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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

Memorandum

TO : [Eber R. Price, Assistant Director DATE: April 22, 1963
Division of Licens & Regulation

FROM : Walter 2/6'1' er, Chief
Environmental & Sanitary Engineering Br., "D

susject: U.S. WEATHER BUREAU COMMENTS ON HAZAKDS SUMMARY REPORT

RD: DNS: WGB

Reference is made to your “wtter of April 11, 1963
to the U.S. Weather Bureau requesting comments on
the following:

PG & ¥ Proposed Reactor -~ Bodega Bay,
Calitrornia

Amendment No. 2 dated April 5, 1963
to license application.

The comments of the Yeather Bureau's Environmental
Meteorological Research Project are attached.

Attachments
Comments (orig. & 1 cy.)
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Comments on

™G & E Proposed Reactor - Bodega Bay, California
Amendment No. 2 dated April 5, 1963 to license applicatiox

Prepared by

Environmental Meteorological Research Projecc
Office of Meteorological Research
U. 8, Weather Bureau

April 16, 1963

It appears in Amendment No. 2 that meteorology enters into the gques: lous and
responses caly in numbers 24, 25, 26 and 27.

The response to Question 24 indicates that reconcentr/tion effects in che
environs will be considered in determining relcase rates, Precumab.y, thia
would result in iodine release rates below levels wiere direct inhalation is
controlling. The relation to meteorology £s o emphusize the ¢verags longer
term dispersion patterns and to indicale the desirability of anulyzirg the
local tower data by wind direction and dispersion "classos" over time inter=-
vals commensurate with the monitoring program,

Ia Question 25 it is presumed the "permissible annual average discharge rate"
will be based on calculations that include consideration of joint wind direc-
tion and stability frequencies. It would be informative to determine for
what perioa of time emissions in excess of tnis value up to bu: not including
10 times the innual rate cuuld occur under restrictive dilution conditicas

without exceeding the 0.5 rem/year limit (see page Vi-4, pp. 3 of Preliminary
Fazards Report),

In Question 26, since no atmospneric dilution is assumed, the analysis woulc
seen quite conserva'.ave. Even if the wind speed were reduced to 1 wph thus
lacressing the inhalation period by a factor c¢f 10 the omission of cloud rise
and diffusion shouid still result in conservetive estimates.,

Question 27 involves only changes in source strength pussibilitins, Since a
constant wind and stability situation is assumed for computational purposes
the meteorology is conservative.



