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BEFORE THE STATE OF WASHINGTON
ENERGY FACILITY SITE EVALUATION COUNCIL

IN RE APPLICATION NO. 99-1 )

) CONSTANCE HOAG'S

) RESPONSE TO MOTION
SUMAS ENERGY 2 ) TO REOPEN HEARINGS
GENERATION FACILITY )

[. Introduction
The Counsel for the Environment and Whatcom County, as intervenors have filed ajoint
motion and affidavit requesting that the Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council reopen hearings
to accept testimony regarding recently published information on seismic risk at the site of the

proposed Sumas Energy 2 power plant.

I1.Standard for Action

WAC 463-14-020 states that Council action will be based on the policies and premises
set forth in RCW 80.50.010 (1), (2), and (3). Please note, the name of the Council is the Energy
Facility Ste Evaluation Council, and the following RCW appliesto the site certification:

It isthe policy of the state of Washington to recognize the pressing need for increased energy
facilities [this was the policy at the time this RCW was written, encouraging the siting of a
nuclear facility], and to ensure through available and reasonable methods, that the location and
operation of such facilitieswill produce minimal adver se effects on the environment, ecology of
the land and its wildlife, and the ecology of state waters and their aquatic life.

It istheintent to seek courses of action that will balance the increasing demands for energy
facility location and operation in conjunction with the broad interests of the public.

[Two of the three premises on which such action will be based follow: ]

(1) Toassure Washington state citizens that, where applicable, operational safeguards are at least
as stringent as the criteria established by the federal government and are technically sufficient
for their welfare and protection.
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(2) To preserve and protect the quality of the environment; to enhace the public’s opportunity to
enjoy the esthetic ard recreational benefits o the air, water and land resources; to promote
air cleanliness; and b pursue beneficial changesin the environment.

[1l. Conclusion

The information in Dr. Bsterbrook’s affidavit is recently published, wa nat availableat
thetime of thehearirgs, am has a direct bearing on he Courtil’'s mandate @ consider the
location of the facility “to ensure through available and reasanablemethodsthat thelocation ard
operation of sud faciliti es will produce minimal adver se effects on the environment, ecology of
the land and itswil dlife, and theecology of state wates and their agatic life.”

The SE2 proposed power plant is hot an ordinary building. It will store hazardous
chemicals (see attached.) If these are released during an earthquake, it will have major adverse
effects on the environment, ecology of the land and its wildlife, and the ecology of state waters
and their aquatic life.

The Application, which isin the record, states that ground rupture is not arisk because
“there ae noknown fallts inthe ared. This is false, and EFSEshaild be dle to reopa the
record to correct the record and gain full information abaut the interent risks of building at his
site

| support lhe motion to reop@ hearingsto evaluate the new inbormation available.

DATED: Januay 4, 20
At Bellingham, Wadington

/s
Constnce Hog
2633 HaVerstik Rd
Lynden, WA 9828
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