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In the Matter of

)
ARIZONKA FUBLIC SERVICE ) Docket Nos. STN 30-528
CONPANY, ET AL. ) STN 50-529
) STN 50-530

(Palo Verde Nuclear Cenerating )

Station, Units 1, 2 and 3) )

NOTION OF INTERVENOR TO ADD NEW CONTENTIONS CR ALTERNATELY
AMEND HER CURRENT CONTENTICN ON INADEQUATE ASSURANCE OF
WATER

Intervenor, Fatricia Lee Hourihan, pursuant to 10 C.F.R.

2.714(b) and through undersigned counsel, hereby moves for
leave to submit two new contentions, or in the alternate,
amené her contention on the water issue to promote a clearer
focusing of the issues in this licensing hearing. The new

contentions she seeks to submit include a refinement of her

the plant, the normal safe shutdown of the plant, and
safe shutdown of the plant required by an accident.

1. BACKGROUND

On Varch 17, 1982, the Licensing Board denied J3&
Applicants® Motion for Summary Dieposition on Intervenog
Contention No. 8§ which reads as follows:

"Applicant will not have an assured cupply of usable

treated municipal effluent for cooling purpeses for

Unit 3 of PVNGS during months of peak reactor need

for the first five years of operation.”

In its Memorandum Order the Board relied on a letter from

¥r, Bill Stephens which indicated that Agreement lo. 13904
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under which Applicants contend they can obtain =ufficient
effluent tc operate Palo Verde Units 1, 2 and 3 was currently
heing renegotiated. Among .ue issues the Board noted were
beings nepotiated were:

1) The extent to which the cities could, pursuant to
the Agreement refuse to deliver effluent to Falo Verde when
the cities critically needed the water;

2) the amount, if any, available for cooling purposes
for Falo Verde Units 1, 2 and 3:

3) Permissible uses of the effluent other than for
cooling purposes for Palo Verde:

4) Cost of effluent for Palo Verde Units 1, 2 and 3:

5) Source of effluent for Palo Verde Units 1, 2 and 3.

On April 7, 1982, Intervenor moved for an extension of
time on the ground that she had discovered new evicence which
indicated that Applicants could not ensure a2n adequate supply
of wuter of an adequate quality for use at Falo Vercde. She
submitted, in support of that motion, a legal brief of the

Salt River Project which argued that City of Phoenix was not

entitled to sell effluent outsicde the Salt River Project
boundaries, precisely what the cities propose here in their
sale of effluent to Applicants for use at Palo Verde. Ehe
aleo submitted a letter from the Solicitor of the lepartment
of Interior, dated February 2%, 1980, which statee that
Unitea States government maintains control over all water,
including all return flow within the boundaries of the

Salt River Project boundary, and therfore its use at Falo
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.erde is illegal, especially in light of possible prior
claims of Indians residing within the Froject area.

The Board, on April 13, 1982, denied Intervenor's request
for a 30-day postponement on the groundé that it should not
subordinate its licensing process to issues which were the
subject of litigation. However the Boar¢ cid request that

counsel present argument on Intervenor's new evicdence which

suggested that the City of Fhoenix was not legally entitled

to sell effluent outside the Project boundaries.

On April 22, 1982, Ms. Hourihan retained counsel to
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reprecent her in the licensing hearing.
For about 90 mirutes on April 23, 1982, and in a second

short session on April 26, 1982, Intervenor deposec¢ kr. Van
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Brunt, vice-president of the Arizona Public Service Company.
Applicants' counsel also provided some of the documenis

relevant to the water issue formerly presented to intervenor

for inspection, but which were not copied@ for financial

reacsons.
I1I., INTERVENOR HAS MET THE STANDARC SET OUT IN 10
C.F.Rs 2.713 FOR GRANRT OF LEAVE TC FILE NEW,

OR IN THE ALTERNATIVE, AMENDEL CCRTENTIORS CR
THE CRUCIAL WATER ISSUE.

Fetitioner has met the standard set out in 10 C.F.R.

2.710 for leave to file in an untimely manner new contentions
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or amendments to petitions to intervene.

Intervenor, prior to April 22, 1932, did not have legal




counsel, to aid her in phrasing contentions in legal terms,

with specificity and basis. DMore importantly, the information
upon which Intervenor bases her water-related contentions was
discovered only recently through her own initiative. Appli-
cants, although cognizant of the importance of the water issue,
failed to inform the Soard of the poséible iegal restrictions
on their use of effluent from the Glst Avenue Treatment Plant
at Palo Verde. Furthermore, the NRC staff did not adequately
investigate the matt:r to inform the Board of the crucial
conflicting claims to this effluent. The Staff also failed

to bring to the Board's attention the position of a coor-
dinate branch of the government, the Department of the In-
terior, whose position appears to be that the contract bet-
ween Applieants and Phoenix for effluent is illegal.

Under these circumstances, the public interest in en-
suring that Palo Verde Units 1, 2 and 3 can be operated
efficiently and safely can be protected only by a full ex~-
amination of the possible legal restriction on Applicants’
uce of effluent from the 91st Avenue Treatment Plant®.

It is clear that Intervenor appears to be the only
party in the proceeding willing to bring the matter to the
Board's attention, and that Intervenor has attempted thus
far, with few financial resources, to develop a full record
on the entire water issue for the Board.

Finally, Intervenor is attempting, in submitting new

ecententions, te focus the Board's attention on probably the
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most important issue this Board will consider in deciding

whether to license for operation Palo Verde Units 1, 2 and 3.

Applicants’' ability or inability to obtain adequate water for
operation and safe shutdown of the reactors should be deter-
mined now, before the reactors go on line.

This Board, in its prior rulings, has focused broadly on
the "water issue," especially in its consideration of evidence

from Bill Stephens, involving not only the operation of Unit R

during peak summer months, but the safe operation and shutdown
of all three units at any time.

Because Intervenor did not retain counsel until a few uays
ago, she requests an extension of time for disccvery on her new
contentions. In the alternative, Intervenor requests that she
be allowed to present direct testimony of witnesses on the
contentions even though she failed to file such testimony 15
days prior to the hearing date, as required by 10 C.F.R. 2,743,

Intervenor has presented today a motion for two subpoenas,

to Prilip Shea, Esquire, and to Bill Stephens. Intervenor
also requests leave to present direct testimony from water
resource engineer William Lorah, who can testify as to the
adeguacy of the quality and quantity of water to be used at
Palo Verde.

In addition, Intervenor requests that the Board order the
NRC staff to present testimony subject to cross-examination

of an official of the Department of the Interior, who can
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state the position of the Lepartment as to the validity of the
contract between Applicants and the City of Fhoenix regarding

the sale of effluent for use at Falo Verde.

Finally Intervenor requests leave of this Board to submit

the following new, or amended, contentions:
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CORTERTICN 1:

1. (a) Applicant has not demonstrated that it has an
adequate assured supply of water to ensure that it can op-
erate Palo Verde Units 1, 2 or 3 during the periods when the
reactore need the greatest quantity of water.

1. (b) Applicant has not demonstrated that it has an

adequate assured supply of water to ensure that it can
safely shut down Palo Verde Units 1, 2 and 3 during normal,
non-accident shutdown conditions during the period when the
reactors need the greatest quantity of water.

1. (c) Applicant has not demonstrated it has an ade-
quate assured supply of water to ensure that it can bring
Palo Verde Units 1, 2 or 3 to safe shutdown after a serious
accicdent during the period when the reactors need the
greatest quantity of water.

BASIS:

In subsections 3.3 and 5.6 of the Appliesn*si’ ER2OL
submitted to the NRC, Applicants claim that they have ade-
quate water to operate Palo Verde Urits 1, 2 and 3 through a
contract AFS has with the Arizona Municipal Water Users
Association ("ANWUA"), the organization which represents the
Cities of Phoenix, Glendale, Mesa, Scottsdale and Tempe in
water matters. Applicants state simply that they can.obtain

sufficient effluent through their contract for effluent from

the 91st Avenue Treatment Plant. 1In Applicants' Notion for

Summary Disposition, Applicants submitted the Affidavit of
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William Bingham which states that the effluent necessary for
cooling Falo Verde Units 1, 2 and 3 will come from the
Tolleson Flant as well as the 9lst Avenue Treatment Flant.
The Bingham affidavit, the latest submission by the Applicant
on the water issue, claims that the amount of effluent need-
ed per year per unit will be about 21,350 acre-feet of
treated wastewater effluent, based on the following assump-
tions:

a) Each unit will operate at a capacity factor of 95
percent of rated power for eleven months each year:

b) The blowdown water will not be retreated and re-
used;

c¢) Concentrations of total dissolved solids in the
effluent will increase no more than by a factor or 15.

¥r. Van Brunt, in a deposition taken by Intervenor on
April 23, 1982, stated that "average meteorological condi-
tions" meant that 21,350 acre-feet was reached by assuming
average temperature and humidity conditions, and average wind
direction. Tr. at LO-i1.

Mr. Van Brunt also stated that any increase _.i the TLS
in the effluent required would require an increase in the
quantity of effluent required. Tr. at 57-58.

Applicants have not demonstrated that they can ensure
an adequate assured supply of water for the three nuclear
plants during period of peak demand, through their current

contracts for effluent from the 215t Avenue Treatment Flant
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and from the Tolleson Flant for the following reasons:

(a) The Applicants' present estimates of "need" are
based on "average meteorological conditions,” not need during
months with peak temperatures and unfavorable humidity and
wind conditions. Nor do Applicants' estimates take into
account hot or drought years.

APS has in the past attempted to obtain contractual
commitments for amounts far in excess of 21,350 acre-feet
per year per unit when it used assumptions of need based on
peak period temperature and humidity conditions. For ex-
ample, Mr. Van Brunt said in November, 1977 that effluent
requirements during adverse summer months would be 2,600
acre-feet per unit per month., See also July 12, 1978 Van
Brunt letter to Worthington; August 10, 1978 Van Brunt letter
to Worthington. Attachments A, B and C.

(b) Bill Stephens, the executive director of the Arizona
Municpal Water Users Association (ANWUA) with whom Applicants
have contracted for effluent from the 91st Avenue Treatment
Plant in Agreement No. 13904, has indicated that AMWUA and
Applicants are currently renegotiating the following terms
of the contract:

(1) the cities' right to refuse to deliver effluent
when they critically need the water for domestic purposes;

(2) the amount of effluent, if any, available for
cooling purposes at Falo Verde Units 1, 2 and 3:

(3) cost and source of effluent for use at Fale Verde

Units 1, 2 and 3.
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Mr. Stephens subsequently has said that he believes the
current contract allows the cities represented by ANWU2A to
withdraw as much water as they need at times of critical need.

Thues the Applicant cannot demonstrate it has an assured
supply of effluent from the 91st Avenue Treatment Plant, much
less the 140,000 acre-feet per year for which it claims it
has a definite contract right.

(d) The amount of effluent treated and available at the
91st Avenue Treatment Plant is dependent on so-called sat-
ellite treatment plants built. The location of the treat-
ment plants to be built, and the source of sewage wastes
flowing to them have long been a subject of dispute between
AFS and those agencies developing the MAG plan for water
management since 1978. If certain satellite treatment plants
are built, the 91st Avenue Treatment Plant may not procduce
the projected increasing quantities of effluent able to be
supplied to Falo Verde. See July 20, 1978 letter from
Worthington; Notes apparently from August 23, 1978 AFS
meeting; Letter dated September 20, 1978 from APS and Salt
River Project to Worthington. Attachments D, E and F.

(e) The Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community filed
suit agains® the Department of 'he Interior and the Secretary
of the Interior on January 19, 1932 claiming that it is
entitled to be provided water by the Salt River Project
since it resides within the Salt River Froject boundaries

before water is transported outside the Project boundaries.
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The plaintiff requests that the court mandamus the
Secretary of the Interior to assert his authority over the
federal reclamation waters to ensure their distribution
acording to the law. If the Indianc prevail in their suit
the contract to provide effluent outside the Froject bound-
aries to Falo Verde may be declared invalid by the Secreteary,
at least until the needs of the Indian Community for water
have been met.

(f) dr. Van Brunt stated thati the amount of water or
effluent required by Palo Verde for use in the cooling
towers depends to some extent on the quality of water
provided. Therefore, if the quality of the effluent were to
change, either due to an unanticipated increase in the TLS
level or an accumulat. on of new chemicals not currently in
the effluent, the three units' need for water could in-
crease beyond supposedly available supplies. See November
17, 1977 Van Brunt oral presentation. Att. A.

CCNTENTICN 2:

Applicants have not demonstrated the Water Reclamation
Flant located at the Palo Verde site will provide a suffi-
cient quantity of water of an adequate quality to meet the
needs for cooling water for Falo Verde Units 1, 2 and 3.
BASIS:

In the affidavit of Mr. Bingham submitted by Applicants
as an attachment to their Motion for Summary Disposition, it

is stated that the Water Reclamation Plant (WRF) is designed
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to treat effluent containing TDS within a certain range. See
also Van Brunt Leposition at $€: Van Brunt Oral Presentation
of November 17, 1977.

Applicants have done analyses of the TLS levels and
characteristics of effluent for the 91st Avenue Treatment

Plant beginning only in 1973 or 1974. See Bingham Affidavit

and Van Brunt Deposition at §3. Applicants have assumed in
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designing their on-site WRF that the quality of effluent will
remain substantially the same over the life of the plant, anad
therefore designed the treatment plant to that quality level,
See Bingham Affidavit. However, the Applicant has failed to
i consider the following factors which may increase the TDS,
chemical, or salinity levels in effluent from the 91st
Avenue Treatment Plant;

(a) The cities may use sources of water, such as water
from the Central Arizona Project or the Colorado River which
are likely to increase the salinity level in the effluent

from the 91st Avenue Treatment Plant:

(b) At least some of the water feeding into the 91st
! Avenue Treatment Flant will come from aquifers which his-
torically tend to greater salinity over time;

(c) Applicants have not considered the following
factors in designing their WRP:

(1) plans or measures to conserve water required of
and undertaken by city and regional governments;

(2) an economic decline which affects water usage
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(3) a decreasing rate of population growth;

(4) A widespread change in life-styles which encourage
use of less water;

(5) greater amounts of industrial wastes flowing into
the 91st Avenue Treatment Flant.

III. CONCLUSICHN

For the foregoing reasons, Intervenor requests that the
Board grant her leave to submit new contentions, grant her
a period of time in which to conduct discovery relevant to
these contentions, and allow her an opportunity to present
direct testimony from the witnesses named above about the
unavailability of effluent i1or use at Palo Verde, and the
inadequate design of the onsite effluent treatment plant.

Respectfully submitted,

/ i
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L§nne Bernabei

Harmon & Weiss

1725 "1" Street, N.W.
(Suite 06

Washington, D.C. 20006
(202) €33-9070

DATED: April 26, 1982



11/172/77

ARIZONA IWUCLEAR POWER PROUECT
PALO VERCC NUCLEAR GENERATTNG STATION
USE OF EFFLUENT AT PALD VERDE

We at Arizona Public Service, along with every
responsible utility executive in Arizona, fully appreciate
the need for prudent, com ‘ehensive management of our limited
water resources. Without water we simply cammot generate the
electric power that the public needs. We al;o recognize that
other sectors of our economy and the public.at .large have
demands on our water resources that are just as legitimate
as ours. We understand that if these other demands for water
are not met, there won't be much need for electric power because
there won't be any public around to use it.

Consequently, we are anxious to assist »nd cooperate
with MAG and every other organization that is concerned with tl-»
use and management of water in Arizona. We offer our assistance
not because we want to establish a claim for priority status
though we hope everyone recognizes that reasonably priced electric
power is an important ingredient in irrigation, commerce and
industry and the pleasant amenities of life such as swimming pools.

Therefore, we offer assistance and cooperation not to get
a leg up on sanebody else, but to assure that informed judgments
are made on the use and management of water -- judgments that are
founded upon correct information with goals that are achievable in

the real world.



Today, we are concerned more with the information required
to make those informed judgements rather than with the establishment
of specific goals, such as water for recreation. As we see it, in
order to make sound judgments in this very camplex subject, you must
have sound information. What they say about computer programs --
"Garbage in, garbage out" -- is equally applicable to water use
and management studies.

Unfortunately, several misconceptions have surfaced
that need correction if we are to avoid confusion and uninformed
judgments that could lead to serious conseruences not only for
Palo Verde and other generating projects, but for other elements of
our society as well.

Before addressing Palo Verde directly, let me explain
briefly how water considerations enter into a utility's plaming
ard operations. It all starts with siting ~- where do we put our
new generating resources? Immediately, we are faced with a choice --
Will it be coal or muclear? Each alternative has its own special
considerations, but both require water.

In selecting a site for a coal electric generating
plant, the prime parameters are (1) the source of the coal
and (2) the availability of water. In mowntainous Arizona with
almost non-existent north-south rail commections it is far more
economical to move energy by wire than by rail. Consequently,
today Arizonans rely for the bulk of their electric requirements on
long transmission lines to coal plants generally situated near or in
the northeast corner of the State, same 200-400 miles away from the

wajor load centers where the electric power is needed.



Another characteristic of Arizona coal generéting
plants is that each one involves the first and sole use of
water. The sources are the Colorado River or same tributary
or a gathering system of wells tapping underground reservoirs.
There is no other choice. There are no large sewage treatment
plants on the Indian reservations. Nor is there any tailwater
or drainage fram irrig: Ion farming. So, reuse of water for
coal generating plants is out of the question.

When it came to siting our Palo Verde muclear plant,
we were presented with some different problems and also some
new opportunities. Transportation of uranium fuel presents no
restraints on the location of nuclear plants so we could reduce
reliance upon very long transmission lines and locate the plant
near our load centers.

We fouxd a new restraint, however. We had to be
able to prove for the most questioning minds that the muclear
site was seismically stable. Our geological siting studies,
started in the Spring of 1972, told us that there were two
areas in the State where we would be most likely to find a
site with denonstrable evidence of seismic stability: (i)
the Navajo plateau in the northeast corner and (ii) a relatively
narrow band lying to the west of Phoenix ruming in a
nortiwesterly-southeasterly direction. This was precisely
what we were looking for -- a site near the Phoenix metropolitan
area, the load center where more than half of the power to be
generated would be used and where a previcusly wunused water

resource - sewage ={rluent - was available.



The 91st Averme Sewage plant presented not only a
new potential source, but the opportunity to reuse a resource which was
then going largely to waste. This is a prime example of good
water management undertaken by private industry at substantial
expense without any goverrmental or bureaucratic prodding.

Obviously, if we were going forward with a multi-
billion dollar project, it was vital that we do what was necessary
to secure a commitment of the needed water supply. Here, we found
that we had no altermative but the reuse of effluent. There was
and there is now no unappropriated surface water available. There
was then and is now no irrigat’on tailwaters or drainage water
available in sufficient dependable quantities to meet our needs.
And there was not and is not sufficient groundvater available which,
if appropriated for our use, would not severely dislocate agricultural
activities over a very large area.

Accordingly, in early 1973 we started negotiations to
acquire effluent, and in April, 1973 we sigred a contract with the

six cities which own the 91st Averue Sewage Treatment Plant.
Having acquired the right to use such effluent we
then had to learn how to use it. There really was not much experience
to fall back on with only a few instances where sewage effluent has
been used for cooling electric generating plants. But we did know that
tertiary treatment -- or what we call a veclamtion facility --
would be required. We also knew that this facility would have to be
designed to handle the quality of water that would be delivered to Palo Verde.
To determine the kind of tertiary treatment and the functional
requirements of our reclamation facility, we built a pilot plant at

the 9let Ave. plant in 1973 and operated it for about 15 months at a

i



cost of $1,100,000. One of the things we learned from this

pilot operation was that the tertiary treatment had to be designed

to handle water within a certain range of chemical characteristics

and total dissolved solids (TDS). We learned that it is more practical
to design a facility to process water with a limited range of TDS -

say fram 500 to 1500 ppm - than a very wide range of 0 to 5,000

ppm. We also learned that it is not feasible to process .water

with TDS in the range of 3,000 to 4,000 ppm in a facility designed

to treat water in the 500 to 1500 ppm range.

Using the criteria established by the pilot operation,
we then proceeded with the design of our reclamation facility
and it is dependent upon the receipt and processing of water
with the quality approximating the effluent fram the 9lst Averme
plant.

The design is now virtually complete and some purchase orders
have been placed. Grading of the water reclamation area is complete
and a portion of the on site underground distribution system has
been installed. Construction of the water reclamation pipeline
fran 9lst Averme and construction of the water reclamation plant
is scheduled to start April, 1978. Coopletion of those systems is
required in 1980 in order to meet the schedule for operation of Palo
Verde Unit 1. In all, the reclamation facility and the transport system
represent an investment of ¢ »ut $150,00C,000.

Any redesign effort undertaken at this late date in order to
process water beyond the design range of TDS or with new characteristics

such as pesticides and new organics would not only cause extensive delays

bringing about exorbitant increases in cost, they could also seriously




impair owr ability to meet the electric energy needs of our
custamers. Each of the Units at Palo Verde is important in
weeting the State's energy needs in the time frame in which
they cane on line. Any delay in that schedule would raise
the prospect of electrical shortages for Arizona.

There is another part of our story that should be
of interest to you.

Pecause the total cost of the reclaimed effluent
will be great and because there are limits on the availability
of effluent, we were compelled to design our cooling system
to maximize the use of the available effluent. The result
is that we have been able co design our system to operate
at TDS concentrations up to 14-15 times the original levels.

In contrast, four other electric generating plants
that use effluent for cooling, two in Las Vegas, one in Amarillo,
and one in Lubbock only achieve a level of 4-5 concentrations.

A more dramatic way of getting this point across is
to cite the progress we have made since we started. When we
started, we estimated we would consume about 35,000 A-F/yr. for
each of the Palo Verde Units. When we had cawpleted our pre-
liminary design, we were able to reduce this estimate to about
25,000 A-F/yr. Now with cur design substantially camplete our
best estimate is that our effluent requirements will only be
21,000 A-F/yr/unit,

Accordingly, for the first three units at Palo Verde,
total effluent requiraments would be about 63,000 A-F/yr.

This annual amount will not be required until 1987, the first

full year, when all three wnits are operating. This would



anount to about one-third of all of the effluent discharged
fran the 23rd and 91st Averwe plants in 1987.

If Units 4 & 5 are built then our needs will be about
105,000 A-F/yr. in the year 1991 and beyond. This would be 517
of all the effluent expected to be discharged in 1991 and a smaller
percentage each year as the amount of effluent grows. (4,400 A-F/yr.
is the projected growth rate in the 90's).

We think it is very important that you get these mumbers
clearly in mind --- 63,000 A-F/yr for three units in 1987 and
105,000 A-F/yr. for five units in 1991. We consider them to be
conservative, but realistic estimates.

Ve also want to make clear to you the distinction
between the amounts of effluent we expect tc consume armually
and the amount that must be contracted for on an anmual basis.

The average monthly usage will be about 1,750 A-F per unit.
But Mother Nature does not permit us to use averages. Evaporation
rates increase with rises in temperatures. Consequently, in the
average adverse sumer months we expect our effluent requirements
to peak at abaut 2,600 A-F/unit. These months also coincide with
the period when the public needs electric power the most. Therefore,
it is prudent, and necessary to avoid cutting back electric generation
when it is needed most, to contract for effluent, which is done on
an anmual basis, in sufficient quantities to cover our peak month
requirements with a sufficient allowance to account for expected
variations from average atmospheric conditions.

Thus, we see a need to secure commitments for about
93,600 A-F/yr. for three units at Palo Verde and 156,000 A-F/yr.

for five units., But, I wnt to stress that irrespective of the



contract amounts, actual consumption anmually will be approximately
63,000 A-F for three units and 105,000 A-F for five units. The
difference between the contracted amount of effluent and the
actual amount used will be available for other uses.

With these facts in mind, you will recognize that the
statement in the Corps of Engineers' September 28, 1977 report
that "the cwrrent plans call for PUNGS to consume some 75,000
acre-feet per year of sewage effluent in 1982 and about 1990
increase their consumption to 140,000 acre-feet' is absolutely errcneous.

There are several other misconceptions contained in
this report which must be clarified. First, it is reported that
we feel we ""have no mandate or authority to investigate groundwater
use any further'. We categorically deny this statement. In our
studies for Units 1, 2, & 3 which are described in the Palo Verde
Envirormmental Report and the Final Envirormental Statement, we
considered several altermative water sources and concluded that the
use of sewnge effluent was the best choice for Palo Verde Units 1, 2, &3.
In our present activities relating to Palo Verde Units 4 & 5, we are
contimung to investigate the quantities and qualities of groundwater
available, the feasibility of its use at Palo Verde and the impact of
such use. In this context we do maintain that changing our reclamation
facility design for units 1, 2 and 3 at this late date to handle saline
water would be disastrous to the utilities and the public who
will need the Palo Verde power.

The report goes on to state that '"Mr. Weigold mentioned
that about 150,000 acre feat of water per jyear are punped out of the

gromd in the Buckeye area through their combined irrigation and

dewatering programs'". We deny that Mr. Veiold ever said any



such thing, and we add that the facts are substantially different.

The records show that in 1974 groundwater pumped for irrigation
was 53,600 acre-feet and pumped drain.ge water amounted 11,500 acre-feet,
or a total of about 65,000 acre-feet. It has been reported to us that
in 1976 drainage purping had increased fram 11,500 acre-feet to about
20,000 acre-feet. Thus, it is clear that all of the irrigation and
drainage water in the Buckeye Irrigation District (BID) is not
sufficient to meet our requirements.

The Corps of Engineers report also represents that Mr. Weigold
stated that BID would prefer effluent in exchange for groundwater if
this were possible. Mr. Weigold said no such thing. The facts are (1)
Buckeye has offered its drainage water for use at Palo Verde, and (2)
Buckeye has never suggested or proposed to substitute effluent for the
groundwater it uses for irrigation. Buckeye must continue to pump this
groundwater in order to maintain a proper hydrological balance.

It is also purported that 'Mr. Weigold expressed the opinion
that the fertilizer value of the effluent is indeed recognized by the
farmers of the BID, some of whom farm with no additional fertilizer."
Even if it were true, this statement is grossly misleading.

The facts are that the irrigation wells in Buckeye area have
generally produced water with a high nitrate content. Indeed, a
camarism of sanmples of the water diverted from the river into the
Buckeye Canal (mostly effluent) with samples from the Buckeye
irrigation wells shows that the nitrate content of the well water to
be the same as in the effluent.

A study is anrently being conducted by the University

of Arizona to determine whether sewage effluent used in the



Buckeye Valley has had significant or substantial effect on crop
yields or farming practices. This study is not camplete. However,
we can say that, since 1967 when effluent first became available
in significant amounts, there has been no report of any dramatic
increase in yields.

Finally, we were somewhat concerned by two statements made
in the letter of October 26, 1977, inviting us to this
meeting. The first of these was to the effect that the quality of
the groundwater in the Puckeye area is deteriorating. We were
concerned by this statement, because it was directly contradictory
to the data which we had reviewed in 1974 and advice we had
more :acently received fram our water consultants whom we consider
to be eminently qualified experts.

Since we received your letter, we have done some more
checking and this is what we have been told.

1. The groundwater quality in the Buckeye Area

has always been bad.

ra

From 1935 to 1955 there was a gradual
deterjoration of quality.

3. Fram 1955 to the present the quality

has improved.

The second statement in the letter which concerned
us was to the effect that the only solution to improving the
quality of the Buckeye groundwater was to use this low quality water
as coolant for the Palo Verde generating units. The letter goes on
to state that your engineers do not have sufficient information to
conclude whether such a plan would Le feasible and requested us to

give vou such information today.



We have attempted to camply with this request by asking
Mr. Leonard Halpemny to prepare a report on this subject. He is
present with us today ard is available to answer any questions you
may have,

This gist of his report is (1) contimance of groundwater
puing is and will continue to be necessary to maintain the hydrological
balance in the Buckeye Valley, and (2) there would be no significan:
benefits to the Buckeye farmers in exchanging their irrigation
gromdwater for effluent.

The second part of the feasibility equation is what would
the use of the Buckeye groundwater do to the Palo Verde plant.

One result is that we camot achieve 14-15 levels of
concentrations with highly saline water. Instead, the maximum levels
of concentrations would probably be in the range of 4-5 concentrations
at best. This would mean that our consumption of water would increase
two or three fold. Consequently, our water requirements for Units 4 & 5
would increase from about 42,000 A-F/yr. to about 80,000 to 120,070
A-F/yr -- substantially more than t.e Buckeye wells can supply.

Other impacts of changing the water source for Units 4 & 5
would be changes in the design and result in increased costs for tie
following:

1. Evaporation ponds - they would have to be enlarged.

2. Cooling towers - they would have to be redesigned and the
size or mmber mey have to be increasec.

3. Reservoir - a larger size would be required because of the
increase in the cooling water requiremencs.

4. Reclamtion facility - a new pilot operation may have to be
conducted and a new design developed.

5. Gathering system - for collecting and transporting prosdwater
separate from the effluent would have to be
developed,

PR+ m guped S S iy



6. Operation would be more difficult and complex,
because the cooling water for Units 4 & 5 would
have to be controlled separately fram the cool-
ing water for Units 1, 2 & 3.

-1 hope that what I have said and the information I have given
or corrected will be useful to the Coomittee. If you have any questions
at this time, either I or Mr. Halpermy will try to be responsive. If
there are questions which occur to you later, we will do our best to
answer those too. As I said earlier, we share your interests in sound

water management. Since our interests are mutual, wt want to be

helpful and cooperative.



ARIZONA NUCLEAR POWER PROJECT
Post Office Box 21666 Phoenix, Arizona 85036

July 12, 1978
ANPP-11340

Mr. H. W. Worthington
Chief, Urban Studies
Department of the Army
Phoenix Urban Study Office
2721 North Central Avenue
Suite 800

Phoenix, Arizona 85004

Dear Mr. Worthington:

Thank you for your letter of June 20, 1978, apprising us of the status
of the MAG 208 studies and planning. Obviously, we are vitally inter-
ested in the wastwater management planning for Phoenix metropolitan
area since our ability to meet the public's demand for electric service
is tied directly to the availability of wastewater effluent at the 9lst
Avenue and 23rd Avenue plants. Accor’ .gly, we appreciate receipt of
any planning information which may have apy impact upon ef fluent avail-
ability or the ability of the six cities who are obligated to supply
such effluent. For example, we are very concerned over the comment in
your letter that it is quite possible that the Regional Council will
adopt a final plan which would make effluent unavailable at the 9lst
Avenue and 23rd Avenue plants for Pale Verde Unit 5 until after the
year 2000. If this possibility arises from the potential installation
of new subregional plants, it clearly raises some serious legal issues.

Your letter requests our opinion respecting "the amount of effluent

that is legally committed for power plant cooling by the existing
contract." Our view on this matter is that the contract is unmistakably
clear that the Cities are obligated to sell and deliver wastewater
effluent from the 91st Avenue and 23rd Avenue plants in the total

amount of 140,000 acre-feet per year. This commitment is irrespective
of the number of units to be constructed at the Palo Verde Station or
any other location.

The contract is subject to the following conditions:

1. Such amount of effluent is available after prior
comnitments for effluent have been satisfied;

2. Construction of ANPP units shall have commenced
prior to December 31, 1995;
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Department of the Army
Phoenix Urban Study Office

ANPP-11340
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3. The options granted shall have been exercised on or
before December 31, 2000; and

4. The options granted shall not have been released or
surrendered in whole or in part.

The contract further e plicitly provides Arizona Public Service Company
(APS) and Salt River Project (SRP) may transfer all or any portion of
the options for use in connection with the construction, operation and
maintenance of any other electric generating units wherever located,
but subject to the same terms as are applicable to the ANPP units
(e.g., construction of any other generating unit for which any portion
of the option effluent may be transferred must be commenced not later
than December 31, 1995.) The right of transfer given to APS and SRP
would be meaningless, of course, if the amount of option effluent
committed were limited to the requirements of the Arizona Nuclear Power
Project (ANPP) units only,

Your letter also inquires whether we could use the effluent available
from subregional wastewater treatment plant in the vicinity of Reams/
Citrus Roads and the Gila River. The anwer to this question is that
we know of no reason why we could not use such effluent.

There would, of course, be some engineering problems to be resolved
and additional construction and pumping costs incurred to tie an
effluent pipeline from the Reams/Citrus plant into the pipeline now
under construction. Nevertheless, we don't consider the problems to
be insurmountable and we would be willing to evaluate and discuss this
possibility with any interested parties.

With respect to the study involving alternate sources of water for the
Palo Verde plant, we will do our best tc furnish you a copy before the
end of this month.

Your letter also asks the question respecting the likelihood that Palo
Verde will operate at an annual capacity factor lower than 75%, and,
if so, to what extent will if affect the average annual water consump-
tion. The annual water consumption will vary directly with the annual
capacity factor in any year, though not precisely in the same amount
because of changing efficiency at different periods of the year. The
same principles apply equally to the relationship of monthly capacity
factors and monthly water consumption. In our view, the requirements
for effluent are controlled by our needs during the summer months

when the demands for electric capacity are the greatest and evaporation

losses are also the largest. Coisequently, we consider any analysis
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based upon either an average annual or average monthly water consumption
to be inadequate if it does not also evaluate peak month requirements,

With respect to the 75% capacity factor we have used for the Palo Verde
units for some purposes, it is an annual average for the life of the
plant. .t is not an arbitrary number, but is based on reasoned judgments
covering a substantial amount of experience and recognizes that during
the early years of plant operation the capacity factor will be less than
average because of normal shakedown problems which should be expected.

If you have any questioms relating to this letter, please don't hesitate
to contact me.

Very truly yours,

. o o

E. E. Van Brunt, Jr.
APS Vice President,
Construction Projects
ANPP Project Director

EEVBIr/ACG/mw
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Post Office Box 21666 Phoenix. Arizona 5036

August 10, 1978
ANPP-11535

Mr. H. W. Worthington
Chief, Urban Studies
Department of the Army
2721 North Central Avenue
Suite 800

Phoenix, Arizona 85004

Dear Mr. Worthington:

Your letter of July 20, 1978, and the status report of your studies is
appreciated very much. The list of potential wastewater treatment plants
which have been selected for further study is of considerable interest,
particularly since it includes some alternatives which we were not aware
were under consideration. In order that we may more clearly understand
their potential impacts we would like to have additional information re-
specting each of these alternatives, particularly their contemplated
capacities, the schedules for development and a more definitive descrip-
tion of the areas which each of them would serve.

We would also like to explore with you the bases for your estimates of
high and low flows of effluent from the 91st and 23rd Avenue wastewater
treatment plants since such estimates are substantially different from
the projections which the City of Phoenix has given us.

The comment in your letter that "even under the option which produces
minimum flow at 91st and 23rd Avenues there will be sufficient effluent
to meet the average annual requirements of 5 reactors by the year 1990
using the currently estimated needs of 21,400 acre-feet per year per
reactor™ indicates a possible misunderstanding of the effluent require-
ments of the five Palo Verde units. The 21,400 acre-feet is an estimate
of the annual requirement not an "average annual" statement of the amount
of effluent that will be consumed by each Palo Verde unit over a 12-month
period.

This estimate of annual requirements, however, does not reflect the peak
requirements for cooling water which will occur during the summer months
when atmospheric conditions result in highest evaporation rates. During
these periods we estimate that the effluent required for each Palo Verde

'\ »
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Department of the Army
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unit will be in the range of 2,200 - 2,600 acre-feet per month. In order
to supply effluent at such monthly rates to five units, one or more waste-
water treatment plants with total effluent capacity of 11,000 - 13,000
acre-feet per month, or 130,000 - 156,000 acre-feet per year, will have to
be available.

Your letter includes two questions relating to the terms of the contract
between the six cities that are participants in the 91st Avenue Plant and
APS and SRP. Assuming all of the options are duly exercised before
December 31, 2000, this contract requires the six cities to deliver to

APS and SRP, after first satisfying prior commitments to Buckeye Irrigation
District and Arizona Game and Fish Department, all of the effluent available
at the 91st and 23rd Avenue plants up to the maximum amount of 140,000 acre-
feet per year. The contract expressly disclaims any warranty that 140,000
acre-feet will become available at any time or in any year. But, whenever
that quantity does become available, either before or after the year 2000,
the obligations to deliver such amount are clear.

In lieu of a warranty as to the amount and time when effluent would become
available, the six cities committed not to install any new plants that
would impair the ability of the cities to deliver effluent pur-uant to
the Agreement. The contract specifically exempts from this commitment
the new treatment facilities planned for installation in the Gila and
lower Litchfield tributary basins as identified and described in the
"Wastewater Report for the Valley Metropolitan Area of Phoenix, Arizona,"
by John Carollo Engineers, dated December, 1968. The contract furthes
provides it is not intended to grant to APS and SRP "any rights or
interests in wastewater collected in the Gila and lower Litchficld
Tributary Basins, and treated at such envisioned new facilities," which
are clearly identified and described on Plates 1 and 2 of the Carollo
Report.

Accordingly, the contract commitment respecting new facilities relates to
defined boundaries of tributary basins, rather than political boundaries

of municipalities. Since we do not have any specific information respecting
the subregional plants included in your on-going studies, we are unable to
give a direct answer to your question relating to "flows from existing
county lands which are planned . . . to be part of Glendale or Mesa.™

je afinal comment related to your questions, once the amount of effluent
available from the Slst Avenue and 23rd Avenue Plants is sufficient to
satisfy the 140,000 acre-feet annual commitment and the prior comnitments
to B.I1.D. and Arizona Game and Fish, the restrictive covenant on new facil-
ities would be satisfied, assuming that the 91st Avenue and 23rd Avenue
Plants continue to be operated and maintained to keep these commitments.
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If the 1977 projections of the City of Phoenix prove to be accurate, this
point would be reached in 1985,

We will be pleased to furnish you any additional information that we have
and which you might find useful. In this connection, we understand that
a meeting has been scheduled between Arizona Public Service Company, Salt

River Project and your office on August 23, 1978 for an exchange of infor-
mation.

Very truly yours

? % \CLLJ%/\ LLK

E. E. Van Brunt, Jr.
APS Vice Presiden:,
Construction Projects
ANPP Project Director

EEVBJr/mw
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DEFARTMENT OF THE ARIAY
LOS ANGELES DISTRICTY, CORPS OF CGINELRS
PHOENIX URDBAN STUDY OFFICE
272) NORTH CENTRAL AVENUE. SUITE 800
PHOENIX. ARIZONA B5004

20 July 1978

Mr. E. E. Van Brunt, Jr.

APS Vice President, Cunstruction Projects
ANPP Project Director

Arizona Nuclear Fower Project

Post Office Box 21666

Pnoenix, Arizona 85036

Dear Mr., Van Brunt:

Thank you for your letter of July 12, 1978. 1 would like to bring you up
to date on the progress of the Maricopa Association of Govermments (MAG)

208 study, particularly as it might alfect or be effected by water avail-
able for cooling at ANPP.

On July 12, 1978, the Regional Council reviewsd cur work to dzts and seleci=d

the following plants for further study:

1. A northeast area plant to be located on the Salt River fMma Mariczza
Indian Comrunily to treat wastewater from Phoenix, Paradise Valley, and
Scottsdale and to provide effluent for famaing on the Indian Coromunity in
exchange for fresh water;

2. A plant in Gilbert to treat Gilbert's and possibly some of "future"
Mesa's wastewater and provide effluent for famming;

3. A plant either in Chandler or on e Gila Tndian Resz:vation to
treat Chandler's wastewater and provide effluent for farming;

W, A plant located near TLuke Air Force Base to treat wastewater from

Luke, El Mirage, Surprise and "future" Glendale and to provide effluent for
farming the elearzone of the Air Force Zase;

2. A plant at either Rcams or Citrus roads to treat wastewater from

Goodyear, Avondale, Litchfield Park and Luke AFB for farming or power plant
cooling;

6. A plant in Tolleson to treat wastewater from Tollescn, Peoria, and
Sun City Fast or Glendale and provide effluent for a turf growing coperation;

3

afq+i—6:(‘,\ \ \.,v\_,a.«\..-‘\' [ )

T s, o G o - S — - — - ——

. - e . . - wab
- s - I W W Sp—



T L R T o S N T (e

SFLED-WU 20 July 1978

|
Mr, E. E. Van Brunt, Jr. ‘
|
|
|

7. A plant at 23rd Avenue to treat wastewater from Phoenix and
provide effluent for farming, for power plant cooling, or for exchange;

3. Finally, a plant at 9lst Avenue to treat wastewater from the
pulti-city partners and provide effluent for farming, power plant cooling,
or exchange.

Following further study we will return to the Regional Council in Octcber
and ask them to make a final selection. 8ince the Tolleson, Gilbert, and
Chandler plants appear in all the alternatives selected by the Regional
Council on July 12, they will necessarily become part of the final plan.
The other subregional plants may or may not be included in the adopted plan,
Nevertheless, we are able to estimate g range of possiblie flows from the
91st and 23rd Avenue plants., The picture looks like this:

Year 1990 Year 2000
High estimate, total flow 150 mgd 175 mgd
Low estimzte, total flow 135 med 150 med

As you know, the Buckeye Irrigation District has entitlement to approximaieiy
27 mgd of effluent from the 9lst Avenue waslewater treatment plant and the
Arizona Came and Fish Department has a committment for an additional 6.5 =zd.
Taus, avother set of numbers reflecting the amount of effluent available for
coolant rarpcses can be estimaled:

Year 1990 Year 2000 '

Kigh estimste, available
for coolant 116.5 med 141,55 megd

Iow estimate, available
for coolant 101.5 med 116.5 mgd

These figures are of perticular interest as they relate to the full opticn
emount for ANPP coolant of 125 mgd (140,000 acre feet par year), Under {=2
aliernative producing & peximus wrount of effiuent at 9ist and Z3rd Avenue,
the v + _«cily partners can not deliver the full 125 mgd option amount of
effluc . until sometime after 1990 and it would be beyond the year 2000
before 125 mgd would be available under the alternative which provides the
minimum flow to 9lst and 23rd Avenues. On the other hand, however, it should
ve pointed out that even under the option which produces minimum flow at
9lst and 23rd Avenues there will be sufficient effluent to meet the average
annual requiremsznts of 5 reacti s by the year 1990 using the currently
estimated needs of 21,400 acre feet pur year per reactor.

yv]
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TOPICS FOR APS MEETING

B.\SIS FOR ESTIMATES OF FLOWS:
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a. Show 1990 & 2000 flows table by plants + high & low flows @

23rd & 91st

b. Show existing MAG projections & flows @ 23rd & 9lst

c. Compare to City of Fhoenix growth of 30 M3D/5 yrs

d. Compare to other projections - olé MAG, DES, 0::RS (discuss other

determinations ie. employwent, trans, air)

e. Discuss our use of flow reduction & MAG's plans for flow reductions

SHOW ARFAS WHICH ARE TRIBUTARY TO EACH PLANT (approrimate service areas)

DI8CUSS OPPOSITION & SUPPORT FOR EACH PIANT:
a. Economics
b. Wastewater reuse
¢. Indian waler claims
d. Ability to conirol own growth
e, Timing of construction
GROUKDWATER QUALITY STUDY:
a. Long ierm irends in BIC
b. Long Lerm trends east & north of BiC
c. Solutions to lztier prob)em:
1) Do nothing
2) Do nothing + CAP to Goodyear & Avondale
3) Modify irrigation:
. cease
. use effluent

. use CAP
. use other



L) Deoater south of Goo

. ANPP

. Irrigation

« Effluent + Groundwater for irrigation

ANPP PLANT OPERATION: VS OTHER REUSES

ALTERNATE SOURCES FOR ANPP:

a.

Tail waters & drainage water from Buckeye Irrigz%fion Company, Arlingion
Irrigation District & other Irrigators expected %> be epproximately
50,000 ac-ft/yr (Mgt Research Inc Report, Jun 78)

Dewater high TDS weter north of Gila River & so.hm of Coodyear Farms
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PLANTS

Total E
Total W
TOTAL

Committed
Tolleson
Chandler
E. County
Gilvert

TOTAL

_t_J_n_c_,:oyrz'ni tted

&

2

£

TOTAL

High

B i

Qlst & 23rd

n

Tow

olst & 23rd

PLANT FLOWS (M3D):

1980
117.0

15.9
132.9

5.4
3.0

1.1

10.0

5.5
1.3

7.6

122.9

315.3

1990

139.1
23.8
162.9

4.0
5.4

2.3
12.5

7.2‘
2.9

1.0

11.3

150. %

139.1

2000

162.9
3.4

197.3

8.2
1.0
3.6

20.0

N

15.

177.3
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Chandler

Gilbert

Tollesun

2000
Flow
(4GD) Ises
8.2 Bozle Farms
SRP
RWCD
Gila Indians
3.6 Irrigation
TR Turf
production

Support

Chandler (strong)

Gilbert

Gilvert (strong)
Chandler

Everyone

-

SUBREGIONAL PIANTS

Opposition

None

None

None

Most expensive off Indian land
Least expensive on Indian land
Revenue for reuse

Satisfy future Indian claims
vagoon + Land treatment good $
Plant expansion needed soon

Gilbert needs plant socon
Revenue f{or reuse

Lagoon + Land treatment good $
Fossible nuisance

Gilbert must operate

Relieves 9lst Ave Plant
Relieves westside sewers

Additional Plant near major metro plant



2000
Flow

SiﬂJD

Plants

BEING CONGIDERED:

NE 9.1

Nw 1.2 %o
2.6

SW 5.4

Exchange w/
Salt River

ﬁ\

SUBREGIONAL PLANTS

Support ngosition

Scottsdale (strong) Phoenix (undecided)

Paradise Valley

Indians
Luke AFB ElL Mirage Unknown
Buffer Luke AFB
Discharge Surprise (7)
to Agua Fria
RID Goodycar (strong) Unknown
Local IRR Avondale (7)
ANPP Litehfield Park (?)

Multi-city Partners
will support

Page 2 9°~3 pnéoa

Comments

- Provides future {resh water

- Caromium in Scottsdale groundwater
- Increased treatment $ ($52/ac-ft)
- Requires negotiation w/Indians

- Also trade CAP water

- Chromium in Scottsdale groundwater
- Possible problem w/ANPP

- Scottsdale or Phoenix must operate
- Possible nuisance

- Protects Luke AFB from encroachment
- Lagoon + Land treatment good $

- Use EPA $ Buy land

- Possible nuisance

- El Mirage must operate

- Lagoon + Iand treatment good $

- Provides for future growth

- Use EPA $ Buy land

- Possible nuisance

- Goodyear or Avondale must operate
- Revenue from reuse

- May be used to satisfy ANPP needs
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PUELIC SERYVIC oS COMIRANY

P. O BOX 21666 *+ PHOLCNIX, ARIZONA BS5036

September 20, 1978

Mr. H. W. Worthington
Chief, Urban Studies
Department of the Army
2721 North Central Avenue
Suite 800

Phoenix, Arizona 85004

Dear Mr. Worthington:

At our meeting with you and representatives of the
Maricopa Association of Governments (MAG) on August 23,
1978, you requested our views concerning certain alternatives
being considered to provide additional sewage treatment
capacity needed to serve the growing commun.ties in the
Phoenix metropolitan area, extending from Chandler on the
South to El Mirage and Surprise on the north and from Mesa
on the east to Goodyear on the west. The alternatives which
you identified at such meeting are:

1. Expansion of the 91st Avenue and/or 23rd
Avenue plants.,

2. Expansion of the Tolleson plant.
3. A new subregional plant to serve Chandler.

4. A new subregional plant to serve eastern
portions of the area, principally Sun Lakes.

5. A new subregional plant to serve Gilbert.

6. A new subregional plant to serve northeast
portions of the area, including Phoenix, Scottsdale and
Paradise Valley.

7. A new subregional plant to serve southwest
portions of the area, including Goodyear, Avondale and
Litchfield Park (Reams Road Plant).

8. A new subregional plant to serve northwest
portions of the area, principally El1 Mirage and Surprise.
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At such meeting, as well as in Mr. E. E. VanBrunt's
letter to you, dated August 10, 1978, letter no. ANPP-11535,
we expressed our views respecting Agreement No. 13904 be-
tween the Cities of Phoenix, Glendale, Mesa, Scottsdale and
Tempe and the Town of Youngtown (the "Six Cities") and
Arizona Public Service Company (APS) and Salt River Project
Agricultural Improvement and Power District (SRP). Specifi-
cally, we stated that such agreement -

1. Obligates the Six Cities to deliver
up to 140,000 acre-feet of wastewater effluent
from the 91st Avenue and 23rd Avenue Plants
when available;

2., Disclaims any warranty that such
amount of wastewater will become available at
any time; and

3. In lieu of such warranty, commits
each of the Six Cities not to install any
new sewage treatment plants that would impair
the ability of such cities to deliver effluent
pursuant to Agreement No. 13904,

We also acknowledged that the latter commitment
not to build new plants did not apply to plants envisioned
in the 1968 Carollo Report, entitled Wastewater Report for
the Valley Metropolitan Area, to treat wastewater collected
from the Gila and lower Litchfield Tributary Basins as
defined in that report. Accordingly, APS and SRP have no
objection to the development of either the proposed Chandler
plant to treat sewage collected from the Gila Tributary
Basin or the proposed Reams Road plant to treat sewage
collected from the lower Litchfield Tributary Basin.

On the other hand, the Gila and lower Litchfield
Tributary Basin exception clearly does not apply to the pro-
posed northeast plant which, we were advised, would not only
treat sewage collected from new areas being developed in
Phoenix and Scottsdale, but would also divert sewage pres-
ently being treated at the 91st Avenue Plant. Accordingly,
APS and SRP will vigorously oppose development of the
northeast plant until such time as (i) the capacity of the
91st Avenue and 23rd Avenue Plants has been expanded to
permit fulfillment of all outstanding commitments for
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delivery of wastewater effluent from such plants and (ii)
effluent flows are sufficient to meet such commitments.

Our position with respect to the remaining pro-
posed alternatives is not so clear cut, primarily because we
do not fully understand them or because their proposed
function has not been finally fixed., For example, your
letter of July 20, 1978, to Mr. E. E. VanBrunt, Jr., de-
scribes the northwest plant as "a plant located near Luke
Air Force Base to treat wastewater from Luke, El1 Mirage,
Surprise and 'future' Glendale . . . ." However, at our
meeting on August 23, 1978, it was stated that this proposed
plant would serve only Fl Mirage and Surprise. To the
extent that this plant would serve only the existing com-
munities of El Mirage and Surprise, which would appear to be
‘n the Litchfield (if not the "lower" Litchfield) Tributary
Basin, we would not oppose its development. However, if its
purpose is expanded to treat sewage collected from areas
east of the Litchfield Tributary Basin, and particularly
"future" Glendale, then APS and SRP would object to it.

Similarly, the proposed Gilbert plant has been
described as designed "to treat Gilbert's and possibly some
of 'future' Mesa's wastewater." Again, if the Gilbert plant
would +wesult in the diversion of sewage collected from areas
north of the Gila Tributary Basin (e.g. "future" Mesa), APS
and SRP would consider that the development of this plant
would contravene Agreement No. 13904.

The plans for the Tolleson sewage treatment plant
are unique. It is our understanding that there is presently
excess capacity at this plant because operation of the meat
packing plant that supplied a major portion of the load on
the treatment plant has been terminated. We also understand
that this excess capacity is sufficient to meet the present
needs of both Tolleson and Peoria and, at least for some
period of time, of Sun City-East and portions of Glendale,
as well, We have also been told that an expansion of the
Tolleson plant is contemplated to meet the future needs of
Tolleson and Peoria and also those of Sun City-Fast, but
that Glendale's use of existing capacity would only be
temporary.

With respect to these plans for the Tolleson
plant, we appreciate the desirability of fully utilizing
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existing capacity, particularly since by doing so, currently
critical needs of Glendale and Sun City-East can be met and
the demands on the 91st Avenue Plant can be eased until its
expansion can be accomplished. Nevertheless, we have
serious reservations about any "temporary" solution which
might become permanent. Specifically, we are concerned
about expansion of the Tolleson plant which would permanent-
ly divert sewage from Glendale or sewage collected from Sun
City-East that is presently being treated at the 91st
Avenue Plant. In summary, our positions respecting the
plans for the Tolleson plant are (i) we have no objections
to the "temporary" diversion of the wastewater collected
from Glendale and Sun City-East, provided we can obtain
either an assurance that such diversion will not become
permanent or a right to acquire wastewater effluent from the
Tolleson plant equivalent to that diverted from the 91st
Avenue Plant, and (ii) we are opposed to the expansion of
Tolleson plant to permanently divert Sun City-East waste-
water until the effluent flows from the 91st Avenue and 23rd
Avenue Plants are sufficient to meet all outstanding commit-
ments.

In closing, we wish to make the following points
respecting water conservation and management and the reuse
of water.

1. The growth in the Phoenix metropolitan area
that requires increases in sewage treatment capacity also
requires increases in electric generation capacity.

2. The required increases in electric generation
~apacity cannot be achieved without water.

3. The reuse of wastewater effluent for electric
generation permits the maximum conservation of the only
other water sources available, i.e. groundwater arnd surface
water.

4. The reuse of wastewater effluent for electric
generation will provide more economic benefits to Maricopa
County and the State of Arizona than any other potential
reuse.

5. Apart from the conservation and economic
henefits achievable from the reuse of effluent for electric
generation, the revenues to the Six Cities from the sale of
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effluent will significantly reduce the sewer use charges
which the residents of the Six Cities would otherwise have

to pay.

If you have any questions respecting our positions
on the several alternative plans under consideration, we
will be pleased to respond to them,

Respectfully submitted

ARIZONA TUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY

B@Mﬁ?@/ '

SALT RIYER PROJECT AGRICULTURAL
IMPRQVEMENT AND POWER DISTRICT

o P Myl fof —

ce: Jack DeBolske

Ken Driggs

Marvin Andrews

City Managers of Scottsdale - Frank D. Aleshire
Tempe - Kenneth A. McDonald
Glendale - Stanley F. Van de Putte
Mesa - J. A. Petrie

Mayor of Youngtown - Norman B. Shrenk

Bill Stephens
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United States of America

Nuclear Regulatory Commission .

i

ore the Atomic S and Licens oa emtt//
In the Matter of ;
ARIZONA PUBLIC SERVICE ) : - -
COMPANY, et al ; Daclel Bosy oo gg_g%g
(Palo Verde Nuclear Generating ) ST 50-330

Station, Units 1, 2 and 3)

Certificate of Service
I hereby certify that copies of Intervenor's Supplemental
Response to Intervenor's Response to Joint Applicants' Request
for Admissions, Application for Issuance of Civil Subpoena Duces

Tecum (to Philip Shea), Application for Issuance of Civil Subpoena

Duces Tecum (to Bill Stephens), Motion of Intervenor to add New
Contentions or Alternately Amend Yer Current Contention on
Inadequate Assurance of Water, have been served on the following
individuals by deposit in the U.S. Mail, properly addressed and
with postage prepaid, this 26th day of April, 1982,
Docketing and Service Section |
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission -

Washington, D.C. 20555

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
WBShington. DuCe 20555

*Robert M. Lazo, Esq.

Chairman, Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
U.S. Nueclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555
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*Dr. Richard F. Cole
o Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
U.S., Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

#Dr. Dixon Callahan
Union Carbide Corporation
P.0., Box ¥
Oak Ridge, TN 378130

#Lee Scott Dewey, Esq.
Office of the Executive Legal Director
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

#Arthur C. Gehr, Esq.
Charles Bischoff, Esq.
Snell and Wilmer
3100 Valley Bank Center
Phoenix, Arizona 85073

Rand L. Greenfield

Assistant Attorney General

P.0. Drawer 1508

Santa Fe ,New Mexico 87504-1508

Atomic Safety and Licensig Board Appeal Panel
U.S. Nueclear Regulatory Commission
Washington,D.C. 20555

( £ Q- ‘:\?).—Q/\ \“-‘\“'\‘:L""
. L i

Lynne Bernabei

.‘/

*hand delivered




