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Mr. Benard C. Rusche, Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
U. S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
Washington, D. C. 20535

Dear Mr. Rusche:

ALTERNATIVE AND FUTURE
w SC”NS’V UTILITIZS P

March 8, 1976

{

SITES
ROJECT

STN 30=-302 THROUGE 350=5Q7

On August 13, 1975, Wisconsi

n Electric Power Company,

Wisccnsin Power and Light Company, Wisconsin Public Service
corperaticon, and Madiscn Gas and Zlectric Company (Applicants)

submitted Site Addenda and Enviromment

al Reports Ior the Wocd

and Haven 3i:es. These dccuments wera submitted .n resgcense to,

and in accordance with, Mr. Giambusso'
thereto dated August 24, 1974, which r
information on potential future sites.
made in the context ¢of the Cocmmission'

Q.‘q

1974 cof its intended policy for early

Mr., Boyd's letter %o the App
1376, transmitted requests for additio
Weced and Haven Envircmmental Reports a

s letter ani a::ac:me“-
equested general siting

The submittals a-so were
S announcement on March 11,
site reviews.

li~ants da.ed ua“ua:y 9,
nal infor ion fcr the

nd Site Addenda. These
requests for additiocnal informaticn extend well tevend =h
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requirements indicated in Mr. Giambussc's letter anéd in =he

March 11, 1974 policy anncuncemert. T
Se based ¢on cur’ent regula tory guidanc
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They are ackncwledged tc
e and regulaticns for

2 T8Viaw.

The major benefit of an ear -1 site review fcr a potential
applicant, for the NRC, and for the uz~;: is to determine whetiher
significant safety or er “nmental concerns may aexist which couls
preclude th :u:ure use a site f:: censtructicn of a nuclears
plant. This early site ;av‘e dnaveidasly must be based on
majer safety and env;::nme“- aspects ¢ the site, assuming a
hyzothetical or standard “Lc-ea: plant with specified scurce
terms 1s tO Se comstructad cn the site at scme future =ime.
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Mr. Benard C. Rusche -2=- March 8, 1976

In the absence cf specific Nuclear ?eg“‘a“czj Cs mm‘ssi:n

guidance for early site review, the Applicants ir this instan
formulated general guidelines based 2on our understanding cf :a
Commission's intent. As an example, our guidance assumes an
early site review can be conducted in the absence of specific
schedule dates for constructioff and operaticn, detailed cost-

benefit studies, and justification of the need for power. Further

believe the concept of early site review does not reguire
detailed environmental and geotechnical studies beyond thcse
necessary to define adequately major site characteristics. Fer
example, Question 340.1 attached to Mr. Beoyd's January 9 letter
states that Section 1 of the Environmental Repcrt is deficient
in that it does not presently demonstrate the need for 1800 MW of
electric power generaticn. Obviously for early site review whnere
no censt: ct-cn schedule has bDeen established it is not pessible
to complete Sectioen in the detail required for a Constzucticn
Permit Appli at.on. Similarly, Questions AR 324.8 through
AR 324.13 refer to specific design details of man-made dikes and
slopes.

It is apparent from Mr. 2coyd's lett cf J
the enclosures thereto, that the Weed and Haven Envi
Repcres and Site Addenda submitted for early site a
Nuclear Regulatery Commission have ac-ually been =
accordance with Constructicn Permit i Zormation :equi*eme“-s, nd
even in accordance with guidelines beyoné those in effect at the

a.uarv 9, andé
-

’

time that Xoshkoneno was docketed. We have been reguired tc expend

;1 excess cf 545 million in suppert of the Xoshkoneng Nuclear

nt applicat cns before federal and state agencies t¢ date, and
we have not yet tegun the requi:ed cubli. hearings necessary pricr
to the issuance cof ccnst:uc n authorizations. We te.ieve that
it is not tae Commissicn's -ntent that potential applicants 2o

nuclear power plants sncu;d Se requir to invest millicns of
dollars in detailed studies to obtain an indication frem the

Cocmmissicn that a particular site has potential for future nuclear

plant ccnstruction. To require Constructicn Permit detail in the
early site review step, in cur opinicn, defeats the purpcse and
intent of the early site review.

We ncw estimate that additicnal expenditures ia excess
cf 51 millicn weuld ke re **'ac t0 previde the additicnal
infcrmacicn requested by the NRC staff for the Weed and Faven
reviews. We are curren tlv evaluating whether it would be prudens
%0 commit these substantial sums of meney in the absence cof any
indication by the staff that either, or zcth, ¢f these sit=as Rave
scme Iuture pctential. We are alsc evaluating zhe desirabiliswy
cf attempting £ respend =2 requests for addisicnal infsrmatisn
in the absence cf specific Commission guidelines Zfor early sice
review. Accerdingly, we are presently unacle to provide vere wish
a schedule for cur respcnse = Mr, 3cvd's letter of Januazv 3.
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Mr. 3enard C. Rusch> -3- March 8, 1976

We believe that it wculd be to ocur mutual interest to
review this matter with you. Accerdingly, we would te pleas to
meet with you and members of your staff to discuss cur present
submittal, the staff raquest for additiconal ianformation, and
guidelines appropriate for early nuclear plant site reviews.

Very truly yours,
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‘'xecutive Vice President

Scl Burstein
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