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Dear Mr. Price:

This is in response to your letter of August 5, 1970, to
Mr. Roger Strelow transmitting Commonwealth Edison Comn-
pany's Environmental Statement for Dresden Nuclear Power
Station Unit 3. We are pleased to provide the enclosed
report by our Bureau of Radiological Health which states
this Department's comments on the proposed' operation of
the plant based on an evaluation of the public health
and environmental aspects of the facility.

The major comment resulting from our review pertains to .
gaseous radiocactive discharges and gaseous waste holdup
capability for Dresden Units 2 and 3. It. appears to us

that it is both prudent and technically and economically-
feasible for additional gaseous waste holdup capacity -to

be installed at both Dresden Units 2 and 3 to provide a
 further reduction of offsite doses to the public. This
position is based on Federal Radiation Council guidance,

the potential offsite dose from all units at the site,

and the feasibility of gaseous waste holdup demonstrated

by the recent retrofitting of the Monticello plant in
Minnesota. We recoghize that retrofitting will result in
additional cost, but recommend this step nevertheless

for both units., This recommendation is not intended to . {
mean that retrofitting should be done immediately, but .
-in a reasonable time period. . An appropriate time might
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. We would appreciate receiving your compilation of comments
by other agencies when they are completed., If this Depart-
ment can assist you further in this matter, we would be
happy to do so. T :
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"INTRODUCTION AND CONCLUSIONS ' . .

The purpose of this report is to summarize the results of an evaluation

by the Public Health Service of the potential environmental effects

of operation of the Dresden Nuclear Power Station, located on the
iliinois River in Grundy County, Illinois, with emphasis on Unit 3.
Dresden Unit 3 is located on the éame site as Dresden Units 1 and 2

which are both in operation.énd adjacent to the Midwest Fuel Reproéessing
Plant. The. evaluation was performed based on information providéd by
Commonwealth Edison Company in‘fhe‘éafety Analysis ﬁeport'(SAR) for

Units 2 and 3(1) and the Company's Environmental Statement.(?) The

technical review of these documents was conducted by the staff of

"the Nuclear Facilities Branch of the Service's Bureau of Radiological

Health;'Division of Environmental Radiation (DER) . This review is an

'updéting of a public health eValuation of the facility performed by

(3)

- This earlier evaluation was based on information contained in the Plant
-:Design Analysis Report submitted to the Atomic Energy'Commission (AEC)
'4by.the Commonwealth Edison Company in support of their application for

. a c@nstruétion permit- for Dresden Units 2 and 3.

The feview and evaluation covered by this report are directly

responsive to requirements placed on Federal agencies by the National

 Environmental Policy Act and as such are intended to state the



position of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare (DHEW)

‘on the potential environmental effects of this facility. The report

is aléo intended, in the traditional fole of the Public Health
Service; to provide information to the Illinois Departmentiqf Public
Health for use in conducting their radiological health program
reiative to this facility. A number of technical documents(4,5)lhave

been .developed.by the Branch which. are._used.to support :the discussions

'presénted.

\

This review included consideration of radioactive waste discharges,

 environmental surveillénce, and potenﬁial radiation doses to the public.

Our major conclusions are as follows:

1. Because of the number of units located at this site, the philosophy

- of the¢Federaeradiatioh,Gouncil;,thegrecent,Backfitting of the

Monticello plant, and the design of new boiling water reaCtors, it

is our opinion that it is prudent as well as technically and

. edonpmically feasible to install additional holdup capacity in the

'AgaseOUS waste discharge systems of Dresden Units 2 and 3 to further

reauce>offsite aoses by a fécto; bf at 1ea§t 10.

2. The only présentation of éstimated offsite radiégion dose is for
f&cility operation without any léaking fuel elements. The operating
histofies of boiling water rgéctdrsl(BWﬁ) have's?owp leaking fuel

elements usually exist during normal-operation.. Therefore, the

. applicant should estimate, based on discharge data obtained from
_operating BWR.power plants,-thé_potential population dose from the

combined operation of‘the‘threé'Dresden~units.for'this condition. -
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3. A more definitive statement of ﬁhe risks to the bublic resulting

frém ﬁhese potential offsite doses should_Be preéengéd in the.rédiation
effec;s‘séction of tHe environﬁéntal stétement. ‘
4. The en§ironméntal statement does not, but should, contain a commit-
"mént bylfhe applicant to use thelplant's radioacfive waste treatment
system to the extent of its capacity and to maintain radioactive

.waste effluentg at as low a level as practicable. B .

5. Sufficient envirommental surveillance wili be conducted at the
facility to enable public healtﬁ agencies to determine radiation
. exposure of the population. | |
6. Insufficient informatioﬁ is available to us at this time for a
réasonable judgmentbto be madebon'fhe adeduacy of emergency plénning
for the site. We enéourage the.Illinois Department of Public Health

B aﬁdithe applicaﬁt.to wofk jointly on such a plan for brotéction'of

. fﬁefﬁublic in_%he evént of ﬁonjroutiﬁé qperational conditioné and4t6A
 ’make this plah_available. | |

7. ,Copsideratio;"o;féltefnate.actionéfto sﬁépiy<the.apparent needsA
.foriélectricity dées not appear réasohablé'fqr this facility at this'
.stage'of design, nor does»it'éppéér that én unreasonéble commitment
véfﬁ;éséufceé need occur if tﬁe_planﬁ ié §éerated.b Therefore, if ther
abéve recommendations are carfied 6ut;“w¢'ére of tge épiniOn that the
Dfeéden‘Nﬁclear Power‘Statioh.ﬁnit 3 éan be operatea along with

Units 1 and 2 ét Fhe'site without significént effects -on the

_environment'and with a minimal risk to:the public,.



RADIOACTIVE WASTE DISCHARGES

The'liquiq and gaseous waste treatment system'desigﬁ proposed for
Unit 3 is identical to that previously evaluated for Unit 2 aﬁd is
similar td the design employed in ofher BWR syétems.(a) Units 2

and 3 have a stack and a circulatingVcooling.water discharge
étrucfuré separate from the existing Unit 1 structﬁres. Radioactive
waste discharges from the two discharge canals will combine folfbwing
. their discharge to the Illinois River and gaseous waste discharges
from the two stacks will combine'following their discharge to the

atmosphere,

" In both thé eﬁvirohmental staéemenf(z) and SAR,(I) the applicant
ﬁréseﬁts an incoméiete gnalysis of ‘population radiaﬁion aoses for both
.‘liquid and gaseéué discﬁarges..»The.applicant refers to "a radiation
;dpéé of 1¢ss than 0}1erem/year"(1:2) for operétion witﬁout leaking
“_fuel elements and yet no dose estimafe was made for opefatibn with
anticipated and tﬁus, the applicanf should have included estim&tes

of population doses under these operating conditions.

The Publié Health Service conducted a field study at Dresden Unit 1
. in 1968,(5) during which external offsite dose rates of 5 ‘to 15 mrem/yr
_ were measured at the point offsite with the highest level of radiation

(£ , A .
exposure, An extrapolation of this dose rate to all three of the



Dresden units indicates Ehat, if. the noble gas discharge dose rate
' 'igcreaseé proportionaily to the.increase in power level,'offsité
_externalAdose'rates of 25‘t6 70‘mrem/yr could occur. This linear
'extrapoiation éf dose rate:with power level may be conservative because
fuel performance‘should improve with advanées in reactﬁr technology.
Another factor contributing to the radiafion dose to the population
in’ this vicinity is thg operation of ‘the Midwest Fuel Recovery Plant
which is pfesently under construction immediately adjacent to the
'Drgsden site. EQen though these population dose estimates are less
than the Federal Radiation Council’s.Radiation Protection Guide of
500 mrem/yr foriindiv%dual exposure, their potential magnitude is
:suffiqiently high to warraﬁt taking additional actions to kéep them as

low as practicable.

- The épplicant‘hqg listed specifié'featureé of the Dresden plant design
"which_minimize the amounts of radioactive materials discharged to
t" (2)

fhe envirbnmen an& fhe 30 minﬁte off-gas holdup was'preéentea as

Aé specific désign featdre-which "reduces the pofential'radiation effects

on the éfde; 6f.é factof of ten as compared to no hoidup;” Systemé

ﬁhich provide hﬁch loﬁger holdup’have, ho&evér, Beeﬁ designed for

. fouf‘préposedeWRs (Shéreﬁam,.Coﬁéoliaatéd Edison Units No. 4 and No. 5,
 Limerick,vand_Newboid Island) ana;é‘gaséous'hdldup decay systém is
-vBeing retrofitfed:in the Monficello»plaqt which‘i;ialfeady'cop§tructed.

. Gaseous decay systems with approximately one-day holdup capacity



would further reduce fhé offsité.dose at Dresden-by a factor of at
least iO. It appears to us from thisvevidence, therefore, that waste
holdup dgcay systems are fecﬂnically and economically feasible for
significantly reducing the offsite external radiation exposures

from Drééden Units 2 and 3. We are.of the opinion that these systems
bshould be installed at both Dresden Units 2 and 3. This conclusion
u,is“in“kEéping‘WTth ‘the recommendations of ‘the "Federal Radiation.

' (8)

Council of delivering no radiation exposure without careful

considerations of the reasons for doing so.

We a£e awafe that this position éppearé to be'abchénge of previous

V. policy; however, the DHEW has always adhered to the philosophy of the
FRC pertaining to the feaéonablenéss:of exposure to the populatioﬁ:
"Tﬁe recently availdble evidence on éhe'feasibility of systems to |
fufﬁher redgcgioffsite radiétion doééé from boiling water reactors

and théicomplex multiplicity of tﬁig site is sufficient cause, in our

~ judgment, to take this posture at thiéllate stagé of conétructiph

of Dresden Units 2 and.3; If some falid justification, unknown to

this Deéértment, existé for not coﬁsideriﬁg the incorporation of
an,off-gas Holdﬁp decay system at Dre;den Units‘Z and 3 in a reasonable
time period, this justification should be documented in the public

" record. | |

fﬁe.noblé géé dischargé ratelestiﬁ;téd.by the aﬁpli;ant(z) for -
".bresden Units. 2 and 3 appeéfs Ed‘be soméyhat lower than that measuréd(S)

at Dresden 1 which hés‘a power level less than one-third of that



-on-Dresden -1 :operating .experience.

" discharges. (5)

proposed for either Dresden Unit 2 or 3. Also, the'applicant's

-

estimated noble gas composition did not include the radionuclide

88Kr. It is suggested that the applicant reexamine his estimates

since 88Kr'has contributed up to 14.2 pércent of the noble gases

'diécharged by Dresden 1.(5) The applicant_should'estimate the total

~ combined discharge of noble gas from all three Dresden units based

Based on data obtained from the operation of Dresden 1, the discharge

rates of the radionuclides in the liquid waste appear reasonable

except for the apparently low‘value for 137Cs. It is suggested that .

" the applicant also include an estimate of the liquid discharge rates

of 134Cs, 91Y, 1440e, 3H, 55Fe, and °“Mn since these radionuclides

did .contribute .to .the radieactiwity .in -the .Dresden 1 liquid

B

" In the environmental statement, the applicant presented in much too

general terms a section on the expected radiation effects due to the -

o operation of the Dresden Nuclear Power Station without clearly_v

.defining what the effects are; Therefore, a éﬁecific analysis of the

botentiai dose to the population'frdmAthe combined operatidn of the

three,Dresdéﬁ units should be estimated by the applicant and incldded'

in‘this section. In addition to the dose rate in millirems/yr and the
:.whole body dose in man-rems for the;population within 50 miles of the -

Dfesdenlplaht, a definitive statement of these effects would be the

SREER T



(fNmraed vaid s on

.»progfambfgr the site, We believe that the surveillance program

inclusion of the estimates of the resulting somatic and genetic effects

based on ICRP recommendations,(657)

Thé appllcant s env1ronmenta1 statement also lacks a definitive
statement of company pOllcy with respect to the intent of the recently
pr0posed amendments to Parts 20 and 50 of the AEC regulatlons regardlng
the reductlon of rédloactlve dlschatées to the lowest practlcable .
levél° It would be desirable for.such a statement to be included that
would cIeariy indicate the applicant's tntentions with respect to the
management of gaseous and liquid radiogctive waste discharges to.the:

environment,

ENVIRONMENTAL SURVEILLANCE

"g$he@app&icanths*environmedtal”statEment(z) indicates that radiological,

aquatic-thermal, and meteorological monitoring programs are being

. -conducted by Commonwealth Edison at the Dresden site. Details of the

latest version of_thgwsﬁrveillance program proposed for Dresden Units
1, Z,Iand 3 were not included in the environmental statement; however,

information available to us from the SAR(I), from site visits, and

“a study by the Bureau of Radiological Health at this facility have

been used in evaluating the adequacy of the routine surveillance

.shbmittéd by the applicant in the téchnical specification for Umit 3(1)

. 1s adequate for providing data that can be used to evaluate the adequacy

. of the radioactive waste treatment system and plant controls,

B S



The applicant»shéuld repdft its‘sﬁrveillance results in terms of Ehé
specific radiohﬁclides as stated in the téchnical specifications° If
the surveillance program ié contiﬁually modified as'indicated by
experience, both the State of Illinois and the appropriate Federal
agenciesvcan use the surveillance data provided by the applicant to:
determine population doses in the environs ofADresden Nuclear Power

Station from all sources including the facility,
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Mr. Harold L. Price

Director of Regulation

U.S. Atomic Energy Commission
Washington, D.C. 20545

Dear Mr. Price:

This is in response to your letter of August 5, 1970, -to
Mr. Roger Strelow transmitting Commonwealth Edison Com-
pany's Environmental Statement for Dresden Nuclear Power
Station Unit 3. We are pleased to provide the enclosed
report by our Bureau of Radiological Health which states
this Department's comments on the proposed operation of
the plant based on an evaluation of the public health.
and environmental aspects of the facility.

The major comment resulting from our review pertains to
gaseous radioactive discharges and gaseous waste holdup
capability for Dresden Units 2 and 3. It.appears to us
. that it is both prudent and technically and economically

feasible for additional gaseous waste holdup capacity to
‘be installed at both Dresden Units 2 and 3 to provide a

" further reduction of offsite doses to the public. This

position is based on Federal Radiation Council guidance,
the potential offsite dose from all units at the site,
and the feasibility of gaseous waste holdup demonstrated
by the recent retrofitting of the Monticello plant in
Minnesota. We recognize that retrofitting will result in
additional cost, but recommend this step nevertheless

for both units. This recommendation is not intended to
mean that retrofitting should be done immediately, but

in a reasonable time period. . An appropriate time might
be the end of the first fuel cycle for each unit.

3357
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We would apprec:.ate receJ_VJ.ng your. compllatlon of comments
by other’ agencies when’ they are completed If this Depart—
'ment can- assist. you further in this matter, we would be
3happy to do so. T eoee T
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INTRODUCTION AND CONCLUSIONS e

fhe purpéée'of this report is to summarizeA;he results of an evaluation
by thé Pubiic Health Serﬁice of.fhe potential eﬁvironmental effécts‘

of operation of the Dresden Nuclear Power Station, located on the |
Iilinoié River in Grundy County,‘Illindis, with eﬁpﬁasis on Uﬁit.3.
Dresden Unit 3 is IOCated on the §ame site as Dresden ﬁﬁits 1 and 2

which are both in operation and adjacent to the Midwest Fuel Reprocessing
Plant. The evaluation was performed based on information providéd by |
Commonwealth Edison Company in the Safety Analysis Report (SAR) for

Units 2 and 3(1) and the Coméany's EnVi:oﬁmental Statement.<2) The
'technical review»of these documehté was condﬁcted by the staff of

the Nuclear Facilities B;anch of the Service's ﬁﬁfeéu of Raéiblogicéln
Health,'DiviSioﬁ 6f Environméntai Radiation (DER) . This review is an
“updating of a public healtﬁ evaluafioﬁ of the facility performed by
. the Nuclear Facilitiés-Branch stéff priqr to start of construction.(3)
This-eaflier evaluationiwas based on iﬁformation c0ntaiﬁed in the Plant
.Design Analysis Report submitted to the Atomic Energy Commission (AEC)
by the Commdnwealth_Edison Company }n’suépért of FPeir applicatiqnlfor

a construction permit for Dresden Units 2 and 3.

The review and evaluation covered by this report are directly
responsive to requirements placed on Federal agencies by the National

Environmental Policy Act and as such are intended to state the



position of.tﬁe Depa:tmént of Health, Education, and Welfare (DﬁﬁW)-
véhvthé‘poteﬁtial énvironmental effects of'this féciiity.‘ The report
is also intended,'in the traditional fole of the Public Health
Service, to provide information to the Illinois Department‘qf Pﬁblici
Health fof use in conducting theif radiological health program
feiative to-this facility. A number of technical documents(4,5)Aha§e

been developed by the Branch which are used to support the disdussions

presented.

This reviéﬁ included consideration of radioactivé waste . discharges,
‘ environﬁental surveillénce,Aahd potential radiation doses to the public.
-. Our major conclusions aré'as follows:lj.
1; Because of the number of units located at this site, the philosophyv
of the Federal Radiatioh Council, the ;ecgﬁt backfitting of the
Monticéllo plant, énd tﬁe,design of-ﬁewbboiliﬁngater reactors, it
is our 6pinion that it is ﬁrudent aé well as technically ana
. edonpmically feasible to ins;all additional holdup capacity in:tﬁé
gaseouS‘wasté discharge systems of-Drééden ﬁnits 2 and 3 to further
| reduce.offsite doses by a factor of a; least 10,
2. The only presentation of éstimated offsite radiation dose is for
facility operation without any leaking fuel elements. The operating
histofies of'boiling.water re;ctors (BWﬁ).have s?own leaking fuel
elements usually eiis£ during normal operation. Therefore, the
applicant sﬁould'estimate; based-on discharge dgta obtained from
operating BWR powér piants, the potential populatién dose from the

combined operation of the three Dresden-units for this condition,
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3.IVA more definitive statement Qf'ﬁhejrisksﬂtd the ﬁublic resulting
frsmjfheéé poéential_offsiteidoses shouldhsé prgéenééé in tﬁe”rédiation
efféc;s section of tﬁe envifoﬁmgntal stéteﬁgnt.

'4. Theuen§ironmental statement does ﬁot,'bqt:shquld,.contain a commit-
" ment by fhe applicanf.to use theiplantfs radiocactive waste treatment
system to the extent of its capacity and tolmaintain radioactive
waste effluents at as low a level as practicable.

5. Sufficient environmental surveillance”wili be conducted at the
faéility to ‘enable public health agencies to determiné'rﬁdiatioﬁ
exposure of the population. | |

6. Insufficient informatioﬁ is aQailable'to us at this time for a
reasonable‘judgmentlto be madernlﬁhe adequacy‘of emergency planning
for the site. We encourage thé'Illinoié Départment of Public Health
\ and the-applicaﬁf.to wofk joiﬁtly on such a plan for protection of
fhéfﬁuﬁlic in,the_evént of-non-routiné qperétional cohditioné“aﬁdhtd
"make this plan available. |

7. qusideratioh of,altefnate actionsfto_supply the;apparent needs:
.for e1ectricity.does not appear reasonable for this facility a£ this
étage of design, nbr does it appeér that an unreasonéble commitment
of resoufceé‘need occur if the plant is operated. -Therefore, if the
above recommendations are carried out,Awg are of the 6pinion that the
Dfeéden Nuclear Power Station Unit 3 can be operated'along with

Units 1 and 2 ;t the-site withoutlsignificéntreffects on the

environment and with a minimal risk to the public.
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RADIOACTIVE WASTE DISCHARGES
' The 1liquid and gaseous waste treatment system‘design.proposed for
Unit 3 is identical to that previously evaluated for Unit 2 and is
similar to the design employed in other BWR systems.(a) Units 2
and 3 have a stack and a circulating cboling‘water discharge |
structure separate from the existing Unit 1 structures. Radioactive
waste diécharges from the twdldischarge canais will combine foiid&ing
their discharge to the Illinois River and gaseous waste discharges

from the two stacks will combine following their discharge to the

atmosphere.

" In both the eﬁvironmental staéémenf(z) and SAR,(l) the applicant
presents an incomélete gnalysis of population radiafion doses for both
liqﬁid and gasedué:discﬁargeé. The applicant refers to "a radiation

- dose of less than 0.1 mrem/year"(lazj fo; bperétion witﬁout leaking

" fuel elementsﬁand yet no dose ‘estimate was made for opefation with,
leakiﬁgAf#eljelements.A‘Operation with.leaking fuel elements éhouid be
anticipated and thus, the applicant should have_inciuded éstimétes

of population doses under these operating conditions.

The Public Health Service conducted a field study at Dresden Unit 1 |
in 1968,(5) during which external offsite dose rates of 5 to 15 mrem/yr .
were measured af the point offsite with the highest level of radiation

exposure;' An extrapolation of this dose rate to all three of the



Dresden ﬁnifs indicates that, if the.noble-gasvdischarge aose rate
increaséé proportionally to the.increase'in power 1eve1,.of£site
-external dose;rates of 25 to 70-mreﬁ/yr could occur. This linear
extrapolation of dose rate Qith:power level may be conservative because
fuel performance'should improve with advanceg in reactﬁr teéhnology.
Another factor contributing to the radiation dose to the population

in this vicinity is thg operation of the Midwest Fuel Recovery Plant
which is presently under construction im@ediately adjacent to the
Dresden sité. Even though these population dose estimates are less
than the Federal Radiation Council's Radiation Protection Guide of

500 mfem/yr for individual exposure, their potential magnitude is
-suffiqientlf high to warrant taking additional actions to keep them as

low as practicable.

" The applicant has listed specific features of the Dresden plant design
"which minimize'the amounts of radicactive materials discharged to
‘the environment"(z)'andAfhe 30 minute off-gas ﬁoldup was'preéentea as
a specific design'feafure which' "reduces the potential radiation effects
on the ordgr-of a factor of ten as compared to no hoidup." Systems
which provide much longer holdup have, howevér, been designed for

four proposed BWRs (Shoreham, Consolidated Edison Units No. 4 and No. .5,
Limerick, .and Newbold Isléﬁd) and a gaséous holdup decay system is
being retrofitted ‘in the Monticello plant which"is'alfeady'cohstructed.

. Gaseous decay systems with approximately one-day holdup capacity
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would further iedu@e thevoffsitévdose at'Dresden-by a factor of at
least 10.. It appears to us from thisVévidencé,'therefore, that waste
holdup decay systems are teéhnically and economically feasible for
significaﬁtly :eéuciﬁg the offsite external radiation exposures
from Dreéden Units 2 and 3. We afe of the opinion that these systems
should be installed at both Dresden Units 2 and 3. This conclusion
’ is in keeping with the recommendations of the Federal Radiation

(8)

Council of delivering no radiation exposure without careful

considerations of the reasons for doing so.

We afe awéré-that this position éppears to be a chénge of previous

“ policy; however, the DHEW has always adhered to the philosophy éf the
FRC pertaining to the reaéonableness of exposure to the populatioﬁ:
Tﬁe recently available evidence on the feasibility of systems io |
further reduce offsite radiétion dosgs from boiling.water reéctars
-and the complex multiplicity of this site.is sufficient cause, in our
' judgment, to take this posture at this late stagé_of c&hétructipﬁ

‘of Dresden Units 2 and 3, 'If some valid justificatioh, unknown to
this Department, existé for not considering the incorporation of

an off-gas holdup decay system at Dre;den Units 2 and 3 in a.reasonable
time periéd; this justification should be documented in the public

record.,

The noble gas discharge rate estimated by the applicant(z) for -
Dresden Units 2 and 3 appeafs to be somewhat lower than that measured(s)

at Dresden 1 which hésAa power level less than one-third of that



proposed~fo£ éither Dresden Uﬁit 2 or 3. Also, the'applicént's'
~éétiméted noble gés éompbsition did nét inciqde thefrédionuclide
88Kr. It‘is-suégested that. the appliﬁant reexamine his estimates
since 88Kr'has'§ontributed up to 14.2 percent of tﬁe noble gases

' diécharged by Dresden 1.(5) The applicant shouldAestimate theAtotal

combined discharge of noble gas from all three Dresden units based

on Dresden 1 operating experience.

Based on data obtained from the 6peration of Dresden 1, the discharge
- rates of thé radionuclides in the liquid Qaste appear reasonable
except fér the.apfarently lbw'Qaiﬁe.for 137Cs, It is)suégesﬁed.thaf
'_ the applicant élsé include an esfimategéf the liquid discharge rates
of 13405, 91Y, 144'Ce, 3H, 55Fe, and °"Mn since these radionuclides

did contribute to the radioactivity in the Dresden 1 liquid

discharges.cs)

- In the environmental statement, the applicanf presented in mﬁéh too
general ferms a section on the expected radiation effects due to the
operation of the Dresden Nuclear Power Station without clearly
dgfining what the effects are. Tﬁerefore, a spgcific analysis of the
botentiai dose to the population'f%om the combined operation of the
three Dresden units should béiestiﬁatéd,by the appliéant and-iqclﬁded_
in this section. In addition'to'the dose f;te in'millirems/yr_and the
whole body.dbse in man-rems for the population wifhin 50 miles of tﬁgl

Dresden plant, a definitive statement of these effects would be the



inclusion of the estimates of the resulting somatic and genetic effects

based on ICRP recommendations.(6’?)

The applicant's environmental statement also lacks a definitive
statement of company policy with respect to the intent of the recently

.proposed amendments to Parts 20 and 50 of the AEC regulatlons regardlng

POy N . ."u“‘

4the reductlon of radloactlve dlscharges to the lowest practlcable
level. It would be desirable for~such a statement to be included that
would clearly indicate the appllcant s 1ntentions with respect to the
management of gaseous and 11qu1d radloactlve waste discharges to the

environment.
ENVIRONMENTAL SURVEILLANCE

The applicant's environmental statement(2) lndicates that rediologiCal,
aquatic- thermal and meteorological monltorlng programs are being.

. conducted by Commonwealth Edison at the Dresden site, Details of the
latest version of the surveillance program proposed for Dresden Units
1, 2, and 3 were not included in the environmentel statementg however,
informationiavailable to us from the'SAR(l), from site visits, and

a study by the Bureau of Radiological Health at this facility have
been used in evaluating the adequacy of the routine surveillance
program for the site, We believe that the sutveillance program
submitted by the applicant in the technical specification fot Unit 3(1)
 is adequate for providing data that can be used. to evaluate the adequacy

. of the radioactive waste treatment system and plant controls,
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The applicanttshouid-répoft itsAsﬁfveillancé results in terms of thé ;
.specific radiohuciides as stated in the technical'specificatidns._ If
thegsﬁrveillance program is contiﬁually modified as'indicated‘by
experience, - both the State of Illinois and the appropriate Federal
agenciéslcan use the surveillance data provided by the applicant to
determine population doses in the env;fons of'Dresden Nuclear'Power

Station from all sources including the facility,
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