
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 

COMMISSIONERS: 

Dixy Lee Ray, ChairmanSHED 
William E. Kriegsman 
William A. Anders '

In the Matter of 

CONSOLIDATED EDISON COMPANY OF 
NEW YORKI 

(Indian Point Nuclear Generating 
Unit 3)

Docket No. 50-286

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 considers itself duty-bound 

because of certain decisions of the Appeal Board, which it regards as direct

ing a full inquiry. Believing that its duty to inquire may clash with 

Commnission regulations, the Board has asked the Appeal Board and the Corn

mission for guidance.  

In response, the Appeal Board has expressly found that none of its deci

sions impose such a duty upon Licensing Boards in proceedings of this type.  

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

ALAB-186, p. 4; RAI-74-3-245, 24I7.  
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Nonetheless, the Appeal Board has also requested guidance from the Conmmission.  

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.Y We invited the parties to file briefs and address specific 

questionsy 

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 su ch an 

undertaki ng.  

To have a Licensing Board engage in an idle exercise examining issues 

just for the sake 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).  

Id. 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.

I .



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

of proceeding "'with a sensitive re~ar -or any supported assertion of 

changed circumstances or the possible existence of some special interest 

factors in the particular case .. "(Id). Consequently, 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 inquire 

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. 5/ 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 th'p 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 

See, e~. 10 CFR §§ 2.760a; 2.104(c); V and VIII(b) of Appendix A to 
10 CFR Part 2.
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spots an issue merely refer-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 issues.-' But when a Board 

uncovers an issue, we expect it to resolve 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 

should 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 sparinnly, 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, 

See, e~- Consumers Power Company (Midland Plant, 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).
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su-pra. 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 constructi on permit 

stage.  

For purposes of 'clarification, existing regulations!2 -will be modi f i ed 

to reflect the cons~tructir embodied in this memorandumt and~otder..' 

it is so ORDERED.  

By the Commission.  

PAUL C. BENDERM . " 
Secretary of the Commission 

Dated at Germantown, Maryland 

this 16th day of July 1974.  

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 mattes in those 
rare cases where the Boards deem inquiry to be warranted.
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ArP IC .ENERGY COMMLVISSION 

BEFORE THE COMMISSION 

In the Matter of 

CONSOLIDATED EDISON COMPANY) 
OF NEW YORK) 

(Indian Point, Unit No. 1) ' Docket No. 50-3 
(Indian Point, Unit No. 2) )Docket No. 50-247 
(Indian Point, Unit No. 3) )Docket No. 510-286 

REQUEST FOR REVIEW OF DECISIO Nl 
OF ACTING DIRECTOR, DIRECTORATE OF LICENSING 

As with any action by its employees,. the Commission possesses 

the inherent power, to review the decision-of th-e Acting Director, 

Directorate of Licensing, to reject a request filed pursuant to.  

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

an adjudicatory hearing. While the Commission has never reviewed 

a decision on a request filed pursuant to §2.206, we think the 

circumstances of this case require such a review because: first,.  

this matter involves issues critical to the pub-lic health and 

safety; second, the Actin g Director, Directorate o f Licensing,has 

applied an erroneous legal standard in exercising discretion 

pursuant to 10 CFR §§2.202, 2.206; third, apparently no review.  

has been conducted nor decision made by the Director of Regulation.  

The'purpose o.L this petition is to request a review of the 

decision by the Regulatory Staff to reject.a request filed pur

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

7J3



.0 0.  
institute an adjudicatory proceeding for resoiution of-issues 

regarding the seismic hazards at the site of the Indian Point 

Station. Our reques ,t l/,filed May 22, 1974, was prompted by 

release of a report by the Geological Survey, New York State 

Museum and Science Service- 2/,which disagreed with conclusions 

contained in the geologic and seismic section of the Final 

.Safety Analysis Report for Indian Point, Unit 3 regarding the 

capability of the Ramnapo Fault complex, the maximum intensity 

earthquake which could occur at the site, and the appropriate 

ground acceleration value. The Geological Survey's criticisms, 

relating to the Indian Point site as a whole, apply equally to 

the design basis for Units 1 and 2.  

In a letter dated November 29, 1974, we were advised that 

the Regulatory Staff, having concluded "an extensive investi

gation of the entire seismological circumstances surrounding 

Indian Point Station" had concluded that "the Ramiapo Fault is 

not 'capable' within the meaning of Appendix A to 10 CFR'.Part 

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

1/ After participating in the operating license proceeding 
regarding Indian Point, Unit 2, Citizens' Committee for Protec
tion of the Environment (CCPE) lacked the financial resources to 
participate in the construction license proceeding for Indian 
Point, Unit 3. (see, Citizens' Committee for P-rotection of the 
Environment Request for Reimbursement of Costs, dated December 
10, 1974) However, the release of the Geologi-Cal Survey's 
Report provided an opportunity for C.C.P.E. to raise these 
important issues upon the limited budget available - $400.00
utilizing the only procedural tact available, 35 2.206. We, 
would add that we certainly would have no objc:tion were these 
issues to be heard by the hearing board presidling over Indian 
Point, Unit 3, provided that the findings regar-ding the seismic 
design basis were made applicable to Indian Pci;nt, Units 1 and.2.  

2/ The, Geological Survey-New York State Muscnn amand Science

(cont'd on :sage three)



seism,,ic design methods for Indian P o in t, u.. its 2 and 3 are 

satisf actory from a safety standpoint;" that the adequacy of 

the seismic design of Unit 1, presently shut down for either

decommissioning or accomplishing required ECCS and Protection 

System-t modification, would be reconsidered during the extended 

shutdown period needed to accomplish the requi;red modification, 

should the licensee propose to resume operation; 3/ and, there

2/ (cont'd from page two) 
Service; comments on Licensing of Indian Point Reactor #3 and 
Discussion of the Final Safety Analysis Report Sections 2.7 
(Geology) and 2.8 (Seismology). [hereinafter cited as The Geo
logical Survey] 

3/ The Staff Appears to suggest that becaus-e Indian Point, Unit 
is no longer operating, we need no longer be concerned about its.  
,seismic design.  

Unit 1 will be shut down on October 31, 1974 for either 
decommissioning or the accomplishment of safety modifi
cations. The adequacy of the seismic rcesign 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 operation. Due to the 
low probability of occurence of an ear--hquake with a 
maximum ground acceleration in the .1 to .15g range dur
ing the short period of time prior to plant shutdown on 
October 31, 1974, we believe Unit 1 caa be operated 
until that time without undue risk to the public health 
and safety.  

However, we believe'that as long as the Unit, although inoperative, 
continues to house radioactive material which would be released 
into the environment as a result of structural or component 
failure, its seismic design should be scrutinized. In that regard, 
the Staff's statement that 

[A]lthough it cannot be demonstrated ri'gorously by cal
culation, we would expect that many of the redundant 
plant safety features such as the steei. containment sphere 
and the surrounding biological shield -.7U ld remain at 
least partially functional and continu%- to provide pro
tection to the public in the event of 11ground accelera
tion in the 0.1 to .15g range.  

falls short in giving the measure of protecti, n to the public 
required by Congress in the Atomic Energy Act. In fact, it 
appears that the Staff agrees that Unit 1 is -inderdesigned and 
accordingly the Staff should have ordered tha- all radioactive 
material be removed from the facility and stc.-age pools.
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fore, the Staff did not "contemplate any proceeding with regard 

to Indian Point, Units 1, 2,and 3 pursuant to 10 CFR §2.202."1 4/ 

Despite the Regulatory Staff's investigation and review, the 

major points of disagreement between the Staff and the Geological 

Survey remained unreconciled. In addition, recent studies by 

recognized experts in the field of seismology and earthquake 

engineering, which we forwarded to the Staff for considerat ion,5/ 

seem directly to contradict the conclus~jons of the.Staff. Under 

these circumstances, we believe that proper resolution of these 

important issues must be accomplished by the a~-judicatory pro

cedure contemplated by §2.202, and we request the Commission 

to reverse the Staff's decision and so hold.  

In the alternative, we request the Commission to afford 

notice to affected parties who may wish to exe-rcise their statu

tory rights, as provided by 42 U.S.C. §2239.(-19 64), and request 

4/ b.etter from Edson G. Case, Acting Director of Licensing, 
Atomic Energy Commission to Anthony Z. Roisman, Esq. dated 
November 29, 1974, with attachment entitled "~lgcland 
Seismic Evaluation of the Indian Point Site." (hereinafter 
cited as Staff Report) 

5/ Statement from Dr.- Michael Chinnery, Seismtic Discrimination 
G roup, Lincoln Laboratory, Massachusetts Instic;-ute of Technology, 
to the ACRS, October 31, 1974.  

Comments by Dr. Mihailo Trifunac, Assista-t Professor of 
Applied Science, Earthquake Engineering Resear: h Laboratory, 
California Institute of Technology, to the ACRS.  

Both papers were delivered to the ACRS hearcing regarding 
Public Service Company of New Hamshiire,.Soabrokc1 Station, Units 
1and 2, Docket Nos. 50-443 and 50-444. Tioovcr both have appli

cation to the issue of seismic hazards in the fl'astern United 
States.



a hearing to contest the validity of the amendments to the oper
ating and construction permits of Indian Point, Units 2 and 3 

respectively.  

The major difference between the Geological Survey and the 
Staff remain unresolved. The report-of the Geological Survey 

dated April 19, 1974 states 

1. From a seismic hazard point of view *the pertinent 
question is ".Can-L the Rainapo Fault system be termed a capable fault using the nomenclature of Appendix A, CFR 10 Part 100 (adopted by the Atomic:Energy Commission on December 13, 1973)?". It is our contention 
that the Ramapo system is a capable -ar3.lt which has been associated with sinfcant macroseismic activity. 6/ 

2. The historical record indicates that earthquakes 
producing at least an Intensity VII ar~e possible in the region around Indian Point. 7/ 

3. ...a "conservative" application of data would require the use of an acceleration even greater 
than .2g 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 thc meaning of 

6/ The Geological Survey, sup ra note 1,. at 3.  

7/ Id. at 1.

8/ Id. at 11.
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Appendix A to 10 CRF.Part 100." 9/ Inasmuch, as the Geological 
Survey has framed its conclusions by reference to Appendix A of 
Part 100, one must draw one of two conclusions: 

1. The Geological Survey and the Staff 'have interpreted Appendix A in the same manner and arrived at different scientific conclusions;

2. The Geological Survey and the Staff have interpreted Appendix A in a different manner and arrived at different scientific conclusions..  

In either case a hearing is merited.. In thie firs t case,.  
the square conflict in the scientific conclusionis would be 
thoroughly explored in the adjudicatory proceedings. In the 
second case, such a proceeding would test the proposition that 
the Regulatory Staff has not adopted a sufficien~tly conservative 
approach in the interpretation of Appendix A to Part 100.  

With regard to the maximum intensity earth-iuake, the Staff 
now agrees with the Geological Survey that the appropriate 

value is Modified Mercalli VII. 10/ 

This leaves the final area of disagreement, and here there 
is also no reconciliation. The Staff finds the old ground 
acceleration value .15g acceptable; the Geologi-cal Survey.  
has urged a value in excess of .20g. 11/ 

Thus two critical areas of disagreement romxain. This5 fact 
alone affords sufficient reason for convening an adjudicatory 

* 9/ Staff Report, supra note 4 at 1-5.  

10/. Staff Report, supra note 4 at 2-13.  

1/Staff Report, supra note 4 at 4-5.



hearing. Therelps however, additional.j~fctonfrcn 

vening such a hearing. First, the Staff's conclusions apparently 

contradict the findings of other nationally reccgnized experts.  

A study prepared by Dr. M. D. Trifunac,.Assistant Professor of 

Applied Science, Earthquake Engineering Rese arch Laboratory, 

California Institute of Technology (and consultant to the ACRS).  

reaches the following conclusion: 12/ 

A reasonable upper bound of peak acceleration 
versus Modified Mercalli intensity should then 
be as in the following table: 

MM Intensity Peak Acceleraton 

VII .20g* 

This study was forwarded to the Staff in c onnec-Lion with the 

review of the seismic hazards at the Indian Poirt site. It is 

notable that Dr. Trifunac and the Geological Su~vey come to an 

identical conclusion regarding the appropriate vround acceler

ation rate -and that this conclusion disagrees with that of the 

Regulatory Staff.  

Second, the Staff's conclusions regarding '-he peak ground 

acceleration which would occur with the Safe Shi:tdown Earthquake 

(Modified Mercalli VII) appear to contain an in.ierent contra-.  

diction. The position formerly taken was that --he appropriate 

Safe Shutdown Earthquake for the site was a Mod'. fied Mercalli VI 

with an attendant peak ground acceleration rate of .15g. 13/ 

12/ Comments by Dr. Mihailo D. Trifunac, supr;. -note 4 at 2.  

13/. This position was formally taken by the.SL-:ff in the FSAR 
for both.Indian Point,.Units 2 and 3.



In helaes :*otthe Staff agrees th h.appropriate safe 
Shutdown Earthquake should be a Modified Mercalli VII -but the 
Staff does not change the recommended peak groimd acceleration 

rate. (The plant earthquake design basis is a direct function 

of the value of the peak ground acceleration.) The assignment 

of the same ground acceleration for earthquakes of, different 

intensities is a matter which merits a full exploration -par

ticularly in light of the two contending conclusions that .20g, 
is the appropriate peak groundlacceleration ratLe for a Modified 

Mercalli VII earthquake.  

Finally, the Staff's justification for eliinating near 
field effects in evaluating the appropriate p ea", ground accel
eration appears to rest on faulty assumptions. In the report 

attached to the letter of November 29, 1974, tih-l Staff states: 

The absence of capable faults in the vicinity of the Indian Point site means that there is no geologic reason to consider that structures thcEre are unusually subjected to near field accelerations. Moreover, the fact that the units are founded on hic.71 density bedrock rather than over-burden of low dc.aTsity and seismic velocity means that wave amplificatio: need not be considered. Accordingly, the staff cc-siders far field acceleration data to be approprL*_te in determining the SSE acceleration. 14/ 

The necessary underlying assumption is that th, --e is a predict

able relationship between earthquake mechaniss,_; and fault 

structures in the vicinity of the Indihan Point site. However, 
it is widely recognised that in contrast to th~c Western United 
States, no definite relationship has been estab-lished between 

14/ Staff Report, supra note 3 at 4-3.



faults and eartqake causes in the Eastern* nited States. 5/ 

The request to invoke the provisions of §2.202 was proce

durally correct. We begin the discussion with a.n examination 

of Subpart B, the subpart in which §2.202 is coatained. The 

purpose of Subpart B is to establish procedures "to impose 

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

revoke a license, or for such other action as may be proper." 

Pursuant to 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 m ay be _proper by serving 
on the licensee an order to show cause...,. [emphasis 
added] 

In recognition of the f act that other interested parties 

may have legitimate reasons for initiating actiolns contemplated 

by §2.2.02, 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, 1 973 - "In the western part of the Unit'-ed States, it is usually possible to 
correlate occurence cf earthquakes with known a~tive faults.  
Many-of the earthquakes in Western United Statrzn are accompanied 
by visible fault displacements, and it is possi~le to relate the 
occurence of these earthquakes to tectonic fram;work of the region. In the Eastern United States, "the earticquake sources 
are not well understood and at the present time we must depend 
almost completLely on the historic records to prcoject a future 
pattern of earthquake occurence."



(a) Any~erson may file a request * the Director of 
Regulation to institute a proceeding.-pursuant to 
§2.202 to modify,.suspend, revoke a license, or 
such other action as may be proper.  

Thus the explicit terms.of those sections authorize the 

Director of Regulation, upon receipt of a request from any 

person,. to request the Commission to issue an order establishing 

a hearing to resolve the issues regarding the seismic hazards at 

the site. 16/ 

It is not disputed that instituting a proceeding pursuant 

to §2.202 is discretionary with the Director of Regulations.  

Nevertheless, in order to provide guidance and to prevent the 

arbitrary use of power, there must exist appropriate standards 

to govern the exercise of that discretion. We believe that 

standard is met where there exists a fundamentaa1 conflict 

between two opinions based on legitimate scientific evidence 

on issues involving significant hazards considerations. 17/ 

16/ While the main thrust of Subpart B is t o 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 requi.re that issues be formulated in terms of a licensee violation. In fact §2.202 explicitly recognizes that "potentially hazar&dous conditions or other facts" may be "deemed to be sufficient grounds for the proposed action."-3  Thus the rules provide that_ when appropriate, as in the instant case, a hearing-may be conver--:d without placing the stigma of apparent-violation on the Licensee.  

17/ Obviously, the Director of Regulation wou'ira have grounds to reject a request filed pursuant -to §2.206 had thne opinion and supporting scientific evidence been considered c.t either the construction or operating license proceeding. -Parties must be prevented from using §2.206 as a vehicle for rcconsideration of issues previously decided. This, however, is r.ot the case here.  The opinions and evidence offered here have no- been heard by an .objective, independent hearing boa1rd arid will aiot be heard by any 
Board unless this request is granted.



In this matter, the refusal to convene a public adjudicatory 

hearing pursuant to §2.202 is based on. the fact that the.St-aff.  

has satisfied itself that."the site geology, seismic design para

meters and seismic design methods for Indian Point,-,Units 2 and 31 

are satisfactory from a safety standpoint." Ina short, 'the basis 

for action is the Staff's judgement on the merits of its own 

scientific conclusion.  

The Staff has formerly taken a position reflected in the 

FSAR for the plants involved. In judging the mnerits of its 

opinion versus that of other experts, it came to an expected and 

altogether natural position. In effect, the Staff has said: 

"We are satisfied that we are right and that the other experts 

are wrong."'_ It is on this basis that our request was refused.  

We suggest that this is a legally insufficient basis for acting 

on requests filed pursuant to §2.206. It is contrary to the 

basic philosophy of the Atomic Energy Act, which establishes 

independent, objective hearing boards to resolve differences.  

between competing scientific viewpoints. In contrast, the 

standard we suggest is in concert with that philosophy. it 

requires a threshold determination as to w.,heth-::.L there exists a.  

fundamental conflict based on legitimate scientific evidence 

between two points of view. If such a conflict exists, the 

Director of.Regulations should convene an adju(icatory hearing 

so that the issues can be resolved by an independent body.  

Therefore, we believe that under the circu,-mstances, by reject

ing the application to convene an adjudicatory h1-earing, the Regu

latory Staff has abused its discretion and should be reversed
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on that basis.  

In addition, at this point there is a further reason for 

reversing the Regulatory Staff's po'sition. By changing the 

value for the Safe Shutdown Earthquake, the Staff has, in effect, 

amended the operating and construction licenses for.Indian Point, 

Units 2 and 3, respectively. Since such an amnendmnent involves 

a significant hazards consideration, the construction permit 

having been issued, the Staff was obligated to publish in the 

Federal Register its intent to amend the permits in order to 

notify any interested person. 42 U.S.C. §2239 (1964) Not hav

ing done so, the Commission is now obligated to afford 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).  

In Brooks, the Commission, without notice, amended the 

construction permit of Unit 1 and 2 of the Donald C. Cook Nuclear 

Power Plant by summarily extending the construc-tion permit com-.  

pletion dates. The Court held that where the Commission had made 

no determination that the amendment did not involve significant 

hazards. (and note that determination in its oethereby avoid-.  

ing the notice and hearing provisions), the C&c:-.ission was obli

gated to pro vide the 30 day notice to allow in-*Cerested persons to 

decide whether they desired to exercise theirs~tatutory right and 

request a hearing to contest the validity of the amendment.  

Brooks is directly applicable to this casc_-. Both permits,
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in effect, have been summarily a-mended. The Commission has not 

made any determination as to whether the matter concerns a sign

ificant hazards consideration -although it clearly does. There

fore the Commission is now obligated to provide.30 days notice 

to allow affected parties to determine whether to challenge 

the validity of the amendment.  

IV 

it is important to understand the limited nature of our 

initial request, and the important principles to which it is 

addressed. First, as we stated in our request dated May 22, 1974, 

'.it is not our contention that the New York State data conclusively 

proves that these plants should be shut down." Thus we do not 

request, that construction be halted on Indian Point, Unit 3, or

that Indian Point, Unit 2 be shut down pending resolution of 

these issues. 18/ Rather, we request institut-ion of an adjudi

catory process in the belief that. such a process -where scientists'.  

assumptions, data base, methodology and conclusions can be tested.  

through informed examination, where competing theories clash 

openly -resolves in. the best possible mannerissues vital to the 

public health and safety.  

Second, such a public proceeding serves thne additional 

important purpose of allowing the public to participate in and 

observe the manner in which issues vital to th-z public health 

and safety are resolved. In that regard our re:quest is totally 

18/ 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 unabated by thie hearings on the
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in concert with the spirit of the Atomic Energy Act, with 'its 

numerous provision-s for public participation, and with the recent 

policy announcements regarding the importance of opening up the 

decision-making process. 19/ 

Finally, given the limits of our understanding of seismic 

hazards in the eastern seaboard,*it is a ppropriate that these 

issues be resolved in as careful a manner as possible. 20/ 

We believe that due care in this matter- requires convening an 

adjudicatory hearing, particularly in view of the site's prox

imity to major metropolitan areas.  

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

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

20/ See, Letter from W. R. Stratton, Chairman, Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards, to Dixie Lee Ray, Chairman, Unit ed States Atomic Energy Commission, dated May 16, 1973, supra note 15.  

Letter from W. R. Stratton, Chairman, Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards to.Dixie Lee Ray, Chairman, United States Atomic Energy Commission, dated May 16, 1973, concerning Seabr~,ok Station, Units 1 and 2; see in particular additional 
comments by D. Okrent.  

Mechanisms for earthquake generation in the New, England area are not-well understooda and expert opinion differs concerning the potent-al for 
and probability of relatively large earthquakes 
at or near the site.



-In conclusion, we urge the Commission to reconsider 

the decision of the'Regulatory Staff and order an adjudicatory 

hearing to resolve the issues regarding the seismic hazards 

at the Indian Point site. We do not intend to denigrate the 

efforts of the Staff in this matter. However, the areas of.  

disagreement between the Geological Survey and other experts 

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

In view of this fact, we strongly believe that the inhouse study 

is a poor substitute for a public adjudicatory hearing.  

Respectfully submitted, 

Anthony Z. Roism,,aA, Esq.  
David S. Flpoischaker, Esq.  

Berlin, T OAsman, Kessler & Cashdan 
1712'N-Street, N.W.  
Washington, D. C. 20036 
(202) 833-9070 

Counsel for Citizen's Committee 
for Protection of the Environment

Dated.: January 15, 1975
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Docket No. 50-3 
Docket Hio. 50-247 
Docket Nso. 50-286-< k' 

Anthony Z. Roisman, Esq.  
Berlin, ftoisman & Kessler 
1712 N Streets 14. U 
Washington$ 0'. C. i0036 

Dear 44r. Roismns: 

Reference is made -to your petition pursuant to 10 CFR §2.206, dated 
May 22, 1974, for an order to Showr cause why operating authority for 
Indian Poinit, Units I and 2, and construction authority for Indian 
Point Unit 3, should not be revoked. The petition was based on data 
which ~you claim questions the adequacy of seismic analysis for the 
Indian Point Station.  

Upon receipt of infration from the New York State Geological Survey 
staff, the Regulatory staff undertook an extensive investigation of 
the entire seismological circumstances surrounding the Indian Point 
Station. We have kept you advised of the progress of the investi
gation, and met with- you on August 7, and Noveinber 15, 1974 with 
respect to this matter.  

The Regulatory staff has concluded its investigation of the subject 
matter', and has issued a report nCieologic and Seismic Evaluation of 
the Indian Point Site" L(copyy enclosed).  

You are hereby advised of our conclusions that the Ramnapo fault is 
not Ocapable' within the meaning of Appendix A to 10 CFR Part 100 
and that the site geology., seismic. design parameters, and seismic 
design methods for Indian Point Units 2 and 3 are satisfactory fromu 
a safety standpoint. Indian Point Unit 1. which is evaluated in the 
enclosed reports was shut down on October 31 * 1974. Consolidated 
Edison Company will now decide on whather to accomplish the AEC 
required ECCS and Protection.System modifications or to 4ecwm~iss ion 
Unit 1. We. therefore, do not contemplate anyproceeding with regard 
to Indian Poiht Uoits 1, 2 or 3 pursuant to 10 CFR 62.202 at this 
time.
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Antbhoty Z. Roismian, Esq.

Your letter of November 4.) 1974 requested that the staff consider 
Wnits Indian Point geologic and SeliiiC eValroation' Certain_ 
documants relative to the Seabrook site. The staff is aud has been 
aware of the referenced data, and the information furnished therein 
does not affect the staff conclusions in tt* IndiaA Point-report .  
These data are being considered in connettion with the Seabrook case.  

Sincerely'.  

E. G.  

Edson G.. Case 
Acting Director of Licensing 

Enclosure: Geologic and 
Seismic Evaluation of 
the Indian Point Site

bcc: (w/encl.) 
Eugene Fidell, Esq, 
Carmine J. Clemente, Esq.  

See attached yellow for previous

DISTRIBUTION LIST: 
Karman OGC Files 
Tourtel lotte Bethesda 
Shapar Germantown 
Engelhardt Formal Files 
Gallo Regi Central 
Gollar PDR 
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GEOLOGIC AND) SEISMIC EVALUATION 

OF THE 

INDIAN POINT SITE
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1.0 Introduction 

1.1 Background 

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 1 

and 2 and the construction permit for Unit 3 should not be revoked. As.  

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

ing: 

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

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

design of all three plants; 

2. That the design for all three plants is based-On three crucial 

assumptions about earthquakes in the site vicinity which are 

erroneous or, at a minimum, of doubtful validity. These are:() 

that the maximum historical earthquake is of-intensity VI; (2) that 

apeak ground acceleration associated with intensity 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 

A, 10 CFR Part 100.



* .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. JackE. Oliver (Cornell University), Nicholas 

Ratcliffe. (City College of New York), and comments by the New York State 

Department of Environmental Conservation.  

Because of their unique knowledge of the geology of the Indian Point 

.region, the New York State Geological Survey was asked to review the_ 

* Environmental Statement for Unit 3. That review led to their report 

questioning the adequacy of the seismic design for the Indian Point 

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

cerns were discussed at length., The meeting was held on April 22, .1974.  

Following that meeting, the.ABC staff met with representatives of'.  

Consolidated Edison to express the view that the safety concerns raised 

by the New York State.Survey warranted serious attention and indicated 

the need for more precise knowledge about the geology and seismology of 

the.Indian Point site region.. 'Consolidated Edison .responded by in

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

fault system and by installing a dense network of seismograph stations, 

to obtain accurate locations of earthquakes. in the region sufficient to 

* permit unambiguous conclusions to be drawn about the relationship 

between earthquake occurrence and-geologic structure.
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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 

two occasions, consulted once again with the New York'State Geological 

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

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

consulted with representatives of Consolidated Edison.,

1.2 Requirements of Appendix.A to 10 CFR Part 100 

The staff's evaluation of the Ramapo fault applied Appendix A to 10 CFR 

Part 100, "Seismic-and Geologic Siting Criteria for.Nuclear Power' 

Plants.',* Appenidix A defines the geologic.-and seismic hazards that must 

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 I11(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) associated 

macro-seismicity, and (3) a demonstrated relationship to known capable' 

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

Appendix A, .subsection I11(g) is as follows: 

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

I I
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11(g) A 'capable fault' is a fault which 
has exhibited one or more 

of the following characteristics: 

"(1) Movement at or near the ground surface 
at least once within 

the Past 35,000 years or movement 
of a recurring nature within the 

past 500,000 years.

"(2) Macro-seismicity instrumentally determined 
with Irecords of 

sufficient precision to demonstrate 
a direct relationship with the 

fault.  

"1(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.  

"In some cases, the geologic evidence of past activity 
at or near 

the ground surface along a particular 
fault may be obscured at a' 

particular site. 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 reasonably based. 
Such evidence 

shall be used in determining the 
fault is a capable fault within 

this definition.  

"Notwithstanding the foregoing paragraphs"III(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, 

the absence of conflicting evidence, 
demonstrate that the fault is 

not a capable fault within this definition."
t 

In addition, the staff addressed 
the remaining contentions with 

respect 

to the adequacy of theSafe Shutdown 
Earthquake (SSE).. The staff's 

-evaluation is again based on Appendix 
A to 10 CFR Part 100. Section

111(c) defines-the SSE as that earthquake, which in 
con sideration of the.  

regional Iand local geology and seismology, 
produces the, maximum vibra-.  

tory ground motion at the site for 
which certain systems, structures, 

and components are designed to remain 
functional.:

j p
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Section V(a)(l) specifies the procedure-to-be applied in determining the 

SSE. The specified procedure requires the association of maximum his

torical earthquakes with tectonic provinces and tectonic structures.  

These earthquakes are postulated to occur at points of their respective 

tectonic structures or provinces closest to the site. The SSE is then 

defined by a response spectrum,-in considerationof the maximum sus

tained vibratory accelerations which would occur at the-site in conse

quence of the postulated-earthquakes.'

1.3 Summary of Conclusions 

Based on its review, the staff has concluded that (1) there has been no.  

geologically recent surface movement on the Ramapo fault system, (2) no 

macroearthquake activi ty 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 conclusion that the Ramapo fault 

is .not capable within the meaning of Appendix A to 10 CFR Part 100.  

Regard ing 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.  

intensity, (2) a site intensity o f VII is an adequate value for the SSE 

consistent with the re quirements of Appendix A to 10 CFR Part 100, and

1-5
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_.(3) 0.l5g is an adequately conservative value of the reference acceler

ation for seismic design to be used as the high frequency asymptote of 

the response spectrum which represents horizontal motion-applied at the 

.foundation level.  

The seismic design of Units 2 and 3 was based on a sustained maximum 

ground acceleration of 0.15g using a conservative related response 

spectrum and damping value. These seismic design practices assure that 

there 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 

for changing the earlier conclusion contained in the Safety Evaluation 

Reports for Indian Point Units 2 and 3 that the site geology, seismic 

design parameters, *and seismic design methods for these plants are.  

satisfactory from a safety standpoint.  

Unit 1 was designed on the basis of 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.lg 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
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functional and continue to provide protection to the public in the event 

of a ground-acceleration in the 0.1 to 0.15g range. Unit-1 will be shut 

down on October 31, 19.74, for either decommissioning or the accomplish

ment of safety modifications. The adequ acy of the seismic design 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-operation. Due to the low probability of occurrence of an 

earthquake with a maximum ground acceleration in the 0.1 to 0.15g range 

during the short period of time prior to plant shutdown on October,31, 

1974, we believe Unit 1 can be operated until that time without undue 

risk to the public health and safety.-/ 

-!/This conclus ion was reached pr ior to the shutdown of Indian Point Unit 

1on.October 31, 19.74.



2.0 Geology and Seismology of the Indian Point Site 

2.1 Introduction 

In considering the contention that the Safe Shutdown Earthquakes for, 

Indian Point Units 1-3 are not adequately conservative, the staff has 

reviewed 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 information contained in the Final 

Safety Analysis Reports on these units.

According to Appendix A, the.Safe Shutdown Earthquake is to be evaluated 

by a procedure which entails the determination of (1) tectonic prov

inces, (2) a maximum earthquake associated with .each such province, (3) 

within these provinces reasonable'correlations of earthquakes with 

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.  

22Tectonic Provinces 

The Indian Point site is located within the Appalachian Highlands.  

Within 200 miles of the site, 'this larger division is subdivided into
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four physiographic or geologic provinces. From northwest to southeast 

these are the Appalachian:Plateaus,-"Valley and Ridge, New England, and 

Piedmont provinces. A fifth province, the Atlantic Coastal Plain, lies 

to the southeast. of the Appalachian Highlands and at its closest is 

about 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 earthquakes characteristic of those provinces are .sufficiently 

small and distant that they can be expected to affect the site with 

less severity than would earthquakes of the Piedmont and 'New England 

provinces. Accordingly, the Appalachian Plateaus and Valley and Ridge 

provinces will be given no further consideration in this report.  

On the basis of geologic structure and depositional and 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 physiographic 

provinces, while the second consists of, the Atlantic Coastal Plain 

physiographic province.  

In th e Piedmont-New England. tectonic province, several episodes of 

deformation are recognized during latePrecambrian (570 million years 

before present [m.y.]).to near the close of the Paleozoic Era (225,m.y.).



As a consequence of these deformations, the province as a whole is 

characterized by en-echelon anticlinioria and synclinoria paralleling the 

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 

and folding of New England appears to have occurred during the mid

Paleozoic Acadian orogeny (380 m.y.).while that of the Piedmont seems to 

have occurred in late Paleozoic (225 m~y.).  

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 compressional 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 

the entire extent of the Piedmont-New England tectonic province.. These 

basins are faulted on one or both sides, and 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 

Triassic. basins, the Piedmont-New England tectonic province as a whole



may have undergone differential uplift; however, there is no ~geologic 

evidence of' orogenic activity nor regional faulting.  

An 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 the.  

Appalachian region has moved on the tail of North American Plate.  

Rock types and structures'characteristic of the Piedmont-New England 

tectonic province disappear eastward beneath..the deposits of the 

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.) (Owens, 1970), we 

recognize the Atlantic Coastal.Plain as a distinct tectonic province.  

Several major structur .al 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 province 

which is parallel to the northeast-southwest-trend of the'provinice.

A.
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For the most part Atlantic Coastal Plain subsidence began in the 

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.  

place to place. Little faulting is known in the Atlantic Coastal Plain..  

Those few faulits exibiting tectonic movement that have been reported 

have displaced strata ranging in age from Cretaceous (65 m.y.) to no 

younger than Miocene (10.m.y.).  

The historic record of earthquakes in the' Appalachian region reveals 

significant differences in the seismid characteristics of its tectonic 

provinces. The Piedmont- New England tectonic province shows the 

greatest rate of earthquake occurrence. There appears to be a tendency 

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. andCanada (Diment, et al., .1972).  

Bollinger (1973) has named the Virginia cluster the Central Virginia 

Seismic Zone. Within this zone the largest historic earthquakes were 

two events of maximum intensity VII.*. These occurred near Richmond, 

Virginia, in 1774 and 1875.  

Sbar 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.
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* paleofracture zone. Within this belt earthquakes occur at about the 

same rate aslin the Central Virginia Seismic Zone. The historical 

activity has included events of about maximum intensity VIII. Two of 

these occurred off the northern Massachusetts-New Hampshire coast in 

1727 and 1755. A third shock, which may have been slightly larger, 

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 and Eppley (1958), 

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

however, after reviewing the histori cal records, Linehan (1964) con

cluded that the intensity was no greater than V-VI. The staff has 

reviewed Linehan's data and concurs .that an intensity of VIII over

estimates the severity of this earthquake. The remaining damaging 

shocks have been of intensity VII and have no known association with 

tectonic structure. Accordingly, the staff considers the occurrence of 

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

place within 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 

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 

which had a maximum intensity of X. A second more diffuse cluster is 

located within the Salisbury embayment in Delaware. Like the Charleston 

cluster, it has no generally accepted association with a known geologic 

structure..  

The two 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 southernLong Island,: while the other occurred in the 

vicinity of nearby Asbury Park, New Jersey in'1927. 'Because of the 

spatial clustering exhibited by historical events,.and the correlation of 

these clusters with the.,coastal embayments, we- have accepted that near 

future earthquakes in the Coastal Plain will occur according to a

similar pattern. Since the 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 intensity VI. Such a site intensity could result from



the occurrence of an intensity VII earthquake at 

Piedmont boundary,.some 25 miles from the site.

2.3 Earthquake-Tectonic.Structure Correlations-

Studies 'of the relationships between earthquake occurrence and geologic.  

structure is an important means of-assessing the likelihood of movement 

of faults and, when this relationship is knownM,_an accurate .assessmaent 

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 movement -s occur 

remain poorly known. Some general observations can be made, ,however, 

from the geographic distribution and'relative frequency of historic 

earthquakes and their relation to major regional structure.

A series of. faulted basins, extends from South Carolina to Nova. Scotia.  

These Triassic basins contain sedimentary rocks of Triassic toJurassic 

(190-136,m.y.) 'age (Cornet, et al.,' 1973) and-can be considered a.  

unifying geologic feature of the Piedmont and New England geologic.  

provinces. They also underlie parts of the Coastal Plain. Because 

sedimentary rocks in these basins are little deformed and rest uncon

formably on the older rocks affected by-the variousAppalachian orogenies,

2-8

the.Coastal Plain-



2-9 

they provide terminal dates for major rock deformation in these two 

:provinces.  

,Igneous rocks of basaltic composition form flows, sills, and stocks

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 a s-far south as the Alabama Piedmont. These cross

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

.,(1968).has suggested a-northwestward displacement of-volcanic activity' 

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 basins 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..
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.,With respect to-the Indian Point site, two Triassic basins are of interest.  

The Newark Basin, the largest of these sedimentary basins, extends from 

its northernmost terminus near the site southwestward to'Charlottesville,.  

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

.sub-basins. In western New-Jersey and eastern Pennsylvania the width of 

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

northwest away from its southeastern margin and toward the-bordering 

Ramapo fault system. Thd northwestern margin of the basin is, thought to 

have formed against mountain fronts which resulted from movement along 

the en-echelon faults of this fault system.

The Connecticut Basin to the north is. very similar in dimensions an d 

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 seismicity studies in the .Eastern United, States have 

suggested seismic zones transverse to the structural grain of the region.  

Bollinger (1973) has reviewed the'seismicity of the south eastern United.  

States. The spatial pattern of earthquakes ,together with the orienta

tion of major axes of their isoseismal areas causes him to postulate.



seismic trends both parallel (Southern.Appalachian region) and trans

verse (central Virginia and South Carolina-Georgia) to the structural.  

trend of the Piedmont.  

Geological support for a transverse earthquake trend* in central Virginia 

was given in a paper by Dennison and Johnson (1971), in which they 

describe a zone of igneous intrusives 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 Prcmra 50my. Te 

suggest that these intrusives represent a zone of weakness in the earth's 

crust. As such, it could act as a zone of stress concentration in the 

North American plate. However, detailed investigations needed to clearly 

determine whether-or not the central Virginia seismic zone is structurally 

related to this transverse intrusive zone have not been made.  

Several lines of 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. This zone, which is co

incident with the seismic belt, indicates a local crustal or upper 

mantle structural or petrologic anomaly. Sbar and Sykes (1973) point 

out that the seismic belt is subparallel to and partly within the
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Ottawa-Bonnechere graben and that the Monteregian Hills and the White 

Mountain-intrusives are contained within this belt as well. All three 

of these features are of Mesozoic or Tertiary age (Kay And Colbert, 

1965; 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 

that this ,seamount chain formed along a zone of crustal weakness, which 

may have been a fracture zone during the early opening of the North.  

Atlantic in the Jurassic and Cretaceous (136-65 m.y.). In fact, both 

the seismic belt and Kelvin seamounts are approximately on a small, 

circle about the center of rotation that LePichon and Fox propose for 

plate movement during this period.  

In only one instance, the Newark Basin in New York and New Jersey, has 

it been suggested that instrumentally located earthquakes are associated 

with Triassic Basin faults (Page, et al.,' 1968; Davis, et al., 1974).  

These proposed microearthquake associations are given detailed con

sideration in subsection 3.2 below. Similar correlations have not been 

recognized elsewhere and no macroearthquake activity is known on these 

structures.  

The absence of definitive earthquake-structure correlations, together 

with the absence of geologically young movements on-the..Triassic Basin
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faults,,causes the staff to conclude that the Triassic.Basin faults are-, 

not currently active sources of earthquakes.  

2.4- Summary 

The major structures of the Piedmont-New England tectonic province were 

formed in the mid to late Paleozoic 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 activ ity, the Boston-Ottawa Seismic 

Belt And the Central Virginia Seismic Belt, may reflect instability 

along paleofracture zones. Even within these rather wide zones, however, 

no historic earthquakes have been associated with specific structures., 

No surface displacement has been observed in association with historical 

earthquakes in the Piedmont-New England tectonic province. With respect 

to seismicity, low orders of probability apply-to thie occurrence of 

*earthquakes of maximum intensity.VII anywhere in the Piedmont-New England.  

tectonic province outside of the two above seismic belts.
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3.0. The Ramnapo Fault System 

3.1 Geologic Evidence for Age of Last Movement 

The Ramapo.Fault as defined by Ratcliffe. (1971) extends from Stony 

Point, New York, southwest to Peapack, New Jersey, a.distance of'about 

50 miles. The Ramapo Fracture System as defined by-.Ratcliffe (1971) 

includes the Ramapo Fault proper plus the distance from Tomkins Cove, 

New York, northeast through Canopus Hollow to about the latitude of 

Newburgh, New York, or an additional.20. miles. The .Ramapo Fault proper 

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

cambrian (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 

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 

limited along the northern trace of the .Ramapo Fault and were confined 

to the previously formed Precambrian (570 m.y.) and Paleozoic (380 m.y.) 

areas of weakness. Ratcliffe (1971) believed the Ramnapo Fault to be 

-hinged at a point north of Tomkins Cove, New York, with an increasingly 

greater displacement to the southwest.. This hinge hypothesis accounts 

for the different times of movement seen along the fracture system.
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Direct field evidence for movements younger than Triassic (190-m.y.) 

along the Ramapo Fault has not been found to date.  

Members of. the ABC staff made an extensive field examination of the 

Ramapo Fault zone from Canopus Creek,, New York, to Boonton, New Jersey.  

No evidence indicating that movement at or near the ground surface had .i 

occurred since Triassic time (190 m.y.) was observed in any of the 

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

subsection I11(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 activity 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 

(1935-1960), instrumental epicenters reported by Leet (1938) and Linehan 

and Le Iet (1941), and microearthquake epicenters determined by the 

authors. These earthquakes occurred within a 30kilometer radius of 

Ogdensburg, New Jersey.
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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. This band 

roughly follows the regional northeast-southwest structural grain.

The Ramapo and numerous other fault's of ancient origin lie within it.  

In consideration of a hypothesis posed by Woollard (1958) .that eastern 

United States e arthquake 'result from movement on old planes of weak-" 

ness, Isacks and Oliver suggested that these epicenters may be assoc

iated with Triassic and older faulting. They also suggested that one 

microearthquake of Richter magnitude-2.0 originated on the.,Ranapo fault.  

In drawing upon this earlier work and two additional microquakes, Page, 

et al. (1968). suggested that, within the uncertainty of the data, four 

microearthquakes and seven macroearthquakes may have occurred on the 

Ramapo-fault.  

Davis, et al. (1974) compiled a list of sixty-six earthquakes which have 

occurred within fifty miles of the Indian Point Site since 1768. Thirty

two of these events occurred within twenty miles of the Ramiapo fault.  

These include the data of Page, et al. (1968) and consist of five 

instrumentally determined macroshocks, five microshocks, and twenty-two 

events which were not instrumentally located.. Focal-mechanism solutions 

and depth determinations were not available for any of the earthquakes 

considered in the above studies.



0 .0.

3-4 

Sbar, et Al. (1970) investigated a microearthquake swarm which 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 

focal mechanism solution for the swarm indicates N 12*E normal faulting 

with a dip of 600 to the southeast. Although no surface faults have 

been mapped at the reservoir, there is a known fault, five miles to the 

northeast. If extended southwest along its strike, this fault inter

sects 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 

III(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 microearthquake activity and the occurrence of larger earth

quakes significant to engineering design has not yet been established.  

Furthermore,,it is not certain how microearthquake observations should
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be interpreted relative to tectonic processes. It has been verified by 

many observations that tectonic structures which generate macroearth

quake activity also generate microearthquake activity. Indeed, many 

characteristics of the observed micro-activity are similar to those of 

the macro-activity. However, the converse has not been shown to be true 

and would almost certainly not hold for microearthquake activity at the 

lower energy levels presently observable. Thus the degree of seismic 

risk implied by microearthquake data obtained in a given study must be 

interpreted largely in terms of those specific data. Accordingly, 

subparagraph III(g)(2) does not recognize microearthquake activity as 

evidence that a fault is to be considered capable.

The macroearthquakes of the above studies have been located by using.  

either non-instrumental or limited instrumental data. Consequently, the 

uncertainty of location of these events is typically greater than 10 

miles. In fact, Smith (1966) estimates that the location uncertainty of 

one of the better recorded macroshocks, the.September 3, 1951 Rockland 

County, NY, .event of intensity V, is of the order of 15 miles. More

over, no depths or focal mechanisms have been determined. En 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) (2)..

0
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On the basis of the above considerations, we have concluded that the 

.Ramapo fault is not capable a's defined in subparagraph III(g)(2) of 

Appendix A to 10 CFR Part 100.  

3.3 Structural Relationship to Capable Faults 

The staff has also considered possible structural relationship b etween.  

the Ramnapo fault system and capable faults which would imply that faults 

of the Ramapo system are also capable according to-subparagraph 111(g) (3) 

of Appendix A to 10 CFR Part 100. In this context,.the staff has-found.  

that no fault in the Piedmont or Ne w.England provinces is reported in 

the literature to have experienced movement either at or near the ground 

surface during the-past 5.00,000 years. In fact, according,.to the weight 

of evidence in the literature, the last significant age of tectonism..  

occurred 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 imply that they, too, are capable 

under subparagraph I11(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
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weight of the geologic evidence indicates that no such movements have 

occurred since Jurassic (136 m.y.) at the latest, and east of the Hudson 

River, possibly not since the Paleozoic (225 m.y.). -No macroearthquake 

activity can be demonstrated to have a direct 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 Ramapo system are not capable in the 

meaning of subparagraph II(g)-of Appendix A to 10 CFRPart 100..
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4.0 Saf e Shutdown Earthquake (SSE) 

4.1 Maximum Earthquake 

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 

requirements of Appendix A to 10 CFR Part 100: 

1.There are no capable .faults in the vicinity of the site.  

2. 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 

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

of historical record.  

3. The maximum earthquake in the Piedmont-New England tectonic 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, V(a)(l)(ii)-(iii) of 

AppendixA to 10 CFR Part 100. The second results in a site intensity 

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

than 25 miles to the site of an earthquake similar to the 1884 New York 

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

third results in a site intensity of VII 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
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a Safe Shutdown Earthquake intensity of VII to be an adequately con

servative representation of the seismicity of 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-.  

zontal'motion at the.foundations of Category I structures and for which 

those structures are designed..  

With respect to determination of the SSE acceleration, Davis, et al.  

(1974) point out the necessity of considering the fact that (1) 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 

low as 1/10 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,.  

exhibits a rich high frequency content..  

Consideration o f 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

,ations were recorded near the earthquake source (i.e., in the near 

field) where amplitudes of higher. frequency vibrations had not been 

attenuated.



Such recordings are consistent with a now widely accepted model of the 

ea rthquake source mechanism which predicts accelerations. in the near 

field to be proportional to the effective stress (Brune, 1970). Accord

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 local amplification by topographic features of 

relatively small dimension (Davis andWest, 1973). The effect of local 

amplification on the Blue Mountain Lake recording is uncertain, although 

it is not believed to have been significant.  

With increasing distance from 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.  

The absence of capable faults in the vicinity of the Indian Point site 

means that there is no geologic reason to consider that structures there 

are unusually subjected to near field accelerations. Moreover, the fact 

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

burden of low density and seismic velocity means that wave amplification 

need not be considered. Accordingly, the staff considers far field 

acceleration data to be appropriate in determining the SSE. acceleration..



4-4 

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 the epicenter than do similar shocks in the 

west. Accordingly, were the staff'to base its determination of the SSE 

acceleration on the magnitude and location of the causitive earthquake, 

it would be necessary to give explicit consideration to the effects of 

attenuation;.however, because the staff has instead based its evaluation 

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

Intensity is a site specific measure of degree 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 relationships 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.  

Accordingly, the staff considers a value of 0.15gs which is consistent.  

with available bedrock acceleration (Coulter, Waldren and Devine; 1973) 

an adequately conservative value for the high frequency asymptote of the 

design response spectrum for the Indian Point Units:2 and 3.
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4.2. Summary 

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 far the eastern United 

States. The staff, therefore, concludes that an SSE using a value 'of 

0.15g as the high frequency asymptote of the design response spectra, is 

adequately conservative,'for Indian Point Units 2 and 3.
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D)ockets Nos* 50-3 
50-247 

and 50-286/

Captain Rbert D. Hillbarry 
Z1184 4 8 807 /0 3 02.- 1U"C 
780 4th-Street 
takeport * California 95453 

Dear Captain Mllberry: 

Your post card received September 26, 1974, to 
'has been referred to me for my reply. In your 
concern about potential eeisraic effects on the

NV7 1974
DISTRIBUTION: 
AEC PDR 
Local PDR 
Dockets 3 
ORB#3 Rdg 
EGCase 
LMfuntzing 
*PBErickson 
0C 
GErtter (DR-7736) 
M~roff 
EHughes 
EPeyton 
SATeets 
CLear 
the Direq~or of Regulation 
post card you express 
Indian Point facility.

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

Sincerely, 

Original. Signed PIT 
K. R. Goller 

Karl R. Goller, Assistant Director 
for Operating-Reactors 

Directorate of' Licenstn 

*for follow-up 

correction to letter perC Groff 
10/31.  

,COPY sent p 

SURNAE~ Eike~m Ger*K~le 

Form AEC-318 (Rev. 9!-53) AECM 0240 *U. S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFMICE!1974.22.-166
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Dockets Nes. 50-3 
50-247 

and. 'VO-286

Mrs.: Venry Easton 
Woodybrook Lane 
Ctoto&-on-Hudwsn,

NOV 7 197~4

DISTRIBUTION: 
AEC PDR 
Local PDR 
DocketsM4 
ORB#3 Rdg 
EGCase 

*PBEr ickson 
C 

GErtter (DR-7640) 
MGroff 
EHughes 
Ereyton 
SATeets 
GLear

New York 10520

Dear Mrs. Easton: 

Your post card dated August 26, 1974, to'the Director of Regulation 
has been ref erred to -me f or mxy reply. In your post card you exp.ress, 
concern about potential seiszie effects on the Indian Point facility.  

The staff is conducting a study of seismic conditions at the Ind-Ian 
Point fiacility, and upon issuance of the report of this study,-a copy 
will be sent to you.  

Sincerely, 

K.~m' R.Qol 

Karl R. Goller.. Assistant Director 
for O)pera ting Reactors 

Directorate of Licensing

*for follow-up 

-correction made in letter per ,MGroff -

r.0py ~

OFFI ORB#3124 2fiD-7i M OGC *L~AD/0R v 
......... .. ...... .............. ... .. ... .. ..........  
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Dlockets 'es. 50-3 

and 50- 2 6/

Ms., Barbara W. Nce!ugh 
406 Lexington Drive 
Silver Spring, 'Maryland

WV 7 191'4

AEC PDR 
Local PDR 
Dockets 
ORB#3 Rdg 
ECCase 

*PBErickson 
0C 
GErtter (DR-7664) 

-MGroff 

Ellujhes 
EPeyton 
SATeets 
GLear

20901

Dear Mis. Mc~iugh:

Your post eard received 
has been referred'to me 
concern about potential

September 9, 1974, to the Direetor of Regulation 
for my reply. In your post-card you express 
seismic effects on the Indian Point facility.

The staff is conducting a study of seismic conditions at the Indian 
Point facllity,-and upon issuance of the report of this study, a copy 
will be sent to you* 

Sincerely, 

K.R.G6iler 
Zarl R. Goller, Assistant Director 

for Operating Reactors 
Directorate of Licensing 

*f or follow-up 

correction on letter per k~io f f 
10/31.  

SU NA E >- .. rick so w-k m ; G L ear .......... ........................... ir ....................... .......I........... ........  
11 ......./......47 1 U 1..11/........1-/74.............1/41.......174...............-1....../74 .. ...  

Form AEC-318 (Rev. 9-53Y AIE'Z 0240 U. S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICES 1974.526.lee
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M4r. Robert P. Patten 
17 Greenfield Terrace 
Cougers, New York 10920

DISTRIBUTION: 
AEC PDR 
Local PDR 
Dockets 
ORB#3 Rdg 
EGCase 

*PBEric1kson 
OGC 
GErtter (DR-7610) 
MGroff, 
*Ellughes 
EPeyton 
SATeet s 
GLear

Dear M4r. Flatten: 

Your letter received August 22, 1974, to the Director of Regulatilon 
has been referred to mne for my reply. In your letter you express 
Concern ab~out potential seiaie offects. on the Indian Point facility.  

The st-aff is eonducting a study of seismic conditions at the ludian 
Point facility, and upon issuance of the report of this study, a copy 
Will be sent to you.  

Siucerely,

Or~iginal Signed B~y 
L.K. IL Golfer

K~arl R. Giler, Assistant Director 
for Operating reactors 

Directorate of Licensing

*,for follow-up, 

correction on letter per M Irof-f 
10/31.

syR nnrxpKTFq wng- 'iA-324712AA flR-7664 FnR nar~ rfnwrTRrnT
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B~xia. Roxs-m-AN AND TKESSL 

1712 N STREET, MORTHWESTW 

WASINGTONJ, D.C. 20038 

E OVIA RD B!-- -1L 1N 
AREA CODE 2 

ANTH-OMY Z. ROISMAN 
POF8397 

GLADYS KtL -R 

DAVID R, CASHCAN 

S~RNP HELDZN 

STULART M, BLUaST0,NE 

CUh-TON E. CUFM'S 

No~vember 4, 1974 

L. Manni ng Muntzing, Esq.  
Director of Regulation; 
U.S. -Atomi c Energy Commission 
Washington, D.C.. 20036 

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 Reaci:Or Safeguards in connection 

with th eir review of seismological considerations at the 

proposed site for the Seabrook Station, Units 1&2 ( Docket 

Nos. 50-443;50-444) . Aitho some of the material is concerned 

with the Seabrook si te in particular, it is directly relevant 

to seismological considerations for nuclear power plants 

in general. Accordingly, I am requesting that these 

documients be i-ade a part of the record of the above cap-Liofled 

matte, Inasmuch as the AEC staff has access to these documents, 

and copyin- g them would further strain our limited bud-get, 

I have not' enclosed' copies.  

1. Report Prepared by Dr. N. Trifunac, California 

Institute of Technology, regarding ground acceleration 

rates.  

2. An article bv Drs. Chinnery and Rodgers, 

"EartLhquake Statistics in Southevn New England," 

Earthquakc Notes, Vol. XLIV, Nos. 3-4, July--Dec., 

1973.  

3. Coment on Site Characteristics: Geology & 

Seismology,., by Dr. Michael Chirniery, Lincoln Laboratory, 

MIT, dated April 17, 10974.  ~AAA

/; A 
.i
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Page 2 
November 4, 1974 

4. Statement prepared by Dr. Michael Chinnery, 
Lincoln Laboratory, MIT, regarding seismological 
risks at the proposed Seabrook site, dated 
October 31, 1974.  

Sincerely yours, 

C-Ant~hony Z . RoJ,!"'sman', Counsel for 
Citizens Committee for Protection 
of the (Envikonment

CC: All parties of record.
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Dockets Nos. 50-3 

and i5-2fi 

Mr. Don Ogden 
Camp Rainbow 
Croton-on-Hud son, New York 10520

Dear Mr. Ogden: 

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 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 issuance of the report of this study, a 
copy will be sent to you.  

Sincerely, 

Oz'imi1ftgne d By 
K. R. G'oller 

Karl.R. Goller, Assistant Director 
for Operating Reactors 

Directorate of Licensing

*f or follqw-up by PBErickson

SEE DOCKETSN . 5-3/4 286 DE-7664 iA' 
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DISTRIBUTION: 
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'jockets (3) 
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GErtter (DR-7622) 
MGroff 
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SATeets 
GLear

Form AEC-318 (Ray. 9-53) AECM 0240 * U. S. GOVERNMIZONT PRINTING OFFICES 1974-026-166



9
.~ ,~

Dockets -40S. 50-3 
5 G- 247 

mrd 28

O CT 3 11974

Mr. & Kra. Joseph B. N~ooanz 
1763 Stckton Street 
ft. Telema, Californiia 94574

DESTRIBLTTIO'N: 
AEC PDR, 
Local PDR 
Dockets (3) 
ORB#3 Rdg 
AGiambusso 
PBEr ickson 
0C 
GErtter (DR-7566) 
M.Grof f 
EHughes 
Epeyton 
SATeets 
GLear

Dear N*Jr. & Ifts. !Moonant 

Yotir letter dated Aiguat 8, 1974, to the Director of Repulation has 
Ue rtferre4 to me, for m.-y reply. In your letter you empress concern 
abomt: potential seimic effects *ai the Indian.Point facility.  

The ataff is ceducting a study o~f seivsuic coadition's at the Ind!#m 
Point facility 4 and upon issuance of the report of this study, a co-py 
will b~e seUt to you.  

origina1 Signed By 
K. R. Qoller 

Karl R. Goller, Assistant Director 
for Operating Reactors 

Directorate of LicensIng

*for follow-up by PB3!ricksor.
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n IOM Y ~ ~ ........... .... . ...................... F .....................

......................... I...... ..... ........................t............. ...1..

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

Fonn AJEC-318 (Rev. 9.53) AE~M 0240 U. S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OPPICEI 1974.SZS.I6O

DATE
...............1 -7 -A

qP:P.':APWCLRWzPq WRAP XiA-449A:7 9-9AK 'FP'4'@q '9F'-

......... ................... I .............. .............. ........ I I YU

I -' ' -

, Um Se GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICEI 1974-1526-166Form AEC-318 (R-. 9-53) AECM 0240



_x 

( -7

Dlockets Res. 50-3 
50-247 

and 50-28

C T 3 11974

~t. !;t4"=e Plotnick1 
140-26 Dab. Place 
Broax. -New York 10475

DISTRIBUTION: 
AEC PDR 
Lica1 PliR 

B#I3 Pdg 
Wokets (3) 

ECCase 
PBErickson 
OCC 
GErtter (DR-7 611) 
M~roff 
EHughes 
EPeyton 
SATeets 
CLear

Dear MT. IFlotiick., 

Your7 latter dated August 18, 1974, to the Director of Reavulation 
-A," 'bemw rferzod to, ie for -my reply. In your letter you eu~proes 
ecfncern abomt potential se-Im~ic. effects vu the Xnelen Point facility.  

The,,etaff is q~puducting a study of saisve~$ condItions at the Ir-dian 
?oaint facility, ;md upea issuance of the reprt of this study. a copy 
Will be sent to you.  

N.R.Goller 

Karl R. Coller, Assistant Divector 
for Operating Reactors 

Directorate of Liemaing

*for follow-up by PBErickson

mA m)- ........... 7 10/ 17.......... /01 1 .17............/74 1.01 17..... 1 /714 ........................
r* U. SI'. G6VERNMENT PRINTING OFFICEI 1074-526.166Forn6 -318 (Rev. 9-53) A.ECM 0240
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Dockets Nos. 50-3 
50-247 

and/528 

Mr. Jo E. Falletta, Jr* 
321 1/2 2nd Avenue 
Chaula Vista, California 92010,

Delar- tr. 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 issuance of the report of tbis study, a copy 
will be sent to you.  

Sincerely, 

X. R. Goller 

Karl R. Goller, Assistant Director 
for Operating Reactors 

Directorate of Licensing

*or follow-up by PBErickson

r~k~VI

PErickson:kmdf GLear 61- .................. KRGaller................................................  
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D)oekets Yoe. 50-3 
50-247 

and SC-2i86

OCT. 3 1 1974

Mr.* Jack J.. Adler 
Cities Lae~up- for Education 

about Nuclear-Energy Iac-.  
B-o 1087 
NexI R4cho11e, N~ew York 10802

DISTRIBUT: 
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ockets (3) 
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Dear Dr. Adler; 

Your letter dated July 26, 1974, to the Director of Regai~tion has 
been referved to zvs for my reply. U~ your letter you express concern 
about potential seismic effects'en the Indian Point facility.  

The staff is conductin~g a study of seismic conditions at the Indian 
?oiknt facility, and upon issuance of the raport of this study, a copy 
winl Iw seat to you.  

'Karl R. Cller, Assistant Director 
for Gprtn R~eactors 

Directorate of Licesnu

*or'follow-up by PBErickson
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Ms. Adrianne Rueff 
347 Tungsten 
Henderson, Nevada 890151

DISTRIBUTION: 
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Dear Ms. Rueff: 

Your letter dated August 22, 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 issuance of the report of this study, a 
copy will be sent to you.  

Sincerely, 

original Signedft 
K. R. Gller 

Karl R;- Goller, Assistant Director 
for Operating Reactors 

Directorate of Licensing

*for follow-up by PBErickson
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Dockets W~es. 50-3 
50-247 
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M4r. 11ill Teaqwa 
1714 Robin~em Avenue 
San Viege, Californdia

OCT 3 1-1974

92103
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E~ughes 
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R~ear Mr. Teaguat

Your letter dated Auguat 12, 1974, 
been referredl to me for m~y reply* 
4kou~t potential seiimic effects on

to the Director of Regulation has 
In your letter you expresa concern

Thte Gailaff is Conducting a study of seismic Conditions at the Indiau 
Point faeility, and upon issuance of the report of thla study, a copy 
will be sent to you.  

Slncerely,, 

O)rijgjl Signed By 
K. R. Goller 

Xarl !Z. Goller, Asalistant Director 
for Operating Rectors 

Directorate of. Liceneirc.

*f or follow-up by PBErickson
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Ellughes 
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15 Westminster RoadSAet 

Sumi, ua Jersey 07901 Gtear 
KRGoller 

Dear Mrs. Tyson; 

Your letter of September 29, 1974 to Mr. L. Mmnning Mmutzing, Director 
of Regulation, hua been referred to me for reply. In your letter you 
express concern about potential seixAic effects near Ithe Indian Point 
Nuclear Facility. You also discuss alternative soure.es of power to 
replace nuclear power plants.  

With respect to seismic effects, we are conducting a detailed study of 
potential seismic effects at the Indian Point location. Included la our 
study is an evaluation of the Rampo fault.  

Alternate sources of energy are under coasideration. by the Atomic Energy 
Cozission. The safety of nuclear power pleAts and the research and 
development of alternative sources of energy'saxe discussed in the enclosed 
presentation prapared for Dr. Dlxy Lee Ray.  

We hope this information will answer your questions.  

Sincerely, 

Original Signed By 
K6 R. C-Oiler 

Karl R. Goller, Assistant Director 

for Operating Reactors 
Directorare of Licensing 

En.clesure: 
Presentation 

OFFICE -0 OI# LA/~ 

S NAM 31NAME--i k s n : 1 i Pr.........r ....ckoeo .........../.............................................l.........................................  

OATr-) ... 10/ ........../.7 -.. 0 ........./74 10/(. ........... /74...:0/....... ... ..................................................................  
Form AEC-318 (Rev. 9-53) AECM 0240 * U.. s. GovskismrNT PRINTING OFFICES 1974-526.180



FROM 

Mae C. W. lruaes TY80110 Sf t.  
it. J.

CONTROL NUMBER 7 
DATE OF DOCUMENT 

*9"74

F0LOCATION 

ACTION COMPLETION DEADLINE 

104-7?4
TO / ACTION PROCESSING DATES PREPARE FOR SIGNATURE OF: 

Acknowledged__________.____ Chairman 

Interim Reply _ ____Director of Regulation 

Final X____________ tbWob ao

DESCRIPTION Ltz. XOriginal E] Copy F1 other

fts meol~devatim of 11come Immill far the tudJes 
Proftt Plet ed oug~pas dev.)#ymt of other .oawce 
of pme.

REFERRED TO DATE IS NOTIFICATION TO THE JCAE 

RECOMMENDED?___________ ________________________ 

"Nam eus flaca.s ILO-3-74 __________

DO NOT DETACH THIS COPY

C"* 
Doke 
pan

Pit) 
) 
)

50-34

DIRECTOR OF REGULATION 
COMMUNICATIONS CONTROL

REMARKS

Form HQ-32 (1 -73) 
USAEC

_________________________ I ___________ U

TT,



L. Manning Mning, 
Director of Regulations' 
UJ.S.'Atomnic* Energy; ommisia .  

Washington,.D.C. -20545 . * .  

Dear Mr. Mufltziflg,.  

It: is not at all pleasant t6 live. within-50 milesof 

the enia Pint Plants built adjacet'te 

Fault 0,j Even my gadd daughter, (8h grade, Colorado) knows' 

.the 'earthquake. value oef.the Ramapo. Fault. 'We ask -that . the 

A.B.C. revoke Con Ed's. licences for 'the twe plants -that are.  

built, and the -one that is planned.. Atomic fissiton plants 

are-not efficient, and besides.,studies show.-that they 

propduce. little: or. ne, NET 'ENERGY. T here should be an 

immediate meratru on all fission oe lns n 

crash-program to dOevelop Professor.Heronemus' wind-generators.

Professor Heronemus. suggests a,150 milt? string .ef -wind

generat ors up: the' N.. J.. Garden Ste Parkway or off. shore 'in 

teAtlanic to supply: 60%/ of' New.er sey's electric ed 

at 3.3 cents p er k/h. Con. Ed. charges 3.91 cents pr :k/h 

and this on top:-of all -the. tax-mpayer subsidies: the 

processing-of the;.Uranium, string- (Hew Badly!)' the' wastes, 

the insurance,.(Price Anderson Act-),- and :all the research,, 

devlomnt, promotion,'advertizing costs- And it-is. er 

irritating, I assure you to have the A.B.C. answer'letters 

saying f ission-is,-saf e (IT -IS-NOT),. and tn at the A.BE.C:. is 

developing Solar energy as well as fission Sure! $5 bill-ion 

for fission against a 'half a million $s for solar., 

The minute a string of wind generators functions and the

1Z16

_Sept. .29094.  
15 Westmins-ter Rd.  
Summit, N.J. .07901



Prototype is ava ble, the prece af Arab *j ill drep,- in 

th etrnSaecattle can g raz e under th e wind mill1s and th:i 

land need not be'stripped for low BTU-coal.;, 

We know, the giant. energy ,companies .have 'mistakenly.  

invested 'in fission and they ar reahn addw h 

nec ks oA.C.BtMr,' Muntziflg, for their own good, f 

th egood of our country, the faster we all-.drop lethal 'fission' 

and crash program.sfe cheaper, WnPoesathermal,an 

other, solar -sources, the better .off. everyone will be.' Of.: wh at 

good are: divi dends, if lif eon. earth ends?'(Win-the-Werld-andma 

loose7your-seul?) 

-~stop telling yourselves .how great. fission is -stop 

ignoring -the Ozone..Belt Thi/Jhk of Krypton 'isotope 85; 

you know perf ectly well y'ou do not. know how to care f or..  

Plutonium, :YOU feel y'ourselves. ~ i 

-i , As .Dr. Dixy, Lee' Raty said about.. the' loss of 115,000 gals..., 

of lethal radio active waste. "It ought not to have happened 

nthe:.way -that it did.." WillI that' be- the epityaph of 

the human race?_ 

Sinc~erely. ....  

4f.  

* f f . Facs ysocMs.CW 

* . /4 '41 

)4

C~47 X~L -
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MBAycock 

_17974. Attorney, OGC 
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Mr. Michael W. Anuskie-vcz 
Principal Gas Engineer 
Public Service Commission 
State of New York 
44 Holland Avenue 
Albany, New York 12208

Dear Mr. A--uskiewicz:

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 Atomic Energy 
Comimission. We are pleased to respond to Mfr. Aiadison's request and 
will do so by discussing briefly the evaluations that the Regulatory staff 
makes in this regard during the review of applications for construction 

The Regulatory staff'Is investigations through the normal review process.  
for construction permits and operating Licenses include the following: 

(1) The identity of the applicant including 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 to carry out the 
proposed activities ini accordance with the Commission's 
regulations.  

(3) The technical qualifications of the applicant's organization 
to engage in the proposed activite in accordance w~ith the 
Commission's regulations.  

(4). The applicaxnt's quality assurance programn (including 
organizational structure and degree of managenient 

-participation) to assue the quality of construction5 testing 
and operation of safety related structures, systems and - ~.
components.  

(5) The applican' organizatio.,1trnaI .3txm4t u re, allocatione of 

p a4mi r license is'~uh~- -- '-.

SU RNAME> - -. -. -- -{ ------ ----- - -- -. 
7_ -9-

SHill 
JYore 
RO (3) 
LWR Sr. Chiefs 
KGoll1er 
GLea'r 
PErickson 
Secy. Mail 
Facility (3) 

(75-0552)

V 
1 t



011r. Michael VW. *skiewicz -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 staff'Is 
Safety Evaluation Report dated September 21, 1973 which is enclosed for 
your information. The information supplied by Consolidated Edison 
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, 

Our findings regarding financial qualifications,, presented in the Safety 
*Evaluation Report,j 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'Is interest in the organization and 
management practices of the Consolidated Edison Company are restricted 
to the Company's qualifications, and ability to conduct safety related activities 
in accordance with the Commission'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 t~o be of further 
assistance.  

Sincerely, 

"P. 'C. Bender ) 
Paul C. Bender 

Secretary of-the Commission\) P 

Enclosure:. _ 
Safety Evaluation Report iC ) 

SE PREIOUS YELLOWS FOR PREVIOUS COCURR&i4CES
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Docket Nos. SG-3 

I W247 
and 50-286

Mr. Joshua Tu~rner 
4331 Osage Avenue 
Philadelphia, Pennsyv~iia 19104 

Dear 14r. Turnmer:

DISTRIBUTIONT: 
AEC PDR 
Local PDR 
Dockets (3)t
00B#3 Rdg 
EGCase 
]Ericksai* 

GE-rtter (DR-7592) 
1M11roff 
EHughes; 
EPeyton 
SATeets 
GLear 
CStepp 
IT-aMnill

Your letter dated August 17, 1974 to the Director of Regulation has 
been referred to me for reply. In yarn letter, you express concerA 
about potential seismic effects on the Indian Point nuclear facility.  

Our staff has been actively reviewing seismic records witli respect 
to thbe.R~mapo fault and the Indian Point facility and will prepare 
a. report on their analysis and findings. , We will inform. YOU of 
the reslts of this 'study when aailable., We expect the study will 
be comupleted this vanth.  

Sincerely, 

KarlRF.Goler, Assistant Director 
for Operating. Reactors 

Directorate of Licensing

*for followup
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PBErickspn :1T 
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AUG 2 9 1974

stqe .ten Q. Shafer,, M. D.  
28S Riverside Drive 
New Yorkc City, New York lOOZS 

Dear Dr. Shafer:

DISTRIBUTION:.  
-AEC PDR 

Dg1ots (3) 

EGCase 
MBricksxn* 
C 

GErtter (DR-7588) 
l~roff 
EHughes 
EPeytm 
SATeets.  
CLear 
CStepp 
Mmamill

Your letter dated August 15, 1974 to the Director of IRazaltion bas 
been referred to me for reply., In your letter,, you express cmceni 
Wbot potential seismic effects on~ the ludlan Point nuclear facility.  

Our staff has been actively reviefdi seismic records width respect 
to the Ramapo fault and the Indian Point fwciity and willprpe 
a report en their analysis =nd f Indings. ,We will,- inform you of 
the reslts of this study wihen avilable. Wa expect the study will.  
'be comleted this month.  

Sinceely, 

Original Signed By 
K. R. Coller 

Karl R. Goller, Assistmnt Director 
for operating Reactors 

Directorate oa Licensing

*for followup
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81 - ./ 4 1........ .7..41 ........... 489 ..........74 8 ........... --8.. ... - .. 4...j
Form AEC-318 (Rev. 9-53) AEGM 0240 * U. 6. GOVKRNMENT PRINTING OFFICES 1974-526-166

OFFICE )IP 

SURNAME) 

DATE-)M

Form AEC-318 (Rev. 9-53) AECW 0240 * U. S. GOVIIRNMENT Pmrwrma OFFICID t974-526-166



- Ax

I~ -, 

-~ ~ ~ 
-~ ~w~w 

~ 

~ -

Docket fos. 50-3 
50-247 
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Ms. Barbara Geary 
613 West Connell 
Stiliwater, Oklahcii
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NGamill 
Your letter dated August 13, 1974 to 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 Rwiapo 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. Wei expect the study will 
be caipleted this month.  

Sincerely, 
Original Signed By 

K. R. Gollex 

Karl R. Goller, Assistant Director 
for Operating Veactors 

Directorate of Licensing

*for follow-up
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i

F. Fallet1ta J-r a 

321L~ 2nd Ave, 921 
C!ua Vist-a, Ca.921 

August 27, 1974, 

Li an-ning ejuP -Gz ing 
u.s. AEC 

H-r. 'Huntziflg, 
I have. just read where Con Ed is building three nuclear -plants 

Just north of New Yor~r City on th e Hiudson River. s ifts rnt 

enough, this i~s also the site of' an- active earthoua-ke -fault, having a 

historyof treors asrecent!y as 19,66. Yet Con~d's Pijnal Safety n1 

ysis k.;eports , fEiled *in 1955, 1965 and 1970 -For each off the three -plants 

barlymentions thee aults at all and, infat states inonofhe 

that "ther. are no geologic faults' of. magnitude extending through the 

site or close to it"' State Geologist Jame FDavis studied the area 

and stuates that "the seism-nc history of the region is-inadequately 

peor'ted, the structural geology is incomletely 4.nallyzed and the. 196', 

and 1970 reoorts fail to include pertinent data develouped since 19,55':.  

Thbese faults will, not disaDnear by merely denying their existence or 

1-nor-ing them, sir. It seeins obvious to mqe that the'licensine ofl these 

pDlants must be reconsidered and the decision must be rever~sed in view 

ofthe facts..  
Thank you.. for your time, 

/J'E Flletta. Jr.
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August 24, 1974 
Camp Rainbow 

Croton-on-liudsont N. Y.  

Director of-, RguJ.ation,

U. S. Alto mc- Energy Comms slon 

Wasjjngton,:.D. C.  

Mr. Mutzin&: 

My ffazily andL I are f ind-Ang it increasingly difficult to 
understan&. the rationale bebhin&..the actions of your orgardzat

ion. I t a-P eas that your group and. members .b±: The Atomic 

Energy Counci.2 ara underplaying the disastrous consequences.  

-involved in -IndiaiL Point t s I, II, and III readtors' proxim-tty 

to The Rainapa, Fault, (an active fault that has registered

Merale Iten i-ty VII). Can energy shortage and. inivested. dollars 
.be so Macb. More 3mportant. than the lives of milli1ons, and.. the 

devastion.-of the enxi ronment? Are you willing, to take the 

risk? Have you asked over ten. million people if they are ? 

These may soun-d to you like the words of an. alarmist,, Ltl if 
you ba& studi-ed all thfe- facts (both pro and. -on) anci -if you had.  

a family an&. lved in the-area-that I do,, you might not -thinkc it 

so0 a !aM It ... ca 11It su--rvivali st, a v ery, human 'traits.  

Please take our iposition into -consideration.' 

Since' 

DonL Ogden & family 

7ID- 722 j
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4331 Osage Ave.  
Philadelphia, Pa. 19104 
August 17, 1974 

L. Manning Muntzing 
Director of Regulation 
U.S. A tomic Energy Commission 
Washington, D.C. 20545 

Dear Mr. Muntzing; 

I am writing to urge you to revoke Con Edisons 
licenses for its two completed reactors at 
Indian PLDoint and to revoke its construction
permit for the third.  

The report of New York State Geologist 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 Edision, poses a serious threat to residents 
of New York City.  

-Out of concern for human safety I urge you 
to close these three plants.  

Sincerely, 

Joshua Turner

DS ,7 57- Y%2
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San Diego, California 
Au t 12, 1974 

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

Dear Director iMuntzing: 

It would appear that safety standards for nuclear power 
plants are treated as amenities which utilities may be excused 
from observii~g, A case in point involves ConsolidatedEdison's 
three nuclear plants at Indian Point,(24 miles north of New York 
City').  

New York State's Atomic Energy Council requested a study of 
the Ramapo Fault iniorder to review Con .Edison'.s Final Safety 
Analysis R~eport (FSAR) for the Indian Point III plant.:,I 

The, study, by State Geologist.James F. Davis,, found Con Ed's 
FSAR to be invaccurate: "the seismic history of the region is 
inadequately reported, the structural geology is incompletely 
analyzed and the 1965 and 1970 reports !LFSARs3 fail to include 
pertinent data developed since 1955." (As reported in Lorna Salzman, 
"Mew York Report," Not Man Apart, 5,N.1 ildAgs 94 
pp. 12-13.) -___5 o 1~vi~uutl7~ 

The crux of the matter (of which you might be awar~e) 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 tremorS recorded as late as 1966), and which in the past 

has created tremors of Mercale intensity VI or VII.  

Yet Con Ed'Is Bq~s said Athat ei-te - there were no'faults of 
magnitude extending through or close Poro their site, o !r that the 
faults in the area have been inactive for 10,000 years.1 

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

Thus I am in complete sympathy with and lend my support to 
Citizen's Committee for Protection of the E~nvironment's petition 
to the AlEC for a show-cause order to revoke liicences for Indian 
Point I and .11 and the construction permit for III.  

bincerely,, 

c..: CCPE,* Bill Teaguec 
0ssining, NY 1714 Robinson Ave.  ecd Oft. Dir. Ol Ran Diego, CA 92103 

Dotefl'/(:
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Docket Pas. 50-3 
SO-247 

and S0-286 

.Else Jerard, M.P.H., Ph.D.  
Chairm, Indepeadent Phi Bel 

Exviroxlental Study Group 
M1 Central Park West 
Nwv York, New York 10023 

-Dear Dr. Jerard: 

Your letter dated July 17., IS 
been referred to me for reply 
about potential seismic effect

DISTRIBUTION: 

qE, pDR PEriCKson* 
L'cal PDR 

AUG 6 W94 \pkets (3) 
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174 to the Director of Regulation has 
P.In your letter, you express concern 

ts on the Indian Point nuclear facility.

Our staff has been actively reviewing seismic records with respect 
,to the Romapo fault and the Indian Point facility and will prepare 
a report on their analysis and findings. Ile will informn you of 
the results of this study %bien available. Ife expect the study 
will be cmVleted during the mouth of Aagust 1974.  

Sincerely, 

Karl R. Goller, Assistant Director 
for Operating Reactors 

Directorate of Licensing

*for followup
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7J -uly 28, L97 4'.  

mill Street RD 1 
Springville 
New York 14141 

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

Dear M~r. iMuntzing., 

The Springvil~le Radiation Study Group wishes to add-its 

support for",th~e 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 Construction 
Permit for #3 revoked* 

Our group is- concerned locally with questions about. possible 
hazards of the nuclear fuel reprocessing plant near our homes, 
but we also have a deep concern for possible -hazards arising 
from what appcears to be a too hasty pursuit of' Increased 
electrical, power elsewhere In. our state. *Nany of our families 
have members living or staying in then Indan Point area. We 
understand the extent to wyhich a catastrophic accident there 
could-affect-our state as a whole.  

The Springville Radiation Study.Group has over _200 -sinaturea 
at present on its petition to oppose licensing of thie plant 
near our homes and to encourage. development,.of non-nuclear 
sources of energy. We represent a large 'number-of citizens, 
who believe that the hazards 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 without enough care. In the case-of -nuclear 
power, there:is no precedent, no pomparilson-- to be made.  
From reading accounts of the present Issue-, one concludes 

thatthePSA fo InianPoint Unit No- 3 may lack that 

Ingenuous quality that a. resident of the area has the rigrht 
to expect.  

Dorothy Cairns, 
Co-ordinator 

-- SrringvIl~le Radiation 'Study Gop
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C IT IZ E NS L EA G U FO EDCAT ION ABOUT NUOLEA' -ENERGY INC. BOX 1087, NEW ROCHIELLE. N.Y. 10802 

July 26, 1974 

L. Manning 1-untzing 
Director of Regulation 
U.S. Atomic Energyv Commission 
Washington., D.C. 20545 

Dear Mr. Muntzing: 

CLEAN, Citizens League for Education of Nucleart-Enery 
strongly supports t he 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 pDower 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 growo-ing concern over the operation of existing 
plants and the planned construction of npew facilities in the 
New York Metropolitan Area.  

Sincerely yours, 

X'ack J. Adler, M.D.J,.A.C.P.  
for CLEAN 

JJA/ms 
cc: CCPE 

SFEE 11w1 COM-ITTE-E 1ACK J. ADz~ 9 -D z9 C APcO, D:A?.9 E DICTIS. JACK DON.AGHY. DAVID HAFT, M-D.. ARTHIUR HARRIS, MILDRED KURTZ, 
DAA LVY /NC~ ' 1 r-~ - ., JCLN P.k'3zEiG, M.D., MANNIE .i SCC~iCTER. M. EMANUEL V. SORGE, Ph.D.
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(7 K~'~July 23, 1.974

Frank W. Karas, Chief: 
Public Proceedings Staff 
Office of the Secretary of the Commission 

U.S.'Atomic Energy Commission 
Washing-ton, D. C.  

Dear Mr. Karas:

I wish to inform you that the Steering Commnittee 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 Reiactor #3. We have also made an exhaustive 

review of the information contained in a document entitled STATEMENT: GEOLOGICAL 
SURVEY- -NEW YORK STATE MXUSEUM AND SCIENCE SERVICE REGC ARDING LICENSING OF INDIAN 
POINT REACTOR #3, AND DISCUSSION OF THE FINAL SAFETY ANALYSIS REPORT SECTIONS 
2.7 (GEOLOGY) A14D 2.8 (SEISMOLOGY), dated April 19, 1974, signed by the State 

Geologist of New York State Mr. James F. Davis and two 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 Po int #3 should not be revoked.  
This-was decided unanimously by resolution of our meeting of July 16, 1974.  

Our Center is a -coalition of 19-o-rganizations based in northern 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 consturction permits for the 
three units at Indian Point.  

It Iis 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 exhaustive inquiries in 
this matter.  

We thank you for any and all efforts in this direction.'

cc: 'Mr. L. Manning IMuntzing, Esq.  
'Mr. Arvin Upton, Esq.  
Mr. Anthony Reisman 

Mrs. Irene P. Dickinson

Ver ru yours, 

Warren

I:L4L.Apkawi ' '



.Jocket Nos.. 51017 
ad50-247 

Mr. Walter H. Schwane, President 
Hudson River Sloop. Restoration, Inc.  

Poughkeepsie, New York 12601 

Dear Mr. schwane:.  

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

has been referred to me for reply. in your letter, you express 

'concern about the quantity and quality of seismic information 

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

in particular, the Ramiapo fault zone. Your concerns regarding 

the seismic data have been considered by the Regulatory staff.  

We are: indeed'involved. in the matters you have addressed 

and are aware of the report issued by the. State Geologist of thel.-' 

*State of New York., 

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, 

namely, the U. S.I Geological Survey, and the National Oceanic 

and Atmospheric Administration. These agencies'did not restrict 

themselves to the information provided in the applicant's 

Preliminary -Safety Analysis Report (PSAR). but drew heavily 

on their own knowledge of the area and the geology and seis

mology of the eastern U. S. Their study and reports found.  

*the site adequate for -constructionl and operation of the nuclear 

facility.  

Although we- maintain that our earlier position remains valid-* 

we are interested in additional information. We expect such 

information to be confirmatory. We are therefore doing the 

following:



r.Walter H. Schwane

W

-2-

1) The R~egulatory staff has been actively reviewing seismic 

records related. to the Ramapo, fault. -_Data from seismic 

instrumentation of the capability. required for accurate sensing 

were not available until the 1960's. 2) New investigations.  

which will supplement the available data, have been initiated 

by ConsolidatedEdison and will be subject to our review. These 

new studies of seismic activity'in the area around Indian Point 

will employ investigators who are well qualified "to, evaluate 

accumulated information.-. The data -will be acquired by the 

use of a microBeismlic instrumentation network to be procured.  

and installed, within three months,- by Consolidated Edison.  

3) In the fall of this year, a detailed seismic-relIated field 

mapping program will also be prepared for the Ramapo and 

related faults in the area.' 

We believe that the results of Ithe studies of the Ramiapo- fault. that -: 

have been undertaken by Consolidated Edison wilmbiguously resolve 

the questions raised in, the New York state report'.  

While -we continue to acquire more information through study, reports 

from the utility, and geological reconnaissances along. the Ramapo fault 

system, we hav e not found reason to alter, our former evaluation of 

the site
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Sincerely, 

Original Signed By 
7K. R.- Goller 

Karl Rl. Goller, Assistant irector 
for Operating Reactors 

Directorate of Licensing'
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%j Lly 15, 1974,

Berlin, R imn and Kess 
§1712 'N StLlr-ect, N. W.  
*Washington, D. C. 20iO36 

Rt: Conso 
--di 

Dear Mr. Rciswan: 

-.Thi s is in response to y 
O'.0Leary, Directorate of 

*.In.- that letter you indic 
the'- Regul ato ry Staff to

. documents being examined 
to- seismic issues at Ind 

: As I indicated to you in 
yesterda-y, Staff has pro 
and documens being exam 

Persons contacted: 
D~r.' Marc L. -Sbar, L 

-.- Dr.; James Davis, St 
r.Robert Fakundi 11 

Dr., Paul Pomeroy, N 
zMr.- Sanford -Hoidahi 
Dr Kihoa Ratcl 

r.Charles "Ellis,z.  
-Dr-. Kemble Wider, 

Topography 
Dr. John Dow~osi 

-,.-Mr. Robert Jobrris-,

1 er

lidated Edison Comp anv of New York,, Inc.  
an Point Nos. -1, 2 and 3)1

ou- letter of June 13, .1974 to M4r- John F.  
Licensing. U. S. -Atomic -,EnerVy CownImssion.  
at1-ed you would like to -meet with amebers; of 
dete'mine the nature of -the Staff review 

and the persons being contacted with respect
ian Point.Nos. :., 2 and 3.  

our telephone conversation last month and
vided me with, a list of persons contact-ed 
ined. That jist is as-follows: 

amnt- Dougherty Geological Observatory 
ate Geologist, ft.. Y.- Geological Survey 
y,Aew York, Geological- Survey 

ew York Geological -Survey. _.  
-National -Geodetic Survey 

i ffe, City CollIege o-f. City- Uni versi ty iof New York 
Res iden t -of Aawah,-Hew 'Jersey'-'.  
State Geologist~N J. Bureau of -Geology -and 

N4. J. _Bureau of Geology and Topography 
USGS- -

- Docmnts-examined-.: ' 

.1. _Statement prepared byv New--York- Geological :Survey 
2. Presently evaluating i terature: from. a list of-222 ci-tations 

...........enerated by.- GEOREF.  

t2A
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9

Contctswit'h appl ican't: 
Ileeting April 215, 1974,, Bathesda, ilaryland 
M--eting May 2, 1974, Palisades, New York 
Telephone conversaition. June 18, j974 re: site visits I and 2 July, 

l')74

As I also iniicated to you in our telephone conversation yesterday, 
July 15, Staff expects-to complete its report sometime either the week 
of, the. 22nd or 29h -of July, 1974. 1 have asked P4yron Karinan to-set
up a meeting betw'een you and the Staff prior-to issuance te 
.taff reports.

I~ I 
me.

may boffthrsrice to you., please feel Free-to contact-_1*."_

Si ndefely,

J ams R. Tourteidt 
Acting Assistant Chief f8earing Counsel
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VVASH INGTON, D.C. 20545 

Docl.ket Nos. 50-3, JUL 1 1974 

and 0-86 

Mr. William R. Coleman 
Assistant Corporation Counsel 
New York City Law Department 
1620 Municipal Building 
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. Wie have, as you no ,ted, 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 Unit 3.. Our review is presently ongoing.  

I am sure you are aware of the fact that Consolidated Edison Company 
and the Power Authority of the State of New York (PASNY) are negotiating 
the sale of two of Consolidated Edison Companyt 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 appropriate licenses and permits.  

These two sales, when consummated, should provide Consolidated Edison 
Company with some financial relief from its current situation and will 

* be a -consideration in our revie-w of Consolidated Edison Companys finan
cial qualifications.  

*We cannot predict what repairs-or modifications may be required at the 
Indian --Point -faci-lity i--the. futLure with,-the exception -that- -it is the 
Regulatory-staff position-that Consolidated Edison Company is required.7 

toistall cooling-towers for Unt n .Als o-, -in accordance with 
the AEC's Interim Policy Statement concerning "Interim Acceptance.  

V VVY



.~.William R. Coleman -2 -

Criteria for the .'Prformance. of Emergenity 'Core Cooling. S79tdms" issued:-
Jue29, 1971,- Cansolidated Edison Company is required to improve the 

emergeucy core cooling. system (ECCS) at Unit 1. We have also required.  
that. the Unit 1 reactor protectioni system be modified to,'meet the.,.  
single-failure criterion of IBMB Standard 279-1968.  

I hope-that thin letter provides the required information. I1 will, 
however,.be happy to provide. any additional-information that you may
needi

Sincerely,

Oiginal .Si gne d by.  
Karl Goller,

Karl R. Golier, AssistantDirector' 
for Operating Reactors 

Directorate of Licensing
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SkIdop lIPeI 0 §:rc.  

88 Market Street, Poughkeepsie, N.Y. 12601 .- R T Y 

OFFICE OFT HE SCRTR 

Chairman, Dixie Lee TRa V 
,Atomic Energy Commissio 
biashi naton, D.C.  

Dear Chairm--,an Pay, 
Th CSate Geologist of the State of New' Yor has ise!arpr 

which. casts severe doubt on the licensina procedur( s-of the Atomic 
Erercn Commi1rnssion, and esheecially on the data submit-1-ted Lby Ccnsolidated 
Edison to substantiate- safe oneration of the inuclear reactors at Indian 
Point.  

It is un cons ci onabDle that such readily available seismic data and.  
information on the area surrounding Indian Point,.and in particular on 

the PRamaoo fault never made its viay into the record, a record tihat has 
been in existence for almost twenti yea rs.  

As a result of these notentially catastoohi omsin ,its 
the position of the Hudison River Sloop Restoration to oppose any further 
operation and conistruction on the nuclear oo',-er plant complex at Indian 
DPoint. and furtherMore to join the Peti tion filed 7ble the Citizen's 
Comittee for the Prote-ction of the EnvironmeSnt to revoke such licenses.  

Regardlcss of 1.hatever other arcuements exist for or against 
nuclear po )r!oants, the safetY, infonrmation. in this case 1.was obviously 
so de ficicnt a's to voidt anv deliberations based upon them. W,,.e c all 
uO-on you to! use your office to initiate a non-biased, systematic in
vestication into the safcety datasubditted by Consolidated Edison, and 
becin immrediatelv to structure a study of' the seismiic activity in the 
Indian Point area/Ranmapo fault zone. 14e do not feel that Consolidated 
Edison should be reouired or trusted to carry out this study, nor do 
we1 feel that this stu,- s-hould be carried out 1by one indivi'dual.  

Since re ly 

..al ter !.Sc hw1,ante 
Pres i ren t 
Hudson Piver Sloop Restoration, Inc.  

R 7S/caI 

~rn3 ~,'7

914/45-7673411 contributioni are tax dcelurzl5I u.nder rection 170 of the Internali Rev'enue Code.9141454- 7673
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*BERLiN. RoismA.N ANDK 1I 

1712 N STREET. NORTHWEST 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20036 

EDWARD BERLIN AREA CODE 20, 

ANTHONY Z. ROISMAN PHONE 833-907, 

GLADYS KESSLER 

DAVID R. CASHDAN 

KARIN P. SHELDON 

STUART PA. BLUESTONE 

CLIFTON E. CURTISJue1,97 

June~ 13 17 

Mr. John F. O'Leary 
Dire ctorate of Licensing 
U. S. Atomic Energy Commission 
Washington, D. C. 20545 

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

Dear Mr. 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 thae Staff review, the documents being examined and the per
sons being contacted. I believe consistent with current 
practice that the Applicant, PASNY and members of the public 
should be allowed to attend the meeting but not to participate 
in the 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..  

Sincerely, 

Anthony Z. Io/s n 
Counsel or 1 iti( ens Committee for 

Protectio- ,"of the Environment* 

AZR/pq 
CC: Frank Karas 

Arvin Upton, Esq. 721



JUN 11 1974 

Anthony Z. Roisman, Esq.  
Berlin, Roisman and-Kessler 
1712 N. Street, N. W.  
Washington, D. C.' 20036 

Dear Mr. Roisman: 

Receipt is acknowledged of the "Petition Pursuant to Section 2.206 
For Order To Show Cause Why Operating Authority For Indian Point 
Nos. I and 2 and Construction Authority For Indian Point N4o. 3 Should 
Not Be Revoked," filed by you on behalf of the Citizens Comite 
for Protection of the Environment on May 22, 1974.  

This matter is presently under review by the Reg-ulatory 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.  

Sincerely, 

(1 rgjInal Signed By 
E. G.Case 

UJohn F. O'Leary 
Director of Licensing 
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LAW DEPARTME~NT 

-~MUNICIPAL BUILDING 

N4EW YORK, N. Y1. 10007 

AOIZIAN P. BURKE, Corporation Counsel.  

June.10, 1974 

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

Sir: 

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 modifications 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.B.C. presently requires be made at Indian Point 
Units 1, 2- and 3 and what further repairs or modifications 
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 P)lants.  

Very truly yours, 

WILLIAM R. COLEMANJ 
Assistant Corporation Counsel 
New York City Law Department 
1620 14unicipal Building 
New York, N.Y. 10007

DP4 -7 18 5



0
Dco- -V r

UNITED STATES 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20545 

MIAY i1974

1Mrs. 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. WThile 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 Coimmission are available for your inspection 

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

New 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 

CI
)y sent PDR..
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* LN.RoIsMrAN AND KESSLER 

1712 N STREET, NORTHWEST0 

WASHINGTON. D. C. 20036 

OWARD BERLINARACD20 

.NTHONY Z. ROISMAN PHONE 833-9070 

LADYS KESSLER 

AVID R. CASHOAN 

ARIN P. SHELDON 

TUART N. BLUESTONE 

LIFTON E. CURTISMa 3,1 7 

Mr. L. Manning Muntzing 
Director of Regulation 
U. S. Atomic Energy Commission 
W~ashington, 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 Consolidated 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 

knowledge that Con Ed is actiLvely seeking a purcli-aser 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 

lackof current operating funds and the risk of bankruptcy un

less such a sale is consummated.  

The Atomic Energy Act requires 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 had been 

known at the time the license was issued,would have altered the 

-decision reached, then the license should be amended, modified 

or revoked as appropriate.  

6 4(W

- 7618



Mr. L. Manning Muntzing 
May 3, 1974 
Page two 

At the time Con Ed received its appr ovals for Indian Point 
#1, #2 and #3, it met the financial responsibility 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 to 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, to 
continue to construct Indian Point #3 and to operate Indian.  
Point #3. Tfle reanalysis we request should include special
attention to Con Ed's current financial crisis including: 

1. Statements made by its officers to N'ew York 
State officials regarding the need for pur
chase of Con Ed plants; 

2.Con Ed's likelihood of. obtaininrg rate increases 
to the extent it deems essential from the New 
York Public Utilities Commission; 

3. Con Ed's ability to collect bills from its 
customers; 

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;



Mr. L. Manning Muntzing 
Mlay 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 those units can be allowed under 
the National*Environmental Policy Act? 

This request is not a petition under §2.202 of 10OCFR but 
rather a request for 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 special investiga
-Lion of these matters.  

.4e would appreciate an answer within fif teen days regarding 
this request and believe it warrants your earliest and most care
ful1 attention.  

Sincerely, 

£~Anthony Z. P~ismLan 
Counsel forjCi'tizens Committee 

for Protection of the Environment 

AZ R/pq 

CC.: Atomic Safety & Licensing Board 
Atomic Safety & Licensing Appeal Board.  
Arvin E. Upton, Esq.  
Honorable Louis Lefkowitz 
J. Bruce MacDonald, Esq.  
Angus, MacBeth, Esc..
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Pond Road 
Cr~mpond, N~ew York 10517 
April 15, 1974I 

Dixie Lee Rlays Chairman 
Atomic Energy Commission 
Washingtont D.C. 2054'5 

Dear Commissioner Ray, 

Last evening's thunder, lightning, anid accom
panying radio bulletins of a tornado watch for 
New Yorks including the Hudson Valley, drowned out 
the assuring words of a Con Edison spokesman, who 
testified that concern about tornadoes was uni
necessary since they do not or probably will not 
occur In this area. I heard this remark at a 
recent Atomic Energy Commission licensing hearing 
In Springvale, New Yorks when Con Edison was 
challenged in a series of safety questions raised 
by environmentalist attorney, Anthony Roismana 

Since the testimony, tornadoes-have become the 
concern of not only mid-westerners but of people.  
In 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 Is a 
familiar scene -to all. That scene was Illuminated 
* i mymind last night, but even more frightening, 
was the picture of possible Impending consequences 
should a tornado or any act of god play havoc at 
Indian Point, where two nuclear power plants are 
'in operation.  

What emergency plans are available to citizens 
'should something like this happen? My family and 
I live-just a few miles from Indian Point. -What
do we do? Who do we turn to? Con Edison's spokes
man at the hearing didn't seem concerned? The 
ABC commissioners on the panel didn't seem con-.
cerned. Am I the only one? 

Sincerely yours, 

ea n M ulc 
COPIES TO# 

US Rep, Hamilton Fish y i!I 1d~~ 
NYS Rep, Willis St8Dhens 
County Executive Alfred DelBelio 
County Legislator ;d Gibbs '>2' 
Peekskill Evening Star 
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