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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
'_ :

'

,

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In The Matter of Puget Sound )
)

i Power and Light et al. ) Docket Nos.
)

Amended Application for Construction ) STN 50-522, 50-523
)

| Permits and Facility Licenses, )'

)
SKAGIT/HANFORD NUCLEAR PROJECT )

)

SECOND SUPPLEMENT TO PETITION TO INTERVENE.

OF NATIONAL UILDLIFE FEDERATION

AND OREGON ENVIRONMENTAL COUNCIL

May 21, 1982
,

Pursuant to Commission Regulations, 10 C.F.R. S2. 714 (a) and

(b), petitioners National Wildlife Federation (NWF) and Oregon

Environmental Council (OEC) submit this second supplement to.their

| Petition to intervene. This filing lists the contentions which NWF

and OEC wish to litigate in this proceeding, along with specific

bases of these contentions. It amends the first list of contentions
'

and bases filed by NUF/OEC on April 20, 1982, in light of changed

circumstances and staff and applicant objections.'

;

i LIST OF CONTENTIONS AND BASES

1. Applicants Have Relied On J.n Inflated Calculation Of
Demand For Electrical Power; Reliable Regional Energy

| Forecasts Demonstrate No Need For The qkagit/Hanford Project

NUF and OEC here incorporate by reference the contentions

and bases filed by Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC) on this

matter.,
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2. There are Cost-Effective, Environmentally Preferable

Alternatives To The Project; The Environmental Report
j Is Inadequate In Its Discussion Of Those Alternatives

NUF and OEC incorporate by reference the NRDC contentions
:

and bases on this matter.
I i
,

3. The Applicant Has Used An Inaccurately Low Estimate Of

'

The Environmental And Financial Cost Of The Project In
Its Benefit / Cost Ratio

The Applicant has calculated a per kilowatt hour cost for

its Project of 140 mills in 1991-1992 dollars. This figure is too

low for at least the following reasons:

A. Applicant assumes . a 70% plant capacity figure, when

in fact experience indicates that nuclear projects generally perform
i at substantially less than 70% capacity. The cumulative average
< performance of large (approximately 1100 megawatts) Boiling Water

j Reactors through mid-1981 was 58%. Historical capacity factors for
!

JWR's of approximately 800 megawatts is 56%. Significantly, the

Bonneville Power Administration is required by law when calculating
! resource costs, to rely upon " appropriate historical experience with

similar . resources." Pacific Northwest Electric Power Planning. .

and Conservation Act, S3 (4 ) (C) , 16 U.S.C. S839a (Regional Power Act.)
.

B. Applicants have not included decommissioning costs in

their project cost calculations. Environmental Report, Table 8.2-2.
!

Testimony before the Idaho Public Utility Commission has estimated

; the Skagit decommissioning costs at appro::imately 2.4 mills /kwh.
t

| Testimony of Charles Komanoff, August 10, 1981; In the Matter of the

Application of Washington Water Power for an Order Approving

Increased Rates, Case No. U-1008-156.
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C. Applicants have assumed the cost of money for financing
the Skagit/Hanford Project at 10.67%. Environmental Report, Table

8.2-2. Petitioners believe that figure to be unrealistically low.

For instance, Pacific Power & Light, one of the project's co-

sponsors, has recently estimated the following capital costs in

submissions to the Oregon Public Utility Commission: long-term debt,

15%; preferred stock, 15.5%; common equity, 16.25%. Letter fron

PP&L to Abraham Kramer, Oregon PUC, December 22, 1981, transmitting

PP&L 1982 Electric Utility Construction Budget.

D. Applicant's total cost figures are low compared to

other plants owned by the applicants. For instance, PP&L has esti-

mated that the per kilowatt hour cost of its share of the Washington

Public Power Supply System Nuclear Unit No. 3 at 191.5 mills in 1987

dollars. That also assumes a 70% plant capacity factor on a 1240

megawatt nuclear plant, comparable in size to the Skagit/Hanford

Project.

E. In determining the actual cost of the Skagit/Hanford

Project, the Commission must consider whether or not the Project

can or will be acquired by the Bonneville Power Administration

pursuant to the Regional Power Act, P.L. 96-501. Such acquisition

would significantly reduce the, interest charges on applicants' debt
financing and would move the risk of non-completion or operation

of the project from the applicants to BPA and the regiea. The- |

applicants themselves have recognized the significance of the BPA

acquisition option. Their Environmental Report notes that "[I] t is

expected that the [ Regional] Act will significantly enhance the

ability of the region's utilities to finance new electrical

__ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ ________._- -- _ -_ ,_ _ _ _ _ . _ . .__ . _ . .



. .

. .

,
.

-4-

generating projects,such as the proposed Skagit/Hanford Project."
Environmental Report at 1.0-11.

In fact, acquisition of the Skagit/Hanford Project by BPA is
highly unlikely, if not clearly impossible, under the terms of the
Regional Power Act.

1. BPA may only acquire resources if it needs the

power to meet its obligations. Regional Act, S6 (a) (2) . As recent

Forecasts, including BPA's own draft Forecast issued earlier in

April 1982, demonstrate, the region does not need the Skagit/
llanford power. See NUF Contentions 1 and 2, NRDC Contentions 1 and

2. Indeed, on April 19, 1982, the Administrator of BPA called for
up to a five year slowdown in construction of WPPSS Unit No. 1,

which would put that plant's completion date in 1991-1992.

2. BPA must comply with the resource priorities of the

Regional Act in acquiring resources. Section 4 (e) (1) of the Act
obligates BPA to give priority to cost-effective resources first,
and if alternatives are similarly priced, to give priority to
resource alternatives in the following order: conservation, renew-

able, cogeneration, and, finally, conventional. Thus DPA could not

acquire Skagit/IIanford prior to exhausting all higher priority
resources with a price no greater than the proposed project. In

addition, in fact, conservation is given a 10% cost advantage over

all other resources; so, conservation alternatives costing'up to

110% of Skagit/IIanford would have priority over that project. Regional
Act S3 (4) (D) . There are ample higher priority, cost-effective

resources to serve the loads for which the applicants seek to build

Skagit/flanford. See NUF Contention 2 and NRDC Contentions 1 and 4.

1
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Even if BPA found it necessary to turn to conventional resources to

serve loads, there are a string of conventional plants that are

expected to be operational prior to Skagit/Hanford at cost levels

undoubtedly below the Skagit/Hanford predictions, including Valmy

1 and 2 (Northwest share of 242 megawatt capacity), Creston 1, 2,

3, and 4 (2000 megawatts), Colstrip 3 and 4 (Northwest share of

912 megawatts), WPPSS Nos. 4 and 5 (2490 megawatts) and the 30

percent investor owned share of WPPSS No. 3 (370 megawatts).

In addition to these errors, the coplicants have failed to

include in their benefit / cost calculations a significant environ-

mental cost of development of the Project, namely the impact on fish

and wildlife from increased use of the Columbia River hydropower
system for seasonal and daily peaking needs. See Environmental
Report, Table 11.4-1. As is more fully described.in discussion of

Contention No. 4, the applicants assert that the Skagit/Hanford

Project will permit "even greater usage of hydro resources for
peaking ." Environmental Report at 1.0-3. The significant. . .

cumulative fish and wildlife impacts of that choice, pushed by use
of large thermal plants such as Skagit/Hanford for baseload, must

be incorporated as an environmental cost in the Project's benefit-
cost calculus.

,

4. The Applicants Have Failed To Assess Fully The Environmental
Impacts Of Their Proposal And, In Particular, The Impacts
Of The Project On Columbia River Fish And Wildlife Resources

The applicants state in their Environmental Report that

"the region foresces even greater usage of hydro resources for peak-

ing, with thermal resources, such as the proposed Skagit/Hanford
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::uclear Project operating as baseload units at high plant factors
." Environmental Report at 1.0-3. Nowhere, however, do the. . .

applicants assess the environmental impacts of pushing the system
in this direction.

The use of regional hydro projects for peaking is of two types.
First, reservoir storage permits use of hydropower to serve seasonal

winter peak demands, while the thermal projects, such as Skagit/
Ilanford, operate to serve annual baseloads. Second, daily reservoir

fluctuations permit the hydrosystem to provide power for daily peak
loads. In either case, the fish and wildlife impacts are significant.
In the first instance, demands for reservoir drawdown in the winter

months may limit the water available to provide the high spring
flows necessary for juvenile anadromous fish migration. And in

both cases, the rapid or increased reservoir and streamflow fluctu-

ations required for peaking can lead to losses of riparian habitat
and dependent wildlife. See Final EIS, The Role of Bonneville Power

Administration in the Pacific Northwest Power Supply, December, 1980,
,

at IV-2 2--IV-2 3. The Bonneville Power Administration has generally

described the impacts of increased hydro-peaking when thermal

power is used as a baseload resource as " reduced anadromous fish

runs, decreased wildlife habitat on islands and riverbanks,
f

; conflicts with recreational activities and increased navigational
| hazards." Final EIS, BPA Role, supra at IV-283.
i

j Significantly, certain alternatives inadequately assessed by
;
'

the applicants--conservation and certain renewable energy sources--
!
'

would have just the opposite effect on fish and wildlife from this

" hydro-thermal" mix. Use of conservation to decrease winter peak;

e

!

b
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demands, for instance, would diminish the need to draw down

reservoirs to serve those peak loads, and thus assist markedly in

retaining sufficient water in the reservoirs to provide spring fish
flows. See Romer Associates, Draft Report, Northwest Electric

Load Shaping for Fish Enhancement, Appendix A-A of [ Agency and

Tribal] Recommendations for Fish and Wildlife Program Under The

Pacific Northwest Electric Power Planning and Conservation Act,

submitted to Northwest Power Planning Council, November 15, 1981.

While Bonneville Power Administration has assessed the
general impacts of hydropower peaking in its Role EIS, it did not

purport to analyze specific hydro-peaking inpacts of specific
project proposals and their alternatives. The applicants must be

required to do so in their environmental Report and the Commission

must do so in its own Environmental Impact Statement.

5. The Commission Should Not Issue Any Construction Permit
Or Facility License For Skagit/Hanford Until It Has
Assessed The Environmental Impacts Of Temporary Uaste
Storage At The Project During The Life Of The License
And Has Complied With The Requirement Of MRDC v. NRC,
No. 74-1586 (D.C. Cir. April 27, 1982) ~

A. The Commission has permitted license approvals to

proceed pending completion of its Nuclear Waste Confidence Proceedings.
44 Fed. Reg. 61372 (Oct. 25, 1979). While it announced that matters
encompassed within that proceeding should not be considered in

individual licensing hearings, it also, however, required that
the safety implications and environmental impacts of radio-
active waste-storage on-site for the duration of a license
will continue to be subjects to adjudication in individual
licensing proceedings.

Id.
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Despite this admonition, neither the applicants ASC/ER nor

the Staff's DEIS consider the implications of on-site storage at

S/ IIP during its operating life. This failure violates NEPA and

Commission policy.

B. On April 27, 1982, the Court of Appeals for the

District of Columbia held invalid the Commission's " Table S-3" Rule,

and, in particular, that rule's analysis of the environmental

impacts of long-term nuclear -waste disposal. NRDC v. NRC, No.

74-1586 (D.C. Cir., April 27, 1982). According to the Court, the

Rule is inadequate under the National Environmental Policy Act,

42 U.S.C. S4332 et seq., because it fails, inter alia, to assess

and describe the " uncertainties concerning the long-term isolation

of high-level and transuranic wastes ." NRDCv. NRC supra,. . . ,

Slip op at 11.

The DEIS issued by HRC staff for S/ IIP relies exclusively

on Table S-3 to assess the fuel-cycle impact of the Project, and does
1

nothing to illuminate the uncertainties with which the Court in '

NRDC v. NRC was concerned. The DEIS is thus inadequate on its face.

Either the Commission must meet the Court's objections to Table

S-3 in another generic proceeding, or it must me.t the Court's

interpretation of the requirem'ents of NEPA in the site-specific DEIS

and FES for S/ IIP. Until it does so, it cannot proceed to license

S/ IIP. k
DATED this b day of May, 1982.
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Terence L. Thatcher

Counsel for Intervenors


