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June 12, 1972

of Consolidated Edison 
Indian Point Plant No. 2 

No.. 50-247 
nt of Scenic Hudson Pre
on Conference

This statement is submitted by Scenic Hudson Preservation Conference in connection with the current Atomic Safety and Licensing Board proceedings relating to Consolidated Edison Company's proposed Indian Point No. 2 nuclear power station.  The statement is submitted because Scenic Hudson's name has apparently been interjected into the proceedings in a fashion 
which does not accurately reflect its views.  

As is well known, Scenic Hudson has long been concerned with the environment and ecology of the Hudson River. In this connection, it has been especially concerned with (1) the scenic values of the Hudson, particularly as it flows through the Highlands a few miles north of Indian Point, and (2) the impact of power plants and other industrial installations on the fisheries resources and general water quality of the River. These are the areas of Scenic Hudson's expertise, and they define the scope of this statement. As to matters of nuclear safety, radioactive releases and the handling of radioactive wastes, Scenic Hudson has no special knowledge; and it neither endorses nor opposes the Indian Point plant on the basis of such consideration.  

Scenic Hudson is, however, deeply concerned by the potential impact of the plant on the River's fisheries. In this regard, we point out that the Hudson has been and remains a highly productive estuary, supporting from 35 to 50 species of fish and the necessary food chain and habitat to make these species viable.  
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Within the entire range of fisheries, each species has both 
commercial and recreational importance in that each is .part of a complex 
and interrelated biological system which supports fish for Hudson River 
sportsmen and for sport and commercial fisheries in offshore waters for 
several surrounding states, each with an important marine economy. Any 
serious damage to the fishery can be the basis of permanent and irrevo
cable damage to the River and a broad segment of the population of the 
Middle Atlantic region, relying on the estuary or its productivity for 
recreation or for income.  

Our concern over the Indian Point plants stems from the fact that 
the waters of the Hudson are or will be drawn upon for cooling purposes, 
and that the intake of water, combined with mechanical abrasion and thermal 
discharges, appears to threaten the River's fisheries with major damage.  
We understand, for example, t hat with the open cooling system that it utilizes, 
Indian Point No. I draws up to 300,000 gallons per minute of River water for 
cooling, and further, that approximately 840,000 gallons per minute would-be 
drawn by Indian Point No. 2, Utilizing a similar open cooling system. Recent 
history in the testing of Indian Point No. 2, and the continuing problem re
lated to fish kills at Indian Point No. 1, indicate that these withdrawals 
alone: can be regarded as a major threat to marine life in the Hudson -- and 
an unnecessary threat since closed-cycle cooling is possible in today's tech
nology.  

The problems of the past in the operation of the Indian Point No.  
1 plant have at times been related to thermal effects , and the most recent 
fish kills at Indian Point No, 2 have been attributed to mechanical problems 
having to do with intake. The numbers of fish killed or'subject to future 
kills have been thoroughly covered by the Hudson River Fishermen's Association 
and the Atomic Energy Commission staff report. The net effect forecast by 
both as a result of the operation of the Indian Point No. 2 represents a 
serious loss to the fisheries of the Hudson. Contrary to the statements issued 
by Cori Edison regarding size, species and survival, the mortality is important 
in that each marine organism is either a predator or a food for a predator -
hence part of the cycle which cannot reasonably be sacrificed; nor can it 
be reasonably tolerated in the face of an alternative method of cooling that 
is clearly available.  

This alternative method of cooling is, of course, closed cycle 
cooling. As applied to Indian Point,3 this would probably involve cooling 
towers; and it is in this connection that Scenic Hudson's name has apparently 
been interjected into the proceeding -- it being suggested that we would never 
stand for cooling towers on the grounds of esthetic objections. This mis
represents our position.  

Scenic Hudson is deeply concerned with Scenic values along the Hud
son and, as such,, it vigorously opposes-the use of-,cooling towers (andb for 
that matter, the construction of power plants altogether), where special scenic 
qualities are involved. But Indian Point, as it presently stands is not such 
a case. The site has already been despoiled byIndian Point No. 1 unit and
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its high stack; by the completed-plant structures of Indian Point No. 2; 
by the hulk of Indian Point No. 3 as it nears completion; by the huge 
towers and supported wires which cross the Hudson at this point; and by 
the general maze of transmission towers and wires which serve as a back 
drop for the plants.  

Under the foregoing circumstances, the addition of cooling towers 
at Indian Point, while no esthetic enhancement, will hardly r-sult in ir
revocable scenic damage since the damage has already been-done by the vast 
industrial complex which already exists there. On the other hand, the ad
dition of cooling towers and a closed cycle cooling system would provide at 
least some protection for the fisheries of the Hudson and, as a consequence, 
and under the circumstances described, is clearly to be preferred to the 
open cycle system currently proposed by Con Edison.  

We do not mean to suggest, however, that cooling towers and closed 
cycle cooling are a complete answer to the dangers threatened to the fish
eries. In this regard, it is our belief that any analysis of the damage to 
fisheries resources must be related in measurement to the operation of all 
plants now existing or under construction within the spawning and nursery 
areas of striped bass and other Hudson River fish.  

Furthermore, there are many other users of Hudson River water within 
immediate and nearby areas. No meaningful evaluation can be drawn without 
a consideration of the impact on the entire Hudson River fishery of the total 
of its water users. Single project or plant projections tend to be totally 
self-serving for the applicant or for the licensing agency and can in no way 
indicate the point at which the River will be unable to support a continuing 
and surviving production.  

Equally unsatisfactory is any offer to produce a hatchery to re
place mortalities since many of the species subject to impingement or thermal 
effect have never been successfully produced under controlled conditions; and 
certainly there is no history of success in the replacement of these species 
in an estuarine environment. Therefore, any such offer, no matter how 
sincerely made, must be considered simply good public relations.  

Respectfully submitted 
SCENIC HUDSON PRESERVATION 
CONFERENCE 
500 Fifth Avenue, Suite 1625 
New York, New York 10036 

• 
By: Mrs. Theresa Rotola .  

Executive Secretary
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