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Mr. Chairman, Commissioners, we thank you for this
one last opportunity to address this august collegial body.
In the event of a decision and order favorahle to licensee,
you may be assured that we will challenge that outcome in the
outer courts. Although that challenge would he based on
several issues we supported in this proceding, today we will
simply respond to your order CLI-85-07% which denied our
requests for reconsideration and to reopen the record,
Your fHecisidn was based on your conclusion that we failed
to meet the three.standards for reopening the record:
1. Timeliness:
You conclude that "The Aamodts have not
presented any justification for not
requesting...(‘n June 24, 1984) ., .2
reonening of the record.” Our June 1984
motion mequested that you, the Commission,
verify the elevated cancer death rate and
determine whether or not it was related to
the ™I-2 accident. You made no attempt
t6 verify the elevated cancer death rate,
although you state in your denial that "the

central issue raised hy the Aamodts relates



to their allegation that there are elevated
levels of cancer in the TMI area."

With the help of Judge Sylvia Ramhbo and the
T™I Public Health Fund, we did verify the
cancer death rate, ohtaining all 20 death
certificates. Only then was it appropriate
to call for reopening the record. We did,
thereby, meet the timeliness standard for
reopening the record,

2. Whether Claims Raise A Siqgnificant Safety Or Fnvironmental
Issue:

- yc would arque a prima facia case. Fven
GPU did not oppose our motion on these grounds,

- We would also note that the standard rests on
t;e words "RAIST™ A SIGNIFICANT ...ISSUF", MOT
PROVE a significant issue, 1t is, afterall,
the purpose of the requested litigation to
prove or disprove the allegations,

- We did, however, provide a showing of evidence
which would cause a reasonahle mind to inquire
further. This is all we were required to do.
We met this standard for reopening.

1. There Would Be A Likelihood Of Reaching A Niffarent Result:

- You conclude that "health effects resulting
from the ™MTI-2 accident are not related to a

determination of whether ™7T-1 can he safely

operated today." Clearly, you erred in this



T will now

we nresented,

conclusion. You acknowledge in the same

paragraph that our allegations concerning
licensee's deception and neonatalhypothyrodism
were relevant. Peyond this, the effects of
licensee's alleged deception and orr allegations
that health effects are observed on plume lines
far beyond the emergency planning radius on
emergency is ohvious. In this regard, we have
provided you with an affidavit by Steven Forry,
the individua) responsible for implementing
emerqgency plans in Yewherry Townshin. !le says
that you do not have assurance that these plans

will be implemented,

d%ncuss your Aismissal of some of the ébtdence

leither you nor any of the parties challenged
our evidence of
- symptoms which occuprnd among literally
hurndreds of people, in many cases prior
to their knowledge that an accident had
occurred, that are most reasonably
explained as radiation exposure,

- radiation induced plant (flora) abhnormalities,

= a qrossly increased cancer Adeath rate

among people.
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- You state that we "have not provided information
that would lead us to question the (Pa)
Department of Yealth's conclusions "that the
tenfold inerease in neonatalhypothyroidism
observed in 1979 was not due to the accident.
What fact could hetter discredit this conclusion,
absent a hearing, than the quick return to normal
levels after 19792

- You reiterate your confidence in "the findings
reached in earlier assessments of radiation
releases from the ™1I-2 accident." You know
as well as I that these assessments were made
in the ahsence of crucial Aata:

. - For the period 4:00 am - 7:00 pm om March 28,
’ 1979, the charcoal stack filters are
missing, the neriod of most core damaqge.
- Nffsite "IN's were grossly inadequate to
define emissions,
- The makeup tank header leaked Airectly
into the environment throughout the accident.
- "he effact of nlume tourhdown was never
considered,
= Airborne transuranics were not measured,
Reyond this there has been serious critieism of
the earlier dose assessments by noteworthy
scientistas, You are familiar with the work

sponsored by the ™I Public Mealth Pund (Jan Reyea).



I have also provided you with a hand written

memorandum Qy pr. Karl Morgan and an excerpt
from a letter from CDC, You are dead wrong in
relying on the early dose assessments to pnrevent
hearing the health issue.
vou contend that currently there are no elevated
levels of hazardous radionuclides offsite on
the hasis of an FEPA informal field*survey
with sophisticated radiation monitoring equipment
of sites selected by the Aamodts.”

- An EPA official acknowledged that the

alpha meter was 1naé¢quntc.to the task.
=~ The methodology precluded finding

transuranics.

- You acknowledge that "Transuranic materials

emit alpha radiation and could be another
possible source of adverse health cffcctsﬁ but
you allege that the nresence of transuranics is
not a significant safety issue hecause "The
ctaff has...concluded that the likelihood of
measurable quantities of transuranic material
hecoming airborne and ~shsequently being released
into the environment is low.”
- In 1980, ™I personnel provided an
aerosol sample taken from the TMI-2
auxiliary building to the Inhalation

Toxology Research Institute, Lovelace
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Institute for analysis. They found that
as late as 1980, there were still
measurable quantities of plutonium,
americiur and californium in the air of the
auxiliary building,

= Ye have a witness whe will testify that
licensee did not measure, inplant, for
transuranics, - Randy Thompson. (Affidavits
attached,)

- Transuranics, as released, could indeed
he expected to cause serious health effects.

This will be discussed by Dr., Carl Johnson.

= You conclude that our allegation that licensee

deceived the Pennsylvania Bureau of Radiation
Protection concerning radiation measurements
following a known release at ahout 7:00 am
March 27, 1979 over the area we studied was
unfounded, You hased this conclusion on the
staff's response to our Motion. The staff
discredite” our alleqation on the hasis of a
telephone call which was alleged by your
investigators to have been made by Mr. Gerusky
at 9:00 am to PPMA, wherein he allegedly stated
that at that time he had heen informed of survey
measurements at Goldshoro,

= The PEMA log has no such 9:00 am entry.
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= The facts are just as Mr, Gerusky
stated them on May 29, 1979;: 1Ie
held on the line while he waited for a
non-existent survey team to report a
non-existent radiation reading.which
Aiscounted the presence of the plume
which we alleqge caused the sevenfold

elevation of cancer deaths in ifs path.

You have a mandate to assure the protection of the
health of residents around operating nuclear power plants,

We havc informed you of the likelihood that thoro 1s a

population at risk at ™I, Because of our closo personal

involvement with many of these people and their reliance

on us to prevail on their hehalf, you may he assured that,

should you fail to promptly take actions appropriate to their

risk and your legal mandate, we will take every appropriate
-~ Step to have this commission charged with non feasance.

We would note in closing that the MRC staff has on at
least four occasions denied public access to our motions
relating to health effects. We have written to Thomas R, Combhs

-~ of your rtaff on Apri' 26, 1985 and requested

explanation of the denial of our motions to the public,

One request we reference is that of Dr. Andrew Baum,
Uniform Services tniversity, Bethesda, Md. who has investigated
psychological stress in the ™I area. Pr. Baum's office was

informed that the NRC was unaware of the Aamodts or a motion.
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