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February 20, 1979 

Commissioner Victor Galinsky 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Washington, D.C.  

Dear Mr. Galinsky: 

I read your speech of January 16, 1979 at A.I.F. Forum in Las Vegas, Nevada, 
entitled, Activating the NRC. I was quite surprised at the contents and now 
believe you are doing a great service in leading the NRC along a better path.  
I am hopeful that the President will realize this and reappoint you as we 
sorely need men of your honesty at last running the NRC. I read your other 
speeches and after the long periods of secrecy, lying, and withholding of 
facts from the Congress and the American people, it is most refreshing. I 
also commend the two newest members of the Commission.  

My credentials are explained in the attached interview with the San Diego 
Tribune. I am not a radical but a very concerned citizen on nuclear power.  
In fact, I was Republican up to Nixon, now I am Independent. I have never 
been arrested, I am in good financial condition. I do not owe any income 
taxes but have paid an awfully lot in my business career. I am retired and 
spending all my time with a competent environmentalist attorney opposing the 
operating permit for San Onofre 2 and 3. I have fought San Onofre 2 and 3 
from the Coastal Commission Hearings and permit through all the courts to stop construction and now the operating permit at a cost of over $35,000.00 to myself 
and my wife with no other contributors.  

Today San Onofre 2 and 3 would never be approved as a site for a nuclear plant.  
Fronting on Route 5, the main freeway from the north to San Diego and Mexico, 
on the ocean side fronting on a State Park, and in an earthquake area on a 
coast riddled with faults, extremely hazardous to marine life, with a very 
limited evacuation route, in the midst of the fastest growing population in 
California, and right next to an obsolete plant built without earthquake 
criteria.  

Point 1: Earthquake Situation.  

We enclose letters on the earthquake issue which are self explanatory. When we 
think of the billions of dollars wasted annually by an inefficient Federal 
Government and Congress, it is incomprehensible that.the U.S. Geologic Survey 
claims they cannot afford a few thousand dollars to make an independent and 
thorough study of the land and ocean within 50 miles all around the plant to 
determine if any unknown live faults exist. He know the Hosgrei, Inglewood, 
Rose Canyon, Baja faults are continuous as acknowledged by the USGS. Several 
earthquakes of 3, 4, and 5 on the Richter scale including a recent Santa Barbara 
1978, Sylmar 1971, plus bulges in the San Andreas fault and others we have 
mentioned are seismic matters to further consider. At present we only have the 
opinions of Southern California Edison's paid geologists, their so-called con
sultants and what we consider NRC geologists without intimate knowledge of the 
area.
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I assume NRC does not want another Diablo Canyon, Bodega Bay, or Vallecitos 
reactor experience. These were the result of incompetence (and in San Diablo 
dishonesty of the Utility), incomplete information furrfished NRC by the company 
or utility and lack of USGS independent studies. We object vigorously to the 
agreement between NRC and USGS which grossly reflects the public interest. This 
aggrement must be cancelled. We do not contend that USGS should study every site 
but in the California Coastal Zone, riddled with earthquakes, it is imperative 
to assure the public of the safety of the reactors 2 and 3 in this increasingly 
populated area. If this is not done and an earthquake occurs with great loss of 
life and property, you can be sure that the NRC will be held fully responsible.  

Point 2: Critique of E.I.R.  

I enclose our critique of the E.I.R. issued recently by the NRC. It speaks for 
itself. It is difficult to believe that a presumably competent staff prepared 
the E.I.R. ignoring all these important matters. The staff obviously expects to 
jam this through as usual. Needless to say it does not square with the concern 
for the public interest and the responsibilities you speak of in your speech.  
It overrides anything that is inconvenient or which may hinder an operating 
license.  

Point 3: Appropriation of Beach at San Onofre State Park.  

I enclose articles on this beach infringement. Your Review Board called it 
"De Minis" ignoring the Coastal Commission Permit which specifically stated 
the public must have full access. State law and the -California Constitution 
1ikewise requires full access for all citizens not partial access. Your attorney 
told us it was not an NRC concern because of the C-oastal Commission Permit. After 
over a year of stalling by Edison against a new hea'-ing if this is not done it 
will force us to sue to prevent this infri ngement.  

Point 4: Marine Study.  

Note articles enclosed regarding excess temperature at the outlet. Your attorney 
Mr. Larry Chandler stated in the Pre-Hearing Conference that the consequences of 
illegal temperature discharge was a Non-Issue and no concern of NRC but was the 
responsibility of the Coastal Commission and a permit issued by them to Edison.  
In other words, the NRC doesn't care about the admitted damage or actual destruction 
of the kelp beds or the greater destruction of marine life to be caused by this 
excess temperature. Some sense of responsibility! 

Point 5: Interim Statement on Rule-making Policy NUREC-0499.  

These comments on general policy for rule-making by Marc Messing of the Environ
mental Policy Center are interesting to read and should be to you because: 
a. 2) "Of two dozen individuals involved in nuclear licensing proceedings and 

policy issues only.One was aware of the Interim Policy Statement". In 
the event the commissioners were not aware of it I thought I should let 
you know about it. It makes me wonder who makes policy at NRC. Please 
note the comments, in very polite language, of the ldck of thinking, ex
perience, judgement by the persons who prepared this document. Thus vast 
decisions are made in the NRC bureaucracy.
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Point 6: Decommissioning.  

I ordered a Battelle study and appendixes on decommissioning, a subject which has 
been ignored by NRC and utilities since the beginning of nuclear power. As a tax
payer I would be interested to know how many hundred thousands of dollars have 
been wasted on this so-called study. They tell us what everone knows; that is 
the very methods of decommissioning, not how to do it because nobody has ever de
commissioned a 1000 megawatt nuclear reactor. They use an absurd 39 million cost.  
Utility executives estimate to decommission Bodega Bay, a small reactor, will 
equal its own cost. Experts believe cost will equal initial cost of reactor if 
reactor has to be entombed and then dismantled and transported away. The utilities 
advocate entombment because it is cheaper. If you think the American people are 
going to stand for leaving a radioactive reactor standing indefinitely or even 
for 100 years recommended you don't know the mood of the people on atomic plants 
in their neighborhood. This will be particularly true of San Onofre 2 and 3 in 
the midst of an explosive population growth.  

The truth is we have plunged ahead with pressure from the old AEC, greedy companies 
like Westinghouse, General Electric and other manufacturers with no oversight and 
ignorant members of Congress, until recently, with pressure from utilities who 
thought they had a gold mine, with financial interests who would make millions 
off of financing the plants, and its suppliers, etc, and now we find the utilities 
don't want to pay the piper as per the report the consumer is going to pay for 
the waste, the decommissioning, the increasing costs of uranium, the increasing 
cost of building new reactors, the inflation and high interest rates, etc. When 
all this comes home to roost I hate to predict the result.  

Waste Problem.  

Dr. Deutsch has now pushed to 1995 when we might find a long-term, safe solution.  
The AEC, the Congressmen, the powerful establishments such as the Rockefeller 
interests, the nuclear industry, all have a lot to answer for, so that I think 
you are right that the NRC had better put its house in order. The Board has told 
us that waste and decommissioning are going to be rule-making. This may take a 
year or two. They do not plan to consider it before the operating permit but 
both these items and the tremendous uranium cost increase, strongly affect the 
cost benefit ratio and really make it meaningless, but you can bet they are not 
going to do anything about that either.  

Point 7: 

The Commissions repudiation of the Rasmussen report took a lot of courage on 
the part of the Commission and is highly commended; however, the fault tree 
methodology and the computer models are useless in assessing the degree of 
safety or risk a reactor with the factors of human error (not consider in Rasmussen) 
quality assurance, poor workmanship, poor quality of manufacture of components, 
no real supervision of construction by NRC and many other factors.  

We also commend the Commission on the long overdue new realities on evacuation 
areas as recently announced. In our Hearings, Edison said they had no concern 
beyond 1.9 miles beyond the reactor perimeter. Can you imagine such irrespon
sibility?
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I would like to make a comment on San Diablo Canyon. Please note enclosed 
article. ' It now appears your weak chairman of the Review Board will approve 
going ahead with the plant even though the so-called strengthening will do no 
good as stated. I think the commission must consider that if you gave them an 
operating permit, in spite of the obvious danger, and an earthquake occurred 
releasing dangerous radiation with great loss of life and property this would 
thoroughly discredit the .NRC for .good. In addition, you would pay one hundred 
million or more to decommission the plant because if you once start it up you 
have activated the plant and it can not just be torn down like any gas or coal 
plant. It takes honesty and courage to bite the bullet and from the past course 
and knowledge of this Board they just haven't got it.  

I would like one more comment and that is that I now realize that it is a rigged 
game to intervene. NRC and Edison have plenty of -lawyers and money, the inter
venors have to pay their own hard earned dollars and cannot afford the legal 
witnesses, depositions and other costs. The funding of the intervenors in.  
the-Licensing Bill is absolutely necessary -if the public is going to be represented 
and protected. Very few people can afford to intervene..  

I have made extra copies of this letter for the other commissioners and after 
you have studied it and the supporting material I would.appreciate your photo
stating the supporting material and giving it to them with the letter. In all 
these years I have never written the AEC or NRC because I thought it was useless 
but now I felt it was necessary particularly in.view of the arbitrary way in which 
our intervention is being treated by the NRC. If you brush it all aside then we 
will-know the NRC is still doing the same old thing of ignoring legitimate and 
honest criticism.  

Sincerely, 

A. S. Carstens 

asc:nas 
Encl.
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hearings on the use of atomic ener- But shortly after SCE and SDG&E question of apparent inconsistencies 
gy. c-ce urn agreed to the baeac-cc between the "full access" state

* "'vegottha o reord 5~for25 tees, the NRC developed objections Tments of several years ago and the y e got that on record. So for 25 to the idea of people swiing and more comnlicated division of the years nobody intrfered wit them." sunbathin a few hundred yards ai r m And, not cNocla the from the reactors. The two utilities year.  plants arewere told to coe tip with a Plan to "We have ot resonded and we're 
public won't know it until after prepared to comment now," he 
they're built." ea 

As he talks, Carstens leans back inThey did, and it was approved by 
hischar, hutin hi eys a tiesthe NRC last Seotemnber. .But Pigott does talk quite openly his chair, shutting his eyes at times ahe tle utlites for the NRC's 

to haul from his memory statistics ,o:t*e ufites-andheNR' to ~au frm hs ernr3'staistcs one chain-link fence at the-south end - e - to discourage a!l use of the 
and findings, then jumps up to his of the plant and one at the north end, beach, both above and below the 
files to get the printed material to both of which will extend at rigt mean high-tide lie.  
back them up.  bac tem p.angles to the sea down to the mean ."We're looking at minimizing the 

IHe is a mixture of information and high-tide line, number of people in 'he plant area.  
raw energy and feeling. At low tide only, people will b ir blankets 

le says that when he retired, he able to walk around the last fence down on that d-sand area, we'l 
drew up a list of problems he felt posts on the seaward end of the minimize the'nunber of ooie who * wer the orld' mostcrucil. ~ lences. At high tide, the fences well ilfdthbecaraarciv, were the world's most crucial. He 1 0 VM 
eliminated disarmament and over- meetthe water and access wil be iidth b 
population as. being beyond the gained only by swimming.  
scope of his influence. Ie thought hewhehe 
could restrain nuclear Dower. it, people won't be able to use the "Mykid (h ha ar adlts entire '-each, accordig to the NRC- now a staging area for heavy equip"My kids (he has two) are adults 
and they're doing wonderfully," Car- blessed plan.  
stens says. "Rose and I decided we The utilities are defending the plarg 
would raise them and put them against complaints that the state 
through college and that we would by say
owe them nothing n hat they promised to provide 

"Now I feel free to spend the access only to the portion of he ah 
money whatever way I think it will beach that'is west, or seaward, of toward the reactors and onto dry 

do he ostgoo. .the mean high-tide ine. The federal sanld, 'they wou-ld he advised to do the most good. 1 * "Th mrethigagycnd governmenit owns the drcatotieleave, Dossibly by a secuity guard "The smantest thing a guy can do A. ato i 
when he retires is get involved in beach, and can do whatever it wapts 

something ta'bggrtahei. To block access to it, goes the argii- be reasonable." something that's Digger than he is. mn.N nnihrPgtHpe o 
When you feel you're doing some- m ent. N on, neer o Hno r 
thing worthwhile, you generate ener- carges law her i harton see t kno tw 
gy. People who don't have anything the .3 happe i t e ues co to 
to do get tired." and 1974 documenl,-orln ignore Fu 

The focus, in particular, of much transcripts, did the two heais ament plan p o 
of Carstens' energy and effort is the .make such a distinclion, aet Cayin. to continue 
nuclear power plant at San Onofre, That, among other things,iswhat 
the generating station sitting along W To te the commission after 
the coast just south of San Clemente t c ne Re bcen fighting this since 1973, the xcluion lan aine NRCac and I'mn not atbout. to roll over and on the northern edge of Camp Pen- proval last September.  
dieton. The plant-s first unit has Carstens has a way of simplifying pa ceainl m ' a 

een operating since 1968.. Units two the issue. "When they said there 
and three, now under construction, would be full access to the beachso 
are scheduled for completion in the that meant fu accss I councilman wno was one of the 
early I95S& enaytiges. earliest oponents of San Gnofre and earn 1980s. fr or Eighty percent of the energy gen- T C who once asked Cars 
erated at San Onofre goes to SCE the drift of the Wharton and Car- money during an earlier court tat 
customers in 17 Californua counties. tie.  
And 20 percent of the San Onofre s rfHe's been pretty mach all by 
energy goes to San Diego Gas and reonde fo SC n attor f Dae himself and the main contritr of 
Electric Co. for distribution to its toney I have as much deaicalon, 
customers.environmentalists.  Ritnows Cases. atepln. Te commission's new executive but not as much money.  Right now, Carsteps' battle plan .utn3i ed t eri rji 
against San Onofre apoears to have director, Michael Fisher, decided 
made substantial headway. It's that the exclusion pla was n a group.  

based n 197 antIthorized by the construction -~ I'v atene Ietns h mae d ton 9i3i and 1974 promises Abalone Allance (a mainly student 
made by the utilities which included utilities to return to tbe commission group from UCSD which, with stu
restoring the beachfront to public for a hearing on amending the condi- dent from other schools, last year 
use after units two and three are t o t fielded a demonstration of.0) aSan 
completed. Catensbelives a new hearg Onote).  

their jint final envionmentalntire exansion , but the 
statement filed with the Coastal tnow anything. to!d them they'd 
Commission and the Nuclear Regu- recnsiderztion haveto r y no u p 
laCory Commissicn, the two utility "An amendment a lication order to feel against it.  
companies '1 partnership at San Would involve a l a But Cartans says he understands 
Onofre stated: "Use of the beach Why mr.4 o-ople are not oearly is 

.All not be reasted ti,'' 'S " conrerned with ihz 
tion Is comoime." t '! Ia.si tior. Is comoiete." t t~s question, 'Does th e amendment dtthx iet ed 

The construction prmit issued by make 1he project inconsistent with 
the Coastal Commission reads: the Coastal Act?"' Students don't and businessmen 
"Upon completion of the erosiondon't. But th'. is Ti fli-me job." 
control And canyon stabilization yet to oomply wit Fisher's r Still, it gets oneq and frustrating 
plan. the applicants (SCE and for an application cmendin,' the for. him.  per "Yo kno, in all this timre, noSDG&E) shall allow full and uninter. mit, accrdinj to "Yog'ott.  
rupted public access to the beach, And Pirott will not address the, body has eve-called me u and said.  
bluff and canyon area that is to Mr. Carstens, you'-e doing a won
remain in Its present tnditlon derfu job. gre I be of any uelaran 

People can he so stud, sotiopei
sighted."
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NUCLEAR RECULATORY COMMISSION 
WASHINGTON, 0. C. 20555 

May 2, 1979 

Note ~MAY 172 > 
Mr. A. S. Carstens Cr ftes.,, 
2071 Caminito Circulo Norte& 

Mt. La Jolla, CA 92037 

In the Matter of 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY, ET AL.  

(San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station, Units 2 and 3) 
Docket Nos. 50-361 OL and 50-362 OL 

Dear Mr. Carstens: 

Your letter of February-20, 1979, to Commissioner Victor Gilinsky has 
been referred to me for reply. As a member of the Commission, it may be 
necessary for Commissioner Gilinsky to consider the merits of the San 
Onofre Nuclear Generating Station, Units 2 and 3, proceeding, and it 
would, therefore, be inappropriate for him to address the matters you 
raise at this time. Additionally, for this reason, I must also point 
out that since you are a party to the ongoing licensing proceedings and 
thus precluded by 10 CFR §2.780 from submitting off the record to the 
Commissioners "any evidence, explanation, analysis or advice ... regard
ing any substantive matter at issue in [the] proceeding ... ," we would 

appreciate your directing any further submissions of this nature to your 
attorney for filing, when appropriate, on the proceeding record with 
service upon all parties.  

Regarding the points raised in your letter, Point 1: Earthquake Situation, 
will be addressed in the Staff's Safety Evaluation Report, currently in 
preparation. For your additional information, the NRC Staff has been 
consulting with the U.S. Geological Survey throughout its review of the 
site geology and has, in fact, formally requested its assistance in the 
review of the seismology portion of the application.  

Point 2: Critique of E.I.R., Point 3: Appropriation of Beach at San 
Onofre State Park, Point 4: Marine Study, and Point 6: Decommissioning 
and Waste Problem raise matters which will, in fact, receive appropriate 
consideration in the Staff's Final Environmental Statement which is now 
being prepared. I would note, without elaboration, that you appear to 
have misunderstood my statements regarding the Staff's position on the 
marine study set out in your Point 4, as a review of the Prehearing Con
ference transcript (pp.5 72-573, 574, 576, 579-580) will clearly reveal.  
Similarly, your statement in Point 3, that I said that beach access is 
not a concern to the Staff, is in error. As noted above, it is a concern 
and will be addressed in the Final Environmental Statement. However,
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the legal question of access as you seek to raise the matter, is funda
mentally a concern within the State of California's jurisdiction and not 
the NRC's.  

Point 5: Interim Statement on Rulemaking Policy NUREG-0499, and Point 
7:, which relates to the Rasmussen Report and emergency planning do not 
present matters warranting reply except to note that the issue of emer
gency planning will be dealt with in the Safety Evaluation Report and 
is, as you know, an admitted contention in the licensing proceeding.  

Your concerns and views are appreciated and I will forward your letter 
to the Staff for its further consideration.  

Sincerely, 

Lawrence J.'Chandler 
Counsel for NRC Staff 

cc w/incoming: 
Service List
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February 20, 1979 

Commissioner Victor Galinsky 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Washington, D.C.  

Dear Mr.. Galinsky: 

I read your speech of January 16, 1979 at A.I.F. Forum in Las Vegas, Nevada, 
entitled, Activating the NRC. I was quite surprised at the contents and now 
believe you are doing a great service in leading the NRC along a better path.  
I am hopeful. that the President will realize this and reappoint you as we 
sorely need men of your honesty at last running the NRC. I read your other 
speeches and after the long periods of secrecy, -lying, and withholding of 
facts from.the Congress and the American people, it is most refreshing. I 
also commend the two newest members of the Commission.  

My credentials are explained in the attached interview with the San Diego 
Tribune. I am not a radical but a very concerned citizen on nuclear power.  
In fact, I was Republican up to Nixon, now I am Independent. I have never 
been arrested, I am in good financial condition. I do not owe any income 
taxes but have paid an awfully lot in my business career. I am retired and 
spending all my time with a competent environmentalist attorney opposing the 
operating permit for San Onofre 2 and 3. I have fought San Onofre 2 and 3 
from the Coastal Commission Hearings and permit through all the courts to stop 
construction and now the operating permit at a cost of over $35,000.00 to myself 
and my wife with no other contributors.  

Today San Onofre 2 and 3 would never be approved as a site for a nuclear plant.  
Fronting on Route 5, the main freeway from the north to San Diego and Mexico, 
on the ocean side fronting on a State Park, and in an earthquake area on a 
coast riddled with faults, extremely hazardous to marine life, wi-th a very 
limited evacuation route, in the midst of the fastest growing population in 
California, and right next to an obsolete plant built without earthquake 
criteria.  

Point 1: Earthquake Situation.  

We enclose letters on the earthquake issue which are self explanatory. When we 
think of the billions of dollars wasted annually by an inefficient Federal 
Government and Congress, it is incomprehensible that the U.S. Geologic Survey 
claims they .cannot afford a few thousand dollars to make an independent and 
thorough study of the land and ocean within 50 miles all around the plant to 
determine if any unknown live faults exist. !4e know the Hosgrei, Inglewood, 
Rose Canyon, Baja faults are continuous as acknowledged by the USGS. Several 
earthquakes of 3, 4, and 5 on the Richter scale including a recent Santa Barbara 
1978, Sylmar 1971, plus bulges in the San Andreas fault and others we have 
mentioned are seismic matters to further consider. At present we only have the 
ooinions of Southern California Edison's paid geologists, their so-called con
sultants and what we consider NRC geologists without intimate knowledge of the 
area.
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I assume NRC does not want another Diablo Canyon, Bodega Bay, or Vallecitos 
reactor experience. These were the result of incompetence (and in San Diablo 
dishonesty of the Utility), incomplete information furnished NRC by the company 
or utility and lack of USGS independent studies. We object vigorously to the 
agreement between NRC and USGS which grossly reflects the public interest. This 
aggrement must be cancelled. We do not contend that USGS should study every site 
but in the California Coastal Zone, riddled with earthquakes, it is imperative 
to assure the public of the safety of the reactors 2 and 3 in this increasingly 
populated area. If this is not done and an earthquake occurs with great loss of 
life and property, you can be sure that the NRC will be held fully responsible.  

Point 2: Critique of E.I.R.  

1 enclose our critique of the E.I.R. issued recently by the NRC. It speaks for.  
itself. It is difficult to believe that a presumably competent staff prepared 
the E.I.R. ignoring all these important matters. The staff obviously expects to 
jam this through as usual. Needless to say it does not square with the concern 
for the public interest and the responsibilities you speak of in your speech.  
It overrides anything that is inconvenient or which may hinder an operating 
license.  

Point 3: Appropriation of Beach at San Onofre State Park.  

I enclose articles on this beach infringement. Your Review Board called it 
"De Minis" ignoring the Coastal Commission Permit which specifically stated 
the public must have full access. State law and the California Constitution 
likewise requires full access for all citizens not partial access. Your attorney 
told us it was not an NRC concern because of -the Coastal Commission Permit. After 
over a year of stalling by Edison against a new hea-ing if this is not done it 
will force us to sue to prevent this infringement.  

Point 4: Marine Study.  

Note articles enclosed regarding excess temperature at the outlet. Your attorney 
Mr. Larry Chandler stated in the Pre-Hearina Conference that the consequences of 
illegal temperature discharge was a Non-Issue and no concern of NRC but was the 
responsibility of the Coastal Commission and a oermit issued by them to Edison.  
In other words, the NRC doesn't care about the admitted damage or actual destruction 
of the kelp beds or the greater destruction of marine life to be caused by this 
excess temperature. Some sense of responsibility! 

Point 5: Interim Statement on Rule-making Policy NUREC-0499.  

These comments on general policy for rule-making by Marc Messing of the Environ
mental Policy Center are interesting to read and should be to you because: 
a. 2) "Of two dozen individuals involved in nuclear licensing proceedings and 

policy issues only.One was aware of the Interim Policy Statement". In 
the event the commissioners were not aware of it I thought I should let 
you know about it. It makes me wonder who makes policy at NRC. Please 
note the comments, in very polite language, of the ldck of thinking, ex
perience, judgement by the persons who prepared this document. Thus vast 
decisions are made in the NRC bureaucracy.
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Point 6: Decommissioning.  

I ordered a Battelle study and appendixes on decommissioning, a subject which has 
been ignored by NRC and utilities since the beginning of nuclear power. As a tax
payer I would be interested to know how many hundred thousands of dollars have 
been wasted on this so-called study. They tell us what everone knows; that is 
the very methods of decommissioning, not how to do it because nobody has ever de
commissioned a 1000 megawatt nuclear reactor. They use an absurd 39 million cost.  
Utility executives estimate to decommission Bodega Bay, a small reactor, will 
equal its own cost. Experts believe cost will equal initial cost of reactor if 
reactor has to be entombed and then dismantled and transported away. The utilities 
advocate entombment because it is cheaper. If you think the American people are 
going to stand for leaving a radioactive reactor standing indefinitely or even 
for 100 years recommended you don't know the mood of the people on atomic plants 
in their neighborhood. This will be particularly true of San Onofre 2 and 3 in 
the midst of an explosive population growth.  

The truth is we have plunged ahead with pressure from the old AEC, greedy companies 
like Westinghouse, General Electric and other manufacturers with no oversight and 
ignorant members of Congress, until recently, with pressure from utilities who 
thought they had a gold mine, with financial interests who would make millions 
off of financing the plants, and its suppliers, etc, and now we find the utilities 
don't want to pay the piper as per the report the consumer is going to pay for 
the waste, the decommissioning, the increasing costs of uranium, the increasing 
cost of building new reactors, the inflation and high interest rates, etc. When 
all this comes home to roost I hate to predict the result.  

Waste Problem.  

Dr. Deutsch has now pushed to 199-5 when we might find a long-term, safe solution.  
The AEC, the Congressmen, the powerful establishments such as the Rockefeller 
interests, the nuclear industry, all have a lot to answer for, so that I think 
you are right that the NRC had better put its house in order. The Board has told 
us that waste and decommissioning are going to be rule-making. This may take a 
year or two. They do not plan to consider it before the operating permit but 
both these items and the tremendous uranium cost increase, strongly affect the 
cost benefit ratio and really make it meaningless, but you can bet they- are not 
going to do anything-about that either.  

Point 7: 

The Commissions repudiation of the Rasmussen report took a lot of courage on 
the part of the Commission and is highly commended; however, the fault tree 
methodology and the computer models are useless in assessing the degree of 
safety or risk a reactor with the factors of human error (not consider in Rasmussen) 
quality assurance, poor workmanship, poor quality of manufacture of components, 
no real supervision of construction by NRC and many other factors.  

We also commend the Coimission on the long overdue new realities on evacuation 
areas as recently announced. In our Hearings, Edison said they had no concern 
beyond i.9 miles beyond the reactor perimeter. Can you imagine such irrespon
sibility?



February 20, 1979 
Page Four 0 

I would like to make a comment on San Diablo Canyon. Please note enclosed 
article. It now appears your weak chairman of the Review Board will approve 
going ahead with the plant even though the so-called strengthening will do no 
good as stated. I think the commission must consider that if you gave them an 
operating permit, in spite of the obvious danger, and an earthquake occurred 
releasing dangerous radiation with great loss of life and property this would 
thoroughly discredit the .NRC for .good. In addition, you would pay one hundred 
million or more to decommission the plant because if you once start it up you 
have activated the plant and it can not just be torn down like any gas or coal 
plant. It takes honesty and courage to bite the bullet and from the past course 
and knowledge of this Board they just haven't got it.  

I would like one more comment and that is that I now realize that it is a rigged 
game to intervene. NRC and Edison have plenty of -lawyers and money, the inter
venors have to pay their own hard earned dollars and cannot afford the legal 
witnesses, depositions and other costs. The funding of the intervenors in 
the-Licensing Bill is absolutely necessary if the public is going to be represented 
and protected. Very few people can afford to intervene.  

I have made extra copies of this letter for the other commissioners and after 
you have studied it and the supporting material I would.appreciate your photo
stating the supporting material and giving it to them with the letter. In all 
these years I have never written the AEC or NRC because I thought it was useless 
but now I felt it was necessary particularly in view of the arbitrary way in which 
our intervention is being treated by the NRC. If you brush it all aside then we 
will:know the NRC is still doing the same old thing of ignoring legitimate and 
honest criticism.  

Sincerely, 

A. S. Carstens 

asc:nas 
Encl.
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G G, UNITED STATES 

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555 

April 4, 1979 

BOARD NOTIFICATION 

Re: Davis Besse 2 & 3 Docket Nos. 50-500, 50-501 
Jamesport 1 & 2 Docket Nos. 50-516, 50-517 
Oyster Creek Docket No. 50-219 
Pilgrim 2 Docket No. 50-471 
St. Lucie 2 Docket No. 50 -89 
San Onofre 2 & 3 Docket Nos. 0- , 50-362 

Ladies and Gentlemen: 

The enclosure to this letter entitled "Differences in Procedures for 
Estimating Atmospheric Dispersion Conditions at Inland and Coastal 
Sites" was prepared by the Staff for notification of Licensing Boards.  
Inadvertently it was supplied only to the Licensing Board considering 
Diablo Canyon on September 14, 1978. Recently, it has come to our 
attention that this information should also have been provided to the 
above-captioned Boards.  

incerely 

J F. Sc to 
ep y Director, Hearing Division 

Enclosure 

Distribution (See attached)
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Distribution: 

Copies of a "Board Notification" letter dated April 4, 1979, signed 
by Joseph F. Scinto have been served on the following persons. Those 
whose addresses are at the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission have 
been served by the NRC internal mail system and others have been 
served by deposit in the U.S. Mail. One copy has been served on each 

person even though his or her name appears on more than one service list.  
In addition to copies served on Atomic Safety and Licensing Boards and 
Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal Board members identified on the 
service list, 5 copies of the cover letter for each captioned proceeding 
and 5 copies in total of the attachment have been provided to the Atomic 
Safety and Licensing Board Panel, and 1 copy of both cover letter and 
attachment has been provided to the Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal 
Board Panel.



In the Matter of ) 

THE TOLEDO EDISON COMPANY, ) Docket Nos. 50-500 

ET AL ) 50-501 

(Davis-Besse Nuclear Power Station, ) 
Units 2 and 3) 

Alan S. Rosenthal, Esq., Chairman* Dr. Cadet H. Hand, Jr.  

Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal Bodega Marine Laboratory 

Board University of California 

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission P. 0. Box 247 

Washington, D. C. 20555 Bodega Bay, California 94923 

Richard S. Salzman, Esq.* Dr. David L. Hetrick 

Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal Professor of Nuclear Engineering 

Board The University of Arizona 

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Tuscon, Arizona 85721 

Washington, D. C. 20555 
Mr. Lowell E. Roe 

Jerome E. Sharfman, Esq.* Vice President, Power 

Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal The Toledo Edison Company 

Board Edison Plaza 

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 300 Madison Avenue 

Washington, D. C. 20555 Toledo, Ohio 43652 

Edward Luton, Esq., Chairman* Bruce Churchill, Esqj.  

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Ernest L. Blake, Esq.  

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Shaw, Pittman, Potts & Trowbridge 

Washington, D. C. 20555 1800 M Street, N. W.  

Washington, D. C. 20036
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Mr. William B. McGorum, Jr Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal 

Ohio Power Siting Commission Panel (5)* 

P. O. Box 1735 U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 

361 E. Broad Street Washington, D. C. 20555 

Columbus, Ohio 43216 
Docketing and Service Section (3) 

Atomic Safety and Licensing Office of the Secretary 

Board Panel* U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Washington, D. C. 20555 

Washington, D. C. 20555



In the Matter of ) 

LONG ISLAND LIGHTING COMPANY ) Docket Nos. 50-516 
) 50-517 

(Jamesport Nuclear Power Station, ) 
Units 1 and 2) ) 

*Jerome E. Sharfman, Esq., Chairman Dr. E. Leonard Cheatum 
Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal Route #3, Box 350A 

Board Watkinsville, Georgia 30677 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Washington, D. C. 20555 Edward J. Walsh, Jr., Esq.  

Long Island Lighting Company 
*Dr. W. Reed Johnson 250 Old County Road 
Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal Mineola, New York 11501.  

Board 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission W. Taylor Reveley, III, Esq.  
Washington, D. C. 20555 Hunton & Williams 

P. 0. Box 1535 
* Richard S. Salzman, Esq. Richmond, Virginia 23212 

Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal 
Board Mr. A. E. Kintigh 

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Vice President-Generation 
Washington, D. C. 20555 New York State Electric & Gas Co.  

4500 Vestal Parkway East 
* Sheldon J. Wolfe, Esq. Binghampton, New York 13902 

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Environmental Protection and 
Washington, D. C. 20555 Progress Committee 

Local 25, I. B. E. W.  
Mr. Ralph S. Decker Box 997 
Route 1, Box 190D 41 Pinelawn Road 
Cambridge, Maryland 21613 Melville, New York 11746
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FrederickDH. Lawrence, Esq.  
Huber, Magill, Lawrence 

and Farrell 
99 Park Avenue 
New York, New York 10016 

Dr. Caryl R. Granttham Ira Lee Zebrak, Esq.  

Co-Chai'rman, Concerned Citizens Huber, Magill, Lawrence 

of Suffolk County and Farrell 
Box 550 99 Park Avenue 
Jamesport, New York 11947 New York, New York 10016 

Ms. Jean H. Tiedke Dr. Arthur Tamplin 
Box 1103 do Natural Resources Defense 
Southold, New York 11971 Council 

917 - 15th Street, N.W.  
Dr. Harris Fisch-er Washington, D. C. 20005 
Suffolk County Department 

of Environmental Control Atomic Safety and Licensing 
1324 Motor Parkway 
Hauppauge, New York 11787 Apa ae Haupaug, Nw Yok 1787U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 

Irvig Lke, sq.Washington, D. C. 20555 
Irving Like, Esq.  
Reilly, Like & Schneider 
200 West Main Street 
Babylon, New York 11702 Board Panel 

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 

Mrs. Laetitia deK. Bradley Washington, D. C. 20555 

144 Quaker Path Docketing and Service Section 
Setauket, New York 11733 Office of the Secretary 

Ms. hirly L.BachachU.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 

Ms. Shirley L. Bachrach Washington, D. C. 20555 
Box 1054 
Southold, New York 11971 Jeffrey Cohen, Esq.  

Ms. Adelaide Flatau Deputy Commissioner and Counsel 
30 Drtmuth oadNew York State Energy Office 

30 Dartmouth Road 
Shoreham, New York 11786 Agency Building 2 

Empire State Plaza 

William C. Chapek Albany, New York 12223 
Box 997 
Melville, New York 11746 Carl G. Dworkin., Esq.  

Senior Attorney for Energy 

Joseph C. Gramer, Esq. New York State Department of 
J2 osehol G Ramer Environmental Conservation 
425 Broadhollow Road 
Melville, New York 11746 50 Wolf Road 

Albany, New York 12233



In the Matter of 

JERSEY CENTRAL POWER & Docket No. 50-219 
LIGHT COMPANY 

(Oyster Creek Nuclear Power 
Plant, Unit No. 1) 

Robert M. Lazo, Esq., Chairman* Dr. Huch C. Paxton, Member 
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory 
U.S. Nuclear Reaulatory Commission P.O. Box 1663 
Washington, DC 20555 Los Alamos, New Mexico 87544 

R. William Potter, Esq. Dr. Paul W. Purdom, Member 

State of New Jersey Director, Center for Urban 

Department of the Public Advocate Research and Environmental 
Division of Public Interest Advocacy Studies 
P.O. Box 141 Drexel University 
Trenton, New Jersey 08601 32nd and Chestnut Streets 

Philadelphia, PA 19104 

Anthony Z. Roisman, Esq.  

George F. Trowbridge, Esq. Sheldon, Harmon & Roisman 
Ernest L. Blake, Jr., Esq. 1025 15th Street, N.W., 5th Floor 

Shaw, Pittman, Potts & Trowbridae Washington, DC 20005 
1800 M Street, N.W.  
Washinaton, DC 20r36 Steven P. Russo, Esq.  

248 Washinaton Street 
P.O. Box 1060 
Toms River, New Jersey 08753
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Joseph W. Ferraro, Jr., Esq. Atomic Safety and Licensing 

Deputy Attorney General Appeal Board* 
State of New Jersey U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 

Department of Law &'Public Safety Washington, DC 20555 

1100 Raymond Boulevard 
Newark, New Jersey 07102 Docketing and Service Section* 

Office of the Secretary 

Mark First, Esq. U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 

Deputy Attorney General Washington, DC 20555 
State of New Jersey 
State House Annex 
Trenton, New Jersey 08625 

Atomic Safety and Licensing 
Board Panel* 

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Washington, DC 20555



* .* 

In the Matter of ) 

BOSTON EDISON COMPANY, et al. ) Docket No. 50-471 

(Pilgrim Nuclear Generating Station, ) 
Unit 2) 

*Edward Luton, Esq. Henry Herrmann, Esq.  

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Room 1045 

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 50 Congress Street 

Washington, D. C. 20555 Boston, Massachusetts 02108 

Dr. A. Dixon Callihan Mr. and Mrs Alan R. Cleeton 

Union Carbide Corporation 22 Mackintosh Street 

P. 0. Box Y Franklin, Massachusetts 02038 
Oak Ridge, Tennessee 37830 

The Board of Selectmen 

*Dr. Richard F. Cole Town of Plymouth 

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Plymouth, Massachusetts 02360 

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Washington, D. C. 20555 William S. Abbott, Esq.  

50 Congress Street, Suite 925 

George H. Lewald, Esq. Boston, Massachusetts 02109 

Ropes & Gray 
225 Franklin Street 
Boston, Massachusetts 02110 

Dale G. Stoodley, Esq.  
Boston Edison Company 
800 Boylston Street 

Boston, Massachusetts 02199
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*Atomic Safety and Licensing *Docketing and Service Section 
Sppeafetoad iOffice of the Se:retary 

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commissic 

Washington, D. C. 20555 Washington, D. C. 20555 

*Atomic Safety and Licensing Laurie Burt, Esq.  
Board Panel Charles Corkin, II, Esq.  

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Jonathan Brant, Esq.  
Washington, D. C. 20555 Assistant Attorneys General 

Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
Mr. Lester B. Smith Environmental Protection Division 
Director of Conservation One Ashburton Place, 19th Floor 
Massachusetts Wildlife Federation Boston, Massachusetts 02108 
P.O. Box 343 
Natick, MA 01761



In the Matter of 

FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY ) Docket No. 50-389 

(St. Lucie Nuclear Power Plant, ) 
Unit 2) 

* Michael C. Farrar, Esq., Chairman Dr. David L. Hetrick 
Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal Professor of Nuclear Engineering 

Board University of Arizona 
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Tucso:i, Arizona 85721 
Washington, D. C. 20555 

Martin Harold Hodder, Esq.  
* Dr. W. Reed Johnson 1131 N.E. 86th Street 

Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal Miami, Florida 33138 
Board 

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Dr. Frank Hooper 
Washington, D. C. 20555 Resource Ecology Program 

School of Natural Resources 
* Richard S. Salzman, Esq. University of Michigan 
Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal Ann Arbor, Michigan 48104 

Board 
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Dr. Marvin M. Mann 
Washington, D. C. 20555 Alternate 

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board 
Edward Luton, Esq., Chairman U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Washington, D. C. 20555 
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Washington, D. C. 20555 Harold F. Reis, Esq.  

Lowenstein, Newman, Reis & Axelrad 
Michael Glaser, Esq., Alternate 1025 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.  
Chairman Washington, D. C. 20036 

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board 
1150 17th Street, N. W.  
Washington, D. C. 20036
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Norman A. Coll, Esq. Mr. Samuel J. Chilk 
Steel, Hector & Davis Secretary of the Commission 
1400 S.E. First National Bank Bldg. U.S. Nuclear Regulatory 
Miami, Florida 33131 Comission 

Washington, D. C. 20555 

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board 
Panel 

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Washington, D. C. 20555 

Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal 
Board 

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Washington, D. C. 20555 

Docketing and Service Section 
Office of the Secretary 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 

Washington, D. C. 20555



In the Matter of ) 
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DIFFERENCES IN PROCEDURES FOR ESTIMATING SPERIC 

DISPERSION CONDITIONS AT IMLAND AND COASTAL SITES 

The basic methodology for evaluating atmospheric dispersion 

conditions to be used in assessing the consequences of design basis 

accidents is described in Section 2.3.4 of the Standard Review 
Plan.  

Briefly, the methodology for both inland and coastal sites involves 

the development of a probability distribution of relative concentration 

(X/Q) versus frequency of occurrence at a minimum exclusion boundary 

distance, from which a X/Q value is selected which would not be 

equalled or exceeded more than 5% of the time. X/Q values are calculated 

at the nearest exclusion area boundary for dispersion conditions which 

are representative of the site in general. These values are determined 

by considering pairs of wind speed and stability conditions 
independent 

of wind direction.  

There is a difference between coastal sites and inland sites in 

the selection of the meteorological data base used for the calculation 

of X/Q values. The X/Q values calculated for inland sites-are-based 

on consideration of dispersion conditions for a11 fnct di-ections.  

At coastal sites, only the dispersion conditions, hen the iind is 

blowing onshore have been considered. The consideration of only 

onshore flow conditions as a basis for calculation of X/Q values at 

coastal sites has been routinely described in safety evaluation reports, 

although the significance of the change in assumptions with respect to 

the magnitude of the X/Q value selected and the likelihood of this X/Q 

value has not been described.



- 2- .  

Consideration of only onshore flow conditions effectively limits 

the probability distribution of X/Q values to between about 50% to 
0 

80Z of the total time, depending on the fraction of time the wind 

blows onshore. The "5% X/Q" value at coastal sites has been selected 

from this limited probability distribution. This value represents.  

the dispersion condition equalled or exceeded 5% of the time at the 

minimum exclusion area boundary distance onshore. This procedure 

results in lower calculated X/Q for coastal sites than for inland sites, 

inasmuch as a significant fraction of the data representative of poor 

diffusion conditions fs effectively eliminated from consideration.  

In our calculation of atmospheric dispersion conditions there are 
ifferences in assumptions used-for-eemputing-short term accident 

dispersion conditions at coastal and inland sites. These differences 
result in generally lower (up to a factor of aboi three) calculated 
exclusion area boundary X/Q values at coastal sites than at inland 
sites, which have an effect on decisions with respect to the require
ments for accident consequence mitigation equipment and systems.  

sites. It is likely that adoption of this model will resul-t in-a 

general increase in short term accident exclusign aea'b;ondary /Q 

4 naues for coastal sites.
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