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.~ ] Dockets # 50-400
+: through 50-a03

«“-

L e ws
Purther amendments and clariricatton of*.PETITIONS TO INTERV?HE
¥ the KCOZU ALLIANCR, a voluntary nonprorit organization uien numerous

membens residing within 20 miles of the pronosed Shearon Harris Nuclear- . ;

Powar ®lant site, and’ WELLS EDDLEMAN,.a citizen residing w.tthinsow.&
m!les of the sito and owning 92 shares of Carolina Power & Light cormon

stock: We x wish to outline our provious argunents for our admission

e
H

83 ‘ntarvenors in clearer fashion, clarify some voints, and make

.

addftional arguments. ' -
Je furtlor resvectfully roquest that if the ASLS has time, or

any other A3LB vanel may lawfully be anpointed to hear our petitions,"

that we togethier or sepmaratoly be granted a hearing on our vetlitions

to laservene, at any convenlent date as set by the panel that will

hear our netitions, Because many Xudzu Alliance-(heroin&%ter,"xudzu")

menbers ere emovloyed or in scunool full time, it yould be most converlent

"4f such @ hearing {if granted) were hold in Durham, Paleigh, Chapel Hill, i
Pg3earcn ?rianglc Patk or sone other_location near the pnlant site, o ‘

vrefe=ably at night ‘or on a weekend, on the Xudzu petition to lntorvene., ° )
Wells Tddleman has no oreference as to, & local or Washington CC hearing
site “or himself., Xudzu s w!lling to sond renraesentatives to a hear'ng

in YWash’nston DC also. This request 1s not meant to delay the hearincs

madda;pd By the NPC concerning CP & L's safe manugement canablility,

(art past suooression of evidence relevent thereto), but simnly to

facilltate our making our xas noints and to allow tle membershin of

Xudzu to be heard directly as to their interests, éznertise, and willinghess

to. asalat in doveloplng a sound record, among other trings,

-2 -7¢
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Wo also request an extension of time to address the issues of

section 2.71L (d) of 10 CRFR 2 because we have been unable as yeb

to locate a copy of the Atomlic Energy Act. We pronose to forward _
our conmenés concerning our rights under that Act to the ASLB as ]
soon as nossible, and in no case later then 31 January 1979, we will

do ou» bést to meet any earlier deadline spbcified to us. There may

also be additional 1nrormation on Kudzu Alllance and Wells Eddleman's

" property, financial and otner interest (2.714 (d) (2)) in the proceeding

both with réspect to C P & L's management and financial capability,

and éoncerning the-possibie effect of ény order (or lack of action)

by the ASLB affectzing our (or an of us') interesta, that we nay wikhr

wish to f'le as amendments to our vetition along with comments re the

Atomic Fnergy Act., Ve gsk_similar loave to flle' such comments then.
Concerning our "property, financial or other” interaest in the

“wroceeding (both CP é L's management capability hearing and the general

case of the Karris plant, dockets SO«hOO through 403), we first note

with interest that these éecently rovised regulations (43 Federal Register

page 17798, dated September-l, 1978) expdicitly list property and

financlal interests, but apparently consider health, 1life, safety,

concern for the genetic health of generations yet undborn, and many

other issues as simply "other”. This does not speak well of the rulemakers!

concernffor people,,bu& doeﬁ affirm their concerns for money and property.

We may later petition the NRC for proposed revision of the rules it has

made on this point. . .
Wells Eddleman as an individual and other members of the EKudzu Alliance

are now nossessed of life, health, reasonadble safety from nuclear

contamination since most operating nuclear plants are over 150 miles

from us and the Barnwell reprocessing plant is not yet overating, civill_

liberties as yet uncomoromised by the Secrstary of Energy's draconian
powers tc employ the milltery to gusrd nuclear installations and odbtain

intelligence on anyone who munkdxm could nose a "threat” to such nuclear
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nlants (as the DOR Secretary's authority has been reported in
an article I read), and many other "assets"™ which are not financial

or vroverty (unkess & person i3 said to own his or her body and its

.health, ete.)., We cannot assess our genetié makeup, but we hear

respected'scientiéts such as Linus Pauling saying that most radiation-

caused genétic damage 1s recessive, that is, it will not show up for

-generations after the damage has been done. Since radiodctive emissions

from nuclear, power plants can got inside our reproductive organs to
damage our genes from very close range for'a long time (many years in.the
case of many isotopes), wé‘fael‘future generations, and we as their
parents, have oulte an 56+ewest in genetic safoty also. 'We are aware
that many other things, such as industrial chemicals and excessive heat,
can damage ganes. We note that some of these industrial chemicals

are resolutely defended by their producers as harmless fer years after

it has been sclentifically demonstrated that great danwgcr exlsts.

A similar bias appears to exists in the argugents of the nuclear industry
and the vnower companies about nuclear emissions from power plants and

the fission nroducts contained in operating nlants and nuclear waste.
They yeep saying it's safo, or that it hasn!'t been proved unsafe.

Qe think this is due to their "property and fineancial" (and other?)
interests more than any dedication to scientific truth they may have,
Even if nuclear radiation isnt't safe, the nuclear and power industry

is quick tec argue that other risks are greater, Well, 1s it a good
reason to stev in front of a speeding car, because the risk would be
greater if vou stemnad in front of a speeding train? Kudzu Alliance

and Wells ¥ddleman do not bellieve that damage to peonle's health, lives,
and their children's health and lives are excused because greater damage
is‘'being done by someone else., vhat if a murderer pleaded in self-defense

that"others have killed 30 or [0 veople, and I only killed one." Does

that excuse murder? We find the concept of a "statistical death'" very






—ce e e w b e s

R L Sxmaczia pims

- miesem ciee=—ms % -z as

" Kudzuwit Alliance and Nﬂa Eddleman to. ASLB, !;Japq page I ,

disturbing. It seems that "subtracting 70 yoére from the total
nonulation’s 1ife span® is acceptabls, but killing outright is not. ,
We wonder how much difference that fine distinction makes to a victim
or radioactivity-induced cancer? There 1s an argument we have heard,
that the 55 moh speed limit is no good, because it takes more time_
fer the ghole nopulation to dr1§e at .55 wherever it goes, than the
- remaining lives of the accident victims who would be kiiied at a 65 limit
(versus 55) .total, Yet they would be dead, while the others are merely
-"'on the road". Given a qnoice, I would certainly choose a road delay
over death. I know no one who would choose differently, Yet we are
tolh "statistical deaths; are acceptable as a price for "naeded"
electric nower. The power companles are fond of the false plcture
of "freezing in the derk" if nuclear construction is stonped. (In fact,
more vecnle freeze in the dark due to having installed electric heat

T0
and then getting into an ice storm; and peonle have literally faxzen

to death because thelr ncwer was cut off when they could.not immediately
pay very high electric bills in winter.) Yet who, given the choice of
death or better insulation on one'!s house or wéter heater, would not
choose the insulation? Gofman has shown ("Groes Energy Available from s,
Light Water Reactors" CNR Box 11207, San Francisco CA 9Lh10l) that if .
tue nower companies! nroJ;ctions of energy pgrowth are correct, the
maximum share of totel U8 cenergy avallable from LWR nuclear power

in the vear 2000 is about 4%, the same percentage now used for heating
water ‘n people!s homes. Better insulation on home and industrial

water heaters could doubtless eliminate most of thls "need" since
current noorly insulated water heaters waste most of the energv surnlied
te them, And of course many other tnsulation and congservation ontlans

a»e avallbble to the nudblic. They also lead to lower nower bills,

e submit that construction of nuclear vower plants imnoses an
unnecessary risk to our lives, health, safety and our children's lives.
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Thevre can be no more vital considerations thah these for 1living nersons,

at least not to us in our opinlons.

Je belleve the relation of our health, life, safety and genetlc

Intemests to CP & L's safe management capability and to the Harris

olant construction is obvious: Ve are residents near the plant.

According to the 1974 EIS, winds blow in all directions‘rrom the nlant,

at an average speed of over 7 miles per hour (over 11 Xm ver hour).

About 1)9 of thevtime, conditions are calmm, says the EIS, Many of tho;e
culm days aré days of temmerature inversions, when plant emlssions,

routine or accldental, would s&ay closer to the ground than normally.

Thus, if the nlant 1s'bu11t,'we residing near the plant would be Xxius

among the first potential victims of radiocactive material released from

1t routinely and accidentally; we would also be among the first pbtentigl
victims of a2 nuclear dimsaster (4 plants makes it 4 times as llkely for

us, teo! The figures are usually given in accidents per »sactor ner year).
An inadequate émergency resovonse nlan (NRC's staff filing for the

C®» &L Qafe management hearing states that HB Roblnson's plan is still
inadequate) for Harris could also victimize many of us, In sum, just

by be'ng near the plant, we get its radlioactive and other effects ' P |
-whether we like them or not, if the plant is built; moreover, only

CP & L's "safe management capabllity" Qnd the NRC's regulatory power

atand between us and many problems. We note that exhessive radiation
releases averaged 2 per reactor per year (or close to it) through 197L.-
Also 2 near-misses in mwmwrxx reactors (Brown's Ferry and the Hanford N-reactor,
could have been meltdowns except for luck and owerator skill at 3Brown's .
ferry (not design or the KRC or the TVA); and the second shutdown systeh

on the N-reactor (samarium balls) that ovemated when all the ECCS was

KO'd by a simvle short circult, so we understand. (We omit the Fermi

breeder partial meltdown and FBR melt accident here.,) What we are

really noting is that "accidents CAN hanpen" and they do. These
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accidents threaten our lives, health and safety. The roles of the AFC,
F=04A, DOE etc in suppressing information about acclident and radlation
dangers make us wonder how honest the NRC and CP & L have been about
these marters, If they make mistakes, the damage is done to us first.
The Romuns had a different ldea about their engineering projects.
When the séafrolding was taken down from a Roman Arch, we are told
tne Roman engineer who designed it had to stand underneath., If the
_arch fell, hé wouvld be the first victim. Roman arches are known for
tneir durability. Kudzu Alllance and Wells Eddleman have no wish to
hurm or see any engineer harmed._ But we think it would Pe reasonable
to require NRC stuff, CP &L executivea, and nuclear nlant designers
to 1live at the plant site boundaries of nuclear power plants, Many
aff?rm thelir willingness to do so, but we know of none who actually do.
(We do not suggest this as a rule, e 8tmnlv point out that we are
among the first nostentlal victims of errors made by others who may
be much farther out of harm's way.,)

So we think our health and safety etc. interest in the Harris
Plant and CP & L !'s safe management capability is very clear. We also
have rinancial; preverty and other interests affected, For one thing,
if informatlion about nuclear dangérs 1s stlll being suopressed, and we
find (legally) and disseminate such information, ve may still be in danger
from nrnvomnents of nuclear power, both in our civil rights, which may
be violated by surveillance etc., and for harm to our health and possibly.
even ximmx divoes. ve have no evidence as of now that such danger exists
to us, but it could devslop at any.timo our legal activities were seen
as sufficient threat to the enormous financlal and property intersst
o{ the nuclear and nower industry. We do not seek or invite any such
attacks; our 6olicy is nonviolence and we reasonably expect Aonviolence

in return; even iIf we are attacked, most of us expect to adhere to
nonviolence (though I cannot compromisse the legal right of self-defense).
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We note that auh;e*llénce of nuclear ovnonents has ofcurred legally
and !llegally in Georgia, California, South Carolina, and other nlaces,
Nuclesar opnomnents have been threatened with violence, e.g. by the Ku
Klux Klan in New Hamﬁshire. It could be argued that we could remove
sueh ﬁossible danger by simoly acouiescing 1n nuclear power; but only
at the cost or free exérclse of our rights or free speech, association,

a free nress, petitioning for redress of grievances, privacy, free
movenent w!thin the USA, etc. ' We do not belleve anyone should be reauired
to sacrifice her or his rights due to threats or vossible threats.

Again, we emphasize that we have no evidence of such threats to present

at tils time, and are not accusing anyone of anything in North Carolina.
We certainly hope that no one will weste oublic or corporate funds on
t1legal survelllance, or maﬁe any 1llegal mwexXax threats .to anyone,

We certainly have no 1ntention.or violating others! rights or of any
violent acti‘on or threat of violence whatsoever. e

One last note on civil liberties etc.: We are not certain, that
killing someone by radlosctive means 1s not a violation of the Civil Rights
Act, That a license was issued for such killing may or mey not be a
dRefense. We do know tbat radioactivi%y is very difficult to detect,
witi cut sophisticated instruments, and that it can kill and leave no
evidence of its role that can as-yet be detected, We do belleve there

1s a civil right to life, which may be violated by unsafe management ¥

of nuclear power plants.

ditn respect to our financial, property and otﬂer interests:
Many Kudzu members are raténayers of CP & L and thus have a diract
financial intersest in thg costs of the plant, e8PEcially under Construction
Hork In ®rogress (CWIP) which is now legal in NC. We have heard from

2 source In CP & L's financial denartment who does not wish to be named,
that the cost estimate for the vwlant is %6 to 38 billion nov, versus
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4.2 b'1lion estimated in 1976. We therefore are interested in having

the cos;~benef1t analysls reopsned, and updated annually or more often,
to ascertain 1f the costs can still reasonably bes exnected to be less
than the benafits at nragent valug, given the numerous problems PWRs

are developing with denting, vipe cracks, steam generator corrosion,
radfoactivity in pipes, and possible lower radlation exposure standards
for ruclear workers, as well as-other problems. We subgit that our
financlial 1ﬁterest§ as ratepayers will be 111l served if a vlant is bullt
th@t carnot repay to us, the consumers, more in value than we have

nut into it, and suggest a cost-benefit analysié to consumevrs also

be performed. We note that CP &L 'is said, in the“NRC staff filing
(wh:ich: Wells Eddleman has read, bu; not memorized) to not do more than
it !s required to do. Thus we would be interested in seéing if Ccr &L

is willing to perform such an abalysis voluntarily. We also ask whether
CP & L w!ll disclose its current cost estimates for the Harris plant,
and how ve can be reasonably sure these estimates are acourate and not
blased due to CP & L's financial interests.

Rate vayers will also be t11 served if a .2 b? l*on (or 6 or 8
or whatever billion) powernlant is built, out into thelr rate base, and
then not fully used. Since nuclear power has very highcapiﬁal costs;
the nlant must run baseload (all the time 1t can operate) to keev its
electricity costs competi%ive (see GAd FMD 78-76 on nuclear, coal and
alternntive source costs in the Pacific Northwest, 1978-1995). Needed
or not, the plant wculd be in the rate base and customers would havs
to ndy C® & L full profits on tt. Moreover, 1f the vlant failed to
hold its assumed capacity factar over its full lifetime, the cost
ot !s electricity conld be much higher than pmredicted. we ask that,
i{ a sensitivity analysis to capaclity factor and plant lifetime has
not already been prevared as part of the cost-benefit analysis (none

!s reference in the 1974 EIS to our knowledge) that the NRC staff consider

'prevaring such an andlysis, and C® &L consider doing likewise and

Y
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/K puﬁ?ish thieir results,
; Anoth-r obvious interest of Wells Fddleman and other Kudzu

1/.‘ mempers 1s ownership of shares of CP & L common stock. The value

0of trese shares devends on sound mmnagement, especially when a coxmpany -
we~tl; less than fhibillion (and in debt)axar nronasesd to svend more

that 3k b*1llion on a single factlity. The risks are high 1f the faelility .
!s no%t virtually assured of complete success. For examnle, the NC

nublic utilities com%ission has a rule mandating that if nuclear

plant Cﬁ falls below 65%, costs of replacement power fuel should

not be charged to consumers if management caused the capaclty to

be below 65%. A plant thaf wasn't needed would have a real risk

of such oroblems, It m'ght even Se excluded from the rate base.

Then stockholders waould have to pay for a plant that earned them nothing.
A plant badly operated might generate billions in claims for deatls,
injuries and property damge; it might also depresa property values

near 1t, and these damages mak could also be the subjectrof lawsulits x
against CP? & L., North Carolizna law may not limit damages as the
Price-Anderson Act does; og'the addltional démages might have to be

pald by téxnayers -- that 1s, by stockholders, Kudzu mewmbers and

Wells Fddleman among others. There 1s also the risk the vplant

mey have to be abandoned before completion due to new necessary regulations
on emnloyese health, publichealth, saféty,'or financing. (Look ax ¢
Seabrook to sce that repeal of CWIP can also make it hard to finish
. a costly nuclear nlant.) Then the cost ;f congtruction coimleted would’
either be borne by stockholders (as a great loas!) or by ratepayers,

as a-nossibly i1llegal charge for a vlant nomt providing them any vower,
shotld the Utilities Commission allow the plant to stay in the rate base,

Moreover, eacalating uranium cogts, uranium mining hazards,

»

uncertain suoply of ofreign uranium, and CP & L's lack of asaured

uranium surplies for the Harris plant (to our current knowledge as of May
1?73), may also make the Harris plant economically dublous or dangerous.
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These uncertainpies abou#'fuei»oonStiQGQG a further danger of financial
burdens to ratepayers and stockholde%s,;pr both berhpaps/

We note that if we had only to show that it is reasonably likely
that these problems would materislize, we would have é stronger case.,
But it apvears that utilities need only prove 1t is reasonably likely _
that nroblema will be solved by the tlme the vlant is operating, and :

they pet avproval. We feel this procedure exposes ratepaye"s and

shareholders to unknown risks, since for example, the HB Robinson

.emergency response (evacuation) plan 13 still not ready as of November

1978 according to NRC staff{(over g years since such plans should have
been made énd hnp;oved) " Vho knows what promises (such ax finding

a safe way to disnose of nuclear wastea, holding costs down, etc)

can actually be kept tn. 198h or 1985 (or later) if the Harris nuclear '

plants are built? The govornment and nuclear industry's record on

such promises is about ag good ag tha>tyu1cal politicianb’, uhich *s C
. to say, good enough to get the job, but not good enough to keep most

of the oromises. For oxamble, radiological monitoring is 1dentified

in Long & Dance's orefiled testimony os ‘! weakness 2%t HB Robinson, in 1978
It is also identifiled 5n"LQ7S on pagos-l and 2 of the NRC staff exhibit
1, for six senarate.problems.‘ Over 3 years,. a dlearly health & sgfety—
related progranm romains weal, but thio‘is evidently "accentable"?
Pardon us, we dont't know whether we aro~sunoosed to talk about this
stuff in the staff filings unless we. ‘Bre admlitted as intervenors,

We do know bath staff and.CP & L have the right to respond. to what

we say here, Our main polnt is that there are no venalties and

checks belng used to maks sure that thﬁ-promiaea that pboblemsa -

will be solved, are kepd, orf;t least';t cortainly doesn't look that
way. Indeed,” it looks 1liko the NRC Msolves” problems like the EPCI
trips at Brunswlck, by Just e;ﬁminatipgvtheirequirement that the
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sys*em work right, ir CP & L c&n't get 1t to work right.

" %We note rurther that safe managenent does not just mean manegement
that comnllies on t;me with;all NRc;rules given ta them, It implies
a rmanagement that a%ms for*safety.'ieP & I hag won numerous safety
awards for injuries and accidents (i. é: for not having so many as
othe; utilities). We hOpe they can uin radiation safety awards too,
but we'd like to see botter evidence than the working people 60 houvs
a week for vnarq on end that 1“lovmd cantrell alleges, and than blowing
up their offgas sysbem due to numeroua errors.. IftCP& L was as
dedicated to 1nspection and sarety as they are to making. excuses for -
that exnlosion and thelr unlocked.dogrs at Brunswick, I for one would
be more at easa.with their 6nerat16na;: HoWEver, as a classroom teacher,
CP & L's b2llllance at making excuaea seems to maxyE me to be more in

line with the typve of person who goofs off, confident that 1f something

goes wrong or s/he gets caught in tgexwrong, a good excuse wlill. solve
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things.) )
Kudzu Alliance membars and Wella Fddleman also own proporty

in the region around the Harris plant site, both real and personal

land
vroverty, including iaﬁx businesses, equipmenb homes, personal property,

etc, Land values have in places decraased near nuclear plants, especlaily -’

where nuclear wastes are transnortedfto and from the nlants, Thias could

“g ®

readilv affect some Kudzu moeriberst prcpgrty since they are ver& close

to the »lant, in one caée'on the bouhdary I believe.,  All our vranerty
could be affected in an accident, ag:would the value of our CP & L, stock.
de belisve this is another very real interest we have in the safe

management of the plant if 1t ia builg, and in the antire issue of

- N
ey » . ave Cue,
. - - L

~

whether and how it 1s dbuilt. e B

Wiells Eddleman and Kudzu Alliance wish to be carsful ta say that
we have other interests not mentlioned here which the plant may affect,

but we don't wish to try to list hham.all here or make this letter too

vy K
.. ':)’ v :l)l-'
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that since the plant directly affects so many of our interests, and

prp e -° Kudzu Alliance and Wells Eddloman to ASLB 4 Jan 1979

Ty

As to how the ASLB's ruling could affect our interests, we believe

since the board (says Charles Barth) has the authority to make uny

rul;ng within its power consistent with the facts in the hearing,

ard s'nce CP & L's safe- management canability and financial capability

diroctly affect how shemmdixea (and if) the plant may be built and

onerated, wé think tha-e?fect is obvious., If the ASLB does nothing,

~and leaves things exactly as’ they are after this hearing, then our

interests are 1mpinged unon by tle power vhant exactly as they were

. . e
before, So that affects our interests by leaving the planth affect

on them in force. If the board were to condition the construction

permit on certain actions bé CP &L by a-cortain time, e.g. training

its versonnel so'thatrit was clear that'plenty of qualified people

wonld bve avallable to operate the Harris plant, or cleaning up certain

problems at 3runswick and/ov‘hobinson,'or tighten*ng up its internal

rules, etec. etec., that affects our 1nterest by afPording them a promise

off scme additional nrotection soon. -If the board vwere to r»ule CP & L

can take an even freer hand in 1its ac%ipns, and can omit some quality

assurance of safety proecdures now used and still have "adequate"

management for the health & safety 6f‘ﬁhe public, that affects 5ur

interests by nutting more resnonshbility to zmmasimkx protect our

Interests on CP & L and less on the NRC. Yo are not sugfesting rulings

to the board at this time, but just showing how a range of possible

rulings, or no ruling, would have an @ffect on our interests,

our financial

fnterest ls very large because each person- served by CP &L will have to

vey $1U00 to bulld the plant at the 1976 estimato, and perhaps more,

and certainly more to have the planp operate and pay CP & L a fgir profis.

If the plant is delayed or stooped now,. gt=3% complete, rhe loss on it
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' woulﬁ be "only" ?126 million (3% or~u a billion dollars). That is

842 ner person served: by CP & L. If, ‘as seems 1ikely based on CP & L
figures, the olant would railse power ‘rates 60% or more if completed,

the present value of vower savings at muxannax residential rates (about

3000 Kwh per consumer per year, at about 3% c¢/kwh) would be.much
greater than that $u2, even assuming the ratepayers had to take all

. a‘ \‘

the loss, But if construction continuea and the. plant is not needed

when it comes on line, - the loss to consumors will be - “very large, &8

h‘!’.

. could the loss to stockholders be, if they have to pay for: it

Moreover, if for any reagon the planbs do not serve their useful

1tfetime as assumed, costs cn"ld bea. very high, It is-imnortant to

make our best efforts and sensitivity analyses to understand the
consequences of such nossibilitiea and probabilities flow,-: before
construction has goneo 30 rar that financial ‘nterasts begin to outweigh
thp vublic interest, consumers' costs, health, safety ete.’ He believev?h
the NRC's decisions on the North Annw piam:, built on a fault with the' -
aid of lies by Virginia Electric & Power Co (according to reports) and
with complicity in these lies by NRC 3taff, illustrates the d&ngers.'
With 3400 million investod, the weight.of this rwoney was considered “
greater than the dangers of completdng the plant, which is now operating
(sc we understand) vith the aid af many-modificatlons to tho plant

and many variances to engineerirg and eafety requirements.

We particularly feel our~1ntoreats are cuompronised if we ara not
allowed to intervene because the issuels really suppresaion of evidence,
If evidence had not been Juhn“essod, this—hearing upcoming;would never
have been orderoed, If we‘cannot amk quostione; call witnossos»and
cross-examino, we cannot be at all assurod that much.mofe evidance is

not still belng suvpressed, " We have no proof now that izt 18, but no

agsurance whatever that 1t  1s not. Only by direct and cross-examination
can we probe the rruthfulness and complateness of the record in this case.

L v . "
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We note in passing that both CP & L and NRC staff have apparently
ifz: filed resnonses to our petiti;n and swendmenta late under the NRC's
own rules. Wellﬁ‘Eddleman desires that the full arguments of both ' -
" be neurd, and thus does not object to this, Xudzu Alliance has not
taken a position on this 1ssue,.and reéerves the right to raisé it

»

later, varticularly *f and when a heariqg is granted on Kudzu's petition
to *nbervene.ﬂ ' ] . 7

We also note that we cénnot find anvthing in Charles Barth's
first resnonse (dated 6 Novembher 1978 bﬁt receivéd on 17 Wovember,
reférring to a letter of "November'lé; 1978" -~ no doubt a twpo) about
the NRC's rules or how to baecome an intervenor, Indeed we received’
noth!ng until Wells Fddleman vlioned the office of Rep. Ikse Agdrews,
6 December 1978, Andrews! office obtalined a cony of 10 CFR 2 and '
gsent 1t to Eddleman. It arrived about 18 December 1978, Charles Barth
also sent =a _covy of 10 CFR 2, vpursuant to a phone ccnvers;tion of N
13 December 1978 T believe. Thils arrived about 20 Decembor.
We did not =m intend to ask the ASLB's assf%ance in this matter; we
merely desired to note xx that we still had recelved notning from
the NRC staff on its rules, and to renew our raquest to them to supoly
such {nformation. It has been helpful.to us, and we are endeavorl
to commly with every part of it that we can understand.

another factual watter concerns tha awaraness of Kudzu Alliance
memters of the last deadline for intervention ink the Harris promceedings,
At the general meeting of 3 January 1979 I asked the 31 members nresent
(28 being members before that dats) If any knew or had read of the last
date for intervention., None had., Only lo.had ever heard of the Federal
Reptster, according to thelr statements and a show of hands, None read

it on a regular basis, We submit that ordinary versons, including
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most of the founding members of the7§ﬁ§zu'Alllanae, éould not have
intended to clrcumuvent any'NRC rule;,.begéause they do not know those
rules and never did. We are advised. by a Kudzu member that it is
oresumed in law that everybody reads- hhe Federal, Register (or should); .-
we simnly point out that in-fact, sven concerned citizens such as

Kudzu Alllance members do ﬁot read 1¢'and in many cases aré not even
aware that it exists, or.thét NRG -notices for héarings are In 1¢,

We do not know @f any'other publicity than the Federal Pegister
notice was given 23 June 1977 for vpotential intervenors. We do know -
that numerous Kudzu Alliance members now cannot recall ever hearing
af such a notice; and many of them wera %éry concerned with nuclear
pover *‘n 1977 also. Ve Selieve that it is unfair to presume that
pecnle can catch every legal notlce rut past tﬁem,-and would ask
that both the earlier Intervention attempt by John Speighta, nov &
Kudzu mamber, any other intervention attampts from 1967 to 1977 by

versons now Kudzu members, and the fact that Kudzu Alllance was formed
after the July i977 éeadline withoutsknowledgo.of_that deadline nax s
and with no intent to circumevent NRC procedures, bera considered as
good cause for having our pefition to intervene considered at this time,
Wwe also note that it takes tiﬂe for an organlzation to establish

itself and create a structure that enables it to take on respons*bilities
sucn as intervention, If CP & L can get delays in 1mplemnting its QA
proéran, then Kudzu'’s need to get eatablished and organized should also
be considered good cause for- filing tq»intérvene at this time,

Wells WAdleman 138 pernlexed by tb;midea that he should simnly
avcid nuclear nower plants when he moves., ' T have here the best job
T have ever had, as a conserfation manager, teacher and watchperson.

Nevertheless, had I known a nuclear plant was nearby under ccnstruction,
I misht have roconsidred my declslon to move here, or made the decision
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té accept some risk by staving in the area. .But I did not have a chancs
to make that cholce.- In effect, I am being'told I have no right to

move near.a proposed nuclear power plant unless I am willing to sit

idly by and watcﬁ it go up. Considaering the number of nuclear vlants
that have been proposeé, I woglq have greatly reaér&bted choice of

living =mmr sites., I certainly didn't movse here to spend my time

" arguing agalnst nuclear power plants. : If I'D known one was this close

to me, even though my present job 1s véry attractive to me, the best
I've ® ever had, I might not have taken it. But since I was already
heée with all my equipment and a good job when I firﬁt heard where
the nlant was and when 1t was going to .be built, I think I should have
the right to intervone. If I'd moved here a faw years earlier, vhile
construction was suspended, T'd have ﬁgd a chance to say, "No, I!'d rather
not run from this nuclear plant. I don't think it's safe or a good
economic deal or good for jobs or good for me, and Itd 12ke %o say why
and get witnesses and crosg-oxamine Ehe powerﬁcomnaﬁy’s witnesses,” |

I realize that the question~of uhethéf new residents in an aresa
shorld be allowed to intervene i3 a tricky one, People who would.move
to a nlace justtofight a‘nuclear plang are qot rare anymore. But IX
didn't do that. I roved hers without«knpwledgeﬂof the pnlanth Dbeing
this close to me, and without intent;;o do anything about it (since
I didn't know about 1t). Compare the situation of a person who
unwittingly moves next to ﬂmgwmwammmﬁ-{a‘leak&pnono gas pipeline,
There is no requiremsnt to tell pipporty buyers a gasa piveline is near,
The gas company peoble probably won't. advertise that their line is leaky,
or nut out mavs of its location, ¥Yet our new property owner is in
dénger from this gas nivellns, and hns,;very right to peotition for. i

Imnrcved safety etc. I am going to gef offects from that nuclear

-
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Love 1t or leave it,” I hapoen to 11ke riy Job and my location here
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plant if its bullt, ot by CP & L's attorneys' reaponsa, thoy

provose to tie my lagnl hands, and say in effect, "Nuclea” power:

extremely well., I do not wish to have to la&ve this area, but I almost
certainly will if the Harris nuclear plant bogins operational testing.
(The uncertalnty 1s, I’m not 100% sure that nuclear plants cannot be
made safe, that waste cannot be trananorted and stored safele etec.
Were these issues resolved to my satigfaction, I might stay «- or I
might leave just to be safé, because I could be wrong.) I am very
dlsturbed now hy much svidsnce, inclgding that for rising cancer rates
in éegions of nuclear facilitles, evidence that various radioactive
materials nose greatef health risks than previously thought, etc.

I will endeavor to protect myself and. others from these risks, using
nonviolent means only, but if I cannot I can xx move away., Many peonle
may not have that option, so I hope tho Kudzu Alllance 1s admitted as ‘
an intervenor, as even 10 I were, L could lose my legal Q%atus it I
moved away due to my assoasmant of the dangors. (Catch 22, nuclear
version: You have to be in danger to do anvthing about the danger.

to _esca
If you take yourself away :8h éﬁe danger, you lose your right to do

Is nuclear vower safe9 You bet yvour life, Catch 22 again.)
anything adbout 1ti@p\At any rate I am no lawyer and couldn!t hire one
at current rates. (One XKudzu member tcld me of a legal bill over 310,000
in one yvear, which that member pald in trying to stop the Harris plant,)
I hone the ASLB will excuse my legal ineptness., I work on this petition
for a lot less than 310,000 a year (and some may feel that oy work 1is
worth 1its nrice, or .less!l), I am complying with everything in the
rules I have recelved that I can understand or get trustworthy advice
from Rudzu members about,
I nuve a further poersonal interest in these proceedings because

-~

I do snergy consulting work. Energy consulting work is most needed
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wiere energy is oeing wasted and can be saved cheaply. :In my exverience
these cendit?ens prevail in much of the immediate area around Raleigh,
Durha~ and “hanel Hill, New Hill, ete., If consumers in this area are
forced to spend large amounts of money oﬁ nuclear power plants via

CWI? and rate increases, they will have lens money available to invest
*A energy conserving equioment and systems, and thus have less business
to give me,  Ironically, as the price of electricity rises, there will
he greater advantages %o energy efficlency and conservation, but less
monew available to do it. I belleve I can show how the entire expected
annunl outout of one of the Harris.uﬁits (900 MWe) could be saved by

an investment of less than $100 million in insulatlon (about %L billion
less then the cost of the Harris unit). The insulation will have a
useful 1ifetime comparable ta the plant (30 to 50 years) have minimal
operating and repalr costs, and cnntinue to save energy without additional
effort oy its owners, My fees are either by the hour wor&ed (variable
to the size of the organization I'm working for and the potential energy
savings), or a small percentage of the cost of energy saved over several
years., Thus I could expect income from the insulation projects, but only,
if the canital to install thils inukm Insulation is avatlable.” The more
nower b*lis po up, the less canital peonle will have to invest in
tnsulation, Wy C° & L dividends, however, should not suffer, since

they are a falr rate of return on an existing investment whether more
nuclanr nlunts are built or not, Bill Lee, President of Duke Power, has
told me that not building new powerplants would helv Duke stockholders
by reduclng the need to sell new stock (which dilutes the previous
stockholiera! equity). I imagine a similer advantage wmight occur for

CP & L shareholders like wmyself, So oub of personal financial interest,

it makes sense for me to oppose nuclear power hecause it is so cavkixital
inteusive thut it reduces the money avallable to do my Job~ energy

"
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conzarvation and efficiency. I believé éhe 1ssue of whether nuclear
nower {é the 3FST available use of the huge amounts of capital involved
needs ser‘ous consideration, both by the NRC, the‘Congress, end people
and state utilities commissions. Many authorities agree with William
Simon that we may face a capital formation crisis in the USA soon. -
UnAder such canditions we should make the best"investmenps with our
avatladle canital, I believe the best return on canital in energy
t8 from conservation, insulation and efficliency measures at this time.
Numercus studies suoport that belief, I do not know whether this

tsaue is within NRC Jurisdiction, but I do hope nrudsnt and sound
mancgement will address it, Consldering the opinion of Shearon_ﬂar;is
(himself) at the last €P & L stockholdev's meeting, I do not believe
CP & L manggement had yet taken energy conservation seriously. The
sxperience of West Garmany &mong others shows that wmuch higher efficlency
energy use 1s available to us in the USA, Harris seemedrto deny this,
citing higher agricultural and transportation energy use in the USA than
in Germany. Virtuallj"noho of auch use 1s electrical however., It would
muke energy sense to have more electric mass transit, out I cannot see
electric tractors being economlically comvetitive anytime soon. TFlectric:
mrates kx still make electricity our most expensive form of energy.

For this reason I bellieve the futuralholds much slower grewth rates
in electric demand, and reductions in central nover system demand in
many c¢uses. I think it is time for CP & L and others to face the
possibility tha#t longterm demand growth may be much smaller, and to
verform sensitivity analyses for costs and benefits of nuvw powervlants
under varying assumptions including very low demand growth. Under
such conditlons the long construction times of all large nowernlants
are very problematical -+ interest charges eat up projected benefits
Before the vdlant is finlished. Smaller plants may be an answer, but

small nuclear plants are distincetly uneconomical to build today.

- LY
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T hooe these concerns-can be raised somewhere, i1f not before the
NRC,  Many Kudzu members share my concerns about best use of resources
.;ev nlant ‘size cited on vages 18 and 19, as well as conservation,

and »

or wiich Kudzu members presented testimoney last fall (1978) before

tlie v Puvlic Utilities Commission.

Onbehalf” of myself and the Kudzu Alliance I want to note that
T have read the entire text of the NRC staff filing for ths unconing
hearings, and have now completely read Exhibits 1 and 3 and skimned
Exhibit 2, which Ea all tﬁe.LEWs (Licensee Event Reports, i.,e. things
that went wrong) and plan to finish reading all of Exhibit 2 this week.
(The fact that Fxhibit 2, the troubies at CP & L nuclear plants, is 80
thick, is oftinterest to me. I would like to investigate in some
denth what 1s Maccentable" and "unacéeptable" performance by a nuclear
licensee.) At any rate, If've read all this stuff, by myself, which
CP & L had to ask an extension of time to respond to., Kudzu Allliance
has several other members (indeed, a whole research comittee and others)
who can also read testimony and repovts;capably, raising qdestions
‘and drawing inferences and maxing compaﬁisona“ We think this shows
we do have someéﬁing to offer in developing a sound record because
we underqtand CCNC's 1awyers coulad not or did not have time to read
all the information filed by the staff ‘of the NRC. (At lawyers!' rates,
we pouidn't blame CCNC for- not wanting ali that stuff read -~ I spent
about 12 hours on it so fer.) We think it is important for some
interveror to check and question everything that 1s asserted, 1f that
is humanyy possible, so that questions can bs ralsed in the rocord as
the tovics come up, and not later. Iﬁ‘is;clearly eéaier for 3
in?e”venors to cover thls demanding jcb-than it is. for one to,
Weo also think our reading and wesoarch {Xudzu, reaearch neonla-aach

concentrate on a different area) can be naeful reaources in our
, i-.
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Concerning the issue of whether other intervenors can represent
our Iinterests adequately, David Martin, president of CCNC, does not
believe CCNC.has adequately rapresented.bu£ interests, he tql}s‘me.
if’they have not in thg’pusé,tcan e béﬁect they wlll do so in the .
future? We know of no planned changos ln ‘CCNCts efrorts, though

we continue to support them. . He. alao wiah to maka furthar errorts

4
-t . L .
.- "‘.-u.

Of Our‘ Owno - . ) - M-
We understand CCNC is preparing to anpeal on the need for power

i1ssue now thut the N¢ Utilities bomm,ssion has pudblished lo»er demand

»

forecasts, (still far above actual 1ncreaaes 1973~78) - Wo wish them’

luck, and if grented tntervenor statue muy wish to join 4n that anpeal

"as intervenors; we would certainly: u;sh to. represent oursalves or

have ourselves indevendently reproseﬁntad at any future hsarings on

-noed for vower, We bolleve CP & L's segding 1n dikata. showing lower

doemand after ths construction vernlt was.issued,. plus the capriclous

. ox

denial of the CCNC's first anpsal (siﬁga:neg~evidence favors intervenors,

thoy hsve no right to cross-examine 1%;f§6 ﬁhay cannot have hore
hear ngs, I »elleve is how ths ruling went. == Gatch 23), alreadv
shows a dangerous dlsregard for pertinent facts ou the NRC'!s poart --
dangoerous to our pocketboolts and ouripotontial safety and health and
life etc, At any rate we view-the HC‘??&IIt;ps Cqmmisaionarenort ag"

o sten closer to realism in thelr powerigewand projections, and thelr

" requiring CP & L to anow cause why conatrﬁdﬁion;bf'the Harris units

should not bo delayed is very reasonxb&ao CP & I has now, according .
to'naus reoorts, indefinltely deferrsd its tuc.propossed South River
nuclear units. Considering the overcapacity CP & I, now has {and the:
difference between the gonerating capaciiy in their annual rebort‘1°77

«
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and the Utilities Commlission rep05€ Iéfcurious +se 2 setsa of books?),

we assume that 1t 1s further rea«onable to ask why Harris 3 and 4 should

not be 1ndafinitely daferred at this time, Wo would seek to evaluate

the accuracy and honesty of vower projections as part of the guestions

of ’inancia]ly rasnonsible managament, and as part of the queqtﬁon of
If demand projections ,

L

- 3 m

" possibdle eontinued supprassion of infornation.
coitinue to drop toward reulity, theflneed"for all the Harris units will
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soon be in grave doubt, ) “:.;g}p\-_
Concerning the NRC staff filings, there are issues 1n there of

- == peere  mwasarw
".J‘va‘aa.' »
L S S S
-
]

managements repeated f&*lure to correct or 1mprove problem situations

-
-

in eauipment, GA/QC, emergency roaponsa plans, radiation safety and mon-
The large
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etc. etc. which ve would like to ralse et a hearing.
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itoring,
number of LFRs and akmksikanx 1nfrhqtions/deficiencies etc, do not show
de think at some polnts
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a downtrend of aignificance by our ‘statistlcs.
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the data 1s misread or perhaps misrspreasnted by the staff.

[
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note that CP & L personnel policy .ia in guoestlon due to Cantrell’s and

vor

There 'are other issues ralsed .by the sbaff filings

other testimony.
vhich we may wish to ecomment on ;a;ar;_or ralse when and if we must
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prevare & 1ist of contebtions. =
We have now discussed twlce -with NRC staff the wossibilities of

Kudzu Alllance.and Wells REddleman continue to .
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limited intervention,
doudbt that limlted apvedrances afford’dé anything wore then a chance
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to make a spaech, We cannot, for cxariple, call as witnesses persons .

who have resigned from CP & L and othens vho countfnue to work there;
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wo cannot cross-cxampiuine testimony. filed by the staff and C? & L's
We deslre to. do thess things i nossiblae, and feel that

LN

reagnonses,
bhey would assist in establishing s mors sound rocord,

Wde also understand &hat the eoxpertiss and dlrset knowledge of
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that testimony, and s*nce fow of us mra exotlc otperta or directly

saw what is wrong with nuclear power; wg think our {ime and the ASLB's
would better be devoted to those equrt and directly knowledgeable
witnesses which we could call were ngihtervanors. We do not propose
to expend this sort of effort Jjust tp make limitoé, and probsdbly .
unconsidered, statements outside fhs;tgstimony 9f the uﬁcoming'heartngs

or anv others. Ws still feel only *ntérvantton offers us any real

chance to make any useful contrlbutlon, and vie are not into belng useless.

We understand from RRC staff that the competence of contractors
hasz not been raised in a’ preovious proceeding, We think Danlel
International and Research«Cottrelli;l;ecords (e.g. Callawéy M0 nlant
Wililam Smart case ror Daniel, and W Va, tower collapse for Qesearch-
Cottredl) warrantm 1nqu;ry at some poinu, preferably before they

build teo much if they have likelihood eof bullding things improperly.

- Otherwise extensiva, oxpensive repaira or scrapving costly construction

might be necessitated latar, We note with interest that NRC staff
did rot mention Callaway'amcng Daniel's projects where they discussed
Daniel. Whether this was omission, accident or auppression, we do not
know, We would iike to find out. We believe tliis 1s a serious issue
for xhkz the lives and safety of construction workers as well as the
health ‘and safety and financ’al interest of the vublic in a safely
Suilt nlant, and the enormous financlal intersst of GP & I and itg
sharenolders in a safely bulls, operaple plant wikhout defects that
cculd force a long shutdown for repalrs, or render the vlant inoverable,
Thorough review now ls the best vway ta resolve thess questions of
contractor rellabllity and C» & L's management capability in hiring
sdbn contractors.’ e

We (Kudzu Alllance and Wells Pddleman) believe that further new
evidence comes to light that affects thaese and other issues, and reserve
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1. Need for nower (naw evidenc¢:12~28 78, nukxgnkx mentioned Lerein, NC PUC)
2. Improper design, verification, construction & malubenance .
3. Setting trip setnoints outsidg anproved operating ranges ‘
b, Pailure to perform safety aunalyses and planning for mairnterance x
Inadequate ver*fication of niva _eracks, exceptions to requiremants for é
same : P e BeCrA
° 6. Employment of unqua1¢fied.and.undavaualified personnel )
* 7. Financial risks to CP & L shanreholders; to consumers via CWIP and rate
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.. increases; misrepresentation of pawer needs for financial reasons -‘n?
8. Pitness,*resvonsibilit}y (or lack of’ it) by contrectorsiint Danlel Intl‘“&

. and Resssrch -Cottrell. ., .. 'm‘r
‘9. Lifetlme of operation of planﬁ, payback’period & cost-benefit; new 'fﬁﬁ

fectors that may reduce operating lifetime & roquire expensive repairs’ %ﬁ
7 shutdowms i

10. Environmental protection, Inaluding safe dlsposal of nuclear wastes byl
11 Limitation of toplecs to be dlacussed requires us to guess what will “E

go wrong; Incomplete & dishonecst presentations to NRC & 1ts boavds. it
12 York history and financlal holdings of witnesses, sgtaff etc; financial ‘i«

and curricvlum vita (resume) disclusure regquestsd g
13, Possible additional tooies ™ | ) oo
1. Need to preserve our ‘right to'raise additional issues. S

15. NRC staff not resvonding to” request (3) of 16 October 1978 fer rules
& nrocedurs information for- intervenors

16. 8ood cause for "late" filing ~- Kudzu dlda't exist; Fddlemar wasn't in
area {elaborated above: nelther knew of deadline; no intent to c*rcumm-
vent rules or deadline in formatior of Xudgu; etc,) A

17. Asking for more reculred notire of hearings & new oonortunlities .
- for intervention with wide publicity. . .

18, Inaccessivility of federal reglster. ) .

19. _Service of conles -~ we cannot afford .

20. Info on Kudzu and Eddleman, authorizabtion to reoresen: Kudzu, etc,

21. Lack of nformation about requirements for our net*tion/aar leave to
amend,

22. Xudzu member John Speights trlied to intervene *n 1971 .

23. Sound management and ASL3 ruling relevant to Fddleman & Kudru Intereats,

life, safety, financial, proverty etc.

2L, Nuclear waste disvosal costs

. 22 Excesslive radiation eminssions allowad by 197h EIS & by NFC staff
New exposure standards for nuclser workers may shut down “uﬂ‘ear ndustvy
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“(pald, we think:, hy mtmywa). ) . »

CCNC unable to reprasanL our 1nterests, Kudzu formed to do more. 1
than CCNC was. doing ‘ :
Burden of preof-is cn.ﬁ?ﬁus%aﬂf o1 CP & L to show our interests "will
be protected® not may bo protectad, by others,

NRC staff and CP & L's commitment 1f any to protect Eddlemen and/or
Kudzu 1s su pact «~ they, would have to acknoiwledge errors, less likely

* to do that than we are to. point them out.

We desire to represent omrgolves to oratect our interssts directly. )
There are:other reasons to. reprosent ourselves (more luter), .
Record developed without quy particlpation was unsound, '-;;
Possible continued suwpraasion of evidence. . R
3 interveno»s can backstop sach other -- catch things one might not o
3 intervenirs can ghare. the work, concentrate on owun exvertise areas,
Technical knouledge neadsd. to detect technical errors. Eddleman & -l
Kudzu have such khnowledgew :l - .-

Knowledge of managewent iun practical business exnerience & theoretical
course work and unpiied couras work of Kudzu mombers (Incl. Tddleman ;
on last 2 vnointual). - . 2
Investigative- exp@riencewhalpfui in developlnn sound reco"d Eddleman
has zome. s . PR
Continuing reau&xch.by Kudzu & deteman : e T
Requirad only torfassist™ 1 developlng a2 sound “ecord not do it alona.
Possioility obther inborvonors will. collapse of be taken over, leaving: ,
no -one ‘@0 represent us/ Caso of Winke an*ronmenb : C e
CCNC's nbtorney carnot give us the help we need. . : : 3
We have 2 right 46 represont ourselvas. o P
We wlll follow all’ rules ye .know and are told. RN
We hava no dcsrr&,tc d0183 proceedlngs~ vant them svneecded up ir < T
possibJe o, Ko

Contradiction betwaen*"not broadening issues" and"develop*nb & sound |
record? our desire 1s to.develop tho ilssues. b
If wo relze new lasues that have not deen raised before, that is an ‘
argument FOR our admizsion ans intervenors, not against,

»ha
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. Do not know 1f we have. dalaysd proeeeaings at all; doubt we could add

ruch to currant asdays. .

Do not wishh to insule anyouu or raise things improverly, just to .
presorve our right te: raisa~additlon&l 1ssues as new info bscomes N
available., = . Y
There nay be tning§ wa h&v@ ‘raised that T have missed in this -
sunzmayry, though ¥ tv“ea‘ho-gat thom all into this list. We reserve

the #ight to refa? to previous petitions, and amsndments.

Further supprossiow of *nfom, by NRL current chairpepson, re dvnamic
suopression systeng.. -

Hard to state concerans without na\ing 2 list of thihgs that could .
be termsd contentlons.” Will make this list when/if legally allowed to._:

.~ Work history & Cinancial holdings boyond NRCis autnority? (Contradicted :

by staff filing<. inspectors & their famllies etc may not own nuclear
or nower company stock, bonds ete.) Holdlings relevant to testimony,
so lms'fere skalary comeﬂ from or has come from,

Ask leava to further amend our petition to conply fully with legal

requirsments
Ask that potition b@~judgad on the facts, not on our legal inevptness,

; Do not wish to inconvenience board (ASLB) but we have to vey ourselves -

for anyone working on this, unl*ke NRC (paid by taxpuyers) and CP & %,
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UNITED STATES-OF AMERICA'
" NUCLEAR REGULATORY CODMISSION

)
)
)

)
D N
)

)

)

)

»

In the MaFCQrvof

CAROLINA POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY ’ Docket‘No.(s) w50-400

. 50-401
(Sncaron Harris Nuclear Power 50-492
Plant, Units 1, 2, 3, and 4) 50-403

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

. I hereby certify that I have this day served the foregoing document(s)
upon each person designated on the official service’'list compiled by
the Office of the-Secretary of the Commission in this proceeding in
accordance with the requirements of Section 2.712 of 10 CFR Part 2 -
Rules of Practice, of the Nuclear-Regulatory Commission's ‘Rules and
-Regulations. : ’

Dated (%t Washington, D.C. this
' ¢ ,
97_ day of \:éﬁi&b/ 197 ?7 .

21 ’7J bj//lfzum;r

Officé bf the Sccrctary of the Commission




UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

)
)
)
)
)
)
)

SERVICE LIST

.In the Matter of
CAROLINA POWER AND LIGHT .COMPANY

(Shearon—~Harris Nuclear Paver
Plants, Units 1-4)

Ivan W. Smith, Esq., Chairman.
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Mr. Clenn 0. Bright

‘Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Dr. J.V. Leeds, Jr.
Rice University
P.0. Box 1892

Houston, Texas 77001

Counsel for NRC Staff

Office of the Executive Legal-Director

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Alan S. Rosmnthal, Esq., Chairman
Atonmic Safety and Licensing Appeal
Board

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission-

Washington, D.C. 20555

Dr. John H. Buck

Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal
Board

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Washington, D.C. 20555

Michael C. Farrar, Esq.

Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal
Board

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Washington, D.C: 20555

. Washington, D.C.

Docket No.(s) 50-400
50-401
50-402
50-403

Richaxd E. Jones, Esq.
Carolina Power and Light Company
P.O. Box 1551

. Raleigh, North Carolina 27602

George F. Trcwbridge, Esq.

Ernest L. Blake, Jr., Esq.

Shaw, Pittman, Potts & Trowbridge
1800 "M" Street, N.%

20006

Thomas S. Erwin, Esq.
P.0. Box 928
Raleigh, North Carolina 2%602

Dennis P. Myers, Esq.

Attorney General's Office

P.0. Box 629

Raleigh, North Carolina 27602

‘Mr. 0. Gene Abston, Acting Director

Office of Inspector and Auditor
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Mr. Wells Eddlenan
Route 1, Box 133
Durhan, North Carolina 27705

Kudzu Alliance
Box 3336
Chapel Iiiii, Hdorth Carolina 27514
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