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Title:
Resolution calling for the decommissioning of the Indian Point Nuclear Facility; for its conversion to a facility powered by a renewable energy source; for the appropriate entities to create a plan that addresses the job placement, retraining and financial security of affected workers at Indian Point; for the immediate security and proper protection of Indian Point’s spent fuel rods from the threat of an accident or terrorist attack; and, for the appropriate local, State and federal authorities to ensure that adequate radiological emergency response plans are in place that protect the public health and safety of the communities surrounding Indian Point, including New York City.

On May 7, 2002, the Committee on Environmental Protection held a hearing on Res. No. 64, a resolution that calls upon New York City to join the coalition that is calling for the shutdown of the Indian Point Nuclear Facility until further safety studies are completed and adequate security measures are taken.  Upon consideration of the testimony provided at that hearing and information subsequently obtained, changes were made to Res. No. 64, which resulted in the creation of Proposed Res. No. 64-A.  Proposed Res. No. 64-A calls for the decommissioning of the Indian Point Nuclear Facility; for its conversion to a facility powered by a renewable energy source; for the appropriate entities to create a plan that addresses the job placement, retraining and financial security of affected workers at Indian Point; for the immediate security and proper protection of Indian Point’s spent fuel rods from the threat of an accident or terrorist attack; and, for the appropriate local, State and federal authorities to ensure that adequate radiological emergency response plans are in place that protect the public health and safety of the communities surrounding Indian Point, including New York City.  The legal authority to decommission Indian Point rests with the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (“NRC”) or its owner, the Entergy Corporation.

I. Background 

A.
Indian Point Nuclear Facility


The Indian Point Nuclear Facility (“Indian Point” or the “Facility”) is located on the Hudson River in Buchanan, New York, approximately 24 miles north of New York City.  There are currently three nuclear power plants located at the Facility: Indian Point Units 1, 2 and 3.   In November 2000, the Entergy Corporation purchased Unit 3 from the New York Power Authority.  Subsequently, in September 2001, Entergy completed the purchase of Units 1 and 2, which had been previously owned by Consolidated Edison.  Of the three plants, only Units 2 and 3 remain active, as Unit 1 was shut down in the early 1970s.  Unit 2 began operation in 1974, while Unit 3 began operation in 1976.  Although the licenses for Units 2 and 3 are scheduled to expire in 2013 and 2015,
 respectively, Entergy may request from the NRC a 20-year extension of its operating licenses for these plants.
  


B.
Entergy Corporation


The Entergy Corporation, a New Orleans-based company, is among the largest United States utility companies, with revenues of almost $10 billion and assets of almost $26 billion in 2001.
  Entergy’s nuclear business, which is comprised of Entergy Nuclear South and Entergy Nuclear Northeast, currently operates ten nuclear-powered electric generating plants.  The latter division operates Entergy’s Indian Point units, in addition to three plants located in Plymouth, Massachusetts, Oswego, New York and Vernon, Vermont.
 

II. Proposed Res. No. 64-A

Proposed Res. No. 64-A cites the heightened terrorist threat that our nation’s nuclear power plants currently confront and Indian Point’s attractiveness as a terrorist target due to the high population of the surrounding area and New York City’s close proximity to the Facility.  The Resolution discusses the radiological emergency response plans that pertain to Indian Point and the findings of the January 10, 2003 draft report released by James Lee Witt Associates, regarding those plans.  The failure of the upstate counties surrounding the Facility to submit their annual certification regarding their emergency plans to the State Emergency Management Office; the subsequent correspondence from that Office to the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA); and, FEMA’s recent failure to approve the emergency plans are also cited.  

Proposed Res. No. 64-A recognizes the energy concerns raised by the closure of Indian Point and states that such concerns may be addressed with the conversion of Indian Point to a facility powered by a renewable energy source.  The Resolution then cites the concerns related to the Indian Point employees and how the potential adverse economic impacts to those employees and the surrounding communities should be addressed in the decommissioning process.  

The Resolution discusses the threat that is posed by the spent fuel pools at Indian Point and their particular vulnerability to a terrorist attack.  Finally, Proposed Res. No. 64-A describes the public health and environmental consequences of a radiological release from Indian Point, including the potential contamination of New York City’s water supply.

III.
Security Concerns

A.
Terrorist Attacks


Approximately twenty million people live within a 50-mile radius of Indian Point.  In light of this fact, and due to the Facility’s close proximity to New York City, many people feel that Indian Point is a highly attractive terrorist target and opposition to the Facility has grown increasingly intense since the events of September 11, 2001.   Those pushing for the closure of the Facility assert that the security measures currently required by the NRC, and specifically those in place at Indian Point, are inadequate to protect against a potential terrorist attack, particularly an attack of the magnitude that occurred on September 11th.   Although the NRC issued interim orders on February 25, 2002 and January 7, 2003, which required enhanced security at all nuclear power plants, it is unclear as to whether these measures would be sufficient to protect Indian Point in the event of a coordinated terrorist attack.    


Of particular concern is Indian Point’s ability to protect against an attack from the air.  “No-fly zones” were imposed over nuclear facilities on November 2, 2001, but those restrictions were removed less than one week later.
  Although the Indian Point containment domes, which house the reactors, are constructed of a substantial amount of concrete,
 they were not specifically designed to withstand the force and effects of a jumbo jet crash.  The NRC’s “Design Basis Threat” (“DBT”), the set of regulations that describes the threat against which NRC-licensed power plants must be protected, has not been updated to include the terrorist threat of an airplane of any size.  According to a letter, dated March 4, 2002, from Richard A. Meserve, Chairman of the NRC, to 

Congressman Edward J. Markey of Massachusetts, “The 1982 study written for the NRC 

by Argonne National Laboratory (ANL) [“Evaluation of Aircraft Crash Hazards Analyses 

for Nuclear Power Plants”], and others conducted during that time frame, did not consider attacks or deliberate acts using aircraft, as opposed to airplane accidents, nor did they consider aircraft as large as the Boeing 757 or 767.”
  Furthermore, a February 2001 NRC report, in discussing the frequency of damage to the spent fuel pools of a pressurized water reactor from an aircraft crash, estimated that one of two aircraft are large enough to penetrate a 5-foot-thick reinforced concrete wall.
  This assessment is of particular concern with respect to the spent fuel pools at Indian Point (see Section IV, infra), which are housed in metal buildings with less physical protection than the containment domes.

B.
NRC Security Requirements

Since the DBT requirements were first created in the late 1970s, the DBT for physical protection systems at nuclear power plants has been modified only twice. 
  The NRC requires that nuclear reactor operators protect against a threat of no more than a single internal and/or several external attackers, with hand-held weapons, and a four-wheel drive vehicle for transportation purposes.
  There are no specific requirements in the NRC regulations to protect against an attack involving a large group of terrorists.  The licensee is also not required to “provide for design features or other measures for the specific purpose of protection against the effects of (a) attacks and destructive acts, including sabotage, directed against the facility by an enemy of the United States, whether a foreign government or other person. . . .”
 

It appears that the NRC may develop more stringent security requirements.  In a letter to Congressman Edward J. Markey, the NRC stated, “As a result of the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001, the Chairman directed the staff to thoroughly reevaluate the NRC’s safeguards and physical security programs.  This reevaluation will be a top-to-bottom analysis involving all aspects of the Agency’s safeguards and physical security programs and will include a detailed analysis resulting from a plane crashing into a spent fuel storage facility.”
  Furthermore, the NRC’s website states that, “Previously, the NRC had no reason to perform a detailed engineering analysis of the consequences of a deliberate attack on nuclear facilities by a large airliner; however, this analysis is now being undertaken.”

Even if Indian Point is closed and the units are decommissioned, the question of the adequacy of security will persist.  Due to the lack of a secure national repository for spent fuel, this material is likely to remain stored at Indian Point for a number of years.  Therefore, the security and proper protection of Indian Point’s spent fuel is necessary. 

IV.
Spent Fuel Pools

The primary safety and security concern at Indian Point is the spent fuel pools, which currently hold approximately 1,500 tons of spent fuel and contain more radioactive 

material than the reactor cores.  Although the pools are relatively small in size, are below grade, and are shielded on one side by the containment domes, they may still be vulnerable to a terrorist attack.  The walls of the Indian Point spent fuel pools are constructed of six feet of concrete that are lined with a 3/8-inch stainless steel liner.
  By contrast, the roofs of the structures that house the spent fuel pools contain approximately six inches of concrete.

According to Dr. Gordon Thompson, a physicist and engineer with the Institute for Resource and Security Studies, the most serious risk is the loss of pool water that cools the spent fuel assemblies.
  “Water loss could expose spent fuel, leading to a catastrophic fire with consequences potentially worse than a reactor meltdown.”
  A New York Times article recently reported that a report to be published this spring in a scientific journal of Princeton University concludes that “a successful terrorist attack on a spent fuel pool at a large nuclear reactor could have consequences ‘significantly worse than Chernobyl’. . . .”
  (See Section V, Health and Environmental Consequences of a Radiological Release, infra).

The three pools at Indian Point -- one for each reactor -- were originally intended to be used as short-term storage spaces for the spent fuel rods, which continue to generate heat and radiation years after they are removed from the reactors.  The national central repository for spent nuclear fuel, which the federal government has proposed to be sited at Yucca Mountain, Nevada, will not be ready until at least 2010, if it is created at all.  Therefore, the spent fuel will likely remain at Indian Point for a number of years, whatever the status of the reactors may be.  

“Dry cask storage”, which involves placing spent fuel in steel and concrete containers that are more than eighteen inches thick, appears to provide greater protection than the current pool storage system.
  Entergy stated last year that in 2004 it plans to begin moving the spent fuel at Indian Point to a dry cask system.
  Even after the switch to this means of storage at Indian Point, recently used fuel would continue to be stored in pools for approximately five years.
 

Dr. Thompson has offered the following spent fuel storage suggestion as an option for Indian Point, which includes the transfer of fuel to a dry cask storage system: “The option would involve dry storage of spent fuel in metal casks that are robust against fire and explosion. . . . A fuel assembly that has been discharged from the reactor comparatively recently would be stored in a low-density, open-frame rack in a pool, and would be transferred to a cask when its heat output fell to an appropriate level.  Each cask would be placed on an individual concrete pad, and would be completely surrounded by a high, earth-and-gravel berm. . . .  The storage facility would be surrounded by a security fence, would be guarded, and would be equipped with cameras and motion detectors.”
 

V.
Health and Environmental Consequences of a Radiological Release
A. Health Consequences

A radiological release at Indian Point could potentially result in thousands of 

deaths and illnesses in the region.  A 1982 study performed by the Sandia National Laboratory for the NRC, known as the “CRAC-2 Report”, estimated that a meltdown of the Indian Point Unit 2 reactor would result in “46,000 Peak Early Fatalities, 141,000 Peak Early Injuries, [and] 13,000 Peak Deaths from cancer.” 
  It further estimated that a meltdown of the Indian Point Unit 3 reactor would result in “50,000 Peak Early Fatalities, 167,000 Peak Early Injuries, [and] 14,000 Peak Deaths from cancer.”
  This data, however, does not account for population growth in the area or any release from the spent fuel pools.  

Proponents of the continued operation of Indian Point, however, assert that the Sandia study was flawed, because of the study’s assumption that there would be no mitigating attempt by the nuclear power plant operators to contain a release and restore the plant to a safe condition.  These advocates further assert that the study is dated and, as such, it is inapplicable to the modern-day nuclear power industry.  

Since spent fuel pools typically contain approximately five to ten times more long-lived radioactivity than the reactor cores, an accident or attack at such facilities could also result in severe health consequences.  Spent fuel pools contain cesium-137, 

which has a half-life of thirty years and is a “highly radioactive material [that is] especially dangerous because it can persist in the environment for centuries and can work its way into the food chain.”
  A 1997 study prepared by Brookhaven National Laboratory for the NRC estimated that an accident at a spent fuel pool could result in from 1,500 to 143,000 latent fatalities.
  Furthermore, as mentioned in Section IV, above, a study to be published shortly in a Princeton University journal concludes that an attack at a spent fuel pool could result in consequences that are significantly worse than what occurred in Chernobyl.


 According to a February 2002 preliminary analysis done by the Nuclear Control Institute, an independent research and advocacy center, after a reactor is shut down, many of the short-lived fission products decay rapidly, leaving fewer radioactive particles that would be released in the event of an accident.
  After a core shutdown of twenty days, the number of acute fatalities could be reduced by approximately 80% and the number of long-term cancer deaths could be reduced by 50%.
  In addition, the longer that spent 

fuel is left to cool, the less of a danger it poses, since it may not heat as quickly and more 

of the harmful isotopes it contains may have decayed.

 
B.
Environmental Consequences

As mentioned in Section IV, above, one of the greatest concerns about Indian Point is the vulnerability of its spent fuel pools.  According to Dr. Thompson, a spent fuel pool fire at Indian Point Unit 2 could render uninhabitable an area of approximately 95,000 square kilometers (almost 37,000 square miles), while a pool fire at Unit 3 could render uninhabitable an area of approximately 75,000 kilometers (approximately 30,000 square miles).
  These figures are slightly conservative, in that they were based on the quantity of spent fuel that was present in the pools for Units 2 and 3 in November 1998. Approximately ninety spent fuel assemblies are added to Indian Point’s spent fuel pools every eighteen months.

For New York City, another critical environmental consequence of a radiological release at Indian Point is the potential contamination of New York City’s water supply.  The Kensico, West Branch and New Croton reservoirs, which together supply most of the drinking water for New York City, are in close proximity to the Facility.  The possibility also exists that radioactive isotopes would contaminate other bodies of water, such as the Hudson River, and would bio-accumulate in the tissues and organs of wildlife, resulting in contamination of the food chain.

VI. Energy Implications

A.
In General


A key concern that has been raised in the controversy over Indian Point is the energy implications associated with a closure of the plants.  Units 2 and 3 produce almost 2,000 megawatts of electricity for New York City and Westchester, which is enough to 

power 1.8 million homes.
  The proponents of the Facility maintain that a closure of Units 2 and 3 would result in a sharp increase in the cost of electricity for New Yorkers and would increase the likelihood of rolling blackouts.  According to a March 2002 report by General Electric Power Systems Energy Consulting and National Economic Research Associates, the “[s]hutdown of Indian Point 2 and 3 would increase New York State consumer expenditures on electricity by more than $3 billion in the 3 ½ period from June 2002 to 2005.”
  The report further asserts that the loss of the Facility’s power would lower the electricity reserves in New York State from 14.5 percent to 8.4 percent.
  

Supporters of Indian Point’s closure, however, maintain that dismal outlooks concerning the effects of the plants’ closure on New York’s energy needs are misleading.  They assert that the large price spikes of which Indian Point advocates forewarn do not take into consideration any decrease in energy demand that could be achieved through conservation measures.
  One energy advocate estimated that, with a closure of the Indian Point plants, if you “have a significant increase on that hot summer peak day and you average it out over a period of a year, . . .an average residential customer’s bill [would] go up, five to ten dollars a month” without considering any reductions in demand, such as what could be achieved through energy conservation.
  

It is also possible that any electricity lost through a closure of Indian Point could be replaced with other sources – such as surplus power from New England, or power plants that are slated to come “on-line” in New York State within the next several years. David A. Schlissel of Synapse Energy Economics, Inc., a research and consulting firm specializing in economic and policy analyses of electricity restructuring, has stated that 

the “electric power system would be adequate in New York City, Westchester County and New York State, as a whole, even if both Indian Point units were closed” since “there would still be enough power available from generating units located within New York City or available through import over existing transmission lines to serve expected peak loads while providing adequate capacity reserves.”
  The New York Independent System Operator (“NYISO”)
 has stated, however, that “[w]ith the loss of Indian Point 2 and 3, but including 1,120 megawatts of imported capacity from New England, New York’s capacity would theoretically prevent a blackout for all but one day in five years. . . as contrasted to the reliability standard of one day in ten years.”
 The NYISO analysis did not take into account potential conservation measures that could be implemented.


Another option for energy replacement is the conversion of Indian Point to a facility powered by a non-nuclear energy source, such as natural gas or renewable energy (discussed in subsection B, below). Entergy contends, however, that this conversion “would add $1.5 billion annually to the region’s costs for power.”
  In addition, the company asserts that such an undertaking would take, at a minimum, eight to ten years for the decommissioning of the nuclear plants and the permitting and construction of a new gas facility.
 

B.
Replacement of Indian Point with a Renewable Energy Source

Another possibility that exists to address the loss of energy from Indian Point’s closure is the conversion of the plants to a facility that is powered by a renewable energy 

source.  One example of a system that utilizes such a source is the FibRecycle System, designed and manufactured by Estech, LLC (“Estech”).  According to an Executive Summary prepared by Estech for Congressman Sherwood L Boehlert (R-NY), Chairman of the House Science Committee, “[t]he FibRecycle System can efficiently and economically generate renewable fuels from a wide range of cellulose-rich wastes such as municipal solid waste (MSW), pulp mill sludge, textile mill waste, sewage sludge, waste wood and agricultural residues, and turn these fuels into ‘Green Electric’”.
  The 

Executive Summary further points out that “[t]he FibRecycle System is a versatile, low cost means of converting low and negative cost biomass feedstocks into competitively priced renewable energy” and, according to Estech, it “is the first commercially available technology that enables the conversion of unseparated MSW into combined heat and power generation utilizing high efficiency gas turbines.”
  The process itself is a 

“virtually non-emitting thermal process, with the only discharges to the atmosphere consisting of minimal residual steam when the vessel is opened.”

VII.
Emergency Evacuation Plans

A.
Certification of the Plans


In the event of a release of radioactivity from Indian Point, the public would be evacuated pursuant to Indian Point’s Emergency Response Plan and the radiological emergency response plans (“Plans”) of the surrounding upstate counties – Westchester, Rockland, Orange and Putnam Counties.  In August 2002, the Governor of the State of New York announced a comprehensive and independent review of emergency preparedness to be performed by James Lee Witt Associates, LLC (“Witt Associates”)
 for the area around Indian Point, which assessed the existing Plans and capabilities of the surrounding jurisdictions to ensure the safety of the people of New York in the event of an incident at Indian Point in addition to how those existing Plans and capabilities might be improved.
  Initial findings released in a draft report by Witt Associates assert that the 

current radiological response system and capabilities are not adequate to protect the people of New York from an unacceptable dose of radiation in the event of a release from Indian Point, especially if the release is faster or larger than the design basis release, and the plan does not consider the possible additional ramifications of a terrorist-caused release.
  

On January 30, 2003, the Director of the New York State Emergency Management Office, Mr. Edward F. Jacoby, Jr., informed the Regional Director of FEMA that “the draft report prepared by James Lee Witt Associates has raised many issues regarding the emergency plans for Indian Point…”
  He further stated that he is “unable to transmit checklists for the Indian Point planning area at this time” since the County Executives of Westchester, Rockland, Putnam and Orange Counties did not provide their official annual certification to the Office that their radiological emergency preparedness checklists were in place.
  States must submit an Annual Letter of Certification to FEMA by January 31st of each year, which includes information that is used as a basis for FEMA’s annual review and approval of State and local emergency plans for the offsite effects of a radiological emergency at commercial nuclear power plants.  On February 21, 2003, FEMA declined to approve the emergency plans, citing the State’s failure to provide it with “crucial information”.


B.
Deficiencies in the Plans


Although some opponents of Indian Point feel that any evacuation plan would be insufficient to deal with a radiological release, many people are still calling for the improvement of the plans that currently exist.  The Plans’ abilities to result in the successful evacuation of the area surrounding Indian Point have come under attack for a number of reasons.  Critics of the Plans contend that a significant number of people who would be at risk in the event of a radiological release are not included in the documents, 

as they only explicitly call for the evacuation of residents within a 10-mile radius.  Those same critics argue that the Plans also fail to take into account a terrorist attack on the Facility and the probability that those outside the evacuation zone will most likely evacuate, as well.  Furthermore, they contend that the Plans make assumptions concerning the behavior of parents, emergency workers, and bus drivers, which do not acknowledge the reality of emergency situations.  For example, the Plans rely on the willingness of parents to leave their children in school, thus evacuating separately, and on the willingness of bus drivers and emergency workers to return to the evacuation zone in order to participate in the evacuation.  

The draft report released by the Witt Associates concluded that the Plans are built on compliance with federal regulations, rather than on a strategy that leads to structures and systems to protect from radiation exposure; the Plans appear to be based on the premise that, in an emergency, people will comply with official government directions rather than acting in accordance with what they perceive to be their best interests; the Plans do not consider the possible additional ramifications of a terrorist-caused release; the Plans do not consider the reality and impacts of spontaneous evacuation; and, response exercises designed to test the Plans are of limited use in identifying inadequacies and improving subsequent responses.

VIII.
Indian Point Employees
Proponents of the continued operation of Indian Point assert that, in addition to increases in the cost of electricity for New Yorkers, a closure of the Facility would result in the loss of $34 million in local taxes and of 1,500 jobs, many of which involve skilled electricians, engineers and carpenters.
  The proponents of the Facility’s closure assert that many of these workers could be retrained, or could remain employed by Entergy, since they could participate in the decommissioning of the plant, which could take up to sixty years.
  In the event that the decommissioning of the Facility occurs, it is important that the appropriate entities create a plan that addresses the job placement, retraining and financial security of affected workers at Indian Point.  Potential means to address the economic impact of the Facility’s closure on affected workers include severance pay and the extension of health care benefits. 

Proponents of Indian Point’s closure maintain, however, that the economic implications of a radiological release are far greater than that which would occur from a shutdown of the plants.  The Sandia Labs CRAC-2 Report estimated that a meltdown of 

the Indian Point Units 2 and 3 reactors would cause (in 1982 dollars) $274 billion and $314 billion in property damage, respectively.  These figures would be substantially higher in terms of today’s dollars and due to the increased population in the area.

IX.
Conclusion


The contrasting scenarios of the continued operation or decommissioning of Indian Point Units 2 and 3 involve a number of issues that directly affect New York City.  The City may face serious health and environmental consequences in the event of a radiological release from the Facility.  These problems are further exacerbated by security concerns at Indian Point, compounded by the threat of terrorism.  The closure of the plants, however, also raises energy implications for the City and economic concerns for the Facility’s employees.  It is the hope of this Committee that the testimony gathered 

today will provide the Council with critical information aimed at addressing the numerous and complex issues related to Indian Point.

Proposed Res. No. 64-A 

Resolution calling for the decommissioning of the Indian Point Nuclear Facility; for its conversion to a facility powered by a renewable energy source; for the appropriate entities to create a plan that addresses the job placement, retraining and financial security of affected workers at Indian Point; for the immediate security and proper protection of Indian Point’s spent fuel rods from the threat of an accident or terrorist attack; and, for the appropriate local, State and federal authorities to ensure that adequate radiological emergency response plans are in place that protect the public health and safety of the communities surrounding Indian Point, including New York City.

By Council Members Gennaro, Baez, De Blasio, Martinez, Perkins, Rivera, Sanders Jr., Sears and Brewer; also Council Members Clarke, Gioia and Gerson

Whereas, The September 11, 2001 attack on America has demonstrated that a new form of terrorism threatens the lives of Americans and the property, natural resources and economy on which they depend; and 

Whereas, Terrorists have made numerous threats to focus future attacks on America’s infrastructure, including our nation’s nuclear power plants; and

Whereas, The Indian Point Nuclear Facility (“Indian Point” or “the Facility”) is located only twenty-four miles north of New York City; and

Whereas, Of the nation’s 103 nuclear-powered electric generating facilities, Indian Point is one of the more attractive targets given its location within the greater New York metropolitan area – home to 20 million people; and 

Whereas, In March 2002, this Council sent correspondence to Tom Ridge, then Director of the Office of Homeland Security and now Secretary of the Department of Homeland Security, which requested an assessment of the vulnerability of Indian Point to a terrorist attack, the adequacy of current protection measures and the existence of adequate mitigation, evacuation and emergency management plans, which to date has received no response; and 

Whereas, On February 7, 2003, the federal government increased the terrorist alert level from yellow to orange, the second-highest warning level on the five-step alert scale; and

Whereas, According to the Associated Press, Secretary Ridge stated on February 10, 2003, that “it is universally agreed that this is the most significant set of warnings that we’ve had since before September 11”; and

Whereas, In August 2002, the Governor of New York State announced a comprehensive and independent review of emergency preparedness to be performed by James Lee Witt Associates, LLC (“Witt Associates”) for the area around Indian Point, which assessed the existing radiological emergency response plans (“Plans”) and capabilities of the surrounding jurisdictions to ensure the safety of the people of New York in the event of an incident at Indian Point in addition to how those existing Plans and capabilities might be improved; and

Whereas, James Lee Witt, the President of Witt Associates, was the Director of the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) from 1993 to 2001; and

Whereas, Witt Associates released a draft of its findings, entitled, “Review of Emergency Preparedness at Indian Point and Millstone” (“Witt Report”), on January 10, 2003; and 

Whereas, The Witt Report states that the Plans are built on compliance with regulations, rather than a strategy that leads to structures and systems to protect from radiation exposure; the Plans appear to be based on the premise that, in an emergency, people will comply with official government directions rather than acting in accordance with what they perceive to be their best interests; the Plans do not consider the possible additional ramifications of a terrorist-caused release; the Plans do not consider the reality and impacts of spontaneous evacuation; and, response exercises designed to test the Plans are of limited use in identifying inadequacies and improving subsequent responses; and

Whereas, The Witt Report concluded that “the current radiological response system and capabilities are not adequate to overcome their combined weight and protect the people  from an unacceptable dose of radiation in the event of a release from Indian Point, especially if the release is faster or larger than the design basis release”; and

Whereas, States must submit an Annual Letter of Certification to FEMA by January 31st of each year, which includes information that is used as a basis for FEMA’s annual review and approval of State and local emergency plans for the offsite effects of a radiological emergency at commercial nuclear power plants; and

Whereas, In January 2003, the County Executives of Westchester, Rockland, Putnam and Orange Counties, the upstate counties closest to Indian Point, did not provide their official annual certification to the State Emergency Management Office that their radiological emergency preparedness checklists were in place; and 

Whereas, On January 30, 2003, the Director of the State Emergency Management Office sent a letter to FEMA, in which he stated that he is “unable to transmit checklists for the Indian Point planning area at this time”; and

Whereas, A February 22, 2003 New York Times article reported that on February 21, 2003, FEMA declined to approve the Plans, stating that FEMA could not provide "reasonable assurance" that emergency plans for the area around Indian Point would work; and

Whereas, Some of the concerns related to the continued operation of Indian Point could be addressed by converting it to a facility powered by a renewable energy source; and

Whereas, Governor Pataki’s 2003 State of the State Address called for the implementation of a Renewable Portfolio Standard – a program that will guarantee that within the next ten years, at least twenty-five percent of the electricity bought in New York will come from renewable energy sources; and

Whereas, There are approximately 1,500 people directly employed at Indian Point and the potential adverse economic impacts to those employees and the surrounding communities should be addressed in the decommissioning process; and 

Whereas, The potential adverse economic impacts resulting from the closure of Indian Point on the Facility’s employees could be addressed in part with one year of salary protection, job training and worker education, as well as the provision of health care benefits for two years; and

Whereas, A January 30, 2003 New York Times article reported that a new scientific study, which will be published this spring in a scientific journal of Princeton University, states that a successful terrorist attack on a spent fuel storage pool at a large nuclear reactor could have consequences significantly worse than Chernobyl; and

Whereas, There are hundreds of tons of spent fuel rods stored in pools at Indian Point that have the potential to create a significant threat of radioactive contamination; and 

Whereas, The structures that house the spent fuel pools at Indian Point may not be sufficiently protective to repel a terrorist attack; and

Whereas, A radiological release or meltdown at Indian Point could lead to a significant loss of life and widespread cases of chronic radiation sickness in the region; and 

Whereas, Indian Point is located only 5 miles from the New Croton Reservoir, which provides the City with from 10-30% of its drinking water supply, is located only 16 miles from the Kensico Reservoir and is located approximately 26 miles from the Hillview Reservoir; and

Whereas, Ninety percent of the City’s water supply flows through the Kensico and Hillview Reservoirs prior to its distribution within the City; and

Whereas, A radiological release or meltdown at Indian Point could result in the contamination of New York City’s water supply; and 

Whereas, According to the October 1979 “Report of the Office of the Chief Counsel on Emergency Preparedness to President’s Commission on the Accident at Three Mile Island”, then Director of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s Office of State Programs, Robert Ryan, stated that “it is insane to have a three-unit reactor on the Hudson River in Westchester County, 40 miles from Times Square, 20 miles from the Bronx” and that it is “a nightmare from the point of view of emergency preparedness”; and

Whereas, The decommissioning of Indian Point and the immediate security and proper protection of Indian Point’s spent fuel rods would substantially reduce the risks and consequences of an attack or accident, since the nuclear reactors at the Facility would no longer be in operation, the spent fuel located at the Facility would be less vulnerable and no additional spent fuel would be generated; now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, The Council of the City of New York calls for the decommissioning of the Indian Point Nuclear Facility; for its conversion to a facility powered by a renewable energy source; for the appropriate entities to create a plan that addresses the job placement, retraining and financial security of affected workers at Indian Point; for the immediate security and proper protection of Indian Point’s spent fuel rods from the threat of an accident or terrorist attack; and, for the appropriate local, State and federal authorities to ensure that adequate radiological emergency response plans are in place that protect the public health and safety of the communities surrounding Indian Point, including New York City.

� http://www.eia.doe.gov/cneaf/nuclear/page/at_a_glance/reactors/in_point.html


� 10 C.F.R. § 54.31


� http://www.entergy.com/content/investor/htmlonly/01ar/01fiveyear.pdf


� http://www.entergy.com/Nuclear/sites/plantInfo.asp


� “Security Gap: A Hard Look at the Soft Spots in Our Civilian Nuclear Reactor Security”, Staff Summary of Responses by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission to Correspondence from Representative Edward J. Markey, March 25, 2002.
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