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By relocating this section of the 1ine .80 mile farther South, this
population concentration could be avoided. The overall length of the line
would be changed by less than two percent (2%) and no additional corner
towers required. This route would be through open farmland with
relatively few scattered homes. This alternative has not been adequately

examined.

2. The Applicant has not adequately analyzed the potential health hazards
associated with 1iving in proximity to high-voltage transmission lines.
Hearings on this subject are currently being conducted before th:
Pennsylvan1a>Pub11c Utilities Commission in the case of Winfred Higgins
who has experienced considerable discomfort and mild electric shocks

while living beneath a high-voltage line.

Respectfully submitted, E 2

Stephen M. Sohinki
Counsel for NRC Staff

Ellan Billnells Fsdihhe fr

Wayne E. Rentfre
Petitioner

Dated at Bethesda, Maryland,
this 29th day of September, 1978.
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UNITED STATES OF AYERICA
NUCLEAR RIGULATORY COMIISSION

e

BEYORE 'THE ATONIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the !tatter of
HOVSTON LIGHTING & POWER COMPANY Docket lose 50-466

(Allens Creek Nuclear Generating
Station, Unit 1)
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STIPULATION REYWEEN NRC STAFF AND TEXAS PIRG

The petitioner, Texas Public Interest Research Group (Texas Pirg), and the
Staff of the Huclear Regulatory Commission (NRC Staff) have reached the
following agreements with respect to the legal standing of the Texas Pirg

to intervene in this proceeding and the contentions it has advanced,

I, TIHTEREST (STANDING)

The Texas Pirg has alleged that several namned meumbere live 4n the

vicinity of the proposed plant and that they would be adversely affected
by radioactive emissions from the proposed plant, The NHRC Staff agrees
that these allegations are sufficient to comply with the interest require-

ment set forth in the Commission's Rules of Fractice, 10 CFR 62,714,



11, CONTENTIONS

The following contentiens are now advanced by the Texas Pirg and all other
coiutentions previously advanced by the Texas Pirg are withdrawn, Unless
otherwise noted, the NRC Staff does not object to the admission of the
content fons now advanced and believes that they should be admitted by the

a/

board as issues in controversy,

1, The South Texas site is an obviouely superior alternative to the Allens

Creek site because:

2, South Texas is already the location for two nuclear plants which
are currently under construction and disturbing an unspoiled site

is not justified;

b. the cooling lake at South Texas isilarge enough to accommodate

one more unit such as the proposed Allens Creek facility;

¢, constructing another nuclear facility at South Texas would involve
significantly less land use than constructing the proposed facility

at the Allens Creek site;

/

.A-The agreement between the Texas Pirg and the NRC Staff goes only to the
adnissibility of the contentlons under 10 CFR 82,714(a)., The NRC Staft
reserves the right to oppose the contentions on the merits at the upcoring
hearings,




d. construction of an additional facility at South Texas will involve
the use of significantly less water than will the proposed facility,
Consumptive water use 1s a critical issue in Texas; 16deed, the
Legislature has required that ground water users in the hHouston
area convert to surface water to reduce subsidence, which is a

major problem in this area;

e, construction of an additional facility at South Texas would require
less use of additiconal land for transmiseion lines than would the

proposed facility; and

f. the population density in the vicinity of the South Texas site
is and will in the future be significantly less th.§ chat in the
vicinity of the proposed facility, The residual rish to t;w“$ublic
from operation of an additional facility at South Texas would
therefore be less than that associated with the operation of a

facility at the proposed site,

2, The smalier cooling lake size and changed location of the lake vis a vis
the original proposal will render the lake useless as a viable recreational

fishery because:

a, the changed location eliminates the Bluff area as a recreational

and fish spawning area;



b, the amount of chlorine which will be released to the lake has

more than doubled, which will result in significant fish kills;

c. sewer discharges from Wallis, Sealy and the nuclear plant will

cauge an excessive algae growth in the lake;

d, the heavy metal concentrations in the lake will result in heavy

metals concentrating in the fish and will make them inedible;

e, thermal shock will kill large numbers of fish during the winter

vhen plant shutdowns occur;
f, the anbient temperatures in the lake will be too high to
suppert game fish in sufficient numbers to make the lake a

viable recreational fishery; and

g« the removal of fine screens and fish pass from the intake

structures will increase fish kills,
3. A cooling tower is a preferred alternative to the proposed lake becauses

a, a cooling tower would require less prime land use than the proposed

lake;
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combustion amo the "future alternatives,' However, the
evidence will indicate that the Staff has been inaccurate wit
regard to sol waste combustion, Twenty=one operational plants
exist in the United States, witl re than one dozen under con~
struction, over forty in the advance planning stage, and over
sixty in the f¢ ibility study stage. Further, such facilities
have operated iccessfull in Europe for over 40 years.,

;

b IThe Staff states on 89~6 of DS-FES that solid waste generation
plants should be used to "regain lost energy,” but expresses doubt
that such plants will be contributing electricity in the ne¢ar Iuture,
The heat content of scli {xed municipal waste { pproximately
5,000 ETU/1b. or 40 percent the value of coal, In waste pro-
cessing systems, the removal of light combustibles and separatios
of non=comh tibles 11k rlass and "t.x}f\ vield : paper -rict

¢

‘ fraction in excees of 10, 01 /1b. r 90 percent the heat value

| of coal, ng the 80 gperating "waste-to-electricity" plants
in Furope are plant terdam and Frankfurt wvhich supp!
g and seven percent of their city's electricity needs,
respectively, The assunptions of the Staff regarding the use of
this \'1(1"1. are therefore incorrect,

.
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