NRC PUTTLIC SIS BOE
BEFORE THE s

UNITED STATES NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION L:

In the Matter of g
)
)

PHILADELPHIA ELECTRIC COMPANY

PETITION TO TERMINATE DOCKET
AND TO OUASH PREAPPLICATION AND EARLY
REVIEW OF SITE SUITABILITY

TO THE HONORABLE, HEARING BOARD OF THZ NUCLEAR REGULATORY
COMMISSION:

Petitioner, Save Solanco Environment Conservation
Fund, by its attorney,
RESPECTFULLY REPRESENTS AS FOLLO™S:

1. Petitioner ic intervening narty in the above
cantioned docket.

2. The annlication for a construction permit by Philadel-
phia Electric was originally filed.with the Atomic Energy
Commission on July 3 1973, In about September, 1975, the
annlicant suspended activity concerning the pronosed construc-
tion permit,

3. The application of July 3, 1973 by Philadelphia
Electric included an environmental revort. In.that report, it
was asserted that additional nuclear generatine canacity was
necessary for tha base léad of the Philadelphia Electric system
early in the 1939's, thus describing and justifying the need

for the Fulton Cenerating Statiom.
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4. A final envircnmental statement relating to the
proposed Fulton Generating Stationm, Units 1 and 2, was filed
by the staff in Anril, 1975. The regulatory staff concurred in
the need for additional electric generating services as
sugpested by the annlicant.

§ Time has clearly establishec that the forecast of
both the annlicant and the Nuclear Regulatory Commission has
been grossly in error as to the need for additional generating
canacity in the early 1930's by the nronosed Fulton Generating
Station.

6. The apolicant originally planned to comstruct twin
1,100 megawatt high tenperaturé gés reactors manufactured by
General Atomic Company. That company announced on §ep€epbe; al,
1975 that it would not manufacture the propdsed units. | |

7. To date, to the best of the intervenor's knowledgek
no substitute or alternace facility for the pronosed site
has been pronosed formally to thg'Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
There has not‘been a safety evaluation concerning any proposgq

nuclear reactors for the site in question.

8. On or about December 29, 1973, Philadelphia Flectric
Comrany submitted to Harold V. Denton, Director of the Oifice
of Nuclear Regulatory Resulation, its annlication for Early
Site Suitability Review,

9. The aonlication relies on the 1973 submittal to
the Atomic Energqy Commission with respect to various issues
nronosed for early site review. For examnle the environmental
effects of accidents, Chapter 7, rnlates to radiological

consequences as set forth in the 1973 analysis.
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%0. The application is defective in that it does not
relate to a specific nuclear reactor that is pronosad to be
sited at Fulton. Accordingly, an analysis of radiological
consaquunces and cenvironmental cffects of accidents is nurcly
speculative, conjactural, and unrclated to any facts as
nronosed.

11. Furthermor2s it is clear that the environmental
offocts of accidents have no significant reclationship to the
facts sinc2 that chanter does not account for recent studies
by the Vuclear Resulatory Commission conccerning accidents, nor
the environmental cffects of accidents as cstablished by the
Three Mile Island accident.

12. The annlicant now asserts that the neced for additional
gencratinz capacity is necessary for the period from 1994 to
1999 (as opposed to ten to fifteen years earii=r as indicated
in its anplication cof 1973).

13. It is submitted that any discussion in 1979 as to
alternatives for energy sources fifteen to twenty years later
is inaporopriate contrarf to the mandates of the National
Environmental Policy Act and would not be in the nublic interest
since the degree of likelihood that any early findings on these
issues as wall as othars would retain their validity in later
roviaws as the faces alrzady wwell dcmonstrate,

14. Since the orizinal filine, the Nuclear Regulatory
Cormission has nublished the Reactor Safaty Study and Review
by the Lewis panel. Tho Muclzar Perulatory Commission

accepted the findings of thoe snecial reviaw group headed by
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Dr. Harold Lewis of the University of California at Santa
Barbara. That groun indicotad that the prior reports and
studies of the Commission notably the Reactor Safety Study,
1JASH~1400, had not adequately indicated the full extent of

the consequences of reactor accidents and did not sufficiently
emphasize the uncertainties-involved in the calculation of
their orobability. ?

15. The accepntance of the Lewis re nort was_in 1979,
approiiﬁately 5% years after the initial apulication of
Philadelphia Electrie Much of the accident analysis in ther,
original aoplication of °hiladelnhia Electric was based upon -
the premises and probability studies of the now disclaimed
WASH-1400 Report. On or about lMarch 23, 1979, an a.cident
occurred at Three Mile Island of significant safety concern
affecting the underlyinn~bases and foundations of the Miclear
Regulatory Commission concerning its“policy with respect to
siting safety inspeccions‘ safety regulations, and the general
review and ooeratioo of nuclear oower facilities.

16. Without undating,i:s application, Philadelphia
Electric now seeks'to have a;site‘aoptoved for afoossible
nuclear reactor in Lancaster County, Pennsylvania. Various
governmental and state agencies have objected to an early
review of the site issues in accordance with 10 CFR, Appendix
¢, Part 50, Section 2.605, as not baing in the public interest.

Attached herzto and made a2 nart hercof arz copies of said
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17. The 2arly site raview nrocess 2s set forth in

Apmendix 0, nart 50, is contrary to the National Fnvironmental

Policy Act in that it would allow a utility to establish a

situs for 2 nuclear nover station without utilizing a systematic,

interdiscinlinary annroach which will insure the integrated
usz of the natural and social scienc2s and thz2 environmental
design arts in planning and in decision making which may have
an imnact on man's cnvironment as required by the National
Environmental Policy Act.

13. Without knowing =xactly what Philadelohia Flectric
nronoscs with respect to a nuclear facility on the Fulton site,
this Cormission could not meet the mandatcs of the National
Environmental Policy Act since it could not make the review
as mandated by the National Environmental Policy Act while the
actions of the Commission may significantly affect the quality
of human environment. Yet, the Commission would not be able
to male 2 detailed statement of the environmental immact of
the nroqgsed action since the nature of the pronosed action
is not fully establishad. The Commission would not be able
to ass2ss any adversz onvironmental cffects which could be
avoided since the naturz of tha pronoscd action is not fully
cstablished. The Commission would not be able to review and
4on1 =ith =ltarnatives to the nroneszd action, esnecially
conc:rning safaty issucs that may affect man's environment,
tha disnosal of radioactive wastz, and the z2ffocts of low-
lav:l radiatiorn sincc the proposed facility has not been

d=t>rminz2d. Nor could the Cormission dctail the rzlationship
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between local short-term uscs of man’'s environment in the
maintenancz and cnhancement of long-term productivity and
irratrievable and irreversible commitments of resources since
th? sxact natura of the facility nroposed has not been aestab-
lished. All of the aforcsaid would crecate a raviav for the
2arly site apnlicztioh without meeting the mandates of the
Nation= Envitonmentél Poliey Act and thus would be contrary
to the same. .

19. Tﬁﬂ ore-apnlicntibﬁ carly review of site suitability
issues by Philadnlohin Elcctric issues as pnronosed by the
utility axre, at best, abstract conclusions without foundation
«nd fact. The Darly Sit» Suitability Review environmental

oF fe

rﬂﬂort is znneral couched in conclusions without foundation,
- J~

an? not comprchensive to allow for a full National Environmental
Policy Act, o?rticularly with reference to waste disposal,
environmental ;ffects o° accidents, offccts of low-level -
radxationi ;nd th: cconomics of nuclear nower generation that
ores“ntly 1xist T

20. The conscquence of Philadclphia Clectric'’s apnlication
for aﬁ ﬂarly site suitabilfty revier is to foist upon the
publ%c a nronosed site for a future nuclear facility without
» full cost-bencfit analvsis, ~ full environmental ravicw as
nandated Sv the “lation~l Tnvironmcntal Policy Act, and without
any basis in fret for th: cormitment o billions of dollars
of humaﬁ fésources for a fnturc nuclear facility of unknowvm
tynz, »nd without any degree of likelihood that any findings

in 1979 would have any relevanc: to the validity of later

4 2511 132



reviews ten to fifteen years hence,

"HEREFORE , notitioner prays the Hearing Board to COrder
the utility to show cause why its annlication should not be
tarminatzd, incluline the apnlication for Pre-Annliecaticn
Early Revicw of Site Suitability issues in accordancz with
Appendix 0 of Part 50 of the “uclaar Pegulatory Cormission
Regulations, and, if nce:ssary, to certify such issues 28
this Board may deer neczssary to the full Cormission for

reviaw,

Respectfully submitted,

K. DR A

Lawrence Sager, Fsquir2

Attorney for Petitioner
SAGEZR & SACER ASSOCIATES
L5 High Street
Pottstown, PA 19464
(215) 323-1323
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