United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission Official Hearing Exhibit NYS00132C

@,

STAT,
\,\go £s a,

. Entergy Nuclear Operations, Inc. . .
In the Matter of. (Indian Point Nuclear Generating Units 2 and 3) Submitted: December 14’ 2011
LS ASLBP #: 07-858-03-LR-BD01
%, Docket #: 05000247 | 05000286
Exhibit #: NYS00132C-00-BD01 Identified: 10/15/2012
Admitted: 10/15/2012 Withdrawn:
Rejected: Stricken:
Other:

Environmental Impacts of License Renewal

1 Table 8-3 (continued)
Impact Category Impact Comment
Historic and SMALL to Construction at an alternate location would necessitate
Archeological MODERATE cultural resource studies; construction would likely avoid
Resources highly sensitive areas.

Environmental SMALL to LARGE Impacts would vary depending on population distribution and
Justice location of the new plant site.

N

8.3.2 Natural Gas-Fired Combined-Cycle Generation

In this section, the NRC staff examines the environmental impacts of the natural gas-fired
alternative at both IP2 and IP3 and at an alternate site. The NRC staff assumed that a natural
gas-fired plant would use a closed-cycle cooling system.

This replacement natural gas-fired plant would likely use combined-cycle technology.
Compared to simple-cycle combustion turbines, combined-cycle plants are significantly more
efficient, and thus provide electricity at lower costs. Combined-cycle gas-fired power plants also
tend to operate at markedly higher thermal efficiencies than other fossil-fuel or nuclear power
10  plants, and require less water for condenser cooling than other thermoelectric alternatives. As
11 such, the gas-fired alternative would require smaller cooling towers and substantially less

12 makeup water than the cooling system proposed in Section 8.1.1 of this draft SEIS. Typically,
13  these plants support intermediate loads but they are capable of supporting a baseload duty

14 cycle,; thus they provide an alternative to renewing the IP2 and IP3 operating licenses. Levitan
15  and Associates indicated that gas-fired generation was the most likely alternative to take the
16 place of IP2 and IP3 (2005).

17  The NRC evaluated environmental impacts from gas-fired generation alternatives in the GEIS,
18  focusing on combined-cycle plants (NRC 1996). In a combined-cycle unit, hot combustion

19  gases in a combustion turbine rotate the turbine to generate electricity. Waste combustion heat
20  from the combustion turbine is routed through a heat-recovery steam generator, which then

21  powers a steam turbine electrical generator. The combination of two cycles can be as much as
22 60 percent efficient.

O©oO~N® b w

23  Combined-cycle gas turbines that are currently on the market can operate at a heat rate as low
24  as 5700 BTU/kWh for units with net output of 400 MW(e) (GE Energy 2005). These units are
25  more efficient than the 408-MW(e) units Entergy considered in its ER, and would consume

26  about 30 percent less fuel, while producing approximately 30 percent fewer emissions per unit
27  of electrical output. Using five, 400-MW(e) units would slightly underestimate the total impact to
28  some resources, but it provides a useful approximation using more-current technology. Other
29  options would include four, 530-MW(e) units with heat rates of approximately 6000 BTU/kWh
30 (GE Energy 2005), resulting in 2120 MW(e) net output.

31  The NRC staff discusses the overall impacts of the natural gas-fired generating system in the
32 following sections and summarizes them in Table 8-4 of this draft SEIS. The extent of impacts
33 at an alternate site would depend on the location of the site selected.
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Environmental Impacts of License Renewal
e Land Use

Existing facilities and infrastructure would be used to the extent practicable if a gas-fired
complex were to be developed at IP2 and IP3. Specifically, the NRC staff assumed that this
alternative would use the existing switchyard, offices, and transmission line ROWs. However, a
new mechanical-draft cooling tower would need to be constructed to support the new closed-
cycle cooling system.

The GEIS estimated that 45 ha (110 ac) are needed for a 1000-MW(e) natural gas-fired facility.
Scaling up for the 2000-MW(e) facility would indicate a land requirement of approximately 90 ha
(220 ac). The NRC staff notes that some existing combined-cycle facilities require less space
than the GEIS indicates, and may be more on the order of 16 ha (40 ac) per 1000 MW(e).
(Entergy’s withdrawn proposal for combined-cycle capacity on the IP2 and IP3, for example,
required only 2 ha (5 ac) for 330 MW(e) of capacity (as noted in Levitan and Associates 2005)).
The IP2 and IP3 site is only 98 ha (239 ac) with some land unsuitable for construction. Also,
much of the site is covered by the IP2 and IP3 containment structures, turbine buildings, other
IP2 and IP3 support facilities, and AGTC gas pipeline. Land covered by some |IP2 and IP3
facilities would not be available until decommissioning, though land covered by some support
facilities may be available prior to the end of the current license. The AGTC pipeline ROW
would remain unavailable. Based on previous Entergy proposals and experience at other
combined-cycle plants, however, the NRC staff finds it possible that a gas-fired alternative could
be constructed and operated on the IP2 and IP3 site.

As reported by Levitan and Associates, Inc. (2005), the existing Algonquin pipeline that passes
through the IP2 and IP3 site may be adequate for a 330-MW(e) simple-cycle plant that would
operate in peaking mode during the summer season, when gas supplies are less constrained by
winter-season heating demands. Levitan and Associates (2005) concluded that substantial and
expensive pipeline upgrades would probably be necessary to supply natural gas to a combined-
cycle alternative throughout the winter heating season and for the additional baseload capacity
throughout the year. Given firm demand for natural gas during the winter heating season, it is
possible that the gas-fired alternative may need to burn fuel oil during several weeks of the year,
should conditions of limited supply emerge. This practice is common at gas-fired power plants
in the northeastern United States.

The environmental impacts of locating the gas-fired generation facility at an alternate location
would depend on the past use of the location. If the site is a previously undisturbed site the
impacts would be more significant than if the site was a previously developed site. Construction
and operation of the gas-fired facility at an undeveloped site would require construction of a new
cooling system, switchyard, offices, gas transmission pipelines, and transmission line ROWs. A
previously industrial site may have closer access to existing infrastructure, which would help to
minimize environmental impacts. A gas-fired alternative constructed at the IP2 and IP3 site
would have direct access to a transmission system, an existing pipeline ROW, and an existing
dock to receive major components.

Regardless of where a gas-fired alternative is built, the GEIS indicates that additional land
would be required for natural gas wells and collection stations. According to the GEIS, a 1000-
MW(e) gas-fired plant requires approximately 1500 ha (3600 ac) for wells, collection stations,
and pipelines, or about 3000 ha (7300 ac) for a 2000-MW(e) facility (NRC 1996).

Overall, land use impacts of the gas-fired alternative are considered SMALL to MODERATE at
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Environmental Impacts of License Renewal

the IP2 and IP3 site. Gas-fired generation land use impacts at a new previously industrial site
are considered to be SMALL to MODERATE; while gas-fired generation at a new undeveloped
site would have MODERATE to LARGE impacts.

o Ecology

At the IP2 and IP3 site, there would be terrestrial ecological impacts associated with siting a
gas-fired facility. These impacts would be similar to those described in Section 8.1.1.2 of this
draft SEIS, which discusses the ecological impacts of the construction of a closed-cycle cooling
system to support IP2 and IP3. The gas-fired facility would likely utilizing most previously
undeveloped property on site. Improvements to the existing pipeline network would also be
necessary, with some impacts along the already-disturbed ROW. Levitan and Associates
(2005) indicated that no transmission system improvements would be necessary to
accommodate the gas-fired alternative at the IP2 and IP3 site. Overall, construction effects are
limited in both scope and duration. Impacts to terrestrial ecology of constructing the gas-fired
alternative on site are likely to be SMALL.

Ecological impacts at an alternate site would depend on the nature of the land used for the plant
and the possible needs for a new gas pipeline and/or transmission lines. Construction of the
transmission line and construction and/or upgrade of the gas pipeline to serve a new plant at an
alternate site would have substantial ecological impacts, though these would be temporary.
Ecological impacts to the plant site and utility ROWSs could include impacts on threatened or
endangered species, habitat loss or fragmentation, reduced productivity, and a local reduction in
biological diversity. Impacts to terrestrial ecology, however, are likely to be smaller than for a
coal-fired facility and would likely be SMALL to MODERATE, depending on site characteristics.

Operation of the gas-fired alternative at the IP2 and IP3 site or another site would likely not
introduce new terrestrial ecological effects after construction.

The gas-fired alternative is unlikely to create significant impacts for aquatic ecology during
construction, regardless of location. Because the plant has a relatively small footprint, and
because crews would likely implement some measures to control site runoff, it is unlikely that
impacts to aquatic ecology would be noticeable. Noticeable effects could occur during
construction if new transmission line ROWs or gas pipelines would need to cross streams or
rivers.

During operations, aquatic ecological resources would experience significantly smaller effects
than they would from a comparable nuclear or coal-fired power plant. The combined-cycle gas
plant using closed-cycle cooling would require less than half the cooling water of IP2 and IP3
using closed-cycle cooling. Construction of intake and discharge structures at an alternate site
could trigger some impacts to aquatic ecology, but because these impacts are very limited in
scope and time, they will likely not affect any important resource characteristics. Thus, aquatic
ecological impacts of the gas-fired alternative are likely to be SMALL.

At an alternate site, impacts to ecology may range from SMALL to MODERATE, while they are
likely to be SMALL if constructed at the existing IP2 and IP3 site.

o Water Use and Quality

Surface Water: Combined-cycle gas-fired plants are highly efficient and require less cooling
water than other generation alternatives. Plant discharges would consist mostly of cooling
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tower blowdown, with the discharge having a slightly higher temperature and increased
concentration of dissolved solids relative to the receiving water body, as well as intermittent, low
concentrations of biocides (e.g., chlorine). All discharges from a new plant at the IP2 and IP3
site would be regulated through a New York SPDES permit, which would be issued by
NYSDEC. Finally, some erosion would probably occur during construction (NRC 1996), though
the GEIS indicates this effect would be SMALL. Plant construction crews would employ at least
basic runoff control measures. Because crews would likely not have to construct entirely new
intake structures, transmission lines, or a gas pipeline, most activities that could affect water use
and quality will not occur for an alternative constructed at the IP2 and IP3 site. Like the existing
IP2 and IP3, a gas-fired alternative located on the site would likely not rely on ground water.
Overall, impacts to water use and quality at the IP2 and IP3 site from a gas-fired alternative
would likely be SMALL for both construction and operation.

At an alternate site, a gas-fired alternative would likely rely on surface water for cooling makeup
water and blowdown discharge. Intake and discharge would involve relatively small quantities
of water compared to once-through cooling and less than the nuclear or coal-fired alternatives.
The impact on the surface water would depend on the volume of water needed for makeup
water, the discharge volume, and the characteristics of the receiving body of water. If a gas-
fired plant discharges to surface water, the plant would have to meet the requirement of a
SPDES permit. The NRC staff expects that any new facility would comply with requirements of
the discharge permits issued for its operation. Thus discharges from the plant would be legally
obligated to conform to applicable water quality standards. Water withdrawals from a small river
or cooling pond, however, could lead to potential water use conflicts. The impacts would be
SMALL to MODERATE during operations depending on receiving water characteristics. During
construction, some erosion would probably occur though the GEIS indicates this would have a
SMALL effect (NRC 1996).

Ground Water: IP2 and IP3 currently use no ground water. It is likely that a gas-fired
alternative at the IP2 and IP3 site would also use no ground water. Impacts at the IP2 and IP3
site would thus be SMALL. Ground water impacts from operations at an alternate site may vary
widely depending on whether the plant uses ground water for any of its water needs, though it
would be unlikely that a plant on an alternate site would use ground water for cooling system
makeup water given the quantity of water required. Ground water impacts at an alternate site
could range from SMALL to MODERATE, depending on the quantity of ground water used and
characteristics of aquifers used. Construction-stage impacts at both the existing site and a new
site are likely to be SMALL.

¢ Air Quality

Natural gas is a clean-burning fuel relative to coal. The gas-fired alternative would release
emissions similar to those from the coal-fired alternative, but in lesser quantities.

The NRC staff calculates that approximate emissions from the five-unit, 2000-MW gas-fired
alternative using combined-cycle gas units with a heat rate of about 5700 BT U/kWh would be:

o SO,—135 MT/yr (148 tons/yr)
o NO,—444 MT/yr (475 tons/yr)
o CO—93 MT/yr (135 tons/yr)
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Environmental Impacts of License Renewal
¢ Filterable particulates (PM;o)—75 MT/yr (83 tons/yr)®

Gas-fired power plants primarily emit pollutants as a result of combustion conditions. These
pollutants include NO,, CO, and particulates. Regulations in place to reduce potential health
effects from air emissions, especially those promulgated in response to the CAA, drive the types
of emissions controls this gas-fired alternative would use to limit its effects on air quality. CAA
mechanisms like new source performance standards, nonattainment areas, State
implementation plans, and specialized programs, including one that limited overall NO,
emissions throughout the Eastern United States, all drive emissions control technologies used
in this gas-fired alternative.

NO, is typically the pollutant of greatest concern for a gas-fired power plant. Given the proper
atmospheric conditions, NO, helps to form ozone, as well as smog. The gas-fired alternative in
this case relies on selective catalytic reduction (SCR) to reduce NO, emissions. As previously
discussed, IP2 and IP3 are located within the New Jersey-New York-Connecticut Interstate Air
Quality Control Region (40 CFR 81.13). All of the States of New Jersey and Connecticut, as
well as several counties in Central and Southeastern New York within a 80-km (50-mi) radius of
IP2 and IP3, are designated as nonattainment areas for ozone (8-hour standard) (EPA 2008b).
Operators or owners of a gas-fired power plant constructed in a nonattainment area would need
to purchase offsets for ozone precursor emissions. In this case, NOx is the major ozone
precursor emitted by a coal-fired power plant. In accordance with NYSDEC regulations,
“‘Emission offsets must exceed the net increase in annual actual emissions from the air
contamination source project” (NYSDEC, Chapter 3, Parts 231-15). By design, this regulatory
requirement should result in a net reduction in ozone emissions in the region.

A new gas-fired generating plant located in a nonattainment area (like that at the IP2 and IP3
site) would need a nonattainment area permit and a Title IV operating permit under the CAA.
The plant would need to comply with the new source performance standards for such plants set
forth in 40 CFR Part 60, Subpart DA. The standards establish limits for particulate matter and
opacity (40 CFR 60.42(a)), SO, (40 CFR 60.43(a)), and NO, (40 CFR 60.44(a)).

In December 2000, EPA issued regulatory findings on emissions of HAPs from electric utility
steam-generating units (EPA 2000a). Natural gas-fired power plants were found by EPA to emit
arsenic, formaldehyde, and nickel (EPA 2000a). Unlike coal- and oil-fired plants, EPA did not
determine that emissions of HAPs from natural gas-fired power plants should be regulated
under Section 112 of the CAA.

A natural gas-fired plant would have unregulated CO, emissions of about 117 pounds per
MMBtu (DOE/EIA 2008a). The NRC staff calculates that a five-unit gas-fired alternative with
technologically advanced turbines rated at 5700 BTU/kWh would emit approximately 4,965,000
MT (5,462,000 tons) of CO, per year. Section 6.2 of this draft SEIS contains a discussion of
current and future relative GHG emissions from several energy alternatives including coal,
natural gas, nuclear, and renewables. Other emissions and losses during natural gas
production or transportation could also increase the relative GHG impact.

Construction activities also would result in some air effects, including those from temporary
fugitive dust, though construction crews likely would employ dust control practices to limit this
impact. Exhaust emissions also would come from vehicles and motorized equipment used

®) Additional particulate emissions associated with the cooling towers were not quantified.
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Environmental Impacts of License Renewal

during the construction process, though these emissions are likely to be intermittent in nature
and will occur over a limited period of time. As such, construction stage impacts would be
SMALL.

The overall air quality impact for operation of a new natural gas-fired plant at the IP2 and IP3 or
at an alternate site would be SMALL to MODERATE, depending on air quality in the
surrounding airshed. Air quality impacts during construction would be SMALL.

o Waste

Burning natural gas fuel generates small amounts of waste. However, a plant using SCR to
control NOy will generate spent SCR catalyst and small amounts of solid waste products (i.e.,
ash). In the GEIS, the NRC staff concluded that waste generation from gas-fired technology
would be minimal (NRC 1996). Waste generation impacts would be minor and would not
noticeably alter any important resource attribute.

Constructing a gas-fired alternative would generate small amounts of waste, though many
construction wastes can be recycled. Land-clearing debris from construction at an alternate
location could be land filled on site. Overall, the waste impacts would be SMALL for a natural
gas-fired plant sited at an alternate site.

Cooling towers for a new gas-fired alternative would be much smaller than those proposed in
8.1.1, and would not need to be constructed on slopes near the Hudson. Waste generation
from plant construction, then, is much less than in 8.1.1. The waste-related impacts associated
with construction of a five-unit gas-fired plant with closed-cycle cooling systems at the IP2 and
IP3 site would be SMALL.

¢ Human Health

Human health effects from the operation of a gas-fired alternative with SCR emissions controls
would likely not be detected or would be sufficiently minor that they would neither destabilize nor
noticeably alter any important attribute of the resource.

During construction activities there would be a risk to workers from typical industrial incidents
and accidents. Accidental injuries are not uncommon in the construction industry, and
accidents resulting in fatalities do occur. However, the occurrence of such events is mitigated
by the use of proper industrial hygiene practices, complying with worker safety requirements,
and training. Occupational and public health impacts during construction are expected to be
controlled by continued application of accepted industrial hygiene protocols, occupational health
and safety controls, and radiation protection practices. Fewer workers would be on site for a
shorter period of time to construct a gas-fired plant than other new generation alternatives, and
so exposure to occupational risks tends to be lower than other alternatives.

Overall, the impacts on human health of a natural gas-fired alternate sited at IP2 and IP3 or at
an alternate site would be considered SMALL.

e Socioeconomics

Construction of a natural gas-fired plant would take approximately 3 years (DOE/EIA 2007b).
Peak labor force would be approximately 1090 workers (NRC 1996). The NRC staff assumed
that construction of an offsite alternative would take place while IP2 and IP3 continue operation
and would be completed by the time the plants permanently cease operations. Entergy
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Environmental Impacts of License Renewal

indicates that a gas-fired facility could be producing power before IP2 and IP3 shut down
(Entergy 2007).

At the end of construction, the local population would be affected by the loss of as many as
1090 construction jobs. However, this loss would be partially offset by a postconstruction
permanent employment. An additional construction workforce would be needed for the
decommissioning of IP2 and IP3 which could temporarily offset the impacts of the lost
construction and IP2 and IP3 jobs at the IP2 and IP3 site. A new gas-fired plant at the IP2 and
IP3 site would offset a small portion of lost employment, though, according to Levitan and
Associates, it may provide more revenues to the surrounding jurisdictions than IP2 and IP3 do
(2005). The large and diverse economic base of the region would help to offset or minimize the
significance of job losses.

The NRC staff concludes that the overall socioeconomic impacts from the gas-fired alternative
could be SMALL to MODERATE during construction and could be SMALL to MODERATE
during operation at most sites, depending largely on tax impacts.

o Transportation

Impacts associated with transportation of the construction and operating personnel to the plant
site would depend on the population density and transportation infrastructure in the vicinity of
the site. During the 3-year construction period of the gas-fired facility, approximately 1090
construction workers may be working at the site. The addition of these workers would increase
traffic on highways and local roads that lead to the construction site. The impact of this
additional traffic would have a SMALL to MODERATE impact on nearby roadways, depending
on road infrastructure and existing traffic demands. Rural areas would typically experience a
greater impact than urban or suburban areas. Impacts associated with plant operating
personnel commuting to and from work are considered SMALL at all sites. Because the gas-
fired alternative relies on pipelined fuel, transportation impacts from natural gas supply are not
likely to be noticeable, though plant operators will have to ensure that sufficient gas
transportation capacity exists.

o Aesthetics

The combustion turbines and the heat-recovery boilers of the gas-fired plant would be relatively
low structures compared to existing plant facilities, but could be visible from the Hudson River if
located at the current IP2 and IP3 site. Some facility structures could be visible from offsite
locations as well. The impact on aesthetic resources of a gas-fired plant is likely less than the
impact the current nuclear plant, excepting when cooling towers produce noticeable plumes.
Overall, aesthetic impacts from a gas-fired plant constructed at the IP2 and IP3 site would likely
be SMALL.

At an alternate site, new buildings, cooling towers, cooling tower plumes, and electric
transmission lines would be visible off site. Visual impacts from new transmission lines or a
pipeline ROW would also be significant, though these may be minimized by building near
existing transmission lines or on previously developed land. Additionally, aesthetic impacts
would be minimized if the plant were located in an industrial area adjacent to other power
plants. Overall, the aesthetic impacts associated with the gas-fired alternative at alternate site
could be SMALL to LARGE.

o Historic and Archeological Resources
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1 According to the IP2 and IP3 relicensing case study in the GEIS, archeological sites at or near
2 the power plant were disturbed before construction of the plant, and so the impacts from plant
3 construction and operation were not significant (NRC 1996). Section 2.2.9.2 of this draft SEIS
4  also supports this conclusion.
5 A cultural resource inventory would be needed for any property at a new site or adjacent to the
6 IP2 and IP3 site that has not been previously surveyed. The survey would include an inventory
7  of field cultural resources, identification and recording of existing historic and archeological
8 resources, and possible mitigation of adverse effects from subsequent ground-disturbing actions
9 related to physical expansion of the plant site. The studies would likely be needed for all areas
10  of potential disturbance at the proposed plant site and along associated corridors where new
11 construction would occur (e.g., roads, transmission corridors, rail lines, or other ROWSs).
12 The impacts to historic and archeological resources for the gas-fired alternative at the IP2 and
13 IP3 site would be similar to those described in Section 8.1.1.2 of this draft SEIS for the closed-
14  cycle cooling alternative, can generally be effectively managed, and are considered SMALL.
15  Historic and archeological resource impacts can generally be effectively managed and, as such,
16 would be considered SMALL to MODERATE at a new, undeveloped site. For a previously
17  developed site, impact on cultural and historic resources would also be SMALL. Previous
18  development would likely have either removed items of archeological interest or may have
19 included a survey for sensitive resources. Any significant resources identified would have to be
20 handled in accordance with the NHPA.
21 e Environmental Justice
22  As described in Section 8.1.1.2 of this draft SEIS, impacts to the environment or community
23  from actions at the IP2 and IP3 site, including the construction of a gas-fired plant, are not likely
24  to disproportionately affect minority or low-income populations because these populations in the
25 area around the site are proportionately small compared to the the geographical region’s
26  population. Therefore, the gas-fired alternative constructed at the IP2 and IP3 site would have
27  SMALL impacts on environmental justice.
28 Impacts at an alternate site would depend upon the site chosen, nearby population
29 characteristics, and economic conditions. These impacts would range from SMALL to LARGE,
30 depending on impacts and the distribution of low-income and minority populations.

31 Table 8-4. Summary of Environmental Impacts of the Natural Gas-Fired Plant Alternative

32 Located at IP2 and IP3 and an Alternate Site
I 5 Units Located at IP2 and IP3 5 Units Located at Alternative Site
mpact site
Category Impact Comments Impact Comments
Land Use SMALL to Onsite land used; most SMALL to About 92 ha (224 ac)
MODERATE has been previously LARGE needed for plant
disturbed. construction; additional
land may be needed
for pipeline and
transmission line
ROWSs.
December 2008 8-53 Draft NUREG-1437, Supplement 38

OAGI0001366 00368



Environmental Impacts of License Renewal

Ecology

Water Use and
Quality

Air Quality

SMALL

SMALL

SMALL to
MODERATE

Both terrestrial and
aquatic impacts would
be SMALL because
the plant uses mostly
disturbed land and
uses relatively little
water.

Minor erosion and
sedimentation may
occur during
construction. The
plant would use no
groundwater.

e SO, 135 MT/yr
(148 tons/yr)

e NO,: 444 MT/yr
(475 tons/yr)

o  PMg: 75 MT/yr
(83 tons/yr)

e CO: 93 MT/yr
(102 tons/yr)

e CO,: 5 million
MT/yr (5.5 million
tons/yr)

SMALL to
MODERATE

SMALL to
MODERATE

SMALL to
MODERATE

Impacts would depend
on the nature of the
land used for the plant
and whether a new
gas pipeline and/or
transmission lines are
needed; cooling water
iwould have SMALL
aquatic resource
impacts.

With closed-cycle
cooling, the impact
would likely be
SMALL. Impact
depends on the
volume of used and
characteristics of the
water body; impacts
from water use
conflicts could be
MODERATE.

Operational impacts
are the same as onsite
plant but more
emissions from
additional construction
activities.
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Table 8-4 (continued)

I 5 Units Located at IP2 and IP3 5 Units Located at Alternative Site
mpact site
Category Impact Comments Impact Comments
Waste SMALL Small amounts of SMALL Small amounts of
construction waste construction waste
would be generated. with some recycling
options; land-clearing
debris could be land
filled on site.
Human Health SMALL Minor risk to workers SMALL Same as onsite plant.
associated with
construction and
industrial accidents.
Health effects from
operational emissions
are likely to be SMALL.
Socioeconomics SMALL to Impacts on housing SMALL to Construction impacts
MODERATE and jobs in the area MODERATE  would likely be no
surrounding IP2 and larger than
IP3 during onsite MODERATE at most
construction and sites. The largest
operation would be impacts occur during
relatively minor based construction.
on the large population
of the area surrounding
IP2 and IP3.
Transportation SMALL to Increased traffic SMALL to Transportation impacts
MODERATE associated with MODERATE  associated with
construction could be construction and
noticeable, though the operating personnel to
number of construction the plant site would
workers is smaller than depend on the
the number of workers population density and
currently at IP2 and infrastructure in the
IP3. vicinity of the site.
Aesthetics SMALL The impact is likely SMALL to The greatest impacts
less than the impacts LARGE would be from new
of the current nuclear transmission lines, gas
plant; more land would line ROW, and plant
be cleared and new structures. Impacts
structures built. depend on the nature
of the site.
December 2008 8-55 Draft NUREG-1437, Supplement 38
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Table 8-4 (continued)

I 5 Units Located at IP2 and IP3 5 Units Located at Alternative Site
mpact site
Category Impact Comments Impact Comments
Historical and SMALL A cultural resources SMALL to An alternate location
Archeological inventory would be MODERATE  would necessitate
Resource needed to identify, cultural resource
evaluate, and mitigate studies; construction
potential impacts from would likely avoid
construction. highly sensitive areas.
Impacts likely would
be managed or
mitigated.
Environmental SMALL No significant impacts  SMALL to Impacts would vary
Justice are anticipated that LARGE depending on
could disproportion- population distribution
ately affect minority and location of the
or low-income new plant site.

communities.

8.3.3 Purchased Electrical Power

Based on currently scheduled retirements and demand growth projections, the New York
Independent System Operator (NYISO) predicted in 2006 that up to 1600 MW(e) from new
projects not yet under construction would be needed by 2010 and a total of up to 3300 MW(e)
by 2015 (National Research Council 2006).

Within the New York Control Area (NYCA), State power regulators require that load-serving
entities (LSE), or power buyers, purchase enough generating capacity to meet their projected
needs plus a reserve margin (National Research Council 2006). Entergy is not an LSE. In New
York, Entergy owns and operates power plants, but not transmission or distribution systems;
therefore, Entergy does not purchase power from other power generators. To replace the
output from IP2 and IP3, LSEs, like Consolidated Edison, would need to purchase additional
electric power from other sources, which could include new coal- and gas-fired power plants or
renewable alternatives, or it could purchase power from existing facilities at other sites outside
the NYCA (National Research Council 2006).

Power sources within NYCA have an installed capacity of about 38,000 MW(e) and more than
6,300 km (4,000 mi) of high-voltage transmission lines (National Research Council 2006). The
current power transmission infrastructure makes it difficult to purchase power from outside the
southern regions of the NYCA (namely the New York City and Long Island load zones) because
there are power transmission constraints or “bottlenecks” between the southern load zones and
other power generating areas to the east and north, including Canada. These neighboring
areas would be needed to supply additional purchased power to replace power generated by
IP2 and IP3. Because of the bottlenecks in the transmission lines, new transmission capacity
would likely be necessary to efficiently move purchased power into the southern load zones and
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provide a partial solution to the retirement of IP2 and IP3 (National Research Council 2006).
Such new transmission capacity would likely come in the form of either an expansion of the
existing high-voltage alternating current transmission system or the addition of new high-voltage
direct current transmission facilities (National Research Council 2006).

The National Research Council found that improvements in transmission capability could
significantly relieve congestion in the NYCA and increase delivery capacity from existing and
potential electric generation resources to the southern load zones. The Council has proposed a
550-MW(e) west-to-east line across the Hudson River and a new north-to-south transmission
line (up to 1000 MW) for better access to upstate New York and Canadian electric resources to
provide useful capacity in the 2010 and 2015 time period (National Research Council 2006).
However, a variety of institutional and financial obstacles often stand in the way of such plans.
In 2006, the Council determined that a “concerted, well-managed, and coordinated effort would
be required to replace IP2 and IP3 by 2015. Replacement in the 2008—2010 time frame would
be considerably more difficult, probably requiring extraordinary, emergency-like measures to
achieve” (National Research Council 2006).

As of March 2008, New York Regional Interconnect, Inc. (NYRI), was seeking the approval of
the New York Public Service Commission (NYPSC) to build a 306-km (190-mi) transmission line
with a rated power flow of 1200 MW(e) from the Town of Marcy in Oneida County to the towns
of Hamptonburgh and New Windsor in Orange County, New York. In accordance with the NYRI
application to the NYPSC, overhead transmission lines will make up approximately 89 percent
of the proposed route, and underground cable will constitute the remainder of the route (NYRI
2008). NYRI has placed the proposed route within or parallel to existing or inactive railroads
and energy ROWs for approximately 78 percent of its distance. For the remaining 22 percent of
its distance, NYRI will construct the transmission lines in undeveloped areas or areas where
there are no existing ROWs. The proposed transmission corridor includes 1155 ha (2855 ac).

If approved, NYRI will clear 768 ha (1899 ac) of forested habitat during construction. While the
proposed route minimizes the amount of land clearing and habitat destruction necessary, the
proposed route also crosses sensitive habitats such as streams and wetlands (NYRI 2008).

While NYRI has proposed to construct additional transmission capacity that could be used to
import power into the southern load zones for the NYCA, the proposed 1200-MW(e) capacity is
not sufficient to completely replace the generating capacity of IP2 and IP3. Also, the project
faces many hurdles before construction can begin. Since the NYRI project is, at this time, the
only serious transmission project proposed in the NYCA that would supply additional power to
the New York City area, the NRC staff does not consider purchased power as a viable stand-
alone replacement option for IP2 and IP3. The NRC staff does, however, recognize that
positive steps are being taken toward increasing the transmission capacity into the southern
load zones of the NYCA. NYRI has evaluated the environmental impacts of its proposed project
in Exhibit 4 of its petition to the NYPSC. Because the NRC staff does not consider purchased
power as a viable stand-alone option for replacing IP2 and IP3, the staff did not conduct an
independent evaluation of the NYRI findings. The NRC staff does, however, include purchased
power across new transmission lines in the combination alternatives addressed in Section 8.3.7
of this draft SEIS.
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8.3.4 Other Alternatives

Other generation technologies the NRC staff considered but determined to be individually
inadequate to serve as alternatives to IP2 and IP3 are discussed in the following paragraphs.

e Conservation

In this section, the NRC staff evaluates conservation®as an alternative to license renewal.
According to the American Council for an Energy-Efficient Economy (ACEEE) State Energy
Efficiency Scorecard for 2006, New York ranks seventh in the country in terms of
implementation of energy efficiency programs, suggesting that the State’s conservation efforts
are significant when compared to other States (ACEEE 2006). New York scored well (2 out of
3) on tax incentives and appliance standards. The State scored low on energy efficiency
resource standards (0 out of 5) and utilities’ per-capita spending on energy efficiency (5 out of
15), suggesting there is room for improvement in these areas.

The IP2 and IP3 ER (NYSDEC 2003a) dismissed conservation as a replacement alternative for
IP2 and IP3 because conservation does not meet the criterion of a “single, discrete source.”
Also, because Entergy is a generator of electricity and not a distributor, it indicated that it does
not have the ability to implement regionwide conservation programs (Entergy 2007). However,
because of efforts made by the State of New York, and because additional conservation could
be a consequence of the no-action alternative, the NRC staff examines conservation in this draft
SEIS as an alternative to replace at least part of the output of IP2 and IP3.

The New York State Energy Research and Development Authority (NYSERDA) is pursuing
initiatives in conservation. Within NYSERDA, the Energy Efficiency Services Program and
Residential Efficiency and Affordability Program deploy programs and services to promote
energy efficiency and smart energy choices (NYSERDA 2007). According to the NYSERDA,
implementation of conservation in the following program areas has resulted in significant energy
savings.

o existing buildings and structures

* new buildings and structures
 market/workforce development

o distributed generation and renewables
¢ industrial process

o transportation

In 2006, the National Research Council’s Committee on Alternatives to Indian Point for Meeting
Energy Needs developed a report that specifically addressed alternatives to IP2 and IP3 for
meeting Statewide power needs (National Research Council 2006). The document reports that
in 2005, NYSERDA estimated that its energy efficiency programs had reduced peak energy
demands in New York by 860 MW(e). NYSERDA further forecasted that the technical potential

@ The NRC staff notes that conservation typically refers to all programs that reduce energy consumption, while

energy efficiency refers to programs that reduce consumption without reducing services. For this section,
some conservation measures considered by the NRC staff are also energy efficiency measures.
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of its efficiency programs in New York would result in a cumulative 3800 MW(e)-reduction of
peak load by 2012 and 7400 MW(e) by 2022 (National Research Council 2006). “Technical
potential” refers to the complete deployment of all applications that are technically feasible.

In addition to the currently anticipated peak load reductions resulting from the NYSERDA
energy efficiency initiatives, additional conservation measures and demand-side investments in
energy efficiency, demand response, and combined heat and power facilities could significantly
offset peak demand Statewide. The National Resource Council report estimates that peak
demand could be reduced by 1000 MW(e) or more by 2010 and 1500 MW(e) by 2015 (National
Research Council 2006).

The National Research Council estimates that economic potential peak demand in the IP2 and
IP3 service area could be expanded by approximately 200 MW(e) by 2010 and 300 MW(e) by
2015 assuming a doubling of the program budgets (National Research Council 2006).
“Economic potential” is defined as that portion of the technical potential that the National
Research Council judged to be cost effective. This estimate is based partly on the experience
with three NYSERDA programs that avoided the need for 715 MW(e) of Statewide peak
demand in 2004. Cost-effectiveness is based on a conservation option’s ability to lower energy
costs (consumers’ bills) while energy prices continue to increase using EIA price forecasts. The
National Research Council concludes that energy efficiency and demand-side management
have great economic potential and could replace at least 800 MVW(e) of the energy produced by
IP2 and IP3 and possibly much more (National Research Council 2006).

The NRC staff notes that while Statewide conservation efforts could result in a peak demand
reduction of about 75 percent of the power output of both IP2 and IP3 by 2015, the National
Research Council predicted that only about 800 MW(e) could be reduced from the IP2 and IP3
service area (National Research Council 2006). As such, the NRC staff does not expect that
conservation efforts alone will be sufficient to replace either of the IP2 or IP3 units and for this
reason has not evaluated conservation or efficiency programs as replacements for the full
output for IP2 or IP3. The NRC staff has, however, considered conservation as part of a
combination of alternatives presented in Section 8.3.5 of this draft SEIS.

¢ Wind Power

New York State is recognized as having about 5000 MW(e) of land-based wind potential,
enough to generate about 13 million MW(h) or equivalent to 10 percent of the State's electricity
consumption. There are also substantial offshore wind resources. The NYSERDA New York
Energy $mart®™ program is currently supporting extensive wind resource prospecting efforts to
identify promising new sites for wind development. Furthermore, NYSERDA is currently
working with three developers to develop four projects totaling 425 MW (Power Naturally 2008).
Wind currently accounts for only about 1 percent of the generating capacity, or 391 MW(e),
Statewide (NYISO 2008). The NYSIO is managing wind generation projects that are
proceeding through the grid interconnection process. These projects have a potential of
generating almost 7000 MW(e) (NYISO 2008); however, there is no assurance that a project in
this process will go into service.

Generally, wind power, by itself, is not suitable for large baseload capacity. As discussed in
Section 8.2.1 of the GEIS, wind has a high degree of intermittency, and average annual

capacity factors for wind facilities are relatively low (on the order of 30 to 40 percent). Wind
power, in conjunction with energy storage mechanisms or other readily dispatchable power
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sources like hydropower, might serve as a means of providing baseload power. However,
current energy storage technologies are too expensive to allow wind power to serve as a large
baseload generator.

Areas of class 3 or higher wind energy potential occur throughout much of the northeastern
United States (DOE 1986, 2008). The primary areas of good wind energy resources are the
Atlantic coast, the Great Lakes, and exposed hilltops, ridge crests, and mountain summits.
Winter is the season of maximum wind power throughout the Northeast when all except the
most sheltered areas have class 3 or better wind resource; exposed coastal areas and
mountain summits can expect class 6 or 7 wind resource. In summer, the season of minimum
wind power, class 3 wind resource can be found only on the outer coastal areas and highest
mountain summits (DOE 1986).

Wind power of class 3 and higher is estimated for the high elevations of the Adirondack
Mountains of northeastern New York (DOE 1986, 2008). Annual average wind power of class 3
or 4 is found along the coastal areas of both Lake Erie and Lake Ontario, while class 5 winds
are estimated to exist in the central part of both lakes (DOE 1986, 2008).

The National Research Council estimates that offshore wind could meet most of the IP2 and IP3
load by 2014 (National Research Council 2006). Currently, Winergy Power of Hauppauge,

New York, is proposing to complete construction of a wind farm about 19 km (12 mi) off the
south shore of Long Island by 2014. Winergy has recently increased the size of its project to
940 MW(e) (WINS 2008). This would mean building as many as 260 wind turbines off the shore
of Long Island. Winergy says the number of turbines would decrease if turbine technology
improves at the time construction begins in 2012.

It is currently unknown whether the Winergy project will be completed. The proposed 420-
MW(e), 130-turbine Cape Wind project off Cape Cod—the East Coast’s offshore wind farm
project that is farthest along in its approval process—faces opposition.

Because of the scale of a single wind farm project that would be needed to replace the power
from IP2 and IP3 and the obstacles that the project would face, the NRC staff does not consider
wind power to be a suitable stand-alone alternative that could be implemented before the IP2
and IP3 licenses expire. The staff does, however, recognize that New York has utility-scale
wind resources and that NYSERDA is actively pursuing economic potential in wind-derived
power supplies. Therefore, the NRC staff includes wind power in the combination alternatives
addressed in Section 8.3.7 of this draft SEIS.

¢ Wood and Wood Waste

Wood-burning electric generating facilities can provide baseload power. However, the
economic feasibility of a wood-burning facility is highly dependent on the availability of fuel
sources and the location of the generating facility. Most wood-fired and other biomass plants
are independent power producers and cogenerating stations with capacities on the order of 10
to 25 MW(e), with some plants operating in the 40 to 50 MW(e) range. In the 2006 New York
Renewable Electricity Profile (DOE/EIA 2008b), New York’s power industry reported only 37
MW(e) of generating capacity for wood or wood waste derived power.

Wood-burning energy generation continues to be developed in the northeastern U.S. In 2005,
about 16 percent of the nation’s energy derived from wood and wood wastes was generated in
the New England and Middle Atlantic census divisions (DOE/EIA 2007). Within the region,
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about 12 percent of the generating capacity is from wood and wood wastes. In New York, the
Laidlaw Energy Group, Inc. (Laidlaw 2008), is planning to convert a retired gas-fired
cogeneration facility into a 7-MW(e) wood-fired power plant in Ellicottville, Cattaraugus County.
The plant will supply about 1 MW(e) to a lumber drying business located adjacent to the plant
and export about 6 MW(e) to the power grid (Laidlaw 2008). However, the project has not yet
been finalized, and the future of the plant is uncertain.

Walsh et al estimated New York’s wood resources in a study published in 1999 (Walsh et al
1999). The study presents the amount of resourced available in tons per year given a specified
price per dry ton delivered. Wood feedstock categories included forest residues, defined as
“logging residues; rough, rotten, and salvable dead wood; excess saplings; and small pole
trees,” and primary mill residues (Walsh 1999). The annual resources available for each of
these categories at a delivery cost of less than $50 per dry ton are 1,746,400 and 1,274,000
tons, respectively (Walsh 1999). These volumes, respectively, account for about 4 percent and
1.5 percent of the total resource available in the 48 contiguous States. The neighboring States
of New Jersey, Connecticut, Massachusetts, and Vermont have significantly less wood
resource. Pennsylvania, however, has comparable resources to New York available.
Assumptions in the analysis include transportation distances of less than 50 mi and accessibility
of 50 percent of the forest residues from existing roads.

The NRC staff finds that New York has utility-scale wood waste resources, but given
uncertainties in supply estimates, as well as the small size and high number of installed facilities
necessary to replace IP2 and IP3, the NRC staff does not find wood biomass to be a suitable
alternative to IP2 and IP3 operating license renewals. The NRC staff will include wood waste
facilities in combinations of alternatives addressed in Section 8.3.7 of this draft SEIS.

o Hydropower

New York State receives an abundant supply of hydroelectric power from Niagara Falls and
other sites. Hydropower accounts for 5990 MW(e)—or about 15 percent—of the State’s
generating capacity (NYISO 2008).

The Idaho National Energy and Environmental Laboratory (INEEL) estimated that the
undeveloped hydropower potential total for New York is 1309 MW(e) with 134 undeveloped
potential hydroelectric sites in the Hudson River basin (INEEL 1998). Development of these
sites could result in more than 300 MW(e) of baseload capacity (INEEL 1998). The Statewide
potential is 40 percent less than IP2 and IP3’s current capacity, and the regional potential is
86 percent less than the IP2 and IP3 capacity. Therefore, the NRC staff does not consider
hydropower to be a viable stand-alone alternative to license renewal.

¢ Qil-Fired Generation

Oil accounts for about 8 percent of the generating capacity—or 3515 MW(e)—Statewide
(NYISO 2008). EIA projects that oil-fired plants will account for very little new generation
capacity in the United States during the next 20 years, and higher fuel prices will lead to a
decrease in overall oil consumption for electricity generation (DOE/EIA 2007a).

EIA had indicated that oil prices are expected to make oil-fired generation an unlikely option for
future generation additions (EIA/DOE 2007a), as discussed in Section 8.3. The relatively high
cost of oil—even prior to 2008’s record high prices—had prompted a steady decline for use in
electricity generation. The NRC staff has not evaluated oil-fired generation as an alternative to
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the renewal of the IP2 and IP3 operating licenses, though the NRC staff notes that oil may
temporarily be burned in a gas-fired alternative should gas capacity become constrained during
winter heating season.

e Solar Power

New York has enacted demand-side policies aimed at encouraging the adoption of photovoltaic
(PV) technology for residents and businesses. These policies had resulted in the installation of
more than 1.5 MW(e) of demand-side PV energy as of summer 2005 (National Research
Council 2008). Through its Clean Energy Initiative, the Long Island Power Authority had issued
rebates for PV systems totaling more than 2.63 MW(e) (National Research Council 2006). The
National Research Council indicates that PV systems may be in the economic interests of New
York customers because of high retail electricity rates and the falling prices of PV-generated
electricity (National Research Council 2006).

The National Research Council reports that PV-generated electricity can provide high-value
peak-time distributed generation power with minimal environmental emissions, and PV can
contribute significantly to grid stability, reliability, and security (National Research Council 2006).
Distributed generation refers to the production of electricity at or close to the point of use.

Under an aggressive development scenario, the National Research Council estimates that

70 MW(e) of distributed PV could be installed in the NYCA by 2010 and 335 MW(e) by 2015.
However, the National Research Council states that there would have to be “reductions in PV
costs and a long-term commitment to expand New York’s PV programs” in order to reach these
goals (National Research Council 2008). Finally, the National Research Council considers most
of the projected PV distributed generation as demand-side reductions in peak energy demands.
Therefore, the energy-saving impacts of solar power are included in the conservation estimates
described in Section 8.3.4 of this draft SEIS.

The NRC staff does not consider solar power to be a suitable stand-alone alternative to the
renewal of the IP2 and IP3 operating licenses. The NRC staff does, however, recognize that
solar energy is an important component of the NYSERDA demand-side reductions in peak load
demands from generating facilities, including IP2 and IP3. Therefore, the NRC staff includes
solar power in the combination alternatives addressed in Section 8.3.7 of this draft SEIS as a
part of the conservation-derived demand reductions (as described in Section 8.3.4).

¢ New Nuclear Generation

Given the expressed industry interest in new nuclear construction, the NRC staff has previously
evaluated the construction of a new regional nuclear power plant as an alternative to license
renewal in SEISs for other nuclear power plant license renewal requests. Based on the NRC’s
current proposed schedule, no combined license (COL) application review is expected to be
complete until the middle of 2010, at the earliest. Necessary reviews include the acceptance
review as well as the safety and environmental reviews. Upon completion of the reviews, a
public hearing process is initiated that is estimated to take at least 1 year. This brings the
earliest approval of the submitted COL applications out to the middle of 2011.

While some plant construction activities can begin before issuing the COL, construction of a
new plant is not expected to be completed until several years beyond the date the COL is
issued. In late 2007, NRG Energy was the first to submit a full COL application to the NRC for
its South Texas Project. The target for completion of the construction of the first of two units is
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2014, after the end of the IP2 operating license.

Given the current COL application schedule, the time needed to review an application, and the
anticipated length of construction, the NRC staff does not consider the construction and
operation of a new nuclear power plant specifically for the purpose of replacing IP2 and IP3 to
be a feasible alternative to license renewal at this time.

o Geothermal Energy

Geothermal plants are most likely to be sited where hydrothermal reservoirs are prevalent, such
as in the western continental United States, Alaska, and Hawaii. There are no feasible eastern
locations for geothermal capacity to serve as an alternative to IP2 and IP3 (NRC 1996), and the
New York Renewable Electricity Profile did not indicate any geothermal energy production in
New York in 2006 (DOE/EIA 2008). As such, the NRC staff concludes that geothermal energy
would not be a feasible alternative to renewal of the IP2 and IP3 operating licenses.

¢ Municipal Solid Waste

According to the Integrated Waste Services Association (IWSA), fewer than 90 waste-to-energy
plants are operating in the United States, generating approximately 2700 MW(e) of electricity or
an average of approximately 30 MW(e) per plant (IWSA 2007). The existing net capacity in the
region of IP2 and IP3 is 156 MW(e) generated by six plants, while the technical potential within
the region is 1096 MW(e) by 2014 (National Research Council 2006). The 2014 estimate
includes production from fuels containing municipal solid waste and construction and demolition
wood (a portion likely to be at least partially captured in Walsh et al and referenced in the Wood
Waste section of 8.3.4).

Estimates in the GEIS suggest that the overall level of construction impact from a waste-fired
plant would be approximately the same as that for a coal-fired plant. Additionally, waste-fired
plants have the same or greater operational impacts than coal-fired technologies (including
impacts on the aquatic environment, air, and waste disposal). The initial capital costs for
municipal solid waste plants are greater than for comparable steam turbine technology at coal
facilities or at wood waste facilities because of the need for specialized waste separation and
handling equipment.

The decision to burn municipal waste to generate energy (waste-to-energy) is usually driven by
the need for an alternative to landfills rather than by energy considerations. The use of landfills
as a waste disposal option is likely to increase in the near term; with energy prices increasing,
however, it is possible that municipal waste combustion facilities may become attractive.
Congress has included waste-to-energy in the Production Tax Credit legislation to encourage
development of waste-to-energy and other renewable technologies (IWSA 2008).

Given the small average installed size of municipal solid waste plants, it would take about 70
plants to replace IP2 and IP3. Furthermore, NYSERDA estimates that the Statewide
economically achievable potential for summer peak load from municipal solid-waste-derived
energy by 2022, well into the relicensing period for IP2 and IP3, is only 190 MW(e) (NYSERDA
2003). Therefore, the NRC staff does not consider municipal solid waste combustion to be a
feasible alternative to license renewal.

e Other Biomass Derived Fuels
In addition to wood and wood waste fuels, there are several other biomass fuels used for
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generating electricity. These include burning crops, converting crops to a liquid fuel such as
ethanol, gasifying crops, and biogas. Additionally, the National Research Council identifies
animal and avian “manure” and wastewater methane as biomass derived fuel sources. The
National Research Council estimates that the NYCA has a potential capacity of 41 MW(e) from
biogas by 2014 (National Research Council 2006). NYSERDA estimates that the Statewide
economically achievable annual load from biomass-derived energy by 2022, well into the
relicensing period for IP2 and IP3, is 1.7 million MW(h) (NYSERDA 2003) or about 190 MW(e).
In the period between 2005 and 2007, IP2 and IP3 produced more than 16 million MW(h)
annually (Blake 2008). Furthermore, the New York Renewable Electricity Profile did not
indicate any energy production in New York from biomass fuels other than wood and wood
waste in 2006 (DOE/EIA 2008), which is considered above. For these reasons, the NRC staff
concludes that power generation from biomass fuels does not offer a feasible alternative to the
renewal of the IP2 and IP3 operating licenses.

e Fuel Cells

Fuel cells work by oxidizing fuels without combustion and the accompanying environmental side
effects. The only byproducts are heat, water, and, if the fuel is not pure hydrogen, CO,.
Hydrogen fuel can come from a variety of hydrocarbon resources by subjecting them to steam
under pressure. Natural gas is typically used as the source of hydrogen.

The only current program that was identified as being initiated by one of the three major power
providers in downstate New York is a program being conducted by the New York Power
Authority that involves nine fuel cell installations totaling 2.4 MW(e) using waste gas produced
from sewage plants (National Research Council 2006).

At the present time, fuel cells are not economically or technologically competitive with other
alternatives for baseload electricity generation. NYSERDA estimates that the Statewide
technical potential for annual supply from fuel cells by 2022 is more than 37 million MW(h);
however, NYSERDA indicated that the economical potential for 2022 is zero (NYSERDA 2003).
NYSERDA defines economic potential as “that amount of technical potential available at
technology costs below the current projected costs of conventional electric generation that these
resources would avoid.” Therefore, while it may be possible to use a distributed array of fuel
cells to provide an alternative to IP2 and IP3, it currently would be prohibitively costly to do so.
Since fuel cells are not currently economically feasible on such a large scale, the NRC staff
concludes that fuel cell-derived power is not a feasible alternative to the IP2 and IP3 license
renewals.

o Delayed Retirement

Based on currently scheduled power plant retirements and demand growth projections by the
NYISO, 1200 to 1600 MW(e) from new projects that are not yet under construction could be
needed by 2010, and a total of 2300 to 3300 MW(e) could be needed by 2015 (National
Research Council 2006). In 20086, there were six new generation projects adding 2228 MW(e)
of new capacity and scheduled retirements of 2363 MV of generating capacity (National
Research Council 2006). Recent or scheduled retirements included the New York Power
Authority’s 885-MW(e) Poletti Unit 1 and Lovett Units 3, 4, and 5 totaling 431 MW(e). Astoria
Units 2 and 3, with a total capacity of 553 MW(e), also are scheduled for retirement before the
end of the current IP2 and IP3 license periods.
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Plants scheduled for retirement are aging and have higher emissions than newer plants.
Keeping older plants online may not be technically or economically achievable when emissions
controls or necessary environmental mitigation measures are taken into account. Furthermore,
given that the demand for electricity is increasing and, in the near term, planned new sources
within the NYCA are just keeping pace with retirements, the NRC staff does not consider
additional delays in the retirements of existing plants to be a feasible alternative to compensate
for the loss of power from IP2 and IP3.

8.3.5 Combination of Alternatives

Even though individual alternatives to license renewal might not be sufficient on their own to
replace the 2158-MW(e) total capacity of the IP2 and IP3 units because of the lack of resource
availability, technical maturity, or regulatory barriers, it is conceivable that a combination of
alternatives might be sufficient. Such alternatives may also include the continued operation of
either IP2 or IP3 combined with other alternatives.

There are many possible combinations of alternatives that could be considered to replace the
power generated by IP2 and IP3. In the GEIS, NRC staff indicated that consideration of
alternatives would be limited to single, discrete generating options, given the virtually unlimited
number of combinations available. In this section, the NRC staff examines two possible
combinations of alternatives in part because other efforts to examine alternatives to IP2 and
IP3, including Levitan and Associates (2005) and the National Research Council (2006), have
addressed combinations of alternatives. The National Research Council (2006) noted, for
example, that “. . . the additional 2 GW required if IP2 and IP3 were to be closed could be met
by some suitable combination of new generation in the New York City area, efficiency
improvements and demand-side management, and new transmission capability from upstate.”

The NRC staff presents two possible combinations based partly on analysis by the National
Research Council. In one of these combinations, the NRC has included the continued operation
of either IP2 or IP3, and the second combination includes only alternative energy sources. The
second combination is based entirely on new generation, efficiency improvements or demand-
side management (jointly addressed as conservation), and new transmission capacity carrying
power from upstate. These combinations include several alternatives that the NRC staff found
to be unable to replace the entirety of IP2 and IP3 electrical capacity.

Combination Alternative 1

¢ continuing operation of either IP2 or IP3
o constructing a 330-MW(e) combined-cycle gas-fired plant at IP2 and IP3
e obtaining 200 to 400 MW(e) from renewable energy sources (primarily wood and wind)

* implementing 300 to 500 MW(e) of conservation programs based on the potential
identified by the National Research Council and NYSERDA

Combination Alternative 2

¢ constructing a 400-MW(e) gas combined-cycle plant at the IP2 and IP3 site

e obtaining 200 to 400 MW(e) from renewable energy sources (primarily wood and wind)
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Environmental Impacts of License Renewal

* implementing 500 to 800 MW(e) of conservation programs based on the potential
identified by the National Research Council and NYSERDA

¢ importing a net 800 MW(e) from upstate New York and Canada following the installation
of a new transmission line

The following sections analyze the impacts of the two options outlined above. In some cases,
detailed impact analyses for similar actions are described in previous sections of this Chapter.
When this occurs, the impacts of the combined alternatives are discussed in a general manner
with reference to other sections of this draft SEIS. A summary of the impacts from the two
combined alternative options is presented in Table 8-5.

8.3.5.1 Impacts of Combination Alternative 1

Each component of the first combination alternative produces different environmental impacts,
though several of the options would have impacts similar to—but smaller than—alternatives
already addressed in this SEIS. Constructing closed-cycle cooling for one of the existing Indian
Point generating units (either IP2 or IP3) would create impacts roughly equal to half of the
impacts addressed in 8.1.1. Continued operations of either IP2 or IP3 would incur roughly half
the impacts of continued operations described in Chapters 3, 4, and 6. (Decommissioning
impacts, as described in Chapter 7 of this SEIS, as well as NUREG-0586, would still occur but
may occur later than they would if both units retired at the end of their current Operating
Licenses.) Constructing 330 MW(e) of gas-fired capacity would create roughly one-sixth the
impacts of the on-site alternative described in 8.3.2, and would likely be able to make use of the
AGTC pipeline on site without additional pipeline modifications (Levitan and Associates, Inc.
2005).

The NRC staff has not yet addressed in any depth in this SEIS the impacts of wind power,
wood-fired generation, or conservation. A wind installation capable of yielding 100 to 200
MW(e) of capacity would likely entail placing wind turbines off Long Island on the Atlantic coast,
in upstate New York, or on Lake Erie or Lake Ontario. A wind installation capable of delivering
100 to 200 MW(e) on average would require approximately 52 to 104 turbines with a capacity of
3.5 to 5 MW (Cape Wind Associates 2007). Because wind power installations do not provide
full power all the time, the total installed capacity exceeds the capacity stated here.

As noted in Section 8.3.4, under Wood Waste, the wood-fired alternative would have impacts
similar to a coal-fired plant of similar capacity. Unlike a coal-fired plant, however, the wood-fired
plant does not release heavy metals (including mercury, uranium, and thorium) in fly ash.
Wood-fired plants also tend to be slightly less efficient with slightly lower capacity factors.

Impacts from conservation measures are likely to be negligible, as the NRC staff indicated in the
GEIS (1996). The primary concerns NRC staff identified in the GEIS related to indoor air quality
and waste disposal. In the GEIS, NRC staff indicated that air quality appeared to become an
issue when weatherization initiatives exacerbated existing problems, and were expected not to
present significant effects. The NRC staff also indicated that waste disposal concerns related to
energy-saving measures like fluorescent lighting could be addressed by recycling programs.
The NRC staff considers the overall impact from conservation to be SMALL in all resource
areas, though measures that provide weatherization assistance to low-income populations may
have positive effects on environmental justice.
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e Land Use

Impacts from this alternative would include the types of impacts discussed for land use in
Section 8.1.1.2 and Section 8.3.2.1 of this draft SEIS. Construction of two hybrid cooling towers
would have a SMALL to MODERATE impact on land use, depending on where Entergy
disposes of excavated material, and construction of one tower would be expected to have
approximately half of the impact. Section 8.3.2 states that the land use impacts from the
construction of five gas-fired units at the IP2 and IP3 site would be SMALL to MODERATE. The
combined alternative would need only one combined-cycle unit, which would fit on the existing
site without purchasing offsite land. If the plant operator constructed a new cooling tower for the
remaining IP unit the land use impacts will also be SMALL to MODERATE, depending on where
Entergy disposes of excavated material from the one cooling tower. If not cooling tower was
constructed for the remaining unit, the land use impact would be SMALL.

The GEIS notes that gathering fuel for wood-fired plants can have significant environmental
impacts. However, the NRC staff believes that the operation of 100 to 200 MW(e) of wood-fired
generation would have minor impacts, especially if the plants were widely distributed and
feedstocks were primarily preexisting waste streams. Construction impacts of the wood-fired
plants on land use would be SMALL to MODERATE depending on plant cooling configurations
and plant locations. These impacts would be minimized by locating plants on previously
disturbed land near other industrial applications, including paper/pulp mills or other forest-
product operations where fuels may be readily available. To fully utilize the power generated in
these plants, they would need to be constructed inside the transmission bottlenecks leading to
the NYCA discussed in Section 8.3.5 of this draft SEIS. Otherwise, new transmission capacity
would have to be constructed resulting in additional land use impacts.

Impacts from the wind power portion of this alternative would depend largely on whether the
wind facility is located onshore or offshore. Onshore wind facilities will incur greater land use
impacts than offshore, simply because all towers and supporting infrastructure will be located on
land. NRC observations indicate that onshore installations could require several hundred acres,
though turbines and infrastructure would actually occupy only a small percentage of that land
area. Land around wind installations could remain in use for activities like agriculture (a practice
consistent with wind farm siting throughout the U.S.).

Overall, the NRC staff considers that the land use impacts from the first combination alternative
would be SMALL to MODERATE.

o Ecology

As described in Section 8.1.1.2 of the draft SEIS, the construction of two hybrid cooling towers
would have a SMALL impact on aquatic ecology and a SMALL impact on terrestrial ecology.
Because the combined alternative would involve construction and operation of only one cooling
tower, the NRC staff considered the resulting impacts from the construction and operation of a
single cooling to be SMALL on both the aquatic and terrestrial ecology. (If the remaining IP unit
were to continue operating with once-through cooling, the impacts of impingement and
entrainment would likely be at least MODERATE for some species, though the NRC staff have
not analyzed the specific level of impact for this option. Thermal shock would also be less
significant. Not constructing a cooling tower would mean a smaller terrestrial impact.)

The SMALL to MODERATE impacts from the construction of five gas-fired units at the IP2 and
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Environmental Impacts of License Renewal

IP3 site (described in Section 8.3.2 of this draft SEIS) would be reduced to SMALL because
only one smaller gas-fired unit is proposed under this alternative.

Offsite construction and operation of wood-fired plants may have a SMALL to MODERATE
impact on both aquatic and terrestrial ecology, depending heavily on the location of the plants.

The principal ecological impacts of an offshore wind farm as described earlier in this section
would be to aquatic ecological resources. An onshore wind farm located in upstate New York
would primarily affect terrestrial ecology. Neither wind farm would be likely to destabilize
ecological resources. The NRC staff concludes that SMALL to MODERATE ecological impacts
could occur during the construction phase but could be managed by choice of construction
methods (e.g., avoiding particularly sensitive habitats).

Overall, the NRC staff considers that the ecological impacts, both aquatic and terrestrial, from
this combination alternative would be SMALL to MODERATE.

o Water Use and Quality

The primary water use and quality issues from this alternative would occur from wood-fired
generation and the gas-fired unit. While construction impacts could occur from a wind farm,
particularly if located offshore, these impacts are likely to short lived. An offshore windfarm is
unlikely to located immediately adjacent to any water users, though construction may increase
turbidity. An onshore wind farm could create additional erosion during construction, as would
wood-fired plants and a gas-fired unit on the IP2 and IP3 site. In general, site management
practices keep these effects to a small level.

During operations, only the wood-fired and gas-fired plants would require water for cooling.
Because the wood-fired plants are less efficient than the gas-fired unit and rely on a steam cycle
for the full measure of their output, the effects of the wood-fired plant is roughly similar to the
effect of the larger gas-fired unit. All of these units would likely use closed-cycle cooling,
however, and this would limit the effects on water resources. As the NRC staff indicated for the
coal-fired and gas-fired alternatives, the gas-fired and wood-fired portions of this alternative are
likely to rely on surface water for cooling (or, as is the case in some locations, treated sewage
effluent).

Effects from the continued operation of one IP unit with closed-cycle cooling would be SMALL,
as would continued operation of one unit with the existing cooling system.

The NRC staff considers impacts on water use and quality to be SMALL for this combination
alternative. The onsite impacts at the IP2 and IP3 facility would be expected to be similar to the
impacts described in Sections 8.1.1.2 and 8.3.2 of this draft SEIS.

¢ Air Quality

The first combined alternative will have some impact on air quality as a result of emissions from
the wood-fired plants and the onsite gas turbine. Because of the size of the units, an individual
unit’s impacts would be SMALL. Section 8.1.1.2 of this draft SEIS describes the impacts on air
quality from the construction and operation of two hybrid cooling towers to be SMALL. For the
construction and operation of a single tower, the impacts would be SMALL. The continued
operation of one of the nuclear power units and construction and operation of the wind farm will
have only minor impacts on air quality.
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Overall, the NRC staff considers that the air quality impacts from the first combination
alternative would be SMALL.

o Waste

The primary source of waste under this option would be from the construction of the new hybrid
cooling tower. Constructing a wind farm, wood-fired generation, and a new gas turbine facility
would also create waste, though significantly less than the 2 million cy (1.5 million m®) created
during excavation of two cooling towers (roughly half would be attributable to one cooling
tower). Operational wastes would come primarily from the wood-fired power plant. Most of the
ash from burned wood waste could be recycled or reused. The waste contribution from the
remaining IP2 or IP3 unit would be roughly half of the waste generated by the current plant.

Section 8.1.1.2 of this draft SEIS describes the impacts from waste generated during
construction of two towers to be SMALL to LARGE, depending on whether excavation waste
could be reused or recycled. Waste impacts could be substantial during construction of the
alternatives, and would remain SMALL to LARGE, depending on how the various sites handled
wastes. If the remaining IP unit were to continue operation with the existing once-through
cooling system, waste impacts would be SMALL. During operations, waste volumes would
have only SMALL impacts.

¢ Human Health

The primary heath concerns under this option would be occupational health and safety risks
during the construction of the new gas turbine, the new cooling tower, the wood-fired plants, and
the wind farm. As described in previous sections (for coal-fired and gas-fired alternatives), if the
risks are appropriately managed, the human health impacts from these or similar alternatives
are SMALL. Impacts from emissions are uncertain, but considered SMALL as the plants would
comply with the CAA health-informed standards and other relevant emissions regulations.
Continued operation of one IP unit with the existing once-through cooling system would not
change this assessment.

Therefore, the NRC staff concludes that the overall human health impact from the first
combination alternative would be SMALL.

e Socioeconomics

This combination alternative involves the shutdown of either IP2 or IP3. As detailed in Section
8.2 of this draft SEIS, the socioeconomic impacts of shutting down the plants would be SMALL
to MODERATE because of the loss of PILOT payments to local municipalities. Under this
option, those payments would be expected to decrease but would not be completely eliminated.
Some IP2 or IP3 jobs would be lost, but some would be replaced with jobs associated with the
construction and operation of the gas-fired plant. The gas-fired plant may generate additional
PILOT payments, which may offset shutdown effects. Levitan and Associates (2005) indicates
that PILOT payments from a gas-fired facility smaller than IP2 and IP3 may supply PILOT
payments near those provided by the existing plant. Other jobs would be generated by the
construction of the offsite power alternatives. Overall, the NRC staff concludes that the
socioeconomic impacts from the first combined alternative would be SMALL.

o Socioeconomics (Transportation)

As described in Section 8.1.1.2 of this draft SEIS, the construction of two hybrid cooling towers
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would have a LARGE impact on transportation in the area around IP2 and IP3 during
construction because of the large volume of rock and debris that would need to be transported
off site. Approximately half as much excavated material will need to leave the IP2 and IP3 site
under this combination alternative (if the IP unit continued to operate with once-through cooling,
no excavated material would need to leave the site and transportation impacts would be
eliminated). The other aspects of this alternative will create modest transportation effects during
construction. Given that the wood-waste facility and wind farm are likely not be located in the
same place, construction-stage impacts are less intense than if they were part of one collocated
facility. Construction of the gas turbine facility will require fewer workers than the gas-fired
alternative considered in Section 8.3.2 of this draft SEIS.

During operation, only the wood-waste facility is likely to create noticeable impacts (in gathering
wood wastes), and these may not affect any important aspects of local transportation. No other
transportation impacts for this alternative are considered to be as severe. Overall, the impact
from this combined alternative would likely be MODERATE.

o Aesthetics

As described in Section 8.1.1.2 of this draft SEIS, the construction of two hybrid cooling towers
would have a MODERATE impact on aesthetics. Aesthetic impacts from one cooling tower may
be slightly smaller, though it would likely still affect the scenic value of the Hudson Valley.

Aesthetic impacts would occur during construction and operation of an offshore wind installation
and would depend on its distance from the shore and on its orientation in regard to shoreline
communities. The NRC staff estimates that the construction and operational impacts of the
facility could be managed, though some may consider the impact to be LARGE, depending on
the location of the turbines. An onshore wind facility would also have the potential to create
LARGE effects. The aesthetic impacts from new wood-fired generating plants would likely not
have a major effect on visual resources, because the plants are small. Impacts would depend
on the plants’ locations.

The NRC staff concludes that the overall aesthetic impacts from the first combination alternative
could range from SMALL to LARGE, depending on the aesthetic effects of the wind power
portion.

o Historic and Archeological Resources

Onsite impacts to historical and cultural resources from the construction of a hybrid cooling
tower and a single gas turbine plant are expected to be SMALL. The offsite impacts from the
construction of wood-fired units and a wind farm are also expected to be small given the
opportunity to evaluate and select the sites in accordance with applicable regulations and the
ability to minimize impacts before construction. Therefore, the NRC staff concludes that the
overall impacts on historic and archeological resources from the first combination alternative
would be SMALL.

¢ Environmental Justice

No impacts are anticipated in the IP2 and IP3 area that could disproportionately affect minority
or low-income communities. Impacts from offsite activities would depend on the location of the
activity. Many conservation measures, especially those involving weatherization or efficiency
improvements to low-income households, can have disproportionately positive effects for low-
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income families. Overall, though, environmental justice impacts from the first combination
alternative would depend substantially on the location of the installations and the characteristics
of the surrounding populations. Impacts could range from SMALL to LARGE.

Impacts of Combined Alternative 2

The second combination alternative differs from the first in that it completely replaces IP2 and
IP3 capacity. In contrast to the first combination alternative, a 400-MW(e) gas-fired plant is
considered because it can be constructed on the site, making use of existing transmission lines
and the natural gas pipeline that transects the IP2 and IP3 site; however, modifications to the
pipeline would be necessary to provide firm year-round service to the site without removing the
service rights of other customers in New York and Connecticut served by the pipeline (Levitan
and Associates, Inc. 2005). Quantifying pipeline service adequacy and upgrade costs was
beyond the scope of the Levitan report.

Like the first combination alternative, the second combination alternative employs 200 to 400
MW(e) from renewable energy sources (primarily wood and wind). The impacts of these
sources are described in the discussion of Combination Alternative 1 in Section 8.3.7.1 of this
draft SEIS.

This option requires more aggressive energy conservation programs that would result in an
energy savings of 500 to 800 MW(e), the maximum potential expected by 2014 (National
Research Council 2006). As described in Section 8.3.4 of this draft SEIS and in the GEIS,
these conservation efforts would have overall SMALL impacts.

This alternative also includes importing 800 MW(e) from upstate New York or Canada, as
described in Section 8.3.5 of this draft SEIS. This power would be purchased by an LSE for
distribution in the New York City metropolitan area. However, to support such power imports,
new transmission capacity would have to be established.

e Land Use

Siting a single 400-MW(e) gas-fired unit with a closed-cycle cooling system at the IP2 and IP3
site would require about 18 ha (45 ac) and would likely have SMALL impacts on land use as the
existing site as the unit could likely be constructed on previously-disturbed land.

The construction of new transmission lines to support the purchased-power portion of this
alternative would result in MODERATE to LARGE impacts as the lines may be several hundred
miles in length. As described in Section 8.3.5 of this draft SEIS, a current plan for new
transmission lines would impact 1155 ha (2855 ac).

The GEIS notes that gathering fuel for wood-fired plants can have significant environmental
impacts. However, the NRC staff believes that the operation of 100 to 200 MW(e) of wood-fired
generation would have minor impacts, especially if the plants were widely distributed and
feedstocks were primarily preexisting waste streams. Construction impacts of the wood-fired
plants on land use would be SMALL to MODERATE depending on plant cooling configurations
and plant locations. These impacts would be minimized by locating plants on previously
disturbed land near other industrial applications, including paper/pulp mills or other forest-
product operations where fuels may be readily available. To fully utilize the power generated in
these plants, they would need to be constructed inside the transmission bottlenecks leading to
the NYCA discussed in Section 8.3.5 of this draft SEIS, or in a location to access new
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transmission from upstate areas described in the previous paragraph. Otherwise, new
transmission capacity would have to be constructed resulting in additional land use impacts.

Impacts from the wind power portion of this alternative would depend largely on whether the
wind facility is located onshore or offshore. Onshore wind facilities will incur greater land use
impacts than offshore, simply because all towers and supporting infrastructure will be located on
land. NRC calculations indicate that onshore installations could require xx ha (xx ac)
(reference). Land around wind installations could remain in use for activities like agriculture (a
practice consistent with wind farm siting throughout the U.S.).

Overall, the NRC staff considers that the land use impacts from this combination alternative
would be MODERATE to LARGE.

o Ecology

As described in Section 8.3.2 of this draft SEIS, the impacts from the construction of five gas-
fired units at the IP2 and IP3 site would have a SMALL to MODERATE impact on aquatic and
terrestrial ecology. Because the second combination alternatives would use only one gas-fired
unit, the NRC staff concluded the resulting impacts on both the aquatic and terrestrial ecology to
be SMALL.

Offsite construction and operation of wood-fired plants and new transmission lines would have a
SMALL to MODERATE impact on both aquatic and terrestrial ecology, depending heavily on the
location of the plants and transmission lines. Transmission lines and their associated ROWs
may noticeably affect terrestrial habitats if they contribute to habitat fragmentation. They may
affect aquatic ecology when they cross water bodies, particularly if it is necessary to construct
pylons in the water bodies.

The principal ecological impacts of an offshore wind farm as described earlier in this section
would be to aquatic ecological resources. An onshore wind farm located in upstate New York
would primarily affect terrestrial ecology. Neither type of wind farm would be likely to destabilize
ecological resources. The NRC staff concludes that SMALL to MODERATE ecological impacts
could occur during the construction phase but could be managed by choice of construction
methods (e.g., avoiding particularly sensitive habitats).

Overall, the NRC staff considers that the ecological impacts from the second combination
alternative would be SMALL to MODERATE.

o Water Use and Quality

The primary water use and quality issues from this alternative would occur from wood-fired
generation and the gas-fired unit. While construction impacts could occur from a wind farm,
particularly if located offshore, these impacts are likely to shortlived. An offshore windfarm is
unlikely to located immediately adjacent to any water users, though construction may increase
turbidity. An onshore wind farm could create additional erosion during construction, as would
wood-fired plants and a gas-fired unit on the IP2 and IP3 site. In general, site management
practices keep these effects to a small level. Construction of the transmission line would also
like have minor, if any effects on water use and quality. Erosion controls would likely minimize
sedimentation.

During operations, only the wood-fired and gas-fired plants would require water for cooling.
Because the wood-fired plants are less efficient than the gas-fired unit and rely on a steam cycle
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for the full measure of their output, the effects of the wood-fired plant is roughly similar to the
effect of the larger gas-fired unit. All of these units would likely use closed-cycle cooling,
however, and this would limit effects on water resources. As the NRC staff indicated for the
coal-fired and gas-fired alternatives, the gas-fired and wood-fired portions of this alternative are
likely to rely on surface water for cooling (or, as is the case in some locations, treated sewage
effluent).

The overall effects on water use and quality of the second combination alternative would likely
be SMALL.

¢ Air Quality

The second combination alternative will have some impact on air quality as a result of emissions
from the wood-fired plants and the onsite gas-fired unit. Because of the size of the wood-fired
units and the gas-fired unit, an individual unit’'s impacts would be SMALL. However, the NRC
staff concludes that the cumulative impacts from all of the new plants would be SMALL to
MODERATE.

o Waste

The primary source of waste under the second combination alternative would be from the
construction of the new power generation facilities, both on site and off site. Waste could
include land clearing debris from all aspects of this combination alternative, excepting the wind
farm if built offshore. Additional wastes would result from operation of the wood-fired plants.
Additional wastes could be generated during operations of the gas-fired plants, or during
maintenance at the wind power installations and the new transmission line. Overall, the NRC
staff concludes that the impacts will be SMALL to MODERATE.

¢ Human Health

The primary heath concerns under this option would be occupational health and safety risks
during the construction of the new gas turbine, transmission lines, the wood-fired plants, and the
wind farm. As described in previous sections (for coal-fired and gas-fired alternatives), if the
risks are appropriately managed, the human health impacts from these or similar alternatives
are SMALL. Impacts from emissions are uncertain but considered SMALL because the plants
would comply with health-informed standards in the CAA and other relevant emissions
regulations.

Therefore, the NRC staff concludes that the overall human health impact from the second
combination alternative would be SMALL.

e Socioeconomics

The second combination alternative involves the complete shutdown of IP2 and IP3. As
detailed in Section 8.2 of this draft SEIS, the socioeconomic impacts of shutting down the plants
would be MODERATE because of the loss of PILOT payments to local municipalities. Under
this option, those payments would be lost, but because of the gas plant that would be
constructed on site, some new tax revenues would replace the PILOT payments. Levitan and
Associates (2005) indicated that a smaller gas-fired plant may replace a significant portion of
the PILOT payments currently provided by IP2 and IP3. Some IP2 and IP3 jobs would be lost
but replaced with decommissioning jobs and jobs associated with the construction and
operation of the gas turbine plant. Other jobs would be generated by the construction of the

December 2008 8-73 Draft NUREG-1437, Supplement 38

OAGI0001366 00388



—_—
QOWOoOON O OaARhAWN-~

A A
WN -~

R T G G G ¢
O Oo0o~NO O~

N NN
N -0

N
w

NN
oA

WWWNNNDN
N=a2OOWoo~NO®

W ww
o h W

W
(&)

DA DAOWWW
N-=2O OO~

Environmental Impacts of License Renewal

offsite power alternatives as well as the transmission line. While many of these jobs would
cease at the end of construction, a fraction would remain during operation. Overall, the NRC
staff concludes that the socioeconomic impacts from the second combination alternative would
be SMALL to MODERATE because of the significant loss in revenues from the PILOT payments
and the loss of IP2 and IP3 jobs.

o Socioeconomics (Transportation)

The aspects of this alternative will create modest transportation effects during construction.
Given that the wood-waste facility and wind farm are likely not be located in the same place,
construction-stage impacts are less intense than if they were part of one collocated facility.
Similarly, impacts associated with constructing the transmission line will be spread over a large
area, and are not likely to be intense in any location. Also, construction of the gas turbine
facility will require fewer workers than the gas-fired alternative considered in Section 8.3.2 of
this draft SEIS.

During operation, only the wood-waste facility is likely to create noticeable transportation
impacts (in gathering wood wastes), and these may not affect any important aspects of local
transportation. The gas-fired unit may create noticeable impacts on gas transmission, but
upgrades to the pipeline system should compensate for these effects. Because winter heating
customers take priority over utility generation customer, the plant is unlikely to have noticeable
effects for others, though it may need to burn fuel oil during peak demand periods.

Transportation impacts for this alternative would be minimal because the construction and
operation workforce would be spread over multiple locations. No single project would have a
significant long-term impact. Overall, the NRC staff concludes that the impact would be SMALL.

o Aesthetics

As described in Section 8.3.5 of this draft SEIS, new transmission lines would be 305 km
(190 mi) long or longer. Transmission lines have a significant impact on visual aesthetics.

Aesthetic impacts would occur during operation of the wind farm installation and would depend
on its distance from the shore and on its orientation in regard to shoreline communities. The
NRC staff estimates that the construction and operational impacts of the facility could be
managed, though some may consider the impact to be LARGE, depending on the location of
the turbines. An onshore wind facility would also have the potential to create LARGE effects. .
The aesthetic impacts from new wood-fired generating plants could also be MODERATE,
depending on the plants’ locations.

Therefore, the NRC staff concludes that the overall aesthetic impacts from the second
combination alternative would be MODERATE to LARGE, depending on the locations of
transmission lines and the wind farm.

o Historic and Archeological Resources

Onsite impacts to historical and cultural resources from the construction of a single gas turbine
plant are expected to be SMALL. The offsite impacts from the construction of wood-fired units,
a wind farm, and new transmission lines are also expected to be SMALL given the opportunity
to evaluate and select the sites in accordance with applicable regulations and the ability to
minimize impacts before construction. Therefore, the NRC staff concludes that the overall
impacts on historic and archeological resources from the second combination alternative would
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be SMALL.

¢ Environmental Justice

No impacts are anticipated in the IP2 and IP3 area that could disproportionately affect minority
or low-income communities. Impacts from offsite activities would depend on the location of the
activity. Many conservation measures, especially those involving weatherization or efficiency
improvements to low-income households, can have disproportionately positive effects for low-
income families. Overall, though, environmental justice impacts from the second combination
alternative would depend substantially on the location of the installations and the characteristics
of the surrounding populations. Impacts could range from SMALL to LARGE.
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Table 8-5. Summary of Environmental Impacts of Combination Alternatives

Impact Combination 1 Combination 2
Category Impact Comments Impact Comments
Land Use SMALL to Impacts would depend MODERATE to Impacts would depend on
MODERATE on location of wind farm LARGE the site selection for the
and the site selection wood-fired plants, and the
for the wood-fired placement of new
plants, as well as land- transmission lines and the
disposal if a cooling wind farm.
tower is constructed at
the remaining IP unit.
Ecology SMALL to Impacts would depend  SMALL to Impacts would depend on
MODERATE on location of wind farm MODERATE site selection for the
and the site selection wood-fired plants, the
for the wood-fired wind farm, and
plants. transmission line.
Water Use and SMALL Minor impacts occur if  SMALL SMALL impacts at the IP2
Quality the wind farm is located and IP3 site because of
offshore. less onsite power
production; minor impacts
at offshore wind farms,
and locations of wood-
fired plants and
transmission lines.
Air Quality SMALL Air emissions of the SMALL to Emissions estimated in
small wood-fired plants MODERATE Table 8-4 reduced about

and gas-fired unit would
be minor considering
their size and possible
multiple locations. A
wind farm would not
impact air quality. A
cooling tower could
have a minor effect on
air quality.

80 percent because only
one gas-fired unit would
operate at the IP2 and IP3
site. Air emissions of the
small wood-fired plants
would be minor
considering their size and
possible multiple
locations. A wind farm
would not impact air
quality.
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Table 8-5 (continued)

Impact Combination 1 Combination 2
Category Impact Comments Impact Comments
Waste SMALL to There would be SMALL to There would be far less
LARGE construction waste from MODERATE construction waste from
the IP2 and IP3 site if a the IP2 and IP3 site. The
cooling tower is other alternatives would
constructed; not generate significant
construction of other waste volumes except
alternatives would during construction.
increase waste
volumes. Operational
wastes are SMALL.

Human Health SMALL Emissions and SMALL Emissions and
occupational risks occupational risks would
would be managed in be managed in
accordance with accordance with
applicable regulations. applicable regulations.

Socioeconomics SMALL Some PILOT payments SMALL to IP2 and IP3 jobs and
and jobs may be lost. MODERATE PILOT payments lost;

some new jobs and taxes;
minimum impacts from
other power alternatives.

Socioeconomics MODERATE  Minor impacts from SMALL Minor impacts from

(Transportation) commuting plant commuting plant
personnel. More personnel. Short-tem
significant short-tem impacts from offsite
impacts from offsite transportation of
transportation of construction waste.
construction waste,
including large volumes
of soil and rock.

Aesthetics SMALL to Visual impacts from MODERATE to Visual impacts from new

LARGE new wind turbines, LARGE wind turbines and visual
depending on the impacts of new
location. Limited transmission lines, depend
impact from wood-fired on the location chosen.
and gas plants. Limited impact from wood-
fired and gas plants.

Historic and SMALL Cultural resources SMALL Cultural resources

Archeological inventories would be inventories would be

Resources needed to identify, needed to identify,
evaluate, and mitigate evaluate, and mitigate
potential impacts from potential impacts from
construction. construction.
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Table 8-5 (continued)

Impact Combination 1 Combination 2
Category Impact Comments Impact Comments
Environmental SMALL to Impacts would depend  SMALL to Impacts would depend on
Justice LARGE on plant locations. LARGE plant and transmission line
locations.

8.4 Summary of Alternatives Considered

In this draft SEIS, the NRC staff has considered alternative actions to license renewal of IP2
and IP3 including the no-action alternative (discussed in Section 8.2), new generation or energy
conservation alternatives (supercritical coal-fired generation, natural gas, nuclear, and
conservation alternatives discussed in Sections 8.3.1 through 8.3.4), purchased electrical power
(discussed in Section 8.3.5), alternative power-generating technologies (discussed in

Section 8.3.6), and two combinations of alternatives (discussed in Section 8.3.7).

As established in the GEIS, the need for power from IP2 and IP3 is assumed by the NRC in the
license renewal process. Should the NRC not renew the IP2 and/or IP3 operating licenses,
their generating capacity or load reduction (e.g., by conservation) would have to come from an
alternative to license renewal.

Furthermore, even if the NRC renews the operating licenses, Entergy could elect not to operate
either IP2 or IP3 for the full terms of the renewed licenses. Decisions about which alternative to
implement, regardless of whether or not the NRC renews the IP2 and IP3 operating licenses,
are outside the NRC’s authority and are subject to consideration by Entergy, other power
producers, and State-level decisionmakers (or non-NRC Federal-level decisionmakers where
applicable).

The environmental impact levels of the alternatives considered by the NRC staff in this draft
SEIS are similar to the impact levels of continued IP2 and IP3 operation under a renewed
license with or without modifications to the existing once-through cooling system combined with
aquatic ecology restoration activities designed to comply with the site’s draft SPDES permit,
though impacts differ significantly across resource areas.

Impacts from combinations of alternatives including conservation and generation technologies
(e.g., coal, gas, wind) are also likely to be similar to the impacts of renewing the IP2 and IP3
operating licenses and implementing modifications to the open-cycle cooling system and
participating in and/or funding aquatic resource restoration activities.
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9.0 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Entergy Nuclear Operations, Inc. (Entergy), Entergy Nuclear Indian Point 2 (IP2), LLC, and
Entergy Nuclear Indian Point 3 (IP3), LLC, are joint applicants for the renewal of the IP2 and IP3
operating licenses (joint applicants will be referred to as Entergy). On April 30, 2007, Entergy
submitted an application to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) to renew the IP2
and IP3 operating licenses for an additional 20 years each under Title 10, Part 54,
“Requirements for Renewal of Operating Licenses for Nuclear Power Plants,” of the Code of
Federal Regulations (10 CFR Part 54) (Entergy 2007a). If the operating licenses are renewed,
State and Federal (other than NRC) regulatory agencies and Entergy would ultimately decide
whether the plant will continue to operate based on factors such as the need for power, power
availability from other sources, regulatory mandates, or other matters within the agencies’
jurisdictions or the purview of the owners. If the NRC decides not to renew the operating
licenses, then the units must be shut down upon the expiration of the current operating licenses,
subject to the conclusion of the license renewal process. If the license renewal review is
ongoing at the time of license expiration, the units will be allowed to continue operating until the
NRC makes a determination. The IP2 operating license will expire on September 28, 2013; the
IP3 operating license will expire on December 12, 2015.

Section 102 of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended (NEPA), requires an
environmental impact statement (EIS) for major Federal actions that significantly affect the
quality of the human environment. The NRC has implemented Section 102 of NEPA in

10 CFR Part 51, “Environmental Protection Regulations for Domestic Licensing and Related
Regulatory Functions.” As identified in 10 CFR Part 51, certain licensing and regulatory actions
require an EIS. In 10 CFR 51.20(b)(2), the NRC requires preparation of an EIS or a supplement
to an EIS for renewal of a reactor operating license. Furthermore, 10 CFR 51.95(c) states that
the EIS prepared at the operating license renewal stage will be a supplement to NUREG-1437,
Volumes 1 and 2, “Generic Environmental Impact Statement for License Renewal of Nuclear
Plants” (hereafter referred to as the GEIS) (NRC 1996, 1999).("

Upon acceptance of the license renewal application, the NRC began the environmental review
process described in 10 CFR Part 51 by publishing, on August 10, 2007, a Notice of Intent to
prepare an EIS and conduct scoping (Volume 72, page 45075, of the Federal Register

(72 FR 45075)). The NRC staff held two public scoping meetings on September 19, 2007, and
visited the IP2 and IP3 site to conduct site audits on September 10-14, 2007, and

September 24-27, 2007. The NRC staff reviewed the Entergy environmental report (ER)
(Entergy 2007b) and compared it to the GEIS, consulted with other agencies, and conducted an
independent review of the issues following the guidance set forth in NUREG-1555,
Supplement 1, “Standard Review Plans for Environmental Reviews for Nuclear Power Plants,
Supplement 1: Operating License Renewal” (NRC 2000). The NRC staff also considered the
public comments received during the scoping process for preparation of this draft supplemental
environmental impact statement (SEIS) for IP2 and IP3. Public comments and NRC staff
responses are available in the Scoping Summary Report prepared by the NRC staff (ADAMS

) The GEIS was originally issued in 1996. Addendum 1 to the GEIS was issued in 1999. Hereafter, all
references to the GEIS include the GEIS and its Addendum 1.
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Summary and Conclusions

Accession Number ML083360115).

The NRC staff plans to hold public meetings in Cortlandt Manor, New York, in February of 2009
to present the preliminary results of the NRC environmental review, answer questions from the
public, and receive comments on this draft SEIS. When the comment period ends, the NRC
staff will consider and address all of the comments received. These comments will be
addressed in Part 2 of Appendix A to the final SEIS.

This draft SEIS includes the NRC staff’'s preliminary analysis that considers and weighs the
environmental effects of the proposed action (including cumulative impacts), the environmental
impacts of alternatives to the proposed action, and mitigation measures available for reducing or
avoiding adverse effects. This draft SEIS also includes the NRC staff’'s preliminary
recommendation regarding the proposed action.

The NRC has adopted the following statement of purpose and need for license renewal from the
GEIS:

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) decisionmakers.

The evaluation criterion for the NRC staff’'s environmental review, as defined in
10 CFR 51.95(c)(4) and the GEIS, is to determine the following:

whether or not the adverse environmental impacts of license renewal are so
great that preserving the option of license renewal for energy planning
decisionmakers would be unreasonable.

Both the statement of purpose and need and the evaluation criterion implicitly acknowledge that
there are factors, in addition to license renewal, that would contribute to the NRC’s ultimate
determination of whether an existing nuclear power plant continues to operate beyond the
period of the current operating licenses.

NRC regulations (10 CFR 51.95(c)(2)) contain the following statement regarding the content of
SEISs prepared at the license renewal stage:

The supplemental environmental impact statement for license renewal is not
required to include discussion of need for power or the economic costs and
economic benefits of the proposed action or of alternatives to the proposed
action except insofar as such benefits and costs are either essential for a
determination regarding the inclusion of an alternative in the range of alternatives
considered or relevant to mitigation. In addition, the supplemental environmental
impact statement prepared at the license renewal stage need not discuss other
issues not related to the environmental effects of the proposed action and the
alternatives, or any aspect of the storage of spent fuel for the facility within the
scope of the generic determination in 10 CFR 51.23(a) and in accordance with
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10 CFR 51.23(b).?

The GEIS contains the results of a systematic evaluation of the consequences of renewing an
operating license and operating a nuclear power plant for an additional 20 years. It evaluates
92 environmental issues using the NRC’s three-level standard of significance—SMALL,
MODERATE, or LARGE—developed on the basis of the Council on Environmental Quality
guidelines. The following definitions of the three significance levels are set forth in the footnotes
to Table B-1 of Appendix B to Subpart A, “Environmental Effect of Renewing the Operating
License of a Nuclear Power Plant,” of 10 CFR Part 51:

SMALL—Environmental effects are not detectable or are so minor that they will
neither destabilize nor noticeably alter any important attribute of the resource.

MODERATE—Environmental effects are sufficient to alter noticeably, but not to
destabilize, important attributes of the resource.

LARGE—Environmental effects are clearly noticeable and are sufficient to
destabilize important attributes of the resource.

For 69 of the 92 environmental issues considered in the GEIS, the NRC staff analysis in the
GEIS shows the following:

@) The environmental impacts associated with the issue have been determined to apply
either to all plants or, for some issues, to plants having a specific type of cooling system
or other specified plant or site characteristics.

2 A single significance level (i.e., SMALL, MODERATE, or LARGE) has been assigned to
the impacts (except for collective offsite radiological impacts from the fuel cycle and from
high-level waste and spent fuel disposal).

3) Mitigation of adverse impacts associated with the issue has been considered in the
analysis, and it has been determined that additional plant-specific mitigation measures
are likely not to be sufficiently beneficial to warrant implementation.

The title of 10 CFR 51.23 is “Temporary Storage of Spent Fuel after Cessation of Reactor Operations—
Generic Determination of No Significant Environmental Impact.”
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These 69 issues were identified in the GEIS as Category 1 issues. In the absence of new and
significant information, the NRC staff relied on conclusions as amplified by supporting
information in the GEIS for issues designated as Category 1in 10 CFR Part 51, Subpart A,
Appendix B, Table B-1.

Of the 23 issues that do not meet the criteria set forth above, 21 are classified as Category 2
issues requiring analysis in a plant-specific SEIS. The remaining two issues, environmental
justice and chronic effects of electromagnetic fields, were not categorized.

This draft SEIS documents the NRC staff's consideration of all 92 environmental issues
identified in the GEIS. The NRC staff considered the environmental impacts associated with
alternatives to license renewal and compared the environmental impacts of license renewal and
the alternatives. The alternatives to license renewal that were considered include the no-action
alternative (not renewing the operating licenses for IP2 and IP3), alternative methods of power
generation, and conservation. When possible, these alternatives were evaluated assuming that
the replacement power generation plant, if any, could be located at either the IP2 and IP3 site or
some other unspecified location.

9.1 Environmental Impacts of the Proposed Action—License Renewal

The NRC staff has established an independent process for identifying and evaluating the
significance of any new information on the environmental impacts of license renewal. The NRC
staff has not identified any information that is both new and significant related to Category 1
issues that would call into question the conclusions in the GEIS. In the IP2 and IP3 ER, Entergy
identified leakage from onsite spent fuel pools as potentially new and significant information
(Entergy 2007a). The NRC staff has reviewed Entergy’s analysis of the leakage and has
conducted an extensive onsite inspection of leakage to ground water, as identified in Section
2.2.7 of this draft SEIS. Based on the NRC staff’s review of Entergy’s analysis, the NRC staff’s
adoption of the NRC inspection report findings in this SEIS, and Entergy’s subsequent
statements (all discussed in Section 2.2.7), the NRC staff concludes that the abnormal liquid
releases discussed by Entergy in its ER, while new information, are within the NRC’s radiation
safety standards contained in 10 CFR Part 20 and are not considered to have a significant
impact on plant workers, the public, or the environment (i.e., while the information related to
spent fuel pool leakage is new, it is not significant). Therefore, the NRC staff relied upon the
conclusions of the GEIS for all Category 1 issues that are applicable to IP2 and IP3.

Entergy’s license renewal application contains an analysis of the Category 2 issues that are
applicable to IP2 and IP3, plus environmental justice and chronic effects from electromagnetic
fields for 23 total issues. The NRC staff has reviewed the Entergy analysis and has conducted
an independent review of each issue. Six of the Category 2 issues are not applicable because
they are related to cooling systems, water use conflicts, and ground water use not found at |P2
and IP3.

As discussed in Chapter 3, scoping comments revealed—and Entergy indicated—that Entergy
may replace reactor vessel heads and control rod drive mechanisms in both units. As a result,
the NRC staff addressed the impacts of these replacement activities in Chapter 3. This includes
three Category 2 issues that apply only to refurbishment, six Category 2 issues that apply to
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refurbishment and continued operation, and one uncategorized issue, environmental justice,
that applies to both refurbishment and continued operations. The NRC staff determined that all
effects from refurbishment are of SMALL significance.

The NRC staff addresses twelve Category 2 issues related to impacts from continued
operations and postulated accidents during the renewal term, as well as environmental justice
and chronic effects of electromagnetic fields. Research is continuing in the area of chronic
effects on electromagnetic fields, and a scientific consensus has not been reached. Therefore,
no further evaluation of this issue is required. The NRC staff concludes that the potential
environmental effects for 8 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) range from SMALL to
LARGE, depending on fish species affected. Impacts from heat shock could range from SMALL
to MODERATE. Finally, given a lack of current impingement monitoring data, impacts to the
endangered shortnose sturgeon could range from SMALL to LARGE (see Chapter 4 of this draft
SEIS).

For severe accident mitigation alternatives (SAMAs), the NRC staff concludes that a
reasonable, comprehensive effort was made by Entergy to identify and evaluate SAMAs.

Based on its review of the SAMAs for IP2 and IP3, and the plant improvements already made,
the NRC staff concludes that several candidate SAMAs may be cost-beneficial. However, these
SAMAs do not relate to adequately managing the effects of aging during the period of extended
operation. Therefore, they need not be implemented as part of license renewal pursuant to

10 CFR Part 54.

Mitigation measures were considered for each Category 2 issue. For all issues of SMALL
significance, current measures to mitigate the environmental impacts of plant operation were
found to be adequate. For issues of MODERATE or LARGE 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. These
alternatives included plant operation with a new closed-cycle cooling system (Section 8.1.1) and
operation of the existing once-through cooling system with enhanced controls and restoration
efforts (Section 8.1.2).

Cumulative impacts of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions were
considered, regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes such
other actions. The NRC staff concludes that the cumulative impacts to the environment around
IP2 and IP3 license renewal would be LARGE for some affected resources, given historical
environmental impacts, current actions, and likely future actions. With the exception of aquatic
resources, the contribution of IP2 and IP3 to cumulative impacts is SMALL.

The following sections discuss unavoidable adverse impacts, irreversible or irretrievable
commitments of resources, and the relationship between local short-term use of the
environment and long-term productivity.
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9.1.1 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

An environmental review conducted at the license renewal stage differs from the review
conducted in support of a construction permit because the plant is in existence at the license
renewal stage and has operated for a number of years. As a result, adverse impacts associated
with the initial construction have already occurred, have been mitigated, or have been avoided.
The environmental impacts to be evaluated for license renewal are those associated with
refurbishment and continued operation during the renewal term.

Unavoidable adverse impacts of continued operation from heat shock and the combined effects
of entrainment and impingement of fish and shellfish are considered SMALL to MODERATE
and SMALL to LARGE, respectively. Unavoidable adverse impacts from license renewal may
be SMALL to LARGE for the endangered shortnose sturgeon as a result of limited data. Other
unavoidable adverse impacts are considered to be of SMALL significance.

Unavoidable adverse impacts of likely alternatives to the operation of IP2 and IP3 vary greatly.
All have smaller impacts to aquatic resources than the current IP2 and IP3, though all also have
larger impacts than the current IP2 and IP3 in at least one other resource area.

9.1.2 Irreversible or Irretrievable Resource Commitments

The commitment of resources related to construction and operation of IP2 and IP3 during the
current license period was made when the plant was built. The resource commitments to be
considered in this draft SEIS are associated with continued operation of the plant for an
additional 20 years. These resources include materials and equipment required for plant
maintenance, operation, and refurbishment; the nuclear fuel used by the reactors; and
ultimately, permanent offsite storage space for the spent fuel assemblies.

Entergy may be required to commit additional resources should the final NYSDEC SPDES
permit require closed-cycle cooling (as the draft SPDES permit does in its current form) and
Entergy decides to (1) build and operate a closed-cycle cooling system to meet the permit’s
required reductions in impacts to aquatic ecology, or (2) to invest in cooling water intake
modifications and restoration activities. However, regardless of the future status of the SPDES
permit, significant resource commitments will be required during the renewal term for additional
fuel and the permanent spent fuel storage space. |P2 and IP3 replace a portion of their fuel
assemblies during every refueling outage, which typically occurs on a 24-month cycle (Entergy
2007a). Additional resources may also be committed to constructing and installing new reactor
vessel heads and control rod drive mechanisms.

The likely energy alternatives would also require a commitment of resources for construction of
the replacement facilities, implementation of conservation measures, and in some cases, fuel to
run plants. Significant resource commitments would also be required for development of
transmission capacity. These resource commitments, however, would not necessarily come
from Entergy because Entergy currently has no obligation to support power production in the
New York area should IP2 and IP3 shut down.
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9.1.3 Short-Term Use Versus Long-Term Productivity

An initial balance between local short-term uses of the environment and maintenance and
enhancement of long-term productivity at IP2 and IP3 was set when the plant was approved and
construction began. Renewal of the operating licenses for IP2 and IP3 and continued operation
of the plant would not alter the existing balance, but may postpone the availability of the site for
other uses. Denial of the application to renew the operating licenses would lead to a shutdown
of the plant that will alter the balance in a manner that depends on subsequent uses of the site.
Furthermore, new replacement energy sources or conservation options will establish new
balances at their respective locations.

9.2 Relative Significance of the Environmental Impacts of License
Renewal and Alternatives

The proposed action is renewal of the operating licenses for IP2 and IP3. Chapter 2 describes
the site, power plant, and interactions of the plant with the environment. Chapters 3 through 7
discuss environmental issues associated with renewal of the operating licenses. Environmental
issues associated with the no-action alternative and alternatives such as new power generation,
purchased power, conservation, and cooling system modifications are discussed in Chapter 8.

The significance of the environmental impacts from the proposed action (approval of the
application for renewal of the operating licenses), the no-action alternative (denial of the
application), alternatives involving altering plant operations to comply with the NYSDEC draft
SPDES discharge permit, construction of coal- or gas-fired generating capacity at alternate
sites, gas-fired generation of power at IP2 and IP3, and two combinations of alternatives are
compared in Table 9-1. All new fossil-fueled alternatives presented in Table 9-1 are assumed to
use closed-cycle cooling systems given current regulations for new power plants.

Table 9-1 shows the significance of the plant-specific environmental effects of the proposed
action (renewal of IP2 and IP3 operating licenses) as well as environmental effects of
alternatives to the proposed action. Impacts from license renewal would be SMALL for all
impact categories except aquatic ecology, which includes the impacts of heat shock,
entrainment, and impingement. Chapter 4 of this draft SEIS describes the SMALL to LARGE
impacts of plant operation on aquatic ecology through impingement and entrainment (impact
levels vary by species), and the SMALL to MODERATE impacts from thermal shock. Overall,
impacts to aquatic ecology from continued operation of IP2 and IP3 without cooling system
modifications or restoration actions is SMALL to LARGE. A single significance level was not
assigned for the collective offsite radiological impacts from the fuel cycle and from high-level
radioactive waste spent fuel disposal (see Chapter 6).

NRC staff analysis indicates that the no-action alternative has the smallest effect, but it would
necessitate additional actions to replace generation capacity (whether with newly-constructed
power plants or purchased power) and/or to institute conservation programs. Impacts of the
likely consequences of the no-action alternative would be similar to those of the energy
alternatives that the NRC staff considered. All other alternative actions have impacts in at least
four resource areas that reach SMALL to MODERATE or higher significance. Often, these
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impacts are the result of constructing new facilities or infrastructure.

9.3 Conclusions and Recommendations

Based on (1) the analysis and findings in the GEIS, (2) the ER submitted by Entergy,

(3) consultation with Federal, State, and local agencies, (4) the NRC staff's consideration of
public scoping comments received, and (5) the NRC staff's independent review, the preliminary
recommendation of the NRC staff is that the Commission determine that the adverse
environmental impacts of license renewal for IP2 and IP3 are not so great that preserving the
option of license renewal for energy planning decisionmakers would be unreasonable.
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Table 9-1. Summary of Environmental Significance of License Renewal, the No-Action Alternative, and Alternative
Methods of Generation
Proposed No-Action . . . (d)
Action Alternative®™ License Renewal with Coal-Fired Plant
License Denial of New Closed- Once-_ThrOt_Jgh Alternate
Impact Category - Cooling with -
Renewal Renewal Cycle Cooling - Site
Restoration
Land Use SMALL to SMALL to MODERATE to
ML SR LARGE MODERATE LARGE
Ecology—Aquatic SMALL to SMALL to
LARGE® SMALL SMALL MODERATE SMALL
Ecology——Terrestrial SMALLto SMALL to MODERATE 1o
mALE SMALL MODERATE MOBERATE LARGE
Water Use and Quality SMALL to SMALL to
SMALL SMALL SMALL MODERATE MODERATE
Alr Quality SMALE SMALL SMALL SMALL MODERATE
Waste SMALL to
SMALL SMALL LARGE SMALL MODERATE
Human Health SMALL © SMALL SMALL SMALL SMALL to LARGE
Socioeconomics SMALL to
SMALL MODERATE SMALL SMALL SMALL to LARGE
Transportatioh SMALL to MODERATE to
SMALL SMALL | ARGE SMALL | ARGE
Aesthetics SMALL SMALL MODERATE SMALL SMALL to LARGE
Historical and Archeological SMALL to SMALL to
Resources SMALL SMALL SMALL MODERATE MODERATE
Environmental Justice SMALL SMALL SMALL SMALL SMALL to LARGE
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17 Table 9-1 (continued)
®
N Natural-Gas-Fired Generation'® Combination of Alternatives
@ ; .
P Option 1: Onsi(t)epﬂ::sn i.ffsite
(C/) Five 400-MW(e) Units at IP2  Five 400-MW(e) Units  One IP unit, onsite gas, 93s, i
) Impact Category - . renewables, additional
S and IP3 at Alternate Site offsite renewables, and .
) - imported power, and
conservation -
g conservation
= LdndUse SMALL to
o SMALLto EARGE MODERATE to LARGE
@ SMALL to MODERATE 0 VODERATE 0
Ecology SMALL to SMALL to
SMALL SMALL to MODERATE MODERATE MODERATE
Water Use and Quality SMALL SMALL to MODERATE SMALL SMALL
Air Quality SMALL to
SMALL to MODERATE SMALL to MODERATE SMALL MODERATE
Waste SMALL to
SMALL SMALL SMALL to EARGE MODERATE
Human Health SMALL SMALL SMALL SMALL
Sochecenomics SMALL to MODERATE ~ SMALL to MODERATE SMALL s
MODERATE
© Transportation SMALL to MODERATE SMALL to MODERATE MODERATE SMALL
o
O
@
o
®
3
T
@
N
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Summary and Conclusions
Table 9-1 (continued)

Natural-
Gas-Fired Combination of Natural-Gas-Fired
Generation' Alternatives Generation'
d)

Aesthetios SMALL Sma%éo SMALL to LARGE MODERATE to LARGE
Historical and Archeological Resources SMALL to

SMALL MODERATE SMALL SMALL
Environmental Justice SMALL S&AéLééo SMALL to | ARGE SMALL to L ARGE

(a) NRC staff analysis indicates that impingement and entrainment impacts vary by species, and may be SMALL to LARGE.

Thermal shock effects may be SMALL to MODERATE, and impacts to the endangered shortnose sturgeon may range from SMALL

to LARGE given uncertainties in the data.

(b) The no-action alternative does not, on its own, meet the purpose and need of the GEIS. No-action may necessitate other
generation or conservation actions which may include—but are not limited to—the alternatives addressed in this table.

(c) For the collective offsite radiological impacts from the fuel cycle and from high-level waste and spent fuel disposal, a specific

significance level was not assighed. See Chapter 6 for details.

(d) Analysis was based on use of a closed-cycle cooling system.
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COMMENTS ON DRAFT REPORT

Any interested party may submit comments on this report for consideration by the NRC staff.
Comments may be accompanied by additional relevant information or supporting data. Please
specify the report number NUREG-1437, Supplement 38, draft, in your comments, and send
them by March 11, 2009, to the following address:

Chief, Rules Review and Directives Branch
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Mail Stop TWB-05-B01

Washington, DC 20555-0001

Electronic comments may be submitted to the NRC by e-mail at
IndianPoint. EIS@nrc.gov.

For any questions about the material in this report, please contact:

Drew Stuyvenberg

Project Manager

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Mail Stop O-11E19

Washington, DC 20555-0001

Phone: 301-415-4006

E-mail: andrew.stuyvenberg@nrc.gov
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ABSTRACT

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) considered the environmental impacts of
renewing nuclear power plant operating licenses for a 20-year period in NUREG-1437,
Volumes 1 and 2, “Generic Environmental Impact Statement for License Renewal of Nuclear
Plants” (hereafter referred to as the GEIS),!1’ and codified the results in Title 10, Part 51,
“Environmental Protection Regulations for Domestic Licensing and Related Regulatory
Functions,” of the Code of Federal Regulations (10 CFR Part 51). In the GEIS (and its
Addendum 1), the NRC staff identified 92 environmental issues and reached generic
conclusions related to environmental impacts for 69 of these issues that apply to all plants or to
plants with specific design or site characteristics. Additional plant-specific review is required for
the remaining 23 issues. These plant-specific reviews are to be included in a supplement to the
GEIS.

This supplemental environmental impact statement (SEIS) has been prepared in response to an
application submitted by Entergy Nuclear Operations, Inc. (Entergy), Entergy Nuclear Indian
Point 2, LLC, and Entergy Nuclear Indian Point 3, LLC (all applicants will be jointly referred to as
Entergy) to the NRC to renew the operating licenses for Indian Point Nuclear Generating Unit
Nos. 2 and 3 (IP2 and IP3) for an additional 20 years under 10 CFR Part 54, “Requirements for
Renewal of Operating Licenses for Nuclear Power Plants.” This draft SEIS includes the NRC
staff’'s analysis which considers and weighs the environmental impacts of the proposed action,
the environmental impacts of alternatives to the proposed action, and mitigation measures
available for reducing or avoiding adverse impacts. It also includes the NRC staff’s preliminary
recommendation regarding the proposed action.

Regarding the 69 issues for which the GEIS reached generic conclusions, neither Entergy nor
the NRC staff has identified information that is both new and significant for any issues that
applies to IP2 and/or IP3. In addition, the NRC staff determined that information provided
during the scoping process was not new and significant with respect to the conclusions in the
GEIS. Therefore, the NRC staff concludes that the impacts of renewing the operating licenses
for IP2 and IP3 will not be greater than the impacts identified for these issues in the GEIS. For
each of these issues, the NRC staff’s conclusion in the GEIS is that the impact is of SMALL?
significance (except for the collective offsite radiological impacts from the fuel cycle and high-
level waste and spent fuel, which were not assigned a single significance level).

Regarding the remaining 23 issues, those that apply to IP2 and IP3 are addressed in this draft
SEIS. The NRC staff determined that several of these issues were not applicable because of
the type of facility cooling system or other reasons detailed within this SEIS. For the remaining
applicable issues, the NRC staff concludes that the significance of potential environmental
impacts related to operating license renewal is SMALL, with four exceptions—entrainment,

(1) The GEIS was originally issued in 1996. Addendum 1 to the GEIS was issued in 1999. Hereafter, all references
to the “GEIS” include the GEIS and its Addendum 1.

(2) Environmental effects are not detectable or are so minor that they will neither destabilize nor noticeably alter any
important attribute of the resource.

December 2008 iii Draft NUREG 1437, Supplement 38
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Abstract

impingement, heat shock from the facility’s heated discharge, and impacts to aquatic
endangered species. Overall effects from entrainment and impingement may be SMALL to
LARGE, depending on the species affected. Impacts from heat shock likely range from SMALL
to MODERATE depending on the conclusions of thermal studies proposed by the New York
State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC). NRC staff did not find data that
suggest the effect of heat shock is likely to rise to LARGE. Given the uncertainties in the data
NRC staff reviewed, impacts to the endangered shortnose sturgeon could range from SMALL to
LARGE.

The NRC staff’'s preliminary recommendation is that the Commission determine that the adverse
environmental impacts of license renewals for IP2 and IP3 are not so great that preserving the
option of license renewal for energy planning decisionmakers would be unreasonable. This
recommendation is based on (1) the analysis and findings in the GEIS, (2) the environmental
report submitted by Entergy, (3) consultation with other Federal, State, and local agencies; (4)
the NRC staff’'s own independent review, and (5) the NRC staff’'s consideration of public
comments received during the scoping process.

Paperwork Reduction Act Statement

This NUREG does not contain information collection requirements and, therefore, is not subject
to the requirements of the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 (44 U.S.C. 3501 ef seq.). These
information collections were approved by the Office of Management and Budget, approval
numbers 3150-0004, 3150-0155, 3150-0014, 3150-0011, 3150-0021, 3150-0132, and
3150-0151.

Public Protection Notification

The NRC may not conduct or sponsor, and a person is not required to respond to, a request for
information or an information collection requirement unless the requesting document displays a
currently valid OMB control number.

Draft NUREG 1437, Supplement 38 iv December 2008

OAGI0001366 00418



11
12

13
14
15

16
17

18
19

Table of Contents

A B S T R A T e et e e il
Appendix A: Comments Received on the Environmental Review ................ccccoceeiiiiinnne, A-1
Appendix B: Contributers to the Supplement................coo B-1

Appendix C: Chronology of NRC Staff Environmental Review Correspondence Related to the
Entergy Nuclear Operations, Inc. Application for License Renewal of Indian Point
Nuclear Generating Unit NOS. 2 and 3 ... C-1

Appendix D: Organizations Contacted.................ccooiiiiiiii e D-1

Appendix E: Indian Point Nuclear Generating Unit Numbers 2 and 3 Compliance Status and
Consultation COrreSPONAENCE. ...........uuviiiiiii it E-1

Appendix F: GEIS Environmental Issues Not Applicable to Indian Point Nuclear Generating
Station Unit NOS. 2. aNd 3 ... F-1

Appendix G: U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Staff Evaluation of Severe Accident
Mitigation Alternatives for Indian Point Nuclear Generating Unit Nos. 2 and 3 in Support
of License Renewal Application Review ... G-1

Appendix H: U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Staff Evaluation of Environmental Impacts of

CO0lING SYSIEIM ...t H-1
Appendix |: Statistical Analyses Conducted for Chapter 4 Aquatic Resources and

APPENAIX ..o -1
December 2008 v Draft NUREG 1437, Supplement 38

OAGI0001366 00419



Appendix A

Comments Received on the Environmental Review

OAGI0001366 00420



w

—_—
QWO OGN

11
12
13

14
15
16

17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25
26
27
28
29
30
31

32
33
34

Appendix A

Comments Received on the Environmental Review

Comments Received During Scoping and Scoping Summary Adoption

In this appendix, the NRC staff adopts the Scoping Summary Report for Indian Point Nuclear
Generating Unit Nos. 2 and 3 as prepared by the NRC staff in response to comments received
on the scope of the environmental review. The NRC staff issued the scoping summary report
on December 12, 2008. The Scoping Summary Report is available for public inspection in the
NRC Public Document Room (PDR), located at One White Flint North, 11555 Rockville Pike,
Rockville, Maryland, 20852, or from the NRC’s Agencywide Documents Access and
Management System (ADAMS).

The ADAMS Public Electronic Reading Room is accessible at http://www.nrc.gov/reading-
rm/adams/web-based.html. The scoping summary report is listed under Accession No.
MLO83360115.

Persons who do not have access to ADAMS or who encounter problems in accessing the
documents located in ADAMS should contact the NRC’s PDR reference staff by telephone at 1-
800-397-4209, or 301-415-4737, or by e-mail at pdr@nrc.qov.

On August 10, 2007, the NRC published a Notice of Intent in the Federal Register (72 FR
45075) to notify the public of the Staff's intent to prepare a plant-specific supplement to the
GEIS (SEIS) regarding the renewal application for the IP2 and |IP3 operating license. As
outlined by NEPA, the NRC initiated the scoping process with the issuance of the Federal
Register Notice. The NRC invited the applicant, federal, state, local, and tribal government
agencies, local organizations, and individuals to participate in the scoping process by providing
oral comments at scheduled public meetings and/or submitting written suggestions and
comments no later than October 12, 2007.

The scoping process included two public scoping meetings, which were both held on September
19, 2007, at Colonial Terrace, 119 Oregon Road, Cortlandt Manor, New York. The NRC issued
press releases and distributed flyers locally. Both sessions began with NRC staff members
providing a brief overview of the license renewal process and the NEPA process. Following the
NRC’s prepared statements, the meetings were open for public comments. Approximately 50
attendees provided oral comments that were recorded and transcribed by a certified court
reporter.

The meeting summary, which was issued on October 24, 2007, and the associated transcripts
can be found in the NRC PDR or in ADAMS at Accession No. MLO72851079. The transcripts of
the meetings can be found in ADAMS at Accession Numbers ML072830682 and ML072890209.

December 2008 A-1 Draft NUREG 1437, Supplement 38
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Appendix A

The scoping summary contains all comments received on the review, as well as the NRC staff’s
responses to those comments. Comments received on the draft SEIS will be included in this
Appendix of the final SEIS.

Draft NUREG 1437, Supplement 38 A-2 December 2008
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Appendix B

Contributors to the Supplement

The Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, had overall
responsibility for the preparation of this supplement, assisted by staff from other NRC
organizations, AECOM, and Pacific Northwest National Laboratory.

Name Function or Expertise
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Andrew Stuyvenberg Environmental Project

Rani Franovich

Manager/Alternatives
Branch Chief

David Wrona Branch Chief

Bo Pham Branch Chief

Dennis Beissel Hydrology/Water Use
Elizabeth Wexler Ecology

Dennis Logan Ecology

Briana Balsam Ecology

Jeffrey Rikhoff
Jennifer Davis
Steve Klementowicz
Andrew Carrera
Ekaterina Lenning
Robert Palla

Socioeconomics/Land Use/Env. Justice
Historical/Archeological Resources
Radiation Protection/Human Health
Radiation Protection/Human Health

Air Quality

Severe Accident Mitigation Alternatives

Earth Tech, Inc.

Roberta Hurley

Project Manager

Kevin Taylor Alternatives
Stephen Duda Ecology

Stephen Dillard Terrestrial Ecology
Ed Kaczmarczyk Air Quality

Matthew Goodwin
Robert Dover
Katie Broom

December 2008

B-1

Historical/Archeological Resources
Alternatives/Nuclear Fuel Cycle
Project Coordinator
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Name

Function or Expertise

Nicole Spangler
Bonnie Freeman

Project Support
Administrative Support

Pacific Northwest National Laboratory

Jeffrey A. Ward

Aquatic Ecology

Valerie Cullinan

Aquatic Ecology

Lance W. Vall

Hydrology/Water Use

Draft NUREG-1437, Supplement 38
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Appendix C

Chronology of NRC Staff Environmental Review Correspondence
Related to the Entergy Nuclear Operations, Inc.,
Application for License Renewal of Indian Point Nuclear Generating
Unit Nos. 2 and 3

This appendix contains a chronological listing of correspondence between the U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (NRC) and Entergy Nuclear Operations, Inc., (Entergy) and other
correspondence related to the NRC staff’'s environmental review, under Title 10, Part 51,
“Environmental Protection Regulations for Domestic Licensing and Related Regulatory
Functions,” of the Code of Federal Regulations (10 CFR Part 51), of Entergy’s application for
renewal of the operating licenses for Indian Point Nuclear Generating Unit Nos. 2 and 3. All
documents, with the exception of those containing proprietary information, have been placed in
the NRC’s Public Document Room, at One White Flint North, 11555 Rockville Pike (first floor),
Rockville, Maryland, and are available electronically from the Public Electronic Reading Room
found on the Internet at http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm.html, From this site, the public can gain
access to the NRC’s Agencywide Documents Access and Management System (ADAMS),
which provides text and image files of NRC’s public documents in the Publicly Available
Records component of ADAMS. The ADAMS accession numbers for each document are
included below.

April 23, 2007 Letter to NRC from Entergy forwarding the application for renewal of
operating licenses for Indian Point Nuclear Generating Units 2 and 3,
requesting extension of operating licenses for an additional 20 years.
(Accession No. MLO71207512)

April 23, 2007 Letter to NRC from Entergy forwarding a copy of reference documents
used in preparing the Environmental Report (Appendix E) for the
Indian Point Nuclear Generating Units 2 and 3 license renewal
application. (Accession No. MLO71210108)

May 7, 2007 Letter to Entergy from NRC, “Receipt and Availability of the License
Renewal Application for Indian Point Nuclear Generating Unit Nos. 2
and 3.” (Accession No. MLO71080133)

May 7, 2007 Letter to Ms. Patricia Thorsen, White Plains Public Library, from NRC,
“Maintenance of Reference Materials at the White Plains Public
Library Related to the Review of the Entergy Nuclear Operations, Inc.,
License Renewal Application.” (Accession No. ML0O71070518)

May 7, 2007 Letter to Ms. Resa Getman, Hendrick Hudson Free Library, from
NRC, “Maintenance of Reference Materials at the Hendrick Hudson

December 2008 C-1 Draft NUREG-1437, Supplement 38
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Appendix C

May 7, 2007

July 25, 2007

August 8, 2007

August 9, 2007

August 9, 2007

August 9, 2007

August 16, 2007

August 16, 2007

August 24, 2007

Free Library Related to the Review of the Entergy Nuclear
Operations, Inc., License Renewal Application.” (Accession
No. MLO71080080)

Letter to Ms. Susan Thaler, The Field Library, from NRC,
“Maintenance of Reference Materials at The Field Library Related to
the Review of the Entergy Nuclear Operations, Inc., License Renewal
Application.” (Accession No. ML071080122)

Letter to Entergy from NRC transmitting “Determination of
Acceptability and Sufficiency for Docketing, Proposed Review
Schedule, and Opportunity for a Hearing Regarding the Application
from Entergy Nuclear Operations, Inc. for Renewal of Operating
Licenses for Indian Point Nuclear Generating Unit Nos. 2 and 3."
(Accession No. MLO71900365)

Letter to Entergy from NRC, “Notice of Intent to Prepare an
Environmental Impact Statement and Conduct Scoping Process for
License Renewal for Indian Pont Nuclear Generating Unit Nos. 2 and
3,” and forwarding Federal Register notice. (Accession

No. ML0O71840939)

Memorandum on “Forthcoming Meeting to Discuss Environmental
Scoping Process for Indian Point Nuclear Generating Unit Nos. 2 and
3 License Renewal Application.” (Accession No. MLO72180296)

Letter to New York State Office of Parks, Recreation, and Historic
Preservation from NRC, “Indian Point Nuclear Generating Unit Nos. 2
and 3 (Indian Point) License Renewal Application Review (SHPO

No. 06PR06720).” (Accession No. ML072130333)

Letter to Advisory Council on Historic Preservation from NRC, “Indian
Point Nuclear Generating Unit Nos. 2 and 3 License Renewal
Application Review.” (Accession No. ML072130367)

Letter to Mr. David Stillwell, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS),
“Request for List of Protected Species Within the Area Under
Evaluation for the Indian Point Nuclear Generating Unit Nos. 2 and 3
License Renewal Application Review.” (Accession

No. ML072130211)

Letter to Mr. Peter Colosi, National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS),
“Request for List of Protected Species and Essential Fish Habitat
Within the Area Under Evaluation for the Indian Point Nuclear
Generating Unit Nos. 2 and 3 License Renewal Application Review.”
(Accession No. ML0O72130388)

Letter to Mr. Andy Warrior, Absentee Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma,

Draft NUREG-1437, Supplement 38 C-2 December 2008

OAGI0001366 00428



0 NOoOoOo bk WODN -~

A
- O ©

A A A
a b oOoN

N I Y
O 0 ~NO®

NNDNN
WN-20

NN DNDN
~N 0o oA~

WWNDN
- O O ®

W W ww
o wODN

W W ww
©O© o0o~NO®

August 24, 2007

August 24, 2007

August 24, 2007

August 24, 2007

August 24, 2007

August 24, 2007

August 24, 2007

August 24, 2007

August 24, 2007

December 2008

Appendix C

“Request for Comments Concerning the Indian Point Nuclear
Generating Unit Nos. 2 and 3 License Renewal Application Review.”
(Accession No. ML0O72250103)

Letter to The Honorable Maurice John, Cattaraugus Reservation,
Seneca Nation, “Request for Comments Concerning the Indian Point
Nuclear Generating Unit Nos. 2 and 3 License Renewal Application
Review.” (Accession No. ML072250171)

Letter to Mr. Clint Halftown, Cayuga Nation, “Request for Comments
Concerning the Indian Point Nuclear Generating Unit Nos. 2 and 3
License Renewal Application Review.” (Accession

No. ML072250394)

Letter to Ms. Nikki Owings-Crumm, Delaware Nation, “Request for
Comments Concerning the Indian Point Nuclear Generating Unit
Nos. 2 and 3 License Renewal Application Review.” (Accession
No. ML072250459)

Letter to The Honorable Jerry Douglas, Delaware Tribe of Indians,
“Request for Comments Concerning the Indian Point Nuclear
Generating Unit Nos. 2 and 3 License Renewal Application Review.”
(Accession No. ML072250488)

Letter to The Honorable C.W. Longlow, Echota Chickamauga
Cherokee Tribe of New Jersey, “Request for Comments Concerning
the Indian Point Nuclear Generating Unit Nos. 2 and 3 License
Renewal Application Review.” (Accession No. ML072250534)

Letter to The Honorable Michael Thomas, Mashantucket Pequot
Tribe, “Request for Comments Concerning the Indian Point Nuclear
Generating Unit Nos. 2 and 3 License Renewal Application Review.”
(Accession No. ML0O72260033)

Letter to Ms. Jeanne Schbotte, Mohegan Tribe, “Request for
Comments Concerning the Indian Point Nuclear Generating Unit
Nos. 2 and 3 License Renewal Application Review.” (Accession
No. ML072260047)

Letter to Mr. Ray Halbritter, Oneida Indian Nation of New York,
“Request for Comments Concerning the Indian Point Nuclear
Generating Unit Nos. 2 and 3 License Renewal Application Review.”
(Accession No. ML072260201)

Letter to Council of Chiefs, Onondaga Nation, “Request for Comments
Concerning the Indian Point Nuclear Generating Unit Nos. 2 and 3
License Renewal Application Review.” (Accession

No. ML072260245)

C-3 Draft NUREG-1437, Supplement 38
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Appendix C
August 24, 2007

August 24, 2007

August 24, 2007

August 24, 2007

August 24, 2007

August 24, 2007

August 24, 2007

August 24, 2007

August 29, 2007

October 4, 2007

Letter to The Honorable Dwaine Perry, Ramapough Lenape, “Request
for Comments Concerning the Indian Point Nuclear Generating Unit
Nos. 2 and 3 License Renewal Application Review.” (Accession

No. ML072260491)

Letter to Mr. Mike John, Seneca Nation of Indians, “Request for

Comments Concerning the Indian Point Nuclear Generating Unit
Nos. 2 and 3 License Renewal Application Review.” (Accession
No. ML072260519)

Letter to Mr. Randy Kind, Shinnecock Tribe, “Request for Comments
Concerning the Indian Point Nuclear Generating Unit Nos. 2 and 3
License Renewal Application Review.” (Accession

No. ML072270070)

Letter to The Honorable Harry B. Wallace, Unkechaug Nation,
“Request for Comments Concerning the Indian Point Nuclear
Generating Unit Nos. 2 and 3 License Renewal Application Review.”
(Accession No. ML0O72270113)

Letter to The Honorable Leo Henry, Tuscarora Nation, “Request for
Comments Concerning the Indian Point Nuclear Generating Unit
Nos. 2 and 3 License Renewal Application Review.” (Accession
No. ML072270548)

Letter to The Honorable Roger Hill, Tonawanda Band of Senecas,
“Request for Comments Concerning the Indian Point Nuclear
Generating Unit Nos. 2 and 3 License Renewal Application Review.”
(Accession No. ML0O72270590)

Letter to Ms. Sherry White, Stockbridge-Munsee Community Band of
Mohican Indians, “Request for Comments Concerning the Indian Point
Nuclear Generating Unit Nos. 2 and 3 License Renewal Application
Review” (Accession No. MLO72270615)

Letter to Mr. Ken Jock, St. Regis Mohawk Tribal Council, “Request for
Comments Concerning the Indian Point Nuclear Generating Unit

Nos. 2 and 3 License Renewal Application Review.” (Accession

No. ML072280045)

Letter to NRC from USFWS, “Indian Point Nuclear Generating Unit
Nos. 2 and 3 Protected Species Response.” (Accession
No. ML0O732307840)

Letter to NRC from NMFS regarding endangered species near Indian
Point Nuclear Generating Unit Nos. 2 and 3. (Accession No.
MLO73340068)

Draft NUREG-1437, Supplement 38 C-4 December 2008
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October 5, 2007

October 10, 2007

October 11, 2007

October 24, 2007

November 8, 2007

November 14, 2007

November 27, 2007

December 5, 2007

December 7, 2007

December 20, 2007

December 28, 2007

December 2008

Appendix C

Letter to NRC from New York State Department of Environmental
Conservation (NYSDEC), “Indian Point Units 2 and 3 Relicensing
Extension Request for Scoping Comments on SEIS.” (Accession
No. ML072820746)

Letter to NRC from NYSDEC, “Indian Point Units 2 and 3 Relicensing
Extension Request for Scoping Comments on SEIS.” (Accession
No. ML072900470)

Letter to NYSDEC from NRC regarding extension request for scoping
comments. (Accession No. ML072840275)

“Meeting Summary of Public Environmental Scoping Meetings
Related to the Review of the Indian Point Nuclear Generating Unit
Nos. 2 and 3, License Renewal Application (TAC nos. MD5411 and
MD5412).” (Accession No. ML072851079)

Summary of Site Audit Related to the Review of the License Renewal
Application for Indian Point Nuclear Generating Unit Nos. 2 and 3.
(Accession No. MLO73050267)

Letter to NRC from Entergy, “Supplement to License Renewal
Application (LRA) Environmental Report References.” (Accession
No. ML0O73330590)

Letter to NYSDEC from NRC, “Request for List of State Protected
Species Within the Area Under Evaluation for the Indian Point Nuclear
Generating Unit Nos. 2 and 3 License Renewal Application Review.”
(Accession No. MLO73190161)

Letter to Entergy from NRC, “Request for Additional Information
Regarding Environmental Review for Indian Point Nuclear Generating
Unit Nos. 2 and 3 License Renewal (TAC nos. MD5411 and
MD5412).” (Accession No. ML073330931)

Letter to Entergy from NRC, “Request for Additional Information
Regarding Severe Accident Mitigation Alternatives for Indian Point
Nuclear Generating Unit Nos. 2 and 3 License Renewal (TAC
nos. MD5411 and MD5412).” (Accession No. ML0O73110447)

Letter to NRC from Entergy, “Supplement to License Renewal
Application (LRA)—Environmental Report References.” (Accession
No. ML0O80080205)

Letter to NRC from NYSDEC regarding rare or State-listed animals
and plants, significant natural communities, and other habitats on or in
the vicinity of the Indian Point site. (Accession No. ML0O80070085,
withheld from public disclosure per request by NYSDEC)

C-5 Draft NUREG-1437, Supplement 38
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Appendix C
January 4, 2008

January 10, 2008

January 30, 2008

February 20, 2008

February 28, 2008

March 7, 2008

April 9, 2008

April 14, 2008

April 23, 2008

April 23, 2008

Letter to NRC from Entergy, “Reply to Request for Additional
Information Regarding Environmental Review for License Renewal
Application.” (Accession No. ML080110372)

Letter to NRC from Entergy, “Supplemental Response to Request for
Additional Information Regarding Environmental Review for License
Renewal Application.” (Accession No. ML080220165)

Letter to NRC from Entergy, “Supplemental Response to Request for
Additional Information Regarding Environmental Review for License
Renewal Application.” (Accession No. MLO80380096)

Letter to NRC from Entergy, “Document Request for Additional
Information Regarding Environmental Review for License Renewal
Application—Electronic Copy of Impingement Data—Tables 4-1 and
4-2 of the 1990 Annual Report (EA 1991).” (Accession

No. ML080580408)

Letter to NRC from NMFS, “Essential Fish Habitat Information
Request for Docket Nos. 50-247 and 50-286; Indian Point Nuclear
Generating Unit Nos. 2 and 3 License Renewal; at the Village of
Buchanan, Town of Cortlandt, Westchester County, NY.” (Accession
No. ML080990403)

Letter to NRC from Entergy, “Document Request for Additional
Information Regarding Environmental Review for License Renewal
Application—Hudson River Fisheries Program Data (Year Class
Report).” (Accession No. MLO80770457)

Letter to Entergy from NRC, “Request for Additional Information
Regarding the Review of the License Renewal Application for Indian
Point Nuclear Generating Unit Nos. 2 and 3 (TAC nos. MD5411 and
MD5412).” (Accession No. ML080880104)

Letter to Entergy from NRC, “Request for Additional Information
Regarding the Review of the License Renewal Application for Indian
Point Nuclear Generating Unit Nos. 2 and 3 (TAC nos. MD5411 and
MD5412).” (Accession No. ML080940408)

Letter to Entergy from NRC, “Revision of Schedule for the Review of
the Indian Point Nuclear Generating Unit Nos. 2 and 3 License
Renewal Application (TAC nos. MD5411 and MD5412).” (Accession
No. ML081000441)

Letter to NRC from Entergy, “Reply to Document Request for
Additional Information Regarding Site Audit Review of License
Renewal Application for Indian Point Nuclear Generating Unit Nos. 2
and 3.” (Accession No. ML081230243)
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May 14, 2008

May 22, 2008

December 2008

Appendix C

Letter to NRC from Entergy, “Reply to Request for Additional
Information Regarding License Renewal Application—Refurbishment.”
(Accession No. ML081440052)

Letter to NRC from Entergy, “Supplemental Reply to Request for
Additional Information Regarding License Renewal Application—
Severe Accident Mitigation Alternatives Analysis.” (Accession
No. ML081490336)
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Appendix D

Organizations Contacted

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission contacted the following Federal, State, regional, and
local agencies, and Native American Tribes, during its independent review of the environmental
impacts related to the application by Entergy Nuclear Operations, Inc., for renewal of the
operating licenses for Indian Point Nuclear Generating Unit Nos. 2 and 3:

Absentee Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma

Cattaraugus Reservation, Seneca Nation

Cayuga Nation

Delaware Nation

Delaware Tribe of Indians

Echota Chickamauga Cherokee Tribe of New Jersey
National Marine Fisheries Service

New York State Department of Environmental Conservation

New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation, Historic Preservation
Field Services Bureau

Oneida Indian Nation of New York

Onondaga Nation

Ramapough Lenape, Ramapough Tribal Office
Seneca Nation of Indians

Seneca Nation Tribal Historic Preservation
Shinnecock Tribe

St. Regis Mohawk Tribal Council
Stockbridge-Munsee Community Band of Mohican Indians, Tribal Historic Preservation Office
The Mashantucket Pequot Tribe (CT)

The Mohegan Tribe (CT)

Tonawanda Band of Senecas

Tuscarora Nation

Unkechaug Nation

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 2
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

December 2008 D-1 Draft NUREG-1437, Supplement 38

OAGI0001366 00435



Appendix E

Indian Point Nuclear Generating Unit
Numbers 2 and 3
Compliance Status and
Consultation Correspondence

OAGI0001366 00436



o b WODN

W O~NO

11

Indian Point Nuclear Generating Unit

Appendix E

Nos. 2 and 3
Compliance Status

and Consultation Correspondence

Consultation correspondence related to the evaluation of the application for renewal of the
operating licenses for Indian Point Nuclear Generating Units 2 and 3 (IP2 and IP3, respectively)
is identified in Table E-1. Copies of the correspondence are included in this appendix.

The licenses, permits, consultations, and other approvals obtained from Federal, State,
regional, and local authorities for SSES are listed in Table E-2.

Table E-1. Consultation Correspondence

Source

Recipient

Date of Letter

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (R. Franovich)

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (R. Franovich)

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (R. Franovich)

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (R. Franovich)

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (R. Franovich)

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (R. Franovich)

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (R. Franovich)

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (R. Franovich)

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (R. Franovich)

December 2008

State Historical Preservation Office
(Office of Parks, Recreation, and Historic
Preservation, R. L. Pierpont)

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
(D. Klima)

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (D.
Stillwell)

National Marine Fisheries Commission
(P. Colosi)

Absentee Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma
(A. Warrior)

Cattaraugus Reservation, Seneca Nation
(The Hon. M. John)

Cayuga Nation
(C. Halftown)

Delaware Nation (N. Owings-Crumm)

Delaware Tribe of Indian (The Hon. J.
Douglas)

August 9, 2007

August 9, 2007

August 16, 2007

August 16, 2007

August 24, 2007

August 24, 2007

August 24, 2007

August 24, 2007

August 24, 2007

E-1 Draft NUREG-1437, Supplement 38
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Source

Recipient

Date of Letter

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (R. Franovich)

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (R. Franovich)

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (R. Franovich)

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (R. Franovich)

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (R. Franovich)

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (R. Franovich)

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (R. Franovich)

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (R. Franovich)

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (R. Franovich)

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (R. Franovich)

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (R. Franovich)

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (R. Franovich)

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (R. Franovich)

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (R. Franovich)

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (M.

VanDonsell and R. Niver)

Delaware Nation (D. Nieto)

National Marine Fisheries Service

(M. A. Colligan)

Echota Chickamauga Cherokee Tribe of
New Jersey (The Hon. C.W. Longlow)

Mashantucket Pequot Tribe (The Hon. M.

Thomas)

Mohegan Tribe (J. Schbotte)

Oneida Indian Nation of New York (R.
Halbritter)

Onondaga Nation (Council of Chiefs)

Ramapough Lenape (The Hon. D. Perry)

Seneca Nation of Indians (M. John)

Shinnecock Tribe (R. Kind)

Unkechaug Nation (The Hon. H. B.
Wallace)

Tuscarora Nation (The Hon. L. Henry)

Tonawanda Band of Senecas (The Hon.
R. Hill)

Stockbridge-Munsee Community of
Mohican Indians (S. White)

St. Regis Mohawk (K. Jock)

New York State Dept. of Environmental
Conservation (J. Pietrusiak)

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (R.

Franovich)

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (R.

Franovich)

August 24, 2007

August 24, 2007

August 24, 2007

August 24, 2007

August 24, 2007

August 24, 2007

August 24, 2007

August 24, 2007

August 24, 2007

August 24, 2007

August 24, 2007

August 24, 2007

August 24, 2007

November 11, 2007

August 29, 2007

September 5, 2007
October 4, 2007
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Source

Recipient

Date of Letter

New York State Department of
Environmental Conservation (T.

Seoane)

National Marine Fisheries Service

(P. Colosi)

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (R.
Franovich)

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (R.
Franovich)

December 28, 2007

February 28, 2008

Table E-2. Federal, State, Local, and Regional Licenses, Permits, Consultations, and Other
Approvals for the Indian Point site

Issue Expiration
Agency Authority Description Number Date Date Remarks
NRC 10 CFR Part 50 Possession License, DPR-5 09/28/13 Authorizes
Indian Point Unit 1 SAFSTOR for
Unit 1
NRC 10 CFR Part 50 Operating license, IP2 DPR-26 09/28/13 Authorizes
operation of
P2
NRC 10 CFR Part 50 Operating license, IP3 DPR-64 12/10/15 Authorizes
operation of
IP3
DOT 49 CFR 107 IP2 Hazardous Materials 062706552061 06/30/09 Radioactive
Certificate of 0Q and
Registration hazardous
materials
shipments
DOT 49 CFR 107 IP3 Hazardous Materials 062706552069 06/30/09 Radioactive
Certificate of 0Q and
Registration hazardous
materials
shipments
EPA 40 CFR Part 264 IP2 Hazardous Solid NYD991304411 10/14/02 Accumulation
Waste Amendment and temporary
Permit onsite storage
of mixed
waste for >90
days
EPA 40 CFR Part 264 IP3 Hazardous Solid NYD085503746 10/17/01 Accumulation
Waste Amendment and temporary
Permit onsite storage
of mixed
waste for >90
days
December 2008 E-3 Draft NUREG-1437, Supplement 38
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Issue Expiration
Agency Authority Description Number Date Date Remarks
NYSDE 6 NYCRR Part 325 IP2 Pesticide Application 12696 04/30/09 Pesticide
c Business Registration application
NYSDE 6 NYCRR Part 325 IP3 Pesticide Application 13163 04/30/09 Pesticide
C Business Registration application
NYSDE 6 NYCRR Parts 704 IP1, 2, and 3 SPDES NY 000 4472 10/01/92 Discharge of
C and 750 Permit wastewaters
and
stormwaters
to waters of
the State
NYSDE 6 NYCRR Part 704 Simulator Transformer NY 025 0414 03/01/08 Discharge of
C Vault SPDES Permit wastewaters
to waters of
the State
NYSDE 6 NYCRR Part 704 Tank Farm SPDES NY 025 1135 02/10/10 Discharge of
C Permit wastewaters
to waters of
the State
NYSDE 6 NYCRR Part 704 Buchanan Gas Turbine  NY 022 4826 03/01/08 Discharge of
C SPDES Permit wastewaters
to waters of
the State
NYSDE 6 NYCRR Part 750 ISFSI| Stormwater NYR 10H166 NA Stormwater
C SPDES General Permit discharge
for Construction during
Activities construction of
dry cask spent
fuel storage
NYSDE 6 NYCRR Parts 200 IP2 Air Permit 3-5522- NA Operation of
C and 201 00011/00026 air emission
sources
(boilers,
turbines and
generators)
NYSDE 6 NYCRR Parts 200 IP3 Air Permit 3-5522- NA Operation of
C and 201 00105/00009 air emission
sources
(boilers,
turbines and
generators)
NYSDE 6 NYCRR Part 596 IP2 Hazardous 3-000107 09/04/07 Onsite bulk
C Substance Bulk Storage storage of
Registration Certificate hazardous
substances
NYSDE 6 NYCRR Part 596 IP3 Hazardous 3-000071 08/16/08 Onsite bulk
C Substance Bulk Storage storage of
Registration Certificate hazardous
substances
Draft NUREG-1437, Supplement 38 E-4 December 2008
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Issue Expiration
Agency Authority Description Number Date Date Remarks
NYSDE 6 NYCRR Part610 IP2 Major Oil Storage 3-2140 - Onsite bulk
C Facility storage of
>400,000
gallons of
petroleum
products
NYSDE 6 NYCRR Part 372 IP2 Hazardous Waste NYDO000765073 NA Hazardous
C Generator |dentification waste
generation
NYSDE 6 NYCRR Part 372 IP3 Hazardous Waste NYDO000765073 NA Hazardous
C Generator |dentification waste
generation
NYSDE 6 NYCRR Part 373 IP2 Hazardous Waste NYD991304411 02/28/07 Accumulation
C Part 373 Permit and temporary
onsite storage
of mixed
waste for >90
days
WCDO  Chapter 873, Article IP2 Gas Turbine 1 Air #00021 NA 12/31/06 Operation of
H Xlll, Section Permit an air
873.1306.1 of the contamination
Laws of Westchester source
County
WCDO  Chapter 873, Article IP2 Gas Turbine 2 Air #00022 NA 12/31/06 Operation of
H Xlll, Section Permit an air
873.1306.1 of the contamination
Laws of Westchester source
County
WCDO  Chapter 873, Article IP2 Gas Turbine 3 Air #00023 NA 12/31/06 Operation of
H Xlll, Section Permit an air
873.1306.1 of the contamination
Laws of Westchester source
County
WCDO  Chapter 873, Article IP2 Boiler Permit 52-4493 NA Operation of
H Xlll, Section an air
873.1306.1 of the contamination
Laws of Westchester source
County
WCDO  Chapter 873, Article IP2 Vapor Extractor Air ~ 52-5682 12/31/06 Operation of
H Xlll, Section Permit an air
873.1306.1 of the contamination
Laws of Westchester source
County
WCDO  Chapter 873, Article IP3 Boiler Permit 52-6497 NA Operation of
H Xlll, Section an air
873.1306.1 of the contamination
Laws of Westchester source
County
December 2008 E-5 Draft NUREG-1437, Supplement 38
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Issue Expiration
Agency Authority Description Number Date Date Remarks
WCDO  Chapter 873, Article IP3 Training Center 52-6498 NA Operation of
H Xlll, Section Boiler Permit an air
873.1306.1 of the contamination
Laws of Westchester source
County
WCDO  Chapter 873, Article IP3 Vapor Extractor Air  — - Operation of
H Xlll, Section Permit an air
873.1306.1 of the contamination
Laws of Westchester source
County
WCDO  Westchester County  IP3 Petroleum Bulk 3-166367 09/10/07 Onsite Bulk
H Sanitary Code, Article Storage Registration Storage of
XXV Certificate Petroleum
Products
SCDHE Act No. 429 of 1980,  IP2 South Carolina 0019-31-07 12/31/07 Transportation
c South Carolina Radioactive Waste of radioactive
Radioactive Waste Transport Permit waste into the
Transportation and State of South
Disposal Act Carolina.
SCDHE Act No. 429 of 1980,  IP3 South Carolina 0072-31-07 12/31/07 Transportation
c South Carolina Radioactive Waste of radioactive
Radioactive Waste Transport Permit waste into the
Transportation and State of South
Disposal Act Carolina.
TDEC Tennessee IP2 Tennessee T-NY-010-L07 12/31/07 Shipment of
Department of Radioactive Waste- radioactive
Environment and License-for-Delivery material into
Conservation Tennessee to
Regulations a
disposal/proce
ssing facility.
TDEC Tennessee IP3 Tennessee T-NY-005-L07 12/31/07 Shipment of
Department of Radioactive Waste- radioactive
Environment and License-for-Delivery material into
Conservation Tennessee to
Regulations a
disposal/proce
ssing facility.
Draft NUREG-1437, Supplement 38 E-6 December 2008
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Issue Expiration

Agency Authority Description Number Date Date Remarks
®Application pending.

CFR = Code of Federal Regulations

DOT = U.S. Department of Transportation

NA = notapplicable

NRC = U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

NYCRR = New York Codes, Rules, and Regulations

NYSDEC = New York State Department of Environmental Conservation

SCDHEC = South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control

SPDES = State Pollutant Discharge Elimination System

TDEC = Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation

usc = United States Code

WCDOH= Westchester County Department of Health
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August @, 2007
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R. Piempont
# Cavarly,

Sinneray,

/RAS
Rani Franowvich, Branch Chief
Envirenmental Branch 8

Docket Nos. 20-247 and 50-286

o See next page
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Atgust @, 2007

By, Don L. Kiima, Dirsctor

: :ngt»:m,. DC 40'-4".;4

SUHBJECT: INDIAN POINT GENERATHNG UNIT NOS 2 &8 3 LICENSE RENEWAL
APPLICATION REVIEW

Dear Mr. Kima:
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D. Kiima

If you have any questions or require addit
Projeet Manager, Ms. Jll Caveryy 51 301-415

information, please cont
oy wia e-mail at

=]

ct the Environmentat
Fi

Sinceretly,

Ervaronmantal Branch B
Bivision of License Renawal
Office of Muclsar Reactor Regulation

Docket Mos. 50-247 and 3G

on See nexd page
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My David Stiffeesl
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£, Siiflwel -2-
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Auguist 5, 2007

MNatior -tE kiririne FI’SHE‘],.“_ S
ma -—*.Iackh thp

SUBJECT: REGUEST FOR LIST OF PROTECTED SFECIES AND ESSENMTIAL FISH
HABITAT WITHIN THE AREA UNDER EVALUATION FOR THE INDIAN POINT
NUWCLEAR GENERATING UNIT NOE. 2 AND 3 LICENSE RENEWAL
APPLICATION REVIEW

Dear Bir. Colasi
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F. Cobosi -2-
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August 24, 2007

ke, Andy Warnor

rector, Caltural Pres
aTr
=5 noper Drive
Shawnee, OK 74801

reatic:
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ENTS CONCERMIMNG THE INDIAN POINT NIXCLEAR
5. 2 AND 3 LICENSE RENEWAL APPLICATION

=

SUBJECT: REQUEST FOR COl
GEMERATING UNIT §
RE \'\l’

WY

Dear M. Warnor

TATHE Y, hca
: v’orh u*.a»' Llu rxdar\; fina. e

st o the Absentee Shawree Tribe of
ariunity Tor pubdic and
tu errsure that yo
510 CFR}

crlbed balow, the NRC
articipation n e en
£ty vare 0 f our afforts angd, parscant toe Title 10
RN bnctmr 51.28{b), the NRC i faaee« tm Anzerie | homa i
orovide nput io the scoping pro 3 ew of the
apghcation. tn addition, as outline:d Lﬁ CFR O.JO,bl{.), f_he NRL ;plum. i L,o.)rdinaie
compliance with Section 106 of i 2| Hi i i
i rements of the Natianal Enviro

|e-*u1ﬂtu\m e erigiat operating dcense Tor a riuclear power piant
nee may e ten«:wcd for tp 1o a0 e nal 20 years if NRt
it aperating censes for Indian Point will expls i September, 2

: ,)piicmi«m f("f r‘mwwai of the Indian ot operating
y letters dated May 3 and

Unidhar RO
to 40 vesrs. Th
are maei. The cur
Dacember, 2015,
i 3 #1 A letier o
June 21, 2007,

S ReCHIc S {
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. anchwall

& renewal
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cts on the area surrounding the indian Paint site related o terrestnial acok
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pe

To accommedale interested membe
ngs for the Indian Point §
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NY. The first session wit convene at 130

any. wilt convene at 7 . with & repeat of the over ;
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> ADARIS or who encounter profy
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VAR T 8 ; § ; - nbmi In
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i Paekstil, NY, and the White Plains Public Library ocated in Wi ns, NY, nave agresd
to make the LRA available for publis nspecticn.

ioh documents the NROS _ssessmenﬁ the acone and impact of enviy onmmntat
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August 24, 20067

The Honorahle #Maurice John
Caltaraugus Reservation, Sene
140 Rt 438

frving, MY 14081

SHBJECT: REQUIEST FOR COMMENTS CONCERNING THE INDIAM POINT NUICLEAR
GENERATING LT NOS. 2 AND 3 LICENSE RENEWAL AFPLICATION
REWVIEW

iuclear Reguiatory Commission (MR aseking ipput for its environmental review

from Entergy MNuciear Oparations (Entengy} for al of the operating

an Point Muclear Genersting Unit Nos. 2 and 3 {Indian Point}, locsled in

srth of the Mew Yaork s houndary Indiarn Point

I may De of in ugirs Reseration, Seneca

Natou Az descrined selow, the NREC s pracs an op*urturn for pudhc and

inter- qovpmfnﬂntc,i [ ation @ the environmentat review. e want o ens sire that you are

i effurts o 1d ,)Uf;Jdﬂ? ;oT‘iIe 15 of th of Fadaral A HZFRS

F‘N‘f 21, Section 512 attaraugus Reservation, Sensca Nebon

>,~ruwde gt b the s s MEC s srvvirormental review of the
o, I addition, =¥ & MREC § 5 1o coordinate

= with Section of the Nationsi His ati

of the National Envircnrmenial Pod

SE PIRETHTY t": tand

il aperating Htense Tor a1
rr.a*,r be renewed for up iooan a drH
are met. The ent op t‘na ficensas or indian Point mll &
Dm‘em ser, 2045 Entergy subvmitted #s apph
ey dated Apﬂ 23, 2007, as supplemeantad

plant is msed o
=FtE If R reg
'ru N %upt-ﬁmhei L‘D

1o 40 years.

The NREC is gatherayg information for an idian Point sde-soecific supple
Envirormentat impact Statement for License Renewai of Nuclear Plants
MUREG-1437 . The suppisment wili contain the results of trw favienw of
impacts or the area surrounding the indian Point site relates
ecofogy. hydrodogy, culflgal o wres. A CIORCTIOY

coptain a recommendation reganding the snvirorsmential duu—‘ptab:::‘;y of the
artion.
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M. John -3-

The staff sxpects 10 pubi
anoiier cat of pub reeting
environmmentst imy staiement {SEIS). A oo
review and comment. Affer consideration of pubd

i ] o final SEIS. The a
d8 1T yvou nees

2 draff 2un

plement 1o the GEIS in July 2008, The NRC will haold
ortiments on the di2ft supplemental
SEIS wili be sent to you for vour

Caverty, Envvirorimental Frojent Manager, at 304-4135-

Sncersiy,

/RA Christian Jacohs for/

Rar: L. Franovich, Branch Chief
Ervronmeridal Branch B

Division of License Rengwal

Office of Muclsar Reactoyr Regulation
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August 24, 20067

fdr. Clint Halftown
Representaiive
Cavvuga Naton

PO Baox it
Versaiies, NY 14188

SUBJECT. REQUEST FOR CORMENTS CONCERNING THE INDIAN POINT MUCLEAR
ENERATING URIT MNOS. 2 AND 3 LICENSE RENEWAL AFPLICATEON
REVIEWY

Dear bir. Halftown:

of an apglica
5 for the fncl

ul of the operating
b lpoated
Indian Foid

n Fomr NJUE—ur Generating l||t ’w_. 2 and
@an, MY, aporodn by 24 mileg north of the New York City
lose proximity o lsnds thst may bs of interest to the Cavuga b c1t:uﬂ, A; i gcribed Dalow,
{he MEC CESS G Ilm ps ol cpporfunity for gubiic and ipter-goverimental parlicipation in the
anviFormeniai review. We want o ensure that yvou asre aware of cur efforts and, pursuant to
Title 10 of the Cods of Federal Reguiations (10 CFRY Part 51, Section 51.28{0), fhe- NPC nwites
the Cavugd Naton o provide mpat 1o the seoping pracess relating o the MR
rewview of the appitcation. In addition, az outlined in 38 TFR 800 &8{e), the NRC
coordingie comphance Seciion 106 of the Nationat Hiskaric Praservation Act of |
through the requiremeants of the Maticnal Envircnmenial Poliay Act of 1385

shions, the angimal aperating Beense Tor a nuclsar sower plantis:
to 40 years. 7he license may be ;em—wed for ap o an addifonal zas if NROC re:
are met. The ent op tm ficen for infmn Paint w»ll expire N September, AD
Dm‘em ser, 2045 Entergy submitted @3 ¢ int operating

oph
ey dated Apﬂ 23, 2087, as _.up::z!ememed 3 May 3 and

Urider WRT reg
n

The NREC is gatherayg information for an idian Point sde-soecific supple
Envirormentat impact Statement for License Renewai of Nuclear Plants
MUREG-1437 . The suppisment wili contain the results of trw favienw of
impacts or the area surrounding the indian Point site relates
ecofogy. hydrodogy, culflgal o wres. A CIORCTIOY

coptain a recommendation reganding the snvirorsmential duu—‘ptab:::‘;y of the
artion.
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~"¢"T‘H]V0d ate interested mem
r the Bdian Pow‘ i
Sepiember TH, 2067

bers of the public, the NRC will hioid two public scoping

nse renewal supplement to the GEIS on Wednesday,

mal Terrace, located at 1% Oregon Hd in Fortiai*dt

Manos, MY, The first sesston WIL corwvans at 30 oo -and witl continue untit $:30 pom., a5
necessafy. T he ssoond session will convene at 7 03 ., with & regent of the over v' i
portons of the mesting, and will continue untit 10:00 pom., as necrssary. Ad» Htonally, the NRC
staft will host mfarmal discussions oneg naur Dsfore the start of oach session.

The Hiner
--—'DF&) joca
fraum the NRO

e NREC Pubfic Document Hoom
9, Rockalle, Blaryiand 20852, or
and Management Syatem (ADARS). Tha

r Dm un‘—‘\ut”
Readirg R

: Froe Libvary, o
} Ji tlm Whlt-n F‘quw Prablic L

White Piains, NY, have mg ee:d

£ ren ewmi at any nuciear ;soww ;ﬂ(:m Ru
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?n'
o

soope of the
erﬁ.»'éw.u‘mn i rpvyew tnr,r uch;er i . 20T 5 should De submitted by mait to
the Chief, Rudes and Directives Brawmr‘ 0 on uf Pital | Mlagt Stop T-BDLG
DS, Nuclear Reg i iingion, DT Elactronic comments may
he & hindtted to ‘ha \R' =y e conoiusion of the

i3, the NRC staff wﬁ prepare o At issues enified and
3jons h.acne»i and mail @ copy 1o :.':)U_
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Is. Mg Owmgs-Crumm

Dredaware !
P Box 8
Andarko, OF 730065

SUBJECT: RECHIEST FOR COMMENTS CONCERNING THE INDIAN POINT NUCLEAR
GENERATING URIT NOS. 2 AND 3 LICENSE RENEWAL APPLICATION
REVIEW

Dear bs. Owings-Cramim:

eeking i
o T 1 *—ntp Nuciea; Umrat ochs (Entergy for 'tza rene Wdl of ih-: ona—i atirg
= m.. 1 an, NJ&: lear Generating Ut Nos. 2 and 3 {Indian Poing, o

24 miles north of the New York ity boundany line. tnd an Foig
0 pmxtm't 'to lsnds ihat msy bs of inferest to the Delaware Nation. As described

e NRC s grocess nclude Ralote "zmmn" ] Dl and infer-govemmental

it !,Ipd ;-:)u ir *ha ervmmn f—ﬂfd ravicw, We want i

hat you dn~ 'm»m-:- of s

he Delaware Rathon o §_!I’<_wl & i
I ;"es!' ] of t"le appiication. In ad \
e with Section 1046 of the National Histaric

of the Natichzi Envitonmerntal Policy Act of

Under MR reg: e, the o
to 40 vears, The Hcense may
are met. Tha current opearating i
December, 2015 Entergy sub
fin i aletter dated Apr
June 2, 2007

qiral operating Hoense for a nuclear gowear plant is i
yedrs i NRC
\‘,E-pt:smher

The NEC is gathering information for ar ndian F‘um'
Ervdiranmentat 3 5 E

MURESG-1437
mpacts on the area s

:3"'1 uatic
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~"¢"T‘H]V0d ate interested mem
r the Bdian Pow‘ i
Sepiember TH, 2067

bers of the public, the NRC will hioid two public scoping

nse renewal supplement to the GEIS on Wednesday,

mal Terrace, located at 1% Oregon Hd in Fortiai*dt

Manos, MY, The first sesston WIL corwvans at 30 oo -and witl continue untit $:30 pom., a5
necessafy. T he ssoond session will convene at 7 03 ., with & regent of the over v' i
portons of the mesting, and will continue untit 10:00 pom., as necrssary. Ad» Htonally, the NRC
staft will host mfarmal discussions oneg naur Dsfore the start of oach session.

The Hiner 3
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9, Rockalle, Blaryiand 20852, or
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Augirst 22, 2007

The Honorabs Jerre Douglas, Chisef
Dreiawars Tribe of Indians
Draiaware Tribal Hc—sdql,dn ts]

171 Morih East Barbara

Barflesvilie, 0K 740008

SUBJECT: REGUEST FOR COMMENTS CONCERNING THE INEIAN FOUNT NUCLEAR
GENERATING UNIT NOS. 2 AND 3 LICENSE RENEVWAL APPLICATION
REWVIEW

Dear Chief Douglas:

m

slear Reguiatory Cormmission (NRC eking mout for s enviconmental reviaw
Hon rom Entergy Nuclear Opezratirvns {Entergy) for the renewal of the operating
ng Unt Nos ;_ uncl s {Fnclian Foint, Iocated 0
rdary line. Indian Poins
o of Indians. As

For g )ubitc ad inter-gavernomental
thut you are awars of our

:ahe NRC i inch
ne envircnmentat ravicw

0 an <,|pd't-)u i

efforts and pmsumt o |t!e 10 of the Dode of Fede
Segion ot he Detaware Tribe of Indians o i the sooping
nmr—ntai resiew of 1 i i outhned

the National

ta| Podi

mpance Wm He-',u.m HES
ements of the Natiohat Enviranime:

Dnider MEC reg
o 40 years. The l| SRR fRAY
are met. The current opetatin

perating Hoense for a
d for u‘p in an &

ssaad Tor up
mMenis
and

pzre in beptemt,er, 2043

December, 2015 Entergy st i 1tion fcr ime..mc e ndian Point cpsrating
i i a letter dated Aprii uppiemented by fetiers dated May 3 and

The NRC
Ervircnmentat inpact |
MUREG-1437. The Sl:;’)pii—" i
mpacts on the area seroLn
ecofogy. hyvdrology, cultural ©
contain a recomimendgation re
acticn.

it wﬂi contain the res of the review of the environmentat

g the indian Poi = related to terresirial ecclngy, agquatic
DIHCES, &S SOCecHRonic issues (among others), and wil
arcing the envirommental aeceptabiity of the icenze renewal
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it} the Whﬁw F‘%am:s Public Li
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200, Fhe NROC will hatd

The staff expects 0 publish the draft zupglement to ihe GEIS In
o meetings in the sile /

ant statement (SEIS) A copy

another
envirarumental i
review an

he sant to you for wour
red on the draft, the NROC

wilt gy a final SE for
H youl peed additiona § f pIOCs
3o at

Caverly, Ervivorunerial Project Manager, at 304-415

contact #s.

Sincerehy,

SRA Christian Jacobs for/

Fari L. Fraaowch, Branch Chief
Environmentat Branch B

Division af Licenss Renawal

Office of Nuclear Reactor Reguiation

50-247 and 5G-288

Drocket Mos

oo See next page
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August 24, 2007

The Honorable ©OW. Lengiow, Chief

Echota Chickan’tcugd Cherokee Trike
oF MNew Jersey

FEd Stuyvesant Avenie

Ivington, NJ 07141

SUBJECT: RECHIEST FOR COMMENTS CONCERNING THE INDIAN POINT NUCLEAR
GENERATING URIT NOS. 2 AND 3 LICENSE RENEWAL APPLICATION
REVIEW

Dear Chief Longiow

eeking i
o T 1 *—ntp Nuciea; Umrat ochs (Entergy for 'tza rene Wdl of ih-: ona—i atirg
= m.. 1 an, NJ&: lear Generating Ut Nos. 2 and 3 {Indian Poing, o
24 miles north of the New Yori City boundary line. tnd an Foig
; 'wtm't 'to Isnds et msy be of interest to the Ec Emta Chickamauga Cherokes
sev : L5 En DREOrtuTity fior
. ‘.Jew fl'tue Stire

(10 CFR;:- Part 51, Section: 5 I.ZS{D).
of Mew Jarsey to provids input o the ¢
review ﬂf the ppuwto ‘

MRT iy
QN O
n adf mo-l a-i u,tmed il

'e|at:ng to the NRC's erwifc;\rme‘-r-:_al

e

t Y ugh the reqwcmert of the Natzum.: Enviscnmential F’ul u\j w\ct of 1

Under NEL regulatons, the od
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T acoom mmh*e itara:
rleatin

stad members of the public, the NRC wiilt hold two puthc scoping
1 the Indian Point icense renewai 3
al The Coloral Terrace
RManor, NY. The first session wili eDVENS at 730 ;
necessary. The second ses53ion corvens at ; wif_h afe
portions of the mesting, and will continug artd 1200 poan. | as neces
staff will fiost miformal discussions ane hour hefore the _“zc,rl of gach

Sepiembar 19, 2007

averview
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whan-poid Blini In
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Plaias, NY. have aegraed

Zigte} ry, oo
*n Peekakili, (Y, and the W ublic Lif
o miake the LEA avallable for fmbi iCoinspecton.

Twp GEIS, which « ‘ocu ﬁ'; the NRC's assessmernd of the scope
ciated with license renewal at any nudc
site of &t the s POR

wnd gapact of environmental
ar power plant ste can also

chiota Chickamaugsa Cherokee Tribe of New Jer
> {0 offer on the soope of the e't"w’l;’cnlnm‘tdt review by Ootober 12, 2007, Wy :;ipr
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The staff expects to publish the draff
er aef o i mestings in 4

snvironmental impact statement (SEISL opy of the dratt SEIS witt be sent to you for your

revievw and comment. After consideration of public comments re of on the drafi, the NRO

wiit prepare a final SEIS. The # a final SEIS for Indian Point is planned for

} of regarding the envirormenial review process,

$5-5809 or at

SHhoeraly,

/RA Christian Jacobs for/

v, Braneh Chiet

Rams L. Francow

Environmentst Branch B

e

r Regidation

Docket Nos. 20-247 and 56-2868

oo See next page
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August 24 2007

The Honoralbds Michae! Thomas, Chalrman
Mashantcket Faguot Tribe

10 Paguot Trad

. Box 2180

SUBJECT: REQUEST FOR COMMENTS CONCERNING THE INCHAN POINT NUCLEAR
GENERATING UNIT MCOS. 2 AKD X LICENSE RENEWAL APPLICATHON
REVIEW

Dear Chairman Thomas:

The L5, Nuclear Regulatory Cormmission (NRC)
ot an apphic. fram Entergy MNuciear Operaticns
fcenses for the Indiah Foint Muclear Generating Unit 3 .‘Imi.cm F‘ i ’._::
Buchanan, h 24 pukes north of the New York City houndary line. ndan Point
i3 in close ¢ a2y D of interest to the Bashantucket Pequct Triba, As
dason j('ﬁ‘eg.y cludes an cpgorturdty for pubdic and ader-goy
participation in e environmental We want o ensure Platy] 3re ":“‘P‘ll'ﬂ
etfarts and, pursu fmt to »m 30 -Jf the Code of Federat Regulations {1
T2ER i s ":ul"t ket Paqunt Trice to p:’o‘sif
tﬂ! resdew of EI

=

Natxonn Historic Preservation Act of 1536 throt.gh t: = n:—qu‘l.'em =
Envirorumentsl Policy Act of 1987

as, the

rating license for a nuelear sower plant 18 Scued for up
Eense Imay e A for up o an additional 20 years if HRO
ent operatinig 4 T dian Point will Pxp*rp i Beptember, 2 IJ P- aod
Dca,r—mb@: LL !’:* Entergy submitted #s ‘:yplmtun for renewal of the Indian Point operating
ic y @ letter dated Aprii 23, 20 suppiemented by letters dated May 3 and

2007,

=
iD
jac}
I
3
i
i

ot

ipenific supplere:
g Ren‘uwas of Muclzar Bl T{GEIRY,
tain the results of the review of the environmental

ﬂ.clian F’oim :3ite§ reiaitp.e:i D terresirial en ::rlogy. aquatic
§ i ‘\'3“1um o nersd, and wil
LB repawal

thering information for an Indian Point s

i Statement for Lic
NUREGS- 143 J’ Th»a suppiement will o
impacts on the area surroending the
Lrqu Y, hydtufo o Etbml e i
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SEIGH WI|§ Convens a‘ ’
; corvens ut 00 o wwih & e
13.1_10 RUTL, 8% Nees
fore the stan of sach soss

NeCessany. The 5 :
portions of the mesting, and will continue unti
staff will host mformat discussions oneg nour b

RLOY 12 u?. Ferso o
14 Hre docureends | tr:-(‘ in ADAH% b I’)Ul' \'wiau me NR{, PDR Refuf.—;nr:e [ aff oy
e 4t 1-800-307 4200 or 201-415-4737, or by e-mait at o

£ Dimd In
7 in Monirose, NY 'Iiw Figld Library located
ry ioeated in m" Flains, NY | have agreed

ick HH((.:)' ; ; .
it} the Whﬁw F‘%am:s Public Li

0 make t‘n: LFm avallable for aubic s pection.

Tre SEES, which documenis the NRO's assessment of the scoge and anpact of environmental
e—‘f@(‘ts that wouid be associated with license rene\.ﬁml at any nuciear power plant site can alsoe
& found on the NRGC's wabsite or at the NRCs PDR.

submit any camments that the Mashantucket Paguot Tribe may have to offer on the

songe of the enviconmentsl feview by October 12, 2007, Wrilten COTREs ats shoutd D

submitted by mail to the Chief, R ar DIﬁ-CtNPx B 3mi istratiie
RMail Siop T-6D0%, .S, Mudlear Reg \’~ fashington, DC

20555-0001. Electronie cormments may be submittad to the NRC by e-mail at

i Al the conclusion of the scaping pfoce.;

ighificant isaues derdified and the conclusions n
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i ot 1
rbdic

dditionsi mformsiion regarding the environ
averty, Erviconmental Project Banagar, at 301-412-6

Singaray
/RA Chrisfian Jacobs for/

Rani L. Frapovich, Braneh Clhief
Ervdrorymantal Branch B

Besinion of Linense Renewsl
2ffice of Nuclzar Reactor Regalation

Dionket Mos. 50-247 and S0-286

oo Ses next pogs
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August 24 2007

I, Jeanne Schhotte
Maohagan Tribe

& Crow Hilt Road
Uncasvilie, ©7 06

SUBJECT: REQUEST FOR COMMENTS CONCERNING THE INCHAN POINT NUCLEAR
GENERATING UNIT MCOS. 2 AKD X LICENSE RENEWAL APPLICATHON
REVIEW

Dear Ms. Schbotte:

The L5, Nuclear Regulatory Cormmission (NRC)
of ar apohc, from Entergy Nuciear Operations

fcenses for the Indiah Foint Muclear Generating Unit s,
Buchanan, MY, aporoxmat 24 m:tes norih of the Ne 1y '. e, tndan Poini

i3 in close proximity o land 0 rest to the Bioheg ribe. A described below,
tie MRS grocess ncludes an @ppom_mny for ;-ub:;c ansd inter-gavermments i i the
srndrorpnental review. We want o ensure th"tf Yol ure aware of our efforts and, pursuant
Title 10 of the Cade of Federal Regtidafiof r"l 28ibj, the NRTC

the tdohegan Tribe to provide inpat 1o the 5o 0 PIGCeSS 2 NRIC's environmental
review of the sppitcatio h»= ‘éF‘L dars b

cocrdinate
thwough the requirements of the Natiz:im.

1 Act of M f

! =

Under NREC regulations, the odainal operatin 5 © A puclear powvey plant 13 E
to 46 years. The Hoensa me ay ne ren A far 1 0 an addibional "D years if NREE
are aet The CLITTET : 5 for tndian Foint will expire i f
L Z0tE splication for renewal of the
2in a letiar dat@d i\pn 23, 20
L2007

finernse
Jtme

oeciic supglement to
Muclear Flants” {GERS
T 1t wri ﬁam ths le:JILJ of the review of the

mpacts on the area surrcunding the "tdiz‘;n Point site related o terresirial ecology. aquaiic
L oulfual resources, and SonINScon T iRsues famong aihers, and wii
endation reqgarding the environmental acceptabiity of the license renswal

-
E
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&

=
=
R
-
O
o
]
L

i

;U
.
5,
=
3

iain & recom
acticn.
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J. Schibotte -2-

To accommodats : )
mesiings for the Mdﬂn Puoint zl SNSE TENeWE

¢, the MRC vl hoid two o
‘p%m»:n t3 ihe GEIS on Wednesday,

September 19, 2007, gt The Colonial Terrac Ly R’ in U\zﬂandt

Flanay, NY. SEE5IG convens at LA
nenessary. HEcorvens at 7 ;th a rmecst of fl‘-e overview
portions of contine unti 1 % pecessary. Addit ¢, the NRT

staff will § nforrnal discussions ong how beforg the t of each session.

hia at the NRC Pubiic Dooument Room
Raockywile Pike, Rockyille, BManyland 20852, or

5 and Management System (ADAMS). The
essiile at

The aceession nurniber for the LRA i

TSonE wihn o ot ave access o ADARS, or who encounier prolilems i
me-nt': tacated in ADARIS, should contact the NRC s PDR Refersnoe stadf by
2OT-4200 or 304154737 of by e-miah at g

o avalable on the lntemet at

The Indian Point LRA i ¢
. " in

i, the Fr Lii
! ,..APF’mm By

adaition, the Hendrick Hudson Free Library,
it Peekakili, NY, and the White Piains Public Lirary focas
to make the LRA available for gubic inspection,

verGhmentad
=, can alsa

raent of the scope and im
»:d i th !zcen =2 renewal & any nuclear power plant

The GEIS whu.
effecis tha

F’\ﬁase su"'mt Arry cornments fha: the #ohsoar Tribe may have to offer on the scope of the
0 i2 20&7 ”’ntt»ﬂn comme :'mﬁ;!d = subimne E‘od by mail to

5 Nuckear qubiatum Comy

be sutunitted to the NRC Ly 2-m

scoping proness, e MEC staff will pregare a summary of the significant iss
3 reached, and mail & copy o vou.

5 idersified and
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SEIS in Juiy 2008 The NRIC will hold

The staff cupects |
arother set of pal

AN Pomt s planned far
W PTOOSAE
-G4300 or ai

i PSERS. The issuance of a final SELS Tfor ing
Aprit 2009 1 vou need additions! information regarding the envirenmental
’ coniact s I Caverly, Environmental Project Manager, at 304

S
S

o

Sincerely,
{RA Christian Jacobs for/

Ram L. Franovich, Branch Chisf
Environreantst Branch B

Docket Nos, B0-247 and 506-224

ool Ses nexi page
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August 24, 20067

. Mation Represantative
on oF Mew York
. Ames Plaza

SHBJECT: REQUIEST FOR COMMENTS CONCERNING THE INDIAM POINT NUICLEAR
GENERATING LT NOS. 2 AND 3 LICENSE RENEWAL AFPLICATION
REWVIEW

Dear B4 Halbritter:

aseking ipput for its environmental review

1 Entergy Nuciear Operations (Eniergy} for al of the operating

an Point Muclsar Generating Unid Nos. 2 and 3 ;jlndmu Pomv located in

i ‘)proxiﬂ‘?at v 24 miles north of the New York City Indian Point

may be of inderest o the © Oneida El‘dlarn Nc o of News York.

: chsdes an ¢ uppnm,mt\ for public and

'rnc umentfﬁ w\flew We want o ersire that you are
FF'L!H:’&’F‘(—{ SRR

to provide

alieation. In

{'Qmp fance 'mt‘n Seeti

iuclear Reguiatory Commission (MR

permr-.)nmemaf revieny of ﬂ*e 2ts
s L‘aor-'jiﬂa

106 of the Mational H ioric Pre
Envirammnentat Podicy Act of 1059

il aperating Htense 10 @ nuclksar power plantis

= rr.a*,r be renewed for up 1o oan addifonal 20 years If NRC re
are met. The ent op t‘na ficensas or indian Point mll & 'ru N %upt-ﬁmhei L‘D
Dm‘em ser, 2045 Entergy subvmitted #s apph
ey dated Apﬂ 23, 2007, as supplemeantad

1o 40 years.

The NEC iz gatherng nfonmation for an Indian Point sde-
Envirormentat impact Statement for License Renewai of Nuclear Plants
MUREG-1437 . The suppisment wili contain the results of trw favienw of
impacts or the area surrounding the indian Point site relates
ecofogy. hydrodogy, culflgal o wres. A CIORCTIOY cl

coptain a recommendation reganding the snvirorsmential duu—‘ptab:::‘;y of the
artion.

LoRQifc suppie
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Manar, .\JY_ The m SE5Eion

nec ry. The second session will convene at 7040 oo wath a
portions of the mesting, and will continus antd 1000 pom., a@s nec f
staff will host informal discussions ong howr befors the siar! of sach session.

sohcation (LRAY i pubdicly avaliabie
te Fhint Morth, 4 Rockyiile Pike, Rockville
1SS 0.14_1 P\knacz»,l*unt Sysie
acne
Thé ancession numt’er f‘:n'
3t ADAR

The hicenss
""DFU 301::

the FEA i3

on the ind

&3]

-y b in
; 2. WY, the Fieid Library, located
rary iocatec in White Plains, NY, save agreed

2 Library, foo

¥

Fublic L

o wspection.

The SEIS, whch JOCiTEn
eifects that wouid be asso
be found on the NRU 5 WE

atof the scope and impact of environmental
newal at any mickear powsar plant site, can also
PDR.

Flease susmit any comments H

the scope of the environmerda review by IZ, 200.7. vvmtew Commerts shaoul

subraitted by mall to the Chisf, Pi i ta"es Beanch, Dhvision of Administrative

Services, Mol Stop T-00D58, U3 N ucizar Regulaiony Comn :
G SO *

Al :

ant issues entified and the conclusions

marary of the signific

Appendix E
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R. Hallritter 3

EIS i Juty 2008 The NRC wi
CQ?Tt:mEHtS o the draft supole
AUviity
e MR

Sincerely,
/RA Christian Jacobs for/

Rani L. Franovich, Branch Chisf
T, mientat Branch B
Division of License Renewal
Oifice of Nuciaar Reactor Regulation

Docket Now, 20-247 and 50-286

ol Ses nedk page
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Augrist 24, 2007

Counci of Chisfs

mdaga Nation
i Route tia
Onengdaga Nation
Nedoow, WY 1312

SUBJECT: REGUEST FOR COMMENTS CORNCERRNING THE INDIAN PGINT NUCLEAR
GEMERATING URIT WOS. 2 AND 5 LICENSE RENEWAL APPLICATION
REVIEWY

Drear Couneil Me

g inowt for 1S

The U.T. Nu(‘i Bar Rer:uhtnw Cn“'smissian ""\'R(“' TirarmErial review

Ar rmut nyg Umt Nos. 2 and 3§ ;
: 'fttel‘; 24 raites north of the Now York City b zry fme. 't Point
is in close grRoXing 5 that may be of hierest to the Chondaga Nc.»"i]: o, A desorios
H :ow the NRC's process includes an ppportunity for pubiic an-" RS- GOVErTITen
ticipation in the environmental !E‘vl' W want 1o e :

efforis and, puratant to Title 10 of the Code of Fadearal Feg

o 51 2800 the NRC In : e Cnondana Nation §
ralatingg 10 the NRC's environmertal revdaw of the a;::-p!i«:atian. in
200 E(pl, the NRC plans to coardinate comgliance with Section 106 of the& Nat erl His
i At of 18 of the Natonal Envvirarmentai Policy Act

thraugh the reguirements

i ar Dower p'{mt is sssu-ef’i for Lip

to 40 vears. The leense
are mei. The current ops
Diee e':“b:—r: 2015 Ents
i i A tetter o
]ll‘kt& "I 2007,

R Sﬁptem ey, ZHOEE gn:!
avai of the Indian Poing operating
7. as su;;pl@werfw:i iy letters dated May 3 and

'te—:p«—\t fic 3;11:;- ﬂen v {s “iEensric

NURE« ES I-'Lar The il'tzs of the reviaw of the &
m:) cts on the area S sfad 0 ierestiial scok
i1\ ’lluio‘ . Cifltural resourcs ‘, and {,r‘,nmo VI PSSLES {Bmong f:et

acton.
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re the atart of ¢
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= e b §
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iPDEY Eacate

Fthe LRA s
e

The accession number fo
2 access o ADARIS, or who ancounter pro

=3 in Monioss, NY t?w '-'F'H i_...m:uy Eu(
Liorary located in rﬂ:r e Pains, MY, ave agresc 1

Thm:El% which
i that w
aund on the NRO':

wirorHnRTat
ie, LA AlD

of the 20o0e and impact of an
RN at any nuclear power plant si
FEF?..

Ples

& subsmit anvy comments thet the Cnondaga Wall
asrvironmerntal v by Getobar 12, 2007 Writient o
the Chief, Rules and Dirgciives Branch, Division of 8
uclenr Regulatory Comimission, \v‘s’adl*'wrjtun
subiveited o the NRC by e-madi at e
seoping process, the NEC staff well prepare a summa
the conclasions reached, and mai By o you.

ry of the sigreficant issues identified and
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Coonib of Chiefs -3

environmental impact statement (SEIS) A
review gnd comment. Aft pablic comimen
it por : {5814 rai SEIS for in :
April 28 S nal information regarding the envronme

: . Environmentsl Project Manager, at 301-315-865% ¢

o

Fat

Sincerely,
/RA Christian Jacobs ford

Fani L. Franovich, Branch Chigf
wnerial Branch B

Division of Licsnss Renswat

Cifice of Nudlear Reactor Requiation
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August 24 2007

The Honorable Dwsine Perry, Chied

8¢ H i Rc«a(i
wabh, N 7430

SUBJECT: REQUEST FUR COMMENTS CONCERNING THE INCHAN POINT NUCLEAR
SENERATING UNIT NOS. 2 AND 3 LICENSE RENEWAL APPLICATION
REVIEV

Dear Chiief Peary:

The 115, Nuclear Re

intory Commission (KNRTY s seeking input for its environmental raview
an appheation from Entergy Nuclear Operations -"En*ergv") for the renewst of the operating
ses for the ndian Poin NJLIem Gererating Unit Nos. 2 and whan Poisl,
’\.V apprximeately 2 iles north of the New York City bOJI‘dd 3 lma
iy 1o lzads that maey be of iierest 1o the Ramapough Lenape.
proc el 3 Y ic and inter-governim nta.
18 ey onméntai vigry, We want *c* srislre that you are aware of o
Cod of a—eJmm F‘*em Hation

oF

PEDCESS T
iy 3G CFR &
H Ir"ric 2

a nuclear power plant isis
&l 2 years f MR e

nenis
and

i

axpire i September, 2045
: the Indian Pomnt cpsating
. a5 suppiemented by leiters dated May 3 and

apphcation for rane

g information far an ndian Foint &8 Y
ct Statement for Lizense Renewai of N
B IR'-H- l4 ?’ The suppiement will coniait the results of the review

vironmental

.mpactx oh g e indian Foirt site related o tarr L aoguatc
. hydrology, r,L[Itl, -al Yesourees, and SoneConoITIC 1S5RS (& L and Wi
sntsdn a recommendation regarcing the envirommental aceeptabidity of the license renewa!

action.
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G Perry -2-

mnedaie interested members of the p lbf‘u the MRC wiil hold two public stopirg
or the En:ikm Fu Eu‘ensw renews! sugplament to the GEIS o \Wednesday.
)I’H Uy Rr‘ if 3 hvd?

v MY, The fir se'*-sion will convene at 1.3
ary. §he second session will corvene at 7100 pom
portions of the meeting, and will continue anti 1200 pom., a3 hes
staff will host mfarmat discussions one hour hefars the start of sach session

1.0 in
ontross, NY, the Field Liboary, located
ied in White Plains, NY, have sgreed

> Hendrick Hudsorn Fre
askill, NY, and the White Pla F‘ubl
to make the LRA avallable for public mspeacti

The GEIS, which dociimaents the NR~ 5 ?NQE‘SS“W:"T? of the scope and mpact of environmentat
eifects that wouid be associated wit : renewal at any 14
e found on the NEC s website or gt the NHC s PDR.

1 poever plant site, can also

Please submit any o m»ﬁnt" ihat the B oG Lenaps v
Me erwirm;‘wrulx' wow by Cotober 12, 2007 Written oo
Bum h D i3 .>|<'.n of ﬁrjm

,lml :3 ﬂp
Efacironic

conel it of the ::op;n;;a process, the NRC staff s
msues idantified and the conviusions reached, ang mai & Copy o yoau.
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O Permy

Tha staff oxpects o pubish the draft supplemeant to the G
weetings it the

anather sef of puilic

; i B
comment.
> g finai SEIS. Th

Docket Moz, 53-247 and 506-28G

oo Ses next page
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ity o s

After consideration of public comments rec
wruance of a final SELS for Indian B

il %

it the draft supplemental

3 want to youl for wour

o on the draft, the
is planred for

Sincerahy,

/RA Christian Jacobs fors

Ram L. Franovich, Branch Chisf
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Office of Nuclsar Reactor Regulation
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August 24, 2007

b, Mike John
Consenvation
Sareca Nation of indians
P Box 231
Salgmanca, NY 14479

SUBJECT: REQUEST FOR COMBMENTS CONCERNING THE INDIAN POINT NUCLEAR
GENERATING URIT NOS. 2 AND 3 LICENSE RENEWAL APPLICATION
REVIEW

Dear by John:

eeking i
o T 1 *—ntp Nuciea; Umrat ochs (Entergy for 'tza rene Wdl of ih-: ona—i atirg
= m.. 1 an, NJ&: lear Generating Ut Nos. 2 and 3 {Indian Poing,

24 milas ny :r'h c,f Lhﬁ MNe r’ﬂm (m. t)mwda'"”
; "v(ll"l’v"(;,’ to lsnds et msy be 0

J) the NRC's ;ma

3 t h‘:"?(.’.‘ﬂth
he Sencca Mation of Indiar

Under NREL rag: e, the oaginal operating cense for a nuclear gower plant is i
to 48 years. The Hcense may years if NRC
are et The current operating i %eptamher
December, 2015 Entergy sub ¥
Jin i aletter dated Apr
June 2, 2007
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August 24, ZH07

andy Kind, Chairman
‘~f‘ NNecock
Rie 27-A, M'nmal.k Hivy

Soutnhampion, NY 11968

SUBJECT: REQUEST FUR COMMENTS CONCERMING THE INDIAN POINT NUCLEAR
GENERATING UNIT NOS. Z AND 3 LICENSE RENEWAL AFPLICATION
REVIEW

Dear Chairman Kind:

The U8, Nuclear Regulatory Commussion INRL)
of ar application from Eniergy Wu
ficenses for e Indian Point Nuclsa
Bl chanar, NY, approximatedy 24 mi i@ hunh m‘ ilw Pow ‘mﬁa Ci
sroximidy 1o lands tha

w NRC“C proness i
s ihe eny
fr:r‘tc and, [)U" iant to Tifle 0o
= : 28{0%, the MR i
ing 1o the NPf

Genarabng Uit Nos. > and (Im Lan Fum‘ , loarted i
)DLH‘.G@E"_ 1mp Ind an F’ i

ntet—g-y.\-e:mmeuta:
af you are aware of our
15 (16 (_‘,FR} Part &1,

Under NRC

to 40 years. ramen

> application for renewal
s suppiemenied oy fotiar

Enterw subinitted
_‘OLH’., [

DH; emher, "IJ?::.
1SE5 in o letier dated Agril
Jyne 21, 2007

"

The NREC i3 gathering information for an ndian Foing site-specifiic supplemem 1o #2 "Geanenn
Environmental impact Statement for License Renewal of Nuch: T Planis” { 1EIS},
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ecologyy, hvdrology, cultural resources. and sociosconc

C isstes {a
contamn & recommendation regarding the ervironmerntal acceptabi
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=3
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. Kindg
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anather sef of puilic

; i B
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August 24 2007

The Honorabde Harry B, Watace, Chief
Unikechatiy Nafion

P Box 88

it e Yorg 11

SUBJECT: REQUEST FOR COMMENTS CONCERNING THE INCHAN POINT NUCLEAR
GENERATING UNIT MCOS. 2 AKD X LICENSE RENEWAL APPLICATHON
REVIEW

Dear Chiaf Walla

Is] wmm‘.t-al review

Tha L5, Nadedr F\e aul dtnzy o tfor 11:, envi
of ar apohc,

ficenses for the in

ian F’oiﬂt Muclear Genemtzng [BIgtil:
Buchanan, MY, aporoxmat 24 m:tes norih of the Ne
i3 I close proximity to land re
below, the NRC's process intcl deJ m‘ c«p mmmw
participation in the environmental review, We want sure that you are aware of our
etforts and r'|rswmt to Titte 10 of the Code of Federal Reguiations {10 CFR} Fart 51,
S0 the NRIC invites the Unkechaug Mation fo provide input 1o the scoping
wrj to the MRC s environmental review of the apgication. i adcdition, as outlined

3 1<—\ NRC §)|ciﬂg ta soordirats afitance with Section 106 of tha N 17
Ht\tufh Frezervation Act of 18006 # 7 the requiremenis of the Maticnal Enwirenmenial Policy
Aok of

3 .‘Imi.cm F‘ Gindl,
York Cﬁ},f houndary ine, dan Paint
bt the Uinkechaug Nation., Az descrbed
wisiic and inter-governmentat

rating license for a nuelear sower plant 18 Scued for up
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are et The cumrent operating 4 T dian Point will Pxp*rp i Beptember, 2 IJ P- aod
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ic y @ letter dated Aprii 23, 20 suppiemented by letters dated May 3 and
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=
iD
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I
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i
i
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ipenific supplere:
g Ren‘uwas of Muclzar Bl T{GEIRY,
tain the results of the review of the environmental
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To accommodate intereated members of the public, the NRC wil hold two public scoping
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Juty 2005, The NRC will hald
: =nts on the draft supg i
FSEIST A copy of the draft SEIS will be sant to you for wour
deration of pubic commenis received on the drafi, the MR
T a final SELS for Indian Point is planned for

whon regarding the envronmental feview process,
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Difice of Nuclear Reactor Requlation

Dochket Nos, 50-247 and SG-288

oC Ses next page

December 2008 E-57 Draft NUREG-1437, Supplement 38

OAGI0001366 00493



Appendix E

The Hcmora!';

: Leo Henry, Chisf

1Y.54

B »alm Ore Fawf
Lewiston, New York 14082

SHBJECT: REOUIEST FOR CORMENTS CONCERMING THE INDIAN POINT RUCLEAR
GENERATING URIT NOS. 2 AND 3 LICENSE RENEWAL APPLICATION
REVIEW

Dear Chief Henny:

soking mpai for s environmental revisw

el

The U3 Muclsar Requiatory Cormmission (MR
of ar apg n from Entergy Nuclear Operations {Entergy) for the renewal of the operating
Beenses for e A Foint Muclear Generating Units No. 2 and 3 {wlian Fainty, beated in
Bucharnan, MY, approxdmat 4 mle nerth nf *he Now York City boundary line. Indian Poing
is i close progimity to lands § Gt Frors Mation, As desonbed
op.:zmt Uty for pubiio ang inter
'*ancipa_ ab it e environmentat re-;'ie'" K waut o ans that you are aware of our
ard, purstant o Titke 10 of the 1§ F:egf:ia:ft 14 CFF-E1 Part 54,
Sk, the NRC imvites © COINg [TOCSss
’ wd in 3% CFR

ha
belove. the MRC's grocess 11“:c,IL=‘de.: an

m A0 vears. The licerse may o 1o = far up io an o .iator'at LEI VeSS

are mef. The current opetating i 1 Foirt: will Q><1: Fe in Seples nt 1=}
Becember, 2015 Entergy sub ot the Indian Paint opsrating
i iy & letter dated Aprid 32 vz dated May 3 and

2007,

Environmentat ir
MUREG-1437. The suppik
mpacts on the area sGroLng
ecotogy, hyvdrolooy, cultural « HOES, & SOCi0Sconomic ]
in & recommendation regarding the environmental acceptabi
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L. Henry
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August 24, 20067

Ths anmblp Ruge' i-' H (“1 of

FOIT Weadh 3
Bason, New York 12013

SHBJECT: REQUIEST FOR COMMENTS CONCERNING THE INDIAM POINT NUICLEAR
GENERATING LT NOS. 2 AND 3 LICENSE RENEWAL AFPLICATION
REWVIEW

Dear Chief Hill:

iuclear Reguiatory Commission (MR aseking ipput for its environmental review
from Entergy MNuciear Oparations (Entengy} for al of the operating
an Point Muclear Genersting Unitea No. 2 and 3 {Indian Point}, locsled in
BT ut v 24 mil orih of the New York City baundary line. Indian Point
tmay DF of inderest 1o the Tonawandsa Bend of Senecas. As
escribed eiwf ihe NEC's process includes an cpportunity Tor pulsiic and inter-governmental
mm ipaton in the environmental review. We want w e thiat vou are awars of
A‘fm‘th- an(. pm mant o 'm il’l af the \‘“m‘ 10 CFR) Part

lieation. N &
jance with Section

Mational Historic Freser .attcn Act of Wrm tt iui..g!; t‘1e Ie-quln—n wents of the National
1

Ernvirammnentat Policy Act of 1059

ditic:en, a5

inal operating #tense 1o a nuclsar Jower plantis msued o
3 rr.a*,r be renewed for up o an adodi : =FtE If NRC reg
are met. The ent op t‘na ficensas or indian Point mll & 'r‘e N %upt-ﬁmhei L‘D
Dm‘em ser, 2045 Entergy subvmitted #s apph
ey dated Apﬂ 23, 2007, as supplemeantad

1o 40 years.

The NEC iz gatherng nfonmation for an Indian Point sde-
Envirormentat impact Statement for License Renewai of Nuclear Plants
MUREG-1437 . The suppisment wili contain the results of trw favienw of
impacts or the area surrounding the indian Point site relates
ecofogy. hydrodogy, culflgal o wres. A CIORCTIOY

coptain a recommendation reganding the snvirorsmential duu—‘ptab:::‘;y of the
artion.

LoRQifc suppie
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Mm 12

Lr.7.

£ Dimd In
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August 24, 20067

fds erry Whits

Tribal Historic Presenation Officer
Stockbndge-Munsee Community Band of
shican ndians

YWi3247 Camp 14 Road

Bowler, W1 54418

SUBJECT: REQUEST FOR CORMBMENTS CONCERNING THE INDIAN POINT NUCLEAR
SENERATING UNIT NOS. 2 AKD 3 LICENSE RENEWAL APPLICATION
REVIEWY

Droar Ms. White:

Tha L8, Muclear Reguiatory Commission (NRC} s seeking inout for its environmental review
c-" ar application from £ s (Enie gw for the renewal of the cperating
icenysas tor the Indian Point o Uit N 2 and 3 {hndian Poinil, i

narth of ?hn v Yoy City buuvda' fine. Indian Point
2 of inber 22 Comnunily

W tha NR At nppnriandy for
atior i the snvironmental rew
suant to Tide 10 of the
s the %Eu Ifh;

Buchanan, MY, approdimately 24 nile
5 i close groxumity 1o lands st may
Band of Mohican Indians. As
pubiic and miter-governmentat part
hat youl are awars .
f’IO CFR} Pant &

e of the appi In adgition, as outined in
coordinate complinnce with Seciion 106 of the Natonal Hist
thraugh the reguirements of the Mationat £

Under NRC regulations, the onginal n; aiir‘ Ia ﬁmnf z for a mrclfaar OONET '\E»::n ior g
to 40 vears. The license may

mf:- et The z,uﬂem C[JH utm-

for tnd.an F0| E'i Wi II n}:pip heptenmer 2043, and
lication for renewai © ndian Point operating
as suppiemented Dy lefters datec May

4

Vand June 21,

im,/am b tﬂen‘el it for License anmﬂ.a of Muclear Fiuﬂ'
Hnt wri SOTHAIN thp msult;. ot he review

!:GUEUQ‘y, hydrzjiogy. L ansd Sonineconcinic Issues mw
COMain & recomimes aly) fﬂgcsrmm the envirmvmantad acceptabs
acticn.
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SO0
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5. White -2

Tha staff expects to sublish the draff supg

nE byt fr

ny of the y
the drafl, the MRC
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Singershy,
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August 24, 2007

IAr, Ken Jock

Counsit Member
St Regis Mohawk Trbal Courn
417 Staie Route |
Akwesasne, MY

SUBJECT: RECHIEST FOR COMMENTS CONCERNING THE INDIAN POINT NUCLEAR
GENERATING URIT NOS. 2 AND 3 LICENSE RENEWAL APPLICATION
REVIEW

Dear by Jock:

Comiasion (NRCY is seeking input for its envirerinental review
NUI;:EG? Umrat on\ (Entergyl for the renewal of the cperating
||at ’w-. 2 -{md ;'f { T::iiaﬂ F‘c}in ylooated in
thdian Foid
P C cif, Az
erreniat
OUr
b ; <\1T’ LFR_} F‘azt a1,

the NRO invites the St Reg sK Tribal Councd 10 prowvide inpit o the
n:{ai‘ r‘ng o the NRC's enviconmental review of the agplication. In addition, as

1, the NRC plans {0 coordinate compliance with Section 108 of the
Aot of 1966 throtgh the requiternarts of the Kational
Enwonmenta! POJL._V Act of 1968,

Under NEC regulations, the oaginal operating Hoense for a nuclsar gower plant is 3
to 48 years. The license may oe 2 for up 10an additional 20 years if NRP £=0
are et The current opearating 1 tndian Poirg wall expirg 3
Decemier, 2005 Entargy subndtted s applicatan for renewal of the .
i aletter dated Apr 2 supplemented vy letters dated §‘-.fi-ay 3 and
2007

Gifements

=

June 2

The NEC is gathera
Erarcnimentat im
MURESG-14537

mpacts on the area surr
ecolegy, hydrolog 3L
a recomimendation regarding MP snvirommanial dmephbm

criTientat
arquatic
. and wil

& renewst

action.

December 2008 E-67 Draft NUREG-1437, Supplement 38

OAGI0001366 00503



Appendix E

Draft NUREG-1437, Supplement 38

K. Jdock -2-

To accommodate terestad members of the publiz, the NRC will hold two public scoping
mesings for the ndian Point icense renewal suj nt to the GEIS on Wednes
‘:Pr‘ipmbp 19, zmﬂ, af Thu Coionial Temco Eu at 118 ¢

fore iht& ziar] of sach 5

Dooument Room
Vianytand 20
{ADARS]

Iy avaiiabie af the NRC Pubic
4 Ror-WHp Ffil/a Rrarkv'ﬂn

The lwense renewal app
{PDR), lovaied at One "v4

The accession numbesr 7o e LRA IS
33t ADARYS, o who encounter problems in
FOR Reference staff by

n
ary, b

catad

irick Hudson Fro
i F’ewi\ ~I<|l NY, and the White Pia
tComake mp LRA available for fubi Ci

ZLI ‘"fnttz:n et nH'w ’h Trid
S Ewrart.h ]:/‘u’ Siof of Adirinistra
‘ashington DC

SF""W ES
Q001 B ur*m C L,Di"ﬂmpf" muy Efe -ul i“ntted tc~ hc HR o
infianbol Ty At the conclusion ¢f the scoping pro
a surnmary of the significant issues identified and the concius

ey v

YL,
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¥ Jack -3-

The staff expects 10 ¢
ancifer set of puldic meetings |
environmental impact statement {SEIS).
Wwoand comment. After cons
HEN f‘n» {SEIS. TE.«: ;

=z i mation regarding the savironmentald
ot '.xL,. Ji ﬂc—-rly Er'ru'onmertdl Project Manager, at 301-415-8

Sinearaly,
/RA Christian Jacobs for/

Rani L. Franavich, Branch Chist
Enviranrmental Branch B

Division of License Renawal

CHfine of Muciear Reactor Regulation

Dhocket Nos. 50-247 and 58-2868

oG Ses next page
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Delaware Nation
Environmental Programs

PO Box 823
Anadarko, OK 73005
405 ¢ 247-2448 x 137

Faxe 405 7 2479395 b
5o 2

LT
Tty &

Septersber 5, 2007

0.8, Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Chief of Ruites and Directives Heanch
Drivigion of Admicistrative %ntms
it Stop T-HD39 y
Washingtow, 3.0, ’0‘3%4}«391 7

Re: Indiam Point Mucloar Genenvting Unit Noz, 2 and 3 License Hmiew_al Application Raview
Dear i

¥ am writing i regurd 10 your-lenter dated August 24, 2007 roquesting comments concerning e Indian
Point Nuclesr Caenerating Uni Noe. 2 and 3 Hoense venewal application review.  As mentioned in the
cnvironnwental weport, the Pelaware people were one of the aborigiial tntities located in the Hudsos-
Mohiawk Hasut in the early 17 century and shoald have bean onc of the initiel consulting parties. As oue
of the shoriginal entities, we ave very interested in bejng 4 parl m’ thc review process not andyv for culiarat
preservation but for eeviremuental protection as mll .

In order for Defawars Nmtnn personticl . o be 1hcrr0u@,hiv irformed about Ehn project aud to provide
comnments we wordd Hke 1o m;m_s; states A5.4 consoiting party. With fhis states, wo are confident thai vou
wonld be able to feeward 2 Copy of ai} fmjmal documents sent to all consulting partics prior o the August
24, 2047 tetter we received. Tt is important to the Delaware Nation that altcufturad sites ave properly
muaintained and the envireumental impavts be reviewed before Rurther sotion is taken,

Thank yos for cantacting, dwe Dataware Natios bo be inclyded i the review of “his application rencwal, We
look forwand fo your guick response and receipt of the documents roguested to continue a productive
relationship with vour erganization” I vou have any questions or require addiion] information, you may
vostgel Mrs, Dandeafa Nicto, Acting: Thrector of Environmental Programs and/or Ms. Tamara Veancis,
Culiuml Preservation Ditector by mlepl_\om Al (305} 247-244% or by Tax at (405) 2479393,

bmoug!y,

Dameala Mieto, Air Program Coordinator and Acting Director
Drelware Mum: of Ok} ahc;zm r‘mronmemal Promw C

<o Tamars Prdm;ls,‘-(,ul'mml Preservation Director . . L .
- Orvel Gibson, Tribal Administrator o ) o s

AR P
AR TDE = g3

. SR
- i S - D A f')
(ot = jo f il (G707
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Page lof 1

Jifl Caverly - Indiagn Point Nuclear Generating Usnit Nos. 2 and 3 Protecied Species Response -

Frem:  <MaryEllen VanDonsel@lvs. gove

T <jselEnre.gov

Date: O8/29720007 11:06 AM

Subject: Indian Poirt Nuclear Generating Unit Nos. 2 and 3 Protectad 8pecies Respense

Please sae the atleched ke for our resporse from the U.S. Fish ard Witdiife Service.

MaryEflen Vanlonssi

U8, Fish and Wikdife Service
#8917 Luker Road

Cortland, NY 13045

Phone: 607-753-8334

Fax: 607-753-0659

file s O emp\GW HIO00E M T /2007
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Taaeew Consty:

We have rodeived vosil 79
endargered spevics withen the v
wdm s of wut, we are no If)n
FRLTEKITS lh“i‘ -)l{'ﬂ_jL‘.l w
Rty E"v.s Rl

{ niék iu, appropriaie portons ol
.1§"c-3 ‘i myen l thies EL fi, pu et ..nd i ldm.m Fpecius, ri;‘fd i wf':'m.il list reguest rosponse

@ fwu.lu piron Wb,

Lafseq.d
Additionatly,
Faderal

prruriathits 1

o CYUIEEE

C«nE:m.w:d existence of
Fluabsingg. S sivrend 2o the ,r-;,

zxrdu': ,hv.

listed 3pet, SE 0T TE4 u]l jis) fh»- destrog
dential divecty dnedfrect, and cunudutive imipacts
auli:m‘v. onded, (o varried oul
pof the BSA is not reguived,

.v.H,uu‘ anpmp" sate wuthoriadions from Mn

with p"(hi'd pl\tl
ance wish thedr apphication foran ine

il jsu P

F low 21 Federad o
;& Federal ageny, consuk
OWRVET, 11D PEISER 13 {mm\.l l/\L
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4 a'“\;\rl S
A AN of the [

1L ?Iﬂ'\.' k.]lH_‘I\E
s Endan

av endangered sp

e ahove o
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New York State Department of Environmental Conservation ‘

Dffice of General Counsel, 14" Floor
(325 Broadway, Albany, New York 12233.1500
FAX: {518 402-0018 or {578} 402.6018
Woebsite: www.dec.ny.gov .
o,

Cetober 3, 2007

Viz geomail and Regsdar First Class Mail

Mr. fio Pham

Senior Projee! Manager - Indian Poirt Redivensing Appheation
Dhvision of License Renewal

Maii Stop 0-713)

Unbed Staces Nucleay Regulatory Comunisston

One White Fhst North

J1555 Rockville Pike

Rociville, M 208322738

Re:  Indian Point Units 2 and 3 Relicensing
Extension Request for Scoping Comments oa SEIS

Plear My, Pham

The State of New York respeesfully requesis an extension unti] Gctoher 31, 2007 i3 which to file
written Scoping Comments on the draft Supplomental Envirommental Impaci Statement {SEIS) that the
Muclear Regulatory Commission (8RCY 15 prepaving in corjunction with the relicensing applicaiipn Liled
s Nuclear Operations, {ne , for the Indisn Point nuclear power plaats (Indian Point 2 and Indian
Point 3 iz Buchanan, New York,

The Stste has been working diligently to prepare its conmments, As you know, the Department of
Enviranmenial Conservatton has assumed the role of coordiagting with other State Excoutive Agoncies
on the relicensing application. The Excoutive Ageneies are also working closcly with the $tate Attoney
General™s Offioe on the relicensing appiication. The additional time will allow Tor more efficient
courtination on the scoping comments.

MU!UWU the NRU has extended the deadline wrdil Novernber 30, 2007, in which 1o file o
ing/Pethion for Leave to Intervene on the relicensing applicatdon. The State s thus in
the provess of ying ewvirommental issues to ralse a8 contontions. Without guestion, thas process is
viigted 1o the drafting of comments on the SEIS. Yoending the dead)ine v file Scoping Comments will
mere closely coordinate with the Siate’s eflorts on the Reqguest for s Heuring/Petition for Leave to

Iruetrvens,

Alexardes B, Grannis
Hotier
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L Joan Matthews, ihe lead counse! tor the State Bxetutive Agencies, has had a s
fannly medieal emergeney since Labor Day, which only t
o eace aggin devote hor full stterdon 1o tds matter,

Fiease {22! to contact either one of 95 if vou have any questions aboul this reguest,

Respeutfufly Sublmiffd,

/ m%zn,s/mumms

YRNEY/R

JOHN SIPOS

Sewmon Atwrney for Special Projecs Assisiant Attorney (leneral
New York State Department of New York Stste Depanment of Law

tal Prodection Prureay

Espvironmenta? Conservation Environm
S18-202-9190 The Capitod
s Albany, NY 12224
41%-403.2251
johin sipnsied

theidey dec sialeny usg

s slate ne s
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New York State Department of Environmental Conservation
Office of General Counssl, 14" Floor

25 Broadway, Albany, New York 12233-1500

FAX: (518) 402-0012 or (518) 402-6019

Waehsite: e dec iy gov

er B. Crarniz
s sar

Az

Oetober 10, 2007

Vig e-mail and Regular Fiest Class Mail

Mr. Bo Pham

Senior Project Manager - lndian Point Rehicensing Applicstion
Phvision of License Renewal

Madl Stop (-7B1

United States Nuclear Regulatory Commisgion

One White Flint Novth

15555 Rockvilte Pike

Rochville, MI 208352-2738

Rer  Indian Point Units 2 ynd 3 Relicensing
Fxtension Request for Scoping Comments on SEIS

Doar Mr. Pham:

Thank vou for vour telephone call yesterday i response to the State of Now Yark's
request 1o subrail scoping comtments by Ociober 31, 2007, on the above matter. This letter is to
contirm that the State will submit its scoping comments by October 31, 2007, and that the NRC
will consider these comments. These wiitten comments will be in addition to the oral comments
that the New York Drepartment of Enviranmental Conservation and the New York Department of
Law provided st the scoping session on September 14, 2007, We very much appreciste this
secornmedulion.

Respectiudly submitted,

m /‘J\Wéﬁb

NM]\ LEARY MATTHEWS
Sendor Attorney for Special Projects
New York State Deparunent of
Environmental Conservation
5154029194

dmathetdow dec.stateny.us

FOHN 3IPOS

*w sistand Aftomey General

Mew York State Department of Law
Envirommental Protection Burcau

‘The Capitol

Albany, NY 12224
S18-432-2251
fohnsiposEoarsiale.ny.us

EEAES 2330 | 5

December 2008 E-75 Draft NUREG-1437, Supplement 38

OAGI0001366 00511



Appendix E

Joan Leary Matthews
Senior Attomey for izt Froj
New ) S

Albany, NY 12233-1500

the U5, MNuctear R
Indian Paint Muclear

The MEC staff has cons

on August 10, 2007 10

Il |ttel‘ 5{ op iy
ef?,_‘ FROALOTR. As g

ts

GO have been -

NRC with (,c)‘sadur
We encous

Thank you for your wrterest and participation in the

el Bee next page

Draft NUREG-1437, Supplement 38
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O membe
er 18, 2007,
Funerta dum‘q a
in the Fa
stbaitied no l(:It:!I than Oolober 12 H,
d to the NRC 71
anticipats urther wmwn LO”‘“IQHYS bpfom mp end of the comment et
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LHsfar, Wi *ten ﬂ'cmn‘q COMmMerns 'Jl“ould ba

hrtit y()u.f Wi

artr m—ut of Envircnmental Conservabicn
fy Floar

iant that

renawal applcaion.

tan extension of the

hed in the Fwde a! Register
ic o attend ‘1‘ SrironIrer #ng meating
1rJ NG an Soporing ; p~rqc 13 50

ort of the Notice

. but has detenmined
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ki and we
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CRESE fonews! o

Sincerely,

,RA by J:H Caven"y for/
i Project Manager
i Esfanch B
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PN URITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
Y Nationat O; l¢ and Atmospherlc Administration
HATKIMAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE
: 5 NORTHEAZT REGION
b i Orw Blackbutn Drive
Tz ot Gloucsster, MA D1930-2208

ocr -4 2y

{Chief Rules and Divectives Branch D M 50___ 2 L&.:}_

Division of Administrative Services

Office of Adminisiration 5@ - Zab
Mailstop T-6D3% .

LiS Nucdear Regulatery Commission

Washington, DC 2)5355-0001

Rer 72 FRASG73-0 {August 10, 2007

To Whom It May Concern:

These comments are submitted by the Protected Resources Division (PRI} of NOAA s NMational
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) regarding the application for renewal of Facility Operating
Licenses DPR-26 and DPR-64 for an additionsl 20 years of operation at Indian Point Nuclear
Generating Unit Nos. 2 and 3. A request o comments related to the Nuclear Regulatory’
Commission’s {NRC] intent fo prepere an Environmental Impact Statement (E18) and conduct
the scoping process pursoant (o the Nationad Fovirorenental Policy ASt{NEPA) was published in
the Federal Register on August 10, 2007,

A population of federally endangers! shortnose sturgeon {(dvipeaser brevirostrim occurs in the
Hudson River. Additionally, Atantic sturgeon (deipenser oxyrinchus oxyrinchus) are also
presgnt in the Hodson River. Atlantic sturgeon are considered a Candidate Species as NMFS has
initiated a status review for this species to determine if listing as threatencd or endangered under
the FSA is warranted. A status revicw report was comploted by the status review team in
February 2007, WNMFS is currently reviewing the report and other gvailabie infonmation w
determinc if Hsting under the ESA 1s warranted. A listing determination, and, it listing is
warranted, any accompanying propased rulels), is expected to be published by KMFS in 2008
0F it is determyined that listing 13 warranted, o lsting detennination and final role listing the
species could be published within a vear from the date of publication of the listing determination
or propesed rule. The Status Review repost is aveilable at

htip it wero, noaa govprol res/CandidateSpeciesProgromi AilShurgeonSictus ReviewReport.
pedf.

NMFS8 has several concerns regarding the potential for the continued ogeration of the Indian
Point facility to affect shurgeon. NMPS’ peimary concern is the Likehhood of impingement of

R o
i X
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sturgeon on screens or racks at plant intakes. Information provided in the appheation by Dynegy
for an Endangered Species Act (ESA)Y Section 18(a)(1%B) permit for their Roseton and
Dansianumner plamus indicated that from 1972-1998, 37 shortanse sturgeon were npinged at
Indian Point Unit 2 and from 1976-1998, 26 shortnose sturgeon were impinged ar Indian Point
Unit 3. 1t is NMES undersanding that ao momitoring of the iniakes has oceurred since screening
and a fish retern gystem were ipstalted in 1998, While the screening and fish refum system were
designed 1o minimize entraimnent and reduce the levels of injury and mortality associated with
impingement, no studies have baen conducted o demonstrate the effectiveness of these systems
for sturgeon. While NMES has so information on likely unpingement rates since 1998, we also
have no mfommation that suggests # no onger ocours. Shortnose sturgeon hupinged on intake
screens o racks experience high levels of injury and/or mortality,

Stargeon volk sac hwrvas (YSL) and post yolk sac larvae (PY $L) have heen documented in the
vieinity of Ingian Point. Given that two distinct disteibutions of YSL and PYSL have been
fdentified in the river (above BM 120 and RM 48 to 110}, it is assumed that the larvae in the
fower river grouping are Atlaptic sturgeon. As such, entrainment is a significant concern for
Atlantic sturgeon In thig area of the river.

The best available information supgests that unauthorized take {as defined (o Section 9 of the
ESAY has ovcurred in the past at the Indian Point fagility and may continue to ocour,
Additionally, Atlantic sturgeon eggs sndior larvae are Hkely 1o be present in this region of the
river and mav be subject W entraitanert in the facility's intakes. Both shortnoss and Atlaniic
sturgeon may also be affectod by the discharge of hested effluent, chlodne, and other pollutants
or antifouling agents,

Section T{a)(2) of the ESA gtates that ench Federal agency shall, in conspltution with the
Secretary, insure that any action they authorize, fund, or carry out is not hkely to jeopardize the
continued existence ol a Hsted speciey or resuit in the destruction or adverse modification of
designated criticsl habitat. Any discretionary federal action that may affect a listed species must
undergo section 7 consultation, The rebeensing of Indian Point by the NRL e a feders! action
that will require section 7 consultation. If'it is determined through consultation between the
NRC and WMFS that the action is hkely to adversely affect any hsted species (L e, if any adverse
effect to Huted species may cooar as # direet or tndireot result of the proposed action or itg
inteerelated or nterdependent aciions, and the effects are not: discountable, insignificant, or
bereficial) then a formal consultation, resulting in the msusnce of 3 Biological Opinion and
accompanying Incidenial Take Statement would be required,

Any NEPA documentation prepared by NRC relating to the relicensing of this facility should
contain an assessmant of the factlity’s impact on shortnose and Atlantic sturgeon.  Additionally,
NMFS expects the NRC fo initiate section 7 consultation with NMES on the effects of the
proposed achonr on listed specics. In order to conduct a consaltation, NMES will need a
complete priject description and 2 complete assessment of the Facility’s lopacts on lsted
species. NMES expects that this assessment will include an estimate of the namber of shorthose
storgeon Lkely to be impinged and/or entrained at the {hoility’s intakes over the Hife of the
proposed 20 vear livense. This information should be submitted to NMFS along with a request
for concurrence with NRO”s determination of effects and justificstion for that determination.
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OAGI0001366 00514



Appendix E

RO §
4
My staft looks forwant to working cooperabively with the NRC during the relicensing provess,
Should you have any questions regarding shottaose sturgeon or the section 7 process in genieral,
please contact Pat Scida, Endangered Species Coordinator (978-2581-9208 or
Pasquale Scidadinaad govh For questions speatfic o Adlantic sturgeon, please contaet Kim
Damon-Randall, Proactive Conservation Program Coordinater (978-281-9300 x6335).
Sincercly,
" -
MMA-\C !51 iy C”F_M
‘Mary & Colligan
Assistant Regional Administrator
for Protected Resources
Ce: Nash, NRC
Crocker, Dummon-Randall - FANER4
Rusanowsky, Colosi - F/NER3
Lindow, T
File Code: Sec 7 NRC Indian Point Relicensing
POTS: TANER200607100
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-

Movember 27 2007

s, Jean Fietrusiak

New York State Department of the
NYDEC-DFWMR

MY Maturs ﬂritféu:ze. Frogram — information Sed
@25 Broadweay, 5% Floor

Ay, NY 1 g,_o._%—sl?ﬁ?

Envisonment

SHIBRJECT! RE*‘UE“&T FOR UST CF STATE PROTECTED SPECIES WITHIN THE AREA
UNDER EVALUATION FOR THE INDIAN POINT NUCLEAR GEMERATING
UNIT MOS. 2 AND 3 LICENSE RENEWAL AFPLICATION REVIEW

Diear bAs. Pretrusiak:

g an application submilte

Tae LS. Naclear Regulatory Commission (NECY is revi
Entergyy Nuu-:ar{!ppratu, 13, Inc. (Entergy) the renewai of the aperating itcenses far indisn
Foint Muclear Ge ma Uit Mos. 2 and 3 art Pointy, Indian Point is [ocated 1in Buchanan,
Neww York, approximatedy 24 mles north of the New York City boundarny e, A part of the
raview of the icanse ren ¥ merital
Ewnom*\entfﬂ mpac

1

| the NRC
Act (MEPA) of 1262, The SEIS includes an analysis of 2
nchuding endangered of threatens e ad i
1£—itief s being submitied under the movisions of the Endang
nendad, ang the Fish angd Wildhfe Coordination Act of 1934, as amemkej

2ri rmni
tu f "i* ami

is 10 renew the facility operating g fm’ Indign Foint for an g

21 vears bayons the expivation of ihe crrrent aparating = nroposed action wou
incisde the = and comtinued maintens nes

oe of _ E- ac ||t‘e~ and franan .
Nt site covers aporoximately 230 ¢ cdian Peint 15 & e o e nodh,
ast by partiafly wooded, privately owned iand and on the west by the Hudson Rive
2 grovide a generat overview of the aite location an

ws COching
cludes

ah opén oytie cooing 3ysiem that withadray

deot Riser. The intaks sy
La"ﬁ T)r uﬁcl‘ anit lum.ted at the \hu"P Six 88-inch pipes discha
ver's suface within a 40-foot wide dBscharge canal

3 the
those that were originally oo
transi fay) iem. Tha :*Lran.m;sb o H_a_.c-pm !
2160 fest seutheast from the reactors, | ] in entranc

i site, except for where the ines cross Broadway, This
o as part of the SEIS process.

Tl

1 the indusinial covlion of the
on iine earridor is baing evalual

rarnsriasion line ﬂ”‘ip shows the transaussion systam that s being evaluated in
0 24 9-Kioneolt (kY 2 =it lndlian Point 1o the Buchanan Substation. This
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25 that supply offsite power from the aubsiation

e5s, the NRC requests ifformation on siate-fizied,
al hakitat that may be it the vicinity of Indian Poit.

the provigions of the

resiew of this ticense |

Sieerehs,

{RA Bo Pham for/

Rani Franovich, Branch Chisf
Srojects Branch 2
Divigion of License Renewal

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
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New York State Department of Environmental Conservation
Division of Fish, Wildlife & Marine Resources

Kew York Naturat Herltage Program

825 Broadway, Albany, Mew York. 12233-4757

Phone: (518 302-8535 - FAX: {518} 402-8925

Website: www ded stisignyus -

Commissiones

Decembey 28, 2007

Hani Franovich

U, 8. INuclear Regulatory Compmission
Projects Branch 2, Diviston License Renewal
Washington, DO 245550001

Dear Ms. Franovich:

In response to your recent reguest, we have reviewed the New York Manurn} Heritage
Program databases vath respect to an Environmental Assessment for the proposed License
Renewal Application - Indian Point Nuclear Generating Unils 2 and 3, ares a3 indicated on the
mag you provided, located in Town of Buchanan.

Enclosed i a report of rare or state-listed animals aod plants, significant natural
communities, and other Significant habitats, which our databases indicate occur, or may
QECUr, on your site or in the immediate vicinity of your site. The information

cuntatted in tlds report is congidered sensitive and should aot be refessed o the poblic
‘without peamission from the New York Naturad Heritage Program.

This project location is adjacent o & designated Signilicant Coastal Fish and Wildlife
Habitat, This habitat is part of New York State's Coastad Mansgement Program (CMP), which is
admindsiered by the NYS Department of State (R2OS). Projects which may tmpact the habitat are
reviewed by DOS for consistency with the CMP, For more information regarding this designated
habitat and aoplicable consistency review requirements, please contact:

Jeff Zappien or Vance Bagy - {518) 474-6000

NYS Department of State

Division of Coastal Resources and Waterfront Revitalization
41 State Street, Adbany, WY 13231

Thie presence of rare species may resuli in your project reguiring additional pernmits,
permit conditions, or review.. For further guidance, and for information regarding other permuits
that may be required under state law [or regulated areas or activities {e.p., repulated wetlands),
please contact the appropriate WYS DEC Reglonal Office, Division of Environmental Permits, af
the enclosed address. ’ '
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For most sites, comprehensive field surveys have pot been conducted; the enclosed report
valy includes records from our databases, We cannot provide a definitive statement on the
presence or absence of all rare or state-listed species or significant natural communitizs. This
information should NOT be substituted for en-site surveys that may be reguiced for
envirommentsl impact assessment.

Our databases are sonineally growing as records are added and updated. If this propeosed
profect is still under development one year from now, we recommend that you contact ys again
so that we may spdate this response with the most current information.

Sineerely, ‘ .

Tara Sceane
information Services
NY Natural Hentage Program

[l Reg, 3, Fisheries Mgr
Peter Nye, Endangered Spectes Unit, Albany
Shaun Keeler, Bureaw of Fisheries, Albauy
Chiris Hogan, Environmental Permits, 4° foor, Albany

Enclosure (report containing a list of rare or State-listed plants and animals) withheld by
NRC as sensitive information per New York Natural Heritage Program request.
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P m‘*\% UMITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
£ A % | Natlonal Doeanlc and Atmospherle Administeation
Forger | NATIONAL MARINE FISHERES SERVICE

eans ,. o Gioucesten MA £T930-2298
FEE 28 2006

Ms. Rant Franovich

Branch Chief, Environmenial Branch B
Phvision of License Renewsl

Office of Muclear Reactor Regulation

United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C, 20555-0001

Re:  Essential Fish Habitat Information Reguest for Bocket Nos. 50247 and )
50-286; Fmifian Peoint Nuclear Genergting Unit Now, 2 and 3 License Renewal;
at the Village of Buchanzp, Town of Cortlandt, Westchester County, NY

Trear Ms. Franovich:

Reference 15 made to vour nformation request reganding essential fsh habitat (EFH) designated
in the vieinity of the Indx.m Point Nuclear Genersting Stetion (fudian Pointh, Your letter mdieates
that the Nuciexs Fegulatory Conumission ts w the process of prepacing a supplemental
enviromnental impact staterent (SEIR) under the provisions of Tile 10 of the Code of Federal
Regulations Part 51 {10 CER Parl 51), the NRC's regutation that tsplements the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)Y ol 1962 The SETS is being propared in copundction w ttha
Tegues t by Entetgy Muclear Uperatis ¢, for the tétizwal 0f the operating licknses for the twa
opesating unifs at IndianPoint. This pmpﬂsui renewal woithd gkfond the cusrent operating
licenses 20 vears boyond theis surrésd. expiration dates, and would cover the use aﬂd continugd
mpinienanée of Uinits Two and Three and aopwtw.m‘t 'mnsnuaswn bes t hat comect Mdlrﬂz .
Bodst o the m.‘nbj Buchianan Subsiation.

The frcilities lie on the sastern shoté of the Hudson River in Westchester € onHty, .1ppm<1matci)
24 miles north of the New York City limits. The industrial porfions of the site cecupy _
approcimsely 239 zores bounded 10 the norsly, oast, and south by private property and by the
Hudson River on the west. Entergy Nuclear Northeast owns all three units at the site. At this time,
only Units Two atid Three are operations], and Uit One is intact bus has been decommissicned.
The operating wnts feature Westinghouse pressurized water reactors that are cooded by water
drawn from the Hu River via a once-through, opes-cycle cooling system. The intake system
includes seven bays for cach umit. Thermsthy-enriched wates ulneql,c'mtv is retumed back mio
the river through six, 96" pipes thet empry o he plant’s 407 wide discharge canal.

The Buchussan reach of the Hudson River is tidal]y‘dnmiha'md and teids to exhibit mesohaline or
oligohatine salinity ranges that vary sasonally. Salinity influences the distribution and function
of aguatic communities, which comprise & wide variety of diadromons and resident fishes, »
diverse forage species including a wide army of insects, crustacenns, and ciher inverichrates.
While nowntended s be an exhaustive e, it shoubd be noted that ?}.c i"\\h wmmunilv m;ludc:s
/\mcman ccl( Jrrgwé’!ﬂ m»rmm , stripred bags (.Vcwm NEOaiEsy, Wi )
SR uma’m;, bay mc,hrw‘ - {An i mitchi ‘, “ém" ‘A‘il versides
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pruedatarengus) which use the general project reach for 3 vartety of hebitat functions, notably
spawning and nursery habital, restigg and seasonal coneentration aveas,

Atluntic stwrgeon (dofpenser axpringhtn), 2 cendidate species for listing under the Endangered
Species Act (ESAY as announced in the Federal Repister on Gotober 16, 2006 {71 FRN 61002},
also oscur in the Hodson River. The torm “candidate spocies” refers to {u) spocies that are the
subject of & petition for list a5 threatened or endangered; (b} species for wineh MMFS has
deterrained that Hsting pursuant 1o section 4 (b3 AY of the ESA may he warranted; and (¢}
thoze species are not the subject of @ pelition but Tor which NMES has announced the inttiation of
a status review in the Fadoral Register. ‘The notice of avanlahiliny of the status review for the
Attantic surgeon was published in the Pederal Register on Apal 3, 2007 {72 PRN 15863). A
copy of the report can be downloaded from the follovang website:

WRW.IEFD, DCRA. 80V ol e satdidutespeci esprosTan/csr.hizn.

The Athanic Sturgeon Sistus Review Veam (SRT) has determined that the Hadsen River and
Dielaware River Atlantic sturgeon stock constilute a distinet population segment {1PS) called the
New York Bight DPS. The SRT bas atso concluded that the New York Bight 1PS was Hkely
{50 % chance) to bevene endangered within the next 20 years, MMFES 1s currently considering
the information in the status report to determine if action under the ESA is worranted. The SRT
alsy identifies several difforont stressors that may impact the Atlantie stergeon popdations
ingluding dams for flood control sud hvdropower genetation, water quality degradation, dredging,
and hlssting.

Federally endangered shornose sturgeon (Acipenser breviresmm) way be found in the Hudson
River in the vicinity of Indian Peint. Any federal acion, such as the approval, fanding, or
implementation of a project by a federal agency that may atfect a listed species muat undergo
consubtation purstant to Section 7 of the Endengered Species Act (ESAY ol 1973, as smended.
Unee specific projects ave idemified and projeet plans ave developed, the NRC should subinit its
determination of effects, along with justification for the deteonination and & request for
concurrence, (o the zitention of the Endangered Spectes Coordinator, NMEFS, Nosthenst Regional
Office, Protecied Resources Division, Doe Blackburmn Drive, Gloucester, MA 21930,

tn addition, EFH hias been designated w the Hudson River mixing zone for o variety of federally
reataged fshery resourees. These include cenain life stages of the red hakes (Vropfnels ofans),
winter founder {Prendoplenronectes pmericanus), windowpane (Svapfhalomes aguasus), bluetish
{Fomaromes saffaivix), Atlastic butter fish (Pepriins rrincaatius), summer flounder { Parafichifys
dontatis), Atlantie sen herving (Clipea hurengus), and the black sea bass (Conpreprisius viviati).
Informasion regarding these designations may be found at our regional wobsite

. . eddfindex htmddefh). This informarion is intended as a genoric guide
that lists the EFH speoie fiin an aree and s not intended for use on s own, The actual EFH
deseriptions, the species bhabiun preforences, snd Life Testory pasameters are provided in Guide o
EFH Descriptions, The Councils’ Fishery Management Plans (FMPs) also should be referred 1o
for more extensive information regarding EFEE

Section 305X 2} of the MSA requires sl federal agencies 1o consull with NMFES on any action
suthorized, funded, or underiaken by that ageney that may adversely aftfest EFH. Included in this
consultation process is the preparatios of an EFH assessmett (o provide necessary information on
wich to consult, Our BEFH regpdation ol 50 CFR 600903 mandates the preparation of BEFH
assessinents and geaerally outlines each agency’s obligations in this consultation precedure, The
Fevel of detail inthe EFE assessment should be commensurate with the potential impacis of the
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proposed project. 1 should alse evaluate all of the ditest, indirect, individual, and comative
impacis on EFH,

The required coniems of an EFH assessenent inchede: 1) 2 descripion of the acion; 2) an analysis
of the pitential adverse effects of the action on BFH and the manaped species; 3) the NRCS
coaciusions regatding the effects of the action on BFIL 4) proposed mitigetion, if applicable.
Gther nformation that should be contained in the EVH assessnent, if gppropriate, inciudes: 1) the
resulfs of on-site ingpections to evaluate the habitt and site-specific effects; 2) the views of
recognized experts on the habitat or the specivs that may be affected; 3} 8 review of pertinent
{terature and related information; and 5} an apabysis of alternatives o the action that could aved
of minimize 1he adverse offects on EFLL

Ty order wy alfow us w evalvate fully the project’s npscis on BFH and foderally wasged species,
additional information on the impacts of continued plant operation, espectally with regard fo the
otige-through cooling water intake From the river and weter release hack tothe river, This
information will altow us o develop BFH conservation recommendations to further minimize
impacts on BFH and federally mangged species. Depending upon the expecled impacts and the
construction schedule, additional best management practices or seasonal work resirictions may be
appropriate EFH conservation recommendations

Thank yeu for your ingairy regarding habitar uses by resources of concern in the Indian Point
ares, We appreciste the oppertunity 10 provide you witls this pretiminary coordinagtion
informmtion. Should you wish to discuss these comments further, please contact Diane
Russanowsky al {203} 832-6304.

Sincerely,
i

¥ ¥,
A%; fi?é # f i

Peter . Colosi, fr.

Agsistan: Reglonal Admisissrator
for Habitat Conservation

dr: 28 _indian point_spldoc

e T/NER4 - Milfurd

F/NERZ - Protected Resowess
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Biological Assessment

Indian Point Nuclear Generating Plant Unit Nos. 2 and 3
License Renewal

December 2008
Docket Nos. 50-247 and 50-286

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Rockville, Maryland
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Appendix E

Biological Assessment of the Potential Effects on Federally Listed
Endangered or Threatened Species from the Proposed Renewal of
Indian Point Nuclear Generating Plant, Unit Nos. 2 and 3

1.1 Introduction and Purpose

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) prepared this biological assessment (BA) to
support the draft supplemental environmental impact statement (SEIS) for the renewal of the
operating licenses for Indian Point Nuclear Generating Unit Nos. 2 and 3 (IP2 and IP3), located
on the shore of the Hudson River in the Village of Buchanan, in upper Westchester County, NY.
The current 40-year licenses expire in 2013 (IP2) and 2015 (IP3). The proposed license
renewal for which this BA has been prepared would extend the operating licenses to 2033 and
2035 for IP2 and IP3, respectively.

The NRC is required to prepare the draft SEIS as part of its review of a license renewal
application. The draft SEIS supplements NUREG-1437, Volumes 1 and 2, “Generic
Environmental Impact Statement for License Renewal of Nuclear Plants (GEIS),” (NRC 1996,
1999)° for the license renewal of commercial nuclear power plants. The draft SEIS covers
specific issues, such as the potential impact on endangered and threatened species, that are of
concern at IP2 and IP3 and that could not be addressed on a generic basis in the GEIS.

Pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA), as amended, the NRC
staff requested, in a letter dated August 16, 2007 (NRC 2007), that the National Marine
Fisheries Service (NMFS) provide information on federally listed endangered or threatened
species, as well as on proposed or candidate species, and on any designated critical habitats
that may occur in the vicinity of IP2 and IP3. In its response, dated October 4, 2007

(NMFS 2007), NMFS expressed concern that the continued operation of IP2 and IP3 could have
an impact on the shortnose sturgeon (Acipenser brevirostrum), an endangered species that
occurs in the Hudson River. NMFS also noted that a related species that also occurs in the
Hudson River, the Atlantic sturgeon (Acipenser oxyrinchus), is a candidate species for which
NMFS has initiated a status review to determine if it should be listed as threatened or
endangered.

Under Section 7, the NRC is responsible for providing information on the potential impact that
the continued operation of IP2 and IP3 could have on the federally listed species, the shortnose
sturgeon. In addition, the NRC has prepared information regarding the potential impact on
important species, including the Atlantic sturgeon; this information can be found in Chapters 2
and 4 of the draft SEIS.

a The GEIS was originally issued in 1996. Addendum 1 to the GEIS was issued in 1999. Hereafter, all
references to the “GEIS” include the GEIS and its Addendum 1.
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Appendix E
2.0 Proposed Action

The current proposed action considered in the SEIS is the renewal of the operating licenses for
IP2 and IP3 for an additional 20-year term beyond the period of the existing licenses. The
applicant has indicated that it may replace reactor vessel heads and control rod drive
mechanisms during the period of extended operation. (For a description of these activities and
potential environmental effects, see Chapter 3 of the draft SEIS.) If the NRC grants the
operating license renewals, the applicant can operate and maintain the nuclear units, the
cooling systems, and the transmission lines and corridors as they are now until 2033 and 2035.

3.0 Site Description

IP2 and IP3 are located on a 239-acre (97-hectare) site on the eastern bank of the Hudson
River in the Village of Buchanan, Westchester County, NY, about 24 miles (mi) (39 kilometers
[km]) north of New York City, NY (Figures 1 and 2). Privately owned land bounds the north,
south, and east sides of the property (Figure 3). The area is generally described as an eastern
deciduous forest, dominated by oak (Quercus), maple (Acer), and beech (Fagus) species. The
lower Hudson River is a tidal estuary, flowing 152 miles (244 km) from the Federal Dam at Troy,
NY, to the Battery in New York City. IP2 and IP3 are located at River Mile (RM) 43 (RKM 69),
where the average depth is 40 feet (ft) (12 meters [m]), and the average width of the river is
4500 ft (1370 m). The Hudson River is tidal all the way to the Federal Dam, and the salinity
zone in the vicinity of the facility is described as oligohaline (low salinity, ranging from 0.5 to

5 parts per thousand (ppt)), with the salinity changing with the level of freshwater flow. Water
temperature ranges from a winter minimum of 34 degrees F (1 degree Celsius (C)) to a summer
maximum of 77 degrees F (25 degrees C) (Entergy 2007a).

The mid-Hudson River provides the cooling water for four other power plants: Roseton
Generating Station, Danskammer Point Generating Station, Bowline Point Generating Station,
and Lovett Generating Station; all four stations are fossil-fueled steam electric stations, located
on the western shore of the river, and all use once-through cooling. Roseton consists of two
units and is located at RM 66 (RKM 106), 23 mi (37 km) north of IP2 and IP3. Just 0.5 mi

(0.9 km) north of Roseton is Danskammer, with four units. Bowline lies about 5 mi (8 km) south
of IP2 and IP3 and consists of two units (Entergy 2007a; CHGEC 1999). Lovett, almost directly
across the river from IP2 and IP3, is no longer operating.
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Figure 1. Location of IP2 and IP3, 50-mile (80-km) radius
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3.1.1 Description of Plants and Cooling Systems

IP2 and IP3 are pressurized-water reactors with turbine generators that produce a net output of
6432 megawatts-thermal and approximately 2158 megawatts-electrical. Both IP2 and IP3 use
water from the Hudson River for their once-through condensers and auxiliary cooling systems.
Each unit has seven intake bays (Figure 4), into which the river water flows, passing under the
floating debris skimmer wall and through Ristroph traveling screens (Figure 5). IP2 has six
dual-speed circulating water pumps that can each pump 140,000 gallons per minute (gpm)
(8.83 cubic meters per second [m?/s]) at full speed and 84,000 gpm (5.30 m®/s) at reduced
speed; at full speed, the approach velocity is approximately 1 foot per second (fps) (0.30 meters
per second [m/s]) and at reduced speed, the approach velocity is 0.6 fps (0.2 m/s). IP3 also has
six dual-speed circulating water pumps. The full speed flow rate of each of these pumps is
140,000 gpm (8.83 m?/s), with a 1 fps (0.30 m/s) approach velocity; the reduced speed is
64,000 gpm (4.04 m*/s), with a 0.6 fps (0.2 m/s) approach velocity (Entergy 2007a).
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Source: Entergy 2007a
Figure 4. IP2 intake structure (left) and IP3 intake structure (right)

The traveling screens employed by IP2 and IP3 are modified vertical Ristroph-type traveling
screens installed in 1990 and 1991 at IP3 and IP2, respectively. The screens were designed in
concert with the Hudson River Fishermen’s Association, with screen basket lip troughs to retain
water and minimize vortex stress (CHGEC 1999). Studies indicated that, assuming the screens
continued to operate as they had during laboratory and field testing, the screens were “the
screening device most likely to impose the least mortalities in the rescue of entrapped fish by
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mechanical means” (Fletcher 1990). The same study concluded that refinements to the screens
would be unlikely to greatly reduce fish Kills.

Source: Entergy 2007a

Figure 5. IP2 intake system (left) and IP3 intake system (right)

There are two spray-wash systems—the high-pressure spray wash removes debris from the
front of the traveling screen mechanism; the low-pressure spray washes fish from the rear of the
mechanism into a fish sluice system to return them to the river. A 0.25 x 0.5-inch (in.)

(0.635 x 1.27-centimeter [cm]) clear opening slot mesh on the screen basket panels was
included to minimize abrasion as the fish were washed into the collection sluice. The sluice
system is a 12-in.-diameter (30.5-cm—diameter) pipe that discharges fish into the river at a
depth of 35 ft (10.7 m), 200 ft (61 m) from shore (CHGEC 1999).

4.0 Status Review of Shortnose Sturgeon

4.1 Life History

The shortnose sturgeon (Acipenser brevirostrum, family Acipenseridae) is amphidromous, with
a range extending from the St. Johns River, FL, to the St. John River, Canada. Unlike
anadromous species, shortnose sturgeons spend the majority of their lives in freshwater and
move into salt water periodically without relation to spawning (Collette and Klein-

MacPhee, 2002). From colonial times, shortnose sturgeons have rarely been the target of
commercial fisheries but have frequently been taken as incidental bycatch in Atlantic sturgeon
and shad gillnet fisheries (NEFSC 2006; Dadswell et al. 1984). The shortnose sturgeon was
listed on March 11, 1967, as endangered under the ESA. In 1998, NMFS completed a recovery
plan for the shortnose sturgeon (NMFS 1998).
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Shortnose sturgeons can grow up to 143 cm (56 in.) in total length and can weigh up to

23 kilograms (kg) (51 pounds [Ib]). Females are known to live up to 67 years, while males
typically do not live beyond 30 years. As young adults, the sex ratio is 1:1; however, among fish
larger than 90 cm (35 in.), measured from nose to the fork of the tail, the ratio of females to
males increases to 4:1. Throughout the range of the shortnose sturgeon, males and females
mature at 45 to 55 cm (18 to 22 in.) fork length, but the age at which this length is achieved
varies by geography. At the southern extent of the sturgeon’s range, in Florida, males reach
maturity at age 2, and females reach maturity at 6 years or younger; in Canada, males can
reach maturity as late as 11 years, and females, 13 years. In 1 to 2 years after reaching
maturity, males begin to spawn at 2-year intervals, while females may not spawn for the first
time until 5 years after maturing and, thereafter, spawn at 3- to 5-year intervals

(Dadswell et al. 1984).

Shortnose sturgeons migrate into freshwater to spawn during late winter or early summer. Eggs
sink and adhere to the hard surfaces on the river bottom, hatching after 4 to 6 days. Larvae
consume their yolk sac and begin feeding in 8 to 12 days, as they migrate downstream away
from the spawning site, remaining close to the river bottom (Kynard 1997; Collette and Klein-
MacPhee 2002). The juveniles, which feed on benthic insects and crustaceans, do not migrate
to the estuaries until the following winter, where they remain for 3 to 5 years. As adults, they
migrate to the near-shore marine environment, where their diet consists of mollusks and large
crustaceans (Dadswell 1984).

4.2 Status of Shortnose Sturgeon in Hudson River

Shortnose sturgeons inhabit the lower Hudson; the Federal Dam creates a physical barrier
preventing the species from swimming farther north. They are found dispersed throughout the
river-estuary from late spring to early fall and then congregate to winter near Sturgeon Point
(RM 86). Spawning occurs in the spring, just downstream of the Federal Dam at Troy, between
RM 118 and 148 (between Coxsackie and Troy) (Bain et al. 2007; NMFS 2000). According to
the NMFS environmental assessment (2000) for a permit for the incidental take of shortnose
sturgeons at the nearby power plants, Roseton and Danskammer, larvae are typically found
upstream of the intakes of all five power plants along the mid-Hudson.

The Hudson River population of the shortnose sturgeon was estimated to be approximately
13,000 adults in 1979-1980. Based on population studies done in the mid-1990s, the
population has apparently increased 400 percent since then, up to almost 57,000 adult fish.
Additional data suggest that the total population of the shortnose sturgeon in the Hudson River
is approximately 61,000, including juveniles and nonspawning adults (Bain et al. 2007). The
population growth has been ascribed to several strong year-classes, as well as 2 decades of
sustained annual recruitment (Woodland and Secor 2007). Bain et al. (2007) maintains that the
annual trawl surveys conducted by the electric utilities (CHGEC 1999) show an increase in
abundance between the mid-1980s and mid-1990s, supporting the finding that the Hudson
River population has increased. Staff assessed the population trend for yearling and older
shortnose sturgeons in the fall juvenile survey data provided by the applicant and found an
overall increase in the catch-per-unit-effort from 1975 to 2005.
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Appendix E

4.3 Impact Assessment of Indian Point on the Shortnose Sturgeon
Population

4.3.1 Entrainment

The southern extent of the shortnose sturgeon spawning area in the Hudson River is
approximately RM 118 (RKM 190), about 75 RM (121 RKM) upstream of the intake of IP2 and
IP3 (NMFS 2000). The eggs of shortnose sturgeons are demersal, sinking and adhering to the
bottom of the river, and, upon hatching, the larvae in both yolk-sac and post-yolk-sac stages
remain on the bottom of the river, primarily upstream of RM 110 (RKM 177) (NMFS 2000).
Shortnose sturgeon larvae grow rapidly, and, after a few weeks, they are too large to be
entrained by the cooling intake (Dadswell 1979). Because the egg and larval life stages of the
shortnose sturgeon (the life stages susceptible to entrainment) are not found near the intake for
IP2 and IP3, the probability of their entrainment at IP2 and IP3 is low.

IP2 and IP3 monitored entrainment from 1972 through 1987. Entrainment monitoring became
more intensive at Indian Point from 1981 through 1987, and sampling was conducted for nearly
24 hours per day, 4 to 7 days per week, during the spawning season in the spring

(NMFS 2000). Entrainment monitoring reports list no shortnose sturgeon eggs or larvae at IP2
and IP3. NMFS (2000) lists only eight sturgeon larvae collected at any of the mid-Hudson
power plants (all eight were collected at Danskammer, and four of the eight may have been
Atlantic sturgeons). Entrainment sampling data supplied by the applicant (Entergy 2007b)
include large numbers of larvae for which the species could not be determined, and, therefore,
one cannot conclude that there was no entrainment of shortnose sturgeons at |IP2 and IP3.
Entergy Nuclear Operations, Inc. (Entergy) currently conducts no monitoring program to record
entrainment at IP2 and IP3, and any entrainable life stages of the shortnose sturgeon taken in
recent years would go unrecorded.

Based on the life history of the shortnose sturgeon, the location of spawning grounds within the
Hudson River, and the patterns of movement for eggs and larvae, the number of shortnose
sturgeons in early life stages entrained at IP2 and IP3 is probably low or zero. The available
data from past entrainment monitoring do not indicate that entrainment was occurring.
Therefore, the staff concludes that the continued operation of Indian Point for an additional

20 years is not likely to adversely affect the population of shortnose sturgeons in the Hudson
River through entrainment.

4.3.2 Impingement

IP2 and IP3 monitored impingement daily until 1981, reduced collections to a randomly selected
schedule of 110 days per year until 1991, and then ceased monitoring in 1991 with the
installation of the modified Ristroph traveling screens. As described in Section 2.1, these
screens were designed in a collaborative effort with the Hudson River Fishermen’s Association
to minimize the mortality of impinged fish.

In 2000, NMFS prepared an environmental assessment (EA) for the incidental take of shortnose
sturgeons at Roseton and Danskammer (NMFS 2000). The EA included the estimated total
number (Table 1) of shortnose sturgeons impinged at Roseton, Danskammer, Bowline Point,
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Lovett, and IP2 and IP3, with adjustments to include the periods when sampling was not
conducted.

Table 1. Estimated Total and Average Shortnose Sturgeon Impinged by Mid-Hudson
River Power Plants, Adjusted for Periods Without Sampling

1972-1998 1989-1998
Average No. Average No.

Power Plant Total Impinged/Year Total Impinged/Year
Bowline Point 23 0.9 0 0
Lovett 0 0 0 0
IP2 37 1.4 8 0.8
IP3 26 1.0 8 0.8
Roseton 49 1.8 15 1.5
Danskammer 140 5.2 44 4.4
Point
Total 275 10.2 75 7.5

Source: Adapted from NMFS 2000.

Impingement data provided by Entergy (2007b), which are available through the NRC’s online
Agencywide Documents Access and Management System (ADAMS), include the raw number of
shortnose sturgeons collected at IP2 and IP3 during impingement monitoring (Table 2). Some
blank entries in historical results do not differentiate between “no samples analyzed” and
“samples analyzed but no individuals found.” Since it is unknown if there were any impinged
shortnose sturgeons for those time periods, counts must be considered minimal. The NRC staff
notes, however, that data submitted by Entergy indicate that a larger number of shortnose
sturgeons were impinged at IP2 and IP3 in the 7 years with reported data (1974—1979, 1984,
and 1987 for IP2; 1977-1980, 1984, 1987, and 1988 for IP3) than NMFS data indicate were
impinged by all mid-Hudson power plants from 1972 through 1998. The NRC staff finds that the
numbers provided by NMFS (2000) in its EA for IP2 and IP3 cannot be accurate. In this case,
the applicant-supplied data indicate a greater effect than the NMFS-supplied data.

An increase in the population of shortnose sturgeons in the Hudson River would most likely
result in an increase in impinged shortnose sturgeons at IP2 and IP3. If the population data
presented by Bain et al. (2007) and Woodland and Secor (2007) are accurate, then a four-fold
increase in population between the mid-1980s and mid-1990s could result in a similar increase
in impingement rates. However, this population increase would also mean that the impact of
taking an individual shortnose sturgeon would decrease. Without current impingement data, the
NRC staff cannot determine how changes in the shortnose sturgeon population have affected
impingement rates.

When considering the effects of impingement, it is important to consider the affected species’
impingement mortality rate. For IP2 and IP3, however, there are few data regarding the survival
of the shortnose sturgeon after impingement. In 1979, NMFS issued a biological opinion (BO)
relating to the take of shortnose sturgeons at Indian Point (Dadswell 1979). At the time, there
was only 1 year in which records describing the status of impinged shortnose sturgeons were
kept. In that year, 60 percent of collected impinged shortnose sturgeons were dead when
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collected. The BO assumes both that all dead sturgeons died as a result of the impingement
and that no impingement-related mortality occurred after the impinged sturgeons were released.

Table 2. Numbers of Shortnose Sturgeons Collected During Impingement Monitoring at
Indian Point Units 2 and 3

Year Unit 2 Unit 3
1975 3 -
1976 2 -
1977 11 2
1978 5 5

3

2

1979 4
1980 -
1981 - -
1982 - -
1983 - -
1984 176 154
1985 - -
1986 -
1987 116 55
1988 - 186
1989 - -
1990 -
Total 317 407

Source: Enclosure 3 to NL-07-156

The BO estimated that, in a worst-case scenario, 35 shortnose sturgeons would be impinged at
IP2 and IP3 per year, and that 60 percent (21 individuals) would die on the impingement
screens. At the time, the population of adult shortnose sturgeons in the Hudson River was
estimated to be 6,000, and this level of mortality would result in a 0.3 to 0.4 percent death rate
caused by impingement at IP2 and IP3 (Dadswell 1979).

Because all monitoring of impingement ceased after the Ristroph screens were installed in
1991, no updated mortality rate estimates for impinged shortnose sturgeons exist at IP2 and
IP3. The NRC staff does not know the current level of impingement or the level of mortality.
Although the laboratory and field tests (Fletcher 1990) performed on the modified Ristroph
screens were not conducted using the shortnose sturgeon, the tests did show that injury and
death were reduced for most species when compared to the first version of screens that were
proposed (and rejected, based on their unexceptional performance”) (Fletcher 1990). If the
NRC staff assumes that the modified Ristroph screens performed as well as the Fletcher's 1990
results indicated, then mortality and injury from impingement would be lower than reported by
the NMFS in its BO (Dadswell 1979), and the impact to the species would be less. Without
current monitoring, however, the NRC staff cannot confirm this.

Based on the limited amount of data from the years before the installation of modified Ristroph
screens at IP2 and IP3, and the lack of data from the years following screen installation,
including any potential changes in rates of mortality caused by impingement, the NRC staff
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concludes that the continued operation of IP2 and |IP3 for an additional 20 years could adversely
affect the population of shortnose sturgeons in the Hudson River through impingement but
cannot assess the extent to which the installation of modified Ristroph screens might reduce the
impact.

4.3.3 Thermal Impacts

The discharge of heated water into the Hudson River can cause lethal or sublethal effects on
resident fish, influence food web characteristics and structure, and create barriers to migratory
fish moving from marine to freshwater environments.

State Pollution Discharge Elimination System (SPDES) permit NY-0004472 regulates thermal
discharges associated with the operation of IP2 and IP3. This permit imposes effluent
limitations, monitoring requirements, and other conditions to ensure that all discharges are in
compliance with Article 17 of the Environmental Conservation Law of New York State, Part 704
of the Official Compilation of the Rules and Regulations of the State of New York, and the Clean
Water Act. Specific conditions of the SPDES permit related to thermal discharges from IP2 and
IP3 are specified in NYSDEC (2003) and include the following:

¢ The maximum discharge temperature is not to exceed 110 degrees F (43 degrees C).

e The daily average discharge temperature between April 15 and June 30 is not to exceed
93.2 degrees F (34 degrees C) for an average of more than 10 days per year during the
term of the permit, beginning in 1981, provided that it not exceed 93.2 degrees F
(34 degrees C) on more than 15 days during that period in any year.

The final environmental impact statement (FEIS) associated with the SPDES permit for IP2 and
IP3 (NYSDEC 2003) concludes that “Thermal modeling indicates that the thermal discharge
from Indian Point causes water temperatures to rise more than allowed.” The thermal modeling
referred to in the FEIS appears to represent a worst-case scenario. Available modeling
indicates the potential for the discharges from IP2 and IP3 to violate the conditions of the IP2
and IP3 SPDES permit, which could result in a negative impact on the shortnose sturgeon. |1P2
and IP3 have not performed any triaxial thermal studies to completely assess the size and
nature of the thermal plume created by the discharge from IP2 and IP3 and the possible impact
on the sturgeon.

According to the NMFS Final Recovery Plan for the Shortnose Sturgeon (NMFS 1998), “During
summer months, especially in southern rivers, shortnose sturgeons must cope with the
physiological stress of water temperatures that often exceed 82 degrees F (28 degrees C).”
Although the area closest to the discharge from IP2 and IP3 can exceed these temperatures,
the summer maximum temperature of the Hudson River in the area of IP2 and IP3 is

77 degrees F (25 degrees C) (Entergy 2007a). The combined discharge from both Indian Point
units is about 1.75 million gpm (110 m*/s), including the service water (Entergy 2007a). Table 3
presents the net downstream flows caused by freshwater inflow. From these data, it can be
seen that 20 percent of the time, the discharge from IP2 and IP3 would be, at most, 15 percent
of the net flow; however, 98 percent of the time, the discharge would be, at most, 97 percent of
the net flow. This means that, at given times, the discharge from IP2 and IP3 would not
necessarily be well mixed into the Hudson River.
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Table 3. Cumulative Frequency Distribution of Net Downstream Flows of Hudson River

Million gallons per Cumulative
minute (gpm) percentile
11.7 20
6.8 40
4.71 60
3.1 80
1.8 98

Adapted from Entergy 2007a

The NRC staff cannot determine—based on available information—whether a shortnose
sturgeon in the Hudson River would experience any prolonged physiological stress from the
thermal plume caused by the discharge from IP2 and IP3. Shortnose sturgeons could be forced
to seek refuge from elevated water temperatures as they are forced to do in southern rivers, and
this could limit their available habitat. If studies reveal that the plume is buoyant, shortnose
sturgeons could pass underneath the plume on their passage past the facility, but there are no
data to indicate that this is the case.

As noted earlier, the NYSDEC thermal modeling of the Hudson River suggests that the
discharge from IP2 and IP3 could exceed the limits specified in the SPDES permit, but without a
triaxial thermal study, the exact size and nature of the thermal plume is unknown. Information
about the species, based on the NMFS recovery plan, suggests to the NRC staff that increased
temperatures can have a significant effect on the shortnose sturgeon. Therefore, the NRC staff
concludes that the continued operation of IP2 and |IP3 for an additional 20 years could adversely
affect the population of shortnose sturgeons in the Hudson River through thermal discharge, but
the staff is unable to determine the extent to which the population would be affected.

5.0 Conclusion

Renewal of the operating licenses of IP2 and IP3 to include another 20 years of operation could
adversely affect the population of shortnose sturgeon in the Hudson River through impingement
and thermal impacts. At this time, the NRC staff cannot quantify the extent to which the
population could be affected.

6.0 References

Bain, M.B., Haley, N., Peterson, D.L., Arend, K.K., Mills, K.E., and Sullivan, P.J. 2007.
“Recovery of a US Endangered Fish,” PLoS ONE 2(1): e168. Accessed at:
http://www.plosone.org/article/info%3Adoi%2F 10.1371%2F journal.pone.0000168#s3 on
December 11, 2007.

Central Hudson Gas and Electric Corporation (CHGEC), Consolidated Edison Company of New

Draft NUREG-1437, Supplement 38 E-100 December 2008

OAGI0001366 00536



—_—
QOWW ~NOOUT AOWN -~

G T G,
AR WN-

A A A
O o0o~NO®

NNNNNDN
AR WN-_2O0O

NN
~ O

NN
© 0

WWWwWww
WN =20

WWWww
~NOo oA

A OWW
(@ {el0e0]

N
—

Appendix E

York, Inc., New York Power Authority, and Southern Energy New York. 1999. “Draft
Environmental Impact Statement for State Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permits for
Bowline Point, Indian Point 2 and 3, and Roseton Steam Electric Generating Stations.” ADAMS
Accession No. ML083400128.

Collette, B.B. and Klein-MacPhee, G., eds. 2002. “Short-nosed sturgeon,” Bigelow and
Schroeder’s Fishes of the Gulf of Maine, Third Edition, Smithsonian Institution Press:
Washington, DC.

Dadswell, M.J. 1979. Testimony on behalf of the National Marine Fisheries Service, presented
before the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region Il, May 14, 1979. ADAMS Accession
No. ML083430546.

Dadswell, M.J., Taubert, B.D., Squiers, T.S., Marchette, D., and Buckley, J. 1984. “Synopsis of
Biological Data on Shortnose Sturgeon, Acipenser brevirostrum LeSueur 1818,” NOAA
Technical Report NMFS-14, FAO Fisheries Synopsis No. 140. Accessed at:
http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/pr/pdfs/species/shortnosesturgeon biological data.pdf on
December 11, 2007.

Entergy Nuclear Operations, Inc. (Entergy). 2007a. “Applicant’s Environmental Report,
Operating License Renewal Stage (Appendix E to Indian Point, Units 2 & 3, License Renewal
Application),” April 23, 2007, ADAMS Accession No. ML0O71210530. ADAMS Accession No. ML
071210530.

Entergy Nuclear Northeast (Entergy). 2007b. Letter from F. Dacimo, Vice President, Entergy
Nuclear Northeast, to U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Document Control Desk. Subject:
Entergy Nuclear Operations, Inc., Indian Point Nuclear Generating Unit Nos. 2 & 3, Docket Nos.
50-247 and 50-286, Supplement to License Renewal Application (LRA)—Environmental Report
References. ADAMS Accession Nos. ML0O80080205, ML0O80080209, ML080080213,
MLO080080214, ML080080216, ML080080291, ML080080298, MLO80080306.

Fletcher, R.I. 1990. “Flow dynamics and fish recovery experiments: water intake systems,”
Transactions of the American Fisheries Society 119:393-415.

Kynard, B. 1997. “Life history, latitudinal patterns, and status of the shortnose sturgeon
Acipenser brevirostrum,” Environmental Biology of Fishes 48 319-334.

National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS). No date. :Shortnose Sturgeon (Acipenser
brevirostrum),” Office of Protected Resources (OPR). Accessed at
http.//www.nmfs.noaa.qgov/pr/species/fish/shortnosesturgeon.htm on December 11, 2007.
ADAMS Accession No. ML083430566.

National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS). 1998. “Recovery Plan for the Shortnose Sturgeon
(Acipenser brevirostrum),” prepared by the Shortnose Sturgeon Recovery Team for the National
Marine Fisheries Service, Silver Spring, Maryland. Accessed at:
http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/pr/pdfs/recovery/sturgeon shortnose.pdf on December 11, 2007.

National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS). 2000. “Environmental Assessment of a Permit for
the Incidental Take of Shortnose Sturgeon at the Roseton and Danskammer Point Generating
Stations.” ADAMS Accession No. ML083430553.

December 2008 E-101 Draft NUREG-1437, Supplement 38

OAGI0001366 00537



—_—
QOWONO ORhWN--

—_—
—_—

A
wN

A A
~NOo Oorh

NNN =2
N ->O 0o

NN NN
o o0k W

NN N
© 00~

Appendix E

National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS). 2007. Letter from M. Colligan, Assistant Regional
Administrator for Protected Resources, National Marine Fisheries Service to Chief, Rules and
Directives Branch, U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission. Subject: Response to request for
information regarding threatened and endangered species in the vicinity of Indian Point.
October 4, 2007. ADAMS Accession No. ML073340068.

New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC). 2003. “Final
Environmental Impact Statement Concerning the Applications to Renew New York State
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (SPDES) Permits for the Roseton 1and 2 Bowline 1 and
2 and IP2 and IP3 2 and 3 Steam Electric Generating Stations, Orange, Rockland and
Westchester Counties,” Hudson River Power Plants FEIS, June 25, 2003. ADAMS Accession
No. ML083360752..

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC). 1996. “Generic Environmental Impact Statement for
License Renewal of Nuclear Power Plants,” NUREG-1437, Volumes 1 and 2, Washington, DC.

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC). 1999. “Generic Environmental Impact Statement for
License Renewal of Nuclear Plants, Main Report,” Section 6.3, “Transportation,” Table 9.1,
“Summary of Findings on NEPA Issues for License Renewal of Nuclear Power Plants,” NUREG-
1437, Volume 1, Addendum 1, Washington, DC.

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC). 2007. Letter from R. Franovich to Mr. Peter Colosi,
National Marine Fisheries Service, Gloucester, Massachusetts, “Re: Request for List of
Protected Species and Essential Fish Habitat Within the Area under Evaluation for the Indian
Point Nuclear Generating Unit Nos. 2 and 3 License Renewal Application Review,”

August 16, 2007. ADAMS Accession No. ML072130388.

Shepherd, G. 2006 “Shortnose Sturgeon (Acipenser brevirostrum),” National Marine Fisheries
Service (NOAA), Office of Protected Resources (OPR).. Last updated in December, 20086.
http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/sos/spsyn/af/sturgeon/archives/42_Atlantic_ShortnoseSturgeons_20
06.pdf. Accessed at: on December 11, 2007. ADAMS Accession No,ML083430573.

Woodland, R.J. and Secor, D.H. 2007. “Year-class strength and recovery of endangered
shortnose sturgeon in the Hudson River, New York,” Transactions of the American Fisheries
Society 136:72-81.

Draft NUREG-1437, Supplement 38 E-102 December 2008

OAGI0001366 00538



Appendix F

GEIS Environmental Issues Not Applicable
to Indian Point Nuclear Generating Station
Unit Nos. 2 and 3

OAGI0001366 00539



Appendix F

GEIS Environmental Issues Not Applicable
to Indian Point Nuclear Generating Unit Nos. 2 and 3

Table F-1 lists those environmental issues identified in NUREG-1437, Volumes 1 and 2,
“Generic Environmental Impact Statement for License Renewal of Nuclear Plants” (hereafter
referred to as the GEIS), issued 1996 and 1999, and in Table B-1 of Appendix B to Subpart A
of Title 10, Part 51, “Environmental Protection Regulations for Domestic Licensing and Related
Regulatory Functions,” of the Code of Federal Regulations (10 CFR Part 51), that are not
applicable to Indian Point Nuclear Generating Unit Nos. 2 and 3 (IP2 and IP3) because of plant
or site characteristics.

Table F-1. GEIS Environmental Issues Not Applicable to IP2 and IP3

ISSUE—10 CFR Part 51, Subpart A, Category GEIS
Appendix B, Table B-1 Sections Comment

SURFACE WATER QUALITY, HYDROLOGY, AND USE (FOR ALL PLANTS)

Altered thermal stratification of lakes 1 42123, IP2andIP3donot

44272 discharge into a lake.
Water use conflicts (plants with 1 43.21, IP2 and IP3 have a once-
cooling pond or cooling towers using 4421 through cooling system.
makeup water from a small river with
low flow)
Water use conflicts (plants with 2 4.3.21 This issue is related to
cooling towers and cooling ponds 4421 heat-dissipation systems
using make-up water from a small that are not installed at IP2
river with low flow) and IP3.

AQUATIC ECOLOGY (FOR ALL PLANTS)

AQUATIC ECOLOGY (FOR PLANTS WITH COOLING TOWER-BASED HEAT DISSIPATION SYSTEMS)

Entrainment of fish and shellfish in 1 42212, Thisissueis related to

early life stages 443 heat-dissipation systems
that are not installed at IP2
and IP3.

(4) The GEIS was originally issued in 1996. Addendum 1 to the GEIS was issued in 1999. Hereafter, all references
to the GEIS include both the GEIS and its Addendum 1.
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