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This memorandum and order is in response to four_ motions 

filed by Alfred and Eleanor Coleman, who have intervened in 

this proceeding, and to objections filed by the Staff of the 

Nuclear Regulatory Commission to a question which was propounded 

to the Staff by the Board. In this memorandum and order we 

deny three of the four motions filed by the Colemans, clarify 

the question we propounded to the Staff, and set the date for 

further hearings. 

The Colemans' Motion to Reinstate Contention 7 

The Colemans' Contention 7 was dismissed on May 25, 1978 

by our Order Following Prehearing Conference. The Contention 

asserts that the Licensee, Public Service Electric & Gas 

Company, has given inadequate c onsidera tfon to the effect of • ..... 

storing spent fuel in the spent fuel storage pool at th~. -~~'~;m /<\l 
// l ! 
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Nuclear Generating Station, Unit 1, at Salem, New Jersey, for a 

period of. time exceeding the duration of Salem's Unit 1 operating 

license. 

In our Order, we held that consideration of storage beyond 

the duration of the operating license was expressly excluded by 

the decision of the Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal Board in 

Northern States Power Company (Prair-ie Island Nuclear Generating 

Plant, Units 1 and 2) ALAB-445, 7 NRC 41 (1978). The intervenors-

have now moved to reinstate Contention 7 because, since the date 

we announced our Order, the United States Court of Appeals has 

remanded the Prairie Island decision to the Commission. State 

of Minnesota v. NRC, 602 F.2d. 412 (D.C. Cir., May 23, 1979). 

The Commission, in response to the remand, has·· issued a notice 

of proposed rulemaking addressing the questions which the court 

remanded. The rulemaking includes the issue of storage at 

reactor sites for periods exceeding the duration of operating 

licenses. In the notice the Commission said: 

"During this [rulemaking] proceeding the safety 
implications and environmental impacts of 
radioactive waste storage on-site for the duration 
of a license will continue to be subjects for 
adjudication in individual facility licensing pro
ceedings. The Commission has decided, however, 
that during this proceeding the issues being con
sidered in the rulemaking should not be addressed 
in individual licensing proceedings. These 
issues are most·appropriately addressed in a 
generic proceeding of the character here envisaged. 
Furthermore, the court in the State of Minnesota 
case by remanding this matter to the Commission 
but not vacating or revoking the facility licenses 

l 
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involved, .has supported the Commission's con
clusion that licensing practices need not be 
altered during this proceeding. However, all 
licensing proceedings now underway will be 
subject to whatever final determinations are 
reached in this proceeding." 

44 FR 61372, 61373 (Oct. 25, 1979). 

Judging from the language of this notice, we believe it 

would be contrary to the Commission's poticy for us to entertain 

Contention 7. The notice states clearly that long-term storage 

is to be addressed by the Commission generically, and not by 

Licensing Boards in individual proceedings. Since this and all 

other individual proceedings now. underway will be subject to 

the outcome of the rulemaking, the Commission will undoubtedly 

provide an appropriate means for addressing long-term storage 

further if the Commission finds, as a result of the rulemaking, 

that on-site storage of spent fuel will exceed the duration of 

operating licenses. We find that Contention 7 was properly 

dismissed by our earlier Order, and, for the reasons stated 

above, we can find no basis for reinstating it now. 

· The Colemans' Motion Regarding Contentions-r·2 and 6 

Contentions 2 and 6 assert that the Licensee has given in-

adequate consideration to accidental criticality caused by 

deterioration of the modified spent ·fuel racks proposed to be 

installed in the spent fuel pool, and to the qualification and 

testing of the Boral material which the racks contain. We 

conducted evidentiary hearings on these Contentions in May of 
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1979. Since the record has not been closed on these Contentions, 

we will treat this motion as one to supplement the record, rath~r 

than to "reopen con~idera.tion" as the Colemans have requested. 

The Colemans would have us supplement the record by adding 

a report dated April 10, 1979, made by the Commission's Office 

of Inspection and Enforcement. ·The report (No. 50-263/79-02) is 

based upon an inspection conducted from March 19 to March 23, 

1979 at the Monticello Nuclear Generating Plant, operated by 

the Northern States Power Company at Monticello, Minnesota. 

The report found that after new spent fuel storage racks had 

been installed in the spent fuel pool at Monticello, 11 of the 

676 fuel storage cells would not accept a go/no-go gauge used to 

check the dimension of the cells, and that of these 11, two 

would not accept a dummy fuel element. The change in the 

dimensions of the c~lls appears to have been caused by swelling 

of the cell walls due to the buildup of gas released within the 

walls by a chemical reaction between water and the Boral material. 

After the cells had been removed from the pool, vented (by 

drilling holes in the top of the cell walls), resized, and re

installed in the pool, 6 of the original 11 cells would still 

not accept the go/no-go gauge. All of the cells accepted the 

dummy fuel element, however. The Colemans' motion to include 

this report is opposed by the Staff and the Licensee on the 

ground that the report is not relevant to the Licensee's pro

posal to install new racks at Salem 1. 
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At the ev~dentiary hearing in May, we received extensive 

testimony on the likelihood of swelling, the effects of swelling, 

and the possibility of venting the cells at ~alem 1. In light 

of this, we do not believe that the inspection report can be 

dismissed as simply irrelevant to Contentions 2 and 6. We have 

also received testimony concerning differences in design between 

the racks at Monticello and Salem 1, and testimony concerning 

the Salem Licensee's plan not to use swollen cells, but this 

testimony affects the weight to be given to the inspection 

. report rather than its relevance. We grant the Colemans' motion 

to supplement the record on Contentions 2 and 6 by including the 

inspection report. 

I~, 

The Colemans' Motion to Reinstate Contention 13 

The Colemans' Contention 13 asserts that the Licensee has 

failed to consider adequately the cumulative impact caused by 

expanding spent fuel storage at Salem Unit 1 while also ex-

panding spent fuel storage at Salem Unit 2, particularly with 

regard to releases of radioactivity. We dismissed this Con

tention on April 30, 1979 in response to a motion for summary 

disposition filed by the Licensee. Our dismissal was based 

upon the failure of the Colemans to assert, at that time, a 

genuine issue of material fact. 

In support of their motion to reinstate this Contention, 

the Colemans now argue that the Board should receive additional 
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testimony for the purpose of comparing the occupational exposure 

which would result from the proposed reracking of Salem 1 to the 

occupational exposure which would result from the alternative 

of transshipment of spent fuel from Salem 1 to an expanded pool 

at Salem 2. The Colemans also argue that we should hear ad

ditional testimony on the question whether a reduction in the 

capacity factor of Salem 1 would make increased storage at 

Salem 1 unnecessary. These arguments are based upon a statement 

at the hearing by a witness for the Staff to the effect that the 

witness was unsure whe.ther the occupational exposure required 

to expand the pool at Salem 1 would be greater than the exposure 

caused by transshipment to Salem 2, and that the witness' 

estimate was that the exposure from transshipment would be 

smaller (Tr. 1140-42). An additional basis for these arguments 

is a letter from the Licensee which states that the number of 

fuel assemblies which are estimated to be removed annually from 

the Salem 1 reactor is 56 instead of 64. 

We agree with the Staff's. position that these arguments and 

this testimony are irrelevant to Contention 13, which, after all,· 

refers solely to the impact of the radioactive dose to the public 

from concurrent expansion of the pools at Salem 1 and Salem 2. 

The arguments and testimony concerning alternatives have no 

apparent connection with the level of emissions from the ex

panded pools, cumulatively or individually. The Colemans have 

·" 
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never asserted, and apparently still cannrit assert that the 

emissions for either or both pools will or could exceed per

missible levels. The Colemans had a fair opportunity to assert 

a genuine issue of fact ·regarding these emissions at the time 

of the Licensee's motion for summary disposition, and failed to 

do so. The consequences of this failure cannot be avoided now 

by alleging that there may be new evidence which relates to 

matters not within the scope of the Contention. The question of 

alternatives to the proposed expansion of Salem 1 was presented 

originally by the Colemans in their Contention 9, which expressly 

covers the alternative of storing spent fuel from Salem 1 in 

the storage pools of other reactors. We now turn to the Colemans' 

motion to reinstate that Contention. 

The Colemans' Motion to Reinstate Contention 9 

Contention 9 asserts, among other things, that the Licensee 

has.not considered adequately the alternative of shipping the 

spent fuel from Salem 1 to an independent storage site away from 

the reactor, or the alternative of storing spent fuel in the 

pools of other reactors after the pool at Salem 1 becomes full. 

We dismissed this Contention on April 30, 1979 in response to 

the Licensee's motion for summary disposition, finding at that 

time that the Colemans had asserted no genuine issue of material 

fact. 
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In support of their motion for reinstatement, the Colemans' 

first point out that the Staff, in concluding that the pool at 

Salem 1 would be filled before an independent facility becomes 

available, assumed that the reactor at Salem 1 would operate 

continuously during 1979 except for the normal refueling outage. 

In fact, the reactor was shut down for a substantial period in 

.. 

1979 following its refueling outage in March. Second, the Colemans 

' note that in a letter dated July 5, 1979, the Licensee has stated 

that instead of discharging 65 spent fuel assemblies annually, as 

originally planned, the Licensee now intends to discharge 40 

assemblies during the first outage, 52 during the second, and 

56 in subsequent annual cycles. The Colemans ask us to consider 

these two developments, together with the delay in the startup 

of the reactor at Salem 2, as new information, adequate to 

reinstate the portion of Contention 9 which refers to shipping 

~he spent fuel from Salem 1 to an expanded pool at Salem 2, 

rather than expanding storage at Salem 1 as proposed by the 

Licensee. 

We are unable to grant the Colemans' request because we 
~ 

do not believe that the new information, if taken as true, .is 

significant, in the sense that it could alter materially the 

testimony which has already been received on the question of 

alternatives. At the evidentiary hearing on July 10, 1979, 

a witness for the Staff (Mr. Gary Zech) testified that, based 
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upon the new ~ate of discharge of spent fuel from the reactor, 

the date upon which the present spent fuel pool would be filled 

was estimated at 1983 rather than 1982. Tr. 1026. The Staff 

had stated previously in its environmental impact appraisal that 

the date would be 1982, assuming the higher annual rate of dis

charge. The Colemans cross·-examined Mr. Zech extensively upon 

his conclusion from the new information. Tr. 1027-1045. 

Counsel for the Colemans also asked Mr. Zech about the effect 

on his conciusion of the extended period in 1979 during which 

the reactor at Salem 1 was shut down. Mr. Zech responded that 

the effect of the shut down period would be to cause the pool 

at Salem 1 to fill in 1983 on the month on which the Salem 1 

reactor was restarted in 1979. Tr. 1030. Mr. Zech also 

responded to questions concerning the effect of possible delay 

in beginning operations at Salem 2, Tr. 1031-1033, to questions 

concerning the possible expansion of storage capacity in the 

spent fuel pool of Salem 2, Tr. 1033-1039, and to questions 

concerning the possibility of shipping spent fuel from Salem 1 

to the spent fuel pool at Salem 2 after an expansion of capacity 

at Salem 2. Tr. 1029-1040, 1043-1045. In his responses 

Mr. Zech indicated that the testimony given earlier,by the Staff 

was not materially affected by the new information. Mr. Zech 

still concluded that the pool at Salem 1 would require expansion 

despite the shut down in 1979 and the lower rate of annual dis

charge described in the Licensee's letter. Of course, these 
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responses were subject to being tested in the same cross

examina tion which elicited them. 

The Colemans' motion to reinstate Contention 9 comes almQst 

four months after Mr. Zech's testimony was given. The motion 

still does not assert that the new information should now result 

in any particular alteration of .the Staff's findings or should 

affect the outcome of this proceeding in any particular way. 

The motion says only that the information '~ould likely have 

produced a far different .result .... "if it had been known when 

the Staff conducted its initial review of the application. In 

our judgment, a generality such as this falls far short of the 

specificity appropriate to a motion to reinstate a contention 

for newly-<:Iiscovered evidence. If the proponent of such a 

motion cannot state clearly why the new information could 

significantly affect the testimony which has been received on 

the outcome of the proceeding, the motion should fail. See, 

e.g., Kansas Gas & Electric Company (Wolf Creek Generating 

Station, Unit 1) ALAB-462, 7 NRC 320, 338 (1978). In light of 

the vague statements in the motion and the full opportunity, 

described above, to probe the new information on cross-examina

tion, there is no ground upon which to alter the consequences 

of the Colemans' failure to assert a genuine issue of fact when 

Content1on 9 was dismissed in April of 1979. 
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Objections to One of the Questions Posed by the Board 
on April 18, 1979 

On April 18, 1979 the Board posed three questions to the 

Staff. They were as follows: 

1. To what extent did the accident at Three Mile Island 
affect the spent fuel pool at that site? 

2. If there had been an explosion or "meltdown" at 
Three Mile Island, what effect would that have had 
upon the spent fuel pool? To what extent would it 
have mattered how much spent fuel was present at 
the pool? · 

3. · If an accident such as the one at Three Mile Island 
occurred at Salem, to what extent would the accident 
affect the spent fuel pool? If an explosion or 
"meltdown" occurred at Salem, to what extent would 
that affect the spent fuel pool? To what e~tent 
would it have mattered how much spent fuel was 
present at the pool at Salem? 

The Board agreed to withdraw question number 2 as unnecessary 

after a telephone conference call with the parties on April 19, 

1979. We held evidentiary hearings on question 1 and the first 

sentence of question 3 on July 11, 1979.· We now take up the 

Staff's objection to the second and third sentences. o'f question 3. 

·The Staff's objection proceeds from the theory that the 

type of postulated accident to which these sentences refer, is 

a "Class 9" accident, and that the Commission's policy is that 

such accidents are not to be considered in individual licensing 

proceedings. A Class 9 accident has been described as follows: 

The occurrences in Class 9 involve sequences of 
postulated successive failures more severe than 
those postulated for establishing the design basis 
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for protective systems and engineered safety 
features. Their consequences could be severe. 
However, the probability of their occurrence 
is so small that their environmental risk is 
extremely low. Defense in depth (multiple 
physical barriers), quality assurance for design, 
manufacture, and operation, continued surveillance 
and testing, and conservative design are all 
applied to provide and maintain the required 
high degree of assurance that potential accidents 
in this class are, and will remain, sufficiently 
remote in probability that the environmental risk 
is extremely low. For these reasons, it is not. 
necessary to discuss su?h events in applicants' 
Environmental Reports.! 

In order to clarify the meaning of proposed Annex A, we 

asked the Staff whether the accident in March of 1979 at Three 

Mile Island-2 was a "Class 9" accident. We asked the Staff 

whether, in light of the fact that the accident produced a 

breach of the containment, the accident involved a sequence 

' of successive failures more severe than those which the safety 

features of the plant were designed to prevent. On August 8, 

1979 the Staff responded that the accident at Three Mile Island-2 
2/ 

was indeed a Class 9 accident.- The Staff also stated that the 

1/ 

2/ 

Proposed Annex A to Appendix D to 10 CFR Part 50 (36. FR 
22851, Dec. 1, 1979). 

The Staff supplied the Board with a statement by Mr. Jim 
Martin, of the Staff's Division of Site Safety and Environ
mental Analysis, expressing Mr. Martin's view that the 
accident at Three Mile Island-2 was not a Class 9 accident. 
The Staff also furnished a statement by Mr. Frederic D. 
Anderson, of the Division of Siting, Health & Safeguards 
Standards, to the same effect, Earlier, on June 29, 1979, 
Mr. Lee V. Gossick, Executive Director for Operations, had 
stated in a letter to Congressman Robert J, Lagomarsino that 
"the Three Mile Island accident is not a Class 9 accident." 
The Staff took its official position before us notwith
standing these other opinions. 
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. amount of radioactive material released was small, and represented 

a very small number of additional health effects to the opposite 

population. Taking all the Staff's statements together, the 

Staff's position is that 1) the consideration of Class 9 accidents 

is contrary to Commission policy, 2) the reason for this policy 

is that the probability of such accidents is remote, and 3) a 

Class 9 accident nevertheless occurred at Three Mile Island-2 

in March of 1979. 

The source of the Commission's policy on Class 9 accidents 

is the proposed Annex, which has never been adopted as a rule. 

The Annex did state, however, that the "CoI1ll!lission expects that 

the provisions of the proposed amendments will be useful as 

interim guidance until such time as t~e Commission takes further 

action upon them." 36 FR 22851. The purpose of the Annex was 

to meet the Commission's obligations under the National Environ

menta::1 Policy Act of 1969. Pursuant to the Annex, the Staff 

does not require applicants to describe the environmental 

effects of Class 9 accidents in their applications, nor does 

t_he Staff conduct an environmenta 1 review of such accidents in 

its evaluation of an application. The Commission's legal staff 

has defended the Staff's practice in court, and has prevailed 

on'the theory that the low probability of these accidents means 

that NEPA does not require them to be considered. See, e.q., 

Carolina Environmental Study Group v. AEC, 510 F.2d 796 (D.C. 

Cir. 1975); Hodder v. NRC, Nos. 76-1709 and 1 78-1149 (D.C. Cir., 
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December 26, 1978). The Commission's most recent discussion of 

Class 9 accidents occurred in Offshore Power Systems (Floating 

Nuclear Power Plants) CLI-79-9, 10 NRC (September 14, 1979). 

In that case the Commission declined to review the generic 

question whether Class 9 accidents should be considered for land

based reactors; it did hold, however, that the Staff was correct 

in deciding to consider Class 9 accidents for floating plants. 

The Commission also stated that the generic question of Class 9 

accidents for land-based plants would be better dealt with by 

rulemaking and it directed the Staff to develop recommendations 

for interim guidance and to bring to the Commission's attention 

"any individual cases in which it believes the environmental 

consequences of Class 9 accidents should be considered." Slip op. 

at p. 10. The Offshore Power case was decided after the Staff 

filed its objections to our question. 

The Staff's decision in Offshore Power to evaluate Class 9 

accidents resulted from the Staff's conclusion that the overall 

risk of harm associated with a floating plant, because of the 

"liquid pathway" of a radioactive release, was higher than for 

a land-based plant, and that license conditions designed to 

mitigate the higher risk might therefore be imposed. The Staff 

conceded that the probability of an accident at a floating plant 

was no higher than the probability of an accident at a land

based plant. Because, however, the consequences would be more 
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severe the Staff considered the risk to be higher (risk being 

probability multiplied by consequences). The Commission per-

mitted the consequences to be considered, although the Commission's 

decision did not specifically address the Staff's argument that 

the Annex was based upon risk rather than probability. The 

Commission limited itself to considering only one of the Staff'~ 

arguments, which was that the Annex did not apply to floating 

plants since these plants were not within the Commission's 

contemplation when the Annex was issued. A majority of the 

Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal Board had agreed with this 

argument, but in its affirmance of the Appeal Board the Commission 

said only that it agreed with the Appeal Board's result. The 

Commission appears to have reached the result it did because the 

Staff had already analyzed the relevant data, and the Staff had 

concluded that there was "an environmental risk that requires 

speci,fic mitigative actions." The Commission said the question 

really was whether the "Licensing Board ... [should] blind itself" 

to this risk, and the Commission's answer was that it should not. 

It is difficult to find the precise direction in which 

the Offshore Opinion points. Salem 1 sits on an artificial 

island at the head of an important estuary. It is surrounded 

by liquid pathways. Salem 1 does not float, but according to 

the analysis in Offshore Power, pathways, rather than floating, 

are the critical factor. It is also true that the possibility 
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of greatly expanding the storage capacity of spent fuel pools 

was probably not within the Commission's contemplation when 

the Annex was issued in 1971. Should one therefore conclude 

that the Annex was not intended to apply to such expansions? 

Finally, if we now order the Staff to prepare an environmental 

impact statement which considers the effect of a Class 9 accident 

at Salem 1, and the Staff in doing so finds that the additional 

fuel in the pool would significantly 'increase the consequences 

of an accident, we could not under Offshore Power blind ·ourselves 

to that fin~ing in the hearing. If we rule that we have no power 

to order such a study, we leave open the possibility that such 

consequences may exist but will never become known. When one 

remembers that the Annex itself rests upon the assumption 

that Class 9 accidents are improbable, and one considers that 

a Class 9 accident recently happened, matters become difficult 

indeed. 

We believe our surest course is to keep in mind our basic 

responsibility as a Licensing Board. We must determine whether 

the proposed increase in storage of spent fuel at Salem 1 can 

be accomplished without undue risk to the public. Risk, by its 

nature, includes consequences. The Appeal Board, in its review 

of the Offshore case, found a "cogent" argument in the notion 

that investigation of a Class 9 accident might be justified if 
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the consequences alone exceeded the perimeters of the analysis . 

which the Commission had in mind when it proposed the Annex. 

Offshore Power Systems (Floating Nuclear Plants) ALAB-489, 8 

NRC 194, 219 (1978). Indeed, the dissenting member would have 

excluded Class 9 accidents on the basis of probability alone, 

(8 N.R.C. at 225) but the majority did not. 

The Appeal Board's result was sustained by the Commission. 

The Commission did not address, and surely did not· discredit, 

the notion that severe changes in consequences might justify 
I 

exami_:i:;ting Class 9 accidents. In fact, the Commission directed 

the Staff to call attention to land-based plants where such 

an examination might be justified, thus suggesting that the 

acceptability of such an exam~nation would not hinge entirely 

upon· the notion that land-based. and floating plants were different. 

We are inclined to interpret these precedents as suggesting 

that where the consequences of an accident are qualitatively 

different from any analyzed before (or so different quantitatively 

as to be tantamount to being qualitatively different) we would 

not be precluded from giving that accident our attention, despite 

its low probability. We are encouraged in this direction by 

the Staff's finding, with which we agree, that a Class 9 accident 

has now happened., In light of the accident at Three Mile Island-2, 

we believe that the assumption of low probability upon which the 

Annex rests must be reconsidered, and pending that reconsidera-

tion we are reluctant to view the Annex as covering any matters 

beyond those clearly contemplated when the Annex was promulgated. 



) 

...... ·._ 

- 18 -

We have before us testimony (as yet not formally admitted) 

to the effect that the fuel pool expansion, per se, vastly in-

creases the consequences of one particular accident occurring 

through one specific mechanism, viz, loss-of-water (Testimony 

of Dr. Richard E. Webb, in Respect to Board Question #3). The 

proposed increase in storage is alleged to be equivalent to 

"the construction of 24 large power reactors from a radiological 

hazards standpoint" (Id. at p. 22). While this difference may 

or may not truly exist we have no proffered testimony to the 

contrary. 

We have therefore determined that, as matters now stand, 

we cannot say that the increase in consequences which increased 

storage presents does not constitute a qualitative change iil 

the_ consequences of a low-probability accident. We cannot say, 

therefore, whether that accident must be addressed in an environ-

mental impact statement. Under.the Commission's decision in 

Offshore Power, it is clear that we must consider such qualitatively 

different consequences if they are found to exist. Accordingly, 

we shall require an answer to a somewhat modified form of 

Question No. 3, a form that focuses upon a specific mechanism 

and upon the specific nature of the change which will occar 

with expanded storage. The question is: 

In the event of a gross loss of water from 
the storage pool, what would be the difference 
in consequences between those occasioned by the 
pool with expanded storage and those occasioned 
by the present pool? 
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We will accept in answer whatever measure of consequences 

each.party sees fit to present; however, we encourage all to 

use some common measure, perhaps the potential dose to an in-

dividual who remains at the exclusion area boundary for a given 

period. We expect, of course, that each party will postulate 

and make appropriate calculations for some specific sequence of 

events, including heating, possible melting, and possible dis-

persion mechanisms. 

Only after we have such a measure of the quantitative 

difference which th~ fuel pool expansion entails will we decide 

whether this accident should be addressed as a potential environ-

mental impact. 

Evidentiary hearings for the purpose of considering evidence 

on the above question shall be held in Salem, New Jersey at the 

time and place announced :i,.n the notice which accompanies this 

Memorandum and Order. The testimony already filed in response 

to the Board's question 3 shall be considered as pertaining to 

the above reformulation of question 3. 

SO ORDERED 

Dated at Bethesda, Maryland 
this 22nd day of February, 1980. 

FOR THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND 
LICENSING BOARD 
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NOTICE OF EVIDENTIARY HEARING· 
(February 22, 1980) 

An evidentiary hearing by the Atomic Safety and Licensing 

Board will be held in the above-captioned proceeding on April 22, 

1980· at 9·:30 A.M. in Courtroom 3, Salem Courity Courthouse, 
. . 

92 Market Street, Salem, New Jersey. The parties shall address 

the following question: 

In the event of a gross' loss of water from the 
spent fuel storage pool _at Salem 1, what would 
be the difference in consequences between those 
oricaiioned by the pool with the expanded storage 
proposed by the Licensee and those occasioned by 
the present pool? 

Testimony, in addition to that previously filed on an 

·earlier. formulation of this question, shall be filed by March 2,4, 

1980, and objec~ions to all testimony·shall be filed in writing 

by Ap~i1 4, ·1980. 

SO ORDERED 
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. £.·"'~~ 
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this 22nd day of February, 1980. 
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