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25t umergency Planning Contention
..er0 to Zoard and Parties:

The lJoard has requested C.G to amend its emergency planning
contention and indicate what discovery it needs thereon,

zontention

The proposed new emergency plan resolves none of the concermns
idestified in C.G'e original contention, The University has responded
to the deficiencies identified by C.C in the contention and the deficiencies
identified in the original 3taff review of the previous plan by essentially
declarinzy it need not have an emergency plan, except for the reactor room
itself, It does so cn the sole basis of its assertion that no offsite
consequences in excess of 5 iem thyroid are possible from any credible
incident,

As the issue of offsite consequences is already in dispute in
Contention VIII and also ..I.i, and since those ccntentions assert accidents
more serious than UCLA asserts, with consequences far in excess of the 5
iem thyroid threshhold level for requiring emergency response planning,
22: believes UCLA's new plan to be far worse than the old one, because
the new one is no plan at all,

Furthermore, the sole plan for firefighting, a letter of one
page from the City Fire Department, is completely inadequate, It says,
in essence, that if there is a fire at .!ZL and the reactor is not involved,
the Fire _evartment will put it out; if the reactor is involved, they will
"econfer," "Conferrinz" at the scene of an emergency as to what to do is
precisely the opposite of having an emergency plan as to what %o do.
Given the unique hazards in fighting a reactor fire, and the complete lack
of detail as to now such fire suppression would be undertaken in a way
as to avoid making the situation worse, that part of the plan likewise
is no plan,

Tinally, as C3C has stated elsewhere, there is no discussion of
emerzency response, nost-accident dose assessment, and other plans for
dealing with criticality accidents in the emergency plan,

“n sun, the umorella statement of the contention remains more

true after the amendments than before; the plan i more inadequate than
before; the previous basss still hold; and CZG therefore nodifies the

contention by merely adding three additional bases to the ontention, attached,
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