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" Dear ASLﬁ, i 50z 6%%%9@3 \
‘e wene- TOday I recelved a response to petition to intervene, filed by
=77 Wells Eddleman and Kudzu Alliance. I reported on this response and

other develomments discussed on the phone with Charles Barth, NRC
Staff Counsel, to the Kudzu Alllance General Meeting held at 7:30
tonight. . (It is now 11:20 pm). NKumerous Alliance members exvressed
concern that the Alllance should be allowed to intervene in this case.
Also new information came to my attention.

I am writing to inform you of some facts relevant to volnts
raised by FPhavrlesiBarth in his filing urging denial of our request
to intervene. Since we are not lawyers, we didn't know about these
things when we filed and ask that the ASLB admit these facts exoressed
below (and any others we can supply within a reasonable time set by
the ASLB) as part of the petitions to intervene by the Kudzu Alliance
and by Wells Fddleman as an indlividual.

o M

Enclosed 1s 2 copy of a statement signed by John P. Sveights,
now & Kudzu Alliance member., He: gstates that he "requested to be
intervenor arocund 1971, Was turned down. Was allowed to make limited
appearance, (Is now member of the Kudzu Alliance).” ‘- Purther "As I
recall, the Chairman (of the Licensing Board) asked if the other
intervenors couldn't represent some of my areas of concern. I said
I would prefer to represent myself. (signed) John Sveights 29 Nov. 1978"
John Svelghts resides within 18 miles of the Shearon Harris vlant site.
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Charles Barth states (p.3 of his resnonse) that "no showing i ’“‘ﬂ

made in the vetition to intervene as to how the interests of HMr.
Eddleman or the Kudzu Alliance could be affected by the ﬁ"oceed‘ngs."
We feel to the contrary that every issue we have raised is relevant
to CP & L's ability to manage a [-reactor nuclear vower vlant in a
safe, environmentally sound manner without unacceptable risk tc public [
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ASLB 29 November 19"frr\m Wells Eddleman ax‘& }.zu Alliance = \,l

health and orivate pronerty. Rather than restate those concerns here,:
we add that the record of imoroper and unsafe activities by CP & L
at 3runswick (to my versonal knowledge from review of public documents)
and pnerhavs also at H.2. Robinson #2, and the NRC's willingness to
accommodate to these onractices, as evidenced by allowlng issues to
remain unresolved without venalty to C® & L, accevtance of assurances
that tnings had been done without indemendent checking bx insvectors,
and suovressing the concerns of inspecter Floyd Cantrell, raise in
our view risks to health, life, and oroverty of everyone in the area
of the plant -and of all CP & L stocknrolders and bondholders. CP & L,
with a mate hase under 43 hill'on, pronoses to invest 2.2 b'il7on
tn tne Harrisk ruclear olant alcne. iMost of tnris roney will be vald
by ratevarxyers under Construction Work in Progress. CP & L chair-
verson Shearon Harris stuted at the Shareholdevs Meeting of May 19478
that 211 costs of the plant would uktimately be paid by the ratenayers.
Thus anyone who has electric service from CP & L !s belng forced to
invest in a nuclear nower vlant owned by someone elase. If the plant
is built thev will then be forced to pay fixed orofits on that olant,
needed or not. We therefore avneal for removening hearings on the
nred for vower and the availability of alternative scurces of energy
and effictency and conservation measures that could eliminate the
need for this nlant.

Kudzu Alliance and Wells Fddleman bellieve that our lnterests
are vitally involved in CP & L's ability to safely manage & nuclear
nower plant. First, we suspect that there is no such thing as adecuate
safety for a nuclear vlant within the actual vperformance of orofitmaking
cornorations, government agencies, or other grouvs. If safe management
does orove. i~nossible, we as local residents will bear the health
and genetic consequences; and as taxpayers and ratepayers we wlIll Dear
the economic conseauences. Since nuclear waste products are so
terribly dangerous (see Gofman's "On the Way te the Bank" cited in
=y letter of 7 November) for examvle), we want to be assured thut the
most stringent and adequate pvlans to contain this waste in the nlant
and until final disvosal (for which no adequate method has been Aemon-
strated: see USGS Circular 779 and the TIRG revmort) are made. e also
vitally need to be assured that CP & L can and will carry out this
very stringent nuclear waste containment program both in the cveration
of the vlant and after the nuclear fuel s svent. ‘le want'to de &assured

that 4f waste disvosal costs turn out to be very high (as the
Concressional Renort "Nuclear Power Costs" suggests) that CP & L can
and will vay for adequate disnosal, end not dump the waste on the
taxvayers or charge the ratepayers for 1ts eéerror in judging tlke cost
of nuclear waste disvosal. I could go on for vnages on this one v»oint,
es there are many other issues where nuclear nlant management vitally
affects us as residents neur the nlant and in other roles. But how
can there be a clearer interest than knowing that only CP & L's

safe management capability and tne will to carry out that safe
managemnent will stand between us and the radloactivity of 3,600 Hiroshima
atomic bombs, for the veriod 1986 until the Harris plants are
comoletely decomissioned (20257?). You'll excuse us for thinking

it might be better management not to create that waste and that risk
in the first olace, but if CP & L and the NRPC are determired tec create
the thousands of tons of nuclear waste that this plant will v-oduce,
each ounce able to kill, injure or genetically damage many vnecnle,

we wnat the very best assurance that you are goirg te do it safely.
de cannot be sure unless we can cross-examine the #itnesses, &nd

call our own witnesses, and ask tiie guestions thit tie power comnany
surely will not raise 1itself concerning imoerfect menagerent, on an
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ASLB 79 November 14.! from Wells Eddleman and ®udzu Alliance

1ssue where perfection to one -part-in 100,000 day in and day out
for 50 years at the plant and perhaos 500,000 yeurs at tune waste
dumo is simply acceptable safety, and anything less may well be

unacceptable.
: !

We note a further 1ssue concerning the credibility of CP & L
and the NRC staff's abllityv to ovrotect us from radiation. In the j
1974 environmental statement for the Harris vlant, it is xxxe said.

on vage 3-17 that liquid radioactive emissions from normal overation {
would oroduce a 12,6 mrem ver year ver verson dose at the vlant

boundary. Further, on vage 3-22 it states *that noble gas radioactive
en!ssions 2 w’ll be less than 10 mrem ver year, but that the dose

to an infant's thyroid could be consideraly higher. The guideline

for radiation dose to the public from all radloactive emissions

at the plant boundary is 5 mrem per year. We are assured only

that 1if everything works right, the emissions should be below

22.6 mrem ver year and that state-of-the-art technology will be used

to reduce these doses. Nevertheless, the (then-AEC) staff found

22.6 mrem vper yearMaccentable "  Presumably the staff is not at risk

from thls radiation as they are several hundred miles from theugource.
R ey 1 Non, deas 4o
T 2 b . 2%

Comnare the situation of : T e
times the govermment guidelines 1s "accevotable" to the NPC still, R

what trust can veonle have that even the regulators (to sav nothing .
of CP & L which cannot guarantee perfect overation because they are
human) will orotect them from excess radiation. NRC Staff have
Informed me that there are no penaltlies levied against vlants thsat
emit excessive radiation, though one could be shut down until it
demonstrates that it has solved an excessive radiation emission nroblem).
The FPA's funds for radiation monitoring have been cut (as has thLeir
staff for that purpose) every year frcm 1972 to 1978 according to
revorts in the Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists. And the General
Accounting Office has called for aggressive NRC monitoring of nuclear
plant construction, finding the current work wholly inadequate.
Considering the badly belmished records of Danieia International
and Pesearch-Cottrell, contractors for CP & L's Harris nuclear nlant,
the lack of aggressive, indevendent NRC monitoring is very disturbing.
How can we be sure CP & L 1s checking its contractors if the NRC
isn't checking them adequately? .

Obviously, safe radiation guidelines are renuired, safe nlant
construction is reouired, and radlat'on monitoring is required for
safe operation of a large nuclear power nlant. The Fnvironmental
Statement and GAO renorts (CED 78-27 and others) mentioned apove
cast serious doubt on the verification of safe construction,
safe radiation guldelines, and radiation monitoring, both by nower
comoanies and by the NRC and EPA., We want to ralse these issuxes
befora the ASLS and to examine CP & L and NRC witnesses about them.
RPatliation at the rate of 22.6 mrem ver year would yield 1 rem committed
dose over L5 vears. If the Mancuso-Stewart-Kneale results nold un,
this 1 rem could double risk for several types of cancer, for neonle
near the Harris vlant if it operated perfectly. In reality, i=nerfect
one»ation could mean a silent sentence to painful battles with cancer,
and verhavs early death, to many residents near the blant. ™he
specter of infant deaths from thyroid exvosure to radiation, of
stillbirths and retardation and genetic damage, is raised in other
studies. wWe know the NRC has considered these noints, but new
evidence continues to come in, and the perfection of vower nlant
safety necessary to avold gych damage is onerous indeed.
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ASLB from Kudzu Alliance and Viells Eddleman, 29 November 19478

Por examnle, Dr. Thomas Elleman, Chalrperson of the Devartment
of Nuclear Fngineering at NC STate University, has told me that
his discussions with other experts lead him to believe that lowering
the worker exvosure limits to 500 mrem per year could be "the death
knell of the nuclear industry." Surely safe overation includes \
safety for emoloyees. CP & L has won ma-y safety awards, and we hove .
that they win all the prizes for nuclear safety (since that 'will mean
we save better mratected). But what if the worker exvosure limlts
must belowered? Will we have to pay the cost if the nuclear vnlants
just built with our CWIP money have to shut down? Or will worke»s
be forced to be a suicide sauad to save CP & L's stockholders and
the nower customers? Prudent nlanning will address such issumes and
have contingency nlans ready. We hope the NRC and CP & L have such
plans. We'd like to ask them about their plans and examine them.
Since Dr. K.7. Morgan has vointed out that extra genetic risk to
workers will be distributed to all their descendants, even we who
are not nuclear workers have a genetic interest in reduclng the verson-
rem dose to the whole vovpulation, for the saeke of our descdendants who
may inherit genes from nuclear workers.

Re Mate" filing, we've already vointed out that Kudzu Alliance
did not exist at the last ovening for intervention, nor was Wells
Fddleman resident in this area at that time. We also note thut at
least one verson now a Kudzu member did try to intervene in 1971,
hardly "sitting am by silently for six years" as Barth alleges.

Je were not aware of the four factors listed in 10 CFP section
2.71ha(1l) (ii-v) as mentioned by Barth. We ask the ASLB tc consider
sur initial addressing of these vpoints here, since we weve not Informed
by the NRC after our 16 October recuest for informaticn on legal
procedures for intervention, that these recuirements existed. ve
still have, to my knowledge, nothing from the NRC on this auestion.

(1) Re "availability of other mears vhereby the petitioner's
interest will be nmotected", without disparaging C"“'C, the only active
intervenors according to our understanding, we can say that CCNC
13 not raising all the aquestions we would like to, and certainiy
not cross-examining as we would like to, on many lssues. CP & L
and the N®C are our other means of vnrotection, and we have cited
above and cn 7 November and 23 November severul reasons why we are
concerned that their protectlion of our interests, lives, health, etc,
may not now be adequate. Kudzu Alliance we formed in part beczuse
the efforts of other grouns oovosing nuclear vower were not deemed
adeauuate by many neonle now members of Kudzu. We do nct auestion
others!' efforts; but we wish to add our own. I, Wells Fddleman,
have no recson to believe my interests are zdecuately orotected by
C® & L, the NRC, or even CCNC right now. The language Is "wili pe
vrotected" not "May be protected”, so it is uo to the NRC attorners
or C® & L to show what all our intevrests are and that CCNC Is NOU
nrotectaing and will continue to vrotect them in the future, if ther
don't want us to intervene. 'We believe such a deronstration is
imoossible in logic and in fact, as wko can even determine all ~ur ,
interests for us? Further, CP & L has interests of its own unfch
wruld oe compromised if it found cur interests inadeauately rrotected
in the current situation; and the NRC staff may also wisbh teo be our

nrotectors rather than letting us orotect ourselves.
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Thus we feel that both C® & L and the NRC legal staff, having . \
asked to keev us out of the nroceedings, are blased judges of the \
orotection our interests have, We feel they must show our interests

are in fact protected by CCNC or others, in the face of our

contentions zbout the inadeouwacy of others! protection. There 1is

an old saying, "If vou want something dore right, do it yourself."

Kudzu Alliance was formed to dn for ourselves the living task of :
onnosing nuclear power. For reasons cited bbove and other reasons, ‘
Kudzu Alliance and I do not believe our interests are being nrotected
adequataly by any others at present. We have no say in what GCNC ]
attorneys ask, what witnesses they call., We have no abllity to ‘.
cross-examine witnesses. Ve tuink we have shown many reasons why i
we could make a vositive contribution to the hearings' adecuacy by

ralising and exnloring issues, and by corr-exaemination. More reasons

are given below.

(2) Re "the extent to which the netitioner's participation may
reasonable be expected tn assist in-developing a soung record', we
assume the ASLB 1s the one that must expect our varticirnation to
helo develon a sound record. Since the NRC has d ruled a record
develoned without our vnarticivaticn unsound, we think we have 2 good
case to make. Kudzu Alliance includes many individuals from all
walks of life who are constantly interacting with others in their
communities. We are tnus informed of menry things that go wrong
in construction, or have been seen by local residents, or are known
to neonle witnhin CP & L who are afrald to try to change things through
CP & L channels or through the NRC for fear of their jobs. We swnoke
to several such persons at the NC State Fair. Many weculd not give theilr
names, but gave us information which might not otherwlse be available
to the ASL3. “Je can onrotect the anonymity of such sources securely
and ask the ASLB to investigate noints ralsed by these veorle.

Wells @ddleman is a working conservatlion manager and energy
consultant, knowledgeable in general engineering, systems englneering,

-and energy issues, with access to many ovher knowledgeable »nrofessionals

and lay versons. The greatest legal wizardry cannct of itsel” detect
even elementary engineering or technical errors in highly technlcal
testimony. But peoole 'with scléntific training are more able to do so,
Xudzu Alliance has several other members with orofessional exverience
in medicine, health, englneering and alternative energy sources, who
can review documents and ask the tough questions that lead to full
disclasure on the issues. Concerning management, several Kudzu members
are indenendent businesspeonle with maxt oractical exverience in
management; others, e.g. Wells Eddleman, have taken graduate managenent
subjects. 3Both this practical and theoretical exmerience can be of
value in assessing the real verformance of management schemes that must
be executed to an almost sumerhuman perfection to protectx the o»ublic
from nuclear radioactive vollution.:

There 1is also the nld nrinciple that "two heads are better than one".
Since CCNC is to our knowledge the only active intervenor, anything that
slios by their lawyer or their exverts is nome free, even tunough it might
be & dangerous error. The nresence of other knowledgeable intervenors
Wwill reduce the likelilhood of errors slioping by in tlis wav. No cne,
not even CP & L, benefits from errors not being noticed, since when
tne errors are noticed later, hearings may be re-ovened again or CP & L's
license might be susvended or and orerating license not granted.
Considering that these hearings have to do with sunoressfon of evidence,
investigative exverience will also be helpful. Many Kudzu membhe-s have
such exnerience, e.g. Wells Eddleman who investigated the educational
nolicies, history, dining volicles, and CTA connecticns to MIT while he

was a student there; asg well as an investigation of Ceneral Motaws noliciea.
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FPinally we note that we are not, on our own, expected to develen
a sound record in the hearings, but only tco assist. We believe our
compatence to assist 1s established py ~ur experience and knowledge;
our willingness to agsist is evident; and the fact that some of the
i1ssues we raise (or even all) have already been considered should rot
bar our participation, since new evidence continues to come to light,
and there are many auestions that have not yet been asked about all
i{ssues; unless, like the death penslty, NRC decisions are all finul,
orevious discussion of issues we raise should not be used to vrevent
us from raising such issues again where our noints are new or different.
We continue to do reseurch on our own time, in addition to our regular
work, and mamm we continue to find out things most North Carolinians
are comnletely unaware of regarding CP & L, its contractors, its
management nolicles, and nuclear vower. For reasons clted apove and
below, we think we can assist in develoning a more sound reco=d
for these nuclear power nlants than has yet been develovned.

(3)Re "the extent to wnich petitioner's interest will be renresented
by existing parties", as we have stated in (1) above, we do not feel
the extent of others! reoresentation of us (if any) is adeauate now.
We also note that one groun of intervenors, named we belleve Wake
Environment, collapsed wuen a CP & L employee was elected vice oresident,
automatically to become president the next year, wm so we are told.
de cannct of our own initiative protect the Conservation Ccuncil of NC
from ar similar fate., We note that strongly oro-nuclear vecrle like
Jerome Kohl of NC State University are active in the Slerrs Club, also
a orominent conservatf‘onist organization. e have no means (and weld
not wish to have means) to determine the leadership of CCHC or the Sierra
Club, But that means we have no guarantee whatever that thev will
be abge to vrotect our interests after tielr next elections. TFvidence
has come to light that some power commarfes have infiltrated anti-
nuclea> organizations ¥n Georgila and California. We cannot be sure
it won't hanven to CCNC.

The Kudzu Alliance as a separate orgarization woild not exist had
not its founders believed that CCNC as it 1is now had not done everything
needful to reomesent their interests. Wnile we endorse CCHC's efforts,
our Intevest 1s'to get all the facts out, a task we do nct believe any
single individual or o rganization can verform, Three intervenors can
do ¢ much better iob than one; each can concentrate onk vart of an issue
that sne, he, or i1t is best able tn address uand backston the others
on other tonlcs. Since we want the fullest vossible checking on
nuclear nower plant licensing and procedures, we do not think the extent
to which any one groun can reoresent us 1is adecuate., We ask tc also
renresent ourselves so that we can do all we can to assure more adecuate
renresentation of our interests. Unfortunately, the burden of nroof
often seems to be on the intervenors, rather than cn the annllileant vower
coroanies as it snould vbe. This gives us, in our view, even mcre
reason to wish to defend ourselves from nuclear nower. AXm court-
apointed attorngy 1is =adzouxakr far less adeauate than one's own lawver,
judging by cenvicticn rates we havs ueurd of., & CCnCOs attornev can
vrorerly take no more intevrest in Kudzu or Wddleman than a court-anrc?nted
lawyer can take in a voor client among many clients. Rince we fael
a court- (or N3C- or CP&L#*) anvofinbed attorney won't heln us much,
and we can't yet afford our own lawyers, we'd like to defend curselves,
to »articivate directly wfthin the legal rules. If it {s objerctedi that
we aven't lawyvers, we vresnon” that we are able te follow ‘nat>uctions
i? we zre told the vrocedures, and feel we have the same rignt tn defend

ourselves befove the AS™3 and NPC as we wo=1ld ‘= court. Ard ¢ we tnv
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, something wrong, CP&”and the NRC's attorneys vgl be there to.object

and 'nstruct us as ther have already in this matter.

(L) Re "the extent to wiilch the petitioner's varticiovation will
broaden the 1ssues or delay tlhe proceeding"”, we cannot sav hew much
of the current delay from November until (according to Ba»th by nhone)
February, is due to us, ‘if any of the delay is. e have nox wish to
delay onroceedings; rather, we'd like them sveeded up so we can get
our ccncerns vefore the hearings and xaxwx cross-examine witnesses and
start olanning what witnesses we want to call.
de believe there is some contradiction between develoning an
adequate record (wiich requires broad investigation at times) and
not tending to broaden the lssues or delay voroceedings. It weuld be
ridiculous if a orosecuting attorney, having oresented a case, asked
that the defense be forced to withdraw in silence as the cese went
to the jury, because the defense mightintroduce new issues, and thelir
time taken un on defense woudd delay the verdict. Since cons*truction
on the Harris vplant has not yet been susvended, there is no reason
to believe that our varticipation will actually delay the nlant
(unless you begin to susvect that we're right about the nlant not
being needed, and 1its being a very expensive, job-destroving altevnative
as a source of energy). We believe that our tendency to broaden issues
1s a subjective judgement unless issues we have raised are cited as both
witniin the jurisdiction of tune ASLB and as not having veen ralsed before.
But if we have raised such issues and their are within the AuL3's
aut:.ority to consider, our ralsing them 1s a case for our being made
intervenors. If we have not ralsed new issues, but simnly oranose
(as we h:rve) to add our expertise and cross-examination and witnesses
to the hearings, we are not broadening the issues but simonly broadening
the consideration of the issues, which we thiink will & tend to muke
the hearing record more adequate. If we ralse no new issues und won't
do anything (wnich neither CP&L nor ti.e :iRC staff attorney seem to believe,
since if we wouldn't do anything, why waste time »nnosing. us?), then we
would have no effect on the hearings and cause only a wminor delay if
we were admnitmted to intervention. 3ut we do nronose to narticinsate
with snecial knowledge and information, to assist existing intervenor
in develoving a full and comnlete record on issues vital to - ur lives
and finances, of which CP & L's management ability is cleerly one.
Since the hearings have allegedly been ndtwoned from Novembver
to February (3 months) we wo:uld have to do a lot of talking =nd take
un a lot of the ASTB's time to add even 1C% (9 duys) to the cu»rent
estimated delay in these hearings on a very comnlex issue, Ye do not
velieve that our varticivation will significantly delay the lLear'ngs
bevond the delays necessitated for cther reasons not of our deing,
and we note that we hive ralsed many issues for the vur-ose of
general intervention, which we are also ouxrsuing; our varticinaticn
In hearings on CP & L's management cavablilities will of course be on
that issue, Our statement thet we reserve the right to raise ary tenic
(cited by Barth on vage L of his resm nse) is not an insult to the LOLB
or a 7romise to raise irrelevancies, but merely an attervt to ~revent
cur future varticivation as a general intervenor (we hone) from befng
liimited to the specific set of concerns we first listed on 7 Novenber.

We unove tils 1is understood and have no wish to offend anyone, only to
protect our rights and ackrowledge our inability to ovredict irn sadvance
all irsues wnich we may learn of and which may be irmvortant & ~alrce
later in our interventions.
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It may be true%at "1itigation has to en’;ometime," but we hove
not vefore justice is done or adequate Teviaw of the facts develoned.
We are not nronnsing to re-do nrevious litigation, hut to nresent
further new facts and information on relevant issues as that informa-
tion becomes avallable to us., We find it ironic in thls resnect that
many grouns have to resort to the Freedom of Information Act or oress
1eaks to obtain important information about NRC oractices such as
current NRC chairoxaxerson Hendrie's long-suopressed letter which
(excuse the language) provoses to ban a nroposal to ban dynamic
sunnression systems, an irmoortant reactor safety feature than rone

of us had been told by GF, CP & L or anybody else wes susvect. (CP &L
has two GE BWR's at Brunswick, the plant Floyd Centrell based nis
concerns about their management caoability on.) We think thut when

new evidence comes to light, it should go into the record, just as

new evidence can be introduced in an attermpt to get a new telal.

Je do not presume that just because we bring a voint uv, full hearings
will automatically be held on it; we may be led to assume the ovovosite
from CP & L's and Sarth's respnnses. e do contend thet CP & L and

the NRC staff may be less likely to bring certain matters embarrassing
to them to the ASLB's attention than we would be. Once we huve ralsed
an issue, the ASLB can decide if it warrants rehearing or new hearings,
or not. As stated above, many of the issues we have ralsed were raised
because we have heard that legal rules we do not fully understand

mav limit us to evidence only on matters we have snecifically listed

in advance, so we list a lot of tcovics and "any other tenic that may
...arise" to nreserve what we would see as our right to be heard on
f1ssues that affect us. We do not feel we can mortgage cur futures

by foregoing our right to ralse an lssue that we have not vet thought
of but which mav vitally affect us later. Thus we say we would llke

to be able to ralse any issue not for »fvoluus nurposes, but to nrotect
our rights. whomr can say definittvely that all the vossidle ways of
radiation release or health effects from radiation are yet kncwn?
Tnils is only one example. As science and experience continue, many
uhexnected things are noted, some of wnich are significant. 4e wish
to raise the new uand significant problems found with nuclear nower,
since we are vitally concerned that it be mude safe if it 1s made at all.

Barth states that we need not 1list contentions to be admitted
as an interveno». We find it difficult to state our concerrs witiout
listing issues wnich may be termed contentions. If we have snown

sufficient interest, justification for our time of filing, and Justificatio
according to the four factors addressed above (any one of these 3 reening

to be sufficient to admit us since we were rot here at the lest
on~ortunity to intervene), then we wo'ld like to make a list of
contentions 4n the formal sense at that voint, wibhout prejudice to
our future discovery of further issues of imvortance to be ralsed

for consideration, or of further evidence on issues already raised.

We would also like to know what legally constitutes a contention

and now snmecific they are legally vrequired to be, as is "safety”

a contention, or "adequacy of ECCS" or "adequate containmert of fission
nroducts" or do vou have to list the exact thirgs, and all of thew,

you think can and will go wrong? ’

Barth states that the work history and financial holdings of
CP &L and NRC nersonnel are bevond the scove of the NRC's autnority.
We do not nronose to bring neovle's finances or jobs under N®['s

autnoritv, but merely to reveal such relationshins as are relevant
to the Credibility, expertise, and f‘inancia'l and other interests

Of witneses
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in tne hearings. Jde believe that a person who pets their income
from a narty to thie hearing, or wiro has worked for someane with

g clear interest in an 1ssue, nas different credidbility thun

a dlsinteraested n- rgon wnose inceme *'s from indevendent sources

rot narty to the hearings. e we 11d stil) like to exnlox»e tlat

i{ssue, since "nonev talks" und we we 1ld like to distinguist. wnet
n=0~Lle are saying end whet their monev is sav'nr.

Pinally, we ask the ASTB to bear witn us in cur igrorance ~f
nany lestal reauirements of which the N?C has rot infeormed us excent
‘n tts brief ~omosing us. We will 4~ cu™ “est to ovresent all the
Iinformation reanired of us as sron as we Krow it *s reau’+ve-d, and
ask that you corsider our netltior on ti.e basis of gll infe-mation
submitted that is relevant, and that we still be allowed te anend
cur vetition to orovide any further irformation legally reaui-ed
from us *n order tc have the vetition zrnroved or at leest cansidered
on the facts and not on our legal ignorance. 4s citizens we feel
we have a right to renresent our selves and will do so as long us
we can: we ‘o not wish to csuse vou ® inconvenience; nloeuse excuse
ou» lzck of exnerienced lawyers working fulltime (wnich the customers
nuy for for the nower communy and the government nays fer --i.2, *he
taxnayers vnay -- for the NRC). 3ost of us work full time and nwve
some difficulty finding time teo even research the legalities. vie hisve
belleved our efferts best nut into finding out *unformatior abcut
nuclear nn e~ and C? & L and its nlanned Har~is onlant. How we wish to
uze some of that Information before the ASLS.

On Belizlf of myself und
Thie Kudzu Alliance,

/vells Tddleman
V/W%
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

In the Matter of

)
. ) )
CAROLINA POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY ) Docket No.(s) 50-400
: ) P 50-401
(Shearon Harris Nuclear Power ) 50-402
Plant, Units 1,-2, 3, and 4) ) 50-403
. . ) .
) -
)

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that I have this deay served the foregoing document(s)

upon each- person designated on the official service list compiled by

the Office of the Secretary of the Commission in this proceeding in o,
accordance with the requirements of Section 2.712 of 10 CrR Part 2 -

Rules of Practice, of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Rules and

‘Regulations.

Dated at Weshington, D.C. this

[£E say of _DEA 1975 .

4441 7 Lring

Office %f' vhe Secretary of the Céamission
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SERVICE LIST

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

Mr. Glenn O. Bright

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
“ U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Washington, D.C. 20555

Dr. J.V. Leeds, Jr.
Rice University
P.0. Box 1892
Houston, Texas 77001

Counsel for NRC Staff

Office of the Executive Legal Director
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
'Washington, D.C. 20555

Alan S. Rosmenthal, Esq., Chairman

Atonic Safety and Licensing Appeal
Beard

U.S8. Huclear Regulatory Commission

Washington, D.C. 20555

Dr. John H. Buck .

Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal
Board '

U.S. Nuclear Regulatoxry Commission
Weshington, D.C. 20555

Michael C. Farrar, Esq. .
Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal
Poardé

Q. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

U.
- 20555

Cashington, D.C.

1800 "M" Street,

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

Richard E. Jones, Esq.

Carolina Power and Light Company
P.0. Box 1551

Raleigh, North Carolina 27602

George F. Trcwbridge, Esq.

Ernest L. Blake, Jr., Esq.

Shaw, Pittman, Potts & Trowbridge
N, W

Washington, D.C. 20006
Thomas S.'Erwin, Esa.
P.0. Box 928

Raleigh, North Carolina 23602

Dennis P. Myers, Esq.
Attorney General's Office
P.0. Box 629

Raleigh, North Carolina 27602

Mr. O. Gene Abston, Acting Director
Office of Inspector and Auditor
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555






