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Re: Consolidated Edison:Company
' of New York, Inc.
AEC Docket No. 50—247

Gentlemen:

Enclosed are copies of a document entitled "Additional
Testimony of Applicant - Part II", which contains testimony in
response to the evidence proposed to be introduced by the
Citizens Committee for the Protection of the Environment by its
'supplemental statement of proposed factual findings dated June 21,
1971. Applicant intends to offer this testimony at the comlng ’
session of hearlngs under the sponsorship of Mr. Joseph A. Prestele.
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o The Citizens Committee's proposed factual findings
numbered lla. through 11d. relate to the need for the power
from Unit No. 2 and to Con Edison's reliance upon the power from .
Unit No. 2. A number of the conclusions. contained in these
proposed findings are incorrect and do not follow from the _
docunients which are to be offered in evidence by the Citizens
Committee. In any event, Con Edison need not establish in
this proceeding that there is no need for power from this plant,
or that it is not relying on this plant to satisfy thdt need,
in order to demonstrate that the plant w111 operate safely.
Rather, safety is assured by the measures and procedures out-
lined in the evidence heretofore. 1ntroduced by Applicant and-
in the enclosed testimony. ' :

Applicant considerslthe record adequate with regard

to the containment spray system additive and is providing no .
‘additional testlmony on that subject. In this connection, Appllcant
 intends to object to the. introduction into evidence of the Babcock &
‘Wilcox topical report (BAW-10024) proposed to be introduced by -
‘the Citizens Committee as Exhibit AA. The Citizens Committee's
apparent objective is to demonstrate that a spray additive

of a type proposed by a competing reactor vendor is superior

to that proposed by Applicant. While Appllcant is confident
‘that the sodium hydroxide additive is, all things considered,
‘the best choice for Indian Point No. 2, Applicant does not believe
that it is required to demonstrate that it has provided .a better
system than a suggested alternative. The question before the
Board is whether the system proposed by Applicant meets the
standards and requirements of the AEC and whether it will function
to perform its design objectives. It is therefore Applicant's
position that the above-mentioned topical report is not relevant
to the issues in this proceeding. For the same reasons, Applicant
may also object to the cross-examination which the Citizens
Committee proposes to conduct under item 9f., relatlng to the
containment spray addltlve.' C :

Appllcant will not object to the introduction 1nLo
ev1dence of the remaining documents proposed to be 1ntroduced
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" by the Citizens Committee in its June 21 letter, althbuéh
these documents are, at best, perlphorally relevant and.
material. . - .

Very truly yours,

' LeBoeuf, Lamb, Leiby & MacRae
: Attorneys'for Applicant“' )

™~ IWL W oo

- Leonard M. Trosten
Partner '

Enclosures

cc: Myron Karman, Esg., w/enc.
Anthony Z. Roisman, Esq., w/enc.
Angus Macbeth, Esq., w/énc. .
J. Bruce MacDonazld, Esqg., w/enc.
 Hon. Louis J. Lefkowitz, w/enc.
Algie A. Wells, Esqg., w/enc. ,
Secretary, USAEC, w/enc. (2) o



