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In the Matter of )
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WASHINSTON PuDLIC Powsn SUPPLY SYSTEM ) Docket No. SO0-460CPRA AR o
ts 85, ) Tl
e . .
(WFPES Nuclear Project No. 1) )
INTERVENDR'S_SECOND_UPDATED RESPONSES_TO_APPLICANTZS_ EIB&I-!SI-QE ;

INTERRQGATORIES, JULY 13,_1383. ; ,‘33 1::.
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INTEAROGATORY 11: Why do you contend that Ltconoooah.o4~"i
faile¢ to establish good cause for an extension of the Ul?- b

requested for the extension is entirely unrealistic and uholly‘_s

construction permit? P ,.*”‘iﬁ?‘_jﬁgq
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RESFNNSE: There exists no good cause to extend tho’”‘*h!
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construction permit for WNP-1 because the power from tho pro).eb#*idL
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will never be needed (in part due to its high cost), fln.nclu';;z
%, .,’ct%» '\'(

for the project will never be possible, BPA cannot b. 1.5.1193?
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responsible for halting the project, and the p-rlod of kl-"‘ﬁ"‘ -x
L 'j r‘-
ey

\.

inpossib.e for WPPSS to meet. 5 3 ".!:I. Ay
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INTERROGATORY 18: What is the baasis for your r..ponlo‘t

interrogatories 16 and 177 “'t::_f'
o i TS l?'ﬁ-&...{

RESPONSE: *“Northwest Conservation and Electric Povor Pl.n?;;i’g
£ gr: -":

Volume I, April 27, 1983 by the Northwest Power Pl.nntng Counellf?¢

1
Table 6-1, the "Analysis of Alternatives Related to UNP-S“.‘R.y.~

26, 1992 by the Bonneville Power Adminstration, and page 1. of:”'"
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the "“Y-4e! Electric Power and Conservation Plan for the Poctllc
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Norttwer*", November 1982 by the Northwest Conocryotianihc@
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Respectfully submitted,
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Dated this day,

of July, 1983.
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RERE S
N.na Sell, being duly sworn, deposes and says: . 8T EEN &
That 2he ie the Staff Intervenor of the Coalition for Safas "bit -
Power, ancd that the contente of “INTERVENOR’S UPDATED ; .f' i e
RESPONSZS TO NRC STAFF’S FIRST SET OF INTERROGATORIES, JULY 5'.-Ff‘{”
13, 1222" and "INTERVENOR’S UPDATED RESPONSES TO APPLICANT'S'Q;;ﬁfI ot
FIRE™ €T OF INTERROGATORIES, JULY 13, 1983" are true and " X .. k= %
correct to the best of her information, knowledge and E [ T 13
belief. All responses therein were prepared by herself and ¢ '« . %
Eugerne Rosolie "§ "’?«,al
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Coalition for Safe Power

» 1983,
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My Commission Expires: 4 -/‘—"
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STATE OF OREGON )
. ) as.
County of Multnomah )

Nina Bell, being duly sworn, deposes and says:
That she ie the Staff Intervenor of the Coalition for Safe
Power, and that the contents of “INTERVENOR’S UPDATED
sANETE TO NRC STAFF’S FIRST SET OF INTERROGATORIES, JULY
1g27" and “INTERVENOR’S UPDATED RESPONSES TO APPLICANT’S
e+ OF INTERROGATORIES, JULY 13, 1583" are true and
the best of her informetion, knowledge and

responses therein were prepared by herself and
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Coalition for Safe Power
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without wva.lidity. Furtherrmore, continued construction of WKP-1
. R
mnight bankrupt the region. - ’*%—”
8 T

INTERROGATORY 13: What s the factual beas.s for yougt
staterent that “Petitioner...does not believe the powver iro- ‘f?
WNP-1 will ever be needed"? F A

RESPONSE: Rhc “Northwest Conservation and Eloctrlc ??wor*iE
. > s'.:l'.‘f,
Pian”, Volume I, April 27, 1983 by the Northwest Power Plonntn|~

& o ‘b

Counc:il, Table 6-1, and the *“Model Electric Pou.r' and :1;;
pe l/
Corservation Plan for the Pacific Northwest™, Novolbor 1902 by;,
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the Northwest Conservation Act Coaslition (page 28) e }iv;"-’ii-'-:-"":.-.i-
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_INTERROGATORY 14: s it your contention thet if and when tho{‘ ;

WNP- is completed and ready to operate, it will not be opor.t.d o
bocauae there would be no need for the power? ‘:u&ew-gg
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RESPONSE: Yes. i?;ﬁf;;?
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sy=z5=AGATORY 15: What factors do you contend are rolovcnt i)

\n ass.cs.na whether power from WNP-1 will ever be needed? iifﬁ.?'h;
SITTINCE: The factors listed in the "Northwest Conoorvottan ;;;:
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an¢ F.e-tric Power Plan” Volume I, April 27, 1983 by tho mﬁ.
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Northweses Power Planning Council, the “Analysis of Altornlt&vol,.,:;
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Re.atec to WNP-3", May 26, 1983 by the Bonneville P°"3:"a
R 14 ';:

Adminstraticn, the “Model Electric Power and Conservation !loq__ 53
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for <. ®acific Northwest®”, November 1982 by the Northwest - :°
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Conswrvition Act Coalition, and the "“Analysis of Ro-ourco,ﬂ ﬁ
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O.yrpies, WA 98501) on or ebout June 10, 1%983. : '
The lega. bassis identified by the intervenor to date is ALAB-722, .
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INTERROGATORY 11(b): If your answer to Intorrog.tory ‘Nos :: VA:

11(a) is in the affirmative, set forth and explain fully the -

5
|
.

fectua! basis or legal .uthority for this contention. . ¢ﬁ¢:f:;:

RESPONSE: ALAB-722 esteblishes that the “ultimate .oo.d“' «:f‘
cause’ determination is expected to encompass a Judgo-ont .brgt .‘:;2:
why the piant should be completed and is not to rest .ol.ly updh.ijji};
a judgement as the epplicant’s fault for delay", "whether goc»d"i : ’;i
cause ex13ts to extend the construction completion date” and th.t.,_':iﬁ

D
“a sudzenent must atill be made as to whether continuod’ﬁ ~§

conetriuct ion should nonetheless be allowed.” The Appeals !onrd ii’
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alsc ¢ scusses the temporary lack of need for power and lack: of’j,r;”
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finarc.n: ac factors which cause delay with valid buotn... e gl
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purpcses. Intervenor sees a distinction between a "doforrnl“,of"";gf
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neec¢ an- a tenporary lack of need or slowing of growth rate, ulth} -
sve fermer a nore suitable description of the instant case. § Lgtile
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TN"EXRTGATORY 12: (a) Do you claim that the actual dof.rrll g

in the need for power in the Northwest United States doer not +§
sustify deferring construction of WNP-17 3 ,L: aedis
(v Zuplain fully your answer to Interrogatory No. 12(a). ; s Rgmay

() 1f your answer to Interrogatory No. 12(a) is in the oo
aff:rmative, state the relevance of your statement thlt;,..i'
“pPetit.crer...does not belive the power from WNP-1 will ever be: e
needed” Lo your claim that need for power in the Northwesat Unltod' L St

Siates ~ws not justify deferring construction of WNP-1. ‘ _'ﬁ_
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ZTEPONSE: (a) Yes. (b)) The ‘"deferral of need” Ju.tlfﬂ.lf?“':'
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cance..e+.on of the project not a deferral of construction. (c{é;:
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1f ¢t%-r¢ :s never @ need for the plan', the plant should be
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cancel.ed, not deferred, becsuse a plant’s principle purpose is ‘-
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to provide needed electricity. The basis for the NRC’s decision '~
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to grant WNP-1 a construction permit has proven to be totally - -



