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Natural Resources Defense 
Council 

15 West 44th Street 
New York, New York 10036

Re: Indian Point Unit No. 2 
NRC Docket No. 50-247 

Dear Ms. Chasis: 

I enclose a copy of Mr. William J. Cahill, Jr.'s 
letter of November 3, 1975 to 11r. Robert Reid at the 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission. Mr. Cahill's letter 
transmits Consolidated Edison's responses to the Commission's 
questions concerning the design of-cooling towers for 
Indian Point Unit No. 2.  

Sincerely yours, 

Patrick K. O'Hare

Enclosure 

cc w/enc: Anthony Z. Roisman, Esq.  
Hon. George V. Begany 
Hon. Louis.J. Lefkowitz 
J. Bruce MacDonald, Esq.  
Frederick S. Gray', Esq.  
Werner Kuhn, Esq.  
Nicholas A. Robinson, Esq.  
Secretary, USNRC
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William J. -Cahill. Jr.  
Vice Pfesid.'nt 

RELATEORRESPONDENCE 

Consolid3ted Edison Company of New York. Inc.  
4 Irv:rng Flace. Nevw York. il Y 10003 
Telephone (212) 460-3819

"- N renber 3, 1975 

Re Indian Point Unit No. 2 
Docket Nlo. 50-24i7*

Mr. Robert W. Reid, Chief 
Operating Reactors Branch #4i 

Division of Reactor Licensingp 
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Washington,. D. C. 20555,

[e B if, [a:i Ln.j& ,: 

Per: 2 2-)*

Dear Mr. Reid 

Attached' is.Con Edison's response to your -letter of

October 17,.1975. The answers provided respond to your

questions concerning Con Edison's desigtn for a natural draf t 

cool Ing tower system..at Indian Point Unit No. 2..  

Very truly yours

William J. Cahill1, Jr.  
Vice President

enc.  
rnk



1. Present -, di ss n of missiles which'~ be 
* ~4s geeae on~ dam!ged or-*col lapsed p ose! cool In7 

* towers and demonstrate that the exi 'sting Category I 
structures in Uni ts 1, 2 and 3 will1 not he endlangered.  
Cons ider ex treme env ironmen tal l1oads such as due to 
Seismic events, tornado, floodinpg,-et.c. Present 

* acceptance criteria and methods of analysis.* 

The Indian Point Uni t No. 2 CoolIi ng Towe r w ill be 

* located at least a towier's height away from any 

Seismic Class I(1) structure or equiprient on the 

Indian Point site. "Th'is requirement will prevent the 

postulated damage or collapse of the cooling tower 

from endangering- the Clais I or Category I structures 

or equipment in Units 1, 2 or 3. The capabilities of 

the plant to withstand missiles and other tornado 

effects are described in'the answers to Questions 1.3, 

1.11, 1.12 and 5.4~ of the Indian Point Unit No.. 2 

Final Safety Analysis Report.  

An analysis of the flooding potential at the Indian 

Pont site was performed by the engineering firm of* 

Qui rk, Lawler and M'atusky. (2) Ea'rl1ier analyses of the 

hydrology at the site-vere performed by the firm of 

Metcalf and Eddy and by Hr. Karl R., Kennison(3).  

Briefly, these analyses examined river flow 'ove-r a 

seventeen year period, recent meteorological and 

physical events such as hurricanes and tidal surges, 

and the potential flooding resulting from run-off from 

every major tributary of the Hudson River. The 

reports indicated that the combination of. the 

hurricane surge, spring high tide and wave run-up will 

cause water level at Indian Point to reach a leviel
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*14~.5 feet above INe,-n Sea Le'vel. Since all.Class I 

structures, components and ciiprnent zre locatee at 

* Elevation +15.0 feet and above, the postulated -~'aximun 

flood presents no threat to the safe operation of 

Indian Point plants.  

The cooling tower basin itself .%ill be located at 

about Elevation 4~5.0 feet. The Postulated naxirnun 

flood will therefore have no affect on the inteprity 

of this cooling tower.  

() Indian Point Unit No. 2 FSAR, Appendix A, Design 

Criteria for S trutc tures and Equ iprien t 

(2) Indian Point Unit No. 2 FSAR, Question 2.1-1 

() Indian Point Unit No. 2- FSAR, Section 2.5



2. iscuss the p~ibi 1i ty of rupture of c1tIatin f 
water pipes and the effect of resultinga local floodin:7 
in existing Category I structures.' Present acceptance 
criteria and verificationriethods.  

As stated in a letter sent to the Nuclearr Pegulatory 

Commission on February 18,. 1075, Consolidated Edison..  

Edison conducted a re-investigation of the possible 

failure of non-Class I equipment. The review found 

that no additional corrective measures beyond those 

taken in response to the Directorate of Licensing 

letter dated September 26, 1972 were necessary to 

protect safety-related equipment from potential 

floodi'ng fol lowing the failure of non-Class I 

equipment.  

* These measures are in effect and the analysis that was 

* performed is valid for operation with closed-'ycle 

condenser cooling. The measures included installation, 

of level alarms in the turbine'building wh ich woulId 

detect a rising wiater level fol lowing a postulated 

.break in a circulating water pipe. Sufficient time 

would therefore be assured for the operator to trip.  

* the pumps-before Class I equipment could be affected.  

Inside the turbine building, all of the existing 

circulating wiater system piping will be used for the 

closed-cycle cooling system. Only a pair of valves 

and a connection at the discharge of each condenser 

viaterbox leading to the four 150,000O gpn centrifugal 

cooling water feed pumps will be added. Should these



valves or the~pnnections to'thc conrdens* v'.,aterbox 

outlet fail, the condenser cooling v*ater uould flow 

into-the discharg e canal which is located directly 

b elow this equiprment. The discharge canal Would 

direct this water out of the turbine building and 

operability of Class I equipment would not be7 

jeopardized..  

The remainder of the circulati ng water system piping 

Inside the turbine building will not be changed. The 

flooding analysis that was referenced in the Con 

Edison letter of February 18, 1975 examined the 

consequences of a postulated failure of one of these 

pipes. This analysis is valid for operation with 

closed-cycle cooling of the condensers.  

Outside the turbine building, the major portion of the 

piping for the closed-cycle cooling system is 

contained and buried underground., Failure of the 

pipes in these below-ground locations wililnot cause 

Hlooding that could jeopardize operability of any 

Class I equipment.  

The only above-ground components or pipes in the 

closed cooling water system outside of the turbine 

building are the four centrifugal cooling tower feed 

pumps, the cooling tower itself and the connections, 

between the cool ing tower return pip'ing and the 

condenser inlet piping. The natural 'geographic 

contour of the land in the Indian Point area w~.ill



protect Class I equipment from flooding followinr a 

failure of th e pipes, or components -at these locations.  

Water will be directed away from the plant and any 

equipment important to saf e shutdown of the plant.  

The natural grade of the land on which the coolin;g 

tower, is situated~.-wj.1l also direct water from a, 

postulated failure of the cooling tower basin away 

from the plant and towards the river.



* . Discuss thettect of constru ction Proc ures on 
existing Cat ry I structures: considc~the effects 
of excavating, blasting, dcw-atering etc.  

Con Edison has considerable experience wit~h.  

construction w.,ork and blasting on the site of an 

operating nuclear pow~er plant. Both Indi-an Point 

Units 2 and 3 were excavated and built while Indian 

Point Unit No. 1 was operating. Prior to and during 

this period of construction, a controlled geotechnical 

investigation and monitoring program w-,as conducted to 

assure that proper restr-ictions on blasting operations 

and construction practices w.-ere established and 

maintained. Similar precautions will be taken during 

* the construction of the hyperbolic natural- draft 

cooling tower for Indian Point Unit No. 2 to assure 

that no adverse effect s to plant structures important 

*to safety will take place.  

As part of this program, Cn~n Edison will establish 

limits on explosive charge quantities and fuse delays 

to assure that excavation blasting wjill not yield 

ground velocities 'or peak particle velocites (PPV) in 

excess of 1.0 inch/sec. while Indian.Point Unit No. 2.  

Is operational. These PPV readings will be measured, 

by 3 component seismographs located at 2 sites 

selected for proximity to both the blasting location 

and Indian Point structures and equipnient.  

Con Edison'-will also restrict initial blasting to 

locations further than 150 feet from the nearest
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-existing 
India nPoi nt structUre. iraisdata vi 

be monitored by a full-tflCe inrdepeldeft seisrllc 

consultant .and plotted 
as scaled distance ag~ainst PPV.  

As data is collected, the chare sizes %-i~i 17e 

adjusted to assu re that the limiiting, ppV values 
are 

not exceeded. -slasting 
closer than 150) feet wqill not 

be allowed until a nininul of:'25 blasts have been.  

fired at a greater distance.  

~~atrig urngcostuction is not 
expected to have 

an-y effect on Unit 
2 structures. Excavation for 

underground Piping and tunnels near the Unit No. 2.  

turbine building and containnent wilresult 
in a 

temporary lowering 
of the ground wate r table in the 

area/ but because the major portion of 
the .excavation 

%will be in rock, and all structures it, the area 
are.  

founded on rock, no risk of instability! %.ill result.  

*Construction of the natural draft cooling, tower 
is*.  

sufficiently distant 
f rom the other structures 

at 

Indian Point and i-s suf f iciently elevated 
with the 

tower'basi51n at about [45 feet above the river to have 

no effect on ground water table level at the site.


