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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA -

4 : a , ../'sNUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of 5

5-

HOUSTON LIGHTING & POWER COMPANY, 5 Docket Nos. 50-498A
et al. 5 50-499A

5

(South Texas Project, Units 5 .

Nos. 1 and 2) S

5

TEXAS UTILITIES GENERATING 5 Docket Nos. 50-445A
COMPANY, et al. 5 50-446A

5

(Comanche Peak Steam Electric $
Station, Units 1 and 2) 5

RESPONSE OF TEXAS UTILITIES COMPANY AND ITS
SUBSIDIARY COMPAMIES TO THE NRC STAFF'S

SUPPLEMENTAL REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS

COME NOW TEXAS UTILITIES COMPANY ("TU"), TEXAS UTILITIES
GENERATING COMPANY ("TUGC0"), DALLAS POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
("DPL") , TEXAS ELECTRIC SERVICE COMPANY ("TESC0") , and TEXAS
POWER & LIGHT COMPANY ("TPL"), all collectively referred to as
"TU Companies", in compliance with Section 2.740b and 2.741
of the Rules and Practice of the Nuclear Regulatory Cor: mission
("NRC"), and make the following response to the above captioned
request for production of documents.

Mr. E. D. Scarth, Vice-President of Texas Electric

Service Company, has been previously identified as a desig-

nated expert witness for the Texas Utilities Company and its

subsidiary companies in this proceeding. Mr. Scarth's educa-

tional business and professional background and experience

have been set forth in detail in his prior testimony before

the Texas Public Utility Commission in Docket 14, and his

testimony before the Texas Federal District Court in the West

Texas Utilities Company et al. vs. Texas Electric Service t

37011100' >

1355 221 (%
- .- -- _



. _ _ _ _ _. .. ...

.

. ' . '. , . .

Company et al. 470 Fed. Sup. 708 (1979) and in his filed

testimony before the Securities and Exchange Commission in

Central and Southwest Corporation et al., Administrative

Procedure file no. 3-4951.

A summary of the status of various proceedings related

to the CSW controversy is attached hereto as Exhibit A. Mr.

Scarth has been provided copies of testimony and depositions

taken in connection with those related proceedings, together

with the principal pleadings, opinions, orders and related

file papers in connection with those proceedings, copies of

all of which have been previously made available for inspec-

tion and copying by all interested parties in this proceeding.

Copies of the work papers which support Mr. Scarth's

testimony in the Federal Court case, along with copies of his

filed testimony and the work papers supporting his filed

testimony in the SEC proceeding have been delivered to the

Staff, the Department and other parties to this proceeding

requesting same.

To a large extent, the testimony of Mr. Scarth will

rely upon his vast experience covering more than thirty five

years of engineering education and direct professional exper-

ience in the electric utility industry. To the extent that

his testimony is based upon his operating, planning and

engineering on-the-job experience, it is literally impossible

to produce every such document.

The TU companies reserve the right to provide

supplemental responses to this document request from time to

time as appropriate.
1353 22,c

_. _ . - - _ .-- - - -- -



.

|.
,,,

.

Respectfully submitted,

Jos. Irien Wershcm, Esq.
M. D. Sempels, Esq.
Spencer C. Relyec, Esq.
WORSHAM, FORSYTHE & SAMPELS
2001 Erycn Tower, Suite 2S00
Ociles, Texas 75201

Joseph 8. Knotts. Jr., Esq.
Nichoics S. Reynolds, Esq.
DEBEVOISE & LIBERMAN
1200 Seventeenth Street, N. W.
W D. C. 20036
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ATTORNEYS FOR TEXAS UTILITIES COMPANY,
TEXAS UTILITIES GENERATING COMPANY,
DALLAS POWER & LIGHT COMPANY,
TEXAS A FCTRIC SERVICE COMPANY AND
TEXAS POWER & LIGHT COMPAbr/
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THE STATE OF TEXAS :

COUNTY OF b6M

BEFORE $ , the undersigned authority, a Notary Public
in and for u w x/ County, Texas, on this day personally
appeared E. D. SCARTH, well known to me to be a credible
person, who, after being by me first duly sworn, did depose
and say that he is duly authorized to respond to the Supple-
mental Request for Production of Documents from the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission Staff on behalf of the TU Companies,
has read the foregoing Response of the TU Coumanies, and
the same is true and correct to the best of h'it knowledge
and belief.

*
.

/] h 6 ' [
E. D. SCARIH

W/0 day ofM()SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO before me this
b' 1979 to certify which witness my hand and,

seal of ofr: Lee.

444W L/

Notary Public, v4ct2.r/ County ,
Texas

My, Commission Expires:

AWa rhus 1i;7fd i35$ 224
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STATUS REPORT AS OF OCTOBER 3,1979

OF VARIOUS RELATED

ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEEDINGS AND LITIGATION

INVOLVING

CENTRAL AND SOUTH WEST CORPORATION,

TEXAS UTILITIES COMPANY SYSTEM,

HOUSTON LIGHTING & POWER COMPANY,
,

ET AL.
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CHRONOLOGY*

1.

Securities cnd Exchange Commission
Administrative Procedure File No. 3-4951

1. Cer'cin Oklahoma municipalities cnd cooperatives filed a motion with the
SEC on March 26,1974, seeking en inquiry into CSW's status under the Public
Utility Holding Compcny Act of 1935.

2. CSW filed its Supplemental Memorandum on December ?l,1975.

3. Notice of cnd Order for Hecring issued by SEC on Jcnucry 30,1976.

4. TU compcnies, HL&P cnd others intervened on Februcry 26,1976.

5. Preheoring conference held on Mcy 12,1976.

6. Hecrings were held in September,1976, September,1977, Februcry cnd Mcrch,
1978 cnd Jcnuary,1979. CSW completed its direct ecse on Jcnucry 30,1979.

7. HL&P mcde a motion to present its Stegg Study which wcs denied by the
Administrative Lcw Judge on Jcnucry 30,1979.

8. The SEC reversed the ruling of the ALJ on July 9,1979.

9. Prepared testimony of the TU cornpcnies filed in ectly July,1979.

10. Hecrings to resume to proceed with cross-excmination by CSW on October 23,
1979.

II.

Federci Energy Regulatory Commission (FPC)
Docket No. E-9558

1. Petition of CSW to declare HL&P cnd TU Jurisdictional filed Mcy 4,1976.

2. Responses of the TU compcnies cnd HL&P filed in Mcy,1976.

3. Final Order entered July 21,1976.

4. CSW's Motion for Rebecring denied September 17,1976.

S. Appected by CSW cnd certain Ok!chema consumers to U. S. Court of Appects
for D. C. Circuit on November I,1976.
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6. Orci crgument had February 20,1978.

7. Decision rendered by Court of Appeals on April 10, 1978, remcnding July 21,
1976 Order to FERC for cicrification.

8. Petition for Rebecring filed by TU companies on April 24, 1978. Denied on
May 27,1978.

9. Petition for writ of certiorcri filed by TU compcnies with U. S. Supreme
Court on August 24,1978. Denied November,1978.

11. No cetion yet tcken by FERC with respect to remend.

111.

WTU cnd CP&L v. TESCO cnd HL&P
U. S. District Court for the Northern District of Texas

I. P!cintiffs' Originci Complaint filed Mcy 3,1976, seeking a decree that
continued operation under the intrcstate covencnt of the TESCO-WTU 1938
contract, cs cmended, is in violation of the Federal entitrust laws cnd
genercily to require TESCO cnd HL&P to operate interconnected with the
interstate facilities of WTU cnd CP&L.

2. Both Plaintiffs' cnd Defendents' motions for summcry judgment, cs well es
P!cintiffs' motion for lecve to cmend compicint, were denied on June 14,1977.

3. Trial occurred during the months of October cnd November,1978.

4. On Jcnucry 30, 1979, the Court issued c Memorcndum Opinion, cnd on
Februcry 27, 1979, rendered judgment, holding, among other things, that
Defendents hcd not vioicted the federal cntitrust Icws cnd that it would not
be in the public interest to force the Defendents to interconnect in interstate

'commerce.

5. P!cintiffs' Motion for Rehecring cnd Stcy wcs denied by order dated Mcy 15,
1979.

6. WTU cnd CP&L hcve cppealed the judgment to the U. S. Court of Appeals for
the Fifth Circuit.

6. Appelicnts' brief is due November 5,1979.

IV.

Public Utility Ccmmission of Texcs
Occket No.14

1. Emergency hecring held Mcy 7,1976.
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2. Order finding no emergency but permitting each system to operate es it chose
issued on Mcy 24,1976.

3. Motions of TU cnd HL&P to hold a hecring filed Jcnucry 7,1977.

4. Others intervened in Jcnucry,1977

5. Numerous prehecring conferences held from Jcnucry 25,1977 - Mcy 2,1977,
to cecommodate Austin, CPSB cnd LCRA to disconnect from CP&L/WTU.

6. Interim Order entered Mcy 2,1977.

7. Interim Order cppealed by CP&L cnd WTU to District Court of Trevis
County, Texcs in Mcy,1977.

8. Suit filed by CP&L cnd WTU in U. S. District Court for the Western District
of Texas, Austin Division in May,1977, seeking decicrotory judgment that
Interim Order is void.

9. Final Order entered June 2,1977, following hearings in Mcy,1977.

10. Amended Final Order entered July 11,1977.

11. Motion for reheoring of Amended Final Order filed by WTU cnd CP&L on July
22,1977, which was denied.

12. U. S. District Court compicint cmended July 29, 1977, by CP&L cnd WTU to
include Amended Final Order.

13. Petition in Stcte Court cppeal cmended by CP&L cnu WTU en August 2 cnd
September 16, 1977, to include Amended Final Order.

14. TU Compcnies cnd HL&P intervened in State end Federal Court suits in
October,1977.

15. The U. 5. cnd FERC intervened cs P!cintiffs in Federal Court suit in ectly
Mcy,1978.

16. Federal Court suit dismissed on Mcy li,1978, without prejudice to the refiling
thereof offer the Texcs courts hcve cddressed the state law questions in the
Case.

17. Oral crgument held in Stcte Court gpect en December 4,1978. Decisicn
pending.

18. Dismissal of Federcl Court suit cppealed by WTU cnd CP&L to U. S. Court of
Appects for Fifth Circuit. On Mcrch 28, 1979, the Fifth Circuit cffirmed the
decision of the U. S. District Court. No cppect was icken therefrem.
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V.

Nuclect Regulctory Commission
Docket Nos. 50-498A cnd 50-499A

(South Texcs Project)

1. Decision of Atomic Sofety cnd Licensing Appeci Socrd rendered Mcrch 18,
1977.

2. Appected by CP&L to the U. S. Court of Appelcs for the D. C. Circuit on Mcy s

18,1977.

3. Order of NRC entered June 15,1977.

4. Appected by CP&L to U. S. Court of Appeals for the D. C. Circuit on July 26,
1977, and consolidcted with cetion described in 2 cbove.

5. On February 21,1978, the Department of Justice, in response to the request of
the NRC Staff pursucnt to the cbove-mentioned Order of June 15, 1977,
rendered the requested cdvice end concluded that chcnged circumstcnces
required that en entitrust hecring be held on the operating license
cpplicction.

6. Notice of Antitrust Hecring on Operating License Application published in the
Federal Recister on April 14, 1978.

7. TUGCO, DP&L, TESCO cnd TP&L filed a petition to intervene on April 28,
1978.

8. On May 16,1978, the NRC Staff filed cn Answer opposing the petitlen to
intervene of the TU companies.

9. Special Preheering Conference held on June 21,1978.

10. Specici Prehecring Conference Order entered on July 13, 1978, cmong other
things, granted petition to intervene of the TU ccmpcnies.

II. Preheering Conference Order Regcrding issues, Discovery cnd Censelidction
entered after a hecring on December 5,1978, in the Comenche Peck cntitrust
proceeding (Docket Nos. 50-445A cnd 50-444A), cmong other things,
consolidated the South Texas Project proceeding with the Comcnche Peck
proceeding for discovery purposes.

12. Further prebecring conferences held on Mcrch 20 cnd June I,1979.

13. Prehecring order iss;ed July 24,1979, requires all discovery in this proceeding
cnd the Comenche Peck proceeding to be ecmpleted by December 31, 1979;
final prehecring conference is scheduled for Jcnucry 3,1980; trici briefs cre
to be submitted by Jcnucrv 18, 1980, cnd en evidenticry hecring is set to
commence on Februcry 4,1980. '
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VI.

Nuclect Regulatory Commission
Docket Nos. 50-44SA cnd 50-446A

(Comenche Peck Stecrn Electric Station)

1. On August I,1978, the Depcrtment of Justice advised NRC that, in its
opinion, chcnged circumstences required that en entitrust hecring be held on
TUGCO's operating license cpplication for CPSES.

2. On August 7,1978, the NRC published notice of opportunity for interested
persons to intervene end request a hecring en the entitrust espects of the
application.

3. Petitions for lecve to intervene were filed by CSW (September 6, l978), the
State of Texcs and Tex-La Cooperative, Inc. (September 20,1978).

4. TUGCO responded to the petitions of the State of Texcs end CSW on
September 21,1978, end to the petition of Tex-La on October 4,1978.

5. On November 16,1978, TUGCO filed a Motion for Pcrtial Consolidation of this
proceeding with the entitrust proceeding for the South Texcs Project.

6. Special Prehecring Conference held on December S,1978.

7. Preheering Conference Order Regarding issues, Discovery cnd Consolidction
entered after such hecring, among other things, consolidated this proceeding
with the South Texas Project proceeding for discovery purposes. .

8. See items 12 cnd 13 of Section V cbove.

Vll.

Other FERC Preceedincs

i. Occket No. E-9593 ,

c) Petition filed by CSW subsidicries on April 27,1977.

b) Petition denied by order of the FPC dated July 5,1977.

c) Motion for rehecring filed by Corporation Commission of Okichoma en
July 22,1977.

d) Motion for rehecring filed by Okichoma Associction of Electric
Cooperatives on August I,1977.

e) Motion for reheering filed by CSW subsicicries on August 4,1977.

1353 230
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f) Order issued by the FPC on August 18, 1977, grcnting reheering solely
for purposes of further consideration.

~

2. Docket No. E-9578

c) Petition filed by Tex-La Electric Cooperative, Inc. cgainst TP&L on
December 22,1976.

b) Petitions to intervene filed by CSW subsidiaries cnd certain Okichoma
consumers on Jcnucry 25,1977.

c) On October 31, 1977, FERC issued en order instituting en investigation,
setting the matter for hearing in 1979, cnd grcnting both petitions to
intervene, etc.

d) Prehecring Conference held July 31,1978.

e) Order issued November 15, 1978, affirming the procedural schedule end
requesting Presiding Judge to submit his recommended decision on
Phase I issues.

f) Initici briefs filed by all parties on October 27,1978.

g) Reply briefs filed by scme pcrties on November 20,1978.
%

h) Formal conference held December 8,.1978, to c!crify, inter clic, certain
matters raised by the briefs,

i) On Februcry 1,1979, the ALJ entered Initial Decision on Phcse One
issues.

j) Preheering conference scheduled for Mcrch 7,1979, to consider Phcse 11
procedures.

3. Docket No. EL79-8

c) Application by CSW compcnies tendered for filing on Februcry 9,1979,
pursucnt to Section 205 of PURPA, seeking cn exemption frorn three
orders of the Texcs PUC which allegedly prevent CP&L cnd WTU from
voluntarily establishing or maintcining en electricci interconnection
with cny utility other then those comprising ERCOT, cnd ciso seeking
cn order of FERC requiring intereennection, wheeling cnd relcted
relief, etc.

b) Notice of Application issued by FERC en February 22,1979.

c) The TU compcnies intervened on Mcrch 30,1979.

d) On July .26,1979, FERC issued en order instituting en investigction,
grcnting 29 motions to intervene, grcnting in pcrt end denying in pcrt
motions by the TU compcnies cnd the Texcs PUC to dismiss, cnd
estcblishing hecring procedures.

1353 231
-

vi.

- ----- - . . . . _ --



.-.

*
.

e) On August 27, 1979, the Texcs PUC filed with FERC a motion for
rehecring with respect to the Order of July 26,1979.

f) On August 27, 1979, the Texcs PUC filed with the United States Court
of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit a Petition for Review of the FERC
Order issued July 26, l979.

g) A prehecring conference wcs held on September 14, 1979, cnd en order
thereon is pending.

h) FERC denied the Texcs PUC motion for rehearing on October 3,1979,
but dismissed CSW's request for relief under Section 20S of PURPA.

1353 232
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SUMMARY

1.

Securities cnd Exchcnge Commission
Administrctive Procedure File No. 3-4951

On March 26, 1974, a motion was filed with the SEC by the Ok!choma Cities

of Altus, Frederick, Cordell cnd Mcnnford cnd Verdigris Vclicy Electric

Cooperctive end indien Electric Cooperative, Inc. requesting, cmong other things,

thct the SEC undertcke o review of the status of Central cnd South West

Corporation ("CSW") cnd its subsidicries under the Public Utility Holding Compcny

Act of 1935 ("1935 Act").

On December 31, 1975, CSW filed a memorendum with the SEC reporting on

the conclusion of cn initial engineering study undertcken by a consulting firm for

CSW, PTl Technologies, Inc., which evolucted several citernative rnodes of future

operation of its system, some of which involve interconnecting facilities of the

suosidiaries of Texcs Utilities Compcny ("TU") cnd ediccent utilities, with existing

cnd proposed interstate fccilities of CSW.

On Jcnucry 30, 1976, the SEC issued a Notice of cnd Order for Hecring

relcting to the economicci operation of the electric utility fccilities of the

subsidicries of CSW cs a single integrcted cnd coordincted system under the 1935

Act cnd the vcricus plcns referred to in the memorendum. The Notice of cnd Order

for Hecring specificcily required that a hecring be held cnd that evidence be

adduced with respect to the following issues:

1. Whether the electric utility fccilities of the subsidicries of CSW,
supplemented as picnned or preposed, cre ecpcble of being
economicelly operated cs a single integrcted cnd ccordincted
sy3 tem;

,

s
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2. Whether the proposcis presented by CSW cnd its subsidicries, with
cny cmendments or modifications which mey be develcped during
the proceeding, represent a recsoncble prospect of cchieving such
economicci operation, cnd what contingencies, if cny, may affect
ccrrying out any of such proposcis.

Initici hecrings were held in this proceeding during October,1976.

On Jcnuary 7,1977, TU, cs a limited pcrticipcnt in this proceeding, filed a

motion requesting that the Administrative Law Judge ("ALJ") find (i) that the

subsidicries of CSW cre not being econcmically operated es a single integrated cnd

coordiroted system under the 1935 Act cnd that the SEC order of Februcry 16, 1945,

concluding thct the CSW system was an integrated public-utility :ystem under the

1935 Act should be revoked; (ii) that the scope of the hearings should include

consideration of an cppropriate plan of reorgcnization or divestiture for the CSW

system; cnd, pending the SEC final order in this proceedbg, (iii) that cppropricte

cction should be tcken to restrain CSW from tcking any cction to frustrate the

preper exercise of SEC jurisdiction on the pcrt of the ALJ. On the scme date,

Houston Lighting & Power Ccmpcny ("HL&P") filed a similar motion.

On Jcnucry 25,1977, CSW filed its response to the Jcnucry 7 motions of TU

cnd HL&P which contained cn undertcking by CSW not to mcke any expenditures to

construct or ccquire, cnd not to trcnsfer ownership of, cny utility cssets the

construction, ccquisition, or trcnsfer of which would be inconsistent with or

unnecesscry or incppropriate for future operation of CSW in the mode existing

immediately prior to May 4,1976, without three months' prior notice in writing to

the SEC cnd cil other pcrties cnd pcrticipcnts in this proceeding.

In February,1977, after orci crgument with respect to the motions of TU cnd

HL&P, such motions were denied by the AL), primcrily on the bcsis of Icek of

jurisdiction by the ALJ. Followng cn cppeci of such cetion by HL&P cnd notice of

1353 234
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en cppeal by TU, the Staff of the Commission recommended that the Commission

cmend its Notice end Order.

On Mcy 18,1977, the SEC cmended its Jcnuary,1976 Notice of cnd Order for

Hearing to c!crify the scope cnd purpose of this proceeding, by cdding cs a third

issue for excmination, the following:

3. Whether the Commission's determination of Februcry 16, l945,
that the electric utility fccilities of C&SW's subsidicries
constituted a single integrated system shculd be modified or set
cside in the event the record in this proceeding does not support a
finding now that those facilities cre operated cs a single
integrated system or cre ecpcble of such operation under cny of
the propescis that C&SW hcs presented to comply with the
standcrds of Section ll(b)(1).

Such cmendrnent further provides cs follows:

"The record as to these issues will be the bcsis for resolving the status
of the four opercting compcnies cs a single integrcted electric system
under Section ll(b)(1). If the fccilities of the four operating compcnies
cre found by the Commission not to constitute o single integrated
system cnd not copcble of being operated cs such, then (without
prejudice to any right of cppeal that may exist) a further proceeding
with respect to C&SW will be required under Section ll(b)(1). In such
proceeding, C&SW will et the outset designate the single integrated
system it desires, if ct all, to retcin es its principal system cnd specify
which,if cny, operating utilities it cIcims es retcincble ca en additional
system or systerns under C!cuses (A), (B) cnd (C) of Section ll(b)(1), cnd
which, if cny, it proposes to divest pursucnt to c picn i.nder Section
ll(e)."

HL&P thereafter ebendoned its @ peal.

Further hecrings were had in this proceeding in September,1977, Februcry

cnd March,1978 cnd Jcnucry,1979. CSW completed its direct ecse on Jcnucry 30,
,

1979.

On Februcry 24, 1978, the City of Austin, Texcs, a pcrty in this proceeding,

submitted en " Offer of Settlement" pursucnt to Rule 8 of the SEC's Rules of

Prcctice, recommending, cmong other things, that CSW be granted en exemption

under the provisions of Section ll(b)(1) of the 1935 Act whereby it will be permitted

1353 235
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to control two integrated public utility systems. TU cnd HL&P submitted

memorendo supporting Austin's Offer of Settlemeat. CSW cnd the Division of

Corporation Reguiction of the SEC opposed the Offer of Settlement. The SEC

subsequently denied the preposed settlement.

HL&P filed a motion to consider the proposcis of Stegg, Inc. in rebuttal to

CSW's direct ecse. On Jcnuary 30 ,1979, the ALJ denied this motion. The SEC

reversed the ALJ's decision on July 9 ,1979.

TU filed its prepcred testimony with the SEC in ecrly July,1979. Hecrings

are scheduled to proceed with cross-excmination by CSW on October 23,1979.

II.

Federal Power Commission
(Now Federal Energy Regulatory Commission)

Docket No. E-9558

On May 4,1976, the four operating utility subsidicties of CSW (Centrcl Power

& Light Compcny, Public Service Compcny of Ok!chome, Southwestern Electric

Power Company cnd West Texcs Utilities Compcny), filed a petition and cpplication

with the FPC stated to be pursucnt to Sections 202(c) cnd 202(b) of the Federal

Power Act, wherein such cpplicents stated that on Mcy 4,1976, cs a result of a

determination that c portion of PSO's locd at Davidson, Frederick cnd Tipton,

Ok!chcrno could be served more econernically from the southern part of WTU's

system by a 69'kv line frem WTU's Vernon Substotion, WTU begcn trcnsmitting cnd

selling electricity for rescle to PSO. As a result, the cpplicents cileged:

"the interconnections between the electrical fccilities of PSO cnd WTU
resulted in the trcnsmission of electric energy at wholescle in interstate
commerce by oil the members of ERCOT cnd SWPP. Beccuse FL&P,
OP&L, TESCO cnd TP&L ecch own end operate fccilities for such
trcnsmission cnd scle of electric energy, cnd beccuse none is otheruise
exempt from the jurisdiction of the Federal Power Commission, ecch,
like the Applicents, is a public utility within the mecning of the Federci
Power Act."
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Based upon such facts as clieged, the cpplicents requested that the FPC:
'

"(l) Conduct such investigations cnd issue such orders cs cre necesscry
md proper under Section 202(c) of the Federal Power Act, to
promote end encourcge continued cnd expcnded interconnection of
fccilities for the generation, trcnsmission cnd scle of energy
between members of SWPP cnd ERCOT:

(2) Issue such orders under Section 202(b) of the Federal Power Act cs
may be necesscry to continue end maintain the existing
interconnections between Petitioners cnd members of ERCOT;
cnd

(3) Conduct such investigations and issue such orders under Section
202(b) of the Federal Power Act, as cre necesscry to estcblish
additional interconnections between members of ERCOT
cnd members of SWPP."

After trcnsmission of electric energy in interstate commerce by WTU cn Mcy

4,1976, TESCO notified the FPC that it hcd severed all previous interconnections

with WTU cnd CP&L in order to retain within Texcs the physical operation of

trcnsmitting cnd selling electric energy genercted within the State of Texas.

On Mcy 13,1976, CP&L cnd WTU filed with the FPC a Motion for Emergency

Interconnection Pursucnt to Section 202(c) of the Federal Power Act, seeking en

order to require immedicte resumption cnd continuction of cil the interconnected

service cmong all of the parties cs it was on May 3,1976. -

On July 21, 1976, the FPC issued en order (i) finding that the TU compcnies

and HL&P were not public utilities cs defined in the Federal Power Act, (ii)

cuthorizing such compcnies to reestcblish cnd to maintain temporcry connections

for emergency purposes without Jeopardizing their status under such Act, cnd (iii)

dismissing the petitions filed by the subsidicties of CSW on Mcy 4 cnd Mcy 13,1976. -

On August 20, 1976, the CSW subsidicries cnd certcin Ck!choma consumers filed

cpplications for rehecring of the FPC order of July 21, 1976, which cpplicctions

were denied on September 17,1976.
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Thereafter, the CSW subsidicries cnd Oklchema consumers filed with the
'

United States Court of Appeals for the District of Columbic Circuit petitions for

review of the July 2!,1976 order of the FPC. The TU compcnies, HL&P cnd several

other Texcs utilities intervened in this preceeding. Briefs were filed by all the

pcrties, and oral crgument wcs had on Februcry 20,1978.

On April 10, 1978, the Court of Appects rendered its decision in this

proceeding remonding to the Federci Energy Regulatory Commissien ("FERC") for

cicrification the July 21, 1976 order of the FPC. The Court did not consider the

merits of the issue before it, but simply concluded that the FPC's order wcs

confusing cs to whether it had no jurisdiction over the TU compcnies cnd 1-L&P cs

a matter of law or whether through the exercise of discretion, it simply declined to

exercise it. The Court's opinion concluded:

"We do not say the result recched by the Commission is contrcry to Icw.
What we do scy is that the FERC hcs not complied with its obligation to
crticulate its recsoning. We therefore remcnd for cicrification of that
reasoning. In the event exercise of discretion is involved, as was put to
us in support of this order, it must be cecompcnied by some indicction
in the record that all relevent fcctors were teken into cecount."

On April 24, 1978, the TU compcnies filed a Petition for Rebecring cnd

Alternatively Suggestion for Reheering En Scnc in this proceeding, which wcs

denied by the Court on May 27,1978.

On August 24, 1978, the TU compcnies filed with the U. S. Supreme Court a

petition for writ of certiorcri to review the judgment cnd opinion of the Court of

Appects, requesting that the Supreme Court reverse the decision of the Court of

Apcects cnd direct it to sustein the FERC's determinatien that it is without
'

jurisdiction over the TU compcnies, cs a matter of Icw, which writ was denied by

the Supreme Court in November,1978. The decision of the Court of Appecis

remcnding the July 21, 1976 order to FERC for cicrification stcnds; however, no

action hcs been tcken to dcte by FERC with respect thereto.
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Ill.

WTU cnd CP&L v. TESCO cnd HL&P
U. S. District Court for the Northern District of Texcs

On V.cy 3,1976, WTU cnd CP&L filed a complaint cgainst TESCO cnd HL&P

in the U. S. District Court for the Northern District of Texcs, Dolles Division,

seeking a decree thct continued operation under the intrastate covencnt of the

TESCO-WTU 1938 centrcct, cs amenced, is in vioiction of the federci entitrust icws

cnd generally to require TESCO cnd HL&P to operate interconnected with the

interstate fccilities of WTU cnd CP&L.

After WTU commenced interstate operation through interconnection with
'

PSO en Mcy 4,1976, cnd the TU system cnd HL&P disconnected from the CSW

compcnies, WTU cnd CP&L's motion for a temporary restrcining order requiring

reconnection was denied by the Court.

Both TESCO cnd HL&P, es well es the Plaintiffs, filed motions for summcry

judgment, all of which were denied by the Court on June 14, 1977. On such date,

the Court also denied the Plaintiffs' motion for lecve to file en amended compicint.

Trici took picce in this suit during the months of October end November,

1978. On Jcnucry 30, 1979, the Court issued a Memorendum Opinion, cnd on

Februcry 27,1979, rendered judgment, holding, cmong other things, that Defendents

had not violated the federci cntitrust icws cnd that it would not be in the public

interest to force the Defendcnts to interconnect in interstate commerce.

P!cintiffs filed a rnotion for rehecring cnd a stay which wcs denied by the

Court on May 15, 1979.

WTU cnd CP&L thereafter cppealed this judgment to the U. S. Court of

Apcecis for the Fifth Circuit. Appellents' brief is due November 5,1979.
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IV.

Public Utility Commission of Texcs
Docket No.14

After being informed that WTU bcd connected service ccress the Okichomo

state line end that the TU compcnies cnd HL&P Scd disconnected from the Texas

Interconnected System ("TlS") beccuse of this, the PUC called en emergency

hecring for May 7,1976, at which oil members of TlS were represented. At the

conclusion of this hecring, the PUC found that the interest of the public required

the immediate reestcblishment of cn intrcstate interconnected system cmong the

compcnies which wished to continue to operate intrastate only cnd issued cn

interim order requiring, among other things, those members of the TIS wishing to

remain in intrcstate commerce to commence negotictions immedictely for the

reestablishment of cn intrcstate interconnected system, and directing all pcrties to

advise the PUC by May 21, 1976, of the steps tcken in this regcrd. Following

receipt of responses frorn all pcrties, the PUC, on'May 24,1976, found, cmong other

things, that c Texas intrestate interconnect system hcd been reestchlished by the

reconnection of F-L&P cnd the TU compcnies cnd issued a final order permitting,

cmong other things, the reconnection of the other members of TIS with such

intrcstate system provided cny such reconnection did not put the intrcstate system

into interstate commerce.

On Jcnucry 7,1977, DP&L, TESCO cnd TP&L filed a motion with the PUC

requesting that the PUC enter en order requiring WTU cnd CP&L (i) to cppect and

show ccuse why they should not be ordered to return to the pre-May 4,1976 mode

of operation end, pending final outcome of the proceeding, (ii) to cecse

implementing cny plcns which wculd fccilitate in cny menner interconnected

operation with cny electric utility outside of the State of Texcs. The motion
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clieged that unless the requested order were issued, the conduct of '#TU cnd CP&L

may frustrate the proper exercise of PUC jurisdiction cnd ccuse irrepercble injury

to, cnd result in a significent cdverse impcet upon, all electric utilities in the State

of Texcs and their customers. HL&P, LCRA cnd others also filed similcr motions.

Numerous prehecring conferences were held from Jcnucry 25,1977 to Mcy 2,

1977, by which the PUC attempted to crrenge the voluntcry disconnection, at their

request, of LCRA, City of Austin cnd CPSB of Scn Antonio from CP&L/WTU cnd

reconnection with HL&P cnd the TU compcnies. On April 25, 1977, WTU cnd CP&L

cnnounced that they refused the requests of Austin, LCRA cnd CPSB.

At a hearing held on May 2,1977, the PUC entered en Interim Order in effect

requiring all porties to return to the pre-Mcy 4,1976, mode of operation cnd WTU

to sever its interstate tie into Okichoma. -

On June 2,1977, following a full hearing, the PUC issued its Final Order

which, cmong other things, confirmed its Interim Order. On July ll,1977, following

a hecring en various motions for reheering, the PUC entered en Amended Final

Order which clarified but did not substentively chcnge its June 2 Final Order. On

July 22,1977, CP&L cnd WTU filed a motion for rehecring of the Amended Final'

Order which was denied.

In Mcy,1977, CP&L cnd WTU instituted a statutcry cppect to the District

Court of Travis County, Texcs, seeking to set cside the Interim Order issued by the

PUC en Mcy 2,1977. The Plaintiffs' petition was cmended on August 2 cnd

September 16, 1977, seeking to set cside the Amended Finci Order entered by the
,

PUC on July 11, 1977, and the Interim Order cs incorporated therein. The TU

companies cnd HL&P intervened as Defendents in this proceeding in October, l977.

Orci argument wcs held before the Court on December 4,1978, cnd a decision is
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pending.

In May,1977, CP&L cnd WTU ciso filed a compicint cgainst the PUC in the U.

S. District Court for the Western District of Texcs, Austin Division, seeking a

decicrotory judgment that the Interim Order entered by the PUC is void. On July

29, 1977, CP&L cnd WTU cmended their compicint to seek a decicrctory judgment

that the Amended Order of July 11, 1977, cnd the Interim Order cs incorporated

therein, is void. in October,1977, the TU compcnies cnd HL&P intervened as

Defendents in this cppeal. In ectly Mcy,1978, the United States cnd the Federal

Energy Regulatory Commission intervened cs Plaintiffs therein. Upon the motion

of the Defendent PUC, joined in by the TU compcnies, HL&P cnd other parties

which intervened es Defendents, the Court, on May 11,1978, dismissed the cppeal

without prejudice to the refiling thereof after the Texcs courts have cddressed the

state Icw questions in the case. WTU cnd CP&L cppected this decision to ,;a

United States Court of Appects for the Fifth Circuit. Following the filing of briefs

by cil parties and intervenors, the Court of Appeals, on Mcrch 28, 1979, offirmed

the decision of the U. S. District Court. No cppect hcs been teken therefrom.
~

V.

Nuclect Regulatory Commission
Docket Nos. 50-498A cnd 50-499A

(South Texcs Project)

CP&L is one of four holders of a joint license issued by the Nuclear

Regulatory Commission to construct the South Texcs Project, a two-unit nuclect

generating station necr Bay City, Texcs. CP&L, on June 4,1976, filed a petition to

intervene end request for hecring out of time with the NRC, requesting the NRC to

conduct en entitrust hecring cs a pcrt of construction permit proceedings for the

South Texcs project. A Licensing Board of the NRC grcnted CP&L's request end
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ordered a hecring. Upon cppeal, the Atomic Safety cnd Licensing Appeal Secrd, by

its Decision dated Mcrch 18, 1977, reversed the order grcnting a hecring cnd

directed that CP&L's petition be dismissed for Icck of jurisdiction. CP&L sought

end was denied en extension of time to seek reconsideration of the Safety cnd

Licensing Bocrd's order cnd a request for reconsideration was subsequently denied.

Review by the NRC is discretioncry cnd on Mcrch 31,1977, it cnnounced that it hcd

decided not to review the decision of the Safety and Licensing Appect Socrd. On

May 18,1977, CP&L petitioned the United Stctes Court of Appects for the District

of Columbic Circuit to review the NRC orders end remcnd the ccuse to the NRC

with directions to hold a prompt hearing on the entitrust issues reised by CP&L

HL&P intervened in this cppect.

HL&P, a co-holder of the permit for the construction of the Scuth Texcs

Project, filed a request on Februcry 10,1977, with the NRC for a waiver of an NRC

rule which would permit the NRC Staff to initiate the operating license entitrust

review for the South Texcs Project under section 105(c) of the Atomic Energy Act

of 1954, cs amended. CP&L, in response to the request for waiver, urged that the

NRC Commissioners should order a hecring with respect to the entitrust issues

raised by its petition to intervene outside the confines of en operating license

review under section 105(c) of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, cs emended. The

NRC entered cn order on June 15, 1977, in which it declined to direct a hecring,

granted HL&P's request for waiver cnd directed the NRC Staff to seek the further

advice of the Depcrtment of Justice with respect to the operating license entitrust

review for the South Texcs Project. On July 26, 1977, CP&L petitioned the United

States Court of Appects for the District of Columbic Circuit to review the June 15,

1977 order of the NRC cnd remend the ccuse to the NRC with directions to hold a
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prompt hecring on the entitrust issues raised by CP&L. CP&L clso moved to

consolidate this petition for review with the petition for review filed by it on May

18, 1977. The two petitions for review have been consolidated cnd briefs hcve been

filed by the parties.

By letter dated February 21, 1978, the Department of Justice, in response to

the request of the NRC Staff pursucnt to the cbove-mentioned Order of June 15,

1977, rendered the requested advice, indicated that the intrcstate provisions of

cgreements among T1S members may raise serious entitrust issues, cnd concluded

that chcnged circumstances required that en cntitrust hearing be held on the

operating license cpplication. Thereciter, a Notice of Antitrust Hecring on

Operating License Application was published in the Federal Recister on April 14,

1978. TUCCO, DP&L, TESCO cnd TP&L filed a petition to intervene in this

proceeding on April 28, 1978. By Answer, dated May 16, 1978, the NRC Staff

opposed the petition to intervene filed by the TU compcnies.

On Mcy 17,1978, the Atornic Scfety & Licensing Bocrd issued a Notice of

Special Preheering Conference in this proceeding to be held on June 21,197C.

Pursucnt to the Special Preheering Conference Order following such hecring

entered on July 13, 1978, cmong other things, the intervention petitions of the TU

compcnies were grcnted.

Pursucnt to the Prehecring Conference Order Regcrding issues, Discovery cnd

Consolidction entered after a hecring en December 5,1978, in the Comcnche Peck

entitrust proceeding, cmong other things, the South Texcs Project proceeding was

consolidated with the Comenche Peck proceeding for discovery purposes.

Further prehearing conferences were held on Mcrch 20 cnd June I,1979. The

preheering crder issued July 24, 1979, now requires cil discovery in this proceeding
.
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cnd the Comenche Peck proceeding to be completed by December 31,1979. A final

preheering conference is scheduled for Jcnucry 3,1980. Trial briefs cre to be

submitted by Jcnuary 18, 1980, with cn evidenticry hecring set to commence on

Februcry 4,1980.

VI.

Nuclect Regulatory Commission
Docket Nos. 50-44SA cnd 50-446A

(Comenche Peck Stecm Electric Station)

On August I,1978, the Depcrtment of Justice cdvised the NRC that, in its

opinion, chcnged circumstcnces required that en entitrust hecring be held on

TUGCO's operating license cpplication for Comenche Peck. On August 7,1978, the

NRC published notice of opportunity for interested persons to intervene end

request a hecring on the antitrust espects of the cpplication.

Petitions for leave to intervene were filed by CSW (September 6,1978), the

State of Texas cnd Tex-Lo Cooperative, Inc. (September 20, 1978). TUCCO

responded to the petitiens of the State of Texas and CSW on September 21, 1978,

and to the petition of Tex-Lo on October 4,1978.

On November 16,1978, TUGCO filed a Motion for Pcrtial Consolidction of this

proceeding with the entitrust proceeding for the South Texas Project. A Special

Preheering Conference wcs held on December S,1978. The Prehecring Conference

Order Rescrding issues, Discovery cnd Consolidation entered after such hecring

consolidcted this proceeding with the South Texcs Project proceeding for discovery

purposes.

Further prehearing conferences were held on Mcrch 20 cnd June I,1979. See

Section V cbove with respect to the South Texcs Project proceeding for information

regcrding discovery schedule, briefing schedule cnd trial setting.
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The TU compcnies have responded to interrogatories cnd document

production requests of the Depcrtment of Justice, NRC Stcff, CP&L cnd City of

Brownsville. Depositions are now in progress.

VII.

Other FERC (FPC) Preceedincs

Vcrious other motions cnd petitions cre pending seeking relief substenticily

the scme os that sought in the Mcy 4,1976 cnd May 13, 1976 petitions of the CSW

subsidicries, cs follows:

1. Docket No. E-9593. On April 27, 1977, CP&L, PSO, SWEPCO cnd WTU

filed en Emergency Petition for Proceedings and Joint Hecrings Pursucnt to

Sections 307 cnd 209(B) of the Federcl Power Act, requesting that the Commission

initiate a proceeding to conduct joint hecrings with the Public Utility Commission

of Texas concerning the question of intrcstate and/or interstate service of Texcs

interconnected public utility systems raised by the motions filed with the Texas

PUC by HL&P cnd the TU compcnies on Jcnucry 7,1977. This petition wcs denied

by order of the Commission dated July 5,1977. On July 22, 1977, the Corporatien

Commission of the State of Okichome filed en cpplication for rehecring of the July

5 crder, c!ciming that in its petitlen to intervene, in cddition to its request for

intervention, it requested the Commission to institute en investigation pursucnt to

Section 207 of the Federci Power Act "to determine whether or not adequacy or

sufficiency of service to the people of the State of Okichome hcs been offected by

tne recent disconnection of service between WTU cnd PSO." The Ccrperction

Commission stated that the FPC failed to cddress this request in its July 5 order.

On August 1,1977, the Okichoma Associetien of Electric Cooperatives filed en

coplicatien for reheering for the scme recson, cmeng others, stated by the
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Corporation Cornmission. On August 4,1977, the CSW subsidicries cpplied for

rehecring of the order for the some reason es the Corporation Commission. On

August 18,1977, the FPC issued cn order grcnting reheoring solely for the purposes

of further consideration. However, no cction hcs been tcken by FERC subsequent

to the issucnce of this order.

2. Docket No. E-9578. On December 22, 1976, Tex-La Electric

Cooperative, Inc. filed a petition with the FPC, requesting the Commission to

commence en investigction to determine whether TP&L engcges in interstate

commerce, and to determine whether TP&L's wholescle sales cre subject to the

jurisdiction of the Texas PUC or the jurisdiction of the FPC, cileging that TP&L

receives energy from the Denison Dcm, and the "Denison Ocm is located in

Okichoma cnd Texcs." On the some date Tex-La filed a similcr petition with the

Texcs Public Utility Commission. Tex-La represents 14 rural electric cooperatives

engcged in the distribution cnd sale of electric power cnd energy. Tex-La

purchases power cnd energy for the use end benefit of its member cooperatives

from TP&L pursucnt to a contreet dated June 12, 1973. On Jcnucry 23,1977, the

subsidairies of CSW cnd certain Ok!chema consumers filed petitions to ir.tervene in

this proceeding. TP&L filed cnswers asserting that the Tex-La petition should be

denied beccuse no jurisdictional interstate energy had been trcnsmitted into or out

of the TU system. On October 31, 1977, FERC (successor to the FPC) issued cn

order instituting en investigation, setting the matter for hecring in 1979, cnd

grcnting both petitions to intervene.

At a preheering conference on July 31, 1978, it wcs cgreed thct the scope of

cn evidenticry hecring which might be required would be influenced to a major

extent by the cnswers to certain underlying legal questiens. The acrties consented
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to filing briefs on six specified legal questions which the Judge would then certify

to the Commission for resolution. By order issued November IS, 1978, the

Commission offirmed the procedural schedule cnd requested the Presiding Judge to

submit his recommended decision with the certification.

The FERC Staff, TP&L, Tex-La cnd CSW filed initic8 eriefs on October 27,

1978. Reply briefs were filed by the some pcrties c:. November 20,1978. At the

direction of the Judge, a formcl conference os held on December 8,1978, to

clarify, inter clic, certcin matters raised b) he 8 iefs. Further piecdings required

by the Judge were filed on Janucry 4 cdn S,19'i?,

On Februcry 1,1979, the ALJ entered his Initial Decision on Phcse One Issues,

ruling on most of such issues in a mcnner favorcble to TP&L.

On Februcry 2,1979, the ALJ scheduled for Mcrch 7,1979, a prehecring

conference to consider the Phase 11 procedures, if any, which should be cdopted
'

while the Phcse I initici decision in this proceeding is pending before the

Commission.

3. Docket No. EL79-8. On Februcry 9,1979, CP&L, PSO, SWEPCO cnd

WTU ("CSW") tendered for filing, pursucnt to Section 20S of the Public Utilities

Regulatory Policies Act of 1978 ("PURPA"), cn cpplication for exemption from

'three orders of the Texas PUC which allegedly prevent CP&L cnd WTU from

volunterily estcblishing or maintaining cn electrical interconnection with cny

utility other thcn those comprising ERCOT. (See Section IV cbove.) CSW clso

requests en order of FERC requiring interconnection, wheeling cnd related relief

under Sections 202(b), 210, 211 cnd 212 of the Federal Power Act, es emended,

stating that the relief sought would involve interconnections between the

respective CSW systems with the TU compcnies, HL&P cnd other ERCOT members
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cnd with SWPP.

On Februcry 22, 1979, FERC issued a Notice of Application, requiring cny

person desiring to be hecrd or to protest said cpplication to file a petition to

intervene or protest with FERC on or before Mcrch 30,1979.

OP&L, TESCO cnd TP&L intervened on Mcrch 30,1979.

On July 26, 1979, FERC issued en order instituting cn investigation, grcnting

29 motions to intervene, grcnting in part cnd denying in pcrt motions by the TU .

compcnies cnd the Texas PUC to dismiss, cnd estcblishing hecring procedures.

In August,1979, the Texcs PUC filed with FERC a motion for reheoring of the

July 26,1979 order, cnd on August 27, ',979, filed with the U. S. Court of Appeals

for the Fifth Circuit c Petition for Review of such order. The TU compcnies have

intervened in this proceeding.

On October 3,1979, FERC denied the Texcs PUC's motion for reheering, but

also denied CSW's request for relief under Section 205 of PURPA.

A prehecring conference in the FERC proceeding was held on September 14,

1979, cnd en order thereon is pending.
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UNITED STATES OF AMER |CA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

in the Matter of :
:

HOUSTON LIGHTING & POWER : NRC Docket Nos. 50-498A
COMPANY, PUBLIC SERVICE : 50-499A
BOARD OF SAN ANTONIO, CITY OF :
AUSTIN, CENTRAL POWER AND :
LIGHT COMPANY :
(South Texcs Project, Unit Nos. :
I and 2) :

:
TEXAS UTILITIES GENERATING :

et al. : NRC Docket Nos. 50-445A
COMPANY'PeciTStecm Electric(Comenche : 50-446A
Station, Units I cnd 2) :

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that service of the cbove end foregoing Response of Texcs
Utilities Company and its Subsidiary Componies to the NRC Staff's Supplemental
Request for Production of Documents has been mcde on the following pcrties listed
hereto this 16th day of October,1979, by depositing copies thereof in the United
States mail, first cicss, postage prepaid:

Marshall E. Miller, Esq. (2 copies) Richcrd S. Scizman, Esq.
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555 Washington, D. C. 20555

Michael L. Glaser, Esq. (2 copies) Jerome E. Shorfman, Esq.
115017th Street, N. W. U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Wcshington, D. C. 20036 Wcshington, D. C. 20555

Sheldon J. Wolfe, Esq. (2 copies) Chese R. Stephens, Secretcry (20 copies)
U. S. Nuclecr Requictory Commission Docketing cnd Service Brcnch
Wcshington, D. C. 20555 U. S. Nuclecr Regulctory Commission

Washington, D. C. 20555

Samuel J. Chilk, Secretary Jerome Scitzmcn
Office of the Secretary of the Commission Chief, Antitrust and Indemnity Group
U. S. Nuclecr Regulatory Commission U. S. Nuclecr Regulatory Ccmmission
Washington, D. C. 20555 Wcshington, D. C. 20555

Atomic Safety & Licensing Appeal Roff Hcrdy
Bocrd Penel Chairmcn cnd Chief Executive Officer

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Central Power & Light Compcny
Wcshington, D. C. 20555 P. O. Box 212!

Corpus Christi, Texcs 78403
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Ocncid M. Clements, Esq. Robert M. Rcder, Esq.
Gulf States Utilities Compcny Conner, Mccre & Corber
P. O. Box 2951 1747 Pennsylvcnic Avenue, N. W.
Secument, Texcs 77704 Washington, D. C. 20006

Fredric D. Chcncnic, Esq. W. N. Woolsey, Esq.
Office of the Executive Legal Director Dyer & Redford
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 1030 Petroleum Tower
Wcshington, D. C. 20555 Corpus Christi, Texcs 78474

Ocvid M. Stchi, Esq. Roy P. Lessy, Esq.
Jcmes A. Ccrney, Esq. Michcel Blume, Esq.
Michael I. Miller, Esq. U. S. Nuclecr Regulatory Commission
Marthe E. Gibbs, Esq. Wcshington, D. C. 20555
Isham, Lincoln & 8ecie
One First Natienct Plaze R. L. Hcncock, Directer
Suites 4200, 4300 City of Austin Electric Utility Dept.
Chicago, Illinois 60603 P. O. Box 1088

Austin, Texcs 78767

Robert C. McDicrmid, Esq. Ocn H. Ocvidson i

Robert A. Jcblon, Esq. City Meneger
Dcvid A. Gicccione, Esq. City of Austin
Mcre R. Poirier, Esq. P. O. Box l088
Spiegel & McDictmid Austin, Texcs 78767
2600 Virginic Avenue, N. W.
Wcshington, D. C. 20037 Joseph Gallo, Esq.

Robert H. Loeffler, Esq.
Douglas F. John, Esq. Ishcm, Lincoln & Beale
Akin, Gump, Hcuer & Feld Suite 701
1100 Mcdison Office Building 105017th Street, N. W.
115515th Street, N. W. Wcshington, D. C. 20036
Wcshington, D. C. 20024

Mergen Hunter, Esq. G. K. Spruce
McGinnis, Lochridge & Kilgore General Mcnoger
5th Floor Texcs State Scnk Bldg. City Public Service Bocrd
900 Congress Avenue P. O. Box 1771
Austin, Texcs 78701 Scn Antonio, Texcs 78203

Jerry L. Hcrris, Esq. G. W. Oprec, Jr.
Richcrd C. 8clough, Esq. Executive Vice President
City of Austin Housten Lighting & Power Compcny
P. O. Box 1088 P. O. Box 1700
Austin, Texas 78767 Housten, Texcs 77001

Jon C. Weed, Esq. Donald A. Kcpicn, Esq.
W. Roger Wilson, Esq. Jchn D. Whitter, Esq.
Mctthews, Newlin, Mccfcricne & Scrrett Rencld H. Clcrk, Esq.
1500 Alcmo Natienci Building Judith L. Hcrris, Esc.
Scn Antenio, Texcs 78205 Suscn B. Cyphert, Esq.

P. O. Box 14141
Wcshington, D. C. 20044
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R. Gordon Gooch, Esq. Robert Lowenstein, Esq.
John P. Mathis, Esq. J. A. Bouknight, Esq.
Scker & Botts William Frcnklin, Esq.
1701 Pennsylvcnic Avenue, N. W. Peter G. Flynn, Esq.
Wcshington, D. C. 20006 Dougics G. Green

Lowenstein, Newmen, Reis, Axelred
& Toll

Robert E. Bothen 1025 Connecticut Avenue, N. W.
R. W. Beck & Associates Wcshington, D. C. 20036
P. O. Box 6817

'Oriendo, Florida 32803 Jay M. Gair, Esq.
Jcek P. Fite, Er,q.

Knolcnd J. Plucknett Looney, Nichols, Johnson & Hayes
Executive Director 219 Couch Drive
Committee on Power for the Southwest, Inc. Okichoma City, Okichoma 73102
5541 Ecst Skelly Drive
Tulso, Ok!chema 74135 John W. Ocvidson, Esq.

Sawtelle, Goode, Davidson & Ticilo
Somervell County Public Librcry 1100 Scn Antonio Savings Building
P. O. Box 417 Scn Antonio, Texcs 78205
Glen Rose, Texcs 76043

E. W. Scrnett, Esq. W. R. Robson
Charles G. Thresh, Jr., Esq. General Mcnager
J. Gregory Copelend, Esq. South Texas Electric Cooperctive, Inc.
Theodore F. Weiss, Jr., Esq. Route 6, Building 102
Melbert D. Schwarz, Esq. Victoric Regional Airpot
Scker & Botts Victoric, Texcs 77901
3000 One Shell P!cza
Houston, Texas 77002

Linda L. Acker, Esq. Mayncrd Humcn
Kevin 8. Prctt, Esq. General Mcneger
Assistent Attorney Generci Western Fcrmers Electric Cocperative
P. O. Box 12548 P. O. Box 429
Ccpitol Station Ancdcrke, Okichoma 73005
Austin, Texcs 78711

Frederick H. Ritts, Esq. Jcmes E. Monchen
Willicm H. Burchette, Esq. Executive Vice President cnd Genercl Mcnager
Lcw Offices of Northcutt Ely Brazos Electric Power Cooperative
Watergate 600 Building Box 6296
Wcshington, D. C. 20037 Wcco, Texcs 76706

Don R. Butler, Esq. Joseph 8. Knotts, Jr., Esc.
Sneed, Vine, Wilkerson, Nicholcs S. Reynolds, Esq.

Selmen & Perry Debevoise & Libermen
P. O. Box 1409 1200 Seventeenth Street, N. W.
Austin, Texcs 78767 Wcshington, D. C. 20036
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