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In the Matter of

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

CASE'S ANSWERS TC NRC STAFF'S8 SECOND SET
OF INTERROGATORIES TO, AND RERQUEST FOR THE
PRADUCTION OF DOCUMENTS FROM, INTERVENOR CASE

COMES NOW CASE (Citizens Association for Sound Energy), hereinafter reéfaries
as CASE, Intervenor herein, and files this, its Answers to NRC Staffte Second Set
of Interrogetories to, and Request for the production 6f documents from, Intervenor

cASm,} datoed 3/26/BL end received by CASE on 3/30/81.

ANSWERS

et e b s

~ Contention 243

ced-b, (u)
Those set forth im 10 CFR 51.20, including, but not limited to the following:

Bealth effects of the uranium fuel cycle; health effects of lov-level
radiation from routine and unplanned emissions from the facility; health
effects of possidle accidents at the facility, from the least harmful to
the worst possible; models used to calculate lovw-level radiation doses;

Gn April 10, 1981, in telephone conversations with Marjorie Ulman Rothschild

and Valentine Deale, it was agreed that the NRC Staff has no obzection to an
extension of time of filing this response until April 24, 1981 instead of
April 14, 1981), end CASE was granted such extension.
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My, (@ )(continued):

ealculation of number of expected cancers from operstion of CPSES; uranium
supply; vater use; evacuation and emergency procedures; unresolved generic "
gafety issues; deccamissioniag; transportation of low- and highvlevel vastes;
storege of lov-level and high-level vastes; capacity factors; discharge of
effluents into water; transmiseion liones; nerbicide usage; selection of eite;
populstion concentrations; meteorlogical considerations; hydrology - vatershed;
realistic assessment of expected performance of plaot compared to design
rating; eodangered species; construction costs; total costs of plant; operst-
ing costs; reliability; pover generating costs; external project costs;
morine envirommental impacts; archeclogical asracte; econcmic effects of

the ursnium fuel cycle; econcmic effects of health effects of low-level
radiation from routine and unpeloned emissions from the facility; alternative
pources of energy comparisons between different possibilities; costs of
overcapacity; land use; taxation basis of the land after plant is shut dowo;
energy conservation; excess capacity; terrestrial ecology; squatic ecology;
air pollution; regiooal bhistoric, scenic, cultural, and oatural features;
right-of-wvay disruptions; vigusl impacts; chemical and biocide waste;
ssnitary and other vaste; gaseous effluents; noise pollution; surface water;
ground vater; possibility of accidents from aircraft; thermal effluent;
envirommental effects of possible sccidents at the facility, from the least
parmful to the worst possible; econcmic effect of accidents on the surround-
ing area; economic effect of sccidents on ratepayers vho are paying for the
plaot; release of radiocactive waste toO vatershed; side effects of transporte-
tion of spent fuel; analysis of who will pey for the cost of nuclear vaste
and nuclear fuel accidents {o transit to or from the plant; security costs;
effects of security as regards loss of civil liverties aud loss of privacy;
cost «nd effects of external flooding; need for pover; risk comparison be-
tveen cperating CPSES and not operating it; adequacy of site geology; seismic
cousiderations; effect on health of workers exposed to radistion; financial
cost of health effects to workers exposed toO radiation; {ncressed fuel costs;
analysis of oeed for CPSES, by year, for its LO-year life as compared tO
vhat alternatives will be available during that time; {nflatiocnary impects

on costs of all aspects of CPSES; inflatioconary impacts on the Dalles/Fort
Vorth metroplex area of the increase in costs of electricity due to the
construction and including of construction work inm progrees in the rate base
tor CPSES, as vell as such inflationary impacts due to the cost over-runs
experienced at CPSES; socioceconcmic impact of the plant upon ldécal communi -
ties, including large influx of workers and families o 8 temporary besis
requiring building of more schools, increased police protection, etc. and
effect of lesving resaining residents to continue to pa&Yy tor costs of such
{ncreased facilities wheo transient workers move ODj opersting coste of craxe;
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pover generasting costs of CPSES. us
1o sddition, all items 1isted as costs 1D Applicants' cost/venefit \
apalysis not pentioned in the preceding list. . !
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R4=b, (D)

CASE believes the only benafit to be derived from CPSES is that it will
ve do not dbalieve

produce electricity vhen it's in omrat.ion; even 80,
that that electricity vill be needed, econcmical , OF safe.

CASE does pot believe thet it is proper toO ipnclude a8 & venefit the
{ncreased !gg_l!ut and tax revenues, &8 Applicants pave done 1o the ER,

page 11.0-3, Amendment 1, September 1980, section 11.1.2 IXDIRECT BENZFITS:
" Yaployment opportunities snd the disposable {ncome genersted (voth by
temporary and by permanent nploycu) copatitute & significent {ndirect
bvenefit of CPSES. Increases in the local tax base and tax revenues that
vill be derived by Scmervell aod Hood Counties are also recognized &s an
{mportant indirect benefits of the project.” Iocreased employment and
tax revenues cannpot be {ocluded on the benefit side in striking the ulti-
mste NEPA cost-bepefit balance for & particular plant (Vermont Yankee
Nuclear Pover Corp., Vermont Yaokee Station, ALAB-179, T ARC 159, 177 (19748)).
Further, ve believe that increased locel employment and vage incomes, ia-
creased local busioess activity, {ocreased tax revenues will be offset by
the loss of local employment and vage iocomes (tbus cresting unesployment
with its attendsot costs), decreased local business activity ( mome busineses,
especially bers and taverns, WAy nave to go out of business eptirely vitb
resulting unemployment, possibly moving from the ares of {acome-producing
sod tax-producing pusinesses; other businesses will suffer decreases in
{ncome), and increased tax revenues vill be offset by increased costs for
building oev schools for transient ﬁkc s' families, police protection,
{pcressed Jail facilities (preunt/éuhﬁgnn vere not even sufficient to
contain those {pdividuals who engaged in civil disobedience by golng over
the fence in the past, and such activities may increase {n the future),
increased fire protection, etc., when the transient workers leave the ares.
CASE also does no% believe it is proper st this time tO {nclude &8 &
penefit "e d community services and public facilities such as develo
ment of Squaw Creek Reservoir)"” unless and until Applicents tinalize -
seunts with the State of Texas regarding this matter. See letter of June 10,
1980 from David J. Preister, Assistant Attorney Geoers’., Eavirommental Pro-
tection Division, Texas Attorney Genersl’'s Office, letter of July 3, 1980,
¢rom Billy R. Clements, Vice-President, TUGCO, and CASE's 7/14/80 Supplement
to Item 1. (CASE Contention 1) of CASE Motion for Reconsideration of Certain
CAEE Contentions...last paragrapb of page 3 through page 5.) KAt the present
time, such arrangements bave not been made and there is DO {pdication a8 tO
vhen they will be made .

Vith regard to the ecological surveys vhich bave been performed in
the region of CPSES during the past several years regarding the mamual ,
{invertebrate, reptilian, avisn, and floral communities of the CPSES areas,
CASE believes that +he disruption of the daily lives of animals and birds,
the removal of part of their natural habitat, the destruction of some floral
areas forever, more than outweign aony alleged benefits of such ecological
surveys. .
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Co4-b.(b){continued):

/r Vith regard to Applicants' statements 1o £.1.2.5 Improvement to Ares
Pacilities (page 5.1-18 of ER), CASE hardly sees hov upgrading of Parm
’ Rosds 201 and 51, which vas necessitated by "an extensive volume of vehicle
’ traffic to and froa the CPSES plant site""during the early phases of project
construction” wvhich "resulted in significant vear to local roadvays,” can
be counted as & "benefit" vithout recognizing & corresponding &nd offsetting
"cost.” Purther, wve do not see the creation of the Squav Creek Reservoir
a8 & great enhancement to the sport and recreatiocoal opportunities for arss
residents vhen admittedly "there are other recrsational reservoirs located
vithin & short cosmuting distance from the CPSES;” recognition must also
be given to the negative benefit of loss of privacy, increased traffic, and
{ncreased air pollution to those on the route to and from the Reservoir.
With regard to Applicents' statements 4o 8.1.2.6 Public Bducstion (page
8.1-18 of the ER), CASE believes that the "local information office...
established in Glen Rose to provide ares residents with details pertaining
to the CPBES project in particular, and to nuclear issues in general” 1is
primarily a public relations effort to make the plant more acceptable to
the residents, to promote the use of nuclear energy &8 & pover source, and
should more properly be called propaganda ratber than public education.
There may be come value under the Public Bducation.section regarding
the archeological survey of the CPSES area vbich vas conducted ino 1972.
However, the statement by Applicants that "The gresat majority of thie his-
torical data vould have been lost beyond recovery had it not been for this
detailed survey” is undocumented and perhaps undocumentable. Further, ove
of the reasons for this survey vas that Applicents uncovered diposaur tracks
vhich would have perhaps been lost forever due to actions by Applicants
had they not cut out the track and moved it elsewhere to preserve it.
Applicants state in 8.1.3 Summary of Benefits (page 8.1-19, September
1980 Amendment to ER), that "A summary description of the benefits of the
CPSES project is presented in Table 8.1-21, and in Section 11.1." Hovever,
although Amendment page S-iv indicates that there are cew tables added,
Tables 8.1-21 and 8.1-22, CASE has never received Table 8.1-22,

Co4=b, (€)s 10 CFRr 51.20(b) and 51l.21.

246, (d)s See that Applicants answer all questions by Intervenors and the NRC
Staff fully and caompletely and that all guidance end requirements
of NRC regulations are complied with by Applicants and that all issues
raised by Inte;venors or the NRC Staff are adequately considered and
resolved beforv Applicants are granted an operating license or allowed
to load fuel; 1espond fully and completely to interrogatories amd
requests for documents by CASE; pursue with vigor any problem areas
or inadequacies indiceted by Staff ar Intervenor's questions and con-
tentions and seeing to it that such problems and inadequacies are
dealt with fully and remedied; assure thet adequate documentetion
on the part of Applicants is required and provided for eny and all
allegations mede by said Applicants; seeing to 1t that such documemte-
tion is presented to the NRC, the Intervenors, and the public through
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CR4=b,(d)(continued):

these opereting license proceedings before Applicants are issmed an

operating licemse or allowed to loed fuel, CAST expects the Applicants
to be required to comply fully with all federal regulations aend guidance
before an operating license is granted and before Applicants are allowed

to 1oad fuel; and we believe that the NRC Staff hes the responsibdility

L0 see that this 1s done and an overriding responsibllity to assure that
the public health and safety will be protected.

Cc24-6, (o), Mmether or not, after all the costs snd benefits have bsen adequately

considered, the benerils outweigh the costs, should be the determining
factor, Based on 10 CFR 51.20(b) and 51,21, CASE believes that a
realistic and in-depth assesament of the actual costs directly related
to GPSES must be considered in the cost/benefit analysis which Appli-
cants are required to provide in the ER, All costs and benefits must
be considered; thus, all are of significance and importance, CASE
would recommend that the primary consideretion be given to those items
which have the greatest impact end the most long-lived impact. Thus,
we would rank them in importance:;

(1) Costs 1o terms of health and dollars of storsge and/or disposal
of radioactive vastes; '

(2) Costs in terms of health and dollars of & vorst-case accideot at
CPSES, especially vith regards redioactivity released;

(3) Costs in terms of health and dollars of the nuclear fusl cycle;

(%) The mumsercus items vhich have or may have some bearing or relation
to the above items (1) through (3), such us unresolved safety issues,
decommissioning, transportation of speat fuel and low-lsvel vastes,
discharge of effluents into vater, population concentratious, meteor-
logical considerations, hydralogy - watershed, groundwater, surface
vater, air pollution, etec.

(5) All other costs. K

246, (), (&) 10 C¥x 51.20(b) and 51,21; Applicamts' Environmental Report (ER);

Qq”?.

and the rule of reason.

Same as (a) above,

See answer to Co4=b,(c). preceding.

10 CFk, including but not limited to 50.57.

10 CPx 51.20(b) and 51,21; and the rule of reason.

— ——

o 0 O
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We essume that the emphases indiceted in your characterization of CAS™'s
answer to C24-3 is meant to be your own rather than an accurate representa-
tion of CASE's answer's emphases (1,e,, that you simply were underscoring
costs to emphasize thet portior of our answer that you wished to discuss

1o your question)., We mention this only because the change of emphasis

changes the meening somewhat of our answer,
(a) 10 CFR 51.,20(b) and 51.21,
(b) See answer to C24=6(d) preceding.
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oh=T. (c)

(a)
(e)

2248, (a)

()

By "accurate” ve mean in exact or careful conformity to truth, or

to some standard, especially as tbe result of care; exact; f1idelity
to fact or truth attained by the exercise of care; correct; free
¢rom fault or error as Judged by some standard; specifically in
regard to this conten*ion, we further mean without errors of amission
or deliberate avoidance of dealing with all costs associsted with
CPSES.

See answer o cob-5(a) preceding.

(a) See ansver (a) preceding.

(b) See answer c2u-5(r)(d) preceding.

(¢) Webster's dictiooary; the rule of reason.
(d) See answer c2k-6(f)(n) preceding.

We have not made & detatled analysis of these co8ts; hovever, we
pelieve all costs associated with the safe decommissioning of CPSES
must be considered.

CASE had previously been operating on the assumption that the
{nformation contained in Applicants' ER (0L8), peges 5.8-1 through
5,8-3 (Section 5.8) vas applicable; however, {ig their September 1980
Amendment 1 to the ER, Applicants have changed their choice of de-
commissicning to gpecify tbat they are going for immediate dismantle~
ment , rather than 8 slover dismantling efter & number of years,
and the cost projections of Applicants have risen from $18.4 million
in 1981 dollars to $100 million in 1980 dollars. CASE is still
evaluating these changes and will te supplementing our responses later
regarding this contentioo.

Generally, we believe the costs estimated are too low, that Appli-
cants don't know what they're getting into vith this method of dis~
mantling, that they don't know tne costs {nvolved, tbe potential legal
problems, how this is golng o pe paid for and who's going to pay for
1t, how they're going to physically dismantle the plant, how they're
going to protect their workers from radiation while diamantling the
plant, etc.

By "safe” in regard to decommissioning, we mean done {n & manner 80
as not to contaminate the workers at tne plant with radicactivity
with resultant cancers, genetic effects and injury, SO as not to con-
taminate the surrounding areas vith radicactivity vwhbico could render
such areas uninhabitable for years, 80O as not to subject workers oOr
members of the public to toe tnreat of danger, harm or logs, from
radicactivity or fran accidents, 80 a8 aot to damage Or barm the
flors and fauna, animal life, birds, vater, air, or archenlogical
aspects of the area.

10 CFR

(c)(n)ASl.?O(b) and 51.21; Applicants' ER (oLs), Sections 5.8 and 8.2.1.3.

.6 -

5
[

e —————— - S SN i B

SRS



c2b-8.(c)(b)Webster's dictionary; 10 CFR 50.57; the rule of reason.

C24-9. (a) Ae stated in our previous response, CASE has not made a detailed
analysis. See also ansver to C2k-5, pages 35-37, of our L/6/81
Supplement to CASE's Answers to NRC Staff's First Set of Interrogatories
to, and Requests for the Production of Documents from, Intervenor CASE.

(b) Any workers who might be affected by an accident with regard to the
onsite storage of spent fuel. See also answer (a) above.

’ (c) Spent fuel. See also answer (a) above.

(4) See ansver (a) sbove. Ceneraplly, of lesser magnitude than occurred
at Three Mile Island.

(e) See answer (a) above. Cenerally, of the magnitude of or greater than
the magnitude of those which occurred at Three Mile Island, up to and
including a complete meltdown of spent fuel.

(1) The rule of reason; see alsc ansver (a) above.

Cc2k-10. 10 CFR 51.20(b) and 51.21; the rule of reason.
.Contcntion 25.

£25-8, CASE objects to this question as being self-evident. Your question C25-2

v vas: "State specifically the requirements in 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix
C which you contend have not been met because of what you contend to be
- Applicants' lack of financial qualifications to operate the proposed
X - facility." (Bmphaeis added.) The quotations are from -- guess vaat --
- 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix C! The elimination of unnecessary questions

such as this on the part of the NRC Staff would help speed up the licens-
ot ing process considerably for all parties and the Licensing Board -~ if that vere
iy the true intent of the proposed NRC rule changes to expedite the hearing

process.
(.&3
C23-9.A upply documentation to prove that they are financially sound and healthy,

that they will be around and still in business by the time CPSES 18 to

be decommissioned and will have funds available to pay for such decommission-

ing, that they have met all requirements of the Atomic Energy Act, as amended,
O CFR 50.57)%and 10 CFR 50, Appendix C and have accurately demonstrated that they have
(a)(h), true financial integrity, stability, and qualifications to operate CPSES.

Ansver all gquesticns by Intervenors and the NRC Staff fully and completely,

and supply all reguested pertinent documentagion requested by Intervenors
and the NRC Staff.

2 Applicants have not answered CASE's questions fully and campletely; we currently
have & Motion to Compel complete answers cefore the Board jo this regard.

‘¥ w
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(a)

C25-9A(continued):
From Applicants' answers to CASE's questions regarding this contention,
it 1s obvious that they inotend to respond only to the NRC Staff's questions
and requests and to stonewall on any questions from CASE. This position
by Applicants is clearly contrary to NRC regulations, specifically 2.740(b)(1)
and 10 CFR Part S0, Appendix C. (See CASE's 3/17/81 Motion to Compel and
to Require Supplementation of Responses to CASE's Fourth Set of Interrogatories
to Applicants, pages 2 through 13 for further details regarding this cone
tention.) Applicants' self-proclaimed statement that they have provided
the financial information to enable the NRC to make the findings required
by 10 CFR 50.57(a)(4) regarding the Applicants' financial qualifications
is not sufficient to prove that Applicants are financially healthy. Other
pertinent evidence and information must also be considered (see particularly
last paragraph of page 6 continued on page 7 of CASE's above-referenced
3/17/81 Motion to Campel).

10 CFR Part 50, Appeadix C, only states that "...it will ordinarily
be sufficient to show at the time of filing of the application, awvailability
of resources sufficient to cover estimated operating costs for each of ;
the first 5 years of operation plus the estimated costs of permanent shute
dovn and maiuntenance of the facility in safe condition." (Emphasis added.)
Clearly, these operating license proceedings are not ordinary -- Applicaats
are being challenged, based on sworn testimony of three of the six Applicants
themselves, regarding their financial qualifications, in addition to being
challenged (in Contention 24(a)) regarding their cost estimates of deccm-
missioning CPSES. Applicants must go beyond the narrow boundaries they
have attempted to impose in order to prove their financial qualifications .
to operate CPSES. '

It 1s impossible for CASE to reconcile the financially sound condition
the Applicants claim in the coperating license hearings with the deteriorsting,
unsound financial condition which lacks financial intégrity claimed by the
Texas Utilities companies in rate hearings. Having heard the sad songs of -
impending doom and financial disaster of the Texas Utilities companies for
the past seven years as an Intervenor in DP&L rate hearings, CASE believes
it 1s absolutely essential to make the Applicants prove conclusively that
they are indeed financially healthy and can in fact do the things referenced
in paragraph one of this ansver, and that such proof be provided before
Applicants are allowed to load fuel and before an operating license is
issued.

r

(b) See that those things referenced in (a) above are done. Respond fully
and coampletely to interrogatories and requests for documents from CASE;
pursue with vigor any problem &reas or inadequacies indicated by Staff
or Intervenor's questions and contention and see to it that such problems
and inadequacies are dealt with fully and remedied; make sure that
adequate documentatiocn on the part of Applicants is required and proe-
vided for any and all allegations made by said Applicents; see to it
that such documentation is presented to the NRC, the Intervenors, anod

8 -



we
.

=

€25-9. (b)(continued):

the public through these operating license proceedings before Appli-
cante are alloved to load fuel or are issued an operating license.
CASE expects the Applicants to be required to comply fully with all

*=]federal regulations and guidance before an operating license is granted

€25-10.(a)

(»)

(e)
(4)

and before Applicants are alloved to load fuel; and ve believe that
the NRC Staff has the responsibility to see that this 1s done and
an overriding responsibility to assure that the public health and
safety vill be protected.

10 CFR 2.740, 2.740b and 2.741(4).

By "prove" we mean to establish or ascertain by argument, documenta«

tion or other evidence, to demonstrate or show, to ascertain or establish
the genuineness or validity of, to verify. See C25-9(a) preceding for
more specifics as to hov this applies to CPSES and this contention.

See answers C25-9(a) and C25-10(v) preceding.

By "financial integrity” we mean having the ability to pay one's
~'{gations on & timély basis, to pay a reasonable return to cone's
investors, to borrow money at & reasonable rate, to maintain a good -
credit rating, and to maintain flexibility within one's dealings %
in the financial community and in obtaining capital; in the context E
of this contention, "one's" would equal "Applicante’.”
CASE sought to ascertain this very specific information regarding
each of the Applicants in ite Fourth Set of Interrogatories to Appli-
cants, Questions 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8. Applicante' apparent inability
or refusal to ansver Question 3 with a simple "yes" or "no" and the
evasive, incomplete answers which vere given to Questions 3 through 8
vere a major reason for the necessity of filing CASE's 3/17/81 Motion
to Compel and to Require Supplementation of Responses to CASE's Fourth
Set of Interrogatories to Applicants. The manner in which these very
specific, simple, and important questions were ansvered adds further
credibility to CASE's contention. Please read CASE's 3/17/81 Motion
to Compel referenced above in its entirety, with particular attention
to pages 5 through 8.
It concerns CASE very much to realize that we have not yet received
the answers to our 2/17/81 Fourth Set of Ianterrogatories to Applicents;
although we have now received an answer from Applicants to our Motion
to Compel which we filed on 3/17/91, we have not yet received any
ruling fram the Board on our Motion to Compel; we assume that should
the Board rule favorably on our Motion, it will still be some little
time before Applicants supplement their answers. We are not bringing
this up to complain about the Board's bLeing slov in answering. To the
contrary, ve believe that the tim: taken with the process has been very

-9



€25-10.(d) (continued):

(e)

(f)(a) See C25-10(a) preceding. ‘,

reasonable and necessary and preserves the rigots of all parties.

We are concerned because this points up the totally inadequate, unreasonable
procedures which have been suggested under the timetable proposed

in the March 168, 1901 FEDERAL REGISTER, pages 17216 through 17218

"Proposed rule change: Expediting the NRC Hearing Process." We would

bhope that the NRC Staff would Join CASE and other concerned organizations
and individuals in opposing these proposed rule caanges which throv all
semblance of fairness and due process completely out the windov and which,
if enacted, would reduce thie hearing process to an utter and complete
farce,

The Atamic Energy Act, as amended, 10 CFR 50.57(a)(k), 10 CFR 50,
Appendix C, 10 CFR 2.740, 2.740b and 2.761(d), when taken cumulatively
and, CASE believes, in the context in which they were intended, See
CASE's 3/17/81 Motion to Compel and to Require Supplementation of
Responses to CASE's Fourth Set of Interrogatories to Applicants,
especially pages 5 through 8 (Questions 3 through 8) and peges 10
through 13 (Camments regarding Contention 25). See also ansvers
C25-9(a) and (b) preceding.

5y

(b) Webster's dictionary; the rule of reasca.

=

(¢) The Atomic Energy Act, us amended, 10 CFR 50.57(a)(4), and 10
CFR 50, Appendix C.

(4) Te Atamic Energy Act, as amended, 10 CFR 50.57(a)(L), and 10
CFR 50, Appendix C, 10 CPR 2,740, 2.740b and 2.741(4).

(e) See C25-10(e) above.

Respectfully submitted,

rs.) Juanita Ellis, President
CASE (Citizens Association for Sound Energy)
1426 8. Polk
Dallas, Texas 75224
214 /9L6-9LLE
21k /9k1-1211, work, part-time, usually

' Tuesdays and Fridays

L/2k/81
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RY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of I

APPLICATION OF TEXAS UTILITIES
GENERATING COMPANY, ET AL, FOR AN

PEAK STEAM ELECTRIC STATION
UNITS #1 AND #2 (CPSES)

!
!
OPERATING LICENSE FOR COMANCHE §
X

Docket Nos., 50-445
and 50-446

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

By my signature below, I uereby certify that true and correct copies of
CASE's Answers to NRC Staff's Second Set of Interrogatoriee to, and Request
for the Production of Documents from, Intervenor CASE :

have been sent to the names listed below by First Class Mail this 2uth day

of April » 1981 .

*Valentine B, Deals, ziq., Chairman
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board

1001 Connecticut Aveoue, N, W.
‘Washington, D. C. 20036

Dr, Forrest J. Remick, Member
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
305 E. Hamilton Avenue

16801

Dr. Richard Ccle, Member

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

Nicholas S. Reynolds, Esq.
Debevoise & Liggrman

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

State College, PA

*Marjorie Rothschild

Counsel for NRC Staff
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D, C. 20555

Mr, Geoffrey M. Gay

West Texas Legal Services

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

Jeffery L. BEart, Eaq.
LO21 Prescott Avenue
Dallas, ™X 75219

* 2 with Certificate of Mailing receipt.

David J. Preister, Esq,

Assistant Attorney General ,
Environmental Protection Division
P. 0. Box 12548, Capitol Staticn .’
Austin, Texas 78711 ‘v

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

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
Panel

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Washington, D, C. 20555

Atomic Safety and Licensing
" Appeal Panel

.~ U. 8. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

20555

Docketing and Service Section
Office of the Secretary

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

Washington, D, C,

Arch C. McColl, III, Esq.
701 Commerce Street, Suite 302
Dallss, TX 75202
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5 P uanita s, President

/ACASE (CITIZENS ASSOCIATION FOR

SOUND ENERCY)



STATE OF TEXAS )

Juanita Ellis, L-ing duly sworn, deposes and says:
T™hat she is President of CASE (Citizens Association for Sound Energy),
and knows the contents of the foregoing

CASE's Ansvers to NRC Stafr's Second Set of Interrogatories to, and Request for
the Production of Documents from, Intervenor CASE

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

» '//:;/./-/ e - BV, [{'&"(
1o ﬁiu Ellie

BWORN TO ard Subscribed
before me on this 2Lth day

e of __April , 1981,

i - ] ) é(‘ //.;21/(/1 o BB
S ’ S, ' ‘Notary Public
> My Commission Expires: ~w— J%"”
(SEAL)"

The original of this page is being mailed under separate cover, First Class Mail,
tothe Secretary, U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Washington, D. C. 20555,

Attention: Chief, Docketing and Service Section, on this 2Lth day of April ’
1981. .



