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.May 27, 1975
'

l
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission |

BEFORE THE AT0fnIC SAFETY AND LICENSIN3 BOARD- J
1

'

In the Natter of
)fACIFIC GAS & ELECTRIC CO. Dockets 50-275/323-OL

Diablo Canyon Units 1 and 2|
,

SAN LUIS OBISP0140THERS FOR FEACE D.FP)
RESPONSE TO BOARD'S ORDER OF hay 16, 1975 i

RELATIVE TO PREHEARING CONFERENCE CONCERNING i
SFECIAL NUCLEAR MATERIALS "

I BACKGROUND

By letter dated July 22, 1974, Pacific Gas .and Electric Co.
(PG&E) submitted to the Directorate of Licensing, U.S.A.E.C.,

!now the U.S.N.R.C. , an application, allegedly pursuant to the
provisions of 10 CFR 70, for the storage only of unirradiated
nuclear fuel, neutron sources, and vessel surveillance
capsules, to be stored'or used at the Diablo site. This ap-
plication is currently pending before the NRC Staff.

On April 10, 1975, MFP filed a motion with this Board request-
,

ing that the Board " issue an order denying PG&E the right to '

acquire, deliver, receive, posses, use, transfer, or' store ,

!nuclear fuel assemblies within the County of San Luis Obispo
until a valid operating license has been issued and has become
effective for the Diablo plant."

In its response to the motion, dated April 17, 1975, PG&E
submitted that the NRC regulations covering isruance of
licenses for right and storage of unirradiated fuel assemblies
are set forth in 10 CFR 70 that PG&E has applied for ai

| J icence under those regulations, and the NRC Staff has the ap-
| plication under review; and, the MFP request that the Board |

issue an order denying PG&E the right to store unirradiated |
fuel assemblies is both an attack on NRC regulations and an i
attempt to interfere with independent Staff review. The
13&E response provides no bases whatsoever for the last two ;

assertions. ,

s

Because the filing of the appli cation was not advertised,
and because none of the parties to this proceeding (except
NRC Staff) were serviced with a copy of the application, isFP
first became aware of the existence of the application when
served with PG&E's response to the b.FP motion.

On it.ay 5,1975, liaving shown what the Board considered to be
good cause, the NRC Staff (Staff) filed a non-timely response ,
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to the MFP motion. The Staff response asserts that "The
jurisdictional question posed by this motion is essentially one
of first impression. It is not a question that has previously '

been dealt with by a Licensing Board, "but submits "that.the -

facts and circumstances present here warrant jurisdiction
vesting with this Board...." However, on addressing itself to
the merits of the motion, the Staff asserts it fails to meet
the stringent test standards set forth in ALAB 55, WASH 1218,
447, 450 451 (June 20, 1972) and other citatior.s, and the
motion, therefore, should be denied. '

3y letter dated May 8,1975 to Elizabeth S. Bowers, Chairman,
and serviced on all parties, PG&E filed, without a showing of
good cause, a non-timely supplement to their April 17, 1975
response cited above.

On ilay 16, 1975, the Board issued an order in which it request-
ed all parties to submit bri.efs relating to the .juri':dictional
question and that MFP, if they desired, to submit additional
information concerning the special nuclear materials (SNE) I

motion. This brief is submitted in accordance with that
request.

:-ursuant to the Board's order of May 16, 1975, r:2E filed a
brief dated Nay 22, 1975 in which it is indicated that (1) FG&E
believes that the Board presently lacks jurisdiction to

iconsider the motion," and (2) ". . . suggests that the matter of
jurisdiction be put to one side and that the Board consider the j

iFP motion on its merits." j

.ursuant to the Board's Nay 16,1975 order, the Staff filed a
letter dated May 23, 1975 to inform the Board that it would ,

'

rely on its Response of Kay 5,1975 relating to jurisdiction.
|

:I JURISDICTION

Aware of the wide spectrum of powers delegated to Licensing
Boards within the context of 10 CFR 2, we believe that the
Board has or can assume jurisdiction with respect to the hFi
-otion. We would, therefore, like to associate ourselves with
the material set forth under Discussion of pp 2-5 incl. of the
Staff's response dated U.ay 5,1975. The latter Liccussion doec,however, appear to contain an error. It ic our understanding
that the holder of a "section 70" or " storage-only" license in
allowed to inspect, modify, and repair fresh-fuel assemblies.
The Staff's Discussion asserts the holder is allowed to only
store the assemblies,

t

t'
;
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III ADDITIONAL INFORMATION CONCERNING SNin EOTICJ i
s
!

The NRC regulations covering issuance of licenses for receipt
and storage of fresh fuel assemblies and associated radioactive
materials are set forth in 10 CFR 70. PGAR hac applied for ~

such a' license, we have just learned, and'the SRC Staff has the
| application under review. In particular 10 CFF. 70 31 (d)

provides that:'

!
1 !

| "No license will be issued by the
Commission to any person within the
United States if the Commission finds
that the issuance of such license would
be inimical to the common defense and
necurity or would constitute an un-
reasonable risk to the health and safety
of the public."

"F1 believes that the issuance c f an GNr. li cense, at this time,
would be in direct conflict with the criteria of Fart 70 31 (d)
and, therefore, the license should be denied.

It ir possible to entertain a number of situations which might
very well constitute an unreasonable risk to the health and
safety of the public. Some of these follow.

The Seismic Froblem

Since 1966, PG&E has found it convenient to disregard or treat
lightly fully onn half of the Diablo Canyon seismic field: the
offshore field. isto coft-pedal tne existence of the 90-mile Hoscri fault,At present it appears that their strateg:(tac-
cording to some modern seismologists, a part of the San Andreas
Complex) which passes within two miles of the fuel storage
nrea. And if lhis fails the next step is to discount the

.

{Credibility of the occurence of an earthquake with epicenter
located above the Hosgri Fault, whose magnitude might lie in the
7 to 8 range. William Gawthrop has loca ted the epicenter of
the 1927 offshore quake of Richter Magnitude 7.5 on the Hoscri
.rault. PG&E's response has been that the epicenter location
crror ellipses are so large as to preclude precise location of
of the 1uake.1

iiithout addressing the question of the error ellipse sizes, .4FF
contends that even if they were of dimensions so Ereat as to
preclude accurate location, it is clearly in the public interact
to assume that the 1927 quake's epicenter was immediately above
the Hosgri Fault. Thus Diablo structural engineering criteria
could be established whose bases sprung from modern seismic
models instead of outdated models.

.

1
i

,
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Further, even in the event that it were postulated, for the
purpose of discunnion, that the error. ellipses are too large,
it appears that one interested in locating the 1927 epicenter
as well as other offshore seismic events, would take steps
to decrease the dimensions of the offshore error ellipses.
We deplore the apparent ~ fact that neither PG&E nor the NRC '

Staff has taken affirmative steps to investi ate the possibility6
| of detonating explosives in the offshore area. Such tests,
| performed in cooperation with the Berkeley, Caltech, and U.S.

G.S. seismic groups could improve existing velocity models ind
| thereby decrease error ellipse dimensions. If. convincing

arguments against performing such experiments - are not. pre-
sented, the existence of a cover-up conspiracy will probably be
suspected.

Since PG&E does not know what certain of the offshore
seismological investigations will. reveal, they are currently
making an after-the-fact attempt to requalify Diablo Seismic
Category I structures at a higher level than original
ntructural design criteria called for. Note that' the original
cafe shutdown earthc uake (SSE) was defined by a ground accelera-t

tion of 0.4g. About a year ago attempts were already underway
to requalify the plant at 0.5g. By letter from Henry W.
Coulter to General L.V. Gossick dated Jan. 28, 1975, the U.S.G.S.
has taken the position that the " design value of 0.5g... is
inadequate." We can only assume that PG&E will attempt to re-
qualify fo? a7 SGS of 0.6g. It is our impression that with.
ranpoet to the SGE, a move from 0.4g to a 0.66 level require.s
very profound structural engineering changes.

In summary, we find that, with respect to what should be
required for the public's health and safety, and with respect
to what is required by 10 CFR 100,that the seismological /
structural engineering situation at Diablo is currently in a
disgraceful state of disarray.

San Luis Ob4 spo Mothers for Peace con tend that the' issue of
neismology has been admitted by this Board as a contention for
purposes of discovery, and pending the resolution of this issue,
by stipulation of the parties, by order of the Board, or by a
Decision of this Board following the operating license
evidentiary hearing, the seismic ' potential of the Diablo
environment bust be considered, legally, an . unknown.

3ecause of these seismic problems as well as legal problems
set forth above, we cannot imagine how. in the world PG&E can
guarantee the integrity of the fuel assemblies within their
lattice-type fuel racks. The'unkown seismic field could un-
leash an amount of energy.whose uppermost limit remains,_ at this
time, unknown. The fuel racks, according to'the FSAR, are
elle6edly designed for a ground acceleration of 0.4g, a-
figure which, at this' point, has little significance. (It is
appropriate to obse ~ve that the Staff's Safety Evaluation
Report is, at this point, silent with respect to the seismic

,

environment of Diablo Cany on, apparently due to PG&E's- .!
seismic studies slippage.) ||

-!
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Eecause the nature of the Diablo seismic field is an outstandiH6contested and Lnresolved issue, there is little tht can be
said about the behavior of the fuel racks, overhead cranes, nnd

,

associated equipment which is above and in the neighborhood
of the fresh fuel assemblies, during what we consider to be a
credible earthquake. A strong quake might therefore, be
responsible for producing extensive and severe deformations
in the fuel assembly rack lattices. Such a deformed geometry,
coupled with the introduction of unborated water into the area ,

(and possibly even without watar) could, depending upon the
|nature of the deformation, be responsible for an effective wuh. rnetor (k) j

criticality of one or Greater. A supercriticality in the fuel '

handling area is, generally, considered poor form, with
- ;resper(t to the health and safety of the public. The fuel |handl!.ng building is not designed to contain the fission

produo'ts of an unplanned-for criticality and the results of
the situation set forth above could Icad to radiation doses
tany orders of magnitude greater than allowable limits to
onsite personnel, people in the low population zone, and
certainly to the interveners and the public at large. Thisis clearly not in our interest nor in the public interest. |

The Sabotage Problem

The reli' ability of the onsite security program has not, to
our knowledge, been resolved. The ACRS review of this nubject
in still underway and the ACRS letter to the Con.nission has
not, r s ye t , been sent. Furthermore, several interveners in
this proceeding have raised the issue of sabotage. This
Board has admitted, for discovery, the issue of domestic
sabota69.

Cver the past year, FG&E facilities at Diablo Canyon and at
the Fismo Beach Lay-Down Yard have been the subjects of in-

;.:umerable bomb threats. This Intervenor was on one occasion '

prevented from making h discovery site tour for over an hour
chile a bomb sweep was made by FG&E and County Sheriffs '

Depa rtment personnel.

In nddition, during the past several months the perpetration
of acts of violence on PG&E facilities in the Horthern part of
the State have become a matter of course. Thus, apparentlythreatr are being implemented.

An act of sabotage could, it is believed, create a critical
geometry in the ' fuel handling area if fresh fuel and unborated
water sources are available, ,

j

tiothers for Peace are not at all convinced that it is possible
to say with a substantial degree of certainty that the existing

1
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security forces and security plans could prevent would-be
saboteurs from accomplishing their goals, and for this reason,
we also believe this Board should act in favor of our motion.
In addition to the above we have another reason for opposing (
the stor~ ge of fuel assemblies onsite at this time. We
hesitat to be dramatic but feel that in the public interest,
the reason should not appear on the record. |

1.le do not feel that the issuance of the requested order would
substantially harm other parties in this proceeding. Only
FG&E has casually indicated in its response dated April 17,

.

|1975 to the MFP notion that "should .the requested motion be
;

granted, alternative storage facilities outside San Luis '

Obispo County would have to be established at considerable ,

expense." This unquantitated, unverified, and unsupported
.assertion provides no basis for its veracity. We might I

suggest + hat alternate ctorage facilities need not be establish-
ed, and that the fuel assemblies simply be allowed to remain
at the fabricator's warehouse, it being assumed that they have
a license to store fuel.

i

Respectfully submitted,

ridhit. t-

| Sandra A. Silver Dated: I..ay 27, 1975
1315 Cecelia Ct.

| San Luis Obispo, CA 93401
i
|

iXct Elizabeth S. Sowers
Glenn O. Bright
William P. Cornwell
Philip A. Crane, Jr.
Frederick Eissler

| Willian E. .:artin
Alan S. Roaenthal
Secretary, U.S. fiRC
Gordon Silver
Andrew Skaff
James R. Tourtellotte

1
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PElm CORRESPONDENCE
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eentna
USNRC!!r. Philip A. Crono, Jr. [ .\\taw repr.rtnent

lheific Gan and Electric Co. : NAY161975 > E
g.77 Beale Street DY..'i $1". [#)Oan Francicco, CA 94106 ' N

N""" w% /
(Rc: 120 Docketo 50-275h23-01.) (o i/E '

Sc,ir Mr. Crnne: I

Tr%ccitted hercuith io an interrogatory to which P.G.andE. 's
responso vould be appreciated.

Si,cerely youro,

Yi &
Gordon A. Silver "'

1315 Cecolin Court
Uun Luis Ohicco, CA 93401

:

Xc with enclouure:
Cli::abeth E. Apfelberg
411::abeth S. Dovero 4

tlillire P. Cornwell
Frederick Ciccior
Sandra A. Silver
Andrew J. Skaff
Jxno: Tcurtc11 otto
Secretary, !mC

_ _ _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - -
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in the ibtter of ) - MAY 161975 > ; j
PACIFIC CAs a IEC2!C CO. ) Docketo 50-275/323-OL { , , , , , , , , , , , , , p-- i
(DiabloCanyon,Unito1and2)) o.a.e g -.w.

N /IJ:"'Di7CTOR'S IE'ERRCGATIO!!S TO AFPLICA"" 4

(o to I

Intervenor cubmits the following interrogatorico to the applicant I
(IC&S) to be nncucred, under oath, by cuch IG:E perconnel ao have I

knowledce of the facto, in accordsnce with 10 CFR 2.740b. Refereneco
herein to "P.G.&E." are to the Pacific Cao and Sloctric Co., 'j
including its officoro, employees, vendors, contrnetero, and
concultanto.

1. Reference "Anower of Pacific Onn and Electric Cempany to Motion
Filed by San Luis Obiopo Mothero For Peaco Dated March 6,17/5"
dated March 10, 1975. On p. 1 is found the following statement:

.....in connection with another proceedinc PGandE"

had the Humboldt County infant mortality recordo examined,
end it developed that infant mortality in Hamboldt
County actually had declined since the IIumtc1dt reactor
wco placed in operation."

Plence explain with specificity the baces, if any, for this

alleged matter of fact. Identify proceeding, methodology, and
control group, if any. Includo resulto of study.

2. Identify by titic, author, investigator, agency, beginning date,
and completion date, all studiec, reportn, memoranda, correspond-
ence, investigations, and other documento portaining to the
CeoloCy and seismological environment of the Diatlo Canyon
Power Plant, Unita 1 and 2, of which you nre avsre that are

A. Completed
L In progrecc
C. Projected for the futuro

3 Identify by titic, author, investigator, agency, beginning date,
and completion dato, all studico, inventicatione. reports,
memoranda, correspondence, and other documents pertaining to the
struetural engineering design criterin of ociamic category I and
category II systenc and componento of the propose 1 Diablo Conyon
power pinnt unito 1 and 2, which are

A. Completed
B. In progreco

( O. Projectod for the future.
'

I

3.1 Intervenor requests IE to promptly cupplement its initial
recponce to questiono 2 and 3 if and when any r.ew information
pertaining to the oubotance of thoce questionc becomes known,

. . .
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I
thereby making the initial recronaco incomplete.

A. Will you comply with request 3.1 without an order? :

B. If answer to 3.lA 10 not yec, please act forth bacia j
for rocponne. !

4. Reference FSAR, p. 11 5-14, third line. 'fith recpect to the.

three types of radioactive vastco cited, where do you intend to
chip them when they leave the cite and what vill be their routes?

5. Durinc the ntart-up procram and after, do you inter.d to measure,
off-cito, the procence of plutoniun-239 er other plutonium
isotorca, on land, sea or cir, in contradistinction to groso 1

particulate alphn act!vity? That 10, dcocribe any and all off- )
cito nrocrnac for identifying plutonfun inotope .

,

I
6. Do ycu intend to uco thn P.G.andE. facilitico in the "Five !

Citico" cren of Piano Beach to store, varchoune, er trancter |
fresh or npent fuel, or other radioactive unsteu? Plesco describe. !

l
'

. 7. Pleaac cpecificnlly identify by title and brict cumary of
f contents, .311 nnnualc, cuides, procedures, planc, and other

documento and texta uhich will be required to be in the control |
room (and/or associated officct.) for the use of senior control
operatoro during

A. Initial fuel loading i

3. Sturtup and power accencien
C. Cowaercial operation.

l

6. Pleace anauer interrogatory no. 7 for the caco of the chief I

Startup E.ncincer.

9 P1naac answer interrogatory no. 7 for the cace of Plant Superin-
tendent.

1

10. itercrence P.LUt, " Reporting of Security Incidents." p. 13.7-7.
Line six in vncue becauce the wordo " facto" and " substantiated"
are not quantitated. Pleanc explain.

11. Identify the first coce.orcial power plant to use 17 X 17 fuel
acacablica. If no commercial plant han used a core comprised
entirely of 17 X 17 nosemblica, what plant will be the first to
do so?

12. Is it expected that ice vill be kept in the containment building?
If ycc, give PSAR reference.

I.

9

----a
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1

13 For unita 1 and 2 picace provide currently anticim ed datos for

A. Shipping of firat frcoh fuel assembly
1

B. Arrival on site of first assembly
I

C. Arrival on site of Inst asacably
D. Dcginning of fuel-loadinc
E. Completion of fuc1 loading j
P. Criticality

G. Synecd and on line. .|
l

14. Vith respoet to Diablo Unit 1 spent fuel reproccocinc please set j

forth identificatic.n of

A. Potential reproccoooro with whom you are negotiating,
B. Location of abovo reproccosers.

.

,

C. Reproccocoro who procently are capabic of reproccocing |

(incontradiatinctiontootoring)yourc;entfuel. j

D. Location of above reproccocors. |
E.- Roproccocora or other firma who arc capabic of otoring j

|your opent fuel.
F. Location of above storers. .

G. Storcro uith whom you are negotiating. |
If. Location of above storers. 1

'

I. Reproccacoro and storcre with whom you hai concluded ,

'

ncCotiations. IJ. Locations of abovo reprocessero and otorcro.

l
15 With respect to initial fuel ancembly chipmento,.13cntify with

ao much precision as possible, the route to be followed by
trucko uithin San Luio Obispo and Santa Barbara Co.:ntics.

36. In thc' event that no reproccocing plants or off-site storace
poolo be prepared to accept your spent fuel accentif co what will
be done with them?

17. Under the circumotancco of interrogatory 16, if, in addition,
opent fuel acacablico are stored in the opent fuel pool, what io
the nazimun storage fraction that vill be used for storace.

18. Deceribo proposed procedurcs, if any, involving limitations on
ensito otorage of opent fuel.

19 Discuos and quantitato the maximum radiation doce, when the
maximun allowed amount of opent fuel osocmblico are stored on
cite to

A. On cito perconnel
B. Peopic at exclusion cono boundary
C. Peopic in omall craf t, approaching from 11.0 oca, as

close ao 1ccally poccibic to the plant.

20. With respect to the ceiomic qualification of Category I systems
and equipment, picano indicate what vill allegedly withstand

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _-
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A. 0.4c
B. 0.5g
C. 0.6c
D. Moro than O.6g

21. Plence indicate what Category I cystema and equipment have not
yet boon qualified by NRC Staff at tho lovel of

A. 0.4g
B. 0 5c

22. With respect to the 17 X 17 coro decicn picaco set forth those
a cac that havo not, as yet, boon qualified, by the IU(C Staff,
as complyinc vith the ECCS final acceptance criteria.

3

23 What geological or coiumological investigntiene of the nei6hbor-
hood'of Diablo Canyon, that have not at thin tice been completed,
do you or your. concultante think ohculd be done? Plenco reply
in a specific and unambiguous fashion.

'24 Reference liRC ACRS meeting of February 18 and 1.9.1975 at San -
Luis Obiopo, Tranceript pp. 90-95 Plence provide intervenor
with 31ume (1965) analytical equation used for determination of
Diablo cite ground acceleration.

)
25 Sn:w referenec au interrocntory no. 24. Plenoc chow how coch

varinble of Dlume (1965) equation wuo evalunted (i.e., quantitato).
| |

| 26. Refer to interrocatorico 24 and 25. IfBlume(1965) equation '
' vac not used to catablich ctructural criteria please provido

and identify equation that was used, if any, and, in addition,
indicato values accigned each variable.

27. Refer to interrogatorica 24, 25, and 26. If a crcphical pre-
centation who employed picace provido intervenor with graph used
to predict ground acceleration.

28. Reference imC ACRS iicoting of February 18, 1975, Transcript !
p. 92, line 19 to p. 93, lino 23 Vith respect to tho "dio- j
crepancy" noted at p. 93, lino 23,

A. Have Trifunac and Blume como to an acrocaent?
D. If yen, please explain uhy the discrepancy emerced and

how it has been reco1ved.
~

i

C. If no, io a meeting scheduled for the future?
D. If Trifunac and Blume have corrcoponded on the instant

discrepancy, pleace identify the communications, and
indicate whether or not you will provido intervonor-
with a copy of such communication without an order? '

3

29 Plonce indiente what P.C.andE. and its consultants consider to
Lo the miniuum acceptable colomic design bacio for Diablo Canyon
unita 1 and 2 in the licht of the requirements act forth in
10 chi Part 100, Appendir. A.
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30. If the definitive location of the 1927. macnitudo 7 3 carthquake
ulthantcly becomes a value judgement by all concomed, duc_ to
lack of definitive data, do you feel obliged to pootulate its

3location on the IIosgri, in the interecto of the public health and
sofoty? >

31. If anover to nbove is no, plesoc act forth basis for answer.

32. In the context of 10 CFR 100, Appendix A, what do.you consider
to be the magnitude of the maximum carthquake that could occur |
on the !!oogri Fault 2one? !

33 In the event of an carthquake producing a ground acceleration at
the sito of 0.5 g,

A. What vill be the accolcration of the floor and equip-
ment consolco in the control rcom, and,

B. IIow will the stability of the reactor operators be
affected, and,

C. Can you any categorically that an operator will not
be thrown from one aide of the room to the other and
impaled on protruding controlo? |

f
34. What cafety featurco have been deci ned into the control room to |

'

C
provent operatora from ouotaining ocrious injury and to ensurc |
their capability of offectinC a onfo shutdoun, during high
control-room accolorations due to the cafo chutdown carthquake?

35 Plenoc identify and list all site studico and photographic seric,

'

cade of intako and dischar6c plume completed, in progreso, or
projected for the future.

36. t!ill you make availabic for inte:venor's inopoetion, at your
San Luio Otiopo officco, all intake and discharge plume studies
includinc all dye teot photographs, without an order?

37. Are you nuarc of any otudico unde of the concentration of copper
preocnt on the ocean floor in the noichborhood of the discharge i
otructure and plunc? |

A. If anover 10 yes pleace identify such otudies and
provide intervenor with resulto.

38. Plenoc s et forth the nature of the South Cove siltation prob 1cm
v1.ich occasioned the cite visit of the California Fish and Game
Dept. and officiala from the California Attorney General's Office j
during or around the veck of April 20, 1975.

I

!
l

. i
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39. Rocarding unit 1 and unit 2 condencer tubinc plcaco

A. Indicato if you have plans to replace any copper tubing with
tubing of another metal.

B. Set forth the extent of the replacement
C. Indicato if a definite decicion has bocn made with respect j

to the cubject of interrogatory no. 39A.
D. Indicate the tubing metal (specific formulation) to be used.

.

40. If the unit 1 copper condenser tubinc is to be retlaced,

A. Hou long vill the convercion take?
B. Will it be ponsibic to isolato and work on sections co that '

;

other portions of the condenoor can remain operativo?

41. Pleace identify, including datos, all applications and other
documente and lettors portaining to your requests to acquire and i

pococes nuclear fuel acaemblies and other special nuclcar materials !i
'

(SNH).

42. Referenco PSAR p.11.6-1 par. 2. Pleaso oe, forth those aspects, I
if any, of the off site radiologieni monitoring program that encure
independence betwoon P.G.andE'o readince and the readings of the
State of California.

43. 1100. PGA3 p.11.6-6 par. 3 'dith respoet to milk-sample collection,
npecifienlly identify by name and titic, P.O.andC, co11cetor and
Utnto of California collector. Under what circumsta nces can thococo11cetorc be the same percon?,

,

44. Uhore and by whom will the samples of interrogatory no. 43 be read?

45 Ref. ?SAR p. 11.6-6 par. 4. Pleace set forth criteria used to
determine if animalo have been eating locally Crote feeds. During
operational period, in contradistinction to baseline data period,
indicato criteria used to determine if animala have been enting
upwind or dounwind-crown feeds.

46. Ref. PCAR n. 11.6-6 par. 6. Please climinate vaguences by indicat-
ing quantitatively the frequency of milk campling curing operationalperiod of plant.

47. Ref. F3AR p.12.1-14 car. 3 Pleaso cet forth all cacea where
Humboldt vorhers have been expeced to radiation levelo in execen of
ac low ac practical 1 cyclo cince Ifumboldt plant hao been in existence
and indic,tc circumottnecc.

40. Ref. PSAR p.12.1-18 par. 3 P1cano indiento the tctal number of
nornonnel, cit.co 1962, at the Htaaboldt nucletar plant that have
received rarliation dosen por year in excees of

A. 10 rem D. 4 rom
B. 6 ren E. 3 rem
C. 9 rca
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Durinc the cource of thece procaerlings certain responses to inter-
rocatorice procented hercuith mcy becomo subject to sapplementr< tion
within the meaning of 30 CPR 2.740 (c). The way the latter section
to rimd by Intervenor, it nppears Applicant has overlooked or
diorecarded these provisions in the pact. Perhaps the.troopo
vill undertnho to coraply with 2.740 (c) in the future.

'Oinccrcly youro,

[u Dated: lN /

Cordon A. Silver /
'

1}15 Cecclia Ct.
San-Luin Obiopo
California 93401

.
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