RELATED CORRESPONDENCF
L/6/81

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

\9 ek o "g:*'“‘ ~ FUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

COMM 556

\,,
i
| Docket Nos. 50-bkS
APPLICATION OF TEXAS UTILITIES i &0d 50-kh6
GENERATING COMPANY, ET AL. FOR AN i
OPERATING LICENSE POR COMANCHE i
PRAK STEAM ELECTRIC STATION |
UNTTS #1 AND #2 (CPSES) i DOCKETED
L LUapes
SUPPLEMENT TO | APR 01981 »

CASE'S ANSWEZRS TV NRC STAFF'S FIRST SET
OF INTERROGATORIES TO, AND REQUEST FCR THE
PRODUCTION CF DOCUMENTS FROM, INTERVENOR CASE

COMES NOW CASE (Citizens Association for Sound Energy), hereinafter refe-red
to as CASE, Intefvenor herein, and files this, its Supplement tc CASE's Answers to
NRC Staff's First Set of Interrcgatories to, and Request for the Production cf .
Documents From, Intervencr CASE.

On 1/19/81, the NRC Staff filed its First Set of Iaterrogatories to, and
Request for tae Productfon of Documents Frow, Intervenor CASE. On 2/17/81, CASE
filed its Answers to NRC Staff's First Set of ;nterrcgatories and Request for the
Production of Documents, and on 2/9/S1 CASE filed its Mction for Postponement of
Responses to Interrogatories Regarding Contenticn 22 Pending Receipt of Certain
Information from Applicants. We have now received a response to the Motion for
Postponement and now wish to withdraw it; ve will purgue this further through

interrogatcries.

In our 2/17/81 Answers to NRC Staff's First Set of Interrcgatories, wve

stated that it was our intention to promptly supplement our answers and we are

doing sc herewith.
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SUPPLEMENTARY ANSWERS

-4, (8) The "Applicants' Emergency Plan" referenced in CASE's 2/17/81 Ansvers

to NRC Steff's First Set of Interrogatories and Request for the Production
of Documents (hereinafter referred to as CASE's 2/17/81 Answers) was
Applicants' Emergency Plan as revised in Amendment 12 (October 8, 1980)

to Applicants’' Final Safety Analysis Report (FSAR), and will hereinafter
be referred to as Applicants' Emergency Plan. '

The "Applicants' responses to interrogatories and other filings in these
proceedings" to which we referred in our 2/17/81 Ansvers on which we
will rely are at present unknown. We anticipate that the respouses to
interrogatories by CASE and the NRC Staff and cther filings which the
Aprlicants make in these proceedings will contain i{nformation on which
we will rely in presenting our direct case. However, as to specifically
wbat these will be, at the present time we do not know. We tried to
answer this question as it was phrused, regarding information that we
"4ntend to employ or rely upon in presenting ycur direct case...”

We are presently particularly concerned with certain FSAR sections, and

it may be that we will rely upon them in presenting our direct case;

however, we believe {t is somewhat premature at this time to so characterize

tbem, and we intend to pursue interrogatories which may possibly alleviate
our concerus regarding them. We specif.ed them in response tc an interroga-
tory by Applicants to identify any information, data or analyses contained
or referenced in Applicants' FSAR with respect to emergency planning

to vhich CASE objects:

""Section 2.3, We do not believe Applicants have given adequate con-
sideration to the upper air currents toward the Dallas/Fort Worth
metroplex area, especially with regard to air currents during thunder=-
storms which blov from the Comanche Peak area toward Dallas/Fort Worth.

" Altbough we bave now received the Hood County Emergency Operations

Flan and the Scomervell County Emergency Operations Plan, we have

not yet completed our review of them. Therefore, there exists the

possibility that we may have furtioer cbjeciions as well as the posei-

bility that ve may withdraw some of our current objections upon com-
pletion of our review and analyses of them. Upon campletion of such
reviev and analyses, ve will update our responses to these questions.

Howvever, 1t is impossible at this time to state exactly when such

update will be done; it dep:nds upon a number of factors including:

bow long it tekees us to reepond to Applicants' Motion to Compel and
to Require Supplementation of Responses to Applicants' Second Set cof

Interrogatories to CASE filed 2/23/81 (which carries, according to

10 CFR 2.710 end 2.730(c), a deadline for filing of 3/10/81); how
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long it takes us to analyze the information contained therein; whether
or nct the two Plans are complete (a very cursory examinstion of them
has already revealed that Annexes C, D, and E for each Plan were not
included); the impact which Applicants' answers to our Fourth Set of
Interrogatories filed 2/17/81 may have regarding possible objections
(answers due to be filed 3/9/81); how difficult it is to refer back
and forth between Applicants' FSAR, Emergency Plan, and Samervell

and Hood Counties Emergency Operations Pleans, and NUREG-0654, Rev. 1;
how long it takes us to obtain missing informstion such as Annexes

C, D, and E of the Samervell and Hood Counties Emergency Operations
Plans; how long it takes to prepare our supplement to the {RC Staff's
FPirst Set of Interrogatories,which it is our intention to begin as
socn as we complete this present pleading; and how long it takes to
respond to any other motions which may be filed in the meantime. We
can only say at this time that we will be reading as fast as we can
and vorking as hard as we can to complete our review and analyses

and will be filing our supplementary responses &8 s0o0n as we can.

In the meantime, we are attempting to respond to your interrogatories
as best we can based on the partially complete information we curreatly
have.

Section 11A-1. We don't believe applicants have adequately considered

the possible contamination of water from accidents at CPSES. Paragrapb

1 of 11A.1 CRITICAL PATHWAYS states: "Pathways cf human exposure to

plant radicactive emissions likely to account for most of the exposure
from plant cperation and from accidents are discussed in this section.
These discuseions are based upon a knowledge of the characteristics of the
pite enviromment and on predicted effluent releases presented in Tables
11A-1 and 1lA-L4."* The discussions appear to be primarily regarding normal
or routine operation rather than accidents, asd Tables 11A-1.and 11A-k,
(*Emphasie added.) ;

It wou. ! therefore appear that adequate considersation has not been
given to the i{ngestion exposure pathway, in light of the statement in
NUREG-0654, Rev. 1, November 1980 (hereinafter referred to as NUREG -0654 )
on page 9: "D.b, Ingestion exposure pathoway == The principal exposure
from this pathway would be from ingestion of contaminated water or foods
such as milk, fresh vegetables or aquatic foodstuffs.”

It snould be noted that this objection may very well be taken care
of {f ve are permitted to ask scme questions regarding it; however, until
ve ssk and receive answers to our questions, we object to this portion
of Section 1lA-1l.

‘gection 15%.2 ASSUMPTIONS regarding DOSE MODELS USED TO EVALUATE THE

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES OF ACCIDENTS: "2. All radioactivity releases .
are treated as ground level releases regardless of the point of <tgcharge.’
And Section 2.3.4.2, Calculations of Short-Term (Accident) Diffusion
Bstimates: "It was assumed that the releases emanate from a point source
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at ground level..." CASE believes that this may alsc have & bearing on
the spread and carrying of radioactive releases by upper air currents
which blow fram the Comanche Peak area toward the Dalles/Fort Worth
metroplex area. . '

“Mhere are some other areas of concern contained in the PSAR and the
Emergency Plan which we would not at this time object to; at this peint
in time, wve only have gquestions about these, which we will be asking
as soon as possible after we complete our responses to Applicants' 2/23/81
Motion to Compel and to Require Supplementation of Responses’to Applicants'
Second Set of Interrogatories to CASE and any other motions which may be
filed in the meantime. It may be that Applicants' responses to our gquestions
may lead to our cbjecting to certain portions of the FSAR; however, it may
also be that such responses may satisfy our concerns and will not lead to
objections.

At the present time, as indicated previcusly, we are not certain whether
or not we will rely on the above-referenced portions of the FSAR in
presenting our direct case. We will promptly update our response to
this interrcogatory as soon as we know the answer ourselves.

The "related documents” to which we referred in our previous answer
are those documents referenced throughout NUREG-0654, Rev. 1 (which ve are
referring to in thie pleading as NUREG-065L); there are numerous such docu-
ments mentioned, such as: page 2, B. Background, "A separate documer<
bas been prepared by NRC and FEMA which lists the commente received .nd which
indicates the NRC and FEMA response to these comments.” and "The NRC Rule on
Emergency Planning (45 FR 55402) of August 19, 1980 has an effective date of
November 3, 1980."; page 4, C. Scope, "The guidance.intended for use by NRC
licensees and cperators of commercial nuclear power reactors is bas2d upon
several existing documents familiar to such operators: firat, NRC Regulatory
Guide 1.101 (March 1977); second, NRC's lettersof October 10, 1979 and
November 29, 1979 to ite power reactor licensees, third, NRC's final rule
{ncluding the revised Appendix E to 10 CFR Part 50 and fowth, NRC's NUREC-
0610, 'Draft Emergency Action Level Guidelines for Nuclear Power Plants,'
September 1979, the revised version of which is Appendix 1 to this document.”;
etc.

At the present time, we do not know which specific "related documents”
wve may rely on in presenting our direct case. Again, we were trying to
ansver the question as phrased; we anticipate that there uay be some of
the documents referenced in NUREGC-0654 on which we will rely, and we will
supplement this answer as socn as we know exactly which ones.

We alsc anticipate that we may rely on cther regulations wbich are in the
process of being developed at the present time. By "other regulations
. which are in the process of being develcped at the present time," ve mean
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documents referenced throughout NURBG-0€54, such as: page 3, "This docu-
ment (NUREG-0654) is also supportive of the proposed FEMA Rule concerning
the review and approval of State and local radiclogical emergency plans
and preparedness, wvhich at this writing is in the process of revision as
a result of comments received during the public comment period."; pege 9,
“The U, S. Department of Bealth and Human Services (DHHS) is preparing
guidance on the potassium iodide issue which will be considered by NRC
and FEMA."; page 14, note 7, "An !nteragency Task Farce on Emergency
Instrumentation (offsite) is nov preparing guidance on offsite radiation
measurement systems, accident sssessment techniques, and the type and
quantity of i{nstruments needed for the various exposure pathvays.”"; etc.
At the present time, we do not know which specific "other regulations
which are in the process of being developed et the present time" we may

rely on in presenting our direct case. We will supplement this answer
as soon as we know exactly which ones.

We expect tc rely on the following specific portions of NUREG-CHS5L
in presenting our direct case:

D. Planning Basis, page 11: "The choice
of the size of the Emergency Planning Zones represents a judgment on
the extent of detailed planning which must be performed to assure an

adequate response base. In & particular emergency, protective actioas
might vell be restricted to & amall part of the planning zones. On
the other hand, for the vorst possible accidents, protective actions
vould need to be taken outside the planning zones."

D.b., page 9: See guote on page 3, third paragraph, of this pleading.

Other specific portions of NUREG-065L which may be applicable; we
have not yet made a more detailed analysis of exactly which pertions
these may be, but will promptly supplement our answer a&s soon a&s we
know the answer curselves,

With regard to the requirements of NUREG-0654, related documents, and
other regulations which are in the process of being developed at the
present time, CASE expects Applicants to comply with all requirements
regarding emergency planning, response and preparedness. Just as
Applicants are sllowed to update their FSAR and Emergency Plan, 8o
CASE anticipates that we will be updatiug our responses to these
interrogatories as more informaticn is available and we have made
more thorough and complete analyses. We expect that our direct case
will be based on the most current information which we have available
at that time. Based on the limited infcrmation we now have available,
ve will attempt to respond to your interrogatories as best we can,
but ae stated in our 3/10/81 Answer to Applicants' Moticn to Compel
and to Reguire Supplementation of Responses to Applicants' Second Set
of Interrogatories to CASE: :
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“CASE has been attempting to wade through the continuous updstings of the FSAR
which ve have received (the most recent being received only on February 28,
1981); and, as stated in CASE's 2/9/81 Motion for Postponement of Responses
to Interrogatories Regarding Conteation 22 Pending Receipt of Certain Infor-
mation from Applicants, CASE was supplied with an incomplete copy of the
Applicants' October 8, 1980 Emergeqcy Plan, which effectively precluded
cur responding to interrogatories regarding Contention 22 fully and
accurately. (In fact, althouzh we have now received Appendix N, "Scmervell
and Hood Countiee Emergency Operations Flans,' as referenced in Applicants'
2/12/81 letter to CASE, even that Appendix vas not complete in that in both
the Somervell and Hood Counties Emergenc& Operations Plans Annexes C, D,
and E for each Plan were not included. We Qill bg pursuing this further.)

Further, CASE objects most strenuously to Apriicants' statement oc page
6 of their Motion to Compel:
YFurther, in that Applicants' Emergency Response Plan was issued on
October 8, 1980 and transmitted to CASE on October 13, 1980, it 1s
ioconceivable that since that time CASE has not developed any infor-
mation or position with respect to 63 interrogatories.? -
To begin with, CASE has not had the "63 isterrogatories’ since October 13,
1980, soc in any event ve would not have been reviewing the Pl.n-vith an
eye to answering the Applicants' specific interrogatories. And the situation
is exactly as stated in CASE's 2/6/81 Ansvers to Applicants' Second Set of
Interrogateries. Xnowing that the emergency planning procedurgl and guide-

lines vere in the process of being updated and revised, and assuming tbat
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Applicants would be updating and revising their Emergency Plan whny he new
regulations and guidelines were isrued, we chose to await receipt of the NRC's
new regulations before turning our full attention tuv this Contention and con-
centrated on other contentions instead; as the record in -hese proceedings
will show, ve have not been idle during this time period. As soon as we
received NUREG-0654, FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 1, we begau to review it; however,

CASE apparentiy did not receive our copy until some time after Applicaats

had their copy, end there was also some two and & nalf weeks or so around
that time when the writer and ber nhusband both were sick with the flu and
this delayed such review, and necessitated a brief delay in responding

to App.icants' and the NRC Staff's recent sets of 1nterrogatorie|.‘

“Regaxding Applicants' Motion to Compel, CASE now realizes éhnt a4 more proper
approach would bhave bheen to request a longer delay in responding to Applicants'
Second Set of Interrogatories to give us sufficient time to adequately review
Applicants' FSAR updates and NUREG-0654, Rev. 1, rather than responding
vith our February € snsvers. (Similarly, altbough this is not an issue
at the moment, we should have reguested a longer delay in responding to
the NRC Staff's First Set of Interrogstories.)

“'We are presently working on a supplementary respcnse to both Applicants’
Second Set of Interrogatories and NRC Staff's First Set of Iaterrogatories.

We hope to have our supplementary response to Applicants Seccad Set of

.



ready

Interrogstorietﬂin time to mail it at the same time we mai. this pleading;

1 not, it will be seut in the next fev days. Tuerefore, the Order requested

"
by the Applicants will not be necessary.

'

We Tiled our supplementary snswers to Applicanis' Second Sct of Interroga-
tories on 3/17/81 and immediately began preparing our supplementary ansvers
to the NRC Staff's Firstset of Interrogatories. The NRC Staff's 3/L/81
Motion to Compel has clarified some cf tbe interrogatcries about which we
veren't exactly sure what the Staff sought. We believe our answers contained
herewith will alsc clarify some of our ansvers which, although they may not
have appeared to answer tne guestions posed, actually did. It was always
our intenticn to promptly supplement our answers; however, we should have
requested a longer delay in respcnding initially and saved time and effort
for everybody.

We further anticipste that wve will present evidence of our own regarding
thie contention, especially with regard to the upper air wind pstterns. At
the present time, we do not kuow exactly what data our vitness will rely oo;
ve will supplement this snsever promptly as soon as we knov the answer ourselves.

G-k. (v) 24(a). We alsc rely oo 10 CFR 5..20. The "previcus CASE pleadings’to which
ve referred are: CASE's 5/7/79 Supplement to Petition for Leave to Inter-
vene and Contentions by CASE: 1(b), page 9; 2, page 10 and 11; 6, pages

20-22; and CASE's 4L/10/60 Position on Contentions: Conteatiion &, pages

20 through 25.

2u(b). CASE's 5/7/79 Supplement to Petition for Leave to Iatervene and

Contentions by CASE: Contention 2, pages 10 and 11; 6, item 5, paragrapb

3, page 26; 7, pages 28 thorough 30; 19, item 11, p. 55; and CASE's 4/10/80

Povition on Contentions: Conteation 7, pages 26 through 32.
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G-k,

NOTE:

Con,

(b) (comtin

2k(c). "Previous CASE pleadings” on which ve intend to 1ely are:

CASE's 5/7/79 Supplement to Petition for leave to Intervene and Cone
tentions by CASE: Contentions 2, pages 10 and 11; 6, pages 25-26; 18,
page LE; and CASP's L/10/80 Position on Contentions: Coutention 6, pages
20 throush 25,

2k(d). "Previous CASE pleadings” on wbich we intend td rely are:
CASE's 5/7/79 Suppleuwent to Petition for Leave tc Intervene and Con-
tentions by CASL: Contentions 2, pages 10 and 11; 6, pages 26-27; and
CASE's 4/10/80 Position on Contentions: Contention 6, pages ‘20 through
25.

CASE realizes that the NRC Staff can ask questions io any order that they
want tc, but we wast to poiat out that it is very difficult and time-consuming
10 try to snsver the gquestions as arranged by Staff. It would be much easier
eud ftaster 1if the guesticns vere grouped by each specific Contention (as
Applizants arrange <heirs) and vould alsu cut down on the likelibood of

get’ ‘nz answers mixed up.

(e) PMhe testimony from the Urel, TP&L & TESCO rate heariogs to vhich wve
referred are ' ue rate nearings for ™xas Utilities' three cperating
companies, Dalles Pover & Lignt Company (DP&L), Texas Fover & Light
Company (TP&L), aod Texas Electric Service Company (TESCO) and specifically
the sworn testimony of DPal's, TP&L's, end TESCO's own vitnesses. In
the cuse of DP&L (in wvoich CASE has teen an Intervepor in each and every
rate hearing since 1974), usually eact and ever; DPXL witnees makes it
& point at some time duriog bhis testimouy .n rate hearings to peint out
the danger of having tbeir bond ratings lowered and the dire cinsequences
the company will face If it doesn't get the eutire amount being asked
for io the rate bearings.

Thig has been the case in every rate hearing of DP&L sinc+ 1974 aud similar
statements have beer, made in rate hearings since 574 for TP&L and TESCO.

We do not presently heve the testimcny itself or the speuific docket numbers
of the rate hearings for TP&L and TESCO; however, this is on file with the
Texas Public Utilities Commission in Austin and, we presume, with the cities
of Fort Worth and other towns served by TP&L and TESCU., We expect to have
such testimony in hand by the time testimony is prepared for these proceedings
and will upéate cur answer in this regard as soon as we have it in hand.

We do have most of toe testimony and all of the di-~ket numbers in the DP&L
rate beerings; they are Docket Nos. 3450 (1980, the most recent), 2572 (1979),
1526 (197€), there was no docket number for the 1975-T0 bearings which wvere
beld only before the City of Dallas (before the Texas Public Utilities
Commiseion began heerings). This testimony 1s also on file with the Texas
Public Utilities Commission in Austin and with the City of Dallas.
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G-4.(e) (continued):

Although CASE does not bave the testimony at toils time in the TP&L

and TESCO rate hearings, ve do have copies of moot of the testimony

in the DP&L rate bearings sod will meke {t eveilable Zor inspection and
copying upon request, as stated in our 2/17/61 Ansvers.

With further reference to these rate hearings, a review of CASE's
5/7/79 Contentions and 4/10/80 Contentions (as referred to in our 2/6/81
Ansvers) shovs tnat we set forth some specifics regarding rate hearings
in those two pleadings. ;

We are not certain st this time exactly which specific eworn testimony
of DP&L's, TP&L's and TESCO's own witnesses we will cite in these hearings.
There has been so much testimony which supports CASE's contention that we
will obviously have to limit it consideradbly to avoid overburdening the
record of theee proceedings. We will, of course, efvise all parties and
upcate thils acsver prasptly oe 000 s we have made this decisico.

<
]
n

|

(a) See answer to wuestion G-4.(a), pages 2 through 8 of tuis plesding.
Contention 2ua.

(o) /CASE uad previocusly been operating on the assumption that the information
coatained in Applicants' ER (OLS), pages 5.8-1 through 5.8-3 (Section 5.8)
was applicable; hovever, in their September 135C Amendment 1 to the ER,
Applicants have coanged their choice of decommissicning to specify that
they are goiug for immediate dismantlement, rether than a slover dismantling
after a pumber of years, and the cost estimates have risen considerably.
CASE 1{s still evaluating these changes and vwill be filing further inter-
rogatories to ascertain more information; wve will supplement our responses
AE soon as posiible regarding tbis contention.

Generally, ve believe the costs estimated are too lov, that Applicants
don't koov what they're getting intc with this method of dismantling,

that they dou't know the costs invalved, the potential legal problems,

bov this is8 going to pe pald for and who's golng to pay for it, hov they're
going to physically dismantle the plaut, how they're going to protect
their vorkers from radiation while dismentling the plant, etc., or the
costs thereof. We anticipste that Applicants' responses to our inter-
rogatories and requests for documents wvill bear this out, but at the
present time we do not know specifically which of Applicants' respcuses

ve vill rely on; we will supplement our responses promptly in this regard.

Contention 2kb. CASE does not believe that Applicants have really cone
sidered the costs in terms of health, as wvell as the economic costs of

a possidble accident in the con-site storage of spent fuel at all, certaialy
not to the extent that the possible consequences of such an accident warrant.
If adequate consideration is given to such costs, CASE believes that a
favorable cost/benefit balance cannct be made when such costs are added to
those others wvhich must Le counsidered. We suppose that ve should say wve
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G=5. (b) (continued):
and the ER (OLS)(including Section 7.1)
rely on Applicants’ PSAR (iocluding Section 9)/and the fact that adequate
documentation is not contained thereiu that Applicauts bave given adeguate
consideraticn in this regard.

We bave previously . rerenced the Sandia Report, German Report ¥o. 290,
and RRC Tranalation #4558 Commente oo German Report No. 290, all of which
the Staff already has.

We bhave spoken by telephcne on several occasions with Richard E. Webd
regarding this cootention. However, at this time ve have not made &

firm contract vith Mr, Webb and it has not yet beeu decided whetber

or not he will be testifyicc for CASE in these proceedings; wve did not
rely oo him or his work as the basis for this contention (see CASE 4/10/80
Position on Contenticns, pages 20 through 32). At this time, ve do not
know exactly who our witness(es) will be regarding this contention or
vhat documents they may rely on. We will advise all parties vhen and

a8 such decisious and agreements are made regardirg this coantention,

in accordance with 10 CFR 2.740(e).

Contention 2kc. Applicants' ER (OLS) 8.2.1.2.; (see CASE 4/10/80 Positicn
oo Contentions, page 21, second paragraph, and CASE 5/7/79 Contentions,
pages 25 and 26, item 4); and Texas Utilities Company Prospectus, 1/23/79
through the present (March, 1981, which CASE has Just received), which
states:

“Noclear

* Two nuclear-fueled units of 1,150 megawarts each under constructicn at the Conanche Peak station
will provide 1,970 megawatts 1o the System. The first of such units is scheduled for service in 1982 and the
second in 1984 (see Construction Programs). Commitments have been obtained for anticipated uranium
ore concentrate requirements and fabrication services for both units for the first 17 years of operation.
Uranium hexafluoride conversion services have been contracted for through 1507, and uramum
ennchment contracts, having a duration of approximately 30 years, have been made with the Department
of Energy. No arrangements have as yet been made for the reprocessing requirements for the Comanche
Peak units and it is understood that at present there are no reprocessing plants in commercial operation in
the United States. However, there will be on-site storage capacity for spent fuel sufficient to accommodate
the operation of the units for approximately 17 vears and tiuds storage capacity can be increased. Additional
contracts for uranium ore concentrates and nuclear fuel cycle services will be required in the futv.e;
however, it is not possible to predict the ultimate availability or cost thereof.

“General

*The companies are not able to state what problems may be encountered in the future in obtainin the
fuel they will require for use in generating electric energy 1o serve their customers, or predict the effect
upon their operations of any difficulty they may experience in protecting their nghts 1o fuel now ur.er
contract or in acquinng fuel in the future, or the cost thereof, although the cost of fuel 1 recoverable under
the Tuel cost factors referred to under Regulation and Rates (Bephases added.)
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G-5. (b)(continued):

CASE does not believe Applicants koow wvoat toe costs of fuel for CPSES
vill be, that tuey wil) be higher than Applicants estimate, and that
Applicants have not sdequately considered such costs. Applicants should
base their estimate of costs, if possible, upon firm contracts for the
fuel itself; if firm contracts are not available or have not been sntered
into, Applicants should use other studies or acalyses of costs wvhich will
be applicable in the time frame vhen they anticipate they will have to
purchese the fuel, not based on 1950 market values. Fuel cycle costs

of CPSES fuel should be included, as vell as all other costs of the fuel.

Contention 2kd. CASE does not believe that Applicacts have adequately
considered the costs of vaste storage regarding tae wastes produced at
CPSES (see CASE 4/10/80 Position on Contention, page 21, last paragrapn,
through pege 25, and CASE's 5/7/79 Contentions, pages 26 and 27, item 5;
The House Report "Nuclear Power Costs” will be made available for inspection
and copying upon request.) Applicants have not included all data regarding
vaste storage wvhich are reqguired for an accurate cost/beneﬁt analyeis.
Applicants should include a detailed, complete analysis of all costs
associsted vith wvaste storage due to CPSES. We expect that our witoess
vill go into further detail regarding more specifics; however, CASE bas
oot analyzed this furtber at this time.

Regarding Contentiocns 2ka, 2bb, 2bc, and 2kd, CASE relies, of course,
upon Applicants' ER (OLS), Sectivas 5.2 and 11.2, regarding the cost/
benefit analysis.

(¢) Sworn testimony of DP&L's, TP&L's, and TESCO's own witnesses io rate
hearings; see ansver G-b. (c), pages 5 and 10 of this pleading.

Regarding Applicaots other than the three Texas Utilities opersting

companies, ve are curreotly looking iaoto the financial integrity of these
companies (Brazos Llectric Power Cooperative, Inmec., Texas Municipal Power
Agency, and TEX-1A Electric Cocperative of Texas, Inc.). One sveoue ve

are pursuing in thie regard 1s through Interrogatories to Applicants; see
CASE's 2/17/81 Pourth Set of Interrogatories to Applicants and Requests

.0 Produce apd CASE's 3/17/81 Wotiocn to Campel and to Require Supplementation
of Respouses to CASE's Fourth Set of Interrogatories to Applicants, snd 3/17/81
CABE's Pifth Set of Interrogatories to Applicsuts aod Regquests te Produce.

It 1s iwpossible for CASE to reconcile tne financially sound condition

the Applicants claim io the cperating license hearings vith the deteriorating,
unsound financial condition wbich lacks financial integrity claimed by tae
Texas Utilities compenies in rate hearings. Haviog beard the sad sougs ~f
impending doom and financial disaster of the Texas Utilities ~cmpac'en for
the past seven years as ao Intervenor in DPLL rate hearinge and an observer
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G-5. (¢) (continued):

of TP&lL and TESCO rate requests, CASE believes it 1s absolutely essential
to make the Applicants prove conclusively that they are indeed financially
béaltby and can comply with the regulations set forth in the Atcmic Boergy
Act, as smended, 10 CFR 50.57(a)(b4) and 10 CFR 50, Appendix C, before an
operating license is granted.

22-1. In addition to our 2/17/01 Ansvers to this question:

(s) The emergency planning (as defined in paragraph 1 of our 2/17/81 auswar
to this questicn) vhich is specified in NUREG-0654, including toe Flanning
Standards and Bvaluation Criteris on pages 31 through 79 for State
organizations.

NUREG-0654 specifies the State authorities respcnsible for emergency
planning as: "State...governments" involved "in the develomment of radio-
logical emergency response plans and preparedness in support of nuclear
power plants” (page 1, T.A.l.); "The guidance intended for use by State and
local govermments has been drawn in large part from existing documents...”
etc. (pege 4, C., 2nd paragraph); etc., in a very general way. It further
specifies that: "Each plan shall identify the State...crganizations...that
are intended to be part of the overall response organization for Emergency
Planning Zones" (page 31, IT.A.l.a.); "Each organizetion and suborganization
baving an operatiocnal role shall specify ite concept of operaticns, and its
relationship to the total effert.” (IT.A.l1.v.), "Each plan shall illustrate
these interrelationships in a olock diagram." (II.A.l.c.), Zach organization
shall identify a specific individual by title who shall be in charge of
the emergency response.” (II.A.1.d.), "Each organization shall provide for
2b-bour per day emergency response, including 2k-hour per day manning of
communications links." (IX.A.l.e.); "Each organization shall gpecify the
functions and responsibilities for major elements and key individuals by
title, of emsrgency response, including..."etc. (page 32, A.2.a.); "Each
principal organization shall be capable of continuous {2k-hour) operations
for a protracted period. The fudividual in the principal organization
vho will be responsible for assuring continuity of resources (technical ,
administrative, and material) shall be specified by title.” (page 33,
A.b.); further specific requirements regarding State authorities are
contained in II.C.1.a. (page 40), II.C.k (page 41), II.F.1. (page 47),
IT.G. k. (page 50), II.P.2. (page 78), II.P.3. (page 78). There are
numerous references to organizatione or suborganizations which should
be identified, if not by name, at least to the extent necesgsary to assure
that sufficient trained, capable personnel exist and will be aveilable to
fulf1ll their required functions. .
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C22-1. (a) (continued):

CASE has not at this time mede an aenalysis wbich goee beyond the
preceding as to the specific Stste authorities responsible for emergency
planning which should be identified by the Applicants; according to the
Applicants' February 12 letter to CASE, "Appendix M (of the Camanche Peak
Emergency Plan), 'Appendix 3 to Annex Le-Texas Radiclogical Emergency
Response Plan for Fixed Nuclear Facilities': The Texas Plan bes not yet
been finalized, and therefore is not aveilable at this time." Therefore,
Applicants have not yet complied with the requirements in NUREC-0654
referenced above. At this time, we are not certain whether or not we
vill make an analysis which goes beyond the preceding; 1f so, we will
promptly update this ansver. - : . v
Further, NUKEG-0654 states: "The concept of Emergency Flanalng Zones
(EPZs) necessarily implies mutually sumportive emergency plavning and pre-
paredness arrangements by several levels of govermment: Federal, State
and local govermments, including counties, townships and even villages...

The important point is that integrated emergency planning will berufit all
of the communities within the Emergency Planning Zones." (pege 19). "NRC
and FEMA have deliberately consolidsted in this document guidance intended
for use by State and local govermments and that intended to guide the
emergency planning and preperedness activities of NRC licensees because

©f & shared belief that an integratec approach to the development of response
plans to radiclogical hazards is most likely to provide the best protection
of the health and safety of the public. NRC and FEMA recognize that plans

of licensees, State and local governments should not be developed in & vacuum
or in isclaticn from cne manother. Should en accident occur, the public

can be best protected when the response by all parties is fully integrated.
Each party involved must have & clear understanding of what the overall

level of preparedness must be and what role it will play in the event of

& nuclear accident. This understanding can be achieved best {f there is

an integrated develcpment and evaluation of plans. There must also be

an acceptance by the parties and a clear recognition of the responsibility
they share for safeguarding public health and safety.” etc. (pages 23 end
24). Additional guidance is contained in II. Flanning Standards and Evaluse
tion Criteria (pages 31 through 79) and scettered thioughout NUREG-065k.,

CASE has not at tnis time made an analysis which goes beyond the
preceding as to the specific regional authorities responsidle for emergency
pianning, in light of having only recently received the updated and final
version of NUREC-0654. At the present time, from the information we have
80 far reviewved, Applicants do »:t sppear to have set up the fully ictegrated
emergency response rlan referenced in NURELG-065L., As soon ¢a we have made
further analyses in this regard, we will promptly update this answver. 24

.lho



C22-1. (a) (continued):

CASE
is not at all convinced at this time that sufficient trained, capable
personnel exist at the State level who will be available to fulfill their
required functions; in fact, we believe very strongly that et this time
the State of Texas is incapable of fulfilling the requirements of NUREG-065k.
(Por example, the State Health Department &t this time 48 understaffed
to even handle oversight and regulatory enforcement regerding low-level
nuclear wvaste temporary storage facilities within the State.)-

There should be sufficient trained, capable
personnel in existence and available to fulfill each and every functiom
specified. It 1s not sufficient to say these criteria will be camplied
vith vt hout knowing that there will be real live pecple available to
accompl sh them, and that such real live people have been adequately
traineéd to do their jobs, and that such real live people will actually
and in fact be available wben needed.

We assume that one of the primary State agencies which will
need to be involved will be the State Health Department and we don't think
they have sufficient money, manpower, and training to take on the additional
duties required by NUREG-0654 (see especially II.K. Radiclogical Exposure
Coutrol, end I1.0. Radiclogical Emergency Response Training, pages 66-68
and 75-77, respectively).

CASE contends that the State suthorities which should be identified
which have "special qualifications for dealing with emergencies" are those
referenced above and throughout NUREG-0654, from the people who will be
administratively involved to the people who will be actually carrying out
each function. CASE believes that all of these pecple need to be identified,
if not by name, at least to the extent necessary that such pecple actually
exist and will be aveilable to fulfill their required functions.

Further, since we have not yet
revieved the Eood County and Scmervell County Emergency Operations Plln}
ve cannot assess &t this time any gaps there may be in the fully integrated
emergency response plan in regard tc the Ccunty and town coordination
during an emergency. We will update this ansver prouptly a&s scoon as we
have ccmpleted our reading of the County Plans should such updating in this
regard be needed,

- Although ve have nov received these two documents, ve have not had an opportunity
to reviev and soalyze them yet becuuse we have been busy supplementing cur ansvers
to Applicants' and the NRC Staff's interrogatories and filing Motion to Compel

Applicants to supply complete ansvers to our interrogatories and to supplement
Ansvers.
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C22-1. (d) NUREG-0654, N. Exercises and Drills, pages 71 through Tk, gives specific

(£)

guidance regarding exercises and drillse. However, as stated in NUREC-
0654 and maintained by CASE, ",..plans of licensees, State and local
goveroments sbould not be developed io a vacuum or in isclation from
one another;" see especially quotes contained in paragraph 2, page

14 of this pleading. CASE has not at tois time gone beyond the specific
analyses in NUREG-0654; 4if and wvhen ve do, ve will pramptly update our
response to this portiocn of this question. )

The emergency planning (as defined in paragrapn 1 of our 2/17/81 Ansver
to this question) which is specified in NUREG-0654, incluling the Planning
Standards and Evaluation Criteria cn pages 31 through 79.

We belleve the eatire town of Glen Rose should be covered by scme
aspect of emergency plsoning, most if oot all of which vill be included
in the plume exposure pathway; we have not made & more precise analysis
regarding this at this time; {f and vhen ve make guch detailed acalysis,
ve will promptly update our response. We do knovw that the specific
individual vho lives in Glen Rose whom CASE is representing in these
proceedings lives within the plume exposure pathway.

CASE maintains that all segments of the public must be considered
wvho may be affected by accideats at CPSES, including, io the event of
a vorst-case accident or an accident with large releases of radiation
or radicactive materials intc the atmcepuere, the Dallas/Fort Worth
metroplex area if there exists the possibility that the upper air
currents may carry the radicactive materials to the metroplex area.
See ansvers to G-k. (a): paragraphs 3 and 4, page 2; paragraph 2,
pege 3; last paragrapa of page 3, continued cn top of page k; of
thiz pleading. Under certain meteroclogical conditicns and certain
accident conditions, probably scme type of emergency planning should
be provided for tbe entire Dallas/Fort Worth metrcplex area; ve have
oot yet made detalled snalyses of this at tals time, but will pramptly
update our respouse &s 800n 88 ve have (:ne s0. See also NUREG-0654,
Appendix L, II.D., page L-L, which states "Where meteorological conditions
such a8 dominant wind directiony, warrant special consideration, an addi-
tional sub-aresa may need to be defined and a zc<parate estimate made for
this case.” See alsoc NUREG-065k, especie.ly I.D.2, pages 10 and 11. CASE
believes that some portions of the Dallas/Fort Worth metroplex areas should
be included in the plume exposure pathway even though they are outside the
10-mile area and that some should be included in the ingestion exprsure
pathway even though they are outside the 50-mile area. We have not yet
made & more thorcugh analysis of the specific areas because we have not
yet made a more thorough analysis of the upper air currents from CPSES.
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C22-1. (f) (continued):
However, we do know that there are often strong upper air currents,
especially during thunderstorms, which blow from the CPSES area toward
the Dallas/Fort Worth srea. At the presenttime, this is based on personal
knowledge and past weather forecasts during storms; however, we expect
that meterclogical reports from the weather buresu will confirm this fact.

As soon as we have made this more detailed analysis, we will promptly update
our response to this question. ;j'
NOTE: As referenced in footnote 7, page 9, of the Staff's 3/L/81 Motion to Compel ,
subparts (a), (d) and (f) of CASE's muswer to C22-1 do relate to subparts
(a), (d) and (f) of Contentiou 22; we believe that this 1s obvicus f.ce
the Staff vorded the qu:stion the way they did.

c22-2. (a) MNo.
(v) Ko,

(e) (1) Bee masver to C22-1. (a): page 14, parsgrapos 2 wnd 3.

(11) According to Applicants' February 12, 19¢1, letter to CASE,
"Appendix M, 'Appendix 3 to Annex L--Texas Radiclogical Emergency
Response Plan for Fized Nuclear Facilities": The Texas Flan has
oot yet been finalized, acd therefore is not available at this
time.” Applicants' statement that "The Division of Occupaticnal
Health and Radiation Coatrol of the Texas Department of Health
(TDE) 4s the responsible agency in the state of Texas for radice
logical emergencies. Radiclogical emergency planning 1is contained
in Appendix 3 to Annex L of the Texas Disester Plan, 'Texas Radio-
logical Emergency Response Plan for Pixed Nuclear Pacilities.'”
+++d0es not meet the criteria of 10 CFR Part 50, Appendixz E, because
it refers not only to a non-existent Texas Plan but also, CASE
Lelieves, to non-existent individuals who exist only on paper.

The Division of Occupational Health and Radiation Contral of the
Texas Department of Health may iodeed exist, but it is a far different
thiog for a department to exist than it is for sufficient trained,
capable perscnpel tc exist who vill be available to fulfill the
required functions under NUREG-0654 (and therefore under 10 CFR
Part 50, Appendix E).

Bee ansver C22-1. (a): paragraph 2, page 13; tarough last
paragraph, pege 15.

(d) The following portiocns of Appendix E of 10 CFR Part 50:

I. "Xach applicant for an operating license is required by 50.34(d)
to include 1in its final safety analysis report plans for coping
vith emergencies...This appendix establishes minimus require-
mects for emergency plans., These plans shall be described in
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C22-2. (d) (contioued):

the prelimiocary safety aunslysis report and submitted as a part
of the final safety analysis report.”

III. "The Pinal Safety Analysis Report soall contain plans for
coping vith emergencies...the plans submitted must include a
description of the elements set out in secticn IV to an extent
sufficieat to demonstrate that the »lans provide resscnabdle
assurance that appropriate measures can and will be taken
in tbe event of an emergency to protect public health and safety
and prevent damage to property.”

IV. "The emergency plens shall contain, but not neceslcrily be
limited to, the following elements:

"A. The organization for coping with radiaticn emergencies,
in wvhich specific authorities, responsibilities, and duties
are defined and assigned, and the means of notificatiocn, io
the event of an emergency, cof: (1) Persons assigned to the
licensee's emergency organization, and (2) sppropriate State,
and Federal agencies vith responsibilities for coping with
emergencies;

"B, ...Other persons vith special gualifications vho are not
eaployees Of tbe licensee and wio may be called upon for assistance
shall also be identified (by written identification, by position
or functicn). The special qualifications of these...persons
shall be described;

"C. Means for determining the magnitude of the relesse of
redicective materials, including criteria for determining the
need for notification and participation of local and State
agencies...and criteria for determianing vbeu protective messures
should be considered within and ocutside the site boundary
to protect health and safety and prevent damage to property;

"D. Procedures for notifying, and agreements reached vith local,
State, and Federal officials and agencies for the early warning
of the public and for public evacuation or other protective
peasures sbhould such warning, evacuation, or other protective
Jomsures berome necessary or desirable, including identification
af the principal officials, by title and ggcncicl.

"s. Provisions for maiotaining up to date: 1. The organiia-
tion for coping vith emergencies, 2. the procedureo for use in
emergencies, and 3. the lists of persons with special i1f1-
cations for coping with esergency cooditions;

"F. Emergency first aild and persounel decontamination facilities,
including: ...Arrangements for the services of a physician snd
other medical personnel gqualified to bandle radiation emergencies;
and Arrangements for tracsportation of injured or coataminated
{ndividuals to treatment facilities cutwide the site boundary;

"G. Arrangements for treatment of individuals at treatment
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Ce2-2. (4)

C22-3. (a)
(v)
(e)

(continued):

facilities outside the site boundary;

"H. Provisions for training of...other persons whose assistance
may be needed in the event of a radiation emergency;

“I. Provisions for testing, by periodic drills, of radistion
emergency plans to assure that employees of the licensee are
familiar with their specific duties, and provisicns for pare
ticipation 4o the drills by other persons vhose assistance
may be needed in the event of a radiation ems:gency;”

(Rmphases added.) :

The NRC and FEMA have nov set forth "guidance and upgraded acceptance
eriteria” which "is to provide a basie for NRC licensees, State and

local govermments to develop radiclogical emergency plans and improve
energency preparedness...This document i{s consistent with NRC and FEMA
regulations and supersedes cther previous guidance wnd criteria publisbed
by FEMA and NRC oo this subject. It will be usad by revievers in
determining thbe adeguacy of State, local and nuclear pover plant
licensee emergency plans and preparedness.” (POREWORD, page 1, NUFEG.
0454, FEMA-REP.1, Rev. 1, November 19580, referred to herein as NUREG-0654),
See also ansver to C22-1. (a): second paragraph, page 13, through page
15; of this pleading.

No.
No.

(4) By "local officials" and "local agencies” we mean those officials
and agencies in the immediate vicinity of CPSES with responsibilities
for coping vith emergencies, with special gualifications for coping
vith emergency conditions, and/or whose assistance may be needed
in the event of{ an emergency condition.

(14) By "local" ve mean those officials and agencies in the immediate
vicinity of CPSES, We have oot made the specific analysis you
request as to the geographical area which corresponds to the ares
ve consider to be "local." Generally, ve mean "local” to be the
town of Glen Rose, perhaps the town of Graobury (although doth
Glen Rose and Greaobury would alsc be coansidered to be “regional”
as vell), county officials and agencies if they are in the immediate
vicinity of CPSES (such as Samervell Couaty, wvince Glen Rose is
the county seat and is in the immediate vicinity of CPSES), and
auy other officials and agencies wbich may be in the immediate
vicinity of CPSES in unincorporsted areas.

(441) By "early warning” ve mean "prompt sotificaticn” as it is used
{n NUREGeO654, Appendix 1, page 1-3: "Prompt notification of offsite
suthorities is intended to indicate withic about 15 minutes for
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c22-3. (e)(141) (continued):

the uousual eveat class and scouner (ccusistent with the need
for other emergency actions) for cther classes. The tinme is
measured from the time at vhich operators recognize that events
have occurred vhich make declaration of an emergency class
appropriate.”

(1v) By "nublic" ve mesn snyooe oot exployed at CPSES vho may be

(v)

affected by an accident at the plant. We have not 'made & specific
study by area and distance from CPSES which you request. The
public would vary, depending upon the type of accident iaovalved;
novever, local and state officisls and agencies should be potified
promptly of all accidents st CPSES, See arsver c22-1(2), page 16,
last parsgraph, end page 17, first paragrepb, of this pleading.
Regar ‘ng tbe local officials and sgenciec: CASE does not belleve
thet sdequate documentation has been supplied by Applicants regard-
{ng the suthority of scme Loeal officials and agencies o speak
on behalf of %he agencies they purportedly represent; ve dc not
believe that Applican”s aave adequately documented precisely what
functions local officirls and agencies vill actually be responsible
for. Generally, written agreements should be obtained with local
officials spelling out vbat specifically they will do in the event
of an esergency regarding the early varning and evacuaticn of the
public; this should include procedures for alerting, notifying,
apd mobilizing emergency response personnel and alerting snd notie-
fyiog the public regarding such emergency &# quickly ss possible,
as vell ss making sdvance preparations to assure that in the event
of an emergen ¢ the public could be evacusted gquickly and safely,
o sddition to all other specifics set forth in NURBG-065k. CASE
alec does nch believe Applicauts bhave glven any assurances that
there vill be an integrated emergency pleo which can actually
function in *he event of an emergency situatiou.

Regarding the State officials and agencies: Agreements reached
with State officials and sgencies are unknown; according to the
Applicent, the Texas State Plan has not even been completed yet
and therefore is at the present time non-existent.

Regarding botd local and State officials and sgencies: See ansvers:
G-k.(a), page 2, last paragraph, continued on page 3; C22-1. (),
last paragrspb of page 13, page 14 and 15; C22-1. (4), page 16;
0222, (e)(41), page 17; C22-2. (4), pages 17, 18 and 19.

(vi) See ansver to (v) sbove; CASE has alresdy ssked the Applicants

scme questions woich vill perbaps clarify scme of our problems
in tixis rogard and ve vill ask more if and when ve complete ansvers
to Applica. 3 and KRC Staff's interrogatories.
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c22-3. (e¢)(vi)(continued):

Regarding the balance of your question, wve do not understand

the difference betweea the "Describe the deficiencies in Appli-
cants' Emergency Plan vith respect to 'agreements reached with
local and state officials and agencies for the early wvarning and
evacuation of the public, including the identification of the
principal officials by titles and agencies'” in your question (v)
and the "Specify in what respects the plan is deficient regarding
‘agreements veached with local snd state officials and agencles
for the early varning snd evacuation of the public inmcluding the
{dentification of the principal officials by titles and agencies'”
in your guestion (vi). These tvo appear to us to be the ssme.

If ve have not ansvered this sufficiently, please advise more
precisely what you mear sud ve will attempt to update our answer
accordingly.

(vii) See mnswer 22-2. (d), pages 17, 18 and 19. Also, see NUREG-0654,

c22-b, (a) Wo.
(v) Ko.

(e)(1)

especially II.A.3., page 32; II.C., pages b0 mnd 41; II.D., B., F.,
G., 8., 1.,J., K., L., M., K., 0., P.; Appendixes 1, 2, ani
especially 3.

By "other medical perscannel qualified to bandle radistion emergencies”

ve mean anyone other than physicisns who bhave the capability for
evaluation of radiation exposure and uptake and ar: adequately
prepared to hasdle contamipated individuals, including hospital
personnel . '

The types of "medical personsel” encompassed by the term, other
than ourses, include say hospital personcel so qualified and pre-
pared, local or state perscunel vho may be 80 qualified and pre-
pered, including but not limited to Texas Departaent of Health
personnel, private and mili ospital and other emergency medi-
cal services fucilit1e|A€§§:g e of providing medical support for
sany contaminated injured individual.

We consider "radiation emergeacies” to be any emergency situatiocn
28 & result of the operation or an sccident at CPSES wvhich iavalves
radiation exposure and/or contamination of aay individual offsite
as vell as radistion exposure and/or contamination of any individual
onsite vho may need services, care, or examinatiou offsite.
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C22-k, (c)(414) CASE is still 4o the process of checking out (in the form of
interrogatories to Applicants) much of the specific information
below, and it may vell be that when we have an opportunity to
continue with our questions of Applicants that wve vill find that
they bave resclved our concerns ir ‘his regard. However, in the
meantime:

Only Hocd General Hospital in Crasbury is alleged by Applicants
to have agreed to take care of radiation victims. To dbegin with,
CASE does not believe that the only hospital available for such
services should be located 16 miles from the plant; further, ve
vant to be sure exactly where this hospital is locatel with regard
to vind directicn fram CPSES {n the event of an accident and plan
to pursue this further with Applicants in interrogatories; further,
ve question the suthenticity and adequacy of an agreement which
tae Applicants allege comnstitutes "documentation” which wvas undated,
oot written on Hood General Hospital letterhead, signed without
typed name of signator or eny indication of said signator's position
of suthority with the Hospital, typed on a different typewriter
than the May 12, 1977, letter oun Hospital statiocnary, and signed
by & different individual than the May 12, 1977, letter from
B. C. Eamilton, Administrator of Hood General Hospital (we plan
to pursue this further with Applicants in interrogatories); further,
CASE 18 not certain examctly what services Hood General Eospital
ies gqualified to administer or what services Hood General Hospital
believes they will have to administer; further, Applicants have
nov confirmed that Hood Geueral Hospital has not been apprised
of the nev information and requirements contained in NUREG-0654,
Rev, 1, November 1980, and other pertinent NRC/FEMA documents
vhich have been issued since the May 12, 1977, letter of agree-
ment vas signed, so the Hospital cannot at this time knov exactly
vhat vill be expected of them, much less sign a letter of agreement
vkich has any validity insofar as offering assurance that they
vill provide as yet unknown services. See CASE's 2/17/81 Pourth
Set of Interrogatories tc Applicants and Requests to Produce,
Applicants' 3/9/61 Aunsvers to CASE's Fourth Set of Interrogatories,
and CASE's 3/17/81 Motion to Compel and to Require Supplementation
of Responses to CASE's Fourth Set of Interrogatories to Applicants,
especially regarding questions 16 through 19. We will be pursuing
these matters further with Applicauts. As stated earlier, it may
be that scme of our concerns vill be alleviated by Applicants'
responses. As things stand now, it appears that Applicants'
Epergency Plan 1s deficient io regard to compliance with NRC
regulations, especially NUREG-0654, II.L., page 69. In additicn,
a8 stated previcualy io this pleading, we have not yet revieved
the Hood County and Scmerv °803nty Fnergency Cperstions Plaons
(see ansver G-k.(a), page 2/ io*" parsgrapn, of this pleading);
therefore, we do not presently ki v vhether or not the Couaty
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C22-k, (e)(11)(continued):

plans are adequate and ansver concerns ve piy have about them;
ve will promptly update our response to this portion of this
question at that time. Further, as previously indicated in
this pleading, the agreements reached with State officials and
agencies are unknown; according to the Applicants, the Texas
State Flan oas not even been completed yet and therefore is at
the present time non-existent., There are other questions which
CASE has regarding this portion of this contention; ve vill promptly
update our response &8 s00n A48 ve knov further saaswers ourselves.

in this pleading tc questiouns

(1141) See ansver/G-b.(a), last parsgraph of page 5; C22-1, pages 13

C22-5. (a) No.

(v) No.

(e)(1)

through 15; C22-2.(d), pages 17 through 19; and especially NUREG-

0654, 4ncluding II.L, page ©69.

By "adequate plans” we mean emergency plans and procedures which
bave been proven to be in place and ectually workable in the eveat
of an emergency, reatber than existing merely on paper -- plans

wvbich will assure that the radiation exposure to affected individuals
is minimized to the greatest extent possible by prampt notification,
adequate and vorkadble communications, public education and informs-
tion, exercises and drills, and if pecessary, prompt and efficient
evacuation of the public -- plans which will assure that the

impact from an accident at CPSES will be minimized to the fullest
extent possible. The (d) portion of this contention is only one
part of the contention, and vhile we will attempt to ansver your
specific questions regarding specific aspects of portions of the
contention, ve believe that each and every portion of the contenvion
must be dealt with not only individually but in context with the
overall level of emergency planning. As stated in NUREG-0654,

page 5, I.C.: "FEMA and NRC regard all of the planuing standards
identified and contained herein as essential for an adeguate
radiclogical emergency plan.” (Eaphases added.) CASE agrees
completely with this statement.

By "adequate plans” ve also mean plans which are sufficient for
the requirements to assure that the public is properly and adequately
protected from the results of an accident at CPSES, and wvhich are
lavfully and reasouadbly sufficient to so assure in accordance vith
the provisions of 10 CFR, Part 50, Appendix E, and the provisions
of NUREG-0654, Rev. 1, November 1550 (referred to berein as NUREG-

0654) .
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C22-5. (¢)(continued):

(11) By "periodic drills" ve mean exercises and drills conducted often
enough to evaluate major portions of emergency respcuse capabilities,
to develop and maintain key skills, and to identify and correct
deficiencies identified as & result of such exercises and drills;
the drills and exercises should be conducted in such a manner and
in such detaill so as to assure that the previoualy referenced
goals can be achieved. The specific amount of time between such
drills has not been sualyzed by CASE beyond those set forth in
TUREG-0654, pages 71 through 7k, II.N., vhich requirements wve
agree vith.

(141) By "persons vhose assistance may be needed” ve mean sayone who
may be recuired by the guidelines set forth in NUREG-0554, II.N.
to participaete in guch exercises, including the public who will
be involved should there be an emergency situation at CPSES, the
Applicacts, State and lccal officials -- in other vords, anyoue
who will be iovolved in or affected by such exercises and drills
and accidents at CPSES,

(iv) That set fortu in NUREG-0654, II.N., pages 71 through Tk. See
alsc ansver C22-1 (a), page 14, paragraph 2, of this pleading.
CASE does not believe an anywhere near integrsated emergency response
plan bas been worked out for the Comanche Peak plant.
(v) See ansver (iv) above.
(vi) See ansver (iv) adove.
(vii) See ansver (iv)above.
(vi4i) See ensver (iv) sbove; we have not made any analysis as to
which specific Federal emergency response crganizations should
be inveclved (1.e., whether such organizations are specifically
the KRC, FEMA, etc. insofar as vhat particular role the NRC should
play, vhat particular role the FEMA should play, etc.)
(1x) See ansver (iv) above and apsver (viii) above,
(x) See ansvers (iv) and (viii) above.
(xi) See answers (iv) and (viii) above.
(x41) By moswering all questicns by Intervencrs and RRC Staff satisfactorily
regarding this portion of this contention (s vell as other portions
of this contention to demonstrate that a truly integrated emergency
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€22-5. (¢)(continued):

(x41)(continued):
response plan has been worked out for CPSES); by incorporating
all the guidance and requirements of NUREG-0654 and related docu-
ments and other regulations which are in the process of being de-
veloped at the preseat time by federal ageacies into Applicents'
emergency plans; by drills snd exercises which demonstrate that
adequate preplanning bas been done 80 that an emergency condition
could be handled quickly, efficiently and in a manner 8o that the
least possible harm to the public would be incurred; by proviug that
State, local and regional emergescy plans can be paid for, set up,
maintained, and continued with real live people to carry them out;
by adeguate documentation, which should be presented to the KRC,
the Intervenors, and the public tarough tbese cperating license
proceedings and snould be approved before Applicants are issued
en operating license or alloved to load fuel.

(xi11) By seeing to it that everything specified in ansver (xii) above
{s done and done sufficiently and adequately to in fact (as wvell
as oo paper) sssure that the public bealtd and safety will be
protected; by responding fully and completely to interrogatories
and requests for documents by Intervenors; by pursuing wvith viger
any problem areas or inadequacies indicated by Staff or Intervenors'
questions and contenticns and seeing to it that such problems and
{oadequacies are dea.t vith fully aad remedied; by opposing &y
and all efforts oo the part of anyope (including Commission Chairmen
Josepn Hendrie) to sctively lobby without sny semblance of due
process or regard for the duly-accepted Ioterveucrs in affected
licensing proceedings for the abandomment of the NARC's fioal
Pmergency Planning Regulations (10 CFR 30, 50.47, August 19,
1950, 45FR162) requirement that:
"No operating license for & nuclear pover reactor will be
issued unless a finding is made by NRC that the state of
onsite and offsite emergency preperedness provides reasonable
assurance that adequate protective measures can ao. will be
taken in the event of a radiclogical emergency.” This should
obviously include an "iaoterim” cperating license.

CASE has made no specific analysis as to which specific Federal
emergency response agencies or orgaaizations should do which
specific things, and ve have not yet analyzed the "NRC and FEMA
rules” referenced in NUREG-0654, II.N.l.a., page 71, and we do
not at this time konow precisely what "exercise scenariocs and
exercise evaluation guidance’ (referenced in NURBG-065L, IT.N.3,
page 73) KRC and FEMAmey develop. We do, however, expect the
Applicants to camply fully wvith all such guidance and require-
ments before an operating license ig granted and before Applicants

o885



c22-5.(¢) (x441) (continued):

are alloved to load fuel, and ve expect the NRC Staff to see
that this is doone.

(xiv) 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix ¥ (see ansver C22-2(d), page 17 through
19 of this pleading); KUREG-0654, especially II.N., pages T
through Th.

(xv) Toere is no adequate documentation of Applicants' cleims toat
procedures have deen set up which would {n fact assure .oat exercises
and drills will Dbe copducted often enougn to evaluate major portions
of emergency response capabilities, to develop and maintaln key
skills, and to ideatify and correct deficiencies identified aus
e result of such exercises and arills, or that such drills snd
exercises vill be conducted in such & maaner and 1. such detail
80 &8 to assure that the previocusly referer =i goals caa be
achieved.

Any references 0 vhat will be done by State suppori ageacies
is completely peaningless at tois time since the Tuuas Plan is
. .existest at tbis point. Sce also ansve; to c22-2(e)(11),
page 17, of toie pleading, and aosver to (22-1(a), paze 13,
paragrapbs 1, 2, 3 and &,

witn regard to the Hood County aud Scmervell County Emergency
Oysrations Plans, ve cannot assess at this time any gaps there may
pe io the fully {ptrurated emergeoncy response plan in regard to the
County and town ¢sordioation during an emergency. we vill prowptly
update this ansver 28 soon a8 ve nave completed our reading of the
Couuty Plans sbould such updating in tbis regard be needed. See
also Footnote 1, page 15, of tois pieadiog. From voat ve do koow
alresdy, bowever, there are guestions which remain regarding tbe
ability snd willingness of local and county officials snd agencies
to participate as set forth 12 NUREG-0054, II.K., especially 2.c.
aod 2.d4.; see ansver io this pleading to c22-k.(c)(11).

There sre oumerous otber guestions vhich CASE will be pursuing
vith Appiicants woich we expect to pursue, and ve will promptly
update our response to these ipterrogatories 88 {t becomes sppropriate.

Applicants' Ansvers to CASE's Fourtn Set of Interrogatories,
£{led March 9, 1961, states:

"UGCO is in regular contact vith all toe state and local

planniog authorities, ageucies, and service organizations

#vom wvhich letters of agreement have peen obtained, including

the Hood and Scmervell Counties Sheriffs' Departments, 8ad

48 in tbe process of apprising them regarding the responsi-

vilities of each in the Comanche Peak Emergency Plan. Prior

to operation of Comanche Peak, these {ndividuals and organiza-

tions vill de fully spprised of all appropriate regulations
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C22-5.(c)(xv)(continued):

and criteria io effect at that time.”
Clearly emergency planning must be worked out considerably in
advance of "prior to operation of Commnche Peak" -- until and
unless appropriate response organizations are fully apprised
of all appropriate regulations and criteria in effect, an adequate
emergency plan cannot be formulated, much less shown to fulfill
the criteria of NUREG-00654, especially II.N., pages 71 through Tk.

(xvi) See ansver in this pleading to questiocus C-4.(a), last paragraph
of page 5; C22-1, pages 13 through 15; C22-2.(d), pages 17 through
19.
See also NURBG-0654, especially II.N., pages 71 through Th.

Cce2-6. (a) No.

(b) No.

(¢) (1) Local and backup hospital and medical services aaving the capability
for evaluation of radiation exposure and uptaxe, includiog assurance
that perscons providing these services are ndequately prepared to
handle contaminated individuale, sball be arranged for by Licensee,
Stete and Local emergency response organizations -- according to
NRC regulations, including especially II.L.1., page 69.

on
(11) See (1) above; C22-1.(a), 20d paragraph, page 13, 2nd paragraph on
page 1k, 2nd paragraph on page 15, last paragraph and footnote 1en
page 15; C22-2.(d), pages 17 through 19; C22-3.(c)(v), paragraps 1,
page 20; and especially C22-L.(c)(11), pages 22 and 23.

Io sddition to the questions which CASE will be and is presently
pursuing vith Applicants, there are other areas which need to be
explcred: Since Hood General Hospital is alleged to be the "local
support hospital for contamiomted victims, providing gross decon-
taminetion, life saving activities, aud patient stabilizstion,”
(according tc the Applicants’ Emergency Flan, 6.6.4, page 64) vhat
vill happen to the contaminated victims if the plume froam an acci-
dent is going tovards that hospital? What dociwmentation is there
that Hood General Hospital has adéquate Zacilities and personnel
to provide the assurance referenced in (1) above? etc. CASE vill
alsc be exploring these areas of concern, and ve would hope that
the NRC Staff would alsc be concerned with them.

(144) By snsvering all questions by Intervenors and NRC Staf?f satisfactorily
regarding this portion of this contention (as well as other portions
of this contention tc demonstrate that a truly integrated emergency
response plan has been worked out by CPSES); by incorporating
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€22-6. (¢)(141)(continued):

all the guidance and requirements of NUREGC-0654 and related docu-
ments and other regulations which are in the process of being de-
veloped at the present time by federal agencies iato Applicants’
emergency plans; by adequate documentation of the preceding, which
sbould be presented to the NRC, the Intervenors, and the public
through these operating license proceedings before Applicants
are issued an operating license or allowved to load fuel.

10 CFR, Part 50, Appendix E (see ansver C22-2.(d), pages 17
through 19 of this pleading); NUREG-0654, including II...., pege
69.

(1v) See ansver to (1) precedinc.

(v) By seeing to it that everything specified i{n answer (iii) above
is done and done sufficiently and adequately to in fact (as well
&8s On paper) assure that the public 2 alth and safety vill be
protected; by responding fully and ccwmletely to interrogatories
aod requests for documents by Intervencrs; by pursuing with vigor
any protlem areas cr ioadequacies indicated by Staff or Intervenors'
guestions and conteuntions and seeing to it that such problems and
inadequacies are dealt with fully and remedied; see balance of answver
to C22-5.(c)(xi41), lines 8 through 20.

CASE has made no specific analysis as to vhich specific Federal
emergency response agencies or organizations sbould do vhich specific
things. We do, however, expect (be Applicants to comply fully
with all NRC and FEMA guidance and requirements before an operating
license is graoted and before Applicants are alloved to load fuel,
and ve expect the NRC Staff to see that this ip done.

(vi) See wnsver (v) above.
(vii) See 2nd paragrapu of (v) above.

(vii14) We bave not made & specific analysis which you request. Generally,
ve mean the "immediate vicinity of the site” to include the town of
Glen Rose, perhaps the town of Cranbury, unincorporated areas which
are adjacent to CPSES, The basis for our position as to vhat con-
stitutes the "immedi.te vicinity of the site” is based on the rule
of reason.

(12} Arrangements for medical facilities in the immediate vicinity of
the site are not integrated sacng the agencies which will be invalved,
(See C22-1.(a), 204 paragraph, page 1k, of thuis pleading).
There has not bveen sufficient documentation that there will be
sufficient trained, capable personnel in existence and available
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226, (e)(ix){.~stinued):

(x)

c22-7. (a) Ke.

(v») Wo.

to fulfill esch and every function specified. (See C22-1.(as),
2nd persgraph, page 15, of this pleading.)

The Texas Radiclogical Emergency Response Plan is at the present
time non-existent. (See C22-2.(c)(i1), paragraph 1, page 17.)

There are other specific questions regarding the adeguacy of
documentation by Applicants of their claims regatding this portion
of this contention. (Bee C22-4.(c)(11), pages 22 and 23.)

State and local placning authorities, agencies, and service
organizations have not yet been apprised of the responsidbilities
of each in the Comanche Peak Emergency Plan. (See C22-5.(c)(xv),
last twvo paragraphs oo page 26, continuing oo page 27.) Until
such agencies s0d organizations have been sc fully apprised, aa
sdeguate emergency plen cannot be formulated, much less sbown to
fulfill the criteria of NUREG-0654, and CASE's concerns sbout this
portion of this contention cannot be relieved.

All these areas soould be resclved satisfactorily, the Applicants
should be required to camply fully with the requirements of 10 CFR
Part 50, Appendix B (see C22-2.(d), pages 17 tarough 19 of this
pleading); snsver all guestions by Intervenors and KRC Staff satis-
factorily regarding toie porticn of this comtenticn (as well as
cther portions of tuis contention to demcnstrate that & truly io-
grated emergency response plan has been vorked out for CPSES);
incorporate all the guidance and reguirements of NUREG-0654 and
related documents and other regulations vhich are io the process
of being developed st the present time by federal agencies into
Ajalicants' emergency plauns; supply adequate documentation of the
preceding, which should be presented to the ERC, the Intervenors,
and the public through these opersting license proceedings before
Applicants are issued an opersting license or alloved to load fuel.

See C22-2.(d), pages 17 turough 19 of this pleading; also NUREG-
065k, I1.L., page 63.

(¢)(4) Toe emergency planning (as defined in paragrapa 1 of our 2/17/81

Ansver to this question) vhich is specified in NUREG-0654 for
"Local™, including toe Planning Standards and Evaluation Criteris
on pages 31 through 79.

See ansver C22-1.(f), 2nd paragraph, page 16, of this pleading.

(11) See ansver C22-1.(f), 3rd parsgraph, page 16 continued oo page 17.
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C22-7. (c)(continued):
(111) Yes. See ansver C22-1.(f), 2nd paragraph, page 16, of this pleading.

(1v) Por scme portions, yes. See ansver C22-1.(f), 3rd paragrapa,
page 16 continued on page 17, of this pleading.

(v) Yes. Those events and exergency &ctions set forth in Appendix 1
of NUREG-0654, pages 1-1 through 1-19; CASE at this time has made
no detailed analysis beyond this. We will promptly update this
response {f and vhen we do so. '

(vi) NUREG-065k, 1ncluding:Appendix b, II1.D., page k-b; I1.D.2, pages
10 and 11; Appendix 1, pages 1-1 through 1-15; apd 10 CFR Part %0,
Appendix E, including especially I and III (see answer C22-2.(d),
pages 17 through 19).

(vi1 Tuat set forth in NUREG-065L, especially in II. Planning Standards
and Evaluation Criteria. (See &lso previous responses C22-2.(d),
pages 17 tarougn 19 of this pleading.) We have not at this time
aade & further specific analysis beyond this; ve vill promptly
update this respounse if and when ve do so.

(viil) See answer (vii) above.
(1x) See sasver (vii) sbove.
assumiog
(x) See answer (vii) above,fincluding scme 1f not all of Glen Rose
in the plume exposure patbwey and same portions of the Dallas/
Fort Worth metroplex area being included in the plume exposure
patbway and same in the ingestion exposure pathway (see C22-1.(f),

2od and 3rd paragraphs, page 16 continued on page 17, of this
pleading).

(x4) See answer (vii) above.
(x41) See ansvwer (vii) above.

(x111) See anever (vii) above aud ansver C22-5(c)(xiii), peges 25 aad
26, of this pleading.

(xiv) See ansver (xii1) above.
(xv) See answer (xiii) above.

(xvi) See ansver (vii) above. CASE has made no specific analysis as
to vhich specific Federsl emergency response agencies or organizations
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C22-7. (e)(xvi)(continued):

sbould do which specific thiogs. (See C22-5.(c)(x414) third
paragraph, pages 25 and 26, of tais pleading.

(xvii) See acsver (xvi) above.

(xviii) See ansver (xvi) above.

)

(x4x) 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix E, and NUREG-0654; the rule of reason.
(xx) See ansver to C22-1.(f), paragrapn 2, page 16 of this pleading.

(xx1) See ansver to C22-1.(f), paragraph 3, pages 16 continued oo 17
of this plezding.

(xx11) Yes. We would essume that oot all cf the Dallas/Fort Worth
metroplex area would be incluced in the p.ime exposure pathway
but that all of Clen Rose wculd be. Also, w» would sssume that
tris would vary depending upon the accidents lnovolved: locations
closer to CPSES would possfbly bave mcre alerts toat there vere
accidents which might affect them than would locations further
avay. See ansver to C22-1.(f), paragrapbe 2 and 3, pages 16
coetinued on 17 of this pleading.

(xxi11) See answer to (xix) above.

(xxiv) Yes, under certain meterclogical conditions and certain accident
conditions, probably some type cf emergency planning should be
provided for the entire Dallas/Fcrt Worth metroplex ares; see
ansver to C22-1.(f), paragraphs 2 and 3, pages 16 continued on
17 of this pleading. '

(xxv) See ansver (xix) above; and especially NUREG-0654, Appendix &,
II.D., page b-k, and I.D.2, pages 10 and 11 (see ansver C22-1.
(£), 3rd paragraph, pages 16 and 17 of this pleading).

(xxvi) We have made no detailed analysis of this at this time cther
that that specified in NUREG-005k, including Appendix 1, pages
1-1 through 1-19; there could be a number of different types of
sccidents including a core meltdovn., We will promptly update thle
sngver a8 soon as ve have made such detailed snalysis.

(xxvii) See ansver (xxvi) above.
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C22-7. (e)(continued):

(xxviii) See mnswer (xxvi) preceding; wve assume at this %ime that for
most of tbe Mallas area the accidente involved would be of & more
gevere pature.

(xxix) We bave not made tnie detailed analysis &t this time; 1f and
vben we dc, ve will promptly update our response to tais question,

(xxx) See answer (xxix) above; 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix %, and NUREG-=065k.
(xxx1) See answers (xxvi) tbrough (xxviii) above.

(xxx1i) 10 CFR, Part 50, Appendix E, end NUREG-0654, including Appendix
l, pages l-1 througn l1-19; the rule of reason.

(xxxiii) Yes.

(xxxiv) Those set forth in NURZG-065L, especially II.E., F., and O.
We have not made & detalled analysis wbich goes beyond the guidelipes
in NUREG-0054, If and wben we do make such analyeis, ve will promptly
update this ansver.

(xxxv) 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix E, and NUREG-065k, especially II.E.,
F., and G.

(xxxvi)

By written agreements, as set forth in NUREG-0654 , especially II.A.3.,

page 32; by ansvering all questions by Intervenors and NRC Staff satisfactoril
regarding this contention; by incorperating all the guidance and requiremente
of NUREG-065k and related documents and other regulations which are in the
process of being developed at the present time by federal agencies into

your emergency plans; by drills and exercises whicn demcnstrete that

adequate preplanning bhas been done so that an emergency condition could

be handled quickly, efficiently and in e manser so that the least possible
barm to the public would be incurred; by proving that State, local and
regional emergency plans can be pald for, set up, maintained, and coatinued
with real live pecple to carry them cut; such documentation should dbe
presented to the NRC, the Intervenor:z, and the public through these operating
licenee proceedingr and should be approved before Applicants are issued

an operating licerse or alloved to load fuel.

10 CFR Appendix E to Part 50; NUREG-0654 and related dccuments and octher
regulations which are in the process of oteing developed at the present
time by federal agencies; the rule of reason.
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C22-7. (c)(continued):

(xxxvii) By seeing to it that everything specified in ansver (xxxvi),
peragraph 1, above, is done and done sufficiently and adequately
to in tact (as well as vo paper) sssure that the public nealth and
safety will be protected; by responding fully and completsly to
interrogatories and requests for documents by Intervenors; by
pursuing with vigor any problem aresas or insdequacies fudicated
by Staff or Iotervenors' cquestions and contentions and seeing to
it that such problems snd inadequacies are dealt with fully and
remedied; by opposing any and all efforts on the purt of auyone
(including Commission Chairman Josepn Eendrie) to actively lobby
vithout any semblance of due process or regard for the duly-accepted
Intervenors in affected licensing proceedings for the abandomaent
of the NRC's final Emergency Flanning Regulations (10 CFR 50, 50.47,
August 19, 1960, 4SFR162) requirement that:

"No operating license for s ouclear power reactor will be
1esued unless a finding is made by KRC that the state of
onsite snd cffelte emergency preparedoess provides reasonable
assurance that adeguate protective measures can and vill be
taken in the event of a radiclogical emergency.”

Tais should obviocusly include an "interim"” operating license.

CASE expects the Applicants to comply fully with all such guidance
and requirements before an operating license is granted and before
Applicants are al wwed to load fuel, and ve expect the NRC Starf
to see that this is done.

10 CFR Part 50, Appepdix E (see ansver C22-2(d), page 17 through
19 of this pleading); NUREG-0654; and the above-refereunced RRC's
final Emergency Planning Regulatious (10 CFR 50, 50.47, August 19,
1980, 4SFR162) reguirements. ‘

Cok-h, (4) Applicants' First Set of Interrogatories and Requests to Produce,
Question 59, asked: "Do you countend that any perticular mode of decom-
nissioning must be evaluated in the Comsache Peak cost/oemﬁt snalysist”
CASE's ansver was "yes.”

Applicants' Pirst Set, Question 90, asked: "If your answver to
Interrogatory 99 is in the affirmative, what is your basis (legal and/
or other) for comtending that such evalustion must be done in the cost/
benefit analysis for Comanche Peak?” CASE's answer wus: "The mode of
decomaissioning which Applicants plan to use for CPSES must be con-
sidered; 10 CFR 51.20; 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix C, I.B."

The Staff's Pirst Set of Interrogatories, Question C2k-h,(d) asked:
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C2b-b, (4)(continued):

"What particular mode of decommissioning do you contend must be evaluated
io the Comanche Peak cost/benefit analysis?” Our ansver is: The mode
of decosmissioning which Applicaats plaa to use for CPSES must be cou-
sidered. Staff further asked: "State the basis for your position in this
regard.” Our answver is: 10 CFR 51.20; 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix C, I.B.
Staff's position that it should not be "required to refer to the
numerous responses cited by CASE to Applicants' 1ntarrog£toriel io an
effort to gliean which responses, if sny, contain the information which
is sought in ioterrogatories G-5(b) and (c¢)," as stated on page 8 of
Starf's 3/4/81 Motion to Campel, is probably also valid in regard to
other ansvers to interrogatories, and ve will attempt to answer the
quegtions specifically and without requiring Staff to refer to other
than our present ansvers. However, ve vant to point out that although
this point may be well taken, Staff's statement regarding Queetion C2L-4(d)
oo page 12 of Staff's Moticn to Campel erromeocusly states: "CASE responded
to interrogatory £9 by stating 'yes' and with respect to interrogatory
90, by citing particular sections of 10 CFR." As quoted above, CASE's
ansver did indeed contain the exact answer which we presently give to
this question. We want to go on record that wve do nct appreciate such
inaccurate characterizations of CASE's statements by the Staff. We will
not take the time to similarly analyze each of the rest of Staff's
cherecterizations of our ansvers; hovever, ve may vish to do 8o in the
future 1if such inaccurate characterizations continue to the extent that
such lpaccuracies appear to be intenticnal. Muture similar ipaccuracies
will only serve to delay these proceedings, because ve will be forced to
take additicaoal time to respond not only to the ipterrogatories but to
the inaccuracics az wvell.

(e) We have not yet arrived e* s specific dollar cost; geperally, it
should be the dollar amount arrived at when a camplete and accurate
analysis is made of all costs associated with decommissioning CPSES,

CASE bad previocusly been cperating oo the assumption that the informstion
contained 4n Applicants® ER (CL3), pages 5.8-<1 through 5.5-3 (Sectiom 5.8)
wvas applicable; hovever, in their September 1950 Amendment 1 to the ER,
Applicants bave changed their choice of decammissioning to specify that
they are going for immediate dismantlement, ratuer tian & alower dissactling
after s oumber of years, and the costs estimates have risen considerabdly.
CASE is still evaluating thene changes and will be supplc-cnting our - ro-
sponses later regerding this coatention.

Generally, ve believe the costs estimated are too lov,'thnt Applicants
don't know vhat they're getting ioto with this wethod of dismantling, that
they don't know the costs iovolved, the potential legal problems, hov tais
is going to be pald for and vho's going to pay for it, hov they're going %o
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C2k-b4, (e)(ccntinued):

physically dissantle the plaot, how they're going to protect their vorkers
from radiation while disasntling the plant, ete.

One of th. reasons it has been necessary for us to reassess the costs
involved is the fact that Applicants' have now changed their mode
of decammissioning. The Applicants’' owa figures for the costs of
decommissioning bave nov chanxed from 318.4 million in 1981 dallars
to $100 million 4in 1980 dollars. CASE bas already asked the Appli-
cantc a few questions regarding how they arrived at certain costa
and regarding some costs whicu CASE believes Applicants do not knov
and heve pot dealt with adequately, and we vwill be asking further
questions in thie regard, the answers to which wve believe will prove
that CASE's contention is correct.

C2k-5. Contention 2k(b): (a through j){(m througn r).

Toe Staff's motion to compel would seem tn indicate that CASE has no
basis for this contention vbatsoever because we dou't knov exactly wvho
will be our witness at this time. As both Jpplicants and Etaff are alresady
avare, CASL has spoken by telepnhone on occasion with Richard E. Webd re-
gardiog this contention., Eovever, at this time it bas not been decided
vhetber or not Mr. Webb will be testifying for CASE in these proceedings,
and thus ve did not rely upon him or his vork as the initial basis for
thie contention. As previously stated, we will advise all parties vhexn
and as decisions and agreements a~e made regarding this contention, in
wccordance vith 10 CFR 2.740(e).

We expect that the witness on vham ve decide to rely ino these pro-
ceedings vill support and expand on the contentions &nd bases contained
in CASE's previous pleadings in these hearings (ss set forth specifically
1o aasver G-4.(b) 2b(b), on page 8 of this pleeding). For exaxple, as
{undicated in CASE's L/10/50 Positicn on Conteations, Contention No. 7,
pages 26 through 32: The statements ve made regarding Report 290 in
Contentica ~ on pages 28 and 29 of our 5/7/79 Contentions, item 1, has
oot been refuted by the so-called second German Report ("Critical Comments
on Work Report AB-290"); we included some specifice in this regard oo
our 4/10/80 Position on Cootentions...We similarly pointed out that the
Staff's allegations regarding the Saudia Report vere based on faulty
sssumptions; and we incluésd scwe specifics in this regard. Perbaps
the NRC Staff bas alrecdy made its collective mind up regr fing tuese
tvo reports and does .t iotend to give any furtber consideration to
them regardless of vhat facts may be presented by CASE's witoess(es).

We wvould nope that this 13 not the case regarding either the Staft or
the Board.
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Cek=5, Contention 2k(b) (continued):

As stated oo page 31 of CASE's 4/10/80 Position on Contentiocas:

“CABE could list otuer reports, such &s those of Richard E. Webd
(specifically his testimony in Docket 50-272, Public Service Electric
& Gas Co., Salex Wuclear Generating Unit #1, testimony of 2/27/79
and &/8/80 and 4/9/80)..." but we chose not to. ;

The question at this point is not vhether or not CASE will have an
expert vitness regarding this cootention, but who that witness will

be and vhich documents such witness will rely on. At this peint ic

time, there are several resscns for our uncertainty as to vho our

expert witness(es) will be; not the least of these is the fact that

w2 do oot at this time knov precisely when the hearings themselves

will be, or even if such details as having the bearing: will be necessary
before graating Applicacts an "interins” operating license.

As to wnat documents CASE's witnesses)vill rely on, it may or may
not be that such vitpess(es) will rely on Mr. Webb's reports. If
the Staft or Applicants would like to conduct discovery upon Mr.
Webb, CASE will approach Mr. Webd and inguire wbat he would charge
tohe Staff or Applicants to ansver interrogatories, under Rule 26
of the Rules of Civil Procedure:

"(k)(B) A party may discover facts known or opiniocns held by an

expert vho has been retained or specially employed by another

party io enticipetion of litigetion or preparstion for trial

and vho is not expected to be called as a vitness at trial,

only &8 provided in Rule 35(b) or upcn a showing of exceptiooal

circumstances under waich it is impracticable for the party

seeking diecovery to obtain facis or opinions on the same subject

by other means. .

"(C) Unless manifest injustice would result, (1) the cour:
soall require that the party seeking discovery pay the expert

& reasonable fee for time spent in responding to discovery under
subdivisions (b)(4((A)(44) and (b)(4)(B) of this rule...” (Eaphasis
added.)

It is CASE's understanding that at this time ve are not required
to undertake substactial research and investigation or to develop
our case in corder to respond tc {nterrogatories and requests for
documents., We desir» to cooperate as much as possidble, but under
the circumstances &t this time. *ic specific information the Staff
seeks is simply premature. We do not knov at this time whether or
not Mr. Webd will be our witness, ve do not knov vhether or not he
vould even consider engaging i. discovery on the terms indicated
above, but ve will contact him i1 this regard should the Staff or
Applicants sc desire. CASE does not intend to pay for such discovery,
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C2ke=5, Contention 2k(b) (continued):

until and unle¢ss ve bhave made & firm contract with Mr. Webd to
testify on behalf of CASE in these operating license proceedings.

If ve retain & vitness other than Mr, Webb, it may wvell be that such
vitness vill develop his own analyses and/or rely on documents other
than those Mr. Webb might rely cn. g
Purther, CASE has not yet completed discovery with Applicant regard-
ing this contention, which discovery may well change scmewhat or
limit the amount of independent research and analyses our witneus
vill have to do; this could also change our choice of a witness or
witnesses.

We have tried hard to adequately and campletely ansver the interrogatories the
Staff nas posed. If there are any which we baveu't ansvered, it is an oversight
and ve vill attenpt to answer them if Staff will so advise.

Respectfully submitted,

(Mrs.) Juanits Ellis, President

CASE (Citizens Associstion for Sound Energy)
126 S. Polk

Dallas, TX 75224

4/6/81
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of i

APPLICATION OF TEXAS UTILITIES 1
GENERATING COMPANY, ET AL. FOR AN ]
OPERATING LICENSE FOR COMANCHE I
PEAK STEAM ELECTRIC STATION 1
UNITS #1 AND #2 (CPSES) I

Docket Nos. 50-445
and 50-446

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

By my signature below, I hereby certify that true and correct copies of
CASE's Supplement to CASE's Answvers to NRC Staff's First Set of Interrogatories
to, and Request for the Production of Documente from, Intervenor CASE

have been sent to the names listed below by First Class Mail this 6th day
of Ap 41 , 198 . * 2 with Certificate of Mailing receipt.

*Valentine E, Deale, Esq., Chairman
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board

1001 Coauecticut Aveaue, N, W,
Washington, D. ©. 20036

Dr, Forrest J. Remick, Member
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
3C5 . Hamilton Avenue

State College, PA 16801

Dr. Richard Cole, Member

Atomic Sa’ety and Licensing Board
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
washington, D, C. 20555

* Nichclas 8, nolds, Esq.
Debevoise & Ligetman

1200 - 17th St., N, W.
Washington, D. C. 20036

#Marjorie Rothschild
Counsel for NRC Staff

U. 8. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D, C. 20555

Mr. Geoffrey M. Gay
West Texas Legal Services

100 Main Street (Lawyers Bldg,)
Fort Worth, TX 76102

B

Jeffery L. Bart, Eaq.
4021 Prescott Avenue
Dallas, X 75219

Docketing & Sanice
Branch

\ D&llll,'ﬂ(

APR 91881 °
Office of s Stirimy

David J. Preister, Esq.

Assistant Attorney General
Envircamental Protection Division
P. 0. Box 12548, Capitol Station
Austin, Texas 78711

Mr. Richard Fouke
1668-B Carter Drive
Arlington, TX 76010

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
Panel

U. S§. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Washington, D. C. 20555

Atomic Safety and Licensing

" Appeal Panel
U, 'S. Nuclear Regulatory Commissior
Washington, D. C. 20555

Docketing and Service Section
Office of the Secretary

U. 8. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555

Arch C. McColl, III, Eesq.
701 Commerce Street, Suite 302
75202

E (CITIZENS ASSOCIATION FOR
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Juanita Ellis, being duly sworn, deposes and says:
b
That she is President of CASE (Citizens Asscciaticn for Sound Energy),
and kaows “he contents of tia foregoing CASE's SUPPLEMENT TO CASE'S ANSWERS
TO NRC STAFF'S FIRST SET OF INTERROGATORIES TO, AND REQUEST FOR THE PRODUCTION
CF DOCUMENTS FROM, INTERVENOR CASE

and that the same 18 true of her own knowledge and bellef.

SWORN TO and Subscribed
before me on this éth day

of April , 1981,
Z 4’?"./5:4-1 iad s s
4'Not;ry Public
My Commission Expires: cg_/_z, Lk
(SEAL)

The original of this page is being mailed under separate cover, First Class Mail,
tothe Secretary, U. S. Nuclear Reguletory Commissicn, Washington, D. C. 20555,
Attenticn: Chief, Docketing and Service Section, on this 6th day of _April ’
1581. : '



