' UNITED STATES OF AVERICA
. NUCLEAR REGULATORYp COR¥ISSION

Before the Atomic Safety and Licensinc Noard Panel

In the Matters of 81 UEC§22 P3:43

PHILAD‘LPWIA ELECTRIC CO'PANY, et al.
(Peach Sottom Atomic Power Station,
Units 2 and 3)

METROPOLITA EDISO: COMPANY, et al.
(Three !lile Island 'uclear Station,
Unit 2)

PUSLIC SERVICE ELECTRIC AND GAS CONPANY
(tiope Creek Generating Station,

Units 1 and 2) S A
INTERVENOPS' RESPONSE TONPLAS-£54

The Intervenors herzby submit in response to ALA2-654 a
supplemantal affidavit of Or. Chauncey Keoford, setting forth
statemants of fact on the radon health effects issue as to which
there ramains an unresolved material dispute. ''e view this affidavit
as supplemental to the earlier June 2€, 1979, affidavit of [r. Kenford
which we have previously submitted. Together these affidavits demon-
strate the severity of the radon h2alth effects orcblem, the need to
factor consideration of this problem into the licensing process, and
the necessity of suspencing the affacted reactor licenses until this
problem has been solved, which has not yet occurred.

ALAB-554 ignores entirely the pivotal role which the T™I-2
operating license proceading plays in recquiring the NRC to reassess
the problem of radon emissions attributable to the nuclear fu2l cycle.
The Cormissioners orcderad the Appeal Board to examine the problem of
fuel cycle radon emissions in 1972 only after the T'I-2 Intervenors
conclusively demonstrated that the then existino value for radon-222
in “able S-3 was erroncous. This disclosure occurred in the context 'DSOZ
of the Hartsville decision (ALAB-267), which directed licensing boards 5
that, when making an assassment of the comparative health effects of 11
alternative means of providing for eneroy nzeds, "there must be 2
connon basis for conparison.” 'lhen comparing nuclear, coal, solar,
and other forms of satisfying current and pr-jected energy needs, the
backjround levals of radon in the ambient environmant which exist ars
identical for each of the alternatives. In comparing altarnaties,
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background levels of radiation should not be considared at all, bocause
they operate in an identical way on the cost-benefit ledoer for each of
the altemnatives. As was shown in the TMI-2 proceeding and anain in
Perkins, the adverse health effects of coal -- which is widely recon-
nized as being a hamful mzains 2f nenerating electricity and is second
only to nuclear power in the severity of its impacts -- are dwarfed by
comparison with the adverse health effects of cenerating electricity

by nuclear powver.

We also wish to emphasize that the pertinence or relevance to this
proceeding of backjround radon emissions, whether due to outdoor or indoor
sources, has never been demonstrated. Instead, faced with the substantial
pubiic hiealth problem which fuel cycle radon emissions represent, the 'IRC
has sinply affirmed that background radiation levels are relevant, with-
out ever making an effort to explain what possible relevance backsround
radiation levels could have to this proceeding, and despite consicdaradble
evidence that cumulative doses of }adiation are additive in causing
premature ceaths from leukemia, cancer, and other disease producel by
ionizing radiation, including jenetic defects. ‘'le submit that the
. de mininus ‘heory relies upon mere affirmation, rather than scientific
argument, because it cannot be supported on scientific or technical
grounds.

We also challenae thz relevance of selecting the entirety of the
continental United States as the reference background area against which
fuel cycle radon emissions should be compared. The electricity generated
by a given nuclear plant does not serve the area of the entire continental
United States. Should the background area considered, if any, be restricted
to a land area far smaller than the entirety of the continental United
States? Should the fuel cycle radon emissions being considered reflect
the entire projected operating 1ife of a raference reactor, or of seventy-
five operating reactors, for that matter? '

~1f--the-1dnd area being considered relevant is the entirety of the
continental United States, why not also factor in natural raden flows
into the united States from Canada or Mexico? 'lhy not also consider
dilutions of background levels due to air movements coming from these
countries or from over the oceans surrounding the continental United
States?
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‘lone of the above aquestions can be answered by the "RC Staff be-
cause the overall concept of comparing fuel cycle releases to backoround
raden levels is absurd, arbitrary, misleading, and wholly irrelevant.

We also urge the Appeal Board to review and consider all material
on radon health effects which the Intarvenors developed during the
course of the T!'I1-2 and Perkins licensing procecedinas, and the many
items which we have previously subnitted in the consolidated radon
proceeding. In light of the Staff's ard the Applicants' repeated
efforts to dispute the severity of the radon health effects problenm
and to wish it away by administrative fiat, a further evidentiary
hearing is appropriate and necessary to address the points raised in
this filing and the Kepford affidavits. The questions raised by the
‘Kepford affidavits must be fully ventilated. Until such a hearing
on the health effects of radon is held, the Appeal Board should
adopt the uncontraverted calculations which Or. Xepford summarizes
in his affidavits, which indicate that the public health risks posed
by fuel cycle radon releases may be as high as 120 ni11ion aveidable
prematura deaths per annual fusl requirement pcr reactor. In the
unlikely event that the Staff actually beliaves that this stacgerina
number of premature deaths is de minimus, we re-emohasize that the
MRC Staff has clearly failed to execut2 i{ts responsibilities ir tha
nmanner required by law.

Ecology Action of Oswego joins also in this response.

Respectfully subnitted,
/AEAZCK J‘/éff?u4u,/

Judith M. Johnsrud

Representative for the TVI-2

and Pszach Rottom Intervenors

432 Orlancdo Avenue

State Collene, Pa. 16201

A
Dated this Jf = day

of December, 1921



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I certify that copfes of IMTERVEIORS' RESPONSE TO ALAB-654 and

SUPPLEMENTAL AFFIDAVIT OF DR.

CHAL*ICEY XEPFOPD SETTING FORTH THE

INTERVENORS'STATEMENT OF THE FACTS AS TO WHICH THERE IS A MATERIAL

DISPUTE have been served on the parties in this proc
in the US Mail, first class, postage paid, this (2. day of December,

Bernard M. Bordenick
NRC Staff Counsel

US Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Washington, DC 20555

John B, Griffith, Esa.

Special Assistant Attormey General

Tawes State Cffice 3uilding (C-4)
 Annapolis, Maryland 21401

Rickard S. Salz=an, Esg.
! Atoz=ic Safety and Licensing Appeal
Pazel
U.S. Nuczlear Regulatory Com=ission
- Washingzon, DC 20555

Pr. Oscar H. Paris

Ato=1c Safety and Licensing Board
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Com=mission
Washingtoa, DC 20555

Mr. Eraest E. Bl

Lavrence Liver=ore lLaboratory
Universicy of Califorania

P.0. Box 808, L-123
Liver=ore, CA 94550

Peter A. Bucksbai=, Esq.

Robert Westreich, Esqg.

' Depart=ent of Public Advocate

'Divisicn of Public Iaterest Advocacy
520 East State Street

 Trentoa, NJ 08626

| Dr. Paul Mecray, Jr.
:Suize 303

. Cooper River Parkway West
:North Park Drive
‘Peansavken, NJ 08109
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; Ato=ic Safety and Liceasinag Board

i Panel

E U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Cozaission
| Washington, DC 20555
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| Ato=ic Safety and Licensing Appeal
Panel

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Com=ission

Washington, DC 20555

i
| Docketing and Service Section
L 0ffic: of the Secretary
" 7. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washngton, DC 20555

]

dina by denosit
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Judith H. Johnsrud,

Intervenors' Representative

Michael C. Farrar, Esq., Chafrman
Atomic Safety and Licensing

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

Alan S. Rosenthal, Esq., Chairman

Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal
Board

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Washington, DC 20553

Dr. ¥. Reed Johnson, Mezber

Ato=ic Safety and Licensing Appeal
Board '

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Comzissiom

Cashington, DC 20555

Dr. John R. Buck, Meszber %

Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal
Board '

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commissicn

¥ashington, DC 20553

Mr. Gustave A. Linenberger

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Com=ission
Washington, DC 20555

Dr. Ermest 0. Salo

Professor, Fisheries Research
Institute, WH-10

College of Fisheries

University of Washingtom

Seattle, WA 98195

Jares A. Hurphreys, III

Zarley, Snyder, Cooper & Barber
115 E. King Street

Lancaster, PA 17602

Allen R, Carter, Chairman
Joint Legislative Committee on Energy
Post Office Box 142

Suite 513

Senate Gressette Building
Columbia, “outh Carolina 25202
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