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This is in response to your letter of August 17, tr anmsitting 
the draft environmental statement prepared by th!e 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 n)_aterial, available on the pro
.ject and offer the following conments for your considerv'ation., 

Consolidated Edison, indian Point Unit Ne,. Z was licensed for 
construction by the Atomic Dnergy Commission in 1966, three 
years before the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 was 
enacted, The subject statenent was prepared in response to 
the Compa.y-s request of A]EC for an operating license., Constructiorn of Unit .Z is almost corplete and is scheuled 1: go 
into op erati.o :,a, in 3 -n e 1971. C ons . u. tl,, - most of th,--,e v 

ronmentat effects of constructioni have occurred so our concern 
is mostly with plant: operation. Indian Point Unit No, 1 is i.  
operation and the construction license application for Unit No. 3 
is pending.  

We are pleased that the applicant has made a firm conmrnitmaent 
in its environmental statement to incorporate tapered steel poles 
for transn.itting power from Unit Nio. 2 to the Buchanan substation, 
increased develo-nment of the 80 acre For.sted area and small" lake 
for public recreation, the 2, 000 foot marked hiking trai.. and an 
expanded visitor center. We recognize Consolidated Edison C o m p a y s e f f o r t a ~t "'h T .n d -a >€. .-o 

e..ndian 1 t 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 atlso aware of the cooperative effort the applicant i';naking 
to solve the fishery problens resulting from the operation of the 
present facility. Their support of studies to solre these problems 
is conmendable.  
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The draft environnental statement provides in detail information.  
relative to most of the issues set forth in Section l0Z('Z)(C) of the 
National E ,nvironxnental Policy Act of 1969. We offer the following 
comnments for use in completing this statement: 

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

Fish kil.Ls in the vicinity of Unit No. I 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 carr.ied 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 n-lay be an accumulative effect from 
the three units.  

Z. 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 volurnes 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 resU.t of the e;r'ironmental surveys and 
nonitoring and sampling prograrc.s,v it may be necessary to 
incorporate alternate Or additional waste control measu-res.  
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 temnpera
ture rises in the receiving waters, mixing zone size, evaporative 
losses, and equilibrium temperatures, Critical years of extreme 
meteorological conditions and ninimum 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 Riiver 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 
donsideration of its effects on the Hudson River estuary and the 
New York bight.  
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We appreciate the cpportuni:v of comrnenting upon this state
n: ent.  

Sincerely yours, 

"7 '/ 

VAssistant. to the Secretary 
for Policy lanning and 
Research 

Mr. Harold L. P rice 
Director of Regulation 
Atomic Energy Commission 
W ashington, D. C. 20545 
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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 pepared 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. I is 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 Duchanan 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 recognise Consolidated Edison 
Company's effort at the Indian Point site to provide public recre
ation and hope that its public, use plans will be finalised 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 moot of the issues set lforth in Section 102(2)(C) of the 
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969. We offer the following 
commenti for use in completjng this, statement: 

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

Fish kills in the vicinity of Unit No0. I.were covered xtensively 

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 faciities could be a ofinuing problem.. A problem also 
exists when small organisms, plankton and fish eggs and larvae 

-.are carried through the: Oystom with cooling water heated signif
icantly before being discharged. Studies to, solve these problems 
are not completed. ,It would be better towvait untilthey are 
completed and new intake facilities built and tested before such 
a statement would have vldity.- -Unit No.. 2. operated independently may have,noiimpact but there may he an accumulative effect froM 

*: the-three units.  

*. 2. Additional information ahoUld be included on cost and effects 
-o- of posible alternative reavure6 and supplementary facilities to ' 

alleviate th4 problems similar to thOse experienced-in the operation of Unit No. L. Information should-also be includedon the obser
. ational Progran s established to monitor the effectiven0ss of' 
waste controls, thernal discharie ,.And chermcal.releases, .  

. -,The vironmenta.statement. shuid describe. the. volumes of.  
hwater-lowing past the pant and the interaction -of fresh 

" - :--wate flowswith tidal flows. The statement that 80 million
* gallns of ar er mute flow paftt thes plant Ouring pe4, tidal 

* -. ~flow isnllaclg 

-,4.. The Company ackno.w1dged the fact'th4t fish protection at the 
- cooling water intake. facilitieo" could be .a continuing problem. The 

S. statement, shul4 note that other-problems -could arise in, connectiOn 
. - -- .with the radioactve,.therm0, a.d cTe1c4 waste control facilites 

of theunits, -Vith the establlshnent of more stringent water quality.  M r u '- * ' " str i .',



~adrds or as a iroault of the environmnental surveys and 
monitoring and sam-phina prograrnr, it may beiiecessar'y to 
inco'rparata alternatei or. additional waste cont*ol ncaserea. -.  

For these reaso-s.: the, pvoceose Mnust provide suffiiiezit flex-.  
* ibilitj that add~iti l cotrols ca be aidded if later found t b 

* needed, 

5 . The identified monitoring. progsrs and studies were of 
* te ypetht re neces sary. to aidequiately, apprise the effect of 

* the ?lant's oqperatioonn he envivOtment. -The Statemient -should 
include infokmration, on the locations o5f Monitoring -stations 

(Idntfyng henIon a sketch o map) and the frecjuen y of 
* sampling. for the various paarnete i0 

- (~.The Company has stated that water qwAlity standa~rds Will 
be MOOe, thi -evnet int the. vicinity of the' ?Iart wvill be pro-' 

*tected, and there will be continuintg radiological.-biological, 
. ._.ther mal, -and chemnical ePtud.4ea zkd surveys to verify these, 

corntrrent10T 4ofrths oe data s uch as the follow
ing will need, to be presented:o mawdrnutq temperatures aad temhpera

.........tur rias inthereeivinga watt'.s- mixing ione. size, evaporatie.  
lseand lequilibriui temperaturca. -Critic *a ao extreme 7 

Meteorologicl condtitind ia~inua "river, flows should be 
conmsidereA on deeriig the. 'effects.-o h lut oeatin~ 

wate qulityandthe envitonment. Wnormhatioi~ (nuding' prim
cedures,' en ozrnettal Concentrations* -and effects on biota) 

- should be .presented on condenser cleaning pri tices'and other 
uss fchmias nwhR~ the erPany: wilbeivolved.  

* .... 1The diraft statement. does -not discuss the hypothetic al aci
dentia -e cape of radonceds from the' reactor. Of pariclar 

ailgficance. at this sie rlcd bfi at catestroi* accident in 

ahd esc4apetecn~ret#rcue thth atozpere.- The 
* sie loatin in thedeely icisdL Hudson llivei I Vallort of 

thel boad reach including Tiappan Zoo,. would iavdr subi)eqet
depositin or raiout'of 141.1se iadionuclides directly.it h 

rivr~ ue.'ta accidetal . scapa of longle aincie 
from-the reactor 4core. can be ruled out: as 4mpossible, an analsIs.  
cO .te 4;Om its of~c a~trophic 4ccident should iziclude 

fetsan tefdson iver esuaryadth 
New Y rk bight



e -appzeciate th# opp.ort ity 0-comenting uxrn this state

Sinicerely yotrs, 

A s .s-istant t 4ot h- Secretary .' 
- ,. . . -- f o r P o li c y.a N g.-n d 

Res,&rch 

-Diroctor o 
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United States Department of the Interior 
V 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. 1 is 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 miaking 
to solve the fishery problems resulting from the operation of the 
present facility. Their support of studies to solve these problems 
is commendable.



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 rrfeasures 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



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 
i onsideration of its effects on the Hudson River estuary and the 
New York bight.



We appreciate the opportunity of commenting upon this state
ment.  

Sincerely yours, 

sstant 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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