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' k.@.%Mf.I,%I move that the Boag accept this early written notice of
wqw. .. . . ., ,

apper.rnnee in lieu of a' costly' telephone call. Pleasenotify:me.%v,,$m.wg.
p

-
-

.-m, . -.
pj i! '

..

-
..

Ny telephone number is M.iy e{g,j#by mail or phone if this is unacceptable.
mg r

616 334-49 A tvA
y.: 7

I would like to comment on another aspect of the Board order.
, ,: z y

_ _ :.

"Similarly, interrenors, Christa-Maria, Mills and J37
, ,, Mfg.Bier' - who are represented by the sar.a attorney i

:,N.p]4(9.f.
.

and who filed a single brief g g g,e_ intervenor, %John O'Neill 'II. ' and 3p,jicug curiae , Council on 4 ' (4 y gc -

Environmental Quality, offer essentially the same "; i
reasons in sunport of the ruling belch. No other '$
-intervenor briefs have been received." f. %.

jQ
I call attention to: *4 %'A,

MOTION TO INCLUDE JOHN LEITHAUSER IN TEN DAY -FILIRG ~ MI'
EXTENSION COICERNING REVIE'il ON THE MEMORANDUM AND~
CRDER OF NEPA REVIEW AND THE IEED FOR PCWER ISSUE -

DECIDED BY THE LICEFSING ECARD, .j
filed on the 20th of November 20, 1980 by . John Leithauser, and his

%
brief filcd on time, December h ,1980, entiteled :

-

BRIEF OF JCHN LEITHAUSER IN SUPPORT OF LICENSING BOARD
. .

FINDING etc. '

John Leithauser was specifically invited by the Atomic Safety
.

. ,

and Licensing Scard to participate in 'oriefing the IEPA question,
now being coruidered by this Enrd, and he has done so. Confer #

ioard Crder Following Special Pre-Hearing Conference" Jan. 17, 1990, p. 34,.

I addreas this question to the Boards Is John Leithauser
admitted to thia proceeding? If he is not, then why not?

If John leithauser has not been admitted to this cppeal

prreedin/, I MCVE that the Appeal Board admit him to this proceeding,

acnside nis argoments fully, and invite him to the Cral Hearing.
Fu:? thera:ce, because four part.les have filed in support of the Board
Crder, I move that speaking tir.e granted Mr, leithauser not be

subtracted from the other three affirming parties. I would not

'- *

,/, ~

.n =u - u -
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object if Consumers Powersand NRC Staff were jointly' granted ani ~i

'

increase in speaking time, if, Mr. .Leithauser'is able to|participa%p+
,, ,

,

r ,3 :n

y[.g,, q
. . < ';. ' W / m 64

nz. b d2
; January 9. -

' ' -- '
. 8,.@3&6,%@j$g%
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'
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yd%Dated'Deeember 20, 1980
-

. L my wx n
ii-;,

. * e.s p n, ~,

7 .g 4
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MM
.tl; a%*M;&^PART II

.

j; . v 2 .m$*.c

10. 1980." |4. %p.k.
-

. .

.i
6gji" Reply briefs may-be filed on or before December

~N $ .Memorandum and Order, September 12, 1980
. ,M, - .

In the original Appeal Board Order., reply briefs were -,,
T

,.g.

restricted to no rarties, and hence are open to all who choose to ?@a
% W.

reply. The December 10th date was moved back to December 22, 1980
' . w#'.

when " Order for a Ten Day Extension of Time to File Briefs" proposed :.

-
,

$ s,by Christa-Maria was granted. Furthermore, " Notion for Extension of
.

Time for Intervenor John C'Neill II to File Answering Brief dated - 3
x

*;9.n[yNovember 20 and granted November 25. oontains the following wordings g.

"I. move that the schedule proposed by Christa-Maria et al,on,the 13'or Q
.s

Novenber, 1980, be adopted for all carties."
:c i.)F *. .. .

' "y
Accordingly, ao is my right, my REPLY BRIEF follcws: / ',: ;

,

7

REPLY BRIEF
^ .

This-is the purpese of the 'ieply Brief

L Ihny asuments posed by ChrishMaria, James faills , and

JcAnne Bier, John Leithauser, The Cot;ncil on Environmental hua.lity, an

myself are very similar. Most of these are legal aram ents. But this

brief trill strengthen and underline my unicue arFunents of issues of la -
points of fact, and matters of common sense and fairness. Several point-

that may cause confusion, and ommissions shall be corrected. -

J

e
-

,

t |~g.

,y-
~ '

L. --_m-,_ ,, m _r--.x - .e . =. . - - - - -
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. Materials 1that;sunport my argunients are supplied. - 1.ycm L;g

:
.. .

. iA
,

- ,y s
~ Several very brisf conunents' upon the possition' of ' Cons 5seisSF,$C.,

, s A . .L.

Power.and NRC Staff pep..-
,

4
..

c . . y;; .;g s.per the body of this Reply Brief.. .- -a.

>

'~~

' d ] e n,g - w.'7g. - ;
; . q ? K 7.nm,

- A;
> <:,: . .

{ First,1 might well comment upon an argument made by John ^

leithe.ucer. He quoted the agency charged with~ interpreting and af>
. :#bguarding the NEPA statute, the Council on Environmental Quality . .as . , ''> i. 3 W'

* ~ . $| ? .,.$- ~

stating in their guidelines. 5-lii-b "'In considering what constitutes q
- x

major action significantly affecting the environment, agencies should "

, .

tear in mind that the effect of many federal decisions about a projeoY ' ii

O r,. -

or comolex of projects can be individually. limited but cumulatively
i

X ,: -,.

considerable.' The C.E.Q. has stated further in Sec. II of its guide- 'A

lines that Sec.102 (2)(c), 'should be applied to further major federal
~

actions having a significani effect on the envircr. ment even though they
arise froa orodacis or programs initiated prior to enactment of the *

.

Act en January 1,1970 Where it is not practical to reassess the basia.
course of actions, it is still important that further incre:tental

. .

.

major actions be chaped so as to minimize adverse environmental con- f-

sequences not fully evaluated at the outset of the program or programs ''' yg
'

3rief of .ichn Leithauser in Support of Licensing Board etc. , Dec. 4,
.

1080
.

.

Whan considered alone, a federal action may seem to matter

2ittle, as Jonsumers Power and NRC Staff argue. But when euch an

action is examined in conjunction with many other individually innocuous

changes, the overall environmental disruption may be very creat. NEPA

crudently guards against such chenomena. '

| Considered in three different lights, the change in the spent
t

fuel pool croposed could contribute to serious environmental disruction.

The first of these is the. hotly disputed fact that if the spent fuel pool
expansion is artificially considered alone, the individually limited

( ,[
.

~
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ohange may appear to be. m$nor,- but the dogging effect of continued [,J,p/MK[g.T
.

. ~ .. .

~

...m],g;gg. $ |.

plant functioning creates an effect that is cumulatively considerable.Qch?
. .

~ ::p; p#p -
,

. .. .. -

IEPA then, here forbids the illor.ical and artificial distinction J , . WM.t

between the Spent Fuel Pool expansion and continued plant operation.~ 2 " & |
. . !

!<gr.

,p
.! In the second case, this Spent Fuel Pool expansion must be '?

considered along with cast and proposed federal actions such ass
,

.2
:s

. .. m

| the increase in' amount of plutonium allowed to be burned. (see ; y W e[ hT^2| . pD
&,

attached NRC letter to Sen. Pritz Mondale ): the post-Three Mile- WW dn
,_-

A4
Island NRC-mandated plant modifications that include a Technical

'Q:;.c

Support Center, Containment Hydrogen Monitor, Reactor Coolant High
, .p

Point Vent, and the three-foot-thick concrete silo to provide post ' W
. p--

accident shielding cf gamma-rays, and otlier like modifications.

(see attached extract from the summary of the Big Rock Risk Assessmenk; U'
.

Project Meeting of March 20, 1980): the many technical specifications [
i:'

1stued cn auch cafcty-related matters as reactor inst:umentation

and actions that affect public safety and the environmant, for example
tha Dermission franted Consumers to continously vent t'he containment -

cu11 ding; and the many other federal changes at Big Rock since 1962.

Some of these matters have been reviewed with the environment
in minds even so. NEPA recognizes the cyncrgistic effects of

many modifications, and thus at this threshold the law requires the +

preparation of a full and complete Environmental Impact Statement.

IGPA anulies to the instant proposed action for the abo re reasons alene.1

Finally, the change is part of an all in.clusive Federal Policy
cn retrocessing and high-lavel wasts dispesal, Considered as a
5. art of this cumulative policy and action, this Spent Puel Pool

1

j lxpansion request ic clearly a Major Federal Action that must be
i

revievred under IGPA,
1
'

I make the above argument, not because I believe the Spent;

fuel pool exuansion, when considered alone is a minor action, but to
sp.-

% .. ~.
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; qgy ;c .x y ;;., ;.t-the casa that NEPA here ' applies'. tIf the Appeal-Board were to fellow [gy.g
;

.

.

|
,

- yui
*

1 ,ynN. ; .. a..~ y
. ,

;-. ,.

thethinkingofConsumersPower.Companyand.theNRCStaff|andconsider[k,4h;.n
.

. .
x, *.. . .. .,

continued power generation as seperate and distinct from the action @h;;gWikrA-

-
-

=.
cought, the above argument'then demonstrates that NEPA. clearly :Jk b;$-

.

,.w
annlies, cinco in the eyes of the law, the pronosed' action'is, none iC

the less, a major federal action. - ,

,
. . . .-o

4
- v[

, *a r.x ,
w' g.% y -aa

, MY UNIQUE ARGUMENTS
.{

< ;
,

That proposed i.e a major Federal action has been firmly establishe'd.'
+ .!

by all affirming parties, remenber that I have advanced several ,T
~

.V : .unique reasons why this ic so. .M
. 7 :g;

First, the |3o1 is to be used in a way totally unforseen when

designed: tha large amount of fuel, the use of compacted racks, the y<
extrato length of storage anticipated, and the presence o'f more - .

;; n

olutonium in the fuel mixture, r.ll make the expansion alone a major
Federal action.

Secendly, the unent Fuel Pool' Expansion is part of a major.
,

.

Federal policy on fuel reorocessing. See above. *

Thirdly, the matter of Due Process was one important reason f ., ;
why IGPA should hern apply,that was advanced by' myself alone. #

The Atomcc Safety and Licensing Board is fully empowered to .f
'

decide ths questic.'t before it. Be certain that Consumers Power

will forward all conceivable advantages .6 the expansion. See Table

1-5, attached. Eut thcce who advocate alternatives, including the

alternative of dcIng ncthing sould, ay NRC Staff and Consumers

Pc:<e. Company,be allowed to ad.ance no subutantive ' arguments .

Thia is decidedi/ not 1 ual Protect on Under the Law.1

Now, how can the Atcmii."afety and licensing Board fairly
d-acide this quastior i it is not allowed to fully examine the-
ccsts and benefits oi' amet.dment denial? They will te told

.

m a ., _... . . n. .-
. - - - - - - - -
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only one . side of the' issue. :'Wa .me.tter,of fairnessbandEof' law then
.. .~,.s .

a NEPA Environmental Impact Statement'.is'' required.to protect;our[&n@/M.L
.'

. , y.;-
~

,:L:q e z; W4ggi
. - -

nw..,j.Q(f(
'

{,

,7 - % ac
'

' :e, ; . w yy >. ,

Due Process rights.
-

-

' '

TW8k'

~ m:m z~: .y;;,k
_ f, .

-

M-

-*
e

,
1 . . .%

'M&.
, .

There are strong, uncontested issues of fact that argue 7d '
2

v-

strongly against the Spent Fuel Pool E:Gansion, adding weight to.&_ the ' . 'M}>$
'. /. y

'

,

+= 136- -'

need.fcr a HEPA' review.
Rather'than repeat'the litany of-Big Rock'si $ w &typ,

, . '
.

. s.
high costs, low power putput and' technical problems, I' mig;ht simply? M(.,

'

,.

remind the Appeal Board the' seriousness of thece uncontested facts: m. .

:. A,,

, 7p34

a EPA revbw decidedly woull not be frivolous., M. - q'.. .-i .
I might add to the above evidence that Consumers Power- a S,5.,4S

p ( d. Ik

. .

O at interest 3d in encouraging energy conservation. Consumers ' '. N
. e u.

-

ea
r. lac?: ihree typ?s of nawanaper advertieements: legal 2y required public , . I';,

' ~wmoti- es, adr designed to discourage transmission line vandalist, and [[

.0, rtisene.nts that e:cplain how econonical cl.setricity is. See '
"

<ead 90tecapy, snclosed. Ucte that the attached ad encoura'es use of '

alactricity to heat watsr, which can be done more efficiantly by ..C
, .

.,

ucci heat oc-gen 2 ration, solar h ut, or even conventional gas heaters, n .
v

31e tricity for a clothes drier is mentioned as being a very good f
|,.

-

cur, when car family's solar drier is absolutely -afficient, a device
,

.

cana 3 card manbers might be more familiar with rhan called by li;c
s

tra.ditieral noe, a clothes 2.ine!' The attacked ad is part of a
'

caraiyr ocnduc h ed in newspapers, on the radio and I believi,TV.
'ca . ic ad, aith shich I na familiar, heerfull:7 3:c$ n'.as hou Img'

f:'t w run t "2cu m c'_can a :n one ,U.ar$s worth rf riectricit:.

du1; e m: m i;n Tot em y snecup m tre ass of el e+.-ica.ty in i
,

it.eff1.cient ways, but Wricualy encourages pacule to use nore
el ctricity rather than to cenuerve,

i'at , even in the face of such imprudent encouragement, tota.l
electricity denand upon Consumers has 'Ircyn much less than predicted,

- -

,W.-
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'

by a factor 'ofc.only 2' to$3tperciint.3Nare utility &.WM s%tQMM?custbiii-

t
..

t - . - p ,;; .x . .- ' R. . g . .4~h M- %t c. .

save only ifcor pow' er. , .ogenerated :.by Co. .e./.*nsupers I r' erf'/ r~ C om'spanyp Big.s,;.- 4
,.

. ,
r - . .

. .e a;

!
- .* ;

. ,
t wm - a. : . x. . : w :e , ,;.y..

would be totally unneed'ed. 1Honefoff.theselargu:r.ents have .been~1ch.w.z.
. .

.. . -
. .e.- . ...

al! '

1 zh y ,..
4 y M a y d*p. . .. ,

j
-

..

-,

-

1 .

.g n 3. , -;
. .n w. .wp. , .

: Risk-Assessment
. .- ? ];.w ;ypQg

o 3. -_

'*

~.Noa, the outside cbserver night be pu: sled by the awlavard b,
t~ .t..

posture taken by Consuners Power, when in the cne case. the companyg.jyy,j:,,.
-

. s c .

.!-
.. ,s~

, g. , , y w .m f p p p a
fights tooth 'and nail tcipreveni; an|EnvironmentalcImpac;t' StatesentMcD-u:y[

I
.

7
-

s , - w .a
. e . n

,

Amena .
including a' cost / benefit analysis of' the Spent Fuel Poo11Expansionf!WQ

.x ,p,

that would include examination of continued plantoperation,andingg
.. e, yancther instance it strongly encourages the NRC to conduct a very", Q fg

.:4;y'

similcr risk-assesement of certain EC-mandated plant nodifications M R
-

aOaittid; in its request: that an unfavora'cle ri.d-benefit firging ( ;
*r

8 _~
ec"ld prompt plant shutde.an, ses .New York Tines e.rtiel 4 Sunday, i: i;

~
>

W.rc''. 2,1960. "iiichige.n Utility 3attling liuclesr Aqwny on Safety," / ~, , m

.

sciend in ny March 10, 1950 brid to tha A7cnie M#;y and I,icensing -

! ard en che !;2PA nuestion.
.

The imparfial obser7er miz,ht well s.sk, "?!hy does the coopany >2

0.c 7 TE:s c. concintan b position?" '
'

%At tha risk of beine cynical, it Jould seen ';he.t the answer to . ~

this questic1 13 only that in the 5,snt Fuel Foci 7 wrmsion it is
.

to ''amumrs' rdvantage to oppose a NEPA re eisw, mile its
.

im;v3?':s are best served by encouraging a rin -wa ment that might
-

.s... . ,. .., . .. . . p ~ g . ,. s. . u .m ,, , ..m.m,~.__...-.._..,7.m., n.. : t.2._ _ . ._s 1 u , , . ., g., c,,, .i. c. _ 3, ,,-,_,,.,;.. - m. . _.. .- . m

If the utili;y movas to tat th3 safat7 cnd --i evs to cicnm
-77;-.21 and the pubi.0 of nodificaticas, 10 s h c u '.'m vt be allo.rsd to

c cn neh an cal;rsis 0; the Spent Fuel Oco'_ Expancia.n
An a matter of fact, Ocneuzers has for twenty years been

| escuring all employees and the ptfclic that 3ig Rcc% is safe and
;

functicns well, It is odd that the utility is unwilling to conclusively
A

test the claims of safety. While it may have the right to apneal'
,

/

(
-

< w__ m,__. . _ ._ _ --
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~ - - r:: r: c ; < . i; a n. .;; p c;p; .... .. w n:.:w u am,
, ~ yL . + q .g.g.y y v , 7 7 ,7 g a; y - ,p' ,y. g;g.g

.. g ,j3

,
cf.,g :., ' w. . x. +.

';
,,.3 ; ; ,,;

.y.' v2
here the lice'nsing Boa'rd's .tiEPA review,;it4.is odd that! Consumers / Q ." EgggQ .,., ,

;. , ) W .., e
,

. , , _,
. .. v. -~ .s..,*

F\ g ie: W .. .. ; C y;g M 3;g:g>

-

has offered D2 reasons '.why it can legitimately oppose.a HEPA review 6@Qg_
~

! A-

. s,y;gh. n ..
'of the proposed action. 'In fact, 'in' the' absenc~e of a NEPA'examinalicist'/f%,

'
.

~ . . . ,, s q @ %

a large portion of th's reassurances of safety must be viewed as- ~ CY^,T"-

$ r
wishfull thinking nct open to scientific review. Fairness, public f ~g?

-

safe';y, narker rights and basic truthfulness strongly demand that the A /.,
, a @u&h- '

NEPA review proceed. ,

''

, - - < MG'M;ph
.

4 e.

: .%. .'
.

I repeat, the utility cannot be allowed'to manipulate the~ %Sk.54
URC Into performing a risk-assessment when this furthers its own

, ./at,. .

narrow self-interest,and on the other hand, block a parallel NEPA 3 ",A,t. 5
t".P.,

, r

Environnental Impact Statement when this' does not serve the utility'sl [[
. < .

nurposes. If, when withoutthe randate of law, such a risk-assessmentI '

is performed, and a HEPA requirsd review is denied, equal applich. tion; ,

of the le.ws becomes a Joka. The'ippeal Scard can provant this, con:P '

sistency requires it, and I so urge it.

Finally, I might note that ac far, neither Consumers nor Staff

hava even tcuchsd uvon the abcVe arjptacat: my assert 5ons remain
,

unchallanged. '

.

.'n

Minor Clarifications

Cn page 15 of my Brief dated Decenber 4,1080, I~ mentioned

that in the Dairyland case the Co-op presented certain contractual

clauses ocncerning quality and safety that it alleged performed the
function of en Environmental Impact Statement. That interpretation

was denied by the Dairyland Board.

In arguing that the Atcmic Safety and I.icam:ing 30ard should
decide the question of Section 102 (2)(e) of Kf2A, I mentioned that
it might wish to hear issues of fact locally. Note, this does not

diminish the fact that determination of both sections e and e
'

should be founded solely on matters of law. Similarily, in asserting.
r

( /.# -,

L _ n . - . ~ . -- - - -- -- - - -
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, _. ,!,DQPyfp y &jyx:))* ' . ..*
1

*
.- r

j that there are strong issues of fact urging a'NEPAi revis#.lI!do'not(V :
. , - .c-...,_, ; g 3p,, 3_

deny that this is fundamentally a. question of. law. nI. only bring upBf ?
there 'is a dispute on the use- of res?-|fy%f:: & . n'"

- .~ i

ouroe Cthese facts for two reasons:
-

f . .x:..,
. . , + < . L.

that cannot be ignored, and a NEPA review would not be 'a ' silly . exercise','i.3
4

;

g , a. g. .
since meaty issues of fact await it, p

,

w :.
' b .:,
..

.v+- -:e.
. .. . .

.
, ,

To sum up, NEPA requires' a pesperation of an Environmental]+r.y
_

. ;ri p.
~

Impact' Statement however the action is viewed. This IS; a major * ifg,gg.
Federal a'ction! Purthermore, a HEPA review is essential to equally;

m.
nrotect all under the laws. Such a review would find important i 0$

' %.-,

issues of fact. Finally, Consumars Power Company led the vray in 19y'
reouesting a risk assessdent in another instant and cannot here

oppose a MEPA Environmental Impact Study and still legitimately '
,

exercise concern for worker rights and public safety. ,. .y:

Again, I MOVE that the Arneal Board affirm the decision of the -

'

Licensing Board to order a full Environmental Impact Statement to be
.

nrepared for the Big Rock Spent fuel Fool Expansion.

.t

PAR * III

Enclosed is a Table of Citations for my Brief dated Dec. 4, 1980

It simply was impossible to prepare it at the ';ime of filing.

'dhen my wife Linda and I typed the masters for the first two

pages of the Dec. Ath brief, our techniaue was yet imperfect. I offer

then,pagns 1 and 2 in standard Xerox form to any on the service list

whc were troubled by the quality of those pages. Please write or

call, and I shall supply these.

1

.-
,f*

.~ -- /
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. < m| . -Correctionsmto the Dec. 4th ' Briefs v
. - .

- t s:Gi 9-| ; - -

' -
<

,.. p g w /g.. ;
I

{ Page 11 ' 10CFR .E Sit 5 (a)(10)'.should read 10 CPR a 51~.5]a.)(io g,'
.

Pages 6 and '8 . Tamm citation. is from Minnesota v. Huclear.';;f. ieg.1
e . v. ,: 7

;

.. <, oi Reclatory Corenissien, 602 F.2d 419 (D.C. Cir.1979). ' ;|iM' ' '

Page 12- Federal Regualtions cited as 13751-52 is '

., yeE 51.20 (aM2). 45, Fed. Reg. . at 13751-52 _.

y. , #3:
.: g . W J3.

,

.c; :7;p.

J'.- pg
Please allow me to apologize for the above. goofs, and for any @

. c',mystifying, subconscious lapses in spelling. Thank You, 3;
g ". -

.. ,
. :)

, , *y

h. |.

. ,

4 **

.

.

1
In 010eing then, I nuct er. press my love for the land. Indeed,

it is unfortunate that the cml arguments could not taka place locally. .
rcr then all could experience the astounding beauty of NorthernMichigan
and -hc Great Lakes. The snow in the pine woods behind our house '.
presents a holy, humbling precance. It la to protect this fragile
land and its reople that I have filed this Eeply. Thank you. '

Respectfully Submitted,

9Ln

/ !<g

Datad Decerber 22, 1990
Joh,, cepeill II
Intarrenor
Rcute 2, Box 44

' Maple Gity, Michigan 48664
1-016-334-3944

-
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ABOLT 13 CENTS,IN FACT. .

s .
. -

.

If you've got an elect 2ic water heates, cioking meals. running small in relation to all the other costs et
a gocd,5.minuto shower tests you
about 13 cents.

'
app!!ances.and warming the water living. serve us well and at reasun-
for countless baths and showers. .able emense.

-

And that's about 15 gallons of Electricity-especially when you At ('onsumers Power,
water. use it wisely-is still a very good we wanted you 7,..:

.

Enough to give a body some- buy. k %,
..

to know.

thina to sino ahnnt at i.mt wMn naH n.o , enru.. rn, s hnn , io %. W N- 4i
.

. - - < -~

'p .!. % x s- - , ,
_ - lectr: cityyou consider what m, thtion,s do. an elettdc oven today costs about

,
,

ky g g . /e
ing to other current costs. 72 cents. Toing a load of clothes in is one gg)I..

,

Nc,we're nct c.aying ricctricity en. electric dner z un.s you about of them.
,

p. ;N
.

' '-;.4is cheap.But the fact of the matter 18 cents. And that
| is that electricity uses up less of Yes, the cost of energy as a whole we're trying yj |

the average family's spendable in- has increased in recent years. But to keep it OW
-

come now than it did myears ago, there are .still forms of energy that, that way. D K. Mp
.. .

.

'

ELECTRICITY. it's stir a. hoed buy. O =c
. ,,,,.,,.,,,, Tge,Reemi E'agle. Tras efse City. Mica.19854, nursday. November M. Itse - Pase is

~~ .* v' :.,_
_ , _

,
. . _ _
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TABLE 5-1
.

,

SUMMARY OF COST-BENEFIT OF ALTERNATIVES TO INCREASED SPENT FUEL POOL STOHAGE

Cost Per Metric Ton Ileavy Metal Benefit
Alternative

Increase Storage Capacity $780 Continued Energy Generation

Storage at a Reprocessing Facility $7000 to $12,000 per year Continued Energy Generation

Continued 1:nergy GenerationStorage at an Independent Spent $7000 to $12000 per year (2)(4)Fuel Storage I acility
|

$232000(l)(4) Continued Energy Generation
Storage at a DOC facility

(approx $14,000 per year)

| Storage at other Nuclear Plant Sites Greater than increasing storage Continued Energy Generation
ui

i d.
capacity at Big Rock ioint Plant

I '
'

iteactor Shutdown $12 million total (equivalent to none
$525,000 per assembly or $68,250

j per Mtu based on 22 assemblies
t per fueling)

1

r

(1) in 1978 dollars

(2) in 1976 dollars.

These alternatives are not currently available nor could they be available before 1981(3)

(4) Does not include cost of shipment to storage facility
From CONSUflERS POVER C( M ANY,

'

BIG diCF IOII4T ILANT
SPEUT FUEL HACE ADDITION.

,

3!N1Wr.3:ifaL IMPET $/ALUATICN
April 1979

_ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ .
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Plu'tEniu, U[ctlig liocit 'Psint'~and MidirnE~

,

.

*

.

'. 1. Is this a decision the company is allowed to make?

j P.eply: No. Consumers Power Company did not and cannot*use plutonium
without review and approval of the NRC. In fact, each licensee,

| or applicant for a license change relating to the reactor core
'

| ca is required to submit details of the reactor core design or
I * design modifications to NRC for review. The review process

and approval or disapprova. cetions are governed by the Code*:

u of Federal Regulations, Title 10, Chapter I, Parts 2 and 50.

[ 2. How can they do this without a public hearing?
:r

& Reply: They cannot. The Midland case is still in the licensing review
stage. An opportunity for public participation is afforded,,

( o by the independent Atomic Safety and Licensing Board (ASLB).
! 3 Both the radiological health an'd safety matters and the
'

3 environmental matters will be discussed at a location near
2 the proposed site. The use of increased amounts of plutonium
$ at Big Rock Point are subject to completion of a public

hearing as discussed in Reply No. 4 below.g
m
* 3. How can the NRC allow it?y
m
'

Reply: Our replies No. 1, 2 and 4 should also answer this query.e
o

4. Isn't it a violation of NEPA7e
m
3 Reply: No. In 1969, Congress passed the National Environmental

Policy Act (NEPA). Our regulations implementing NEPA requireg
a preparation of draf t detailed environmental statements of the

% impact of our licensing actions; their review by appropriate
* Federal, state and local agencies; and preparation and

submittal to the President's Council on Environmental Quality
[ of Final Environmental Statements. The review process by the
g Commission's staf f includes an evaluation of the potential
m environmental inact of proposed plants and includes a
m" comparison of the benefits derived against the possible risks

to the environment.-

e-.

$ The Big Rock Point case involves a request to increase the
amount of mixed oxide (plutonium) fuel from amounts of less*

,

N than 50 kilograms to 150 kilograms. Consumers Power Company;" has operated safely with test assemblies of plutonium in Big
Rock Point since 1969 with AEC approval. In 1972, Consumers,

requested approval for the increase in the amount of plutonium.N
*

The increase was approved by the AEC, but has not been implemented.

in the reactor because of an ASLB hearing on the subject.
The hearing was temporarily suspended by order of the NRC
Commissioners for certain generic 1/ considerations relating
to wide scale use of plutonium. In August, 1975 the
Commissioners ordered that NEPA's requirements for Big Rock
Point can be met through a discrete environmental review.
Therefore, increased use of plutonium at Big Rock Point will
only be allowed when a positive decision results from the
present hearing process. A necessary premise for any
oositive decision would be full compliance with all NEPA
requirements, as noted above.

1/ WASH-1327 August 1974 Draft Generic Environmental Statement
Mixed Oxide Fuel (CESMO).

1
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| : COST OF DEFERRED ITEMS
,

j
-

.

i
3 PROPOSAL DEFERRAL, COST (THOUSANDS OF D0LLARS)
I
d

} POST-INCIDENT SHIELDING . 40,000

d TECHNICAL SUPPORT CENTER 4,000
v

k POST-INCIDENT SAMPLING 525-

h ALTERNATE SHUTDOWN PANEL 250.

$ CONTAINMENT HYDROGEN MONITOR 50

RECIRCULATING PUMP TRIP 1,000

; OTHER ATWS MODIFICATIONS / ANALYSES UNKNOWN

| METEOROLOGY TOWER 300

: RELOCATE OFF-SITE EMERGENCY UNKNOWN

RESPONSE CENTER
-

|

.; COST OF NON-DEFERRED ITEMS
*

MODIFICATION COST (THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS)
*

REACTOR COOLANT HIGH POINT VENT 36

ADDITIONAL INSTRUMENTATION 300

FIRE PROTECTION 840

ENHANCEMENT OF POST ACCIDENT 1,300

OPERABILITY

| SEISMIC ANALYSIS (SEP) 1,400

HIGH ENERGY LINE BREAK (SEP) 500

W SUF14ARY OF MEETING DN MARCH 2(', 1980, TO DISCUSS PROPOSED BIC RCCK
FOINT PLANT RISK ASSESSTENT, sent under cover of letter of Richard
D. Silver, Operating Reactors Branch, Division of Licensing,
Oct 16,1980, pp 4&5

- . . . -- -
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~A.~S3.'.OBJECTIVBS OF THE-B.V.ALUATION 'l
.

'*

i. - . .g.y,.
.

i IDENTIFY THOSE ASPECTS- CF BIG ROCK POINT THAT
.

--

~ ' '

C G1h1BUTE 'M0W 'SIGNIFICANTLY TO CVERALL PLANT HISK
c-

,
-

. g.'.

. . . .
~

..

t' W. .. p np;.M
,

IF. NECESSARY', PROPOSN PLANT [.MODIFICATICMS THAT liILL '

-
/)

.

- Q,,9y
-

; J
-

RSDUCE THE IMPACT CF THE SIGNIFICANT CCNTRIBUTCRS To .;
,

CVERALL ELANT HISK TO AN ACCEPTABLE LEVEL
~

- , , ,' r,
. o.,

, . ..

D3TERMINE THE CCST OF THE REQUIRED MODIFICATICUS "[.}
.

h

DECIDE IF THE FRICE FOR CCNTINUED OFERATICN OF
,

BIG ".Q:K IS JUSTIFIED ,

%

e

w

.
-

4

.

SUMMARY CP MEETING CN MASCE 20, 1930 TO DISCUSS 22CPC5ED BIG RCCE

TC'OC TL;NT .~iISK ASSES 5ME'IT , sent under cover letter cf Biche.rd

2. 211ver, Cperating Rea00ers Branch, Division of Licensing, Cat.

;5, ;930, p. 6, here reproduced in full for economy's sake.

. -

. .-
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