; UNITED STATES OF AMERICA oocKeTED
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION e

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOM

R283 FEB15 A1:08
In the Matter of

WASHINGTON PUBLIC POWER SUPFLY SYSTEM,

Docket No. 50-460;0L° " .
et. al. i

N Nl St St S et

(WPPSS Nuclear Project No. 1)

COALITION FOR SAFE POWER POSITION ON PROTECTIVE ORDER - FEE. 7,1983

-

Pursuant to the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Order of
January 26, 1983 (TR at 107), Petitioner Coalition for Szfc ;ower
(hereinafter known as "Coalition") hereby submits its position on
the need for, and proposed wording of, a protective order for membership
information required to establish the bona fide nature of Petitioner's
claim of standing in the above case.

Petitioner asserts at the outset that there is no further
information or documentatinon needed in order to establish that the
organization has standing in this proceeding. The record, as it
presently stands, includes an affidavit from the Director of the
Coalition, attached to the (original) Request for Hearing and Petition
for Leave to Intervene, dated September 10, 1982, which statgf in
part:

2. That the Coalition for Safe Power has members who

live within a fifty-mile radius of the WPPSS Nuclear

Projezt No. 1 site, and as close as twenty miles; and

3. That certain of these members have authorized the

officers of the Coalition for Safe Power to file the

attached nequest for Hearing and Petition for Leave to

Intervene on their behalf.

Thus, by sworn affidavit, it is established that the Coalition has
members who live within a fifty-mile radius of WNP-1. This is further
established by examination of the record of the WNP-1 Construction

Permit Extension (Docket No. 50-460 CPA) and the WNP-2 Construction
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Permit Extension (Docket No. 50-397 CPA), wherein membership affidavits
were filed by Petitioner.

The use of an affidavit from an officer of a petitioning
organization has been addressed by the Appeal Board in Houston fighting
and Power Company (Allens Creek Nuclear Generating Station, Unit
1) ALAB-535, 9 NRC 377 (1979) where it was concluded that such &
device would have been unacceptable because it would have coﬁtained
unverifiable conclusionary assertions. The Director's affidavit
submitted by Petitioner in the instant case, however, diffecs in
the scope of the facts which were, and needed to be, a]leged; Here,
the affidavit seeks only to establish that the organization has members
who reside within the geographical zoné of interests. 1In Allens

Creek, supra, the conclusionary, and thus unverifiable, acsertion

which would have been required would have been the specific “anti-
nuciear" interest of an individual member of an organization with
a broad range of activities which, as will be shown below, is not
required in the present case.

An affidavit from a member or members of an organization
within th. geographical zone of interests may be required in some cases
of the petitioning organization to determine whetner the organization
actually represents members who consider that their interests would
be affected by the outcome of the proceeding. In pursuing the question
of what is necessary for a showing of interests, the Appea]s'aoard

» .

in éljens_preek stated that:

Insofar as we are aware, joining and retaining membership

in the [National Lawyers] Guild does not signify adherence

to any particular views regardirg the desirability of nuclear
power facilities...Nor, more importantly, does there appear
to be any necessary link between holding fuild membership

and possessing an interest which might be affected by the
construction or operation of such a facility.
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The Board must apply this test to the Coalition and its
members. As stated in the original petition, the "oalition was formed
to work for “safe energy" which is 2 euphemism for 'against nuclear
power'. It states further that it has reprented its members "on questions
of nuclear powar safety and licensing, and on electrical utility rates."”

Applicant assertions that participatior in ratehearings broadens the

organization's position on nuclear power is specious. TR at 28. See

also Applicant's Amanded Answer In Opposition to Amended Request for
Hearing And Petition For L=ave to Intervene, November 11, 1982 at 7.
The Coalition exists soley for the purpose of opposing nuclear power
in the Northwest, as can be seen by the membersnip brocnures which
are attached. Its work has been and continues to be carried out in
a manner usual to anti-nuclear organizations in the United States.
Intervention and participation in proceedings before all state and
federal agencies who regulate nuclear power, including public utility
commissioners, is a common practice of such organizations. The Coalition
intervenes before the Oregen Public Utility Commissioner on matters
power. Thus, the organizational purpose is clear
the organization signifies adherence to the view
and operation of nuclear facilities is undesirable
be halted. Membership in the Coalition is necessarily linked
ssessing an interest which would be adversly affected by the
continued construction and operation of the facility under consideratiun
in this proceeding.
addressed the jquestion of authorization
1on, stating that:
an organization's charter provid ) the contrary,
membership in it does not ordinarily constitute blanket
N

1on for the organization to represe of
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This does not mean that, in the case of al) organizations
there need be supplied a specific representational authoriza-
tion of a member with personal standing. To the conirary,

in some instances the authorization might be presumed.

For example, such a presumption could well be appropriate
where it appeared that the sole or primary purpose of the
petitioner organization was to oppose nuclear power in
general or the facility at bar ir particular. In such
a situaticn it might be reasonably inferred that, by joining
the organization, the members were implicitly authorizing
1t to represent any personal interests which might be affected
by the proceeding.

Mere membe.ship in the Coalition implies authorization for the filing
of the petitin in this case. Not only is the primary purpose of the
tion clearly its opposition to nuclear power but its membership
(attached) states that members will “"receive legal represen-
hearing." At the very least, should the Board require the
individuals who reside within a fifty-mile radius of the
need not require affidavits from these members, who are both
L0 have an interest, and who have implicitly authorized the
to represent them by the fact of their membership.

The Appeals Board in Allens Creek considered the cuestion

sclosure requirement relvin upon NAACP v. Alabama, 357 U.S.

direction, quoting at 462-3:

itioner has made an uncontroverted showing that on past
ions revelation of the identity of its rank-and-
mbers has exposed these members to economic reprisal,

5 S employment, threats of physical coercion, and other
manifestations of public hostility. Under these circumstanc es,
we think it apparent that compelled disclosure of petitioner's
Alabama membership is likely to affect adversly the ability

petitioner and its members to pursue their collective
foster beliefs which they admittedly have the
advocate...

Creek criticized the National Lawyers Guild

ing to:

concrete demonstration that
ted in the past, or are likely

future, should their iderntities
1ng remotely approaching the kind
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The Appeals Board continued:
Upon determination that an adequate showing has been made
that public revelation of the identity of a member of the
petitioner organization might threaten rights of association,
the Ticensing board should piace a protective order upon
that information. The order should provide tnat the informa-
tion need be supplied only to the memebers of the Board
and one or more designated representatives of the,other
parties to the proceeding. Additionally, it should prohibit
further dissemination of the information to anyone (other
than a member of a reviewing tribunal).
Petitioner submits that, in the past, petitioner's authorizing
member has been subjected to both harrassment and threats to employment.
TR at 90. In the first instance, the member authorizing the Request
for Hearing and Petition for Leave to Intervene in the Construction
Permit proceeding for the Skagit/Hanford Nuclear Plant was called repeatedly
by Counsel for Applicant Puget Sound Power and Light (withoué‘prior
notification or permission from Petitioner). TR 38-41. Not only was
he contacted, but urged to withdraw his support from both the petition
itself and various contentions. Additionally, and morie significantly,
whether through common public knowledge (ie. media) or by effort of
the Applicant, his employer was informed of his role (ie. his association
with the Coalition) in the proceeding. Following this revelation he
wae severly reprimanded by his employer, counseled not to repeat his
acts and generally put on notice that such behaviour threatgned his
very employment. i
This same member had previously authorized the filing of
petitions to intervene in the Construction Permit Extension requests
for WNP-1 and WNP-2. (He did not withdraw his support from ary of
these petitions.) In May of 1982 he told Petitioner's representative,
Nina Bell, that he had been contacted by representatives of the Washington

Public Power Supply System regarding the above petitions to intervene.

Such actions were taken without prior notification or permission of
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Petitioner. Thus, the Applicant in this case has also subjected Petitioner's
members to harrassment by exerting pressure upon him to withdraw his
support from the petitions which were filed in early 1982. Between
Applicant in the instant case and Applicant for the Skagit/Hanford
Nuclear Project, this member has been contacted repeatedly. Again,
more importantly, while he has not yet iost his present employment,

such employment has been directly threatened by his association with

the organization.

Petitioner asserts that this problem is unique tc the Hanford

are2 and the federal reservation at Savannah River, South Carolina.

This situation, which is characterized by almost unanimous supbort

from the surrounding population and economic dependence of the -community
on the nuclear industry, is characterized as the "halo effest" by the

Los Alamos National Laboratory. See “"Some Politial Issues Related

to Future Special Nuclear Materials Production" by A.T. Peaslee Jr.,

Los Alamos National Laboratory, LA-8969-MS, August 1981. All employment
in the Hanford area is either for, or dependent on, the nuclea; industry.
A person who has lost a job because of questions of association such

as exist here is not likely to to able to find future employment in

the area. The experience outlined above makes an adequate ghowing

of potential harm required by Allens Creek thus necessitating'the use
-
of a protective order.

The Appeals Board in Allens Creek provided guidance to

licensing boards on the issue of protective Srders. Petitioner concurs
that such an order should provide that information on the identity

of Petitioner's members need only be supplied to the Board and designated
representatives of other parties. It should, additionally, absolutely
prohibit dissemination of such information to any other parties or

other representatives of the designated parties.
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Only with the issuance and observance of a protective
order would Petitioner's members be assured of the right of association
free from harrassment of any sort by any person or institution and
without fear from economic and employment reprisals. Furthermore,
Petitioner's participation in the dockets refered to above (Skagit/Hanford
Nuclear Project CP, WNP-1 CPA, WNP-2 CPA) has established a record
that the organization does not desire to withhold information from
the parties by has been forced to do so in this instance due to circumstances
beyond its control.

WHEREFORE, Petitioner praysfor an Order granting intervention
status to Petition Coalition for Safe Power without further documentatidn
and, in the alternative, an Order authorizing the release of names
of Petitioner's members under protective order as outiined by the

Appeals Board in Allens Creek.

Respectfully submitted,

.
\
. ) e,
J P

Dated this day, the seventh - Nina BelT, Staff INtervenor
of February, 1983, Coalition for Safe Power
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of the Coalition

" the hearing room to the se hools. the Coalti n works for a non.
ture \We e the salety of the Trojan auclear
nd ensiann its permanent Cosure. A ddi val efforts are simed
ng new nuclear construction. We support others in making the
o io renewable energy resources
nake this all possible we need your help and contributions In
" a Friend. you will receive the newslettor. will be apprised of
tant events and how o participate in them and will receive legal
entation in hearings
Coalition has helped keep Trogan closed and its education pro
¢ touched thousands of students. With your help, we can do

nt o become 2 Friend of the Coalition

eneral $10 00 (] Supporting $25.00
Low dncome $5.00 [] Contriburing $50.00
ik $15.00 [ Sustaining $100.00

o are Tax Deductible

t me to help

[] Typing
] Phoning
| Graphics

What's Wrorg with Nuclear § nergy?

Safety Mazards

Nuclear plants have a hstory of satery prohiemy and mismanagement Cow 0 nent
Mudies she ' 4 melidown a6 2 nuclear powes plamt would csuse an estimated 4% 000
Aeaihs and render an ares the size of Pennsyvania uninhsbitable. The Uinton of € on
Tned Sclentisis estimates that we (an expect 8 serous nuclesr sccident in the Unied
Mates anee pvery year by the year 1985

Radiation Fifects

Nuclear reacton routinely relesse low - le. o radiation into the 27 and water which the
sccumulates in the human hody. There is no safe level of radiation even the smallest
orses of low-level cadlation . an couse cancer. leuks «a heart and blood disorders and
ETOt damage i future generstions

Employment
Nuclear power has o bad employment recond — few workers and dangerous jobe
Waorrk crs i o le o Laciities forfen heis health for whi ity profis

Nuclear Wastes

Covernment sudies and uniity piomises notwithstanding, thers is ne tee Anology o
the processing and safe storage of nuclesr wastes The more than thirty tons of waste
produced annvally ot 2 nuclear plant must he kept out of the environment foc s quarter of
& million years

What Are the Alternatives?

Comervation

Conservation can save aver thirty percent of the enerTgy presetly consumed in the
Northwest without affec ting Hiestytey Saving energy it & good investment in the future
lowers utility bills and the price of consumer goods, and eliminates the demand for new
thet mal generating plants

Solar
The use of solar energy for Mot water and home pace heating is clean (o3t eltectve
nd produ vy Jobs Photovolta cells are shie 1o Produce elecirity for other fum tions

Cogeneration
Cogeneration utifizes ihe waste steam from industries 1o produce elecingty Some

Furope an countries use < nge aeration for thirty percent of their energy needs There is

ERough Capacity for cogener stion in the region to squal several large nuclear planty

Wind. Hydro and Tidal

Windimills. kol powe s and low- head hydro together «taim & poterial for Reneating
Capacity greater than the comivalent of seven nuclear plants in the Morsswest. Such on
PRy sources will iead 1 energy inde pendence for the region

o ass
Binmass. in the torm of methane Irom srganic wastes or wond peflets (an he used in
Mrnaces cars and generaton Blomass is & renewsble resource rasily imtegrated into

toortay + world

Geotherm. |
The hot = ater and steam under the ground are used 10 heat homes and water in areas
whe e geothermal e acrgy is sbiandant

The
Coalition

for Safe Power

410 Governor Building

408 Southwest Second Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97204

(503) 295-0490

For a Non-Nuclear Future




The
Coalition for Safe Power

mcmmmm-amnnﬂnmwm
cmmmumvm«wwmmmnmm
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Coall has broadened its focus to enc the entire Northwest

region opposing the operation of Trojan, the construction of the pro-
posed Skagnt wm.wwd:mmuhnw
<wmumwmmmwwmh
mdude.-mc,mn‘nummnw.

Mb&d‘ the Coalith its work for a non-nuclear
future.
Public Education

The Coalition’s education progs makes speak tlable 10
schools and ¢ ity groups, deb and talksh The Coalition

mm-(mnmnmummm»wm~
mation and events. Educational literature and videotapes, on nuciear
nmmmmmmn.mmmwmm
rav = including a | for Coalith e

cegar iatervention

Yhe(omnahylmtmmmnhpwmbdmh
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in the Trojan Contiol Building earthquake safety hearings. in addition,
the Coaltion has filed pe before the NRC, addressing
such issus as the effect of Mt St. Helens i Trojan’s safety, fire protec-
maudnmwuhom.“ldnmmn
WPPSS

On the state level . the Coalition paricipates regularly in meetings of
the Oregon Energy Facility Siting Council (EFSC). The Coalition has
cmmmmuscwmwumtm
(mvmlkm“mukwwuﬂom‘wmmwm
Unility Comn issioner (PUC) the Coalition has intervened to prevent
ratepayers from paying .0f costly nuclear projects.

Research

The Coalition has ongoing research projects on the health and safety
problems of the Trojan plant. construction and management fallures at
the WPPSS nuclear projects and stfect of nuclear power on Northwest
electnoity utility stes. Results of these ‘esearch projects, and the regu-
lar monitoring of government documents, are used in regulatory pro-
ceedings in public forums and debates and in the preparation of edu-
cavonal 1 orature. The Coalition makes this research available 10 the

el et ey rronns

Need for Power
and Alternatives

mmmm«qmmw.mm«mmma
the state and federal government, nave consistently overstated the
need for electrical energy in the region At the same time, the potential
contribution of alternative sources of energy has been dramatically
MrmeveMMmr"(omman\hmed

significantly in recent years, eliminating the need for capital-intensive

thermal plants in the region. This, along with skyroc keting costs of
thermal plants (coal and nuclear), and tie curtailment of inancing, has
forced some utlities to pull back on construction plans. Since utlites
are reluctant 1o do 50, some energy planners foresee the use of the
Pacific Nortiwest as an energy exporter, Shipping our excess power o
the Southwest states

Alternative sources of energy. such as solar, conservation, (O-gener-
ation, wind and hiomass, are more sensible economically and less
harmiul to the environment Alternatives have other advantages as
well: they have a relatively short lead time, require smaller amounts of
capital, are more sensitive to changes in energy demand and are more
reliable Alernative sources Create many mose johs per unit of energy
produced than do thermal sources and help 1o provide coonomic sta
bility

The
Nuclear Northwest

In 1941, 'wo years be'are the atomic bomb Trinity was exploded in

New Mexico, scientists began producing plutonium at the first of eight
nuclear reactors built for that purpose along the Columbia River near
Richland, Washington President Eisenhower launched the Atoms for
Pes © program in 1953 which was designed 10 show Amernicans that
wickea: energy could be used for purposes other than war By 1964
wenty commercial nuclear power plants were planned for the Morth-
sest. While only a fraction of these reactors have ac twally been built,
e exc-erimental technology of nuclear enerpy has already lett s mark
wn the >orthwest.

Nearty all aspects of the nuclear fuel cycle, from the mining of ura-
Mto!hetwc'cdmnhnm,mm(m»dmim
Northwest for the commercial and military nuclear industry The begin
ning of the cycle, the mining and milling of uranium, has contarmnated
i= land and water of Souiheast Oregon and Northeast Washirgion
This uranium ove is then wransported 10 enrichment facilities outsade
the region. Fuel fabrication, the next step in the cycle, is conducied on
the Hanford Reservation and has been the site of numerous accdents
and radioactive spills. Even more dangerous is the N-reactor, which
produces plutonium for weapons as well as electricity but lacks stand-
ard safety features such as a containment building required for non-
military plants. The Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF), a test breeder reactorn,
urod.dﬁthnpkmnwsondum!udmmtmmhnld«
tive. Also at Hanford are three ¢ 1al nuclear plants under con
struction by WPPSS. At Sacsop, Washington, two more WPPSS nuclear
plants are under construction. Also in the western sechion of he re
gion, and operating in violation of safety regulations since 1976 1s the
Trojan plant, the Nocthwest s only operating commercial reactor

Throughout this nuclear fuel cycle, from he maag of uranium tuel
to the production of electricity, nuclear wastes are ¢ reated. Manvy are W
be found at the < 'te of production, such as the spent nuclear fucl rod.
stored at Trojan. Vast quantities of wastes, including the highly toxi
material plutonium, are stored at Haniord « iere they have been leak
ing for decades. Hantord is also the 1op candidate for storage o high
level wastes from nuclear plants across the country
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hereby certify that copies of "COALITION FOR SAFE POWER POSITION
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State of Washington
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Counc i1

Mail Stop PY-11
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*Mitzi Young

Counsel for NRC Staff

Office of Executive Legal
Director

USNRC

wash.ington D.C.
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