 11nsta11at10n of footings, foundatlons Aand below grade-walls

" of power reactor facilities prlor to 1ssuance of a constructlon
permlt s%mﬁ%ﬁ? w2 47”‘/é%47 ’ 7




50 12 Spec1flc exemptions.

'(a)

()~
of Section 50‘i6/to auth rize the installation of the

z///f this’ sectlon that°
‘. >

‘the public 1nter

The Comm1ss1on may, upon applicatlon by interested

pers‘n, grant~suCh exemptions fr:f);5e requirements of

the regylations in this part as it determines are

authorize 4by law and will not endangerblife or property

or the common\defense a d security and are otherwise in.
The Comm1ss1on may grant an exemptlon from the requirements

foOtings, foundations and thqse portions of”the internal

‘and external walls of a power reactor structure that are

below/;iniShed grade level upon detéwpining, as a basis

for ‘making the determinations required b paragraph (a)

(i) There is a publlc need for the energy to be produced

-;: by the proposed power reactor on the schedule projected

by the.applicant;v' S I , '

(2) CharacteristiCS'of*the reactor site and the design
criteria for'thevconstruction to be perforned under
tne exemption have been adéqnately described in  the

’applicatlon to construct and operate the fac111ty

‘well 1n advance of the appllcation for exemption

‘(3)f’Res01ut10n of known safety problems would not require'

e modificatlon of the requested constructlon.

Tt




(’*i, (4) ”Granting of the exenption“ ; “hot otherwise,adversely

..

\Q\ ' affect the'public inter ' ';’ ,1 : v
DiSeussion | éﬁ" ( ‘(7‘ A
“’////;onsideration of t exemption requ t is’ made w1th the

-
yd

knowledge that the deSign of the containment building proposed
'for Indian P01nt Nuclear Generating Unit No. 3 is identical to
'that approved for the construction permit of the containment
‘ building for IndianvPOint Nuclear Generating-Unit No, 2.
Construction Permit No; CPPR-21 was issued‘to the»COnsolidated
;Edison>Companw of New York, fnc.uon October'l4, 1966.for |
" Indian Point Nuclear Generating Unit No. 2. The'informationr
concerning structural design of ‘the Unit No.'zfcontainment
which was required of the applicant and- rev1ewed by the staff
at that time was ‘more limited in nature than our current re—:
.qu1rements in this area. Since the issuance of the construction
permit for Unit No. 2, we have continued to develop experience
in the‘technical review of the adequacy of the structural'
design‘of containment buildings. As. a consequence we transmitted
a list'oi questions onicontainnent structural deSign to the
applicant -on July 16 1968 which requested more information:
than available in . the Unit No. 2 application. This request
includeduquestionsucOncerning analytical techniques used,in_
the deSign of the bottom mat, liner buckliné'atfthe‘base of

the'walls seismic deSign assumptions for the tranSition

knuckle plates ground water infiltration, and construction




.

practices and inspectioﬁ.' Until satisfactor& responses

to this request have béen receiVed.and evaiuatqd,‘we:cannbt
determine if the work which the appiicant propbses to pérform
undervfhe exemptioﬁ will be acceptable.

As previously thedl the applicgnt proposes to .pour thé
Walis of the reactor vessel Cavity-dnd thé:recifculating pump
pit.. Until we have qompleted Qurlevaluétibn of the 1ayouf’of'
the émergéncy core cooling system; we cannothdetermine-if the
arrangement of fhe.pumps, sump, and eﬁbedded-piping.is adequéte
to ensure:pfoper.opéraiidn of tpeiQméfgehcy_éore‘boolihg systém
»following a ioss of péolant acéident. In addition, beforé final
evaluatioh_df the reactor vessel cavity can be completéd, tﬁe
lpossible implications‘df the comments of the ACRS on the Zion
project shQuiq.be considered and.discusséd with fhé applicant
as they might now abp1yAt6 the indian Point site. ‘Therefore,
we cahnof preéentlf conclude tﬁatLresolutionlof,knoWn séfety
problems:woﬁld not require ﬁbdificatibn'of the construction

requested to be exempted from.a construction permit.'v .

For the reasons stated above, w

M’TM'C@ Xl hia wewﬁgmw n §5’o,1z(ﬁ”€e;g€aﬁﬁ7¢

determinations—reguired: osed.amendggg

/Lﬁ?meaf‘ & o Lie A A&nenitj U ﬁubégxw@/%w?0aza/l
- Sifice the strucdtures which would be conStructed under the

propoéed exemptionAare massive. (6800 cu. yds.'of concrete,

100 tons of-rébar, 90 tons of 1inér'p1afe, and 38 tons of

. . . e A s = .
*  Paragraphs 50.12(b)(22,aﬁd—59=£2(b)(3){ Adgggate_. .
e findin

" info ion Nhas been s tted fg.suppbf : s
’ uired by para s 50.12(b) ( )raﬁd—507;24b}£4%?-%~—f~/
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: émbeddéd éfeé15 an& modlflcatlon dccas1oﬁed by our fev1ew
might 1nvolve removal of large quantltles of concrete which
© would gpeatly-delay»the constructlon schedule. Accordingly,
we propoée tq defer actioﬁ‘bn the request for aniexemption
from the requirements of 10 CFR 50.10(b) until we haVe eva1uatéq,
the pertinent‘portions of. the responses to our QueSfiohs of

July 16, 1968 andmhave de;ermlned that the design is acceptable

Harold/L Prlce
D1rector of Regulatlon
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