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Danie: Cosgrove, Esq. UM Sl
Assistant General Counsel -
Federal Emergency Management Agency o

Uffice of General Counsel
1725 1 Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20472

In the Matter of
Houston Lighting and Power Company
(Al1ens Creek Nuclear Generating Station, Unit 1)
Docket No. 50-466

Dear Mr. Cosgrove:

Pursuant to our conversation today, enclosed is a copy of the emergency
planning contention that has been admitted in the Allens Creek proceeding.

As can be seen by lucwing at the contention, certair sections of the
contention have not been admitted by the Licensing Board (Sections I, II,
111{d), V (sentence dealing with possible radioactive contamination of brazos
River water), and VI). The Allens Creek site is located approximately 45
miles west of downtown Houston between the towns of Sealy and Wallis. A site
location map is also enclosed.

Hearings on this contention have not been scheduled as of .nis date. The lRC
Staff expects that this issue will be scheduled in early Fall 1981. I will
keep you informed on this matter.

If you have any questions, 1 can be reached at 492-7417.

Sincerely, )
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Richard L. ®lack
Counsel for NRC Staff

Enc csures: As Stated

T DOCUMENT CONTAINS

e

COOR QUALITY PAGES

G



P oconay

Schuessder Conseolidated Contenticn 1
1{ ) ‘4 (

i i - 4 . .“
| Lpplicant's Environme ntal Report and PSAR, =nd v ‘ ’
: il
A - - . »
NRC's FES ind SER, in regard to cucrgency plan- M
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ning, fail to comply with provisions of 10 CIR

Part 50, Appendix E, @nd 10 CrR Pait 100 2s (to

be) sunended. | ‘ o
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1. Applicant fails to lemonstrata any capability 2 ,,‘[¢/)
of safely ev.cuating the Fouston ares in the

{)ML"‘

event of an ACNGS accident of any magnitude up

to and including Class 9.

111. ACNGS fails to adeguately mfcet requireuments of
10 C7R Purt 100, regarding sitcing, for reasons
which incluvde, but zre not limited to, the

following: (a) Applicent fails Lo adequately
recognize that metropolitan Eouston is the
fastest-growing area in the U.S., steadily and
rapidly expanding teward the site of ACNGS;

(b) The proposed site of ACNGS is not presently

suificiently rewmote, and will become even lcss

~e¢o during iis operating 1ife; (c) Trafiic com-

gestion at present and for the forcseeable :
futvre prevents any effective, timely emergzacy .
cvaicuation of the greater Houston &vea, or auy _j 7 I .
substential part thercof;Bd) “~“he State of” /L/{'.‘[V() C

Toxes has no tested snd approv =4 evacuation
plaa for nuclear e'..-'mv.';;gncies]:: ad (n) The

éi stance fro;n4 ACNGS to population center should
be wmuch greater “hen 1 1/3 x 122 because of

special circunsténces cited &-ove.
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Pyt 50, topendin B, V7, §a 1Lt it fails to

agsrre the compatibility of c¢rwrgency plans

with site location, access rouice, sopulation

distribution and lend use. j o

The PSLR and the selection of the proposed site

do not properly consider population density, (ﬂ/{J ,L'-\."

12nd use, rhysical charzcteristics [_Zpossib‘ e /\'cy_ﬂlt q , 70
radioactive contamination of Brezos T \-::1-tc.r)...s {})}\é’-"/\
thereby failing "o adequately insure low risk of
public e.\pésure as required by 10 ‘ng_f_g_r‘_t‘:___l_p().\()_.. _ ! "S)

: s L.

The Board should deny Applicent, a constxuﬁtion ) /L "'waw
permit uvntil these requiremenfs 2re met, and ”l("YO

Intervenors contend that these requirement? cen~

not be met at this prcposed site.,
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Fig. S.2.1. Site location. Source: FES, Fig. 2.1 {modified].




