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4.

Se

In 30 years it is unlikely that anyone will be alive that

had worked at the Humboldt Bay Plant when it was in operation.
The D.E.S. does not discuss the fact that there will be no

one familiar with those idiosyncratic elements inherent in
all systems, The time to DECON is now while there are
trained personnel on hand that are intimately familiar with
the facility and its weak and strong aspects,

Currently there is no community contingency plan to deal
with potential accidents which could leak radiation to the
surrounding countryside putting human safety at risk. The
D.E.S5. lacks the worst case scenarios necessary to establish
comprehensive preparedness., For example:

a, What would happen if there was an 8,0+ earthquake at
high tide followed by a tidal wave?

b. What would happen if an airplane crashed into Unit No.3
exploded and started an uncontrolable fire?

c. What about this lack of a contingency plan?

There is no guarantee in the D,E.S. that SAFSTOR is "safe"
nor that the utility will actually be any better prepared
in 30 years than it is now to DECON. There is no time
ceiling set for SAFSTOR, hence it is conceivable that the
utility will simply extend for another 30 years, etc.

Further, in 30 years there will be many more reactors shut
down most of which will be much larger than Humboldt Bay and
hence proportionately greater potential problems that will
dwarf Humboldt Bay Unit No.3 in relative significance. I
can see this circumstance as creating a rationale to lower
the priority to DECON our SAFSTOR unit in order to channel
funds and personnel to cope with larger roblems.elsewhere.

DECON now is clearly in the Humboldt community's best interest.

It is imperative that a local public hearing be held on

this matter prior to is dispensation. If for no other reason,
a local public hearing is critically important to maintain
the appearance of objectivity in decision making.




