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INTERVENOR F03/CFSP PROPOSED FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS
OF LAW ON ALTERHAIIVE SITES AND EFFECTS OF POSTULATED ACCIDENTS

Alternative Sites

1. The subject of alternative sites was extensively dealt with in

this proceeding. The Applicants' site selection process and the in-

dependence of staff's alternative site review were addressed in the

following SCANP cententions:

e. The studies conducted by Applicant in evaluating
alternative sites for the preposed power plant were insufficient.
More sui able sites, sites such as Hanford, exist within the State
of Wasnington and these were not fully studied by Applicant. The
comparative analysis of the alternative sites that were studied is
biased and insufficient.

J.1. The DEIS does not represent the independent work
of the NEC .

t. The preparers of the DEIS failed to make their
own independent evaluation and investigation with regard to: alter-
native sites,...

J. 12. The discussion of alternatives in the CEIS is
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completely inadequate.

a. The preparers of the DEIS did not independent
_

evaluation of alternative sites and they included insufficient
information about alternative sites. All information that is
included about alternative sites was supplied by the Applicant,

b. There is absolutely no discussion of Hanford, which
is an obvious and readily available alternative site.

c. The tabular comparison of three sites is grossly
inadequate and pre-ordains the outcome. The comparison of sites
does not give any weight to the unique scenic and recreational
values, which have been nationally recognized, of the Skagit River
and its setting. Furthermore, the seismic.ity values assigned to
the Skagit site are clearly erroneous. Even using the tabular ccm-
parison presented in the DEIS, if proper values were utilised, the
Skagit site would turn out to be the least desirable.

Staff Review of Alternative Sites

2. The Staff review set out to determine whether or not the Applicant'a
final list of candidate sites were among the best that could reason-

ably be found in the region. In this regard, the Staff attempted to

folicw the criteria set forth in their Environmental Standard Review
Plan. Tr. 12,651.

3. Staff witness Leech identified a major flaw in the Staff's review

that did not conform with the Plan: the Staff was unable to determine
how the Applicant narrowed down the number of preferred sites identified
in Sechtel's siting studies to three; Skagit, Goshen, and Ryderwood.
Tr. 12,654 While the Staff inquired of the Applicant as to hcw the

process was done , they were told it was a matter of judgment between
the Applicant and its consultant, Sechtel. Tr. 12,656.
4 Early on, the Board identified Hanford and ?ebble Springs as sites
it thought should be considered. The Scard also requested the Staff

to evaluate the costs of moving the Skagit plants to Hanford or Pebble

Springs. The Staff's final alternative site analysis attempted to
identify these Soard concerns. Leech, et. al, fol. Tr. 12,542.
Ska rit vs. Hanford or Pebble Scrings

5. The Hanford and Pebble Springs sites, both east of the Cascades,
have T.any similarities. Both sites were compared with Skagt: on the

basis of potential aquatlc, terrestrial, and socioeconomic effects at
each site.
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5. Staff witness Stull assessed Hanford and Pebble Springs as being
ec parable to Skagit on the subjec t of aquatic impac ts. However, the

3 card is trcutled by several aspects of witneso Stull's review. Wit-
ness 5:;21 had no contact with any employee of the U.S. Fish and
i'ildlif e Service. Tr. 12,670. Her contact in the Washington Department
Of Fisheries had expertise in shellfish. Tr. 12,670. She was unable

re:all whether anybody in the Department of Fisheries had ever:

expressed reservations about impingement or entrainmen effects of
the S2a git intake structure . Tr. 12,673.

7. Thus, we are inclined to place little emphasis on witness Stull's
analysis . In fact, the Scard feels that there are several factors

which =ake Hanford and Pebble Springs more preferable than Skagit
fro = the aquatic impact standpoint . The salmon population in the

Skagi: is made up al= cst completely of native runs, while almost one-
half cf the Cclumbia River salmon are hatchery stock. Tr. 13,156.

S everal s=all spawning streams will be impacted at Skagit, while none
vill be impacted at either Hanford or Pebble Springs. Tr. 13,228.

Assuming that maximum discharge temperatures would be the same at
all sites, the difference between maximum discharge temperature and
a=bi ent rivcr te=perature would be greater at Skagit than at Hanford
cr Pebble Springs. Tr. 13,207.

E. This Board feels it should place great weight on the fact that the
Ekagi: F.iver s.almon population is almoct totally native runs. Tr.

~

13 ,3 0 EA-13 ,310A . Thus , this 3 card finds Hanford and Pebble Springs to
be preferable when compared to Skagit from the standpoint of aquatic
im; acts.

9. The 5:aff found 'coth Hanferd and Pebble Springs to be clearly pre-
ferabis to Skagit frcm the standpoint of socioeconcaic impacts. Leech,
et. al., fol. Tr. 12,542, pp. 77-90. Aesthetic and cultural impacts
vere twc components of this determination. The Skagit's inclusion under

the %'ild and Scenic Rivers Act supports Staff's cenclusions. Likewise,

the ccnce.ns raised by the three Native American Tribes regarding
Ekagit impacts weigh heavily against the Skagit site from a cultural
s e?.s e .

1. IcIn the Ha.nford and Febble S.: rings sites have extremely low
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population densities and thus rank among the best sites in the

nation in terms of remote siting. Id., p. 77 This Board believes

such a factor weighs strongly when considered from the standpoint of

suitability for evacuation. ( A fac tor overlooked by Staff. Tr.12,73 5. ) .
11. The Staff has assigned an overall rating of preferable to both

Hanford and Pebble Springs when all environmental impacts are assessed.

Id. p. 92. The Scard is inclined to agree with that deterr_ination.

Thus, the costs associated with moving the Skagit plants to either

Hanford or Pebble Springs should be viewed carefully.

Costs of Moving

12 The Staff performed an analysis of the costs involved in moving

the plants to Hanford or Pebble Springs. Leech, e t al . , fol . Tr .12,542,

pp. 93 -110 . The Staff found the other sites to be considerably mere

expensive than Skagit, yet this Boarc views the Staff analysis with

several reservations.

13. A key component of the Staff's cost analysis is the cost of

replacement power for the years 1986 through 1989. The Staff made

several assumptions along these lines, including:

(1) need for power as forecast by the West Group; (2) p ar-

ticipants econcmic relationship to other members of the West Group and
Ncrthwest Power ? col; (3) cost of alternative energy sources and

their availability; and (4) expectations regarding utility operating

decisions under different hydro conditions. Id. p. 104

14 The Staff's icw-cost estimate assumes replacement power will be

er.tirely frca available surplus nuclear energy. Id. , p. 104 The

Staff did not consider conservation as a potential source of replacemen:

power ncr did it consider investments that can prcvide power at a

icwer cost. Tr. 13 ,257; 13,304-5; 13,321. Thus the Staff's " low"

ccst estimate cannot be considered as the lowest possible costs asso-

ciated wit". the mcve .

15. The Applicant errcneously assumes in its findings of fact that

replacement power *.tould be totally made up of cil-fired generation.

Applican; finding #177. This finding suffers from the same lack cf

credibility as the Staff's cost estimates.

15. This Zoard is not denvinced by either the Staff's er Applicant's

.
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estimates for replacement power costr. This Board believes that

the Applicants' ratepayers, when faced with rising elec tricity prices, _

will take the appropriate measures to reduce Oneir consumption. See
Tr. 13,264-65. 'le also believe that reliance upon the West Group.

forecast for deternining the amount of replacement power needed does
not produce an appropriate lower bound on replacement power costs.
We note that the West Group forecart bias censistently overstated
the need for power of the Applicants, as well as the regicn.
17. Likewise, the Staff's ccsts for transmission lesses may be
exaggerated. Witness Eastvedt stated that the Staff assumed these
costs to be equal to the costs cf oil-fired generation; yet any losses
could be replaced by hydro resources. Tr. 12,804

18. The Scard feels a need to note that this record has beccme
confused regarding pos',1ble benefits of these plants to be derived

not
by California and tir So uthwe st . This Soard does3 feel a desire to
weigh the merits of any benefits to Californians, for it is likely that
ratepayers in the ..;cchwest would be severely penalized if we were

to assume these benefits. The intent of licensing these plants is

not to serve California's load. T r . 13 ,3 4 2A .
19 . The Staff gav great weight to consideration of the costs

associated with moving the plants. Tr. 12,675. Removing these

considerations could change the Staff's conclusions. Tr. 12,677.
20. Staff witness Winters testified that a comparison of his low-

cost estimate of replacement power versus the socioeconomic factors
was a "close call." The Ecard has already stated its concerns regard-
ing Staff's handling of replacement power costs. This Scard believes

that either the Hanford or Febble Springs sites would be clearly
preferable to Skagit. What's more , we feel, that Staff reluctance to
make such a finding was based on Staff belief that such a determination
would necessarily have to be translated as a recommendation that the
application be denied. See Tr. 13,09 7.

21. This Board hereby directs the Staff to make another cost comparisen
of moving the plants; only this time, the Staff is directed to apply
assumptions to its low cost esticate that realistically reflect the

ability cf conservation heasures to serve as a replacement power source.
Effects of Postulated Accidents

22. Curing the hearings , it became clear that SCAN.: desired that

c
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class-9 accidents also be considered. In a motien dated December 3,
1975, SCANp sought to amend its contentions in order to encompass
class-9 accidents. After responses by Applicaats and the Staff

and oral argument, the motion was denied. Tr. 4729-45, 4854-55,

23. On April 27, 1979, SCASP renewed its motion, stacing, among
other things, that the accident at Three Mile Island warranted grant-
ing of the motion. However, by Order dated July 11, 1979, the Board

denied the motion.
24 Several events have happened since then to change the Board's
thinking on these matters. One is recognition of the fact that

Staff, in the Salem nuclear plant spent fuel hearings, Docket No.
,

has determined that TMI was a class-9 accident. This knowledge was
not available to the Board when .' t denied SCANP 's motion. We are
also aware of Staff's recommenda:1on to the Commission diat class-9
accidents be evaluated for the purposes of plant licensing.
25. The Board thus feels it only prudent to direct Applicant and

Staff to evaluate the environmental effects of a class-3 accident
at the Skagit site. The Board feels that any decision not made

with this determination as a factor would be wholly deficient and

intellectually dishonest.

Conclusiens of Law

26. (This paragraph is reserved. Conclusions of law will be filed,

as appropriate, upon complstion of hearings on iWA sub,*ects and
construction permit issues.) "~
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