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February 18, 1380

Mr. Lawrence J. Chandler
Counsel for WRC Staf?

U, S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

N

wasaington, D. C, 20555

Dear larry:

Subject: In the Matter of
“Mexas Utilities Generating Co., et al.
Comanche Peak Steam Electric Stationm,
Units 1 and 2 %= Docket Nos. 50-4L45 & 50-4L6

During our recent discussions and correspondence, you nave raised certaln questions,
and we're nct sure we completely understand certain “aspecta cof several of our
Contentiocns at this point; specifically:

(1) wh;t s the effect of the reference in the 1/25/20 Stipulations

-~

LV

o "(FORMERLY Conteaticn No. X )" Deces this limit us to using
cnly that former contention in our tases; or, as we had thought,
does this simply mean that this was Our primary former coateation
and that {t may also include scme portions-wnich are gpplicabdle
but which were originally coatained it other contentions? As you
vill recall, we had expressed concera especially about cur former
Contenticn 2 (our 10/30777 letter and following telephone conver-
sations) in this regard. I think this may very well be the roct
of part of the problem you were having with ocur wvording on New
Contention 7 (referred to in your Stipulations as "FORMERLY
Contentions 9. and 17."); although the main parts of our Con-
tention (or at least the most lengthy) are contained in old
Contentions 3 and 17, there are other portions of our 5/7/79
Contentions which also have a tearing on it and which we discussed
at our 7/18/79 and which led you to agree that this wvas & good
contention (see particularly 5/7/73 Conteaticns, p. 10 and 11,

C1d Contention 2, item 3 and p. 50 and 55, Cld Contenticn 193,
{tems 10 through 13). We waant %c be sure that we are not limited
to using as our bases only "FCRMERLY Conteaticns 5. and 17." since
this was never our intention. y

We recall that you made a very big voint sarly ia our discussions
that each contention should te tied in to scme requirement in the
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regulations, and ve tried to improve tnis in our 5/7/79 Contenticns.
However, in lignt of subscquent conversations and correspondence
since cur 7/18/79 conference, we are now very muck conceraed that
the present wording contained in the 1/25/80 Contertions may ve
deficient in that regard and that our poeition may therefore te
compremised or weakened. Do we need this tie-in to g?‘ regs, and
vhat 1{s the effect of not including {t?

(3) What is the effect of deferring a contenticn? Does it mean that
we may give up our option to pursue this contention at some point
ia time later in these hearings, or (as has always been our intention)
does {t mean that we are sizply postponing consideration of them
pending resolution by the NRC of its positios on them and that ve
will still be able to pursue them for this’particular plant at scme
later time.in the hearings, but before an operating license is issued?
We have already discussed this somewhat regarding New Contention 10
(formerly 12, etc.) on 3/18/79, 11/25/73 &nd 1/31/80 by ptone and
in your 10/4/79 cover letter with Stipulaticas and our 10/30/79
letter, but ve are still somewhat unsure exactly what the implications
are of deferring a contentica.

We'll appreciate your getting cvack witn us as soon as possidble so that ve can
get these matters resolved. In the meantime, We are deferring signing the
Stipulations. . a %

-
Bl

Thanks.

-
- :
Sincerely,

CASE (CITIZENS ASSCCIATION FOR SOUND ENERGY)

‘m.&/
s.) Juanita Ellis
President X

¢e: Nicholas Reynoclds
Dick Fouke
Geoffrey Cay
Richard Lowerre
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ATTACEMENT C

- P. 0. Box 122
Dallas, Texas 75208 +

(CITIZENS ASSN.FOR SOUND ENERGY) - /7wowduie, faiies
October 30, 1979

Ms. Marjorie B, Ulman and

Mr. Larry Chandler

Counsels for NRC Staff o
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Washiogton, D. C. 20555

Dear Marjorie and Larry:

7
Subject: 6ocketu 50-44S and 50-4L6
Application of Texas Utilities
Gegerating Company for an
Operating License for Comanche
Peak Steam Electric Station
Units #1 aod #2 (CPSES)

Io response to your letter dated October 4, 1979, there are several items wvhich
need attention:

1. Contention No. 7 (cld Contention Nos. J. and 17), Radiatiocn Effects.

In revieving our notes on the conference wvhere ve vorked out the wvordins of the
contentions, ve believe we discussed thoroughly-ot that time exactly vhat ve
meant by this contention, and that the vording 1 'cally agreed upon after much
discussion reflects what ve vanted 3o cover by this conteantion. Further, the
Staff egreed at that time that this vas a valid contention.

In your 8/31/79 confereace call, you indicated that you oow feel that ve
are attempting to challenge Appendix I, which is not permissable. Fraokly, ve
are at & loss to understand your change of staance at this point and would request
an explancatiocn. .

Purther, if the Staff insists oo changing its support of this coantention,
ve vould like to revise our vording of the coantenticn, for purposes of clarifi-
cation only, to the folloving: *

“Neither the Applicant cor the Staff has adequately considered the health
effects of lov level radiation oo the populatica surrounding CPSES as re-
quired by 10 CFR 51.20 (c) and 10 CFR 50.57 (a)(6)."

, This vould not change the meaning as originally agreed upon and as ocutlined
{0 our original bases but would clarify the exact meaning scmewhat.

2. Contention No. 5 ‘old Contention No. 7), Spent Fuel. As I recall, Larry,
{n our 8/31/79 confereace call, you stated that a "gecond GCermen report’ repudiates
German Report No. 290. In revieving the {nformation ve have, this doces not seexm
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to be the case. Please advise exactly vhat German report you are referriog
to, send us a copy of this second German report, and advise {n vhich specific wreas

it repudiates Report No. 290. Here again, ve request an explasoation for the Staff's
change in positioca.

3. Contention No. 10 (old Contention Nos. 12, 13, 14 and 15), Evacuation.
We do not believe the vording in your October 4 Stipulation accurstely reflects
vhat I agreed to over the phone on 9/18/79. We request that the folloving vording
be used to replace the wording of item 7, page 3, of your Stipulatiocn:

"The parties stipulate to the cono,oudluon of coanteations 12, 13, 14,

sod 15 into the language of revised contention 10, as set forth in the
Attachment, but agree to defer for the present, gsonsideration of this
contention iu light of probable changes io Commid’ on requirements regardiog
emergency planniang, vith the understanding that the Intervenor will be given
the oppor.unity to pursue this contention in the operating license hearings
at & latur date, before the operating license is {ssued.”

b, xm"h, page 2, of your Stipulation should read: "The Staff and Intervenor
alsc agree that coutentions 6 and 18 (combined) and 16....." etc. and "The Applicant
does not agree that contentions 6 and 18 (combined) and 16....." ete.

5. Ttem 7, page 3, of your Stipulation should resd "The parties stipulate
to the consolidation of conteatioms 12, 13, 14 and 15 into the ldnguage of revised

contention 10....." etc. This contention, vhen repumbered, would become No. 10
rather thao No. 12. -

—

6. The vording regarding Cootention 2 should more sccurstely read: "With-
dravn; included in other contentions” or simply "Iacluded in other conteations.”

e would request nev stipulations wvith corrected attachment referred to in the
stipulations actually sttached thereto and referenced as an exhibit before signing.

Thenks for your help in vorking out these problems:
Sincerely, 3¢

CASE (cmzims ASSOCIATION FOR SOUND ENERGY)

.

Lt e Zo

(Mrs.) Juanita Ellis
President

ce: Service List
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(b In the case of producers for whom
' cooparative association is actually
performing the services set forth (n
saragraph (a) of this saction and for
vhom the cooperstive ls not authorized
o collect payment for milk, each
“andler shall make (n liew of the
ieductions specified in paragraph () of
s section, such deductions as are
wihorized by such producers, and, on or
siore the 18th day alter the end of each
month. pay over such deductions to the
wsociation renderiag such services.

(¢) In the case of producers for whom
1 cooperative association is oot
serforming the sesvices set forth [
saragraph (a) but for whom the
tooperative association is collecting ™
payment {or milk purvuant to -
11008.73(h) the market administra
hall make the deduction and perform
e services specified in paragraph (a] of
tis section. o

12 1o § 1006.120 parugrsphs (b} (¢)
wd (d) are revised 10 read 23 follows. -

11036.120 Procedurs fer requesting .
rvhuncs. »
. . . . .
{b)haw"wvvﬁdhmtgg
¢} of this section, the request szl
mbmitted within the frst 15 days of
luze. September, Dacember, or March
‘or milk to be marketad from the Orst of
he immaediately following month
through the following June 30th
(c) A dairy farmsr whoe 7=st acquires
producer status under thy par may.
upon application filed witi \be market
administretor porsuant to Jsragreph (a)
of this section by the ead of the month
mmediataty following the month in
which prodacer statss (s acquired. be
eligible for refund on all markatings
1gainst which an assecsment s withhald
for the period through the ‘ollowing jane
30th and (f producer status is firet
acquired (0 june much producer shall be
eligble for a refund on all marketings
during June and the following 12 month

. o
2

period. Bligibility for refund under this

-

paragraph (¢) of this ‘the
amount of producer milk meluded tn tha
aniform price computation
month. The emount set aside shall be
disbursed as follows: ‘,:i" ,
L] * L . £ b

(2) Refund | amounts
of mandatory checkoff for advertising
and promotion programa under
suthority of State law appligable to such
procucers, bat not in that
determined (o) of
this section on the volame
pooled by any such for which

specified in paragraph (o) of this section
times the hundredweight of such, .
producer’s milk pooled for which' "
deductions wers mads 1o this

paragraph for such moath. less the
amount of eny refund otherwiss made o
mmwmm
(X2) of this secticn. i+

(e) As's0on as possible after April af
each yeaz, computs he rateof
withholding by cmitiplying the witnple
average of the uniform prices [ar the 12-
month period sading April 30 by .0073
and rounding to the searsst whol¢ cant.
This rate shall apply during the 13

|

\oin |
. \
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# he market sdministrator (n making mmwwmb}m & month period beginning with July of the
3 Myments ‘o prodacers pursuant to waa & produeer undet & ederal - current year.
11098.73 (a) and (c) shail deduct £ clrsts  grder under which ibe same refund S (i) As soctras possible after the rate
e tundredweight, or such lsssey - gotification period applied and . of is computed. sotify in
\mount as the Secretary may prescride, . persen did not appropriataly submit writing each prodacar currently on Lhe
with respect 1o milk of such producer refund appllcation during such pertod. market and aoy sew producer that
‘® vwept & handler's own-farm ‘¢ (dY A produces who has appropriately - subsequently suters tha market of the
soduction) and shail pey such - _ flled request for eefund of edvertising Mmhakammsuocﬁuum_-h-u
B ‘educiiors lo the marxet administralor | and promotion Prograi assessments on be repested annualy thereafter only Uf
%0t later than the 17th day after the end his marketings of milk under another there i+ any change n the rate from the
“{ the nonth. Such money shall be used.  Federal order shall be siigible (on the previous penod.
by the market administrator to verify or Sbasis of his request Hled under the othar . Nets—This recommended decision has
wiatish weights, samples. and teets of ) tar refund with respect to his bees reviewed amcer USDA critena
producer mulk and to provids producers ucer milk under this order against vetabiished \o intpiement 2xoculve Order
mih market information. The services w assessmant is withheid until 12044, “Improviag Government Regulations.
\iall be performed by the market the opfoctunity exists for such producer ‘l d'i mml .;’.‘.‘b?:ﬂ.’.“& ~3;:;‘;:m,..
.fi:'f:’csmr e e sefund pursapat 1o under those criteria. This 'io.c;non fénn.n.um
«2d respoasible to him. o the s Draft lmpact Azalysis

Statement {or this proceeding.
Signed st Washington, D.C. on March 14
1980, ;

——

SUMRARY:
Commission. (NRC) is

major revision to 10 CFR Part 20
mhﬂv‘mwimpmnohh
revision (s to bring NRC radiation
mnndnduntonm'dwuh
developments ln radiation protection
that have occurred since promulgetion
of Part 20 tn ita present form in the late
1950's. In & preliminary review of this
matter, the NRC staff has identified a
pumber of areas in which Part 20 might
be improved. Before proceeding further
with specific structural and substantive
proposed changes. the NRC is saeking
publie comment. Of particular intarest
ars views on the areas i0 far
{dentified by the staff as well as

3
of its

DATER: Comment period expires june 14
1880,

ADOMESSRS: Writtan comments or
suggestions ahould be submilted o the
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Room at 1717 H Strwet, NUW.,

Wa DC

ron mmmm
Robert A. Purple, Assistant Director,
Radiological Health & Safegua.ds
Standards, Olfice of Standa:ds
Development, Nuciear Reguiatory
Commission, Washington, D.C. 20853
(Phone—{301) 443-5855).
SUPPLEMENTARY IMEORMATION: The NRC
radlation protection standards wers
developed in the late 1850's. Smes that
time there have been & substaatial
numbar of revisions, somne of thear to
bring the regulation into scaord with -

protection embodied in de
publication. With the passage of time
thera has been an incresse in the
sophistication of the ganeral sppreach to
radiation protection, there have been
!nvtnl legislative actions that affect the
ederal approach o radiation protection,
and thers have been additional
(nformation end recommendaticms cn
radiation protection from naticoal and
international bodies (e.g. Untted
Nations Scientific Commitine an the
Effects of Atamic Radlafion, Netianal
Council on Rexdlation Protestian and
Measurements sad the [ntermational
Commission on Rediological Prowction).
Lo sdditton, there has beerr ¢ growing
public interest It and concern about the
potential heaith effecty of low-level
lonizing rediation. In Aogust 1979, the
Secretury of Health, Education and
Weliare sent w» the Previdest 4 report

is aware that EPA (s actively developing
new guidancs and stardasds thet would
sffect the provisicne on NRC's radietion
tection regulstions which are derived

m EPA guidacce and standasds.
the considaration of revisiens to.

E ST

snsure compa tibility with
EPA -t One of the
goals in NRC nadiation

following statemen of purpese for NRC
radission protectien tandarde:

Purposs The NRC sta:. dards for protection
4gs ast radiazow souid L wnofy mpecifle
quantifistie and peecedurst

requirements.
And their Suses. e widi FTOVNS e ecuary

recognized National and Interos s —i;.‘q,’}

wsdvisory organizations. The aM_ o g
be stroctured @ s m&tbﬂi’;%”_
underetood and can be reedily mbd!q‘i.';‘_;
accommoda e legisiative and rechnics. ag"‘,:'-_‘

The NRC #'aff has teatatively Sl
Wi .t it considers 10 be the (-
alements

> s
.

peobability of stachaet'c slec K7
and (2) the severity of sach typaof 75

MQMbhﬁw&d oo -
Identifications of the adistian -

g:mcﬂm principles which are derived .
m the assumptions, such as: 5%
(1) No practice or operation invotving-:

i R

(3) The dose equivaisnt 1o individuals
shall net excesd the Himits selected for
the appropriata circumstances. ¥
(4} Perecns ocrupa tionaily exposed g ©
oo e b L
potantisi t axpowure.
b. Stasdards for Individusd

Thees shouid inciude:
+1) Numerical dose |imita (Aveermat’
exaeanl. and in combinatian} for
specific time periods.
{tﬁ%ﬂmol&wddpm;:m
or Lo exposares

m:: , suscepti >
general ‘wrtlls women snd mivarel

LE

-

[

e gy e e

-
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ipplicatle laws being taken into
eccount

(3] Controls [oe transient workers,
ontract workers, and “moocalightars”.

4 Derived standards, 8.g. maximum
permissiLie concentration (MPC),
swiact contamination a restricted
areas. annual lumits of tntakes (ALL).

(5] Provisions for placoaed special
mxposures and overexposurs silualons

8) Provisions lor emergency
txposures.

c. Standards for Exposures of the
General Pubitc

These should ociude:

(1} Numerical dosa limits (internab
ex'ernal, and in combinatiun) for
specific Lume periods (ncluding
consideration of special population
groups.

2) EfMuent release [imits mciuding
ALARA (as low as reesonably
achievable) num;:l.’nﬁ- and
eonsideration of population
goups.

(3) Derived standards. taking into
account major exposure modas and
pathways, «.3. MPC air, MPC water,
mik chain, ALl ete.

(4] Siting considerations, \acluding
special population graupe [or licensed
faciities and activities other than LWR
power stations

(5) Emergency dose limits reflecting
Federal guidelines. e

8} Limits of contamination for the
release of material for anrestrictad use.

(7] Limits for durial of redicactive
waste in other than licensed burial
grounds (L.e., 10 CFR Purt 20, 20.304}.
(8) Limits of contaminatioa. (o tarms
of concentration and total activity, for
disposal of material as non-radicactive
waste.

d Requirements for a Radiation
Protection Program

These should incude:

(1) Traimng requirements

(2) Management audits and coatrols
(3) Designation and marking of
radistion areas

(4) ALARA program requirements
inciuding guidance on lifettme
accumulative doses .

(5) Access coatrols, including alarms
(8) Personnei dosimetry requirements,
(for both in:zrmal and external
exposures) including performance
standards for heaith phrysics
Teasurements

(7) On-site radiation and
contamination measurerments
(instruments, performance standards,
etc.)

(8) Environmental radiation
monitoning {off-site)

(9) Procedures for transportaticn of
radioactive material

(10) Procedures for respoading to
emergency sifustions
(11) Procedures for radiation

protactior.
(12) Procedures for managing
overexposures
(13) Procedures for redicactive waste
disposal.
Record

e

These should {ociude:

(1) Individual doses (internal and
axternal) and bases for estimates

(2) Identity and quantity of
radicactive materials reisased to the
environment

(3) Survey and monitoring results

(4) Disposal of licensed material

(5] Receipt. transfer, and inventory of
radioactive matenal

{. Reparting Requirements

Thesa should

(1) Roatine regorts of occupational
doses (including both internal and
external expesured)

{2) Overexposure teports -

(3] Regarts of effluents released to the
enviroumeat

(4) Reports of theft or loas of
radicactive matsrial -

(5) Notification of incidents.

Areas In Part 30 Thel Nead
Improvement .

Based partly on the NRC stail's views
oo the necessary slements of a revised
Part 20 as presanted above, and also oo
& critical examination of the present
Part 20, the following list of areas whate
Part 20 could be Mnproved kas been -
|dentifiad. ft would be the imvent of the
staff o ensure that these aceas are
resolved (a & proposed revision io Part
20 - : &

s. Radiological Protection Principles

(1) Tha andertying radiation
protection principles adopted by NRC
should be presented in terms
understandable to laymea.

{2) The ALARA principle aud
requiremaents for both efluents aad
occupaticnal should be
omtbcnod.Qmﬂudnmw
ALARA i should be

estublished wherever possible for NRC
licansed facilities. Collective doses
shouid be addressed.

b. Standards for lndividual

Occupational Exposure
(1) Consideration should be given to

Jopting the JCRP recammendations on
the use of “effective doee equivalents”
and dose Limitations {or combined
nternal and external axposures. Present
part 20 does not preciuds radiation
expounumhuuouldvnmol
combined internal and external.dose to
the whole body in a single year, Le. 5
rem internal pius (3 rem per gtr. X 4 qin.
=) 12 rem external doses.

ATTACEMENT D
18025

{2) Dewived limits for concentrations .
sir and water should be “updated” or
mmud Iimits for intake.

(38 applicable w smergency
Of OVeTAXpOTLTR 8. [uaLons should be

prescoted.

(4) Special provisions to Lmut
coilective doses should be considersd.

(5) Special provisions for limiting
exposures of susceptible groups e 3
embryo/fatus, women in general. fertile
wamen and minors) should be
considered. under applicable law.

(8) Contzsis for “moonlighters”,
contract workers. and transtent workers
should be strengthened.

¢ Standards for Exposure of the
General Public

(1) Additional consideration should be
given to exposure pathways to man
other than by air and wa'er intake.

() Derived limits for concentrations in
air and watsr shounld be “updated” or

by annual limits for intake.

(3) Special provisions for limiting
exposures of susceptible groups (e§
emxbryoffetus, women i generak
women and minors) should be
considered, under applicable laws.

{(4) Standards for licenses action
spplicable to amergency or
overexposare situations should be
presented.

{5) Standards for environmental
monitoriag for =ither routine or accident
conditions should be presented

d. Raquirements for a Radiation
Protectioa Program

(1) The basic elemescts of an

bla radiation protection program
be presented.

e Raporting Requirements

(1) Reporting of routine tnternat

shonld be required.

(2) Reporting of the rupture or fxilure

{ Miscelianeous

(1} The edoption of Sl (Systeme
Internationale) units with related
conversion formulas should be
cansidered (for example. radiation
doses in units of grays and sieverts and
activity iz units of becquerels).

{2) Performance standards (accurscy
and reifability) for health physics
measurements should be presented.

{3) The technical bases for numerical
limity should be readily identfiable.

It must be emphasized that the items
listed above do not represent decisions
or commitments. Rather, as stated
previoualy, they are the result of a
preliminary review by the NRC ataff and
are at this time to solicit
views of interested persons not only on
tbe approprateness of the specific itemns
listed but also to facilitate idennfication
of further improvements or revisioas 0
Part 20 not yet identified by the staif.
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(Gec. 181h, Pub. L. 53700, 58 Stat. 48 (&2
USC. 220110)) Sec. 201 as amended. Pub. L
93438, 88 Stat. 1242 s amended by Pub. L
9479, 30 Btat. 413 2 US.C sa41)).

una bility of that element of the
DaTee Coruments must be received on

or before May 26, 1580, .
Osted ot Bothaoda, Maryland, tis 74 day m:ﬂdeommuonm
of March 1980, to: D t of
For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, tior, Federal Aviatioa
Willlam |. Dircks, Admlm“mumm
Acting Executive Director for Operations. Attention: Regi Counsel.
(PR Doe. 504301 Pind =158 S48 am) Alrworthiness Rule Dockst, P.O. Box

92007, Worldway Postal Center, Los
les, California 90008,
,/The applicabie service information
may be obtained from: Alr Cruisers
Company, Post Offize Box 180, Belmar,

SLLNG CODE TPeS-41 ¥

SMALL BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION

13 CFR Part 121 New [ersey 07718,
POR FURTHER WNPOAMA TION CONTACT:
Establishing Size .rry Presba, Executive Secrstary,
Standards and Definftions of Smadl Airworthiness Directive Review Board.
Busine.s; Correction Federal Aviation Administration,
AGencYy: Small Business Administration. ‘x“mwm;wwms . Werld
. ay h e,
;?Advmabo:::o!w Calif 90009, (213) 536-6351.
SUPPLENENT ARY INFORMA O
suMsAny: On March 10, 1069, there Interested persons are invited to
appeared in the Federsl Register (Vol. participate o the making of the

45, No. 48) a proposal 0 amend the SBA  proposed rule by submitting such
cize standards. In § 1212 on page 15450, written data, views, or arguments as
middle column, under the heading Major  they may desire. Intarested persons are

Group 78—Motion Pictures, the aiso invited to comment oo the
proposed size standard for SIC-7810, economic, environmentsi and ene
Services Allied to Motion Picture lrupact that might result because
Production, was erronsoualy printed as  adontion of the proposed rule.

5 employees. The proposal is corrected Communications should identify the
to read 50 empioyees. tory docket number and be

FOR FURTHER PFORMATION CONTACTY submitted In duplicaty to the address
Kaleel C. Bkeirik, (202) 853-8373. specified above. All.communications

Dated: March 11, 1980 . received on or before the closing date
Oleta F. Waugh, for comments will be considercd by the
Federal Register Ligison Officer. AMI “"ﬂ;‘ﬁ%‘“’lmﬂ
g Ay oyt contained in this notice may be changed

D S e in light of comments received. All
= comments submitted will be available,

both before and after the closing date
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION for comments, in the Rules Dockset for

Federal Aviation Administration examination by interested persons. A
" report summarizing each FAA-public
14CFR Pmt 39 contact, concerned with (e substance
of the proposed AD, will be fled in the
[Docket No. ? »~WE-8-AD) Rules Docket.

" During production test deployments of
mm Directives; McDonnell Alr Cruisers Company slide/raft
Douynas Model DC~10 Sertes Alrpianus evacuation systems installed at the No.
AgencY: Federal Aviation 3 door on the McDoanell Douglas Model

Administration (FAA) DOT. md,mm Mtho lo'::. dtvlcyod.d” o
ACTION: proposed rulemaking aver

— - wing between the engine nacelle and the
SUMMARY: This notice proposes to adopt  fuselage. renderirg the escapw device
an airworthiness directive (AD) that unusable. Upon investigetion it was
would require modification 5{ the ramp  determined that the mistracking was
assembly on certain Air Cruisers due 10 & delay in the seperation of the
Company evacuation systems installed velcro tracking restraint device which is
on McDonneil as Model DC-10 designed to provide proper tracking of
Series Airplanes. The AD is prompted the ramp along the wing surface. [t was
by reports of tisree instances of . further determined that the force
overwing slide/raft improper required to disengage the veicro can
deployment which could result in vary depending upon the degree of
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engagement between the mating hook
and pile panels of the device. To 5
establish a consistent breakaway forct. -
for the tracking device and thus assees -
proper tracking of the ramp during "
deployment of the evacuation system. 6~
new tracking device has been develops’.
which otilizes a frangible link assembiy -
which separates consistantly at a #
predetermined force within a tighter <
tolerance range than the velcro -
ton. L.

Since this condition is likely to exist |
or develop on other aircralt of the sace -
type design the proposed AD would 3
require modification of the tracking |
restraint device on the affected .
evacuation systems on McDénnell ?
Douglas DC~10 Series Airplanes. -~

Accordingly, the Federal Aviation
Administration proposes to amend -
§ 38.13 of Part 39 of the Federnl Aviation
Regulations (14 CFR 3913) by adding the -
following new Alrworthiness Directive: '

McDoonell Applies to McDonned
Douglas Model DC-10-18, ~10F, ¢
=30, -30F and —40 Series Airplanes 3
certificated in all categories utilizing Alr -
Cruisers Part No. 24D30051 series

ssenger avacuation systems with the
ollowing serial numbers: 3
Left Hand Doar: Air Cruisers Compaay P/N

24D30081 sertes, all serial nambers prior e

$/N 1831, except 1508, 1510, 1511, 1518, A

1518, 1531, 1520 and 1528 \
Right Hand Door: Air Cruisers Company P/N

2403008 series. all serial pumbers prior to

S/N 1830, except 1808, 1611, 1813, 1018,

1814, 1821, and 1823,

ance required within next e(ghtesn
(18) ca months after the effective date
of this AD. uniess siready sccomplished.
To preven! improper deployment of the Al
Company emergency svacuatioa ;
systam dus to delay in separstion of the
velcro tracking restran! device, accompiish
the following:

». Modify the afected evacuation system
assemblies o accordance with Part 2,
Accomplishment (nstructions. of Air Crulsers
Company Service Lulletin No. 25-7% dated
january 30, 1960

b. Special flight permits may be issued &
accordance with FAR 21197 and 21198 o
opersic airplanes (o a base for the :
mm: of modifications required by

¢ Alternative modifications or other
actions which provide an equivaient level of
safety may be used whe" approved by the

. Caiel Aircralt Eagineening Division, FAA

Western Region.

(Secs. 313(a), 901, 803, Federal Aviation Act
of 1888, 22 amended (48 US.C. 1154{a), 1421,
1423); sec. 8(c) Department of Transportation
Act (0 US.C 1685 (c)k 14 CFR 11.85)

Note~The Federai Aviation
Adminustration has determioed that this
document (nvoives th+ proposed ~spulation
which is not considered to be significant
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WASHINGTON-—-The sverage prop-
erty insurance premium paid by nu-
clear power plants will increase about
63% this vear as a result of the Three
Mile Island nuclear accident, Burt C.
Proom, president of American Nu-
clear Insurers, said here Tuesday.

At a press briefing to discuss cur-
rent developments in nuclear insur-
ance, such as “lessons learned” from
TMI, factors affecting future growth
of the nuclear insurance pool, and
ongoing hearings by Congress on pro-
posed legislation to meodify the 1957
Price-Anderson Act, Mr. Proom said
liability rates for nuclear power
plants also rose 10% on Jan. L

PROPEF IY & CASUALTY INSURANCE EDITION

- Predicts Nudlear Rate Rise Of 63%

in addition, he said that ANI will
increase individual plant ratings for
nuciear insurance on Jan. 1, 1981

The property insurance rate In-
crease will mean that the average
premium w1l rise from the current
$900,000 to “' % million, according to
Mr. Proom. The property insurance
increase included a decrease in the
annual premium refund from 1979's
29.5% reduction to 24% in 1980.

“The major contributing factor to
the reduction in credit, eflective
March 1, 1980, is the Three Mile Is-
land property loss of h 28, 1979."
the ANI said in a backgreund briefing
paper.

The 1979 premium refund amounted
to $21 mullion. Total refunds since

Cont’d on Page 70

Predicts Nuciear Rate Rise Of 63%

Cont’d from Page 1
1972, when the reduction program be-
gan, have been more than $¢4 million.

Depending on generaling capacity,
single-unit nuclear power plant fa-
cilities pay between $750,000 and $1.5
million in annual property insurance
premium to the nuclear insurance
pools—ANI, and the mutual pools,
Mutual Atomic Energy Liability Un-
derwriters (MAELY), and the Mu-
tual Atomic Eneigy Reinsurance Pool
(MAERP).

ANI “is in the process of beefing
up our nuclear engineering program,”
Mr. Proom told reporters. “We now
have some 18 nuclear engineers and
we expecl to increase that number to
a complement of 40 on our nuclear
engineering stafl.”

Another premium increase this year
cited by Mr. Proom was for builders’
risk coverage. which will rise about
41% as a result of expenience rating,
he sad

ANI annual propertly insurance pre-
minms amounted to $34 million last

year and liability premiuma, $17 mli-
lion. Total insurance avallability is
$300 million for property insurance
and $i80 million for liability insur-
ance, per insured, plus an additional
contingent liability of $30 million.

AN! has set asidc $200 million in
reserves to pay for TMI property
damage, the estimaisd amount of
claims payable, with a total exposure
of $300 million, accordigg to Mr.
Proom

He reiterated the nuclear insurers’
testimony at a hearing on a bill in-
troduced by Rep Morris K Udall
(D.-Ariz.), House Interior Committee
Chairman, to raise the lability limits
of the Price-Anderson Act that the
Federal government should share re-
sponstbility for indemnification for
nuclear power plant accidents

“We feel the government should be
a partner in this program—with the
insurance industry and power com-
panies,” he sad

“There should be some kind of
government protection scheme for an

‘ lndunryuutismbkdumh.po-

tential catastrophic loss” he told re-
porters, adding that “the risk i1s great
and extremely remote™

.Myr. Proom proposed an increase in
the Federal government’s share of
liability risk under the Act from the
current $60 million to $500 million,
which would bring the total lability
protection ta $1.5 billion from the
Act's current $560 miliion.

The nuclear power industry pro-
posed increasing the retroactive as-
sessment of $S million per reaclor
under current law to $10 million at
Rep. Udall's Energy Subcomimittee
hearing on his proposed amendments
to the Act. With 68 reactors due 1o
come on line, the increased retroac-
tive assessment per reactor would
amount to $720 milliog, adding to
the total liability protect®dn under
the Act.

Speaking for ANIL MAERP, the
American Insurance Assn, Alliance of
American Insurers, and the National
Assn. of Independent Insurers, Rich-
ard A. Schmalz, general counse! of
Hartford Accident & Indemnity, told
the subcommittee that “the nuclear
pools remdin coAfident that nuclear
power can be develuped safely”

The insurers earlier advised the
subcommittee that the Three Mile I>-
land accident “would ultimately con-
firm the soundness of the Price-An-
derson program.” Mr. Schmalz was
accompanied by Joseph Marrone, vice
president of ANI, and Ambrose B.
Kelly of the MAERP. =]

“The pools can report today that
despite the very ‘arge on-sile loss at
Three Mile Island, and the claims
filed for off-site injuries and damage,
they have been able to maintain their
capacity for 1980 at $180 million for
third-party lability claims and $300
million for property damage” Mr.
Schmalz sid.

“We believe that the funds needed
to fully compensate all injury or
damage to persons or properly re-
sulting from the incident will not ap-

Maich 21, 1980

proach the Price-Anderson program’s
$560 mullion ceiling on liabality.”

He cited as major concerns of the
jndustry about the Udall bill, which
he sid “goes much oo far in several
respects,” such as:

e “The eliminstion of the extira-
ordinary nuclear occurrence (hres-
hold in connection with the concepl
of absolute liability fo- the
industry;

e “The extension of the statute of
limitations for all nuclear claims ‘e
40 years;

e “The increase in the retrospec-
tive premium payable for each large
scale nuclear power reactor from &
maximum of $5 million to $20 mil-
lion for each nuclear incident; and

e “The exclusion of claims adjust-
ment costs from the amounts of 8-
nancial protection required and the
limitation of liability "
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