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FLORIDA POWFR & LIGHT COMPANY )
) (Proposed Amendments to Facility

(Turkey Point Nuclear Generating ) Operating License to Pernit
Units Ne 3 and 4) ) Steam Generator Repair).

LICENSEE'S RESPONSE TO
"SUPPIEJ1 ENTAL SUEMISSION

OF PETITIONER
MARK P. ONCAVAGE"

In large part the " Supplemental Submission of Petitioner

Mark P. Oncavage" (Supplemental Submission) constitutes an

effort "to satisfy the Board that the Petitioner has the

ability to contriLate to a hearing ." (p. 2, n. i) , i.e.,. .

"to assist in developing a sound record." 10 CFR S 2.714 (a) (1) (iv)

It also contends that "[a]llcwing the Petitioner to intervene

will not cause serious delay or broadening of the proceedings."

(p. 3)

For the reascns set forth below, a hearing for the

principal purpcses suggesned in the Supplemental Submissicn

is ecst enlikely to develop "a sound record." The hearing

will inevitably be lengthy. It would threaten substantially

to delay issuance of the license ar.endment here involved and

to deny FPL of the flexibility requiref for the scheduling

of the steam generatcr repairs. In addition, Petitioner has

never established good cause for the extreme J ateness of che

petiticn to intervene or for additional cratentions as they
m--

continue to accumulate. 'hh 0 y%-
q g 0419 0 ''
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I

Development of a Scind Record

The substantive issues addressed in the Supplemental

Submission can be classified into two mair. categories:

" Occupational radiation exposure" (pp. 2-3) - and releases of

radioactivity, either through the earth from stored steam

generator assemblies or through liquid pathways, apparently

primarily from leakage into or out of the Turkey point

cooling canals or overflow frcm those canals. (pp. 2, 3-4)

Both claims are expressed in extremely general terms and

both ignore the substancial body of relevant publicly

available information. Neither explains why earlier judg-

ments based upon such information are erroneous or should be

addressed again in the context of the instant preposed

amendment; and neither seems to take serious issue with the

underlying bases of, and the technical conclusions reached

in, FpL's Steam Generator Repair Report (SG RR) and the NRC

Staff's Safety Evaluation Report (SER).

A. Occupational radiaticn exposures.

The Supplemental Submission (p. 3) states that Professcr

Karl I. Morgan "will address the occupational exposure

problem created by the proposed repairs.' It also refers to

an article by prof. Morgan in the April 5, 1979, issue of

the periodical "Ne; Scientist," pp. 19 21, entitled "How

dangerous is low-level radiatior. (ccpy attached). The

Sue. iemental Submission cces on to state (Id. ) :c
- __
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The recently prepared Safety Evaluation
Report (SER) on Turkey Point Plants 3 and
4 apparently believes the licensee's
" estimated 1300 man-rea" exposure is
within tolerable bounds. See SER pp. 2-9
through 2-11. Professor Morgan's recent
New Scientist article recommends a
500 man-rem limit. His testimony will
explain his conclusions and also analyze
the validity of the licensee's methods
for determining the exposur_ level.

It also states (p. 7) that "by presenting testimony from

Dr. Morgan concerning occupational radiation exposure, we

have raised a 'significant matter not considered by the

staff.'"

It is not clear from the Supplemental Submission pre-

cisely what aspect of "the occupational exposure problem" the

Petitioner intends to address. The various petitions for

leave to intervene submitted by Pet.i tioner prior to the

prenearing conference of Iby 2, 1979, did not refer to

occupational exposures at all. However, at the prehearing
1/

conference Petitioner moved' to supersede the earlicu

contention with a new set of contentions. Cnly one of

these, Contention 5, r ght be interpreted as referring to

1/ That motion has not yet been acted on. See Transcript
of May 2, 1979, Prehearing Conference (hereinafter "Tr. ")
at pp. 65, 87-90, 98, 108, 121. The new contentions are
incorporated at the end of the tranccript.

_
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cccupational exposures insofar as it raises the question

whether the proposed steam generator repairs " comp l-; with
1/

10 CFR Part 20, UEPA, or the FWPCA?" ~

Although the Supplemental Submistion cites the SER, it

does not indicate that that report discussen occupational

radiation cnposure in considerable detail. (Section 2.6,

pp. 2-4 through 2-11) The discussion ana)jzes the operation

and breaks it down into various elements such as post

shutdown repair preparation, steam generator removal, etc.

It considers the relevant literature, including the recent

Battelle Pacific Northwest Laboratories' report, " Radiological-

Assessment of Steam Generator Removal and Replacement."

(NUREG/CR-0199) It describes the procedures *.hich will be

followed in connection with each type of activity and the

measures which will. be taken to reduce occupational exposures.

It concludes that the specific limits on individual expo-

sures prescribed by 10 CFR Part 20 will not be exceeded. It

also finds acceptable FPL's efforts to ccmply with the

direction contained in 10 CFR S 20.l(c) to make " eve ry

reasonable effort to maintain radiation exposures . . as.

low as reasonably achievable" (ALAEA).
_

-2/ Contention 1 also raises the questien of occupational
xposures, but in the context of continued operaticn of the

plant prior to shutdown for the steam generator repairs.
See also Supplemental Submission, p. 2, n. 2. However, such

operation does not require amendment of the Turkey Point
operating licenses, and that issue is therefore outside the
sccpe of this proceeding. See Vermont Iankee Suclear Pcwer
Corp. (Ve rmon: Yankee Nuclear Power Station), ALA5-245,
8 AIC 873, 875 (1974).

341 319
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The Supplemental Submission nowhere indicates whether

it takes issue with any of the bases for the conclusions

reached in the SER or even whether it actually does chal-

lenge those conclusions. Consequently it fails to frame any

specific issue concerning compliance with 10 CFR Part 20.

That failure makes it impossible to conclude that there is

any likelihood that Petitioner will contribute to developing

a sound record with respect to such an issue. However, to the

extent discernible, Petitioner'c concerns as to occupational

radiation exposure seem to relate to something other than

10 CFR Part 20. Petitioner seems to be contending that "a

500 man-rem limit" of some kind should be imposed. Yet here

too, Petitioner fails to frame an issue. The sole expla-

nation of the limit sought is the reference to Professor

Morgan's article, but the article refers only to a man-rem

limit on normal operations. The s';gestion is not made in a

context which could refer to the repair operation here

involved.~3/

To date, the man-rem concept has been used only for the

purpose of predicting or estimating collective radiolcgical

i=1 acts upon scme population group: e.c., employees of a

3/ The article 'p. 21) suggests that a

limit of 500 man rem per 1000 megawatt
(electrical) years might be set for pre-
sently operating plants and those under
construction, and 200 man rem per 1000
megawatt (electrical) years for plants
now on the design board.
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plant or residents of a specific geographical area. It has

been used by the NRC as a means of measuring environc. ental

impacts and not as a limit upon an activity or operation.

The NRC ordinarily protects against radiation by limiting

the exposure of individuale in terms of rems. Thus limits

on radiological exposures of persons within an " exclusion

area" or a "It- popula' ion zone" are imposed in 10 CFR

Part 100 in terms of maximum individual exposures reasured

by rems. The limits on occupational exposurcs inposed by

10 CFR Part 20 also apply only to individua.s in terms of

rems. In addition, in 1976 10 CFR Part 50 Appendix I vas

amended to impose numerical limits on radiological releases to

the general population from normal plant operations. Houever,

this was done "only after a number of years of consileration

and a lengthy rule making hearing . ." Florida Power &. .

Light Company (St. Lucie Nuclear Power Project, Unit No. 2)

5 NRC 1038, 1063 (1977), aff'd ALA3-435, 6 NRC 541 (1977),

aff'd Mcdder v. NRC, (Nos. 76-1709, 78-1143) D.C. Cir.
4/

December 26, 1978

Although the Supplamental Submission f ails so to

indicate, the Licensing 7 card in the St. Lucie 2 proccading

heard a substantial amount of evidence cn the question

4/ A petition for writ of certiorari is pending before the
Supreme Court. Neither thar petition nor any of the ad-
ministrative or judicial appeals frcm the decision of che
Licensing Scard challenged that bcdy's findings or con-
clusions with respect to occupational exposures.
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whether a man-rem limit should be imposed en the normal

operation of the plant there involved. The Licensing Board

explained that, in part in response to testimony of Pro-

fessor Morgan, it first imposed a 75 man-ren guideline dose

limit for occupational exposures in a partial initial deci-

sien. In response to a motion for reconsideration, it

cancelled that action but directed that further evidence on

the matter be submitted. 5 NRC at 1060-1061 Thereafter.

extensive hearings were conducted. 5 NRC at 1061-1064 As a

result, the Licensing Board concluded:

Based on consideration of the extensive
record on this matter, the Board con-
cludes that it is not feasible at this
time to set an in-plant occupational
guideline dose limit in man-rems / year as
a condition of the construction permit
for St. Lucie Unit No. 2 as an incentive
to the Applicant to meet the Cc= mission's
criteria of keeping occupational doses as
low as is reasonably achievable. The
man-rem estimate is intended as a tool
for comparican with other environmental
impacts in the FES. Any particular value
would not be specific to any plant or
situation in any given year. . . .

5 NRC at 1064

If the Supplemental Submission intends to suggest that

this Board shculd reconsider tne cuestion of imposing a man-

rem limit on normal operaticn, as the Morgan article sug-

gests, it wholly fails to indicate why the findings of the

St. Lucie Licensing Scard should be r,ax. .ned. If, on the

other hand, the Srpplemental Submission intends to suggest

341 322
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that a man-rem limit should only be imposed on the repair

operation it fails to indicate why what has been found not to
be feasible for normal operaticns is feasible for a repair

project.

In sum, the regulations of the Commission do not now

provide for the impositica of man-rer limits apen occupa-

tional activities.-5/ It cannot be densrmined that a signi-

ficant contribution to the record with respect to such a

radical change could be made by a petitioner who seems to be

wholly unaware of both the basic pattern of existing regu-
lation and the record with respect to recent consideration

and rejection of a similar proposal.

B. Other radiation exposure.

Apparently in a hearing, Petitioner would also address

radiation releases resulting from the storage of steam

generators upon an " earthen ficor" (pp. 2, 4) and from

strong winds and tides surging over the cooling canal system

and escape from the canals. (pp. 2, 3) Miscellaneous other

matters might also be explored. (p. 6) However, beyond

these generalities the bases for the ccncerns are not speci-

fied; and, again, the Supplemental Submission does .ct

5/ To do so would, ue subrit constitute a deviation from
Ehe regulations which this Scard could not require in the
absence of an exception granted by the Ccmmission under
10 CFR S 2.753.
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indicate that the relevant available material has been

examined and with what part of that material, if any, issue

is taken.

1. Storage of the steam generator lower assemblies.

The Supplemental Submission expresses a concern for

"the long-term en-site storage of steam generator lower

assemblies in an earthen floor facility" and "the integrity

of the stored steam generator seals . ' and the possibi-. .

lity of " leakage upon the earthen ficor ." releasing. .

radioactivity to the environment. (pp. 2, 4)

Nevertheless , except for the reference to the " earthen

floor," the Supplemental Submission nowhere indicates why

the planned storage scheme is inadecuate. FPL's plans for

steam generator storage are described in Sections 3.4 and 8

and Appendix D of the SGRR. The stcrage building performs

the primary functions of shielding, weather protection and

control of access to the steam generators. All apenings

to the interior of the steam generatcr wil' be w21ded shut

in order to avoid releases of radioactivity within the

storage building. (SGRR, Sectionc 3.4.2, 3.4.6, Appendix D,

p. D-1-1) The continued integri:y of tnese welds will be

assured by a pericdic monitoring program as described in

Section 3. 4. 6 and Appends.: D. p. D-2-1 o f the SGER.

Thus, the steam generater itself will perform the functicn

of radioactivity centainment.

j,e
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The external surf aces of the steam generators will

be decontaminated, if required, to acceptable levels. (SGRR,

Appendix D, p. D-3-1) Finally. Se.ction 3.4.7 of the SGRR

reports that the majority of the radicactivity associated

with the steam generator lower secticns is fcund on the

inside surf aces of the primary side of the steam generator

in a " protective corrosive film of metal oxides which is

very adherent and very refractory. " Consequently, as stated

in Section 3.4.6, "the radioactivity within the steam

generators is immcbile ." and the release of such. .

radioactivity is "unlikely. "

These plans for on-site steam generator ste age were

reviewed and evaluated by the NRC and the results reported

in Section 2.6.6 of the SER, which cm ic.uded that the use of

the on-site storage facility, including the earthen ficor -6/

"is in accordance with ALARA philosophy." (p. 2-16)

Thus Petitioner has had available technical information

which describes a number of measures which will be taken

to avoid radioactiva releases. The sealed stear generator

will prevent leakage; the radicactivity will be " adherent,'

and "immcbile"; its release is therefore "unlikely"; water

accumulaticn is unlikely; and there will be an effective

=cnitoring prcgram. Petitioner fails either

6/ With respect to that floor the SER states : "No water
accumulation is expected since the roof is watertight and
the generators will be drained pricr to storage." 5 2.6,

p. 2-16

341 325
.



- 11 -

to refer to or to take serious issue with these e.easures.

The judgment that he is likely to make a significant con-

tribution to the record with respect to this matter cannot

be made'.

2. The cooling canals.

The Supplemental Submission expresses a concern about

the " escape of radioactive material from . the cooling. .

canals . .", and refers to " strong winds and tides surg-.

ing over the cooling canal system . ." (p. 4) and the.

dangers caused by such tides and hurricanes (p. 3). Accord-

ingly, the Supplemental Submission indicates that at a

hearing evidence wuuld be submitted concerning a liquid

radioactive pathway emanating from the cooling canals.

The suggestion seems to ignore the basic fact that

the present Turkey P( int cperating licenses limit all

radiological releases, including any releases to the ccol-

ing canal system, ir accordance with applicable NRC regu-

lations. In other words, protection against such liquid

releases is effected prior to discharges from the plant to

the canals and the canals are no part of the protective
1/

system.

7/ The cooling canal system is a closed system in acccrdance
with a 1971 Final Judgment of the United States District Ccurt
for the Scuthern District. It is readily apparent frca a review
of this judgment that that system was required to be closed
because of the thermal effects on Biscayne Bay and Card Sound,
and noe because of any radiological censiderations. See Final
Judgment in United States of America v. Florida Power & Light
Ccmu any , Civil Action No. 70-328-CA, S. D. Fla. Septemmer 10,
1971. The Final Judgment is reprcduced as Appendix C of the 1972
Turkey Point Final Envircamental Statenent (FES).

341 326
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Liquid radioactive releases from the plant, b th during

normal operation and the planned steam generator repair are

controlled by Appendix A of the Turkey Point Cperating

Licenses (Technical Specifications, Section 3.9) as well as

by written procedures. Bcth quantity and concentrations

are controlled. The releases are required to and do meet

the restrictions imposed b; 10 CFR Part 20 and Part 50,

Appendix I, and those rec 2irements are met whetner or not

scme of tiie contents of the canal somehow rea;h Card Sound

or 3iscayne Bay.-8/

In short, the existing regulatory documents disclose

that radioactive releases from the plant to the cooling

canals are so linited and controlled that further dis-
charges from the canals into another body of water is

acceptable from a radiological point of view. For this

reason the question whether there will be such discharges

as a result of storms or hurricanes is irrelevant.
This conclusion becomes even more significant since

it was made in relation to normal operation. The SGER

(Section 3.4.5.4) and the FER (Section 2.6.4) disclose
that raficactite releases curing the repair efforts will

bc C 7nificantly less than iaring normal operaticn. See

Tables 5.2-3 and 5.2-7 of the SGRR. For the foregcing

reasons, the meteorological issues scught to be explored

8/ The Supplement co the Turkey Point Envircnmertal Report
(November 8, 1971, Secticn 2.3.7) and the FES (pp. V-26 to
V-2 7 ) make it clear that such radioactivity as might be
found in the canals is acceptable.
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_9/
would not make a substantial contribution to the record.

3. Cther conce rns.

The Supplemental Stibmission statas (p. 6)

we are concerned about various. . .

inconsistencies in the licensee's posi-
tion which have occurred throughout their
submissions. Without belaboring the
point, we note that Section 3.4.5.1(d)
of the Steam Generator Repair Report
says "90 days of radioactive decay
assumed prior to cutting operations."
Section 5. 2. 2,. l(e) of the Report states
"15 days of radioisotopic decay were
assumed prior to cutting the reactor
pipes." Nhich statement is accurate?

Howeve.r, a carefal reading of the SGRR discloses that the

90 days referred to in Section 3.4.5.l(d) is an estimate

of the man-rem exposures associated with cutting un the

9/ Footnote 2 on page 3 of the Supplemental Submission
implies that, in analyzing the steam generatcr repair and
s ubsequent storage of used lower assemblies, the licensee
assumed only a 10.1 foot storm tide and that failure to
consider more severe flooding constitutes a deficiency.
This implicaticn is not correct.

For the reasons discussed in the text above, storm
tide height is irrelevant insofar as radiolcgical releases
are concerned. Flcoding will not result in unanalyzed ,
impermissible discharges to the environment, and neither
the SGRR nor the SER refers to a "10.1 fcot storm tide."
Such flocding is only mentioned as part of an historical
discussion of stor=s contained in Section 2.6.5 of the
Turkey Point Final Safet-j Analysis Report (FS AR) . The design
$f plant safety systems, hcwever, is based on a predicted
maximum flced stage , resulting for the manimum probable
hurricane of 13. 3 f ee t :iLU. See Supplement 13 to the Pre-
liminary Safety Analysis Report, December 11, 1967; FSAR,
p. 2.6-13.
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steam generatcr for disposal of f-site. It refers to an

operation related to one ultimate disposal option. The 15

days of decay referred to in Secticn 5.2.2.l'e) is associated

with an entirely different operation--cutting the steam

generators from the reactor ecolaht system. Thus, the

differant decay times are both correctly used to estimate

exposures from different activities. There is no dis-

crepancy; both statements are " accurate," and, we submit,

this is not an issue concerning which the Petitioner is

likely to assist in contributing to the record. Similarly,

it cannot be assumed that he will make a contribution with

respect to the ""arious inconsistencies" which he has failed

to identify at all.

The foregoing review of the Supplemental Submission

may be summarized as disclosing that Petitioner has enlisted

two witnesses, Professors Morgan and Goldberg.-~10/ However,

the matters thev. will address are at best only generallv.
-11/

related to preposed contenuions.~~ Morec er, despite the

_1_0/ Without . exc. lanation , no mention is made of Dr. Rav.mond
McAllister who was characterized as a " firm" witness during
the prehearing conference. (Tr. 67)

11/ In addition to the discussion above, see ":!RC Staff
5esponse to Scard Order Relative to Petitioners Contentions ,"
May 23, 1979, p. 3, where it is pointed out that most of the
revised contentions submitted at the prehearing conference
are inadmissible.

341 329
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availability of both the SGRR and the 3ER, the Supplemental

Submission hardly discusses those documents or the many

specific matters thay address. Other relevant publicly

available material is also ignor.d. Therefore nothing in

the Supplemental Submission indicates that the Petitioner

is likely to make a contribution to a hearing, should one

be conducted.

II

Broadening the Issue and Delay

The foregoing discussion of the subjects Petitioner

wishes to address makes it quite clear that grant of the

petition for the purposes suggested in the Supplemental

Submission would " broaden the issues" within the meaning

of 10 CFR S 2. 714 (a) (1) (v) . Assuming it could be done in

accordance with 10 CFR S 2.758, consideration of the impo-

sition of a "500 man-rem limit" would broaden the issues

since such a limit is not part of the NRC's existing

regulatory system. addition, Petitioner appears to..

desire that meteorological issues be discussed in detail

even though such discussion is not required fc.- the reasons

set forth above.

Grant of the petition will also substantially delay

the proceeding. The first request for a hearing was sub-

mitted more than a year after the time to do so had expired

34i 330
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and after an extensive review of the proposal by the URC

Staff was near completion. In its various pleadings, FPL

has emphasized its need for flexibility in initiating the

staan generator tube repairs and that the hearing requested

by the Petitioner would create substantial delay and deprive
it of needed flexibility in scheduling such repairs. -~12/

Notwithstanding its statement to the contrnry (p. 8),

the Supplemental Submissica confirms these concerns and

indicates that grant of the petition to intervene will cause

serious delay. Thus it states that Professor Morgan,

Petitioner's radiological witness, "has international tra-

vel plans this succer. " (p. 7, n. 4) Even if he did not,

as is clear from the discussion above, imposition of a

"500 man-rem limit" is not susceptible of expeditious treat-

ment. We have noted that the suggestion represents a.radi-

cal departure from existing regulatcry practice. It,

therefore, cannot be litigated in an abbreviated hearing.

A similar proposal required the St. Lucie Unit No. 2

Licensing Board to consider an " extensive record en this

matter . ." 5 NRC at 1064 Nor is it credible to assume. .

that Petitioner, who "has not pursued the metcorological

side of this case until counsel reccmmended it and"
. . .,

_1_2/ See " Licensee 's Response to Untimely Request for
Hearing of Mark P. Oncavage," dated March 9, 1979; the

attached affidavit of H. D. Mantz , dated March 8, 1979;

and Tr. 77-73.

341 33|
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cannot now name witnesses (p. 3, n. 2) can prepare such a

case without considerable additional delay. It is therefore

clear that grant of the petition to intervene will both

broaden the issues, unnecessarily, and delay the proceeding.

III

Rcmcining Factors

The remaining f actors referred to in 10 CI R S 2. 714 r ,

can be discussed briefly.

The second factor refers to the availability of other

means of protc-.ing the Petiticner's interests. If it is

assumed, as the Supplemental Submission does (pp. 6-7), that

the requested hearing is _ the only means by which the Peti-

tioner's interests could be protected, then that factor

must be decided in his favor--the only one which could be

so decided. However, the factor must be appraised in the

light of the contentions which . ave been made. As pointed

out above, the principal contentions are either inadmis-

sible or, at best, inappropriate for consideration in

the requested Pearing. ~~13/

13/ The Supplemental Submission (pp. 6-8) seems to suggest
that Petitioner has scme kind of due process right to the
requested hearing. This is simply incorrect. With irrele-
vant exceptions, publication in the Federal Register is notice
"to all persens reciding within the States of the Union . . .

44 U.S.C. 5 1508. It is well established that all that due
process requires is notice of the opportunity to be heard;
publication in the Federal Register satisfies this requirement;
and the denial of a ncntimely intervention does not constitute
denial of due process. *; orth American Pharm., Inc. v. HEW,
491 F.2d 546 (3th Cir. 1973); sucr.ner Trucking. Inc. v. U.S.,

351 F. Supp. 1210 (S.D. Tex 1973) In situations such as are
here involved, administrative agencies, including the .RC,
have broad discretion to deny a hearing. Dunlop v. Eachowski,
421 U.S. 560 (1975); People of Illinois v. .:RC , 591 F.2d 12

( 7 th Cir. 1979).
,,9

341 33'
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It is cur view that the fourth factor, the extent

to which the Petitioner will be represented by existing

parties, is not relevant here. This factor presumably

refers to a situation in which a hearing is being conducted

and other parties " exist."

Finally, it must be reemphasized that Petitioner's

request for a hearing was over one year late, and despite

repeated opportunities, he has never been able to make any

showing of good cause for his untimeliness. See, e.g.,

Licensee's Response to Untimely Request for Hearing of

Mark P. Oncavage (Mar. 9, 1979); NRC Staff Response for

Leave to Intervene Filed by Mark P. Oncavage (Mar. 1, 1979).

Consequently, Petitioner does not satisfy the first factor

included in 10 CFR S 2.714 (a) (1) . In such circumstances,

he has a heavier burden with respect to the other factors

than he might otherwise. USERDA (Clinch River Breeder

Reactor Plant), ALA3-354, 4 NRC 333 (1976); 'Jirginia

Electric and Pcwer Co. (North Anna huclear Power Station,

Units 1 and 2), ALA3-239, 2 NRC 395, 393 (1975).

IV

Conclusion

Since February of this year, Petitioner has been

afforded liberal cpportunities to establish that the balance

of factors set forth in 10 CFR S 2. 714 (a) favor grant of
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his 3xtremely late petition to intervene. He has wholly

fa_ led to do so. In particular, the three most significant

factors weigh heavily against him. He has not demonstrated

good cause for his extreme lateness; he has not established

that he is likely to assist in developing a sound record;

and it is clear that grant of his petition will both broaden

the issues and delay the proceeding. Therefore, we submit,

the petition to intervene should be denied.

Respectfully submitted,

W O.

/ EAROLD F. REIS '
MI'EAEL A. BAUSER

LOWFNSTEIN, NEWMAN, REIS,
AXELRAL & TOLL

1025 Con'ecticut Avenue, NW
Washingto. DC 20036
Telephone: (202) 862-8400

Of Counsel:

Norman A. Coll, Esq.
STEEL, HECTOR & DAVIS
Southeast First National
Bank Building

Miami, FL 33131
Telephone: (305) 577-2364

Dated: June 20, 1979

Attachnent
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th:t so long as a person does not throw one switch. Children who were exposed to dia;nosticg

X rays in the womb have a 40 to 50 per cent inercase in**C''d .this threshold level not e r a lesntute
'f Tec~-oio.;y. Atlanta bar:n wn! result as any radiation nsk of dyin; from leukaemia. But cht!dren with two-

damage wul, on the averaJe. be switches thrown (that is. m. utero exposure and later ailer.
repaired as f ast as it is procuced. From 1E50 to the present, ic disease s have a 5000 per cent increase in r:sk cf dying
an overwhelmm; amount of dr.ta h:s cecumulated to s cw from leukaemia.
that enere is no srfe level of exposure r.nd there is no dcae Thus, because of genetic inheritsnce, vanuus diseases.
of r:datien so low that the nsk of a malignancy is zero. age sex. eating and smoking habits and pern:;s man,

Therefore, the question is act: "!s there.a ris frco low other indsvidual character st:cs, certain members of the
level ex;msure' or. "What is a safe leyel of eCosure.,. general populat:on have a higher risk of radiatten induced

or. , How ; test crJignanc:es than otners.The question is: "How great is th:s nst.
raay a particular radiat;on nd be before it'c:ceedt the The c ncer nsk from exposu.e to ionisin; radiatien is
expeced benefits, such as those from mecical r:diagrc;hy much greater than was thought to be the c2se some years
or nuc! ear power? ago. Followin* the dea-hs of the Japanese survivors of*

At least for some types of radiation dama;e and for aima and Nagasaki from radiation sickness, many
from X. scentists believed that the only prine:p.at chronic nsksome ksads of raciation exposure (e4 scially

gamma and beta radiat: ens) there is so'.e repair of the . from radiation exposure was an excess of cues of lei.
r::diation dama:e getn; co in the body. The dieh:rds kaemia, which reached a peak about six years after tf a*

for the threshold hypothesis however, do not seers wuling bombing and then slowly declined. I*nfortunately as e

or able to accept the evidence that for man there ss never study of these survivors continued. ether form cf c:ncer
a comp!ete rep:1r of the radiation dama;e. ven at very t bone, breast. lung. . .. vary gl:td. prest:te tuyroid and
low exposure leve s there are many thousands of interac- so on) showed a sagr.idant incre:se. With the passage of
tions of the radiat:on witn the cells of the human body. time we will probably End that this exposure has re=ulted
For example, the relatively small dese of one rad o,f X. rays a an increase in many or most kinds of malintantes that
af 1 million elecron volts corresponds to 2 2 bdlion pho. are common among human populations.
tons per square centimetre acin; on the body. It is incon- Unt:1 1960 almcst everyone arsumed that the genetic
ceivaolc thrn all the till: ens of irractated and damaged risk from low-level radiction e.xpos :re far exceeded the

risks of chron:c somat:c d:r: age such as c:ncer. But :t hascells aould be repaired ccmpletely or replaced.-
become increasingly clear th t th:s assumption may be un-The most signdic:nt damage from low.seve. exposure

to radiation results from the direc interaction of t.be weranted. In W1 the International Commission :n Rad:o.
stream of ions ;;r:duced by radiation with the nucleus of ;og1.a1 Protec:on (IC3P) concluded that: T h ratio cf
one of the bilhons of irrediated ce!!s. The ce!! may be smac to genetic e:!ccts after a given expcsure is 60
kuled, the radiation : cay prcduce no d: mage, or ruch times pater than was thou;ht 15 years a;o" Most of us-

now reo;n:se that the risk of in'duca; c:nter et !cwdamage as is caused m.sy be repairt d. But it is a fourth
pose:hty t:::t concerns us that the cell nucleus may be doses of r:diation is f ar greser than we occ: thought and

c. dama;ed but the ce!! sur nves and cuit:; lie.s pro <iucing, may be as great or greater than ;enetic risk.
over a pened of years. a clone of cells that is d2agnosed
8''* NEU*^C7* No ::fety fx.or

it seems obvious that f the cell nucleus is darnaged and Much of what has 5cen sa:d about the r sk.s of er;osure
mme mformation is lost or if a similar serier of events to low levels of ionising r:diation would have cons:dcr:biy
le:ds to me development of a mali; nancy, there can be no less weight if it could be shown that the line:r hypctte'-
dcsc so ha th:t the nsk is :ero.Thus tne risk of induct 2cn (which predets that dese and e:Yact Ore direc.y relatec
of canc r f rom radiat:en incre:ses more or less with the prov: des a very lar:e safety mar;:n at !ow doscs and dote
mc ease or accumul: tion of exposure. The risk is sim;!Y ra;es. Unf ormnately, in =ost c:2es of hum:.n espesur!
cne of chance, just the same as the nsk of an accdent ."re is no evidenc: cf a :afety f ac or at low doses if we
cvery ume a tr:p is m"ade et a tau- assume that the linear relat:ceship between rad:atmn : :

It :s also evident that all per:ons do not run the same etncer at hian doses also apphes at low doscs.
r's vf dese:opmg a mali;r.ancy f rorn a given radiation We bave ala.rce amount of dat:-much of them human-

, exposury an. . hat the nsk of :ome types of c:ncer is showm; a statist:cally si;nd.c: t inc-ease in m:li:n:nt:es
greate. f or cert:ta people than it is f or ot:ers. n.e 6nal as a consecuenr of exposure to low doses of :omsm; r:di:-
onset of a mah nancy er c ner dise.ue may require a t:on and ind:c: ting that the numer of mali:nancies in-
serws o ev*nts. . or example, a givan type of f eukaemia muu ;vssively as t'e dose acc :mulates. These d:us
nuy ra0uire as many as t':ree sucessive events (liJe in some c:ses are considerably lo.s er than t w.3 p-seei

. .

-

. .owin, ..,re,. electn:21 switches conr.eced in s eries- levels of maxmmm annu:1 cx;osure per ::ted f or 'N
-.. . . .

<ome ot these switenes may be ..to^t by vmes, b:o r:diation worker. Indeed in some cases the data show ta..m
_

tena. chemicals. mecj:an: cal dam: e er r cat ar-- the linent w.wNtheas admily underest: mates * e nsk.-

etud:ca by fi . vin Erros. of the .,cswe!! Park Me=orul Tab!e 1 ir$ccates the marmtude of the cancer nsk and. u

Mstm(te in New York, support this >>;cth:as of 2 senes shows th:t this nsk f alls Uncativ with de:rusm; cm
c. . s'a..s ..s in om:se ;;ramsm :P Net tu tw %, a 2, r m % ,.g,i %,, 3 p$

~
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days af ter the explenon and wer.:ker. A.nd 5 5 r1d is only 13 -

dunn; the 6rst threa
per cent of the ',0 rad permitted esca year to his exposed to the residual nectan-mduni ac:mty t.nd rabo-

other ;;roupthyroid. active contammatica frca the f a!! cut; and t. :

If a raill'on chtMren each reuived I rad from exposure
in the wonb :s Trays we man: expec 300 to 2000 leu-

that entered Hiroshima at a later date anej receiM ne;-

k:ecias. Less data are availaMe on tt:e e:Tec s of low-
Ug:ble radiat:an exposure. Pither of ti ese grou p w as

'last hre. burial under c a rts
br.el exposure of adults than of chidien. But recent sub;ected to the trauma - k to the Erst group es;cs/

and so on. The leuk:emi-observat:ona by Thomas Mancuso and others on workers to residual radict:en wn 1 6 x 10-* leuhamnias ~.e r

the Hani:rd reprecessmg plant in the US (Hee!!h person rad. This value for adults :s m a;:++ ment witn theat
P'.*/ :es. vo! 33. p G) i:tdicate that the nsk of radiat:on- leukse nia r:sk esti= te in Tat:ic i of 3x 10~ which :"rii"s
inducad malignances other tnan Ieux2emia raay be as to cht?dren tnat reerved m. utero mposure frem mes cal
great or pe ter for eduits than for chddren (perhaps as diagnost:c X-rsys. Rctbi:t points out tna: th.:s r:tk tstimate
ht;h as 7 c:ncers for every 1.000 pecple exposed to I rem). is ei;;ht t:=es the et: mate of IC3P.
Fur:termerc. other stud:es ( Auce Stewart and George Estimates of the n.d of cancer assoa:ted with anr:sure *
Kneale. La:cer.1970. vol 2. p 11S5) i:dicate that the inc. to radistic's at the Hanford pl: t have ceated consderable

avers;e radist:en dose of th- 42 3:n.dence of fec:.1 c:nects (suen as cent si nervous system centrover-y. Tha
ferd wtricers who died of c:ncer betwe-n 154 end 1972tu= curs) !:1!cwin; m-utera ex csure is aboe the same as

the me:dence of leukaemia. So the total number of f ata] was ody about I rem. Mancuso. Stewart and Kne:le er)-
mah;nanc:es mn:ht be twice the nu=ber of leukaemics mate th:t only 6 to 7 per cent of the enncer deaths CS M
given in Ta.ne 1-400 to SCC 0 c:ncers for a minion children 31 cancem were inducad by th:s radictm. The teal num-
ex;osed o culy I rad. ber of de :hs -. the study ;;roup was 05:0 so St.t cancar

D:ta on the survivers of the atomic bombinas cr about 10 to 25 t:mes the corn-these nsit was 7 to 8 x 10 8who were exposed m ute*o seem not to upport menly sccepted to:21 nsk of reaiat:an ir.duced mWn:nces.
ct aclusions. Cn the basis of Stewart and Kneale's I bebeve th:t the cent. over-v about thae Encm:s de-

veloped because many people m ?he nude *r indus" :ndand the hncar hypothes:5. we should exp(c:5:dm;s
19 exems cancers amon:; a:ccie bomb survmrs durng in US Federal Agenc:es have b. en maumbly proc!a:mm;

10 years f ailowm; ex;osure. but only one case- ofhc
-liver cancer w:.s re; cried. As a consequence nany people
were w.ca ta preclaim th:t there'w:s.somethn; wrong D. M 33 7 C O . N '' d D M'M E 3 'i .

w::h tne re:rcJpect;ve studies of cancer mcuc:xn by -- C.' C.'M.*:T/u:cro Lran as reported by Stewar*. M Mac.".!ahon and ~

N" d "' * . ,Iothers and ?b it we could relax acout radi:::cn-ind ced * * " "
cancer. Unf er unately. this 3 nc.t the case. There is 'it:!e N~" d, t. ,,,,s .

**''2*"dN''"''.''

d 'd I M O, 4 *'*dh:t that tbe .,30:nese studies ;reatly unc.erest:mata
- - ;~ '

were mest hke!y to 3y. , t y- g 3 ,mn

o .~ . I,'.;s e t.'cN nsk; '6 he f etuses w hm.|t eres d me w. . i

have develo. ed "to cascs et rad:ationunduc"4 !cukaemias ., -i s o.m 3, l%- .
* m,.t.,, me-2 i-,

me:ved suc;s ,!;h icses and were subr to so much - p.~ m uy oca ru
A

u '
i

?r:ar:a th:1 they f ailed to surnve. In f act, in unusrw i 1,A 3 nd b&A

amt %gn r3!c of mtant m o r' 64 t h'** 'hisa mcuence of IM r*:Cng
.

out i 3 d 3--;a x id * r e.t ry u x 2r+: I-::;::y todo ved !..e :tec tc bcmimr;s.'

rad 0 N, - 1 - , e n , m aor
Prc:rwcr sose?'1 Forblat reconny connr ned the above '+~

J -
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[h j'^CW!anat:Cil
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power plant proba:ly wouid p up from 015 t2 5 per cen:- , _ . _ _
'

. . .C. - ..
. _-

onc 0,f Ch- 3C*
*

d 3]' f.,

and the pnmary nsk would then becom:: m ,. '" 'O* .
'

bronchitis and en pnvie:na r:ther than O'"5.

s'; _ [ w w.,*

,,
- .

. -[: NII' f' U cult for this r.other to understand why she should n:<
_

the life of her ch:!d so that the power 7 :nt c:n ce W:*ec1 -, . .

M.(gp ,g' [.y -(a / at a p::*:cular nyer site or, as she may Ntion2*40 *A8-.
,-
._ _ g --. M f 7 -2

'- '- 3,.-% n7 cst-
- .f .. j[r .,. [ . : . h[ ~ stcchha!ders c:n expect a better retu;n to thei.--u-

- ,

ments.
' '"\ N.d% .E5..(M '..q.h- Many see the solution to this proble n in reduciM be.w .. .

y , # , ' j .- ts.

..

4,.$.- '.D ".9 m 3 :P 7;79..c'h ^ N-t ( of max: mum permiss6;c e:cposure CJPE; for occup:t2onal
-

. [~' ~. z ; workers and for the public cy a fccto: of 10. A number ct. .c, ,...r,.i.cgny w -- g y
;.$ N . D :.- 3 C - AiSN.W.SB. .C., citizeas' or:2msations in the US haYe pet:IIoned, Sd TCY

w?rE'.kC.N.D''.Y.-Mg,q.-S-Jg@ii M.U.C.''7Q 3;encies asking for such reduct: ens. However, sitncuza
;.FM,5-@D.Md}$$,C{$~k%ic, sympath'_ tic. I am not cony,nced this wou!d be an

9g "* ~W j :S_ A r ~. -4.:f .?:^t :f S 7-T".4;;;: t acceptable solution: it seems like putting a nn;er m the~4. ho!e of a leaking dyke. I see it this way pnmar2!y for
c:fN'd2'N D T I N Y W^''O@A325
;;;' y D a :.: t- m -.-%. =*sh~.*W*'... - three reasons:

A
. First, our goal should be a radiation ex; su e that

R.w~?ib.h. SC"'~i:::d' Q)w. dN..h&--E~M=&kapproaches :ero and espec:al!y one that redures the popu-
. r:g--. ,.& - . o. -. a

4.GTO.Md. - lation dose (man x rem dese) as low as reasonably ach:ev-

D'E'~l e rMMh".$g[@pD[M.'/# "T 99able ( ALARA). This is pa Hy a rt.atter of educ:tica a .Y -fd.:F . W .- h - M .j7
~

.c ..D.7 . acceptance of moral obligation by those respensibic for
W ae .w.p.y .- D ? %, ... MJC_9p.qj 7.,s.f."t".;:-C, %-. . 3---3 % . _ _r. .

. .- % humaa exposure.c,

% ;;.' Wp. -cRT",- t- M.'% Secondly, the real culprit for unnecessary ;opulation
,

- % 3;.
F-

w '' - C C@ $ :. Q 4 . M S O' > r- M l 5
dose is not the nuclear industry but rather the mecicalTRy} V.u-f - % y.& .Q progession.%:%. ~~; .c m .... p .. % . y .:.:. M .,3 *m ..sc.v.

g w .4 Thirdly, a smaller reduction of occupational ma.ximum

iP'^.dW'm'p,N.. @lt.M.M~i',% **5 Dnj.1 Dd 2A:-i- Q
-r.?@C

'
.. - # ;ermissiole exposure-for example, frcen 5 rem per ye.9

ag'g to 2 5 rem per year ratber than a reduct:en to 0 5.

y* " b *g ] f '.'. ,. 4 7 '. w . 9 rem per year-probaoly could be acc:=phsnec without
N.i ' *%; ,e

''* ' M:" ,.. threaten:ng the option of nuclear power.
-

x.%. s.-
. . h.. W, . % . '-,'i-{ ( f -%, .., #3'N

r* ' .*
There have been examples (in the US at least) of wanten. w. - -r ;.s. ,; disregard of the ALARA pr:ncple. I an: very much con-

I cerned. for example. about the growing pr:c~ ice of " burn-
Napsski: cc icer rules a :ena s::rt'ivori cre unrelicble ing out" temporary employees: the f act that many nucie:r
that there is no radiation risk at !cw doses. If the propo- power plants are nndin it necessary to solve the indi.
nents of nuclear ener;;y had been more rea:onable in their vidual expcsure problem of repair werk in perststentiy
claims about radiation safety, they would not nmv be trying high radiation exposure areas of the plant by hirin; te=-

parary employees to spread out the dose on " hot" opera-desperately to save face. tions. This has increased the m:n rem dose and thus theRadiation bicio ;ists have conducted thousands of ex-
penments with vanous types of an::tals in order to deter. overd! c:ncer and ;anet:c risks to the popu!raion r.:d I
mine the dese *ticct relationships of radiatien and in many believe this is exactly what we should str:ve to avoid.-
cases have extrapoiated these data to man (perh:ps I c:nnet be certain cf the criect of the prc;osal in the

US by a number of ctiren's ; oups and scientat.s to Inwcr
br:zenly or at best with same misgiv:n;s). Some ecologists the occupational cax:=um per msable ex;0sure C.i?E)and health physic sts have warned that inuch of this
1:2=31 data may not be applic:ble to man for many to 10 per c-nt of its present level (th:t i.s. down to 0 5 r:en
reesens. ,,

per ye:r). Cer*ainly, it wcuLd rtxicce indN: dual expcsur--
o The dose response of various kind.s of animals can differ leveis; but I fear m many inuance: it would just =nn

the trin; of mere peop!e. esca to receive s=:.il dese: N_ '- by orders of magaitude m going fr~n one s;::c:es to an. less than 0-5 rem per year witn a marked increa.se in- the
other t for example, dy to nsh to mouse to cockey to m::n). total =an rem dose. The =an rern dose would increr.sc for
o Tven sli:;ht dnierences in spec:e.s or stra:ns can c:use a
c:arked change in date t-roonse. For ex: mole, there are the same radiction job because mexpenencei persecs
verv lar:e duferences in leukaemia induc*icn and .n life always ;et mere ex;csure and much of the crosure oc .s
shcr enma batween diet with difierent 16.,a of mice. " hot" 100 is received I;oin; into :nd :way fm the h:2
Yet, the st:ndards are bas, d on obter tat:or.s of c:refully op erat;en. .

.

centroiled inbred. ::ealthy animals. But m:n is a wrid or N..J X-rays .

hetero:;eneous ammal hving m many types of -vironment
wit vancus est::q and drug habits, with many dise ses The seend reasca for my hesuation on tcivin; this
:nd eccentricties. of var.cus ages, and so en prooiem oy ampiy lower:ug the ocen,et;:nrJ ?.' E to 0 5J

it .s httte consolat:an to a mother to know that the rem per year is because at present the metiical pr0teniGns
average r.sk to the persons living ;n her ecmmunity is are exempt frcm the recom= cud: ;ons sur.;Sted by *he
3 x 10-* cancers par man ren2 (or 9-Q3 per cant) f rom an *CRP for the r aximum permissbie expotu:'a frec :ont
environmental dose ci 10') miihrem :ccumulated over a in:; :d. tan--even thoud thes :re c" -~ :: over N
!Mear Mr:cd from a nut! ear mer p! n when she ter cr-t of the man-made dose. The dog teitvered h
le.:rns that :n f act her cin!d wit:1 :hma lias a risk of 50 fnedical dugnomc Lrays ~auhi be reuut d t, IU pe

tunes thn '] 15 per coat c!uncei c: deveicpm; cancer. It cent or its precent vatue. at the s .nz *ime nmm::q -'
.dgs very 1.me to tt" he mother that naturai %ck:round qua::ty ard amaum of 1:acnau:c :mic:mation f rmu :--c.c1
r:cution a 10 millitem cach year .nd th;s ,f e,.q her chri.1 rad;o:r2 pay. These wro are res;nnulde fer over 30 y
a 15 per c nt nsk of catat:on in'iuced c:ncer over the cent of the mnmade icie f rem nnme r:d:c.:: grc

almon com-% e oc cr ::ct;!e ui .iLG.;same ,i0 wear pnoi S tner dee! :t neip !c W ner ibat t

2 mal-curnin r pw er p!2n: , em ;,, m ;m,, . g23 gc, g ;c, we 33ye 5:0_;re 33n g u7 7eg c,; gw,
, , . _ _

- m n- n: m , % , ,_. . , ,. .u, _.,.m ,, y __ . , . . . . , , , , .
.
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Icm.thec ;-rnaps. I can see that the ne step r=i;ht be step because it comes at a time when IC2P's mternal re.._.a-
times wnat

to reduce f.e maumum permimt,!e exposare to 0 5 rem ports emphasise that tne cancer risk is manywe considered it to be 15 years ago.
per year for workers anc to reduce the correspondin; value In conc:usion I sugge.st the follow;; :c tons:
for m:moe s of 'he popula::on at large. A reduct:on of
only 1 per caitt in unnecessari na.:nostic er;csures m the o Beject proposais to reduce the mn: mum pern-iss: ole
U:uted States wou;d redace the population dose of man-

exposure by a f actor of 10: but conuder the ;m3Wmty of
reduang it by a f ac or of two.

rnnde tources of r:diation more than the cismmation of O Cons:dcr the feasibdtty of reducina the maumum per.
the nuclear power mdustry to the year 2000. missible exposure by a f actor of 10 :: some later date if it

There shouLi be r, cme tighten.ng of the I:easures to can be shown that all unnerenary exposure (espec:MIy
rc<iuce cccupaticnal exposures ta the nuclear power plants mediesD can ba reduced and that there will te a ::et bene.
tf,1t..ve cow m operat:en; but the maior edort should be fit to mankmd by such act:en.
nra those pcwer plants that are now in the design sta;e. 0 Take immediate measures to reduce the r an rem dose.
The US ::cicar ..e;ulatory Commi.sion took the bold and Th.is could be accompiished in severa! ways. For esar:ple,'

cortmend:bla rtep of settm; tne doitar cost of the man in the nuclear ener<;y industry a limit of 500 man rem per
rem at ;10C0 at a t:ne when ICRP was su;;est;ng a value ICCD megawatt (electric 1) years midt be set for preently
':s low as 510 per man rem. Althou;h most or us probaciy oper: ting plants and those under construct:on. and̂.M
recoil frorn the thought of setta; a monetary value on a man rern per 1000 me;awatt (electr::al) years for pir.nts .-

humma life, in the practical world we must recognise that now on the design board.
there may be no cther alternst:ve. Using :n overall risk o Take bold steps to reduce unnecessary exposure fror:

""

c:edicent ei 6X 10-* cancers per man rem, $10C0 pr man medical sources of ionistn; rad:ation. as reasonably M'"Y
r~

rem carresconds to 017 m:llion per cancer. To put it 0 Apply the princ:ple of A. LIRA-as low
blur.:%. a nu.: lear plant snould synd es muca as 517 mil- achievabl--in all area:s of e.xposure to ionising redsstion g.j)lion to preve:t an employes frem developmg cancer. and apply it to all hazardous agents,inc!uding. for ex:mpia. m

C: cf the mon untcrtunate recent developments in the con *nis;:g as well as icnising radiction, and enenucal b,,,eDzetta; of st:ndards for execsures to iomsmg radiation is
a re.mentir.tzen of the ICV puolished in 1977. IC3P's a gents. '

o In making the chcice of fuel for a central power station
recommended weightm: f actors for calculatmg consider all the r:sks and all the adv:nts;es of cath typereport

maximum perm: sable doses to var;cus or: tans. wh:cn I in- of fuel. In this evaluat:en keep in mind that es;csure to ,,u ,

terpret may resuit in lar;e increases in the present ICRP radiation is only one of the risks and m manyionisin 5;
v:!ues et maximum permissible e.xposure (MP!L and in all instances the risks of chemical exposure maybe f ar greater p
values of total body burden and maximum permissable con. than those of radiat:on. @%
centrations (MPC) of radionuclides in air, water and food, o Give adequate support to research ;rogrammes designed CTM
except where they are ratner uniformly distributed to denne more accurately the risks from human exposureCthrou:steut the body. to ionising radistion.

i consider this report from the commission a retrograde
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY & LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of ) Docket Nos. 50-250-SP
) 50-251-SP

FLORIDA POWER ~ LIGHT COMPANY )
) (Proposed Amendments to Facility

(Turkey Point Nuclear Generating ) Operating License to Permit
Units Nos. 3 and 4) ) Steam Generator Repair)

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that copies of the attached " Licensee's

Recponse to ' Supplemental Submission of Petitioner Mark P.

Oncarage,'" captioned in the above matter, together with the

attachment thereto, were served on the following by deposit

in the United States mai.' first class, properly stamped and

addressed, this 20th day of June, 1979.

Elizabeth S. Bovers, Esquire
Chairman
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel
U. S. Nuclear F?gulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555

Dr. Oscar H. Paris
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555

Dr. David B. Hall
400 Circle Drive
Santa Fe, NM 37501

Atcmic Safety and Licensing Peard Panel
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555
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Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal Board Panel
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555

Mr. Mark P. Oncavage
12200 S.W. 110 Avenue
Miami, FL 33176

Docketing and Service Section
Office of the Secretary
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commissicr
Washington, DC 20555

Guy Cunningham, Esquire
Steven C. Goldberg, Esquire
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Office of the Execu".ve Legal Director
Washington, DC 205 .;

Bruce S. Rogow, Esquire
Dean
NOVA Law School
3301 College Avenue
Fort Lauderdale, FL 33314

Norman A. Coll, Esquire
Steele Hector & Davis
Southeast First National Bank Building
Miami, FL 33131

f <-- .

h -(
HARCLL F . VEIS

LCWENSTEIN, NEWMAN, REIS
AXELRAD & TOLL

1025 Connecticut Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20036

Telephone: (202) 862-8400

Dated: June 20, 1979
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