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1.0 INTRODUCTION /-

On September 9 1971, the Atomic Energv Commission (AEC) published:

in the Fedetal Register a revised Appendix D to 10 CFR Part 50, setting

forth AEC's implementation of the National Environmental Policy Act of

1969 (NEPA)..

‘Paragraph F(3) of revised Appendix D generally requires a holder of

a construction permit issued prior to January 1, 1970,'for ohich'an
operating license has not been issued: to furnish to the Atc within
40 days of September 9, 1971 a written statenent of any'reaaons, with
supborting:?actual submission, why with‘reference to.the criteria in

Paragraph E(ijfof revised Appendix D, the permit should not be suspended,

in whole or’ in part, pending completion of the NFPA environmental review

apecified in*Apeendix D.

On August 13 1969, the AEC issued a construction permit to Consolidated

"Edison of New York, Inc. (Con Ed) for the Indian Point Nuclear

Generating Unit No. 3. 1In accordance with.the requirements of
Paragraph E(3) of Appendix D, Con Ed filed with the AFC the required

statemernt, dated October 18, 1971.

Determination

In accordance with the requiremente of Section )4 of Appendix D we

have determined that the construction nermit for Indian Point Unit
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‘No. ehould‘not be suspended pending completion of the NEPA environ-,

‘nental review specified in Appendix D. A formal "determinetion" to

this effect 1is being forwarded to the Federal __giater for publication.

In reechinggthie conclueion we have considered and balanced the criteeﬂ

ria in Paragraph E(2) of Appendix D.

Background
On April 26 1967 Con Ed filed an application for a conetruction

permit for. Indian Point Unit No. 3 with the AEC. An extensive review

of the application was made by AEC's reguletory staff and By the

- Advisory Coimittee on Reactor'safeéuarde.‘ On Auguet 13, 1969 the ABC,

after public hearings held over a eeveral month period and a favorable

recommendation from the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board iesued

.Conetruction Permit CPPRr62 for this facility. Numerous other permits

uith reepect to environmental matters have been obtained from other

agencies. AAmong these are permits for: installation of screen-wall,
cofferdam,Land_discharge canal from the nudeon River Valley Conniaeion; :
New York State¥ﬂater Resources Commission, and thekp, §; Army Corps of

Engineere;'tne“outfall structure from the New York.State Department of

' Environmental Conservation, project excavation fro- the Hudson River

Valley Commiseion and the Village of Buchanan Building Department, and
dredging at lanta Cove from the New York State Water Reeourcee Commis~
sion, Hudaon River Velley Commiesion and the U. S..Arny Corps of

Engineere.




2. 0 COHPLETION OF NEPA REVIEH

' The time necesaary for the completion of the ongoing NEPA review ,

for the Indian Point Unit No. 3 is8 estimated at 8 nonths and the
criteria set forth in Section E of Appendix D to 10 CFR Part 50 have
been evaluated with this=approximate time period in mind..'That is,
the environmental impact of continuing construction at this site, ‘the

‘ foreclosure of alternatives of the type that might be required as a N
reault of the full NEPA review, and the cost of delay all have been
considered with respect to approximately 8 mnnths of continuing
construction activityf‘ Should the actual NEPA review.for this case -
exceed 8 months’ euchiaalonger‘period of time vould not eignificently 3
add to the environmental impact that. conetruction activities have
caused to date but would eubstantially increaae the economic burden
if'constructioniwere now su8pended. A 1onger review period would o
also'increaee:the total actual plant expendituree at.completion of

the NEPA review if the construction permit were not now suspended.‘

He have taken these conniderations into account in balancing the -
factors specified in Section . E of Appendix D to 10 CFR Part 50,

and have concluded that 1if a eignificantly longer time period were»-
required to complete the NEPA review it would not affect our deter—.
mination that the construction permit for the Indian Point Unit

No. 3 plant ehould not be suspended at this time.




3 0 ENVIRDNMENT IMPACT DURING THL PROSPECTIVE REVIEW PERIOD

 8ince construction of the plant will not be completed during the

] expected NEPA review period there will be no environmental impactr-,éi
from radioactive and thermal effluents that would be released ‘or. -
mechanical damage to marine 1ife at the intake atructure as a

' result of»operationvof the plant;~ Construction to be'accomplished
durlng this review period falls basically into three categoriee.
(1) continuation of structural work on containment and adjacent .
buildings, (2) continuation of work on internal mechanical and
electrical systems and (3) landscaping and planting as conatruction-
areas are cleared. Percent completion of significant atructurea are
approximated in the following list based on an AEC aite viait in

‘ early October 1971'

Intake‘Structure - 982
Discharge Structure -98%
' Contaimnent Building - '65%
Control" Building - 90% "
'Turbine Hall and Building - 952
Diesel Generator Building - 302
’ Waate Holdup Tank Pit - 802

‘Fuel Handling Building - lOZ

Primary Auxiliary Building - 80%




‘All site ptobatation and excavation work ia conplete.V>Foundation
work has’ been completed on all principle structures except the fuel
handling building which’ ia neating completion. The containmant
building liner has one section of the dore remaining to be instal-
' }ed and thgn the construction opening.cloaed; The containment
‘buildingvconCtete is approximately 25% in place. The control
‘building, primary. auxiliary building, and turbine building are
oompleted witn'only internal erection and faotication'of systems
remaining. The diesel generator and waste holdup tank~bnildinhaj
are presently under construction. _Thavfoundationﬂand footinga have
been stattadnfo:_the fuel handling building, WO:kAon_the major.
structures andgoomponenta of the condenser cooling‘watog system has
already been:oonpleted. The intake structu:e aﬂd.ﬁhe;dis¢h§?é¢4
canal haveioaanfconstructed; the turbina generator:ia;invplaoa,‘the
condenser has ooen erected and condenser tubing isnneating complo-
tion. The‘circulating water pumps whicn were instailed have‘noﬁ
been. temoved for recoating. Inatallation of auxiliatyveqnipngnt

is now in process.

Ttansnisaion linea required for Indian Point Unit No. 3 will utilize .
existing towera cutrantly used by Indian Point Units No. 1- and No. 2;

Only five additional towvers will be required for Unit:No. 3 and these
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towers will be locatad on property already ownad by the applicant at . -

the Indian Point site and at the Buchanan aubatation.

Of- the 239 acma compriai'ng the .lndian Point aite, about :Jo'-fchi_r:is
ara‘currently oeing used for construction related‘actlvltiee. Fol-
lowing the‘conpletion’of Indlan'ﬁointnunit No. 3K tne plant areav
will occupy only 35 acres, approximately 164 of the aite. LandQ-
' acaping and planting have begun in vacated conatruction areas and

.will continue as use of other areas for construction,is discontinued.;’v

' During the next 8 months 1t is anticipated that the construction of

_the containmnt. diasel-generator, waste holdnp tank and fuel

. handling buildings will be completed, the maior mechanical aystems

(e.. g., primary ‘coolant” aystem, engineered safety featuras, and
radvaste aystema) will be completed' and the elactrical ayatems o
1ncluding the componente in the control room will be nearing

completion.‘.fi7

-ConsttuctionAnoiaes are unlikely to diaturb the aurrounding popula—
“tion since most of the external conatruction has been completed and
~the distance*to the nearest realdential area and the topography-of
the site make this noise virtually inaudible at theae raaidencaa.‘

While some relocation of wildlife haa occurred as.a reault of



.construction approxinately one-half of the site peripherel to the

consttuctlon area remsine untouched and thus provides an imnediate '

»refuge fot the displaced wildlife. Thia»has held to a mininum the

actual dletance of wildlife relocation and as conetruction activitiesA:'
ate completed and diaturbed areas testored wildlife_reeettlement can.

be expected.

Alt 1e e;pected-thqt the cppearacce'of the site.conaidering'the cor-;‘
tent advenceq state of comstruction, will chenge very 1ittle during
.the 8 month petlod of NEPA review as vieoed from the property
bochdery. In fact the appearance of the site will become aesthet-
1cally more’ pleaning as the principal etructutes are completad ‘and

final landncaping is completed.




4.0 fonzcx.osunt OF ALTERNAT;VES- DURING THE PERSPECTIVE REVIEW PERIOD
The'incrementel environmental impect of continued conetrnction'of
the facility;'as diecueeed abovag, could'be largeiy redrassed byr
removal of: etructures and reconetitution of the landacape in the
event that the full NEPA review so required. however, refotestation
_wouldttake‘decadee. Except for the impact of operation the. major
»edvetee;environmantel impact has already been made. The additional

' expenditutee expected to be made by continuing construction activ-

ities during the temainder of tho NEPA review period would constitute .
am increase in inveetment but the ongoing construction activitiee
themselves will not result in a aubetantiel incteese in thie existing '

environnantal impact.'

Altetnetiveettnet potentially could be affectéd byfééﬁtinued conatrucf‘
tion'ete'thoee.telated to effluent control measures. Theee include
the environmental impact of routine and accidental radiologicel ‘
.releaeea, thernal effects of releaaee to the river, and mechanicel
.danage to aquatic life ag the intake atructure. We have examined

each of these ateas to determine the alternatives that night be .'
foreclosed ae a reeult of continued consttuction during the NEPA

review period."
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Appendix D to.lOVCFR Part 50 requires tnat_a cost-benefit analyais of
tadiological,'tnermal,and other environmental effecta be, performed tyif
the AEC during the NEPA review and that a concluaion be machea om
whether modification or termination of the license is warranted. The -
radiological effacta 4involve both anticipated low-level releases b
,asaociated with operation of the plant and with potential roeleases

of tadioactiaity at somewhat higher"levela that could result from an

"accident.

Routine gaseous and liquid effluent releases will be governed'by the
limits sat fotth in 10 CFR Part 20 and the technical apecifications ’
’ to be includad in tha operating license and Con Bd will be further
.required to keep radioactive effluents aa far below theae limita as
practicable. Thia will include meeting numerical guidelinea for
routine releaaes comparable to those contained in Propoaad Appendix I ;'

to the 10 CFR Part 50.

"The liquiddradeaate treatment system for the olantdiaddeaigned to oe »
capable of recycling liquid radioactive wastes generated during |
operation.f Blowdown from the steam generatora can- alao be treated.
The atated deaign objectivea of the system for liquid effluents are
comparable to those of Propoaed Appendix I. In addition, construction
during thefprospective NEPA review period would not preclude amny

R
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necessary modifications to piping systems before or after their
completion. ~Modifications requiring additional building space could';;

involve sobstantial costs but would not be precluded.

_ The gaseous radvaste treatment system is presently designed to
'allow a 45 day holdup. The option of inclusion'of'additional holdep
or treatment capability has been preserved by providing space and

~ piping conmnections,

He conolode‘that‘modificatione to the liqUid'and gaseoue radﬁaeta
system vould,aot be precluded by °°9t1P9°d'¢Qn§¢r“9t#9“t. There is
teasoaable assutaece that a‘plant‘uader c°“°f'“¢?#9?;°¢“ be modified
to incorpotateﬁany radvaste treatment systems foondineeeseasy to
restrict environmental release of radioactive waetevto levels on the
. order of those specified in Proposed Appendix I, including the addi-

tion of building space if required.

The probability of occurrence of accidents and the speCtruﬁ of theif
consequencee to be coneideted from an environmental effects stand-
point will be analyzed ueing best estimates of probabilities and
realistic fission product release and transport aseumptions rather
than the extremely coneetvative assumptions used in’ eite evaluetion
and in our safety review for the purpose of comparing calculated doses

resulting iroe hypothetical release of fission proddcts from the fuel,
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againét thello_CFR'Part ICOFéiting guidelines. Tﬂe computed doses
_ thét would bd}:eceived by the pppuLat;on'gnd‘environﬁsn§ f§on actual
accideﬁfa wéuld,be significéntly-lesa than those.presehted in:our |
Indian-Point“Unit No. 3 Safety Evaluaqionl/. Although the env;xon-
mental‘eff;cta'of radiological accidenfa are antié;patéa ;9°b§ small,
. 1f furthér.réducgion in postulated accidental reiéasea is required

as a rasulf of‘the full NEPA review, édditional engineered safety
systems could'be'added._ For example, space is availasle for the

"~ . inclusion of pﬁpplemental containment air éleanup ay;tems. Operating
paerete:s a1so_cou1d be Adjusted,’at soﬁé extraYQQIIat @obt. to‘

_ reduce furthgg‘the epyironmental impact of pogtu;a;gq“acc;den;A} L

releases.

In an& evéﬁg;“dﬁération of the plant wiil b§ requftﬁd‘éo'ﬁe Buhh”that'
the environmental 1npact of postulated accidental’ releases will be
within Commission guidelines. We conclude that altatnativua‘related;
to mitigation of_accident consequences would not bé’pfeﬁluded'by'the \t

" continuation of construction during the prospective '-teview-'poﬂ@d. .

Hith regarstQ thermal effects, since the intake qtructute and dis-

charge canallhavg already been completed and’all_thatviéhq;ns tq>be

O

y Safety Evaluation by the Division of Reactor Licensing, U. S.

Atomic Energy Commission in the matter of Consolidated Edison
Company of New York, Inc., Indian Point Nuclear Generating Unit
. No. 3, Docket No. 50-286 February 20, 1969, pages 42-45.
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acConpiiéhédyto‘Eompléte construction of the condenser édoling'waté;
systen 1is the insta11a£iqn‘qf tﬁe circulaging wa;er>pumpa, continued
goqétrﬁctiéyqu'the system wouid_not furthqr affact any potential
aitern;;1VQ§.';fhe 1ncremeﬁtd1 édd;tiona}.dollar cost to c;mplete

the system‘iéuvery small when considered agginqt the s1gn1f;cant
additionél dbllar cost that would be incurred 1f*# different cooling
mthoci were fequirea as é result of the ﬁEPA review.  No altefnaiives‘_
Qbuld_be.further foreclosed by continuéd cqnstfﬁétiop from the stand-
point of técﬁﬁical feasibility. withvrggard'to}fish protection, since
C6n¢;ruc;igh}9f'the intake and diqcharge étrqct@tgs hae been alra@dy

completedy again no alternatives would be further;fprgcQOsedt

In aummary;1ngfaltérnativea‘would be_forecloaééAﬁiicéﬁﬁinuéd construc-

tion fr6q7thé standpoint of technical feasibility.
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5 0 EFFECT OoF DBLAY IN CONSTRUCTIUN

S 1 Nead for Powar

The need‘forvelectric power to be produced by Indian Point Unit
No. 3 is evicenced by the power 8hortages that have plagucd the

Con Ed_SQtvice te:ritorytfot the last few years.

Since 1969 Con Ed has operaced with minimun reserves during each
uof their peak load seasons and numerous times operating at up to
82 voltage»reduction with the discontinuance of_actvice to customers

. 1
in some cases.-

Thus far 1;1;951 Con Ed has addcc 624 megawatts of additional gas
'tucbina caoacityvand, after re-rating some of 1ta 01der units,'has
a resarve inetalled on its own system equal to only 92 of the

estimated peak load. Con Ed also contracted for 920 megawatts of
firm capacity purchases, thus raising the reserve to approximately

VA

This reserVe-is-of the same order of magnitude as those with which

Con Ed fac@d‘thglsummersvof.l969 and 1970, and again Con Ed has had :

1/ Consolidated Edison Company of New York, Inc., Statement of

Reasons Opposing Suspension of the Indian Point Unit No. 3
Construction Permit Pending NEPA Environmental Review, Oct. 19,
1971, p. 17. )

2/ Ipid p. 18
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to resort to_the,frequent‘use of voltage reduction. Throogh

| September-§0§;1§7l, Con Ed has reduced voltages on its sistem od
fifteen'occgoiods'during the year. Major probleme were evoided
becaose forced-outeges of large onita'were less than in'previoua

years and there were no prolonged hot spells.—

For 1972, the'eetimated peak loéd and projected installed capacity

dwill provide an anticipated reserve of 21%, aasuming that Indian
Point Unit'No;-Z'(nuclear) Bowline'Point Unit No. 1‘(fossil), and
several barge;mounted gas turbines are all on-line as scheduled for
summer 1972, ;It is at this level of anticipated reserve, and
bgreater.”thot éon Ed has experienced severe diff;coities”for_the

4/5/

past three’ years.—-—

The New York State Public Service Commisaion described the scope of
dthe electricity supply problem in the Con Ed service area in a

, recent opimion, as follows:

In the summer of 1971 and, it appears, for a number of
summers to come, the New York metropolitan region may -
be forced to adjust to shortages of electric pover

Ibid p. 19
4/ Loc. cit.

2/ Page 3. of attachment to Federal Power Commission letter to
James R. Schlesinger, Oct. 15, 1971,




=15 -

 setious enougt, at least, to cause inconvenience and.'
at worst, to weaken the capacity of both the city and
~ 1its sutrounding areas to function."

Tﬁat statentnt was writtén on the assumption that new units planned
for -service in the period 1972 ‘through 1974 ﬁtuld be available as
scheduled. Two such ﬁnita are the 600 MW fosail-fﬁeled generating
units being constructed by.Central.Hudson Gas and~Biecttic-(Roaet6n
‘Nos. 1 and_Z) near Néwburgh, New York. The firhtrtﬁit is scheduled, -
for service in the fall of 1972 ;nd the:aecond for the spring of 1973{

Con Ed i8 a joint owner, vith a total share of 480 MW.— 6/

Con Ed'tnticipgtet a peak system réquirement for 1973 6f.8,950 MW,

If all the neﬁ tapacity indicated above should be t#aiiabie, tbgethef»x
with firm purchases of 40 MW and additional purchases of 440 MA now
being arténgeﬁ for the summer of 1973y Con E& antiéiﬁgted Caﬁégity
‘wqulq‘be 1Q.6§5 M. This leaves a reaetye agaipﬁéé}i;éafth;n"ZQZ;l
essentia11;~thb'samgvlevel tf reserve the syetéﬁ'htéﬁbéen*fOrtﬁdﬁtB

_operate with since the summer of 1969.7/ ot

The estimated peak load for 1974 is 9400 HH. The anticipated installad
capacity, assuming that Indian Point Unit No. 3 ia on-line, will be

12,370 MW, This includes 400 Md from Con Ed's share of Bowline

[,
|

Consolidated Edison, op. cit., p. 20

Ibid, p. 21
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Point No. 2, ‘8 600 M unit scheduled for aervice 1n sumer 1974 and

'.800 HH fton Con Bd'a Astoria No. 6 foaail-fueled generating unit 1n

New York City.. ‘This also lncladee 197 M of firm purchased capacity ;f‘

for which the Company has negotiated contracts and apdther 440 MW

of firm putchaaea for which negotiationa.are now in progreea.' This

,w0u1d ptovide a reserve of more than 30% and would represent adaquate

'reaerves to ptevent a recurrence of the difficulciee which have been

encountered eince 1969 -and allow tatirement of older, less reliable'
generating‘anlca that contribute heavily to New York City air
pollutionégl o |

9/

. Construction of other new base load plants is not feasible to meet .

1974 raquiremante.' Fossil-fueled plants requite an~estimated'4 t046
yaare to conplate and an alternative nuclear povwer planc would require

an even 1onger,;1ma;

Gas turbinee that could be installed by 1974, ‘are not long tern
altetnativea for a base load plant auch a8 Indian Polnt Unit No. 3,
however by 1974 Con Ed will have installed on 1ts syetem over 2300 HH':f
of gas turbinea. _ Approximately 200 MW of this capacity waa expreaely '

planned by tha Company ‘to serve as emergency atart-up and tranait

8/

- Loc. cit.-

3 Ibid pp. 27-30.
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capacity. “The remaining 2100 MW were planned to provide peaking’
capacities for the early 1970's as compensation for delays already
incurred in plants and to replace capacity lost due to equipment

deterioration at older plants. Gas turbine capacity beyond that

- already planned for the aystem would be requited to operata for more

hours than would normally be the case for gaa turbines intended solelyﬂ
for peaking capacity. There has been little utility operating
experience with.gae turbines except for peaking aerpics, It is,
.therefore, difficult to project their expected performancedin_
providing baea load capability where they'are relied upon for

continuous service.

Purchased powot'as an alternatipe for Indiaanoint Unit”ho; 3:ia
likewise not feasible for the year 1974. Con'Ed alteidj'hasxcontracta
or commitmenta for an estimatad 197 MH ‘of purchasad powor for the
summer of 1976 and is making arrangements to putchase an additional.
440 HH. Thase purchaaes have been included in the estimates of
inatalled capacity and reserves that vere discussed in the previoue
-section and will be necessary even 1if Indian Point Unit No. 3 ia |
available. ’Should Indian Point Unit No. 3 be unavailable. the likeli-
I

hood of purchasing capacity to replace the 965 MW capacity of that

it appears remote, Hhile Con Ed has indications that power will be




-18 -

. avalilable for purchaee during the eunmer of 1974 'theﬁavailability

eof this power ia contingent upon the completion of new facilities,‘

nuclear ‘and non-nuclear, scheduled ‘for 1973 or 1974.

COn Ed.hae.in‘the past made-emergency purchaaesiof enetgy ftom ontaideﬁj.
the syatem.1YSuch purchases and other ahort‘duration purcnaeee'ﬁill- |
probably be'apailable in varying quantities from day'to day ae load

and system. conditions of other utilities permit. Kowever,-there is ‘fgf‘
no figm assurance that ‘such power would be available when needed

to meat emergency load demands.

{i,- Some additional pawet might be available by deferring retirement

of older statione. Much of this capacity wvas installed between ,'

,fotty and fittp-aix yeare ago and was scheduled to be retired priot
to 1970 as part of the Company's plans for the 3838 Mw of new
capacity that ia now delayed (Indian Point Unite Noa. 2 and 3 and
the Cornvall Pumped Storage Project). These plante have becone ”“ﬁ
increaaingly difficult to maintain and are no longer dependable.
They will deteriorate furthet each additional year that they temain
in eetvice;<despite'continuing maintenance efforts. Accordinglyg

'deferment of retirements would not produce a reliable source of

pover.,
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_ S;3ﬁvéconomic Cost:of:Delay
| -_we have exanined!the Con Ed estimate of costs that might be incurred -
through suspension of the Indian Point. Unit No. 3 conqtruction permit o
. in whole or in part. - If the permit were to be suspended in ita entiret;
pending comnletion of the NEPA review, Con Ed haa stated that an: increase
in costs as a result of a 6—month delay in construction would be S1. 35
~million per month'lg/ The AEC's Division’ of Construction haa indepen-
dently reviewed these delay costs and has concluded that the estimate’ ;‘
by the applicant of the overall increase in costs associated with such -
| a delay in Indian Point Unit No. 3 falle within the general range of
what could be expected. These costa include suspenaion of phvaical aite
activities including the lavoff and rehiring of the construction workets,b
field construction standby charges, engineering and home office work, ?‘
contingencies, taxes, inaurance, owners staffing, administration, train-
ing and overhead and interest. The cost of replacement power during

this 6-month period is estimated at $24 million.ll/

Escalation would
increase these costs by $300 000 per month 1if the delay were beyond

6 montha.

19’11:1&‘, p.32.
11/

~~Loc. cit.




6.0 DETERMINATION AND BALANCING OF FACTORS
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Pursuent'to Section.E of Appendix D to 10 CFR Part 50, we have.taken-if

into consideration the following fsctors in making a determination

‘_regarding the suspension of the constructien rermit forithe Indian
‘Point Unit No. 3 plant peanding completion of the NEPA environmental ° :

- review:

It is not. likely that the construction activities to be conducted '

‘during the period that the NEPA review is being completed will give rise

to an incremental inpact on the environment that is substantial

'end unduly adverse. As discussed in Section 3.0 above, the environ-_:?
"mental effects are those essociated vith construction rether tnéﬁ"“‘
_operstion of the plsnt. The environmentsl costs of construction, those

' associated with the change of the site from ita former undeveloped

state already have been incurred. Continued construction will render
this site sestheticslly more acceptable., Redress of-such envitonmental'
impact as might result from further construction could be achieved by .

removal of above-grsde structures and reconstitution of the landscape.:‘

e

Continued construction during the prospaetive NEPA review period vould not
' foreclose subsequent adoption of. alternstives to currently proposed design
features fron<the.stendpoint of technical feasibiiity.f As compared to

'substantiel'additionel dollar costs that might hé”incurredtiflmejor s
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WT'{modifications were required at ‘the end of the NEPA review, the-

6.3

incremental cost of continuing construction is very small, As

discussed in Section 4.0 above,_flexibility in system performance

.specifications has been preserved in the area of treatment of radio- f:

active wastes and installation of additional accident mitigating
features should improvements in these areas prove necessary as a
result of the NEPA review. A;change in the type of cooling facility bf

would be more difficult, involving substantial costs but this would ”h

.be technically feasible.

The'effects of suspension of the comstriction permit would be?-

:substantial., Increased construction and interest cost would result

from stoppage and later resumption of construction. As~discussed in

. Section 5. 3 above, the cost of construction” stoppage alone for 6 months

has been estimated at about $8 million.'”

It has been estimated that an additional cash outlay of $24 million
would be necessary for the purchase of replacement power and an addi-';
tional $300 000 per month if the delay is longer than 6 months. Parts‘
of this expenditure conceivably could influence a later decision
whether to require major modification to the plant. However, as dis- K
cussed previously,'major modifications.are-not likely.to'befrequired |

based on present“information; For example, it appears‘unlikelvithht o

| the site: would have to be abandoned as a result of the NEPA' review.

We conclude that the large certain cost of delay (at least 38 000 000)
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outweighs the unlikely possibility thst expenditures during the period
of continued construction will affect substsntiallv a subsequent deci-

sion regarding modification of the facility to reduce environmental

impect.

After balancingvthe factors described,as.to environmental impact of

continued construction snd the potential for foreclosure of alter-

natives as a result of further construction against the effect of
delay costs, we conclude that the’ construction permit for the Indisn
Point Unit No. 3 should not be suspended pending completion of the

ongoing NEPA review.

Pending completion of the fu11 NEPA review,- Con Ed, the holder of
Construction Permit No. CPPR-62, proceeds with construction at its
own risk. The discussion end findings herein do not preclude the

AEC as a result of its ongoing NEPA environmental review from con=

tinuing, modifying, or terminating the construction permit or its

appropriete conditioning to protect environmental velues.

”




