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REVISED CONTENTIONS OF COALITION FOR SAFE POWER - MAY 2L, 1082

Intervenor Coalition for Safe Power hereby submits its revised con-
tentions pursuant to the Board's oral order made at the svecial prehearing
conference held in Richland, Washington on May 5, 1982, In so doing, Inter-
venor does not in any way admit to the stated objections of the NRC Staff
and the Applicant. The revised contentions contained herein meet the re-
quirements of 10 CFR 2.T71L(b) and the case lav which has evolved on this
subject. The most important of these is the Appeals Board holding in Mis-
sissippi Power & Light Co., (Grand Gulf Nuclear Station, Units 1 and 2),

ALAB-130, 6 AEC L23, L2k (1973) which states that a petitioner does not have

to "establish that its assertion is well-founded in fact" and that 10 CFR

2.71k "does not require the petitioner to detail the evidence which will be

offered in supvort of each contention."

NEED FOR POWER

Revised Cont T

Petitioner contends that Applicant will not need the nower generated
by the Skagit/Hanford Nuclear Project, Units 1 and 2, to serve their own
loads or the locads of the region as claimed in the fpplication for Site
Certification/Environmentsl Report (ASC/ZR).

Applicant has outlined in Section 1.1 of the ACS/ER forecasts for

its member utilities and forecasts for the region, As stated in Sectien

1.1.1.1, the data for these forecasts was prepared in late 1980. Since 0503

that time, numerous events have occured which render Applicant's forecasts slo"




-

nutdated. These events, whizh include the increesed nrice of eleztz
due to the termination and escalating costs of the “iye Wasghinston Publis
Pover Supply Systenm (wPPSe) nuclear plants, the Bonnrville Power idminie-
stration (BPA) develooment of conservation programs and a poor regional
economy, have led to a decreese in the fcrecasted neeid for additional
thermal power plants.

Forecasts issued more recently show the need for the S/ENP to be

non-existent. These forecasts include the Washington State Forecast;

washington Enerzy Research Center, Washington State University/University
of Weshington (Merch 1982). The Washington forecast states that "the

most likely rate of load growth, as measured by totz) regional electricity
sales, over the period 1280 to 2000 is about 1.5 percent/vear." (pg. &)
This projection corresvonds closely to the recently released BPA draft
forecast, Forecasts of Electricity Consumption in the Pacific Northwest,

which shows regional loads growing at an average rate of 1.6 from 1980-1090C,

and 1.7 from 1990-2000. {pg. 5)

Applicant has relied on the 1981 Pacific Northwest Utilities Confe-
rence committee (PNUCC) forecast (See ASC/ER 1,1-20 to 1.1-2L), However,-
since that forecast has been released it has receiveé much critisism for not
being accurate., Such was the critisism from the Northwest Power Planning
Council, the group responsible under Public Law 96-201 for energy planning
in the Northwest. According to staff member James Litc§f§el¢. tThgywzgzg_«
not accurately reflecting the tremendous increases in the cost of the wrPSS
plants.” (Oregonian, Cctober 22, 1981, "Electric Neeis Revised Downward")
Furthermore it has been stated by a member of the PIN'7C and a Puget FPower
official (David Foff) that thre computer svstem used for forecasting "is
sort of a Model T that once was useful, but now it is not useful for sore
purposes.” (Pacific Northwest Regional Power Planning Council YNcvembter L,

1981 Meeting) At that same meetin: Mr. Hoff presented a revised forecast




figure of 2.5 down from the original
would mean & reduction in any energy

1,660 mepawatts.

Revised Contention 2 (Beplaces CFSP L and 56)

projection of 2.8, Such & deeld

geficit clairmed by Arrlicant of

Petitioner contends that any decision on the need for the S/HNP

must

ning Council in April 1083,

linder the Pacific Northwest Electric Power Planning and

tion

west

Act, PL 96-501, 9L Stat.2697, it is the responsidbility of

Power Planning Council {Power Council) and the Bonneville

avait the regional forecast to be issued by the Northwest Power Plan-

Conserva-

the North-

Power Ad-

ministration of the Department of Energy (BPA) to plan and meet the elec-

trical power needs of the Pacific Northwest.

sage of this bill in Congress.

Applicant surported the pas-

Applicant has stated in its ASC/ER, Sec-

tion 1.1 and its PSAR, Section 1, that the S/HNP is to considered as a re-

gional resource.
-

Applicant has stated that it will not construct the pro-

Ject unless it is "regionslized" (i.e. included in the Power Council's plan

and financed by the BPA) publically since August of 1981,

Furthmcre, Ap-

plicant has stated that "the Pacific Northwest region is thus the avporopriate

area" to be considered in evaluating the need for the project. (PSAR, Sec-

tion 1.1)

Board await the outcome of the Power Cour~il's planning process.

Given these statements by Avplicant it is only logical that this

The Ru- )

clear Regulatory Cormmission has recognized the need to consider forecasts

by state agencies,

See Rochester Gas and Electric Co., (Sterling Power

Project, Nuclear Unit 1) 8 NRC 383, 289 (1978) Wnile the Fowver Council is

not a state agency, it is a regional arency empowered by the Congress of

the United States and must receive at least equal consideration with state

agencies.
intentions of Congress.

Revised Contention 3

For the NRC to ignore the Power Council would be to ignore the

(Feplaces CFSP §)

Petitioner contends that no weight should be given to Apvlicant's
projected load forecast as ocutlined in ASC/ER Section 1.1 and Table 1.1

-



.

Applicant has the "burden of shewing that (their) projections

demand are reasonsble,” Duke Power Co. (Catawba Nuclear Station

1 and 2), 4 NRC 397, L0S (127€). Applicant has presented no besis
such an affirmative decision by the Board in this csse. Section 1.1 c¢f

the ASC/ER treats us to merely an outline of Applicant's forecast. It

is devoid of any data to aid in determining the reasonableness of Apvlicant's

b __.projections. For example, Applicant states, without elaboratiorr, that con-

servation is figured into the projections. Moreover, each member utility

uses a differ_.t method in determining what its load will be and each
states that its method is the best.

For example, Portland General Electric states that the residential
end-use model is more suited than the econometric model. Pacific Power
and Light uses a combination of both. Washington Water Power uses tradi-
tio?al and econometric. Thus it is clear that even the member utilities
do not agree on which model is the most appronriaté.

The Atomic Safety and Licensing Board must also base its decision
on more than 'hope'. Dusquene Light Co. (Beaver Valley Power Stationm,
Unit 2), ALAB-2LO, AEC 829 (1974). Applicaat's past record in this pro--
ceeding and in the Portland General Electric Dockets 50-51L & 515 (Pebble
Springs Nuclear Plants, Units 1 and 2) is one that leaves much tc be de-

sired. Applicant originally stated in its ER that Unit 1 of the Skagit

project would need to come on line in 1982, assumming that Unit 1 of Peb-

'bléAéprings, WPPSS Units 1,2,3 and L were all on line b¥ that year. lone
of these plants is presently operationel and Unit 1 of the Skagit/Han®ord
Nuclear Project is projected for 1990 and the devastating consecuences
rortrayved by Apvlicant in Section 1.3 of the Skagit ER, "Consecuences cof
Delay" are not even remotely imminent. Forecasting is, of course, an un-
certain art., Hovever, ten yvears and five nuclear units amounts to more

than rere uncertaintv,



ALTEPNATIVE ERERGY SOURCES

P, =

) ; b TED ~ 2 wd AN
Revided Contention L (Repleces CFEP 6,7,2.9 ani 10

prlicant has misarriied the National Znv
(NEPA), L2 USC 4321 b by relecting the followins a
availeble, environmentally “-e'e*a*’e and more e3¢
posed S.ag‘t/Hanfor, Ruzlear Froject: wind pover, triozmass, §c'ar. Cu
vation, cc-generation, low-head hydro, ucean :emLerat;re diffarerc
al:ohol fueis. Further, Artlicant has folliowed a very narzow view of Lhis
Act by considering each alternativz scperately. Avprlicant rust also be
required to consider coembinations of variocus arprovriate technolozies as
clternatives to the proroced project.

In Sentemher 1GFC, +he Creros Alternstive Enargy Tevelopment lox-

miseion iscued its Final Revort, Future Penewahle. The ‘Z.C states oun

page three of that repcrt that "we belicve thut Jregon's long tern energy
interests will bes:t be served by developing a Jiverse array of energy ope
tions.” The report states, "no single renewable rcsource option could be
expected to contribute a sutstantial share of projestcd uenand., Collective.
17, aovever, the contriduticus from all these resources can meet & signi-
ficaat portion of futur: emergy demand.” (pg. 25) The ASDC continues:

ubluﬂ the coal rolerence in Figure 2 and the

(=

oW range of costs, the tech-
nical economic rotential of conservation and renewable reso.rces is lerge
encugh te provide 100 percent of the demand growthh between 1980 and 2000.

Assuming the high rangze costs, these resources have tae poteatial to proviie

75 zercent of energy demand growth in this veriod. The AEDC louoked at.
the following resources: alechol, tio-mass, Lydro, conservat.on, geothermal,
solar and wind.

Bio-mass rrovides 20 vercent of Cregon's enargy supgly on a per RTU

~basis. (Future Renevables, 28. 15) Cordvoocd s ipplies about 8 to 10 peroent

of the residential stace heating needs. The ATC estimuted that cordwoud
would continue Lo grow as a Jome heating source as efficiency of stoves
and weatherizavion lowered teating demands., Tre AEDC foura that by 1330

the year the S/ENP is due to come on lire, that atout L00 ave. MW o goners-

tion capacity through bic-russ-firevd o cueration ccula bg bicush: on iire,

The Rooket herort, canuary 12, 1579, doue for tho Bonneville Power Administra-

e



n estimated that cogeneratiocn [rom existing industriez could urovide

(pe. L=25) in ics Phase Report issuei on Fabruary 27, 1980

“oompetitive with the 'new

the economic feasitility of thi~ is stated as
source' costs to this region." (pg. 9)

These reports are more representacive of the regiun's ability to
supply alternatives to the Skagit/haiford project than those cited by
Arrlicant vhich are uerely articles from nationel trade magazines. Tiere-
fore Applicant's presentaticn orn biomuss clearly does not meet the stan-
dards of NEPA and the (ommission in a reasonalle way. Cogeneration is not
even menticned in the ASC/ER, thus not meeting the "rule of reasou" cri-
teria.

Appiicant's treatment of geothermal energy shows a sinmilarly nis-
guided use of the "rule ¢! reason". Applicant states "in the Pacific

Noythwest Fegion cerved uy Applicants have not produced much licpeful

data on the cccurence of resources, with sulficiently high temperature

and flowrates, to producy electricity at & cost coryetitive with alterna-
tives." [(ASC/ER Sectior 9.21.2.2) 1In the final paragrapn of that sec-

ion it states that "the amount of geothermal energy available t5 Arpli--
cants is uacertain at thie time."

It is clear from these statements: thut Appiicant misunderstands
the energy situalion. The Oregon AEDC report cited above states that
"Oregor. has the potential to geothermally generete 800 MW of electricizy
by 2200." (pg. 18) Clearly il Appiicants can move 200'miles out of their
service territory to buila a nuclear power vlant, they could dc the same
e develcp geothermal energy sonrces, Common Sense) The AED? Fevort.
eoes on to say taat €00 MW would be available &t a 205t of 36-9% n
(pz. 29) Thaie corpares favorsbly to that of the estimatec cost of Loth

¢oal &nd nuclear., (See Tower Flaat Cost Es:alat.on, Crarles Fomanof?

- -9

1961, pg. 282 ) 1In sun, Apoplicant ha: provided ~o bacis for thelsr ctate-




ments made in ASC'ER Section ©.2,1.2.2.
Hydro is ancther area ir which Applicant's presentation is lasking

t¢c be

in “setual bvasic, Apnlicaent does not project tre arcunt of encr
rroduced from small-scale hydrc grojects. Aprplicant also falls to sta;e e
range of costs ¢f such projecilc but merely states tlreir conclusion that
Tmere ure resources that can be dcveloped for o cost that, altacugh high,
will competstive with alteruatives." (ASC/EP S¢ctiom ©.2.2.2.h7 Appli-
sant wekes the same aporoach with large-scale ydro projects. The Oregoa
AZIC, howvever, concludes in its report that L0 gve. 'V was "realisticel-

1y achievable,,." for szall-scale hyarc in the state of Orcgon. This esti-
mate was made after accounting for ervirozmental and econouic factors. (pe.
19)

Aprlicant’s sta:cment on pessive solar systoms is, "Although pas-
sigg soler cneryzs systems have yet to be proven cost effective ir the
westeruy portione ¢f Oregon and Hashington;-it is possibic that thef will
hecome compatative for some applications during the forecast period.”

This statameat show that Applicart has no inteniion of investigating

the solar alternative tc the S/ENP.or of developing it, regardless—of its-

feasibility. Rpplicant proviiZes no basis for such an outrageous statement

&3 well as ignoring all the existing literature on ihi: subject and appears
blizd to the realitiecs of the Pacific Forthwest.

In July of 1378, the State of Oregon and the U.S. Department of
EQergy held the Solar '78 Nerthwest conference in Portiand, Oregcn. At
the conference it was reported "that scler retrofits could be economically
attractive corpared with coatinuad reliance cn conventicnal fuels fer re-
sidential needs". 1In each case, it was assuwed that a sctir installatien
vould be economically feezidle "if the amount ¢f eneryy saved by retrofit
woull pay back the cost of the syster ir less tha. °5 years." (Sclar lorthk-
west: The Fconcnics ure Cetting Better all the Time. Light Energy, Aigust



' \
1078, Supr.ement to Cascade, Eugene, Cregon

:ogether with findings fcwd ia Sclar Energy for !

jential Heating, Msy 1678, an Interagencs Revorst b

‘

Enargy and U.f. Envtionmental Protection Agency) show that solar enargy

is cconomically feasidble iv the Wortnwest. (pg. 3-5, Executive Summary)
This economic feasitility is beirg recognized by the peovle of the
Nerthuest as evidenced by “he increasing numberof sclar projects deing In-
stalled on new and existin- duildings, for example ibe McCormack Pler
Apartrents in Portland and the 7ar Wert Federal Sevinge and Loan Building
ir Tigard, Oregon. 1Ir 1980, Portland Sun was installing zolar hot water
systems on residences for $1,300.0C &néd an estimated iy back pveriod of
ten yoears, (Pcrtland.Sun. en organization) Applicants chould bde retro-
fitting customers houies instead of building the proposed project and
would aveid nuclear waste, cancer ani e:snomie instability, Unlike tre
.
yropesed project, solar pover would have greiter—socio-economic tenefits
by 1%iliziie more-trades people per professionals, end fur the cane awount
¢’ energy produce 2% more lcts., [(Jobs & Energy and "Woring .sople™ Tre-
pared ty Envircamentalists for Full Employmeat, Washington D.C.) —— — -
Applicant's treatment of conservation is no different than the other

alternatives. Applicant merely states that conservetion is figured into.

their projections; no amount is quantified and the only discussion provided

is a brief summary of Applicant's programs. Over the past several years,

rumerous studies have examined the potential for energy conservation in the
Northwest in residences, businesses end industry. 411 have reached the
conclusion that conservation could render 30 to €0 vercent of our future
eloctrical requirements unnecessary and would be cleaner and cheaper than

the proposed S/HNP, These include: Bonneville Power Adminstration Electric

Conservation Study, Skidmore, Owings and Merrill, July 1976, pg. 8 3 worthe

ELRS R

west Fnergy Polioy Project, 1978, pe. 12 ; Energy Futures Nortnwest, North-
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vest Energy Policy Project, Final Fepcrt, 1970, pg. 22 ; Feegion at the

Bsr s e e d = ks .
Crossroads, U.S. Goverament Accounting Office, August, 10768, vg. k.2 3

. =

e ; v -n*'t-.-w" -
Natural Resources Defense Council Forecast A Model Electric Pover Conser

]

- ;n'
vation Plan for the Pacific Northwest, Drafts, January and March, 1922;

and the Washington State Forecast, Independent Review of Washington Public

Power Supply System Nuclear Plants L and 5, Final Report tc the State legi-

slature, March 1982, pp. k-5,

wind energy potantial in the Northwest is grealer than Applicant
porira:s. The Oregon AEDC found that 365 MW couli be broduced from wind
in 1990 and 1,396 in the year 2000. This compares favorably with the amounts
stated by the Bonneville Power Adminstration in "Answer to Questions Posed
by Chairmen Dingell and Ottinger in their letter of October 13, 1981" at
rage 13, where they state that TOO ave. MW can be obtained from large-scale

wind, This could be done &t a cost equal to or lower than that for the
-

preposed project.
In summery we would guote from the AEDC report: "The task forces'

combined estimates for physical energy potential in 2000 is aporoximately

3,700 ave MW of electri:ity‘(notnincludingHSBh ave MW potential from-photo-

voltaics), the eguivelent of 10 Boardman coal-fited plants overating at

70 percent capacity factor; 203 trillion Btu per year of thermal energy from
solar, biomass, conservation and geothermal direct heat, This potential
represents 100 percent of projected new electrical demand and over 200 per-_
cent of new thermal demand, or 150 percent of total combined new dergnd nro-
Jected in 2000." (vg., 25) Thus it is clear that Applicant has misapplied
the "rule of reason" and thet alternstives to the proposed project exist
that are available to the Applicant, environmentelly preferable, and more
economical.,

.
ALTEPNATIVE SITES

L S

Revised Contention 5 (Replaces CFSP 12)




Petitioner contends that Applicent conducted the alternative
- ) B

site analysis reouired by 10 CI'R 20(a)(3) improperly in concluding

that Hanford was the best site.

Bonneville Power Adrinstration w/tness Gens testified in support
of the Applicant in the original Skagit proceeding (™R509L-5311) tha* a ;ife
West of the Cascades was preferable to the Eastern side because of the
high toll in reserves and reliability created by placing the generating
b oo—capacity distant from the load. (All the major load centers of the region
are along the West Coast.) Applicant now wishes to make the case that
this very great cost is mitigated Ly other circumstances in its alterna-
tive site analysis., Petitioner believes that Applicant cannot negate
the weight of this testimony and further that Applicant has chosen the
Hanford site, not becausc of its site characteristics.but because it
is the only area in the region where the local population would accept
it, Petitioner realizes that such "socio-economic & cultural" considera-

tions are allowed in the site analysis but contend that Applicant has

placed too great a weight on them.

SABOTAGE AND THREATS TO NATIONAL SECURITY

E Revised Contention 6 (Paplaces CFSP-17) - - : S T

Petitioner contends that Avplicant has failed to provide an assess-
ment of the threat to national secutity vosed by a major accident at the
S/HNP which would decrease the governrent's ability to meintain adequate
security on the Hanford Reservetion and to continue defense-related acti-
vities. 10 CFR 2.104(Vv)(1)(iv) and 10 CFR 50.40(c) provide that a project
must not be inimicable to the common defense and security.

U Defenseactivites-at Hanford include the overation of facilities such
as the N-Reactor and the Purex facility which produce and refine plutonium
for the nation's nuclear warheads. In the event of an accident at the
S/HNP a certain amount of cheos would exist, as evidenced by the ™TI-2 ac-
cident. CEince, as vet, there exists no evacuation plan even in rudimen-

tary form, there exists no evidence that such chaos would not affect the

operation and security of these defense-related activities. For example:




* what would be done with the Wye Burial Grouné guard post, some three miles
awvay; what provisions exist for additional security for the l-reactor, im-
mediately fo1lowing an accident and in the long-term; what would the radio-
biological impact be upon security guards and personnel at other facilities”

Revised Contention 7 (Replaces CFSP 28)

Petitioner contends that Applicant has not considered the effect of
covernment actions on the Hanford Reservation in times of war on the S/HNP,
as required by 10 CFR 100.10 and 100.10(d).

B T While 10 CFR 50.13 states that protective measures ageinst armed
attacks need not be considered this is, wve believe, a reference to the
design of the vlant which, if bombed, would intensify the effects of either
a conventional or nuclear explosion, KHowever, the issue we attempt to
raise here is one of site suitibility. The Hanford Reservation is, above
all, a government installation. It performs the very important task of
producing and refining plutonium for nuclear warheads (eg. N-Reactor,

Pufex facility). The placing of the S/HNP in proximity to these works
could have two results: first, in the case of armed attack against the

United States, Hanford would be one of the main target areas, thus ren-

dering the oroject inoperable, and secondly, in the event of a war, the

character of the site wouid”change dr;maticaliy. For example, the level
of security clearances would change and thus affect S/HNP workers. The

S/NXP site and environs itself may be needed for future government facili-

ties required for national security which would be precluded if the pro-

i Ject were built as well as if it suffered a catastrorhic accident.

TECHNICAL ABILITY OF APPLICANT AND ARCHITECT-ENGINEER

Revised Contention 8 (Replaces CFSP 13)

Applicant's architect’engineer, Bechtel Corveration is not techni-
cally qualified to engage in the proposeé activities and lacks the willing-

ness and desire to carry out a quality assurance program as required by
Commission regulations.

Bechtel has been responsitle for numercus safety violations include

ing the failure to design and construct the Trojan Nuclear Fower Plant




Control Building to NRC requirements. This failure on the part of Eech-
tel caused the Trcjan vlant to remain shut down for a perioc of eight
months while hearings were held. Portland General Electric (Trojan Sgéié;}
Power Plant) Docket 50-3LL (Control Buildiug). Further, in revairing ,
the control building, Bechtel failed to meet the reguirements and commit-

ments made to the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board. See Letters dated

February 6, 1981, February 9, 1981, February 25, 1981, April 6, 1981,

from Fortland General Electric to R.H. Engelken, U.S. NRC Rezion 5,
Docket 50-3LL and Licensee Event Report 80-17, Sevtember 5, 1980, same
docket,

Bechtel was aiso the architect/engineer on the Humboldt Nuclear
Plant and the Dresden, Unit 1, both of which remain shut down to this day.
The Humboldt plant was shut down due to seismic problems.

: The Board in this matter has the right to ensure that a quality
acsurance program is met. It is not enough to rely upon éhat has béén
submitted on paper. See Carolina Power & Light.(Shearon. Berris Plant),
ALRB-L90, 8 N5C 234 (1978) and Deshutes Light Co. (Beaver Valley, Unit
2), ALAB-2L0 (197L). It was also stated by the Apresls Board in Con-
sumers Power To. (Midland Plants, Units 1 and 2) ALAB-106, AEC 182,184
(1973) that "The inquiry which the board must meke is not necessurily .,
resolved by a determination of whether, in a broad sense, the applicant
and its arcnitect/engineer are 'peqhnicgllquualifier:L:Qg;ggguphegg_isﬂ .
é willingness, -indeed, desire - on the part of the responsible officiels
to carry it out tc the letter, nec program is likely: to be successful."

It is clear from the history of Bechtel that thev lack a willingness and

& desire to conform to current standards of public safety.

Epvised Contention 9 (Revlaces CFSP 18,end 21)

Petitioner contends that Applicant does not possess the technical
ability to comstruct the provosed project. Neither does the Avrlicant have
the willingness and the desire to adhere to NRC regulations . Thus, the



-safety violations at WPPSS Nuclea» Projects 1,2 and Y for which they

Board has no basis to conclude that the Applicant m2ets the crovisions

3 oA - sisbail: e
of 10 CFR 2,10L(5)(1)(ii) &nd that the project will be constructad ir
a safe manner.

Apvlicant has not verticipated, either in whole or in part, in
a project of this size, nuclear or otherwise. The NRC Staff has recong-

nized that such inexperience leals to many protlems which affect tha

public health and sfaety. Working Paper, SALP Staff Summary-WlNr-2, Fe-

_bruary 1981, ppl-5. Statements made v Puget Pover's management further

indieate that there is not much euthusiasm for NEC regulations. Puget
Pover president John Ellis has stated publically »ince Auguet, 1981

that the NRC would have to relax its regilations if the utility intended
to pursue the construction of the S/NEP, A more recent statement ap-
peared in the Seattle Post-Inteligencer on May 12, 1932: unless " owe
get federal assurances that its construction ~ar be completed in six

or seven years" the utility would not build the vlant, Again, the Boerd

is left with little more then hope. See Consumers FPowsr Co., svora.

Revised Contention 10 (Replaces CFSP 1L and 1%)

Petitioner contends that the work force and contractors reliec¢
upen by the Applicant for the construction of the oroject (ASC/ER Sec-
tion 8.3.7) are not capable of,.and do not desire to, constructing the - -
project's units in .onformance with NRC regulations,

There exists no reason to believe, or even hope, that the work-
force and the contractors, including supervisors and quality assurance

insvectors, will perform to necessary standards based on the numerous

have been responsible. These contractors include: J.,A, Construction i T
H.P. Foley/Wismer and Becker, United Engineers and Constructors, Bechtel
Power Corporation and WBG. Failures by this work force include: SALP,

supra, pp3-5; U.S.NRC Office of I & E, Fegion V, KReport Nos. 50-L60/80-08
(pp. 2-5),.50-460/80-14 (pp.9, 15), S0-460781-07 (pe. 2), 50-u63 B1-0k

(#p. 3,4), 50-397/80-08 and Notice of ¥iolation, June 17, 1980, Zocket



"No. 50-397.

Bevised Contention 11 (Replaces CFSP 22 and 23)

Petitioner ccontends that Oregon state law prohibits co-applicents.
Portland General Flectric and Pacific Power and Light from participating
in this project and thus any acts vertaining to these two utilities
should be dismissed,

In November 1980, Oregon voters passed into law Ballot Measure

#7. This measure orohibits Oregon-based utilities from participating

“in auclear projects outside the state of Oregon. Neither utility has

attempted to contest this law,

SOCIO-ECONOMIC EFFECTS OF THE PROJECT

Revised Contention 12 (Replaces CFSP 24 and 25)

Petitioner contends that Applicant has not correctly weighed the
socio-economic and other benefits reguired by 10 CFR 51.20(b) and thus
kas overstated the benefits of the provosed project.

In the first instance Applicant-Puget's survey on the Socio-
Ecanomic Cost of Electrical Energy Shortages (ASC/ER Szction 9.1) is
entirely outdated and cannot be relied upon in any decision-making pro-
cess., Events have occured in the Northvwest regarding nuclear power, in
rarticular the five WPPSS vrojects, %..a. have changed the attitudes of
a majority of the region's residents. This is to say that if tﬁe‘ﬁbﬁﬁla;
tion wvere offered a choice between possible electrical shortages and the
costs of yet another nuclear facility the results would be different to-"
day than a year ago. In that time, the region's residents have realized
that they were naying for cost overruns of €00% for the WPPSS projects
and in the case of at least two (WFPSS L and S) for plants that would not
operate, In the face of escalating electric bills organizations called
"Irate Ratepayers" have formed all across the state of Washington and many
are calling for default on their Public Utility District debts to WPPSS,

Furthermore Applicant has not included = discussion of surveys done
by member utilities (eg. Pacific Power & Light) that have sought to deter-

mine ratepayers' prefered energy sources, Such surveys should be consi-
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" dered under the "other denefit" provision of 10 CFR 51.,20(v). Fo»

example, a more recen?* survey done by Applicant-Puget shows its custo-
mers prefer conservation t> nuclear power.

NRC STAFF ABILITY TO ADEQUATELY EVALUATE THE PROJECT

Revised Contention 13 (Repleces 28, 23, 30, 31, 32, 33. 3. and 35)

-

Petitioner contends that NRC Steff has not completed its review
of the proposed project and that the curren* Safety Evaluation Report

is inadequate and thus there exists nc basis for the Boerd to nake a

determination on the applicaticn,

At present, the FER has nothing in it co reflect the site change
from Skagit to Hanford. This affects, for example, all issues related
to the seismic capability of the project. The Boerd ia Commonwealth
Edison (Byron Plant] 12 TC 683 (1980) held that it "is normal to plead
the inadequacies of documents as yet unavailable".

ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS OF CONSTRUCTION AND OPERATION OF THE PROJECT

Ret#ised Contention 1L (Revlaces CFSP 3€)

Petitioner contends that the Applicant has underestimatsi the
environmental cost cf the S/ENP in such & way as to change the cost-
benefit balance required by NEPA and 10 CFR $1.20 in favor of the pro-
Ject,

This has been done bj: underestimating Lhe existing radiologi= - -
cal burden on the Hanford area environment and the Colurtia River and
their respective terrestrial and aquatic bdiota; underestimating the cu- |
mulative effect of the S/KI end WPF'SS plants 1,2 :nd L; and failing

entirely to consider the effect of o major accident on the terrestrial

and aquatic biota of the area and the Columbia River and especiallv upon
rare, threctened and endanjered species.

The ’oplicant is reguired by 10 CFR 51.20(b) to quantify, to the
fullest extent practicible, the factors considered in calculating the
environmental effects of “he project, It is well known that the effect

of low-level radiation on living crganiesms is cumulative, Radistion &
o te T L

Human Health, Jahn,W. Gofman, M.D., San Francisco: Sierra Club Books, 1981,

-



?F- LQ. Therefore the Arvlicant should be required to provide a corp
and accura=s analysis of the existing radiological dburden. Sectiocn 2.8
of ‘he ASCJER does not. This section fails to discuss the results of
innumerable studies done since the 1950's on aquatic life of the Colum<
bia River and Pacific Ocan, a partial listing of vhich is available from
the Department of Energy - Richland Office. These studies show that

L o ~_ radiation from artificial sources, ie, Hanford, exists in fish and oy-

sters (eg. Federal Water and Pollution Control Agency, May, 196L), birds
(eg. C00-151L-3, "Distridution of Mallards from the Columbia Basin Region
as Indicaﬁed by the Presence of 65Zn in Birds Shot By Hunters in the
'acific and Central Flyways", June 1967, Fred A. Glover, et al. Colorado
State University) an. river sediment (eg. TID-25895 "Radionucleides in
Transport in th: Columbia River from Pasco to Vancouver, Washigton, W.le
Hauschild, Battelle-Northwest, 1971). Additionally news articles (eg.
"R;lling Across the Desert...Radiocactive Tumbleweed", Seattle P-I, May

3, 1979) refer to numerous occurance reports made to the DOE regarding
rudiocactive mice, tumbleweed, snakes, wasp nests, coyote and rabbit feces
and migratory birds. gpp1§5§g§1§“5ection_2.8 9( ASC/ER dogg ne® d§§puss,_
for example, the artificial radiation in the Columiba River sediment
downstream of the plant. Thus, there is reason to conclude that Applicant

has underestimated the e:'fect of past and present Hanford operations on

the environment and underestimates, additionally, the effect of the oro-

Applicant's anelysis that the effects of low-level radiaticn from
S/HNP will be nonexisteat is inconsistent with cur own reading of the
literature. See Revised Contention 3Q). There is no reason to believe
that Applicant would have applied more stringent standards to calculating
the Joses and effects of radiation from WPPSS 1,2 and L, currently under

construction. Thus we conclude that Applicant has underestimated the cu-

mulative effects of S/HNP and WPPSS 1,2 and &,




Petitioner believes that there is no reason to conclude under

NEPA or Section 51 of 10 CFR that the effects of a major accident on the
terrestrial and aguatic diota of the area is a "secondary impact", as
stated by the Apvlicant., The Applicant should be required to assess the
impact of an accident on rare, threatened and endangered species which
depend on the area, for example, the Chinook salmon and the bald eagle.

R onices — Since Petitioner_delieves that Applicant's analysis that the primary im-
vact of an accideet is small is entirely wrong (Revised Contention 32
it is not inconsistent to conclude that the Applicant has vastly under-
est’znated, in this case by ommission, the so-called "secondary impacts"
wvhich Petitioner believes to be significant.

Revised Contention 15 (Revlaces 37, 38, 39 and LO)

Petitioner contends that Applicant incorrectly concludes that
"none of the areas to be disturded by the proposed projJect have signi-
ficant value" thus understating the environmental cost in the analysis
retuired dy 10 CFR 51.20(b).

This statement made in Section L4.1.3 of Aoplicant's ASC/ER is
contradicted by Applicant's own admission that the riparian area and
the 0ld Hanford Townsite are important to many species {ex .. ‘angered
raptors, Oregon Svalloétaii>bditérf1y). Applicant has stated thét;éon:
struction of the vroposed intake/discharge system in the riparian area
will remain within one acre, (ASC/ER L,1) but has not shown that either:
1) containing the construction to one acre will not have a significant

S negative impact uvon the area or 2) that the means presentlv exist to— —
ens. -2 that construction will indeed affect only one acre. Moreover,
Petitioners believe that the proposed constructiou will do irreversible
harm to the biota of the riparian community through direct destruction
and loss of habitat.

Revised Contention 16 (Replaces 38 and 39)

Petitioner contends that Applicant has failed to show that there
are adequate measures to ensure that damage to the environment and living

E



orvﬁnisms is minimized during construction, a position Applicant uses
to meet the requirements of NEPL and 10 CFR 51.20(a).

Applicant relies on assertions such as "construction of the S/HNP
will have no significant effect on wildlife" (ASC/ER L.3) and that con-
tractors and subcontractors will take every effort to minimize damage
of habitat and biota. (ASC/ER L.5) There is no reason to believe that
such efforts will occur or be satisfactory without evidence of a
concréte plan. The sensitivity of certain svecies can be very great
with regard to changes in their environment and Applicant has not
drawn on similar experiences nor vrojected with any svecificity (as
rerequired by 10 CFR 51.20(b)) whai the effects will Le. A plan needs
to exist to analyze the resl effects tefore irrsversible harm is done,

Revised Contention 17 (Peplaces 37, L1, 43, and LL)

Petitioner contends that Applicant has failed to nrovide evidence
that construction and overstion of the Skagit /Hanford Project will not
irYeverably harm rare, threatend and endangered species of vegetation
narely Rorippa calvcine var. columbiae, Astragalus sclerocarpus and
Cryotantha leucorhae as required for a finding of the environmental cost
under NEPA and 10 CFR 51.20 (b).

Applicant does not, in the first instance, adequately quantify the
location of these in ASCJEﬁasection~L.l. Neither does it provide evidence,
See CFSP Revised Contention 16, to substantiate its claim that Roringa
"should not be threatened." (ASC/ER section 4,1.1) Without stating where
this vegetation is found and how contractors and subcontractors will
aveid destroying them there is reason to believe that this vegetation
will not be protected.

Additionally the Oregen Swallowtail butterfly, a "species of interest,"
depends on tarragon in the 01d Han®ord Townsite for which no detailed
dila has been nrovided. ~pplicant has also failed to provide any indica-

tion of its ability to detect if irreverable harm is being done a . to

act accordingly.
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RPevised Cortention 18 /Replaces 41,42 and 4i)

Petitioner contends that Anrlicant has not rrovided evidence tc show
that the construction and operticn of the Skepit/Fanford Prolect will net
cause irreperable harm to avifauna of the area directly and by the destruc-
tion of habitat as recuired by 10 CFR 50.20(v). '

Section 2,2 of the ASC/ER does not identify with any specificity

where all svecies of rantors and other birds are located., Neither does

Anrlicant provide substantiation for statements made in the ASC/ER that

the effect on raptors is "exvected to improve" (section L.1.1) and on
curlews will "probably be not lasting".(section 4.2.L4) The destruction
of habitat and the oneration of transmission systems is know to cause
harm to species now threatened and endangered such as the bald eagle and
peregrine valcon (although the primary reason for their dimintive numbers
is the use of DDT), Applicant has not provided a plan, including schedul-
ing, refered to in ASC/ER section L4.1.1,that will minimize negative
e;fects on the avifausa or detect them if they occur. Absent these
showings Petitioner has reason to conclude that construction activities
which Applicant admits will depress certain svecies,and transmission
lines will harm the avifaqu ofrthe area,‘including rare, thrgatenqd and

endangered species,

Revised Contention 19 (Rerlaces 37, 38, L1, L3, and Lk)

Petitioner contends thst Avplicant has not provided evidence to
show that the construction and overation of the Skazit /Hanford Project
will not irreperably harm thedouatic life of the Columbia River, most
notably the anadromous salmon, and thus have underestimated the environ=
mental cost of the plants as required by NEPA and 10 CFR 50.21(b)

The Apvlicant has not provided adequate quantitative data on the
location of allaquatic species in the area affected in ASC/ER section 2.2,
Furthermore their desc:ivtion of the swimming and migratory habits of
salmon along the Hanford Peach in the same section only refers to the

"vreference” of the fish without providing even a percentage., Without

aduyuate cuantizative data as reouired by 10 CFR 51.20(b), the effect of



the plant is difficult to gauge,

The Applicant states that scheduling will be used to minimize
damage to aguatic life. This plan is not provided in any detail nor i§
there a showing of the extent of their ability to minimize the harmful
effects that are nrojected. For examvle, if the population is destroyed

25% instead of 35%, the damage has been minimized yet the information

itself, rather than the conclusion, is necessary to determine the cost -
tenefit ratio of the action. Avplicant is similarly vague on the issue
of impingement of the Chinook Salmon fry by the intake structure. In
sum Applicant does not provide any basis for the conélusion stated in
ASC/ER section 4,1 that the effects of river construction on salmon "is
not expected" or that the harm to aguatic life caused by the overation
of the Skagit/Hanford will out weigh the benefits of the project.

Revised Contention 20 (Replaces CFSP 37, 38, Ll and LL)

Petitioner contends that Applicant has failed to show that con-
struction and overation of the proposed project will not do irreperable
harm to the giant Columbia River limpet and the great Columbia River
spire snail pursuant to the recuirements of 10 CFR 51.20(b).

Section 2.2.2.9 of the ASC/ER states that these species used
to inhabit the entire Columbia River and at present are found solely,
and thus depend on, the Hanford Reach. Since the construction and opera-

tion of the intake/discharge structure is in this area it stands to

reason that Aoplicant would have examined the potential effects upon

these diminished vopulations. However, the ASC7ER contains nothing to
show that this is true, thus Petitioners have reason to conclude that
the thermal, chemical and radicactive dischargzes may negativelv impact
on the great Columbia River spire snail and the giant Columbia River
limnet thus affecting the cost-<benefit ratio in favor of the project.

+ _ssed Contention 21 (Revlaces CFSP L2)

Petitioner contends that Applicant has failed to consider the
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cumulative effect o additional intake and discharge structures or
the rumulative thermal and radioclogical effects of other facilities,
presently non-"perational, on the Columbia Piver and its bictz.

These facilities include WPPSS 1,2 and 4 and Petble Sorings,
Units 1 and 2, The Staff has expressed in the Pebble SEings docket
that there is a limited number of intake structures that the Columbia

iver can subnort with no negative effect. The Apvplicant has not proe

“~vided any discussion of this issue in its ASC/ER.

Revised Contention 22 {Replaces CFSP LS)

Petitioner contends that Apnlicant has underestimated the en-
vironmental effects of decommissioning such that the cost-benefit bdae
lance required by 10 CFR 51.20(v) is improperly weighed.

Applicant fails to support its allegation that decommissioning
"does not usually invoke environmental impacts which are unique to a
snecific project." ASC/ER 5.8 As with the construction of the plant,
tie environmental costs of decommissioning, whether by dismantling, en-
toumbment or mothballing, should be veighed with the site-snecific
characteristics in mind. As decommissioning represents an egual or grea-
ter undertaking and is an act that cannot be avoided once the vlant is
censtructed, its impact on;the"environment and biota must be addressed, -
For example. if a particular species runs the riek of a setback during

construction it runs the risk of significant harm during the process of.

decommissioning as well. Applicant hes stated that there are svecies in

the vicinity which depend on the area for survival,

INTERACTIVITY BETWEEN THE PROJECT AND INDUSTRIAL FACTLITTES

Revised Contention 23 (Revlaces CFSP L6 and L8)

Petitioner contends that the Applicant has failed to conduct an
assessment of the votential impact of surrounding nuclear and chemical
facilities on tbe S/U'NP and ite ability to continue overation in the
case of an event at these facilities and the conseguences of loss of
operability as reguired by 10 CFR 100.10.

Section 100,10 of 10CFR is a discussion of factors to be consi-

dered when evaluating sites an. states that these include' "those rela-



ting both to the vrovosed reactor design and the charactertstics pecu-

liar to the site." For exammle, the Apnlicant would not want to site

3 i g : +% 40
the reactor near a liguid natural gas facility. The industrial facili
t

ties near the nroposed site include the Fast Flux Test Facility (FFIF),

four miles “rom the site, which, according to Richard VWebd (The Accident

Hazards of Nuclear Power Plants, Amherst: The University of Massachusetts

Press, 197€, chapter 1C) has the potential for a 1,160 TNT explosive
nuclear accident Dr. Webt states further that its containment is only
capable of withstanding uv to 150-300 1lbs. TNT. Applicant has not ana-
lyzed the project’s ability to withstand this event, nor demonstrated
that the project conforms ~tolO CFR 100.10(d) with "aporooriate and sde-
ocuate compensating engincering safeguards."

Applicant has not conservatively analyzed the other chemical
aed nuclear facilitiés within fifty milés which include the development
of a hazardous waste dump {3 miles away) ené the N-reactor which has
no containment building.

Revised Contention 2L (Replaces CFSP L7)

Petitioner contends that the Applicant has failed to.conduct an
assessment of the potential impact of the S/ENP on nuclear facilities
and activities located on the Hanford Reservation and the ability of
these operations to continue in the event of a major sccident at the
S/HNP as reguired by 10 CFR 51,20 and 10 CFR 100.10.

These facilities include the Wye Burial Cround (three miles a-
way), the FPTF (four miles away) and WPPSS plants 1, 2 and L, A ceta-
strovhic accident and steam exnlosion would, esccording to WASH-TLO,
affect the operation of these facitities and would cause significant
expense.

GEOLOGY OF PROPOSED SITE

Revised Contention 25 (Rerlaces L9, 50 and 51)

Petitioner contends that the present geology and seismic studies
oresented bv Annlicant in Section 2 of the PSAR are inadequate and do

not meet the requirements of 10 CFR 100 Appendix A, Applicant has not




changed the sefsmic design of the project to reflect the lccal peology
and seismology and thus the S/ENP is not properly designed to withstand
the potential seismic events of the site,

Anplicant has not considered the safety significance of all line-
ments within a five-mile radius of the site. See NRC Staff Oﬁestion 2é1.1
Avplicant has not adegquately assessed the Cold Creek syncline. See
NRC Staff Question 231.2. A recent report by the Denartrent of Energy
{Rockwell Hanford Operations, 1981, Subsurface geology of the Cold
Creek Svncline, RHO-BWI-ST-14, Myers, C.W. and Price) sugrgests that se-
veral structures and geophysical anomalies within the Pasco Basin may
be lfaults. Avcplicant has made no deterrination if these are indeea
faults. See NRC Staff Question 231.3. Lacking such a determination
and review of Applicant's findings, one must conc.uce tnat faults do
exist which would have a significant impact on the proposed project.

g The design has not been changed tc reflect the change in site.

In a Memorandum to Elinor Adensam, Chief,’ﬂicensing Branch No. 4 from
George Lear, Chief, Evdrologic and Gecl.echnical Engineering Branch, Divi-
siorn of Engineering, dated March 10, 1982, Mr. Lear states that "The
Skagit/Hantord Nuclear.Pro}ect,-Units l1-end 2, has been moved from-en — -

area heving hard rock essuntially at ground surface to an arees having

sand to a depth of 200 ft. Tre plant foundetion design details, however

have not_been changed." (emunasis added) Further evidence of, this matter

can be found in tne answer to NRC Staff Question 220.10, _

Pevised Contention 2¢ (Replaces 49, 50 and 51)

FPetitioner contends that electrical ecuipment, other than that
supplied by General Electric, will not be qQualified to IEEE 3L4L-1975 and
Regulatory Guide 1.100, and thus the plant will not contform to current
standards of safety and regulations.

Revisions 1 and 2 to the NRC Standard Review Plan Section 2 10

-

state that qualfficetion of electrical equipment should be in accord with

IEEE 34L-1975 and Regulatory Guide 1,100, Kowever, Applicant states
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in Section 3.10 of the PSAR that the seismic oualificaticn of gclectrie-

3 T antyrin i1 3
cal eyuipwent otlier than that provided by General Electric will te in
accord with TEEE 341-1971.

WASHINGTON PUBT.IC POWER SUPPLY SYSTEM PLANTS 4 AND S

Revised Contention 27 (Renlaces 52)

Petitioner ccntends that Aphlicant has no* considered the take-
over and completion <f the terminated nuclear projects L and 5 of the
Washington Publ4: Power Sunply System as ap efivironmentally, econorizel-
lv oreferable slternative to the prcpeosed project as recuired under
NEPA and 10 CFR 51.20(a).

These plents are under NRC ju-isdiction end thus easilv considered
as a viable 2lternative to the proposed vroject. 4pnlicant's resoonse
to NRC Staff Question 230.01 in the ASC/ER is vholly inadeguate because
it fails, for examvle, to discuss Apvlicant-Pacific Power & Tight's op-
portunity to purchase WPPSS 5 in February, 1982. Mosat importantly, the
discussion provided in resnonse tc this question makes it verv clear

.

that Applicant has nct investigated this éltarnative.

EMERGENCY PLANNTNG

Revised Contention 28 (Revlaces CFSP 5!)

Petitioner contends-that Applicant has failed to meet the ve- -
quirements of 10 CFP 50 Appendix E (II) in not sunnlyving the necessary
information.

Avplicant har not provided the informstion required by Paragraph
B: AppendixA which Apvlicant claims fu)fills this ourpose, states "To
be provided subseouen;ly." Aoplicant has not. orovided the information.-
fequired by Parazrapn C as it fails to describe the proceedures on how
an evacuation will be carried out. Applicant states in Section T.5.2.1
of the PSAR that "if evacuation is deemed necessary, it will be carried
out in accordance with detaziled evecustion plans which will be contained
in Benton and Franklin Counties Emergency Response Plan." This is ‘nade-
cuate. Applicant he: failed to rrovide features of the facility to be

provided for onsite emergency firstaid ac required by paragraph D,
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‘pplican’. merely states in ASC/ZF section 7.5.1 of the PSAR that "further

desrription of the facility will be provided in the FSAR."
Avplicant eontinued by failing to discuss the major irmediments '
to the evacuation or the taking of protective actions. Aprlicant does
not consider the pro-nuclear attitudes of local residents and their dis-
regard for exposure to radiation. Thus Aoplicant has not meet the
requirements of paragraph G. Applicant has not éone a preliminary anal-
ysis reflecting the need to include facilities, srstems and methods
for identifying the degree of seriousness and potential scope of radio-
logical consecuences of emergency situations with in and outside the

site boundarv. Apvlicant in this instance has failed to meet varagranh H,

Pevised Contention 29 (Renlaces 57)

Petitioner contends that the cost-benefit analysis verformed by
the Applicant is wholly falsified. This cost-benefit analysis does not
renresent an analyveis "conducted fully and in good feith" (See Calvert
Cliff Coordinating Committee v. U.S.A.E.C.,D.C. Cir., 1971 et p 11).

In doing so Apnlicant has vrongfully concluded that the provosed project
benefits outweigh the cost, and that the prouposed oroject is cheaper then
other alternatives such as coal.

Applicant has faile§ to account for the cont of design changes
Aue to the ™T requirements aﬁa"biher_iéihire&:séfet?'chahge;;‘géééggzt‘_
surpa at Chapeer €. Applicant overestimates the reliability of the
proposed project. One way Applicant has done this overestimation is by
assigning a capacity factor of 70 percent to the oroject when it should
have & capacity factor of no more then 60 percent. Komonoff surra © 2%6-7.
Further Applicant has failed to account for the unreliability, due to its
location. Applicant will de required to mouire more reserve cavacity to
make up the deficiet thus increasing the cost of the project,

Artlicant underestimates the effects of low-level radiation em-
nissions on the health of the porluation near the oroject and facilities
related to the fuel cycle, See Revised Contention 30) Applicant faile
to incl

ude the chemical and radiation hazards of the zirconium cladding
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rroduction in Albany, Zirconium Fazards & lucléar Pro®its (A Eenort on

Teledyne Wah Chang, Albany, Pacific Northwest Pesearch Center, 1970) de-

tails the chemical diecharges (eg. 6,000 lbs. ammonia, 1-2 tons sulferi

oxide and 1 ton MIBK, each dar) and nuclear wastes (eg. 2,0001bs/day Radium-22€.)

—~——ihy

Applicant has underestimated dewatering, erosion control and

soil stablization techniques and the cost of t.e methods ‘hereof due
to underestimaton of the anticipated excavation level, (See NRC Staff
Question 2L1.1) Applicant also has grossly underestimated the cost of
nuclear waste dispocal and storage. Effective 1/15/82 the cost of low=-
level waste burial at the U.S. Ecology dump went up 625 percent partial-
ly to cover the expenses for increased surveillance and a site closure
fund. This emamvle will not only affect the projections of Apolicant's
cost for low-level waste disposal but also illustrates how unpredictable
and expensive the costs can be. Applicants projections do not také
these into account. Komonoff supra o 26L-5 Avplicant misrepresents
reorocessing as current and viable technology and theréfore cannot

adequately assess the cost of using the technology.

Apvvlicant fails to'aagquétély aséééé thé cosin of decomﬁi#si;niﬁg
& reactor as large as the S/HNP units. Applicant fails to consider the
potential cost of decommissioning the vroject in the case of a. accidené.
Applicant provides no basis for the assumption in ASC/ER,section 5.8 that
"at the present time decommission can be performed safely and at reason-
able cost," Komonoff supra p 272-3

Applicant, in stating that seven years will be sufficient to
construct each unit (ASC/=R ), ignores present construction times for
nuclear power vlants, Apolicant should use a time frame of 8.9 vears.
(This is an average based cn NUREG 0030 Vol. S Nos 1,2,3, pp 1-008 %o 1

1-015. See Komonoff n, 2u6-7.)




Avoplicant has also misstated the fixed charge rate for nuclear
to be 13.88% and coal 1L.58%, Komenoff shows theseto be hirher for nu-
clear. (ppl70-2) Applicant has also failed to consider higher interest

‘

rates that it would have to pay for duilding a nuclear vower plant.

See Komanoff pg. 271. And lastly, Applicant has underestimated the

capital cost escalation for the project compared to a cosal project.

— e Se@ -Komanoff, Section 10.2.

SOMATIC AND GENETIC EFFECTS OF RADIATION REIEASES

Revised Contention 30 (Rerlaces CFSP 58, 59 and 62)

Petitioner contends that Applicant underestimates the somatic and
genetic effects of radiation released from the rropused project during
normal a'.! abnormal operating conditions thus entirely underestimating
the cost of the plant in the cost-benefit analysis required by 10 CFR
50.21(v).

applicant fails to accurately vortray: 1) the radiation dose to
nyclear workers at the project, whether permanent or temvorary ("sponges")
including from the decommissioning orocess and the effect such workers
will have on the overall human genetic pool; 2) the effect of routine
and accidental releases of radistion of children in uteroc; 3) the exist-
ing radiological and other;health.burdens of people residing in and a- -
round the Hanford area and Columbia River without which it is impossible
to accurately assess the radiobiological impact of the nroposed project;
L) the complete history of artificial rediation in the land, water, and
biota of the Hanford area and the Columbig_?iver without which it is im-
possible to accurately assess the radistion doses caused by the proposed
vroject; and 5) the complete meterological and other characteristics
of the site necessary tc determine the radistion exposure pathways,

The health effects of ionizing radiation, whether somatic or Fe-
netic, are cumulative, thus existing rediological burdens must be con=-

sidered, (Gofman;'sunré,'pg. L7) "Furtheymore, the age of irradiation

is all-imvortant (ibid. pg. 48) wit: in utero doses the most wotent (ibid



pp. 12€, 729). Anplicart does not provide projections of children

in utero in its population projections in the ASC/ER, DLr, Rosalie

Bertell states that rediation has an enhancing elfect on existing
health burdens and that such information is necessary to correctly

d=2termine the impact cof a orovosed oroject. See X-Rav Exvosure and

Premature Aging, Journal of Surgical Oncology, 1977, vg. 379. and

Radioactive Effluents: Pebblée Sorings Nuclear Plants, testirony be-

fore the Oregon Erergy Facility Siting Council, Aoril 3, 1978. Gof-
man discusses the implications of occupational exposures to the hu-
man genetic vool (ibid. pg 56L) and calculateg the the rediation ex-
posure and effects to temporary workers (igig.pg.SBG)

Aprlicant relies on models which underestimate both the
dose and the effect of radiation that would be released from the
project by failing to incorporate the findings of "TLe Heidelberg
S%udies" (Radioecological Assessment of the Whyl Nuclear Power Plant)
1978, Department c¢f Environmentsl Ppotection of the University of

Heidelberg, Universit; of Heidelberg, NRC Translation 520, U.S. NRC,

JBevised Contention 31 (Replaces CFSP €0)
Fetitioner contends that the radiation monitoring system is
inadequate and thus will understate the dose to the public received
from routine and abnormal releases of low-level radiation from the
oroposed vroject. Amplicant should be required to use the "Spider-
wort Strategy" which would provide significantly improved information.
Apvliant relies on models that are outdated and obsolete and
therefore will render their milk-monitoring system inadecuate. See-
"The Heidelberg Studies" supra. Moreover, Steve Given of the Svider-
wort Committee, Po-tland, Oregon has stated that the Spiderwort Stra-
tegy would be a significant imorovement over current monitoring methods
proposed by Applicant because, "it is the most readily cuantifiable

means of estimating all biolegically significant forms or radiation

r>leased from a nuclear vower plant”. Spidervort, Tradescantia, is

. —— . ——



e highly sensitive indicator of scmatic mutations which yeilds re-

sults within 8 to 12 days from exvosure. It has “een useil extensively

in Japan. See "The Svidervort Strategy", Sadoa Ichikawa, PhD, Laboratory

of Genetics, Saitama University, Javan. KOGAI Newslet:er, Vol, 6 No. 3, 1978,

PPOBABILITY AND EFFECT OF AN ACCTDENT

Sevised Contention 32 (RBerlaces CFSP 63 and 6L)

Petitioner contends thet Aprvlicant underestimstes the doses
and effects caused bv the release nf radiation in the event of an
eccident at the S/HNP and thus wrongly concludes the berefits of the
facility outweigh the ccsts under 10 CFR 51.20(h),

Arplicant fails to include an assessment of early illresces and
attendant early morbidity which would be significant contributcrs to
the human tcll in the event of an accident at the project. These in-
clude: resviratoryv imvairment, hypothyroidism, temporary sterility in
males, permanent sterility in females, in utero efets, genetic effects,
#nd the synergistic effect: of one or more of the above illnesses end
existine chronic diseases. Tetitioner challenges the findings of An-

plicant's ASC/ER Section 7.4 which find the so-called vrimary effects

of an accident would be negligihle. EFee Risk Assessment: Pebble Srrinzs

Nuclear Plant, testimbﬁy'b;fo}e Oregon Energv Facility Siting Coﬁﬁcil,

March 31, 1978, by Richerd B. Hubberd.

Furthermore, Applicant underestimates the doses and effects by "
using as a recevtor the standard man, the least succentible form of
human 1if€, as stated in Revised Contention 30. Apnlicant also fails
to consider the radiological effects of sccidental releases of liquid
effluent on the surface and groundwater sunply of the downstream vopu-
lation in ASC/ER Section 7.L.B8. which assumes sush releases will not
occur,

Revised Contention 33 /Replaces 65)

Petitioner contends thet Applicant has not met the reauirements



of 10 °FR 50.34(£)/1)(i), NUREG 0718 Rev. 1 Zction Item I1I.3.8(1)
requirements.and has no intention of meeting these reguirements.

Action Ttem II.B.8(1) states, "demonstrate how the risk
assessment program will be scheduled so as to influence system designs'’
as thev are being develoved.” Anplicant's resvonse to this reguirement
merely states that 70 nercent of the nuclear supply system components
have already been fabricated and delivered into storage and that two-
thirds of engineering design has been completed,

Applicant goes on to state that any desing changes will be
made on avjudgemental basis and not be license recuirements. Clearly
this Board has no basis, and not even the hone, tn believe the vlant
will be constructed ‘' 1 a manner to adequately protect the public health

and safety. Beaver Valley, supra.

Reviced Contention 3L (Replaces CFSP 16, 67 and 68)
.

Petitioner contends that Anolicant underestimates the oprobabi-
lity and effects of an accident at the S/ENP thus falsly concluding
that the benfits outweigh the costs in the analysis required by NEPA
and 10 CFR 51.20(1v),

Arplicant underestimates the oprobability of an accident by re-
lying upon the Reactor Safety Study (RSS) which , according to the testi-
mony of Richard Hubbard, suora, incorrectly assess: 1) the contribu-
ticn of BWR accident seocuences to the probability of a major radiation’
release, 2) the ability of the Emergenry Core Cooling 8vstem to perform
its intended functions; 3) the effect of aging on reactor safety; %) the
effects of sabotage; 5) the impact of unresolved safety issues on over-
al) risk; and f) relies excessively on "sinrle failure" events when it
is know that multinle failures exist., Applicant underestimates the ef-
fects of an accident further by overemphasizine the effectiveness of eva-
tuation, using outdated bio-effect models and understating the effect

of common-cause failures such as sabotage, fire, earthguake ete. which

according to the Lewis Report, NUREG/CR 0L00 ere important inadeocuacies



of the ES3S. Until the Annlicant demonstrates that these inadequacies

have been resolved in their "rebaselining” of the NSS these is reason

to conclude that the risks of an accident are significantly underesti-
'
mated by the fpvlicant.

Pevised Contention 35 (Replaces CFSP 70)

Petiticner contends tnat Apnlicant underestimestes the poten-
+inl and significant costs of an accident in section 7.4 of the ASC/ER

“as required by 10 CFR 51.20.

The costs Aoplicant does not assess include: 1) the effects unon
commercial river traffic on the Columbia River, 2) the temporary or
rerranent closure of adjacent nuclear and industrial facilities; 3) the
cost of clean-uv and decommissioning; 4) the long-term contamination of
water supnlies within 4 without the fifty-mile radius devendent on
the Columbia River & ) the cost of preventing the licuid pathways
.* radioisotopes to tl.  Cilumbia River as discussed in ASC/ER Section
7.4.8,

Petitioner alleges these costs would be significant. The Colum-
bia River is a major waterwvay, supvlving an avenue of river traffic,
hydroelectric power, recr;ation, vater and fish. An accident at the
S/HNP would seriously contaminate the water, silt and fish of the ri-
ver, negatively impacting upon the health of those using the river for
recreation, drinking and food for many years to come. The impact of
this would far exceed the 50-mile radius of the plant as is evidenced
by studies refered to in Revised Contention 1k which show that Hanford
is the source of artificial radionucleides to the Pacific Ocean.

The cost of clean-un and decormiceioning for even a non-catostro-
vhic accident would be enormous, as shown by the ™I-2 experience where,
three years later, it is still too early to assess the total cost. The
cost of replacement vower is also significant as evidenced by the Trojan

Control EBuilding proceeding where every hour of the shutdown cost PGE




$.N,000,00. Similarlv, other significan® investments such as the

FFTF, four miles away, would be jeovardized in case of an accident

at the S/HNP,

CONCLUSION

CFSP Contentions 3, 20, 26, 27, 53 and 55 have been dropved.

CFSP Contentions 11, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 61, 66 and 69
... have been withdrawn pending the issuance of the NRC Staff's Safety

Evaluation Revort., Intervenor, Coalition for Safe Power, hereby sub-

mits the remaining thirtv-five revised contentions to the Board to

acceot under 10 CFR 2,71k,

Resvectfully submitted,

ok Bt
Dated this day, the 2Lth ' ina Bell, Staff Intervenor
of May, 1982, Coalition for Safe Power
.
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