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PETITION FOR INTERVENTION

The Citizens for a Safe Environment, an unincorporated
organization consisting of indivicduals who reside in Harrisburg
and the surrounding townships and borougas a2nd other political
sub-divisions, and York - and the Enviroumental Coalition of
Kuclear Power, on their behalf and on behalf of their members,
supporting individuals and organizations hereby petition tlhe
Atomic Energy Commission for leave to intervene in :his proceeding
pursuant to the Commission's rules of practice and state:

1. Petitioner, Citizens for a Safe Environment, is an
unincorporated association comprised of citizens and residents
of the Harrisburz area whose membership includes residents of
sald area, all of whom are interested in the dissemination of
information and'stimulation of public awareness and involvenent
in the study of nuclear power. Said organization, by its past
activities and conduct, has exhibited a special intcrest in the

protection of the natural resources of the Susquehanna Valley
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particularly in the area of the City of Harrisburg, in the

impact of nuclear power plant decvelopment in sajd area. Said
group and the members thereof are first and foremost concerned-
with the safety of the operation of said nuclear plant, the
radiological and operational effect 'n the public health, welfare
and safety., Petitioner further ass :.rts that it and its merbers
will be directly affected by the issuance of an opcrational permit
in that its members are residents of the area directly affected

by the operation of the proposed nuclear plant.

2. The Eavironmental Coalition on liuclear Power is an
unincorporated association comprised of twenty-nine organizations
in the Pennsylvania and ilew Jerscy; area. Its membership includes
residents of both the States of Pennsylvania and lew Jersey,
including resiients of the Harrisburg-York area. Said organization
and its members are concerned with the same interests and set
forth for the Citizens for a Safe Invironment, To t:aat extent,
the same is herein incorporated by reference and part hereto,

3. Petitioners are concerned and involved witn the following
contentions concerning the application herein for an operating
license., Tne 1;St of contentions nerein is not a full and
complete list hereof since petitioner has not been aiforded an
ample and reasonable opportunity to review fully the application
herein for an operating license and the Atonic Energy staff

\

Safety rsvaluation neport, particularly, because of the tragﬁc584 350
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and devastating flood of vune 22 - ¢4 waich nas directly affected
petitioner and its memters, vretitioner nad served notice on the
Atomic Energy Commission through its counsel requesting an extension
of time to file tais petition., Accordincly, the petition herein

is not an exhaustive statemcnt of all cententions of petitioner

and ﬁetitioner again, hereby, seeks l.ave to file furtner contentioﬂs
witnin a reasonable period of time L-rein,

ta) Petitioner conteuds that no cperating license may be
and should be granted until such time that the AEC or the applicent
can demonstrate that the high level radioactive wvaste arising fronm
the operation of said plani will be transported from said plent
and reprocessed in a manner assuring the complete protection of
the public nealtn and safety.

(b) ‘The releases of radioactive nmaterials to unres<ricted
areas during normal operation, particularly tritium releases, shall
be in violation of Commission's rules, particularly the low as
practicable standards and the proposed Appendix I Part 5C.

(c) Plant has not been desizned and constructed to meet the
requirements of rart 100 of the Commission's rules, particularly
with respect to rzleases that mizht occur during a maximunm
credible accident, It is further aséerted that applicant's
analysis of tae(maximum credible accident and releases tanerefron
is in vioclation of the Coummission's rules in shat the worst maximum
credible accident would be an accident that would releasec radic.ctive
effluents greater than tnose set forth by the anplicant in i‘t§84 35‘

Safety Analysis Heport.



° °o
* POOR ORIGINAL

(d) The anplicant has failed to design and construct the
said plant in accorlance wita rar: 50 requirements, particularly
Appendix A, and especially with reference to the construction of
the containment, tae fuel wandling building, pumps, pipes, and
valves. .The petitioner 1urtuer ascerts that the A3.LE code has
not been fully compiled with, especiall: i:.. that petitioner has
failed to design and construct the components to wizhstand all
dynamic pressures, including hydraulic transient pressures that
may occur during toe lifetime of the plant,

(e) The plant cannot be safely operated in that ihe fuel
cladding and fuel rod assembly parts are so designed and conztructed
as to allow radiocactiive releases into the reactor cooling systen
and subsequently to tie environment that would exceed the lowest
practicable scandards.,

kf) The reactor cooling systems are not desizned and constructed
so that they will function during an emergency. Petitioner
incorporates h;rein the contentions set forth by tne national
Intervenors at the kational hearinzs before the Atomic Enerzy
Commission concerning the emerzency pooliﬁg systems,

g) Petitoners assert that the Commission's rules and
regulations for levels of radioactive releases durias normal and
accidental conditions are improper and contrary to tne health,

welfare, and safety of the public and ¢herefore invalid as 2

Petit ) ’584 352

matter of law, titioners firther contend that the applican

0w

could not operate the plant > that the radioactive effluent
during normal and accidental operatisnal situations and cccurrences

would be at a level whereby the public health, welfnre and sarch
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\h) Tae structures, srstens, and componentcs important to

would 10t be adversely affected.

the salely of the reactor's consiruction nave rnot been decisned,
fabricated, erected, and tested with quality stardards cormensurato
with the importance of tne safety functions to be rerforned and in
accordance with generally recognized codes, especially with reference
to the containment, pumps, reactor reas =7si.c.. ei"ergency core
cooling systiem, pines and valves.

(i) The structures, systems, and components iaportant to :he
safe op=ration of tne facility anave not been desisned and located
to minimize the probability and effects of Tires and explosions
or to withstand the effects of national phenomena, rarticularly
floods. vretitioners assert that tie construction and design
is not sufficient and in the event of ¢t ¢ worst case said structures,
systems, and componensts would lcse their capability to perform
their safety functions.

(j) The instrument in control of the proposed reactor does
not have sufficient redundant systeus &o as to be able to monitor
variables and systems over taeir anticipated range for normal
operation and accident condizions and to méinnain them within the
proscribed opera?ion of ranges.

(k) The reactor coolant pressure boundary

designed and constructed wisth sufficient mar:

-

in to assure ihat

“nen siressed under operating, maintenance, testing, and practicable

1584 353
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geccident conditions thaat 2 fracture would not occur and iiat the

boundary buenaves in « non-brittle mauner. the petitioner asseris
that the construction and design of the reactor coolant preszure
boundary and containuent have noi been dzcigned and consiructed .
to reflect considerations of temperatur.s, siresses and otaer
conditions under opcrating, mainter~nce, testing and postulated
accident condivions, especially since all phases of the material
properties, tne effects of irradiation on material properties,

the residual, steady-sizte and traasient s:resses and the size

of flaws uave not veen fully and adequately considecred.

(1) The petitioner asserts that the applicant has not
constructed and used those systems available to control fission
products--the conceniration and gqualicy of fission products
released (o the environment during normzl and accidental conditions.
Those systems used and constructed by the appiicant for containment
of fission produc<is do not have suitable redundancies inter-
connections and leak detection to assucre true full ceontainment
of fission products.

(m) the applicant has failed to comply with Appendix &

Part U of the Commission's rules in that arplicent has not and
cannot eszabliéh an emergency plan tnat will assure evacuation

of all envirens, including tne City of Harrisourg curing the

1584 354
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(n) The available water surply for the safe operztion of

fo%
o

worst postulated accidentw.

the plant during normal eme: ;ency and accidental econdi:zions is

not sufiicient to zupply thc¢ necessary quantity of water for the
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znfe operation and safe snut com of tae nuclear reactor at tne
site. Yne applicznt's mcierological data and studies as presens

in the rSAR are nev proper assumptions, especinslly in $aat inve

s
£5..0%

onditicasg, icing and fog;ing, togetier wata tae syanersistic effecis

)

of pollutants in the atmos.aere that may occur during the operation

of tne plant, nave 20t veen fully analyzed and cvaluated for

calculating meterolozicel diffusion and dispersion factors and tae

low level raidiation effect of fission jsroduct releases to the
environnent,

(0) The radioactivity released into *tne Susquehanna during
norm. . and accidental conditions, especially tritium releases,
would adversely affect tane health and welfare of the public and
the public's water supply.

{p) Tthe applicant nas not established tnat thne control rod
housing support siructures and zll corporents of the control rod

mechanism are adequate and safe, espscailly that mecaanism that

preventis a drop of tne conirol rod anz tine control rod zuide tube

and the possibility of dollapse thereof from pressure differentials

within the reactor. The applicant nas not estabiished that there

will be w0 endangerment to the public ucalth or safety from
]
industrial sabotage or from air craft that may crash into any

part of tiae anuclear plant.

(q) 1Tane qualicy COuerI., metuoa o construction, qualificat:

ol workmen and supervisors, testing of materials used and quality

1584 355
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control prozran with 211 other relevans asuects of the construecsion
of the plant in coniormity with the apnlicabvle coastruction ceolesn
have aot teen suificicatly demcnstrated and es<ablisaed .0

provide assurance that the »nlant has been coanstructad to prevent
the oaeration of the nlant from adversely affecting tue public

health and safety, Therefore netitirners resvectfully reguest n"t

they be pernmitted to intervene =2s a pa.ty in this proceeding,

-y y o= . RN I e & R -y ~S YN i ~
PR‘S}JI"..L;I-’¥A‘I S ."‘.-'.'.':x * “u’: r.: A‘ -—de® ,IRG.l,v. :ll 'r‘\ll C\:.: et W . I(I\»'b

1. Applicant prososes to draw water from the Susquenaana
River and pass it tarouzh the plant condensor cooling tower systen
Information presented in Azplicent Enviroamental Report is undefined
and inzdequate to effectively evaluate the environmental effec:s
of the aquatic thermal discnarge on the aguatic life in the
Susquehanna River under all operating and shutdo m conditions.,

2. The environment-l effecis of release of larse auantiities
of heat and water vapor and water vapor chemicals from the coolinz

treams

o

tower systiems on the surrounding countryside and river and
have not been adequately conciderecd. This could result in serious
changes in local terrestrial and aquatic ecology from the cooling
tover operation., '

3. Insufficient evidence is presented Vo Jjustify the foszinz
frequencies and extent stated in Section 5 of the environmental

report. Plus there is no impiricel information presented to verifly

1584 356
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that the mathematical nodels used for vredicting local weather
effects by cooii~3 towers are in aay way valid.

"4, Lo comprehensive esiimates are miven of the extent of
ground fosging and icing ~hien will result fron cooling tuver

operations under average and . orst operzting conditions. The

B

briel szatemenis wnich are made in Section 5 concerning nossitle

.

fogging and icing are too brief and lzck sufficient numerical
quantification fto judse whether thess statements are correct or not.

5. Hlo costs are presentcd on the visual sesthetic detriment
from the cooling towers to tue skyline surrounding the site.

6., Lo effects analysis is presented on pocsible synergistic
effects Leiween cooling tower, atmocpheric effluent's -nd chemical
pollutants preduced by surrounding industries on plant, animal
and huaan life forms nor betwecen csoling tower, atnosnheric
emissions and plant paseous radicactive emissionz, Nor between
plant thermal discaarges into river and plant, liquid radioactive
effiuents and other chemical pollutznts in the river frzm upstrean
industries. KNor between the chemicals from cooling tower bvlowdorm
and plant radioactive emissions and liquid thermal discharges. |
Various scientists have reported on many s&nergistics on tae healta
of numan and otiher life forms from some of the possiible combinations

1

which could result from various emissionzs from th

(8]

vlant or betwzen

particular plant emissions and chemiczls from other indusiries.,
T« A complete lack of evidence exits to baclk up aspliecant

. ~r

statenent ol no sigiificant trermal eucel effects oa zquatic life
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under all normal, abnormal and emergency shutdown plant conditions.
John Clark in an article on taermal pollution in Scientific
America has stated that as little aé a 10 degree fahrenheit

change in termperature can have a detrimental effect on aquatic
fish 1life in a river systenm.

8. Tae total dissolved solids botn average and meximnum
listed in table 3.7 - 1 of the Environmental Report added to the
average existing dissolved solids of the Susquehanna River will
result in dissolved solids concentration at outlet in excess of
United States Public Health Drinking Water Standards of 500 ppm.

9. The effects on humans and other life forms from the
‘liquid chemical effluents from the plant in terms of dissolved
aolidg, suspended solids increased sulfates, chlorine residual,
maximum and minimum PH, sodium ion, sodium hypociulorite, PO 4,
spent resin filtration, alkalinity, have not been investigated under
the most adverse flow conditions.

10. Using the intake and discharge temperature presented in
table 3.7 - 1 of the Environmental Report under the worst conditions
indicated for wiﬁter and summer, exitensive thermal plumes could
develop from the plant., Emergency shutdown of the plant could
then result in extensive fish kills for those fish originally

atiracted to the tnermal plume,
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11. It does not appear from the information presented in-
.7 fnat the computed total dissolved solids concentration takes
into account the effect of evaporation induced increased concentration
of dissolved solids., Further, no analysis are presented whicn
substantiate the dissolved solids figures presented in table
3.7 - 1.

12. A complete chemical breakdown and associated concentrations
on the discharge effluent is not presented. Without this it is
impossiple to evaluate the potential chemical impact of the plant
on the Susquehanna River,

13. The diffusion and dispersion cnaracteristics of the
chemicals effluent are inadequately defined in the applicant's
-Environmental Report thus preventing the chemical environmental
impact. from being properly evaluated.

14. No analysis is presented of the aquatic life impact under
low river flow conditions of evaporating large quantities of
Susquehanna River water out the cooling towers,

“Z.. Applicant states that chlorine concentrations in water
waste discharges are negligible. A éoncentration of 1 ppm of
residual chlorine has a devastating effect on plankton and aquatic
animals. The statement of the applicant that the discharge will
have no adverse effect on the environment is therefore without

foundation in fact,

1584 359
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15. retitioners contend that Applicant's kLnvironmental
Impact Statement fails to discuss or analyze fully the environmental
effects, including cost/benefit and risk/venefit considerations,
of the entire uranium fuel cycle: vig., the environmental damage
from.mining, strip-mining, milling, =ad enrichment of uranium;
environmental impact of both the ga 20us diffusion enrichment
process and the generation of electricity for that process by
the stirip- and other minine and consumption of high sulfur coal;
environmental damage attendant upon both chemical conversion of
uranium hexafluoride into uranium dioxide and fabrication of
uranium dioxide into nuclear fuel rods.

16. Applicant has failed to include in the Environmental
Impact Stavement the cost/benefit and risk/vbenefit analysis of
“those aspects of the complete uranium fuel cycle that follow the
use of* the fuel rods, particularly environmental effects associated
with transportation, reprocessing and high level radioactive waste
storage and monitoring, Neither normal operational impact nor
abnormal operations and/or accident damage to the environment are
discussed or analyzed,

1. Petitioners contend tnat, ﬁecause the Atomic knergy
Commission's as—&ow—as—practicable formula does not apply to
spent fuel reprocessing plants, it is impossitle that the total
amount of radioactivity that reaches the environment as a result
of the operation of Applicant's plant will exceed sife and tolerable

limi ts.

1585 001



13

18.‘ Applicant has omitted from the “Long Term kffects
of rlant Construction and Uperation® in the Environmental Imvact
Sta£ement ary analysis of the environmental or monitary costs of
plant operations and radioactive wagte control and storacze,

19. In “Long term Effects of rlant Construction and Operatiom"
Applicant has not discussed the envikonmental impact, costs and
risks associated with a continued cssured supply of uranium over
the proposed life of ithe nuclear facility.

¢), The Applicant‘s Environmental Impact Statement fails
to discuss or znalyze completely the cost/benefit and risi/benefit
relatioaships attendan* upon the development and production of
fissile uranium by methods not presently in use, specifically
fhe environmental effects of the Liquid ietal Fast Breeder Reactor,
-designed to provide plutonium for the fueling this or other light
water reactor facilities in the event that insufficient uranium
is available to operate the Applicant's plant during its projected
lifetime.

21. The Environmental impact State :nt contains no discussion
or analysis of the environmental effects of fuel failure resulting
from fuel densification in a pressurized water reactor. Petitioners
Eontend that thé Application has not provided guarantee that
tecnnical specification limits witn respect to radicactive emissions

can be or will continue to be met throughout the plant life,

¢2. ¥lanned post-cperational surveillance prozrams are

incompletely described and analyzed in the Environmental impact

1585 002
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Statement in such manuer as to preclude adequate assessment of
long-term environmental effects of the facility. Petitioners
contend tnat sucn monitoring systenm planning for loug-term,
post-orerational environmental impact oi 1diologfcal, thermal,
cnemical effects is an essential part of the eanvironmental report
and éf the cost analysis required of the Applicant,

23. L1t is contended that Applicant has improperly and
unrealistically forecast elecsric power demands upon which the
need for this nuclear facility was based in that Applicant has
used demsnd data biased by tne effects of Eromotional advertising
by a rate structure that fosters wasteful uses of electricity,
by encouragement of suca inefficient uses as residential space
heating, by a rate based on capital expenditures, and by inadequate
attention to trends in the national birth rate indicative of a
Ldecreasing rate of population growth to be provided for,

24, Petitioners further contend that the Applicant's
ecodomic analysis is incomplete and selective in such manner as
to favor the economic position of a nuclear facility over fossil
fuel or cother alternative. Applicant's comparative costs analysis
omits such necessary and concomitant costs as decommissicning costc,
detailed analysi; of fuel costs inclﬁﬁing indication of federal
subsidies, and true costs of high-level radioactive waste disposal,

25. It is further contended that App.icant's econonic
analysis lacks justification based upon empirical data of

operational experience for amortization of costs over a thirty-year

plant year. ' 1585 003
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26, retitioner coutends tnat Applicant's economic analysis

lacks analysis of costs of full—liabiiity insurance coverage.

" 27. retitioner contends that Applicant‘'s analysis of
future electric power demands is based upon a prior period of
abnormally high short-term growth rate for the united States
economy ;nd especially for electiric power consumption; izt is
incorrect in contemporary American society to reject, as Applicaat
does in the snvironmental impact Statement the possibility of
zero growth, eitner population or economy. 1t is tnerefore
convended tnat Applicant's analysis and discussion of alternatives
to construction of the nuclear facility is incomplete in tne
absence of the diminished growtn and no-growtn alcernatives,

28, DPetitioners additionally contend tnat Applicant's

demonstration of need for :his nuclear plant and of alternatives
is inadequate in the absence of an analysis based upon more
efficieut uses of energy resources.

29. Applicant has failed to present a complete and detailed
analysis of all alternatives to a nuclear fission genergting
statiou, particularly with respect to alternative sources sucn
as solar, geotnermal, fusion, fuel cells, MHD, methane generation,
national grid, ahd decentralized power schemes,

5V, retitioners contend that risks and costs to the
enviconment outweigh all alleged benefits of tuis nuclear plont,

31. retitioners conteud tnat comuarative economic cosis

of tne nuclear facility based upon an 8Ub capacity factor are

1585 004
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uaurealistically plased against fossil fuel plants; 80, capacity
factor is hi, ner tnan operating experience of existing reactors
warrantg.

32. Petitioners contead that environment values are endangered
by the low reliability of nuclear power stations, compared with
fossil fuel planis.

33, Petitioners contend, in tne absence of evidence of a
tnresnold effect below which radiation damage to living organisms
does not occur, taat adequate environmental protection requires
Applicant to zuarantee a 2ero release system in its plant and
in all aspects of tne fuel cycle.

34, Petitioner contends tnat tne Applicant's emergency
gsafety plan is inadequate and insufficient to provide for tne
protection or evacuation of the population of the Greater Harrisburg
metropolitan area, in the event of an accident exceeding design
basis accident; and thati Applicant has failed to evaluate tne
costs of environmental recovery from an accident exceeding design
basis accident.

35, Applicant assumes perfect mixing of thermal discharge
waste water in York Haven pond. Perfect mixing is séidom, if
ever, achieved, Throughout the "Environmental Report, Operating
License Stage," the applicant uses averages of numbers such as
average dose at site boundary, estimated dose to population in
50 mile radius, man-rem, etc. Such numbers without standard
deviations or average deviations and some statement of the extreme

valves encountered are of little utility. Applicant concludes

1585 005
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that calt and copper suiféte fallout are negligible., Such a
conclusio= is unjustified. Applicant makes no real risk-benefi't
analysis.

36, ‘The petitioner contends that the Construction of tha%
reactor containment building and fuel handling buildings was not
carried out in accordafce with constfuction specificatiuns and
has resulted in structures incapable of withstanding the maximum
loadings expected.

37, ‘'he "Safety kvaluation® by the DRL of the United States
Atomic Energy Commission for unit #1 Three lile Island luclear
Station, Dauphin County, rennsylvania - Docket 50-289 dated
2/5/68 on page 33 indicates failure pressures obtained by parametric
analysis indicate that during loss of coolant accident pressures
of 52.0 ¥ S I G can be expected. The containment vessel is
designed for 55 ¥ S I G which is an insignificant design safety
factor especially in lignt of the questionable nature of predicting
failure pressures by mathematical models and not actual test results.

38, ailure to use proper construction techniques in placement
of reinforced concrete especially in the reactor containment vessels
is well documented in va?ious.reports in "Report on Containment
Building King éirder Construction and Kepair*® sqch as those dated
January 19, 1972, July }6, 1971, november 3, 1971, and June 30, 1972.
Such reports raise grave doubts on the structural integrity of

the containment vessel to withstand the desizn pressure of

1585 006
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55 PS I G. Comments such as the sixth paragraph on page 1
Docket Su-2089-48 dated January 19, 1972 indicates the lack of
confidence even by the design engineers themselves.

3y, ‘Uhe petitioner contends tnat tne hydrologic criveria
employed in design of flood control dikes is completely "inadequate iy
as demonstrated by the recent flood of June, 1972. <The design
storm discharge at lhree iile Island of 1,100,000 C.F.S. (estimated
in excess of a 20,u00 year storm) was closely approached at
Harrisburg where tne flow was estimated at 965,000 C.F.S (and
recently re-estimated by a renn State university Hydrologist,
to be only 100 year frequency flood). It is contended tnat required
figures for tne design storm need to be drastically revised upward
with a corresponding increase in dike height to adequately protect
the plant from flooding. It is further contended tnat thne
plecement of a major energy source in such a vulnerable position
will compound tne magnitude of any future tragedy from severe
flooding.

40, It is contended tnat land use changes within the area
and changes in the air composition from air pollution drastically
weaken tne value of statistically analyzed rainfall and runoff

figures.

1585 007



COMONWFALTH OF PENNSYLVARNIA ;

COUNTY OF DAUPHIN ) =™

Before me, a Notary Public in and for said Commonwealth aﬁd
County, personally appeared Herbert C, Goldstein, Esquire on be-
half of Citizens for a Safe Enviornment, the petitioner herein, who
being duly sworn according to law deposes and says that the facts
set forth in the foregoing petition for leave to intervene are true

and correct to the best of his knowledge, information and belief.

J
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Tl T Lo (o line
1" 4

‘

Sworn to and subscribed before me
o
this / day of;{Zf:cg;K,fl
v

K\§ D)
et
N
N
o
Q\\

: -
NOTARY PUBLIC
MyConmisiay Lagiies Septar™her 41573
Hainsburg, Fa, Dauphi. County
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
ATOMIC ENERCY CCMMISSION

Docket No. 50-289

In the Matter of

METROPOLITAN EDISON COMPANY
(Three Mile Island)

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that copies of PETITIOn POR INTERVENTION dated
August 7, 1972 in the captioned matter have been served on the

following by deposit in the United States mail, first class or

air mail, this 9th day of August 1972:

Jay E. Silberg, Esq. ., Joseph Gallo, Esq.
Shaw, Pittman, Potts & Trowbr.dge Regulatory Staff Counsel
910 17th Street, N.W. U. S. Atomic Energy Commission
Washington, D. C. 20006 wWashingtoan, D. C. 20545
7 b ]
‘f"(_{-f_._. v o e L :
. Office of the Secretary of the Commission

cc: Mr. Gallo
V. Wilson -
ASLBP
~sReg. Files
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URIT2D $9atss AMMNIC ENSRGY COYIIISSION

In the matter of

Fetronolit-n Edison Company Docket Mo, 50-289
Fennsylvenia Eleetric Co,

Jersey Central Fover and Light Corpany

Three Mile Island lluclear Station

Unit 1

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that the original and 20 copies of the
Petition of Intervention by the Citizens for a Safe Fnvironment
have been sent by United States Mail, First Class, postage pre-

paid, this day of August, 1972, to:

Office of the Secretary
United States Atomic Energy Commision
Washington, D,C, 20545

Attuntion: Chief, Public Proceedings
Branch

Copies have been sent to:

A.E.C, Public Document Room
1717 H Street, H,V,
Washington, D,C, 20545

{
Of fice of the General Counsel
Atomic Enerpy Commission
Washington, D,C, 20545

ll

’?'L/ 77A /~’Q/‘Z:u,/€?ﬂﬂ

Herbert C, uoldstein, Attorney
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