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Our conscience teaches us it ia right,
vur reason teaches us it is useful,
that men should live according to
the Gulden Rule.

W. Winwood Keade
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*THE FOUR LAV'S OF ECOLOGY
1. Everything is connected to everyth
else .

2. Everything must xo somewhere.
J. Nature knows best.
4. There in n such thing ax a free iunch.
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for all parties to file proposed findin:s of fact and conclu-

sions of law on site suitability and environmental issues where

the record is closed, Forelaws Un Loard does 20 in the following

manner:

I. FPreliminary statement

1. Forelaws On Board has reviewed the proposzed findings
of fact and conclusions of law in the form of a limited, partial,
initial decision on environmental matters and site suitability,
issued both by the Apulicant and the !IRC staff. Our position on
the futility and the waste involved in reaching a limited, partial,
initial decision in these proceedings at this tine has not changed,
Our response is not to duplicate the efforts made by both the
HRC staff and Applicant but to merely respgond to those areas
which we feel will be most hélpful to the Board in reaching their
decision., e further respond in this manner in order to vest in-
vest our resources and tine vhich are in no way equal to the re-
sources and time available to the IIRC staff and Applicant.

€. In the interest of shortening our response, Forelaws On
goard acddresses the staff's subnittal before adcressing the
Applicant's submittal, Iy doins so we prevent unnecessary dupli-

etion of arzuments which can Le merely avoicded by the Roard's
adortion of those portions of the staff's findings in which we
are in substantial agreenment.

3, Finally, we would hope the Board would recognize that
wvhile our desires have been to provide full representation in
these proceedinzs, reality has dictated the devotion of our time to
issues of which our participation bhest serves to provide this
Soard with as complete a record as possiltle. As will be ocutlined,
most of these issues remain to be resolved,

ITI. ke Staff's Findings

4., Forelaws On lloard asrees with !liC staff's footnotes
numbers one (page 2), five (pane 48, and nine (pa;e 21) as well
as finding number 3 on pare 21.

S. Forelaws On [ocard agsrces with tne following lliiC staff
findings:
D. [iatters in Controversy

1. lieed for Power (page 11)

*This footnote contradicte proposed Nkc gtarf finding 4, Cooling
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2. Alternatives and Fconomic Costs (papge 11)

3., Possible Alzal I'looms in the Cooling feservoir
page 12

6. Radiolo~ical lelease (page 20)

9. Envifoggcngal Effects of the Uranium Fuel Cycle
pace 21)

6. Forelaws On Doard is opposed to staff's adoption, under
8. Environmental Effects of Postulated Accidents (page 20) of the
Applicants' proposed findings on environmental effects of postu-
lated accidents (see applicant findings 86-88, pages 33-35). The
Applicants and staff's analysis on this issue is cursory and does
not reflect post Three liile Island experience., This issue is un-
resolved and demands further exploration of the effects of acci-
dents Leyond the design casis, i.e., Class 9 events.

7. Forelaws On Lcard is opposed to IIRC staff findings: *

B, Population Density and Use Characteristics, numbers

37-40 (pages 22-23) as this information should be updated to re=-
flect the 1980 census and any cother demograrhic and population
changes,

C. learby Incdustrial, Transcortation and .ilitary
Facilities, numbers 41«45 (rcages 24-2C) as this information should

be updated to reflect changecs that have occurread since this infor-

mation was last gathered and examined as well as any projected
changes that are to talie p’lace in lizht of the Applicant's newly
proposed time period for constructing the Pebble Springs plants.

8. Foref;ws On Board agrees with NIC Staff finding G.,
Ceclozy and Seismeolory, number 56, pane 30,

III. Applicant's Findings

2, Forelaws Un Coard does not support Apulicant's finding
nunmber 21, Radiolorical Iffccts on Construction liorkers (papge 10).
In addition to beins an izsue involving radiolorical relcases for
which this record is not closed, this issue cannot be settled
until it is clear vhen the two Pebble Sprinzs plants are to pe
built, Thus the assumption that there is "a 2-year time period
between the start up of Units 1 and 2" is yet to be proved.

¢ These objections apply as well to Applicant findings 132-145,
pages 49-53,
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10. Forelaws Un Loard coes not support Applicants findings

22-27 (pazes 11-12), Socio-eccnomic Lffects. llone of the studies
used by the Apprlicant to support their findings reflects newly
proposed on-line cates for construction and operation of the
Pebble Springs plants.

11. Concerning Applicant's proposed findings 70-78, pages 27-
31, Forelaws On Doard believes the.Board should hold the Applicant
to that design of the Febble Springs plants which allows only
zero release discharges to the reservoir.

12, VWhile Forelaws On Eoard anrrees with the [iC Staff find-
ing concernin~ Cnvironmental Effects of the Uranium Fuel Cycle
(see NIRC finding number 34, pare 21) we take issue with the
Applicant's proposec finding 3, page 44, wvhich reads in part:

"We certainly must consicder any known effects on our
immediate successors as of importance comparable to effects on

those now living., 'hen it comes to balancin; acdverse inpacts
to those descendents who may follow thousandg of years from now

arainst the Lenefits to the present generation, we would wei:zh
benefits to the present population, The benefits are cartain--
the impacts hynothethical.”
Forelaws Cn card believes that this is nothing short of lezalized
murder and, rezardless of the numbers used and their validity,
promotes a philosophy in which the moral responsibility that
one generation has for a'nther is completely thwarted, 'hile
thig Applicant can lay bare its iznoble disrerard for future
gencrations as well as the individuals who must bear the effects
of the actiocns it takes upon their lives, we pray this Loard will
not subscribe to such artful mechanisms of sophistry.

13, Forelaws On loard is oprosed to Applicant's finding I.,
Alternatives to the Proposed Plant (Environmental Lffects of the
Coal vs, !luclear Fuel Cycle), numbers 121-125, pagres 45-4G, This
is3ue is not resolved and is sutbject to the Applicant's new on-
line datec for the Pebble tnrings plantz. 1he new on-line cdates
provide for an update of the onsoing exverience with the coal vs.
nuclear fuel crcle environmental cffects., 'The staff has proposed
in D. liatters in Controversy, 2. Alternatives and Economic Costs:



At this time the Loard cannot make findings of fact
and conclusions of law on the nced for rower, 2lternatives or
the economic costs of the provnoced facility becauce the record
is not yet closed on these matters.

We are in substantial agrecment,

Dated this 13th day of February, 1981,
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that copies of "Forelaws On Loard's Response
to IRC Staff's and Aprlicant's Findings of Fact and Conclusions
of Law in the Form of a Limited Partial Initial Decision on
Environmental and tite Sultability /atters," dated February 13,
1981, in the above captioned proceeding have hbeen served on the
followingz by cdepocit in the United States mail, first class,

this 13th day of February, 1481,
Elizabeth S, Sowers, Esq. "
Atomic Safety and Licensing Doard
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C, 20555

Dr, Villiam E, i'artin
Senior Lcologist

Battelle llemorial Institute
Columbus, Chio 43201

Dr. Valter i, Jordan
881 V'est Outer Drive
Oak Ridge, Tennessee 37830
Frank Josselson, Esq.

“illiam L, Hallhark, Esq.

R. Elaine Hallmark, Csa.

1 Southwest Columbia, 8th F1l.
Portland, Oregecn §7258

Kathleen li. Shea, Esq.
Lowenstein, !lewman, lkeis

& Axelrad
1025 Connecticut Ave,, 11.V.
WVashington, D.C. 200306

ilr., Bernard Cordenici:

Counsel for NRC Staff

U.S, Nuclear Regulatory Commission
WAshington, D.C. 20555

James VW, Durham, Esg./,
Varren Hastings, Esqg.
Fortland General Electric Co.
121 S,V, Salmon Street, TB17
Portland, Oregon 97204

Frank Cstrander
Lepartment of Justice
S2¥ S,V. Varhill
Fortland, Oregon 97204

J. Carl Freedman
Box 553
Cannon Beach, Oregon 97110

Atomic Safety and Licensing

Appeal Panel
U.S. lluclear Regulatory Commission
Viashington, D.C, 20555

Atomic Safety and Licensing

l’oard Panel
U.%. Nuclecar Repgulatory Commission
vashinpton, D.C., 2085%

lbociieting & Service Section

Office of the Secretary

U.S. lluclear Regulatory Commission
\"ashington, D.C.

20555




