


1. Under date of July 22, 1987, Applicants' lead owner,

Public Service Company of New Hampshire (PSNH), filed with the
Securities and Exchange Commission a FORM 8-K, which in relevant
part provided:

The Company has instituted strict carl
conservation measures that should allow

it to meet its estiméted cash requirements,
including the refunds described above,
through the end of 1987. The Company iz
working jointly with the investment

firms of Merrill Lynch Capital Markets

and Drexel Burrham Lambert, Inc. to
develop alternate financial plans. Given
the uncertainty surrounding the Company,
its limited financial flexibility, the
amount of debt service which the Company
can reasonably expect to carry, the
political, economic and competitive

limits on rate increases in New

Hampshire, and the regulatory approvals
that will be required, it will be extremely
difficult to develop and implement such

a plan to improve sign:ficantly the
Company's circumstances within the limited
time available. Should an adeguate plan
not be developed and placed into effect
before the end of 1987, it will be difficult,
1f not impossible, for the Company to
avoid proceedings under the Bankruptcy
Code. ©See Exhibit A attached.

(Emphasis supplied).

By its own admission, Applicants' lead owner is on the brink
of bankruptcy.

2. 10 CFR §50.33(f) and 50.57(4) require certain applicants,
prior to receipt of an operating license, to demonstrate that
these applicants possess, or have reasonable assurance of obtaining,
the funds necessary to cover estimated op~ration costs, for the
period of the license, plus the costs to permanently shut down
the facility and maintain it in a safe condition., 50.33(f)(2),

(3) and (4).
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3. By rulemaking on September 12, 1984, tlie Commission
exempted publicly regulated utilities, including Seabrook Station
owners, from demonstrating these financial gualifications prior
to receipt of an operating license. As sole grounds for this

exemption, the Commission stated:
The Commission believes that the record
of this rulemaking demonstrates generically
that the rate process assures that funds
needed for safe operation will be made
avallable to regulated electric utilities.
Since obtaining sucn assurance was the
sole objective of the financial guali-
fication rule, the Commission concludes
that, other than in exceptional cases,
no case-by-case litigation of the
financial qualification of such
applicants is warranted.
49 Fed.Reg. 35750 (9/12/84). (Emphasis
supplied.)

4. The purpose of the financial qualification rule, therefore,
was to ensure safe operation. For publicly regulated utilities,
however, the Commission created an exemption based on the generic
determination that state PUCs, through ratemaking, would provide
adequate revenues for these facilities to be operated, maintained,

1
and decommissioned safely. Accordincly, the Commission concluded,

generically, that it was not "warranted" to subject publicly

regulated utilities to financial qualification review when that

function was effectually being performed already by state PUCs.

|
"No sound basis has been shown for . . . the allegation that
publicly-owned utilities are notr assured of funding through the rate-
making process. The NRC's analysis of the NARUC survey, discussed
infra, has shown that all State public utility commissions have
sufficient ratemaking authority to ensure sufficient utility revenues
to mee: the cost of NRC safety requirements. Similarly, it has been
shown that publicly-owned utilities have independent rate-setting
authority which is used to cover the costs of operation, including
those of meeting NRC safety requirements." 49 Fed.Reg. 35750 (9/12/84)
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the facility and maintain it in a safe condition" if a full power
4
license is later denied. See §50.33(f) (2). Similarly, the

costs incurred in operating the plant at low power would not be
5
recoverable if Seabrook never proceeds to full power operation.

4

The cost of decontaminating, decommissioning, and disposa. of
fuel and portions of the reactor system following a low power
testing period is estimated to be tens of millions of dollars. The
cost of spent fuel disposal alone is $20 to $30 million. Reactor
component removal, handling, and disposal would require additional
expenditures. See Affidavit of Dale G. Bridenbaugh, 114, Exhibit B,
attached hereto. From the recent FORM 8-K filing by Applicants'
lead owner, sugra, it is reasonable to assume Applicants do not
have adequate funds to pay decommissioning costs following low
power operacion.

5

NH RSA 378:30-a. "Public Utility Rate Base; Exclusions.
Public utility rates or charges shall not in any manner be based
on the cost of construction work in progress. At no time shall
any rates or charges be based upon any costs associated with
construction work if said construction work is not completed.
All costs of construction work in progress, including, but not
Iimited to, any costs associated with constructing,

owning, maxn;aining or financing construction work in progress

sha not be included in a utility's rate base nor be allowe

as _an expense for rate making gurgoses until, and not before, said
construction project 1s actua roviding service to consumers.
(Emphasis supplied). Low power operation does not generate any net
electric power. Bridenbaugh Affidavit 44, 15. RSA 378:30-a
therefore bars Applicants from recovering costs to operate or

decommission Seabrook Station if the facility never operates beyond
low power.
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b. The likely bankruptcy of Applicants' lead owner is
without precedent. Clearly the pending bankruptcy of such a
publicly regulated utility presents an extreme circumstance not
addressed by the CommiSﬁgon at the time it approved the financial
gualification exemption. On the present record, it would be
grossly irresponsible for Applicants to proceed to operate Seabrook,
even at low power, without clear evidence of their financial
means to operate, and to decommission, safely.

¢. In addition to the financial uncertainties presented,
the direction of Applican.s' management may be radically altered
if PSNH is sunerceded by a bankruptcy trustee. Whether the
trustee may decline to pursue a full power license in the face of
insuperable regulatory obstacles remains uncertain. The Commission,
however, should not permit Applicants to proceed to any level of
power operation, absent proof of financial qualification, when
their lead owner may soon forfeit its management rights over
Seabrook Station.

d. If appointed to manage Seabrook Station, a trustee or
examiner may refuse to expend additional monies on a wasting asset
which continues to drain all available capital from PSNH. A
Bankruptcy Court, rather than Applicants, may ultimately determine

if additional monies will be spent on Seabrook Station. The

See 49 Fed.Reg. 35750 (9/12/84), quoted at page 2, supra.

6
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and dispose of the high level nuclear waste, following low power

operation. Prior to operation at any level of power, therefore,

Applicants should demonstrate independent financial means to
7

meet these decommissioning costs. See note #3, supra.

7. Apparently in recognition of the potential hazards, and
associated costs, of decommissioning, the Commission itself has
proposed financial qualification requirements for the decommissioning
of all licensed facilities. 50 Fed.Reg. 5600, et seqg (2/11/85).

The objective of the proposed rule
on financing the decommissioning of
nuclear facilities is to require
licensee to provide reasonable
assurance that adequate funds are
available to ensure that
decommissioning can be accomplished
in a safe manner and that lack of
funds does not result in delays that
may cause potential health and safety
roblems., The licensee i1s responsible
Eor completing decommissioning in a
manner that protects health and safety.
Id. at 5602.

This rule has not yet been finally adopted. By the proposed
rule, however, the Commission has expressed clear concern that
all facilities be promptly and safely decommissioned. The Commission
itself thereby vrovides significant evidence that Applicants
should be required to demonstrate financial qualification before

proceeding to operate Seabrook Station.

<
Applicants additionally should be reguired to demonstratg _
that Applicants possess, or have reasonable assurance of obtaining,
the funds necessary to cover estimated operating costs for'the
period of the license. See §50.33(f)(2). Even in the unlikely
event a full power license is granted, it remains doubtful that
PSNH will receive sufficiently prompt rate increases to avoid
bankruptcy. The Commission, therefore, should require proof of
financial gqualification to meet operating costs to reduce the
anticipated financial and management disruptions of a bankruptcy

proceeding. .
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CONCLUSION
Intervenors therefore respectfully request that Applicants'

exception from financial qualification be waived for purposes of this
proceeding, and that Applicants, prior to low power operation, be
required to demonstrate financial qualification in accordance
with Commission regulations 50.33(f)(2), (3) and (4) and 50.57(4).

Respectfully submitted,
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Other Materially Important Events

On June 29, 1987, the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
(NHPUC) found, in & 2-1 decision on the Company's outstanding
rate regquest, that the Company was entitled to recover
epproximately $20.5 million of the §58.9 million (14%) rate
increase originally requested in May, 1986. The Company had
acknowledged ouring the course of the proceedings that the effect
of the Tax Reform Act of 1986 and other minor adjustments would
reduce its claimed increase to approximately $38.6 million,

The NHPUC ordered the Company to refund the difference between
rates collected under bond since January 1987 and the level of
rates approved by the order, plus interest on such sums at the
rate of 10% through June and 6.5% thereafter. Refunds are to be
paid on a customer specific basis commencing in November. The
NHPUC found that the increased rates shall be applied on s
uniform percentage to the base rates of each customer class. The
NHPUC determined that the Company’'s cost of common equity was 15%
(the Company had reguested 19%) and fixed an overall rate of
return at 14.94%. In aodition, the NHPUC rejected a second steg
increase of approximately $35 million (7%), which the Company had
requested become effective January 1, 1988.

on July 20, 1987, the Company petitioned the NHPUC fnr a
rehearing of the order on the grounds that the ogecision was
unlawful and wunreasonable in several respects, the most
significant being that the decision failed to allow a just anc
reasonable capital structure and failed to getermine a lawful,
just and reasonable cost of common equity capital for the
Company.

Further delays have occurred in the process of attempting to
obtain al® governmental approvals required to commence operation
of the Seabrook Nuclear Power Plant (in which the Company has an
ownership interest of about 23%). 1In a position filed with the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) in June of 1987, the Fegera)
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) has indicated that it was
unable to conclude that certain aspects of the radiological
emergency response plans for the seventeen towns in New Hampshire
which are within & 10 mile radius of the Plant, are adeguate to
ensure the timely evacuation of the New Hampshire beaches in the
event of an emergency @t the Plant. This conclusion was contrary
to that of the NRC staff andg an ingependgent consultant's report.
The NRC has decided that a radiolegical emergency response plan
for the six Massachusetts towns within a 10 mile radius of the
Plant must be filed by the Joint Owners prior to low-power
testing of the Plant, a reguirement that had not been imposed
with respect to any prior nuclear plant. It is obvious from
these developments, ang from the politicizing of the process
regarding licensing of tne Seabrook Plant, that the date O
poperation will pe further gelayed.
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Ttem 5, Other Materially Important Events (Cont.)

As a result of these adverse developments with respect to the
Plant and the NHPUC's rate order described above, and in view of
the difficulties encountered by the Company in placing a planned
$150 million short-term financing in May 1987 (when only $100
million could be placed) and the reaction of the financial
markets to the foregoing, the Company's management and 1ts
financial advisors have concluded that, absent a change in the
Company's circumstances, financings in the amounts projected to
meet the Company's cash needs during the next several years were
no longer available. Management has also concluded that, even if
financing were available in the short term, it would not be in
the best interests of the Company, its customers, or investors to
proceed with such a financing program, uniess financial plans can
be developed which would improve the Company's long term cash
position. Conseguently, on July 16, 1987, the Company withorew
its requests for NHPUC permission to raise funds for Seabrook
expenses and non-Seabrook construction. Earlier this year the
Company had filed two petitions with the NHPUC seeking approval
to borrow up to $545 Million in two separate financings.

S . S A————— e . M O —_ —— — —
- - ~e—- - - . A

The Company has instituted strict cash conservation measures tnat

should allow it to meet its estimated cash reguirements, i
including tne refunds described above, through the end of 1987. ‘
The Company is working jointly with the invesiment firms of |
Mrrril)l Lynch Capital Markets and Drexel Burnham Lambert, Inc. to '
gevelop alternate financial plans. Given the wuncertainties :
surrounding the Company, its limited financial flexibility, the I,{
amount of debt service which the Company can reasopnably expect to -
carry, the politice), eccnomic and competitive limits on rate

increases in New Hampshire, and the regulatory approvals that i
will be reguired, it wiil he extremely difficult to cevelop and -
implement suc ) to improve signiTicantly the Company's l
circumstances within_the limited.iime BVEllaDIE.  SNoUIg &N :
agequa F1an not be developed and placed into effect before the i
end of 1987, it will be difficult, if rot impossidble, for the 3
Company to avoid proceedings under the Bankruptcy Coce. g

SIGNATURE :
Pursuant to the requirements of the Securities Exchange Act of §+ ]

1934, the registrant has duly caused this report to be signed on its behalf :
by the undersigned hereunto ouly authorized. ]

PUBLIC SERVICE COMPAKY OF NEW HAMPSHIRE

July 22, 1987 By g/ R 2. MATrigen |
R. J. Harrison |
Presicent \
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AFFIDAVIT OF DALE G. BRIDENBAUGH

1. My name is Dale G. Bridenbaugh. I am President of
MHB Technical Associates ("MHB"), a technical consulting
firm specializing in nuclear power plant safety, licensing,
and regulatory matters, located at 1723 Hamilton Avenue,
Suite K, San Jose, California 95125. I received a Bachelor
of Science degree in mechanical engineering from South
Dakota Schonl of Mines and Technology in 1953 and am a
licensed professional nuclear engineer. I have more than 30
years experience in the engineering field, primarily in
power plant analysis, construction, maintenance, and
operations. Since 1976, I have been employed by MHB and
have acted as a consultant to domestic and foreign
government amencies and other groups on nuclear power plant
safety and licensing matters. Between 1966 and 1576, I was
employed by the Nuclear Energy Division of General Electric
Company ("GE") in various managerial capacities relating to
the sale, service, and product improvement of nuclear power
reactors manufactured by that company. Between 1955 and
1966, I was employed in various engineering capacities
working with gas and steam turbines for GE. Included in my

duties at GE was supervision of startup testing of eguipment

- -

EXHIBIT B



in fifteen to twenty fossil and nuclear power plants. I

also was responsible for various nuclear fuel projects
ranging from the remote disassembly of irradiated fuel to
the supply of reload fuel for operating nuclear plants. I
have autuored technical papers and articles on the subject
of nuclear power egquipment and nuclear power plant safety
and have given testimory on those subjects. Other details
of my experience and gqualifications are contained in

Attachment #1.

2. My experience with the Seabrook plant began in
September 1983 when my firm was retained by the
Massachusetts Attorney General to evaluate the prudence of
expenditures by Fitchburg Gas and Electric Company on
Seabrook Unit 2. Since that initial assignment I have
evaluated various phases of the Seabrook project in five
different engagements. In my work as consultant on the
Seabrook plant, I have performed diverse assignments,
focusing primarily on technical reviews and analysis of
safety and cost issues. I have visited the plant on several
occasions a~d have participated in a number of interviews

and/or depositions of key Seabrook management personnel.



3. The purpose of this Affidavit is to explain the
technical reasons why low power testing to 5 percent power
at Seabrook is of no value if subsequent power operation at
or near full power is not authorized. It will further
explain that there are, in fact, several irreversible
changes which would result from testing at the 5% level
while no significant electrical power would be produced.
These changes would limit the options available for the
plant and plant site in the event that full power operation

is not subseguently authorized.

SEQUENCE OF TESTING AND POWER OPERATION

4. Every nuclear plant needs to have fuel loaded and
systems tested before it is permitted to operate at power
levels sufficient to turn the turbine and generate electric
power. Thé typical test seguence is to perform nen-nuclear
zero-power tests first, then proceed to "zero-power" nuélear
tests and subseguently to low-power nuclear cperation with
no electrical production. Electrical production is usually
deferred until the test progran achieves a power level of

1

10-15%. Permissi~.. co proceed to a higher power level is in

general predicated on fulfillment of the test objectives at



the lower levels. When the testing is completed
safisfactorily at the lower levels and other regquirements
are satisfied, the plant is then permitted to operate at
higher power levels and ultimately at a level at which
sufficient steam is generated to allow production of
electricity. Power levels are gradually increased and tests
are conducted until full power operation has been achieved
and the unit is considered to le in commercial operation.
The minimum length of time in which this process can be
completed is about three months. At Seabrook, the test
program as specified in the Final Safety Analysis Report is
scheduled for four months. All other factors being egual,
+he initial operating phase at a new nuclear unit can be
most efficiently performed if a smooth transition is made
from fuel loading to low power ~~eration and on to the power
testing above 5%. If a significant delay between the
testing steps occurs, it is most burdenscne for that delay
to take place after power operation has begun. The reaéon
for this is because the power test program is designed so as
to be able to proceed from the completed tests at a lover
authorized power level to tests at the next power step. ) & 4
lengthy delays are introduced, it then becomes necessary to

repeat certain activities such as instrument calibrations



and heat balance calculations to assure safe and smooth

transition to the next authorized level. A delay prior to

initial nuclear operation does not bring about the need for

duplication of these operations.

5. In the case of Seabrook Unit 1, the loading of fuel
into the reactor has now been completed and the Company has
completed the tests intended to be performed prior to
nuclear operation of the unit. This work was authorized by
the granting of a "zero" power license by the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission ("NRC") on October 17, 1986, and fuel
loading was begun on Octocber 22, 1986. William B.
perrickson's 1/ September 26, 1986 presentation to the
NRC's Advisory Committee of Reactor Safeguards ("ACRS")
‘ndicated that the scheduled time for completion of the non-
nuclear tests following fuel loading was 4 to 6 weeks:

our reguest is to be able to lovad fuel and do
the hot testing with the coclant system at
operating temperature and pressure.

We have several tests to run, from tests from
the original hot function tests. This whole

effort from the day we receive the license to
completion of the hot functional tests will

Mr. Derrickson is a Senior Vice-President of Public
Service of New Hampshire and has primary responsibility
for the Seabrook project.

i/



take about a month or £ix weeks. (ACRS
Transcript, pp. 14-15)

6. In the case of Seabrook, the operating license has
been regquested in not one, but three separate phases. The
first phase which consists of fuel loading and hot
functional tests (but no criticality and no irradiation of
the fuel) has now been completed. The second phase, now
under review, would permit low power testing and subseguent
heatups invelving operation at up to 5% of full power. The

+hird phase, if authorized, will permit operation between 5%

and 100% power.

7. The NRC action to permit low power operation at
cseabrook at this time is a deviation from common past
practice. The traditional licensing practice was in the
past to grant an operating license as a result of a single
licensing action. In those cases, fuel loading and low
power test activities were +hen perfecrmed and integrated
with ascension to full power. Shortly after the Three Mile
Island aécident, the NRC began to issue licenses in a twor
step (low power-full power) process. This two-step process
was irplemented to help ease the licensing review backlog
which resulted from the licensing hiatus following the 1979

tially, this two-step process worked

-

accident. In



reasonably well. Plants that were granted a low power

license generally completed the fuel loading and low power
testing by the time the full power license was issued, with
the low power testing and the full power licensing
relatively close together in time. 2/ Since 1984, however,
there have been several cases of lengthy delay between the
low power license and the approval for operatiocn above 5%.
Examples of these delayed cases include:

1) Diablo Canyon 1, where a three year delay was
experienced between the initial low power license
(September 1981) and full power approval (November
1984).

2) Shoreham, where a low power license was awarded in
July 1985 and full power authorization is yet to
be issued.

3) Perry, which received low power authorization in

March 1986, did not receive full power approval
until December 1986.

2/ Of the 15 plants licensed for low power operation
between March 1979 and June 1984 which also received a
full power license during that period, the average time
between the low power and full power licenses was less
than 5 months. The average time from initial
criticality to award of the full power license was only
1/2 month (excluding Grand Gulf which was delayed for
approximately two years because of improperly drafted
Technical Specifications). See Attachment #2, portions
of letter from NRC Chairman Palladino to Congressman
Edward Markey, June 15, 1984.



These delays illustrate clearly that NRC approval of low
power operation gives no assurance that timely authorization
of power operation is forthcoming. This would appear to be
particularly relevant for Seabrook which is heavily engaged

in the resolution of complex emergency planning issues.

IRREVERSIBLE CHANGES IN STATUS QUO
RESULTING FROM L1OW POWER OPERATION

8. Before a reactor "goes critical” as it does for
the first time during low power testing, neither the nuclear
fuel nor the reactor or its components, are irradiated or
contaminated by radiation. (The uranium contained in the
fuel is of course naturally radiocactive, but this material
is at a very low level and is fully contained within the
fuel rods.) lLow power testing, however, necessarily causes

irreversible changes to a nuclear reactor and its supporting

systems.

9. There is necessarily significant irradiation of
the nuclear fuel as a result of low power testing. This
irradiation results in the build-up of gquantities of fission
products within the fuel which reguires that the fuel

subsecuently be handled, transported, and treated as




irradiated fuel. Once these fission products have been
produced, they cannot be removed from the fuel by any usual
means. Thus, tue irradiation from low power testing is
irreversible. During low power testing some components of
the Seabrook plant would also be irreversibly irradiated
while other components will become contaminated with
activated corrcusion products and/eor fission products. These
include the reactor pressure vessel and internals, the steam
generators, the control rods, incore nuclear
instrumentation, and cother reactor components, equipment,
and piping. Once contaminated by substantial quantities of
radiocactive fission products, special care would be reguired

in handling these items.

10. The irreversible changes to the plant resulting
from power operation as described above makes a significant
change in the way in which the Seabrook plant must be
considered. Prior to power operation, the plant eguipment
and components are radiation free (with the exception of
nuclear fuel and scme sensors), and there is no limitation
as to what future option for the plant and the plant site
may be selected. It is possible in this condition that the
plant could be abandoned, coverted to non-nuclear use, Or

operated as a nuclear unit as planned. Once radioactive,
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nriginal purchase value of that fuel. This fuel, if not

jrradiated, likely could be sold to other nuclear plants to
use as is, or, if necessary, to be reconfigured for a
different reactor. (For example, some bundles might require
manual disassembly and rod rearrangement or reconfiguration
of the pellets for the ncessary pattern of enrichment.)

once the fuel is substantially irradiated and there is a
significant build-up of fission products as would occur
during the proposed 5% power operation, it makes fuel
reconfiguration, and therefore most opportunities for reuse
of the fuel, more complicated and costly and therefore far
less likely =0 be implemented. Based on present day nuclear
fuel costs, the value of the Seabrook fuel is approximately
€50-80 million. Salvage value approximately egqual to this
amount could be realized from the fuel in its present
condition. While it is technically possible that irradiated
fuel could be transferred to a different reactor of the same
design and subseguently used, there would be significant
penalties associated with such an action. It would be
necessary to ship the fuel in shielded casks which nay or
may not be readily available. The fuel itself would not be
of optimum design for eguilibrium operation. Such a

transfer has, to my knowledge, never been done in U.S. power



reactors and would probably regquire lengthy review by the

NRC and/or other regulatory bodies. Consegquently, I

conclude that the fuel has little or no value if used for

testing up to 5% power.

13. The proposed 5% power operation would also resuilt
in the loss of potential salvage value for other plant
components that would be substantially irradiated or
contaminated (i.e., steam generators, reactor components
such as control rods and other internals, cooclant pumps and
seals, valves, piping and instrumentation sensors). I
estimate the salvage value of these components to be at
least $20-30 million. These components are virtually
identical in all Westinghouse Pressurized Water Reacters,
many are periodically replaced, and others are useful for
replacement in the event cf component failures. Thus, a
resale market for them should exist unless they are
irradiated. In an interview conducted in conjunction with a
Verment proceeding (Vermont Public Service Board, Docket
£132), William B. Derrickson, Vice-President of PSNH stated
nis estimate of the salvage value cf the cancelled Seabrook
Unit 2 to be approximately $25 mil;ion. (See Attachment #3,
November 12, 1986 Interview, William B. Derrickson, p. 74.)

It is likely, however, that if these same components were



irradiated and/cr contaminated by power operation, they

would have little or no or perhaps negative salvage value.

14. Additional costs resulting from a decision to
perform low power testing are the costs of decontaminating,
decommissioning, and disposal of the fuel and portions of
the reactor systew following a low power testing period in
the event that a full power license is not optained. The
cost of necessary remnval/disposal/decontamination efforts
could be tens of millions of dollars, depending on the
specific disposal requirements. Such efforts also carry
with them the potential for additional worker radiation
exposure. In addition, the irradiated fuel will need to Dbe
treated as high level radioactive material and would likely
ultimately be disposed of as spent fuel. Because of the
lengthy time periods during which spent fuel must be
isclated from the environment, Federzl law has assigned the
responsibility for its ultimate disposition to the U.S.

Department of Energy (DOE). 3/ DOE will perform the

3/ Guidelines for the reccmmendation of nuclear waste
sites were enacted in 10 CFR Chapter III, Part 560 on
November 30, 1984. These guidelines do not specify
precisely the length of time that hich level waste must
be safeguarded from the environment. The guidelines
do, however, give an indication cof the time periods
regquired by including numerous statements of
voualifying" and "Faverable" Conditions such as:




£ high level waste, but is also required

ultimate disposal ©

to recover the full cost of disposal from the utility. DOE

has published expected costs for the receipt and ultimate

disposal of irradiated fuel. These expected costs are

currently being collected at a rate of $.001/kwhr of

generation for fuel exposed now to be disposed of by DOE in
the future. Fuel typically operates at a design exposure of

20,000 MWD (t)/ton. Fe. such fuel, this collection rate is

eguivalent to approximately $150,000 per ton. DOE has not

established a rate for fuel exposed to the lower level

(b) Favorable conditions. (1) Site conditions
such that the pre-waste-emplacement ground-water
t+ravel time along any path of likely radionuclide
travel from the disturbed zone to the accessible
environment would be more than 10,000 years.

(2) The nature and rates of hydrelogic processas
cperating within the geologic setting during the
Quaternary Pericd would, if continued into the
future, not affect or would favorably affect the
ability of the geologic repository to isolate the
waste during the next 100,000 years.

(Part 960 - General Guidelines For the
Recommendation ot Sites for Nuclear Waste
Repositories, 10 CFR, Chapter III)

citation of the above guideline is not intended to
imply that the Seabrook site will be reguired to store
+he irradiated fuel for the next 10,000 To 100,000
years. It does however, give an indication of the
irreversible effects involved in the decisicn being
considered.




associated with the 5% power test operation, but there is no
reason to expect that the cost per ton could be negotiated
to much below DOE's published rates as DOE is reguired by
law to obtain full cost recovery. Accordingly, the
potential cost for disposal by DOE of the 50 tons at
Seabrook could be as much as $13,000,000, not counting
transportation or postible cost increases. In addition, no
disposal facility is planned or expected until after the
year 2000, at least 15 vears in the future. It would
therefore be necessary to store and safeguard the spent fuel
on site until that time. Assuming an operations and
security staff of at least 10-15 people for this chore, an
annual cost of $500,000 to $1,000,000 is not unreasonable
and is probably low. The cost of spent fuel dispecsal alone
thus becomes a 520 to 30 millipn obligation. Reactor
components removal, handling and disposal would be

additionally reguired.

T TS NO PURPOSE SERVE ND THE BENEFIT
PRODUCED Z¥ 1OW POWER TESTING ARE OUTWEIGHID BY THE
T TRREVERSTIRLE CHANGE { THE STATUS J

15, The essential purpecse of a low power license is to
test reactor systems which cannot be effectively tested in

noncritical conditions. It is necessary to conduct such



testing prior to operating the plant at higher power levels
(i.e., greater than 5% power). At 5% power, the reactor

would barely produce enough steam to spin the turbine and

synchronize the generator. Taking into account the station

auxiliary power needs, it is likely that there would be no
net electric power supplied to the grid as a result of the
testing, and there would be no displaced oil or fuel cost
savings. Instead, power from the grid would be reguired to

run the plant during the tests. Thus, none of the benefits

assumed in the NRC's Environmental Impact Statement for
Seabrook would be achieved by low power testing; however, as
noted, low power operation would result in environmental
impacts, such as plant contamination with radiocactive
material, the likely loss of the resale value of the fuel
and other components once they become irradiuted, the cost
of decor wmination, decommissioning and dispeosal, worker
exposure, and last but not least, the potential commitment

of the site to lengthy radicactive waste storage use.

16. Because low power testing standing alone produces
no net benefits but does have serious adverse effects, it is
my opinicn that there is no reasecn to conduct low power
test.ng just for its sake alone. Rather, low power testing

can be rationally justified only in circumstances where

-16=
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PROFESSIONAL QUALIFICATIONS OF DALE §. BRIDENBAUGH

DALE G. BRIDENBAUGH

MHB Technical Associates
1723 Hamilton Avenue

Suite K

San Jose, California 95125
(408) 266-2716

EXPERIENCE:
1976 -~ PRESENT

President - MHB Technical Associates, San Jose, California

Co-founder and partrer of technical consulting firm. Specialists in
energy consulting to governmental and other groups interested in evalua-
tion of nuclear plant safety and licensing. Consultant in this capacity
to state agencies in California, New York, I1linois, New Jersey,
Pennsylvania, Oklahoma and Minnesota and to the Norwegian Nuclear Power
Committee, Swedish Nuciear Inspectorate, and various other organizations
and environmental groups. Performed extensive safety analysis for
Swedish Energy Commissvon and contributed to the Union of Concerned
Scientists's Review of WASH-1400. Consultant to the U.S. NRC - LKR
Safety Improvement Program, performed Cost Analysis of Spent Fuel
Disposal for the Natural Resources Defense Council, and contributed to
the Department of Energy LWR Safety Improvement Program for Sandia Labo-
ratories. Served as expert witness in NRC and state utility commission
hearings.

1976 - (FEBRUARY - AUGUST)

Consultant, Project Survival, Palo Alto, California

Volunteer work on Nuclear Safeguards Initiative campaigns in California,
Oregon, Washington, Arizona, and Colorado. humerous presentations on
nuclear power and alternative energy options to civic, government, and
college groups. Also resource person for public service presentations
on radio and television.

1973 - 1976

Manager, Performance Evaluation and Improvement, General Electric Com-
pany - Nuclear tnergy Division, San Jose, (alifornia

Managed seventeen technical =nd seven clerical personnel with responsi-
bility for establishment ar . management of systems to monitor and mea-
sure Boiling Water Reactor equipment and system operational performanze.
Integrated Generazl Electric resources in customer plant modifications,
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PERSONAL .DATA:

Born November 20, 1831, Milier, South Dakota
Married, three children

6'2", 190 1bs., health - excellent

Honurable discharge from United States Army

Hobbies: Skiing, hiking, work with boy Scout Groups

PUBLICATIONS & TESTIMONY:

I Operating and Maintenance Experience, presented at Twelfth Annual Semi-
nar for Eie:tr1c Utility txecutives, Pebble Beach, California, October

1872, published in General Electric NEDC-10697, December 1872.

|

- Maintenance and In-Service Inspection, presented at IAEA Symposium on 4
Experience rrum Operating and Fueling of Nuclear Power Plants,

|

|

Bridenbaugh, Lloyd & Turner, Vienna, Austria, October, 1873.

3, Operating and Maintenance Experience, presented at Thirteenth Annual
Teminar for Etlectric Utility cxecutives, Pebble Beach, California, |
November 1873, published in General Electric NEDO-20222, January 1974. {
4, Imoroving Plant Availability, presented at Thirteenth Annual Seminar for |
Flectric Utility ctxecutives, Pebble Beach, California, November 1973, |
published in General Electric NEDO-20222, January, 1974. |
|
5. Application of Plant Outage Experience to Improve Plant Performance,
Eridr nbaugh and Burdsall, American Power CONference, Chicago, 1111n01S,
April 14, 1874.

6. Nuclear Valve Testing Cuts Cost, Time, Electrical World, October 15,

7. Testimony of D. 6. Bridenbaugh, R. B. Hubbard, and g8. C. Minor before
the United States Congress, Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, February
18, 1976, Washington, D.C. (Published by the Union of Concerned Scien-
tists, Cambridge, Massachusetts.)

g. Testimony of D. G. Bridenbaugh, R. B. Hubbard, and 6. . Minor t the
California State Assembly Committee on Resources, Land Lse, and tnergy,
March 8, 1976.

Testimony by D. G. Bridenbaugh before the Californiz Energy commission,
entitled, Initiation of Catastrophic Accidents at Diablo Canyon, Hear-
ings on Emergency Planning, Avila peach, California, November 4, 1976.

Testimony by D. G. Bridenbaugh before the U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Com-
mission, subject: Diablo Canyon Nuclear Plant Performance, Atomic
Safety and Licensing Board Hearings, December, 1976,

Testimony by D. G. Bridenbaugh before the California Energy Commission,
subject: Interim Spent Fuel Storage Considerations, March 10, 1877.




Testimony of D. G. Bridenbaugh before the New York State Public Service
Commission Siting Board Hearings concerning the Jamesport Nuclear Power
Station, subject: Effect of Technical and Safety Deficiencies on Nuclear
Plant Cost and Rel7apility, Aprii, 1977.

Testimony by D. &, Bridenbaugh before the California State Energy Com-
mission, subject: Decommissioning of Pressurized Water Reactors, Sun-
desert Nuclear Plant Hearings, June 9, o

Testimony by D. G. Bridenbaugh before the California State Energy Com-
mission, subject: Economic Relationshi s of Decommissioning, Sundesert
Nuclear Plant, for the Natura] Resources Defense Council, Juiy 15, 1977,
The Risks of Nuclear Power Reactors: A Review of the NRC Reactor Safet

tudy WASH- » Kendall, Hubbard, Minor ridenbaugh, et. al., for tne
Union of Concerned Scientists, August, 1977,

Testimony by D. G. Bridenbaugh before the Vermont State Board of Health,
subject: (Operation of Vermont Yankee Nuclear Plant and Its Impact on
Public Healtn and satety, October 6, 1977.

Testimony by D. G. Bridenbaugh before the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Com-
mission, Atomic Safety and Licensing Board, subject: Deficiencies in

Safety Evaluation of Non-Seismic Issues, Lack of a2 Definitive Finding of
Sa?etz. Diablo Canyon Nuclear Units, Uctober 18, 1977, Avila beach, Cal-

iTornia.

Testimony by D. G. Bridenbaugh before the Norwegian Commission on
Nuclear Power, subject: Reactor Safety/Risk, October 26, 1977.

Swedish Reactor Safety Study: Barseback Risk Assessment, MHB Technical
Rssociates, January, 1978, (Published by the Swedish Department of
Industry as Document DsI 1978:1)

Testimony by D. G. Bridenbaugh before the Louisiana State Legislature
Committee on Natura) Resources, subject: Nuclear Power Plant Defizien-
cies Impacting on Safety & Reliability, Baton Kouge, Louisiana, rebruary
13, 157E.

Spent Fuel Disposal Costs, report prepared by D. G. Bridenbaugh for the
Natural kesources Detense Council (NRDC), August 31, 1978.

Testimony of D. G. Bridenbaugh, 6. C. Minor, and R. B. Hubbard before
the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board, in the matter of the Black Fox
Nuclear Power Station Construction Permit Hearings, September 25, 1978,
Tulsa, Oklahoma,

Testimony of D. 6. Bridenbaugh and R. B. Hubbard before the Louisiana
Public Service Commission, Nuclear Plant and Power Generation Costs,
November 19, 1878, Baton Rouge, Louisiana.
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40.

41.

42.

43.

44,

45‘

46,

[ od

Supplemental Testimony by D. G. Bridenbaugh before the Nhew Jersey Board
of Public Utilities, on behalf of New Jersey Department of the Public
Advocate, Division of Rate Counsel, Analysis of 1579 Salem-1 Refueling
Outage, December, 1980.

Testimony by D. G. Bridenbaugh and G. C. Minor, before the New Jersey
Board of Public Utilities, on benhalf of New Jersey Department of the
Public Advocate, Division of Rate Counsel, Oyster Creek 1380 Refueling
Qutage Investigation, February 1931.

Economic Assessment: Ownership Interest in Palo Verde Nuclear Station,
FHE Technica] Associates, for the City of Riverside, september J1, 138l.

Testimony of D. G. Bridenbaugh before the Public Utilities Commission of
Ohio, in the Matter of the Regulation of the Electric Fuel Component
Contained Within the Rate Schedules of the Toledo Edison Company and
Related Matters, subject: Davis-Besse Nuclear Power Station 1980-81
Qutage Review, November, 1881,

Supplemental Testimony of D. G. Bridenbaugh before the Public Utilities
Commission of Ohio, in the matter of the Regulation of the Electric Fuel
Component Contained within the Rate Schedules of the Toledo Edison Com-
pany and Related ‘atters, subject: Davis-Besse Huclear Power Station
1980-81 Qutage Review, November 1981,

Systems Interaction and Single Failure Criterion, Phase 2 Report, MHB
Technica] Associates for the owedish Nuclear Power inspectorate (SKI),
January, 1882.

Testimony of D. G. Bridenbaugh and G. C. Minor on behalf of Governor
Edmund G. 2rown Jr., before the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board,
regarding Contention 10, Pressurizer Heaters, January 11, 1982.

Testimony of D. G. Bridenbaugh and G. C. Minor on behalf of Governor
Edmund G. Brown Jr., before the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board,
regarding Contention 12, Block and Pilot Operated Relief Valves, January
11, 1%82.

Testimony of D. G. Bridenbaugh before the Commonwezlth of Massachusetts,
Department of Public Utilities, on behalf of the Massachusetts Attorney
General, Pilgrim Nuciear Power Station, 1981-82 Qutage Investigation,
March 11, 1382.

Testimony of D. G. Bridenbaugh before the Pennsylvania Public Utility
Commission, on behalf of the Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate,
Beaver Valley Outage, March, 1982.

Interim testimony of D. G. Bridenbaugh and G. C. Minor before the Atomic
Safety and Licensing Board, on behalf of Suffolk County, in the matter
of Long Island Lighting Company, Shoreham Nuclear Power Station, Unit 8
regarding Suffolk County Contention 11, Passive Mechanical Valve Fail-
ures, April 13, 198Z. *




47.

48,

43.

50.

51,

52.

53.

54.

5.

56.

Testimony of D. G. Bridenbaugh and G. C. Minor before the Atomic Safety
and Licensing Board, on behalf of Suffolk County, in the matter of Long
Island Lighting Company, Shoreham Nuclear Power Station, Unit 1, regard-
ing Suffolk County Contention 11, Passive Mechanical Valve Failures,

Aprif 13, 1382.

Testimony of D. G. Bridenbaugh and R. B. Hubbard, in the Matter of Jer-
sey Central Power and Light Company For an Increase in Rates for Elec-
trical Service, on behalf of New Jersey Department of the Public Advo-
cate, Division of Rate Counsel, Three Mile Island Units 1 & 2, Cleanup
and Modification Programs, May, 1982

Testimony of D. G. Bridenbaugh and G. C. Minor on behalf of Suffolk
County, before the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board, in the matter of
Long Island Lighting Company, Shoreham Nuclear Power Station, Unit 1,
regarding Suffolk County Contention 22, SRV Test Program, May 25, 1882.

Testimony of D. G. Bridenbaugh and G. C. Minor on behalf of Suffolk
County, before the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board, in the matter of
Long Island Lighting Company, Shoreham Nuclear Power Station, Unit 1,
regarding Suffolk County Contention 28(a)(vi) and SOC Contention 7A(6),

Reduction Of SRV Challenges, June 14, 1982.

Testimony of D. G. Bridenbaugh before the I11inois Commerce Commission,
on behalf of the I11inois Attorney General's Office, Expected Lifetimes

and Performance of Nuclear Power Plants, June 18, 1982.

Testimony of D. G. Bridenbaugh and R. B. Hubbard on behalf of the Ohio
Consumers Counsel, before the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio, re-
garding Construction of Perry Nuclear Generating Unit No. 1, October 7,
1982.

Issues Affecting the Viability and Acceptability of Nuclear Power Usage

in the Unitsd otates, prepared by MAB lechnical Associates for (ongress
of the Uniteg otates, Office of Technology Assessment for use in con-
junction with Workshop on Technological and Regulatory Changes 1in
Nuclear Power, December 8 & 9, 1982.

Testimony of D. G. Bridenbaugh on behalf of Rockford League of Women
Voters, before the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board, in the matter of
Commonwealth Edison Company, Byron Station, Units 1 and 2, regarding
Contention 22, Steam Generators, March 1, 1983.

Testimony of G. C. Minor and D. G. Bridenbaugh before the Pennsylvania
Public Utility Commission, on behalf of the Office of Consumer Advocate,
Regarding the Cost of Constructing the Susquehanna Steam Electric Sta-

tion, Unit 1, Re: Pennsylvania Power and Light, April 20, 1983.

Surrebuttal Testimony of D. G. Bridenbaugh before the Pennsylvania Pub-
1ic Utility Commission, on behalf of the Office of Consumer Advocate,
Regarding the Cost of Constructing the Susquehanna Steam Electric Sta-

tion, Unit |, Re: Pennsylivania Power and Light, April 20, 1983.




58.

9.

€0.

1.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

Testimony of D. G. Bridsnbaugh In the Matter of Public Service Gas &
Electric, Base Rate Case, Nuclear Construction Expenditures, on behalf
of New Jersey Uepartment of the Public Advocate, Division of Rate Coun-
sel, October 13, 1983.

Affidavit of D. G. Bridenbaugh, in the Matter of Jersey Central Power
and Light, on behalf of New Jersey Department of the Public Advocate,
Division of Rate Counsel, TMI Fault Investigation, November 23, 1983.

Testimony of D. G. Bridenbaugh, in the Matter of Public Service Electric
& Gas, on behalf of New Jersey Department of the Public Advocate, Divi-
sion of Rate Counsel, LEAC Investigation, Salem-1 Outages, December 1,

1983.

Rebuttal Testimony of D. G. Bridenbaugh, in the Matter of Public Service
Flectric & Gas, on behalf of New Jersey Department of the Public Advo-
cate, Division of Rate Counsel, LEAC Investigation, Salem-1 Outages,
January 18, 1984.

Testimony of D. G. Bridenbaugh, L. M. Danielson, R. B. Hubbard and G. C.
Minor before the State of New York Public Service Commission, PSC Case
No. 27563, in the matter of Long lsland Lighting Company Proceeding te
Investigate the Cost of the Shoreham Nuclear Generating Facility --
Phase 11, on behalf of County of Suffolk, February 10, 1984,

Testimony of D. G. Bridenbaugh, in the Matter of Jersey Central Power &
Light Company, on behalf of New Jersey Department of the Public Advo-
cate, Division of Rate Counsel, Base Rate Case, Oyster Creek 1983-84
Outage and O&M and Capital Expenditures, May 23, 1984.

Direct Testimony of Dale G. Bridenbaugh and Richard B. Hubbard, Before
the I1linois Commerce Commission, I1linois Power Company, Clinton
Nuclear Station, Docket No. 84-0055, available from I11inois Governor's
0ffice of Consumer Services, July 30, 1984,

Joint Direct Testimony of Dr. Rcbert N. Anderson, Professor Stanley G.
Christensen, 6. Dennis Eley, Dale G. Bridenbaugh and Richard B. Hubbard
Regarding Suffolk County's Emergency Diese]l Generator Contentions,
Before the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board, Long 1sland Lighting Com-
pany, Shoreham Nuclear Plant, NRC Docket No. 50-322-0L, July 31, 1884.

Direct Testimony of Dale G. Bridenbaugh, Regarding Peach Bottom Units 2
and 3 - Investigation of Outages Due to Intergranular Stress Corrosion
Cracking, Before the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission, Philadel-
phia Electric Co., Docket No. M-FACEB40B, on behalf of Pennsylvania
Office of Consumer Advocate, September 19B84.

Surrebuttal Testimony of Dale €. Bridenbaugh, Lynn K. Danielson, Richard
B. Hubbard, and Gregory C. Minor, Before the New York State Public Ser-
vice Commission, PSC Case No. 27563, Shoreham Nuclear Station, Long
Island Lighting Company, on behalf of Suffolk County and New York State
Consumer Protection Board, Uctober 4, 1984.




68.

69.

70.

71.

12.

73,

74.

75,

76.

Direct Testimony of Dale G. Bridenbaugh, Lynn M. Danielson and Gregory
C. Minor on Behalf of Massachusetts Attorney General, DPU B4-145, Before
the Massachusetts Department of Public Utilities, regarding the prudency
of expenditures by Fitchburg Gas and Electric Light Company on Seabrook
Unit 2, November 23, 1984, B4 pgs.

Direct Testimony of Dale G. Bridenbaugh, Richard B, Hubbard and Lynn k.
Price on Behalf of Massachusetts Attorney General, DPU 84-152, Before
the Massachusetts Department of Public Utilities, regarding the investi-
gation by the Department of the Cost and Schedule of Seaborok Unit 1,
December 12, 1984.

Direct Testimony of Dale G. Bridenbaugh, Lynn M. Danielson and Gregory
C. Minor on Behalf of Maine Public Utilities Commission Staff regarding
Seabrook Unit 2, Docket No. 34-113, December 21, 1984.

Direct Testimony of Dale G. Bridenbaugh and Gregory C. Minor Regarding
Suffolk ZCounty's Emergency Diesel Generator Load Contention, Docket No.
50-322-0L, January 25, 1885.

Direct Testimony of Dale G. Bridenbaugh, in the Matter of the Motion of
Public Service Electric & Gas, on behalf of New Jersey Department of the
public Advocate, Division of Rate Counsel, Motion To Increase The Leve)

of the Levelized Energy Adjustment Clause, Docket No. tR 8501lbo and
Docket No. 63/-620, April 24, 1985.

Direct Testimony of Dale G. Bridenbaugh on behalf of the Attorney
General of the Commonwealth of Massazhusetts, in the Matter of Boston
Edison Company DPU 85-1B, A Hearing to Determine Whether Fuel and Pur-
chased Power Costs Associated with the Outage at Pilgrim Nuclear Power
Station Which Began on December 10, 1983 and Ended on December 30, 1984
Were Reasonably and Prudently Incurred. May 13, 1985.

Direct Testimony of Dale G. Bridenbaugh on behalf of the Residential
Ratepayer Consortium, in the Matter of the Application of Consumers
Power Company for a Power Supply Cost Reconciliation proceeding for the
12-month period ended December 13, 1984, regarding Palisades Outage Re-
view, Case No. U-7785-R, August 28, 1985.

Direct Testimony of Dale G. Bridenbaugh, Lynn M. Danielson, and Gregory
C. Minor on behalf of the Department of Public Service, State of Vermont
Public Service Board Docket Mo. 5030, Central Vermont Public Service
Corporation, November 11, 19853,

Direct Testimony of Dale G. Bridenbaugh on behalf of New Jersey Depart-
ment of the Public Advocate, in the matter of JCP&L for an increase 1in
rates, Base Rate Case, Oyster Creek O&M and Capital Expenditures,
November 25, 1985.

Direct Testimony of Dale G. Bridenbaugh on behalf of New Jersey Depart-
ment of the Public Advocate, in the matter of JCP&L, TMI-Restart - LEAC,
Re: TMI-Restart Commercial Operation Standards & Reliability of Service,
January 31, 1986.
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78.

80.

81.

82.

83.

84.

8s.

86.

87.

Direct Testimony of Dale G. Bridenbaugh, Gregory C. Minor, Lynn K.
Price, and Steven C. 5nolly on behalf of State of Connecticut Department
of the Public Utility Control Prosecutorial Division and Division of
Consumer Counsel regarding the prudence of expenditures on Millstone
Unit 3, February 18, 1986.

Direct T2stimony of Dale G. Bridenbaugh and Gregory C. Minor on behalf
of Massachusetts Attorney General regarding the prudence of expenditures
by New England Power Co. on Seabrook Unit 2, February 21, 1986.

Direct Testimony of Dale G. Bridenbaugh and Gregory C. Minor on behalf
of Massachusetts Attorney General regarding WMECo Construction Prudence
for Millstone Unit 3, March 19, 1986.

Direct Testimony of Dale G. Bridenbaugh and Gregory C. Minor on behalf
of Massachusetts Attorney General regarding WMECo's Commercial Operating
Dates and Deferred Capital Additions on Millstone Unit 3, March 19,
1986.

Rebuttal Testimony of Dale G. Bridenbaugh and Gregory C. Minor on behalf
of Massachusetts Attorney General regarding New England Power Company's
Seabrook 2 Rebuttal, April 2, 1986.

Direct Testimony of Dale G. Bridenbaugh and Gregory C. Minor on behalf
of State of Maine Staff of Public Utilities Commission regarding Con-
struction Prudence of Millstone Unit 3, April 21, 1986.

Direct Testimony of Dale G. Bridenbaugh and Peter M., Strauss on behalf
of New Jersey Department of the Public Advocate, Division of Rate Coun-
sel, regarding Base Rate Case: In-Service Criteria for Hope Creek, Hope
Creek O&M and Decommissioning Costs, and Operating Plant 0&M Costs, May
19, 1986, 1C7 pp.

Direct Testimony of Dale G. Bridenbaugh on behalf of New Jersey Depart-
ment of the Public Advocate, Division of Rate Counsel, regarding Base
Rate Case: Hope Creek Commercial Operating Date and Criteria, Hope Creek
O&M Costs, Operating Life, Capital Additions, and Decommissioning Costs,
May 27, 1986, 85 pp.

Direct Testimony of Dale G. Bridenbaugh, Richard B. Hubbard, and Lynn K.
Price on behalf of State of I1linois Office of the Attorney General and
Office of Public Counsel, regarding Evaluation of Clinton Costs, Docket
No. B4-D0355, July 9, 1986.

Direct Testimony of Dale G. Bridenbaugh and Gregory C. Minor on behalf
of the Vermont Department of Public Service, regarding Tariff Filing of
Central Vermont Public Service Corporation Requesting & 12% Increase in
Rates, Docket No. 5132, August 25, 1986.

Direct Testimony of Dale G. Bridenbaugh and Richard B. Hubbard on behalf
of the Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate, regarding Pennsylvaniea
Public Utility Commission vs. Duquesne Light Company and Pennsylvania
Power Company, Docket Nos. R-860378 and R-850267, September 22, 1936.
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EAR REGULATORY COMMISSION S
- WASHING TON, D C. 20858
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June 15, 1984 :

CHAIRMAN

“he Honorable Edward J. Markey, Chairman
Suscormittee on Oversisht and Investigations
Committee on Interfor and Insular Affairs
United States House of Representatives

weshington, D.C. 20818
Dear Congressman Markey:

your letter of March 30, 1984 recuested an explanation of the risks
sssociated with low power oper2tion at comrercial nuclezr power reacicrs.
In addition, you raised five specific questions which we have resoondec toO

in Attachment 1 to this letter,

With regard to the risks associated with 1ow power operation, Attachment 4
is a Commission opaper geveloped by the staff adcressing this issue. AsS
indicated by this paper, the overall conclusion that the staff must reach
énr fuel loading end low powe: testing up +» § percent power, is that there
{s no undue risk to the health gnd safety of the public for the 1imited
cnevations authorized. In practice, the staff has ceveloped anzlyses that
indicate that the risks of 5§ percent power cperztion c2n be expected to be
npreciably less than the risks of 100 percent power operation. i

Cemmicsioner Gilinsky cid not participate in the preparztion of this reply.

We trust that this informaticn is responsive t0 your cconlerns.

Sincerely,
(LR 4 2 Tla¥ = .
)7/' /'v/‘ / ~(‘/’~’£“‘"
&
Nunzio J. Pzlladino
Attachmnents:
As stated

cz: Rep. Ron Marlenee

—



UESTION $¢

Kl L L T
For B11 seactors lizensed since the accident 24 Three ¥i'e
1sland, please provide the foilowing (A) the czie of issuance
of the low power license; (B) the date of dnitial
criticality; (C) the date of 5 percent power operetion; (0)
the cate of {ssuance of the full peower ligcense: (E) the date
that power levels of 25 rercent OF higher were first
attained: (F) the dazte the: power leve's of 90 percent or
hicher were first atieirec; (G) exemp.ions franted by the NRT
to the low power license2 and, (H) exempticns grantec by trhe
NRC to the Tull power licensec.

+sached Table 5.1, Ve interpreted

recuested {s provided in the attac
of S percent power coeration to be the cate that +his power level

where the plant has not achievec the event listed the symaol

been used.t,

N

Yu



v . .’ - s < =
i
|
o COMERI I, B B L
(5 : I IR R I A L LR L R e T AT AT TR O SR TN R T il ¢ ABbidi.
SeEsial I e ...s”-“.... R L Ty PR A TR TR I
SSE S L R s Y S S N T ST E: TREREE IS ._.. b 41 il.‘.:_..:._ ¥ o
s e G e S REAGa . g ...“..:A RS __1EAM e HAX
gty 0 e | EESARGESE T TeaEanl T T AN T Y - I,E.;:.in TR L1
g S&the . _ . ‘.:-..:.._ax-lll-i:.:.?i-llr":;.i..-.-r.:. et L uanil
tauly 72201 R i -....E:..!l.-; Y O YL S Ty S VT B VTR
W) SRl . P Ancietbentiier - | SeRiiRENY S 1 e . U/ - BN R
eyt . . . am |l|.!.b.\:: disasty © ) MERST © T e :.E: Wit
e i A iy O e et o R F ,:_:.. R Y T W Y
wWaad o L S | GapseasaEr |7 ST T i s a T PR S _ L ant Yl
~ tanl :5.:._ O T TN - RN . .. Y : il £ su e
. p
. _ (AL 1) * PN il D
i IR (TR HET!
Q - vin VAl viil vii v larulrtl drnirin
o i i .
RS N AN e A e I i S I P12V T W A VR T
-,.Artwu S Snimeles Y. EMRS R P17/ EhnsaRk .5--[. TEEANT T RU LA TS
ey e A NS S !It_i Wl _.:.:JIIII_E.E!.!_ e
PRt 0 AR A T e R R RSN SRS
e R e N s R DY e [ L :.\.:c:_ Ry £ YT
T ey . SR .:..: T TSN T il el et
tanhy wirchl .E..:: > IRTIH il ld nialy AT A TR
At AV PR iy Attt astavdin el T Ao 0 id ol
o I ey Rl EAY 0N o BRAE Y B YIERE N . kil s bl bl wiihil B g
Sl gl hiw SR et il Sid i FRTEA N \ I Y  § P B
_ TR TR | | 34l
] BT WHGE A0 1 b \
ST D) b st : . .
» A 11 I



STATE OF VERMONT

PUBLIC SERVICE BOARD

IN RE: Tariff Tiling Of

, Central Verment Public Service
' Corporaticn Reguesting A

. 12 Percent Increase In Rates
;To Take Effect June 2, 19B6.

Docket No. 5132

5 o0 s e 0 e s e RN

INTERVTEW WITH: WILLIAM B. DERRICXSCN
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EXAMINATION

BY MR. MINOR:
This is not a derositien. I guess I should star:
by saying that. Just for the usuzl pattern of
these type éf things, I will intrcduce myself. I
am Greg Minor of M.E.BE. To my right is
Judy Lieberman, also of M.KE.B.; Chris Micciche of
the Department of Public Services in Verment.
And we are here, Mr., Derricksen, to ask you
scme questicns about the project:; and I understand
You have schedule restraints; and I eppreciate your
being here today.

I would like to just go back and start, if you

ih

H

irst associaticn with

weuld, by telling me your
to Florica Power and Light eor direct involvement

Okay. We did have an involvement at Florida Power
and Light Company with respect to Public Service to
send scme pecple up here to provide some assistance

this project and whether that was 2s a coosultast
to Public Service in 1983, I believe, and we did
1




u\.

v 73
uniguely cut ané bent for this plant., St rug tural
steel is the same way, wnigquely cut, specif;c
cennecticns out here. You would have to design a
building arcund that structural steel. I dea't
think we are going to find too many peorle excitesd
to éo that, I thirnk moisture separators
renheatars, simply because not that pany plants are
being built.,, They have ccpper nickel tubes, and I
éen't :higk there is much of a market for those.

Cther compenents we are going to have to look
&t o ‘A case-by~case basis., Originel large rmotors
for replecenent, ané we will go to and meke an
Ettempt to see what we c&n do in those areas.

r than that, I éem't know., Ve haven't looke
&t thét., We have to get a teznm tcgether to really

go cut &nd catileog model, make znd see if we can

$ind a match up aroundéd the countsy semeplace.

le to sell the Model F stezm generaters

-
-
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where they are takir; the tube secticn, the tube
"

sneet secticn and using it to practice any current

testing and tube plugging. V¥We may be a2ble to do

something like that, T den't Jnow. We will work

ScTep and for what they thought they could sell
intact, which is a lot.

Again, we are ccrpeting with Marble Hill's
exact nuclezr steam system, S50 we &re competing
with scmecne else's parts. 1 have been ércu:é the
country, anéd I found Marble Eill all over th

CoEtYY. 80 it's gulises fnteresting.

(Whereupen, a2t 11:50 a.m., the

interview vwas &cjourned.)
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I, Marianne Kusa-Ryll, Registered Professicmal

Repcrter, do hereby certify the foregoing to be

& true copy c©f the interview of WILLIAM B, DERRICHSCH,

held at the New Harpshire Yankee Generzl Cffice

Building, Sezbrook, llew Eampshire, o Wednescay,

/ iz oot Mt ot Lyt

lioveszer 12, 1986,

Marianne Kusa-Rvll, CSR, FP2
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