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This is in responsge to your letter of August 17, transmitting
the draft environmental statzment prepared by the Consolidated

Fdison Company cf New York, Inc. for the Indian Point Nua lbu)"
Generating Station Unit 2, AEC Dockets 50-247, We have

reviewed the stat .“13‘1 and other material available on the pro-
Ject and offer the following comments for your consideration,

Consolidated Edison Indian Point Unit Ne, 2 was licensed for
construction by the Atomic Energy Commw ion in 1966, three
years before the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 wWas
enacted, The subject statement was prepared in response to
the Companyts reqguest of Aj* C for an operating Jmonve. Con-
struction of Unit 2 is alrmost complete and is scheduled o go
into operation in June 1971, '”om eguently, most of the onvi-

ronmental effects of construction have cccurrad 56 our concern

is mostly with plant operation. Indian }'_--‘*oint Unit No, 1

o*)era.*lon and the construction license application for Unit Ne. 3
s pending

is in

We are pleased that the applicant has made a firm commitment
te tapered steel
1

in its environmental statement to incorpora
t uchanan subs

_
o
J:i

for transmitting power fror Unit No. 2 to
increased development of the 80 acre for *t
for public recreation, the 2,000 foct mar] i

expanded visitor centex, We recognize Con,oi dated Edison
Companyfs effort at the Indian Point site to provide public recre-
ation and hope that its public use plans will be finalized and fully
implemented at the carliest uo**&’lble time.

We are zlso aware of the cooperative effort the applicant is maling
to solve the fishery problems resulting from the operation of the
present facility. Their support of studies to solve these probklem

is commendable, :
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The draft environmental statement provides in detail information
relative to most of the issues set forth in Section 162{2¥{C) of the
National Fnvironmental Policy Act of 1969, We offer the following

comments for use in completing this statement:

1. We believe it premature for the applicant to conclude {pages 33
and 34) that on the basis of investigations and studies conducted to
date that Unit No, 2 will have no significant adverse impact on the
ecology of the Hudson River.

Figh kills in the vicinity of Unit No. 1 were covered extensively
in the Statement. Considerable difficulty has been experienced
with fish being impinged on co-o].ing water intake screens and the
company acknowledges that fish protection at the cooling water
intake facilities could be a continuing problem. A problem also
exists when small organisms, plankton and fish eggs and larvae
are carried through the system with cooling water heated signif-
icantly before being discharged, Studies to solve these problems
are not completed. It would be better to wait until they are
completed and new intake facilities built and tested before such

a statement would have validity. Unit No. 2 operated independently

miay have no impact but there may be an accumulative effect from

the three urnits,

2. Additional information should be included on cost and effects

of possible alternative measures and supplementary facilities to
alleviate the probiems similar to those experienced in the operation
of Unit No. 1. Information should also be included on the obser-
vational programns established to monitor the effectiveness of

waste controls, thermal discharges, and chemical releases.

3. The environmental statement should describe the volumes of
fresh water flowing past the plant and the interaction of fresh
water flows with tidal flows. The statement that 80 million
gallons of water per minute flow past the plant during peak tidal
flow is misleading.

4., The Company acknowledged the fact that fish protection at the
cooling water intake facilities could be a continuing problem. The
statement should note that other problems could arise in connection
with the radioactive, thermal, and chemical waste control facilities
of the units. With the establishment of more stringent water quality

'



standards or as a result of the environmental surveys and
monitoring and sampling prograrcs, it may be necessary ic
incorporate alternate or additional waste control measures
For these reasons, the processes must provide sufficient flex-
ibility that additional contrels can be added if later found to be
needed,

5. The identified monitoring programs and studies were of

the type that are necessary to adequately apprise the effect of
the Plant’s operation on the environment. The statement should
inciude information on the locations of monitoring stations
{(identifying them on a sketch or map) and the frequency of
sampling for the various parameters.

6. The Company has stated that water quality standards will

‘be met, the environment in the vicinity of the Plant will be pro-
tected, and there will be continuing radiological, biclogical,
thermal, and chemical studies and surveys to verify these
commitments. To confirm this, other data such as the follow-
ing will need to be presented: maximum temperatures and tempera-
ture rises in the receiving waters, mixing zone size, evaporative
losses, and equilibrium temperatures, Critical yvears of extreme
meteorological conditions and minimum river flows should be
considered in determining the effects of the Plant's operation on
water quality and the environment. Information (including pro-
cedures, environmental concentrations, and effects on biota}
should be presented on condenser cleaning practices and other
uses of chemicals in which the Company will be involved.

7. The draft statément does not discuss the hypothetical acci-
dental escape of radionuclides from the reactor. Of particular
'significance at this site would be a catastrophic accident in

which long-lived radionuclides from the core would vaporise

and escape the containment structure to the atrnosphere. The
site location in the deeply incised Hudson River Valley north of
the broad reach including Tappan Zee, would favor subsequent
deposition or rainout of these radionuclides directly into the
river. Unless the accidental escape of long-lived radionuclides
from the reactor core can be ruled out as impossible, an analysis
of the consequences of such a catastrophic accident should include
consideration of its effects on the Hudson River estuary and the
New York bight.

.
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We appreciate the cpportunity o
ment.
Mr. Harold L. Price
Director of Regulation
Atomic Energy Coramission
Washington, D, C. 20545
e .
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emmenting upon this state-

Sincerely yours,

Assistant te the Secretary
for Policy Planning and
Research
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Unlted States Department of the Inter1or -

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY Co
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240

October 9, 1970 :

. -Dear Mr Prlce~ -

This is in reapcnse to your letter ol Augult 17, transmitting v
the draft environmental statement prepared by the Consolidated -
Edison Company of New York, Inc. for the Indian Point Nuclear
Generating Station Unit 2, AEC Docket: 50-247. We have
reviewed the statemnent and othcr materiil available on the pro-

. ject and offer the following. cémmenta for your consideration.

. Consclidated Edieon Indian Peint Unit No. 2 was liccnsed for .

conetruction by the Atomic Energy Commiesion in 1966, three
years before the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 was
enacted.  The subject statement was prepared in response to
the Company's request of AEC for an opéerating license. Con-
struction of Unit 2 {s almost complete and is scheduled to go
into operation in June 1971.. Consequently, most of the envi- .
ronmental effects of construction have occurred so our concern
is mostly with plant operation. Indian Point Unit No. lis in

. operation and the conntructian license application for Unit No. 3 v

h pending.

We are plea-eﬂ that the applicant has made'a ﬁzm commitment
in its environmental statement to incorporate tapored steel poles
for transmitting power from Unit No. 2 to the Buchanan substation,

increased development of the 80 acre forested ares and small lake

for public recreation, the 2,009 foot marked hiking trail, and an
expanded visitor center. We recognize Consolidated Edison

Company's effort at the Indian Point site to provide public recre- .u_ A

ation and hope that its public use plans will be finalized and fully
implcmantad at the carlint pos -ible time.

Wa aro also aware of the c;oopora.tive eﬂart.th_c applicant is making

to solve thie fishery problems resulting from the operation of the
present facility. Their nuppart of studies to solve these problema
is commendable
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' 'fhe draft enviromnental statement pravides in detail iniormaxiou
_ relative to most of the issues set forth in Section 102(2}{C) of the
. National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, We ofier the iol!owing
' commmts iar use in compléﬁng this statement. & S

- 1 V’e belicve it premattzre for the applicant to conelud¢ (pagas 33

B -and 34) that on the basis of investxgations and studies conducted to

o date that Unit No. 2 will have no sxgniﬁcmt adverae impact on the . '
o vecology of the Huds:m mvera ' , S

o 'Fiéh killa in the vicinity of- Unit No. l were cavered extennively

in the Statement. - Considerable difficulty has been experienced
" with fish being 1mpi.ngea on cooling water intake sc reens and the .

coipany acknowledges that fish protecﬁaa at the cooling water -

. intake facilities could be a continuing problem. A problem also =

. exists when small arganiama, p}.ankton and fish eggs and larvae
. ..are carried through the system with cooling water heated signif-

icantly before being chscharged Studms to solve these problema =
are not completed. . It would be better to wait until they are -

comp!ated and new intake facilities built and tésted before auch S
. a statement would have validi;y ~Unit No.. 2 operated mdependantly

‘rnay have no impact | but there may be an. accumulative effec:t from '

. the: three uuits. ',j o

.  -~'2 Additional informannn ahoula be mcluﬂeri on cost and efiects
" of possible alternative mieasurcs and supplementary facilities to.

alleviate the prablema sim;lar to those experienced in the operatmn
m’ Umt Na, i. Infomatien should als@ be includg& on the obsar- '

waate ccmtrols, thermal discbargeg, and ehezmcal ra!eases. -

- o 3 ‘i'he envimmnental statement shcm!d deacnbe the v«:lumea of
. 1 fresh water- ﬁcwmg past the plant and the interaction of ftesh

et .-.:=-:;;water flows with tidal flows. The statement that 80 million - .
i gallons of water ‘por mmuté ch paat the p'iant during Peak tl&al

B  , ‘ﬂow is mnleading.

' ."_; ,‘4 Thu Cémpany acknowledged the fact that fish protectioa at the ,
- -, cooling water intake facilities could be a continuing problem. The * ST
+ statement, stould note that other prablems ‘could arise in connection - 7

[ thh the radioactive. Athermai and chemical waste control faczliﬁeﬂ

e ff. ef the umtm Vuth the aatahlishmcnt oi' mare strmgcnt water quahty

- R



. dtandards or.as a vosult of the environmental surveys and

" . meonitoring and sampling programs, it may be necessary to
dacorporate alternate or. additional waste control'measures. -

~ For theso reasons,’ ‘the. processes must praviée sufficient fléxs- :

_‘xbility that aﬁéiﬁoaal cawmls can be a.dded xf later fcimd to- bﬂ o

-,"'-uneedeé S : : i e .

: ': -3 The identif.aed monitonng @mgrams and stuehes were of .
- the type that are necessary to adequately apprise the effect of

© . the Plant's operation ¢n the environment. - The statément should LT

' inclide information on the locations of monitoring stations
- ,r(identifying them on a sketéh. or map) and the fz*eqaency of
B sampimg for the various ;;arametew. R ,

RN N The Gompany has stated that. water quality standards win )
> U7 'be met, the -environment in the vicinity of the lant will' be pro~
: " tected, and there will be continuing radiological, ‘biclogical,
. " thermal, ‘and chemical studies and surveys to verify these =~
-, “commitments: To ¢onfirm- thig, “other data such as the follsw» ' :
-+ ing will need to be presented, makimum temperatures and tempera-‘
0 _..ture rises in the receiving waters,. rixing zone size, evaporative . . .
‘,-Iasaes, and aqwhbrium temper&turea Criticai years of extrems .
' meteorological conditions and minimum river flows should be .
", considered in determining the effects. of the Plant's operation on_
‘water quahty ‘and the environment.  Information {including pra- ~
" gédures,” environmental concentrations, and effects on biota)
.- .- should be’ g)resente& on condenser cleamng pragﬂcas and ather
o i"uses oi chaxmcals m whié:h t.he C@mpany *wzll be involv@d

. Ai,’? The draft statement doea net dxscuss the hypa:huhcal a.cct» :
= &ental ‘escape of. radionuélides fmm the. rnactor, Of particulay
7. significance at this wite would bea ‘catestrophic accident in'
‘which. longa-lived radionuclidés from the core would. vaporise
:and e;capa the: cantaiamﬂmt stmcture to the atmasphere The
T siter 1acattm: in the: daeply iucisa& Hudson R.ive:r Vauey' north cf
" v the broad- reach mcludmg Tappan Zee, would favor uubaequent
R :depcaxtiun or rainout of these raﬁianuclxs!ea directly into the -
o river U‘aleas the acciderztal ascape of isngolived radionuclides o
.. from the reactor core.can be ruled out as impossible, an analysis

of the. ¢onseguences of such a ca&astmplnc accident should include ._.;' -

o consideration of its effects cm tha i-‘;'udsoﬁ River estuary and tha
o New Yerkb:ght : R L A
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* United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240

October 9, 1970

Dear Mr. Price:

This is in response to your letter of August 17, transmitting
the draft environmental statement prepared by the Consolidated
Edison Company of New York, Inc. for the Indian Point Nuclear
Generating Station Unit 2, AEC Docket: 50-247. We have )
reviewed the statement and other material available on the pro-
ject and offer the following comments for your consideration.

Consolidated Edison Indian Point Unit No. 2 was licensed for
construction by the Atomic Energy Commission in 1966, three
years before the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 was
enacted. The subject statement was prepared in response to
the Company?s request of AEC for an operating license. Con-
struction of Unit 2 is almost complete and is scheduled to go
into operation in June 1971. Consequently, most of the envi-
ronmental effects of construction have occurred so our concern
is mostly with plant operation. Indian Point Unit No. 1is in
operation and the construction license application for Unit No. 3
is pending,

We are pleased that the applicant has made a firm commitment

in its environmental statement to incorporate tapered steel poles
for transmitting power from Unit No. 2 to the Buchanan substation,
increased development of the 80 acre forested area and small lake
for public recreation, the 2,000 foot marked hiking trail, and an
expanded visitor center. We recognize Consolidated Edison
Company's effort at the Indian Point site to provide public recre-
ation and hope that its public use plans will be finalized and fully
implemented at the earliest possible time.

We are also aware of the cooperative effort the applicant is making
to solve the fishery problems resulting from the operation of the
present facility. Their support of studies to solve these problems
is commendable.
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The draft environmental statement provides in detail information
relative to most of the issues set forth in Section 102{2)(C) of the
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969. We offer the following
comments for use in completing this statement:

1. We believe it premature for the applicant to conclude (pages 33
and 34) that on the basis of investigations and studies conducted to
date that Unit No, 2 will have no significant adverse impact on the
ecology of the Hudson River,

Fish kills in the vicinity of Unit No. 1 were covered extensively
in the Statement. Considerable difficulty has been experienced
with fish being impinged on cooling water intake screens and the
company acknowledges that fish protection at the cooling water
intake facilities could be a continuing problem. A problem also
exists when small organisms, plankton and fish eggs and larvae
are carried through the system with cooling water heated signif-

'icantly before being discharged. Studies to solve these problems

are not completed. It would be better to wait until they are
completed and new intake facilities built and tested before such

a statement would have validity. Unit No. 2 operated independently
may have no impact but there may be an accumulative effect from
the three units. '

2. Additional information should be included on cost and effects

of possible alternative measures and supplementary facilities to
alleviate the problems similar to those experienced in the operation
of Unit No. 1. Information should also be included on the obser-
vational programs established to monitor the effectiveness of

waste controls, thermal discharges, and chemical releases.

3. The environmental statement should describe the volumes of
fresh water flowing past the plant and the interaction of fresh
water flows with tidal flows, The statement that 80 million
gallons of water per minute flow past the plant during peak tidal
flow is misleading.

4. The Company acknowledged the fact that fish protection at the
cooling water intake facilities could be a continuing problem. The
statement should note that other problems could arise in connection
with the radioactive, thermal, and chemical waste control facilities
of the units., With the establishment of more stringent water quality
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standards or as a result of the environmental surveys and
monitoring and sampling programs, it may be necessary to
incorporate alternate or additional waste control measures.
For these reasons, the processes must provide sufficient flex-~
ibility that additional controls can be added if later found to be
needed.

5. The identified monitoring programs and studies were of

the type that are necessary to adequately apprise the effect of
the Plant's operation on the environment. The statement should
include information on the locations of monitoring stations
(identifying them on a sketch or map) and the frequency of
sampling for the various parameters,

6. The Company has stated that water quality standards will

be met, the environment in the vicinity of the Plant will be pro-
tected, and there will be continuing radiological, biological,
thermal, and chemical studies and surveys to verify these
commitments. To confirm this, other data such as the follow-
ing will need to be presented: maximum temperatures and tempera-
ture rises in the receiving waters, mixing zone size, evaporative
losses, and equilibrium temperatures. Critical years of extreme
meteorological conditions and minimum river flows should be
considered in determining the effects of the Plant's operation on
water quality and the environment. Information (including pro-
cedures, environmental concentrations, and effects on biota)
should be presented on condenser cleaning practices and other
uses of chemicals in which the Company will be involved.,

7. The draft statement does not discuss the hypothetical acci-
dental escape of radionuclides from the reactor. Of particular
significance at this site would be a catastrophic accident in

which long-lived radionuclides from the core would vaporise

and escape the containment structure to the atmosphere. The
site location in the deeply incised Hudson River Valley north of
the broad reach including Tappan Zee, would favor subsequent
deposition or rainout of these radionuclides directly into the
river. Unless the accidental escape of long-lived radionuclides
from the reactor core can be ruled out as impossible, an analysis
of the consequences of such a catastrophic accident should include
consideration of its effects on the Hudson River estuary and the
New York bight.
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We appreciate the opportunity of commenting upon this state-
ment.

Sincerely yours,

sistant to the Secretary
for Policy Planning and
Research

Mr. Harold L. Price
Director of Regulation
Atomic Energy Commission
Washington, D.C. 20545
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