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By ROBERTL. ROSE . .~

; Spokesman-Review poiltical editor

I0oked so simple, -

. _In‘September 1980, the engineers

~-would throw the switches on abrand
“'new. nuclear- power plant: at Han- =
Jford, “and ‘Washington . state- would

" Just a few short years ago, before
- TME'~ Three ‘Mile Island. — it all’

cod

- get 1.1 miillion kilowattis of electrici- -

“ty

~a:bad deal for those days:

The price Only $504' million, not

-, The deal looked sc.'godq' four rﬁdi-e :
:plants were figiired into the picture,

‘They.would goonline by June.1985. -

__The five ‘plants, projects of. the .

Washington. Public. Power Supply
" "System, would be backed up ‘by-four -
‘more,. financed ' by Puget . Sound °
‘Power and Light and Portland Gen-

eral'Electric Co. . o
“The power experts said the North-

west still would be short of the elec-.

- tricity it would need, 'biit ‘the ‘nine

plants would go a long way toward

making sure everybody had almost -
as-much as -hemes,'factories_ and

businesses could demand: - - S
“TMI and inflation-an
lays have fossed:all tho
~inthe wastebasket. oy
- Puget-Sound Power ba

-after residents; scared by the “pu-
clear incident™ at ‘Three Mile Island.
just about a year ago, voted in.a.re
ferendum against the whole idea, .- -

ndiess de: .
> big plans |

: : cked 3W3yh '
- from its two Skagit County projects |

~ 'Portland General. ‘never ‘got  its
" two Pebble Springs projects off the: -
cground, oo e R T
. ‘That left: WPPSS and its five pow-,
~‘er.plants all alone out theré —.an
~ina lot of trow
= i Sterling Munr

' administrator; to
.the ' Washi

the latter half of this decade.” - -
'Munro: bad just. gotten . through .
~predicting that" the state, with all
. projects caming into place on sched- -
d . ule, still: would be confronted with
. .power shortages of the magnitude of .
- the needs’ “of three Seattles — and

hat is‘an gverly optimistic view.”.
i most menacing” year would

that was before. WPPSS an-
ounced’ new delays- three  weeks -

-~ *long before, it had changed the



- on-line date “for- 1té 'fhrthest-ahead S

plant,  Washington Nuclear Plant

No. 2 at Hanford, from September ]

19280.t0 September 1981,
Now. it's rescheduled for -

. finished.

- “Tate
1982 even though 1t‘s 80 percent - " f

James’ Perko assxstant director - -

-of finance; said’ the deélays are.due to

new Nuclear Regulatory Commis-
sion regulations. as a result-of the o

Three Mile Island aceident. o
Perko also said the price -of the

on¢ - plant’ has climbed. from $504 - E

miliion to $1. 82 bﬂhon e plus fx—
nancing. ’

The Whole package of fwe, by last . ._ -
“year’s figures, is up to.a whopping ...
- §11.7 biilion, fnore than quadruple. e

2 the orlgmal flgures

And Ragnar F. Kewakowsk;, m«.‘ S
formatmn ‘officer .for WPPSS, told -
" The - Spokesman-Review ‘those fige
ures-are out of date and will be re="
placed. by new estxmates probably o

by.June,

" 7“1 just have. ne idea what they will 2

._ be ** he said.

Last week' Sen. Gordon L. Wal- CEE
_‘gren D-Bremerton Ser;ate majority .. B

that it will begm a yeaf 1o

Portlond

ﬁ Exnstmg nucleor plam

or under construchon

= ﬁ Nudecr ‘plant progrommeﬁ

gation of WPPSS startmg- ‘next-' B

‘month.
““Weare. very dleturbed by the sﬁ-
-uation,” Walgren said:
Perk', revealing: the new’ delays
A2:-1¢'months at WNg’ No. 2; dis-

the other four plants as well

The 'new dates, extra delays‘and -
_current cost estlmates are as-fol- ..

WNP No:1, at Hanferd 36 per--;'

cent comp”lete fo start up June—De—
‘cember: 1984, a. new -delay of 6-12
months, cost $1 78 bllhon ' .

(Contmued on: page G)








