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Consolidated Edison Company

of New York, Inc. (Indian Point, 1
Unit No. 2) o - . Docket Nos. -50-3
. | - T BRI 50-247
Power Authority of the State of : 50-286

New York (Indian Point
Unit No. 3) |

COMMENTS OF POWER AUTHORITY
Or THE STATE OF NLEW YORK

v'The POwér‘Autho:ity of the State of New'York

("Aﬁthority”) submits these éomménts in response to thé
Nucléar Regulatdry.Commission's (“Commissioh'sf) solici-.
tation on Fébruary 15,.l980 of comments. on the décision

of the Director of the Office of‘Nucléar Reactor Regula-
tion ("Director“)-iésuéd on February 11,-1980 cbncerﬁing
Lie Union of'Conéefned Scientists',(“UCS”) peti:ioﬁ filéd
on September l9;;l979. The Authority respectfﬁllY‘submits‘
‘that the‘CommiﬁsiQn should decline to review the de;ision

‘which, so far as affects Unit 2, (1) dcnied the UCS petition

<




andi(2)‘*ade mandat r/ certala commitmehts'bv the Authoritv
;eoncerning‘the safetv'of Uhit 3. V'In‘tbe'even“ taat the_
-Comm1Sslon determlnes that-further con51deratlon of the

soc1etal risk, caused by the 51tlng o_ nuclear pover érants

in hlgh denSLty popuTatlon areas is appropriate, such Furt}*er ton—
'SLderatlon shoula be undertaxen throuon a rulemaklng proceedlnc

POINT I

© THE COMMISSION'S RULES AND PRACTICE
AND THE MANDATE OF SOUND POLICY PROVIDE NO BASIS
FOR REVIEW.OF THE DIRECTOR'S DECISION

The Fehruarv 11, 1980 de0151on‘of the Dlrector
-to deny the UCS" petltlon w1th respect to Unlt 3 ("Dlrector's
'Dec151on") was made pursuant to 10 CFR § 2.206 whlch states
the- Comm1551on s’ procedurs for 1nst1tut1hg 'show cause pro- -
ceedlngs. The Commission' s regulations provide that the
standard governlng whether the Commission should review a
Sectlon 2 206 denlal of a petltlon to 1nst1tute a show cause
vproceedlng is whether the denial results from an abuse of
dlscretlon.‘ lO CFR § 2. 206(c)(l)

| This standard er.Commlssion,review was'explained '
”in an earlier Commission decision~concerhing the Indian'Point

site,. Consolidated Edison Company of New York, Inc. (Indian

Point, Units 1, 2, & 3) CLI-75-8, 2 NRC l73_(l975).'.In that




proceeding the Commission refused to review a denial o

_‘m

request'to institute-a show’ cause proceading concerq

the appllcatlon of recently aeVeloped.seisﬁlc eata to the
-Ind;an Point unlts;if ne'Cohmission stated that there is
noirequ;rement-thatithe Commissiqn review such a denial,
‘even'wheh reQuested'to dofsg‘hy a member éfhthe publicﬁ
Eé..at-l75. Rather, the Cemﬁission‘s review Of.a'denial
of a requestbtb cemmence‘show ceuse‘proceedings should be
besediupon a determihetion-by the Commission that there'has
evbeen an_ehuse szdiscretion. fn determining_whether a‘-
denial of a request ‘that a show cause proceedlng be
.commenced constltuted an abuse of dlscretlon,.the Commission
“establlshed the follow1ng crlterla- (1) whether the state—
‘ment of reasons glven in denylng the request permlts ratlonal
.understandlng ofvthe basis for his decision; (2)‘whether the
Director hasvcorrectly understoed goverhihg-law( regﬁlations
and PolicY}‘(3)nwhether all necessarytfaCtorsihave beenicon4,
siderea; and extraneous»factors exclﬁded, frem the decisien;
(4) whether ihquiry appropriate'te.the'facts asserted'has
heeh made} and (5) whether the Dlrector s decision is

demonstrably untenable on the ba51s of all information avallable

to him.  Id. at 175.
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‘Nuclear Encineering Company, ‘Inc. (She vfleld Low- level

Waste Dispo's'al Site) CLI—79—6 9 NRC 673 (1979). That
proceeding 1nvolved a llcensee S attemot to repudlate ltS
llcenselto eperateta-low—level radioactive waste disposal
eite; Thé-Directer.ordered the.licensee to show cause why
it should not continue its respensibilities‘uhder ite licenee
.and reguired the llcensee to resume its respon31blllt1es
1mmedlately; 'The llcensee appealed to the CommlsSLOn con-
';tendlng that the Director had abused hlS dlscretlon in
commenc1ng the show cause proceeding. In rejectlngvthis'
contention;_the.Commiss%on stated:
...[Wle find that the Director's decision
was not demonstrably untenable on the basis
~.0of all the information available to him.
- Consequently, we find that the Director acted

well within his discretion in 1ssu1ng an B
immediately effective show-cause order.

I1d. at 678-79 (emphasis added).

"While the Commission is not necessarily limited to
B reviewing whether there was an abuse of_discretidn, the Authority

respectfully submits that it should, as a matter of good admin-

1stratlve practlce, exerc1se care and restralnt in undertaklng to
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‘revieéw Staff action. The Commission's five criteria“for review
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of discretion standard, for determining whether to

Hh

actionh The SL‘ ff has broad and deep knowledge of the relevantv
ektraordinarily teehnical issues of nuclear safety{nghe_declsiens
‘of the Staff, baseé on thie knowledge ‘and sophietlcation; should
not be casually disregarded. This is particularly true when there:
.isvsﬁeh high:public concern.over'the continued use’of nuclear

power. vIt‘is essential that the Commission respend toltrue safety
issues oy uSLng the conSLdered and respon31ble ]udgment of the
Staff - concernlng nuclear safety.

Examlnatlon of each of the five crlterla for Commission
review of Staff.action,.in light of the pertinent facts at issue
in the case of the Indian P01nt plants, reveale that no basis for
Commission review of the Director's Dec151on ex1sts. The Decision
‘permits a reasonable understanding of what factors were relied
upon, that the inquiry.leading to the DeeiSioh was sufficiently
thoroﬁgh and ndt_based on extraneeue issues, and that the Decision

is not demonstrably'untenable.

~A. Stated Reasons Permit Rational Understandlng of Basis for
the Dec151on

The reasons for the Director's Decision were set forth
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of the Staff to the Commission on

February 5 and 6, 1980; second, in the Director's Decision
itself; and, third, in the materials annexed to the decision,

pbarticularly the Director's Confirmatory Orders, concerning

- certain interim measures, issued February 11, 1980. The

Difector“s Decision addresses the pbints raised by the UCS
petitibn and details the ratibnale and evaluations performed
by the Staff in arriving at the conclusion that the UCS petition

should be denied with respect to Indian Point Units 2 and 3 .

The thorough discussion of the issues in the Director's Decision-

and the Director's detailed presentation to the Commission on .

February 5, 1980, in which both his philosophy of the appropriate

“level of safety and his basis for assurance that thé'plants

wQuldlmeet that.level were set forth, permit a ratiohal under-
standingvof‘thé basis for the decision.

‘Review of the bireétor;s Decision would necessarily
involve more than merely delineating the.reésoné fof the Staff
action, as those.reasons are detailed in-the Decision. Rathef, if
the.Decisién;is_tO'be reviewed, it must be because the COmmissiQh,

diSagrees_with the conclusions reached by the Staff,‘either

taken individually_or the manner of balancing éompeting‘factors.




to
-3
’j
0]
e/
}_l
»-
*J rf
0
51
0y i
Bl
n
V@)
O 0
=
i
(O]
9]
t
'—J
[
o}
D.:
(D
[ia
6]
ot
O
O
(97
!

——

operation of'Unit‘B will constitute a vi
Commission rule,'regulation or policy, Rather; the essence
of the petition is chat the Commission should establtsn a

new standard of safety for plants in hlgn Qen51ty populatlon:
areas. Thus, this .criterion for_review is not particularly
pertinent in this instanee. In any euent, the Director's
Decision, at page 30, 1ndlcates that since belng licensed,
Indlan P01nt Units 2 and 3 have been 51gn1flcantly modified
to meet Comm1551on safety and security requlrements. .The
Authorlty subm;ts that it is c¢lear that the.Director has -

eorrectly'understOOd governing law, regulations and policy.

C. All Necessary Factors.Considered and Extraneous
Factors Excluded

The Staff is conducting a thorough, ongoing investi- .
gatipn of all safety aspects of thetoperatien of the Indian
Point units as well as the tno Commonwealth Edison Zion units.
This study, for which a task force has-been established, has
gone'well_beyond the issues raised in thevUCS.petition. The
thoreughness of-this study and results that-it has alteady

produced, are ample preof that in the Director's DeClSlon,

while extraneous factorsvwere given no weight, all necessary




s»iﬁveétigation, both prior and.
-subéequeﬁt to the filing of the UCS petition, of the safety
of Indian Point cannot be-détai;ed briefly, several examples
" will indicate that the Staff's continﬁing investigation is
appropriately considering the pertinent issues of nuclear
safety. ihebfire.brotection claim-raiéed anew by the UCS in.
iﬁé‘petition was previously the subject of Staff and Commission
réview during their consideration of.the.eailier and distinct
UCS petition for rulemakingvfiled on November 4, 1977 and the
UCS'pétition for reconsideration filed on May 3, 1978. &as. a
result of thatveariier'feview, extensive modifications to the
firé.protéction system at Unit 3 haVe;beénlcompleted and
add;tional modificationé ére now under preparation. The
.material aspecté of‘Staff‘s inveétigation of fire protection
at Unit 3 and the AuthofitY's response to Staff's directions
for Changes.at‘Uﬁit 3 is addressed on pages 20-and‘21 of the
Director's Decision. |
-‘The'applicability to Indian Point of the unresolved
'safety’problems_listed>in the Commission's Program fér the
_Reééluﬁion of‘GEner;c Issues Related to Nuclear Powér Planté;

NUREG—O410 (January 1, 1978), has also been the subjéctiof‘




th
t-h

t
)
b
}
v
o)
a1
1)
<
[
0]
<
o}
3
€5}
r
(¢TI

intense investig s noted on

nas evaluated

[ dp]
¢t
o))
Fh
e )

page 21 of the Director's Decision,
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unresolved generic safety issues as i apply to Unit 3

[
“

and formulated abplan Qf action for their resoluiion.v
In addition,vStaff has cerefully examined Indian Point
Unit;3.with respect to the lessons learned at Three'Mile
Island. The Staff's investiéationsrand requirements of .

the Authority are detailed in the Director's Decision.

The issue of emergency plahning,.both generally
and in high;density population areas, has recently been
the subject of intensive'examination by Staff as indicated
on pages 7 through 12 of the'DireétOris'Decision. Concurrent
with Staff's recohmendations for generic improvemente in emergency
planning, the Authority commenced an extensive cooperetive.
effort,‘together with the appropriaﬁe,loeal officials, to
prepare evacuation plans for an emergency plahniné zoﬁe
surrounding Ipdian‘Point. The Auihority is new providing‘exteh-
eive.expeft'essistance to state and local,governmental~bodies'to

‘effect emergency plans. As part of this«effort an analysis -of the

time required to evacuate the public from a 10 mile area surroundf"

Ning Indian Point was submitted,to the Commission on January 31,
1980. This extensive effort by the Authority is not

the result of the rulemaking on emergency planning currently
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that proceeding.

— In éddition; the birector independently reexaminéd_
the ievel of safety a£ Unit 3 in light of the issues raised
in ﬁhe UCS petitioh. :The Staff's task’force, as a result of
ité examinaticn of“Indian Point and Zioh, has obtained from
the Authoriﬁy a commitment to'increase furﬁher the piant's_'
operational éafetf margin by making Substantiél modifications
in adminiStrative afeaé»and desigh features. In addition,
the Authority has égreed to study the appropriateneés_of
installing one or more substantial new engineered safety
features - whichIS£udy is well under way - that’wbuld prévent
or Sigﬁificantly delay escape of radiation to theAgenéral'

public in the unlikely event of a major nuclear accident.

D. Appropriate Inquiry Has Been Made

,The staff's inquiry has expli¢itly examihed the
claims asserted in the‘petition and‘broaaly examined the
safety of the IndianthintAplantsﬂ ‘As indicated-above in
subsection C, there Was extensive staff inquiry info the
questiéns of fire.protection adequacy? unrésolvedAgeneric
safetybissues, emergéncy planning and the need fquadditibnal

administrative and emergency safeguards at Indian Point. .




E. Director's Decision Is Not Demonstrably Untanable

The_Diréctor's Decision reflects the consideréd
judgment'bf the staff. The.experiencé, training and wisdom
of thé‘Staff should hot be_casual;y disregarded. The |
Commiséion'should not, in the absence of a demonst?ated
instance of error, review the Director's Decision simply
to repeat and reexamine the issues that have already been

examined by the Staff and detailed in the Director's Decision.

The Commission cannot,'as.a practical maﬁter, take
ué each particular technical issue regarding safety of opera--
ting nuclear plants. The Commissionvcannot as a matter of
practice_act'as the technical-feviewer of staff
action,nor-has it the time in its schedule to undertake the
exténsive inﬁestigation that would be #equired if it choée'
to do so.. The Authority submits that Staff's technical
eXpértise and efforts-to date_should be recognized and that
additional review by the Commiési.o’n will add nbﬁhing’ to
_Staff'stﬁeChnical resolﬁtion of the issues as presented by
‘UCS. | |

The Authority réspectfully submitsflas detailed
above, that a basis for a téchnicaliy sﬁppbrtable'challéhge to

the Director's Decision does not exist and that on the basis

-11-



. _The Authority respectfully submits that ncne of

N My oo
cne Commissicn

il

s proposed criteria fory review of the Directer's
Decision exists and that further consideration of the Director's

Decision 1s thus unnecessary and unwarranted.

POINT II

~ APPROPRIATE QUESTIONS FOR COMMISSION
CONSIDERATION DURING ITS REVIEW OF COMMENTS

Appropriate questions fér Commissidn consideratidn
during its review of comments are: (l) the present lewvel of
safety of'the Indian Point units, and (2) the cost to sociéty
of shutting down the Indian Point plants, Whethef-permanentiy
or for a period during adjudication of the UCS petition. The.
.Authority réspectfully submits that after consideration of the
comments, should théACommission decide that further review of
the Directof's Decision is warrahted, an informal proceeding
- would be the most appropriate means to inVesﬁigafe_the pertinenf

facts. .

A.  The Présent Level of Safety'of the Indian ?oint Units

| On February 20, 1980 the Authority,'together with
'Consolidated_Edison and Commonwealth'Edison; médeba presentation
 to the'Staff'oﬁ the level.of safety( both present'and‘p;ojected,

"of the Indian Point plants. In that presentation a_number_of'

I
]
138

I




. . 1 - O : BN i - ) ——— N 3 4 1 - - - i 2
- 1nto the Indian Point units were contrasted with other crerating

Indian Point was désigned with a clear appreciation-
of the region{s high—aensity populét#on. The design-for.the
plant, thérefore, contains a_number:éf safety features which
distinguish it from the averagé pressurized water reactqr.

The following twelve items indicate the most important of the
Gistinctive design feétures at Indian Point. A more aetailed
descriptiqn of these twelve items is contained in Appendix‘l.

(1) Containment Weld Channel and Weld
Channel Pressurization System

(2) ﬁenetratibn Pressurizatioh Systém
’ (3) Isolation Valve Seal Water System
(4) Extra Fan Cooler Capacity
(5) Post LOCA Hydrogen Controi
(6) Third Auxiliary Feedwatér Pump -
(7) .Added Containment Radioacitivity Removal

(8) Use of Confirmatory Actuation Signals to
Assure Proper Valve Position

(9) In-containment Core Cooling Recirculating System
(10) Emergency Diesel Generators
- (11) Gas Turbine Generators

(12) Additional Service Water Pumpsv

-13-



differences in plant desigﬁ; the Authority, together with
CommonwealtTh Edison and ConSolidaﬁed'Edisoﬁ comparad the
probability of a severe accident at Indian Point to the
p:obability 0f a similarly severe accident at an average
plant. The Authority examinea the dominant accident sequehces
presented in the Commission's Reactor Safety Study ("WASH-
1400") for pressurized water reactors ("PWR") and identified
system differences at Indian Point from the average PWR plant
used in the WASH—l40d study £hat.were particularly significant.
For example, the Indian Point units' containment fan coolers
are redundant to ana'independéntvof the containment spray
system. This independent'system materially reduced the:
caloulation of risk as compared to that in WASH-1400.

The probability curves set fo:th oh Appendix 2
demonstrate both the risk to sooiety as'preseﬁted by the
Director to £he Commission_onvFebruary 5, 1980, and what
the Authority considérs to be a more -accurate comparison of_thé
Indian Point plant's risk to the standard WASH-1400 risk curve.
- The référence curve’(labelled-WASH;l400) is the risk curve
developedoin WASH-1400 based on an average risk of the WASH-1400

model PWR which was based on a study of the Surry reactor at a

compositerof sixty-eight sites. Appendix 2 also contains a risk

-14-




he Director on
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curve, developed by Staff and presented by

S

February 3, which assumes the Surry rsactor is locatsd at
the Zicn _and Iﬁdian Point sites. - This curve modified t
sociétal risk curve developed in WASH-1400 by adding the
population and meteoroclogy characteristics of the Indian
Point and Zion sites.

Finally, new‘curves are shown on Appendixl2
which represeht the societal risk of the aotual Zion and
Indian Point plants. These curves, which consider plant
specifio aspects, present avdramaticaily lower societai
risk than the reference curve which the Staff appafeﬁtly»
believes represents an acceptable level of risk;

The risk scale used in Appendix 2 is the same ao
used in thé’presentation on February 5; 1980. The curves
are smoothed probability curves as used in WASH;14OO ahd
represent a conservative assessmeént of risk.

It is important to recognize that the-cufves of
Appehdix 2, irrespective of any limitation in probabalistic

risk analysis methodology as appliéd to single specific

‘plant, demonstraté the relative safety of the Indian Point and

Zion plants with respect to the risk of other PWRs to the

surrounding population. When the Indian Point and Zion planté

-15-




are represented as thevy in actuality exist, that is, with

their additional safety Zfeatures which are not inccrporated

into the-Surry plant, a clear gain in comparative safety

results. In fact, the Indian Point and Zion plants are

shown by the.Appendix 2 curves to be safer than the reference

plant curve, labelled WASH-1400, even considering that the
population density is greater around the Indian Point and
Zion sites_than around the reference composite site.

Apart from the plant specific analysis discussed

-above, analysis following the publication of WASH-1400 and:

particularly following the accident at Three Mile Island,

has altered the risk calculation in several important respects.

" First, the loss of auxiliary feedwater following shutdown, which

was. a major contribution to risk in WASH-1400, was found not to
be a crucial contributor at Indian Point. Studies following
the Three Mile Island accident have indicated that emergency .
cooling injection systems can provide the_cooiing-ﬁecessary to
avoid core,meltIPIOVided the préssurized relief valves are
open. For this geason certain accidenﬁ sequences were deleted
from thevanalYSis‘of Indian Point. | o

Second, . the two WASH—i4OO accident;sequencés,ianlVing
reactor traﬁsients'followed by'failure of ﬁhe reactor trip
system were deleted.-'These tfansient§ have been ahalyzed by

the.appropriate vendors and found not to result in core melting.

. =16~




Third, the likelihocod c¢f one of the five contain- -

ment faillurs modes identiried in WASH-1400, =-- . 2n in-vessel
steam exnlcsion generating a missile with consedquent ccntain-
ment  failure -- has been reduced significantly compared to

WASHE-1400, Recenﬁ data sugéests‘that in—véssel steam explosions
are less likely and the probability of that event has conse-
quéntly Been reduced. |
VThese changes in the calculation of the risk and
consequences indicate that the compariéon of risk of the
Indian Point plants to the WASH—14OO standard planf, aé
presénted by the Director to the Commissibn on Fébrﬁary 5,
1980, over—emphasizes the risk to society from Indian Point.
In short, the Staff's estimate of the risk from
Indian Point is substantially higher than it shbuld be. The
Indian Point plants do not represent an unusual risk, bﬁt
in fact a lower than average risk."This.is,_in.part, the
result of the care taken in thevinitial design of the plants,
The Authority submits that the basis for the,Direcﬁorfs
Decision is unduly éonservatiVe as it does ﬁot consider all
relevant.aspects of plant design.
| In addition to the safeguards cﬁrfently in place,
measures aré cufréntlY?being»uﬁdeftaken tp assure an even

~greater degree of safety at the Indian Points plants, These

-17-




measures, which are being undertaken jointly bv the Authority

Consolidated d'
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to cevelop methods of mitigating the ects of s
", :

evere accidents

and reducing the probability that such accidents will occur.
These,activities by the three utilities are b2ing closely

coordinated with the Staff.

'B. The Cost of Shutting Down Indian Point

The Authoritv believes’that the Commission, in deciding
wbat leve1 of safety is aporoprlabo, should give ccnsideration to
the economic and social dislocations associated with a plant shut-
down. Such consideration would be ooﬁsonant with the declaration
of the Aéomic Eﬁergy Act of 1954, as amended, 42 U.S.C. 2011;'
which directs in Section 1 that atomic energy be'deQeloped to,
among ofhér‘things,>improverthe pubiic welfare-and increase thé
Standard-of'living. The statement of natlonal pollcy supportlng
the use of atomic energy for the generatlon of electricity for
the public’s use requires the Commission to consider the cost of
shutting down indian Point-conﬁrasted With'the risk to society
from continued operation'of the plantsf |
iThat_economic factOrs, as well as'safety factors,Amust

be considered by the Comm1551on in 1ts decisicn- maklng is also

ev1denced in its regulatlons. For example, 10 CFR §50. 34a

-18-




tion permit 6f how levels of radicactive material in

effluents-to unrestricted areas will be kept "as low

3

‘as. reasonably achievable." This term is defined in

l,.J.

§50.33a as: | . .

...as low as is reasonably achievable
taking into account the state of tech-
"nology, and the economics of improve-
ments in relation to benefits to the
public health and safety and other
societal and socioceconomic considerations,
and in relation to the utilization of
atomic energy in the public interest.

- The Cont;nuéé:operatioh of the indiah Point
‘plants pro&ides a substantial public behefi£ to electric
consﬁmers in the metropolitan New York~re§iqn, This
région has come to depend on petroleum andlnucleat fuels
for generétion'of electribity;.most of the nuclear power

“used in the region is generated at Indian Point.

-19-
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i leads to ' sharply incresased
-costs for*electrlcity with cOnsequent,impactS»on industrial,
commercial and residential él§CtrlCity,““quﬂeY5 th,the metro-
politan New Yorkdregion this cause and effect relatiohship isd.
exaoerhatedfby the fact that almost~all of the'petroleum used
to oroduce eleCtrlCity is imported.:

The calculation of the costvof shuttlng down Indian
Point requires the resolution of a number of complex lssues.‘

In fact, thevonly simple fact in the economic consideration of
oontinued’operation of Indlan Point is the inevitability of'the
rising cost of imported petroleum. ‘TheAanalysis set forth below;
Vdoes ‘not resolve each question of cost, but preSents what the
Authorlty con51ders to be a realistic estimate of the costs to
soc1ety of shuttlng down Indian Point.

It is estlmated that operatlon of the Indlan Point
plahts displaces approximately 20 million barrels of imported_oil
each year. The shutdown of Indian Point would deprive New York
of more than 1, 800 Mw of. generatlng capac1ty whlch.produces the
cheapest electr1c1ty generated in the ‘New York Clty—Westchester
area, | |
- The shutdown would thus be an economlc calamlty for

New York Clty : It could cause, for the year 1980 alone, an

4+
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estimnted increase in costs for the Authorlty‘s and Consolidated
Edison's ratepayers of abbut'$700'mlil;0n, an amount that would

aiatefdramatioallyvih_subsequent'years'aefthe cost of imported
oil rises;\~ |
About 45.bercent of:such an ehormous cost‘ihcregse
"would-fall on.the Authority's“pubiic custoﬁers,_ihClUdiné the
Metropoiitan Traneportation Authority'(“MTA”).and the City of
vNew York, both of which are experiencing severe flnan01al diffi-
culties. ‘Were the Indian Point plants shut down, the‘New York
.Citf subway sYstem and:commuter rail lines alone would!suffer an
annual_ihcrease»of about $100 million ih electricity oosts, As
the MTA already faces a deficit'for 1980 of $200 million, such
an increase would jeopardlze New York's efforts to maintain the
pfesent tran51t fare and would lead to reduced use of mass transit
and 1ncreased use of prlvate vehicles. |

' The addltlonal cost increases brought about by a

shutdown of Indian Point would be paid directly by residential,
ihdﬁstrial.and commercial'ouStomersdin New York City and West-
chester County. These.customers are»now.paYing high rates for
electrioity andtthey should»not be asked to assume new:financial
burdens caused by a shutdown since the analysis showShthe Indian
Point plants already meet the,SafetyvobjectiQe.sought byﬂthe

Director,
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(1)

- In addition to increases in the cost o

~

the shutdown of Indian Pointtwould'lead to increased use of oil

burning units * rtn secondary 1npacts on other oil uses in the

New York region, 1ncludrn3 increasin cly scarce and expensive

homevheating o0il. Shutting down the Indian,Point:plants.would
dash‘any real hope in New York‘City:for any decelerationIOf
energy cost'increases-and.wouid inhibit'the City'sdability to
attract new commercial enterprise{ |

| Ironically, the.increases will merely be used to pay
for some 20hmillion'barrels of o0il which would have toﬂhe purchased
overseas to replace'nuclear—fueled generation, .thus further‘
1ncrea51ng our debllltatlng dependence on foreign oil as an energy
source._ In the last analys1s, these cost lncreases would 51mply

be transmltted as new—found and addltlonal tribute to the OPEC

cartel, further-impairing the natlon S balance'of trade payments

and accelerating its inflationary spiral;

c. ' An Informal Proceeding Will Afford The Commission An Opportunity
For Further Consideration If It Is Required

Should the Commission- dec1de that the Dlrector s
Dec181on warrants further cons1deratlon, whlch the Authorlty belleves
it does not, an lnformal proceedlng such as that descrlbed 1n'

Optlon No. 5 of the sollc1tatlon of comments is preferable to an

| adjudicatory hearing before ‘a panel of hearlng,judges Or examiner.

-
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would pre
the'rigrdnessAandv
- be conducive
all parties.
; Commissionrbelieves that'the»Difector'may-have abused
: disoretion(

how the

An informal shich designated parties
sent their views directly to the Commissicn without

icatory hearing would

—~—

‘to a full and information between

The Authority is confident that in the event ‘the
his
it can satlsractorllj demonst t to the Commission

unprecedented andAextraordlnary safety measures at

Indian Point will continue to provide opérational»safety and an.

acceptable measure of public risk.

-by the Commission, the three parties of principal,interest,‘iwe.

the»Authority,

In the event that informal proceedings are,pre5cribed“

Consolidated Edison, and UCS: should be permitted

to present their views in writing and orally before the

Commission.

guestions previouSly‘described,

Such a proceeding should be limited to the two

namely (1) the present level of

séfety of the Indian Point units, and (2) the cost to society

of shutting down the Indian Point plants, whether permanently -

or for a period during adjudicatiohlof the UCS petition;

POINT III

THE PUBLIC CAN MOST EFFECTIVELY PARTICIPATE IN

REVIEWING THE SAFETY OF PLANTS IN HIGH-DENSITY
POPULATION AREAS THROUGH A RULEMAKING

If after the 1nformal proceedlngs the Commission is still

not conv1nced that the Dlrector s Decision was factually grounded

-23-=
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l'reasoned, 2 cenerlc rulemaklng p*oceed ng should be
co'51dered rather_than an adjudlcatory hearlngl An
-adjudicatory L :hearingvis appropriate to resolve'clearly
defined issues of fact concerning a particular plant. _The.
'UCS.petltlon, by COntrast, raises broader issues oF:what'
‘constitutes an approprlate level of safety fer plants operating
_near densely populated areas and how the costs of attalnlng
speclfled safety levels are-to be con51dered._ These 1ssues,
while grounded'in‘the facts COncerning specific plants,are
not limited to Indian Point. Moreover, the resoluthn of some
of'these'issues will be goVerned by policy determinations that do
'not'rest on the detailedvfactual questions at'issue. These |
policy determinations will be fOundedton considerations of.highly
‘technical areas.ihvolVing-the disciplines of engineering, statis—
tics, meteorology.as well as others. This type-of broad-based.
investigation, which is not limited to any particular site,_ls“
hetter.suited'to a rulemaking rather than an adjudicatory type
" hearing. | |

The rulemaklng proceedlng should be - structured to
address the two major factors comprlslng rlsk i.e. the low probablllty
of a release of rad10act1v1ty as a result of an acc1dent and the

soc1etal consequences of such a release The-varlous components

whlch comprlse each factor should be 1dent1f1ed evaluated and

'._24_.



the riék impbsed on Societv by plants ih lessAponu1ated areds.
The WASH—i4QO»repcrt_éQuld be used as an'appfopriate reférence
point fdr felease_probabilityvcompafiéon. 'Propoéed«admiﬁistra*'
tivevand*engineeripg_modifications céuld be'analyzed and_ﬁhe 
-resulﬁant‘feduction inrrelease probability-quantified-énd'

compared td]the'same plant uSing WASH{léOO._

Disﬁinct from the.detefmination of rélease prbbability‘»
.yet'equally‘important tobthe'meésure of'societal‘fiék arg:th¢7
.Congeqdencéé of a-releasé.. In this cbntext if is iﬁportant to
note thatlétaff is currently conduCting_é rulemakingvon.imbroved
émergency:respohse plaﬁniﬁg by staté and local agencies.> The
'regults of thé£ rulemaking proceédingicould also serve aé an.
additional refe?enée pointnto theiiiéensee of a;plant in é densély

populatéd area.
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 CONCLUSION

The Authority respectfully subﬁits that the
Coemmission, after examination of the Director's Deéision
.and the ccmments Submitted'in response to the Commission's
solicitation, should not review the Director's Decisibn.
In the évent that the Comm;ssion'belieVes that further
elucidation of the issues is necessary, it méy institute
an inﬁormal_proceediné. | |

The Authoriﬁy further submits that the issues -
réised‘by'thé petition:are esséntially not site—specific,
but raise broad'issues pertinent to a number of sités;
Thué, an adjudicétory hearing-concerning Indién Point would
not provide an adeguate procedural Qpportunityﬂto‘resolve

the issues; a rulemaking proceeding would be far prefeiable.

Respectfully submitted,

- | | | S Ry FREY
Angel J. Martir, Egq, J(/ jfjf’Xl}S<7/{« ‘ r~ﬁ

of counsel : Charles M. Pratt =~ 7 °

Attorney for the Power Authority
of the State of New York

10 Columbus Circle

New York, New York 10019

(212) 397-6200

Dated March 10, 1980
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DISTINGI ING
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~ (1) -Containment Weld
Channel Pressuriz

All containment liner wélds are enclosed by continudus linear
channels welded to the liner ﬁo form a redundant seal at the
joints of liner piates. iThose channels which cover joints not
buried in concrete are pressurized with air to a pressure.
exceeding calculated containment péak-pressure. - This eliminates

leakage at liner plate joints.

(2) Penetration Pressurization System

" In addition to the normal pressurization of electrical penetrations
(with dry nitrogen), mechanical penetrations aré pressurized with
air to a pressure above calculated containment peak pressure. This-

eliminates leakage through penetration assemblies.

(3) Isolation Valve Seal Water System
Those double isoclation valves, normally closed on a:containment
isolation signal, in Watér and small air systeﬁs have the afea
between. valves filled'(if neeaed).and maintainéd in a fiiled
condition at a pressure exceeding calculated containﬁent design
pressure by this.system.' This eliminates .any' leakagé-of
containment atmosphere via an open (or rupturéd);liné through

the redundant isolation wvalves.
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'(4) Extra Fan Cooler Capacity

‘ach containment has 5 fan cooler units, 3 of wnich are rectired

for post accident containment cooling. The added cavacity

'U

33 - - ey vy de - 12 e
ides assurance ¢f svstem availabilitvy.

~ (5) Post LOCA Hvdrcgen Control

" Each unit has both recombiner and post-LOCA containment purg

)

capability. The recombiner capability was added to‘provide

added conservatism.

(6) Third Auxiliary Feedwater Pump

anh unit has 3 auxiliary feedwater pumps per unit. Two of
these are 100% capacity motor driven‘pumps and the-third is

a 200% capacity steam turbine driven pump.  All three pumps

are intertied through lines and valves designed for an active
or passive failure. Tbis extra‘capacity over a 2--100% capacity
pump configuration provides added assurance of system
avaiiability.

(7) Added Containment Radiocactivity Removal

Each fan cooler unit is equipped with HEPA -and charcocal filters:

for post-accident particulate and iodine removal.

(8) - Use of Confirmatory Actuation Signals to
Assure Proper Valve Position

Confirmatory Emergency Safeguards Features (ESF) actuation signals,

are sent to power operated valves which are not required to change
position. This ensures that' if a valve had inadvertently been
‘placed 1in an incorrect pOSltlon, it would restore to its proper
'pOSition’upon ESF.actuation.‘ This has been applied to critieal

safety systems valves.




(9) In-Containment Core Cooling Recirculating Svstem

s Zeolrculating pumps located inside the containment provide .

for sump recirculaticn into the hot leg. These are in addition

™ (10) Emergency Diesel Generators

Three diesel generators are available for each unit. Twe

generators are adeqguate to meet engineered safeguards load.

(11) Gas Turbine Generators

One gas turbine located onsite and two others located in close
proximity provide diverse energy sources. Interconnections
exist for supplying power from these gas turbine units io

both units.

(12) Additional Service Water Pumps

Three 100% capacity service water pumps are available per unit.
In addition, three additional pumps provide balance of plant
cooling requiremehts and these pumps can be used for safety

sYstems,
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