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MEMORANDUM AND ORDER

In this operating license proceeding, the Atomic Safety and Licensing
Board has expressed the view that it is compelled to explore -- whether it
‘deems the inquiry essential or not -- specific issues which have not been
placed in controversy by the parties. The Board considérs itself duty-bound
because of certain decisions of the Appeal Board, which it regards as direct-
fng a full inquiry. Believing that its duty to inquire may clash with
Commission régu]at1ons, the Board has asked the Appeal Bdard and the Com-
mission for guidance.]
In response, the Appeal Board has expressly found that none of its deci-

2/
sfons impose such a duty upon Licensing Boards in proceedings of this type.

Y Certification of Question, dated March 20, 1974; transcript, pp. 119-124,
of prehearing conference dated November 27, 1973

2 ALAB-186, p. 4; RAI-74-3-245, 247.
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Nonetheless, the Appeal Board has also requested guidance from the Commission.
The question it poses is whether AEC regulations are intended to bar a Licens-
ing Board in proceedings of this type from examining and deciding issues which
the Board itself deems relevant, when the parties have not placed such matters
in controversy.gf We invited the parties to file briefs and address specific

questions.ﬂf
I.

The Licensing‘Board has mistakenly assumed that it is under a mandate
from the Appeal Board to explore and resolve specific issues in operating
licensing proceedings which have not been raised by the parties. We affirm
the Appeal Board's finding that none of its decisions require sdch an
undertaking.

To have a Licensing Board engage in an idle exercise examining issues
just.for the éake of examination -- when the parties have not raised such
matters, and the Board is satisfied that there is nothing to inquire
about -- would serve no useful purpose. This is particularly true since
an operating license proceeding is not to be used to rehash issues already

ventilated and resolved at the construction permit stage. Alabama Power Co.

(Joseph M. Farley Nuclear Plant, Units 1 and 2), CLI-74-12 (RAI-74-3-203).

3/ 1d. ALAB-186, pp. 5-7; RAI-74-3, at pp. 247-48.

& Letter to the parties, dated April 12, 1974. The regulatory staff's
motion for leave to supplement its brief is granted.



The doctrines of res judicata and collateral estoppel apply to thié type

of proceeding "'with a sensitive regara vor any supported assertion of
changed circumstances or the possible existence of some special interest
factors in the particular case ....'" (Id.). Conséquent]y, if the Licens-
ing Board in this proceeding is satisfied that there is no reason to explore
issues beyond those framed by the parties, it has no obligation to inguire

further. Union of Concerned Scientists v. AEC, D.C. Cir. No. 73-1099

(June 10, 1974) (slip opinion, pp. 6-18).
II.

There remains the question of whether AEC regulations are meant to pro-
hibit a Licensing Board from exploring an issue which concerns it merely
because the parties have not placed the matter in controversy.E/ We decline
to impose such an absolute restriction.

A Licensing Board, typically comprised of two technical experts and a
lawyer, is this agency's primary fact-finding tribunal in the hearing pro-
cess. These expert tribunals are entrusted with critical tasks in the
licensing process. Indeed, operating licenses may issue immediately upon
initial decisions by these Boards. To tie a Board's hands, when it sees an
issue that needs to be explored, would be utterly inconsistent with its
stature and responsibility. Nor would it be an adequate solution, as the

applicant and the regulatory staff suggest, to have a Licensing Board which

3 See, e.q., 10 CFR §§ 2.760a; 2.104(c); V and VIII(b) of Appendix A to
10 CFR Part 2.



spots an issue merely refér'the matter to the staff for resolution. The
regulatory staff, to be sure, plays a critical role in this agency's pro-
cedures, even aiding our Boards in resolving issue§.§/ But when a Board
uncovers an issue, we expect it to‘reso1ve the matter openly and on the
record, after giving the parties (which includes the staff) an opportunity
to comment or otherwise be heard. Moreover, referral to the staff for
still another review offers the potential for unnecessary delay in the
licensing process.

Equally unacceptable is the argument that this Commission can examine
issues never raised by the parties, but the Licensing and Appeal Boards
cannot. Shutting these Boards out of the process, in turn, produces a
record which would not enable us to review the proceeding meaningfully.

The fact that the Boards may inquire into matters that concern them
shdu]d in no way be construed as a license to conduct fishing expeditions.
As a general rule, Boards are neither required nor expected to look for
new issues. The power to do so should be exercised sparinaly and utilized
only in extraordinary circumstances where a Board concludes that a serious
safety or environmental issue remains. Normally, there is a presumption that
the parties themselves have properly shaped the issues, particularly because
the hearing follows comprehensive reviews by the regulatory staff and the

Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards. Union of Concerned Scientists,

8/ See, e.g., Consumers Power Company (Midland P]aﬁt, Units 1 and 2), ALAB-
106 (RAI;73—3-182, 186); ALAB-132 (RAI-73-6-431, 436-37); ALAB-147 (RAI-
73-9-636).-



supra. In addition, as noted above, with res judicata and collateral

estoppel principles applicable to operating license proceedings, the
Boards need not go over the issues settled at the construction permit

stage.

For purposes of b]afifidation, existing regulations;!GWilljbe.MQdifiédﬁt;i.“
X R R R R
to reflect the construction embodied in this memorandum and-order.

e
2

3

It is so ORDERED. o P

By the Commission.

Q.
PAUL C. BENDER
Secretary of the Commission

Dated at Germantown, Maryland
this 16th day of July 1974.

H

1/ Regrettably, some have read our existing regulations as proscribing any
inquiry by the Boards. Insofar as any Board decisions have interpreted
the regulations in this restrictive manner, they have no further pre-
cedential effect.

Despite the applicant's assertions to the contrary, the statement of
considerations accompanying the 1972 restructured rules of practice
did not address the question presented here. It simply made the point
that Licensing Boards are obliged to decide only the issues placed in
controversy by the parties. Union of Concerned Scientists, supra.

It did not foreclose the Boards from exploring other matters in those
rare cases where the Boards deem inquiry to be warranted.
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: CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE.

"I hereby certify that I have this day served the foregoing document (s¥*__ )
upon cach- person designated on the official service list compiled by :
‘the Office of the Secretary of the Commission in this proceeding in
accordance with the requirements of Section 2.712 of 10 CFR Part 2 -

Rules of Practice, of the Atomic Energy Commission's Rules and '

Regulations.

L) day of AW 1974 .
o .

;ﬁﬁfﬁﬁ at Washington, D. C. this

o AN
o Office of the Secretary of the Commission

.
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CONSOLIDATED EDISON COMPANV

Vil L L L OLALLO UL AMDRLUA

A@MIC .ENERGY COMMISSION
BE_FoRE THE corfmz_ssIoN_ |
In the Matter'of
OF NEW YORK | |
Docket No.v50—3

- Docket No. 50-247
Docket No. 50-286

(Indian Point, Unit No. 1)
(Indian Point, Unit No. 2)
(Indian Point, Unit No. 3)

Mot Nl N N el ot Nt gt

REQUEST FOR REVIEW OF DECISION
'OF ACTING DIRECTOR, DIRECTORATE OF LICENSING

As Wlth any action by its employees, the Commission possesses

the inherent power to rev1ew the deClSlon of the Actlng Dlrector,

Directorate of Llcens1ng, to reject a request flled pursuant to

10 CFR § 2.206-to issue a show cause order and thereby 1nst1tute

:an adjudlcatory hearlng. 'While the Commission has never reviewed
~a decision on a request filed pursuent to § 2. 206, we think the

'Clrcumstances of this case require such a review because° “first,

thlS nmatter 1nvolves issues crltlcal to the publlc health ‘and

safety; second, the Actlng Dlrector, Dlrectorato of Llcen51ng has

-applied an erroneous 1egal standard in exerc1srng dlscretlon
’pursuant to 10 CFR §§ 2.202, 2.206; third, apparently no review

‘has been conducted nor decmslon ‘made by the Dlrector of Regulatlon. -

I

The purpose of thlS petition is to request a review of the

~decision by the Regulatory Staff to reject.a request flled pur—

'suant to 10 CFR § 2.206 to issue a show cause order and thereby

N
L
.

3 JU
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institute an adjudlcatory proceeding for resorutlon of 1ssues
_regardlng the seismic hazards at the site of the Indlan Point
Station. Our request 1/, flled May 22, 1974, was prompted by
.release of a report by the Geologlcaf Survey, New York State.
'Museum and Sc1ence Serv1ce- 2/,which dlsagreed w1th conclu51ons
contalned in the geologic and seismic sectlon of the Flnal
gSafety Analys1s Report for Indlan P01nt Unlt 3 ‘regarding thed
.capablllty of the Ramapo Fault complex, the maximum 1nten51ty
earthquake Whlch could occur at the 51te, and the approprlate
ground acceleration value. The Geologlcal Survey s crltlclsms,

.relatlng to the Indian Point site as a whole, apply equally to

the de81gn ba31s for Units 1 and 2.

| In‘a letter-dated Noveﬁher 29, 1974, we_were advised that‘
the Regulatory Staff, having concluded "an extensive investi-
gation of the.entire seismological ciroumstanoes surrounding
Indian Point Station" had concluded that "the Ramapo'Fault is
.not lcapable' wlthin.the meaning'of Appendix A to 10 CFRtPart

100 and that the site geology, seismic design narameters, and

1/ After part1c1pat1ng in the operatlng license proceedlng
regarding Indian Point, Unit 2, Citizens' Committee for Protec-

o tion of the Environment (CCPE) lacked the fina-cial resources to

participate in the construction license proceeding for Indian
Point, Unit 3. (see, Citizens' Committee for Protection of the
Environment Request. for Reimbursement of Costs, dated December
10, 1974) However, the release of the Geological Survey's '
Report prov1ded an opportunity for C.C.P.E. tc raise these
important issues upon the limited budget available = $400.00-
utilizing the only procedural tact available, $ 2.206. We.
would add that we certainly would have no objeztion were these
issues to be heard by the hearing board presiding over Indian
Point, Unit 3, provided that the findings regarding. the seismic
design basis were made applicable to Indian Pcint, Units 1 and 2.

2/  The Geological Survey-New York State Muscum and Science

(cont'd on page three)



'seiSmic‘design.methods for Indian éoinﬁ; unitslé aud 3rare

| eatisfactory from a safety standpoint;“. that the adequacy of
the seismic design of Unit l presently shut cown for either”
vdecorm1ssron1ng or accompllshlng requlred ECCS and Protectlon

~ System modlflcatlon, would be recon51dered-durlng the extended
shutdown perlod needed to accompllsh the requi ‘red modlflcatlon,

should the 1lcensee propose to resume operatlon, 3/ and, there—»

2/ (cont'd from page two)

Service; Comments on Licensing of Indlan P01nt Reactor #3 and

Discussion of the Final Safety Analysis Repor= Sections 2.7 :
(Geology) and 2.8 (Seismology) . [herelnafter cited as The Geo- .
" logical Survey] oo = SR

3/ The Staff Appears to suggest that becau 2 Indlan Point, Unit
is no longer operating, we need no longer be wconcerned about its
seismic design. .
Unit 1 will be shut down on October 3i, 1974 for either
decommissioning or the accompllshment cf safety modifi-
cations. The adequacy of the seismic #¢asign of Unit 1
- for continued long-term operation will be reconsidered _
during the extended shutdown which will be needed if the
- licensee proposes to later resume operztion. Due to the
low probability of occurence of an ear:zhquake with a o
maximum ground acceleration in the .1 %o .15g range dur-
ing the short period of time prior to glant shutdown on -
October 31, 1974, we believe Unit 1 caz be operated
until that time w1thout undue risk to the publlc health
, and safety.
'However, we believe that as long as the Unit, although 1noperatlve
continues to house radioactive material which would be released -
into the environment as a result of structura. or component .
- failure, its seismic de51gn should be scrutinized.  In that regard
the Staff's statement that
' [A}Jlthough it cannot be demonstrated r:gorously by cal-
culation, we would expect that many of the redundant _
plant safety features such as’ the steel containment sphere
and .the surrounding biological shield - ould remain at
least partially functional and contlnL ‘to provide pro-
tection to the public in the event of : ground accelera-
tion in the 0.1 to .15g range.
- falls short in giving the measure of protecticn to the publlc
required by Congress in the Atomic Energy Act. - In fact, it
appears that the Staff agrees: that Unit 1 is :nderdesigned and
- accordingly the Staff should have ordered thea= all radioactive
material be removed from the facility and stcr-age pools.
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fore, the Staff- did not "contemplate any proceedlng w1th regard
to Indlan P01nt Unlts 1, 2 and 3'pursuant to 10 CFR § 2.202." 4/

' Desplte the Regulatory Staff's investigation and review, the V
major points of dlsagreement between the Staff and the Geologlcal
Survey remained unreconC1led In addltlon, recent studles by
recognlzed experts in the field of selsmology and earthquake '
~ engineering, which we forwarded to ‘the Staff for con51deratlon 5/

bseem dlrectly to contradlct the concluslons of the Staff Under
‘these c1rcumstances, we believe that proper reoolutlon of these
'1mportant issues must be accompllshed by the aajud;catory prof ;
cedure contemplated by § 2. 202 and we request the Comm1551on y-
 to reverse the Staff s decision and so hold | | |
In the alternatlve, we request the CommlsS1on to afford
notlce to affected partles who may w1sh to . exerc1se thelr statu—'

tory rlghts, as provided by 42 U.S.C. § 2239 (1964), ‘and request

4/ Letter from Edson G. Case, Actlng Dlrector of LlcenSLng,,;
Atomic Energy Commission to Anthony Z. Roisman, Esqg. dated
November 29, 1974, with attachment entitled "C z:0logical and
Seismic Evaluatlon of the Indian Point Slte {hereinafter
01ted as Staff Report) :

5/ Statement from Dr. Michael Chinnery, Seismic Dlscrlmlnatlon“
Group, Lincoln Laboratory, Massachusetts Instic ute of Technology,
to the ACRS, October 31 1974. :

Comments by Dr. Mlhallo Trllunac, Assistant Professor of
Applied Science, Earthquake Engineering Research Laboratory,
- California Institute of Technology, to the ACR5. :

Both papers were delivered to the ACRS hearing regardlng
Public Service Company of New Hampshire, Scabruook Station, Units
1 and 2, Docket Nos. 50-443 and 50-444. However both have appli-
- cation to the 1ssue of seismic hazards in the _astern Unlted
States. : : - :



- . —-5- B T .
a hearing to contest the validity of the amendments to the oper- .
ating and construction permits of Indian Point, Units 2 and 3

hd .

respectively. !

- IX

The major difference between the Geological Survey and the'
Staff remain unreSolved. The report of the Geoldgical Survey'_lr
dated April 19, 1974 states

1. From a seismic hazard point of view ‘the pertinent
‘question is "Can the Ramapo Fault system be termed
2 capable fault using the nomenclature of Appendix A,
CFR 10 Part 100 (adopted by the Atomic: Energy Commis-
sion on December 13, 1973)?" Tt is our contention
that the Ramapo system is a capable fawult which has _
been associated with significant macroseismic activity. 6/

2. The historical record indicates that earthquakes
producing at least an Intensity VII ar= possible in
the region around Indian Point. 1/

3. ...a "conservative" application of data would -
require the use of an acceleration even greater
than .29 at the Indian Point facility. 8/
With regard to the Ramapo fault the Staff's conclusion is_

"that the Ramapo fault is not capable within the meaning of

- 6/ The Geological Survey, supra note 1, at 3.
7/ Eé. at 1. | | .

8/ Id. at 11.
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Appendix A to 10 CRrF. Part 100." 9/ Inasmuch as the Geological
Survey has framed its conclusions by reference t0 Appendix A of

A

‘Part 100, one must draw: one of two conclu51ons.

Al

1. The Geological Survey and the Staff have inter—
pPreted Appendix A in. the same manner and arrived at
different scientific conclu31ons,_ ' . '

2. The Geological Survey and the Staff have inter-
preted Appendix A in a different manner and arrived
at different scientific c0ncluSions.

In either case a hearing is merited. In the first case, -
the square conflict in the sc1entific conclu310is would be
thoroughly explored in the adjudicatory proceed ngs. In the
second case, such a proceeding would test the Pr op051tion that

“the Regulatory Staff has not adopted a suff101ently conservatlve '

approach in the 1nterpretation of Appendix A to Part lOO

With regard to the maximum intensity earthﬂuake, the . Staff
‘now agrees with the Geological Survey that the aopropriate

value is Modified Mercalli vIii. 10/

This leaves the final area of disagreement, and here there
is alsdé no reconciliation. The Staff finds the old ground
acceleration value .15g acceptable, the Geolog"cal Survey

~ has urged a Value'in excess of ;20g. 11/

Thus two critical areas of digagreement reuain. ' This fact.

alone aflords sufficient reason for convening-an_adjudicatory '

9/ Staff'Report, supra note 4 at 1-5,
10/ staff Report, supra note 4 at 2-13.

11/ Staff Report, supra note 4 at 4-5,



'hearing. i"I‘here,s, however, additional~-ju,i:fication for cone'
| vening such a hearing.- Flrst the Staff's conc-u51ons apparently
contradlct the flndlngs of other natlonally reccgnized experts.
A study prepared by Dr. M. D Trlfunac, Assistart Professor of -
Applied 801ence, Earthqua?e Engineering Research Laboratory,
California Instltute of Technology (and consultcnt to the ACRS)
reaches the follow1ng conclusion: ‘lg/_' o

A reasonable upper bound of peak acceiefatlon

versus Modified Mercalli intensity shoul d then_
~be as in the follow1ng table: '

MM Intensity . ‘Peak Acceleration ,

bviI I - L20g

- This study-&as forwarded to the Staff in connec{iOn withvthe
.review‘of the seismic hazards at the Indian Poizt siterz It‘is
notable that Dr. Trifunac and the Geologlcal Sur vey come to an
1dent1cal conclu31on regardlng the approprlate fround acceler—:
atlon rate - and that this conclu51on dlsagree° w1th that of the

Regulatory Staff

Second the Stafr's conclu51ons reéardlng the peak gronnd y'
.acceleratlon which would occur with the Safe ‘Shitdown Earthquaker
(Modlfled Merca111 vViI)- appear to covtaln an 1nxerent contra-
dlctlon. The position formerly taken was that he approprlate'

,Safe Shutdown Ealthquake for the site was a Moo"rled Mercalll VI

w1th an attendant peak ground acceleratlon rate of ,159. lé/‘

12/ Comments by Dr. Mihailo D. Trifunac, supre note 4 at'2'

13/ This position was formally taken by the. SL.Lf 1n the FSAR
for both . Indian P01nt ‘Units 2 and 3. -



In the latest'f gort, the Staff agrees th’ the approprlate Safe
Shutdown Earthquake should be a MOdlfled Mercalll VII - but the
Staff does not change the recommended peak grOLnd acceleratlon_:
1rate. (The plant earthquake des1gn basis is a dlrect function
of the value of the peak ground acceleratlon ) The assrgnment'
of the same ground acceleratlon for earthquakec of dlfferent
1nten51t1es is a matter which merits a full eh}loratlon - par—
ticularly in llght of the two contendlng concltalons that 20gv
is the approprlate peak ground acceleratlon rate for a Modrfled

- Mercalli VII earthquake.v - hh o

Finally, the Staff's justification for eliminating near
field effects in evaluatlng the approprlate peex ground accel-
eration appears to rest on faulty assumptlons."ln the report
attached to the letter of November 29, 1974, tka Staff states:

The absence of capable faults in the vicinity of the
- Indian Point site means that there is =o geoclogic
reason to consider that structures there are unusually
subjected to near field accelerations. Moreover, the
fact that the units are founded on hich density bed-
rock rather than over-burden of low dinsity and seismic |
velocity means that wave amplificatio: need not be
considered. Accordlngly, the staff cinsiders far
field acceleration data to be approprizte in deter-
mining the SSE acceleratlon. 14/
The necessary underlylng assumption is that th re is a predlct—
able relationship between earthquake mechanlsm~ and fault
structures in the v1c1n1ty of the Indlan P01nt 51te. However,
it is widely recognised that in contrast to Lht Western Unlted

States, no deflnlte relatlonshlp has been estar llshed between'

14/ Staff Report, supra note 3 at 4-3.
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faults and earthquéke causes in the Easterlenited States.  15/

v IrT

The reqﬁest‘to invoké the provi;iohs»of § 2.202 was prdceé
dﬁrally correct;__We begin the discﬁssion'with an examination |
-iof Subpart B, tﬁefsubparf in which §2.202 is coatained,':The‘ 
purpose of Subparﬁ'B is to estaﬁlish.proceddres "to-impoée'v

requirements by order on a licensee or to modify, suspend, or

revoke a license, or for such other action as'nuy'be‘proper."
Pursuant td.that'pUrpose, §2.202 provides that -

(a) The Director of Regulation may institute a pro-
‘ceeding to modify, suspend or revoke a license or
for such other action as may be proper by serving
on the licensee an order to show cause.... [emphasis
added] _ T ‘ o

In recognition of the fact that other inte:ested'partiés".
' may have legitimate reasons for initiating actiens contemplated .

by §2.202, the Commission adopted §2.206 which provides

15/ See, Letter from W. R. Stratton, Chairman, Advisory Com-—
mittee on Reactor Safeguards, to Dixie Lee Ray, Chairman, United
States Atomic Energy Commission, dated May 16, 1973 = "In the
western part of the United States, it is usually possible to
‘correlate occurence cf earthquakes with known astive faults.
Many of the earthquakes in Western United States are accompanied
by visible fault displacements, and it is possibdle to relate the
occurence of these earthquakes to tectonic fram:work of the
region. In the Eastern United States, “the eartiguake. sources
are not well understood and at the present time we must depend
‘almost completely on the historic records to project a future

- pattern of earthquake occurence." . -



(a) "Anygerson .may file a request & the Director of .
Regulation to institute a proceeding pursuant to
- §2.202 to nodify,. suspend, revoke a license, or |
- such other. action as may be proper.
Thus the explicit'termsjof those sections authorize the
' Director of Regulation, upon receipt of a request from any _
person, to request the Commission to issué.an order establishing
a hearing to resolve the issues regarding the seismic hazards at

the site. 16/

It is not disputed that institutiﬁg a proceeding. pursuant
to §2.202 is discretionary with the Diréctor'of-Regulations.A

_Nevertheiess, ih order to provide guidancé and to prevenf the
arbitrary uSe.of poWer,_tHere muét{exist approériate'standérds
to govern the exercise of that discreﬁion.v We belieVe.that |
standard is mét where there exists é fundamgntal conflict
between two 6pinicns based on legitimate scientific evidence

on issues involving significant hazards considerations. 17/

16/ While the main thrust of Subpart B is to provide a means

by which the Director of Regulation can require "corrective

“steps" to be taken where there is evidence of a "violation" of
any provision of the Act, §2.202 does not require that issues

be formulated in terms of a licensee violation. In fact §2.202

‘explicitly recognizes that "potentially hazardsus conditions '
or other facts" may be "deemed to be sufficien* grounds for the
proposed action."3 Thus the rules provide thai when appropriate,

~as in the instant.case, a hearing may be conver=d without placing
the stigma of apparent violation on the License=. o '

.17/ Obviously, the Director of Regulation wouid have grounds to
reject a request filed pursuant to §2.206 had tnhie opinion and
supporting scientific evidence been considered .at either the
construction or operating license proceeding. Parties must be
prevented from using §2.206 as a vehicle for recconsideration of
issues previously decided. This, however, is rnot the case here.
The opinions and evidence offered here have no: been heard by an
-Objective, independent hearing bhoard and will rot be heard by any
Board unless this request is granted. o
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In this matter, the refusal to conveneva publlc adjudicatory"

hearing pursuant to §2.202 is based on the fact that the Staff

!

‘has satisfied itself that the site geology, seiismic des1gn para—'

il

:meters‘and seismic design methods for Indlan Pcoint, Units 2 and’3‘
are,satisfactory from a safety standpoint;"r-lm short, the basis
for action is the Staff's Judgement on the merits of 1ts own

' sc1ent1f1c conclu51on.

The Staff has. formerly taken a p081tlon reflected in the

- FSAR for the plants involved. 1In ]udglno the werlts of 1ts
op1n10n versus that of other experts, it came to an expected and
altogether natural posltlon. In effect, the Staff has'sald:
"We are satlsfled_that we are right and that the other'experts
»are’wrong.ﬁj It is on this basis that onr reqdest was refused.
We suggest that this is'ahlegally insnfficient'basis forracting
on‘requests filed pursuant to §2;206;h It is contrarybtotthe
basic philosophy of the Atomic Energy Act, which establishes

~ independent, objective hearing boards to resolrevdifferences
between competing scientific viewpoints. 1In COntrast, the
‘standard we suggest is in concert Qlth that philosophy; 'it t
_requlres a threshold determlnatlon as to whethcr there eylsts.a
fundamental conflict based on legltlmate scientific eVLdence
‘between two points of v1ew. If such a conf11Ct ex1sts, the
Director of Regulations should_convene?an-adjuéicatOry hearing -

-pso that the issues can be resolved by an independent body.."

Therefore, we believe that under the c1rc1mstances, by reject—
1ng the aopllcatlon to convene an adjudlcatory hearing, the Regu—

latory Staff has abused 1ts,dlscretlon and shonldibe.reversed
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on hhat basis. Co "4%‘_ L 3
in addition,.ah this point there is a furhher‘reaeon for

reversing the Regdletory Staff's pdbitien. By chahging the
value for the Safe Shutdown Earthquake, the Stafr has, ln effect,_
amended the operatlng and constructlon llcenseq for Indlan P01nt,
" Units 2 and 3, respectlvely._ Slnce such an amendment 1nvelves

a significant hazards consideration;'the constiﬁctioh permit |

. having been 1ssued the Staff was obllgated to publlsh in the
Federal Reglster 1ts intent to amend the permlas in order to
notify any 1nterested_person. 42 U.S.C. 52239»(1964) Not hav- -
ing dohe so, the Commission is now obligated:to afferd notice

so that interested parties may choose whether to contest the-

validity of the amendments. Brooks v. Atomic Fnergy Commission, -

476 F. 2d 924 (D.C. Cir. 1973).

Ih Broeks, the Commission, without notice, emended the
'constrhctien permit of Unit 1 and 2 of the Donald C. Cook Nuclear

"Power Plant by summarlly extendlng the construction permlt.com;.-
pletlon-dates. The Court held that where the_Commlss1on had made
.ho determination that the amendment did not:invblve eignificant

haierdsf(and nofe that deherminatibh in'its erder,'thefeby avoid—;"
ingithe notice and hearing proviSionsf; the Coﬁmission.was oblie_
gated to prov1ae the 30 day notice to allow 1pkerested persons to
decide whether they desired to exercise thelrvstatutory rlght and

request a hearing to contest the validity df‘the amendment.

Brooks is directly applicabie to this casz. Both permits,



in effect, have been summarily amended The CommlsSLOn has not -
.'nade any deternlnatlon as to whether the matter concerns a 31gn-
1f1cant hazards cons1deratlon - although it clearly does. There-
fore the Comm18510n is now obllgated to provide 30 days notlce

to allow affected parties to deternlne whether to challenge

the valldlty of the amendment.

Iv

It is important to understand the llmlted nature of our
lnltlal request and the 1mportant pr1nc1p1es to Wthh it 1s-
addressed. Flrst, as we stated in our request dated May 22, 1974

"it is not our contention that the New York State data conclus1vely
.proves that these plants should be shut down. | Thus we do not
request that constructlon be halted on Indlan Dornt Unit 3, or.d'
that Indian’ P01nt Unlt 2 be shut down pendlng resolutlon of
these issues. 18/ Rather we reguest 1nstitu+ion of an adjudi—
catory process in the belief that such a process - where sc1entlstsY:
'assumptlons, data base, methodology and COHConlOHS can be testea_’
through informed examination, where competing theories clash |
.epenly - resolves ln,the best possible mannervissues vital to the_

public health and safety.

Second such a publlc proceedlng serves the addltlonal
1mportant purpose of allow1ng the publlc to par 101pate in and l
- observe the manner in which issues vital to tha public health

and safety are resolved. In that regard ourvrequestyis.totally_

l8/ ‘Furthermore, resolution of these matters in the manner we have
suggested will cause no delay in the operating license proceeding.
That proceeding would take place unabatcd by the hearings on the

[T To R S R U - S .
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in concert with the spirit of the Atomic_EnergybAct,]with its
numerous provisions for public participation, and with the recent
“policy announcements regarding the importance'of opening up the

decision-making process. 19/

--Finaliy, given tﬁe limits of 6ur uﬁderstanding 6f ééismiC'
hazards in thé eastérn seaboard,‘it is.appropriatebthat fhese:
Qissueé be resolved in:as-careful aimanner as poésibie. .gg/

We believe.that due care in this mattef’requifes cthening én_
adjudiéatory hearing, particularly in view of the site's prox-

imity to major metropolitan areas.

18/ (cont'd from page thirteen) o .
- seismic issue, and we would expect modificatiens to be ordered, =
if at all, only after resolution of the issué at the hearing.

19/ L. Manning Muntzing Speech, August 14, 1974 at 13th U.S.
A.E.C. Air Cleaning Conferénce, San Francisco, California.

20/ See, Letter from W. R. Stratton, Chairman, Advisory Com-
mittee on Reactor Safequards, to Dixie Lee Ray, Chairman, United
States Atomic Energy Commission, dated May 16, 1973, supra note 15.

o Letter from W. R. Stratton, Chairman, Advisory Com- N
mittee on Reactor Safeqguards to Dixie Lee Ray, Chairman, United
States Atomic Energy Commission, dated May 16, 1973, concerning
Seabrook Station, Units 1 and 2; see in particular additional
comments by D. Okrent. : E B o

- Mechanisms for earthquake generation in the New = -
England area are not well understood and expert
opinion differs concerning the potential for
and probability of relatively large aarthquakes
at or near the site. . b



»

‘ _ - Tdom _ .
'In conclusion we urge the Commission to-reconSider
the decision of the Regulatory Staff and order an ad]udlcatory
hearlng to resolve the issues regardlng the seismic hazards
at the Indlan Point SLte. ‘We do not 1ntend to denlgrate the
efforts of the Staff in this matter. lﬂowever,.the areas of
disagreement.between the Geological Survey aﬁd other:e%perte

on the one hand; and the Regulatory Staff on the other,'remain.'

In view of this fact, we strongly belleve that the 1nhouse study

»is a poor substitute for a public adjudlcatory hearlng.

Respectfully submltted

- g o | Jicoiar
Anthony 7. R015m1n, Esq. : o
David S. F101scnaker, Esqg. :
Berlin, Rd&sman, Kessler & Cashdan
1712°N _Street, N.W. :

Washington, D. C. 20036
(202) 833-9070

Counsel for Citizens Committee
for Protection of the Environment

“Dated: January 15, l9751‘
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Docket Nos. 50-3
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.- 50-247
and 50-286

Mr. Joshua Turner
. 4331 Osage Avenue :
- Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19104

~ Dear Mr. Turner:

DEC 23 1974

~ RIBUTION:
\kﬁ%ﬁét 3)

AEC PDR (3)-
“Loc¢al PDR
ORB=3 Reading
‘EGCase
~AGjambusso
"LMMuntzing
FSchroeder
*MKarman
“JTourtellotte
JGallo
‘KRGoller -
. HRDénton
"GErtter (DR #7592)
"PBErickson
MGroff =
" EHughes
EPeyton
SATeets

~ Thank you for your patience in waiting for us to cggﬁ?éfe our response
- to your inquiry which, as we told you in our previous letter, was
awaiting completion of our reinvestigation of the seismic conditions
~at the site of the Indian Point facility. The results of our investi-
gation are presented in the enclosed report, "Geologic and Seismic

Evaluation of the Indian Point Site”.

We hope that this report will

- satisfactorily answer your questions and relieve your concerns.

Enclosure: . . .
Geologic and Seismic Evaluation
. of the Indian Point Site

Sincerely,

/7

~ Karl R, GO!Ter,-Assistant Director

.for Operating Reactors
Directorate of Licensing

oaten |12/ /74

...................................................

e
. _%&}’%ﬁ«,ﬁ;.
é‘s\:{\f?»’f’&' -
P W73 O W _
.| x7872:esp. , ) .
sdnﬁwz» ..PBErickson |GlLear KRGoller-

|

Form AEC-318 (Rcv. 9-53) AECM 0240 - GPO  ¢43—16—81465-1 445678
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Elise Jerard, M.P.H., Ph.D. (DR #7457)
Chairman, Independent Phi Beta Kappa

. Environmental Study Group

115 Central Park West

New York, New York 10023

'ﬁrs._ﬂenry Easton (DR #7649)

Hoodybrook Lane -

Croton-on=Hudson, New York 10520

Ms. Barbara W. McHugh (DR #7664)
406 Lexington Drive
Silver Spring, Marvland 20901

- Captain Robert D, Millberry (DR #7736)
- 218448807/0302 USMC
- 780 4th Street

> Lakeport, California 95453

" Hr. Robert P. Patten (DR #7610)
- 17 Greenfield Terrace

... Congers, New York 10920

Dr. Jack J. Adler (DR #7513)
“Citizens League for Education

about Hsclear-Engrgy,‘Incg
Box 1087

. New Rochelle, New York 10802

~ Mr. & Mrs. Joseph B. Noonan (DR #7566)
1763 Stockton Street ‘

St. Helena, California 94574

M. Bi11 Teague (DR #7575)

1714 Robinson Avenue

~ San Diego, California 92103

SURNAME »

- 14026 Debs Place
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Hr. Steven Plotnick (DR #7611)

Hr. J. E. Falletta, Jr. (DR #7641)
321 1/2 2nd Avenue
Chula Visaa,~6a}ifbrnia 92010

Ms. Adrianne Rueff (DR #7620)
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Mr. Don Ogden (OR # 7622) /6.
Camp Rafnbow. e
Croton-on-Hudson, New York 10520

Ms. Mafy €. Eagan (DR §5480)
27 Dewey Avenue
New Rochelle, New York 10802

Mr. Garrison R. Corwin, Jr. (DR #7479)

Theodore Gordon Flyfishers, Inc.
24 East 39th Street
New York, Mew York 10016

Mr, Henry Vaugle (DR #7476)
Keys to Education for :
Environment Protection

P. 0. Box 203
Summit, New Jersey 07901

Ms. Lorna Salxman (DR #7478)
Friends of the Earth

72 Jane Street

New York, Hew York 10014

Mr. Alfred S. Forsythe (DR #7461)
Sierra Club

51 West 51st Street - AT
New York, New York 10019 / Coe

Mr, Halter H. Schwane (DR #7493)

President

Hudson River Sloop
Restoration, Inc,

88 Market Street -

Poughkeepsie, New York 12601

Mrs, Sol Levin (DR #7495)
151 Grandview Avenue
Monsey, New York 10952
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Anthony Z. Rofisman, Esqg.
Berlin, Roiszan & Kessler
1712 d Street, H. H,
Hashington, D. €. 200386

pear #r. Rofsman;

Reference is made to your petition pursuant to 10 CFR §2.208, dated
May 22, 1974, for an order to show cause why eperating authority for
Indian Point, Units 1 and 2, and construction suthovity for Indian
Point Unit 3, should not be revoked. The petition was based on data
which you claim questions the adequacy of seismic anmalysis for the
Indian Paint Station.

tpon receipt of imformation from the Hew York State Geological Survey
staff, the Regulatsry staff uadortook an extensive investigation of
the entire seismological circumstances surrounding the Indian Foint
Staticn. iz have kept you advised of the progross of the {avesti-
gation; and met with you on August 7, and Hovember 15, 1974 with
respect to this maiter, ' _

The Regulatory staff has concluded its favestigation of the subject
matter, and has {ssued a report "Geologic and Seismic Evaluation of
the Indian Point Site™ (copy enclosed). ‘

You are hereby advised of our conclusions that the Ramapo fault is
not "capabie” within the meaning of Appeadix A to 10 CFR Part 108
and that the site geology, seéismic design parameters, and sefsmic
design methods for Iandian Point Unfts 2 and 3 are satisfactery from
a safety standpoint. Indian Poiat Unit 1, which 1s evaluated in the
enclosed report, was shut down on October 31, 1974. Consolidated .
Edison Company will now decide on whether to accomplish the AEC
required ECCS and Protection System modifications or to decommission
Unit 1. He, therefore, do not contemplate any proceeding with regard
t? indian Point Units 1, 2 or 3 pursuant to 10 OFR §2.202 at this
tine, B _

Y

OFFICE >

SURNAME 3»

DATE 3>

Form AEC-318 (Rev. 9-53) AECM 0240
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Anthony Z. Rofsman, Esq. B

Your leiter of Hovember &4, 1974 requested that the staff coasider
in'its Indian Point geologic end seismic evaluation certain.
documents relative to the Seabrock site. The staff is and has been
aware of the referenced data, and the iaformation furnished therein
does not affect the staff conclusions in the Indian Peint report.
These data are being considered 1n connection with the Seabrook case,

Sincerely,
7 prigina! Sioned BY

~

COE. G e

Edson 6. Case .
Actipg Director of Licegsing

Enclosure: Geologic and
Seismic Evaluation of
the Indian Point Site

bce: (w/encl.) DISTRIBUTION LIST:

Eugene Fidell, Esq. . v Karman - 0GC Files
Carmine J. Clemente, Esq. ' Tourtellotte Bethesda
‘ , -~ Shapar Germantown

Engelhardt Formal Files
Gallo _ Reg. Central
Gollar PDR
Denton : . LPDR
Case o
Muntzing
Schroeder

Gladys Ertter (Dr 7157)

See attached yellow for previous concurrencés

OFFICE 3>

06C 0EC L I
MK&M@“/SS] JTOUrte.nOt 4 JGETTe mﬁna" ..................... .._. i ‘ »
DATE 3> 1},,9& . SN | ay.1090F
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‘.fjle;.Introduction

»%vvl 1 Background

f’ingi‘.

' On May 24 1974 the u. S Atomic Energy Commission received a petition

from the Citizen s Committee for Protection of the Environment request-“

ing it to order the Consolidated Edison Company to show cause why the

. "operating authority for Indian Point Nuclear Generating Plant Units l e

and 2 and the construction permit for Unit 3 should not be revoked. Asi-'

lthe basis for such action, the petition contends in essence the follow-'

1. That the seismologic data submitted for Units 1, 2, and 3 indicated vf

. that. essentially the same data were used to evaluate the seismic

”Tffdesign-of all three plants; nlfr

2. .That the design for all three plants is based on three crucial
' assumptions about earthquakes in the site v1cinity which are
-.erroneous or at a minimum, of doubtful validity These are.: @)
ithat the maximum historical earthquake is of intensity VI (2) ‘that
'Vha peak ground acceleration associated with intens1ty VI and for

.which the plant should be designed is 0. 15g, and (3) that the

Ramapo Fault -is not ‘a capable fault within the meaning of Appendix :

ﬂﬁ-"A, 10 CFR Part 100.

®

P



'Tf'In support of its position the'petitioner cited a report prepared by the

- New York Museum and Science Service, Geological Survey (Davis, et al.,

;-1974), letters from Drs. Jack E. Oliver (Cornell University) Nicholas o
":1.Ratcliffe (City College of New York), and comments by the New York State"”
Sf:?Department of Env1ronmental Conservation.i: |
'irBecause of.their unique knowledge of the geology of the Indian Point
‘h_region,.the New York State Ceological Survey was asked to. review thev“

iﬁEnvironmental Statement for Unit 3. That review led to their report

-fiquestioning the adequacy of the seismic design for the Indian Point

o units and a subsequent meeting with the AEC staff in which those con-

"ff“\cerns were discussed at length.; The meeting was held on April 22 1974;'

u»Following“that meeting, the AEC staff met'with representatives of
V'Consolidated Edison to express the view" that the safety concerns raised
‘fby the New York State Survey warranted serious attention and indicated
'the need for more precise knowledge about thevgeology and seismology of
:-the Indian Point site region Consolidated Edlson responded by in—

' -itiating additional studies of the structural details of the Ramapo

'fﬁfault system and by installing a dense network of seismograph stations :

l';}to obtain accurate locations of earthquakes in the region sufficient to

"permit unambiguous conclusions to be drawn about. the relationship .

n between earthquake occurrence and geologic structure.-'




: During the conduct of this investigation, the staff has reviewed the.

‘ professional literature concerning the seismologic and geologic char-

” acteristics of the Indian Point site independently of the information
contained in the FSAR. In addition, the staff visited ‘the site area on-"
A;two occasions, consulted once again with the New York State Geological

' ,Survey, consulted with the New Jersey Bureau of Geology and Topography,.‘

Vconsulted with its United States Geological Survey (USGS) advisor, and

consulted with representatives of Consolidated Edison..

: 1;2‘-Requirementseof Appendiva'to 10 thifart-lOO.;
_ The staff's evaluation of the Ramapo fault applied Appendix A to. 10 CFRh%;
Part 100 "Seismic and Geologlc Siting Criteria for Nuclear Power |
APlants.f* Appendix A defines the geologic and seismic hazards ‘that mustuf“
. be investigated for all proposed sites of nuclear power plants and |
describes the scope and types of investigations required either to

_ demonstrate that the. hazard is absent or to determine appropriate design.' '
criteria. Section III(g) of the Appendix defines a capable fault (a

fault that is deemed capable of causing ground displacement at or near

the surface) in terms of (1) age of most: recent movement (2). associatedv
macro-seismicity, and (3) a=demonstrated relationship‘tO'known capable’

’ u.faults. The definition of a capable fault as it appears in 10 CFR 100,

'bj_ Appendix A subsection III(g) is as follows

* Appendix A was not in force at the time the Indian Point units were
licensed. : : :




e

"(g) A 'capable fault' is a fault thch?bég.éxhibi;ed one or mofg o  :1§

’_of_the>followingAcharacteriStics: 'gé
"(1) Movement at or near the ground surface at least once within f.ié
-3

3 the past 35,000 years or movement of a recurring nature within the
. past 500,000 years. : : S o .

vl o
b 3

R

"(2) Macro-seismicity 1nstfuﬁéntally determined with records of =
guf ficient precision to demonstrate a direct relationship with the
 fault. . - T S . o L

e

i
i
23
L8
N
i
i

‘w(3) A structural relationship to a capable fault according to
characteristics (1) or (2) of this paragraph such that movement on
one could be reasonably expected to be accompanied by movement on’

- the other. ST s o - VU S

- . "In some cases, the geologic evidence of past activity at or near . ..
- the ground surface along a particular fault may be obscured at a " -
. particularﬁsite.' This might occur, for example, at a site having a
deep overburden. For these cases, evidence may exist elsewhere ‘
" along the fault from which an evaluation of its characteristics in -
the vicinity of the site can be.reasonablyfbased. Such evidence -
shall be used in determining the fault is a capable fault within .
this definition. Coe e ' ' S

S B Ry P

- "Notwithstanding the foregoing'paragraphsiIII(g)(l), (2) and (3),
structural association of a fault with geologic structural features
- which are geologically old (at least pre-Quaternary) such as.many
of those found in the Eastern region of the United States shall, in o
the absence of conflicting evidence, demonstrate that the fault is
not a capable fault within this definition." .

. In additionm, thevstéff add:essed thg‘éémaining éan;en;ions.with'?egpectw ;;
. go the adequécy.bf:the,Safe ShutAOWnYEggthduéke (SSE),. Thg'staff's
‘évaluation is again Basedvoh AppéndiicAvﬁé 10'CFR Par; 100;i‘Sectiop
“III(d).defiﬁes the SSE.as thét earﬁhquéke; whiéh'inléﬁnéidefaﬁion'of fhe '
-:fégibna1 §hd local geqloéy'and séismology;‘producés the~mgximﬁﬁ1vibraf‘i

"~ tory grodndvmotion at the site’for‘which_cértéin éystems, sﬁructureé; 

;Vand-components»are designed to remain functional.:
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yi;fSection V(a)(l) specifies the procedure to be applied in‘determining thei
1SSE._ The specified procedure requires the association of maximum his-
‘torical earthquakes with tectonic provinces and tectonic structures. }.,
p_These earthquakes are postulated to occur ‘at points of their respective.
ftectonic structures or provinces closest to the site.' The SSE 1is thenil-
_defined by a response spectrum, in consideration of the maximum sus—.'-
4_tained'vibratory accelerations»which would occur;at-the.site in conse-k:'-

. quence of_the’postulated;earthquakes,"V~'

-1.3 - Summary of Conclusions

'_ﬁased on its review, the staff<has concluded that (l) there has been no ..
‘geologically recent surface movement on the Ramapo fault system, (2) no.
macroearthquake activity is’clearly demonstrated to have had a direct
relationship with the Ramapo fault, and (3) there is no demonstrated
structural relationship between the Ramapo fault and any ‘known capable

'_fault._ Accordingly, it is the staff's conclu31on that the Ramapo fault

| 'is not capable w1thin the meaning of Appendix A to 10 CFR Part 100.

‘Regarding the SSE ‘the staff has determined that (1) the earlier evalua-
tion of the SSE by its United States Coast and Geodetic Survey (now
.USGS) advisor assumed an intensity of VII*rather ‘than VI as the site '

l intensity, (2) a site intensity of VII is an adequate value for the SSE

consistent with the requirements of Appendix A to 10 CFR Part 100 and



*Tf;foundation level.-

L (3) O.ng»is an adequately conservatiye value of the reference acceler-
L*_ation for"seismic design to be used as the'high frequency asymptote'of

?'the response spectrum which represents horizontal motion applied at the ‘

. The seismic}design-of»Units 2 and:B?was‘hasedJon_a sustained maximum

.;f ﬁ'ground acceleration of 0.15g using'a conservative related'response--’

spectrum and damping value, These seismic design.practices'assure’that_

' glthere’is considerable margin in‘all plant structures, Systems and.com_.
”ponents important to safety to withstand an earthquake having a maximum
- ground acceleration of 0. 15g.- Accordingly, the staff finds no reason
twfor changing the earlier conclusion contained in the Safety - Evaluation
E Reports for Indian Point Units 2 and 3 that the site geology, seismic
sidesign parameters, and seismic design methods for these plants are

satisfactory from a safety standpoint.,~

‘,Unit7l was designed on the basisVof the seismic. practices and codes

existing in the mid-fifties, and as a minimum, would be expected to

withstand an earthquake -having a ground acceleration of 0. 1g without the -

occurrence of offsite exposures exceeding Part 100. Although it cannot.
‘be demonstrated rigorously by calculation, we would expect that many . of
. 'the redundant plant safety features such as the steel containment sphere

~and the surrounding biological shield would remain at least partially



functional and continue to provide protection to the public in the event '

e of a ground acceleration in the 0. l ‘to 0. 15g range. Unit 1 will be shut

down on October 31, 1974 for either decommissioning or. the accomplish-
ment of safety modifications.: The adequacy of the seismic design of
.Unit 1 for continued long-term operation will be reconsidered during the
hpextended shutdown which will be needed if the licensee proposes to 1ater
lresume,operation. Dueuto-the low probabilitytof_occurrence of an j.:
earthquake:with‘a'maiiuun:ground acceleration'in:the O.ldto 0v15ghrange
during the short period of time prior to plant shutdown on October 31
f:1974 we believe Unit 1 can be operated until that time without undue

l,risk to the public health and safety by :”“dﬁf d

1/

This conclusion was reached prior to the shutdown of Indian Point Unit"
1 on. October 31, 1974.. :



'Qz.ol_ceology and Seismology of the Indian.Point Site“.

L 2.1 Introduction

'In considering the contention-that the Safe'Shutdown Earthquakes for

“j_ Indian Point Units 1-3 are not adequately conservative, the staff has
—5?¥ireviewed the geology and seismology of the Indian Point site . and vi--‘
.- cinity. This review has been conducted in accordance with the require-

" ments of Appendix A to 10 CFR Part 100 "Seismic and Geologic Siting

Criteria" and independently of. the informat1on contained in the Final

.»v Safety Analysis Reports on these units.

- According to Appendix A the Safe'Shutdown Earthquakebis to be evaluated
Llﬂby a procedure which entails the determination of (l) tectonic prov-

3inces, (2)'3 maximum earthquake associated withﬁeach such‘province,-(3)

dwithin these provinces-reasonahlefcorrelations.of earthquakes with.v

tectonic structures, and (4) within these provinces the existence and

characteristics of capable faults. These determinations are to be made '

on. the basis of geologic and seismic“history.as well as characteristic

“of tectonic structure and seismicity and are discussed in ‘the sections

which follow.

2. 2 .Tectonic Provinces

- The Indian Point site is located within the Appalachian Highlands.

:'_ Within 200 miles of the site, this larger division is. subdivided into'




four physiographic or geologic provinces.’ From northwest to‘southeast

.these are the Appalachian Plateaus, Vallev and Ridge, New England and

’.; Piedmont prov1nces. A fifth province, the- Atlantic Coastal Plain, lies
. to the southeast of the Appalachian Highlands and at its closest is

ﬂabout 25 miles from the site.

'Earthquakes‘characteristic of the Valley and Ridge and Appalachian
Plateaus provinces are not of significance in determining the SSE -
because’ earthquakesvcharacteristic of those prov1nces are~suff1c1ently
?fsmall and distant that they can be expected to affect the site with-
.less severity than would earthquakes of the Piedmont and New England
'lprovinces. Accordingly, the Appalachian Plateaus and Valley and Ridge

: provinces will be given no further consideration in this report

On thevbaSisﬂof'geologic structurefand depositionalvand deformational
.history,.two tectonic provinces are recognizable in-the remaining.region '
of'interest. The first, the Piedmont;New England tectonic province, is

| geographically composed of the Piedmont and New England phy51ographic
provinces, while the- second cons1sts of the Atlantic Coastal Plain

physiographic province.-]:
' In the Piedmont-New England,tectonic province, several episodes_of N

deformation’are recognized during late;Precambrian (570 million years

'before'present [m.y.])_tO'near the close of'the Paleozoic Era (225.m}y.).



' vAs a consequence of these deformations, the province as a whole is -
characterized by en—echelon anticlinoria and synclinoria paralleling thev”.a
trend of the province and associated with metamorphism and plutonic

intrusion.‘ :

"The geologic history of the Piedmont is.less well known than that of New

' England However, it is known that the principal Paleozoic deformations‘_{
»affecting the two regions were not simultaneous. The.extensive faulting h
and folding of New England appears to have occurred during the mid-
?f‘.Paleozoic Acadian orogeny (380 m.y.) while that of the Piedmont seems to ;ilf”

. have occurred in_late Paleozoic (225 m;y.).

.ﬂ A final orogenic episode affected the Piedmont-New England tectonic

-province as a whole in the Triassic Period (225 190 m. y ) In contrast _
_.‘to the strongly compre551onal Paleozoic orogenic episodes, the Triassic
.-phase reflects tensional forces. The Triassic deformation resulted in »
the formation of a series of northeast-southwest trending.basins over
'Tthe entire extent of the Piedmont-New England tectonic prov1nce.g These
basins are’ faulted on one-or both sides,fand their sedimentary histories
.: indicate that faulting accompanied sedimentation in them. .The final

regional tectonic event recorded in the geologic record of the region is_

*_the widespread intrusion of diabase dikes that are considered to be of

Triassic.to-Jurassic_age (190-136 m.y.). _Since the formation.of-the f” '

‘Triassic'basins, the_Piedmont~NeW'England'tectonic'province as a whole




: .may have undergone differential uplift, however, there is no geologic fw‘ﬂf"

. evidence of orogenic activity nor regional faulting.;

3An explanation of the tectonic stability of this region since Jurassic
(136 m.y. ) may be provided by the hypothesis of plate tectonics. The

period from Jurassic to Cretaceous (190—65 m. y ) marks the beginning of

ocean ridge spreading and the formation of the lithospheric plates that .

now characterize the global tectonic pattern. ‘Since that time thev

'Appalachian region has movedjon the tail of North American-Plate.4

" Rock types andvstructures;characteristic of the Piedmont—Nequngland

tectonic province disappear eastward beneath the deposits of the i
Atlantic Coastal Plain so that no structurally significant eastern
boundary is shown. However, because it has been a region of active

sedimentation since the Jurassic Period (190—136 m.y.) (0wens, 1970), we

" recognize the.Atlantic CoastaluPlain»as a:distinct tectdnic-provinte.‘

,Several major structural features within the Coastal Plain (the Salis-
.bury embayment, the Cape Fear arch and the Southeast Georgia embayment)
- have major axes trending normal ‘to the trend of Coastal Plain, in sharp

. contrast to the structural grain in the Piedmont—New England prov1nce .

which 1s parallel to the northeast—southwest trend of the province.




For the most part Atlantic Coastal Plain subsidence began in the

N Mesozoic (225 65 m. y ) and continued throughout most of the Tertiary (2

'; m. y ), although the rate and amount has varied both in. time and from

v~p1ace to place. Little faulting is known in the Atlantic Coastal Plain.;'
V Those few faults ex1biting tectonic movement that have been reported o
: have displaced strata'ranging.in_age from Cretaceous (65 m.y.) to no -

 younger than Miocene (lO.m.y.);

Ca

The historic record of earthduakes in the Appalachian region reveals
'significant differences in the seismic characteristics of its tectonic’
provinces,- The Piedmont-New England tectonic province shows the
\‘greatest.rate of-earthquake occurrence. There appears to be a tendency:f‘
'for the geographic clustering of activity in an east-west trending zone.,
- in central Virginia (Bollinger, 1973) and a southeast-northwest trending

zone in New England and Canada (Diment, et al., 1972)

Bollinger (1973)'has named. the Virginia clusterﬁthe Central Virginia
Seismic Zone. - Within this zone. the largest historic earthquakes were:
two events of maximum intensityiVII.*{ These occurred near Richmond,

Virginia, in 1774 and 1875.

' gbar and Sykes (1973) referred to the New England zone as the Boston-

: Ottawa Seismic Belt and suggested that it may be associated with a

* Intensity'aS'measured on the Modified Mercalli Scale.’



paleofracture.zoneri Within this belt earthduakes occur‘at about the.
':same rate as in the Central Virginia Seismic Zone " The historical

'*;:activ1ty has included events of about maximum intensitkaIII. Two of

'“fthese occurred off the northern Massachusetts-New Hampshire coast in .
1727 and 1755. A third shock, whichvmay have]been‘slightly larger,v;

occurred.at Montreal in 1732.-_Because of ‘the association of ‘this -

activity with geologic structure, future.occurrences of similar shocks

are expected to be within the Boston-Ottawa Seismic Belt. .

' 'Several damaging earthquakes have also occurred in the tectonic province

"which are not associated with the above zones. These include the 1791

East Haddam, Connecticut earthquake.’ Following Heck andfﬂppley (1958), ,

' Coffman and Von Hake. (1973) list the intensity of this shock as VIII;

' however, after reviewing the historical records, Linehan (1964) con-'hff'

‘cluded that the intensity was no greater than: V—VI. The staff has _f
,_reviewed Linehan s data and concurs: that an, intensity of VIII over- |
estimates the severity of this earthquake.- The_remaining damagingv,
‘shocks~have been-of intensity VII and have no known association with
htectonic structure. Accordingly, the.staff considers the- occurrence of

an intensity VII equally probable (a low order of probability) at any

_ place w1thin the Piedmont-New England tectonic province that is not also

_within the Central Virginia Seismic Zone or. Boston—Ottawa Seismic Belt.
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Most historical earthquakes in the Atlantic Coastal Plain have occurred

x:]t‘ in recognizable geographic clusters., Although it has no generally
’: accepted association with a known geologic structure, one such cluster “
. of activity is located within the Southeast Georgia embayment in the
‘vicinity of Charleston, South Carolina. Included in this cluster of
- more. than 400 events is the 1886 Charleston, South Carolina earthquake 1
'vwhich had a maximum intensity of X. A second more diffuse.cluster'is

located within the Salishury embayment in Delaware. Like the Charleston -

cluster, it has no generally acceptedvassociation with a known geologic

structure.

2 The.tw0'largest Coastal Plain earthquakes to have occurred‘outside these.

clusters have been of - intensity VII. Both of'these are of'interest'with

respect to the Indian Point site because they occurred near New York -
City. One, an 1884 shock had its maximum intensity.at Jamaica and

. Amityville on southern Long- Island while the other occurred in the

vicinity of nearby Asbury Park New Jersey in 1927 Because of the

spatial clustering exhiblted by historical events}and the correlation of

these clusters withrthegcoastal embayments, we have accepted that near

future earthquakes in the'CoastalfPlain will occuriaccordingftO'a.,‘

Similar pattern. Sincerthe“Charleston earthquake occurred'in'a distant

cluster, an earthquake in the Coastal Plain Province is not expected to

' result in an intensity at the Indian Point site that will exceed

,approximately intensityVVI;s Such a site intensity could result from .




4 fv;Piedmont boundary, some 25 miles from the site.

-:the occurrence of an intensity VII earthquake at the Coastal Plain—

'2 3f'Earthquake-TectonicvStructure CorrelationS*;

‘AStudies of the relationships between earthquake occurrence and geologic

a structure 'is an important means of assessing the likelihood of movement ._j

s.of the seismic hazard at a site can'usually be made. Unfortunately,
.'historic earthquakes in the eastern United States have not been well
-,_enough located to: permit detailed studies of earthquake—structure

'relationships. During the most recent 10 to 15 years we have reasonably

accurate epicenter locations, however, depths at which movements -occur

..{.

remain poorly known.: Some general observations can be made,,however,lff”'

_from the geographic distribution and relative frequency of historic

earthquakes and their relation to major regional structure.rz o

» A'series ofifaulted'basins,pextends_from éouth éarolina to Nova»Scotia..

i_These Triassiczbasins-contain‘sedimentary rocks”ofilriassic tovdurassic
B (190-136 mn.y. ) age (Cornet, et al., 1973) and can be considered a
vunifying geologic feature of the Piedmont and New England geologic

' provinces.' They also underlie parts of the Coastal Plain Becausev_y‘

sedimentary rocks in these basins are little deformed and rest uncon—?

formably on the_older rocks affected bycthe various_Appalachian orogenies,

-
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" of faults and when this relationship is known, an accurate assessment v.':-”
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' . provinces. .
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”%they provide terminal.dates,forfmajor rock'deformationﬁinhthese'two" -

lllgneous rocks of basaltic composition form flows, sills,‘and stocks
1 within the basins.‘ Basaltic dikes following normal faults and cutting
across older structures are commonly found both within and outside the .

‘basins and crop out as far south as the Alabama Piedmont. These cross—

o cutting features serve to date the varlous faulting events. De Boer-

‘»(1968) has suggested a northwestward displacement of volcanic activity |
v'in the Triassic basins during late Triassic to Jurassic (190 136 m.y.).
:.This would indicate a progressive northeastward expansion of the broad
geanticlinal arching of the Appalachians in early Mesozoic time (190
m.y.), which may correspond to the early opening and development of the .

North Atlantic as described by LePichon and Fox (1971)

-Data concerning the border faults and some faults within the b331ns have
been interpreted in several different ways. Bain (1932) first thought

" them to be thrust faults, and later to be wrench faults (Bain, 1957)

'_'Sanders (1963) also considered wrench faulting to be a possibility.

' However, most exposures of fault surfaces support the favored hypothesis'
' mentioned by Eardley (1962) of normal faulting for major displacements

) along the border faults.




::vWith respect to the Indian Point site, two Triassic basins are of interest.

The Newark Basin, the 1argest of these sedimentary basins, extends from

K :its northernmost terminus near the site southwestward to Charlottesville,

Virginia, about 300 miles away and is customarily divided into several"

V»'sub—basins. In western New Jersey and eastern Pennsylvania the width of

t this basin reaches a maximum of about 30 miles.. Strata of the basin dip -

: northwest away from its southeastern margin and toward the bordering

- the en—echelon faults of this fault system._y

Ramapo fault system; The - northwestern margin of the basin is thought to E

have formed against mountain fronts which resulted from movement along

Tl

The Connecticut Basin,to the north is'very”similar”in dimensions'and"

'1_'structure to the Newark Basin, but the structural elements are reversed

-(beds dip eastward toward an’ eastern border fault) It has been pro—

posed by Sanders (1963) that the Newark and Connecticut basins were

‘connected during deposition‘ however Klein (1969) presented evidence to

the contrary based on the volcanics_and sediments of the basins.

Several’recent seismicitykstudies in the,Eastern United States have
suggested seismic zones. transverse to the structural grain of the reglon.
Bollinger (1973) ‘has reviewed the’ seismicity of the southeastern United

States._ The spatial pattern of earthquakes together with the orienta—

tion of major axes of their isoseismal areas causes him to postulate
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bseismic trends both parallel (Southern Appalachian region) and trans-ﬂ;’-.
fverse (central Virginia and South Carolina—Georgia) to the structural

»“trend ‘of the Piedmont.fh

gGeological support for a transverselearthquake trend in central Virginia |
'ﬁwas given in a -paper by Dennison and. Johnson (1971), in which they

describe a zone of igneous intru51ves that extends from Highland County,
;Virginia southeastward into the Piedmont.' Rocks in this intrusive zone,

‘ which are progressively older from the northwest toward the southeast,

' range in age from Eocene (38 m.y. ) to’ Precambrian (570 m. y ) They

t suggest ‘that these intrusives. represent ‘a zone of weakness in the earth'
‘:crust. As such, it‘could act as a zone of stress concentration in then

- North American plate. However, detailed investigations needed to clearly |
determine whether ‘or not the central Virginia seismic zone is structurally :

frelated to this transverse intru51ve zone have not been made

» Several lines OE'geological and geophysical evidence'indicate the '

: existence'of a structural basis for the Boston-Ottawa Seismic Belt.

: Fletcher, et al.’ (1972) describe a.zone of significant P-wave travel
time anomalies relative to adjacent areas.-vThis zone, which is co- |
incident with the seismic belt, indicates a local crustal or upper |

A bmantlegstructural or petrologic anomaly. Sbar and Sykes (1973) point .

' ‘out that the.seismic-belt_is subparallel to and partly within-the
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' 1lf0ttawa—Bonnechere graben and ‘that the Monteregian Hills and the White

v'Mountain intrusives are contained within this belt as well. A11 three
of these features are of Mesozoic or Tertiary age (Kay.and Colbert,
19653 Fairbairn, et al., 1963; Foland et al., 1970). - Diment, et al.
(1972) hypothesize that the seismic belt may be located along an
extension of the Kelvin seamount chain.' LePichon and Fox (1971) suggest o
'Athat this seamount chain formed along a zone of crustal weakness, which
maybhave been a fracture zone during the early opening ofvthe North
Atlantic in the Jurassic and Cretaceous (136-65 n.y. ) In fact, both
the seismic belt ‘and Kelvin seamounts are,approximately on a small_
circlelahout the center of rotationuthat'LePichon and Fox propose for

" plate movement during this period.

_"ln'only one'instance, the Newark Basinvin New lork‘and:ﬁev‘Jerse;,‘has -
.bit been.suggested that instrumentally located earthquakes are associated
“with Triassic Basin faults (Page, et al., 1968 Davis, et al., 1974),
jThese proposed microearthquake associations are given detailed con- -
sideration»in subsection 3.2 below.“>Similarscorrelations have not been
brecognized.elsewhere and.no‘macroearthquake.activitv is known on these

.structures.

‘The absence of definitive earthquakefstructureICOrrelations, together

‘withvthevahsence of_geologically]young-movementsnonfthe;Triassic Basin
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'”_Ifaults,ﬁcauses the staff to conclude,that the‘Triassic,Basin faults are ;..

not currently active sources of earthquakes. .

- 2.4!'Summa£z_it

_The major structures of the.fiedmont-New England tectonic province were
Aformed in the mid to late Pa1e0201c Era (380—225 m. y ). They'are.,
dominantly large anticlinoria and synclinoria.. Faulting is also
'regionally associated with these: fold structures The final episode of
"regional tectonism, which formed a series of faulted basins, occurred .
-during the Triassic—Jurassic Periods (225 136 m.y.).. Seismic activity _
is not known to be associated with specific tectonic structures. The

_‘two zones of most frequent earthquake activity, the Boston—Ottawa Seismic

- Belt and the Central Virginia Seismic Belt, may reflect 1nstability

along paleofracture zones. Even within these rather wide zones, however;
no. historic earthquakes have been associated with specific structures.,-v
No surface displacement has. been observed in association ‘with historical-
earthquakes in the Piedmont-New England tectonic province With respect
ato seismicity, low orders of probability apply to. the occurrence of

earthquakes of maximum intensity VII anywhere in the Piedmont-New Englandn

tectonic province outside of the two above seismic belts.'




”’-3 0 The Ramapo Fault System

ﬂj>3 1. Geologic Evidence for Age’ of Last Movement

,“The Ramapo Fault as defined by Ratcliffe (1971) extends from Stony
‘TPoint New York, southwest to Peapack New Jersey,:a distance of about
:T'gSO miles. The Ramapo Fracture System as defined by Ratcliffe (1971)
gincludes the Ramapo Fault proper plus the distance from Tomkins Cove,
: New York northeast through Canopus Hollow to about the latitude of
h Newburgh, New York or an additional 20 miles. The Ramapo Fault,properv
"lies then essentially along the northwestern margin of the Newark basin,‘
':, while the Ramapo Fracture system extends into the area. between the
Reading and Manhattan Prongs. Ratcliffe (1970 1971) indicated that
differential movement and igneous activity appeared to have occurred
here in pre-Triassic (225 m. y ) time, specifically in the late Pre-
Vcambrian (570 m. y ) and early Paleozoic (380 m.y. ) " He also indicated .
that there is no direct evidence for Triassic (190 m.y. ) or younger E
:.movement'east of the Hudson River on the strands of the fault system :
.'that pass closest to the Indian Point Site. Southwest of the Hudson :
River it appeared to him that Triassic (190 m.y. ) movements were rather
t:-limited along the northern trace of the Ramapo Fault and were confined
f.to the previously formed Precambrian (570 m. y ) and Paleozoic (380 n.y. ).
' areas of weakness.' Ratcliffe (1971) believed the Ramapo Fault to be .
v,hinged at a point north of Tomkins Cove, New York with an increasingly
;igreater displacement to the southwest._ This hinge hypothesis-accounts-

for the different times of movement seen along the fracture system. '

e

."(/‘14 . L




3.2

Direct field evidence for movements younger than Triassic (190 m.y. )

~along the Ramapo Fault has not been found to. date.'

‘ Members of.the‘AEC.staff made an“extensive field examination;of the
-.Ramapo Fault zone‘from Canopusfcreekl NeviYork- to 3oonton,'NeviJersey.“
No. evidence indicating that movement at OT near the ground surface had
»occurred since Triassic time (190 m.y. ) was observed in any of the |

7vexam1ned areas. Within the meaning of item (1) 10 CFR 100, Appendix A,

subsection III(g), the Ramapo Fault system is considered not capable

3.2' Seismic Activity

The staff has also reviewed the studies in the seismological literature
related to the Ramapo fault which Davis, et al. (1974) cited.. An early
study of- earthquake activ1ty in the vicinity of the Ramapo fault was
conducted by Isacks and Oliver (1964) Their data base consisted of
-earthquakes with non—instrumentally determined epicenters‘reported by

" ‘Heck and Eppley (1958), Smith (1962) and United States Earthquakes

o (1935 1960),_instrumental epicenters reported by Leet (1938) and L1nehan :_d
~and. Leet (1941), and microearthquake epicenters determined by the.
authors. These earthquakes occurred within a 300 kilometer radius of

_Ogdensburg, New Jersey.



y,;Geographically, the pattern of microearthquake epicenters found by .
'-_ Isacks and Oliver conforms to the broad northeast trending band defined
'*by the previously reported macroearthquake epicenters. Thisvband

'vroughly follows the regional northeast—southwest structural grain.

" The Ramapo and numerous other faults of ancient origin lie within it.

In consideration of a hypothesis posed by Woollard (1958) that eastern
-United States earthquakes result from movement on old planes of weakfr;_
ness; Isacks and Oliver;suggested that these epicenters may‘be'assoc— p;
.iated with Triassic and older faulting. They also suggested that one
'microearthquake of Richter magnitude 2 0 originated on the. Ramapo fault.
.In drawing upon this.earlier work and two additional microquakes, Page,
et al. (l968)fsuggested that, withinlthe uncertainty of the data, four
,microearthquakeshand sevenfmacroearthouakes may haveioccurred on the'

Ramapo -fault. -

Davis, et al (1974) compiled‘a 1ist of sixty—sik-earthquahes which have
occurred within fifty miles of the Indian Point Site since 1768. . Thirty-
‘two of these events occurred w1thin twenty miles of the Ramapo fault. |
Thesevinclude the-data of Page, et,al. (1968) and'consist of five
instrumentally determined macroshocks, five microshocks; and twenty-two
events which were not instrumentally 1ocated Foca1~mechanism solutions
and depth determinations were not available for any.of the earthquakes

~ considered in.the.above‘studies.
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’-Sbar, et al. (1970) investigated a microearthquake swarmiwhich occurred
,at Lake Hopatcong, N. J., a man—made reservoir, in 1969 Lake Hopatcong
is located in the New Jersey highlands about twelve miles northwest of
the Ramapo fault. The earthquakes, ‘all of magnitude less‘than about
1.5, were well located and were evidently very shallow._:A composite
,h-focal mechanism solution for the swarmrindicates N 12°E normal faulting
- with ajdip}of'60° to:the southeast. Although no surface faults have
ﬁ‘been mapped at the reservoir,_there is a known fault, five miles to the
’ northeast.‘ If extended southwest along its strike, this fault inter-
iisects the location of the microearthquake swarm.‘ Moreover, such an
'-extension would be.compatible with the trend of the fault indicated by
the focal mechanism solution. Davis, et al. suggested that this focal

- mechanism solution could be‘interpreted as indicating a regional stress

condition which could cause movement on the Ramapo fault. =

The staff has considered.these studies in the context of subparagraph

| II1(g) (2) of Appendix A to 10 CFR Part 100. Microearthquakes have

' become increasingly valuable for seismo—tectonic studies with the
development of high gain, high frequency seismographs.- While.many such
studies have been reported in the literature, a general relationship
‘between mlcroearthquake activity.and the_occurrence of larger earth-
’hquakesvsignificant_to enéineering(designlhas not yet_been.established;

Furthermore,_it is not certain how microearthquake observations should




Aﬁ:be interpteted relative toﬂtectonic.processes}.ltﬂhas been verified‘by‘
-many observations_thatrtectOnic structuresiwhich generate macroearthf _
quake'activityvalso'generate'microearthquake activity,,_Indeed,vmanyvx.
‘.characteristics'of'the observed micro-activity are_similar to those:of
AV-.the macro-activity.‘ However, the converse.has not’been shown to be'true.
and would'almost certainly not hold-for miCrbearthquahe.activity”atdthe .
lower energy levels presently observable._ Thus the degree of seismic-‘
,risk implied by microearthquake data obtained in a given study must be l
interpreted largely in terms’ of those specific data. Accordingly,.
subparagraph TIII(g) (2) does not recognize microearthquake activity as

evidence that a fault is to be considered capable.

:l The macroearthquahes of- the abovedstudies have beenllocated‘by.using_*
'_eithervnon;instrumental or'limited'instrumentalIdata;i‘Consequently,;the

uncertainty ofvlocation of-these'events is{typically greater,than 10
'miles.» Inffact, Smith (l§66) estimates'that the'location uncertainty'of
,onerof.therbetter recorded macroshocks, the'September 3' 1951 Rockland
.County,'ﬁY .event of intensity Vv is of the order of 15 miles. More-

' over, no depths or focal mechanisms have been determined In view of

. the above, the density of mapped surface faults in the region of in-

- .. terest and the sparse earthquake data sample, the staff feels that a

‘direct relationship between macroearthquakes and the Ramapo fault has

. not been demonstrated as required'by subparagraph III(g)(Z)..




3.6

On the basis of the above considerations, we have concluded that the

- Ramapo fault is not capable as defined in subparagraph III(g)(Z) of

Appendix A to 10 CFR Part 100

3. 3 Structural Relationshig,to Capable Faults-6A

'1The staff has also considered p0851b1e structural ‘relationship between.‘

the Ramapo fault system and capable faults which would imply'that faults'

of the Ramapo system are also capable according to subparagraph IT1(g) (3)

Aof Appendlx A to 10 CFR Part 100. In this context,_the staff has found
that no fault in the Piedmont or New England provinces is reported in
“ the literature to have experienced_movement either at or near the:ground'

surface during the.past 500,000 years. In fact, according to the weight

of evidence in the literature, the last significant age of tectonism
0ccurred during the Mesozoic (more than 65 m.y. ago and probably more
than 136 m.y. ago). Moreover, there are no correlations of well

determined macroearthquakes with any faults that are structurally

.related to the Ramapo fault system. The staff‘has, therefore, concluded

that the faults of the Ramapo system have-no structural relationship
with other capable faults which would 1mply that they, too, are capable

under subparagraph III(g)(3)

3.4 Summary

There is no evidence of movement of faults of the Ramapo system, at or

near the ground surface, during‘the past 500,000»years. In fact, the.



,:weighﬁﬁcf the geologic ev1dence indicatesrthat.co such movements’have

occurred since Jurassic (136 m.y.) at the latest and east of the Hudsoa
River, possibly not since the Paleozoic (225 m.y.). No macroearthquake
| ”activity can be demonstrated to have a dlrect relation with the Ramapo .

'fault system and there is no evidence of any capable faults structurally

. related to the Ramapo fault system. Accordingly,‘the staff.has con-

':cluded that the faults of the RamapojsyStem are not capable in the

4 meaningdof sﬁbparagraph 111(g)- of Appendix'A to 10 CFR Part 100.. -




- 4 0 Safe Shutdown Earthquake (SSE)

}4 1 Maximum Earthquake

- “, SR

;J,'The SSE at the Indian Point Site is based on the following findings of
-'our review of ‘the geology and seismicity of the region according to the

- frequirements of Appendix A to 10 CFR Part 100

1 There are no capable faults in the vicinity of the site.
SZS The major earthquakes in the Atlantic Coastal Plain have occurred
"”_within geographic clusters which correlate with the. Southeast
' Georgia and Salisbury embayments. Near future earthquakes will'v_,

"‘follow the pattern that has shown stability for more than 200 years

; of historical record
3. the maximum earthquake in the'Piedmont-New Englandvtectonic-prov—

ince will have a maximum intensity of VII and will affect the site

with ‘that intensity.-

The first of the above implies that the Safe Shutdown Earthquake inten-

'sity can be‘appropriately determined by subsections,y(a)(l)(ii)-(iii) of - -
_ Appendiva to -10 CFR'PartquO?‘ The second results in a‘site.intensity

‘no greater than VI in consequence of a'postulated occurrence no closer

than-25-mi1es'to the site of an earthquake similar to the 1884 New York:

3 'earthquake which had a maximum intensity of VII on Long Island The

third results 1n a site intensity of VIL in consequence of a postulated

"random occurrence of an earthquake similar to the 1871 Wilmington,

_Delaware earthquake of maximum intensity VII Accordingly, we consider




a Safe ‘Shutdown Earthquake intensity'of VII to be an adequately con- "
. servative representation of the seismicity bf the region. The SSE is
'.specified in terms of an.acceleration which serves as a value for the
’high frequency asymptote of the response spectrum representing hori-.

ilzontal motion at the foundations of Category I structures and for which

those'structures,are designed,k o

ivwithfrespectvto.determination ofhthe SSE acceleration;iﬁavis,.et'al.

. (1974) point out the necessity of considering the fact that &) high
.peak accelerations have recently been recorded in the source regions of
relatively low magnitude earthquakes, (2) a study by. Nuttli (1973) shows
" that attenuation of - seismic waves in the. eastern United- States may be as
vlow as l/10 that in western United States, and: (3) the only strong.

motion- record ‘which exists for an earthquake in the- eastern part of the

: nation, the Blue Mountain Lake (New York) record of August 3, 1973

':Vexhibits a rich high frequency content..

Consideration of- these points has been implicit in the staff s review.

Davis, et al. cite several examples of high accelerations which have

. been recorded during low. magnitude earthquakes.' These high acceler- o

fations were recorded near the earthquake source - (i. e., in the near f
field) where amplitudes of higher frequency vibrations had not been :

fattenuated



j?_Such recordings are consistent‘with a now widely‘accepted model.of thei
.pearthquake source mechanism which predicts accelerations in ‘the near ‘
‘-dfield to be proportional to the effective stress (Brune, 1970) Accord- :
f-ingly, high accelerations at high frequency are to be expected in the

;near field of -earthquakes and would be observed in recordings like that

obtained at Blue Mountain Lake.- Moreover, seismic waves of high fre-

.‘quency are subject to 1ocal amplification by topographic features of .
i relatively small dimension (Davis and ‘West, 1973) : The.effect of local
'amplification on the Blue Mountain Lake recording is uncertain, although

St is_not,believed:to have been significant. S

BV

-With’increasing distanceifrom the earthquake source, the high frequency

amplitudes of seismic waves are reduced by rapid attenuation as well as

-:by several wave optical effects attributable to. the finite dimensions of -

the source (Brune, 1970). The reference acceleration for seismic design

is considered to be the far field acceleration of sustained duration.uj

' The absence of capable faults in thegvicinity:of the Indian Point site

means that there is no»geologic_reason to consider that structures there

are unusually subjected to nearsfield accelerations. Moreover,.the'fact y

'that the units are founded on high density bedrock rather than over=

r-burden of low density and seismic velocity means that wave amplification-

need not be considered.- Accordingly, the staff con31ders far field

acceleration'dataAto‘be appropriate_inadetermining the‘SSE;acceleration,_




e

.f*The staff has accepted that attenuation of seismic waves in the eastern
United States is lower than that in the west..'It has also.recognized

that eastern earthquakes of a given magnitude generally result in damage

‘_-;over a. greater distance'from thefepicenter than do similar shocks in the

fwest.' Accordingly, were the staff ‘to. base its determination of the SSE
acceleration on the magnitude and location of the causitive earthquake,
'ffit would be neCessarygto_give explicit considerationAto the effects of'_
”attenuation,showever,.because the:staff hasbinsteadibasedvits evaluation

on intensity‘at the site, no such consideration is needed.

- Intensity is.a sitefspecific measure‘ofidegree‘of damage, independent of,.
_ geographic location, so that it implicitly accounts for attenuation

| effects. Similarly, by virtue of its site specific nature and its
dependence on degree of damage alone,’ empirical relatlonships between’;
intensity and acceleration are independent of the geographic source of
the data used in establishing those relationships. Thus, the staff
_considers far field intensity versus acceleration correlations, based on
‘western United States ‘data, to be appropriate for determining SSE

accelerations anywhere in the United States. L

Accordingly, the staff considers a. value of 0. 15g, which is consistent
with available bedrock acceleration (Coulter, Waldren and Dev1ne, 1973)
an adequately conservative value for~the high'frequency asymptote-of the

A design response spectrumvfor'theilndian Point Units’Z'and‘3;




.4 2 éunnarz ‘
| A maximum site intensity of VII is in accord with the interpretation of
the geology and seismicity as required by Appendix A to 10 CFR Part 100
" and is a conservative Safe Shutdown Earthquake intensity. We do not |
consider the low attenuation of seismic energy observed in the. eastern
.'United States to be an indication that western United States earthquake;
intensity—acceleration data is inappropriate for the eastern United
lStates. The staff therefore, concludes that an SSE using a value of

0. 15g as the high frequency asymptote of the design response spectra, is

x~adequately conservative for Indian Point. Units 2 and 3. d
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Bear Captain Millberry: SATeets
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Youy post card received Septembexr 26, 1974, to the Diregtor of Regulation
" has been referred to me for my reply. In your post card you express 4
concern about potential selsuilec effects on the Indisn Point facility,

The staff 1s conducting a siudy of seismic conditions at the Indiam
Point facility, and upon issuance of the report of this study, a
~copy will be sent to you.

Sincerely,
 Original Signed By
., K.R. Goller ,
Karl BE. Goller, Assistant Director

for Operating Reactors
Birectorate of Licensing

*for follow-up

correction to letter per{ MGroff '}
10/31. '
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Mrs. Benry Easton
Hoodybrook Lane
egbtpg—on—ﬁudson, New York 10520

Beay Mrs. Eastoa:

Your pest card dated August 26, 1974, to the Director

MGroff
EHughes
EPeyton
SATeets
GLear

of Regulatiocn

hag been referred to me for my reply. Im your post card you express

concern about potential seismic effects on the Indian

The staff is conducting a study of seismic conditions

Point facility.

at the Indian

Point facility, and upen ilssuance of the report of this study, a copy

will be sent to you.

Sincerely,

0*431DQISHgn@dBy

K. R. Qoller

Karl R. Goller, Assistant Director
for Operating Reactors
Directorate of Liceunsing

#for follow-up

correctien made in letter per‘MGroff J
10/31.

OFFICEd

Y SURNAME »

ATE\ATL o L2820 ... 1Th

-
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Dear Ms. McHugh:

Your post card received September 9, 1974, to the birector of Regulation
has been referred to me for my reply. In your pest. card you express
»eencein about potential seismic effects on the Indian Point facility.

The seaff is conducting 8 study of seismic ccnéition¢ at the Indian
'Point faeility, and upon 1ssuance ef the report of this study, a copy
'will be sent toc vou.

Sincerely,

Qriginal Signed By
}: K. R. Goller .
‘Zarl B, Goller, Aseistbnt DPirector
for Operating Reactors
Directorate of Licensing

*for follow-up

correction on letter per MGerf 3
10/31 e —
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has been raferred te me for my reply. In your letter you express
concarn about potential seismic effects on the Indian Point facility.
The staff is conducting a study of seismic conditions at the Ivdian
Point facility, and upen issuance of the report of this study, a copy.
will be sent te you.
Sinecerely,
Driginal Signed By
L K. R. Gﬁoller \ &
Rarl R, Goller, Assistant Director
for Operating Reactors
Bixectorate of Licensing
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Acknowledged

PREPARE FOR SIGNATURE OF:

Chairman

Interim Reply

Director of Regulation

Final

pESCRIPTION MB®  M¥iginal 0

Copy [ Other

Beq that doswments 1isted, givea te the ACRS in comnectisn
- with review of ssisweloginel comsiderations ot the Sesbrock

. plamt 9o made & paxt of the recwrd re¢ petitics for Bhow Cavme

- ender why liccuses for Yudian Peint I, 2 and 3 should nst

e revoked
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Cr: Case , -
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”ne ) 50-247
b2 4 ) 58-2867

REMARKS

DIRECTOR OF REGULATION
COMMUNICATIONS CONTROL

Form HQ-32 (1-73)
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WAGHINGTON, D. €. 20038 _

EDWARD BERLIN ' ’ S . - C o ' AREA CODE 202
ANTHONY Z. ROISMAN o _ o . : . PHOME 833-9070
GLADYS KESSLER ' '
DAVID R. CASHDAN
KARIN P, SHELDON
STUART M, BLUESTONE
CLIFTON E, CURTIS : . '
November 4, 1974

L. Manning Muntzing, Esqg.

Director of Regulation:

. U.s. Atomic Energy Commission
Washington, D.C. 20036

Ul

Re: Petition Pursuant to
Section 2.206 for Order to
Show Cause Why Operating
Authority for Indian Point
Nos. 1&2 and Construction.
Authority for Indian Point
No. 3 Should Not Be Revoked.

Dear Mr. Muntzing,

set out below is a list of materials delivered to the

Advisory Committee on Reactar Safequards in connection

with their review of seismological considerations at the
proposed site for the Seabrook Station, Units 1&2 ( Docket

Nos. 50-443;50-444). Altho some of the material is concerned
with the Seabrook site in particular, it is directly relevant
to seismological considerations for nuclear power plants

in general. Accordingly, I am requesting that these. _
documents be made a part of the record of the above captioned. .
matter. TInasmuch as the AEC staff has access to these documents,
and copying them would further strain our limited budget,

T have not encloséd copies.

1. Report pré§ared by Dr.fM. Trifunac; California- ‘
Tnstitute of Technology, regarding ground acceleration
- rates. - ' ' . '

2. An article by Drs. Chinnery and Rodgers,
"Earthquake Statistics in Southern New England,"
Earthgquake Notes, vol. XLIV, Nos. 3-4, July-Dec.,
1973. ' ' =

3. Comment on Site Characteristics: Geology &
Seismology, by Dr. Michael Chinnery, Lincoln Laboratory,

"MIT, dated April 17, 1974. N /%/

&G ult, i, T

T
&G Jf[,r- ‘z'{}) T

st .
T e | 00 s



Page 2
November 4, 1974

4, - Statement prepared by Dr. Michael Chinnery,

“Lincoln Laborateory, MIT, regarding seismological
risks at the proposed Seabrook olte, dated
October 31, 19 74 . '

’Sincerely yours,

/ '/"/ j /{_,‘," .

S ’”’4ffs<xbf S A s
“An nonj Z. hoVsman' Counsel for

. Citizens CoﬁmLttpe for Proneptlon
of theJEnv1£onmenL
N

cc: All parties of record.
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GErtter (DR-7622)

MGroff
EHughes
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GLear

Croton—on~Hudson, New York 10520 .

Dear Mr. Ggden:

Your letter dated August 24, 1974, to the Director of Regulation
has been referred to me for my reply. ‘In your letter you express
concern zbout potential seismic effects on the Indian Peint faeility.

The staff is conduecting a’study of seismic conditions at the Indian
Point facility, and upon issuance of the report of this study, a

copy will be sent teo you.

Sincerely,

Ortginel Stgned By
K. R{ Goller

Karl R. Geller, Assgistant Director

for Operating Reactors
Directorate of Licensing

*for follow-up by PBErickson .

W

A

SEE DOCKETS NOS. 50—3/24] 286 DR—7564 FOR_OGC CONCURRENCE. \ng

ORB#3 (){M

orricez > |
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$t. Helena, Guliformia 94574

Bear ¥r. & ¥Hrs. Foemant

Your lettexr dated Awgust 8, 1974, to the Director of Regulation bas
been referred to wme for wy veply. In your letter you express concers
about potential seismic effzcts on the Indian Feint facility.

The staff is cenpducting # study ef seiswic comditions at the Indisn
Point Faeility; and uwpon issuance of the veport of this study, a copy
will be sent te you. : '

Sincerely,

Originel Sigoed By
K. R. Goller

Eaxl R. Boller, Assigtant Director
N for Operating Reactors
Pivectorate of Licensiag

- #for follow-up by PBErickson
: ,’ :
/

i
j (4] : g . - ;jﬂ
orrice> |...ORE#3 - ORBHS "
do li s . ’ : -
sumian=> | PEricksontinf--Ghear
DATB? 1@}‘,7i -6/ L9461 104 !;7‘1 Y ”!. 'I' >4
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Bcekets Hom., 503
50247

and §§:§§§,—

HMr. Steven Plotunick
140-26 Dabs Place

Bronx, Kew York 10475

Rear ¥r, Plotnick:

0CT 3 1 1974
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AEC PDR

Lgcal PER
#3 Rdg
Joekets (3)

EGCase
PBErickson

0GC

GErtter (DRF7611)
MGroff

Elughes

" EPeyton

SATeets
GLear

Yoor letter dated Auguat 18, 1974, to the Director of Regulation

has been refeyred to we for my reply.

In your letter youn exprags

conedrn about poﬁemtial saismie effects on the Inui&n Point facility.

The, staff is condseting a study of seismic conditions at the Iﬁdian
E Point focility, and upon fssuance of the report of this study, a copy

‘w11l be sent to you.

Eincarely,[_

‘Original Sigued By
" K. R, Goller

- *for follow-up by PBErickson

Karl R. Geller, Assistant BDirector
for Operating Reactors
Directorate of Licensing
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321 1/2 2nd Avenue GLear

Chula Vista, California 92010

Dear Mr. Falletta:

Your letter dated August 27, 1974, to the Director of Regulation
has been referred to me for my reply. In your letter you express
concern about potential seismic effects on the Indian Point facility.

The staff is conducting a study of seismic conditions at the Indian
Point facility, and upon 1ssuanee of the report of this study, a copy
will be sent to. you.

Sincerely,

Originel Signed By
K. R. Goller
Karl R. Goller, Assistant Director
-fer Operating Reactors
Directorate of Licensing

*fér follow-up by PBErickson
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"Hew Bochelle, Hew York

19802
Bear Br. Adler:
Your letter dated July 26, 1974, to the Director of Heguletion has
been referred to me for my reply., Is your lettery you eXpress Cconcern
about poteatisl seismic effects on the Indisn Pelat facility.
Yhe staff is conducting a study of seismic conditioms at the Indian
.. Point facility, and upon issuance of the report of this study, 2 copy
‘ ‘mik‘ be sent Lo you.

Sincerely,

Original Signed By

'Karl R. Goller, Assisteat Dirvector
for Gperating Reactors
bixgctorate of Liceasing

*for follow-up by PBErickson
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| |
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Pear Ms. Rueff:
- Your letter dated August 22, 1874, to the Director of Regulation has

been referred to me for my reply. In your letter you express
concern about potential seismic effects on the Indian Point faeility.

The staff is conducting a study of seismic conditions at the Indian
Point facility, amd upon issuance of the report of this study, a
copy will be sent to you.

Sincerely,

Original Signed By
K. R. Goller

Karl R. Goller, Aséistant Director
- for Operating Reactors
Directorate of Licensing

*for follow-up by PBErickson

SEE DOCKETS NOS. 50-3/247/286 DR=7664 FOR OGC CONCURRENCE -
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San Diege, Californila 92103
Pear My. Teague:

Your letter duted August 12, 1974, to the Eitact@i of Regulation has
been referyved to me for wy reply. Im your letter you express concern
skout potectlal seimsic affects on the Indian Peint faeility.

‘The staff is conducting a study of seismic conditions at the Indiau
Point facility, aud upor issuance of the report of this study, & copy
will be gent to you.

Simeexely, 

Originel S1gned By

K. R. Goller _ '
Farl R. Goller, Assistant Director

fer Cperating Reactors
Directorate of Liceneing -

-,

) , W
. #for fellow-up by PRPErickson
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Mrs. Prances Tysonm gg:gtes
15 Westminster Road : o ‘ SATy zn
Summait, Yew Jersey 07901 : o 1teets

GLear
Desy Mrs. Tysom: KRquler

Your letter of September 29, 1974 to Mr. L. Manning Huntzing, Director
of Regulation, has been referred to me for reply. In your letter you
exprese concera about potemtial seismic effects near tha Indian Point
Nuelear Faeility. You slse discuss alternative sources of power to
replace nuciear power plants.

With respect to seismic effects, we are conducting a detailed study of
potential seismic effects at the Indian Point loeation. Included Im our
study is an evaluvation of the Ramapo fault.
L&

Alternste sources of energy are under consideration by the Atomic Energy
Commission. The safety of nuclear power plants and the research and
developnment of alternative sources of empergy ere diseussed in the enclosed -
presentatien prepared for Pr. Pixy Lee Ray. :

\
¥e hope this infntmatien\will answer your questions.

Sincerely,

Original Signed By
K. R. Goller

Karl R. Goller, Assiatant‘virectot
for Operating Reactors
- Birectorate of Lieensing

Enclosure:
Presentation
OFFICE» | ORB#3 QR_B‘#3 ................ Lt ADJORG .
surRNaME> | DRPr{oksons: quf ..... GLear }ERGoller . !
DATED | .. 10//74 /',7 10/ 174 SRR FT ST

yA
I3
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. ‘Directer ef Regulatiens

- Vgpreduce 11ttLe er no NBT ENERGY. ”here sheuld be an

ST @ sept 2ofpoTa
ST ”‘:'“"‘:ff; summ1t N J.AO7901

Lo Mann1ng Muntzxng,i;7'a-1;fi;5ttt}?f§ae- '

| U.SL Atemic’ Energy-cemm1551ul} |

o Wash1ngton, D. C., 20545 Lh_:ﬁiiif}isf_*hm

fj:Dear Mr. Muntzzng,

ar - .

B It 1s net at a11 pleasant te 11ve wlth1n 50 m11es ef jifj:i

‘3~}these Ind1an Pelnt Plants bu11t adJacent te the Ramape

_;.,-.. ‘ v .

"-_,'-;;Fault° Even my gradd daughter (8th grade, Celerade) knews.f"“

' f]the earthauake value ef the Ramape Fault.. We ask that the

7

hf;A E C. reveke Cen. Ed's 11cences fer the twe plants that are."."w
3?7”bu11t, and the ane that 1s p1anned.~ Atom:c flss1en plants s

' ”hare net effic1ent, and bes1des studles shew that they

. '

T

':}wlmmedlate merater1um en a11 f1$$1en pewer plants, and a

.-A;‘crash pregram te develop Prefesser Heronemus w1nd—generaters.f?

B

. Prefesser Heronemus suggests a 150 m11€2$tr1ng ef wxnd-uqt_
,_i generatars up the N. J. Garden State Parkway or eff shore 1n ';f
'thhthe Atlantlc t@ supply 60% of New«.ersey s electrlc needs o

':afﬁat 3. 3 cents per k/h., Con. Ed. charges 3 91 cents per k/h

f&_and th1s en tep ef a11 the tax-payer subs1d1es' the

’rf:precess1ng ef the-Uran1um, stor1ng>(How Badly!) the wastes,flfi'

'rﬁthe 1nsurance (Prlce Andersan Act), and a11 the research, ';fT

"°-develepment, premotlen,'advertlzlng cests. And 1t 1s very 7j

"C 1rr1tat1ng, I assure yeu te have the A E C. answer 1etters o
asaylng f1551en-1s-safe (IT IS NOT), and t \at the A B C 1s,"1.».

j.develep1ng Selar energy as’ well as f1551an - Surel $5 b1111en>

'far flss1en agalnst a half a m1111on $s fer salar.}.ﬁ.;V

The mlnute a str1ng ef w1nd generaters funct1ons and the

"'15 Westminster Rd..-ffgifi};

LB



oo ;-'pretetype is ava1.b1e, the prece ef Arab @1.vi1”1 ‘drep',f""l‘n'
":,the Western States,icattle can graze under the w1nd mllls and trr
ﬁland need net be strlpped fer lew BTU ceal.

We knew, the glant energy cempan1es have m1staken1y

>t1nvested 1n flss1en and they are breathlng hard dewn the

e ‘I‘

'iﬁfgnecks ef A B C.p But Mr.'Muntz1ng, fer thelr own geed fer

.’ethe geed ef eur ceuntry, the faster we all drep 1ethal flss1on¢a
- H B \ .
‘”Tgéand crash pregram safe, cheaper, W1nd Pewer, seanthermal, and

A ie;ether selar seurces, the better eff everyene w111 be.‘ Of what

e S ‘

;Lgeod are d1v1dends, 1f 11fe ’njearth ends?(W1n—the-wer1d-and-;f;

v:;fleese-yeur-seul?)

r<.-X" - _'

Step te111ng yeurselves hew great flss1en 1s - stop QF*J"~9

"1gner1ng the Ozene Belt'} 7Th1ﬁk ef Krypten 1setepe 85,A

.{iyeu know perfectly well yeu de net knew hew te care fer

Lol

) "::igplutenlum. Yeu feel yeurselves.

e ‘As, Dr, Dlxy Lee Ray said abeut the 1ess ef 115 000 gals,?{:

poos ot

l-ﬂgwef 1etha1 rad1o act1ve waste "It eught net te have happened

'ifln the way that 1t dld."; W111 that be the ep1tﬁaph ef

'~;:fthe human race?

PN
AN S '-v ,'

S1ncere1y.t.ﬁlt'y RO
e “’77“"“*
Frances Tysen, Mrs.zc W

J 4 /e’w‘?/ /‘9 & C‘
| ‘ /K;,£&4ﬁ}g27@jyﬂ/ .
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~ 'MBAycock * PErickson

- Attorney, 0GC - Secy. Mail

 GErtter (DR-7536) Facility (3)

. "JCook C (75 0552)

- EHughes IR -

el

Mr, Michael W, Anuskievicz
Principal Gas Engineer

‘Public Service Commission
State of New York e e T
44 Holland Avenue S T e e T e
Albany, New York 12208 T T

Dear Mr, Anuskiewicz: . R

We received Mr. Samuel R. Madison's letter of August 1, 1974 requesting
that we advise you of any investigations of Consolidated Edison Company's
management and operational practices undertaken by the Atomice Energy
Commission, We are pleased to respond to Mr., Madison's request nd
will do so by discussing bmoﬂy the evaluations that the Rep‘uhtory staff
makes in this re gard during the review of applicaticns for construction
Dol aug vuoialidie Lic;'-ubca (OP NUCi€ar DOWEred seneraling facliities.

The Regulatory staff's investigations through the normal review process '
for construction permits and coperating Licenses include the following:

(1) The identity of the applicant mcludmg the identity of its
directors and principal officers and whether the organization
" is owned or controlled by a foreign corporation or govern-
ment.

- {2} The financial qualifications of the applicant {o carry out the
proposed activities in accordance w.uh the Commissicn's ‘ C
regulations, : S

" {3} The technical Jqualifications of the applicant's organization
to engage in the proposed antlvltleq in accordance with the
Commission's regulations,

(4) - The applicant's quality assurance program {including

organpizational structure and degree of management : R
pariicipation} to assure the qualily of construction,

and operation of baiety related structures, systems
con pcnent 4 .

(5) T’ne W}tharﬁ‘f; r-rgamz'xbo*ﬁ mcﬁw@ al

i,y g o B3y e RUPTIR I

B




%, - . Mr., Michael W, z‘xskiewicz S e 2 - ’

With regard to Consolidated Edison Company, the most recent evaluation

of the company's qualifications as discussed above was conducted during

our review of its application for a license to operate Indian Point Station
Unit 3. The results of that review were reported in the Regulatory staif's
Safety Evaluation Report dated September 21, 1973 which is enclosed for
your information. The informaticn supplied by Consolidated Edisen
Company on which our findings are based is presented in the License
Application and the Final Facility Description and Safety Analysis Report -
for Indian Point Station Unit 3. These documents are available at the Atomic
. Energy Commission's Public Reference Section, 1717 H Street, N, W., ’
Washington, D.C. and at the Hendrick Hudson Free Library, 31 Albany Post

Road, Montrose, New York, ’

- Qur findings regarding financial gualifications, presented in the Safety
. Evaluation Report,| are currently being reevaluated in the light of the _
‘recent developments in regard to Consolidated Edison Company's financial
" conditions. We expect to report our revised findings in a supplement to

the Safety Evaluation Report this fall '

As can be seen from the discussion above and from the Safety Evaluation
Report enclosed, the Regulatory staff's interest in the organization and
management practices of the Consolidated Edison Company are restricted

to the Company's qualifications and apility to conduct safety related activities
in accordance with the Commaission's regulations, and in a manner which will
protect the health and safety of the public. We do not expect to conduct any .
other investigations of Consolidated Edison Company's organization and
management practices than those stated above, - : -

I hope that the above explanation of the review that the Regulatory staff
conducts as required by the Commission's regulations will be helpful. If
- you desire any further clarification or information concerning the scope .
of our review efforts or our specific review and findings regarding :
Consolidated Edison Company, we will be pleased to be of further

assistance,
Sincerely, ' :
o , : _ o -3
- P.C. Bender (SR
: Paul C. Bender ) S = .
Secretary of the Commission - ] "bg N I
v B Fry O
<o o i
) §§ = =
Enclosure:. : B Y 7
Safety Evaluation Report . § .. .9
WA

A
- U\y |
| SEE PREVIOUS YELLOWS FOR PREVIOUS CONCURREWCES
—

OFF'CED _-__LH_R :l..t-_l _____

B A T S SR N—
A7 | | SR | E

surnamep | MBAycock:mk_ | AGiaibusso’ | EGChAS . 1/.;&@19?_‘1%_138_; _________________________________
parep|  8/2 /74 | 8lxy74 |8/ TNTA W sreiisn | I
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Mr. Joshua Turner : : EPeyton
4331 Osage Avenue . GATeets
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 15104 . Glear
Dear Mr. Turner: _ T : WGammill

Your letter dated ﬁmgust 17 1974 to the Blrector of Regulation has
- been referred to me for reply. Ie your letter, yout express concern
about potential seismic effects on the Indian Point mzclear facilit}f

Our staff hes been actively revieving seismic records with Tespect
to the Ramapo fault and the Indian Point facility and will prepare
a.report on their analysis and findings, . ¥We will inform you of
the results of this study when available. We expect the study will
be completed this month.

. Sincerely,
Karl R, GolLr, Assistant Director

i ' for Operating Reactors
o Directorate of Licensing

*for followup
oFFicEd | .. ORBHZ - fonn ORBHZ o]
SURNAME 3» PBErickspx]:meATeets .
baTE D> R/ S74-- L — /74 N+ Y A— 4 £ B
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50-247 . RUG 291974 _ PBErickson® ,
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' Q '\Lp\ , GErtter (DR-7588)
. MGroff ,
‘ : Ftughes
Stephen . Shafer, M. D. : EPeyton
285 Riverside Drive ' SATeets .
Rew York City, New York 10025 - - - . GLear
. . o -.CStepp
Dear Dr. Shafer: = L WGammill
' Your letter dated August 15, 1974 to the Birector of Regulation has

been referred to me for reply. In your letter, you express concern
ebout potential seismic effects on the Indisn Point muclear facility.

Our staff has been actively reviewing seismic records with respect
to the Ramapo fault and the Indim?eintfacﬂitymdwillpre@am

3 report on thoir anslysis and findings. ¥e will.inform you of _
. the yvesults of this study when available. E.‘emq:ectthesttzdywin
“bempletedt}usmonth.

Sincerely,

Original Signed By
K. R. G~oller

Karl R. Goller, Assistant Diracter
for Operating Reasctors
Directorate of Licensing

*for followup

ofFFice® | QRB#S .......................... OR'B#S ....... GR:B#?’ .................... L:TR IOGC ............ — LfAD/%
SURNAME > PBEriCkSOII: ....... SATeetS ....... . GLear ..................... cs.te.pp ................... m ner
DATE D> 8/ /74 8//74 8//74 R ST74 J ..... Y /74 ;
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‘ ' ‘ RUG 2 9 1974
hcket Nos. 50-3 o (E)ggﬂs Rdg X
50-247 GCase
and 50-286. Q\’U‘D\ - - PBErickson*
: 0GC .
GErtter (DR-7587)
. MGroff
Ms. Barbara Geary ‘ FHughes
613 West Comnell _ EPeyton
. Stillwater, Oklshoma 74074 ‘ - SATeets
: : ' Glear
Bear Ms. Ge . CStepp
- A - Woammill
T Your letter dated August 13, 1974 te the Director of Regulation has

been referred to me for reply. In your letter, you express concern .
about potential seismic effects on the Indian Point nuclear facility.

Our staff has been. actively reviewing seismic records with respect
to the Ramapo fault and the Indian Peint facility and will prepare
a report on their analysis and findings. We will inform you of
the results of this study when available. ¥e expect the stuﬁy will
be completed this month.

Sincerely,
Original Signed By
K. R. Goller

Karl R. Goller, Assistant Director
for Operating Reactors :
Directorate of Llcensing

. *for follow-up

orricEd | ORBEZ .o ORBE B o ORBA B o R B TR OGG— . L:AD/ORs
SURNAME 3> pBEricksm:knkaATeets § SRR 4 (1LY e CStepp ............. L. KRGoller.-
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. August 24-, 1974
' Camp Rainbow -
' Crotéz_x—- on-Hudson, H.Y.
L. Haaning Hunizing
- Director of. Regula‘tion, _
" U.S. Atomic Energy COanlSSlOIl - S i

ﬁasxnng’r.on, .D.C.

oo -
eyt 19

lir. E‘untzmg y

My family and. I are fmd.:mg it increasingly dlff:s.cult to
' unda::stand. tme rationale bekind.the actions’ of your- organizat-
~ion. It anpms that your group ‘and members of Ihe Atomc
'._-'Energy bounc.zl are underplaying the dlsastrons consequences _
- involved in Indian Point's I, II, and III reactors' proxlm;ty
%o The Bamana Pault (an ac»:».ve fault ’s;hat nas re:rlstered. '
Mercale. lntensa.ty VII). Can energy shor&age and. mvested. dollars _
“be so much more important than the 11ves of mllla.ons and the
devastion of the environment ?. Are you W:Lllmg to i:a&e the
I.‘LS& ? have you asked over ten millien peonle 3.1’ mey a.re ?

These may sound to you like the words of an alarmlst b“t if
"'-you had s"ndz.ed all the facts (both pro and- con) and if you had
a *’am.l} J.m. llved in the” a*'ea that I do, you night not i;h:m.k it

S0 ad_ama.s.....-....call it suz:vz_val...su, a very human ﬁra:t.
~ Please take our po,s‘ition into;consideration.’

E
M
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4331 Osage Ave. - o
Philadelphia, Pa. 19104.»
August 17, 1974

' L Mannlng Munt21ng

Director of Regulation
U.S. Atomic Energy Commission
Washington, D.C. 20545 -

Dear Mr. Muntzing;

‘I am writing to urge you to revoke Con Edlson s

licenses for its two- completed reactors at
Indian Point and to revoke its constructlon

permit for the third.

The report of New York State Geologlst James Davis

clearly indicates that the Ramapo seismic fault
is a much greater threat to safety at

" Indian Point than Con Edison has mentioned
~ in its Final Safety Analysis Reports for the three

plants. The possibility of a major rupture at

‘Indian Head, inadequately considered and allowed for

by Con EdlSlon poses a serious threat to residents
of New York Clty ' :

v_Out‘of concern for human safety I urge you
to close these three plants.

Sincerely,

=

- Joshua Turner
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.. . ' San Diego, California
o | Auggyt 12, 1974
L. Manning MHuntzing ‘ -

Director of Regulation ,
U, S¢ Atomic Energy Commission
- Washington, D.C. 20545

Dear Director Muntzing:

It would appear that safety standards for nuclear power
plants are treated as amenities which utilities may be excused
frqh observipg. A case: in point involves Consolidated -Edison's
thref nuclear plants at Indian Point,(24 miles north of New York

New York State's Atomic Energy Council requested a study of
the Ramapo Fault in!order to review Con Edison's Final Safety
Analysis Report (FSAR) for the Indian Point III plant. B

The, study, by State Geologist James F. Davis, found Con Ed's -
'FSAR to be inmaccurate: "the seismic history of the region is-
inadeguately reported, the structural geology is incompletely
analyzed and the 1965 and 1970 reports [ESARQ} fail to include
pertinent data developed since 1955," (As reported in Lorna Salzman,
"lew York Report," Not Man Apart, 5, No. 11 (Mid-August 1974), »
pp. 12-13.) S _ N

The crux of the matter (of which you might be aware) is that
the Indian Point plants are built a mile away from the Ramapo Fault,
a fault which slants directly under the plants, which is active
( with tremor§ recorded as late as 1966), and which in the past
has created tremors of Mercale intensity VI or VII. i

- ; : I”e/oar‘ff Variouvs/ . ‘ ,

Yet Con Ed's Eﬁﬁ%%s said athat -eithrex there were no faults of
magnitude extending through or close me72their site, or that the
faults in the area have besen inactive for 10,600 yearsﬁ

_ .

But what is finally most discouraging is that having been
presented this new information, the AEC has made a preliminary
finding that approves the plants' seismic designs as they are
now,~- built on specifications based on inaccurate or # inadeguate
datal : '

‘Thus I am in complete sympathy with and lend my support to
Citizen's Committee for Protection of the Environment's petition
to the AEC for a show-cause order to revoke ligcences for Indian
Point I and II and the construction permit for III,

.Sincerely,j./jzzy/:7 -

€.t CCPE, - . Bill Teague .
Ossining, NY _ , ‘1714 Robinson Ave,
- Rec'd 0ft. Dir. of ReSan Diego, CA 92103 - %

fﬁafg?b#['?z _ : D,QP”/SIS
‘é%ms (o - =
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: </ ( JIRiesland
0GC 7
GErtter (DR
-Ehse Jerard, M.P.H., Fh.D, MGroff
Chairman, Indepmdent Phi Beta Kappa EHughes
Envirommental Study Group EPeyton
115 Central Park West CStepp
New York, Hew York 16023 DBudge
: Wearmill
- Dear Dr. Jerard: - ' SATeets

. GLear
Your letter dated July 17, 1974 to the Director of Regulation has
been referred to me for reply. In your letter, ycu express concem
about potential seismic effects an the Indian Point nuclear facility.

Our staff has been actively reviewing seismic records with respect
to the Remapo fault and the Indian Point facility and will prepare
a report on their analysis and findings. We will infom you of
the results of this study when available, e expect the study
will be completed during the month of August 1974.

Sincerely,

Karl R. Goller, Assistant Director
for Operating Reactors
Directorate of Licensing

*for followup

SEE_PREVIOUS 1 JRRENCE_CHAIN z@
ORBES..... ) ORB#3.. ... LtTR e OGC L:AD/ORs......
|.SATeets...... |.Glear... . nRxﬂg N L KRGoller......
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S g s, om

M1l Street RD 1
" Springville
New York 14141

- L. Manning Muntzing
Director of Regulatlon .
U.S. Atomic Energy Commission
Washington, D.C. 20545,

- Dear Mr. Muntzing,
- 1 _ | o . .

The Springville Radiation Study Group wishes to add. its
 support forithe petition of the Citizens Committee for . .
Protection of the Environment, Ossining, New York; in - .
the, matter of a Show Cause Order to have the operating
. licenses for Indian Point #1 and #2 and the Constructlon

- Permit forﬁ%B revokeds .o . L -
Our group is concerned locally with questions about possible
nhazards of the nuclear fuel reprocessing plant near our homes,
but we also have a deep concern for possible hazards arising
from what appears. to be a too hasty pursuit of increased
electrical power elsewhere in our state. ‘Many-of our families
have members.living or staying in the Indian Point area. . We
understand the extent to which a_cataStrophic_accident'ﬁhere
could affect:our state as a whols. N

The Springville Radiation Study Group has over 2000=signaturea
a% present on its petition to oppose. licensing of The plant
near our homss and to encourage development of non-nuclear
sources of énergy. We represent a large number of citizens
who believe that the nazards of this industry need to:be
questioned more carefully and more publicly than has been
done to date. What has been done with much care may still
have been done wibthout enough care. In the case of nuclear
power, there'is no precedent, no comparisons to be made.
From reading accounts of the presemt issue, one concludes
that the FSAR for Indian Point Unit No. 3 may lack that
ingenmaous quality that a resident of the area has the righi

to expectf .
S Ronsthey, Casromad

Dorothy Caifns,'
: - Co=-ordinator
DR - 705 Springville Radiation Study Group
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CITIZENS LEAGUE FOR EDUCATION ABOUT NUCLEAR-ENERGY ING. BOX 1087, NEW ROCHELLE, N.Y. 10802

July 26, 1974

L. Manning Muntzing

Director of Regulation

U.S. Atomic Energy Commission
Washington, D.C. 20545

Dear Mr. Muntzing:

CLEAN, Citizens League for Education of Nuclear-Energy
strongly supports the petition of the Citizens Committee
for Protection of the Environment'for a show cause order
. to have all of Consolidated Edison's Indian Point licenses
revoked. In particular, the operating licenses for Indian
Point Plants #1 and #2 and the construction permit for
Plant #3 should be revoked. The recently publicized
Geologic Surveys of the Indian Point area indicate once more .
the threat that these nuclear power plants pose to the New
York Metropolitan Area. The fact that this information was
either not obtained previously or not publicized previously
again indicates that the public has not been properly informed
about the real problems posed by the construction of nuclear
power plants in’' the Indian Point Area. ‘

I know the CCPE has submitted to you detailed information on
their petition. We can only second their petition and add our
voice to the growing concern over the operation of existing
plants and the planned construction of new facilities in the
New York Metropolitan Area.

Sincerely yours, .
. s

7 » -t /)” F -5 2 ’j/
.,_f/ ,//ﬁ::c‘./i/?’ ’:/" (&0 g»’ -

y e
Jack J. Adler, M.D.,F.A.C.P.

A3

for CLEAN
JIA/ms
cc: CCPE
- 7} ~
STEERING COMMITTE GEZDS3E SO ARCARO, DIANT . DICTIS, JACK DONAGHY, DAVID HAFT, M.D., ARTHUR HARRIS, MILDRED KURTZ,
DANA R. L M EE.«HL A, AHGOMBEATS, JCAN AG, M.D., MANNIZ '3, SCHECHTER, M.D., EMANUEL V. SORGE, Ph.D.
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Frank W. Karas, Chief:

Public Proceedings Sta:if

Office of the Secretary of the Commission
U.S. Atomic Energy Commission

Washington, D. C.

Aoknowisaged ,1:39:04 ona

Dear Mr. Karas:

I wish to inform you that the Steering Committee of the People's Center for
Peace and Justice has conducted two months of intensive study and research in
"the areas adjacent to Indian Point Reactor #3. We have also made an exhaustive
review of the information contained in a document entitled STATEMENT: GEOLOGICAL
SURVEY--NEW YORK STATE MUSEUM AND SCIENCE SERVICE REGARDING LICENSING OF INDIAN
POINT REACTOR #3, AND DISCUSSION OF THE FINAL SAFETY ANALYSIS REPORT SECTIONS
2.7 (GEOLOGY) AND 2.8 (SEISMOLOGY), dated April 19, 1974, signed by the State
Geologlsc ‘of New York State Mr. James F. Davis and tvo members of his staff.

As a result of the above studies we have decided to join the petition of the
Citizens Committee for the Protection of the ENvironment, pursuant to Section
2,206 for order to show cause why operating authority for Indian Point Nos. 1
and 2, and construction authority for Indian Point #3 should not be revoked.
This was decided unanimously by resolution of our meeting of July 16, 1974,

Our Cente“ is a coalition of 19 o*ganlzatlons based in porthern and central
Westchester, dealing with community problems of an economic, social and legis-
lative character. It has become apparent to us that there are many important
questions dealing with seismicity, and its relevance to critical safety factors,.
that have been left unanswered. We feel that the entire public interest in
general, and that of the immediate locale in particular, has not been served
- well by the granting of operating licenses and constuLcLlon permits for the
three units at Indian Point.

It is our profound opinion that in view of the material presented by Mr.
James F. Davis and the findings of our local efforts, it is vital that the
Atomic Energy Commission should sponsor much more exnaustlve inquiries in
this matter.

We thank you for any and all efforts in thls direction, “

Ver(}ggelx yours,

cc: Mr., L. Manning Muntzing, Esq.
‘Mr. Arvin Upton, Esq.
Mr. Anthony Reisman
Mrs, Irene P. Dickinson

Warren

DOCKETED
USAED
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Docket Nos. 50-‘3 '- | :
- 50=247.
and  50-288 7 {

()\’5

. Mr. Walter H. Schwane,. President
Hudson River _Sldo.p_'Bgs_tpratiqn, Inc.

88 Market Street it S
Poughkeepsie, New York 12601 -
Dear Mr. Schwanei'. . .

Your letter dated June 21, 1974 to the Chairman of the Commission -~ . .

. has been referred to me for reply. In your leiter, you express .. o

' concern about the quantity and ity of seismic information = it

. . pertaining to the area near the Indian Point nuclear facility and, - -

" in particular, the Ramapo fault zone, Your concerns regarding . -

~ the seismic data have been considered by the Regulatory staff, - .+ L
We are indeed involved in the maiters you have addressed . v .
and are aware of the report issued by the State Geologist of the == 0.
State of New York., ~ = - - ... R

We have reviewed the State of New York Report and the
_geological and seismological literature which it cites. Much
* " of the literature cited as evidence in their report is of an
' ambiguous nature. The New York State study is not based = -
" on direct field observations, - Accordingly we consider our - -
 original evaluation of the Indian Point site to be valid. This: .- .
_ . evaluation concluded that the site was an acceptable location - .-
. for a nuclear facility and was performed by our advisors, e
" namely, the U.S. Geological Survey, and the National Oceanic - .. . 7= e
and Atmospheric Administration, These agencies did not restrict . @ PRI
. themselves to the information provided in the applicant's R
Preliminary -Safety Analysis Report {PSAR), but drew heavily . ..
on their own knowledge of the area and the geoleogy and seis~ o
mology of the eastern U. S. Their study and reports found _ S
.- the site adequate for construction and operation of the nuclear <
facility. - S o

: - Although we maintain that our earlier position remains valid, ..« .

! . we are interested in additional information, We expect such ..
S information to be confirmatory. We are therefore doing the -

following: o




SN e .

Mr. Wé.lter.H. Schwane -

(2

‘1) The Regulatory staff has been actively reviewing seismic ..
recorda related to the Ramapo faull. .. Data from seismic... . . =
" instrumentation of the capability required for accuratle sensing
. were not available until the 1880's. '2) New investigations, -
~ which will supplement the available data, have been initiated - - . _ - ...
by Consolidated: Edison and will be subject to our review, These e
new studies of seismic activity in the area around Indian Point =~ - -
~ will employ investigators who are well qualified to evaluale - ' '
~ accumulated information. . The data will be acquired by the. . .. . - .
‘use of a microseismic instrumentation neiwork to be procured ... Ui
and installed, within three months, by Consolidated Edison.:. . . .
3) In the fall of this year, a detailed seismic-related field %~ .
. ...~ . mapping program will also be prepared for the Ramapo and
e related faults in the area. ..o oo R

We beligve that the results of the studies of the ‘Ramapo- fanit that 55800
havs been undertaken by Consolidated Edison will ambiguously resolve -
the questions raised in the New York state report, i T

" While we continue to'ééqﬁife:'mox;é ihforba'ajticn through study, reports s
from the utility, and geological reconnaissances along the Ramapo fault - -~ '"
system, we have not found reason to alter our former evaluation of - - IR
the site. TS 0 _ Tl

i - Sincerely, .
T -, Orlginel Signed By
. S L e . KeRoGoller - -7 T

E]IE(S:T%EUTION CWGammill .. Karl R, Goller, ASsistamirector o

. S : ' .. . for Operating Reactors- o
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Arm o*} Z. Boisman, Ecq.
_Berlin, Roisman and Kessier
CU1712 B Street, . N,
Hasnms.cr D, €. 20035

RE:. Consciidated Edison Company of Hew Vork, Inc.
- {Indian Point Hos. 1, 2 and 3} kit

"‘V..,Bear Fir. Reisman: -

‘- This is in rcs*»orase to you“ ie tar £ June 13, 1874 to ¥r. John F.

To0'Leary, Directorate of Licensing, U. S. -Atomic Energy Commission. .
~In-that letter you indicated you would Tike 1o meet with members of
:the” Regulatory Staff to determine the nature of the Siaff review, -
- documents being examined and the Dﬁrsonc being ccntaca.eg mth ‘respec
«to’sexsmc sssues ac Iﬂc'iu'} Pmm. Ros. a3 2 dﬂd '3.‘;

if' . . . . . v

T As I mmca‘,ed to you in our te]ephone conversatmn last month - anu
yesterday, Staff has provided e with 2 1ist of persons con..acud
- and éocunen.s bemg exammed Tha., 11st is as ‘Fcl'fows. ST

Perscms contacze . ' o
Ur. Marc L. Shar, Lamnt-aouoﬁerty Geo?oqmal Observa.,cry
«Dr. James Davis, State Geclogist, H. Y.. Beo]omcal Survey
.-Dr. -Robert Fakundiny, Hew York:-Geological. Sur'Vﬁy -
Dr. Paul Pomeroy, Mew York Geological Survey
Mr.: Sanford ‘Hoidahl; National Geodetic Survey .. . . = -7

Dr. Nicholas Hati chffe, City College of City L’mversnv cf ﬂew Yor S
‘Mr. Charles El1lis, Resident of: ‘Mawah; ‘Hew Jersey sl
Dr. Kembie Widmer, State GQO]OQ‘IS», ‘ﬁ.rJ Burna.x ov Geclog:,-' and Cos T
i Topography

“Dr. Joha Dombroski, . J Bureaz. of Geology and Tonography .
‘Mr. Rooert Fﬂrms, US S ' SUEREN i

Docu:aems examineds .o : e
_.1. “Statement prepared bv Hew Yorx-Geo‘iogicaI Sdl"\’“‘f : R
-~ Presently evaluating literature fmm a- 'hs* cf 222 cnattons

PO aenorated bv GEORW L o

‘. OFFICE> [%
: 3
SURNAME >~ UTUON S (/
. torer el
DATED o

| Thae— AT 212 {Paw Q.83 AFCM O24N . GPrO -C43 16 Bl4eS-T 520.284



~{ontacts with apDI%ran* -
teeiing ADr1i 26, 1974, i afhesda, Aarv?anu
Meeting Maj . 1974, Palisades, Hew Yorx B
“Talephone canversauwon June 18, 1974 re: site visits 1 aﬂd July,.
1374 R

& 1 also indicated to you in our t2lepnone conversatxsn yesgerdaj,
- July 15, Staff expects to compleie iis report soretime either the week

u{_of the 22nd or 29th of July, 1974. . I have askad iyron Karinan - to-set -
.<up a meeting between you and tne Staff pr1or to Issuance of tﬂa»nf o

';I* I nay ba of faraher servica to you, plnase feei .ren te Lontact

taff reports.

m.: _:*::. EE

Sinéafaly,

/o
Jawes R. To|rt°i1 tt RS Tt T
Acting Assistant Chief Hearing Counsel | ..
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CATOMIC ENERGY COMMISZION

‘.r_\lASH INGTON, D.C.{ZOS-’IS

JuL 1197

Mr. William R. Coleman

A331stant Corporatlon Counsel RN . .

New York City Law Department L _— oot R
1620 Municipal Building " I o :

New York, New York 10007

Dear Mr. Coleman:

This letter is in response to your letter of June 10, 1974, concerning -
the Indian Point Nuclear Plants. We have, as you noted, initiated a
reevaluation .of Consolidated Edison Company's financial qualifications
to carry out the activities authorized under the licenses and permits
we have granted with respect to the operation of Indian Point Units ‘1
and 2 and the construction of Unlt 3. Our review is presently on301ng.

I am sure you are aware of the fact that Consolldated Edlson Company

and the Power Authority of the State of New York (PASNY) are negotiating
the sale of two of Consolidated Edison Company S power plants (one
‘nuclear and one oil fired) to PASNY under the authority of recently
enacted New York legislation. We have been contacted recently by
Consolidated Edison Company and PASNY with regard to the transfer of
ownership of Indian Point Unit 3 to PASNY. Accordingly, we will review
PASNY's technical and financial qualifications to act as owner of the
Indian Point Unit 3 facility when applications are filed for. transfer

or amendment of the approprlate licenses and permlts. :

These two sales, when consummated, should provide Consolidated Edison e -

Company with some findncial relief from its current situation and will R

= .#:-i be-a consideration in” our Teview of Cénsolidated Edison Company's finan- . *- - .
- : c1al quallrlcatlons. : : o

. We cannot predlct what repairs-or modlflcatlons may be requlred at the
- -— . Indian -Point-facility-in. the_future with. the exception that it is the ~~ =
- Regulatory-staff position - that Consolidated Edison Company is required . N
% rw. =2 towinstall:'cooling towers for Units- 2-and 3.~ Also, in accordance with —
the AEC's Interim Policy Statement concerning "Interim Acceptance :

g_»,-\_‘\,« S Q\@Q*\“W




Erf‘William R. quéman_.g;j  -;: -2 -
: C‘*teria For the Eerfermanca of Ematgency Cara vooling Systems" issued
.~ Juna 29, 1971, Consolidated Edison Company 1s required to iawrove the J
. emergency core cooling system (ECCS) at Unit 1. We have also raquired
- that. the Unit 1 reactor protection system be modified to meet the i e
: ,singla failure criterion oE _}:EBE Standard 279—1968. _; S nE
‘I hope that this letter provides the required 1nformation. Iwill,
. however; be happy to provide any additional» information that you may
nead.,: B LT SN S T en e e :

Sincarely

Omgmal Slg {
Karl Goller

Karl R. Goller, Aasistant Diractor .
.. . - for Operating Reactors .
L Diractor‘ateﬁof Licensing --
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88 Market Strfet, Péug}?keepsie,a\’.‘Y'.lz()Ol . o : o RLTARY

- Jduns 21; 12

Chairman, Dixie Lee Ray
Atomic Energy Commission.
Yasnington, D.C.

Dear Chairman Ray,

The State Geologist of the State of Hew York has issuad a report
which casts severe doubt on the licensing procedures of the Atomic
Ereray. COW“TSS1OH and esnecially on the data submitted by Consolidated

Ediscn to sub stant1ate safe operation of the nuclear reactors at Indian
Point. = ' : .

It is unconscionable that such readily available seismic data and
information on the area surrounding Indian Peint, and in particular on
the Famapo fault never made its way into the record, a record that has -
peen in existence for almost twenty vears. S

As a result of these notentially catastroph dc emmissions, it is
position of the Hudson River S]ooL ”»storat n to onpose any further
ation and construction on the nuclear » ovcr nlant CCﬂbTex at Indian
t, and furthermore to join taﬂ Petition filed by the Citizen's i
ittee for the Protaction of the Fﬂv1r0“r"1t to revc“e sueh licensas.

_ fegardless of wJate r cther argue mgnt’ axist for or against :
nuclear power plants, the s afety information in this case was obviously
so deficient as to void any deliberations based upon them. We call
upon you toluse your office to initiate a non-:1aseu, systematic in-
vestigation into the safaty datasubmitted by Consolidated Edison, and
begin immediately to structure a studv of the seismic activity in the
Indian Point araa/Panauo fault zona. Ye do net feel that Consolidated
Edison shcu1d be reguired or trusted to carry out this study, nor do .
wa feel that this study should be carried out by one individual.

<‘f

~Sincarely,

/Ké%iil é/ ‘Z LR

Halter h._SChwane
- Pres1uent . ‘ : .
, Hudson River Sloop Restoration, Inc.

WHS/caw o

¢
R
A
-~
N
22
5
‘

All contributions are tax deductible under section 170 of the Internal Rrvenue Code.

914/454-7673
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>° ! T . /. " BERLIN. ROISMAN AND K.LER
1712 N STREET, NORTHWEST
B WASHINGTON, D.C. 20036 ‘
. _EDWARD BERLIN o » ) AREA céos 20z
ANTHONY Z. ROISMAN . o . . . PHQNE 833.907
GLADYS KESSLER )
DAVID R. CASHDAN
KARIN P. SHELDON _
STUART M. BLUESTONE ) )
" CLIFTON E. GURTIS . o T
: : “June 13, 1974
. i

!
i . w

i

Mr. John F. O'Leary
Directorate of Licensing

U. S. Atomic Energy Commission
Washington, D. C. 20545

i - Re: Consolidated Edison Company
"(Indian Point No. 1, 2 and 3)

Dear Mf} O'Leary:

With reference to your’letter of June 11, 1974, I would
appreciate it if you would arrange for me to meet as soon as’
possible with the members of the Regulatory Staff who are con-
ducting the review of the earthquake problems. I would like -
to meet with them prior to the completion of their review.

The purpose of such meeting would be to determine the nature

of the Staff review, the documents being examined and the per-
sons being contacted. I believe consistent with current
practice that the Applicant, PASNY and memvers of the public
should be allowed to attend the meeting but not to part1c1pate»
in tne discussions.

Would you also please inform me of all contacts between the
Staff and Applicant on this matter and provide me copies of all
documents and. correspondence exchanged as well as minutes of
all telephone conversations and meetings.

I would appreciate an early reply to this letter,

Slncerely,

/(/{/(‘ T 7 .3 W%’(/\./\-/C\,A .
Anthony ?// o%s
Counsel . Citigens Committee for

Protec%lo 'of the Environment-

AZR/pPq

CcC: Frank Karas ' ' o e
Arvin Upton, Esq. R (210}




Anthony Z. Roisman, Esq.

Berlin, Roisman and Kessler

1712 M. Street, N. W.
hashincton, D. G, 20036

ADear Mz, Roisman

N 1

JUN 11 1974

¢ >

Receipt is acknowledged of the "Petition Pursuant to Section 2.206
For Order To Show Cause Why Operating Authority For Indian Point

Hos. 1 and 2 and Construction Authority For Indian Point Fo. 3 Should
Not Be Revoked,” filed by you on behalf of the Citizens Committee
for Protection of the Environment on May 22, 1874.

This matter is presently under review by the Regulatory Staff. Pursuant
to the- provisions of 10 CFR 2.206, you will be appropriately informed
as to the disposition of the petition when our review is completed.

»

Distribution:

Reg Central Files
0GC Files (Beth/Gtwn)
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Formal Files (2)
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GErtter, DR- 7157
Chron File :

Sincerely,

, riginal Signed By
- E..G. Case '
}
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Director of Licensing
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LaW DEPARTMENT
MUNICIPAL BUILDING
NEW YORK, N. ¥. 10007

C}

....‘ ADRIAN P. BURKE, Corporation Counsel .
June 10, 1974

L. Manning Muntzing
Director of Regulation
Atomic Energy Commission
Washington, D.C. 20545

- Sir:

1

The New York Times on June 5, 1974 reported
that your agency commenced an investigation last
month concerning whether or not Consolidated Edison
has sufficient funds to continue to operate its

- Indian Point 1 and 2 units safely. The news story.

also questioned whether there would be sufficient |
funds to make necessary repairs or modlflcatlons as
required by the A.E.C.

Would you please inform this office of the
status of the investigation, what repairs or modifications
the A.E.C. presently requires be made at Indian Point -

Units 1, 2 and 3 and what further repalrs or modlflcatlons

might be required in the future.

’The City as the largest customer of the Con-
solidated Edison Company and as the representative of its
residents, commerce and industry is deeply concerned
about both the safely of Indian Point and the reliability
and cost of service provided by the Indian Point Plants.

Very truly‘yours;

%/ /7/%///@«

" WILLIAM R.. COLEMAN
Assistant Corporation Counsel
A New York City Law Department
’ ' - 1620 Municipal Building
- New York, N.Y. 10007

DL -T185
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Sy ‘ UNITED STATES '

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSICON

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20545

Q NCETREE L

Mrs. Jean Mulcahy
- Pond Road '
Crompond, New York 10517

Dear Mrs. Mulcahy:

This is in response to your letter of April 15, 1974, to Chairman Ray

in which you expressed concern with respect to the potential effect of
tornadoes on the safe operation of the Indian Point Nuclear Power Plants
and the existence of emergency plans for citizens near the plants.

The Atomic Energy Commission is concerned with the safe operation of
all nuclear power plants with respect to all natural phenomena, including
tornadoes. We specifically require that tornadoes be considered in the
design, construction, and analysis of nuclear power plants. We have
received and have completed our review of Consolidated Edison Company's
analysis of the effect of tornadoes on the Indian Point 2 facility and
have concluded that it is adequately designed and constructed with
respect to tornadoes. I am enclosing for your information a copy of
our Safety Evaluation for Indian Point 2. We are now reviewing the
Consolidated Edison Company's analysis of Indian Point 1 with respect
to present tornado protection requirements. While this review is not
yet complete, it should be noted that nuclear plants like the Indian
Point 1 plant have considerable inherent protection against the effects
of tornadoes due to the massive, reinforced concrete structure of the
containment building. '

Copies of all correspondence on this and other matters between Consolidated
Edison Company and the Commission are available for your inspection

at the Hendrick Hudson Free Library, 31 Albany Post Road, Montrose, -

Mew York. ' :

. To provide for the unlikely event of an incident happening at a nuclear

~ power plant site that could affect the health and safety of the public,
we require all applicants to develop and maintain an emergency plan.
Consolidated Edison Company has such a plan, which was developed in
coordination with the State of New York and local agencies. The emer-
gency plans for the area around the Indian Point plants are, therefore,
included as a section in the New York State Emergency Plan. Detailed

{Copy sent PDR.
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T'LIN. RoisMAN AND KESSLER ‘
- 1712 N STREET, NORTHWEST - . )

WASHINGTON, D, C. 20036

DWARD BERLIN ' S o . _ . o AREA CODE 202

NTHONY Z. ROISMAN ’ o ' : : LT . PHONE 833.9070

ILADYS KESSLER

JAVID R. CASHDAN |

(ARIN P, SHELDON

TUART M. BLUESTONE

:LIFTON E. CURTIS ‘ ' '. v a May 3, 1974

ST

ae

Mr. L. Manning Muntzing -
Director of Regulation
U. S. Atomic Energy Commlsolon

~Washington, D. C. .20545

Re: Consolidated Edison Company
of New York (Indian Point,
Unit Nos. 1, 2, and 3

Dear Mr. Muntzing:

As you are undoubtedly aware the Consolldated Edison Company _"
of New York is facing a serious financial crisis. . The extent .

- of ‘the financial problem is not Fully known but it is common

fnowledge that Con Bd is actively seekiny a purchaser for two
of its yet to be completed power plants one of which is Indian
Point #3. The apparent reasonfor this offer to sell is the
lack of current operat1n~ funds and the risk of Dankruptcy un-
less such a sale is consummated

_ The-Atomic,Energy Act reguires that prior to issuance of a
construction permit or operating license for a reactor the
Commission must determine that an applicant is financially
qualified to build and operate the reactor - i.e. that it has-

sufficient funds to fulfill all of its safety responsibilities

and to be free from economic pressures to cut corners. Pursuant

to 10 CFR § 50.100 of the Commission regulations, if any facts
become known subsequent to licensing which, if they nad been -
known at the. time the license was issued, would have altered the

decision reached, then the license snould be amenaed modified
or revoked as appropriate.

7 Kl8 .Ii:. . i _‘, B ;if g%?‘



Mr. L. Mahning Muntzing
May 3, 1974 :
Page two

At the time Con Ed received its. approvals for Indian Point
#1, #2 and #3, it met the financial re5pon31b111ty requirements.
Clearly its financial position has changed since that time.
Citizens Committee for Protection of the Environment is not a

party to any proceeding involving Con Ed and therefore does not

have access tc Con Ed's financial data. In addition, Citizens

Committee for Protection of the Environment lacks the resources -

to gather and investigate the Con Ed data.

The,purpose'of this letter is to request the Staff to imme-
diately begin a thorough reanalysis of the financial qualifica-
tions of Con Ed to continue to operate Indian Point #1 and #2,
continue to construct Indian Point #3 and to operate Indian
Point #3. The reanalysis we request should include special
attention to Con Ed's current financial crisis including:

1. Statements made by its officers to New York
State OfflClalS regarding the need for pur-
~chase of Con Ed plants;

‘2. Con bd's likelihood of obtaining rate increases
to the extent it deems essential from the New -
York Public Utilities Comm1551on, Co .

3. ,Con Ed's ability to collect DlllS from its
cus tomers;

4, The extent to which the proposed sale of two
of its plants to New York for %500 million
represents such a reduced price that it will
incur possible legal liability to secured '
creditors;

5. The problems associated with transfer of Con
Ed's construction permit to New York State
and the affect of that on early consummation
of the New York State sale; '

to.



Mr. L. Manning Muntzing

May 3, 1974
Page three.

6. Even assuming a successful sale of Con Ed's
two plants, will Con Ed be able to raise
money through new bond issues to meet
rising operating costs for its plants; and -

7. Can Con Ed afford to build the cooling towers
required for Units 2 and 3 and if not whether
operation of thosé units can be allowed under
the National Environmental Pollcy Act?

This request is not a petltlon under § 2.202 of lO CFR but _
rather a requestfor an investigation to determine whether a show
cause order should be issued. It is the request of an active .
citizen organization to the Staff to utilize its resources with-
respect to this serious problem. Citizens Committee for Protection
of the Environment is acting as a "complaining witness" (Office of Comm.

of the United Church of Christ v. FCC, 425 F.2d 543, 547 (CADC,1969))
and believes it is the Staff's duty to conduct a spe01al 1nvest10a—
tion of these matters. : Co

We would‘apprecidtQ an answer within fifteen days regarding =~
this request and believe it warrants your earllest and most care- -
ful attention. :

" Sincerely,

;s

: ’f ez L'\:" .

JEaR ST < S

- Anthony Z. 301sman
Counsel for [Citizens Commlttee

for Prot;ctlon of the Env1ronment'

_\_!, :
/ A i S ) - .
O

AZR/pG - | T

:CC: Atomic Safety & Licensing Board
Atomic Safety & Licensing Appeal Board.
Arvin E. Upton, Esq. : -
‘Honorable Louis Lefkowitz
J. Bruce MacDonald, £sq.
Angus: MacBeth, Zsg.
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.'-( - I’-y".

- Pond Road
‘Crdmpond, New York 10517

April 15, 1974

Dixle Lee Ray, Chalrman
Atomie Energy Commission
‘Washington, D.C. 20545 -

.Daar Commissloner Bay,

Last evening's thunder, lightning, and accom-_

'~ panying radio bulletins of a tornado watch for
New York, including the Hudson Valley, drowned out

the assuring words of a Con Edison spokesman, who -
testified that concern about tornadoes was une

. necessary since they do not or probably will not
. occur in this area, I heard this remark at a .
. reoent Atomlc Energy Commission licensing hearing g
" in Springvale, New York, when Con Edison was .
. - challenged in = serlies of safety questions raissd

'“,13 by environmentallstvattorney, Anthony Roisman,

' Since the testimony, tornadoes have become the

. conecern of not only mid-westerners, but of people
~ 1n the northeast, ' Last year, a tornado tore through
- the community of Mahopac, New York, just several
. miles from Indian Point, leaving parts of the town
.’ in a shambles, - The destruction left behind 1is a

familliar sosne ‘to all, That soene was 1lluminated

~in my mind last night, but even more frightening.
- .~-was the plecture of possible impending consequences
- ..+~ should a tornado or any act of god play havee at =
“*+. Indian Point, where two nuclear power plants are
;?]in operation. _ : ,

What emergency plans are available to oitizens,;

-‘3$shoﬁ1d something like this happen? My family and

B ,copms TOt

=i 1ive:Just a few miles from Indian Point, - .What - - - o2 o
..., do we do? Who do we turn to? Con Edlson's spokes-
- man at the hearing didn't seem concerned? The
. AEC commligsioners on the panel didn't seem cone--
',cerned. Am I the only one? o ~ .

SInoeraly yours,

Jéan Mulcahy T ‘

.US Repe. Hamilton Fish - cn . u gAY '

NYS Bep. Willis Stephens b d 8! “‘:’\j". Pl

County Executive Alfred DelBsllo

County Legislator 3d Gibbs IX i=ngy ‘ s

- Peekskill Evening Star '
- L (»?nc'd 0ft. Dir, of R&g :
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