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New York State Department of Envuronmental Conservation
50 Wolf Road, Albany, New York 12233

Peter A. A. Berle,

October 12, 1977\\ M}‘L&( Commissioner
| RECE:VEU N\

CS“

Mr. George Knighton, Chief
Environmental Projects Branch #1

Division of Site Safety and ““j”““ﬂ£%MAwm
Environmental Analysis \</ “!&d@g// N
Nuclear Regulatory Commission gs\>
Washington, D. C. 20555 /

" Dear Mi‘. Knighton.: - 50 aa‘

Enclosed are the State of New York's comments on the
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) 'Draft Environmental
Statement for Selection of the Preferred Closed Cycle Cooling
System at Indian Point No. 3", published August, 1977. We
have incorporated the relevant views of interested State
Agencies in these comments.

The NRC staff's conclusion that natural draft cooling
towers woild be the most environmentally compatibile alternative
is the appropriate conclusion from most areas of environmental
conservation., However, the significant exception was in the
area of aesthetics, where the circular mechanical draft cooling
towers are clearly preferable. '

In evaluation of envirommental compatibility of cooling
towers, we must analyze the combined impact of all the proposed
cooling towers on the environment of the Hudson River watershed
and the Hudson Valley airshed, since cooling towers will
transfer a. significant qUantity of water and dissolved solids
from the river to the atmosphere. Although individual towers
may not be detrimental to the enviromment, the combined effect
could be significant and therefore should also be addressed in
this impact statement.

We hope that our comments will be of assistance to your .
staff in the preparation of the final environmental statement,
We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this DES and
request that you give our comments your utmost consideration.

Enclosure
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STATE OF NEW YORK COMMENTS ON THE

U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION'S

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT

FOR SELECTION OF THE PREFERRED

CLOSED _CYCLE COOLING SYSTEM AT

INDIAN POINT UNIT #3
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(Eublished August, 1977)

September 29, 1977
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General Comments

1. The 1P-3 cooling tower was correctly assessed forvé plant generating gapaj
city of 1033 MWe (negleéting derating). However, the fES for the IP-2 cooling
tower (puElished Augusﬁ,m1976, Docket #50-2475-ésé¢med an IP-2 generating capa-
city of 873 MWe. -Qur covef letter introducing New York State's cémments for
thé_IP-Z'DES pointéd out that Con Edison plans to use the tota%'IP-ngenerating
capacity of.1033 ﬂWe bi May, 1980 (two years after schedulea éooling tower in-

. sfallation). The analysis should have Beén based'oﬁ closed‘cycle cooling systems’

"gcépable'pfvdissipéting this éréater heat output. This was not corrected in the

FES, so it is assumed that tﬁe same IP-2 parameters were incorrectly used for

this DES (see comment 9 of p. 7 of the present reviews).

Hy

2; The FES for IP-2 édoling towers (iﬁ response. to our comment #19) discountéd»
aquaculture as a beneficial uée of Qaste hgat because of nearby shipping channels.
However; Lents Cove'isionly about 400 m to the northeast of the proposed cboling
tower location. Siﬁce this béy-is removed froﬁ the shipping channel and its
diﬁensions are about 500 m by 300 m, it would appear to be a feasible iocatiqn
for a controlled impoundment sectionito bé usea in addition to cooling towers.

This should be éonsidered for IpP-3 as well as IP-2.
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Chapter 2 Descrlptlon of Alternate

Closed Cycle Coollng System

1. P. 2-3 (section 2.3): Mention is made (third paragraph from the bottom) of

s

i

the use of chemicals in the waterfcircdlated through the cooliqg towers to pre?
vent freezing which would also be discharged in the blowdcwn.' We are not aware.
cf the use of such additions in-evaporativegcooling towers and ‘would object to
the introduction of sufficient cHemiCals to have a significant effect upon. the
free21ng p01nt of the c1rcu1at1ng wacer es belng unnecessary and a possible
hazard tobaquatlc life in the receiving waters. Protectlon of cooling tower
systems from freezing depends upon the waste heat being dissipated, reducticn
of air flow thfbugh the tower, and.dewatering.of pipes'not conveyipg heated:

water.
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Chapter 3 Design, Construction, and Operating

Characteristics of Alternate Systems

v

4

The effécts of excavation section (5.2.l) omits the effecﬁ of spoil disposal.

1. P. 3-11 (section 3.4.1): While dual mode operation is not gengraliy

economically feasible, the addi;ion of cooling towers to an ékisting odée-
through éystem makes the incremental cost of.retaining.the on;e-through
capability.economically atﬁractive and'wili also consefve'some enéfgy provided
the Power Authority is authorized to use the oncefthrougﬁ system thn its use
will have minimal effect.upon the Hudson River aquatié resources. We thefeforg

feel that it is very desirable that this dual capability be retained. It would
e

-appear, however, that a basis for the utilization of the once-through system

should be established so that the operating and energy'savings which may be

‘obtainable could be determined. If it is not possible to set dates between

which the once-through system could be used,'then an aquatic life monitoring
program upon which such operations could be based should be set forth.
Use of onceuthfough'cooling whenever it would not have a serious adverse

effect upon aquatic life would reduce’ the éffect of salt drift still further

-and keep that terrestrial impact of the plant as low'as possible.

2. P. 3-4 (section 3.3):

(a) This section states that extensive excavation will be required.

.

.Spoil disposal is not discussed in the site preparation section either (3.3).

‘The volumes to be removed range from three to thirteen acre-feet, ADepending

° .

on how and to where this material is transferred, major or minor-impacts could

accrue,
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(Chap. 3 cont,)

Therefore, this aspect of excavation and site preparation deserves
. . : i
considered mention in the EIS.

(b) Consideration of the effects capsed'by'excavation de-watering

during construction should be documented.
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Chapter 5.1 Atmospheri¢ Effects .

1. p. 5-17 to 5-51 - Figures 5-6 to 5-35 B: None of thé diagrams of drift

deposition isopleths give the units of the distance intervals. Although we

. assume that the intervelé are miles (2.5 miles maximum) this should be stated

on the diagram. .

2.. p; 5;7_(tab1e 5-1): This gives the maximum'modthly and anﬁuai comulafive
drift deposition réte at one mile and at 2.5 miles for a natﬁral draft cooling -
btower.. Of course, thése points are not ngcéssarily poinfs of maximum aéposition
associéted with the cooling tower. Realistic maximum monthly and annual dgpd-

- sition rates must be.presented, inciuding.the expected distance and degrees'
azimuth fr&m the cooling tower. This should be f;r the‘highest egpeéted averége'
monthly and annual relative.humidity-not an unrealistic assumption of 90% relativé

humidity.

3. p. 1-7 (section 1.6): " The third paragraph of this section states"(2) wind

speeds within the valley tend .to be lower than in the open terrain." The as-
suﬁption is>doubtful—eépecially in the directioh"of_the'river channel. Fo¥‘ 
" this "prevailing" Nor;h-Soﬁth wind direction, the wind épeed>will likely be

greater‘in a valleylthah in flat tépography,fdﬁe to thé concentfation of the

- air mass.

4. General Comment: From an air quality viewpoint we concur with the staff -

that their preferred choice of natural draft cooling towers will not cause vio-
lations of the suspended particulate standard nor exceed the allowable incre-

.

ment for settleable particulates, However, the salt fallout will cause vege-
tation damage. 1In addition, impacts on visibility, aesthetics, noise and air

quality all are adverse to some extent.
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(Chépﬁ 5.1 cont)

(pg-6 )

5. General Comments: If all the:.cooling towers which are scheduled for existing

and proposed power:plants are built? more than 200 CFS of fresh water will be

evaporated from the Hudson River. This constitutes approximately 10% of the

MA7CD10‘(minimum average 7 consecutive day flow occurring every 10 years)

river flow (see table below). This will result in additional salt concen-

A

‘trations at the City'of.Poughkeepsie's water supply intake ang in higher salinity

in the circulating water of the cooling towers which in turn will lead to in-

creased concentrations of settleable particiulates.

EVAPORATIVE LOSSES

COOLING TOWERS - HUDSON RIVER

Proposed" _

Facility . Fuel

Indian Point #2 ‘; Nuclear
Indiam Point #3 Nuclear
Bowline - " 0il .

Roseton 0il
Cementon*¥ | . Nuciear'
Quarry/Athens*‘ ' Coal
Stﬁyvesant** ' Coal/Nuclear
Mideudson** ' ' Coal/Nuclear:

*¥% Proposed

*%% Estimated from Cementon.

) ' .

Generating

Capacity (MW)

864 -

873
1200

1200
11200

700
2400

1300

H,0

Makeup (CFS)

22.
22;
22,
22,

31.

13

63
34,
1232.

* Proposed backup site for prdposed:PASNY Arth@r Kill Facility.

8~

9 . -

2 ¥ededke
LYo

7



® - - QG

(Chap. 5.1 cont.)

6. Section 5.2.26., page 5-63

NRC staff'Should.be informed that any salts (or other materiallremaining
cafter evaporationoofﬂwater) which are contained in eettleable dropleps con-
stitote'settleabie particulates. Thus maximum impacts.should be evaiuafeg
‘together with background data and compared with State settieable particulate
standards, The Departﬁent will permit an increment of up to 0.1 mg/cmz/mo
annual avefage woere staodafds may presentiy be exceeded. If the standards will
”_vgq;xbe exceeded the allowable impact may be greater than this inerement.

3

7. Section 5.1.3.1, p. 5-5

It is:stated that the highest NDCT‘off;site salt depOsition rate was
found by the appllcant to be 350 kg/kmz/month (about 3 lb/acre/month)
However, Figure 5.1 (Ref: ER - cc - 3, Fig. 6-5) shows the maximum xsopleth
to be 200 kg/km /month. There should have been at least e 300 isopleth in this'

figure.

- 8. 'General Comment
To fureher reduce sait orift_concentfetions, consideration should be giyen
to the additioh.of fans to. a naeural draft coolihg tower (450-550 ft. tall)
to increase the plume height and tﬁereby increase dispersion. Tﬁese fans
'Cgeld be operated only in the most envifOnmentally'critical monthe (July to

Oetober). This alternative should be discussed in the envirommental statement,

9. P. 5-15 (Téble 5-2) -

It is not clear whethef this table of coollng tower parameters pertains to
both IP-2 and IP-3 or to IP-3 alone. Since the staff performed an analysis
for both towers combined, this should be clariifed. These.parameters should
be in terms of the progected full load for both plants (see comment #1 (page 1)of

the present rev1ew)
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Chapter 5.2 Terrestrial Impacts and Land Effects

1. P. 5-52 ( Sectipn 5.2.1); Iﬁé Staﬁement does not address the presence of rare
. or endangered plants or.animals on site; The staff (aqd the applicant) should
consuit with Curatorslof Bdtany, zoology, etc. at New York Sﬁate Museum to see
if there are .established stations for such species ana include these in tﬁks
section. Any construction should aVoid-disturbance if eStablished‘stétions of

flora and fauna in the State are present on the site.

2. P.'5;59 (Section 5.2.2.4): The étaffiestimated the replacement cost of ornamental
plants damagéd by salt drifi. Howé&er, nofwhere.does.the staff estiméte the cost of
reforesting public land or replacing non-ornamentai pléntszhich occur on pri-
xvate or public property. Later in the summary the staff‘stated'fhat "the total
numbef of treesvaf risk is relatively small and replanting of trées after a-
severe daméging episodé Qouid be both technically and.finaﬁcially possibled (p. 5-63),
(8 3.2.2.7),#(6): | |
(a) It should be indicated that this reforestration 'must occur on public
land as.QeLi as‘privatetland. lIh faét the DES coﬁcentfated on the im-
pact on privately owhed trees and ignored the impacﬁ on public land,

such as the Bear Mountain State Park and areas east and north of Peeksville,

(b) There was no mention of post-operative monitoring of tree damage. This
should be done éfter drought periods or other times of stress to estab-
lish the neéd for reforestation.

' 2
Tl

(c) Consideration should be givén to prevention of drift damage, possibly

by watering of affected or sensitive plants during drift episodes to

remove salt deposits from the foliage.



( Chapt. 5.2 conti)

3. P, 5-65 ( Section 5.2.3.2): The staff does not present additional hours due

. v -
to icing clearly for each alternative., Figures are somewhat confusing. Thirty

hours of additional icing during the month of February seems like quite a load
(equiyaleht to oné hdur ber day). Staff addrééses b?oldgicai'sfress cursorily,
and makes no comments,aé té who Qill be responéible for clearing dead branches
etc. The staff should also address_thé problem aééoéiated.with additional icing
of roads. |

Icing and wetting of roads can cause problems in parts of the country fre-
quented by aquatic birds such as loons and grebes. These birds. are attracted to
wet land surfaces which they may believe to be bodies of water. They

 are then permanently grounded, since they require open water as a runway for take-

off. The staff does not address this problem.

4, P, 5;59 (section 5.2.2.4.Db): It.is.étated that there is a AOnghance
(0.4 probability) of.occufrence of a'i4 déy rainlesé‘period in any one year.
This meansAthaf‘Such drought ;onditioﬁs could feasibly occur twiée in thé same
year or (eveh more'iikely)in t@o or three cénseéutiVe yeérs. Although the next
parégraph states that ﬂRecovery of most trees'would be observed the following
spring" a recurrence of a drought the following summer (with the associated. in-
crease of salt debosition on leaves) éould injure the trees beyond recovery.
These longer term effects were not adequately considered.
"In additiony, even in cases whére trees are not totally destroyed by the salt,

their susceptibility to insect or disease damage would be increased.
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Chapter 5.4 Hydrological and Aquatic Effects

1. P. 5-96.(séction 5.4.1): Depletion of.gréﬁnd4water resources‘iS»nof a
likely impact‘of tower operationé butlthe narrative presented does not cbnvey-
'thap sense. The second paragraph of.this section appears to be tﬁelresult of .
editing from a larger, more detailed nérrative and, as presented, ieads the
reader to no understahdablelconclusioni A more cogent par;graph should be

prepared to describe the effedts (or lack of effects).



Chapter 6 Socio - Economic Analysis,b

1. P. 6-6 (section'6f2.2.2 d):.wﬂile‘tﬁevdown_time reqﬁifed for Fhe tie-in of

an onshore cooling system should be considered for backfitting of any existing
plant, the time required for the'Indian Point facility appears to be muqh greater
because of safety aépects of a nuclear plant and the rocky nature of the Indian
:Pdint site. We agree that the outage period should be five ;ather than seven
‘months éince the two‘month refueling period for the plant can be concurrent with
construction of the cooling tower. “

Consideratfén should aiso be given to the.possibility of!planning VQriqus
_pﬁases éf tower cénstruction (such as eicavationvand blésting) to occur over two
‘years-quing'perioas of réfueling. This would décrease the extra doWndtimé even
further (to three months).

The impact report appraisal of the availabilify of reserves at the time of
installation of the é&qling téwer»and aséignment of expected capital and opefating

. - : 4

costs of these facilities as an assesment against the cost of installation -appears

reasonable.
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Chapter 6.3.3.3.Impact on the Human Environment

- 1. _General Comment: In response.to DEC comment 6a, Pg. 8-21 of the Final

Environment Impact Statement for Indian Point No. 2 staff acknowledges the de=
f1cienc1es in the Jones and Jones Study and its 11m1ted application as an assess-
ment tool. It 1s,further,stated that, "Although the staff used portions of the

study which it felt relevant, an independent assessment-was'conducted by staff

and used as the basis for the conclusions presented in the DES and FES.

The NRC should be informed that the Department is extremely concerned
to find that desplte staff 's admitted lack of confidence in the Jones and Jones
methodology and_itS'apparent lack of value, for'this purpose,'it has again been
included in the DEIS for Indian Pcint No. 3 to assess a visual change that staff
consider to be "the most socially and economically consequentlal of the various

possible env1ronmenta1 impacts."

2, General Comment: DEC is aware that it is not staff's policy to.include

referenced documents in their entirety in an EIS. However, the Commission should
also be aware that staff's interpretations of the Jones and Jones Study carnot be
properly evaluated by the State unless those portions determined to be relevant to

the facility are included,

3. P. 6-46 (section 6,3,3.3 a): Staff briefly ﬁentions the Three Mile Island,

Arkansas, Zimmer,_Schmehausen, and Biblis Studies which consider impact unon real
‘estate and aeSthetic'perception‘of cocling toﬁers by.local residents, There are
few Eastern U. S. rivers, 1f.any, comparable in scenic quality to the Hudson.- If
-these studies were used as a basis for staff's conclusions they should be presented
in greater detail so that the 'State may determine their reievance to the fndian

Point No, 3 situation.
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(Chapt. 6.3.3.3 cont.)

4, P. 6-48u(sectiona6.3.3.3 e): Staff!s'summary states that, if an NDCT is
installed at Indian Point Unit 2, that an NDCT for Indian Point 3 is aesthetically

‘preferred. It is further proposed that, if an NDCT is installed at Unit 2Athét

an NDCT'aﬁ Unit 3»would be more in proportion with the landscape and other

structures than any other alternative considered. This is a-direct contradiction
to staff's statement, as follows, in the last paragraph on Pg. 6-46: "A natural

draft tower combination at IP-2 and IP-3 would be a considerable visual intrusion

to the site. A fan assisted natural draft tower combination would be less of an

intrusion, but still out of proportion with other elements in the view scape. The

structure of the circular mechanical draft towers would likely be in Erbger pro--
“ - :
portion to both the structures at the Indian Point Facility and other elements of

the view scape, as would linear mechanical draft towers, but the circular méchanical
draft towers have a more aftractive_désign than do the linear meéhanical draft’
towers."

Under the qircumstances,»staff should_justify tﬁeir conclusionS-ﬁhat an NDCT
that is admittediy out of proportion. with all othér elements in the landscape,
including the existing IP-2 & 3 power blocks‘is»aesthetically preferred for the
IP area in general. Staff should also proﬁide furtherlcomment concerning thé fact
that their final conélusidn is based upon the aééumbtion that IP-2 will haveAan

NDCT and not upon the data they provided. in the DEIS.

5. P. 6-34 (Fig. 6-1): To provide an opportunity for comparative analysis a map
similar to Fig. 6-1 = which shows the affected viewshed should be included for all
of the dlternatives'mentioned in the DEIS. A similar map showing the impacted view-

shed as described in ﬁhe Pickard, Lowe and Associates study would also be helpful

for this purpose.-
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Chapter 7 Evaluation of Proposed Action

1.‘pg. 7-1 (sections 7.2 and 7.3):- These_séctions primarily appear to relate
to the decision as to the ap#lication.Of cooling towers rather than to the
selection of the type of cooling., Most of these sections, therefore, appear

to be inappfopriate to this DES,

2, P, 7-3,4 (Tablev7;1): The DEC is:aware of:staffTs position that de-
commissionihg of the cooliﬁg system structures is dependent upon the level of
decommissioning selected for the quer.Bloék. However, in vieﬁ of thehsigni-
ficance of the visual impact on the enviromment,,the staff in its comparative
analysis of the impacts associated with thelvarious alternafive cooling systems,

should consider the costs.to completely dismantle, recycle, and/or remove the

N .

structures from the site irregardless of the level of decommissioning selected

~for the power block.



