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BEFORE THE 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 

In the Matter of 

CONSOLIDATED EDISON. COMPANY ) 
OF NEW YORK, INC. (Indian ) Docket No. 50-247 
Point, Unit No. 2) ) 

CITIZENS COMMITTEE FOR 
PROTECTION OF THE ENVIRONMENT 

STATEMENT OF EVIDENCE, 
CROSS-EXAMINATION AND CONTENTIONS 
WITH RESPECT TO FUEL DENSIFICATION 

INTRODUCTION 

The CCPE statement of contentions with respect to fuel 

densification is divided into four parts. The first part 

identifies the documents and testimony which we wish to include 

in the record. As to these we are today filing a request for 

admission of the genuineness of the documents and intend to 

meet with the Applicant and the Staff to provide a stipulation 

that all the identified material be received into evidence with

out the need for a witness to support the receipt of the document.  

The second part identifies areas in which we wish to conduct 

cross-examination.  

The third part is a statement of our contentions regarding 

the fuel densification issue insofar as that conclusion is based 

on information included in the first part of this statement.  

The fourth part is a statement of our overall contentions 

with respect to fuel densification.  
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DOCUMENTS AND TESTIMONY TO BE 
OFFERED IN EVIDENCE 

A. From RM 50-1 

1. Ex. 1001, p. 3-23.  

2. Ex. 1113, p. 10-5 and Chapter 2.  

3. Tr. 8492-8497; 14,634-14,635; 20,311-20,313.  

4. Letter from Environmental Protection Agency (Sheldon 

Meyers) to Lester Rogers dated February 16, 1973.  

B. ACRS Documents 

1. ACRS Watts Bar Letter (September 21, 1972).  

C. Data Examined By The Staff For Its Fuel Densification Analysis 

1. Memorandum: Rosen to Giambusso (July 12, 1972) 

General Comments on the Ginna Fuel Problem.  

2. Memorandum: Giambusso to Rosen (July 17, 1972) 

General Comments on the Ginna Fuel Problem.  

3. Battelle (PNL) letter from Hann to Rubenstein 

(October 8, 1972) 

4. Kearny letter to Hendrie (with encl.) (October 19, 1972) 

5. Hendrie letter to Kearny (October 26, 1972) 

6. Technical Report: Densification of Light Water 

Reactor Fuels (November, 1972), pp. 26-28, 38-40, 47-49, 

60-61.
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AREAS OF CROSS-EXAMINATION 

A. Computation of time to collapse 

1. Questions here will qenter on the conclusion that no 

cladding collapse will occur at Indian Point #2.  

2. Of principal interest will be comparison of the Staff 

collapse time predictions (Fuel Densification Report, p. 49) 

with the actual performance of the Indian Point #2 core.  

3. Examination of Karl Kniel as to the underlying basis 

of his conclusion that the amount of pre-pressurization 

in Westinghouse fuel rods if known generally would provide.  

its competitors with some economic advantage.  

*/ If all admissions requested are acceded to, then the amount 
and areas of cross-examination will be reduced. The proposed 
cross-examination is for the Staff and Applicant witnesses but 
we will begin with the Staff. Applicant witnesses may be 
necessary depending upon the Staff responses.  

* This examination will necessarily have to examine the amount 
of pre-pressurization planned for Indian Point #2 fuel. That 
figure is. allegedly proprietary although the basis for the 
classification is neither apparent from the request nor from 
Karl Kniel's favorable ruling on the request. (March 19, 1973, 
letter to Newman) We intend to challenge the proprietary 
claim and request a Board ruling with respect to it. An in 
camera proceeding would be unwieldy, would cause much greater 
expense in making subsequent submittals divided into two parts, 
would interfere with effective and efficient cross-examination 
and would deny the general public access to information 
relevant to plant safety.
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4. Part of the time to collapse prediction is based on 

the assumed densification to 96.5% of theoretical density.  

The choice of this figure will be examined in light of Staff 

evidence that densities of 98% have been observed and that 

....0the Sta f-has..conservatively .assumed,:instantaneous... ..  

densification.  

5. The Westinghouse prediction that Region II and III fuel

designed to have 95% density will have at least 94.3%, 

will be examined in light of Westinghouse experience with 

achieving predicted manufacturing densities and the un

certainties associated with these processes.  

6. The basis for now disregarding the earlier conservatism 

regarding pellet swelling which was compensated for by lower 

pellet densities will be examined.  

7. The extent to which collapse time calculations include 

consideration of initial fuel pin ovality will be examined.  

8. The basis for a no cladding collapse prediction will be 

examined to determine what undisclosed assumptions are used; 

i.e. what size gap is assumed to be subject to collapse.  

B. Peaking factors 

1. To what extent does the computation of peaking tempera

tures for rods adjacent to rods with densified fuel consider 

the deformation (short of collapse) of the densifying rod.
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2. To what extent was the Battelle (PNL) calculational 

model for determining peaking in adjacent rods (Report 

dated December, 1972) used in the calculations presented 

here.  

C. Margins of Safety 

1. What is the margin of safety which is adequate to 

compensate for fuel densification analysis uncertainties? 

2. What are the error bands on the Westinghouse ECCS 

evaluation model and the maximum clad temperatures predicted 

in the original past-Interim Criteria calculations? 

3. What are the sensitivity study results for the design 

and operation changes now proposed for Indian Point #2 and 

how would small changes in those design and operation 

factors affect Indian Point #2's ability to meet AEC safety 

standards? 

D. Alternatives 

1. What alternatives were considered for ways of coping 

with the effect of fuel densification? 

2. What were the analyses and studies conducted with respect 

to each alternative? 

3. What was the basis for exclusion of the other alternatives?
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III 

DISCUSSION OF CCPE POSITION 
BASED UPON FACTS ALREADY KNOWN 

The testimony of the Applicant nt Regulatry":Staff 

in the fuel densification segment of this proceeding refers to 

the conformance of Indian Point, Unit 2 with the Interim 

Acceptance Criteria for emergency core cooling systems contained 

in the Commission's Interim Policy Statement of June 29, 1971.  

The Interim Policy Statement of June 1971 and the topical reports 

referenced therein concerning the Westinghouse evaluation model 

made no mention whatsoever of fuel densification, pellet migration, 

or clad collapse.  

To understand the question of how fuel densification phenomena 

are to be treated in safety analyses pursuant to the Interim Policy 

Statement, one must appreciate the fact that the Interim Policy 

Statement does not specify the complete procedure required to cal

culate clad temperature history during a LOCA. The required 

computational procedures that are not specified in the Interim 

Policy Statement include what can be characterized as the initiliza

tion procedures for the transient analysis code. That is, each of 

the approved transient analysis codes takes an input from a steady

state code or other calculations a specification of the initial fuel 

pin temperature gradient that is determined by the gap conductance, U02



conductivity, and the rod peaking factor assumed by the 

Applicant. Fuel densification changes the local rates of heat 

generation and the gap size. Accordingly, determination of the 

proper treatment of fuel densification is part of the treatment 

of initialization procedures that are formally excluded from the 

evaluation models approved in the Interim Policy Statement.  

In support of our position that the initilization 

procedures are not-covered by the Interim Policy Statement, we can 

refer you to testimony in the ECCS rulemaking hearing. For 

example, the AEC Regulatory Staff Direct Testimony in the ECCS 

hearing (Exhibit 1001) states: 

"We did not specify a value of the U02 conductivity 
integrity in the evaluation models. (p. 3-23) 

In addition, the Regulatory Staff did not specify the 

gap conductance or peaking factor to be used in the initialization 

computation. Dr. Morris Rosen, Technical Advisor to the Director 

of Reactor Licensing, testified during cross-examination by Mr.  

Ford in the ECCS rulemaking hearing as follows: 

Q Dr. Rosen and Mr. Colmar, does the interim policy 
statement specify in the appendix on evaluation 
models the gap conductance and the peaking factors 
required in the analysis in support of license 
applications? 

A (Witness Rosen) Gap conductance is not specified.  
Peaking factors are not specified.  

(Tr. 8492; RM-50-1) 
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Dr. Rosen went on to indicate that the failure to specify gap conduc

tance and peaking factors in the Interim Policy Statement was "serious" 

i"" . - --the egalatory Staf riot conductedpibo to piomru.gaton 

of the Interim Acceptance Criteria, an "in-depth investigation of gap 

conductance," nor had the Regulatory Staff'performed an investigation 

to determine a conservative specification for peaking factors.  

(Tr. 8492-8497; RM-50-1) The Regulatory Staff Rebuttal Testimony in 

the ECCS rulemaking hearing notes Dr. Rosen's testimony, but does not 

contradict it. Moreover, the Regulatory Staff notes: 

"During the last half of 1971, the Staff began 
evaluating vendor computational methods for 
stored energy...." (Exhibit 1113, p. 10-5; 
emphasis added) 

Thus, subsequent to the promulgation of the Interim Acceptance Criteria, 

the Regulatory Staff "began" studying the stored energy question. More

over, the Regulatory Staff noted that in December 1971 Westinghouse pro

posed a modified gap conductance model that the Staff found acceptable.  

This gap conductance model by Westinghouse did not take fuel densifi

cation into account.  

The failure of the Interim Policy Statement to specify 

parameters or calculational methods to be used in the initialization 

procedures means that in each application of the Interim Policy State

ment to a specific plant LOCA analysis, a determination will have to 

be made regarding the correct values for peaking factor, gap conductance,
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and UO2 conductivity. Determining the proper values for these 

three parameters is quite complex. The most important consideration 

relates to the degree of conservatism in the selected parameter 

values. Since the variable of interest is the temperature history 

of the cladding, it is necessary to consider the conservatism of 

S the overall .calculation in assesain9 ther off.eaking o.R .  

factor, gap conductance and UO2 conductivity. Analysis that has 

been performed by the Regulatory Staff indicates that calculated 

maximum cladding temperature is highly sensitive to the peaking 

factor selected (see Chapter 2, "Sensitivity Analysis," in the 

Regulatory Staff Supplemental Testimony in RM-50"l, October 26, 

1972). Since the choice of peaking factor substantially influences 

the overall conservatism of a LOCA transient analysis, it becomes 

important to be able to quantify the conservatism associated with 

the combination of initialization procedures and transient 

analysis code. Peaking factors and other parameters in the initial

ization procedures must be chosen with reference to maintaining the 

required margins of safety in the overall LOCA analysis. Quantify

ing both the conservatism in the transient, analysis codes and the 

margins associated with particular choices of peaking factors, 

gap conducatance, and UO2 conductivity, becomes a vital part of 

establishing ECCS acceptability pursuant to the Interim Policy 

Statement.  

The Regulatory Staff and the Applicant have not presented 

a technically defensible basis for their selection of initialization 

parameters (peaking factor, gap conductance, and UO2 conductivity) i
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light of the technical requirements associated with the influence 

of these parameters on the overall conservatism of the calculation.  

They have not presented any evidence of the error band to the 

computed temperature.  

'te-fc;k of an .r r a.r tfe mute'd 'tmperatixr maes 

it impossible to determine suitably conservative values for the 

peaking factor. For exampie, if the transient analysis code, 

apart from peaking factors, has been proven to be conservative by 

a large margin, then realistic estimates for the peaking factor 

might be regarded as appropriate. On the other hand, if the 

conservatism of the transient analysis codes, apart from peaking 

factors, were regarded as highly doubtful, then it might be nec

essary to insist on highly conservative assumptions in the 

initialization procedures. The actual selection of peaking factors 

therefore depends on the ability to quantify conservatisms and 

non-conservatisms in various parts of the analysis.  

The failure of the Applicant or the Staff to give the error 

band in the computed maximum cladding temperature for the most 

severe LOCA means that they are technically unable to defend the 

peaking factor now proposed as a suitable conservative value.

- 10 -
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We note that the Regulatory Staff's failure to 
specify the error band .in the maximum claddfng'temperature predicted 

by the Westinghouse evaluation model is consistent with its admission 

in the ECCS rulemaking hearing that the-Regulatory Staff did not know 

whether the correct values for parameters in the approved evaluation 

models were the ones that resulted in prediction of clad temperature 

transients acceptable under the Interim Acceptance Criteria, or were 

the ones that resulted in the prediction of clad melting. Thus, the 

Regulatory Staff was asked in the rulemaking proceeding whether para

meter changes in the approyed evaluation models could change a pre

dicted LOCA temperature transient that conformed with the Interim 

Acceptance Criteria to the one in which clad melting was predicted.  

The Regulatory Staff agreed that parameter changes, which they had 

even experimented with, would change the predicted temperature in 

such a manner. The Regulatory Staff was then asked whether the para

meter values whose use would result in a prediction of clad melting
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were within the range of uncertainty in those paramters.  

The Regulatory Staff's testimony was that they did not'know 

S tji r- scmh cuci al: .-question 4see Reg -at _y Sta'ff 

testimony in RM-50-1; Tr. 20,311-20,313).  

In addition to the general inability of 

the Regulatory Staff to specify the degree of conservatism in 

evaluation model LOCA computations, there is the Regulatory 

Staff's inability to measure the conservatism in particular 

applications of the Interim Policy Statement. Thus, Westinghouse 

witnesses conceded at the ECCS rulemaking hearing that the 

degree of conservatism of some of the so-called conservative 0 

assumptions varies from plant to plant (Tr. 14,634-5; RM-50-1).  

For example, the amount of water that is actually bypassed 

during blowdown depends, according to Westinghouse analysis, on the 

design details of the annulus in specific'Westinghouse plants 

(since the conservatism of that assumption could be measured in 

the terms of the difference between 100%, as assumed in the 

evaluation model, and the actual bypass that depends on 

individual design details)..
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Thus, it is incumbent upon the Applicant and the 

Regulatory Staff, in providing adequate technical defense for 

the selection of peaking factors and other parameters in the in

itialization procedures, to analyze not only the degree of 

"- .: " 5"-'on*ervat-imh that -might: generally: b& available .in* the-use of 

the Westinghouse evaluation model, but to analyze the degree 

of conservatism in the specific application of that model to 

Indian Point #2. Neither the Regulatory Staff nor the Applicant 

has provided this analysis. It is absolutely a requirement 

in the licensing of nuclear power plants that unmistakable 

and demonstrated conservatism be contained in safety analysis.  

In view of the evidence set forth above, this requirement is 

proven not to be fulfilled in the Indian Point #2 safety analysis.  

The peaking factor that was originally used in Indian 

Point #2 LOCA analysis was 3.12. This was reduced to 3.00 to 

meet the ECCS Interim Acceptance Criteria. The peaking factor 

being used in the Applicant's and Staff's calculations for 

fuel densification is 2.70. The reduction in peaking factor 

represents a substantial change in the conservatism of the 

initialization procedures for Indian Point #2. The peaking 

factors that were originally used in the Indian Point cal

culation were thought to be much higher than the peaking 

factors that could be reasonably expected to obtain during any 

period of reactor operation. If this expectation were true, 

then such high peaking factors would constitute a potential 

conservatism in the LOCA analysis. The reduction of the 

- 13 -



peaking factor to 2.70 would therefore constitute a substantial 

reduction in the conservatism of the initialization procedures.  

We believe that the reduction in the peaking factor used 

in LOCA analysis has not been adequately defended by the Regulatory 

Staff. Such a defense must involve a rigorous specification of the 

degree of conservatism required in ECCS evaluation and a rigorous 

specification of the degree of conservatism available. This has not 

been done. We note that the appropriateness of reducing peaking 

factors to obtain conformance with the Interim Acceptance Criteria 

has been challenged most strenuously by the Advisory Committee on 

Reactor Safeguards (ACRS). Thus, in their Watts Bar letter 

(September 21, 1972) the ACRS noted:

"In order to satisfy the AEC YInterim Acceptance 
Criteria for Emergency Core Cooling Systems for 
Light-Water Power Reactors,' the applicant proposes 
as one possibility a reduction in the maximum per-.  
missible linear power to 14.9 kw per foot at full 
power. However, the applicant is conducting an 
experimental and analytical program intended to pro
vide improved understanding of phenomena entering 
into the loss-of-coolant accident, and is studying 
various possible improvements in ECCS design, in
cluding the addition of emergency core cooling water 
to the vessel upper head cavity. The Committee 
believes it important that improvements in ECCS 
design be included in the Watts Bar plant, and recom
mends that the final design of the Watts Bar ECCS be 
reviewed by the Regulatory Staff and the ACRS prior 
to fabrication and installation of major components." (Emphasis added'

Dr. H. S. Isbin provided additional remarks in the Watts Bar letter on 

inappropriateness of the peaking factor manipulation proposed by the 

Applicant:
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"I believe that it is inappropriate to reduce the 
design peaking factor by 21% just in order to meet 
the AEC 'Interim Acceptance Criteria for Emergency 
Core Cooling Systems for Light-Water Power Reactors.' 
Instead, increased efforts should be devoted to the 
experimental and analytical programs, together with 
possible improvements in the ECCS design. These 
matters were noted in the Committee's October 9, 1971 
Report on McGuire Nuclear Station Units 1 and 2." 

We believe that it is totally inconsistent with 

the orderly regulation of nuclear power plants to allow arbitrary 

ad hoc revisions to safety analysis parameters merely to provide 

conformance with specified temperature limits. There must be 

a minimum quantifiable degree of conservatism, i.e., a margin 

of safety, for the performance of emergency core cooling systems.  

It is not consistent with this requirement that the effect of 

safety criteria such as contained in the Interim Policy Statement can 

be defeated by the self-serving selection of an extraneous 

parameter such as the peaking factor (extraneous in the sense 

of being outside of the criteria).  

- To sum up our position on the proper peaking factor for 

Indian Point #2, we state the following. It is possible in 

principle in this proceeding to provide a technically defens

ible specification of peaking factors providing that specifica

tion involves the quantification of the various uncertainties 

in the evaluation models and the determination of necessary 

margins of safety. However, the Applicant and the Regulatory 

Staff have not undertaken to provide evidence necessary to 

establish the overall margin of safety attendant upon the use 

of the peaking factor of 2.70. Indeed there is no evidence for 

the existence of any margin of safety. The same deficiency 

exists in the case made by the Staff and the Applicant regarding 

selection of other necessary parameters in the initialization 

computations.  
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The Regulatory Staff testimony in this proceeding and 

in the ECCS rulemaking hearing (RM-50"l) is grossly inconsistent.  

We have analyzed these inconsistencies from a technical point of 

In the Regulatory Staff Direct Testimony in the ECCS 

rulemaking hearing, the Regulatory Staff maintained that the 

approved evaluation models were suitably conservative, overall.  

However, in the Supplemental Testimony of the Regulatory Staff 

ten months'later, the Regulatory Staff indicated that "new 

experimental data and additional calculational results have in 

several cases suggested the need for additional conservatism." 

(Exhibit 1113, p. 1-4, RM50-1). Moreover, the Regulatory 

Staff testimony in the rulemaking hearing on pages 20,311-20, 313 

made clear that the Regulatory Staff had come to realize 

that the approved evaluation models were not "suitably con

servative, overall." Translated into statistical terms, the 

overall conservatism of the evaluation models is equivalent to 

having the computed maximum cladding temperature greater than the 

upper bound of the uncertainty interval on a statistical best 

estimate of the maximum cladding temperature within some con

fidence limit. The fact that the Regulatory Staff was unable 

to say whether clad melting was or was not within the range of
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uncertainties of the parameters in the evaluation models 

V.. thus vitiates their earlier claim that those evaluation 

models were conservative, overall.  

Despite the fact that the Regulatory Staff in the 

ment of the conservatism contained in the evaluation models it 

approved, the Regulatory Staff has come into this proceeding 

defending the suitability of Indian Point #2 for full power 

operation based on safety standards that it itself has seriously 

questioned.  

We believe that the Regulatory Staff's assurance given 

in its testimony in this proceeding that, based on conformance with 

.the Interim Acceptance Criteria, there is no undue risk to the 

health and safety of the public, is not technically credible 

(1) in light of the need for additional information in several 

cases in the Interim Policy Statement expressed by the same 

Regulatory Staff witnesses only a few months ago, and (2) in 

light of the Regulatory Staff's testimony in the ECCS hearing re

garding their expressed lack of knowledge on whether the correct 

parameter values in "the approved evaluation models are the ones 

that would predict an "acceptable" transient or ones in which 

the clad temperature would reach melting. The technical 

integrity of the Regulatory Staff's judgment in this proceeding 

is diminished substantially, in our judgment, by their failure 

to maintain conformance with their recent disavowal of the 

Interim Policy Statement. We comprehend the evolution of
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beliefs based on further data or a new look at old data. We 

find that accepting the Staff's engineering judgment on con

servatism in the ECCS and fuel densification analysis in this 

hearing is questionable in the background of their ECCS rule

making testimony.  

Also in November 1972 the Staff recommended a 2200*F 

maximum temperature limit combined with calculation of the 

degree of oxide penetration (xi) and consideration of clad 

thinning and two-sided oxidation.  

Yet the Staff's assessment here relied on a 23001F 

criteria and the Staff did not compute xi penetration.  

We, believe that our discussion of the Regulatory 

Staff's November 1972 ECCS rulemaking testimony, juxtaposed with 

its position here on fuel densification raises the most serious 

doubt about the weight to be accorded the Regulatory Staff judg

ment concerning the suitability of Indian Point:#2 for operation.  

After reviewing the technical inconsistencies on important points 

in the two sets of Regulatory Staff testimony, we find the Staff's 

assurances of the safety of Indian Point #2 to be unreliable and 

insufficient.  

The Regulatory Staff's Supplemental Testimony in RM-50-1 
was dated 10/26/72; the Regulatory Staff's Supplemental 
Testimony was sworn to by the Regulatory Staff and 
admitted into evidence on November 14, 1972.
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Finally as a result of the reduction of the margins 

of safety (if any) in the ECCS calcuations caused by the arbitrary 

reduction in peaking factors to compensate for fuel densification 

and as a result of other changes which reduce margins of safety

the. Staff.must .edot . ost-benefit. analysiiq..the. FES. t 

reflect the higher probability of a Class Nine accident and to 

increase potential off-site doses from a Class Eight accident.  

•/ The Nuclear Enthalpy Rise Hot Channel Factor for DNB 
evaluation is reduced from 1.75 to 1.65. The reference 

axial power distribution for DNB evaluation is reduced 
from 1.79 chopped cosine to 1.55 chopped cosine. In both 
cases thereduction in values is justified because of current 
technology and new experimental data. See Fuel Densification 
Indian Point Nuclear Generating Station Unit No. 2 (January 
1973) - Westinghouse Non-Proprietory Class III. pp. 3-5, 
4.5-1, Table 4.1 In theory there is nothing wrong with 
eliminating conservatisms when they are no longer warranted.  
The issue is in establishing some guidelines to determine 
how much conservatism is needed. It is in this regard that 
the Applicant and Staff analysis is deficient. .The elimina
tion of previous "conservatisms"' has occurred when the lower 
figure is needed to meet a more stringent standard imposed by 
the AEC. This coincidence suggest that the guieline for 
reducing factors is to change the figure as much as necessary 
to meet AEC standards and keep plant power at 100%. Such a 
guideline is indefensible as a basis for a safety analysis.
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In its comments on the draft impact statement in RM 50-1 

the Environmental Protection Agency rated the impact statement 

inadequate because, inter alia of its failure to quantify the 

risks associated with Class 9 accidents and the failure to 

quantify criteria related to ECCS reliability. The problem 
* • . . . . ... . * . .: ' . '. . " . - . . . - - . -. ; . , " . "" " . ' o . ., . " .  

identified by EPA is equally applicable to this proceeding 

where there is no quantification of the uncertainties for 

which conservatisms are being used, no quantification of the 

margins of safety obtainable and no standard given for an accept

able margin of safety against which to measure the adequacy of the 

margins of safety for Indian Point #2.  

In addition the proposed alteration in peaking factor 

and the use of pre-pressurized and redesigned fuel rods is 

only one alternative "fix" for the fuel densification problem.  

At Ginna,power was reduced to 83%. At Point Beach Unit 2 clad 

collapse was assumed to occur after 12,000 hours of operation.  

Westinghouse now has under study a new and presumably better 

ECCS design, the installation of which here should be considered 

in seeking a "fix" for fuel densification's affect on ECCS.  

Thorough consideraton of these and othecreasonable alternatives 

is required by Sections 102(a) (C) (iii) and. 102(2)(D) of the 

National Environmental Policy Act.
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IV 

CONTENTIONS 

A. The proposed design and operation modifications do not 

adequately compensate for the effects of fuel densification.  

1. The time to collapse for Indian P6in't #2 has notbeen 

computed with suitably conservative assumptions.  

2. The alteration in the peaking factor and other 

operational changes reduces the margins of safety for 

ECCS performance without providing a definable conservatism 

to compensate for fuel densification effects.  

3. The Staff and the Applicant are unable to identify 

a standard for an adequate margin of safety to compensate 

for uncertainties and are unable to show that the margin 

of safety (if any) for the Indian Point #2 ECCS and fuel 

densification calculations are adequate.  

B. The Staff did not study and develop alternative solutions 

to the fuel densification problem and did not sufficiently 

quantify the adverse affects of Class 8 and Class 9 accidents 

in the event of a miscalculation of ECCS and fuel densification 

in violation of the National Environmental Policy Act.  

• The detailed sub-contentions are clear from Parts II and 
III and will not be reiterated here.
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.....  ...

C. Until the defects identified in A and B are corrected 

Indian Point #2 should not be permitted to operate except 

that operation pursuant to the currently proposed 50% testing 

license could be allowed if and only if no costs incurred or 

"me" sd by s uch te tihg or nr'-"ons0qhenc of such 

testing is allowed in any manner to limit the examination or 

selection of alternative solutions to the fuel densification 

by the Applicant, the Staff, the Board, the Appeals Board or 

the Commission.

Respectfully submitted, 

Anthony Z. Poisman 
Counsel for Citizens Committee 

for Protection of the Environment

Dated: March 29, 1973
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