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p MEMORANDUM ON FEDERAL AND STATE TESTING LZGISLATION

Professional Examination Service (PES) is taking this opportunity to inform
its clients of significant developments in state and federal legislation in

the area of standardized testing in general and licensing and credentialing
examinations in particular.

In New York State and California, legislation has already been passed requiring
that actual test items and correct answers be made available to candidates upon
request. These two state laws pertain SPECIFICALLY to admuissions tests used in

post-secondary or professional school admission and DO NOT apply to licensing
and certification examinations or to civil service examinations.

However, two federal bills are currently being discussed, one of which does
relate SPECIFICALLY to licensing and certifying examinations. The Subcommittece
on Elementary, Secondary, and Vocational Education of the Committee on Educa-
tion and Labor of the U.S. House of Representatives (Carl D. Perkins, Democrat-
Kentucky, Chairman) held hearings on July 31lst and August lst regarding these
two testing bills.

Federal bill, HR4949, introduced by Representative Theodore Weiss of New York,
models very closely the provisions of the California and New York testing

bills and applies ONLY to stindardized tests used by post-secondary educational
institutions in making admissions decisions.

However, bill HR3564, introduced by Representative Sam Cibbons of Florida, is
more general, and applies BOTH to tests for making admissions decisions to
institutions of higher education AND to licensing and credentialing examinations
used in "admitting or denying admission to an individual to any profession in

or affecting interstate commerce." This legislation would apply not caly to

the written examinations that PES provides, but to oral, essay, practical,

. performance, and demonstration examinations that you might emplc. as addi! ional

licensing and credentialing criteria. ;

It would seem prudent to seek legal counsel in order to make a d2termination as
to whether your fieid is involved in or affects interstate commerce, ‘It appears
that the bill does not apply in instances where certification is a purely volun-
tary process and is not related to an individual's employment opportunities in
an occupation or ability to practice in that occupation,

The Gibtons bill would require that examinees be provided with irformation
related to the areas of knowledge and aptitude tested by the examination,
detailed descriptions of the subjects to be covered by any knowledge examina~
tions, data concerning the measurement error or reliabili:y of the examination,
information concerning "the manner in which the test results will be distributed
by the testing entity to the applicant and to other persons," and a statement

of the examinee's rights to obtain test results and "related facts." The term
"related facts" as used in this bill is not explicitly defined and could con-
ceivadbly cover a wide range of infcrmation on statistical analyses and studies,
and even test questions and answers.

The Cibbons bill also requires that examinees be given, at their request, in-
formation regarding their "specific performance in each of the subject or areas
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tested, ... (their) rank {n relation to other examinces in each of these
arcas, the score required to paas the test,” and "any further information
which may be obtalned by the tadividual on request." The wording of this
lase phrase (s also vague, but could be interpreted to mean that agencles .
which sponsor these examlnations may elect to provide examinees with informa-
tion beyond that which is explicitly required by this bill, alchough the
agencles are not required to do so.

The language in our current contracts reflects the spirit and intent of the
Gibbons bill, if not the exact letter of the requirements; in certain :ases,
and under certain conditions, candidates may inspect a copy of the exausina-
tion they have taken and obtain specific information about their performance.
The Gibbons bill appears to go cne step futher by requiring public disclosure
of tests without providing procedures to protect their security.

The bill further provides that no licensing or certifying test "shall be
graded (for purposes of determining the score required to pass the test) on
the basis of the relative distribution of scores of other :est sutjects.”
Under this provision, standard setting procedures based’c . norm-referenced
considerations that manyof you epploy will not be permitt .d. It appears

that the author of the bill is assuming that a licensing or certificatien
examination is a competency test, and that the determinatioca of passing or
failing should depencd on the content of the items and their psychometric
properties and not tha performance of other individuals. However, the bill
does not provide any gufdelines as to the procedures that could be utilized
to set standards of performance. :

As might be expected, the most serious concern expressed by most witnesses

at the July 21st and August lst hearings related to the requirement to disclose
test questicns and answers for evaery administration of in examination. In-
creased costs, wihich might be a consequence of test itea disclosure did aot
make a visible impact on committee members. However, the assertion that it
would be impossible to continue testing in certain achievement areas where -
there is a limited number of questions that can be developed over time, DID
appear to be an issue that would receive further attentien. . more general
consideration here is that any unnecessary delay in the licensirg process
that would be created by the legislation could seriously affect a candidate's .
employability. It is also our impression, however, that the issues raised by
the Gibbons bill were far outshadowed by the very specific requirements built
into the Veiss bill.

I suggest that you write to Representatives Cibbons (Room 2206, Rayburn liouse
Office Building, Washington, DC 20515) and Weiss (Room 132, Cannon House Office
Building, Washington, DC 20515) to express your views regarding the bills.’
Copies of the documents can be obtained from the House Document Room, H22§,
The Capitol, Washington, DC 20515. You should ask specifically for bills
HR3364 and HR4549 from the 1st session of the S6th Congress. The Subccmnit
staff member who can be contacted for additional information i3 Naacy Cober
(202/225-4368). Additional hearings on these bills will be hell on
September 10th and 24th at 9:20 a.m. in Rocm 2175 of the Sam Raybura House
Office Building. PES will be represented at these hearings and will keep you
advised on new developments. If you have any questions concerning the summary,
please contact Dr. I. Leon Smith at PES (212/870-3180).
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NUCLEAR REGULATORY
COMMISSION

(10 CFR Parts 19 and 20|

NOTICES, INSTRUCTIONS, AND REPORTS TO
WORKERS: INSPECTION STANDARDS FOR
PROTECTION AGAINST RADIATION

Proposed Rule

AGENCY: U.S. Nuclear Regulator~
Commuission.

ACTION: Proposed Rule.

SUMMARY: The Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (NRC) (s proposing
amendments to its regulations that
would eliminate the accumulated dose
averaging formula, 5(N-18), and the
associated Form NRC-4 exposure his-
tory, and impose annual dose-limiting
standards while retaining quarteriy
standards. Related amendments would
express, (n terms of the new annua.
standards., the standard for dose to
minors, the requirements for the pro-
vision of personnel monitoring equip-
ment. and the requirements for con-
trol of total dose to all workers includ-
ing transient and moonlighting work-
ers.

DATES: Comment period expires
April 23, 1979.

ADDRESSES: Written comments
should be submitted to the Secretary
of the Commission, US. Nuclear Reg-
ulatory Cecmmission, Washington, D.C.
20555, Attention: Docketing and Serv-
ice Branch.

POR FURTHER INFORMATION
CONTACT:

Mr. Robert E. Alexander, Office of
Standards Development, U.S. Nucle-
ar Regulatory Commission. Wash-
ington, D.C. 20555 (phone 301-443-
5975).

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
The Commission’'s basic radlation
dose-limiting standards for workers
are set forth in 10 CFR Part 20. The
current standards for whole body ex-
posure of adult workers are:

(1) 1.25 rems per calendar quarter,
or

2) 3 rems per calendar quarter pro-
vided that the lifetime accumulated
dose does not exceed 5(N-18) rems,
where N is the age of the individual in
years.

These standards were based omr rec-
ommendation of the National Ccuncil
on Radiation Protection and Measure-
ments (NCRP), the Intermational
Commission on Radiological Protee-
tion (ICRP), and guidance for Federal
agencies issued by the former Federal
Radiation Council (FRC, the function
of which is now incorporated into the
Environmental Protection Agency).

PRCPOSED RULES

The present Commission action is
based on assessment of the need for
the 5(N-18) dose-averaging {ormula
which allows a worker to receive up to
12 rems per year. The assessment s
being performed because of the desire
of the Commission to reduce the risks
of occupational radiation doses in
Commission-licensed activities, the
Commission’s continuing systematic
assessment of exposure patterns; and
new recommendations of the Interna-
tional Commission on Radiological
Protection which ellminate quarterly
dose-limiting standards and the use of
the 5(N-18) formula for controlling
the allowable cumulative lifetime dose
up to age N.

The Commission, taking nto ac-
count recently published interpreta-
tiorn.- of epidemiological data and asso-
ciate.' recommendations for lower
stand. vds, and also ln response to peti-
tions fos« rule making to lower the dose
standards flled by the Natural- Re-
sources Defense Council (NRDC) and
by Dr. Rosalle Bertell, has determined
that a hearing should be held on the
adequacy of present occupational radi-
ation dose-limiting standards. This
hearing will be the subject of a sepa-
rate PEDERAL REGISTER notice. It is ten-
tative'y scheduled to be held in the
spring of 1979. ;

The Commission believes that the
rule changes proposed in this notice
have benefit from the standpoint of
radiation prutection for workers. For
example, deletion of the formula, 3 N-
18), could have reduced the radiation
dose of some 320 individuals who re-
ceived more than 5 rems during 1977.
In addition, it could cause some licens-
ees Lo take further action to reduce oc-
cupational doses. For these reasons
the Commission believes that these
changes should be proposed f{or com-
ment at this time, without waiting f{or
the planned hearing. Nevertheiess,
comments on the desirabiiity of in-
cluding these sroposed rule changes
within the scope of the planned hear-
{ng are specifically invited.

Specifically, the Commission s pro-
posing to amend §20.101(b), 16 CFR
Part 20, to delete the provision that a
licensee may Jpermit an individual
worker to.receive up to 3 rems per cal-
endar quarter and 12 rems per year i
the accumulated lifetime radiation
dose does not exceed the 5(N-18) dose-
averaging formula.

The ICRP (ICRP Publication 286,
“Recommendations of the Interna-
tional Commission on Radiological
Protection.” January 17, 1977, Perga-
mon Press) has (ndicated that the
5(N-18) formula should no looger be
used. This formula was originally in-
tended to be used only in special cases
for which the a’ditional dose could be
justified. Data availabie to the Com-
mission reveal tha! approximately 320

(less than 0.5%%) of the individuals par-
ticipating in NRC-licensed activities in
1977 received doses exceeding 5 rems
and, therefore, required use of the
dose-averaging formula. Eliminaticn
of the use of the formula would have
little effect on the coliective (man-
rem) dose, but the individual risk
could be reduced for approximatiey
320 peopie (1977 data).

The Commission is also proposing to
amend §20.101 to establish annual
(calendar year) standards for radiaiion
dose. These annual standards would
have the same values as would apply
over four calendar quarters under the
existing 1.25 rems per quarter stand-
ard. A definition of calendar year
would be added to §20.3. Quarterly
dose standards would be retained, but
the standard for the whole body would
be changed from 1.25 to 3 rems, with
no requirement for cbtaining the lndi-
vidual's occupational dose history.
Some licensees occasionally need the
flexibility provided by the 3 rems per
calendar quarter standard in order to
accomplish essential work involving
high dose rates. If this flexibility were
removed, there could be a desirable
effect in that new facilitles and/or
equipment muglit be designed Lo meet
the lower dose standard: However, it is
very likely that existing licensees
would use extra workers in order to ac-
complish essential work rither taan
backfitting engineering controls t
reduce dose rates and working times.
Thus, the collective dose would not be
lowered and might be increased. In-
formed members of tle scientific com-
munity, as evidenced by ICRP recom-
mendations, believe that, for annual
doses on the order of 5 rems, there is
little or no biological advantage,
except for an embryo or fetus, in limit-
ing the rate at which the dose is re-
ceived. From this viewpoint, no quar-
terly standards are needed (n 10 CFR
Part 20. However, the Commission
staff believes that quarteriy stancards
with associated requirements for re-
porting doses that exceed those stand-
ards are necessary as precautionary
measures which give early indicction
of possible undesirable situations and
provide NRC the opportunity to inves-
tigate those situations, iUf necessary to
ensure that they are promptly correct-
ed and that adequate measures are
taken to preclude recurrence. At the
same time, the quarterly standard pro-
posed, i.e., 3 rems per calendar quarter
whole body, is considered by the Com-
mission to be adequately low for effec-
tive regulatcry control when consid-
ered in conjunction with the other
standards and controls set forth in the
regulations. Comme™ts on the desir-
ability of retaining quarteriy dose-
lUimiting standards are specilically in-
vited.
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In addition to the proposed amend-
ments disrussed above, several other
sections of the regulations would be
changed. primanly to accommodate
the proposed annual dose-limiting
standards,

1. The undesignated center heading
preceding §§ 20.101 through 20..08
which now reads Permissible Doses,
Levels, and Concentrations’ would be
amended to read “Radiaton Protec-
tion Standards Appilicable 0 Doses,
Le/els and Concentrations” thus re-
moving the word “permissible.” The
recommendations of the NCRP, ICRP,
and FRC (EPA), a3 impiemented in
the NRC regulations, are not intender:
to impiy that doses above the standard
are unsafe and that doses delow the
standard are safe. Consideration of
the linear hypothesis' indicates that
some risk (s associated with any dose
of radiation, nowever small In view of
this hypothesis the NRC places em-
pnasis on the concept of making all
reasonabie efforts to maintain radi-
ation doses as low as (s reasonable
achievable. However, [t is essential o
establish standards which are the
basis for regulating the affected ins-
dustry. The Commuission believes that
the propased wording more cleariy re-
fleets the intent and phiosophy of
these sections of the regulations.

2. On February 8, 1978, the Comumis-
sion published in the FroErar RECis-
TIR (43 FR 4865) proposed amend-
ments to i3 regulations which would
require licensees to control the total
occupational dose received by thetr
workers, rather than just the dose re-
ceived from sources in their possession
or control. These amendments have
not yet been published as effective
rule changes. Certain of the amend-
ments in this notice would affect the
same sections of the regulations that
were |(nvoived (n proposed amend-
ments published Frbruary 8, 1978 (43
FR 4885). As expiained below, the
Commuission plans to proceed with its
deliberations on the changes proposed
in Pebruary 1978, and, if found to be
warranted, to amend these sections
again after a decision (s made regard-
mg the 5(N-18) formula. The amend-
ments proposed n February 1978
would delete the existing §20.102ta)
which contains introductory material
regarding the determunaton of accu-
muliated dose using the 3(N-18) formu-
a. This introductory material would
have been added to § 20.102(b). Para-
graphs 20.102(b) and 20.102(¢) would
have remained unchanged otherwise.
A new §20.102(3) would have been
added to require licensees to obtain in-

‘The linear hypothesis assumes that the
biological effacts of lonizmng radiation delw
ered ai low doses and low dose rales, can de
conservalively predicted Dy loear exXITapo-
ation (to zero dose) of s=ifecta that have
been observed ‘ollowing exposure AL hugh
doses an Qigh dose rates.

PROPOSED RULES

farmation on the nccupational dose re-
ceived by an individual (n the current
calendar quarter {rom sources ¢{ radi-
ation possessed or controlled by other
persons. The amendments proposed in
Pebruary 1978, U made effective,
would not have ai’ected lUcensees who
use the 5(N-18) formula (except with
respect to the use of moonlighters) be-
cause they already obtain each work-
er's radnuon exposure history.
of the use of the 5(N-
18) formula, as proposed (n this pres-
ent notice, would remove the need for
obtaining the total occupational radi-
ation exposure history, and would
permit deletion from the reguiations
$§20.102b) and 20.103(c).* The pro-
posed provisions o §20.102¢a) pud-
Ushed in February 1978 would be re-
tained, but would be redesignated as
§20.102 (to delete reference to para
sTAPh (a)), and would be changed 0
state the requirements (n terms of
hoth sonual and quarterly standards.
Comparably, the new §19.13(e), 10
CFR Part 19, proposed {n February
1978 which would require licensees to
provide at termination of empioyment
or work assignment in the licensee’s
restricted areas, upon request of the
individual worker, estimates of the
dose reveived by the [ndividual in the
lcensee’'s restricted area during the
termination quarter, would Dbe
changed to require provision of the
dose data for the terminaling quarter
and year. The effect of the rule would
be unchanged for an individual work-
ing in 3 licensee's restricted area for
less than calendar quarter (Lransientl
The period provided for the submis-
sion of comments on the proposec
amendments published February 8§,
1978, expired on April 7, 1978. The
Comu aission will proceed with consid-
eratiun of the comments and other
factors related to those amendments
on their merits, and will not delay
final determination of those amend-
ments solely because of the involve-
ment of several of the same sections of
the regulations in the amendments
being proposed at this time The
amendments propased (n this present
action would not make substantive
changes in the portions of the regula-
tions already under consideration, but
would express essentially the same
standards in terms of annual stand-
ards, or percentage thereof, rather
than {n terms of quarterly standards.
3. Section 20.104, establishing the
standards to be applicable to external
doses to minors, would be amended
only to express the quarterly stand-
ards (n terms of a percentage of the
adult annual standards. The numerical

'Deletion of the requirement for the his
tory, { made effective, would not constitute
authority to dispose of the Form NRC—. or
equivalent records that have been generated
under the existung reguallions.
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value of the dose standard would
remain unchanged The Commission
does not wish to encourage the em-
ployment of migcors in work ilnvolving
potential for radiation dose. The
standards for minors would 2e quar-
terly pro-rating of the 0.3 rem per year
recommended by NCRP and [CRP for
individual members of the population.

4. The requirements {or the provi-
sion of personnel moaitoring eqmp-
ment currently specified in § 20.202, 1
CFR Part 20, apply ! an individual
worker is llkely to recaive a dose in
excess of 25 percent of the quarterly
standards now set forth in § 20.101(a).
Because of the proposed amendments
to §20.101(a) to specify annual stand-
ards as weil as a quarteriy standard
for the whole body that is more than
one-fourth of the annual standard,
and because there is no basis for relax-
ing personnel monitoring require-
ments, the requirements would be
specified as percentages of the pro-
posed annual standards and would
result (n numerical values equal to or
slightly lower than the existing re-
quirements. The Commission belleves
that the minor change would have
negligible impact on the number of in-
dividuals for whom personnel monitor-
ing is performed.

Pursuant to th Atomic Energy Act
of 1954, as amended, the Znergy Reor-
ganization Act of 1974, as amended,
and section 553 of title 5 of the United
States Code, notice (s hereby given
that adoption of Lhe following amend-
ments to 10 CFR Parts 19 and 20 is
contemplated. ‘All interested persons
who desire to submit written com-
ments or suggestions for consideration
in connection with the propesed
amendments should send them to the
Secretary of the Commisvion, Wash-
ngton, D.C. 20555, Attention: Docket-
ing and Service Branch By Apnl 23,
1979. Copies of the comments on the
proposed amendments may be exam-
ined at the Commission’'s Public Docu-
ment Room at 1717 H Street, NW.,
Washingtan. D.C.

1. In §19.13, 10 CFR Part 19, 2 new
paragraph (e) is added to read as fol-
lows:

$19.13 Notiflcations and reports to .adi-
viduale

(e) At the request of a worker vho is
terminating employment with the lU-
censee in work involving radiation
dose, or of a worker who, while em-
ployed by another person. is termunat-
ing assignment 0 work luvolving radi-
ation dose in the licensee’s facility,
each lcensee shall provide (o each
such worker, or to the worker’'s desig-
nee, at termination, a written report
regarding that worker's radiation dose
during each specifically identified cal-
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endar quarter 2f the terminating cal-
endar year or fraction thereof, or pro-
vide an estimate of those doses U the
finally determined personnel monitor-
ing results are not avallable at that
time. Estimated doses si'al! be clearly
indicated as suc’.

2 Section 20.3(a) of 10 CFR Part 20
is amended by adding im:aediately fol-
lowing subpsagraph (/) a new subpar-
agraph (4a) (0 read ar follows

§203 Definitions
(a) As used In trs parts

(4) “Calendar year” means four
consecutive calendar quarters starting
with the calendar quarter which
begins (n January.

3. The undesignated center heading
preceding § 20.101, 10 CFR Part 20, is
amended to read “Radliation Protec-

4. Section 20.101, 10 CFR Part 20, is
revised to read as follows:

$20.10! Radiation protection standards
for individuals in restricted aress.

Except as provided in § 20.104, no U-

L. Whoie body. hesd and
IUnK active bSiood-(ormung
organs lens of eyex or
fonads 5

1 Hands and foresrms feet
And ankies 1™~ ™

1 Skin of whole bodY e ™ »

s

5. Section 20.102, 10 CFR Part 29,
revised to read as follows:

§20.102 Determination of prior dose.

Each licensee shall require any indi-
vidual, prior to first entry of the indi-
vidual i(nto the licensee’s restricted

that the individual will receive or is
likely to receive in any period of one
calendar quarter a dose in excess of §
percent of the applicable annual
standards specified in §20.101, to dis-
close in a written, signed stitement,
either, (a) that the individual had no
prior dose during the current calendar
year, or (b) the nature and amount of

FEDERAL REGISTER, YOL 44, NO. 35-TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 20, 1979

any dose which the [ndividvd may
have received during each sp:cifically
identified calendar quaster o/ the cur-
rent calendar year {rum sounes of ra-
diation possessed or control.nd by
other persons. Each licensee shall
maintain records of such statements
until the Commission authorizes their
disposition.

¢. In §20.104, 10 CFR Part 20, para-
graph ‘a) is amended to read as fol-
lows:

§20.104 Exposure of minors.

(a) No licensee shall possess, use or
transfer licensed material in such a
manner as to cause any individual
within a restricted area who is under
18 years of age to recsive (n any period
of one_calendar quarter from radicac-
tive material and other sources of radi-
ation a dose {n excess of 2.5 percent of
the annual standards specified in the
table in § 20.10L.

7. In §20.202, 10 CFR Part 20, para-
graphs (aX1) and (aX2) are amended
to read as follows:

§20.202 Personnei monitoring.

(a) Each licensee shall supply appro-
priate personne! monitoring equip-
ment to, and shall require the use of
such equipment by:

(1) Each individual 18 years of age
or older who enters a restricted area
under such circumstances that the in-
dividual receives, or is likely to receive,
a dose in any calendar quarter in
excess of 5 percent of the annual
standards specified (n § 20.101.

(2) Each individual under 18 years of
age who eaters a restricted area under
such circamstances that the individual
receives, or is likely to receive, a dose
{n any calendar quarter in excess of
1.25 pexcent of the annual standards
specifiea {n § 20.10L

(Sec. 161, Pub. L. 83-703, 58 Stat. 948 (42
US.C. 2201), sec. 201 z3 amended, Pub. L.
$3-438, 38 Stat 1242 (42 US.C. 58410

Dated at Washington, D.C. this 13th
day of February, 1979.

For the Nuclear Regulatory Com-
mission.
Samvey J. CHILK,
Secretary of the Commission.
(PR Doc. 79-5268 Piled 2-18-79; 3:45 am)
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Rodger W. Granlund, Pennsylvania State University
Richard DiSalve, Hittman Corporation

E. E. Gutwein, Gilbert/Commonwealth

James L. Frogge, Bishop McNémara High School

Ecward P. 0'Donnell, Ebasco Services

William Reynolds, American Friends Service Committee
Steven F. Kensicki

Paul R. Shoop, I B E W

G. D. Adams, PhD, Radiological Physicist

Dick Hermans, Safe Energy Coalition of N Y State

Roger Strelow, Counsel for Commonwealth Edison, fo.
Leva, Hawes, Symington, Martin & Copenheimer

Dalwyn R. Davidson, Cleveland Electric Illuminating Co

Stephen M. Sorenson, RAD Services
James V. Lampka, Bunker Hill Community College

Or. David E. Drum, Harvard Medical School, Dert. of
Radiology, Joint Program in Nuclear Medicine

Darrel W. Pruitt, Pryor Foundry, Inc.
A. T. Tuma, MD, Poplar Bluff Hospital, Inc.
Frazier Bronson, Pres., Midwest Chapter, H P S
Steven R. Lueders
Hugh W. Bryant, U. of Texas at Austin

Samuel Levin, Massachusetts Institute of Technology
Roger T. Waite, Consulting Engineer

A. L. Bajetti, ICN Chemical & Radioisotope Division
Robert L. Bell, Auburn University

Allen Cash, Uba Heat Transfer Corporation
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_Lionel Lewis,

Dr. Rosalie Bertell, 6 N S H

John C. Evraets, U. of Calif vLos Angeles

Walter F. Wegst, Calif. Inst.tute of Technology

John C. Elliott, MD, Tennessee Valley Authority
John B. McCormack
of Calif.

Frank E. Gallagher, U. Santa Barbara

Byron Lee, Jr. Commonwealth Edison

William H. Aaroe, State of W. Va.

C. M. Stallings, Virginia Electric and Power
0. L.
Harry D. Richardson, NSI

Walter P. Peeples, Gulf Nuclear Inc.

William 0. Parker, Duke Power Company

A. N. Tschaeche, People for Energy Progress

C. E. Winters, Todd, Research & Technical Division

E. L. Thomas, Air Transport Association, with letters
from W. W. Schaefer, American Airlines of 4-5-79, and
B. L. Francoeur, Air Canada of 3-28-79

R. Nilson, Exxon Nuclear Company

K. P. Baskin, Southern California Edison Company

John C. Evraets, Southern Calif. Chapter HPS

Michael H. Mobl y, State of Tennessee

C. R. Anderson, American Airlines

Congressman Ron Paul, with Peeples letter of 4-11-79

Renberger, Washington Public Power Supply System

HP Task Furce of Edison Electric Insitut.
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Roger Strelow, Leva, Hawes, Symington, Martin & Oppenheimerl9-79

John W. Gore, Baltimore Gas and Electric Company

04-19-79
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B. Jim Porter, State of Louisiand
Shields L. Daltroff, Philadelphia Electric Company
H. 0. Thrash, Alabama Power

Dean Hansell for William J. Scott, Attorney Genera:
(comments for the people of the State of Illinois)

T. K. DeBoer, State of New York

Roger Strelow, Leva, Hawes, Symington, Martin &
Oppenheimer on behalf of Commonwealth Edison Co.

Chris Norby, San Jose Medical Clinic, Inc.

J. A. Jonss, Carolina Power & Light Company
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