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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY
AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of )
)

WASHINGTON PUBLIC POWER )
SUPPLY SYSTEM ) Docket No. 50-460-OL

)
(WPPSS Nuclear Project No. 1) )

APPLICANT'S MEMORANDUM IN OPPOSITION-TO
ISSUANCE OF A PROTECTIVE ORDER

I. INTRODUCTION

During the January 26 and 27 Special Prehearing Con-
,

ference in the captioned proceeding, the Board provided

the opportunity for participants to submit memoranda ad-

dressing what action the Board should take in light of a

claim advanced by the Coalition for Safe Power (" peti-:

tioner") that it should not disclose on the record the
i

names of certain individuals upon whom it is attempting to
|

base its standing to participate in this proceeding.1 TheI

Washington Public Power Supply System (" Applicant") hereby

submits its views on this matter.

In sum, Applicant believes that if petitioner intends

to rely on its members to establish standing in this pro-

ceeding, the names and addresses of those individuals must
,

1 Transcript of January 26-27, 1983 Prehearing
Conference, Washington Public Power Supply System,
Nuclear Projects Nos. 1 and 2, Docket Nos. 50-397-CPA,
50-460-CPA, and 50-460-OL ("Tr.") at 107.
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be disclosed on the record and that it is not necessary or

appropriate in this proceeding for the Board to issue a

protective order concerning such information.2 Applicant

thus urges that the Board require those individuals to

affirm their desire that petitioner represent their inter-

ests '.n this proceeding..

II. FACTUAL BACKGROUND

On August 16, 1982, a Notice of Opportunity for Hear-

ing in this proceeding was published in the Federal

Register, setting September 15, 1982 as the deadline by

which petitions for leave to intervene and requests for

hearing were to be filed.3 On September 10, petitioner

filed such a petition. Attached to its petition was an

affidavit of petitioner's director (Mr. Rosolie) reciting

that petitioner has members who live within a fifty-mile

radius of WNP-1 and that "certain of these members have

'

.

2 In keeping with the instructions of the Board (Tr. at'

107), Applicant has submitted along with this Memoran-
dum a proposed Protective Order governing the distri-
bution and use of the names and addresses of these
previously unnamed individuals. By doing so, Appli-
cant does not waive its objections to the issuance of

;

; such an Order.

3 47 Fed. Reg. 35567 (1982).

., . _. _. _ .
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authorized" petitioner to intervene and seek a hearing on

their behalf.4 The affidavit did not state the names and

addresses of those individuals.

The Board issued an Order on October 13, 1982 ruling

on petitioner's pleading. It noted that petitioner's

pleading was defective under well-established case law for

failing to disclose the name and address of at least one

member with an interest in the proceeding. However, the

Board permitted petitioner to submit an amended pleading

to cure this deficiency. While the Board did not intimate

how the deficiency could be cured, it stated as follows:

[W]e caution the Petitioner that the
Board and prospective parties must
have enough information filed in this
proceeding to establish that the
Coalition is expressly authorized to
represent the interests of at least
one member who has standing to inter-
vene or that the Coalition is entitled
to the presumption of implicit autho-

,

l rization to represent such a member
5

. . .

In short, the Board advised petitioner that it could

establish standing either by submitting the affidavit of

one of its members demonstrating that the member had an
|

| interest in the proceeding and that petitioner was

4 Affidavit of Eugene Rosolie, Director, Coalition for
Safe Power, September 10, 1982.

5 Washington Public Power Supply System (WPPSS Nuclear
Project No. 1), ASLBP No. 82-479-06 OL (slip op.,
October 13, 1982) at 5 (citations and footnotes
omitted).

.
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authorized to represent such interest or by showing that

petitioner is the type of organization devoted solely to

opposing nuclear power in general, or WNP-1 in particular,

such that the required authorization of a member having an

interest affected by the proceeding could he presumed from

his membership in the organization.

In spite of this clear direction, petitioner amended

its hearing request by attempting to demonstrate standing
,

through a different means -- the affidavit of a member who

joined petitioner and authorized it to represent his

interests in this proceeding after the September 15, 1982

deadline by which petitions to intervene and requests for

a hearing were to be filed with NRC.6 Petitioner did not

bring to the attention of the Board, Applicant or NRC

Staff its unwillingness to disclose the names of those <

individuals referenced in its director's affidavit. Nor

did it provide any basis for this position or seek a pro-

tective order to enable the Board, Applicant or Staff to

learn of the identity of such persons. Rather, at the

prehearing conference petitioner for the first time con-

the explanation for itsjured up potential harassment as

failure to satisfy the standing requirements of Section

2.714. It is in this factual setting that the Board is to

now decide whether a protective order should be issued to

6 Tr. at 90-91.
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enable the petitioner to establish standing on the basis

of its individual members, without disclosing on the

public record the names and addresses of those indi-

viduals.

III. ARGUMENT

A. NRC Precedent

Applicant submits that Houston Lighting & Power

Company (Allens Creek Nuclear Generating Station, Unit 1)7

is wholly dispositive of the question presented, and that

Allens Creek compels rejection of petitioner's request for

a protective order. There the Houston chapter of the

National Lawyers' Guild (" Guild") had been denied inter-

vention by the Licensing Board on the ground that it had

failed to establish standing. The basis for the Licensing

Board's decision was the deliberate refusal of the Guild

to identify by name and address any of its members whose

interests might be affected by the outcome of the proceed-

ing, within the meaning of 10 C.F.R. 2.714(a).8 The

Guild's refusal to disclose such information was based on

its claim that "a more precise identification of those

members would occasion an invasion of their privacy, and

7 ALAB-535, 9 NRC 377, 397-400 (1979).

8 Id. at 389.

L_
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*

subject them to the surveillance, intelligence gathering,

and security activities of this Commission, the applicant ;

and Texas law enforcement authorities."9
1

Affirming the Licensing Board, the Appeal Board re-

jected the Guild's purported justification for refusing to

disclose the members upon whose interest it relied.

First, the Appeal Board distinguished NAACP v. Alabama,10
i which the Guild relied upon for the general proposition

that the NRC disclosure requirement contravened the con-

stitutional right of association of its members, and,

therefore, should not have been imposed upon it to demon-

strate standing. The Appeal Board stated, as follows:

The contrast between the situation
confronting the Supreme Court in NAACP
v. Alabama, supra, and that here is so
stark that we have not the slightest
hesitance in concluding that the
Licensing Board's order raises no;

j colorable constitutional issue. With
; all due regard for the intensity of

the controversy attendant upon this*

country's resort to nuclear power, it
,

i is at best doubtful that its climate
can be equated to that which engulfed

,

the struggle for racial justice in the
South during the late 1950s.

Be that as it may, there plainly is no'

parallel between what was being sought
in NAACP v. Alabama for no good pur-
pose -- the names of every Association
member in the entire State -- and what
was being sought here for a perfectly
legitimate reason -- the name of a
single Guild member with a personal

9
_I d_ .

10 357 U.S. 449 (1958).

. .. - - - . - - . . _ - - .- . - - - - . - _ - - - -.- - __
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interest in this proceeding. Another
important -- and equally dispositive
-- distinction between that case and
this one is the Guild did not even
attempt to make a concrete demonstra-
tion that its members have been sub-
jected in the past, or are likely to
be subjected in the future should
their identities be disclosed, to
anything remotely approaching the kind
of treatment that identified NAACP
members were shown to have encounter-
ed. All that the Guild has supplied
are broad, vague, and essentially
unsupported ellegations that known
opponents of nuclear power have been
and will continue to be the victims of
illegal harassment of various types at
the hands of utilities and government-
al agencies.ll

,

^

The Appeal Board concluded that "the record before us

provides an insufficient factual foundation on which to

base a finding that enforcement of the disclosure require-

ment here could invade the right of association of Guild

members within the meaning of NAACP v. Alabama."12 It

then provided the following guidance to the licensing

boards "respecting the treatment of any similar claims

which, in future cases, might be advanced with much

stronger underlying support [:]"13

Upon a determination that an adequate
showing has been made that public
revelation of the identity of a member
of the petitioner organization might
threaten rights of association, the

11 Allens Creek, supra, ALAB-535, 9 NRC at 398-99 (foot-
notes omitted).

12 Id. at 400.

13 Id. (emphasis added).

__ ____ --_-
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licensing board should place a
protective order upon that informa-
tion. The order should provide that
the information need be supplied only
to the members of the Board and one or
more designated representatives of the ,

other parties to the proceeding.
Additionally, it should prohibit fur-
ther dissemination of the information
to anyone (other than a member of a
reviewing tribunal).14

A result identical to that reached in Allens Creek

was reached several months earlier in Duke Power Company

(Oconee Nuclear Station and McGuire Nuclear Station).15
There, the Natural Resources Defense Council argued that

under NAACP v. Alabama, supra, it need not disclose the

names of its members upon which it based its standing to

intervene. The Licensing Board in Oconee/McGuire stated

as follows:

A reading of Alabama simply does. . .

not support NRDC's position. In that
case the Court found that:

|

[p]etitioner has made an. . .

uncontroverted showing that on
past occasions revelation of
the identify of its rank-and-
file members has exposed these
members to economic reprisal,
loss of employment, threat of
physical coercion, and other
manifestations of public hos-
tility [Id. at 462].

14
_I d_ .

15 LBP-79-2, 9 NRC 90, 98-99 (1979).
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In the instant' case there is no de-
finitive evidence to indicate that any'

harm has or will result; rather, there
is simply an articulated fear of harm.16

Petitioner contends that it is a fear of harassment

(including economic retaliation from unidentified em-

ployers) which underlies its refusal to disclose the names;

and addresses of its members. At bottom, this claim does

not mater'ially differ from that raised in Allens Creek and
,

Oconee/McGuire. In those cases, as here, the potential

intervenor organizations refused to disclose the names of-

their members for fear of harassment. Therefore, the

teachings of Allens Creek and Oconee/McGuire are appli-

cable and should be applied here.

j Those decisions dictate that petitioner may not

simply refuse to disclose the names of its members through

t whom it seeks to establish standing. Rather, petitioner

must allege and demonstrate that public revelation of

those names will cause an identified harm of a specific

nature. Only upon such a showing may the Board issue a

protective order. Conversely, absent such a showing it

! follows that petitioner must either disclose the identity

| of those individuals on the public record or decline to

~

rely on them to establish its standing to intervene in

this proceeding.

16 Id. at 98.

.

*p+1-- .-w. - - - - , ymy
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B. Factual Showing

Applicant submits that petitioner has totally failed
i

to provide any substantive factual basis to support its

extraordinary request to be permitted to withhold the

names and addresses of the two individuals referred to in

the September 10 affidavit of petitioner's director.<

i First, none of petitioner's pleadings filed to date even

discusses possible harassment of any kind, let alone

provides the requisite factual basis upon which the Board

'
can base a decision to issue a protective order. Possible

,

harassment was first raised by petitioner at the Special

Prehearing Conference in an attempt to save an obviously

deficient petition to intervene.

Second, the attempt by petitioner during the Special
,

Prehearing Conference to offer a basis for issuing a pro-

tective order was wholly inadequate. Petitioner's claim

consisted of a statement by its representative that Appli-

cant had once contacted a member of the petitioner regard-

ing that individual's support of a request for hearing by

this petitioner in another proceeding involving the Appli-

cant, and that petitioner regards this contact and the

possibility of future " indiscriminate contact" as harass-
,

ment.17' Petitioner also asserted, with absolutely no

17 Tr. at 95-96, 100. Petitioner also suggests that such
contact is likely in view of the course of another and
unrelated hearing involving the Skagit/Hanford

(footnote continued)
1

-. , --- - _. - - - - _ . . _ , . - . _ . . _ _. _ - . , . , . - . . . . . _ . . . _ . . - . _ - - _ . .
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supporting proof, that the unnamed individuals in this

case may find that their jobs are " threatened" if "their

employers found out what they are doing."18

Petitioner's claim involving past and future contact

without a stronger factual basis clearly does not warrant

the issuance of a protective order. Petitioner in essence

is asking that the Board follow a subjective approach in

assessing the need for a protective order. Petitioner

would have the Board issue a protective order based not on

established facts, but on petitioner's belief that harass-

ment may occur and on its assertion that a single contact

several months ago suggests the need to prevent future

" indiscriminate" contacts.19 As the Licensing Board

stated in Houston Lighting & Power Company, et al. (South

Texas Project, Units 1 and 2),20 the party seeking a pro-

tective order as a result of its fear of harassment

(footnote continued from previous page)
construction permit. There an affiant who authorized
petitioner to intervene on his behalf apparently was
contacted by counsel for that applicant to ascertain
his interest in that proceeding. Tr. at 38-41; 89-90.
Aside from the fact that, on an objective basis, such
contact hardly constitutes " harassment," what may or
may not have transpired in that proceeding has no
bearing on this proceeding and is simply not relevant
to determinir.3 whether petitioner has demonstrated the
need for a protective order here.

18 Tr. at 100.

19 Tr. at 95-96, 100.

20 LBP-80-ll, 11 NRC 477, 480 (1980) (emphasis added).

_-
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"should outline the factual basis for its view that a

protective order'is warranted".21 Petitioner has failed

to meet such burden.

The only " basis" supporting petitioner's request for;

1-

a protective order is the statement (again unsubstan-

tiated) by petitioner made during the Special Prehearing

Conference that should the names of these individuals be
^

released, it would present "a problem for those people

when their employers find out what they are doing."22
,

However, petitioner did not and has not provided the Board

i with any factual basis to assess the validity of this

assertion. The record does not reflect, for example, who
a

i

a

21 Although the protective order discussed in South
Texas, supra, involved discovery, the Board's observa '
tions are relevant to this case. In South Texas the
Licensing Board specifically relied upon Allens Creek,
supra, ALAB-535, when discussing the need for a pro-
tective order to avoid possible harassment should the
names of certain potential witnesses be divulged on
the public record. Moreover, this view does no more
than apply the most basic premise of administrativei

law, viz., an agency must have a factual reason for
taking a particular action, Greater Boston Television
Corporaticn v. F.C.C., 444 F.2d 841, 850-52 (D.C. Cir.
1970), cert. denied, 403 U.S. 701 (1971). NRC tribun-
als have always recognized this principle when assess-
ing the need to issue a protective order. See e.g.,
Virginia Electric & Power Company (North Anna Nuclear
Power Station, Units 1 and 2), ALAB-555, 10 NRC 23
(1979); Kansas Gas & Electric Company (Wolf Creek
Nuclear Generating Station Unit No. 1), ALAB-327, 3
NRC 408, 416-418 (1976).

22 Tr. at 100.

-- _ , . . _ . . _ _ _ _ . . , _ _ _ . , . _ . . __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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these employers are and why they are likely to take

reprisals against individuals autaorizing the petitioner

to represent their interests in this proceeding.

Obviously, Applicant cannot predict what petitioner

will present in its memorandum to be filed simultaneously

with this pleading. However, suffice it to say that mere

elaboration on the theory espoused by petitioner at the

Special Prehearing Conference will not suffice. Rather,

petitioner must make an objective " concrete demonstration

that its members have been subjected in the past, or are

likely to be subjected in the future should their identi-

ties be disclosed," to substantial discrimination or other

unfair treatment.23 Finally, in fairness, the " concrete

demonstration" must be made in the context of this Appli-

cant, not some other organization in an unrelated proceed-

ing.

A final observation of the Appeal Board in Allens

Creek is particularly fitting given the current state of

the record:

[W]e can take official notice. . .

that the overwhelming majority of the
organizations which have petitioned
for leave to intervene in NRC licens-
ing proceedings over the years have
manifested no reluctance to disclose
the name(s) of the member (s) upon whom
they were relying for representational
standing to oppose the facility. If
any of those members paid a heavy
price -- or any price at all --

23 Allens Creek, supra, ALAB-535, 9 NRC at 398-99.
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because of that disclosure, we are not
aware of it and it has not been
documented by the Guild. Nor is there
apparent reason to think that an un-
usual situation may obtain in the
State of Texas. In two other pro-
ceedings likewise involving Texas
reactors, intervention petitions very
recently filed by organizations were
accompanied by affidavits which dis-
closed the names and addresses of
rank-and-file members who had not
themselves signed the petition.24

Petitioner in this prcceeding has failed to document

that its members have paid or may pay "any price at all"

should their names be disclosed. Nor has petitioner

demonstrated why in this par'ticular proceeding public

disclosure of such names will lead to harassment or eco-

nomic reprisals. Accordingly, the Board should require

the petitioner to disclose on the record the names and

addresses of those members upon whom it is relying for

representational standing. Absent such disclosure,

petitioner should be precluded from establishing repre-

sentational standing on the basis of those individuals.

IV. CONCLUSION

i

|
Tc provide the petitioner with the opportunity to

comply with basic procedural requirements governing stand-

ing, the Board permitted petitioner to amend its petition;

to intervene and request for a hearing. However, the

petitioner still has not satisfied those requirements.

24
_I_d. at 399-400.
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Its last minute attempt to raise the issue of harassment

should be viewed for what it is -- a device intended to

allow petitioner to yet again modify its position in hopes

of demonstrating its "right" to participate in this pro-

ceeding. Applicant submits that no basis exists for peti-

tioner's failure to disclose the names and addresses of

those individuals; that the Board should not issue a pro-

tective order limiting in any way the disclosure of such

names and addresses; and that petitioner should not be

permitted to rely on these undisclosed individuals to

demonstrate representational standing.25

Applicant further requests that, in view of peti-

tioner's failure to date to disclose the names and

addresses of these individuals, the Board require that

these individuals affirm on the record their interests in

this proceeding as well as their authorization to peti-

tioner to represent such interests. Only in this manner

25 Pursuant to the Board's instruction, Applicant has
appended a proposed Protective Order in the event the
Board concludes such Order is warranted. See Tr. at
107. However, Applicant strongly maintains that s uc' .
an Order is not warranted and by submitting the pro-
posed Order does not waive its right to appeal from
issuance of any such Order.

-
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will the Board be able to satisfy itself carefully that a

hearing is warranted in this operating license proceed-

ing.26

Respec u y submitted,

i

NicholMpL.[.1ReynoldsS

Sanford ifartman
DEBEV SEh& LIBERMAN
1200 Seventeenth Street, N.W.
Washington, D. C. 20036
(202) 857-9800

'

Counsel for Applicant

February 7, 1983

26 Cincinnati Gas & Electric Co. (William H. Zimmer
Nuclear Power Station), ALAB-305, 3 NRC 8, 12 (1976).

.-. . .. . . - -~
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

Before Administrative Judges

Herbert Grossman, Chairman
Glen O. Bright

Dr. Jerry Harbour

In the Matter of ) Docket No. 50-460-OL
)

WASHINGTON PUBLIC POWER ) ASLBP No.
SUPPLY SYSTEM )

)
(WPPSS Nuclear Project )

No. 1) ) February __, 1983

PROTECTIVE ORDER

On August 16, 1982, a Notice of Opportunity for Hear-

ing was published in the Federal Register setting

September 15, 1982 as the deadline by which petitions for

leave to intervene and requests for hearing were to be

filed in the captioned matter (47 Fed. Reg. 3556 (1982)).

On September 10, 1982, the Coalition 'or Safe Power

(" petitioner") filed a Request for Hearing and Petition

for Leave to Intervene. Attached to the request was an

affidavit from peti + o. . ' s director reciting that peti-

1: lire within a fifty-mile radius oftioner has memb.r. '

WNP-1 and that certain of these members authorized peti-

tiener to intervene and to request a hearing on their

behalf. The affidavit did not disclose the names and

addresses of these individuals.
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By Order dated October 13, 1982, this Board noted

this defect in petitioner's pleading, and provided peti-

tioner the opportunity to submit an amended pleading

curing the defect. Petitioner attempted t'o do so in a

pleading dated November 2, 1982. However, rather than

disclosing the names and addresses of the unidentified

members, it submitted the affidavit of another individual

authorizing petitioner to represent his interests in this

proceeding. The affidavit was silent as to whether this

individual was a member of the petitioner as of the

September 15, 1982 deadline, by which time petitions to

intervene and requests for hearing were required to be

filed (although the affidavit was executed on October 11,

1982).

During the Special Prehearing Conference held in

Richland, Washington on January 26 and 27, 1983, the ques-

tion of whether, based on this shewing, petitioner had

demonstrated its standing to intervene in the proceeding

was discussed. The NRC Staff and the Applicant took the

position that the affidavit executed on October 11, 1982

did not affor7 timely representational standing to peti-

tioner, citing the decisicn of another Licensing Board

involving this same Applicant in which the facts presented

were strikingly similar to the facts at bar. Washington

Public Power Supply System (WPPSS Nuclear Project No. 2),

. -- , ___



- _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

. .

-3-,

|

LBP-79-7, 9 NRC 330, 336 (1979). Petitioner argued that-

the affidavit of its director and the affidavit of its

f member executed on October 11, 1982 were sufficient alone

to establish interest. During these discussions, peti-

tioner stated that it would not disclose the names and

addresses of those individuals to which it referred in its

September 10, 1982 pleading because those individuals

feared that they would become the targets of harassment.

Transcript of Prehearing Conference, Washington Public

Power Supply System Nuclear Projects Nos. 1 and 2, Docket

Nos. 50-397-CPA, 50-460-CPA, 50-460-OL ("Tr."), January

26, 1983, at 89-103. However, petitioner stated that such

information could be disclosed if it were subject to a

Protective Order (Tr. at 99).

Applicant strongly objected to the issuance of a Pro-

tective Order, pointing out that there was no evidence in

the record to support even the inference that the Appli-

cant had or would engage in the harassment of individuals

associated with petitioner (Tr. at 104). Applicant fur-

ther argued that petitioner had the opportunity to amend

its pleading to cure any defects; that it could have

brought its allegation of harassment to the Board well

before the Special Prehearing Conference but failed to do

so; and that the Board should decide the question of

standing based on the record before it (Tr. at 93-94).

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

|
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At the conclusion of this discussion, the Board

agreed to defer ruling on the question of whether a Pro-

tective Order should be issued until it received addi-

tional submittals, if any, of the Staff, Applicant and

petitioner on this matter (Tr. at 107). Having considered

those submittals, the Board finds no basis for concluding

that Applicant in fact has or will subject any individuals

authorizing petitioner to represent their interests in

this proceeding to any form of harassment. However, the

Board does find that those individuals believe (however

subjectively) that they may be subject to harassment.

Accordingly, to enable the Board to resolve the question

of petitioner's standing, it is hereby ORDERED, as

follows:

1. Petitioner will disclose to the Board
and Counsel for the Applicant and NRC
the names and addresses of those indivi-
duals upon whom it intends to base its
representational standing, to whom peti-
tioner's September 10, 1982 Request for
Hearing and Petition for Leave to Inter-
vene referred but did not identify, and
counsel for the Applicant and Staff may
each in their sole discretion disclose
such information to two other individ-
uals:

2. When disclosing the names and addresses
of the individuals referred to in 51,
petitioner will provide affidavits from
each of such individuals affirming his
or her authorization for petitioner to
represent his or her interests in this
proceeding; stating whether such indi-
vidual was, as of September 15, 1982,
and remains a member of petitioner; and
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affirming that such individual desires
that a hearing be held on the WNP-1
operating license application

3. Information subject to this Protective
Order shall not be disclosed to any
other individual or organization, except
upon prior approval of the Board;

4. Petitioner shall have ten days from the
date'of service of this Order to comply
with its terms and conditions or peti-
tioner shall be foreclosed from relying
on any individuals referred to in its
September 10, 1982 Request for Hearing
and Petition for Leave to Intervene and
not identified on the public record to
establish its representational standing
to participate in this proceeding.

FOR THE ATOMIC SAFETY
AND LICENSING BOARD

Herbert Grossman, Chairman
ADMINISTRATIVE JUDGE

Dated at Bethesda, Maryland,
this day of 1983.,

i

|

|

t
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of ) -

)
WASHINGTON PUBLIC POWER ) Docket No. 50-460-OL

SUPPLY SYSTEM )
)

(WPPSS Nuclear Project No. 1) )

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that copies of the foregoing "Appli-
cant's Memorandum In Opposition To Issuance of a Protec-
tive Order" in the above-captioned matter were served upon
the following persons by deposit in the United States
mail, first class, postage prepaid this 7th day of
February, 1983:

Herbert Grossman, Esq. Chairman, Atomic Safety and
Chairman, : Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal Board

Licensi'.ig Board U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Commission Washington, D.C. 20555
Washington, D.C. 20555

Mitzi A. Young, Esq.
Glenn O. Bright Office of the Executive
Atomic Safety and Licensing Legal Director

Board U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Commission Washington, D.C. 20555
Washington, D.C. 20555

Chairman, Atomic Safety and
Dr. Jerry Harbour Licensing Board Panel
Atomic Safety and Licensing U.S. Nuclear Regulatory

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

Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555
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Mr. Eugene Rosolie Mr. Scott W. Stucky
Coalition for Safe Power. Docketing & Service Branch
Suite 527 U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
408 South West 2nd- Commission
Portland, Oregon 97204 Washington, D.C. 20555

"erald C. Sorensen
t.inager of Licensing
Washington Public Power

Supply System
3000 George Washington Way
Richland, Washington 99352

/
-SanfordVL. Hartman

;

i
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