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Dear Sir or Madam:

Attached is a “Motion for Resubmission of Contention 10, to
Amend/Resubmit Contention 13, and for Submission of New Contentions”
fid this date by Beyond Nuclear, Citizens for Alternatives to Chemical
Contamination, Citizens Environmental Alliance of Southwestern Ontar-
io, Don’t Waste Michigan, Sierra Club (Michigan Chapter), Keith Gun-
ter, Edward McArdle, Henry Newnan, Derek Coronado, Sandra Bihn, Harold
L. Stokes, Michael J. Keegan, Richard Coronado, George Steinman, Mari-
lyn R. Timmer, Leonard Mandeville, Frank Mantei, Marcee Meyers, and
Shirley Steinman, all of whom are legal Intervenors in the pending
Combined Operating License (COL) pending for Fermi Unit 3. On behalf
of those Intervenors - my clients - we hereby submit the Motion as
their public comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for
Fermi Unit 3.

Please add the Motion to the comment record. We look for the
NRC’s comment responses, as required by NEPA.

Thank you very much.
Very truly yours,

/sl Terry J. Lodge
Counsel for Fermi 3 Intervenors

att:



UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

Before the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board

In the Matter of: )
Docket No. 52-033
The Detroit Edison Company )
(Fermi Nuclear Power Plant, Unit 3) January 11, 2012
)
* * * , * *

MOTION FOR RESUBMISSION OF CONTENTION 10,
TO AMEND/RESUBMIT CONTENTION 13,
AND FOR SUBMISSION OF NEW CONTENTIONS 17 THROUGH 24

Now come Intervenors Beyond Nuclear al! (hereinafter “Intervenors”), by and
through counsel, and move to resubmit Contention 10; to amend and resubmit Contention 13 for
admission to these proceedings; and to submit proposed Contentions 17 through 24 for these
proceedings.

INTRODUCTION

This combined license (COL) proceeding involves the application of Detroit Edison
Company (DTE or Applicant) under 10 C.F.R. Part 52, Subpart C, to construct and to operate a
GE-Hitachi Economic Simplified Boiling Water Reactor (ESBWR) designated Unit 3, on its
existing Fermi nuclear facility site near Newport City in Monroe County, Michigan.

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement was made public on October 28, 2011, and

In addition to Beyond Nuclear, the Intervenors include: Citizens for Alternatives to Chemical
Contamination, Citizens Environmental Alliance of Southwestern Ontario, Don’t Waste Michigan, Sierra
Club (Michigan Chapter), Keith Gunter, Edward McArdle, Henry Newnan, Derek Coronado, Sandra
Bihn, Harold L. Stokes, Michael J. Keegan, Richard Coronado, George Steinman, Marilyn R. Timmer,
Leonard Mandeville, Frank Mantei, Marcee Meyers, and Shirley Steinman.

-1-



public comments are due January 11, 2012.
TIMELINESS OF SUBMISSION OF CONTENTIONS

Intervenors resubmit former contentions and submit new contentions, being mindful that
they have erroneously let pass the 60-day deadline set in the scheduling order for thes,case (

60 days after the unveiling of the DEIS, of December 27, 2012), and that at this point, they are
tendering these contentions 75 days after formal announcement of the DEIS, at the close of the
public comment period. That matter is addressed in a separate motion, contemporaneously filed
to this one. While counsel for Intervenors apologizes to the Board, the NRC Staff and DTE for
his oversight, Intervenors maintain that good cause exists for this filing to be accepted and all
contentions considered by the Board.

Despite Intervenors’ error in going 15 days past the scheduling order deadline, the
presumption is that the NRC, as lead agency, will adequately study the environmental issues
which are engendered by the projéttounse Corp. v. Interstate Commerce Commi8i F.2d
1176 (6th Cir. 1986). NEPA imposes continuing obligations on the NRC following completion
of an environmental analysis to re-evaluate in light of new and significant information it receives
which casts doubt upon a previous environmental anali&ssh v. Oregon Natural Resources
Council, 490 U.S. 360, 374 (1989). The harm is complete under NEPA when an agency makes a
decision without sufficiently considering information NEPA requires be placed before the
decision-maker and publicSierra Club v. Marsh872 F.2d 497, 500 (1st Cir. 1989). “The
injury of an increased risk of harm due to an agency's uninformed decision is precisely the type of
injury (NEPA) was designed to prevenEdmm. to Save the Rio Hondo v. Lucé@® F.3d 445,

448-49 (10th Cir. 1996).



STANDARDS FOR ADMISSIBILITY OF DEIS-RELATED CONTENTIONS

Section 10 C.F.R. 82.309(f)(2) states that “[o]n issues arising under the National
Environmental Policy Act, the petitioner shall file contentions based on the applicant's envi-
onmental report.” It then provides, however, that a petitioner “may amend those contentions or
file new contentions if there are data or conclusions in the NRC draft or final environmental
impact statement, environmental assessment, or any supplements relating thereto, that differ
significantly from the data or conclusions in the applicant's documents.” 10 C.F.R. 8§ 2.309(f)(2).

“Thus, for example, if the DEIS contains data or conclusions concerning the costs or
benefits of the proposed action that differ significantly from those contained in the Environ-
mental Report, the intervenor may file an amended contention, or an entirely new contention, to
challenge the new data or conclusion€alvert Cliffs 3 Nuclear Project, LLC, and Unistart
Nuclear Operating Services, LL{Combined License Application for Calvert Cliffs Unit 3),
LBP-10-24 at 7 (December 28, 2010 “This provision tempers the restrictive effect of the
agency'’s requirement that NEPA contentions be filed based on the ER by allowing petitioners or
intervenors to challenge significantly different data or conclusions that appear for the first time in
a NRC Staff NEPA document.ld. at 7.

The use of the disjunctive phrase “data or conclusions” means it is sufficient that either
data or conclusions in the DEIS differ significantly from those in the ER; both need not do so. A
contention may therefore challenge a DEIS even though its ultimate conclusion on a particular
issue €.g, the need for power) is the same as that in the ER, as long as the DEIS relies on
significantly different data than the ER to support the determination. The reverse is also true: a

significantly different conclusion in the DEIS may be challenged even though it is based on the



same information that was cited in the HR. at 7.

Also, the provision refers to “conclusions,” not “the conclusion” or “all conclusions.”
Thus, even though the DEIS’s ultimate conclusion on a particular issue might be the same as
that in the ER€.g, that there is a need for additional power generating capacity), other
conclusions in the DEIS related to the ultimate conclusion might be challenged if they differ
significantly from those in the ER. These could also be a permissible basis for a new or
amended contention, even though the ultimate conclusion remains unchihggd..

Thus, if the DEIS for Unit 3 contains either data or conclusions that differ significantly
from those in the ER, Intervenors may file their new contention challenging the DEIS even
though both the ER and the DEIS reach the same rikbut. 8.

If Intervenors fail to show that the DEIS contains new data or conclusions that differ from
those in the ER, 82.309(f)(2) provides another alternative. It allows a new contention to be filed
after the initial docketing with leave of the presiding officer upon a showing that:

i. The information upon which the amended or new contention is based was not
previously available;

ii. The information upon which the amended or new contention is based is
materially different than information previously available; and

iii. The amended or new contention has been submitted in a timely fashion based
on the availability of the subsequent information.

The regulations do not define or specify an exact number of days within which a new or
amended contention must be filed in order to be considered “timely.” Accordingly, unless a
deadline has been specified in the scheduling order for the proceeding, the determination of
timeliness is subject to a reasonableness standard that depends on the facts and circumstances

of each situationCalvert Cliffs 3 Nuclear Project, LLC, and Unistart Nuclear Operating

4-



Services, LLC LBP-10-24 at 8, citingntergy Nuclear Vt. Yankee, LL{&ermont Yankee
Nuclear Power Station), LBP-07-15, 66 NRC 261, 266 n.11 (2007).

If the filing of a proposed new contention is not authorized by either alternative in
82.309(f)(2), then it may be evaluated under §82.309(c). The Commission has held that,
even if a petitioner is unable to show that the NRC Staff's NEPA document differs significantly
from the ER, it “may still be able to meet the late filed contention requiremed#dvert Cliffs 3
Nuclear Project, LLC, and Unistart Nuclear Operating Services,,LLBP-10-24 at 8, citing
Sacramento Mun. Util. Dis{Rancho Seco Nuclear Generating Station), CLI-93-12, 37 NRC
355, 363 (1993). Similarly, if a contention based on new information fails to satisfy the three-
part test of Section 2.309(f)(2)(i)—(iii), it may be evaluated under Section 2.308ak)ert
Cliffs 3 Nuclear Project, LLC, and Unistart Nuclear Operating Services, LLEP-10-24 at 8.

CONTENTIONS

CONTENTION 10 (Amended)The Walpole Island First Nation has learned of these

proceedings and has petitioned the government of Canada for consultation and accommodation
prefatory to joining these proceedings on the ground that tribal hunting and fishing rights,
property rights and other concerns on the Great Lakes may be impaired by the construction and
operation of Fermi 3.
A. Purpose of Contention

Intervenors proffered a contention in 2009 to ensure the participation of first nations
people, in which they alleged non-notification of the Walpole Island First Nation as well as other
native tribes, to ensure that all Native American tribes and bands and First Nations were ade-

guately notified by NRC of the Fermi 3 new reactor licensing and environmental review



proceedings, as due to them under applicable treaties, laws, and regulations. Intervenors with-
drew that contention voluntarily because of an inability to secure the Walpoles’ commitment to
join these proceedingPetroit Edison CompangFermi Nuclear Power Plant, Unit 3), LBP-09-

16 at 70, fn. 196 (slip. op.). They now resubmit it.

B. Facts Relied on to Show Existence of a Genuine
Dispute with the Applicant and the NRC

There has been no formal notification given the Walpole First Nation by the NRC Staff of
the pendency of these proceedings, nor the right to comment or otherwise participate as an inter-
venor. Nonetheless, the tribe on December 21, 2011 requested that the Minister of Environment
of the federal government of Canada, where the tribe is located, consult and accommodate the
tribe. Seeattached letter. Specifically, the tribe has communicated this to the government of
Canada:

Peter Kent

Minister of Environment Canada
10 Wellington Street

Gatineau, Quebec K1A OH3
Canada

Via Fax: 819-953-0279

Re: Detroit Edison New Nuclear Reactor
Dear Mr. Kent:

It has come to our attention that Detroit Edison is pursuing an approval process for a new
nuclear reactor on the shore of the westernmost part of Lake Erie in Newport, Michigan.
This location is very close to the U.S.-Canada border, and adjacent to Lake Erie, so we
expect that you have been or will be asked for your views by the proponent or by a U.S.
regulatory agency.

This location is also within the traditional territory of our First Nation, is close to areas
where our members exercise traditional harvesting, and is about 80km from our reserve.
As you may know, our First Nation has a long history of concern for the environment, has
well developed environmental knowledge and expertise, and has often been involved in
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environmental approval processes.

It is therefore our view that given the proximity to us of this proposed new nuclear
reactor, Canada is required to consult and accommodate our First Nation, in accordance
with theHaida Nationprinciple, regarding whatever position Canada takes concerning
this project.

Please contact me to discuss how to initiate such a consultation.

Yours truly,

Joseph B. Gilbert, Chief
Walpole Island First Nation

It is anticipated that such consultation and accommodation will occur between the tribe
and the federal government of Canada, based upon Canadian legal precedent, and that the end
result will be that the Walpole Island First Nation will petition this Board to intervene.

C. Statement of Issues of Law and Fact to Be Raised

The Walpole Island First Nation is located about 53 miles from the proposed site of the
proposed Fermi 3 atomic reactor. Walpole Island First Nation occupies unceded territory, named
the Bkejwanong Territory, located on a series of islands in the St. Clair River between Michigan
and Ontario, to the north and east of the proposed site of the Fermi 3 reactor.

The NRC has legal obligations under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to
notify affected Native American tribes of pending significant proposals and actions, such as the
Fermi 3 new reactor environmental and licensing proceedings. NRC is required under NEPA to
interact with Native American tribes in a sovereign-government-to-sovereign-government
manner. This is reinforced by Executive Order 12898, which incorporates the concept of
“environmental justice” into decisionmaking related to environmentally controversial projects

and minority populations. NRC's own regulations, specifically 10 CFR 851.28(a)(5), require the



NRC to invite “any affected Indian tribe” to participate in the NEPA process for the new Fermi 3
reactor.
D. Explanation of the Basis for the Contention

Walpole Island First Nation would be an affected Indian tribe, should Fermi 3 be built
and operated. Over one-third of the time, the prevailing winds that reach Walpole Island First
Nation emanate from the direction of Fermi 3. Thus, any radiological and/or toxic chemical
releases from Fermi 3, whether so-called “routine” or “permissible” releases or accidental
releases, would likely reach and negatively impact Walpole Island First Nation. Besides the
airborne radiological and toxic chemical risks from Fermi 3, the waterborne radiological, toxic
chemical, and thermal risks are also of note. Walpole Island First Nation has hunting and fishing
rights, by the Treaty of 1807 which would be implicated by Fermi 3, whether by “routine
releases” of radioactivity, toxic chemicals, and thermal pollution, or by large-scale releases of
radioactivity due to accident or attack at the Fermi 3 reactor.

Given that numerous species of fish, wild game, and migratory bird consumed as food by
Walpole Island First Nation spend a part of their life cycle at or near the Fermi 3 site, whether in
the surrounding surface waters or on land, Fermi 3’s radiological, toxic chemical and thermal
pollution negatively impacts the food supply of the Walpole Island First Nation.

E. Demonstration That the Issue Raised by the Contention is
Within the Scope of the Proceeding and Material to the Findings
the NRC Must Make to Support its Licensing Decision
Typically, when a U.S. federal action impacts First Nations associated with the Canadian

federal government, the U.S. federal agency will contact its Canadian federal counterpart. The

Canadian federal agency will then provide its U.S. counterpart a list of First Nations in the



affected area which should receive notification and an explanation of their rights in the
proceeding. Such close and careful coordination and collaboration in codified in such U.S. and
Canadian binding legal arrangements as the century-old Boundary Waters Treaty, which created
the U.S.-Canadian International Joint Commission (IJC) to oversee such shared natural resources
as the Great Lakes. Additionally, the United States federal government has entered into various
treaties with Native American tribes over the course of centuries. These treaties recognize such
legally binding rights as Native American tribes’ rights to hunt and fish in certain territories, viz.,
the United States’ “Treaty with the Ottawa, Etc., 1807” (November 17, 1807; 7 Statute, 105;
Proclamation, January 27, 1808) which states at Artide V, “It is further agreed and stipulated,
that the said Indian nations shall enjoy the privilege of hunting and fishing on the lands ceded as
aforesaid, as long as they remain the property of the United States.”

The NRC further routinely recognizes the status of First Nations tribes in fulfilling its
NEPA/National Historic Preservation Act responsibilities.

Intervenors state that the Commission is obligated to notify the Walpoles and other First
Nations in Canada just as it must notify tribes located partly or wholly within the United States
when there are transboundary environmental impacts from a project. NEPA is applicable to cases
with international environmental impacg&ee, e.gthe Council on Environmental Quality’s
Guidance on NEPA Analyses for Transboundary Imp&M&EPA requires agencies to include
analysis of reasonably foreseeable trans-boundary effects of proposed actions in their analysis of

proposed actions in the United States”).Hirt v. Department of Energy.27 F. Supp.2d 833,

“http://www.1836cora.org/pdf/1807novi 7treaty.pdf
32http://ceq.eh.does.gov/nepa/regs/transguide.html
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849 (W.D. Mich. 1999), the court found that NEPA applied to an agency planning to permit the
transport of nuclear materials through the United States to the border of Canada (considering the
potential impact in Canada of an accident). In light of the cross-boundary effects of a nuclear
power plant’s operations and of conceivable accident scenarios, plus the fact that a large portion
of southern Ontario falls within the 50-mile plume exposure pathway from Fermi (the Citizens
Environmental Alliance of Southwestern Ontario, Derek Coronado and Rick Coronado, all
located in Windsor, Ontario, are presently Intervenors in this case), in light of the treaty rights of
the Walpole tribe, which include the waters of Lake Erie only a few hundred yards away from the
Fermi 3 site, Intervenors urge that these proceedings must be waylaid to allow the Walpoles an
opportunity to intervene and participate.

CONTENTION 13 (Amended):The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) is

inadequate to meet the requirements of NEPA or the Atomic Energy Act because it does not
provide a reasonable cost/enefit basis for the NRC to decide to issue a combined operating
license for the proposed Fermi 3 nuclear reactor. The DEIS analyses of Need for Power, Energy
Alternatives and Cost/Benefit analysis are flawed and based on inaccurate, irrelevant and/or
outdated information.

Intervenors consider the comments submitted on the DEIS by the Environmental Law and
Policy Center to be authoritative and incorporate them herein by reference and summarize port-
ions of them as they make their case for reinstatement of Contention 13. In further support of
Contention 13, Intervenors proffer the declaration statements made by their expert, Ned Ford,
whose declaration, report andrriculum vitaeare attached to this Motion and incorporated into

it, and whose opinions are reproduced in this Motion, below.
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The NRC mandates that an EIS associated with plant licensing must include a Need for
Power analysis as part of the EIS’ cost-benefit analysis. 68 FR 55905, 55909. That analysis
attempts to determine whether there is future electricity need that a proposed plant could supply.
In so doing, the Need for Power analysis measures the benefit of a new nuclear plant in the EIS’
cost-benefit analysis, as a plant supplying electricity that is not needed does not provide a benefit.
While the Need for Power analysis “should not involve burdensome attempts to precisely
identify future conditions . . . it should be sufficient to reasonably characterize the costs and
benefits associated with the proposed licensing actions.” 68 FR 55910.

The Draft EIS’s Need for Power analysis fails to meet this requirement because it relies
entirely on the Michigan Public Service Commission (“MPSC”) 21st Century Plan (“21st
Century Plan”), a 2006 energy planning report that was prepared before the recession. DEIS pp.
8-7, 8-23. Because the electricity demand forecast contained in the 21st Century Plan was
made before the recession and fails to account for the dramatic reduction in electricity demand
that followed, its predicted 1.2% annual demand increase is far greater than what has actually
occurred since 2007, and is much higher than current estimates of future demand. A Need for
Power analysis that completely omits the second largest economic downturn in American history
in its demand forecasting cannot be “sufficient to reasonably characterize” a realistic demand for
power in Southeast Michigan over the next 15 years. In light of its inaccuracy, the Fermi DEIS’
Need for Power analysis violates NEPA and does not suffice “to reasonably characterize the
costs and benefits” of the proposed plant.

A comparison of the actual recent electricity demand from the last five years to the 21st

Century Plan’s 1.2% annual forecast for that period shows that the recession drastically changed
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everything. Additionally, nothing suggests that the aggressive growth forecast in the 21st Century
Plan and adopted in the Draft EIS will materialize in the near future. Testimony by Detroit
Edison, other Michigan and Midwest utility information, and independent demand forecasts

show that the forecast of 1.2% annual growth is a significant overestimation.

Peak demand for electricity in Michigan decreased three of the five years since the 21st
Century Plan was drafted, rather than steadily increasing as the Plan predicted — leading to peak
demand projections that are off by orders of magnitude. While peak demand increased in 2010
and, dramatically so, in 2011, these increases were only enough to bring demand back to
prerecession levels. ELPC letter.

Detroit Edison’s own testimony before the Michigan Public Service Commission antici-
pates slow demand growth and contradicts the DEIS’ demand forecast. In Detroit Edison’s
“Application for Approval of Its Biennial Review and to Amend Its Energy Optimization Plan
before the MPSC, the utility predicts a 0.9% annual average decrease in electricity sales between
2010 and 2015. It further does not predict any dramatic demand growth aftér 2015. DTE finds
that “[tlhe economy will continue its plodding recovery in 2012,” and that it does not expect any
significant population growth to buoy an increase in demand since population in its service area
“Is expected to decline for an eighth consecutive year in 2012 and . . . will decrease for several
more yearS. Overall, Detroit Edison predicts that “economic activity in Southeast Michigan

will almost certainly increase in 2012 but with most measures of activity lagging pre-recession

“MPSC Case No. U-16671, The Detroit Edison Company Direct Testimony of Sherrie L.
Siefman (Sept. 2011).

°ld. at SLS — 10, SLS - 12.
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levels.”® Thus the DEIS contains a demand forecast that is directly contradicted by the same
utility that is seeking a license. ELPC letter.

Too, independent demand forecasts by the U.S. Energy Information Administration
(“EIA”) and the Midwest Independent Service Operator (“MISQ”), although themselves likely
overly optimistic, are also well below the Draft EIS’ forecast. The Draft EIS’ demand forecast of
a 1.2% percent yearly increase is at least twice as the EIA and MISO regional projections that
themselves are likely overstated. It is arbitrary and clear error for the DEIS to adopt as the main
component of its cost-benefit analysis a demand forecast that is vastly greater than the licensee’s
own projections and overly optimistic projections by EIA and MISO. ELPC letter.

The DEIS’s reliance on the 21st Century Plan’s demand forecast contravenes NRC
guidance.. NRC’s NEPA guidance document, the Environmental Standard Review Plan
(“ESRP”), requires that in order for the NRC to incorporate a Need for Power analysis that is
prepared by a state or regional authority rather than the licensee, the NRC must determine that
the analysis is: (1) systematic; (2) comprehensive; (3) subject to confirmation; and (4) responsive
to forecasting uncertainties. NUREG-1555 (Oct. 1999); Draft EIS at 8-12. The Draft EIS’ Need
for Power analysis violates this guidance document because it is neither “subject to confirm-
ation” nor “responsive to forecasting uncertainties.” The Need for Power analysis clearly
disregards ESRP Guidance directing the agency to specifically include “economic recession” its
analysisSeeESRP at 8.2.2-5. The DEIS contains the extraordinary finding that the 21st Century

Plan’s forecast is “responsive to forecasting uncertainties” because the Plan was based on an

®ld. at SLS — 13.

'See ELPC comment letter p. 4.
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“appropriate incorporation of existing and market conditions” - the inaccurate 2006 project.
DEIS at 8-14. While the 21 Century Plan may have been based on existing conditions at the
time it was drafted in 2006, the conditions the Plan was based on are plainly not current for the
purposes of the 2011 DEIS. ELPC letter.

The 21st Century Plan did not predict or account for the recession and, therefore, cannot
reasonably be considered to be “responsive to forecasting uncertainties” in light of the known
electricitymarket conditions since it was prepared. The NRC Staff's conclusion that there is a
future need for power in Detroit Edison’s service area is wrong not only because it is based on an
inaccurate demand forecast that does not account for the recession, but because the Draft EIS’
use of projected demand data for the last five years, rather than actual demand data, yields an
inaccurate 2025 demand projection which is the predicate for the Staff’'s conclusions. The DEIS
determines that peak demand in 2025 will be 15,595 MWe. Draft EIS at 8-19 (Table 8-4).
However, even if one adopts the Draft EIS’ overestimate of a 1.2 percent annual demand
growth, this projection does not hold up because it uses pre-recession data as a starting point. The
DEIS’ 2025 demand figure is based on the 21st Century Plan’s 2006 estimates rather than readily
available current peak demand numbers. Using the actual 2011 demand figure df 12,547 MWe
and still assuming an annual demand growth of 1.2 percent from 2011 to 2025 yields a 2025 peak
demand of 14,828 MWe — 767 MW less than the Draft EIS projection. ELPC letter.

According to Intervenors’ expert, Ned Ford, Michigan’s overall electric industry has a

similarly low capacity factor it is extremely likely that Michigan and Detroit Edison have a

8Michigan Public Service Commission, Michigan Energy Appraisal: Semiannual Projections of
Energy Supply and Demand Winter Outlook 2011-2012 (Oct. 6, 2011) available at http://www.dleg.
state.mi.us/mpsc/reports/energy.
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“needle peak” problem, meaning that more than twenty or thirty percent of its peak MW demand
level exists for less than ten percent of the year. Ford Report (attached). The proposed Fermi 3
station would represent a 14% addition to Detroit Edison’s reported 10,757 MWe capacity in
2011. While some documents in the DEIS suggest an assumed increase in electricity consump-
tion of nearly 50% over the next thirteen years, that would implies a 3.8% annual growth rate,
which is a rate not seen in the United States since 1@l7Goutheast Michigan’s electricity
future is uncertain, highly variable, and promises some tremendous economic benefits if options
are kept open to the rising wave of cheap clean energy. Fermi 3 is a good choice for only one
very specific, very rigid, and increasingly unlikely possible future - provision of baseload power
for wholesale distribution through the grid. Even that possible future won’t favor Fermi 3 if the
cost of the plant rises too high. Ford Report.

In its 2010 application for a rate increase, Detroit Edison included a projected sales
path through 2020, which shows a decline in sales from today. This is a reasonable expectation
given the early strong success of the Michigan Energy Optimization program, and Detroit
Edison’s high quality performance in 2010 in developing energy efficiency. Even with a
substantial post-recession bounce in consumption Michigan and Detroit Edison are unlikely to
see anything like a three or four percent annual growth rate. A more germane reason to examine
new capacity additions is the fact that Detroit Edison’s fleet includes several dozen ancient, dirty
and expensive fossil fuel plants. In fact it may turn out to be prudent to retire more than the 2,039
MW identified in the DEIS.Id.

Should Michigan’s efficiency standard be preserved at 1% annually beyond the specific

years stated in PA 295 the Southeast Michigan region will have seen 15% of its total electricity
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sales met with efficiency by 2025. The actual impact will be net of new growth. Efficiency
programs such as those in Michigan are saving electricity at a cost of approximately $.02 per
KWH, or less. The logic of installing efficiency measures costing less than $.03 per KWH when
construction of a massive new plant which will cost 9 to 18 cents per KWH - and that, not
predictable sufficiently ahead of time - should have significant appekal.

Respecting alternative sources of energy, Michigan has a massive potential for onshore
wind energy development, approximately 175,000 MWe of potential at 30% capacity factor and
100 meter hub heightdd. Indeed, most of Michigan’s better wind resource is in and around the
Detroit Edison Service arefl. At a 30% capacity factor, 175,000 MWe of wind could
theoretically generate the same amount of power as 58,000 MWes of nuclear power. At today’s
prices for wind turbines, large swaths of the United States are prime candidates for generation of
new wind power that can be sold at wholesale for six cents per KWH or less. The 30% capacity
factor measure indicates economic viability at today’s prices. Michigan’s wind resource is
equivalent to at least thirty-seven Fermi 3’s, when what is called for is approximately one percent
of that resource, in conjunction with a strong efficiency program and a few other resource
decisions. Approximately 1/3 of Fermi 3’s potential generation be met with wind power, while
the other two-thirds of it can be met with efficiency and other renewable resources, a mix in
which photovoltaics likely will be the most important new renewable by 2025. This combination
of efficiency plus wind is a net zero cost strategy to meet Michigan’s future electricity
requirements and is the only strategy that can meet Michigan’s future electricity needs without
substantial increases in the price of electricity and the total cost. Efficiency savings are large

enough to permit the full replacement of nuclear and fossil fuel generation as needed, provided
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the right balance of efficiency and renewables is achielgd.

As previously noted, Detroit Edison has a “needle peak” problem, and with a load shape
like that, a massive nuclear plant, a single generating unit upon which the region would depend
for 29.7% of its power or more, is simply a grossly inappropriate choice. To respond to the load
shape issues, we advocate efficiency, load management, and exploration of photovoltaics as
prices continue to fall. Even without photovoltaics in the mix, the variability of wind might allow
Detroit Edison to utilize its existing peak generation resources more efficiehtly.

Besides existing load management resources that make the first 30% to 40% of wind
benign without substantial new load management resources to most utilities, there are a
group of emerging technologies that store energy. Two in particular deserve mention,
compressed air storage (CAES), which is fully technologically available, using underground
caverns or above-ground storage tank systems. There are only a handful of completed
utility-scale CAES projects in the world, with only one in operation in the U.S. (Louisiana) and
two recently announced new projects (Nebraska and Ohio). But pricing is such that wind plus
CAES can provide a 100% dispatchable electric resource at half the cost of a new coal plant per
MW of capacity. Since a single MW of Compressed Air Energy Storage would typically provide
storage for two or more MWe of wind generation, this is likely to erupt into a major new energy
resource in the very near futuréd.

The other energy storage technology which deserves mention is Ice Storage Thermal
Cooling for large commercial buildings, which is likely to supplant conventional air
conditioning. It is cheap enough to produce a net benefit merely by allowing utilities to provide

cooling for buildings when demand is lowd. These and the other energy storage technologies
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are not household names or concepts, but will either be developed rapidly to protect ourselves
from higher electric costs due to more expensive resource choices, or will be developed less
rapidly in response to higher electric costs due to more expensive resource daoices.

Michigan, electricity which costs six or seven cents per KWH, which will never experience a fuel
cost increase, which will never be incapacitated by a single event at a single location, and which
can bring billions of dollars of new investment and thousands of jobs should be seriously
considered. Michigan is one of the top two manufacturers of wind turbine components in the
United States. Id.

Photovoltaics (PV) have experienced a two-decade sustained drop in cost, and are now
becoming almost ten percent cheaper each ydarAs prices drop, the region where PV is
competitive against the average cost of power becomes larger and more national. Within three to
five years PV will be competitive with fossil resources in the Midwekt.Morever, PV is
already economic if it is recognized as a peaking resource. PV always works best when the local
utility experiences its daytime peak energy loads, because both are driven by sunlight. The
regional market for peak power can reach multiples of the retail price of electricity very quickly.
For Detroit Edison, with so much capacity needed for so few hours of the year, PV may be more
economic than elsewhere in the UI8. It must be remembered that, as in the case of wind
power, the opportunity for DTE and for the Michigan economy is not just the potential for low
cost power, but the potential for manufacturing and installation jobs, which will in turn create a
foundation for those jobs and that economic activity in the DTE service area which can become
economic health to ensure Detroit Edison’s own futlde.

There is a serious economic decision facing DTE near-term respecting its coal-fired
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plants. Michigan and DTE must soon determine how to meet the pending air pollution
regulations, which decisions will affect about 61% of Detroit Edison’s generation resources, to
be completed in the next two years or so, with the implementation of those decisions to be
largely completed by the end of 2015. None of these determinations can be affected by Fermi 3,
which will not be available for years beyond 201tb. However, if those decisions favor rapid
expansion of efficiency and renewables in concert with the real economics and the real flexibility
of those resources, it is entirely possible to provide more capability than Fermi 3 offers for a
fraction of the cost. The right mix of efficiency plus renewables is likely to cost less than the
current cost of electric generation from existing fossil fuel plants or a new nuclear unit through
the next fifteen years and beyond. This right mix is not just cheaper than new nuclear power, it is
cheaper than any other resource strategy which meets the needs of the service area and is flexible
in the face of any sort of unanticipated change in the service area conditions or unanticipated
change in the availability of other generatidd.

The conventional wisdom that historically has applied to new power plant applications
was notwhetherthe utility will need additional generating capacity, iMien Commonwealth
Edison Co. (Byron Nuclear Power Station, Units 1 and_.BP-80-30, 12 NRC 683, 691 (1980).
The standard for judging the "need-for-power" was whether a forecast of demand is reasonable
and additional or replacement generating capacity is needed to meet that deanalia
Power & Light Co(Shearon Harris Nuclear Power Plant, Units 1-4), ALAB-490, 8 NRC 234,
237 (1978). Those days are gone, perhaps forever, in Michigan, and certainly have vanished over
the coming decade and a half, which is the period in which power from Fermi 3 is conjectured to

be needed. The question for Fermi 3 is most definitely “whether” the Michigan economy and
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overall electrical capacity for power generation can economically withstand, much less utilize,
addition of a huge new baseload generating facility, one which is not justifiable in terms of need
and crowds out less expensive, more economically beneficial and environmentally benign
alternatives, which have the added advantage of being incrementally available if, and when, the
need for additional electricity generating capacity arises.

The environmental review mandated by NEPA is subject to a rule of reason. While it
need not include all theoretically possible environmental effects arising out of an action, it draws
direct support from the judicial interpretation of the statutory command that the NRC is obliged
to make reasonable forecasts of the futi@thern States Power C(Prairie Island Nuclear
Generating Plant, Units 1 & 2), ALAB-455, 7 NRC 41, 48, 49 (19[A83ro Res., Ing.

LBP-04-23, 60 NRC 441, 447 (2004¢yview declinedCLI-04-39, 60 NRC 657 (2004). In the
DEIS, the NRC Staff has not made a reasonable forecast of the future need and economic jus-
tification for the proposed Fermi 3 plant.

The poorly-evaluated economics and need in justification of Fermi 3 have directly
implications for meaningful consideration of alternatives. Until the preliminary matter of cost
is more realistically addressed, there cannot be meaningful discussion of preferable alternatives.
“The NEPA phrase ‘alternatives to the proposed action’ is understood to mean ‘alternatives to
achieve the underlying purpose and need for the action.” (See the remarks of Sen. Jackson in 115
Cong. Rec. 40,420, Dec. 20, 1969).” “Policy Issue Notation Vote,” SECY-02-0175, 9/27/02. If,
under NEPA, the Commission finds that environmentally preferable alternatives exist, then it
must undertake a cost-benefit balancing to determine whether such alternatives should be

implementedFlorida Power & Light Co(Turkey Point Nuclear Generating Plant, Units 3 & 4),
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ALAB-660, 14 NRC 987, 1004 (1981), citir@onsumers Power C@Midland Plant, Units 1 &

2), ALAB 458, 7 NRC 155 (1978). “In the context of the environmental impact statement
drafting process, when a reasonable alternative has been identified it must be objectively
considered by the evaluating agency so as not to fall victim to ‘the sort of tendentious
decisionmaking that NEPA seeks to avoidRtivate Fuel Storage, L.L.C. (Independent Spent
Fuel Storage Installation.BP-01-34, 54 NRC 293, 302 (200t}ting 1-291 Why? Association

v. Burns 372 F. Supp. 223, 253 (D. Conn. 19&fj)d 517 F.2d 1077 (2d Cir. 1975). A hard

look for a superior alternative is a condition precedent to a licensing determination that an
applicant's proposal is acceptable under NBR4lic Service Co. of New Hampshire (Seabrook
Station, Units 1 & 2)ALAB-471, 7 NRC 477, 513 (1978).

It is precisely a hard, serious look that is missing from the DEIS discussion of alternatives
because of the imcomplete and skewed need analysis presented by the NRC Staff. NEPA'’s
implementing regulations recognize that the consideration of alternatives is "the heart of the
environmental impact statement” 40 CFR §1502.14, but in this DEIS, the heart is porous.

Pursuant to NEPA 8102(2)(E), the Staff must analyze possible alternatives, even if it
believes that such alternatives need not be considered because the proposed action does not
significantly affect the environment. "Some factual basis (usually in the form of the Staff's
environmental analysis) is necessary to determine whether a proposal 'involves unresolved
conflicts concerning alternative uses of available resources' - the statutory standard of Section
102(2)(E)." Virginia Electric & Power Co(North Anna Power Station, Units 1 & 2), LBP-85-

34, 22 NRC 481, 491 (1985), quoti@gnsumers Power CBig Rock Point Nuclear Plant),

ALAB-636, 13 NRC 312, 332 (1981). See alsermont Yankee Nuclear Power Cofgermont
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Yankee Nuclear Power Station), LBP-88-26, 28 NRC 440, 449-50 (1988), reconsidered, LBP-89-
6, 29 NRC 127, 134-35 (1989%¢Vv'd on other ground#ALAB-919, 30 NRC 29 (1989).

CONTENTION 17:The descriptions of terrestrial and wetland mitigation plans are

insufficient and inadequate, legally and practically, in violation of NEPA requirements for a
Draft Environmental Impact Statement.
At DEIS Vol. 1 p. 4-44 appears this statement:

Any impacts on terrestrial or wetland ecological resources associated with the
compensatory mitigation proposed by Detroit Edison would be evaluated by the USACE
and MEDQ as part of th permitting process for that activity. It is anticipated that this
process will be completed prior to issuance of the final Fermi 3 EIS.

The record compiled by the agency must be sufficient to determine the mitigation measures being
used to compensate for adverse environmental impacts stemming from the original proposal that,
unmitigated, would be significantSpiller v. White 352 F.3d 235, 241 (5th Cir.2003) (quoting
Cabinet Mountains Wilderness v. Petersé85 F.2d 678, 682 (D.C.Cir.1982)). Although

proposed mitigation measures need not be laid out to the finest detail, even within the more
labor-intensive context of an environmental impact statenfeolbertson v. Methow Valley

Citizens Council490 U.S. 332, 352, 109 S.Ct. 1835, 104 L.Ed.2d 351 (1989) , it is still required
“that mitigation be discussed in sufficient detail to ensure that environmental consequences have
been fairly evaluated.Miss. River Basin Alliance v. Westph2B0 F.3d 170, 176-77 (5th

Cir.2000) (quotindRobertson490 U.S. at 352, 109 S.Ct. 1835). An EIS involving mitigation

must include “a serious and thorough evaluation of environmental mitigation options for [a]
Project to allow its analysis to fulfill NEPA's process-oriented requirement$/igs. River

Basin Alliance 230 F.3d at 178.

But in the instance of Fermi 3, the NRC Staff expects Intervenors and the public to forego
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public comment opportunity on terrestrial and/or wetland mitigation plans at the DEIS stage for
want of information disclosure in a timely fashion. Intervenors and the public are being asked to
potentially forfeit rights accruing from having that option available.

The harm to a public plaintiff in a NEPA circumstance is complete when an agency
makes a decision without sufficiently considering information NEPA requires be placed before
the decision-maker and publicSierra Club v. Marsh872 F.2d 497, 500 (1st Cir. 1989). That
information includes comments and feedback from public participants; the courts expect that
"Persons challenging an agency's compliance with NEPA must structure their participation so
that it... alerts the agency to the [parties'] position and contentions," in order to allow the agency
to give the issue meaningful consideratiddep't of Transp. v. Pub. Citizeb41 U.S. 752, 764
(2004). Plaintiffs “waive their right to challenge [the final NEPA result} if “they did not raise
that issue during the administrative proces®yotect Lake Pleasant, LLC v. Conndlo. CIV
07-454-PHX-RCB, 2010 WL 5638735, at *37 (D.Ariz. July 30, 2010).

Here, Intervenors and the public are being deprived of a comment right accorded them
under NEPA by not having access to mitigation plans contemporaneously and as a part of the
DEIS stage.

CONTENTION 18: The Endangered Species Act consultation and biological assess-

ment (“BA”) are incomplete, and there is no adequate substitute for the BA which appears within
the DEIS. This makes the DEIS dependent upon completion of the BA and as a practical matter,
precludes the public a participation/comment opportunity on the Endnagered species Act at the
DEIS stage. This disclosure violates NEPA requirements for a Draft Environmental Impact

Statement.
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At pp. 5-21 - 5.22 of the DEIS appears this passage:

To meet responsibilities under Section 7 of the U.S. Endangered Species Act of

1973 (ESA), the review team will prepare a Biological Assessment (BA) prior to issuance

of the final EIS that will evaluate potential impacts of preconstruction, 1 construction,

and (_Jperations on Federally listed threatened or endangered aquatic and terrestrial

species.

For any federal action that may affect a threatened or endangered species, the agency
contemplating the action must undertake a "Section 7" consultation with the consulting agency to
ensure that the federal action is not likely to jeopardize "the continued existence of" an endan-
gered or threatened species and will not result in the "destruction or adverse modification" of the
designated critical habitat of the listed species. 16 U.S.C. §1536(ag¢@ )Gifford Pinchot Task
Force v. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Servj@&78 F.3d 1059, 1063 (9th Cir. 2004).

The agency is required to ask FWS in writing, whether, in its opinion, a listed or proposed
species may be present in the action area. 16 U.S.C. 81536(c)(1). If FWS responds that no
protected species are present, the consultation requirement ends. If, however, FWS responds that
there may be an endangered or threatened species in the action area, the agency is required to
prepare a biological assessment (“BA”), which identifies any listed species within the area and
evaluates the potential effects of the action on those species. 16 U.S.C. §1536(c)(1); 50 C.F.R.
8402.02.

The consultation process concludes with the consulting agency issuing a Biological
Opinion. See Ariz. Cattle Growers' Assoc. v. United States Fish and Wildlife S&sv-.3d
1229, 1239 (9th Cir. 2001). This opinion must address both jeopardy and critical habitat by

considering the current status of the species, the environmental baseline, the effects of the

proposed action, and the cumulative effects of the proposed dgtfford Pinchot 378 F.3d at
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1063. In formulating its biological opinion, the agency "shall use the best scientific and commer-
cial data available.” 16 U.S.C. § 1536(a)&e50 C.F.R. 8§ 402.14(g)(8Racific Coast Fed'n of
Fishermen's Ass'n, Inc. v. National Marine Fisheries Seriiég,F.3d 1028, 1034 (9th Cir.

2001).

The BA requirement can be fulfilled as part of the agency's procedural requirements
established by the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (“NEPA”), 42 U.S.C. 84332. 16
U.S.C. 81536(c)(1). Similarly to NEPA, a BA is required for all federal actions which constitute
a “major construction activity,” whether or not a listed species is suspected in the area. 50 C.F.R.
8402.12(b)(1). A “major construction activity” is defined as “a construction project (or other
undertaking having similar physical impacts) which is a major Federal action significantly
affecting the quality of the human environment as referred to in [NEPA, 42 U.S.C.
84332(2)(C)].” 50 C.F.R. 8402.02. The term “major” reinforces the term “significantly,” but has
no meaning independent of Andrus v. Sierra Clu442 U.S. 347, 364 n. 23, 99 S.Ct. 2335,

2344 n. 23, 60 L.Ed.2d 943 (1979); 40 C.F.R. 8 1508.18. The regulations promulgated to
institute NEPA also specifically provide that “major” actions include approving permits for
construction. 40 C.F.R. 81508.18(b)(4).

When an agency prepares an EIS, it is complying with the BA requirement of 16 U.S.C.
8 1536( c¢), provided that one of the environmental impacts discussed is the impact on threatened
and endangered speci&erra Club v. U.S. Army Corps Enginee285 F.3d 1209, 1220 (9th
Cir. 2002).

The problem here is that there is no biological assessment included within the DEIS, but

instead, a promise that one will be performed in the future. This deprives the public of an
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adequate comment opportunity at the DEIS stage; all it has before it is a “plan to have a plan.”
The harm to a public plaintiff in a NEPA circumstance is complete when an agency makes a
decision without sufficiently considering information NEPA requires be placed before the
decision-maker and publicSierra Club v. Marsh872 F.2d 497, 500 (1st Cir. 1989). That
information includes comments and feedback from public participants; the courts expect that
"Persons challenging an agency's compliance with NEPA must structure their participation so
that it... alerts the agency to the [parties'] position and contentions," in order to allow the agency
to give the issue meaningful consideratiddep't of Transp. v. Pub. Citizeb41 U.S. 752, 764
(2004). Plaintiffs “waive their right to challenge [the final NEPA result} if “they did not raise
that issue during the administrative proces®iotect Lake Pleasant, LLC v. Conndlo. CIV
07-454-PHX-RCB, 2010 WL 5638735, at *37 (D.Ariz. July 30, 2010).

Here, Intervenors and the public are being deprived of a comment right accorded them
under NEPA by not having access to the result of the ESA consultation and any biological
assessment that results, as a part of the DEIS stage.

CONTENTION 19: Consumptive water uses from the Great Lakes Basin have not been

properly addressed in accordance with the Great Lakes Compact, and the required approval
process and approvals, if any, are not delineated in the DEIS, in violation of NEPA.
Intervenors cite in support of this contention the comment letter submitted by the Great
Lakes Environmental Law Center (GLELC), an expert organization located in Detroit which
associates with the Wayne State University Law School’s Environmental Law Clinic. GLELC’s
comments are of sufficient quality to be considered as the following three contentions.

The DEIS analyzes the effect of the Fermi 3 project, including water consumption, on the
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adjacent bodies of water. Although there are impacts to groundwater and adjacent streams in the
construction of Fermi 3, “the primary water body of concern is Lake Erie, which would be the

sole source of water to Fermi 3 and would receive the majority of the discharged from Fermi 3.”
DEIS at 2-26.

With Lake Erie under increasing stress from various uses and interests, and tensions
increasing due to the presence of so many different interests and actors trying to manage one
large hydrologic system, the various states and provinces created and ratified the Great Lakes
Compact in 2008 as a framework to “act together to protect, conserve, restore, improve and
effectively manage the Waters and Water Dependent Natural Resources of the Basin under
appropriate arrangements for intergovernmental cooperation and consultation.” Great Lakes
Compact 8 1.3(2)(a). Within this framework, the states created a system by which all actors
attempting to withdraw or consume large amounts water from the Great Lakes must seek
approval from the various state actors that are party to the agreement. The review team accurately
cites this approval requirement with the DEIS, stating that “with the passing of the Great Lakes
Compact in 2008, any new water withdrawals within the Great Lakes Basin that would result in a
consumptive use of 5 MGD [million gallons per day] or more were made subject to review by all
of the States and provinces in the region.” DEIS at 2-25. This requirement, however, is merely
mentioned within a single section and is not properly addressed by the DEIS.

With an estimated consumptive footprint of 20-25 million gallons per day, the Fermi 3
facility will most certainly be subject to a “regional review” from the various states and provinces
within the Compactd. at 5-8. The review by the states and provinces will likely require

voluminous information from Detroit Edison in order to gain approval from the Parties for their
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desired levels of withdrawal and consumption. Great Lakes Compact 84.3. Each party will be
able to review whether Edison’s proposed usage is consistent with the Compact based on a
number of factors, most notably whether “withdrawal or consumptive use will be implemented

So as to ensure that the Proposal will result in no significant individual or cumulative adverse
impacts to the quantity or quality of the Waters and Water Dependent Natural Resources and the
applicable Source Watershed” and whether “the withdrawal or consumptive use will be
implemented so as to incorporate Environmentally Sound and Economically Feasible Water
Conservation Measures.” Great Lakes Compact 84.11. Based on the statistics given within the
DEIS, Edison and the reviewing agencies will likely find that standard difficult to meet.

The DEIS states that the Fermi 3 facility will withdraw around 50 MGD of water, and
consume about half that; 20-25 MGD. DEIS at 5-8. In comparison, the reviewing agencies note
that “between 2000 and 2006, the US and Canadian power plants withdrew an average of 168
MGD from Lake Erie and consumed an average of 14 MGD, amounting to an average consump-
tion rate of 8%.”1d. at 2-23. Fermi 2, which accounted for about half of that average daily
withdrawal for the entire lake, had a consumption rate of about 40%, far higher than other
facilities.ld. Therefore, the proposed Fermi 3 facility, while withdrawing less water than its
counterpart Fermi 2, will actually consume a great deal more water. In fact, the Fermi 3 plant will
consume far more water per day than all of the nuclear facilities on Lake Erie combined on
average from 2000-2008l. at 2-23.

The review team states in the DEIS that an estimated annual consumption of 7.6 billion
gallons of water would only amount to about 4% of the current total consumptive use of Lake

Erie, dismissing this percentage as a small impact and concluding that mitigation is not
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warranted.ld. at 5-8, 5-9. With this new facility estimated to take up such a large amount of
consumptive use in comparison to its peer facilities and industrial use as a whole, the Party states
to the Compact may not agree with the reviewing agencies under the standard of review set forth
in the Great Lakes Compact, and find the use per se unreasonable. When looking at the long-term
health of the Great Lakes Basin, the Party states are likely to note that climate change could put
increasing pressure on the lake as water levels decrease and consumption from all sectors
increases. The DEIS notes that “potential increases in Lake Erie water temperature resulting from
climate change could increase the amount of cooling water needed for operation of the proposed
Fermi 3 and other major users. Therefore, the operations of Fermi and other thermoelectric plants
on Lake Erie could be altered as a result of climate chalgat 7-10, 7-11.

Because of the uncertainty inherent in gaining approval from the regional review process
under the Great Lakes Compact for a project this size, the GLELC recommends, and Intervenors
concur, that certain actions by the applicant and the reviewing agencies are indicated. First, steps
should be taken to initiate an approval process under the terms of the Great Lakes Compact.
Perhaps by noting the Compact review requirement in the DEIS without addressing it, the review
team understands the requirements of the Compact to be separate from those that need to be
outlined in an EIS process; it may in fact be an operational issue and not a construction issue, for
example. However, it is clear that an approval through the regional review process of the
Compact is necessary in order for the Fermi 3 facility to operate. Second, the reviewing agencies
should include in the Final EIS the steps that will be taken by the relevant parties to seek and
gain approval by the parties of the Compact. Included in these steps should be an explanation of

why the Fermi 3 facility’s large consumptive use of water, in comparison to its counterpart
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facility Fermi 2 as well as other peer facilities in the region, should be allowed in accordance
with the principles of the Great Lakes Compact.

CONTENTION 20 The DEIS does not adequately evaluate thermal pollution issues

associated with the discharge of cooling water into Lake Erie, in violation of NEPA.

The DEIS notes the issues with thermal pollution on its discharge cooling water into Lake
Erie but does not properly evaluate these issues as serious and fails to provide potential miti-
gation options for the Fermi 3 facility. Lake Erie is under a number of stresses, and in particular
the stress caused by warmer temperatures has lead to historically bad algae blooms that create a
toxic environment for much of the natural aquatic flora and fauna. The review team notes this,
stating that “current water quality concerns with regard to Lake Erie include (1) increased
phosphorus loading from regional agricultural activities, which cause toxic algal blooms.” DEIS
at 2-26. Additionally, the reviewing agencies also determined through sampling that area of lake
adjacent to Fermi 3 was consistent with other stressed areas of the lake, with “elevated levels of
nutrients including total phosphorus, orthophosphorus, nitrate and nitrite nitrogen, and total
Kjeldahl nitrogen.”ld. at 2-28. An increase of localized temperature caused by a large and steady
discharge of cooling water could therefore have a deleterious effect on Lake Erie’s ability to
regulate its own toxicity. Nonetheless, the reviewing agencies determined that thermal pollution
potentially caused by the Fermi 3 facility would have a minimal impact on Lake Erie, and did not
recommend any mitigation strategies for Edison.

In determining the possible impact of thermal pollution, the DEIS looks to the Michigan
Water Quality Standards, which include temperature limits for Lake Erie, including mixing zone

limits and applicability of the standards. These regulations state that the “Great Lakes and
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connecting waters shall not receive a heat load which would warm the receiving water at the edge
of the mixing zone more than 3 degrees Fahrenheit above the existing natural water tempera-
ture.” MI Admin. R. 323.1070(1). Based on Lake Erie’s mean monthly temperature, the regula-
tions give specific heat limits over which, if occurring outside of a designated mixing zone area,
the temperature becomes a thermal plume. DEIS at 5-11. Approval of the size of the mixing zone
varies depending on the size of the thermal plume and the body of water and is determined in the
discharge permitting process, which has yet to occur. Ml Admin. R. 323.1082(4).

To investigate the potential impacts of discharged cooling water with elevated tempera-
tures on Lake Erie, Detroit Edison used a hydrodynamic model that simulates mixing processes,
to evaluate the average impact and size of discharged thermal plumes. DEIS at 5-12. Based on
the simulations performed under this modeling framework, DTE found that in 9 of 12 months
each year, the average temperature of the potential thermal plume will be above the maximum
temperature allowed under Michigan regulatiddsAdditionally, in three months out of the
year, the difference between the mean temperature of the discharge and the mean ambient lake
temperature will be over 20 degrees Fahrenlkitmportant to note within these results is that
they measure mean temperature differences, which indicates that in many instances throughout
the month the temperature differences will be even larger.

Noting that the thermal plume would not be large enough to reach the shoreline (primarily
due to the lengthy discharge pipe called for in the design of the facility), and enormous size of the
basin into which the thermal plume would be discharged, the reviewing agencies determined that
the thermal pollution would have minimal environmental impact on Lake Erie and did not

suggest mitigation or alternatives to the current dischargeldlaat.5-7; 5-16This analysis is

-31-



poorly framed, particularly when future projections which factor in the impact of climate change
are taken into account.

The projections based on Edison’s simulations show a thermal plume that could poten-
tially be as large as 55,000 square feet. DEIS at 5-2; 7-14. While this plume is a “small fraction
of the western basin of Lake Erie,” at a localized level it could be enormously damaging, espec-
ially if the temperatures are upwards of 20 degrees Fahrenheit warmer than the mean natural
temperature of the lake. This thermal pollution could result in drastic growth of toxic algae, heat
stress for aquatic life, and, as the DEIS states, “the creation of favorable conditions for invasive
species.'ld. at 5-33. Furthermore, in their analysis of possible impacts, the reviewing agencies
indicate that climate change could exacerbate the issues caused by thermal plumes. Climate
change could lower lake levels, causing large thermal plumes and mixing zones caused by the
shallow depths at the area of discharge (already as low as 7 feet in some areas) to expand further.
Id. at 7-14. Additionally, as previously noted, higher average lake temperatures would lead to
greater water withdrawals to achieve the same cooling effectiveness. The larger withdrawals
would also lead to larger discharges, which could create even larger thermal plumes at the
shallower depthsid. at 7-11; 7-14.

Intervenors concur with the GLELC, and recommend that the reviewing agencies
reevaluate the potential problems caused by thermal pollution from coolant water discharges at a
more localized level before producing the Final EIS. The review team did suggest two mitigation
procedures within the DEIS, the installation of a diffuser that would mix the discharge before
being released into the lake and a procedure to gradually reduce the discharge of cooling water

during plant shutdowns to avoid any sort or heat or cold shock to aquatic species. DEIS at 5-7; 5-
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35. These are positive mitigation procedures but not adequate to properly address the extent of
harm that the volume of warm effluent being released by the facility. It should be noted that, as
the Great Lakes Compact monitors both consumption and withdrawals, the discharge of thermal
pollution as a result of a withdrawal would also be subject to a review under 84.11 of the
Compact. Therefore, it would be prudent for both Edison and the regulatory agencies tasked with
approving Fermi 3 to ensure that the thermal plumes being discharged into Lake Erie “result in
no significant individual or cumulative adverse impacts to the quantity or quality of the Waters
and Water Dependent Natural Resources and the applicable Source Watershed.” Great Lakes
Compact 84.11.

CONTENTION 21:Evaluation of the wetland areas that would be impacted by the

construction and operation of the reactor, and the potential status of selected wildlife within those
areas, is not fully and properly addressed in the DEIS, in violation of NEPA.

The majority of the Fermi site, which includes Fermi 3 as well as the currently operating
Fermi 2, is currently characterized as surface wetlands within the coastal zone of Lake Erie.
DEIS at 2-13; 2-14. Approximately 656 acres of undeveloped lands on the Fermi site are
managed as part of the Detroit River International Wildlife Refllhat 2-14. Wetlands are a
unique habitat and provide a number of different benefits to human society and the environment,
and thus they are protected by both state and federal laws requiring permits from both state and
federal agenciesd. at 2-53. In this case, the wetlands on the Fermi site are particularly valuable
in shielding the area from flooding, as well as providing habitat for a number of speci¢ -
57; 2-58.

Between the construction and operation of the Fermi 3 facility, about 19 of the 656 acres
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of coastal wetlands would be permanently convettedt 5-23. Additionally, the new facility

will require some auxiliary support structures, transmission lines, and vehicular access roads,
making up a transmission corridor travelling to the edge of the Fermi site that will further cause
temporary destruction or soil erosion in another 93.4 acres of inland wetthradss-39; 7-21.

Edison has already submitted a Joint Permit Application to both the MDEQ and USACE in order
to fill these wetlands as part of construction. Within the DEIS, the reviewing agencies deter-
mined that mitigation was necessary and would be performed through 82 acres of coastal
wetland restoration at an offsite location on Lake Erie as well as 21 acres of onsite restoration as
proposed by DTE within its 8404 permid. at 7-20.

Intervenors concur with the GLELC in the belief this mitigation plan is bereft of details
within the pages of the DEIS. Further investigation into communications between the USACE
and Edison reveal that as of December 2011, the USACE had still not verified the adequacy of
the applicant’s avoidance and minimization statement, and therefore its compensatory mitigation
plan. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Public Notice Re: Application of Detroit Edison No. LRE-
2008-00443-1-S11 at 5. The Federal Regulations state that compensatory mitigation may only be
employed after all appropriate and practical steps to avoid and minimize adverse impacts to
aquatic resources, including wetlands and streams, have been taken. 33 @ERegZHhe
USACE needs to confirm both the necessary conversion of the wetlands on site as well as the
proposed mitigation from the 404 application if it is to move forward properly. The EIS should
also include proposed mitigation measures that take the potential effects of climate change on the
wetland areas into account. Prolonged higher temperatures could cause increased evaporation

rates, which, along with the greater likelihood of drought, could reduce the extent of wetlands in
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the area.’ld. at 7-18.

In analyzing the effect of possible conversion of wetlands in the DEIS, the review team
noted that there were possible threatened species that may be effected by the elimination of
wetlands, and more specifically, by the creation of infrastructure and access roads within the
wetlands. The DEIS noted first, that the creation of access roads creates a moderate threat to the
status of the Eastern Fox Snake, listed by the State of Michigan as Threatened, due to possible
vehicle mortality. DEIS at 5-142; 7-16. The DEIS also reported a potential impact to the
American Lotus, also listed by the State as Threatened, due to construction adtvaies-20.

In both cases the regulatory agencies made note that Edison would work together with the
Michigan Department of Natural Resources to create protections for those Threatened species.
No specific protection plans are in place at this time however, and these protections must be
published and available for public comments prior to inclusion in the Final EIS.

The harm to tje public under NEPA is complete when an agency makes a decision
without sufficiently considering information NEPA requires be placed before the decision-maker
and public. Sierra Club v. Marsh872 F.2d 497, 500 (1st Cir. 1989). That information includes
comments and feedback from public participants; the courts expect that "Persons challenging an
agency's compliance with NEPA must structure their participation so that it... alerts the agency to
the [parties'] position and contentions,’ in order to allow the agency to give the issue meaningful
consideration.Dep't of Transp. v. Pub. Citizef41 U.S. 752, 764 (2004). Plaintiffs “waive
their right to challenge [the final NEPA result} if “they did not raise that issue during the
administrative process"Protect Lake Pleasant, LLC v. Conndlo. CIV 07-454-PHX-RCB,

2010 WL 5638735, at *37 (D.Ariz. July 30, 2010).
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Here, Intervenors and the public are being deprived of a participation right accorded them
under NEPA by not having access to the specific protection plans for endangered and threatened
species at the DEIS stage, in order to comment and make their positions on significant
environmental issues known.

CONTENTION 22:The DEIS calls for scrutiny only transportation aspects of the use of

unusually enriched fuel in the Fermi 3 reactor, which is not adequately disclosed, nor is there
analysis of the potential reactor operations accident implications from use of higher-enriched fuel
for fissioning, nor evaluation of the increased potential for higher levels of emissions of
radioactivity in air and water from normal operations.

At p. 6-19 of the DEIS appears this passage:

In its application, Detroit Edison requested a COL for an additional reactor at its

Fermi site in Monroe County, Michigan. The proposed new reactor would be a GE-

Hitachi ESBWR. The ESBWR has a thermal power rating of 4500 MW(t), with a gross

electrical rating of 1605 MW(e). This thermal power rating exceeds the 3800-MW(t)

limit considered in 10 CFR 51.52. The net electrical output is expected to be

approximately 1535 MW(e) as the Fermi 3 power consumption is expected to be 70

MW(e) (Detroit Edison 2011). Fuel for the plants would be enriched up to about 4.6

weight percent uranium-235, which exceeds the 10 CFR 51.52(a) condition. In addition,

the expected irradiation level of about 46,000 MWd/MTU exceeds the 10 CFR 51.52(a)

condition. Therefore, a full description and detailed analysis of transportation impacts is

required.

Intervenors are concerned about the transportation consequences of transporting fuel
which is beyond the 4% U-235 limit established by 10 CFR 51.52 as it is shipped to the Fermi 3
as unirradiated fuel. We are certainly concerned about that fuel as spent fuel being shipped away
from Fermi 3 again exceeding the limit of 10 CFR 51.52. This has not been adequately addressed

in the Environmental Report or in the DEIS. This is an omission.What is of particular concern to

Intervenors is the use of such enriched fuel at 4.6% U-235 (by weight) running above 4500 MW

-36-



thermal, both enrichment and temperature well above the 10 CFR 51.52 specifications. This is
not addressed in the Environmental Report or in the DEIS.

Use of fuel enriched at 4.6% is one of with many firsts for this huge scale ESBWR not
yet certified and never tested. Below is a listing drawn from ESBWR DCD Tier 2 Chapter 1
table 1.3-1. This proposed ESBWR (compared to other BWR's of BWR1 and ABWR) reactor
would have the largest of:

>Core average exit quality steam at 25%. (vs 6.5% or 14.5%)

> Fuel enrichment at 4.6% (not below 4% U-235 as called for in 10 CFR 51.52)

> Fuel rod array of 10 x 10 (vs a 6x6 or 8x8)

> Number of fuel bundles of 1132 (vs 156 or 872)

> Fuel weight of UO2 kg 184,867 / 407,562 Ibm (vs 10,750 kg / (23,704) Iom or 172,012
kg / (379,221) Ibm)

> Core Diameter of 5883 mm / 231.6 inches. (vs.

> Number of control rods at 269. (vs 37 or 205)

This is the most fuel ever assembled in a reactor (184 tons), at an enrichment of 4.6% U-
235 by weight, in the largest fuel rod array of any BWR. Fermi 3 will contain the most fuel
bundles (1132), will exceed 10 CFR 51.52 criteria for thermal by at least 700 MWT at 4500
MWT. The core diameter would be the largest ever (5883 mm / 231.6 inches). These are all
firsts, and all largest in a BWR design ever. The NRC reports in the DEIS that:

In its ER (Detroit Edison 2011), Detroit Edison provided a full description and
detailed analyses of transportation impacts. In these analyses, radiological impacts of
transporting fuel and waste to and from the Fermi site and alternative sites were
calculated by Detroit Edison using the RADTRAN 5.6 computer code (Weiner et al.

2008). For this EIS, the NRC staff estimated the radiological impacts of transporting fuel
and waste to and from the Fermi site and alternative sites using the RADTRAN 5.6
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computer code. RADTRAN 5.6 is the most commonly used transportation impact
analysis computer code in the nuclear industry, and the NRC staff concludes that the code
is an acceptable analysis method.

There is no discussion in the DEIS or in the Environmental Report of the increased risk of
running an untested, skeletally designed, largest, hottest, most fueled, most enriched, largest fuel
rod array configuration reactor. The DEIS and Environmental Report does not address mitigation
from such an escalated risk brought forth by these design dynamics. The proposed Fermi 3
ESBWR design reactor is the proverbial “Twisting the Tiger by the Tail” scenario. These tables
suggest why:

ESBWR Design Control Document/Tier 2

1.3-2

Table 1.3-1

Comparison of Reactor System Design Characteristics

Design Characteristic (1) (2) Units ESBWR to the BWR/1 Dodewaard and to the ABWR
Thermal and Hydraulic (Section 4.4)

ESBWR BWR/1 ABWR

Vessel inside diameter m (in) 7.06 (278) 2.79 (110) 7.06 (278)

Number of fuel bundles 1132 156 872

Rated power MWt 4500 163.4 3926

Design power(ECCS design basis)MWt 4590 196 4005

Steam flow rate Metric ton/hr (Mlbm/hr) 8757 (5) (19.307) 256 (0.564) 7640 (16.843)
Core coolant flow rate Metric ton/hr(MIbm/hr) 34,453(75.955) 4500 (9.92) 52,200
(115.2)

Feed water flow rate Metric ton/hr(Mlbm/hr) 8736 (19.260) ~243 (~0.54) 7624 (16.807)
Absolute pressure in steam dome Mpa (psia) 7.17 (1040) 7.10 (1030) 7.17 (1040)
Average power density kW/liter 54.3 36.3 50.6

Maximum linear heat generation ratekW /m(kW/ft) 44.0 (13.4) 50.1 (15.3) 44.0 (13.4)
Average linear heat generation rate kW/m (kW/ft) 15.1 (4.6) 17.8 (5.4) 20.3 (6.2)
Average heat flux kw/m2 (Btu/hr-ft2) 458.53 (145,430) 367.57 (116,630)
524.86(166,470)

Operating limit MCPR 1.31 (7) N/A 1.17

Coolant enthalpy at core inlet ki/kg ESBWR BWR/1 ABWR (Btu/lbm)

1190 (511.7) 1240 (533.8) 1230 (527.7)

Maximum void fraction within fuel assemblies 0.90 0.64 0.75

1.3-3
Table 1.3-1
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Comparison of Reactor System Design CharacteristicsDesign Characteristic (1) (2)
Units ESBWR BWR/1 ABWR

Core average exit quality % steam 25 6.6 14.5

Feedwater temperatue€ / (BF) 215.6 (3) /(420) 125/ (257) 215.6 /(420)

Design power peaking factor Maximum relative assembly power 1.33 1.30 1.40
Local peaking factor 1.36 1.15 1.25

Axial peaking factor 1.44 1.55 1.40

Total peaking factor 2.60 2.32 2.45

Nuclear (first core) (Section 4.3)

Water/UO2 volume ratio (cold) 2.90 2.6 2.95Reactivity with highest reactivity
worth control rod out

Keff <0.99 <0.99 <0.99

Initial average U235 enrichment (%) 2.08 2.50 2.22

Initial cycle exposure MWdA/MTU (Mwd/STU) 11,750(10,660) 17,600(16,000)
10,945(9,950)

Fuel Assembly (Section 4.2) Fuel rod array 10x10 6x6 8x8

Number of fuel rods per assembly 92 36 62

Fuel rod cladding material Zircaloy-2 Zircaloy-2 Zircaloy-2

Overall length cm(in) 379 (149) 179 (70.5) 447 (176)

1.3-4

Table 1.3-1

Comparison of Reactor System Design Characteristics

Design Characteristic (1) (2) Units ESBWR BWR/1 ABWR

Weight of UO2 per assembly kg (Ibm) 163 (360) 68.9(152) 197 (435)

Weight of fuel assembly (includeschannel without UO2) kg (lbm) 78 (172) 101 (223) 109
(240)

Fuel Channel (Section 4.2)

mm 3.05/1.91 1.5 2.5

(in) (0.120 /0.075) (0.06) (0.100)

Cross section dimension

mm 140 110 139

(in) (5.52) (4.35) (5.48)

Material Zircaloy-2 Zircaloy-4 Zircaloy-4

Core Assembly (Section 4.1)

Fuel weight as UO2 kg 184,867 10,750 172,012(Ibm) (407,562) (23,704) (379,221)
Core diameter (equivalent)

mm 5883 1788 5164

(in) (231.6) (70.39) (203.3)

Active fuel lengthynm 3048 1793 3708

(in) (120.0) (70.59) (146.0)

Reactor Control System (Chapters 4 and 7)

Method of variation of reactor power

Control rods and FW temperatureControl rods Control rods and core flow
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ESBWR BWR/1 ABW

Number of control rods 269 37 205

Shape of control rods Cruciform

Cruciform Cruciform

Pitch of control rods

mm 309.88 305 309.88

(in) (12.20) (12.01) (12.20)

On the December 13, 2011 Conference Call with Safety Evaluation Review working
group on the proposed Fermi 3. Mr. Michael J. Keegan, Fermi 3 Intervenor with Don’t Waste
Michigan asked all Conference Call attendees: “What was the fuel enrichment level of the fuel
that would be used at the proposed Fermi 3 ESBWR?” No one in the room knew or would share
the answer. Keegan further raised concerns about “Positive Void Coefficient” of the reactor
after hearing discussion, asking about that potential. Again, no one in the room would or could
respond to that question, but he was promised that the NRC would respond. Mr. Keegan was
told that the NRC would respond to him with an answer to those questions. The NRC indicated
that they had his email address of mkeeganj@comcast.net and would be responding to him.

On December 15, 2011 at the evening session of the DEIS public meeting on the
proposed Fermi 3 in Monroe, Michigan, Mr. Keegan asked again what would be the fuel
enrichment level of the fuel that would be used at the proposed Fermi 3. Mr. Hale, Project
Manager at Fermi 3, responded, that Mr. Keegan had asked that question at a previous meeting
and that the NRC would get back to him on that.

By email letter January 9, 2012, Mr. Keegan requested that Mr. Hale provide exact
citations and all citations where that information could be found. Mr. Keegan informed Mr. Hale

that groups that he was writing on behalf of are in legal proceedings and that information is

needed in a timely manner. Mr. Hale did respond to Mr. Keegan on January 10, 2012 as follows:
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Mr. Keegan:
In response to your questions we recommend that you review the technical
information cited as follows for the ESBWR design:
1. Fuel Enrichment Levels — Refer to ESBWR DCD Tier 2 Chapter 1 Table 1.3-1
2. Positive Void Coefficients — Refer to ESBWR DCD Tier 2 Chapter 4 Sections
4.3 and 4B.3
While Intervenors appreciate Mr. Hale’s belated response, a review of his citations
proves that nowhere in the Environmental Report or the DEIS is there any discussion of the
potential of an accident scenario resulting from a “Positive Void Coefficient™. With the ESBWR
projected to use enriched fuel at 4.6% U-235 by weight and running at over 4500 MW thermal,
and with so many firsts for this reactor design, the public can have little confidence that there are
not present the dynamics for an unparalled disaster. The lack of discussion of an accident
scenario encompassing the potential of “Positive Void Coefficient” has been omitted from the
NEPA process. NEPA’s emphasis on “the importance of coherent and comprehensive up-front
environmental analysis. . . ensure[s] informed decision-making to the end that the agency will not
act on incomplete information, only to regret its decision after it is too late to coBbat.”
Mtns. Biodiversity Project v. Blackwoatb1 F.3d 1208, 1216 (9th Cir. 1998). Because critical
information has been omitted from the key NEPA disclosure document, Intervenors have no
opportunity to conduct their own investigation with experts in engineering, nor to comment
meaningfully under NEPA.
Contention 23 The high-voltage transmission line portion of the project involves a
lengthy corridor which is inadequately assessed and analyzed in the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement.

The discussion of the environmental impacts to the approximately 1,000 acres of

transmission corridor is deficient in a host of ways. The DEIS admits that 80 wetlands and other
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waters would be crossed by Fermi 3’s proposed, up to 300-foot wide-transmission line corridor
(Table 2-7. Page 2-46), NRC'’s determination that impacts will be minimal or small is not
credible. NRC'’s analysis of the environmental impacts of the proposed Fermi 3 transmission line
corridor is scattered throughout the DEIS, and isthus not coherent, is vague and shallow. NEPA
requires a much more coherent, integrated, comprehensive, clear, and in-depth analysis. NRC’s
analysis flirts with illegal segmentation for not assembling NEPA disclosures associated with the
transmission corridor in its own discrete section of the DEIS.

Nowhere in the DEIS are the cumulative impacts compiled in a meaningful way. The
shallow descriptions of what is planned simply do not adequately discuss the interconnectedness
of the corridor land uses with adjacent land uses. For example, will the transmission line
corridor, by cutting down all the trees, and dramatically increasing evaporation, completely
transform a wetland into at best intermittently mucky soil? A total change might even result in
eradication of virtually all wetland functions. Ephemeral wetlands, for example, are vital frog
habitat. By downgrading or destroying wetlands quality, NRC’s DEIS must address the issue of
whether mitigation should be considered, perhaps by creating wooded wetlands elsewhere. By
not meaningfully disclosing mitigation arrangements, NRC’s DEIS violates NEPA.

The CEQ's regulations define a project's cumulative impacts as "the impact on the
environment which results from the incremental impact of the action when added to other past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (Federal or
non-Federal) or person undertakes such other actions.” 40 C.F.R. 8 1508.7; see also 40 C.F.R. §
1508.25 (requiring that agencies take cumulative impacts into consideration during NEPA

review). The regulation states that "[clumulative impacts can result from individually minor but
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collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time." 40 C.F.R. § 1508.7. In that
vein, a consideration of cumulative impacts must also consider "[c]losely related and proposed or
reasonably foreseeable actions that are related by timing or geogr&fuayx' Carre Prop.

Owners, Residents, & Assocs., Inc. v. Piegfd® F.2d 1272, 1277 (5th Cir.1983). The transmis-
sion corridor is an example of this to-be-avoided piecemealing, whereby the environment suffers
death by a thousand clearcuts in the shadow cast by obscurity.

The record compiled by the agency must be sufficient to determine the mitigation
measures being used to compensate for adverse environmental impacts stemming from the
original proposal that, unmitigated, would be significaBpiller v. White 352 F.3d 235, 241
(5th Cir.2003) (quotingcabinet Mountains Wilderness v. Petersé85 F.2d 678, 682
(D.C.Cir.1982)). Although proposed mitigation measures need not be laid out to the finest detail,
even within the more labor-intensive context of an environmental impact stateRodrgrtson
v. Methow Valley Citizens Coundll90 U.S. 332, 352, 109 S.Ct. 1835, 104 L.Ed.2d 351 (1989)
it is still required “that mitigation be discussed in sufficient detail to ensure that environmental
consequences have been fairly evaluatédiss. River Basin Alliance v. Westph280 F.3d 170,
176-77 (5th Cir.2000) (quotingobertson490 U.S. at 352, 109 S.Ct. 1835). Hence an EIS
involving mitigation must include “a serious and thorough evaluation of environmental
mitigation options for [a] Project to allow its analysis to fulfill NEPA's process-oriented
requirements [.]’"Miss. River Basin Alliange230 F.3d at 178.

On page 2-10, NRC admits that ITC Transmission has not yet even chosen the exact route
for Fermi 3’s offsite transmission line corridor. Thus, “Detroit Edison expects that the remaining

10.8 miles [of new transmission line corridor], extending to the Milan Substation, would be built
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within an undeveloped right-of-way (ROW)...No data are available on existing land uses in the
anticipated 10.8-mi undeveloped ROW segment, but the review team expects that it crosses
mostly agricultural and forest lands and scattered wetlands...[and] the route likely crosses some
prime farmland.” This begs the question as to why the public is being asked to comment on such
a half-baked DEIS, based on a half-baked ER, based on a half-baked ESBWR design and new
reactor proposal? Not knowing the corridor route effectively makes environmental impact
analysis impossible. DTE should be made to disclose precisely where the transmission line
corridor will be, before this proceeding continues any further. NRC cannot attempt to duck its
responsibilities under NEPA by echoing DTE, that the transmission line corridor belongs to ITC
Transmission (as at 2.4.1.2 Terrestrial Resources — Transmission Lines, page 2-45). This is a new
atomic reactor proposal. The transmission line corridor proposal is part and parcel of the Fermi 3
proposal under NEPA.

NRC reports that “the final western 10.8 miles of transmission lines would be built in an
undeveloped segment of an existing transmission ROW...Some transmission tower footings
were installed there as part of earlier plans but were never used.” NRC reports that the proposed
new Fermi 3 transmission line corridor would cross open water, deciduous forest, evergreen
forest, mixed forest, grassland, 93.4 acres of woody wetlands, and 13 acres of emergent
herbaceous wetland. (Table 2-7,Vegetative Cover Types in the Proposed 29.4-mi Transmission
Corridor, page 2-46). This shows what is at stake — major impacts, or perhaps even complete
destruction, to irreplaceable habitat, vital for the viability of endangered and threatened species,
as well as overall ecosystem health. At 4-2, “Vegetative Cover Types Occurring in the

Undeveloped 10.8-mi Segment of the Transmission Line Corridor” (page 4-28), DEIS Table 4-2
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repeats the sensitive vegetative cover forms at risk from the proposed Fermi 3 transmission
corridor: 170 acres of deciduous forest, 74 acres of woody wetlands, and 9 acres of herbaceous
emergent wetlands.

Evidently earlier transmission tower footings were previously installed for no good
reason whatsoever, for projects that were never completed. Those footings did environmental
harm, for no good reason. Presumably, they cannot be used now as part of the current proposal,
but would have to be replaced, doubling that earlier, unnecessary impact, and risking that, if and
when Fermi 3 is cancelled midstream, yet more unnecessary damage will have been inflicted on
vital habitat and important species. This would be the antithesis of NEPA'’s purpose, to fully
consider all aspects of major federal actions (such as NRC'’s approval of DTE’s Fermi 3 plans) in
advance, so that unnecessary damage to the environment can be avoided.

Although the NRC DEIS does mention that the platforms for the towers along the
transmission line corridor will cover a relatively small area, NRC’s DEIS nonetheless does not
guantify changes to wetlands. For example, how much fill will be done? How much wetland will
be destroyed? Such questions must be answered, in detail, now, not later, to fulfill NEPA’s
purposes under law.

NRC’s DEIS section 2.4.1.4 Important Terrestrial Species and Habitats — Transmission
Lines (page 2-60) also reports the high biological stakes. Important species may occur along
transmission lines, “but because the exact route of the corridor has not been finally determined,
no surveys have yet been conducted to confirm the presence of any species.” Again, the risks of
irreparable harm are increased due to DTE’s half-baked plans, as well as NRC’s premature DEIS.

However, table 2-9 (page 2-61) shows state-listed and federally-listed species which inhabit the
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counties (Monroe, Washtenaw, Wayne) that would be crossed, including over 80 plant species, 8
insect species, 2 amphibian species, 4 reptile species (including the Eastern Fox Snake), a dozen
bird species, and 2 mammal species. The Michigan Dept. of Natural Resources (MDNR/now
DNRE) has not provided concurrence for the project to proceed, because DTE has provided no
details about the transmission line corridor route for determining the damage that would be done
to threatened and endangered species and their habitats. MDNR has identified five State-listed
species likely present on the Fermi site, which could also be present along the proposed Fermi 3
transmission corridor. In addition to all of the above, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has
identified the eastern massasauga snake as a candidate species potentially inhabiting Washtenaw
and Wayne Counties, and thus, at risk along the proposed new transmission corridor.

The DEIS refers to effects on major species. The Eastern Fox Snake is mentioned.
Intervenors have raised contentions about the impacts on the endangered/threatened Eastern Fox
Snake in the Fermi 3 COLA proceeding. There is valid concern that damage to, or destruction of,
ephemeral and/or forested wetlands by Fermi 3’s proposed transmission line corridor will deal a
fatal blow to endangered and/or threatened species, including the Eastern Fox Snake.

At page 5-22. NRC’s DEIS states (lines 22 to 32):

The Endangered Species Coordinator for the Michigan Department of Natural

Resources (MDNR) has not yet reviewed Detroit Edison’s proposed Habitat and Species

Conservation Plan for the eastern fox snake, and has not yet commented on whether the

plan’s mitigation measures would be adequate to protect the eastern fox snake (Hoving

2010). The Coordinator stated, however, that monitoring of the eastern fox snake

population during and after building of Fermi 3 could help determine whether the direct

impacts from increased traffic warranted additional mitigation measures. An example of
mitigation for traffic mortality impacts, if needed, would be installing fences along roads

to serve as barriers to the snake and reduce the likelihood of snakes being hit by vehicles.

Monitoring and implementing any necessary mitigation measures, as discussed in Section

5.3.1.1, would likely hold the effects on the eastern fox snake from project operation to
minimal levels.
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Given the lingering doubts and uncertainties about the well being of the endangered/threatened
Eastern Fox Snake, it is essential that any negative impacts from the proposed Fermi 3
transmission line corridor be comprehensively and completely understood, so they can be
prevented in the first place.

At 1.1.2 (page 1-6) Preconstruction Activities, NRC states that constructing transmission
lines are preconstruction activities not needing its NEPA approval. The DEIS at page 3-22 states,
“Activities associated with transmission line corridors are also considered preconstruction.” This
implies an explanation for the inadequate transmission corridor analysis: the lead agency simply
doesn'’t care.

At 2.4.2.2 Aquatic Habitats — Transmission Lines (2-80), NRC joins DTE in a
disconcerting dismissal of issues of species diversity — and the importance of the habitats on
which those species depend — merely because the streams the transmission line corridor would
cross are small. Also dismissed is the ecological significance of small drainages and their
intermittent flows. Such habitat is vital for frogs and other critical reptilian species that serve as
food for species higher up the food chain.

As reported at the DEIS at Page 2-64, the transmission lines would cross important
habitats: 30 wetlands or other waters that may be regulated by the USACE and/or MDEQ,
according to FWS National Wetland Inventory mapping. Several of the wetlands would require
the placement of a transmission tower or pole within the wetland itself. The wetlands include
woody and emergent herbaceous habitat. At 2.4.2.4, “Important Aquatic Species and Habitats —
Transmission Lines” (page 2-123), NRC admits that “it is not known whether suitable habitat or

populations of species identified in Table 2-16 occur in portions of the drainage that would be
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crossed by the proposed transmission route. The FWS and MDEQ may require surveys of the
proposed transmission line corridor to evaluate the presence of important species and habitat.”
Again, this is evidence that NRC’s DEIS, as with DTE’s ER and COLA, is premature. Table

2-16 shows what is at stake. The listed federal and state species include 16 species of mollusks,
and 17 species of fish (pages 2-99 to 2-100).

There is no discussion in the DEIS of whether the wetlands in the transmission corridor
are connected to close-by wetlands, themselves not under power lines or impacted by other
human activities, and what effect denuding the forested wetlands of trees in the transmission
corridor will have on overall wetland units in the ecosystem, such as “greenways” for species
movement and hence genetic diversity. There is no clear, long-term management plan articulated
in the DEIS. It is clear that the deforestation will be an indefinitely long, or even permanent,
condition. Although herbicides designed for use in wetlands are mentioned, no specifics are
given. The impact of these biocides on species inhabiting the corridor is thus impossible to
analyze, given the lack of specificity. The downgrade in the ecological quality and quantity (or
even permanent loss and complete destruction) of forested wetlands in an extended area along
the Fermi 3 transmission line corridor is a major ecosystem impact, which currently goes
unreflected. For example, at Wetlands and Floodplains (page 5-24), NRC states:

Vegetation management actions may include, but are not limited to, pruning, wall
trimming, tree removal, mowing, and herbicide application...Wetlands within the

corridor that have the potential to regenerate in forest vegetation are expected to be

manually cleared of woody vegetation periodically for line safety clearance, thereby being

kept in a low-growing scrub/shrub or emergent wetland state...Detroit Edison expects
that ITC Transmission would minimize the use of pesticides in wetland portions of the

transmission corridor (Detroit Edison 2010Db).

Thus, the damage appears to be permanent. Detroit Edison “expects,” but is not certain, that
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pesticide usage would be minimized. The permanence of the damage is again documented at
4.1.2, “Transmission Line Corridors and Other Offsite Facilities:” *“...in forested areas, the
corridor would remain cleared.” (page 4-8).

At page 2-47, “Existing Natural and Human-Induced Ecological Effects on the
Transmission Corridor”, NRC admits “Corridor maintenance, including the removal of
undesirable vegetation by mechanical means and herbicides, imposes stress on terrestrial
resources.” But vegetation is desirable from a habitat and biological diversity perspective. The
proposed Fermi 3 transmission corridor will inflict permanent damage on habitat, such as
wetlands and forest, vital for protecting and preserving biological diversity, such as the survival
of threatened and endangered species. The permanence of this destruction of habitat is docu-
mented at 3.4.2.2 Power Transmission System (page 3-31): “During operation of Fermi 3, the
power transmission line system would need to be maintained free of vegetation by ITC
Transmission. Vegetation removal activities would include trimming and application of
herbicides periodically and on an as-needed basis along the transmission line corridor.”

At 3.3.1.8, “Transmission Line Corridors” (page 3-26), NRC admits that:

Installing transmission lines would require the removal of trees and shrubs along
portions of the transmission line corridor, movement of construction equipment, and
shallow excavation for the foundations of the transmission line towers... The 10.8 mi
corridor to the Milan substation is currently undeveloped, and building this portion of the
line could disturb 393 ac of mostly forested and agricultural lands. A total of 1069 ac of
land would be occupied by the 29.4 mi long transmission line corridor.

There is no commitment documented in NRC’s DEIS that DTE and/or ITC Transmission will
use the best available science in assessing damage and management planning along its proposed

Fermi 3 transmission line corridor. There is also little to no discussion of best available science

or best available technology to prevent or mitigate ecological harm caused by the proposed new
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transmission line corridor.

Any inventory of the loss of wetlands functions due to damage done by the Fermi 3
transmission corridor is woefully inadequate, disjointed, and largely non-existent. These impacts
on the ecosystem represent a significant change in the character of wetlands habitat, which is not
captured by the DEIS.

An ironic part of the Fermi 3 transmission line corridor proposal is the plan to destroy
restored prairie at/near the Fermi site. At 3.3.1.9, “Switchyard” (page 3-26), NRC reports:
“Detroit Edison would build a new switchyard containing three 345-kV transmission lines to
transport to (sic) power generated by Fermi 3. The Fermi 3 switchyard would be constructed on
10 ac of the prairie restoration area at the intersection of Fermi Drive and Toll Road (shown as
“28” on Figure 3-2). The irony is that DTE often brags about its ecological “good citizenship,”
such as “nature preserves” it has established. For example, at both the NRC environmental
scoping public meeting in January 2009, and again at the NRC DEIS public comment meeting in
December 2011, DTE set up a large, glossy “informational display” in the lobby about its efforts
to preserve and protect the environment in the Fermi plant vicinity. But this is mere PR
green-washing, belied by DTE’s readiness to destroy restored prairie to build a switchyard for
Fermi 3. TheDEIS does not disclose why the prairie was restored in the first place, nor what the
history was that prompted DTE to preserve/restore it. If it were to mitigate other ecological
destruction associated with the Fermi nuclear plant, DTE in its ER, and NRC in its EIS, surely
must disclose those facts, as well as relevant laws, regulations, and commitments made to local,
state, and/or federal government agencies.

NRC is required in its DEIS to describe in detail permits that are required, including
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CWA 404 and Michigan state laws. State-required permits are needed since Michigan is
deputized to enforce the Clean Water Act on inland wetland areas. Sufficient detail is missing
currently from NRC’s DEIS on these legal and regulatory matters.

The DEIS, at 2.7.3, “Historic and Cultural Resources within the Transmission Line
Corridor,” (page 2-205), raises social and environmental justice, as well as human rights and
religious freedom issues. Also implicated are various treaty rights, established by treaties signed
between the U.S. federal government and various Native American nations. These treaties, after
all, are the highest law of the land, equal in stature to the U.S. Constitution itself. At page 2-206,
again reflecting the premature nature of the DEIS, as well as the half-baked nature of the Fermi 3
proposal writ large (including its proposed new transmission corridor), NRC admits that “Efforts
to identify cultural resources along the proposed transmission line route were limited...” Hence,
culturally significant sites could be bulldozed by DTE and ITC Transmission for the Fermi 3
transmission line corridor, without the public or affected Native nations even knowing that
culturally significant sites were at risk.

Table 2-63 on page 2-206 shows that the proposed new segment of the transmission line
corridor would impact five “archaeological” or “prehistoric” sites, three of which are of uniden-
tified prehistorical significance, two of which are identified as Late Woodland, and one of which
is identified as Woodland. Given the lack of adequate NRC outreach and government to govern-
ment consultation with affected units of Indian government, NRC’s determination that these
impacted sites are insignificant is entirely inappropriate. Affected tribal governments should be
contacted, and allowed to determine for themselves the significance of these identified sites. To

do otherwise in the year 2011 is entirely unacceptable, given the religious significance of burial
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and other sacred sites to Native American Nations, for instance, as protected under law.
Compliance with the National Historic Preservation Act does not preclude the need to
comply with NEPA with regard to impacts on historic and cultural aspects of the environment.
Therefore, impacts on proposed historic districts must be evaluated and, if necessary, mitigation
measures undertakerPhiladelphia Electric Co.(Limerick Generating Station, Units 1 & 2),
LBP-83-11, 17 NRC 413, 435 (1983). See &lydro Resources, IncLBP-05-26, 62 NRC 442,
472 (2005) (To comply with NEPA in this regard, “an agency must reasonably (1) consider the
historic and cultural resources in the affected area; (2) assess the impact of the proposed action,
and reasonable alternatives to that action, on cultural resources; (3) disseminate the relevant facts
and assessments for public comment; and (4) respond to legitimate concerns.”).

Contention 24:The public health effects and impacts from routine, licensed radiological

emissions in air and water from the proposed Fermi 3 have been inadequately assessed, analyzed
and disclosed in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, in violation of NEPA.

About a quarter mile downstream of the Fermi 3 the cooling water intake and discharge
pipe facilities planned for construction are two public water supply intakes on Lake Erie: the
Frenchtown Water Plant, which uses 8 million gallons per day (MGD), and the Monroe County
Water Plant, which uses 7.5 MGD (Frenchtown Charter Township 2010; AWWA 2009). The
impacts of these two water plants and the other projects listed in Table 7-1 of the DEIS are
considered in the analysis in Sections 4.2 and 5.2 and would not be detectable or would be so
minor that they would not affect surface water use.

Because the chemical contents of the water vapor emitted from the cooling towers is

unknown, there is a consequent omission to analyze the environmental impact of the contents of
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the water vapor emitted from the cooling towers. The environmental impact cannot be assessed if
the chemical content of the drift from the towers is unknown. The total dissolved solids in the
drift water were assumed to be salt (see pages 5-18, 5-91, 5-138 of the Fermi 3 DEIS). Such an
assumption does not constitute a science-based analysis of the actual conditions and completely
fails to consider the impact of other chemicals in the drift, many of which could be far more
environmentally destructive than salt and could appreciably contribute to the PM2.5 emissions
from the cooling towers. On page 7-13 DEIS Fermi 3, there is a brief discussion of the industrial
pollutants that are acknowledged to be in the waters of Lake Erie. However, the rest of the
document assumes that these pollutants do not exist and does not address their potential
environmental impact as cooling tower drift.

In the DEIS, the discussion of population dose of radiation includes the following
passage:

5.9.3.2 Population Dose

Detroit Edison estimated the collective total body dose within a 50-mi radius of
the Fermi 3 site to be 14.9 person-rem from liquid effluents (Detroit Edison 2011a) and
6.7 person-rem/yr from gaseous effluents (Detroit Edison 2011a). The estimated
collective dose to the same population from natural background radiation is estimated to
be 2,400,000 person-rem/yr. The dose from natural background radiation was calculated
by multiplying the 50-mi population estimate for 2060 of approximately 7,710,000 people
by the annual background dose rate of 311 mrem/yr (NCRP 2009).

The collective dose from the gaseous and liquid effluent pathways was estimated
by using the GASPAR Il and LADTAP Il computer codes, respectively. The staff
performed an independent evaluation of population doses and obtained similar results
(see Appendix G).

Radiation protection experts conservatively assume that any amount of radiation
may pose some risk of causing cancer or a severe hereditary effect and that the risk is
higher for higher radiation exposures. Therefore, a linear, no-threshold dose response
relationship is used to describe the relationship between radiation dose and detriments,
such as cancer induction. The recent BEIR VIl report by the National Research Council
(2006) reconfirms the linear, no threshold dose response nSoahglly stated, any
increase in dose, no matter how small, results in an incremental increase in health risk.
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(Emphasis supplied). Intervenors’ expert, Joseph Mangano, MPH/MBA, whose declaration,
report anccurriculum vitaeare attached and incorporated by reference, has provided his own
calculations and assessement of epidemiological consequences from the 25-year operation
history of Fermi 2. There are statistically noteworthy increases in the rate of all major types of
cancer, coinciding with the period just after Fermi 2 went into full-scale operation, and also, the
rates of hospitalization for cancers, benign neoplasms and congenital anomalies. While
Mangano’s conclusion is that statistically it would be difficult to anticipate what the specific
effects of another operational nuclear power plant would be, he states:
...[|Blasic data on the performance of Fermi 2 places great doubt about whether

Fermi 3 will pose a safety and health risk for local residents. Accordingly, the conclusion

of this report is that no decision should be made on whether or not to approve a license

for Fermi 3 until more research of this type is undertaken; a thorough public education

and discussion process occurs; and that the majority of local people still approve of the

new reactor with this additional knowledge.

CONCLUSION

A petitioner does not have to prove its contentions at the admissibility Btagee Fuel
Storage, L.L.C(Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation), CLI-04-22, 60 NRC 125, 139
(2004). The factual support required is “a minimal showing that material facts are in dispute.”
All that is needed at this juncture is “alleged facts” and the factual support “need not be in
affidavit or formal evidentiary form and need not be of the quality necessary to withstand a
summary disposition motion.First Energy Nuclear Operating Compa(avis-Besse Nuclear
Power Station, Unit 1), ASLBP No. 11-907-01-LR-BDO01, LBP-11-13 at 17 (April 26, 2011)

(slip op.). Intervenors have made more than a minimal showing as to each of the foregoing

contentions, and therefore pray the Licensing Board admit each one for adjudication.
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The Great Lakes
Environmental Law Center

Protecting the world’s greatest freshwater resource
and the communities that depend upon it

440 Burroughs Street, Box 70
Detroit, Michigan 48202

www.glelc.org

January 11, 2012

Chief, Rules, Announcements, and Directives Branch
Office of Administration

Mail Stop: TWB-05-B01M

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Washington, DC 20555-0001

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report for the
Combined License (COL) for Enrico Fermi Unit 3, NUREG-2105, Vol. 1

On behalf of the Great Lakes Environmental Law Center (GLELC), thank you for the
opportunity to review and comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the
Combined License (COL) of the proposed Unit 3 (Fermi 3) of the Detroit Edison Enrico Fermi
Power Plant in Monroe County, Michigan. The GLELC is a Detroit-based nonprofit organization
founded to protect the world’s greatest freshwater resource and the communities that depend
upon it.

Detroit Edison (Edison) proposes to construct and operate a new power reactor unit at the Detroit
Edison Enrico Fermi Atomic Power Plant site in Monroe County, Michigan. This project would
include “hydrological alterations to Lakierie from operation of Fermi 3” includingricreased

water use, discharge of cooling wataénd maintenance dredging of the intake cam2ElS at 5-

6. These proposed actions require approval from both the Nuclear Regulatory Commission
(NRC) as well as permit approval from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) to perform
certain construction activities on the site. As a result, the USACE and NRC prepared this DEIS
as cooperating agencies and participated collaboratively as a review team. In reviewing the
proposed construction and operations, the reviewing agencies andgzedposed project’s
environmental effects to ensure compliance with a number of statutes, policies, and regulations,
most notably the Great Lakes Compact, Michigan Water Quality Standards, and the Michigan
Natural Resources and Environmental Protection Act of 1994.

The GLELC has focused its review of the DEIS on issue areas central to the long-term health of
the Great Lakes, as well as the communities and wildlife that depend upon the ecosystem. The
GLELC has serious concerns about the adequacy of the DEIS, particularly with respect to the
document’s analysis dhe effects of thermal pollution, consumptive water use, wetlands



degradation, and wildlife depletion. These inadequacies need to be addressed before further
action on the proposed project.

Consumptive Water Use Issues

The DEIS analyzes the effect of the project on the adjacent bodies of water in a number of its
sections, including water consumption. Although there are impacts to groundwater and adjacent
streams in the construction of Rer3, “the primary water body of concern is Lake Erie, which
would be the sole source of water to Fermi 3 and would receive the majority of the discharged
from Fermi 3.” DEIS at 26. Thus, the primary concern of the reviewing agencies should also

be on the effect of the Fermi 3 operations on Lake Erie.

With Lake Erie under increasing stress from various uses and interests, and tensions increasing
due to the presence of so many different interests and actors trying to manage one large
hydrologic system, the various states and provinces created and ratified the Great Lakes Compact
in 2008 as a framework to “act together to protect, conserve, restore, improve and effectively
manage the Waters and Water Dependent Natural Resources of the Basin under appropriate
arrangements for intergovernmental cooperation and consultation.” Great Lakes Compact 8

1.3(2)(a). Within this framework the states created a system by which all actors attempting to
withdraw or consume large amounts water from the Great Lakes must seek approval from the
various state actors that are party to the agreement. The review team accurately cites this
approval requirement with the DEIS, stating that “with the passing of the Great Lakes Compact
in 2008, any new water withdrawals within the Great Lakes Basin that would result in a
consumptive use of 5 MGD [million gallons per day] or more were made subject to review by all
of the States and provinces in the region.” DEIS-252This requirement, however, is merely
mentioned within a single section and is not properly addressed by the DEIS.

With an estimated consumptive footprint of 20-25 million gallons per day, the Fermi 3 facility
will most certainly be subject to a “regiomaview” from the various states and provinces within
the Compactld. at 5-8. The review by the states and provinces will likely require voluminous
information from Detroit Edison in order to gain approval from the Parties for their desired
levels of withdrawal and consumption. Great Lakes Compact 8§ 4.3. Each party will be able to
review whetheEdison’s proposedsage is consistent with the Compact based on a number of
factors most notably whether “withdrawal or consumptige wvill be implemented so as to

ensure that the Proposal will result in no significant individual or cumulative adverse impacts to
the quantity or quality of the Waters and Water Dependent Natural Resources and the applicable
Source Watershed” and whethdnétwithdrawal or consumptive use will be implemented so as
to incorporate Environmentally Sound and Economically Feasible Water Conservation
Measures.” Great Lakes Compact § 4 Based on the statistics given within the DEIS, Edison
and the reviewing agencies will likely find that standard difficult to meet.

The DEIS states that the Fermi 3 facility will withdraw around 50 MGD of water, and consume
about half that; 20-25 MGD. DEIS at 5-8. In comparison, the reviewing agencies note that
“between 2000 and 2006, the US and Canadian power plants withdrew an average of 168 MGD
from Lake Erie and consumed an average of 14 MGD, amounting to an average consumption
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rate of 8% Id. at 2-23. Fermi 2, which accounted for about half of that average daily
withdrawal for the entire lake, had a consumption rate of about 40%, far higher than other
facilities. ld. Therefore, the proposed Fermi 3 facility, while withdrawing less water than its
counterpart Fermi 2, will actually consume a great deal more water. In fact, the Fermi 3 plant
will consume far more water per day than all of the nuclear facilities on Lake Erie combined on
average from 2000-2008l. at 2-23.

The review team states in the DEIS that an estimated annual consumption of 7.6 billion gallons
of water would only amount to about 4% of the current total consumptive use of Lake Erie,
dismissing this percentage as a small impact and concluding that mitigation is not waldanted.

at 5-8, 5-9. With this new facility estimated to take up such a large amount of consumptive use in
comparison to its peer facilities and industrial use as a whole, the Party states to the Compact
may not agree with the reviewing agencies under the standard of review set forth in the Great
Lakes Compact, and find the use per se unreasonable. When looking at the long-term health of
the Great Lakes Basin, the Party states are likely to note that climate change could put increasing
pressure on the lake as water levels decrease and consumption from all sectors increases. The
DEIS notes that “ptential increases in Lake Erie water temperature resulting from climate

change could increase the amount of cooling water needed for operation of the proposed Fermi 3
and other major users. Therefore, the operations of Fermi and other thermoelectric plants on
Lake Erie could be altered as a result of climate chamgeat 7-10, 7-11.

Because of the uncertainty inherent in gaining approval from the regional review process under
the Great Lakes Compact for a project this size, the GLELC recommends certain actions by the
applicant and the reviewing agencies. First, steps should be taken to initiate an approval process
under the terms of the Great Lakes Compact. Perhaps by noting the Compact review requirement
in the DEIS without addressing it, the review team understands the requirements of the Compact
to be separate from those that need to be outlined in an EIS process; it may in fact be an
operational issue and not a construction issue, for example. However, it is clear that an approval
through the regional review process of the Compact is necessary in order for the Fermi 3 facility
to operate. Second, the reviewing agencies should include in the Final EIS the steps that will be
taken by the relevant parties to seek and gain approval by the parties of the Compact. Included in
these steps should be an explanation of why the Fermi 3 facility’s large consumptive use of
water, in comparison to its counterpart facility Fermi 2 as well as other peer facilities in the

region, should be allowed in accordance with the principles of the Great Lakes Compact.

Thermal Pollution Impacts

Similar to its analysis with respect to consumptive use issues, the DEIS notes the issues with
thermal pollution on its discharge cooling water into Lake Erie but does not properly evaluate
these issues as serious and fails to provide potential mitigation options for the Fermi 3 facility.
As the review team is well aware, Lake Erie is under a number of stresses, and in particular the
stress caused by warmer temperatures has lead to historically bad algae blooms that create a
toxic environment for much of the natural aquatic flora and fauna. The review team notes this,
stating that current water quality concerns with regard to Lake Erie include (1) increased
phosphorus loading fronegional agricultural activities, which cause toxic algal bloorB&TS

at 2-26. Additionally, the reviewing agencies also determined through sampling that area of lake



adjacent to Fermi 3 was consistent with other stressed areas of the lake|evittted levels of
nutrients including total phosphorus, orthophosphorus, nitrate and nitrite nitrogen, and total
Kjeldahl nitrogen.”ld. at 2-28. An increase of localized temperature caused by a large and steady
discharge of cooling water could therefore haweleterious effect on Lake Erie’s ability to

regulate its own toxicity. Nonetheless, the reviewing agencies determined that thermal pollution
potentially caused by the Fermi 3 facility would have a minimal impact on Lake Erie, and did not
recommend any mitigation strategies for Edison.

In determining the possible impact of thermal pollution, the DEIS looks to the Michigan Water
Quiality Standards, which include temperature limits for Lake Erie, including mixing zone limits
and applicability of the standards. These regulations state that the “Great Lakes and connecting
waters shall not receive a heat load which would warm the receiving water at the edge of the
mixing zone more thaB degrees Fahrenheit above the existing natural water temperature.” Ml
Admin. R. 323.1070(1Based on Lake Erie’s mean monthly temperature, the regulations give
specific heat limits over which, if occurring outside of a designated mixing zone area, the
temperature becomes a thermal plume. DEIS at 5-11. Approval of the size of the mixing zone
varies depending on the size of the thermal plume and the body of water and is determined in the
discharge permitting process, which has yet to occur. Ml Admin. R. 323.1082(4).

To investigate the potential impacts of discharged cooling water with elevated temperatures on
Lake Erie, Detroit Edison used a hydrodynamic model that simulates mixing processes, to
evaluate the average impact and size of discharged thermal plumes. DEIS at 5-12. Based on the
simulations performed under this modeling framework, Edison found that in 9 of 12 months each
year, the average temperature of the potential thermal plume will be above the maximum
temperature allowed under Michigan regulatiddsAdditionally, in three months out of the

year, the difference between the mean temperature of the discharge and the mean ambient lake
temperature will be over 20 degrees Fahrenkeitmportant to note within these results is that

they measure mean temperature differences, which indicates that in many instances throughout
the month the temperature differences will be even larger.

Noting that the thermal plume would not be large enough to reach the shoreline (primarily due to
the lengthy discharge pipe called for in the design of the facility), and enormous size of the basin
into which the thermal plume would be discharged, the reviewing agencies determined that the
thermal pollution would have minimal environmental impact on Lake Erie and did not suggest
mitigation or alternatives to the current discharge dthrat 5-7; 5-16 This analysis is poorly

framed, particularly when future projections which factor in the impact of climate change are
taken into account.

The projections based on Edison’s simulations show a thermal plume that could potentially be as
large as 55,000 square feet. DEIS at 5-247¥hile this plume is a “small fraction of the

western basinfd_ake Erie,” at a localized level it could be enormously damaging, especially if

the temperatures are upwards of 20 degrees Fahrenheit warmer than the mean natural
temperature of the lake. This thermal pollution could result in drastic growth of toxic algae, heat
stress for aquatic life, and, as the DEIS states, “the creation of favorable conditions for invasive
species.ld. at 5-33. Furthermore, in their analysis of possible impacts, the reviewing agencies
indicate that climate change could exacerbate the issues caused by thermal plumes. Climate



change could lower lake levels, causing large thermal plumes and mixing zones caused by the
shallow depths at the area of discharge (already as low as 7 feet in some areas) to expand further.
Id. at 7-14. Additionally, as previously noted, higher average lake temperatures would lead to
greater water withdrawals to achieve the same cooling effectiveness. The larger withdrawals
would also lead to larger discharges, which could create even larger thermal plumes at the
shallower depthdd. at 7-11; 7-14.

The GLELC recommends that the reviewing agencies reevaluate the potential problems caused
by thermal pollution from coolant water discharges at a more localized level before producing
the Final EIS. The review team did suggest two mitigation procedures within the DEIS, the
installation of a diffuser that would mix the discharge before being released into the lake and a
procedure to gradually reduce the discharge of cooling water during plant shutdowns to avoid
any sort or heat or cold shock to aquatic species. DEIS at 5-7; 5-35. These are positive mitigation
procedures but not adequate to properly address the extent of harm that the volume of warm
effluent being released by the facility. It should be noted that, as the Great Lakes Compact
monitors both consumption and withdrawals, the discharge of thermal pollution as a result of a
withdrawal would also be subject to a review under 8§ 4.11 of the Compact. Therefore, it would
be prudent for both Edison and the regulatory agencies tasked with approving Fermi 3 to ensure
that the thermal plumes being discharged into Lake“Eegult in no significant individual or
cumulative adverse impacts to the quantity or quality of the Waters and Water Dependent
Natural Resources and the applicable Source WatetdBeeat Lakes Compact § 4.11.

Wetlands & Wildlife Impacts

The evaluation of the wetland areas that would be impacted by the construction and operation of
the reactor, and the potential status of selected wildlife within those areas is not fully and
properly addressed in the DEIS. The majority of the Fermi site, which includes Fermi 3 as well
as the currently operating Fermi 2, is currently characterized as surface wetlands within the
coastal zone of Lake Erie. DEIS at 2-13; 2-14. Approximately 656 acres of undeveloped lands on
the Fermi site are managed as part of the Detroit River International Wildlife Refugie2-14.
Wetlands are a unique habitat and provide a number of different benefits to human society and
the environment, and thus they are protected by both state and federal laws requiring permits
from both state and federal agencidsat 2-53. In this case, the wetlands on the Fermi site are
particularly valuable in shielding the area from flooding, as well as providing habitat for a
number of speciesd. at 2-57; 2-58.

Between the construction and operation of the Fermi 3 facility, about 19 of the 656 acres of
coastal wetlands would be permanently conveittedat 5-23. Additionally, the new facility will

require some auxiliary support structures, transmission lines, and vehicular access roads, making
up a transmission corridor travelling to the edge of the Fermi site that will further cause
temporary destruction or soil erosion in another 93.4 acres of inland wetlhratss-39; 7-21.

Edison has already submitted a Joint Permit Application to both the MDEQ and USACE in order
to fill these wetlands as part of construction. Within the DEIS, the reviewing agencies

determined that mitigation was necessary and would be performed through 82 acres of coastal



wetland restoration at an offsite location on Lake Erie as well as 21 acres of onsite restoration as
proposed by Edison within their 404 pernhit. at 7-20.

The GLELC believes this mitigation plan is bereft of details within the pages of the DEIS.
Further investigation into communications between the USACE and Edison reveal that as of
December 2011, the USACE had still not verifiedadequacy of the applicant’s avoidance and
minimization statement, and therefore its compensatory mitigation plan. U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers Public Notice Re: Application of Detroit Edison No. LRE-2008-00443-1-S11 at 5.
The Federal Regulations state that compensatory mitigation may only be employed after all
appropriate and practical steps to avoid and minimize adverse impacts to aquatic resources,
including wetlands and streams, have been taken. 33 CF& 32§ The USACE needs to

confirm both the necessary conversion of the wetlands on site as well as the proposed mitigation
from the 404 application if it is to move forward properly. The EIS should also include proposed
mitigation measures that take the potential effects of climate change on the wetland areas into
account. Prolonged higher temperatures could cause increased evaporation rates, which, along
with the greater likelihood of drought, could reduce the extent of wetlands in theldre&.7-

18.

In analyzing the effect of possible conversion of wetlands in the DEIS, the review team noted
that there were possible threatened species that may be effected by the elimination of wetlands,
and more specifically, by the creation of infrastructure and access roads within the wetlands. The
DEIS noted first, that the creation of access roads creates a moderate threat to the status of the
Eastern Fox Snake, listed by the State of Michigan as Threatened, due to possible vehicle
mortality. DEIS at 5-142; 7-16. The DEIS also reported a potential impact to the American

Lotus, also listed by the State as Threatened, due to construction actitS.-20. In both

cases the regulatory agencies made note that Edison would work together with the Michigan
Department of Natural Resources to create protections for those Threatened species. No specific
protection plans are in place at this time however, and these protections must be published and
available for public comments prior to inclusion in the Final EIS.

The impact of thermal pollution on local aquatic wildlife was discussed in the previous section,
but likewise, thermal pollution is another issue associated with the operations of the Fermi 3
facility with potential for increasing harm to wetlands and wildlife as climate change continues
to alter lake levels and temperatures.

Conclusion

The Final EIS must fufl assess the proposed proje@tdential impacts on Lake Erie as well as
wetlands and wildlife impacts. We also encourage the applicant, in collaboration with the NRC
and USACE, to begin taking steps to gain approval of their proposed water usage under the
Great Lakes Compact.

The DEIS contains a significant body of data, but Detroit Edison and the reviewing agencies
were too quick to conclude issues associated with thermal pollution and water consumption as
minor, when in fact they are very significant. The GLELC encourages the NRC and the USACE
to perform further analysis of available data and collecting additional data where existing data is
insufficient to reasonably assess potential impacts and risks to water quantity, water quality,
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wetlands and wildlife. Finally, the GLELC supports the continued collection of data and
information, inclding that associated with the USACE assessment of Edipmpesed

mitigation project attached to their 404 permit application, so that current and new biologically
significant impacts are identified and appropriately analyzed.

The National Environmental Policy Act analysis does not require that a specific decision be
made, but it does require specific steps to be taken prior to the making of a decision. In order to
comply with NEPA, we request that the NRC evaluate the impacts from consumptive water use,
thermal pollution, impacts on wetlands and wildlife, as well as potential impacts from climate
change and cumulative impacts to Lake Erie, as outlined above, to address the inadequacies
found within the DEIS.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment and for considering our views.

Nick Schroeck

Executive Director

Great Lakes Environmental Law Center
440 Burroughs St. Box 70

Detroit, Ml 48202

(313) 820-7797

nschroeck@wayne.edu



UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

Before the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board

In the Matter of: )
Docket No. 52-033
The Detroit Edison Company )
(Fermi Nuclear Power Plant, Unit 3) January 11, 2011
)
#* * # ) % L

DECLARATION OF NED FORD,
INTERVENORS’ EXPERT WITNESS

Now comes Ned Ford, Declarant herein, who declares as follows under penalty of
perjury:

1. 1 am a technical advisor to the Sierra Club. My current curriculum vitae is attached
hereto and made a part of this declaration.

2. 1 have reviewed portions of the Fermi 3 DEIS pertinent to the report I am providing to
this docket, which address the need and the available alternatives to the proposed project.

3. Attached to this Declaration are twelve (12) pages, which comprise my assessment of
the circumstances of the Detroit Edison Company which are pertinent to this matter, inasmuch as
the addition of the proposed unit does not appear to be a good fit with the apparent need for new

electric generation resources, especially in comparison to other resources.

January 10, 2011

Date Ned Ford

4. Further Declarant saith naught.




Fermi 3: A Critique of the Resource Options Compaing Fermi 3 to
Efficiency and Renewable Generation

Ned Ford, Consultant to the Sierra Club

January 11, 2012

Detroit Edison proposes to build a nominal 1600 Mu¢lear plant at the existing Fermi site,
named Fermi 3. The proposed plant would produ&® M\W's of net generating capacity.

Should this plant operate at 90% capacity factéeyal which is often stated as a reasonable
value for the function of a new nuclear plant, dul generate 12,108,847 MWH's per
year.This would represent 29.7% of Detroit Edis&040 sales.

However, based on our review of available datahidian’s nuclear fleet operates at a mere 66%
capacity factor. While this may be due to econosaies opportunities and a poor fit between
Michigan’s general consumption pattern and nudyeseration rather than poor operation of the
plants in question it creates an overwhelming bui@feproof that a new nuclear plant which is
massive relative to the proposing utility will roeate an unacceptable negative economic
impact. It may be possible for Detroit Edison how that its operation of Fermi Il has a better
track record, but the recent years do not giveshggestion much support.

Since Michigan’s overall electric industry has mitarly low capacity factor it is extremely
likely that Michigan and Detroit Edison have a “dEepeak” problem, meaning that more than
twenty or thirty percent of its peak MW demand lexdsts for less than ten percent of the year.

This presentation challenges the appropriatenetgedfermi 3 proposal on economic grounds,
by comparing it on several terms with availableanlenergy alternatives. Natural gas is not
clean energy, but it is regarded as very impottaede days. It will be discussed briefly, and
shown to have important limitations.

To address a low capacity factor or “needle petiie lowest cost option is efficiency, which can
easily be oriented to address peak demand (higtiezf€ty commercial lighting and all air
conditioning efficiency and all refrigerator effggicy in air-conditioned space will have high
impact on demand). Load management programs asedayed to be similarly inexpensive, but
there may be limits on the level of participatiohigh is available at low cost when real
curtailment of service is required.

One of the key issues in comparing Fermi 3 to adtives is the current pace of price shifts.
During the last ten years the cost of new coaltglaas increased three to four times. The cost
of new natural gas plants has increased nearlyntbah. The cost of wind turbines has more
than doubled (although it has dropped 30% in teettaee years), and the cost of a new nuclear
plant remains speculative, but is unquestionablgagst three or four times as much as it was the
last time a nuclear plant was completed in theédéh&tates. By contrast, efficiency has held
pretty steady in cost over thirty years, gainingud through better technologies and the rising
value of the savings. In other words, the cogffi€iency has held steady, while the efficiency



potential has increased faster than U.S. citizedsbaisinesses have installed the technologies.
Photovoltaics have fallen almost ten percent ingpger year for almost twenty years, and are
cheaper than new natural gas in the Southwest Th8.same cost/benefit can be expected in
three to five years in the Midwest, due to our loaenlight index.

Since the value of wind and photovoltaic technol@gg function of the available wind or solar
resource as well as the equipment, there is aeealution in U.S. electric technology under
way. In 2011 the price of electricity from a newnd/turbine became unequivocally cheaper
than any new fossil resource generation in mogtt@t).S. With the wind production tax credit,
new wind costs less than four cents per KWH in metates with good wind resources. The
wind production tax credit is under fire, but in14Q the tax credit was 2.11 cents per KWH,
while the cost of coal per KWH was 2.35 cents,heotax credit pays for itself.

Similarly photovoltaics are crossing paths withsiband nuclear options. In the Southwest U.S.
where solar resources are better than across tiiwedt, photovoltaics are deemed cheaper than
natural gas by several State regulatory orderfiowimg the long term trend of price reductions,
photovoltaics are likely to become cheaper than oeal in the Midwest in three to five years.
When the current market price of photovoltaicsospared to the marginal cost of peak energy
in summer peaking utilities, it is already cheajban existing supply in most places. Since this
analysis is not consistently performed in utilitgining, there is a huge potential relative to the
current size of the photovoltaic market in neatly&the U.S. Even if the peaking service
which is cost-effective today is small comparedtbtal U.S. consumption, meeting it will drive
the price of the technologies even lower, and naakeich larger fraction of the market cost-
effective from PV. This isn't theory. It is whigthappening today.

Comparing all these factors is challenging. Thggbst uncertainty is the price of a new nuclear
plant. Estimates range from $6,000 to $12,000¢Wrof capacity. But even if this amount
were fixed, it understates the cost of a plant Wwhékes ten to twelve years to construct.
Engineering costs, which must be expended befanengris broken, can be thirty to forty
percent of the plant cost, but accrue interestcamd/ing charges for the eight or nine years
during which the plant is under construction, assdmuch of the early heavy construction itself.
And then once the plant is completed the unamattiizbt continues to accrue interest and
carrying costs. Although these are factored iates and do not increase the unpaid balance of
the plant cost, they extend the amortization pesiaostantially. Like a home mortgage carried
to completion after thirty years, the new powemnplaill actually cost two to three times its

initial “price”.

By contrast, efficiency, wind and photovoltaics adeled incrementally, and in today’s world are
more often financed by independent power producéisey have nearly fixed operation and
maintenance costs and zero fuel price uncertaifbgese carry real and important long term
economic value which is obscured by the practiceatifulating “net present value” of
investments with varying timeframes. “Net Preséalue” calculation diminishes the future
cost or future benefits of a given choice by adijgsthe future year price for interest and
inflation. It tends to discount everything beydnelve or fifteen years as having zero value.
Net Present Value calculations are useful wheniegphoughtfully and correctly. They are
often applied without full consideration of theut# value of real future economic benefits. For



example, the value of superinsulation in a new h@wensidered not to exist after twelve to
fifteen years. Yet the value of that insulatiorthirty or forty or fifty years is not only
significant, but it can easily exceed the entirsta@d the initial application each year, for thie li
of the structure, due to the known and predictatflation of fuel costs.

Southeast Michigan’s electricity future is uncertdiighly variable, and promises some
tremendous economic benefits if options are kephdp the rising wave of cheap clean energy.
Fermi 3 is a good choice for only one very specifary rigid, and increasingly unlikely possible
future. Even that possible future won't favoriReB if the cost of the plant rises too high.

The Death Spiral:

In the 1980’s a number of nuclear plants were cetegl after having exceeded initial cost
predictions by multiple times. Utilities discovdrthe “death spiral”’, which was the point,
around 14 to 15 cents per KWH, where it became gside to raise revenues by raising rates.
Customer conservation was and is induced by higttrétity costs. While one might
hypothesize that the trigger point has risen duaftation, it is more likely that the present tcen

of electricity consumption in Michigan is evidertbat it has lowered due to economic pressures
from other factors.

One important aspect of this is that a nucleartptaniect, even with Federally backed loan
guarantees, cannot make a profit for its owneitscéinnot sell power into the wholesale market,
unless a regulatory or legislative mandate is ntaderce ratepayers to take power above the
market rate. The cost of nuclear power is higldpated, and highly speculative, especially
because of the lack of real life experience inWnéed States during the last quarter century.
Many references suggest that a nuclear power plaich has an “overnight” cost of $6,000 per
KW can sell power at slightly more than six cergs KWH. That general set of assumptions is
used widely in industry “levelized cost” comparis@uch as Lazard and recent (not current)
EIA comparisons and those produced by many othezrgonent and private entities.

The principle of levelized costs is a legitimateeohe problem is that few publications allow
the reader to review the basic assumption, andrfaveeavailable outside of proprietary groups,
which are less than four or five years out of ddter example the EIA levelized cost graph
which is presently a part of the 2011 Annual Ene®aylook is based on 2009 dat#lthough it
shows that a new nuclear plant would sell powdrla39 cents (compared to today’s wholesale
market price of slightly less than four cents) K&/H, it also shows that wind would sell power
at 9.7 cents (all the end values are 2016 valuBlsis fails to reflect the modest peak in wind
turbine prices in 2009 followed by a 30% drop bghyea011.

And while it might be possible to follow the dataitwhich EIA is particularly good at
presenting, find out the assumed cost per Kavid the size of the assumed reference facility, it
is extremely unlikely that the assessment presdngdelA reflects the true cost of a plant which
takes twelve years to complete, since the examplesisented in 2009 dollars, in 2011,
projecting a 2016 in-service date. The much lormgastruction timeframe increases the cost
logarithmically.



Overview:

The proposed Fermi 3 station would represent a adéttion to Detroit Edison’s reported
10,757 MW'S capacity in 2011. However, comparing the propasgzhcity to the existing
capacity is an inadequate means of determining.nEadtors which should be considered
include the relative capacity factors of variousichs, their cost, the timing of availability and
the historical pattern of consumption. Doing thith great accuracy is challenged by the fact
that Federal information on individual utility offystem sales is not reported as clearly as most
statewide data, and the DEIS seems to be consiydiris plant in the context of “The Southeast
Michigan Area” which is a jurisdiction which is ngported on by the Federal Energy
Information Administration. Based on Exhibit AS&¢hedule C3 in the 2010 Detroit Edison rate
case filind' Detroit Edison’s 2009 off-system sales appeartod greater than 7.6% of their
total revenues, and thus presumably a similaribacif their total generation.

Fortunately, great accuracy is not especially variaere, given the long term trend in Michigan
electricity consumption and the rapidly shiftinggerrelationships of various resource options.
Much more important than five or six digit precisiis a good understanding of the economics of
the electric industry and how rapid changes indestry are making long-held conventional
assumptions obsolete.

The lack of growth in Michigan’s electric industsyillustrated in the graph of generation from
1990 to 2009 below. Some documents in the DEI§estgan assumed increase in electricity
consumption of nearly 50% over the next thirteeargebut that would imply a 3.8% annual
growth rate, which is a rate not seen in the Un@&ates since 1970. The current long term
projection by EIA is hovering around 1.1%.



Furthermore, in its 2010 application for a rate@ase, Detroit Edison included a projected sales
path through 2020 which shows a decline in sale® floday. This is a reasonable expectation
given the early strong success of the Michigan gn@ptimization program, and Detroit
Edison’s high quality performance in 2010 in deypahg energy efficiency.

Even with a substantial post-recession bouncemsuwmption Michigan and Detroit Edison are
unlikely to see anything like a three or four petcannual growth rate. A more germane reason
to examine new capacity additions is the fact Betroit Edison’s fleet includes several dozen
ancient, dirty and expensive fossil fuel plants. fact it may be prudent to retire more than the
2,039 MW's identified in the DEIS.

This report seeks to emphasize relative costsladilty and timing issues associated with
electricity supply, and the critical importanceflekibility in planning. The generation potential
of Fermi 3 will be used as a benchmark, not becthese is any evidence that it is the right
amount or the right sort, but because if the regtinomic signals are identified and responded
too, Detroit Edison may seek to develop a largeswarhof different sorts of resources, or



alternatively (with less positive impact we belipaesmaller amount of different sorts of
resources, and in either case is likely to mapaoutnergy supply for Southeast Michigan which
is preferable to the one which would result fromnfie3.

Detroit Edison and Efficiency:

Michigan’s current efficiency programs are grownogustly in accordance with PA 295.
Detroit Edison is shown to have spent approxim&s&ly million in 2010, and to have saved
approximately $374 millich (Chart 5 in the report referenced here detadsDetroit Edison
experience). This 1:5 cost:benefit ratio is typafathe lifecycle savings resulting from well run
efficiency programs, and similar to results in Qhitiere a similar law is being implemented in
a similar timeframe.

It is important to note that these programs typyaalstall hardware in homes, businesses and
factories, which save energy for an average lifaelmfut 12 years, with a wide range depending
on the specific technology. Therefore, the totaldfits are accrued over those years, with the
single year savings being those set by the standalyy the standard plus overcompliance.
Thus, Michigan required Detroit Edison to save 0i8%009, 0.5% in 2010, 0.75% in 2011, and
1% in 2012. Leaving aside the actual overcompéatius standard would nominally create a
net benefit which is expressed as the lifecycléngmv(i.e. the $5 saved for every $1 spent) or
alternatively, as the sum of the previous yearhi@ements. So by year end 2012, Michigan’s
standard would create an annual reduction in systeengy requirements of 2.05%. PA 295's
electric standard stops increasing at 1% in 204@ helds steady. So each additional year adds
an additional one percent to the cumulative savirgjace 1% is exactly what the most recent
EIA Annual Energy Outlook projects for new growththe U.S. a flat generation path is a
reasonable prediction.

Efficiency savings are not permanent, but in pcactiver the last forty years the Federal
efficiency standards plus gradual shifts in thekafplace have made most efficiency program
savings permanent. It is only in the last fourrgdhat total U.S. savings from utility efficiency
programs have passed the half-percent per year timarkhe impact of this has become large
enough to have a visible impact on the total el@tfrtrend. The dynamic of efficiency
programs creating savings and appliance standbaigg them up is likely to persist for several
decades at least.

Efficiency Potential Is Not Limited:

lllinois, Indiana and Ohio all have standards thatease to 2% annual savings. There are five
or six states whose utilities are presently acpuathieving between one and a half and two
percent per year, and there are historical exangblpsograms ranging from 4% to as high as
7% for periods of one or more yeardronically, all but two of these historical expl®s

followed in the wake of nuclear plant constructpnject failures. One of those two was Three
Mile Island (a plant failure, as opposed to a camsion failure) and the other was the California
natural gas crisis in 2001. The California crisigstructive, because California had operated
programs between one and two percent for over jwggdrs at the time, and the result was that
California citizens and businesses had a betteengtehding of efficiency, and the delivery



systems were in place to facilitate a sudden largease in demand for efficiency. California’s
experience in 2001 simultaneously disproves claitmgh are often heard that efficiency
potential is small, constrained, and will diminmver time. Certainly, it didn’t do so in

California after twenty years at a higher perceatsavings level than Detroit Edison achieved in
2010. California is one of the states which hasesincreased program activity and is now
approaching the 2% annual savings mark.

This is not the place for an extended discussich@ipward side of efficiency potential, but it
is in the interest of Detroit Edison, and its cos¢os, to be aware of the value of proper shared
savings and cost recovery mechanisms. In thighergulf between the cost of saving electricity
and the cost of using it is widening rapidly. Thiglue to the increasing cost of energy and the
falling cost of efficiency technologies.

Should Michigan’s efficiency standant be increased above 1%, but be preserved at 1%
beyond the specific years stated in PA 295 thet&ast Michigan region will have seen 15% of
its total electricity sales met with efficiency B925. The actual impact will be net of new
growth. Efficiency programs such as those in Mielni are saving electricity at a cost of
approximately 2 cents per KWH or less. The lodigestricting efficiency measures to those
which cost less than three cents per KWH when cocisbn of a massive new plant which will
cost 9 or 12 or 18 cents per KWH is being considleve even built, is not likely to have great
appeal as we advance through this decade.

There remains some reason to believe that Michigamot properly incentivized Detroit Edison
to consider efficiency as a serious resource. Wgahis is not the time or place to dig in to that
issue, but the struggle to advance efficiency einited States has always had its opposition
rooted in the fact that we pay utilities quite hemahely to generate electricity, and regardless of
the public benefit, the utility will conform to i®wvn economic interest, rather than that of the
public, unless the benefits are appropriately share

A much larger context for Efficiency:

Although this report addresses Fermi 3, the lacgetext in the U.S. electric industry is the
pending pollution controls which will make the ramag 30% of the coal fleet impossible to
operate without massive new expenditures. Effioyan unquestionably a cheaper resource than
a new nuclear plant. Efficiency is able to savergn at a quarter or less of the cost of new
natural gas generation and a fifth or less of thet of new coal generation. But the real
economic question which faces most of the Easte® &hd the lower Midwest more than
anywhere else is the comparison of the cost ofieficy versus the cost of pollution controls and
sustained fuel and operation of the remaining widmed fraction of the coal fleet.

Given the timing of engineering and constructiammpliance decisions must be nearly
completed for most high coal utilities in the n@4tmonths. That means that regulatory support
and proper compensation for strong efficiency progg must be sufficient to allow the utility to
decide how large the programs should be, and tbdirt how large they can be, and all on a
fairly short timeline.



Ironically, the decision point on all these poltuticontrols and plants is almost completely
independent of the presence or absence of Fermh8.nuclear plant cannot be completed in
time to make any difference in the coal plant zdifion question.

The point of making these comments here is thaifdhis revolves around a comprehensive
understanding of the economics, not just the sstiplcost per MW or the price of the output,

but the economic impact on customer, utility, amel éffect of time and timing on cost and
availability. Fermi 3 should be part of an IntégchResource Planning Process which is in place
in Michigan. There seems to be a requiremenarointegrated Resource Plan to be developed
before Fermi 3 can be approved by the MPUC. Uafately, the time for such a process to
provide maximum benefit is nearly past, withouerehce to Fermi 3, but with reference to the
pollution regulations. This is not the NRC'’s resgibility, but it does underscore the lack of
planning which is associated with the proposal 8§6@0 MW nuclear generating station for this
utility in this region at this point in time.

Detroit Edison and Wind:

Michigan has a massive potential for onshore wimergy development, approximately 175,000
MW's of potential at 30% capacity factor and 10Q@ndub heights (This reference includes

a wind map which shows that most of Michigan’s éettind resource is in and around the
Detroit Edison Service area). Offshore wind depalent is still in a pilot stage, and is

irrelevant to the question of resource decisionsugh this decade and into the early years of the
2020’s.

At 30% capacity factor, 175,000 MW’s of wind coulaoretically generate the same amount of
power as 58,000 MW'’s of nuclear power. At todgy'ses for wind turbines, large swaths of
the United States are prime candidates for gererafinew wind power that can be sold at
wholesale for six cents per KWH or less. The 3§pacity factor measure indicates economic
viability at today’s prices, and the point herghiat Michigan’s wind resource is equivalent to at
least thirty-seven Fermi 3’'s, when what is calledi$ approximately one percent of that
resource, in conjunction with a strong efficiencggram and a few other resource decisions.

In other words, we are not suggesting that Fersip8tential generation be met with wind
power. We are suggesting that approximately a thiiit can be met with wind power, while the
other two-thirds of it can be met with efficienaydaother renewable resources, and that we
suspect that photovoltaics will be the most imparte those other resources by 2025.

The average cost of wind sold in the U.S. from 2008ugh 2007 was under four cents per
KWH" 2010 prices for wind turbines were 19% lower teB007. In early 2011, turbine
prices were under $1,350/KW  This allows 30% capacity factor wind to geterectricity
for less than six cents per KWH in any locatiorhe B0% capacity factor criterion is the
determinant factor in the cost of the power, witme reservation about locations remote from
wind manufacturing (not applicable to Michigan, athimay be the U.S. leader in wind
component manufacturing).



Michigan’s renewable energy standard calls on Defidison to develop 300 MW of new
renewables by 2013 and 600 MW by 2016r ten percent of its safesTen percent in five

years is a fairly strong goal, but it must be sastéh beyond 2015, not only to produce optimum
results, but also to ensure the investment in neantufing capability which is required to get
there in the first place. By continuing to builéha at the same rate until 2025, Detroit Edison
will have thirty percent of its capacity in wind@hat may seem like a tall order today, but it will
likley look better and better as the region mowsgard it.

The combination of efficiency plus wind which weesth out here, is a net zero cost strategy to
meet Michigan’s future electricity requirementso dther strategy can meet Michigan’s future
electricity needs without substantial increasethéprice of electricity and the total cost.
Efficiency savings are large enough to permit thieréplacement of nuclear and fossil fuel
generation as needed, provided the right balaneéiofency and renewables is achieved.

One of the primary objections to wind power is tihad not dispatchable. We observed above
that Detroit Edison has a “needle peak” problend, &ith a load shape like that, a massive
nuclear plant, a single generating unit upon whiehregion would depend for 29.7% of its
power or more, is simply a grossly inappropriateicd. To respond to the load shape issues,
we advocate efficiency, load management, and eatior of photovoltaics as prices continue to
fall, but in fact the variability of wind might @l Detroit Edison to utilize its existing peak
generation resources more efficiently. With aydage and fall in the consumption of electricity
that is certainly more than 50% of the peak on rdags, the development of twenty or thirty
percent of Detroit Edison’s total generation in tbien of windpower cannot possibly challenge
the existing peaking capacity. Based on Michigdunél use pattern, we assume that most of
that is natural gas, and is not among the largepad plants that seem to be slated for closure.

In addition to existing load management resourgcasrhake the first thirty to forty percent of
wind benign without substantial new load managemesdurces to most utilities, there are a
group of emerging technologies that store enefgye list is long, but two deserve mention:
Compressed Air Energy Storage is a process whifthlystechnologically available. There are
only a handful of completed utility-scale CAES @dp in the world, and perhaps only one in
operation in the U.S. (Louisiana) and one recemtiyounced new project (Nebraska). But
pricing is such that wind plus CAES can providé@% dispatchable electric resource at half
the cost of a new coal plant per MW of capacitincg a single MW of Compressed Air Energy
Storage would typically provide storage for twonoore MW'’s of wind generation this is likely
to erupt into a major new energy resource in thg aear future.

The other energy storage technology which desenesgion is Ice Storage Thermal Cooling for
large commercial buildings. It is cheap enougprtzduce a net benefit merely by allowing
utilities to provide cooling for buildings when dand is low.

These and the other energy storage technologigsateusehold names or concepts, but we are
either going to develop them rapidly to protectsaives from higher electric costs due to more
expensive resource choices, or we are going tolaievieem less rapidly in response to higher
electric costs due to more expensive resource eboic



A decision to invest in an extremely expensive pomant which provides 29% or more of the
utility’s total capacity is pretty plainly puttingll of one’s eggs in a single basket.

A word about the Wind Production Tax Credit:

It is reasonable to wonder if the price of windlow enough to be economic if Congress repeals
the Wind Production Tax Credit (WPTC). The WPTGi#ation adjusted, and in 2011 was
2.11 cents per KWH. Also in 2011, the averageeoof coal in the U.S. was 2.35 cents per
KWH. In other words, every penny of WPTC expenditproduces real net benefits. Not large,
if compared to the price of coal alone, but themlind generation produces electricity that
undercuts many other resources. And in Michig&ttecity which costs six or seven cents per
KWH, which will never experience a fuel cost in@eawhich will never be incapacitated by a
single event at a single location, and which camgdbpillions of dollars of new investment and
thousands of jobs should be seriously consider€de fact that Michigan is one of the top two
manufacturers of wind turbine components in thetéthBtates is probably well known to most
of the parties concerned with this matter.

Photovoltaics:

Photovoltaics (PV) are not economic in Michigar2012, without tax abatement support or
some other form of subsidy — if the value of thecticity generated is compared to the average
retail cost of electricity. But that is hardly tead of the story. Photovoltaics have experiereced
two decade sustained drop in cost, and are nownliagoalmost ten percent cheaper each year.
During 2011 several Southwest U.S. states recodnimg PV today is cheaper than the likely
cost of power from a new efficient Combined Cyd¢unal gas power plant, given likely
fluctuation in natural gas fuel prices. This isah function of the greater sunlight available in
those states. But as prices drop, the regionevR€ris competitive against the average cost of
power sweeps across the nation. As the trendrogegiit suggests that within three to five years
PV will be competitive with fossil resources hemghe Midwest.

And that is still not the end of the story. P\aleeady economic if it is recognized as a peaking
resource. PV always works best when the locatyugkperiences its daytime peak energy
loads, because both are driven by sunlight. Th®nal market for peak power can reach
multiples of the retail price of electricity veryigkly. For Detroit Edison, with so much
capacity needed for so few hours of the year, PY b@amore economic than elsewhere in the
U.S.

Like wind, the opportunity for Detroit Edison amat the Michigan economy is not just the
potential for low cost power, but the potential foanufacturing and installation jobs. And to
complete the circle, creating a foundation for thmbs and that economic activity in the Detroit
Edison Service Area creates economic health whittremsure Detroit Edison’s own future.

PV, unlike wind, has no clear barrier to sustaioest reduction for some time to come. Wind
has been close to its technological peak efficiandgrms of harvesting energy from moving
air, for several decades. The recent huge costtietis have resulted from economies of scale
in production, and from the substantially greategrgy in moving air at higher hub heights.



Experts feel there is room for perhaps another 868 in turbine cost before wind costs
stabilize. But for PV there are multiple approacteeconverting sunlight to electricity, and
multiple opportunities to make each approach bettercheaper.

Nuclear power advocates used to claim that it wooddte electricity “too cheap to meter”.
Well, efficiency actually has achieved that goBl various measures, efficiency has provided
between 40 and 77% of all new energy added to tBe &tonomy over the last forty years, and
it is not recognized as an energy resource by pegble, let alone the resource which has
provided the most economic benefit in the entirergy sector. Now we see experimental
development of photovoltaics produced on printingspes, photovoltaic films built into
windows, roof shingles, siding, perhaps even ag@laitaic paint will come along. It's
premature to suggest that this will happen, bistéqually clear that we can move in that
direction, if we choose to explore the opportunity.

And in that light, Fermi 3 is a door-closer. Withmassive $15 to $20 billion dollar loan to pay
off, what incentive will Detroit Edison have to dape these resources?

Combined Heat and Power:

Combined Heat and Power or Waste Heat Recoveryothar area which Detroit Edison should
consider carefully. Michigan is relatively advedan its development of these resources
compared to other states, but there is a substantiapped resource compared to even
Michigan’s several thousand MW’s of CHP.

Problems Facing the Natural Gas Industry:
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Summary:

The key to a positive outcome of this questiomianderstand that nuclear power has no
inherent value if it does not improve the commugiryd that a proper assessment of alternatives
will rule the plant out.

Michigan and Detroit Edison must determine how &etrthe pending air pollution regulations,
which requires decisions affecting about 61% ofrBieEdison’s generation resources, to be
completed in the next two years or so, and theemphtation of those decisions to be largely
completed by the end of 2015, none of which caaffeeted by Fermi 3. However, if those
decisions favor rapid expansion of efficiency aedawables in concert with the real economics
and the real flexibility of those resources, ierdirely possible to provide more capability than
Fermi 3 offers for a fraction of the cost.

The right mix of efficiency plus renewables is likéo cost less than the current cost of electric
generation from existing fossil fuel plants or anmeuclear unit through the next fifteen years
and beyond. This right mix is not just cheapanthew nuclear power, it is cheaper than any
other resource strategy which meets the neededdtvice area. This strategy is highly robust
in the face of any sort of unanticipated changiéservice area conditions, and is highly
flexible in the face of unanticipated change inakailability of other generation.

Although we have identified efficiency and windugplphotovoltaics in the near future as the

core strategy that performs better than a singlesima new nuclear unit, there is ample room for
additional resources — hydropower should any béadla, biomass, should it prove economic,
combined heat and power, and even some new ngasaeneration should it prove possible to
secure a long term fuel resource at an affordadé the characteristic of this strategy that
deserves attention is the flexibility, as much arenthan the fact that these resources are largely
clean and renewable.

None of us know the future. Finding ourselves sgitaation five years from now which shows
our chosen path to be flawed is much less paihfuéihave hundreds of thousands of efficiency
technologies and thousands of distributed generaéisources, all of which are paid for already,



than if we get to the same point and have oneasimgissive facility which has several billion
dollars committed, no immediate benefit to offerg @nother five or so years and another many
billions of dollars to go before a single KWH cam ¢enerated.

Ignoring the fuel choice or the technology, a sngkge generator creates problems either
because it must be oversized for the load thatewken it goes into service, or it must go into
service after some years of inadequate capacityipl$ put, this would be bad management of
the responsibility to provide electric service.

- Ned Ford

3420 Stettinius Avenue
Cincinnati, Ohio 45208
513/600-4200

January 11, 2012
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http://eetd.Ibl.gov/ea/ems/reports/lbnl-275e.pdf
(see top of page 17 for price history)

http://www.qgrist.org/article/2011-02-07-report-whphwer-now-competitive-with-coal-in-
some-regions
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

Before the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board

In the Matter of: )
Docket No. 52-033
The Detroit Edison Company )
(Fermi Nuclear Power Plant, Unit 3) January 11, 2011
)
* * % ' * *

DECLARATION OF JOSEPH MANGANO,
INTERVENORS’ EXPERT WITNESS

Now comes Joseph Mangano, MPH, MBA, Declarant herein, who declares as follows
under penalty of perjury:

1. Tam an expert on issues of health risks from exposure to radioactivity from nuclear
reactors and weapons, and am Executive Director of the Radiation and Public Health Project in
New York City. My current curriculum vitae is attached hereto and made a part of this
declaration.

2. Thave read and reviewed pertinent sections of the “Draft Environmental Impact
Statement for Combined License (COL) for Enrico Fermi Unit 3 pertinent to airborne and
waterborne radiation expected to be released from the proposed Fermi 3 nuclear power plant
prior to offering my analysis and conclusions.

3. Attached to this Declaration are twenty-one (21) pages, which comprise my critique of
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, the contents of which I incorporate by reference into
this Declaration. I offer my conclusions in support of the Intervenors’ motion for admission of

new contentions, in particular, a contention which challenges the DEIS estimation of public
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In November 2008, Detroit Edison Company proposeitting a new 1520 megawatt
(electrical) Fermi 3 reactor at the site, and isksgy a “Combined Operating License”
from the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRCyJhe NRC prepared a draft
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) in October12(d legal mandate as part of the
process of considering whether or not to grant aggrfor the development of Fermi 3.

This report will examine whether the EIS sufficignaddressed two subjects, i.e. the
potential contamination from a new Fermi 3, andepbtal health risks of this
contamination to local residents.

The contamination from reactors such as those anhiFavolves a process known as

fission, which occurs when Uranium-235 is bombardgdeutrons. (Before this point,

U-235 must be mined, milled, converted, enriched| tabricated). This is exactly the

same process in an atomic bomb explosion, excepthle process in nuclear reactors is
controlled.

As uranium atoms split, neutrons strike other U-285ms, causing a chain reaction in
which extremely high heat is created. Breaking33-atoms apart also creates several
hundred new chemicals, known as fission and a@ingiroducts. They are not found in
nature, but formed by the re-arrangement of prqotoestrons, and electrons from the old
U-235 atoms.

Some of these chemicals have become well knowmgldhie atomic era of the past 65
years, including lodine-131, Cesium-137, and Stoor90. Despite efforts by reactor
operators to contain these chemicals within thetogebuilding, some must be routinely
emitted into the air and water, during daily opera and refueling. These metal
particles and gases are returned to the earthghrptecipitation. They enter the human
body by breathing and the food chain, where théyakid injure cells by emitting alpha

particles, beta particles, or gamma rays. A dawchag# may or may not repair itself; if it
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Actual Emissions Each utility company operating a nuclear reaitoequired by law to
measure actual emissions of various types of ratiogy into the environment. There
are various chemicals included in these reportsséveral show that Fermi 2 may be one
of the reactors with the greatest emissions irlki&

One type of chemical reported is lodine-131, preduonly in nuclear reactors and
weapons tests. In the year 2002, for example, F2reieased the fthighest amount of
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http://wonder.cdc.gav Rates represent number

of deaths per 100,000 live births.

Monroe’s pre-Fermi infant death rate was 23.7% Wwetbe U.S., which has risen to

16.1% below thereafter. The increase fell shorbahg statistically significant (p<.29,

when p<.05 is significant). In the most recentatks; the county rate was just 10.1%
below the U.S., meaning the traditionally low coumfant death rates is gradually
approaching the national average, the longer thetoe operates.

Because of the great racial disparity in infanttdeait would be helpful to examine the
same changes for whites only, given in Table 9:



http://wonder.cdc.gav Rates represent number

of deaths per 100,000 live births.

The increase in white Monroe County infant deatesdrom 18.6% to 3.7% below the
U.S. is sharper than that for all races. The fadls short of statistical significance at
p<.12. The county rate was actually 5.3% ABOVE th8&. in the past decade (1999-
2008), changing a below-average infant death catatabove-average one.

The fact that there are few Hispanics in Monroe ri@punas little effect on infant death
rates. The county infant death rate for non-Higparhites in the past decade is 2.5%
greater than the U.S., based on 93 deaths.

Low Weight Births Another means of measuring infant and fetal thead the
percentage born under weight. Public health @fiscigenerally classify births below
2500 grams (5.5 pounds) as under weight, and thoder 1500 grams (3.3 pounds) as
very under weight.

The Michigan Department of Community Health wele sltsplays annual birth weight
data for each Michigan county and the state tdtal,each year from 1989-2009.
Unfortunately, there are no data prior to Fermpeming in 1985, but using several years
immediately following Fermi 2 started can be subgtd for a baseline period. Table 10
below compares the county and the state of Michigam 1989-1990 and 1991-2009,
for low weight and very low weight births.



www.michigan.gov/mdch statistics and reports.
Rates represent number of low weight births (<2§@0ns) and very low weight births (<1500 grams) per
100 live births.

The county rate of births <2500 grams and <150@ngrhaoth rose sharply, compared to
the state of Michigan, since 1990. In the past d@ocades, the county rate is still below
the state, but in recently there have been seyegrak in which the county exceeded the
state, suggesting again that the low rates in thenty several decades ago are being
replaced by higher ones.

The change for low weight births is highly signéit (p<.002). In particular, the rate of
very low weight births (<1500 grams) nearly doublsdm 0.78% to 1.54%, although it
falls short of statistical significance (p<.12) doghe relatively small number of cases.

Childhood and Adolescent Cancefnother expression of harm from radiation expesu
early in life is cancer to the child and adolesceBamaged fetal and infant cells may
take years before manifesting as an actual cahegrig diagnosed. Childhood cancer
may be the most-studied health measure after radiakposure, as there are dozens of
medical journal articles published on this topic.

The CDC mortality web site from 1979-2008 can bedut examine trends in Monroe
County’s child and adolescent cancer rates. QCtaltter incidence often uses age 0-19;
because cancer deaths often take several yearzio, 3able 11 can use cancer deaths
age 0-24. Again, the period 1979-1984 (before F&)ns used as a baseline, compared
with the 24 years following.



http://wonder.cdc.gav Rates represent number
of deaths from cancer per 100,000 persons. Thed@@Ddes used for the years 1979-1998 are 140.0-
208.9, and the ICD-10 codes used for 1999-200&€806:C97.9.

In the years prior to the startup of Fermi 2, theal cancer death rate age 0-24 was
24.3% below the U.S. But in the years followintge tocal rate rose, while the national
rate declined. The county rate in the period 19868 was 28.1% ABOVE the U.S,,
based on 55 deaths (significant at p<.004). Moegawn the most recent decade (1999-
2008), the county rate was 50.2% higher (4.63B\¥83 deaths per 100,000), suggesting
rates are getting higher with time, and as the F@rmeactor ages and its parts become
more brittle.

Cancer in Young Adults If children and adolescents are most sensitivdelveloping
cancer from radiation exposure, it is a logicaluagstion that the next most sensitive
group are young adults, defined in this analysiages25 to 44. CDC data on changes in
Monroe vs. U.S. rates since Fermi 2 started upaagented in Table 12.

Table 12
Cancer Death Rates Age 25-44, 1979-1984 vs. 1988-20
Monroe County MI vs. United States

Rate (No. of Deaths)

Period Monroe U.S. % Monroe vs. U.S.
1979-1984 21.263 ( 49) 27.254 -22.0%
1985-2008 25.581 (262) 24.593 + 4.0%

% Change +26.0%p<.05

Source: U.S. Centers for Disease Control and Pteverttp://wonder.cdc.gav Rates represent number
of deaths from cancer per 100,000 persons. Thed@@Ddes used for the years 1979-1998 are 140.0-
208.9, and the ICD-10 codes used for 1999-200€86:C97.9.

The county rate before Fermi 2 started up was 228w the U.S., but has since been
4.0% above the U.S., based on 262 deaths from 2088-(significant at p<.05). In the
most recent decade of 1999-2008, Monroe’s rate8v% greater (based on 103 deaths),
indicating again that local rates are continuingde over time.



http://wonder.cdc.gav Rates represent number
of deaths from cancer per 100,000 persons. Thed@bdes used for the years 1979-1998 are 140.0-
208.9, and the ICD-10 codes used for 1999-200&€806:C97.9.

The Monroe County increase from 4.3% higher to 6l6§ber is not as dramatic as those
larger increases for younger populations. The ghas not statistically significant, but
does represent a large number of deaths (2462 Mddoointy residents age 75 and older
died of cancer from 1985-2008). In the most reckaade (1999-2008), the county rate
was 10.2% above the nation, suggesting that threase is continuing in the Fermi 2 era.

Cancer Mortality — All Ages The Monroe County and U.S. changes in cancetatitgr
for persons of all ages before and after Fermia2tigh were also examined. These
figures are adjusted to account for age distribyted commonly used epidemiological
method when examining populations of all ages. |&&B indicates these changes.

Table 14
Cancer Death Rates All Ages, 1979-1984 vs. 198%200
Monroe County MI vs. United States

Rate (No. of Deaths)

Period Monroe U.S. % Monroe vs. U.S.
1979-1984 211.27 (1231) 207.83 + 1.7%
1985-2008 213.25 (6540) 200.45 + 6.4%
% Change + 4.7% p<.14 (NS)

Source: U.S. Centers for Disease Control and Ptieverttp://wonder.cdc.gav Rates represent number
of deaths from cancer per 100,000 persons, adjdstdte 2000 U.S. population. The ICD-9 codes used
for the years 1979-1998 are 140.0-208.9, and tbelC codes used for 1999-2008 are C00-C97.9.







http://www.michigan.gov/mdch/0,4612,7-132-2944 53260.html
(Monroe County data). Surveillance, Epidemiolog;md End Results systenwyw.seer.cancer.gov
Cancer Statistics Registry, 1975-2008). U.S. ratesist of the states of Connecticut, Hawaii, loiNaw
Mexico, Utah, and the metropolitan areas of Atlalatroit, San Francisco, and Seattle, Ratessemt
number of cancer cases per 100,000 persons, atijiostiee 2000 U.S. population.

For all cancers combined, and for each of the faast common cancers, the Monroe
County incidence rate was below the U.S. in 1985719All of the rates rose in the next
20-year period, although all are still below th&lU(except for lung cancer, which is now
14% higher). The large numbers of cancer case$141in the 20 year period 1988-
2007) make the results for each of the five cahgmes highly statistically significant.

Mortality, All Other Causes Cancer is disease most strongly linked withitheardous
health effects of radiation exposure. However, thet that radiation from nuclear




http://wonder.cdc.gav Rates represent number
of deaths from cancer per 100,000 persons, adjdstdte 2000 U.S. population. The ICD-9 codes used
for the years 1979-1998 are all except 140.0-2G$6,the ICD-10 codes used for 1999-2008 are ak@x
C00-C97.9.

The non-cancer death rate in Monroe County madedest increase from 2.6% to 4.0%
since Fermi 2 began operating, not significant<a#tp. The 4.7% excess for the most
recent decade (1999-2008) was greater than the pereods (2.6% for 1979-1984, and
3.3% for 1985-1998), showing a steady rise contigumto the most current period

Hospitalization Rate The state of Michigan Department of Communityakte also
provides county-specific data on rates of hospthhissions for the period 2004-2008.
While trend analysis is not possible, comparing MenCounty with the state may be
indicative of potential health problems. Table @@vides current hospitalization rates
for all causes, plus cancer and birth defectsctmalitions most closely connected with
radiation exposure.




www.michigan.gov/mdch statistics and reports.
Rates represent number of hospital admissions@80Q persons.

The hospitalization rate for Monroe County was 6 I3gher than the state for the period
2004-2008, which is significant due to the verg&number of admissions (107,465). In
2009, the county rate of 1477.1 was 11.7% gredtan the state rate of 1322.7 per
10,000 persons, based on 22,559 hospitalizatiagisalsng that the county-state gap may
be growing.

Hospitalization rates for cancer — both malignamt benign — of all ages were greater in
Monroe County vs. the state, as were rates fodnl under age 18 for cancer and
congenital anomalies (birth defects). Of the fnespitalization measures here, two were
statistically significant.
























