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. Intervenors intend to present the following individuals as
ces in support of their contentions

Ase a. Irnest Sternzlass

bh. Randy Freeman
member of DPC, Hazsar City, VI

. Russell Bentley
manager of Windfree, Oregon, /I, sales and
installation of wind machines

d, Tom Galazen
writer, Turtle Lake, WI

ne Joffrey Little john
~ield researcher, :nother llother

g

3tevens Point, I

™

und study

s The desired infoarmation will be provided in the nctes to

these answers,
G » Intervenors have made no such indzpenden® czalculations

and can not speak to *those that may bde used by others,
o To answer this auestion intervenors nmust refer back to the

*=q1" Tnvironmental Statoament which assures us, as members of the
that LAC3/2 is and will enntinue to comply with ippendix I,
-

Also, we wern a3sured in the Deaft Eavironmeatal slatement
3R was in complinnce with Appe I, thus eomplying with the
wdard which takes into cunsideration the site tachnieal
enmsrifica.ionzs. Yat some undeniable violations ol ALATA have occurred
in the intervenin: years that hava not bhern addressed.

In t°is angwer we make referance Lo an accident that ocecurred af
TATSIR du-ing Cyele &, and was made publiec in an ACRS hearin~- of J"z.‘ﬁ
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1978, not more than 3= months prior to intervenors' original petition
in this FTOL proceeding. Tne accident to which we rafer is perhaps
the best example of our understanding of the ineffectiveness of App. I
restrictions, and how we reached the conclusion that App. I can and

no doubt is often violated by LACBUWR,

It is intervenors' understanding that ALARA can by no means be
correlated to an operating condition that could ever be termed "safe"
in an absolute sense, but rather relates to the capability of each
reactor on an individual basis, as outlined in their tech, specs,

And during Cycle 4, in the year 1973, LACBWR was operating under ar

administrative limit, or what they construed to be a tech, spec, of
1,000 curies per day, which effectively meant both stack ra2leases and
off-zas, This exceedingly high limit was set in 1973 after Cycle 2,
when LACBWR staff committed never to exceed what at that time was felt
to b2 an acceptable fuel condition.

The 1,000 curies vner day was establizhed not as a protectisn for
the public, but as an indicator of fuel condition.,l And quite rightly
so, for if the NRC had been primarily concerned with the safety of
the nublic, this unbelievablas level of radinactive releases would
never have been tolerated, and the plant would have been shut down
immediately.

In the opinion of the intervenors, the operation of LACBWR with
such levels of off-gas is a clear violation of the ALARA guidelines,
which reguire that radiation exposures be kept "as low as reasonably
achievabla", Yet is is clear that LACBWR personnel knowinrsly used
less eauipment than they were capable of using at that time, Dairyland
nad had a hold-up system on-site for years that they had been bypassing
which when hooked up for Cycle 5 reduced the curies ou%t the stack by
anywhere from a factor of 5 to 16,2

The cost of effectively utilizing the gas storage tanks supplied
with tne original system was negligible in comparison to the great
reduction in releases to the public, and as such constituted non-
compliance with the ALARA principles outlined in App. I of Part %0,

Intervenors' assertion that App. I was violated by this accident
is corroborated by those within the Nuclear Regulatory Commission as
well, According to Mr., Lake Barrett, Division of Operating Reactors,
"when all is said and dcne, it is correct that :'..v Appendix I might

‘be more limiting than the 1,000 curie per day administrative 1limit".3

Moreover, responsible individuals within Daiﬁyland were unaware of .
these critical considerations of Appendix I.

OPC was thus able to operate LACBWR in clear violation of ALARA
for many'months, yet no mention was ever made of this fact in the FES.
The dangerous and reckless.act of poor judgement on the part of LACEWR
personnel to complete Cycle 4 before shutting down for an analysis of
the problem was of no major concern to the LACBWR safety review com=-

.mittee, Operation was continued on the justification that they had
.never had gross fuel failure before, and certainly did not expect it

then.5

And in this instance, what has been termed the worst accident in
the history of BWR's was allowed to continue at our local reactor for
months on end, because ALARA, as a regulatory guideline, has no teeth,
On this basis it becomes logical for members of the public to conclude
that ALARA and concomitzant tech. specs. really provide no assurance of

e .%he safe operation of LACBWR, anl thus are totally inadequate as

protective or safeguard measures for the public: All parties concerned
admit that they have no idea as tc¢ the calculation exposure of the ;
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est inhabitant to the plant with an off-gzas and stack release rate

0 2000 ecuries per day. Dose calculations depend on the meteorsalogical
assump*tions used, and neither the industry nor the NRC had yet défined
those models or assumptions,

According to lir. Barrett, however, esctimates have ranged anywhere
from several millirads to 100 millirads, dependins upon meteorolosical
conditions. And,10 millirads for a famma air dose would  ensrrespond to
5'millirems whole ‘body, A figure of 10 millirads per year is close to
the Appendix I limitations. 'The actual releéases may well have been some
ten times the Appendix I guidelines,b

The shock, anger and dismay of local residents with recards to
this accident are feelinzs not easily fcrzotten or assuaged. Actions
on the part of both LACBJX personnel and the NRC such as we have out-
lined here leave little if any room for trust on the part of the public
for this industry and the agency that refulates it,

For these reasons trite assertions in both the DES and the FE3
that LACE/R is in compliance with Appendix I, with no reference to said
violation, will no longer suffice, If ALARA guidelines have proven
ineffective in the past, why should we believe that such operating
muidelines will he any more effective today or tomorrow. The burden of
proof lies heavily with the NRC.

nea

3. Intervenors ascribe to the linear theory of radiation effects,
and contend that any increase in exposure results in increases in
physical damage to the human body. Since anv dose to individuals is
narmful, then calculated doses are unnecessary to prove harm to humans.
In surport of our contention we submit citations 7-25, all of which
are critical studies relating both to dose calculations to workers and
the public and the health effects of low-level radiation, certain
levels of which are deemed acceptable under current NRC regulations,

CREC believes that the dose calculations used by the NRC staff do
not accurately reflect real doses received dy the public from off-gas
emissions, For example, in the FES off-site doses are calculated
assuming a flat terrain. In light of this and the fact that the terrain
surrounding LACS'R is anything but flat, the dose calculations for +he
seneral public are necessarily hopelessly inacsurate,

Intervenors also contest the accuracy of off-site calculations on
the #rounds that dose calculations represent a 50 yr. dose commitment
which would be received by the population during only one year of
exposure, /e realize only too well that those living around LACBUR
do not stay in the area for one year's dose and then leave, Iiany
spend their entire life near the plant., Therefore, any calculations
that do not consider doses over years are completely misleading and
inaceurate, If dose commitments were correctly calculated over the
many years of exposure, it is clear that such commitments would far
exceed limitations set forth in 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix I.

Intervenors assert that at the present time LACBWR is in violation
of restrictions set forth in 10 CPFR Part 20 with reszards %o exposures
to the public because estimations of the radiologzical doses %o repre-
sentative individuals in the surroundins area are not in the 'FE3, 5
and most especially dose calculations far those in the worst receptor
area,of the plume, those receivins marimum exposure, 3ee again
reference 10 and 11 for a reasonable discussion of this issue,

iloreover, an assertion that L'CBWR is in compliance with 10 CFR
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Part 20 becomes quite unacceptable when one considers that population
dose commitments are calculated without extending to several half-
lives or 100 years beyond the period of release, and that there is no
attempt made to consider either quantitatively or generic¢ally the
world-wide impacts. Clearly, the total environmental impact is not
being fully considered. 3Jince the NRC staff itself admits that they
can not possibly make such calculations, and knows of no one who
could do 50,26 to insist that such doses are within established
limite is misleading and simply inaccurate,

It is the position of the intervencrs that residents in the area
surrounding LACBYR are receiving doses in excess of the 25 mrems whole bo
allowed members of the general public, according to 40 CFR Part 190,
the EPA's Environmental Radiation Protection 3tandards for Nuclear
Power Operations, as the result of exposures to planned discharges of
radioactive materials to the general environment from uranium fuel
cycle operations and radiation from these operations.

Intervenors have no dose calculations for worst case public
exposures as such. However, this is in part due to the absence of
both NRC and DPC calculations in this respact., Intervenors have
engaged the services of Dr. Ernest Sternglass in an attempt to make
these calculations. He will provide further testimony on tha issue
of radiation exposure ‘and its effect upon humans,

L. The number of individuals affected by LACBWR's emiszions
and the degree to which they are affected varies, primarily according
to meteorological conditions and réleases. In that this area is both
2 touarist and dairy area, the numbers of individuals affected may be
impossible to estimate. UJuffice it to say, we believe that far
larger numbars of people are affected than those to which the NRC
cares to admit. Vith the assistance of our witness, Dr. Sternglass,
at such time as an evidentiary hearing stage is reached, we intend
to further and more fully address the issue. A%t this time we are
still in the process of gathering information.

Se In that LACBWR is located in an agricultural area along a
ma jor river, this question may also be impossible to answer. e do
feel that the dose calculations arrived at by the NIC staff are
unacceptably small, and the l{eidelberg report will support this
position. Dr, Sternglass will testify on this report as well,

6o In answering this question intervenors should point out
that their understanding of employee dose commitment includes any
exposure occurrinz as a result of the off-gas system, including
maintenance (routine and non-routine), The basis for +his assumption
is that off=-sas releases find pathways to humans throush stack relesases,
filter and resin bed changes and other maintenance procedures. Again,
vwe assert tiat the worker exposure calculations are insufficiently
precise uand that the effects of such exposures are far more harmful
than the NRC at this point will acknowledge.

It is with a great deal of confusion and concern that CRIC
addresses the entire issue of worker exposure. “hat exactly ara
the exposure limits which the HRC considers acceptable for nuclear
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workers? On the one hand Robert llinogue, NRC Director of Standards
Development and Karl Goller, then NRC Director of Siting, Health and
Safeguards have been quoted as stating that "workers must be informed
that no radiation is good radiation, .nere is no threshold dose, and
vorkers must be told the truth., Specialized workers will have to
determine their individual choice,"27

And on the other hand the Northeast Utilities booklet which is
distributed to their workers states that "93 dancer exists as long as
workers are not exposed above NRC limits".<% At this point we must
ask, how are nuclear workers able to make any accurate evaluation of
occupational risks and “determine their individual choices" on the
basis of patent lies of this sort?

That the NRC is no better in tarms of honesty and consistency is
established eclearly in the Draft iegulatory Cuide and Value/Impact
Statement of ilay 1930. On the issue of risk from Occupational
Radiation Zxposure this official document states that "zenetic effects
have not been observed in any of the studies of exposed humans",<%

Mot only does such an assertion absolutely nezate previous statements
by ilinogue and Goller, but it shows that what the [IRC says and does
are two entirely different realities.

To add further to this confusion, as thourh the foregoing factes
were not sufficient to brins doudt to the minds of the many, it has
only rec~ntly become a matter of public record that the NXC, while
publiely maintair in” arain and again that the maximum permissible
dose for nuclear workers is 3 rems/quarter, for a maximum of 12 rems/
year, actually allow§.workers to lerally receive an extra 5 rems
a year internal dosz’Y. Thus, a nuclear worker's maximum permissible
occupational exposure is really 17 rems a year, lar in excess of the
claims of the NRC in all official correspondenne we have encountered
in our readinzs of 12 rems a.year. Only in March of this vear did
William’ Dircks, Acting Executive Director for,Operations finally
stipulate that present 10 CFR Part 20 does not preclude combined
internal and external doses to workers, thereby conceding that
workers could lerally receive a maximum of 17 rems/yr.31

Are we to assume that this disparity was due to a simple over=-
sizht on the part of the NRC, or was it a deliberate attempt to keep
from the public facts which when generally understood, will lead us to
the inevitable conclucion that the risks associated with nuclear power
are far too great for the benefits it provides for both individuals and
and the population as a whole, The NRC's permissable occupational
exposure limit is some 62C times thz 25 millirems whole body allowad
the seneral public under ZPA rezulations, as set forth in 40 CFR 190,

One miszht understandably inquire then as to how regulators can
maintain that nuclear pover 2xposes the public €0 only a minute level
of radiation compared to natural radiation, with the knowledze of the
17 rem/yr. caleulation. This apparent contradiction is resolved by
the determination that "personnel" are not lerally considered part of
the publiec. 3y definition, "any person inside %ne boundary of the
plant is no longer a member of the population".”/“ This preposterous
lagal determination is both convenient and absolutiely 2ssential to the
continued existence of the domestic nuclear power ilndustry.

With the aforementioned facts in mind, which exposure limits for
workers does the N2C intend to use in the FTOL proceedings? AS oneo
can imazine, the answer makes a great deal of differegce ;o fgqigtzle
us concerncd with speacific limits rather than nebulous and subdj ;e
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references to ALARA and estimations of doses to workers rather than
resl doses, as provided by the NiC staff in its FEL, Interestingly
enough, nowhere in the PES were we able to find a precise elaboration
of what maximum permissible occupational exposures wore, Readers are
only provided with references to to virtually indecipherable tables

in Vol. 10 of tie Code of Federal Regulations. One comes to the
conclusion that there is a genuine desire on the part of the regulators
and the regulated to keep these facts as far from the public under-
standing as possible. NRC staff has simply "determined” that plant
exposures w.ll be ALARA, without providing what we consider a sufficient
discussion of assumptions and requirements for compliance. No doubt
this avoidance is necessitated by the fact that there are no real and
spacific requirements for compliance. However, if ALARA is %o have
any meaning to those most affected by the operation of LAC3WR, then

a public discussion of ALARA, itz assumptions and the require.anis

for compliance is not oily absolutely essential, but merely

fair to those who care enough to inquire.

With specific regard to worker exposure, and the industry's
ability to monitor such exposures, intervenors submit NUREG=C1=130437
as documentation that present personnel dosimetry processors are not
performing with an acceptable degree of consistency and accuracy.
Thus it is indeed probable that off-gas levels at LACBWR result in
higher doses to plant employees than those allowed by 10 CFR Part 20,
Investigators in this study on the performance of personnel dosimetry
services found that the TLD's used throughout the industry to had
a 779 failure rate in the first round of testinz, and a 6595 failure
rate in the second round. In our estimation assertions that TLD's
are sufficiently effective then in establishing worker exposures are
completely unfsunded, !

Additionally, Roger J. lattson, former Director of NRC Division
of 3itineg, Health & Safeguards testified before the ZPA to the fact
that "thers is no way to accurately determine actual doses to real
people. Current monitoring devices and procedures are so approximate
that it would bYe impossible to determine comp;&ance or non=-compliance
with precisely set radiation releas=z limits".”™ While referring here
erxposures and the public, he could =3 easily have been referring to
worker exposure, for the conclusions of the avove-cited ilichizan study
on personn2l dosimeters states that that the dosimeters are not
parforning with an acceptable desree of consistency and accuracy.

In.an articls entitled Nuclear VWorkers & Ionizing Radiation Dr.
Rosalie Bertell points out that so few studles have been undertaten
on radiation workers as to make the claim that there is no danger as
longz as workers are ng; exposed to radiation levels above NRC limits"
completely unfounded. '~

Other facters which cause us to dispute %the contention that
worlker exposure levels are being adequately monitored, so as %o make
compliance with 10 CFR Part 20 even possible include:

a) 10 CFR 20,202 p. 190, which states that the licensee is
required to have a wor'er wear his monitoring equipment only in
relatively high radiation areas.

b) Film badees and other monitors are basically penetrated
only by gamma radiation, and therfore are not nuasurins beta or
alpha radiation.

S) Aadiation which does not actually hit the film badge
is not regictered - ¢.g. radiation which penetrates one's back.
As for LAC3WR specifically, thers is no s*andari '

>

location for
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wearing of the dosimeter.
df Neutron radiation is not beins routinely measured.

On the matter of neutron exposure at commercial power reactors,
Glen Zimmer, Occupational Health Standards 3ranch, Director, Office
of Standards Development statgd that workers are receiving neutron
exposures heretofore unknown.-/° In another memo on tha same sub ject
Zimmer states that "worke:r exposures are lareger than those that are
currently being calculated due to inadequacies on neutron measurement
techniques, and insufficient knowledge of the field.. Neutron exposure
can not be measured by NTA film, and may well be significant to the
total exposure of workers,"3

A further reference on the issue of inadequate ecmployee nonitoring
techniques is a memo from E. G. Case, Director of 0ffice of Nuclear
Reactor Regulation. This memo presents findIngs of a study on the
effectiveness of neutron dosimeters which concluded that since NT.
film is not sensitive to neutrons bg%ow about .7 [TV, dose equivalents
can thus be grossly undersensitive.-

A final study relevant to the issue of worker exposures shows a
rapid and inevitable rate at which exposures increase as plants age.
This article from Nuclear Engineering presents cvidence that would
seem t0 contradict staff assertions that applicant's commitment to
desimn featuraes and operating practices can and will ensure that
occupational radiation doses can and will be maintained within the
1imi.e of 10 CFR Part 20 and that plant 2oses will be in compliance
V’ith ALARA, 39

Clearly, on the basis of all of the above-mentioned information
i+ is impossible for the staff to state with any zcceptable degree of
assurance to the public and %o the workcrs themselves that plant
employee exposures comply with restrictions set forth in 10 CFR 20.
ind indeed, the burden of proof is on the staff to prove compliance.

7o 8 & 9. In support of contention 3 we have relied entirely
on the Another liother Fund for Peace study, dow Radioactive is Your
1111k? Ve include . sxcerpts from the study at thls time 1n the
"belief that such 1nformat108 may be helpful 1in addressing questions
rezardin~ this contention.”

It is intervenor's understandinz that focmalin is used in DPC's
monitorins procedures which have the effect Of maskins iodine levels
and thus invalidatinz milk samples in whi it is used.

Also, while DPC may or may not have .ummitied to a change in its
monitorins program, until such time as the new program is in effect,
deficiencies of the program as it exists at present must be discussed
and analyzed.

Intervenors intend to have Jeffrey Littlejoha, researcher for
this study, testify at an evidentiary hearins on this monitoringz study.

10. Intervenors do not possess the neaded expertise to properly
explain the mechanisms for fly ash, raiionuclide synersism, However,
our radiation expert, Dr. Sternsglass believes very strongly that
adequate evidence exists to support this contention. DIr, sternglass
vi1l address this issue at such time as he 1s allowed to do 59

11. Intervenors cubmit the following citations which, if
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investizated, will provide stalf and appllicant wilh fuvrther information
£fgmjcome of the individuals who have investicated this potentiality.
e

12, Answered in first response.

13, Same

1%, 3See above-cited studies.

15. Copy of lost article was provided at June prehearin;, conference

16, Intervenors maintain that costly retrofits at LACZUR will
be necessary based on NUREG=0578. Jince intervenors last filing it
has become more apparent that DPC may have some difficulty complyings
with many of the Category 5 requirements., DPC has expressed difficulty
in complying with 2.1.3.5(1), 2.,1.8.b, 2.1+5.1, 2.,1.8,4(a) and (3) of
these requirements. If Dairyland is not able to avoid compliance
with all of these recommendations, then certain very coP*lj(-n both
human and economic terms) retrofits will Le necessary.'r

LAC3W3's Pland Superintendent Dick Jnin"nnck vas nuoted in tue
La Crosse Tribune 1s saying that these retrofits could price LACRUR
out of business.”5DPC has since said they plan to close LAC3UR by
1990 in a possible attempt to avoid THI-2 retrofit costs. Intervenors
attempted to obtain first hand knowledrc of this by attendins a meeting
in ‘'ashington, D.C, last January. Howeve:, DI'C cancelled said meetins.
Interveno.ss were not notified of subsequent meetings.

Intervenors have also contended since the August 1973 preh2aring
that the 3EP prosram would cause costly retrofits to be required at
LAC3WR, OSince that time an Order to Show Cause has been issuad as a
result of the determination by the O0ffice of NRR that LaC3WR's
continued operation was dangerous due to a potential for li.quef‘ar:t:ion.""6
At the time of this writing it is intervenor's helief that a dewatering
system is planned as a solution to the liquefacxion problem,

However, the SEP is by no means completed, CRIC contend: that
other categories covered will ultimately require the nzed for more
retrofits. Another issue that is at the recommendation staze is that
of fire safety. It appears certain that LiZT.1 must uadergo more
substantinl retrofits in relation to the fire safety issue.%7

Finally intervenors believe that no issue of fact exists relative
to costly LACBYR retrofits. LAC3YR has experienced numerous retrofits
in the pact, is under to 'do more at present, and in all likelihood will
be raquired to do more major retrofits in th~ future. As in the past
they will be costly in the areas of both ecconomics and worker exposures.¥

17. See documents cited in answer to question 16,
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18, CRC's position is that two major reasons for anticipating future
extended downtime exist:

a) Previous operating history demonstrated that this plant is
very susceptible to major problems that have requlred major
and lengthy maintenance.,’ LACBYR will more than likely
experience even more lengthy downtime in the future due to
the plant's age and poor parts availability.

b) an increase in retrofit downtime as the NRC's tradition of
industry accomodation gives way %o a more stringent regulation
policy. One example of this regulatory trend that may soon
be upon us is expressed in the TMI-2 Lessons Learned Task
Force Final Report.

Under this example, a proposed backfit would not need
to provide substantial additional protection (as
currently inferred); anything required for safety would
be sufficient. Similarly, a decision to backfi* would
naturally precipitate the need tc¢ backfit 411 nuelear
plants, since it was require¢ for safety, without
agonizing over Kslue impact studies or case-by-case
determinations.

19, Explained in previous question.

20,  CREC felt strongly that the $800,000 to 31,000,000
fuel pool reracking retriofit sho:ld not have been undertaken without
the benefit of a FTOL and an evidentiary hearing on the cost/benefi:.
Although the ASLB did order a cist/benefit hearing last fall the
scope wis limited by the time frame that was considered. In esgsence,
the ratepayers of DPC's service area were forced to accept another
huge retrofit expense merely on the grounds that operating LACBWR
was more beneficial than a two year cold shutdown.

The question is now moot.

21, Intervenors still maintain that NRC staff is in error in
the FES assumptions. Uranium is probably the most critically scarce
fuel resource when compared with th: cost of other fuels. AS
uranium becomes more scarce the price will rise accordingly, a fact
that NRC staff has obviously chosen to ignore. In fact, prices quin-
tupled from 1973 - 1978 according to the Ryan ieport on Nuclear Power
Costs,

"hat same report cited studies that proved conservation and solar
enersy much more cost effective thun nuclear energy. One study by
Suffolk County, NY found that solar ener-y and conservation would
produce three times more energy than nuclear per dollar spent.ol

The stalf's FE5 did not address conservation or solar enersy as
alternatives to LAC3WR. Both alternatives will consume no fuel and
require little maintenance once implementad, and thus are not neaarly
a3 afrfected by economic conditions. Consideration of these two
alternatives to LAC3UQ would radically a:r’fect any hénest cost/venefit
analysis of LAC3WR.

In conclusion, intervenors feel that fuel and maintenance costs
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should be listed on a yearly basis to support stafl's fuel cost
assumptions. It is unclear to CXRLC whether or not the NRC is still
using a spent fuel credit in their fuel cost formula.52 OREC fesls
that these statistics would factually de=onstrate the errors in staff's
fuel and 0 & M assumptions in Table 8-1 of the FE3. LACBWR's unique
fuel and plant design indicate higher than averase fuel and maintienance
costs. For example, LACHWR's fuel requires a higher enrichment.

22, AS indicated in CREC's first submittal intervenors had no
particular method of decomnissioning in mind with reference to Conten-
tion 19. e believe that there is a lack of relevant information
and experience with which to predict costs of any method of decommis-
sioning,

However, there are certain facts, that CREC velieves must be takan
into account that may have a negative effect on LAC3WR'sS cost/venefit
balance,

a) Dismantlement within 7 years of shutdown may be
preferable from a purely economic stardpoint.

) Storage or entombment may become a more preferable
option as decommissioning costs rise, and from a radiation
exposure standpoint.

¢) The longer LACBWR operates the gsreater the exposures
to emplovees involved in any phase or wethod of decommiszioning.

d) 2/3 of the core will be lost no matter when oPC
closes LAC3UR,

Assuming that LACBVWR would operate in the black for the remainder
of its lifetime (which is very unlikely, especially with of cost of
40 mils/xw for 1979)9%and funds were paid into a decommissioning escrow
fund, then the longer LACZVR operated the lesc the negative economic
impacts would be, However, the environmental impacts of decommissioning
would then be greater because of increased radiation levels due to
factors such as crud buildup, further equipment contamination, and
operator accidents.

23, Intervenor's contend that DPC could save the equivalent
en~rgy generated by LACBUR byenzazineg in a rirorous program of enerpg
conservation and alternative decentralized renawable sources of enercv,
e base our allegation that the need for LACBWR can be eliminated on
the following bases:

a) Real electrical demand is and will Srow aver smaller than
DPC's current projections,

‘/hile the entire issue of future electrical demand is a very
complex matter insofar as projections are concerned, CRZC has ample
evidence to show that DPC's calculations in this area are sreatiy
exargerated, and a a consequence the need for LACOUR is nownare near
A4S freat as DPC contends. To date some of the best information
avallable on this topic is found in the 1930 “isconsin Utilities
Advance Plan.35 According to the EURG Forecast compiled for the Wise.
Public Service Commission for the years 19783 - 28 summer peak for the
7estern Ltilities, including all o the DIC system, will vary on the
high side from 3.55 per year srowth rate to 1.1 5 on the low side, with
wit@ a base rate of 2,4%., Vinter peak will vary on the hizh side from
3.4% per year growth to 1,47 ber year on the low side, with the base
rate beins 2,9%. Insofar as annual enervy requirements are concerned,
for Western utilities the base rate is 2407,
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Another important source of information in the area of electrical
demand is testimony pres'nted before the Wis., PJC in the sane advance
plan proceezinps by the Wisc. Division of 5tate Enersy, Dept. of Admin-
istration.5 In this testimony energy requirements for the apricul-
tural sector of the state is forecastei at a constant demand of o174
thru 1985 and a singular decline thereafter despite the increased
level of agricultural output. Specifically, demand is seen as
declining larely due to increased efficiency in the use of electricity
thre utilization of cost-effective efficiency improvements.

"hese improvements include the rapid market penetration of milk
house hear exchangers and a gradual shift to naturally ventilated
barns for animal quartering and milking, more efficient lighting
and nigh efficiency motors pumps and fans. In general Dept., of
3tate Energy figures show demand rates for West. /isc during 13978=-90
of 2,6 for both summer and winter peaks.

DPC's excessive demand projections are hignly dependent on the
assumption that new rural residential housing starts will continue at
the rates experienced in recent years., However, intervenors believe
that rising gas prices and a genuine nousing slump, precipitated by
the ever more severe economic recession we are experiencing nationwide
(see national economic figures and especially new housing starts).
will have a significzant effect on demand fizures, and must necessarily
be taken into account if such calculztions are to be at all accurate,

DPC's own projections for the years 1333 - 390 place demand
fizures at 4, 60, recently revised down from a rate of 5.7% of 2 yearrs
aﬂo.S The years 1983=- 1990 are usa.l here because DPC will have an
enersay surplus throuvh 1582 due to the coming on line of the John F.

Madrett facility.d

That this projection is clearly excessive can be realized for
the reason that wind generation was not figured in at all, although
interest in wind in this region is verv high and wind generators
are being installed despite tactics employed by DPC to discourage
such a practice. Additionally, while wood-burning was factored in
to some small and traditional extent, DPC recently admitted that "it
was not factored in to the extent tlat .+ is occurring now".>

Moreover, for the year 1979 gPC expevienced an actual reduction
in demand on a system-wide bagis! While DFC has attributed this
decrease in demand to an abnormally nili winter, it reflects very
poorly on their current demand projections.

As a final note, DPC is notorious for releasin. different demand
figures to different agencies and individuals at different tines. Tor
example, when attempting to sell the need for a naw =eneratins plant
at Alma some two months ago, in an ad which is e"cloGed. OPC pradicts
an annual growth rate of 5.8% for the next 15 vears. This clearly

contradicts figures DPC has used in other instances.

b) DPC's program for conservation is singularly insufficient
and unsupported, and will remain ineffective until DPC makes a ~enuine
and extensivc commitment, both monetarily and psychologically to such
A progsram,

“hen DPC addressed the issue of conservation, its primary sube-
gtantive examples of commitment inc}uje the load management program
and home enersy audits. Yet according to a Wisc. Rural Zlactric Jogp
Association weatherization survey of Jisc. coops Tor the year 1979DT
of which DPC coops comprise the vast majority, an averase of only il

-~
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home audits were made by staff members per system, Also, only 34.07
either sold or installed weatherization materials. During 1879 an
average of only 41 members per system utilized the weatherization/
service programs, and projections for 1980 averase on 100 per systen.
Resarding the matter of weatherization loans, only 45.27% of the
systems even offered such a program in 1979, with an average of 1,1
loans made to members per system. And, it has been stated that the
same systems expect to make an average of 2,3 loans in 1330, The
averace amount of loans per system in 1979 was 3770,00,

glearly. it can be stated that there has not heen even a minimal
or passing commitment to a weatherization program in the DPC csystem in
1979. The depth of commitment is brought out all too clearly in DPC's
1980 General Manager's report, where mere lip service is paid to the
concept. Conservation is explained as primarily a concern for a
reduction in foreign oil use, and its significance to DPC is disclaimed
because DPC uses very little oil to generate electricity.®?

DPC often points to the purchase of a truckload of water heat.:-
insulators as evidence of their commitment to conservation, yet in
reality there have been very few installed. According to Larry
Thorson of DPC, "“sales of these insulators have been very slow and
the neople just don't seem to be tuned in, despite the fact that use
has been encouraged in bill stuffers, etc."®) Obviously, this fact
would indicate to anyone that there is a ;reat ne2d for a mor2
asgressive conservation program commitment if it is to be effective,

S0 far as the option of time-of -use rates are concerned, OFC
has already determined that they are impractical and ineffective as
a method of conservation and have acted accordinsly.®“rew are in use
even when installed., A3 supporting documentation for this contention
regarding the inadequacy of DPC's conservation pregram, CREC submits
testimony of Randy Freeman, member of DPC, before the House Agricul-
ture Committee's Subcommittee on Conservation and Credit.®5s an
expert witness Mr. Fr?gman will testiry on his statement and those
of David L. Ostendorf®® and David Raphael®7, btoth of Rural America.
W2 also enclose copies of this testimony.

In direct contravention of testimony presented by lir. Feld in
Staff's Motion for Summary Disposition, intervenors insist that while
DFC has a flat rate giructure for wholesale enercy sales, thelr
member coons do not.”" Intervenors contend that the member prate
structure is a major determinant in electrical demand., And, we
believe DPC has both the rizht and responsibility to ensure that
the distribution coops maintain a flat rate structure for their
customers.,

Moreover, intervenors contend that the existence o° -ervice
charges preclude flat rate structures, Cost of service principles
are not conservation principles, and as such are a disincentive.
/hile such charzes may be common throughout the industry, the
sarvice charges of DPC's member coops are hirther than 3tandard

practice. TVA's for example is ;2,00 per montih.

25, Intervenors will use both testimony already referred %o
and Randy Freeman as a witnoss to make projections as to the amount
that can be saved by alternatives not considered reasonable by both
DPC and the NRC staff in their projections.
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26, Intervenors submit that DPC plans for meeting future energy
demand are grossly inadequate and do, if fact, promote electrical use,
Dairyland is promoting the use of electricity by entry .over the next
several years into a new market area; home space heating. According
to DPC's 1979 load management study the company intends to add 57,000
new residential users to the system by 1990, Iiilost of the usage is
targeted for home space heating with g%ectricity in conjunction with
the company's load management system.

This entry into a new electrical market represents a policy
decision which actively must promote energy space heating with
electricii.’ in order to ensure its success., Afficavits can be sub-
nitted by members of the Hawkweed Architectural Group, the company
cooriinating construction of passive solar-heated structures in the
new downtown Soéldierss Grove, and by other solar heating expertis
which can substantiate the contention that insulated passive solap-
h2ated commercial and residential buildings offer the most appropriate
application for solar power in the region, and is viewed by these
experts as the most cost effective application of direct solar energy
in the continental United States.

That Dairyland, necessarily acting through their member coops,
wc.ld promote intrusion into this marketplace, represents a decision
to promote conservation in t.aditional "peak"areas of consumption,
and to encouraze consumption in "load manaseable" areas of usc, altho
the end product is a threefold increase in the total amount of energy
consumed in the system by the year 2000, "Utilization of gasseous
fuels by direct combustion... will decrease and that the percent of
enerey utilized in the form of electricity will Increase.,"70 ailso,
/e, in the system, are pui’ing much effort into load manazement...

If you are planning to chauge your heating systems, we would like to
discuss ‘'off peaking® heatcing - whether it be a stored he2at system
or dual fuel heating units."7}These documents are adnmissable as it
is these media that DPC has used to communicate with its membership.

According to DPC Ganeral [lanager “rank Linder "DPC encourages
installation of re;}dential heating systems which us electricity
most of the time", Clearly, this is promotion of electrical use
by Dairyland. See also "Lines Across the Land" for a discussion of the
ramificutions of the encouragemeat of electric heat installations on
peak demand,

Intervenors submit the enclosed ad from DFC's 1979 Annual
Report and a recent ad relating to power consumption as ample evidence
to support our charge of promotion of elactricity.

In addition to thése promotional ads DPC has utilized a method
of reverse psychology to legitimize and encourage continued uncontrolled
consumption. DPC has characterized those who promote conservation as
the best means for people to reduce their cost of electricity and thug
reduce the need for new gzenerating facilities as no-growth fanatics.(™
Yet thlis assessment of conservation is precisaely the same as that __
outlined by the REA in a letter to all eleciric borrowers recently./~’

One of the most notable observations that can be made about DPFT
is that their management is deeply entrenched in the past, and as such
inhibits the development of alternative enersy zeneration systenm-wide,
which if allowed to flourish would reduce electirical demand sufficiently
to call into question the need for LAC3WR. ‘hile the REA is insisting
that all forms of alternative energy sources bLe encourage&75 OPC has
done its bLest to make such use of alternatives difficult, if not
impossible,77'73 to the point where some families have ziven up cn the
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idea completely.

Intervenors intend to have Russel Bentley of Windfree, a Jisc.
wind energy contractor testify to his experiences with DPC's attempts
to inhibit wind generation growth.

Aa can be seen by DPC's General llanaver's discussion of alternativan
at the 1980 Annual meeting, DPC's commitment 15 only as deep as inves-
tigating, studying, 93nitoring and more studying, with no commitment
at all of resources,

At present, as a result of DPC's exclusionury contract consumers
putting in a wind muching cannot sell their excesc eleciricity to their
coop. They must instead engage in a three party contract to sell the
oxcess electricity to Dairyland at a less than wholeiale rate, altho
it enters only their coop's lines. Coop metering charges have dis=-
couraged concumers from making this arrangement also.

The advent of PUAPA may change all this by forcing consumer
coops to purchase potential power from member consumers. Instead of
DPC administrative interference consumers may benefit from low interest
AZA loans and higher payback potential. PURP.'s effect would no doubt
be a reduced load on the Dairyland system. 3ut for now this stifling
"all requiremerits contract” is in effect and is a disincentive to the
davelopment of alternative energies. DUPC has the authority to modify
thiz contract but will not do 50,50

Perhaps the best example of DPC's entrenchment in the past took
place during the 1380 DPC Annual ileeting. A ve2solution presented by
Randy Freeman which requested that DPC "study" alternatives to ever-
iicreasing investments in new ygenerating facilities was et by the
D?C board members with much hestility and i ~elinitely tabled. Ve
enclose copies of this resolution and Letters t¢ the Zditor from %wo
coop members who are very unhappy with the conservative and aven
reactionary attitudes on the part of DPC managemen%, It must be clear
by now that DPC is having difficulty enterins the decadis of the '30's,

Intervenors believe the following quotation from the 1820 Jeneral
Manager's adiress, a copy of which is enclosed [or your infcermation
and enjoyment, is characteristic of the threats > Armaceddon commor.ly
eployed hy DPC management to discouraze the devaelonment of alterna“ives,
"?alying on technologies not yet adequatcly developed could lead to
nowar shortages, rising unemployment and a dancerous downward eononic
spiral"8l e are not now asking that DOT2 become 70 dramatically
r2liant on alternative. Rather, we request only that 2 genuinc
commitment be nade to the development of alternatives, with the
k1owledge that there is no utility system better-suitel %to the
d:velopment of alternative methods of enerszy production, be they
hrdro, solar, wind, biomass, wood heat or cons»rvation.
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In the matter of )
Dairyland Power Cooperative ) Docket No. 50-409
)

(LaCrosse Boiling Water Reactor

AFFIDAVITS O® ANNE K. MORSE AND GECORGE NYGAARD

I have read the foregoing testimony and swear that it is
true and accurate to the best of my knowledge and belief, and

would be willing to testify to the information.

Anne X, lorse”

Subseribed and sworn to before
me this " day of July, 1930.
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