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'Con;“Ed; and PASNY have asked the Comm1551on to reverse

4”h and Llcen31ng Board to determlne the rlsk posed by Indlan

”P01nt and the need for spec1al measures to mltlgate that

1ts May . 30, 1980 Order on Indlan Point- by w1thdraw1ng the-

central element. adjudlcatory~hear1ng5-before.an AtomlcuSarety'

rlsk. vThe licensees' motlon purports £o be'based prlmarlly

.on the'report-of NRC’s-Interlm Operatlons.Task Force, datedf

'June“l2 1980, although even the contents of the:- report are,

in our. Vlew, mlsrepresented and used selectlvely at:

best;: In actual»fact the llcensees motlon 1s a bald
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attempt to cut off falr and open hearlngs on. the baSlS of
untested and prellmlnary assertlons admltted even by thelr
authors to be quallfled by enormous error bands, whlch the other
srde has had no-. Opportunlty to challenge.
In respondlng to the argument of the llcensees, we do

not. w1sh to: be mlsunderstood as acceptlng elther the methodology
or: the conclu31ons of the Task Force Report whlch are based
upon the methodology of WASH l400, the so-called "Rasmussen
Report." UCS sent the Comm1351on a letter dated July 16, 1980,
contalnlng our prellmlnary cr1t1c1sms of the report.. A copy
1s attached and lncorporated hereln._ In short, we bellev
that the use . of probablllstlc rlsk assessment 1n thlS context
lS not legltlmate.. The methodology 1s 1ncapable of yleldlng
results w1th1n error bands narrow enough to be useful Indeed
the Task Force concedes as much 1n quallfylng the very conclu51on
upon whlch the llcensees rely so heav1ly

The changes commltted to are clearly benef1c1al

in. reducing risk but it.is questlonable whether

the factor of: improvement, three, is statis-

tically significant.. The probabllltles of

severe core- damage- listed in table 7 are- subject

to. at least a factor of 5 uncertalnty in either

direction. due: to.- uncertalntles in: the data upon
whlch all thls analysrs is™ based

Task Force Report, p, 26 Emphasls added.

The portlon of the analy31s whlch purports to. compare the

l

rlSkS for dlfferent des1gns lS quallfled even more-

WASH l4OO assrgned an uncertalnty of plus or
minus. a factor: of five to analysis’ such: as this.
The Lewis - Committee questloned ‘that small an: un-
certalnty ‘We belleve it 1is prudent: to . consider
that- these curves have .an ‘uncertainty,; plus.oxr-
minus, of about.a factor of 10 at the- hlgher pro—
babilities . and perhaps. as: much as. a factor of- lOO
at the lower probabllltles

Id. at 32 EmphaSlS added




. Ucs” belleves that the uncertalntles are much greater.than »

d acknowledged by the staff ' Probably the 51nglesmost devasta—f
'stlng cr1t1c1sm of WASH 1400 was. its fallure to rellably 1dent1fy
flmportant common- mode fallures. In at least one case, this led
the Lew1s Commlttee to a531gn ‘an uncertalnty factor of up to

_one- mllllon to a probablllty in WASH l400.. Although the Task 1'

Force: apparently made some attempt to address thlS ln the few
- weeks glven lt, lt 1s obv1ous that the fundamental cr1t1c1sm
remalnS»valld'- Common mode fallures not 1nvolv1ng any of the
| " WASﬁ—l4OO "domlnant rlsk" scenarlos would not be 1dent1f1ed or;
factored 1nto the analySLS. . - |

'\; For these and other reasons.contalned in: the attached :
”letter, UCS belleves that the Task Force Report cannot be glven
‘welght, We note that the document ltself is: almost wholly con-
clusory, admlts to be based heav1ly on judgment" and yet falls
to prov1de the back -up- data and analyses upon whlch anyone
';could ratlonally evaluate the exerc1se of "]udgment. ' Moreover,
it purports ‘to balance known and quantlflable 51te def1c1ences
”agalnst the unknown and enormously uncertaln factor of. 1mprove-f'
‘,ment assoc1ated w1th asserted de51gn "advantages of Indian
'P01nt.l(,Thls balanc1ng of real people agalnst hlghly questlon—J'

‘able calculatlons or judgments is. lnapproprlate and unjustlflable.,’

1/ - UCS has commented extensively on each asserted design
— Madvantage," demonstrating that most do:1little more than’
. attempt to ensure. compliance with contemporaneous NRC
regulatlons Some may actually be counter- productive. -
" The staff has.ignored these: comments, desplte the Comm1551on g
clear dlrectlve to. con51der them Order,.. Mayv30 1980 - item
#4 : , s S )
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bHowever, even lf one were to accept the.Task Forcelreport,

flt provmdes ‘scant support for the llcensees.A The llcensees clalm;
.hat, w1th respect to "1nd1v1dual rlsks posed to each of our
c1tlzens;l the- Task Force concluded that Indlan P01nt poses B
| about 30 tlmes less rlsk c1t1ng page 32 of the Task Force Report.
_ThlS lS a. cruel and mlsleadlng use of the report. Flrst, lt
-falls completely to acknowledge the above-quoted error factors
conceded by the authors or. the fact that the authors questlon
,Veven the statlstlcal 51gn1f1cance of thelr conclu51ons._ Second,
‘:1t lgnores the flgures whlch attempt to assess the total rlsk
assoc1ated w1th Indlan P01nt as’ compared w1th other plants.l':t
iFlgure 1 (Task Force Report,:J 9) dlsplays the follow1ng' e
The- probablllty of 1 early fatallty at. Pallsades (chosen as

Avthe average plant) is. the same as- the probablllty of Z_ggg
‘fatalltles at Indlan P01nt._ The probablllty of l early fatalltyi'.
fat Dlablo Canyon lS the same as. the probablllty of 8,000 000 early |
fffatalltles at: Indlan P01nt., These flndlngs hardly support the
'fargument that Indlan P01nt 1s'"safer" than the average plant.?p;'w’

The llcenses argue at. length that it 1s "dlscrlmlnatory

’ lfor the Comm1s51on to s1ngle Out Indlan P01nt for spec1al pro—

'“ceedlngs.f They state that there lS nO'"apprec1able dlfference

2/

‘between lndlan Point" and "other SLmllar reactor 51tes. ‘_' It s

true that there are a few other 51tes almost as bad as Indlan

*2/75”It is at. least 1nterest1ng that .in maklng this .argument -

- the licensees use- a demographic measure different from any:
_contalned in the. Task Force report, namely, den51ty within =
"5 miles. For every measure of populatlon denSLty contalned
1n the report Indlan P01nt is the worst site.
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least'at-the lOrand-30'mile,distances. 4However,»at'each distancef

v-considered Indlan P01nt 1s the worst.. Moreovery this small

group of bad 51tes are far worse than the average..'The'follow%
1ng lnformatlon from- tables l through 3 of the report is lnstruc—-
tive: At the lO mlle radlus only ‘one srte~-- Indlan P01ntl--v*
has over 200 OOO people..~Seven_l plants have over lOO 000

but 71 of the III llsted have under 35,000.g‘The mean351te

has approx1mately 1/8 the‘populatlon'of Indian'Point{' Thus)
there‘is‘a7sharp dropoff ‘in populationadensity-and‘the great'

majOrity'of'siteS~have'far.less.peoplewthanfadsmall group1-of

whlch Indlan P01nt is the worst.‘

Thls pattern is more dramatlcally revealed as the land area

‘in-questlon‘ls-expanded' At’ the 30 mlle radlous (table 2), only
"Indlan P01nt and leerlck have ‘close to 4 mllllon people Two .
"addrtlonal'srtes‘have«over 2 mllllon, but 99 of III. have under 1

- million. The mean 51te has l/lO the populatlon of Indlan P01nt,

the worst. - Flnally, at.aqSO mile radius from Indran~Pornt-there_g

are 17 million people. The”next'closest.are,zion and Limerick at’

about 7 million. The‘mean.sitehhas‘about'one million persons .-

within'SO miles;'IndiantPointlhas~l7'times‘more.people.within<SOﬂv‘

bmlles than the mean srte.,'This, 1t is clear: that the consequences_v'

‘lof a major reactor acc1dent at Indlan Point could be, far greater

~than. those anywhere else..

Moreover, lt is well known that the Comm1581on s 51t1ng
pollcy ‘has been drlven by Indlan P01nt 31nce the 1960 s.
The reluctance to appear to admlt to a mlstake in Sltlng Indlan

P01nt has - contrlbuted to. other regrettable srtlng dec151ons
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lTherevis clearly a- ratlonal ba51s for re- evaluatlng the rlsks
"POSed=by Indlan P01nt and ‘the plant SpelelC measures needed to
i 'mitlgatevthat.rlsk; ‘The fact that Zlon and leerlck are also bad
“sitestls no reason to refuse ‘to- begln a reassesment of past
'siting.andsSafety:pollcy,w1th.Indlan 201nt, whlch.stlll;remalns _
uniquefin-its“proximityptoﬂthellargest:populationfcenter:in the
Unitedetatesy the,licenSeesd proteStatlonsrto5théfcontrarypu»
‘nOtwithstandinQ;sdThis'isfparticulafly true;in:view»of'the”fact~
thatsthe consequenceslof?a:major reactor“accident*at‘Indian ?oint
'or any other 31te have never been analyzed or subjected +to. the. i
,problng whlch only an adjudlcatory forum can provmde.- The_llcene,
sees seek to stlfle that process before it has begun.. We.cannotfx
‘_help but wonder what they fear., B |
) The llcensees urge the Comm1351on to defer to the Dlrector s.'
DeClSlOn of February ll 1980 Two p01nts should be made in thls’
-connectlonr Flrst the staff is: not the flnal arblter of Commls—‘
'sion policy, as’ they have reconlzed in thls case, the Comm1551onersl
l'alone have that duty.j It. would be 1rrespon51ble for the Commls—
51oners to permlt this’ unprecedented case to be’ resolved via
closed door negotlatlons between the . llcensee and the staff
SeCOnd Vlt must be noted that the staff appears to be chang-'

lng its p051tlon from that artlculated to the Comm1551oners and -

to UCS'earller-thls~year.; Prev1ously, the staff ‘took the clear— e
p051tlon that ‘the. need for- long term de51gn measures. to mltlgate :
the consequences of a class 9 acc1dent was: establlshed - that

‘ the tlme was past for re51st1ng these modlflcatlons on’ the ba31s

of analyses of- aCCLdent probabllltles.. Thus, the 27. 1nter1m
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"'measures ordered by the Dlrector were expllc1tly only sufflclent

'to make the Indlan P01nt Dlants safe enough untll the ma]or B

~7;de51gn modlflcatlons could be lmplemented. ThlS was Sald to e

requlre a:perlod'of~l-2 years,f It lS no longer at all clear that-
the staff malntalns thls p051tlon. Indeed, 1t would appear that
d*the empha51s has shlfted once agaln to pre—TMI argument over the
“Probablllty of” acc1dents.,f"'. | | A
UnderAthese.c;rcumstances,“itﬁis'moreAthan3ever~clear that~.
'adjudicatory hearings,are-an,absolute:necessity inforder for a
'A,falr resolutlon of the issues’ ralsed by UCS oh the basiStof'a—fl:
.factually rellable plant spec1f1c record : Wlthout this process;fl
dfhthere is .no’ assurance that the staff and llcensee w1ll not |
.t»negotlate the 1ssues away entlrely, even to the extent of abgroeh
'hgatlng the ba51s of the Dlrectors Dec131on.' Indeed in. the
_dlnterlm 51nce the February 11, Dlrector s Dec151on, Ucs and the.
rest of the affected publlc have been forced to the 51dellnes.
The tlme has passed when the COmmlSSlon could av01d the‘
}llssues ralsed by ‘the UCS petltlon or when it could con51gn them7
to the staff s unrev1ewed and unrev1ewable dlscretlon. The'
rComm1551on took & major step forward when 1t dlrected that
hearlngs would be held on - lndlan P01nt to complle a. factual

record_upon.wnlchtthe=Commlss1on'could act._ A-retreat from that'

—_position-would surely signal thatfthe'Commission is afraid to
have the ‘facts reévealed. We do not believe that is the case and

we urge you to;stand bY'your'deciSion.. All'UCS~has'eVeriasked,

- is a fair chance to present its case..




Flnally,kwe understand that the General Counsel has recom—

H?Jmended a- proc dure Wthh would allow the llcensees to demand a

”{second hearlng 1f they are dlspleased w1th the results of the

hflrst; Thls remarkable recommendatlon lS unwarranted and un-a

":necessary The llcensees have the. rlghtw of course, to one- falr

"jhear;ng There 1s no requlrement that they be permltted a- second
"f;hchance.‘ Such a procedure would be cumbersome and tlme consumlng

fyln the extreme., We cannot 1mag1ne why 1t 1s under con51deratlon.}fy-‘
- UCS urgeS’youvto-act expedltlously in- beglnnlng the hearlng.
5fljdprocess for Indlan P01nt; Our petltlon was flled on September

“7byl7 '1979.3 For months, have watched the staff and llcensee

. negotlate, culmlnatlng 1n the February ll "agreement; j It is-
itlme for the publlc to have ltS forum
Very truly yours, .

MZL”

Ellyn R Welss

Counsel for Unlon of Concerned
Sc1entlsts

Dated-

7nc“ Indlan P01nt Serv1ce llst




