RE@UW@W ﬁ@a’iiﬁ?’

FneE " 7
i‘gi. )

Regu\atory

UNITED STATES ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION

: 3

IN THE MATTER“OF-

CONSOLIDATED -EDISON COMPANY
OF NEW YORK INC.

~ (Indian P>int Station, Unit No. 2)

ey

-ﬁf%g et )

=

. Place - Croton-on-Hudson, New York ~

o bgte - May 19, 1972 : 7 o | Pages5577 - 5757

DUPLICATION OR COPYING OF THIS TRANSCRIPT

BY PHOTOGRAPHIC, ELECTROSTATIC OR OTHER -

"FACSIMILE MEANS IS PROHIBITED BY THE ORDER
© FORM AGREEMENT :

‘Telephone:
(Code 202).547-6222

ACE -'FEDERAL REPORTEBS, INC.
Official Reporters .

415 Second Street, N. E.
Woshlngfon D. C. 20002

: NATIONWIDE COVERAGE 7

File .Cy.

T T

e o




5577
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
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iz BEFORE:

SAMUEL W. JENSCHE, Esq., Chairman, Atomic Safety
a2nd Liceusing Board,

MR. B, B, BRIGGS, Member.
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CHAIRMAN JENSCH: Please come to order,

' Committee, do you have further

Citizens
interrogation?

MR, VOIGT: Mr. Chalrman.

CHATRMAN JENSCH: Yes.

MR, VOIGT: Could T once again take a momeunt of
the”Boardga'ﬁimé to deliver a further report on the matter

of the prcoduction of documents?

CHAIRMAN JENSCH: Yes, please.

“has discovered concerning the matter of ihe welding work thet
was done on the reactor veéﬁel support iring., These are a
quality control inspection report of UES&C bearing date of
August 9, 1968; 2 second quality control inspection report
of UESC bearing date of August 12, 1968; and a copy of a
letter dated July 12, 1963, which is referred to in the
second document that I have just identified.

I have just hended copies of these documents to the
Board. 1 have additional copies here for the other parties
to the proceeding,

In addition, Mr. Chaifman9 we have reéeived from
UE&C headdguarters in Philadelphia the ariginal design
calcnlation sheets with vespect to the reactor ring givder

and the steam genervator shoes and also we have now a copy of

MR, VOIGT: Last evening I delivered o Mr. Roiswan I
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the supplemental calculation performed under Mr, Slotterback's
direction at the specific reduest of the Complisance Division.
The latter dncument,isfqne sheet and it bears the date of
4/12/72. At the wmoment 1 have only two copies of these

design documents. I would propose to give one to Mr. Roisman
and have the other set veproduced as quickly as pdssible 80
that the Board way heve copies, perhaps by the recess. this
morning.

CUATRMAN JENSCH: Very well. Thank you.
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¥R, VOIGT: ' Mr,.Chaivmar, the applicant, in
z accordance with the Beard*slﬁrder; has endeavored»ta'search
3 the file documents of itself and its contraciors. I should
' C G roint out that we have ot Rad access to the files of
'5 Pennsylvanis Engincering Corporation expect to tie oxtent that
g they produced certain decuménts in respouse to the Board's
| . subpocna . : S ,
8 . We kave, on ihe other hand, ha& the ceoperation of‘
8 the other ccn&factoys and subcontzractors.
- Based upoﬁ the séa?chiihat has been made, I,beiiaéé
- - NS P
gp | that we have pow produced ail of the documents that: we -have...d
99 ! in r@ﬁpanSQ to the Boaxd's order,
. 33 : CHAIRMAN JENBCH: Very well. Thank you.
94 | Are we ready ioAprnceﬁﬁ with further iﬁt@rrogatibm?
.5 M, ROISHAN: Ijust have a question., CFf course, I
16 haven’t seen these documents that were made awzilable this
17 | wmorning. Are the orxiginal and finﬁi stress analyses -« well.
98 we have thé final, if that's all there was that you had
19 provided at an earlier timé; Axe the original stress analyses
20 ipcluded in this? |
21 : MR, ?OEGTﬁ it iz my undergtanding, M. Roisman,
. | as | that these are the dewign load and siress amaiyses. I
93 should perkaps pvimt gut that there is not in czisience any
. 24 longthy formal analytical Peport on these matters. These are
2% simpiy the originzl enginsering calculétiOﬁs that served as
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the basis for the desiga drﬁwimgs” TheyAare in fact all that
we have from United Engineeré and Constructors,

M§;~EOESMAN: Es'tﬁe Bdsis fur the use of the
fraction that the E‘fﬁgure ié mueitiplied by in doing Strgss
analyses included in this?

MR. VOIGT: I would prefer you address that question
to one of ithe witnesses, Mr. Roisman.

WR. ROISHAN: WNr. Siotterback, do you remember we
Bad talked about this ou the first day?

R, SLOTTERBACK: Yes.

Mgg EGISYAN: X can’t r&ﬁehbero maybévyesterdaya
T MR, szoTERBACK:  We falked about Tt bt It TEHE- “f“f*'
in the package, Mr. Roisman. That wes information that was o
coming from Vestinghouse., 1'd like to defer to WMr. Berkowitz.

1. BERKOWITZ: Would you please bold for just a
nopent ?

MR. ROISKAN: VYes.

MR, WIESEMANN: Mr. Rolsmwan «-

MR. VOIGT: I6entify yourself, please.

VR, WIESEMANK: Robert Wicsemaun, Wesfinghouse,-

I believe it was ye&tefday_th&t Mr. Voigt identified
Table A3-1 which appsars in Appendix A, I believe -

MR. ROISMAN: In the FSAR?

MR. WIESEMANN: In the FSAR, yes. That section of the :

report in the appendix, iogether with that table, identificd
2
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the basis for the allowable siresses in~the_sup@o§tén I
~don‘t kncw'whethér,yoﬁ haﬁ.ah'dpportunity to éiu&y éhato
MR, ROESMAN: XNo.
ME. WIESEMANN: XI'd be bappy to answer any -
particular gquestions you might have regarding that. But that

is where the allowable siresses weve derived,
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MR. ROISMAN: In other words, that éxplains the
basis of using the fraction that half is multiplied by in
determining --

MR, WIESEMAIN: Not in that sense; it ekplains

the basis for the criteria in the sense that it explains what
the objective of the design is, in other words, whar
limitarions. that thé supports-are called upon to impose upcn
the structﬁre and gives t&@ Limiting considerations, The.
etresses being asaumed-at‘yield'er a fraction of yiel& are
more vestrictive than the aliowance given in the ?S&R,

i'fRo ROISMAN: Thank you.

CHATRMAN JENSCH: Are we read§ t§ §roé;ed tﬁen with

erpss~exzanination?
| MR, ROISMAN: VYes,

CHATRMAN JENSCH: Procead, please.

MR. ROISMAN: Mr. Slotterhack or whoever would bhe
knowledgeabie about the actual work done with regard to doing
the répair:ﬁbfkg 1 have some questions regavding the quality
control inspection report with regard to the work that was
done oun the reactor support riag. That inSpection.report

indicates in a section near the bottom =- Do you have a

MR, WHITEHOUSE: Right. Can I see the document and

,

MR, ROISMAN: Yes.

Caos

o
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SR, WHITEHOUSE: Yes, éira |
MR, ROISMAN: Thankiy#u, The next to the last
sentence in the fiwétgéaragﬁaph states, "No peening, pre=-
nheating, pnstheatiﬁg or stress reiieving was done,"
Now was that sentence meant ¢o indicate that none
of it was done with respect to the new welds that were made

or the new build-up of weld waterial that was wade?

MR, WHITEHOUSE: I was not the originator of th

e
%]

document and I would only have to tske an assumpiim on
whatever I said,

MR,

o]

CGISHAN: Do you know whether or not stress

reactor support ring, that is welds made in the "repair process’

MR, WHITEHOUSE: No.




[

3

453

7]

A

12

L e e e e o s o e $ovmn op akegmee O

13

MR, ROISMAN: You do not know?
MR. WHITEHOUSE: There w38 no stress relieving dme,
MR. ROISMAN: Mr. Slotterback, cam you tell me am

I correct in my assumption that on the original welds

stress relieving wss reguired?
g o

MR, ROISMAN: That's vight, The stress relieving

e

was semething. in the neighborhood of 1150 degrees Fahrenheirt,

MR, SLOTTERBACK: I don't recall the numbers but

9,

I think that 1s net the same,

¥MR. ROISMAN: Thank you.

MR, ROISMAN: And that report states, "Grimnel
Corporation satisfactorily maguetic particle-inspected all
repair welds accéﬁplished by Todd fhipbuilding Company and
fourd ne objectionable indicationsa Do you see that statement
in there?

MR, WHITEHOUSE: Yes, sir,

MR. ROISMAN: HNow Mr. Slotterback, can you tell me
is that the method of inspection of welds that was used for
purposee of the coriginal construction of the reactor suppoft

ring?

M., SLOITERBACK: Yes, sir, on the total ring section

-y s 13 3 . * ’
ME, BERKOWITZ: Mr. Branting will answer that question
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MR, ROISMAN: Thank you,
MR, BR&&?ING: vﬁe had the option of using that type
of inspection, yés? sir. |

MR, ROILSMAN: Hhat‘kind was in fact used?

MK, BRANTING: Magnetic particle inspection,

MR, ROISMAN: Was any other type of inspection used
on the welds, also?

MR, BRANTING: 1 believe not,

MR, ROISMAN: Whifh one of you gentlemen would be
able to tell me anythiﬁg about the Todd Shipbuilding Company
welders? In'pérticular 1 sm intefestéd in finding ocut the

)

Jwelding procedures, those.requized by the American Velding

R L il

Society, and were the Todd Shipbuiiding Company welders
qualified under those requivements?
| MR, BERKOWITZ: Mr. Cumningham will answer that one.

MR, ROISMAN: Thank you,

MR, CUNNINGHAM: Would you repeat the question,
please? 1 a2m sorry. - |

MR. ROISMAN: Yes. According to the spacifications
for the fabrication of the resctor suﬁﬁort rirng, and 1 2m
referring now to specificatioqs pumber 9321-0i-12-3, it
states on page tws thereof, "ALL éeldimg shall confofm to
the latest traditcion of the American Wélding Society Code,

Welders shall be qualified in accordance with the standard

§

qualification prascedure of the American Welding Society Code.’
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Now my question is, was the work thgt was done by
Todd Shipbuilding Company dbne by weldevrs who were qualified
in accovdance miéh the standard quelificsation procedure of
the American Welding Scciety Code?

MR, CONNINGHAM: The specific question I cannct'
answer directly., 7The welding engineer, Toum Nader, who was
responsible‘fnr this job and reported to mé on the site,
repovted back to me that he was satisfied that Todd Shipyard
was properly @ualifieé and the welders werve prdperly

qualified to perform the repair work. I can't answer directly

whether they were ov not, I have %o answer it in this manner,

o 2

78
>
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MR. ROISHAN: Did you understand him to méan that |
they were properly quéiified within the meaning of the
'séandard quaiifigatiﬁﬁ pibcedure for the American WQEding ]
Society or zeally thét ia lhis judgment, regzrdless of what
procedure they may have been qualified to, he felt théy
cbwld'du tha Jjoh?

BRE, CUNIINGHAM: In his judgment it met all of the
specificaﬁions-that he aonsiéeré@ applicabza‘for this repair
work,‘ | | |

MR. ROISHMAY: But you don’'t knov whether he coné
sidered this -=-

MR. CUNNINGHAM: I don®t,

MR. ROIBMAN: Do you kwow whether or anot tﬁe w&idiﬂgi
was doue in conformity with the latest revision of ithe
Avevrican Welding Sacié%y Code,; or does any member of the panel
kiow that? v ' o

MR. CUNNINGHAM: I don't kiow, again.

MR, ROIS¥AN: BReferring now to the letter dated
July 12, 1968 to Br, Sam Hawe from R. Lander of the Pittsburgh
Bridge & Iron Works,

MR, VOIGT: Excuse ne, I taink the gentiemamgé pane
is Nawe, but Y don®t biame vou for not heing able‘ta read it.
‘Mﬂﬁ ROISMAN: 411 right,

Mr, Beanting. 4o you have a copy of that letler in

frout of you?

PR,



. it 2

3

L

10

el
e

32

i3

14

5

.ﬁ@ .

17

§8

3596

MR, BRANTING: Yeé,'sir,

M3. ROISMAN: It indicates on %the boitom of the
second paragraph that, "All repair welds are to be checked
with the ariginéi contract specification.”

Can you tell me, what is the practical differsnce
between the dye peaetrant é? the magunetic partieie“_tesﬁ,.and
wha& factor would enter into a choice to use one or the other
for the purposes of inspec%ing the weld?

ME. BEBRCWISZ: 'ﬁr. Roisman, Mr. Beer will apswer
that question.

MR . ROISMAN: Thank you,

M. BEER: The difference between the two,in the

effects of usiasg one versus the cther, that liquid penetirant

detects only those defects which cume completely to gedz"”i‘a,.ee..

Magaetzc particle does detect defects some depths.down into
the materiai.

MR . RQESM&H: Can yoﬁ teil me roughly how far déwn?

MR, BEER: .Et'varies‘dep@ndiag on %he material and
the method., In thg mexghborhood of a qurt inch,

MR. ROISHAN: You mean that it would detect that
even if on the surface there was nothing visible?

In other words, it w0u£& detect a2 defect of amy
kind within that quarter-inch distance that was covered aﬁer

at the wmaago and wourldu®t be visible from the surises?

By magnegtic pariticie or dye penetrant ingpection in accordance

[O——
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MR, ﬁﬁtﬁ:' T&at’s correct, within the sensitivity
of the m;thdd. | | |

MR, ROISHiN: THank you.

Kaybe Mr;.Whitehouse'is the one, but can you tell me
in doing the repair_welds of th@ resctor support ring, how
much weld materizl was deposited before amy test for defects
was haé@? Do you know?

MR. WHITEHOUSE: There was a very emall amount of
wei& materiai. I cannot tell pu eﬁactly bow wmuch was put on.
It was a very smail amount, though.

MR, ROISBMAN: Is tﬁere anyone on %he panel that
would know. I thought someone knew the exact guantity.

Mr. Slotterback, you, I understand, have dome a -
drawing which is dated May 18, 19?2, designed to indicate the
closest distanee to the edge of the vertical gusset support
in the generator support shoe., Let me just aék»so we wiil
get the figures into the record.

if you take a look at this and tell we if I am
correct in indicating that ﬁhe di&tanca, the shoriest distance
is two and eleven-sixteenths inchés Irom tke center lime of

the pin, and that that is the distance which is perpendicular

to the side of the gusset whichis nearest to the gemerator,

pleass.
MR. SLOTTERBACE: That'’s correct,

4R, ROISMAN:  Thank you.
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7¢I may, I'd iike to ask Hr. Lofy a question.

MR, LOFY: Yes,

MR, ROISMAN: i, L@iyg I an gomng t0o returan to yau
so that you can lcck ai it, reference B7, which is &
Vestinghouse Electric Corporation sketch sheet. It is Markéd
at.the bottom, EDSK-232021, Revision 1, 4/2/66.

On this drawing that Jov gave me, which is a photos
copy of an origin&l,_pr@sumably, there are several penciiéd»

i nmmhers; I wanted to ask you about fhbse;
| For the recoxd, ¥ would state that I havé made no
mzrks on this documeﬁﬁo I ask vou with ragardAta‘these

penciled references what they mean,

17

18

N B
& 3
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MR, LOFY: Yes.,

‘MR, ROISM&N&A The first one is a penciled reference
which has not been erased at all., 1t says Z direction or |
appears to say £ direction., Could you tell me what they
represent?

MR, LOFY: Well, that is merely the direction that
the analyst has identified Eqr purnoses of his analysis,

X, ¥ and Z, the ver tical and the two horizental dl?ectzons,

MR,-RGISMAN:' What 18 moving in that direction?

Is there anything that woves in that direction? In other
words, is that indiéated the directidn'of a stress?

MR. LOFY: I think that we detérmime, through
conversations with Mr. 8lotterback at this pulnt that the
tangential load T was dpplled for ﬂurposes of enalysis here
in 2, the horizontal direction, and two Es or two suppcrt pads
one on elither side of the vessel, Tnis was the suhject of
our conversstion that was asscciated with these markings

MR. ROISMAN: On the same drawing there is aﬁother
1ine which has been erased, It is';till possible to see‘it
is at a forty-five degree angle to the Z direction, and it,
too, was initially marked Z direction, and that portion of it
has been erased, alreo.

Do you know what the reason for tﬁe changs was, or

whether that represented some uncertzinty im terms of what

direction that load would be received?




D2wm=2

&

@

it

samnrrTs

5594

MR, LOFY: I can*ﬁ answer that directly, It appeérs
that the analyst f£irst assume %hat the orienitation was at
forty-five degrees, and tﬁéf‘it was perpendicular to the )
axis Betweep two sﬁppar& pads; Possibly Mr; Slotterback could
clarify this, I'm‘assuming that the loads are cmmimdirectisnalg
can act in any divection, But for purposes of analysis, we
have to ap?iy them at one point,

MR, ROISMAN: Do you know whether the particular
dirvection that was assumed was the cne that applied against
the coléest, weakest portion of the support ring?

MR. LOFY: What?

MR, ROISMAN: That portion of the support ring tﬁat
was least likely to withstand the streés,

v, LOFY: 1 don't believe it would maké any
difference.

ME. ROISMAN: On the top of the page there is 2 éhart
divided into columns A, B, C and D, and beneath eacﬁ column

it iandicates that there is a load factor asseociated with thact

o

articuiér itgm.that it identified for columgs A, B, € and .
Then the load factof is'apﬁlied for differénf types of
stresses,

Can you tell me, am I correct in my interpretation
of that chart, that at rno time is it assumed that the load
to which the support ving will be subjected will be the

combination load of earthquske and a pipe dreak?
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MR, LOFY: I'm not éble ts answer that.

MR, ROISMAN: These figures that are written up
above the chart in pencil, .9¥ and 1.33F, what dp those
represent?

MR, LOFY: These fepresent the allowable stresses
for the individual cases. ,9 times yield for the pipe break
case, .9 times yield for pips break case three, and ore and
one~third yield for the earthquake;

MR. ROISMAN: Do you know, what does this one and
one-third mean? Does it mean the:allowable stress is a third

Wioher than the yield point of the material?
y P
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Mﬂc 10FY: I believe so,

MR, ROISMAN:l Do you know in your analysis whether
or not the amount of load tb\which the. support ring wouldl

be subjected as a result of an earthquake was in apy case
higher tﬁan the yield point;.althmugh still below thsa
allowsble?

MR. LOFY: 1 can't answer that ié terms of the
earthguake case, We checkéd the worst Ioading conditioﬁ
given to us and determined that stvess levels in géneral were
very iow., They did not approach these limits, and it appeérs
that the ring is designed more for structural stability than
allowable stress as a limiting criterxia,

MR. ROISMAN: 1I notice at ome point here you have
also the upper part of the page the following D.L., and there
is some unusual-looking sign, and then E.Q., and the Tigure
22,000, and beneath one and one-third, it locks like it may
be F.Y, with an arrow pointed up., Can vyou tell me what does
that little set of syubols mean, if you know? |

MR. LOFY: .i don'f.kngwAdirectly what These symbolé
mean, . | | o |

MR, ROTSMAN: Thank you.

MR, LOFY: 1I'd like to correct something.

MR, ROISMAN: Yesf

MR, LOFY: I think I stated that the one and one~

third was one and one-third times yield, I believe we mean




z3

24

ided

5597
one and one-third times F with F being 22,000 for the steel.

MR. ROISMAN: What is the difference between F and

MR, LOFY:

2
e

would be a conventional design allowable
stiess,

MR, ROISMAYN: So this is one and one-third times the

" conventional allowable ztiress rather than one and one-third

MR, LOFY: That is corrveet.

MR. ROISMAN: Now am_I‘CGrrect.that the information
that's contained in here regarding the yilelds and the F figures
comes from or was obtained as the result of telephone conéer«
sations betwaﬁn Mr, F@ley of your oifice and Mr. Siotterback
of UE&C that is ze rde& on May 4, 1572, inva document which
was a portion of -- Well, it's 2 portion of one of your
references and right now I can't find which reference number
it was,

| MR, LOFY: I believe it was D.14.
MR, ROISMAN: Yes, that's correct.. Is that where

the informaticn was contained that's penciled in on this

sketch sheet that you just looked at? You want to look at

the memorandum of the telephone conversation?

MR, LOFY: From this telephone conversation we

rified that for soume loading ccnélri“ﬂs the design

criteria allowed .9 times yield., For sthers we used one and
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one-third F per AISC, To get‘the actual allowable $treés'
we went to tbe AISC for ihe material,

MR, ROiSMAN:'-Thank you.,

Now Mr; Sléétarback,'do you vemewber this telephone
conversation on the 4th of May, 1972, in which Mr, Foley
acked you some questions regarding the stresseé with regaxrd
to the reactor support ving? And I will show you the-
memorandum of the phone caﬁversati@n t§ see if it reffeshes
YOuUY MEwory.,

MR. SLOTTERBACK: Yes, 5ir.

MR. ROISHAN: Can you'ﬁeii me from the drawiag that
is referred e as E.B.5.K.-323021, ievisian 1, dated |
April 2, 1966, what doeﬁ‘pipe‘break case t@o and pipe break

case three refer to? What are those cases, if you know?
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ME. SLOTTERBACK: Thé description on there im thig
case is between t@a:puﬁp gnd the eibow on the Eéactﬂr nﬁzzleo
Case 2 is’at the steaé généféfor inlet,

MR. ROISMAN: Now do eilitker of tihose involve the.
rupture of the iaigest pipe in the primary coolant system?

MR, SLGTTERBACK§ As far as X kndﬁ they both da,

MR, ROISMAR: And in your opinion would those bhe the -
onés waich would produee_the higﬁesﬁ ioads in terms of a léad
in the'reéctorlpréssure ﬁessel in the eowvent of a'rﬁpﬁur&? |

MR, SLOITERBACK: I assume sc, but without looking
at & detail «- maybe somebody from Westiﬁghouse'cOuid‘respénd,

MB. ROISMAI: Okay. |

while we are waiting to get the person up maybe I
can go on and ask yuu,_the F¥, the ¥ figures that ére on that
chart that Mr. Lofy bas indicated wef@ obtained by his company
fram telephone canv@reatioﬁs with you, can you tell me what
is {he support for the use of twse particalar figures, the
.G figure and the 1.33 figure?

MR. SLOTTEEBACK: The support for the .9 is as X
stated thé cther day, based’on é criteria from Westinghcuse
that for the pipe brezk conditions we could design o aéFY,
The I;SSF is based on the ailowable stress, and the AISC code
pefmits.you to increase your stresses by one-third for
seisnic wind and exteavating i@ads thai are not coatinucus.

MR, ROISNMAW: Can you tell me is ithe use of tie
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figures that are'%hefe when ydu used them you based it upon
_ Westiéghouse in terms of the ,§ figure and uot upon any
indepzndent Jjudgment oﬁ your parﬁ? is that correct?

MR . SLOTTERBACK: X.guess 80, yes.

MR. ROISMAN: Is IMr, Wiesemann the gentliemar who gs
going to ansver the cariier gquestion?

¥R, BERKOWITZ: Yee, X believe so.

MR. ROESMAH: I see ne iz just coming into the réém;

Mr. Wiesemann, just to sort of bring yoﬁ up to daie,
this has to do with the figureg that have'heen used for purg
pdSes of stress analysis of the reacior support ring lcadings,
and.the question which ¥ had asked lr, Slottewhéak was whether
or not the pipe break cases~3 and 3 which are used in that
chart on the sketch sheei that we have been veferring to
represent the most severe possible ioadings that could dccur
on the reacior pressure vessel that are postulated for éur- ,
poses of this plant.

There is, according to My, Slotterback, on thes éheet
a description of where those pipe breaks are assumed%o OTCUY,

, MR, WIESEMANN: Give me a moment to look at it,

MR, ROISHMAN: Ves,
MR, WIBSEMANN: I would 1ike to bhave an opporiunity

to check some other information befeorz I answer that.

MR, BQISKHAN: Dosou need the sheet in order to do
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the checking?

MR. WIESEMANN: £ will nesd it agam, { dom’t ameed
it at the moment,

MR. ROISMAN: I just thought that I'd complete my
cross-exanina tion with regard to ail bﬁt that. Vae this some
checking that you wcuid be aple to do im the next few
winutes or was it something you wanted to do over a period?of
timé and repori back in sonme Writtéﬂ manper ? |

MR, WINSEMANN: I think it's probably best if I --
I have to get sone reference material which 1. thlmk ig in the
room here, but I don't kmow bow lomg it will take to £3 ind What
¥ am lookirg for. Porbaps I could do it aftar.a break, wheb.
ever that is.

MR. ROISMAN: Well, i it's all right with your
counsel here we will just defer it and you counid report back
to us and indicate whether or not before we end the session
today you'd be able to answer it, and if not we will Tty to
work out some cther method to get the answer into tne reaaiﬁ.

MR. VOIGT: Wr. Roisman, if we cam obtain the
answer before the end of the segsion that will be agreecabile.

If there is any difficulty in obtaiming the ansver,
then I have some ubjections to lodge with the Board.

MR, ROISHAN: Thai’s fine.

Mr. Siotterback, could I see the sketeh sheet again,

please,
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Mr. Slotiterbkack, the-decision that Mr. Lofy referred
te that is impliéiﬁ in this docunent, nameiy tkat the loading
that would be considered waald.anﬁy-b@ the loadings invaiving
the reactor vg&sei weight itself and z pipe break'amd not the
reactor vessel wéight, 2 pipe bresk and an earthauake
simuitameouély, ig that s decision that vou in any way .
 participaied in, or is that something which,is simply acoepted

from sonsoneelse?
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MR. SLOTTERBACK: That was accepted from someone else,

MR, ROISMAN: From where did that decision come?

MR, SLOTTERBACK: I'm not suve. Someone from
Westinghouse should respond,

MRa.RGISMAN: Mr, Berkowitz?

MR, BERKOWXTZ: Just hold for a moment,

MR, TROSTEN: Read the question. (Question read.)

MR. ROISMAN: Mr., Wiesemann, the question was,
Mr. Slotterback indicated that Westinghouse advised him that
the proper computation of the maximum load to which the
support ring could be zubjected should include the reactor
vessel weight and either a pipe break or an earthquake, but
not & pipe break ard an earthquake at the same time; that}that
was a Westinghouse determination; is that correct?

MR, WIESEMANH: That information was provided to
United Engincers by Westinghouse. The requirement, however,
was an AEC requirement at the time, I believe if you wili
chack the Staff's safety evaluation -~ I think it is covered
in other places in the application., In the Siaff safery
evaluation, this'particular item is addressed and'is'pointeﬂ
out thatlat the time this plant was designed that was the

requirement of the AEC. Since that time the requirement has

changed,

This plan has been reviewed from the standpoint of

= vhether or not it is adequate from that standpoint basad upon
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analyses that have been formed for another unit, I think I
could locate that in the Staff séfety evaluation if that
would be helpful ﬁa you, Thg requirement 1is a zequirement

that was developed., I believe Indian Point Unit 2 was the

first reactor, first or second reactor to have the recuirement

cf impusing the consideration of blowdown forces.

In other words, taking into account some design
criteria to prevent blowdown forces from resulting in further
failure of the coolant syateﬁ,

Probably all the plants that are desigued can
tolerate that., But it was the firvset time that it became a
specific fequirement,‘ ﬂubseQuentiy it was decided to combine
the two, I thiﬁk it is fair to say that the contribution
from blowdown forces is by far the dominant factor, Loads
arevextremely large from the blowdown forces, wﬁetéas from
the earthquake forces they are fairly small wmultiples of
the mass of the componeunt,

MR. ROISMAN: I'm not sure what those qualitative
words mean, but the chart reference, B,7, the sketch sheet
indicates that in termé 0f5§oﬁﬁds, the }oading'of pipe case
break would have 523,060 pounds ; earthquake, 395,000 pounds.

MR. WIESEMANN: It is almost double,

1R, ROISMAN: And in the tortion situation, the
pipe break case twe would have been 865,000 pounds and the

earthquake would have 969,000 pounds,
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® ' 1 MR. WIESEMANN: That's correct.

3

MR, ROISMAN: In that case the earthquake would
3 be the dominant force in terms of tortion or tangential load;

. 3 is that. correct?

]

MR, WIESEMANN: 1In that restricted sense, yes. In

the overall sense it is not.

[£2)

7 MR, ROISMAN: But the current requirement would
% be the total 1oad-pipe break and earthquéke'together on
9 | plants curzently now seeking construction permits;.is that
w0 correct?
91 MR. WIESEMANN: As determined by a dynmaic énalySis,
32 )| which is different than taking the equivalent static loads.
13 and simply adding them together.
14 MR. ROISMAN: I understand, But that type of
1 analysis was not done, to your knowledge, with regard to the
28 i veactor support ring modifieations'tc see if it would meet;
47 that dynamiec stré&s isad cembination; is thatncorrect?
18 MR.:WIESSEQAN: An analysis @aé performed, not

59 specifically on Indian Point Unit\Z, but on the same type of
20 dé$ién where it would show that you would not expect a

21 problem with respect to the combined losds, I thirk that's

%)
™

the point I was veferring to in the &taff safety evaluation.

23 | MR, ROISMAK: But on the other unit there have not

24 || been modifications on the reactor support ving that have been

25 i made here, or was there?
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MR, WIESEMAN&& There is no connection between the
medifications you are falking about here and the structuval
integrity of the support.

MR, ROISMAN: That 1s what the hearing 1s about,
of course; -

MR. WIESEMANN: I undevstand that, but there is no
connection between them, Nothing has been done to the giﬁder
that affects its sbility to withstand the loads.

ME, ROISMAN: I understand yéur judgmént on that,

My question, though, was in the other plant that
has had this analysis done with dynamic loads, was the
Teactor support ring constructed exactly as this one with
the sawme problem with regard to warping and the requirements
to machine the splice platés and the other deviatiaﬁs}that
have been discussed here and modifications that were made?

MR. WIESEMANN: I have no kanowleadge of what
deviations might have existed, 1 only know that the deviations

in thig particular plant have no bearing on the effect of the

structure,
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MR. ROISMAN: Ve are aiways pleased to have your
judgment, Mr. Wieéemanno Thank you.,

Mr. Lofy, turning back to the stress analyses thati
were done for purpdsas nf the reactor support ring integrity,
wers you here yesterday when I believe the gentleman -- we |
fad a discussion about the Bujliard method of computing
stresses, a method uged for intersecting cylinders and the
problems dealing with safety valve header ruptures.

KR, LOFY: VYes, I was hgrea ,

MR, ROISHAN: Can you tell me, was the Bujiiard
method of compuiting Stressesp would that have been appropriate
for any of the stress loadings associated with the reactor
support rings?

In other words, do you have a situa%ian in which
there were intersecting cylinders in the context of that
method?

MR, LOFY: Mo,

MR. ROISHAN: Vere the methods of stress analysis
that werse aSed, the’A;‘D,'Little sﬁr@§$ analysis in terms of
the'types of ioads tha{ were considered and the directions in
which they might go, and the detailed analysis?

MR, LOFY: I uﬁderstana A. B, Little is the pipiog

flexibility program. I don't think it would be directiy

applicable here,

5 that was

MR, RCISMAN: Iz the type of sivess analysi
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done here the most sophisticé%ed in terms Qf atﬁemptimg to
appropriatéi§ predict.aud,compute the loadings as tThe resuit
of, say, biowdown forces from a pipe break, or was it a more
simplified version‘théa the most sophisticated might be?

MR. TROSTEN: Excuse me, M-, Choirman., I don't
understand the gquestion. Are you'r@ferring to the amalysis
that Mr. Lofy perfmrmed?

VR, ROIZHAN: 'Yese

¥R, LOFY: Our apalysis was certainly not the most
sophisticatad; ‘ J

ER, ROKSMAN: In terms of the blowdown, do vou knowy
whether or-noﬁ theve wéulﬁ bhe forces acting in conceivably
many different directions, some of which wereln@ﬁ considered
in the'course of your aanalysis of fhe stresges to which the
support riang would be subjected?

MR, LOFY: I cannot answer that., 7The forces we
used wexe those that weve itabulated on that particular

MR. ROISHAN: Ne. Slotterback, would you kmow if
there;were,forcés that woﬁld be likely im the event of a gipe
break other than the ones that are tabulated om this
reference B7, the sketchk sheet we have beexn talking about?

i if you like, I will hand it back to you.
MR. VOIGY: Hr. Chairman, I kave been sitiing here

very patiently this morning listening.
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‘ 8 CHATREA N JENS{CH: I"d iike to compliment you, but
2 zo abead and say what you had in mind.,
3 MR, VOIGT: -~ listening to Me. Ro sman pursue thig
‘ é mcéious line of iagquiry concerﬁ:‘mw the cvzgma)’ design valumg.,
5 I really submit ¢o you, sir, that that is irrvelevant and
8 immaterial and beyond the scope of this heariag.

If ¥Mr. Poiswman had guestions about the original

g

s desiga cof the plant, they obviously would have beev
& .approp aﬁe duriag the original he armngn“

iy | The purpose of this hearing, as ¥ understand it,
13 is to explore the effect, if anyﬁ‘with gerdtain mo@ificaﬁians
82 on the components &hat it may have had on the integrity and

. 9% csafety of the plant,

4 1 I féally nust object to amy further inguiry con-
15 cerning the original design values ualess there has @een.aome
i) foundation showing on Mr. Rolesman's part that the modifica-
k4 ticns have resulted ié a departure ifrom those values. I
18 do not believe that it is appw@priate at this stage of this
19 hearing, which has been'reqpened tﬁ»conﬁiéer the limited
20 issue¢ rvaised by ir. Brillﬁs aliegations, to go back and
Z1 rebaah,alliof the original deéigﬁ\numbersa

I would ask for a rulipng. I would ask that I have

B
3

23 a'contimuing objectiion, and I would ask fox a ruling cn that

78
Y

subject by the Board.

£ : CHAZRIMAN JENSCH: Would you care <o speak o this
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MR, ROISMAN: Yes.

The origimi siress anzlyses, so far, at lzast in

‘the sense that the draving you have lovoked at and are just

now lookimng at, have not beew compured to the current stress
analiyses to iundicate tha .t there wawld not be higher loadings
on the. reactor suppoert riﬁg a3 the result of the modifications

vaich took place,

]

An

£

act;, I belileve that there is some evidence from
Porameter; Inc., which indicate there will be some changes.

Therefore, I think it iz pertinent, if this reactor support

3

ying is in any way less etrong, if you will, than the original,

e

o find out whether or not the original limit, so-called
aliowable limit or the method of computing the ability of the
reactor support ring to withstand forces, is asccurate.

That

e

is why the current guestion autstamdiﬂg ig an
attenpt ito Lind out whethar oy wmot the computation of fﬁe
stresses to whigh the weactarlﬂuppart ring would be subjecﬁed
is a computation which valid1y'imciuées aii_ef'the appmapriate
siressey,

Ve canti measure the atrength of thls ring as
instalilied without koowing whe*her or not the formulae used for
thoge stress analyses wers approprxaﬁe?y conserva ;ive and
covered 211 of the reasonably predictable forces. That unas

been the subject of the discussion for the last ten or

I S
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fifteen minutes wiih ﬁr, Lofy and Mr. Siotterbaéky

MR, ‘{OiGTi Mr. Chairman, what M'q' Roisman hasg jvzs:«:
éaid is a cémpleté non s2quitur. It is entirely possiblefand
arguaably apprbpriatevts compare auny increasé in gitress as a
result of these modifications with the original allowables.
it is, I submit, inappropriate to go back and guestion the
original allowables at this point in time. That is what Er;
Roisman has just admitted he has been doing for the iasi
fiftesn minutes.

I ask that you rule that this ig irrelevant and

, 91 out of order and beyond the scope of this portion of the
92 hearing, and that he be directed to proceed to establish %ﬁe
". .
43 comparison with what exists and what was designed, and to
14 gesgist from're~examining and rebashing the original design;
95 | which I submit is not in iszsue here.
98 CHAYRMAN JENSCH: Can the reporter find the pending
97 guesticn? |
13 (Question referred to was reaé 0wy the reporter.)
12
29 )
21

N
ny
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MR, ROISMAN: Mr. Chairmen, I have located the
reference I was referring to regarding the effect on the
load~carrying ability of the suppori ring in a ?aré@eter, Inc,
study. On p&ge>eieven of the summary of the study it states
under paragraph III-B, subparagraph 1, "Elongation of the
énchor holt holes does affect the load-carrying capability.
of the support riug,”™

| CHATIRMAN JENSCH: In one réspéct, of course, if |
that is the §redicaté of your question, the interrogation shoulc
be dirvected to Mr. Lofy. DBut I think one thing that we
miet keep iﬁ mind in this proceeding, there hasn't been a
veopening -~ I think it would be helpful, I appreciate,
Mr. Voigt, you have just come in the hearing, bué uatil yoﬁ
see an order from the Board closing a portion of the record,
you may assume that the record is open, and I think it gives

you an impression that there has been some Special dispensation

granted in the reopening which has certain limits,

Radiological safety watters wil@ be undex
consideration in this‘prnceeding uatil it is closed, and you
may be informed. in that regétd wvhen you see an order from
the Board,

Now in one sense this question of the support riog
has just been placed in sharp focus by the transwittal by
the Regulatory Staff of a letter from Mr, H., K, Brill, |

As you know, Mr. Voigt, the Commission has suggested




g

16

=
oG

13

34

]

16

17

18

5613
that there not be gg_gggg reviews in every particular of an
FSAR unless there is some éert of 2 contention or issue
developed in reférence toe a ﬁatter, and -1 think your
associate coumagl, Mr . Troﬂtaﬂp'has indicated that sewveral
timeg, that parties should be careful not to go over oo mach
of the FSAR uniess there ié‘ssme particular issue,

Now this whole question of the support ring has had
a different context sinece the letter of Mr. H, K, Brill.
The Board has beenm concerned about the statements that
¥Mr, Brill made, and we have his views presenied by his
deposition and 2lso by his statement here, His views, of
course, arve ﬁak.necesoaxv conclusive, except insofar as he,
as a responsible engineering contractor, raised some ques&ions,

Mow this wmatter of the support ring has been
subjected to very intensive analysis by both the Applicant
and the Staff; and in the way it was not presented in the
FSAR because there was no specific contention raised in
refefence to the wmatter prior to the Brill letter, But the
Brill lett@r has put an enrirely dlfferenc char c&ef on this
whole situation. I think to the e: tent that che intorrogatlon
js directed to a Pasrdmeter pxcdzcates the interrogation is
more properly directed to Mr. Lofy.

Did you have a statemeni?

MR, KARMAN: Yes, Mr. Chairman., I have just been

advised by My, Lofy that there is a typographical error ca




‘ $ page eleven which we would like to correct at thi;s time,
. . CHAIRMAN JENSCH: Is this going to change some of
3 the contentions?

. & i MR K&RE@N:‘ Yes it will change it, but only to ﬁut
5 it in accoxé‘witﬁ one of the cther parts of the report itself,
P CHATRMAR JEWSCH: Proceed then,
7 1 .MRC KARMAN: On §age eleven of the summary under

8 Roman unumeral II1-B, the first seutence under number one

) should read, "Elongation of the anchor bolt holes does.not

10 i affect the load-carrying capabillities.” |

1% . A slight change, Mv, Chalrman, whick is supported

2 by sheet number four of the attachment té said report, célled
‘ 13 Attachaent Number '.‘Cwo‘,“and ﬁ?’nﬁ.s is ?age four of twenty-two

34 1 pages, and I vead from the last paragraph of said attachﬁént,

15 i "From‘ﬁhe considerations presented, it is zafe %b

1¢ i conclude that structural integrity of the support ring is

17 aot affected by the eloagated anchor bolt holes,”

48 CHAIRMAN JENSCH: Well, Mr, Brill had to use -~
50 MR, KARMAN: Mo, Mr. Chalrman, we have one view.

20 The typist may have had another one,
- CHATRMAN JENSCH: Well, simee the predicate for

interrogation geems somewhat removed now by this correction,

9

Ra
w5
=
w

23 pevhaps we can approach it differently,

3
&y

We will sustain the objection to the pending guestion

25 and without prejudice to reexamination of the subject matter
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in the course 6f interrogation., Will you proceed, Mr. Roisman?

MR, ROISMAN: Ye§°

Mr., Lofy, without getting into how does became does
not, can you tell me, the thing that has bothered wme in the
attachments is thatvit appeared to be subject tb the
interpretation that you were using gualitating judgment words
rather than words -- In other words, you concluded that the
structural integrity of the support ring iz not affected,
What I was unclear about, youAmean that the support ring is
just as strong 2s it would have been if it had been

constructed without any of these modifications having to take

place? " Was that your conclusion?

MR. LOFY: That is the generzal conclusion that we
come to on page twelve of our report,
‘MR, ROISMAN: What do you mean by using the

9

qualifying term “general®? 1Is there a specific way in which

the support ring is not as strong?
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MR, LOFY: No. I mean as it applies to aii four
modﬁﬁicationsAimvestigated; |
| To be specific, we save to talk about onesmodificgﬁ?

tion or another. |

MR. BOISMAN: But in other words, golng down each
one of the modifications, the resuit of your stmdy; uniike,
if I moy compare it, the resuli of yoér study of the Support
shoes, where you did find that the modifications, for lack:
of a better word, weakeneé the support shoes, didn't weaken
i1t to the point where it was a.safety p¢0h1em. Here your
Judgwent is that tﬁe médifica@ions did ot weakem the'suppbrt
ring at all,

MR, LOFY: That is correéta

MB. ROISHAN: Anﬁ'that is proper comparison. I @ean
it was your conclusion that the suppori shoes wér& weakened
but act weakened to a point where in your judgment it in-’
volved a Safety risk?

IR, LOFY: Yes.

KR, ROISIAN: Thank you.

I am BorTY, Mr;fﬁhaiéman¢ 'i,téo,‘hadwséerated
under the assumption that that statement meant what it said.
For purposes of the record is thig goivg to be officia11y7
amended 1ike éir@eﬁ testimony, Mr. Karwan, or what?

MR. KARMAN: I thought I had just dome that. If

you would iike M. Lofy to state it --
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MR. ROISMAN: A1l I am concerned about, I will be
very honest with you, is the iramscript goes into the Public
Docunent Room aand somnecne regding it will read that statement

and obvicusly come to the same conclusion that I did.

MR, KARMAW: fThe transcript kas to ke read as a whole

Mr. Roisman.

CHAIRMAN JENSCH: ¥ thiuk that the documentary
evidence should be corrected since it's still_withiﬁ the range
of correction, and the Staff is requésteé to corfect'the

officially filed documenis.

MR, VOIGT: Exeuse pe, ie. Reisman.

Mr, Wiesemann bag indicated that he would like to
see again the document thait you had asked him a questioa
about.

MR. ROISHMAN: Mr. uluife;hwck do you know if with
regard to any of the siress analyscs tkat were done om the
parts that were subject to modification support shoes or
support ring, whether the stress analyses that wefé iﬂitia1ﬁ§
done and the stresé analyses @hich werézdnne_subsequently, in
other words, recently, whether the same criteria and
standards were used for both sets of stress analyses, Qéée
vectors assumed, aud so forth? A

MR, SLOTTERBACK: As far ag I know, yes.

MR. ROISMAN: Did you personally have an opporiunity

to look a2t the eariier ones and the laier ones?

W
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MR. SLOTTERBACK: I dido’t go back and review ali
of the oid computation sheets, ne., Ve related it to the
original stresses bused on the originsl loads that we conm-
puted. o
IR, ROISHAN: Thank you.

he, Chaivman, with the exception of the responses

- that My. Viesemann has and with the exception of having aa

opportunity to read the daéuments that were provided this
morning, ang aségxﬁain whether they raise aﬁy additional
questions, I have no fariher {A“Stxeﬂq.a this time with
regard %o the suj j ect of Mir, Brill's allegations.

CRAIRMAYK JE} IGCH:  Very well. Does that bring s wp
2 a coasideratiox of our reques the Board'y re@uest for
sone discussion by and among the atiorneys in reference to

.

he testing license?

o .

o

MR, ROISMAN: Mr. Chairman, there is s€ill two out-
gtanding item@; Cae, theﬁquéstion that the Board had asked
in a letter s@n% to the parties regawalng the resolution of
the probiem of docﬁment referen@es'far'iodiné reﬁéval fraction,
and I don't knowlii the Board still wishes to have some
resolution of that.

CHATRMAN JENSCH: VYeszs, yes, we do. I didn’t uander-

stand wiether that was going to bé submitted by way of 2

written reponse or oral vesponse. We could itake some time now

to do that.

#acts poriirEm st




§

o
<

38

1%

17

5619
We did address a letter to the parties in referembe

te those twe doc&ments, one of whibhwwas an ORNL document, :
and the other being é Batfeile Northwesi laboratory doc&meﬁto

There was a consideration at an earlier session as to whether

4

it might be zdvisable to request the authors of those reports
to be present, and.thé Board concluded that 41f the pariies,
the author were present, he would probably say that they con-
ducted the experienents that the report states éhat.tﬁ@y
conducted. So it may not assist to Eav& theilr oral presénfam
tion in that respect.

So the first question i1s is there any question in
the wind of any of the'paftiea as to the authenticity of
those documents, and if those persons were to be sworn that
they would testify as the reporis indicate?

| Appiicant, I think you made a2 more substantial

objection regarding the matter.

R
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MR, TROSTEN: Mr, Chairman, as far as the authenticity

cf the documents in the sense that the authors, if they were
sworn, would say that, yes, they prepared the decuments oﬁ
the 5ﬁﬁuments'wexe prépare& under their supervision, we are
not questioning the suthenticity in that sense. The Easic
sbjection of receipt inte evidence of these documents has
been statzd in various papers., We feel that the documents

contain a great deal of data that gre not relevant to the.

concems exoressed here., The position of the parties has

been expressed in sworn testimony by the Applicant and by

the Staff, and for that reason we have cbjected to the Board's

taking eofficial notice of the povrtiecns of the documents or

o

entire documents which Mz, Roisman referred to,

- CHAIRMAN JENSCH: Did you indicate, I don't kaow,
1 have in mind particularly those portions to which you
objected'séying that they were not relevant to the inquivy
on the iodine releases. Did you specify sections?

MR. TROSTEN: My, Chairman, we have not specifiéd
particuiai se¢tipn3; WWé have teg&ified, Mf, Wiesemaﬁn has
restified on page 2130 and 2131 afnthe transcript concerning
the views of the Applicant with respect to the vreleases which
were veported inm OﬁﬁL 4635, I can vefer the Board to that,
if the Board wishes,

CHAIRMAN JEﬁsCﬁ: My questicn is dealing with

documents. We uanderstand that My, Wiesemann expressed his

G P e s W A

onp e A
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views, I was dealing.in ny inquiry, particuarly did you
endeavor to specify thoée portions of the documents which
you felt ccntained'irreievant matter?

MR, TROSTEN: No sir, we haven't gone through the
entire décument,to specify which portions we consider to be
irzelevant. We assumed th&t'the Chairman’s inquiry was
directed princiﬁaliy to ihe Staff or to the EnterVeﬁoro

CHATRMAN JENSCH: Well, wvou have made.an ohjecfiai
to the official notice, have you not?

MR, TROSTEM: VYes, sir, |

CHATRMAN JENSCH: We wondered whether you had just
givenlgs the blanket irrelevént queéticn or whether you had
somnthing specific in mind., I take it it was the former?

MR, TROSTEN: It was a genera1 objection, Mr.
Chalrwman,

CHAIRMAN JENSCH: Does anybody else desire to spesk:

to this wmatier?

MR, XKARMAN: Mr, Chairman, our position has not change

with respect to this. Wé have had three or four bviefs on the
official notice problem and I don’t think there reslly has

been anything which wbuld change the position of the Regulatory
Staff on that., Official notice is not the propar vehicle for
getting these documents into the record,

CHAIRMAN JENSCH: Assume that for the moment. 1s

1o
s

there any basis for stipulstion?

{

v Lo,
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MR, KARMAN: We will stipulate only to the effect
that as fsr as we ave concerned we stipulate as to the
authenticity ol thig thingy that if the gentieéen were brought
to téstify they would_say that, yes, this was their Qorko_

CHATRMAN JENSCH:  And they are qualified to
express the coaclusions so indicated in thelir reports, is
that correct?

MR. RARMAN: Yes, that is écrrecf° Bui we certainly
will not yield as to the validity of the --

CHAIRMAN JERSCH& You ave entitied to:have ygﬁr_
views bﬁt»the evidence that you have adduced is in supéort
of your views entirely proper, but the question that wz really
have is that first of all a great problem with this formléf
the official notice regulation, First it says you may take
official notice of those matters that are géneraliy recognized
in the Federal Courts, but if anybody désires to disagree with
tﬁat théy will have a chance to preove the contyrary. So I
would assume that there would be some conflict on matters.,
But aside frowm that, the inquiry that the Board is now making,
is there a basis for stipuiaﬁion, and as to that we raise
the foundation inquiries of the parties,

First, are the authors of the reports with
sufficient qualifications to express an opinion and to report

the data from the experiments they have undertaken? And I

rake it both the Applicant and the Staff, you vecognized that
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these authors ave qualified individuals, Now you may disagree

9 .

withx thelr wiews,:
MR; KAEHAﬁﬁ Thevy may be qualified, but I am aot

guite sure tﬁey are qu&lified with reépect to the partigular

item that they -- You see, Mr. Chairman, we have a basic

problem here, and the basic problem 1s the getting into the

-rocord of these matters by way of sificizl notice,
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CHAIRMAN JENSCH: Try stipulations., Thet's what
we are tryi&g to do. |

VR, KARMAN: No. We have gome through this route
before and this isg no different than the myriad of other
items which Mr. Roisman requeste&.‘ The Chairman discussed
the possibility of bringing these gentlemen to the hearing;
Mr. Roisman wrate a letter to me in which he requested that
we bring ﬁhem'ta the hearing. 1 have responded that as far
as we were concerned, the evideace with respect to this wés
in the.recard, and we had no intemtio& of bringing them as
oui witnesses, -

Allowing the inference that Mr, Roisman ﬁahts,
he could ask for that. We did not feel it necessary te bring
them here, But the basic question of official noti&e still
lies, and the Board has not guled on this,

CHAIRMAY JENSCH: ‘And wa are still pondering trhat,
Put that aside now. We have two problems here., Cne i3
official_ﬂotice ané one is a éossibility of stipulation.
Let us put‘thevafficialfnoticeAaside, We will télk about fhe
possibility of gtigulati@ﬁ, The admissibility of the :
evidence, as to that we will have a gquestion of the foun@étion
and the adequacy of the experimental work.

T take it both the Applicant and the Regulatory
Staff recognize these pecple have qualificetions to underidke

experiments of the kind iadicated; is that right?
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MR, TROSTEN: Mr, Chairman, we are not prepared to
stipulate as to the relisbility of the authors’ conclusions.

CHAIRMAN JENSCH: I am not reaching that point}yeto

I am just asking, do you recognize that these individualz ave

experiments?

MR, TRCSTEN: 1Im a general way, Mr. Chairman, but

1 believe for example ~-

CHATRMAN JENSCH: Was your answer yes?.
MR, TROSTEN: 1I'm afraid I can't give you an

o

ungquzalified y28, no, sir,

CHATRMARN JEESCR: How féz can you go on it?

MR, TRGSTEN: I think thegse gentlemsn have
qﬁalificati@mss Mr, Chairman, 1 beliévevibat some of the
testimony, for example, that the emergency core cooling 5y$tém
rules making proceeding raises some substantial questions,

CHATRMAN JENSCH: i didn't want to try that one here,
Let's stay withvthe fodine releases, please.

MR, ?ROSTEN; I think there is some suhstantial
question comcerning come of the conclusions expres &ed for
example, expressed by Mr. Rittenhouse, We are not prepared
to stipulate generally as to the reliability of these
conclusions

CHATRMAN JENSCH: I am not asking that. 1 am just

asking, do you recognize that these persong are qua 1ific d
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persons to undertake experiments of this kznd and whi;e you
may disagres with the conclusions as perhaps other penple'
disagree with the conclusions that you have introduced

9

nevertheless they recogni zeé the validity of the gualifications

of the persons to undertake experiments and express

P,;.\

conclusions, Do you not likewise recognize that these amtﬁars
of these two reports by experienced and trained and
gualified people, are sufficiently valid for the experimeﬁts
they have undeviaken, aﬁd to express conclusions? Whether
you agree or disagree is a secondary matter for the_mgmeaé?
MR. TEOSTEN: lr. Chairmsn, I am simply not
prep&réd to stipulate o that polnt at this stage.
CHAIRMAN JEHSCH s Y@u.would-then;prefer that this
matter be handled either by way of deposition or callimg
these witnesses to ~-
MR, TROSTEN: No, I do act prefer that, My, Chaiimam,
CHAIRMAN JENSCH: It i3 one ar the other, t ééems
to we we have to resolve that, Ymu-can‘t be halfway about it.
Eit 1erly0u recogaize these peogle as qualified now or we
may have to ask to have them brought here on tbe raccrdg This’

is one of the problems that would expedite the proceedlng or

call it a delay and disaster and destruction that 1Is going

to befall and we may have to take our chances, %You should be
able to, in your éwxperience, srvive at a conclusim as to

whether thege authovs are qualified individuals just like
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any one of these persons for whom yo# have submitted ; -
statements of qualificatioﬁ@ if there is anything about
Messrs. Rittenhausevand the othere for the ORNL report,
we will be glad to get a étatement of qualifications o bring
to the record and have you analyze them, just as yoy have
brought im your statements and avkeﬁ us to analyze statemenis
of your witnesses; Lren't you able to do that?

MR, TROSTEN: Mr. Chairman, there is a question.
beyond the point which you aré $§ising ;éiwell,

CHATRMAN JENSCH: L@tygs stay with the first one I
am making, ?hen we wiiﬁ have the next one,

MR, TROSTEN: 1I'm afraid we have to 1opk,atgthe
second point, ﬁoogl'That is what is the very Speckfié:@éint

5 °

that the Intervenar or tha Board wishes to be con 1iered in

23

evidence! This péidf ﬁas‘ﬁ&ixﬁeédaééfefully established as
yet in my vi w,_f. | L

MR, BRIGGS: ﬁr, T?oétem,'we és have 2 problem in
thét the Intsrvenors put some caicuiati&ns into their findings
and concluglons, OFf cdﬁrseh you havé pointed cut ik at th ose

cslculations aren't evidence, But I believe we also have

‘introduced into evidence some -- Lot me say further,

Apparently those caleulations were hased on information that
wag in these reports, We also seem £o have in evidence,
though, some letters that went back and forth between the

intervenors and Dy, Morvis, As I vead those letters, I think
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the 1étter gays that we have veviewed those calculations;f
we have done some'usimg the same informatian; we get the sane
results, S0 we d@ﬂfﬁ disagree with your calculations, We
disagree with these ngmbers,

[0 course, Qr¢ Morris put some information in &h@ﬁimg
why he disagrees with these numbers, One of the r@fereneés
that was used with bﬁe'ﬁf thege veports, that is, It do@é 

seem reasonsble to us ¢hat these two reports aau.b@ put in
gvidence in some way so that the Board can consider them, ¢
consider what Dr. Morris says in the evidence, and can
consider the basis that Westinghouse uses for its information

~

on organic ilcdipe, and the basis that the Stafd

=
@
1
€

X
Rut it seems also toc us that there 1s no reason to

bring these people here if we are

L...a

just going teo have them sit

‘here and say, I wrote the report, and then have the Staff say,

we have no questions, and have the Applicant say, we bave no
questions, and then send them home. We bave the alternatives
of taking official notice, possibly, or the altevnarives of

yes, we accept these reports as AEC reports;

o

you penple sayiang,
we don't accept everythiug‘tha“ the suthors say, but tEi
information has be@n used. 8o let's let it in.

MR, TROSTEN: Mr. Briggs, I full understand the
concern that you are expre iago We have been aandeavoring

n

sincerely to meet it, The problewm that we have ig that ther

is a tremendous amount of information in these F”ﬂﬁrtﬁ@ Tor
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example, 4635 has absolutely nothing to do with the iodine

release situatican., Excuse we, sir,

MR, ERIGGSﬁ Can one decide between the lawyexs
that what the Intervenors sre interested im is the 10&Lna
iaformation, and there are certain things in there thai we.
accept? | |

MR, TRODLEN: e have wade efforts to 4o that,
Mr. Briggs. Mr. Roisman has narrowed the urop@ of hils vequest

. particular porti@ns of the

'X}
[

to sone degree, He has ’daﬂti ie
wo documents, but those particulsr portionms of Che two
documents contain a great many ov contain certain generalized

e

eonclusions., He wishes to have official notice taken of these,

o

We simply cannoi accept thesr generalized conclusions as being

ol

evidence in this proceeding.

ot

T
EN

rhe matter came down to move specific items,

if they wevre pavticular peinis that the Board wishes to

congider, that the Board camsadexoa to be 315 ificant, that

it wished to heve stipulations developad on, p?rhapa something
rovld be devéimged, ¥Mr. Briggz. I don't koow because I su
frapitly at somewhat of z. loss, I do disagree, Mr. Briggs,

wich the full report coming in, because 1 resl ly feel tham

thet would be an inappvopriate thing to doin thisg px&aeedhn,v

t:’i

et 1 they were a very particular statemant of faces that
you were interested in or the Beard were interested inm,

pevhaps there would be some basis fov a st ipulation. I simply
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. ! am not in a position to say that yet because I don't really

134

know exactly what the problem {8 in your mind, I do kngw

[ 57

that we have been unable to come to agreement wi th

Mr. Roisman o this, although in other cases we have been able

34

)

to veach stipulations as to admission of documenis in evidence, |

B
154
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MR, BRIGGS: I dog’t 5ave any probiem with it. it
seens to me the ?roblém islbetween you people and whether you
wani to crossueimmine the authors or vhether you don’t want
to cross-eramine the authors.
Possibly the EnterveaOfé could be more‘sgecific on
. J
what paragrazis they want put in. zf that could he depne,
that will be fine.

CHAIRMAN JENSCH: I thirk that certainly would be

iR, ROISMAN: 1. Chairman -

CHAER%AE,JEEECH: Ezcuse me just a moment.

I ¢thiak we ought to bear this in mind in refevence
to Applicznt's counsei”s statenent that you can'’t stipulate
as tc ccnclmsians. if the wiinesses Wére caliled and if
qualifications were @stabiishﬁd, adeguate , for example to -
express conciusion, then it wauidnft be necessary for you
necessarily ito agree to the conclusion,

if the witness is gqualified on the stand to 2xpress
a conciusion, fou'may cwﬁﬁinue‘to.disagre@, but the conclusion
would seem validly given}énd ﬁe a part of the record.

MR, TROSTEN: Yes, but --

CHATRUMAN JENSCH: By way of oral presentation, they
wmay arrive éﬁ the same situation wilether you accept the con-
ciﬁsi@ms or not.

VR, TROSTEN: Yes, that’s true, Mp. Chairman. Bui
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if they expressed s conclusion, after being properly qualifie&
to do so, there might well be cross-examinmation with respect
zo that conciusion, |

CHAJRMAN JENSCH: You are entitled to that, if that
is the purpose. Then_ﬁ_think that raises the.question of |
ghat is it you would iike to have cross-gramined in reference
to particulsr sections of these twoe documents that'the
itizen's Committes should identify.

M., TROSWEN: Mr. Chairman, I really doa't believe
it is appropriate, sir, for the burden tn b2 cast upon the
Applicant to decide what portions of these documents it
wishes to obiect to. There are portions of the ~-

CHATRMAN &ENSCH: ﬁop@fulﬂy,if the porti@ﬁs aré
specified by the Intervenor then you don't object to Section
A, B, ép T, down to X, ¥, Z, we will assume that A, B, C and
D are without chjcction and would be admissible, and the
burden is om an attorney appearing for a party to say Ves ®r
no about certain sectilons &hen they are offered in avidence.

Thié could bé'dbhe-arally with o witgessfan;ﬁ%e:
stand. If you could not agcommodate yourself ta.d&ing“it
through analysiz of the récord, we way kave to go back to
the old tried and frug methodlof caliliing the witnssses or
gotting some oral presentation.

VR, ROISMAN: M. Chairman, I think ¥r. Trosten has

-

distorted to the point of really criminal distortion of the
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record with regard to this matter. We have been remarikably

¢

specific particulariy with the document in BNWL 310, e

khave not requested that the euntire document be receilved in

evidence in this proceeding. We have identified the poriicus
of it.

iz fact, many of those portions wé actually mro-
duced and put into oﬁr.pmopused findings so the Board would
ﬁaé@ it handy and direcily before it. It consisté primdﬁiiy
of a few paragrapbs of v, Nishima's conciusiea° The chari
appears on Page 17 of ﬁhe documémto

Inﬁefér a8 4635, the ORNL document is cdncerﬂed;:
we have fccuseﬁ oply on the portions that deal with the
iodine releass thati showed the metal iodine to be 6.7 per éent,
and requested that the Board take official notice or some
other appropriate proceduré for bringing that data in.

Mr. Trostea bkad never cues siated, other than his
conciugion, vhich he is excelient i stating. He never oace
stated what part of any of those’i&entified portions ke even
fuds fg be ijecﬁigﬁablé in geﬁeralu He has never poinied
to a parégraph; :Ee has névef cnlied me on the telephone and
éaiﬁ o we, remove this paragraph, and it is okay with me, or
remnove that portion of the chart. He bhas contiaued to make
general vague bilanket objections without giving any specificity.

Yet, ne turss aed screams to the Board, 1f we don't

specify aiter Applicant produces inforpation, what portions
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‘of thatvinformation we disagree-wiﬁh or chouée to cross- i
examine. Now he says, with 3 tr,lghi face, that mo aurdea
of proof rests with the Applicant to identify the portions of
the documents with which they disagree. That is an incre&ibie
misinterpretation of the obiigaﬁiun of an.a%torneyo

Ve have identified with great specificity and wé
do mot feel it is‘nece sary to further identify. We have
whittied down to the bavest esgentials the information in
BNYL 319 and ithe information in all ORNL 4635 related te.ﬁhe
me@a&'iodxne withvwhich we are concerned, and %helﬂﬁplicant
has notas yet told us im any specificity whatsaévér what_they
object to. | |

With regavrd to the questions of My. Ritteﬁhouse'ané
Hohson, I would say'thatlnccument 4635 is one of the three
hundred or so documents tﬁ at were produced by the Sma f in the
course of the LHCCS bearings. Doctors Eiitenhou e and XZabson
were called as withesses by the Staff in that proceeding. They
were awceptcd as qualified by the Appliilcant coperating through .
its representative there, a utility unit of which the
Applicant is a member, They were. accept@d by W@sfznwhoame
expﬁrts,»and they have been GubJectpd to crosa-caamina tion
nov boih by the representatives of intervening groups and the
representétives of the Intervenors, including Westinghoﬁse,
and no one has objected that they were not gualified with

regord to the document 4E35,
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I would say that it is faivly well established that
thoy ave gualified to express the opiunicns they expresseé
there.

If the Applicant digagrees with those opinicns, it
has had piemﬁy of apportﬁﬁity to introduce contrary evidence,
The Staff has chosen ithat Oppartuniﬁy aund has introduced'whét

it cousiders to be contrary evidence. But the idea that the
only portion of the record that éheuld e availéble ig the
poriion that agrees withk the Applicant and the Staff, is some-
thing té which we canunet agree, Ve believe that we havé-ke@n

-

Lon

o

iy speecific and think that it is incumbent upon the

Q.J‘»

suffic

2,

-Applicant or the Staff to identify what they don’t agree wiih

2,

in detail.
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¥R, TROSTEN: IMr. Chairman, i will let the recora
speak for itself with regardﬁﬁo M . Eoiﬁmanis'inordinately.in~

temperate charactarization of ay remarks and ny previous
dealingz with him, ‘
CHAIRMAN JENSCH: Let’s get at least one stipulation

here. WHobody is poing to call the other feliovw a bad nawe or
anything., et us just talk about what the issue of the
discussinn-iﬁ.

M2, TROSBTEN: I completely agree with that, %r,.
Chairnan.

CHAIRMAN SEWSCH: A1l right. Comnsider thouse psrtiomé
stricken. We will suggest that the pariies do same;confexriﬁg,
paybe svern orally, face to face, if the %aiéphuna hasn't
worked it out wefore.

By June i the “afiies report 10 us what you have
acconplished. If vou doun't bave something rea&%ad by then,
wae wili develop some ruling in tkis regard and move the ~
situation along. It appeérs that that is ome reason wiy ﬁhe!

radiclogical matters were uever closed on a coasideration of

the case.

Wé.are.going %o suggest that.the'parﬁies consider
what their obiigaﬁions are. as attarneys'amd Whmt‘{he obliga -
tions the Board will expeci to be performad with refeyencé‘to
an endeavosr fo rench a decision about sonething.

iZ these people are gualified witnesses, you maﬁ?

continue o disagree with thelr conciusions, but the
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important thing is, are the,quaiifications-sufficiéni o
permit them to express. their conciusioans.
Wiéh tﬁmt,.axe we ieadykto take perhaps a recess

ard then come back and comsider the discussions about the

- gperation?

e . Voigt.

ME, VOIGT: Mr. Chailrmawn, we bave broughit here
‘today & large number of wiinesses. They bhave been with us
Tor thres days. (me éf them, Mr., Vhitchouse, is an inﬁependent
husiﬁéﬁsman.. e is no Lcuoger &3scc£ated with the Applicaat or
any of the contract noﬁpaniesa

CHAIRMAN JEK&CB: What iz the distinction you made?
Isn®g wéstinghouse AR independent crganization?

MR, VOIGT: Yes, sir.

CHAIRMAN JENECH: If you want to release your
witnegses, you ¢an release them. |

Mk, VOIGT: 8ir, it ﬁsnot ny purpose to rolease fhéﬂ
uht@i after the recess. I simply wanted to suggest that Wé
take a recess of iifﬁeen;~twentyuminutés,_give Me. RoismanlahA
opportunity to puf his decks im a réw S0 we'cén,.at the con%
clusion of the recess, pxompfly coﬁclude %ae exanination of
thess witnesses and then release them, sir,

CHAXRMAN JENSCH: VWhatever be your desire with respécm
to youxr wiltnesses, you may arrange by yewrself., We will

accomoedate our schedule to the conveniemce of the parties

{s£r

3]
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this proceeding and to the'aﬁﬁorneys and the witpesses.
MR. ROISMAN: Mr. Chairman, I want to say it took

the Applicani two months te get their ducks in a rov om the

‘Brill matter. £ will not do it it twenty misutes. I will

iook at the documenis on the break while the other attornéys

go out and relan. Jf£ I think I kave completed sn amalysiax

of them sufficiently to release the witnesses for my purposes,”

I will. If 2o% -- and I don't think there is time ﬁaday'éb
finisk the documents -- then ¥ éiil indleate that on ths |
record.

Vz. Voigt iz mnot goiag to put my.ducks inr a zow for
me in twenty ninutes.

CHAIRMAN JENSCH: We better have a little iongeé
recess than we generally take. ‘At %his'time let us recesé
to reconvene im this roamlat eléven n’éiocko

{(Recess. )




ITbme1

I CHAIRMAN: Please come o order, Have we concluded
2 ail the.interrogation in réference te the Brill letter?

3 MR. ROISMAN: I guess this would have to be for
s | ue. Slotterback, | ‘

MR, SLOTTERBACK: I am going to show you a document i

k4]

& that was provided to me this wmorning by Mr, Voigt. The

7 subject is reactor ring girder., The document is entitled

8 || Job Order No. 9321-01. It's dated 4/12/72. 1It's compiled

& by, the initizls WQH,R, At the bottom there is a conclusicn
10 I whaich states, "Slotting of girder flange anchor bolt holes

93 in accordance with field info does not stress coniact drawing.
7% area @f‘nuf bayond sccepteble limits, Calculations ignowve

33 I help of washer under nut.”

14 : Would you look at the "whole sheet and alse at that
15 conciusian and then I'd like %o ask you a questiocn about ﬁt,
6 || please. Can I just have it back for a second.

7 I1s the implication intended to be of that statemeat
8 that the stress contact avrea of‘the nut is increased by the

13 || proposed mcdiiicafion{of the anchor bolt hole but not iné#eased

20 || beyond acceptable limits?

2% MR. SLCTYERBACK: Yeg, sir,
2z MR, ROISMAN: WMr. Lofy, I'd like to show vou the

23 || same item and ask you if you have previously seen this

1)
&%

document, I would add that this was not one of the documents,

1]
43

¥r, Lofy, that I received from you, although I don't kmow that
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& not one of your references,

MR, LOFY: WMo, I have noi seen this previously.
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MR. ROISMAN: Does the statement that Mr, Slotterback
just made, éamely.that ﬁhere would be some increased stress.
as a result of the mbdificatién or: the nut, although it wénldn’ﬂ
éxceed the ailowahla in any way, persuade you to change yéur
judgment rvegarding whether or not the medifications to thé'.
Teactox smpport‘rimg would change the Less strong, if you:
will, or not as ﬁtréng as its original although still within
safe limits?

MR, LOFY: No.

MR, ROISMAN: Thank yoi.

1 have no furiher guestions based upon the éacuﬁents
that have been produced so far, I think Mr. Wiesewann had
still n@t-aﬁswered the earlier cuestion, Can he answer that
nom?

MR. VOIGT: . WieSemann is prepared o answey your
questioﬁ, Mr, Roismen, L will»h&nd you back tle sheet you
handed to us previocusly,

MR, ROISMAN: Thank you,

MR, WIESEMANN: ?he answer to the question is yesg,

MR, ROISMAN: Houid you vefvesh my memory by telling
me what question you are'answerimg yes,

MR, WIESEMAMN: The one vou asked me.

MR, ROISMAN: If you want to keep playing gamas, I
can ask the Reporter to look back at the transcript. As I

remember the question -~
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MR, WIESEMANN: You asked me something about the
cases there, I would hesitate to rephrase the question, As
I recall the Queaﬁiqn you asked, the answer is yes,

MR, RQISMﬁN; I mouldvbe curious to kno .~~' The..
question I asked you =- |

MR, WIESEMANN: Excuse ue, Mr. Roisman. I€ yauf
are going to play gawes about the question, let's get the
question out here and we can deal with it. I got the answer
to the question anmd I have given @y~an5wer9 which is YES,

MR, ROISMAN: Okay. Just for the record, I woulé

make it clear what my question was. My question was, did .

Westinghouse ignovre asny significant stresses in the preparation

of this sheet. I have another question for you, Mr. Wiesemanu.

In the preparation of this sheet, did Westinghouse
select the wbrat'pi@e break case feor purposes of pipe bresk
cases two and three for purpeses of determining ihe max imimn
possible lead on the reactor pressure vessel? m

MR, TROSTEN: Mtg'Chairman, Mr., Roisman'’s rephrasing
of that queétian i8 obviouélj objectionable, and I suggest |
that we ask the Reporter ﬁa strike thaﬁ portion from the vecord.

CEATRMAN JENSCH: 1 thiak @cfe importantliy

My, Wicsemann had the gquesiion in mind when he investigated

‘the matter and has come to a conclusion, and that answer

will have to be related t£o the first statement of the metter

in the record.
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MR, BRICGS: Could I ask a question? Where ave |
theee pipe breaks located that we sre talking about in case -
one and two or two and three?

MR, ROESMA&: Mr.-ﬁi esemarn has the sheet which
gtates it on the sheet 6n the vight-hand side. I will eithéf
cvead it, or if you would like to read it, If nobody is goi@g
to read it, will somebody hand it fo me so I can ansver
M, Briggs' quesfion?

¥r. Briggs, on this document which is Refereace 3;7

i‘

by the Parimater, Inc., the right-hand side indicates that
pipe bresk case two is between pump and L on reactor nozgleé
aund pipe break case three is at steam generator inlet. |
CHATRMAN JENSCH: Could we see the document that
you h&qe?
MR, ROISMAN: Yes,

CHATRMAN JENSCH: I will hand it back to you is

s

just a minute,

MR, WIESEMARN: ,I was intending ﬁo.2nswer the questicn
I waﬂt to se '%éa Rbismaﬁ_stréight. I wéé just getting a
diggram fram the FSAR that §i11 ﬁelp, |

In the volume of the safety analysis report which
contéins answers to questions, and in particular, question 1.5
which was answered by the Applicant, thefe is an lltust atzon
Figure 5,1-1 which was providedf

In the upper view, plan view of the system, thers is

i
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a section of piping designated by a line with arrows at either
end, marked 3. A pipe break is taken in that section mhic$
corresponds to the case deéignated in the sheet that |
Mr. Roieman has been referfiﬁg to ag between the pump &nd

the reactor vessel, This diagra# shows the ﬁature of the L

that exists at the inlet nozzle,
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CHATRMAN JEWSCH: That is this diagram, that ome

3 . ¥R. WIESEMANN: I'm scrry. What is the qu@stioa%
. 42 CHAIRMAN JENSCH: When you say “this Glagzan”™, you

5 referved to the diagyam shown in The FSAR, which you identi-

& fied.

v MR. WIESEMANN: Yes, siv,

& ﬂézamnﬂ‘amﬁscm: Thank you,

g MR, WIESEMANN: The other bréak referred to in t&e

10 dlagram veforred to hy ﬁéo Rolsman ig shown in the FSAR

91 ~diagram, ogcurs in the'secti@a of pipe which islidentifiad:
‘ 12 by a liime with arrows at each end with the Figure 1, aad ﬂ;é

13 break iz assumed to cccur im that live betveen the steam o

14 gezerator and the reactor vessel. And those breaks in those

i5 locations do result in the maximum loads that can be imposed.
15 CHATRMAYN JEWSCH: Thank you.
17 ‘ - MR.ROISHMAN: ¥r. Wiesemann, is the load im any way

49 scours?

i3 affected by the place along %ﬁéi‘piece of pipe where*th& break

20 in other words, whether it's nearer to the steam

21 genexatlor or nearer to the reactor vessel in the cne case,

s
R

22 the reactor nozuie in the other case?

or nearer to the reactor, nearer to the puwmp, or nearer to

24 MR, WIESEMAHN: Not in any significant manzer for

28 the purpose of load calculation.
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MR. ROISMAN: 4re thére pipe restrainis on those.
pipes between those two poinis?

IR. WIESEMANN: UNo. - The supports of the reactor
¢oolant system pipiﬁg are provideﬂ by the supporis to the )
major components of the system, the pregsure vessels ia %h?l
systen, and the pumps.

MR, RQKSM&N: Iﬁ the drawing that you showed from
the FSAR, and I don®t know whethey that was intended to be
to scaie, but for instance if in pipe break case number 2 *
if the pipe were to hrezk nezrer the pump and therefore at
some dictance, at the maximun distance awny from the reactor
nozglﬂ that that par%iculaf piece of pipe could be, wouié
there e any tendency to increase loading on the nozzle éhﬂ
therefore on be reactor support ring bensathk the nozzie Gﬁé'
to the pipe whipping? |

MR, WIESEMANN: 1 dom’% Gelleve so.

MR, ROISHAN: I'm uncleaf'abaut the use of the
term believe, You mearn of you present knbwledga you d@a’t.

knaw.f@r'sure, or you just haven’t made that caleulation -

but it's vour opinion, you think that’s the way-it would come

sut?

¥R, WIESSEMANN: @611, the loads are calculated Jor

two types of breaks, Tou are asking about the situvation which

results from the case which produces the mazimum loads. Algo

considered in arriving at the mamimum loads ave slot-type

SIS
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breaks in the piping, and we are ialking here about breaks
that were of the guiliotiﬁe type break, which X do not believe
would produce any significant whipping effects that would;¢ause
these loads to be significaﬁtly_higher or these breaks.

We had analyzed the situntion for slot-type breaks
where the loads are imyaagd in a ﬁgff@rent HARIeY .

MR. ROXSEAN: I'm sorry. Do you meawn that, when you
Bay you have auaiyzed the 1oads-fox the sloi-type break, the
type break that you analyﬁ@d for'en refezence B?, this
documeni EDSE 323&21, were those guillotine type breaks?

MR, WILSEMANE: ?hase I balieve regsult from a

guilliotine break.
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MR, ROISMAN: Wow you usge the term that it’moﬁl@
not sigoificantly increase the lead. Could you give we Sbme
bounding for that term significant in terms of peundage?;
Would you expect a 100,000 pound change in the load or
fifty or what? 'Just-a rough figuve,
MR, WIESEMAN: WNo, I couldn't give ycp.a_figure in
a quamtitative{senseq These pipes are very thick, I &hiﬁﬁ
in the neighbcrhamd of twe.@% three inches thick, $tain1gés
steel; and we are spesking of pipes which ave relativeiyf;”

short and stubby pipes, and I guess in the engineering sense

“you would call thew short columne and are quite stiff, aand.

- from a standpoint of the possibility of deflections resulting

from eccentricity of loads, which is the type of situation
that you are suggesting. ‘

MR. ROISMAN: Tﬁank gyou, Mr, Wiessmaon,

Mr, Chairman, I think it would be helpful if tﬁe
record included this dxawing. Tﬁe copy 1 have, which'as:’
far zs I konow is the oaly one in precisely this form with

the penciled numbers on it that we discussed earlier, beleongs

to Mr, Lofy and it's the only cépy that he has., I would

introduce it by Mr. Lofy indicating thaﬁ it is a dagumeﬁt
that was relied upon in the preparatioun of the Payémetaf; Inc,
study. But T wonder whether I ecould have walved for the
mement the regquirewen: te produce the copies for the Reporters

and the othey parties and ask Mr, Lofy if I could get one copy
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of this that I will duplicate and distribute to the parties
Sﬂbsequént to'the conclusion of the hearing.

CHAIRMAN JENéCH:_ Would you show the document to

a

2

g counsel?

e

it

oppos

$a3

MR, ROISMAN: Yes.

et me point cut that I have received the document

g
o

from the Applicant this worning, which is the same as that“
document with the‘exception of the penciled ﬁotatiﬁns o0
there, that were umsde by Mr., Lofy, and the reason thet 1
weuld like that one in is because Mr.Lofy and I did discuss
the peneiled thaﬁians in the couwrse of cross-examiration
eariier this moraning., |
‘MR, VOIGT: My, Chairman, I have no cbjection to the

introduction of this d@cument; I do want to express sbmé,
concern about its legibility and I am wonderimg if parhéﬁs

My, Lofy would undertake to put his notes in ink for

Mr. Roisman before Mr. Roisman attempts to make copies,

heéeause we nay later want to be able to read those i es,

CHATRMAN JENSCH: Yes. I think legibility is an
important mattefo | »
Could that be done, Mr, Lofy? Could you ink that?
MR, LOFY: Yes, sir,
CHAIRMAN JENSCH: Let's glve an exhibit number to
it and when copies are available I chink ie all right, .

MR, ROISHAN: Yes, I would now request that the
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Board have the document marked as Exhibit II of Citizens'.
Committee for the Protection of the Environment aad ihét if
be received in ev&dence to my subsequent dellvery of capxes
of the document to all parties,

CH&IRMAN_JENSCH: Has the document caption béeﬂJ
given gufficilently so that we may kaow --

MR, ROISMAN: I ean do it, ¥r. Chairman, It's a

document, the top of which says, Westinghouse Electric

Corporatios and it's identified ir the right-hand corner gy
the notation, it says, "Reference {B.7)", which is a.

refevence number by Pardmeter, Ine,, and on the bottom the
document is identified ag EDSK~323Q21, Revision-1, April_ﬁg
ATRMAN JENSCH: The document o which Citizens®

counsel has just referred may be mavked for identificaticn

as Cltizens'! Committee Exhibit TI, and having thus been

identified znd havisg been previously ofiered is there aany

objection?

Regulatory §taff2

ME. KARMAN: No objection, Mr. Chairman,

caazaw&m-JENscg: State of Wew York?

MR, MARTIN: No.

CHAIRMAN JENSCH: Hudson River Fishermen®s
Association?

MR. MACBETH: Ho.

CHATRMAN JENSCH: Applicant?

1966




MR. VOIGT: No objection.

CHATRMAN JENSCH: Exhibit II is received in

i - : *

(Exhibit II as previpusly described is marked im

‘evidence, to be forwarded ¢4 the parties et 2 later daie,).

MR, ROISMAN: Mrgkﬁhairmang that takes care of our
ducts for right aovw. |

MR, TROSTEN: I#&. Chairmen, yesterday Mr. Roisman
asked a question'cancerning the rveporting of deviations
and the quality assurance program vequirements that were i§
¢ ffect. I told him I would undertake to determiﬁe if khefe
was sowething more sPecific than appears in the'FSAR.dealiﬁg
with this matter., 1 have donme this and there is nothing more
specific on this matter than appears on page B.11 of the -
-fiﬁal safety anaiysis rveport, and this is the anséer to tﬁe

guestion that I would proffer to Mr., Reisman,
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CHAIRMAN JENSCH: Tﬁank you,

Is there any other maifer that we cam considef'
bafore we proceed to 2 discussioa and argument about the
testlng matiers?

%, VOIGT: M. Chairman, it way be that other
counsel or the Beaz&“have qﬁesﬁiaﬁa to direct to the Con R
panel. In the evemt that they v mot, I have one or two .
guestions on redirect.

| CHAIRIAN JENSCH: Will you procesed.
Doasz any aét@rﬂey bave any question of the Appli@ant”
geael in this wegard?
WR. KARMAN: Yo Guestions.
.MR, MACBETH: No guestions.
MR, MARTIN:  mo quesiions.
CHAIRMAN JERSCH: very well. Proceed.

IR. VOIGT: Mr. Berkowitaz, at Page 5223 of the -

Ctrapseripl for May L7, you were asked certain guestions by

Ur. Geyer, who unfortunately is not here.

CQAKRMRN;JENSQH§1 It shiould be aoted that a prio#
cbmmikmeﬁt}compelled D, Geyer’s absea&e today'aﬁd the lasth
bour of vesterday. |

MR, VOIGT: The fivat questilon wﬁs:

"It is certainly required to support t&e steam

generator. It must be under stresz. How can you hold a 200-

o
O
=
o)
[an
fevs
o
[N
';3
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t"\"

there without it being under stress?h

&l
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Then there was a subsequent guestion: |
9% understend that perfectly. I don't uﬂdewstaéﬁ
how such material out there can avoid beilag stressed when you
laad'that lug, ™ | |
Then at the battc& of that page, the Chaifmém a%éted
that bhe would like for you to aévige the Boord at a smhseqﬁemt
time if you wished to supplement your apswers to Dr. ﬁeye?*s
Guestiond, | k
I now ask you whether you do wish to sappiemen%:yéur
answers to those cuesiloas? |
MR, BEREGY K".E’f‘:::: Yes .,
MR, VOIGT: Wémi& you give you supplemental iﬁésrmsf
ticn, A
¥R, BERKOWITZ: The material at the satersection
between the lug ou the giean generator and the bottom ahgﬁnei
¢f the Stean generator is, of couése, stressed. Tﬁere wg?,
bowever, excess material tﬁereo e stﬁesses‘wuuid éa.wéii
within allowabie limits, |
55Aé;@ur:tésti&nﬁ§ ék§wéd, theve was ais0 éxcess..
material on the steam genefator support shoes. 'EgceSS
material could have béen.remnved either from either ccmpéﬂenﬁ
without exceeding silowablie walues,
it is partinent to nae ithat it was proved io romove
the oxcess material from the steam geperator suppori shoed

rather than from o pressure vessel in the reactor coolant
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pressure boua&mry; thereby‘precludimg any possibility of
affecting its intggrityu

Mgo VOIGT: Does that complete your supplemeﬁtai
responss, M, Berkowitz? | |

MR. BEREGWITZ: Yes, #r. Voigt.

¥R, VOICT: Thaﬁk you,

‘I'd like to address ome other subject matter,

Is it correct that the shim pilates which ar@.seiiiﬁ‘
ithe shoes for the.reae%mr vessel fest ave part of the @Eiéiﬂal
Westinghouse dasigﬁ f@? those shoés?

MR, BEREWITZ: Yes.

MR. VOIGT: Whe& the reactor is heated up, is there
a vadial therman extension of ﬁh@ reactor vessel?

MR, BERREQWITZ: Yes.

MR, VOIGT: 45 the rosuli of that expanmsion, do the
reactor véssel shoes mové?

MR, BERRGWITZ: TXo.

MR ERKG@S C&m&d vou ata{e wkat doegs ﬁappen when
uh@ vessel -eXpands? g :

MR, BERROWITE: Yes, sﬁw The reactor veaﬁel feet
slide on top of uh@ shim piates and move radially outwarﬁ,.-'

MR. VOXGT: Is that why it i jiwporiant to have 5
very careful and accurate moasurement of the surface coai;ét
between the {top surface of the shims and the botiom surface of

th@ bhﬁ@hu




z. q MR. BERKOVWITE: Yes.
z MR, VOIGT: Tharik you,

&)

Me., CRAirman -

& CHATRMAY JENSCH: Is thexe sowe difference hezﬁeen
% feet and shoes hore? Tou referrved to heated ﬁhim plates'and
€ ghoes for the reactor vessel feet. 7The shoes move bug the
7 fzet slide. T% sounds like the shoes are too big, I hgvé

] had that difficunity myselsf.

5 MR. BERKOWITS: Wr. Chairmen, if it would help, we

14 could put a.large sized copy of one of the iliustrations iw

91 our testlimony on the board. This would make it somewhat’

32 2asier for ydu 0 see, |
. 8 | : CHATRMAN mI!SCH: I would ap@rebiate that. mum

55 you do that., I dem't understand how vou bave thnt movemont

5 that way. : ' )

1% ' M. BEREOWITZ: Figure 6.
17 This ilius@raii@& iz a large sizme version of the
| .
| ) “ B
18 figure in our toestimony that I belisve is Figure 6. This

19 || illustration shows ilie veactor vessel support ring in a
20 developed view showing theicanling pad on top of the maim bHody

zs | of the riog with the support shoe om top. It shows the

£
n

leveling screws which were .used io level the roactor vessel

23 prior te the taking of the precise measuvrements for the shin

24 || piate. It shows ithe shim plaic on vhich the rcactor vessel
i ) .

5

2% 4 fect slide, and it also shows some side shim plates that are
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alsc provided but do'nqt affect the levelness of the reacﬁbr

yosseld,

Vo mbove_an the to? part of the figure whick sh&#
2hé s@a%iég surface of %hé reéct@x vessel imtermals, and the
botion fiang@ of thé reactor vessel,

M8, BRIGGS: You haven't indicated the foot yet,

¥R. BEREONITZ: I'm sorry, sir. This iz the A
veasel fc@t;

CHAXRMAN JENSCH: and that slides over the shim
plate? |

MR . BERK@WITQ: Y@s,‘siyn' .

CHATREAN JENSCE: s that within a confined bowndary
éf movenent?

R, PERECWITZ: Confined in what sease, sir?

CﬁézﬂﬁAﬁ JENSCH: < To iimit the extent éf ihe mu%emental

MR. BEREOVITA: I beliove the shee and 5o on aze
designed to accept the radial ezsansion of it and tﬁe
dimensiqns.are properly dotermined fo# tﬁaé_purpoée,:

.é:ma;z%;;mq SEHSCH: I trderstand that. Do you have
gm&avcmnfimeﬁ boundary fér;%he mqvement.or a2t ? | o

MI@, Emgm’ 19%: - 1.dom't kvow, sir,

CHAIREAN JENSCH: Thank you very much, M. %@rkowitzo

Is thewe éﬂy furither in%@rrugatiﬂn?

Br, Voist; have_yoﬁ compisted? o

HB. VOIGT: VYes, siy.
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CHAIRMAK JERSCH: Is thsre any furtber interrogéﬁiam*

MR, ROZSMAW: I just had o question for Appii@ané‘s
counsel. |

They.kiﬁdiy provided ne with a copy of Puge-ﬁil of
the FSAR that imciuﬂes the quality assurance program withi
regard to nonconformity of pawts; It bas the statement in
it, all details pertinent to the nonconformiiy afe shown 6n;
applicablie forms. ILater on in the same page they refer té
reports of nonconforming ﬁaﬁari&i which are to be maintaiﬁedq.

fave I now received a égyy of all of those writtesm
materials, mainiy, all details pewiinent o nen@omformitfl |
on the applicable forms and all repoﬁts of noaconforning
mm%eri&l?'

¥R, VOIGT: To the best of my kunowledge, ﬁhat’é
correct.

MR, ROISMAN: 'ﬁ?lnémk FOU .

CHAIRMAN JENSCH: Iz there anything further?

MR, VOIGY: I\Sr°~ Chairman, if there ave no further
ques%ioné fox tkese vitnesges, I now respectfully request.
that %hey-be ancused aﬂdfdiﬁcﬁéfga& from fﬁ?ther atteadance
in copnectior with this testimony. .

CHAIREAN JENSCE: Any objection?

Regalatory Staff.

MR, KAREAN: No objection.

CHRAIPMAN JENSCH: State of Hew York.
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MR. BERTIN: No objection.

CHAYRMAN JENSCH: Hudsoa River Fishermen's
Association,

1. MACBETH: ¥o objection.

CHEAIRMAY JENSCH: 1Cit1zen*s Committee'.

MR, ROISMAK: I'm po% sure of the sigmifiaance o§
¥e, Voigt's last phkrase, discharged from farther testimoﬁy;
I take it the Beard's previous position of the record beiag.
clvsed would not mean that they would be fereclosed from
bheing called back if canse were shown. I am pot suggestiné
that I kave any good cause; but I would assume that the Bogfd

might conceivably kave that in wind. 7 dide’t wart M,

Voigt's siatement to indicate, or my asseat to it to indicate

that I have thought that the right to call them back iﬁ’gobd
cause wos sbhown was being waived. |
CHATRMAYN JENSCH: I think each of those mmtters
would have to be consideved when presented. Discharg@'ef.
the WiﬁﬁéSGeé doés_not cloge the record. It just relicves
éhem from further a%teﬁdancé at the proceeding aﬁé producticn

of testimony. Any other matters will kesp the record open.

t
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MR, VOIGT: Thét is my understanding, siv,

CHAIRMAN JENSCH: lIf there is no request at this
time for further interragation, the witnesses may be excused,
| Is there any other matter we can consider before
we proceed to a discussion of a motion for a Le*“iﬂg license?

MR, TROSTEN: Yes, Mr. Chairwan, There is one
further matter, |

At this time, Mr. Chalyrman, 1 wculdvlike to subﬁit
o the Board and the parties pursuant to the Chairman‘s
direction yvesterday to submit any-furthef views conecerning

the ninety pevceni operating license in writing Applicant®s

wotion for recensideratim of the Board®s ruling o

Applicant’s motion for a& ninety percent power operating licemsel

CHATRMAN JEVWSCH: You way subwmit the matters and
we will veview them, We will take up any discussion now,
however, the discussion inm reference to the motion for a
testing license up to 2 max imum of L£ifty perceat.

MR, TROSTEN: Yesy We certainly can do that,

Me., Chairman. I;jﬁst had something else 1 ﬁculdhiiké to say
with regavrd to this.

We have veceived from Mr., Macbeth a request for an

evidentiary ruling, We will zespond in writing in opposition

to that request, Qur basic position with vegard to this is

that insofar as 1t dezls with the requirements which pust be

inciuded in the final detail statement, it is lmproper to submit

»
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this request to the Board, Further, the request iz too
generalized and that it is cdntiaﬁy to the requirements of
NEPAQ. As 1 say, we.mill file.g written response setiing fnéth'
our §ositioﬁ in detail;_
CHAIRMAN JENSCH: What answer torthat de you have,’
Hudson River Fishermen's AsSociatiomZ If you desgive td filé
a reply we will entertain the reply.

M’i?w MACHRETH: Thank you.

MR, TROSTEN: I further wish to say, Mr., Chairman,
with regaxd to our motion for reconsideratim of the Board‘#a
ruling that we incovporats by refereﬁce bherein our previo@sv
smbmissiﬁns o the Board setting forth our position concerniﬁg
the anré’s authoricy under App@ndix_Dﬁ T%ank you,
¥Mr, Chairman.,

CHATRMAN JENSCH: Will vou proceed now with
reference to the testing licemse? Do you think you have m?de
out 3 case for a testing license? i

MR, TROSTEM: VYes, Mr, Cb;irmano The &;y?.icént
most certainly considers that it has‘méde ouﬁ a. proper eéée
for the tesiing license. N

B? way of background, the Aépiicaﬁé{éné tﬁe Intervenoy)
agread to seek an expedited schedule for the fifty percent
testing license. There is mo opposition to this licemse from
either the Environmental Defense Fund or the Hudson River

Fishermen's Associstion, Only the Citizens® Committee fov

1




[\

5661
the Protection of the Environment opposes the issuance of
this license.

The testing license was sought by the Applicant in

order to enable the Applicant to obtain necessary data concerni?g

the operation of the plant as quickly as possible, to put |
Appiicant in a position to operate the plant when the testing
has been completed in ovder to supply power needed for this;
area,

We have submitted, Mr. Chairman, a radidlogicai |
case which, in our view, justifies operation at 100<percént
of full power, and we ave essentially velying on that case
for the issuvance of a fifty percent testing license, in.
certain limited respects we have submitted additional
testimony for the Board's congideration which pertains
specifically to £ifty perceat opevations.

Now Mr, Chairman, the record in this proceeding at
the present tiwme is weli over 12,060 written pages, including
the exhibits; and the original subwigsions, and during the
course of the eighteen months of this hearing the issues have
heen faitiy sharply defined as féf'as radiological Safety
matters are coacerned, Iﬁ our view the Applicant has

presented clear evidence that postulated accidents bave been

properly analyzed and that proper measures have been provided

to safeguard thew, that the emergency core ccoling system fov

the facility satisfies the Atomic Energy Commission®s
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applicable regulations, the interim accepténce criteria, and
furthex that prqpef security and emergency plans have beeg'
provided in accordance with the Atomic Energy Cqmmissicn’s
regulations, | |

In addition, we have demonstrated that the need for
power from this facility, hovever pressing it way be, will
not in any way compromise the safe,wperation of this ﬁacility,

What Applicant has basically done hereg_ﬁr, Chaiﬁm&n,
in cur view, is to demonsivate by convincing evidence-
presented oraiiy at this hearing, and in writing through
dozens of witnesses who have been available for cross-
examination and interrogation by the Board, that the rigdrous
vequirements of the Aéomic Energy Act and the Atowmic Energy
Commission's regulations pevtaining to nuclear safety havé
been satisfied., The Applicant has satisfied its burden
of proof in the face of 1engkhy cross-examination by the
Iatervenor and se&fchimg interragatiaﬁ by the Board, The
Applicant is thevefore entitled to 2 1icense.nnder the

Commission's regulations, having satisfied that burden of
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Moreover, there is nothing really that the Entervénor,

the Citizen's C@mmiétee for the Protection of the Enviromment
has stated, which truly att cké the safety of the Indian Poist

facility itself, as op

‘w

wsed to an atfack on nuclear power
reactors in gemeral. |

CHAIRMAN JENSCH: May I intexrrupt a3 moment?

ME, TROSTEN: Yes, sir.

.CﬁAERMﬂK JENSCH: Before you consider the opposition
situation would you teil us a bit mowre by way of perhaps rém
iresbing recollecticn? I know I heve o statement here fr@ﬁ

Mr. Cahill about the cuvtline of your proposed

=

esting

opevation, and we will xeep that in mind, but if you will

5]
R

Just summprize briefly the time imvolved, the SRS you havc
invelved and your stiatement taliked about radiological safeﬁyo

In yowr opinicn iz there any WEPA considerations
invoived here?

MR. TROSTEN: i certaihly, e, Cha irman. chuEd
you care 1o have me addvess that first?

CHATREAN .ﬁéﬁgmz x thought before you dealt with.
the opposiﬁion yon would ell us what gour affzvmatlve case

is

f‘?

MR, TROSTEN: Yes.
CHAIRMAN JENSCH: Thank you.
MR. TROSTEN: Certainly we have submitied fto the

 Board as reguired by the Coumigsion's regulations, a ease
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which ju*t fle® the interim operation, that is the teatin#
of %h@ facility im accordance with Section D2 of the
Commisslion’s Regulations. |

We have presented % 5% rase in our wrxtmen testinoeny
dated Getober 19, 1971, which was supplemented during hearings
in December and Jaauary. We ﬁave presented & case 1@@10&@1&9
the anticipated envivonweanial impasct, hoth radi@logicai and
otherwise, ccoucerning the ifesting operatioas. WG_haveﬁ-
deseribed the temting operations, what it ie that we pign' to
do, whai the ezpected m@;xronmentwl impact wiil be during
the period of ihose operations, |

We‘have demonstrated, we believe, Me. Chairmaﬁ,
by convincing evidenge |

. that the coviroummental impaci is

ingigrnificant, and in any event is overbalanced by the véry
rreseing need to have this faciiity available to produce
powar,

s far as the scope of the testing activitieS'themw
selves, Mr., Chairman, which you inguired about particularly
on Page 1 of your ‘*%@bér 19 testivony, ve described what
it is ﬁhat we planned to do, the general steps whlch aw
involved in taking this plant from critieaiAty up thr&mgh 50

per cent pover testing iovel.

We have described the neriod of time imvelved, which

indicates that approximately seven days of testing wouid be

invoived in goiag to 20 per cent pover, and an additionsd
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forty-two days im order to test up to 50 per cent of power.

We have imdicated that this estimate represecsts a

- best ecircumstances goal for ke testing and we have con-

servatively estimated that it could take as lomg as twice
this pericd of time to complete this phase of ouwr festing

oparation,

Hr, Choirman, as far as the environmental impact
i ) '

of tﬁiﬁ facilitﬁ is cancermed, we relieve that it is as.
inpartant from %ﬁ eﬂvironﬁemtal point of view for the ﬁeaﬁing
iicanse %o be igsuaﬁ as iﬁ iz from the yadioliogical puint of
view.

We be%i@vevthat very vailuable data wiii be obitained
concerning the #pe?a%imn of this facility if the Appiﬁcaat

is permitted impcammance the testing operation. It iz

1

; _
expected that these data will be availlable and will be

|
provided to the Staff i accordance with the technical
- i _
specifications ard that thesze data will prove of great value
| .
in the further sitage o this proceeding.
. . ] . -

CHATRHAK JENSCE: May I inquire, would you just

rive us a referonce agein to the amousnt of chlorine and what
3 <P’

¢ other chemicals will be released? Durirg the ltesting only.

MR, TROSTEN: Yes, Mr. Chairman.

CEAIRMAN JERSCH: Presently do I understand you

probably won't Bave a necessity of cleaning your steam

generator? You may uot bave sny chiorine moving during this

R T e ST AT
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testing peried, is that coxrect, Me. Cobiil?

PR, CABILL: sﬁ, I don't thimk it can be stated
that definiteiy,. The period of time that we are running is
Llimited,but thers wvay be some need for maiﬁtaining the
condensor cleanliuvess during the period.

%o can say ithat we are not going to usge chlorine
during this period.

CHAIRMAY JENSCH: ‘'fhaznk wuo‘

Will you procesd, . Trosten.
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ME, TROSTEN: Yes, Mr, Chairman, I might add

with regard to the Chairman's questions that the particular
tescimony on espected chemical discharges during the periéd
of time 18 contained on pagés.3? thirough 39 of our testimony
of October 1Sth, 1871, |

To addition, I would respectfully refer the
Chajrman to the findings and conclusions, proposed findings
and conclusions, part two, which wvere filed on February Stk
which have specific references to the transcript amd to oﬁt
proposed testimony for the expected chemical discharges, éire

CHAIRMAN JENSCH: Thank you.

MR, TROSTEQ: Mr. Chaivman, once this plent h&s:beeﬁ
tested to the f£ifty percent power jevel it will be possibié
for the plant at that point to cbmmence steady state operation
at that power level and to provide needed power for this érea,
in general, it is Applicani’s position rthat we should be given
this opportunity to test this facility, that:the'tests will
provide vital informatioa, and that the plant will then be
available to serve the needs of this area. .

{mma Chairman, Appllcant requests that the Board

=
[55]

sue its initial decision with regard to radiological safety
issues and that pursuant to Appendix D Section 0.2 certify
the eatire record with regard to the environmental issues to

the Commission for its determination,

As we have pointed sut in previous correspondence
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to the Board, specificglly our letter of January 28th ~-
Excuse me, Februé:y 8th -~ we believe, Mr. Chairman, éhat
the':proper iaterpxeiation Of’thé supplemental notice
appearing i thies proceeding and of the Commission's
regulations 1s that in this situation where the Applicant has
requested authority to test beyond twenty percent of p@we$;
that is to f£ifty percent of power, that the most appropriate
thing to de and the wmost consistent approach to follow in
light of the guppliemental noticeﬂiﬁ the Commission's
regulations fur_the Board’s ipitizl decision to deal with
the radioloegical safety issues on the 50.57A of 10 CFR
part fifty, and to refer the entire environmental record to
the Commissicon for its deterninatignu
CHATRMAN JENSCH: Did the Commission consider that

possibility in the Palisades case?

MB. TROSTEN: I don't believe that it did,
Vir, Chalyman, and I think the fundameantal difference bew cen
the Paiisades case and this case is thatvwe'are seeking a
testing licémse here rathe%'thén aﬁ operating 1icense¢

?HAIRE&N JENSCH: That way be buf what ;@u uedk
and what the rogulations provide may have two different realuws
for consideration, and the féét that you have asked for
something may not be fully consistest with the applicati@hé

under the outstanding regulations,

MR. TROBIEN: Wy, Chaivman, 1 would be the first o
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’ 1 admit that the Cemmission's regu‘latidns and'- the suppiemeﬁéél

2 notice of hearing o»n this séeeific point are not entirely -

2 clear, What we are suggesting to you, Mr, Chairman, is that

4 || oux interpretatian of this islihe most logical and rational

5. one and we believe most comsistent with the intent of the_

8 Commission in this respect, |

S CHAIRMAN JENSCH: Well, there has been the

2 impression, I thiok, in some ecixcles that the Boaré was iéékihg
o Il for an initial determination by Bﬂarﬁs that tﬁe Commisgion

10 was locking up to the tweoty percent level as to which the

53 Boards are authorized ©o act, and upon the basis of that

. 12 rhe Commission would have that determination for its

® | | |

13 consideration for any higher level power which it alone can
14 offerob
15 MR, TROSTEN: Yes,
16 4 CYATREMAN JENSCH: VWhat you are sﬁggesting ig
37 the Commission ﬂoesﬂgt want a Board to give the benefit of
13 a tecard; a determinatidn of tﬁe record, to the Commission
19 up to the twenty percent i1imit, 1Is that your vieuw?
20 MR, TROSTEN: Mo, it really isn't that, Mr. Chairman.
21 I ”CRAIEMA? JENSCH: That accounts for that.

MR; TROSTEN: I don't really think o, Mr. Chairman.

n3
N

23 CHAIRMAN JENMSCH: Why doesn't it?

by

24 MR. TROSTEN: The reason I - think there is &

25 difference heve is that T feel in 2 gituation surh as this
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. i || whereas I have just described the testing operation lasts
2 for seven days, up to the twenty peveent level, and then
3 I thera is an additional forty-two days going from the twenty

-

. . . B
percent level to the forty-nine psrcent level, that it seems
3 Lo me to make a great deal more sense for the Board to vefer
B this entire matter to the Commission im order for the

Commission to see the whole thing in context rather than for

~d

3 || the Board just to deal with this limited period,

5y

This is no effort, Mr. Chajiwmman, to take this matter

90 sway from the Board,
. CHATRMAN JENSCH: Look at it from the Commission’s
12 | point of view, if we can all assuwe that perogative for

. v 13 | the moment, But a ’Boaéfd has been appointed to consider.

14 li radiclogical and WEPA considerations,

15 MR, TROSTEN: Yes,
18 CHATEMAN JENSCH: The Commission will expect the

17 || Board, I thimk it's the obligation that devolves upon the
ig | Board in proceeding to & case, to serutinize the entire
yo || Tecord,

o0 Il ‘MR, TROSTEN: Yes,

21 MR, CHRAIRMAN: 1If I way use the term, they ﬁave'livea

with the record, they have worked with ths witnesses and the

]
N

23 || attorneys and the parties, and I think that aside from ouwr

24 {| personal involvement in this case, that as a genmeral

25 |l consideration of the mattaer, that a Comwsission which is uader
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i || sreater reSp@nsibility in many; nany areas may find it

2 i difficult.itself te recreate in its mind the problems'that

5 will be xaflected by the fecard, with no intention té

p dispavage their éapability in any respect, but there is a

5 certain physical limit of it that any humen being must

@ consider, and it may be that the Commission would have to take
, § @ great deal of time to go through these, did you say 12,000

& ! pages with exhibits? 5ut there is abhout 5,000 pages of the

o || transeript, or a little move, and_a Comnission way ﬁakglj;‘

LI L -

g g -Wely if they can vead the trandeyipts in the evening, you

» kuow, a couple of hundred pages would just abkout do it for

42 an evering, and they muy have sowe other, you kanow,

13 arrangements that they maéé, and their days now, I am sure,

34 are full with a limiﬁ of twelve hours of duty and re8p3m$ibilityﬁ
! | 95 end I just wonder what you envisioa the time schedule would

96 be for the Cowmission to thoroughly review the record and.

47 not have the benefit of 211 views not only of rhe attorneys

'8 and the parties and the witnessee but the Board théh was

ég agp@int&d:ta come up with snmathing?

20

21

pe
3%
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.‘wm 3 CHATREAN JENSCH: (Comtinuing)’ Radiologically you
) | .
2 indicate that the Roard will go into officizl positior onm

&y

radiological natiers. I think the time element obviates

‘ 4 the appiicc., tion of the usual adminis tra ive process.
5 You say, we don’t weally intend it, but that's the
6 way 1t works cut. Depends how you look at it. It kind of
7 apounts to the same tiing.
8 , Just suppOSanw these seven days as kind of a compon
9 | denominator., But supposing it happens that these seven 3ays
0 I that the plaut was in opexation, there was the greatest
i1 release of‘chiafime aug sulfates. Maybe I use some terms that
17 le, Macheth used. This vas the crucial time for striped bass
‘ i3 0 be spawning or they were coming dowa the river, and 's:héy
14 caught it all,
i5 Then you say %eve days jsn°t that much., Then
16 there won't be any more fish. i will ¢ake three or four
37 years for them to cone back. Haybe those things don't wef&
18 out: that way. Eo X'&on’t know that the‘ﬁimﬁ eiemeat that you
i3 propose to agermte mecessériiy ezpoludes &he application of the
20 'law or the administrative process as ordimarily undertaken,
21 “MRH TRQSTEK: M., Chredrwan, ﬁe are not suggesiing

thot we are circumventing the law or the adminisirative
23 @r@@cﬁwc ¥ want Yo say, also, that the time eicment, the
24 seven-day period o2 testing iz not the omly reasom why we

feel ii makev HOre Censs o iniarpret the regulations a8 we

¥
]
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are suggesiting.

CHAIRMAN JERSCH: Whare do you Zind éaat laﬂguagé?
I'd like o ses where it iz, I just don't see it. It sé?s
that the Beard shall éamsider, ailter a coasideration and
balancing on the record ail the factors described below,
Then they eaumsrate three factors.

They say, anything above 20 per ceant; that has to

go to the Commission,

The*;nfé?éﬂéé:ﬁéﬁl%éﬁi‘éé iﬁéé”é é&;giééib£ gants
a balascing by the Board for you folks $o even get 20 pér
cent. You are saying that the Boavd shoui&a’t go for the 20
per ceat at all because we glvse the commission the thousaands
of pages of testimony, and we hope they will kave it oul ?n
a2 veek, I thipk it is not only mnrealisﬁic but contrary
to the tepor of the regulations,

MR, TROSTEN: Wr. Chairman, first with respect to
the rationgle for our posi&inn, and then to turan to the motes
of hearing as welli aé-the regulations. |

In addition to the short period ofAtime_inv@ived.
here, which I really h@ii@ﬁé-was{ﬁuﬁ within ﬁhé'contamﬁiatieﬁ
of the caﬁ&issibn’when.ii Bet this 20 per cemt level in the
reguzatian,-there is also %ﬁ@ fact that 1if the Board were to
follow the procedure first dealing with 20 per cent and tﬁen

cortifying {he matier to the commsission, then the commission
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. i would have to -intermet the evwence in a somwha,t .‘:»tmmed
2 y as dealing wi'é:h ¢ si:ing' from 20 per cemt to 50 per ceni.
3 ' CHAIRM&W J?HSCH They did that in Palisades., I
. 4 d@n"*&; think Ih&ﬂfe S2en 28y cﬁ'iticism from the applicant in
5 that case or amy other applicant, with the decision rendered
& by the commission. ¥ don't '@hmk it wonld strain at 211,
7 . b mﬁS{i“"Nj i i@’a 3,7_1:23 gu wvere deallng wi M“x«?::;;:s::f:rreﬂ

X B iU Uvs- R e b S AR
oo e ety £ 53 _«-: S omateng ity

8 éi‘matmn dhcre yma wore op@mtmg at ?@ per cent for some

o snaci fic nermd af time, M. Chaliman, it is a lm'c easier to

10 see the sense of them referring this to the commisslion with

1y || regard io operxations, sicady siate ! oporations béyon?c% 290
$2 per cent up to the &8¢ };i-a:f:_ cent level as in th%e case of

. 72 Pylisades
14 CHAIRMAR JEWSCH: I don'% koow that Palisades had

95 20 per cent more than soven days., I don't know that )] '{viii
6 ke able to get 20 per cent in seven days or stay there for

a7 seven days. You may have to cowe bhack down when you get to

98 20 per.cen"c, T don't know, I am Just worried about the time

w || Projections that should limit ti}gamﬁication of the rules or

20 ‘regulations in any way without seceinz something specific im |

21 || bere.

' 22 That is within sonable specifics ty we are looking
23 i for mow. |

. 24 IR, TROSTEH: The other poimit, Ur. Chailrman, is the

‘ 25 { lasguage om Bage 5 of the origimal version of the auppmm a2l
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o

notice of hearing, which ¥ wiil read now for you., It says

2 that:

1

"if a license is one which requires the specific

2
¥ approval of the Commission, the Board will certify directly
5 to the Commission for the deternination without ruling theve

@ or ithe matter of whether soperation beyond 20 per cent of full

*q~f.°ﬂ:qg.mchmr should-be avthordzeds s S SOt SN S S
B 1@ like to empﬁaéize that éenﬁ@ary}to what the
S Intervenors have suggested, that somshow this is am‘éffogt on
il the part of the Applicant to civcumvent the regulations oy
1 circumyent the Board or do anything of the sort. :That is |
1z simpiy not the case., It iz our interpretation of what is
"; | |
ke nost logical under the terns of the regulations.
14 The decision on this clearly will he made by tﬁé
95 Board., We subrit that vhat we are saying is nore raﬁioﬁaie
114 ang a better approaéh for tﬁezﬁﬂard.%o foiiow;
37 . T aﬁy evenk. you héva asked fér ous position on‘it,
16 Wr., Chairman,
1e CEATRMAN JENSCH: Thask you. |
20 YMR,'TRéﬁTEﬁf e, Chairman, iu 1light oi the timg.
21 éequimemsﬁﬁs that yoq_S@t?Lx wcui@ e |

&
ne

CHAIREAN JENSCH: Ve are running a 1ittle abead of

PN 23 | time. TYor the first time im this case, I think we have run
24 i ahead of time and ve have more time mow for you. o 1

o

s o R, TROSTER: What I would prefer to do is 4o reserve
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the balance of my time, followimy Mr. Roisman'’s presentation,

CHAIRMAN JENSCE: Could you tell us what it is about
m?,vn@i&maﬁ’a presontation that iz objecticmable in your view?|

M, TROSTEN: How much time did you Say we aad;
M, Chalrman?

CH&ERMA%VJEHSCH: Five winutes bere and th@féﬂﬁbﬁ’t
T T FROSTERT  Fondanenta 1ty wﬁa*s;"zt"ézsf@f;g@'c"f*f6~afbi-¢w-"-- 4
Mz. Roiswman's poesiticon, Mr,'ChaiEmmmﬁlis that it really améunté
10 a presentation thai auclear power reactors are simply too
unasafe to be bdiﬁt. vﬁh@ﬂ you Strip away 311 of the mtke§ 

elements of i%, mr; Roisman and bis client came inte the
@earimg conviﬁceé that all muci@axrpawAr reactors are too.
m&ﬁif& to be bullt.

I'm afraid, notwithstandiag our efforis, we haven't
convinced him otherwise. They still believe this.

I'm ¥eally not sure whether anyone could ever
corvince either lir. Roisman or bis clients that suclear power
reacters are safe snough to build, it teast I don't thimk
it could be dome withim %hié ééé£ury°( |

So, oa thati basis, ié'is'raﬁher @ifficuls o reaﬁiy
Tind ways in which you would be able to soive the COnCerns
that haée hbecn expressed by“the Intervencs . |

The probliem with that position, fundameniaily, is

that it is not comsistent with the applicable legisintiom or
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. 1 the applicable regulations. Perbaps Mr. Roisman's ciienté

2 | would iike to ses the basic legislation amended so that it

3 vould not be p&ssihbeﬁo build either Indian Point 2 or any
‘ 4 other &nclear pover reactor because there is not enough

5 informa%ien whick is available. But a baéic policy &acisio&
8 § has been uaée thati provided omough %nfarmmtaon of sufficient
9 ﬂuali&y backed up by sufficient data, and 1f it 15 presented

5 w th@ ?oard thx Boa.y.d o maLa che &ecnsxon Einat -zxm

o e s e 24wt st e e g RN 1 T SR T S et -

L8 Em.ll:l_w is swie ezxouﬁ-}a 1o he bmlﬁ: And operan,ed

RS
B

B et reh SREV VIV R L P UVt SRV | S
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whether the statement was made in the earlier part of this

to determiae,
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- CHAIRMAN JENSCH: Excuse me for interrupting. 'Will

you define -- And it may be helpful for his argument ?ater

on. Vhat ﬁa you mean by reasonabie assurance thar the
facility can. be operated withour uandue risk to the heélth.
and safety of the public in comtrast o ~- I don’t know

praoceeding that there be 2 guarantee of absolute safety.

o M. TROSTEN:. if-"ﬁf*%"’..lk.‘l‘j&ﬁ Rt WEYTEVETERAY

the phrase9°reaq@aable assurance of the safety of the plas&”
is gquivalent to the aancept of 2 guarantee of ahsolute safetyn'
Thera is no guarantee of absclute safety that could be gi ven
with regard to a nucleay power reactor or with regard to
anythi ng else that we live with in this world,

& deﬂiﬂimn hag been maﬁn that pravzded data be
presentad, prmvldeﬂ expert opinions are presented, and these
data and opinions are presented to a Board, this Boaré, which
is able to exezrcice informed judgﬁ@nt onn the basis of the
the position

e«mdence present ted, and thea this Board ig in

in ﬁha exercise of irs expert 3uﬁgmcmu, that
this plant is safe enough-ém be bullt; that enough ev1deuce
has been presented to assure that the public health and
safety will not be in danger.

We submit, Mr, Chairman, thai if those 12,000 pages
dozens of witnesses who have

of transcript, and with all the

keen here who have testified before this Beard in this public
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‘hearing, that the record is fully adequate to satisfy the

requirements that the public health and safety have not béen
endangey ed and that this Boerd is im a position to determine
that the Atomic BEanevgy Aét’s,requirements have beenvsatisfied
and that this license should be issued,

CHATRMAY JENSCGH: It is your view that the direciion

,ﬁram Lhﬂ CQQULGSS as weil as ﬁae geope of the re 3scxans as
, P gL

et el DR e,

issued by the Atomic Lnergj fﬂmmi"sian pravide an adeqnats
framework within wblﬂh the pnrtleﬁ and the Board can arrive
at the datevminations requived by the statute and the

regulations, Is that your view?

v

MR, TROSTEN: Yes, sir, that is correct,

CHATRMAN JENSCH: Have you concluded?

MR. TROSTEN: I have conciuded.

MR, BRIGGS: 1 have just a question here, It séems
to me that wy records show that the State of New York opposes
the testing licenmse. Has that situstion changed? |

MR, TROSIEN: Mr., Chairman, the State of New Yafk
had opposed -~ That is the Attorﬁey éeneral of the State of
New York had ugpﬁsed a2 testing license while the matter of
the ﬁepaftm&nt of the Environmental Counservation of the State
of New York's outstanding order prohidbiting the operatisé of
these circulating water pumps was still outstanding.

Excuse we just a wmoment, What I would charaﬁtériZe

as a consent ovder has been agreed to or has been entered by
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3 the State. We have not yet received it, I am advised. But
2 || we have been aurhorized to start the circulating water pumps
3 by the Department of Eﬁvirénmenta; Ccnservation,
P MR, TRIGGS: IBut the Attorney General hasps'e sent
& oul any letters éaying'th&t he has withdrawn hb opposition?
6 M, TROSTEN: I have seen no such letter, Mr.
4+ il Chairman, although that was the statement that he made on
B -tha,:ﬁg:@rd,. e ;_;..’ e e It |
o MR, BRIGES: The statement that he wade onvthev 
10 reeord?
1 MR, TROSTHENM: AThe gtatenent that was made by théi
12 representative of the Attorney General of the State of Neﬁ
1% ’Yorky Mr., Prowdfit, I believe it was, was that the Attarnéy
14 Generalis opposition was relsated to the existence of the
15 outstanding order,
16 I would have to go back ani check the transcript om
17 this, Me, Eiiggs, but I am.raasoﬁably certain that thai was
B what be said,
19 MR. BRIGGS: I think it would be more helpful if
20 we had a letter fcom the Aitérﬁey Genéxal}sﬂ#iug that he no
.21 ionger opposes the gr&ntiggqu.thé testing license, if that
2% iz the rase, | |
23 ME., TROSTEM: Yes, Mr., Driggs.
24 CHATRMAN JENSCH: Do you desive to recerve some fime?
25 MR, TROSTEN: Yes.
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CHAIRMAN JENSCH: Does the Regulatory Staff desire'
to spéak to this matter? |

M., KARMAN: Yes. May I have a few moments?

CHATRMAN JENSCH: Yes.

MR, KARMAN: Pursuant to the Actomic Energy Act and’
rules and regulations and criteria, the Regulatory Staff ﬁas
reviewed the application of the Applicant fot an operatiag

- license over the caurse GL several years now. T%iu naﬁring

has been going on since Decemher of 1970,

I am going té restrict wy comments to the ;ft;
nercent testing license which is now be forn the Board, althsaga
ghe Bepulatory Stafl has indicated by way of aafeﬁy evaluation
and other documents, that it is e@qglﬁered that the am@licatmom
for the plant for 100 pmrceﬁL can reas 0nab1v be granted.’

Howaver, for chis fifey percent license the ﬁ@ard
has bef@re 1t much testimony as cowprehensive findings and
résyomses thereto., In addition, in Jasuary the Regulﬁtoiy
Staff presented, by way of evidence at this hearing, an impact

statement pursuant £o Section D.2 of the Appendix D te

the conclusion of the Regulatory Staff that this testilog
1icense could be and should be graoted., Since that time there
have been several matters which have come before the Board,
and we have had continucd hearings, as if evident by the

three days which we just completed now, based uwpon the

S
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3 allegation by the President of the PECOR Divisicn, the -

Pennsylvania Engineering Covporation, which I'wm certain the

P
3 Board wag -- And rightfully so., -- interested im having
P decided before 1t ecould issue any operating license beczuse

5 of the possibility of a safety related item,

& With respect to tﬁe findings, the Regulatory Stéff
7 | cannot agree with the A?piicant's pogition on the findings
8 and submission by the Board to tha Csmm{ssién, as-ﬁa@_
o |l “Indicated i our Fesponses of March 10° and Haren 1I3EH. m*w
10 do feel that the Beard should make the propef balanciag ﬁﬁdera
s | Appendix DU, make the findings up to tweniy percent which
12 Appendix D co&temp}aﬁed?,and then refer, for the balance of
38 | the thirty percent request, to the Commission for its
14 determination,

18 State Atomic Energy counsel desire to speak to this mattex?

17 _ MR, MARTIN: Yes, Mr., Chairman,

18 ' CHATRMAN JENSCH: Proceed.

1% CHATRMAN JENSCH: Very well. Does the New York
|
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MR, MARTIN: DMr. Chairman, the Wew York State
Atomic Energy ﬁounéii is éaking the position that with yeép&ct
to this application, that it‘does wot oppose the appli&atéo&
oR envi ronm@atal gzoands, and it also takes the posxtlon th at
the need for power 1im New York State frow tbx& plant ig a&&h
that thevy hope ?he Board would consider the granting of tae
motlon ﬁ‘avomi&ﬁy o
That ag contrasted with the Atiorney Gemarai tha

New York State Atomic Zrnergy Council is a group, 5 tmwﬁished
by iaw, that is charged wi ﬁh vespougibnllity of develo pxngf@ _
coprdinated poinz of view., Cm hehslf of the agencies of %heE
goverenaut of Hew York State, they ahe cencbrmed it th atvmic
yaﬁer.

| Aﬁ the time that this application wes we de by_tﬁéf-
Applicant, the Council met, Among the memberé of the C@uﬁéii
reprosented at that meeting were the designee of the
Commiésimn 0% Duvirozmevial Conwmr“ﬂixou aund the Bublic
Service C@mmissiaab A% that mimc Lhe mo&ﬁtia& the LOUnfii
would Eahe with respect to thx& appiicatiocn. wa,_dfscmES%d.
it was resolved ﬁna,”th@ n@eﬂ gor power was of such a mature
tﬁét the ééun zil would e r@s ite desire that this appl i..
tion he granted, and aﬁsa that the sitwation with r&gpea% to
Department of uxvarommenmai Conversation vas such that thérg
Was mo reason Lo oppose thé application.

Bince that *ime and since that weeting was hedd,
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thexre hag dbeen no commun

cetion from the Depariment of
Enéiroamental Consexrvation indicating that the Counci? shauld
in aay way need to cousider chanﬁim@ their view, althous gh

there has bee& a communication iniurmaiiy, rot at a meeting

concerning this probliem of circulaters. I cannot speak for
the Aticrney Gemeral’s office on vzt big pozsiticn is.

L4

It is my recolliection that My, Trosteon's recoliles.

tion as to the mature of their opposition, that is peading.

a Tazsulurition of the uﬁdrxmrmin&d congent order thal would be

entered, and 1t is my “ecallee Sion that that is sorvect, that

the Atﬁozngy Ceneral tock the p@ﬁ tion, S0 long as *h@re WA s
ARNY nmwcsoxveﬂ question ?&aﬁ Con Edison wvould agree upon,
12 they have reached agroement, I &aven’irbeea Anformed af:
%nﬁﬁa

O bebgif of thé Ltomie rnergy Caunci&, cur pogsitiom
ig atill that we suppori the application-with respect to the
the Staﬁe oL Neﬁ Your#, ané
ve 46 mot oppose it wpoa émy eavironuental ground.

CHATRIAY JENSCH: ¥

 Is there some cocrdimating you

were golng to umdertake io gel the Attoreey Genmsrszl's
ine with the Coanservation Depariment or om the circulator gump’

Is that the main cseoolanit pump yoﬁ are talking about?

Yes.
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CHAFRMAN JENSCH: You say you haven't been info%meé
about it and it may 5@ resoived, it is your view ihat thé
Attorney General feels the matter of the coolani pump shoéld
be resclved bafore he will withdrzw his objection; iz %haé
correct? |
| ME., MARTIN: 0F éa@raeﬂ 4% ic bere and 1t iz on ﬁﬁé
record what his position i, It was their nbjaation aﬁvééa,
timé ihey made the objection to this appﬁicatiam WAS hase@.
apon the lack of resolution of Zhat maiter,
MR, TROSTEN: Moy I jusi read from the tram¢crip¢¢
I think it would clarify the issua.,

CHATRVAY JENSCE: Let me ask ome thing, IWr. Naztixn,

Cif Mr. Hadsen cowld hold it, please.

Could you get a leiter from the Atloruney Gepexal?
MR, MARTIN: % can ask him., 7The Attorasy General is
a separate party to thig proceeding. 435 an slected officiai,

he bas that zight to m&&e himself 2 pariy. H2 is pot a

menber of the ! iou%c Energy Cnuncil and ¥ don’t repres e h¢3

office in agy wmja
| CHATRBAM JE ESCH:. Wa refogRiTe yeu\canfi eenmit
Bim, Wili you ask for a gﬁaxbmann ot Dis posi%iea on ﬁhiu.
matiaxr?
IR, HARTEA: Yes, I will,
CHAIRVAN JENSCH: Toank you,

MR, TROGTEN: . Chairman, may I read the statenept?
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This 15 on Page 47286, rapreseniing the Attoraey ﬁen&ra? of

tuls state. Mr. Proudfit sald the Rollowing:

"ot me say thié,.ﬂr..c&airman“ ?ﬁévneﬁartmﬁnﬁ;af
Eovironmenial CQnserwaéion iy wiiliug to rescindg %&is'&r&ér
if certain condiiions sve met by the Appliecant. As far‘aé_
I hknow, nome of these ﬂ@aﬁ tions have been muet yei, &Ethﬁ&éﬁ
thaey apparentiy are discossiog thow at this aim&% But thi3
order is stiil in effoet, and aﬁ.iung as this ovder is imfé
effec@, we maimt%zr our positisg that we &?@ oppased ta‘ﬁéi@
notion." | |

e was referfiﬁg; 34 #@mrﬁ@, to the ordor of thé'f
Department of Envir@nm@ntam Conservation dealing with theéi

cireulating water pumps @ﬁ éﬁe plant., Ve do not kuow, of .

course, . Chaivman, wacthor th ﬁ%tu“any General will send

, that what his r&presamt&%ivas
said on the record, we hoped would be satisfactory fzon %ﬁ@
sdandpoint of the Boarda
CHATIRYAN Jwﬁﬂﬁﬁ, Tee uaﬁskanﬁimg'ﬁtatemowt thcn iz
that he opﬁos&aﬁét; ig'that;ﬁ wyeﬂi?
o MR, TROSTEN:  Bo Eaag a8 %hm eréev zg 1n effeet,
Mr. Chaiwiean.,
CHAIRMAN JENSCH: s %he‘orﬁer 8till in effect?
BR. TROSTEN: Tﬁe order is not in effect any ion gm

e, Chaivman,

-

CHAYRMAN JURSCH: If we way see what order rescinds
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the other order, that would be heiﬁﬁula

MR, TROSTEN: We will furnish the Boavd with a
copy of tha‘@rdérb | |

CHATRVAN JEESC§: Excusa me, Mr. artin. Have you
concluded?

MR, MARTIN: Yes.

CHRAIRYAN JEKSQH: e, Mecbelia.

¥R. LACBEYE: I'd like to say & few words, Mr.
Chairmad. | -

CMAKREAS JENSCH: A ¥ umd@rﬁtémﬂ it, you hawm:
entersd into a s%ipuiaﬁidﬂo Tell ws o bit akout the
stipulation,

1 think somothing was said about foriy-nine days

and it could be ¢wice that long, over three and a hall ox

three and 3 third muonths involved heve for the 1icen8gn
As I uaderstend, in that parioﬁ'aﬁ time you dom't kelieve
there will be any environm@mﬁai dompge, is that your vieﬁ?
MR, MATBITH: %bc b ﬁiﬁmgwée with that on Two
coants, Mr. Chalrman. |
Firat,_%ﬂg p@ribd-fﬁr the 50 per cemt testlug, as
T believe, is fértynniﬁa éaysa Fhe sizty-three-doy period

that I was referring %o itwoe days agoe was in relation o the

- 90 per cent motion,

CEAGHAY JEUSCH: Kicuse me.

ir. Trosten this morning gave us seven days, up o
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20 per cent of p@@er; ﬁortywtwo mmfe days to go to 50 ber
cént. That's Lorty-nine.

4is we rebogniﬁe,’it c§u3d take ®at loag, he saigo
"hot iz ninety-eight. I have three and a third mﬂn%hgg

M, MACSETH: 1 misundersiood you,

CHATREAN JENSCH: You say there would be no
environmental damage da that period of time?

MR, MACRETH: WNo. |

CHATRYAY JEWSCH: What iz the scope of your
stipuiation?

| VR, WACBETH: Ve are not oppesed to the issvance of
thic lilcens2. T%gwe aze a sumber of practical problewns %ﬁaﬁ
the Hudson River Fishermen's Assceiation faced at the %iﬁé: 
we entersd inte the s@ipﬁi&tiﬁn iﬁ Hovember. Thexe ware
various outstznding di99§té@ bver‘uthaw natiers with ﬁhe 
Appliicant, There was o véry cloar prabigm of bhaving ouz
cxperts look at the waterial tho Applicant had prepared,faw
hearisgs. |
| We wanted io heap this hearing going om an

expedited bagis as p&sﬂibiep and we aiso wanted to abwiaﬁﬁly
concentrate our feésu&éésfdﬁ the largest issues.

80 t{hat we had to reach a praetical decision on
whether or not we would put in the TENOUrees, put in the'éime
and o oz in opposing thé'ﬁﬁ per cent ﬁeatiag ﬁi@@ﬁ%&n

Tt ie olear that this is obvicusiy a ilczuse for a
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mich shorter pexiad than %he 300 per cent license foy foxiy
years. wérmaﬁe the ﬁeaiSipn in ﬁh@ ﬁmée o# the practical

considerations which faced us at that time, that we gould not
oprose this iiceazs but would oppuse any further 1icense,

Of courze, in particuiaw, concentrate on the 100

per cent license Loy foriy vears.
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‘CHAIRMAﬁ JENSCH: hXCLbe ma for interrupting.
Now I appreciate thé stipulation with a kind of practicalé
édjustmént that you made'to'ymur schedmie gnd your
anticipation'of how you would proceed in this prnceeﬁing;:
but we want to %n@w samewhefe, we wiki‘have to perhaps dig
it out of the avidence, it'é hers, as to whether a balancﬁng
can be made of the matters which the Commission has presafib@d
for conéi&ératien under Appendix‘DQZ, Part 50 of the
Now y@ur.ﬁtipuiétinﬁ dozsn't help ‘us ip that regar&n
Now the fact that yoﬁ'havﬁ éithérawng by way of stip 1&t10ﬂ,
from considevation of the envirsnmental matters for this
testing license im a sense may be an easy out for you hecauae
you have @ let of vother'thiﬁgs to think about, and your
experts are busy at tﬁis,' But we still have a question of
environmental consideration te be undertaken in this
proceeding, And I am glad to have your statement thai you
in a gsense pulled out ¢of this testing analysis because you'
were busaniﬁh some ntber»thiggaﬁer yﬁur;axperﬁé-wanted o
166’ at scme largef xs SURE that"yeﬁ feit were tﬁereo The$a
issues are just as 1axge to us as the regulations define thnm
to be,
MR, MACBETH: I4v, Chalrman, theve is a #ery real
point to what you say. I think the Board does vetaim a duty

which on thie motion the Hudson River Fishermen®s Association

RSt o .S | A
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will be of little or no help to the Board on. The sﬁipuléticn
that we eniered inte with the Applicant makes it clear th@t
we will not take a position on the merits of this motion,
and I feel bound by that motien, and I in a sense apologize
to the Board that we do not have the resources, de not have
the resources apnd the time that would be i@PeSSaLJ to fbcuﬁ
on thie issue. Oux experté have not spent the time,
additional time that would be necessary, to 1@¢ate therpreéise
period, and during which the fifty perceat testing license
would be in affect, to aznalyze ezactly what would happen.

Those sve difficult problems, sad quite blumtly
put, the Hués@n River Fishermen's Assoclation bas not taken
them on, and 1 apaiagize to the Board that we can't be of
any further help on that iz ssue, but we have not prepared

evidence on it, ws have pot presented evidence on it, and w

w

gimply aven't in a position te take a position on the merits

*

on thait, We made a practical 3uﬂgﬁeg% and I feel especia xiy
in_iight of the stipulation with the Appliecant that we wmust
resy on that;A. |

CHATRMAN JENSCH: T dod't ack you o chadge. T
am only trying to be. sure. X uwéafe tand that your sthpulatlaﬁ
ig not to be coastrued as any approval or any indination that
there aren't some envifﬁnmam%al mattersﬁvbut youn are just not
golng o participate In them, is that correci?

MR, Nﬁ“‘E H: Thet is true, And T would point out
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to the Beard the lﬁngﬁage in the supplemental notes of hearlng
that;says that "Any license issued pursuant te 2.2, Appeadiz
D will be without prejudice to subsequent licensing actioh
which nay be taken by the Commission with regard to anvirénmenéﬁ‘
aspects of the : acxllty and will be conditioned to tha“ effect
and I would sugpest to the Board that the laqguaw@ o ﬁnat;
effect be included in any {ifty pexcent testing license,

1 thisk that the Ap@licént‘mnulé agree that thef;
is no suggestion in the stipulation thar it would close off
from debate in aﬂy further licensing action 1*3aes‘ﬂe1avan%'
to environmental watiers, and I would suggest o the En&rﬂ

"

rhat language cleose to that or pernaps eszctly that in the}
upp*amemtal notice of heafimgﬁ be ineluded to make that ﬁiearo

MR, TEOSTEN: . Chairman, in all fairness to émr

p“mvious discussions with the Intervemors I think it would hé

fair to say that the Board is required to makel ba; nvxmw

judgment, and what the Intervenors, I helieve, have agﬁeed

te in the stiwlatim3 ig that they neither approve ﬁaz

disapprove, fhey simply have not mede and @feseﬁﬁéd;avidaace

on the balancing,

CHAIRMAN JEWSCH: That has come out of your reserve

Citizeng' Committee, will you proceed.
MR, ROISMAN: WMr. Chaivman, before speaking own

the Cirizens’ Committee I just would like to briefly
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speak on behalf of the Environmental Defense Fund and'adoﬁt

in toto what Mr., Macbeéth has said, The Enviroumental ﬁef?mse
Fund has? as a matter of policy, unewer eypressed an Qpinién

on the subject it felt it could nut provide adedquate expertise
to do so in a techniéally competent manner, and because of
that we made a practieal juégment ag did the Hndson River
Fisherwen's Associaviop “hat we simply would not be able to
provide the resocureas to do the jcb that we fellr was needad
before we would express sn opinion on the fifty percent
testing license, and remsin absolutely neutral,

Mr. Trosten stated it covrrectly, we neither approve

‘an"-

gsor disapprove the Fifty pereent testing ilicense,

Yow with regard to the Cltizens'® Committee for the
Protection of the Eavironment, I think thet Mr, Trosten h#s
o some extent appropristely desciibed the position of the
Citizens' Committee when he said that we are concerned a&aut
the safety of nuélear pﬁwer reactors aé a geweric matter as
welx as concer rned wzth Eaﬂ safety of the vuclear power
reactor hewe in disputea' But be has also indicated or.imﬁliad
that'Ccﬂgregs; by passiﬁg;the Atomle Energy Aci &fllgiﬁ and
subseguent amendments, has in some way ovr another 3tamped
approval on the licensing of nuclear powsr plants as a generic
satter, and I think that is not so at all, What Cangress has

it has delegaied to the Adtomic Loexrgy C@mmiﬁ"iﬂng

pods
1]

done

] 2

ané the Commission in turn haz delegated to this Board and
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other Boards like it, responsibility to decide whether a

nuc?egr powery plant shovld be licensed, and in that praceé&ing,

it is appropriatb to cansiﬂar whether or not the plant is
safe without any dasnmprLons than anyons higher up or any
piece mf legisiation has indicated-that there iz an applied
safety to puclear power plante, and 1t's merely a matter ﬁf
seeing whoather or not & particulax &pp" cant comes up to the

well-gstaibiished standards that ave set znd achiewable Ffor.

nuclizar power plants,
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It is our position that at this time in tis period

of &evelopmemﬁ}uf_what is reaiiy a0 emerging‘technmiogy, ihe

- developrent of anuclear power planis as such, that nuclear

power plants gemerica11y, akd this particulsr plant in

‘ particuler, are mot safe and are aot sullable for licensiang.

Ve foeus on this particular plant because really it is thé
naradigs exasmple, if any plant in this country is oot safe
for operation it is Kndiam P@1nﬁ Number 4.

It is=iﬁ one of ﬁ&% mcgﬁ bighly concentrsted
population areas 2f the courtry. If am arraf_isAmadé,.if‘ﬁhe
PLsk af an accident in fact is materialized, and if that
aceident causes the harribié congequences tﬁat the Atomic
Energy Commission outlined in WASH 740, they will be Losd.
horpible here. The emvirommeui here is not omiy highly -
concéutrat@@;-but ve git in a deep valley that would funnal
ﬁy the prevziling winds most of ihe radicactivity to Amaéié@*s
iargest city.

And wo belicwe that this ig an appro?riate piacé L6

ask the ultimste guestiocn, has nuclear techrology redched a

. o,

4 ' . . . P . »
suificient stage of developrment that 1% 1s abPpropriate to

subject the public to the risk of a2 major ouclear powey plant

‘such oS this ope?

CHATRMAN JENSCH: May I intervupt? Is it your view
that ithe same determinations bave to be wade on safety lssues

and safety compouenis for this 50 pey vent testing license as




[

it wonuld be for any_steaﬂy state operation?

MR, ROISMAN: MNo, it is not our positlon that that
must be done. For imstapce, in cwr filiag with rogard to the
50 per cent testing 1icense we syaciﬁicaiﬁy idevtified t&e
issue of iodine which we discussed somewhat this morniﬁgianﬁ
indicated that our problem with regard to offsite doses im
the event of a2 boss of m—élm:ré; accidont, assuning the
TiD 14&44 ascunpticns, and not geizing inte any other i@éﬁe&,
regoyding %he'wmrkiﬁg of EQ&S or the faillure to work weré,‘
such that a 50 per cenit the swmount of lodime relisased w@uid'
ke sufficient in our opinion that we could not estmbliéh;
that preséntiy controls by_ﬁhe Applicznt were mot adequaﬁe-
to deal with that, that'éuf iodine probiem only arose aﬁ?yﬁu
got above the 5O per caﬂ%~iave1ﬁ and we ezpressed to ﬁhw:
Board cur concern that it need mot resolve the iodine c,azzéé;*i:inm
in the coﬁtext of the 50 per cent ﬂieﬁnse;

By the same token, 2 number of our positions with
rvegard to aaﬁety g to some extent depend upon the factf&hgt
forty yegrs O@ operation invaives o greater risk than 0mé,day
or one week or.fortj»ﬁin&féays or mivety-eight days of aﬁera»
tion. But by the samé'éb%ém'thé,empaéienme with avclesr
pover plapts demomsirates that the testing period is the
period with more uicertainties lu it than nmight be ithe cass
of a period three or four years down the live afier the

piont nd gone through its shakedown period and was running
{ N




“salatively smoothly®.

So that we were not abis {o make a Judgnent %h%t
other important issues; éuﬂh as emnergency core coolimg'sygtem
or the adeguacy n£ p3an% speurity or probilsns asssociated with
risks fo thé public due tb the applicani’s confusion of éhe
nead for power withée need for eafeiy, that any of those.
could definitely be ruled out. But 4t vould be dis ingam@%m@
of us to not suggest ¢o ﬁhe Board that as the rishk gets lower
it may weil be thet vou get clascr to the point at whichr

safety is appropriate. |

And it might be that if the only appiication thnt
were pending and were ever intended to pend by Con E&issg
was to operate this piant for ninety-eighkt days for thé @%rw
pose of testing it up to 5¢ per cent of power, aﬂd thaﬁ after
that it would not be nrer&ted again, couceivably the thi?en H
éommittee foy the Protection of the Eavircament, rﬁaﬂiaiﬁg'
its limited resources, would not have oprosed that re@uegéa

ﬁ%vious?y, oL couxscy that iz mot the case, an& the
case is tkat the 50 pe cent teamxa in nut ﬁh@ fiw m*atép in
an im@ortanﬂ move by the appxxaant to brimg fortv ygams oz
pnciear pover to the Xndlam Point site, to a plant @hmch_QQ
lawger thau any plant licensed today wiﬁh-regmrﬁ to the
Westinghouse Corporation that we are aware of.

CHAIRDAN JENSCH: IMay I intersupt?

et

M. ROIBIAN: Yes.
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i a&az&n& N JENSCH: What irfluerce do yvou heli@we the
2” ‘operation of Indian Point Fumber 1 has in this_consideratﬁon?
2 _ | R, ROKS%A&: Ian ﬁo%iaure vhat you'meam by

& influence. |

5 CHATRHAN Jﬁﬁﬁcﬁ:' aniaamce'in this respect: ﬁe“

¢ || baven't gome over the Indiaw Point Number i1 faciiity or

7 opera%iax in any detéil; but it has been referred to, wef;

g {| kmow 1t's there, we know it's operating sowe parts of thé 

2 ting, aside from this water clremistiang u*mn problem, bul it's
18 peen there for some pericd ef tlme under the control an

P manpagenznt of peopie who ave gaining nucieay ex pemieneee#@ry
12 day and exercising comntrol,

33 Now are those fmciors of assistaree ia your anaiy iz
% in referonce to Indiam @@imt Tanber 39

- ¥R, ROISEAN: I think it would have been possible,

16 || alitbough we did not ehaasé to pursue thismute, o bringﬁf

37 iato ev&ﬁ&nee in this preceeﬁiag the operating recoxd of

18 fadian Poiat wnmbaf 3 ih;&n atienp? to demomeirate ome wéy or
19 the other regarding ﬁhé-a%bi&canﬁ’s comyeﬁeﬁce to sporate a
20 nuclear powey seactor. Weé%&iﬂk that thai record would teﬁd
21 o support ‘the position ah&? +&e applicant has had pvohxem@

~

22 with Iadian Point uumba“ i, whica mey elther stem from

B
73

probliens in their ocwn admindsirniion with regard to the plant
24 || or fundamental design problems in the plaut.

28 ' But the differcnce hotween ihat plant and indian
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‘Btﬁ 1 ' Plant No., 2 ip terms of design and operation and ﬁhem tﬁe
2 i - nuclear induséry is éeﬂay compared to where it was “hen is
3 so substantial that we #ere concerned that we wonld spemé‘a
. 4 substantisl pericd of kesring tine with an AS.-Z“}&G which might
5 have only tangentizl reiaﬁionship to the issue heve, aaﬂ‘ﬁhat
& if ve weve to point out some wmassilve misapplication of
| v appropriate salety primci@ies iv permitting radi&iogiaai_
| 8 manit.ré to be jamoed and ot properly maintained that

o happened in say 1968, that it would have been appropriate
10 for the applicant to bhave ;s%:a:%.s:i, 4“%?@11, the man who did that
T is no longer with us and the procedures that we uéec} then
12 have ?:ee#a podified, " and it wouldn’t: necessarily have

13 established that the applicant wae ivcompetent.
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By the same token, if the Applicant had pointed to
some particularly favorable year when things had run very
smoothiy at Indisn Poeint No, i, that wouldn't necessari@yﬁ
prove that this is substantislly larger, alwmost four timeé
larger plant, with subsfantiaily new and modified &quigmaﬁt
in it would equa}iy ﬁéii bé run., So that we think that |
Todian Point ¥o. 1 in a safety comtext is not velevant, noY
have we attémpteﬁ to relate accident conditions te ﬁuggesé
that an zecident at No. 2 would somehow or another be mcré
severe,»bec&mse No. 1 was at the silte, We have not ratsed
that issue either, |

Now we believe that the starting point for =an
analysiz of the safety Queétion is to recognize whare the  v
burden lise. Applicant’s éauﬁsel has suggested that the
record has in it some evi&énte which ﬁauld establish the plant
is safe, Aspume arguendo for a mowent that that is true.
Thé purpose of this Board, of course, is not to mshe a cnﬁrt'
review of the Applicant an& Staff presentaticns Lo see if there
8 "éﬁbgtamtiailévidence in the record" to sugtain the gquestion
of a&fety, but‘iﬂ-tc 20 t@ﬁa-higher.and méme stringeﬂtksténdargﬁ
naméiy to find aut,mhethar or pot it is more probable than
not that as to these various gafety ilssues the Applicant
has carzied the burden of proof, und the preseﬁce of sone
positive evidenee in the racovrd, of course, does not relieve

the Bouvd of the responsibility to look at the negative

3
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evidence and to deterﬁine.whether or not a pxeponderanée éf
thé evidence favors the pésitiom urged by the Apgliéant and
tﬁe issues of safaty. v |

Now we began wbén this hesring begap with the
proposition that there waé an implicit risk-benefit analysis
that has to be made in the licensing of nucleavr power plagts,
and that it was apprapfiaie to consider what benefits wcaid
flow from ihe plant in order to weight it against the ?isﬁq
in the course of this hesring we have been reminded again
and again by the Staff &né the Applicant that no such risk
benefit takes place, and that unless the plant is safe iid
will not be permicted to operate, and that if it is not safe
no amdmﬁt of p&teﬁtial benefit ff@m its operaticn will
gverride that safaty.

We accept that principle and assume that the Béaré
is going to j@dge this plant on that privcciple, We think
that utilizing that prineiple it is not clear that this éiamt
is suffigiéntly safe to sﬁeratég

. CHATRMAY JEmSCHgﬁ Bvew for testing?

f%n, EDISMAﬁs E%éﬂ for testing.

We turp at.this:time te the substantive issues; and
I tﬁiﬂk that»clearlﬁ tha most important of these issuves ié
the matter of the emergency core cooling system. Regardless
of the Board's resalution of the question of additismal

notice, the fact rewains, end it cannot be removed, that the
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Atomic Energy Commission is in the position of holding a
lengthy, detailed scientificaliy extremely important hearing
regarding the emergency core cooling system, That hearing,
if it proves nothiang else; proves fhb basic proposition rhat
nuclear technology is an emerging field, and it does suppgrt
our basic pasitian that it is tco spon to license nuclear;:
power plamt@ like Lndlan Point Mo, 2 in as close-praximityi
to wmajor poau atisn centers, that the iodusiry should remain
where it hes been for many years, in the field of pr@totype'
designs, and work out the problems before they come for tﬁe
building and the operation of puclear power plants 1ike
Indisn Poiat Wo. 2. |

Eveﬂ in fields where we arve dealing with less
savions potential consequences than an accident in a nuclear
powar plant, greater carve is used.

The astewobile industry, for instance, builds a

-

prototype and tests it on a track hefaxe the prototypekxs
permitited to be sold to the public, and avem.then as we well
kaow mény auﬁomabiles éré returned to the factow because
gafety prnbiems*stili remain,

Thisg nuclear p@ﬂut plnﬁt is Westinsghouse's prototype
for the 893 megawatt electric plant, It has not been triled

a

elgsevhere, In fect, when it was exxgzndl iy designed its

eriginzl design did aot even include the critical porticn of

the emsvgency core cooling system upon whick the Applicant
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now relies, namely the use of accumﬁlators% That big of
tgqhnolégy hae been ndded since the time of the c@astrﬁctinn
péxmit; because thétiw@s_where Wea%inghowse had moved, |

Awd once agéin since the tiwe that that was
installed the Atomic Energy Commissicn, as a result of ité
continuing review of emerg&ncy core cooling systems, has
found it necesgary to request the Applicants need an even
nore stringent standard for ECCE periovmance by the issuqqéé
of iaterim criteria, because they too were worried about éhe
energency cove conling system and the cwerging technology.

And even following that iaterim acceptance criceria
announcement , the Atomic Energy Commigsion Felt that the
matter was sufficiently open that it should hold a full énﬁ
thorough public hearing, and even after that it was
anncunced Westinghouse considered that the problem deserved
furﬁher attention, and we had a piping modification in thg;
ensrgeney core cooling system, | |

CHAIRMAN JENSCH: May I iuterrupt?

MR, ROTSMAN: Yes.

- CHAYRMAN SEﬁSCﬁ;> I,WGnaer, aside fraﬁ'ygur
statements in that most recent vegard, this Bosrd has bﬂén
directed ﬁmder the inﬁerim ériteria and under the ceitificatian
pg@cédure which was undertsken, that if there is a fimding
that this plant meeis those criteria, the duty of the Board

ig over, is it not?
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‘ E MR, ROISMAN: The Board --

i

CHAIRMAN JENSCH: So that whether theve is a review

i

going on about those criteria is mot persuassive im this

4 proceeding, is it?

(<53

MR, ROISMAN: The Board's duties inciude both the

5 duty to vesolve that issuve iﬁ favor of the Applicant or to

¥ conclude that thewve Is a substantial question with respect

B to it and to certify.

9 We of course réaliz& that the Board cannot:, and

19 | we are not asking it to determine Lnai the interim eritarié
11 are invalid., Ve are ashking it te determine that there iz

. §2 a substautiai cuestion as to the validity cof those critaria,
13 and based upon that for the Baarc te certify to the Csmmiséion
14 for its judgment the determination of whether the emargenc§
15 core conling system cyiteria are an adequate safety dcandaxd
46 for purposes of liaemsiﬁo the plant, and it is not our

7 wnderstanding that if th@ Bnard concluded that there were

18 a ganrantial question that ir would ge ahead awﬁ go through
19 the diffic 1“ prﬂaeas of cetefmzulaa whether or not there was

20 compliance with the interim criteria and issue the license,

29 but rather that it would certify to the Commisceli on the vecord

3
fac

dealing with the ewergency core. cooling systewm challenge and

request guldance,

%
&
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Now ak this laté date we must say that we would
not oppose the Board veaching ite conclusions on all Saﬁety
issues basedvupan the regulations as it intevprets them,
the plant shouvld be permitted to operate, But simuitaneoésly
authorizing appesl of its initial detevrwinations and
certification of the qﬁéstiau regarding @mergeﬁmyvamr@»c@éiiﬁg
systen, that it would not be g prdctlieal use of the Bu&xdﬁs
time to slmply not aow advise the Commission of its resolﬁtinn
of other igsuss in which no chélienges are beling made to .
regnlations and certify, wail for the critifeation to come
back and then decide something.

We think the entire mattey could be set fsrward_gt
gne tine,

In this regard with rezsrd to the proceduras ﬁ?%a

utilized as the Board Chalrman is awsre the Regulatory Staff

f=ta

in the Vermoat Yenkee prgceedimg nas tgken the positiong'

and @e agsumevthat is ‘the positian of the Stafis that with
xegard to challenges to the ewmergency cnreiqacéing.sysgami

in that‘prcceeding the Staff wouid SUPPOrE éhéﬂﬁrapﬁéitiam that
what the B@érﬁ shoﬁid do is walt until the conclusion of the
hesrings at which time it would then ask the parties beginﬁimg
with the Enterﬁeamz éa indicate what pértiems of_éhe eMETPENCY
core cooling system natiotal hearing record they cbaose re

rely upon for purposes of their challenge, give the other
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parties an opportunity to refevence with detail the ﬁ@ftiﬁﬁs

rhat they zely upon for theilr position that the yvepulstions
y : 4 Zul T

2

are valid, each paviy to state if there is any supplewsantal

2

information which they desive to latroduce @ﬁ the suhject;-
and the mavpeyr in which -hey would propose o introducs it?
the time for doing seo, thae Beard would then decids whaﬁhexi
any additional data should be receiwved, and once that h&é
been received or suce the Boeard had decided that no more

=%

rd could denide that the question

R}

should be receilved, the Bo

!3:-

ble snd send the entire guestion, alsnv with its

fa

is certifi

dacision on the other matters, up Lo the Appeals Enawﬁ

oF
()
=
=
o
o
o
g
et
}nl
hﬁt
tod
a
o]
et
i

pursuant on pirocedure,
CHATEﬁ&d JENGCH: May I iatervupt?

ME, ROISMAY: Yes,

&HAI?MAE JEWNECH: This is 2 matter oa which ¥ wiil

‘I

Just have to spesk as a layman, but Lor 2 testing 1iﬁaﬁ$ef,s
the core going to rezch the condition where you nave rhgse
hizh temperature problems? And I certaiuly thing Chey h&@m
bean rvi&iafa& by the interim g aﬁt ance eriteria fox which
certain prgv ana have b@en made0 I m@&n' shat hapn@ﬁg in

a testing 110@33@ that ww_ Maybe I h@uiﬁ have Lalzaﬁ vith
my colleagues here, but I'd like to have it on the vecord to
get your views, isz the enevgency cove caaiiﬁg_system going
t ha snch a vital system thaﬁ even the testing camnob bé

entertained? I sav that, however, with some hesitation,
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because as I reﬁall A?plicantgs counsel statirng he s#id,
"of course, aace ne et ufr to £ifey P“rﬁbﬂt poRer we ;ra g@ing
t& be ready to stag'theré," and I ' L just think we have %o kéép
2 caution in mind that whet has been requested is a zﬁstiﬁg'
llcenue up to fifcy percent, I Sam't kaow whether it
envisioned that you ware going te shut down ab fifty geraént
vntil the authority bas been glvaen for stesdy stste pmwer}
after that or unob,

MR, TROSTEN: Mr. Chairmen, what I mzant by éha?
remark was that if we had tested the plant up te £ifcy percent
of full power the plant m@uld then be awvailable Immmdiarely
WPOnR aﬁa autborization by the Cumm ission to provide pwwgr§
which I believe iz & very'impgrtant advantage of the authoriza.
tion of tﬁﬁhmﬁg, that it provides aun additional messuwre of
assurance thot the plant will be avalloble and veady tc_prcéuce
power when it is geeded to do se., That was the intené of
my rematrks, _

CHAYRMAN JENSCH: Well, it mey be read?, but of
course we have ﬂét had the-emviraﬂmemtal*review.qu&iify fqr
fifey purceﬂro S0 the aaly Lhnzght I had in wind was thét ié
mﬁwht be repetitive, 'V@=té§& that Board that if wa ever got
to fifty pevcent power we wanted to stay vight there, and
we 4idn't want o turn a valve uabtil we-g@t'this autbority
fwom the Commission to stéy at steady state power, and I think

it should be clear that the record is wholly inadecusie for
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‘ 1 a steady state‘ ;mr%eér at fifty percent. Do you nob agree?
| 2 o MR, TROSTEN: Mr. Chairman, this is -
3 ' GHAIRMAE JENSCH: Will you try thét yes or ue?
. 4 MR, TROSTEN: 7T am afraid I can't quite answer it
5 yes or no, Mr. Chairean. This is one of the reasons why we
& heve filed a moticn for récansid@rati@n of the Board so that

7 we can have the record complete and authority from the Bosvd

& in ovder to give us the suthovity teo proceed with opeyrations,

3 I am &“yxmg to be respongive to the guestions,
19 CHAIRMAY JENGECH: The only thing is thai we are at

a1 a differvence, I guess, only in reference to whether you are

talking abour ninety percent or 100 peveent., Will you proceed,

%2
. 93 Fxzcuse me.
14 MR, ROISM Yes.,
gé ' CHATRMAN JENSCH: ¥ Will you tell we what you thisk
1% shout this? i1l the'emargeﬁcy core cooling systenm be &uch

%7 a vital componeni ov system that it will be very wvital and
98 siwould be a kind of & caﬁﬂitinn for special consideration

even in r@fevence L@ the chfzng 110Lﬁ$€°

18 ‘
w Il - - MR. ROISK m, Yes..
” First let we aay that testing itself is 5o

different ia terms of the way in which the reactor will be

Ry
s

z3 li functionimg at the particular pouer level than it would be

¢

24 if it were steady state operatieg at that lewel., So that

2% there is nothing unique shout testing., The only gquestion
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would be is the level of pomer i Etw percent somehow or

another sn low thst emergency core caoBLng system would ﬁbt
be fe@Lireﬁ?~‘Thé answer to that is:caﬂtained first in agv
answer to a question that was asked of Hitness Moore, waich
we ldentified in @ur.praposed findings of fact, ia wﬁich_he
indicated that theve was sufficient heat in the fuel rods
when they were at fifty pefceﬂt of power if there should be
a loss of coolant accident, and thare were no water made up
the reactor, tien the residual heat would take rhe fﬁéi

rods o the melting point,

a

So that in that context we contend, yes, emevgency
corse g@ﬂiiﬂg system is importsni,

Now it is true that at £ifty peveent power a
substantially degraded K( Ca might 2till be able to pr@viée
enough water o the syQtam to keep Lhe fuel rods from reaching
the melting péiﬁt; snd maybe or maybe not enocugh water té
aseist then to keep the fusl vod rewperaiures below the
interim criteria 2300 degree wauilmum temperature figure.

But at this poist we don't Have any evidence in the record to
substantiate that,

In other Wﬂfdugvble Apyizaant or the Staff have not
made any a‘“empt to assume various degrees of &egraﬂdamnﬂ
of the ECCE and thesn to é&monﬂtrmte that given those éegfevs

of degradetion at £ifty percent they would be able te mebt the

interim eriteria even tﬁmtgh at that level of degradstiocn they
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couldn't meet the eriteria fifty, simty, seventy or eighty
percent, |

So it's sort of a zero sum game that we are faced

with, Our ﬁasitien-ia that the ECCS has not been established

that it»will work effectively at zny level, and the Agpii ant's
position has bee# in support of it that it hae been estabiished
that it will work effectively at the 100 parcent level, and
the recwrd on the fifty percent gquection is not directed fo
that,  Qur p@ﬁiti@ﬁ remaing that s¢ long as there is a |
residual heat cgpacity within those fuel rods to permit the
rods to melt unless emergency watai ie hrought in and so long
as there is a rizk of lnss of coclant aceident occurring,
and both of thosa it is our contentions are cbrié;é; then.
the consideration of emergency core cooling system perfdrﬁ&nce.
1s velevant to a Fifty percent testing license,

I ' I migﬁt peint cut that the vecord in the Natioﬁal
Emergency Core é@@iiﬁg System hes indicated that at least
one qualified eﬁ§ert who works with the Atomie Enexgy
Commission or one @f_ité cbntfaqt@rg has indicated that a
dervating of ﬁucleéxvywwer'plaﬁténaf perhaps és}much as thirty
percent might be required in 6I&er te bring the BECCS into
compliance with what that gentleman theught weuld be an

adequate acceptance criteria,
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MR, ROISHAN: {Continuing} I point that out only
to indicate thﬁﬁ there is expert opinion in the fieid te
suggest that as you come down from 190 per cent you may hé
able to roach a level at which the deograded EC@Sicagiﬁ seill :
function, but tkat that geniizman's statement was ROL e @u |
my kuowledge there was ne detall presemnted to indicate wh@%b&f
30 per ceni would be emough or there wourld bave to he 50 %er,g

cent or 55 per cent. Cbviously those would be critical ﬁqﬁmts

in terms of the Board's judgment about the 50 per coant testing. |

Fimally, ¥ think it is fair to say, as ¥ have polated
out before, that the duration of vesting aud the time in which
the reactor will be at 50 per ceni or 40 per cent is lesg;

and there wiil be =zome “lesser risk. The record doss mot

distioguish -- and this is the next point ¥ would iike %o falk

about. Toat is thet the record does not distingwish on this
or anytbing ¢lee how This Beard can have some factual basﬁsv:
to digtinguish betveen what is adequate and what i imad&qﬁat69
what im safe aud what iz mot safe, what is substantial asd
what is insub&taﬁﬁimi, ﬁhaiiis likely and what is unii&eiyg

The entive txanﬁcript i i thiﬁ lorning we hoeard it
from . Wiesemémﬁiaﬁdhwefhaée hoard 1t from hiwm befozre., Ve
have heard iﬁ from other wiitnesses. |

It is ia the 5tafi’s testimony under e, Brill.
Qualitative words iike adeqﬁa@e; likely, unlikely are through-

out the vecord. Those vords pake critical differences in the
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‘safety Jjudgments.

As we pointed out, the kiﬁd of rupture of the
reactor pressure vessel that we have considercd has been
treated 28 an improbable event by the Staff anﬁ thel
Applicant. Yeot, ﬁhey‘are uaablie to tell us how to draw the
line between what is probablé and wvhat is improbablie. Ve
kuow the practical cﬁnseqaence, though, If something ia 
iﬁprohable, there is no design fequir@memt to cope with it.
If it is probable, there is a redundant design requirement.
There is not ever an aitenpt to réqaire o the Applicant in
1ts design and it gradually mnﬁed from redundancy to a
single program, tc a possible answer to az&o%lem, and finalily
to an suivenely unlikely event and extremely unlikely
soiution,

4 hard and fast line is drawn for practical pur-
poses but no bard and fast line has been drawn {o helip us
understand why these ceirtaln events £all into the imgrébabie

eategory apd other evenis fall into the pruhahie category.

I‘tﬁink that, too, is a'proﬂuct of the emergent imdmstry;

The nuclear industry is youvng as industries go.
In the peaceful uses, it iz a scant itwenty-five years old.

They bave done very well to advamnce this far, but in cur

‘opinion they have gone too far when they have asked the

citizeus of this area to withstand the risk for forty yeurs

of a rnuclear power plant at this peint ig one of 2 kind and




Piuid

[~

[

T
LA

5712
untried, and w§ich-depends ﬁpgu the proéer operation of":
systens whick are stili under study by the Atomic Emergf
CEmmiSsion,'Which are sﬁili under study even by the vendor
and t@e appiicant, and vhose séfety has not heen establiished.

. We do not contend that thew must dbe a guaranteéo
Ve sinply contend that there must be a mavgin of safety that
is substanti&lly iigher than the one that is present here.

CHATRMAN JENSCH: Excuse me for interrvupiing.

You BaY forty years. We don't have that, do we, for this
extent?'

MRaAROESw&N: That's right. I'm sorry. On the
50 pev cent testing. |

CHATR¥AN JENSCH: What iz the time limit that you
propose? Wien you get to 59 per cent what are you going to
do?

MR; TROSTER: Ifr. Chairman, our inﬁenﬁihn is to
complete the schedule of testing that is outlised im ihe
final safety apalysis repsr@c'_

CHAYRMAN JENSCH: %heﬁ’jcu get to 50 per ceni, and
you complete the tests for 50 pe# éeht, whé% 2re you going.
to do ag To operatiomal level?

MR, TROSTEN: . Chailrman, our thought is to test,
and we caanot operate for producing power if it is act for
testimg»purposeé, e, ghai#m&n,

CHATRYWAN JENSCH: JIm one mense you are always testing
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As I understand, each plant is kind of related to the others

in emergeny technology. At what level are you proposing to

‘be at after vou get to B0 per cent of power?

MR, TROSTEN: The answer is, we will shut down,
e, (hairman.

CHAIRMAK JENSCH: Very well. Thank you. I had that
in mind.

MR; ROISMAN: Yes, that's car?ect,‘amd I shouvld have
been fwplicit im that we are taliking here about the ainefy~
eight-day operation of ihe plant during the testing periéd,

Ag T pointed out beféxeﬂ it iz important to recognize
the testing yariod'far an watried, that is perbhaps the mbst
dangerous peviod of all., if ﬁhe FOCS is calied upon aad it
doesn't work, it will mot do much goocd to the people of ¥ew
York to bs fold ﬁhéﬁ, w2ll, that was 5msﬁ one of the bugs we
hoped <o éork out during he testing period. I think that’s
very imyortanﬁe

This piant ﬁas not been ﬁested norvhas this particular
conbination of compan@nts previously been teé@edo

Cﬂﬂﬁ&ﬂﬂﬁ JENSCE: Dzeuse me., I think in the coufse
of thiz proceeding -- % have jusé'forgotten what the respenée

was -- we 6id have some inquizry as to what the expericmental

program was ithat the Commission or the Commissiorn in coannection

with other units was uvndexiaking. Ve did gquite a report as to

what the program was, but I don't know how many of those
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programs are in effect. I wondef if the Commission funds
have keen available to permit it to carry out all that
progran that vas sent out for experimental work, or whether
this facility is o suibstitute for the intended experimentai
work, |

Do you recall what the record shows in that regard?

VR. ROISUAN: I only got the Staff - well, first
the  document, WASH 1143, which deseribes the program in
gengral, is im evidemce, and I beolieve is Citizen's Cenmittee
oy the Protection of the Eaviresment V, but I would have té
check that to make sure; that the Staff did, after several
series of gquestions by the Board, produce an extensive
cCoOmpBULer primtwauf which purported to describe the state of

the cxperimernial prograns a2s of, I think the latest dute was

Feoruary of 1%7i. ‘The compuier priant-ocut was dated June,

1971, but because the compﬁter was lagging a 1little behind
in terms of actual works, it covered works through something
1ike Fehruary of V?lo | '
”Itvﬁéatéd %he status of experimental proZrams, which
ones weye still coatinuing, which one had been discontinued,
which oné nod been coupleted, auﬁ_which one had not been
comple'ﬁ:?d°
CEAIRVAN JEWSCH: What «did they shkow about the
gmergency core cooling systém?

¥R, ROISMAN: As I remember, they showed an extensive
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‘ 1 amount of research work still to be done, and in addition, in
2 the documeats whi h we have scught cfficial notice, INI382,
‘- 3 I believe, the then Idaho miciear Corporation, had a chart

& which skowed the status of work on emergency core cooling

e

system iteelf, a type of ficw char& ghich purporied to

& demonstrate maitiers ?hich had been cone3 uded maiters which
7 were substantially &éﬁpl@ted, and maitevs on whick 2 13%&1@
8 bit of work had beem uone, and matiers bu wirich nothirg had
9 been done in terms of ?esoiving ECCS concérnso

10 iy recaiiection of that chart is thdﬁ only = very,

vary small portion of ECCS wag considered to have been

4D
a2

12 reﬁclved, and a great proportion of it was in the category
13 of only » ilttle bit of work or work in progress
14 ~&$ far as we know, thera has been no substantial

15 work completed since then. Again, this subject is discussed

16 in detail and will be included in those portions of thé‘

17 trapsceript of the ECCS Katicnal Hearing which we wish to

18 refercnce for the Board's purposes cepending upon the Board’s

19 resoiution of the whole outstanding question on evidence on

20 | the ECCS matter. |

21 | - While the ECCS is clearly the most imporiant of the
. 22 ||  issues that we have raised, and while an impertant adjunct

23 i to it is this qguestion, I'm trying to p&t some bounds on the
o |

24 1 use of terms like "Likely” and "unlikely™ and "prchable” and

sy
i

rigprobahle”, ¥ would like to merely brisfly mention important

e g
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issues without denigrating im apy way from all the issues

identified in our proposed findings of fact apd proposed

conclusions of law.

We think {he guestion of ﬁbe fire répair is an
impértanﬁ guestior which has yet sdequately beea vesolved.
We kave indicated to the Beard im a lotier, I velieve, of
January 19, 1972, @héé we believe the applicant was not
providiang in this vecord a sufficient apount of information
to confirm the testing and repair work that was done afﬁéy
we had our hearing oa fi&e, por was the staff providing us

with apy repoyris.

CHEAIRMAN JENSCH: ¢Co om,
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: ‘ g \ MR, ROISMAN: At present the status of the recoxd

2 1s that Mr. Trosten's biweekly or monthly letters have been .

3 coming to the Roard merwly stating that the status @? the
’ 4 | repair is suech; and we have completed, period, We ﬂcm“ié hnow
5 | 1f any problems they encountered which differed from their
) ﬁrigimally piredicted s chedule on that nor what damage the

rd five had dome which they had not thought hed occurved, uog have
@.' we seen any sign-off on tﬁe question of the fire.

& We think the reéatd is incomplete on that and that

[ the plant would not be prepaved for testing ov opevating license

'k until that record was ccoupleted,

v  We thisk the plant seéaxity is still very muchiup'
. ‘ 13 in the 2ir, We received a lot of genersl assurances that at

14 gome time in the futare de@ ciencies which we havc pointed

15 sat with regard to sécurity will be re501VQd, but we have not

18 vecaived any evidence that those have been resolved now. We
17 think the move we hear evidence frvem Mr, Schwartz apnd other
12 ! representatives of Conzolidated Edisaﬁ regarding theiy belief
18 '-about the need for power, 48 errone ous as that belief ma§vhe9
20 the wore we are persuvaded tha: eyen during the testing péricﬁ
21 Applicamﬁ*aﬂé the operators of Applicantés veactor fac il;?y

are going to be influenced by the belief that -~ I think

IS
%)

23 || Mr. Trostenm invited World Trade iteseif. It hinges on the

.4

&4 operation of Indian Point No. 2, and is certain to influénce

&

2% those split second judgments that are needed to make sure that
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reactors, when they do operate, are operated safely, We
are frankly frightened at the prospect that the Consolidated
Edison Company a8 rcmmi -ed nd honestly committed ag it
is to this questien of power, alsc simuitaneously be committed
to the more lmporiant question of safety, and that even if
ail other things were all right with the reactor, we would
feel that the wreactor should be onéed and opera té& by scme
party whe is not go deeply invelved and rommlnted in the
question of the operation of the reacter for the purpose of
supplying poweﬁc

Finally, we hav raised seversl legal issues that
I think deserve mentioning here, that the Board should resolve,
One is the question of the adequacy of the Staff review iﬁ
genzral, UWe feel that the Staff veview has not comported with
the requirements either w1th the Office of Communication
of the United Church of Christ cases fo which the Ba@rd
referred yesterday, anor to the movre reéent decigions of

Crecn County Planning Commission versus The Federszl Power

Commission, bath of which indicate that the Siaff has‘an'
affirmative duty ﬁc bring fcrwaré~a11 of the pertinent data
to a proceeding, and to éeé to.it that it is on the record,
and that the Staffglaé an advocate, is an advocate only in a
véry secondary functlon and not in a primary fupction in the
proceeding,

-

The Staff believes that it is an advocate in the
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proceeding and has chosen to produce the data which it
believes smppoxts that posizion, For ancther party 3 ﬁ
would preoum@ bly be perfectly permissible, It is, in Uz
opinion, mpexmis»ible for the Staff,

On the question of the envirsowental review gei.$e,
we believe that because éf the envirvonmental review iﬁvoives
a halagcing of xadiuingcai risk &gamﬁr* benefit, that it is
pariiy ?mt to ask the questions to which we have not re c@i&e&
adequate answers., As to how 1t is possible for the Staff‘“
to do its balencing in a statement of considevations whma
it assumes a measure of risk from radicactive accidents below
that zssumed for purpnses of the safety review, as though
for some vezgcn o aﬂuthér when we are weighing it againét-
envivonmental cons defatianss'wa use a different secale and.
ﬁﬁaﬂure it against some other kind Qf yaxdstickn

Iﬁ additiaon, that the counsidevation of the Qéepe
of benefits in the 5teff's veview {s wholly inadequate, The

bapefits In that review ave related to fifty pevcent steady

frde

state operation. As the ﬁoard hag é@inted out, this is
1icen¢e for fifty yelcpmt testiny. That would pot be a
pzoblem if it were not that the Staff had the rvesponsibiliiy
to do a balance. We do not wnderstand how it is passibie Lo
balasce factors if both sides of the scale were loaded with
a lot of irrelevanmt material, It wzay be that if the faétérs

wholly related to fifty percsnt testing were balanced; that
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the radiological risks, the environmental harms, the benefits
to the public from the operation of the plant would tip the
scale in favor bf the licensz even on that groﬁnd,

While we do not challenge any of the enviraﬁmehﬁal
issues substantively, we do believe that the balancelhaS'not_
been properly conducted and that the Staff review at this
point is grasaly inédequateg

Finally on the question of benefits itseif,
Applicant's ecounsel has implied thét in looking at the bénefitﬁ
of fifty percent testing, we should look at the benefits of

s

“'fty pereant o

X

iigher steady state operation. Our position

v»;u

has been that thet is perfectly permissible so long as looking
at the adverse consequences of fifty percent testing we look

at the adverse consequences of fifty percent power levels and

bigher, Therefore, if the Staff and the Applicant's position

1o to veweln as it i, and that is that we should consider
what we will be doing for the City of New ¥York in the suumer
of 19?: 3 by having this plant vested this BumTeT wv'Sheuld
also look at what we maj be unmﬁg to the Clty of New Yevu in
the sumney @f-l??S by baviﬁg this pléﬁt operating with
inadeguate safety controls, Both st ba co~extensive,
‘We ave willing to see it limited teo fifty percent
estiﬁg, and ¢hat the consequences of fif ty perceﬁr testing
will be considered, so long as the benefitrs of fifty percent

testing is looked at and not what thb future may hold 1£ the

resting proves out culd be considered.
Cesuiliy p )
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CHAIRAN JENSCH: oy I interrupt?

HR. ROISMAN: Yes. o

CRAYRMAN JENSCH: Is the peed of pover a sharp
isgue in this testing licemse? They are not going to pﬁoduce
any pover, are they? |

MR, ROISMAN: ‘I would have said that that is
abzsolutely correct,; but their testimony and the Staff's
stateneni of envivonmenial comsideration is replete with
evidence on the HC psr cent testing license dealing Withlthe
powsy that this plant geanerates, some of which, I night add,
related to the sumeer of 1972, which seems a 1ittle out of
date. We don’t raise the question it is out of date since
we think that even 12, it related to the fall of 1972, it
weui&ﬂ?t be reievant hecause this is not 2 power generating'
reguest., It is a festing requesi.

CHAIRMAN JENSCH: Is there any power to be produced
undeyr thig proposai for tesﬁiﬁg?

MR. ROISMAN: ¥ believe that it produces a small
amount at power level of -- I think Mr. Cahill said above
35 per cent they kave suffgéiené steamzfor the turbines to
spin, and therefore whenever they are spinning I presuse
electricity can be generated.

MR, TROSTEN: This is corvect, . Chairman.

CHATRMAN JENSCH: What is your contemplation of the

amount of mwbar of kilowatts you are goinmg to push out on the
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R ., CAHILL: It is roughly halﬁ of the pilani
electrical raﬁing.a% 50 per cent powver. That will be'kilﬁu
watts that is generated Qithin the plant amdApushed into the
systemo- The duration ofihat, the total kilowatit hours will
only be sufficient for the testing.
| | CHATRMAN JENBCH: What I have iﬁ mind is, if vOu

are going to generaite power at 50 per cent aund you arxe alyays

testing, you arve always testing and you get 50 per cent

delivgrykwf electricity, and you won*%;hava‘to have aﬁyf-
furither enviromnmental or amything éiae for a while,

HR, TROSTEN: Mr. Chairman, we have a fine &@sting'
programn seti forth ian the FSAR, That is the prégram-that-we
desire and will be carryiag ocut.

CEATRMAN JENSCH: I underetand that. Supposing the
tests -- you will be stilil be ablie to geﬁeréte a lot of power,
but the docrhandies aren't working, or something. IL somém
thing is not going io detract from ithe production of
electricity, but you are going %o test and the door won't
open, what will you do? Yjust dom’t anderstamﬂ wvhat the iimit
is bn your testing program‘because you can sﬁili'geﬁaraﬁe
eleciricity all the time, can't you.

¥R, TROSTEN: Mr. Chairman, the only thing I can
say about that, im aﬁ effort in he fully responsive to your
question, is that we have a program ﬁbich we need to carvy

ot in order to Xind out whether tbe plant can operaie
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properly. Ve want té cavry. out the testiag program that
is defined 1n the FSAR. We don't wanti to carry out ﬁn~
Cecessary ﬁeéts or door-changing tests. We want to carry
cut those tests %hat‘are contemplated and necessary iﬁ order
to prove out the plant.

CHATRUAN JENSCH:  What kind of a time schedule would
you recompend to be lncindsd in thé testing license so we
d&n’t get imto This door-swinging test as 2 pert of it, too?

VR, TROSTEN: Ur. Chairuman, the time schedule that
I beliecve would be appropriate %o inciude in the taﬁtiag
license would be a2 time sched&le.~« if tkere wéxe to.he a
time schedule simllar 4o the fuel loading schedu&e; it would
be the six-monik time 1imit which has been, I believe; as a
miiier of regulaiory practice, lmposed on these particular
licenses., That, I believe, is consitent with what has bg@n
done in other cases.

CHATRMAN JSBNSCH: Ef ﬁmu pushed cut 50 per cent of
ye&r gamaﬁétiﬂg capacity for sixz wmonuths, you have a preﬁty
Sizﬁahie‘deiivéry, I wuuid:iﬁfero Who is goiag to determine
Wh&p ynurﬂéeéﬁs are compleﬁ@d,.te stép youyr tesﬁiﬁg? Yﬁnr
testing could easily opernte as a steady siate power operation.

R, TROSTEN: Mr., Chairwan, the program is determined
by the final safety amalysis repori.  The Cﬁmpii&née ivision
wiill be moni&0?i§g the completion of this program. The

program will be terminated by the Applicant, as I said hefore,
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when fhe program bas been compleis.

CHAIRMAY JENSCH: I just wonder if you need to- have
50 per ceni of power to fully test your: facility. I thiak
some suggestion that 20 per cemnt might do it or 10 per ceat
might do 1t shauld-he éonsid@redo

MR. TRCSTEN: M. Cahill previcusly testifled aboui
this, Testing 2% 20 per cenﬁ world not sdeguately test the
facility. It wouid not spir thz turbilpes, as I recall. |

CHAIRMAN JENSCE: 20 per cent won't turn your

R, Tﬁ@STEﬁ: e, Cakill will answer your Qﬁﬁﬁﬁioms

CRATRMAY SENSCH: Thank you.

YR, ROYSHAN: M. Chairman, I'm going to sit down
bat ¥ would 2ti11l 1ike to conciude.

CEAIRMAY JEISCH: Yes.

¥R, CAHILL: 20 per cenit would spiﬁ the turbines,
Iz takes about the order of about 10 per ceant ¢f the reactow
pover to just get enocugh steam to bring the turbine up to
speed.

In previous testimony ée iﬁﬁicaﬁed ihaﬁ pover levels
keyond 20 per cent, up to 50 per ceant, are reeded to reaily
adeguately test the steam plant bécau3e~the flows of steam
and water im that plant doa't get up to sigmificant levels
that provide test and performance indication to that levei.

Cur progran for itesting is outlined in the FSAR
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-and in the testimony to aecdmpiigh certain things. At the

level just beyond critical and at 10 per cent and 20 per cent
and 38 per cent andlﬁﬂ per cent there is certain test infor-

mation that is to be obiained there. fuclear parameters,

perforrance tests, equipment and so on that ave to be

sccompiished. 7That's ¢he purpose of the test.

i resent an implication that we are asking for a
testing iicense to jﬁst deliberately ccatinue opeéatiag the
pilant. Ve want to, of courss, cuﬁtiﬁue with %hé operation
of the plant. That reguives additional authority. We are
asking to complete owr testing program o 50 per cent, %
have indicat@d that this takes iceally something like
Zorty-nine days. zﬁ could take ﬁwice that long and stil be
what I would call molt an abuormal kind of startup. It cbuid
take longer. What we are agking for is the authority <o
accompiiah the test, to get the iuformation and the mile-
stoves passed and the time, wvhatever %hat‘iime is, to
sccomplish that, We are not asking, in this motion, to go
up to 50 per cent aﬁd acconplish those tests and %hen kuep
ruaning. We will askior that agd bave it.

MR, TROSTEN: @e have asked for it.

MR, CAHILL: We wﬁll ¢o fhat in & separate matibno

CHAERMAN JENSCH: what would you suggesti ﬁo avold
the implication thal sone péople may wish ﬁa extend that we

do ot by our inguiry -~ but in fairasess to yourselil, what
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would you suggest 28 to 2 time 1imit or other comirol iLimits
so that it would not appear %o the public.tha% there'is ény
wossible distéftion‘of the operating authority of z testing
license if one wa*e.to ke issued?

Fbé inéténcs, you have all these dials w&iriing
and you ﬁanﬁ_to set it at 92, and it comes up to 21.8 pef
cenﬁ and drops back and thern it comes up and you wamt'%o be
swre it is up to 82 por cent. How are you going to be =ure
that the test is finally done?

For all practical purposes, 91.8 might be cnough
on the dial for all practical testing purposes., Who is gaing
to say wiken you actually get enough done? Whosme jusgmeﬁt is
it so that -- I said iu faireess to vourself -- so it doesn't
appear that you would misabuse autherity? I %oow you don't
want to do that. It iz mo im@li@atioa'an ny part that you-
are gding te abuse anything. Bui to be sure the public under -
stands that there is no abuse or lLikely abuse ox intended
abuse or possible avail&hiiiﬁ? of abuse, we are 28king for
your vilews, ;

MR, TROSTEN: As far as tbe monitoring df this, 
Wr. Chuirman, this is like the momitoring of amy other
license comditi&ng Tﬁé appiicant is absclutely commitied to
performiag these testis that are outlined im the final zafety
anaiyeis report and our testimony For the pur?oses inﬁicatedg

it is like any other licease condition and any other orovision
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This is poritored by the Division
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CHAIRMAN JENscn-' 1 underséand,&hat, As I

understand 1it, hhey are a rcporting au&herlty to the Division

of Regulatory Ac&ivxcles, and they see the dlal come up
to 91.8, and the write that it is 91.8. Well, write us

another letter, The dial turas again and it goes up to 91,8,

They do nothing but report the matter.,
What guidance would you want the regulatory group
to have so that no one will misunderstand what you are doing

and oo one will f£eel that there is any possible abuse with the

authority you ave seeking?

MR. TROSTEN: We would hope thet ﬁo one would thiﬁk
there 15 an abuse of thé authority when the Applicant has
comnitted ltself to perform these tests that are autline&-in
the safety analysis feport wheve we nave teétimomy in this

hearing that has been given under cath by am officer of the

- company as to what its intention is. I would really beliew,

Mr, Chaivwan, that that ought to be suifficient, given the

ponitoring of this where it is not simply relying on the word:
of the &ppliéant, but also with monitoring by the Regulatory
Staff of the Atomic Energy Commisaion, -

CHATRMAY JENSCH: Let me givé you an illustration,
Supposing your control vod situwation again,

MR, TROSTEN: VYes.

CHATRMAN JENECH: You test those perlsdically under

any kind of operation, So you test your wods» in the firet
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couple of months they are working fine., Butr you are never
really done testiﬁg those,

Are there,éther types of tests of the same kind?
You say, yes, we have to keep running tests. 3So in one sense
you are never Iinished testing some c@ﬁponent because you..
always test them for any kind of operation,

MR, TRCSTEW: I would zimcerely hope that the
interchange we are hawving woul& not restrict the Applicant

from conducting those tests, which are nscessary to the

elo

€

t=to

proving cut of the plant. 1 veally believe that s
important that we be authorized to conduct appropriate tests
and thet the eguipment be tested amd proved out,
‘CH&ERMAK'JENSCE: You will be testing ccgtrol rods,
if yau have 2z license for 400 years, you always will be
saying you are testing the contyol rods, Whatever the

section was, or what has been eliminated by this awendment

te the Act, that is, This used to be a testing license to

verify something of experimental réSeaxcho I think that was
the way this thing started, We have an amendment to the leaw
that got that one out, |

My point is that there isn't any end to testing.
You need it, If you have a fifty percent testing license,
it has parts of operations that éiways have to Ee tested,

or you will never terminate, in one Sense, your testing

auvthority, would you?
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¥R, TROSTEN: T chink the testing authority woﬁid
be terminated, Mr, Chalrman,

CHAIRMAR JENSCH: Tell us how.

MR, TROSTEN: How the testing authority would bé
tevminated? ,

CHATRMAN JENSCH: Yes.

MR. TROSTEN: When we have éempieteé the program
which is outlined, I think, with considerable specificity iu
the final safety analysis veport, When those tests which’

are set forth in the final safety analysis report have been

" completed, it will terminate,

CPAIRMAN JENSCH: You don't have the comtrol red
test set up for testing?

MR, CAHILL: Ves, there are control rod tests,
As you. say, there sre checks or tests that are to %é mada on
control xods 81l the time as parl of,nozmal raﬁtime‘@perationg
if there is a shutdown for some Teason and you start up, oF
if the time perié& has elagsed, There are routine tests that
are made even in normsl ﬁéeration,'

.?he test program which is the subject of our
digcussion neow, is defined bettér than that, Mr. Jeasch.
It fundamentally {nvolves testing at diffevent power levels
for certain periods of opevating time, not necessarily

calendar time, six. %ut so many daye or so many hours run

at fifty pevcent power during which pavaweters and pevformance

prow
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aharacte?isties are determined,

On the csmpletiﬁn of those determinatiouns, that
program is ever., HWow, it is true that at twenty-one percent
or whatever a test leval is, thirty-five percent, which.may
eall for X hours of operation, thﬂf the generatcer may tyip
or some other malfunction may occur whiéh intervupts the test,
and we would have to make that vepailr and then go ou to
complete the tesi and perhaps evemn repeat it for seguence,
This is why calendar tiwe ie indeterminate.

What we have to accomplish, the bits of infbrmatien
and the stsps, is well enough defined in additionm to takiﬁg

gur sincerity into comsideration. It is well enough defined

that Compliance cem certainly detect any deviation from the
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CHATRMAN JENSCH: Well, what I bad in miad

particularly was in reference to emergency core cocling

= e
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system,; as I ﬁsdergtamd the time of operation o
affects the aarumaiau ion of radxcacuive fisgion p¢@ﬁLLtq in
the core, and Lf y@u run up and down a little and it_axtemdsg
you say, over an indeterminate period of time'for‘manys
many days, wany, many months, perhaps, you are building up
wore of éhat fission product accmuuiaai@ﬁ as you vtilize in
the core whatever power you have, which is then related to
parihaps the necessity of performance of the Smergenty core
cooling systenm, That's why I wondered what can be a cuﬁmff?

If you ocan provide a cuteff, I1f you cannot, we will just have
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£it of such suggestions,
But it seems to me Fhat e

MR, TROSTEN: Mr. Chairman, I really don't believe
that a time cucoff can be == :

CHAIRMAN JENSCH: That's what Mr, Cabill just #ai&b

yes, |

ME, CAHILL: The amount of energy genera »ﬁ;
therefore the am&uﬂt @f fission products, becouse of the pature
ofithe tests and the limited duration of tbem, will be small,
I don't see as practical «- I am tryin?'to put mysélf in the
place of the Board and the A 'C as well as in the place of

Con Zdison == that there would be s practical way of putting

2 time limit owm 1L,
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CHAIRMAKvJENSCH: Very vell., You did have some
further statements?

MR, ROISMAN: Ves,

Firéﬁfpn this maﬁtér we have indicated in ouv
proposed fiﬁéiﬁgé*&ﬂd consider it pertinent for fifiy percent
testing that we b@iﬁ:ﬁa the Applicant’s é@ﬁcérn with the need
for power would override thelr judgment in an emergency
situation, We do pot mean to imply that we believe, however,
that the Applicani weuld, 1€ it weve given a fifty percent
testing licemse, intentionally sbuse that license in such a
way that it would try to run the plant. And while ve
understand the Board®s concern with menbers generally of
the public who would ceriaiml like to say that as far as the
Citizens' Committee for the Frotectim of the Environment is

concerazd, we do oot bel leve that che Applicant will

intenrionally attempt to abuse the fifty percent testing

licensa,
 CHATRMAN JEMSCH: The Board dossn't feel that way
gither,

MR, ROIBMAMN: MNeo., I unéer;:aﬂd it was with concern
of the public, but as a feprtepmtative of at least a segment
of the public, I wanted to make it clear on the reCord that
our disagreements with the Applicant in terms of how well
they would zespond to an emergency does not extend to

intentional carvefully werked out duplicity on their part,
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P We do not believe that that would be the case,
z | CHATMMN JENSCH: The Board does not believe 50
B 2lther,
& ﬁﬁ, ROISMAN: With regerd to the Bwardes'suggeséiaﬁv :
% I though, I thiank Mr, Trosten has said, well, perhaps a [
& six-month term on the fifty percent teﬁﬁing license might be

7 ! appropriste at an eerlicr time, and we would not have any
8 okjection, assuming the license is issued at all, to it

’ % I being considered im a six-month term, and would suggest to ithe

&P
13
b

o Beard that at least an outer bounrd ou fission products could
i1 i be set by assuming that duvisg the sizemonth pericd the plant

b operated at the full f£ifty pevcent level during evary day of

i | the six months.
14 Now that would be on the assumption that the pilaut

15 immediately or virtuzlly immedi&tély got to £ifty percent and
18 U then every test that was being run at fifty perﬁent caused
them to have £o run it again, zud that they had to Lortlmue
1?8 || at £ifty pexcent bacause the tests kept failingg That may
1 be an cutef boundary that may be legicimately fells into the
20 problem, But if the Board ié locking for way of getcing a

2% measurement on f£ission praductu, that would ceriainly be one

B
e

gsafe, extremely comservative pogition Tthat they could take,

&2 % assuming the plant operated for the terwm of Che license at

b

2% 4 the highest power ievel suthorized.

in any event, I merely throw that out as a possible
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- anses

suggestion,

I mevrely wanted_tovsay in coneclusion, Mz, Chairman,
that our pesitie with regavd te fifty percent testing, éﬁd
our pw ition with zegavd Lo the ultiﬁate issuance of the
license are wirtuwally the »mﬁﬁ inédfar as they relate to
the Hundamental guestion: is the publlc ready for 2 base
load nuclear power piam? of this size, and is the state cf
technology such in;& it is prudent snd wise and thart theré
is reasonable assurznce that it can be operated even during
the testing periocd wit& a sufficient degree of assurance that
this planﬁ can obtain a license with the confines of the
Atowic Energy Act.

We think it is not and that Congress meant mheﬁ:it
passed thzt law that until that time was reached that the
Applicants should not be permitied to operate their nucleér

power plants, but that they should continue to work on them,
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| ‘ 1 Indian Point Ho, 2 has a fine promise, perhsps,
2 i1 fox the futurés 1€ it were locatad al evhere we might nmh
3 aven oppose it being run for testing purposes only.
. 7 Unfortimately, it's been chosen to be located in this pﬁaée
5 and we believe that it is wrong to test it here ac this
5 rime under these &unﬂitimms and we urge the Board to demy the
7 I fifty percent testing lizense. '
; 4
: 8 CHATRMAYN JENSCH: Excuse me, May I understend youy
% ?wg ition? I have great difficwity with that position. T&%

96 -5 Atomic Bnergy Het bas authorized the Atomie  Epergy Commissicon

o issus lLicenses for suclear power plants, and the

R
wrt
&

regulatione which have been issued by the Atomic Energy

Comuission have been submiited to ceviainly one if uwst more

e
i

16 | comnitiess of Congress.

13 ' The Joint Committee om LAbomie Emevgy, I might sayp,

1@ % feel fvom all the subnt 2&359 ghat the Commicssion, sg

17 pr@seﬁte& o the Commisesion, the Joiet Committze is fwily

15 famiiiay with the regulations ilssued by the Commission,

59 Now they have prascy ‘ibed in their regulaticns that

26 if there is:raaawmnaie assursnce that the auclear Fawxlgty

a3 can be constyvctaed and npér&taa without undue risk to the health

and sufety of the publiec, which admitiedly javolves a judgment

73
§

]

23 derermination to & lavge degree, that licenses may lasue,

&
Lo

Now at e time has the Congress, a8 fayr as 1 au

25 advissd, indicated thar that standsrd was not proper, and an
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administrative agency, &ﬁd certainly this Board is only‘aﬁé
sary of that agency, miust conform te those reguiatiuns'and
the dirvection by Congress.

Now I thivk the language bas been used in many of
thesa cases which I think ie a liccle unfortunate, thaﬁ the
Congress has ﬁandmted the issmanc@siaf licenses, I dem't
think they bhave., I think Congvess has said9. "Here is aa}
aduinistrative agency which, according to the legisiation,
authorizes the Commission to prescribe the regulations.” The
Cormission haé dene that, It's acting within that frAmemﬁrk

as to what iz and what shell censtitute reasenable assurance

for the opavation of the plant.

I don't think we necesssrily get into these.ovexall.

netionwide pxograms, but we aecessarily have to focus o
this one faciiity here that’s been constructed at Indiasm Point,
and it's had two weviews with a contruction permit heaving,
o far in this proceeding, and these watters of firve vepair
and plant security are important, |

Aé ?ou.&néw, thé,regulatinﬂs'prbvide thét a@me of

these, 1 dou't say pevipheral itews, but there are certain

ioems that ave left for detersination as to the adequacy of

completion of established programs, are left to the Compliance

Section reporting te the Regulatory Division of the Commigsion,

which in turan veports to the Commission. Yeur concern then,

g
i

infer, is primavily on the emergency cove covling svatem aand

!

e -
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legitimate

the general feellﬁm tbuu ‘safety has not been established for

=

nuclear pawer plants, but for this faecility vour concern ig

primarily with the ewmergeucy core cooling system, ig that

correct?
MR, ROISMAN: VYes, Mr. Chairman,
CHAIRMAN JENSCH: Especinlly for this fifty percent

MR, ROISMAN: Yes. Focusing ov the fifty percent

Ling.

P

/
ta begin with, with the exception of 2 challenge to

the interim acreptqnce criteria we are not ch&ilwngimq-the

Commission's vegulations, We are accepting h;m a5 wrirten@

in some other proceeding it wmight be that we would cheoss to

challenge them, hut here we accept those ragniaa&&xsu We

contend that the Applicant bas not proven that it mests th@s

grandards. MNow we have 2aid thai the wealkmess 1w the

presentation of evidence as we see iU as s genersl matier is

the consistent wee of these probable~improbable; 1ikely-

wntikely terms, without putting any meat on them, The

regulations don't mmrﬁﬁrt to define those words either, The

leave it to r&@ 1wLerpr@t tieny given the ¢ ypliﬁi@

Tl

and we $hiak that is a perfzctly legitimate, 2
2

delgation Erom the Commisgion down to the Board,

The Bosrd must s5till wmaks the determinarion within

the econtext of the regulaticns, as I belisve Mr, Bwigges has
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pointed cut very early in this proceeding, talking about the
ue of the term probable aﬁd improbable, which has most
fréQHéntiy been discussed, and that is in the ﬂaé gn aritéfia
the Coﬁmissiﬁm indicated that the loss of coolant as cldemfl
shall include, and 1 quote, Ybreaks in the reactor caﬁi&ﬁi
pressure boundary up Lo and iméludimg a bresk equivalent @n
sizxe to the ﬁombleweaded_ruptuxeAﬁf the largest »ipe @f.tﬁé
reavtor coolant éystema"

And that language approgriately pointed out by -

e

My, Brizgs is properly intevpretad to mean thart the vessel

ltself couid ruptufes up o the silze of thé 1argest.$reak §f
the largest pipe, and that that.fémtmate then indicatses,
“Farvher detalis zelating to the type, size and ori@ﬂt@ti§%
of postulated breazks and specific'cmmponénts of the react&f
cooling pressure boundary are under development,”

The Commission acting as a regulatory body hag not
issued a rvegulation making this ﬁﬁe any umore specific, Tﬁe

Staff has interproted it itself that the postulated. &QV“t

[

hcezdent iz a r¢gtare of fhe _i.argem pipe in the ﬁyﬁtﬁm; vTh&t

Geatf j 10menr however, haa n&lth&f the approval of the

l! o~

Comalssion nor any ,mplxeﬁ apar@va= of Congrsss, of course,
and it's subject Lo complete veview hers the same as if the
Applicant had wmade the assertion that it believed the wovst

poesible bresak that could happen is the door handie break,

and all other bresks ares luprobable, .

~
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And we aié arguving within the context of these

regulations that the burdem of proof has not been met, and

1 did not mean to suggest by putting'that'challeﬁge in the

conrext of the broader issues ip which it belongs that we

are asking the Board te go beyomd the bounds of the regulations

or the bounds of the statute or in ary way to get itself
erbroiled in what are properly matters for the Commission or
the Congress te deal with,

.

When it comes douwn to tnis, this plant has not
proven to be a&equate; Ve Qay this plant has not been
developed that it is designed to cope with the accidents that
are most prebable and that will osccur over the “1ife  of the
forty years of the plant, or che likely life, because there

is not sufflcient proof to define how we distinguish hetween

the 1ikely and unlikely.
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and I should mewntion you saié the main concern at
the 50 per cent level is wilh the ECUS. Te are‘emmaiﬂy
concernod with %h@ provlemns of rezcioy vessel imiegrity, the
transien%m to which the vessel 15 subjected as the f@%u&ﬁ of
frequent hot wnd colid shutdowns which take place not only
during sormal testing, but freguentliy veactor turbine trip&
take place duving testing, wove freguentiy than they do
cnfiﬁw pormal operation, all other Lkinds of *"ansaenm which
can ¢ause problems with the vessol,

Fow it's true fha% vessal fatipgue associated with

longiife operation

R
&

0% really a problem if vou ara taikﬂmg
about even as auck as six monthﬁ* vorth of op@éaﬁi@m, but the
integrity of that wessmel, its D ntal ingegrity, integrity
is still an appropriate issue in the proceediag, and @grﬁiméut
to the question of 50 per cent.

Finally, the Board iuplied that the Joimi ﬁ@mmiﬁtée
oz Atowic Energy has beeon cousistently supportimg the
Commlssion’s deternination of safetr, and I think it's
appropriate te say that “"The tim@sp they are ahmmginﬁﬁc

In Senaile Commitice Heport Nember 92-787, dated iy
4

8, 1972, and deniing with the passage of the bill S-3543

-authorizing the issuznce of interim coperating licenses for

sucliesr power plants, Senator Balker said im his supplemental,
pot dissentivg view, but in his uppi@mmua views rega’ﬂ&ng &

proposal that be had made that was subsequentiy resected bv
3] p:
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‘ ¢ 1 the Committee, "The search om nuclear reactor safely is
& presently being conducted with the cmmmiﬁsi@nfa Division of
& Reactor Development and Techaolory in the Office . of the
| ‘ & General i-a{mmger}
B Although thers have been recently some publile
& aliegations that the Commission’s Safetyr Research ?wagrami
7 is defective, I am noi sufficiently Iaformed on the subject
s 1 to quesiion or confirm the adeguacy of that pfagwama The
@ Joint Commitice plans to hold Rearivngs or safety lcoter this
12 | year. My aneoudment was based very simply on the %radiﬁi@nii
1 proposition that those charged with the promotice and develop-
12 ment of any given objective shéul@ rot simaltaneculsy be
. 28 .cha,rg@d with the zregu:@.an‘ciém of .thm objective and assuwrance
14 @f its safety.™ |
35 Wow I point this out %o indicate that at this fim
Y one menber of the Joint Commitice onr Atomie Energy ls at

7w | deast sufficiently concsrned about the state of zalety that

18 : he wants te look further into it and bas gone to the poiﬁt‘
18 of provosing an amenduent to th@—étomia Energy Act wiich
20 would have separated the Division of Reactor ﬁeveiopm@nt
21 am@ Technology Resea&ch szgrmm out from under the Gemeral

N
3

Tmnager’s office and into & separalte brapckh.

23 I think it's fair to say that the times they are
24 changing and thet Congress is evoking for the fivst time a
2% svostantial concern about the zafety of puclezr plants.




5743

The usual proposition that Congressional reenactment

of statutes in the face of a regulatory program year afier year

2
3 indicates some approval of that program mayt be troe in the

. /

4 cage of the Joint Committee, which itself is novw beginning to

5 i wonder whether 1t has fearmed all the facts aboul suclear

g safety. That, of course, is not an issus in this proceeding,
@ | but I briog i% up 1o m&rely”indiﬁmﬁe that I dow't think
: 2 Congress 15 stamping any 0.X, sigi either on Indlan Point
» S B Hugher 2, ov un Congolidaied Eﬁﬁéwm apd Vestivghonse oy o
) their nucleayw yﬁagra& in gemeral,
| 11 They, toc, have delegated to the C@bmiﬁﬁiﬂﬂﬁ wiiich
H .
92 3 has delegated to this Board, the gquestica nf deciding should
. 13 & the Ilorgest plant of itz size in ihe country be avlthorized to
28 aperate at S50 per cent of testing withiﬁ twgﬁtywiaur miiés
15 cf the largest city S% the country?
1 ' We contend that om this recoxrd there is not enough

4

17 i evidence to say that that risk stould be taken., The plant

gz || is nnt safe %o operate.

e b . CHATRVAY JENSCH: I think you avo stating it in one

20 form, but the real issue is is there reasonable assurance in
23 thiszs record ibat the plaxi should be constructsd and operated

b

without uwndue risk to healtir and szafety of the publiic?

23 R, ROISMAN: And cur answer is ne, in case there

24 ¥as any question about that.

2% ~ CHATRUAN JENSCH: UHave you a few more minutes in
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your tilme?

MR, TROSTEN: I have a few moro minutes

M. Chairman,

CHAYRMAN JENSCH: Prozeed.

5744

of rebutial,
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MR, TROSTEN: Mr. Chalrmsn, there are several
digturbing inconsistencies which run through the argument of

counsel for the Intervenor. On the one hand, he asserts

=

that there is not adequate information about the safety of the

plant, that we do not have sufficient informstion to draw a

¥

hard and fast line, UWhat Mro Rois &man is saying on the one

4 -

it and is that sowechow Chere must be some type of 2 mathematical

3

ot

alvsiz or sSome hard and fast lime that sust be dravwn with

regard o what is safe and what is not safe, and yet nzither

s
¢

apr anyone else can really suggest that there is in weality
such 2 hard and fast line,

gn the other he und, while he zays that he also goes

or this plant must be
| T substantially higher than it is at present, and then he would
3% be satisfied with it,
L %o he has drawn this peculiar distisction between
17 the nargin of safety which should he required far ﬁhia piant,
18 which he says should be somehow greater thau the margﬁn that
3# has presently be drawn, and on the other hand states that
20 becauge there nhas hﬁemknﬂ mathenatical analvsis, if you will,
ziAj made, as to exactly what is safe and vhat is unsa 1fe, theref@r@

this plant should not be allowed to cperate,

X4
peN)

23 And I suggest that this is a fundamental

B
Sx

inconsistency which runs through the arguwent of Mre, Rolsman.

28 he fact is that wou are not able to meke judpments with
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mathematical precision on these szfety issues, Vou sust
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make informed judgments, taking inteo account all of the data
that zre available, and it is the Board's function to mzke

-

Another problem that I have with what Mr. Roisman
has said iz cthat on the wﬂé ndmd he seems to feel that it
ould be all right to huilﬁ«the Indian Point 2 plamt st
agcther place, but somehow it is aot all right to build the
particunlar facility here, What ke seems fo be suggeéting_is
that i€ would be all vight to build this plant if fewer

people were exposed te the ypothetical risk of this plant, but

ty if therc are zny

jebo

“h

it is not all right to bulld this facil
aumbey of people who live in this area, aud we subnm i

Mr, Chalvman, that this is not the approach that iz imcntpﬁrﬁted

s-}'l

i the Atemie Energy Act at all., It is no move pevmissible
to expose a smell nuober, a fewer number of people to risks

of hazavrd then it is to expese a largs number of pzople te

risks of hazard, and I submit that Mr. Roiswan has Sundamentally

NE)

missea that p@int in his argumemt,A

Wow with regavd to the émergency core cooling sygtem
problem ag it pertains to the Indian Point 2 plant, the
Commission has prosulgated the Interim acceptance exiteria,
which are binding vegulations., It is holding 2 national
rule-wmaking proceeding in which all cpposing points of view

sre being expressed, and in which all of the inforwation which
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4

13

14

cMr., Roismapn at one point suggested should somehow be

certified by this Board to the Commission, are now being

pregsented in the context of that rule~making proceeding,

=

t is guite clear, tr., Chairman, from the ruling
of the Atomic ESafety and Licensing Appeal Board that the
queastion whiéh this Ea&r& hag with vegard to the interim
accéptance eriteria has been anzwered and that this Beaxd,
haying ite quesilon answered by that Appeal B@éxdg is now in

a position o decide the fundamental question, whethear the

Applicant has complied with the interim acceptance criveria.

¥Mx. Roisman wmade the point at one point during his

" Committee for the Protection of

argument that the Citizens
the Environment wae questioning whetheyr the Appliaamt had:
complied with those cxiteri&s #md I veally fipd that rather

a difficult polnt to understand, since so little of the
evidence that was introduced by the Citizens® Csmmittee
pertained to the question of whether the Applicant had
satisfﬁed the interim sccepitance cviteria. And the wvast bulk
of the evidence pertained to the fundamental quesition as to
the Vﬁiiﬁity of the critevia, which has been transferred to
the emergency core ccoling system rule-making proceeding.

With regard to the question of the prototypes

which have preceded Indian Point 2, it must be remembeved

°

that ¢hizs facilizy, like other facilities,; builds on the
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M, Raisman»péints out, over a period of some twgntyafive
years, Tne various conponents, the variocus featuxes of this
plant, have been adequately tested, have been tested over
and over agaln, and thewre is-évidenc@, there has baen evidence
Introduced, 25 to the testing and as to the expﬁrience which

has been developed upon which the Applicant rests its

contention that ithe plani has been shown to be adeguately safe. |

4,
ne

Concerning the f£ifty peycent power level at which
the Applicant sezizg to test this plant, there is evidence in

the vecord of this proceeding which demonstrates that the

t}?
e
X,
vi
T

heat in the core will be wvery, very s*ba?aatiu}ly tess than
would be the case in the @vent-that the plant weré D r”“ed
at full power, and thali the témperaﬂure of the fuel rods
would be very signiffcantly less. The srugment that the

Cilcizens®

Commitiee makes with regard to rhet showing of the
Applicant is rather vevealing, I believe, because mpon being

shown these facts concevning the temperature of the fuel

elements themselves, the aréumemr of the Citizens'® Conmittee
then cshifts to gnother altne, amd the argument is thep made

that somehow even with the showing of lower tempevsture there

(O]

is just simply not an adequate assuvance that the system is
going to work at all.
And 1 find mysch in the disturbing gituation of

believing that no matter what kind of shﬂwimg was made, as

1 indicated eariier, it simply would not be possible to

o
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- satisiy Mr. Roisman that this plant would be safe,

There are two or three other points that I would
like to make concerning the emergency core comilﬁg system and
the watter of the pressure wessel.

My, Roisman has argeed thatr somehow the definicion

i)

of loss of coolant accident might possibly isclude a ruptuve

of the pressure vesgsel, I shou gd like to point out thar all

of the plante that hgve been lica ed date have been

licensed on the basis of viilizing t h double~cnded pipe

u

break as the largest brﬁak in the reactor coolant pressuve

voundary, Thex@ has never been a requirement imposed on the

X

plant Lo design against the ruptiuxe which Mr, Foismsn asied

this Bozrd to consider.
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The Applicant bhas presented extensive, voluminous

=2
o
=
_hz
G
@
lw
=]
B
&
(]

tegtimony on the adequacy of‘th@ Bressure vesse
te the vary-seamchimg inguiries that the Board baz directsd
o the Applicant, probabiy a more compieie and thorough
presentation on ths adgquaay ol the pressure veasel that has
ever been wmade an an Altomic S&ﬁety and Licensing Appesl
Bosrd.

Fioally, Mr. Chairman, with regard to the legal

b

argunents which Me. Roismon has mnde, I belisve that ocur

brief adequately demonsirates that the Sitaff review, the

extent of the Biaff review, the adequacy of ths Staff view,

3

®

L,

e

is not an issue in this proceeding, and the issuwe in this
proceading ls whether this plant has b@en‘canstruaﬁeﬂ wiﬁh
reasonable assurance that it will not endanger the mublic,
and it ig uwp fo ithis Board to determine whether the record
iz adequate.

Whethey the Staif hésrﬁone the sort bf Jok that
Yr. Rolmman thinks it should have dome is vot the issus
before this Board.
' ‘ Pinally, Me., Chairman, with regard to the matier
of the S5taff role im bal&ﬁcing*the énviwenmeatal imﬁaét, here
Commission, lnder Aﬁpaﬁﬁﬁx P it 1s not the 3taff which is

required to balznce the evidence in the record. It is the

Board which is required to balance that evidence. Even if

again Er.Rolsuan misreads the regulations of the Atomic Energy

PR
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the Staff had failed to do iis Joi properly in conductiﬁg its
anvmuonmemtal review, a point which we mont c@rtainly.da now
councede, it is up to th% Board to determin® on the basis ef
éhe evidenaa_im the record whether from aa eavivomsental polnt
of viev the license should issue.

M. Chairaasn, I héve %] ﬁﬁrther compants,

CEATRMAN JENSCH: Thank you very much., I am sure
these argupents will be very h .eipﬁuﬁ to the Board. %he
transeripts will be avallable for our review.

MR, RARMAN: May I have ome mowent, Mr. Chairman?

I don't know whether you alictted me any time, bet I an
reguestiag just & nopment.

CHAIRMAN JEWNSCH: Very well. Proceed.

MR, HARMON: Under the ruiles agnd practice of fhé
Commission, Mp. Chaivrman,. the Regulatory Staff iz deemed o
h@ 2 party to any hearvn e, Rolsman would om ome hand
indicate that the 5taff may Le plaving too mctive 2 role in
the courge mi 4 heariug such.a this, vet on the other band

quastion the adeguacy of the Staff's Eeviéwo 1 am not here
to digcuﬁg,th@'issues as to wheﬁhér or uwot the Sééfﬁ revieﬁ i
an issue in this pracegding,.but the regcord will indicate o
the Board in making iis decision aboui the review of the
a@glieatiom.m&ﬁe by The Begulatory Stafl under its mendated

reguirenent by the Congress of the United Stﬁﬁ@” will show

that this wag ar adequate review and that the burden of prood
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with respect to this 59 per cent testing license has hee#
carriced by the Appiicant. |
CHAIRNAN JENSCH: Thank you,
Is there any fﬁyﬁﬁer’statement?
¥R, ROISHAN: Mr. Chairman, only just to give the

refercunce, sivee there soemed fo Lo some confusion with regayd

”

to 100FR Paxrl 2, Subpayagraph IZIG, which in deoseribing

respossibilities of the Board says, "The role of the Boar

ig to Jecide whether the application and the'recorﬂ 0% the

procgeding contaln sulficient information, and thoe veview of

the apelication by tﬁe Commission®s regulatory staf? has

boen adeguate to support the findimgs ?rppase& to be nads

by the Director of Segulation and the issuwance of the

c@mstfgaﬁion permit proposed by the Dirvector of Regulotion,
¥R, TROSTEN: I, Chalvrman, Heo Roisman ié veading

.

from 2 eectinn of the regulations dealing with uncomtesied
CEAYRMAN JENSCH: Yes. 4And if you will turn over

to the contested cases they say, “In addition to the foregoing

reguirenents in the previous subsection you shall incliude the

foliowing items. "

So the previous recitation is stlill eifective,

Is thers any further statement? If not we will --
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MR, VOIGT: M. Chairman, befere you close the

re2eord, may I submit to the members of the Board three cépie:'
Qf the original ﬁ@ﬁigm,calcdlati@mg of stresses and losds?

| CEATRMAN JANSCH: T thiak i¢'s aiready boem given
te the parties.

MB, VOIGT: Xt was given to Mr. Bciowan. I did aol
have copiles available. That's been my problem, and I apologizs
for the delay ian peiting the conies, Bnﬁ I have them now aad
they are avallable to tbe other parties. |

CHAIRMAY, JENSCH: We do ﬂ@t.wani to receive then
uniess the other partiés have one too. I will toke oune fov
Do Geyer, vho io weavoldably detained.

HR, FOIGT: Thaunkyu, sir.

CHAIRMEAN JEUSCH: Does that conclude the presentation

&

The Board kas Just one itemn to mention, to womind the attorneys

that “he Board wiil expect the atlormeyz to prwé@@ﬁ o endeavor
to. secure sone stipulations about ma%%@rs that we discussed
ecariier in the procesding. 1 believe the Ditisents Cummities
indicated that by ¥ay 27th it would subnii a pyop@sed'iist of
items fox stipulation. |

R, ROISEHAN: That was ny othor hall, ths

Towironmental Defenze Fund,

CHAIRMAN JENSCH: 1 am soryy, Dovivommental Defense

- Fead,

Inmy event, 2ii seceking to see if therz are matiers

i

Y
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that car be considered for a Jﬁm@.hearimg that would avoid
any repetition between the 100 per cent or 90 per cent 1imit,
in case thexe is ﬁm be any differsnce made, the;ﬂaérd is
incilined to stay with the 1@@ per cent limit, We wiil c&n«
sidex matt@rﬁ %ha% can e presented prior to the su%mﬁﬁgﬁmn
of the fival envirsumenial impact staioment which Stuff

counsel expeots will be availabie ir July. We would like

to have a report from the partiecs in referepce to these

©

matters by Juune 9, 18972, and if in the opinion of ihe Boars
they arve act maiiers which indicate -~ let me state it this
way, that AL there sre waitiers that appeoyr to invoive s

n o

repetition betweon what could be discussedfronm z2n environ-

$
3

mental point of view now and when the eavironmental impact
statement is out, the Board ig inclined to cancel ithe June
18¢h contemplated session of hearings, and azs to which z

-

Yormal order will be issued,

13

At the present tiwe, kovever, public notice is

bereny given that tﬁiﬁ'proce@ding will Tecopvene at 1:30 p.m.

4

on June 1¥th, 1972, in what ¥ belisve will be the all purpose
Croom of the Spriagvale Inn, ot the exact location will bhave
to be identified by a further order, so that we emcourage and

hope the alttorneys will esnxdeavor to see if there zre matters

that wiil not be repetitive in charcier betwsen the environ-

&

nerial data presently availabie aznd that .which would be mor

fylly develoned by o finmal emvivommentzl ivpact statement.
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MR, TROSTEN: Me. Chairman, I assume the Board will
act on cur motlon for reconsideration of its ruling and we

wonld hope that the Board would zct om that as progptly as

practicable.,
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MR, MACBETH: Mr, Chalrman,

CHATRMAN JENSCH: We will keep the awmcunt of
paperwork &8 low as practic ab195 I assure you., LIt may be
that wé will have to get a report from the parties before
we can make that determination too,

MR, MACBETH: I will fils a writien rvesponse o

wr, Trosten's motion. I thisk there are no new facts in

the motion. I bave looked at ig very brisfly during the
heaving this worning and I think on that basis alone tﬁ@
Beard should not distucdh the ruling that it @md@ vesterday,
but T will file a formal wesponse to Mr., Trosten promptly

I 2lzo began this morning by giving Mr. Trosten

-

a letvter which I hope will lead to some stipulations angd
expediricus hearing process in June when the Bos rd next meets,

May I give to you what appears to be a i&tttu from
‘NMational Resources Defense Council dated April 14, 1972, with
copies to all parties, 1 can't read the First page, and the
public proceeding branch sent it to me, You might get a
better CoOpy.

MR, MACBETH: I wiil endeawor to do so.

CHATIRMAK JENSCP:' Send a legible copy to the public
boafé.

MR, ROISMAN: Tﬁ&t was the one where they withdrew
the intexvention,

MR, MACBETHM: I will endeavor to supply the Beard
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with a legiblie copy.

CHAIRMAN JENSCH: 1Is there anything furcher that
we can consider? If not, this session of the heaviang is
concluded and we will resume on June 19, 1972,

(Hearing adjcurned,)
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