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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
8 MY 11 w00

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BQARD

In the Matter of

GEORGIA POWER COMPANY, ET AL. Docket Nos. 50-424
50-425

(Vogtle Electric Generating Plant,

Units 1 and 2)

APPLICANTS' RESPONSE TO GANE AND CPG
SUPPLEMENTS TO PETITIONS FOR LEAVE TO INTERVENE

I. Introduction

By Memorandum and Order dated March 9, 1984, the Atomic
Safety and Licensing Board established a schedule for the fil-
ing of proposed contentions and responses. On April 11, 1984,
Petitioners Campaign For a. Prosperous Georgia (CPG) and
Georgians Against Nuclear Energy (GANE) filed supplements to
their petitions for leave to intervene, each setting forth

thirteen proposed contentions.l/ Applicants herein provide

%/ Georgians Against Nuclear Energy Supplement to Petition
or Leave to Intervene and Request for Hearing (April 11, 1984)
(hereinafter GANE Supplement); Campaign for a Prosperous
Ceorgia Supplement to Petition for Leave to Intervene and Re-
quest for Hearing (April 11, 1984) (hereinafter CPG Supple-
ment) .
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their response to the two supplements. In the following sec-
tion II, Applicants address the existing staﬁdards for admissi-
bility of proposed contentions; and in section III, Applicants

apply those standards to Petitioners' contentions.

II. Standards For the Admissibility of Contentions

The Commission's Rules of Practice, at 10 C.F.R. § 2.714,
require that a petitioner submit a list of contentions which
petitioner seeks to have litigated and set forth the basis for
each contention with reasonable specificity. This standard re-
gquires that a contention state a cognizable issue with particu-

larity, Alabama Power Company (Joseph M. Farley Nuclear Plant,

Units 1 and 2., ALAB-182, 7 A.E.C. 210, 216-17 (1974), and in-

clude a "reason" in support: Houston Lighting and Power

Company (Allens Creek Nuclear Generating Station, Unit 1),
ALAB-590, 11 N.R.C. 542, 548 (1980).

As a general prcposition, a Liccniinq Board should not
address the merits of a contention in determining admissibili-

ty. Houston Lighting and Power Company (Allens Creek Nuclear

Generating Station, Unit 1), ALAB-590, 11 N.R.C. 542, 548
(1980). However, a contention and its basis must be scruti-
nized to determine if a specific, litiacable issue has been

pleaded. Joseph M. Farley, supra, ALAB-182, 7 A.E.C. at 216.

Such scrutiny is necessary 1) "to assure that the proposed

issues are proper for adjudication," 2) "to help assure at the



pleading stage that the hearing process is not improperly in-
voked," and 3) "to help assure that other pérties are suffi-
ciently put on notice so that they will know at least generally

what they will have to defend against or oppose." Philadelphia

Electric Company, et al. (Peach Bottom Atomic Power Station,

Units 2 and 3), ALAB-216, 8 A.E.C. 13, 20-21 (1974) (footnotes
omitted). In this regard, there must be strict observance of

the requirements governing intervention. Id. at 21. Elabora-
tion of principles particularly applicable to Petitioners' con-

tentions follows.

A. The Issues Must be Proper for Adjudication in the
Proceeding

At the broadost'lovcl, a contention is not cognizable un-

less it addresses a matter that is within the scope of the
issues set forth in the Commission's Notice and Opportunity for

Hearing in the proceeding. See Northern Indiana Public Service

Company (Bailly Generating Station, Nuclear 1), ALAB-619, 12

M.R.C. 558, 565 (1980); Portland GCeneral Electric Company, et

al. (Trojan Nuclear Plant), ALAB-534, 9 N.R.C. 287, 289-90 n.6

(1979); Public Service Company of Indiana, Inc. (Marble Hill

Nuclear GCenerating Station, Units 1 and 2), ALAB-316, 3 N.R.C.
167, 170-71 (1976). A contention must be relevant and material
to those matters defined in 10 C.F.R. § 2.104(c).

To establish relevance, a petitioner, in setting forth the

basis for its contention, should establish a nexus between the



substance of the contention and the statutory and regulatory

scope of the Board's jurisdiction. Public Sérvico Company of

New Hampshire, et al. (Seabrook Station, Units 1 and 2),

LBP-82-106, 16 N.R.C. 1649, 1654 (1982). With respect to any
safety issue, it should specify a regulation with which appli-
cant is allegedly not complying and provide sufficient detail
to permit the Board to determine how the regulation is being
violated; or it should allege with particularity the existence
and detail of a substantial safety issue on which the regula-
tions are silent. Id. at 1656. This requirement is often re-
ferred to as the "legal basis" for a contention.

To establish materiality, the contention must provide a
foundation sufficient to warrant further exploration. Peach

Bottom, supra, ALAB-216, 8 A.E.C. at 21; Duguesne Light Company

(Beaver Valley Power Station, Unit No. 1), ALAB-109, 6 A.E.C.
243, 246 (1973). See also Seabrook, supra, LBP-82-106, 16

N.R.C. at 1655, citing Consumers Power Company (Midland Plant,

Units 1 and 2), CLI-74-5, 7 A.E.C. 19, 32 n.27 (1974), rev'd
sub nom., Aeschliman v. NRC, 547 F.2d 622 (D.C. Cir. 1978),

rev'd sub nom., Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power Corp. v. NRDC, 435

U.S. 519, 553-54 (1978), for the proposition that a contention
must be sufficient to require reasonable minds to inguire fur-
ther. In this regard, the basis for the contention should pro-
vide either a reasonably logical and technically credible ex~-

planation (Philadelphia Electric Company (Limerick GCenerating




Station, Units 1 and 2), ALAB-765, 19 N.R.C. , slip op.
at 13 (March 30, 1984), or a plausible and referenced authority
for the factual assertions in the contention. The petitioner's
personal opinion alone is noﬁ adequate for this purpose. This
materiality requirement is often referred to as "factual
basis."

A contention must also have application to the facility in

question. Beaver Valley, supra, ALAB-109, 6 A.E.C. at 246 n.S5.

A contention should refer to and address documentation, avail-
able in the public domain, that is relevant to this facility.

Cleveland Electric Illuminating Company, et al. (Perry Nuclear

Power Plant, Units 1 & 2), LBP-81-24, 14 N.R.C. 175, 184
(1981). The Commission itself has recently emphasized peti-

tioners' duties in this regard. See generally Duke Power

Company, et al. (Catawba Nuclear Station, Units 1 and 2),
CLI-83-19, 17 N.R.C. 1041 (1983). The Commiscion held that a
petitioner has an ironclad obligation "to diligently uncover
and apply all publicly available information to the prompt for=-
mulation of contentions." Id. at 1048. This requirement for
specific reference to relevant documentation .applies with spe-
cial force to an ipplicant'l Final Safety Analysis Report and
Environmental Report, but may also include applicable NRC Staff
regulatory guides and other published reports. If a contention
inaccurately describes an applicant's proposal or misstates the

content of licensing documents, it should be rejected. See




Carolina Power & Light Company, and North Carolina Eastern

Municipal Power Agency (Shearon Harris Nuclear Power Plant,

Units 1 and 2), LBP-82-119A, 16 N.R.C. 2069, 2076 (1982); Duke

Power Company, et al. (Catawba Nuclear Station, Units 1 and 2),

LBP-32-107A, 16 N.R.C. 1791, 1804 (1982); Philadelphia Electric
Company (Limerick Cenerating Station, Units 1 and 2),
LBP-62-43A, 15 N.R.C. 1423, 1504-05 (1982).

B. The Hearing Process Must Not Be Improperly Invoked

A contention is not appropriate for 11tiqation if it col-
laterally attacks a Commission rule or regulation. 10 C.F.R.
§ 2.758.2/ Similarly, as a general proposition, Licensing
Boards should not accept in }ndividunl proceedings contentions
which are or are about to bacome the subject of goneral

rulemaking by the Commission. Potomac Electric Power Company

2/ A party may obtain a waiver of a rule, but only if it sub-
mits to the Licensing Board for certification to the Commission
a petition setting forth with particularity special circum-
stances with respect to the subject matter of the particular
proceading which are such that the rule or regulation (or pro=-
vision thereof) fails tc serve the purposes for which the rule
or regulation was adopted. The petition must be accompanied by
supporting affidavit. Opportunity is provided for other par-
ties to respond to the petition, including the submission of
reply affidavits. If the Licensing Board determines that a
prima facie showing has been made in support of waiver or ex-
ception, it shall, before ruling, certify directly to the Com-
mission for a determination on the matter. If the Licensing
Board does not determine that such a prima fac showing has
been made, it must deny the petition. 10 C.F.R. § 2.758;

otom Electric Power Company (Douglas Point Nuclear

nerating Station, Units and 2), ALAB-218, 8 A.E.C. 79, 89
(1974).



(Douglas Point Nuclear Generating Station, Units 1 and 2),
ALAB-218, 8 A.E.C. 79, 85 (1974). This policy avoids wasteful
duplication of effort (id.), and it also avoids regulatory in-
consistency. In the same vein, Commission policy statements '’
and policy declarations are binding on the Boards. Mississippi
Power & ht Compan et al. (Crand Gulf Nuclear Station,
Units 1 and 2), ALAB-704, 16 N.R.C. 1725, 1732 (1982); Northern
Stat ower Company (Prairie Island Nuclear Cenerating Plant,
Units 1 and 2), ALAB-455, 7 N.R.C. 41, 51 (1978), remanded on

other grounds sub nom., Minnesota v. NRC, 602 F.2d 412 (D.C.
Cir. 1979).

The general proposition that Boards should not decide
issues which are the subject of rulemaking, however, is not
absolute. Some issues may be litigated. The key to this de-
termination is whether the Commission intended complete de-
ferral of all issues to the future rulemakings. See Cleveland

i om t . (Perry Nuclear Power

Plant, Units 1 and 2), ALAB-675, 15 N.R.C. 1105, 1112 (1982).

c. The Parties Must Be Put on Notice of the Issues

The notice aspect of the requirement is a natural out-

growth of fundamental notions of fairness applied to the party
with the burden of proof. As the Atomic Safety and Licensing

Appeal Board has observed:



The applicant is entitled to a fair chance
to defend. It is therefore entitled to be
told at the outset, with clarity and

ecision, what arguments are being
n&vnnc.d and what relief is being
asked. . . . So is the Board below. It

should not be necessary to speculate about
what a pleading is supposed to mean.

Kansas Cas and Electric Company, et al. (Wolf Creek Cenerating
Station, Unit No. 1), ALAB-279, 1 N.R.C. 559, 576 (1975) (em=-
phasis added; footnote omitted). Moreover, the Licensing Board
is entitled to adeqguate notice of a petitioner's specific con-
tentions to enable it to guard against the obstructionism of
its processes. As noted by the Supreme Court in upholding the
Commission's requirements for a threshold showing of materialie-
ty:
[I]t is still incumbent upon interve-

nors who wish to participate to structure

their participation so that it is mean-

ingful, so that it alerts the ayency to the

intervenors' position and contention. . . .

Indeed, administrative proceedings should

not be a game or forum to engage in un-

justified obstructionism by making cryptic

and obscure reference to matters that
"ought to be" considered.

Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power Corporation v. Natural Resources
Defense Council, 435 U.S. 519, 553-554 (1978).

The specificity requirement transcends "notice pleading”

allowed in the federal courts, which has been found to be in-
sufficient for NRC livensing proceedings. See Wolf Creek,
supra, ALAB-279, 1 N.R.C. at 575 n.32 (1975). It does not,

however, require the petition to detail the evidence which will



be offered in support of each contention. Peach Bottom, supra,

ALAB-216, 8 A.E.C. 13, 20 (1974).3/ In short, the standard
falls somewhere in between, and "[t)he degree of specificity
wi*h which the basis for a contention must be alleged initially

involves the exercise of judgment on a case-by-case basis."

I1d.

II1. Petitioners' Contentions

Petitioners have adopted a uniform format in pleading
their contentions. Each contention is set out in single-spaced
format, and is followed by a discussion of the contention.4/
CANE contentions 5 through 13 are identical to CPC contentions
S through 13. Applicants Q}sfuls below GANE contentions 1
through 4, then GANE/CPG contentions 5 through 13, and then CPGC
contentions 1 through 4.

Petitioners' discussions of their contentions appear to
serve two purposes. First, they purport to provide Petitione

ers’' basis for each contention; and second, they serve in most

3/ See also Missouri Power and Light Company (Grand Gulf Nu=-
clear S:tation, Units 1 and 2), ALAB-130, A.E.C. 423, 426
(1973); Houston Lighting and Power Company (Allens Creek Nucle-

ar Cenerating Station, Unit 1), ALAB-590, 11 N.R.C. 542,
548-549 (1980).

4/ GANE contentions 1 and 2 are not set out in a single-
spaced format. However, Applicants assume GANE intended the
same format for its contentions 1 and 2, and that the first
paragraphs after the headings "GANE 1" and "GANE 2" are the ac-
tual contentions.



instances to provide much needed specificity. Without the dis-
cussion, virtually all the contontiops would.lack any basis
whatsoever and would also be so broad as to be unlitigable.5/
Accordingly, any contention admitted should be limited to the
specific subj-ctl addressed by the Petitioners in their dis-

cussion of that contention.

A. GANE-1l: Radiocactive Releases

GANE-1 contains three allegations: (1) Applicants have
not correctly assessed the potential routine and accidental re-
leases of radionuclides from Vogtle; (2) Applicants have not
correctly assessed the health effects of ionizing radiation;
and (3) Applicants underestimate the human cost in the NEPA
cost benefit analysis.

1. Radiocactive releases.

GANE does not explain why Applicants' release estimates
are incorrect, but simply asserts Applicants fail "to meet the
requirements of 10 C.F.... 50.34, 50.36, 20.103, 20.203, and Ap~
pendix I of Part 50." GANE Supplement at 1.

10 C.F.R. §§ 50.34 and 50.36 pertain to the contents of

license applications and to technical specifications, and they

S/ See, in particular, Applicants' discussion of
GANE-8/CPG-8, GANE-10/CPG-10, and GANE-11/CPG-11. For example,
in CANE-11/CPG-11, Petitioners allege inadequate consideration
of "generic defects in the Westinghouse PWR." The discussion
.of the contention, however, addresses several specific
Unresolved Safety Issues.



are not spécifically applicable to radicactive releases. Pre~
sumably, CANE iniended to refer to 10 C.F.R §§ 50.34a, which
requires estimates of radicactive releases during normal plant
operation, ;ﬁd to 10 C.F.R. § 50.36a, which requires as a teche~
nical specification Applicants' compliance with 10 C.F.R.

§ 20.106 and the ALARA (as low as reasonably achievable) stan-
dards. None of these provisions applies to releases during an
accident.

Applicants comply with 10 C.F.R. § 50.34a. Applicants’
calculated releases of radiocactive materials in liguid
effluents during normal plant operation are set forth in Table
11.2.3-1 of the FSAR.6/ Calculated airborne releases are set
forth in Table 11.3.3-2. Bdth sets of calculations were de-
rived by standard methodology == the use of the NRC's PWR-GALE

6/ Applicants use the following abbreviations to refer to li-
censing documents:

FSAR - Applicants' Final Safety Analysis Report
PSAR - Applicants' Preliminary Safety Analysis Report

CP-ER - Applicants' Construction Permit Stage Environe
mental Report

OL-ER = Applicants' Operating License Stage Environmental
Report

CP~FES - The NRC Staff's Construction Permit Stage Final
Environmental Statement

CP-SER - The NRC Staff's Construction Permit Stage Safety
Evaluation Report



computer code and plant specific parameters. FS/R, §§ 11.2.3.2
and 11.3.3.3. Accidental releases are evaluated in the FSAR at
§ 15.7 and Appendix 15A. (See also OL-ER, §§ 7.1, 7A.) GANE
makes no attempt to address these estirates and points to no
error in the methodology or result. In fact, GANE provides no
specificity and no basis to conclude that any of the release
estimates are in error.

GANE's reference to 10 C.F.R. §§ 20.103, 20.203, and
10 C.F.R. Part 50, Appendix I, and its attempted reference to
10 C.F.R. § 50.36a, could be read to imply that CANE, in addi-
tion to disputing Anplicants' calculated releases, is also as-
sertinyg that Applicants' calculated releases exceed permissible
limits. 1If so, the contention falls far short of the specif-
icity demanded by the Commission's Rules of Practice.
Applicants should not be required to guess what issues GANE
seeks to raise. Moreover, GANE's citations to sections in 10
C.F.R. Part 20 are peculiar. 10 C.F.R. § 20.203 governs warn=
ing signs and labels; and 10 C.F.R. § 20.103 applies to expo~
sures in restricted areas.

Nevertheless, even if one assumes that CANE is indeed at-
tempting to assert that Applicants' estimated releases exceed
permissible levels and ignores that its assertion is insuffi-
‘ciently articulated, its pleadings are still inadequate. In
Tables 11.2.3-2 and 11.3.3«3 of the FSAR, Applicants compare

their calculated airborne and effluent concentrations with 10

.12.



C.F.R. Part 20 limits, and these tables indicate that the cal-
culated concentrations are very small fractions o tha 10
C.F.R. Part 20 limits. In Tables 11.2.3-4 and 11.3.3-4 of the
FSAR, Applicants estimate annual doses to individuals from lig-
uid, gaseous, and particulate effluents, and demonstrate come
pliance with 10 C.F.R. Part 50, Appendix I. (See also OL-ER,
Tables 5.2-5 and 5.2-6.)

GANE does not address or refute these comparisons; ine
stead, in its discussion of GCANE~1l, GANE asserts that Appli-
cants fail "to thoroughly assess the risk from routine and ac-
¢cidental radicactive releases on the food chain in its
assessment of recreation activities (VEGCP-OLSER-2, 2.1-8 and
VEGP-FSAR-2, 2.1.3-2) in violation of 10 C.F.R.

20.106. . . ."7, GANE Supplement at 2. But 10 C.F.R. § 20.106
does not require risk assessment; 10 C.F.R. § 20.106 requires
Applicants to meet the limits on concentrations of radicactive
materials in air and water specified in 10 C.F.R., Part 20, Ap~
pendix B,8/ as Applicants have demonstrated they will do.

The sections of the FSAR and OL-ER to which GANE refers
are merely site descriptions, and are not intended to assess
risk or potential releases.

/ The 10 C.F.R. Part 20 standards are based on the recommen-
tions of the Federal Radiation Council (FRC), and parallel
recommendations of the National Council on Radiation Protection
and Measurements (NCRP) and the International Commission on

Radiological Protection (ICRP). The radiation protection
guides established by the FRC for individual members of the

(Continued Next Page)
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GCANE also cites J. Cofman, Poisoned Power (1971), for the
proposition that "an adult man consuming two pounds of fish per
year from this stretch of Savannah River is exposed to
cesium=137 levels in excess of the maximum allowable amount."
CANE Supplement at 2. However, Gofman's statement in this book
actually reads as follows:

These levels (in 10 C.F.R. Part 20, Appen=
dix B) are set so that a whole~body dosage
of 0.5 rads per year would result from

breathing such air for one year, or drink-

ing about two quarts of such contaminated
water per day. But what do such levels

(Continued)

public are 500 millirem per year to the total body and bone
marrow (one tenth the maximum occupational dose) and 1500
millirem per year to the thyroid and bone. The guide for aver-
age dose to the population is 5 rem in 30 years to the gonads
(an annual average dose of 170 millirem per person averaged
over the population). These guidelines apply to exposures from
cllu;:urcoc otuer than medical procoduron and nuturnl back=

grc R making K . um i .

( :
!nrt 20 Appondtu B are tho estimated concentrations of the
individual radionuclides which may be permitted in air or water
used continuously by an average or "standard" man without re-
sulting in a radiation dose that would exceed the maximum per=-
missible individual dose. loq-ru & Ocmortntoldor. US§

.T1I¥TGITTEZTKIIEHI {{EIT1!1I{II]EmI§!13]ll!!!!(!
, international Atomic Energy Agency, nvironuontal Aspects
Nuclear Power Stations 128, 129 (Vienna, 1971). The Commis-
sion has determined that "any bioclogical effects that might
occur at the low levels of these standards have such a low
probability of occurrence that they would escape detection by
present-day methods of observation and measurement. Rulemaking
, supra, CLI-75<5, 1 N.R.C. at 280.
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really mean in terms of what could occur,
and probably will occur if such levels are
allowed in an unrestricted area where peo~-
ple live?

* &

Let's look at the concentration in water.
The MPC [Maximum Permissible Concentration])
is based upon the calculation that a
150«1b. standard man consuming 2200 grams
of water at the MPC per day would receive a
dose of 0.5 rad. . . The concentration
of Cs=137 in fish £lolh caught in a river,
would be 1000 times hithr than the concen-
tration in the water. Thus a man eating
l=1lb. of fish a week, grown in water at the
MPC, would receive a decsage of 15 rad/yr or
30 times the 0.5 rad guideline and 90 times
the 0.17 rad guideline.

J. Gofman & A. Tamplin, Poisoned Power 120-21 (1979 ed.).
GANE's source, therefore, refers to an adult man eating 1 pound
of {isn per week grown in water at the MPC, not to an adult man
consuming two pounds oi fish per year grown in Savannah River
water, as CANE implies.9/

The radiocactive concentrations in Savannah River due to
Vogtle releases will be far below M¥C. For cesium=-137, the es-
timated concentration in the favannah River will be less than

1/10,000 of the MPC!10/ See FSAR, Table 11.2.3-2. GANE does

g/ Furthermore, Gofman was clearly attacking the adequacy of
O C.F.R, Part 20, and CANE is merely incorporating by refer-
ence this challenge to the rules. On this ground alone, the
assertion is not cognizable in this proceeding.

To achieve the dose that concerned Gofman, a man would

ave to eat several tons of fish per week from the Savannah
River.

e]1Se



not address this calculated concentration. Furthermore, Appli-
cants have not ignored bicaccumulation in fish and the fishe-man
exposure pathway. Maximum doses from liquid releases were cal-
culated using the LADTAP Il Code and Regulatory Guide 1.109
(Rev. 1, October 1977). FSAR, § 11.2.3.5. Regulatory Cuide
1.209, § C.1.b. and Appendix A, provide guidance for assessing
the agquatic food pathway and give a bicaccumulation factor
2x10+U3+D. Using this methodology, and assuming that ar adult
would consume 2. kilograms of Savannah River fish per year,
Applicants calculated the contribution from the fish exposure
pathway to the annual total body dose of an adult to be .791
millirem (FSAR, Table 11.2.3-4), or 1/632 of the 500 millirem
FRC standard for individuals. See note 8 supra. In addition,
neither this dose nor the total maximum dose from all exposure

pathways exceed the ALARA standard in 10 C.F.R. Part 50, Appen-
dix I1.11/

11/ The ALARA standard in 10 C.F.R. Part 50, Appendix I does
not supplant the 10 C.F.R. Part 20 standards. The Part 20 lim-
its are still those at which "any biological effects that might
occur have such low probability of occurence that they would
escape detection." Rulemaking gEa§ing, note 8 supra, CLI=75-5,
1 N.R.C. at 280. Instead, e A concept embodies a policy
decision that despite the safety of Part 20 concentrations,
every effort should be made to minimize exposure. Accordingly,
the low as reasonably acheivable limits were derived by consid-
ering the technological and economic feasibility of methods to
reduce radicactive releases. See gcnggal%* id. The result, 10
C.F.R. Part 50, Appendix I, established A design objectives
for light-water reactors. For gaseous effluents, the design
objective is 5 millirem per year per unit total body dose, 15

(Continued Next Page)
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GANE next refers to airborne particulates and asserts that
the milk exposure pathway "poses signilicant health risks not
assessed by applicant." Again, GCANE makes no attempt to
address Applicants' licensing documents. Applicants did indeed
assess the dose to the nearest individual from this pathway in
the FSAR at Table 11.3.3-4 (sheet 4), using the GASPAR Code,
site specific parameters, and the guidance in Reg. Cuide 1.109,
§ C.3 and Appendix C. FSAR, § 11.3.3.6. GANE does not refute
these calculations or the methodology.l2/ The estimated doses
are well within the ALARA limits.

Finally, GANE asserts that Applicants fail "to include
doses to which pregnant or lactating women would be exposed.”
Applicants submit that the doses these women may receive are
the same doses any other adult would receive, and as stated
above, Applicants have calculated maximum doses to individuals.
FSAR, Tables 11.2.3-4 and 11.3.3-4. To the extent that GANE's

(Continued)

millirem per year per unit dose to the skin; for radioiodines
and particulates, the design objective is 15 millirem per year
per unit to any organ; and for liquid effluents, the design ob-
jective is 3 millirem per year per unit total body dose, 5
millirem per year per site total body dose, and 10 millirem per
year per site dose to any organ.

GANE also makes reference to a 1961 accidental release of
radioiodine from the Savannah River Plant but provides no ex-
planation of the relevance of this accident to Vogtle, and no
indication that 23 years later a similar accident is likely to
occur at what can be assumed to be a vastly different facility.

]V



contention may have meant to refer to the health effects of
doses to pregnant and lactating women, Applicants discuss
health effects issues below.

2. Health Effects

GANE alldooo that Applicants fail to meet the requirements
of 10 C.F.R. §§ 50.34, 50.36, 20.193, 20.203, and 10 C.F.R.
Part 50, Appendix I, by not adequately assessing the somatic,
teratogenic, and genetic effects of ionizing radiation. GANE
Supplement at 1. Not one of those regulations requires Appli-
clﬁél to assess health effects. Applicants must comply with 10
C.F.R. Part 20 and 10 C.F.R. Part 50, Appendix I (ALARA). 1If
they do so, operation of the plant is deemed safe with respect
to radiclogical releases. See Rulemaking Hearing, note 8
supra, CLI-75<5, 1 N.R.C. at 280 (1975). (The obligations of
Applicants anda the Staff with respect to including an assess~
ment of health effects in cost benefit analyses under 10 C.F.R.
Part 51 are discussed in the next section.)

3. NEPA Cost Benefit Analysis

With respect to health effects, CANE alleges that Appli-
cants underestimate "the human cost of the project in the
cost-benefit analysis required by 10 C.F.R. 51.21, 51.20(b) and
(¢), and 51.23(a)."13/ GANE Supplement at 1. This statement

A new 10 C.F.R. Part 51 has been promulgated, but has not
yet taken effect. 49 Fed. Reg. 9352 (1984).

.1.-



suggests that perhaps GCANE is attempting to raise Applicants'

alleged failure to adequately assess health effects as a NEPA
issue.

Neither 10 C.F.R. § 51.20 (which governs Applicants' Con-
struction Permit Stage Environmental Report) nor 10 C.F.R.
§ 51.21 (which governs Applicants' Operating License Stage En-
vironmental Report) requires Applicants to attempt to quantify
health effects. wtth'ro-pcct to releases from normal plant
operation, an applicart typically addresses radiological ef-
fects by providing release and dose estimates. 10 C.F.R.
§ 51.23, on the other hand, governs the Draft Environmenta!
Statement, a document generated by the NRC Staff. Accordingly,
there is no legal basis for GANE's implying that the environe
mental information that Applicants have ropc:t;d is deficient,

10 C.F.R. § 51.23 does require the NRC Staff to consider
in its cost-benefit analysis the radiological effects of the
facility, and projected health effects are normally provided in
the Staff's environmental statements. However, the scope of
review at the uperating license stage does not require
reevaluation of environmental matters considered before the

construction permit was issued unless there are sufficiently

changed circumstances. Philadelphia Electric Company (Limerick
Cenerating Station, Units 1 and 2), LBP-82-43A, 15 N.R.C. 1423,
1459, 1461 (1982), citing Calvert Cliff's Coordinating

Committee, Inc. v. AEC, 449 F.2d 1109, 1128 (D.C. Cir. 1971).

- 1’.



Accordingly, absent allegations of significant, new informa=-
tion, the health effects associated with the operation of the
Vogtle plant are not a proper issue in this proceeding. Cf.
id. at 1461. See also Detroit Edison Company, et al. (Enrico
Fermi Atomic Power Plant, Unit 2), LBP-79-1, 9 N.R.C. 73, 86
(1979).

CANE refers to no significant new information on health
effects in general that would necessitate a further evaluation
by the NRC Staff, much less to some significant new information
peculiar to Vogtle's releases which might prompt a Staff
reevaluation.l4/ The Staff previously concluded that the
health effects of radicactive releases from Vogtle were insig-
nificant., CP-FES, § 10.1.2.5. In the Construction Permit pro-
ceeding, the Licensing Board concurred with this conclusion,
Ceorgia Power Company (Alvin W. Vogtle Nuclear Plant, Units 1,
2, 3, and 4), LBP-74-39, 7 A.E.C. 895, 907-908 (1974). GANE's
reference to J. Cofman, Poisoned Power (1971) (GCANE Supplement

wien Unses Toand TR oR B R R0Ee 140 11960}, the con-
with Units ). - 264 (1980), the Com=-
mission permitted litigation of the health effects of ionizing
radiation as a NEPA issue in a construction permit proceeding.
However, the Commission stated that a full NEPA record is al-
ready in existence (from tho 10 C.F.R. Part 50, Appendix 1
rulemaking proceeding) and "no useful purpose wouxd be served
by litigating health effects of radicactive releases when there
is no serious contest as to the result." Accordingly, even in
a construction permit proceeding, a petitioner must allege sig-
nificant new scientific evidence belying the insignificance of
routine releases.
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at 2), for the assertion that embryos are more susceptible to
leukemia when exposed to radiatiorn is certainly not new intfor-
mation.

CANE also alleges, in its discussion of GCANE~1l, that
Applicants have failed to assess the cumulative effects of
Vogtle and Savannah River Plants, as reguired by 10 C.F.R,

§ 51.20(b) (applicable to the Construction Permit Stage Envie
ronmental Report). GANE Supplement at 1. This allegation is
redundant of CANE~2, which deals solely with cumulative im-
pacts; accordingly, it should be rejected pursuant to 10 C.F.R,
§ 2.714(e). Aside from its redundancy, this allegation in
GCANE~1 once again fails to address relevant documentation.
Applicants extensively assessed the existing radiological bure
den, including the Savannah River Plant releases, in its Con-
struction Permit Stage Environmental Report. CP-ER, §§ 2.8 ot
#eq. Applicants then evaluated the combined population doses
from Vogtle, the Savannah River Plant, and other nearby facilis
ties. Tne combined dose was 0.05 percent of the population
dose due to natural background. CP<ER, § 5.4.4. The NRC Staff
also assessed the radiation background due to nearby nuclear
facilities. CP-FES, § 2.8.2. The Staff concluded that the
combined population dose from these facilities would be less
than 0.2 percent of the dose from natural background
radioactivity. Id., § 11.7.7. Ir GANE-l, GANE provides no new

information or circumstanceslS/ that might change these

‘*/ The proposed recpening of the LeReactor at the Savannah
ver Plant, raised as an issue in CANE-2, is addressed below
in Applicants' response to that contention.
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conclusions made at the construction permit stage.

4. Gonclusion

For all of the foregoing reasons, CANE~l should be re-
jected in its entirety.

B. QANE-2: Cumulative Effects

GANE-2 alleges that Applicants have failed to assess the
combined environmental and health effects of Vogtle and the Sa-
vannah River Plant. OANE cites "10 C.F.R. 20.103, 50.34(a)(4),
$1.23(b), 104, 108, 106, and 201." GANE Supplement at 3. 10
C.F.R. § 50.34(a)(4), which pertains to the preliminary safety
analysis report, is irrelevant and is not further discussed.
104, 105, 106 and 201 presumably refer to 10 C F.R. §§ 20.104,
20,108, 20.106, and 20,201,

1. Environmental Assessment

10 C.F.R. § 51.23(¢), (not § 51.23(b) which GANE

cites), reqguires the NRC Staff (not Applicants)l6/ to assess
"eumulative impacts as may reasonably appear significant." As
discussed above with respect to GCANE«1, the Staff perfoimed
such an assesament at the construction permit stage and cone-
cluded that the cumulative impact of the Vogtle and Savannah

River Plants, as well as other nearby facilities, was

Note, however, Applicants' preoperational
radiological nonttottnq‘::oqran fully assessed the existing
r.dtoloqtenl burden in viecinity of the site. See Appli-
cants' OL-ER, § 6.4 ot seq.



insignificant., The only supposedly new information offered by
CANE to resurrect this issue is the proposed restart of the
LeReactor.l7/ Since the Staff has not yet issued its operating
license stage draft environmental statement, it is premature to
allege the Staff's noncompliance. Nevertheless, Applicants
submit that a supplemental assessment by the Staff of cumula-
tive effects is unnecessary. The cumulative effects of the
L=Reactor and Vogtle are already being fullv evaluated by the
Department of Energy in its environmental impact statement for
the L-Reactor. .18/ NEPA does not require federal agencies to
conduct duplicative evaluations. As the Supreme Court has in-
dicated, an agency can evaluate the environmental impact of the
first of several proposals by itself, and leave evaluation of
the cumulative effects of subsequent proposals to the environ-

mental impact statements on those subsequent proposals. Kleppe
v, Sierra Club, 427 U.8. 390, 415 n.26 (1976).

The information Applicants provided in their Construction
ermit Stage Environmental Report on gamma and beta radiation,
and on iodine and tritium, from the Savannah River Plant in-
cluded figures from six years in which the L-Reactor was in
operation. CP«ER, § 5.5,

See U.S. Department of Energy, "Draft Environmental Impact
atement, L-dieactor Operation, Savannah River Plant" § 5.2

(Sept. 1983). GCANE does not address the evaluation of cumula~-
tive effects in this DEIS, although GANE is obviously aware of
this evaluation. (CANE cites comments on the L-Reactor DEIS).
Nor does GANE attempt to show that because of the releases from
the LeReactor, the effects attributable to Vogtle will be sig-
nificant., Without such a showing, cumulative effects need not
be evaluated, , 997
F.2d 1214, 1217 F. .
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Here, at the construction permit stage of Vogtle, cumula-
tive effects of Vogtle together with nearby facilities were
evaluated. To the extent additional or different facilities
are proposed for operation thereafter, Kleppe teaches that the
need for an updated cumulative assessment may be considered in
conjunction with that subsequent facility. DOE is apparently
doing just that in its evaluation of the L-Reactor. To the ex-
tent CANE quarrels with that evaluation, its recourse is in
that proceeding, not here in the Vogtle proceeding. This is
particularly appropriate in the instant circumstances where the
focus is on the L-Reactor, whose releases (the precise nature
of which may be sensitive from a disclosure standpoint) and ade
ditions to cumulative effects are best explored in a proceeding
invelving its operator, DOE.

2. safety Consequences

GANE~-2 refers to assessment of health effects sepa~
rate from assessment of environmental effects. GANE also ref-
erences sections of 10 C.F.R. Part 20, Standards for Protection
Against Radiution. Part 20 establishes maximum permissible
concentrations of radiocactive materials in air and water in re-
stricted and unrestricted areas. It is possible, therefore,
that CANE-2 is attempting to assert that the combined effects
of the Savannah River Plant and Vogtle releases create a safety
hazard in violation o: these regulations. MHowever, such
vagueness in pleading denies Applicants reasonable notice of
the issues against which they must defend.
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Furthermore, if GCANE is indeed attempting to raise a safe-
ty issue, it fails the basis requirement utterly. Applicanta
have calculated the releases and concentrations that will ree-
sult from operation of the Vogtle plant. These estimates are
located at FSAR, Table 11.3.3-). GANE, however, ignores these
figures.

Section 20.106(e) does authorize NRC to reduce the release
concentrations otherwise allowable for Vogtle if it appears
that because of radicactive releases from other facilities in
the area the daily intake of radicactive lciurtcl from all
pathways of exposure by a suitable sample of an exposed popula-
tion would exceed one~third of the daily intake resulting from
exposure to concentration limits specified by Part 20. Savane
nah River reports annually the releases of radicactive materi~
als from its facilities, Furthermore, the results of Appli~
cants' precperational monitoring program, reported in
Applicants' OL-ER at §§ 6.4 gt seg . necessarily include the
contribution from the Savannah River Plant te the existing
radiological burden in the vicinity of the plant. In additioen,
the DOE draft environmental impact statement prepared in cons
nection with its proposal te recpen the Lereactor contains eas-
timates of incremental releases from that facility. The Savan-
nah River releases and estimates, which have also been ignored
by Petitioners, are far below the levels which would inve.le
Section 20.106(e) for Vogtle.



In fine, CANE ignores both Applicants’' estimated releases
and the Savannah River Plant reported and estimated releases.
It makes no attempt to address them. [t identifies ne
radionuclide that will be produced by the twoe facilities in
concentrations exceeding te 10 C.F.R. Part 20 limits (and none
axists).

3. Genclusien

GANE~2 appears intended to raise as a NEPA issue the
need to assess the cumulative effects of Vegtle and the
LeReactor. This contention lacks legal basis, since there ia
ne reguirement that the NRC duplicate the evaluation of sumula~
tive effects performed by the Department of Energy. All other
cumulative effects of the Savannah River Plant and Vegtle have
been fully assessed, and OANE offers no basis to reconsider
them.

It ie also possible that GANE is attempting to ralse a
safety issue, but in this regard its pleadings are so vague and
80 lacking in basis that such an iLssue must be 1ejected.

€. QANE-). Raychelegical Stress

OANE~) states that Applicants have failed to show
that "the fear caused by living adjacent to a nuclear facility
will net threaten the security and well-being of the community,
in vielation of various laws and rules and regulations. " OANE
Supplement at 8. OANE provides no basis for its allegation



that ocperation of the Vogtle Plant in fact will induce fear and
accompanying stress in the public. Nor does CANE identify the
"laws and rules and regulations" to which it vaguely refers.
Applicants are aware of no requirement that fear on the part of
the public to operation of the Vogtle plant constitutes a basis
for challenging plant operation. To the cuntrary, the Supreme
Court recently has held that fear of the threat posed by a nu-
clear plant's operation is not cognizable under the National

Environmental Policy Act. Metropolitan Edison Ccvpany v.

Beople Against Nuclear Energy, 103 5.Ct. 1556, 1561 (1983);
gompare GANE-) (alleging that "Childhood fears of nuclear ca-

tastrophe may last a lifetime and cause irveparable damage;"
and "fears and anxieties will threaten the security and
welle-being of our community").

Moreuver, in licensing nuclear power plants, absent evie
dence of & "unique and traumatic" nuclear accident in the vi-
einity of the plant, the Commission has instructed its licens-
ing boards not L~ entertain pasychological stress contentions.
Gonsidecation of Paychelegical Stress Issues; Policy Statement.
47 Fed. Reg. 31762 (1982). GCleveland Electric llluminating
Company. et al, (Perry Nuclear Power Plant, Units 1 & 2),
LAP=82-69, 16 N.R.C. 751 (1982), Carelina Power & Light Company

and Nersh Carelina Eastern Municipal Power Agency (Shearon
Harris Nuclear Power Plant, Units ! and 2), LBP=B2«119A, 16

N.R.C. 2069, 2084, 2008, 2095, 2096 (1982). The Vogtle

«27=



operating license proceeding falls squarely within this

rule.19/

D. GANE-~4: Electromagnetic Radiation

GANE-4 alleges that Applicants have underestimated the
risk of the electromagnetic radiation from transmission lines,
in viclation of 10 C.F.R. §§ 51.20, 51.21 and NEPA. As a
basis, GANE argues that Applicants claim the effects of the
transmission lines as a benefit, when in fact "growing scien-
tific evidence" indicates a hazard.20/

GANE's assertion that Applicants claim the effects of
transmission lines as a benefit is unfounded. GANE does not
address Applicants' Environmental Reports, wherein Applicants
considered the effects of the transmission lines. CP-ER,

§ 5.4.1.4; OL-ER, § 5.5 et seg. Instead, GANE refers to a com-

pany brochure and to other, unidentified Georgia Power Company

19/ The Commission's Policy Statement was issued prior to the
Supreme Court's reversal of the Court of Appeals' decision in
the PANE case; consa2gquently, the Policy Statement allows for
consideration of psychological stress in the circumstances al-
lowed by the Ccurt cf Appeals but subsequently reversed by the
Supreme Court. See 47 Fed. Reg. at 31762-€3.

20/ GANE also interjects, in its Supplement at 10, that Appli-
cants provide "no assurance that [the] level [of the field in=-
tensity] will not be increased in the future." Aside from the
fact that the transmission lines cannot be operated at voltages
greater than that £for which they were designed (and hence it
would require the construction of a new transmission system to
increase field intensity), Applicants submit that NEPA requires
only an evgluation of the system as proposed.
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environmental impact studies to support its assertion. GANE
does not claim that such effects are claimed‘as a benefit in
Applicants' Environmental Reports, and they are not. There-
fore, this assertion is irreievant.

GANE's reference to "growing scientific evidence" also
lacks basis. GANE asserts that Applicants have not addressed
"the most recent health risk data on effects of exposure to
high voltage fields." GANE Supplement at 11. GANE refers to
the testim. .y of a "Dr. Moreno" [actually "Marino") in a pro-
ceeding beftore the New York Public Service Commission. The
proceeding was held in 1976-1978 and was cunsidered in

Pennsylvania Power and Light Company and Allegheny Electric

Cooperative, Inc. (Susquehanna Steam Electric Station, Units 1

and 2), LBP-82-30, 15 N.R.C. 771 (1982). The Susquehanna Li-

censing Board considered the Marino testimony, but concluded
that no evidence exists to date that the operation of S500kv
power lines2l/ will have an adverse biological health effect on
humans. Id. at 7"90-93, 830-34. The Board noted that the New
York Public Service Commission had also rejected the testimony.
Id. at 792.

GANE also refers to an unpublished paper by Karl 2.

Morgan, which he presented in Congressional hearings in 1978.

21/ Plant Vogtle's transmission lines are 500 kv or less.
CP-ER, § 5.4.1.1.
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(Attachment 1.) Professor Morgan propounds that low level
ionizing radiation is dangerous. But transmission lines gener-
ate no ionizing radiation. With respect to non-ionizing radia-
tion, Morgan merely cautions, as a passing note, that there may
be effects of which we are unaware.22/ This paper is admit-
tedly exclusively confined to Morgan's discussion of ionizing
radiation and as such provides no basis for GANE's proposed
contention on transmission lines.

Neither the Marino testimony nor the Morgan article
presents significant new information necessary for reexamina-
tion of the environmental evaluations of transmission lines

made at the construction permit stage,23/ and therefore they do

22/ Professor Morgan's full and only statement on this point
is as follows: "These non-ionizing radiations [sonic, ul-
trasonic, infrasonic, ultraviolet, infrared, microwave,
radiofrequency, and long wave], like ionizing radiation, may be
multiplying their presence so rapidly in the human environment
that they too are resulting in health hazards in some areas be-
fore”we are sufficiently aware of the magnitude of the precb-
lem.

23/ GANE alsc refers to a Colorado study, but does not identi-
fy it. Petitioners are w»rcbably referring to a 1976-1977 study
in the Denver area, conducted by Nancy Werthheimer and Ed
Leeper and published in the American Journal of Epidemiology in
1979. This study, however, related principally to high current
configurations rather than to high voltage lines. While the
study established no cause and effect relationship, Werthheimer
and Leeper stated, "it was particularly homes close to
transforming points [substations and local transformers]) that
were over-represented among our cancer cases." Furthermore,
the existing epidemiological evidence (including the
Werthheimer/Leeper study) was considered by the Susguehanna
Board. The Board found that "some tests do show results that

(Continued Next Page)

-30-



not provide a sufficient basis for the contention.24/

Finally, GANE refers to a finding by Robert Helliwell of
Stanford University that "electromagnetic radiatinn from the
Canadian power system was being injected into the earth's mag-
netic ducts." GANE then hypothesizes that the interaction of
this radiation with electrons yill produce x-rays, which in
turn will produce ultraviolet light, which in turn will produce
skin cancer. GANE does not identify any source for Robert
Helliwell's findings. Petitioners' allegation probably relates
to a series of letters between Dr. Helliwell and Dr. Marino,
appended to the Marino testimony in the New York Public Service
Commission proceeding. (Attachment 2.) However, in these let-

ters, Dr. Helliwell stated that he did not believe that

(Continued)

could be interpreted as adverse, but these are so flawed that
the results are inconclusive." Susquehanna, supra, LBP-82-30,
15 N.R.C. at 792. Accordingly, the Werthheimer/Leeper study is
not significant new information that would warrant a supplemen-
tal evaluation of the effects of transmission lines.

Similarly, GANE refers to a conversation with H. Richard
Payne of EPA, who purportedly stated that "evidence exists
showing an effect" from exposure. GANE does not quantify this
effect, does not indicate the duration of the exposure, does
not reveal the evidence on which this conclusion was based, and
does not even reveal the context in which the remark was made.
Such vague and obscure references do not provide an adegquate
basis.

24/ Philadelphia Electric Company (Limerick Generating Sta-
tion, Units 1 and 2), LBP-82-43A, 15 N.R.C. 1423, 1459, 1461
(1982); Detroit Edison Company, et al. (Enrico Fermi Atomic
Power Plant, Unit 2), LBP-79-1, 9 N.R.C. 73, 86 (1979).
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significant X-rays or ultraviol-at radiation would be produced
from power line radiation into the magnetospﬁere. Dy
Helliwell concluded "that the introduction of pow2zr lines capa-
ble of radiating high harmonics [necessary for power line radi-
ation into the magnetosphere] should not alter the average in-
tensity of any radiation that might reach the surface of the
earth." Dr. Helliwell continued, "I see no reason to be con-
cerned about the effects on our environment of power line radi-
ation that enters the magnetosphere."

GANE makes no attempt to quahtify and provides no basis
for its absurd hypothesis that Vogtle transmission lines will
increase ultraviolet radiation and increase the incidence of
skin cancer. The environmental evaluation required by NEPA is

subject to a rule of reason. Scientists' Institute for Public

Information, Inc. v. AEC, 481 F.2d 1079, 1091-92 (D.C. Cir.

1973). It does not require an assessment of remote, specula-

tive consequences. Life of the Land v. Brinegar, 485 F.2d 460,

472 (9th Cir. 1973), cert. denied, 416 U.S. 961 (1974); NRDC v.

Morton, 458 F.2d 827, 837-38 (D.C. Cir. 1972), cited in

Carolina Power and Light Company and North Carolina Eastern

Municipal Power Agency (Shearon Harris Nuclear Power Plant,

Units 1 and 2), LBP-82-119A, 16 N.R.C. 2069, 2085 (1982).
For the reasons discussed above, GANE-4 should be re-

jected.
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E. GANE=-5/CPG=-5: Seismicity

GANE-5/CPG-5 contends that Applicants héve not properly
assessed and considered the geology of the site, in light of
new data made available by the U.S. Geological Survey. In
their discussion of this contention, Petitioners refer to the
"Millett fault," and each states, "Petitioner disputes appli-
cant's claim that the fault is not capable." GANE Supplement
at 12; CPG Supplement at 10. Petitioners also refer to the
Charleston Earthquake and assert that "even if Applicant is
correct that the Millett Earthquake fault is not capable--a
premise Petitioner disputes--the area is of a similar geology
to Charleston and therefore poses a risk of a devastating
earthquake, perhaps as high as XII on the Mercalli scale." Id.
at 13.

Petitioners make no attempt to address specifically Appli-
cants' design and relevant analyses. Applicants have ignored
neither seismic design and siting criteria nor the Charleston
Earthquake. Applicants' extensive assessment of seismology and
geology can be found in the FSAR at § 2.5 et segq. The informa-
tion providéd by Applicants, and ignored by Petitioners, is
briefly summarized below.

1 The Millett Fault

The Millett fault was postulated by the U.S. Geological

Survey in 1982 on the basis of groundwater and other indirect

indications. Faye & Prowell, "Effects of Late Cretaceous and
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Cenozoic Faulting on the Geology and Hydrology of the Coastal
Plain Near the Savannah River, Georgia and Sduth Carolina,"
USGS Open-File Report 82-156, at 73 (1982). See FSAR, §
2.5.1.2.3.1. Applicants proﬁptly made further studies to de-
termine the existence of this postulated fault, but found no
evidence of its existence within the depths to which the inves-
tigation extended. FSAR, §§ 2.5.1.2.3.1, 2.5.2.3 citing
Bechtel Power Corporation, "Studies of Postulated Millett
Fault," Unpublished Report for Georgia Power Company (1982).
Furthermore, even if the Millett fault did exist at a depth
below which Applicants' investigation extended, it could not be
capable by virtue of the age of the undisturbed overlying sedi-
ments. FSAR, § 2.5.1.2.3.1.

Petitioners state that they dispute Applicants' conclu=-
sion. Petitioners, however, give no reason for their dispute.
Their unsupported skepticism does not constitute a basis. Neor
is Petitioners' dispute with Applicants alone. The NRC en-
dorsed Applicants' studies which concluded that the Millett
Fault was not capable. NRC Staff Review of Vogtle Report
"Studies of Postulated Millett Fault" (March 16, 1983). More-
over, a subsequent report by USGS (authored by Prowell, the ge-
ologist who was co-author of USGS open File Report 82-156), re-
leased after Applicants' studies were made available to USGS,
does not list the Millett structure among all cretaceous and

cenozoic age faults in the eastern United States. Prowell,



"Index of Faults of Cretaceous and Cenozoic Age in the Eastern
United States," USGS Map MF-1289 (1983). InAshort, Petitioners
have no basis for their bald assertion, and they simply present
no information that would make a reasonable man inguire further
as to the Millett Fault.

b i The Charleston Earthguake

Applicants' safe shutdown and operating basis earthquake
were derived from the 1886 Intensity X Char