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Mr. Harold R. Denton
September 30, 1982
Page 2

environmental impacts from the construction and operation of
the Point Pleasant project. PaDER has also analyzed a
number of the particular environmental concerrs expressed by
Del-Aware, such as the alleged presence of certain "toxics"
in the Delaware River, and found alleged environmental
impacts to be insignificant.

We have also enclosed a corrected copy of page 14 to be
substituted in Applicant's Comments submitted by letter
dated September 3, 1982,

Sincerely,

Ty B Lo, p 108

cc: Eucene J. Bradley, Esq.
Robert J. Sugarman, Esq.



CONNER & WETTERH ARIN,

Donna L. Field
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NEPA and NRC regulations sponsored by the Atomic Industrial
Forum in October 1981 that one of the primary problems in
the NRC Staff's environmental review is, in fact, the
submission of duplicative information at the operating
license stage. Mr. Dircks stated in part: "Unnecessary and
redundant information, in addition to increasing the expense
of license application, slows the staff review of the
submittal by reguiring a large amount of information to be
sifted in order to find the changed or new environmental
information which would be subject to detailed

analysis." =

The claim by Del-Aware that the January 5,
1981 letter from the Staff reflects a decision to the
contrary is therefore entirely without merit.

2. The DRBC Final Section 3.8 approvals for the Point

Pleasant project and related EPA correspondence do not

reflect any understanding by DRBC that the NRC would enlarge

the scope of its review. Del-Aware also argues that the

promise of a broader environmental review by the NRC Staff
should be inferred from certain statements appearing in the
transcript of the DRBC proceedings on February 18, 1981.
Del-Aware also apparently contends that the NRC made certain
representations to the Environmental Protection Agency
("EPA") and DRBC that an all encompassing review would be
conducted. Again, there it no substance to this assertion,

likewise rejected by the Licensing Board in the pending

_3/ Nuclear Industry, Vol. 28, p.12 (November 1981).
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Post Office Box 20€3
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17120
August 13, 1982
(717) 787-2184

Mr. Jordan E. Tannenbaum

Chief, Eastern Division of Project Review
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
1522 K Street, NW

- Washington, DC 20003

Dear Mr. Tannsnbaum:

This Department recently received correspondence addressed to you
from the Bucks County Conservancy regarding the Point Pleasant Water Supply
Project. As the lead State regulatory agency with jurisdication over this project,
and as the owner In administering agency of the Delaware Canal and Roosevelt
State Park, the Department of Environmental Resources would like to clarify and
correct several items raised in that correspondence.

The Department recently completed its own Environmental Assessment
Report and Findings on the Point Pleasani Water Supply Project. That Assessment,
which took over nine months and involved the review of literally thousands of
pages of plans, reports, studies and testimony, is enclosed for your reference. The
Department has thoroughly evaluated the noed for the project, its Impacts on the
environment and land use, effects on historical and aesthetic resources, and aiterna-
tives to the prcposed project.

Alternatives:

Contrary to assertions made by the Bucks County Conservancy, the
alternatives to the Point Pleasant Project have been assessed, in terms of feasibility,
cost-effectiveness and relative environmental impact. This project culminates
over 16 years of studies, environmental reports, impact statements, and plans
conducted by this Department, the involved counties, the Delaware River Basin
Commission and other agencles. The Environmental Impact Statements prepared
on the project have twice been challenged in the federal courts, and found to
provide an adequate and accurate basis for decision. We would hope the Advisory
Council will take cognizance of these federal court decisions. Such findings by
the courts, based on voluminous records, should not be lightly set aside.

Every alternative raised by DelAWARE Unlimited, Inc. and other opponents
to the project was explored by this Department in the process of preparing its
Environmental Asessment. None of the alternatives, or combinations of alternatives,
was found to be more cost-effective or involve substantially less environmental
impacts. Several of the alternatives put forth by LelAWARE were found, after
analysis, to be techniclly unsound or unfeasible, or to engender greater and more
widespread adverse environmental effects.




Mr. Jordan E. Tannenbaum August 13, 1982

Delaware Canal

As the owner and manager of the Delaware Canal and Roosevelt State
Park, no entity has a greater interest in ita protection than the Department. Further,
in our 50 years of operating the Canal, we have gained considerable expertise and
experience regarding measures to preserve and restore these historically valuable
facilities.

For this reason, the Department's park, engineering, construction and
blasting staffs have thoroughly evz.uated all aspects of the proposed project.
Detailed procedures have been developed governing construction under and in the
vicinity of the Canal, blasting practices, and the restoration of all affected
facilities. These procedures are outlined in the Environmental Assessment, and
made binding by permit, license, and right-of-way conditions.

You should be aware that the installation of conduits by the Neshaminy
Water Resources Authority under the Canal would certainly not be unique or unusual.
In order to gain access to water yupply, or for sewage discharges, communities all
along the Canal's length must maintain crossings under or over the Canal. Through
the 60-mile long Roosevelt State Park, there are at least 127 water, sewer and
other utility crossings, along with 135 public and private bridges and culverts

providing access and transport.

It is the Departmsnt's considered opinion that construction of the
Point Pleasant project, followed by restoration in accordance with the specifications
approved by this agency, will leave the Delaware Canal In the vici ity of Point
Pleasant in better shape than it is today. All appropriate mitigatic n measures and
procedures have been considered and incorporated into the project.

Archaelogy

The Department, along with the Pennsylvania State Historic Preservation
Officer (SHPO), is interested in preserving archaeological resources to the maximum
extent feasible. We believe thal the procedures outlined in the draft agreement
discussed between the NWRA, the Army Corps of Engineers, the SI/PO and the
Advisory Council should prove adequate to this end. We endorse the concept,
accepted by NWRA, that the area in the vicinity of the Point Pleasant pumping
station—where Incdian artifacts are suspected may be found—should be the subject
of archaeologic investigation prior to construction. Where poasible, archaeologically
significant resources should be recovered and preserved. Where not possible to
physically remove the material, it should be studied, cataloged, and photographed
for future reference.

Oversight

We believe that oversight of activities to protect historical and
archaeological resources should be undertaken as a cooperative effort by the SHPO,
. the Advisory Council, and the Department. Staff from our Bureau of State Parks
&.n. l?lhet. be in the area on a regular basis and may be of assistance to you in

effoct.




August 13, 1982

With due deference to the Bucks County Conservancy, we must question
its request to ba mads an overseeing ageancy at the applicant's expense, "with
decision making power regarding adequaey moasures.” As you are aware, a government
agency cannot lawfully delegate its regulatory and decision-making authority to
another, noo-governmental entity. Further caution should be exercised before the
Advisory Council considers forcing the taxpayers of any county to provide financial

support to a private or organization, regardiess of the laudable purposes it may
serve.

Under Pennsylvania law, the Department of Environmental Resources
is vested with the public trust of managing the lands and facilities of the Delaware
Canal. This Department—rather than a private organization unaccountable to the
people of Pennsylvania—must exercise the lawlul responsibility to oversee any
activities affecting the Canal or State Park.

I hope this serves to clarify our position in this matter, and assist the
advisory council in its review of the Point Pleasant Project. We iook forward to
working with the council as this project is implemented. If we can be of further
assistance, or provide additional information, please let us know.

Sincereily,

PETER S. DUNCAN
Secretary of Environmental Resources
ce:  R. Timothy Weston
Larry Tice
Herschel Richman\/
Deputy Serretary's Office
Peter S. Duncan




