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U.S. NUCLEAR RZGULATORY COMMISSION . . ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOQARD
RE: PHILA. ELEC. CO. Limerick Gen. Sta. Units 1 & 2. Docket # 50- 352,353 (

July 3, 1985
R.L.ANTHONY/FOE RESPCKSE TO APFLICANT'S RENEWED MOTION FOR AN EXEMPTION FROM TEE
REJUIREMENTS OF 10 CFR 50.47 (a) and (b) RE., CONTENTIONS OF GRATERFORD PRISONEZRS.

Antmhony/FOE renew Our(£?00lit19n to the motion of PECo for an exemption fronx
the requirements of 10 CFE,(a) and (b, as related to tae contentions; of the Grater-
ford Prisoners "during the period necessary for litigation" and we further oppose
PECo's motion to operate Limerick"at power levels greater than iﬁ...p?ior to the
completion of litigation of the contentions..® (above). (PECo ie;eﬁed.Lotfén;Q.l.)
SUFPORT POR OUR RLSPOLSE In support of our opposition to PECo's motion we cite
and include by reference in their entirety here, our 3/15/85 fbtion in 9ppondtion,
3/27/85 Additional Statement im Opposit.,6/2/95 Appesl to AB of LB 5/24 Order,and
€/7/85 Brief in Support of Our Appeal (KB).

We also include here by reference our £/29/85 Answer Opposing Request for
Expedited Eeview of ALAB-809 and Relief. Tn relation to PECo's claim that the

Craterford emergency plans have no deficiencies and that previous deficiencies

have been resolved (PECo Renew, p.£,7,8 ) we czll the Board's amitention to our
€/25/85 Wotice of Appeal to the Director,FE¥A,in which we prove that FEMA hag no
bawis for certifying the emergency plans for GCreaterford or the whole EPZ. We
petitioned the Director to revoke the certification of these plans., We showed ths*
FEMA failed to fulfill the requirements of 44 CFR 350.7 (b), 44 CFR 350.10 end
350,22, FEMA alesc faqled to fulfill the regulations under 10 CFR 50,Appendix
E Sec. IVF 1, and 44 CFR 350.9, as well as 44 CFR 350.3 (d) and 350.2 /j). We
are convinced that we will prevail in this appeal and that the Director will re-
voke the FEMA certification.

We further include here by .eference our 7/2/85 Brief ir support of our
Appeal from ASL3 6/4 Memorandum end Order on effluent releases at Li‘gwick. We

showed PECo's management of radiological activities has been subject o NRC catepory

IIT violation and assessmant of a fine, and PECo is in violation of 10 CPR 20.10€¢ (b)),

and 20.106 (e¢) (1,2,3,4 ). PEco's radiolojical effluent management mlso violptes
10 CFR 50.36 (c)(1) and (B)(ii)(2) as well as 50.36a (2)(2). On the basis of
theee violations we expect thé Board will find thst the public health and safety

is threatened from routine relepses of rediocact vity st Limerick =s well as relecses
from nuclear emergencies and that no full power license should be auttorized.

In gqummary we assert that FECo has not met the requirements of 10 CFR 50.47
for an exeaption as we have ghown above,and the reactor at Lirerick cannot be
safely operated., PECo,furthermore, has not met the necessary factors under 10 CFR
50.12 (2) since an exexption and license authorization is not in the public inter-
est and PECo's claimed costs are not & coapelling resson. The pudblic would be

better off to heve Unit 1 permenertly shut down,thus elimineting most fuel and
personnel costs,and keeping Limerick Urit 1 out of the rate’bT!e
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