f
— - ...‘ —— [ . ‘_..

9.17-77 S

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SArETY AND LICENSING BOARD

Docket Nos.

In the Matter of

)
)

FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY )
; (Proposed Amendments to Facility
)

Operating License to Permit

(Turkey Point Nuclear Geﬁerating
Steam Generator Repair)

Units Nos. 3 and &)

INTERVENOR'S STATEMENT OF ADMISSIBILITY
OFf PROPOSED CONTENTIONS

On August 30, 1979 pursuant to the Atomic Safety and
Licensing Board's August 3, 1979 Order, the parties in this
action met for discussion on proposed contentions, possible
stipulations and to devise a discovery schedule. One outcome of
the meeting was that a revised list of 14 contentions was
adopted by Intervenor as the issues he chooses to litigate
in this proceeding. Of the list of 14 the first 6 contentions
are those ruled by the Board as acceptable for litigation in its
Order of August 3, 1979, and as such they are not included herein
as subject for this statement of admissibility. There was no
complete agreement reached thus far between the parties as to
either the admissibility or form of the remaing proposed contentions
7 through 14,

Intervenor's position is that Contentions 7 through 14
should be accepted by the Board for litigation. He submits that
these contentions clarify the scope of the fepair project and
resolve potvential health hazards <o tﬁe public and the repair

work force. They are sufficiently specific as stated To give

Licensee and the NRC Staff adeguate notice of the particular areas







-2-
of concern Intervenor desires to raise in this proceeding.

H Regulation 10 CFR 2.714(b) does not envision that prior
to Board acceptance of litigable issues Intervenor must provide
the ultimate factual predicate to these proposed contentions.
However for purposes of aésisting the Board in determining the
acceptability for litigation of the remaining contentions Inter-
venor provides here a discussion of his factual analysis of the
concerns framed by the contentions. The discussion is in no way
meant o be all inclusive nor does Intervenor intend to be in
any way limited in his factual proofs in this proceeding to mavters
discussed. As to the Contentions numbers 7 through 14:

Contention 7. The Licensee and the NRC Staff have failed

to state the costs associated with the addition of a "Condensate
Polishing System". The-only reference to this system is found
in the "Safety Evaluation Report", May 1%, 1979, ». 3-1, "...the
installation and usé of condensate polishers will essentially
eliminate sludge." The Licénsee has denied that the addition of
this new systém is invany way related to steam generator repairs.
In the "Response of Florida Power and Light fto Board -Order of May
19, 1979", p. %, the Licensee states: "...installation of non-
nuclear componenis not the subject of the proposed license amendments
Within the scope of NEPA, 42 USC sec. 4332(C), the Board has
jurisdiction to approve all fzcets of the repair project.

The isolation of this one component is not compatible with

statements in the Licensee's Final Safety and Analysis Repors, p.l-1:

"The nuclear power units incorporate a closed cycle
pressurized water nuclear steam supply system and a
turbine-generator system utilizing dry saturatved stezam
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Equipment includes the radioactive waste disposal
system, fuel handling system, main transformers,

main condensers, and all auxiliaries, structures,
and other on site facilities required to provide

complete and operable nuclear power units."

The economic and environmental costs of this one component must

be fully considered when the costs of repairs are calculated.
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Contention 10.

(2) The SGRR, December 1977, p.2-2 indicates there is no-
present process to arrest tuvbe and plate corrosion. The EIA issued
June 29, 1979 fails to consider this possibility. Such consideration
becomes important in Two ways: Arresting corrosion before 25%
of +the tubes become plugged would obviate the necessity of costly
steam generator repairs, and if, after repairs are completed,
corrosion continues to occur there may still be no mechanism for
preventing the degradation of tubes. Thus a new round of costly
and dangerous steam generator repairs may have to be undertaken.

The NRR has voiced serious doubis about the ability of the re-
designed steam generators to withsitand corrosive attack. The
SER p. 3-1 states:
"The Quatrefoil Plate design has led to some tube
degradation in the form of a type of erosion
cavitation mechanism in once~-through steam generators."”
At page 3-2 the SER also states:

"In the eveént that denting reactions be initiated
we would have some concern over the propensity of
this material for stress corrosion cracking in a

chloride environmenz."

(b) The alternative of sleeving degraded tubes should be
considered based on the experience of the sleeving project av
the Palisades Nuclear Powér Station in Michigen.

(c{ The Westinghouse Report, WCAP 9398, "Steam Generator
Retubing and Refurbishment", describes a process vastly superior
to the method proposed in the SGRR.

(1) Worker exposure is estimated at 450-600 Man-Rem
per unit. This represents a saving of 1400 Man-Rem for 2 units
over %he Licensee's estimation of 2600 Man-Rem.

(2) Work can be accomplished in a quarter (9idays) as

stated on p.5-18 which represenis a saving of 232 days ouvage

time for the station.
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(3) Defective tubes will be cut and packaged for
shipment to a licensed land disposal site. This removes the
potential hazards associated with storing defective steam
generators in'an‘earthen floor building onsite.

(d) Derating appears as an acceptable course of action
when taken in conjunction Qith alternate methods.

The EIA, June 29, 1979 states that the Weséinghouse re-
tubing may take 2 years to win approval., Since the present
projection of the commencement of repairs is the fall of 1980,
there may be a delay of one year incurred if retubing is chosen
as the best method. During that year (Fall 1980 to Fall 1981)
only Unit no. 4 would be derated at a cost of $4,380,000 while
Unit no. 3 would run full power. In the fall of 1981, the
Licensee could elect to repair Unit 4 or Units 4 apd 3 in
sequence. If Unit 3 is kept running through 1981 to 1982 it
would then be in its first year of derated operation and the
cost would be $&,380,000 plus inflation.

(e-j) These may be discussed as one option. The derating
formula allows broad flexibility in éhasing in Bioconveréion,
conservation and solar techniques while phasing out the defective
operation of Units 3 and 4. Power interruptions and economic
dislocation need not occur as conservation and renewable sources
slowly expand.

Decommissioning would become necessary if the safest and
most economical option is fossil fuel generation of electricity.
Econonmic savings would occur if components used for Units 3 and &4
were converted to fossil fuel generation. The use of cooling
canals, barge facilities, existing grid, transformers, turbines
and possibly reuse of the reactor buildings can represent areas

of great economic savings.
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Contention 11. The Licensee has not provided a cost benefit

analysis for steam generator fepairs. One major factor is

assessing costs that has been obfuscated is the time period
estimated for accomplishing the proposed repairs. The steam

generator repair report (SGRR) p. 2-5 projects an outage time

of 207 days. The SER, p. l-1 states an outage time from § to

9 months (183 to 274 days) and later, p.2-13, mentions a

projection of a 300 day outage. While the Licensee and the NRC
taff allows a wide latitude in outage time for repairs, all
stated replacement electricity costs are based on 207 days which

is a very low end estimate. Were the actual outage time %o exceed
207 days many other projections become less credible; (1) the

costs of replacement electricity, (2) the cosits of maintaining

a work force, (3) the costs of maintaining construction equipment,
(&) the costs related té longer periods of worker exposure,

(5) environmental costs of construction effluent (dust, liquid

wastes, laundry wastes), and(6) environmental costs of repiacement
electricity, e.g. thepmal pollution from the possible reopening

of the Cutler, Riviera and Palatka fossil fuel plants.

(2) All benefits of steam generator repairs can be negated
if tube corrosion or other processes requiring tube plugéing
reoccur. Worker exposure rates will be again elevated and the
one time large estimaied dose of 2600 Man-Rem (3300 to 5800 Man-
Rem according to NUREG-0199) will never show a positive balzance.
Unit no. 4 was put intotcommercial Qperation September 1973. The
letter of Sepiember 20, 1977 from FP&L to the NRC states that
inspections and plugging operations were initiated itwo years prior

to the letter. Thus Unit b's tubes were degraded within 2 years
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of the commencement of commercial operation. It should also be
noted that the economic cost of steam generator repairs will be

passed on to the rate payers as pure inflation, since no additional

generating capacity will be builf} If the redesigned lower
assemblies fail +to prevent reoccurance of tube degradation the
economic burden on thé ra%e payers'considerably worsens.

(v) 1In the letter éf June 8, 1979 to the 0ffice of -
Nuclear Reactor Regulation, FP&L states "fossil fuel used to
generate replacement electricity while Turkey Point is O0ff-Line
will cost $300,000-$400,000 a day." This statement indicates
that the flat $300,000 ber day costs is an insufficient projection.
Another problem arising f;om‘this statement is that replacement
power may encompass many costs other than fossil fuel costs. 1In
effect the most recent estimate on fuel costs may not be a total
estimate of replacemenf power costs. The situation is further
worsened if repairs substantially exceed the 207 day outage period.

(¢) When assessing costs to the Man-Rem area is should be

noted that the research of Dr. Karl Z. Morgan, Health Physicist

indicates that the statistical occurance of cancer may ve sig-
nificantly higher than the FP&L estimate of 0.2 cancers for the
2600 Man-Rem project. In view of the NEPA mandate to consider

the degradation of the human environrment the consideration of

Dr. Morgans analysis is within the jurisdiction of the Board.

L0 CFR 1500.4. 10 CFR 50 Appendix I oifers interim dollar amounts
until §etter figures can be developed. In view of an increased
cancer risk assessment and the skyrocketing costs of health care,

under NEPA the Board may consider more realistic cosis of a

Man-Rem other than $1,000.
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(d) The Licensee has failed to state the final disposition
of the defective stéam generators. Merely delaying the decision
process until the decommissioninguof the reactor does not absolve
Licensee from assessing the costs of using an irretrievable resource.
Until an environmental impact statement is writien, questions
about future land use cannot be answered. Reasonable questions
are (1) when, if ever, will this land be safe for purposes other
than storing wastes? (2) What are the cosis associated with
restoring the land to a higher use? (3) Will the presence of this
land, if contaminated pose a2 hazard to the human environment?
(e) The licensee has attempted to obscure the true scope
of the repair project. The SER p.3-1 states:
"Alohg with the absence of phosphates, planned
condenser retubing and the installation and use
of condensate polishers will essentially eliminate
sludge." .
Under NEPA, the Board is charged with the duty of reviewing the
entire repair projeét.
“(f) The economic estimate used in the EIA was originally
published in the SGRR Rev. 2 December 1977. These estimates
have not been revised to account for inflation occuring since
1977. If the target date for repairs is the Fall of 1980
accurate estimates must be provided to arrive at a valid cost
benefit analysis.

Contention 12. ‘The Licensee in the SGRR has not made a sitrong

commitment to the ALARA principle. The Licensee in the SGRR

D. 7-6 states:

"FP&L subscrives o the precept of maintaining
exposures ALARA., This principle must iake into
account the state of technology and the economics
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associated with any reduction in Man-Rem exposure.
One overriding consideration is the duration of the
Unit outage. Since esach day of Unit unavailability
is worth about $300,000, any Man-Rem reduction

measures must result in savings of al least 300
flan-Rem per day of increased downtime."

Thus the overriding principle appears to be that any Man-~Rem
exposure is acceptable if the economic considerations are

reasonably high.

Contention 13. Public health is dependent on the accuracy of the

monitoring of radioactive releases Ifrom Turkey Point. If the
monitoring is insufficient NRC éffluent standards may be exceeded
and the p&blic health may be endangered and may degenerate.
Accurate monitoring is central to all NRC effluent standards
which in turn.impact on the state of the state of the human
environment and the accuracy of NEPA related decisions.

Monitoring procedures that are performed infrequently
are immediately suspect. The proposed swipe tests on steam
generator seals at quarterly intervals demonstrate a callous
disregard for the ALARA principle. The storage of radioactive
wastes demands the isolation of these wastes from the environment.
Having information on the movement of radiocactivity only four
times a year greatly compromises zccurate monitoring on the
integrity of the'sealwel&s. Continual monitoring under some
conditions may even prove to be inadequate, but if such a
procedure is the safest alternative it must be pursued.

The monitoring procedure for laundry wasie water in the
SGRR presents the possibility for greatly'underestimating the
radiation released fto the cooling canals.’ Reliance on a2 table

of estimated releases may have a measure of accuracy for total
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effluent release, but day to day concentrations of activity can
onl& be measured on a day to day, sample by sample basis. The
SGRR sampling procedure does not conform with the laundry waste
water procedure outlined in the FSAR. All liquid wastes will be
held up in tanks, anal&zed then disposed properly. FSAR p. 11, 1l-9.

Dosimetry on workers'remains suspect. Badges only record
doses that strike the badge. Varying radiation fields may produce
exposures far higher than recorded when a worker is confined to
a cramged space in high radiation fields such as the interior of
a steam generator.

A NEPA mandated decision should be based on the most
accurate of information. If monitoring procedures are insufficient
the NEPA decision may not sufficiently calculate the dangers to
the public health and the impact on the environment.

The reports of accidents at the Three Mile Island plant
and Rocky Flats show that monitoring procedures during accidental
releases were grossly inadequate.

Contention 14. The Licensee is violating NRC Fire Protection

Guidelines specified in "Manpower Requireﬁents Por Operating
Reac%ors"”, June 5, 1978. The NRC Staff recommends a fire brigade
of 5 men. The Licensee insists on 3 men. The 1 1/2 inch hose
is a two man operation in a windowless room. An occurance
of simultaneous fires could not be handled by a 3 man crew.
Against the recommendations of the NRC, the Licensee will not
install a firewater standpipe system in containment.

The consequences of a fire are grave. Workers will bve in
a contzinmernit building with only one exit. Cutting and welding

operations in conjunction with solvents, scaffolding, and
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protective shields can produce a fire risk much higher than normal
reactor operations. The consequences of a fire in the area of
radioactive materials will compromise normal isolating devices
such as HERA filters, protective shields and protective clothing.
In addition radioactive material may volatize under fire conditions

allowing an uncontrolled release of radiation. .

Anoéher objection raised by the NRC Staff and Licensee
as to various of Intervenor's Contentions, both accepted for
litigation and proposed, questions the applicability of the
Federal Water Pollution Control Act (FWPCA) to this proceeding.
it is Intervenor's position that FWPCA applies in at least the
following ways. 33 USC Sec. 1311 (a) imposes the requirement on
Licensee of amending their current NPDES permit in order %o
obtain authorization fof changes in their effluent discharges
which will occur as.a result of new proposed systems such as the
condensate polisher demineralizing system and from construction
effluents. Both the NPDES permit and the state certification
required by 33 USC Sec. 1341 (1978) are requisites for issuance
of amendments to Licensee's operating license by <he NRC. Section
1341 is unambiguous: there shall be no federal approval of
any private activity which results in the release of any water
pollutants unless the appropriate state has been duly notified

and given an opportunity %to hold hearings or conduct other

The NRC under this provision of FWPCA is legally powerless to

K]

grant the license amendments until the certification is in nand.
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FWPCA also applies with regaré to any potential discharge
of high level radioactive effluent into navigable waters.
33 USC Sec. 1311(<). The Board in weighing the viability of
Licensee's proposed repairs must consider pursuant to this
provision whether or not there is inherent in the proposed plan
a substantial risk for the release of highly radiocactive effluent.

FWPCA standards are further involved by reference %o the'
NEPA cost benefit analysis which must be required before NRC
decision on the proposed amendments. When considering the
impact on public health and the environment of this complete
repair project some reference to already promulgated standards
such as FWPCA must be performed in order to accurately assess
the potential harm that may accrue as a result of the repairs.

For these stated reasons and all that maybe forihcoming
- Intervenor respectiiully reéuests the Board to accept for litigation

his proposed contentions '? through 14,

Respectfully submitted,

BRUCE S. ROGOW

JOEL V. LUMER

RICHARD A. MARSHALL, JR.
Counsel for Intervenor

3301 College Avenue

Fort Lauderdale, Florida 33314
(305) 587-6660

By /L. ///MPMA

Richard A. Marshall, Jr.
18450 S.W. 212th Street
Miami, Florida 33187
305-233-8104
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BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD :
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(Proposed Amendments to Facility
Operating Licenses to Permit
Steam Generator Repair)

In the Matter of
FLORIDA POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY

(Turkey Point Nuclear Generating
Unit Nos. 3 and 4)

NRC STAFF RESPONSE TO LICENSEE MOTION TO ADOPT
PRE-HEARING SCHEDULE AND TO SCHEDULE FINAL HEARING

On September 4, 1979, the Licensee filed a motion to adopt a prehearing and
hearing schedule in the captioned proceeding. The proposed schedule includes
commencement of a hearing on December 4, 1979. The NRC Staff agrees with the
proposed schedule with respect to the contentions already admitted, namely,
contentions 1 through 6. The Staff ability to proceed to hearing on admitted
contenti?n 6 on the proposed schedule assumes the timely acquisition of

addijtional pertinent information from the Licensee.

Several additional contentions have been proposed by the Intervenor and briefed
by all parties on September 14, 1979. Due principally to the lack of clarity
in the proposed contentions, the Staff is unable to ascertain the extent of
testimony preparation necessary to address the underlying issues. Therefore,
the Staff is unable to agree to a hearing date(s) on the proposed contentions
until, at least, the Board's formal ruling thereon.

Respectfully submitted,

T ;J\(<LL-:{

Steven C. Goldberg
Counsel for NRC Staff

Dated at Bethesda, Maryland
this 17th day of September, 1979.
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United States mail, first class, or, ad indicated by an asterisk, through
deposit in the Nuclear Regulatory Commission's internal mail system, this
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

Docket NoszgégEEEBZZD
=251

(Proposed Amendments to Facility
Operating License to Permit
Steam Generator Repair)

In the Matter of

(Turkey Point Nuclear Generating

)
)
FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY )
)
Units Nos. 3 and &) )

INTERVENOR'S STATEMENT OF ADMISSIBILITY
OF PROPOSED CONTENTIONS

On August 30, 1979 pursuant to the Atomic Safety and
Licensing Board's August 3, 1979 Order, the parties in this
action met for discussion on proposed contentions, possible
stipulations and to devise a discovery schedule. One outcome of
the meeting was that a revised list of 14 contentions was
adopted by Intervenor as the issues he chooses to litigate
in this proceeding. Of the list of 14 the first 6 contentions
are those ruled by the Board as acceptable for litigation in its
Order of August 3, 1979, and as such they are not included herein
as subject for this statement of admissibility. There was no
complete agreement reached thus far between the parties as 1o
either the admissibility or form of the remaing provosed contentions
7 through 14.

Intervenor's position is that Contentions 7 through 14
should ve accepted by the Board for litigation. He submits thai
these contentions clarify the scope of the repair project and
resolve potential hezlth hazards to The public and the repair

work force. They are sufficiently specific as stated o give

Licensee and the NRC Staff adeguate notice of the particular areas
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of concern Intervenor desires to raise in this proceeding.
Regulation 10 CFR 2.714(b) does not envisibn that prior

to Board acceptance of litigable issues Intervenor must provide
the ultimate factual predicate to these proposed contentions.
However for purposes of aésisting the Board in determining the
acceptability for litigation of the remaining contentions Inter-
venor provides here a discussion of his factual analysis of the
concerns framed by the contentions. The discussion is in no way
meant to be all inclusive nor does Intervenor intend to be in
any way limited in his factual proofs in this proceeding to matters:
discussed. As to the Contentions numbers 7 through 14:

Contention 7. The Licensee and the NRC Staff have failed

to state the costs associated with the addition of a "Condensate
Polishing System"”. The -only reference to this system is found

in the "Safety Evaluation Repprt", May 14, 1979, p. 3-1, "...the
installation and usé of condensate polishers will essentially
eliminate sludge.”" The Licénsee has denied that the addition of
tThis new system is in any way related to steam generator repzirs.
In the "Requnse of rlorida Power and Light to Board Order of May

19, 1979", p. 4, the Licensee states: "...installation of non-

nuclear componenis not the subject of the proposed license amendments

Within the scope of NEPA, 42 USC sec. 4332(C), the Board has
jurisdiction to approve 2all facets of the repair oproject.

The isolation of this one component is not compatible with

statements in the Licensee's Final Safety and Analysis Report, p.l-1:

"The nuclear power units incorporate 2 closed cycle
pressurized water nuclear steam supply system and a
turbine-generator system utilizing dry saturated steam
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Equipment includes the radioactive waste disposal
system, fuel handling system, main transformers,

main condensers, and all auxiliaries, structures,
and other on site facilities required to provide

complete and operable nuclear power units.”

The economic and environmental costs of this one component mus<t

be fully considered when the costs of repairs are calculated. -
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Contention 10.

() The SGRR, December 1977, p.2-2 indicates there is no
present process to arrest tube and plate corrosion. The EIA, issued
June 29, 1979 fails to consider this possibility. Such consideration
becomes important in two ways: Arresting corrosion before 25%
of the tubes become plugged would obviate the necessity of éostly
steam generator repairs, and if, after repairs are completed,
corrosion continues to occur there may still be no mechanism for
preventing the degradation of tubes. Thus a new round of costly
and dangerous steam generator repairs may have to be undertaken.
The NRR h;s voiced serious doubts about the ability of the re-
designed steam generators to withstand corrosive attack. The
SER p. 3-1 states:

"The Quatrefoil Plate design has led to some tube

degradation in the form of a type of erosion

cavitation mechanism in once-through steam generators."”
At page 3-2 the SER also staves:

"In the eveént that denting reactions be initiated

we would have some concern over the propensity of

this material for stress corrosion cracking in a

chloride environment."

() The alternative of sleevingidegraded tubes should be
considered based on the experience of the sleeving project at
the Palisades Nuclear Power Station in Michigan.

(cx The Westinghouse Report, WCAP 9398, "Steam Generator
Retubing and Refurbishment”, describes a process vastly superior
to the method proposed in the SGRR.

(1) Worker exposure is estimated at 450-600 Man-Rem
per unit. This represents a saving of 1400 Man-Rem for 2 units
over the Licensee's estimation of 2600 Man-Rem.

(2) Work can be accomplished in a quarter (91days) as
stated on p.5-18 which represenis a saving of 232 days outage

time for the station.
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(3) Defective tubes will be cut and packaged for
shipment to a licensed land disposal-site. This removes <he
potential hazards associated with storing defective steam
generators in an earthen floor building onsite.

(d) Derating appears as an acceptable course of action
when taken in conjunction Qith alternate methods.

The EIA, June 29, 1979 states that the Weséinghouse re-
tubing may take 2 years to win approval. Since the present
projection of the commencement of repairs is the fall of 1980,
there may be a delay of one year incurred if retubing is chosen
as the best method. During that year (Fall 1980 to Fall 1981)
only Unit no. 4 would be derated at a cost of $4,380,000 while
Unit no. 3 would run full power. In the fall of 1981, the
Licensee could elect to repair Unit 4 or Units &4 and 3 in
sequence. If Unit 3 is kept running through 1981 to 1982 it
would then be in its first year of derated operation and the
cost would be $&,380,000 plus inflation.

(e-j) These may be discussed as one option. The derating
formula allows broad flexibility in phasing in Bioconversion,
conservation and solar techniques while phasing out the defective
operation of Units 3 and 4. Power inferruptions and economic
dislocation need not occur as conservation and renewable sources
slowly expand.

Decommissioning would become necessary if the safest and
most economical option is fossil fuel generation of electricity.
Economic savings would occur if componenis used for Units 3 and L
were converted to fossil fuel generation. The use of cooling
canals, barge facilities, existing grid, transformers, turbines

and possibly reuse of the reactor buildings can represeny areas

of great economic savings.
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Contention 11. The Licensee has not provided a cost benefit

analysis for steam generator fepairs. One major factor is

assessing costs that has been obfuscated is the time period
estimated for accomplishing the proposed repairs. The steam

generator repair report (SGRR) p. 2-5 projects an outage time

of 207 days. The SER, p. l-1 states an outage time from 6 to

9 months‘(183 to 274 days) and later, p.2-13, mentions a

projection of a 300 day outage. While the Licensee and the NRC
taff allows a wide latitude in outage time for repairs, all
stated replacement electricity costs are based on 207 days which
is a very low end estimate. Were the actual outage time to exceed
207 days many other projections become less credible; (1) the

costs of replacement electricity, (2) the costs of maintaining

a work force, (3) the costs of maintaining construction equipment,
(#) the costs related té longer periods of worker exposure,

(5) environmental costs of construction effluent (dust, liquid

wastes, laundry wastes), and(6) environmental costs of replacement

. eleciricity, e.g. thermal pollution from <lhe possible reopening

of the Cutler, Riviera and Palatka fossil fuel plants.

(2) All bvenefits of steam generator repairs can be negated
if ftube corrosion or other processes requiring tube plugéing
reoccur. Worker exposure rates will be again elevated and the
one time large estimated dose of 2600 Man-Rem (3300 to 5800 Man-
Rem according to NUREG-0199) will never show a positive balance.
Unit no. 4 was put into commercial operation September 1973. The
letter of September 20, 1977 from FP&L to the NRC states that
inspections and plugging operations were initiated two years prior

to the letter. Thus Unit k's ftubes were degraded within 2 years
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of the commencement of commercial operation. It should also be
noted that the economic cost of steam generator repairs will be
passed on to the rate payers as pure inflation, siqce no additional
generating capacity will be built. If the redesigned lower
assemblies fail to prevent reoccurance of tube degradation the
economic burden on the ra%e paye?s'considerably worsens.

() In the letter éf June 8, 1979 to the 0ffice of
Nuclear Reactor Regulation, FP&L states "fossil fuel used to
generate replacement electricity while Turkey Point is O0ff-Line
will cost $300,000-3%400,000 a day." This statement indicates
that the flat $300,000 ber day costé is an insufficient projection.
Another problem arising from this statement is that replacement
power may encompass many costs other than fossil fuel costs. 1In
effect the most recent estimate on fuel costs may not be a total
estimate of replacement power costs. The situation is further
worsened if repairs substantially exceed the 207 day outage period.

(¢) When assessing costs to the Man-Rem area is should be
noted that the research of Dr. Karl Z. Morgan, Health Physicist
indicates that the Stgtisticai occurance of cancer may be sig-
nificantly higher than the FP&L estimate of 0.2 cancers for the
2600 Man-Rem project. In view of the NEPA mandate to consider
the degradation of the human environment the consideration of
Dr. Morgans analysis is within the jurisdiction of the Board.
40 CFR 1500.4. 10 CFR 50 Appendix I oiffers interim dollar amounts
until better figures can be developed. Iq view of an increased
cancer risk assessment and the skyrocketing costs of health care,

under NEPA the Board may consider more realistic cosis of a

Man-Rem other than $1,000.
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(d) The Licensee has failed to state the final disposition
of the defective steam generators. Merely delaying the decision
process until the decommissioning”of the reactor does not absolve
Licensee from assessing the costs of using an irretrievable resource.
Until an environﬁental impact statement is written, questions
about future land use cannot be answered. Reasonable questions
~are (1) when, if ever, will this land be safe for purposes other
than storing wastes? (2) What are the costs associated with
restoring the land to a higher use? (3) Will the presence of this
land, if contaminated pose a hazard to the human environment?
(e) The licensee has attempted to obscure the true scope
of the repair project. The SER p.3-1 states:
"Alohg with the absence of phosphates, planned
condenser retubing and the installation and use
of condensate polishers will essentially eliminate
sludge." .
Under NEPA, the Board is charged with the duty of reviewing ‘the
entire repair projeét.
“(f) The economic estimate used in the EIA was originally
published in the SGRR Rev. 2 December 1977. These estimates
have not been revised %o account for inflation occuring since
1977. If the target date for repairs is the Fall of 1980
accurate estimates must be provided to arrive at a valid cos%d
benefit analysis.

Contention 12. The Licensee in the SGRR has not made a2 svrong

commitment to the ALARA principle. The Licensee in the SGRR

.

p. 7-6 states:

"FP&I, subscribes o the precept of maintaining
exposures ALARA. This principle must take into
account the siate of technology and the economics
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associated with any reduction in Man-Rem exposure.
One overriding consideration is the duration of the
Unit outage. Since each day of Unit unavailability
is worth about $300,000, any Man-Rem reduction

measures must result in savings of al least 300
Man-Rem per day of increased downtime."

Thus the overriding principle appears 1o be that any Man-Rem
exposure is acceptable if the economic considerations are

reasonably high.

Lontention 13. Public health is dependent on the accuracy of the

monitoring of radioactive releases from Turkey Point. If the
monitoring is insufficient NRC effluent standards may be exceeded
and the public health may be endangered and may degenerate.
Accurate monitoring is central to all NRC effluent siandards
which in turn.impact on the state of the state of the human
environment and the accuracy of NEPA related decisions.

Monitoring procegufes that are pefformed infrequently
are immediately suspect. The proposed swipe tests on steanm
generator seals at quarterly intervals demonstrate a callous
disregard for the ALARA principle. The storage of radioactive
wastes demands the isolation of theseywas%es from the environment.
Having information on the movement of radiocactivity only four
times a year greatly compromises accurate monitoring on the
integrity of the sealwelds. Continual monitoring urider some
conditions may even prove to be inadequate, but if such a
procedure is the safest alternative it must be pursued.

The monitoring procedure for laundry waste water in the
SGRR presents the possibility for greatly underestimating the
radiation released to the cooling canzls. Reliance on a table

of estimated releases may have a measure of accuracy for total

-
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effluent release, but day to day concentrations of activity can
only be measured on a day to day, sample by sample basis. The
SGRR sampling procedure does not conform with the laundry waste
water procedure outlined in the FSAR. All liquid wastes will be
held up in tanks, analyzed then disposed properly. FSAR p. 11, 1-9.
Dosimetry on workgrs remains suspect. Badges only record
doses that strike the bédge. Varying radiation fields may produce
exposures far higher than recorded when a worker is confined to
a cramged space in high radiation fields such as the interior of
a steam generator. .
A NEPA mandated decision should be based on the most
accurate of information. If monitoring procedures are insufficient
the NEPA decision may not sufficiently calculate the dangers to
the public health and the impact on the environment.
The reports of accidents at the Three Mile Island plant
and Rocky Flats show that monitoring procedures during accidental
releases were grossly inadequate.

Contention 14. The Licensee is violating NRC Fire Protection

Guidelines specified in "Manpower Requirements For Operating
Reactors”, June 5, 1978. The NRC Staff recommends a Iire brigade
of 5 men. The Licensee insists on'3 men. The 1 1/2 inch hose
is a two man operation in a2 windowless room. An occurance
of simultaneous fires could not be handled by a 3 man crew.
hgainst the recommendations of the NRC, the Licensee will not
install a firewater standpipe system in containment.

The consequences of a fire are grave. Workers will be in
a containment building with only one exit. Cutiting and welding

operations in conjunction with solvents, scaffolding, and
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protective shields can produce a fire risk much higher than normal
reactor operations. The consequences of a fire in the area of
radiocactive materials will compromise normal isolating devices
such as HERA filters, protective shields and protective clothing.
In addition radioactive material may volatize under fire conditions

allowing an uncontrolled release of radiation.

Another objection raised by the NRC Staff and Licensee
as to various of Intervenor'; Contentions,. bo%h accepted for
litigation and proposed, questions the applicability of the
Pederal Water Pollution Control Act (FWPCA) to this proceeding.
It is Intervenor's position that FWPCA applies in at least the
following ways. 33 USC Sec. 1311(a) imposes the requirement on
Licensee of amending their current NPDES permit in order to
obtain authorization fof changes in their effluent discharges
which will occur as.a result of new proposed systems such as the
condensate polisher demineralizing system and from construction
effluents. Both the NPDES permit and the state certification
required by 33 USC Sec. 1381 (1978) are requisites for issuance
of amendments to Licensee's operating license by the NRC. Section
1341 is unambiguous: there shall be no federal approval of
any private activity which resulits in the release of any water
pollutants unless the appropriate state has been duly notified
and given an opportunity to hold hearings or conduct other
proceedings incident to the issuance or denial of certification.
The NRC under this provision of FWPCA is legally powerless to

grant the license zmendments until the certification is in hand.
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FWPCA also applies with regard to any potential discharge
of high level radiocactive effluent into navigable waters.
33 USC Sec. 1311(f). The Board in weighing the viability of
Licensee's proposed repairs must consider pursuant to this
provision whether or not there is inherent in the proposed plan
a substantial risk for the release of highly radiocactive effluent.
FWPCA standards are further involved by reference to the. -
NEPA cost benefit analysis which must be required before NRC
decision on the proposed amendments. When considering the
impact on public health and the environment of this complete
repair project some reference to already promulgated standards
such as FWPCA must be performed in order ts accurately assess
the potential harm that may accrue as a result of the repéirs.
For these stated reasons and all that maybe forthcoming
- Intervenor respectiully requests the Board to accept for litigation
nis proposed contentions 7 through 14.

Respectfully submitted,

BRUCE S. ROGOW

JOEL V. LUMER

RICHARD A. MARSHALL, JR.
Counsel for Intervenor

3301 College Avenue

Fort Lauderdale, Florida 33314
(305) 587-6660

By/éqlalifﬁ?él /{42~L44£$éyl4{

Richard A. Marshall, Jr.
18450 S.W. 212th Street
Miami, Florida 33187
305-233-8104
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