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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
BEFURE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of

Docket Nos. STN 50-532

ARIZONA PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY,
STN 50-593

ET AL.

(Palo Verde Nuclear Generating March 6, 1979

Station, Units 4 and 5)

N Nl S N N Nt N Sout

STATEMENT OF ISSUES OF THE PEOPLE
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA AND THE
PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Introduction

The People of the State of California and the Public Util-
1+1es Commission of the State of California (CPUC) hereby submit
to the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board (ASLB or "Board") its
3tatement of Issues pursuant to the Board's "Order Following

Special Pre-iiearing Conference" (Order) dated March 6, 1979.
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The Order of the Board directed ti! nteres

hes 5o raise within

w

ipants to "file a statement of 1lssues it wi
sixty (60) days after the [NRC] staff issues the Draft Environ-
mental Impact Statement (DES)."

The CPUC wishes to point out tc the parties and to the NRC
staff that pursuant to Board's directilve and with Title 10 CFR

2.715(ec) there is no requirement upon the interested states to

'..l



"take a position with respect to (those] issues.™ Thus, the 1issues
the CPUC sets forth in this statement are those subject matters it
wishes to ralse as relevant and pertinent to this proceeding which
1t desires to participate in through possible introduction of evi-
dence, interrogation of witnesses, and offer of "advise to the
Commission" as provided in 2.715(c). No attempt will be made to
"take a position™ or assért a "contentlon" on those lssues raised
as permitted by 2.715(c) and the Board's Order. Every effort will
be made to state the issues we wish to raise and participate in
during the proceedings in "sufficlent detail and preclseness to
define ... concrete issue(s] ... appropriate for adjudication in
this proceeding" pursuant to the Board's Order.

The following statement is an informational list of 1ssues
on which the CPUC may comment, testify, submit evlidence, crossexam-
ine, on otherwise participate in. Active CPUC participation on each
item is dependent upcn information presently under development. In
submitting this statement of issues to the A.S.L.B., the CPUC does
noct assume the burden of proof which properly rests with the jolint
applicants to submit evidence 1in support of the application.

Therefore, any issue set forth herein, which needs first be

adequately demonstrated by Joint-Applicants as part of a prima

facie case, must await that proof before becoming a viable 1ssue

in this case on which CPUC would intend to introduce evidence,
o Are @apital, operating, and malntenance costs of the

i £,

proposed Palo Verde Nuclear Generating Station, Unics 4 and §

(PVNGSUL5), as presented by the Applicants and quoted from
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Energy Information Agency of D.0.E. and the "CONCEPT" code, and

as presented by the NRC Staff, reliable and accurate representa-
tions of what actual project costs are likely to be? What exactly
is the basls for = 'ch of these estimates and how was each devel-
oped? What other data was relied upon in developing each and

in what way was it used? What is the detailed breakdown of costs
reflected in the total capital, operating and maintenance cost
estimates presented by each source? Ars these estimates reascnable
when compared to estimates for other nuclear units currently being
made? Are these estimates reasonable when compared with costs which
have been incurred for nuclear units which have already been
constructed? Are these estimates reasonable when compared to the
estimates used by these parties for the alternatives to the pro-
Ject which each has discussed?

2. Are capital, operating, and maintenance costs of the
coal-fired alternative to PVNGS4&5, as presented by the NRC staff
and those quoted from EIA and the Concept code, and as presented
by the Applicants, reasonable and accurate representations cf
what the actual costs for a coal=-fired alternative would really
be? What exactly is the basls for each of these estimates and
now was each developed? What other data was relied upon for dev-
eloping each and in what way was 1t used? What 1is the detalled
breakdown of costs reflected in the capital, operating and main-

ource?
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m—————
L
r
:

projects which have already been constructed? Are these estimates
reasonable when compared to the estimates used by these parties
for the PVNGS4&5 project?

3. What are reasonable capital, cperating, and maintenance
cost estimates for non-nuclear and non-coal alternatives to the
proposed PVNGS4&5 units? What should serve as the basis for each
estimate and how should each be develored? What data should be
relied vpon and in what way should it be used? What 1s the
detailed breakdown which should be reflected by the total capital,
operating and maintenance cost estimates for each alternative?
What estimates for the alternatives ure reascnable for comparison
against the estimates for the nuclear and coal options which are
found to be reasonable? What use should be made of cost estimates
currently being made for projects utilizing the various alternative
technologles to the nuclear and coal ontions? What use should
be made of costs actually incurred fcr projects already buillt
which utilize the varicus alternatives to the nuclear and coal

options?

H

4, What discount rates should be used in computing "level-

ized" cr "present worth" cost estimates for the PVNG34&5 and alter-

natives to 1t? What approach and basic should be used for develop-
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a discount rate percentage? Should the discount rate used re-
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the point of view of ratepaye.s, scciety at large, the util-

ities and their owners, the perspectlve:

v
w
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"
b
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ciples on which
regulatory processes and decisions are based, some combination of
these points of view, or some other factors and points of view. What

data and parameters are appropriate for use in any methodsclogy found
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to be appropriate for development of a discount rate? Precisely
what methodology should be used to calculate the discount rate?
What factors should be reflected in the discount rate? How do
the methods, approaches, results, bases, points of view, etc.
used by the NRC and its staff, the Applicants, EIA and the
CONCEI'T code compare to those used in serious and scholarly eco-
nomic research and analgsis and in professional practice? What
are the effects and implications of various discount rate levels,
approaches, etc.? Are the approaches, points of view, methods
and results used by the NRC staff, the Applicants, EIA and the
CONCEPT code reasonable and appropriate here?

%« Are capacity factors of the proposed PVNGS4&5 an? the
coal alternative, as presented by the Applicants and qucteu from
EIA, and as presented by the NRC staff, reliable, accurate
and reasonable estimates for each of these technologies? A-2 the
capacity factors used reasonable in light of both specific system
design and general operational experience with similar units?
What exactly 1s thebasis for the estimate used by each party and
what cught to be the tasis for esti:iting capacity factor? What
approaches, methcds, data and points of view cught to be used for
prcjecting capacity facters and what approaches, methods, data
and points of view were employed by each party. What is the
breakdown by year for the capacity facter projecticns used and
what variations are likely? Are the estimates used reasonable
when compared t¢ performance for units which have already been
constructed? Are the estimates used by each party consistent

for one technology, as compared to the estimates used for other
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technologies? What are the effects and implications of the capa-
city factor estimates used by the various parties?

6. Wwhat are reascnable estimates for capacity factors for
the non-nuclear and non-coal generating alternatives? What should
be the bases, approaches, methods, data and points of view employed
in developing these capacity factor estimates? What 1s the break-
down, year by year, for the capacity factor projecticns for the
alternatives andAwhat va};ations are likely? What role should
che performance of existing units of each technology type play in
determining the capacity factors and what role should be played
by projections which have been made for similar projects beilng
planned or under construction? What capacity factor levels for
the alternatives are reascnable to compare with the levels for
the nuclear and coal opticns found to be reasonable? What are the
effects and implications of various capacity factor levels which
might reasonably be made?

T Are fixed charged rates used for the PVNGS4&5 and the
coal alternative, as presented by the Applicants, as quoted from
the EIA and the CONCEPFT code, and as presented by the NRC staff,
relliable, accurate and reasonable estimates for each of these tech-
nologies? What fixed charge rates should be used for the non-
nuclear and non-coal alternatives? In determining fixed charge
rates, what points cof view, approaches, methods, mcdels, data,
parameters and estimates should be employed and what factors
estimates which were presented here? What is the breakdown by
year for the fixed charge rates for each technclogy and iwaat varlia-
tions are likely? What are the effects and implications of the

fixed charge rate 2stimates used by each party?
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8. Are nuclear fuel cost estimates used for the FVNGS4&5,
as presented by the NRC staff, as quoted from EIA, and as presented
by the Applicants, reliable, accurate and reasonable? Are the
costs reasonable in light of specific system design and general
operational experience with similar units? In determining the
fusl costs, what points of view, approaches, methods, models,
data, parameters'and estimates should be used and what factors
should be recognized and given weight? Which of these were used
and recognized by the various parties who have developed estimates
which are presented nere? What is the breakdown, year by year
for the fuel costs and what variations are likely? Upon what fore-
casts are assumptions concerning supply, demand, pri-~e, cost avail-
ability for the various commodities and processes in the nuclear
cost assessments based and on what forecasts or assumption should
they be based?

" What are the supply, demand, price, cost and availabllity
prospects for the various steps in the nuclear fuel "cycle" by
year throughout the duration of the project in terms of bnth
likely results and variations which may reasonably be expect2d?
What assumptions, data, parameters, estimates, forecasts and pre=-
dictions, models, results and conclusions were relied upon by
the Applicants and the NRC staff in formulating thelir assessments
on the demand, sunply, price, cost and avallability outloock and

how were these ocutlocok assessments incorporated into the overall
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economic, reliablility and planning assessments o
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evalute the proposed project? Are these assumptions, data,
parameters, estimates, forecasts and predictions, models,
analyses, results, conclusion and uses appropriate, accurate,
reliable and reascnahle? Precisely, how were the assumptions,
data, parameterc, estimates, forecasts and predictions, models,
analyses, results, and conclusions used at each stage of the
a-.alytical process and exactly how were the the outlock assess-
ments used in the planning and analyses for the proposed project
and are those uses reascnaible, accurate and appropriate? Are
these assumptions, data, parameters, .estimates, forecasts and
predictions, models, analyses, results, conclusions and uses
reasonable and supportable as the best assumpticas, etc. in light
of historical data and published research and analysis on the
subject? Are these assumptions, etc. acceptable when compared
with and consistent with corresponding assumptions, etc. which
were used by the parties for the coal a'ternarive? Are they
acceptable when compared with and consistent with the assumptions,
etec. found to be reasonable for the coal and non-nucl2ar and non-
eoa. alternative? What are the effects and implications for the
planning, economic and reliability analyses of the assumptions,
etec. used by the parties and are those acceptable eoffacts and

implications?
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10. What are fuel costs, as seen by the ratepayers, likely to
be for the cocal aiternative? Are coal fuel costs, as presented by the
Applicants, reliable accurate and reasonable? Are the costs reasonable
in light of the system design craracteristics judged reascnable for
this alternative and in light of the operational experience with similar
projects? 1In determining fuel coal costs which would be seen by rate-

payers, what points of view, approaches, methods, models, data, parameters

and estimates should be used and what factors should be recognized and

given welight? Which of these were used and recognized by the parties

i which developed estimates which are presented 1in this case, and exactly

in what way were they used and given weight? What is the breakdown, year

by year, for the fuel costs and what variations are likely? On what
forecasts of or assumptions concerning supply, demand, price, cost and

' availability for the various ccommodities .4 services involved in the
coal fuel "cycle" are the coal fuel cost assessments based and

i on what forecasts or assumptions should they be based? What are the
effects and implications on fucl costs of the points of view, methods,

| models, data, parameters, and estimates used by the Applicants and the

NRC 3Staff?

! 1l. What are the supply, demand, price, cost and availability
prospects for the variocus steps in the coal fuel "eoycle™ by year
throughout the duration of the project life for the coal alternative

i found to be reasonable, in terms both of likely results and variations

which may reascnably bte expected? What assurmpticns, data, paramesers,

agtimates, forecasts and predlictions, models, analyses, results, con=

¢lusions and uses are appropriate, accurate, reliable and reascnable?
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Precisely how were the assumptions, etc. used at each stage of the
analytical process and exactly how were the outlook assessments used
in the planning for the PVNGS 4&5 project and in analyzing the coal
alternative to 1t? Are these uses and analyses reasonable, accurate
and appropriate? Are these assumptions, etc. reasonab’: and support-
able as the best assumptions, etc. in light of historical data and
published research and analysis? Are they reasonable when compared to
those which are found to be reasonable for the nuclear fuel "cycle"
and are the ccal and nuclear assumptions, etc. used by each party con-
sistent and reasonable in a comparative sense? What are the implicaticns
for and effects on the planning, economic and reliability analyses of

the assumptions, etc. made by the parties and are these acceptable?

19
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12. What would be the costs seen by ratepayers for fuel for
non-nuclear, non-coal alternatives to the proposed project? What
bases, points of view, approaches, metiods, models, data, parameters,
assumptions, and estimates should be used and what factors should be
given weight? In what way should they be used and given weight?

What breakdown, year by year, is lik:ly for the costs for these
alternatives and what variations are likely? On what forecasts of

or assumptions concerning supply, demand, price, cost and avallablility
for the various commodities and processes and services involved 1in
sach fuel "cycle" or technology should the cost calculations for
ratepayers be based?

13. What are the supply, demand, price, cost and availability
prospects for the various steps in the fuel "cycle" or utilization
technology for each alternative by year throughout the duration of the
project life for each alternative which are reascnable, in terms
both of likely results and variations which may reasonably be expected.
What assumptions, data, parameters, estimates, forecasts and predic-
tions, models, methods, analyses, results, conclusions and uses are
appropriate, accurate and reascnable for each?

14, Do alternative power scurces exist tc the PVNGE 4&5 which
re lower or similar in cost, more reliable and environmentally sound?

The feasibility o the following supply technclogles shoulad

e
-
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-
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be considered: ocile or natural gas-fired steam=electric, internal-

U’a

n

combustion, gas-turbine, combined cycle generating plants, hydroelectr:

11
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plants, ceonventicnal coal- and solvent-refined coal-fired steam-
electric plants, gasified coal-fired, combined cycle plants, fluidized-
bed coal plants, magnetohydro-dynamic combustion of coal, blomass-
fired steam-electric plants, geothermal plants, wind-powered, and
tidal-powered electrical generation, solar water - and space-heating,
solar thermal steam-electric generation, photovoltaic cell , fuel
cells, nuclear fusion, cogeneration, reconditioning or repowering
existing power plants, uprating existing plants and operating existing
peaking or intermediate plantes as baseload? In addition, the
feasibility of utilizing the following non-generational alternatives
should be considered: energy conservation, lcad management, purchases

of capacity and energy, and power pooling.
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15. Are the Project Applicants able to finance the proposed
PVNGS 4&52 What are the Applicants' capital structures as presently
constituted? Can they issue sufficient debt and equity to finance
PYNGS 4&5°? For each Applicant, what percentage of project financing
will be internal, and what percentage external? What kind of externa.
financing does each applicant anticipate? Is 1t reascnable? Is
conventional financing optimal? Has "project financing" been con-
sidered? 1If the Applicants are proposing to use project financing
for PVNGS 4&5, what are the details of the arrangement? What are
construction expenditures for PVNGS 4&5 likely to be on a year by year
basis? What else is each Applicant financing in that same time
frame? Civen the capital structure of each Applicant, can they
issue sufficient debt and equity to finance both PVNGS 4&5 and thelr
other construction projects and still maintain adequate financial
ratios? What would be the impact on each Applicant of unknown delays
in licensing and construction cn their financing program?

16, Is PVNGS %5 or equivalent capacity necessary to meet the

energy and power requirements of the Applicants? What are the

estimated loads, available capacity and energy, and energy and capacity

peserve margins and rellability criteria cn which such a conclusion

(8

should be based?

17. What forecasts of energy and power demand are most appro-

Joa

priate for use in this case X

O
ry

the Applicants? What approaches,

methods, data, models, assumptions, and estimates should be used to
develop these forecasts and what factors should be given weight? How
do the approaches, data, and the resulting fcrecasts found to be
appropriate compare to those used by the Applicants and by the NRC

Staff?
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18. What levels of reliability and reliability criteria are
appropriate for the Applicants planning? What is the basls for these
levels and the criteria chosen? What levels and c¢riteria were employed
by the Applicants in its planning and analytical work that led to
choosing to build PVNGS 485 and exactly how were these used in those
processes? Exactly what models, data, assumptions, approaches,
analyses and results are reascnable for use in making these reliability
assessments for plénning ﬁuclear generating units and comparing them
to other alternatives? How do the Applicants' models, etc. compare
to these? What are the implications and effects of the cholices made
by the Applicants for reliability levels and criteria and for models,
ete.?

19. Considering the proposed project and all alternatives to
it mentioned here, what effect would the size and unit performance
and operating characteristics of each alternative have on system
reliability, performance and planning? How should these effects be
considered in comparing the alternatives in terms of economic and
system reliability compariscons and other planning characteristics?
What assumptions, approaches. methecds, mcdels, data and estimates
should be used to reflect these size, performance zand cperating
characteristics in the economic and system reliability and planning
assessments? How, exactly, did the Applicants and the NRC Staff con-

sider %hese

ffects in their economic, system reliability and planning

assessments 3 precisely what assumptions, etc. dic they use? In

%)
o |
i

particular, this issue should address what are sometimes referred to
»

ti and the need for

n
13
(&)

as equitalent load carrying capaclty characteri
make up or supplemental energy for each alternative as compared to any

gther?



20. Exactly what mcdels, approaches, assumptions, data, and
analyses should be employ2d in making cost assessments for
comparing each of the alternatives (including the PVNGS 4&5) under
consideration here and what factors should be considered in each
assessment and in what way? How do these models, etc. and factors
and treatments coinpare to those used by the NRC Staff and the
Applicants? What are the effects and implications of the models,
approaches, etc. used by the NRC Staff and the Applicants?

2l. What sources, estimates, data assumptions, models and
methods are appropriate to re:ognition of the costs of power
plant decommissioning in the 2conomic comparison approaches found
useful here and what factors should be recognized and considered
in this analysis? Precisely what sources, etc. were used by the
Applicants and the NRC Staff in their assessments here and how do
these compare to those found reasonable and preferable here? What
are the effects and implications of the treatment on this matter
made by each party?

22. What sources, estimates, data, assumptions, models and
methods are appropriate to recognition of the costs of all fuel

cycle "back-end" processes and requirements in the economic

compariscon approaches found useful here and what factors should be

[

recognlzed and considered in these analyses? Precisely what

sources, etc. were used by the Applicants and the NRC Staff in

r

heir assessments and how do these compare t¢o those found reascnable
here? What are the effects and implications of the treatment on

this matter made by each party?
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23. Exactly how should planning and operating flexibility
for utility systems be considered when comparing the proposed
PVNGS 445 project and the alternatives te 1t? What factors,
criteria, approaches, points of view and analyses are appropriate
to this comparison? Precisely how did the Applicants and the NRC
Staff address considerations of flexibility in their assessments
and what factors, etc. did they use? What are the implicatiocns
and effects of the approaches taken by each of these parties?

24, 1Is there reason to believe that the proposed project
would provide cheaper energy at the time it comes on line than
could be obtained from existing rescurces? Wwhat approcaches, assump-
tions, methods, points of view, factors, criteria, data and analyses
should be used to address this question? What are the implications
of any result or conclusion on this matter? More generally, is
there reason to believe that utility ratepayers or scciety at
large will be better off in the long run if the plant 1is completed
as early as possible (even if there i1s no need for the plant at
the time it 1is completed to provide reliable service at that time)?
What approaches, etc. shculd be used to make this determination?
What are the implications of any conclusions or results con this
matter.

25. What will be the appropriate or best mix of facilities
for economic and reliable service and operating and planning flex-

ibility for the Applicants at the time the PVNC3I 4&5 units or alters

natives to them would be expected to be operational? What will be
. ﬁ'/'.’-
16 3] LIB



T —

g

the actual mix for each alternative? Mix should be defined to include
type of unit (steam turbtine, storage device, gas turbine, etc,) and
the use generall; to which each unit is suited (peaking, intermediate,
fast start, etc.). What are the implications for the license being
sought here of the c¢~mparison between the appropriate or best mix
and that which would result under each alternative?
26. What will Le the appropriate or best mix of facilities
for economic and reliable service and for operating and planning
flexibility for the Applicants at the time the PVNGS 4&5 units
or alternatives to them would come on line in terms of the fuels
used to run the units owned by the Applicants? What will be the
actual mix under ea'h alternative? In particular, will the Applicants
be too dependent on ruclear generation if the proposed PVNGS 4&5
units are constructed, and what impact would an extremely long
forced ocutage of the PVNGS 4&5 units have on ratepayer and social
costs, on reliapility and on flexibility? What are the implicaticns
for the license being sought here of the answers to these questions?
27. What would be the actual capacity and energy ocutputs of

the PVNGS 4&5 units to the electrical grids of the Applicants? 1In

.

3

T - .
Jarticular, what

=
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o

‘uld the use at the plant be from the cutput of
the units and what wculd be the losses ih transmissicn? What affs
dces this have on the economics of the prorosed pro

28, Is the schedule proposed by the Applicants for the design
material and service acquisition, construction testing, fuel load
power ascenslion and operaticn of the PVNGS 4&5 units the most rese

sonable which can be estimated? If nct, what might be a more



reasonable alternative? How do the Applicants' and the NRC Staff's

|

|
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[ schedules assumed here compare to other projections used for such

i assessments by the NRC? What are the implications on power costs,

r reliability, and planning and operating flexibility of the schedule
found to be most reasonable? What schedules are equally reasonable

; or likely for each ¢f the alternatives and what effects and implica-

i tions do these have? What delays are possible or likely in the

[ various schedules for all alternatives and what effects would these

have on costs, financing, reliability, and flexibillity?

-



29, Whether Arizona Public Service (APS) is sufficiently
experienced and capable to act as project manger and operator for
PVNGS 4 & 5. Doces APS' previous general experience indicate it
would be competent to handle the technical, financial, and managerial
functlons associated with project management of PVNGS 4 & 5? How
does APS propose to train its reactor operators? Will the operators
for PVNGS 4 & 5 be dedicated solely to those units or will they be
part of an operatdr pool ;ssociated with PVNGS Units 1 through 5?

30. Whether responsible and accurate descriptions have been
provided of pertinent aspects of PVNGS site, alternative sites, and
Western Participants transmission line corridor, including regional
geology, solls descriptions, and siesmicity. Are descriptions
adequate to allow prediction of the effects of construction, vulner-
ability to long term and flash erosion, foundation stability under
predictable selsmic disturbance, and geologic determinants of other
impacts?

What are the effects of the establishment of evaporation ponds
and the termination of existing effluent discharges on migratory and
local wildlife? What measures will be required to protect surface
and groundwater from the concentrated salt deposits of the evaporation
ponds over the geological 1ife of the disposal site?

In addition to specific described sites, what areas of proposed

st

r

e and transmission line constructicn are sensitive tc potential

0
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logical disturbance? What provisicns for identification of

previously unrecognized areas will be taken during constructio

e ]
9

What strategles and actions will be required tc prevent the loss or



destruction of significant sites and of material significant to the
past and present Native American culture? IHow will sites be pro-
tected from unnecessary public identification during consideration
of site risks and mitigation measures?

What information and techniques are avallable and will be used
tc identify and quantitatively estimate permanent and significant
transient air quality hazards, flash flood hazards to proposed
desert construction, and anticipated water balance of aquifers to
be tapped by proposed well flelds?

Are the sources for population data used to estimate electric
power demand, vulnerability toc effects of construction and cperation,
and optimum siting plans for dispersed and centralized alternative
supply systems compatible with population data used for related
federally required plans such as water supply, wastewater treatment,
solid waste disposal, and transportation plans?

Do considerations of aesthetic effects of project, cooling water,
and transmissicn line construction sufficiently take account of and
document areas affected, "view sheds" and related scenic values,

severity of effects, and available mitigat 1 measures?

..‘-
o
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Do discussions of ecology include reviews by competent speciallsts

ot
r&

of the potential effects of proposed construction on endangered

w
14
w

pecl of plants and animals? Is adequate attention given to the

ffec

r
w

of roads, fences, pipelines, well fields, and evapcration

3

ponds in modifying desert blomes? What mitigation measures are
considered tc mitigate wildfowl disease precpagation in evaporation

ponds?
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Are systematic accounts presented of the mining and industrial
health effects of selection of specific fuel alternatives? Are health
and sufety discussions coupled to systems accident analyses in such
a way as to adequately identify the population at risk for specific
classes of project-associated accldent?

What socioeconomic displacements are specifically attributable
to project e fects, direct job creation or eliminaticn, and associated
investment required per job created? What are the indirect effects
of project implementation which impinge on rate setting determinations?

31. Whether the environmental impacts of the construction,
operation, maintenance, and decommissioning of the proposed PVNGS 4 &
5 project have been adequately considered. Have the environmental
setting of the project and the technical characteristics of all com-
ponent systems and cother related facilities of the project been
described in sufficient detail to allow an adequate assessment of
all environmental impacts? Have the cumulative effects of five units
at the PVNGS site been fully considered in relation to each other
and to other related elements of infrastructure? What primary and

gsecondary environmental effects may result from the project'’'s con-

L)

struction, operation, malntenance, and decommissioning, and what wil
be the extent and significance of such environmental effects? What

primary and secondary effects on economic and population gruwth may
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project's construction, operation, maintenance, and
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by the applicants and the NRC capable of reducing or eliminating

adverse environmental impacts? Would alternative or supplemental
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mitigation measures be capable of further reducling or eliminating
adverse environmental impacts? What are the effects of mitigation
requirements on the project's cost and reliability? Are the mitiga-
tion measures proposed by the applicants and the NRC appropriate in
view of the environmental and econcmic benefits and disbenefits of
the proposed and alternative or supplemental mitigation measures?

What primary and secondary effects on economic and populaticn
growth may result from the use of power generated by PVNGS 4 & 52
What will be the environmental impacts of these effects on economic
and population growth? What effects will the investment of capital
in an out-of-stat. powerplant have on economic and population growth
in Californlia? Can there be any aitigation of adverse growth-related
impacts implemented directly or indirectly by either the NRC ur the
Applicants? 1In terms of the «nvircnmental impacts of PVNGS 4 & 5
construction, operation, maintenance, and decommissioning and the
extent to which adverse impacts will be mitigated, is the propused
project justifiable?

32. Whether the Western Participants 500 KV Transmission System

will be a feasible means of transmitting power from PVNGS 4 & 5. Have

-

all ccsts of the transmisslon system been determired in a complete and
acceptable manner? Can all necessary approvals be cocbtained for the
transmission system, including approvals by federa., state, and loecal
governmental agencies and Native American tribal organizations? Will
the transmission system have sufficient public accep.ance for its

implementation?
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What is the reliability of the transmission system? Is it prudent
to use a route that is parallel to existing transmission lines due to
considerations of cost, reliability, aesthetlics, environmental impacts,
affects on transportation and agriculture, and public acceptability?
Have the environmental setting of the transmission corridor and the
technical characteristics of all component systems and other relacad
facilities been described in sufficient detail to allow an adequste
determination of all environmental impacts of transmission sr:ztem con-
struction, operation, maintenance, and decommissioning? What will
be the primary and secondary environmental effects of transmission
system construction, operation, mainterance, and decommissioning, and
what 111 be the extent and significance of such envirconmental effects?
Have the cumulative effects of parallel transmission systems been fully
considered in relation to each other and to other related elements of
infrastructure? To what extent are the mitigation measures proposed
by the Applicants and the NRC capable of reducing or eliminating adverse
environmental impacts? Would alternative or supplemental mitige” lon mea-

sure be capable of further reducing or eliminating adverse environmental

i

impacts? What are the effects of mitigation regquirements on the project’
cost and reliability?

What alternative transmissis=a routel exist? How do the environ-
mental setting and technical characteristics of alternative transmission
systems differ from the currently planned Western Participants Transs-

mission Syster? What would be the cost and reliability of alternatlve

5%
2
9
o
1]
0
o
ot
o
’h
pe |
(47
b
5
(8]
L |

transmission systems? Could all necessary approv
alternative transmission systems, including approvals from governmental

agencies and Native American tribal organizations? What would be the
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public ac. - ptability of alternative transmission systems? What is the
relationship of the Western Participants 500 KV Transmission System to
the SDGLE/APS proposed San Diego-Arizona 500 XV Transmizsion Project?

Does the latter project obviate the need for the Western Participants line?

Should the San Diego-Arizona Project be considered as a full or partial
alternative to the Western Participants Project.

What are the health effects of 500 KV transmission systems? To
what extent would any health effects be compounded by placing a 500 XV

transmissicn system parallel to existing high voltage transmission

Are the Applicants' estimates of transmission line losses reason-
able in terms of operational experience with existing systems and the
ambient and extreme conditions under wnich the transmission system will

operate?
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33, Whether sufficient cooling water will be available for
PVNGS 4&5. Is availability of sewage treatment nlant effluent
dependent on realizaticn of uncertain predictions of demographi
growth? What 1s the net effect of creation of a major demand for
¢ooling water on the overall water supply and water economics of
the region? iven the Maricopa Association of Governments Water
Qualiity Management Plan ("208 Plan") and other docuients, are
predictions of usable effluent volume reliable? Wwhat are the
upper and lower limits c¢f reasonably expected variations in the
water supply predictions and how might these problems affect pro-
ject ccnstruction and operation? What volumes and services of
reliable alternative water supplies are avallable, and what are the
expected effects of commitment of such supplies of the project? If
Central Arizonz Project (CAP) commitments to local Native American
groups are met, what level of groundwater overdraft may be created
by cperation of the proposed project throughout its design life?

What modifications of the existing sewage treatment system will

be required to provide reliable service to the power plant complex?

(&)

What costs will be asscciated with these modificatiocns? For periods

when the Glst Ave. treatment plant may not provide sufficient wat

1]

‘o

what will be required to obtain water from other sources such as
the 23rd Ave. plant or from groundwater? What are the expected
environmental consequences of such further supply commitment? What
are the predicted incidences of treatment upset or plant fallures
caused by floods, toxic wastes, management fallures, and other

reascrably predictable causes during the operating period of PVNGS
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4457 How might improper treatment, toxic wastes, or other
treatment irregularities affect the suitabllity of the waste-
water for cooling systems? What monitoring systems are planned
and what procedures are available to mitigate the effects or the
project of treatment plant failures? What are the speclific
water guality problems assoclated with alternative cooling water

sources, what mitigation measures will be required tc make these

| waters suiltable for cooling system use, and what will be the net
effect on blowdown and effluent water quality of the required water
treatment programs? What are the effects of use of groundwater as

an alternative or supplemental source? In what ways would ground-
water quality, availlability, and recharge balance be affected by

such use? Taking into account existing hydrologic records, water
rights, and other associated concerns, can groundwater serve as a
reliable supply for the proposed project? What ecological and

water quality effects are assoclated with termination of the existing
treatment plant effluent discharges?

What efrects will development of principle and propcsed alter-
native cocling water supplies have on existing users and beneficial
uses of surface and groundwater? What are the expected ecological
effects of establisning evaporation ponds? How will salt deposits
in ponds be prevented from forming short and long term threats to
' beneficial uses of groundwater? Are groundwater recharge or use

of rginal groundwater supplies affected by commitiuient of ccoling
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water supplies to the proposed project?

129
L% 2
g
ol
-
p
oF




R R IR RS

Why do NRC and Joint-Applicants safety reports and environmental
documents describe PVNGS 1, 2, 3, 4 and § radicall different
mapped locatlions and areas for reservolr storage and evaporaticn
ponds? What i1s the explanation of the various descriptiors
supplied, what degree of confidence can be placed in the last
supplied description, and what changes in evaporative regimen,
water use rates, and assoclated water guality are implied by the
design changes indicated in successive documents?

What are the capacities of the various reservoirs and
evaporation ponds? Numbers ard maps given in diagrams so [lar
published .by project prcponents and the NRC are usually areas, not
volumes. What actions are available to mitigate interrup' ions in
water supply which exceed the margins provided by reservcir capacity?
How were safety allowances in water supply systems determined and
what 1s the expected frequency and nature of events which may cause
supply interruptions to exceed safety margins?

What are the costs and operating problems associated with
failure of the wastewater treatment plants to maintain designed
standards of water gquality? Can allowances be made tc enccurage
water conservation in the Phoenix area without jecpardizing the
requiredi water supply increase necessary to sustain the proposed
project? How can operation of the prcposed project be made con-
sistent with incentives %o increase water conservation? To what
extent ars propcsed water use patterns contributery to overdraflting
¢f groundwater, encouragsment c¢f subsidence, and general overccm=

44
=

£

2§

- b | % ', - 3 b
ent of reliable water supplies in the region?
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34, How are Project Applicants proposing to take care of
property damage and liability insurance assoclated with the entire
range of PVNGS related accidents? Is insurance obtainable? How
much does 1t cost? Is an offshore insurance arrangement under
consideration?

35, What does the 28 March 1979 accident at the Three
Mile Island Nuclear Generating Station, Unit 2, imply as to the
accuracy of the Joint-applicants and the NRC staff's estlmates of
capital costs, capacity factor, start-up dates, and energy costs
for PVNGS 4&5? The NRC staff and the ACRS made some reactor
safety recommendations in NUREG=0560 and "Interim Reports on
Three mile Island Nuclear Sta:cion Unit 2", respectively, upon review
of the accident sequence. What associlated additional capital
investment, delay in start-up time, and reduction in capacity
factors may *& caused by implementation of each recommendation for
changes in plant design, plant instrumentation, plant operation
and maintenance procedures, operator training, and control room
laycut during either the design stage or the construction stage of
PVNGS 4&57

Concurrently, there have been a number of parallel investiza-
tions by the Congress, and various federal, state and local agenciles
and private organizations. What implicaticns do such investigations
with their proposals for changes in plant design, operation, and
maintenance; emergsency evacuation plans; environmental monitoring;
and cconstruction and operating license review procedures have for

increased capital investment, delay in start-up time, and reduction
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in capacity factor for PVNGS 4&5? How should the Three Mile Island
accildent, with its asscclated reactor down-time affect the estima-
tion of an average capacity factor for thue PVNGS 4&3?

What bearing should the Three Mile Island accident have upcn
the need for a NEPA review of "Class 93" events for individual
reactors? What-impact would the requirement of such review by the
NRC staff have upon the timing of this licensing procedure? What
implication does the potential for a Three Mile Island "type"
accident with its asscclated consequences on plant cperation have
for the continued ability of the utilities involved to finance
PVNGS 4&5 as well as any other nuclear plants in which they may
invest? What problems are assoclated with continued maintenance
and operation of other facilities and with maintenance of service
when severe financial strains or insolvency are created by the
massive failure cof a specific project such as the Three Mile Island

accident?
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36. The NRC staff has identifled, in NUREG-0410, 133 generic
tasks whose resolutions affect reactor safety, environmental impacts,
or safeguards. Of these generic issues, 22 have been combined into
17 "unresolved safety issues", each being, in the view of the lRC
staff, "potentially significant from a public safety standpoint"
and, for each, resolution is "likely to result in NRC action on the
affected plants." (SER, Appendix H, p. 12)

The NRC staff will develop recommendations for changes in plant

design, instrumentation, operation, maintenance, and operator training,

derived from resolution of these generic issues. What reasonably
predictable capital investments, delays in start-up times, and reduc-
“4ons in capacity factors may be caused by implementation of these
recommendations during the design, construction, and operation of
PUYNGS 4 & 57

Are there additional generic issues which do not fall within
the scope of the amended section 210 of the Energy Reorganization Act,

but whose resclution or lack thereof may have significant vearing

upon the accuracy of the joint applicants' or NRC staff's estimates of

capital costs, capacity factors, start-up dates, energy costs, and

assoclated envircnmental impacts for PVNGS 4 & 57

37. Whether the NRC in fact relied _in any way upon the conclusions

or assumptions drawn from WASH-1U400, Staff states (p. 7-4, DES) that
no uce was made nf WASH-1400 in arriving at thelr conclusions on
environmental risk, but alternative methcds and assumptions actually

ysed are not provided for review. Whether the procedures used by the

adequate.
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38. Has there been adequate assessment of the range of potential
accidents at PVNGS 4 & 5? For each potential accident has there been
sufficient consideration of the resulting impacts to the environment?
what bearing does a consideration of the most severe accident class
have upon the adequacy of proposed emergency evacuation plans?

39, Whether sufficient quantities of uranium fuel will be avall-
able at a reascnadle cost Qver the anticipated project lifetime, How
will the issues surrounding mining, milling, conversion, enrichment,
fabrication, and transporting of nuclear fuel affect the ~ost, rella-
pility, and environmental impacts assoclated with PVNGS 4 & 5? How
will both large and small uranium reserves affect the cost of ore,
availability, the regional environmental impacts and cost of mining,
and the ability to mitigate significant environmental effects? How
will different tailing assay factors affect the cost and avallability
of fuel for PVNAS 4 & 5? What are the implications of low and high
growth rates, in terms of numbers of reactors built, for the costs and
continued availability of nuclear fuel? Given current uncertainties
surrounding future nuclear fuel corders, what are the likelihoods that
1nsufficient investments might be made at each stage of the fuel cycle,
such that availability of fuel will be jeopardized. What are the
sources of nuclear fuel and for each applicant, will it be cwned or
leased? How does each applicant propose to finance its nuclear fuel
requirements? Have the applicants considered setting up an energy
trust? What escalation rates for nuclear fuel costs have been pro-

jected? Are these rates reasonable?
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40, Will sufficient quantities of zirconium be avallable to
ensure an adequate supply of nuclear grade zirconiumfor fabrication
of fuel tubing for PVNGS 4 and 5?7 How many suppliers of nuclear grade
zirconium can current consumption support? Will an adequate number
of suppliers be available to fulfill demands? How will the health
hazards and safety practices in these plants, and their relation to
zirconium production, affect the supply of fuel tubing? How might
price and availadility be affected by mitigation of any hazards and
practices? How will the radioactive talilings disposal problems
be handled in the plants? How will the current ":iresn sands"
tailings disposal problems affect the cost, reliability and en-
vironmental impacts associated with this project?

41. What eflect will prospective spent fuel storage modes
have on plant costs and reliability, and environmental impa~ts, and
what modelling techniques were used to compute these factors? What
are the consequences associated with the Federal Goverrrent not
resolving the spent fuel storage issue by 19887 What are the current
spent fuel storage modes under consideration? What provisions have
been made at PVNGS 4 and 5 to enable it to cope with the possibdbility
that "no Federal decision" will be made when cn-site storage capacity
is filled? What cost will be incurred by the applicant in casge (i)
the spent fuel is shipped to a Federal storage site? (11} the spent
fuel continues to be stored cn-site? What will be the impact on
project costs and operation 1f the Pederal government decides on an
"Interim Storage (ption" as opposed to permanent dispocsal?

What measures will the Federal Government have ts take to ansure

ample interim storage capsacity?
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42, Are the low-level radioactive disposal sites capable of
accommodating all the low-level wastes that will be generated by
currently operating power reactors, as well as those that are
anticipated to come on-line in the future including Palo Verde
4 and 57 1If so, for how long will these sites be capable of receiving
these wastes? What are the transportation costs invoclved? Does
PUYNGS 4 and 5 have sufficient low-level radicactive waste disposal
capabllity on-site? Alternately, is there sufficlent interim
storage capacity until Federal sites becom: available?

43, Given the current "state-of-the-art" knowledge, what are
the most probable modes of decommissioning for PVNGS 4 and 57 What
are the time period and costs involved? Are these reasonable? How
will the decommissioning costs be financed? Will they be financed
through negative salvage, or through a requirement for a bond cor
other type of "upfr« % financing"? What quantities of radicactive
material will be generated and what will their radicactivity levels
be? Are there enough disposal sites for disposing of the radicactive
wastes generated during decommissioning and decontamination? What
are the current gaps in knowledge and what steps are being taken to
resolve these? How might any gaps in knowledge affect decormissioning

costs?
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44, Does the existing "Participation Agreement" between the

Joint-Applicants provide an adequate arrangement to assure reasonable

costs, reliablility, environmental and safety standards?

June 20, 197¢

Respectfully subtmitted,

/s/ VINCENT V. MacKENZIE

Vincent v. MacKenzie

Counsel for the People of the
State of California and the
Public Utilities Commission of
the State of California

34



e s e LSS R el
i
)

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that I am a citizen of the United States,

over the age of 18 years, with business address at 5066 State

Building, San Francisco, Czlifornla, and am not a party to nor

interested in Arizona Public Service Compan, , et al. (Palo Verde

Nuclear Gerierating Station, Units 4 and 5), Dockets Nos. STN 50-592

and STN 50-593 before the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board.

On June 20, 1979, in San Francisco, California, I personally

deposited in the United States mail coples of STATEMENT OF ISSUES OF

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA AND THE PUBLIC UTILITIES

COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, addressed as follows:

Robert M. Lazo, Esq., Chairman

Atomic Safety and Licensing
Board Panel

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission

wWashington, D.C. 20555

Commissioner Victor Gilinsky

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission

Washington, D.C. 20555

Dr. Quentin J. Stober
Research Assoclate Professor
Fisheries Research Institute
University of Washington

400 Northeast 15th Avenue
Seattle, WA G3135

Arthur C. Gehr, Esqg.
Snell & Wilmepr

3100 Valley Center
Phoenix, AZ 85073

Charles S. Plerson,
Assistant Attorney General

200 State Capitcl

1700 West Washington

Phoenix, AZ 85007

Donald G. Gilbert

Executive Directcr

Arizona Atomic Energy
Commission

2929 Indian School Road

Phoenix, AZ 85017

P

George Campbell, Chairman

Maricepa County Board of
Supervisors

111 South Third Avenue

Phoenix, AZ 85003

Larry Bard
P.Q." Box 793
Tempe, AZ 85281

Dr. Stanley L.

Assistant Direc
Office of the G
1700 West Washil
Executive Tower
Phoenix, AZ 85007

ins
Energy Programs

Tom Diamond, Esq.
1208 Firat City National Bank Bldg.
El Paso, TX 79901



Kathryn Burkett Dickson, Esq. Steven Sohinki, Esq.

Mark J. Urban, Esg. NRC Legal Staff
Counsel for the California U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commissicn
Energy Commission Washington, D.C. 20855

1111 Howe Avenue
Sacramento, CA 95825

Michael M. Grant, Esq.
Assistant Attorney General
200 State Capitol

1700 West Washington
Phoenix, AZ 85007

Each copy was enclosed in a sealed envelope and all
postage thereon fully prepaid.

I certify under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is
true and correct.

/s/ SANDRA REDD

Sandra Redd
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