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Comment-(first 2 psragraphs on page 3)-The sluice from U~ : 1
Powdex filter and neutralized regenerant solution from Unit 2
should be treated in the waste manage.sent system.

Response~-Figure 12 in the draft environmental statement is in-
complete, in that, Unit 1 has the capability to recycle
the Powdex sluice. The applicant has been requested
to provide an estimate of the percentage of the sluice
that will be recycled annually. Nonetheless, our
evaluation of the system using 100% discharge of the
Powdex sluice concluded that the releases would be less
than .01 Ci/yr., and would insignificantly contribute
to our calculated releases.

The applicant has verbally stated that the final design
for the Unit 2 demineralizer regenerant system will be
different from that described in the PSAR and that the
regenerants will be treated before release to Susquehanna
River. After the design has been submitted, we will
evaluate the system to assure that it meets as low as
practicable criterion.

Comment-(last paragraph on page 3)-Tl.e final statement chould
indicate the criteria for installation of a deep~-bed demineral-
izer for Unit 1 and should provide the results of an evaluation
of the environmental effects of its use.

Response-When the applicant submits a revision to the present
treatment system, the environmental effects of this
modification will be evaluated.

Comment~(first paragraph page 4)-The final statement should
provide detailed informaticn about turbine building leak rates,
activity levels in the leakage and in the discharge, and the
possibility of treatment before discharge.

Response-We suggest adding the following to the first para-
graph on page III-20 of the Draft Environmental
Statement: From an accumulative leak rate of 5 gpm
from all systems in the turbine building that con-
tain secondary coolant we expect less than .05 Ci/yr.

Comment-(second paragraph page 4)-The applicant should provide
90 days decay for gaseous effluents rather than 30 days decay
used in the Draft Environmental Statement since this system



is capable of holding gases for 90 days.

Response-Our evaluation shows that 30 days holdup for gaseous
effluents is sufficient for this plant to meet the
low as practicable criteria. Holdup for 90 days would
reduce the releases to essentially 845 Curies of Kr-75.
The incremental environmental effect of this reduction
is not necessary.



