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Alternative Sites
1. The subject cf 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 th
following SCANP contentions:

¢, The studies concducted by Applicant in evaluating
alternative sitas for the proposed power plant were insuffizient.
More suitable sites, sites such as Hanford, exist within the State
cf Wasnington anc these were not fully studied by Applicant. The
comparative analysis of the alternative sites that were studied is
biased and insufficient.

J.1. The CEIS dces not represent the indepencent work
of the NRC.

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

. 12, The discussion of alternatives in the [EZIS is
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completely inadequate,

a. The preparers of the DEIS di< not independent
evaluation cf alternative sites and they incluced insufficient
information about alternative sites. 1l information that is
included about alternative sites was supplied by the Applicant,

b. There is absclutely nc discussion of Hanford, which
is an obvious and readily available alternative site.

¢. The tabular comparison of three sites is gressly
inadequate and pre-ordains the cutcome. The comparison of sites
does not give any weight to the unigue scenic and recreaticnal
values, which have been nationally recognized, of the Skagit River
anc its setting. Furthermore, the seismicity values assigned to
the Skagit site are clearly errcnecus. Zven using the tabular com-
parison presented in the DEIS, if proper values were utilized, the
Skagit site would turn out to be the least desirable.
Stalf Roview 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 btest that could reason-
atly be found in the region. In this regard, the Staff attempted to
follcow the criteria set forth in their Environmental Standard Review
Plan. Tr. 12,651,
Je tafl witness Leech identified a major flaw in the Staff's review
that did not conform with the Plan: the Staff was unable to determine
now the Applicant narrowed down the number of prefarred sites identified
in Sechtel's siting studies to three; Skagit, Goshen, 2nd Ryderwood.
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. 12,834, While the Staff inquired of the Applicant as to how the
process was done, theywere t¢old it was a matter af Judgment between
the Applicant and its consultant, Bechtel., Tr. 12,538,

4. ZEarly on, the Board identified Hanford and Pebble Springs as sites
it thought should be considered, The 2card also requested the Starff
tC evaluate the costs of moving the Skagit plants %o Hanford or Pebble
Springs. The Staff's final alternative site analysis atfempted to
icdentify these 3card concerns. Leech, et., al, fol. Tr. 12,542.

Skazit vs, Hanford or Pebble Sgrinzs
S. The Hanford and Pebble Springs sites, toth east of the Cascades,
have many similarities. 3cth sites were compared with Skagit on the

basis of potential aquatiec, Cerrestrial, and sociceconomic effects at

eéacr. site,



S3afl witriess Stull assessed anford and Pebd:hle Springs as bSeing
ScmFatalle 0 Skagit on the subject of agquati impacts. However, the
=Casc I3 trcutled bty several aspects of witneso Stull's review, Wit-
ness ITUl] rad no contact with any enployee of the U,S., Fish and

e, Tr, 12,670, Her contact in +h Washington Department
T.ad expertise in shellfish., 7Tr, 12,870. She was unable

2% Fishsries
=C rezall whether anybtody ir the Cepartment of Fisheries had ever
exsTesse2cC reservations about impingement or entrainment effects of

Sne S:agzit intake structure. Tr, 12,673,

7 2us, we are inclined to place little emphasis on witness Stull's
analysis. In fact, the Becard feels that there are several factors
which nake Hanford and Pebble Sprin;s more preferable than Skagit

S e agquatic impact standpoint. The salmon population in the
Skagi: is made up alzost cooipletely of native runs, while almost one-
fralf ¢f the Cclumbia River salmon are hatchery stock. Tr. 13,186,
Sererzl snall spawning streams will be impacted at Skagit, while ncne
will Te inmpacsted at either Hanford or Pebble Springs. Tr., 13,228,
Assuming that maximum discharge temperatures would be the same at

gl sites, the cdifference between maximum disCharge temperature and
amsiernt river temperature would be greater at Skagit than at Hanford

cr Petile Springs. Tr. 13,207.

€. Tris 3ocard feels it should place great weight on the fact that the
Sxagit Fiver salmon population is almoct totally native runs. Tr, -
=3,3084-13,3.CA., Thus, this Zoard finds Hanford and Pebble Springs to

te creferable when compared to Skagit from the standpoint of aguatic

€. Tha Ssafl Zound toth Hanford and Pebble Springs to te clearly pre-
feradl2 T3 Skazgit frem the standpoint of sociceconcaice impacts. Leech,
et. al., fol. Tr. 12,342, pp. 77-30. Aesthetic an! cultural‘impac:s
were TWC components c¢f this determination. The Skagit's inclusion under
The Wilc and Scenic Rivers Act supports Staff's conclusions. Likewise,
=ne 2cncerns rzaised °y the three lNative American Tribes regarding
SXagit :mracts weigh heavily against the Skagit site from a cultural
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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 rfrom the standgoint of
suitabilicy for evacuation. (A factor overlocked by Staff. e st 198, ),
11. The Staff nas assizned an overall rating of preferable to be=h
Hanford and Petble Springs when all environmental impacts are assessed,
Z8. p. 82, The Bcard is inclined to agree with that detersminatior.
Thus, the costs asscciated 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, et al., fol. Tr.12,542,
PP. 93-110., The Staff found the other sites %c be considerably mecre
expensive than Skagit, yet this Beara views the Staff analysis with
several reservaticns,

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 assumpticons along these lines, including:

(1) need for power as forecast by the West Group; (2) par-
ticipants econemic relationship to other members of the West Group and
Nerthwest Fower Fcol; (3) cost of alternative energy scurces and
their availability; and (4) expectations regarding utility operating
decisions under cifferent hydre conditions. Id. p. 104
14, The Staff's low-cost estimate assumes replacement power will bce
entirely from available surplus nuclear enerzy. Id., p. 1C4, The

Staff did not consider conservation as a gotential scurce of replazcemens
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consider investments that can provide power at a
lower cost, Tr, 13,257; 13,304-5; 13,321, Thus the Staff's "low"
cost estimate cannot be considered as the lowest possible costs asso-

ciated with the =ove.

1S. The Azplicant errcnecusly assumes in its findings of fact thas
rezlacement powsr would be totally made up of cil-fired generatior.
AfPlicant finding #177. This finding suffers from the same lack ¢?

erecdibility as the Stafl's cost estimates.

P e d - : @ > 3 s § < - = - k] d 1% -
18, This Scard is not Senvinced by either the Staff's or Agplisacnst's



estimates for reclacament power costs., This 3card believes that

the Applicants' ratepayers, when faced with rising electricity prices,

will take the apcropriate measures to reduce tneir consumption., See

Tr. 13,264-65, Ve alsc believe tnat reliance upen the Yest Group

forecast for determining the anmcuut of replacement power neecded dces

¢t produce an apgropriate lower bound on replacement power costs,

We note that the 'Jest Group foreza: %t bias censistently overstated

the need for power cf the Applicants, as well as the region,

17. Likewise, the Staff's costs for transmission losses may be

exazgzerated. Vitness Zastvedt stated that the Staff assumed these

COSTs To De equal to the costs cf oil-fired generation; yet any losses

could be rerlaced by hycdro rescurces., 7Tr. 12,804,

18. The Bcard feel: a need to note that this record has cecome

conlused regarding pos-.ible benefits of these plan.s to be derived

by California and the Southwest. This 3card doesh.eel a desire to

weizn the merits o7 any benefits to Californians, for it is likely that

ratepayers in the ...chwest would be severely penalized if we were

tC assume these benefits, The iatent of licensing these plants is

net to serve California's locad. Tr, 13,342a,

12, The Staff gav: great weight to consideration of the costs

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

considerations cculd change the Staff's conclusions. . 12,877,

20, Staff witness VWinters testified that a comparison of his low=

CostT ‘estimate of replacement pcwer versus the sociceconcmic factors

was a “clese call." The Zocard has already stated its concerns regard-

ing Stalf's handling of replacement power costs, This Board selieves
that either the Hanford or Pebble Springs sites would be clearly
preferable to Skagit. What's more, we feel that Sta:if reluctance to

make such a finding was based on Staff belief that such a deter minaticn

would necessarily have to be translated as a recommencation that the
Pplication e denied. See Tr. 13,097.

2l. This Beoard hereby cirects the 3taff to make ancther zos+ compariscn

ef moving the plants; only this time, tne Staff is directed o apply

assumptions to iTs low cost estizate that realistically reflect +=ne

atility cf conservation hnmeasures to serve as a replacement power scurce.,

z S Zostulated Accifents

22. Curing the hearings, it tecame clear that SCAN® desired tha+

O




class-9 accidents also o2& considered., In a moticn dated Decermber 3,
1975, SCANp sought to amend its contentions in order %o encomgass
class-2 accidents, After responses by Applica.ts and the Stafs

and cral argument, the motion was denied. 7Tr, 4729-45, £354-35,

23. On April 27, 1979, SCANP renewed its motion, statiag, ameng
other things, that the accident at Three Mile Island warranted grant-
ing of the motion., However, by Order dated July 11, 1279, the Bcard
denied the motion.

24, GSeveral events have happened since then %o change the Board's
thinking on these matters. 0One is recognition of the fact that
Staff, in the Salem nuclear plant sgent fuel hearings, Docket No.
has determined that TMI was a class-$ accident. This Kncwledge was
not available to the Beard when ‘% denied SCANP's moticn., We are
alsc aware of Staff's recommenda:ion %o the Commission that class-8
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 2o+ macde

with this determination as a facter would be wholly deficient and
intellectually dishonest.

Conclusions of Law

- -
as appropriate, upon completion of hearings on LWA subiects and
construction permit issues.)

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