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Mr. George W. Knighton, Chief ‘
Environmental Projects Branch No. 1° e
Directorate of Licensing -

U.S. Atomic Energy Commission

Washington, D.C. 20545 HIG ENERRY

LUMV ST0H
ainir’ury
Marl Ml’um

L

Re: Indian Point 3 - Docket 50-286

Dear Mr. Knighton: SR

Con Edison submits herewith 3 signed coples and
37 additional copies of its Responses to Comments on the
AEC Staff's Draft Environmental Statement for the Indian
Point Nuclear Generating Plant Unit No. 3, issued October
1973. ' :

We are submitting herew1th Responses to Comments
of the follow1ng-

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
dated December 10, 1973

. U.S. Department of the Interior,
dated December 13, 1973

New York State Department of Environ-
mental Conservation, dated December 17,
1973 :

%
DOCKETED
USAED

JAN 29 1974
Attorney General of the State of New

ﬁﬂﬁﬂ% York, dated December 17, 1973
4

W%HGEB

Hudson River Fishermen's Association
and Save-Our-Strlpers, dated December 14,
- 1973 ‘

FederatedTConservationists 6f7WestcHester'
County, dated December 7, 1973 .

We have reviewed and are submitting no responsés
to comments of the following because they are adequately
covered by the responses listed above.
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L _ " U.S. Department of Commerce, dated
November 26, 1973 and December 10, 1973

U.S. Coast Guard, dated December 3, 1973

U.S. Department of Health, Education and
Welfare, dated November 30, 1973

U.S. Department of Agricultﬁre, dated
January 4, 1974

U.S. Federal Power Commission, dated
December 13, 1973

~ Environmental Defense Fund, dated
December 10, 1973

.Rockland County Conservation Association,
dated December 11, 1973

Great South Beach Mobile Sports Fishermen

Mr. Donald McLean, dated November 30, 1973

Mr. John Nicholas, Jr., dated December 8, 1973
Mrs. Harold Cooper, dated December 14, 1973

North Brookhaven Sports Fishermen's Club,
dated December 3, 1973

Mr. Dennis Zaccardi, dated December 15, 1973
Mr. Robert J. Rance, dated December 9, 1973

Mr. Kenneth E. Bay, dated December 7, 1973

West Branch Conservation Association,
dated December 14, 1973

Connecticut Coastal Anglers Association
Sincerely,

Harry G. Woodbury
Executive Vice Preside

EnCS. s
cc: Dr. Richard Rush
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. . | . Response of Con Edison to.
Comments_Of the New York.State Department

~.of Environmental Conservation

~‘(_!on:Edison_.s_u{]omit’s the'f0116wingfrespohse‘toathe-
Comments of.the-New”York étate Department of Environmental
Conservatlon (DEC) dated December 17 1973 on the AEC Staff'

Draft Env1ronmental Statement: for Indlan P01nt 3-'

l; DEC Cdmment 1. ~Con-Edison’reepectfully submits

;that DEC has m1s1nterpreted the Atomlc Energy Commr851on s
rullng in thelene Mile Point case. The Comm1951on said, "The
_L1censrng Board is. directed to schedule a prehearing conference
on the contentronsgregardlog energy conservatlonvalternatlves.
earlier framed by'intervéaofs;" 73- 11 RAI 995 (1973) ‘Accord-

1ngly, the Comh1551on held merely that the Llcen51ng Board
fehould not excludeberidence offered by the iptervepOrs'On the_
Subject&of.energflconservation, wﬁicﬁ-related'to~epecified con-
tentions. It dld not order the Board to undertake a thorough |

con31deratlon of the conservation of energy. Accordlngly, it

is not requlred that the FES. contain a dlscu591on of this subject

2. DEC<Comment,2. Underlylng the DEC comment ‘is
the,erroneousrpremise'that,ff.'.., the wasteful d1sposa1 of
heat which could be used for heating-homee and buSLnesses,‘

used in the production’of food, etc. . . .". At 837 Mwe,
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Indlan P01nt 3 rejects approx1mately 6 25 x 109 BTU/hr. at

'approx1mately l6°F above rlver amblent At;thlsptemperature
the heat has very little’ utlllty.__
There is no current feas1b1e use’ for such low

grade energy. -Transporting thls,heat~to_surrounding potential

'commercial and/or‘residentialiusers:wouldVrequire huge e#pen-'
dltures of - money for pumps, plplng,'and heat transfer areas
and a tremendous amount of energy for transportlnc the heated
uater.v The advantages of various thermodynamlc.processes to-
'raise'the temperature.of the heat would;be.more than offset
'byuthe Qisadvantages ofythe_high energy requirements and E
expenditures of economic resources.. Thus,[the'heat;rejected
.by Indian.Polnt~3'could_not'be‘used to:heat homes and.

businesses,

3. 'DEC Comment 37 ' The meteorological’Studies con-

.aducted at the 51te 31nce the operatlon of Unlt l were done to
' verlfy the . orlglnal obseryatlons in 1956 on the predomlnant.

valley flow. In referrlng to "gaps in the data" ‘the - DEC fallst
to consider that there was no requlrement.that Con-Edison con-
tinuously compile and evaluate meteorological diffusion param-

eters. However, as stated, a meteorological program  is in

progress for assessment of cooling tower effluent impact




' 4) vﬁEC4Comment 4 An evaluatlon of the ant1c1pated

effects on the meteorology ln the area. resultlng from the use

of varlous coollng systems 1s contalned in Appendlx G to the

,DES.: Reference should be made to the- Indlan Poznt Unlt 1 Envi-

'ronmental Report and Beneflt Cost Analys1s June 1973 (Supple-

ment l 8/73 Docket 50 3) for an updated document on the

emlss1ons from the superheater and package boxlers.

5. DEC Commernt 5.‘ In regard to DEC's comment, Wthh

‘

concerns_thermal shock several p01nts should be made..'Flrst;

1n all the years of operatlon of Indlan Poxnt l, thermal shock
has never resulted in any dlscernlble flshklll Con Edlson
recognlzes that thls has been a problem at other plants w1th

other outfall de51gns, but 1t has not been a problem at Indlun

P01nt Second once all three plants are operatlng, the potentlal

for thermal shock w1ll be mlnlmlzed because severe thermal shock
could only occur 1f all three plants shut down 51multaneously.
Thlrd, the hlgh velocxty submerged dlscharge
assures rapld dllutlon so Con Edlson does not ant1c1pate that
large areas of the river w111 be heated to a degree that could
cause thermal shock Flnally,,the Technlcal Spec1f1catlons
limit the rate of temperature change for planned ‘shutdowns, and

the planned rate is 7°P per hour in the discharge canal which
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,&111 result inﬁa;rate of*change.in the'river of'less than 1°F.

per hour.l An unplanned shutdown mlght stress the flSh w1th1n

h the dlscharge canal but these populatlons are 1n51gn1flcant in

1'51ze relatlve to populatlons 1n the rlver.,

6. :DEC COmmentTG; Con Edlson stresses the slgnlflcance

¥

,:of the current envmronmental study program. We emphaslze that '

ionly a comprehenslve on-31te env1ronmental study would y1eld
f»rellable data for a meanlngful and reallstlc assessment of the
- env1ronmenta1 1mpact of a closed—cycle coollng alternatlve.v The

‘Staff's prellmlnary evaluatlons of the alternative heat dls—A

sipatlon systems, especlally on wet coollng towers, (pp. XI 17

.to XI 25) are conSLdered at best premature bacause the evaluatlons

were not made on rellable, relevant fleld data.’

N DEC“Comment 7;; The operatiOn‘of'Indian'Pointu3 as

presently des1gned ls not expected to cause any 81gn1f1cant change

in the acoust:.cal climate of the’ adjacent community. 'I‘he Draft

Env1ronmental Statement dld address thls p01nt in lndlcatlng that
most noise w1ll be attenuated by the bulldlng walls of the plant
and absorbed by the forested topography.~»(v-3) With respect to

DEC's statement regardlng a- comparlson of predlcted plant levels

l

<w1th exlstlng amblent levels, Con Edlson s pos1tlon is that no such

comparlson 1srnecessary for the plant,as de51gned~ - Con Edlson




'is studying cooling”tower-noise to ‘determine the'anticipatedAg

impact on the'adjacentwcommunity.-ﬂ'w

' 8."DEC'Comment 8. No'comment..

39‘ DEC Comments 9 and 14 : The information SOught

by the DEC through these comments is contained in the DES at
pages V>2 and XI 56 section (8)(a)~ The ViSitor centerlis
scheduled for completion during August 1974 : The 80-acre‘area
is primarily covered w1th second generation forest and is avail-
able-and.unused. ‘Based on the September 10, 1973 ASLB Initial

Decis1on however, access might not be p0531ble until sometime

after May l, 1978, ifiat all.

. 10. prchommentzld. .Con Edison disagrees'with DEC 3

. comment_as-cornwall-is irrelevant'to5thishproceeding‘as it will

.' not“become operational until after Indian Point 3 hasfcommenced

operation.f Alternatively, even 1f Cornwall is viewed as relevant

to this proceeding, the AEC must accept the findings of the}
-'Federal Power Comm1851on on‘its,potential env1ronmenta1 1mpact,"

‘f‘rather than conduct 1ts own 1ndependent analySis, as the Federal
'Power Commission 1s the . lead agency on the licenSing of Cornwall.

yIt would be senseless for the AEC to. attempt to duplicate the 10— |

g'year'hiStory of,Vigorously contested public hearings on Cornwall




that were conducted hy thefFederal'Power'Commission.

11, 'DEC Comment 11. No comment.

‘12;.'DEC‘Comment512.'.No comment."'

13, ‘Dﬂcbgomment 13. No comment.

14, DEC Comment'l4;v See response to DECiComment'Q.

lS.f»DEc-Comment 15, No_comment; .

16; ‘bEC:Conmentlié.'-Since’theﬁdesién"and startfof'
dconstruCtion"of‘fndiandPoint No. 3 dates back to the m1d-1960'
~ the geological and seismological studies used for plant sltlng
~naturally had to precede these events. In fact, sinre Unit No. 3
shares the same sites as Unlt'No. 1 and Unit_No.’z, the‘data
_used tor.the siting~of those plantsIWasrconSidered applicabie .
for Unlt No. 3 (hence the submittal of the Fluhr and Palge
reports)

However, 1n more recent 1nvest1gatlons (1968)
i’related to nruposed nuclear facilitles at Verplanck (appll—
| catlon w1thdrawn‘for-reasons other than geolog1C'or selsmlc)
fnrther studles were undertaken of'local,selsmology which
are appllcable to the Indlan Point slte. These.studles con-
fxrm the deSLgn ba91s of the Indlan Polnt fac111t1es as appro-
priate. Data available after these more.recent-1nvest1gatlons

do‘not, to our knowledge, -indicate. a need to- change the design




of Indlan Point structures._

The statement that the Fluhr and Palge reports
are in conflict w1th the FSAR and the Env1ronmental Statement
| with regard-tohrock strength,‘groutlng and local.changes in
rock formatlon, is s1mply not: true.g_._ | .
| Both Fluhr and Palge lndlcate the rock 18 qulte
~strong and is very sultable for foundatlon purposes. Fluhr
states that the rock is good for 50 tons/sq. ft._whlle the desmgn

1oad was. only 25 tons/sq.ft Whenever the need for pressure

groutlng was dlscussed in the reporta it was not mentloned for
the purpose of lmpxoVLng the load capac1ty of the rock but to.
k seal off the ground water from any contaminants that might be
-released from the plant : Slnce the de81gn of the plant prevents
such a.release and all ground water in the 1mmed1ate area of ‘
‘the plant runs. to the Hudson Rlver and would.not contamlnate'

any local wells, the pressure groutlng was not done.

17, DEC Comment 17.' The sentence change requested by

t‘ "; ' ~the State would be proper if the change adopted .causes the sen-
. tence to read in part'"the three Reactor Containment Bulldlngs.":
R f are bullt on-hard grey‘,a..;;limestone" rather than saying "all
e - structuresdare”hniltzon rock",since several:of the.structures
| :é, - are built_on caisSOns (the Waste Hold Up’Tank_Pit &‘the east slde
‘ N . | of the PAB). . | L . | | |

Fluhr'in his report indicates the rock is capable




iq-.

- of supportlng foundatlon loads of 50 tons/sq.ft ; Thewdeslgn-

loadlng used by UE&C was 25 tons/sq.ft.

| 1- Further 1nformatlon on the‘capaclty of the foundation
bedrock is found Ln the Answer to Questlon 2, 6 in Supplement 2
of the Indlan Poxnt No. 3 PSAR whlch states “the compress1ve stress

of 118 test cylinders taken from the bedrock on site resulted
in an average of 5250 psi with approximately 90% of the tests

falling in the range 2100 to 9900 psi."

18, DEC Comment 18. It 1s felt that the DEC's approach

in this comment would be mo appllcable to a rev;ew of a Safety
Analysis Report rather than an Environmental Impact Statement
The response to Comment No. 16 applies equally well to this

comment.

19. DEC Comment 19 No comment

20. DEC Comment 20. No comment

21. DEC Comment 2l. It ‘s unnecessary. to include

such specific and detalled data. There are likely many local

background radlatlon variances and spec1f1c ones noted at any
future tlme may be erroneously attrlbuted to Indlan P01nt

peratlons.

22,  DEC Comment .22 No comment.




23. DEC Comment 23.  No comment.

24. DEC Comment 24;"There are 6 mainlcooling water
pumps andVG service water pumps inetalled atvUnitvNo. 3. Cool-
ing water pumps are one'speed but have a by—paes,system which

diverts up to 40% of the flow from the pressure to the suction

side of each pump to reduceythe flowuthrouoh'the intake screens,

25, DEC Comment 25. The DES should only consxder
transm1531on llnes from the plant to the Buchanan substatlon.

See Regulatory Guide 4 2 § 3 9. -

26, DEC Comment’26.‘{No'comment;

B T

.27, DEC Comment 27. Therefare‘G service water pumps

and thue~pumps are always aVailable when;neCeSBary,

'{' 28. DEC Comment 28. The traveling'screens'will'be

. rotated 1nterm1ttently at least once a day or whenever necessary.

They w111 be used 1n essentlally a’ 1 weather condltlons. They

w111 not be subject to 1c1ng condltlons due to the avallablllty
vof an air curtain and de—icxng flow in the W1nter tlme. There
. is not expected to be any delay time before operatlon due to

| ice buildup'on_the screens or drive‘mechanism.“<
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structure act as a submerQed orifice.  The pfessure head upstream

-of the dischafge'structure detétmines the”diécharge velocity.

A givén head'¢f watér (above river level)»defe:minesba unique

velocity. 'The3qénéral"formulatidn is:

v = c, VZaE
Where: u
vV = veloc1ty at vena contracta
g = acceleratlon of gravity (ft/secz)
Ah- = height differential between water
in canal and river level ‘
Cy = coefficient -

Forfideal.flow with total energy recovery Cy = 1,0, Alden

‘HydrauliCjLabs.,_perfdrming studies forfC6n~Edison_oﬁ the"

Indian Point physical model, evaluated the quffiCiehu, Cys

to be about 0495.(1)

The,relatidnéhip'thetefdre becomes:
v = 0.95 |2gah .

and for V = 10 ft/sec, ahw1.7 feet.

There are,level indicatofs 6n'the'outféll,structure,'éo the

,gates can be adjusted to attaln the requ1s1te helght for the

Ade51red dlscharge veloc1ty. Note that Wlth 3 unit operatlon,-

(1) 1.p. 3;E.R.,'Appéndix N,_"Indian_Point Unit No. 2 Cooling
' Water Studies," Alden Research Laboratories, May 1969.

' 29;J'DEC’C6mment129."The.multiple gates of the outfall




the flow'rate‘is (servlce and circulating) 2.058 x'106‘§pm;
or for a ten ft/sec. discharge velocity, the area fequired is
about 46 ft” /gate, or about 3/4 of the full gate opening

(4' x 15')

Con Edlson plans to verlfy the value of C durlng the course
of 1ts thermal survey, for I.P. 2. If a. rev1sed value of CV
is obtalned, thls updated value w1ll be employed in the equation

for subsequent gate~sett1ngs.

30. .DEC Comment 30 Con Edlson w111 1nsta11 an air

bubbler system in front of the Unlt No. 3 1ntakes._ rellmlnary
-analysls 1nd1cates that the air bubler system has been gen—

erally effectlve in reduc1ng-1mp;ngement

31. . DEC Comment 31 DEC correctly notes. the potential

aesthetic problems of alternative cooling .systems, especially

the hyperbolic structure of natural-draft cooling towers

32, DEC Comment 32, .  Once construction is completed,

use of the outdoor loudspeaker system will be minimized.

33. DEC Comment 33. The ozone topic is discussed on

pages V-6 and V-7 There are no problems of induced electricity

e et
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- to structures in the vicinity of Unit 3 EHV ﬁranSmiséipn lines.
The tfansmissiOn'linézrights-ofeway-qre deéignéa‘wiﬁhlthié problem
in mind and sufficient distances are‘maintained5§6 that this

FProblém does ﬁdt.bccur;?.”

;34;rfDEC'C6mmeht“34. Refer to answer on DEC Comment -

No. 4.

35, . DEC Comment 35. Refer to answer on DEC Comment

NQ. 4,

'36. 'DEC Comment 36. No comment.,

- 37. DEC Comment:37, No comment,

38. DEC'Commeht 38.' At the‘froﬁt_oflthe'intake struc-
ture of;Uhitho.:B, uhliké Unit No. 2, tﬁefeJare.ttavelling
screens C6ns£rﬁqted éf»tﬁeisame SiZg fine mesh_(B/Siinqh) as
" the fixea‘géréeﬁs7ét;th; ﬁnit 1 and 2‘iﬁt$keé;l Sée Section 9.1
A'ip._9;25 of #he:EhVirbnmeﬁéél'ﬁéport fo;vInaian P§int 3. Travél;
’ling.scréens éro;ide'édditional fiéx;biiity beyohdfixéd}screéns
in té:mé of séreen‘éléaﬁing capabilitfjgné;fééfeéépfxah impfoVéf
ment over- the eéflie;_IPf2;dééi§n; This.fléxibiiitf_ié ad
advaﬁtagé fersﬁch a‘éystéﬁ,"and ¢liminates‘the'need-fo;,théi

fixed screens,

39. DEC Comment 39. Con_Edisoh’agreesfthat f@rther

studies of impingemént»should be carried out. Con Edison is




e = e
:xplannlng a flume study 1n‘wh1ch flsh w1ll ‘be exposed to controlled
condltlons of water veloc1ty 1n order to studytthelr behav1or in
relatlon to flsh protectlon devxces. Also belng studled is the
relatlonshlp ofklmplngement to amblent temperature, rec1rculatlon
temperatures,,lf any, sallnlty, dlssolved oxygen, pH, 1ntakey

volumes and veloc1t1es, and the presence of. a1r curtalns.v

| R - -40. . DEC_Comment-40. ‘No comment. o

41, 'DEC Comment 4i. Con Edlson has conducted studles

_on the effect of plant operatlon on. D 0. vand has found that
yD O. reductlon in the Indlan P01nt Unit l and 2 coollng water
system (in plant 1osses) will be less than O. 2 mg/l under summer
COndltlonse 1ntake D. O.Aof 6.5 mg/l at a rlver temperature of
b T 79°F, (1) Three unit operatlon is analyzed in the I.l_ 3 E.R.(zl'
o | ‘show1ng the 1nplant D.O. losses,‘analyzed at a D. o. level of
7.2 mg/l w1th a rlver temperature of 75°F, to be also approxl—
mately 0 2 mg/l It should be noted that the absolute value
of 1nplant D.O. losses decreased as amblent D. 0. levels decreased.
Thls 1np1ant 1oss is 1ess than the mean D O. dlfferentlal found
:'between surface water and bottom water durlng Con Edlson 8

_Hudson Rlver Ecology Study(3)

(1) Redlrect Rebuttal testlmony of John P Lawler, Ph.D., .
Quirk, Lawler & Matusky Engineers on the Effect of Indian
Foint Units 1. and 2 operation on Hudson Rlver Dissolved

' oxygen Concentrations, Docket No. 50 247 Feb 5, 1973

.(2) Appendlx FF Questlon 1v.c,13, P. IV-—44

"‘3) Hudson Rlver Ecology Study in the area of Indlan P01nt
First. Annual Report, 1973. ' : -

~




Con Edlson has also analyzed the effect of 1nplant
loss of D. O on bulk rlver D. 0. levels, and found that the
aforementloned 1np1ant reductlon in D. O (0 2 mg/l) w1ll pro-

duce a bulk river change of less than 0. 03 mg/l(l)
Therefore, whlle the amblent D O levels may

'*approach the levels stated by the DEC the effect of I P. on

these levels is negllglble._

42;'~DEC Comment 42, The revised Table V-2 (revised

»by Con Edison in comments on the DES) descrlbes chromlum dis-
charges andvconcentratlon. Also, we refer the AEC to the "Plan
of Action" dated Jan. l, 1974 . which descrlbes the possible use
of a blodegradable corrOSLOn lnhlbltor to replace chromate in

'certaln closed;cool;ng water.systems;at~lnd;an'Point Station.‘

43;_ DEC Comment 43. The predetermlned value requested

by DEC has not yet been establlshed

44. DEC Comment 44, No_comment."'

45, DEC Comment 45. ‘Liquid waste from»the condensate
‘tank and from blowdown are mixed and dilutedgwith;service water
in the Service Water Return Line prior tovflowing into the

discharge canal.

46,.:DEC Comment 46, Greases and oils whichyinadVertently




enter the discharge canal are preVentedsfromfréaching the con-
'fluencé.wiﬁhvthe“fiver by means bf‘aﬁ'bil;sliCk'boom‘located :

in the'dischafge canal.~l?2

47, DEC Comment 47. ‘No.¢omment; -

 48;;¥DEC Cémmentr48.j There are casks designed, built

{

- . .aﬁd liéQnSéd'for $ﬁippiﬁg'byftruék tqbagqommbdate.3 speht fuel
: assembliés;frbm;fwgiéf thévcu;réﬁt_geﬁerétiéh; 1We'ha§e-fecéived
'pfépésalsftb‘fhfnish,éﬁéhisg:;iéég;; The;éfégé; ﬁ§{belieQegthe
Staﬁf étate@eﬁf Qf 57 fruék‘loéds‘pef.yééé.féémngii thfee uﬁits)_
' ba5ed on fhfég(fuel assembliés.per c$$k'aﬁd énq'césk'pef truck

1oad,is jﬁStifiéd.-fV

49, iDEC7Comment 49. - No comment.

'4'50;f DEC Commeént 50. No-comment;

. 51. DEC Comment 51, The details of the training pro-
gram'are not:a-prpper subjeCtvfor'inciﬁéioﬁ,in.an Environmental

Statement.

52, " DEC Comment 52.-AMeChani¢a; cl¢aﬁihg pf condensers

,cdu;d,be‘employed at Indian Point if‘installation of such a -
'SYéﬁem weré_warréntédﬂby_itshenvifonmeﬁtal péﬁefits; The effect

of infrequeﬁt chloriﬁatioﬁvat‘Indian Point isfﬁqt considered




d"'l'.f' O l1e- l.'
sxgnlflcant in terms of 1mpact on overall river biota. “As-thei

sewage load 1mposed on the rlver by mun1c1pa11t1es decreases :

'w1th the completlon of treatment plants, the need for chlorlnation‘

1 can be expected to be further reduced. - To further reduce any

1mpacts Con Edlson will carry out a program w1th1n the flrst -
year of plant operatlon (Unlt No. 2) to determlne the lowest .

levels of chlorlne residuals posslble consxstent w1th proper

'functioning;ofithe;plant’s‘coolxng system. .f

},53.)'DEC'Comment~53 . Novcomment.'

54, DEC Comment 54. NoTCOmmentid'

-CSé. DEC Comment 55 Two years of postoperatlonal

data willAbe sufficlent to determine Whether plant lmpact will .

“be: as great as the AEC predlcts. Any 1ong-te“m effects of lesser‘

‘.magnltude can be detected by long-term monitorlng at a much

reduced effort. B

lp56.y*DEC Comment.sé;‘ See_resPonse to DEC Comment”l._

,'57. ~Dnc'comment 57. No comment, .

58, DEC Comment 58. No vomment. .

,59. DEC Comment 59 From’a’licenSingﬁpoint of,view,

.the subject of: alternatlve coollng systems for Indlan P01nt 3

is the contested issue. A separate proceedlng is’ considcring

Unit‘No. 1, We note that Unit No. 1 has been operating for

'.almost 12lyears,w1th‘no’dlscernlble 51gn;f1cant,env1ronmental



T

1mpact ascrlbed to 1ts operatlon. Flnally, it'isfdesirable to
»have the Un1t No. l flow avallable for any dlscharge dllutlon |

[N
P

' requlrements.

© 60. DEC Comment 60. No coment. |

61, Dﬁc Comment 61. Con Edlson concurs Wlth the view
n _
that the Staff has overlooked these problems, and belleves that
" the dec1s1on on coollng towers cannot be. properly made untll

completlon_of-these,studles, whlch_are now ;n,progress.

. 62. DEC Comment 62. -No comment.,.

‘n63. DEC Comment 63 The.DEC.c0ncurrencesw{th'the;

'Staff's hatchery assessment is in error.v SeeaConfEdison's'
comments on the DES for detalled cr1t1c15m of the errors in
‘the Staff's hatchery analys1s. (See Comment 245, p. 59 of

Appllcant stomments on DES.)

' 64. DEC Comment 64. - No comment.

.465.,'ﬁEC Comment SS.M'The'ls%‘outage rate'for indian.
P01nt 3 was used to agree with prOJectlons for long—term ‘mature
outage rates on large nuclear unlts belng used for study purposes

by the New York Power Pool and other 1ndustry groups.

, Experlence ‘with Indlan P01nt 2 is 1rre1evant




because'it haS‘only been'infseruice'since AugustflS; 1973 o
(5 months), at only 350 MW., he:unit ishnot'maturefand was
expected to encounter normal start—up experlences.

Indlan Pomnt l at best prov1des only a poor bas1s-

ion Wthh to- predxct an outage rate for Indlan Poxnt 3. Thef

design of Indlan P01nt 1 was essentlally a prototype and 1s

almost twelve years old, while Unit No. 3 is a modern un1t not

- yet in service. And flnally, Un1t No. -3 1s a "nuclear only"

unlt whlle only a portlon of Unlt No. 1 capac1ty is nuclear.

The remalnder is" from an 01l-fired superheater, which furnishes

.an addltlonal cause of plant outages.

66. DEC Comment 66. . No comment.

67. DEC Comment 67 No comment.
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'j Response of con Edison to

Comments of Hudson River Fishermen s Assoc1ation

and Save—Our—Stripers

'Con‘Edison'submits the following response to the
4comments of the HudSon River Fishermen's‘RSSociation and Save-
'Our—Stripers dated December 10, 1973 and forwarded to the AEC
by letter of Nicholas A. Robinson, Esqg., dated December 14, 1973-

i_ . T . 1., The "Preliminary Statement" merely restates the
baSlc pOSltlon of HRFA and 508 on the issues in the Indian Point
3 proceeding, and Con Edison's: opp081tion thereto is well known |
and is set forth in its comments dated December 24, 1973, on - ﬁ
' the DES and in the responses herein. . : : , ' i
v : oo - 2: The statements on page I-1 ignore the'substantial. ‘
- progressidon’Edison has made in reducing‘fish impingement. : o - ;
The amount of impinqement is substantially reduced from the
.early days of operatifn of Indian Point 'l when mature fish
were-krlled“inwthewforebay; L '. L '.. S : g
3. There is no biological reason why impingement
must be completely eliminated The requirements of law, bio- ;

1ogical 81gnificance and common. senae are. that 1mp1ngement

should be reduced to as low a level as can be justified by a _

benefit—cost analy51s.
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4. The comment on the.alr bubble screen indicates
4HRFA s and SOS' refusal to con31der anythlng other than closed—v
cycle coollng. Con Edlson s air bubbler system»ls substantially
different from those descrlbed in the referenced reports, and .
prellmlnary results lndlcate that it may well reduce 1mp1nge-
ment from 10 to 50% or more. When Indlan P01nt 2 was operatlng
between May 15 and October 31, 1973 the number of f1sh collected -;
'from the screens was 45, 713 (48,066 if adjusted to 6—pump oper—
atlon for the full period) compared to Con Edison' s prev1ous - o

estimate for thls perlod based on prior data. w1thout the air

’ .

bubbler system of 221, 962

'S. Any attempt to_estimate'environmental'impact
from impingement,'asjsuggested on page I-2, prior to ~u} _com-
pletlon of Con Edlson ] ecologlcal study program is spﬂcu-
'latlon of the type the AEC Staff has con51stently rejected when
offered on behalf of Con Edison.

6. Con~Edlson e.zb'nltted the plan for reducxng im-
pingement on January iy 1974, as reaulred by the terms of the

operatlng license for Indlan Poxnt 2.

7. The dlscussion on page II 1 mlsstates the DES
While the AEC Staff was careful to state that they were de-
scribing potential or possible effects. these quallflcatlons
are omltted by HRFA and SOS who state categorically that: theae

effects will occur.
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»8.‘ Many of the alleged 1mpacts descrlbed on page‘
II- 2 have not been evaluated by HRFA, SOS or the AEC Staff
to indicate thelr 51gn1f1cance on the ecosystem of the Hudson
_;Rlver. For'example;_the mere fact that airedgctLOn'ln.dlssolved
. o#ygenlmav occur does notArequire mitigation anless that reduction
hls related to a.51gn1f1cant adverse 1mpact on the ecosystem.
lSuch relatlonshlp has_not~been_establlshed. The potentlal
reductioﬁlin”strlped'bass;poéulation has beeh hased‘on-the‘
asSumption'that'no:compeﬁsatory"mechanismsvexist, vhich is
"contrary to all known principles- of ecology. v
'r9.1 HRFA and: SOS state thelr desxre to have the AEC
~:revievithe env;ronmentalvlmpact of Cornwall* sn pages II-2 to
II-4. This'is.hot surprising since ﬁRFA has'heen'a.partv to
the extenslve litigationlon‘this'project before the Federal
| Power Commlssron,.ahd has not prevalled in that proceedlng.
- .Therr'écrpose” in br1ng1n§ con31deratlon of Cornwall 1nto.thr;rw“m
prOCeedlné is‘abundantly clear whenvb'v1ewed in llght of the

statement?of Mr. Alexander Saunders,'Chairman“oftScenic Hudson

Preservation»ConferenCe,:as_quoted in The Sunday Record}of
Bergen COunty, New Jersey, December 2, 1973, with respect to
the Cornwall proceeding, "Our strategy has always been one of

" endless delay." Operations of the CornWall:plaht are irrelevant

* HRFA and‘other opponents of thisbproject.attempt to rename
it "Storm King" for puolic ielations purposes., -




to conSLderation of the enyironmental 1mpact of Indian Point 3,
31nce Cornwalllis scheduled to commence operations after ‘com-
pletion of Indian P01nt 3“ If the AEC Staff is to take Cornwall‘e
into account,vlt must take ltS envxronmental impact as found by
~ the FPC as the lead agency for federal env1ronmental rev1ew of .
fCornwall; _In;that connection, it shonld;be”noted*that the FPC
licenselcontainshconditions:to assurevprotection ofsthe fishery_
_ resonrces of'the.Hndson River and hasireseryedJjnrisdiction.tof
reqnire any needed'modificationsrof‘the fish"protectiye facili—i
ties as may be oroered by the Commission, after notice and
vopportunity for hearing. And finally it should be noted that
the le*ter of Chairman Dixie Lee ‘ay to Senator Abraham Ribicoff
dated December‘s; 1973, forwarding the ORNL prelimina*v analysis
to Senator Ribicoff; stated ‘"I urge yon'to use. caUtiCn in draw-
ing'conclu51ons based on this preliminary analy91s and strongly
suggestthat‘the apparent impact‘drawn from this.preliminary-
data ﬁay be_different;from'the real one," |

10. Con~Edison woald welcome an.independent and -
detailed‘analysis of the actnal construction time required for
a natural draft cooling tower system by experienced competent-.
construction experts based on»conditions at the Indian Point site'“
,using'Westchesterllabor; Discussion of;averagevconstruction‘:b

times_at other sites with otherfdeSignSfand-local conditions - -




and with other construction labor are irrelevant and misleading.
11. Cessation-of’operations-during,the spawning season,
suggested on. page IV—l, should not be requlred unless the. publlc

beneflts to the flshery exceed the publlc costs in terms of money ‘

and oil consumption.v»Even asSumlng the worst,predlctlons;of‘the'AEC '

Staff are true,‘cessatlon of operatlons cannot be justlfled on
'thie basis,' It is suggested in the Prellmlnary Statement that
poner'losses can be compensated_fornby energy eonservatlon and-
alternative sources of power. While‘thenpublic has.responded
_ weil.togenergy COnservation_required byfthe present_fnelgshortage,-
Aitvis doubtfnlﬁwhether this reeponse’wouid he-poseible to pre- |
vent a potentiai:and'higle'theoretieal.threathtoraquatic~re-
sources, VThe'availabiiity‘of alternative~sonrces of power

will depend in‘large'part on the inatallation‘of new generating
.unite in thevNoftheaet~whieh in'turn'are'subjeot to.constructiOn
‘ deiays, litigation and:the willingnees of other:utilities to

utilize their diminishing fossil fuel resources to reduce a

i

potentlal threat to the Hudson Rlv‘r blota.
| | Alé. “The alleged cost- beneflt evaluatlon (pp. V—l t0'
V- 8) 1s hlghly conjectural and lacklng in documentatlon and
;‘exé;anathn of computatlona; orocedures. We.w1ll p01nt out
onlyga'few ot'the mote obVions e}tots in parag:aphs 13—25'

Abélow.f




13, Con_Edieonle impingemeht estimates atelhot R
'"minimal";',They were based on analysis:of the‘moet,tecent
"aécurate;dataiﬁithlno allowances fot theimétoteﬁeote disQ
ouesed'aboVeVWhich have'been'observedﬂslhce théﬁ;"“
- 14; Assumlng the worst HRFA and "SOS predlct dim-

inution- of flshlng for a three—year perlod (p. V-2) There
is no attempt to place a spec1f1c dollar value on thls tem—
porary dlmlnutlon that would Jqstlfyutheglnterlm'prodeduresiil
tequested. | | “

vl5; iThe-statemeht.le made that the:ethasvbeehﬁa :
hsiénifioant reduotioh in catch'ln fecent Yeate;_ (P V—3)
This reductlon can only be documented.for the commerc1al catch’
and is most‘llkely caused by a decllne ln.fishing effort'heoause»
:Of'tedhced‘oonsomptlon>of fish.'_No rellable.data exist'to_
docoment a'decline in the cateh‘of sports fishermen.

AiG,tlThezanalfsie lmplies;that fieherﬁen;will etop
'fiehinélbecause of_a;reduction inhstripea baes;v'Thie'ignores
the_presence,of other fish ln the oeean;'vA1thouéh:a fishermani
-.may.prefer'strlpeo,haes, it is éfobable thatifaoed Qith'a o
reductxon in strlpedlbass he would go after other flshes

.17.' The monetary computatlons (pp. V—4 to V—S) are ,
vhased'on indlrect coste;‘ The{;ndlrect_benefltS’of electtlc1ty

| were not taken into*aocount’on the benefit side. Also, this




highly‘conjectural;approaoh»ignores‘thehexiStehoe of accepted
'federalf procedures for.the préparation offhehéflt;oost‘ratios_
involving_federal fnnds‘for watererelatedaprojects.
’118l Ittls not shown hoﬁ the: computatlon goes from
$28 800 000 on page V—4 to $80 000, 000 on page V—S |

19. AThe-statement that a 50% reduotlon 1ndavallable -
fish would cut intowthe ability-of-the fish'to.regenerate its
numbers 1s entlrely w1thout foundatlon and contrary to known
' experlences where flsh have recovered after much greater
1'rednctlons and'where f;sherles havenbeen.startedlfrom scratch
as_ln the;qase of'the“eastern_stripéd hass Placediin;thefSan
Joaguin.system_in‘California.us ' |

20.“Econom1c multlpllers‘(p. V—S) have not.heen used
in any of the cost—beneflt analyses of the . Staff.and Con Edlson.
It 1s therefore not‘approprlate to add them here. o |

:2l; The fact that the per caplta consumptlon of elec— ;
;trlClty 1n Con Edlson s’ serv1ce terrltory is below the national
.xaverage, as reported by the Reglonrl Plan Assoc1atlon, 1s come~
pletely lrrelevant 'The questionlls-Whether Con-Edlson has

.suff1c1ent generatlng capac1ty to supply the demands that w111

exist w1th a large enough reserve to assure rellable service,



22, The quote on transm1s51on 1mport capacxty (pp.
v-6 to V-7) 1s a perfect example of dlstortlon by out of context’

.quotatlon. The DES goes ‘on to state ”However, 1t 1s ‘the Staff'

oplnlon that such bulk quantltles of power w1ll not be avallable.'

,_“for firm purchase agreements from exlstlng sources w1th1n or.
outside the New York Power Pool " (P XI 2) The 1mproved

transm1331on fac111t1es are requlred for emergency transfers

_ whlch_may be.requlreddbecause'of temporary outages,;but 1ong—term“

e 'replacementZthTndian Point‘3.requires'the ekistence-of firm
capaclty elsewhere and such capac1ty does not exist. Also, even
1f flrm purchases could be - arranged, such energy is generally
not aVcllable 1n the event of‘an.emergency on the sellerusystem.
»Thls subject is adequately dlscussed 1n the DES
| 23.’ It would be a perversxon of present energy.con-

servatlon procedures to conSLder them a substltute for Indlan
Pp;nt 3._ The purpose of the current'energy conservation,effort
is to preserve scarce fuel oil supplles. In hls speech to the

_natlon on.the fuel oll cr1s1s, Preswdent leon stited that'
d‘ dependence on furelgn 011 would be a contlnulng matter of .
natlonal»concern and recommended a program whlch 1ncludes maxl-
‘ mlzatlon;of,nuclear energy sources.- A dlSCUSSlon of this sub-
' ject,would,:thérefore, only-reault in the conclusion that gen-

eration from Indian Point 3 must be maximized



24;‘ The New York City Report referred to on page V-7
is 1rrelevant to thlS proceedlng. It dlscusses a peaklng power
_ aiternatlve tota:peak;ng plant : Indlan P01nt 3 on the other»
'hand,visﬁa'baSe'loedibiant.' Furthermore, the Clty s proposal
was beSicélly a_?packaged’plant" which was dlscussed in thevDES.
(Pp.,XI—idoto‘XIfIZ).*Con.Edison agrees‘With'the‘Stéff‘s cohf-
~ clusion: -“The staff, therefore, does not cohsidertihstallatioh
of packaged plents as beiﬁg a viable alternate to;Ihdiam_Point
Unit No. 3." o ) |

‘25;f'fhe oonoept thet Con Edison doeehhot”need addi-
tionai'caéacity'aselohé-es-its'fredicted'peekoloedfie withiﬁ
‘totai‘eystem:cepaCity,(p.'V-B) is seriously in error;r If this
’were the best of’all possihlevworlds, eqﬁi?ment.would function‘_
- at 109%»capa§ith;t'100% of the time_and‘never wear out;r But

since this is not the best of all pdssibie worlds;* equipmedt

needs repairs and maintenance and it is fundamental to a reliable

-electric system that én-adeouate reserve,existjfor this purpose.

.HRFA ] exten51ve part1c1patlon in the Indlan P01nt 2 proceedlng

'should have made them fully aware of thls poxnt -

* Voltaire, Candide, (1759)



Response of Con Edison to

. Comments of the U. S. Department of the Interior

Con Edison’Submits the fql;oyipg reéﬁbnse to the
Comments 9f the U, S;:Depaftméntfof the‘Iﬂtériof dated becember 13,
1973 oﬁvthe AEé Stafff§'Draft Eﬂvi%onmenﬁal'Stétemeﬁt'f§r Indian
Point 3: ! |

1.;'The Interior Department has misunderstood the DES

when it saysvthat the DES described the environmental effectsi

fwhich are.expe;ted tb occur as a result of this project.?

(p. 1) The DES described potential environmental effects but
"never‘stated'wﬁat'in fact was expected to oCéur with any sta-

- tistical confidence léVels on the predictions.

2. fhere’is o evidence tquuppo:t‘the st .ement that
éffe¢ts-of‘short-term operation "could be dévéstating".. (p.‘Z)
Ali expgtt_tééﬁihqny‘ﬁb date isldirectlj'conﬁtary. Also a con--
trary viewjhas-béen §upported by the Hudsoh‘Rivér Poliéy Com-
ﬁittee‘which-is fhfn;shing sﬁrveillanée of the‘resgarch‘study
progiaﬁ}:éhdigﬁ whidh.the Depq§tment,of.the intéri§r hés a
repreéentatiQé;‘ A-reprgéeﬁtatiQe'ofithis Defa:tmént‘isﬂalsp_
on-site to éséufevprober implemenfétién'of tﬁelrgcommehdétions‘
of the 3911¢y Coﬁmittee;v o |

; 31 dThere:is~ho possibility of operatiqnﬂof.a”ciOSed—v

'CYCle coolihgjsyStem at any date earlier than that specified
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by the AEChStaff, and Con Edison hasyconSiderable doubt as to
Whetherzthat"date,can'bé met.ﬁJ(p.“Z)f

4, In the"Indian Point 2 proceeding, extensive con-

.,sideration'wastgiveﬁ*tohrequiring'limited operationvof'the plant'
vrpendlng completlon of the closed-cycle coollng system and 1t was

: concluded that such 11m1ted operatlon was not justlfled by the

reCord | ("'2)“The 31m11ar conc1u51on‘W1th_respect to.Indlan‘
P01nt 3 contalned in. the DES is amply supported by the facts.'

The Bowllne P01nt Agreement referred to by the Department 1s

~ a consent decree entered 1ntocto‘Settle an'actlon;brought,by

the Hudson River Fishermen's Association“and’others,‘and're—“

strictstoperations"ohly during 1974, The AgreementlwaS‘not‘based

:oﬁ“ahy“finding of'enyironmental damage from plant’opt“atiOns.

5 Any attempt to descrlbe the fac111t1es 1nd1cated

}_by ‘the Department (p. 2) would 1nvolve the °taff in 1dle specu-

‘ latlon, as most of these fac111t1es -are in the conceptual phase.

6.- It 1s not clear whether 1n the dlSCUSSlon of

effects on hlstorical 1andmarks tho Department cons;dered the

'effects of natural draft cooling towers. The AEC Staff did

not lnclude any such con51deratlon 1n the DES and a s1m11ar‘y
om1s51on‘appears to exlst here. (p. 3- 4)

17.; To say that effects on specles other than strlped
bass "are equally as 1mportant" (p._4) 1s to 1gnore the cost~

beneflt approach whlch 1s ﬂupposed to be fundamental to dec1sion




making ln-thiS'area. flf;there'were'no serious”impacts oni

striped bass but‘a serlous adverse lmpaot on alewxves. does:

the Department of the Interlor malntaln that the people of

' New'rork should;pay the‘economrc.andgenv;ronmental costs of

coollng towersrto protect'alewives?_wg'A |
8;‘FThevproblems“OEhsolid;radioaotiveimastes are best

_VconslderedfonUa'géneriélbasié-for 5;1 power'plénts rather than

in'lndividualslicenslngfprooeedings (p. 6)7_and this*hashbeen

' the approach Of-the'Aﬁé; | .

"§; The Departmen+ has apparently been mlslnformed
as to the 81gn1f1cance of ‘the recent- bulglng of the steel llner
for the contalnment of Indlan P01nt 2 (p. 6) This 1nc1dent
dld not 1nvolve a threat to publlc health and safety. Several
tests were performed to insure contalnment 1ntegr1ty after the

ulnoldent These tests 1neluded a speCLal leakage test of the

_ contalnmentvllner‘lntegrlty at full.postulatedjacc1dent_pressure,
and maénetlc'partiolexexamination of.the.entire bulge area |
.'prior to; durinéé'and.snbseduent to the'pressorehleak‘test.
Other'measurements were;alsolmadenlnc1uding;yideotaping-of the
liner performance durlng thedleak test. All'tests demonStrated

that the llner, 1nclud1ng the bulge sectlon, performed as

analyzed, that,uat no tlme prlor to, durlng or after. the test

was the 1ntegr1ty of the lxner v1olated and that the liner is




‘well withln its$orl§lnal;design'capabilities”to withstand the
effects of a design_baslsJLOCA andlto‘contain.the radioactivity .
which mightfbepreleased to'contalnment from snch'an'accident. |
"Thls‘occnrrence certainly_has no relationship:whatever to a
Class 9 accident.. | | | |
10. lThe Department has requested an economlc evaluatlon
of ‘the 1mpact of 1mp1ngenent in accordance w1thla publlcatlon
t of the Amerlcan FlsheryrSoc1ety»(p.:7).: We attach such an:'
1evaluation as ﬁxhihit A. This shows' that the estlnate for im-
:,"plngement for all three plants is a cost of $401 845 08 per year..
IThlS compares.w1th a presently estlmated cost of cooling towers.
- for Unlts Nos. 2 and 3 of not ‘less than $38 000, 000 per year;p
However,_lt is 1mportant to note that NEPA- calls for a report
on:prOJeCts:"slgnificantlyxaffecting’the quality of'thefhuman
'environmentv; . ,".n"(NEPA, Sec. 10é) Accordlngly, it is neces-
‘sary to look at social costs as they affect the human env1ron-
ment Unless losses of flSh are related to 1mpacts on total
‘flsh populatlons which reduce the number of flsherman days for
recreatlon or reduce‘the commercral fishingl no adverse lmpact
_'oﬁ the_huﬁanrenvironment ishestablfshed.< The‘asSumption that
every fish.impinged‘reduces the Sport-or commerCial fishery is

'contrary to;known{principleswof-the_dynamics of fish populations.



Monetaryhvalue_ofzImpingement' -

In their comments on the Draft Environmental ‘Statement for Indian
Point Unit 3, the Department of the Interlor suggested that monetary
values of fish developed by the Southern- D1v131on of ‘the American
Fisheries Society be applled to the estimated 1mp1ngement losses in

order to quantify: this aspect of the economic impact of the plant
- Following 1s a prellmlnary analy51s u51ng these monetary values.

The percentage compos1tlon of 1mp1nged flSh is obtained from Ip-2 Testl-

mony of Ronald A. Alevras on -"The Estimation of Fish Implngement at
Indian Point Units 1 and 2, February 5, 1973 Table 7, page 16. The

-percentage composition presented in that document ‘is based on colle—
- ctions made at Unit 1 and will be applied to Units 2.and 3, for this

analysis. Likewise,. the numbers (scaled up on a basis of flow rate
for Units 2 and 3) and 81ze of each spec1es 1s based on collectlons
at Unlt 1. : : C

For the purpose~of_this analysis the following assumptions'are made? ‘

1) Because monetary values are based on. 1 in. length 1ntervals
and the data in Alevras 1973 is presented on the average
’ welght of flsh a mean length of ‘3 in. will be used. The
vast majority of fish collected at Unlt 1 were w1th1n a2
to 4 1n.v1ength range. ' : ‘

L2) Tomcod (Mlcroggdus tomcod) is not llsted in "Monetary
' Values of Fish," 1970, -The Pollution Commlttee, southern
"DlVlSlon, Amerlcan Flsherles Soc1ety, therefore, a value of
"$O 10 is applled . S

3) For the “other"'category (2. 9% of total collectlons) which
- contains both game and non-game flsh spec1es, a value of. v
sO. lO is. applled - o

Table 1 summarlzes-the monetary value 3f‘fish'lost’through impinge-~
ment for Unit 3 above-and Units 1, 2 and 3 combined.

The estimated monetary values presented in Table 1 are subject to
the limitations. presented in the testimony of Alevras, 1973 because
the numerical estlmates used are the same, with the exceptlon of an
adjustment for refuellng outages which is not made in Table 1.

I1f an adjustment were made for refueling, the monetary values would
be reduced by about' 10%. The numerical estimates may be high based
on recent collectlons at ‘Unit 2. The lower than predicted’ 1mp1nge-
ment of Unit 2 nmay be attrlbutable in part to the presence of an
air curtaln which was not factored into this estlmate.



‘Table 1 - Estimated Monetary,Valuebof Fish,Impinged at Indian Point

Value of a 3 in. : , S ‘ o
e - _ Individual .~ .Value of Fish Value of Fish -
. : : Estimated Annual Collection ‘of Each Species! .. Collected at = .Collected at Units
‘ Species  -m‘>’Unit'1‘5  Unit_2§.;:Unit 3 K -(cents).ﬁ" . ... Unit 3 = ‘1, 2 & 3 combined

White perch - ' 263,614 _ 790,842 © 790,842 ~ el 7 7118,626.30 . 276,794.70
Striped bass = 11,559 34,676 . 34,676 C LTS 7 26,007.00 . . 60,683.25
Atlantic tomcod 30,984 . 92,843 - 92,843 S 0% 9,284.30 . 21,667.00°
‘Herrings 47,726 f143;179f”_l43;179' 10 - 7 14,317.90 . . 33,408.40
-(blueback & . LT e L o I
. alewife) - T S . A L L ; -
‘Bay Anchovy - . 8,203 . 24,609...:24,609 - L0330 Y .7.738.27 0 71,722.63
Other: - , 10,813 - 32,439 - 32,439 5 [ L R 3,243,90 ©  7,569.10

CTotal. | . $172,217.67 $401,845.08"

1., Values from "Monetary Values of’ Flsh"' 1970, Thechllqtion‘Coﬁmittee;'SoUtherﬁ.Divisioﬁ{T_‘*’”‘
o 'Amerlcan Flsherles Soc1ety. S L U R ) o o

2. Assumed value,-not aVallable'iﬁ~"Mone£aryfvélue»bf Fisﬁ";.f

3. Based on #alué pér.fish;‘

h.j'ASSumed value.




LA

' Response of Con Edison to -

Comments of Federated ConserVationists of‘Westchester.County; Inc.

' Con Edison'submits the fblioWing~response,to,the

- Comments of the Federated Conservatlonlsts of Westchester County,

»AInc. dated December 7, 1973 on ‘the AEC Staff's Draft Env1ronmental

Statement-for Indlan Point -3:
The Federated Conservationists appear to be unaware
of the fact that'Con;Edison has .used  independent outside con-

sultants extensiveiy-in working on itsEenvironmental problems,

A_Dr; GeraldﬁJ. Lauer of New York University‘lnstitute of Environ-

mentaI'Medioine,.Dr. Edward C. Raney'ofviChthyQIOQical Associates;'
formerly professor of Cornell Unlver51ty, and Dr. James T McFadden,

Dean of The Un1v0r51ty of Mlchlgan School of Natural ne sources,

‘have been pr1nc1pal consultants and'are'three of the outstanding
.men ithheir:fields.r In’addition; Con EdisonvhaS‘seoured,tHe
vserv1ces of a FlSh Adv1sory Board con51st1ng of 1ead1ng scientists
_1n this country and in England Flnally, the entlre‘research

_ effort is rerformed.undernthe suryeillanoe of tne Hudson‘RiVer
'Policy Committee'made up'of representathes_oflfederal and state
‘environmentallagencies,'not seleoted'by éon'Edison.. This Policy

-'Commlttee has an on—51te representatlve who 1s an employee of

the Bureau of Sports Flsherles and Wlldllfe of the Department

of;the Interlor.
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_ Response of Con Edlson
Comments of the Env1ronmental Protectlon Agency

Con Edlson submlts the follow1ng response to the comments;
of the Env1ronmental Protectlon Agency (EpA) dated December
10, 1973 on the AEC Staff's .Draft Env1ronmenta1 Statement _5

for Indlan Point 3:

v'1.' The conclusory phra51ng‘of the EPA' S .comments 1mp11es‘
that EPA has done an 1ndependent 1nvestlgatlon of the items
contalned,;n rts-comments. Unless,the Agency_has,developed
-vsighificantlevidence_beyond’that‘presented'by the hECQin the
DES, such comments are misleading. The Ageney shou}d clearly
'indioate the'bases for 'its conclusions and the data and

..analyses upon which it relies.

2. . The EPAVis'concerned about possible doses fron the
cou-mllk-ohlld pathway belng in excess of appllcable gulde—
lines (Cover Letter, Paragraph 2; Conclus1on, Item 1; pp.
3%4);‘ Although both EPA and AEC have calculated under the
_conservat;yevassumptlons of-Gulde 1.42, that thejmaxlmum ex-
' pected“indiuidual'thyroid'dose will‘not exceed guideline_
values, and w1ll constltute hut a small fractlon of the al—,
lowable exposure under the applicable regulatlons (lO CFR
- Part 20), the EPA apparently belleves that even more con--
servatlsm is vrequlred, and calls fortldentlfloat;on_of

“potential".pastures.




Con Edison has 1dent1fied the location of the nearest
milk cow as explained in the DES on Page V 136 Estimatesv

.of the thyr01d dose via the cow-milk-child chain were made

in the DES and are w1th1n the proposed Appendix I and Regu- - ﬁ

latory Guide 1. 42 guidelines. Regulatory Guide. l 42 calls'

for the conservative evaluation of pos51ble thyr01d dosesf

via the milk pathway from cows in currently ex1st1ng pastures,"

tfor a plant in the operating license rev1ew stage like
:Indian Point Unit No,'3m: |

:It‘is extremely unlikely that additional land?will‘be'A
converted to. dairy pasture use in the v1c1n1tv of Indian
Point. The trend in this part of the country is definltely
away from rural and toward suburban land usage. because of
the prox1mity'ofvthe*metropolitan area, the pressures of land
availability;vand consideration-of the most’economic~usage
‘of remaining available land. 1 - v-' _'.' o .
There;isAconsiderablemconservatismlalready in:the_cal_

'culations ot‘Guide 1.42."The assumption is made that a child

will haveballihis milk supplied by a cow grazing in the areas

of'higheSt potential concentration. No consideration is given

to the pooling of milk in bottling plants or. other technolog-
1ca1 factors. Con Edison believes that the probability of a

child in the Indian Point area continuously getting all or



'/‘

most;of'hls:milk, fresh, from a single cow'or small dairy

herd~iS‘very small, When comblned w1th the probablllty that

this cow or herd will be located in- the area of hlghest radio-

lodlne fallout levels, and in an area that is currently not

used as pasture 1and the probablllty is so small as: to be

negllglble.'

3. Referrlng to exposures to radlolodlne, the EPA

states [p. 4] "the analytlcal sen51t1v1ty of the env1ron—
-mental sampllng program should be developed to be capable
of detecting the exposure levels given in Regulatory Guide -
'1f42. It is unclear whether this refers to the development
of a,monitoringjprogram Within the_statefof—theeart, L. TOo
. - a research‘progranfundertahen to_deVelop'nethods that»are. | _ ')

beyond‘the capabilities of‘existing‘systems. :_'

'3'4-- The EPA“states.that’the present onceethrough cool- ,"
ing system w1ll not- enable the. Indlan P01nt Unlt 3 to oper-d
‘ate in compllance wlth appllcable,water qualltyjstandards o : _ o
for‘ the Staté ‘o:f. New York S »’('L‘?ﬁter», ,p’a?agraph._;B, ¢'on-‘
:hlf» ” clu51on, Item 2; p. 6 p. 12) ) |
C The.EPA, in. 1ts comments on the effect of.the thermal
diséhafgenfrom I.P. 3, as presented_in the‘DES;‘appears togac-
cept the thermal‘plume'predictlons postulated'bY'the AEC:l
without conslderihg Ccn'Edison's comments on the_Staff's

.......
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'model, [addltlonal testlmony of John P. Lawler, Ph D.,

Qulrk Lawler & Matusky, Englneers on the Cumulatlve Effects

of Bowllne, Roseton and Indlan P01nt Generatlng Statlon on

: the Hudson. Rlver, March 30 1973 (Indlan Poxnt Unlt 2 pro-.

ceedlng)],.the Department of Interlor 8 comments on the ex-. ‘
treme dlfflculty of modellné.these phenomena whlch makes

such analyses "open to doubt and manlpulatlon" [Letter D. I.J'T
to D. Muller, AEC, May 10 1973], or even the Staff s own
reservatlons about thelr predlctlons.v The Staff saw flt to

quallfy thelr results [P V-ll, DEC] ‘"In assessxng the re-

- sults of the thermal dlscharge studles,‘lt should be

emphas1zed that the estlmate are strong functlons of the

values of the lnput parameters, which are largely based on

‘Judgement and need verlflcatlon by more fleld data than are

now avallable,ﬁ"[see:also P. A-26, DEC].
’Furthermore}~COn;Edison has performed mathematical"

analyses whlch refute the Staff s analyses. Appendlx DD(l)
o

- of the I P. 3_E.R. [Qulrk, Lawler & Matusky Englneers,

“"Effect of Three Unlt Operatlon at Indlan Poxnt on Hudson

' 'Rlver Temperature Dlstrlbutlon"] presents in detall the re-3

sults summarlzed in Section 9, 3 of tha E R. AThese results

do not show,'as‘EPA Clalms, that "under Severe-operating

'wcondltlons the entlre surface w1dth w111 experlence tempera-

ture rises greater than 2. 2°C (4°F)," but that max1mum’y.h




akhe v

thermal severity at Indian Point:is:found‘to be marginal{l

but”not’to_contravene;the'New'York State Thermallcriteria.i

Con Edison recogniZes”that fieldIStudies are necessary

.both to evaluate the predictions of the various ‘models and

. to establish proper values for the hydrological and meteor-

logical parameters.; BeéliSth predictions.can be made'if

4 reasonable estimates of»theSe input‘parameters‘for"the *

analytical_models arefutiliéed vHowever; the values'selected,

" by the Staff for the heat transfer coeffiCient and thermal
stratiflcation'factor, for example, and used in their ana-.

lytic model, do not reflect. the knawnbody of knoWledge.about'

the Hudson._
During full power operation of Unit 2, Con Edison will

undertake a: field program to quantify the values of the

‘hydrodynamicsand;meteorological parameters’used in the‘
‘mathematical model, aSSeSSing{ and, if neceSSary,:modifying,,

-the'prediCtions.of the models,:and evaluating the compliance

of “the Indian P01nts Units l and 2 w1th the State thermal

,criteria. ‘A detailed description of this survey program

is=presented in'"A Plan of'Action for Operating’Procedures

. and Des1gn of the Once Through Cooling System for Indian
-P01nt Unit No.v2. -.{Submitted in.Accordance‘With‘Section
E. (3) of Fac1llty Operating License. No. DPR—26 “as Amended

| by Amendment No. 4, dated September 28, 1973," January 1,



1974, Docket No. s'o‘-é47,"pp.' 3-’4'.]

The AEC Staff s reservatlons, quoted by the EPA, as to

whether the surface temperature requlrements of: the state 8

crlterla‘w1ll ‘be met by Unlt-3- are based on a faulty assump-hﬁl

tlon about the operatlon of the dlscharge canal The leaks

in the canal that precluded the malntenance of lO fps dls-

~charge veloc1ty (only at very low flows) have been repalred

The EPA s statement that a reductlon 1n flow w1ll
'"aggrevate theaalready unacceptable,thermal dlscharge

eff'ects‘i is incorrectr reduced'flow (which'occurs only in’

,w1nter tlme, when the 90°F crlterlon would not be even re-

motely approached) does not change the quantity of heat
dlscharged to the rlver, and therefore.does.not'change thep'
prediction of the area.average temperature distribution.

along'the’riVer) although the near field temperature distri-

~bution-at'thevplace of discharge would change. :

' 5. EPA ccmments refer to changes‘dissolved oxygen con- -

tent in. the Concluslon,-Item'Q and on pages lO 11.
~The- connotatlon from these comments on dlssolved oxygen
is that thero is a aerioue D 0. probelm resulting from plant'

‘operatlon. ‘There ls-no.basiS'for:such a conclusxdn.}.Con—

, 51derable data obtalned from tests have shown that there is

"no apprec:.able reductlon ((O 2ppm) of D 0. as a result of




' plart operations., ‘The fact that the Hudson Rlver drops
below desxrable D. o. levels for other reasons is not germane.
The impact of the plant is_imperoeptable in light'of natgral

river D.O. fluctuations. '

pé. EPA.comments“refer to chlorination onApage llf
Wlth‘regard to.ohlorihe‘disoharges,_lt appears.that‘the EPA -
has a mlsconception oh chlorihation techniques. vcomhined
'operatiohs‘of'Units 1-3 do not ih any wap_result7in com~
bined Chlorine;discharges. 1The_units‘are not,chlorinated
simultaneouslf. Moreoﬁer,‘there is ho requirementpfor‘

chlorinationvdurihgdpeak tidal flow.

7. In Additional'Comment 2>(p. 13),vthe~EPA refersito
radioaotire releases;frOm the Unit 3.blowdown flash‘tahk vent.
.The setpoint for dibersion}of blowdown to the Unit No. 1
flash tank and,ioohsequently; to'the purificationvsystem,
will‘begsetfto ensure'that the releases from thernit:No; 3
flashltanhdvent'wlll be, in all cases, ihsignificant with
.lrespect to. proposed Aopendlx I and Regulatory Gulde 1. 42

fguldellnes for radloactlve effluent releases.

'8.' In Addltlonal Comment 4 (p. 13) the EPA refers to
poss1ble overload of the sand fllter beds.- The poss1b111ty
-does exist that an overload of the frlter beds may eventually
occur durlhg_the operatlon of.Unlt No. ‘3. ﬁTherefore,»reade
ings to,determlne the excess'of efflueht.and appropriate acf'

tion to increase the filter bed capaoity will'beptaken‘before‘.




9. On page 8 the EPA notes that Flgure V—4 in the DES
"showsbthat flSh 1mp1ngement 1ncreases drastlcally at’ veloc1-
t1es greater than 0. 9 fps.d They also note. that the 1ntake
.veloc1ty at ‘Unit. 3 w1ll ve 1. 5—2 0 fps at full flow.' This '
bleads them to questlon why ‘the appllcant dld not utlllze

the 1nformat10n in Flgure V—4 in de31gn1ng the Unit 3 intake.
In response, 1t should be noted that the 1ntake veloc1ty
used}by,the appllcant_ln preparlng Frgure V-4 1s-the.velocity‘
AaPproximately 24‘in05es in front of thessoreens rather than‘l:-
at the face of;the screens, For reasonsdwhlch are unclearA

to Con Edlson,‘the Aﬁc Staff lnSLsts on referrtng to |
veloc1t1es through the screens; At Indlan Pornt 3 the "eloc—
ity 24 lnches 1n front of.the screens will be about l fps

at full flow and 0. 6 fps at reduced flOW.‘.ThlS ls-con51stent :

‘hsent the best available technology.

id? on page 8 the EPA estlmates that about 20 X lO6
flsh'w1ll be kllled by 1mp1ngement at all three Indlan
. Point Units;h This estlmate is based upon the assumptlons »
l) that Unlt 2 w111 klll 30.000 flsh per day for 81x w1nter
'months, and 2) that another 2.5 x 106 w111 be kllled durlng
'iithe remalnder~of_the year. This yields altotal-of-B.O X lO

|
w1th the 1nformation in Flgure V-4 and therefore does repre- L B
L : , . _ . . . |
killed at Unit 2 per year, and when scaled up to all three ‘



' units,_yields‘about'éo x 10

. Y
6 killed:per year;'fThe,EPAnsup-

ports,this estimate_by-citing "Raytheon data’wthh show A"g

_ about'1.3'x 106'fish:killed”ineon1y twcfmonthsvof;data col-

'lectlons.ﬂl

The EPA has used “the. "Raytheon data" as if 1t represented

typical fish'collection'1nformatlon;_ On the‘contrary, the

'RaYtheon‘data'waS“c011ected because an unusual incident was

ﬁoccurrlng. Ev1dence that it was, in fact,funuSual} is found

in the fact that collectlons of such. magnltude have not

' occurred s1nce. The flgure of 1. 3 X lO6 fish was obtalned
by extrapolatlng from data collected on only elght days

'Vduring the:two-monthrperxod. "EPA' s extrapolatlon of thlS data lSV‘~A‘

not a valld sc1ent1fic procedure.
; In addltlon,-lt should be noted that durlng the perlod

over wh1ch ‘the Raytheon data were . collected, the flxed screens
-\,l‘

" were out of servxce much of the tlme,and full flow through the
'intake'structure_was malntalned, rather\than the_reduced flow -

' that is part of the normal winter operating regine'now.

" The EPA's method of extrapolatlng the data from this

'one unusual incident to predlct the estlmated number of fish |
;expected to be kllled ln six months under a dlfferent set

of lntake parameters,ls overSmellfled to the p01nt of belng |

irresponsible.
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_After the incident recerded.in the‘ﬁaytheon'data,~cen.
Edisen{instituted a-prccedure for sYstematic:ccunting-and
ciassifying_all_fish_collected. Thus; at the.present time,
there is good, reliabie data,showing fluctuatiens'in fish :
collecticn.throuéhout the year‘and.over Severalannual'cycles.
Therstaff‘presented these dataeand used’them_as a'hasis for
estimates ef:plant impingement‘effects‘in'the'DEs;

_JvTo.reject»scientrficaily'valid data cdliected over a
substantial periodfdf time,'andkunder conditions comparahle‘
to those expected at I.P. -3; and to ad0pt an estlmate based
on extrapolatlon from a srngle unusual incident, evrnces
"an lncorrect,;.approach‘to environmental 1mpact assess;'
'ment- EPA strains to-attrihute a maximum-degree of-damage
to the plant rather than trylng to establlsh the truth based .~
on sound sc1ent1f1c pr1nc1ples and rellable data.. Nelther
’ the human env1ronment nor the Agency s reputatlon is well

' served by such Statlstlcal juggllng.

il, On page 9, the EPA states that they are. "skeptlcal"i”
that the'Env1ronmental Tech Spec procedure for reducrng flow
when implngement llmlts are exceeded w1ll,be effectlue, con- -
.51der1ng that the unlt w111 supply baseload capacrty to an
already over—taxed system. They further note that only

: “reallstlc" measures shoulo be. lndlcated.' In response, there:




4 ST , o
is no justificatien5for;the EPA's “skepticism" or their
implication that reduced flow is not a realistic measure.
The applicanthill abide by.the EnvirOnmental TechniCali
Spec1f1cat10ns Wthh are a part of the plant operatlng :

license, and w1ll reduce flow or take other necessary actlon

when requrred by these‘spec1frcations.'

12; On ‘page 9, the EPA states that 1f flxed screens
are truly effectlve 1n reduc1ng lmplngement at Unit 1,
reason should be glven for not 1nstalllng them at Unlt 3.
The-lntake structure des;gn‘at Unit»3 has beén‘improved over
',that'at Unitsjlland:é.-‘Fixed‘screens are not necessarily B
any more effectiyenthan-travelling screens locatedrin'the
same Position;'hwhatvmakes the fixed screens atiUnitll'ef_
fective in_reducfné impingement_is the fact thatvthey'are
‘located'at the entrance of,the intake'forebays,bwhile the
travelling'screensvare iocated further back»in the bays.
_ W1thout the - flxed screens,vflsh cousd enter the forebay, be‘
trapped by the flow;and eventually become 1mp1nged on’ the

travelllng screens: further back Wrthntheiflxed screens

installed at thc'entranco, ‘fish cannot ‘enter the forcbay.
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. Moreoyer; flSh can av01d 1mp1ngement'on the flxed screens
at the forebay entrance by sw1mm1ng laterally.} ‘This is not -
'posslble when- a screen, of whatever de81gn, ls recessed in

~ the 1ntake bay.< Thus,,lt is the posltron rather than‘the”
type‘of.screen that isfiﬁportant. For ‘this reaSOn,’Con
Edlson has deSLgned the Un1t 3 1ntake ‘in such a way that

. the travelllng screens'are effectlvely at the mouth of the
f_1ntake bay._'Flsh.cannotyenter-the bay'behindvthe screens,
‘and flSh in front.ofthe;screens'canlswim'laterally.to

avoid impingement. These travelling'screens out frontthave-
the added advantage that they can be cleaned regularly and
automatlcally whlle 1n place, unlmke the flxed screens Wthh '

must be removed for cleanlng.

13;"On page'9, the EPA associates a decllne in the'
white perch populatlon durlng the 1960 s-with operatlon of
Ind1an.Poxnt Unit l.. This assoclatlon rs,not.supported by
any‘data, and reflects an apparent unfamlllarlty w1th the
data collec*ed and reported by New York Un1vers1ty.’ In"
testlmonylpresented at-the Indman ‘Point Unlt 2'11censin§
proceedlng, Dr. Gerald Lauer ‘0of New York Un1vers1ty stated
" that "New York Unlversity‘researchers concluded that shore
selnlng alone was totally 1nadequate for determlnlng whether-.
f1sh populatlons.ln the Hudson Rrver estuary‘were rncreas-‘

ing, decreasing or.remaining the same over a period of
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years;"' On the contrary, it is more'likely that the obServed :
-decllne 1s a natural populatlon fluctuatlon rather than a

plant effect.

h‘l4°':0n pagelld;rthe:EPA.statesythatfﬁit'is possible
the irreyersible.point couid;be:reached before 1978dor euen
dulyfl,'l97j.5i;Therea;s no.evidencebthatithe_é;ant.impactip
.wili be’either significant or irreversible bygeither of
*these dates.',This isbpure speculation on.the.part of the

EPA.

,g'lé.i"The statement by EPA (Conclu51on, Item 3) that
lA'fish losses.: L [are] .« o substantlal enough that
vellminatlon of.whlte perch and‘strlped bass populatlon as
‘TVLable flsherles.ls probable" is pure speculatlon and ls',[}

. not supported by any credlble evmdence.-w
: , . _

}6. on page 10 the EPA states that for specres ulth
a short tlme 1ag between hatchlng axd recrultment to the
‘ adult populatlon, the populatlon effects of plant operatlon
'may be even more severe than they are for striped bass.
This is contrary to the blologlcal pr1nc1p1e that a spec1es
' with a shortvgeneration time is more resistant ‘to plant
impact than one with\a,longer ganeration tlmo since the

_ part of the populatlon unaffected by the plant can repro-

; duce ltself more rapldly.;_
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l7; .In the thlrd paragraph of the coverlng letter,.v
as well as elsewhere in- the comments (Conclus1on, Item 3,
p. 6; p; 7), the EPA refers’ to the requlrements of the
, FWPCA; It should be noted that no guldellnes for effluent
llmltatlons for th1s category of plants’ have yet been proposed
by the EPA Admlnlstrator. Flnal'guldellnes w11lnnot'be
adopted for some tlme.r The effluent llmltatlons appllcable
_to the I. p. 3 plant w1ll not be determlned untll a proceed-"

: 1ng on the NPDE; permlt ;s-concluded. The EPA here ls pre-

i
| . |
maturelin its.implication'thatfa'closed-cycle coollng system o ' E
w111 be the_"best practicable control technology currently -
. r
avallable" for the Indian Polnt plant, and that such a | - o

-‘system w111 be requlred to be lnstalled by 1977 under FnPCA.

If a decxsxon is to be made in this regard, . 1t should be done
“in accordance w1th the Admlnlstratlve Procedura Act and the

| FWPCA,_and not 1nd1rect1y through comments on an: 1solated

licensing actron,




vResponse'of;ConyEdisonfto

comménts)of’the?AttOrney:General of_the.State_of New York

Con Edlson subm1ts4the foliow1ng'response to the
'Comments of the Attorney General of the State of New’ York
' dated December 17 1973 on the AEC Staff‘s Draft Env1ronmental
Statement for Indlan P01nt 3-=v

1;: The Staff should note that the Attorney General
is speaklng only for his own offlce. The Staff has recelved
other comments from the Department of Env1ronmental Conservas

- tlon as representatlve of the state regulatory agenc1es.

2. The Attorney General mlsstates the DES when he

says that the Staff found that the once-through coollng system v

"would cause unacceptable levels of mortallty of aquatlc
organisms .A. e (p. 1) The DES_said,that a potential existed
for this_damage.and the analysis containedvin the bES in sup-
port of. the conclusion makes ftieyen more clear that this is
- only a potential. | |

; S. The Attorney General correctly notes the
lack of data on- 1nd1rect effects and then concludes that the
model predlctlons of adverse impact must.be underestlmatlons.
(p. 3) 1In the absence of data, how can the assumption be_made'
’that'there are#serious adverss indirect effects? The DES cor-

rectly states that these indirect effects are unknown. There
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would séem t§5be'ﬁq greaﬁerfreasoh fof assuming théy_éfé adverse
thahaSsumihg'that;they-a:e hétiadverse."InﬁfaCt} bécauée‘of
‘ﬁhe liberéi.ugé:of §r§és.§ssumptiohs'in the.briginai striped
_bésé médeié,,fhg prediétionS'of'adverse impadts are Qery likely
overQStimatés. " pata c°11ected in-19§3 cénfirm this point.

| 4;';Tﬁe Attorney Gené:al-éské the‘AEC Staff to con-
sid¢r unspecified futuré facilities Qn tﬁe’Hudsoﬁ River. (p. 4)
If the staff is to-give,any_consideratiOn to fhis posifion, it
‘ ﬁhst also éonsidérvimprovements to the'river'su¢h‘as the elim-
-~ ination of seWagevload which for example wou1d prdbably elimin-
| afe ény poSSiﬁle.probiem with diséolved oxygen but might at the
same time reduce sigﬁificantly tne nutrients which provide the

principal base for the present ecosyatem.

5. The Attorney General desires that the AEciStaff
:é-examiné the'environmehtal imbact of the'prop03ed Cornwall
Project, incorrectly desigﬁated.as "Storm Ki;gé; (p. 5)
Conéideratioﬁ éf the éornwall~Project is irrelevant to
asséssinguthe environment§l impact of Indian Point 3 because
the Cornwall p;ént is scheduled to céme_into dperation aftér
completion 6f Indian Point 3. If the AEC S;aff is to cbnsider
the impact of Cornwall, it must acCept‘that'ihpact as found

by fhe.Eederal.POWer Commissibn‘éé”the'iead aéency for ehviron-

mental review, It would be duplicative and contrary to all
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-prineipies Qf sound admiuistrative review for the AEC Staff to
attemptito tepeat an exaﬁination that ﬁasvalready involved-over
‘ten yearsuofLlitigation,befere the Federal'PoWer‘bommission and
‘_federal and state'courts. In any case the FPC 11cense (Article
36(3)) requlres Con Edlson to make any needed modlflcatlons of
the fish protectlve fac111t1es, as may be ordered by the Com--
'm1351on, after'notice and opportunlty for a hearing. Thus, if
the Cornwall Plant 1s shown to be adversely affectlng the fishery
1nta sign1f1Cant_way;vthe license provides procedures for assur-
ing that appropriate co:rective action is takeh;/ |

6. ’The Attorney'General states that paesage of
organisms through the Cornwall plant will result in substantial
mortality. (p. 6) It should be noted that spec1es of fish have
been 1ntroduced to the upper réeservoir. of pumped storage plants
by entrainment of eggs and larvae in the water of the lower res-
efveir; This indicates tﬁese sensitive life stages can withstand
the tiggrs.of the plant operation, although the degfee of sur- -
vivallhae not yet been quantified. Furthermo:e; the hearings
" before the FPC contained several pages of expert testimony con-
trary to;the aesertion‘of the,Attorney Geueral. After analyzing

this'testimony the FPC made the following finding:

"233. We find that the evidence indicates
a reasonable high rate of survival of eggs,
larvae, and young fish of the year drawn
~into the plant "




This flndlno, together w1th the entrre FPC.dec1810h, was’
afflrmed on. appeal to the Second CerUlt Court of Appeals
and the Supreme Court decllned to review thevcase.A

7;‘ The‘Attorney General's discuss;on‘of entrainment

at Cornwalli(p. 7-8) is misleading.  The predictions of the

Carlson-McCann Report were based on-potential reductions in

the Cornwall segment only. The Staff's modei attempted to.estimate
population etfects in the estuary.as'a whole. .Thebtwo'are not
comparable; | |

8. The discussion of thermal effeots at Cornwall (p. 8)
is erroheous.‘ This matter was considered in a proceeding before
the New_York State Department of Environmental Conservation for
a water quality certification, and the report of the "caring
Officer dated August 12, 1971'contaiued the following:.

"Theoretical computations indicate that pumping
and discharging combined, assuming no heat loss,
could induce a frictionazl heating of approxi-

.mately 1/2° Fahrenheit. On the other hand,
computations indicate that the reservoir water
would tend to cool more rapidly than the River
water, resulting in » possible net differential
in cooling by a maximum of 1/2° Fahrenheit.

.- Accordingly, it appears, based on such com-
putations, that there would be no net heating
or cooling effect. 1In any event, it appears
that any differential in temperature between

- the waters of the river and the upper reser-
voir would be insignificant and probably less
than 1° Fahrcnheit,"

The Examiner's decision resulted in the issuance of




the water:qnalrtyjoertificate'bythe‘ComnisSioner.of Environ-
mental>COnservatiOn;” The:yalidityhof3that issuance waskaffirmed
by the Court of Appeals of the State of New York in a proceedlng
in whlch the- Attorney General represented the Comm1551oner of
vEnv;ronmental Conservatxon and argued.;n support ofﬂthe Com-
missioner'sudeterminatdon; dTheeposition~now‘eSpoused.by,the,
-Attornenyenera1boannot be'reoonoiled with‘that which he formerly
presented;inithe State}s‘hrief in that:case.;téopies of pages
31-35 ﬁrom that hrier are appended hereto. |

| 9. If tha erroneous assumption is made,that all waste
‘heat is transferred to the water and if offsetting cooling is
ignored; the.proper compntation)is as follows. Recent improve-
,mentspin the pump design_indicate that 3 kilowatts of aleotricity
will be produced for every 4;kilowatts of pumping. Operating |
at,its.maximum rate the plant wril generate 17.76'3.109'BTUs per
daily operational'cycle."With a discharoefflowbof 3300 ofs/turbine,

the dlscharge temperature w111 be 1ncreased 0. 38°F, not 1.1°F as.

: stated by the Attorney General It should be noted that this . -
.discharge is only for 7.8vhours per day-that.the plant. is in a
generating mode and is less than the diurnal variations in Hudson

River temperature.

‘10. The Attorney General correctly describes the
‘Staff's thermal analysis as having “many conservative input
conditions" (p. 11) but does not con51der that many of the con-

ditions 1nvolved hlghly improbable comblnatlons of pa*ameters.
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Measurements of the thermal piume w1th Indlan Point 2 in-
,operatlpn.ls'necessary'to ellmlnatefthe many assumptiens made.
in this’thermalpanalxsis. |
‘11."épmment.NOQ 8:above coneerning the thermal dis-{

,heharge fromrcornﬁaiiaapplies1tb’the.dis6uss§en on page 13.

| iz.fiThe Atterney'Generai;svdiseussion of-thermal
plumeAanaIYSLS”(pp.i13u15) 1nd1cates aAcomplete mlsunderstand—
.-1ngf6f thls,subject' The purpose of the Staff's analy51s
is to show theitemperature rise that ean be‘expected and thisi
analysis ean.be,performe§€yith9utﬂanwledge'Qf-the aetuai
- ambient temperature.: Theuexcess temperature can then be added
‘tO“the?prevailing'ambientﬂtemperatureﬁto'ohtain the eemputed
temperature.”‘cen Edisen yiiL_ghta;n measurements,ef'anbient ;
temperature by going»totareaSVVery slightly (less than 1°).

K

. 1nfluenced by thermal plumes.;m e
13, The statement that monltorlng of the thermal plume'
is impgssible (p. 15) is aise‘erroneous,ihCQnrédlson will per- |
_form a Survey of the thermal plume w;th‘aCtual_measurements of
:the,piume in tﬂé:riQér'ah a érid patternpwhich»will.permit
mapplng of theé thermal plume. This program has been approved"}

by the Atomlc Lnergy CommlsSLOn Staff and is a requlrement of

the New York State_Department of Environmental Conservation.
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Theiquestion of the effect of the Project on the fish of the
Hudson River was fully considered at *he hearing and it was found
(FINDING "41", 62z):

"41. The probabilities are minimal that a
' pumped storage project with respect to the pumping -
cycle itself will affect fishlife; there is not
likely to be any significant adverse effect to
fish of the River from a pumped generating plant
at Cornwall, New York,. [sic] (M. 235%240)". '
(See, also, FINDING "42", T255.)

L4

|
. _ : |

(1) Effect on Fish Life : ' ' ‘ ' o o
\
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It is lmportant to. note that the plans and design for the

' Progect lnclude protective screens de51gned to protect small flshes

from enterlng the Pro;ect s lntake. (Exh.""E", Applicatlon of Con

Edison. ) The questlon of the Hudson Rlver flshery was exten51ve1y
[

consxdered by the Federal Power Comm15310n (98a) Accordlng to
| .

the ev1dence in the record commencrng ln 1965, a three- year
i

'-Hudson River Flsherles Investlgatlon, 1965 1968 sponsored by the’

then New York State Conservatlon Depa:tment and the Unlted States

Flsh and Wildlife Serv1ce and flnanced by Con Edlson, was conducted

'under the dlrectlon of a technical advrsor of the Unlted States

Bureau of Sport Flsherwes. The pollcy commlttee whlch directed

thls study was chaired by a representatlve of the New York State ¢

Conservatlon Department (now ‘the Department of Env1ronmental

-Conservatlon) and lncluded representatlves of the Naw Jersey

Department of Conscrvatlon and Economlc Development the Unltec

States Bureau of Sport Flsherles and Wlldllfe, and the United

: States Bureau of Commercxal Flsherles. Thls study concluded that

.there would‘not be any,51gn1f1cant adverse‘effect on»the f;shery

t

resulting”from-Proje'ct'operation.»21 (Exh. "I" OfoCon Edison's

Applicationa)

N

21. Annexed in the Appendix. hereto (A-11), is a letter written by
’ Dr. W. Mason Lawrence, Deputy Commissioner for Environmental
‘Management in the Department.of Environmental Conservatlon,
dated May 17, 1971, which establishes that this Study was
1ndependently evaluated by the Commissioner and was found to

"provide[s] the most critical evaluation of'the potential
effects of the Cornwall project". This letter clearly '
~ establishes that the Department condugted its own independent
“investigation of the Report and therefore the Commissioner
was entitled to utilize this information in making the .
subject dttermxnataon. Mattnr of Fink v. Cole, 1 N R 2d 48

(1956), supra.
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The Federal Power Comm1531oner reached the same conclu510n

tafter a careful 1nvest1gat10n of the entlre PrOJect (see Order

and Oplnlon of Federal Power Comm1551on, Exh. "A" annexed to

Appllcatlon of Con Edlson) Under the terms of ‘the Federal Power

)‘Comm1551on llcense, Con Edlson is requlred to conduct further
'studles relatlng to flsh populatlons in the Hudson Rlver, thelr

Abehav1or and phy51cal ablllty, and to study the development of

art1f1c1al flsh propagatlon fac111t1es. Con Edlson is also

requlred to conduct post- operatlve studles " *k * * to assess

.fully the effect of Progect‘operatlon on the fish populations

and their habitat" (Exh. "d" of Con“Edison's,Application). The »
lioense is conditioned so as,to require Con Edison to install
ﬁish»protective facilitiesﬁand to make any'modifications to
those facilities whioh_mayﬁbe ordered by the Federal'Po.*r
Comnission.(Hearing Exh. "ld")...

: There is’ ample evrdence in the record that danger to fish
llfe will be minimal and that the Commrssmoner had "reasonable
assurance" that water quallty standards would not be aFfected |
in this regard The apprehens1ons of appellants that there is

no reasonable assurance in this regard are unsupported by

relevant facts in the entire record.

(2) Possible Thermal Poilution

Appeliants' contention that the Commissioner lacked reasonable

assurance that the waters of the State would not be thermally

polluted flies in the face of the evidence in the record.
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First, the record establlshes that there will be no significant
.temperature change in. the waters of the Hudson River which ‘this
fac1llty w111 pump from and then dlscharge back into (T 377, 385-
386) Second, it is clear ‘that there is no support in the record
for appellants contentlon that the heated water discharges from
varlous gthgg dlstant nuclear and conventional fossil fuel plants,
which would supply off—peak energy to pump power for the Project,
"would cause thermal pollutlon at the site. of ‘those plants (lOa,

T 351, 487- 488, 491, 493 496)

As noted earller, the dlstant generatlng plants ‘would be
transmlttlng power to the Cornwall Pro;ect to be used for the

w1thdrawal of water only at nlght or on weekends when they were

not worklng at full capac1ty (supra, pp. 9-10 of thlS'Brlef).

, The concern of appellants over p0551ble thermal pollutlo.
overlooks the obv1ous Fact ‘that whlle the other (distant) plants
of Con Edison may be operatlng for longer periods of time in
order to supply energy for thls Pro;ect, lt does. not necessarily
_follow, nor is there any ev1dence ln the record, that they Wlll
be runnlng.any "hotter", ln contraventlon of stream standards

'It would appear that the appellants assume =-- without any support
in the record for such assumptlon -- a cause and effect relation-
ship between a plant's runnlng longer and its running "hotter".
It is commonly known that these other plants now opérate at or»
near.peak,capacity at many times; yet, there ls’no'evidence; in
the record before the Court, or otherwlse, that'such'operation

contravenes the applicable thermal standards of the State.
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The State's heated llquld standards (6 NYCﬁR Part 701), as a

35,

‘matter of law, are appllcable to all heated discharges into classi-
fied waters of the State, regardless of the age or type of the
source or the stream on whlch the source is located This standard
ensures that all exlstlng,.as well as future, Con Edison plants
must at all tlmes meet stream standards w1th respect to thermal

pollutlon.

Appellants' argument that there is no reasonable.assurance
that thermal pollution mayhnot occur at other enisting plants as .
“well as at preSently unbuilt power plants of Con Edison, which
" in 'the future might bevused to'pump power to the Project, or
possible'thermal effectsfot.other plants in the Northeastern area
"from which Con Edison may gurchase such power, is erroneous[ as .
3a matter of law and fact, ﬂh that itlis purely speculative,
totally unsupported"by thegevidence in the record, and ignores
the fact thatvthe statutes!and rules and regulations of this

State bar the operatlon of any plant which w111 cause thermal x

pollutlon at 1ts site of dlscharge




NEW YORK STATE PARKS & RECREATION South Swan Street Bidg. South Ma!' Aibany. New York 12223 In!ormauon 518 474-0456
Alexander Aldrich. Commigsioner -

January 23, 1974

Myt George W, “Knighton
Chief '
"Environmental Projects Branch 1
Directorate of Licensing
United States Atomic Energy Commission
‘Washington, D.C. 20545 :

Dear Mr. Knighton:

Thank you for your letter of December 6, 1973 concerning
106 Review of plans for Indian Point. Since the Indian Point
plant is already constructed the basic question is whether
the operation of the plant will have an affect upon nearby
sites that are listed upon the National Register. I note
the response of Mr. William J. Cahill, Jr., Vice President,
Consolidated Edison Company of New York, Inc. that there
will be no impact on such sites, but am unable to corrob-
~orate this statement without material that might be presented
in a 106 informational meeting. '

. "If such a meeting is called for by your agency or by the
Advisory Council, this office will send a representative.

Slncerely,_

% l/‘ aTA %//LL_.

. L. Rath, _Jr.

- Deputy CommiSsioner
for Historic Preservation

FLR/cak




