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Wells Eddleman's Requestsfor Clarification of,
and Objections to, Board 6rder of 1-27-8L

3y Order dated 1-27-3l and served 1-30, the Board granted
summary disposition on Eddleman 378, ruled out consideration of
vain and suffering (Eddleman 37A), and granted summary disposition
of Eddleman 8F2, among much else, I resvectfully request clarification

and object (timely) to such order re these matters as follows:
1. In my 6-20-83 resvonse to the DES, I state as follows: (p.l)

"Again, the DEIS ... uses the models 37B attacks. Also, the Staff
gives no cornsideration to palrn and suffering Iin the cost-beneflt
balance (DEIS section 6, see table 6-1), or:h;gg%iscussfon of
health effects in section 5. Thus, all the DEIS does 1s add basis
to 37B bv continuing the errora and omissions it alleges.”" I had
erroneously believed that the valin and suffering 1ssue was belng
considered together with 373, I belleve the 3oard's order does
allow consideratior of vain and sufferirg 1f higher levels of

eancer deaths due to Harris are shown (o»der» at 1), 1=27-8h) an T

.

of the problem. I request clarification as to whether, if health
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do not object. It anpears mr error Iin not referring tec 37A s ruch
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effects are shown to be "far large»" than VRO Staff esawe (OCpler 1.27.8)
at 14), a new contention needs to be filed on pvain ané sufferirg;
and 1f so, whether 1t nseds to be filed Hhv Joint Tnte-venocrs or
whether I could file it mvself,
2., With resnect to Contention 3F"2" on December 5, 1933,
I advised the Board that Dr. Johnson would test!fy (p Fof "I.I,
and W.E, Resnonse to Board Quustions re Health Effects Contention?)
on 8F2 addressing the issues on Joint Contention II(c) (vp B=6 1bid)
on critical issue 6 and verhavs critical issues 3,L, 2nd S; to alsc
address the 11 nlutonium Ifsotonmes of concern in the nuclear fuel cvcle,
At pages S and 6 Np=239 releasxed from Harris, and Pu=239 znd
its decay products are cited as "substantlal decay chains" of
redioactive products released from Harris that Dr. Johnson would
testify about. Likewlse (p.6) decay chains frcn Americiam isotones
released from Harris, and the time veriod over whickh the health
efrfects of these long-lived 1sotoves shall he considered, were
noted 12-5-82 as tonics Dr. Johnson would testify ahout, On
page 7 I stated Dr. Johnson would include or relv on this Joint II
testimony in his 8F? testimony.
12-16-83 (ASAP ofter I got 1t)
The Board has been orovideénwith a vita of Dr, Johnson:
it shows he 1s a fellow of the American College of Enldemiology,
has taught enideminology at the University of Washington, with about
70 scientific articles and abstracts to his cred!t, about half
in evidemiology and about half concerning "the study of biomedical
containation with rad’onuclides and thelr blomedical effects.”
On the same date, I nrovided the Board 2list of Dr, Johnscn's
vavers which he had rrovided to me; these concern mostly the
health effects of ovlutonium and sther transuranic contaiinants

near nuclea» installations, I bellieve it 1s cleer from the ahove

that pp., Johnson is a qualified exvmert on the health effects
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of transuranic elements (and thelr decey nroducts) released from
nuclear facilitles, and the evidemiologr thereof,
The Board notes (1-27-8L at 10) that the "other nronosed
tonlcs for Dr. Johnson may be within the admftted enn*enticns,
but not within those few varts that are surviving the summarvy
disrosition motions." The Board granted surmarv dis?osition on
8F(2) (Order 1-27-8L at [6-50) without reference to the planned
testimony of Dr, Johnson. {8 -
- J=lLl of 127 Order) (ibid o.L8).
I belleve the Soard 1s simply wrong to say that because the
nuclides frcm the fuel cycle are dispersed over larger areas,
they are therefore of less concern. TUnder the linear hyvothesis
used by BEIR, the number of cancers would be the same whether
the nuclides deliver theilr dose to a few veonle or to many, as
long as the dose is the sarme in total. If I have misread the 3Board
on this polint, I avologize; but if I have read correctly then I
object to such logic and say that under Black Fox the Board should
consider BEIR when it favors intervenors' vositinns as well es
when it contradicts them., Under this logic, there %is no rore
reason to reject 8F2 be long-lived radionuclides than to reject
Joint II re the health effects of radionuclides released,
As to the period approorlate for considering health effects,
(8F2 (1)), the Board cites its ruling on Jolnt II(c) where summary
disvosition was rejected. Again, I don't understand the difference:
I pvages U4O=41 re II(c), the Boa»d says that an annual effects
calculauticn may be no good, that the cumulative effects ere grecter
over 30 or LO years (of reactor ovneration). The “»¢ rejects m¥
vesition to use the half-lives of the nuclides released (e.g. Th-230,
U-238) as & period over which to assess thelr health effects, but

4o [ooy Yea,-
does not apvear to explaln why the Staff's 100-year dose commitment Pﬂnﬁ
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1s adequate, so fer ac I can see: The fact that the »atio of
effluents

dose from the nuclear fuel cycle,to background i1s highe» ir thhs
N \ e f

neriod seems irpelevant to the cuest’on of whether» the health

effects of the nuclear fuel cycle effluents are adecuately

considered in the DES/FES. The question 1s whether to license
Harris (and allow 1ts nuclear fuel cycle effluents) -- thus

the question is the amount of those effects, not their ratio

at some time to the background radiation. I therefore
respectfully request clarification of this voint by the Board,
and reversal of its order re 8F2 surmary disvositlon m® if the
Soard belleves on reconslderation that such is justified by

Dr. Johnson's proffered testimony and expertise end nublications,
and/or the articles of his cited above.

I also request clarification about the argument I raised
that what 1s being licensed i1s Harris, not background radiatinn,
and therefore In my viesw the comparisons to background radifation
are not relevant since the background rzdiatfon s there whether
Harris onerates or not., It may be that this view has been so
persistently rejected by NRC or its case law that the 3ocard felt
no need to address 1t; or I mav have overlooked a’'vlzce the Roard

addressed 1t. I request clarification on this poirt also,as 1t affects
the Board's ruling on 8F?2 (p.hB) re ratlo of fuel cyvcle to background

health effects, and thus may be relevant to the reconsidersation
of 3F2 requested above.
Concerning BF1, I resvwectfully reaquest clarification of
the basls for the statement in footnote 1, nege Ll of the 1-27-8L Onder,
which, observing that "no credit for" reduction (in nartfculate
emissions from coal plants due t~ Harris oneration) is taken in the FES,

were shown at rearing thet the Harr's plant
goes on tc say that "If it b




will disvlace coal-flred units eand that this w'll result iIn

a substantial net reductfon Iin narticulate emissions, that

oresumably would dispose of this ccntention," in 1light of 10 €FR S51:
The contention states that Arvendix C of the FES underestimate.

the environmantal irpact of the effluents in Table S-3 because

health effects of the coal particulates, 1,154 MT per vear, are

analyzed nor

notygiven sufficient weight., 10 CFR 51.26(b) reauires the FES to

"make a meaningful refurence +o *he exlstence of anv resronsible

onvosing view not adecuatelvy dlscussed in the draft environmental

statement, indicating the resvonse to the !ssues ralsed.”" This

language would apvear to include the content!ons resFonsive to

the DEIS (e.g. 8F1) as well as corments. The 3oard, in refusing

summary disBﬁfiticn of BFl, seems to give the contentlon the status

us, the Staff has not complied with 10 CF? 51,26 on 8F1,

of a "responsible opposing view". A 10 CFR 51.26(a) requires the FES

to include & final cost-benefit analysis, Thls analysis entirely omits

coal varticulates as given in Table S-3 of 10 CFR 51,20.

10 CFR 51,23(a) requires the LUES to include the matters specified
in 51.20(a),( .e) and (g) and S1.21 as appropriate. SI.Pb;:gquires
overating license stage enviroumental revorts to discuss 10 CFR 51,20's
T.able S=3 "as the Basis for evaluating the contribution of the
environmental effects of uranium ... isotopic enrichment..."

I cannot find anything In these sections of the mules ctout credits
for any offsetting reductions in particuletp emissfons, ror ahout
amending or curing defects ‘n the FES after it !s issued. The

effectively
contentionAallages that the FFES falls to comply with the rules

Cyql, Partimlate
requiring avpropriate consideration of the effects ofﬂg_fluents

gllpe credts 1o
in Table S-3. I cannot see any vrovisions that woulqdo??set this,

even i1f Harris were to (1) displace coal fired units and (2) presult

in a substantial net reduction in particulate emissions. I also ask
if 1t wouldn't be necessary to compare actual net coal Particulate

Pespectfully
P 4’5% Mw.——

2-6-21 Wells Eddleman

emission reductions to the S-? xSy MT.
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