UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

Before the Atomic S=fety and Licensine Board

In the Matter of

CLEVELAND E.ECTHIC ILLUMINATING Tonhek B~ 0440
COMPANY, et al. 50=441

(Ferry Nuclear Power Plant,
Units 1 and 2)

I'OTION FCOR LIAVE 7C SURIIT
ADDITIO ‘L CONTENTION

Intervenor Sunflower Alliance ot al. herby moves the Licensing
Board to grant it leave to amend its petition for leave to intervene
by submitting »n additional contention detailed below. This conten-
tiorn is bnsed on the Draft “nvironmental Statement for FPerry,
NUREG-0°84, vwhich was just issued in late March and the decision
by the United States Court of Anpesls for the Distriet of Colum-
bia, Cireuit (#741586 »nd Consilidated Case #77-1448, 79-2110 and
76-" 121, ) Decided Arril 27,1987; Therein lies the good cause for
this late filing.

Low Level Radiation Health Effects an: Economiec Costs

Actual radiation dores from nuclear power plant gnseous and
“iguid effluents to rexl fetuses, infants, children and adults
nave never been measured and precisely determined. Computerized
models based on expected relesses are uced by the NRC and EFA
to estimate radistion doses to hvrothetical individuals at the
btoundary of the Ferry Nuclear Power Flant.

In view of:
1) The overwslming evidence that the rates of inf=ant nortality,
carcer »nd birth defects resulting froz exposure to low level ra-

dintion =re much higher than rreviously expected.

“xample: (Cancer Nortality Chans~s Around Nuclear Facilities In
Connecticut Ernest Sternglass 1079, )
2 ) The linear relationchir bet-een radiation and heslth effects
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tendins of show that there is no safe level of radiation exrosure, ( ggi;uggg
lov level Redistion From Hiroshima To Three liile Island Ermest Stermglass
3) Two revorts by German Scientists state that the exposures to re=l -
people living in the vicinity of nuclear planis has been unicrestimated
by factors anywhere from 10 to 10,000 times. ( " Tutorium Uzweltschutz
An Der Universitat Heidelberg Radiologisches Gutachten Zum Yarnkraftwerk

Whyl" and " Raiiation Exposure and Health Damase Due To Iuclear Power
Production - The Question of Standards and The Need For Com:aritive
Health Damage Analysis " Institut Pur Energie Und Umweltforschung,
Heidelberg, Germany)

4) 311 the radionuclide materials from the rlant have rct teen consi=
dered in the dose commitment calculations (especially alrhz =nitters).

5 ) Zetimates of expected doses are calculated for radicruclides inges-ed 3
during that year, ignoring the long lived nuclides already :zsored in the
body.

6 ) Kadiation doses from groundwater contamin-ted by derczition of zir-
born radiozctive materials are ignored.

Sunfloweyr Alliance .t 21, therefore contends that the J2C Staff hes
not correctly calculeted the dose levels to real human beinss from routinse
emissions from the Perry Nuclear Fower Flent, renderins the long term
environmental and health effect calculations invalid.

Sunflover Alliance et al. also contends the cost benefit analysis

hae been skeved in favor of licensing PNFP by the failure tc include
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the value of locally gro'm and consumed food and nurserw crcss %o the

local 2nd larger N.E. Unio economy, in its analysis.

Requirements for Late filing Under 10 CFR 2.714

Sunflower Alliance et al. has met the reguirements for late-filed co=x-
tention under 12CFR 2.714. This contention is based on the recerntly issuei
Perry DES; and on a recent court ruling. These factors constitute abundant
pood cauce for late filing. Sunflower Alliance has only this proceeding
in which to protect its interests; the issues considecred berz2in are spe-
cific to the Perry facility, and therefore cannot be proper’; resolved by
any other means. Sunflower in =addition knows of no other party that is
raising these issves. The inclusisn of there contentions will certainly
aid in the development of a sound record. Alt!ough the issues will be

somewhat broadened by the admission of these contentions, tre amount of
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The above factors clearly

caused thereby is unkno™.
she mdmission of tkis contention into this procceding, nnd
prays that the Board is so moved.

oy

delay, if any,

favor
sunflower Alliance et al.

’ ﬁ;g;el D. Wilt, Esq.
Attorney for Sunflower Alliance Inc.,et al.
7301 Chippewa Ed.
Brecksville, Ohio 44141
(716 ) 526="350

SERVICE
A copy of this Motion for Leave to File Additional Contention

(")

has been sent to all persons on the Service List on this __
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Dan&:l D, Wilt, Esq.
Attdrney for Sunflower Alliance Inc., et al

day of July, 1982,




