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In accordance with section E.3 of the Commission's regulations
inplementing the Hatilonsl Envireumental Pelicy Act of 1969 (WEPA),
appendix D of 10 CFR Part 50 (Appendix u) you furnished te the
Comnigsion by lotter dated Oetober 15, 1971, a statement of reasons,
with supporting factual submiasioa,'why ?xcvisiﬂnai uperating License
do. DPR~22 for the Momticello Huclear Gemeratipg Plant ghould not be
augpended, in whole or in part, pending conpletion of tha NEPA anviran—
. mental review,

Thae Direetor of kegul&tioa has considered your submission inm light of
the criteria set out in aection R.2 of Appendix D, and has deternined,
after copsidering and balancing criterie in section E.2 of Appendix D,
that operation of the Honticello Kuclear Cenerating Plant autborized
cpursuant to ¥Yrovisionml Uperating License Mo, OPR~22 should net be
sugpeuded pending completion of the NEPA envirommental review.

further details of this deterwination are set forth in a docuent
entitled “Discussion and ¥indings by the Uivision of ieactoer Licensing,
U. 5. atomie wnergy Commigsion, selating to Consideration of Suspension
?hﬂd&ﬂg J4EPA Buvirenmsental keview of the Provistonal Oparating License
42 for the :.lonticello muclear Generating Plant, Jocket o, 50=-
263," copy enclosed.
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION
In the Matter of )
)
NORTHERN STATES POWER - COMPANY ) Docket No. 50-263
. ) .
(Monticello Nuclear Generating Plant) )
DETERMINATION NOT 'TO SUSPEND OPERATION OF -THE.

MONTICELLO NUCLEAR GENERATING PLANT AUTHORIZED PURSUANT TO DPR-22
PENDING COMPLETION OF. NEPA ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

Northern States.Power Company (the licensee) is the holder of Provisional.
Oberating License No. DPR-22 (the license), issued by the Atomic Energy Commis-
sion on September 8, 1970. The-license authorizes the licensee to operate a
boiling water nuclear power reactor designated as the Monticello Nuclear Gen-
eratiﬁg Plant, at the licensee's site in Wright and Sherburne Counties, Minne-.
sota. The facility is designed for initial operation at approximately 1670 .

megawatts (thermal).

In accordance with section E.3 of the Commission's regulations implementing the .
National .Envirommental Policy Act of .1969.(NEPA), Appendix D of‘lQ CFR Part 50
(Appendix D), the.licensee has furnished to the Commission a written statement
of reasons,; with supporting factual submission; why the license should not be
suspended, in whole or in.part, pending completion of the NEPA .environmental
review. = This statement of reasons was furnished to the Commission on October

18, 1971.

The Director of Regulation has considered the licensees"submission‘in the
light of the criteria set out in section E.2 of Appendix D, and has determined,

after considering and balancing the criteria in section E.2 of Appendix D,

o




that operation .of the Monticello Nuclear Generating Plant authorized pursuant.
to DPR-22 should not be suspended pending completion of the NEPA environmental

review.

Further details of this 'determination are set forth in a document entitled
"Discussion and Findings by the Division of Reactor Licensing, U. S. Atomic
Energy Commission, Relating to Consideration of Suspension Pending NEPA Envir-.
onmental Review of . the Faéility Operating License for the Monticello Nuclear

Generating Plant, Docket-No. 50-263".

The determination herein and the discussion and findings herein referred to
above do not preclude the Commission, as a résult of its ongoing environmental
review, from continuing, modifying or terminating the license or from appro- -

priately conditioning the license to protect environmental values.

Any person whose interest may be affected by this proceeding, other than the
licensee, may file a request for a hearing within thirty. (30) days after pub-
lication of this determination in the FEDERAL REGISTER. Such a request shall
set forth the matters, with reference to the factors set out in section E.2 of
Appendix D, alleged to warrant a determination other.than that made by the
Director.of Regulation and shall set forth the factual basis for the request.
If the Commission determines. that the matters stated in such request warrant

a hearing, a notice of hearing will be published in the FEDERAL REGISTER.

The licensee's statement of reasons, furnished pursuant to section E.3 of
Appendix D, as to why the licensee should not be suspended pending completion

of the NEPA environmental review, and the document entitled ''Discussion and’



Findings by the Division of Reactoer.Licensing, U. S, Atomic:Energy Commission,
Relating to Consideration of Suspension Pending NEPA Envirenmental Review of.-
the Provisional Operating License for the Monticello Nuclear Generating Plant,
Docket No. 50-263" are available for public¢ inspection at the Commission's
Public Document Reom, 1717 H Street, N. W., Washington, D. C. and at the
Environmental Resource Center, Minneapelis Public Library, 1222 S. E. 4th
Street, Minneapolis, Minnesota 55414. Copies of the "Discussion and Findings""
document may.be,ébtainedzupon,request addressed.to'the Atomic Energy Commission,
Washington, D. C. 20545, Attention: Director, Division:of ‘Reactor Licensing. .

Dated at Bethesda, Maryland this,égz{fvdayﬁof November, 1971.

FOR THE ATOMIC. ENERGY COMMISSION

L

L. Manning Muntzing
Director of Regulation

™~



DISCUSSION'AND FINDINGS BY THE

DIVISION OF REACTOR LICENSING

U.S. ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION

RELATING TO

CONSIDERATION OF SUSPENSION

PENDING NEPA ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

OF THE PROVISIONAL OPERATING LICENSE DPR-22

FOR THE MONTICELLO NUCLEAR GENERATING PLANT E-5979

AEC DOCKET NO. 50-263

November 18, 1971
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1.1

INTRODUCTION

On September 9, 1971, the Atomic Energy Commission (AEC)

published in the Federal Register a revised Appendix.D.to'lo CFR fijv
Part 50, setting forth AEC's implementation of the National

Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA). Paragraph.E(S) of

'revised Appendix D generally requires a holder of an operating

license issued after January 1, 1970 but before September 9, 1971
to furnish to the AEC within 40 days of September 9, 1971, a
written statement of any reasons, with supporting factual |
submission why with reference to the criteria in paragraph E(2)

of revised Appendix D the permit should not be suspended, in whole}
or in part, pending completioniof the NEPA enyironmental review |
specified in Appendix D. .

On January 19, 1971, after a public hearing; the AEC‘iSSued'i-
Prov151onal Operating License DPR—22 to the Northern States Power bb _
Company (NSP) for the Monticello Nuclear Generating Plant . E—5979
On October 15, 1971, NSP filed with the AEC the statementprequired;i

by:paragraph E(3) of Appendix D.

‘Determination

In accordance with the requirements of Section E of Appendix'D,
we have determined that Provisional Operating License DPR-22 for -
the Monticello Nuclear Generating Plant E-5979 should not be

suspended, in whole or in part during the review period, pending. S

‘completion of the NEPA environmental review specified in Appendix D.
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A formal "Determination” to this effect is being forwarded to

the Federal Register for publication. In reaching this deter-

mination, we have considered and balanced the factofs in
Paragrapﬁ E(Z) of Appendix D.
Eackgroﬁnd

In Julf 1966, NSP filed an application fér a éonétrﬁction»
permit'for thé Monticelld'Nuclear Generating 3lant with the AEC.
An extensive reviéw of the appiication was made by the_AEé's B

_ EAAS A o

regulatofx staff and by the Advisory,Committee‘on Reactor Safé— Fp
éuards. A puﬁlic hearing was held before a threé-membef.Atomic  ;,{
Safety and Licensing Board at Buffalo, Minnesoﬁa on May 25 and’ -i?
26, 1967; On Juﬁe 19, 1967, Construction~Permi; CPPR-31 Qas |
issued, to build a boiling water reactor with a power levél up to‘fa
1670 MWt. ' In November 1968, NSP submitted an application to the7;f'
AEC for An operating 1icense>aﬂd submitted the Finaliéafety -
Analysis Report (FSAR). Again an extensive réviéw of thév
application was made by tﬁe AEC's regulatory staff and by the
Advisory Committee:on Reactor Safeguards.- At the Commissioﬁ'é
iﬂitiétive, another public hearipg wés,held before an Atomic :
Safety and Licensing Board (ASLB) beginning in Apfil 1970 and:
continuing intérmittently until November 19, l§7l;  In;erested

members of the Public were admitted as parties. On August 25, 1970,

the ASLB authorized issuance 6f an interim provisional operating 




license allowing fuel loading and operation.of“the reactor at
power levels not in excess of 5 MWt, proViding the reactor headzdf: .
was not installed and on September 8, l970, the AEC issued a
provisional operating license permitting suth operation. NSP
started fuel loading of the reactor soon after and initial crit-.dvi
icality was achieved on December 10, l970 Following the ASLB s :
favorable decision issued on January 15, l97l the AEC issued
a full power provisional operating license on January 19, 1971 _
but included a restriction limiting power to 5 MWt until acceptablez
performance of the feedwateripumps was verified by the AEC. On
February 18, 1971, the AEC approved operation of the reactor at
power levels up to 1670 MWt. On June 30, 1971,-testing of the
plant was completed and the plant was considered to be in_service.t

' Concurrent with the application to the AEC for an operating:v‘ p
license, NSP made applications to the Minnesota Water Pollution |
Control Commission (now Minnesota Pollution.Control Agenc§ -VMPCA)f-
for permission to discharge heated water and other plant waters to
the Mississippi River,‘and to the MinnesotavDepartmentvof:
Conservation (now Minnesota Department of Natural Resources - MDNR)
for.permission to appropriate cooling water from the Mississippi

River and to construct intake and discharge structures. ‘InbMay,

1969 MPCA approved the temperature linit on water discharge




restricting the temperature rise to 5°F over the ambient river

1/

temperature after mixing.—

In August 1968, MPCA decided to establish State standards_
for release of radioactive wastes from the Monticello Plant.

In June 1969, MPCA issued permits covering both water dischargerfff
and radioective waste releages. NSP filed suit in the United
States District Court maintaining that MPCA did not have juris—':f
diction to set limits on radioactive waste releases. On
December 22, 1970, the Court ruled that the Eederai Government
(AEC) has the exclusive right to regulate nuclear generating .v:
facilities. In January 1971, the State of Minnesote appeaied§
“however, in September 7, 19?1 the U.S. Eighth Circuit Court of . {f
Appeals sustained (2-1) the ruling of the District Court of

December 1970. The State of Minnesota is reported to be seekingii?
U.S. Supreme Court review of the Eighth Circuit's decision.

While litigation was proceeding between NSP and MPCA’on.thei?b
issue of jurisdiction over nuclear power plants'and radicactiVe.
discharges, NSP and‘MPCA sgreed to proceed with tbe pqssible
installation of additional means to reduce off’gas_releases:from J?.'

the plant, as had been recommended by MPCA. On.April 1, 1971,

1/

=" Exhibit 5, Monticello show cause statement filed October'15;~l971;
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NSP submitted a requeSt for approval of the preposed gas storage

system to the AEC.ZI This request was further amended on
October 15, 1971 and is currently under feview;él.

COMPLETION OF NEPA REVIEW

In accordance with revised Section B of Appendix D to 10 CFRif'
Part 50, NSP expects to file an environmental report on NovemberAS}

1971. The time necessary for the completion of the NEPA review fo?

' the Monticello Plant is estimated to be 12 months. The criterie“c,’d

set forth in Section E of Appendix D have been evaluated wiﬁh
this approximate time period in mind. That is, the environmentaiﬁ;A-
impact of continuing operation, the.foreelosdre of aiternativesed%m
of the type that ﬁight be required #s a result of the full NEPA ﬂf}d
review, and the effects of suspending‘oﬁeretion for 12 months

have been considered Should the actual NEPA review of the case ii
exceed 12 months, such a longer time period would ‘not add
significantly to the environmental impact which operation.of.thee:;
plant has caused to date, buf would‘subetantially increase the coeg
of susﬁended operation if the'piant were shutdown._ We have teken_i:'
these censiderations into account in beiancing the faetors .
specified in Paragraph E of Appendix D ﬁo lO_CfR Part 50,'end:,

have concluded that if a significantly longer time pe;iod

2/

3/.

Monticello Technical Specifications Change No. 2 filed Aprilil, 1971,

Monticello Technical Specifications Amendment Change No. 2 filed

October 15, 1971.
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were required to complete the NEPA'review, it would not affect
our determinatlion that the operating license of the Monticello

Plant should not he~suspended at this time. ' '

3.0 ENVIRONMENTAI, EFFECTS

3.1 Radiological Effects

NSP hés submitted the first six—ﬁonth oﬁerating réport
covering the period from December 10, 1970 (initial criticality
date) to June 30, l97l.é/ This‘report'lists the radioactive |
wastes feléased during the operating period. 'Thé Division of
Complian;e has'seleétivel& audited these reported releasés_and

found them to be accurate.

3.1.1 Gaseous Effluents

| Caseous efflucnts may originate from the sfeam air ejectors,
plant startup,ISteam turbine gland seal leakage, contaiﬁment'
purging, High PréssgrevCore Injection turbine testing and.plant
ventilation systems. For normal operation, we have calculated
fhat the contribution to the dose at the site boundary ffom
these sources, excluding the air ejéctor, is leés_than 5 mrem/yr;
which is consistent with the Commission's "lowfas—practicable"
reqﬁirements and with the numerical guides giveq.ih the proposed
Appendix I‘to 10 CFR Part 50. |

Théiair ejector is by far the greatest source of radioactive

gaseous effluent, The gaseous radwaste system provides a delay

&/ Monticello Six-Month Operating Report No. 1, filed Aﬁgpst 5, 1971,




time of.30 minutes ror decay of the radioactive fission and activa;il
tion gases‘prior to'release.. fhese gasesiare then_releasedithfégéﬁh, ,
a lOO—meter:stack after passing through high-efficiency-filters..'-
- During the first 51x months of operation of this plant ‘the releases
were small fractions of the releases permitted by the Technical
Specifications, 0. OZBA for the noble gases and O, 127 for iodines s
- and particulates. However, commencing in,August,_the source_of ‘ﬁ;'
_activityvhas increased'considerably. The reason for‘this increasei?
is deterioration in the performance of the fuel. Basedfon experiéfl}

ence to date at other reactors, this activity will probably cont1nue

to increase. At present, the gaseous release is at approx1mately __{

4% of the limit specified in the Technical Specificatlons.

As noted above, on April 1, 1971 NSP submitted to the AEC for f} co

review the design of a proposed gaseous radwaste system, which by

the addition of holdup tanks and other related equipment, the func-*.

tion of" which would be to reduce substantially the stack activity
release rate. Because of the time required for ‘review by the AEC -
~compared to time for equipment delivery and for construction, it: is{_“
unlikely»that this off-gas system modification can be implemented R

during thelNEPA review period.

-On Julv_l4, 1971 an unexpected gaseous release occurreduatwavv.

rate of. about 25,000 uCi/sec through the main stack and ahout'ffp e




3.1.2

2,000 uCi/sec through the reactor building vent.éj Thié réléase-
lasted for approximately 30 minutes; Our>analysis has shOwn'théﬁif,
the integrated dose at the site boundéry was négligiﬁlé.v We haQé{i‘
informed NSP that meaﬁs should be provided to mitigate such un- |
controlled releases. NSP has agreed to review thg system desigﬁ:g?
with ﬁhe objective that the incident will not recur, and to

provide means to control releases from the reactor building vent. -

Based on the amount of gaséoﬁs r#dioactivity that the Monti-fkn'
cello plaﬁt is expected to.emiﬁ duriﬁg the'NEPA‘review pe;iod, |
the proposél by NSP to install a waste gas héndling system, NS?’é;{
plans ﬁo_mitigaté unconﬁrolled releases; and the fact that plénf.f:

operation will not foreclose incorporation of other necessary

“additions or modifications that may be dictated as a result of a

complete NEPA review, we conclude that the incremental effect of -

gaseous releases on the environment during the period NEPA reView?f

is acceptable..

Liquid Effluents

1.

The liquid radwaste system is designed to provide the maximum f

practical cépability for recycling process wastes to the reactor .

5/ Letter from NSP to P. A. Morris of the AEC Reportlng of Unusual
Occurrence, dated July 23, 1971.
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system.and thereby_reduce the need to diScharge'fadioactive liquids

to the environment. Liquid wastes are processed on a batch basis.;
The radioactive and chemical contaminants are removed from the |
lliquid waste streams either by filtration, or by filtration folloved_
by mixed deep bed demineralizers before the liquid is returned td;"
the primary system. Certain low level liquid radwastes are pumped;'
to the discharge canal where the wastes are diluted w1th the circula;-

ting coollng water before discharge to the river..

Except fof one occurrence, the radietion level of liquid effln%-
.ents has been closevto background, and'thereforefnegligible.. Onhtf
July 15; 1971, as a result of an incident involving an uncontroiied
release of gaseous radioactivity (see Section 3.1.1), the ekisting:'
meteorological conditions were such that the feleased radioactive:?
gas came into contact with the water in the cooling towers. Radio;v
active gases were dissolved in the water raising the activitv ofv;;
the water in the discharge canal to as high as 2.5 x 10-6 nCi/cc:"
for a short period of time. Howevef, the amount of radioaetivity

discharged during that short period of time was negligible.

During the first six months of operation, the liquid releeses_:

amounted to 4.5 x 10-6% of Technical Specifications limits. With

continued plant operation, we expect an increase in the amounts of .
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radiocactivity to be released; However, based on the history of the
“operation.of this plaht and .other similar plants, we conclude thépf"
the total activity to be released with liquid effluents during thé 

period of the NEPA review will be acceptably small.

3.1.3 Solid Radwaste

The solid radwaste system relies on shipments of solids froﬁ...
the plant to AEC licensed off-site disposal facilities. For,the.j:'
first six months of operation, Monticello has shipped 7;6.CUriés _;,
of solid waste to Sheffield Nuclear Cencef, Sheffield, Illindis,j;i
The amount of solid wastes that will be generated and will réqpifé&_
shipment during the NEPA review pgriod~are not expeétéd to b;  |

‘significant.

:3.1.4 Transportation of Irradiated Fuel Elements
NSP states that shipment of irradiated fuel from the Montiéelié

plant during the NEPA review period is not expected,éj

3.1.5 Conclusions
‘Based on plant operating data and data from the environmehtal._

monitoring programs, we conclude that radioactive releases from S

Monticello are not causing any significant adverse impactfon the

6/ Monticello show cause statement filed October 15, 1971; pége‘lO.
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environment. In-plant monitoriﬁg and continuatibn of the
.enviéonmentél monitdring_programs by NSP and the State of Minneé&?? '
will assure detection of incipient édverse envirohmental_efféétéhif
ffom continued oﬁeration of the plant. Even if reduction iq theéé_ B
low levels is deemed desirable as the resuit of the NEPA review;?fib
the'added increment of radiation during the NEPA review period wfii
be within tﬂe_technical specification limits which are designed”téé
preveﬁt:un&ue-impact on saféty or the environment and theréﬁofé v

are acceptable.

 3.2 Water Use-

3.2.1 Cooling Water Requirements

Cooling water for the plant cémes from the:Mississippi Riverft;“J
On March 12; 1970, the MDNR issuéd a permit authorizing NSP to .
appropriate‘water from the Mississippi River for hse'in.the opération
of the Monticello plant.zj The authorization 1is for continudusly:k
pumping water from the'Mississippi River at a variable rate frém:. 
45 cfs to 645 cfs for a maximum total annual appropriatidn‘of
ébout 467,000 acre feet. The permiséible flow.depends'on river
flow, temperature and climatic conditions, and aliows several modé§ 
of operation of the.recirculating water system. The recirculatingf_

water system includes two induced draft, cross flow cooling towers.

L

- - .
1/ Exhibit 4, Monticello show cause statement filed October 15, 1971,

'ab_ .
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Each cooling tower is rated to remove 3.9 x 109 Btu/hr at a flow

of 645 cfs and a wet bulb temperature of 73°F.

The cooling towers are not designed for‘operation ddring'the b
winter months. We understand the MPCA has requested NSP to operate
the coolihg towers throughout the year, NSP is currently evaluating
this request. If, after the completion of the NEPA env1ronmentalg
review, year round operatiod of the cooling towers should he~required;'
the present system can be modified tblmeet this requirement. In the
interim period, continued operation of the plant. will be within the

limits prescribed in the water use permit issued by MDNR.

The nearest publie water supply using Miséissippi Riverlwaterh{
is the Mindeapolis;st. Paul s&stem, approximately 35 miles‘downstream.
from the hiant. As discussed in Section 3.1.2, ‘the liquid radwaste
discharges to the Mississippi Rlver have been small Measuremedts;
by the Minnesota Department of Health and the St. Paul Water Depart;
ment show no increase in radioactivity in the St. Paul water supply
since the Monticello plant began operation. Since water releases}:
to the'rirervare controlled on a batch basis, it is'not‘expeeted

‘that the radioactivity level of discharges_to the riVer.will increase

significantly during the NEPA review period.
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The Ménticello plant also uses well water for plant domestit 
needs and river intake pump shaft sealing. Two wells, each ratedlj’
at 50 gpm withdraw ground water from a depth of approximately de}
feet. MDNk has issued a permit to NSP allowing ground water
appropriétion at the rate of 100 gpm. We are in agreement with.
the opinidn that'continuation of this withdrawal during the NEPA
review will not have noticeable effects on surrounding wells ougf ‘

side the site.

A3.2.2 Thermal Effects

On May 20, 1969, the MPCA issued a waste disposal permit for
the Monticello Plant, which includes thermal discharges to the " J
river.g/ This permit requires that the maximum temperature of t:'t>1e:i
discharged water not exceed limits specified for each month of the.
yedr or: 5 F above the ambient temperature of the riQer whichever 2
is greater, except that in no case shall the riVer temperature be.Af_v
raised above 90;F by the diécharge of the effluent, after reésohéﬁié

dilution and mixing in the river.

According to the licensee, thermal Suiveys of. the discharges

to the river are being conducted with the cooperation of the MPCA. 9/

8/ See Note' 1, page 3.
9/ Monticello show cause statement filed October 15, 1971, page 6.
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~ These surveys will continue until appropriate data are_éolleéte& -

under vafious climatic and hydrologiﬁ.operating'conditiéﬁs to |
establi#ﬁ the mixing zones provided for in the MPCA permit. Thé'?;
licensee reports that under summerrconditions, when the full fioﬁ ;
is directed to the cooling towérs before the water is dischargéd !?f
to the river, that within abéut lOObft. downstream from the planf;'.
the plume temperature is less than $°F abové ambient.gj These |
same studies show thét.by the time the fiow reaéhes,the,commuﬁityia;
of Montiééllo, threevmiles dowﬁstream, the plﬁmeItehperaturevéfofiie-
average_reﬁches a level within 2°F of ambieﬁt.; In thié“threéf _f, 
mile reach, the heated water'trayels close toAthé right bank of-#ﬁé
river, so that more than half of tﬁe sfream profiie isvésseﬁtialiy 

unaffected by the warm water discharge.

. We conclude that any adverse effects that‘may arise due to
thermal discharges over the_périod of the NEPA review pefiod will'1
probably be small. An environmental ﬁqnitoring program is discugééd
in Séction 3.2.3 which should permif detection of adversé‘treﬁdé, k

and indicate the need for any remedial action.

3.2.3 Ecologz
An environmental monitoring program has been in effect since

May 1968 and will continue for the duration of the 1life of theSA

- 9/ Monticello show cause statement filed October 15, 1971, page 6.
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plnnt.Lg/ The collection and-snnpling frequencies of the environ;;
mental monitoring program are incorporated in the plant Technical .
Specifications The licensee issues yearly reports of the data ii?
collected in the progfam. Three reports.have been filed with théiﬁ
AEC, the'latest one for the yearAl970;ll/ éince the plant did

not start operation untilvl97l, these reports can be considered'

to provide a base line for subsequent studies. Interim_reports

also have been submitted by NSP consultants, Dt. Alan J. Erook”rzp
Consulting Biologist, Department of Ecology and Behavioral Biology,
University of Minnesota, compared analyses of algae samples obtained :
from the Mississippi River at Monticello from Jannary through, e
.August 1971, ﬁith samples obtained in 1970, prior to plant opera;':
tion.lZ/- Dr. Alfred J. Hopwood, Department of Biology, St. Cloud_;;
State College made an assessment of the impact of;the Monticellob_ﬁl
plant on aquatic ecology in the first six months of operation.LQZEg]
The reported.data show that there has been some‘effect-on algae

and aquatic life since start of operation, but hecauSe of the

short period of plant operation, it is dlfficult to reach conclu—"f

sions regarding whether the observations are related to the thermal~'

10/ Exhibit 6, Monticello show cause statement dated'October 15 1971

1/ Environmental Monitoring and Ecological Studies Program 1970 Annual
Report, July 1, 1971 ' '

12/ Exhibit 8, Monticello show cause statement dated October 15, 1971. h

13/ Exhibit 7, Monticello show cause statement: dated October 15, l97l§
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impact.of discharges or possibly attributable to other factors.
We conclude that during the relatively short NEPA review period;;i
continued operation of the plant within the limitsbfor thermal'dis;
charges set by the MPCA will not cause significant adverse'eftectsﬁ
on tne environment. Any incipient effects would be detected by

the existing monitoring program and corrective action taken.

3.3 Climatology

Monticello has two 9—ce11, induced draft, cross flow COoling,fﬂ
towers as part of the circulating water system. The two adverse
meteorological effects resulting from the operation of a wet coolfj.

ing tower are fog and drift.

A visiple plume frequently is discharged‘from a wet cooling-l”*
tower. lhis plume consists of localized fog. Fog can exist whéﬁ;;; ‘
the air is.saturated with water vapor and occurs under conditionsl;

‘'of high humidity"and low temperature. The concern with regard to'f:

the operation of a wet cooling tower is that under unusual climatic;
conditions, the plume could touch the ground. This could occur'under-” |
conditions of high humidity, low temperature and-high atmOSpheric ;y -
stability. When temperatures are low enough, this fogging.couldV: .

'contribute to local icing conditions. Usually, however, cooling

tower plumes rise due to their initial velocity and buoyancy. Since .
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months of this year, fogging from the cooling towers is not coh%;”A
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1

the cooling towers are not expected to be used during the winter

sidered to create a significant problem during the cold weather

months at the beginning of the NEPA review period.

Drift is the entrained water droplets that can be carried 6utj}7

of a wet cooling tower. Recent surveys of codling towers and .
experience at Monticello have indicated only minbr‘instances of ,.;
this effect. Drift from the cooling towers is nof expééted to |
create ény sigpificant problems during the NEPA review. Any
problems due to drift can be rédgced by installing‘suitable drifgfi

eliminators on the towers.

We conclude that the continued operation of the plant and'thél,,

required use of the cooling towers will not have a significant

effect on the climatology of the area duriﬁg the NEPA révie& peridd.

The incremental addition of moisture to the watershed is very smali

when considered in terms of additional rainfall. ‘However, a

significant additional dollar cost would be incurred if a differgncv._~

cooling method were required as a result of the NEPA review. .

Lénd Use

The site is located about three miles northwest of the‘Village. o

of Monticello, Minnesota, on the Mississippi River. Since the !
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plant is in operation, changes to the land have already taken'plaéé,"
The_liceﬁsee states that except for recent small parcei achiSiﬁféh‘.
tions, NSP has owned the. 1325-acre site sincevl925, andithat no.jtﬁ
additional land use is contemplated during the NEPA review period;;ﬁ/
The applicant also states that areas -used during constrﬁction féf;k
laying down equipment, parking, construction force offices and.shoé

buildings have been graded and are being allowed to return to theit

original state.

All transmission facilities from the plant were completed By":,
July 1970. The licensee states that no additional facilities are '

planned for installation during the review peribd;lé/

We conclude that suspension of operations during the NEPA réviéwv,'

period would not affect the use of land.

3.5  Aesthetics
The Monticello plant was built as a commercial facility. No L
special treatment was provided, except as the applicant states,

"The facilities were given special architectural treatment in an

14/ Monticello show cause statement filed October 15, 1971, page 3.
15/ Monticello show cause statement filed October 15, 1971, page 4.
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attempt to blend them into the surroundings.’ We conclude that -
suspension of operation would not affect the appearance of the " .

plant with the exception of fogging as noted above.

3.6 Noise
Nuclgér reactors do not.ﬁroduce undue noise'levels during
opération. The nearest residence to the Monticello plant is 2750
feet and the nearest roadway (State Highway 152) is approximately
3000 feet from the reactor.buxlding. The(licepsee states.that to
déte no complaints have been ;eceived fegarding noiée. Siﬁce n6 “;
.major modifications-to the blaﬂt are antigipated during the NEPAiE;
review period, thé level of nbiée is not expected to rise during";l'

this period.lé/ -

Based on the low noise level producedlinva nuclear power”plahglv
and therdistances from tHe plant to the ﬁéarest'reSiAénce or foad—; :
way, we conclude thag the noise level at the Monticello plant i;
acceptable and that sﬁspension of operation duriﬁgfthe period of -

'NEPA review would not provide a significant benefit.

3.7 Non-Radiological Effluents

3.7.1 . Chemical Releases : - o _ -
Some discharge of water from the cooling towers is necessary to

prevent fouling, because of the accumulation of‘sdlids dqring the

i

15/ Monticello show cause statement filed October 15, i971,,pége.6.
16/ Ibid, page 12. :
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evaporation process. Chemicals that are used to‘control fouling ;d
of the cooling towers are discharged but in relatively small
quantities The MPCA waste disposal permit for the Monticello n“:‘
plant specifies 1limits on types and content of~chemicals-that are‘;,
allowed in non-radiological releases to the Mississippi River. |
We concur with the MPCA limits and have concluded that the impactff
on the river of releases of within these limits will not be‘ |
appreciable.' At Monticello, chemical wastes are collected in:a |
holdup pond for.settlement or treatment, if,required, prior,to
release to the Mississippi River. ‘To date, these releases haue.d.;f

17/

been well within the prescribed limits. There is no reason .
.. to believe that the prescribed limits Will be exceeded-during
the NEPA review period. Alternative chemical agents or further

treatment of the discharge would not be precluded by continued

operation of the plant

3.7.2 Sanitary Sewage
According to the licensee, sanitary sewage from the plant'is
collected and treated in a system utilizing a. 7000-gallon septicl

tank and a drain field approved by the Minnesota Department of

18/

Health The MPCA waste disposal permit for Monticello states

'

17/ Monticello ‘show cause statement filed October 15 1971, page 7.
Ibid, page 11.

18/
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that "No raw sewage or treated sewage effluent shall be discharged .
to surface waters of the state from the plant site.lg/ We coﬁclhdé.
that,thé'sanitary sewage generated ét“Monticello will not have an ﬁl-

impact on the environment.

3.7.3 Miscellaneous Releases

Normal operation of the Monticello plant will generate small“'i 
amountsAof combustion products. Sources of these éombustiqq proapéts
‘are from’fhe';lant heating boiler which utiliées ligﬁt-fueI 011;1 ;
monthly téstiﬁg of the emergency diesel generatofg; gnd periodiéh;%
testing of the diesel-engine-driven emergency and fire pumps.

The amount of air pollutants generated f;Qm fhe$g”sources’is' ST
relatively small. The adverse impact on thégénvironment»ffom ai? ?
pollutants generated from the operation of combuétion eduiﬁﬁent_ ‘
at the Monticello plant dufiﬁg‘the period.of the'NE?A review‘woﬁ%d?

" be insignificant.

3.8 Miscellanéous.Ehvironmental Effects

3.8.1 Population

The plant has'aﬁ operating staff-of approximately 7Q'peoblé
who live in neighboring communitiés. We aré of the opinion that

the number of people scattered in these communities are not a -

19/ Exhibit 5,4Mon£icello,show‘cause statement filed Octbber,1S, 1971, pagé”z.
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significant burden on<the community facilities such as housing
and”echoqls NSP states that no increase in the size of the

' Monticello staff is contemplated during the NEPA review period. 20/7

3.8.2 fIntake’Structure and Fish

To reduce the possibility of fish being taken up by the intake?
‘flow the plant river water intake facilities have been designed
for a flow of about 0.5 fps, whereas the average river velocity.is;
4 to 5 fps. 1In the-intake structure, the water passes through a .
trash rack followed by two parailel automatically operated travel-‘
ing’screens. According tovthellicensee, prior to commercial Opera;
tion of the plant, certain changes were made to the intake system

" to reduce the potential for fish damage.gl/ Also, as a result of -
an understanding between NSP ‘the MDNR, and the MPCA, wash water
from the intake structure traveling screens 1s now returned directly
to the river, so that the few fish that might be carried by the
traveling screens are returned to the river;zl/_ We conclude that.&
appropriate precautions to mitigate harm to fiah have been taken
and_considering.the period of the NEPA.review, these precautions

are adequate.

20/ Monticello show cause statement . filed October 15 1971, page 12,

21/ Ibid, page 7.
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3.8.3 Future Tests.by EPA . . : f‘v -

Thebapplicant states that in Fébfuafy 1970;_NSP entered iﬁto*%ﬁi
agreement wifh the Fedéral Water Pollution Control Admini§tré;ion‘i
(nqw part of the Environmental Pfotection Agency) to'éllow use of<{3 .'
avsmall portion of theuMontiéellé site for the purpose of éonduc£4i-
ing field temperature stﬁdiés on»fish and biological organisms.gg/i.
Using warm water discﬁafges ffom the Monticello plant, controiled ;
wéter temperature environments for the étudies;&ill_bé provided
in-é series of'smallﬁéanals, Construction work by the federal
ageﬁcy &ill SOOA be undérwayion thése facilities and operatién'is
expected to begin in 1972. We concur with the liceﬁsee that this’;7‘
facility will not interfere with the enviroﬁmentai protection:_ ;

features of the plant and will provide valuable scientific infor~ .

mation,

3.9 Foreclosure of Alternatives During the Prospective Review Period

As discussed above, the incremental'environmentalAimpact'of";i 
continugd operation of tﬁe plant during the full NEPA review Qould:,
_ not'Be éignificant. The'major adverse.environmental impact has
al;eady been made. 'Aiternativés that potentially could be éffectéabl
by continﬁed oéeratién afe:those‘related to efflhenf control.

measures. These include the ehvirohmental*impact of routine or-

22/ 1bid, page 4.
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accidental radiological releases, thermal and chemical effects of
water releases and the environmental impact of water vapor from the
cooling towers We have examined each of these areas to determine the
alternatives that might be foreclosed as a result of continued opera-,
tion during the NEPA review period and concluded that further opera—

tion will not foreclose alternatives in this completed operating plant.

Appendix D to 10 CFR Part 50 requ1res that a cost-benefit
analysis of radiological thermal and other environmental effeCts.”
| be performed by the AEC during the NEPA review and that a conclusion
be reached on whether modification or termination of the license is'
warranted. The, radiological -effects involve ‘both antic1pated low—:'
level releases associated w1th operation of the plant and with
potential releases of radioactivity at somewhat higher levels that'

could result from an accident.

Routine gaseous and liquid effluent. releases are governed by the
1limits set forth in 10 CFR Part 20 and the technical specifications:

~which are included in the operating license. NSP is further required

to keep radioactive effluents as far below these limits as practicable;_.'

This will include meeting numerical guidelines for routine releases
comparable to those proposed in Appendix Ito 10 CFR Part 50 We .

conclude that modifications to the radwaste system would not’ be .

precluded by continued operation..~r’
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'The ptobability of occurtence of accidents and the spectrum of
their consequencee to be considered from an envifonmental effectsii
standpoint will be analyzed using best estimates of probabilitieéiz
and-realietie fiésiqn product release and transport assumptions;
For-aite evaluation In our safety review extremely conservative
assumptions were nsed for the purpose of comparing calculated dosee

' reaulting from a hypothetical release of fission products from'thei
~fuel, againet-the 10 CFR Part 100 siting guidelines. The computed‘
doses that would be recelved by the population and environment from :
'actual accidents would be significantly 1ess than those presentedtin

23/

our Monticelio Safety Evaluation.——- Althdngn the_envirbnmental :
effects'of radiological accidents are anticipated to be small,_ifti'
‘further reduction of postulated accidental releases is required ae;
a result of the full NEPA review, additional engineered safety sys-"

tems could be added. For example, space is available for the

inclusion of supplemental containment_air cleanup'systems.

Operatingupafameters also conld be adjusted, at some extra
dollar cost; to reduce.further the environmental‘impact of
postulated accidental releases. ‘We conclude that alternatives
related te mitigation of accident censequences would not be pre-
cluded by:the continuation of operation during‘tne'prospective>

NEPA review:period.

23/

" Safety Evaluation by the Division of Reactor LicenSing; U.S. Atomic
Energy Commission in the matter of Northern States Power Company,
Monticello Nuclear ‘Generating- Plant Unit,l Docket 50-263, March 18,
1970, page 44, ' ’
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Thermal cffects on the Mississippi River ecology will be small
because of the use of cooling towers. Small quantities of chemicals
from the'cooling towers will be discharged Some env1ronmenta1
effects will result from ‘the water vapor released from the top of fh_~:
these cooling towers A significant additional dollar cost would
be incurred if a different cooling method were required as a

-

- result of the NEPA review

!

In summary, no alternatives would be foreclosedlby continued
Voperation of the plant from the standpoint of technical feasibillty,v
but significant dollar costs could be incurred if maJor changes
in the plant design, such as a change in the method of cooling, were

_ required at the end of the NEPA review

4.0 ALTERNATIVES IF SUSPENSION ACTION WERE.TAKEN

4.1 Power

NSP and its subsidiary, Northern States Power Company (Wlsconsin),
own and operate ‘an interconnected system of electric transmission
lines in Minnesota, Wisconsin,,North Dakota.and South Dakotarn
'Electric power is produced in various generating stations or
'received through interconnections with other power suppliers. "The
present NSP generating capacity, including Monticello is 3436 MW,
and an additional 313 MW of generating capacity frOm fossil plants

is expected to be available in May 1972. 4/ The peak load

Y

— Monticello show cause statement_filedioctober 15, 1971, pageNZr,'
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» registered to date is 3301 MW, which occurred in 1971 he
projected peak load for thc summer’ of 1972 is 3678 MW, 25/ Monti—fb

!

'-\cello summer ratrng is»533 MW. —The prO]ected generat1ng capacity of

’

1NSP equals the prOJected peak 1oad without any reserve. With no;f"

'reserve if the Monticello plant were. to be made unavailable, at
: o L S
" times of peak loads, poWer would have to be provided from other
power generat1ng.compan1es or customers~ power consumption would

have to be curtailed. In the meantime, older, less eff1c1ent, fossil
VA . ..

fuel burnihg:plants would have to_operate_to'makegup the needed poWer._v

’If'the.Mohticello plant is not available, the ﬁpper'Misalséippll
Vallevaower Pool, of which NSP is a member,‘will_have'a reductiomi
in the'geherating reserve from lé% to Ai.gé/' Since the contiguouaf,
areas‘also have new nuclear ‘operating reactors subject to ﬁEPA '
review (Point,Beach end Drceden_}),'the shortagepof power in this
Sectlon of the country could beCome‘acute, particularly if
operatlon,of theee plants were/suspended'durihg the NEPA revlew.

period,

The onavailability'of,power would require NSP to -attempt to
‘replace some of the Monticello‘generated energv from its older,

less efficient equipment. According to NSP, to replace'the'energy

24/ Monticello show cause statement f11ed October 15 1971, page 2.
25/ 1bid, Appendix 9, page 2. :
gg/ Monticello show cause statement filed October 15 197l, page 15.




: Yeaf, which has not béen'purchaSedr——

‘substéntial’impact on the environment.="

. - o .

' generated -at MdnticéllO'would.require'1§8 million tons of coal per_‘

21/ ;f is ddubffui‘ﬁhe£her thé?i
additionélvsgéﬁi&_éddftréqsportatiqn‘faciiities'reqﬁiréd‘to,pro— |
Qidg thiS-amOQﬁt of'éoal’ér.oil qould be.ma&é évaiiable inftime.
Aiso, th¢ burﬁiné Qf thi$ éd&itignélrhoél,in NSP's‘oider.géneratiné‘

' équipmentrwould'reléase apéfoximately BO;OOOftons of sulphur

dioxide and 18,000 tons of'parpiculate hatter, which would have a

27/

According.tb'the licensee, in 1972 new air pollution control
, o . _ ,

equipment is scheduled to be installed in several plants to

" meet new air quality requifements.Zl/ Conceivably, the deferral of

shutdown of these plants for installation of antipollution equipment
could be required if-powér were not available from the Monticello

unit,

4,2 Costs
We have examinéd-the NSP est;mate of costs_that might be incurréd
'through éuspenéion of thé ﬁonticello operating license in whole
or in pért.zg/ If the liéense were to be suspénded'in its
entirety pendingrcémplegion of~the:NEPA review,-NSP has stated
27/ Monticéllo sﬁéw cause statement filed October 15, 1971, page 16."
28/ 1Ibid, page 17.



5.0

5.1

‘;d$20 OOO OOO for the one-year period
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:1uunder oath'that-the'added expenses wou1d~amount to about .

29/

This estimate and the

other;costs<est1mates discussed herein do not appear to be un-
- .reasonable. These costs are based on the'assumption‘thét'all

,energ&‘requiréments would be furnished by NSP'generation to the

extent possible, and beyond this, purchases from outside sources
are_assumed. In addltion, there w111 be an added cost due to
contfectual commitments for nuclesc fuel‘and~reprocessing. This
penalfy is estimated byvthe licensee'tolbeZSI,OQO,Obo'over the

29/

one year period.

DETERMINATION AND BALANCING OF FACTORS
Pursuant to Section E‘of Apoendix D to 10 CFR Part 50, we have

taken into consideration and balanced the following factors in

~making a determination whether to suspend the operating license

for the Monticello plaht'pending completion of the NEPA environ- .

mental - review.

1

It is not likely that continued operation during the period

that Lhe NEPA review will be completed will give rise to an

incremental impact on the environment that is substantial and

- undully adverse. As discussed in Section 3.0'abQVe; ;hev

.29/ Monticello show cause statement filed October 15, 1971, page 17.
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environmental effects are those associated with the operation T

of the plant. The environmental costs of construction, 1. e‘,f""“

-those associated,with the-change of the_site.from its»formerw,

undeveloped state, already'have been incurred.\

Continued 0peration during the prospective NEPA review period

would not foreclose subsequent adoption of alternatives to plant'f;

“design features from the standpoint ‘of technical feasibility if

' modifications were required at the end of the NEPA review. As:dis- '

cussed in Section 3.1 and 3.9 above existing flexibility exists in
system performance specifications in the area of treatment of radio-
active wastes and installation of additional accident mitigating o

. . ! : ’
features should improvements in these areas prove necessary as a

»result of the NEPA review. _As discussed in Section 3.2 and 3 7 above,

additional reduction in temperature of the heated water from the

cooling towers would not be precluded, nor would a different type ;
of chemical additive or additional treatment of- these additives be
precluded A change in the type of cooling facility would be more
costly, but would be technically feasible. We regard this eventu-
ality as unlikely in view of the absences of apparent substantial

environmental impact and we are supported in this judgement by the
favorable comments from other Federal and State agencies on the ex-

pected impacts of operation which are consistent with experience to

date,
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~continued operation uould affect substantiallyra subsequent deciéion'.v
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As discussed in Section 3 l above, continued operation of the

‘

: plant will result in some gaseous, liquid and solid radioactive
waste generation HOWever, the added increment of radiation during

o the NEPA review period would be very small.

The effects of suspension of the operating license would be .
substantial. -As_discussed in.Section'4.2 above; the_cost of shutting
down‘the'plant for one year has been estimated'at-about $21, 000-006{1'

As discussed in Section 4 1 above, there would be increased environ—

mental impact due to operation of old, coal burning plants..

Continued operation of the plant will increase the level of

activity,in some equipment.v However, as discussed in Section 3 1. l

.above,. NSP has pr0posed to modify the gaseous radWaste_ sys tem which'-'
© will effect_a substantial'reduction in the stack activity‘release-fi

rate. We conclude that the large cost of plant shutdown

($2l,000;000) outweighs the possibility'thatithe slight increaéef;fg
in radioactivity levels of some equipment during the;period of
regarding.modification of the.facility to reduce environmental impact;

After balancing the factors described above asto environmentala'!__'l ¥

impact'of‘continued operation and the potential for foreclosure
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of alternatives as a result of further operation of the plant
against the effects. of shutdown costs, we conclude that.the
operating license for the Monticello Nuclear Generating Plant

should nét'be suspended pending cdmpletion of the NEPA review.

. Pending completion of the full NEPA review? the holders’of
Provisioﬁai_Operatipg License No. DPR-22 may prbceed with the
Qperatiog of the plant. The discussion and findingé heréin_d04 .'
not preclude thé AEC as:a result of its ongoing NEPA environ- -
mental review from continuing, modifying, or terminating the
operating 11éense or its appropriate conditioning to protecﬁ

environmental values.




