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ABSTRACT

This supplement to the final supplemental environmental impact statement (FSEIS) for the
proposed license renewal of Indian Point Nuclear Generating Unit Nos. 2 and 3 incorporates
new information that the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) staff has obtained since
the publication of the FSEIS in December 2010.

This supplement includes corrections to impingement and entrainment data presented in the
FSEIS, revised conclusions regarding thermal impacts based on newly available thermal plume
studies, and an update of the status of the NRC’s consultation under Section 7 of the
Endangered Species Act with the National Marine Fisheries Service regarding the shortnose
sturgeon (Acipenser brevirostrum) and Atlantic sturgeon (Acipenser oxyrinchus oxyrinchus).
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

BACKGROUND

By letter dated April 23, 2007, Entergy Nuclear Operations, Inc. (Entergy) submitted an
application to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) to issue renewed operating
licenses for Indian Point Nuclear Generating Unit Nos. 2 and 3 (IP2 and IP3) for additional
20-year periods.

Under Title 10 of the Code of Federal Regulations (10 CFR) 51.20(b)(2) and the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended (NEPA), the renewal of a power reactor
operating license requires preparation of an environmental impact statement (EIS) or a
supplement to an existing EIS. In addition, 10 CFR 51.95(c) states that the NRC shall prepare
an EIS, which is a supplement to the Commission’s NUREG-1437, “Generic Environmental
Impact Statement for License Renewal of Nuclear Plants,” issued May 1996.

The NRC published its final supplemental environmental impact statement (FSEIS) for IP2 and
IP3 in December 2010. After the NRC published the FSEIS, the staff identified new information
that necessitated changes to its assessments in the FSEIS. This new information is derived
from the following:

* Entergy provided comments on the FSEIS that included new information on
the entrainment and impingement field data units of measure.

* Entergy provided comments on the Essential Fish Habitat Assessment that
also included new information on the data units of measure.

* Entergy completed and submitted to the New York State Department of
Environmental Conservation a new study that characterizes the IP2 and IP3
thermal plume.

To address this new information, the NRC staff has prepared this supplement to the FSEIS in
accordance with 10 CFR 51.92(a)(2) and (c), which address preparation of a supplement to a
final EIS for proposed actions that have not been taken, under the following conditions:

* There are new and significant circumstances or information relevant to
environmental concerns and bearing on the proposed action or its impacts, or

* The NRC staff determines, in its opinion, that preparation of a supplement will
further the purposes of NEPA.

In addition to supplementing the FSEIS for the reasons stated above, the NRC is also taking
this opportunity to document the completion of the consultation process under Section 7 of the
Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (ESA), with the National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS) regarding the shortnose sturgeon (Acipenser brevirostrum) and the Atlantic
sturgeon (Acipenser oxyrinchus oxyrinchus) population in the New York Bight.

PROPOSED ACTION

The proposed action remains the same as that stated in the FSEIS (at pages 1-6 and 1-7):

The proposed Federal action is renewal of the operating licenses for IP2 and
IP3 (IP1 was shut down in 1974). P2 and IP3 are located on approximately
239 acres of land on the east bank of the Hudson River at Indian Point,
Village of Buchanan, in upper Westchester County, New York, approximately

ix
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24 miles north of the New York City boundary line. The facility has two
Westinghouse pressurized—water reactors. P2 is currently licensed to
generate 3216 megawatts thermal (MW(t)) (core power) with a design net
electrical capacity of 1078 megawatts electric (MW(e)). IP3 is currently
licensed to generate 3216 MW(t) (core power) with a design net electrical
capacity of about 1080 MW(e). IP2 and IP3 cooling is provided by water from
the Hudson River to various heat loads in both the primary and secondary
portions of the plants. The current operating license for IP2 expires on
September 28, 2013, and the current operating license for IP3 expires on
December 12, 2015. By letter dated April 23, 2007, Entergy submitted an
application to the NRC (Entergy 2007a) to renew the IP2 and IP3 operating
licenses for an additional 20 years.

PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION

The purpose and need for action remains the same as stated in the FSEIS (at page 1-7):

Although a licensee must have a renewed license to operate a reactor
beyond the term of the existing operating license, the possession of that
license is just one of a number of conditions that must be met for the licensee
to continue plant operation during the term of the renewed license. Once an
operating license is renewed, State regulatory agencies and the owners of
the plant will ultimately decide whether the plant will continue to operate
based on factors such as the need for power or matters within the State’s
jurisdiction—including acceptability of water withdrawal, consistency with
State water quality standards, and consistency with State coastal zone
management plans—or the purview of the owners, such as whether
continued operation makes economic sense.

Thus, for license renewal reviews, the NRC has adopted the following
definition of purpose and need (GEIS Section 1.3):

The purpose and need for the proposed action (renewal of an
operating license) is to provide an option that allows for power
generation capability beyond the term of a current nuclear power
plant operating license to meet future system generating needs,
as such needs may be determined by State, utility, and where
authorized, Federal (other than NRC) decision makers.

This definition of purpose and need reflects the Commission’s recognition
that, unless there are findings in the safety review required by the Atomic
Energy Act of 1954, as amended, or findings in the NEPA environmental
analysis that would lead the NRC to reject a license renewal application, the
NRC does not have a role in the energy—planning decisions of State
regulators and utility officials as to whether a particular nuclear power plant
should continue to operate. From the perspective of the licensee and the
State regulatory authority, the purpose of renewing the operating licenses is
to maintain the availability of the nuclear plant to meet system energy
requirements beyond the current term of the plant’s licenses.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) staff prepared this supplement to the final
supplemental environmental impact statement (FSEIS) for Indian Point Nuclear Generating
Units 2 and 3 (IP2 and IP3) in accordance with Title 10 of the Code of Federal Regulations
(10 CFR) 51.92(a)(2) and (c), which address the preparation of a supplement to an FSEIS for
proposed actions that have not been taken, if the following conditions apply:

* There are new and significant circumstances or information relevant to
environmental concerns and bearing on the proposed action or its impacts, or

* The NRC staff determines, in its opinion, that preparation of a supplement will
further the purposes of NEPA.

The NRC staff prepared this supplement to the FSEIS because it received new data, analyses,
and comments from several sources that potentially changed, and in some cases did change,
the staff's conclusions in the FSEIS. This supplement contains the text, tables, and figures that
changed as the result of this new information.

Three sources provided information that changed the staff's conclusions in the FSEIS.

First, in comments to the NRC dated March 29, 2011, Entergy Nuclear Operations, Inc.
(Entergy) (Entergy 2011b, AKRF 2011b) provided new information regarding the entrainment
and impingement field data that it had previously provided to the NRC for its aquatic resource
impact assessment in Entergy (2007), a December 2007 supplement to its license renewal
application. In its letter dated March 29, 2011, Entergy (2011b) said that these changes would:

...not alter, but rather confirm, NRC’s ultimate conclusion in the FSEIS that
potential impacts to aquatic species as a result of theoretical entrainment and
impingement at IPEC are no more than MODERATE.

Second, comments submitted on behalf of Entergy (Goodwin Proctor 2011, AKRF 2011a) on
the FSEIS and the NRC staff's Essential Fish Habitat Assessment contained related new
information. When the NRC staff considered this information, the staff found that the
information necessitated some minor changes to the aquatic ecology findings in Sections 4.1.2
through 4.1.3 of the FSEIS and Appendices H and |. Chapter 2 of this supplement provides
corrected tables and conclusions resulting from the NRC staff's analysis of the new information.
Where specific changes or corrections to FSEIS information occur, this supplement references
the affected FSEIS section, page, and line numbers.

Third, since the publication of the FSEIS, Entergy submitted to the New York State Department
of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) a triaxial plume study (Swanson et al. 2011a) as part
of its State Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (SPDES) permit renewal application.
Entergy undertook this study in response to the NYSDEC'’s 2010 Notice of Denial

(NYSDEC 2010). Based on this new information, as well as Entergy’s response to the
NYSDEC staff's comments on the study (Mendelsohn et al. 2011, Swanson et al. 2011b) and
the NYSDEC staff's conclusions regarding its review of the study and response to comments
(NYSDEC 2011), the NRC staff has revised its conclusions regarding the impacts of heat shock
to aquatic species. Chapter 3 of this supplement presents these revised conclusions.

In addition to supplementing the FSEIS for the reasons stated above, the staff is also taking this
opportunity to update the status of consultations under Section 7 of the Endangered Species
Act of 1973, as amended (ESA) with the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS).

Chapter 4 of this supplement updates the information contained in Section 4.6.1 of the FSEIS to
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document the completion of consultation regarding the shortnose sturgeon (Acipenser
brevirostrum) and Atlantic sturgeon (Acipenser oxyrinchus oxyrinchus) in the New York Bight
(NYB), and summarizes the biological opinion and associated incidental take statement (ITS)
(NMFS 2011e) that NMFS issued in January 2013 as a result of that consuitation.

The NRC staff issued a draft supplement to the FSEIS on June 26, 2012, which was made
available for publlc comment for 45 days. Based on comments recelved,’zthe ‘N C staff
amended the d__r_aft supplement to the FSEIS; as.necessary, and published this nal

supplement to the FSEIS, The comments received, and the NRC staff's responées to
those comments, are presented in Appendix A of this supplement.

Where appropriate, bold text indicates specific text correctlons or additions to the FSEIS and
bold stnkeout indicates deletions from the text. Change bars (vertical lines in;the, page

margm) indicate changes that were made to the text of the draft 'supplement to the FSEIS;

prior to |ssu|ng‘§th|s final, supplement




2.0 IMPINGEMENT AND ENTRAINMENT DATA CORRECTIONS

2.1 Corrections to Section 4.1.2, “Entrainment of Fish and Shellfish in Early
Lifestages,” and Its Related Appendices

In a letter to the NRC dated March 29, 2011 (Entergy 2011b; AKRF 2011b), Entergy provided
new information supplementing the entrainment and impingement field data that it had
previously provided to the NRC for its aquatic resource impact assessment. This new
information appears in “Technical Review of FSEIS for Indian Point Nuclear Generating Unit
Nos. 2 and 3" (AKRF 2011b). In its technical review, AKRF (201 1b) stated that the units of the
“entrainment catch densities provided by Entergy are expressed as the number caught
per 1,000 cubic meters (m®). Because Entergy did not originally provide the units used in the
FSEIS to assess impacts, the NRC staff believed the units to be the number caught per m*
based on historical documents provided by Entergy, comments by Entergy and its consuitants
on the draft SEIS, and phone conversations among Entergy, Entergy’s consultants, and the
NRC staff. Thus, the entrainment losses the FSEIS reported for each of the representative
important species (RIS) used in the NRC staff's analysis are too large by a factor of 1,000.

In the FSEIS, the NRC staff estimated the number entrained for a given week as the product of
the mean density entrained and the combined weekly flow for IP2 and IP3. The error in the
entrainment catch density directly affects Figure 4-3 in Section 4.1.2, and the error is repeated
in Figure H-5 in Appendix H. In these figures, the total number entrained on the right axis
should be in units of numbers x 10° instead of numbers x 10"". The corrected

Figures 4-3 and H-5 appear below. In addition, these changes affect two portions of text in the
FSEIS.

Lines 2 and 3 of page 4-14 in the FSEIS are corrected as follows:

The total number of identified fish entrained has decreased at a rate of 187
bilion million fish per year since 1984.

Lines 1-3 of page H-22 in the FSEIS are corrected as follows:

Linear regression (n=6; p<0.01) indicated that the number of identified fish
entrained decreased at a rate of 187 billier million fish per year; a result
consistent with the decrease observed in the number of fish impinged.

The change in units of the entrainment catch densities also affects the 75th percentile of the
number of each life stage entrained and the annual estimate of the number entrained presented
in Tables [-39 and [—42 of Appendix [. In Table -39, the units should be numbers x 10° instead
of numbers x 10%. In Table 1-42, the units should be numbers in the thousands instead of
numbers in the millions. The corrected tables appear below.

Figure 4-3 on page 4-15 in the FSEIS is corrected as follows:
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(data from Entergy 2007b)




Figure H-5 on page H-23 in the FSEIS is identical to Figure 4-3 in the FSEIS and is corrected

Impingement and Entrainment Data Corrections

as follows:
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Impingement and Entrainment Corrections
Table [-39 on page [-54 in the FSEIS is corrected as follows:

Table 1-39. Percentage of Each Life Stage Entrained by Season and the Contribution of
Major Taxa Represented in the Samples.

Calculations are based on the 75th percentile over years (1981 and 1983—-1987) of each
season’s number of fish entrained. No entrainment sampling occurred in October-December.

Life Stage Season 1 Season 2 Season 3 75th Percentile over
Jan—Mar Apr-Jun Jul-Sep Years
EGG 3% 20% 78% 210,801x-10° 10°
Rainbow Smelt 99% 2% 0%
Bay Anchovy 0% 92% 100%
White Perch 0% 4% <1%
Alosa species 1% 2% 0%
YOLK~SAC LARVA 8% 89% 3% 23,140x40° 10°
Atlantic Tomcod 100% 0% 0%
Herring Family 0% 91% <1%
Bay Anchovy 0% 2% 94%
Striped Bass 0% 5% 1%
Hogchoker 0% 0% 3%
POST YOLK-SAC LARVA <1% 52% 48% 618,393x40° 10°
Atlantic Tomcod 100% <1% 0%
Alosa species 0% 37% <1%
Bay Anchovy 0% 11% 58%
Anchovy Family 0% 2% 39%
White Perch 0% 12% 1%
Striped Bass 0% 17% 1%
Herring Family 0% 20% <1%
JUVENILE 2% 44% 54% 10,989x40° 10°
White Perch 96% 10% 10%
Atlantic Tomcod 0% 67% 2%
Weakfish 0% 1% 50%
Bay Anchovy 0% 1% 17%
Rainbow Smelt 0% 9% 3%
Striped Bass 0% 6% 5%
Anchovy Family 0% 1% 4%
Alosa species 0% 2% 2%
White Catfish 4% <1% 0%
Blueback Herring 0% <1% 3%
UNDETERMINED STAGE 10% 77% 13% 4,469%49° 10°
Atlantic Tomcod 100% <1% 0%
Morone species 0% 88% 2%
Bay Anchovy 0% 9% - 83%
Anchovy Family 0% 0% 10%
Alosa species 0% 0% 4%




Impingement and Entrainment Data Corrections
The title of Table 1-42 on page 1-58 of the FSEIS is corrected as follows:

Table 1-42 Annual Estimated Number of RIS Entrained at IP2 and IP3
(millions-thousands of fish) '

The contents of the table remain accurate and, therefore, are not duplicated in this supplement.

2.2 Corrections to Séction 4.1.3, “Combined Effects of Impingement and
Entrainment,” and Its Related Appendices

In a letter to the NRC dated March 29, 2011, Entergy (2011b) provided new information (in
AKRF 2011b) regarding the units associated with the catch density data from the Long River
Survey (LRS) and the Fall Shoals Survey (FSS) that Entergy (2007) had previously submitted to
the NRC for its aquatic resource impact assessment. In AKRF’s (2011b) technical review, the
units of the catch densities are expressed as the number caught per 1,000 m*. Entergy did not
provide the units for these densities when it originally submitted the data to the NRC. The NRC
staff based the units it used in the FSEIS to assess impacts (i.e., number caught per m®) on
information in the mathematical construction of these measures provided in Central Hudson
Gas and Electric Corporation (CHGEC) et al. (1999). Thus, the NRC staff overestimated the
annual standing crop from the LRS and FSS in the FSEIS for each of the representative
important species (RIS) by a factor of 1,000. The NRC staff then used the estimates of the.
annual standing crop and the estimated entrainment losses to estimate a conditional
entrainment mortality rate (EMR), a parameter in the models used in the strength-of-connection
(SOC) analysis.

The NRC staff described the calculation of the standing crop from the LRS and FSS in
Appendix |, Section 1.2.2, of the FSEIS. The NRC staff estimated the LRS and FSS weekly
standing crop as the weekly density of fish caught multiplied by the IP2 and IP3 region river
volume. The error in the density units for the LRS and FSS produced incorrect estimates of the
combined standing crop used in the denominator of the estimated EMR in the FSEIS. The NRC
staff also used entrainment losses as input to the numerator and the denominator of the EMR
estimates. Because both the numerator and the denominator of the estimated EMR were too
large by a factor of 1,000, only those estimates for two RIS (spottail shiner (Notropis hudsonius)
and white catfish (Ameiurus catus)), in which the Beach Seine Survey (BSS) contributed more
of the standing crop, were seriously affected. For the remaining RIS, to which the BSS
contributed little, the errors in units largely cancelled because of the construction of the EMR as
a ratio of the number entrained (which was 1,000 times too large) to the number at risk (number
in the river plus the number entrained, both of which were 1,000 times too large). The amount
and direction of change in the EMR depends on the relative contributions from the three
sampling programs—BSS, FSS, and LRS.

The NRC staff used the EMR in its assessment of the SOC and, ultimately, to determine the
final weight-of-evidence (WOE) assessment of the combined effects of impingement and
entrainment from IP2 and IP3. The unit of measure error affects the staff's conclusion of High
SOC for spottail shiner, but not the conclusion of Low SOC for white catfish. The NRC staff
reran the SOC Monte Carlo simulations using the corrected EMRs, and, based on the corrected
data, now finds a Low SOC for the spottail shiner. Further, based on the WOE assessment of
the combined effects of impingement and entrainment from IP2 and IP3, the NRC staff
concludes that the impacts of impingement and entrainment on the spottail shiner are SMALL
rather than LARGE.

The changes to the SOC analysis affect FSEIS Table 4—4 (presented below) and several lines
of text in Section 4.1.3.3. However, Section 4.1.3.5 is not affected by these changes.
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Impingement and Entrainment Corrections

Lines 41-43 on page 4-20 of the FSEIS are corrected as follows:

Based on the WOE assessment (Table 4—4), the NRC staff concludes that
impacts to American shad, Atlantic menhaden, Atlantic sturgeon, Atlantic
tomcod, bay anchovy, bluefish, gizzard shad, shortnose sturgeon, spottail
shiner, striped bass, white catfish, and blue crab are SMALL.

Lines 1-3 on page 4-21 of the FSEIS are corrected as follows:

The NRC staff concludes that impacts to alewife, rainbow smelt, and weakfish
are MODERATE. The staff concludes that impacts to blueback herring,
hogchoker, spettail-shiner; and white perch are LARGE.

Lines 30—41 on page 4-21 of the FSEIS are removed as follows:




Impingement and Entrainment Data Corrections
Table 44 on page 4-23 of the FSEIS is corrected as follows:

Table 4-4. Impingement and Entrainment Impact Summary for Hudson River YOY RIS

impacts of IP2 and IP3

. Population Trend ‘Strength of Connection .
Species Line of Evidence Line of Evidence Cooling Systems on

: YOY RIS
Alewife Variable High Moderate
American Shad Detected Decline Low Small
Atlantic Menhaden Unresolved® Low® Small
Atlantic Sturgeon Unresolved® Low™ Small
Atlantic Tomcod Detected Decline Low Smali
Bay Anchovy Undetected Decline High Small
Blueback Herring Detected Decline High Large
Bluefish Detected Decline Low Small
Gizzard Shad Unresolved® Low™ Small
Hogchoker Detected Decline High Large
Rainbow Smelt Variable High Moderate—Large®
Shortnose Sturgeon Unresolved® Low®™ Small
Spottail Shiner ' Detected Decline High Low Large Small
Striped Bass Undetected Decline High Small
Weakfish Variable High . Moderate
White Catfish Variable Low Small
White Perch Detected Decline High Large
Blue Crab Unresolved® Low™ Small

(a) Population trend could not be established because of a lack of river survey data.

(b) Monte Carlo simulation could not be conducted because of the low rate of entrainment and impingement; a Low
Strength of connection was concluded.

(c) Section 4.1.3.3 provides supplemental information.

Because of the new information regarding the units of the data for entrainment density and the
density of fish caught during the LRS and FSS, the NRC staff corrected the estimates of EMR
for American shad (Alosa sapidissima), bay anchovy (Anchoa mitchilli), hogchoker (Trinectes
maculates), white catfish, and white perch (Morone americana) reported in Appendices H and I.
The staff's conclusions of the SOC for these RIS, however, remain unchanged. These changes
affect several lines of text in Sections H.1.3.2 and H.1.3.3 and Tables H-16 and H-17, as
described below.

Lines 11-12 on page H-47 in Section H.1.3.2 of the FSEIS are corrected as follows:

The resuits of this analysis indicated a High strength of connection for ninie eight
species (Table H~16).

Lines 15-16 on page H-47 in Section H.1.3.2 of the FSEIS are corrected as follows:

For four five RIS, the strength of connection was Low (minimal evidence of
connection).

Lines 5-10 on page H-49 in Section H.1.3.3 of the FSEIS are corrected as follows:

Based on the WOE assessment (Table H-17), the NRC staff concludes that the
impact levels are Small for eleven-12 species: American shad, Atlantic
menhaden, Atlantic sturgeon, Atlantic tomcod, bay anchovy, bluefish, gizzard
shad, shortnose sturgeon, spottail shiner, striped bass, white catfish, and blue
crab. Further, the staff concludes that the impacts are Moderate for three :
species. alewife, rainbow smelt, and weakfish. Finally, the staff concludes that
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Impingement and Entrainment Corrections

the impacts are Large for feur three species: blueback herring, hogchoker,

spottail-shiner; and white perch.
Lines 26—38 on page H-50 in Section H.1.3.3 of the FSEIS are removed as follows:

Table H-16 on page H-48 of the FSEIS is corrected as follows:

Table H-16. Weight of Evidence for the Strength-of-Connection Line of Evidence for
YOY RIS Based on the Monte Carlo Simulation

Strength of Strength of

RIS _ Connection RIS Connection

Alewife High Hogchoker High
American Shad Low Rainbow Smelt High

Atlantic Menhaden Cannot be Modeled®  Shortnose Sturgeon Cannot be Modeled®
Atlantic Sturgeon Cannot be Modeled®  Spottail Shiner High Low
Atlantic Tomcod - Low Striped Bass High

Bay Anchovy High Weakfish High
Blueback Herring High White Catfish Low

Bluefish Low White Perch . High

Gizzard Shad Cannot be Modeled®  Blue Crab Cannot be Modeled®

@ Estimates for model parameters were unavailable or information was facking. Strength of connection assumed to
be Low based on review of impingement and entrainment data.
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Impingement and Entrainment Data Corrections
Table H-17 on page H-49 of the FSEIS is corrected as follows:

Table H-17. Impingement and Entrainment Impact Summary for Hudson River YOY RIS

: Strength of Impacts of IP2 and IP3

Species T_?r?eu:)aftlg\?ic-irerzgg Connection Cooling Systems on YOY
Line of Evidence RIS

Alewife Variable High Moderate
American Shad Detected Decline Low Small
Atlantic Menhaden Unresolved® Low®™ Small
Atlantic Sturgeon Unresolved® Low® Small
Atlantic Tomcod Detected Decline Low Small
Bay Anchovy Undetected Decline High Small
Blueback Herring Detected Decline High Large
Bluefish Detected Decline Low Small
Gizzard Shad Unresolved® Low® Small
Hogchoker Detected Decline High Large
Rainbow Smelt Variable High Moderate—Large'
Shortnose Sturgeon Unresolved® Low® Small
Spottail Shiner Detected Decline High Low Large Small
Striped Bass Undetected Decline High Small
Weakfish Variable High Moderate
White Catfish Variable Low Small
White Perch Detected Decline High Large
Blue Crab Unresolved® Low®™ Small

@ population Line of Evidence could not be established using WOE; therefore, population Line of Evidence could
range from small to large.

® Strength of connection could not be established using Monte Carlo simulation; therefore, strength of connection
was based on the rate of entrainment and impingement.

(© gection 4.1.3.3 provides supplemental information.

In addition to Tables 1~39 and 1-42, presented earlier, the new information about the units of
measure affects tables in Appendix |. The corrected Table 1-40, Table 141, Table 143,
Table 1-46, and Table 1-47 in Appendix | of the FSEIS appear on the following pages.
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Impingement and Entrainment Corrections

Table 1-40 on page 1-56 of the FSEIS is corrected as follows:

Table 1-40.

Method for Estimating Taxon-Specific Entrainment Mortality Rate (EMR)

Based on River Segment 4 Standing Crop for the Strength of Connection

Analysis

Property of Method

Number Entrained

River Segment 4 Standing Crop

Variables
Input Data

Mean density organisms
entrained by IP2 and IP3
(# per 1000 m3)

Volume of cooling water
withdrawn by IP2 and IP3
(1000 m*/min)

LRS density (by life stage)
FSS density of YOY
(# per 1000 m®)
BSS density of YOY
(# per haul)

River Segment 4 volume (m®)
River Segment 4 shorezone
surface area (m?)

Frequency

Per week of sampling

Per week of sampling

Seasonal (Year
specific)

Sum of weekly estimates of
number of organisms entrained
by IP2 and IP3

Sum of weekly standing crop
estimates

Annual
Summary

Sum of Season 1, 1986, with
each year's totals from Season 2
and Season 3

Sum of seasonal standing crop
estimates for River Segment 4

Statistics
EMR

75th Percentile Annual Number Entrained

75th Percentife (Annual Number Entrained + Annual Standing Crop)

Units of
numerator and
denominator of

EMR

# of organisms

Years of Data

1981 and 1983—-1987

1981 and 19831987

Life Stages

Eggs, Larvae, and Juveniles

Eggs, Larvae, and Juveniles

(Yoy)

Alewife, blueback herring, and unidentified alosids treated collectively
as river herring

Taxonomic Substitutions Unidentified anchovy spp. (species, plural) allocated to bay anchovy

Unidentified Morone spp. allocated proportionally to striped bass and
white perch

The title of Table 1-41 on page 1-57 of the FSEIS is corrected as follows:

Estimated Annual Standing Crop of Eggs, Larvae, and Juvenile RIS Within
River Segment 4 (millionsthousands of fish)

The contents of the table remain accurate and, therefore, are not duplicated in this supplement.

Table 1-41.
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Impingement and Entrainment Data Corrections
Table 1-43 on page I-59 of the FSEIS is corrected as follows:

Table I-43. Estimate of the River Segment 4 Entrainment Mortality Rate (EMR) and
the 95 Percent Confidence Limits for the Riverwide Entrainment CMR (1974~

1997)
Riverwide CMR
75th Percentile 75th Percentile for Entrainment
Annual Number of Number at at IP2 and IP3
Taxa Entrained Risk EMR Lower 95% | Upper 95%
(number x 46° 10°) | (number x 10* 10° Confidence | Confidence

Limit Limit
Alewife and
Blueback Herring 94.9 1003 0.095 0.00747 0.0324
American Shad 0.357 843 9.26 OE '0; 392 0 0.016696
Atlantic Menhaden 0 NA NA Not Modeled
Atlantic Sturgeon 0 NA NA Not Modeled
Atlantic Tomcod 7.65 210 0.036 0.152 0.234
Bay Anchovy 439 2064 2065 0'212 0.0925 0.140
Bluefish 0.00291 1.13 0.003 Not Modeled
Gizzard Shad 0 NA NA Not Modeled
Hogchoker 1.87 4.83 4.84 Og '3383 55 Not Modeled
Rainbow Smelt 7.07 ' 27.4 0.258 Not Modeled
Shortnose Sturgeon 0 NA NA Not Modeled
Spottail Shiner 0.00295 0:00838 0.0937 og ‘03 3521 0.0802 0.104
Striped Bass 71.4 676 0.106 0.181 0.276
Weakfish 3.90 717 0.544 Not Modeled
White Catfish 0.00965 0.0848 0.0388 Og .2I 4| gl Not Modeled
White Perch 63.5 840 841 og .0G7i 55 0.0568 0.108
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Impingement and Entrainment Corrections

Table 1-46 on page 1-61 of the FSEIS is corrected as follows:

Table |-46. Parameter Values Used in the Monte Carlo Simulation

0,
Surve Linear ggﬁ:&gﬁc/g Error Mean CVof
RIS Usedy Slope Limit Square from | Density Data EMR IMR
(n of the Slope Regression | (1979-1990)
Alewife BSS -0.030 -0.014 0.570 1.245 0.095 0.0020
American Shad BSS -0.069 -0.059 0.350 0.744 go_ g3|92 0.0005
Atlantic Tomcod FSS -0.040 -0.026 0.490 1.035 0.036 0.0300
Bay Anchovy FSS -0.075 -0.061 0.505 0.598 0'221| 25 0.0040
Blueback Herring BSS -0.024 -0.009 0.530 1.488 0.095 0.0040
Bluefish BSS -0.038 -0.022 0.580 0.692 0.003 0.0005
Hogchoker FSS -0.034 -0.018 0.580 1.679 og '33 88 55 0.0005
Rainbow Smelt FSS 0.012 0.041 0.576 1.452 0.258 0.0005
Spottail Shiner BSS -0.017 -0.005 0.430 1.293 0'035 1 0.0070
Striped Bass BSS 0.040 0.052 0.420 0.528 0.106 0.0080
Weakfish FSS -0.047 -0.031 0.560 1.085 0.544 0.0005
White Catfish FSS 0.007 0.010 0.100 3.520 og,2|4| gl 0.0005
White Perch BSS -0.062 -0.045 0.610 0.848 og_og; 55 0.0320
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Impingement and Entrainment Data Corrections

Table 147 on page 1-63 of the FSEIS is corrected as follows:

Table 1-47. Quartiles of the Relative Difference in Cumulative Abundance and
Conclusions for the Strength-of-Connection from the Monte Carlo

Simulation
- —_ 8
Number N, = 1000 No=1x10 Strength
Taxa of o of .
Years | Median | Q1 | Q3 | | Median | Q1 | Q3 | Connection
. : Conclusion
owifo 20 033 | 011 | 059 | ¥ 032 | 006 | 055 o
27 036 | 015 | 056 | 033 | 014 | 053 9
20 007 | 004 [ 048 | | 008 | -0.02 | 0.20
American 008 | -0.03| 0.20 0.08 | -0.03 | 0.19 Low
Shad o7 008 | o, | 046 | | 008 | 000 | .
0.07 011 045 | | o007 | 001 |
Atlantic 20 014 | -0.04 | 0.32 017 | -0.01 | 0.38 o
Tomcod 27 018 | 0.04 | 032 018 | 002 | 0.33
20 o2t | 0B 332 4 o020 | 008 | 031
Bay Anchovy - 0.48 010 0.26 16 040 | 027 High
0.19 ~ 0.28 | : 0.09 | 0.28
Blueback 20 030 | 002 | 060 028 | 002 | 060 o
Herring 27 0.43 0.16 | 0.67 0.40 0.14 | 0.64 9
Bluctich 20 013 | 004 ] 029 || 014 | -0.03 | 0.30 o
27 014 | 002 | 029 [7] 016 | 0.01 | 0.30
20 074 | 038 | 405 | | 074 | 04% | 440
072 | 037 | 1.06 |7 o076 | 0.42 | 1.09 .
Hogchoker o7 0.8% | 053 | #.40 | .| 077 | 0.46 | .06 High
076 | 0.50 | 1.09 084 | 056 | 1.13
Rainbow 20 077 | 033 | 1.25 081 | 035 | 1.34 o
Smelt 27 093 | 052 | 1.38 103 | 063 | 1.46 g
20 059 | 033 | 0.88 | | 068 | 0.23 | 0.90
o 0.20 | -0.07 | 0.43 || 018 | -0.06 | 0.42 .
Spottail Shiner - 0.6 0.36 | 0.88 1| 0.62 0.35 | 0.87 High Low
022 | 001|042 | ] 023 | 0.01 | 046
. 20 045 | 0.09 | 0.76 045 | 042 | 0.78 .
Striped Bass 27 062 | 027 | 1.02 066 | 031 | 1.01 High
20 062 | 039 | 0.87 066 | 042 | 0.90 .
Weakfish 27 063 | 043 | 084 | | 064 | 043 | 083 High
20 018 | -036 | 076 | | 005 | 046 | 0.66
. . 040 |-020 ) 098 || 037 | -0.18 | 1.00
White Catfish - 0.08 6.41 | 0.58 %z 0.09 0.43 | 0.58 Low
039 | -045| 091 | | 0.37 | -0.19 | 0.99
20 046 | 06% | 032 | | 020 | 0.04 | 0.35
. 018 | 0.03 | 0.35 019 | 0.03 | 0.34 .
White Perch o7 048 | 006 | 031 || 020 | 0.07 | 0.3% High
019 | 0.07 | 030 | | 047 | 0.06 | 0.30
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3.0 ASSESSMENT OF THERMAL IMPACTS

In the FSEIS, the NRC staff concluded that the potential impacts of the cooling water discharge
from IP2 and IP3 on aquatic species could range from SMALL to LARGE because the staff did
not have enough information to quantify the extent and magnitude of the IP2 and IP3 thermal
plume. Since publication of the FSEIS, the NRC has obtained additional information from
Entergy regarding the thermal plume that enables the staff to make a more informed conclusion
regarding thermal impacts.

in January 2011, Entergy submitted to the NYSDEC a preliminary report on a triaxial plume
study (Swanson et al 2011a) as part of its SPDES permit renewal application. Entergy
undertook this study in response to the NYSDEC's 2010 Notice of Denial (NYSDEC 2010),
which noted that Entergy’s previous thermal study (Swanson et al. 2010) did not directly
address the period of highest river temperatures, and as such, would require additional
confirmatory monitoring to determine whether any modeled results accurately show compliance
with thermal standards. The NYSDEC provided Entergy with comments on the new Swanson et
al. (2011a) study in March 2011. Within the same month, Mendelsohn et al. (2011) and
Swanson et al. (2011b) prepared responses to the NYSDEC staff's review of the study. In a
letter dated May 16, 2011, NYSDEC (2011) notified NYSDEC Judges M.E. Villa and D.P.
O'Connell that it had finished reviewing the data and information contained in both the study and
the response to NYSDEC’s comments and that, based on this information and applicable
regulations, the NYSDEC staff had determined the following:

...a thermal mixing zone in the Hudson River near Indian Point not to exceed
a maximum of seventy-five (75) acres in total size during any time of a given
year (6 NYCRR §704.3) will provide reasonable assurance of compliance
with water quality standards and criteria for thermal discharges set forth in

6 NYCRR §§704.1 and 704.2, respectively.

Based on Swanson et al.'s (2011a) triaxial thermal plume study, Mendelsohn et al.’s (2011) and

- Swanson et al.’s (2011b) responses to NYSDEC staff comments on the study, and NYSDEC
staff's (2011) conclusions regarding the study, the NRC staff has revised its discussion of and
conclusions regarding thermal impacts to aquatic species, which appear in Section 4.1.4 of the
FSEIS.

Lines 16—26 on page 4-30 in Section 4.1.4.3 of the FSEIS are changed as follows:
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Assessment of Thermal Impacts

in February 2010, Entergy submitted to NYSDEC a preliminary report
(Swanson et al. 2010) on a triaxial thermal study of the Hudson River
performed during the period of September 9 to November 1, 2009.
Because the study did not directly address the period of highest river
temperatures, the NYSDEC directed Entergy to perform additional
confirmatory monitoring to determine whether any modeled results
accurately show compliance with thermal standards (NYSDEC 2010). In
January 2011, Entergy submitted to the NYSDEC a new triaxial plume
study (Swanson et al. 2011a).

in the new study, Swanson et al. (2011a) reported that the extent and
shape of the thermal plume varied greatly, primarily in response to tidal
currents. For example, the plume (illustrated as a 4°F (2.2°C)
temperature increase or AT isotherm in Figure 5-6 of Swanson et

al. 2011a) generally followed the eastern shore of the Hudson River and
extended northward from IP2 and IP3 during flood tide and southward
from IP2 and IP3 during ebb tide. Depending on tides, the plume can be
reasonably easily identified and can reach a portion of the near-shore
bottom or be largely confined to the surface of the river.

Temperature measurements reported by Swanson et al. (2011a)
generally show that the warmest water in the thermal plume is close to
the surface, and plume temperatures tend to decrease with depth. A
cross-river survey conducted in front of IP2 and IP3 captured one such
incident during spring tide on July 13, 2010 (Figure 3-28 in Swanson et
al. 2011a). Across most of the river, water temperatures were close

to 82°F (28°C), often with warmer temperatures near the surface and
cooler temperatures near the bottom. The IP2 and IP3 thermal plume at
that point was clearly defined and extended about 1,000 feet (ft)

(300 meters (m)) from shore on a cross-river transect of about 3800 ft
(1150 m) (interpreted from the figure). Surface water temperatures in
the plume reached about 85°F (29°C). Maximum river depth along the
measured transect is approximately 50 ft (15 m).

A temperature contour plot at a cross-river transect at IP2 and IP3
illustrates a similar condition on July 11, 2010, during slack before flood
tide (Figure 1-10 in Swanson et al. 2011b). Here, the thermal plume is
evident to about 2,000 ft (600 m) from the eastern shore (the location of
the IP2 and IP3 discharge) and extends to a depth of about 35 ft (11 m)
along the eastern shore. The river here is more than 4,500 ft (1,400 m)
wide. Bottom temperatures above 82°F (28°C) were confined to about
the first 250 ft (76 m) from shore. In that small area, bottom water
temperatures might also exceed 86°F (30°C); elsewhere, bottom water
temperatures were about 80°F (27°C). The NRC staff notes, however,
that these limited-area conditions would not last long, as they would
change with the tidal cycle.

In response to NYSDEC's review of the IP2 and IP3 thermal studies
(Swanson et al. 2011a), Mendelsohn et al. (2011) modeled the maximum
area and width of the thermal plume (defined by the 4°F (2.2°C) AT
isotherms) in the Hudson River. Mendelsohn et al. (2011) reported that
for four cross-river transects near iP2 and IP3, the maximum cross-river
area of the plume would not exceed 12.3 percent of the river cross-

18



Assessment of Thermal Impacts

section, and the maximum cross-river width of the plume would not
exceed 28.6 percent of the river width (Table 3—1 in Mendelsohn et al.
2011).

Swanson et al. (2011a) concluded that IP2 and IP3 are in compliance
with NYSDEC water quality standards set forth at 6 NYCRR Part 704.

After line 43 on page 4-31 of Section 4.1.4.4 of the FSEIS, the following text is to be
added:

In response to the NYSDEC’s 2010 Notice of Denial (NYSDEC 2010),
Entergy submitted a new triaxial plume study (Swanson et al. 2011a) to
the NYSDEC in January 2011. NYSDEC provided Entergy with
comments on the new study (Swanson et al. 2011a) in March 2011.
Within the same month, Mendelsohn et al. {2011) and Swanson et al.
(2011b) prepared responses to the NYSDEC staff’s review of the study.
In a May 2011 letter (NYSDEC 2011), NYSDEC staff notified NYSDEC
Judges M.E. Villa and D.P. O’Connell that NYSDEC staff had finished
reviewing the data and information contained in both the study and the
response to NYSDEC's comments and that, based on this information
and applicable regulations, NYSDEC staff had determined the following:

a thermal mixing zone in the Hudson River near Indian Point not
to exceed a maximum of seventy-five (75) acres in total size
during any time of a given year (6 NYCRR §704.3) will provide
reasonable assurance of compliance with water quality
standards and criteria for thermal discharges set forth in

6 NYCRR §704.1 and 704.2, respectively.

Lines 2-26 on page 4-32 in Section 4.1.4.5 of the FSEIS are corrected as
follows:
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Assessment of Thermal impacts

NRC regulations for license renewal environmental reviews establish
the primary role of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) (or
States, when applicable) in water quality regulations as they relate to
impacts on aquatic species. As such, the assessment of impacts from
heat shock is within the purview of the responsible government agency.
In the case of IP2 and IP3, NYSDEC is the responsible agency.

NYSDEC regulations at 6 NYCRR Part 704 establish specific standards
that apply to thermal discharges within the State of New York. The
standards are set to “assure the protection and propagation of a
balanced, indigenous population of shelifish, fish, and wildlife in and on
the body of water” to which heated water is discharged

(6 NYCRR 704.1(a)). Section 4.1.4.4 of this FSEIS supplement describes
the thermal plume studies (Swanson et al. 2010, 2011a) that Entergy
submitted to NYSDEC and NYSDEC’s (2011) conclusions regarding
these studies. NYSDEC concluded that the results of the thermal plume
studies provide reasonable assurance that the IP2 and IP3 discharge is
in compliance with NYSDEC’s water quality standards and criteria for
thermal discharges.

Based on Entergy’s thermal plume studies and NYSDEC’s conclusions, the NRC
staff concludes that the impacts from heat shock to aquatic resources of the lower
Hudson River would be SMALL.

This change in the NRC staff's conclusion regarding thermal impacts (heat shock) also affects
the Abstract, Executive Summary, Alternatives, and Summary sections of the FSEIS. The NRC
staff has revised parts of these sections, as described below.

Line 37 on page iii through line 2 on page iv of the FSEIS Abstract are changed as follows:

Overall effects from entrainment and impingement are likely to be
MODERATE and |mpacts from heat shock are Ilkely to be SMALL. lmpaets

Lines 33-39 on page xviii of the FSEIS Executive Summary are changed as follows:

The NRC staff concludes that the potential environmental effects for most of
these issues are of SMALL significance in the context of the standards set
forth in the GEIS with three two exceptions—entrainment; and impingement;

and-heat-shock-from-the facility’s-heated-discharge. The NRC staff jointly
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Assessment of Thermal Impacts

assessed the impacts of entrainment and impingement to be MODERATE
based on NRC’s analysis of representative important species. lmpaects-from

.......... at-

Line 43 on page 8-8 through line 3 on page 8-9 of Section 8.1.1.2 are changed as follows:

Because the closed-cycle cooling system discharges a smaller volume of
water, and because the water is cooler than in a once-through system, the

extent of thermal impacts —which-couldrange from-SMALL to- LARGE for

the-current-once-through-system,-given-uncertainty-in-the facility’s
thermalimpacts—would remain SMALL be-reduced. Thus;the-cffects
of-thermal shock-also-decline:

Lines 35—40 on page 9-4 of Section 9.1 are changed as follows:

The NRC staff concludes that the potential environmental effects for 8 10 of
the 12 categorized issues are of SMALL significance in the context of the
standards set forth in the GEIS. The NRC staff concludes that the combined
impacts from impingement and entrainment (each a separate issue) are

Lines 8-13 on page 9-5 of Section 9.1 are changed as follows:

For issues of MODERATE-erEARGE significance (i.e., issues related to aquatic ecology),

- mitigation measures are addressed both in Chapter 4 and in Chapter 8 as alternatives based on
determinations in the draft New York State Department of Environmental Conservation
(NYSDEC) State Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (SPDES) permit proceeding, Clean
Water Act Section 401 proceeding, and in draft policy statements published by the State.
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4.0 SECTION 7 CONSULTATION

At the time the NRC staff published the FSEIS, the NRC and NMFS had not completed

Section 7 consultation under the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (ESA) for the
shortnose sturgeon (Acipenser brevirostrum). During the course of the Section 7 consultation,
the NRC staff obtained more studies and information on the thermal plume (previously
discussed in Chapter 3 of this document). As a resulit, the NRC staff has revised its conclusions
regarding thermal impacts to the shortnose sturgeon based on this new thermal modeling
information. Section 2.2.5.5 of the FSEIS, which includes the shortnose sturgeon’s life history,
remains unchanged. The staff identified one correction to Section 4.6.1 of the FSEIS, shown
below.

In addition to supplementing the FSEIS for the reasons stated in Chapter 1 of this supplement,
the staff is also taking this opportunity to provide an update on the status of its consultation with
NMFS related to Indian Point Nuclear Generating Unit Nos. 2 and 3 (IP2 and IP3). This chapter
provides an update on the Section 7 consultation history provided in Section 4.6.1 of the FSEIS,
as well as a summary of the biological opinion that NMFS issued in October 2011 as a result of
consultation. This chapter also provides a summary of the reinitiation of consuiltation regarding
the Atlantic sturgeon (Acipenser oxyrinchus oxyrinchus). Consuiltation with NMFS regarding the
Atlantic sturgeon was reinitiated as a result of NMFS’s February 2012 listing of Atlantic sturgeon
as an endangered species under the ESA and concluded in January 2013 with NMFS’s
issuance of a final biological opinion for both the shortnose and Atlantic sturgeon, which
included an Incidental Take Statement (ITS).

4.1 Corrections to Section 4.6.1, “Aquatic Special Status Species”

In the FSEIS, the NRC staff concluded that the potential impacts of heated discharge from IP2
and IP3 on shortnose sturgeon could not be determined because the staff did not have enough
information to quantify the extent and magnitude of the IP2 and |IP3 thermal plume. Since
publication of the FSEIS, the NRC staff has obtained additional information on the IP2 and IP3
thermal plume. Chapter 3 of this document describes the new thermal plume information.
Based on Swanson et al.’s (2011a) triaxial thermal plume study, Mendelsohn et al.’s (2011) and
Swanson et al.’s (2011b) responses to NYSDEC staff comments on the study, and NYSDEC
staff's (2011) conclusions regarding the study, the NRC staff has revised its discussion
regarding thermal impacts to shortnose sturgeon, which appears in Section 4.6.1 of the FSEIS.

Lines 40—43 on page 4-58 in Section 4.6.1 of the FSEIS are changed as follows:

In July 2011, the NRC (2011c) supplemented its analysis of the thermal effects
from IP2 and IP3 on the shortnose sturgeon that was presented in NRC’s (2010)
December 2010 revised biological assessment. The NRC staff’s (2011c)
supplement to the revised biological assessment considered newly available
thermal plume information (Swanson et al. 2011a, 2011b; Mendelsohn et al. 2011;
NYSDEC 2011) as well as various studies on shortnose sturgeon biology and
thermal preferences (Dadswell 1979; Dadswell et al. 1984; Heidt and Gilbert 1978;
Ziegeweid et al. 2008a, 2008b). In its July 2011 supplement, the NRC (2011c)
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concluded that the proposed license renewal of IP2 and IP3 is not likely to
adversely affect the Hudson River population of shorthose sturgeon.

Lines 13-20 on page 4-59 and Lines 1-16 on page 4-60 in Section 4.6.1 of the FSEIS are
modified as follows:

The NRC staff reviewed information from the site audit, Entergy’s ER for the IP2 and IP3
Slte other reports and mformatlon from NMFS Baseéen—the—WQEmfeFmaueﬁ

In addition to the WOE information provided in Table 4-4, the staff examined the
new information from the ESA Section 7 consultations with NMFS to determine
the level of impact for the purposes of NEPA. Because NMFS (2013) finds that
license renewal would not change the status or trend of the Hudson River
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population of shorthose sturgeon or the species as a whole, the NRC staff finds
that the level of impact would be SMALL for this species. For Atlantic sturgeon,
NMFS finds that license renewal would not change the status or trend of the
Hudson River population of Atlantic sturgeon or the status and trend of the NYB
DPS as a whole. NMFS (2013) calculates that the highest observed annual
impingement of Atlantic sturgeon at the traveling screens would represent about
0.5 percent of the Hudson River origin juveniles. This potential reduction would
not be observable or noticeable through any population study. Therefore, the
staff finds that the level of impact would be SMALL for Atlantic sturgeon.
Furthermore, development and implementation of an appropriate monitoring plan
for these species at IP2 and IP3 would help ensure protection of these species.
Based on the NRC’s (2011C) previous analysis, as corrected herein, and

NMFS’s (2013) biological opinion, the staff finds that the level of impact for
aquatic special status species would be SMALL.

4.2 History of Section 7 Consultation for Shorthnose Sturgeon

Under Section 7 of the ESA, the NRC staff (2008b) initiated consultation with NMFS in a letter
dated December 22, 2008, upon publication of the draft supplemental environmental impact
statement (SEIS) and the staff's (NRC 2008a) original biological assessment, which found that
the relicensing of IP2 and IP3 could adversely affect the shortnose sturgeon, which had been
listed as endangered under the ESA in 1967. In response to that biological assessment, on
February 24, 2009, NMFS (2009) requested additional information from the NRC. NMFS stated
that it required this information before it could begin formal consuitation. On July 1, 2009, the
NRC staff obtained the relevant information from Entergy (2009). On August 10, 2009, the
NRC (2009) provided that information (including revised impingement data) to NMFS and stated
that the data would be addressed in the FSEIS and in a revised biological assessment. The
NRC staff published its FSEIS in December 2010 and transmitted its revised biological
assessment to NMFS on December 10, 2010 (NRC 2010b).

On February 16, 2011, NMFS (2011) formally responded to the NRC staff's letter of
December 10, 2010, and stated that (1) NMFS currently has all the information it needs to
complete a formal consultation, (2) NMFS considers formal consultation to have begun on
December 16, 2010, (3) NMFS expects the consultation will conclude within 90 days after it
began (i.e., by March 16, 2011) unless extended, and (4) NMFS expects to issue its biological
opinion by April 30, 2011. On March 1, 2011, Entergy (2011a) formally notified the NRC staff
that it will participate in the consultation process and requested a 45-day extension of the
consultation conclusion date in accordance with 50 CFR 402.14(e).

In teleconferences on March 9 and March 11, 2011, NMFS and the NRC staff discussed
extending the consultation to allow time for Entergy to submit additional information on the
shortnose sturgeon pertinent to the consuitation (NRC 2011h). NMFS formally extended the
consultation period in a March 16, 2011, letter (NMFS 2011a) for a period of 60 days until

June 29, 2011, in accordance with 50 CFR 402.14(e). On April 18, 2011, the NRC staff (2011a)
held a Category 1 public meeting during which Entergy presented a data synthesis on the
shortnose sturgeon updated with the most recent annual Hudson River monitoring reports. On
April 28, 2011, Entergy (2011c) formally submitted to the NRC the information it had presented
during this public meeting.

On June 16, 2011, the NRC staff learned that Entergy had submitted a final, verified triaxial
thermal model to NYSDEC concerning aquatic conditions at IP2 and IP3. The staff also learned
that NYSDEC had relied on that model and Entergy's associated information to reach
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conclusions about thermal conditions at Indian Point for inclusion in a draft SPDES permit
(NYSDEC 2011). The NRC staff (2011b) brought this information to NMFS’s attention in an
e-mail to NMFS on June 16, 2011.

The NRC staff held three teleconferences with NMFS and Entergy during the weeks of June 20
and June 27, 2011 (NRC 2011d). On June 20, 2011, the NRC staff and NMFS discussed the
NRC's statutory authority to implement terms and conditions or reasonable and prudent
measures identified in a biological opinion. On June 22, 2011, the NRC staff, NMFS, and
Entergy discussed NMFS’s outstanding questions on thermal impacts, impingement, and
entrainment of prey species and the design of the IP2 and IP3 cooling system. The NRC staff
also requested that Entergy formally submit to the NRC the thermal modeling information that
Entergy had given to NYSDEC. By letter dated June 29, 2011, Entergy (2011d) formally
submitted to the NRC various documents related to the thermal studies it had conducted.
During a teleconference on June 29, 2011, the NRC staff, NMFS, and Entergy addressed
questions that had arisen during the teleconference on June 22, 2011, and the parties agreed to
a revised consultation schedule in which the consultation would end by September 20, 2011,
provided that Entergy and the NRC staff would supply NMFS with the information related to
NMFS'’s outstanding questions in a timely manner. The NRC staff (2011c¢) supplemented its
revised biological assessment on July 26, 2011, as a result of the information that Entergy
submitted to the staff on June 29, 2011.

NMFS (2011b) issued a draft biological opinion on August 26, 2011. In an e-mail dated
September 6, 2011, the NRC staff provided NMFS with Entergy’s comments on the draft
biological opinion (NRC 2011f). In a separate e-mail on the same day, the staff submitted its
comments on the draft biological opinion (NRC 2011e). The NRC staff stated that its comments
on the draft biological opinion were complete and that it would respond to the procedural issues
raised in NMFS'’s cover letter to the draft biological opinion in a separate letter. On

September 19, 2011, NMFS (2011c) requested more time to complete the final biological
opinion. On September 20, 2011, the NRC staff (2011g) sent its letter addressing the issues
NMFS had raised in the cover letter to its draft biological opinion. )

NMFS (2011d, 2011e) issued its final biological opinion for shortnose sturgeon on

October 14, 2011 (referred to as the 2011 biological opinion), which concluded the Section 7
consultation for the IP2 and IP3 license renewal. The NMFS 2011 biological opinion is
discussed below.

4.3 Summary of the National Marine Fisheries Service’s Biological Opinion for
Shortnose Sturgeon

NMFS's 2011 biological opinion (2011d, 2011e}) included an ircidental-take-statementITS for
shortnose sturgeon and stipulated a number of reasonable and prudent measures, as well as
terms and conditions with which the NRC and Entergy must comply to be exempt from
prohibitions of Section 9 of the ESA.

Under the 2011 biological opinion, IP2 and IP3 may take up to the following numbers of
shortnose sturgeon during the terms of their renewed operating licenses, which NMFS assumed
would not begin before the completion of the initial operating licenses for IP2 and |P3:

* 6 shortnose sturgeon at Unit 1
* 104 shortnose sturgeon at Unit 2
* 58 shorthose sturgeon at Unit 3
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NMFS included Unit 1, even though it is not in operation, because Unit 2 uses water from the
Unit 1 intake as service water.

The 2011 biological opinion stipulated four reasonable and prudent measures that require |
Entergy to (1) implement an NMFS-approved monitoring program, (2) release all live sturgeon
back to the Hudson River, (3) transfer any dead sturgeon to NMFS for necropsy, and (4) report

all shortnose sturgeon impingements or sightings to NMFS. The terms and conditions provided
the NRC and Entergy with more specific details on how the reasonable and prudent measures
must be carried out. The terms and conditions can be found on pages 6467 of the biological
opinion. If the NRC renews the IP2 and/or IP3 licenses, compliance with the terms and

conditions of the biological opinion (as later revised) will be required, as appropriate’.

4.4 Reinitiation of Consultation Due to NMFS’s Listing of Atlantic Sturgeon

On February 6, 2012, NMFS listed five distinct population segments (DPSs) of the Atlantic
sturgeon (Acipenser oxyrinchus oxyrinchus) under the ESA (77 FR 5880; 77 FR 5914). In the
Hudson River near Indian Point, Atlantic sturgeon primarily belong to the New York Bight DPS, |
which NMFS listed as endangered. The NRC staff had previously addressed the environmental
impacts of license renewal on the Atlantic sturgeon in the final SEIS and had requested that
NMFS conduct a Section 7 conference with the staff regarding the Atlantic sturgeon, which was
proposed for listing at that time. On May 16, 2012, in response to the listing, the NRC
staff (2012) prepared and submitted a biological assessment to NMFS, along with a request to
reinitiate Section 7 consultation for the newly-listed Atlantic sturgeon. Fhe-NRC-staff-expests-te
b L o ) 4 S ot 1R coed as

The NRC provided much of the information needed for this reinitiated consultation in its
FSEIS (NRC 2010a) and the revised biological assessment for shortnose sturgeon

(NRC 2010b) and its supplement (NRC 2011). Entergy (2011e) and its consultants
(Barnthouse et al. 2011) provided additional information to NMFS on shortnose and
Atlantic sturgeon in the Hudson River, the characteristics of IP2 and IP3, and the
facility’s effects on the two sturgeon species. Entergy (2012) also provided lists and
reviews of reports providing information on the effects of IP2 and IP3 on Atlantic
sturgeon.

In its May 16, 2012, biological assessment, the NRC (2012a) concluded that

...operation of IP2 and IP3 may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect, the
Atlantic sturgeon during the remainder of the current operating license period and
the 20-year license renewal term (through September 28, 2033 and

December 12, 2035, respectively), if license renewal is approved.

NMFS considers reinitiation of consultation to have begun on May 17, 2012, the day after
it received the NRC staff's biological assessment. On July 3, 2012, in a telephone call
between NMFS and the NRC staff, the NRC staff clarified that its was requesting
reinitiated consultation to consider the effects to shortnose sturgeon and the five DPS of
Atlantic sturgeon due to operation of IP2 and IP3 during both the remainder of the
present license terms and the possible renewed license terms. On July 23, 2012, Entergy
supplied additional information on Atlantic and shortnose sturgeon impingement at IP2
and IP3 (AKRF et al. 2012). The NRC staff and NMFS, by mutual agreement, then

' The 2011 biological opinion stated: “This [incidental take statement] ITS applies to the extended |
operating period, beginning at the date that the facility begins to operate under the terms of a new license
and extending through the expiration date of that license.” (NMFS 2011e)
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extended the consultation to allow time to review and incorporate the new information in
accordance with 50 CFR 402.14(e). NMFS transmitted the draft biological opinion to the
NRC for review on October 26, 2012, and the NRC staff then transmitted it to Entergy. On
November 9, 2012, the NRC (2012b) transmitted to NMFS both Entergy’s and the NRC
staff's comments on the draft biological opinion. The NRC staff requested, via a
conference call, that the consultation period be extended for 7 days on

November 26, 2012. On December 5, 2012, NMFS requested that the consuitation be
extended to January 9, 2013, to allow time for the NRC and NMFS to discuss language in
the ITS. During a conference call on January 8, 2013, the NRC and Entergy provided
additional comments related to the ITS, and Entergy submitted additional comments on
wording to NMFS on January 9, 2013. On January 9, 2013, the NRC staff and Entergy
requested an extension of consultation until January 30, 2013, to afford time for NMFS to
consider the comments. NMFS submitted the final biological opinion to the NRC on
January 30, 2013 (NMFS 2013), which concluded the formal consuitation in accordance
with 50 CFR 402.14(1).

After reviewing the proposed action, the status of the species, the environmental
baseline, the effects of the action, and the cumulative effects including climate change,
the biological opinion (NMFS 2013) concludes that

[T]he continued operation of Indian Point Unit 2 is likely to adversely affect but is
not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of shortnose sturgeon or the New
York Bight, Gulf of Maine or Chesapeake Bay DPS [distinct population segments]
of Atlantic sturgeon. Itis also NMFS’ biological opinion that the continued
operation of Indian Point Unit 3 is likely to adversely affect but is not likely to
jeopardize the continued existence of shortnose sturgeon or the New York Bight,
Gulf of Maine or Chesapeake Bay DPS of Atlantic sturgeon. No critical habitat is
designated in the action area; therefore, none will be affected by the proposed
actions.

The biological opinion (NMFS 2013, page 126) finds that the “Hudson River population of
shortnose sturgeon has experienced an increasing trend and is stable at high levels” and
that renewal of the operating licenses would “not change the status or trend of the
Hudson River population of shortnose sturgeon or the species as a whole” (NMFS 2013,
page 119). It also finds that license renewal would “not change the status or trend of the
Hudson River population of Atlantic sturgeon or the status and trend of the NYB DPS
[New York Bight Distinct Population Segment] as a whole” (NMFS 2013, page 125).

The 2013 biological opinion includes an ITS that applies to both shortnose and Atlantic
sturgeon impinged at IP2 and IP3 for both the remainder of the present license terms and
the possible renewed license terms (NMFS 2013, page 127). The ITS (NMPF 2013 pp 130)
exempts the following take (injure, kill, capture or collect) as described below:

* A total of two dead or alive shortnose sturgeon {injure, kill, capture or
collect) and 2 dead or alive New York Bight DPS Atlantic sturgeon
(injure, kill, capture or collect) impinged at the Unit 1 intake screens
from now until the IP2 proposed renewed operating license would
expire on September 28, 2033.

* A total of 395 dead or alive shortnose sturgeon (injure, kill, capture or
collect) and 269 New York Bight DPS Atlantic sturgeon (injure, Kill,
capture or coliect) impinged at Unit 2 intakes (Ristroph screens) from
now until the P2 proposed renewed operating license would expire on
September 28, 2033.
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* A total of 167 dead or alive shortnose sturgeon (injure, kill, capture or
collect) and 145 dead or alive New York Bight DPS Atlantic sturgeon
(injure, kill, capture or collect) impinged at the Unit 3 intakes (Ristroph
screens) from now until the IP3 proposed renewed operating license
would expire on December 12, 2035. '

* All shortnose sturgeon with body widths greater than 3” impinged at
the IP1, IP2 and IP3 trash racks (capture or collect).

« All Atiantic sturgeon with body widths greater than 3” impinged at the
IP1, IP2 and IP3 trash racks (capture or collect). These Atlantic
sturgeon will originate from the New York Bight (92), Gulf of Maine (6%
percent) and Chesapeake Bay DPSs (2%-percent). :

NMFS (2013, pages 130-131) would consider the ITS to be exceeded if any one of 16
conditions occurs, each of which specifies the species and population of impinged fish,
the number impinged, the generating unit involved, the location of impingement (intake
screens or trash racks), and a time period. The ITS states (NMFS 2013, pages 132-133)
that Entergy must comply with the following reasonable and prudent measures that
NMFS finds necessary or appropriate to minimize and monitor impacts of incidental take
of endangered shortnose and Atlantic sturgeon:

(1) A program to monitor the incidental take of shortnose and Atlantic sturgeon at
the IP1, IP2 and IP3 intakes must be developed, approved by NMFS, and
implemented as described in the Terms and Conditions [of the Biological
Opinion]. This program must be implemented throughout the remaining
duration of the existing IP2 and IP3 operating licenses as well as during the
time IP2 and/or IP3 operate pursuant to the proposed renewed operating
license(s).

(2) All live, incidentally taken shortnose and Atlantic sturgeon must be released
back into the Hudson River at an appropriate location away from the intakes
and thermal plume that does not pose additional risk of take, including death,
injury, harassment, collection/capture.

(3) Any dead, incidentally taken shortnose or Atlantic sturgeon must be
transferred to NMFS or an appropriately permitted research facility NMFS will
identify so that a necropsy can be undertaken to attempt to determine the
cause of death.

(4) A genetic sample must be taken of all incidentally taken Atlantic and shortnose
sturgeon.

(5) All incidental takes of shortnose and Atlantic sturgeon associated with the
Indian Point facilities and any shortnose or Atlantic sturgeon sightings in the
action area must be reported to NMFS.

The ITS also contains eight specific, non-discretionary “terms and conditions” that
implement the reasonable and prudent measures and outline required reporting and
monitoring requirements. Entergy must comply with, and the NRC must ensure through
enforceable terms of the existing and renewed licenses of IP2 and IP3 that Entergy does
comply with, the terms and conditions of the ITS (NMFS 2013, pages 133-138). NMFS
further identifies (NMFS 2013, pages 138-140) seven discretionary conservation
recommendations that it recommends the NRC consider, and identifies the conditions for
reinitiation of consultations.
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4.5 Conclusion for Aquatic Special Status Species

In addition to the WOE information provided in Table 4—4, the staff examined the new
information from the ESA Section 7 consultations with NMFS to determine the level of
impact resulting from license renewal of IP2 and IP3 for the purposes of NEPA. Because
NMFS (2013) finds that license renewal would not change the status or trend of the
Hudson River population of shortnose sturgeon or the species as a whole, the NRC finds
that the level of impact would be SMALL for this species. For Atlantic sturgeon, NMFS
finds that license renewal would not change the status or trend of the Hudson River
population of Atlantic sturgeon or the status and trend of the NYB DPS as a whole.
NMFS (2013) calculates that the highest observed annual impingement of Atlantic
sturgeon at the traveling screens would represent about 0.5 percent of the Hudson River
origin juveniles. This potential reduction would not be observable or noticeable through
any population study. Therefore, the staff finds that the level of impact wouid be SMALL
for Atlantic sturgeon. Furthermore, development and implementation of an appropriate
monitoring plan for these species at IP2 and IP3 would help ensure protection of these
species. In addition, license renewal for IP2 and IP3 would be subject to the terms and
conditions of the ITS as stated by NMFS. After assessing this new information, the staff
finds that the level of impact for aquatic special status species would be SMALL.
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6.0 LIST OF PREPARERS

Members of the NRC'’s Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation prepared this SEIS with assistance
from other NRC organizations, as well as contract support from the Pacific Northwest National
Laboratory. Table 6~1 identifies each contributor's name, affiliation, and function or expertise.

Table 6-1. List of Preparers

Name

Affiliation

Function or Expertise

NRC

Jeremy Susco
David Wrona
Melanie Wong
Michael Wentzel
Lois James
Kimberly Green
Dennis Logan
Briana Baisam

Nuclear Reactor Regulation
Nuclear Reactor Reguiation
Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Nuclear Reactor Regulation
Nuciear Reactor Regulation

Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Branch Chief
Branch Chief
Branch Chief
Project Manager
Project Manager
Project Manager
Ecology

Ecology

Contractor

Valerie Cullinan
Jeffrey Ward

Pacific Northwest National Laboratory
Pacific Northwest National Laboratory

Statistics, Ecology
Ecology
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COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE DRAFT SUPPLEMENT TO THE FSEIS
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COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE DRAFT SUPPLEMENT

On June 26, 2012, the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) staff issued the draft
supplement to “Generic Environmental Impact Statement for License Renewal of Nuclear Plants
Regarding Indian Point Nuclear Generating Unit Nos. 2 and 3, Final Report” (NUREG-1437,
Supplement 38, Volume 4, referred to as the draft supplement to the FSEIS) to Federal, tribal,
state, and local government agencies and interested members of the public for comment in
accordance with 10 CFR 51.92(f)(1). The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) issued
its Notice of Availability on July 6, 2012 (77 FR 40036). The public comment period ended on
August 20, 2012. As part of the process to solicit public comments on the draft supplement to
the FSEIS, the NRC staff did the following:

* placed a copy of the draft supplement to the FSEIS at the Field Library in
Peekskill, New York, the White Plains Public Library in White Plains, New
York, and the Henrick Hudson Free Library in Montrose, New York;

* made the draft supplement to the FSEIS available in the NRC’s Public
Document Room in Rockville, Maryland;

* placed a copy of the draft supplement to the FSEIS on the NRC website at
http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/doc-collections/nuregs/staff/sr1437/
supplement38/v4/;

e provided a copy of the draft supplement to the FSEIS to any member of the
public that requested one;

¢ sent copies of the draft supplement to the FSEIS to certain Federal, tribal,
state, and local government agencies,

* filed the draft supplement to the FSEIS with the EPA; and

* published a notice of availability of the draft supplement to the FSEIS in the
Federal Register on July 6, 2012 (77 FR 40092).

During the public comment period, the NRC staff received comments from eight individuals or
groups. Each comment letter is part of the docket file for the IP2 and IP3 license renewal
application, all of which are accessible in the NRC’s Agencywide Documents Access
Management System (ADAMS). ADAMS is accessible at http://www.nrc.gov/reading-
rm/adams.html. Table A-1 lists each individual that provided a comment during the comment
period, and their assigned correspondence identification number. The NRC staff reviewed and
assigned each comment within each comment letter a specific comment identification number
consisting of the correspondence identification number and a number associated with the
sequential order of the comment within the specific document. Table A-2 lists the comments,
grouped by category, and where the comment and response can be found within this appendix.




Appendix A

Table A-1. Individuals Providing Comments During the Comment Period
Comment Source
Commenter Affilitation (if stated) Correspondence ID
: (ADAMS Accession #)
Brancato, Deborah  Riverkeeper, Inc. Letter 001
_ ML12236A207

Bullard, John National Marine Fisheries Letter 002
Service (NMFS) ML12230A106

Dacimo, Fred Entergy Nuclear Operations,  Letter 003
Inc. ML12244A002

Kremer, Arthur New York Affordable Reliable E-Mail 004
Electricty Alliance ML12234A093

McTiernan, Edward New York State Department Letter 005
of Environmental ML12235A149
Conservation

Mitchell, Judy-Ann U.S. Environmental Letter 006
Protection Agency (EPA) ML12244A003

Raddant, Andrew U.S. Department of the Letter 007
Interior (DOI) ML12235A410

Sipos, John New York State Office of the  Letter 008
Attorney General ML12235A409

AA1

Table A~2. Comments by Category

Comment Category Page Commenter (Comment ID)
Aquatic A-4 ¢ Brancato, Deborah (001-1) (001-2) (001-3)
A-7 ¢ Dacimo, Fred (003-1)
A-21 s McTiernan, Edward (005-1)
A-24 ¢ Mitchell, Judy-Ann (006-1)
Endangered Species A-8 e Brancato, Deborah (001-4)
General A-16 ¢ Bullard, John (002-1)
A-19 o Kremer, Arthur (004-1)
A-26 ¢ Raddant, Andrew (007-1)
License Renewal Process A-14 e Brancato, Deborah (001-5)
A-32 ¢ Sipos, John (008-4)
Postulated Accidents A-23 : e McTiernan, Edward (005-2)
A-27 ¢ Sipos, John (008-1) (008-2) (008-3)

A-2

Public Comments and NRC Staff Responses
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RIVERKEEPER.

NYs clean water advocate

August 20, 2012

SUBMITTED ELECTRONICALLY

Chief, Rules, Announcements, and Directives Branch
Division of Administrative Services

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: TWB-05-B01M

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Washington, DC 20555-0001

Re: Docket ID NRC-2008-0672 — Riverkeeper, Inc.’s Comments on the U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission’s Generic Envir tal I St t for License
Renewal of Nuclear Plants, Supplement 38, Vol. 4, Regardmg Indian Point Nuclear
Generating Unit Nos. 2 and 3, Draft Report for Comment, Docket Nos. 50-247 and.

50-286 (June 2012)
Dear Rules, Announcements, and Directives Branch Chief:

Riverkeeper, Inc. (“Riverkeeper™) hereby respectfully submits the following comments on the

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Staff’s (“NRC Staff") Generic Environmental Impact
Statement for License Renewal of Nuclear Plants, Supplement 38, Volume 4, Regarding Indian

. Point Nuclear Generating Unit Nos. 2 and 3, Draft Report for Comment (hereinafter referred to

as “Draft FSEIS Supplement™). Notice of avmlablllty of, and opportunity to comment on, the -
Draft FSEIS Supplement was published on June 26, 2012

The NRC Staff initially issued a final supplemental envnron.mental impact statement relating to
the proposed license rencwal of Indian Point in December 2010.% Based upon purported newly
available information, the NRC Staff issued the above-referenced draft supplement to this final

! See Letter from David J. Wrona (NRC) to U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Office of Federal Activities
NEPA Compliance Division E1S Filing Section, Re: Notice of Availability of Draft Supplement to Final Plant
Specific Supplement 38 to the Generic Envi { Impact for License Renewal of Nuciear Plants,
Regarding Indian Poml Nuclear Generating Unit Nos. 2 and 3 (June 26, 2012), ADAMS Accession No. -
MLI2159A495 (i ing a period ding to August 20, 2012). ’

? See Generic Envi ! Impact for License R i of Nuclear Plants: Regarding Indxan Point
Nugclear Geaerating Unit Nos. 2 and 3 - Final Repon, Main Report and Comment Responses (NUREG-l437
Supplement 38, Volumes 1-3), available a1, -

Qol ecgons/uurtg_s_l;mfﬂsr!437/§upp|gmen8 / (last visited Aug. 20, 2012)

www.riverkeeper.org - 20 Secor Road + Ossining, New York 10562 - 1914.478.4501+ « 1 914.478.4527 )m;g; &

Vv Xipuaddy



report.® In particular, NRC Staff’s Draft FSEIS Supplement includes “corrections to
impingement and entrainment data presented in the FSEIS and revised conclusions regarding
thermal impacts” in light of new “thermal plume studies”; NRC Staff’s draft supplement also
provides “an update of the status of the NRC’s consultation under section 7 of the Endangered
Species Act with the National Marine Fisheries Service [NMFS] regarding shortnose sturgeon . .
. and Atlantic sturgeon.”™

C Stafl’s Revised Analysis of Impi en| rain Impacts at Indiaj

NRC Staff’s Draft FSELS Suppl t includes a revised of i and
entrainment impacts based upon new mformauon obtained from Entergy about impingement and
entrainment field data units of measure.® However, NRC Staff’s new analysis does not
meaningfully alter the ultimate conclusion that the operation of Indian Point has, and will .
continue to have, a profoundly negative impact upon the aquatic ecology of the Hudson River.

Riverkeeper’s expert biologist consultants at Pisces Conservation Ltd. (“Pisces™), who rewewcd

and commenled upon NRC Staff’s initial assessment of impingement and entrainment impacts at
Indian Point,® have now also reviewed NRC Staff’s new Draft FSEIS Supplement. Pisces has
prepared a response to NRC Sta.ft"s new supplcment, which is provided in support of the instant
comments as Attachment A.” Pisces recogmzes that Entergy’s presentation of the data with
incorrect units caused confusion and em)rs in the calculation of the number of organisms
lmpmged and entrained at Indian Point.® However, Pisces pomts out that for most species, “the
error in units cancelled themselves out,” Tesulting in no change in NRC Staff’s conclusmns about
the level of impact from unpmgement and entrainment at Indian Point on such species.’ Pisces
indicates that the only species greall?' affected by NRC Staff’s consideration of Entergy’s
“corrected” data was spottail shiner.!” Pisces explains that even with this change, eight critical
fish species continue to have a high strength of connection to the effects of Indian Point, and that
Indian Point continues to have a “MODERATE” or “LARGE” impact on several fish species
exhibiting this high level of connection.”’ Overall, NRC Staff's revised assessment did not
meaningfully change the outcome of NRC Staff’s analysis, or NRC Staff’s ultimate conclusions
about impingement and entrainment impacts caused by Indian Point.

? See Draft FSEIS Supplement at i, ix, 1-2.
4 Seeid
® See id atix, 3-16.

¢ See Comment of Phillip Musegaas, Victor M. Tafur, and Deborah B: on Behalf of Riverkeeper, Inc. on
Generic Envil 1 Impact S for License Renewal of Nuclear Plants, Supplement 38, Regarding Indian
Point, Units 2 & 3 (March 18, 2009), ADAMS Accession No. ML0S0860983, at 5-9 (hereinafter “Riverkeeper
Comments on Indian Point Dec. 2008 DSEIS™).

7 pisces Conservation, Ltd, “Some notes on the Generic Envi | Impact S
Nuclear Planis - Supplement 38" (August 20, 2012) (“Attachment A - Pisces Memo™).

! Attachment A — Pisces Memo a1 )-2.
‘1d

Y 1d a2

n Id

for License R of

|

001-1A In the FSEIS, the staff addressed the

Pisces 2009 comments on the draft SEIS and, in
addition, modified its entrainment and impingement
analysis methods in the FSEIS in response to new
information and comments submitted on the DSEIS.
The staff's new strength-of-connection analysis in the
FSEIS did not contain elements about which Pisces
had expressed concerns in the original analysis in the
draft SEIS. Appendix A of the FSEIS presents the
staff's responses, and the body of the FSEIS shows
where text was changed. The staff agrees with the
commenter that the new information incorporated in the
supplement to the FSEIS changed the conclusions for
one fish species but did not change the overall
conclusion of the FSEIS regarding the effects of
entrainment and impingement. The staff made no
further changes in response to this comment and
considers no further changes to be warranted.
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Imponanuy, Pisces’ original review of NRC Staff"s draft assessment of entrainment and

impingement at Indian Point led various deficiencies and inadequacies in the analysis. 2 As
a result of such deficiencies, Pisces previously explained that the actual impact of Indian Point of
various fish species was likely underestimated by NRC Staff.”® NRC Staff’s December 2010

FSEIS did not address Pisces’ concerns or adequau:ly recognize the devastating level of impact
associated with the operation of Indian Point." Likewise, NRC Staff’s Draft FSEIS Supplement
contains no analysis that addresses Pisces’ original concerns. Nothing in NRC Staff’s revised
assessment alters the criticism articulated by Pisces relating to the flawed methodology
employed by NRC Staff to determine impingement and entrainment impacts caused by Indian
Point. Thus, for the reasons articulated in Pisces’ original report concerning NRC Staff’s
environmental impact stat for the relicensing of Indian Point, NRC Staff’s assessment
remains fundamentally ﬂawed and continues to mxs;udgc the severity of impingement and
entrainment at the plant.'®

Indeed, the continued operation of Indian Point as proposed by Entergy, i.e., with the ongoing
use of a oncc-through-coolinbg water intake structure, will result in significant impacts on an
already stressed ecosystem.' This is simply not reflected in NRC Staffs Draft FSEIS

" See Riverkeeper Comments on [ndian Point Dec. 2008 DSEIS, supra Note 6, at 5-9, and Exhibit A (P. A.
Henderson & R. M. H. Seaby (Pisces Conservation Ltd), Comments relating to the Indian Point NRC draft EIS on
the Cooling System (March 2009), at 1-9).

n Id

" See Generic Environmental Impact Statement for Licensc Renewal of Nuclear Plants: Regarding Indian Point
Nuclear Generating Unit Nos. 2 and 3 - Final Report, Main Report and Comment Responses (NUREG-1437,
Supplement 38, Volume }, 2t § 4.1,

8 See Riverkeeper Comments on Indian Point Dec, 2008 DSEIS, supra Note 6, at 5-9, and Exhibit A (P. A.
Henderson & R. M. H. Seaby (Pisces Conservation Lid), Commeats relating to the Indian Point NRC draft EIS on
the Cooling System (March 2009), at 1-9).

'* See Riverkeeper Comments on lndian Point Dec. 2008 DSEIS, supra Note 6 at 5-9, Exhibit A. The once-through
cooling water system employed at Indian Point has 2 profound impact upon fish in the Hudson River. See generally
Entrainment, lmpmgcmam and Thermal lmputs at Indian Pomt Nuclear Power Station, Pisces Conservauon Ltd.,

N ber 2007, le a1, http://wwy tive 0 ontent/ 03/
Anachment-3-Expert-Report-Cont-EC-].pdf, at 44; see id. at 4 (“Notably, “[the species for whu:h entrainment
mortality has been guantified form only a very small proportion of the total species present in the estuary. As was
noted in the FEIS (page $3): ‘Finaily, although impingement and entrainment mortality is measured, It is typically

measured only for several of the 140 species of fishes found in the Hudson. Information abowt the impact on the full

suite of aquatic organisms is limited.’ The impact on other species is un-quantified and may be significant.”)
(emphasis in original); NYSDEC Fact Sheet, NY SPDES Draft Permit Renewal with Mod:ﬁwlitm, Indian Point
Electric G g Statian (Buck NY-N ber 2003), at 2, Attachi B, page 1,
MMMM@M&M&&(‘M ear Indian Point Units 2 and 3.
. canse the monality of more than a billion fish from entrainment of various life stages of fishes through the piant
and impingement of fishes on intake screens. . . . Thus, curreat losses of various life stages of fishes are
substantial,”); NYSDEC Hudson River Power Plants FEIS (June 25, 2003), at 2-3, available at
http://www.dec.ay, govidocs/permits_ej_operations pd/FEISHRPP].pdf. DEC has characterized the destructive
impacts associated with the operation of oneo-lhmuyn coolmg water intake structures as “comparable to habitat
degradation; the entire natural and and ing of the
water impact the entire community oforgamsms that mhabn the water column.” NYSDEC Hudson River Power
Plants FEIS (June 25, 2003), Public Comment Summary at 53-54,
http:/fwww.dec.ny govidocs/permits_ej_operations_pdf/FEISHRPPS.pdf (hereinafter “NYSDEC Power Plants FEIS

3

001-1B In the FSEIS, the staff addressed the ongoing
use of a once-through cooling water intake structure as
part of discussion of the direct and indirect effects of
operating the cooling water system (Section 4.1 and
Appendices H and I) and the cumulative impacts on
aquatic resources (Section 4.8.1 and Appendices H
and ). The effects of ecosystem condition are
inherently part of the empirical population trend
analyses performed in the FSEIS and the supplement
because the sampled populations experience the actual
ecosystem conditions. Appendix A of the FSEIS
presents the staff's responses to comments on the
DSEIS, and the body of the FSEIS shows where text
was changed. The staff made no further changes to
the supplement in response to this comment, as no
further changes are warranted.
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Supplement - NRC Staff unfailingly refuses to recognize the reahty of the situation, and ascribe
a realistic and accurate level of impact of entrai t and imping on the aquatic ecology
of the Hudson River. Notably, NRC Staff is content to review Entergy’s proposal to operate
Indian Point for an additional 20 years in a vacuum ~ that is, without adequately assessing
Entergy’s proposal 1o install and implement cylindrical wedgewire screens to purportedly reduce
entrainment and impingement impacts, even though doing so will result in additional negative
impacts to the aquatic ecology of the Hudson River, such as impacts to the river bottom.

In addition, NRC Staff’s Draﬁ FSEIS Supplement fails to address the fact that NRC Staff
continues to Tely on old data.'” Tha is, all NRC Staff has done in the Draft FSEIS supplement is
correct certain calculation errors with respect to decades-old data that is not necessarily reflective
of current conditions, and does not take into account negative chaan to the status of fish
popuiations in the Hudson River that have occurred over the years.”” This runs afoul of Council

Comment Summary”). Nearly 40 years of such degmdaﬂon resullmg t‘mm the use of once-through cooling at Indian
Point has resulted in serious long-term impacts. E and long-
term declines for several slgnnture Hudson River fish species. A Rlverkeeper repon released in May 2008, revealed
that many Hudson River fish are in serious long-term decline. See The Status of Fish Populations and the Ecology
of the Hudson, Pisces Conscrvation Ltd., April 2008, available at, hitp:/iwww.riverkecper.orp/wp-
content/uploads/2009/06/Status-of-Fish-in-the-Hudson-Pisces pdf (hercinafter “Pisces 2008 Status of Hudson River
Fish Report”) (analyzing 13 “key” species of the Hudson River, and finding that 10 such species are in decline); see
also NYSDEC Power Plants FEIS Comment Summary at 57 (“Several species of fish in the Hudson River estuary,
such as American shad, white perch, Atlantic tomcod and rainbow smelt, have shown trends of declining
abundance ™). As DEC has stated, such * [d]eclmes in the abundances of several species and changes in species
raises and quesli ng the health of the River’s fish community.” NYSDEC Power
Plants FEIS Comment Summary at 58. Wu.h by far the largest water intake on the Hudson estuary, slaughtering
hundreds of millions, and possibly over a billion aquatic organisms every year, the once-through cooling water
intake structure at Indian Point has undoubtedly contributed to such decline, destabilization, and loss of aquatic
resources. See, e.g., Pisces 2008 Status of Fish Report at 37-38 (“The impact of Indian Point is the largest of several
impacts from once-through cooling on the Hudson. When all the power plants are considered, the impact is large. . .
*Tens- to hundreds-of-miilions of eggs, larvas, and juvenile fishes ot‘ several species are killed per year for once-
through users. The lati |mpar.t of multiple facilities ly reduces the young-of-year (YOY)
population for the entire river.' ... in some years these effects have been very large . . . between 33 ~ 79%
reductions in Young of Year popu!mion . Even if the power companies are not lhe sole cause of dcgmia.mm of

the Hudson River fish community, the loss ofsm:h high pi ions of the fish p ions must be i

(quoting NYSDEC Water Quality 2006 Report)); see also NYSDEC Power Planu FEIS Comment S\xmmnry at 58
(expressly recognizing that *[t]he millions of fish that are killed by power plants each year represent a significant
mortality and are yet another stress on the River's fish community” that “must be taken into account when assessing
these population declines.”); NYS Govemnor’s Office, Press Release, With American Shad Stocks at Historlcally
Low Levels, Governor Paterson Announces New Initiatives to Rebuild and Protect Hudson River Fisheries (May 28,
2008), available at, hitp:/fwww.state ny.us/govermnor/press/press_0528082 html (last visited March 24, 2010) (in the
context of announcing that Hudson River fisheries are in trouble, recognizing that “{t]he number of fish entering
water intake pipes each year at the two Indian Point nuclear power plants alone is significant — over 1.2 billion fish
cggs and larvae, including bay anchovy, striped bass, and Atlantic tomcod — with the vast majority dying during the
process. Another 1.18 million fish per year become trapped against intake screens snd likely dle.") Entergy s
insistence on relying upon an absolete cooling technology and rcﬁxsnl m pl a far-superior ¢l

system, would lead to two additional decades of i andheaumpamman
already precarious ecosystem. This will lead to ongoing habitat dcgmdauon and only further exacerbate the cusrent
decline and destabilization of Hudson River fish populations.

" See Riverkeeper Comments on Indian Point Dec. 2008 DSEIS, supra Note 6, a1 9.
'® See generally supra Note 16,

001-2

-

001-1C The New York State Department of
Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC), not the NRC,
regulates construction and operation cooling water
intake structures under the Clean Water Act and both
Federal and New York State regulations. At this time,
NYSDEC and Entergy have made no decisions
regarding installation and implementation of cylindrical
wedgewire screens. The FSEIS presents a general
discussion of wedgewire or fine-mesh screens in
Section 4.1.5, Potential Mitigation Options. At this time,
it is speculative whether cylindrical wedgewire screens
will be installed and utilized at the facility. If NYSDEC
and/or Entergy reach a decision that wedgewire
screens will be installed, the NRC staff would consider
whether that would require the NRC to reinitiate a
Section 7 consultation with NMFS. The staff made no
further changes to the supplement in response to this
comment.

001-2 The staff's assessment of population trends in
the FSEIS and this supplement to the FSEIS uses
empirical monitoring study data from 1974

through 2005 (the most recent data then available), and
its assessment of thermal impacts in the supplement
uses data from a study that Entergy submitted to the
NYSDEC in 2011. The staff's analyses based on these
empirical studies take into account any changes to the
fish populations in the Hudson River that have occurred
over the years. The impingement and entrainment data
used in the strength of connection analyses date
from1975 through 1990 and are the most recent
impingement and entrainment data available.




on Environmental Quality (“CEQ") regulations implementing the National Environmental Policy
Act (¥ NEPA") which require that analyses in environmental impact statements have scientific
mtegnty

For the foregoing reasons, NRC Staff’s revised assessment of impingement and entrainment
impacts caused by Indian Point remains inadequate.

NRC Staff"s Revised sis of Thermal Discharge Impacts at Indian Poi

NRC Staff’s Draft FSEIS Supplement assesses “additional information from Entergy regarding
the thermal plume” at Indian Point, and based upon that assessment, NRC Staff makes an
allegedly “more informed conclusion regarding thermal impacts™ of the plant.”® 2 In particular,
NRC Staff reviewed a triaxial plume study that Entergy submitted to the New York State
Department of Environmental Conservation (*DEC”) as part of its State Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (“SPDES") permit renewal proceeding and Clean Water Act § 401 water
quality certification denial appeal p ding, correspond between DEC and Entergy
relating to this thermal study, and a DEC proposed determination that a 75-acre thermal mixing
zone will provide reasonable assurance that the operation of Indian Point will comply with
applicable regulations.>' Whereas in NRC Staff's initial (December 2010) FSEIS, NRC Staff
concluded that thermal impacts at Indian Point ranged from SMALL to LARGE, based onNRC
Staff’s review of the aforementioned new information, the Draft FSEIS Supplement indi

[6512]

that now “NRC staff concludes that the i nmpacts from heat shock to aquanc resources of the
lower Hudson River would be SMALL.™#

However, NRC Staff’s changed conclusion is unjustified because Entergy’s thermal study and
DEC’s proposed determination regarding the efficacy of a mixing zone, are highly disputed,
namely by Riverkeeper, and currently the subject of ongomg adjudication. Indeed, Pisces’
review of the thermal study after it was compl d in detailed comments that outlined
numerous concerns related to thermal 1mpacts on aquauc ecology at Indian Point, and problems
with Entergy’s thermal study. These comments are included as Appendix 1 to Attachment A
hercto. Pisces’ comments reveal that despite Entergy’s thermal study and DEC’s proposed
mixing zone, thermal djschargw from Indian Point will continue to pose a threat to the aquatic
ccology of the river.* Moreover, Riverkeeper has vehemently opposed DEC's proposal to allow
Entergy to operate with a mixing zone, raising numerous well-founded concerns about the
legality and environmental efficacy of doing so. A copy of Riverkeeper's comments on DEC’s

¥ See 40 C.F.R. § 1502.24; see also id. § 1502.22.
™ Draft FSELS Supplement at 17.

bl ld

2 id at 20.

@ Attachment A — Pisces Memo, at Appendix 1 — Pisces Conservation Ltd, “Comments on the proposed Indian
Point thermal mixing zone” (July 15, 2011).

% See id. at pages 16 of 22 1020 of 22.

IOO1 -3[

001-2 (cont) The staff has no reason to believe that
the conditional impingement and entrainment mortality
rate estimates based on those data would be different
today, and the commenter presents no information to
suggest that such rates have changed. The staff made
no further changes to the supplement in response to
this comment.

001-3 The NRC staff recognizes that the effects of the
thermal discharge from 1P2 and IP3 are the subject of
an ongoing hearing in which new information and views
are being assessed. At this time, the triaxial plume
studies cited in the comment provide the best technical
information available to the staff to assess possible
thermal effects to aquatic resources. Those studies
support the staff's conclusion. The staff did not change
its conclusion about the level of impact as a result of
this comment, although it recognizes that information
that may become available in the future could lead to a
different understanding at a later time. In addition,

10 CFR 51.92(a)(2) and (c) address preparation of a
supplement to a final environmental impact statement
for proposed actions that have not been taken, under
the following conditions:

* There are new and significant
circumstances or information relevant to
environmental concerns and bearing on the
proposed action or its impacts, or

* The NRC staff determines, in its opinion,
that preparation of a supplement will further
the purposes of NEPA.




8-V

proposed mixing zone at Indian Point is included with these comments as Attachment B, 25 This
issue is currently the subject of ongoing adjudication in State proceedings before DEC. Thus,
NRC Staff cannot simply indicate that ‘NYSDEC concluded that the results of the thermal
plume studies provide reasonable assurance that the IP2 and IP3 discharge is in compliance with
NYSDEC’s water quality standards and criteria for therma.l discharges,” and thereby conclude
that impacts of heat shock at Indian Point are SMALL.% Riverkeeper has raised valid concerns
(that have yet to be fully resolved), which call into question Entergy’s thermal study and DEC’s
proposed conclusions with respect to thermal impacts, and, in tum, NRC Staff’s revised
conclusions in the Draft FSEIS supplement.

For the foregomg reasons, NRC Staff’s revised assessment of thermal impacts caused by Indian
Point remains inadequate.

NRC Staff’s “Update on Endangered Species Act § 7 Consultations

NRC Staff’s Draft FSEIS Supplement lastly di d d species impacts at Indian
Point.?’ First, NRC Staff discusses endangered shortnose sturgeon In particular, NRC Staff
revises its assessment of Indian Point’s thermal impact on endangered shortnose sturgeon.”

NRC Staff’s revised conclusion “that the heated discharge resulting from the proposed IP2 and
IP3 license renewal would have SMALL impacts on the shortnose eon,” is largely based on
NRC Staff's consideration of Entergy’s thermal study discussed above.” Riverkeeper
respectfully submits that, due to the reasons discussed above regarding the potential ongom%
thermal impacts from Indian Point, NRC Staff’s conclusions are not entirely well-founded.
Moreover, Pisces specifically notes in relation to NRC Staff’s Draft FSEIS Supplement that the
NRC Staff’s finding that there isa “SMALL" level of impact on endangered shortnose sturgeon
at Indian Point requires verification.”'

 Letter from Mark Lucas (Riverkeeper) to Christopher M. Hogan (DEC), Re: Entergy Nuclear Indian Point 2, LLC
& Entergy Nuclear Indian Point 3, LLC Propased Modification of Special Condition 7.b of SPDES Permit, DEC
No. 3-5522- 00011/00004, SPDES No. NY-000472 (July 15, 2011) (Attachment B).

* Draft FSEIS Supplement at 20,

7 Id 312326,

*1d m23-24.

®1d

* See Auachment A — Pisces Memo, at Appendix | — Pisces Conservation Ltd, “Comments on the proposed Indian
Point thermal mixing zone” (July 15, 2011); Attachment B - Letter from Mark Lucas (Riverkeeper) to Christopher
M. Hogan (DEC), Re: Entergy Nuclear Indian Poin 2, LLC & Entergy Nuciear Indian Point 3, LLC Proposed

Modification of Special Condition 7.b of SPDES Permii, DEC No. 3-5522- 00011/00004, SPDES No. NY-000472
(duly 15, 20t1).

%' See id Moreover, it remains unclear whether, generally, the impact of Indian Point on shortmose sturgeon is
“smell.” See Riverkeeper Commems on Indian Point Dec. 2008 DSEIS, at Appendix A (Pisces indicating that there
is no reason to believe that an i lation of shy sturgeon would lead to decrease in impingement
and that with relatively rare fish, even a smd( number of lmpmgement can have a big effect, and calling into
question the ebility of the NRC StafT to draw based on obsolete data).
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001-4A

001-4A The staff addressed this comment in Section
4.0 of this supplement to the FSEIS, which has been
revised to reflect the completion of consultations with
NMFS on endangered species (including both
shortnose sturgeon and Atlantic sturgeon), NMFS's
biological opinion, and its issuance of an Incidental
Take Statement for Indian Point Units 2 and 3.




NRC Staff’s Draft FSEIS Supplement further memorializes the outcome of NRC Staff’s
Endangered Species Act (“ESA™) section 7 consultations with NMFS concerning the impact of
Indian Point on endangered shortnose sturgeon. Based on NRC Staf®s mere summary of the
sequence and outcome of the consultation process, NRC Staff has failed to comply with relevant
regulations and guidance, which require ingful ideration of the opinions and
conclusions drawn by NMFS.® Indeed, NRC Staff does not indicate how NMFS® final
biological opinion regarding endangered shortnose sturgeon affects it’s NEPA-based analysis
and conclusions regarding impacts to endangered resources. Instead, NRC Staff's discussion of
the section 7 consultation process in the Draft FSEIS Supplement appears to be a purely
opportunistic discussion, provided only because NRC Staff was issuing a draft supplement to
address other issues anyway. This is further exemplified by NRC’s treatment (i.e., acceptance)
of the incomplete section 7 consultation process with respect to the newly endangered Atlantic
sturgeon, as discussed forthwith. As discussed below, more is required by controlling law and
guidance.

In relation to Atlantic sturgeon, in light of the designation of this species as endangered on
February 6, 2012, i.e., after the issuance ofNRC Staff’s December 2010 FSEIS, NRC Staff
reinitiated section 7 consultation with NMFS.>* However, NRC Staff simply indicates in the
Draft FSEIS Supplement that it expects to carry on consultation procedures and “consider the
results of that consultation, as appropriate.” This fails to assure compliance with NEPA, which
requires full consideration of the consultation process and the opinions, conclusions, and
recommendations of NMFS, as part of the NEPA assessment process. NRC Staff must include
or consider NMFS’ assessment, and issue a supplemental EIS to fully consider the outcome of
the new section 7 consultation process. This must be accomplished prior to the finalization of
the NEPA process concerning the proposed license renewal of Indian Point, and prior to any
ultimate decision by the NRC regarding whether to relicense Indian Point.

In particular, the ESA provides that

[elach Federal agency shall, in consultation with . . . the Secretary
[of the Interior or Commerce as appropriate), insure that any action
authorized, funded, or carried out by such agency . . . is not likely
to jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered species or

Ahook P, "

2 See Endangered Species C jon H: F for Conducting C and Confe
Activities Under Section 7 of the Endangered Spec:es Act, U.S, Fish &Wlldhfe Serv:oe, Nahonal Manne Fxshenes
Service (March 1998), at 4-11, avallable at 'www.omfs.n
(hereinafter “NMFS Consull Handb ) 50 C.F.R. § 402.06(b
Species Act of 1973, as Amended Final Rule. 51 Fed. Reg. 19,926 (l986), $0C. F.R. §402 I5; ESA § 7(d) 16
U.S.C. § 1536(d).

 See Draft FSEIS Supplement at 26.

¥ See id As of the date of these comments, the consultation process between NRC Staff end NMFS remains
ongoing. See Correspondence from Amy Hull (NRC) to Mr. Daniel S. Morris (NMFS), Re: Response to Request
for Additional Review Time for Endangered Species Act Section 7 Cansultation at Indian Point Nuclear Generating
Unit Nos. 2 and 3 (Aug. 17, 2012), ADAMS Accession No. ML12221A033 (upprovmg 8 60-day extension of the
consultation process whertby NMEFS agreed to provide NRC a draft bmlnglcal opinion on October 22, 2012 for a
two-week review and indicating that ion will be completed by N ber 28, 2012).

001-4B The staff addressed this comment in Section
4.0 of this supplement to the FSEIS, which has been
revised to reflect the completion of consultations with
NMFS on endangered species (including both
shortnose sturgeon and Atlantic sturgeon), NMFS’s
biological opinion, and its issuance of an Incidental
Take Statement for Indian Point Units 2 and 3.
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threatened species or result in the destruction or adverse
modification of habitat of such species which is determined . . . to
be critical.™

During formal consultation, NMFS must review all relevant information, evaluate the current
status of the relevant iisted species, evaluate the effects of the proposed action and cumulative -
effects on the listed species, formulate an opinion regarding whether the proposed action is likely
to jeopardize the continued existence of the listed ies, formulate di Y conservation
rec.ommendatlons that would reduce or eliminate the 1mpacts of the proposed action on listed

, for a conceming any incidental take of the listed species,’® and
formulate an opinion regarding any reasonable and prudent alternatives to the proposed project
and reasonable and prudent measures that could be taken.>’ Formal consultation concludes when
NMFS issues a “biological opinion” (“B0O”).”® Once NMFS issues its BO, “the Federal agency
shall determine whether and in what manner to proceed with the action in light of its section 7
abligations and the Service’s biological opinion."*

In addition, NRC’s NEPA-implementing regulations designate the impacts of license renewal on
th d or end d species as a “Category 2” issue, i.c. one that requires site specific
review during individual relicensing proceedings.® NRC’s regulations acknowledge that
“consultation with appropriate agencies would be needed at the time of license renewal ro
determine whether th d or end d species are present and whether they would be

adversely affected™ N

Federal regulations xmplememmg the ESA contemplate coordination of the consultation process
with environmental reviews pursuant to NEPA.*2 NMFS guidance on the consultation process
further explains how

B ESA §7, 16 US.C. § 1536(aX2).
3 A statement from NMFS concemning any incidental take must specify the amount or extent of the impact, any

ble and prudent that the Director considers necessary or appropriate to minimize such impacts,”
and any “terms and wndmons (mcludmg but not limited to, reporting requircments) that must be complied with by
the Federal agency or any app to tmp [such] " 50 C.FR. § 402.}4(i).

¥ See 50 C.F.R. § 402.14(g)

3 See id § 402.14()).

* Id. § 402.15.

“ See 10 C.F.R. Part 51, Table B-1 of Appendix B to Subpart A; GEIS § 3 9 (“Because compliance wtlh the
Endangered Species Act cannot be assessed without site-specific consid of effects on th d and

endangered species, it is not possible to determine generically the significance of potentiai impacts to threatened and

endangered spesies. This is a Category 2 issue.™).

*' 10 CF.R. Part 51, Table B-1 of Appendix B to Subpart A (emphasis added).

"SeeSOCFK§40206(n)(“P Itati fi and biological d: under section 7 may
idated with interag H d i by other statutes, such as the National

Environmental Policy Act. ... The Service will aitempt to prowde a coordinated review and analysis of all

environmental requirements.”).

Comment response on preceding page(s).
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[ﬂomm.l consultation and the Services® preparation of a biological
oplmon ofien involve coordination with the preparation of

dated by other envi ntal statutes and
regulations, including . . . NEPA. ... The Services should assist
the action agency or applicant in integrating the formal
consultation n process into their overall environmental

compliance.
Pertinently, ESA regulations and the NMFS Consultation Handbook indi that “fa)t the time
the Final EIS is issued, ion 7 Itation should be .,' &' and that “[t]he Record of

Decision should address the results of section 7 consultation.™ Indeed, only after the issuance
of a BO can the Federal agency “determine whether and in what manner to proceed with the
action in light of its section 7 obligations and the Service’s biological opinion.”* This settled
and proper approach is demonstrated by numerous instances where ESA § 7 consultation
processes were concluded well prior to the completion of a concurrent NEPA review process,
and where a BO prepared by NMFS (or FWS) was moorpomted mto the final EIS and formed
part of the basis for the Federal agency’s final decision-making.*s

“* NMFS Consultation Hendbook, supra Note at 32, at P11 (emphasis added); see id. (A major concern of action
agencies is often the timing of the consultation process in relation to their other environmental reviews. For
eu.mple. since the time required to conduct formal section 7 consultation may be longer than the time required to

ion of NEPA li the action agency should be cncouruged to initiate informal
oonsulmlon prior to NEPA pubhc soopmg. Biological may be completed prior to the release of the
Draft ] Impact S (DEIS) and forma! consultation, if required, should be initiated prior to or at .
the time of release of the DEIS. Early inclusion of sectlon 7 inthe NEPA process would aflow action agencies to
share project information earlier and would improve i and effi .

“ Id (emphasis ndded) see S0 C.F.R. § 402.06(b) (“Where the i . has been lidated with the

dures required by other mtules such as NEPA ., the results should be included in
the documents required by those statutes."); - End d Species Act of 1973, as
Amended, anl Rule, 51 Fed. Reg. 19926(1986)(NMFS and the U.S. Fxsh and Wildlife Service (“FWS") jointly

g the F.SA ing that “the biological apinion should be stated in the final

envir ! impact ")- added), id. (explaining that “[a) of the opinion may be a
summary of its findings and conclusions™ althaugh “ft]he Service daes feel that the entire opinion should be attached
as an exhibit to the NEPA document if completion lime permits.”).
“ SO C F.R. §402.15; see also ESA § 7(d), 16 U.S.C. § 1536(d) (pmhlbxung agency action that forecloses

of while ion is ongoing).

4 See, e. &, National Parks & Conservation Ass’'n v. U.S. Dep't of Transportation, 222 F.3d 677, 679, 682 (9th Cir.
2000) (BA and Bo prepmd pursumt to ESA both mwrpomed mm Federaf agency's Final EIS, forming part of the

basis for agency's infc ion, which satisfied NEPA); A kee Tribe of Indians of Fla. V. U.S. Army
Corp. of Eng'rs, S09 F. Supp. 2d 1288 1294 (S.D. Fla. 2007) (Army Corp ap g BO to final suppl | EIS
and p g to “years of peration with the FWS which preoeded the FSEIS” tojusnfy its

envnmmental analysis; Court finding llml“the analysis in the FSEIS, including the hed BiOpp,

opinion] is sufficient”) (emphasis added); Mw. Envil. Advocates v. NMFS, 2005 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 41828 *6 (W.D.
Wash. 2005) (Fedcrnl agency “solicited comments on its draft FSELS, includlng the NMFS Biological Opinion.
After idi and ding to the public the Corps issued its FSEIS™); Seattle Audubon Society v.
Lyons, 871 F. Supp 1291, 1305, 1314, 1320 (W. D. Wash. 1994) (FWS issued a biological opinion that was
appended to the final EIS concerning a federal forest management plan, which formed part of basis for the Federal
agency’s final determinations).

Comment response on preceding page(s).
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Since Atlantic sturgeon was listed afier NRC Staff’s issuance of the Indian Point license renewal
FSEIS, there was no consultation process to be incorporated into the December 2010 FSEIS.
However, this does not relieve NRC Staff of the obligation to ensure proper consideration of the
now ongoing section 7 consultation procedures. NRC Staff’s vague reference to potentially
considering the outcome of the section 7 consultation process related to Atlantic sturgeon does
not ensure that the impacts to this critical species will be adequately considered by NRC Staff in
the Indian Point relicensing NEPA process. Indeed there is no indication that NRC Staffs
NEPA review will fully address the findi , Of dations of NMFS
relating to endangered Atlantic sturgeon prmcm in the Hudson River, Based on the pithy
“update” provided in the NRC Staff"s Draft FSEIS Supplement, it appears that NRC Staff may
continue to rely on its own analysis, and not on the input to be provided by NMFS. While the
Draft FSEIS Supplement recognizes that the consultation process remains open, NRC Staff did
not address in any way how the very relevant, as yet unwritten BO by NMFS would factor into
the NRC Staff’s FSEIS or NRC Staff’s final decision-making regarding the license renewal of
Indian Point.

This renders NRC Staff’s Draft FSELS Supplement and NEPA process fundamentally flawed.
NRC Staff’s apparent position that completing the NEPA review related to the proposed
relicensing of Indian Point prior to the completion of the ESA § 7 consultation process with
NMFS concemning Atlantic sturgeon, runs contrary to the ESA, applicable regulations and
guidance, and settled practice, as discussed above. NRC simply cannot arrive at final NEPA

lusions regarding impacts to endangered Atlantic sturgeon and, ultimately whether to
recommend license renewal of Indian Point, wnhout sansfymg its ESA § 7 obligations and fully
considering NMFS' prospective bmloglcal oplmon " Indeed, such a regulatory scheme is the
only way to ensure adequate and appropriate ideration of impacts to endangered or
threatened species, and thereby comply with basic tenets of NEPA. The fundamental purpose of
NEPA is to “ensure{] that the agency, in reaching its decision, will have available, and will

fully consider, detailed information concerning significant environmental impacts” and to

“guarantee[] that the relevant information will be made available to the larger audience that may

also play a role in both the decisionmaking process and the implementation of that decision.”®
Thus, an EIS prepared pursuant 1o NEPA must be hing and rig P ding a “hard
look” at the environmental consequences of the agency's pmposed action.”® 1t is impossible to
conclude that NRC Staff’s final determinations in the ultimate final FSEIS supplement can be

*? See 50 C.F.R. § 402.15 (only after the issuance of 8 BO can the Federal agency “determine whether and in what
manner to proceed with the action in light of its section 7 obligations and the Scmce s blologmul opminn ™ see
also ESA § 7(d), 16 U.S.C. § 1536(d) (prohibiting agency action that forecl of

while ion is ongoing).
“ Entergy Nuclear Generation Co. and Entergy Nuclear Operations, Inc. (Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station), LBP-06-
23, 64 NRC 257, 277 (2006), quoting Robertson v. Methow Valley Citizens Council, 490 U.S. 332, 349 (1989); see
also Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power Corp. V. Namral Ramurces Deﬁznu Coum:ll 435U.8.519, 558 (1978)
(expiaining how NEPA seeks to ensure “a fully i d and well ision™); Nw. Envil. Advocates v.
NMFS, 2005 U.S, Dist. LEX1S 41828, *6 (W.D. Wash. 2005) {“The processes established under NEPA focus the
attention of both the government and the public on a proposed agency action, 80 that the environmental
consequences can be studied prior to implementation of the proposed action, and so potential neggtive impacts can
be avoided”) (citing 40 C.F.R. § 1500.1(b); 40 C.F.R. § 1500.2(¢); Marsh v. Oregon Natwural Resources Council,
490 U.S. 360, 371 (1989); Churchill County v. Norton, 276 F.3d 1060, 1072-73 (9th Cir, 2001)),

 Marsh, 490 U.S. a1 374,

Comment response on preceding page(s).
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considered “fully-informed” and based on the requisite “hard look,” if they are not informed by
any feedback from the ESA § 7 consultation process related to Atlantic sturgeon (or if an

additional supplement to the FSEIS is not prepared upon completion of the section 7 1
process). Indeed, finalizing the NEPA process without the bencﬁt of NMFS’ asswsment
effectively ensures that NRC Staff’s determinations regarding impacts to end speCIes and
the license renewal of Indian Point will not take into any conclusions, findi

recommendations of the consulting agency. This completely flouts the purpose of ESA § 7
which requires consultation with NMFS so as to inform the Federal agency’s decision on the
action to make certain that such action will not jeopardize any endangered species.so

For example, NMFS is charged with making an independent determination regarding wheth
the proposed action is likely to jeopardize any endangered sp ies, making discretionary
conservation recommendations to reduce or eliminate any impacts, determining whether a take

permit is necessary, and formulann§ an opinion regarding any reasonable and prudem
alternatives to the proposed project.” The opinions and recommendations from NMFS are
highly critical given NRC Staff’s contmued reliance on outdated and/or mcomplete information
regarding impacts to Atlentic sturgeon,”2 NMFS’ assessment will contain opinions that wil)
necessarily inform the relevant concems, including opinions and conclusions that may well differ
from those of NRC Staff, and that loglca(ly should be considered before NRC Staff arrives at any
final conclusions about impacts to ies and, in turn, whether license renewal of
Indian Point is appropriate. Without the beneﬁz of NMFS’ BO (which will contain NMFS®
position on the impacts of the activity, potential altematives, mitigation measures, the necessity
of obtaining a take permit, etc), NRC Staff does not have all of the information necessary to
make the relevant findings regarding the license renewal of Indian Point. Failure to fully
consider the section 7 consultation process related to Atlantic sturgeon will result in
determinations by NRC Staff that do not adequately take into account adverse impacts on
endangered species, which NMFS§  may find to be significant and “likely to jeopardize the
continued existence” of such species.

In sum, NRC Staff.cannot draw final conclusions regarding the impact of Indien Point on
Atlantic sturgeon in the Hudson River, or finalize the NEPA review process concerning the
proposed license renewal of Indian Point, without a full and adequate consideration of the
section 7 consultation process and input from NMFS, Notably. Pisces agrees that “{wlithout
more information an assessment for the Atlantic sturgeon is not passible.”* A site specific

t of envil  § of license I on Atlantic sturgeon is necessary for

* See 16 U.S.C. § 1536(aX2); 50 C.F.R. § 402.14(g).
1 See 50 C.F.R. § 402,14(g).

 See, e.g, U.S. NRC, Biologica! A itiation of Sectian 7 Consultation for the Indian Point Nuclear
Generating Plant, Unit Nos. 2 and 3 Due to Lm.mg of Atlantic Sturgeon, May 2012, ADAMS Accession No,,
ML12138A388, at 4, 10, Appendix A; see also Revised Biological Assessment of the Potential Effects on Federauy
Listed Endangered or Threatened Species from the Proposed Renewal of Indian Point Nuclear Generating Plant,
Unit Nos. 2 and 3 (December 2010), ADAMS Accession No. ML102990046 (basing conclusions on “two-decade
old imping; data and i p lity data.™).

% See 50 C.F.R. § 402.14(g)4).
* Aaachment A — Pisces Memo at p.3 of 22,

Comment response on preceding page(s).
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NRC Staff to make informed conclusions in the FSEIS, and, in tum, informed recommendations
regarding the appropriateness of relicensing Indian Point. Without meaningful consideration of
NMFS’ analysis pursuant to consultation procedures set forth by ESA § 7, the current ﬁndmgs in
the FSEIS and Draft FSEIS Supplement in relation to imp to endangered and th 1ed
species lack proper foundation and are flawed and patently deficient.

For the foregoing reasons, NRC Staff’s revised assessment of endangered species impacts caused
by Indian Point remains inadequate.

RC Cannot Issue Renewed Operating Licenses to Indian Point Unless and Until Enter;
Qbtains All Required and Necessary State Approvals and Certifications

Lastly, to the extent clarity is required notwithstanding the fact that the record is abundantly clear
in the Indian Point license renewal proceeding, Riverkeeper reiterates the position that Entergy
must obtain a new water quality certification pursuant to CWA § 401 prior to any license

renewal for the plant. NRC Staff’s December 2010 FSEIS acknowledged the ongoing nature of
Entergy’s appeal proceedmf relating to NYSDEC’s denial of Entergy’s request fora CWA § 401
water quality certification.® In light of a recent United States Court of Appesls decision that
was issued after the publication of NRC Staff’s FSEIS, it may be-useful to include in NRC
Staff"s supplemental NEPA document an explanation regarding the unequivocal obligation of the
NRC to comply with CWA § 401, and the distinguishing nature of the recent coust ruling;
Riverkeeper’s position is fully explained in a letter that was provnded to the NRC on July 26, .
2012, which is included with these comments as Attachment C.* )

Notably, as NRC Staff has previously acknowledged in its initial FSEIS, Indian Point must
receive a federal consmency determination from the State pursuant to the Coastal Zone
Management Act’’ before NRC may issue opemtmg llcenses authonzmg the operation of Indian
Point Units 2 & 3 beyond their initial 40-year terms.”® NRC may not issue a license renewal
prior to the issuance of the federal consistency concurrence by the Department of State pursuant
to 16 U.S.C. § 1456(3)(A), which requires that “[n]o license or permit shall be granted by the

* Generic Envi | Impact S for License R | of Nuclear Plants, Supplement 38, Volume 1,
Regarding Indian Point Nuclear Generating Unit Nos. 2 and 3, Docket Nos, 50-247 and 50-286 (December 2010),
available at, hitp://pbadupws.nre.gov/ 1.1033/ML.1033 £, at xv (“Two state level issues (consistency
with State water quality standards, and consistency with State coastal zone management plans) need to be resolved.
Qn April2, 2010, the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) issued & Notice of
Denial regarding the Clean Water Act Section 401 Water Quality Centification. Entergy has since requested a
hearing on the issue, and the matter will be decided through NYSDEC's hearing process.”); see id. at xvii-xviii, 1-8,
2-27, 4-8 10 4-9, 4-30, 8-3, 9-5, A-151.

% Letter from Deborah B (Riverkeeper) to NRC C Re: Entergy Nuclear Operations, Inc.
(indian Point Nuclear Generating Units 2 and 3), Docket Nos. 50-247-LR 50-286- LR (July 26, 2012) (Attachment
).

716 U.S.C. §§ 1451-1464.

* See Generic Envi tal Impact St: for License R | of Nuclear Plants: Regarding Indian Point
Nuclear Generating Unit Nos. 2 and 3 - Final Report, Main Report and Comment Responses (NUREG-1437,
Supplement 38, Volume 1), available at, hitp://pbadupws.nic. gov/d / 0338! (last visited
Aug, 20, 2012), at pp. 1-8, 2-141, 2-142 (“Based on 1P2 and [P3's location within the State’s Coastal Zone, license
renewal of IP2 and [P3 will require e State coastal consistency certification™).

12
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001-5 Under Title 10 of the Code of Federal
Regulations (10 CFR) 51.20(b)(2) and the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended (NEPA),
the renewal of a power reactor operating license
requires preparation of an environmental impact
statement (EIS) or a supplement to an existing EIS. An
EIS is prepared for any action determined to be a major
Federal action significantly affecting the quality of the
human environment. In general, an EIS contains
detailed analyses of the reasonably foreseeable
environmental impacts of the proposed action, and the
environmental impacts of alternatives to the proposed
action, and involves extensive public participation and
coordination with local, State, and other Federal
agencies. Whether or not a new water quality
certification or a CZMA consistency determination is
needed for the NRC to issue a renewed license is not
within the scope of this FSEIS Supplement. See
Section 1.5 of the FSEIS for further discussion of this
issue.
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Federal agency until the statc or its designated agency [DOS] has concurred with the applicant’s
cerliﬁcation.“?l9 I

Based on the forgoing, NRC Staff’s revised Draft FSEIS Supplement contains flawed analyses
and conclusions, and, as a result, NRC has yet to fully and adequately comply with NEPA in
relation to the proposed license renewal of Indian Point.

Thank you for your consideration.

Respectfuily submitted,
Deborah Brancato
Staff Attorney

Phillip Musegaas, Esq.
Hudson River Program Director

® Federal regulations at 15 C.F.R. Part 930 sets forth these procedures; notably, a federal determination is no
substitute for the State determination.

13
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002-1 This comment was received in response to the
NRC’s request for NMFS to review and comment. The

N, | SR sares oepsamuey or comence comment provides no new information; therefore, no _

é : l NATIONAL AT PSS SEVCE , changes were made to this supplement to the FSEIS in

k@f 55 Crem RepublcDrve f526 M response to this comment. This discussion of the NRC
AG -7 20 s/l | staffs consultations with NMFS under Section 7 of the

727 | Endangered Species Act has been updated to reflect

Michael Wentzel X | the completion of those consuitations, NMFS’s

Projects Branch 2 7)26 [25/2, . h Lo

Division of Licease Renewal / issuance of a biological opinion in January 2013, and
%ﬁﬁ;ﬁcﬁ?ﬁiﬁﬁiﬁﬁﬁ 77 PR 4D5/ NMFS'’s issuance of an Incidental Take Statement for
Washington, D.C. 20555-0001 . Y Indian Point Units 2 and 3.

Dear Mr. Wentzel,

Your June 26, 2012, letter requests comments on the draft supplement to the final plant-specific
Supplement 38 to NUREG-1437, “Generic Envi tal Impact S for License
Renewal of Nuclear Plants” (GEIS), regarding the license renewal of Indian Point Nuclear
Generating Unit Nos. 2 and 3 (IP2 and IP3). This is a supplement to the FSEIS you published in
December 2010.

We have reviewed the document and have no substantive comments. The description of the
information that has become available since the FSEIS was published is consistent with our
understanding of the available information. Also, the description of the Endangered Species Act
section 7 consultation that was completed in 2011 and reinitiatied in 2012 appears complete and
accurate.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this document. We look forward to continuing to
work with you on the ongoing consultation to consider effects of continued operations of IP2 and
1P3 on shortnose and Atlantic sturgeon. Please contact Julie Crocker in our Protected Resources
Division if you have any questions regarding this letter (978-282-8480 or

Julie Crocker@noaa.gov).

Sincerely,

‘J6hn K. Bullard

egional Administrator

- 7 - 3 - -3
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: Entergy Nuclear Northeast
Indian Point Energy Center
450 Bragdway, GSB

nt P.0. Box 249
A Buchanan, NY 10511-0249

Tet (914) 254-2055

) * Fred Dacimo
. Vice President
Opnnmona License Renewal

%|a-¥ |1

NL-12-121 6()
August 20, 2012 : o 3,804

_ %/oza SR
Chief, Ruies, Announcements, and Directives Branch )
Division of Administrative Services 7 7 f K 4 24 7/
Oftice of Administration : -

Mailstop: TWB-05-B01M
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555-0001

Subject: Comments on Draft Supplement to the Final Plant-Specific Supplement 38 to
NUREG-1437, Regarding License Renewal of Indian Pomt Nuclear Generatmg
Unit Nos. 2 and 3
Docket Nos. 50-247 and 50-286
License Nos. DPR-26 and DPR-64

Reference: 1. June 2012 Draft Supplement 38 to the Generic Environmental Impact
Statement for License Renewal of Nuclear Power Plants Regarding Indian
Point Nuclear Generating Unit Nos. 2 and 3.

2. March 18, 2009 Comments by Entergy regarding NUREG-1437, Draft
Supplement 38. (ADAMS Accassion No. ML091040133).

3. March 29, 2011 Comments by Entergy regarding Final Supplemental
Environmental impact Statement indian Point Nuclear Generating Unit Nos. 2
& 3, Docket Nos. 50-247 and 50-286 License Nos DPR-26 and DPR-64.
(ADAMS Accession No. ML1 10980073).

Dear Sir or Madam:

Entergy Nuclear indian Point 2, LLC, Entergy Nuclear Indian Point 3, LLC, and Entergy Nuclear
Operations, Inc. (collectively, “Entergy”), respectfully submits the following comments
(“Comments”) on certain portions of the June 2012 draft supplement (the "Draft Supplement®) to
the December 2010 Final Supplemental Environmental impact Statement ("FSEIS") prepared by
Nuclear Reguiatory Commission (*"NRC") Staff, and its consultants, for the indian Point Nuclear
Generating Unit Nos. 2 and 3 (“Indian Point”) License Renewa! Application, assessing the
potential impacts of entrainment, impingement and thermal shock, including associated
mitigation (collectively, “Aquatic Issues”). These Comments reiate to certain matters in the Draft
Supplement that NRC Staff may want to address before its finalization.

We commend NRC Staff for its work in the Draft Supplemem particularly including NRC Staff’s:
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Docket Nos. 50-247 & 50-286
NL-12-121
Page 2 of 2

(1) corrections to impingement and entrainment data presented in the FSEIS and related
conclusions; (2) revised conclusions regarding the absence of potential thermal shock and
conclusions of SMALL thermal impacts as a function of Indian Point's compliance with New
York State thermal water quality standards; and (3) update of the status of the NRC Staff's
consultation with the National Marine Fisheries Service ("NMFS") under Section 7 of the
Endangered Species Act ("ESA"), including NMFS's findings that continued operation of Indian
Point would not adversely affect shortnose sturgeon. See Draft Supplement: pp. iii (summary);
3-17 (comrections of impingement and entrainment data, including to reflect assessment of
SMALL potential impacts to spottail shiner); 17-21 (thermal impacts of Indian Point should be
SMALL) and 23-26 (completion of NMFS consultation for shortnose sturgeon and update on re-
initiation of consultation for recent listing of Atlantic sturgeon). Entergy concurs with these
findings and conclusions in the Draft Supplement, except as noted below.

Specifically, Entergy requests that the NRC Staff revisit and address the comments that Entergy
previously submitted, respectively dated March 18, 2009 and March 28, 2011, on the December
2008 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement ("DSEIS") and FSEIS, copies of
which are expressly incorporated as if fully set forth here. These prior comments, including the
technical appendices to those comments evaluating nearly four decades of biological monitoring
of fish species in the Hudson River, establish that any potential impingement and entrainment
impacts of Indian Point's continued operations during license renewal are properly considered
SMALL to all identified fish species, including on Table 4-4. See Supplement, p. 8. To that end,
we respectfully request that NRC Staff's findings of potential impingement and entrainment
impacts in the Draft Supplement, including in Table 4-4, regarding alewife/blueback hermring
(evaluated as “river herring” at iife stages susceptible to entrainment at Indian Point),
hogchoker, rainbow smelt, weakfish and white perch, be determined to be SMALL.

We appreciate NRC Staff's efforts in this regard, and respectfully request that it implement
these Comments when it publishes Final Supplement 38. There are no commitments identified
in this submittal. Should you have any questions regarding these Comments, please contact
Dara Gray at (914) 254-8414.

FRD/mb

cc:  Mr. William Dean, Regional Administrator, NRC Region }
Mr. Sherwin E. Turk, NRC Office of General Counsel, Special Counsel
Mr. Dave Wrona, NRC Branch Chief, Engineering Review Branch |
Mr. Robert F. Kuntz, NRC Sr. Project Manager, Division of License Renewal
Mr. Douglas Pickett, Senior Project Manager, NRC NRR DORL
Mr. Michael Wentzel, NRC Environmental Project Manager, IPEC License Renewal
NRC Resident inspector’s Office
Ms. Bridget Frymire, NYS Dapt. of Public Service
Mr. Francis J. Murray, Jr., President and CEO NYSERDA

003-1

003-1 Regarding Entergy’s 2009 comments on the
draft SEIS, the staff addressed those comments in the
FSEIS and modified its entrainment and impingement
analysis methods in the FSEIS in response to new
information and comments submitted on the DSEIS.
Regarding Entergy’s 2011 comments on the FSEIS, the
staff considered those comments in depth in preparing
the FSEIS. This supplement to the FSEIS discusses
only those comments for which new information could
change any conclusions in the FSEIS.

The NRC’s 2012 “Technical Analysis and Support for
Generic Environmental Impact Statement for License
Renewal of Nuclear Plants, Supplement 38, Regarding
Indian Point Nuclear Generating Unit Nos. 2 and 3,
Volume 4 Draft Report for Comment (NUREG-1437,
Suppl. 38, Vol. 4, June 2012)" (ML12257A346)
presents the NRC staff's assessment of Entergy’s 2011
comments and the analyses the staff conducted to
better understand the implications of the comments and
how these comments might affect the staff's FSEIS
conclusions. The staff did not find any new and
significant information in Entergy’s previous comments
beyond the information that the staff has already
addressed.
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NRCREP Resource
From: Arthur “Jerry" Kremer [info@area-alliance.org}
Sent: Friday, August 17, 2012 2:44 PM Wl fzo s
To: NRCREP Resource
Subject: Response from "Comment on NRC Documents" 7 7 ﬁf/ 4027/

Below is the result of your feedback form. )t was submitted by

Arthur "Jerry” Kremer (info@area-alliance.org) on Friday, August 17, 2012 at 14:43:59

Document_Title: Generic Environmental Impact Statement for License Renewal of Nuclear Plants: Supplement
38 Regarding Indian Point Nuclear Generating Unit Nos. 2 and 3 - Draft Report for Comment (NUREG-1437,
Supplement 38, Volume 4)

Comments: August 17, 2012

Chief, Rules, Announcements, and Directives Branch Division of Administrative Services Office of
Administration Mail Stop: TWB-05-B01M U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Washington, DC 20555-0001

Dear Sir or Madam:

I am writing on behalf of the New York Affordable Reliable Electricity Alliance (New York AREA) to express
support for your revisions to the Generic Environmental impact Statement for Indian Point Energy Center's
Units 2 and 3, as outlined in NUREG- 1437, Supplement 38, Volume 4, draft supplement to final.

The revised supplement to the EIS indicates that the initial assessment of the indian Point's impact to the
Hudson River was greatly over estimated. Specifically, NRC staff overestimated the entrainment losses for
each of the representative important species studied in the analysis by a factor of 1000.

NRC also revised conclusions regarding the impact of thermal discharge from Indian Point Units 2 and 3,
based on information provided by the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation. The New
York State DEC's findings indicate that the discharge from Indian Pgint Units 2 and 3 is in compliance with its
water quality standards and criteria for thermal discharges.

As stated on page 20, lines 25-28, “NYSDEC and NYSDEC's (2011) conclusions regarding studies provide
reasonable assurance that the IP2 and IP3 discharge is in compliance with NYSDEC's water quality standards
and criteria for thermal discharges.”

The report's revisions show that the slightly heated water released from Indian Point has a “small® impact to
the Hudson River and confirms our belief that there is no environmental reason precluding the plant from
having its operating licenses renewed.

Of particular note, the National Marine Fisheriés Service finds that the shortnose sturgeon is not threatened.
As stated from page 23, line 42, to page 24, line 4, “In its biological opinion, NMFS concluded that shortnose
sturgeon are likely to avoid the small area of water elevated above the species preferred temperature range
and that — it is extremely uniikely that these minor changes in behavior will preclude shortnose sturgeon from
completing any essential behaviors such as resting, foraging or migrating or that the fitness of any individuals
will be affected.”

The license renewal of Indian Point is important for New York's environment, in particular our air quality. Indian
Paint’s continued operation reduces New York's need for fossil fuels, thereby mitigating carbon and other toxic

R : Pt = af wenFopl (45
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004-1 This comment expresses support for the
updates in the draft supplement to the FSEIS and for
the renewal of the IP2 and IP3 operating licenses. This
comment does not provide any new information;
therefore, no changes were made to this supplement to
the FSEIS in response to this comment.
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emissions. In light of New Yark's often poor air quality and continuing non-compliance with the federal Clean
Air Act, it is imperative that the plant obtain license renewal.

Thank you for your time.
Sincerely,
Arthur J. Kremer

Chairman
New York AREA

organization: New York Affordable Reliable Electricity Alliance (New York AREA)
address1: 114 West 47th Street

address2: 19th Floor

city: New York

state: NY .

zip: 10036

country: United States

phone: 212-683-1203

l 004-1

Comment response on preceding page(s).
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New York State Department of Environmental Conservation ‘
Office of General Counsel, 14™ Floor
625 Broadway, Albany, New York 122331500 L ]

Fax: (518) 402-8018 v

Website: www.dec.ny.qov loe Martens
Commissioner
Angust 20, 2012

Cindy Bladey

Chief, Rules, Announcements, and Directives Branch
Office of Administration

Mail Stop: TWB-05-B01M

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Washington, D.C. 20555-0001

Re:  Draft Supplement to Supplement 38 to the Generic En | Impact St for
License Rencwal of Nuclear Plants, Regarding Indian Point Nuclear Generating Unit
Naos. 2 and 3, Draft Repont for Comment dated June 2012 (NUREG-1437; Supplement
38, Vol. 4); 77 Fed. Reg. 40091 (July 6, 2612)

Dear Ms. Bladey:

On behalf of the New York State Dep of Eovi | Conservation
{*NYSDEC™), please accepi the following comments regarding the U. S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission's (“NRC™) ij) Supplmenl 10 Supplement 38 1o the Generic Environmental
Impact S  for License R ! of Nuclear Plants, Regarding Indian Point Nuclear
Generating Unit Nos. 2 and 3, Draft Report for Comment dated June 2012 (NUREG-1437;
Supplement 38, Vol. 4) (“Draft chun ™). NYSDEC nppreczates the efforts of NRC Staff o

augment the record of the Final Supp 1 Erx | Impact St so that it may
consider pew data, analyses, and comments from vanous suumes Allhough NYSDEC Staff
concur with NRC Staff's 1 in some resp Staff's decision to continue its
reliance on out of date i tand i data, wnhnm requiring production of more
current data into the record and mcorpommg lhat mto its analysis to make xls ﬁndmgs with
respect to i and imp i with the N

Policy Act (“NEPA") and iated Councxl on t Quality (“CEQ") and NRC
regulations and reflects a fund 1 error jud, that infects other aspects of

the NRC’s relicensing review. Morcover, NRC Staff should expand the scope of its
environmental review and include a thorough analysis of the environmental impacts of scvere
accidents at the Indian Point facilities on water resources and the alteratives to mitigate such
impacu
NRC Staff’s Draft Report a math i and

impingement field data (see “Technical Review of FSEIS for lndmn Point Nuclear Generating
Uml Nos. 2 and 3" [AKRF 2011b]). However, this correction overlooks the fact that the

jational data base for and imping at [ndian Point Units 2 and 3 is more
than 25 ycars old and out of date (i.e., entrainment or unpmgem:n! data have not been callected |
al Indian Point since 1987), provndmg anin dequate basis for d ing the gravity and harm [{005-
to be rded to this ad en | impact under NEPA.

NRC Staff's expresscd purpose in this stage of its NEPA review was to conduct an
analysis that is “more holistic than a general fisheries biology approach.” However, the data on
which NRC Staff appcars to rely and the approach that NRC Staff undertook in the June 2012
Draft Report was preciscly that: a general fisheries approach, relying heavily on the Hudson

005-1 This comment is similar to comment 001-2. The
staff's assessment of aquatic species population trends
in both the FSEIS and the supplement to the FSEIS
uses empirical monitoring study data from the Hudson
River Monitoring Program from 1974 through 2005 (the
most recent data then available), and its assessment of
thermal impacts in the supplement uses data from a
study that Entergy submitted to the NYSDEC in 2011.
The staff's analyses based on these empirical studies
take into account any changes to the fish populations in
the Hudson River that have occurred over the years.
The impingement and entrainment data used in the
strength of connection analyses (dated from 1975
through 1990) are the best and most recent site-specific
data available. The staff has no reason to believe that
the conditional impingement and entrainment mortality
rate estimates based on those data would be different
today, and the commenter presents no information to
suggest that such rates have changed. The staff made
no further changes to this supplement to the FSEIS in
response to this comment.

Regarding the approach used in the staff's analysis, the
staff used a weight of evidence approach adapted from
EPA’s guidelines for ecological risk assessment rather
than a single species fisheries modeling approach. The
staff acknowledges that it could have undertaken a
broader, even more holistic analysis had data been
available for aquatic non-fish populations. The Hudson
River Monitoring Program on which the staff based its
trend analyses is an extensive and well-designed
monitoring program that samples many fish species;
the staff found it provides reliable and substantial data
that are adequate to support an impact assessment for
the purposes of NEPA.
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River Monitoring Program data. See Final Supplemenml BIS, at H-13. The undcrlying

analytical error committed by NRC Staff during this review process was that it failed to obtain

appmpnate and timely data to accomplish this stated purpose. Thus, NRC’s NEPA analysns has
ily failed to lish that goal.

A full and complele NEPA analysis requires that a thorough and temporally relevant
study be conducted to collect data for determining the potential impacts of entrainment and
t over the praposed tcrm NRC regulations contemplate preparing a
) to a final envi imy when, in NRC Staff’s opinion, preparation
ofa supplement will further the purpos& ofNEPA S0 CF.R. §51.92(b); 40CFR.
§§1500.1(b), 1502.22, 1502.24. (CEQ reg\ﬂauons‘ prov:de that, when an agency is conducnng an
EIS, it must make clear where there are gaps in relevant infe due to or
unavailable information and take steps to remedy such £2ps o, nlevam mﬁmnanon can.not be
obtained, identify jts rel to evaluating the y fc
1mpacts on the human environment [40 C. FX. §1502.22], and myst insure e the “professional
integrity, i )udmg scientific mtcgmy, of the discussions and anatyes in environmental impact
statements.” /40 C.F.R. §1502.247). See also the Draft Report, Executive Summary, p. ix.

The NRC is thus obligated to ensure the timeliness, currency and quality of data
supporting its NEPA analyses. However, NRC Staff have not required Entcrgy to perform the
aforcsaid data gathering; NYSDEC brought this fundamental failure to expand the data base 10
the NRCs attention in its May 26, 2011 comments an the Final Supplemental EIS for the
License Renewal for Indian Point Unit Nos. 2 and 3 on pages [8 and 19. Current assessment is
critical, The Hudson River's fish community and habitat has changed significantly since the
19805, and the NRC"s failure to require that the applicant produce data reflecting those changes |f55E73

Wfﬂ%’%ﬁi’” integrity of any i and impingement impact analysis with

In the NEPA context, courts have consistently rejected the use of data more than ten
years old, that measures a vital aspect of the cumulative environmental effects of past and cument
usage, or affects a decision resukting in a serious environmental impact. See, e.g. Lands Council
v. Forester of Region One of the United States Forest Serv., 395 F 3d 1019, 1031 (9th Cir. 2005)
(holding that the usc of 13-year-old trout habjtat information prevented an accurate impact
assessment of the project); Sierra Club v. U.S. Dep 't of. Agricullunl 995 U.S, Dist. LEXIS
21507, *39 (S.D. Thi. Sept. 25, 1995) (rejecting the usc of 10-year-o.c songbird population data
when more recent data should have been gathered).

Courts have also been hesitant to approve decisions based on ¢ld data that is vital in
determining the cumulative effect of past and current land use. For example, the U.S. Court of
Appeals for the 9" Circuit has confirmed the need for a supplemental EIS where new scientific
evidence about the impast of logging on the survival of the Northern Spotted Ow! was available.
See, Portland Audubon Society v. Babbit, 998 F.2d 705 (9th Cir. 1993). Lacking that
information, including recent scientific devel “{c]he existing Timber Management blans
(did] not adequale[y address the impact of the individual planned timber sales on the survival of
the northem spotted owl subspecies.” [d. a1 709. In Lands Council, the cout cited the”
importance of evidence of current concitions in determining the cumulative effect of bast and
current timber harvesting on trout habitat agd population, finding “the data about the habitat of
the Westslope Cutthroat Trout was tao outcated to carry the weight assigned to it™ Lands
Councif, 395 F.3d at 1031. Similarly, in Sierra Club the court took issue with the use of
outdated songbird population data, which was used as an indicator to monitor population trends
in general Slernl Club, LEXIS at *39. Also, the U.S. Djstrict Court for the District of
W d data precisely b it pre-dated the effects on at-risk species of

P
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disturbances caused by timber harvesting, and required the agencies involved to conduct full,
accurate species reviews on all species protected by the “Survey and Manage™ program before it
could be climinated. Conservation Northwest v. Rey, 674 F. Supp. 2d 1232, 1252-1253(D.
Wash. 2009).

Here, the 1987 data relied on by NRC Staff concerning the environmental 1mpacts caused
by Indian Points Unit 2 and Unit 3 diversion of water is obviously stale and uni ly
recognized by regulators ¢o be out of date, yet NRC Staff has not informed its own
environmenta! analysis and decision making by requiring the subnaission of current, mare
relevant data. Without serious id of data & the preseat i
with i and imp t from lndmn Point Unit 2 and Unit 3, the NRC's final NEPA
analysis and NEPA d. garding Entergy’s applicati for license cxwmuon will
not be d by sufficient and more scientific information.

PP

Accordingly, the NYSDEC therefore respectfully req that NRC forego finalization
of the Draft Report and direct Entergy to obtain comprehensive and timely data and to allow a
meaningful assessment of the current pature and extent of adverse impacts from Indian Point
Unit 2 and Unit 3 iated with and i g

Moreover, given the impacts caused by the recent multi-reactor severe acculenvs in Japan,
the NYSDEC respectfully requests that NRC review the p 1

if605-1

of
severe accidents involving the Indian Point reactors and spenl fuel pools on surface ‘waters and l 05-2!

drinking water resources in the 50 miles swrounding the Indian Point site and explore

altematives to mitigate such impacts.
es?llully submitted,

F. McTieman
Deputy Counsel

cc:  IndianPoint EIS@NRC.gov

005-2 As noted in the comment, a massive earthquake

off the east coast of Honshu, Japan, produced a
devastating tsunami that struck Fukushima. In
response to the earthquake, tsunami, and resulting
reactor accidents at Fukushima Dai-ichi (hereafter
referred to as the “Fukushima events”), the Commission
directed the staff to convene an agency task force of
senior leaders and experts to conduct a methodical and
systematic review of relevant NRC regulatory
requirements, programs, and processes. Based on the
agency’s current knowledge of the Fukushima events,
they do not provide a seriously different picture of the
environmental impacts of severe accidents (as
compared to the severe accident parameters analyzed
in the GEIS (e.g., GEIS Chapter 5)), so as to require
specific consideration in this FSEIS supplement.
Nevertheless, the NRC will continue to evaluate the
need to make improvements to existing regulatory
requirements based on the task force report and
additional studies and analyses of the Fukushima
events as more information is learned. To the extent
that any revisions are made to NRC regulatory
requirements, they would be made applicable to
nuclear power reactors generally, regardless of whether
or not they have a renewed license. Therefore, no
additional analyses have been performed in this FSEIS
Supplement as a result of the Fukushima events.

This comment provided no new or significant
information regarding the information or analysis in this
supplement to the FSEIS that would challenge the
conclusions of the supplement; therefore, no change
was made to this supplement to the FSEIS.

V Xipuaddy
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Cindy Bladey

Chief, Rules, Announcements, and Directives Branch

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: TWB-05-B01M )
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission . .
Washington, D.C. 20555-0001 Rating: EC-2
Dear Ms. Bladey:

In accordance with Section 309 of the Clean Air Act and the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA), the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s (NRC) Draft Supplement to Supplement 38 to the
Generic Environmental Tmpact Statement for License Renewal of Nuclear Plants
(CEQ#20120215), regarding the renewal of operating licenses for an additional 20 years
of operation for the Indian Point Nuclear Generating Units Nos. 2 and 3 (IP2 and IP3).
P2 and IP3 are located in Westchester County in the Village of Buchanan, New York,
approximately 24 mlles north of New York City.

Subsequem to NRC’s release of the final supplemental enviror ital impact stat
(FSEIS) for relicensing 1P2 and JP3 in December 20] 0, NRC staff identified new
information warrammg changes to its assessment in the FSEIS. This included information
on the entr and imping field data unils of measure, the completion of a
study characterizing the 1P2 and IP 3 thermal plume, and completion of the Endangered
Species Act (ESA) consuftation on shortnose sturgeon (Acipenser brevirostrum).

information in the FSEIS. While it does not significantly alter the conclusions made by
the NRC staff in the FSEIS, and notwithstanding previous NRC responses to our
comments, EPA still remains concemed about the aquatic impacts of cooling water intake
and discharge at IP2 and IP 3. New impingement/entrai data would have provided 006-1
NRC and others with the information necessary to determine the level of significance of
the impacts with more certainty. EPA has no comments on the thermal study or ESA
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006-1 The staff acknowledges that new impingement
and entrainment data could increase the certainty of the
staff's conclusions. In numerous places in the FSEIS,
the staff pointed out the lack of confirmatory studies on
impingement mortality. The New York State
Department of Environmental Protection (NYSDEC),
not the NRC, regulates construction and operation of
cooling water intake structures under the Clean Water
Act and both Federal and New York State regulations.
Therefore, the NYSDEC can require further studies on
impingement and entrainment mortality rates, should it
choose to do so. Although additional impingement
mortality studies might increase the certainty of the
staff’s findings, the staff has no reason to believe that
the conditional impingement and entrainment mortality
rate estimates that it used would be significantly
different today, and the commenter presents no
information to suggest that such rates would have
changed. In addition to these data, the staff utilized
data for the period of 1974 through 2005 from the
Hudson River Monitoring Program, which is an
extensive and well-designed monitoring program that
samples many fish species, affording the staff a high
degree of confidence in its findings. The staff made no
further changes to this supplement to the FSEIS in
response to this comment.
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We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the document. If you have any questions,
please call Lingard Knutson of my staff at (212) 637-3747.

Sincerely,
Judy-Ann Mitchell, Chief 741‘
Sustainability and Multimedia Programs Branch

Clean Air and Sustainability Division

cc: Paul Giardina, CASD-RIAB

!
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United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
Office of Envi 1 Policy and Compli
408 Atlantic Avenue — Room 142
Boston, Massachusetts 02110-3334

August 20, 2012

9043.1
ER 12/488

Cindy Bladey, Chief,

Rules, Announcements, and Directives Branch
Office of Administration

Mail Stop: TWB-05-B01M

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555

RE: COMMENTS
Docket ID NRC-2008-0672
Draft Supplement to Supplement 38
Indian Point Nuclear Generating Units 2 and 3
Westchester County, New York

Dear Ms. Bladey:

The U.S. Department of the Interior (Department) has reviewed the Draft Supplement to
Supplement 38 to the Generic Environmental Impact Statement for License Renewal of Nuclear
Plants (GEIS), NUREG-1437, regarding the renewal of operating licenses DPR-26 and DPR-64
for an additional 20 years of operation for Indian Point Nuclear Generating Units 2 and 3,
Buchanan, Westchester County NY (Docket ID NRC-2008-0672). The Department has no
comment on the Draft Supplement.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this supplement. Please contact me at
(617) 223-8565 if I can be of assistance.

Sincerely,

Andrew L. Raddant
Regional Environmental Officer

&=
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TAKE PRIDE®
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007-1 This comment was received in response to the
NRC’s request for the U.S. Department of Interior to
review and comment on the draft supplement to the
FSEIS. The comment provides no new information;
therefore, no changes were made to this supplement to

the FSEIS in response to this comment.
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STATE OF NEW YO
OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL
ERIC T, SCHNEIDERMAN DivISION OF SoCIAL JUSTICE
ATTORNEY GENERAL EnvironMENTAL ProTecTioN Bureau
Cindy Bladey August 20, 2012
Chief, Rules, Announcements, and Directives Branch
Office of Administration
Mail Stop: TWB-05-B0IM
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555-0001
Re: Draft Supplement to Supplement 38 to the Generic Envirc I Impact S

for License Renewal of Nuclear Plants, Regarding Indian Point Nuclear Generating Unit
Nos. 2 and 3, Draft Report for Comment dated June 26, 2012

NUREG-1437; Supplement 38, Vol. 4; 77 Fed. Reg. 40091 (July 6, 2012)

Docket Nos, 50-247-LR/50-286-LR

Dear Ms. Bladey:

Enclosed please find comments submitted by the State of New York Office of the
Attomey General concerning NRC StafT's draft supplemental environmental impact statement.

All citations and references mentioned in the comments are hereby incorporated by
reference. Should NRC Staff have difficulty obtaining any such citations and
references, they are requested 1o contact the Office of the Attorney General for the
State of New York for assistance. Please include these comments in the record for this
proceeding. :

Respectfully submitted,

Signed (electronically) by

John J. Sipos

Assistant Attorney General
(518) 402-2251
john.sipos@ag.ny.gov

cc: IndianPoint.EIS@NRC.gov
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COMMENTS BY THE NEW YORK STATE OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY dENERAL
DRAFT SUPPLEMENT TO SUPPLEMENT 38 TO THE GENERIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
FOR LICENSE RENEWAL OF NUCLEAR PLANTS, REGARDING INDIAN POINT NUCLEAR GENERATING
UNIT NOS. 2 AND 3, DRAFT REPORT FOR COMMENT DATED JUNE 26, 2012
' NUREG-1437; SUPPLEMENT 38, VOL. 4; 77 FED. REG. 40091 (JULY 6,2012)

DOCKET Nos. 50-247-LR/50-286-LR

Submitted: August 20, 2012
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Earlier this year, the State of New York wrote to NRC to express the State’s concern

about the narrow scope of NRC Staff’s proposed supplemental review and revision of the Final

Supplemental Environmental Impact § t for the req d extension of the operating
licenses for Indian Point Unit 2 and Indian Point Unit 3. See March 28, 2012 letter from J. Sipos
to S. Turk (NRC) ML12090A609. Recently, NRC Staff released a drafi report for public
cmmneﬂt. NUREG-1437, Supplement 38, Vol. 4 (June 26, 2012) ML12174A244. In a notice in
the Federal Register, Staff requested comments by August 20, 2012. 77 Fed. Reg. 40091 (July 6,
2012). The scope of the draft supplemental report remains far too narrow and i inconsistent
with the National Environmental Policy Act and the implementing regulations promulgated by
the Council on Environmental Quality and NRC.

NRC Stafl’s EIS Should Include a Site Specific E ination of the lmp

of Severe Accidents on Water Resources, Including Drinking Water

Resources, Within 50 Miles of Indian Point and the Alternatives to Mitigate
Such Impacts

NRC Staff prepared the draft report to examine information about environmental impacts

of issuing r d operated li to the [ndian Point facilities on aquatic resources, but the
supplemental review conducted by Staff examines only a narrow aspect of such impacts. The
State previously requested that NRC Staff review the impacts of a severe accident on water

resources, including drinking water resources. Such a review should include a thorough analysis

Aiaf,

of the value of such resources and the cost to decc i andr those resources, or

provide replacement drinking water. Several reservoirs that provide drinking water resources for
New York communities — including New York City — are located within 50 miles of the Indian

Point facilities, yet NRC had not examined the envirc | impacts that would result from a

severe accident that deposited radionuclides into those water resources or the cost to

‘

008-1 As discussed in Section 5.1.2 of the FSEIS, the
issue of severe accidents at nuclear power plants and
the resulting impacts on the environment, including
impacts to surface water and groundwater resources,
was evaluated in NUREG-1437, Generic Environmental
Impact Statement for License Renewal of Nuclear
Plants (GEIS). The determination in the GEIS is that
the probability-weighted consequences of severe
accidents are SMALL for all plants; however,
alternatives to mitigate severe accidents must be
considered for all plants. As detailed in Section 5 and
Appendix F of the FSEIS, the NRC evaluated Entergy’s
analysis of alternatives to mitigate severe accidents
(referred to as SAMAS), and found that Entergy has
appropriately identified areas in which risk could be
reduced in a cost-beneficial manner.

This comment provided no new or significant
information regarding the information or analysis in this
supplement to the FSEIS that would challenge the
conclusions of the supplement; therefore, no change
was made to this supplement to the FSEIS.
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decontaminate or replace those resources. Nor has NRC Staff examined alternatives to mitigate
such impacts. Thus, NRC Staff has failed to conduct an adequate site specific analysis of the
environmental impacts of a severe accident at Indian Point on water resources.
NRC Staff’s EIS Should Examine the Impact of Severe Accidents to the
Spent Fuel Pools at Indian Point and the Alternatives to Mitigate Such
Impacts
Substantial amounts of spent nuciear fuel are contained in the spent fuel pools at Indian
Point Unit 2 and Indian Point Unit 3. Recently, Entergy representatives disclosed that Entergy
intendeds to maintain current dense storage practices at Indian Point during any relicensing term
granted by NRC. Specifically, during the May 8, 2012 site visit to the Indian Point facilities by
the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board, Entergy representatives made the following statements
about Entergy’s plans for spent nuclear fuel at Indian Point:
(A)  Allof the spent fuel generated during since the start of commercial operation of
Indian Point Unit 3 remains in the Indian Point Unit 3 spent fuel pool (as of the
date of the site visit) (stated differently, the Unit 3 spent fuel pool holds 36 years

worth of spent nuclear fuel);

(B)  Entergy has no current plans to construct an additional dry cask storage area (in
addition to the existing dry cask storage area); and

(C) At the end of operation under an'y 20-year extension of the current operating
licenses, Entergy estimales that the existing dry cask storage area would be filled
to capacity and that the Indian Point Unit 2 spent fuel pool and the Indian Point
Unit 3 spent fuel pool would be filled to capacity as well.

NRC S1aff has not examined alternatives to the continued dense storage of spent nuclear fuel in

the Indian Point spent fuel pools.

NRC can no longer maintain that dry cask storage and densely packed spent fuel pools

provide comparable long term storage options. The differences between the two storage methods |

are illustrated by the following chart reflects NRC’s list of priorities five days into the

008-1

|[608-2

008-2 The issue of spent fuel storage accidents during
the term of any renewed license was evaluated in the
GEIS and determined to be of SMALL impact for all
plants, and, thus, was designated a Category 1 issue
for license renewal. The Commission reaffirmed this in
2008 upon denying two petitions for rulemaking seeking
to challenge the Category 1 designation (73 FR 46204).
The Commission’s determination to consider SFP
accidents on a generic basis in the GEIS rather then in
a site-specific SEIS ~ was upheld in Massachusetts v
NRC 522 F. 3 115, 127 (1% Cir. 2008). As the
Commission stated in 2008, “given that the SFP risk
level is less than that for a reactor accident, a SAMA
that addresses SFP accidents would not be expected to
have a significant impact on total risk for the site.”

As a result of a recent decision by the U.S. Court of
Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit, in New
York v. NRC, 681 F.3" 471 (D.C. Cir., June 8, 2012),
the issue of spent fuel storage, as it relates to the
Commission's Waste Confidence Decision, (codified at
10 CFR 51.23), is subject to ongoing consideration by
the Commission as a generic issue; this issue is outside
the scope of this FSEIS suplement, and therefore, no
change was made to address the issue in this
supplement to the FSEIS.
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Fukushima disaster. The conditions at Fukushima Datichi Unit 1, Unit 2, and Unit 3 were worse
than that reached at any time during the Three Mile Island Unit 2 reactor accident, yet the NRC’s

higher priority was the Daiichi Unit 4 spent fuel pool.

| "Fukushima Daiichi Summary Display | |

Priority { Unit STATUS AS OF 06:00 EDT (19:00 Local) - 03/16/2011

Cory Status - Severe core damage (basad on the amounl of hydrogen generated).
Radiation has been released. Possibie RCS breach. (GE) Sea water Injection to RPV.
4 1 C - Primary ntact. ik

8pem Fuel Pool - No i hon on SFP slatus.

Core Status - Severs core damage Ekely. Radiation reiease has occunred. Possible
RCS breach (CE). Sea waler injection to RPV.

3 2 - Primary intact. Contai Jost.

8pont Fusl Pool - No infornation on SFP status. Some reports attribute
smokefsisem coming Irom the SFP.

Core Status - Severa core damaged (based on tha amount of hydrogen generated).
R:\l’hum has bean released. Possible RCS breach. (GE). Sea waler injection to
RPV.

[~ - Primary intact. €

Spent Fusl Pool - May be in the same condition as Unit 4 SFP below (Monninger)

] Core offdoaded to Spant Fusl Pool, Secondaiy Containment destidyed. Walls of

1 4 SFP have collapsen. No SFP coofing is possible et this time. -TEPCQ requests
recommendations. {Monainger)

5 5 Shutdown since January 3, 2011. Core loaded in RPV. RPV/SFP levels lower than
normma! end decreasing. Unil 6 D/G providing make-up waler 10 Unit 5. (IAEA).
6 6 Shutdown sincs August 14, 2010. Core loaded in RPV. RPV/SFP lavels lower than
normal. Unil 8 D/G providing make-up water to Unit 5. (LAEA),

Source: NRC ADAMS Accession No. ML12080A 196 (frame 259 of 782) (placed on public
ADAMS on March 23, 2012) (highlight added). Moreover, there were concemns about radiation
releases from the fuel rods in the Unit 4 spent fuel pool. Jd. (frame 252 of 782 (*Rad release —
possible from SFP™)). Not only was the Daiichi Unit 4 spent fuel pool a top NRC priority, but it
appears that the Daiichi Unit 4 spent fuel pool was not as densely packed as the two spent fuel
pools at Indian Point Unit 2 and Indian Point Unit 3. In contrast, the spent nuclear fuel stored in

the dry cask storage facility at Fukushima Daiichi was not included in NRC’s list of priorities.
s

008-2 The NRC continues o evaluate relevant
regulatory requirements, programs, and processes in
light of the reactor accidents at the Fukushima Dai-ichi
nuclear power plant. Based on the agency’s current
knowledge of the Fukushima events, they do not
constitute information that would reveal a seriously
different picture of the environmental impacts of severe
accidents (as compared to the severe accident
parameters analyzed in the GEIS) so as to require
specific consideration in this supplement to the FSEIS.
The NRC will continue to evaluate the need to make
improvements to existing regulatory requirements as
more information is learned. To the extent that any
revisions are made to NRC regulatory requirements,
they would be made applicable to nuclear power
reactors generally, regardless of whether or not they
have a renewed license.

This comment provided no new or significant
information regarding the information or analysis in this
supplement to the FSEIS that would challenge the
conclusions of the supplement; therefore, no change
was made to this supplement to the FSEIS.




A% 4

NRC Staff’s EIS Should Examine How the Federal Government and its

Agencies Will Respond to Severe Accidents at Indian Point and Pay for the

Decontamination of the New York Metropolitan Area Including its Water

Resources

The State previously raised concerns about the federal government’s ability to respond to

a severe accident at Indian Point. Although Entergy has asked NRC to issue two operating
licenses for the Indian Point reactors, spent fuel pools, and attendant facilities, it not clear that
NRC has the desire, capability, or financial resources to respond to a severe accident at Indian
Point and ensure the thorough decontamination of the New York metropolitan area including, but

not limited to, its water resources — and drinking water resources — in the wake of such an

accident.

(C, One Commissioner’s Observations:
~ Post - Accident Policy Questions

» There is no regulatory framework for
environmental restoration following a major
radiological release.

— Some point to CERCLA — which is not designed
for that purpose.

— There is an active discussion within the Executive
Branch regarding this subject — unclear how
stakeholders will have an opportunity to provide
input,

No international framework is in place to
facilitate accident response cooperation and
information dissemination

Power Point Presentation, Health Physics Society (Feb. 6, 2012).

008-3 As part of the Federal government’s National
Response Framework, NRC is the Coordinating Agency
for radiological events occurring at NRC-licensed
facilities and for radioactive materials either licensed by
NRC or under NRC’s Agreement States Program. As
the Coordinating Agency, NRC has technical leadership
for the Federal government’s response to the event. If
the severity of an event rises to the level of General
Emergency, or is terrorist-related, the Department of
Homeland Security will take on the role of coordinating
the overall Federal response to the event, while NRC
would retain a technical leadership role; other Federal
agencies who may respond to an event at an NRC-
licensed facility, or involving NRC-licensed material,
include the Federal Emergency Management Agency,
the Department of Energy, the Environment Protection
Agency , the Department of Agriculture, the Department
of Health and Human Services, the National
Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration, and
the Department of State.

Costs associated with nuclear incidents are governed
by the Price-Anderson Nuclear Industries Indemnity Act
(Price-Anderson Act; 42 U.S.C. 2210). The Price-
Anderson Act is a Federal law that governs liability-
related issues for non-military nuclear facilities in the
United States. The main purpose of the Act is to
provide prompt and orderly compensation to the public
who may incur damages from a nuclear incident, no
matter who might be liable.
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008-3 cont’d Power reactor licensees are required to
have the maximum level of primary insurance available
from private sources (currently $375 million per

10 CFR 140.11) and are also required to participate in a
Secondary Financial Protection Program. Under this
program, should an accident at any participating power
reactor result in injury or damage in excess of the
maximum level of primary insurance, all power reactor
operators will be charged a retrospective premium, up
to a maximum of $111,800,000 per reactor per incident
per 10 CFR 140.11. These insurance levels are subject
to adjustments due to inflation at 5-year intervals. The
last adjustment was made in August 2009.

There currently are 104 power reactors that participate
in the Secondary Financial Protection program, creating
a combined level of protection under both the primary
and secondary layers of approximately $12 billion.

In the event of a nuclear incident involving damages in
excess of the limits established in the Act, Price
Anderson includes a provision that obligates Congress
to take appropriate action to provide compensation for
public liability claims.

This comment is outside the scope of the license
renewal environmental review, and provided no new or
significant information that would warrant a change to
this supplement to the FSEIS.
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Conclusion

NRC Staff’s supplemental review of the environmental impacts of the issuing 20 year
operating licenses to Indian Point Unit 2 and Unit 3 is far too narrow and inconsistent with the
National Environmental Policy Act and regulations promulgated by the Council on
Environmental Quality and NRC. NRC should reopen its NEPA review of the requested
operating licenses and conduct a comprehensive site specific analysis of the environmental
impacts caused by severe accidents at Indian Point as well as the means and resources to mitigate

such impacts.

John Sipos
Assistant Attorney General
State of New York

008-4

008-4 This is a conclusion or summary of
comments 008-1 through 008-3, discussed above.

This comment provided no new or significant
information that would warrant a change to this
supplement to the FSEIS.
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