UNITED STATISES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

<ar of )
ISON COMPANY g Docket No. 50-341

AMENDED PETITION 7O INTERVENE

Petiticner, Citizcns for Employment and EZnergy, hereinafter
referred to as CEZ, petitions %o intervene in this proceeding
pursuant %o Section 2.71% and other pertinent secticns of the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Rules of Practice, and statas:

I

IDENTIFICATION QP PETITICNEZR

Citizan £ ant Ener (CEE)

1. CEZ is an unincorperated asscciation comprised of citi-.
zens and residents of iichigzan, organizations whose zemberships
include residents of Michigzan and residents of other states, and
local units of goverrmert, all of whom are interestad in the dis-
semination of information and stimulation of public awareness and
involvement in the s+udy of nuclear power and alternate sgurces
of safe electrizal energy generating scurces,

A+t least one memtcer of CEEZ resides within one zaile of
the Fermi 2 plant%, other members residing at slightly greater
distances. ZZ also represents nembers residing in the service
areas of %he public power ccoperatives <hat have purchased an
interest in the propesed plant.

This petitiocner nas analyzed and sTtudiad, To the axiant
«hat infarmation has zeen availatla, the proposaed Fermi 2 zlant
and is concermed, as se%t Zorth in more specilic detalil Telow,
=ha< the constructicn and operation of the Fermi 2 plant will
resul+ in an unsafs and inefficisnt exercise of the vse of atomic
energy: that it will create deleteriocus and adverse affacTs
upon the City of Monrce, other par<s of Michizan and elsewhers;
will contritute to and create adverse environmental effacTs wnich
can he avoided; and will result in irresriavable and irTeversililes
sommitments of natural and other rescurces, which, censidering all
af +*he alterma+ives and cirsums<ances including the allszged need
for electrical power, would not te advantagaocus.
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II

DITZRSITS ADVERSZLY AFPECTID
3Y igm’*u g:' TUS COMMTSS TON

2. Zased upcn the interests and concerns of the petiticnar
identified in (I) above, cne or more of the direct interests of
the petitioner will Be adversely affected by the issuance of an
cperating license., These inTerestis and how they may te affected \
are as follows:

(a) The econcmic interests of petiticner's members (parsicu- !
larly those residing near the plant will be affectad by the re- |
lease of radiation Zrem the plant through the following mechanisms:

(1) la:-lovol radiation releases during normal plant oper-
ations

(2) releases of radiaticn through accidents in the plant

(2) releases of radiation through industrial sabotage

(3) relaases of radiatiocn through sabotage by outside
terrarists of the plant proper or sadctage of spent
fuel being transpor<ted from the plant

(5) release of radiation through the tramsportation of
spent nuclear fuel from the plant Througn the surround-

community.

(n) Radiatisn releases as specified in (a) above will adversely
affect the property intares<ts (both real and personal) of peti-
+icner's members residing near the plant.

(¢) Radiation releases as specified in (a) above will ad-
versely affect the health of petitlioner's members (particularly
those residing near the plant), resultiag in medical bills and
+he shor<ening of their lifesparns.

(d) The value of petiticner's members property will decrease
“hrough the normal cperaticns of the propesed plant's cooliig sys-
<em =hrough the adverse weather condislions thus created in the area
immediately surrsunding the plant.

(e) The econcmic interssts of those CEE nembers wic are matae-
payers of Detroit Ediscn or the public power cccperatives who have
purchased an in<terest in the plant will ce adversely affescted cdue
Ta the raise in rates that will 2e caused ty cperaticn (or inabile
iwy %o operata) of the proposad plant.

TST
- —

STATSENT 02 CONTSNTIO!

3. Under Sec. 2.714 Petiticner is not required <o frane
specific contanticns until fif<een 15) days pricr %o the holding
o a special prenearing confersnce or prenearing confarence 12
no special prensaring confarence 1s held. Althougn petitioner is
listing certain contantions csoncerning the propesed zlant telaw,
it reserves its right under 2.71% <o add addi<tional contantions
ar revise the contentisns lis=ad telow wishin the tize lini<s
specified in the secticn idenz=illad abcve.

- -

(B8]




-

the stru
Q. CClPO~-

secu
n‘
e
e

.
-

S.C

A— .-

¢tion o

uss

-~

ical

ﬁ-a‘-l‘
i A v
ese

aws
m

-dd g

-

y
3

-r
»lad
>
~e -
eCI
-ha are
-l
-
- - -
1
na
-

lead
entio

( P o
| PR U |
20 5a0 010 - .
‘“...:.S o0 ' mw “N.m
-\ fa - -
LY P ﬂv.f“.
Oowmf s al
oy )
% 00
0 '
L 'E
ol LTS
Lo 18-

~
-~ -~
whs -

-
-

(- PN
l'H: -
o .
- —
wwae

.
-

-

o~

-
N
-
-
e -
w<ac

"}
¥
0
P x® -
L))
ﬁ

onsTIiC

e

ape

the

ul
con

S -
—

Workars who

-]
S

ares
se q
lLing co
e sabotage o
nt>cl has
1specticons te
:J

sile SilnCe

N

‘..
een
QU LNE
+y
son -T
.
nera.l
Y
wsS 1o

S -
-
2s
=
-
A‘
-
i
-
-
-
——
- -
<
3
e:; P
xpedita
J‘
b 5 |

~
o -

3
i3
&
i-
= -
-
-
4 -
-~
7
-
3
=
i~
-
-
T

e

er

b8 3
cl

)

.
emely
ohk 3
e
"—-e

-
-

-
»
“
—-—
S
—

1

- .

e WA
n
-
-
e

—
--‘
-

- -
-
V-

-
r <3
-
-
-t .
LSnllL.

“he
-~
here
-
ax
>
v
etroli
o3
Parsons’
:v

plan

.
through de

.

-
surveys.
ns

-
orce
a

- -
-~
-
- .
Camwhay

The
=g
- - "“TT
- b
ction
(a)
o —
#
- e
(\-\
~/
tzuce
ial
onsTIuc
acked a
1 and engi
(d) D
-/ -
frem the
ecaus
e corI

=ad

gar

ic
-

ers
or
e cons
ged
ucl
s.
e

membte
ns
th

-
-

o |
ke
-

-
-

(o2

g

O

0

SQrs

-
‘e
e

contre

-
-
-

s
the
a
ture,

en

v"..
- -
waa

4 0

B
e
~Aa
-~
aa




Se The design of the radiation monitoring system is
imzfficient and incomplete to adequately monitor radiation
both in normal operation of the propcsed plant, as well as
during thcse moments after a maxizum hypothetical accident,
Despite the fact that technology exists %o install completely
remote controlled and other sophisticated monitoring systems
throughout the proposed plant's site and on the perimeter of
the plant's site, and ground level and above, Zdiscn's design
does not incorporate adequate radiation monitoring systems.

6. Numerous ccmponents of the Fermi 2 plant will become
exposed to radiation and to adverse physical conditions if it
begins operating which will change the physical properties of
the materials over the 40 years of expected operation. Unex-
pected deterioration of these components or their systems could
threaten the operation and safeguards of the plant. Difficulties
at Palisades, Fermi 1, and other plants already demonstrate
that expected durability of parts is highly inaccurate. CEE
contends that zdison has failed tc provide adequate procedures
for inspection and replacement of these critical ccmponents.

7. The steam generator system of the Fermi 2 plant will
be subject to unexpected corrosion, making it likely that an
expensive major overhaul will be necessary well tefore the
expected forty year life of the plant is finished. The current
dgifficulties at the Turkey Point and Surry plants demcnstirate
this problem.

8. Emergency plans and procedures have not Deen ade-
quately developed or entirely conceived with respect %o an
accident which could require immediate evacuations of entire
towns within a 100-mile radius of the Fermi 2 plant, iacluding
Detroit. In particular, CEE is concerned over whether there
is a feasible escape route for the residents of the Stcny
Pointe area which is adjacent tc the Fermi 2 site. The only
road leading to and from the area, Fointe iux Peaux, lies
very close to the reactor site. In case of an accident the
residents would have to travel towards the accident before
they could move away from it.

G. Wwith respect to the availability of sophisticated
medical treatmeéent of radiation injuries, Zdison has not made
adequate provisions for either facilities or personnel %o
treat radiation injuries or radiation-chemical injuries which
would result from a maximum hyvothetical accident or any other
lesser accident, exlusively nuclear or in concert with an
accident involving any of the other industrial sec®ors pre-
viously described in this petition. zZdison has not adequately



|

considered the future availability of the services of hospital, ‘
azrbulance, and public and private police protection in the

numbers necessary to handle and adequately safeguard the public

interest in the event of the aforementicned potential accidents. |

\

\

10. Edison has not incorporated intc the design of Fermi 2
solutions to many of the generic safetly probtlems of boiling
water reactora. These protlems endanger CEE members and thousands
of other citizens near the plan®t site. These problems were out-
lined in NUREG-041Q, "NRC Program for the Resolution of Generic
Issues Related to Nuclear Power Plants," and include the problems
associated with turbine missiles, monitoring within the pressure
vessel, and common mode failures in the reactor scram systems,
as well as the questionahble effectiveness of contalnment sprays
in a loss-of-coelant-accident, the possible failure of safety
systems in a loss-of-coolant-accident due to thermal shock, and
the lack of adequate instrumentation to detect severe fuel fail-
ures, and many cthers. The recent River 2end case has indicated
+that these problems must be addressed. Zdison has not shown
adequate solutions to these generic safety problems.

1M1 Tdison has not proven that Fermi 2 could withstand a
serious flcod or that it is constructed in an area which ensures
that such a flcod would not occur.

12. The Standards for Protection Against Radiation cur-
rently in force, 10 C.F.R. Part 20, are inadequate, illegal,
and in contravention of the Atomic Energy Act. Accordingly,
any radiocactive emissions to te discharged in any form from
the FPermi 2 plant are different than what would be permissible
vy virtue of valid radiation standards promulgated pursuant t
the oblizations of the NRC under the A%omic Znergy Act,

CEE contends that several inherent deficiencies

o

result from the inadequacies of the standards which in Turn
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(da) The standards do not adequately provide for a
tracing of emissions of radicactivity through all pathways
by which such radicactivity may be transmitted to the pop-
ulation in a given area, as well as each pathway by which
it may be transmitted in the eco-system in a given geo~-
graphical area; and with respect to Edison, nc procedure
has been followed, or prorosed, to abate the illegality
of the standards.

13. The proposed plant is designed to emit radiation
which would exceed maximun permissible concentraticn levels
in the current radiaticn standards if one considers the
reconcentration factor of certain radionuclides such as
cesium-137, strontium-90, and iodine-131l. No procedures by
Edison have been undertaken to account for and abate this
reconcentration phenomenon regarding amany of the radiocnuclides
t0 b2 emitted from the plan in normal operations.

14. The operation of Fermi 2 would entail the acceleration
of the volume of radicactive paisons which would be released
at all stages of the nuclear fuel cycle. These would unques-
tionably endanger the health and well-being of CEE members
and citizens tnroughout the country.

(a) The mining, milling, enrichment, and fabrication of
the uranium to be used at Fermi 2 presents very serious
health hazards that have been documented in recent NRC publica-
tions and cases. In particular, evidence has indicated tiaat
the long-term effects of radon gas froz mining and ailli
tailings may cause hundreds of thousands of deaths due o
cancer and genetic effects. These results appear irreversible
should Fermi 2 be allowed to g0 into operation.

(b) Recent evidence has indicated that routine "allowable"
releases and common accidental releases of radicactive toxins
will cause large numbers of concers in citizens living in the
area surrounding the plant.

(e) The current plans for temporary storage on-site ¢of
used reactor fuel at Fermi 2 provide no guarantee of protection
¢f CZE members and the general public from overstorage which
could lead to safety problems or from the possibility of in-
ternal or external sabotage.

() CEE contends that a methoa for effective storage of
high level and transuranic wastes has not ben demonsirated.
This lack of a solution presents serious health and environ-
mental conceras to CEE members and the general public, and
doces sco for pericds of hundreds of thocusands of years.



ECONCMIC CONSIDERATIONS

15. CEE contends that EZdison's planning has given in-
adequate consideration to the future costs and the availability
of the proposed fuel and other pcssible fuels.

Several specific examples follow:

(a) Adequate planning on the part of Edison would have
shc+n that uranium would in the future become scarce and ex-
pensive (the cost is presently rising at a nearly expcnential
rate).

(b) BEdison has failed to consider the costs of and diffi-
culties in obtaining other fuels, such as uranium=-233, thorium
isotopes and plutonium isotwcpes at least cne of which CEE
contends will have to be used in the Fermi 2 plant. For example,
the future of reprocessing plants in the U.S. is ia jeopardy.

(e) CEE contends that Edison has not considered that the
necessity of importing expensive U=-238 will further create an
outflow of American money to foreign lands, thereby maxking
capital less available in the U.S, and creating financial
burdens on the American public., CEE further contends that
uranium importation will not move the U.S. away from energy
dependence ¢n foreign interests.

The implication of (a) and (b) above is that, in addi-
tion to unexpected costs which will appear in our rates, CEE
members and other :Zdison customers may in the future be affected
by Edison's inability to fuel their nuclear plants (i.e. re-
Placement costs for electricity during shutdowns).

16. CEE contends that the NRC has failed to fulfill its
own requirements regarding the sale of part of Ferami 2 %0
Northern Michigan Electric Cooperative, Inc., and wolverine
Electric Cooperative, Inc. According to the Atomic Energy Act
and NRC Regulations the Co-ops must satisfy all of the re-
quirements for receiving an operating license without regard
to the position of Eldison. Therefore, CZIE contends that th
operating license for Fermi 2 should be withheld until the
NRC performs its lawful 4uty.

) e The Znvironmental Impact Statement filed by the Rural
Electrification Administration (REA) is inadequate and the subjiect
of an action in Federal Dis<ricet Court on that issue. Drake v.
U.S.,D.A., No.67=607=CA=7 (W.D+ Mich, ). While the mere presezce of
that action may nct be sufficient grounds for the denial of an
operating license, NRC must examine the merits of the suit %o deter-
mine the likelihood that the EIS will be found inadequate. The im-
pact of such a decision would be to make illegal the Co-0Ds' zure
chase, which would require denial of the license.



3riefly, the REA's ixzpact statament is inadeguate for these
reasons:

(a) REA relied almost wholly on NRC's EIS filed at the tize
of issuance of the constructicn premit. As noted helow, this stata-
ment was inadequate when filed, and REA made no a*fempt %3 imprave
nor u te the substance.

%b) REA viclated its cwn regulation, as set fore:r in 2ulls-
tin 20-22, Part VIII, requiring notice of a drafst EIS. No drafs
was ever prepared, in vioclation of NZPA as interpreted by federal
couzts.

(¢) Absclutely no alternate, and superior, sources of energy
for the Co-ops' service areas were considered by RZA, in defiance
of the express requirements of NZPA.

(&) REA sought no comment from state of local units of govern-
ment in spite of the express acmmand of NZZPA.

(e) REA failed to consider the devas=tating impact of the cus-
flow of local. dollars, the loss of potential inflow of constzuction
investment, and the loss of substantial taxatle constructi 2 in the
northern areas,

Savirormen+zal Coneerms

18, NRC has failed to address the availability of altermatives
toc the Permi 2 plant, in the Environmental Iapact Statement filad
at the time of issuance of a construction permit and at all %tizes
subsequent. In so doing, NRC has vioclated the requirements of <he
Naticnal Eavizonmental Policy Act.

19. Because of the peculiar atmcspheric conditions, whick
often prevail throughout the year in the lcnrce area, adagquate
consideration pursuant to HZPA has not teen given ¢ the
evaporastion and fogging problems and other atmosprheric eifects
which will occur as a resul® of the daily operation of i
sropesad plant's cooling towers. lior nas adeguata considera-
tion teen given %to the impact of this incresased fogging on
agriculsural uses, beating safaty, and the recreaticna.
availability of <the laks. These consiclerasions are aspecially
importans, inasmuch as <hey alfect ilichigzan's seccnd larges<t
incdus<ry, tourism.

for the foregoing reascns. Fetiticner resrectfully reques:s
that a hearing be conductedbn the aoplicaticn for an orerating
license. and that CIE be granted standing as an intervencr Iin
the rroceeding.
i e P e K

Rebert Maymard

Member and Auzherized

Representative of CEZ

w



UNITED STATES CF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY CCMMISSION

In the Matter of
DETRCIT EDISON
Fermi Plant, Unit 2

Docket No. 50=341

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that I have served copies of the foregoing
document entitled "Amended - Petition to Intervene" by
deposit in the United States mail, first class this 4th day
of December, 1978 on the following:

Secretary of the Commission

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

Attn: Docketing and Service Section

Executive lLegal Director
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Eugene B, Thomas, Jr., Esq..
LeBoeuf, Lamb, Leiby and MacRae
1757 N Street, N.W.

washington, D.C. 20036

FPeter A, Marquardt, Esq.
The Detroit Edison Company
2000 Second Avenue
Detroit, Michigan 48226

~

I ’.
\ > p -
f7 i 7, &

Robert Maynard

On this 4% day of December, 1578, tefore me personally
appeared Robert Maynard, to me known to be the person descrited
in and who executed the foregoing instrument, and acknowledged
+hat he executed the same as his free act and deed.

My commission expires: . -
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Date 4 Notary Pubiic
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AFFIDAVIT OF I

I, Jeffrey A. Alson, nerecy depcse and say:

l. I reside at 77z Green, Blég. 4, Zpsilanti, idichigan,
48197, within 35 miles of the proposec Fermli Z plant.

2. L am a member of vitizens for Zmployment and znersy
and desire that CEE represent my interests through intervention
in any #R¢ proceeding relating to Ferml 2.

3. I adopt and support the statements of intemests and

contentions delineatec in CEx's amendec Petition to latervens.

Cate: uUec. L, 1978 N ala
% : ‘ 4“« Ck&.\\v;(\v

JofPrey a. alson

Cn this Lth day of uvecember, 1578, cefore me persocnally
appeared veffrey a. Alscn, to me known to te the perscn descrigec
in and who executed the forezoing instrument, and acknowleczec

that he executec the same as his free act anc ceec.

ny Commission expires:

.

£ s [ ¢ L. : .
gl 114 (L dT0r [

oate | Notary ruslic




