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PUBLIC POMEOR
SUPPLY SYSTEM MEMO IN SUPPORT NF AMENDED
PETITION TO INTERVENE

(WPPSS Muclear Project MNo.

Castruction permit for the WPPSS, Unit 2, reactor

at the Hanford site was agranted in 1973. Washinaton Public

Ww O N o U o O N -

Power Supply System (WPPSS, Unit 2), LBP-73-10, 6 AEC 197

—
o

(1973), aff'd, ALAB-113, 6 AEC 251 (1973). That opinion

oy
—

indicates that no members of the public intervened in the
construction permit¢ proceedinags. SixXteen oral and seven

written limited appearance statements were submitted, all

in favor of the application for construction pmermit.

Now the applicant 'YPPSS has applied for operating
license, and Hanford Conversion Project, Susan Garrett,
HelenYozenilek; and Creqg Narbv have submitted petition
and amended petition for leave to intervene, indicatinag
they have new evidence develoved since 1273 and other

information not considered in the construction permit

2 B

proceedings.

‘J‘/J' 654 IRV

The Commission is und n obligation to

L&

Milwauh e

issue an ornerating license built ain

accordance with its construction m Power Peactor

v. Electricians, 367 U

1 AEC 128, 136 (1959);

-

Units 1 & 9), ALAB-283, 2 1 : ), on reconsid.,

B3 BB BB

ALAB-315, 3 NRC 101, 103-112 (1976). In Tower Peacto

1l - memo in support of amended petition to intervene
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Ce., the U.S. Supreme Court affirmed a decision bv
the Atomic Fnergv Commission which granted construction perni4
of a nuclear facility without the same definitive finding

of safety of operation the Commission indicated it would have
to make later before it authorized operation. The decision
emphasizes the stricter standards for granting an

operating license than for granting a construction permit,
pointing out that the Commission is absolutely denied

any authority to consider an applicant's financial investment
in the construction of a facility when acting on an
application for operating license for that facilitv (367

U.S. at 415). The Supreme Court and Board decisions in

Power Reactor Co. and the RBoard decision in Consumers Power

Co. emphasize that construction of a reactor does not

inevitably mean its operation, but that the Commission is fullv

to consider the nublic's interest at any stage in the
course of its construction and after it is in ovmeration.
The Supreme Court stated, ". .nuclear reactors are fast
developing and fast changing. "hat is up to date now
may not, probably will not, be as acceptable tomorrow."
367 U.S. at 408,

In Potomac Electric Power Co. (Douglas Point

Nuclear Generating Station, Units 1 & 2), ALAB-277, 1

NRC 539 (19275), the Commission stresses the importance of
a Licensing Board's taking pains to insure that anvy earlvy
site findinags will not improperlv influence its eventual

decision recarding the plant's construction or operation.
It states the importance of the Board's remaining ooen to

consider newlv discovered environmental costs. (at 552).

2 - marc in sunnort of amended rnetition tc intervene




Public marticipation in licensina proceedincs

to be encouraged. In Gulf States Utilities Co. (Piver

———

Bend Station, Unaits 1 a \3 7 REC 222 (1974),
the Commission stated:

"Public participation in licensing
proceedings not onlv 'can provide
valuable assistance to the adjudicatorv
process' (fcotnote omitted), but on
frequent occasions demonstrablv has

done so. It does no disservice to the
diligence of either applicants generally
or to the requlatory staff to note that
many of the substantial safetv and envir-
onmental issues which have received the
scrutiny of licensing bhoards and appeal
boards were raised in the first instance
by an intervenor" (at 227-8)
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See also llorthern States Power Co. (Prairie Island “luclear

—
w

Generating Plant, Units 1 & 2), 1 NPC 1, 2 (1975); and 43

[
=

Federal Reagister 17798 (4/26/78). Anv pressures for a rapid

—
w

decision should not be allcwed to override the need for

—
o

the boards thoroughlv to examine the safetv and

—
~

i

environmental issues brouaht before them. Cleveland

—
[ee]

Electric Illuminating Co. et al (Perry Muclear Power Plant,

—
w

Units 1 and 2), ALAB-003, 2 NPC 730, 737 (1975).

8

The amended retition on its face indicates

»
.

that the proposed intervenors wish to present evidence not
available in 1973. It should be noted additionally that
the level of public interest was not as areat in 1273: that
the proposed reactor, while being nstructed in an area
remote from population centers, presents a reaional problem
because of its location on the Columbhia Piver; and that the

)

Hanford site mav hecome a nationral +aste storace site, *rith

BBBBRBB‘

attendant problems of transmort, evacuation, and massive

3 - memo in support of amended petition to intervene
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river contamination, so that the environmental impact of the

WPPSS 2 reactor should be considered as part of the whole.

A. Standing as a matter of right.

The amended petition for leave to intervene lists
additional members of the Hanford Conversion Project than
those listed in the original petition. A.C. Polls owns land,
used for residence, farming, and pasture, within 19 to 15
miles down river from the plant. Ruth Long resides with her
family, including two minor children, within twelve miles of
the plant.

An organization whose members are injured mav
represent those members in an administrative proceedino.

Allied-General Nuclear Services (Barnwell Fuel Receivine and

Storage Station), ALAB-328, 3 MPC 420; Sierra Club v. Morton,

405 U.S. 727 (1972).

No stringent showing of particular interest is
needed when petitioners' residences are within 40 miles of
a proposed facility, for them to have standing to intervene as

a matter of rigcht. Gulf States Utilities Co. (River

Bend Station, Units 1 & 2), ALAB-183, 7 AEC 222 (1974) (23 miles
from plant site; allegation sufficient to establish standing
that thev were in "a zone that would be severelv contaminated
by a major loss of coolant emergency coolinc failure accident”,
with attendant health and economic impmact on selves and

families) (at 223); Yorthern -tates Power Co. (Prairie Tsland

Nuclear Generating Plant, Units 1 & 2), ALAR=1N7, & AFC 1838

(1973) (3N=40 miles from site; alleadations sufficient for

4 - mero in support of amended petition to intervene
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standing, that petitioners were concerned about impact

on the "health, safetv and welfare" of selves and families

and on environment of area, and that they used the Mississippi
River and other nearby natural resources for a variety of
"health, recreational and aesthetic purposes") (at 190);

Duguesne Light Co. (Beaver Valley Power Station, Unit No. 1,

6 AEC 243 (1973) (12-15 miles from site; allegations sufficient

that "operation of the plant would affect their food, milk, wvater

supply, and the air they breathe. .") (at 244).
A distance of 50 miles from a site is not so great
as necessarily to preclude a findina of standing. Tennessee

Vallev Authority (“Watts Bar Units 1 & 2), ALABR-413, § wmnC

1418 (1977).

The present petitioners have, nevertheless,
alleged particular interests in addition to their oresence
close to the plant, which are lecallv sufficient to give
them standing as a matter of right. One such allecation
1s that they use the area for recreation purposes. In

“1ssissiopl Power & Light Co. (Grand Gulf MNuclear Station,

Units 1 & 2), ALAB-130, 6 AEC 423 (1973), petitioner for inter-
vention lived 50 miles from the site and alleced that he
and his family "use the area in the immediate vicinitvy of
the site for recreation and other purnoses" (at 425). Hie
standina was upheld based not on his distance from the
plant but on the assertion that he used the area for
recreation purposes.

Ather allegations of the amended netition include
that the petitioners consume fish, produce, dairv nroducts

5 - memo in support of amended petition to intervene
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and meat and breathe air which would or might bhe

contaminated bv the presence of the plant. The fact that
these particular environmental interests are shared bv
many people in additicn to the petitioners does not mean that

standing should be denied. Sierra Club v. Morton, 405 U.S.

727 (1972); Duke Power Co. (Catawba Nuclear Station, Units

l & 2), 6 ALC 811 (1973).

Another allegation in the amended petition is
that at least one member of Hanford Conversion Project, A.C.
Polls, uses land close to the site for farming and crazing

purposes. Allied-General Muclear fervices (Barnwell

Fuel Peceiving and Storage Station, ALAB-328, 3 NPC 429,
found standing for a group called Pickens Street
Organization, which operated a restaurant and food store, in
proceeding regarding arplication for a materials license,
where Pickens Street alleced that the transportation of spent
fuel near 1ts farms might occasion harm to the produce,
making 1t unfit for sale or consumption.

Petitioners also allege that the members of
Hanford Conversion Project who own land near the nlant mav
suffer economic loss because of decreased rental and sales
value and difficultv in rentina and selling their land.
The allege that some members of the Hanford Con.ersicn
Project mav lose their jobs in event of plant accident.
They allege that food costs mav rise for all petitioners
because of contamination near the site. Allegation of
etinziiif%ii%31§°5%%3%?%%2% %E’Q%éflr¥ﬁﬁﬁFat%%cﬁiﬁ%ﬂ’wsdiéf’

have on the environment, Jersev Central Power & Licht Co.

6 - memo in support of amended petition to intervene
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(Forked Piver Generating Station, Unit 1), 2ALAB-139, 6

-

AEC 535 (1973); Pacific Gas & Flectric Co. (Diablo Canvon

Nuclear Power Plant, Units 1 & 2), ALAB-223, & AEC 241
(1974). The environmental effects of the proposed olant
would cause the decrease in property values, the loss of
jobs, and the rise in prices, so that the economic harm
alleged is a particular interest sufficient to give HCP
standing as of right.

These allegations of petitioners are of narticular
injuries that will probably result from the action involved.
They fall within the zone of interests to be protected and
requlated both by the National Fnvironmental Policv Act
(NEPA) and by the Atomic Enerqv Act (AEA).

Purpose of NEPA, as per 42 U,S.C. 4331(b), is to:

(1) fulfil the responsibilities of each

generation as “rustee of the environment for
succeeding generations;

(2) assure for all Americans safe, healthful,

productive, and aesthetically and culturallv
pleasing surroundings;

(3) attain the widest range of ben2ficial uses
of the environment without degradation, ris!:
to health or safe”y, or other undesirable and
unintended consequences; . .

Purpose of the AR2, as nmer 42 U.S.C. 2111, includes
assuring that
(a) the development, use, and control of atoric

enerqgv shall be directed se¢ as to male the
maximum ccentribution to the general welfare.

Therefore, these petiticners have made the
requisite allecations of particular injuries, within protected
zone of interests, and should he aranted standing as a matter

7 - memo in support of amended petition to intervene
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of richt.

B, €Standinc as a matter of discretion.

In the alternative, netiticners should he granted
standing as a matter of discretion. The primarv factor to
be considered in deciding whether to grant discretionarvy
intervention is the ability of the petitioner to make
a valuable contributi @ to the development of a sound record

on a safety or environmental issue. Portland Generzl

Flectric Co. (Pebble Sprinas Muclear Plant, Units 1 & 2),

4 MPC 611 (1976).

The amended petition alleaqes specialized
education and pertinent experience of the petitioners, and
their ability to bring in exmert witnesses. Clearlv thev
are capable of making a valuable contribution. Public

Service Co. of Oklahoma (Black Fox Station, Units 1 & 2),

ALAB-397, 5 NRC 1143, 1149 (1977).

The Pebble Springs opinion indicates five other
considerations to be made in granting discretionary
intervention (at 616). The petition on its face adequately

addresses all of these. Petitioners' propertv, financial,

and other interests are numerous and significant. The possible

effects on petitioners of gqrantine an oneratinc license

are numerous and sicnificant. 2As alleged, thev have no

other means to protect their interests, and there are no
other intervenors or other nmarties available to protect
petitioners' interests. The contentions of the petition
indicate that petitioners intend to raise new evidence on
1ssues considered at the 1973 construction permit proceedings

8 - memo in support of amended petition to intervene
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in their efforts to protect their health, safety, and
financial interests, which is appropriate in the present
proceedings and will not inappropriatelv broaden or delay
them.

Accordingly, petitioners ask that they
be granted intervenor status as a matter of right, with
full opportunity to participate in all issues in contention;
or, in the alternative, intervenor status as a matter
of discretion, with full ooportunitv to present oroof and
participate in full hearing on all contentions raised hy

them. Pebble fprings, supra, 4 NRC 610 (1976).

Pespectfully submitted,

- -

* .
2l
<o

-

oflpetitibners

Prepared by:

.?Qé;:aeszZ:_ézgzzzsL_______
of counsel

MEPOM & ROSE
Attornevs at Law
1935 S.F. Washinaton
Milwaukie, NR, 97222
(503) 654-01137

9 - memo in support of amended petition to intervene




BEFURE THs ATC'IC SAFSTY AMT LICEVSTINC ESC-HD

In tne Yatter of )
WASHI'G'ION PURLIC »C=P )

SUPPLY SVSTEM )
("F*PSS Nuclear Project Ye. 2) )

Docket Yo. S0-357 CL

INSERT TO PETITICVER's A)ENDED
PETITICN FOP. LEAVE TO 1NTZEVEME

The attached are pages to insert in%o the Petition for Leave to Intervene
(‘mended) filed this date under sevarate cover. Alsu attached are Afficavits
of HCr me~bers Long of Pichland, Faller of Takima, Beadle of Yakima, anc Snow
of Yakima. Copies of these documente have been served on tne following by

derosit in the Uritec States mail tnis lutn day of Yovember, 1578:

Elizabeth S, Bowers, Esq.

Atomic Safety and Licensing
Board Panel

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission -

Washington, D.C, 20555

Mr. Chase R, Stephens

Docketing & Service Section

U.S. Nuclea * Regulatory
Commission

Washington, D.C, 20555

Chairman, Atomic Safety and
Licensing Appeal Board
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission
washington, D,.C, 20555

Dr. Richard F, Cole

Atomic Safety and Licensing
Board Panel '

U.S. Nuclear Hegulatory
Commission

Washington, D.C, 20555

Nicholas S. Reynolds, Esq.
Debevoise & Lieberman

3806 15th Street, Suite 700
washington, D,C, 20005

Richard Q. Quigley, Esq.

Washington Public Power Supply
System

Post Office Box 968

Richlana, Washington 99352

Mr. Ermmest E, Hill

Lawrence Livermore Laboratory
University of California

PoOo Box 808’ L‘123
Livermore, California 94550

Chairman, Atomic Safety and
Licensing Board Panel

U.S. Nuclear hegulatory
Commission

washington, D.C. 20555

Mr. Nicholas D. Lewis, Chalrgpan

Energy PFacility Site Evaluation
Council

820 East Fifth Avenue

Olympia, Washington 98504

William D. Paton, Esq.

Office of the Executive
Legal Director

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission

washington, D.C, 20555

.ZMW// /LQZ?L :

Susan Y, Carrett, coro se zrc cn benals
orc Conversion »rzisat
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CCMT«TICY TiI: CCST=-BuWFLIT AYALVSIS

Yeitner tane Acrlicant nor tane “RC has orevared a rigorous, ucr-to=cate, or

cbjective cost-benefit aralvsis of ™P-2, Tais iradecuate arc ceficiert aralvsis
viclates tne “ational snviron—ental Folicy Act anc the Cormission's regulaticrs,
ané (2) fails tc acequately de~onstrate finarcial gualifica:ion of tae irplicant
to engage in tne activities to be autnorized by tae Cperating License. ‘'nese
deficiencies resuit in ncncompliance wita criteria for issuance of an Crerating

License as cutlined in 10 7FR SU.57

Any alleged cost-benefit aralyses (or, as tne Arrlicant likes %% call tuenm,
"berefit-cost" analvees) preparec to date (1, overstate the berelits of “ITvr=g,
\¢) understate or completely ignore the costs of crerating ™1F=2, (3, understite
or ignore tne berefits of any altarnatives to overating "VpP=2, anc (4) oversia
tae costs of alternatives. The result is a zross inadequacy; tne oblizatior under
VEPA to balance constructicn and o:;rat iorn of "TP=2 against alternatives, i=clu-
cing deferral or non-operztion of tane oroject, are totallw igaorec, %R Ca. 1ll.
"Wr-z has nad a long nistory from ircectior to tue cresent, argc nas been
considerably celaved in construction. Aprlicatior for Corstructicon Permit was
firet filec in August, 1971, ané fuel was origzinally anticipated to e loazed
in Aoril, 1677 (sR 2,2.1-53 M,3,: tais tvve of paze notation incicates refarence
to tae oriziral TR filec bv Aprlicant); as of tais tire, tne zlint i2 rct exves-
ted to te co~rercially overational urtil “‘ay, 1SZ1 \kkE 1le2=1l), ouring toi

lornz cericc, corsiderable cnanges nave omcurred: new infor—iticn acn ng tae

retential of conservation as a "generation" source anc slternative genepating

scurces nave heen cevelored; tne trice of electrisitv aas ¢rasticallwy iner-zsed,

3

inc mewe dgns of ircr-asing furtaer: and gemard for elaciricity nas srastiszalls

*

recucec ir terms of growtn rate. Infor-atior and cevelorments save seen gensra-
tec¢ walcn voulc certainly nave influerced orior Zascisicrs nac tne imfcr-ation

been availavle at taat tive,



Yoreover, tae ccets wnicn will be irncurred snoculd ""r-2 be rermitted to
cverate Trematuraly are costs tnat vill be borre by tne ertire region: VP2
ie 3 genuinely regicral facility. Since all its gereration vill 2¢ to 3Fi, all
3P4 ratevarers anc customers will bear "any costs cor losces" nrocduced by “VreZ,
T8 1.0-L. An iraceqguate assessmert of tae costs will be a regicnally-borre
hurden, ‘oreover, ™7T=2 is unusual and distinct from many plants in otner tarts
of tne country: it is located on one of the largest rivers in tne ..S., miecn
services tarcugn irrigation an extensive agricultural area, wnicn serves as
tne border for no less tnan tnree separate states, anc wnich flovs vast cne cof tn e
largest tooulation centers in tne region. It is not as isclatec as utility olan-
ners would like to tairk, and it is not verceived as suca by Mortarest residents,

A8 was giscussec extensively 35551’ recent evicence nas cevelorec to irdi-
cate taat M-l will nct be needed, certainly not as socon as it is planned to
begin, “here tne rower to be generatec is not genuinely needec, it cannct be
construed as a "berefit.," It snould be noted tpat rover generaticn is listed
a8 tae major "berefit" in tne "upcated" ER Table ll.iL-1l, vnicn surrosedly sume
rarizes coats and benefits. "ith the excerticn of taxes, use of bvprecuct neat
for sc=e miror agricultural experiments,some overinflated errloyrent claiws,
axe a visitor's irfor=-ation center of guesticnable objectiviiv, vover is zne
ornly herefit clai~ec,

Tae claim tnat tax benefits are zererated is sruricus: 28 ncted above,
toe costs of tae facility will bte borne Hv tne entire regicn, anc one of tanese
ccsits are taxes wnica =ay be rald by "=PSS, Taking money frocr one nart of tne
regicn ano clacing it in anctaoer part, and taen clairing taat tae region nas
berefitted, is guesticnable lorcic at hest,

In terms of jobs mwovided, ™P=2 will emeloy enly about S0 local wrerkers,
and tne vaet majority cf taose will be e~pleyed in non-ealzaried, novrlve-raze
Jebe, The rroject =ill i-vort SL -orkers frow cutsizie tage region to add tc tne
area's suorort burden; nearly all of taese nericms will he aigpnly salaried.
¥® Table . Z.9. This cc-prises a t0%3l work force of akou: lOL cersors, or

T\e " - - < -~ K &
oili® of tne Iri-fities wcoulatior of 72,000, <P Table «2=l., altacuza



A
Lo =

T 3
‘Tngert, -,

tne ®R clai=s tanat ©,L00 jobs (rrimary ané seconcary, ire created by tne oroject,
taere is ahsclutely no substantiatien, =R 3.l.1=L. Even if one were to assuve
tae 9,L00 figzure correct, tne ~acital cost of tne troject ver jcb ie cver +100,0C0

per lcb, =2 1ll.L-l, Tae %R itself ac-its taat Harnforc orojects are subject

v

s

%0, anc vulnerable to, vclitical oresecures anc uncertainties, Tae total carital
cost of tne vroject, ©1.077 billicn, is an amcunt tnat was not invested in
enterprises less vulrerable to =clitical pressure.

Tne "benefits" clai~ed for tne visitcr's infcr=ation center are items waich
~izat actually be congiders- cnsts oy many. The center will allegeclv ecucate
tre rudblic as to tae need for (nuclear) pover and tne safety irnerent in nuclear
generztion. If it is at all like otners of its ill, it saculc nct be sus-ortec
oY rateriver's -oney, let alone clai~ec as a berefit in an an2lvsis, "ne '®¢
snculc not ccunterance pro-nuclear nroragarca in its evaluations of costs arnc

Zosts initially assured for tae facility in tae ezarly 1°70's [ave escalatec
mas9ively, and must now be factored irtc an ugcated analvsis %o sztisfy tae
recivemants of VWPi; tnls nas not vet cocurred, Tor exa-rle, tae orizinal wR
geti~ited tge cost of "PeZ noer as £,2 ~ills/in (TR 2.5.2=6) o« Tais astiwate
asr.~ed, a=ount ctier tiinzs, cesvital ccete Of 207 millicn (1971 sstiwace,

“P 7.142=1) and a capacity ifactor of E5% (1971 esti-ate, %R Z.5.2-12). ‘ov,

a gall=gczen years later, tne ccst of ™P=Z zover i3 o

n

- - X = - ™4 /v
tirated at 20 mills/ern

- . - »

(2K . Cals 158775 Tols $9 & .ri*ling of estimztec ccets, Tae insrerment it niced

uron rev eseti~ates of capital cost of *1.077 vililorn (ER 1l.Li~l, 2 nmearecuiir-ling
cf estirmited co3ts) arc revised caracitr Jictor esti=ates of about <07 (T¢ T, .7
“erecver, tae SR notes tnat tnese cavacity factor ecti~ztes ire misjest %0 zeviae
tiors of as =uen as 15 t0 20 =cirts, (%F .. 5.7) Furtperrore, ne irfor=atizn

ser~rited IJvo~ an anralsis of tie actual verfcrmarce ¢f reagto-s tge size of

Smnng N B end - s & & - - = -
Jmz Inclzetee an average cinacity factor of orley ¢, nzeec or 22 uniterasrs
T8 N e unit -

e

¢l exvarience, ¥Yoraroff, T hle 3.1 of testiwony before tae Yew Jersey Roard of

Suhlie Ttilities, Joccet Yo. 752-1%L, Cet. S, 1678,



/."

Yomarcif's asti=ates of total fuel evsle > 83 if one ccnsiders

ng, conversion, enrica-ent, Iabri icn, *ren iel 2teorare, srert

fuel suipring, anc srent fuel cispceal, tae tctal coe<t of Zuel alcre i3 estimatec
as 11,76 ~ills/kn. Kemancff, supra, at ©. 1%9. ‘'or=over, tae T2 rovneve 3iaze
cusces tie impact of tne fFresident's no-recrocessing decisior on frel availa-
vility or cost; in fact, tne =P assumes availability of recyclec zlutcnium as
a fuel suprlerent, BER 2,5.2-11. The Aptlicant ncw estirates anrnual orerating
cotts alone as 22,5 mills/leri. ER 11.L-l, aseumirg 63% capacity fictor. The
trerericus rise ir cost .f nuclear fuel since tne ezrly 1°70's is novpere sis-
cusrec in tne "R, The orice of uranium fuel nae increased fro= =6-8 ver -ound
in 1977 to over 2LD per round in 1978, By way of centrast, ccal costs for long-
ter= contricts nave ircreased by onlv about 6 per vear, "Muzlsair Forer Zosts,”
surra at 32, Theese increases must be factored intc a cost-berefit aralysis,

These are nct tae only costs innerent in operaticn c¢f "WFP=Z wnish save heen
underestirated or totally ignored. Tae Ap:rlicant asserts tnat it nas set asice
235 million for decommiseicming costs, and nas esti=ated £ of constructicn costs
for tne cost of cismantling tne rlant. The figures do not jive: 235 millicn is
only 3.27 of 21,077 billicn. Yoreover, a Congressicnal subcommittee revcrt nas
estimated tnat decormmissioni.g may cost from 25 to 100 percent of tne original
cost of a nuclear rlant, cepencing on tpe metncd cnosen, "Muclear rFower Nosts”
at 22. The applicant Zoes nct nave any snecific olars develored as ¢ =~nicn
~etnod will be usec, ER 3. 8.11.

‘oreover, tae EF dces not consicer any of the ecororic i-racts of tne 1577
ro-recvcle decision, sucn as tne cost of ever-exraniing onsite 2ter ge (tae
RS, does reguire consiceration of onsite imvacts of esvent fuel cterize; see
3:551), or tne possible nen-availabilitr of any permarent wiste storice site,
er tne algn rrices tnat ~ay nave to “e raic i storage -roves tc "e 3 Tre-ium
item, ER 2,5.2-10,11 ase=umes that fuel recrcceseirg will oceur. Tae negitive
costs of aczing to the alr-eady -aisive svent fuel burden tae nation Jaces tarousn

unreceseiry operition of an unneecded tlant is rot conmsicered; ™TeZ will rmrccuce

abcut LC tons of srent fuel riste eicn vear.



Ay

*uclear ~lants tae size of ™7T-Z are very large; taneir size ccrtridbutes to
a2 aign unreliabilitv, Tals means tnat a suprly syste~ =uet carrv a large rro-
vorticn of reserve saracity on starchy %0 rerlace tne nuclear clarts vnen tney
cinnot orerite, A more sersible avrrcacn is to tuild smaller units: accorsing
to ore exvert in utility ecoromicse, 1,200 megaratts installed in taree coal urits
is as reliable as 2,300 megawatts in two nuclear unite, "Yuclear Fower Zosts,"
at 29. This alternative to con~truction and overation of "M“=2 was never con=-
sicered in any cost-benefit balancing.

NEPA requires tnat rescurce comitments be evaluated. Lnewxplicably, thne
irvestrment of ?1.077 billion was never evaluated at ary tire as a "resource
com~itment." ‘'assive amounts of capital irvested in ruclear olante carmct =e
irveeted elsernere in tne eccromy.

‘orecver, new studies of tne effects of extcosure to lov level radicactivity
aroung nuclear rorkers by MMancuso and others at tne Harford Nessrvation nave
disclosed tne voesibility of nigaer risk at oresently "accertable" exrosure
~evels. There is nationwide controversy over tais issue brewing, and by tne
time tnat "P-2 is actually operazing, more restrictive s<ancards ~av te in
effect, See nomanof?, infra, Poseible increases negative imracts of low level
excosure are a cost wnicn snould be factorec into any cost-penefit aralvsis.

Tae costs erumerated above are, in most c-ses, substantial, Thev nave “een
eitner ignorec or softvedalled in tne Apctlicant's cost-here’i- 1-il-2es, If
tfaey were oroverly factored into comparisons thnit were obiestive of ™P-l sosets
and tge costs of various alternatives, tne balance vould certairlv ceme zut in
favor of tie alternatives, A nucle:r =lant recuires, for exa~ple, an overall
2avital recuirement 1347 greater tnan dces a corparable ~o0al urit. acrancf’,

Doy "Fourirz ‘onev Movn tne Yuclear Z2atnole,” Rain gazire , Lec., 1977,

The esti-atec levelized generating cost for a =ic-1250's ruslear rlant is 02 wer

™n; tait for coal is £¢, VYomanoff, surra, Table 1.1. Tae excess sne-

& %
Ci nucler

comwer relative to coal wower for taese -larts for tae Tasifias Yortarest ztates is

LO" rer ™n., xomaroff, mrra. 3leirlv, “aere VPl carital costs pave ne:rly

wadrupled, vnere fuel costs aave increaser by a factor of S, *ners tne essimatac

.- v =

cost of '7MP=2 porer per wrn nas trirlec in about eix vears, tne orizinal cost-

-
-
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benefit balance dcne relative to coal anc otner altermatives sculd be re-exsvined.
Tais nev irfomration woulc almest certainly nave lec to cifferent conclusicns
nad it been available in tne early 1570's.

3y far tne most gliring orission in any "I.F=Z coct-benefit analyeis is tnat
of tne alternative of conservation, tne wotential of ~nica was discussed exten=-
sivelv supra., Yore of tais information »as available in tane early 1970's, ind
vould certainly have lec¢ to different decisions if it nad been. ™P=2 was
allegedly olarned to meet new load growth. The vcseidbility, ancd irceed, tne
strong likelinood tnat a great ceal of tnis grovtn may just not materialize
vould certainly nave borne neavily on tne results of any cost-benefit analysise,
So, too, would infer—ation wnich incicates (SC'' stucy, suora) tnat electricity
can be "procuced" by using it mcere efficiently for abcut ore-sixtn the cost
of new nuclear generation without lose of jobe or lifestyle caanges. A net
annual cost of °L8 million createc by operation of "YP-2 would be avoided.
©F. Table 3.1.2.3=l1. ‘“ention of conservztion in tne %R is limited to extrerely
suverficial enumeration of varicus conservation incentives offerec by "TFSS
=erber utilities, witn no aralvsis or evaluation of nov such activities could
or rignt iwpact on the issue of ™P-Z generaition. Inceed, tne ER assumes taat
massive ircrease in electricityv use is urmaveicable, desvite increzses in ccet,
72 3.1-1. It saculd be noted that ¥R discuseions of need for pover foous peavilv--
ar quote extensivelve- from material preparec by tane 3PA aycro-lner—al Zower
Srograr; BFA's feceral cnarter srecifically reguires it to ercouraige tne ricest
vessible use of electricity, GAC study, sucra, it 7.5. an
gr=at volurtary conservaticn irvacts can he is croviced in tne TP itself (zl-

taougn, of course, ~itacut ccmment or evaluation), in a tatle of actual load

growtn from 1572 tarougn 1°75:

157223 5, 5%
1573 1
15 L5 6u2
1275-6 1.3

Tne extre~ely low growta rate in 1973 was tie result of voluptirv curtail-art

_-. v

of electricity use bv tae rezior ¢durirg a cericd of ypysually low rainfall,

IR 3 1.1,
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1t =ay be recalled that a large provorticr of tane Yortawest's electricity
is usec for ccmestic szace neatinrg anc pot -ater neat, wnich are extre-elvy
milneradle to use of currently onespelf solar tecanclogy, if usec in cecenirzlize d
fascion. The regicn's sun ted* east of tne Cascades receives sun raciant energy
somparable +itn tact of large rorticns of tane 'icwest, anc abeut £C7 as ~uea
as seserts in tane Soutawe=st, Solar energzv can still ne colledtec at recuced
levels under ~oderately cloud: conditicens, In 'av, 1977, tne Ccorcinnter of
23+telle Lahoratories' solar reseirch orogram ir tne Yortareet estimatec tazt
tne remion woulc meet 25 to 1% percent of its erergy weeds wita solar energy

using on-tne-sielf tecanoloey. It coulc vrerlace, ne said, a lirze zart of

slectrical neating in nouses and commercial builcings, neat water, am suctly
<..:) lew=2zrace industrial oroceses geat. (All irfor==ticn in tne raragraca frew
tne CAC renmort, suora, it pre. 4«9, L.l0.) Solar ernergy wac revertpeless Jis=-

mieced in 9 lines in tae T%'s "urcited" analysis of alternativee

The CAC recort also sugzestecd tne viability of tue fcllering alterratives,

e -

nore of wnica were evaluated in tae ER aralveis: (1) (3.5 cercent of “ne

region's aydre carvacity is as yet uncevelowed, iccoriing to tce Federzl Forer

-~ ~ . ’
o==igeion \Pe Lel)3 \Z) 7ird erersv coulc ultirately generate terizen °C0 anc

sl e < ot ~ . .
iy ln dtoir %ce reczion, acecrcinz o tie VPP e*

¢ sy~ra: (Crsson

-

-~ L & . - . - - - - . sy . Y 2
3t2%e Tniversi<w a9 eetimatac tnat 2510 "™ 20ul: ne irstallec ir Cregon alon

(‘ A\ (UST, ""ind Power," Jan., 1°78, b Hewscn et al., orevirec for Fa); (3) tze

< p " : &3 N " - ~ . — - - - - " ~ * - - - b .
vegion nas "elgzrifisant” zectne:r-.li weiertial: Tectgermal snevgy az: Yeer usad
- . =y - o - N = : T~s - - b T - u o o - - '
far govaral weirs for srace aeatine in Tciss, 275 Yla=ath Tille, Crezom (Te well)e

2t the ER "undate" on alternaitiv_s tctale cnly 17 lires T o

cird,t - e 23y . -
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CCNTINTICH VIIs SFENT PUSL STCRAE

Yelirer tane . 7olizint por tae YRE nas nrevavraec a rigovous, uUreic=Cite, OF
colective ev-luation of tae cr-site effects c¢f srert fuel sicrace T tie
"Tpel 3ite (a) in exvircing an¢ uncertain Juantities vevone tacse originally
rlanrec a4 tne ti~e tae Nonetruction Per~it wmaz issuec, zrc (%) for an
incefiricte anc uncertain rerioc of time., ‘creover, taere exists no sucn
aralvsis and evaluaticn of tne or-3ite imvacts cf tane rrobable use of tue
Hanford Reservotion as a srent fuel storage revository for tne entire raticn.
Tnese deficient analyvses viclate tane Mational snvironmental ®olicw ict anc
tae Tocmmission's regualtions, and failg to acequately cemcnstrate financial
gualificition of tae Aprlicant to engzge in toe activities <o be sutgorized
by tae Cverating License, Tnese ceficiencies result in noncomclia-ce -itn
criterial for issuance of an Cperating License as cutlirec in 10 7F¥ 50,57,

34318

w

Decision of tne Commission require tpat tue on-site iwrpacta of exvanced srent
fuel storage are arprooriate for considerztion by an atcmic Safety anc lLi-

cersinrg Roard, Tne Rcard in tne Ver-cat Yankee case aeld:

"esotnie Boarc 1e foreclosed fro= coneicering tacse lo-z term ultivate
waste clsvceal matters,...

This cdetar~iration, nowever, aces not prevent tne exariraticn into all
of the effects on-site of tne vnrorosec enlirge~ert of tge s-ent fuel
roel, inclucing, Zor exa-rle, tne axvected total raciocactivity to he
develcrer fre' the etorage rool, tane extent of releases of »acicastivitwy
in case of a rurture of tne estorage rool, tae caracity of <ae srent “uel
mool to retain its Integritw,,./A/11 suca an¢ similar caues arc affect
erviron=ertal anc safety ccnsicer: icns are valicdly =itain toe scove of

tne Intervenor's ccnterticns,"

In tae ‘atter of Verwont Yankee “uclesr Porer forroraticn (Ter-ent Virkee ),

~ocket Yo. 50-271, CL Yo. P®R-28, ‘ay 26, 1°77, emccasis accec, =. 3. 1t

is tous clear taat "ultimate" mattars of ~aste s=-orace are srecificallv ais-
tinguisnec from stecilic onesite immacts of sucn :torage =% an irdivicual eite
Thie aolcing vas not cortracicted by tae Jo=-issign's rlirgz in tne Prairie
Island Cise cited by tne Avclicant in tnis =atter at =, 13 of its resrcrse

to cur initial vetition; Prairie Island also corfired itzel? <o disevseion

of "ultimate" ({.e., 0ff-site arc lorgterm) waste =atters. alis=Lf5, 1/27/78



at p. 18, Tais opinicn nas been widely misread by utilities svokesnerscns
anc by tne YRC itself on occacsion; we are not ccncernec, in tue abcve ccone

e

tention, vita tne ultimate dis=ceal of accurulating "Yr-z stent fuel. 2
at tne site
are corcernec witn vhat will narcen to itAjuri:g tae rlant's operating
lifeti~e., Sucn corterticns vwere ruled acmissible in the recent YPC cvroceeding
irvelvirg exvarced scent fuel storage at tne Treojan Muclear Plarnt (~ccket
g \

Yo. S0-3LL).
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLZAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

In the Matter of ;
WASHINGTON PUBLIC PCWER )
SUPPLY SYSTEM ; Docket No, 50-397 OL
(WPPSS Nuclear Project No.2) )
AFPIDAVIT OP .

I, ’\\’Lg:ﬁ’\ ( LM«_{—', hereby certify the following:

1. I am a member of the Hanford Conversion Project,
)

2, I reside at /é/([- S:,%md 4_‘.’ /&ck(;t'x’: /q.i.

3. My place of residence is located approximately /<~ miles
from the site of WPPSS Nuclear Project No, 2.

4, My interests in the above-captioned proceeding are as
discussed in the accompanying Amended Petition to Intervene,

5 I have the following specific personal, financial and
prozjrty interests in this proceeding:

Rl , ( . " |',"¥, i (~—< I.ri.- (_(,{-\.—' dn I“,‘_J

6, I authorize Susan M, Garrett, Helen Vozenilek, Terry
SoRelle, or any other person designated by the Hanford
Conversion Project Coordinating Committee to represent
nyself and my interests in the above-captioned proceeding,

Respectfully submitted,

il

(LLJ‘LJ/-L @_4"'7

Subscribed and sworn to before me this day of s 1978

Notary Publiec

My Commission expires
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NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

In the Matter of

: .
WASHINGTON PUBLIC PCWER ) N7 e
SUPPLY SYSTEM ; Docket No. 50-397 oL___ /
)

(WPPSS Nuclear Project No.2)

APPIDAVIT OP NANCY FALLFE

I, Noncy Faller » hereby certify the following:

1. I am a member of the Hanford Conversion Project.
2, I reside at <2207 Barge Street, yakima,™p 98902

J. My place of residence 1s located approximately °° miles
from the site of WPPSS Nuclear Project No. 2.

4. My interests in the above-captioned proceeding are as
discussed in the accompanying Amended Petition to Intervene,

5¢ I have the following specific personal, financial and

property interests in this proceeding:
ownership of real property (house at 2207 Barge St.) one child

at home; three children and one grandchild who visit often;
Husband's (and thus my) em)loyment and means of support; re-
luctance to share transportation routes with wppss,
6y I authorize Susan M, Garrett, Helen Vozenilek, Terry
SoRelle, or any other person designated by the Hanford
Conversicn Project Coordinating Committee to represent
myself and my interests in the above-captioned proceeding,

Reéspecifully sutuiited,

NANUY FALLH

Subscribed and sworn to before me this day of NCV. . 1978

Notary Public in and for
the mate of mashington
residing at vakima,

My Commission expires




In the Matter of

WASHINGTON PUBLIC PCWER

SUPPLY SYSTEM Docket No. 50-397 OL

(WPPSS Nuclear Project No,2)

APFIDAVIT OP DFBORAH D. BRACLE

I, DEBORAH D, BEADLE y hereby certify the following:

1. I am a member of the Hanford Conversion Project,
2. I reside at Rt. 2 Box 440p vakima, wa 98908

3. My place of 1csidence is located approxm'hly 60 miles
from the site of WPPSS Nuclear Project No. 2.

L, My interests in the above-captioned proceeding are as
discussed in the accompanying Amended Petition to Intervene,

5+ 1 nave the following specific personai, financlal and
property interests in this proceeding: Having spent much time and
energy caring for my health and my life, I care enough to intervene in
preventing this monstrosity of death dealing energy.

vy I authorize Susan M, Garrett, Helen Vozenilek, Terry
SoRelle, or any other person desiznated by the Hanford
Conversion Project Coordinating Committee to represent
myself and my interests in the above -captioned proceeding,

Respectfully submitted,
U Loo .,

OEBORAH D, BRALLE -

Subscribed and sworn to before me this C-‘k day of Nov. , 1478

A ’] ‘
A Z& gc«‘g TCS;‘LQ’"
Notary Public in and

for the Stateof washinton

= residing at vakima,
My Commission expires 135 252



NUCLZAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

SAFETY AND CEN3ING BOAR

In the Matter of

WASHINGTCON PUBLIC PCWER
SUPPLY SYSTEM Docket No, 50-397 OL

(WPPSS Nuclear Project No.2)

APPIDAVIT OF ALBFRT SNOW

I, ALBERT SNOW , hereby certify the following:

1. I am a menber of the Hanford Conversion Project,

2. I reside at 308 N. 6th Street, vakima, ™A 98901

J. My place of residence is located approximately °° miles
from the site of WPPSS Nuclear Pro‘ect No, 2.

4. My interests in the above-captioned proceeding are as
discussed in the accompanying Amended Petition to Intervene.

I aave the following specific personal, financial and
property interests in this proceeding: Interest in real
property, recreational pursuits and concers for the economic and
health status of myself, family and companions in the area,

v

. authorize Susan M, Garrett, Helen Vozenilek, Terry
SoRelle, or any other perscn designated by the Hanford
Conversion Project Coordinating Committee to represent
myself and my inter..ts in the above-captioned proceeding,

Respectfully submlttel.
] =L P oy \
_\é\‘l e

ATHMTEM O
‘,.»A.F.k SENY¥Y

Subscribed and sworn to before me this (&2 day of NoVv.

7 A

/fﬁahaﬁaﬁgg/ CZ/RL:u
Notary Public in and for
the sta‘e of washington
residing in vakima. /

My Commission expires ‘fQL G R




