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THIS DOCUMENT CONTAINS

POOR QUALITY PAGES UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
EAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

In the Matter of
DUKE POWER COMPANY Docket Nos. STN 50-488
50-489%
(Perkins Nuclear Station, 50-490
Units 1, 2 and 3)

APPLICANT'S RESPONSE AND OBJECTIONS
TO INTERVENORS' REQUEST FOR PRO-
DUCTION OF DOCUMENTS, INTERROGATORIES,
AND REQUEST TO ADMIT

1. Attachment Nos. la through lt are Xerox copies of the
requested documents. Applicant admits the genuineness of the
documents and notations thereon and admits that all of the
statements and notations contained in the documents were made
by its officers or employees in the conduct of their work
responsibilities.

2(a). Applicant denies that its existing "rule of thumb”
is 1.7 acres for fossil and 2.5 acres nuclear per Mie. It
does not have at this time any "rule of thumb" concerning the
surface area required to support the lake ccoling alternative
for baselocad thermal power staticns.

2(b). Applicant admits only that the State of Norta
Carclina assigned a 5° F, 3500-acre mixing zone for the McGuire

Nuclear Station.
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2(¢c). Applicant cannot respond for the State of North
Carclina,

2(3). Applicant denies that a "rule of thumb" 1.46
acres »er nuclear MWe is acceptable at the Lake Norman McGuire
Station.

2(e). Applicant cannot speak for EPA or the State of
North Carolina.

3. As previously stated on the record, Applicant participated

in Appalachian Power v. Train, 9 ERC 1033, and in Utility Water

Act Group activities.

4. Applicant has no firm plans for the use of Sites "D"
or "E" on Lake Norman.

5. Applicant does not now have a planned size in MvJe for
utilization at Sites "D" and "E".

6. Arplicant believes that question number & is not
relevant for the reason that the Atomic Safety and Licensing
Scard has previocusly ruled on the nesd for pcwer.

7. Applicant has not performed any encineering studies to
determine the projected effect on water levels at Lake Norman
or on the production of hydroelectric energy from Cowans Ford
Hydro Station which would be caused by the cperation of a thermal

generating station at Lake Norman Site "N-13".



8. Applicant's response tc Interrcgatory No. 8 is the
same as its response to Interrogatery No. 7.

9. Applicant does not at this stige of the siting study
propose to construct a Carter Creek type reservoir for use in
connecticn with a thermal station as the "N-18" Site.
Applicant har no document in its fi).s other than those
previously submitted showing trat a Carter Creek type reservoir
would not be required at Site "N-18".

10. Attachment 10 is a copy of the requested large map.
Applicant did not respond to the previcus question 3(w) as
stated in the Interrogatory. Information which Applicant has
concerning the "N-18" Site has been made available and reviewed
by the Intervenors.

11. Applicant has previously responded to the Staff
concerning the methodologies, constraints and necessary
decisions and Intervenor is directed to our filing of
August 31, 1978.

12. Applicant's previous response to Interrcgatories Nos.
3(bb) and 3(cc) remains accurate. Contrary tc the factors
advanced by Intervenors in this interrogatory, the factors
considered by Applicant are set forth in the dccumentation

previously furnished to the Bcard and parties.



13. Applicant objects to this question. t is beycnd

the scop2 of interrogatories.
l4. Applicant did not remove in the coarse selection process
the "N-18" Site. The "N-18" Site was excluded from further

evaluation in the final analysis as described in the Phase I

Siting Study Summary Report.

15. Based on reconnaissance level information, both sites
have acceptable water quantity characteristics for the proposed
development. Requirements imposed by the State necessitated a
change in the original plans and the construction of a supple-
mental storage reservoir at the Perkins site. The same may be
true for the "N-18" Site. The reallocation of upstream and down-
stream hydroelectric resources may offset the capital cost of
a new reservoir.

15. Based on reconnaissance level information Applicant
admits that the "N-18" Site would require less new railroad
right-of-way clearing than would development of rail access into
the Perkins Site. Applicant cannot determine that the “N-18"
Site is clearly superior in this regard.

17. Based on reconnaissance level information Applicant
pelisves that the "N-18" Site is not clearly superior to the

Perkins Site in regard to location of new transmission lines.



The Perkins Site requires approximately 16 miles of transmission
lines and the Lake Norman "N-18" Site requires apprcximately
29 miles.

18. Applicant denies tnat the "N-18" Site is clearly
superior to the Perkins Site in regard to population density
in that, based upon reconnaissance level information, the
population within 50 miles of the Perkins Site is 1.5 million
«nd the population within 5 miles is approximately 4500, whereas
the population within 50 miles of the Lake Norman “N-18" Site
is 1.4 million and the population within 5 miles is estimated
to be 11,500.

19. Applicant denies that the "N-18" Site is clearly superior
to the Perkins Site in regard to reliable water supply in that
based upon reconnaissance level information the Lake Nerman
"N-18" Site can operate satisfactorily with a recurrence of
the historic drought as can the Perkins 3tation with Carter Creek.

20. Applicant denies that the "N-18" Site is clearly superior
to the Perkins Site in regard to the control over water supply.
Applicant proposes to construct for commitment to the Perkins
Station adequate water supplies and has adequate water supplies
available to carry the “"N-18" Site through a recurrence of the

histeoric arought.



21. Applicant denies that the "N-18" Site is clearly
superior to the Perkins Site in regard to location of nearest
large pcpulation center since Statesville is 6.5 miles north-
east of the "N-18" Site and Winston-Salem is 17 miles ncrth-
northeast of the Perkins Site

22. Based upon its reconnaissance level information
concerning subsurface conditions and site excavations,
Applicant cannot determine whether there is any superiority of
the "N-18" Site over the Perkins Site. Applicant knows that
excavaticns it the Perkins Site will approach S0 feet and that
excavations at the "N-18" Site will be to at least 60 feet.

23. Applicant denies that the "N-18" Site is clearly
superior tc the Perkins Site in regard to site-opening costs.
Current detailed site-opening cost estimates for the "§-18"
Site have not been made.

24. Based upon reconnaissance level information Applicant
denies that the "N-18" Site is clearly superior to the Perkins
Site in regard to water eutrophication in that both sites are
located adjacent to major Piedmont Carolina rivers with similar
water quality characteristics.

25. Applicant has no documents concerning the effect of



its proposed "N-18" plant site on property develcpment
and real estate sales on Lake Norman,
Dated: January 16, 1979

Respectfully submitted,

JoAn E. Lansche

AsSsistant General Counsel

Duke Power Company

P. O. Box 33189

Charlotte, North Carolina 28242




STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA )

COUNTY OF MECKLENBURG )

Donald B. Blackmon, first being duly sworn, deposes and
says:

That he is a Design Engineer, Design Engineering Depart-
ment, Duke Power Company, and that he has read the attached
responses made pursuant to 10 CFR 2.740b and that they are
true, except as to those matters stated on informaticn and

belief, and as to those matters he believes them to be true.

/i
Donald B. Blackmon

SWORN to and subscribed before me

ehis /{ ~ day of January, 1979.

A, SO R,
. ¥ - - S =S
Notary Public

My Commission expires: &//5 /.

(Notarial Seal)
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DUKE POWER COMPANY
Feses nnn GENERAVL OFFICES SRALPHONL ARCA Fd

37y 481
422 S0UTH CHuNEH STCTrY

CHARLOTTIE. N, (0, 2852042

March 2%, 1978

Mr. Richard G. Stol!, Jr.
0ffice of General Counsel
Environmental Protection Agency
Lol M Street, Sw

washington, 0. C. 20460

Re: Effluent Guidelines and Standards
Steam Electric Cenerating Point Scurce Category
Ouke Power Company Comments
EP% Proposed Julemaking 4OCFR Part 423
File No: F-29.3

Dear Sir:

Duke Power Company has reviewed the referencad rulemaking published in the
March 3, 1978 fFedera! Register and would like to commend the EPA in its efforts
to incorporate cost beneflit evaluations in the consigeratica of ceguests hy

steam electric generating point sources for variances pursuant to the Clean
walter Act.

In addition, we believe that EPA should make it emphatic, to states with per=
mitting authority, that economic factors are a reievant and necessary part of
environmenta! protection.™Tadead " 17 is our cpinion that a State wirich has

paTmTt~iSsuing authority shouid be required to considcr_e:o#EFTE'Factcrs «her

evaluating varigncc requests, realizing that the Stace may impose more stringent
limPtavions than required under Federai |aw.

we hoce that as resporsive stewards of our resources EPA will pursue the use-
fulness of the cost benefit analysis in all areas where deveiopment and eval-
vation of practical standards ang guidelines is the goal.

Duke Power Company appreciates this OPPOrtunity to submi: writren comments for
your consideration on the proposed rulemaking.

very truly yours,

L. C. Bail, Chief Engincer
Civil«En ironmenta! Division

f /7
e | App sl AL -
B8y: R. §. Crowe!l
Technical Associate

RSC:es "



DIVISION OF ENVIRCONIENTAL MANAGEMTNT

August 16, 1978 ‘
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Duka Power Company \ =
General Qffices AV

422 South Church Street

Coarlotta, Norzth Carolina 28242 :‘,.' g & '3 t
Vs ¥ = -3 M
% s 0T SIS
Attantion 5. B, Eager, Qiief Engineer AR

Civil - Zovironmental Division

SUBJECT: 1lcluire 'uclear Statien
» N2DES Permit Yo. NC0024392
316(a) Demomstration

Gentlemen:

Duke Power Cozpany's study plan for conducting a2 316(a) demomstration for the
McGuire Nuclear Statiom has bSeen reviewed and evaluated by department personnel.
The study, as proposed by Duke Power Company, does addiress the requirements as
specified iz the McSuire ('PDEZS Fermir. Our approval of the study is beinz based
on correspondence dated Jume 27, 1978, subject deing HcGuire liuclear Staticm 316(a)
demonstraticn, in comjwmction with correspondence between Departzment of Hatural
Rasources and Commmity Development staff and Duke Power Company's envirouosental
persomnel. We also believe the proposed progran sufficient to determine the extent,
1?2 any, c¢f iateraction bdetween McGuire and Marshall staticns located om Lake liorman,

The Department will expect quarterly meetings with designated perscmael %o
review data to allow continual evaluation of the progra=m.

Sincerely,

L. P, Benton, Chief
Vater Quality Section

ee: Mr, Charles A. Dewey, Jr. v~
Dr. Dave Andersom
Mr., Robert A. Carter
Mr. A. 7. McRorie
Mz, Charles Xapian, ZPA
Mr. Rex Cleasom
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Mr. A. F. McRorie "

Acting Directnr

Nerth Carslina Department cf Natural
Rescurces 223 Community Develcopment
P. 0. Box 27637

Raleigh, North Carolina 27611

Re: Permit No. NC0024392
Duke Power Company McGuire Nuclear Station

Dear Mr. McRorie:

Duke Pecwar Company received tine above-referenced NPDES
per=it for the McGuire Nuclear Station on Friday aZfternocn,
April 7, 1978. Duke has reviewed its contents and submits
the following comments:

Pazrt I A. (1) specifies monitcoring reguirexents Zfor
£all Serial No. OOl-once through cocling water. In order
implement the monitoring reqQuizred by Part I A. (1) of the
McGuire NPDES permit, we will perform the following monitoring:
(1) coeling water flow through the ccndenser, (2) discharge
temperaturs at the effluent, and (3) temperature rise acrors
the condenser. We will repcrt this monitoring as specified
in Pazt I C. (2). The zemaining monitcring specified in
Pazt I A. (1) will be iicluded in the 315(a) demcnstratica.

Part I A. {3) specifies 2 weekly average of 22,500 GPD
£or Serial Ne. 003-dcmestic wastewater treatment. Since thi
permit was written, certain constructicn changes have teen
macde which will result in a2 weekly average of 28,300 G2C.
This change has been ccordinated with the Regiconzl Engineer
and his stafs., We suggest that the perxit be changed t2

rellect constructicn changes.



Mr. A. F. McRorie
May &, 1978
Page 2

Qur ccmments contained herein reflect Duke's understandin

g
©f the permit. Should you have any questions, please advise.

Very truly yours,

AR

William S. Lee

WSL/£hb
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November 15, 1977 R
/,
C. A. Dewey, Jr. 642/

Re: McGuire Nuclear Station
Lake Norman MIT Numerical Model
Simylations for 1576 through August, 1977
File No: MC-1544.00

Lake Norman water temperatures with both McGuire and Marshall cperational have U -
been simulated for January 1976, through August, 1877. This period encompasses

the extreme warm weather experienced in July, 1977, and the extremely cold 1376~

1977 winter, Worst case capacity factors for Marshall and McGuire, and lake

surface elevations for Lake Norman as presented in the ER-OLS for McGuire (Tadle
5.1.1=1) were used as inputs to the model., Comparison of significant re=ults

from this simulation (1976 - August, 1977) with those from the ER-OLS twenty-

year simulation (1951-1970) are presented in the following table:

1876-Aug, 1877 Simylation Gui SR Q-Yr im tion

Max. Discharge Temperature®35°F(35.0°C) §3°F(33.5°C) 96°F(35.5°C) 86°F(35.5°C)

Max, 5°F (2.8°C) Above 3000 1200 2900 1100
Background |sotherm Acreage¥

Max. 30°F (32.2°C)!sotherm 700 100 1300 500
Acreage*

“Monthly Average Values

-
- -
1

~ -
It is noted that nelther McGuire nor Marshall would have violated their respective
permits.

|f there are any cuestions concerning these results please advise.

~ » NPT=
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November 16, 13977
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Memo to: L. C. Dail \
. \"v' " ‘
Attn: D. W. Anderson ) W[
Subject: McGuire Nuclear Station 316(a) Demonstration ) \ () -~
AC=70Z-15,mC-70412 e o W\”}/
. & » B (5 ¢
}'ﬂ(. - I T, Mo ¥y i Tl ':ﬁﬁ‘w oL ‘/
N T — - —

We have reviewed your memo of 27 October 1377 and are aware that a 116 demonstration
will be required for McGuire Nuclear Station. While we can understand the desire

to leave the permit as it is, we have pointed out two things: 1) that submittal

of the 316(a) prior tc the aguisition of at least 2 full year's data with both units
cperational will be almost meaningless and will surely result in a ne2d to write a
full report once both units have operated for a period of time; this duplication of
effort will mean a sizable investment in manpower, and 2) writing a 316(a) without
encugh data and/or time tc analyze and evaluate the resuits runs the risk of pro-
ducing an inadequate report with severe conseguences. A definition of exact!ly

when a report must be ‘iled is needed so we can plan accordingly.

We do not believe that it is too earlv to begin planning for a 316 demons ration;
this is what we have been doing sinc. ~e started on the McGuire studies f.ve years
ago. Wwhile not planning a 316 demonstration per se, we were designing anr imple-
menting a scientifically acceptable program to define the impact of the operation

of McGuire upon the aguatic populations. While our programs were initially aimed

at pre-construction and preoperational questions, our current programs are dasec
upon meeting the MRC's Technical Specification requirements. McQuire's Tech Specs
and Environmental Program Instructions (copy of each enclosed) have Seen uncer
review by the NRC sirce April 1377; this is one of the first Tech Specs using the
revised 4.8 Guide. "o comments regarding the Tech Specs have been received from

the MRC to date. A revision to Chapter & of the Environmental Report is planned
which will reflect the final version of the Tech Specs. (Depencding on legal deci-
sions, a letter describing our precperational and operaticnal program may De written
in lieu of a revision to Chapter 6). We dor't believe a joint review of our environ-
mental commitments to regulatory agencies is necessary. A thorougn within=Unit
review (enclosed) of our status regarding various commitments was performec 'ast
year. Currently a computerized commitment index (copy attached) 1s routinely

issued by licensing. Also, the annual McGuire compliance visit by the NRC inspector
for environmental items was completed recently; all items relating to our responsi-
5ility were in complete compliance. The regulatory commitments of which we are
aware are found in the Environmantal Report, Constructicn Parmit, NPDES Permit,

and draft Environmenta! Tech Specs.

In response to the four points for which you reguested information be assemolec,
please sees the already referenced information enclosed. We nave been in the process
of writing a more current description of our monitoring effort on Lake MNerman. A
final version of this is expected to be available in Fedruary 1878. The general
format of these descriptions is alsc enclosed.




November 16, 1977

L. C.-Bail
Attn: O. W. Andersen
Page 2

Regarding the basic uiological data components which will be neeced in the 315
demonstration, these components were identified and agreed upon in our joint
meeting over 3 year age in preparation for writing the predictive 3'% demonstration.
we assume that the future 316 demonstration will have similar components, but we
would be happy to review the components and a scheduling scheme with you.

Mr. Ed Hogan is the project leader for McGuire, and he should be the contact person
for the 316 demonstration.

Cne very important question remains to be addressed. The guestion is-=-what d¢
Company (Design Engineering, Legal, Licensing, Steam Production, upper management,
etc.) pecple think shouid be done to define the impact of competition/cumyiative
impact of McGuire and Marshall upon Lake Norman? This should also consider needs
for information for the nex: 315 at Marshall. While we have develcped a minimal
sampling program to address this guestion, we would like a clear statement of what
should be done so that we can develop a mire definite orogram. A meeting of various
departments may be necessary :o decide on the statement of need. In additien,
thought should be given to the information reguired :o meet Mr. Lee's gcal of
determining if the resuits obtained will serve as a foundation for consigering
other sites for large thermal plants on Lake Nerman.

If you have any guestions regarding the information enclosed, contact J. "¢ Hogan.
Contact J. Ed Hogan, also, when meetings are arranged to ciscuss the mati:rs noted
above.

W. A. Haller, Manager
Technica ~5nvironmental Services Group

by: R. Fred Gray, Manager
Scientific Services Sec?

wDA:J EH/’M
Enclosures

Lee w/0 attach.
Porter " "
Dewev i 2
Canady " o
Adair o v
Cavis -5
Hogan w/attach.

cc:

.
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October 31, 1977

John Lansche

Re: McGuire NPDES Permit

The draft of subject permit attached to your letter of

OCctober 28 properly reflects my negotiations with

Page Benton, and fcr the reasons ocutlined to you in my

letter of Octcher 1ll, I recommend we accept the permi

subject to a typographical and detaileé check by
Richard Crowell.

W S Lee

WSL/s

cc C A Dewey

-
=
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October 27, 1977 o A f

W. A. Haller
Attn: W, D. Adalr

Re: McGulre Nuclear Station

316(a) Demenstration -

Flle Nos: MC-1407.08, F=-29, MC-1415.00
Duka has committed to doing a full scale 316(a) deronstration for the McGuire
Nuclear Station (see attached memo from W. S. Lee tc J. 8. Lansche). The
316(a) demonstration will be submitted to NCONRCELCD ''no later than the
explration of the permit' which, as it stands now, will be In 1382, While |
realize 1t may seem Inordinately early to begin planning for this effort now,
| do fee! It Is prudant to dc so since the consequences of our not making a
successful demonstration w!ll be significant not only for McGulre but aiso
for any future sites on the lake. In addlition, the 316(a) effort should be
closely coordinated with any technical specifications or other commitments
which have been, or will be, made by Duke.

To Insure that we make the best practical effort possible in making this dem=
onstration, | feel It woulc be appropriate for us to jointly review the current
status of all our environmental commitments for McGuire at this time and agree
as to the baslc biological data components which will be needed In the ‘iemon-
stration. In order to proper - plan our strategy for this 316(a) demon traticnm,
| would 1lke to request the foliowing Information be assembled for our ,oint
review:

1) a listing of sampling locatlions, sampling programs (frequency of sampl~-
ing, gear, etc. for each study segment - phytoplankten, fisheries, etc.)
done for McGuire in cbtalning the construction permit and indicating
commitments at that time to AEC/NRC, FPC, EPA and NCONER (now NCONRSCD);

2) the same for the current operating license stage;
3) the same for technical Specifications Menltoring;
L) the status of these programs to date.

Based on our joint review cf this Information we will develop a comprenensive
organizational/study plan which will most effectively incorperate existing
data as we!l as data which wll! be generated during plant cperations to ins -e
we will make a successful demonstration. Once we have such a 316(a) demen-
stration plan In hand, we can place priorities on the complete and up-to-dcate
processing of data collecticns essentlal to the demonstration. In terms of
organizing and coordinating our werk effort you might glve some thcught tc

cur forming a lMcGulre 316(a) team who would be charged with putting the doeu-

ment together....llke the Gnllka, Hogan and McCabe team who worked=uo our
earlier "predictive’ study effore.

While | recognize that compiling the information requested is a formidadle
task, the ultimate Impcrtance cf escaping cocling tower benaflts at McGuire
dictates that we proceed at this time In a well organized and coordinated
manner,



October 27, 1977

W. A,

Page

Please contact me |f you have any questions relative to thls request or reguire
any asslistance In this effort.

L. C. Dail, Chlef Engineer
Clvil=Environmental Qivision

By:

Haller

Attn: W. D. Adalr

2

D.

W. Anderson

Ecologlist

OWA/cs

Attachment

cc:

c.
D.
A,
R.
E.
W.

C. Dall

A. Dewey

8. Blackmon
Gnllka

F. Edmonds
Hogan

M. McCabe
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John Lansche
Re: McGuire NPDES Permit

Confirming our conversation with regardé to your letter of

Octcber 7, I realize there are some risks invelveéd with the
language o0f the McGuire permit as agreed to. I dc not believe
that it is necessary to add the words "if then -ega;lv reguired.”
4 wo"’d cause suspicion in the minds yf the state agency as tcC
our motivations. GEven without those werds, if the laws or
requ;a.;ons change between now and permit expiration, we can
make an effective argument to that peint.

With respect tc the other risks that we might rot be able to

demonstrate cerzain things, I and many others .re convinced that

McGuire's use of Lake Norman can be proven to be less harmful

tc the environment than any alternative way of c’ovz--.g Sn-

denser cocling. This is based upon our *epeased stuéies beginning

as early us 1958. We a—e ccxng to want t2 undergtake 5_:;;’

scope 31oa ype demonst ion not cnly prove tn-s “g, 2 sc
stration _to,

_.“
serve as a g ngation Zor ccngidering other sites s for lar

When the permit comes cut with the language as agreed upon,

please take those steps necessary to accept the permit.

Many thanks for bringing to my attention those risks that
re involves in this step.

/
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Mr. W. S. Lee -

Re: McGuire NPDES Permit oy

On Octcber 5, 1977, Mr. W. S. Lee met with Mr, Page
3enton, DNR, to discuss the problem of the thermal discharge
requirements in the proposed permit. t that time, the
following language was agreed to:

Vo later than the expiration of this permit,
Sermittee will submit the results of a 316(a)
demons=ration similar to those which Permittee
has submitted for its other power plants oI a
demonstration of test available technology.

Such demonstraticns will include operational
effects of McGuire and of interacticn between
McGuire ané Marshall on water gquality, £ish,
perighyten, plankton, benthes, shytoplankton
ané zooplankten. In addition, the Permittee
will submit =0 the Department oI Natural Re-
sources and Community Development the Annual
Operating Reports for the McGuire Nuclear Station
when it submits the same =0 the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission.

t improvement cover <that whigh
upon, there are still scme

While this languaje is a gre
=hne Statze had previously insis<ed
concerns whicl: yeu should De awar

9 If no regulations =-e in effect at the time tle pesit
is renewed, the words "delLonstrat. infer that Cuke
will have =he Burden of Procf. This is a shiftc from the usu 1
situation where the State has the burcon of proving what is

SAT. However the language is interprete’, Duke must still taxe
some affirmative action which may limit our rights by rellieving
the State from some of its respensibilities.

‘)
Fs |
8]
T
w
¥
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3

W
-

F If recgulations in effect at the time ¢
renewed approve open-cycle ccoling, Duke will sti
to submit= a demonstration even though it could ne
o d0 sc ct=herwise. Duke has, in effect, concece

b | -

s 4 - ! P ! - ¥ g et -
cannot avail itself of the UWAG regulaticons. 40

et 4@




Mr. W. S. Lee
Page Two
October 7, 1977

Suke should choose to make the 3 demonstration, there is

the chance that the State could :ule adversely ané Duke would
be forced to install cooling towers even though the regulations
éid not require them.

3. If final regulations require closed-cycl. cocling,
the propcsed language is acceptable.

4. The proposed language, by regquiring specific action,
may preclude Duke from man ing a 30l(c) case [a variance fIrc
BAT because of economic factors! [regulations are now being
formulated to implement this secticn]. However, it might De
difficult ‘or a utility to prevail on an economic argument.

- If final regulations reguire clcsed-cycle cooling,
we could p-cceed through the following steps to attempt t°
secure approval for open cycle: case by case determination

£ BAT, 30l(c) case, cocoling towers unnecessary because ¢f a
316 (a) demonstration. The proposed lancuagc, hcwever, may
preclude Duke from availing itself of all three mechanisms.

8. The p'oposed language mav preclude Duke from re-
questing a 3AT determination if we fail the 3l6(a).

In order to p*o.ec* all of Duke's altern b-ves. - 5 3 §
suggested .ha“ after the word "submit" we adéd "if th en legally
reguirec”. his then will modify both "316(a)" and "demonstra-
tion o2 BAT" sc that they will not be required if UWAG is
successful in getting c;en—cvc-e ccoling approveé by the Court.
IZ accomplished, this small change will protect all ¢ Duke's
alsernatives anéd legal rights anc bases the State's recuire-
ments on a lecal basis.

If the above change cannot de a~~om---shec for any reascn,

Duke still has the chcice 0f accepting & ive-year permit as
is, or, accepting the State's offer of a :‘-ee-vea— “erm;: wish
no the:ma limitations. he three-year permit would, c¢f course,

expire between the start-up of Units 1 and 2. But, there would
be scme advantages alsc. The IPA regulations are expected t°
be effective by that time and the State and ‘"x sould reacs
aceordingly. 1% open -cycle were approved, there would be no
p-us-eu. i oniy ~’ose*-cv.-e wers a~—'cvnd we wouli have

data on one unic =o0 submit a 3lé6(a) demoqs-' tion and could
::edi:t the results with be<h uniss. Alsc, if we have =2
litigate the 3l6(a), we wc_-; kave more time tC install coceling
sowers before the 1983 statuscry deadline than if we had to
install them at the expir :;cn cf the f.ve-year permic.



Mr. W. S. Lee
Page Three
October 7, 1977 3

Wwe should also keep in mind that Congress is studying the
FWPCA anéd any amendments which are implemerted coulé have effects
on future Permits. It is anticipated that the Conference Committee
will meet within the next three weeks sc that we will xXnow if the
1983 deadline will te extendecd.

o :
o Cf<;:§ﬁ2q~<ycxu;___
[John E. Lanscl.e

JanLiph
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July 8, 1577 \Buke o=

Mr. L. P. Benton, J=z.
Division of Envircnmental Management

Department of Natural and Econcmic Rescurces
P. 0. Bex 27687

Raleigh, North Carolina 27611
Re: McGuire NPDES Permit
Dear Mr. Benton:

On June 22, 1977, the Department of Natural and Economic
Resources and Duke Pcwer Company met at your office o dis-
cuss, amcag cther items, the McGuire NPDES permit.

At that meeting, you suggested that the following
language Se included in Pazt A(2) for cutfall serial
number 001:

Unless a successful 316(a) demconstratiocn
is made within 15 calendar months after
both units have been commissioned for
comme=cial service, ofistrean ccoling or
other cperating contzrols shall be required
within 24 calendar menths cf final deter-
mination by the Departmer. of Natural an
Econcmic Resources.

At that time, we expressed cur belief that these reguirements

e not now applicable under existing State and Federal laws

¢ ! regulations., We were told that a five year permit would,
nevertheless, Lbe conditicned upen Duke's acceptance ¢ these

conditions or similar cenditicns.



Mr. L. P. Benton, Jr.
July 8, 1977
Page 2

Based upon a review of the proposed permit condition
as above written, the Fourth Circuit Court ¢of Appeals’
decision and remand ‘n Appalachian Power Co. v. Train, 9 ERC
1033, the Federal Water Pollution Contrel Act of 1972, and
North Carolina law and applicable regulations, Duke cannot
accept the proposal.

While we cannot agree to the suggested language, Duke
continues to share your concern for the protection of Lake
Norman. Since its construction, Lake Norman has been
thoroughly studied and monitored; Duke will continue its
commitment to protect the environmental integrity of the
lake. As a result, Duke propcses that the following be
substituted in Part A(2):

The Permittee will submit within 120 days
of the effective <ate of this permit an
Cperational Bin~logical Monitoring Program
which sh2ll define studies cn water quality,
£ish, periphyton, plankton, benthos, phyto-
plankton and zcoplankton. 1In addition, the
Permittee will sululil to the Department o2
Natural and Economic Rescurces the Annual
Cperating Reports for the McGuire Nuclear
Station when it submits the same to the
Nuclear Regulatery Commission.

Duke is agreeing to conduct this type of menitoring and repert-
ing at this time to evaluate the operaticn of the McGuire
Nucleas Statiecn. Additionally, Duke believes that it will
have the added advantage of sharing environmental data and
analyses with the Department of Natural and Economic Rescurces
so that all parties will be equally informed when the subject
permit is to be renewed. We are enclcosing a copy of the
Semiannual Report for the Oconee Nuclear Station, dated
December 31, 1975 for your review. Your attenticn is directed
to Section I which describes the cngeing norrvadiclogical
envircnmental surveillance at Qcsnee. The Annual Report for
McGuire will be guite similar.



Mr. L. P. Benton, Jr.
July 8, 1977
Page 3

Duke is confident that cur continuing studies, as
previocusly noted, will demcnstrate the compatibility cof
the McGuire Nuclear Station with Lake Normaa. We believe
that the State has the ultimate responsibility and
aduthority in Part B.4 of the permit %o control and
evaluate permitted discharges. This pProvisicn assures
that any discharge which causes damage to the environment

may be modified, suspended or revcked in order o protect
the lake.

Duke requests that you review our propesal and the
attached document and contact us as your earliest convenience.

We are anxious to finalize the McGuire permit as scon as
possible.

Very tzuly yours,

al dz- cgﬁgluc—elﬁl___

John E. Lansche

JEL/£hb
Attachment

Bes Mr. L. C. Dail
Mr. C. A. Dewey
Mr. D. B, Blackmen
Mr. R. F. Eémonds
Mr. R. S. Crowell
Mr. B. E. Davis
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J. E. Lansche Tl
Re: Mchuire Nuclear Station B L

Fiie No. MC=1444,00

In reply to your June 22, 1§77 letter concerning our meeting with NCONER, C. A,
Dewev and | have the following comments.

1)

2)

3)

6)

The thermal conditions of the Belews Creek permit appear satisfactory. It
is our understanding that 8. E. Davis and R. S, Crowel!l are evaluating
the monitoring and other aspects of the permit,

Qur understanding of the legal status of the 316(a) is that although this
requirement has been rescinded on a feceral level (EPA) it still exists
in the N.C. Statutes, which embrace EPA's former regulations. |f this
is true, then N.C. can require 316(a).

Regardless of our decisicn on accepting the permit conditions for McGuire
it is our understanding that it wiil be necessary tc reguest the extensicon
of all present discharge permits at McGuire for some period of time.

We have serious reservations about committing to a 316(a) demonstraticn

at some future cate due to: (a) the potential legal and public hearing
entanglements invariably associated with 318 demonstrations, (b) the
uncertainty over what a 316(a) demonstralion may entail five years from
now, or (c) whether the 316(a) option will even exist at that time. In
lieu of the '"316(a) requirement'' we suggest saying ''Duke will submit a
report based on plant cperating, environmental and biclogical data which
will demonstrate the effect of McGuire's heated discharge on the protecticn
and propogation of a balanced, indigenous pooulation of fish, sheilfish and
wildlife in and on the waters of Lake Norman.' Obviously this wording is
lifted from the 316(a) demonstration document; however, it cdoes nct tie us
cown to the 316(a) route, Wwe alsc suggest that we strike the language
stating ''permittee has requested that a 318(a) demonstration be allowec."

we suggest changing the wording of the proposed permit language to read
... Offstream cooling, operating controls, cr other appropriate action
cess'' Such wording would allow the possibility of backfitting Marshail with
controls or ccoling towers in lieu of restrictions on McGuire.

we think that, based on the above concerns, and the possibility of further
postponements in McGuire's construction schedule, seriocus consideration
shouid be given %o reguesting a construction NPDES permit, superseding
present discharge permits, which wouid be replaced bv an operating pemit
at Duke's regues:.



J. E. Lansche
June 27, 1§77
Page Two

7) Our definition of daily and monthly CCW dis~harge temperatures, which were
present in the previous draft, were omitted from this drafet,

L. C. Dail, Chief Engineer
Civil=Environmental Division

\)FW

8y: R. F. Edmonds
Design Engineer

RFE/ds

/

ee: C. A, Demey, Jr.
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RE: COOLING TOWERS ( (A"
Duke's Preferred Compliance Schecule |
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]
FOR INCLUSION AS PART OF COMMENTS TC NCDNER ON
DRAFT PERMIT
SATE EVENT
5-1-78 Unit | Start Up

§=1279 Bnis g »~ M
5-1-79 Start 316(a) for 12 months

11=1-80 Submit 3!6(a) document (18 months)

12 months data + & months analyses & preparation of

document
11=1-80 Issue C/T Specifications
2-1-81 316(a) Decision =

Upon failure to Obtain 3168(a):

1-1-81 Award C/T Contract
};‘ 7-1-81 Start C/T Construction L)u
. P s
t}?:‘: 1-1-8“ Finish C/T'S ‘) C)t L‘;);
', G-
w

7 2P B
i 3 4 7)7l7&
6/14/76 j5 é{__- 3 — ) A /-‘/'/7 o
(.414 Can o Pra ey
: /e “4 e~ [ B/ae) L & K-

477¢<féj 4%1;‘4;5221; 0 5 S



June 22, 1977

o
———— - >
Mr. C. A. Dewey J g Blde o E e e e
Mr. B. E. Davis i L s T T A e
Mr. R. F. Edmonds Rhab - NNy e e Wk
Mr. William L. Porter Vit 3 ol T ,-://—*"'
‘w‘.,"'y'"~" e T
'.;J-v st

The meeting with DNER was held on June 21, 1877 at _~"">
2:00 p.m. in Raleigh and in attendance were Page Benton, s,
Bob Carter, Bill Mills and Bill Puette. The following oy
items were discussed:

(1) Belews Creek - DNER is ready to issue the Belews
Teek NPDES permit by June 28, 1977. Attached is a copy of

the propocsed permit. Buddy Davis and 3cb Edmonds should
review the same tc make sure that all limitations and
monitoring requirements are acceptable to us. Please
consult with Richard Crowell and Raj Bhatnagar in this
regard and let me have your comments by 10:00 a...,
Mcnday, June 27, 1977. This permit will not again be
sent out for public notice because DNER does not consider
that any major changes have been implemented.

We discussed the requirement that low volume wastes
and material storage runoff be routed to the ash basin by
July 1 and further explained to DNER that the pumps which
are presently installed can handle a cnce in S5-year rainfall
but nct the required once in l0-year rainfall. Benton
expressed the idea that DNER will keep "hands off." We
requested a consent order, but Puette and Benton decided
that it would be better administratively tc send us an
Enforcement Deferral letter instead of the propcsed ccnsent
crder. Larry Porter and I drafted the proposed letter for
Puette's signature and he assured us that the letter weould
be issued simultanecusly with the permit.

(2) McGuire - DNER is ready to issue the McGuire permit
for a period five vears if Duke will agree in the permit
to conduct a 3lé6(a) demonstration. Benton stated that the




five years was contingent upon cur accepting the 316(a)
condition and agreeing not to adjudicate the same even
though they could not legally impose that conditiecn.
The suggested permit language reads as fcllows:

"Unless a successful 316(a) demonstration
is made within 15 calendar months after
both units have been commissicned for
commercial service, cffstream cooling or
other operating controls shall be required
within 24 calendar months ¢of final deter-
mination by DNER."

~harlie Dewey, Bob Edmonds and Buddy Davis should make all
necessary inquiries within their respective sections to
determine if Duke cculd comply with these requirements.
Larry Porter and I will review the same from a legal stand-
peiant. Please send me by 10:00 a.m., Monday, June 27,

your written comments con the same.

Enclosed is a copy of the draft permit for McGuire.
Please review the same and let me have your comments.

(3) Ash Basin Egquivalency Studv - North Carclina has
verbally agreed to our Ash Basin Equivalency Stud and
Page Benton is sending us a letter to that effect. All
NPDES permits which have been issued Ly EPA will remain
EPA permits and only EPA can modify the same. Should any
EPA permits need to be reissued, then, North Carolina will

9”,&,5,0%_«_0._

John E. Lansche

JEL/£hb

€Cs Mr., Steve C. Griffith, Jr.
Mr. L. C. Dail
r. R. S. Bhatnagar
Mr. R. S. Crowell
Mr. D. W. Anderscn
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Lake Normen will i i ¢
en will receive the heated discharge from the McGuire concenser cooling

water system, A typical North Piecmont soft-water lake, Lzke Norman was

2 -
N aLi ol

impounded by Cowan's Ford Dam in 1863, gei=

'
. ~ -

s
10=million kil'~watts of thermal cooling capacity.

-

/s

f .

Surface waters genera!ly flow in 2 southwesterly direction into the

Catawba River. The Catawba River, a ‘resh water river, flows south unti!

' L} i 4 ]

't reaches & terminus in the Atlantic Ocean. MNorth Carolina has classifiec

this segment of the Catawba as A-!! waters,

/
A \ ’ g€ / - - ‘/ ' /A" —
R el i
> g ”-{ e o Al by L
,;——f—'. : ‘

A . =t 0

lcfochLch Norman was built, Duke's engineering and environmenial stucdies
on similar lake cooling sites (Allen, Riverbend) resulted in the establiish-
ment of a "rule of thumb'' cooLiag sapacity allowance factor of '.7 acres
per MwWe gcncrated.«‘BZ,SOO soax Lake Norman cculd very conservativzly
support the 17,00C acres estimatec for 10,000 MW, Fossil. As for Nuclear,
ruke's '‘rule=of=-thumd" assigned 2.5 Acres per MWe. For McGuire, the N C
Department of wWater & Air Resources assigned & mixing of 3500 acres for
nominally 2400 MwWe. S8ased on these prescribed physical limitations,

Lake Norman reservoir was concludec to de capabie of supporting more tharm

Ty
i
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PERMIT

For the Cischasge of Sawage, Incuss=ial Wastes, o Cthar rasles

.—
-

accordance wish the provisions of Asticle 21 of Chapter 143, Gsneral Statutes
of llgz+a Carolina as amended, 2and other apelicacle Laws, Rules 2o Aegulaticns,

PERMISSION IS HERIBY QRANTED TO

Duke Power C31oany
MeGuize Nuclear S‘ £
Cowans Ford, Nerth Cazeolina

FOR ThE
cons:tzugsisn and ooe:ation of a 2.84 a.a.a. cocling watar systam,
cons‘sting 25 +n=ea (3) low level water intakes at Liwans sovd
Dam wiin pumps ¢ pise water 12 an intesmeciate level laxe InTsxke
*-uc°'-e complate with “=ash racks, sumps, controls, &%l., ang
a wa=m watas cischasge through an efiluent canal ints Lake ioz=an
on the Catawba River,

October 9 WS, 7 |
ia acsosdance with ¢ appii t:on ted cmmme, 13 ===, 2acd In

conformity wiih cae :-ans, spec;ficnt‘ors and other suppesting dzta, all © vhich
ase 231ed with the Cepariment of Water and AlT Sescurces and ase consizared & nalt
o0f this Permit.

"~ 21

Decsmoer 31. 1520
suancsa v_-:':il :33;'.-;--3:;-;2;“'

This Permis shall be effective irom 4he date of i is
i ¢o +ions and linitaticns:

a~3 shall be subject =2 the following speciiic

1

1. This permit shall become void uniass the ‘z:ilities are constIuciac ia 3200 ge

-

smce wAth the approvec plans anc ssecificaticn and Sther supsiTIiang cata ancd ace

e -
N -

csmpleted anc piaced in oper :;:r cn or beforze Mav 1. 1375, o &s thls cate Tay
52 amendad.

2. This permit is effective only with respect ¢ thz nature Iac vollle of wastas
descrised in the application, and cthes supporting cata.

3. The facilisies shall be effectively maintained angd cse-zted 2t all tines so as
s2 mzat the temperazurs stancards ¢f 3°F inclease aaove natusal wetas tamparature
2% 2 manimum of $C°F, maasuzaed 25 @ dally average Ins feps 28 p<ivd fzzce
sxsess wiznia @ mixing zone cantalning 3n ara2 OZ Kot mATE Y. e

iying scuth of & line ssiginasing on the west Sanx at de Co

§25, and !'=833, 800 and axtensing gouth 70«0 235% intsarsse

land 3n the sasstesn shoTse, Ut &t ne g thall the hestsel

c=g temperit.rg of Lthe watess at any n tha Laxs

g monthly average.
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Te: W. Jo Paifer
“eferan Piant MeGuire looling Weter
Study - L2ve Yorman

Confirming our conversation zarlier this weai, picase consider this
letter & request for asiistancs oy the Computer Procra=iiing Group

in develcping 3 mathauatical wode! cf the Lake Normal woter rescuirca.
This mocde! i3 to considar Marsha!! Stear Station, the McGuire Station,
fulure scations &t two adlitiona! sices pius inflows, ousflows 2nc
hydroe'esi-ic ancrazions. Thc discharge From the tnermal stztions

is to be trezted, where approgriste, in a fashion similar to the
studies made on cur 3eiew: Creck project, MNore specificaily, the
assistanca dasired iz as folluws:

'. Since th2z snring of 1985, considerable dzia heve baen tal:en
in the vicinity ef Marsha!i Steam $tation on Lake Norman
to gvaluate the effect of Mersnall's cperation. Data nive
been racordec zaontimucusiy 8t four stations and weekly
synoptisc obsarvations have bcen taksn at anproximetely
20 stations within the lake, exclusive of the metecroicgical
data. Toese Jata, alung with the meteorclcgical cata; hrve
been regulariy sent to John: Hopking University whera Llhey
are now on a comnuter tace. Sampizs of tne form used in
submitting datz to J3Rns HMopkin: are attached. The cuserva-
tions and dat- susmitta! hava been the respensibility of
R. Fred &r in the S:;a: Dspartment. Preliminary te the
ucvc!apmsn: cf the math tical model, it is necessary thot
wvie have ruddy Zicess t~ tne extensive date presently cvaii=
oole. To scczapiish this it would be most nelpfui if ali
of our Lake Norman |imnological data cculc be stiorec on
tape s2 that menthly avaerage weter temperature profiles,
etc., wiil be recadiiy aveileble.

2. A preliminary definition of thc prepesed martiiematical mods!
i ttached.

| would like %0 sug2est that we discuss this compular task, at your
convenience, ia orcer tc better define precisely what must be done
in order to accemplish cur goa:s.

Very truly ycurs,
N

/ : \
I 4 y Py

(B 4 P i .

AL V(e Tt i ey

N !
Charies A. Deway, Jr. ;
Principe! Eavireamente! Enginger

CAGjr 1w
Attachnents

éo: ¥. H.o Qwen
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COOLING WATER STUDY
LAKE NCRMAN

0/“/\,»'--.. #&b 4—"“‘}7"‘“ - ouliey

S—

Be¥ed on historical and expec:ed.}ake temperature prcf|1es,
ignoring ecsnemics, compute withdrawa! rates and depths to comply with the
following |imits and assumptions:

a. Condencer discharg: temperaturss to not exceed SO0°F anytine
during year y %‘+
o 2

b. Station cooling water requirements of 40C%fs (8GO0 Acre Ft/Day) “.. rs
oz’

€. Maximum withdrawa! of 2000 cfs through ex.iting hypclimnetic ;:L,ij
—

. M ” t - 4 /2 ”
intake (Mean elevatinn 684') al -
"3: Minimum elevation of lake surface assumed to 745 feet.
_ty 2 f',. Multi=level ep:!:mnetnc intake withdrawal - water at any level
e thinemel &) 7202 e 't |
¥ !S - ub Se ‘o-/ P
e "‘ dn '
‘4
£. Condenser discharge minimum temperature of 84°F (1" ABP on j Lb‘y; -
- st
turbine = \.- ts= 78°F + 5° condenser terminal difference § ¥ a

84°F). This constraint will require removal of circulating !
pumps from service plus flow regulaticn provision to maintain { /;jﬁﬁ

ABP up %0 1.00" Hg during colder months.
b} g

| — —
The advantage lies in conserving cocl water in lake by always . 3
. . . 5.3
assuring that the condenser discharge temperature is well above #

the natural water equilibriuﬁ temperature. This procedure
maximizes the benefits of surface cooling as a means of heat
rejecticn compared to the alternative of warming large quantities
of water to within several degrees F of equilibrium temperature.
This latter, in failing to maximize surface cocling gradually

1

warms large quantitics of cool water which will De neeced later

in the year.



g- A condensar rise of 18°F during summer is prefarred, however, 2

rise as iow as 12°F can be corsidercd if advantagecus in meeting
— -— ~
’ »a il
S0°F maximum. —— T -t W~

h. Outflow from Cowans Ford Hydro, as well as infiow frcm&pk:u:

[ -

on a monthly basis, will be consicered as layers of water (output

&)

A
. . LS -
- N -

and input) at temperatures appropriately identifying each. ez

- - 3"

i. Results of these studies will dictate further courses of action. Ry
g 3
|*

v

O

‘Q',',.

q
4 ” - e /
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SKETCH ASOVE OUTLINES FLOW CIRCU!T OF COOLING WATEZR.
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1

A computer oreaoram .il]! be written to campute montaiy:
B e e o e e

Wwithdrawal quantities icentifying these quentities by elevation

limits, on brackets, and by mean temperature of naiar layer.
Condenser inlet and out'et water temperztures (merinly means)

Final mean month lake water temperature ~rofile, i.&. the historical

£
V

”m
-ty

ect

-
-

L]

profile adluszgs for expected inflow, Cowens Ford axgected cperation,

impact of plant heat rejection and surface cocling 27fs
|
|

of precipitation will not be considered.

Equilibrium temperature for month. > N,
- -
3 rf)_\.-t
Input data to computer program s "///,,r —
Lake temperature profile (natura! of historical) in 2 tabular form.
1. Probabie metecrology ‘
2. Extreme metecrclogy |
\
(From Charlotte Essa long range records)
l. Expected inflow quantities and temperatures on same basis as ''a"
above

2. Expected outflow (Cowan's Ford) guantities

Qperation of Computer Procram

Computer will translate temperature prafile into velumes of water
of finite thicknesses and discrete temperatures = this is defined
as an inventcry of water resources.

Calculate the probable monthly equilibriun temperaiure basec ¢on
metecrology. (This is the temperature arcunc whicn the mgjor
surface heat transfer factors pivot.)

Within the limits, or constraints, for the monih Seing stugies the
computer will:

1. Calculate withdrawa! quantities resulting from minimum laxe

involvement commensurate with maximus surfacs ccoling. The



¢. 1. [I[Continued)

gcal here is to always place all pessible burden of neat rejection

on surface cocling mechanisms to conserve lake heat sink petentials

for use during summer months. This maximum would be up to limits

specified in program - for example

t".

td = Equil. temp + 10° but not to exceed S0°F (condenser discharge)

2. Construct a temperature profile reflecting influence of plant, etc.

for the month at hand.

For example, in the month of May two profiles will exist:

~J

2. Natura! (Historica! G /"-ﬁ-/' /"""é'L“‘L’\ rrE e

b. Natura! adjusted for impact of station, 2tc., hereaf:er

calied Adjusted Profile.

d. Print aut deajred rasuylts.

e. Proceeding to next consecutive month, two sets of data representing
temperature profiles are to be input data. These are:
1. Natural (historical) profile for month under consideration.
2. Adjusted profile for preceding month.
Computer will adjust natural (historical) prefile """ to compersate
for cperaticn of plant during preceding month. Profile | above wilil
be adjusted by profile 2 above since ' is evolutionary in develop-
ment of representative profile for month under consideration.

f. Computer input data will be regquired for each month and computaticns

- will proceed until desired period is covered.
If this program proves conservatively the prospects of meeting
temperature limits, the program couid be transferred to the plan:t computer.

The station computer could then optimize the economics {(thermodvnamics) of

the set limits. . :D/
J.‘L.vﬂ'

This is a good job for 2 computer. = .—‘.415 4;.4‘.4-4 v

+
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P. O. Box 2178 47 Lol 81
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e SeP 91378
SHARLES 8. SARTEA crr pawen PRI, o gy
arroene: September 9, 1976 Curiz POWER SLLNY
"o '-- "y Wt me
AR c""a ..'
Daniel C. Oakley, Esq. -

Associate Attorney General
Department of Justice

P. O. Box 629

Raleigh, Noxth Carclina 27602

Re: Mc3uire Nuclear Station Draf:s NPDES Permit

Dear Dan:

During our meeting concerning the McGuire Nuclear
Stazion drafc VPD:S permit from the State cf North Carclina,
yo': requested that I forward to you a memorandum outlining
the position of Dukc Power Company on the effect of the
UWAG decision (Appalachian Power Company v. Train, Fourth
Circuit) on the McGuire permit. Our basic position is that
the decision of cthe Fourth Circuit shc.uld centrol and modily
the regulations in 40 CFR Part 423 unless stayed or r versed
by the U. S. Supreme Court.

The court specifically set aside and remancded the regula-
£ IR a s A it PR 23 T (i r—ambala,. . Sweesesotorn—(1l)
csn:aincd the reguirement that "there snhall be nc discharge

.heat frax the xzain condensers excer: . . ." while sulseasscn
m#-'p!e’!'u¢~¢n&&-&nn_L&:;.acxon of~paragryph (l)>beccmes
effective on Juiyin=p@Sl. The present McGuire draft permic
requires that ccoling towers be constructed and in operaticn
by July 1, 1981 based on these two provisicas of the
reculations. ArsvenT—nese-iwe—-provisions,~State Pexxmi:t No.
1877, issueé March 4, 1371 by the North Carclina 3Board of
Water ané Air Rescurces, would contrel ané provide ot tnermal
a-uzeaezono-cac--e‘ to this generzating 8tatind.,,That State
permit assigned - a mMixXiag 2one.with prescribed boundariss—-and
spoci‘iod .ha: the discharge should meet the s.a-e water Quallty

tandards of 20°F and/or 5°F temperature differentlal at the

..
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boundary cf the mixing zone. Additicnally, the permit spec Jied
that "at no time shall the heated water discharge increase the
temperature of the waters at any point within the lake in excess
of 95°F, as a monthly average.” Duke Power is satisfied with
the thermal limitations specified above and is confident that
wWe can operate the station to conform to those limitaticns.
These limitations are alsc included in the conditions of the

construction permit issued by the U. S. Atomic Energy Commission
for McGuire.

During the meeting on the draft permit the scint was raised
that adoption cof the regulaticns in Par+s 423 by the Eavirzcamenzal
Management Commissicn may have given those regulations an
independent existence and source of autherity under State law.
Qur pesition would be that G.S. 143-215(e¢) should contrsl.

That section specifies that the Environmental Management Com-
mission “"shall be guided by the same considerations and eriteri
set forth . . . in federal law for the idance of federal
agencies administering the Federal Water Polluticn Control
Program" in adopting effluent guidelines and standards. Clearly,
if the Commission is to be guided by these same principles and
the Fourth Circuit has ruled that the Environmental Protection
Agency was incorrect in applying these Principles in the adoption
©f Part 423, the Envircnmental Management Commissicn and the
Division of Envircnmental Management should be guided by the
Fourth Circuit as the controlling authority in applying the
provisicns cf Public Law 92-500 to the steam electric generating
peint source category.

Furcher, subsection (¢) alsc states us follawse:

"It is the intent of the General Assemoly
that the effluent standards anéd limitations
adopted hereunder shall be nc more restrictive
than the most nearly applicable federal
effluent standards and limitations."

Clearly, the continued existence of 423.13(1 -~ (m) under
Scate law would violate the intent cof the Gen. “ssemsly
exzressed above. This resul: flows from the fa. .z thas unless
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the decision of thu Fourth Circuit is Stayed or reversed by the
U. S. Supreme Cours, shoa—ann_zndaxaxrrvqa&ttions-tn-?t=%-433
would«con:aia_ac;rtst:tc?tent-en—tnv—diocna:g!'cf-:et£~4zaa_

u S0 L SRR, © D AT T Therefore,.it i

our view 'that as 3o0n as the-ewesTism s+ an "aprYET Ui-theUWAG
decision.by .the Environmental -Brotection Agency is resclved,

if the pertion-ocf-t® -decisicn relatingstoeddeCIR— 42T T and
(my1is—comtinwed in-force, the Environmental Manacemen: Commis-
sion should modify Pars 423, as adopted by the State, by
eliminating these two Provisions. Thus, our position is that
unless the UWAG decisicn is stayed or reversed, the McGuire
perzi:t should be .issued with :nc-:hc:mal-caaditia;s-a:,ﬁ;g:e
Permit No.* 1977 as the cnly thermal limitaticns.

If you have any gquesticns or would like to discuss thi
further, please call me.

Very truly yours,

CHadew of, Cardsn

Charles 5. Carter

CSC/£fhbd

€C: Mr., William Puette
Mr. L. Page Senton
Mr, William L. Porter
Mr. L. C, Dail

Mr. C. A. Dewey



September 8, 1976

W. 0. Pazker
Attn. W. A, Haller

Re: McGuire NPDES
3lé6(a)
File Nos: 1C-1444.00, F-29
MC-1415.00

*‘{§f<:

A decision has been made to proceed with development of a predictive

316(a) document for McGuire Nuclear Station.

ogy is as fcollows:

Formally file 316(a)

document wit!

The important chronol-

the Department

£ Environmental Management of NCDNER.

Aug. 1, 1977

May 1, 1979

NCONER grants or denies 3l6(a).
May 1, 1978 - Unit No. 1 Startup.
Unit No. 2 Startup.
Date upon which both McGuire units must be

equipped with cocling towers if on August 1,
1977 NCDNER denies 3l6(a).

You will note that if cocling towers are required, the above sched-
ule affords essertially four years during which tower specifications
can be writ:en, a manufacturer selected, construction completed and

towers placed in service.

You are aware cf the recent UWAG-4th Circuit Court decision which,
among cother £indings, could exempt McGuire from the ¢ocling tower
requirement. Unfortunately, no one can De certain what course ZPA

will take on these matters. 7To assume

at a 37.(a) will not be re-

gquired is to run a serious risk since NCDNER in the Tegal "jungle”

may decide at scme future date that N. C. still embraces
guidelines and they, N. C,, reguire a 3l6.a) and the July

EPA's
Yo A9EL

deadline. Such a late decisicn could be very costly to Duke Power.

On the cther hand, preparing a 3l6(a) document at thi

trivial task.

redictive and being prognostic in nat
gﬁﬁi?!!!i‘than required at Allen or Marshall.

I# ©PA and/or NCDNER should advise later on that I
from cocling :towers, tnen cur 3l16(a) effort will
entirely wasted. As a matter of fact,
effcrs to pe of substantial value &u

\ead as well as in Technical Spec

AS in cther NPDES proceedings, Design

lead in cocrdinaticn, document pul

we should
the licGu
aticn negeot

o 0y

15

ime 1s noO

We have 316(a) experiences; however, thls is to Ze
ure will likely regquire mcre

take %he
nowevexr, Cb~-

viously, we must depend largely upon certaln very Xnow edgeacle



W. O. Parker

Attn. W. A. Haller
September 8, 1976
Page Two

biocologists in your group to furnish much of the expertise. Dr.
David Anderson, Ext. 49276, has been designated =o head the
McGuire 3lé(a) effort in Design. Dave will contact you regard-
ing the individuals in Steam Prcduction you chcose to assign €0
this effort.

1% you care tu discuss, please do not hesitate tc call me.

L. C. Dail, Chief Engineer
ivil=-Environmental Division

L aew

By: C. A. Dewey, Jr.
Principal fnv::onmcntal Engineer

ec: R. S. Bhatnagar
e, Crowell

R. F. Eémonds
D. W. Anderson
A. Gnilka
R. F. Gray
T. W. Yocunm
w. D. Adair
C. S, Carter
W. L. Porter
W. J. McCabe



Mr. We S. Lee
Mr. L. C. Dail
Mr. C. A. Dewey
Dr. W. A. Haller

Re: Thermal Recuirements on McGuire Nuclear Station

The question was recently raised concerning the basis for
requiring a 3l6(a) demonstration at McGuire as a condition of
the NPDES permit to be issued for this facility. This reguire-
ment is based on the authority granted to EPA under the FWPCA
Amendments of 1572.

Under the authority of the Act, EPA promulgated on October 2,
1874, effluent guidelines and standards for the steam elsctric
power industry at 40 CFR Part 423. Subpart 3, Generating Uait
Subcategory, imnoses certain reguirements on the discharge of
effluents from chose generating units of greater than 500 megawatt
net generating capacity which are placed into service z2%ter
January 1, 1970. Section 423.13(1l) states that "there shzall be =c
discharce ¢f heat from the main condensers’ except for six stated
excepticns to this no discharge requirement. However, none of
the six exceptions is directly applicable to McGuire. The no
discharge requirement is required to be implemented by July 1,
1981.

Based on this no discharge requirement, we woulsd be recuired
0 provide offstream cooling in the form of €o0Ling towers by
the dace specified unless we can demonstrate =ha- =hi reguirement

is more stringent than necessary to protect the biota under =he
provisions of Secticn 3l6(a). Therefore, unless :thi regulation
is overturned oy the Fourth Circuit in the pending UWAC appeal,
Duke must make a satisfactory 316(2) demonstration or provide
offstream cocling at McGuire.

CSC./ 2k

€e: Mr. William L. Porter
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Memo to File

Re: NPDES Permits
McGuire and Selews (Creek
File No. F=28%

On June 29, 1974, C. A, Dewey, Jr., D. W. Anderson, Henry Teeter, and R. F.
Edmonds met with Bob Carter, Russell Radford, 3ill Mills, Rex Gieason, and
Ralph whitsell of NCONER to discuss uraft NPDES permits for Belews Creek and
McGuire. The primary topic of discussion was Duke's letters of June 17 con-
taining comments and proposed changes to the draft permits., In general, the
major changes which Duke had regquested were in conflict with North Carolina's
sel femonitoring reculations, and very little headway was made concerning mone
itoring changes. Specific areas of discussion on the two permits was as foi-
iows:

Belews Creex Permit

1. Serial 0C1, Condenser (ooling Water - was accepted as we proposed.
2. Serial 002, Low=Vclume Wastes - was moved to Part |1,

3. Serial 003, Metal Cleaning Wastes - They were receptive to ocur recommenda=
tions and were of the opinion that monitaring should be performed at the
end of the holdup/sett]ling basin., However, they agreed tc include our op=
tion of performing an ash basin equivalency demonstraticn.

Rather than monitcring one time per batch for copoer and irom, they will
recuire us tO take a composite sample over the pericc of each cleaning or
rinse.

L. Serial 004, Ash Pond Discharge Through June 30, !577 = They were not recep-
tive to our monitering recommendations. They will consicer granting relief
from the temperature, dissolved oxygen, and se:ttleapie matter if we furnisn
aopropriate cata. This may be historical data proviced the wastes wnich
will be routed te the ash pocnd ungder the permit have been going into the
ash pond during the historical period.

The flow requirements in North Carolina's monitoring reguiations require

centinuous sampling for Serial 004, Bobo Carter will attempt to remove
this requirement after talking to Page Benton; but if he is unsuccessful, we
will be required to monitor and submit a request for a waiver,

The S8erour TLM reguirements were drocoed from the germit.

5. Seria! 00V, Ash Basin Discharge July !, 1877 to Expiration = Settleadle mat~
ter, temgerature, and dissolved oxygen monitoring will stay in, including



Memo to File F=28%
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6.

7.

S.
10.

12.

the limitation of 0.1 ml per | settleable solids. Again, we can reguest
waiver of these limitations at a later cate.

t was agreed that CCW intake could be used as the downstream monitoring
peint for ash basin discharges, and the CCW discharge could serve as up~
stream menitoring peint for certain reguirements.

OQur reccnmmended paragraph concerning net/grost .redit was taken under ad-
visement pending approval by EPA.

Seria! 005, Sewage Treatment Plant = They couli not change these recuirements

due to N. C. Reg. 2-71. They agreed tc review this regulation and possidiy

give us relief on flow measurement reguirements. As a note, ammenium nitroe

gen is now reguired on all monitoring in lieu of Kjelganl,
Serial 006, Material Storage Runcff - was moved tc Part 111,

They accepted our recommended schedule of compliance inciuding therevisec
reporting dates.

we will be allowed 45 days to prepare all monitoring reports.

Part 111, Section H = Qur reccmmendation on reporting of biocides was ac-
cepted.

Part 111, Section | - The paragrarr .oncerning limits of heat gischarge from

3elews Lake will be changed to ~_... ° the exac. .cording of our variance
for Selews l.ake.

we were advised oy DNF 3t no comments were received on 3elews Creek aure
ing the Public Notice 1o0d.

HS;H; re Permit

].

-

ve were advised that no comments were raceived from the oudlic on either th
Q] or the 402. The inguiry from N. C. Wildlife was adeguateiy handled in
a meeting with Duke Power, and Wildlife subsequently withdrew their corment
In addition, we were advised by Bill Mills that he plans to issue the 402

(NPDES permit, on or about July 15, The 40! is planned for issuance as soon

as bookkeeping, including payment to The Charlotte Observer for the agver-
tisement is complieted. 8il! Mills expects this tc be in about ten Zays.
From DNER's comments throughcut the meeting, it appears that C. S. Kapian
still acting as principal adviscr on the McGuire permit,

Serial 201, CCW Discharge = wWe are a'vised that the state coulag nct extend
the July 1, 1981 dead!ine for cocling tower construction |7 required since
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the law provides ro relief from tnis date. However, North Carclina is
flexibie concerring timing of the 316 demonstration provided reasonable
time is allowey for construction of cooling towers prior to July 1, 1881,
Mills pointesd cut that ZPA suggests we do a 3!6a demonstration based on
cur NRC Environmentzl Report and then valicate this with operational ex-
perience. [t was nct clear whether DNER was in acreement with this, but
they said they would mot grant a ''mo strings attached' 316 that is not
based on actual operational field data. It appears that any option Duke
takes will involve an initial predictive 316 and a validation under cper=
ating conditions before we will be in the clear. I[n any event, due tc
the projected unit startup schedule, a final determination cannot be
mace in time 20 2allow reasonable time for cocling tower construction
prior to the July |, 158! dead!ine.

DMER plans to define further the daily and monthly average temperatures

as used on Serial 001, They will also point out that the Cowans Forg
tailrace is not inside the assigned mixing zone, In addition, our recom-
mendatiors for deleting dissolved oxygen was acceptec although settieable
matter will have to remain due to N. C. Reg. 2-71. Monitering for pH will
not be required.

Serial 002, Conventicnal Waste Water System, and 003, Waste water Collec~
tion Basin = Will have to be monitcored separately rather than combined as
we propcsed. The rationale for this apparently came from Kaplan since
DNER was concerned with dilution of one stream with another.

Serial 004, Domestic Waste water Treatment Plant - Monitoring recuirements
for flow 830D, TSS and fecal coliform will be regquired; however, al!l others
will be eliminated since 004 discharges into another water body prior to
enterinc the river,

Serial 005, Meta! Cleaning Wastes - Qur recommencdations were accectec with
the exc:ption of TSS and 0i! and Grease, which they contenc their moniigr=
ing plan requires.

Bill Mills acdvised us that a permit page concerning construction runcff
will be adcded. He also stated that Kaplan had recuested Duke 2o sugply nim
with any infermation we have concerning construction runcff measurements.

Part 11! will be revised to add a section concerning PC3's, biccide usage,
and deletion of certain monitoring after six menths' data is collected.

After discussing the material covered in our meeting with ONER, | calliec 3ill
Mills yesterday to reguest until next Tuescay tc give him acditional comments
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b phr.ie so tha® Buddy Davis and Charles Carter will have an opportun.ty 0 re-
view these permi: Mills agreed to this request,

L. C. Dail, Chief Engineer
Civil=Environmental Division

% /
K7 -
By: R, F, Edmonds

Asst., Design Enmgineer

Dewey, Jr.

Angderson

Crowell

. Haller, Attn- B8, E. Davis, R. H. Teeter
Dail

. Carter

-
B E

or
-
wm O
.



2ATE

5-1-78
§ =79
§5-1-79
11=1-80

11=1-80

2-1-81

3-1-81
7-1-81

=135

LCo
CAD

8/16/76

McGUIRE = NPDES
RE: COOLING TOWERS

Ouke's Preferred Compliance Schedule

FOR INCLUSION AS PART OF COMMENTS TC NCONER ON
DRAFT PERMIT

Unit 1 Start Up

Unit 2 " I

Star: 316(a) for 12 months

Submit 316(a) document (18 months)

12 months data + & months analyses & preparaticn of
document

Issue C/T Specifications
316(a) Decision =

Upon failure to Obtain 316(a):
Award C/T Contract

Start C/T Construction

Finish C/T's X

)
[a '),-]



March 24, 1976

M. L. C. Dail
Mr. C. A. Dewey
Dr. W. A. Haller
Mr, W. S. Lee

Re: McGuire Nuclear Staticn NPDES Permis

At the Envircnmental Breakfast on March 22, Charlie
Dewey gave a brief repcrt con his conversaticns with Pase
Senton of NCDNER during the previous week. With respect o
the McGuire permit, Charlie indicated that Page's position
was that a 3l6(a) demonstration will probably be reguired.

His position is based on the regulations governing effluent
limitations for steam electric power plants set forth in 40

CFR Part 423. Svecifically, Secticn 423.13(l) specifies that
there shall be no discharge of .eat from the main condensers”
for units which 2re placed into cperaticn after January 1, 1974.
The regulation does provide for six exceptions %o this ne
discharge rule. Five of tncse excepticns are not
applicable to McGuire. The sixth allcws the discharge ¢f heat
£rom a cocling pond or lake which was in service or under

::\\

v

constructicn as of the effective date of the regulaticn, wailr was

November 7, 1574.

AR el
(‘\I-\ g f..-.\- ..
During discussions with Page in December in Raleigh, I\~ e 2
n‘ A - v
™ A S e

A\ Ly Ll
suggested that this excepticn should be applicable =o MeGuiXe ...
AT -
AN

Daseld on the fact ¢t 7. Lake Norman was in use as a ceecling’




in November, 1974 by Marshall. Apparently, Page did not agree
with this formulation. I expect that EPA 2lso woulld nct be
amenable to accepting this position, particularly since they
stated at the Marshall hearing in July that they do not consider
Lake Norman to be a2 cocling lake within the scope of the
definition set forth in the regulations. However, we may want
o ralse this issue again after we receive a draft permit from
the State.

One other point to consider is that cur agreement to do a
316(a) may be necessary for Zeller to reject Xaplan's interpretation
of Permit No. 1977 issued by the State for McGuire. We should be
able to get a better feel for this once we have a draft in hand

and can enter into mcre detailed discussions with the State.

Qhat St

Charles S. Carter
Lecal Department

CsSC/fhb
ec: Mr., William L. Porter
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vir. Lewis R. Martin, Director

Division of Envircnmental
Management

State of North Carolina

?. 0. Box 27887

Raleigh, Morth Carciina 2787

Ca2ar Mr. Martin:

On March 4, 1§71, the State of lorza Carslin: ’a;a't'en: of liater and Air
nasources forwarded t0 Duke Power ::’;av' Perait lic. 1877, for the con-
struction and coeration of a 2.82 3.5.2. 2207ing wasar system for the
William B. McGuire Nuc?ear Statien, ;r::s 1 and 2. In Permit No. 1977
the following condition was placed on tas McGuire facility:
“The facilities shall be effactively maintained and operated at
all times so as to me2t th2 tam cera.Jre stanﬁards of 5°F increase
above natural vatar tamceratures ind 2 maximum of S0°F, measured
as a daily average one c.: S2lew zha water surface except within
a mi-ing zone :ontaining :n 2re2 of ~ot more than 3,500 acres and
lying south of a line originating 2n the west bank of ", C.
Coordinates £-1, 215, 300 2nd 1-:.., §0C anc extending scu:
7¢° -C0' east interses :1ng the point of land on the eastern shcre,
but at no time snall the h2atad wastz discnarge increase the
temperature of the waiars at any 2cint witain the Lake in excess
of 35°F, as a monthly avarags.”

As a comment on cur OJraft Zavironmental Scatement (I5) relatad to the
operation of Wiiiiam 3. HMcSuire luclaar S:ation, Units 71 and 2, the U. S.
Environmental Protecticn Agency {273), Pazisn IV, indfcatad their inter r
tation of Permi. Wo. 1377 13 that “... 2ithcugh tne aifing zone 211scated
1n the permit allcwad for ¢2 e*"“* durirs sitrere climatic conditions
whi.h have 8 very low srasadiiic, of 22:.-rance), the asplicant was 1imitad
oy the terme o7 whe par~:is 0 ::e':°"‘ =¥z wouid sssure ::nth?y avarass
Sischarge  cpersturts S¥ no Fraacer ~1n 31.2°F during normal ¢limatic
sonditiony %\ 232y of these sarments 13 g2l ises Tar vour fafermation.



Thg 5PA c2323 sheir zositisn on the fact the zermit states that the permit
i3 zranzed "in asgarsiance «i47 the acoifcatica ¢mted Cctober 9, 1270, and
f= gonfarmisy with <ae 2iins ssecificaticns and su;:ort*ng data, all of
niza are filad with the Cssar—ent of sater and Air ~ sources and all
gaasicer- i 2 part of Shis =='ﬁ::." and as a -ar° ef tha susporting data
f:¢ <hg :emis, an Sngirsering Report sutnmitiad by the 2pplicant, indi-

cating this proposad coerating scheme and the thermal discharge temperalture
&¢nd nixing 20ne re’u‘rﬁ’e"'. The apaiicant's scheme provided for main-
t2ining the ront aly av-rz'. :fs.harﬂe tamperzture no higher than S0.0°F
guring ncrmal climatic cinditions, and undar extreme cenditions, for
~2intaining the menthly ’J!.l;‘ discharge temperature no higher than §5.0°F,

I8 Sur D53, the NRC stafF imdisated that the pamit Timitation is set at
337 zacve nazural waser tamserature with a maximum of 90“, measured as

2 2211z ajerage, 2nd that <2 zarmit 2180 est ab11s.ed the thermal mixing
2.2 3 be 2 raxiaum of 3,330 surface acres in which the water {amperature
2< 2~ v 36iat shall not 52 ~ade %o exceed 85°F as a res«1t of the heatad
=i2n% FFlyans, reasured 25 2 =“onthly average.

Ia srdsr t.r the NAC s*aff <o accurately reflect the actual conditiens of
Zamiz lio. 1877, it is essential that the true limitaticns, their meaning
znd intan:, be detarmined.

~rs S2car-ment of lNa-zur:l nd Zzoncmic Resources is the agancy within the
3s3=2 of Larey Carolina «niza is 2utherized o issue such sermits. It is
zaus 13gizal for the ZscarTent I De the asorspriate Sody to interpret
semit sandisisns. Aczorzingly, yOu 2re recuestad o advise us of rour
jatarsrezazicn of the sermi: canditicns regarding the 2bove, especiaily
«aa eassizerazisn of nomal vs. axtreme slimatic canditions indicated Dy
sae Zavirsrmental Protaction Agency.

Your r2sscnse would c2 izoraciited Dy Fedbruary I3, 1375 in order that we
=8/ ingluce '1- aspraoriase (ésitations in sur Final Savironmental Statement
cn the “cluire Taciiicy.

you have 2y auessisns 3a 4nis mattar, pisase
L'r:ﬂ. of., Eavirsn=enta® *~gact lanager, Dy t2

-

......

™ v -
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‘DUME POWER COMPANY
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

1 hereby certify that copies of
Objections to Intervencrs' Reques

“Applicant's Response and
t for Production of Docu-

ments, Interrogatories, and Request TO Admit, dated
January 16, 1979 in the captioned matter, have ~een served
upon the following by depcsit in the United States mail this

16th day of January, 1979:

Elizabeth S. Bowers, Esq.

Chairman, Atomic Safety
and Licensing Board

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission

washington, D. C. 20555

Dr. Donald P. deSylva

Associaze Professor of
Marine Science

Rosenstiel Schocl of Marine
and Atmospheric Science

University of Miami

Miami, Florida 33149

Dr. Walter H. Jordan
881 West Outer Drive
0ak Ridge, Tennessee 37830

J. Michael McGarcy, III, E2sq.
Debevoise & Liberman

1200 17th Streset, N.W.
washington, D. C. 20036

Charles A. Barth, Esg.

Counsel fcr NRC Regulatory
staff

Office of the Executive Leg2l
Directer

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission

washington, D. C. 235353

William A. Raney, Jr., Esq.
Special Dsputy Attornsy Gensra
State of North Carolina
Department of Justice

P. O. Box 829

Raleiga, Yorth Carclina 27802

.

william G. Pfefferkorn, =sq.

2124 wachovia Building

Wiaston-3alem, North Carolina
27101

Mrs. Mary Apperson Davis
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Mr. Chase R. Stephens
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