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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of

APPLICATION OF TEXAS UTTILITIES Docket Nos. 50-4kS
GENERATING COMPANY, ET AL. FOR AN and 50-Lk6
OPERATING LICENSE FOR COMANCHE

PEAK STEAM ELECTRIC STATION

UNITS #1 AKD #2 (CPuEs)

SUPPLEMERT TO
CASE'S ANSWEPS TO APPLICANTS' FIRST SET OF
INTERROGATORIES AND REQUESTS TO PRODUCE

COMES NOW CASE (Citizens Association for Sound Energy), hereins “ter referred
to as CASE, Intervenor berein, and files this, its Supplement to CASE's Ansvers
to Applicaats’ First Bet of Interrogatories and Reguests to Produce.

Ia {te November 17, 1980, Grant of Time Extension to CASE, the Board granted
this Intervenor additional time "for CASE toc acquirs detter understanding of
discovery ia NRC licensing proceedings and to affor: CASE additional opportunity
to prepare its requested supplement to its ansver to Applicants' motion to
compel CASE of September 16, 1950 and to overcome serious deficiencies in its
ansver to Applicants' ioterrogatories and requests, vhich deficiencies may re-
flect CASE's misunderstanding of the nature and purpose of discovery.” CASE
has nov had an opportunity to review much of the material in the NRC Issuances
end ve believe we do indeed have a better understanding of the discovery process.
We sppreciate the Board's allowing this additional time to supplement our ansvers.
(We do not anticipate that we vill alsc have time to supplement our 10/2/80 ansver

to Applicants' Motion to Compel; ve feel that this Supplement is more importast,

e
and ve are devoting our time and energies to responding to it.) 9 S
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1.

CASE does not believe the Comanche Peak plant has been constructed in ‘accordance
vith regulations and requirements of the NRC, the constructiocn permits for
CPSES Units 1 and 2, the commitments made by the Applicant in the FSAR; we

do not believe it vill be safe to operate; and ve believe that there is every
possibility that 1f it is alloved to operate in the condition in vhich it

bas been built there vill at scme time during the plant's life be a catastrophic
accident vith devastating consequences not oanly to the imaediately-surrounding
area, but to the Dallas/Fort Worth metroplex area as vell. In addition, wve
have accepted the vording, as revised, of the Board as set forth in the wording
of the Contention (although ve still maintain that the Board's vording un-
necessarily limited the areas vith wvhich ve are concerned and ve vill dbe
pursuing this matter further).

CASE relies on the following as the basis for Contention 5:

a. NRC Iospection snd Enforcement (I&E) Reports, including but oot limited
to the folloving, copies of vhich Applicants already have:

(1) Those discussed in CASE's previous pleadings in these proceedings.
As stated in CASE's 5/7/79 Contentions, page 54, item 7:

"There are numerous other problems with coostruction and procedures
vhich are indicated io the IAE reports, and CASE would incorporate
then all herevith by reference. It i{s our intention to pursue them
in detail during the hearings, and to present related testimony by
expert vitnesses.”

(2) CASE 1s avare that the Applicants have recently revised their pro-
cedures and responsibilities at CPSES. In add{tion to earlier
IAE Reports, ve are attaching sumsary sheets of scme of Lhe most
recent I&E Reports, which indicate to CASE that the problems bhave
oot been resclved by Applicants changes, but are still cootinuing.
(See pages 3, &, 5, and 6 of this pleading.)

(3) IAR Reports which we will receive in the future. There is a delay
of about a month between the time Applicantas are notified by the
ERC of viclatiocns and the time CASE receives our copy of such noti-
fication. We anticipate that there have already been other I4R
reports issued to Applicant vhich ve have not yet received, and
that there will be more in the future.



Regarding Comanche Peak Nuclear Pover Plaot (CPSES)

NRC Inspection & Enforcement (IAE) Reports,

50-445 and 50-hhé/
I&2 Report No. & Date Type of Viclatioa Involved

Problem Involved

80-02 (3/20/60) Allegations of lex Quality Investigation of allegations in regard to lax Quality Control
Control, etc. procedures, welding problems and veld defects attributed to

three Authorized Nuclear Inspectors (ANI) in 12/6/79 DALLAS
TIMES HERALD article were determined to have ao merit by NRC.
CASE is not satisfied that allegations have no merit since
this 1s similar to the kind of allegations which vere made
at the Bouth Texas Project (STNP) which the NRC Region IV
office also stated had no merit; it was not uvntil an NRC
investigation was made at the national level that allegatime
at STNP were proven to be true; see STNP investigation.

Class 1-to-Claes 2 Transition Orifices; it was not clear from
the revised drawing or fram the Component Modification Card
how ‘the oversize hole through the pipe wall would be reduced
to achieve the configuration required.

Unresolved item Tert report acceptance; it appeared that the A/E was approving
the format of the report, not its contents...the stated phrase
does not mean wvhat it says; it appeared to the RRI that site
engineering staff had provided an inappropriate fnetruction
for the attachment welding, that the veandor had "approved”
the “nappropriate design, and that site quality control had

- ‘inspected the actual work and accepted the impossible.
80-01 (1/23/80) Viclation, Infraction, Failure to provide instructions and procedures appropriate to
Construction Permits, the circumstances; instructions sod procedures provided for
10 CFR 50, App.-B, V securing Clade IE Battery Chargers to the building structure

a ) are inappropriate to the circumstance in that 8 3/8" fillet

welds vere required; it is impossible to achieve the required

fillet weld size for four of these weld locations because
material thickness is less than 200 inches; the 4 welds do
not conform to required thickness for 3/8" fillet wveld; weld-
ing was accepted by site QC even though velds could not be
made in the manner required. ' ’

80-01 (2/15/80) Unresolved item




NRC Inspection & Bnforcement (IAE) Reports, Regarding Comanche Peak Nuclear Power Plant (CPSES)

50-445 and 50-446/

IA&E Report No. & Dn‘e

Type of Viclation Involved

Problem Involved

80-08 (4/18/80)

80-08 (4/2/80)

g lah I

, & 80-03 (3/20/80)

80-03 (2/7/80)

T,

Unresolved item

* Unresolved item

Violation, Deficiency,
Construction Permit,
10 CFR 50.55(e)

Unresolved item

Violation, Infraction,

Construction Permits,

10 CFR 50, App. B, V

Clarifioation of electrical cahle repair procedures; reviev io-

Clarification of Rockbestos electrical cable qualification;

there was no clear evidence that the three separate type
tests of cables had been accomplished nor was there evidence
in the report that individual conductor tests had been per-.
formed as required.

aicates a lack of clarity in requirements of procedure.

Failure to report a ‘significant construction deficiency; attempts i

to remove concrete "honeycomb" in certain interior walls of

the Unit TWo Contaimment Building had developed into an un-
expectedly difficult aeficiency; Permit Holder performed exten-
sive engineering evalustiens for purpose of establishing methods
of repair or for evaluating adequacy of structure without repair,
not reported to NRC. .

Aluminum-bronze discs for service vater valves; failure to perform

heat treatment could result in stress corrosion cracking under
unspecified corrosive enviromments; since the water in the
Bervice Water System has a potential for being mildly brackish
and therefore corrosive, the RRI considered that a potential for
catastrophic failure of the disc does exist and that in the event

_of such failure, the Service Water System might not be able to

perform its safety function.

Fallure to follow procedures for cable pulling; inatalled cables

vere not profected from abrasion or other damage in that a lauy
Hilti bolt was attached to the end of a pull rope to facilitate
threading the rope through the conduit snd when the rope was
pulled through the conduit, the sharp-edged blunt end i the bo..
vas on the top thereby generdting a condition for abrasion or
other damage to the installed cables; the cable was not lubri-
cated prior to pulling it through ths conduit.



5

WRC Inspection & Enforcement (IAR) Reports, Regarding Comanche Peak Muclear Power Plant (cPsEs)

50-4k5 and 50-bhé/

I&E Report No. & Date Type of Viclatioa Involved

Problem Involved

80-15 (6/23/60)

80-13 (5/21/80)

80-12 (4/30/60)

80-11 (k/9/60)

80-09 (4/7/80)

80-01/01 (b/7/80)

.80-08 (k/18/80)

Violation, Infraction,
Construction Permits,
10 CFR, App. B, II,
F8AR

Violation, Infraction,
Construction Permit,
10 CFR 50, App. B, V

Violation, Infraction,
Construction Permit,
10 CFR 50, App. B, V

Reporting of significant

Failure to establish quality assurance program for Class 5 pipe
support systems as required; Class 5 piping systems are those
in the non-nuclear safety category whose failure in a selamic
event could result in a loss of capability of a safety-related
function.

Failure to follow volding procedure; Lth, Sth and 6th weld layon
on & Bafety Injection system field weld had been deposited
using OTAW process instead of SMAW process.

Failure to follow electrical inspection procedures; QC lnnpect.o:
d1d not check to see if the individual conductors bad been ter-
minated to the proper place in the connector, nor that the pine
had been properly inserted into the connector and locked in
place; omission of detailed inspection of terminations of multi-
pin connectors is a common practice.

Meeting held with NRC and TU personnel re: reportability and

0

construction deficiencies, documentation of lignlticuit' construction deficiencies, and

10 CFR 50. 55(_0)

Violation, Infraction,
Construction Permit,
10 CFR 50, App. B, V

Violation, Infraction,
Construction Permits

-

Unresolved item -

Violation, Infraction,
Construction Permits,
10 CFR 50, App. B, V

reporting of other significant events of iaterest to NRC not
required by cuirent regulations.

Failure to follow piping installation procedures; suction nozzle
flange of Safety Injection Pump wvas being used as the temporery
(snd only means of support) support for pipe spools.

Excezsive rate of groundwater withdrawal duriag construction;
exceeded 250 gpm on March 19, April 25, December 4, and December
7, 1979.

Effectiveness of site inspection program; trash and wood scrap in
areas under venus transmission line towvers; inspector stated that
this raises questions as to the effectivensss of the site in-
spection program.

Failure to follow procedures for reporting and repair of damaged
electrical cable; the implications of the l.ncldont havwe a poten-
tial impact on safety in that it is indicative of a. breakdown
in the Construction Quality Assurance Program, according to the -
NRC Resident Reactor Inspector (RRI).



NRC Inspection & Bnforcement (I&E) Reports, Regarding Comanche Peak Nuclear Pover Plant (crexs)

50-445 and 50-bk6/

80-20 (10/21/60)

IAE Report No. & Date Type of Viclatioa Involvec Problem Involved
Deviation, FSAR Incorrect design of pressurizer spray coontrol valve piping
Unresolved item Spent Fuel storage racks identified with sign "NON-Q" (not
within scope of licensee's Q/A program) and 1o lay-dowa
. positions
Unresolved item, FSAR Design of the AC Instrumseut Dutxlbution Paoels; safety and

e

80-20 (9/24/60)

80-18 (9/19/80)

80-17 (7/31/80)

80-15 (7/23/80)

nonsafety cables tightly tied _t.ogct.her contrary to FBAR com-
mitment to maintain a 6" space between safety and nonsafety
cables vithin papels .

Viclation, Infraction, Unsuitable weld surface condition as required by magunetic
NRC Construction Permits particle test procedures; NRC Resident Reactor Inspector
CPPR-126 & 127, 10 CFR (RRI) and other inspectors noted discrepant conditions in
50, Appendix B, Criterion welds in components
v ’

Violaticn, Deficiency, Failure to report a significant construction deficiency; nearly
Construction Permits, 200 welds in safety-related,. piping systems reported as being
10 CFR 50.55(e) undersized (and therefore presumably under-strength) were

. not reported to NRC

Unresolved item Abseince of Weld Returns; beam seat clips velded to the column

flanges and web did not have weld returns

Unresolved item Embedment of anchor bolts through floor topping; concrete anchor

boltes embedded might not develop design strength values due to
bhaving been embedded through an architectural concrete floor
topping; bolt embedded length might not be adequate to develop
the design loads required.

Violation, Infraction ) Failure to follow drawing for weld prep details; reactor coolant
Construction Permit, loop piping weld preps for Unit 2 d41d not conform to draving,
10 CFR SO, App. B, V counterbore transition taper vas 30° and 33° instead of maximum

' angle of 10°. . . .

Violation, Deficlency, Failure to follow construction procedures required by dravings;
Construction Permits, dravings vere not available on CPSES site at time of fabrica-
10 CFR, App. B, V tion of components and therefore could not have been followed.



2. (continued)

b.

Regarding CASE's 5/7/79 Contentious, page 50, items 1, 2, and 3,
discussions vith present and former vorkers at the CPSES. In addition

to the preceding, CASE has discussed certaln construction problems and
quality assurance/quality coantrol problems vith former and present workers
at the Comanche Peak plant, and they have provided us with information
vhich, wve believe, vill eanble us to obtain through the discovery process
adeguate information to support their allegations, without their haviog
to be called as vitnesses. :

All of these contscts vere vith the strict understanding and agree-
ment betveen CASE and those vorkers that { eir names vould be kept cone-
fidential and vould de revealed to oo one with the NRC or the utility,
because said vorksrs are in fear of losing their Jobs, being "aressed,
being physically abusged, or even Jeopardizing their lives and the lives
of their family mevoers. Discussion and public statements b Carl Seyfrit,
head of the Region IV NRC Office in Arlington, Texas, have made it clear
that there is no vay the NRC can assure adequate protection of sucii poten-
tial vitpesses. CASE therefore feele that ve cannot reveal the names
of such vorkers. If ve cannot obtain supportive evidence adequate to
stand without their having to testify, we vwill agzain approach them to
see if they will sgree to testify; if not, we will then bhave to consider
vhether or not to drop that portion of our conteantion vhich would bave
to rely sclely on their testimony. Howvever, ve do not believe this will
be necessary.

We therefore move that the Board grant CASE a proiective order regard-
ing disclosure of such vorkers' onames, with the upderstanding that abould
there be a change of circumstance such that the vorkers decide to tastify,
all parties vill be sc advised in time to enable the parties to pursue
discovery, depositions, etc., without placing them at undue diszadvariage.
However, as previcualy stated, it is not anticipated at this time “hat any
of these vorkers vill have to testify, because ve believe ve have euough
information to be able to document their allegations without their testimony.

Coumitments made by Applican®s in their FSAR vhich, according to the ILE
Reports, they haven't lived up to.

Coumitmeats made by Applicante in their Construction Permits wihich they
haven't lived up to.

Previous CASE pleadings in these proceedings regarding tuis Conteation,
including discussions during the pre-i caring conferences.

We expect to obtain further documentation for this Coatentfon through
discovery frae the concrete pour records, Deficiency snd Disposiiion

-



2. f. (continued)
Reports, Non-Conformance Beports, Corrective Action Requests, and other
items vhich ve have already requestsd and will be requesting through the
discovery process.

The rule of reason. We believe that chere is no way the NRC can catch
each and every construction error or deficiency with its limited man-
pover and staff. We are concerned that there are, in addition to the
oumerous problems which the NRC has addressed {n its ILE Reports, many
others vhich they have not yet discovered but vhich will shov up later,
perhaps after the plant has gone ioto operation. Further, ve note that
many of the problems which the NRC bas discovered have been directly
due to allegations vhich have beer made by workers or former vorkers
at the plrot; ve believe that there is the possibility that, as the
plant nears completion end they realize that it will soon be loading
nuclear fuel and going into operation, cther vorkers may come forwvard
and report cther problem areas, deficiencies,etc. either to the NRC or
to Intervenors.

3. Bo.

L, No records vere kept of meeting or contacts with the other iatervening

parties. Most contact vith other Iatervenors has been with regard to pro-
cedural matters and {ovolves disclosure of vhat CASE considers to be the
mental impressions, conclusions, opinicns, or legal thecries of representa-
tives of the parties, vhich is precluded from d’scovery under 10 CFR 2.740(v)(2).
We have been in contact with the cther Intervenors from time to time re-
gard’ng scme aspects of our coatentions, primarily to see if there wvas the
possibility snd/or desire of vorking together on them.: Hovever, it wvas de-
cided that this vas neither feasible nor desirable, and ve are not vorking
on any of our contentions in s coordinaled fashion. The contacts have not
been of 4 substantive nature in that they are not expected to play a rale
in the presentation ¢~ preparation of CASE'e position on its contenticns,
and CASE's participation in such contacts is not expected to play & rcle
in tuo presentation or preparation of the position of ACORN or CFUR on
their contentions.

No records vere kept of meetings or coatacts with other individuals or groups
vith respect to our contentions except as specifically noted elsevhere in
this pleading. However, for the past sever years, CASE has been in contact
and had numerous conversations and di{scussions, in person, by telephone,

and ‘hrough indirect contacts vith numerous groups and individuals regarding

8 -




5 (continued)

varicus aspects of the Comanche Peak plant vhich could be broadly cousidered
to be "with respect to these conte ons." (See page 12 of CASE's 9/3/80
Ansvers to Applicants' Pirst Set of luterrogatories and Requests to Produce,
hereinafter referred to as CASE's 9/3/80 Aasvers.)

Ve have spoken by telephone or io person vith: Dr. John W. Gofman, Egan
0'Conner, Richard Pollock, Sister (Dr.) Rosalie Bertell, Dr. David Nichals,
Dr. George W. Crawford, Dr. Jeff Sutherlend, Narvin Resaikoff, Richard E.
Webb, Ralph Bader, Dr. James Nelson, Ur. Thomas Nancuso, Dr. Barrie Kitto,
Dr. Charles W. Huver, Dr. Irwin D. J. Bross, Dr. Philip Bierbaum, Carl
Hocevar, Vince Taylor, Dr. Barry Commoner, Dr. Thomas Cochran, Charles
Komanoff, Robert Pollard, Dr. Carl Johnson, and otiers; we have talked by
phone or in person to Intervenors ic other Texas hearings; in Pennsylvania,
Michigan, New Mexico, New Jersey, Wisconsin, and Californis. We have talked
by phone or in person to oumerous employees in various positions with the
Texas Utilities companies. We have been in contact with oumerocus local,
state and oatiooal public interest groups.

Our contacts vith these individuals and groups have helped tO increase
our knowledge, broaden our understanding of issues and the regulatory process,
and helped us to interpret the meaning of some of the documents ve have
obtained through the years; therefore, all of these i{ndividusls and groups
have, in & very broad sense, contributed to all of CASE's contentions.

Hovever, {osofar as sitting down vith us and actively participating
in the actual presentation or preparation of CASE's position on specific
contentions, they bave not (except as specifically indicated elgevhere in
this pleading). Indeed, those individuals and groups would probably be
bard pressed to knov themselves Just hov they may have contributed to our
contentions in the brosd sense; certainly CASE would be hard prersed to
try to express vhich individuais or groups said scaething or supplied come
bit of information vhich later wvould help CASE to formulate its countentions.
At the present time, ve 4o not know vhetber or not scme of them may testify
for os; ve vill, of course, advise all parties as 300n as this is determined.

With regard to past and present vorksrs at the Comanche Peak plant, see
respouse to Question 2.b., page 7, of this plesding.

6. See sansver on page 41, last paragraph, of CASE's 9/3/80 Answers.
7. Bee ansver on page kl, last paragraph, of CASE's 9/3/80 Ansvers.

8. Unknova at this time.



9. Yes.

a. (1) See pages 3, 4, 5, and 6, 2nd Column "Type of Viclation Invalved,”
of tais ple=ading.

(2) Patlure to Ismplement the Quality Assuraace Program for Civil
Construction -- IAE Report T9-11
Failure to Follov Inspection Procedure for Iuspection of Class IE
Cable Tray Supports -- IAE Report 79-06
Pailure to Pollov Equipment Maintenance Instructions -- nz Report
7904
Failure to Pollow Concrete Placement Procedure -- ILE Report 79-03
Failure to Follow Welding Procedures -- IAE Report, NRC Inspecticns
oo August 21-25, 1978
Failure to Follow Weld Mounitoring Procedures -- I&E Report, NRC
Inspections on August 21-25, 1978 ;
Failure to Adequately Control and Tag Nonconforming Itens -- ILE
Report, NRC Inspecticns on August 21-25, 1978
Failure to Achieve Adequate Radiographic Sensitivity -- IAE Report
78-20
Failure to Follov Welding Procedures -- IAE Report 78-18
Pailure to Promptly Repor: a Significant Deficiency -- IAE Report 76-16
Failure to Pollov Coocrete Testing Procedures -- IAE Report 76-13
Failure to Follow Welding Procedure -- I&E Report 78-12
Fsilure to Adeguately Control and Tag Nooconforming Items -- I&E
Report 78-12
Failure to Follow Piping Installation Procedures -- I&E Report 76-11
Failure to Maintain Proper Flow in lover Squavw Creek -- I'Z Report
78-08 "
Failure to Follow Concrete Testing Procedures -- IAE Report 78-07
Failure to Follov Pipe Fabrication Procedures -- IAE Report 76-05
Failure to Remove Weld Surface Defect Prior to Final Acceptance --
I&E Report T7-10
Failure to Provide Welding Procedures at tne Location Where the
Prescribed Activity is Performed -- I&E Report 77-10
Pailure to FPallov Procedures for Certification/Documentation or
Inspectors -- I&E Report T7-02
Failure to Maintain Document Comtrol -- IAE Report 76-08
Failure to Follow Procedures for QA Documentation of Surveillance
Activities -- ILE Report 76-08
Pailure to Follow Procedures for Welding of Safety Related Components
-= I&E Report 76-07
Failure of QA Supervisor to Exercise Delegated Stop-Work Autbority
Regarding Welding of Sefety Related Components -- IAE Report 76-07
Failure to Provide Prescribed Documented Instructicans or Work Pro-
cedures Regarding Installation of Contaimment Building Seimaic
Category Class I Pipe Restraint Embeds -- I&E Report 76-01

- 30 o



9. a. (2) (continued)

Failure to Provide QC Surveillance Procedures Regarding Contaimment
Building Seismic Category Class I Embeds Installations -- I&E Report
76-01

Failure to Provide Prescribed Documected Instructions or Procedures
For Conducting QC Surveillance of the Contaiment Building Steel Liner
Installation - I&E Report 76-01

Fallure to Ircorporate Approved Design Changes Iato Applicable Design
Specification and Work Procedures -- IXE Report 76-01

Feilure to Provide Documented Instructions or Procedures As Prescribed
Regarding Examination and Repair Activities on Seismic Category Class
I Camponeats -- IAE Report 76-01

Failure to Implement Prompt Corrective Action and Provide Adequate
Measures to Preclude Repetition Regarding Concrete Aggregates -- I&E
Report 75-13

Failure to Adbere to Procedure Requirements Regarding Coocrete FPlace-
ment -- IAE Report 75-10

FPailure to Adhere to Procedure Requirements Regarding Concrete Traosit
Mix -« I&E Report 75-10

Excessive Rate of Groundvater Withdraval During Construction -- I&E
Report Regarding Inspection Conducted June 6 and 10, 1975

.3) Other I&E Reports for the periods July through December, 1979, and
Prior to June, 1975. (We had thought ve had copies of the July through
December, 1979 IAE Reports; however, we discovered in the process of
typing this Aosver that ve did not have these specific months. Also,
ve bad oct made copies of I&E Reports pricr to Junme, 1975. Hovever,
Applicants have in their possession all the I&E Reports regarding
CPSES; it is our intention to pursue problem areas ideantified in
all of them.)

(k) Other Deficiencies and Deviations identified in IXE Reports. We
have not attempted to detail all the otier Deficieacies and Deviations
contained in I&E Reports referenced in 9.a(2) and 5.a(3) of this
pleading; however, these are also {ncluded in the provisicns vhich
ve contend Applicants have not satisfied.

b. See ansver 9.a. preceding.
c. Statements contained in the ILE Reports referenced in ansver 5.a. preceding.
10. By "Applicants' failure to adhere ," we mean that Applicants bave fallen short

of doing vhat they pramised to do, that they bave been defic‘ent in the con-
struction of CPSES, that they bave cmitted doing things that they vere supposed



10 (rontinued)

to do, that they have not stuck to the teras and conditions of the construction
permits for Comanche Peak, Units 1 and 2, that they have not coaplied with
the requirements of 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B.

11. Rectify all the deficiencies and problems identified in ansvers 2, 9, and 10 of
this pleading and any similar deficiencies and problems vhich have not yet
been identified or which will be occurring in the future, and establish and
maintain a consistent quality assurance-quality contrel program vhich does
comply with the requirements of the construction permits for CPSES and
10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, and with the promises made in Applicants' FSAR.

2 and

12. Statements contained in tbe IAE Reports referenced in uuver,p.c. precediny,
requirements set forth in the construction permits for CPSES and 1o 10 CFX
Part 50, Appendix B, and the commitments made io Applicants' FSAR.

13. Yes

a. See ansver 9.a. preceding.
b. See ansver 9.a. preceding.
¢. See ansver 9.c. preceding.

14, See ansver 1l preceding.

15. See ansver 12 preceding.

16. All of them, in all probability; this is our preseat iatentica.

17. See ansvers 2 and 9 of this pleading. See snsver 12 preceding.

18. See ansvers 2 and 9 of this pleading.

19. See ansver 1l preceding. See ansver 12 preceding.

20. Probably.

21. This depends primarily on the information contained in scme of the documents
vhich are to be made available for CASE to inspect, w ich ve have not yet
had an opportunity to inspect. We will update our sasver to this question
a8 SOOn as Ve knov the ansver.

22. See ansvers 2 and 9 of this pleading and ansver 21 preceding.

23. See ansver 1l preceding.

2k, See ansver 12 preceding.



25. By "substantial questioos” io Contentiocn 5, ve mean uncertainties, due to
Applicants’ failure to comply vith regulations and to sdhere to the QA/QC
provisions required, of such maguitude and to such extent that CASE questicas
the underlying strength, sclidity, ability to vithstand stress aod pressures,
ability to contain radicectivity either in routine operation or {a the event
of an accident at CPSES, and substance of the plant structures themselves,
as vell as vaether or not CPSES can a:d vill be operated in such a manner that
1t vill not be inimical to the public bealth and safety.

26. By "adequacy” in Contention 5, CASE means sufficient for the requiremects
to assure that the plant can be operated in such & maoner that it will oot
be inimical to the publis health and safety; su-u as 1is lavfully and reasonably
sufficient.

27. ”057(.)(1 WM 6).
28. See ansver 12 preceding.
29. See ansver 1l preceding.

30 through 5k, inclusive. With regard Lo these questions, all of vhich rcacern
Contention 23: "Neither the Applicaats nor the Staff bhas adequately con-
sidered the health effects of lov-level radiatior oo the population surround-
ing CPSES in as much that the CPSES design does not assure that radiocactive
enissions will be as lov as is reasonably achieveable,” the Board ruled io
1ts 10/31/80 Rulings on Objections to Board's Order of June 16, 1980 and on
Miscellanecus Motions that Contention 23, "as presently vorded, is admissible
to the extent that it challenges Applicants' compliance with Commisesion regu-
1ations governing the release of radiation and/or radioactive saterials.”

Initially, CASE had approached Dr. Rosalie Bertell regarding the possi-
bility ihat sbe might testily regarding this contention. She indicated that
she would prefer to avait the Board's decision (made 10/31/80) regarding
exactl, what would be alloved regarding this coatention. CAS®™ had been
unable to contact Dr. Bertell prior to filing its 11/20/80 Motions to Graamt
CASE Separate Iutervenor Status and to Appoint CASI as Lead Party for Cone-
solidated Contentions; ve have now contacted her. Dr. Bertell advises that
she does nct wish to testify regarding this conteuticn io its accepted form.

CASE had aoped that ve would be able to go farther in this conteation
than the vording as accepted by the Board vill allow; however, the present
vording, ve believe, wvould allov us to lock at only the tip of the iceberg.
We visk to register ur exception to the Board's ruling aod plan to pursue
this furtber on appeal. In the meanvhile, CASE regretfully withdravs from
this Contention 23 as vorded. This, of course, makes moot the comments re-
garding Contention 23 on page 2 of CASE's 11/20/80 Motion to Appoint CASE
as Lead Party for ConsclidatedContentions.
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55. Those set forth im 10 CFR 51.20, including, but not limited to the following:

Bealth 2ffects of the uranium fuel cycle; health effects of low-level
radiation from routine and unplanned emissions from the facility; health
effects of possible accidents at the facility, from the least barmful to
the worst possi .le; models used to calculate lov-~level radiation doses;
calculation of oumber of expected cancers from operation of CPSES; ursnium
supply; vater use; evacuation and emergency procedures; unresolved generic
safety issues; decomfssioning; transportation of lov~ aand highelevel wastes;
storage of low-level and high-level vastes; capacity factors; discharge of
effluents into water; tracsmissioc lines; herbicide usage; selection of site;
populsticn concentrations; meteorlogical considerations; hydralogy - vatersbed;
realistic assessment of expected perfurmance of plact compared to design
rating; endangered species; constructioan costs; total costs of plast; operat-
ing costs; reliability; pover generating ccsts; exteraal project costs;
sarioe envirommental impacts; archeclogical aspects; econcmic effects of
the uranium fuel cycle; econcmic effects of health affects of low-level
radiatica fron routine and unpaloned emissicos from the facility; alternative
sources of energy comparisons between different possibilities; costs of
overcapecity; land use; taxatiou basis of the land after plaact is shut down;
energy conservation; excess capacity; terrestrial ecology; squatic ecology;
air polluticn; regiocoal historic, scenic, cultural, snd oatural features;
right-of-vay disruptions; visual impacts; chemical snd biocide vaste;
sanitary and other vaste; gaseous effluents; ncise pollution; surface water;
ground wvater; possibility of accidents from aircraft; thermal effluent;
euvirommental effects of possible accidents at the facility, from the least
harmful to the worst possible; econcmic effect of accidents ou the surround-
ing area; econcmic effect of accidents on ratepayers vho are paying for the
plaat; release of radicactive vaste to vatershed; side ‘effects of transporta-
tion of spent fuel; analysis of who will pay for the cost of puclear wvaste
aod nuclear fuel accidents in transit to or from the plant; security costs;
effects of security as regards loss of civil liberties and loss of privacy;
cost and effects of external flc>ding; need for pover; risk comparison be-
tveen operating CPSES and not operating it; adeguacy of site gealogy; seimmic
considerations; effect on health of workers exposed to radiation; fioancial
cost of health effects to wvorkers exposed to radiation; increased fuel costs;
analysis of need for CPSES, by year, for its LO-year life as compared to
vhat alternatives vill be available during that time; inflationary impacts
on costs of all aspects of CPSES; {nflationary impacts oc the Dallas/Fort
Worth metroplex area of the imcrease in costs of electricity due to the
construction and including of construction vork in progress in the rate base
for CPSES, as vell as such inflatiooary impacts due to the cost over-runs
experienced at CPSES; socioceconcmic impact of the plant upon ldcal comsuni-
ties, including large influx of vorkers and families on & temporary basis
requiring building of more schoals, increased police protection, ete. and
effect of leaving resaining residents to contioue to pay for costs of such
{ncreased facilities vhen transient vorkers move on; cperating costs of CPSES;

pover generating costs of CPSES. W



55 (continued):

In sddition, all items listed as costs in Applicants' cost/benefit
acalysis not mentioned in the preceding list.

10 C/R 51.20.

CASE believes the-only benefit to be derived from CPSES is that it will
produce electricity when it's in cperation; even 80, ve do not delieve
that that electricity will be nseded, econcmical, °r safe.

CASE does not believe thet it is proper to ioclude as & benefit the
{ncreased smployment and tax revenues, as Applicants bave done in the ER,
page 11.0-3, Amendment 1, September 1380, secticn 11.1.2 INDIRECT BENEFITS:
"Employment opportunities and the dispcsadble income gesersted (both by
temporary sad by permsnent employees) constitute a significast indirect
benefit of CPSES. Increases in the local tax base and tax reveoues that
vill be derived by Scmervell and Hood Counties are also recognized as an
{mportant iodirect benefits of the project.” Increased employmeat and
tax revenues -aanot be included on the benefit side in striking the ulti-
mate NEPA cost-benefit balance for & particular plast (Vermont Yankee
Nuclear Pover Corp., Vermoot Yankee Station, ALAB-179, 7 ABC 159, 177 (1374)).
Purther, ve believe that increased local employment and wage inccaes, in-
creased local business activity, increased tax revenues will be offset by
the loss of local esmployment and vage ioccomes (thur creating unemployment
vith its attendant costs), decreased local business activity (scme busineczes,
especially bars and taverns, may bave to go out of busioess entirely with
resulting unemployment, possibly moving from the area of incame-producing
and tax-producing businesses; other businesses vill suffer decreases in
income), and increased tex revenu:cs will be offset by increased costs for
building nev schocls for transieat f{lt?o' families, palice protecticn,
ircreased Jail facilities (preunt/ssch 2!3. vere not even sufficient to
contain those judividuals who engaged in civil disobedience by goiong over
the fence in the past, aad such activities may increase in the future),
{increased fire protection, etu., vhen the transient vorkers leave the area.

CASE alsc does not believe it is proper at this time to include as a
benefit "expanded community services and public facilities (such as develop-
ment of Squav Creek Reservoir)” unless acd until Applicants finalize arrange-
ments with the State of Texas regarding this matter. (See letter of June 10,
1980 from David J. Preister, Assistaot Attorney General, Enovirommental Pro-
tection Division, Texas Attorney Ceneral's Office, letter of July 3, 1980,
from Billy R. Clements, Vice-President, TUGCO, and CASE's 7/14/80 Supplement
to Item 1. (CASE Contention 1) of CASE Mo%ion for Reconsideration of Certain
CASE Cootentions...last paragraph of page 3 through page 5. At the present
time, such srrangements have not been made and there is o indication as to
vhen they vill be m:de.
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57 (continued):

With regard to the ecalogical surveys vhich have Deen performed in
the region of CPSES during the past several years regarding the mammal,
invertetrate, reptilian, aviau, and floral communities of the CPSES area,
CASE believes that the disruption of the daily lives of animals and birds,
the removal of part of their oatural habitat, the destruction of some floral
areas forever, more than outweigh any alleged benefits of suck ecclogical
surveys. ;

With regard to Applicants' statements in 8.1.2.5 Improvement to Area
Facilities (page 8.1-18 of ER), CASE hardly sees hov upgrading of Fam
Ronds 201 and 51, vhich wvas necessitated by "an extensive volume of vebicle
traffic to and from the CPSES plant site” during the early phases of project
construction” which "resulted in significant wear to local roadvays,” can
be counted as & "benefit” without recognizing & corresponding and offsetting
"cost." Murther, ve do not see the creation of the Squav Creek Reserveoir
&8 & great enhancement to the sport and recresticoal opportunities for ares
residents vhen admittedly "there are other recreational reservoirs located
vithin a short commuting distance from the CPSES;" recognition must also
be given to the negative benefit of loss of privacy, increased traffic, and
increased air pollution to those on tae route to and from the Reservoir.

With regard to Applicants' statements in £.1.2.5 Public Bducation (page
8.1-18 of the ER), CASE believes taat the "local information office...
estublished in Glen Rose to provide area residents vith details pertaining
to the CPSES project in particular, and to nuclear issues in general” s
primarily a public relations effort to make the plant more acceptadtle %o
the residents, to promote the use of nuclear energy &8 & pover source, and
should more properly be called propaganda ratbher than public educstiocn.

There may be scme value under the Public Bducation.section regarding
the archeclogical survey of the CPSES area vhich vas conducted in 1972.
HEowever, the statement by Applicants that "Tie great majority of this his-
torical data would have been lost beyond recovery had it not been for this
detailed survey” is undocumented and perhaps undocumentable. Further, one
of the reasons for this survey vas that Applicants 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 elsevhere to preserve it.

Applicants state in 8.1.3 Summary of Beuefits (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." BHowever,
although Amendment page S-iv indicates that there are nev tables added,
Tables 8.1-21 and 8.1-22, CASE di4 not receive these tvo Tables. We¢
bad not noticed this oversight until ve vere preparing this pleading, and
ve ask that Applicants sypply us vith a copy of these tvo Tables.

- 16 -




03.

65.

. 10 CFR 51.20, Applicants‘ Eovirommental Report (ER), and the rule of resson.

Yes. We don't believe Applicants bave adequately considered all the factors
iovalved as required in 10 CFR 51.20.

10 CFR 51.20. Based on that regulation, CASE believes that a realistic and
in-depth assecsment of the actual costs directly related to the CPSES must

be considered {n the cost/benefit analysis vhich Applicants are required "~
provide in the ER, i

Whetber or not all the costs and benefits are adequately considered, and
whether or not the benefits outweigh the costs. See ansvers 55 and 57.

All costs and benefits must be considered; thus, all are of significance

and importance. OCASE vould reccmmend that primary consideraticn be given

to those items vhich have the greatest impact and the most long-lived impact.
Thus, wve would renk them:

(1) Costs in terms of hesl:h and dollars of storage and/or disposal
of radicective vastes;

(2) Cests in terms of aealth and dollars of a verst-case sccident at
CPSES, espzcially vith regards radiomctivity released;

(3) Costs in terms of health acd dollars of tue nuclear fusl cycle;

(k) The numerous items vhich have or may have some bearing or relation
to the above items (1) through (3), such as unresolved safety issues,
decommissioning, transportation of speat fuel and low-level vastes,
discharge of effluents into water, population concentratiocns, meteor-
logical considerations, hydrology - vatershed, groundvater, surface
vater, air pallution, etc.

(5) ALl other costs.

10 CFR 51.20, aod the rule of reason; this seems to CASE to be a logical
approach. .

Whether or not, after all the costs and benefits have been adequately con-
sidered, the bepefits outveigh the costs. CASE doesn't believe that supplyinog
pover that isn’'t needed outveighs the possible envirommental costs, bhealth
effects and dollar costs due to an accident at CPSES, or that supplyicg
electricity for 30 or kO years outveighs the cost in terms of enviromsental,
health and dallars of baving to store radiosctive vaste for centuries.

10 CPR 51.20, and the rule of reason; thiouaoto;ASltobosloded
approach. | il | ‘ ' o

a. Vith regard to Contention 2k, ve are not saying that the fact that Appli-
saats bave failed to adequately consider 2ka, 2kb, 2bc, or 2kd alone

vould pecessarily mean tiat a favorable cost /benefit bmlance caanot ¢
be made, but that these are factors vhich must all be considered, and
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6.

67.

68.
69.
70.
.
T2.
73.

7“0

76.

a. (continued):

that since they bave not been adequately considered, a favorsdle cost/
benefit balance cannct be made; further, should all other factors be
equal in the cost/benefit mnalysis, & negative benefit finding regarding
any one or more of these four sub-parts vould mean that s favorable
cost/benefit balance cannot be made.

b. Iao sddition to 66.a. above, CASE does not believe Applicants have adequately

considered the costs of safely deccmmissioning CPSES, especially sioce
they bave changed their choice of decammissioning to specify that they
are going for immediate dimmantlement; if sdequate consideration is given
to such costs, CASE believes that & favorable cost/benefit balance cannct

be made vhen such costs are added to those cthere wvhich must bde considered.

10 CFR 51.20; Applicants' Envirommental Report (ER), Amendment 1, September
1980, Section 5.3, and Section 8.2.1.3, NUREG/CR-013C and Addennu-, prcvim
CASE plesdings.

No.

No.
No.
Yes.
See ansver on page 41, last paragraph, of CASE's 9/3/80 Answers.
See ansver on page 41, last paragraph, of CASE's 9/3/60 Aasvers.
See ansver on page 4l, last paragraph, of CASE's 9/3/60 Ansvers.
See ansver on page 41, last paragraph, of CASE's 9/3/60 Ansvers.

CASE had previously been operating oo the assuzption that the information
contained in Applicants' ER (OLS), pages 5.8-1 torough 5.5-3 (Section 5.8)
vas applicable; however, in their September 1930 Amendment 1 to the ER,
Applicants bave changed their choice of decommissiocning to specify that
they are going for immediate dismantlement, rather thano a slover dismantling
after a number of years, and the costs estimates have risen conlidcubly.
CASE 1s still evaluating these changes and vill be lupp).-.nung our - u-
eponses later regarding this coatention.

Cenerally, ve believe the costs estimated are too low, that Appucntl
doo't know vhat they're getting ioto with this method cf dismantling, that
they don't know the costs involved, the potential legal problems, how.this
1s going to be paid for and vho's going to pay for it, how they're going to
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6.

7.
8.
79.
8o.
81.
82.

83.

8k,

8s.

86.

87.

(continued):

physically dismantle the plant, hov they're going to protect their vorkers
from radiation vhile dismantling the plaat, etc.

Applicants’' ER (OLS), Section 5.8 and Section 8.2.1.3.
10 CFR 51.20; 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix C, I. B.
No.

Kot applicable.

See Ansver 76, paragraph 1.

Yes.

a. Yes.

b. See Ansver 76.

¢. See Ansver 67 and 76.

d. See Ansver 67.

e. See Ausver 67.

Prove that what CASE has stated in the 2nd peragraph of "nsver 76 is incorrect;
ansver CASE's and the NRC Staff's interrogatories satisfactorily.

See Ansver 67 and 78.

Consider all the {tems in Ansver 55 adequately and prove that the benefits
outveigh the costs.

10 CFR 51.30.

By "safely” in regard to decammissioning, ve mean done io & manner so as

not to contaminate the vorkers at the plant vith radicactivity with resultaat
cancers, genstic effects and injury, so as not to contaminate the surround-
ing areas vith radicactivity vhich could render such areas uninhabitable

for years, S0 as uot to subject vorkers or members of the public to thé threat
af danger, harm or loss, from radicactivity or froa accidents, so as oot to
danage or harm the flors and fauna, snimal life, birds, vater, air, or archeo-
logical aspects of the area. - ~-
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88. Webster's Dictionary; 10 CFR 50.57; the rule of reason.

89. Yes.

90. The mode of decommissioning which Applicants plan to use for CPSES must
be considered; 10 CFR 51.20; 10 CFR Part 50, Appendi: C, I.B.

9l. Whatever structures, facilities or equipment are involved in the decusmission-
ing mode chosen by Applicante must be considered; in the case Jf immediate

dismantlement, vhich is nov being proposed by Applicanti, this would include
all structures, facilities and equipmenc.

. Applicants' ER (OLS), Section 5.8 and Section 8.2.1.3; 10 CFR 51.20.

+ Yes. Depends in part on wvhich mode of decoammissioning is used; also in part
upon what NRC requirements are at the time of cdecomissioning; also in part
upon how accurate Applicants' analysis of costs are (i.e., as more plants
are decommissioned, more will be known about actual ccsts experienced) which
ino turn may be partly contingent upon vhen the plant is deccmmissioned.

. The rule of resscn; Applicants' ER (OLS), Secticn 5.8, original and Septemcer
19680 Amendment, which shows a change io cost projections from $18.5 million
in 1981 dallars to $100 millicn in 1980 dollars.’

. We have not yet arrived at a specific dollar cost; generally, it should de
the dollar amount arrived at vhen a coamplete and accurate analysis is made
of all costs associated vith decammissioning CPSES,

It should be considered along with all the other costs. See Ansver 62.

« 10 CFR 51.20. See ansver 63,

. See Ansver 66.a. In additicn, CASE does not believe that Applicancts have
really considered the costs in terms of health, as vell as the economic
costs of a possible accident io the on-site storage of speat fuel at all,
certainly not to the extent that the possible coasequences of such an acci-
dent varrant. If adequate consideration is given to such costs, CARE be-
lieves that a favorable cost/benefit balance cannot be made vhen such costs
are added to those others wvhich must be considered.

10 CFR 51.20. Bee CASE 9/3/B0 Ansvers, page 6, first full persgraph and
last paragraph, and page 41; Applicants' FPSAR; previous CASE pleadings.




lw. u.
101. Fo.

102. CASE has spoken by telephone On several occasicns with Richard E. Webd
regarding this contention. Hovever, at this tine it has not been decided
vhether or not Mr. Webd wvill be testifying for CASE in these proceedings,
and ve did not rely upon him or his work as the basis for this coatention.
We don't have the dates of such conversations {mmediately available wvithout
baving to make a detailed survey of records; bovever, they vere during the
time frame between about Pebruary 1979 ustil the present. See CASE k/20/80
Position on Contentions, pages 26 through 32.

As previcusly stated, ve vill advise all parties vheo and as decisions
axd agreements sre made regarding this contention, in accordance with 10 CFR
2.740(e). {(See CASE 9/3/80 Ansvers.)

103. Yes.

10k, See CASE 9/3/80 Ansvers, page 4l.
105. Sec CASE 9/3/80 Ansvers, page Ll.
106. See CASE 9/3/80 Answvers. page Ll.
107. See CASE 9/3/80 Ansvers, page Ll.

108. See Ansver 98 preceding. Depending upon the mazuitude of the accident,
vhich could vary considersbly, there would be health effects (1ncluding
cancers, deaths, genetic effects, etc.) vhich would affect the immediate
area, possibly Fort Worth, the Metroplex area (the area surrounding Dellas/
Fort Worth), the Dallas ares, and even further, as vell as the financial
costs to the people in those areas from radicactive contsmination of their
property, the possible loss of their lacd for years (¢r perbaps, for all
practical purposes, forever as far as its usefuloess to thosc poop‘.c), costs
of evacuation, medical treataent, bousing, clothing, etc., coste to the
utility and/or ratepayers for actual damage to tbe plaat itself, to pay for
replacement electricity (though, at the rate Applicaats' projections are
going, this might oot be any problem at all for them -- however, according
to their prejections, this vould be & large cost factor), costs of court
suits, etc.

109. 10 CFR 51.20; the rule of reason; see Apever 99. -, ’
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110. 10 CrR 51.20; the rule of Reason.

111. Ne.

112. Not applicable.

113. Unknown at this time; probably not; it is impossible at this poiat to tell
exactly vhat the true costs of CPSES are because Applicants bhave not adequately
considered everything vhich they are required to under 10 CFR 51.20.

11k, Yes.

a. Yeas.

b. Applicants have oot iocluded all data regarding possible accidents io-
valving the onsite storage of spent fuel.

Applicants' ER (OL3).
See Ansver 108.
See Anaver 109,
115. Provide & detailed analysis of all costs associated wvith possible accidents
in the onsite storage of spent fuel. Ansver all CASE and NRC Staff ioterroga-

tories regarding such sanalysis satisfactorily.

116. 10 CFR 51.20; the rule of reason.

117. See Ansver 115 nreceding. Prove that benefits outweigh the costs.

118, See Ansver 116 preceding.

11G. See CASE 4/10/80 Position on Contentions. pages 26 through 32; it is expected
that CASE's wvitpess vill go into more detall vith regard to these possible
accidents and all parties vill be advised as scon as such detailed informa-
tion is available.

120. All of them.

121. CASE has not analyzed this yet; it is expected that our witoess vill ansver
this.

122. See Ansver 121; and Ansver 119 preceding.
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123. See Ansver 121 preceding, and Ansver 115 preceding.
124, See Ansver 1Z1 preceding, and Ansver 119 preceding.
+ See Ansver 121 preceding, and Ansver 119 preceding.
« See Ansver 121 preceding, and Ansver 119 preceding.
+ See Ansver 121 preceding, and Aasver 119 preceding.

. See Ansver 121 preceding, and Aoswer 119 precediag.

8§ B8 R B

. CASE has not aoalyzed this yet; see Ansver 121 preceding.

130. See Ansver 121 preceding.

[

31. See Ansver 108 preceding.

132. Possibly; there could alsoc be steam explosions, fires, etc.

133. Possibly all those contained in the spent fuel; see Ansver 121.

134. See Ansver 121 preceding.

135. See Ansver 121 preceding.

136. See Ansver 108 and 121 preceding.

137. See Ansver 121 preceding.

138. See Ansver 121 preceding.

139. See Answver 121 preceding.

140. See Ansver 66.a. preceding. See CASE k/10/80 Position on Contentions, page
21, second parsgraph, and CASE 5/7/79 Contentions, pages 25 and 26, item b,
In addition, CASE does not believe Applicants knov vhat the costs of fuel
for CPSES will be, that they will be higher than Applicaants estimate, and
that Applicants have not adequately counsidered such costs; if adeguate con-
sideration is given to such costs, CASE believes that a favorable cost/benefit
apalysis cannot be made vhen such costs ars added to those others vhich must
be considered.

141. 10 CFR 51.20; Applicants' ER (OLS) 8.2.1.2 (pages 8.2-2 and 8.2-3); Texas
Utilities Company Procpcc;tul,-l/ZB/?? through the present (see CASE 5/7/79

Contentiocns, pages 25 and 26, item 4).



1k2. Fo.

1“3. h.

14 . No, although this has been the subject of discussion in DPiL rate bearings,
and as set forta in Ansver 5 preceding.

145, Yes.

146. See CASE's 9/3/50 Ansvers, page Ll.

157. Yes. See CASP's 9/3/80 Ansvers, page &l.
148, See CASE's 9/3/80 Ansvers, page kLl.

149, See CASE's 9/3/80 Ansvers, page k1.

150. See Answver 140 preceding.

151. See Aosver 140 preceding.

152. 10 CMR 51.20.

153. Ko.

154, See Ansver 140 preceding.

155. Yes.

a, Yes. :

b. See CASE 5/7/79 Contentions, pages 25 and 26, item k&, and Ansver 140
preceding.

¢. See Ansver lil preceding.

d. See Ansver 140 preceding. Applicants should base their estimate of
costs, if possible, upon firm cootracts; if firm contracts are oot
available or bave not been entered into, Applicants should use cther
studies or analyses of costs vhich will be applicadble in the time frame
vhen they anticipate they will bhave to purchase the fuel, not based on
the 1980 market values. Puel cycle costs of CPSES fuel should be included.

e. See Ansver 14l preceding; the rule of reason.

156. See Ansver 1554 above. Provide detailed analysis of costs; ansver all CASE

and NRC Staff questions regarding such analysis satisfactorily.
157. See Ansver 14l preceding.
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158. Consider all the costs set forth in Aasver 55 sad prove that the benefits
outweigh tbe costs. See also Aaosver 150 preceding.

159. 10 CFR 51.20. See Aasver 15l preceding.

160. No; however, a mcre accurate cost/benefit analysis could be made if this
vere lhe case.

161. See Answver 160 above.
162, See Aanswer 160 above.

163. Ko, but thers should be a recsoualie aszurance that enough fuel will be
discovered to fuel the Comanche Peak rlant and that such fuel will be available
for use specifically at CPSES,

16k. Yes. All costs should be considered which contribute in any vay to the cost
of the fuel which will be useda at CPSES, including fuel cycle costa.

165, See Ansver 1554; in addition, 10 CFR 51.20, and the rule of reasocn.
166. See Answer 155d.

167. See Auswer 1554 and 117 preceding.

168. This question refers to Interrogatories 168 and 169; hoveve:r, ve assume

Applicants iotend to refer to Interrogatories 166 and 167 and are ansvering
accordingly. See Ansver 14l preceding; the rule of reason.

169. Ko.

170. The rule of reascon.

171l. See Ansver 65a preceding. Also, CASE does not believe that Applicants
bave adequately considerel the costs of vaste storage regarding the vaste
produced at CPSES; {f adequate consideration is given %o such costs, CASE
believes that a favorable cost/benefit balance cannut be made when such
costs are added to those others vhich must be considered.

172. See CASE k/10/80 Position on Contentions, page 21, last parsgraph, through
page 25, and CASE's 5/7/79 Contentions, page 26, item 5, and page 27. The
House Report "Nuclear Pover Costs” will be made available for inspection and
copying; contact the vriter for an appointment. 10 CFR 51.20.

- 25«



173. Neo.

1Th. No.

175. Ko, Bee Aosver 5 preceding.

176. Yes.

177. See Ansver oo page Al of CASE's 9/3/80 Ansvers.
178. See page bl ¢f CASE's 9/7 /80 Answers.

179. See page &1 of CASE 9/3/80 Auswers.

180. See page 41 of CASE 9/3/80 Answvers.

161. See CASE &/10,% Position on Coucentions, page 21, last paragraph, through
page 25, and CASE's 5/7/79 Contentions, page 26 and 27, item 5.

182. 10 CFR 51.20; the rule ¢’ reason; see Aasver 181 above.
183. Bo.
184. Not applicable.
185. See Aasver 171 and 172.
186. Yee.
a. Yes.

b. Applicaocts bave not included all data regarding vaste storage vhich
are required.

¢c. 10 CFR 51.20; Applicants' ER (OLS).

d. Applicants should include & detailed, corplete analysis of all costs
associated vith veste storage due to CPSES., Ve expect that our wvitoess
will go into further detail regarding more specifics; bowever, CASE
has not snalyzed this further at this time.

e. See first sentence, Ansver 172 preceding.

o%.



187. Provide a detailed, complete analysis of all costs associated with the
storage of vaste due to CPSES. Aasver all CASE and NRC Staff interrogatories
regarding such analysis satisfactorily.

188, 10 CFR 51.20; the rule of reascn.

189. See Answer 187 preceding. Prove that benefits outweigh the costs.

190, See Ansver 188 preceding.

191. All vastes produced as the result of the fission reaction at CPSES (we
expect that our witness vill go into further detail regarding more specifics;
hovever, CASE has not analyzed this further at this time); any other vastes
produced as & result of the operation of CPSES, including but not limited to
lov-level vastes such as clothing, gloves, etc. (see preceding ccmment in
parentheses).

192. Yes.

193. Yes.

194, With regard to the basis for our response to Ioterrogatory 189, see Ansver
190. Regerding Interrogatories 191 through 193, 10 CFR 51.20; see also

CASE's 4/10/80 Position on Contentions, pages 21 (last paragraph) through
25.

195. See Ansver 191.
196. See Ansver 191.
197. Yes.

198, See second sentence of Ansver 194 above.

CASE has attempted to ansver each and every question posed by Applicants;
1f any vere not answered, it wvas an ¢ ersight and ve wvill attempt to ansver thes
if Applicant vill point them out to us.

Respectfully submitted,

\O{.C £ a ‘é z i;”i .
(rs.) Juanita Ellis, President
(Citizens Association for Sound Ezergy)

1626 S. Polk, Dallas, TX 7522k
21k /9ub=okhs
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UNITED STATES CF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of X

APPLICATION OF TEXAS UTILITIES X
GENERATING COMPANY, ET AL. FOR AN |
OPERATING LICENSE FO CHE X
PEAK STEAM ELECTRIC STATION 1
UNITS #1 AND #2 (CPSES) I {

Docket Nos. 50-445
and 50-446

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

By my signature below, I certify that true and correct copies of Supplement to

CASE's Ansvers to Applicants' Pirst Set of Isterrogatories and Reque sts to Produce
have been sent this day, the lst day c¢f December, 1380, to the names listed below
via First Class Mail (in the case of names marked *, vith Certificate of Mailing):

Vhlmmunn'l.nb‘hn,icq.,Chmumln
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board

1001 Connecticut Avenue, N. W.
Washington, D. C. 20036

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

State College, PA 16801

Dr. Richard Cole, Member

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

Nicholas S. Reynolds, Esq.
Debevoise & Liberman

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

Marjorie Rothschild

Counsel for NRC Staff

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

Mr. Geoffrey M. Gay

Wact Texas Legal Services

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

Jeffery L. Hart, Eaq.
k021 Prescott Avenue
Dallas, ™X 75219

David J. Preister, Esq.

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

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

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
Panel

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

wWashington, D. C. 20555

Atomic Safety and Licensing
Appeal Panel

. U. S. Nuclear Regulatorg Commission
0555

Washington, D. C. 2

Docketing and Service Section
Office of the Secretary

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

Arch C. McColl, III, Eaq.
701 Commerce Street, Buite 302
Dallas, T™X 75202

7
2%%%2. uanita s, President
ASE (CITIZENS ASSOCIATION FOR
SOUND ENERGY) -



(CITIZENS ASSN. FOR SOUND ENERGY)

December 1, 1960

Secretary
U. 8. Muclear Regulatory Camzission
Vashington, D. C. 20555

Attn: Chief, Docketing and Service Section
Dear 8ir:
Subject: Docket Nos. 50-Mi5 and 50-ki6

Arplication of Texas Utilities Generating
‘. Jany, Et Al. for an Operatinog License
fu. Comanche Peak Steam Electric Station
Units #1 and #2 (CPSES)

Pursuant to subject hearings, ve are attachiog the origioal of the vertification

attacihed to CASE's December 1, 1550, Supplement to CASE's Ansvers to Applicasts’
Pirst Set of Interrogatories and Requests to Produce.

Sincerely,

GASE (CITIZENS ASSOCIATION FOR SOUND ENERGY)

(/-)' (

/I‘é(((bru(ﬁ. Ll
(frs.) Juanits Ellis
President

Attachment

cc: Service List
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COUNTY OF DALLAS

Juanita Ell’s, being duly svern, deposes and says:
That she is President of CASE (Citizens Associstion for Scund Etergy),
and knows the coantents of tde foregoing Supplement to CASE's Ansvers to

Applicants' First Set of Interrogatories and Requests to Produce; and that

the same is true of her own knovledge and belief.
SWORN to ans subscribed

é%u Ellis
tefore me on this lst day

of December, 1980 .

Notary Public

My Cammission Expires: /-’/1‘/”

The original of this page has been mailed under separate cover, First Class
Mail, to the Secretary, U. 8. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Washingtom, b. C.
20555, Attention: Chief, Docketing and Service Section, on this lst day of
Decumber, 1980.



