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(Proposed Amendments to

Facility Operating License

to Permit Steam Generator
Repairs) :

In the Matter of
FLORLIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPAWY

(Turkey Point Nuclear Generating
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INTERVEKOR'S MOTION FOR EXTENSION OF
TIME TO RESPOND TO OBJECTIONS TO
INTERROGATORIES; OPPOSITION TO FLORIDA
POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY'S ATTEMPT TO
PRECLUDE PETITIONERS INTERROGATORIES;
REQUEST FOR LEAVE TO WITHDRAW AS

COUNSEL AND REQUEST FOR HEARING.

Florida Power and Light Comﬁany intends‘to make a mam-
moth expenditure of funds (at least a quarter of a billion dollars) .
to repair its nuclear power plant at Turkey Pornt That action, .
should it occur, will have a substantlal 1mpact on the economic
and environmental future of South Florida. The hearing authorized
by this Board at the request of the Intervenor, MARK f. ONdAVAGE,
is an attcmpt to permit a full and fair airing of the issues posed
by Florida Power and Light's plans.

‘The Board, seeklng to- insure that goal, has been patient
and fair. Counsel for the Nuclear Regulatory Commission has been
understanding and helpful. The Iﬂtcrvecor and his cocnsel have
attonpted to be responsxble and dLlloent Lo . -

Florlda Power and Lig Ht, in: Lts~attempts to elther pre-

clude a hearing, or make the hearing a hollow forum, has been
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petulant and arrogant. Those attitudes have caused additional

delay, extraordinary burdens upon the intervenor, and since

they threaten the integrity of the hearing process itself,

. prompt this Motion.

" Before presenting the specific reasons for the relief
requested in this Motion, we submit the following factual back-

ground.

- FLORIDA POVWER AND LIGHT'S
ATTITUDE TOWARD THE HEARING PROCESS

Florida Power and Light has‘resisted the intervenor -

at every step. While some of its actioms. have had legal bases

too many have not. For 1nstance , the Company dlsclalmed any

" condensate polishing issue, and this Board found:

FPL apparently overlooked the fol-
1ow1ng sentence in Section 3.1 of the SER:
'Along with the absence of phosphates, plan-
,ned condenser retubing and the 1nstallatlon
“and use of condensate polishes will essentially
eliminate sludge.'"

Oxder Relatlve to Contentions and Discovery,
September 25, 1979, p. 3.

At an August 30, 1979 conference the Company refused
to concede the possibility that other contentions beyond those
admitted in the Beefé's Auépst 3,‘Qrder had.any mexrit.  Never-

theless, several_ed@itional_eontentiéns were found by the Board

L e L ] - - -—- s wm
.- —-.-‘-. - Pude g v b -

to have merit.

:..In 1ts 1etter of October‘31 1979, comolalnlng of tbe

"tardy-£filing of - 1nterrogator1es, Florlda Power “and Light- arrogated
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unto itself the right "to treat the unauthorized filing as a
nullity" and disclaimed any obligation to respond to it. At a
conference call sparked by the letter, the Board obsexrved that
some of the questions posed in the interrogatores were pertin-
ent and needed answering. Florida Power and Light would
obviously prefer to avoid any response, even though the health
and safety of workers and the surrounding area are at stake.
The need for information is undexrscored by the Board's October
11, 1979 Order Requesting Additional Information:
The Board requests that licensee
and staff address in greater detail the
problem of assuring the continued integrity
of the rad10act1v1ty retention barriers
either in supplements to the prepared docu-
ments or in their .prefiled testlmony before ..
the evidentiary hearlng
_ Instead of addressing itself to the real issues in
i this case, Florida Power and Light has adopted a series of
strategies designed to divert.attention from the health safety
and econdmic questions raised by the Turkey Point repalrs. Some
of their approaches are amusing: Mr. Coll's concern during a re-
cent conference call with the Board over whether counsel for

intervenor should be addressed as '"Dean” or "Mister." (He ne-~

glected to consider counsel's academic title of "Professor.')

- s -

Mr. Reis' request for adjournment of-that some conference call
and his quavering, rremark, "If you hear .emotion in my vomce...."
Florlda Pover and Light Comoany s other strate°1es

-

are less amu51ng.“:Dur1ng the two conference .calls prompted by

" Floridd “Powér ‘and Light. Company's Octobex.- 31 lettér,” the Company -~
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first took the position it could not present its objections to
the interrogatories within the time set by the Board. The next
day it changed its mind. The Company also suggested it even

be excused from answering the unobjectionable interrogatories,
although the Board had agreed the day before that the tardy
filing should be accepted, Now Florida Power and Light has
presented the Board and counsel with a massive set of objections
and still has not agreed to answexr the interrogatdries which
admittedly are relevant and unobjectionable. '

It is against that background that the following

~

motions are made.

THE REQUEST FOR AN EXTENSION OF TIME TO
RESPOND TO FLORIDA POWER AND LIGHT COM-
PANY'S OBJECTIONS AND OPPOSITION TO
FLORIDA POWER AND LIGHT'S ATTEMPT TO
PRECLUDE INTERVENOR'S INTERROGATORIES.

» Intexrvenor's counsel .are serving on’ a pro bono basis

-Each has other obligations beyond this case. They have aiready

spent over three hundred hours on this proceeding. They are

serving without compensation because they believe the issues

raiseénby the inte;vgnor are_significant and need to be fully
heard before a decision is made on the proposed Turkey Point
repairs. Counsel has no nuclear energy technical expertise.
They have never engaged in a proce'eding of this nature. The.in-
texvenor is a musiciteacheru * He, 1like éounéel, has had’éo
sperid long hours 1gg£ning Ehé‘ﬁeﬁhnologicai languagé. Counsel -

and the intervenor have limited supportive resources for the

tyoing, duplicating and delivery of pleadings.
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On the other hand, Florida Power and Light Compaay
has nearly unlimited resources. The Company's counsel have
both technological expertise and vast experience in these
kinds of proceedlnvs They have immediate access to experts
in every fleld of nuclear energ y. The Company spares no ex-
pense in providing itgelf with everything from counsel to
couriers to achieve its goals. The irony is that these ex-
penses are passed on to the local consumers of electricity,
including intervenor and his counsel, who thus find themselves
paying the expenses of the Company.

Florida Power and Light Comnany's counsel makes their
living opp051ng consumer review of the utlllty s actlons and
_cen,Be expected to act rapldly, Intervenor s DIro bono counsel
cannot fairly be required to respond to the :series of '‘objections
to interrogatories by the November 13, 19?9~dafe suggested‘by
-the Boaxrd. The objeetions were received at 11:10 A.M. on
November 8, 1979. Counsel reqﬁests that an extension be granted
for the intervenor's response. Thet extension .should be for
ten (L0) days from receipt of the Board's order granting an ex-
tension.” It makes little sense for intexrvenor's counsel to di-
vert their ener°£és only to learn that no extensiod has been
granted. Had Florida- Power’ and nght Company delgned to vork
with intervenor's counsel 1nstead of creatlng extraneous is-

-

sues and time crises, this aadltlone}.delay.could have been

avoided. ik -
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The intervenor's oppoéition to the Company's attempt
to totally exclude considexation of the submitted interrogatories
is based upon the extraordinary burdens a case such as this poses
for counsel and a client with limited resources. It must be
apparent that the intervenor and his counsel have tried to form-
ulate .issues and interrogatories which will achieve the ultimate
goal—a full and fair hearing. The Board has,’with patience,
found merit in some of the intervenor's work.

Certainly ''good cause" for accepting the inperrogatories
requires consideration of several factors.  The tardiness was at the
least, five days, or at the most, nine days. Mr. Coll was ap-
prised of the fact of .lateness one day after the 1nterrogator1es

. were due. The nuclear inexperience of 1ntervenor s counsel is

relevant insofar as it explains the difficulty in formulating

-"

' ' - appropriate questions. (Ve have done our mea culpas for not

suﬁﬁitting to the Board a'timely request for an extension.). The
lateness ‘causes no terrible burden to the éoﬁbany. The'Cﬁmpany's
main complaint -is the quality of the interroéatories.

Finally, it is appropriate to look to the interrogatories
themselves in determining whether they should be accepted. To do
as the Company suggests,‘utili;e the "good éause“,stagdard to
dismiss good interrogatéries, would mean that éubstanti%e dué
process would be sacrificed:on the altar-of procedure.- The issue
in this' case is the wvalidity of qhe repair process. Florida

© ot ":Power”aﬁd;ﬂight“should“ﬁotmbe permitted~-to- - impede that determin-

- Y - " e e

“"ation because interrogatories were a. few days ‘late!

»
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TiHE ALTERNATIVE SUGGESTED BY FLORIDA POWER
AMD LIGHT WILL MAKE THIS A HOLLOW PROCEED-

ING AND PLACE AN EXTRAORDINARY BURDEN UPON
THE BOARD.

Florida Power and Light suggests that the Boaxrd deterxr-
mine whether any information sought in the interrogatories.is
necessary, and then the Company will "address those subjects
in its prepared written testimony.' Memorandum of Licensee
Relating to Untimely Discovery, p. 15. That method of providing
information would, of course,-ﬁfeclude the intervenor from any

real ability to analyze it and subject it to expert scrutiny.

The hearing is set ‘for January 8, 1980. The prepared written

~

testimony is due on December 21, 1979.

' "éhe‘Compa;y;s abproécﬁ is con;istent ﬁith its céntin-
uous effort to avoid answering ;glevapt-interrogatoreig, or to
answer them in a way which will minimize their wvalue. Since
the Company's suggestion péeclugés effective pa;ticipatibn of
the inter%endf, his fqle is rendered shpérfluous. Ihéfe ;aﬁ be
no'effectiée cross examination or presentation of contrary evi-
dence utilizing the Company's alternative.

AThe burden will be placed upon the Board to decide
what information is appropriate and to.evélqate it. The Board
will be piaced in the ﬁosiéion offﬁéiﬁg adﬁocaﬁe: 5udge and jury.
We respectfully submit that result is not consonant with the

- s

role this

*
~

panel is supposed to-play. + .« & e ce e eeee
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THE WITHDRAWAL OF COUNSEL
AND REQUEST FOR A HEARING
Unless the interrogatories are accepted and Florida
Power and Light Company is compelled to answer the ungbjection-
able interrogatories and unless a reasonable opportunit&-bg
given the intervenor to respond to’the objeétions, this pro-
ceeding will become meaningless. If that_pcqurs, counsel for
the incervenor'requesc leave to withdraw. . .
This request for leave to withdraw is not designed
to bolster the positions taken above. It is in recognition
cf the fuqility of a hearing process in which the intervenor
.is foreclbéed from effectiveiﬁaéticipacién. ) _
We do not lightly attempt to avoid the responsibility
initially undertaken. In fact, we respectfully request that
the Board, before ruling:in this matter, schedule a hearipg to
measﬁre, fir{t hand, tﬁe responses of counsel and théir com-
mitmént to insuring that the Board's Order of August 13, 1979.
is fully and fairly carried out.

- Respectfully submitted;

R B-Y= ngjf’g!w «,

. ‘ Bruce S. Rogow u
- % ’ Nova University Cetiter °

. For the Study of Law
. s al . ee -t t. .: 3100 S.W. 9th Avenue
L : ® - Ft. Lauderdale, FL 33315
T e s s L= ((305)  522-2300

P, ) | ) Richard A. Marshall"
. 18450 S.¥W. 212 Street
Miami Florida 33157

3134 Virginia Street-
Miami, Florida 33134
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"Methods for Estimating Atmospheric Transport and Dispersion of Gaseous
Effluents in Routine Releases from Light-Water-Cooled Reactors," U.S.
Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Regulatory Guide 1.111, Revision 1,

July 1977.

"Estimating Aquatic Dispersion of Effluents from accidental and Routine
Reactor Releases for the Purpose of Implementing Appendix I," U.S.
Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Regulatory Guide 1.113, Revision 1,
April 1977.

"Natural Background Radiation in the United States," National Council
on Radiation Protection and Measurements, NCRP No. 45, 1975.

"Radioactive Material Released from Nuclear Power Plants (1976)," T.R.
Decker, U.S. ﬂuc]ear Regulatory Commission, NUREG-0367, March 1978.

"Technology, Safety and Cost of Decommissioning a Reference Pressurized
Water Reactor," R. I. Smith, G. J. Konzek and W. E. Kennedy, Jr.,
Pacific Northwest Laboratories, NUREG/CR-0130, June 1978.

Radioactive Materials Released from Nuclear Power Plants (1977) T. R.
Decker, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, NUREG-0521, January 1979.

"Annual Operating Report of the Survey Power Station for 1977," Virginia
Electric and Power Company.

"Steam Generator Retubing and Refurbishment" Westinghouse Electric Corp.
WCAP-9398 January 1979.

" Letter from A. Schwencer NRC, to R. E. Uhrig, FPL transmitting

Amendments 38 and 31 to Facility Operating License Nos. DPR-31 and
DPR-41, dated October 26, 1978.

"Final Environmental Statement related to the Constructions of St Lucie
Plant Unit 2", Section 8.1, U.S. Atomic Energy Commission, May, 1974.

Letter from R. E. Uhrig, FPL to V. Stello, NRC dated July 20, 1977
transmitting "Report on Systems Disturbance, May 16, 1977", Florida
Power and Lights Co., June 29, 1977.

Letter from A. Schwencer NRC, to R. E. Uhrig, FPL dated June 15, 1979
transmitting Amendment Nos. 49 and 41 to the Turkey Point licenses.
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though the immediate cost of the repair would be about
$228,000,000. The option of replacing the Turkey Point plant
nuclear units with fossil-fired units entails a significant
environmental cost and is prohibitively expensive. Available
alternative methods of steam generator repair have higher
environmental costs and higher economic cost than the proposed
repair method.

On the basis of the foregoing analysis, we conclude that the
proposed steam generator repair action will not significantly
affect the quality of the human environment.

We have reviewed this proposed facility modification relative

to the requirements set forth in 10 CFR Part 51 and the Council
of Environmental Quality's Guidelines, 40 CFR 1500.6. We have
determined that the proposed license amendment will not signifi-
cantly affect the quality of the human environment. Therefore,
the staff has found that an environmental impact statement need
not be prepared, and that pursuant to 10 CFR 51.5(c), the
issuance of a negative declaration to this effect is appropriate.

Date; June 29, 1979
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Table 5.2

Cost of Alternate Disposal Methods (FPL)1

Method Cost, dollars Exposure®, Man-rem

a. Cut up and disposal near term $4,560,000 1560-3000
with no decontamination

b. Cut up and disposal near term 54,220,000 800-1600
With solidification agent

c. Cut up and disposal near term $4,750,000 250-1100
with decontamination

d. Long term on-site storage with $2,490,000 20-40
deferred cut up and disposal

e. Long term on-site storage $2,020,000 1-3
with disposition during
decommissioning

Note that these doses are for six lower assemblies. The
estimates in Table 5.1 are for one lower assembly.
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Basis and Conclusion for not Preparing an Environmental

Impact Statement

We have reviewed the proposed steam generator repair action and have

M

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5),

-reached the following conclusions.

The proposed replacement of .the lower assemblies of the steam
generator is the best available option, from both the radiological
and economic standpoints, for eliminating the tube degradation
probiem.

The one-time occupational dose of 1300 man-rem per unit for the
repair effort falls within the range of annual occupational

doses which have been experienced in U.S. 1ight water reactors

in recent years. Occupational exposures of this order, or

larger, would be accumulated in the order of 5 to 7 years by
continued operation of the Turkey Point plant should the repair
program not be carried out. The proposed repair program would
restore the generators to the condition evaluated in the FES

and would result in an occupational dose reduction of hundreds

of man-rem per year because there would be a marked reduction

in the amount of tube inspection and tube plugging required to
keep the generators in acceptable operating condition. Therefore,
the proposed action will result in a net reduction in occupational
dose over the Jife of the plant.

We have reviewed the dose reduction measures to be used by FPL
and conclude that the dose would be ALARA. We conclude that

the adverse health effects from such an exposure are not signifi-
cant.

The new steam generator design incorporates features which will
eliminate the potential for the various forms of tube degradation
observed to date.

Offsite doses resulting from the steam generator repair will be
less than those from recent plant operations, comparable to
doses presented in the FES, and small compared to the annual
doses from natural background radiation. Therefore, the offsite
doses will not be significant.

The alternatives to the proposed action offer no environmental
advantage. Continued operation of the Turkey Point units in

the present mode, with frequent shutdowns to inspect and plug
degraded tubes and to eventually build replacement capacity,

would result in greater environmental and economic costs than

the proposed actions. FPL has estimated that, by implementing

the new program, there would be a net saving of about $200,000,000,
compared to continued operation in the present condition, even
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Table 5.1

2

Steam Generator Disposal Alternatives

Option

Immediate intact shipment’

Long-terma storage (including

Approximate
Man-Rem per
Steam Generator

Approximate
Airborne Release,
Ci per Generator

2.4¢
10

surveillance) with intact shipment

Long-terma storage with cut-up
and shipment

Short-term storage with cut-up
- at 5 yr.
- at 15 yr.

Immediate cut-up and shipment by
rail/truck - no decontamination

" Immediate cut-up and shipment by
rail/truck - with chemical
decontamination

330 to 40 years

16

230
60

580

270

Neg]igib]eb

Neg]igib]eb

0.005

0.026
0.015

0.042

0.010

bSince the steam generator will be sealed before it is removed
from containment, no release of radioactive material is expected

during the repair operation.

CEstimates for short-term storage followed by intact shipment
would be only slightly larger than this, perhaps 5 man-rem.



Immediate cut-up and shipment to a burial facility would involve a
substantial cost in occupational exposure, even after chemical decon-
tamination. Comparing Tables 5.1 and 4.2, it is seen that the air-
borne releases from the segmenting operation would be larger than
those from the rest of the repair effort.

The five-disposal alternatives considered by FPL! (Section 5.4) and
their estimated economic and radiological costs are given in
Table 5.2 for the disposal of six steam generators.

According to the FPL estimates, the proposed disposal method of
on-site storage with final disposition at the time of plant decom-
missioning is expected to result in the least cost in dollars and in
radiation exposure.

On the basis of our evaluation above we conclude that the proposed
disposal method costs less in radiation exposure than alternatives
available at present. The proposed onsite storage leaves open the
option of intact barge shipment in the event that a burial ground
with adequate off-loading facilities becomes available. We also
conclude that the other available alternatives offer no environ-
mental ,advantage over the option selected by FPL.
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the radiocactivity inside tubes which are plugged; large volumes of
contaminated fluids would be produced and require processing and that
processing would incur further costs and:occupational doses. 1In
summary, we conclude that the costs of decontamination, incliuding
costs due to time delays and additional occupational doses, would
outweigh the subsequent dose reduction. Therefore, although we
believe that local decontamination may be advantageous, the use of
large scale decontamination in this repair effort is not a viable
option.

Retubing of Existing Steam Generators

The retubing operation would involve (1) removing the upper or dome
portion of the steam generator, (2) removing the lower assembly inter-
nals and tubes, (3) replacing the latter with state-of-the-art internals
and tubes, (4) refurbishing the upper internals, and (5) welding the
dome back in place. FPL has estimated! (Section 7.3 and 7.4) that

the cost of this operation in both dollars and occupational exposure
would be higher than the proposed replacement of the complete lower
assembly. Further, it should be noted that shop fabrication of new
lower assemblies could provide more positive assurance that the

quality of the repaired generators was acceptable.

On the other hand, we are aware of recent developments by Westinghouse
in the technology of in-place refurbishment which show some promise

of reducing unit outage and personnel exposure below the values for
the FPL proposed repair method. A detailed proposal of the Westinghouse
in-place refurbishment is being reviewed.1® If our assessment is
favorable, in-place retubing may be an alternative for steam generator
repairs in the future. Estimates of the time required to wait for

the NRC approval of retubing for the Turkey Point Plant indicate that
it would likely take a minimum of two years for this approval to be
granted. This includes time for the NRC staff to approve the
Westinghouse Plan, time for FPL to adapt the Westinghouse plan to
Turkey Point and to prepare a report for the NRC to review and
approve, and time for the NRC review. It does not include time for
any additional technical problems to be solved. The economic cost

of derating was discussed in Section 4.2.

In the time frame contemplated for the proposed licensing action,
this is not considered to be an available alternative to the proposed
action. Contributing to this judgement are the following facts; 1)
the NRC approval of the retubing technique is not assured, 2) ability
to reuse the tube sheet is not assured, 3) continued operation with
the present steam generators would continue the higher industrial
exposure rate, and 4) Unit 4 and Unit 3 both would likely be derated
before the retubing process is implemented.
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Replacement of the Entire Steam Generator

FPL considered this alternative in two ways. Based on FPL analysis,
which we have reviewed and found reasonable, a construction opening

in the containment wall about 20 feet wide and 40 feet high would be
required, since the upper assembly of the steam generator could not
pass through the existing equipment hatch. An alternative plan also
considered was removal of the steam generator through a 20 foot diameter
hole in the containment dome. The personnel exposure for these alter-
natives would be about the same as for the proposed repair, because
essentially the same high-dose operations will be required in each
case. Elimination of the cut across the diameter of each steam
generator results in only a small saving of radiation exposure. The
capital costs are estimated to be about 15% higher. The principal
cost difference is due to an estimate additional outage of about 100
days per unit for the alternative. This corresponds to an additional
requirement of about $60,000,000 worth of replacement power during

the repair of both units, calculated at the rate of about $300,000

per day of outage per unit.

In summary, this alternative would have essentially the same environ-

mental impact as the FPL proposal (primarily occupational dose) and
greater economic cost. Also, there would be significant structural
repairs invoived to assure that the containment is returned to the
original state after completion of this repair program. For these
reasons, we conclude that the FPL proposed repair method is preferable.

Alternate Disposal Methods

In the Appendix to NUREG/CR-01992 the radiological costs of several

~alternative methods for the disposal of the degraded steam genera-

tors are evaluated. The results of this analysis are summarized in
Table 5.1.

From the table it is seen that the options involving intact shipment
would have the lower radiological costs; but intact shipment is possible
only by barge and (at present) there is no licensed burial ground

with facilities for off-loading an entire lower assembly from a barge.
On the basis of environmental impact (largely occupational dose) we
conclude that immediate intact shipment would be the best alternative.
The second best alternative is long term storage with intact shipment.
We note that the proposed disposal method would leave open the option

of intact shipment should the appropriate facilities become avajlable
during the storage period. ’

We conclude that the next best alternative, on the basis of environ-
mental impact would be long-term storage of the generators onsite
until the reactors are decommissioned, followed by sectioning and
shipment at that time. This is the plan proposed by FPL.




5.0 Impacts of Alternatives

The basic choices of future action regarding the tube degradation
problem are (1) repair of the degraded steam generators, (2) contin-
uation of the present mode of operation, (with increasing costs in
plant efficiency and occupational exposure), and (3) shutdown of the
Turkey Point Units 3 and 4 and replacement by generating plants of
different design. The option of operating the FPL system without
Turkey Point 3 and 4 is not feasible in light of our review of the
power demand in the FPL service area.®,20, 21 FPL opted for repairing
the degraded steam generators, with changes in design, materials and
operating procedures calculated to eliminate the tube denting probiem.
The units can be run in a derated mode and no doubt would be operated
in a derated mode in preference to shutting the units down with no .
replacement power.

In the absence of methods to arrest or greatly reduce denting, the
continuation of operation for an extended period in the present mode
is impractical. With tube degradation and plugging continuing at
the present rate, the units would 1ikely be derated within a few
years as discussed earlier in Section 4.2. FPL has estimated the
cost of replacement power, based on fuel differential costs, to be
about $300,000 per day for the shutdown of a unit. Consequently, as
discussed in Section 4.2, the cost of derating the Turkey Point units
would be about $480,000 in ten years. Also, the man-rem cost of
occupational exposure during the inspection and plugging of degraded
tubes would continue. The cumulative dose due to inspection and
plugging would exceed the 2600 man-rem cost of the repair in five to
seven years.

Laboratory test programs on the denting phenomenon are currently under-
way to define the corrosion process more precisely and to develop
preventive measures such as corrosion inhibitors. While the combination
of steam generator secondary side cleaning and corrosion inhibitors

is being studied by some utilities to combat denting in its early
stages, the denting phenomenon at Turkey Point is too advanced for

such measures to be practical. Therefore, FPL cannot count on a

greatly reduced future rate of tube degradation to justify continuing
the present mode of operation.

The option of shutting down the Turkey Point Units and replacing them
with Units of different design is easily shown to be much more costly

than that of repairing the steam generators. FPL estimates! (Section 7.7)
that the capital cost of new nuclear units with improved steam generators
would be about $2.0 billion dollars and would require about 12 1/2

years to build. New fossil units would cost about $1.5 billion in

capital and require about 8 years to build. The capital cost for

gas turbine units would be about $310 million and would require about

two years to build. VEPCO made similar comparisons for the steam
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generator repair program at the Surry Station and found that the cost
comparison overwhelmingly favored the repair option.

Based on our review of the above figures we find that the time and

cost estimates are reasonable. We conclude that the plant replace- <
ment option is not economically feasible. In addition, there would

be significant environmental impacts from such a large scale construc-
tion operation. The most practical overall option is therefore to
repair the degraded steam generators.

In the remainder of this section, we shall consider the radiological
and economic costs of several alternative ways of repairing and dis-
posing of the degraded steam generators. An important item in esti-
mating economic costs is the cost of replacment power during unit
outage. The FPL cost estimate of $62,000,000 for the replacement
power needed during the 207 day outage of each unit corresponds to a
replacement power cost of about $300,000 per unit per day of outage.
The replacement power cost of $300,000 per day is based on the avail-
ability of fossil fired fuel capacity which normally would be used
only during periods of peak demand. The repair program was planned
to be carried out during the seasonal periods of relatively low demand.
However, if shutdown is required during peak demand periods, or if
long-term derating is necessary, new replacement capacity would have
to be installed resulting in replacement power costs about 50% higher.

Decontamination

FPL has estimated! (Section 8.2) that chemical decontamination of
the steam generators before cutting would result in a net saving of
150 to 400 man-rem (two unit total) in occupational exposure. How-
ever, it would cost about 2 weeks in additional outage of each unit.
Replacement power for this additional outage would cost about
$8,000,000. In addition, a quantity of liquid radioactive waste
would be produced (VEPCO estimated? about 200,000 gallons.)

Based on our knowledge of the limited experience of the nuclear industry
in large scale, high volume chemical decontamination of reactor coolant
systems, we can make the following statements: decontamination would
add significant expense and time delays to the repair effort, including
the cost of replacement power during those time delays; there is a
degree of uncertainty about the compatibility of the decontamination
fluid with materials in the coolant system; the research and testing
which would be required to provide adequate assurance of material
compatibility to obtain our approval to decontaminate would have an
adverse impact on the cost and schedule of this repair effort; while
the lower dose rates resulting from decontamination would reduce
occupational dose during the repair operations, occupational radiation
doses received during the decontamination effort itself would at least
partially offset the dose reduction; decontamination would not remove
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the tubes and crevices, plated on the internal surfaces, and would
be in flakes or pieces that would not easily escape from the break.
Even dust or liquids would not find a ready path to escape in large
quantities because of the complexity of the internals and lack of
simple flow paths. Assuming that some material did escape, any
material in gaseous or dust form would have an effect such as described
in the previous paragraph. The remainder of any escaping material
would be in flakes or pieces that would tend to stay in the surface
layers of the dirt and could be removed if necessary. However, for
the purpose of this assessment we have assumed that 0.1% of the
activity as given in Table 3.4~1 of the SE® would escape the steam
generator due to some accident and that surface and/or ground water
would be involved in spreading the radioactive material.

First, we assumed that the release would be to surface water caused
by flooding (by rain storm, hurricane, or combinations of such
storms). According to 10 CFR Part 20, Appendix B, Table II;sthe
maximum allowable concentration of Co-60 in water is 5 x 10 ° uCi/ml.
For a 0.1% release, the volume of water required for dilution would
be about 20 acre-feet per steam generator. This amount of water
would be easily exceeded many times by any flooding event that would
breach the generators. In addition, the contaminated water would
eventually be carried to Biscayne Bay where dilution would be several
orders of magnitude greater than that required.

Next, we assumed that the release would be to ground water and we
arbitrarily assumed that breaching occurred and that the radioactive
material would enter the ground at the floor of the storage building.
The radioactive material would migrate downward through the unsaturated
(vadose) zone to the Biscayne aquifer. ODuring this migration the
radioactive material would be dispersed in the soil and radionuclide
particles may be retarded due to ion exchange with the soil. On
entering the groundwater, radioactive material would migrate in the
direction of the hydraulic gradient (seaward). . The radioactive
material would be diluted in the groundwater and further dispersed
and retarded. The radiocactive material would migrate seaward toward
Loch Rosetta which is roughly 650 feet from the steam generator
storage building. There are no ground water users® between the
storage area and Biscayne Bay, which is east of Loch Rosetta. Water
from the cooling canal is returned to Lock Rosetta where it is
picked up by the plant intake and recirculated. The postulated
radioactive material in the ground water would be intercepted by
Loch Rosetta and mixed with cooling canal return water. Therefore,
the radioactive material would become part of the liquid effluents
of the plant and subject to plant restrictions on liquid radioactive
releases. In addition, the facilities radiological monitoring
program, which is performed routinely, is intended to detect
unanticipated buildup of radioactivity in environment.
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If the plant was not in operation at the time of the breaching
event, there would be little or no water circulating through Lock
Rosetta. However, with four units at the site it is not likely that
this would be the case for longer than an hour or so.

Loch Rosetta is saline and therefore not usable for drinking water.
Also, since it is on plant property, it is not accessible to the
general public. Nevertheless, in this case, a mixing in the Loch
would reduce the concentration. Radioactive material transported by
groundwater would enter the Loch over a long period of time primarily
due to dispersion and retardation. Therefore, even with the above
conservative assumptions, the release of radioactive material
postulated is not expected to exceed 10 CFR Part 50.

Accordingly, we conclude that the proposed temporary storage of the
steam generators will not cause an adverse environmental impact on
the public due to public due to unacceptable surface or ground water
contamination.

FPL has analyzed the potential for steam generator crane rigging
accidents which may affect the refueling water storage tank and
primary water storage tank. They conclude that rigging operations
will be conducted in areas sufficiently removed from these tanks to
preclude damage to these structures. They have also evaluated the
potential for a steam generator being dislodged from the rigging and
striking the radwaste or fuel handling building. They concluded
that both buildings are capable of withstanding all postulated
impacts with no breach of integrity. We have evaluated the FPL
report! and concur with this conclusion.

In summary, we conclude that the consequences of postuilated accidents
from the repair operation would not be environmentally significant.




4-11 |

0.03 \ _
(] 0. 25) x $219,000,000 = $8,760,000
The 0.03 corresponds to 3% derating per year, the 1-0.25 term
corresponds to the number of remaining sound tubes after 25% are
plugged. The $219,000,000 is the yearly cost of replacement power
due to fuel differential cost for two units at $300,000 per day per
unit. By the end of the second year of derating, the cumulative
cost would be three times as high ($26,300,000) since the first 3%
derated batch of tubes would have been out for two years and the
second 3% derated batch of tubes would have been out for one year,
for an effective total of three years of 3% derating. By the end
of the third year of derated operation the cumulative cost would
be six times the first year cost (3+2+1). After ten years the
cumulative cost would be,

1%;—03-5 x 219,000,000,000 x 55 = $482,000,000.

(55=10+9+8+7+6+5+4+3+2+1)

Therefore, the estimate that $200,000,000 would be saved over the
life of the plant, even after spending $102,000,000 for the steam
generator repair, is conservative. The present value of the replace-
ment power assuming a net discount rate of 3% (corresponding to a
discount rate of 10% minus an inflation rate of 7%) would be about
$390,000,000.

The FPL estimate of $2,000,000 for final disposal of the degraded
steam generators assumes onsite storage for 30 years followed by
sectioning and sh1pment to a licensed burial facility for low-level
waste. This estimate is not out of 1line when compared to recent
estimates!S for the decommissioning of complete reactors by disman-
tiement after a cooling period (about $30,000,000).

This consideration of costs does not take into account the continuing

costs of tube inspection and plugging services, nor the costs of

possible future modifications to control corrosion, if the repair is

not done. It also does not consider the cost of the reduced generating

capacity and the current lack of reliability and availability. In |
1978, the approximate outage times for steam generator tube inspection 1
and plugging were 10.5 days for Unit 3 and 27 days for Unit 4. |
Experience at the Turkey Point Plant indicates that such an inspection |
takes about ten days when combined with a refueling outage and about

21 days when not combined with a refueling outage. Inspections have

been carried out about two times per year.
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'Non-Radiological Environmental Costs

The non-radiological impacts of the repair project on the environment
are small compared to those of building and operating the reactors.
These small costs include the commitment of about one acre of land

on the site for the storage of the degraded steam generators for the
1ife of the station. There will be some noise generated by onsite
equipment and a small effect on local traffic by approximately 100
construction workers per shift, but these effects will be insignifi-
cant. The material costs of the proposed action will be a small
fraction of those of building the original units! (Table 6.2-1).

Environmental Impact of Postulated Accidents

As is discussed in our SE,3 the design and plant operating para-
meters which are relevant to accident analyses will not change as a
result of the steam generator repair effort. Therefore, the assess-
ment of the environmental impact of postulated accidents presented

in the FES® for Turkey Point Plant Units 3 and 4 will be unchanged
and remain valid. However, there are types of accidents due to

the operations involved in the repair effort which we have considered.

One type of postulated accident related to the repair effort would
involve the dropping and rupture of a removed steam generator outside
the reactor containment while it was being transported to the storage
vault. This accident would involve the rupture of the steei covers
which will have been welded over each of the steam generator cuts to
prevent the spread of the neutron-activated corrosion products
adhering to the inner surfaces. The method used to assess the
radiological consequences of a rupture which could release contamina-
tion on the primary side surfaces to the atmosphere is described in
our SE.3 We assumed that 0.1 percent of the primary side activity
became airborne and used an atmospheric dispersion factor of 5.5 x 10-6
seconds per cubic meter. On this basis, we concluded that this
accident would result in a dose of 0.02 rem to the lungs of an
individual at the site boundary. The dose consequences of such a
drop accident inside containment would be lower since the containment

‘ventilation system would reduce the radiocactivity released to the

environment.

We have also analyzed the impact of a postulated breach of-the steam
generator seal while it is in the storage building. We note that
the radioactive material involved is plated onto the internals of
the steam generator; it does not wash off during operation which
involves rapidly flowing water at over 500°F. Also, the radioactive
material would be dried in place and would tend to come loose in
flakes or pieces,if it did come loose at all. If the welded plates
that seal the openings of the steam generator should be breached by
some accident, much of the radioactive material would be trapped in
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The steam generators will be stored in an onsite storage facility

which will be a concrete structure approximately 110 ft. by 60 ft.

with a height of 17 ft. The outside walls will be about 2 ft.
thick. The stored steam generators will present a source of direct
and scattered radiation. We estimate that each steam generator will
contain about 1000 Ci of radioactivity which is about 65% Cobalt-60,
the principal contributor to direct dose. This is based on the
estimate of the contamination of steam generator primary side
surfaces given in NUREG/CR-0199.2 We estimate a dose rate of less
than 0.0001 milli-rem per hour at the nearest site boundary due to
this activity. An individual spending an entire year at this loca-
tion would receive less than 1 milli-rem of radiation exposure,

This dose would be approximately halved every 5 years because of the
decay of the principal contributing activity, Co-60. FPL made a
similar calculation and reached the same conclusion. Since this
dose represents roughly one percent of the annual dose from natural
background,!* we conclude that the dose impact to the public from
the stored generators will be minimal and not environmentally
significant.

The repair effort will return the plant to the design condition on
which our evaluation in the FES? was based. Therefore, we conclude
that the estimates of routine releases of radioactivity and the
potential doses to the public from those effluents after the repair
will remain as presented in the FES.

Since our estimates of radioactive effluents from FPL during normal
operation after the repair effort are about the same or lower than
those effluents presented in the FES,® we conclude that the impact

on biota other than man will be no greater than that impact presented
in the FES. :

In summary, the offsite doses resulting from the steam generator
repair will be less than those from recent plant operation since the
expected releases of radioactive material as a result of the repair
effort will be less than the releases from normal operation. " These
doses are comparable to doses presented in the FES,? and small
compared to the annual doses from natural background radiation.
Therefore, the radiological impact of the repair project to the
public will not significantly affect the human environment.

Economic Costs of Steam Generator Repair

Steam generators generally are built with more tubes than necessary

to allow for any tubes that may have to be plugged. We have evaluated

the Turkey Point plant and find that each unit can operate sately

with up to 25% of the steam generator tubes plugged. If the percentage

of plugged tubes gets high enough so that there is not enough heat
transfer surface, the unit will have to be operated at some level of
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power less than 100%. If the unit is required to operate at some
lTower level of power, the operation is referred to as derated. . In
addition to the percentage of plugged tubes, the nuclear peaking
factor, F, (a number which is related to the uniformity of the
neutron f?ux over all positions in the reactor core), imposes limita-
tions on the unit, and depending upon the fuel burnup, is also
expected to require the plant to derate. Based on the above discussion
and the latest amendment to the Technical Specifications?? it is
likely that unit 4 will be derated for cycle 7, which is expected to
begin in the Fall of 1980. Unit 3 has about 3% less plugged tubes
than unit 4 and therefore may be expected to be derated about one
year after unit 4.

FPL has estimated that, over the life of the plant, the proposed
steam generator repair project will result in a net dollar savings
of at least $200,000,000 compared with the cost of continued oper-
ation of the existing steam generators, with an optimistic assumed
scenario of tube plugging and derating. The cost of purchasing and
installing the steam generator lower assemblies and associated
activities is estimated at about $102,000,000 for the two units.

The cost of onsite storagé and final disposal of the six degraded
lower assemblies is expected to be about $2,000,000. The estimate
for replacement power during the outage for repair is about

. $124,000,000. The total project cost is therefore about $228,000,000.

The cost of replacement power during the outage is based on the FPL
estimate of $300,000 per day per unit and an outage duration of 207
days per unit. The FPL estimate of $300,000/day-unit based on
differential fuel costs is reasonable in view of the fact that
replacement power would be provided by 0il1 and gas-fired units which
FPL would press into service. (690,000 kW X 24 hrs/day X a fuel
differential cost of about $0.018/kW hr. = $298,000/day/unit). We
consider this replacement power cost estimate reasonable.

The FPL estimated net saving of $200,000,000 is based largely on the
cost of replacement capacity. We assessed the reasonableness of
this estimate by comparing it to the cost of replacement power if
both units had to be derated. The replacement power cost would be
about $480,000,000 for only 10 years of derated operation at an
assumed derating rate of 3% per year beginning when 25% of the tubes
were plugged. If the derated period lasted longer the cost would be
larger. (The current rate of tube degradation is such that the rate
of tube plugging is about 3% per year.)

The calculation was made as follows. For the first year of derating
the cost would be,
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The FPL estimates of gaseous releases from the repair effort are the
same as the NRC estimates (SE Section 2.6.3), but larger than the

PNL generic estimate because FPL will be using a different filtration
scheme than assumed by PNL. For the gaseous releases from pipe
cutting, FPL used commonly accepted calculational methods (for
example, in calculating the kerf for each cut and in assuming that
all radioactive material adhering to the inner cut surface would
become airborne). Therefore, we conclude that the FPL estimates of
gaseous releases, were carried out in an acceptable manner and
represent reasonable estimates.

In Table 4.2, the estimates for liquid releases of tritium vary
widely because FPL plans to store the reactor coolant water for
reuse, whereas the generic (NUREG/CR-0199)2 estimate assumes that
the coolant is discharged after processing for nuclides other than
tritium. However, FPL has estimated the magnitude of the release
should it become necessary to discharge the coolant. Any such
release would be treated by the chemical and volume control systems
prior to release and would amount to a maximum of 0.8 Ci of mixed
fission and activation products released from the reactor coolant
system. The FPL estimate for the release of mixed fission and
activation products is larger than the generic estimate because the
latter did not include the ‘releases of the secondary coolant nor the

local decontamination solutions. Both estimates included the activities

in laundry waste water. FPL based its estimates of releases from

the laundry waste water and secondary coolant on past measurements

of these sources at Turkey Point. FPL used commonly accepted methods
to calculate the releases from local decontamination solutions.

Based on these several considerations, we conclude that FPL has made
reasonable estimates of the radicactive liquid effluents during the
repair effort, and that these estimates correspond well to our own
best estimates.

Any liquid effluent containing radiocactivity would be discharged
into the condenser cooling water and subsequently be discharged into
the closed cycle cooling canal. Pursuant to a Final Judgment in the
U. S. District Court for the Southern District of Florida (Civil
Action No 70-328-CA; reproduced in Appendix C of the FES®) Florida
Power and Light Company shall not discharge into Biscayne Bay or

Card Sound any water used for cooling its condensers at its generating
facilities at Turkey Point.

Our estimates of dose to individuals and to the population as a whole
in the area surrounding the Turkey Point site are based on the radio-
active effluents which FPL estimated for the repair effort (summarized
in Table 4.2) and on the calculational methods presented in Regulatory
Guides 1.109, 1.111 and 1.113.10211212 ya conclude that offsite
individuals will receive doses from the repair effort of the same
order as, or less than, the annual dose consequences presented in the
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FES.® The doses to the population within 50 miles will be less than
5 man-rem to the thyroid or total body from liquid effluents, and
less than 2 man-rem to the thyroid or total body from airborne
effluents. Every year the same population (about 2 million) will
receive a total body dose of about 200,000 man-rem from the natural
background radiation in the vicinity of Turkey Point (0.1 rems per
year).!3 Thus, the population total body dose from the repair
effort is less than 0.01% of the annual dose due to natural back-
ground. On these bases, we conclude that the doses to individuals
in unrestricted areas and to the population within 50 miles due to
gaseous and liquid effluents from the repair project will not be
environmentally significant.

FPL has estimated that the repair of one unit will result in a total
solid waste volume (exclusive of the steam generators lower sections)
of 27,400 cubic feet (about 780 cubic meters) containing 130 Ci to

be shipped to a licensed burial facility. Based on the information
presented in NUREG/CR~0199,2 we estimate that 81,000 cubic feet

(3,850 cubic meters) of solid waste will be generated per unit. Our
estimate of the volume is higher than the FPL estimate; however, we
find the FPL estimate of 130 Ci reasonable. This does not include

the radoactivity on the inside surfaces of the old steam generators.

In 1976 and 1977, Turkey Point generated an annual average of 44,400
cubic feet (about 1255 cubic meters) of solid waste per unit containing
450 Ci per unit of radioactivity.2 14 Since the solid wastes represent
a radiological impact which is smaller than the impact from solid
wastes from normal operation and an increase in volume of solid

waste which is less than 3% over the 1ife of the plant, we conclude
that the radiological impact is not environmentally significant.

The steam generator lower sections may be considered as solid

waste; however, facilities are not available for barge unloading of
such large pieces of radioactive waste. Truck hauling would require
cutting the sections into smaller pieces and would entail the addi-
tional dose accumulated during the cutting and packaging process.

For these reasons the steam generator lower sections will be stored
on site for a period of time. This period may be for as long as the
life of the plant at which time the disposal of of the sections would
become part of the decommissioning process of the plant. The period
may last just until facilities for barge shipment become available.

On the basis of long term onsite storage of the degraded steam
generators until the reactors are decommissioned, there will be
essentially no radioactive effluents from the generators for 30 years.
Final disposal at that time will result in small offsite gaseous and
liquid radioactive releases, because a large fraction of the radio-
active nuclides in the steam generators will have decayed in 30 years.
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of several years will recoup the immediate large one-time dose
resulting from the repair operation. The individual risks associated
with the exposures involved in the repair program will be controlled
and limited so as not to exceed the 1imits set forth in 10 CFR

Part 20 for occupational exposure. These limits assure that the
hazard to any exposed individual is smaill.

For a 2600 man-rem increase in occupational exposure, the increased
risk of premature fatal cancer induction is predicted to be less
than one event (0.2 events from data for the population as a whole -
as given in the BEIR report).14 The increased risk from this exposure
with respect to genetic effects to the ensuing five generations is
also predicted to be less than one event (0.5 events from data for
the population as a whole as given in the BEIR report). For the
selected population of workers exposed in the repair program,
consisting principally of males in the age ranges from 20 to 40,
these risks would tend to be somewhat less. Therefore, we conclude
that the impact of occupational radiation dose from the repair
effort will not be environmentally significant.

Public Radiation Exposure

Our independent analysis of the gaseous and liquid releases of
radioactivity from the plant site during the steam generator repair
project is based in large part on the generic report, NUREG/CR-0199.2
The estimates of releases in this report are upper bound values,
based on conservatively high estimates for each type of release.

Similar estimates of the gaseous and liquid effluents during the
repair were made by FPL.! These estimates were based on the specific
equipment design and procedures to be used at the Turkey Point

Plant. Table 4.2 presents the NUREG/CR-0199 estimates?® and FPL
estimates! of the radioactive effluents which will be released as a
result of the repair effort. Table 4.2 also presents the FPL reported
average radioactive effluent releases for 197614 and 19776 and the
annual average radioactive effluent release estimates presented in
the Turkey Point FES.°®

Table 4.2 shows that the releases for the repair effort estimated by.
FPL and PNL are much Tower (except for the airborne particulates)
than the Turkey Point 1976 and 1977 releases and the FES® annual
average estimates. For airborne particulates, the FPL estimates of
releases are in the same range as or lower than the 1976 and 1977
releases as shown in Table 4.2. The Turkey Point FES does not

. present numerical estimates of airborne particulate and tritium

releases. However, airborne particulates and tritium are small dose
contributors compared to radioiodine and noble gases for the highest
dose pathways of exposure to individuals in the general public.
Therefore, the conclusions regarding dose consequences presented in
the FES are still valid.



Table 4.2

Radioactive Effluents for Turkey Point Plant

* includes particulates

a These are the releases for Unit 3; the releases for Unit 4 will be slightly smaller
since Unit 4 is less contaminated.

Steam Generator Repair Operating Experience FES
NUREG/ Annual
FPL CR-0199 - 1976 1977 Average
Type of Release Release Average Average Realease
Radioactive Estimates Estimates Releases Releases Estimates
Effluent (Ci/Unit) (Ci/Unit) (Ci/Unit) (Ci/Unit) (Ci/Unit/Yr)
GASEQUS
Noble Gases - a - 7800 12,000 3650
Halogens (Iodines) 0.0021 included in 0.3 0.7 0.8%
particulates
Particulates 0.0085% 0.0001 0.038 0.026 -
Tritium - - 3 2.0 -
LIQUID
Mixed fissjon & )
activation products 0.55 0.14 4.3 4.5 28
Tritium 185 190 390 460 1000

9-v




In summary, the above discussion shows that the differences between
the lower generic estimate (3320 man-rem per unit) and the FPL
detailed estimate (1300 man-rem per unit) can be reconciled in
consideration of (1) the use of lower dose rates measured at
Turkey Point in the FPL estimate and (2) the use of more dose
reducing measures by FPL than in the generic estimate. We there-
fore conclude that the FPL d~tailed estimate of 1300 man-rem per
unit is a more realistic estimate than 3380 man-rem per unit for
the repair of the steam generators in one Turkey Point unit.
Consequently, in the remainder of this appraisal, we have used
1300 man-rem per unit as the occupational dose for the steam
generator repair work at Turkey Point.

To put into perspective the occupational doses to be incurred in
repairing steam generators, it is helpful to compare these doses
with (1) those expected from the normal operation of nuclear
plants, (2) the projected long-term man-rem reduction resu1t1ng
from steam generator repair and (3) the doses from major
maintenance operations at other plants.

Although the AEC was startina to compile occupational exposure
estimates for nuclear power -.lant operation at the time that the
Turkey Point FES® was prepar:d in 1972, such exposures were not
specifically considered in t.2 Turkey Point FES.

In recent environmental stat. nents, we have estimated an annual
occupational dose of about 5 O man-rem per reactor unit, averaged
over the life of the plant ( J-40 years). This value is based on
the average of annual doses rzceived at operating plants. In
1977, the average occupational dose per unit for light water
reactors in the United States was 570 man-rem.® The doses ranged
from 87 to 3140 man-rem per reactor unit, with major maintenance
during the year accounting for the larger values. Occasional
large doses associated with major maintenance, such as the

1300 man-rem dose per unit for the proposed steam generator: repair,
will occur. NRC regulations require that measures be taken to
keep these doses ALARA.

In 1976 and 1977, workers at Turkey Point received whole body

doses of 600 man-rem! and 450 man-rem! (combined totals for both
units), respectively, during the inspection and plugging of degraded
steam generator tubes. The total occupational doses for the two
units combined were 1184 man-rem in 1976 and 1036 man-rem in 1977.
These doses are comparable to the 570 man-rem per unit per year
average for U.S. light water reactors in 1977.8 At the end of
Section 3.1 in our SE3, we concluded that the proposed repair
would eliminate the potential for the kinds of the tube degrada-
tion observed to date. Based on our experience with plants without
severe denting problems and our conclusion regarding corrosion




reduction, doses due to the inspection and plugging of degraded
tubes would be markedly reduced. We conclude that occupational
exposure after the repair will be reduced by hundreds of man-rem
per year for the two units combined. This would result in total
occupational exposures at Turkey Point lower than the national
average value for light water reactors (570 man-rem per unit in
1977). We further conclude that the dose reduction of hundreds of
man-rem per year would, over a period of years tend to offset the
immediate one-time dose of about 1300 man-rem for repairing the
three steam generators in each unit.

FPL has estimated that the occupational dose for the inspection
and repair of degraded steam generator tubes will be reduced to
100 man-rem per year for the two Turkey Point units combined after
the repair has been completed. Based on our experience regarding
such inspections, we find this to be a realistic estimate.

The reduction of occupational exposure resulting from the repair
effort may be estimated by subtracting the estimated annual dose
after repair from the observed annual dose before repair. The
dases of 600 man-rem in 1976 and 450 man-rem in 1977 are con-
c.dered representative of exposures related to steam generator
creration at the Turkey Point Units before repair. Subtracting

t e after-repair dose of 100 man-rem from the before-repair range
¢ ® 450 to 600 man-rem leads to a reduction of 350 to 500 man-rem
F r year. At these rates of reduction the 2600 man-rem cost of

t e repair would be offset in about 5 to 7 years.

Operating experience at the Turkey Point plant over the last three
years demonstrates that the steam generators can continue to
operate with the degraded tubes piugged, but frequent inspection
and plugging as performed during the last three years would be
required to assure that the integrity of the steam generators
would be maintained. At the current rate of tube plugging, some-
what over 3% per year, it is our judgment that, with continued
inspections and plugging, the Turkey Point units could be safely
operated and, even if reduced power were required, the economic
balance would favor continued operation of the units, as opposed
t> decommissioning the reactors.

In summary, we have drawn the following conclusions regarding
occupational radiation exposure. The FPL estimate of 1300 man-rem

‘per unit for the repair of the steam generators is reasonable.

This dose falls within the range of annual occupational doses
which have been observed in recent years.® In our SE® we conclude
that FPL is taking the necessary steps to insure that occupational
doses will be maintained ALARA. Finally, the renovation of the
steam generators will lead to an occupational dose reduction of
hundreds of man-rem per year. This dose reduction over a period
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ENViRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF STEAM GENERATOR REPAIR PROJECT
Radiological Assessment
Occupational Exposure

The generic radiological assessment of steam generator repair,
prepared for the NRC by PNL and reported in NUREG/CR-0199,2 provides
an upper bound estimate of the occupational doses and off-site
radiological releases associated with the repair of steam generators
at a large PWR. The conservatisms in the PNL methods of assessment,
described below, provide the opportunity to reduce occupational
doses for the repair operations in specific cases considerably below
the generic estimates in NUREG/CR-0199.

The PNL estimates were derived by dividing the repair program into
sub-activities ("maintenance activities") and ascertaining the
estimated exposure rates for each sub-activity. The man-hours
required for each sub-activity multiplied by the corresponding
exposure rates in rem per hour gave the exposure in man-rem for each
sub-activity. The total exposure for the repair program is the sum
of all the sub-activity exposures.

Repair program sub-activities were developed by PNL as a composite

of the work descriptions for repair of the steam generators at Surry
and Turkey Point as determined by VEPCO and FPL. Man-hour estimates
for each activity were developed by PNL based on prior experience

with similar activities, using standard estimating techniques.

Exposure rates were based on information from several sources including
data ‘from measurements made at several operating PWRs including the
Turkey Point Units. PNL usually selected exposure rate values on

the high end of the range of values measured at the several plants.

The generic estimate of the total occupational whole body dose for
the repair of the three steam generators associated with each reactor
unit was presented in NUREG/CR-01992 as a range of values, 3380 to
5840 man-rem per unit. Both ends of this range were conservatively
estimated and represent upper bound values. The upper value, 5840
man-rem per unit was estimated assuming no credit for dose saving
techniques. The lower value, 3380 man-rem per unit was estimated
taking credit for three dose reduction methods: (1) shielding by
raising the steam generator water level, (2) using a limited amount
of remote tooling, and (3) increasing the source-to-receiver distance.

The FPL occupational exposure estimates include a detailed estimate
of doses, based on major job functions, of 1300 man-rem per unit.
This detailed estimate does not include dose reductions from use of
temporary shielding and local decontamination or dose costs from
their implementation. It does include the dose reduction due to the
three reduction methods 1isted above and measures such as pre-job
planning and pre-job training. FPL has estimated a range of doses




for the steam generator repair program of from 650-1450 man-rem per
unit. This range of doses reflects the uncertainties in astimating
job man-hours and radiation intensities, and in predicting the
effectiveness of temporary shielding and the exposures during its
installation. Therefore, although FPL has not included the effect
of temporary shielding and local decontamination in its detailed
estimates, FPL has considered the effect in its predict:d range of
doses.

In view of the above discussion, the lower end of the generic range,
3380 man-rem per unit is taken as the appropriate estimate for
comparison with the detailed estimate of 1300 man-rem per unit. A
summary comparing FPL detailed estimates with our generic estimates
from NUREG/CR-01992 for the four main phases of the project is given

in Table 4.1. Figure 3.2 shows the radiation levels in the regions
where the main cuts are proposed to remove the degraded steam generator.

Table 4.1

Comparison of Occupational Collective Whole Body Dose Estimates

Phase NRC Generic Estimate FPL Estimate
Dose, man-rem/unit Dose, man-rem/unit

Preparation 450 257

Removal 1100 . 436

Installation 1800 ‘ 569

Storage 30 39

Total 3380 1301

The differences between the detailed estimates are accounted for by
the same factors discussed above for the total estimates. FPL
calculations of doses used commonly accepted practices for cal-
culating doses and took into account the dose reduction measures
proposed to maintain doses As Low As Reasonably Achievable (ALARA),
including pre-job training and use of remote tools wher: practicable.
Temporary shielding and local decontamination will be used when such
measures are determined to be consistent with ALARA requirements.

In Section 3 of its report!, FPL has documented its consideration of
the guidance with regard to ALARA issues in Regulatory Guide 8.8,
Revision 2.7 We have reviewed the FPL treatment of ALARA issues in
detail in Section 2.6 of our SE.3 We concluded that the FPL efforts
to maintain occupational doses ALARA during the repair effort are
acceptable.
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After remova] and storage of all three steam generator lower assemblies,
their replacements will be transported from the barge dock or temporary
storage location to the equipment hatch. The same machinery used to
remove the lower assemblies will be used to install the new assemblies

in their cubicles. The steam generator support system will be
reinstalled and the upper assembly with its refurbished internals will

be mounted on the lower assembly. After welding the two assemblies
together, the piping will be reconstructed. Following these maJor repa1r
activities there will be cleaning, hydrostatic testing, baseline inservice
inspections, and pre-operational testing of instruments, components and
systems. Then the reactor will be refueled and startup tests will be
performed. The performance of the repaired steam generators will be

tested for moisture carryover and verification of thermal and hydraulic
characteristics.
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3.0 REMOVAL AND REINSTALLATION OPERATIONS

A drawing showing the principal parts of a typical steam generator is
presented in Figure 3.1. Figure 3.2 shows the regions where the main cuts
are proposed to remove the degraded steam generator. It shows also the
radiation levels in these regions. A brief description of the FPL pro-
posed repair procedure follows.

FPL is planning to repair all six steam generators at the Turkey Point
plant, Units 3 and 4. The units will be repaired in series; one unit will
be conducting normal power operations while the other unit is undergoing
steam generator repairs. The repair will consist of replacing the lower
assembly of each steam generator including the shell and the tube bundle
and refurbishing and partially replacing the steam separation equipment

in the upper assembly. The old lower assembly will be removed from the
containment building through the existing equipment hatch and transported
to a special storage facility that will be constructed on the Turkey Point
site. The new lower assemblies will arrive at the site by barge. They
will be transferred to a wheeled transporter and hauled on the existing
road to the containment building equipment hatch.

Prior to the repair work, the unit will be shut down and all systems will

be placed in condition for long term layup. The reactor vessel head will

be removed for refueling. A1l of the normal procedures for fuel cooling

and fuel removal will be followed. The fuel will be removed from the reactor
and placed in the spent fuel storage facility and then the reactor vessel

head will be replaced. The equipment hatch will be opened and access control
will be established. The biological shield wall and a section of the operating
floor concrete and structural steel will be removed to provide access to '
the steam generator. Guide rails will be installed for transporting the

lower assembly through the equipment hatch.

After this preparatory work, the cutting of system piping will begin.

This will include cutting and removal of sections of steam lines, feedwater
lines, reactor coolant inlet and outlet lines, and miscellaneous smaller
lines for the service air and water and the instrumentation system. The
steam generator will then be cut at the transition cone and the upper shell
will be removed. The steam generator supports will be disassembled and

the steam generator lower assembly will be lowered and placed in a horizontal
position on a transport mechanism. " This mechanism will carry the assembly
through the equipment hatch. A mobile crane will 1ift the lower assembly

onto a transporter that will carry it to the steam generator storage facility
on the site.
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2.0 BACKGROUND

2.1

In order to provide the NRC staff with an independent basis for evaluat-
ing the radiological impacts associated with the repair of degraded
steam generators at large pressurized water reactors (PWRs), we con-
tracted with Battelle Pacific Northwest Laboratories (PNL) to perform a
generic radiological assessment of the steam generator repair and dis-
posal operations. This assessment has been published in an NRC report?
NUREG/CR-0199," Radiological Assessment of Steam Generator Removal and
Replacement."

Information useful to the environmental review is also contained in the
NRC staff's Safety Evaluation (SE)3 on the repair project, particularly
the sections evaluating (1) the measures to reduce corrosion, (2) the
As Low As is Reasonably Achievable (ALARA) considerations, and (3) the
radiological consequences of postulated accidents.

The steam generator repair program proposed by FPL is similar to the
one proposed by the Virginia Electric Power Company (VEPC0)%'5'6. The
two plants are similar. Each of the plants contain two Westinghouse
three loop PWR's and commenced commercial operation in 1972 and 1973.
Both plants began operation using a sodium phosphate secondary water
chemistry treatment and both plants changed to all volatile chemistry
treatment (AVT); Turkey Point in late 1974, Surry in early 1975.

The repair program of the Surry units was approved in January 1979.

History of Steam Generator Operation

Turkey Point Units 3 and 4 began commercial operation on December 14,
1972, and September 9, 1973, respectively. Like almost all units with
U-tube design steam generators, they began operation using a sodium
phosphate secondary water chemistry treatment. Largely to correct a
wastage and caustic stress corrosion cracking encountered with the phos-
phate treatment, most PWRs with a U-tube design steam generator using
a phosphate treatment for the secondary coolant have now converted to

an all volatile chemistry (AVT). Both Turkey Point 3 and 4 were con-
verted around August, 1974.

In 1975, radial deformation, or the so-called "denting," of steam genera-
tor tubes occurred in several PWR facilities including Turkey Point 3 and
4, after 4 to 14 months operatioh, following the conversion from a

sodium phosphate treatment to an AVT chemistry for the steam generator
secondary coolant. On September 15, 1976, during normal operation, one
U-tube in the innermost row parallel to the rectangular flow slots in
steam generator A at Surry Unit No. 2 rapidly developed a substantial
primary to secondary leak (about 80 gpm).

Subsequent to the 80 gpm leak at Surry Unit 2, the NRC has imposed
augmented inservice inspection requirements on Surry Units 1 and 2,
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Turkey Point Units 3 and 4, San Onofre Unit 1 and Indian Point Unit 2.
In addition, operating restrictions and 1imited periods of operation,
typically six months, between inspections are also imposed at Surry
Units 1 and 2 and Turkey Point Units 3 and 4. The augmented inspection
requirements include an assessment of the magnitude and progression of
tube denting, and support plate deformation and/or cracking.

Reasons for Steam Generator Repair

The six steam generators at Turkey Point Units 3 and 4 have all under-
gone a significant amount of degradation since they began operation.

The wastage and denting phenomena, discussed earlier, have led to tube
wall thinning, support plate flow slot hourglassing and plate 1igament
cracking, tube denting, stress corrosion cracking, and several instances
of reactor coolant leakage through cracked tubes. As of May 1979, tube
plugging for various reasons has resulted in removing about 17.5% of

the steam generator tubes in Unit 3 and about 20.5% of the tubes in
Unit 4 from continuing service.

Due to the continuing denting related problems, the certainty of addi-
tional tube plugging that may result in power derating, and the economic
considerations for operating with substantially reduced heat transfer
capacities on the two units, Florida Power & Light Company (FPL) sub-
mitted a proposal! for the replacement of the degraded portions of the
steam generators.
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1.0 PROPOSED ACTION

By Tetter dated September 20, 1977 Florida Power and Light Company
(FPL) submitted a report! entitled "Steam Generator Repair Report.
Turkey Point Units 3 and 4." This report has been supplemented on
December 20, 1977, March 7, April 25, June 20, August 4, and
December 15, 1978 and January 26, 1979. The report describes a
proposed program to repair the six steam generators in Units 3 and 4 by
- replacing the lower assembly, including the tube bundles, of each
generator.

FPL plans to repair all six steam generators in Turkey Point 3 and 4.
The Unit 4 steam generators have the most tubes plugged and therefore
will be repaired first. The repair of Turkey Point 3 steam generators
is expected to be started about one year later. Since power demands in
the FPL system peak in the summer, and the repair is expected to take
from siX to nine months per unit, the repair should be started in the
fall in order to be completed before the next summer peak demand. When
FPL submitted the repair plan on September 20, 1977 the corporate plan
was to be prepared to start the repair for Unit 4 in October 1978. The
repair of Unit 4 steam generator is now not expected to start before
fall of 1979.
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Elizabeth S. Bowers, Esq., Chairman Dr. Oscar H. Paris

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555 Washington, D.C. 20555

Dr., David B. Hall
400 Circle Drive
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501

In the Matter of
Florida Power and Light Company '
(Turkey Point Nuclear Gegerating Unit Nos. 3 and 4) .-
Docket Nos. 50-250 & (Proposed Amendments to
Facility Operating Licenses To Permit Steam Generator Repair)

Dear Members of the Board:

Enclosed please find a copy of the NRC Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation's
Environmental Impact Appraisal issued in connection with the above-captioned
matter. :

Sincerely,

Steven C. Goldberg
Counsel for NRC Staff

Enclosure: As stated

cc w/enclosure:

Mr. Mark P. Oncavage

"Harold F. Reis, Esq.

Norman A. Coll, Esq.

Martin H. Hodder, Esq.

Bruce S. Rogow, Esq.

Atomic Safety and Licensing
Board Panel -

Atomic Safety and Licensing ’
Appeal Board Panel

Docketing and Service Section
-7
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DOCKET NOS. 50-250 AND 50-251
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Harold F. Reis, Esquire
Lowenstein, Newman, Reis,
Axelrad & Toll ,

1025 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036
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RICHARD A. MARSHALL,
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY & LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of Docket Nos._50-250-SP

FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY :
(Proposed Amendments to

(Turkey Point Nuclear Generating Facility Operating License
Units Nos. 3 and 4) to Permit Steam Generator
y, Repair)

NOTICE OF APPEARANCE

RICHARD A. MARSHALL, JR., hereby enters his Notice of
Appearance as co-counsel for Petitioner MARK P. ONCAVAGE,
12200 S.W. 110th Avenue, Miami, Florida.

I certify that I am admitted to practlce by the Supreme
Court of Flori@a; the United States District Court for the
éouthern District of Florida; and the United States Court of

Appeals for the Fifth Circuit.

Respectfully submitted,

007 M

RICHARD A. MARSHALL, JR. /~
18450 S.W. 212th“Street
Miami, Florida 33187

(305) 233-8104
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY & LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of Docket Nos. 50-250-SP
50-251.-SP
FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY _
(Proposed Amendments to
(Turkey Point Nuclear Generating Facility Operating
Units Nos. 3 and &) License to Permit Steam
Generator Repair)

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that copies of the attached Notice of
Appearance were served on the following by deposit in the
United States mail, first class, properly stamped and addressed,
on July 25, 1979.

Elizabeth S. Bowers, Esquire
Chairperson

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Dr. Oscar H. Paris

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Dr. David B. Hall
1400 Circle Drive
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Docketing and Service Section
O0ffice of the Secretary

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

Guy Cunningham, Esquire

Steven C. Goldberg, Esquire

U.S. Nuclear Regulatqry Commission .
0ffice of the Executive Legal Director
Washington, D.C. 20555
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® # DUGKET HRBER
Secretary of the Commission, 8254 S.W. 37 Street

U.S.Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Miami, Florida, 33155
" Docketing & Service Section, August 20, 1979

Washington, D.C. - 20555 6 /ZU/%

" Dear Secretary:

I would like to request permission to speak at the comings Public
Hearing reguarding Mr.Mark Oncavage filing an interventiom of the
Florida Power & Light Companys 2 Nuclear Power plants which are
leaking which.are located at Turkey Point, Florida.

I am an inventor/research scientist covering many scientific
fields, as well as having knowledge in Alternate Sources of Energy.

I am highly interested as a concerned citizen reguarding ithe
hazards involved with the leaks at both Turkey Point nuclear power

. plants, over the past several years after being in operatiion only
6 & 7 years as well as the dangers involved in repairs & costs.

Hoping to hear from you reguarding my permission to speak: at the:
coming Hearing. Thank you.

Sincerely,
Enos L. Schera,Jr.
‘ v’
f/“';:’{i’f)« A\ S\.l//l/,),% '(/é‘
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Ackncm&edged by card. u&é’ﬁ?f;h VR
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August 21st, 1979
17720 N. Bay Rd..
N. Miami Beach, FL
33160

Mr. Joseph Hendrie

Secretary

U S. Nuclear Radiation Commission
Washington, DC 20555

Dear Mr. Hendrie:

I have learned of the grave dangers and great expense that will result

from the process of repairing the Turkey Pt. Nuclear Reactors Three and
Four, from the report of Mark Oncavage. After buildimg the nuclkear reactor
at a cost of $212 million projected to last for 30 yerars, we now find

that it will cost an additional 232 million dollars Jjust to repa:z.r -

and that after only 7 years, for a total to date of mearly % billion
dollars! Costwise on a per kilowatt hour projection, this :|.s extravagance
rather than economy, plus the additional radiation hazard as an added
burden. )

Thusfar we have not found a satisfactory way of disposing or storing the
waste products. Until such time as we do, we are faced with an ever-growing
volume of waste products that will be a danger to al¥ of us. for % million
ryears-.

Currently the answers are offered us of putting it imx the ground or cement
blocks which are 2 feet thick. However, .our soil is® porous and the water
table picks up every component in the soil and distributes it widely.
Florida, the vegetable garden of the U.S. will be exmorting a new danger
with its fruits and vegetables. .

We do. not offer this suggestion in a vacuum or propose that we do without.
Rather, we suggest that the abundant energy sources mmvailable to us in
harnessing solar power, wind power, tidal and gulf stream currents, dams:
subterranean thermal power as well as other fuels, swuch as, coal, alcohol,
and the utilization of combustible gases, collective®y will provide us

with a happier, healthier and more persistent source of our power at lesser
cost and self-renewing for the greater part.

Turkey Pt. has shown us only the tip of the iceberg Ensofar. as costs are.
concerned. We can expect this turkey to, end up as a multi billion cost
over its 30 year projected life. Applylr‘g - just a frraction of what this. and
the hundreds of other atomic plants around the countxy will represent into.
perfecting technology of alternative source development, tlfe will end up
with true independence from foreign sources of energwy while improving the
whole ecological future of our country.

Sincerely yours:,

-

At T Fsepe— A
. . i .

aby card B¢
pcknowniedged DY !Ruth Leopold <



PROPOSED SCHEDULE - TURKEY POINT
STEAM GENERATOR REPAIRS
LICENSING HEARING

Thursday August 30, 1979 Parties meet in Miami - to discuss |
contentions, possible stipulations, |
and set a schedule for discovery.

Friday August 31, 1979 Parties report to Board (ASLB) on
meeting of August 30. All parties
commence discovery on contentions
ruled admissible by Board in Order
of August 3, 1979. (Contentions 2,
5, 6, 7, 12 and 18).

Friday September 14, 1979 Parties simultaneously file and
serve statements concerning admis-
sibility of Intervenor's conten-
tions filed with Board with report
of August 31, 1979.

*
Tuesdayé/ October 30, 1979 Cut-off for discovery requests on
contentions ruled admissible by
. the Board in Order of August 3,

1979.
* %
Friday— November 16, 1979 File prepared testimony.
\ * %
Tuesday— December 4, 1979 Commence hearing.

*/  All parties agree that discovery on any other contentions ruled
admissible by the Board may commence upon issuance of the
Board's order so ruling. ) ‘

**/ Assuming it is, consistent with the Board's schedule, both
Licensee and Intervenor agree to the proposed December 4 hearing
date. The NRC Staff believes it is premature to project dates
to file testimony or commence a hearing. .

ATTACHMENT B







14. The measures proposed to be taken to protectw against fire
hazards associated with the steam generator repairs are |
inadequate to protect'against radiocactive releases in
violation of 10 CFR Parts 20, 50, 51, 100, NRC guidelines,

and NEPA.




13.

El

The proposed method of radiation monitoring during repair
of the steam generators is inadequate in that it fails to

comply with 10 CFR Parts 20, 50, 51, 100, NEPA, and FWPCA.



12.

The programs and procedures proposed to be followed by
the Licensee in making the steam generator repairs demon-
strate that it will not make every reasonable effort to
maintain occupational radiation exposures at a reasonably

safe level and at a level within 10 CFR Parts 20 and 51.



1l.

The utility has failed to provide an accurate cost/benefit

analysis contrary to 10 CFR Parts 50 and 51, and the

National Environmental Policy Act, and the FWPCA because:

Q.

it has failed to consider the cost of future
recurring steam generator repairs;

it has used the inaccurate figure of $300,000 per
day per unit for replacement power costs for reactox
outage;

the use of a radiation exposure value guideline of
$1,000 per man-rem for plant workers is inaccurate;
it has failed to provide a cost/benefit analysis for
an additional commitment of land resourcesyfor the
creation of a nuclear waste storage facility.

it has failed to consider the costs of addition of

a full flow condensate demineralizer and of condenser
retubing;

it has failed to consider the additional costs

caused by inflation and delay.



10.

The Commission's NEPA Analysis is inadequate in that

it fails to adequately consider the following alter-

native procedures:

a.
b.
c.
d.

e.

arresting tube support plate corrosion;

in-place tube restoration (sleeving);

in-place steam generator tube replacement (retubing);

derating;
decommissioning;
bioconversion;

conservation;

'solar energy;

natural gas; or

coal

.
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The cumulative offsite radiation releases as a

result of all activity at Turkey Point, during the
proposed repairs, are contrary to 10 CFR Parts 20,

50, 51, 100, and the National Environmental Protection

Act.



L |

The continued operation of Turkey Point Units 3 and

should be suspended because:

Qe

the impaired condition of the steam generators
poses the possibility of accidental loss of
boolant;

the impaired, condition of the steam generators
subjects onsite workers to unacceptable levels
of radiation exposure;

the impaired condition of the steam generators
poses the possibility of offsite radiation
releases endangering the public health and
environment and violate the Federal Water
Pollution Control Act by the discharge ‘of

primary coolant.



The Licensee has not considered in its cost benefit
analysis in violation of 10 CFR Parts 50 and 51, and
NEPA:
a. the cost of a full-flow condenéate polishing
demineralizing system;
b. " the effluent release from a full-flow
condensate polishing demineralizing system; or
c. the environmental degradation caused by a full-

flow condensate polishing demineralizing syétem.



Whether the creation of a long-term nuclear waste storage
facility at Turkey Point is in compliance with 10 CFR Parts
50, 51, NEPA, FWPCA, or any laws protecting Biscayne Bay or
Biscayne National Monument, their surroundings, and theif
delicate life forms, with particular attention being drawn

to the proposed floorless steam generator disposal building?

(Contention 18 - May 2, 1973)



P B - - ows e w o= . f -
‘ ‘

5. Whether the use of transient workers with unknown radiation
exposure histories is in compliance with 10 CFR Parts 20, 51

or NEPA?

(Contention 12 - May 2, 1979)




4.

Whether the discharge of untreated laundry waste water

complies with 10 CFR Parts 20, 50, 51, NEPA or FWPCA?

(Contention 7 - May 2, 1979)
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3. Whether the handling; processing, storing, or discharging
of primary coolant is in\conformance with requirements

of 10 CFR Parts 20, 50, 51, 100, NEPA or FWPCA?

(Contention 6 - May 2, 1979)
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2. Whether the steam generator repairs proposed by the

utility comply with 10 CFR Part 20, NEPA, or the FWPCA?

(Contention 5 - May 2, 1979)
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INTERVENOR CONTENTIONS - AUGUST 30, 1979 -

Whether pursuant to requirements of the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), 10 CFR Parts 50, 51,
the Commission must prepare an Environmental Impact
Statement on the proposed operating license (OL)
amendments, with specific references to 10 CFR 50.90?
a. Whether the requirements of the FWPCA are

' met in the form of inclusion .in a NEPA cost/

benefit analysis?

(Contention, 2 - May 2, 1979)
_ATTACHMENT A
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
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L

BEFORE THE. ATOMIC SAFETY & LICENSING BOARD

Docket Nos. 50-250-SP
50-251-8SP

In the Matter of

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

(Turkey Point Nuclear Generating

)
FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY )
« )
)
Units Nos. 3 and 4) )

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY.CERTIFY that copies of the attached letter of
this date to the Members of the Licensing Board, captioned in
the above matter, were served on the following by deposit in
.the United States mail, first class, properly stamped and

addressed, this 31lst day of August, 1979.

Elizabeth S. Bowers, Esquire

Chairman

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555

Dr. Oscar H. Paris :

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20055

Dr. David B. Hall -
400 Circle Drive .
Santa Fe, NM 87501

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555
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Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal Board Panel
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555

Mr. Mark P. Oncavage
12200 s.w. 110 Avenue
Miami, FL 33176

Docketing and Serxvice Section

" Office of the Secretary
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC " 20555

Steven C. Goldberg, Esquire

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission |
office of the Executive Legal Director
Washington, DC 20555

Bruce S. Rogow, Esquire
NOVA Law School

3301 College Avenue

Fort Lauderdale, FL 33314

Harold F. Reis, Esquire
Lowenstein, Newman, Reis, Axelrad & Toll
1025 Connecticut Avenue, NW

Washington, DC 20036

RMAN A. COLL

STEEL HECTOR & DAVIS

1400 Southeast First National
Bank Building

Miami, 'Florida 33131

Telephone: (305) 577-2863

Dated: August 31, 1979
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. Counsel for the NRC Staff believes it is premature to project
dates to file proposed testimony or for commencement of a hearing.
With respect to the date for commencement and cut-off of discovery
on those issues identified by the Board in its August 3 order,
counsel for the Licensee and NRC Staff agree to the dates specified
in the schedule. Counsel for the Intervenor agrees to those dates,
subject to the understanding that the hearing is to be held in
December 1979.

In order to resolve the question of scheduling the date for
filing proposed testimony and the commencement of a hearing,

Licensee intends shortly to file a formal motion with the Board
requesting that it adopt a. proposed schegule.

Very ruly yours, / ;

NormaAn A. Coll
jb
Attachments

cc: See attached Certificate of Service
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August 3, 1979 (Contentions 2, 5, 6, 7, 12 and 18 submitted May 2,
1979). In addition, counsel for Intervenor indicated that cex-
'tain contentions which had been refined from the original May 2,
1979 submittal, as well as certain other contentions which the
Licensee had refined and to which additions had been made by
Intervenor should also be litigated. Taken together, these con-
tentions now supersede all prior contentions and contain all of
the matters which Intervenor wishes to litigate in this proceeding.
They are contained in Attachment A to this letter.

The parties are unable to reach complete agreement as to the
admissibility or form of these proposed contentions. Counsel for
the NRC Staff understands the Board to have admitted the conten-
tions identified by the Board in its Order of August 3, 1979
(Contentions 2, 5, 6, 7, 12 and 18), but reserves the right to
submit that certain.statutes and regulations referenced therein
are inapplicable. The NRC Staff counsel also expressed the view
that other contentions lacked specificity and basis, or otherwise
contained matters beyond the scope of this proceeding. Counsel
for Licensee expressed the view that the contentions identified
by the Board in its Order of August 3, 1979 need further refine-
ment, in particular the elimination of references to statutes and
regulations which are inapplicable. In addition, counsel for
Licensee believes certain of the proposed contentions in Attach-
ment A are beyond the scope of this proceeding and the jurisdic-
tion of this Board, and others require further refinement, parti-
cularization and specificity. The parties agreed that each would
file a statement with the Board no later than September 14, 1979
setting forth its position concerning these matters.

In addition, the parties attempted to establish a tentative
pre-hearing schedule. Depending upon the Board's schedule, the
Licensee and the Intervenor have agreed to a tentative December 4,
1979 hearing commencement date. A procedural schedule keyed to
that date is attached to this letter as Attachment B.
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400 Circle Drive
Santa Fe, NM 87501

In the Matter of
Florida.Power & Light Company
(Turkey Point Units Nos. 3 & 4)
Docket Nos. 50-250-SP and 50-251-SP

Dear Members of the Board: *

The purpose of this letter is to report to the Board on the
meeting between all parties held August 30, 1979, in Miami,

Florida, pursuant to the Board's Order of August 3, 1979.

The

purpose of the meeting was to discuss proposed contentions and
possible stipulations, and to attempt to set a realistic schedule
for discovery. :

Prior to the meeting, counsel for the Licensee and counsel -

.~ e

. for the Intervenor exchanged proposed refined contentions. At
the meeting, counsel for Intervenor indicated that the contentions
Intervenor wished to litigate in this proceeding would consist in
part of those contentions identified by the Board in its Order of
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. - UNITED STATES .

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD PANEL
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20555

Il

September 4, 1979

Robert M. Lazo, Esq.

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board

. Panel

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

RE: FLORIDA POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY
(Turkey Point Nuclear Generating '
Units 3 and 4, Dockets 50-250 (SP) ‘ .
and 50-251 (SP), (Proposed Amendments
to Facility Operating License to Permit:

Steam Generator Repairs) =~ "~ " °-

Dear Bob:

I have considered the total situation in the proposed Tirkey Poimt
proceeding and have determined that I must.recuse myself from the Licwensing
Board. I cannot apply the objectivity and the impartiality required by a
menber of the licensing Board Panel. My dissenting opinion to the Board's
Order of August 3, 1979, clearly states my position in this matter. T
- therefore recuse myself from the Turkey Point Board.

>

Vexry truly yours,

David B. Hall, Member )
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
Panel -

A
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UNITED STATES Oﬂ l%
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMM SION

[Docket Nos. 50-250-SP and 50-251—SP]
FLORIDA POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY

(Turkey Point Nuclear Generating Units Nos.. 3 and 4)
Facility Oberating, Licenses Nos. DPR-31 amd DPR-41

NOTICE OF RECONSTITUTION OF BO&RD

Dr. David B. Hall was a." member of the Atomic Safety and
Licensing Board fg_r the above proceeding. Dr. Hall has recused
himself. from further service on this Board.

Accordingly, Dr. Emmeth A. Luebke, whose mddress is
Atomic Sa.fezty} and Licensing Board Panel, U. S. .Nuclear Regul-a.tory*
Commission, Washington, D. C. 20555, is appdintted a member of
.this Board. Reconstitu:tion of the Board in thfis manner is in
accordance with Section 2.721 of the Commissiom's Rules of

Practice, as amended.

R o-lert971. fagg&

) Robert M. Lazo, Acting(Chairman
. . ' Atomic Safety :and Licensing
Board Panel

Dated at Bethesda, Maryland
this S5th day of September 1979.
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Martin H. Hodder,’ Esq.
1131 N.E. 86th Street
Miami, Florida 33138

Bruce S. Rogow, Esq.

Nova Law School

3301 College Avenue

Ft. Lauderdale, Florida 33314

Al aut~f

Steven C. Goldberg
Counsel for NRC Staff



UNITED STATES OF ANMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE HHé ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of _
FLORIDA POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY

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

Nt Srpsst? st et Sy So®

Docket Nos. 50-250

50-251 —

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

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that copies of "NRC STAFF STATEMENT OF POSITION ON
CONTENTIONS AND MOTION TO STRIKE" in the above-captioned proceeding
have been served on the following by deposit in the United States mail,
first class, or, as indicated by an asterisk, through deposit in the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission's internal mail system, this 14th day of

September, 1979:

*Elizabeth S: Bowers, Esq., Chairman
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Dr. David B. Hall :
Atomic Safety and_Licensing Board Panel
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Washington, D.C. 20555

*Dr. Oscar H. Paris

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Mr. Mark P. Oncavage
12200 S. W. 110th Avenue
Miami, Florida 33176

Harold F. Reis, Esq.
Lowenstein, Newman, Reis,
Axelrad & Toll

1025 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

*Atomic Safety and Licensing

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

*Atomic Safety and Licensing
Appeal Board Panel

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Washington, D.C. 20555

*Docketing and Service Section

O0ffice of the Secretary -
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Norman A. Coll, Esq.

Steel, Hector & Davis

Southeast First National
Bank Building

Miami, Florida 3313}
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In any case, a favorable evé]&étion of the p1$nt fire protection progrém,

subject to the imposition of specified license conditions, accompanied a

March 21, 1979 amendment to the operating license for Turkey Point, Units 3 and 4.
AdditionéT fire protection measures will be téken during the proposed repéir
activities which the Staff has found acceptable. SE, §3.2.3. Intervenor has not
provided ény information to question the adequacy of those provisions. Thus,

the Staff opposes the admission of this contention.

CONCLUSION

For the reésons stated above, the Staff moves to strike the above-referenced
citations in admitted contentions 1 through 6. The Staff opposes the admission

of proposed contentions 7 through 14.
Respectfully submitted,

L ,:\/u(LE(’

Steven C. Goldberg
Counsel for NRC Staff

-

Dated at Bethesda, Maryland
this 14th day of September, 1979.
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The contention 1écks the requisite specificity énd bésis and fairly typifies

the "shot-gun" apprgach'eQidencedgin the contentions. First, neither 10 CFR .
Part 51, 100 nor the FWPCA prescribe radiation levels or radiologicé1 monitoring
requirements énd ére, thus, irre]evént to the épparent issue. Second, technicé]
specifications incorpora?éd into the féci1ity operating licenses restrict

rédiologicél effluent releases to regulatory levels and prescribe surve]1iénce

measures to assure compliance with such level. Intervenor has not indicated

why these measures are “inadequéte". Personnel radio]ogicél monitoring will take
place as part of the Licensee's existing p]ént health physics procedures. SE,
§2.6.1.5. Moreover, the Staff has concluded that énticipated occupational exposures
- during the repair effort will not exceed 10 CFR Part 20 Tevels and that the proposed
efforts to méintéin occupational exposure ALARA are acceptable. Id. With regard to
offsite radio]ogigé] releases, such releases will be monitored under the existing
surveillance progréﬁ in the technical specificétions to assure comp]iénce with the
design objectivesrin Appendix I to 10 CFR Pért 50. SE, §882.6.3, 2.6.4. Thus, the

Staff opposes the admission of this contention.

Contention 14 . -

The measures proposed to be taken to protect against .fire
hazards .associated with the steam generator repairs are
inadequate to protect .against radioactive releases in

. viglﬁéggn of 10 CFR Parts 20, 50, 51, 100, NRE guidelines,
an *

The contention lacks the requisite specificity and basis. The relevance of the

cited regulations and unspecified "NRC guidelines" can only be surmised.
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governing low-level with disposél. See 10 CFR §20.302. Subpért (e) seeks

the introduction of an issue that is beyond the scope of the proceeding. See
position on contention 7 §ggg;. Subpért (f) lacks reasonable specificity, is
unduly végueténd not susceptible to a reasonable degree of proof. Thus, the

Staff opposes the admission of this contention.

Contention 12

The program-.and procedures proposed to be followed by the
License in making the steam generator repairs demonstrate
that it will not make every reasonable effort to maintain
occupational exposures at a reasonably safe level and at
a level within 10 CFR Part 20 and 51.
The contention lacks the requisite specificity and basis. The reference to 10 CFR

Part 51 is irrelevant to the substance of the contention in that this part does not

prescribe permissible levels of occupational exposure. See position on contention
2 supra. More fundamental, by inferring that occupational exposures must be kept
at a "reasonably safe level and at a level within 10 CFR Part 20", the contention
constitutes an impermissible challenge to the applicable regulations establishing
permissible dose levels and the ALARA concept in 10 CFR Part 20. See 10 CFR §2.758.
At best, the term "reasonably safe level” is unduly vague and not susceptible to

a reasonable degree of proof. The contention also appears repetitive in 1light

of contention 2. Thus, the Staff opposes the admission of this contention.

Contention 13

The proposed method of radiation monitoring during .repair
of the steam generators is inadequate in that it fails
Eﬁpggmply with 10 CFR Parts 20, 50, 51, 100, NEPA, and
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b. it has used the inaccurate figure of $300,000
per day per unit for replacement power costs
for reactor outagg;

c. the use of a radiation exposure value guideline
of $1,000 per man-rem for plant workers is
inaccurate;

d. it has failed to provide a cost/benefit analysis
for an additional commitment of land resources
for the creation of a nuclear waste storage
facility.

e. it hés féi]ed to consider the costs of addition of
a full flow condensate demineralizer and of con=-
denser retubing;

f. it has failed to consider the additional costs
caused by inflation and delay.

- - v % oy e et iw kg e e

Neither NEPA nor 10 CFR Part 51 require the preparation of a cost-benefit analysis

in connection with an action for which no EIS is required. See, e.g., 10 CFR
§51.7 (contents of EIA). " Nonetheless, while it did not perform an overall cost-
benefit analysis in its EIA, per se, the appraisal does reflect consideration of
the costs and benéfits of the proposed action. (See, e.g., EIA, §84.2). Even

assuming the presence of such a requirement, it does not derive from 10 CFR Part

50 or the FWPCA as seemingly alleged.

The contention is deficient on alternate grounds. Subpart (é) is speculative
and without basis. Proposed mechanical design and material chénges, along with
a preoperational testing program prior to fuel 1oéding, combine to reduce the
potential for recurrent tube leaks. SE, §82.1 - 2.5. Subpart (b) lacks basis.
Yet, even assuming the truth of the matter éssérted therein, Intervenor féi1s to
indicate what éffect this has on the ultimate decision of whether the propdéeq
action should be authorized or not. Subpart (c) Tacks specificity and '

basis. Subpart (d) lacks basis. Disposal of the replaced steam generator

Tower assemblies will be onsite and, thus, will not entail any additional
commitment of land. The replaced assemblies will be stored in an onsite

engineered storage facility consistent with Commission regulations
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circumstances. Assuming arguendo that some obligation to consider alternatives

arises under NEPA under the circumstances of this case, such alternatives must,

nonetheless, pass some threshold test of reasonableness. See e.g., Vermont

Yankee Nuclear Power Corp. v. NRDC, et al., 435 U.S. 519 (1978); NRDC v. Morton,

458 F.2d 827, 837 (D.C. Cir. 1978). The Staff believes that the alternatives
considered and rejected by the Staff in the EIA, which encompass proferred al-
ternatives (c) fhrough (e), more than satisfy such obligation. Intervenor has
not explained why the consideration of these alternatives is "inadequate" as
claimed. The Staff is of the dpinion the proferred alternatives (a) and (b)
not reasonable or viable alternatives to the proposed action. With regard to
"alternative" (a), the Staff is unaware of a technically feasible way to arrest
serious tube support plate corrosion. An attempt was made to arrest the
wastage (tube wear) and stress corrosion cracking problem at Turkey Point

by a change in tﬁe secondary water treatment. This.attempt was unsuccessful

and, in turn, led to the present phenomenon of denting. See SE, 81.1.

With regard to "alternative" (b), sleeving is a temporary measure to control
wastage. However, it is not a feasible means to control denting because
once denting begins it reduces the diameter of the tubes. Therefore, the -

sleeves no longer fit the tubes. This is the situation at Turkey Point.: .

Preferred alternatives (f) through (j) are subsumed with consideration of

~ alternative (e) and are not otherwise reasonable.

Contention 11

The utility has failed to provide an accurate.cost/benefit
analysis contrary to 10 CFR Parts 50 and 51, and the.
National Environmental Policy Act, and the FWPCA because:

a. it has failed to consider the cost of future
recurring steam generator repairs’
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Part 50 (SE, 382.6.3, 2.6.4), less than the releases from normal operation, and
will not significantly affect the human environment (EIA, §4.1.2). The Intervenor
has not controverted these conclusions nor otherwise supplied the basis for

his apparently contradictory claim. It-should also be borne in mind that

the unit under repair will be shutdown and the core unloaded before repair

work is stérted. Therefore, no gaseous wastes will be generéted from reactor
operations during the repair period (SE, §2.6.3). Therefore, the Staff opposes

the admission of this contention.

Contention 10

The Commission's NEPA Ané]ysis is inadequate 1in that it
fails to adequately consider the following alternative
procedures:

é. arresting tube support p1éte corrosion;

b. 1in-place tube restoration (sleeving);
. C. in-place steam generator tube rep]écement (retubing);

d. derating;

e. decommissioning;

f. bioconversion;

g. conservation;

h. solar energy;

i.. natural gas; or

j. coal

This contention seeks the consideration of certain alternatives to the proposed

action. Since an EIS is not required pursuant to §102(2)(C) of NEPA under the

circumstances of this case, the attendant obligation to consider alternatives

does not arise. The Staff recognizes an obligation to consider alternatives

independent of the EIS requirement under 8§102(2)(E) of NEPA under certain
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This contention seeks the int}oduction of an isgue that is beyond the scope

of this proceeding and outside the jurisdiction of this Board. The scope of

the Board's jurisdiction in the instant action is confined to determinjng whether,“
or not the proposed steam generator repairs should be authorized. Licensing '
Boards are empowered to héar only those matters which the Commission has desig-
nated them to decide in the applicable notice of hearing. 10 CFR 82.104(a);

2.717(a); Public_Service Co. of Indiana, Inc. (Marble Hi11 Nuclear Generating

Station, Units 1 and 2), ALAB-316, 3 NRC 167, 170 (1976). Continued operation
of units 3 and 4 in their exisfing condition was authorized by license amendments
dated October 26, 1978. The amendments were accompanied by Staff sqfety and
environmental evaluations. Notice of the proposed issuance of those amendments

was published in the Federal Register on August 9, 1978 with an opportunity

x wps

to request a hearing. 43 F.R. 3506. No petitions to intervene were filed with

respect thereto. Thus, the Staff opposes the admission of this contention.

Contention 9

The cumq]étive offsite radiation releases as a result of
all activity at Turkey Point, during the proposed repairs,
are contrary to 10 CFR Parts 20, 50, 51, 100, and the - B
National Environmental Policy Act.
This contention lacks the requisite degree of basis and specificity required by
10 CFR §2.714. On the_basis of its detailed eva]uétion, the Staff concluded thét
the proposed repairs could be éccomp]ished without exceeding the exposure Timits
in 10 CFR Part 20, that the efforts proposed to maintain 6ccupationé1 exposures
ALARA are acceptable (SE, 32.6.1) and that the resultant occupational radiation
dose will be environmenté]]y insignificént (EIA, 84.1.1). It was further concluded

that airborne and liquid radioactive effluent releases from the Blant during the

proposed repairs will be within the design objectives of Appendix I to 10 CFR



Contention 7

The Licensee hés .not considered in its cost benefit
analysis in violation of 10 CFR Parts 50 and 51, and
NEPA: 4

a. the cost of a full-flow condensate polishing
demineralizing system;

b. the effluent release from a full-flow con-
densate polishing dem1nera11z1ng system; or

c. the environmental degradat1on caused by a

full-flow condensate polishing demineralizing

system.
This contention seeks the introduction of an issue that is irrelevant to the
proceeding. The instaT]étion and operétion of a full-flow condensate polishing
demineré1izing system is not proposed in the Licensee's Steam Generator Repair
Repqrt. Should the Licensee reveal p]éns to install such a system during the
pendency of this proceeding, the Intervenor méy attempt to seek the introduction
of a contention regérding such a system. Therefore, the Stéff opposes the admission

of this contention.

Contention 8

The continued operation of Turkey Point Units 3 and 4 should
be suspended because:

a. The impéired condition of the steam generétors
poses the possibility of accidental loss of
coolant;

b. the impaired condition of the steam generators
- subjects onsite workers to unacceptable levels
of rad1at1on exposure;

c. the 1mpa1red condition of the steam generators
poses the possibility of offsite radiation releases
endangering the public health and environment and
violate .the Federal Water Pollution Control Act by
the discharge of primary coolant.




together in its August 3 Order as placing in question whether the releases of
radioactive effluent into the‘coo1ing system will be within permissible levels.
Nonetheless, the Staff believes that certain references within the contentions
are inapp]icébTe. Accordingly, the Staff moves that references in these conten-
tions to 10 CFR Parts 51, 100, and the FWPCA be stricken. Compliance with the
FWPCA, under the circumstances of this case, is outside NRC jurisdiction for the
;éasons noted above. Parts 51 and 100 do not prescribe Tevels of liquid radio-
active effluyent re]eases against which the acceptability of the several "releases”
referenced in the contentions are sought to be measured._ Therefore, the chapters

are irrelevant to the substahce of the contentions. .

Contention 6

Whether the creation of a long-term nuc1eér waste storage
facility at Turkey Point is in .compliance with 10 CFR .
Parts 50, 51, NEPA, FWRCA, or any laws protecting Biscayne
Bay or Biscayne National Monument, their surroundings, qnd
their delicate 1ife forms, with particular attention being
drawn to the proposed floorless steam generator disposal
building?

This contention wés formerly denominated contention 18 in the Intervenor's Méy 2
statement of contentions. The Board appérent]y admitted this contention in its
August 3 Order as plécing in question the "édequacy of the method proposed for
storing the steam generator assemblies with regard to protecting the assemblies -
from storm floods."” Order at 28. Nonetheless, the Staff believes that the
reference in the contention to the FWPCA is inapplicable and moves that it
be stricken on the grounds noted above. The Staff will seek through discdveny
specification of the other applicable "laws" alluded to in the contention

and seek such additional relief as may be necessary.
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in the appraisal.which more closely parallels an EIS than the tradi;iOpal Staff

EIA in both form.and substance.

Contention 2

Whether the steam generator repairs proposed by the utility
comply with 10 CFR Part 20, MEPA, or the FVPCA? -

Contention 5

Nhethe; the use of transient workers with unknown radiation

exposure histories is in compliance with 10 CFR Parts 20,

51, or NEPA?
These contentions were formerly denominated contentions 5 and 12 in the Intervenor's
May 2 statement of cantentions. The Board apparently admitted these contentioqs
in its August 3 Order as placing in question "whether the occupationé] exposure
during the repair, especiglly of transient workers, can be kept ALARA." Order at 28.
Nonetheless, the Staff befieves that certain references within these contentions are
inapplicable. Specifically, the Staff moves that the reference in contention 2
to the FWPCA be stricken on the grounds noted above. The Staff further moves that
the reference to 10 CFR Part 51 in contention 5 be stricken on the grounds that this
“chapter does not contain requirements regarding the use of transient workers with un-
known radiation exposure histories aqd is, therefore, irrelevant to the substance of

the contention.

-

Contention 3

Whether the handling, processing, storing, or discharging of
primary coolant is in conformance with requirements of 10 CFR
Parts 20, 50, 51, 100, NEPA or FWPCA?

Contention 4

Whether the discharge of untreated laundry waste water complies
with 10 CFR Parts 20, 50, 51, NEPA or FWPCA?

L ohaw an - -

These contentions were formerly denominated contentions 6 and 7 in the Intervenor's

May 6 statement of contentions. The Board apparently admitted these contentions



Contention 1

Whether pursuant to.requirements of the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), 10 CFR Parts 50,
51, the Commission must prepare an Environmental Impact
Statement on the proposed operating license (OL) amend-
ments, with specific references to 10 CFR 50.90?

a. Whether the requirements of the FWPCA are
met in the form of inclusion in a NEPA
cost/benefit analysis?

This contention was ¥ormer1y contention 2 in Intervenor's May 2, 1979 statement

of contentions. The Board apparently admitted this contention in its Order of
August 3, 1979. Nonetheless, the Staff believes that certain references within

the contention are inapplicable. References to 10 CFR Part-50, and specifically

10 CFR §50.90, fall within this category. The Commission's regulations implementing
NEPA are contained solely in 10 CFR Part 51. Part 50 provides no criteria to

assess when or whether an environmental impact statement (EIS) must be prepared.
Section 50.90 governs the contents of a construction permit or license amendment
agg]ication.ﬁjlt imposes no obligations whatsoever upon the NRC. It surely does not
establish criteria under which the need for an EIS is to be adjudged. Accordingly,’

the Staff moves to strike the references to "10 CFR Part 50" and "10 CFR §50.90"

in this contention.

Though the nature of the reference to the FWPCA in subpart (a) is unclear, the
Staff does not construe the context of its usage therein as necessarily violative
of the authorities cited at page 4 supra. The Staff does not otherwise concede
that the issue has merit.

Significantly, the NRC Staff issued an environmen£a1 impact appraisal (EIA)-of

the proposed action on June 24, 1979. The contention fails to allege any deficiency

4/ That regulation states:

Whenever a holder of a license or construction permit desires to

amend the license or permit, application for an amendment shall be

filed with the Commission, fully describing the changes desired, and
following as far as applicable the form prescribed for original applications.
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The Staff position on the contentions follows:

A

STATEMENT OF POSITION AND MOTION TO STRIKE

In general, none of the contentions proposed by the Intervenor contain the necessary
basis and specificity required by 10 CFR $2.714(b). Significantly, .the contentions
of the Intervenor are devoid of any reference to the documentary submissions of
either the Licensee or'the Staff notwithstanding their importance as licensing
documents. The contentions represent sweeping allegations of inadequate or complete
failure to comply with various. undifferentiated statutes, rules, or regulations with-
\out‘regard to action-specific information. They provide no effective "notice" of

the nature of the complained of matters.

A majority of the contentions contain allegations of noncompliance with unspecified
provisions of‘the Federal Water Pollution Control Act (FWPCA). The Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) issued a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) Permit (No. FLO061562) for the Turkey Point facility on June 14, 1978
pursuant to 8402 of the FWPCA. The establishment of effluent limitations and
compliance with the NPDES permit is a matter of EPA, rather than NRC, jurisdiction.
See §é]1(c)(2) of the FWPCA, 33 U.S.C. 81371; Public Service Company of New Hampshire
(Seabrook Station, Units 1 and 2), CLI-78-1, 7 NRC 1,25-26 (1978); Tennessee Valley

Authority (Yellow Creek Nuclear Plant, Units 1 and 2), ALAB-515, 8 NRC 702 (1978).
Accordingly, : the. Staff .moves to strike:those portions of admitted contentions 2,
3, 4 and 6 alleging noncompliance with the FWPCA. Those analogous portions of °

contentions 8, 11 and 13 are similarly inadmissible as a matter of law.

The Staff now turns to consideration of the contentions individually.
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The United States Supreme Cou}t recently made the following observation in
connection with the assertion of contentions arising under the National

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) in NRC proceedings:

". . . while it is true that NEPA places upon .an agency
the obligation to consider every significant aspect of
the environmental impact of a proposed action, it is

still incumbent upon intervenors who wish to participate
to structure their participation so that it is meaningful,
so that it alerts the agency to the intervenor's position
and contentions.

Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power Corporétion v. NRDC, et al., 435 U.S. 519 (1978).

In this regard, the Supreme Court further stated that é pe%itioner's comments

"must be significént enough to - step over a threshold requirement of materié]ity * k *
The comment cannot merely state that a pérticulér mistéke was made, it must

show why the mistéke was of possible significance in the results." Id., quoting

from Portland Cement Assn. v. Ruckelshaus, 486 F.2d 375, 394 (D.C. Cir. 1973),

cert. denied, 417 U.S. 921 (1974).

The Appeé] Board has indicated that there is no need to dup]icéte the review
afforded the plant at the operating license stége in connection with a Ticense

émendment épp]icétion:

" "Nothing "in NEPA or .in.those judicidl decisions to-which

. our attention has been directed dictates that .the same

ground be wholly explored in connection with a proposed
amendment to those 40-year .operating licenses. Rather,

it seems manifest to us that all that need be undertaken

is a consideration of whether the amendment itself would
bring about significant environmental consequences beyond
those previously assessed and, if so, whether those con-
sequences (to the extent unavoidable) would be sufficient

on balance to require a denial of .the amendment application.®
Northern States Power Company (Prairie Island Units 1 and 2),
ALAB-455, 7 NRC 41, 46 at n. 4 (1978) (spent fuel pool expansion).
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basis and specificity per the'requirements of 10 CFR §2.714(b) and épp]icable
case law. See, e.g., BPI v. Atomic Energy Commission, 502 F.2d 424, 429 (D.C.

‘Cir. 1974). A méjor reason for requiring the articu]étion of specificity and _ S
basis is to help assure that other parties are put on sufficient notice of what

they will have to defend égainsig/and to ensure that the hearing process is in-

voked solely for the resolution of concrete issues.éj This is especially true in

a proceeding for which a hearing is not méndétory. Cf. Cincinnati Gés and Electric
Company (Zimmer Nuclear Statién), ALAB-305, 3 NRC 8, 12 (1976); Gulf States

Utilities (River Bend Units 1 and 2) ALAB-183, 7 AEC 222, 226 n. 10 (1974).

With regard to environmental contentions, the now familiar "rule of reason" must

be applied. See NRDC v. Morton, 458 F.2d .827 (D.C. Cir. 1972); See also

Northern Stétes Power Company (Prairie Is]énd NucTlear Generating Plant, Units 1 and

2), ALAB-455, 7 NRC 41, 48-49 (1978). As the D.C. Circuit stated in NRDC v. Morton:

There 1is reason for concluding that NEPA was not meant
to require detailed discussion of the environmental
effects of "alternatives" put forward in comments when
these effects .cannot be readily ascertained and the
alternatives are deemed only remote and speculative
possibilities, in view of basic.changes required in -
statutes and policies of other agencies -- making them
available, if at all, only after protracted debate and
litigation not meaningfully compatible with the time-
frame of the needs to which the underlying proposal

is addressed. 458 F.2d at 837-38.

2/ lebi'lacg-_;%%hiéﬂectric Company (Peach Botton, Units 2 and 3), ALAB-216, 8 AEC 13,

3/ Phi1éde1phié Electric Company (Peach Botton, Units 2 and 3), CLI-73-10, 6 AEC
173, 174 (1973).
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NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD 914719
E Docket Nos. 50-250
FLORIDA POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY ¢50-251 Z)
; (Proposed Amendments to Facility
(Turkey Point Nuclear Generating Operating Licenses to Permit
Unit Nos. 3 and 4) ) ) Steam Generator Repair)

NRC STAFF STATEMENT OF POSITION ON
CONTENTIONS AND MOTION TO STRIKE

By letter,'dated August 31, 1979, the Licensee forwarded a revised statement

of the Intervenor's proposed contentions identified at a meeting held between
counsel for the NRC Stgff, Licensee énd Intervenor on August,30. As reflected

in the Tetter, the parties agreed to-file stétements of position on the conten-
tions by Septembe? 14. The Stéff position thereon follows. Additionally, the
Staff hereby moves pursuént to 10 CFR §2.730 to strike certain referenced citations
in previously admitted contentions on the grounds that they are irrelevant to the
subject matter of the contentions or otherwise beyond the jurisdiction of the

Board to consider.

DISCUSSION

As a generé] precept, contentions must fall within the scope of the action

described. in the Federal Register Notice of Proposed Iésuance of Amendments
1/. )
to Facility Operating Licenses (Notice) (42 F.R. 62569) and be set forth with

1/ According to the Notice, the proposed amendments would:

authorize the licensee to.repair the steam generators now
in use in each facility, replacing major portions of such
steam generators with new components, and to return the
units to operation using the steam generators, so repaired.
The work on each unit would be carried out while the other

unit is in operation.




a

Martin H. Hodder, Esq. .
1131 N.E. 86th Street
Miami, Florida 33138

Bruce S. Rogow, Esq.

Nova Law School

33071 College Avenue

Ft. Lauderdale, Florida 33314

Al iy

Steven C. Goldberg
Counsel for NRC Stgff
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that copies of "NRC STAFF INTERROGATORIES TO, AND REQUEST
. FOR THE PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS FROM, INTERVENOR MARK P. ONCAVAGE" in the Lo
" above-captioned proceeding have been served on the following by deposit in
the United States mail, first class, or, as indicated by an asterisk, through
-v#: . 3-depositin the Nuclear Regulatory Commission's internal mail system, .this < ;uey, .
14th day of September, 1979: 4 . .

‘*E1izabeth S: Bowers, Esq., Chairman '  *Atomic Safety and Licensing

" Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel . Board Panel )
et T TULSU"Nuclear Regulatory Commission U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission-:
Washington, D.C. 20555 ) - washington,_D.C., 20555 | re
~ Dr. David B. Hall : R s : Y : o~
. . Atomic Safety and_Licensing Board Panel *Atomic Safety and Licensing
-~ U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission R Appeal Board Panel L T
Washington, D.C. 20555 . U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Washington, D.C. 20555
*Dr. Oscar H. Paris
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o Washington, D.C. 20555 *U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission -

Washington, D.C. 20555
Mr. Mark P. Oncavage

12200 S. W. 110th Avenue Norman A. Coll, Esq. o
Miami, Florida..33176 ¢ eviemea e wawee. . oteel, Hector & Davis )
Southeast First National
. Harold F. Reis, Esq. _ ; Bank Building
trIT . *lEowénistein;‘Newman, Reis, T T o e s Miami, Florida 33131 . Mramn

Axelrad & Toll
1025 Connecticut Avenue, N.W. -t ; . Py
Washington, D.C. 20036 :
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6-6 What specific requirements of 10 CFR Part 50 alluded to in Contention 67

-

6-7 What specific requirements of 10 CFR Part 51 alluded to in Conteqtion 67

[,

6-8  What specific requirements of NEPA are alluded to in Contention 6?
-6-9 What specific requirements of FWPCA are alluded to in Contention 67

.6-10 What specific "laws brotecting Biscayné Bay [§%q;7" are alluded :

to in Contention 62

. 6=11 UWhat is the basis for the supposition that the proposed action will lead
to the ‘creation of a "long-term nuclear waste stérage facilityh as that}j‘:

phrase is used in Contention 62 S

6-12 What "particular attention" does Intervenor. assert in Contention 6 should

. .-.be -drawn.to .the "proposed.f1oon1ess steam generator disposal building".

6-13 Does Intervenor contend that the postulated "waste storige facility" and/or
“"steamgenerator disposa1'facklityh“wil1"not'comp1y with the several provisions
. specified in response to interrogatories 6-7 through .6-10. ' If so, please

articulate the bases for such contention.

Respectfully submitted,

Steven C. Goldberg
Counsel for NRC Staff

Dated at Béthesda, Maryland
this 14th day of September, 1979.
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* - Contention 6

6-1 a. State whether you {ntend to call any person or persons as witnesses

in this proceeding in support of Contention 6.

b. Provide the names, addresses, educational background, and pro-

fessional qualifications of any persons named above.

» + - -6%2 - Provide summaries of the .views, positions;.or.proposed testimony on I S

Contention 6 of all persons named in response to Interrogatory No. 6-1

that you intend to present during this proceeding.

6-3 Identify by-author, title, date of publication.and publisher, all books, .
© "docimélits; dnd papers “that'you-intend~to-employ er-rely upon in:presenting e e
your direct“case on Contention 6 and provide copies of, or make availabie

for Staff inspection and copying, these items. L _ e nya

6-4- ~~Identify-by-author, title, date ofnpublicétion-and-publisher,‘allnbooks,.n"
documenits of papers that you intend to employ or rely upon in conducting
your cross-examination of prospective NRC Staff witnesses testifying in

connection with Contention 6.

6-5 If the representations made in Contention 6 are based in whole or in part
- -'on any-docunients' prepared by the Applicant or NRC Staff which you contend
Tedw e e . ape deficient, -specify which documents, and, the.particular gortigps.;hergof,vvgk_.

you regard as deficient and explain why they are deficient.
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5-6 What specific féquirehénts of 10 CFR Part 20 are alluded to in Contention 57?

5-7 What specific requirements of 10 CFR Part:51 are alluded to in Contention 52

5-8 - What specific requirements of NEPA are alluded to in Contention 5?

5-9 What is the basis for the supposition in.Contention 5, that transient
workers with unknown radiation histories will be,utilized in the proposed . .
action?

5-10 Does Intervenor contend that the postulated utilization -of transient workers
will not comply with the several provisions specified in response to

‘interrogatories 5-6 through 5-8? ~-Iﬁeso;-p1ease articulate the bases

for such ¢ontention..
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Contention §

5-1 a. State whether you {intend to call any person or persons:as witnesses

in this proceeding in support of Contention 5.

b. Provide the names, addresses, educational background, and pro-

fessional qualifications of any persons named above.

5-2 Provide summaries of the views, positions, or proposed testimony on TN
Contention 5 of all persons named in response to Interrogatory No. 5-1

that you intend to present during this proceeding.

5-3  Identify by author, title, date of publication and publisher; a]iwbooké,
docuﬁénfé;'énd papers that you intend to employ or rely upon in presenting. .
your direct case on Contention 5 and provide copies of or make ava11ab1e

for Staff inspection and copy1ng, these qitems.-

-4 ' Identify by author, title, date of publication and publisher, all books; SN
documents or papers that you intend to employ or rely upon in conducting -
your cross-examination of prospective NRC Staff witnesses testifying in

connection with Contention 5. K -

5-5 If" the representations made in Contention 5 are based in whole or in part
on any documents prepared by the Applicant or NRC Staff which you contend

“# :oenecrLape deficiénty’ specify which documents, and the particular portions theneof, ..z .y

you regard as deficient and exp]ajn why they are deficient.




4-6

4-7

4-9
4-10

4-11

4-12

What specific requirements of 10 CFR Part 20 are alluded to in

Contention 4?

What specific requirements of 10 CFR Part 50 are alluded to in
Contention 42 ‘ '

What specific requirements of 10 CFR Part 51 are alluded to in
Contention 42

“What specific requirements of NEPA are alluded to in Contention 47

What specific requirements of FWPCA are alluded to in Contention 4?2

Specify what "discharge of untreated laundry waste water" is alluded

to in Contention 4 and the perceivéd source thereof?

-Does Intervenor contend that the "discﬁarge of untreéted laundry waste

' wate("; as-explained in response to interrogatory 4-11, will.not comply

with the several provisions specified in response to interrogatories 4-7

through 4-10 above? If so, please articulate the bases for such contention.
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Contention 4
4-1 a. State whether you intend to call any person or persons as witnesses
in this proceeding in support of Contention 4. ceeg oy

b. Provide the names, addresses, educétiona] background, and pro-

- fessional qualifications of any persons named above.

4-2 Provide summaries of the views; positions, or proposed testimony on
Contention 4 of all persons named in response in Interrogatory No. 4-1

‘that you intend to preéent during this proceeding.

4-3 Identify by author, title, date of publication and publisher, all books,
documents, and papers that you intend to employ or rely upon in presenting
. -y +» your direct case on Contention 4 and provide caopies of, or make available

for Staff inspection and copying, these items.

4-4 . Tdentify by author, title, date of publication and publisher, all books,
documents or: papers that you intend to employ or rely upon in conducting ~
your cross-examination of prospective NRC Staff witnesses testifying in

connection with Contention 4.

- 4-5-~ ~If2the representations made in Contention 4 are based in whole or-in part -

++ - «on any documents prepared by theuApp]icant or NRC Staff which you contend.- . ...u

are deficient, specify which documents, and the particular portions thereof,

you regard as deficient and explain why they are deficiént.
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3-6

3-10
3-11

3-12

" 3-13

What specific requirements of 10 CFR Part Zd are alluded to in Contention 3?

What specific requirements of 10 CFR Part 50 are alluded to in Contention 3?

- -

What épecific requirements of 10 CFR Part 51 are alluded to in Contention 37

What specifTC‘éequirements’of 10 CFR Part-100 are alluded to in Contention 32 . -

What specific requirements of NEPA are alluded to in Contention 3?

What specific requirements of FWPCA are a]ludedxto in Contention 3?

.....

coolant" 1s al]uded to in Contention 3.

Does Intervenor contend that the "handling, processing, storing or discharging
’ bf'prﬁmary"tbolant?, as explained in response to interrogatory 3-12, will. -
not ponform'to the several provisions specified in response to interrogatories

-3~7 through 3-11 above? If so, please articulate the bases for such

contention.




Contention 3

3-1

3-5.

a, State whether you intend to call any person or persons as witnesses

in this proceeding in support of Contention 3.

- b, Provide the names, addresses, educational background, and pro-

fessional qua]ifications”of any persons named .above.

Provide summaries of the views, positions, or proposed testimony on
Contention 3 of all persons named in response to Interrogatory No. 3-1

Ehat you intend to present during this proceeding.

Identify by author, title, date of publication and publisher, all books,
documents, and papers that you intend to émplpy or rely upon in presenting
your directcase on Contention 3 and provide copies of, or make available

for Staff inspection and copying, these %tems.

Tdentify by author, title, date of publication and publisher, all books,
documents or papers that you intend to employ or rely upon in conducting
your'corsseexamination of prospective NRC Staff witnesses testifying in

connection with Contention 3.

If the representations made in éontention 3 are based in whole or in part

“on any dociients prepared by the Applicant or NRC Staff which you contend

are deficient, specify which documents, and-the particular portions thereof,

you regard as deficient and explain why they are deffcient.

¢
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What spe?ific provisions of 10 CFR Pant 20 area]ludeq to in Contention 2?
Hhat Epecific provisions of NEPA are alluded to in Contention 22
Wha£ specific provisions of the FWPCA ‘are alluded to in ?ojfention 2?
Does Intérvenor contend that t@e proposed “;epairs“ will not comply with

the above-referenced provisions? If so, please articulate the precise”

activities complained of and the bases for such contention.

’



Contention 2

2-1 a. State whether you intend to call any person or persons as witnesses

in this proceeding in support of Contention 2..

-.  .b. Provide the names, addresses, educational background, and pro-

fessional qualifications of any persons named above.

2-2 Provide summaries of the views, positions,. or proposed testimony on
~ - Contention 2 of all persons named in response td Interrogatory No. 2-1 .,

that you intend to present during this proceeding.

2-3 Identify by author, title, date of'pub]idation and publisher, all bodks,
. &ocuments;-and papers that you intend to employ or rely upon in presenting . ..
Your direct’tase on Contention 2 and provide copies of, or make yvai}able mae e e
for Staff inspection and copying, these items. . .-
2-4 Ideﬁtify by-author, title, date of pub]ication‘and publisher, all books, . ..
documents or: pppers that you intend to employ or rely upon in conducting
your cross-examination of prospective NRC Staff witqesses testifying in

connection with Contention - 2.

2-5 ’If the representations made in Contention 2 are based in whole or in part
‘on any documents prepared by the Applicant-or NRC Staff which you contend. .. : -.
are deficient, specify which documents, and the particular portions thereof,,

you regard as deficient and explain why they are deficient.



1-6 What specific requirements of NEPA does Intervenor suggest in contention 1
require preparation of an environmental impact statement (EIS) in the

instant action?

1-7 What spécific requirements of 10 CFR Part 50 does Intervenor suggest require

preparation of ‘an EIS?

1-8 What specific requirements of 10 CFR Part 51 does Intervenor suggest require

preparation of an EIS?

1-9 What does the phrase "with particular reference to 10 CFR 50.90" mean as

utilized in Contention 12

1-10 Does Intervehor contend that an EIS musi-bé prepared in this action. If

so, please articulate the factual bases for such contention.

Explain-the meaning of subpart (a) to éontention 1.



Contention 1

1-1

a. State whether you intend to call any person or persons as witnesses

in this proceeding in support of Contention 1.
b. Provide the names, addresses, educational background, and pro-

fessional qualifications of any persons named above.

Provide summaries of the views, positions, or proposed testimony on

contention 1 of all persons named in response to Interrogatory No. 1-1

thai you intend to present during this proceeding. _ Lo

Identify by author, title, date of publication and publisher, all books,
documents, and papers that you intend to employ or rely updn in presenting -
your d1rect case on Content1on 1 and provide cop1es of, or make ava11ab1e

for Staff inspection and copy1ng, these items.

Identify by author, title, date of pubiication and publisher, all books,

. documents or pabers that ydu intend to employ or rely upon in conducting

your cross-examination of prospective NRC Staff witnesses testifying in

connection with Contention 1.

’If the representations made in Contention lQare based in whole or in part’, : ‘,ﬂn

on any documents prepared by the Applicant.or NRC Staff which you. contend.

are deficient, specify which documents, and-the particular portions thereof,

you regard as deficient and explain why they are deficient.



UNITED STATES OF AMERICA |
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 9/14/79

BEFORE THE -ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

§ Docket Nos. 50-250

ORID7 PONER AND LIGHT COMPANY . @0%2,5’:1? B
. ; (Proposed Amendments to Facility
(Turkey Point Nuc]ear Generat1ng Operating Licenses to Permit

Unit Nos. 3 and 4) : ) Steam Generator Repair)

NRC STAFF INTERROGATORIES TO, AND REQUEST
FOR THE PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS -FROM,
INTERVENOR MARK P. ONCAVAGE

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) Staff hereby requests that Intervenor
Mark P. Oncavage- (Intervenor), pursuant to.10 CFR §2.740(b), answer separately
and fully, in writing under oath or affirmatijon, the following interrogatories-

within 14 days after service hereof.

"For each response to the 1nterrogator1es Tisted be]ow, 1dent1fy the person or
persons who prepared, or substant1a11y contr1buted to the preparation of, the

Y‘ESPOHSE.

The interrogatortes attached are to be considered the Intervenor's conttnuing
obligation. Accordingly, if, after he has answered thése interrogatories, additional
_1nformat1on comes to h1s attent1on W1th respect to one .or more of the- answers, the
answers sbou]d be amended in a t1me1y manner to prov1de such additional 1nformat1on.
The NRC Staff further requests that the Intervenor, pursuant to 10 CFR -82.741, provide
copies of, or make available for Staff inspection and copying, the documents designa-
ted by him in response to certain of the accompanying interrogatories within 30 days

after service thereof.
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Harold F. Reis, Esq.
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Washington D.C. 20036
RICHARD A. MARSHALL, JR.
18450 S.W. 212th Street
Miami, Florida 33187
(305) 233-8104




UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFCRE THE ATOMIC SAFETY & LICENSING BOARD

In the Matier of Docket -Nos. 50-250
50-251
FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY -
: (Proposed Amendments to
(Turkey Point Nuclear Generating Facility Operating License
Units Nos. 3 and 4) to Permit Steam Generator

C Repair)

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that copies of the attached Intervenor's
Statement of Admissibility of Proposed Contentions were served
on the following by deposit in the United States mail, first
class, properly stamped and,addresse@ on September 15: 1979.

Elizabeth S. Bowers, Esq.

Chairperson

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Dr. Oscar H. Paris

Atomic Safety & Licensing Board Panel
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington D.C. 20555

Dr. Emmeth A. Luebke

Atomic Safety and Llcen51ng Board Panel
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Wasnington D.C. 20555

Atomic Safety & Licensing Board Panel
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washingion D.C. 20555

Docketing and Service Section
Office of the Secretary

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

Steven C. Goldverg, Esa. -

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
ffice of the Executive Legal Director

Washington D.C. 20555
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FWPCA also applies with regard to any potential discharge
of nigh level radioactive effluent into navigable waters.
33 USC Sec. 1311(f). The Board in weighing the viability of
Licensee's proposed repaifs must consider pursuant to this
provision whether or not there is inherenf in the proposed plan
a substantial risk for the release of highly radioactive effluent.

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

For these stated reasons and all that maybe forthcoming
. Intervenor respectiully reeuests 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/4slali»w?67 /£42e~¢4142?.d

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

_Another 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 Waier Pollution Control Act (FWPCA) to this proceeding.
It is Intervenor's position that FWPCA applies in at least the
following ways. <33 USC Sec. 131i(a) imposes the requirement on
Licensee of amending their current NPDES permit in order to
obtain authorization fof changes in their effluent disch;rges
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 requisiﬁes for issuance
of amendments to Licensee's operating license bty <the 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 sitate has been duly notified
and given an opportunity to hold hearings or conduct other
proc;edings incident to the issuance or denial of certification.
The NRC under this provision of FWPCA is legally powerless to

grant the license amendments until the certification is in hand.
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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 disposéd properly. FSAR p. 11, 1-9.
Dosimetry on workers?remains suspect. Badges bhly record
doses that sirike the badge. Varying radiation fields may produce
exposures far higher than recorded when a worker is confined to
a cramped space in high radiation fields sucﬂ as the interior of
a steam generator.
A NEPA mandated decision should be based on the most
accurate of information. If monitoring progedures 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 Fiats show that monitoring procedures during accidental
releases were grossly inadequate.

Contention 1%. The Licensee is violating NRC Fire Protection

Guidelines specified in "Manpower Requirements For Operating
Reactors",AJune 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 c&ntainment.

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

overations in conjunction with solvents, scaffolding, and .
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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 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
monitoringnof radioactive releases fromvTurkey ?oint. If the
monitoring is insufficient NRC effluent standards may bve exceeded
and the public 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
genefator seals at quarterly intervals demonstrate a callous
disregard for the ALARA principle. The storage of radioactive
wastes demands the isolation of these wastes froﬁ the environment.
Having inforgation on the movement of radicactivity only four
times a year greatly compromises accurate monitoring on the
integrity of the sealwelds. Continual monitoring under some
conditions may even prove to be inadequate, but if such a
orocedure 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 canals. Reliance on a table

of estimated releases may have a measure of accuracy for total




o L
-13-

(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
chensee from assessing the costs of using an irretrievable resource.
Until an environmental impact statement is written, questiions
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 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:

"Along 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. 1If the target date for repairs is the Fall of 1980
accurate estiméfes must be provided %o arrive av a valid cost
benefit analysis.

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

commitment to the ALARA principle. The Licensee in the SGRR
p. 7-6 states:
"FP&L subscribes to the precept of maintaining

exposures ALARA. This principle must take invo
account the state of technology and the economics
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of the commencement of commercial oberation. 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 bdbuilt. = If the redesigned lower
assemblies fail to prevent reoccurance of tube degradation the
economic burden on the ra%e payers'considerqbly worsens.
(v) 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 Off-Line
@ill cost $300,000-$400,000 a day." This statement indicates

that the flat $300,000 ber day costs is an insufficient projection.
Anotner problem arising from this statement is that reﬁlacement-
power may encompass many costs other than fossil fuel costs. 1In
effect the most recent estimate ;n fuel costs may not be a total
estimate of replacement power costs. The situation is further
worsened if repdirs 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 2. Morgan, Health Physicist
indicates that the statistical occurance of cancer may be sig-
nificantly higher than the FP&L éstimate of 0.2 cancers‘for the
2600 Man-Rem projectn 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.
L0 CFR 1500.4. 10 CFR 5C Appendix I offers interim dollar amounts
until vetter figures can be developed. In view of an increased
cancer risk assessment and the skyrocketing‘costs of hezlth care,
under NEPA the Board may consider more realistic costs of a

Man-Rem other than $1,000.
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Contention 1l. . The Licensee has not provided a cost benefit

analysis for steam generator fepairs. One major fac%or is
assessing costs that has been obfuscated is the time period
estimated for accomplishing the proposed repairs. The steam
generator repair repor@ (SGRR) p. 2-5 projects an outage time

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

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

pro jection of a 300 day outage. While the Licensee and the‘NRC
Staff 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 repiacement electricity, (2) the costs of maintaining

a work force, (3) %he costs of maintaining construction equipment,
(&) the costs related %6 longer periods of worker exposure,

(5) environmental costs of construction effluent (dust, liquid
wastes, laundry wastes), and(6) environmental costs of repiacement
electrlclty, e.g., thermal pollution from the possible *eopenlng

of the Cutler, Riviera and Palatka foss’l fuel plants.

(2) All benefits of steam generator repairs can be negated
if tube corrosion or other vprocesses 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 éccording to NUREG-0199) will never show a positivé/balance.
Unit.no. 4 was put into commercial operation September 1$73. The
letter of September 20, 1977 from FP&L to the NRC states that
inspections and plugging operations were initiated itwo years prior

to the letter. Thus Unit 4's tubes were degraded within 2 years
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(3) Defective tubes will be cut and packaged for
shipment to a licensed land disposal site. This removes the '
potenfial 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 Wesfinghouse re- _
tubing may take 2 years to win approval. Since the preéent
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 $4.3é0,000 while |
Unit no. 3 would run full power. In the fall of 1981, the i
Licensee could elect to repair Unit 4 or Units & 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
%ormula allows broa& flexibility in phasing in Bioconversion, ]
conservation and solar techniques while phasing out the defective
operation of Units 3 and 4. Power interruptions and ecoﬁomic
dislocation need not occur as conservation and renewable sources
slowly expand.

Decommissioning would become necessary if the safest and
most economical cption is fossil fuel generation of electricity.
Economic savings would occur if componen#s used for Units 3 and‘h
were converted to fos;il fuel generatiﬁn. The use of cooling
canals, varge facilities, existing grid, <transformers, turbines

and possibly reuse of the reactor buildings can represent areas

of great economic savings.




Contention 10.

(a) The SGRR, December 1977, p.2-2 indicates there is no
presenf 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 costly
steam generator repairs, and if, after repairs are completed,
corrosion continues #o occur there may still be no mechanism for
preventing the degradation of tﬁbes. Thus a new round of costly
.and dangerous steam generator repairs may have to be undertaken.
The NRR has 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 states: | ‘

- "In the evént that denting reactions be initiated
we would have some concern over the propensity of
this material for stress corrosion cracking in a
chloride env;ronment." ’

(b) The alternative of sleeving degraded tubes should be
considered vased on the experience of the Sleébing project at
the Palisades Nuclear Power Station in Michigan.

(c{ The Westinghouse Reporf, WCAP 9398, "Steam Generator
Retubing and Refurbishment", describes a précess vastly superior
‘o themmethod proposed in the SGRR. A

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

(2) Work can ve accomplished in a quarter (91days5 as
stated on p.5-18 which represents a saving of 232 days outage

time for the station.
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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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of concern Intervenor desires to raise in this proceediﬁg.
Regulation 10 CFR 2.714(b) does not envision that prior

to Board acceptahce of litigable issues Iqéervenor must provide

the ultimate factual predicate to these proposed contentions.

However for purposes of aésist;ng 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 cohtentions. The discussion is in no way ’

meant to be all iﬁclusive 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 stvate 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 14, 1979, p. 3-1, "...the

.installation and usé of condensate polishers will essentially

eliminate sludge." The Licénsee has denied that the addition of
this new system is in any way related to steam generator repairs.
In the "Requnse of Florida Power and Light to Board Order of May
19, 1979, p. &, the Licensee states: "...ins%tallation of non-
nuclear components 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 facets of the repair project.

The isolation of this one component is not compatible with

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

"The nuclear power units incorporate a closed cycle
pressurized water nuclear steam supply system and a
turbine-generator system utilizing dry saturated steanm




UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIb SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

Docket Nos. 50-2350
é

)
)
; (Proposed Amendments to Facility
)

In the Matter of
FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY

Operating License to Permit

(Turkey Point Nuclear Generating
Steam Generator Repair)

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 ne 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 és to
either the admissibility or form of the remaing proposed contentions
7 through 14,

‘Intervénor's position is that Contentions 7 through 14
should ve accepted by the Board for litigatién. He submits that
these contentions clarify the scope of the repair project and
resolve potential health hazards to the public and the repair
work force. They are sufficiently specific as stated %o give

Licensee and the NRC Staff zdesquate notice of the particular areas
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Ft. Lauderdale, Florida 33314

LG A AN~/

Steven C. Goldberg ¢/
Counsel for NRC Staff




<% e




—t

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
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In the Matter of
FLORIDA POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY

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

Docket Nos. 50-250
50-251
(Proposed Amendments to Facility
Operating Licenses to Permit
Steam Generator Repair)

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that copies of "NRC STAFF RESPONSE TO LICENSEE MOTION .TO
ADOPT PRE-HEARING SCHEDULE AND TO SCHEDULE FINAL HEARING" in the above-
captioned proceeding have been served on the following by deposit in the
United States mail, first class, or, ad indicated by an asterisk, through
deposit in the Nuclear Regulatory Commission's internal mail system, this

17th day of September, 1979:

*E7izabeth S: Bowers, Esq., Chairman
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555 ‘

Dr. Emmeth A. Luebke
Atomic Safety and_Licensing Board Panel
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Washington, D.C. 20555

*Dr. Oscar H. Paris

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

- Mr. Mark P. Oncavage

12200 S. W. 110th Avenue
Miami, Florida 33176

Harold F. Reis, Esq.
Lowenstein, Newman, Reis,
Axelrad & Toll .
1025 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

*Atomic Safety and Licensing

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

*Atomic Safety and Licensing
Appeal Board Panel
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

*Docketing and Service Section

0ffice of the Secretary -
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Norman A. Coll, Esq.
Steel, Hector & Davis
Southeast First National
Bank Building
Miami, Florida 33131 1
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NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
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Cine ol 1S5 Secretay
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BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of

)
) Docket Nos. 50- w
FLORIDA POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY ) 50-251
) (Proposed Amendments to Facility
)
)

(Turkey Point' Nuclear Generating Operating Licenses to Permit
Unit Nos. 3 and 4) Steam Generator Repair)

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
contention 6 on the proposed schedule assumes the timely acquisition of

additional 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 under]ying issues. Therefore,
the Staff is unable to agree to a hearing date(s) on the proposed contentions
until, at least, the Beard's formal ruling thereon.

Respectfully submitted,

T 1;A\L<LC—:(
Steven C. Goldberg

Counsel for NRC Staff
Dated at Bethesda, Maryland

this 17th day of September, 1979,
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
in the Matter of
FLORIDA POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY Docket No.(s) 50-250SP
. . 50-251SP

(Turkey Point, Units 3 and 4)
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SERVICE LIST

Elizabeth S. Bowers, Esq., Chairman ’Michaei A. Bauser, Esq.

Atonic Safety and Licensing Board Lowenstein, Newman, Reis,
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Axelrad and Toll
Washington, D.C. 29555 1025 Connecticut Avenue, R.W.

br .' E;mneth AV. Luébke R Washington, D.C. 20036
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board’
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Washington, D.C. 20555

Mr. Mark P. Oncavage
12200 S.W. 110th Avenue

- Miami, Florida 33176
Dr. Oscar E. Paris .
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Norman A. Coll, Esq.
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Steel Hector & Davis
Washington, D.C. 20555 - 1400 S.E. First National Bank Build:ing

Counsel for NRC Staff. Miami, Florida 33131 L

Office of the Executive Legal Director Bruce S. Rogow, Lsq.

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Nova University Center for the
Washington, D.C. 20555 Study of Law
3301 College Avenue

Florida Power and Light Company 1Fort Lauderdale, Florida 33314
ATTY: Dr. Robert E. Uhrig .

Vice President Joel V. Lumer, Esq.
©,0. Box 529100 245 Catalonia Avenue
Miami, Florida 33152 Coral Gables, Florida 33134

Richard A. Marshall, Jr., Esq.
18450 S.W. 212th Street
Miami, Florida 33187
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

T hereby certify that I have this day served the foregoring document(s){
upon each person designated on the official service lisz compiled by
the Office of the Secretary of the Commission in this pzroceeding in
accordance with the requirements of Section 2.712 of I CFR Part 2 =
Rules of Practice, of the Nuclear Regulatory Commissiom™s Rules and

Regulations,

Dated at Washington, D.C. this

A5 day 0t ST 1919 .

Ly 7 By

Office of/the Secretary oX the” Commission
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B. Discovery and Hearing Schedule

The Board has considered the’proposed schedule, its sup-
port by the Intervenor and objections in part by the Staff.
Considering the scope of thls proceeding we believe the
fOllOWlng schedule is reallstlc (also taking into account
the various holidays):

. Monday,.October 22, 1979 -~ Final date for filing |

. . discovery requests on all |
contentions. . 1
Final date for filing

responses to discovery
requests.

Friday, November 30, 1979

Friday, December 21, 1979 File Prepéred Testimony. - ,

Tuesday, January 8, 1980 Commence hearihg.

The Board urges the parties to fully cooperate during discovery . :
and to make every effort to resolve possible differences. If any
party determines a discovery request is inappropriate and is not
able to resolve the matter, the party objecting should take immediate
action and not wait for the final day for filing the responses.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

FOR THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND
LICENSING BOARD

L Boereear

EliZabeth S. Bowers, Chairman

Dated at Bethesda, Maryland
this 25th day of Septenber 1979.
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Contention 11. -- The contention is reworded in part, accepted

in part and rejected in part:
The SGRR is inadequate because:
(a. Rejected -- Nd basis for this speculation).

b. Accepted -- It has used the inaccurate figure
of $300,000 per day per unit for
" replacement power costs for
reactor outage;

(c. Rejected -- This is a challenge to ‘the
regulations).

d. Accepted as follows:

it has failed to provide an analysis
for an additional commitment of land
resources for the storage of the
defective steam generators.

e. Accepted -~ it has failed to consider the costs
* of addition of a full-flow con=-
densate demineralizer and of con-

denser retubing.

f. Accepted as follows:

it has failed to update costs from
December 1977 due to.inflation.

Conféntion‘lz. ~- Rejected as a separate contention.

This falls within Contention 2.

Contention 13. -~ Accepted as follows:

The proposed method of radiation monitoring
during repair of the steam generators will not
provide accurate information to comply with

10 CFR Parts 20 and 50.

Contentioﬁ 14. ~—= Accepted as follows:

The measures proposed to be taken to protect
against fire hazards associated with the steam
generator repairs are inadequate to protect
against radioactive releases in violation of
"10 CFR Parts 20 and 50.
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b. the effluent release from a full-flow
condensate polishing demineralizing
system; or

c. the envirommental degradation caused
by a full-flow condensate polishing
demineralizing system.

Contention 8.-- This contention is outside the scope of this

proceeding. The Federal Regiéter notice (42 Fed.Reg.

62569) dated December 13, 1977, in pertinent part states:

Accordingly, notice is hereby given that the NRC
has under consideration amendments to these
licenses which would authorize the licensee

to repair the steam generators now in use in
each facility, replacing major portions of

such steam generators with new components,

and to return the units to operation using the
steam generators, so repaired. The work on
each unit would be carried out while the other
unit is in operation. -

- The contention is rejecéed since the matter before
the Board does not include a question 6f suspending
operation prior to the repair of the steam generators.
This question was the subject of a separate notice on

August 9, 1978 (43 Fed. Reg. 3506).

Contention 9. -- The contention is accepted with the following

rewording:

The cumulative offsite radiation releases

as a result of all activity at Turkey Point,
during the proposed repairs, do not comply
with 10 CFR Parts 20 and 50.

Contention 10. -- This contention. falls within Contention 1

and is rejeqtéd as a separate conteﬁtion.
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discharging of primary coolant or (b) the discharging
of laundry waste water is likely to result in the
release of radioactive material to unrestricted areas
in quantities which will not be as low as is reason-
ably achievable within the meaning of 10 CFR Parts 20
and 50. ’

Contention 6 -

There are likely to occur radioactive releases from
one or more stored assemblies to unrestricted areas
which violate 10 CFR.Part 20 or are not as low as

is reasonably achievable within the meaning of 10 CFR
Part 50, as a result of:

a. substantial immersion of the steam
generators in sea water during a
hurricane;

b. movement of steam generators
while so immersed;

c. impact of such moving steam
generators upon the walls of the
structure in which they are stored
or upon another object or objects; -

d. corrosion resulting from moisture,
sea water, or salt spray; or

e. leakage through the floor beneath
the stored steam generators.

The Board's determination relative to the remaining contentions
is as follows:

Contention 7. -~ FPL apparently overlooked the following

sentence in Section 3.1 of the SER: '"Along with the
absence of phosphates, planned condenser retubing and
the installation and use of condensate polishes will
essentially eliminaée sludge."

The contention is admitted as revised:

In evaluating the steam generator repair, the
following has not been considered:

a. the cost of a full-flow condensate
polishing demineralizing system;
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by the Intervenor on August 30, 1979.

A. Contentions

We agree with the September 14, 1979 proéosed revised
1anguage and regfbuﬁing by FPL for the reasons stated for
those contentions admltted in the Board's order of August 3,
1979. We expect the parties to address all questlons raised
by Dr. Paris relative to these contentions. The revised
contentions are as follows: '

Conténtion 1 -

Section 102(2) (C) of the National Environmental

Policy Act (42 U.S.C. § 4332(2)(C) or 10 CFR § 51.5
requires the ‘preparation of an Environmental Impact
Statement prior to the issuance by the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission of amendments to the operating
licenses for Turkey Point Units Nos. 3 and 4 (Facility
Operating Licenses Nos. DPR-31 and DPR-41l) authorizing
the Licensee to repair the steam generators now in use
in each facility.

Contention 2 —- (Contentions2 and 5 combined and refined)

A. The programs and procedures proposed to be
followed by the Licensee in making the steam generator
repairs demonstrate that it will not make every reason-
able effort to maintain occupational radiation expo-
sures as low as is reasonably achievable (ALARA)

within the meaning of 10 CFR Part 20 or that it will
not comply with 10 CFR §20.101, in that the Licensee
intends to use transient workers with unknown radia-
tion exposure histories.

B. A sufficient work force, both skilled and unskilled,
cannot be obtained to perform the repairs without
“violating the limits on individual exposures contained
in 10 CFR § 20.101.

Contention 3 ~—~ (Contentions 3 and 4 combined and refined)

During the course of the repairs proposed by the
Licensee, (a) the handling, processing, storing or
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. UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of Docket Nos. 50-250-SP

T

(Proposed Amendments to

Facility Operating License
to Permit Steam Generator
Repairs) '

FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY

(Turkey Point Nuclear Generating
Units 3 and 4)

N N o NS NS

ORDER RELATIVE TO CONTENTIONS AND DISCOVERY

On August 31, 1979, Florida Power & Light, on behalf of all .
parties, reported,to the Board on the meeting between all parties
held on August 30, 1979. Since the parties did not reach agreement,
they committed themselves to submit their positions to the Board by
September 14, 1979. - Those filings were received...The Boar§ also
received -a motion from FPL for adoption of a proposed discovery and
hearing schedule'wﬁich stated the position of the other parties.

The Staff responded on September 17, 1979.

The Board's order of August 3, 1979, granted standing to.
Petitioner Mark P. Oncavage based on interest and six contentions.
The order briefly paraphrased the\admitted contentions. It was our
intention‘to have the language ?efined by the parties when they met
but “the order.did not recite this intention. The reference to
FWPCA is clearly beyond the jurisdiction of this Board and the
admitted contentions contain references to regulations not relevant
to the subject matter of the contention. We deem ;t appropriate to
clarify the language'in the admitted contentions and to rule on

the remaining contentions. We adopt the renumbering submitted
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The earlier statement in the SGRR regarding this appearéd
as 4 lines:
4.0 RETURN-TO-SERVICE TESTING
Following steam generator repair, a preoberational
testing program will be conducted as required to
provide the necessary assurance that the facility
can be operated in accordance with design require-
ments and in a manner that will not endanger the
health and safety of the public."
3. SER § 2.4 notes that the preoperational and startupﬂtest
programs are'still being developed. SER § 2.5 does not mention

the leak test of the Reactor Containment Building.

The Board requests that Licensee and Staff address in greater
detail the problem of assuring the continued integrity of the '
radioactivity retention barriers, either in subplements to the
prepared documents or in theirvprefihaitestimony before the evi-

dentiary hearing.
It is so ORDERED.

FOR THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND
LICENSING BOARD

Elizgbeth S. Bowers, Chairman

Dated at Bethesda, Maryland
this 11th day of October 1979.
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coolant envelope and the reactor containment building. It is
the view of the Board that the prepared ddcuments, Licensee's
SGRR and Staff's SER, do not give sufficient empﬁasis to the

- importance of these critical radioactivity retention barriers.
In particular, they do not emphasize the speciql care and
precaution to be taken in materials, procedures and workman-
ship to reclose and .reseal these barriers; also, the very
special attention that must be given to inspection and tegting

wafter‘the &loéure.

Examples:
1. The replacement of a large radioactive component, such
as the ;team generator, is not as '"routine'" as suggested in

SGRR § 1.3.

#1.3 10 C.F.R. 50-59 CONSIDERATIONS

Repair or replacement of equipment at a power plant,
performed in accordance with appropriate procedures,
is a maintenance activity that is routinely con-
ducted.”

2. Response to Staff question 15 at SGRR A-15-1 does not

emphasize or explain the leak testing of the resealed
equipment hatch of the reactor containment building.

"15. Present your preoperational testing program
and your startup testing program for placing
a unit back in service with the modified steam
generators. Identify all the systems and
instrumentation to be tested or recalibrated. ~
RESPONSE
The preoperational and startup test program is still

being developed at this time and thus, certain details

remain to be determined . . .. N
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of '

FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY Docket Nos. 50-250 (SP)
9=251 (5P)

(Turkey Point Nuclear Generating

Units 3 and 4)

N’ N/ N NN\

ORDER REQUESTING ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

(October 11, 1979)

Dr. Luebke has brought the fdllowing matter to the attention
of the Board:

In ; nuclear power' plant, there are three very important
phy§ical barriers that are designed to prevent radioactivity
from fission products to réach the outside world. These are:

1. The slender sealed metal tube of the fuel element
that contains the uranium fuel.

2. The thick steel reactor pressure vessel and
associated pipes and components that contain

- the primary réactor coolant. o .

3. The larger concret;.encased éteel reactor buii&iﬁg ’
built as a pressure vessel and designed to be the
final containment to prevent leékage of :radio-

X s

activity. N

The replacement of a steam generator involves the opening

of two of these radioactivity retention barriers, the prg@ary

.
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WILL M. PRCSTON
OF COUNSCL

TELEPHONE
(305)8577-2800

TCLEX S1-5758

OIRECT DIAL NUMOER

Steyen C, Goldberg, Esquire
United States Nuclear
Regulatory Commission
Office of the Executive
Legal Director

Washington, D." C, 20555

Re: In the Matter of: FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT
COMPANY - Turkey Point Nuclear Generating.
Units Nos. 3 and 4 = Docket Nos. 50x250
and 50-251

Deaxr Mr. Goldberg:

. On March 8, 1979, we filed a Notice of Appearance as
co-counsel for the Licensee and a copy was served on you. )

My co-counsel, Harold-Reis, has.provided me with a
copy of the "NRC Staff Response .to ‘Revised Petition for Leave
to Intervene Filed by.Mark P, Oncavage" served by you April 6,
1979 which indicates that we were not. included- on'your service
list.

T would appreciate very.much if 'you would amend your
service list to indicate that we are co~counsel .so’that we can
receive, simultaneously, copies of any other.pleadings filed by
the Staff, BN

Thanks very much, . o -

= . .. LY
= -

“ .
- e oax -~
-

"l yery truly yoursy . -
Posman A G "5

NORMAN A, COLL .

fe . . N 4 - -

- ey e -
funte
“or

*:‘,"... LI A ) t Vet W
NAC/Sm CeTRRESLAS .. e

’
O M

cc: 'E. S. Bowers, Dr. D, B, Hall, Dr, Oscar H. Paris, Atomic Safety
& Licensing Board Panel, Atomic Safety & Licensing Appeal Board
Panel, Docketing & Service Section, H, F, Reis, Esq,, Mark P.
Oncavage : ' - .
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3058544093 MGM TDOMT MIAMI FL 100 04=21 0523P EST

JOSEPH M HENDRIE CHAIRMAN
US NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON DC 20555

PLEASE GRANT MARK ONCAVAGE!S PETITION FOR HEARING AND INTERVENTION .ON
FPL!'S TURKEY POINT REPAIRS,

RICHARD BURNSIDE

9721 SOUTHWEST 165 ST .
MIAMI FL 33157

17323 EST

MGMCOMP MGM

TO R"PLY BY MAILGRAM SE: REV‘RS: SlDE FOR WES:ERN UNION'S TOLL - FREE FHONE NUMBERS
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US REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON DC 20555 D
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PLEASE GRANT MARK ONCAVAGE!S PETITION FOR HEARING AND INTERVENTION ON
FPL'S TURKEY POINT REPAIRS ,
( D
( MRS LORIN NELSON . ,
20:37 EST

MGMCOMP MGM
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US REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON DC 20555

PLEASE GRANT MARK ONCAVAGE'S PETITION FOR HEARING AND INTERVENTION ON
‘FPL'S TURKEY POINT REPAIRS

PEGGY MC NARY -
20:34 EST

MGMCOMP MGM

TO REPLY BY MAILGRAM, SEE REVERSE SIDE FOR WESTERN UNION'S TOLL - FREE PHONE NUMBERS
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. WASHINGTON DC 20555 )
Y
. D
PLEASE GRANT MARK ONCAVAGE'S PETITION FOR HEARING AND INTERVENTION ON
FPL'S TURKEY POINT REPAIRS N
MARGARET MURPHY ] N

20:36 EST

MGMCOMP MGM

TO REPLY BY MAILGRAM, SEE REVERSE SIDE FOR WESTERN UNION’S TOLL - FREE PHONE NUMBERS
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FPL'S TURKEY POINT REPAIRS
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MGMCOMP MGM
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JAMES BEAL . .
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JOSEPH M HENDRIE CHAIRMAN
US NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION,
WASHINGTON DC 20555

PLEASE GRANT MARK ONCAVAGE'S PETITION FOR HEARING AND INTERVENTION ON

FPL'S TURKEY POINT REPAIRS,

HILDA ALVYAREZ

771 SOUTHWEST 11 ST
MIAMI FL 33129
17:30 EST

MGMCONMP MGM
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JOSEPH M HENDRIE CHAIRMAN
US NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON DC 20555

PLEASE GRANT MARK ONCAVAGE'S PETITION FOR HEARING AND INTERVENTION ON
FPL'S TURKEY POINT REPAIRS,

VIRGINIA CASALOTTI .
13820 SOUTHWEST 70 AVE
MIAMI FL 33158

17326 EST
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N * .
NANCY ROSS R
13314 EST
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April 19, 1979
135 Seminole Avenue
Palm Beach, Florida 33480

Chairperson Joseph Hendrie
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C.

20055

Dear Mr. Hendrie,
In the best interests of the people of South Florida,
we urgently request that you grant Mark Oncovage's
petition for hearing to intervene on Florida Power
& Light's Turkey Point Repair proceedings.
We trust that you will honor our request as we join
with other concerned citizens in this area in support
of this petition.
Thank you very much.

Sincerely,

SeoTT 3 . Bas™

Scott & Anne Basto
(Mr. & Mrs.)
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DOCEST KURESR 5o,
. - e ¢ o a0 250,251 SP
April 19, 1979 | ‘
231 Seminole Avenue
Palm Beach, Florida 33480

Chairperson Joseph Hendrie
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C.

20055

Dear Mr. Hendrie,

I join with other concerned citizens in the South Florida
area to request that you grant Mark Oncovage's petition
for hearing to intervene on Florida Power & Light's Turkey
Point Repair proceedings.

It is my hope that you will consider the best interests
of South Florida citizens in this matter and honor the
Oncovage petition.

Thank you very much.

Sincerely,
e > g ,
o Z’:”*:ﬁé """ -

{ oz -

Randy Cousins
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UNITED STATES OF- A¥ZRICA
; NUCLEAR 'REGULATORY COX2MISSION

~

" In the Matter of

Docket No.(s) 50-250SP
50-251SP

FLORIDA POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY

(Turkéy Point, Units 3 and 4)

S o N S N N N

SERVICE LIST

- Elizapeth' €. Bowers, Esq., Chairman Michael A..Bauser, Esq.

Atonic Safety and Licensing Board Lowenstein, Newman, Reis,
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Axelrad and Toll
Washington, D.C. 20555 1025 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20036
Dr. Davidé B. Hall
. 409 Circle Drive Mr. Mark P. Oncavage
Santa re, Yew llexico 87501 12200 S.1. 110th Avenue
Miami, Florida 33176
Dr.” Oscar K. Paris -

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Norman A. Coll, Esq.
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Steel Hector & Davis .

Washington, D.C. 20555 1400 S.E. First National Bank Building

Miami, Florida 33131
Counsel for NRC Staff

’, Office of the Executive Legal Director

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555
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UNITED STATES, OF, AMERICA .
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION-

In the Matter of

FLORIDA POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY Docket No.(s) 50-250SP
| - 50~251SP

(Turkey Point, Units 3 and 4)

N N N Nt N N N N NS
N

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

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

Dated at Washington, D.C. this

LD ey of ALCIL 1979 .

"

. | o |
C ﬂ/;%%/ / J%Wwf%

. 7 Officé€ &f/the Secretary of the Gémmission
Ly Gossicl Ty Stores il H17/77
% Chiles ATL H7/75

) L

7. L Shmmerer



:The Honorable Lawton Chiles

- : DASKET Kitgan '
® o o e S0: 250,271 5P
UNITED STATES ;

NUCLEAR REGULATORY CO‘\.'IMISSION
WASHINGTON, D. C 20555

APR 1 9 1979

United States Senate
Washington, p.C. 20510

Dear Senator-Ch11es

"Your, letter to Chairman Hendrie on behalf of nr Mark”Oncavage

concerning repairs at the Turkey Point nuclear power station has
been referred ‘to me for response. .
As indicated in ir. Oncavage's letter, Florida Power and Light Co.
is contemplating major repairs to the Turkey Point steam generator
system. You should be aware that these repairs will require
amendments to the utility's operating licenses for the Turkey
Point reactors.

On Decamber 13, 1977 the HRC published in the Federal Regwster

(42 F.R. 62569) a notice of "Proposed Issuance of Amendments to

© Facility Operating Licenses."

The HRC staff is current]y reviening Florida Power and Light's
proposals. Before approving the amendments to the licenses
necessary, pboth a safety evaluation and an environmental 1mpact

appraisal will be prepared by the NRC staff.

The Notice of proposed amendments provided an opportunity for any
person vhose interest might be affected by the proceeding to file
a petition for leave to intervene no later than January 13, 1978.

Mr. Oncavage's letters to HRC requesting a public hearing was more
than a year Jate. ilevertheless, an Atomic Safety and Licensing

Board (ASLB) has been appointed to review his requést. It has not
yet ruled. The NRC staff filed a response to Mr. Oncavage's revised
petition on April, 6, 1979. A prehearing conference has been scheduled

-for, May 2, 11979 by, the ASLB

I hope that this information is he]pfu] in providing background with
regard to kr. Oncavage's request. le will advise you when a deter-
mination has been made by the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board.

~

Sincerely,

/”/’g "/"—_""‘

,Gar]ton Kamnerer, Director
“Z0ffice of Congre551ona1 Affairs




Karolé F. Rels, idsquire

Lowenstein, ilewman, Reis, Axelrad & Toll
1C25 Connecticut Avenue, N. .
+weshington, D. C. 2GG36

atomic Safety znd ILicensing Board Panel
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
¥ashington, D. C. 2058355

Atomic Sefety and lLicensing Appeal Boaré Panel
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
WJashington, D. C. 2CSES

Docketing ané Service Section

Office of the Secretary

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission |
wieehington, D. C. 20558

Guy H. Cunningham, Zscuire

Steven C. Goldberg, Esquire

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Office of the Executive Legal Uirector .
Washington, D. C. 20585

7 .
e
itk [Py

Mark P. Oncavage




UNITED STATIS OF AMSRICA
NUCLZAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

C
BEFORE TH2 ATOMIC SAFSTY & LICENSING BOARD

In the matter of ) ’ Docket ios. S

Petition for leave to )
intervene

Turkey Point Nuclear )
Generating Units

Nos. 3 &nd 4 )

SRTIFICATS OF SERVICSE

I, Mark P. Oncavage, hereby certify that copies of the

Revision to, Petition For Leave To Intervene, have been

served on the following by deposit in the United States
mail, first class, properly stamped and addressed, this
day of March, 1979:

3lizabeth S. Bowers, &sguire, Chairman
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
¥ashington, D. C. 205585

Dr. David B. Hall K
400 Circle Drive '
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501

Dr. Oscar H. Paris

Ataomic Safety ené Licensing Eoard Panel
U. S. luclear Regulsztory Commission
Washington, D. C. 2CS5ES.




MUCLIAR RIGULATORY COLAIIS3ICH

)
BETORE TES ATONIC SAFSTY & LICENSING 3BO0ARD

SO0~
Petition for leave to ) 251
Intervene )

MOTION For the vrocduction of documents ané things andé entry

uopon lané for inspection and other purposes.

Pursuant to regulation of 10 CFR Part 2.741 (a), the
petitioner motions he be permitted to inspect 2ll
documents and things pertaining to proposed chsarter
amendmenté ;pecifically described as.steam generator

repairs.

Mark P. Oncavage

122CC 5.W. 110 th avenue
iami, wrlorida 33176
¥arch 19, 1S79
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SITED STATIS OF AdSRICA

c-c

WUCLIAR REGULATORY CCIRMISSION

STCRE THEI ATCHIC S.r3lY & LICJTJIHG 3C~D

In the matter of: ) Docket Wos., 50-250
51-251

PETITION FOR L3AVE TO )

*

INTERVINE )
bl ® ~” - Py ey - %X ‘d"
AFFIDAVIT OF RENEEZ DAILY PO o i
ngM%m
3TATE CF FLORIDA ) v
COULITY CF DADZ )

3ZFORE MEZ personally avpeared RENEZ DAILY, who being
first duly sworn, deposes and says:

I am employed by Florida International University and am
a liprary technical assistant at the Environmental and Urban
Affairs Library, Miami, Florida,

The Sentember 20, 1977 letter from Florida Power and Light
Company to the Nuclear Regulatory Commission was not found in
the applicant correspondence file for the 1977 letters, Ve
requested a xeroxed copy of it and received the duplicate

letter January 22, 1979,

~

REWZZ DaILY
5101 TO and 3UBSCRIBED before me this day of ilarch,
1979.

’ Notary Public, State of Florida

.
4



deta would be instrumental in determining the cost benefits
af the steam generator repairs within the framework of the
liationegl Znvironmental Folicy Act of 1969. Cost benefit
enalysis must include the §rojected operating life of
Turkey Point reactors nos. & and 4, and the projected

operating life of a coal burning facility.

CONCILUSION

If thke licensee cennot demonstrate, to the satisfaction
of the luclear ERegulatory Commission, that the petitioner’'s
concerns are unreasonable or unfounded, then the luclear
Regulatory Commission is fully justified to deny the charter
emendments required by the licensee to repair the steam

generators at the Turkey Point nuclear facility.

-~ %M‘?M}KJ

Mark P. Oncavage

STATE OF FTLORIDA
COUNTY OF DADE

Before me personally appeared Mark P. Oncavage, to me well
xnown and known to me to be the person described in and who
executed the foregoing instrument for the purposes therein

expressed,
WITNESS my hand and official seal, this 18 th day of

March A.D. 1979. 7
Db L

Retary Puthic, Stela of Farida of Large
el : 2% 207n

#ly Commissien Evziras Ccl. 1. o0

2onc1d by Azenicza fire & Saseany Ceeozor
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The petitioner seeks proof or demonstration thiat all
releases of radiozctive airborne particulates and
radiocactive licguid contamigants released from the Turkey
Point site, during the steam generator repairs, will be
fully and accurately determined by planned monitoring
pracedures.

The petitioner seeks a determination of the total amount
of radioactivity that may be released from the Turkey
foint site) during the steam generator repairs, that would
not be hazardous to the petitioner's health nor the public's
health nor present eny hazard to the environment
surrounding the Turkey Point site, including South BRiscayne
Bay.

The petitioner seeks proof or determination that
adequate containment and decontemination procedures are .
immediately available to protect the petitioner's health,
the public'’s health, and protect the envirgnment in the
event of any postulated ar passible release of hazardous
radioectivity, from the Turkey Point site, during the
steam generator repeirs.

The petitioner seeks to examine the total costs

. pertaining to the fission generated electricity from
Turkey Point and compare the costs to the licensee's

projected cast(s) of cozl generated electricity. This
t
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1C CrR Part 2.714, BROADZN ISSUZS OR DSLAY PROCESDINGS

The pstitioner contends that the concerns of public
safety from radiation exposure, protection of the environment
from radioactive licuid contamingnts, and economic feasibility
of the steam generator repairs, represent the crux of the
proposeé hearings. aAll other matters such as men-rem usage,-
construction accidents, storage of radiocective steam
generator units, radwaeste disposal, and security measures
find a nexus in the three concerns.

Sroadening the issues can only serve to dilute the =ein
concerns. the petitioner’'s intervention will be directed
towerds the satisfactory resolution of the three main issues.

The purpose of the petition is not to deley proéeedings
but to assist in reaching é just decision. Tha petitioner
finds no mérit in prolonging the operation of the
acknowledged defective steam generators. In an effort to
reduce any delsay that may occur, the petitioner is
prefiling a motion with the Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
to grant bDiscovery Rights immediately.

If a delay becomes unavoidasble, the loss of flexibility
by the licensee ishmore than offset by the velue of having

/
nublic hearings where a just decision can be rendered.



10 CPR Part 2.714, iv, JIXISTING PARTI=S

The petitioner has examined Docket Nos. E£C-23C and
§0-251 searching for existing parties and other petitions
for leave to intervene. None were found. It is apparent
that if this petition is denied, the licensee's’applicatign
for ch;rter amendments will be uncontested.

The position of the Nuclear Regulatory vommission staff

recommendation is unknown to the petitioner as of this date.
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It is evidant that the Honorable vente rascell from the
12 th Congressionesl District, which includes Turkey Foint,
Senator Hichard stone,. and Senator Lawton chiles have
indicated thet thé petitioner's concerns warrant action,
heariﬂgs ané review

The petitioner will make every effort to assist in
developing a sound record. Legal counsel will be available
to the petitioner for thé héaring. Axpert witnesses are
anticipeted to testify in behalf of the petitioner.

The petitioner brings to the hearing a position not
represented by the licensee in philosophy or intensity.
The licensee as a profit making company mey not have the
health and welfare of the residents of Sauth Florida
foremost in their philosophy, if the health and welfare
issues conflict with company interests.

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission as a judicial body
mey find it more difficult to render & just decision if
the health and welfare concerns of the public are not
represented at the hearing, but only licensee's interests

are represented.



10 CFR Part 2.714, iii, DEVILOP A SOUND RECORD

As a resident of South Floricdaz and & consumer of
slectricity produced by the licensee, the petitioner's
participation in the hearing will be directed towards the

" sefety and economic well being of the petitioner, his
family, and the South Florida community.

These issues are extremely important to the residents of
South Florida. This importance is reflected in the
correspondence that the petitioner has received from the
slected officials representing Florida, concerning the
proposed steam generator repairs. In the letter of lebruary
22, 1979, addressed to the petitioner, the Honorable Dante
Fascell stetes: )

"T can eppreciate your concern about the proposed
repalrs at ‘furkey Point. I too, have written to the
chairmen of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission
recuesting action in this case.”
In the letter of March 1, 1979, addressed to the petitioner,
senator Richard stone states:
"I can certainly understand your concerns in this
matter and your efforts to obtain public hearlngs
on this issue. I am therefore taking the liberty
of contacting the appropriate authorities within

the Nuclear Reguletory Commission for their
thorough review of this matter."

Senator Lawton Chiles, in the letter of March 5, 1979,

states:

"Tn an effort to be_ of some helg to_you, I will
contact the vommission on your behelf. I will
ask them to look into this matter anéd to fully
review your recuest in the light of the comments
you have made concerning the safety aspect

involved with these repairs.”




10 C¢FR Part 2.714, ii, OTESR MBANS

Ths petitioner's concerns csan be best addressed in the
bearings that grant or deny the charter amendéments to the
licensee. All appeals are remedies that would be approprizte
only if the Atomic Safet& and Licensing Board were to deny
the petition

Another regulatory body which may represent means to
protect the petitioner's interest is the Florida Public
Service Commission. The licensee has not brought the
Public Service commission into the decision making process,
thereby not ellowing the petitioner an alternate administretive
remedy. In a letter to the petitioner, oi February 27, 1979,

concerning the proposed steam generatar repairs, Commission

‘Chairman Robert T. lfann states:

"Tt was the first time that this matter had been
brought to my attention."”

The granting of the petition faor leave to intervene

remains to date the only apparent procedure whereby the

petitioner's interests may be adequately, protected.




1678, is mevision O. This information is held propriectary
ané has been excludeé from the Public vocument Room, but
the content and projected costs of this document figure
prominently into the areas of public safety economic:
feasibility.

The process of question and answer between the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission and rloride Power and Light Company
which forces the licensee to examine their situation morse
closely, is valdble. ‘rhe appropriate time for inftiating
hearings on public safety and ecoﬁomic feasibility is after
all revisions have been made and after the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission has completed the staff review of the proposed V
charter amendments. Rather than the petition being.
considered delaying or untimely, the time for convening
hearings is ripe and the petition should be considered
appropriate. ;

Full justification exists for the granting of tke

petition due to the stated problems in the information

organs and the belated nature by which full information has
been made public. iiembers of the public should be allowed
to take part in the decision meking process whenever

possible.



Having crucizl documents miasiné from a Fublic Document
Room for thirteen months justifies good causs for
extanding the time limit,for filing a petition for leave
to intervene, by thirteen months.

Other factors that can meet the qualifications of good
cause for a time extension are present, also.
1. The cost projections of the steam generator repairs
published in revision 1, errived at the Florida International
University Public Document Room on January 3, 1578, only
ten days before the filing deadline.
2. Since Jenuary 123, 1978, new evidence has appeared
directly related to the concerns expressed in the petition

of Februery 9, 1979. It is Nuclear Power Costs by the

_Coﬁmittee on Government Operations, House Report No.

95-1090, April 26, 1978. 3
3. Other sources of information that have been released,
since: the filing deadline, are the responses to the sixty
two questions asked of Florida Power and Ligﬁt by the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission. The answers were published
in Revisions nos. 2? 3, 4, S, and 6, which errived at the
Florida International University, Public Document Room from
March 20, 1978 to february 12, 1979. Many of these cuestions

and responses deal with public safety in relation . to

radiation relezse.

4. Also relsased after the filing deadline of January 13,




concerns the health and welfare of the public, nust not be
denied.

If the importance of having crucial documents missing
from the local Public Document Room can be dismissed, then
it follows that the importance of having crucial documents
missing from any Public Dbcument Room can be dismissed. If
the burden of full and accurate information can be lifted
from the Public Document Rooms, then it‘must fall on the

Federal Register. As the petitioner has shown, the Federal

Register contained incorrect information.

The circular reasoning used by the Nuclear Legulatory
¢ommission's staff response of’March 1, 1979, fails to do
the Commission service. fach organ of public information;
the local Public Document Room, the Huclear Regulatory

Commission Public Document Room, end the Federal Register

must stand on the merits of full and accurate information,
otherwise, these organs of information will beconme
functionless.

The contention of the Nuclear kegulatory Commission
staff response of March 1, 1979, that the letter of
September 20, 1977 was available from the Huclear
Reguletory commission's Public Document Room, assumes thatm
knowledge of the existence of the letter should have
existed aven though the letter was missing. The petitioner
submits that the discovery, by %s. Daily, thet a2 crucial

Gocument was missing, took thirtesn monthks to be realized.



1C CFR Fert 2.714, i, GCOD CAUSE

The "Notice of proposed issuance of amendments to
Facility Operating Licenses"™ as published in the rfederal
Register on December 13, 1977, Docket Nos. 50-250 and

50-251, contained incorrect information. The statement is:

matters, see the licensee's letter dated

- September 20, 1977, along with other material
that may be submitted by the licensee in
support of this action, all of which are or
will be available for public inspection at the
NRC's Public Document Room, 1717 H Street NW., |
washington, D.C., 2nd ¢t the Environmental and
Urban affairs Library, Florida International |
University, Miami, Fla. 33199."

|
"For further details pertinent to these
|

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission, staff response of

¥arch 1, 1979, states:

"We are informed by the librarian, Ms. Rene Daily,
that the documents have, in fact, been in the
local FDR since October 4, 1977, though probably
misfiled for part of the time."

This statement directly conflicts with the enclosed, sworn
affidavit of March 16, 1979 by kis. Renee' Daily. Ms. Daily
states: .

"The September 20, 1977 letter from Florida

Power and Light Company to the Nuclear

Regulatory Commission was not found in the

applicant correspondence file for 1977
letters."

The petitioner's contention is not to assign bleme for

- this flaw of procedure. The petitioner's contention is to

state that the publié's right to domestic information that
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enéd a mamber of the South rlorida economic community.

Reasonable energy costs can have a beneficial effaect on
the economic he%llth of the petitioner's community and
unreasonable or inflated energy costs can place an undue
burden on individuals and the entire economic structure.

The pet;tioner cuestions the wisdom of proceeding
towards expensive repairs without examining the alternatives
thoroughly. The petitioner seeks a reanalysis of the total

costs 'of Purkey Point's nuclear electricity, within the

framework oi cost benefits a&s outlined by the Hational

Zavironmental Protection Act, of 1969.
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from all forms of pollution if they are to survive. The
paetitioner owns a sailboet, F1 1684 ru, &né often cruises
thesa waters with his family. The recreational aspects of
cruising include fishing, crebbing, swimming, skin diving,
end underwater photography. To be denied the privilege of
wtilizing the recreational ‘environment of South Biscayne
Bay, would diminish the ‘quality of the petitioner's life.
The land surrounding Turkey FPoint is a low lying
mangrove coastal zone. The U.S. -Department of interior in

the publication Resource and ILand Information, for South

Dade County, describes the mangrove zone as having an
elevation of "0 to 5 feet above mean sea level." There is
1ittle land to trap radioactive liquids if a spill occurs.
Also, the flow of groﬁndwater in the Biscayne Acuifer starts
in the Everglades, west of Turkey Point and flows eastward
to South Biscayne Hay. Large portions of a liquid radioactive
release would migrate to South Biscayne Bay.

As a user of South 3iscayne zey, as a recreational erea,
and as a student of environmental affairs, the petitioner
has stending and a substantial interest on the metter of
radioactive licuid releeses.

The third area of concern is the economic feasibility of
alternatives to repairing the steam generétors. The
petitioner is a resident of South Florida, a consumer of the

electricity that is produced by rlorida Power ané Light Co.,



|

live in Dade County, rlorida. Approximately 1S miles from
the home in which the petitioner and his family resides and
ovns,  are the Turkey Foint reactors. Turkey Point lies in a
south- southeast direction from the petitioners residence.

The climatological tables as found in the U.S. Coast Pilot,

No. 4, 1972, were compiled from U.S. Weather Bureau data.
The tables for ¥iemi, Florida, state that during the months
Fabruary, March, April, Kay, June, July, August, and
September the mean prevailing wind direction is either
east- southeast or southeast. The release of radioactive
airborne particulates coupled with the mean prevailing wind
presents a hazardous situation for the petitioner and his
family. ' L.

The waters of South Biscayne Bay are among the finest of
recreational areas in the United States. In close proximity
of Turkey Point, the Dade County Metro Government has
established two recreational areas, Homestead Bayfront Park
and $lliot Key Park., The Federzl Government has established
the Biscayne National Monument encompassing much of the bay
bottom and benthic biota of South Bisceyne Bay. rrom South
Biscayne Bey, through the passages of Angelfish Creek ,
Broed Creek, and Ceesar's Creek lies the only living coral
reef in the waters of the continental United States. It is

the Jobn Pennekamp Underwater Reef State Park.

Thes: gensitivTe netural communities must be protected




UNITZD STATsSS OF AMERICA
.NUCLZAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
BEFORE THe ATOMIC SAFETY & LICENSING EOARD

In the matter of: . ) Docket Nos, S50-280
S0-251
FLORIDA POVWER & LIGET CO. ) (Proposed Amendments to
| Facility Operating License
(Turkey Point Nuclear ) to Permit 3team Generator
Generating Units Nos. Repairs)
3 and 4)

)

PETITION FOR L3AVZ TO INTERVINZ

Revision

BY MARK P. ONCAVAGE

I, Xark P. Oncavage, petition for leave to interveﬁe in
the matter of proposed amendments to the facility oberating
license to permit steam generator repairs at the Turkey Point
faciiity licensed to Florida Power and Light.Company.
STANDING TO INTSRVENZ

The petitioner has grave concerns on the contemplated
repairs to the steesm generators at 'turkey Point Units Hos.

2 end 4. There are three areas of concern and the petitioners
stending to intervene will be demonstrated to each area.

''he first concern is about the release of radioactive
airborne particulates occurring during the steam generator
repair operetion. The petitioner considers any radiation
exposure.above the naturel béckground radiation to be an-
increased hagard in the formetion of degenersative 'disesses.

The petitioner's wife, two year old son, ancd the petitioner
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Mark P. Oncavage
12200 s.%W. 110 th Ave.
Miami, Florida

March 19, 197¢

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
washington, D. C. 2CS855

Deer Members of the Roerd:

Please accept the revision to the petition for leave to

intervene, dated Febtruary 9, 1979.

“Very truly yours,

/ / ’ P

. . VR G -
- - Favndl oL oy

P - PR s -

Mark P. Oncavege
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RICh}ARﬁ'(DlCK) STONE ' ‘ COMMITTEES:
Y = FLOWIDA AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, AND

FORESTRY

FOREIGN RELATIONS

/,"Jcn:‘i:f‘eh ,%{a{es ’_%enafe VETERANS' AFFAIRS

WASHINGTON, D.C., 20510

March 27, 1979
Our File: 9058170010

Congressional Liaison

Nuclear Regulatory Commission
1717 H Street, NW

Washington, D.C. 20555

Dear Director:

Because of the desire of this office to be
responsive to all inquiries and communications, you
consideration of the attached is requested. Your
findings and views, in duplicate form, along with
return of the enclosure, would be greatly appreciated.
It would also be helpful to me if your response is
mailed to my office at the address below and INCLUDES
THE FILE NUMBER SHOWN ON THE COMMUNICATION I HAVE SENT

TO YOU,
‘ Cordially,
~r . . j’ - . .K :‘ .. |
' { ° e d St
) X per Rt "-»'\"-’«7) ~ D/ V"(:// N\ Sy e
Richard (Dick) Stone

RDS/vms

Enclosure

PLEASE REPLY TO: POST OFFICE BOX 4081
TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32303




"Post Office Box 4081

DocketNos so-250. - .. APR 131979
.. s0-25 5P ’

The Honorable Richard Stone
Um’.tgd States Senator

Tallahassee, Florida 32303 _ .

“ - PO
Dear Senator Stone:
-——r— ~

I am writing in_response to your letter of March 27, 1979 requesting
consideration 6f Mark P. Oncavage's March 19, 1979 revision to his
petition for leave to intervene’in the NRC license amendment proceeding .
involving repair of the steam generators at the Turkey Point Nuclear
Generating Station. "On Aprit 6, 1979, the NRC Staff filed a respoase to
the revised petition, a copy of which is enclosed. The presiding NRC
Atomic Safety, and Licensing Board has scheduled a prehearing con-
ference for May 2, ‘1979 at the Howard Johnson Downtowner, 200 South-
east Avenue, Miami, Florida to' consider the petzb.on. At or shortly

.follomng this prehearing conference, the Board will rule on whether to
_grant or deny the petition. If the Licensing Board denies the petition;
- ‘Mr. Oncavage may immediately appeal to the Atomic Safety and Licensing

Appeal Board." If thé Licensing Board grants the petition, other parties
have the same rights of appeal.

’ Pursuant to your request a duplicate copy of this letter is enclosed. We

are also returning your letter to us and its enclosure, as’ you have
requested. ’

If you have any further questions regarding this matter, please let me

know. -
’ Sincerely ,
&‘“ 0yt T e
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TRANSPORTATION Washington, D.C. 20515
April 20, 1979

SAREPLY TO DISTRICT OFFICE

The Honorable Joseph Hendrie
Chairman

Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Dear Mr. Hendrie:
RE: Turkey Point Nuclear Plant

I am writing in the interest of my constituents
who have contacted me regarding Mr. Mark Oncavage's
petition for leave to intervene in the proposed repairs
at Florida Power and Light's Turkey Point nuclear power
plant.

It has been brought to my attention that the licensee's
letter of September 20, 1977 was not available for public
inspection until nearly 13 months after the deadline for
filing a petition. Needless to say, this fact restricted
the filing of a timely request for hearing.

Enclosed are copies of correspondence I received which
should give .you immediate insight into this situation.

I would greatly appreciate your looking into this
situation and I look forward to hearing from you as soon
as possible.

With best wishes, I am

Ny’ ;
o d €

/ [ »
WILLIAM LEHMAN
Member of Congress
WL/pkt

Enclosure

THIS STATIONERY PRINTED ON PAPER MADE WITH RECYCLED FIBERS

|
I
|
|
%
|
|
|
4
|

Sincerely, /

! ,./e/,, {./






D
JUDY- WOLF L -
6904 NORTH KENDALL APY Fe302
'MIAM FL 33156 DN
;’)
4=033064E118 04/28/79 ICS IPMMTZZ CSP WSHB
3058548503 MGM TOMT MIAMI FL 100 0428 10314 EST 3
> ‘ D
THE NUCLEAR.REGULARTORY COMMISSION .
ATTN JOSEPH M HENDRIE, CHAIRMAN
WASHINGTON DC 20555 R
N
o =
PLEASE GRANT MARK ONCAVAGE!S PETITION FOR HEARING AND INTERVENTION ON
FPL'S TURKEY POINT REPAIRS, i
{ 2
| JUDY WOLF
“ 6904 NORTH KENDALL ' D
APT F=302 |
MIAMI FL 33156 ;
10331 EST ’
g MGMCOMP MGM _ S
. D
(‘ »
v )
i‘\ -.)
. »,
‘ J
"a_'\, ;




IS TR,

VICTOR WITHEE

9350 SOUTHWEST 83 ST.
MIAMI FL 33173

/wl

G (ites Fu)

4=03304{7E118 04/28/79 ICS IPMMTZZ CSP WSHB
3058548503 MGM TOMT MIAMI FL 100 04«28 10304 EST

THE NUCLEAR REGULARTORY COMMISSION

"ATTN JOSEPH M HENDRIE,

WASHINGTON DC 205SS

CHAIRMAN

Xt .‘}V [ W

W% 0&%&
5108 .5&

Ry R
S .# :
n""'\“ ‘w"i\%« ’«m{‘ JooiR

PLEASE GRANT MARK ONCAVAGE'S PETITION FOR HEARING AND INTERVENTION ON
FPL!S TURKEY POINT REPAIRS,

VICTOR WITHEE |
9350 SOUTHWEST 83 T
MIAMI FL 33173

10330 EST

MGMCOMP MGM

N mr e e,

aqiim —ac

.....................

\‘ﬁl

L



E ZAKEVICH ik , e

3647 ST GAUDENS RD s fErmic Ag; 215=109 =
' ‘;: -i’l X -vs-é‘ ;.'»‘ ’:’v..._\

MIAMI FL33133 ’5,'{3%*‘{’ ‘)« WW{J%»: :‘:@:&

)

-'$ ﬁﬁmg

|~

SL41 0L/ /)

4=033180E118 04/28/79 ICS IPMMTZZ CSP WSHB -

. “- (XYL ¢~[J/
.,' ,/"‘ \/\§
” B

3058548503 MGM TOMT MIAMI FL 100 04=28 10334

THE NUCLEAR REGULARTORY COMMISSION
ATTN JOSEPH M HENDRIE, CHAIRMAN
WASHINGTON DC 20555 -

PLEASE GRANT MARK ONCAVAGE'S PETITION FOR. HEARING AND INTERVENTION ON
FPL'S TURKEY POINT REPAIRS,

ELOISE ZAKEVICH
3647 ST GAUDENS RD
MIAMI FL 33133
10833 EST

MGMCOMP- MGM

TO REPLY BY MAILGRAM, SEE REVERSE SIDE FOR WESTERN UNION'S TOLL - FREE PHONE NUMBERS

e S

L

s

\-’l

&
g




~J ZIMMERMAN
7380 WEST CT
HIALEAH FL 33014

LELE g % e »
SRR i O Ry
P%Amﬁhf e DRI

N\

4=033213E118 04/28/79 I1CS IPMMTZZ CSP WSHB
3058548503 MGM TOMT MIAMI FL 100 04=28 1034A EST

D

> D
THE NUCLEAR REGULARTORY COMMISSION

. ATTN JOSEPH M HENDRIE, CHAIRMAN .
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Mark P. Oncavage
1220C =.%. 110 th Ave.
iziani, Fia. 32176
February 9, 1979

United States
ifluclear Regulatory Commission
Washington D.C. 20555

Gentlemen:

I request a full hearing and an Environmental Impact
Statement on the matter of steam generator repairs at
Turkey Point reactor units no. 3 and 4. Florida Power and
Light Compeny. igs the licensee.

I roalize this requeat for a hearing falls after the
deadline of January 13, 1978 as taken from the Federal
Register (Dec. 13, 1977, Vol. 42, No. 239, Docket Noa.
50-250 and 50-251.) However, this same entry in the Federal
Register directsg interested parties to view Florida Power and
Light Compahy’a letter of September 20, 1977 and other
material at the "Environmental and Urben Affairs Library"
at Florida International University, liami, Florida.

Unfortunately for the residents of South Florida, the
licenseas letter of September 20, 1977 arrived at the
2nvironmental and Urban Affairs Library on January 22, 1979,
approximately 18 months after the expiration date for
2iling Zor a heaoring.

I £20l that the failure of the licensee to provide
informetion at the timo specified in the rFederal Register

conatitutes "good eeuse" ‘es roquired by 10 CFR art. 2.714,
A, 1, L.
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As a student of environmentel affairs, I am cancepnad - ETRE R
with the consecuences of the exccution of extensive repaizg, * ' i
Turkey Point is located directly on tho shore of Biscayne Bays . | tw.] |
The surrounding area is a sensitive mangrove estuarine .
envircnment which is critical to the viability of Biscayne }é
*.
vaye adjacent to Bisceyns Bay is liomestead Rayfront Fark, %
}l
©lliot Key' State Park, John Pennekesmp Underwater Coral Reef n
Fark, end Biscayne National Honument, en underwater preserve. ‘
These areas are extremely sensitive environments and would ﬂ
ve highly susceptible to damsge by liguid contaminents. :
< By
ricase ulso note that Turkey roint is locateu soutn of i
» - ]
the urban centers of Miami end Fort Leuderdale. For 8 h
months of each yeer the preveiling winé direction hes a !
soutnerly coumponent to it which wousd put these urben %
3 - . . (3 -1
centers downwind from Turkey Foint meking lusge .opulations i
susceptible to accidental releases of airborne conteminents. 4
if the nuclear containment vessels are tc te nresched =
and radioactive licuids end solids are to be extricated, I 3}
hereby request an iInvironmental Impasct Statement be drawn i
up with the hope that further resesrch may prevent a tresi .
accident to the 3outh Florids community.
Tf' +bn -nnnn-l--n r::l—-—\-“u o~ l:a. —-:\-'-o-'l:- ,"':‘_' a . -
recuest that decommissioning be studied as en economic )
elternatlve.
' :
U
!
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Very truly yours, “1
. ; . bl |
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L ‘ i . C :
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Fark P. Oncavage .
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Mark P. Oncavage
12200 s.v. 110 th Ave.
Miami, rxlorida 83176
kebruary, 19, 1979

-

Senator Richard Stone .

51 S.W. 1 st Ave. ) gy Y
Miami, Florida fils 140‘3?/ ’7/00/

Carn ¥

vl’)r-

Dear Senator Stone:

Florida Power and Light Compeny is encountering "denting"
in their steam géenerators at Turkey Point reactor units 3 and
4. ¥FP&L has requested from the Nuclear Regulatory Commission an
amendment to their charter which would permit stesm generator
repairs.

FP&L has submitted 8 alternatives for the actual repair
operation. Alternative no. 1 would replace Jjust the lower
units of the 6 steam generators., It would cost § 102 million
and require a shutdown of 207 days per reactor. The cost of
repair and replacement power is $ 226 million.

Alternatives nos. 2 and 3 call for replacing the entire
steam generator units. Large holes will have to be cut into
the containment vessels of 80Q sqg. ft. (alt. 2) and 300 sq.
ft. (alt. 8). The cost for alternative 2 including replacement
power ia 3 320 million end for alternative 8 is § 287 million.

inclosed is a copy of the request for a hearing I meade to
the N.R.C. The time period for requesting such action had
expired, but due to an irregularity in the information entered
in the Federal Register, I feel that the granting of my
request for a hearing is completely Jjustifiable.

ky first concern is about the radiation danger to the
populetion of sSouth Florida and the possible contamlnatlon

of riscayne ray. ¥P&L has been wvague on their preoposals of
their handling and disposing of radioactive wastes. When the
containment vessel is cut, radiocactive particles will be
released into the environment. When the pipes to the primary




’}eacfor coolant loops are cut, rP&L will have to dispose of
200 tons of radiocactive liquid coolant. These issues have not
been documented satisfactorily by FP&L.

The second concern I have is about the wisdom of the economics
of this repair. The range of costs from 5 226 million to 8§ 320
million is probaebly a conservative range. ‘These figures do not
include inflation since 1977, cost overruns, or technical
changes since 1977. Zach of these items could substantially
increase the estimated price.

Another factor that must be considered, is the remaining
number of years of operation left before ‘Turkey Point must
be decommissioned.

Alternatives to these costly, hazardous, and possibly
unfruitful repeirs must be studied., If it can be determined
that a replacement conventional facility can be built and
operated for less money and have a longer working life, then
Turkey Point should not be repaired. The consequences of an
erroneous decision can unnecessarily burden the economy of
Florida for years.

Would you, Senator Stone, use the prestige of your office
to urge the N.R.C. to hold hearings on these issues which are
of great importance to the residents of rlorida.

Very truly yours,

Stk P (Gereniz

ldark P. Oncavage

enc: letter to N.R.C.
cc: Senator Chiles

- B
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Maren 1, 1979

OQur File: 9058170010

Congressional Liaison

Nuclear Regulatory Commission
1717 H Street, NW

Washington, D.C. 20555

Dear Director:

Because ot the desire ot this office  to be
responsive to all inquiries and communications, your
consideration ot the attached is requestea. Your
findings and views, in duplicate torm, along with
return of the enclosure, would pe greatly appreciated.
It would also be helpful to me if your response is
mailed to my office at the address below and INCLUDES
THE FILE NUMBER SHOWN ON THE CUMMUNICATION 1 HAVE SENT

TO YOU.
/—'-\
g Sgrdia%}y,/ N
! s’ A o el \T, ")‘: "
Richard (Dick) Stone
KDS/vms

Enclosure

PLEASE REPLY 7T10: POST UFFLCE BOX 4081
TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32303






