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APPLICANTS' REPORT TO THE BOARD ON
CHARLOTTE-MECKLENBURG ENVIRONMENTAL COALIT
("COALITION") CONTENTIONS

that, as a result of discussions with the Coalition they

had no objection to the admission of the contentions
advanced by the Coalition in its December Y, 1981 pleading. 1/
The Staff in its pleading of December 30, 1981 opposed the
Coalition's contentions. At the January 12, 1982 prehearing
conference the Staff indicated that it might reconsider its
position. See, i.e., Tr. 36. As a result of recent discus-
sions between the Staff, Aprnlicants' and the Coalition, it
is Applicants' understanding that an agreement has been
reached with respect to Contention 1. The Staff has not
agreed that Contentions 2, 3 or 4 are proper contentions;

Applicants' do.

1/ Applicants' noted a minor clarification to the Coalition's
Contention 3(a) which clarification was acceptable to the
Coalition. See Tr. 30.
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To assist the Board, Applicants' are attaching a copy

of the contentions of the Coalition.
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reactors and the McGuire reactors are

essentially similar in design.
Due to these inadeguate projections, the cost/benefit balance
does not support operation of the Catawba Nuclear Station.
2, The projections of radiocactive emissions set out in the
ER for normal operation of Catawba fail to take into account
the actual accidental releases of radionuclides which have
occurred at operating nuclear power plants with the United
States.
3. The Applicants' ER does not adequately project the con-
centrations of radionuclides which will occur in the Catawba
River from normal operation of Catawba, and releases of the
nature specified in Contention 2, in the following respects:

(a) The models and methods used in the ER under-

estimate the resulting concentration of radio-

nuclides in that they project an erroneous

and overly optimistic dilution effect in the

discharge canal and in the lake. We contend

that the only suitable and realistic model

is one that, in respect to any particular

radionuclide, calculates the resulting con-

centration by dividing the, e.g., annual pro-

jected release into the total annual amount

of water leaving the lake. The steady-state

completely mixed model used in the ER results



in a lower figure for the concentration
than that yielded by the metholology
described in the preceding sentence.

(b) The calculated concentrations of radio-
nuclides in the Catawba River downstream
of Catawba from liquid releases fail to take
into account the cumulative impact of radio-
nuclides released to the Catawba River from
McGuire Nuclear Station during normal oper-
ation of both the McGuire and Catawba
Nuclear Stations. Such cumulative impact
should be taken into account in calculating
concentrations of radionuclides in water
drawn from the Catawba River by communities
downstream from Catawba.

(c) The calculated concentrations of radionuclides,
particularly tritium, drawn from the Catawba
River upstream of Catawba into the water supply
of the City of Charlotte dcas not take into
account the fact that gaseous releases from
normal operation of Catawba will be carried
up to 50 miles from Catawba and will be brought
back into the Catawba River watershec through

rainfall.



Due to these inadequate projections, the cost/benefit balance
does not support operation of the Catawba Nuclear Station.

4. The ER inadequately assesses the long-range genetic and
somatic health effects of routine releases of radioactivity
within applicable NRC guidelines during normal operation, and
releases of the nature specified in Contention 2, of the
Catawba Nuclear Station, in that it fails to take into account
recent work which shows the long-term cenetic and somatic
health effects of such releases to be damaging to adults and

extremely hazardous to the human embryo and fetus.



