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REPLY BRIEF OF
PACXFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PGandE) hereby files
'I

this reply to the brief dated February 23, 1976 filed by the.

San Luis Obispo Mothers For Peace and John J. Forster (herein-

after collectively referred to as Xntervenors).

I. INTRODUCTION

Preliminarily, as a general .comment PGandE respectfully

points out that there is no evidence of record to support. grant-

ing Xntervenors'otion to delay shipment of nuclear fuel until
receipt of the operating license. At, the public hearing held on

the motion Intervenors produced no testimony of their own; their
presentation consisted solely in cross-examination of PGandE.

and'NRC Staff witnesses. This cross-examination in no way

impeached or otherwise affected the credibility of the
witnesses'estimony,,

which remains unchallenged and amply supports the
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ASLB order dated December 23, 1975. On this appeal, Intervenors,

2 when they deal with the merits of the controversy, make various

3 allegations which, lacking any support in the record, rightfully
4 should be ignored. One example is the statement on page 3 of
5 %heir brief

"The source of this conclusory assertion
is not presented

8 In fact, the witness identified the source quite clearly (Brunot

9 testimony 4, 5, 7). Another can be found further in the same

lO paragraph

13

"Thus, if disassembly is prevented... the
number of'issions is expected to increase
considerably beyond 6 X 10 9. Disassembly
can be prevented by strapping appropriate
bonds around the assemblies."

However, the unchallenged testimony contradicts this (Tr. 1074,

1075, 1097). Numerous other examples could be cited. In ad-

dition, Intervenors in their brief mischaracterize the testimony
or attempt to take issue with certain of the testimony presented,

20

which should have been done at the hearing by cross-examination

or contrary sworn testimony. Thus, Intervenors can cite nothing
'I

in the x'ecord to challenge authorita'tively any of the evidence

presented by PGandE and the NRC Staff, and on that ground their
appeal must fail.

Nevertheless, set forth below is PGandE's detailed
response to Intervenors'rief, which it offers to complete the

26

record'in this proceeding. In its response, PGandE will not
repeat the point that the allegations to which it is responding

~"





are not supported by the hearing record. For convenience of
reference, the captions set forth below are taken from Intervenors

brief.
THE LACK OF SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE

1. Number of Fissions

Intervenors make a number of assertions under their
heading No. 1 contrary to the evidence. Dr. Brunot did not

testify that exceeding 6 X 10 fissions was impossible under any

conditions. He stated that based upon the data reviewed

. we have no reason to believe that the
number of fissions which could. occur would
exceed 6 X 10 before termination by the
above mechanisms." (Brunot testimony 5)

The statement was repeated in various ways during cross-examina-

tion (Tr. 925, 933, 948, 1102, 1103, 1'105', 1111 and 1112) . The
t

source of this statement was clearly identified by Dr. Brunot on

pages 4 and 5 of his testimony (following Tr. 912) as being based

upon a survey of criticality occurrences {Brunot testimony 4, 5,

7) . The accuracy of this data was confirmed by the NRC Staff
witness (Tr. 1149, 1156) .

Intervenors allege qn page. 3 of their brief:
"In any event, the number of fissions is
proportional to the time during whichcriticality exists."

The relationship between the duration of criticality and the
number of fissions was discussed extensively during cross-
examination (Tr. 1096, 1102, 1103, 1105). As indicated in these

references while duration is i;nvolved no 8i.rect proportionality
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exists since many oth'er factors also are involved. This same

paragraph in the Xntervenors'rief makes reference to so-called

"omnipotent saboteurs" citing page 5 of the Atomic Safety and

Licensing Board's order dated December 23, 1975. However, re-
viewing this portion of the Board's order reveals that the Board

I

was'only assuming that the saboteurs gained entry to the plant,
not. that they were omnipotent (Tr. 1174). The purpose .of the

assumption was, as stated in the order, to avoid placing in
issue the adequacy of the site security plan (Order p. 5).

The concluding paragraph under Section .1 of
Xntervenors'rief

contains the assertion that:
"Disassembly can be prevented by strapping
appropriate bonds around the assemblies."

However, Mr. Lindblad testified that bonding fuel elements

together does not presuppose criticality (Tr. 1060) .,Xn addition
as stated above Dr. Brunot testified that disassembly cannot be

20

prevented in an uncontrolled criticality incident. Thus

"strapping appropriate bonds" would not prevent the shutdown

mechanisms that terminate uncontrolled criticality (Tr. 1064,

1074, 1075, 1097) ..

2. Xsoto ic Distribution of Fission Products
22

23

24

Xntervenors profess to be

and s'gnificance" of the portion of
.under their Section 2. = However, as

ignorant of the "relevance

Dr. Brunot's testimony quoted

explained by Dr. J3runot, this
25 is one of the various factors considered by him in arriving't

his conclusion that a criticality accident would be expected to
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1 cause potential radiological exposures:

3

approximately 600 times less than those
following a spent fuel handling accident, or
even smaller." (Brunot testimony 9, 10)

This was discussed by Dr. Brunot, on cross-examination and by the

NRC Staff witnesses as well (Tr. 949, 952, 1053, 1096, 1112-1117,

6 1149 1150, '1151).

3. Release Rates of Radio-Xsoto es

Regarding the first paragraph at the top of page 4 of

Xntervenors'rief the basis for assuming the release rates for
a criticality accident to be the same as those for a fuel handlin

accident are set forth at. pages 6-8 of Dr. Brunot's prepared

testimony. Furthermore, Dr. Brunot's analysis was generally

supported by NRC Staff witnesses (Tr. 1148-1151).

15

16

With regard to the conseguences

of a criticality occurring in a bound
and restrained fuel assembly bundle,"

17 this question was treated directly by Dr. Brunot, who testified
18 that. for any prolonged criticality one would not expect fuel
19 damage, but that if damage occurred criticality ceases (Tr. 1078).

20 As far as the SPERT tests are concerned Dr. Brunot

testified that in his expert opinj.on they supported his testimony

(Brunot testimony 8). ,Xn addition, NRC Staff witnesses testified
to the same effect (Tr. 1155, 1156). There is no contrary
evidence in the record.

Respecting the two failed rods, it is stated clearly
in Dr. Brunot's testimony (p. 7) that those rods which released
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fission'products were apparently bro'ken or waterlogged before

the test was run. Thus, Dr. Brunot was, in fact, conservative

in assuming that .these rods failed as a result of the test. The

6

"statistically sound" result is that 588 of 590 rods did not

fail. There is no doubt that there is some uncertainty .in

adopting the figure of 2/590. On the basis of the experimental

data, the ",expected" number of,failures would be zero, with some

10

12

probability of some rod failures. The data does not suggest

that a large number of rods would fail under'other conditions

(Brunot testimony 7) .

With regard to a fast transient, a hand grenade would

only terminate the "transient" by disassembling the array, if it
exploded even a millisecond prior to criticality, and thus prevent

the production of any radioactive fission products. Detonating

an explosive device after a "transient" criticality might increase

18

the release fraction somewhat. 1n order to do so, however, the
I

device would have to be'et off in close vicinity to the section

of the fuel which had gone critical. This means that the explosiv

20

2l

device would have to be elaborately designed and remotely con-

trolled to withstand. damage during the transient, remain func-

tional, and be detonated by an observer. Xn any case, the

23

saboteur, without prohibitively complex controls and instrumenta-

tion, would have no way of knowing when criticality would-occur,

and thus such an explosive would not be very effective (Tr. 1037,
U

1082, 1083) . With regard to the "slowly-developing" criticality,
Xntervenors dict not establish that this i<as possible without the
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elaborate instrumentation and controls which exist in an operatin

reactor. Xn any case, a mechanical explosion in UO> pellets

would not be expected to release large fractions of the fission

products from the UO>, since long time operation at high tempera'-

ture releases only a small fraction by diffusion -"(Brunot testi-
mony 8, 9; Tr. 941, 951, 952, 1086; 1090, 1091).

4. Fractional Absor tion Factors
h

Xntervenors in this section are criticizing the pre-

10

12

13

pared testimony of Dr. Brunot, based upon conditions which were

not proposed until the hearing. Xt could be expected that the

iodine absorpt"'on factor would be somewhat lower with decreased

water depth, but there is no testimony in the record that it
would be less than what was assumed by Dr. Brunot. The NRC

regulatory guide uses values which are quite conservative in

view of the data from experiments. Xn any case, elements

1?

18

20

21

23

assembled on top of the fuel rac'ks would have significant water

depth above them. Regardless of the particular depth of water,

however, a large iodine absorption effect would occur.

With regard to the air filter system, Xntervenors

confuse two conditions and two different types of exposure. The

analysis contained in Dr. Brunot's prepared testimony was in-
tended to cover a wide range of possible combinations of events.

The possible failure of the filter system was considered (Brunot

testimony 9) . 'n the specific case of a seismic event in which

26

significant building damage occurs the ventilation system can

be presumed out of service. Xf no other factors were involved





the potential thyroid exposures would be somewhat higher than

those given but still would be well below guideline levels (Tr.

1112, 1113) . The whole body exposures would not increase, since

no hold-up or filtration effect was assumed for them (Tr. 1114) .

The same conclusions would apply to an event in which a saboteur

8

damaged the building or filter system.

5. Reduction Factors

The reduction factor due to down wind decay is an

obvious consequence of having principally very short-lived
isotopes, as explained by Dr. Brunot in his prepared testimony

(p. 9) (Tr. 940, 952).

13

Intervenors overstate the degree of error in the re-
duction factors and make a fallacious statistical inferenco.
When "the mathematical relationship between the factors is
multiplicative" the uncertainty in the expected value of the

product is generally not greater than the uncertainty in any one

factor. In fact, what Intervenors refer to as "orders of
magnitude" of error are not error at all but differences between

the results of different chains of events. The range of the

factors'contained in Dr. Brunot's testimony was not primarily

23

due to inaccuracy, but rather to the covering of a wide range of
possible events in one consequence analysis. Intervenors have

apparently misinterpreted this fact or mischaracterized the
ranges of the factors as errors (Brunot testimony 4, 5, 9, 10) .

With regard to on-site exposures the testimony is not
"silent." Dr. Brunot gave specific values for -potential





exposures to on-site individuals and compared them with appropri-.
ate regulations and guidelines (Brunot testimony 10; Tr. 952,

3 953, 1112-1115) .

ISSUES OF CONTENTION

It is difficult to 3cnow what Intervenors are com-

8

plaining about in this section of their brief, especially since

they presented no direct evidence at the hearing (Tr. 1126) . As

explained by Mr. Lindblad in his test,imony, since the Regulatory
Staff had not completed its evaluations of the adequacy of the

14

15

plant's seismic design, to be conservative PGandE elected to
assume a seismic event occurred resulting in damage to the fuel-

storage facilities and a loss of spacing between fuel assemblies

(Lindblad testimony 5-9, 13) . Thus, the first issue proposed'y
the ASLB in its order dated Zune 24, 1975 became moot. Issue 2

was addressed directly at the hearing by Dr. Brunot and the NRC

Staff witnesses. Contrary to the allegation in
Intervenors'rief

Issue 3 was not changed. There was extensive testimony at

19

20

21

23

the hearing both as to the probability and significance of a

critical mass being formed by an act of sabotage. During the
October .1975 conference call the Board staked that the parties
were to assume that saboteurs gained access to the site to avoid
litigating the adequacy of the site security plan (Tr. 651-653) .

Clearly, this is implicit in the issue as originally propounded

by the Board. Mr. Silver was a party to this telephone call and

26

presumably is in communication with the representative of the
San Luis Obispo Mothers For Peace who shares his home (Tr. 655) .
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Finally, Xssue 4 of the ASLB June 24, 1975 order was covered at

the hearings (Witzel testimony 3, 4). Xn conclusion, it appears

3 that Xntervenors were apprised of the issues well before the

4 hearing and, especially since they had the .benefit of PGandE'

and NRC Staff testimony in 'advance of the hearing, can show no

prejudice in the preparation of their case.

7 IV. DENIAL OF DISCOVERY

As previously explained for the purposes of the hearing

it was assumed that saboteurs obtained entry to the plant site.
Thereafter, Xntervenors were permitted wide latitude in conjuring

up highly unlikely hypothetical situations without any showing

that such situations had any reasonable basis in fact (Tr. 917,

1018, 1029). To summarize, the evidence indicated there was

little saboteurs could accomplish which would have significant,
offsite consequences to the health and safety of the public
(Lindblad testimony ll, 12; Brunot testimony 10; Tr. 1119, 1120,

1198). Xn any event the matters on which Intervenors sought,

discovery thus were totally irrelevant to the subject matter of
the Part. 70 hearing, since they involved matters outside the

issues'f that hearing. The discovery Xntervenors requested can

be dealt with in the broader context of the operating license

proceeding to the extent it. is relevant.
V. LIMITING OF CROSS-EXAMINATION

The ASLB properly indicated that it believed it had

sabotage and requested testimony concerning the si nificance

10
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of criticality (Tr. 1030'). The Board:made it clear to Xnter-'"

venors, however, that had Xntervenors been able to establish

saboteurs could accomplish something with significant offsite
consequences it was prepared to permit Xntervenors to resume

their line of questioning (Tr. 1034). No limits were placed on

Xntervenors'ti=empts to establish significance> and they were

permitted extensive cross-examination, bas'ed, upon highly unli'kely "

l0

scenarios (Tr. 1145, 1146). However, they were unable to

establish that saboteurs could accomplish anything significant.

to the health and safety of the public (Tr. 1119, 1120, 1198) .
\

Xn addition, in any event it has been held that license applicant

need not consider actions by an "armed band of trained saboteurs"

(Xn the matt'er of Consolidated Edison Corn an of New York Inc.,

l5
Indian Point. Station, Unit No. 2, 7 Atomic Energy Commission

Reports 825, 830 (April 25, 1974)).

Similarly, the ASLB properly sustained the objection
to questions of value of the fuel assemblies (Tr. 1206) . Clearly,
this subject. has no relevance to the issue of the probability or

20

significance of criticality resulting from an act of sabotage,

which wa.'s the issue propounded by the ASLB. Xt is not conceivabl

that a saboteur would be influenced -by the value of one or more

fuel assemblies.
23 VX. XNCREDXBXLITY I

PGandE did not ta'ke the approach that criticality was

26

incredible but that it was highly improbable (Lindblad testimony) .

Xt then went on to present evidence on the significance of
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criticality (Board's order paragraphs'1-16, Brunot
testimony).'.'he

NRC Staff too'k the position that criticality was incredible

but then also went on to address themselves to the issue of

significance (Tr. 1031 1131 et sece.). The Staff did not take

the position that .criticality was impossible (Tr. 1170). In

short, the issues outlined by the Board were considered at the

hearing. Thus, it is not clear what point this portion of

Intervenors'rief is seeking to make.

10

12

13

VXX . CONCLUS ION

This portion of Intervenors'rief ignores the

realities of the situation.
PGandE and the NRC presented expert: witnesses whose

technical qualifications were not challenged. PGandE
submits'hat

the ASLB order dated December 23, 1975 contains ample

support in the record and should be affirmed.

VXIX. RELATED REQUEST

20

Xntervenors request a stay in further shipments of ~

fuel pending determination of their appeal. For the reasons

indicated in its response to a similar request addressed by

23

Xntervenors to 0'e Commission, a copy of which is attached,

PGandE submits, that Xntervenors have not made the showing

required for such a stay and that. the request, therefore,





I should be denied.

2 Respectfully submitted,

JOHN C. MORRXSSEY
PHXLXP A. CRANE, JR.
DENNXS CD SULLXVAN
BRU WORTHXNG

10

Phi p A. Cr e, Jr'.

Attorneys for
Pacific Gas and Electric Company

77 Beale Street
San Francisco, California 94106

(415) 781-42 ll

14 Dated: March 8, 1976

26
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t UiiXTHD STATES OF lWHRX~
i'.UCLEAR REGUXZiTORY COY~4IMION

BEFORE THH COl'44XSSXON

Xn the Ifattcr of
PACXFIC GAS AND HLECTRXC COMPANY

Units 1 and 2

Diablo Canyon Site

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
),

Doc3:et Nos. 50-275-OL
50-32 3-OL

REPLY OF PACXFXC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
TO JOXNT REQUEST TO ID,LT FURTHER SHIPMENT

OF FUEL ASSEYil3LXES

On February 23, 1976 the San I'uis Obispo Mothers For Peace

and John J. Forster (hereinafter collectively referred to as Intervenors)
filed a joint request to the Commission to halt further shipments of fuel
assemblies to the Diablo Canyon site pending resolution of their appeal

from the order of the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board (ASLB) dated

December 23, 1975 permitting such shipments. For the reasons set forth
below Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PGand) ) submits that the motion

l

should be denied.

l. The ASLB order dated December 23, 1975 provides in part::
"The,Board concludes that the record supports the
issuance of a -Part 70 license to the Applicant for
special nuclear material."

The license was issued by the NRC Staff on December 31, 1975. On

January 19, 1976 Xntervenors filed a motion requesting the ASLB to set
aside its order dated December 23, 1975. This motion was denied by the
ASLB in an order dated February 6, 1976. The Commission, in an order
da'd February 5, 1976, confirmed the licensing board's asscrl ion of
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jurisdiction and noted that the Part 70 license having been issued the

matter was ripe for review. The ASLB order dated December 23, 1975

thus is effective subject to review by the Commission or an appeal

board designated by the Commission to .conduct such a review. Xn this *

respect. the order is no different from orders granting construction

permits or operating licenses which routinely are effective
immediately,'nless

the presiding officer finds that good causa has been shown why

the decision should not become effective immediate'.y, subject to review

by the Commission upon exceptions filed by any p~Wy or upon its own

motion (10 CFR 2.764) .

2. In addition,Xntervenors 'equest fox. a stay in further

shipments of nuclear fuel totally lacks the r'equixaments of the showing

necessary for such relief. The requirements of such a showing are out-

lined among other places in Wisconsin'lec"sic sow s Com an ea al.
(Point Beach Nuclear Plant Unit 2) 4 Atomic Energy Commission Reports

921, 925 (D.C. Cir. 1958) . These requirements ara set forth below

together with PGandE's comments with respect therato.
l. "Has the petitioner made a. strong showing that it is

likely to pr'evail on the merits of its [motion]?"

PGandE submits that Xntervenors have not. and cannot make such

a showing.. A three-day hoaring on Xntervenors'riginal motion was held
du'ring which they produced no witnesses of their own, relying instead
upon cross-examination of PGandE and MRC Staff wit.ne ses (ASLB order
dated December 23, 1975 p. 5) . In its order the ASLB stated at p. 11

in denying the Intervenors'otion:





I

"'J.'he Board concludes that T:he evidence does not
,.uppox't a finding of fact that the entry of the
special nuclear material'nT:o San Luis Obispo
County and storage of same aT the Diablo Canyon
facility would constitute an unreasona'b1N risk
to The health and safety of The public

This conclusion ~zas confirmed by The ASLB in its order dated February 6,

1976. Thus, T.his aspect of the required showing i.s missing.

2. "Iias the petitioner shown that without'such relief it
will be ixreparably injured?"

EIere, again, the answer must be i;n the negative. There is no

allegation of injury. Xn addition, the Board, as quoted a'bove, specifi-
cally found that. the evidence would not supporT: a finding that receipt
and storage of fuel at. the site would constitute an unreasonable risk to

the heal.th and safety of the public. Thus, Xntervenors cannot show any

injury, let alone irreparable injury, from continued shipments of fuel
t;o the sit.e.

3. "Nould the issuance of a stay substantially harm other

parties interested in the proceedings?"

Xntervenors do noT: address this issue. However, PGandE

witness Nitzel at the hearing indicated that Westinghouse could only
guarantee storage space for fuel until March l, 1976 (Nitzel test'mony

p. 2 following Tr. 956). Thus, if PGandE were not. permitted to continue

to receive fuel at the site it would 'be forced T:o attempt to locate
alternate storage facilities, if any, at. unknown ampense. Nitzel
testified that PGandE has not located such a]ternate storage faciliT:ies
(Nitzel p. 3). Purther, if PGandE were .noT: permitted to receive fuel.
at the site until after issuance of an operating 3.icense, as requested
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i.i Xntezvc.nors original inotion dated April 10, 1975,- startup of the

plant obviously would be delayed while fuel was shipped to the site and

inspected resulting in PGandE unnecessarily incurring sub tantial ad-

ditional costs.

4. "Where lies the public interest:?"

Again, Xntervenors do not address this.. Clearly, it lies
in allowing PGandE to continue receiving fuel to permit 'it to avoid

the additional evpense of alternate storage faci3.'indies,. assuming such

facilities could be located, and to 'allow PGandE M, startup the facility
on a timely basis following issuance of an operating license, which will
reduce PGandE's consumption of alternate, fossil &eels.

Respectfully submitted,

JOHN C. YiORRXSSEY
PICXLXP A. CRANE, JR.
DENNXS C'. SULLXVAN
BRU I' NORTEIXli~GTON

(APP'hili (. Crane Jr.
Af torneys xor

Pacific Gas and Elect.-.ic Company
77 Beale Streat

San Francisco, Califo-nia 94106
(415) 781-423.3

Dated: February 27, 1976
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~ ~o UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

Nu~l'iEAR RECUIZTORY COL%I" ON

7n the Matter of

PACXFXC GAS AND ELECTRIC

Units l and 2

Diablo Canyon Site

)
)

COMPANY )
)
)
)
)
)

CERTXFXCATE OF

Docket: Nos. 50-2,75-OL
50-323-OL

SERVICE

The foregoing documental@): of Pacific Gas and Electric Company
has ~haze/ beon served t:oday on the following by deposit in the United
States mail, properly stamped and addressed:

Mrs. Elizabeth E. Apfelberg
1415 Cazadero
San Luis Obispo, California .93401

James R. Tourt:ellotte, Esp.
Office of Executive Legal Director
BETH 042
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555

Elizabeth S. Bowers, Esq.
Chairman
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
'Landow Building - Room 1209
Washington, D. C. 20555

Mr. Glenn O. Bxight:
Atomic Safet.y and Licensing Board
U. S. Nuclear Regular ory Commission
Landow Building — Room 1209
Washington, D. C. 20555

Mr. William'. Cornwell
P. 0. Box 453
Morro Bay, California 93442

Mr. Pxederick Eissler
Scenic Shoreline Pxeservat:ion

Conference, Xnc.
4623 More Mesa Drive
Sant:a Barbara, California 93110

Ms. Raye Fleming
1746 Chorro Street
San Luis Obispo, California 93401

Mr. Zohn J. Porster
C/o Mr. Gordon Silver
5055 Rad ford Avenue
Noxth Hollywood, California 91607

Director
Division of Reactor. LicensingU.'. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555

Nathaniel H. Goodrich, Esp.
Chairman
Atomic Safety and Licensing

Boax'd Panel
U. S. Nuclear Regulatoxy Commission.
Landow Building — Room 1209
Washington, D. C. 20555

Dr. William E. Martin
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
Senior Ecologist
Batt:elle Memorial Inst:it.ute
Columbus, Ohio 43201

Alan S. Rosenthal, Esp.
Chairman
Atomic Safety and Licensing

Appeal Panel
U. S. Nuclear Regulat:ory Commission
Landow Building - Room 1209
Washington, D. C. 20555

Secretary
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555

Attn.: Docketing and Service Section



~ ~ a
W



Mrs. Sandra A. Silver
5055 Radford Avenue
North Holly~rood, California 91607

Andrew S3;aff, Esq.
Counsel
Public Utilities Commission
of the State of California

5066 State Building
San 1"rancisco, California 94102

NRC Commissioners
Atomic Safety and Licensing

Appeal Board Members
U. 8. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555

Pacific Ga

p A ~ Cra+eI Jr ~

Attorney
and Electric Company

Dated: February 27, 1976
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~UNITED STATES OF AMERICAW
CLEAR REGULATORY COMMISS1Wi4

Xn the Matter of )
)

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY )

)
Units 1 and 2 )

)
Diablo Canyon Site )

)

CERTIFICATE OF

Docket Nos. 50-275-OL
50-323-OL

SERVICE

The foregoing document(s) of Pacific Gas and Electric Company
%ms (have) been served today on the following by deposit, in the" United
States mail, properly stamped and addressed:

Mrs. Elizabeth E. Apfelberg
1415 Cazadero
San Luis Obispo, California 93401

James R. Tourtellotte, Esp.
Office of Executive Legal Director
BETH 042
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555

Elizabeth S. Bowers, Esp.
Chairman
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Landow Building — Room 1209.
Washington, D. C. 20555

Mr. Glenn O. Bright
Atomic Safety and Licensing Boaxd
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