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" Gentlemen:

The regulatory staff has reviewed the "Applicant's Proposed Findings .
of Fact and Conclusions of Law in the Form of a Proposed Initial
"Decision' submitted in this proceeding and agrees with the substance
thereof; except for the two points noted below.

R However, the staff believes that briefer proposed findings are appro-

- priate in view of the Commission's policy, as expressed in §IV of
Appendix A to 10 CFR Part. 2; of encouraging brevity and conciseness
in initial decisions. On this basis, we have prepared eur enclosed
findings in the form of a proposed initial decision which we think
conforms more nearly with the Commission's wishes.

At the hearing the board adverted to the applicability of § 20.106(e)
"10 CFR Part 20 as possibly affecting the rates of releases of gascous
wastes from the proposed Indian Point facilities (Tr. 2246). As we-
stated at the hearing, under Part 20 the total radioactivity released
from the operation from all three units at the Indian Point site may .
‘not exceed Part 20 limits and the technical specifications for each
reactor will lncorporate approprlate restrictions,
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Paraoraph 16 of the applicant s proposed findings of fact, particularly

Footnote 25, accurately describe the circumstance under which § 20,106(e)

- might be invoked, and we agree with the position stated. We would

. emphasize, however, that the invoking of § 20.106(e) is a determination

which would be made by the AEC, not by a particular licensee. 1In

addition, if it were necessary to apply § 20.106(e), the Commission

- would seek to restrict all contributing sources, not merely releases
“from any particular 11censee. (Tr.,894 -896, 2005-2009)

.-We have two comments on the applicant's proposed findings. In Para~-
graph 25 the applicant states that "CSE data indicated that experi-

. mental confirmation of the theoretical model did not extend beyond a

reduction by a factor of 100 of the original inorganic iodine vapor."
.This statement is correct for the initial period of ten minutes of
spray operation. lowever, .the ultimate inorganic iodine decontamination
attained exceeded a factor of 1000 in these experiments,

" The secend conment refers to an apparent typographical or clerical

. error.  Footnote 59 to the applicant's- flndlngs refers to 'Applicant's
- Exhibit 3." We believe that "Appllcant s Exhibit 2" is the correct
vreference. : . e
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