UNITED STATES Op AMPERICA

ATOMIC ENERGY COMM ISSION

In the Matter of
Northern States Power Company Docket No. 50-264

(Monticcllo Nuclear Generating P.ant,
Unit 1)

ORDER PROVIDING *"OR PREVEARING
CONFERENCE, REC/ENED HEARING, AND
RELATE"™ ANNOUNCLMENT

In behalf of the voard, the chairman ORDERS:

A, That a prehearing ~onference shall be held in the United
States Federal Courthouse, 316 North Robert Street,

St. Paul, Minnesota, at Courtroom 4 (7th floor) on
Tuesday, August 4, 1970, at 10 00 a.m,

B, That the hearing shall reopen ot the same place beginning
Wednesday, August 5, 1970, at 900 a,m.

C. That this crder reopening the hearing and providing for
a prehearing conference shall be published promptly in
the Federal Register and shall be the subject of a public
annourcement by the Commission's Division of Public

Information.

ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

FRAORERER 190042, 4

Valentine . Deale,

Chalrman
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WITED STATES OF AMERICA 3 F P@R

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION .,/

In the Matter of

KORTHERN BTATFS FOVER COMPANY
(Monticelle suclear Cenersting
Ment Unit 1)

717

bocket No, 50203

CERITFICATE OF SEXVICE
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DIGCOVENY AND DEFINITION OF CONTENTIONE AND SCHEDULING OF PREMEARING
CONTERENCE AXD REOFENING OF HEARING and (2) ORDER PROVIDING FOR STEMEARING
CONFERENCE, REOPENED HEARING, ANU RELATED ANNOUNCEMENT, both dated

July 17, 1970 in the ceptioned matter heve Leen perved on the following
by deposit in the United States mail, first cluss or air meil, this 1Tth

Gay of July 1970t
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URTTRD STATES OF FMERICA
ATOMIC ENERGY COM» I8SION

i the Matter of
NORTHERN STATIE POWER COMPANY

Docket Ne. 50-263
Nonticelle Nuslear Cenerating

Plant, Unit 1

APPLICANT'S PROPOSED FINDINGS O' FACT AND CONCLUSIONS
OF LAW 1 THE PORM OF A PTOPOSED INITIAL
DECISI0I ORDERING THE ISBUANCE OF
A PROVIEIONAL OPERATING LICENSE

FRELIMINARY STATEMENT

1. On Avgust 1, 1966, Northern States Power Company
(Applicant) filed with the Atomic Energy Commission (AEC or
Commission) an application for a license to construct and
cperate the Monticello Nuclear Genersting Plant heaving ¢ boil-
ing water nuclear reactor designed to operate at power levels
of up to 1670 megawatte tharmal. Following a review of the
August 1, 1966, application, including eight amendnents thereto,
by the Commission't regulatery staff (staff) and the Advisory
Committee on Reactor Safeguards (ACRS), a public hearing was
held before an Atomic Safety and Licensing Board to consider
whether & provieional construction permit should be issued by
the Commission. There were no intervenors and the hearing was

an wncontested proceeding. Pursuunt to an order by that Board
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I5pued & provisionsl construction perwrit suthorizing the con-

struction of the Mcnticello Nuclear Gemerating Plant, Unit 1;
on the Mississippl River in Wright County, Minnesota. Appli-

cant proceeded to construtt the plant,

2. On jloverber 7, 1968, Applicant cubmitted Amends

ment Ko, 9 to the npplication which superseded in their entirety

the upplication for a construction permit and the previous
eight amendments, Amendment No. 9 requested & license to
operate the plant at its rated power level of 1670 megawatts
thermal and included the Applicant's Final Safety Analysis
Report (FEAR). This was thereafter supplemented by Amendments
10 through 28 to the application. Amendment 28 to the applica-
tlon dated July 21, 1970 requested extension of the ronstrucs
tion permit to February 1, 1971,and by Order dated July 31,
1970 the staff granted such extension.

3+ Fellowing review by the staff and the ACRS of
the updated application for an operating license, the Cammiuo'

*
w

i

slon, pursuant to the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended (Act),

and its own regulations, arncunced by publication in the Federal

Reglster on March 11, 1970 (35 Fed. Reg. 434&), that a'puhlic_
hearing would be held before this Atomic Safety and Liccnpinz

Board (Board) to consider whether a provisicrnal operating license

should be issued to Applicant. The published Notice of Hearing

specificd seven issues for this BDoard to consider at the hearing
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arriving at ity dotermination.

it T e, 8

e ™ I - T

o m " el =
V5 F -

— T

hiv Comniatvlion’'s nollow of hearing published on Mareh Li,

1870, at- 35 Fod, Rop, '~¢ y bpecificd the follovwing issues

to be consider o ol the hearings

1. Whether the apolicant huas submitted Lo the Commismion
all technicn) nforpaticn requ. red by Proviesional Cone
struction Feiiv o, CPPR«31, the Act, end the rales and

regulations of the Comniggion 1.6 complete the applica~
tion for the provislional operating license;

2. Whether construction of Unit 1 has proceeded mnd there
ig reasonable cosurance that 11 will be completed, in
conformity with Provisicnal Construction Fermit
Ko, CPFR-3)  ‘ho applicatlon, as amended, the provi-
gions of the Act and the rules and regulations of the
Commission;

3. Whether there ls reasonable aseurance (i) that the
activities authorized by the provieional cperating
license can be conducted without endangeriny the
health and safety of the public, and (ii) that such
activities will be conducted in compliance with
rules and regulations of the Commission;

4, Whether the apnl1cqnt iz technically and financially
quelified L0 engLoé 0 the activities authorized by
the prov;rhona, operating license in accordance with
the rules and Tczulal.ﬁﬂ of the Commission;

Whether the applicant nas furnished tc¢ the Commission
proof of financlal protection in accordance with 10
CFR Part 140, Liuancial Provection Regquirements and
Indemnity Agreoments' , of the Comm‘saiOﬂ‘r regulations;

L %1
-

©. Whether there i: ressonable assurance that Unit 1 will
be rezdy for initial loading with nuclear fuel within
Q0 days from the date ¢f issuance of the provisional
operating license¢; and

7. Whether lssvance of the provisional operating iicense
under the terms and conditions propcsea will be
ininical to the cowmon defense and security or to
the health and safety of the public.







a. Minnecota Environmental Control Citizens
Asscciation (MECCA);
b. Mr. Michael Donahue, & rosifont of Elk

River, Minnesota (Dcnahue);”™ and
¢. Messrs, Kenneth Dzugan, Theodore Pepin,
and George Burnett, graduate students at

the University of Minnesota (Dzugan).

7. Mr. John P, Badalich appeared pursuant to sectior
2.715(c) of tiie Commiseion's Rules of Practice to make an
uneworn statement on behalf of the Minnesota Pollution Control
Agency. 4 Pursuant to sectlion 2.715(a) of the Rules of Practice,
limited appearances were granted by this Board to gllow presenta-
tion of unsworn statements by the City of St. Paul~ and by
eleven individuals on their own behalf and on behalf of organiza-
tions they represented.

CERTIFICATION OF QUESTIONS TO ATOMIC SAFETY AND
LICENSING APPEAL BOARD

8., By letter da.ed April 20, 1970, addressed to this

Board, Dzugan reguested that

4/ Prior to the second phase of hearings and by telegram dated
June 14, 1970, Mr. Donahue withdrew as & party to the pro-
ceeding.

S/ Tr. pp,
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o/ Tr. pp. 3536

1/ Tr. pp. 335-52, 362-92, 467-F9.
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a. Applicant's records of the corrective
action and dispoeition of nonconformance
in materials at vencors' shops,

b. Applicant's records of the base line
inspection, and

¢. all ALC onslite inspection reports

be made available to them. Thereafter, and prior to the commence~
ment of the public hearing on April 28, 1970, Applicant made

avalluble to Dzugan Applicant's recorcs which had been requestod, |
The AEC inspection reports were exclueively in the possession l
of the staff.

9. Intervenor MECCA, by letter of Aprii 21, 1970,
requested this Board to subpoena the AEC's "original inspection
docunents of the construction and quality assurance of the plant".
The Board, on April 24, 1970, issued a subpoena duces tecum to
AEC's Director of Regulation directing the production of "the
original reports, or couplete coples thereof, of the inspections
made by the Division of Compliance” in coruiection with the
Monticello Nuclear Generating Flant, Unit 1., On June 1, 1970,
the staff transmitted to this Board and the parties the sub-
poeracd inspection reports with the following four categories
of information deleted:

Categeory 1 - the names of persons, other than
AEC personnel, who provided informa-
tion during the inspections; :

T

Category £ - references to AZC internal memoranda;

e
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instructiors, including inspection
techniques, and meetings;

Category 2 - references to oilher identified
facilities;

Category 4 « information of a preprietary nature,
NMiCCA cbjected to the deletions in all four categories "with the
posnible excestion" of the proprietary information category,

Dzugan objectod to any deletions from the inspection reports,

10. On July 6, 197C this Board certified to the Atom'c
Safely and Liceneing Appeal Board the following two gquestions:
Question I - "In the present matter, i: the
board entitled to make its own
Judgment ae to the propriety of the
Director of Regulation's deletions

in the subpoenaed inspection reports?" |

Question 2 - "On the assumption of an affirmative
answer to question 1, where does the
greater merit lie as between the
Director of Regulation's position
with respect to the deletions aad
the board's position?"

in a Commentary accompanying the questions this Board described

tho character of the deletions. The category 1 deletions

"portain to the names and titles or positions of persons other then
AEC personnel who provided information during the AEC inspections”,

Lhaiu W detations may not be proper in the board's view, ho

subsinntive information was incluaea ‘B the category 1 deletions,

B




e 11, The category 2 deletions, this Board notud, res

gulted in eix typec of deletions:

Type (a) "Mere reference to & fact that a meeting
wag held with minimal information, Af |
any, about time and location of meeting,
ite attendees, snd purpcose or gudbjest of
meeting."

Type (b) "Nomenclature of AEC inepection cateiofy
applicable to the inspection covered by

report or referred to therein,"

Type (¢) "Mere reference to a report, memcrandum,

: or letter with no more than a notation
of the subject matter, date, iuthor..lnd
addressee, "

Type (d) "Actual report of & meeting of AEC and
| nen-AEC perconnel concerned with pare-
I ticular problens relating to plant cone

struction.”

Type (e) "Bare references to internsl instructions

coverlng inspection procedures.”
Type (1) "Indications of what items will be sub-
Ject to review in one AEC inspecticn
undertaking and of what items had been
the subject of review in another cne. "
Types (a), (b), (¢) and {e), this Board maintained in its Com-
mentiery: are mere references to meterlals and not the materials

inemgeives, Types (d) ané (f) contain substantive information

o L




whieh cusht to have been made avallslle 40 this pneaé&étn; in ﬁé

the view of thls Bosrd slthough this leoard acknowledges the
"validity of maintaining in conlidentd data regarding special

dngpeatlon plans snd proceduren. This Boand notes oo that
Pypee (¢) and () do not insiude uescriptions of AEC inspection

procvdures; nor do they conteir AEC irspection menuale, N

12+ The category 3 deletions, thia Board observed in
ity Commentary, "amount to sn indiseriminste elimination of o Fo 2l
referenices Lo any nuclesr power plant fasllity other than the
applicent's". The deletlons, while impréper in the Board's
view, eontaln ric detalle of inspecticn procedures or AEC &ngpnon
tlen méanuals, elthough they de in & few inatarces contain

aubetantive data pertelining cv cther fecilities,

33, This Board slso noted that the category 4 delew
tione lneluded proprictery informaticn of certain of hppliicant's ‘f}
tontied tory and venﬂo~“. Trey coptaln ne &evaile of AEC inspuao ﬂ'ﬁ”
tlon protedures, Applicint twice offered to make the informs-
tion avallable to intervenors under conditicns which would not
limlt thelr crogs-exsa notion privileger but which woula protect
Lne value o the proprietary informsticn wo the owneérs thereof,

On both veeasions the intervenors rejected Applicant's offers, = =

14, The deleticns from the inspedtidn reperta present,
in Lhis Board's judgment, lssues of general pri nedple, as dls-
custcd In this Board's certificsticn to the Atomis S&P&fy and
bituiad g Appeal Boeend, - The do‘agic,a QAL not, howevern, prevent
tiie. developnent of &n sdequate recurd to support Che findinga uad¢
- G -
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herein, At ro time after the avallab! lity of the inspection
reporte, witk the deletions, was ther any showing of the rea-
ponableness, need or necesgity of the discovery sought and
denled by the deletions in the particular sontext of this pro-
ceedling,

1L, While thie Boérd ocbserved Lhat sn evaluation of
the AEC inepection effort might be affected bty the unevailability
Lo thu partles of ATC inspection menuelé, the Board notes that
the RIEC ingpectors who performes the inspecticng and who wrote
the reporte were svallable for croes-examination throughout
Lhe proceeding by the pertles and by thie Board and that no
request f'or dlecovery of such inspection menusls was made by \
any party to the proceeding.

16, In sny event, thle Initial Decigien pursuant to
10 CFR Bectlon 50,57(e) of the Commiseien's regulations is sub=
Jeet to review by the Atomic Safety and Licénaing,Appeal Board
before 1t becomes & fins] decision of the Commiesion and the
Appeal Board will have an opportunlty to consider the adequacy
of' Lthe record 4in light of the deletions in the inspection re-
portg determined by the Director of Regulation and which sre the
gubject of this Board's Certification of Questions to the Appeal
Bogva,

MOTION FOR INTERIN AUTHORITY TO LOAD FUEL ARD
CONDUCT LOW POWER STARTUP TESTING
17. On April 12, 1970, pricr to the commencement of

* 3

Who publie hearing, Appiicant moved this Board to order the

- .




atpunnee of an interim provisional operating lleence muthori;ing‘

anitial fuel cosding and low power startup testing at power

lovedis up to o maximum of five megawatis chermal. That motion

wilr: denled by 1his Board on May 1, because, in this Board's viow,
the rocord wa: not at that time cufficiently complete to allow
contlueration of the nocessary Tindinge to support such an crder.
Applicant renowed ite notion for & fuel londing and low power
testing licenic at the gecond phase of hearinge on June 17, :
vhen the rece~d was substantlally more complete than it had i
veen on May 1. The Applicant, the etaff and the intervenors |
wore poermitted to pubmit propused findings and conclusions with
respect 10 a low power licenve. Findings were received from o X
Applicant, the staff and Dzugan. MICCA 414 net file any such
propozed findings and conclusions. The Board's disposition of g

Applicant's motion is conridered in its Order and Initial

.

Declsion datod . in this proceeding. ﬂ
CORTATIE OF APPLICATION AL e

RECORD OF FROCEEDING .

18. The application and the record of the proceeding 4

contaln much detallied information about the plant; including
Gata and information about the site and the basls of its e 4
sultabllity, the design end construction of the plant; quality
futurance and quality control programe, engineered safeguards,
deelpn features not fully developed and evaluated at the time

Conriruction vas authorized, emergency procedures, proposed

A

o Bex ums
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Applicant's technical and financlal qualifications, and the

plant's bearing upon the common defenve and seeurity. At

Lhe time the construction permit was ‘esued for the plant

& number of' design features were identified by the staff

and the ACRS a¥ arcas reguiring further inlormation to Dbe
develeped and sutmitted., These areas, relating to flood
protection, effluent contrel during periocde of minimum river
flow, eelemic design, tornado protecticn, reactor vessel stress
analypis, leolation valve teeting, anc onsite emergency power 1
supply, have all been Iincluded in Applicant's FSAR and the
stalf hao concluded thg; Applicant has submitted all technical

information regulred,

i9. Applicent'e testimony rn direct examination was
primarily in the form of documentary evidence. These documents
included a document dsted Harch 19, 1970, entitled, “Applicant’'s
Summary of the Applicction for the Proevisional Operating License
for the Monticello Nuclear Generating Plant No, 1," (Applicant's

Summary) and @& document dated March 26, 1970, entitled, "Finan-

elnl Qualifications of Northern States Power Company -- Testimony
of G. F. Johnson," Most of the staff's direct testimeony was also
documentary, consisting of & document dated March 18, 1970, en-
titled, "Safety Evalusticn by the Division of Reactor Licensing"
(Staff Safety Evalustion) and Supplement No. 1 thereto dated

8/  Applicant's Summary, pp. 21l-22; Staff <afety Evaluation,

e 373 Tro ppe HOL-4E6E6




Maren 30, 197), These documents were supplemented by oral
testimony to lnelude consideration of Amendments 26 and 27
and Applicant's emergency plan, end ¢ reflect the engeing
sLail inspectlons of the construction of the plant. The
ptaf{ and Applicant aluvo offered in evidence a document en-
titled, "Record for Hearing -- Correspondence”, and the
documents refarenced therein, for the purpose of including
in tho hearing record the record of the application pursuant
te section 2,743(g) of the Commiseion's rules of evidence.
In sddition Asplicant and the staflf presented evidence under
crost-cxamination by the intervenors, by oral redirect and
rebuttal evidence, and in response to questiong asked by the
Board, Applicant and the staff also introduced testimony in
regpongs to questions and comments by limited appearcrs, Of
the intervenors, MECCA alone presented direct oral evidence

and was crocs-examined by Applicant &nd the stvaff,

20, Pursuant to the Natlonal Environmental Policy

Aet of 1969 = and the Commissicn's published statement of

10/
general poliey for implementation of that Act, the Commis~

gion has lecued a detalled statement on the environmental con-

slderaticne involved in the l.onticello Plant.

9/ Public Law 91-190.

10/ Appc?dix D, 10 CFR Part 50, 35 Fed., Reg. 5463 (April 2,
197G

11/ Statomont on nvircnmvntal Congplderations ?ﬁlat
¥ renoetd Onars o oy Jlotthern States Power O SPT"/ (.1'
the Monticello Nuclear Generating Plent (Unit 1), April
£+, 1970,

- 43rp
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21, 'Whe gite of tha Monticello Nuelenr Generating
Filunt, Unit 1, conelets of 1325 ac¢rcy locatved partislly in
Eherburne County (on the eset bank of the Miesisslippl River)
ana partially in Wright County (on the west bank of the River),
The plant 1s located 1n Welght County, The site is sabout 22
miles peutheant of 8t, Cloud {1960 population 33,815) and 30
miles rorthwe st of Minnespolis, The nearest repldence is off-
site, approximately 2750 feet from the plant, The ares sure
rounding the site 4s primsrily sgricultural. A low pepulstion
zone with a radiue of one mile includes & population of ebout
25, The minlumum exclusion tone radlus is 1600 feet, & The
plant design wakes intc wecount meteorologiceal, hydrological,
pround water, and scll cenditions, &y well &e the pusalbility

of credlble eurthauskes, wind storms, tormadoes, and flcods,

Features of the Fiant

€2. The nuclear steam supply system ig & General
Electric bolllinug water reactor design which 18 ldenticel in
most features to Commonwenlth Edison Company's Dresden Unit 2,
recently licensed by AEC for operation, and ig similar te other

14/
operating bolling water reactors, ihe reactor is & single-

cyele; forced circulation; bolliing water reavtor producing steam

1e/  Rpplicant's Summary, p. 3; Staff Sefety Evaluation, p. 5.

i3/ Applicant's Summary, pp. 3-63 Staff Safety Evalustion,
Pp. 5+9,
247 hpplloentit Lanmgmary, peo T; Stalf Safety Evalustion;, p.-11;

- 14 =




for d¢lrect upr in the steam turbine., The reactor will be fuelad

wilh flightly enriched uranium dloxide pellets sesied in Zircaloy
fuel 3ods, Roactivity controel is proxiqu bty movabie control
rods sng varlible reelreculation flow, o~ The primery contain-
ment eyetem, onvieting of a steel Qrywell and a n%eel pressurd
supprespion Canmber, 1f deglgned to acoomnodate the presoures
and teapersiues wilolh vould result from, or cecur subseguent
le, & fallure equivelent te a doublesended, circumferentisl
rupture of a esetor eoolant reeirculation syetom line resulting
in the lodn o7 reactor water at the maximum rate, The primary
safely functions of the secondary contzinment, consiéting of the
reactor bullding and the ptundby gas trcetment zyctem, are. to
minimlze ground level release of airborne radicsctive materiale,
and to provide for controlled, filtered, elevated relesse of
the reactor bullding atmogphere under postulated design baeis
accldent ponditlions., The resctor bullding provides secondary
containment during perlods when thé primary contalinment gystem
1g In egervice, snd primary conteinment during periods when the
primary contalnment 18 gpen, &/

€3, 1In addlition to the primary &and secondary contairi-
ment tystems, the plant has a numdber of salety reaturesvdesignad'
for limiting the consequences of scoidents, sneluding the highly

uniikely losseof-goolant accldent, The principal eafety features

1/  Appilennt's Summary, pp. T-9; Stalf Salety Evaluation,
: 0T

b/ appidennt's Summary, pr. 9-1€; Sterf Safety Dvaluatior,
PP. £i=2%,




include the eaergency core eooléng systems, the reactor
ptannby gag treatmont pyetem, & riactor protection gystem
degligned to aatomaticelily shutdown the reactér when pre-
eEtubliched pafety llmite are reached, e and @ gtandby liquid

contrel gysten whieh provides backup resotivity shutdown capa-

]

R0/

-

bllity in the unilicly event that shutdowr cannot be accomplished

by control rols alune,

2h, [he resetcy primary coolent syetem includes the

reactor preghire veasel, the two=loop reactor coclant recir-

N S—

culation gystirm, and thic main steam piping. The water ¢irculating

in the primary cystem 1o used dboth to cocl the reactor core within

prp——————

the pregrure veasea gnd to produce steam for the production of
electriceal powerp, ﬁi/

5. Dzugan questicned Applicant about the capabllity
to deteet a looee object in the core which might interrupt
the ecoglant flow patterhs, Applicant testifled that the s
velocities of the coolsnt at the bottom of the veseel were

too #low to carry objects of signifiecant size up into the

17/ Applioang's Summaé&. pp. 12-14; Staff Safety Evaluation,
I)p- 2“)"2 »

18/ Appliﬁant's Summary, pp. 11-12; Staff Safety Evaluation,
pPp: 24-25,

19/ App%écant's Summary, pp. 15-16; Staff Safety Evaluation,
P-‘ .

£97  Applicant's Summary, p. B; Staff Sefety Evaluation, P. 13,
o/ POAR, Hh-1,

« 16 «
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eore regic. , The tertimeny indicater. hat email "poutage

stamp elze" ploges of metal might Le carpied up into the
core, but would cuuse only local coo.ant blockage around
a ppoelfic fuel rud, Such blockage could concelvably ine
terrupt the coolant flow encugh to euuse the rod to fall,
but fellure ef one or two rods 48 of little significance
in terms of releace of rediosctivity into the primary
coclant, Applicant sle¢ noted that caleulations and tests
show that the flow through & chanriel would heve to be bloeked
by 80 or G0 percent to produce fuel clad failure, Should
coolant activity exceed specified iindte, the steam line
radiation monitors would detect 1t ard cause the reactor

ge/
to shut down.

26, To ensure the integrity of resctor systems, ine-
cluding the primary coolant gystem, the components are fabrie
cated and Inspected in accordance with applicable engineering
codes and standards which include provigions for detailed
quality control measures taken during fabrication. Testimony
by Applicant, on erogs-exsmination, revealed that each weld
of tue pressure vessel, for example, was inspected by various
selentifie methods about 17 times, that the vessel was fabri-
cated and inspeeted in such a manner ag to be completely certi-
fled and stamped under the A.8.M.E. code for nuclear vesgels,
and that Applicant's subequent inspection of the accessible
welds on the installed vessel yielded no questicnable welds,

227 T, PP, 1150-5%.
E':é/ r:,r' p- 76“"77.
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27. Liguid wastes generated by normal operation of the
plant are eollected and progessed thrcugh a radwaste system wh’ch
romoves radloactive convaminants By Tiltration and/cr mixed devps
bodd ton exehaapge demineralization. Rediocactivity 4s also reduced
throud: decay during vtorage in holdup tanke, Liquid wastes with
nign levels of radlosctivity are processed and normqlly rﬁtum(“td I
for reusc within the plant. Low level radioaqtiviey l1iguiad
wasto ip procassed, stopred, sampled, enalyzed, dailuted, and
periodieally released into the Missisrippl River under care=
fully controiled haién*by-batch conditione to ensuro_that a11°u~'“4
able concentration limits are not exceeded, even during prrioﬁﬂ_
of extremely low river water level.zﬂ/ N -

2B, MECC) and Dzugan indicated concern that radioactive
effluonts were belng discharged upstrean from the drinkinguaton_.J
inlcts of St. Paul an! Minneapolis. These are the nearest pubkag]“J
wnter intakes, belng 33 riler and 37 ndlea, reéneotivcly. trom‘ i
the plant., Testimony by Applicant and the starf indicatqﬂ ﬁhﬁb‘“dﬁ
the annuul average concen.ratinn of radicactivity in the-effiutﬂ&i;
was not expected to be more than & few percent of AEC's iimitk 1i
in Part 20 of its regulations and, considering & further dilution .

factor experienced during the downstream flow, the radionn&if&

24/ Applicant's Summary, pp. 18-19,20; Staff Safety Evaluation,
P g2’37y hl"“?} T ,JP~ uTo’?lt : N




concuentration: at the publlic waver intake would bée well below

2
allowable Part 20 limits.-él The conteguences of the worst

potsille sceldental release from the Jiguld radwaste storage
Lanks Lo the river at the plant site toundary result in a

conoentration of radiocactivity less tran 10 CFR Part 20 11m1t5.2§/

Saseoue Bfflusnts

29. Radioactive pases generited during normal operation
of the plant are stored to provide racioactive decay time,
filtered, diluted, and finally released through the plant off=
ifas slack which provides further dilution in the atmosphere,
Heleaves are carefully monitored and controlled to ensure that
the radiation duse at the theoretical point cf highest exposure
offsite, 1.e. at the site boundary, will be below the limits of
Fart 20 of AEC's regulations. Exposures further away from the
#ite boundary will be stil) Jeas.al/ A continuous meonitoring
aystem automatlcally terminates releace when preset limits are

28/

reached, —

el o
€3/,

staff Safety Evaluatlon, pp. 34=35; Tr. pp. 6L7«50, 660-62.

zﬁ/ﬁeposition Tr. p. 3015 FSAR p. 9«2.7,

£l/np, p: 659,

o
N

£° Applggasz's Summary, pp. 18-19, 20; Staff Safety Evaluation
p. j— .
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B | 32, Dzugan ¢ross=examined Applicant and the staff at
some length baised on a concern that tre of fsite dosage would
inercace beca.se of & possible builldup of redicactivity over

,' the years fron normal plant releases., Technical testimony by

f ' the applicant thereby clicited indicated that sccumulation,

resulting prinarily from deposition of particulate materdals
with long hal” llves, constituted a negiigivle contribution to
offsite dose. Technical testimony by the staff indicated that
their caleula.den did tuke into accourt the accumulaticn of
fission produste witn leong half lives. In any event any such
accumulation would bve promptly detected by the /pplicant's

| radiclogical monitering program.iﬂ/

33. The Applicant's offsite dosage calculations are
performed using a4 mathematical model or formula derived from

empirical observations, Dzugan questioned Applicant about the

accuracy of the model used by Applicant in predicting offsite
dosupen under varioup meteorological conditions, Applicant
expressed confidence in the model and testified that the model
used is an analytical model developed at AEC's Hanford labore
atory on the basis of experimental results observed over many
years. Applicant explained that an error analysis is performed

at the time a model is develcped. An error analysis i1s not

3 mp. pp. S6Ls581, £51-672, 7TB1-797.







performed on every project because the extremely eanserwativé

englovering and modeling assunptions used make it unnecessary
o do s0. The model used by Applicant has been verified with
the use of meleorocicpical, off-gas, and dose measurements at
the Lrookhavesn Nuticnal Laboratory. During operation of the
plant, the calculsted mudels are verifisd by actual measurement
under Applicdrt's redistion monitoring program.izf

34. In any event the Technieal Specification 1imit
is bused on the staff's more conservative caleulatisnal method,
Dzuga+ asked I1f Applicant took inte account in the dosage cal-
culations the effect of the differing chemical properties of
the various mclecules which have taken up tritium. Applicant
testified that the pocsible chemical alterations in molecules
whieh incorporate tritium had been considered by the Intere
national Commission on Radiological Proteetioﬁ when 1t estab-
lished theé standards for tritlum uptake =~ the effects are
negligible and aré of no importance in determining the radio-.
logical significance of tritium.zé/

32/ e, pp. 949-971, 977-984, 1820-22.

387" Tn, pp. 971-972, 2003-2004.
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30 An detormindne the pufety of the reactor degign,
detulied nufety evaluntions and analyses werc made by Appli-
eant and the gtaflT, and reviewed by the ACRE, to determine
the caplolllnuy of the desipn to mitigate the consequences
of & deelgn basle gzeclidest should 1t oceur, o Design

bacle sceldents are the woret possible sccidents poetulated
307

for the reacuor, With regard to the calculations of
radlation dones wilch might be received et various distences

from the plant in the event of & design basis sccident, MECCA,
referring toe @ 1007 report prepared by the U,S. Public Health
Serviee, 3 contended that Applicant had not evaluated the
congequences of an acclident whercin 100% of the reactor core

is melted, MECCA regueiéted that an Op&?&t%fﬁ licensge not be
granted until such an evaluation ie made, R The evidence,
however, indlcates that the etalf's evalustion and Applicant’'s
evaluation of the radicloslical consegquences of & lose or coolant
accident at the plant taice into consideration the fission pro-
ducts which would result from a 100F core meltdown notwithstanding
the fact that a 1008 core meltdown 1s precluded by the incormora~-

tion of highly redundart networks of engineered safeguards to

37/ Applicant's Summary, pr. 1-2; Staff Safety Evaluattcna.PP¢‘ﬁ3~
38/ Tr. pp. 483-35, |
39/ Public Health Evaluation, Monticello Nuclrar Generating Plant;
May 10, 1967; Tr. p. T735. '
40/ Tr, pp. 688-83, 637,
Y
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cool the core in the event of & loss of coolant accident,

These safeguarde alsc thereby assure the integrity of the
contalnment system for mitiga?ing the releage of flssion
products to the atmosphere, = Safety evaluations by Ap-
plicant and the staflf, introduced Into evidence, demonstrate
that the doge: which ceculd result from a design ba?ia accidens
arc well within the gui§g11nr velues of Part 100 of the Come
mieeion's regulations, =/ Such doge would not be expected

to causﬁ bioleglcal injury to persone in the vicinity of the

plant, =

Piant Security i w

36, Section 50.17 of the Commisaion's'regulations pro=

vides that: I

"An appilcant for a license to construct
and cperate a production or utilization
facility, or for an amendment to such
license, 1r not reqguirea Lo provide for
decipn Ieatures or cther measures for

W7 I, BP. 5J0-39, Ghl-u7, 1800-1918, 2000-1,

L2/ Applicant's Summary, p. 20; Staff fafety Evalustion, p. 40, 1
Although the accident doseg caleulated by Applicant and the |
staff were both well within the Part 100 guldeline values,
the staff's ¢aleculated doges were hipher thin those of the
Applicant. Tectimony by both parties explained that the
caloulatione involve the assign ent of many paremetric
values related to the size of the source of radiocactivity,
transport and behavior mechanisms of radicactive materials,
meteorological conditions, and dose conversion factors. In
nearly &ll cases the staff used more conservative para- 5
metric valueg leadirg to & higher calculated accident dose,
The stalf witnege emphasized the conservatism of the staff's
approsen and suggested that Applicant's parametric values,
lending to lowen caleuviated doses, were prebably the more

Previiubis Mity Do Maie #e HRf R B
- L oo S I 34 v o iV L )

43/ Tr. pp. 1836<1902,

.2‘4-




o the specific purpose of protection
g against the effecte c¢f (a) attacks
and destructive acts, including
sabotage, directed apainst the fa-
ellity by an enemy ¢of the United
States, whether a foreign government
or cther perscen, or (b) use or dee-
ployment or weapons incident to U.S.
del'ense sctivities,”
» Protection apainet pozolible industrial sabotage including
the provisich of appropriate industrisl gecurity measurea,
L s an appropiate matter for consideration at tr perating
1.'1'.,/
license stage, Accese L0 the plant will be & ruirded
by a number of fences, QOater in the security fence will be
locked when unattended. The locks and keys at the plant
site are parc of a non-c erclal keywey system establithed }
v, Jde Tock manufacturer specifically for Applicant. Protecs A
| tion of | lantv facillitle. will also be avallable from local
law enf’ cement suthorities and National Guard personnel,
“en approprie s, The deglgn of the plant structures and
equ.pment whioh ar+ Impertant to the safety of the plant
include allowance for the effects oi floods, tornadoes,
and earthquakes. These declign measures taken together with
the inaccessiblillity to the reacter vessel aad primary system
plping during operetlon and the redundant safeguard systems

inherently provide a substantial degree of protection agalinst

The plant security measures make any such gabotage a very low

f INY J
prebalbilitvy event,

l

|

|

|

|

|

l

{ any public safety consecuences of porsible industrial sabotage.
,

A4/ In e watier oi Juorida Fower & Light Company 2 OCH At,
% L. Rep., %¥11259.
45/  op, 1351-188C,

- 265 -
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i.¥ 37. Applicant has prepared a plan describing

i;a the emerger cy organization and the arrangements to be

. effected ir the unlikely event of a1 accident which might

?' affect the general public. Emergency corrmunications

nave been ‘nstulled tc provide uninterrupted lialson

between onuite personnel and offsite support groups and

1 agencies, Applicant nas made emergency arrangements
with responsible agencies of the State of Minnesota and
with appropriate local offilclals, a3d nas made emergency

;‘ medical arrangements with a local hespital for treatment

' : of contanminated patien%sﬁéi/

36, Applicant's emergency plan had been submitted

i as a part of the FEAR. Applicant introduced as an exhibit

in these proceedings detalled procedures which supplement
the emergency plan and which will become & chapter of the
plant operations nwiu2l. Tn response to questioning by
this Hourd, the staff tectifled that the Getalled proce~
aures conformed to the staff-approved emergency plan,

&:.d, further, that the plan and the procedures meet the
emergency planning guidelines of the Commission's prdpased

amendment to 10 CFR Part 50 of its regulations, and meet

L6/ FSAR §13=bi; Applicant's Sumnary, pP. 33-34; Stafi
Safety Evaluation, pg. 50-513 Tr.pp. 53950, 551-32,
L4-U%, 90190k, 1298-1307T.
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34, - Applicant's calculated dosen resﬂlflﬁirféém{:iif?gg

a deslin basis sceident are well bclow the guideline a@?i@l :

get forth In 10 CFR Part 100 of AEC regulutions and would : o
not reguire evucuation of any people outside of the ak§1u~ ‘1*:1;
glon area, Tne exclusion area is & fenced area within N

the resctor site over vwhich Applicent has conplete control. _”'?J

predict thz need for more than limited evaruation of the
low populétion zone whizh 1s an arca within & radius one
mile from the plant, 4About 25 peojle live within a one=« LL

mile radius of the plant, Tt is irconceivéble that an

accident could oceur which would require evacuation of |
people living veyond the low populetion zone. Evacuation f”
plans have been formulated and will be coordinated by "j
< 4
<

the offices of the YWright County Sheriff, the Sherburne

County Sheriff, and the HMonticello area Civil Defense
4
Coordinatoruii/

#0. Applicanl testified that the procedures

for testing the emergensy plan had been prepared and the

emergency plan would te tested prior to loading of fuel
into the reactor. Thie emergency pian testing consists i

of five separate tests including postulsved alrborne

48/ Tr. pp. 1919-26,

.28 =







elso conBusting R‘companion ecologionl monitoring program

; dedicated to the study of the aguatic environmentvnn;a
i six-mile stretch of the Misslssippi River in the vicinity
L;Hu of the plaat., The flrst progrém includes the study of =T
concentration of radioactive materjals in aguatic life,
and the ecolog!cal program will include monitoring and
% analysis of the effeeots of thermal 8ischarges on the aguatic
'k ‘ cnvironment.ﬁaf Applicant testified that it does not
: presently plan to conduct studies on the effects of
radioactivity on the terrestrial wildlife in the vicinity
of the plant, prlrarlly because sinilar terrestrisal atudies.
conducted by others, Applicant and the U, &, Public Health -
Service, ylelded rothing 1o indicate abnormal concentratiad
of radioisotopes in terrestrial animal life.él/
42, A representative of the U, 8. Fish and
¥Wildlife Dervice, testifying on behalf of tue staff, sald
i thet present knowledse supported the conclusicsn thet fish

and other less advanced animels are less sensitive to

j radlation than man, and that the concentraticns of radioe-

3 activity required to injure fish and wildlife are much
i higher than the maximun permissible concenctraticns .]
| specified in Commission regulations.ég/ Experience L}
i &

50/ Tr. pp. 502-3, 505-7, 509-11, 809-32, 834-6,
217 ey pp. 511-12, 558-60,
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N, lurlng the course of sonstruntlion of the

contsbim nt deywell a crack was disewvered, on Jumuary 18,
1908, in tie containment vessel at & location where an
ingert plate was welded to the shell. The evidence 3hew§
that ar extensive program was emplosed %o isolate the
cracking, ¢steblish its cause, and to m¢ 2 the necessary
repalrs., f‘he crecking was found to be surface type
cracking ctused by the presence of nydrogen, high residuszl
shirinkage ttresses, dlscontinuitizs at the surface and
high nardness. lorn-destructive tesing methods showed
no indiecatlion of subsurface cracking in areas where
surface cricklng had been detected or in &reas which
vere free of surface cracks., The cracks were repaired
and the containment was inspected and tested to assure
that no gracking resulted from the repalr procedure and
that the cracks were properly repaired. The repair and
evaluation prozedures were independently reviewed and
found acteptable Ly the lurtford Steam Hoiller and Inspec-
tion Company and the regulatory staffﬁxL/

4%, Applicant was cross-examined at some length
by Dzugan wbout the detalls of testing and inspection
of the reactor vessel, containment, and associated piping.
Testimony of Applicant and the staff demorstrated the

adequacy of Applicant's inspection programs and indicated

& 7/ Tr, pp. 1793-4, 193468,
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thet the comporenic of the primery coolant system have
been constructed, tested, and inspected in a?§§fdancé
with tine appliccokle codes and specifications.

4G, MUCCA and Dzugan contend that the plant
construction hus not Leen adequately tested aéd inspected

by the staff in that the staff does not do any "independent"

Lesting and in thul the AEC inspection program does not

provide for reslident inspectors at the reactor site,

The record shows that the AEC inspection program is directed

toward verifylng, on & sampling basis, that the completed
facility conforms to the application and the AEC regula-
tions., At periodic visits to the reactor site and to |
selected vendor shops, the AEC, among other things:

a4, reviews the applicable qﬁality assurance
and gquality control programs and their
implementation;

b, reviews quality contiol records, cluding
material test reports and non-destructive
test records;

c. observes construction wérk in progress
and constiruciion procedures, lncluding
concrete placement, eguipment installation

and ndn-destructive testing;

56/ Supplement No. 1 to Staff Safety Evaluation; Tr. pp.
TOA=TT, £76-991, 1080<1509.,
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d., witnesses major construction testis) Sy e ?fﬁL

m, roviews operating arfdniantiunfapd:revgews_é@nt” =

ffigf _ - : #nd operating plans snﬂ’procednrgs,'

E;f;; : 47, - ynile the AEC inspectors do not physically . 1
.%if:' perform the tects, the inspectors ¢o independently rcﬁzew ' 17!1;
;Ef and evaluate the Applicant's recorcs including non- -  vff;}:
Ei? destructive testing documentation. They make independent : ”fg
E{f Judgments of tent results and the validity of test proce~ i
s | dures. For exumple, the results of the integrated leak ;
| rate tests of the primary contalnment conducted by the ﬁ..jj
Applicant in Marth snd in April were not considered _,{ ;]
. acceptebie by ARC inspectors and the test hai to be A
performed again.ﬂzx 4
%; 48, T-e AEC inspection program is adequate and ?x
g would not be frustrated by incorrect records whether Talsely :Ja
E» or negligently generated, No evidence waé'addu:ed,in j ‘:j
g; support of the propositicn that resident laspeltors woulé ?
;. necescarily do & superilor job of inspection than frequenz,' | :G
%_. random inspection visits. Nor was any evidence edduced :;i
yf'n to challenge the conclusions of the inspectors; who were s 4ﬂ
i;, present and available during the course of the hesring 2

%T i for examination, that the plant construction conforms L
F%}‘ with the construction permit, the applicatlion and Commissionts
o g7/ fupplement Yo, 1 to Staff Safety Evelustion, p. 11 4
i.?-*’ Tr onh JOQus 1G0T, ' : é
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7 : )'uq.a»i comuntne o wns any evidence ndduccd thuat there ;
§i~ : 18 uny unsafe feuture of the plant. 'The random nature of g
EHE | Jhe dnspeeion program, the su.stantisl number of contracs
r;.- tors and Applicant personnel who would have to be invoiveﬂ
k?' in a coverup of incorrect information, the substantial
;i' verification of records provided by construction testing
F: and precoperational testing, and the esperlence and compe=
HE tence of the ALC inspestors substantially minimize the
g. popsibilit;s of any lalsification of the records.ﬁg/
E Marthermore, the ALC reguirements for quality assurance '{
; progrengit/ and conformance to codes and standards as :
i ' well as the Applicant's vested interest in & reliable .
| plantigj collec*ively involve the application »f & complex :
; system of checks and tests by numerous independent organiza- ;
tions to assuare the integrity of the design and construction 'g
of the plant, ¥hile the plant constructlon is not fully L
;~ complete, (& number of unresclved items liave been identified
- snd &1l tests have not been completed) the evidence,
without contradistion, supports the finding thst the plant
F construction has procesded in conformance with the canstruuti@n'j
| 58 7 Tr. pp. 1808-1811, ' 1
P 59/ 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B. :
1; 60/ 'r. pp. 1986-1999, 213536, ;
b .
|
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péhmit, thi @ plinaﬁten and the rulss an resgl&timﬁa
of Lhe Gom‘nisaicn. | '

. W, m: am is not reqalred to find thet
ey the identlied unresolved it e e e P
prior to iusuing this Initial D'ecision_. It is wr‘tﬂ.ﬁi@m :
for the lonrd to find that-construehfbn "hes proceedeﬁ‘
and thore L& reasonsble sssurance tiat it will be epm~ |
pleted” In conformance w!th the construction p&rmit, the |
application and the Uomnisslon’s raauirementa._ th 1#Buw}:nf;?f
arice of the license ordered herein 1is snbject to wzrific:tion

of completion by the Division of Conpliance.

61/ Tr. pp. 1717-23, 2031-hh, ey
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Applicant'y Yechnleal wualitications

peri-nee in the construction and operition of the Pathfinder

50. ipplicant has gailned considerable nuclear ex-

Atomic Power Plant, The supervieory stafl chosen %o mﬁna;e »';
oporutions at the tonticelio plant 1= composed of fcrmeriy ’_:i
licensed reactor op »rators at the Pathfinder plant and the a!
gualifs tionsg of the koy supervisory and prcregainnal per=
sornel meet the "Prepoced Standards for Selecetion and Traln-

ing of Personnel for Nuclear Power Plante," Drafi Ne. 9,

. gv
L

July 3, 19€9 prgpareﬁ by the American Nuclear Society Stand-
57/
arde Committce,

_Erlicant‘s Finunclal ual {fications

51, he Applicent estimates an average anmual cost
of $6.8 milllon for each of the first five years of operaticn. 7%
The recnrd indicstes that the Applicant's operating revenues.
will be ample to euver thuse cocts and to engage in the ac§1v~ -
ities which would bgiﬁuthcrize& by the full power prc—isional

operating license,

Financiul Protection and Inzemnity Regud - ~2nts

5z, The Applicant has satisfied ... prese:.. financial

' ST
_.__..I_

protection reguirements under 10 CFR Part 140 of the cnmmizainn !

regulations by furnishing te the Commissicn proef of fihancial P

R

protection in the amount of $1,000,000, as needed for the ptriad

GS/ Apr licant's Summary, rv. 2; Staff Sefety Evaluation,
¥ (4 ‘ f g . Yy = - ; q-l n‘-—w—‘—u
b oy o o T i |

- . ,.'4 :

63/ Pinanetial Susiifdcations of Northern States P»WQ; Cﬁr@an} el
Testinmony of G. F. JohnSun, Stafl Balety Eva;uat*en, &9, 55*‘
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fuel 1¢ stored unured on the site, in the form of & ﬁuele&¥,> 'wgiL
- = . B Lo I y IIF

Erergy Liabllity Inturance Assoclaticn poliey Ne. NF-17k, ]‘; [3;

i 3 X and by entering into Indémnity Agreerent No. Boszwith_thé TFf'aij
ﬁﬁi | Commisseion applicalic to fuel storége. The Applicgﬁt haﬁlﬁ L;JJQEF
EE;“ obtained lettere fron the Nuclear Eneray Liab‘litV-Inéuéahbéfr  *?‘
;i  Asgoelation and Hutuwal Atomic Energy Liability Unnermriters - :}fﬁi
I committing to provide an aggregate financial protecti@m‘or- f  ffj
up to $82 million. the miximum amount required by the Com= s
: micsion's repula %‘crf for & full power licente for & facility _1£
i, of this size, e In seccordance with seection 50, 57(&)(5) : -r5;;
3 : of the Commission's regulctions, the Commission will not 1ssua i-ﬁ{
7 an operating llegnse until Applicant has cbtained thc &mount f”,f%
%”“ of financial protection required by Part iﬁO. There 1s rea- _Tlﬂ4
;- sonsble gscurance that .o licant will obtain such requifed. ";
{ financial protection.
Copnom Dnferne Ang Secupily
i ‘ |
e 53, The activities to be tonducted under the provisgs. =

forul operationsl license will be within the jurisdiction

i of the United Stateg, and all of the directors-epd prineiral

L . ! '
é_» officers of the Aupliearit are United States citivens, The 'l
hpplicent is not ¢ -ned, controlled, or dominated by #n-allen, '"é

A W
a foreign corporation or & forelgn government. The sctivifiles [“4

| éﬂ/ ¥{nancial Qualificat*o“s of Northera Statez Pover Gompany - i
‘ ctisony of G. F. Jomneen; Staff Safety Eveluation, Pp. 56-‘A

-
- _"‘q. -




67/ ctaff Safety Evalustion, Appendix B,

|'.‘ gEgvLs )i '| ) C ¥

ey [ J:".l‘.' i . ek :H'IT: s

AGE gl = So oy e R ek I,
o2 : , _ AR 5 e
to be conducted do not invelve @ny restricted dates, but P
Applicant han sgreed to safeguard any such data which might “Ti}
' T T » il o o :II‘HI
begom: Irvolwed in sccordsnce with th: Oormikzien's aegula~ 50
- i Sh
B : L TRy
tionr, Specilal nuclear meterlal for use as fuel in the pro= .
poped faeliiy will be subject to Cornissién reguiations and = o
'_ll‘lEn :'u

will be cbisned from sources of supply aniidb e -for civ&liﬁﬁ?,f;f

6! ‘ : o ‘

purpcLEs, s L 5 ~J55J
REVTEY OF APPLICATION SR

2Y REGULATORY STAFP AND ACES y e

54,  Since the f1ling in November 1968, the applieatibn~“Tl

and the amendments theretc have been under constant and thoraugh

1

review and evaluat on by the P&gulatorw staff. Dudng ﬁhﬁ ‘ ‘Tﬁi:
e B

evulustlion, which wag conducted in sccordance with current ]:
- L

=y

Commigrion regulatory criteria and policles, the ragulatoby
steld hus held pumercus peetings with the applicant to dia- ‘;fﬁ:
chns ond elapifly the informaticn submitted in the améndmantia;ii”
The regulatory staff mads use of studles by Independent expentt
in its evaluation of sueh plant salfety aspects as alr dzsper»
glon of gaseous effiuents (Alr Reoourcea Environmental Labora- .;?j
vory, Environmental Sclence Services Admlnistration),‘ . aibek;¥;
hydrology (Geological Survey, U, 5. Department of the 1n§5ri¢r§ijgi

65/ Applican.'s Sumnary, p. 35; Staff Safety Evsluation, pa'55?"?
66/ Staff oafety Evaluation, p.2.
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i

ool hend cjrueta'(Fiﬁziﬁnﬁﬂildlire Smrvice} U, 8. Depart-
.F‘ 3 . - Iy

ment of tho ]uterior)Q reactor vessel stress anulyesis
| (1 T bt i
(Peledyne Wateriale Research), stouctural deslgn esdcguacy 0
(Rathzn M, Kewserk Cunsultine Engineers), and site seis- ‘”ﬂ
= I ". o : : 7“ N < ‘Ilé-
Mmooy (U, 8, Coact u»nd Geodetie aur'vey). o ’
5. The ACIS bae aleo reviewed The amended applieaiian '52
for an operating ldewnre and, after identifyirg several :tems ;
| ' :
for regsoluticts by -Applicant end the #:alf and maiting several i
rocorsiendaticng, coneluded that the plant can be operated at -_¥
poyer levels of up'tﬁ 1670 megawatte thermal without undue ;ﬁ
risk t0 the lhealth and safety of the public. The items &
identificd by the ACRL have been congldered by the regulztory ”aé
gtaff in 1ts evalustion of the application, end Applic.ut has 1‘1
sgried to implement 'he recommendations of the ACRS, .i
§§/ Stalf Stfety Lvaluaticn, Appendix D, | : '._r:-j]
07 Staff Sefety Evaluaticw, Appendix E. ' ' ]
_Zif Steff Sefety Evaluation, Appendix F.
72/ Staff Sefety Evaluatien, p. 7. | iy
73/ Applicant's Summery, pp, 23-27; Staff Safety Evaluation,

' pp. 54=55, The ACRS reported on the sultabllity of the = .
Moriticelle gite in o letter cGated May 11, 1966; con the 1 j
conetryction permit arplicetion 4n a yeport dated Aprik.. .. i}
13, 1907; on the operating license spplication through e
smendment 2% in a report datved January 10, 29705 and on' -
chanzes to the reactor vessel nozzle safeends, as de~ 3
gcpibed in amendménts 20 and 27 In a report dated June LG
16, 1970, 'Tr. pp. 4556, L69-T76, 1223-27. o A

- 40 -
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56, the 1weults of the regulatory staff's revicw and
cvaluation o the upplicution_art»cﬁntainedv1n'the regulatory
staffte eafe:y evaluviion which has teen made available to fhﬁ 
publie and which hnig been admitted inlo evidence in thils bmas_
ceeding. The reguiutopy staff coneluded in 1t7 saefety gvilanf
tion that, wWitn reupect %o a provislenal operating 11cense
._ authorixing/oparation vt power levels up to 1670 megawatts
L therral: :
a, The applicant has subtmitted to the Com-

mission 81l technical informaticn re=- ‘ ',_‘}
: quired by Provisional CQnatruction_' o
= Pormit No. CPPR-31, the Atomic Energy
| Act of 195k, as amended (Act),>and the
Y rules and regulaticns of the Commission
it to complete the application for the pro- 3 f;g
. visional eparating llcense; ' o
b, The construction of Unit 1 has procéeded,'
= and there ig reasonable assurance that
| it will be completed in eonfoﬁmity with

Provisional Construction Permlt Fo.

CPPR-31, the application, as amended, | : '3fg
the provisicné of the Act, and the ruleé i
and regulations of the Commission; . Sy  5
¢. There is reasonable assurance (1) that e

the activitier authorized by the

T4/ £4sfl Bufety Evaluation, up. 60-61.
‘ * By -




provisional operating 1ic~ncc can be

[T‘ ; conducted without endangering the ke
Eif | health and safety of the pubtlic, V"?
ik and (11) that such activities will &
Ea-' be conducted in complliance with the

4 rules and regulations of the Commission}

L; ) d, - The applicant 1s technlcelly and finan- g
b e1ally qualifiecd to engage in the activ- :
ii ities authorized by the provisional '?
7 operating ilcense in accordance with &
e the rules and regulations of the Com- : ‘;{ﬁ
%J mission; ‘ f:1?
b e. The applicant has furnished to the Com=- ‘;
l:” misglon precof of financial protection -.? 3
E. in accordance with 10 CFR rart 140, . 3}
L' "Financizl Protectlon Requirements ST ?é

and Indemnity Agreement." of the Com-
mission's regulations; and

£, The iscusrec of the provisional operating

llcense under the terms and conditions
14 - ovosed will not be inimical to the

i ot .on defense and security or t2 the il R
fe ok =
- b ith and safety of the public. ~
g ra -
el - 42 - |
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CORCLUSIONS

B7. Based on the Board's reviey .. the enbir; racﬁﬁﬁ

iri this procesding and the foregoing rindingw 9f ract and

iscuseions, vhe Dourd concludes that:

a.

The applicant has submittea to the Cammisaina
all teennical information rﬁquired by Fro-
vislonal Construction Permit No. CPPR«BJ,

the Act; and the rvles and regulations of -
the Commission to complete the application

for the interim preovisional operating licﬁnﬁ§1¥;f

Construetion of Unit 1 has proceeded, and
there is reasonable assurance that 1t will

be completed, in conformity with Provisional

Conatruction Permit No. CPPR-31, the tppliéi

cation, a= amended, the provislons of the
Act oand (he rales and regulations of tLhe

Commission;

There is reasonable assurance (1) that the
activities authorized by thne interim-préJ
visional operating license carn be comducted
without endangering the health and safety :
of the public, and (1i) that such &ctivitiﬂﬁ
will be ccnducted in cempliance with the

riddies snd recalations -of tho forission:




The applicant 1s technicaily and rinuneiéiny

qualified to engage in the activities
authorized b, the interim provisional
operating license in accordance with the

rules and regulaticns of the Commission;

The applicant has furnished or will timely
furnish to the Comrissicn proof of finan=-
cial protection in accordance with 10 CFR
Part 14C, “"Financlal Protection Require-
ments and Indemnity Agreements", of the

Commission's regulations;

There 1s reasonable assurance that Unit 1
will be ready for initial loading with
nuclear fuel within %0 days from the date
of izsuance of the interim provisional

gperating license; and

Issuance of the interim provisional oper-
atin- license under the terms and conditilons
propused will not be inimical to the common
defense and security or to the health and

saféty of the public.

S -
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X , ORDER

DS-. Pursuant to the Aect and the Commianion's Regula-
tions, IT 1S (RDERED THAT THE Director of Regulation issue to
Northern State¢s Power Company & provisional operating license,
ccntu;ﬂjnr‘ﬂo:hnjcal Specifications as deseribed in the hearing
record, suthorizing operation of the Msntieccllo Nuclear Gener-

atins Mlant, tnit 1, at power levels up to.a maxis af 1670

te

mogavatts thermal, upon verificestion by the Commission's Division
of Cempliance that the Hontiecello Nuclear Oenerating Plant, Unit is
has been comp .eted in conformity with Provisional Construction
Permit No. CPI'R=-31, the application, as amended, the provisions

of the Act, and the rules and regulations c¢f the Commission,

and upon rece.pt by the Director of Reactor Licensing of proof

that Applican' has provided financia) protection in the amount
reguired by he Comricnion's regulations. IT I8 FURTHER ORDERED
in accordance with Section 50.57(e) of the Commission's regula~
vions, that this Inltial Necision shall become effective ten

jaye after ito losuance auhieet to (1) the review thereofl and

™

furthor dgecision by the Atomic Safety and Licensing Arpeal Board,
upon exeeptions filed by any party, and (11) such order as the
Atomie Safety and Licensing Appcai Soard may enter upon such

Exceptions or upon 1ts own motion within forty-five days after

the issuance of this Initial Decision.

ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD




