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PHONE: 202-225-2436

Washington, D.E. 20515

June 15, 1276

Mr. Carlton Kammerer

Director ‘

Office of Congressional Liaison
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555 : :

Dear Mr. Kammerer: .
L.

Enclosed you will find a letter I receivé& o

from a constituent of mine, Alex Stavis, in which R . o
he expressed his desire to see that hearings regarding SR :
Indian Point are moved from Maryland to New York City. . - v

I would greatly appreciéte YOur looking into _
the matter, subject to your regular rules and procedures,
‘and letting me know of your findings. : S

Singerely, .

Alg—

- Edwa Koch
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May 25)1976
‘Congressman Koch, o

I urge yuou yo do everythingin your power to see to it that the hearings
regarding Indian Point Are moved From Maryland to New York City so that more
‘people wa who will be affected by the hearings will be able to attend km these
hearings., Thank You very much in advance, S .

' Since ely YWIB:,
v/ C

1 L
Alex Stavi St
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Dear Congressman 6iIman: o e RGeckler, N/L Tl e

‘ ' ) Distrlbution

- Thank you for your letter of May 6, 1976, enc]osing letters from '
" Ms. Maria Luisa Valdemi, dated Apri] 23, 1976 and May 2, 1976. .
~In her letters Ms. Valdemi urges that the Indian Point Station, o R
Unit Nos. 1, 2 and 3 seismic show cause. proceeding be he]d in L
New York instead of in Bethesda, Maryland. S ) . '

" . As you know, the f1rst three days of the proceed1ng (Apri] 21 23, .

1976) were held in White Plains, New York. The second week of
the hearing was held in Bethesda, Maryland. The presiding Atomic
Safety and Licensing Appeal Board then solicited the views of all

 the parties as to where subsequent weeks of the hearing should be
held. After taking into consideration the positions of the
parties in favor of a New York site for the hearing as against .
the protiracted absence of the Appeal Board members from their
offices, which would necessarily curtail their activities ona . =

~ number of appeals pending in other proceedings, the Appeal Board - :
ruled that the May sessions of the Indian Point proceedlng wouId o
be held in Bethesda, Maryland , : L

If I can be of further assistance in this matter. piease do not
hesitate to contact me. o

- Sincerely, 'L:-” o AJ ,’"' f;if‘ ‘>- ’g:f#_f
N

Carlton Kammerer, Director o
Office -of Congressional Affairs -

Enclosures: - R
Incoming letters fm _ oA
Ms. Valdemi : v o
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" Your letter of May 20, 1976, enclosing a letter from Ms. Maria L. Valdemi
dated May 12, 1976, has been referred to me for reply. In her letter,
Ms, Maria L., Valdemi urges that the Indian Point Station, Unit Nos. 1,

2 and 3, seismic show cause proceedlng be held in New York instead of

-in Bethesda, Maryland -
As you know, the first three days of the proceeding (Apnl 21—23 1976)
were held in White Plains, New York. The second week of the hearing
was held in Bethesda, Maryland. The presiding Atomic Safety and
Licensing Appeal Board then solicited the views of all the parties as to
where subsequent weeks of the hearing should be held. After taking into
consideration the positions of the parties in favor of a New York site for
the hearing as against the protracted absence of the Appeal Board members
from their offices, which would necessarily curtail their activities on a
number of appeals pending in other proceedings, the Appeal Board ruled
that the May sessions of the Indian Point proceeding would be held in

Bethesda, Maryland. To date, no spec1.f1c site has been designated for o
subsequent sessions of the heanng

IfI can be of any further assistance in this matter, please do not hesxtate
-, to contact me. C

. v L | _ ‘“‘Sincerely..

W1111am] Dxrr 5 N
Assxstant Execuhve Director’™ =
 for Operations

See previous yellow for |

. concurrences
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' UNITED STATES .

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555

~ UN 9 1976
Docket Nos.: 50-3 JU
50-247

50-286 .

Anthony Z. Roisman, Esq. -

Roisman, Kessler and Cashdan _ '
1712 N Street, N. W. ' -
Washington, D. C. 20036 ‘

‘Dear Mr. Roisman:

While 1 do not believe that it would serve any purpose to'make a detailed,
point-by-point respense to your May 18, 1976 letter, I do wish to respond
to several statements and to answer the one specific question which you
raise. ' ' ) o

- With regard to the differing recollections about what Mr. Case said to
you in his April 14 telephone conversation, I can only state that I have
checked. again with Mr. Case and that he informs me that my May 12, 1976
Tetter accurately sets forth what he told you during that conversation
and that your April 19 letter did not do so accurately in several impor-

© tant respects. Accordingly, I must stand by the account of that conver-

. sation in my May 4 letter. On page 2 of your letter you inquire as to
why 1 offered no explanation of what you perceive to be a difference
between Mr. Case's telephone explanation of USGS's reason for not

. participating in the Indian Point seismic review and the explanation set
forth in Mr. Coulter's April 16, 1976 letter. I have reviewed Mr.
Coulter's letter and I am unable to perceive any discrepancy or signifi-
cant omission in what Mr. Case told you over the telephone. The substance
of Mr. Coulter's letter is precisely in accordance with what Mr. Case
told you, i.e., that the NRC staff and USGS concluded that the NRC hear-
ing schedule would not allow the time which USGS regarded as necessary
to conduct its review.

Your letter suggests that the staff witnesses who testified in the
Seabrook proceeding violated their oath to tell the whole truth by fail-
ing to disclose the contents of the December 21, 1976 and February 11,
1976 USGS reports with the degree of detail you deem to have been
required. I regard such an accusation as wholly without substance. As
you are completely aware, the staff witnesses who testified at the
Seabrook hearing made reference to the USGS analyses in a spontaneous,
open and truthful manner; they stood ready to provide as much detail
about those analyses as any participant in the hearing might have been



Anthony Z. Roisman, Esq. 2.

interested in receiving. I think it is unfair to accuse them of with-
- holding information because you subsequently developed a more detailed
interest in the content of those reports than that shown by the
representative of your firm who was participating in the hearings., 1
can inform you unequivocally that there was no staff policy, forrulated
by me or any other staff meber, to withhold from the Seabrook hearing
any information as to the existence or content of the USGS analyses.

Finally., I wish to answer the question contained in the first paragraph
of page 3 of your letter. The "we" refars to Mr. Case, Harold Denton
and William Gammill, and the decision was made shortly after the receipt
of the USGS draft report on December 12, 1975. .

In short, I am still unable to find any information in your series of
letters which would fairly support a charge of lack of candor on tne
staff's part, as alleged in your ]ettsr of Apr1l a..

Slncerely,

Original Sig nzdhg
Ben C, Rusclee |

Ben C. Rusche, Director
Ffice of Nuclear Reactor

Regulation

‘cc: All parties on the service lists for: : '
Boston Edison Co., et al., (Pilgrim Nuclear Cpnera*in, '
Station, Unit No. 2) :
Public Service Co. of New Hampshire, et al., (Seabrook
. Station, Units 1 and 2)
Consolidated Edison Co. of New York, Inc. and Power _
Authority of the State of New York (Indian Point, Units

1, 2 and 3)
DISTRIBUTION
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Dear Congressman Gilman: MWGrainey PErickson 321
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Your letter of May 17, 1976, enclosing a letter from Mrs. Robert W. Pugh,
dated April 28, 1976, has been referred to me for reply. In her letter
Mrs. Pugh urges that financial assistance be given to the Citizens Committee
for Protection of the Environment (CCPE) , intervenor in the Indian Point
seismic hearings.

Attached to Mrs Pugh's letter to you were copies of CCPE formal filings
before the Commission for such assistance. i
Enclosed herewith is a copy of the NRC Staff Response to CCPE Request
for Financial Assistance, dated April 13, 1976. It is the Staff's position
that since requests for financial assistance are currenily the subject of
a Commission rulemaking proceeding, any decision concerning such re-
quests should be deferred until the proceeding is completed and final
action taken by the Commission. The CCPE request for financial assis~
tance is pending before the Commission., '

IfI can be of any further assistance in this matter, please do not hesitate
to contact me.

Sipcerely .

William J. Dircks
Bssistant Executive Director
for Operations

Enéloéures
1. Incoming ltr. fm. Mrs. Pugh,
datd, 4/28/76,

2] NRC Staif Repponse to CCPE. .,
OFFICED 1 OELD ___| _OELD /- OCA
surnamEs |__ MKarmén:jdr TFEngé]P{ardt_ e
osres YA X A A W V1 Y N
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Docket Nos., 50-3
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50-286

The Honorable James L. Buckley
United States Senate
Washington, D. C. 20510

Dear Senator Buckley:'

v
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‘ EGCase

Your letter of May 18, 1976, enclosing a letter from Ms. Maria L.. Valdemi
dated May 12, 1976, has been referred to me for reply. In her letter,
Ms. Maria L. Valdemi urges that the Indian Point Station, Units Nes. 1,

2 and 3, seismic show cause procceding be held in New York instead of

in Bethesda, Maryland.

As you know, the first three days of the proceeding (April 21-23, 1976) '
were held in White Plains, New York. The second week of the hearing S
was held in Bethesda, Maryland. The presiding Atomic Safety and

Licensing Appeal Board then solicited the views of all the parties as to

where subsequent weeks of the hearing should be held. After taking into
_consideration the positions of the parties in favor of a New York site for

the hearing as against the protracted absence of the Appeal Board members

from their offices, which would necessarily curtail their activities on a

number of appeals pending in other proceedings, the Appeal Board ruled

that the May sessions of the Indian Point proceeding would be held in -

Bethesda, Maryland. To date, no specific sxte has been designated for

subsequent sessions of the hearing.

If I can be of any further assistance in this matter, please do not hesitate

" to contact me.

Sin cerelﬁ ,

William J. Dircks
Ass1stant Executive Director
' for Operations

Enclosure .
rreomimptte—imr—his—Veldemis ,
orcesdid. 5/12/76 OELD 4 OELD. Aea
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Honorable James L. Buckley
United States Senate

R I

Bear Senator Suck1ey

Tnis letter is in rep]y 1o your request of Hay 10, 1976 asking for our
comments and views on the Mayer.ef Buchanan's comments on the Braft
Environmental Statement (DES) for Selection of the. Preferreﬁ Ciesed Cycle
,€®mﬁﬁmg System at Indian Point Bnit No. 2.

- The staff s initial position of need for a closed cycile cooling system
for Indian Peint Unit Ne. 2 became pub?ic knowledge when the Final
Environmental Statement was issued in September 1972. That document
we mc inma corisiderabie detail -on the basis of the staff's position and it
was" NG, on WEE, that. the clcsed cycie ceoifng‘ St ' o

¥o. 3, after a«mare det 1Ied anﬁ_up-te date reviewf arrived
saue cmc‘lus‘mna Both conclusions have since been litlgatea before
the Atemic Safety and Licensing Roard, in public hearings, reviewed by
the Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal Board, and confirmed in the
ﬂuchear Regu]auery Cormnission Nemorandum and Order of ﬁecember 2, 1975

,A11 of the pe1nts r ‘sed in Mayer:ﬁagany s cemmants have be Y.
“in considerable detail- at the Ipdian Point -Unit Me. 2 pub11c‘heari
and reassessed in detafl in the Indian t. Unit Wo. 3 Final Envivon-
mental Statement, As a result of the’n blic hearlngs, subsequent eals
and Commission Order, the remaining quastiou in both s@gjan Point Unit
fo. 2 and @mrit He. 3, s the select1en of the Preferrqutlesed Cycle
_L@e?1ng System. ‘ E TR

The app1icaﬂt, as required by the Indian Peinf URIt‘N@. 2 Viigep
to the staff its assessment and basis . for selection.of a naturah{draft
_cooling tower as the preferred closed cycle cealinh ‘system. ‘ﬁvggtaff
- is preparinﬁ an assessmont of the alternative ¢l cyc]a coolin
sysmems §n the form of a Draft Envaranwentai S it S%Federai
agencys. State ageney, local agencies, and-’q-l ‘
Environmeptal Statement. The staff made-a ve
'eva]uate as\nany viable aIternative coo]i

OFFICE P
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Honorable James L. Buckley -

N
.

to assure an optimum selection of the preferred c]osed cycle system. 1In
addition, it was the staff's objectiva to provide sufficient tachnical
tnformation in their assessment to permit thz parties to any subsequent
nublic nnafin] on tha subject and commentors to review and weigh the
subjective assthetic impact against the va*v‘qq environmental Impacis
such as salt 4epo>itvon, fog, and noise. Everv offort was made to
produce an optimum selection of the prererred system recognizing the
impacts on the local population and biota.

The comments made by Mayor Beqany and his staff had been recaived by the

NRC staff by a separate letter. They raise no issue not previously
11t1gated howaver, thase comments are being considered in the prepara-
tion of the Final Environmental Statement.

Pursuant to the request of an intervening party, a public hearing on the

selection of the optimum closed cycle cooling system has been granted.

The Village of Buchanan may participate in this proceeding through a

"Timited appearance" and thereby, bring its views to the attention of the
- presiding Atomic Safety and Licensing Board.

Thank you for the opportunity of responding to the comments of
- Mayor Begany. Enclosed is the material which yvou requested be returned.
Also enclosed for your information is a copy of the Draft Environmental
Statement for Selection of the Dreforred Closed Cycle System at
Indian Point Unit No. 2.

Sincerely,

William J. Dircks
ASSISIant Executive Director
for Operations

’ . ‘ DISTRIBUTION ~t
e seorge V. Begany Docket Files (ENVIRON) PErickson  WRegan |
with attachments NRC PDR CA(3)" GDicker .
2. DES for Selection of the Local PDR BHarless TIC-0R
Preferred Closed Cycle NRR Reading GErtter (00386)
Cooling System at DSE Reading IE (5) ~ VMoore
Indian Point Unit No. 2 EP-1 Reading MGroff - RBoyd
dtd 2/76 BCRusche : - RGeckler
ECase : MSlater :
JMiller GKnighton
RHeineman » BYoungblood -
OELD * DMuller
. xgﬁillgy, OELD . *See previous yellow for
: ; _ ‘ TONTUNFENTES
osmeis | DSE:EP-1 | DSE:EP * - | pSE ™ - | NRR" i | EDO L CA
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Vlnifed Hiates ﬁenafe .

J7/0/7 °

Respectfully referred to:

Congressional Liaison

Nuclear Regulatory Comm1551on'
1717 H Street NW

Room 1047 L
Washington, D.C. 20555

Because of the desire of this office to b2
responsive to all 1nqu1r‘es and communicaticn

your consideration of the attached is =~

requested. Your findings and views, in
duplicate form, along with retura of the

enclosure, will be appreciated by

James L. Buckley

Uss."

q | _4
. ¢ . ?
Form #25’ - . 57” L _

! Y 5
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Senator James L. Buckley N ;;.a 3
United States Senate R E N

Washington, D, C. 20510 e

Dear Senator Buckle ' o '  ”1'", v o ST

o H
2 necessity ion bhe con- -
t1ruec operot1on o the Cow Ed 1son Nuuxea Plant = ien Poini. -

H:
nNy
C
-t
t—t
o
[ 5

it must be po1nted out to -he N.R.C. that their decision is wrong, znd
I believe that such information is availabie fo do this. RO

L
5
(o]

In order to develep a course oF

action, it hzs bzen decided by Lortlzndt
Tovm Supervisor Miriel Morzbito, Mayor F. Jay Bianco of Peskskiil ancd
myself ‘to hold & meeting on-Saturday, May 2. 3876, et 10:00 &.m. 3% the
Buchanan-VYerplanck Scnoo1 on wWestchester fAvenus in Buchanan, New York,
for which your presence, or that of a repressntative Trom vour oifice,
would be appreciated. S ‘
In answer to the D“af Environmentzl Stztem Seie T the ﬁ
Preferred Closed Cocliing System &t indian F , Dt . 50-
7.7, pubiished February 1876 by the U. S. huc at s3ion.
077ice of Nuciear Peactor Reguiation, 1 am r sy the
comments and reactions of Hugh S. Gregory, on nzinger
and Dr. ¥ilidiam E. ShJ ter, P.E., Director ni Chd
Fennseiazer Poiytechnic Institute. Dr. Shus on gnginsar
recarding thne co:?ing towers. Aisc encleoss r £
“Hucleer Pegulatory fommission. -
1 2m Jeoring Torward to sseing you on May <, 1575,

Sincareiy yours




_.;_"c:erk & Treasurer < *
" FRANK R. COLACINI -

; Village Attorney -
- CARL D’ALVIA - :

: ‘/l”age Of BUChanan an!age Consulting Engmeer

o - HUGH GREGORY -
; 'MUNlClPAL BUILDING, BUCHANAN, N. v 10511 Building & Plumbing ,nm

'PHONE: (914) 737-10334 = .°.° '_CHARLESWH'TE

WILLIAM DURR
MES EDGAR
JACK LOEBER =~
WILLIAM MC NALLY

U;‘Sl Nuclear ﬁeoﬁlatory Coomission
Washington, D C. 20555

Attent;on-i D1rector, Dlv1sron of Szte Safet
T ot -, and Environmental Analysis B

S ?0n the 29th of March 1976 we received two coples of the
Draft. Envxronmental Statement -prepared by your. Agency, regarding -
tne selection of the closed cycle coollng system for Con Edlson
Indian- Point Un1t No. 2 bearlng Docket No. 50-247.—

;,Thrs matter is of deep concern to me as the Chlef Bxecu»
tive 0ff1cer of the V111age. : o

: ,.After rev1ewxng the contents of thls report I am convinced’
that'the proposed installation will be even more detrzmental to the’
Village and its inhabitants than I originally conceived. : It -is un
believable that a superior governmental unit would. con51der enforce--
ment of the recommendations nade- *hereln, ‘which could and may result:
in:the death of our Village, or at best, will result 1n Vastly de-
pressed 11v1ng standards for our c1t12ens.¢, S

- At my request our Vlllage Consultlng Engzneer, Pugh S.
Gregory, has reviewed the Statement, and has prepared a- report set-
txng forth 1n deta11 hls comments and conc1u51ons._ o

o I have also requested our Envrronmental Consultant ' Dr.
W1111am H. Shuster, Professor of Environmental Eng1neer1ng at the’
Rensselaer Polytechnxc Institute, to examine your Statement and '
prepare his own report of the effects of the recommended tower 1n—
stallation on the V111age._, o i : ~ 1o

Both reports are attached hereto for your exam1natlon and ;
cons1derationr4ﬂ1 emphatically support the substance and conclusxons .




U.'S..Nuclear Regulatory Commission o 5_'u - April 14,d1976

- stated_therein.

: In add1t1on, I add the follow1ng comments of my own for
;_your consideratzon._

: First of all the V111age ne1ther wants nor needs a gro-
’tesque land mark, towering almost 500 feet above our highest ridge
~and some 450 feet in width, to identify it as an industrial site,

. making our citizens ashamed of their origin and heritage. There
'~ is no doubt that the long term effects on our "mative" population
- .will be catastrophic. . oL :

, Regardless of the statement that the installation is short
. term, this short term compr1ses a period of some-forty years. Un-

- -questionably, forty years of the abhorrent conditions anticipated - -
=»in the-report;-plus: the’ overpowerlng visual assault of the tower, -,_:"
SR w111 resul» in an abandoned commun1ty. S L B

-\.v**<='1f‘ It must be reallzed too, that the natlve W11d11fe in the
L. area will be ann1h11ated first by construction, ultimately and com-
pletely by the environmental effects of the tower. The fauna will
never seek nor find refuge in Blue Mountaln Park or othev areas.

W : It is completely unreallstlc to assume that out51ders can
"ﬂ,Judge fairly the: feelings of and the effects of this proposal on-
i our Village residents. After their decisions these out51de:s_can”
. return to their: own clean atmosphere, flowering dogwoods, green hem-
“locks and green lawns. We will remain with our bare dogwoods, brown-
~ed hemlocks and browned lawns, our eternal cloud gasping for breath,
;all in the shadow of the overwhelmlng monster. T s T
It is: my op1n1on that so far the dec1szons have been based
?fon hast1ly made conclusions; that the impact on the whole environment
of our Village has not been properly weighed; and that the conclus1ons
1have been unduly'1nf1uenced by certaln pressure oroups.'i, '

B It must be added that 1f aIl data conta1ned in your report
.is” as carefully documented as the mis-information set forth regarding .
‘the Buchanan planning "effort', there is ample reason to doubt the
frelxabllity of the entlre presentatlon. _; i

: It is obv1ous that the proposed 1nsta11at10n is 1mproper.
;'1kewise, it is obvious that the "once through® system is Lhe least
Job]ectlonable unt11 the proper solutxon,1s found _j,;,i,

R It is my judgement that if th:s~proposed tower is construc-.
‘ted it will be a monument to unsound reasoning, insufficient research,
jpolztxcal pressures, and lack of just plaln cormon sense.l-;@sz

Yours very truly,

tts' Report - Village Consultlng Engxneer (1)
v Report -—Village Environmental Cbnsultant (1)
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GEORGE V. BEGANY, Mayor S _ Tel. PEekskill 7-1033 = | ' ' Trustees:
FRANK R. COLACINI, Clerk & Treasurer ' ' R
 CARL D’ALVIA, Village Attorney
- HUGH GREGORY, Village Consulting Engmeer .
CHARLES WHITE, Building & '
Plumbing Inspector

4“t.Wash1ngton, D. C. 20555

‘f'port with extraction of the items deemed of major consequence to

v~ .. Village ¢ Buchanan

BUCHANAN, NEW YORK 10511

WILLIAM DURR ~.
. JAMESP.EDGAR
. JACKLOEBER .. .

- WILLIAM MCNALLY

13 April 1976 -

. Re: Draft Environmental Statement
-~ .- Closed Cycle Cooling System Selectzon
+:. .~ Indian Point Unit No. 2
'r*Q;Docket No. 50-247 (Publlshed February 1976)

U. S. Nuclear Reguiatory Commission

Attent1on= Dlrector, Division of Slte Safety
Lo and Environmental Analysis.

Gentlemeni

Under date of 24 March 1976, one copy of the subject Draft

~.Bnvironmental Statement was directed to Mayor Begany of the Vzllage

. of Buchanan, New York. It was recelved on 29 March 1976. - . .

N The Mayor has requested that I review thls mater1a1 and

set forth ny own findings and opinions in a-direct report to you.

' This letter constitutes such report. It is additional to the Mayor s -
'own statement which is be1ng sent herew1th .v C

My review. const1tuted the general perusal of the NRC re--w'ﬁ-

our community, as well as those items in which 1naccurac1es unt*ue R
and unsupported statements of fact occur. . - :

, The 1nformat10n extracted is set forth and referenced here-
1nafter, with appropriate comments, factual data and opinions immed-
. ately following each item. The items appear in numerical page order,"
. ‘not necessar11y in order of 51gn1f1cance to us. : . )

Page 3- 9.
' Lent's Cove Beach use for disposal of materials.

L ' Lent s Cove Beach and adjacent land is at present the property : _—
of the Village, having been deeded thereto by Con Edison. The origi- “'f*




' Unit 1 has been "off line" since October 1974, and will remain so.
" at least until 1978, with the probabllxty of complete abandonment.

;{qgardens, with the larger garden areas on Bleakley Avenue and Broad-,
-.'way, in the area of major contamination. Most of the remaining

" on the dwelling units. as well, Although it is pointed out that the

U. S Nuclear Regulatory Commissibﬁ _ S _v"13 April'1976

- nal -State grant to Con Edison allowed filling of the entire cove -
. within the grant limits. .The dedication deed from Con Edison to ,

- the Village provides that the area be used for Village Recreational
purposes. The Village is presently proceeding with installation
of Boat Launchlng and Landing Facilities and other 1mprovements.~‘
The use of the beach for disposal is not permissible. It is also :
unreasonable that the recreatxonal use be restrlcted durlng construc-'f
- tlon. : :

T:,:Page 3- 13.
stcharge of Sulphuric Ac1d Chlor1ne and other pollutants.l_

o The total de51gn dlscharge to the rlver comprlses 15M gpm of
© polluted effluent, diluted by 30M gpm of service water, and 318M
gpm from Unit 1, or about 1/3 of. the combined discharge. from "once ;

" through" cooling systems for Units 1 and 2, It is to be noted that,

.~ Therefore the discharge of properly diluted effluent meetlng State‘
-'Standards seems dlfficult of ach1evement.>~x<;

S Page 5- 1._;t,j
L 8 Relat1ve mer1ts of two add1t10na1 closed cycle systems warrant
fffurther 1nvest1gatlon.s'_ el oA R Lo

. I concur w1th thls oplnlon._

'Page 5- 4, s 5

, Drift' Wett1ng of vert1ca1 surfaces of structures and Biota
. downwind can cause damage or ‘corrosion to structures as well as ;.
";;d1sease to plants.. 2 : : _— S

EE ' The V111age is within the area of maximum dep051t10n of salt.
.~It has approximately 550 dwellings, 60-80% of which have tilled =

- gardens are between Westchester Avenue and Henry Street, the area .
"’directly in: the path of the major drift. - The drift would not only
destroy the: gardens and landscaping, but have a devastating effect

salt deposit will have no accumulative effect, which may be true :
" on impervious surfaces, it is obvious that on cultivated garden :
" “.land it will be 100% accumulative, and w111 result in severe damage
v;lto or destructzon of food vegetable crops.;;u,= P e




U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission - S 13 April 1976

Page 5-8, 5-14, 5-28, 5-31.
Estimates have been predicated on the use of models., ;

Such estimates are inaccurate at best, and could well be in -
- error on the lower side, rather than be considered conservative.
The analyses and assumptions of the Con Edison report are equally .
. as valid as those in this report. Without question a safety factor . ...
of two or more should be a requirement, using the higher estimateS'_} -
rather than the lower. Use of the latter mininizes all effects.
In my judgment, the element of error should rather favor the maxi-
- pbum estimated effects. S - S

Page 5-34. "
Defoliation and destruction of Plantings.

- Disagreement is taken to the statement that "the threshold -
chosen appears unnecessarily conservative", Possibly, the dogwood,
hemlock, and white ash will be the most affected. However, it is
obvious that there are many other species of common landscaping
plants which are incompatible with even minor salt dosage. Inny
own experience, English boxwood, several varieties of ilex, and

“lilacs have been seriously affected on my own property from the )
drift from the 'salt applications to the public roadway. Defoliated L
dogwoods and browned hemlocks, with recovery a year away, then a - -
repeat performance, is hardly a condition to be tolerated by any

. householder. To replace such plantings under the same conditions .

. of imminent destruction is asinine, totally unsatisfactory to both
cwner and utility. : S S

of damage to réSident's trees and shrubs, especially where any
liability whatever can be attached to the Village or other public -
authorities. It is emphasized that our citizen's pricde in their homes
- and grounds is exceptional. The impact of such a condition, both
actual and psychological, would be tremendous. S

It is to be hotéd that our Village has a history of,compiaint51 “"

- Some suitable, simple means of indepnification for damages must e
be established, including incontestible joint responsibility by both ..
~ Con Edison and the New York State Power Authority. IR o

- Page 5-37.

) The effect of towers for both Units 2 and 3 can be approximated -
at twice the drift levels for Unit 2 alone, - '

' This ﬁeans.simply a doubling of the destructive effects above-

-3-




" under which the Site Plan received Planning Board approval was the
“%‘requlrement that this area be forever maintained in its natural

'U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission .~ - 13’April“l9761l*th

mentioned.

_ Reference must be made at this point to the wooded area of B
80 acres to the north of the plant center site. Among the conditions .-

in its natural, wooded state. Since this is directly in the path
of maximum salt drift, its maintenance as natural woods scems im-
- possible. The visualization of this area as a greenless, barren
‘ stretch is terrlble to contemplate. - . -

‘._Paqe 5-44 to S- 60._

Noise.:f"'ﬁ'

Basically,'the'conclusion relating to noise effects hae beeﬁ-‘W”e
- based on the erronious assumption that there ‘have been "no complalnts o
‘and threats of legal act1on." ~ . S

Actually, ‘since the start of construction there has been a
 history of complaints of noise and smoke and particle emissions. -
These complaints have been made mainly at Village Board meeting
appearances, or informally to Village Board members. The traffic )
noise has been tolerated on the assurance that there w1ll be a u,;ff
~ major reduction on completlon of cons tructlon.

Other complalnts reglstered were as follows'

‘,f1; Steam blow-off from Unit 2 ' This is being allev1ated by the fﬁ
"% . design and installation of mufflers for the blow-off. (Unit -
-3 installed.e Unit 2 in process). T

2. Operatlon of Gas Turb1nes. Enclecsures and other measures
B belng taken to reduce th1s most dlsturblng noise.

A background noise increasc resultlng from the cocoling tcwers
is projected to affect most seriously the Lent's Cove area.  Un-
questionably this will be objectionable for the present and planned
uses by Vlllage residents. . s

Aga1n, there will be double the noise nuisance fron the add1t1on ffh-
of the cooling tower for Unit 3. , oo _1-. _ _—;;*

Page 5-74.

" Conclusion - ''none of these factors (environmentalveffects)
are likely to be of sufficient magnitude to cause'rejection of any

.




- .gated, attached hereto as Exhibit A, indicates that the natural

"1nconsequent1a1 with reductions in the alternate types possible.

) B U . T S LT : . i3 .
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of the ceoling:towervtypes".
I must disagreé. A summary of the five various types investi- . .

draft type selected is the most ob3ect1onab1e from the standpoint
of visible intrusion, towering to elevation 610 or 470 feet above .- -
the Broadway Ridge of elevation 140, a non-esthetic monstrosity .
- visible from as far south as Yonkers. The alternate selection of .
the fan-assisted natural draft type is some 183 feet lower, still ..
‘at obJect1Qnable, monstrous height. The rema1n1ng types have top -
elevations below the Broadway Ridge. It is to be noted that the -
'ND type selected ranks number three'in plume effect, and number one
. in only drift, noise and cost. It is my understanding that the - -
relative differences of the latter effects between all types are

. It is difficult to understand the statement that the low profile ‘.
_'MD towers do not present apprec1ab1e esthet1c advantages over the‘
_ND types. - . . : : . : _

Page 6-6 ’
C Installatxon of gas turblnes.'
In ny opin1on the 1nsta11at1on of add1t1ona1 gas turbines 1s'"'

f' object1onab1e on the basis of noise and atmospheric pollutlon, as .
‘-well as be1ng completely 1mpract1cable economzcally. :

’,;fpage 6-31. g]f‘””“

= Standard Coated Products of Buchanan no longer operatlonal,
’_and Standard Brands of Peekskill greatly reduced. e N

: Page 6-35.
S Future Development and Planhing.

_ Contrary to the m1s—1nformat1on conta1ned in the report the
Village of Buchanan has both a Plann1ng Board and has retained g
- Planning Consultants since 1951. ' There is not, and never has been. -
~ an Industrial Development Authorlty._ The Zon1ng Ordinance was -
: adopted in 1951 and the preparation of a Village Master Plan author-v
" ized in 1964, but never completed.  The Zoning Map, prepared in .
1969 has served as the Master Plan to the present. Due to the '~
fact that Village development was virtually complete except for = =
the Industrial Area, the Planning Board, established by the Zoning

s




' T[Plannlng Board.t3,

. 'low profile, well below the crest of the Broadway Ridge, to insare . -

'._;System, the Sewage Treatment Plant the Dralnage Facilities, and the:

'f}j-Page»e-sa.
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Ord1nance in 1951 " has Jurxsdictlon over all’ 51te development plans. o
It made the determxnat1on that a Master Plan with pre-planned road
network was unfeasible, undesirable and unnecessarxy, since Con Edlson
and Georgla-Pac1f1c owned the major port1on of undeveloped land. .
Ultimate use of the remaining land will determlne criteria for such .
subdivision and planning. Also most of the remaining undeveloped
. - land can be improved without construction of additional roads and .
- utilities. In the few instances in which such construction may be - -
. ¥equired, the particular situation dictates the planning, which 1s-f"'”
. controlled by the Zonlng Ozd1nance and subJect to approval by the I

Site development and bu11d1ng construct1on of the Con deson""
and Georgia-Pacific parcels was controlled by the Plannlng Board.‘;
. It was required that all bu11d1ngs constructed: therein maintain a ;o

 their exclusion from the viéw of the remainder of the Village. The ]3;5
- proposed cooling towers violate this fundamental plannlng pr1nc1p1e.:
established and malntalned by the Plann1ng Board . .

The V111age of Buchanan has bevn and is- the leadlng communzty
in the area in providing sewers serving 100% of its residential popu- .
lation. The Village operates its own Sewage Treatment Plant which )
- maintains the h1ghest standards of treatment and operat1on 1n the -
.regzon. : : : , . R

, The Vlllage Consultlng Englneer has prepared comprehenelve stud-
ies for 1mprovements to the Water Dlstrlbutlon Systen, the Sewerage .

'.nghway System, for which 1mp1ementat1on programs have been contxnu- 
_1ng each vear. . : NIRRT

. Impacts on Terrestrlal B1ota.

o It is my op1n10n that there is suff1C1ent doubt as p01nted
out hereinbefore, to question the conclusion that the level of damage
to Terrestrial Biota (Human, Animal and Plant) is non-existent, both
" on-site and off-site. These doubts are sustained by the recommen-
dation that the drift and salt depos1tlon, as well as sensitive plant -
- species be monltored to determlne thelr 51gn1f1cance. 4Th1$, of course,
,after the fact - : e T

Page 6-44.
" Visual characteristics of plunmes.

.The conclusions relating to blume formatidns from plume-tower .- -

: '-6;.
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" combinations are unacceptable. Much discussion has been devoted to‘i'

_ . living modes,'@ith residents avoiding the use of natural light.
- This, of course, will increase the use of energy, and the cost to
- the resident36; _ : : _ U

'Page 6-51, 6-52.

- situation is unique in that the entire Village is within the radius
. designated as "on-site" in most of the cases used for comparison. o
.In other words, in those cases the nearest dwelling was remote from R
 the station. The example most nearly comparable to the Buchanan -

"upon,insufficient and inaccurate data. There is little of fact,

';indetermidateéconditions.

.. through" system or to other éloécd‘cycle systems. Much further -
‘research and study must be devoted to improving the effectiveness
‘and reducing the hazards and objectionable features of any systenm

. ever, the chemical discharge from blowdo'm of the closed cycle system °
‘may moxe seriously affect the aquatic life and result in other sex-

E Thus, the plant could operate within the specified heat limit, pro-

rating the various types of towers in nore or less degree of de-
traction. The sinple truth is they are all obnoxious. The shadow .-
over the Village from a plume continually changing shape will cre-
ate intolerab;e‘living’conditions, with constant changes from light

to darkness. Doubtless it will cause a complete change in family

Real Estate Values.

'~”Agaiﬁ I diéagree with the conclusions set forth. The Buchanan

case is that of the Bochum Station in West Berlin. In this case
the value of the.abutting properties was depressed.’ -

l."‘a‘gé 7-i:2. l .
'5 ‘Eva1uati6ﬁ76f Proposed Action. -
.It‘sééﬁsifo’me thAf'thé coﬁblusiohé féaéhed have been based
mich of speculation, with many v;riablgs of wind, weather and othég_ t

1The'7i11age is not satisfied that the proposed closed cycle
cooling system is the best solution, compared either to the "once-

considered.

- The overall énvironmental effect of the closed cycle systen -
seems much greater than that of the ""once-through" system, with the
latter limited to affecting the river and aquatic biota only. How-

ious problems. ..

In the original study it was pointed out that the "once-through"
system resulted in a heat level -in the Hudson exceeding the limit by
only a slight margin. With Unit 1 non-operative and with heat dis-
charge limited to Unit 2, such heat dischargs to the River would be
reduced to about 77% of that from Units 1 and 2, and with Units 2
and 3 on line reduced to about 88% of that from the three units. . .

-7-
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" vided Unit 1 remains inoperable.f

- It is to be noted that the thermal effect on the aquatic life .
- .'1s still under study. Results of the pPresent moratorium on fishing -
vin the Hudson may well reverse the original conclusions attributed
 to present cooling methods, considering also the improvements made -
- to reduce impingement. More fish are killed during winter than in
. summer due to the lower water temperature making the fish slower
. and less active. This is controlled to the extent that the plant
river water intake is reduced to 603 of normal, with a corresponding
" reduction in power output. When the water temperature drops to 400,
" consideration might be given to discharging a portin of the heated
- effluent into the river at a pointsome distance from the intake, .-
“.. thus raising the river temperature and attracting fish activity in
© areas remote from the intake. Also consideration is warranted to ° ,
.“study the possibility of discharging the higher temperature effluent
. into the river at several remote points to provide distribution of
-~ the heat into a larger volume of river water. .o L

: - An additional hazard to terrestrial biota with the closed cycle
" 'system is the possibility of accidental contamination, including
_ ‘radioactive pollution, of the condenser cooling water by failure
in the circulating water system. ' This could result in released aero- -
sol contamination with greater potential danger to terrestrial biota,"
“‘particularly humans. A Cod e e
It is’'also'to be noted that due to the thin shell. concrete in
the superstructure, the Village Building Department will require . .
special concrete design precautions to_insuﬁe'against-structural"

., failure from salt 'and acid attack.

 The final conclusion must be drawn that, in the interests of .
preventing the destruction of. the Village and seriously affecting
adjoining neighborhoods, constriction must be deferred until all -
doubts of the potential damages are resolved. IR AR S B

Yours very truly,

o ,ffszﬁf s
eV “/chg Yo
AW - ’ "

 HSG/sg = ;Ll - // §'Vi11a§e Consulting-EngiﬁeérJ?;‘"

Atts: Exhibit A ;’Summary of CT;Types (1)_-:-
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Ca C ' . WILLIAM W, SHUSTER, D.Cn. E.
‘ . ENVIRONMENTAL ENGINEERING CONSULTANT )

RENSSELAER POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE
TRoOY, NEW YORK 12181
. B18-270-6383

April 12, 1976 © -

~ To: | Mayor and Board of Trustees
. <" Village of Buchanan
_ . 218 Westchester Ave. .
-Municipal Building
Buchanan, New York 10511

;DGentlemen"“

N In response to your ‘recent request, I have rev1ewed the Draft Env1ron—
o mental Statement for Selection of the Preferred Closed Cycle Cooling System
- at Iadian Point Unit No. 2, Docket No. 50-247, published February 1976 by the
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Offlce of Nuclear Reactor Regulatlon. L
| would llke to offer a numbep of reactlons to thls statement.v““

_ e The Draft Env1ronmental Statement is’ based on the assumptlon that the

. present method of once-through cooling will be. disallowed and that some type
- of closed cycle cooling system will be preferable. - :I have stated prev1ously,
“: and I would like to reiterate that I strongly dlsagree with this position -
:;’=because of the partlcular features of the situation at. Indian P01nt, perhaps
-~ not found typlcally at any other location.. My reasons for thls oplnlon are -
’*tlsummarlzed 1n the follow1ng paragraphs.: g Sy

o 135 The pr1nc1pa1 arguments which have been presented agalnSt the use °fl
- once-through cooling include the following: " ' "

- The w1thdrawal of coollng water from the river w1ll result in
~ ‘the killing of substantial numbers of flsh by 1mp1ngement on .
“Athe 1ntake screens. . B

_J,The dlsoharge of heated" effluent will, under certaln conditions,
f'be 1n v1olatlon of the New York State thermal dlscharge crlterla.

f”Dlscharged coollng water w111 contain ob]ectlonal levels of
" :residual chlorine resulting from treatment used to prevent -
5,} development of blologlcal growths on heat exchange equlpment.\

'i That thernal dlschargesw1ll 1nterfere w1th the llfe cycle of
T'lflsh and other aquatlc llfe, especxally the strlped bass.nﬁ
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5. That dissolved okygen levels. in the river will- be seriousiy'
depleted. : ‘ : -

Whl]e these arguments are well cons1dered and 1mportant, 1t would be well
to examine them closely : ; , ;

R It'is 1ndeed 1mportant that steps be taken to minimize the effects
- of inflow on the impingement of fish on lnlet screens. It is felt -
‘that a number of possibilities exist for redesigning the intakes

- to alleviate this condition.: It is felt that innovative approaches *

can solve or at least markedly reduce the magnltude of the problem.

- 2. Whether the dlscharge of heated effluent w1ll v1olate New York
.. State thermal discharge criteria is highly in doubt. Predlctlons -

. of behavior are based on mathematical models which depends upon -

'+ - field data which is largely inadequate, and upon numerous unproven

- assumptions. This has been clearly stated in the Impact Statement .

. of the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory‘COmmissiin. Even with the reSults-g
. of Such models, any predlcted v1oldtlons are marglnal. ;i"“

}'3. It is ant1c1pated that any res1dual chlorlne in dlscharaed water'”
- will rapidly be dlsslpated by ‘dilution and by consumption by .
: Oxldlzable materlals naturally present in the Plver water.--fg._‘x

- 4, It seems hlghly unllkely that the heated dlscharges w1ll have any .
... marked effect on life cycles of.aquatic species, since the temper-
~ature levels at worst will barely exceed acceptable limits.  Even . .
. under these relatlvely rare occurrences, which by-the-way are mostl '

- likely to-occur at times other than normal 'spawning times,. most °.
2 1ife forms may find that thsy can adjust ‘to such minor excesses,:
.- or avoid them entirely. " It may be noted that some reports have .’
. indicated that some life forms instead of belng 1njured by thermal;
vdlscharges, actually thrlve 1n them.: 414_-,v ' RS

-5, Again occa31onal marglnal temperature exeeSSes,'if'they occur at all
:,;*w1ll hardly have a significant effect on dlssolved oxygen content in
L excess of that ant1c1pated for temperatures w1th1n acceptable llmltS

e J‘In the present Draft Env1ronmental Statement, the NRC has con51dered var—
"ious alternatives to once- through cooling in the form of a number of closed cycle

¢ cooling systems. It is felt that a number of points in their analysis are at .:

- - fault and that the conclusions are subject to criticism in several respects. .

T 0. It is felt that the use of cooling towers at Indian Point does not
a .7 4 -represent an 1mproved solutlon to the thermal problem. As the .
draft statement. itself. says;. feee does not eliminate thermal pol-.
lution, but transfers the prlmary 1mpact from the hydrosphere to’ b
' the atmosphere " : T
2. It is stated that the blowdown of twice concentrated recirculated
. , cooling water, containing treatment chemicals including sulfuric
PR o - acid, will be diluted with water from Unit No. 1 and discharged = .=
.7 ... back to the river. Unit No. 1 has been shut down for some time :.. ..~




‘ and all 1nd1catlons are that 1t will not be returned to serv1ce;59f
Hence, the dllutlon water is not avallable. s ~

3. The p031tlon is taken that ground level fogging will not be
- serious. It is stated, ‘however, that while fogging  is
_ usually not ‘anticipated to be a problem, Hosler. reported an .-,
" instance where the tower plume did reach the ground in a
- mountainous terrain. The area of Indian Point might well be
so described. : ' S IR

4. It is stated that the estlmates of salt. depos1tlon and drlft L
.oas presented by Conn Ed are unduly high. - This appears to be gf;
‘~"highly questionable in view of other experimental evidence. i

The NRC staff estimates are based on mathematical models -
> which of necessity must contaln 51mp11fy1ng assumption, - One :
" such assumption, as stated in the repoirt, :is that surroundlng

.~ terrain is uniform in elevatlon and that wind speed is in-

f,“;dependent of elevatlon., ThlS is obv1ously far from the facts..

T 5. It is admltted that salt drlft has deleterlous effects on
.. exposed surfaces such as various metals. It is stated that
.~ such effects fall off with distance. However, such dlstances‘ﬂ;”
;. are not clearly stated. The estimates are based on seashore :
- experience at low altitudes, much different from the 51tuat10n,
at Indian Point. No mention is made of p0881ble cumulatlve
effecto. : o » .

. 6. ‘The statement is made that only white ash, flowerlng dogwood T
'fv}»and antern Hemlock appears . to be sensitive to salt depos1tlon.{.,,
e However, it.is noted that more than 44% of properties in the - ..
- area have at least one of these sensitive species. The NRC'.
... staff suggests that replacement of killed trees is: p0331ble'
"~ This unfeellng statement does not take 1nto account the in-
.. conveniencé:to the homeowner nor the ‘loss in property values
. resulting from killed or partlally =ffected vegetatlon.‘,w_ﬁ

" 7. A real possibility ex1sts of ‘the 1nteractlons of tower plumes ;j'-'l“
- with stack effluents containing 802 to produce sulfuric acid -
‘rain.  The Indian Point Plant uses 0. 3% S fuel and in light I
" of the pecullar1t1e° of wind currents in the area, such 1nter—v_fA‘ -
m1x1ng is entlrely D0951ble ‘ ; '

8. It is felt that NRC overlooked entlrely the impact of coollng,n -
- “towers on the. terrestrial biota in the area proposed for tower - :

construction. Great cencern was expreseed about the impact of -
once- through cooling on aquatic biota, but the same concern -
was not- expressed with regard to the bird and animal life of
the area. It is casually stated that they can probably find -
a home in other areas, without however, considering any re-
sultlng ecolo rical impacts. This is viewed as a serious over-
sight on the part of the NRC staff. P :




dec131ons from afar.

9. ‘The claim is made that there is an eeremalV ma
for sever damaging episodes resulting from ths op
cooling towers at the Indian Point site. However 2
goes on to say that the licensee should meniter drift and
salt deposits and detcrmine their Sl?n;flCanvv. _¥hy the con _
cern about drift and .salt deposition if no prcoblems are anti- -
cipated? It is interesting to speculate what NRC would suggest
if later studies, after towers were constructed, indicated .. -
serious salt deposition was taking place. _ S

=
[

'~ 10. NRC claims that no cumulative effects from-salt deposition
"+ should be expected. Yet experience with spray irrigation. =
has shown that salt does accumulate in soils, often Lhrough
an ion exchange mechanism, and that the result *rg accumulat&ons
" have serious effects on plant life. = . . : -

11, The report describes the opinions of a panel of "experts' on
...~ the projected aesthetics of cooling *towers. It is quite -
apparent, however, that none of the experts were property
owners from the Indian Point area. It is easy enough to
express opinions on matters of no impact to the people in-
volved. It was also of note that the aesthetic comparisons’
. were between tower alternatlves, but no comparisons were ;;f o
between "towers" and "no towerb. o

12, It should bé noted that the NEPA states asfan objective:

”'“Asoure for all Americans safe,. healthful, productive, = %
and aeothetlcal1y and culfural;y pleasmg surroundings.__ S

It is strongly felt that the constructlon and ooeratlon of closad cfclei'”

'coollng towers will violate the spirit and intent of the NEPA for a segment of
" population 10ng establ;shed in the area. - While one can be coldly objective . -

and say that the destructive effects of cooling towers involve a relatively

small area and only a moderate number of people, the pesople of Buchanan are =

human beings and their rights are juSt as important as tho\e who are mal king

I trust these remarks will be of help to you and if I can be of ftrt
se v1ce, please let me know. R

Yours +ru‘
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Dear Mr. Gilman: o - HShapar e

Your letter of May 6, 1976, enclosing a letter from Mrs. Irene P. Dickinson
dated May 4, 1976, has been referred to me for reply. In her letter,

"Mrs. Dickinson urges that the Indian Point Station, Unit Nos.. 1, 2 and 3,
seismic show cause proceeding be held in New York instead of in Bethesda. _
Maryland. ; T
As you know, the first three days of the proceeding (April 21-23, 1976) were
held in White Plains, New York. The second week of the hearing was held
in Bethesda, Maryland. The presiding Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal
Board then solicited the views of all the parties as to where subsequent weeks

~of the hearing should be held, After taking into consideration the posltions of
the parties in favor of a New York site for the hearing as against the '
protracted absence of the Appeal Board members from their offices, which
would necessarily curtail their activities on a numbet of appeals pending -

"in othér proceedings, the Appeal Board ruled that the May sessions of ..
the Indian Point proceeding would be held in Bethesda, Maryland. To .
date, no specific site has been designated for subsequent sessions of 2
the hearing. -

I can be of any further assistance in this matter, please do not hesutate S
to contact me. : )

Sincerely, - /. P

William J. Dircks . . é .
ABssistant Executive Director '

for O})erations

Enclosure > , .
_ Note from Rep. Gilman dtd 5/6/76 ' L '
W/ltr from 1. P. Dickinson dtd 5/4/76 . (. 7,
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: Briigh
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