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JAN 5 1978

Docket No. 50-286

MEMORANDUM FOR: George W. Kniohton, Chief
Environmental Projects Branch i, DSE

FROM: o Jerry R. Kline, Section Leader
. : Terrestrial Resources Section
'Env1ronmental Specialists Branch, DSE

SUBJECT: TERRESTRIAL 'RESOURCES SECTION RESPONSE TO COMMENTS OV
o ' INDIAN POINT UNIT 3, DES~CCC

| PLANT NAME: Indian Point Station Unit Vo. 3
| LICENSING STAGE: Post-OL
| DOCKET NUMBER: 50-286 o
: PROJECT MANAGER: Robert P. Geckler
DESCRIPTION OF RESPONSE: Respomse to Comments.on DES~CCC -
REVIEW STATUS: Terrestrial Resources Sectlion Review ~ Complete

Attached are our responses to comnents receivéd‘onflnéian Point Unit No. 3
DES-Closed Cycle Cooling Systems. G. Gears is respomsible for the
development of these responses.

Original Sigued by JerryR. Kliag

Jerry R. Kline, Section Leader
Terrestrial Resources Section
Environmental Specialists Branch
Division of Site Safety and
Environmental Analysis
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Responses to Comments by the Licensee (PASNY)

-Summary and Conclusions

The Staff's position is covered in Section 5.2.2.7(7) and 6.3.3.2. 1In
addition, the staff has pointed out in the FES that restorative actions would
be technically feasible although there would be probably no need for them.

Monitoridg programs could establish whether a need for restorative actions

exists after commencement of operations. A technical foundation is, therefore,

established which could aid in the resolution of future conflicts if they arise.

The siaff recommended in Section 5.2.2.6.b that bird monitoring should be
undertaken on one selected tall structure at the Indian Point site. The Staff
believes that the proposed Indian Point Unit No. 2 bird monitoring program

fulfills this recommendations and, therefore, no additional bird monitoring

requirements are warranted.

Chapter 1
Section 1.5 - The Staff has not to date received a final report of the Chalk

Point Study Program.

Chapter 3

Section 3.4.3 - The text has been corrected to reflect this comment.

Section 3.6 - No response needed.

Section 5.1.3.2 — 'The Staff has incorrectly assumed that the accumulated

deposits obtained were based on the highest humidity observed during the month.'
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2 IP-2 data had been submitted for MDCTs predicting highest drift deposition
values if relative humidities exceeded 907 for the entire month. The Staff
has'cﬂanged the text to reflect the IP-3 evaluation utilizing hourly variations
in humidity for MDCTs éndAother tower combinafions. As indicated by the
licensee's data for IP-3 MDCTs, maximum salt deposition values currently

- predicted for Indian Point MDCTS would not approach the values prédicted

previously by the Unit No. 2 licensee.

Section 5.2.2.2 - "The Staff has incorrectly stated that the Boyce Thompson

Institute (BTI) estimated "threshold" rates of saline deposit.”

The licensee indicates that the BTI goal was to eétimate 'the distribution :
of thresholds for a population of receptors wunder certain environmental
conditions'. The Staff inaicated that BTI chamber experiments served to rank

order of salt sensiti&ity of plant species and provide.estimates of the

amounts of salt required to produce visible foliar démage. The Staff has

.developed its anélysis in subsequent subsections on this salt sensitivity

ranking together with estimates of the amounts of salt required to.produce

visible foliar damage.
Paragraph 1 - "...location of pafafilm—coVered deposition plates.”

Text has been corrected to reflect the more precise location of collectors

and relationship between parafilm collectors and leaves.



Paragraphs 3, 5, and 6 - Comments dealt with the 'background concentration

of chloride'.

‘In several experimen?s reported by the licehsee, the Staff points out that
1500 mg/m3 of C1” is a highef concentration than is expected in the field.
The.Staff believes this aerosol is properly termed background since the
measured levelvof aerosol in the chamber exceeds the field aerosol 1evéls

- known to cause damage by a factor of 10—15.' The Staff, therefore, termed this
aeréSol background since it is a &ariable which is a consequence of the
experimental design but not'part of the central purpose of the experiment
which was the measurement of the effects of deposition (refer also to Indian

Point Unit No. 2, CCC-FES, Response 5-15, p. 8-5, August 1976).
Paragraph 7 - Refer to 5-16 and 5-17, IP-2, CCC-FES, p. 8-5, August 1976.

Section 5.2.2{3(a) — The data would support the conclusion that there is a
continuous rélationship between ambient humidity énd pladt response under salt
stress. The Boyce Thompson report stated: '"The lowest exposures were
conducted at the relative humidify level which had been found to maximize the
injury.from saline aerosol" (IP-2, CCC-ER, p. 6-23). The 1iceqsee submitted
an analysis of biological damage indicating that maximum toxicities occurred
at about 852 relative humidity and toxicities decreased by hélf for 50%

relative humidity. Therefore, the Staff believes that salt effects may be at

least a factor of two less than the maximum indicated by the licensee's 'study.
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Section 5.2.2.3(b) - The Staff has considered the frequency of dfought lasting
14 days in its analysis. Dfought is considered to be a factor in enhancing
botanical injury; however, the influence of this factor should not be dver—
stated. The’ maximum drift deposition predicted By the staff for»significant
areas offsite amounts to only 4.50 kg/ha for the entire month of August for
two MCDTs (Figure 5-20(A) FES). Total foliar accumulation for a 14Vday dry
period is, therefore, only slightly greater than 2 kg/ha before rainfall at
the end of the drought washes the 1eaVes. For reasons previously stated, the
Staff does not consider the Boyce Thompson value of 1 kg/ha to be a.réalisfic
estimation'of the distribution of thréshold levels for vegetative éamage. ~ The
true threshold could be a factof of 10 or more higher than this. Thus, a
single drought episode of 14 days does not in itself signal the onset of
unacceptable consequences. The significanée of drought is Fhat it is simply
one of the interacting factors in this anélysis. If drought periods occur
more than once in a seasén or if a series of dry years occur, the stress
naturally increases. This factor interacts with others, however. If mechaniéall
draft towers were selected, for examﬁle, higher drift levels combined with
successive or gxtended drought episodes would increase the risk fof vegetation

and widen the area at risk.

Section 7.1 and 7.3 - The text has been corrected to reflect that no additional

offsite land will be required.

The Staff has considered site land use impacts together with construction and
operating effects on terrestrial biota in Sections 5.2.1, 5.2.2, 5.2.3 and

5.2.4 and has recommended monitoring programs outlined in Section 6.3.3.2.



Responses_to Comments by the New York State Department of Environmental
Conservation (NYSDEC)

Table 5-1, p. 5-7 - The Staff has presented extensive calculations of

predicted drift depositions in Figures 5-6 to‘5—35; Thé Staff believes

that the values presented in its own assessment are reasbnable. A logicél
conSeqﬁence of acceptiné cooling towers of any design‘is the concurrent
acceptance df some bounded risk. The staff analysis has placed reasonable
bounds on the risk associated with each tower éption in the FES. Within these
bounds. it is reasonabie.to éxpeét that the specified contingency will be
fulfilled on occasion since risk is a probabilistic concept. The Staff's
expectatioﬁ of no damage with MDCTs is, therefore, not'negatéd by the prudent
allowance for a margin of error. Further anaiysis yields the.coﬁclusion
that the consequences of error do not exhaust. opportunities for maintaining

a high quality environment since restoration or rehabilitation would be

possible.

Section 5.1 - General Comment: MDCT will not cause violations of the suspended
particulates standard nor exceed the allowable increment for settleable

particulates, but salt fallout will cause vegetation damage.

The Staff addressed the impact of closed-cycle cooling options on vegetation

in Section 5.2, noise in Section 5.3, visibility in Section 5.1, and aesthetics

in Section 6.3.3.3.
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Section 5.2.2.6.a - The Staff has evaluated the addition of salts to determine
effects on settleable particulates and has determined that air quality standards
are not violated. The NYSDEC concurs with this assessment (NYSDEC Comment on

IP-3, DES, October 12, 1977).

Sectioh 5.1.3.1 - The licensee's highesg offsite éalt deposition rate was
Vpredicted to occur 1.2 miles south of the tower within the 200 kg/km2 isopleth.
This single point deposition value was predicted to occur in an.extremely
small area and considerigg.tﬁe state-of-the~art of all salt déposition

predictioh models it ‘is reésonable to assume that a higher deposition rate

may fall somewhere within the bounded 200 kg/km2 isopleth,

General Comments: Fan-assisted natural draft options have been discussed by the

Staff in Sections 5.2, 5.3, 6.2 and 6.3.

Section 5.2.1 -~ This qﬁestion has been addressed in Section 6.3.2.2 of the

FES.:

Section 5.2.2.4.b - (a) The prime areas for potential salt damage impacts are
north and south of the Indian Point site, along the Hudson River. The Staff
places emphasis on impacts to'privately owned trees‘because they are located
in areas which were predicted to have the greatest potentiai for Qegetative
damage. The Staff has calculated thét areas east and north of Peeksville,
including Bear Mountain‘State'Park, will receive levels of salt drift
insufficient to induce vegetative d;magé. (b) Operational monitoring will be

undertaken as indicated in Summary and Conclusion. (c) Consideration has been

given to prevention of drift damage by watering, and the Staff has concluded
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that recommendations for the implementation of these types of actions are

not warranted at this time.

The Staff has addressed the possible replacement through compensation of
affected trees which might be injured beyond recovery in Section 5.2.2.4.b

of the FES,

Section 5.2.3.2 - The Staff presented a range of hours of additional icing
due to operation of each alternative closed-cycle cooling alternative in’

Section 5.1.2 and 5.1.3 and 5.2.3.2.

The major icing events were calculated by the Staff to result from MDCT

operation onsite.

The Staff concludes that there would be extremely small risk of biological

damage due to icing from operation of any of the cooling tower optionms.

Responses to Comments by the Department of Housing and Urban Development

' The Staff has considered the shadowing of sunshine in Section 5.1.1.1 and
concludes that data show no detectable changes in hours of bright sunshine

due to operation of cooling tower complexes.

Responses to Comments.by the Village of Buchanan

The Staff analyses of the salt drift effects on vegetation establishes a
perspective in risk. Part of the perspective concludes that concerns for

widespread catastrophic damage in the offsite environment are unfounded.




The environment will not be denuded of vegetation regardless of which cooling
tower option is chosen. Foliar symptoms similar to salf burn but unrelated to
power plant operation already exist on a few trees in the vicinity of

Bﬁchahan and Peekskill. The possible_effect of.added salts in this'environment
could be to add somewhat to the'freq;ency of occurrence of similar symptoms.

A change in frequency of tree loss or foliar symptoms, if they occur at all,

may or may not be appafent to a casual observer‘depending on their maénitude.
‘Monitoring would, therefore, be required to establish with reasonable certainty
whether a change actuglly_takes place and, if it does, to quantify its magnitude.
Monitoring pfograms would serve the important.practiéal purpose of.establishing

. a data base ﬁo aid in the eqﬁitable resolution of possible conflicts if any.

occur. (Refer also to Indian Point Unit No. 2, FES-CCC, August 1976,

pp. 8-34-39.)
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Docket Nos. 50-247
and 50-286

NOV 111577

Yoss A. Moore, Assistant’ﬁirector for Environmental Pbejects, DSE

- THRU: G. H. Knighton, Ch1ef, Env1ronmental Projects Branch No. 1 .

USE

FOQ INDIAN POINT

% .
%" FORTHCOMING MEETING WITH EPA REGARDING COOLING SYSTEﬂ ALTERNATIVE
|

i Date and T1me.

Location:
Purpose:

Partfcipants

cc: Applicant
Service list -

November 18, 1977
10 am

Room P-500
7520 Norfolk Avenue

' Bethesda, Maryland

To discuss potential program
for evaluating cooling system

alternative for Indian Point.

 NRC: ©D. Muller, V. A. Moore,

€. Knighton, R. Ballard
R. Geckler :

ORML: T. Row
EPA:  H. Lunenfeld

/S/

Robert P. Geckler, Project Manager
Environmental Projects Branch Mo. 1

Division of Site Safety
and Environmental Analysis

OFFICE 3
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|
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Consolidated Eidson Company, Inc.
Power Authortiy of the

cc:

State of New York

Leonard M. Trosten Esquire
LeBoeuf, Lamb, Leiby and MacRae
1757 N Street, N.W.

Washington, D. C. 20036

Anthony Z. Rosiman, Esquire
Sheldon, Harman and Roisman
1025 15h Street '
5th Floor

Washington, D. C. 20005

" Edward J. Sack, Esquire

Law Department

Consolidated Edison of
New York, Inc.

4 Irving Place

New York, New York 10003

Sarah Chasis, Esquire

Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc.

122 East 42nd Street
New Yrok, New York 10036

Carl R. D'Alvia, Esquire
Village Attorney

Village of Buchanan

395 S. Riverside Avenue
Croton-on-Hudson, New York 10520

Honorable George V. Begany
Mayor, Village of Buchanan
Buchanan, New York 10511

Mr. Paul J. Merges
Energy Systems Specialist
Office of Environmental Analysis
New York State Department

of Environmental Conservation
50 Wolf Road
Albany, New York 12201

Mr. Terrence P, Curran, Director
Office of Environmental Analysis
New York State Department

of Environmental Conservation
Albany, New York 12201

Director
Technological Development
Programs

State of New York Energy Office

Agency Building 2
Empire State Plaza
Albany, New York 12224

Richard C. King, Esquire

Acting Staff Counsel

State of New York
Energy Office
Agency Building 2
Empire State Plaza
Albany, New York 12223

Lewis R. Bennett

Assistant General Manager-
General Counsel

Power Authority of the
State of New York

10 Columbus Circle

New York, New York .0019

Joseph D. Block, Esquire

Executive Vice President,
Administration

Consolidated Edison Company
of New York, Inc.

4 Irving Place

New York, New York 10003
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NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555

July 21, 1977 - ¢

Docket Nos. 50-3, 50-247
and 50-286

MEMORANDUM FOR: George W. Knighton, Chief ,
' Environmental Projects Branch No., 1, DSE

FROM: Ronald L. Ballard, Chief
Environmental Specialists Branch, DSE

SUBJECT: TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE REQUEST - INDIAN POINT, UNIT NOS.
1, 2 & 3, ENVIRONMENTAL TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION
CHANGES (TAC 4532)

PLANT NAME: Indlan Point Nuclear Generatlng Plant

LICENSING STAGE: Licensed -

DOCKET NUMBERS:- 50-3, 50-247, and 50-286

RESPONSIBLE BRANCHES: EPB-1

PROJECT MANAGER: R. P. Geckler

DESCRIPTION OF RESPONSE: Environmental Impact Appralsal for Chemical
N and Water Quality ETS Changes’

REVIEW STATUS: Environmental Specialists Branch - Complete

The Aquatic Resources Section has completed a review of the environmental
impacts associated with the changes to the Indian Point, Unit Nos. 1 and 2,
Environmental Technical Spec1f1cat10ns. The proposed changes would result

in the replacement of the current ETS for Unit Nos. 1 and 2 with the . .-
existing ETS for Unit No. 3. The review of the environmental effects of-

the proposed changes was requested by your memorandum dated March 31, 1977.
The ETS sections covered by the attached .appraisal are those addre531ng
Limiting Conditions for Operation for chemical parameters and thelr
associated Monltorlng Requirements.,

We have found that the proposed changes to ETS Sections 2.3 and 3.3, and
their subsections will not result in significant environmental impact. nor
will they result in impacts not evaluated by the staff either in the FES
for Indian Point, Unit No. 2, or the FES for Indian Point, Unit No. 3.




George W. Knighton -2‘=

This review was performed by J. Lehr.

t
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‘Ronald L. Ballard, Chief

Environmental Specialists Branch.

Division of Site Safety and
Environmental Analysis

Attachment:
Environmental Impact
Appraisal

cc: w/attachment

R. Geckler

W. Pasciak :
R. Ballard -7~
R. Samworth ’
J. Lehr

P. Erickson-

B. Grimes
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Environmental Impact Appraisal for Indian Point

Environmental Technical Specifications Changes

1. Description of Proposed Action

The Consélidated Edison Company (Con Ed) haé-requested changes to the
Environﬁental Technical Specifications (ETS) for its Indian Point Nuclear
Generating Plant, Units 1, 2 and 3. Con.Ed proposes the deletion of the
exiéting ETS'for Units 1 and 2 and.their replacement with the e#isting

Unit 3 ETS.. This would create a uniform set of ETS for the facility

1

(i.e., a..single_set of station ETS). Those Units 1 and 2 and Unit 3
ETS sections covered by this appraisal are 2.3, 2.3.1, 2.3.2, 2.3.3,

2.3.4, 3.3, 3.3.1, 3.3.2, 3.3.3 and 3.3.4.

Sections' 2.3 require thét all station liquid chemical discharges be
diluted with the girculatiﬁg cooling water éfflhent during release.
Sections 2.3.l.place.limiting conditions for 6peration on the frequency,
~ duration, timing and concentration of total residual chlorine discharges
 from the units. Sections 2.3.2 limit the total yearly discharge
amount. and instantaneous discha:ge concentrations of corrosion inhibitors
used in the unité. Sections 2.3.3 specify the limits of discharge
concentrations and ménner of disposal'for all other nonradioactive
liquid, solid aﬁd gaseous releases from the units. Sections 2.3.4
specify the limifs én_the hydrogen ion concentration of allvplant.
dischargesAand establishes é requirement for neutralization of all acidic

and basic regenerant releases prior to discharge.




Those sections of ETS Section 3.0, Monitoring Requirements, covered
by this appraisal establish the corresponding monitoring frequencies,
locations and methods for the parameters limited under ETS Section 2.3,

Limiting Conditions. for Operation - Chemical, covered by this appraisal.

2. Environmental Impacts of Proposed Action

The existing Eﬁvironmentai Techpical'Specifications for‘Indian Point,
Units 1 and-2, contain Limiting Conditioﬁs for Operation for chemical
rgléaées.and waterAquality parameters which have as a partial basis
the staff analysis presented in the FES for‘iP-Z. - These analyses took
into cqnsideration the combined effects of the operation of both

Units 1 and 2.

“Similarly, the existing Environmental Technical Specifications for
~Indiaanoint Unit 3 contain Limiting Conditions for.Operationafor
chemical releases and water quality parameters which have as a partial
basis the staff analysis presenfed in the FES for IP-2 and IP-3.
These analyses, however, took into consideration, the combined
effects of the operation of Units 1, 2 and 3.
Therefore, these ETS Sections contain a great deal of similarity
and, in fact, many of the Limiting Conditioés for Operation have

the same Specification (i.e., numerical limits). We have examined




these ETS sections, and, where they haQe been found to be different,
have assessed the potential environmental impact of replacing the
existing Units 1 and 2 ETS section with the corresponding Section
from the Unit 3 ETSF These assessments are presented below, arranged

according to section.

‘Section 2.3 Chemical

Replacement of the existing Unit 1 and 2 ETS Specification 2.3
with=that_of.-the existing Unit 3 ETS will not result in any change
,in the operation of these units; Adoption of the proposed change
will require that ali sfation chemical dischafges be diluted during
release witﬁ a minimum of 100;000 gpm circulating.coolingvwater
flowrate. This is the same requirement that exists presently for
Units 1 and 2. Therefore,vthefe will be no change in environmental

impact'from adoption of the proposed change.

Section 2.3.1 Chlorination of the Circulating System

The Specifications for the respective "ETS for Units 1 and 2 and
Unit 3 are generally the same. The differences that do exist in
the two sets of ETS concern the total duration of Qﬁlorination
allowed at ﬁhe plant, the frequency.of rglease and the allowable

release concentration.




The chlorination specification broposed for adoption.for IP

Units 1 and 2 is presently written in such a ﬁay as to apply to all
threé units at the site. Ifs adoption for Units 1 and 2 will

result in residual chlorine discharges from thé site for up to 9

.hours per week total. However, the allowable weekly frequency of
chlorination of up to three periods (of up to one hour's duration)

per week remains the same as presently authorized under the IP

Units 1 and 2 ETS. This chlorination schedule has been reviewed
éﬁd'goﬁnd;éégeptablé by the staff in the 1P-3 fES Section V.C.2.a.(3).
Therefore, there will be no additional environmental impgct or any

unreviewed environmental impact resulting from this change.

The proposed -change will permit a maximum of two chlorination
periods of up to one hour each to occur during a tweﬁty—four
hour period. This limitation would‘apply to the Indian Point
Nuclear.Ceneraping-Plant and not to each individual unit.
separately;. The exisfing]limitation for Indian Point Units 1 aqd 2‘,‘
together restriéts the total time for chlo:ination to one hour
du;ing any‘twenty—four hour périod. With the addition of the
Indian Point Unit 3‘cooling water discharge, (which will be
chlorinated) to the.éombined Units 1 and 2 disbharge as presently
allowed undgr'the ETS, the receiving'watér bioté will be

exposed to the same chlorination stress as that which would be

experienced under adoption of the proposed ETS change.



The proposed chgnge will also pfovide an additional limitation on
residual chlorine discharges from the IP Units 1 and 2, requiring
that concentrations of total residuélAchlorine not to exceed an
average value of 0,2 ppm measured at the confluence of the
discharge canal and the Hudson River. Adoption of this change for
IP Units 1 and 2 only.has the potential to feduce environmental
impact from the situation .allowed under the present ETS, whereby
total residual chlorinetconcentratioﬁs méy be as high aé 0.5 ppm

throughout the chlorination cycle.

InAthe FES foi If-3 Section‘V.D.Z.c(B), the staff evaluated this
chlorination procedure which may result in a residual chlorine
discharge from.the plant'for more than 60 minutes in a twenty-

four hour period. The staff's conélusion was that even with the
mitigating measures, such as chlorination only during daylight
HdurS’and chlorinating during magimum.tidai flows (which will,remain
fn effect under the proposed chaﬁgej, the lgvel of impact was
difficult to determine becaﬁse of uncertainty over the exact duration
and concentra;ion of exposure for the fecéiving watef'Organisms.
Consequentlyy the staff required thé licensee to conduct a study to
evalugte'the effects of chlorine residuals and chlorinated compounds
on aquatic biot; in the vicinity of Indian Point (IP-2 FES,

Conclusion 7.d.(3); IP-3 FES Conclusion 8.b.(4)).



Evidence on the degree of impact resulting frbm the chlorination
procedures now practiced at IP Units 1 and 2‘is presented in ;he
pfogress feport of the Hudson Rivér Ecosystem Studies: Effects of
Temperature and Chlorine on Entrained Hudsbn»Riyer Organi‘sms.1
These studies are examining the effects of temperature and residual
chlorine, both singly and in combination, in both laboratory and
EE.EEEE studies at IP Unit 2 on aquatic organisms at vafious

trophic levels in the Hudson River. (These studies are required

as part of the existing IP Units 1 and 2 and IP Unit 3 ETS.) These

in_Eigg_studiés indicate tnat, when the "standard plant chlorination
value" of 0.5 ppm TRC is achieved at the condenser (half) outlet;
levels of total residual chlorine present at the end of the
'dischérge-canal and in.thelmixing zone in the river are sufficiently
low to not adversely affect the réceiving watgr biota after either
chronic or_acute exposurés; These studies were performed for
indigenous Hudson‘River aquatin species and included‘botn plume

entrainment (i.e., plume transit) and discharge canal exposures.

_ These exposures on phytoplankton, microzooplankton,.macrdéooplankton,
and fish were for one hour nominally, with some éxpOSureé béing of
shorter durations, accordiné'to the duration of chlofinatiqn of phe
unité an& the degradation of residual chlorine to below the detection
blimit'(0.03'mg/l) due chemical processes in tne feceiving waters.
Exposures to residual chlorine for periods of two and four.honrs
have been conducted in static laboratory bioassay studies for fish

(striped bass) and phytoplankton, respectively. These studies



indicate that the levels of téﬁal residual chlorine thaf produéed
either adcute or latent (i.e., 72 houri'mortalities exceed the
levels 1likely to he present in eitlier the discﬁargé cénél or the
mixing zone in thé Hudson River. ‘Fufther'laboratorf;‘and'iﬁ;éiﬁé
plume transit and dischargé canal chlorination studies aré
cpntinuing during the first year of operation of Indian Point
Unit 3, providing confirmatory information on the effects qf

residual chlorine discharges of up to two hours per day.

The staff believes that adopting the ETS for residual chlorine
of Indian Point Unit 3/or Indian Point Units 1 and 2 will not
result in an unacceptable impact nor an impact not evaluated

by the staff (See IP-3 FES Sec. V.D.2.c.(3)).




Section 2.3.2 Corrosion Inhibitors

The propoged change to the Limiting Conditions for Operation of
this section would result in a ﬁore restrictive limitation on.the
discharge of chromium from the IP Units 1 and 2. That is, the’
préposed change would limit the maximum concentration of both tri-
valent and hexavalent forﬁs qf chromium to 0.05 ppm and the total
annual release of these two forms to 100 lbs/yr, whereés, the
existihg ETS for IP Units 1 and 2 limit only the hexavalent form
"to OTOS ppm-and allow annual releases to reach-il,OOO 1bsvper year.
Thus, the proposed change will result in a reduction in potential

impact resulting from the discharge of this toxic metal.

Section 2.3.3 Other Chemicals Which Affect Water Quality

The proposed ETS change would impose different'effluent limitations
oﬁ some parameters in the IP Unit; 1 and 2 discharge, would delete
>the limitations on otﬁe; parameters and woula add additional paraméters
to be controlled. The staff's assessment of the environmental impacts

of these proposed changes are discussed below:



The existing ETS for IP Units 1 and 2 require thatzlithium
hydroxide be limited to a concentration of 0.001 mg/1l at the
confluence of the diécharge canal and the Hudson River. The
proposed change would allow these same concentrations to reach 0.01
mg/l. The FES for IP-Unit 2,Sections IIL,E.3. a. (l), V.B, V.D.l.c
and Appendix V-1 evaluated chemical discharges resulting from the
aperation of IP Units 1 and 2, specifically a concentration of
lithium hydroxide of up to 0.01 mg/l in the discharge canel and

concluded that this level would not result in unacceptable

.env1ronmental 1mpact or unacceptable 1mpact on water use of the

' Hudson- Rlver. Therefore, we conclude that this change in the ETS

will not result in an unacceptable impact nor an impact not evaluated

by the staff.

The proposed change would allow the pH'of the discharge fhom IP
Units 1 and 2 to vary between 6.0 end 9.0, inclusive, which is less
restrictive than the existing ETS range of 6.5 to.8.5, inclusive.:
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, in its publication Quality

Criteria for Waterz, recommends a water quelity standard for pH for

- the protection of aquatic life in an estuarine environment of 6.5

to 9.0, inclusive. Also recommended is the avoidance of rapid pH

fluctuations in pH due to waste discharges. The EPA has also published

Effluent Limitations and Guidelines for the Steam Electric Generating

Point Source Category3. These regulations describe minimum standards
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of performance for the industry for the protection of aduatic
species in and on the réceiving water body. The guideline for

- pH is the range 6.0“to 9.0, inclusive, which corresponds to tﬁe
range proposed for IP Units- 1 and 2 (already in effect for IP Unit
3). The rationale for this effluent limitatioa is that, aside from
being attainable by the industry, unacceptable harm to the receiving
water biota due to differences in discharge and receiving water pH
is not likely because of the available Euffering capacity of most

" natural waters.

The staff evaluated the discharge of those chemicals likely to
cause an alteration in the pH of the discharge (iP Unit 2 FES
Appendix V-1). The results of the evaluation indicated, and were

supported in part by pH measurements made during releases of the

chemicals from IP Unit 1, that changes in effluent pH to the extent

that effects on the aquatic biota of the receiving waters would not

be expected due to the buffering capacity of the cooling water.

Therefore, we conclude that this change will not result in unacceptable

'

environmental impact nor an impact not evaluated in the FES.

The proposed change would result in the deletion of controls an two
parameters, sodium hydroxide'klo pPPM max), and sulfuric acid

(10 ppm max), which afe of significance in the IP Units i and 2

- discharge because of their poténtial to alter the pH of the cooling
water (IP-2 FES Appendix V-1). As indicated in the discussion for

pH above, release of these chemicals in the concentrations




- 11 -

aﬁticipatédvby plant design and'operation.werevnot expected to
produce any effects on the aquatic biota of the Hudson River.
.Aéfﬁal operating experience at Unit i has confirmed this assess-—
ment. Therefore, we conclude that the deletion of these limits
will not.resulf.in an‘unacceptable environment impaqt nor an impact

" . not assessed by the staff in the FES for IP-2.

Another'limitatiOn to be deleted from the IP Units .1 and 2 ETS
undér the proposed éhange islthe 5 ppm maximum limit on soda ash
(i.é?,usodiﬁﬁ carbonate). This discharge has been evaluafed by

the staff iﬁ the IP-2 FES (Appendik V-1 and Section V.D.l.c.) and
found go be at a level that was an order of magnitude below the
minimum toxic levei repdrted fbr the chemical. .TAerefore, the

staff found that there was no pdtential for adverse environmenfal‘
impact in the receiving Waﬁers frqm‘this chemical, We gondlude thét
the deletion of this limitation will not result in an unacceptable
.environmental impact nor an impact not assessed by the staff in

the FES for IP-2. -

Anothér limitation tﬁat would be affected by the proposed change is
the existing limitation oﬁ 0.5 ppm minimum concentration of dissolved
oxygen in the discharged cooling water. It is proposed that the
limitation be replaced by a monitoring program, with a reporting

requirement for notification of the NRC whenever the dissolved oxygen
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concentration falls below 0.5 ppm. 1In the FES for IP Units 1 and

2, the staff concluded that (FES Section V.D.1.b) dissolved oxygen

‘concentrations in the discharge may, at times be "below tolerable

limits". However, the staff reached this conclusion based on the

observed natural occurrences of dissolved oxygen in the intake

waters being well below the saturation values for the recorded
temperature.. Furthermore, the analysis in the IP-2 FES (Appendix
V-1.C.) indicated that the passage of the cooling water through the

t likely to reduce the concentration of dissolved oxygen

plant was no

in the éooling waters and that if would be expected that there would

be "little loss in dissolved oxygenﬁ as the temperature of the

effluent decfeases in ‘the mixing zone. The staff therefore recommended
that the licensee monitor the concentration of dissolved oxygen in
the‘discharge Waters; We conclude that the‘proposed change is
consistent with the staff's analysis and recommendations in the FES

and that this change will not result in an impact not already evaluated.

The final set of proposed changes for this section of the IP Units 1
and 2 ETS involve the deletion of the discharge limitation of 0.05 Ppm
maximum hexavalent chromium and its reblacément by a 0.05 ppm limita-
tion on total chromium, Our‘asses;ment of the impact of this proposed
change is presented above under Section 2.3;2, Cofrosion Inhibitors;

This change will not result in increased environmental impact.
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Section 2.3.4 Hydrogen Ion

The proposed change to the IP Units l and 2 ETS for this section
is to change the allowable pH range of the circulating water
discharge from a range of 6.5 to 8.5, inclusive, to a range of

6.0 to 9.0, inclusive; The assessment of the environmental 1mpact
of this change is presented above, under Section 2.3.3, Other

ChemlcalsAthat Affect Water Quality. This change will not result

in increased environmental impact.

Proposed Changes to Monitoring Requirements

Section 3.3.1 Chlorination of the Circulating Water System

The existing specification of this section of the IP Units 1 and 2
ETS require the amperometric method of analysis be used for the
determination of total residual chlorine. The-proposed'change woul

allow the licensee to use any method that is approved by ASTM or

‘Standard Methods for this measurement.(the amperometric method is

but one of several nethods appreved by these references). However,
the propoéed change wouldlrequire that whatever method is used have
the same accuracy + 0 1 ppm) and precision (+ 0.05 ppm) as
presently required by the ETS for IP Units l and 2. Therefore, the
additional flekibility permitted by the proposed change remains

limited in accuracy and precision to that determined by the staff
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as necessary for demonstration of compliance with the Limiting

Condition for Operation. We conclude that there will be no increased

environmental impact from this change.

Section 3.3.2 Corrosion Inhibitors

The proposed change to this section would require the licensee to

use a method of analysis approved by ASTM or Standard Methods.
The existing requirement simply states "using a standard method of

analysis'. The proposed change clarifies the intent of the

specification and will remove the ambiguity of the requirement.
There will be no increased environmental impact resulting from

this change.'

Section 3.3.4 Hydrogen Ion

The proposed change would delete the'separate'requirement to

sample the circulating water dischargé pH during discharge of

" regenerant wastes at both 1 m and 3 m deptﬁs and to calculate the

pH change in the circulating water both before and after discharge.
of the regenerant wastes. In its place would be a requirement to
measure the pH of the discharge from the Neutralization Facility

during discharge of regenerant or other wastes.

We conclude that monitoring of the regenerant waste stream at its
source;, along with the monitoring of the well mixed (with respect

to the regenerant wastes and cooling waters) and well buffered
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discharge canal waters required under ETS Section

2.3.1 and 3.3.1

will provide sufficient assurance that the objective of limiting

the pH range of the plants' discharge to that compatible with

aquatic life will be met.

Conclusion and Basis for Negative Deéclaration

We have reviewed the proposed technical specification

with this amendment. We have found the environmental

. under these revised specifications will be no greater

in -the Final Environmental Statement for Unit 2, that

change associated
impact of operation
than that evaluated

the  changes will

not significantly affect the quality of the human environment, and that

a negative declaration is appropriate.
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