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URITED STATES OF AIERICA ﬂ{\
NUCLEAR REGULATORY CO}2fISSION RISRETING & §
ATOMIC SAFETY AXND LICENSING BOARD SRANKC
I THE MATTER OF .
PHILADELPHIA ELECTRIC COMPANY .
(Limerick CGenerating Station, . Docket nos, 50-352 OL
Units 1 and 2) . and 50-353 OL

Re: SPECIAL PREHLARING CONFERENCE ORDER OF JUNE 1, 1982

Intervenor AIR & WATER POLLUTION PATROL (ROMANO) states that misinterpre-
tation, technicalities, and typographical errors caused misunderstanding, In-
tervenor requests reconsideration of denied contentions, or portions thereof,
clarification submitted this June 16, 19382 as follows:

V=4 (AWWA)

Relative to statement in June 1, 1982 Order, top of page 147, "Intervenor
(AWPP) asserts that Applicant has improperly averaged temperature data in evalu-
ating the meterological effects of the cooling tower plume, and by so doing has
net adequately studied the potential for air crashes resulting from turbulence
created by cooling tower discharge, changes of Visual Flight Rules(VFR) condit-
ions, and carburetor icing potential, Staff argues that the contention is with-
out basis in that temperatures are not averaged in calculation of plume effects,"”
[t further states that "Because the contention is erroneously based on the prem-
ise of the alleged use of average temperature to calculate plume characteristics,
the Staff recormends denial of this contention",

Note: The important point is not whether the contention is erroneously ba-
sed, but does the contention point out a hazzordous contidition not fully consid-
ered, Further, I referred not to just air crashes--but dangerous flying condit-
ions, and restriction of freedon to fly into areas changed from permitted VFR
conditions to non-permitted VFR flyving conditions,

To aid clarification re texmperature (averaged or not), the Staff nust, first,
rerzad my "Response to NRC and Applicant's Challenge to Romano (AWPP) Contentions",
dat=d Dec, 21, 1981, in particular the last paragraph of the first page; the 2nd
naragraph of page 2, and the first and 2nd paragraph of page 3, Second, novhere
had the Applicant stated how often, irrespective of upper air "soundings" and conm-
puter runs, will there be marginal Visual Flight Rule conditions changed to non-Vis-
ual Flight Nule conditions,.,,.denying m=e, 2s a pilot, the freedon to fly at those
times, and endangering me as a result of decreased visibility and ceiling, My con-
:ntion, théerefore, better clarified, is that relative to marginal VFR conditions
«ieting Juring any day or night, the Applicant has made no studies that show there

vill be no dangerous effect on me beczuse of alteration of VFR conditions resulting

from the discharpe of rillions of gallons of wvater as vapor per day from the oper-

ation at Limerick,
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pecial Prehearing Confererce order of 6/1/82--contd:

3@ 147 (last paragraph) the Anplicant states nothing is alleged
§ to show anv releases from the cooling tower would affect what 1 stated, ranely,
! ' 1 Visual Flight Rule conditions." 1In ansvzr I

> did not at all alleze,..
"y I stated the absolute scientific principle (and }OT for just any release) that re-
s Or near dewpoint conditions, will result in con-

ﬁ densation of the moisture with subsequent formation of clouds, rain, dangerous air-

1¢ € of moisture into the air at

3 craft clear ice, or snow,,.depending on the 1perature, as Applicant adaits in
F ref: LGS, LROL 5,1.4,2,1 (page 5.1-25); second :graph of page 5.1-26; in partic-
¥ Jel,4,2,3 1 ' s in visibility and ceiling to change marginal Visual Flight
t s t -Visual Flight nditions, The essential ingredieat in my conten-

- t tated in the last sentence, bottom pag )e1-23 and top of 5,1-24,

¢ ertion of adve effects from ra nuclides that could be released
erick 1 tor « ration, acain, the tec icality variation on manner of
’ » -
. * t the ¢ 4 )t invalidate the danser of nuclear enmi fact,

7 ] rea if fected o ologically in particular for my family and children and
* their children, t ith's referendum on the restart of TiI Unit 1 in Cumber-
] 1 , Lebanon, I Dauphin Counties in Pennsylvania denonstrates two out of three
j ] ré logically stressed sufficient to vote NO to T restart,.,just as
) 1 ¢ { g start up of Limerick,
e Staff (p.149 top) states the « tention should be admitted except that
t 1f £ 3 t "basis", Staff misconstrues what I meant by the "highest con-
‘ tration of radivactive release", Without challenging it...but irrespective of
1 t t 1y ‘ ous "as low as rea 1bly ach 2ble" standard, and not with-
. that " ective tion (same ragraph) is required" when actual releas-
lar quarter exceeds one-half the design objective-annual expos-

i "

r, fore an iuring the corrective action vhen there has been abnormal
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:cial Prehearing Conference Order of 6/1/82--contd:
projected annual releases,

n example involving "12 units of radiocactivity
'pographical error writing "2" instead of "12" in

aused nisunderstanding,

if the 12 units is the "annual release"
:leases during a stated 12 month period
spread out over a whole vear averaging
nits vere received in one calendar quar-
'r releases for the balance of
ithin the 12 units permitted
body having received 4 units

han when the 12 units are re-

cficiencies) not vol-
ismic concerns whi the
f the Diablo Canyon
ity where quasi-fraudu-
specific procedures and workmanship
practically completed plant., Think of
n of the ¥ the NRC and the people

have brough The saze problems of seismic nature,
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