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Dear Mr; Muller: Re: Docket No. 50-247

We enclose the response of Consolidated Edison Company
of New York, Inc. to the comments dated June 21, 1972 by the
Citizens Committee for the Protection of the Environment on
the draft environmental statement prepared by the Commission
in this proceeding.
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Response of Con Edison to Comments of Citizens Committee for
the Protection of the Environment on Draft Detailed Statement —
- Re Indlan Point Unlt No. 2 S :

Under date of June 21, 1972 Citizens Commlttee for the,y
.’Protectlon of the Env1ronment ("CCPE") has submltted 1ts:'
"Comments’ on Draft Env1ronmental Impact Statement" prepared :
"fby the Comm1ss1on 1n this proceedlng.‘ We note that these
vte'comments are tardlly flled A ’
CCPE' s flrst assertlon is that the assumptlons and calculatlons
'utlllzed for nuclear safety rev1ew must also be utlllzed for

'.env1ronmental rev1ew.~ Thls argument 1gnores the dlfferent

'~purposes of the Atomlc Energy Act and the Natlonal Env1ronmentaljﬂ'P3*'

Pollcy Act (“NEPA")

“Before NEPA was enacted “the Commlss1on was already carrylng out'f';~"

a functlon whlch 1n a broad sense was‘ env1ronmental ? namely,_
-the rev1ew of the potentlal radlologlcal 1mpllcatlons of the
des1gn and operatlon of nuclear plants.‘ That- functlon, Wthh _h
"derlved from the Atomlc Energy Act of 1954, was not affected by.
iNEPA ConseqUent]y, thére exists a certaln overlap 1n subject |
hmatter between the Comm1ss1on s respons1b111ty under 1ts bas1c

Vjurlsdlctlonal statute and. under NEPA

"But despite this overlap'the responSibilities ofvthe”Commission

hunder the two, statutes are entlrely dlfferent. Under the Atomlcaf*

'Energy Act the Comm1s51on 1s requlred to regulate atomlc energy
-act1v1t1es in such a way that the publlc will" not be endangered '
by radlologlcal hazards. In the case of nuclear power plants, '

because of the potential for acc1dents.1nvolv1ng substantial f'g



"‘releases of radloaglvzl_ty, the AEC has a systg of regulatlon. o
1nvolv1ng an intensive safety review of the des1gn and operatlon
of these plants. On the other hand, under NEPA the Comm1551on ‘
has the duty to prepare an env1ronmental statement Wthh 1ncludes
a broad assessment of the enV1ronmental impact of the plant

This assessment covers the thermal aesthetlc and other effects @i’t'
of the fac111ty, radlologlcal effects are oaly one: of the many
_ factors con51dered The purpose of thls assessment 1s not to‘

repeat the 1nten51ve review carrled on Wlth respect to radlatlon'ffhi

'1.safety matters, rather, 1t 1s to prov1de a mechanlsm for compre—

hens1ve dec1s1ons on such questlons as whether the env1ronmental..

“'.and other costs of the prOJect outwelgh the beneflts._ For thls

purpose, NEPA calls for a reallstlc appralsal of all the costs id""‘

and benefits, env1ronmental and otherW1se, of the plant

Among the varlous env1ronmental effects of plant operatlon dlscussed
‘pby the Commission 1n 1ts draft env1ronmental statement for‘h.f

| Indlan P01nt Unlt #2 is the rlsk to the publlc represented by

the potentlal for acc1dental radioactive releases. The Comm1s51onfd
_1n maklng th1s evaluatlon followed its proposed Annex to lO CFR

50 Appendix D whlch among other things spec111es the assumptlons-
and methods used to calculate the radloact1v1ty predlcted as a
V_result of each acc1dent analyzed.' Accordlngly, both the proba~.
bility. and the consequences of the accidents were evaluated

Also, to place this factor on equal terms w1th other env1ronmentalh
lfactors, the Commlss1on in assess1ng the consequences used A
assumptlons about the course of the acc1dent the number of p’.
'safeguards functlonlng, and so forth, Wthh resemble what mlght
really be . expected to happen 1f such an event. were actually to ff

OCCUI‘ .

In contrast the Comm1ss1on S Atomlc Energy Act respon51b111t1es':

1nclude the 1mpos1tlon of des1gn requ1rements for the preventlon“




" and control of nuclear acc1dents whlch'mlght 1nvolve release

of radloactlve materlals to the env1ronment To determlne

the adequacy of a given des1gn, calculatlons are made of the
course and consequences of such acc1dents. These calculatlons
use extremely conservatlve assumptlons as to the 1n1t1al release

of-radloact1v1ty from the core, the number of englneered safe—‘

'_guards'which‘are operable, the amount of - elechncal power avallable,

~and meteorologlcal condltlons ex1st1ng at: the tlme of the acc1dent.-'

‘ Such extreme conservatlsm is approprlate for. the establlshment of "
the de51gn requlrements for englneered safeguards,»to 1nsure,that

h,acc1dent consequences w1ll-be w1th1n acceptable_llmits.

‘But these hlghly conservatlve assumptlons and calculatlons are fi:'
not su1table for an env1ronmental evaluatlon of radlologlcal

risks resultlng from poss1ble acc1dents. vThelr use in the draft
environmentalVstatementhwould haVe’resultedlln a totally‘unreaf;;'"'
_'listic-andvunreasonable:overeestimate'of the environmental_risk
. as a factorlin‘an overall environmental balance.;:The use of
realistic assumptions was}the_only:correct'way'for?thefcommission.}'

to proceed.

CCPE also faults the . Commlss1on for not hav1ng reflected in the
draft env1ronmental statement the v1ews of those. who oppose the
1nter1m acceptance criteria for ECC systems.l If thls were a’
proceedlng to establlsh Commission pollcy or to re-— examlne estab—v

llshed pollcy, the contentlon of CCPE mlght flnd some support

: l/v It is as a part of this review that Con Edison has shown, .
and the AEC-Staff has agreed, that the design of the plant .
meets the interim acceptance criteria for ECC systems now -
in effect as a published rule of the Commission. As an
incidental result, CCPE has been precluded from attacking
the validity of those criteria as applied to the safety

.rev1ew of the plant involved in thls proceedlng.



;through a speculatlve appllcatlon ‘of the Seaborg case- g/

' to the area of reguLatlon. For this adjudlcatory proceedlng,
on the contrary, ‘and for thls proposed” "major Federal actlon "
~ ‘the policy was set by the formal adoption of the 1nter1m
acceptance crlterla. The pollcy is- now belng re- examlned »
in the current rule maklng proceedlng in the course of whlch
the views of both proponents and opponents are belng fully

and freely expressed

TtCCPE is stlll attemptlng to flnd a technlque to 1nvalldate;p:‘
p:the Comm1s51on s regulatlons 1n thls adjudlcatory proceedlng;'
_As a counter to what 1t calls."stacklng the deck " CCPE

would resort to "dealer s ch01ce,f the ch01ce belng always
'vtheVSame, the cards belng -at this p01nt in tlme rather worn t

'ffrom overuse. )
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Committee for Nuclear Responclblllty V. Seaborg,-
3 ERC 1126 (D.C. Clr. 1971) ' S : I






