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Beil B. Eaiden - Aagust 24, 1960
Acting Ceneral Counsel '

Courts OGulshan
Peputy Cemeral Counsel

COEFERENCE WITH REPRESENTATIVE JAMES QUIGLEY CONCEREIRG
FRDC DECISIGH

1. 1 cenferred with Representstive Quigley for two bours
on Toesdsy worning, August 23, 1960. I outlined to him the
legal questions involved {n the PRDC case and {ts appeal
end the basis for the poafition taken by the Commisafon in
its briefs.

2. Mr. Guigley was very intercsted ia heving outlined

for him the procedore which would ordinsrily be followed
in & developmental sesctor case, similar to the Feach
Bottom reactor. I 4id this fer binm, enphasizing the Con-
mission's overriding interest in health and safety, the
formal hearing procedures, intermediste decisfon by the
Hearing Examiner, and full Commfission review with gx parte
contacts excluded by Commlassion rule,

3. Mr. Quigley's principal problen {s not o much with the
legal position taken by the Commission iu the PRIC gppeal

but with the polficy of the Coomisstion under the Atomic Esergy
Act fx providing for techmoldgical development with counstruction
in aress edjacent to urban populstion. For exzuple, he said
ke could oot vnderstand vhy the memsberas of the HYEG group
vere not villing to build thelr resctor fn Reedles, Nevada

in order to prove cut all safety problems, f{nstead of possibly
risking the lives of persons within bis Congressional district
at Peach Bottem. I egreed with him that this was a policy
question, esplainmed the legislative background of this policy
in the 1934 Act, and suggested that he night wast to talk to
soneone on the Joint Committee gbout the matter.

&, 4t the end of the conversation, Mr. Quigley stated that
be probably would isoue ¢ press velease to the effect thats

#. Be bad had s satisfactory discuskfon of the legal
i:sue:“ involved in PRBC appeal and licensing p:ecedu:u of
ARG, 4

b. He found bhimself f{n disagreement vlth tha policy of
the Commiselom In its {ssvance of provisional construction
pernits for developmental reactors to be located pear wetropolitan
axeas.
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5. Hr. Quigley also asked we the procedure whereby he
might participate in the Peach Bottom proceedings. I
outlined to him the procedure for waking & limited

" appearance or for participating as s party, providing he
shoved the fnterest necessary to qualify as an {ntervencr.
I i{ndiested to him that limited participatfon was broadiy
eonstrued under our rules and that the Bearing Examiner
had provided fafirly wide latitude for 1imited participation
in proceedings, including the questioning of witnesses and
the gubnission of gtatements of positien (as wes done with
Mexico in-the Industriasl Waste proceeding). I slso pointed
out to him that we &1d pot have a rvule similar to CAB Rule
14, which permits the participation of Congresswen and
Senators in & specialized status, with the right o! oral
argumént before the agzency.

6. After my conversation with Representative Quigley, I
talked briefly with Johe Conway of the JCAE and gave him
copies of the two press releases which had been issued by
Representative Quigley, coples of vhich are attached, Mr.
Comvay suggested that Mr., Quigley might want to talk to
Representative Durbam or Representstive Van Zsndt, and I
an pasging on that suggestion to Representative Quigley.

7. I have the following recommendations:

a. T thiuk that Representative Quigley would sppreciate
a briefing on the Peach Bottem reactor from the necessary

technical people. This could be srranged by calling for anm
sppolantoent with ¥r. John Yenkauwer, Legislative Assistsnt to
Bepresentative Quigley (Code 180, Ext. 53541),

b. Representative Quigley should be pmided-with all

documents submitted in the proceeding. I geve him my assurance

that this would be done.
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