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STATEMENT BY R.L.ANTHONY/FOE Re HEARINGS ON EMERCENCY PLANNING AND MOTION TO
LB TO RECONSIDER THE FINDINS SCHZDULE AND MOTION TO °<CALL WITNESSES ON WHOSE
CROSS EXAMINATION ¥E JERE CUT OFF.

STATEMINT. On 1/25/85 eur cress examinatien of FZMA witnesses was sut ‘off
at one half hour. In erder fer the recerd to be complete and for the Beard to

wave adequate informatien en eur contentien on waich te make a decision and en
whioh we could base findings, we needed at least another hour. We informed %he
3eard and were asvi:rruled. We asked te make 3 statement and this request was
denied by twhe Board.

¥e now stata that the reeord en our emergency planning cententien is
incomwlete because of the arbitrary and unregsengble limitations put en eur
cross examinatisn of witnesses by the Beard. This constitutes easrieious and
prejudieial aetien on trhe part of the Beard . The Beard thereby denied us due
wrocess in thieq Reu.ring and vielated eur rieats to be heard on the threats de our
mealtn ,safety and interests guarantesd te citizens under NEPA and the Atonis
Energy Act.

Ther= is evidence to shew that this wrejudice te eur riguhts impeased by
the Board eould wave been metivated by wressure te sveead up the hearing and te
arrive at a fovorable,early decision to enable PECs to overate Lime®ick as soon
as low wower testine is completed. Ve guote the BoarQ's statepment as evidence
of wressure feor a sveed uws (tr., 14,041, 16-22)," «+all of us are beins pushed
to zet time., We have commitments as to when we have to write decisions. " Further
indieatien of NRC pressure to speed ue the license wsrocess comes from the trans-
cript of the Conmission's meeting 1/8/65. On pasze 29 Chairman Palladino, io a
diseussion of trne Limeriek schedule, says, " Maybe you could enlighten me as te
why it takes so leng and then,presumably,the Commission weuld have another 30
days fer its effectiveness decisien. " On ware 30 (1) ke comments further... =-
" this says four montas. I was ceunting at mest three months. " These remarks

hint at the pressure under which the Seard mas been operating,from the tep dewn.

Ne claim thgt this sressure and the pressure that the Board crested for itself
resulted in curtailed eross examinatien time dietated by the Beard,and this
desrived us ef our rights as 5 eitizen intervener te questien the witnesses and
thareby build § complete recerd en eur cententien. This is a denial ef due srecess
and eur rights te be heard under NEPA and AEA. We claim that the Beard subverted
the judiei,l wrocess and eaused prejudiee against eur ecase. We,therefer=, new
petition the Hoard te review its prejudiced ruiingn and make restitutien te us

as specified below. 0734 850129 ,
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'100163 1. #e move that the Hoard recall witnesses whose cross examinatica was
sut off in an unreascnable,arbitrary and prejudicial manner by the Begrd with

the result that tahe reserd is inecomplets and injustice was deue te the interveners'
presentation of eontentions. Ssesifically we move the Beard te recall witnesses
Klimm, Fewlass, ¥agenmann, Urbanik, PEMA and FEMA witnesses,and the witnesses

frem Mentgemery County whom we did net examine at all, aund te provide us time te

adequately cross examine these witnesses.

YOTI'N 2. WNe move taat the Board set aside the findings schedule which it set
up and te re-schedule new findings dates following the the additional testimeny
of the recalled witnesses.
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(l.) Exeerest from NRC January 85,1985 Commission Meeting transcriet,srovided by
the Secretary 1/25/85.
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1 period.

2 CEAIRMAN PALLADINO: Well, I guess I was thinking

3 30 days for the first step, 60 days -- this says four months.
4 I was counting at most three months.

& MR. CERIS‘I'ENBURY:- Well, in the normal course, two

6 months for findings and two months for a decision. But here

7 in terms of alerting the Commission to potential problems,

8 here there are a number of circumstances where the emergency

® | plans for the different counties and mumnicipalities have not
10 | been approved, adopted, by the counties yet. e

1}. ' FEMA, I undc_rs.térgd, has not completed their review
12 until such time as the counéiu have adopted theirs. So,

w the testimony that FEMA is going to be operating will be

4 somewhat dependent on that.
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So, there are a number of potemtials faor delay in




