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Dear Ms. Bladey and Colonel Kirk:

e L o
The National Park Service submits the following detailed technical comments and information? '
included herein as Enclosures 1 and 2, as part of our review of the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Draft Environmental Impact Statement for
Combined Licenses for Turkey Point Nuclear Plant Units 6 and 7 proposed by Florida Power &
Light. These comments should be considered in addition to previous comments submitted on

July 17, 2015.

Thank you for considering our comments and taking our views into careful consideration. Please
contact Bryan Faehner at bryan_faehner@nps.gov or 202-513-7256 if you have any questions or
concerns about our comments.

Sincerely,

Stan Austin
%\ Regional Director

Enclosures (2)

1. Specific NPS Comments Related to NRC and USACE Draft Environmental Impact Statement
for Combined Licenses for Turkey Point Nuclear Plant Units6and7 = . _ .. _ -
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Enclosure 1 - Specific NPS Comments Related to Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC)
and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS) for Combined Licenses for Turkey Point Nuclear Plant Units 6 and 7

The National Park Service provides the following detailed technical comments regarding the
determinations reached in the DEIS. Based on our review of the DEIS, the NPS has identified
updated information relevant to environmental concerns that were not included in the DEIS and
need to be addressed to inore fully incorporate environmental impacts of the proposed action into
the decision-making process. The followmg issues should be considered in the revised
document:

1) Water Modeling

Numerous DEIS assessments rely upon coarse-scale hydrologlc models, whose scale and extent
were too large to adequately determine localized environmental effects of the proposed action on
NPS resources. Although the models utilized by the NRC answered some questions related to the
effect of the proposed action on the regional hydrologlc system, the scale of the model used by
the NRC in conducting its impact assessment is not fine enough to effectively evaluate impacts
to NPS resources located with portions of Biscayne NP from the removal or moderation of
freshwater along the shoreline of the park, the removal of water within the park through

. groundwater withdrawal at the RCWs, and the potential for direct adverse impacts at the site of
- withdrawal on seagrass beds and seagrass faunal and benthic communities. The DEIS

recognizes that each of the models used to evaluate the effects of the Unit 6 and 7 construction
and operation (especially RCW operation) has shortcomings that result in significant uncertainty

in the modeling results. In part, this limitation stems from model calibration, with crucial data -
= being derived from a single, seven-day Aquifer Performance Test. During this non-replicated,
- short-term test, pumping rates were less than 10% of that proposed for the RCW and some

monitoring equipment failures occurred. Given the variability of watershed and marine
hydrologic conditions, additional tests were needed in order to better calibrate models and
produce sufficiently accurate simulations.

The DEIS was informed by two hydrologic models developed by Florida Power and Light (FPL)
and the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS):

FPL Model

The FPL model is a local (fine) scale, constant density groundwater model. Given the wide
range of water body densities in the region (including low density freshwater, mesohaline-marine
bay water, and hypersaline Industrial Wastewater Facility (IWF) water), this model could not
simulate the effect of proposed Unit 6 and 7 construction and operations on saltwater movement
in the Biscayne Aquifer, salinity in Biscayne Bay, and regional surface-water and groundwater -
levels. Consequently, the NRC commissioned additional modeling by the USGS.

USGS Model

The USGS model is a regional model, with a model grid too coarse to accurately simulate
conditions within and under the IWF or adjacent to the RCWs. The model’s accompanying
report identified limitations that included: 1) the sizing of the model cells in 500 x 500 grids; 2)
simulating surface water as a single layer with a single salinity value; and 3) an inability of the
model to track the ultimate sources of water that flow to the RCWs. The report recommended




that finer-spatial discretization.and-additional ‘evalustion tools, stich:as-particle t"‘raek'ingg weré:”
needed to estimate ‘and evaluate RCW-water sdurces; and that'additional simulations of extreme
dry periods; wet periods, and effects from- reglonal restoration efforts were needed m orde1 to ZAE 1
- fully represent RCW effects on the system ST ' P2 e EEE
This model utlllzed caltbratlon data from 1997 2004“ however newer: gfoundwater data is- _
available that would improve model calibration and validation. This data includes: . '+ #7158
- Salinity, temperature, and depth data collected at lS—mmute 1ntervals as part of the NPS
salinity-momnitoring netwark. 5 3i cnw Lo b i b L 'f' i
- Data from South Florida: Water Management Dlstrrct (SFWMU) Comprehensive 4 s
‘Everglades Restoration Plan (CERPY wells in the area. o & w7 R
«: Conductivity, temperature, and depth ‘data collected hé)urly as part of theTurkey Pomt
Unrts 3 andl4 Uprate Momtormg efforts P SR e .<"‘~'“

These data sth that average values do:not: represent the condltlons that most affect blota 1n
Blscayne Bay, whlph is better represented by finer scale hourly:to daily salinity and temperature
values. The, modelrng used to evaluate impacts-from the RCWswould-be improved to.the
appropriate. scale for.the necessary apphcatrons by. calibrating with the available 15 minute .- -
salinity data. ;from the Bay. The groundwater model would be improved if it used data for .,
cahbratlon and validation from groundwater. wells installed: as part-of the Turkey Point Unlts 3& .

4 Uprate Monitoring which would improve the ab111ty of the model to more accurately predlct

the effects of the proposed action on adjacent natural resources.. These wells are located at -+

shallow rnedlum and deep. locatlons in.the Biscayne Aquifer. They are numbered 1-15 and: are ,
located. through the model domain. from just west of \US, highway 1:to three clusters located in
Blscayne Bay. (10 14 15) They prov1de hourly data for conductlvrty temperature and depth.
Empirical findings from past work, such as the distribution and trends of tritium concentrations;
have established that IWF waters are found in near-surface shallow groundwater (25 to 30 ft.

deep) in wetlands adjacent to Biscayne Bay (Figure 1). The NPS is concerned that since this is

the same depth at which RCW, intake pipes are expeeted to.be. located, that it is possible for IW_F

water to impact resources within Biscayne National Park NPy, q
The NPS recommends that the NRC utilize.improved model extent,;medel scale, and model--.
calibration to. accurately; evaluate the appropriate; spatial extent of-these:potential impacts to-. s, ;- -
better characterlze operations.of the RCWs and the relative. localized impacts; of: resulting. .~ oy
movement of the hypersaline; plume on surface waters and. grqund waters, in-the park.and | under 1o
the IWF, as, well as-the relative effects of sea-level rise on operations of the. RCW system../This -
,1mproved analysrs will prov1de better 1nformat1on as to the effect of the proposed.action-in terms
of changes in sahmty and other impacts to, near shore resources that oceur- w1th1n Blscayne NPin ;
the v1c1mty of the RCWs » P .
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2) Evaluatron and Analvsmf the Extemded Operation of the RCW

l

.i{)r e

i T i = : RN
The NPS is concerned about the potent1al for adverse 1mpacts to park resources from contm,ued

and extended operation of the RCWs, partlcularly operating scenarios involving either the

- combination of RCW-water, with the primary, wastewater, supply or.using RGW. water in. place of .
reused waste water for. the .primary;source of coohng Itiis. reasonably, foresegable that future-. 1 - ;\-3,
wastewater supplled for reuse by . M1am1 Dade Countyg may,] have unforeseen limitations: ’For e
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- proj ects'

example, sea-level.rise and saltwater intrusion could decrease. the availability.and'raise the eost -
of this,water:supply:— a risk that was notiassessed in the DEIS:: As stated in.the. DEIS (page 39, . .-
lines 1-9), EPL.intends.to use. RCW water in combination with wastewater or as a replacement: -
for wastewater should it become less available or unavailable in the future. Moz€ specifically;
the NPS is concerned that the DEIS does not contain information to evaluate whether the
operation of the RCW could-draw:; the subterranean hypersanne plutne ﬁlrther eastward.into .
Blscayne NP. A L A T LISty BT E SIS UL S Ly MR SY I LS Tar PRI ,"f;‘ IIREE PRSPPI
1 it ;,_-3' P T TR TS TS e e
Although the model spatlal resolut1on may be too coarse to descmbe local 1mpaots results
indicate the potential for RCW; operation to affect the regiorial-hydrologic system within. the
boundaries of Biscayne NP and Biscayne Bay; Coastal Wetlarids:(BBCW) restoration: project.
The model report shows that continupus pumping scenariostyielded year round effects on water
stages and salinity, especially to the northwest of the RCW site.In addition; alt USGS miodel
scenarios of RCW effects assumed that waters within the IWF, also known as the coohng canal
system, had a constant salinity of 65 psu. Reécetit IWF salinity, followirig: Implementation of the”
uprate '6f Units 3 and 4, has risen to 90 ‘psurand FDEP reéeritly-ordéréd ‘actions (water additions~*
to the IWF) to‘decreasé sa11n1ty to'35 psu:- Such action 'will increase head pressure” d1fference and
decrease the'salinity-and density d‘lfference between IWF and Biscayne Bay- ‘watérs; poss1bly
increasing RCW operational lnﬂuence on' transportmg water from the [WF waters toward the bay

Wthh it tum could affect resé)urces of B1Scayne BayNP AR A

. T v e
e ey ‘!ri.; 1, Lt R W A

The NPS recommends that add1t10na1 seenatios that extend the penod of RCW’ operatlon and that B

vary IWF stages and salmlty shouild be assessed with an appropridtely’ s‘daled model to quantlfy

.- this uncertain risk*to'Biscayne NP. THhis. analys1s should include* atnadequate dssessment: of how
.. these operat1dns could affect freshwater’ avallablhty for current and future BBCW restoratlon

Uy Yy _.-._:, R ...; :”.v "

e REIEES B AN U A R T R LT PR R e e i
3) Evaluaticn of Water Quality: Impacts and Assoclated Cumulatwe Impacts from the'”
I_WE " 't»'.; 'l, L R )( ,:" i PRI PRI

The NPS.is-concerned that the DEIS does not fully analyzeé ‘water quality 1mpacts to NPS-'
resources, espeC1ally ¢umulative: 1mpacts associated with the IWF. Recent: developments relatmg
to the operatiofi'of the FWF and: ‘subsequent enviréfimental concerns were not-analyzed in the o
DEIS. 'The hyper-salinity and température-iti thé TWF; including“he se of regional Systerm
water tinderfeétent orders and acfions How underway to address this issuie; must be evalated ¢ ds’
part:6f the past, ptesent and ‘futire- cumulative impacts. These fecent actions of increased
withdrawals from' the regional’sy§tént have 'currently deciéased the amount 6f freshwater gomg o
to Biscayne NP and Biscayne Bay. This information should be included in a revised DEIS along
with appropriate adjustments to impact assessments that include this updated baseline condition.
Additionally, the levees surrounding the IWF are relat1vely low in height. Therefore, the
transport of high salinity and- high' teitiperatute TWF wiatét itito: Biseayne NP:and B13cayne Bay
with sea level rise and storm conditions should be con51dered in an updated analySIS related to
the effect: ofa:ntlcipated sea level'; TS, e T e T e e s

: r ,r:r

We are- concern‘ed that operauon ‘of" the 'RCWS has the potentlal to'affect the sahmty of B1scayne
Bay. Ecologlcal responses Hivy sahmty depeiid'ipon* bOth the ‘méagnitude and- varlablhty of sallmty
exposuré.” The' CERP is attemptinig o testore both of thesé’ components by decreasmgihigh

3




salinity peaks in the'dry season and changing-the seasonal ‘timing: of low salinity (extendihg lOW
salinity well into the dry season, and decreasing harmful rapid drops in‘salinity). ‘For BBCW.:
there is.particular focus ‘on:salinity in the neatsshoze:zone within 500 meters of'the shoreline;:
where hypersalinity and High. variability occur. The:medeling ir the DEIS ‘demonstidted that" -
RWC operations influenced :salinity.at abroad:spatial 'scale:: However as descnbed‘prekusly,
modeling-salipity:variability:at & finiér:scalé would provide more insight into localized potential
ecological.effects in southern Biscayne:Bay:~For these reasons, the NPS recommends that =7 |
additional modeling be.conducted to include more recent salinity' data, assumptions:concerning:
redistributed freshwater flow into the park as a result of the BBCW Project, and at an appropriate
scale to determine the extent to which RCW operations will effect salinity changes and have
potent1al adverse 1mpacts to resources in near—shore coastal waters of Blscayne NP.

Povted LT s Iy R TR '5-.’.:’{ -
The DEIS concludes that. changes in the, hydrology and chennstry of the IWF caused by
construction of Unit 6 and 7 will not impact Biscayne NP and Biscayne'Bay. Weshavé:concerns
regarding the methodology used to draw this conclusion and how pulses of nutrients and
dissolved organic matter from dewatering.and stored muck could potentially move toward the - .
bay, thereby increasing the risk of near-shore:algal blooms. .Qur concerns regarding:the impact ~ +
of Units 6-aud 7 construction activities are now heightened byichanges in IWF: hydrologic
management.. These construction activities, when combined with planned freshwater or brackish
water additions from-canals and the Florida aquifer, intended to, decrease IWE salinity;:will raise
water levels in the IWE, . This will ehange both-head and density differences. -among- water
parcels‘of the IWF; groundwater,,and bay water, changing; patterns-of advection and d1spers1on
and assoclafed water quality,risks. This scenario was not evaluated in the DEIS: The NPS is.
concemed that these changes in water.levgls;. combined with nutrient and other material inputs .
from construction, will, significantly increase the risk of industrial waste water and materlals
being transported or.dispersed into. adJacent Blscayne NE and B1scayne Bay, consequently;
1ncreas1ng the risk of ecgloglcal 1mpacts e B T EI TV IRV RN T
Release of Chemlcals of Emerging Concem ( CECS)
The NPS has a number of questions/concerns relating to the release of CECs originating from. -.
reclaimed water and released via the operation. of Units.6-and;7-onto the Turkey. Point’ fac111ty >
“and 1nto B1scayne NP and how they are. analyzed in the DEIS ST s e

o . T S ST DU T IO RO T AN SEA GO O i

Page5 10 L e e P T B I e e

o Lmes 19 20; The DEIS statess; “Thls conservatlve app:oach assumes no 'loss‘of contammants
via rernOVal .- biodegradation;.or volatilization.”.. Since-biodegradation of some ¢ommpounds

(e.g., 4-nonylphenol triclosan) can result.in.more tox;e‘compounds than.the parent’ -« ¢
compound, we suggest that more information be included along with additional discussion of
how biodegradation of contaminants are affected by drift-deposition. *  -: :¢

e Lines 30-31; The DEIS states that ¢.., the review team:first performed a screening- ]evel
assessment to identify chemicals, and ;constituents likely to occur at ecologically relevant
concentrations in both reclaimed water and Biscayne Bay seawater obtained from the RCW-
system.” ” NPS requests an explanation of how the review,team determined which: chem1calsJ
and const1tuents were 11kely 1o oceur at ecologically relevant concentrations;-how these

‘ congentrations were determingd;-and-how thexrgview;team determined. which species- and
which endpoints to use for these ecologically relevant concentrations. Revisions to the: DEIS




Page 5"']1 T LT laee ;n' RTLEEAES R 0 T A I

Page 5:51, Sectzon 5 3. 1 6 Summary of Impacts 1o Terrestrzal Resources

]

Page 5-60. : =iy S T

[+]

should include an outline of the sereening:level assessment process in.additien to the . ,
1nformat10n regardmg these questlons; T ETTI Y R A S AT o
Lines 41-44: J-The DEIS states, ... were. compared to ex1st1ng EPA freshwater and: marrne
water=quality: criteria,~which are readrly available for many: compounds and believed to be
protectlve ofaquaticlife.”?. Were.freshwater: water-quality-criteria-applied.té. marine. spec1es
if marine water-quality criteria were not available? Lines22-25 on pi5-53 highlight this:
possibility. If thisqwas done, the screem’n‘g—le’vel assessment needs to-be’conducted againi;"
since the tOchlty of: compounds are greater in seawater and brackrsh waters than in's
,freshwate,r e T I AR DL TP L TR S

. R T O L A el .
:l B SO N & T L Y S B S PO

Table 5-1 contains footnote (c) that 1nd1cates the contaminant with the lowest env1ronmental

effect concentration. HoweVver, there does not appear to. be & contarmnant (or concentratron}

annotated wrtha (c) 1nthe table R R O T T UV SRS TR IETE PRI
v sl i R T T S ARt -,.;.‘_, -..»;\e:"._fz'-_;;':

Lines2-5: The DEIS states;“Salinity-within the FWF-or Gther area wetlands Would not”

change enoughy to alter prey:-populations-consumed by wading birds. Deposmon of emerglng

pollutants ... wotld:also be below:levels expected to affect the'terrestrial ecosystem.”™ Thiere

is insufficient information provided irv thie DEIS tobe:able to make suchia conclusion.: While® *

salinity may not have aneffect on prey populations consunied by wading'birds such as the * "
Wood: Stork, reclaimed water:put back.into the IWF, as well ‘4s the'addition from the drlft

may have an effect. Some of'these contaminantsare endeocring dlsruptors ~which eause

effects such:as immune suppression and developmental and reproductive effects at-very low
concentrations. The DEIS should iniclude additional-discussion aboiit contaminants iri-the ¥
reclaimied:water that not only exceed toxicological benchmarks and EPA water- quahty RRRE
criteria, but also those that bioaccumulate. These contamiinnts have the potential to not only ©
impact the wood stork and crocodile, but other species foraging in the project area as well.

N

Lines 14-18:The DEIS statés, When toxrcologlcal benchmarks were used, nozobserved -
effect concentration (NOEC) levels were'chosen:for §énsitive; fepréséntative aquatic species -
to provide a conservative assessment.” How is sensitive defined here and how were the most

' representatwe aquatic species determined? For what endpoints (e.g., growth, reproductrve

u

successy mortality, etc.) were the NOEGs ‘selected and for what period of timre (e.g:; 96-h; 7-

d,eter)? Dependlng on the answets to these questlons the NOECs selected" may NOT

provide the:most.conservative’ assessment Revrslons to thé DEIS should 1nc1ude a
discussion regarding this topic: - e CovELTET SRR SR
Lines 21-24: The DEIS states, ‘fFor chiemiéals‘without established Water-quahty cntena
including most CECs, those present at >1/10"sf"a toxicological berichrark chosen'by thé -
review:team to be’ ‘protective of aquatic resourees ‘were included ifi the fate and effécts
evaluations (Table:351):> How wereithese: tox1cologlcal benchinarks selected and‘what -
criteria were they based on? How weére/selected benclimarks determined to be protectlve of
aquatic resources? Specifically, what-aquatic ressurces were included in the: above P
benchrnarkuselectlonr process‘7 Rev1srons to the DEIS should inclide'a’ dlSCHSSldn regardmg

-t .
M el '—\ Ll o
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o This section does not disciiss the impacts of contaminants-on’ Species present in the- mangrove o
wetlands:” This type of habitat is known to'be'a nursety for-a’ multrtude of fish' spec1es and
two, 1f not three of the contammants mennoned in- Table 5-=1 are endocrlne disrlipfdrs '

and potentlally reproductlve effects. L N T

Page 5-136::- I T N LA A TIOIR TN SRR TSNNSO UE ST Sl BRI ':;-.f::'.:'-.,-;
o Table 5-23 (under“ the Terrestrlal Ecosyste I$) stafes, “Herbic1de use WOuld be in accordance
~with mamifacturer specificatiois and eatried out by llcensed applicators.™ Addlflonally '
unider the Aduatic Ecosystems ‘heading; the'DEIS statés.. procedures would include*:

adherence to stnct guldellnes estabhshed by Federal State and local resodrce agenc1es o

¥ e
(AP

would: be used when would- they bé& used, how oftetr Would they‘be used, how they WOuld‘be
applied; if thoreé than'one herbicide would'be wsed 4t'a time or in conjuncnon with'other s ‘{
chemrcals or whether any of the heibicides pi'oposed for use hive aquatic labels and w111“be
applied:over water;-including any wétlind. Revisions to the' DEIS should address these *
questions and discuss known potential interactive effects of these chemicals. IR
Page 5:140 ' ot s i B T B A N W CRRNZ S ST S AR s :’5;,."% gif s
e Table5-24 (under Aquatlc EcoSys‘tems) states “The use of reclaitiéd Water from Mlaml-
Dade County 10 operate the cooling system’ would not result in notlceable impacts on onsite
andoffsite aqudtic resources " How Was this determined?’ Thé revised DEIS should discuss
known potential inferadtive effects ‘of these chernicals riot onIy with other pest1c1des butalso’
with other chemicdls expected to be present from drift'or other means. (See comfnents above
regardlng EDCs and their effects.) Re’msmns should includé a discussion of the "
contamindnts present in‘the reclaimed water then‘ enV1ronmental fate and’ transport and thelr
potentlal envrronmental effects e T e e o '

5.4 -
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4) Evaluatlon of Sea-Level Rise, Future Hurncanes and Storms, and Cllmate Chang_
I Eact . _,""'»»' {r . At e Tt . B \‘ ._. f
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The NPS is co'ncer'ned thatthé DEIS does not in¢lude a sufficient analysis df how sea-level rise, - -~
hurricaries and-stofins, and ellmate change may impact'the proposed project and: NPS resources
affected by thes¢' changing condl“uons These ‘pbtentlal ‘environmental 1mpacts shouldbe - =% .
included'in-the' DEIS: The DEIS does not include af” analysfls of sea-level rise as it pertains to - '
the proposed action'or theé'present fac111ty’ ‘and'its. eoncluerns do hot contain mfonhatlon whiéh “’j’
would indicate the effect of séa-level'fise, mcludmg humcanes ahd storms, demonStratmg the b
potential effect on park resources. As disciissedearlier, the concerts related to thie IWF include

the transfer of IWF water info the bay ds a result'of stofm surge, ificludihg hurricanes. '

As the NRC and USACE are aware, thete is-a broad range of sea-1&vel risé proj ections for 'South
Florida. Whilé predicted seailevel forthe life of the- prOJéct ‘véries;, pro] jections ‘agree abot one
key feature - 'sealevel is risiifg and it will continue to rise at'an 1ncreasmg rate: Most P
1mportant1y, sea-level rise at a particular site is’ not a smooth Steady raté of i incredse:; it rather it -
will be vatiedidnd-ihclude pulses from-climatic évéhts' (notaBly §torm” surge‘ffom’ hirficarés) that
could confiect; ds noted earlier! the FTWF with Bis¢aynéBay- and teléasdé pollutants from the IWF

RTINS S T
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and other

¢

ther, facilities that-are not elevated and strengly, reinforced. The DEIS currently: has no- .
analysrs or drscussron of the impacts-on movement of matetials (especially toxic.materials, * - ;.
‘nutrients, and turbrdrty) from the Units 6-and,7 to. Biscayne NP-and Biscayne.Bay that:may oceur
with hurricanes, storms, and,storm surge on the site.; The- 1mpact -of these hrgher more forceful
storm surges must be evaluated. R RIS R RS TR ORI
The rate of sea-level rise in the region of the IWF is currently 2.4 mm/year and increasing.
Projections by the:. Intergovernmental Panel on Climate, Change. (IPCGC Fifth:Assessment; 13 550
2013) show coastal water levels.gaining | between 0.40.and 0.63 m by the end of.the century, wrth
related increases, in; coastal erosion.and addrtg,ve impacts on storm,surge. .Additionally, sea—le,vel
in Miami is drrectly affected by the ﬂow rate-of.the Florlda Current /. Gulf Stream-system., ;
Reductrons in flow rate and assocrated increases in sea—level :along the:East Coast of No,rth
Amerlca above the global sea-level rise rates.are predicted forthis system. -At-a minimum, ,a
monrtormg and adaptlve management progran, that tracks local.sea-level; measures connectlvrty
between the IWF and the Bay, and acts to minimizg rigk from. IWF contaminants to. Blscayne NP
(by decreasrng these contaminants and the connect1v1ty between the IWF- facﬂrty and Bay
waters), should be in place T S BN SN et e g

PERE iRy T

Although the DEIS generally acknowledges that there is a range of potential sea level rise.of 1 to..

4 feet by.the:end of this century (the U.S, National Climate Estimate predrcted up. to 6.6 feet), -
. there is no ana1y51s‘ of the 1mpacts of even wrthrn thls range of sea-level rise on the Turkey Point
- F ac111ty, its 1nfrastructure IWFE, or-access roads The DEIS contains no elevatlon €Omparisons;.

| . with the estlmated sea—level rise, showrng how much of the site land would be;lost under the. ..

estimated sea. level rise, scenarios. The analys15 needs to con51der how this land loss. would a,ffect

. plant operations. The NRC should analyze whether the plant will be able to operate’ under these
- .. various sea level scenarios and, if so, how environmental risks vary with drfferrng operational. |

" and sea-level scenarios. Sea-level rise assessment should also include: consrderatron of the South
Miami-Dade Waste Water Treatment Plan, as this facility is proposed as the primary source of
- cooling water for the proposed Units 6 and 7.

sain oy t,_'.,,_ g . .:;:' i1 *} . | '. ,
Draft, chmate change giidance from the Counc1l for Env1ronmental Quahty (CEQ) on how 0.
consider the effects of greenhouse gas emissions and climate change in the evaluation of federal

actions, as well.as, guidance related to sea level rise and siting infrastrueture from National -

Oceanrc and Atmospherlc Agency (NOAA) are. avallable Further.guidance, on, this: subJect I8 o

provrded by USACE Englneerrng and Constructlon Bulletin No. 2014-10 “Guidance for ..
Incorporgtzng Clzmate Change Impacts fo- Inlqnd Hydrology in Clvzl Works Studies, Deszgns
and Prajects s Regulatron No. 1100- 2—8162 “Incorporating.Sea Level Change in. szzl Works:.,
Programs”; and. ETL 1100 2- lTechnlcaL Letter 1100-2-1. “Procedures to Evaluate Sea Level :
Change: Impacts Responses and Adaptatzon. ” The NI,’S recommends that NRC reyiew these
documents and update the DEIS as approprlate jfo;account for climate change/sea level rise.

The DEIS should include assessment of how. ¢limate.change and sea-level rise vulnerapility - -
changes rrsks a53001ated wrth the proposed project. and its long-term gperations both inthe:
analys1s of alternatives as well as cumulative jmpacts. In this evaluation, climate change and:sea-.

level rise, related nsks are. drsmrssed as an criterion for rrsk .assessment; with a statement (page 9-,-

41) that eqqates the nsk of all alternatwes “The 1nland altematwe»s;tes could experignce fewer: |
1mpacts from sea—levql rise, but may also expemence greater impacts from .other. glimate change
indicators, such as rising temperature

-4




PR I T e PRI S T S e L e D . Wadr s . P S A

Because the NPS 18 requlred to manage parks “for “ﬁlture generatlohs Ywe recommend that a-
revised DEIS provide more detail ‘as to how«radioactive waste. would bé:stored before: and: after
the forty-year.license expire, ‘Storing hazardous waste adjacent to Biscayne NP indefinitely: i @
poses great concern, éspecially:because the:region will face increased storrh-events and. posmbly
more irtense resulting from:climate change-and sea-levelirise and‘it-is unclear'whether the’ - '
storage facilitiesare capable of withstanding increased storm'events resultingfromr climate -
change and sea-level rise.

T T R N L A S FU R TR SHC-ALPIE P S L P G KRR RS
The NPS acknowledges:that a storm related analysis may be contained in-the NRC’s: Safety - -
Report and will net réceive.a public review.  To inerease transparency with-the public, this™" "
information should be elearly articulated imrevisions to'the DEIS. Wé recoghize the NRC may <~
be constrained. by them regulatlons and guldahce to 1nclude apphCable env1ronmental mformatwn r
1nthe1rDEIS g B g e TR ‘oo T A RIS

O T R
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5) Analysis of Visual, Lighting, and Noise Impacts R e

The DEIS doés not stfficiently analyze impacts:to NPS: scenery, night skies,:nocturnal habitat, -
acoustic environment and:wildlife:health to determine impacts to.these resources and values.. " -
Effects to these resources are of particular importance to the NPS because they affect wildlife - -
movement and habitat use;, and thevisitor-experience within: both NPs.: NPSrecommends NRC
update its analysis ‘of 4 1mpacts to. these TESOUrCes and values, as well as, develop photo Boona
simulations.. w0 e D one e g AT
As discussed, the DEIS virtually dismisses the visual impacts of the plant construction, plant
profile, powerline corridor and othef powerline.infrastructare on Biscayne:and Everglades NPg. .+
Moreover, we contend that the computer illustration of the facility found in the DEIS ist . .07 &
inadequiate and that a full visual analysis that include photo simulations is wartanted.. ‘As result, "
the NPS and the:public-have not been able ta assess how this major-energy project:-will impact: ' :+;
the viewscape at. Biseayne and Everglades NPs...Photo simulations are routinely completed for -
environmental reviews relating to-energy infrastructure and are a critical component that inforrns
the NEPA process as to the relationship of people with the natural and'physical environment.".
The NPS: reqilests.that a visual analysis-be-included in‘a revised DEIS that-inctudes: deVelopment
of photo sipulations of the:proposed: project.and examines: the v151b111‘ty of pI‘O_]CCt components
and the level ofchange in the ex1stmg landscape B TR LTS ST T B
The NPS is happy to collaborate w1th the NRC to 1dent1fy 1mportant vantage pomts from w1th1n t:
Biscayne and Everglades NPs for these simulations. Based on our experience working with
other agencies, we can also share with you our suggested guidelines on site-photography,
simulations, and output. Furthermore, the NRC can utilize photd: simulations"i‘ncluded in the.
NPS’s Acqu151t1on of FPL landqn the East Everglades Expansmanrea DElS DM

o ¥ AR LTI i T oL
FPL’s Eastern Comdor would mclude the addmon of a 230 k\l (up to: 90 ft 1all) powerhne The %
Eastern Corridor: crosses:a portlon ofBrscayne NPalong &FPL casement: and crossesithe road:.*:.

R Iy
.
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leading to the entrance to the park’s visitor center. The conclusion that locating the Eastern
Corridor along U.S. Highway One and the metro rail line would result in minimal visual impacts

is unsubstantiated:- FPL’s. West-Pteferred, and :West Consensus. corridors cross .land‘s'.'located: .
within :and: near:the Everglades NP. boundary:. ‘Eithér.route weuld contain two:500kV . " :
transmissiqnilines: (up-te 160.11: ta]l) and-one230.kV..(up.to:90.t. tall) powerline. . Impoz;tantly, o
the NPS’s Acquisition.of; FPLiland:in:the East: Everglades:Expansion Area:DEIS-found that the :

construction and operation:of three rpowerhnes and-associated fill pads and access: roads in:West: ..

Preferred. Corridor-would.result in minor to major. impacts.on park: v1sua1fresour,ces ars

EI2R I

If powerlines are built in FPL’s West Preferred Corridor, they would be located west of the L-

31N levee:road.on toadless wetlands currently: inside: Everglades: NP (not east:of the canal ol SW. .

187th Ave): The'NPS DEIS found that the introduction. of three. po'werlines fill pads, and access. .

roads;insidefthe current-NPS boundary would result in minor to major adverse-impacts on V1sual
resources..-The most severe impacts would be.where the:powerlines cross, Tamiamj Trail and

- from the L-31N canal levee road. See NPS DEIS pages 364-370, and photo simulations of"
powerlines looking west from the L-31N Canal (Figure 59 on page 361) and looking northwest
from the L-31 N Canal (Figure 63 on page 369) and lookmg west on Tamiami Tra11 (Figure 61
on page 365). P REY () Ot U LTSI S) P WAL T B R B

If powerlines are built:in the: West: Consensus-Corridor;:east of L-31 N eanal:along: SW..187th - -«

alighnien_t, the impacts to.park visual resources could be less depending-ort:how much of the .- ..
..~ Consensuis Corridor is-nsed... The'NPS questions how-a horizental road would “attenuate” the . .**.
-+ visual'contrast.of-a.powerline,-which has:vertical structures and. elevated horizontal conductors. '
. Because the aceess-road along the levee isn't substantially elevated-and is generally unnoticeable.
- from the park, we maintain this statement should be revised to indicate the expected level of i+

contrast and v131b111ty of the powerline.

. P "’t".’,‘-‘ LAY e - : RS . ‘

. The NPS also encourages the NRC to ﬁu'ther analyze potentlal increases i hght pollutlorr and
resultant impacts related to constructiontand operation.of Turkey Point Units 6-and:7. As :
construction would likely be ongoing throughout the:night; construction lighting under standard‘
practices.can adversely:affect night sky.quality by contributing to glare and: atmospheric-.: .
scattering; (light domes).. Glare can directly affect' nearby wildlife and visitors-while light domes -
can affect:wildlife habitat.quality, overall photic.environmental;conditions,.and scenic and .. *« -~

scientific views of the night sky... The reflective nature-of water can exacerbate the scattering.of -

construction, lighting more so. than an equivalent projéct.on-land. :Impact from artificial light“can
be reduced by limiting where lighting will oceur, limiting hours.of operation, limiting: nighttime-;
operation during seasonally sensitive periods (e.g., bird migration), limiting total lumen output-of -
artificial lighting (either per fixture or by calculatlng lumens per acre), and d1rect1ng hghtlng

downward and shleldlng the ﬁxtures S S B P P S e e

P R O T N Y

In addltlon to the hghtfng de51gn cmtena dlscussed in section 5 3.1, the NRC should con51der g r; '

other hghtmg areas and:lighting color.:: Warmer lighting colors. typlcally ‘have less ecological - |
impact and adequate lighting can be ‘achieved with:less-ameunt of lighting than is-ofteniused. = -
We also encourage the NRC to consider whether illumination of Units 6 and 7, which would be

sited.within-a keyaréa :within the-Atlantic Flyway, would impact:migratory-birds: - Thist' ¢ . s
evaluation should address whether new!lighting may also incréase-illumination-of existinig i+ 7t .

structures, thereby increasing risk to migratory birds. The NPS requests-that-lighting -plans;
analysis of lighting impacts, and mitigation techniques be included in revisions to the. DEIS: < - ¢
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NPS recommends that sect1on 3 l*be updated tor mclude mformauon related to” the effects of et
noise oni: NPS resources.and acoustig.environment in Biscayne NP: Currently;-only 4 day-care “
facility and Homestead: Bayfront Park are categorized:as *sensitjve receptors;” however we -
maintain that NPS; resources should.also beé.considered sensitive to'neise. ‘Changes 1n»overall" e
decibel. Jevels, “maximuimn:decibellevels, and-audibility cahi-have effects.on the dcoustic: G
environment, wildlife interactions, and park visitors. ‘The DEIS:does tot.-dppear'to analyze hoige’
1mpacts on Biscayne:NP: We.encourage the NRC to: consider the telationship betweent mcreased 8!
noise generated at the facility compared with the natural.ambient baseline sound levels for: * @ ™ &
Biscayne NP. The NPS recommends that further documentat1on and env1ronmental analy31s

1nclude T L T v TUR P T LIS SN S RO NPT

P e . S
. PRI . - B . PR ,v-'l,l'r DR ! "l‘ . PR [N
iy R - e . AR SatoobabeS N0 S . I AT .

o . Determmatmn of the natural amblent acoustic cond1t10n that eX1sts in Bis¢ayhe NP;': Ee
e Assessment of the cumulative noise output ‘ofvall-hoise- sources on s1te dur1ng BINST

-+ constractionand under. full: operatmg «cohditionsy: ¢+ - - ot S ?f‘;ii At
- - Deternination of the:distarice at whichnoisé>will attenuate to natural ambient leVels The '
inclusion of a noise map with contotird would'be helpfuly = @ <7 A
° Calculat1on of noise Ievels at the park boundary and comparlson w1th natural amb1ent N
Tl e s L e SRR S aon

® Assessment oPthe effects'that thesé’ 1ncreased Hioise levéls Would have on park w11d11fe
and visitors; and _

e The use of an analytical framework for evaluating impacts that is appropriate for a
natlonal park settmg (e g not a commumty n01se framework)

.l wj IR S ‘;..:'»:'j';,.':l"

}l h RO

The NPS’s “Basehne Amblent Sound Levels in B1scayne Nat1onal Park” repott \th November
2011, which has already been shared with the NRC should prove helpﬁJl in gatherlng thls
1nformat10n S

. A . eE e R R NN A PR PRNCE SRTIR:
i< ' ot e S TN W ; R . i (SR !

One of the’ goals of the CERP isto ifiérease ‘freshwater flow to B1scayne NP to ach1eve more o
natural hydrologic conditions within the park that Has'been negat1vely 1mpacted by R
implementation of the regional water supply and flood control project. Given the lack of spec1f ic
localized information regarding the effect of the RCWs on nearshore salinity levels, the NPS -
disagrees with NRC’s conclusion that the proposed action would have minimal effect on CERPY "
and Phase'1 of the BBCW-ptoject: NBS 1 rerains concerned that the ¢urhulative 1mpa<‘:ts resulting X
from this' projéct -could potentially negate curfent or potentrally future efforts to increase
freshwater flows to rehydrate wetlands and redude’ pomt source pollutlon d1scharge 1nto Blscayne
NP and Biscayne Bay. A second’ phase of thé BBCW | project remaihs to be planned and

authorized, bt is reflected in‘overall’ sahnrty restora*lon‘target g’oals fOr the park Detalled

review of rnodehng results from the DEIS analysrs show a potent1al for 1mpacts to groundwater A
sources for CERP; as well’ ‘as mOVement ‘of the groundwater masses related to RCW’ Operatlons

The BBCW PrOJect ‘Phase’ 1, which'is' infénded to redrstrlbute éx18t1ng freshwiatér flows fo = e

Biscayrne NP, is' now enterlng the’ cohstructlbn phase Wlﬂ’l operatlon to shortly follOw P e

. X . Y, RETIRTS
. .l....-.:‘:: PRIRS T L l)..\.'l Ced

This is an example where a model with finer spat1al scale on the operation of the RCWs would
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provide information to determine whether the effects of the RCW operation negate or diminish
efforts to rehydrate near:shore coastal wetlands. throtigh the implementation of the BBCW: ==+ "=
Project; phasg 1, authorized.underithe. Water-Resources Development-Act of 2014 Genefally the .
BBCW Project:will-divert an.average.of 59 percent of the annuzl coastal structure dlscharges

from thig-S-123; S;2155-21A :and S-20F structures:into Biscayne.Bay.. Anticipated:: - Ll
environmental benefits include,-among other things;improving the probability-that the water'- -
within 500 meters from the shoreliné will meet a-desired salinity concentration of less tham 20 i 2
psu...:The NPS: recommends development of a modél avithi additional data, better cahbra‘tlon and .
a finer scale w1ll better show the llkely potentlal locahzed 1mpacts B LS ST
Although the BBCW PIO_] ect isin the 1mplementat1on phase the CERP assumes a second phase

for the project that would provide additional fresh water to Biscayne Bay. We recognize the
difficulty in;determining the;environmental effects, of the proposed -action on a-plan thatis not yet
planned or implemented with speciﬁcity including additional; volumes of fresh waterto be -
discharged, however, NPS believes it is important to- acknowledgg the future potential for this
planned additional work to relntroduce more; fresh yvater to, the bay to’ beneﬁt the various: W1ldl1fe

......

! s - HEE A S -

Add1t1onal 1nformat10n on the progress of the CERP may be obta1ned in the Natlonal Academy
of Sc1ences report Progress Toward Restoring.the Everglades: The. Flfth Blenmal Rev;ew .
2014.> : ST
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7) Description of the Affected Envnronment Especlally Relatmg to the State of Florlda
Slte Certlficatlon Process S :

. A [T o N s . N v [Rd
ST T T T ot

“The DEIS does not prov1de accurate geographlcal descnpt1ons hydrology, and Westem Comdor
language pertaining to the Florida Site Certification Process and up-to-date information relatmg
to the Western Corridor which represents the location for the transmission power lines that was
approved in the Siting Order. Although the Final Siting Order has been appealed, the, DEIS
should be updated to include not only the Final Siting Order as it relates to the proposed
expansion and the location, of the powerhnes but also the Conditions of Certification for these.
features that are the SU.bJCCt of thls DEIS as it prov1des the ant1c1pated framework for the
1mplementat1on of these features I

£ ".""x N TIPS AP ST THE PR PR S DAL

: N L PO ST ORI '.‘.,_3,..:1.;‘.:‘,_“,'” e
Geographmal Incon31stenc1es o o o e e
In the descnptlon of the affected envuonment there 1,s an extenswe d1scuss1on of the locatlonal
environment around southeastem edge of Everglades NP however there 1s 1no. descnptwn of. 4
Biscayne NP’s watershed wh1ch is. cont1guous to the, plant which would mclude a d1scuss1on of
the surface and groundwater ﬂow to B1scayne I)IP as-well as the surface water operations .,
contiguous to the plant site that afjfect the near shore coastal env1ronment The watershed to the
west and northwest of the plant is the Central &. Southem F lor1da Pro_] ect canals Mlaml-Dade ,
County canals and the groundwater made up of the B1scayne Aquer an unconﬁned aquifer. ... .
Together these cornponents control the water level and water flow: of th1s areaand are . . .0 .0
responsrble for the ecolog1cal structure of Blscayne NP and 1ts adjacent wetlands, In turn, thesei. T
systems are operated to accommodate the dense populat1on of Miami-Dade County.

.. i 1 . - i [ . reg r
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In some portions:of the. document, there are.descriptions of the area within the 50 ‘mile radius-as* -~
highly developed; densely populated; with-some.of the highest iricomes.in‘the county.- However, '
language in other sections:of the document:identifies the proposed plant site location:as if'it were -
located within:a completely:undeveloped area.", Turkey-Point lies within 12 milesfrotn: the Cities:
of Homestead and Florida City, withini8 milés fromthe developed area Ocean:Reef on'North .-
Key Largo, 16 miles from the city of South:Miami, and-20 miles fromt downtown Miami. The 50° -
- mile radius, the Gateway to both National Parks, includes Miami-Dade County with the highest
and densest (by-land area):population inthe State of Florida: “That-population.is ini 1arge part-= .-
concentrated along the: coast andtalong1J.S. Highway One-north of the parks. The:DEIS. does T
not Sufficiently-evaluiate this population and its location partlcularly w1fh respect to? use and 2
economlc contnbutlon of their travel to the NPs coehin T
’ PO N T e, P b, oG N e e T e, e T s
Status of State of Flerida Site Certification Process Pertammg to Western Comdors T E
Introductory text-on-pages. 141.to 1-2 regarding the:State of Florida’s May'2014 certlﬁcation:of gt
the Turkey Poirit project is-incomplete.. . As Wwritten,-it suggests the certification process has -7+ -
concluded and FPL has all the State, regional and local permits needed for the project. We
enceurage a revision of this section to note thiat Miami-Dade County: has:appealed the -
certification’of the West-Preferred Corridor fortransiission lines and thre¢ municipalities have
appealed the location of transmission lines in the:Eastern iCorridor. Certification of the West
Consensus.Corridor was not appealed.. The appeal process is-anticipated to.continue through the
fall of 2015 or longer: Until there is'a non-appealable Final Order; FPL:does not have the State,
regional,-and local approvals needed to use the West Preferred Corridor as the- backup looatlon
for its western transmiission lines. T S N S

TR ,‘L.'r’.'. P

Text on page 2-18 regarding the Site Certification Process is incomplete. We recommend adding
the following text to-describe the Final Order.andthe Siting Board’s:direction‘'to maximize' use of
the West Consensus Corridor.to av01d s1t1ng transmission- hnes in Everglades NP\
- On May I 9th 201 4; F lorzda s Governor and Cabmet szttmg as the Smng Board zssuea'
a Final Order (FO) of Certification that approved:FPL’s application to construct and
operate.two new nuclear generating units at Turkey Point; approved the’ transmzsszon
dines to be located in the East Preferred Corridor, and approvedithe western:
. transmission lines to be located-inthe West Consensus Corridor.with the West-Preferred
.+ +. Corridor.as.the backup-location. if a-right-of-way in‘the West Consensus.Corridor cannot
be-obtained in a timely.-manner and at.a reasonable cost. The FO directs FPL, the
. affected rock mining companies, -avid the South Florida Water. Management District to
pursue the option of fully accommodating the western transmission right-of-way to-the
east of the-L-3IN canal. to avoid siting any-transmissior lines in Everglades'NP: In areas
where FPL is unable to build.and maintain its structurés eastof the E-3IN canal (outside
- .- of ENR), the FO directs that FPL shall.only use the minimum amount of land west of the
+ L-31N.¢anal (inside thé current boundaries of ENP).that is necessary to build and-
. maintain.the structures, and FPL:shall return to installing structires-to the east side of
the L-31N canal at the first available and practicable location. The Siting*Board’s
certification of the West Preferred Corridor and the East Corridor is currently under

- dppeal, -The'timeline for a deczszon by the Appeals C‘ourt is anticipated'to continue *
IhrOu,gh thefall,df2015 3k creibense sty e

R R T A IIC S SITREI TR VSRR
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Section 2 22 . Westem Corrldors bt AU
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We are concertied 'with:the accuracy and completeness of informationregarding:the West ; ©-.- i -
transmission corridor on page 2-17. Text-on lines:5-7 states FPL has “two options for the West -
corridor that.differ primarily-with respect to where the corridor.would pass near Everglades:NP:: :
(even though no ‘parti of the cotridor would'actually pass:through: the. park).”. 'Fhe last half of thjs J
sentenge. is-inaccurate.«’The West Preferred and-West Consensus comdors overlap and traverse
five to:six mrles of lands: currently w1thm the park boundary : SRR i
M gt v Dbl
Slmllarly, the West Preferred Comd()r text (page 2 17 11nes 13&24) states that the West Preferred :
Corridor:funs just.¢ast of the park- boundary. This:is iriaccurate. at the.present time.: Fhe-West.-.
Preferred Corridor north of SW 120:St. and west of the L-31:N canal includes 260 acres: ofoPS e
land along 6.5 miles of the eastern park boundary. NPS is currently:preparing an EIS that... . .
considers exchanging park lands in the West Preferred and West Consensus corridors for FPL
lands farther westin the park., The Final NPS.EIS and Record of Decision on the:potential land::.
exchange are-anticipated to:be complete in December:2015.. Until the:ROD is'signed, the: - "¢« @
existing status of NPS lands inthe West comdor should be descnbed in the NRC’S'EISr LA

The West Consensus Comdor textt (page 2 17; hnes 25 3 1))states that portlons of the Consensus
Corridor. “have been, shifted to-the east to avoid.abutting the eastern perimeter. of Evetglades .
National Park.” This is parttally acéurate but omits.rioting that the Consensus corridor overlaps: -
the West Preferred corridor: for.3imiles and-includes-approximately: 200 ‘acres within the current: -
park boundary. It may be. several years aftef a non-appealable Final Order of Certificationis -
issued before FPL kriows if it will: be able:to use-any of the Consensus Corridor for the west -
transmission lines. The following text is recommended to be included:in.a revised DEISto -
prov1de a more complete descrlptlon of the corridor:
. o . D T R T IR Sy COCI OO .
o ) he Consensus Corrzdor follows the West Preferred Corrzdor unttl it reaches a pomt
approximately six miles south of Tamiami Trail. There, the Consensus Corridor: expands 2
the width of the corridor by 600 feet to the east of the West Preferred Corridor for a
. «distance of about 5 miles-until it-redches .a point one -mile south of Tamiami Trail. - This
segment includes approximately 200 acres of land within the current boundary of* -
Evyerglades National Park and rock-mining lands:on the east side of the L-31N canal.
Then, the.Consensus Corrzdor ‘turns to.the east for a distance of about 2.5 miles, turns
- nartheast through.the Bird:Drive Basin and passes through the' Pennsuco-wetlands:north
= of Tamiami Trail to intersect with'the West Preferred Corridor.The Consensus Corridor
differs from the. West Preferred Corridor in-that.it is-wide enough to potentially allow
FPL to locate the full right-of-way.aon the -east.side .of the L-31 N Caral to avoid siting
transmission lines within the current boundary of Everglades National Park. The
-alignment - through the Bird Drive:Basin and Pennsuco wetlands would locate “ .
transmission lines farther. to the east of-endangered Wood stork colonies in Everglades
.. National Park and-Water. Conservation Area-3-B, This corridor still crosses a landscape
consisting mostly.of wetlands.and disturbed wetlands, but FPL states-that its use would
' reduce the potentzal for adverse zmpacts on muthple federally endangered speczes (FPL
2013- TN2941) T e, e g A e . .

A '

The NPS suggests that revisions. to the DEIS oonslder the spec1ﬁc purposes the Everglades NP
Protection and Expansion Act of 1989, which expanded the boundaries of the park to.include

approximately 109,600 acres. This analysis is especially important for USACE as they consider
their public interest review. The NPS’s DEIS found that the construction:and operation.of.!. . = .«
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powerlines in the West Preferred-Cortidot would haveé adverse 1mpacts on paik: resotirces'and:

values-that would be inconsistent with the Expansmn Act purpOSes (See DEIS pp 54 55 T
2, How Altematlves Meet PI‘O_] ect Objectlves ). g

f i
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References to-the: Stateof Florlda Slte Cemﬁcatron Procéss " ti.oarnnt b

P

able o

The NPS.recommends that.the'hydrology. and ecology sectionsin the’ DEIS be strengthened by
including references to important documents frorh the ‘State of Florida Sité Certification Process;
especially as it relates to the cooling tower plume issue. We also encourage the NRC to draw
from tlie extensive technical-and scientific literature of the SEWMD whio:aré the local sponsers't ™!

of thé C&SFP with.the USACE and are the local experts oni hydrology-and-witer. 6perations. /'~
They-are.also. the'primary water operations:regulatory agency-of the State of Florida: This-:
extenswe icollection of materials is both peer rev1éwéd and onllne and should be 1ncluded in the

DEIS:"

L R
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8) Consnderatlon of Threatenedx and Endangered Fauna and Flora
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The DELS provides only hmrted 1nforma‘t1on related to potent1a1 1mpacts of construction of Umts ~

6 and‘7, associated powerlines,; and other.related infrastricture on'avian populations:and cther -
fauna. ‘Additionally, the DEIS did not analyze the effe¢ts of the proposed action upon the -
federally listed Red Knot. The NPS recommends that NRC provide additional information-and

data related to specles and habitat use, espec1ally for habrtats that w1ll be used for construct1on ‘
such as the mudﬂat‘ . . SRR ‘ -
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Risk to: Wood Storks Snail Kites; and other Av1an Spec1es from Powerlines - ' -

The wood stork:was originally‘listed as ‘endangered, .priméarily due to loss; fragmentation, and- -
degradation of the wetland habitats on which-they.depend. - Since listing, the wood stork- " -
population has shown-signs of improvement; and ‘the range has beén expaiiding northward:*In

June 2014, the U:S. Fish and. Wildlife Service downtisted the waod stork from endangeredto - "
threatened in recognition of the expansion of the stork’s‘population. ‘Range-wide; the Stork

T

e,

population reached the recovery eriterignifor. downlisting; of a-3-year running averagé of more "~ °

than 6,000 nesting pairs. However, wood stork nesting:falls well-below the tecovery-critérion of -+

more than 10,000 nesting pairs. In addition, the 5-year average stork nesting in the Everglades
and Big.Cypress ‘Systems remains below the 2,500 nesting pairs that is another berichmark for 1"

delisting, as mesting in-south Elorida remains- variable:. While there have been improvér‘rlén‘t’s i -
wood stork nesting in the.Everglades reglon the: majonty of incresses itt'wood stork nésting. have it

occurred further north, out51de 'of the species™ hlstonc range ifiithe southeastern U S S
. . i | N , L
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In the Everglades, nestmg success tends to.be: rrre(gula‘r; w1th occasional “big’ ».nes_tfng years
interspersed:with several poor years, and-in the big years, the success:of the South Florida
colonies is significant. In 2001, the: Tapnriami West: colony Supported approximately 25 percent

of all wood stork nesting in the U.S.* * As ai result increases in nsk partrcularly t6 adult storks U
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2NPS. 201 1. ,Everglades Natlonal Park Colomal Wadmg Blrd Nestm
Florida Nétiral Resources Center at Everglades National Park.
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? U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 2012. Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants; Reclassificdtion” ofThe T

Continental U.S. Breeding Populatlon of the Wood 'Stork From Endangered to Threatened F eder‘al Reglster

77(247): 75947-75966:
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may substantially reduce the productivity and-nesting, that currently occurs: Because of the: -
reproductive strategy:of wood storks;.in which adults do not fledge young in.every year, losses of
breeding adults may have population-level consequences. -Thus; we. -encourage-the NRGito « = .
reconsider language in DEIS section 5.3.1 relating to the impact of FPL’s proposed powerlines

on wood storks and the role of FWS. While Section,7.consultation addresses projects that:have
the potential to “jeopardizei? the:existence;of a- species;.this pro; ect could change the trajectory of
the stork populatlon and st;ll not nSe to alevel of JeOpardy P E v anL L i

~ o 'i

In the; DEIS for the Acqu1s1t10n 0£F PL Land in the East Evepglades Expanswn Area the NPS :
concluded. that,impacts could.be major, for some species such as the threaténed wood stork.. Thls
conclusion was reached due to the, close, proximity of the proposed powerlines to.Everglades: NP
For instance, the proposed powerlines pass within five miles:of'several wading bird colonies: -~
(species highly susceptible to collision) in an area where there are no existing powerlines. The
proposed route travels within one mile of one of the largest and most consistent wading bird
colonies in South Florida, which can support around ten thousand pairs of wading birds of
several spemes Taking into aceountsite-specific.detail, | minimal”:may.not adequately. describe :
impacts to avian resources. The NPS maintains that since wetlands are recognized as areas
where birds-congregate — the large amount of wetlands in‘the corridor (and proximity to.the"
Everglades) makes risk much hlgher than *normal.”- Some species, such-as wood:stork, may be . -
more susceptible to colljsions;. espec1ally with guy, wires, leadmg to potentlally thh mortahty
. and populat10n-level ehanges e e o e R L VLS CENE RS
The proposed powerlines could also harm snail kites, which forage by flying over suitable-marsh -
habitat at an elevation of 10-16 feet above vegetation. Like wood storks, they may be
. vulnerable to collisions with guy wires. Forage flights.at this elevation'would occur well below
. the expegted transmission-line heights of 80:-90 feet (230 kV) and 140160, feet (500-kV).
Because the snail kite population is. severely: depressed ‘even the lossiof a few individuals may .
have population-level: 1mpacts We suggest the.NRC include a discussion’in section 5:3.1:1 " ;
- regarding the value, of not using guy-wirés for portions of the westeth corridor near sensitive blrd
habitat, which could significantly limit-¢ollision risks for wood storks and snail kites: The NPS .-
recommends-that the EIS also-consider impacts on the piping plover-and red knot. Both: spe01es
. would-be expected to -use the pI‘O_] ect sne ‘and: V101n1ty for mlgratory habltat L :

TR R L PR
Although blrds from a w1de range of taxa and feedmg gullds are- expmsed to these direct nsks
wading birds (such as herons, egrets;;storks, and- cranes)-are of particular concern because. they
make up,such.a large and important component; of the birds found:in Everglades region of South
Florida. Wading birds are behaviorally predisposed:to collision: diie to: their large-size, which .
makes it difficult for them to take evasive action when confronted with flight obstacles.
Collision with pewerlines was 1dent1ﬁed as.the most significant source:of wood stork mortality-
in an evaluation of causes of death.*. -During nesting season when foraging conditions are.good:.
east of Everglades NP; ithe, thousands of pairs ‘of these nesting wading birds - will fly past-the . ::
powerlings, often two. or. more times. dally, forperiods of weeks to months. Use of flight
diverters and line markers may reduce, but not eliminate, collision mortahty for wading blrds
The resulting expectation is that considering the elevated collision risk of wood storksand- - Lo
wading birds, the'fact that thousarids of these-species are nestinig-within the normal foragihg .

I T e

P B B T AL I USRI P A S
* Forrester, D.J. and Spalding,:M.G. 2008. Ibises, Spoonbills, Flamingos, and Storks: Trauma..Pp:227-: -~ = .
228 In: Parasites and diseases of wild birds in Florida. Univ. Press of Florida, Gainesville. 1132 pps v, -\t - .

15




distances of these wading birds, the presence of powerlines will cause a sustained level of e
mortality. for these. species for the life of the'powerlines: ‘This:sustaihed mortality taybe:: - *

punctuited:by more significant mortality events when weather corditions: or other factors cause
increasedirisk of collision:.QOver time,.thisimortality may result.in measurable-’pdpiilation’; wo
declines!-In the NPS:DEIS.regardingi land. exchange and the subsequerit consttuction'of 1o

powerlines within the west preferred corridor, the impaets of power‘lmes on w1ldllfe and wood
storks was: determmed to.be moderate to major, P T MNP s i

" . Ty
(I . L

The NPS is also concerned that b1rd Surveys conducted at the mud flafs where Uits. 6 and 7

would be built are inadequate. Avian-surveys referenced.in.the DEIS Wereconducted ‘over.a twe—
day span:during June2009. The use of this limited period-of time-for-avian surveys is-wholly" ..
inadequate to analyze annual or migratory useand the potential for avian impacts due-tc'the plant -

construction or operations. This limited review did not include spring migration, fall migration,
or wintering use birds. June is traditionally the least likely month to observe the diversity of - -

birds in south-Florida,and a mere twoidays could have been heavily impacted by weather-atidi =+ -
light.conditions. Spring, fall, and winter surveys:should be performed,not just on the proposed ' .

site for Units 6.and-7 itself; but also:in ‘the pipeline-corridors] the transmission line corridors, the
road areas, the fill source location, as well-as-other impacted sites.: Iri:an analysis of the potential
for avian impacéts, the more:broadly available data for migtation arid-winter: or-$ummer habitat
use is ava1lable from the NPS Troplcal Audubon Soaety, or umversrty researchers and should-

beconsulted ) R R

bt At e N ! . l R RV A A A

Risksto- Threatened and Endangered Spec1es in Blscavne'Bay S AN A

An additional area of concern is how project-related changes to water quality might affect
threatened and endangered species that are found within Biscayne NP. Because there is much
uncertainty about exactly'what environmental changes could occur as a result of the propos’ed
project, further inivestigation is needed to-bettér elucidate potentlal negative impacts to Imperlled

R N U P L S VTP S SELIR R A

species:: For example, it is ‘currently unknown-if the- proposed’ expansron will result in substant1al |

changes to the waterquality and/or temperature of water in B1scayne ‘Bay in the vicinity of the

cooling canals. It is possible that alterations to water’ quallty afid/or temperature could affect the * _'
relative incident and- prevalence of Fibtopapillomatosis-(FP); a: tumor-formmg diséase finked to a

herpesvirus that is:eftén lethal for juvenile sea turtles, particularly greén seaturtles (Chelonia
mydas). Eutrophication and increased’ temperatures have beén implicated‘in triggering the' -
emergence of FP tumors. Similatly, the €ndangered sialltooth-savfish (Pristis pecinata) isa-
benthic-dwelling species that could feasibly be affected by groundwater seepage from the plant
Comparable concerns also exist for manatees (Trichechus manatus), which are known' to ™
populate the southwest part of ttie bay (southeast cooling catials afid associated external Canals)
during the ‘winter. The potentlal impacts. of activities at-the plant need to be cdiisideréd 45 part of

a bigger picture, as there is-concern thatpreject-related effécts could exacerbate the effects of o

other stressors present in the system and- fiot related to Turkey Pomt i

l . . l’
BT T PP LT UE TR S LRE S UM O

Risks to Other Threatened and Endangered Speciesg’ w3 e e T T Ll
The NPS continlies to’be concerned that the construetion-ofnew powerlines; rdads “and Other
infrastructure relating to the licensing of Turkey Point Units 6 and 7 would impact a great many
federally threatened and endangered spec1es Below are concems relat1ng to afew, of these
species (list:1s,not 1nclusrve) : . G

D el e
{ :
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Florida Panther: - .- . . i o : o I T I I T T R
The Floridapanther utlhzes habltat in. the pro;ect area; 1llustrated by 31ghtmgs mortahty, and
behavior of radie-collared animals.-Althiough there may be no-confirmed observations on. FPL -

land, the panthers-have been seen.onnearby lands:and FPL lands: can reasonably. be considered:- -

natural and active;range: for .panthers. Lack of sightings does not negessarily indicate a lack ofy’
use of habitat:, Increased.road:traffic-and construction activity: can reasonably be con51dered tos i

affect current use of the area by this hlghly endangered species.. Furthermore] access: can:: ‘“-')‘:'

8

increase threats to the endangered cats from poachers. For instance, a 5-year-old male panther

was shot to death and found discovered.alongside Immokalee:Road inthe Naples area on' March: '+
22, 2015.- Lastly, new research-relating to; how:wildlife see and: are.impacted by ultra-violets .:i .« -

flashes emitted from powerlines should be: analyzed as it.is pertment to the discussion oni the N

Florida panther, as.well-as other wﬂdhfe and aV1an spec1es W L T e L) L

Amerzcan Crocodzle S ot i e e % SRR

The current status of American Crocodlles within Blscayne Bay and nearby ;areas: of South
Florida is well beloew restoration,targets set by: CERP: The overall crocodilian indicator status for
American crocodiles'within Biscayne.Bay. dropped from. “yéllow’ in 2012 to: “red?.in:26:14.
Given recent information; on the declining trends of erocodilians within. Biscayne Bay:dnd other. .
areas of South Florida.(see Brandt;et al::2014), potential impacts to American crocodiles of the:
proposed project need to be better assessed; and. NPSrrecommends that local populations:be. -
monitored either through establishment of a new program or through funding continuation!of. -
existing work. Potential impacts of the proposed activity on population sizes, growth rates,
hatchling survival rates, and body condition for, American crocodiles within Biscayne.Bay: must
be better understood., 5w et h T T I T IR

I : - by - T . S

. The NPS encourages the NRC to clanfy n rev151ons to the DEIS that crocodlles utlllze Blscayne
',Bay and thus move in and out.of Biscayne NP, Section 5.3.2 discusses variations-in salinity -
from the -pumping of the RCW, and mentions there was a transient increase near two pract1ca1
salinity units.(psu). The EIS should-clarify whether those areas included critical habitat for the .
American-crocodile. . Additionally, the 2014 report for the. System-wide Ecological Indicators‘fora
Everglades. Restoratlon states that, Blscayne Bay has moved into the red (hlghest concern) :
ranking (down from yellow in, previous years), and system-w1de survival of hatchlings beyond 6 -
months old is.Jess than 3%. . This.downward trend.is disturbing. and should be constdered when
analyzmg dlrect and cumulauve impacts on- crocodlles from this projeet. . ORI

LT D B P RS RRRLTE L AL

Eastern Indzgo Snake K e e FRNTIRS -:..t-f,; R
The NPS continues to be concerned wnth potent1a1 1mpacts to the Eastern 1nd1go snake

Increased trafﬁc durmg construction and operation of Units. 6 and 7 would almost certamly

impact Eastern indigo snake vehicle-related mortality.near and on the site.; Furthermore, power -

block construction and muck disposal, which could bury snakes, could. affect eastern indigo..
snake populations as well. Short hydration periods for wetlands on site could also play an

important role. Out of concern that increased traffic would lead to morg vehicle-related w11d11fe e

mortahty, the NPS ‘has. prev1ously recommended to the State: of: Flonda that. herpetologlcal

S Brandt, L.A.; J Beauchamp, M. Cherklss A Clark, KF. Doren P. Frederlck E. Galser D Gawllk S, Gelger L .

Glenn, E. Hardy, A. Huebner, R. Johnson, K. Hart, C. Kelble, S. Kelly, K. Kotun, J. Lorenz; C- Madder,'F:J' -
Mazzotti, L. Rodgers, A. Rodusky, D. Rudnick, B. Sharfstein, R. Sobszak, J. Trexler, A. Volety, 2014. System-wide
Indicators for Everglades Restoration. 2014 Report. Unpublished Technical Report.

17

e d
1, . . . b g
. ,.-1_4 e .‘., N I ..:, Lo TSR ¢




9) Cumulatwe Impacts:Analvsns O L T TN TR VR PN N LD RT A PR

surveys be conducted along the public roads leading to thé site foriat léast a year-prior'to and -
during construction activities. These surveys would inform the placement of snake and reptile " ™
underpasses, as appropriate.

. ot et et
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et b i _‘r;’_,,’-‘ v ot RIS T P LR N LSt Lo
The DEIS does; not adequately describe the cumulative impacts‘of’ constructmg andt Operatmg
Units 6 and. 7. Informa,tron should-be-incliided related to:impacts: from other ongoing actions as
we have:indicated hereln, federal or nonsfederal, that are likely, when added to the‘ineremental
effects of the proposed action, to-have an impact-on the dffected environment.: This view is’
consistetit with the CEQ.regulations for implementing NEPA:which.defines cumulative.impacts
as, “The.impact-on-thé envirenment which-results from-the incremental impact of theaction
when added to other past, present, and reasonably: foreseeable! future actions regardless of what
agency- (federal or non-federal) or person undertakes‘such other actions.” Most notably, the
analysis does not fully consider the folléwing impactsi.effects of sea level.rise:and storm surge,
and impacts from.the IWF hypersaline plume,-freshwater: utilized to alléviate IWF emergencies,
operation-of the RCWs on:NPS resources; impacts .on surface water. and: grouridwater; and effects
on imperiled flora and fauna and aquatic resources. The NRC should update its-eumulative:
impacts analysis in revisions to the DEIS. Many of the specific cumulative impact concerns are
described. in‘previous:comments.on specific tepics such as.sea-level rise-and. cllmate change
water quantlty and quahty :

.J.]-""’- e LY 1 R I STl A N
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The construction and operation of Units 6 and 7 and related infrastructure. has the potential-to
adversely affect NPS resources and potentially-make more-difficult:ongoing federal, state,’and
county efforts to restore the broader.everglades ecosystem via.GCERP and the BBCW Project.
This section provides- the NRC and:USACE concepts formitigation that-would be necessary if
Units 6 and 7 and sup,portmg infrastructure were-approved..-Upon réview, the NPS mairitains
that FPL’s Turkey Point Units 6 & 7 Mitigation Plan Rev. 2, which was prepared in July 2011, is
far from being sufficient to offset the potentral for the. 1mpacts to NPS resaurceSKfor wh1ch we . k
have expressed congern. il g v T S

While the NPS understands that the NRC and USACE wﬂL be con51denng mltlgatlon that
complies with their.own internal guidance, we ericourage you to consider Secretarial Order
Number 3330 Improving MitigationPolicies.and Practices of-the Department of the Intérior -
(DOI).-. A central component of DOP’s strategy- is taking “a landscape scale approach to identify
and fac111tate investment in key conservation priorities in a region.”. Anether component -
encourages agencies to focus “on mitigation efforts that improve the: resilience.of our. Nation's ..
resources in the face of climate change.” Because NPS:-lands and resoiirces:wouldbe:.. .+ =t o
significantly impacted by this project, we assert that an innovative mitigation package that'..’
contains measures that take a landscape-scale approach and account for chmate change would be
essential if the prOJ ect and associated ;infrastructure, were to, betapproved. . LRI

vl
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The NPS understands rthat it is:difficult to comparevthls project:to.othet:proj ects elsewhere fin; the far
country that would similarly impact a national park, let alone two parks. Nonetheless, we
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encourage both: agenc1es to. eonsider the following two case stitdies as they may prov1de helpful
COMEEXLi v e v o Tmtialnt n U G S A Ca s b e G
e
o Skagit River Project, Washington
In 1995, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) accepted several settlement
agreements (SA) to mitigate various environmental, operational; and-recreational issuss
relating to the relicensing of the Skagit River Hydroelectric Project (FERC Project No.
: 553),-which is located within Ross Lake National Recreation ‘Area and-along the Skagit - -
..; River.in northwest Washington. State. .Under the SA, Seattle: City Light (SCL), the
'+ - licenseeithat operates the:dams, helped fund thetconstruction-of the North Cascades :
Environmigiital: Learning Center,. which:has become-an internationally:renowned center
.-for:environmental education.and a source of pride for SCL. They also’set aside $17-- .
million.for land acquisition to. conserve:wildlife habitat in the Skagit River watershed.:
- Sihice-relicensing,-over eight thousand;acres-of high-value conservation lands havebeen. -
acquired. - The SA also included an’ additional. $17 million to suppert recreation:dccess:: - -+
- . along the river. According to Dean Shumway, the former Director of FERC’s Office off .
- Hydropower Licensing, the.SA have been recognized by many as a national: model and
“-have been called “the most: comprehenswe set; of Settlement Agreements for. the pubhc
good ever: Submltted to FERC S AT UL SRR PSP U PR VIS I
. Susquehanna to Roseland Transmlssmn L1ne Up,qrade Pennsylvama New York and
New Jersey SHE L ey
In 2012, the NPS approved construction of the 4.5 mile section of the proposed 146 m11e

Susquehanna-Roseland Transmission Line across Delaware Water Gap National
Recreation Area. Importantly, the new transmission line is located entirely along xisting -
rights-of-way held by the companies for decades and that predate the parks’
cestablishment. In an effort to minimize impacts to the patk, the companies partnered with -
¢ ;The Conservation Fund and:contributed:$56 million for the acquisition of critieal lands -
within and near the park: ~An/additional :$10 million was. prov1ded to miitigate for visual

. impacts: of the. .project to the Appalachian National.Scenic. Trail Lastly; the apphcants
funded:a number of NPS staff for ﬁve years for constructlon momtormg :

. .
Co L ik :

Blscavne Bav Coastal Wetlands Prolects—Phase ¥: and Phase A SO
As set forth above, implementation of the BBCW Project is cruc1al to reahzlng the sulte of direct
restoration benefits provided by the project. Although Phase 1 of this project has been
previously described, Phase:2 includes:the ‘critical component of locatirig:and-providing a souree”*
of much needed additional freshwater to.Biscayne NP and.Bis¢ayne Bay. To‘implement BBCW =
Phase 2, additional lands.will.be fieeded, as:well as planning, design, and-construction funding. =
Some prolect lands-needed-to complete Phase:2-are in FPL'ownership. The NPS-urges the actlon’ ’
agencies to consider:requiring'mitigation that would move Phase 2 of this'trucial project -
forward. - Mitigation-could be donationr of project lands or fundlng components of the: prOJect
The NPS w1shes to begm a dlalogue w1th the act1on agenc:les regardlng these mltlgatlon S
p0851b111t1es L LT L R T X P BT SRR
KL S TRFULE SR S oa BRI T R A B T P S LT A F LN
M1am1—Dade Countv s Env1ronmentaliv Bndangered Lands (EEL)- i i o
The NPS supports the Miami-Dade County’s request that certain FPL owned land be transferred
and/ofr: otherw15e made.available. throughr easements 10. the County?s Env1ronmentally TR

i, o . . i sy Al
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Endangered Lands (EEL) Program’s South Dade Wetlands Project Atea. ‘This request was ' -
outlined in letter from: George M. Burgess; County: Manager;:to-FPL dated Apnl 22, 2010: EEL
was approved by Miami-Dade County votersiin 1990 and was-created to ¢ tacquire ‘preserve;
enhange, restore, conserve, and maintain environmentally- endaﬁgered lands for the'benefit: of i
present and future generations.” According to'the County, over 19;500 acresof Tahd has beei:
conserved since:the establishment of the EEL program in 1990. - The¢ lettér-also 1dent1ﬁed that
FPL owns 3,388 acres of non-mitigation lands:that are:on.the EEL list."EPL/'§ prOposed T
mitigation plan indicates that they. would dedicate 812 acres.of land outsidé of mitigation batks
for consérvation. - Importantly, the County’s EEL map identifies conservation priority lands ‘west
of the Biscayne NP contained within the Biscayne Bay Greenptint (shown in Figure2). We: " !
encourage:close consideration;of the County’s request that FPL’s entire 3,388 acres -b'efgiVen*tov'
EEL as a part of their mitigation’ package Additionally, we éncourage FPL to createa =" ' -«
restoration fund to combat invasive species, reverse salt water 1ntru51on and restore the full
ecolog1ca1 ﬁmctlon ofthese lands R ERURR O PAR U S R (O S
Con51derat10ns for Mltlgatmg Impacts from Prolect Infrastructure CE oy
Below are: suggestlons for mitigating: impacts to:NPS-rescurces :from proposed proj ect
infrastructure.: We1have ahgned each toprc area. accordmg to USACE’s bubhc notice from o
March .13, 2015: .. & v x0T oo s ol oo Treenhe T e

LS L S o

Dby
o New Transmzsszon Lines:. P A S R I T :
As:discussed prev1ously, FPL’s two westem corridors are adJacent to and-within Everglades
NP..: It would contain:two.500 kV.powerlines (up to 1:50:ft. tall) and one:230 kV. (up to 105"
ft. tall) powerline: FPL’s €astérn corridor -would: contain a'single:230 kV. (up'to 90 fi. tall)
powerline that would be:built alongside an existing: FPL:powerline cotridor. The corridor:
crosses a section of Biscayne NP. For wetland impacts in the westerri‘corridor, we suppért -
FPL’s proposal to conduct mitigation within the “Hole in the Donut,” which is within
Everglades NP. We also recommend preparation of a planning study to considér the' .- v -
effectiveness of transferring soil to:Miami-Dade ‘County to-use in raising the elevation-of-
certain levees and for agricultural use to potentially reduce impacts of flooding. To offset
-added visual and ecologlcal impactsito Biscayne NP from the eastern corridor;:we suggest' |
consideration be given to the puichase of the Ragged Keys, which are located on the:end of
Elliot Key.-.Ragged Key 5.and:2 are priority-lands-for.the park and are. the only fee s1mp1e
lands.within the park boundary not yet- owned by,the NPS BRI

PN
PR el
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The NPS recommends that F PL work w1th NPS to 1dent1fy and Tremove. unnecessary
transmission infrastructure within Everglades NP, such:as-that which remains in - the Cheklka
area of the park. In addition, we recommend ‘HEPL. work with Everglades. NP and other
Everglades restoration partners to relocate the powerline tocated along:the Old Tamiami Trail
within the park, south of-the current U.S. Hwy 41 west of the L+67'canal. - Converting this -
powerline to an underground transmission. line along the current.U.S. 41 alignment could-. -
improve reliability of electrical service to the Miccosukee Reservation, allow for removal of
the Old Tamiami Trail to achieve restoration beneﬁts ;and reduce 1mpacts to w11dhfe from:-
the current, aenal transmlssmn line.” S L TR P T ;
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The Nuclear Island, which-ineludes Units 6 and. 7 and:other reactor buildings;would: <k
_encompass a’pprbximately 300 acres, most of which are mud flat Wetlands that pr0v'ide IX
further degrade the IWF= To offset ecolog1cal 1mpacts related to the constructwn on Nuclear
Island, the NPS encourages USACE to,consider:the NPS’s.ongoing efforts to eradicate. -
invasive plants and restore three spoil islands and adjacent peninsulas: within the: Bi'scayne.-.‘ S
NP. These. restoration. projects: involve stabilizing€éroding:shorelines, removingréxotic. :
vegetation,.and-planting native:species..-The resulting sites benefit submerged vegétation. . : 7",
-such-as seagrass;. improve: water, qiality.of coastal waters, aid- provide high quality native:: . -
habitat for coastal birds and wildlife.. F urther ,spoil island restoration offers the commumty
oppertunities to, leatn about:the benefitsi of environmental restoration,:to *get dlrty” inian -
actual restorat1on pI‘O_] ject; and to: observe blrds and wildlife in their nat1ve hab1tat

; 1

Pzpelznes Q)otable and reclazmed water) EEE Rl (AU I U Y
Pipelines would be installed between the MDWASD South D1strlct Wastewater Treatment
Plant and the reclaimed water-treatment facility at the Turkey Point site.:The potable water :
line would.inetude-approximately .10 miles-of'new pipeline, most:of it-along existing roads ot
corridors. Approximately 2!5 miles of pipeline-construction would invelve.newvland; '
disturbance, and the pipeline would affect 326 acres, including 184 acres of wetlards. The L
reclaimed water pipeline would include approximately 9 miles of new pipeline,
approximately 2.5 miles of which would be in a new pipeline corridor:'According to the .
DEIS, approximately: 1,886 ac 0f upland, forested, and- wetland habitdts-would be-affected as
well as mangrove swamp, mixed wetland hardwoods; shrub and. brushland;wetland shrubs;’
freshwater marsh, mixed rangeland, and herbaceous prairie: The NPSiencourages land':~! .
protection.and restoration efforts, such as:those under EEL (descnbed above) to: offset the :
p1pel1ne-related 1mpacts R ST BN EOTI IS F R R - '

,.:;-’ pe b b
IR RIS

Equzpment Barge Unloadzng Area SR AR N T : : ;
The existing barge unloading facility would be- enlarged to. aecommodate the larger barges
used to-deliver components for the proposed units. According to the DEIS, “approximately ‘
90-ft, by150.ft.-would be excavated-on the northwest edge of the existing -barge-‘tuming'ba‘sin
résulting:in a-tdtal-disturbed area of 130 ft. by 250.ft. or.0:75:ac... The:expansionofthe- ©
barge-unloading facility. would require dredging a 4,356 f* (0.1:ac) area in'the turning . -
basin.” A survey from 2008 indicated.that some seagrasses are foundin the projéct area: The
NPS recommends that the area be resurveyed to enable more accurate estimation of potent1al
impacts to submerged .aquatic: vegetation; ‘The NPS suggests that USACE-consider "
supporting NPS restoration ©of ““orphan” .vessel grounding injuries in Biscayne NP sea grass "
habitat to offset dredging impacts.i Some progress has been made, but:much more work -+
remains. W¢ contend: that-orphan site restoration will help support the integrity of the” -
seagrass ecosystem, Whicl in turn’'supports manatees, sea: turtles ‘critical habltat '
econOrmcally 1mportant fisheries, and other marme l1fe T A ST
Transmission. lzne crosszng undeT the Mzarm River 57 w5 i AEET T
According to USACE’s public notice, “A short section of the proposed Davis-Miatni 230-kV
transmission line, at the crossing of the Miami River adjacent to the existing FPL Miami
substation, is proposed to be constructed as an underground extruded dielectric cabié system
using cross-linked polyethylene insulating cables.” The NPS encourages that consideration
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be given to restoring the Key Hole and Elliot Key Spoils area within Biscayne NP. The area
has high natural value but needs to be cut and filled for restoration.

Access Roads W
According to the DEIS, “approxrmately 33 mlles of ex1st1ng paved roads Would be R
improved, and approximately 7 miles of unpaved roads would be paved to provide access to -
the site.” Additionally, “a heavy-haul road would be created between the barge-unloading
facility and the buildingsite, which'Would disturb ‘approximately 5 acres. The heavy-haul
road would be 2 mlles long and‘24 ft."widg; and: would 1nclude new heavy-haul bridges
across the existing discharge and. T ollhg canals.” A patchwork of new roads would
further fragment important habitat for, rida Panthers ‘and other wrldlrfe and create
impediments for restoring hydrolo‘ ﬂows The'NPS encourages land protectron and
restoration efforts, such as thos ' ;

RCWs located below stcayne B

. Four radial collector well caissons’1o
backup water supply: . Eaéh R _
extend-beneath:the surface of Biscay,
would be extremely close fi ¥
‘terrain. Because FPL owns
we once again eficourage cofi
for the.completion of both ph;
development of a. comprehen
any operatlonal problems are Al
Pre-treatment buzldmg assoczated with the e and ‘potable water pipelines
Location of the reclaimed water treatment facili y.,_154.0n,43 ‘actes of wetlands. The DEIS
states that there would be 328.12 acres of wetlands (not verlﬁed by the USACE as
Junsdrctlonal wetlands) that would be. ﬁlled to prepare the site.’A proposed restoratlon
project would be to scrape down the londa City Canal. Eradlcatlng 1nvas1ve spec1es and
restoring mangrove would benefit. cologlc 1! Value of the area. CoL
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Figure 1. Tritium concentration time series in monitoring well clusters, showing increasing
trends.
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Enclosure 2 — NPS Statutes PO]DIC and Park—S eclfic Informatlon

LRV CONOTIT AN, R SR e B e REr2y EL T St B - M 1 TATAVIO KRR 13
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This §ectlon mcludes a s nary of applicable leglslatlve authonty, enabhng leglslatlons and
NPS :>thles relevant to the\prOJect The NPS has firm and clear Congressmnal mandates
regar@lm‘g its mission, which: comeSxprlmanly from the NPS Orgamc Act of 1916, which
estabhshed the NPS and requlred the Serv1ce to:.
4 ..conserve, the scenery and; the natural and historic objects and wzld lzfe therezn and to
pt%ovzde for the enjoyment of. the saIne in such manner and by.such means as will Jeave the
urttmpazred for the en]oyment of future’ generatzons 7 (54 USC 100101(a) 100301 ez, seq )

‘,gm,&:ar:ma.mvm;ﬂ.;7_:&&;@.:3

Congi':’ess further reaffirmed the Serv1c ;_s tnandate to prevent; unpalrment through the. Natlonat
Park CSYStem General Authorities Act, Whlch stated that: ;' I
4he authorization of activities .. shaﬂ be cdnducted in lzght of the high public value and i
zn‘t‘egrzty of the National Paik System andvshallmf,be exercised in derogatton of the: value
avid purposes for which these various 'neas have,’been establzshed except as may have bee
or%shall be directly and speczf cally p; Vza’e angress ” (54 USC 100101 (b) et seq. )

'i-‘-"a- &ﬁi‘&-&f'«-vﬁk‘»’w—ﬁ @cs

e

i N
Thes statutory mandates prohibit the i 1mpa ,t‘tttent ot} atura'}‘resources and“ Valu sat Biscayne
and E erglades NPs. Because these natlona]'parks wolild be 1mpacted by,thts-proposed iproject, é’:

we mdintain it is important for both the NRC atid USACE® to, rstand thes,e NPS jpolicies ancg

<~ how these authorities necessitate special consﬂeratloﬂ anda ki i elghtened awareness of impacts t{
- NPS x%sources in your review.. We encourage both'NRC and U’SAC 0 cons1der these legal
. requirgments in the impact analyses and conclusions in the deveIopm'ént'pf rev1s10ns to the EIS

[

. to help prevent impairment of NPS fundamental resources andfvalues

e ARG T DA mem

Or, an%c Act

“In or§ier to ‘manage and preserve the nation’s nat10na1 park l_ands Congress passed the Natlonal‘

The tv@o most significant amendments to the Organic Act 11e in the 1970 Natlonal Park System 1 ‘
General Authorities Act and the 1978 Redwoods National Park Expansmn Act. g
Generil Authorities Act o ;’
The G&neral Authorities Act amendment declares that “though dlstmct in character, [national ‘f

parks]¥ mare united through their interrelated purposes and resources in‘oné National Park System
as cumulative expressions of a single national* ‘Heritage.” National Park System General

Authofities Act, Pub. L. 91:383; Augist 18, 1970; 84'Stat: 825, codified as.16 U.8.C"§1a-1 to
la-7. ﬁ'hls amendment prov1cfes ‘thiat all°ofthe' riatlon S park y.;f;gvmhetilgt tI}evygtgeLurde wgat&r“axl -

cultura{‘l‘" "of HISESTIE TEsoUrces 2 "are tnited under the mission, purpose, and protectlon of the
Organic Act. L PR RN (e

PR

Redwoods Act
The Redwoods Act amendments, which expanded Redwood National Park to address the -
impacts of resources from logging outside the park, also amended the Organic Act. The
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amended. prov1s10131 states that :all park management act1v1t1es shall be o

[C] onducted in hght of the h1gh publlC value and mtegnty of the Natlonal Park System 4nd not

be exercised in derogation of the values and purposes for which these various areas have been - |

estabhshedé except as may have been or: shall be directly.and: spec1ﬁcally prowded by Congress’.‘ o w
AR I I AR e ’ tlad "I f ERCEUURIN LA UL FoR EFEI T IR R L | '

Pub. L 95-250 Tltle 1, §101(b) 1Mar 2% 1978,392 Stat:.:166: (amendmg 16wU S. C §1a-1) ThlS :::', z'f-‘

amendment reaffirms the mandate set:forth in the Otganic Act andidirectsithe: Natronal Park

Servige to manage'park lands:in-a:manner that would rot dégrade parkivalues? n < - .7 viorioi 2

L .. .
S A LA

- In addition to Servicewide legislation, units of the National Park System are created by Congress

through a-park’s enabling legislation, which:outlines purposesfor each park’s estabhshment The

har

'followmg summanze the \enablmg leglslatron for’ Blscayne and' Everglades NPs IR 0

- Ceay y P . R A B IR R
AT SR e L AR I BN TR T S R A M

B1scame NP Enabhng Lemslatlon L A T B A 11 A PR PODUNNPLIR PSR (LR
Biscayne NP was first'‘designated-a natmnal monument in 1968 before being expanded and re+
designated-a natlonal park in-1980.: The. park was éstablished “to-preserve and. protect for: the
education, inspiration, recreation, and enjoyment of present and future generations:a rare: -
combination of terrestrial, marine, and amphibious life in a tropical setting of great natural
beauty.” Biscayne:NP.is home:to a:large segment:ofithe Florida reef tract (thé only living‘coral
reef tract in the. continental United States), contains the-majority of Biscayne'Bay; and is ati'-
Outstanding Florida Water (OFW). The park supports-an incredible ‘array‘of wildlife, ircluding -
more than 600 species of fishes, many of which are commercially and recreationally utilized,
over 200.species of birds; and 21 federally threatened or endangered speciés. Biscayne NP is
home to the longest: protected stretch of mangrove shorelme afong the eastern coast of the United

(R ot ':‘.Tv\.".\?.‘.h'» :

AU Jorr s ate T e b
Everglades NP Enabling Legislation
Everglades NP was created in. 1934:as a “public park for.the benefit of the:people: It is set aside: *
as a permanent wilderness; preserving:essential primitive:conditions including the natural . * .. '+
abundance, diversity, behavior, arid ecological integrity: of the unique: flora and:fauna.” Public -
concern for the Everglades unique flora and:fauna, which the wading birds:epitomize, were the
primary motivation.for the ¢stablishinent of Evérglades NP, as well as thé addition ef Nertheast™ <
Shark River.Slough (NESRS) and the East Evergladés to the Park in 1989 (Everglades - - '~

Expansion-Act, 1989). Through these Acts, Congress mtended to 1mpr0ve the protectlon of‘

- these resources and the ecosystems upon which they depend. . it R N P

The East;Everglades Expansion Area (EEEA) contains the headwaters of the NESRS and Taylor
Slough; which, along with western Shark-Slough; are the primary sources of waterflowto the .». "~
park. The Expansion Act authorized the.NPS and: the USACE to.acquire lands withih the EEEA: -
and 1mprove.water deliveries into the park to help ‘achieve the purposes of the Act whlch mclude
{"' \" IREATH I R S I A '3"' [P NI S A B LA
Increasing the lével of protectlon of the ‘outstanding natural:values of the park St
¢ -, Enhaneing and restoring the ecological valués, natural hydrologic conditigas, and- pubhc
1 - enjoyment of suchrareas by addmgx the: area commcnly known as the NESRS and the East‘ g
Everglades*and TR S R TN S S : i f-n. S .
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e Ensuring that the park isimanaged to maintain:the natural:abundance; diversity,-and: """+ -
ecological integrity of native plants and ammals as well as the behav1or of natlve h
ammais, asa part oﬁtheu ecosYstem T Y L LA I N T AT IR LS S

The NESRS is also part of the recha.rge area’ for the Blscayne Aquer whlch is: the sole source’ of
potable water in Miami-Dade and Broward Counties. The aquifer is exposed at the surface of
this area or is,covered by:a thinrlayer:of péat. and ‘plant fnaterial.. Because the'health, safety; and
welfare of present: and-future residents;of the Miami-Dade-County: depend :uponprotectiig the
hydrology and ecology-ofthis area,ithe: County:designated it an. Area:of-Critical EnV1ronmenta1‘ ‘:5"
Concern in 1981.
e IR TR U TelAnet wills LT R e PR IR ACURIE St BNV RS U
The park’s unique ecosystems support 34 natlve spec1esthat are: listed: as federally threatened OF
endangered, or are candidates!for listing. . Seven of these species are currently considered to'be' -
extirpated from the park, and the remaining 27 species may occur in the park today. In addition,
critical habitat is designated within Everglades NP for 10 of these species, and well. over half of *
the park is designated-critical habitat‘for one.or more species. . Everglades WP ‘suppotts‘the- entire' a
range of the endangered: Flonda leafwmg butterﬂy and. nearly all of the remalmng populatlon of

Cape Sablesea51de sparrows R R AT A

e b e S . R g
Everglades NP ] mch bxod:lversity has been recogmzed by Umted Natlonal Educatlonal
Scientifie, and Culturdl Organization (UNESCO) as:a World Heritage Site and ari Internatlonal
Blosphere Reserve. The World Herltage statementrof s1gnaﬁcance for'the Park states SETURES

“Everglades Natzonal Park is the largest deszgnated sub-troptcal wilderness reserve ori a
:the North American continent ... It contains'the largest mangrove ecosystem inthe . "= %
Western Hemisphere, the largest continuous stand of sawgrass prairie and the most
significant breeding ground for wading birds in North America.”

- Due to alterations of the-hydrologicak-regime (quantity, timing, ahd-distribution of Shark Slough -
inflows); adjacent urban and agriculttiral.growth: (flood protection and ‘water SUpi)ly requirements
that affect the property's resources by lowering water levels);and increased nutrient pollution -
from upstream agrieultural activities, UNESCO-has added:the park:to its list of World Heritage
Sites in Danger in 2014: Ofthe 22 World Heritage Sitesin the United ‘States, it is the only-site in
danger. The park is-also désignated a Rarmsar Wetland of International 'Irhpoftance Spectally
Protected-Area under the Cartagena Convention, an:OFW, and includes the Malj orie Stoneman "
Douglas Wilderness, the largest wilderness area east of the Rocky Mountains. ' o SRS

The broader Everglades.Ecosystem, which includes Biscayne NP; has‘beervin decline and many ¢ .
of the species found.in the two park’s fragile &cosystems are in danger of extinction or reg1onal c
extirpation. Additionally, because so little of the histori¢: Everglades ecosystem' remains,: '
including wetland habitats in both Everglades and Biscayne NPs; and because so many of its
components species are in danger, any impact to the remaining portions has magnified
consequences. Thus, majoractivities on the landscape may have serious écological -~ #:% :
consequences.  The Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan (CERP) is.a major restoration -
initiative that.is intended to,restore the quantity;qualityy timirig,.and distribution of fresh water in
an effort to reverse decades of unintended environmental decline. The Biscayne: Bay:Coastal '
Wetlands (BBCW) project is an effort under CERP that will rehydrate wetlands and reduce point
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source-discharge-to-Biscayne Bay CERP is vital to restoring habitat within Everglades and
Biscayne NPs and while this program is led by the USACE and the South Florida Water .-
Management: District, the: Department. of:the Interior is,a major Federal partner in atli CERPe
projects and system-wide assessments. At a cost of more than $10 5 billion and with-over 35
year time-line, this is the largest ecosystem restoratlon pI'O_]eCt ever undertaken in the United

States. o pyicoc L w s s TR T ;ﬁ?.,, S ST T CTRE TS SR U £

The NPS strongly encourages the NRC to consider the important anthropocentnc Value (1 e.
enjoyment) of wildlife that is reflected in the NPS Organic Act.and'the enabling legislation that
established both Biscayne and Everglades NPs., The Organic: Act states that “wild:life?:must be
conserved for the ‘‘enjoyment” of futyre generations. Biscayne: NP’s enabling legislation.states
the NPS, must“.‘preserve and protect...for the enjoyment, of present and future generations.a.rare
combination of terrestrial, marine, and amphibious life. Lastly, Everglades NP was ¢stablished
as a “public park for the benefit of the people™ that preserves the “ecological integrity of the
unique flora and fauna.” This statutory context, and the fact the NPS is a cooperating agency,
makes the EIS for Units 6 and 7 unique among environmental reviews the NRC may have
prepared in the past. It also elevates the value that should be given by the NRC to the human

environment, which includes the relationship of people with the environment.

NPS Management Policies

We contend the NRC and USACE may also benefit from a better understanding of NPS policies,
which give context for our concerns and govern NPS stewardship and management of resources
entrusted to NPS for conservation. The NPS Management Policies, which were updated in
2006, direct the management of units of the National Park System so that the NPS Organic Act is
adhered to and resources are left “unimpaired for the enjoyment of future generations.” Two key
underlying principles described in Management Policies are that “conservation will be
predominant when there is a conflict between protection of resources and their use” and that we
“pass on to future generations natural, cultural, and physical resources that meet desired
conditions better than they do today, along with improved opportunities for enjoyment.”

Importantly, NPS Management Policies specifically prohibit the NPS from allowing the
“impairment” of park resources and values unless “...directly and specifically provided for by
legislation or by the proclamation establishing the park.” (Section 1.4.4) According to Section
1.4.5, impairment can “result from sources or activities outside the park™ and is an impact:

“...that, in the professional judgment of the responsible NPS manager, would harm the
integrity of park resources or values, including the opportunities that otherwise would be
present for the enjoyment of those resources or values. Whether an impact meets this
definition depends on the particular resources and values that would be affected; the
severity, duration, and timing of the impact; the direct and indirect effects of the impact;
and the cumulative effects of the impact in question and other impacts.”

Section 1.4.5 also states that an impact would be more likely to constitute impairment to the
extent that it affects a resource or value whose conservation is:

e Necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the establishing legislation or
proclamation of the park; or
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e Key:tothe natural or: cultural 1ntegr1ty of the park or to opportumtles for en] oyment of” the
park; or:* o b hyg oo n S gy £z "\ ! ERE PR
e Idéntified in the park’s‘ general management plan or other relevant NPS plannlng RN B
2 docuﬁlents :as bemg of s1gn1ﬁcanCe P B A
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Since the threshold at Whlch impairment may oceur is not always apparent, park managers aré-’

1nstructed in Sectlon 1.4.7.1 to: » ,

ol BT B o APt T L T LU S TPEY SR it I FUNS SO I B D U F LN B UL P

apply a standard that oﬁ?zrs greater assurance that lmpazrment will rior OCcur T he'
Servzce will dothis by! avoiding:impacts‘that | it defermines 'to be- unaccept%zble T hese are’

impaets.that fall short of i zmpazrment, “buif aréistill not acceptable Within.a particular "= -f

park’s envzronment JParlc managers must ot a]low uses that would cause ﬂnaccéptable j
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