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UNITED STATES OF AMERECA o
ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION

. In the Métter:of

CONSOLIDATED EDISON COMPANY
OF NEW YORK (Indian Point,
Unit No. 2) :

Docket No. 50-247

REQUEST TO THE STAFF FOR PRODUCTLON
OF DOCUMENTS BY THE CITIZENS COMHMITTER
TOR PROTECTION OF = THE ENVIRONMENT . -

In a letter dated April 27, 1971, to the Joint Committee
on Atomic Energy the Chairman of the AEC, Glenn T. Seaborg,
stated{

-One of the engineered safety features provided on

‘current nuclear power plants to mitigate the conse-

quences of postulated loss-of~coolant accidents is redundant
enmergency core cooling systems (ECCS). The use of recently
“developed, improved techniques for calculating fuel cladding
temperatures following postulated loss-of~coolant accidents,
and the results of recent preliminary safety research
experiments have indicated that the predicted margins in
ECCS pevformance may not be as large as those predicted
previously. A senior task force, establighed earlier

this year by the Director of Regulation to provide over-

all management review of important safety issues, is
‘conducting an extensive evaluation of all the information

on ECCS performance with input from reactor manufacturers
and AREC laboratories. The task force is reviewing the _
state of present knowledge-regarding BECCS-«effectiveness - = Ll
for current plant designs and is considering what ’
additional information is needed and whether ol ex short-
range and long-term steps should be taken to assure the
adequacy of ECCS performance. - Pending complet: on of this
review, we anticipate that there will be delayr in the.
licensing of some plants now under consideraticn.
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In this statement the Chairman refers to "recent pre-

liminary safety research experiments"

:rélating to the.emergency
.core cOoling.systeh performance in a ioss of éoolant accident:
The data contained in those exPefimentSZis‘direCtly related to

~ the issues raised in this proceedihg by‘the'Citizéns Committee.
Answers.to questions H-44 and H»SS héve beenvdeferred by the
Staff pending a_réwevaluation of the emefoéncy core cooling |
system. See Apfil 29, 1971, letter of Staff to the Board.
‘Although.the Staff has beeﬁ extremely reticent on‘thié subject
'it'is apoarent that the re~evaluatibn beiﬁg undertaken is the
one referroa to in Chairman Seaborg's leLLer to the Joint

Commlttee on Atomlc Energy. See also the quOLablon from

.ﬁhidentified AEC official sources in Nucleonics Week for May
6 and May 13, 1971. p

The Citizens Committee belneves Lhat it is entltleo to
Sée.the test resﬁlts and analysis of those test resulis upon
,which'the re-evaluation is being conducfed»and‘further that it
is entitled to receive a complete list_éf all documents being
':considéred_in the re;evalua£ion by the éeﬁior task force, the
'iparticipating parties) and a detailed aeécriétion of the nature
of the task force review. Obviously if there is néw data relating
to the emefgéncy core coollng sysLem which in any way redu.:es
fhefpredicted margins in cmergcncy core coollng system per ormance
it is relevant'to thé'safetyblssue in this proceedlng; The
'-new data conSisfs notvonly_of the tésts by thé analysis of thosé4

tests by the AEC and the senior task force.
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This reqﬁest for docdments also applies to the Document
"An Evaluation of Anticipated OperationaldTransients in
Westinghouse Pressurized Water Reactors" listed in thedAEC
answer fo Additional‘Question 2, Set I, filed by the Staff on’

Y-May 12,.1971. The relevance of the documenfrrequested is
appafent from the fact that test fesclts contained in the
document were spe01flcal]y referred to by the Staff in the
Safety Evaluation  (page 47) as being part of aodjtlonal SLudy

o [that] is requlred" of.the question of potentla] common mode
failures which could negate'scram action and des;gn feacures to
make Lolerable the consequences of fdllure to scram dullﬁc

| anticipated transients. It is alsocﬂear from the Pppllcancs
answer to Ouestion B-20 that the documents concaln the most
advanced analy51° of this problem.

Wlth respecL to the request £or thl° latter allegedly
proprietary document we,reallze that_Eursuant to 10 CFR Part 2,
Section 2.744(e) the prop?iety of its productior may be subject

" to review by the Appeals Board. Rather than postpone resolution
of the issde'we would be agreeable to the foliowing procedure;'
First, a copy of the ploprletary document, is mace available to
all members of tho Board for the purpose of subs tantlve review.
Second a nonfproprleta:y version of the document. is made available
tofthe[Citizens Commiftee which indicates the pléce in the text |

where proprietary material has been removed, the number of lines




yof guch proplLetary maLCLLal and a shorL SLatement of the kind
of 1nf01matlon contalncd in the, delotod maLCLJal Third, pursuapt'
- to a propOsal,for linited releasc of proleoLary maLerlal for
non- publlc JeVlCW by the Citizens Committee, a copy of the
uqealued ‘document be made avallabTC for the review of the
'coﬁnsel'for the CltJZGDS Committee and one sc¢an1£¢c porson‘
, - approved by WesLlnGhousc In the ]atuer cwsc Lne.zeVLew would
'}not occur un]ess requeoted and un1ess those rev1ew1ng the
documenu 81Gned the neccsswry aqxcemcnus lcopcctlng disclosure.
This. sugcepLed procedule should greatly cxpedlte the process and
hopefully will avoid the need for a request LpaL the cloak of
'secrecy be reméved from the document in order to supplement the

record in this proceeding.

The Staff Safety Eyalﬁation for tﬁe Midland Nuclear Plant
(UhitS'l and 2) (Consumers Power Co. ; Docket Nos.'50~329 and
50 330) (p. 5) 1nolcaies that Lhe iodine removal system for
"‘thaL preosur17cd water reactor w111 ‘be an alLallne.godlum
thiosulfate solution and approves the oyotem. In answer to
:iﬁterroéatéries prOpbuhdéd»by.the Saginaw:lntervéﬁors in that
proceeding, Consumers Power Company oOn April 13, 1971 submittéd
as part of the Ansver to Interrogatory No. 5 the foiiowing:

Sodium thiosulfate is the mos t effectlve reagent

tested in tlede Iodine Rcmoval Spray tests.

In_the answer té 1ntérrogato¥y N¢. 6, Cbnsumers Power Conmpany

refers to a Babcock and Wilcox. Topical Report BAW-10017 (Rev,'l)
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"Stability and‘compatibiliry of Sodium Thiosulfate Spray
solutions" PROPRIETARY_upon which this coﬁclusion is apperently'
‘based. | In light of the appa rently contrary testimony of Mr.
Wilsen TlCLchcr of Westinghouse at the Hearing in this proceeding
on May 13, 1971, with reoald to the rclat]vo effectiveness of
sodium thlosulratc and sodium hydroﬁ1de, it is relevant to
have aVallable in this proceedlng the tests and dnalysls upon
which Lhe Staff and the Applicant relied in the Mldlandg
: procecolng in reachlng their conclusions about gsodium thosulfate
and in rejecting the ekclu51ve use of sodium hydrox1de -To |
Lhe extent that the oaie is szprleLory the procedure suogested
for the Westinghouse report, supra., should be applrea
Because of Lhe flaomentary information now avarlable re-
gardiﬁg the recent emergency core cooling system tests and the
review now being uhdertaken, it is not possible for the Citizens
Committee to make its'reduest for documents more precise at
this time. We are confident that the Staff is fuliy aware of
the documents and material which we seek and trust that they ' ﬁ
© will at loest provide precise titles fOr each-document, Further- i
‘more, before the Cltlzens Committee complercs its case in this
orocee(rng it w111 requesL that the andlysis of this new data
-and al. documents relled upon in -that analysis be’ produced At
this moment the reprosentatlves of haldware developers and

perhaps even Lhc Appllcant are in close consultation with the
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AEC senior task force. .They are discussing é matter ofvutﬁo§t
importancé to fhis procéeding, All aspécts of those discussions
must be subject to scrutiny. Tt wéuld be naive to aséume that
there'are ndt great preésures being brought to bear to-ex?edite
the.re—evaluatioh agd‘;d produce é favorable‘report. We do -

not diSpute that those pressures are coming-from highly gualified
tcchn¢c1ans who honesLly believe that the recent'tests’dO'not.
justify any conc]uSLOn aavcrsc to the approval of licenses for
nuclear power plants. But this entire hear;ng process 1s
premlued upon the recognition that public scrutiny of these
matters before an 1mpart1al boa -d is a necessary part of the
feview process. That scrutiny and impartial review.cannot occur
~if the only data available is the conclusions of an indepth
review, particularly a reView‘which has occurred with the
participation of those who have a vested economic intefest

in a favorable report and without the participation of the

pUbllC.
We believe Lhe oLafL .can expedite this plocecdlng by ta;ing

an open and Cdndld attitude w1th respect to the data requcuted

and by making such data available tovthe Citizens Committee

and the Board as soon as it is ptepaﬁed'so that our review can,

to some extent, 001n01de with, a:d notvmerely follow, the review

.of the senior task force. In particular Lhe documents h01e

‘requested are:
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1. ALL rcccnt tests and analysis of tests con-
‘ducted with respect to the emergency core cooling
system and referred to in the april 27, 1971 letter
from Chairman Seaborg to the Joint Commlttcc on
Atomic Energy. :

2. A lsit of all documents and other daLa con-
sidered by the senior task force which is re=-evaluating
the emergency core cooling system, the list to be
up-dated as required and a deLa1led do seription of that

- review. :

3. Thc analy is and conclusions of the senior
task force with respect to itgs review of the emergency
core cooling Jystcm.

4, An Evaluation of Antlclpated Operatlonal
Transients in Westinghouse Press surized Water Reactors
dated Malch 5, 1971,

5. All data relied upon by Lhe Staff and Consumers
Power Compdny in adOlenU and approving the sodium
thiosulfate for the 1oalne removal syutem for Lhc
Midlands hchoar Planu.»-

 Respectfully submitted,
BERLIN, 'ROLSMAN AND KESSLIER
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Anthony Z. R01smo

Counsel for 1tlzens Committee
for PlOtCCtLOH og t+he Environment

-

May 24, 1971
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hCley certify that copies of the fOch01nq Request to

- the Staff for Production ot Documontc by the Citizens Committee

for Protection of the Environment, were mailed, postage plkchd,
this 24th day of May, 1971 to the following:

Samuel W. Jensch, Esq.,‘Chairman J. Bruce MacDhonald, Esq.
‘Atomic Safety & Licensing Board N.Y. State Dept. of Commerce
U.S. Atonic Energy Commission 112 State Street '
Washington, D. C. 20545 : Albany, New York 12207 .
- J.D. Bond, Esg. " 'Honorasble Louis J. Lefkowitz
Alteirnate Chairman Attorney General of New York
“Atomic Safety & LlccnSLng Board 80 Centre Street

18700 Woodway Drive : New York, New York
Derwood, Maryland 20752 :

Dr. John C. Geyer, Chairman Angus McBeth, Esq.

Departument of Geography and Natural Resources Defense Council
Environmental Engineering © 36 W. 44th Street

The Johns Hopkins University New. York, New York 10036

Baltimore, Maryland
'Myron Kalman, Esq.

‘Alvin E. Upton, Esqg. . Office of General Counsel
LeBoeuf, Lanb, Leiby & MacRae U.S. Atomic Energy Commission .
1821 Jefferson Place, n. W. . Washington, D. C. 20545
Washington, D. C. 20036 Mail Station: P 506 A

Mr. Stanley T. Robinson, 'Jr.

. Chief, Public Proceedings Branch
Office of the Secretary

U.S. Atomic Energy Commission

Washington, D. C. 20545 : C/,y
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