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Geary S. Mizuno, %sq.

Cffice of Executive Legal Director
Us S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Maryland National Bank Bldg. - Room 10105

/735 01d Georgetown Road
Bethesda, Maryland 20814
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It also appears that the only concern which was addressed was regarding
preparation and dispositioning of NCR's and that neither the ANI nor the
Applicants addressed whether or not the stiffness was also considered when
the supports are upgraded. As stated previously, it is not clear from the
ANI document whether or not these are pipe supports. However, we believe
that this is still a question which needs to be addressed.

Sincerely,

CASE (Citizens Association for Sound
Energy)

frs.) Juanita Ellis
President
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