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Valenzine 3. Deale, Chairman Dr. Frank F. Hooper
atoric Safety and Licensing Board Atormic Safety and Licensing Roard
100. Cenneccicut Avenue, N.W. School of Natural Resources
Wastizncton, D. C. 20036 Uriversity of Michigan

Ann Arbor, Michigan
GustawTe A. Linenberger

Atocic safety and Licensing Board
U.S. luclear Regulatory Commission
Washrizgton, D. C. 20555

In the Ma<ter of Pugat Sound Power & Light Cempany,
(Sxagit Nuclear Power Project, Units 1 and 2
Docket Nos. 50-522 and 50-523

Gentlemen:

we have Mr. Leed's letters cof October 5 ané October 8§ to
Chairrman Deale regarding SCANP's long peniing mction to reopen
the record cn need for power. These lettars could be misleading.

Judcz 3ergen's Procosed Order

W2 agre= with Mr. Leed's October 5 s:tatement that Judge
Bergar's prozosed findings and order ars .ot admissable :in this
procz2eding, unless the Board decides to rzopen the need for power
issus, which we urce it not to do. Mr. Leed's further statement
that "presumably, the applicant now supoorts our motion" is
preposterous. We have consistently arcued that SCANP's need for
rower moticn shoulé be denied.

further, and contrary to Mr. Leed's October 8 statementc, we
have rnaver even sucgested that there is "important new evidence
winic: regquires the 3card to reopen the nesd for oower issue”.
Quits zhe cpoosite, we know of no such evidence, and this includes
Jucgs Zergen’'s procosed order. In fact, =hat order plainly cute
the 2ther war. It supports our argument *hat no good cause has
Seen shown Icr reopsning the need for power issue in this pro-
ceedinz.
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Valentine B. Deale

Gustave A. Lizenbercer . £

frank F. Hooper .
October 10, 1573 P@@ﬁ @QH@HMJ/%&

2agse Twd

We transcicted Judge Bergen's proposed order to the Eoard
solely Zor its iInformation for what it might be worth in ruling
on SCAN?'s motion. This was done merely as a2 conveaience tc
the Board, following up on the suggestion originally made by
Mr. Black that it would make sense to await issuance of ths pro-
posed order in the Oregon State Pzbble Springs proceeding. [The
history of this aspect of this matter was summarized, with
cizations, in Applicants'January 9, 1979 List of Principal Issues
a2t pp. 26-27; ccpy attached for convenience.] We haé expeczted
Kr. Sandvik, attorney for the State of Oregon, to distribu=ze
Jucge Bergen's groposed order, but when he did not do so, we did.

Colstriz Units 2 and 4

The recen: EPA aporoval and commencement of constructicn of
these two units is immaterial here. Applicants' respectives shares
of the znticipated output of these two units have leng beeax in-
cluded 2s rescurces in the tabulations preserted by Asplicants'
in this proceeding. For example, see Tables A and 3 attacied to
Knight's testincny of February 15, 1977, follows Tr. NFP 35373
the same 1: true of Applicants' most recent forecas:, Tabless A,
E, C and D sukaitted by our letter of January 25, 1379. Taus,
the fact that :these two units are finally undsr construction
coes no: chancs Applicants' estimated resources already of
recoré in this proceeding.

In sum, tie evidence already of record assumaes that t=ese
twe units will come on line prior to the Skacit units, and i=
row appears that this assumption may prove valid. Thus, t=is is
n3t new information. Rather, it is old information, ornce spacu-
lative, ncw less so.

We acain urge the Bcard to deny SCANP's pending mctio:.
SCANP hazs made no showing that would justify reopening the nsed
for power issue in this proceeding. To the contrary, all cpdated
informaticn, including Judge Bergen's proposed order, continues
to indicate that the need for the Skagit units has increased,
not decreased, since the record on need for power was closed.

Very truly yours,
PERKINS, COIE, STONE,
OLSEN & WILLIAMS \\j%ffﬁ
W,
B A e A 27122
F. Theodors Thomsen ~1’/ﬁ\\
Attorneys for Applicants

Fotikd
cc: Skacit Service List

1587 341




BEFORE

UNITZD STATES OF AMZRICA
WUCLEAR REGULATORY COM4ZISSION

THZ ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOAID

In the Matter of

PUGET SOUND POWER & LIGET

COMPANY, et al.

(Skagit Nuclear Power Project,

Units 1 and 2;

Docket Nos. 50-522
50-523
Jantary 9, 1979

N i St Nt N N St

-

Of Counsel:

Lowenstein,
Axelrad & Toll

Washington, D.C.

APPLICANTS'

Newman,

1025 Connecticut Avenue N.W.

LIST OF PRINCIPAL

POOR ORIGINAL

PERXINS, COIE, STOME,
OLSEN & WILLIAMS

F. TheocCore Thomsen
Douglas S. Litzle

Attorneys for ipolicanss
1900 Washingtez 3uiléing
Seattle, Washincton 98101

1387 542

DUPLICATE

/-‘?C( - LA

Reis,

2C038

an 29"



C’ d. Intervenor SCANP's proposad findings on need for
power dated May 13, 1977. See 2z =o Applicant's
June 13, 1977 reply to these firiings.

QQ: 4. Pending SCANP Motion to Reopen Reccré

On May 25, 1978, SCANP filed a "Motic= o Reopen the
Record on Need for Power". This motisn was answered by
the staff on June 7, 1978, by Applica=ts on June 9,
1978, and by the State of Oregen on Jine 12, 1978. The
Staff and Applicants urged tha: the mation be denied.
Oregon neither supported nor opposed :the motion.

Subsegquently, at the evidentiary hearing on June 20,
1978, SCANP served a supplement to it: motion, and the
motion itself was discussed at some l:ngth by the Board
and counsel. Tr. 10,333-10,378, 10,4:9-10,438. 1In
support of its motion, SCANP argued t:at certain
testimony which had been prefiled by the Oregon
Department of Energy in the still peniing4 Oregon
state certification Proceeding on the Pebble Springs
prcject warranted recpening the recori in the instant
Skagit proceeding. Tr. 10,337-10,356. The State of
Oregon, however, remained neutral on this motion. Tr.
10 ’ 359'10 '362.

- The Staff suggested that the Bcard adcp: a "wait and
see" attitude, i.e., that it defer ruling on the motion
pending further developments in the Peanle Springs state
proceeding. Tr. 10,378. Applicants sucgested that the
motion be denied without Prejudice to i=s renewal should
an,; information of significance to this Procerding be
developed in the Pebble Springs state SToceed: g, Tr.
10,431-10,433.

The Board took the matter unéer adviseaent and
subsequently fixed a schedule for the Ziling of
fesponses to SCANP's supplement to its motion. Tr.
10,433, 11,478. The 3tate cof Cregon rzsponded on July
11, 1978, remaining neutral but peintiac out that SCANP
had "unjustifiably touted" the Oregon Department of
Energy's testimony. Oregon Response p. 2. Applicants

responded on July 11, 1978, again urgiac that the motion
be denied.

The Board has not yet ruled on SCANP's motion. It
remains Applicants’ pPosition that it siculd be denied

-~

L. dThe Oregon Siting Council's decisioca in this Proceeding is
currently expected by about June 1979.

- pooRgmesn. < 7



for the reasons set forth in our answer of June § and
our supplemental answer of July 11, 1978, i.e., the
motion was untimely filed, and none of the additional
evidence proposed by SCANP would add anything of
significance to the reccrd in this proceeding.

In connecticn with the need for power issue, it should
also be noted that the State of Washington has found
that the Skagit Project will be needed. State of
Washington site certification proceeding findings of
fact 69-90, pp. 50-62, Exh. 84; see also letter cated
December 12, 1978 from State of Washington Energy
Facility Site Evaluation Council to Chairman Deale. See
Rochester Gi:s & Electric Corp. (Ste:ling Power Project
Nuclear Unit Ne. 1), ALAB-502, 8 NRC ___ (October 19,
1978), slip op. 4-8.

e Status

The need for power issue is ripe for decision by the
Board with no need for further evidentiary hearing.>

H. Cost-Benefit Analvsis

As Contenticns
a. SCANP Contention G:

The Apolicant and the Staff have not prepared an
adequate cost-benefit analysis for the Project.

b. SCANP Contention J 15:

The cost benefit analysis is grossly inadequate and
involves assumptions designed to bias the
conclusion in favor of the plant. The assumaé
capacity factor of 75% is far too high, in view of
present experience with operating reactors. Many

SNotwithstanding this, pursuant to the McGuire rule (Duke
Power Co., William B. McGuire Nuclear Station, Units 1 and 2,
ALAB-143, 6 AEC 623, 625-26, (1973), Applicants will furnish, as
they have in prior years, their updated forecasts of loads and
resources--the forecasts that will be used in preparing the 1979
West Group Forecast--to the Board and the parties as soon as the
necessary revised tables can be prepared in a form comparadle to
those used for the 1978 forecasts transmitted to the Boaré and
parties by our letter of December 30, 1977.

-
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