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UNITED STATES

NUCLEAR REGULATORY CO.0.!ISSION
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MIAMI VALLEY pCEER pPnJECT'S SOTION TO DELAY-

DELIVERY OF FUEL TO ZI'.2.ZR SITE

M7p moves the Atcmic Safety and Licensing Board for an order dis-

allowing the delivery of fuel to the Zinmer site.

E7p understands that said delivery is scheduled to take place in

August 1979.

In a letter frcm counsel for Applicants to the Board dated July 30,

1K9, it uns stated that the estimated date for fuel loading has been changed

to July 15, 1980. Thus the fuel leading date is at present eleven months

beycnd the date of fuel deliver . There is clearly no need to bring thef

fuel on site this far in advance of fuel leading.

The unnecessary presence of the nuclear fuel shipant constitutes

costs and risks unduly born by the residents of the areas E arounding the

Zicmer site. Custcmers of the Applicant cc r.panies will ultimately absorb,

through service charges, the additicnal costs of insurance and security

which will arise at this time, instead of later, due to unnecessarf fuel
delivery. Thus custcrners will be rea,uired to pay the additional ccsts

resulting f:un nuclear fuel being on site cver a substantial period of

time uten there are no productive benefits flowing frcm the presence of

the fuel. Additionally, nuclear fuel is a highly toxic substance and thus
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the presence constitutes an inherent risk to the health and safety of

area residents. These costs and risks must not be forced on citizens,

without any present and existing offsetting benefits.

As of the date of this motion licensing proceedings are underany.

At the earliest, the licensing proceedings will not be ccepleted until the

fall of 1979. It is MVpP'S understanding the the purpose of the licensing

proceedirqs is to detennine whether or not the plant shculd be licensed to

Thus it is undeniable that the possibility exists, at least untiloperate.

an initial decision is handed down by the Board, that the plant will be

denied an operating license. To allow delivery of fuel to the site, which

delivery and storage thereof constitutes extra costs and risks, prior

to the issuance of an operating license and during the pendency of the

licensing proceedings, proves that the licensing hearings are a more rubber

sta. p of approval, that the issuance of the license is a foregone conclusion,

no matter utat evidence is presented at the proceedings.

Suppose though tnat the result of these prcceedings is that the opera-

ting license is denied or delayed. Then the costs and risks of fuel delivery

will have been unnecessarily born by Applicant's custcrr.ers.

Due to the i:nnediacy of the iisue MVpP urges the Board to rule on this

motien during the week of hearings

Respectively sutraitted,

kPa
August 7, 1979 Leak S. Kosik

Attorney for MVpP

W 1IFIC.CE OF SERVICE

The above motion was delivered or mailed by ordinary U.S. r,111 to all
'
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day of August, 1979.parties on the f,
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