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US Nuclear Regulatory Coml
washington, D. J. 20555

attention: Docketing and Services

In the matter of: Hous.ion Lighting and Power Coxpany
(Allens Creek Nuclear Generating Station, Unit 1)
Docket No. 50-466

Gentleaen:

In reply to your letter of August 5, 1379 requesting specific

contentions, I do nerby set forth the following contentions:

l. I contend that the nuclear reactor 3 alles Prcz ay home
poses a danger to me and ay faailly. I am v 7 auch afraid
of the danger it would pose from the possibilility of escaping
radlation or s melt-down of the cone. iadiation levels
are presently the subject of dispute--in regard to human
tolerance of radlation levels.

2. I contend that the dam necessary for the cooling lake will
block the overflow of the 3razos 2Uver durins flood stages
and create a "pew" flood hazard for the residents of Valley
Lodze Subdivision in which I reside. 1In the past, Allens
Creek Area has provided an area for overflow to disperse
and now this area 1s removed. This will definitely have an
effect on rising water in my subdivision. This 1s a relatively
low area and even inches can be ceritical in a flood.

3« I contend that until the U3 Nuclear CJozzission solves the
problean of the disposal of spent waste we have no business
creatling aore waste. I further object to 1t telns stored
on site as an unsatisfactory azanner of dealing with a deedly
serious problsa. Waste has been reported leaiinz from its
"safe" containers on nuuerous ovcasions;.

4. I contend that 1f HL&P insists on 2 nucleer plant thzt 1%
should be noved to the South Texas 3its as 2 last resort.
This site 13 further removed from the cYERIMMEouston's
growins population. This site would especfiﬁ}? fn the faturs
have a siznificantly lower population than thguAllens lreely
Site. The unspoilsd area we now 1ave west of =Suston woud
Se spared = nuclear cozplex. This vast acreazeiawned oy
HL&ZP would not become contaninated 2y radiatian 30 nezrto
Jouston's zrowing rursl subdivisions. ke surrent-'site K
‘has adequate cooling water available £or one iore r
The Allens Cr2ex Site requires the use of addI¥idna
from the 3razos River. . P "
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I contend that a coollng tower is 2 preferred alternative
to the proposed laie because a cooling t.wepr woull save
watzar partlcularly since there is a snorteze of 3004 surface
dringing water in Houston needed to help coabat’the
subsldence jroslea due to water well Jseaze. A coolins
tower would be less expensive, use l2ss land ard prasent
less of 2 hazard to area residents in regard to radiation
levels in the lajte--ceczuse radisztiosn levals are in iissute
in rezard to humen safety. urther, the use of a cooling
tower ellainates the necessity of the vst dazaing required
for the coolinzg laze, and the increased threat to 1y sube
division, Velley Lodze, of floodinz by the 3rszos Uver when
its 1in various flood stazes.

Yours truly,

{

Dorthy F. Carrick



