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. UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOAED

In the Matter of

CONSUMERS POWER COMPANY Docket No, 50-2555P

et N e

(Palisades Nuclear Plant)

GREAT LAKES ENERGY ALLIANCE RESPONSE
TO CONSUMERS POWER CO,, NRC STAFF AND
NRC LICENSING ROARD

We wish to respond to the questions raised by the NRC Staff, Consumers
Power Company and the NRC Licensing Board as to the validity of our position in T -
petitioning to intervene in the hearing dealing with steam generator replacement at the
Palisades Nuclear Plant,

' The whole pﬁrpose of a hearing is.to make sure that all of the facts of a
particular action involving a nuclear facility are made known to the Licensing Board
and ultimately the Nuclear Regulatory Commission,

" We will provide documentary proof that the Licensing Board cannot depend on
either the NRC Staff or Consumers Power Company to provide them with/ all the facts
they need to have to maké a determination,

This proof is the result of a number of licensing actions in the past in which
the NRC Staff and Consumers Power Company have been involved in which only the
citizen intervenors brought into the record very important facts about which the NRC
Licensing Board and the public needed to be informed.

The following is a chronicle of a series of these kinds of events that we are
able to document: -

1) In the suspension hearings of the Midland Case in‘1976-77, Consumers
Power Company attorneys deliberately attempted to conceal important facts and new

developments in the Midland Case that were essential for the Board to consider.
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As a consequence, the NRC Appeals Board has reopened the construction license pfo—
ceedings of the Midland Case to consider the reprehensible conduct of Consumers
attorneys in that action which should, in fact, call for their disbarrment, (Notice of
Pre-Hearing Conference, April 9, 1979 - Remand Proceeding - Docket Nos, 50-329
CP; 50-330)

In preparation for the suspension hearings in 1977, Consumers Power Company
attempted to conceal the fact that the management of the Dow Chemical Company had
serious misgivings about linking the operation of the Midland Division of Dow to the
Midland n-plants which were being built by that utility. The threat of a $600 million
law suit. by Consumers Power Company against Dow Chemical Company was the major
reason why Dow Chemical has stayed with the contract, according to the sworn testi-
mony of Paul Oreffice, President of the Dow Chemical Company. The attorneys for -
Consumers Power Company also asked to manipulate and edit the testimony of Joseph
Temple, manager of the Michigan Division of DowJ to make it appear that he still
favored the n-plant connection, The Applicant's attorneys also asked Dow to send
witnesses to the hearings who did not know the changed attitude of Dow's top manage-
ment toward the Midland n-plants. This Dow Chemical refused to do. They sent in
their key management people, Joseph Temple and Paul Oreffice, to provide sworn
testimony for Dow, ,

Furthermore, Consumers Power Company assumed that the Intervenors'
attorney would not appear because of lack of funds, and that without cross-examination
and discovery, Consumers Power would be able to "finesse' the Dow-Consumers dis-
pute and prevent the Licensing Board from finding out about it. (These facts are
described in attached Exhibit I.)

Joseph Temple had, as a matter of fact, decided that the n-plants would be
"disadvantageous'' not only to the Midland Division of Dow, but to their employees
and the community. (See Exhibit II.) The Company had secured a consultant's report
indicating that for $350, 000, 000, Dow could build their own coal-fired plants that

would supply all their needs for steam and power and meet all air pollution controls.
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It should be made clear that the NRC Staff was privy to all these developments
prior to the suspension hearings through discovery, but made no effort 1:0 get the in-
formation to the Licensing Board. Those attorneys should also be disbarred for fail-
ing in their primary professional duty, to get all the important facts before the Board

and on the public record.

2) In the Palisades construction hearing, the grave quality control defects

Attorney for Intervenors,

in the construction of that plant were brought out only by Myron Cherry,/who introduced
the log of Combustion Engineering, one of the contractors at the n-plant, In that log,
Combustion Engineering detailed the short~cuts and sloppy work of Bechtel Corpora-
tion in the construction of that plant. They did this to protect themselves, Palisades
has had éerious operational difficulties and has operated at only 44% capacity since it
began in 1972, All the contractors were subsequently sued for a huge sum ($300 million).
Consumers Power Company charged them with negligence and installing defective equip-
ment, Consumers recently settled for a fraction of that amount. This is a fact that
citizen ratepayers do not view as in their best interests since this money should have
been remitted to ratepayers who are bearing the costs of poor quality control in the
construction of Palisades and a substantial share of the costs of power that must be
purchased,

3) In the Midland Case, neither the NRC Staff nor Consumers Power Cormpany
told the Licensing Board of the failure of the six pilot ECCS tests in Idaho in the win-
ter of 1970-71. The record shows that Myron Cherry, Attorney for the Intervenors,
made that fact known to the Board in his efforts to pursue the safety questions of the
Midland n-plants,

4) In 1872, when the Palisades n-plant first went on line, Consumers Power
Company could not make their rad waste holding tanks to work at all, They released
the rad waste to the biosphere and continued operation, They not only did not disclose
this to the NRC Regulatory Staff, but lied about it to them and claimed that they had
always been able to stay within their licensing requirements, (Exhibit III.)

These facts show that the Licensing Board cannot rely on either Consumers

Power Company or the NRC Staff to disclose the important facts that will be develop-



ing in the steam generator replacement at Palisades.

The NRC has called steam generator degradation a serious, unresolved
nuclear safety problem requiring the highest priority effort for resolution. (Letter
of March 2, 1979, to S. Howell from D. G, Eisenhut.)

The people in the vicinity who are bearing the risks and who belong to groups
that are a part of the coalition of the Great Lakes Encergy Alliance and are deeply

concerned about the safety problems at the Palisades n-plant include:

Catherine Benner Sharon Wilson
2800 S. Lake Shore Drive 1221 Lane Drive
- St. Joseph, Michigan 49085 St, Joseph, Michigan 49085
Paul Gillespie Frank Lahr
407 North St, Dunham Ave.
St. jJoseph, Michigan 42085 Stevensville, Michigan 49127 : - -
Joe & Marge Hartwig ' Elinor Morloch
1226 Riverwood Terrace 700 Rosehill Rd,
St. Joseph, Michigan 49085 Berrien Springs, Michigan 49103

We are deeply distressed that citizens whose lives and property are at risk
have no funds to pursue issues of the magnitude that are clearly a part of nuclear
power development, Our lack of funds for attorneys and expert witnesses will make it
difficult to provide the kind of record that the Licensing Board should have. But with-
out citizen intervention, we have proved that the Licensing Board may not secure any
of the pertinent facts that they should have, but may,in fact,be provided with deliberately
false information, as the previous actions of Consumers Power Com'pany and the NRC

Staff indicate in the instances we have described.

Respectfully submitted,

Dty it baion
Mary é:r(:c/l,e? Vice President
Great LakeS Energy Alliance

Dated at Midland, Michigan
April 20, 1979
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In the Matter of

CONSUMERS POWER COMPANY Docket No, 50-2558P

(Palisades Nuclear Plant)

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that copies of "GREAT LAKES ENERGY ALLIANCE RESPONSE TO
CONSUMERS POWER CO,, NRC STAFF AND NRC LICENSING BOARD" in the above-

captioned proceeding have been served on the following by deposit in the United States _ .

mail, first class, this 20th day of April, 1979:

Charles Bechhoefer, Esg., Chairman Michael I, Miller, Esq.

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel Martha E, Gibbs, Esq.

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Isham, Lincoln and Beale

Washington, DC 20555 One First National Plaza
Suite 4200

Chicago, Illinois 60603

Docketing and Service Section

Office of the Secretary

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C, 20555

MARY S]NCﬁAIR, Vice President,
Great Lakes/Energy Alliance
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Present
Consumers: 1. Judd Bacon Dow: 1. ZLee Nute
2. Rex Renfro 2. Jino Hanes
3. James Falahee 3. Al Klomparen

Hearings called by Licensing Board.

A." Brief to be filed September 29. Brief shall bas on the issue of
suspension of the construction permit while all the remanded Midland
issues are being considered in an evidentiary hearing. Parties shall
include comments on the timing of the hearing on the merits, discovery
and the length of time estimated for the hearing.

B. Hearing on issue of suspension pending hearing on merits - October 6,

7 and 8 ~ issue being heard will be suspension of permit pending resolution
of substantive issues. Written direct testimony shall be filed prior to
the hearing and witnesses shall be made available for cross—examination.
Similar to MPSC proceedings. '

Consuumers said that the best way to explain the importance of the
suspension hearing and the issues to be covered there was to talk first
about the hearing on the substantive issues or "big" hearing. -

A. Issues to be covered at the substantive hearirg (5).

1.  ACRS issues - primarily safety issues - some have bean resolved
since 1972, others must be proved up in hearing - there are 16 "other™
matters to be considered, some of which will require expert testimony -
‘no "lightening rod" issues here that are currently being hotly contested
in other hearings. :

2. ‘Eneréyiconservation - not a big issue - see Diablo Canyon and
Niagra Mohawk (AEC-NRC cases) - Consumers not ovarly concerned about
this particular issue - claim they are loaded for bear -~ may need some
Dow input on electric counservation by Dow since 1972, which, although
showing lessened demand, will still show need for electricity by Dow -
(current contract 300 megawatts).

3. Changed circumstances in contract with Dow — won't be an inquiry
limited just to the contract change (1974) allowing Dow to continue to
run its power houses after the nuclear plant comes on - this issue goes
back to the original cost/benefit analysis which included shutting down
Dow's power houses as one of the factors in cost/benefit - have to talk
about conditions between Dow and Consumers as thay are today - Consumers
claims this can't be covered by a Consumers witnass -~ has. to be covered
by a Dow witness - Dow (Hanes) asked if that meant. Dow's intent

3y




or the current factual situation - Consumers replied "both" - Consumers

asked what Dow planned to use for back-up (1,000,000 1bs./hr.) — Dow
really didn't answer — Consumers said this too will be a part of the
cost/ benefit analysis, particularly if different than package boilers
1ncluded in original cost/benefit analy51s — Consumers sald main issue
is "Does Dow really need the steam."

4, Cost/benefit analysis — mostly covered above - Consumers said
question is '"What is Dow's position on steam? On electricity?” "What
is Dow's current position?'’ Consumers said a Dow witness will be needed
to testify on this — Dow referred Consumers to the contract negotiations,
including Temple's June 30 letter.

5. Other unaddressed fuel cycle issues - transportation of radio-
active wastes - also, site storage of nuclear wastes — these must be
considered.

B. TFactors to be considered in suspension hearing (5) - Consumers

assumes Cherry will not appear because of lack of funds - Consumers says
suspension hearing most critical - they believe that since there is no - ..
discovery, and probably no intervenor cross-examination — will be able

to finesse Dow-Consumers continuing dispute,

1. Significant adverse effect in environment - Consumers believes
interim rule will allow further licensing - neither interim rule nor
final rule will affect Midland construction ~ Consumers must prepare two
cases.

‘a. Until interim rule comes out - impact of suspension or non-
suspension. .

b. Until final rule comes out — impact of suspensiocn or non-
suspension.

Must consider adverse environmental impact of either continuing construction
and halting constructioun.

2. Reasonable alternatives foreclosed.- will continued construction
foreclose modification of plant that may be ordered as a result of the
promulgation of interim rule - Consumers said one of alternatives that
may be foreclosed by continued construction is Dow generating its own
steam, and this would affect configuration of Unit #1 - maybe now is
only time Dow can put in new unit. (Note: dou't really understand this

oint.)

3. Effect of delay electric - Counsumers must put an entirely new
"need for power' case to replace that done originally — will discuss
shut-of f of Canadian crude to Bay City power house and other factors
affecting reserves -~ will also have to put on testimony as to the 300
megawatts Dow must take under current nuclear electric contract - Dow
witness will have to testify as to Dow's intent to take 300 megawatts -
will discuss increased costs to Consumers - four wonth suspension will




result in eight month delay and increased construction costs of $130
million {(doesn't include purchased power) - one year suspension means
eighteen month delay - Consumers said dida't have cost figures yet on
one year suspension.

Effect of delay steam, and cost/benefit analysis tilted - Dow
becomes very important because here two issues (above) can come together -
Rex suggested that Dow witness might be someone from Dow Chemical U.S.A.
or Corporate area who 1s unaware of Midland Division recommendation to
Oreffice - this person would testify as to effects of further delay upon
Dow — if Dow accepts division recommendation and takes that positiom in
suspension hearing, then construction license will be suspended for at
least one year — no doubt about it — Falahee added that Consumers may o
lose its construction permit entirely - Consumers said that as long as
construction continues, Consumers has a lever and will drag feet in
hearing on merits ~ if construction stopped, intervenors have lever and
will drag feet in hearing on merits - Consumers further pointed out that
final FES (environmental statement?) states that if construction permit
for Midland is cancelled, Consumers will cancel one Unit and transfer
e other to Palisades - this was one of basis for issuance of construction
license — Consumers threat — Falahee brought up the point that Dow has
an obligation (Bacon interjects ''Section 3'") under the General Agreement
to support Consumers in the licensing proceeding. Falahee said "If Dow
takes this posture, Consumers and Dow will have a helluva legal problem' -
(Note: strong implication that Consumers would regard us in breach if
we went too far in our testimony) - Hanes replied that Dow's witness
would tell the truth as he honestly believed it to be, whoever the Dow. o=
witness - Falahee then made naked threat that if Dow testimouy not
supportive of Consumers (Note: no longer just if we go too far) and
that results in suspension or cancellation of permit, then Consumers
will file suit for breach and include as damazes cost of delay,_ cost of
project if cancelled and-all damages Tesulting’ f~bm cancellatlon of
§¥Baect 1f if causes 1rreoarable financizl hdrm to Consumers (ﬁankruptcy)
pretty damn close to blackmail)

5. General policy concerns - main case will be jobs - jobs at site,
. in Midland, and affect on economy of Mlchlgan — Stan Arnold of AFL-CIO

will testlfy for Consumers.

Summary

Above issues discussed in Consumers' September 7 brief — Rex said he

wanted to know Dow's position before he files his brief on September 29 -
Nute replied that they were inconsistent, threatening — a massive lawsuit on
one hand if Dow takes hasty position, yet demanding immediate statement

of position on the other - Dow replied that it would state its position

as soon as able, but may have to go before the Board of Directors - Rex

said he wanted an outline of Dow witness testimony to use as basis for
prepping witness on October 4 and 5 - no respoase from Dow - Dow committed
to get back to Rex before September 29, one way or other,
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ENTER&D INTO THE PUBLIC RECORD: CONSUMERS POWER'S MIDLAND UNITS 1 and 2
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Paul F. Oreffice ' I~ &S o7

U.S.A. Administration '

2020 Building

cc: J. M. Leathers

RE: NUCLEAR-STEAM ~ MIDLAND PLANT

As we discussed last evening, I now have a serious concern

2s to whethar the nuclear-project and our current contracts
with Consunmers Power Company aren't indeed in the oprocess

of becoming deterrents to our ability to assure the success—
ful and reliable operation of the Midlzad Plan: in the future.
a2 declared publicly last fzll that for planning purpvoses

the Division was no longer considering the cost and avail- -

ability of nuclear-steam to be an advantagza to this location.

Since January of this year, we have been negotiating with
Consumars ror contract changes that would accomplisi these
objectives:

1. . Reduce to an absolute minimum our dependence upon tha
" Consumers Powexr Company . :

2.  Gain complete freedom to generate our own power —-— in
any way that we may choose.

3. Gain the ability to make steam in any way and in any
qguantity that we may choose.

. Remova all restrictions on what we can do with the
steam we purchase from Consumers Power Company .
: : . » 4. °
5. Increase Consumers Power Company's responsibility for
Dow plant shutdowns resulting from their inability to
deliver contract quantities of steam.

6. Establish a timetable for the compietion of key aspects
of the plant and provide that Dow may termirate the

steam contract if it becomes apparent that Consumers
will b2 unable to provide steam by the end of 1984._

PN
AN OPEAATINC UNIT OF THL COW CHEMICAL COMPANY 10 N

o m—m it S ae g | meimem W .. Cr e e hm e e— .

@ DOW CHEMICAL @S.A.  Lrf b~ 2



Paul F. Oreffice -2 - Septewbhexr 8, 1976
¥ vcgﬁ.SLJnificant avent occurred on July 21, 1375, wnen
the washington D.C. District Court ©f £poeals remanded to
‘the N.R.C. the quastion of whether the construction licanse
for the Midland Plant should indaed have bean issuad. The
1i.R.C. vwas orxder=ad to Leopen haarings on four spacific
gues:iicns -- one of which involves the disposal of nuclezr-
wastes and OOtentldllj lmﬁlpts all nuclear-plaznts in the
U.S.; and three other questions tnat relate spocifically

to the lMidland case. The N.R.C. has reconstituted

the licensing board; and briefs on one initial question,
regarding the disposal of puclear viastes, were due in
to that board yesterday.

Cne of the issues to be rcexamined is the cost-benefit
analysis, which 1s based on the purchase of steam by

Dow from the nuclpa*—plant Consumers has always maln-—
tainad that Dow's commitment to purchase steam is critical
to their retaining a valid construction license. We arsa
nearly positive that we will be reguired, during some part
of tne upcoming proceedings, to state our current position;
e.g., Is the nuclear-plant and nuclear-steam essential to
Dow's Midland Plant? Is it advantageous? Doas tha evidence
in 1876 demonstrate a considerable cost advantag= of nuclear
over coal or 0il? Is Dow's growtn in MMidland depsndent upon
the availability of nuclear-steam? ill Dow continue to
operate and build in lidland if nuclear-steam is ndt going
to be available? I believe that answers to thase Xxinds of
gquestions are going to bz required, or at the very least
that we, Dow, need to have well thought-out answars to them
upon wihich to base our response, or resgonses, to either a
formal request from the N.R.C. or to guastions from the
attorney .for the intervenors -- liyron Cherry -- who is
dedicated to stopping the Midland Nuclear-Plant.

In our judgment, the July decision by the Cour: of Appzals
has dramatically -and adversely affected the odds that
Consumars wWill complete the plant by their new, target
completion-operation date. There 1s a new, O_IlCial cost
estimate of $1,670M; and we are also aware that there are
unofficial, internal cost estimates from Bechtel of $2, CO0E.
This information bscame known to us on Rugust 5th. Decisions
arc being made at the present time by the MN.R.C. on serious
"retro-7it" questicns which, if advers2 to Consunars, can
add significantly to costs. All of this may also affect the
cost-pan=afit analysis uvpon which the construciion license
vas based.

As of now, construction on the site continues. Russ
Youngdahl told me on August 5, 1976, this decision is
subjoct to changa on very short notice and could alwost be
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aul F. Oref ce. , - 3 - September 8, 1976
considered "day-to-day." .WIe have had no word from Consumers
sinca early August on their plans for coping with the July 21lst
Court of Appeals decision —-- or of their assessment of the

situation which we believe is very fluid and very critical.

I believe that there are more unknowns for us today than

erhaps at any time in the histcsry of the Midland nuclear-—
project. Our deliberations here -- and my own judgment --—
cause ne to conclude that under today's conditions and
considering the history of this project, that the nuclear-
project will be most likely to be dlsgovantageous to Dow
and to the Midland Plant and to our employees 1n this
‘community.

Therefore, I recommend the following:

1. When we meet with Consumers on Iond=v September 13,
1976, that we get, and then give full consideration to
their analysis of the situation, to their plans and
to their projections for the future.

2. Using what they tell us, decide whather our conclusion
as described in the previous paragraph is still a valid
one. .

3. If our conclusion is still avalid one, I recommend that
this is an important enOugh issue that you, personally,
call for a corporate review of the entire gquestion. Such
a review would be designed to evaluate all aspacts of
“the conclusion that we have reached here in the Division
and the potential problems that arrﬁv’ng at such a
conclu51on could cause for others. :

Such a review should start as soon as passible after our
session with Consumers and be completad in approximately one

month. Until such a review is completed to your satisfaction,

Dow should avoid taking any position. I have some ideas on
questions that I think need to be addressed in this review
and plan on discussing them with you next week when I know
‘the results of our scheduled meeting with Consumers.

It is important that a minimum number of people know the
Division's (my) conclusion and that those who do consider
it very much "Dow confidential™ because of its potential
.impaged on the community. Please let m2 know if you have

. —— s . e —
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By SANDRA L. DICKEY

y%foDally News staff writer , . f

PR Financislly- -trqubled Consumers Pow e,
E ; er Company threatened Dow Chemical ;'
| s Company with a $600 milllon lawsult if "
t_‘, ‘.".the chemical glant abiandoned Its com:- ('\-.\
" mitment to use process steam lromt
5 -»'Mldlunds nuclear power plant nder '
onstructlon.” . . Al
“The threat was revealéd Wednesdﬂy 3
Michigan Divislon general manager_
6seph G, Temple Jr., who sald i there ,’*
was no chance of K lnwsult Dow would - 3"
‘“go Its own way' and'not use steam
produCGd by nuclear power to operate
;. dts plant. . . ’4;
, Temple tesilfled Consumers bonrd :
chairman A. H. (Al) Aymond told Dowaﬁx‘
“1 officlals the utility ‘could go bankrupt 1R
3 the plant Is shut down permanently. " -y
.. %" He.ald Aymond estimated ;Cod:iw
‘., Sumers ({:otenglnl losses at $600 milllon .
and tol
- would pursue “any avenue to recover
“+  full damage {rom Dow.’ ’

AW

-;'wl'u‘r TR

Dow- officlals Consumeranwn Thé eém

~ The testlmony durlng n federal hear-
Ing_on the Consumers'-owned nuclear’}
lant lidicated the potential legal
gattle I8 the only" réason Dow reaf-4
{irmed its commltment to obtain steum J
from the palnt.. 1
' Temple himselt recommended to- the;
corpornle board of directors the com-*
any abandon nuclear power because
e concliuded {t would be dis-¢
“advantageous to Dow, the Mlchlgun Di- -l{
vision and its employes. 7
_His_conclusion Is still the posltlon ofy
‘the Michigan dlvislon, Temple testified, -f

‘and.no one from Dow U.S. A has dls 3

agreed with Him. ) 1
.Howevér,. he sdld" corpomte board of:
tllrector Paul- F! Orelflice, also presl-,!:
dent of*Dow  1J.5.A., decided the com-q
pany would honor Its contract forj
steam from the plant after two meet-?

Ings with Consutrers officlals, when thé ‘..'

awsults were threatened

> impact of Dow 8 abandonment on Lhe,

“

‘charged of our obllgullons

, any also tonducted a vash ,
* review of the nuclear project, assesslng! .

v o g e e e BN
Midland community, Consumers, nucle-¢.
ar power In Michlgan and the U.5., and
the national energy program.

Even the corporate stand is not flrm.
according to Temple's writlen testl-
mony, which stated the nuclear plant Is
under continuous review by the com-;
pany and “Dow will conllnue to keep

l all of its options open.’ S

Temple said the compnny is now “ac- .
tively .consldering’’ several alternative
power sources Including a new power
plant at the Michigan division.

If the nuclear plant canrot provide u
rellable supply of steam-'by 1984,
Temple said, “‘we feel we have been dls-
lo Con-
sumers.. o

- The two purtles curretﬂly are renego-
tlatlng a contract for the steam. Con-
sumers clalms Dow Is bound by a 1974
contract pendlng the negotlatlons. : -

But Temple sald Aymond told Dow of-
flclals they could get out of the contract -
In 1984 unless Dow’s abandonment

R L

-

i
conslructlon license. - B

"Dow's problem [s that Its aglng lossxl,
fuel plants, which now provide the’
Michigan division with power, will not’
operate past 1984, -

Added tb the burden is an upcomlng
hearing with' the Mlchlgnn Alr Pollution
Commisslon (MAPC), in which the com-"
pany must Indlcaté how It will comply’
with alr quality standnrds by 1980. ° .

Temwple sald the MAPC has allowed
delays in the company's solving the ‘air
quullty problem caused by the old pow-~
i er plants, because of its plan to switch
“'to nuclear power In 1982. "
, But the date Is too uncertain, Temple
believes. *'We have been promised a lot
of other things, (by Consumers) and it.
has slipped andl slipped and slipped.”

Temple called his concluslon that the
nuclear plant "'Is not golng to be a good
deal for Dow’’ one of the most dllllcult
declsiong of his career. . - :

Under questions by lntervenor at--
torney Myron Cherry, Temple sald the-

would . jeopardlze the nuclear plunls

decision was based on several facters:

~ . ‘_—.- .‘
Wt

_ lioh, sInce cdnstructlon began.,

1974 75 to 1982 . et

‘.l'l'. A r..

-1;,7.x:-'~z~A'— At

j tlonable in our minds.” - -
— Skyrocketlng costs of nuclear fuel.”
~ His assessment that the level of

wEpn T g

{low Moty

' — Dow’s concern of becomlng tolally
"dependent on Consumers for process
- steam,

~ During ‘Wednesday’s cross exam-'
fnatlon, wdrd¢ Hlew among attorneys,
who .were reprimdnded by the pre- -
siding Atomlc Safety and Llcenslng“'

Board (ASLB) several times.

.. Cherry announced he plans to call
several more witnesses including Oref-
fice,\ Aymond, Consumbers executive
vice president Russell C. Youngdahl,

-

— The bubstintial Increases In cost of and severnl Dow corporate officers who !

* the plant, {rom $256 miilion to $1.67 bil-
ha

~ Numérous delays which pushed
.back the start- -up, date of the plant froni’ sents the Saginaw Intervenorg in the:.
\2:\ proceedings, sald he planned to ques-

' — Consumers’ nbxllty to finarice con!™ Oreflice’s rejection of Temple 8 recom:
_struction of the plant which "ls qucs-

conlldence of Consumers Is, “qulte.

Y

were aware Temple s conlldcntlall :
memo. :

The. Chicago nltorney. wlw repre-

** tion the men about factor’s that led to * :

,mendatlon.

; Temple's testimony was glven durlng
lhe second day of hearlngs held at. the
Hollday Inn.

. )
i . -5..1

.
ll g "Ip'-_‘

4% The heaging was scheduled lollowlng‘ : i

“fa U.S. Court of Appeals ruling that the
Atomic Energy Commlssion (AEC),

- predecessor of the Nuclear Regulatory "~ ™

* Commisslonn (NRC) did not properly in-

vestigate full Impact of duclear plant oo

construction in Midland.’ B
The baslc lssue Is whether complete” -

" conslderation was glven to nuclear al-
ternatives and whether the plant wiil
be needed with récent emphasis on .
encrgy conservation, accordlng to an

NRC spoltesman, .
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Palisades Waste Gas Systen

C.8JLCT

Invenrnatl CORRESPONDINCE

LMiausler, Covert ,
GSxeeley, Michigan Avenue: -
RCBauman, Michigan Aveaue - -

JRSchaub, Michigan Avenue \\f

[T a = e

In rcference to your letter to Bechit€l Corporation dated Fareh 9, 1972,
Operations Department takes serious exception to two points which we have not
been able to reconcile in a meeting with R, C. Bauwman and J. R. Schaub.

The item on the waste gas decay tank inlet and outlet valves states
that neither & second isolation velve nor a test connection and valve are nec-
e¢ssary. We feel they are necessary for the following recasons:

1. We believe these valves will only be accessible during refueling .,
shutdowns due to radiziicn from. as stored in the adjacent tanks.,
Therefore, a second vzlve is necessary as a backup Lo insure o
relicble method of isolation will be available from refueling to

refueling. e .
2, cakage through certain valves in the system 3s intolerable; in

the casec of trne outlel valves, the result would te leaksge out
the stzek (CV-1123, located downstream, is not a gas-tight valve).
In the case of the inlet valves, Jeakage during nmzintenznce of
relief valves (which has beecn a frequent maintonance item in the
past) would result in lcakage from the high-pressure part of tha
‘system to atmospherce.

’\v

r

> 4
1ne
e

3. It is necessary to have some means of detectiing lesxage from the
. -

systenx to the envirommeant before significant ?'::.Ls o pgas heve
been lost. Leakage to atmozsriere can be detected by bubble tesis.
But leakage through valves can only be detected by a test connectd |
Coserving pressure dzcay is not an accepieble metihod because, by |
the time the prossure drop is large enough to be observed, too
mach gos has been losc.  Totel gas lose in both surge tenk and

: c a

n
[
n Ll to insure compliance with

for 753 T?i ficonﬁ disputud'itcm is Humber 25 on the necd for g chnrcon}
: . LG LoAnnt 3t becemes nocenstly to bypass the desay s
_2llowed L the o f—'l;ﬂj”"“TTﬂ”Ji§~i:;rf‘~'_’_
2 I linits for 190 vy a fector of |
drain tank with 0.1% railod wcl. L'G?ano“:‘

LC\\-C 1s Lhat t.r...';
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R s;;wgc*r s" Ps.lisades Plant
D ,l_a,‘.?‘_' Waste Gas System
: : . N INTZRNAL Coaazsrouxnc:

o Rarerence 1) CPCo letter to Bechtel dated 3/9/T2 . . o oLL/(({‘
S ; "2) RLHauater memo to XABwarts dated 3/16/72

N -v-S : . ,
B - RCBauman, Michigan Ave GSKeeley, Michigan Ave ?42; 0’2’}5“"
SR .+ AKCrockett, Parnall Rd GBMatheny, Michigaa Ave
R g igusler, Site JRSchaub, Michnigan Ave -
15 T
' . ‘I‘~'o areas of concern are gtill unsettled as noted im your cezo of .
Me.rch 16, 1972, They are: R
o 1) VWhether or not two valves and a test cocnnection should B N _’ :
. A . be added to the inlet and outlet of the gus dscay tanks; o H
o :' ';'. PR and ' ' * ;
;. > » . 2) Whether or not the filter from the gas decay tanks (P-53) RYALAE ‘

o R should be changed to the charcoal variecty. {‘}‘ e
;'. -‘,._,1". ’ a7 e

We feel that the a.dditiona.l valves and test connectiocn are oot needed, ...V . _

. for tha following reasons: ,/ s ey

Uik e oy ; ; N TN

AL L e cost of $10,000 -~ $20,000 is pronib‘tive' i’f T LAY -

"‘6-‘( ’l qd‘il‘_‘ 3\.4&‘ . - ) .‘Ii ‘/'/"d /:?/"tj:' /L‘{(l& Jlé'/

"’t 71&1&«) w 2) The present valves will be replaced by tair tight valves

: LA ,@;‘WK which will leak with such a¢dlow fv-ejfix_zf)that two valves - e
hald / 9 are not Justified; — " [ -
) L e \ij Y ,)g,w lg(‘,,l/ 04% )bd}fg .
A (f’l \1\ u ‘_“ Aé«;ﬁ) .If it 18 postulated that the first valve would leak, the Cw Om“} 1
; s proper solution would be to replace the valve with a better
‘““S valve, not add another leaky valve; .

ﬂ L r-&w :
’JKQWW l+)[:fz§'mawill be added so that one could easily

ol haed ’ b divert the gas from a leaking tank and then keep the
S “3“"‘”‘7' leaking tank out of service until the next refueling

period;

- . . 5) There are backup valves downstream of the outlet valves
S e Y an L A presently; N Y
A tly; Hhat Jee N,

1 éﬁ’(z‘ §/ St \b)\Lea.kage will be detectable by RE-1113 before any limits

> ibl’b
g JLa L " ~—Afre even approached; + K ! Bresodd i n ,j)/ |a &L‘Z sG#
) L~_\_'(_~ L’q o) ve ! ﬁfi.u»«lly d..wn‘{:/:/\'lo 419/5(', .

L /

\
"(‘N Magy 50&/«' ) The relief valves are being fixed so that they will rot /'
leakX, thus, any potential leakage through the tank inlet /{,..,

/'/ r/u\"-

L (\’/” L4 é"’d/t‘ku will only recirculate in the system not go to the at.m.o-J/- t/’ ,/
- x/ 4 T T 4 v
R P ("/ ‘UK 2’! Llsphere‘ | . _.—“.__/) ! . y
JE S es alti foos it : AN
e .A/ l‘-(’l L . M/{ KA , - g s 4
" ) 4 ; .. {HU’” / ’ .
AR WV z"‘.‘-.n-s '/\C/cf, (-7 w'é“’( p /J u"/‘ ”é-&;:.",./mv-t-'.)

/)
P~ .’. el ’a,w L )LL,QA"J“-
Lo / ’ . . _*4’.7 (uf
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* . ... &sllicweter, Parnall 1. , ‘ ‘H"i = 2
R © Palisades Plan t , . Jj&,,_, S
“ Waste Cas System : g’!o.’k e

Ma.rch 22, 1972 . .

__,, 8) According to Table 11-h of the FSAR, if al{ the gas | ‘
. is releesed with no holdup, the preseant Part 20 limita )m& SJN Foug o

voixld, be exceeded by 2.04. Recognizing th,’a.t Appendix X /
vill“’ﬁcrease the limits by a factor of(50) that 1% L \5'5 Ve SW«
_failed fuel is 10 times too high {.1%), and that the ‘H\L ‘S“UC’,-w
‘source terms and diffusion terms amcunt to another . ; , J ,L
factor of 1Q conservatism, then the entire tank could’ ""“{ bir
be released without holdup and still meet Appgndix I ;'1 5-& S IMEd e
. ® .
" “1?3& oh X 50 x xi ®1.00 e o el WH{}
e - - . = D ‘ - )
- * 1o * BGvant s of
Thus a greg._t. deal of gas would have to be released ¢ | RS2 F":n‘ll‘\)u
" before any limits. are exceeded so that the leaking ’/ )f/
v tank could easily be taken out of commission before _ 7//2 ol &If&j{
 any problem evolved; R 7
/L(}-E""}‘,'/’

" The loss of gas_from.this system i{s an abnoma.l__casg {/VJ
- that should not be designed for as an everyday occur=- 'd
- rence;

"It appears that a recombiner might be added to the Uw‘g
system which will allow for more excess tank space ;’

80 that a tank could easily be disconnectead from

~" the system;

{ one postulates that a tank will leak, the double
'valve test connection has only a small probability ‘-
of determining the source of leakage since there are

. - other points that could be leaking; Ie. -/
. /~G"ﬁ/ A “,J.
~ The inlet valves will be double va,.L_g_a_ as discussged Jf/ / b
-.__’——'—-—"“ . )
by Jia Shepards. / /tl/ Lol - Ao oo
. ¢ /4(&( 2 ’ '/ o 41
S NEe s o & s
W TR v, Although we do not agree with the above valve addition, T 2T |
RN T AR RC L . we would not object to the Plant installing such a Lot
Cos Rt vt A ﬁ"-"-«"“‘ H&:{M
R S system in the futuré, z . "} "‘f
o ql.'.‘,'r""(:.:: : \
;~ .:'_',lf,',‘:, RS Ve feel that F-SB?shOuf'50/t be changed to a charcoal filter for !
ST 4T f"LWiug reascns: ‘
b et o d "’ ". 31 o
' e ~';f. N ’.-;. %y l) The Plant is presently experiencinc, a wvater problen This Lv'. h‘:/”";‘) 7(0 C
e LT ~.L¥ A with FP-58 that should be resolved before any other Wik Hq o oo
\s,“ B cha.nges_ are made; Cl‘w«oucl ) g
& 6 ".*Q ’\—j ¢ 2) A third compressor is being added to the syatem to .
V\*JNL..«,A @.SL ,_,6 increase its re’iabillty 50 thatthe decay tanks will
" not . "be bypessed; -
T \1'3- “3 3) 1In the event the tanks are bypassed, we would be ‘)-}-.tyscs,,w\q
Ly ety B experiencing an abnormal or accideat condition which
. " S is discussed as accident 3 of the envircamental repcrt.,
I : Wo do not wich to deosign for potentinl trivial ascldentss :
VAR S 1 R11 (QJLUJ‘ " e “de gy A / .{ &= porentl e ’/ ‘N f
BAL RS | L. !A" "“‘a(‘!\l{‘ d‘.‘_’\)( e k ,_/‘,c(lvﬁl Q7,1 .(/

.l

St alig et ! |
Y ('{daxcn 1~ /‘ e o 2 gap . Sty “f' ELo e
’if‘-\tﬂ,‘“\ l{t)\d 0I|.‘ /‘ s 7 ‘} ’\ / 7 CX\ l’/l (‘ /
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B ) ‘Palizsdes Flant. ‘ -
©"¢7-Waste Cas System - SR
. 7,7 Maren 22, 1972
"-“'.r‘ _J'AAL ) 3 .
) o ~.:».»{51";\L i )
y o Lo "i*i-i:.?-;':'-_ﬂw‘.,?‘) *If the tanks were bypassed, the amount of ilodine that
i \’ 5’%*;:' would be released is very questionable. Experience (.‘jﬁ,d\ QXQ”V’@HC/(_
R N e i : .- and most calculations indicate that ecsentially no ’:”
” R LOr .;; iodine would be released; vu} TLIRIND
. ’ 2 "j,. ..
- e T 5) The eventual outcome of Appendix I iodine limits are ¢J‘L°.. ‘:?Au dj;-t
AENCIEE b EA - questicnable and hopefully will be reduced from the S J/
S R R EACT . present suggestions; Doh‘f covnt on ‘7L/ oC ~ /o -h:

7:9!\.2.)“ wdfM“\S)“ E}\:éﬁtikappisdix I ist‘;phetl;i ashii, an: we t?ex;i’iypass '
1‘1 -\‘13, ':,te anks, 8 ques ona e that a charcca
/ W’L‘“'Z art ‘_' will be a manditory re encnt on all plants; “rOV" noVY y{oﬁb‘.«,«lv%“
b W,{fz m,y E"’Jiéﬁz Uab-Q,( ccc: G—Jnofwgmw u,[,s w}_ ‘0’0’ i
) We do not wish to design and accordmgly backfit to}i o
4’0"9 V”‘[M—-ﬂ'i

.L .7
“4{ W/"Aé(% potential future regulations;

»oarn

If it becomes manditory in the future to install &’
charccal filter in place of F-58, we will thea ro=' |

: evaluate our position. o . S
. v,-{ug ﬁ; “#V“U e MJ »‘43;@,04 : R s o
‘rms' (_{)(T-L\r A.iq l‘/\)_;.,) o 5\.'\,}c A@-—(J}][«jf«-u
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e awansler {1V COHSHRIC]
| S povier
Dare April 10, 1972 M
T . Copany
SubJZeT  \aste Cas Systems
mll. E;“],go plant' ) INTERNAL Connr_,?ona'c-«c:_
“CC RLMauetcer . . :

Jl4 Simpson

a copy of the recent memo from K.A.

Attoched for your information
»r

is
Swarts to R.L. Haucter on the Gas VYWaste System wi {.n plant staff corwaents.

You must be awarc of the fact that although our license stntes we
Vvill hold vp zl) radioaclive peses for e minimum period of 7 days we have in
fect not been able to meet this reauirement to dels. *%

Co*xpll{mcc will ccr\,cunl" bore in on Lhis arca in the near Tuture
with as a mininun a slap on the wrist citation for the record.

Ve are in deep trouble ond the sooner engincering and Pechtel edmits

It the sooner we can find 'a solution.

= Exhibit 2

sz opposite of whal they told iy ARG, sce puaxe 2 of Exhibit 4.
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January 26, 1973

Re: Yocket No 50-25%5

United States Atomic Energy License To DPR-20
Commission

799 Roosevelt Road

Glen Ellyn, Illinois 60137

Dear lir. Grier:

Your letter of Decewber 21, 1972 stated that the Palisades
Plant was in noncompliance with AEC requircments; nazmely, that ges-

Gonosal Offices: 712 West Micnlgan Avenue, Jackson, Michlgan 49201 » Aroa Caodo 517 708-0530

eous vaste may have been discharged dircctly to the stack for a period

vaste gas surge tonk directly to the stack.
you of tne action tha &
performance such that the requirements of Article "3.9.17 of the Techs
cal Specificaticns can consistently de adhered to.

During the early operation of the Palisades Plant (January
and February 1972), evaluation of the performance of the wuste gas

requiring the use of cover gases as well es gos collection from the

nany plant stert-ups and shuldowns.
to achieve the required seven-dzy holdup time in the deczy tanks and
in a2ddition, it was suspocted that the decsy tank reliel velves we:
leaking. The relief valve instzlletion vas modificd to provide cas
of maintenance and the reliefl valves were resct and lapped. Also
he excessive pas collection problem vias reduced

during this period,
the relief valves, it was concluded

scmevwnat. Following the work on
that leakxore still existed {rom the decay toanke.  In Aprild 1972,

811 ninc decay tonik isoleation valvw

installed in an attempt to stop the leareze., During Moy and Junc 19
valve packings vere centinuous) worked Lo prevent lealkeaze.
Gas collecetion rates were still excessive,

enced carly in the year. Ewvean so, radioactive gas collection enly
s were trying to hold up.

uring the first half of 1972

25 vere rermovoed, revorked and re-
0

-
P

>
a0
[¢]

represented an estimated 2G5 of the
Tne totel gaseous activity relcased
Yas very low.

=
¢

) JAI 39 BA :

~of scveral months which exceeds the allowabvle time for discharge of the
This letter will aporise
t has been teken to lizprove the waste gas systlem

13—

™ c

system was difficult because of excessive gas cclicclion rom systems

During this time, it was difficult

b}

1M
L&y

b e evemn ! o~ PPN
but not wc great os experi-



Mr. Boyce ii. Ui ‘ . : c
January 26, 197 ' o : . B

By July, valve leakagze. problems were again beginning to reduce
holdup times. Continuous valve naictenance made no significant improve-
ments in decay tank holdup performence. "I stemp diaphraga valves Were
placcd on order to replacce the presontly instelled inlet, outlet and
drain valves on ecach of the thrce decey tanks; howaver, duce to the "HI"
stanp, delivery is not expcctod until February of 1973. During August
and September 1972, the excessive g collection rate problems vere
overcome; however, leakage f{rom the decay tenks becune worse with valve
usage. In October 1972, a s2cond valve was added on the inlet, outlet
and drain lines to the decay toanlu, which resulted in improved system
performance. The system leakugwe tended to inerease with time and usage
of these valves. :

!

During December 1972, sceven valves of a type used in natura
gas-systems were acquired and instellei. This has minimized the gas
leakage to a point where the waste gas system is operating fully in
accordence with Technical Spreificeticn requirerments. At the first
opportunity following reccint of the disvhrosma tyve valves, they will
be installed. This will provide additional relicbility with respect

to decay tank holdup times. : . -

. In summary, veste gas sysiem performance was marginal through-
out most of 1972. Therc werc insterces when decay tenks have not been
held up for the reguired .coven deys »' leakage; however, the ma-

[ ]

C

[y

0

i

-~

b

Jority of the fime, the rcven—-doy hol™ v recuirement has been achieved.

4

In addition, we nove never delibercd vrwssoed the decay taniis to
discharge direcily te the stack for ¢ nerigd of greater thmn seven days,

Throuzhout 1972, the activiiics of pasen vl1cud:d have a. lways becn low
€
end well within rcledue lnnLL:

&

It is significeni o note thzt there vere originally nine

valves associated dircctly with the d¢reny turks. The efforts to re-

duce the leakage rates of gases frun Lhe tiunds hove resulted in 16
additional valves being installed. Ve are confident that these efforts
have improved the waste gas sycion sueh thid it will allow full com-
pliance with all Technical Speciricntion roguirements.

Yours vory Lruly,

BS /dmb : Radph 6. Sewell
Huclear Licensing Adainistrator
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

In the Mztter of

| COXSUMERS POWER COMPANY Docket Xo.(s) 50-255SP

(Palisades Nuclear Plant)

e S A N N S S s

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE -

I hereby certify that I have this day served the foregoing document(s)
upon each person designated on the officizl service list compiled by
the Office of the Secretary of the Commission in this proceeding in
accordance with the requirements of Section 2.712 of 10 CFR Part 2 -
Rules of Practice, of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Rules and
Regulations.

Dated at Washington, D.C. this

,7/7619(’ day of 2 ( 197?.

o .
L4t ,742%07@%4

Officé of the Secretary of the/Commission
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Charles Bechhoefer, Esq., Chairman
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Dr. George C. Anderson
Department of Oceancgraphy
University of Washington
Seattle, Washington 98195

Dr. M. Stanley Livingston
1005 Calle Largo

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501

Counsel for NRC Staff

Office of the Executive Legal Director

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Docket No.(s) 50-2558P

M.I. Miller, Esqg.

Isham, Lincoln & Beale

One First National Plaza, Suite 4200
Chicago, Illinois 60670

Ms. Mary P. Sinclair

Great Lakes Energy Alliance
5711 Summerset Drive
Midland, Michigan 48640






