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Re: Sén Onofre Nuclear.Genérating
Station, Units Nos. 2 and 3:

N.R.C. Docket Nos. 50-361 and
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N

Dear Mr. Glaséf:

Pursuant to the Licensing Board's order of January 6, 1977,
applicants have-formally submitted data reflecting actual daily
counts of persons using the beach within applicants' reduced
exclusion area, including the tidal beach. :

Applicants have analyzed this data in preparation for oral- :
argument. - In order to facilitate the conduct of the oral argument,
enclosed is a memorandum entitled, "ANALYSIS OF EXCLUSION AREA BEACH
SURVEY DATA" setting forth a basic analysis of the data submitted.

A copy of this letter, with enclosures, is being served on Board
members Daiber and Kornblith as well as all other parties to the
proceeding simultaneous with service of the data submitted pursuant
to the Board's order of January 6, 1977. ALl

Very truly yours,

CHICKERING & GREGCRY o
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY

By /s/ David R. Pigott

- :, _ "David R. Pigatt,
' : for Applicants

_One.o£1Counsel

.cc: Franklin C. Daiber (w/enel.) =
Lester’ Kornblith, Jr. (w/encl.)
'All Parties: (w/encl.) =




~ the relative frequency of‘various activities within the beach

and bluff portions of the reduced exclusion area. The result -

3 Overall Summarv of Data

,..-‘/"”XﬁALYSIs OF EXCLUSION AREA BEACH SURVEY DATA' .

The Applicants ‘have analyzed daily counts of persons within

—— e 'L

the beach and bluff portions of the reduced exclusion area pre-

sented in Attachment 1 to Applicants' "Supplemental Memorandum-'

' Concerning Actual Daily Counts of Persons Wlthln the Reduced

 Exclusion Area,fvdated January 26,%1977. These analyses have.

been perfOrmedeto: (1) provide an overall summary of the data;

(2)‘identify the relative frequency of the number of personsf

. within the beach and bluff portions of the reduced exclusion

area, (3) identify thevdistributionlof persons nithin the beach

and bluff portions of the reduced exclusion area, and (4) identify

of - the:analyses are summarized as follows:

Analysis -of the daily counts from February 6 1976 through
'~ September 29, 1976 indicates that:
- The peak number of persons in the reduced exclusion area

(Areas 1I- VI) occurred on Sunday, June 13, 1976 at -

'3.00 p.m. when 108 persons were observed (407 stationary,:

- 19% in;transit, 20% swimming, and 217 surfing).
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[ -lFor;approximately 57.6 percent'of_the complete observationsj'"
leoé than 10 persons were observed-in-the reduced exclusion

area. P v .
-t . N~

- T PR
- The total observed attendance inoludingunreas I andiII'- |
_ which are not within the. reduced exclusron area, is dis-'
tributed in the observation areas as follows:
Area T - 717 o
}eArea IIZ‘—:_QZ,
~ Area IIT - 3% |
Area IV - 172
- Area V. - f%
Area VI - 7%

Area VII - 9%

- - The breakdownfby.activity of the total observed attendance
within the reducedtexcluSion area is as follows: 48%

'stationary; 257 in4transit,'71.swimuing, and 19% surfing.

2. Relative Freguency of Numbers of Persons

Figures 1 and 2 provide a plot of the reiative frequency of

~ the number of persons observed in the reduced exclusion area
at 10}00ta.m. and 3:00 p.m., respectively. The mean and median .
values show that most of the time relativeiy few people are
located'in the reduced exclusion area. Figure 3'ref1ecte that
there'were less than 16 people-obééféééfih the reduced exclusion
area for about '59% of the observations at 10:00 a.m. and for

about 56% of the observations at 3: 00 p m.
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Dist:ibution of Persons

_Ovef'the period of obserﬁation, the averége distributipn.of
pedﬁle in the reduced exclusion area and adjacent.éreas*, is .

~ shown in Figure 4 for 10:00 a.m. éﬁdx3:005p,m. The dashed"ﬁ

bars on Figﬁre'A-indicaté.the peak number of peoﬁigfobsgrﬁed

in each afea,,é:'lozoo a.m. and'SEOO.p.m;, Qvef_the entire

 ‘eﬁrvey”period.. On the average, only 12% of the total number

of'pedple-observed in,Areaé.I’through.VII‘a; 10:00 a.m. were

4in the reduced exclusion.areé, and.bnly 15%”of,the'totélf

‘observed at 3:00 p.m. were in the_redﬁced exclusion area.

Activity of Persons

Over the period of observations the activities of persons in
the redUced4egc1usion area have been identified_as_(l)is:ationary},?
(2) in tféﬁsit,;(3) swimming, or.(4) surfing. Figure 5 shows

two plots, one at 10:00 a.m. and the other at 3:00 p.m., of the

',,}average'distribution'of the observed: activities of'persons in

. the reduced exclusion area and the two adjacent areas;- Figure.6

‘i1lustrates the distribution by area and activity of persons on

" the beach during the days of péak,observed usage in Areas I-VII

and Areas II-VI.

¥FF{gure 1 of Applicants' "Supplemental Memorandum Concerning

Actual Daily Counts of Persons Within theé Reduced Exclusion

. Area' dated January 26, 1977 delineates the areas for which
e daily observations were made. ' '

4
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/ __On June 13, 1976 at 3:00 P.m. the number of persons . observed -

o in ‘the reduced exclusion area was 108, or about 36% of the

total number of persons observed .in Areas I through VII The'
_ people in the reduced exclusion area were distributed by R
activities as follows: 40% stationary, 197 in transit 20%

swimming, and 21% surfing T ~"&f'

On’September 18, 1976.at IO:Oé'a.mr,.434 persons &ere observed
in Areas I-VII. Of these, 58 were located within the reduced
-exclusion area, and were'distribnted by activities as follows:

527 statidnary,'ZQZ in transit, 5% swimming; and 147 surfing.
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FIGURE 4. AVE?AGE AND AREA- BY AREA gAK DISTRIBUTION OF
PEOPLE IN THE EXCLUSION AND ADJACENT AREAS
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‘ure S. Average Dist:ribut‘ of People by Activities in
A Exclusion Area and Adjacent Areas- :
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“ Figure 6. ctivity of Persons on Days:’i'?eak Observation in
Exclusion Area: and in Areas I-VII
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of DOCKET NOS. 50-361
' AND
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY

)
g
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY ;
)
)
)

(San Onofre Nuclear Generating
Station, Units 2 and 3)

SUPPLEMENTAL MEMORANDUM CONCERNING ACTUAL
. DAILY COUNTS OF PERSONS WITHIN THE REDUCED
EXCLUSION AREA

By Order dated January 6, 1977, the Atomic Safety and
Licensing Board ordered the Applicaﬁts to provide the Boérd
and all other parties to the remand proceeding, all data col-
lected since March 14, 1976, reflecting the actual daily count
of persons using the beach within Applicants'»reduced'exclusion

area, including the tidal beach.

As previouély indicated in response to a question
‘identified as Item 7 in letters to the Director of Nuclear
Reactor Regulation dated April 12, 1976 and April 30, 1976 in
Docket Nos. 50-361 and 50-362, the Applicants conducted daily
counts of persons within the beach and bluff portions of the
reduced exclusion area beginning on February 6, 1976. The countsb
represent observations by San Onofre Unit 1 Station personnel

of the number of persons at 10:00 A.M. and 3:00 P.M, in Areas

I through VII delineated on the attached Figure 1 (Areas II

through VI represent the beach and bluff areas within the



reduced exclusion area). The counts identify the number of per-

sons who were stationary on the beach, the number in transit,
the number swimming, and the number surfing, in each of the areas
at the time of observation. Daily counts were continued until

September 29, 1976.

‘The éounts.recorded o?er the entire period are presented
in Attachment 1, entitled, "Beach Corridor Utilization Study."
Beginning at 3:00 P.M., on Julian Date 76037 (February 6, 1976),
-Attachment 1 lists the number of persons observed:in each of the
seven areas during the two daily counts. The numBér of pefsbns
in each area are identified by activity (i.e., stationary/transit/

éwimmers/surfers)._ Missing data are identified by asterisks.

At' the right hand margin of each observation entry in
Attachment 1, the total number of personé in the entire area under
observation (Afeas I through VII) and.the total number of persons
in the reduced exclusion area (Areas iI through VI) are provided.
DATED:V January 26, 1977

Reépectfully submitted,

- ROLLIN E. WOODBURY
DAVID N. BARRY, III
JAMES A. BEOLETTO

Attorneys for Applicant
. SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY

i

SHERMAN CHICKERING
C. HAYDEN AMES

FRANK S. BAYLEY, III
DAVID R. PIGOTT
CHICKERING & GREGORY

 Attorneys for Applicant
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY'

By /8/ David R. Pigott




'CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

1 hereby certify that oh the 26th day of January, 1977 copies of

the foregoing SUPPLEMENTAL MEMORANDUM CONCERNING ACTUAL DAILY

COUNTS OF PERSONS WITHIN THE REDUCED EXCLUSION AREA were served
\ . ’

upon each of the following by deposit in‘the United States mail,

postage prepaid, addressed as fo%lows (those -marked with an

asterisk were personally served):

v

Docketing and Service Section
Office of the Secretary
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555 .
(Original + 20 copies)

David R. Pigott, Esq.
Chickering & Gregory

111 Sutter Street

San Francisco, Calif. 94104

¥Michael Glaser, Esq.
1150 17th St., N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

¥Mr. Lester Kornblith, Jr.

Atomic Safety and Licensing
Board ,

Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Washington, D.C. 20555

¥Dr, Franklin C. Daiber
Dept. of Biological Sciences
University of Delaware
Newark, Delaware 19711

George Spiegel, Esq.
2600 Virginia Ave., N.W.
Washington, D.C.

¥*Henry J. McGurren, Esqg.
Office of the General Counsel
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Larry E. Moss .

Sierra Club :
2410 W. Beverly Blvd., Suite 2
Los Angeles, California 90057

Alan R. Watts, Esqg.
Assistant City Attorney
City Hall '
Anaheim, California

Dr. Gerard A. Rohlich

Dept. of Civil Engineering
University of Texas

Austin, Texas 78712

Elizabeth S. Bowers, Esqg.'
Atomic Safety & Licensing Panel
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Kenneth E. Carr, Esq.

City Manager

100 Avenida Presidia

San Clemente, Calif. 92672

Atomic Safety & Licensing Board
Panel
Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Washington, D.C. 20555

David Sakai .
845 North Perry Avenue
Montebello, California 90640



¥Fredric P. Sutherland, Esq.
Center for Law in the Public
Interest : _
10203 Santa Monica Boulevard
Los Angeles, Calif. 90067

Lawrence Q. Garcia, Esq.

California Public Utilities
Commission

5066 State Building :

San Francisco, Calif. 94136

' Alan 8. Rosenthal, Esq.,
Chairman, Atomic Safety &'
Licensing Appeal Board
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555 .

Mission Viejo Public Library
24851 Christanta Drive
Mission Viejo, Calif. 92675

»

-~

Michael C. Farrar, Esq.

Atomic Safety & Licensing Appeal

Board
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Dr. John H. Buck

Atomic. Safety & Licensing Appeal Board

Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

*Lawrence Chandler, Esq.
Office of the General Counsel
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

¥Brent N. Rushforth, Esq.
Center for Law in the Public
Interest ] !
10203 Santa Monica Boulevard
Los Angeles, California 90067

/s/ David R. Pigott

DAVID R. PIGOTT
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Attachment 1

Beach Corridor Utilization Study
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AREA ASSIGNMENTS
174 MILE NORTH OF NORTH PROPERTY LINE TO NORYH PROPERTY LINE
NORTH PROPERTY LINE TO NORTH END OF UNIT 1 SEA #ALL
NORTH END OF UNIT 1 SEA wALL TO NORTH END OF UNITS 2 & 3 TEMPORARY JETTY
IN TRANSIT OR I& WATER IN FRONT OF UNITS 2 & 3 TEMPORARY JETTY
SCENIC BLUFF AREA
FROM SOUTH END OF UNIT 2 & 3 TEMPORARY JETTY TO SOUTH PROPERTY LINE
FROM SOUTH PROPERTY LINE TO 1/4 MILE SOUTH OF SOUTH PROPERTY LINE
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD
: /

In The Matter Of : "
Docket Nos. 50-361
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY and 50-362
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY o '

(San Onofre Nuclear Generating
. Station, Units Nos. 2 and 3)

e e N e N s N N

NOTICE OF WITHDRAWAL OF COﬁNSEL

" The undersigned herewith withdraw as attorneyé for
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY in the abo.ve }pro'ceedingv. B
The following attorneys will continue to represenfllk%
Southern California Edison Company : ‘ﬁollin E. Woodbury,‘
David N. Barry IIi, and James A. Beoletto. a

DATED: DEC 15 197\?

ROBERT 1 CAn ALL;

ROBERT J. CAHALL
Attorney at Law

CHARLES R. KOCHER

CHARLES R. KOCHER
Attorney at Law

XINGSIEY B. HINES

KINGSLEY B. HINES
Attorney at Law

- 'ﬂ-x?éﬁ
Bl
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that on the 15 day of DEC ,

1976 copies of the foregoing NOTICE OF WITHDRAWAL OF COUNSEL

were served upon each of the following by deposit in the

United States mail, postage prepaid,

Docketing and Service Section
Office of the Secretary
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555
(Original + 20 copies)

David R. Pigott, Esq.
Chickering & Gregory

111 Sutter Street

San Francisco, Calif. 94104

Michael Glaser, Esq.
1150 17th St., N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

Mr. Lester Kornblith, Jr.

Atomic Safety and Licensing
Board

Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Washington, D.C. 20555

Dr. Franklin C. Dailber
Dept. of Biological Sciences
University of Delaware
Newark, Delaware 19711

George Spiegel, Esq.
2600 Virginia Ave., N.W.

- Washington, D.C.

Henry J. McGurren, Esq.
Office of the General Counsel
Nuclear Regulatory Commission

- Washington, D.C. 20555

~ Larry E. Moss

Sierra Club
2410 W. Beverly Blvd., Suite 2

* - Los, Angeles, California 90057

addressed as follows:

San Clemente Public Library
Attn: Mrs. Phyllis Rauch
233 Granada St.

San Clemente, Calif. 92672

Alan R. Watts; Esqg.
Assistant City Attorney
City Hall

Anaheim, California

Dr. Gerard A. Rohlich
Dept. of Civil Englneering
University of Texas
Austin, Texas 78712

Elizabeth S. Bowers, Esq.

Atomic Safety & Licensing Fanel

Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Kenneth E. Carr, Esq.

City Manager

100 Avenida Presidia

San Clemente, Calif. 92672

Atomic Safety & Licensing
Board Panel

Nuclear Regulatory Commi331on

Washington, D.C. 20555

David Sakai

‘845 North Perry Avenue

Montebello, Calif. 90640 . ..

Fredric P. Sutherland, Esq.

Center for Law in the Public
Interest

10203 Santa Monica Boulevard

Los Angeles, Calif. 90067‘_,ﬁ;5
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Lawrence Q. Garcila, Esqg. Michael C. Farrar, Esq.

California Public Utilities Atomic Safety & Licensing
Commission ' Appeal Board A
5066 State Building Nuclear Regulatory Commission
San Francisco, Calif. 94136 . Washington, D.C. 20555
Alan S. Rosenthal, Esq., Dr. John H. Buck
Chairman Atomic Safety & Licensing
Atomic Safety & Licensing Appeal Appeal Board
Board ' : Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Nuclear Regulatory Commission Washington, D.C. 20555

Washington, D.C. 20555

. JAMES A. BEOLETTO
JAMES A. BEOLETTO

.




UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In The Matter OFf

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY

(San Onofre Nuclear‘Genefating
Station, Units Nos. 2 and 3)

Docket Nos. 50-~-361
and 50-3¢2

NOTICE OF APPEARANCE

Notice is hereby»given that the undersigned attorney herewith

enters an appearance in the above éntitled matter on behalf of

applicant SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY. Pursuant to

10 C.F.R. § 2.713, the following information is submitted:

1.

2.

Name:

Busineés Address:

Business Telephone:

Basis of Eligibility:

Party Represented:

Address of Party Represented:

DATED: December 10, 1976.

Rollin E. Woodbury

2244 Walnut Grove Avenue
Rosemead, California 91770

(213) 572-2289

Admission in good standing
to practice before the
Supreme Court of California

Southern California Edison
Company ;

2244 Walnut Grove Avenue
Rosemead, California 91770

LY

Q_EQJJﬁ;, C.\J::> ; 4
TROLLIN E. WOODBURY .
: 4o- 362

wf



CERTIFICATE’OF’SERVICE

I hereby certify that on the " 10th day of December, 1

1976 copies of the foregoing NOTICE OF APPEARANCE of

Rollin E. Woodbury were served upon each of the following by

>deposit in the United Statés mail, postage prepaid, addressed

as follows:

Docketing and Service Section
"Office of the Secretary
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

- (Original + 20 copies)

David R. Pigott, Esq.
Chickering & Gregory

111 Sutter Street

San Francisco, Calif. 94104

Michael Glaser, Esqg.
-1150 17th St., N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

Mr. Lester Kornblith, Jr.

Atomic Safety and Licensing
Board

Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Washington, D.C. 20555

Dr. Franklin C. Daiber
Dept. of Biological Sciences
University of Delaware
Newark, Delaware 19711

George Spilegel, Esq.
2600 Virginia Ave., N.W.
Washington, D.C.

Henry J. McGurren, Esq.
Office of the General Counsel
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Larry E. Moss

Sierra Club

2410 W. Beverly Blvd., Suite 2
Los Angeles’, California 90057

San Clemente Public Library
Attn: Mrs. Phyllis Rauch
233 Granada St. )
San Clemente, Calif. 92672

Alan R. Watts, Esq.
Assistant City Attorney
City Hall

. Anaheim, California

Dr. Gerard A. Rohlich
Dept. of Civil Engineering
University of Texas

- Austin, Texas. 78712

Elizabeth S. Bowers, Esqg.

- Atomic Safety & Licensing Panel

Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Washington, D.C. 20555

Kenneth E. Carr, Esq.

City Manager

100 Avenida Presidia

San Clemente, Calif. 92672

Atomic Safety & Licensing
Board Panel

Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Washington, D.C. 20555

David Sakai
845 North Perry Avenue
Montebello, Calif. 90640

Fredric P. Sutherland, Esq.

Center for Law 1n the Public
Interest

10203 Santa Monica Boulevard

Los Angeles, California 90067




“t

Lawrence Q. Garcia, Esq.

California Public Utilities
Commission

5066 State Building

San Francisco, Calif. 94136

Alan S. Rosenthal, Esq.,
Chairman

" Atomic Safety & Licensing Appeal

Board
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Michael C. Farrar, Esq.
Atomic Safety & Licensing-
Appeal Board _
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Dr. John H. Buck

Atomic Safety & Licen31ng
Appeal Board

Nuclear Regulatory Commisgion

Washington, D.C. 20555,

JAMES A. BEQLETTO
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Docket No$. 50- 36/
e " 50-36

"Southern California Ed1son Company
Attn: Mr. Jack B. Moore
~ Vice President
P. 0. Box 800 :
. 2244 Halnut .Grove Avenue
. Rosemead, Ca]1forn1a 91770

.f:SAd ONUFRE NUCLEAR GEHERATING STATIOW UMITS AHD 3

Dear Mr. Hoore. e
o ThlS letuer 1s to acknowledoe recelpt of tne docunents descr1bed -
. {‘rln NRC Regulatorj Gulde 9.3 for the above captioned un1ts.>z'

~ Sincerely,

A1 A Lo Toalston '

Argil L. Toalston, Chief -

Power Supply Analysis Branch
Antitrust & Indemnity Group .
Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Distribution:
-~ AIG R/F :
... Subject File
. Docket Files <===
"PDR - : :
. LPDR _
“WZelinsky R/F

cormees | NRRIAIG | NR%/?G I | RN EOTRN
3 A . p— . B
| surnamE> _NZe]Jnsky? .......... AToalston.... | — I ; . ; : ~ ]
 ownes | 12/.3/76.°|12/.3 /76 e e e
;:n‘é:’EC-sw (Rev. 9-53) AECM 9249 ) * U. 8. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE: 1974-526-1€6 e



bl - . : b UNrTED-STATES Co e ‘_; Y
EAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
. REGION V B : -

SUITE 202, WALNUT CREEK PLAZA
1990 N. CALIFORNIA BOULEVARD
WALNUT CREEK, CALIFORNIA 94596 .

= SIeigiol

G. W. Roy, Chief, Field Coordination and Enforcement Branch
0ffice of Inspection and Enforcement, Headquarters

LICENSEE REPLY TO IE BULLETIN 76-05 « WESTINGHOUSE BFD RELAYS

Enclosed for your information is a copy of the reply to the subject
~ IE Bulletin from the following licensee: ' '

4

Southern California Edison Company, San Onofre Units 2 and 3,
Docket Nos. 50-361 & 50-362, Ltr..dtd 6/8/76

) : .G. S. Spencer, Chye
~ , Reactor Construction and

Engineering Support Branch

Enclosure:
As Stated




JACK B. MOORE

~ -~ f | | :
/

Southern California Edison Company ECE

P. O. BOX 800
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE

ROSEMEAD, CALIFORNIA 91770
TELEPHONE

VICE PRESIDENT June 8 r. 1976 . 213-3572-2292

Mr. R. H. Engelken

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Region V

Walnut Creek Plaza, Suite 102

1990 N. California Boulevard
Walnut Creek, California 94596

Dear Mr. Engelken:

Subject: Docket Nos. 50-361 and 50-362 :
¢ San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station ’

Units 2 and 3

Your letter of April 5, 1976 requested that we provide
you with information concerning IE Bulletin 76-05, "Relay :
Failures - Westinghouse BFD Relays," and the use of such
equipment in safety-related applications at San Onofre Units

2 and 3.

We have verified with both our NSSS supplier and our
 Engineer - Constructor that the specified relays have not been
used and are not planned for use in any safety-related system

at San Onofre Units 2 and 3.

Our response to you on this IE Bulletin regarding
Docket No. 50-206 was previously submitted by separate cor-=
respondence. ’

If you require further information or have any
questions, please contact me. »

Very truly yours,

cc: Office of Inspection & Enforcement
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555




 UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

ATOMIC,SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD:

In The Matter Of DOCKET NOS. 50-361
O . - AND
* SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY

SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY

(San Onofre Nuclear Generating
Station, Units 2 and 3)

N N s sl S N S N :

- APPLICANTS' REPLY TO CONSOLIDATED
_ INTERVENORS} PROPOSED FINDINGS OF

FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

Sherman Chickering
C. Hayden Ames
Frank S. Bayley, III
- David R. Pigott
) Chickering & Gregory -
- ~ Attorneys for Applicant
"SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY

Rollin E. Woodbury

Robert J. Cahall

David N. Barry, III .

Charles R. Kocher

James A. Beoletto
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD'

In The Matter Of

o - ' " AND 50-362
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY L
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY

(San Onofre Nuclear Generating
Station, Units 2 and 3)

Appiicants' Reply To Consolidated

Intervenors' Proposed Findings Of

Fact "And Conclusions Oft Law

Pursuant to 10 C.F.R. §2.754(v)(3) and order of this Board [Rep.
Tr. p. 524 (1976)], applicants hereby reply to Consolidated

"Intervenors' proposed findings of fact and conclusions of law.

0 .

For convenience of reference paragraph numeration corresponding to

"that of Consolidated Intervenors has been adopted.

3;_ Mr.:HéwkinS' estimates di1d not take into account
wave run-up which he indicated coﬁld, in‘the case of normal wave .
action, redﬁce the unwetted portion of the beéch by easily ohe-half
[Rép. Tr. p. 175 (1976)j. Mr. Hawkins‘also indicated.his tabﬁla—
tions represented averages across the entire exclusion area, and
that he would expect tidal beach widths in front of the seawalls to

be. somewhat narrower. [Rep. Tr.pp. 166-167 (1976)]. Applicants'
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:grdata indicates that a tide of 0.0 mllw, corresponding to an
.estimated beach width ranging from 63 to 144 feet is a condi-
tion which exists for only about one hour‘a day. [Applicants'
Exhibit KPB-1, p;.1;8—2bzw]. Applicants' data corresponding to
more reasonable fime durations reflects. beach widths on the order
of 35 feet. Moreover, such estimates do not take into account
'vreductions in beach widtn resulting from wave run-up, or that
.portions of the tidal beach remain wet even during periods of
" lowest tide when they are not washed by wave run-up. [Applicants?v
Exhibit KPB-1 p. 1.8-2bzx; Testimony of Lillevang pp. 9-11 |

following Rep. Tr. p. 85 (1976)].

57. Witness Lille?ang's conclusions with respect
to tldal beach w1dth were not based solely upon measurements
:taken at the location of the fllming of Appllcants' Exhiblt 0JL-14
:on March 15, 1976, but were based, in addition, on»extensive
evaluation andireview of work‘performed by others as well as
himself. [Testimony of Lillevang pp.'3—u following Rep. Tr.
p.- 85 (1976)]. Sueh review and evaluation included examination of
orofile surveys at various locations along the beach at and
adjoining the San Onofre Nuclear Generating StationAfrontage, and
it was Mr. Lillevang's'opinion thatvhis conclusions with respect
to useable tidal beach widths would be applicable to the beach
within applicants' exclusion area following completion of con-
struction and dissipation of the £ill. [Testimony of Lillevang

pp. 4, 11 following Rep. Tr. p. 85 (1976)].'



| 6. The beach width estimatesvpresénted in
Applicants' Exhibit KPB-1l and by Messrs. Lillevang and Hawkins
were consistent in the opinion of both Mr. Lillevang and

Mr. Hawkins. [Rep. Tr. pp. 122-23, 165-67 (1976)].

| | 8. The site of the filming of Applicants’
Exhibit OJL-4 was chosen because 1t most cloéely resembled the
beach at San Onofre as it had existed in a condition of néture.
[Rep. Tr. pp. 125-27 (1976)]. Although the temporary seawall
~has acted as a groin, unprotected fills of éand placéd downcoést
haﬁe offset temporary shortages‘of sand there which otherwis¢
could have been expécted because of the.groin éffect upcoast.

[Testimony of Lillevang p. 7 following Rep. Tr. p. 85 (1976)].

9. Overall beach width will be greater following
reméval of the temporary seawall ﬁntil~unprotected sana fills |
‘ére distributed downcoast'[Testimony of Lillevéng pp. T7-9
following Rep. Tr. p. 85 (1976); Testimony of Hawkins pp. 4-5
‘following Rép. Tr. p. 155 (1976)1]; however; tidal beach width$,
- being affected prim;rily'by beach Slope; will be in the range
estimated by Mesérs. Lillevang.and Hawkins, and in Applicants‘

Exhibit KPB-1.

10. All of the beach below the contour of mean
high tide is actively washed by waves most of the time every day.

The extent of tidal beach within appliCants' exclusion area




useable as a passageway or for other reCreational purposes will
range from zero [inundation]‘to widtns ranging from about 25
feet to 100 feet for short periods of time during the lower
stages of the tidal oycles. [Testimony of Lillevang pp. 9-11
following Rep. Tr. p. 85 (1976); Testimony of Hawkins Pp . 6—7>
following Rep. Tr. p. 155 (1976)]. Such beach widths are
consistent with a determinationdthat applicants' lack of control

of the tidal beach within their exclusion area is de minimus.

l3. It was Mr. Sheppard's testimony that theA
factor of 2.75 by which he had observed that beach attendance
on a summer day_might exceed beaoh attendance on a winter day
could not be used as a direct multiplier because of variations
in weather. He soggested a full year-as a,basis for a
statistical projection. [Rep. Tr.pp. 245-46 (1976)]. It is of
some interest to note that Consolidated Intervenors' suggeStion
of a 2700 person beach occupancy for a lO—week‘summer period,
if distributed evenly, results in a dally attendance of less
than 4O persons. Moreover, 1t was the testimony of Dr, Sinn
that the data relied upon by Consolidated Intervenors should be
viewed with caution because (1) the data base is small, (2)‘the
beach was not typical of what might oeoeXpected~following com;
"pletion of construction of the units, and (3) plant features
and administratiVe controls planned to minimize use and increase
control of applicants' exclusion area had not then-been implementedf

Testimony of Sinn pp. 12-13 following Rep. Tr. p. 180 (1976)1].

i




1u. Development of camping facilities in Parcel
2 of the San Onofre State Beach was considered by Mr. Sheppard
in his testimony, and projected population increases in nearby
communities 1s irrelevant.inasmuch as hls estimates were based
upon total utilization of park facilities. [Testimony of |
Sheppard p. 8 followiné Rep. Tr. p. 231 (1976); Rep. Tr. pp. 239-

4o, 255 (1976)1.

15. Mr. Sheppard's projections of beach use
were independent of the existence or non-existence of physical
features such as the temporary construction laydown area on the

beach in front of the site. [Rep. Tr. pp. 254-55 (1976)].

16. »Neither.the factors of increase nor the
numbers suggested by Consolidated Intervenors are supported in

the record.

- '18. Dr. Sinn did, however, reﬁiew the projections .

of beach use de§e10ped byAWilbur Smith and Associates, Inc.,

and COncluded the prdjections were higher than will actually be
observed. [Testimcny of Sinn pp. 10-12 following Rep. Tr. p. 180
(1976)1. |

19. The "No Parking" sign that marks_the l1imit of
--hcw close users of Parcel 2 of the San Onofre-State‘Beach can
-park to applicants' exclusion area is about 100 yards from the
exclusion area boundary. ' [Rep. Tr. pp . 264-65 (1976). But see

Rep. Tr. p. 326 (1976)].




22; Consolidated Intervenors' projection of
beach use in the range of 300 is unsupported in the record.

See also paragraphs 13, 14 and 15 above.

23. Consolidated Intervenors' projectiqn of night
use of exclusion area beaches is unsupported in the record.' It
Was the testimony of Dr..Sinn that nighttime beach use would
be minimal, and would probably be less than five percent of the
Parcel 2 éamping population. [Testimony of Sinn pp. 13—1&
following Rep. Tr. p. 180 (1976); Rep. Tr. p. 213 (1976)1.
Assuning total utilization 6f the camping facilities planned for
Pafcel 2 of the San Onofre State Beach, that is to say 525 persQns
[Rep..Tr. p. 57 (1976)], nighttime use of the beach would be less

than 30 persons.

25. Consolidated Intervenors' projections of beach

usage are unsupported in the record.

_ 29.. Current plans provide fér the installation
of.fencing along tﬂe improved pedestrian walkway in front of the
plant seawalls, and not along the entire 0.8 mile site frontage.

Thé fencing has not yet been instailed and it is not presently con-
templated that it will be topped with barbed'wire. [Testimony of

Baékin pp. 7-8 following Rep. Tr. p. 275 (1976); Testimony of Sears
p. 2 following Rep. Tr. p. 289 (1976); Rep. Tr. p.'278—80 (1976); |

Applicants' Exhibit KPB-1 pp. 1.8-2bzn-o and Figure 1.8-C].




3 - 3L, Design details of physical features
“and detailed operating instructions for administratiVe controls
proposed by applicants to enhance thelir ability to control and
to minimize use of the exclusion area have not been developed at
this early stage of project development, but such details will be
developed and:will be subject to review by the regulatory staff.
[Rep. Tr. pp.‘é79—83 (1976)]. Inasmuch as such physical.features
and‘administrative controls will be effected only with respect to
the portions of exclusion area landward of the contour of mean'high'
‘tide, Consolidated Intervenors'_Proposed Findings Nos. 31 - 34 are

" inappropriate. [Applicantsi Exhibit KPB-1 pp. 1.8-2bzo-q].

36. The dose estimates of the applicants and
:the regulatory staff were appropriately conservative, and indicated
that evacuation doses'would be well below the guilde values set
forth in 10 C.F.R., Part 100 [Testimony of Goldman pp. 12-12a
following Rep. Tr. p. 300 (1976); Testimony of Ferrell p. 5 and
Figure 1 following Rep. Tr. p. 419 (1976)]. Less conservatilve

or more realistic estimates of evacuation doses would be even.

lower. [Rep. Tr._p. 482 (1976)].

38. Dr. Goldman utilized a range of values
applicable to the kinds of activities and physiological types one

might expect to find on a beach. [Rep. Tr. pp. 455-60 (1976)].



39. Breafhing rateé’applicablé ﬁo strenuous
.éxefcise result in multipliers for adults, ten year olds and.
five year oids of 1.75, 1.15 and 0.65 times the standard factors.
[Rep: Tf. pp. 457-58 (l976)j. Evacﬁation at rates corresponding
to strenuous exercise would result in doses substantially smaller
than those set forth ih Dr. Goldman's direct téstimony. [Rep. Tf‘
. pp. 459-60 (1976). The breathing rates suggested by Consolidated
 ‘vIntervenors are inappropriéte inasmuch as they dorrespond to
 maXimal wbrk on é bicycle ergometer for é period of four_to six
minutes. [Rep. Tr. pp. 364-73, U455-56 (1976); Applicants'. :

Exhibit MIG-3 pp. 82-83].

.42. . About ninety-nine percent of the time fetal
thyréid doSes Would be less than ten percent of those presented

‘in Dr. Finston's testimony. [Rep. Tr. p. U460 (1976)1].

43, It is uncontroverted that a walking speed of
about two miles per hour'is a reasonébly conservative value for
- purposes of dose calculations. [Testimony of Sears p. 4 following

Rep. Tr. p. 289 (1976); Rep. Tr. pp. 233-34, 308, 331, 403 (1976)1.

44, Consolidated Intervenors' assertions con-
cerning evacuation rates. are unsupported by the data inasmuch as
evacuétions by foot or for distances less than one-half mile were

not included in the data base. [Rep. Tr. pp. 393-403 (1976)].




.. . . . . . . .

- 45, Conéoiidated Ihtervenorsi proposed
“finding is speculative ihasmdch as it necessarily fails to
consider detailed administrative procedures.ahd emergency
plans which will be develoﬁéd and reviewéd ﬁy the regulatory

. staff at the operating license stage of the proceeding.

6. No features, either natural or man—madé,
would constitute a stricture or bottleneck which would prevent
. people from evacuating the exclusion area beach on foot.

[Rep. Tr. pp. 349-52, U75-77 (1976)1.

48. - 50. Consolidated Intervenors' proposed
findings generally lack support in the record. For example, higher
breathing ratés would be expected to be more than offset by

shorter plume transit times [Rep. Tr. pp. 458-59, 460 (1976)1,

"~ the limited period of tracer tests does not affect their

adequacy for their intended purpose [Rep. Tr. pp. 435-36, 1976)1,
and‘the risk of thyroid nodulafity, thyroid cancer and hypo-
thyroidism would be less than one additional case per million

‘PSpulation per year. [Rep. Tr. pp. 462-65 (1976)].

| 53. -15§T Even when one considers a raﬁge 6f physio—
iogical characteristics, activities’and evacuation rates; evacuation
doses can reasonably be expected to be well within the guide values
of 10 C.F.R., Part 100 [Testimony of Goldman pp. 12-12a following
Reb. Tr. p. 360 (1976); Testimony of Ferrell p. 5 and Figure 1

rollowing Rep. Tr. p. 419 (1976); Rep. Tr. pp. 458-60, 490-96,

513-514 (1976)].



» 58. Considering the entire record on remand,
applicants have establiéhed thatztheir lack of control of the
tidal beach within their exclusion area 1is Qg minimus.
DATED: June 28, 1976. |

Respectfully submitted,

SHERMAN CHICKERING

C. HAYDEN AMES

FRANK S. BAYLEY, III

DAVID R. PIGOTT

CHICKERING & GREGORY

111 Sutter Street

San Francisco, California 94104

Attorneys for Applicant
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY

ROLLIN E. WOODBURY
ROBERT J. CAHALL
DAVID N. BARRY, III
CHARLES R. KOCHER
JAMES. A. BEOLETTO

Attorneys'fér Applicant -
- SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY

By CUORLES R KOCHER

Charles R. Kocher

Assistant Counsel :
Southern California Edison Company
2244 Walnut Grove Avenue
"Rosemead, California 91770
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that on the 28th day of June, 1976 copies of the

foregoing APPLICANTS' REPLY TO CONSOLIDATED INTERVENORS' PROPOSED

FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW were served upon each of

the followlng by deposit in the United States mail, postage prepaid,

" addressed as follows:

Docketing and Service Section
Office of the Secretary
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555
(Original + 20 copies)

David R. Pigott, Esq.
Chickering & Gregory

111 Sutter Street ,

San Francisco, Calif. 94104

Michael Glaser, Esgq.
1150 17th St., N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

Mr. Lester Kornblith, Jr.

Atomic Safety and Licensing

: Board

-~ Nuclear Regulatory -Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Dr. Franklin C. Daiber
Dept. of Biological Sciences
‘University of Delaware
Newark, Delaware 19711

Gecorge Spiegel, Esq.
2600 Virginia Ave., N.W.
Washington, D.C.

San Clemente Public Library
Attn: Mrs. Phyllis Rauch
233 Granada St.

: San Clemente, Calif. 92672

Alan R. Watts, Esq.
Assistant City Attorney
City Hall

Anaheim, California

Dr. Gerard A. Rohlich
Dept. of Civil Engineering
University of Texas
Austin, Texas 78712

Elizabeth S. Bowers, Esq.
Atomic Safety & Licensing Penel
Nuclear Regulatory Commissicn
Washington, D.C. 20555

Kenneth E. Carr, Esq.
City Manager )

100 Avenida Presidia

San Clemente,Calif. 92672

Atomic Safety & Licensing Board
Panel

Nuclear Regulatory Commlssion

Washington, D.C. 20555




Henry J. McGurren, Esq.
Office of the General Counsel
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

" Larry E. Moss

- Sierra Club

2410 Ww. Beverly Blvd., Suite 2
Los Angeles, California 90057

David Sakai )
- 845 North Perry Avenue
Montebello, Calif. 90640

Fredric P. Sutherland, Esqg.

Center for Law in the Public
Interest

10203 Santa Monica Boulevard

Los Angeles, Calif. 90067

- Lawrence Q. Garcia, Esq.
~California Public Utilities
Commission
5066 State Building
‘San Francisco, Calif. 94136
Alan S. Rosenthal, Esq., Chairman
Atomic Safety & Llcen51ng
_ Appeal Board
Nuclear Regulatory Commission

‘Washington, D.C. 20555

Michael C.

Washington,

Farrar, Esq

Atomic Safety & Licensing Appeal
- Board

Nuclear Regulatory Commission
D.C. 20555

Dr. John H. Buck

Atomic Safety & Licensing Appeal
Board

Nuclear Regulatory Commission.

Washington, D.C. 20555

f‘hARL o R r\OCHLR

Charles R. Kocher

Assistant- Counsel

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY -
2244 Walnut Grove Avenue

.Rosemead,

California - 91770
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

piv weTEn
USNRC

JUN 25 1 )70 B

Ml of the '§ cretmry
fLtenin D B Sarvice
Se clion

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Mat_ter of

. I . .
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
. SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY -

‘(San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station,
Units Nos. 2 and 3)

o/ o/ N N N N N

. ANSWER OF NRC STAFF TO
. APPLICANTS' MOTION DATED JUNE 10, 1976

1. By motion d_ate_d June 10, 1976, with a supporting memorandum attached,
Sou{hern'C'alifornia Edison Company and San Diego Gas & Electric
. Company (Apphcants) moved pursuant to 10 CFR § 2.718(%), that this
Boar-d certify to the Commission the following question:
' Whether, on the basis of the entire record of this
_proceeding, this Board may, in addition to ruling
- that applicants' lack of control over the tidal beach
- within their exclusion area is de minimus, rule.
. that applicants' lack of control over the tidal beach
within their exclusion area is entitled to exemption,
pursuant to 10 CFR § 50.12(a), from the require-
- ments of the Commission's Licensing regulations.

-_ For the reaéqhs- set forth below, the NRC Staff urges that this teotion

be denied.

2. The Applicants are, in essence, asking that the Licensing Board be

_ pe'rmitfed to rule that the Applicants are entitled to an exemption to



) ' ‘ .ﬂ

-2 -

‘- a Commission fegulation. pursuant to 10 CFR § 50.12(a); 'However,
‘granting ';f an exemétion under Section 50.12(a) is a function of the
‘Commissiovn which h‘as also been delegated'tb _the Nﬁclear Regulgtory
Commiésior;'s ljifector of Nuclear Reactor Regulationl-/ and is not a.

: xhé.tter for"av.xluy Licensing Board. Therefore, the Apélicants' reqtnxest. )
for ’certifitcati_on should be denied. However, the Staff has' no objecfion'
to ti;e Avpvpli;:ants' §ubmission of an application to the Director of tﬁe
,dfficé éf Nucieér Reactor Regulation for an egemption’ unaer Section
50.12(a). - |

s

Respectfull submitted',

’p/
&‘/ / / / /\{ Ll
Henry/J ‘McGurren '
Counsél for NRC Staff

Dated at Bethesda, Maryiand
this 23rd day of June, 1976

= Delegatmn of Authonty to Benard C. Rusche Director of the Office .
of Nuclear Reactor Regulation from the Chairman of the U.S. Nuclear ’
Regulatory Comm1ss1on dated January 20, 1975.
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Mattei of

Docket Nos. 50-361
50-362

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON
 COMPANY SAN DIEGO GAS &
ELECTRIC COMPANY

(San Onofre Nuclear Generatmg
Statmn, Units 2 and 3)

N’ N N N N N NS

" CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

- I hereby certify that copies of "ANSWER OF NRC STAFF TO APPLICANTS'
- MOTION DATED JUNE 10, 1976" in the above-captioned proceeding hzve
been served on the following by deposit in the United States mail, first
class or air mail, or, as indicated by an asterisk, through deposit in the

Nuclear Regulatory Commission's 1nterna1 mail system, this 23rd clay of
_June, 1976

Miéhael -L._VC_}lasevr, Esq. Mr. David Sakai

1150 17th Street, N.W.. : 845 North Perry Avenue
'Washihgton, D. C.. 20036 . Montebello, California 0440
Mr. Lester Kornblith, Jr.* Fredric P. Sutherland, Esq.
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Brent N. Rushforth, Esq.
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Center for Law in the Public
Washington, D. C. 20555 Interest -
e ' 10203 Santa Monica p~oul avard
Dr. Franklin C. Daiber : Los Angeles, California 90067
Department of Biological Sciences
University of Delaware : Mr. Kenneth E. Carr
‘Newark, Delaware 19711 City Manager
City of San Clemente

Cha_rl.es R. Kocher}' ESq. 100 Avenido Presidio
Southern California Edison Company San Clemente, Califorria 92672
2244 Walnut Grove Avenue :

, Rosemead Ca11forn1a 91770 Alan R. Watts, Esq.

‘ , Assistant City Attorney
Elizabeth S. Bowers; Esq..* City Hall
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board - Anaheim, California 92805

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

e




Lawrence Q. Garcia .'Esq

| ‘California Public Ut111t1es

Comm1351on
5066 State Building -

San Francisco, California 94136

. T o
Dr. Gerard A. Rohlich
Department of Civil Engineering
'University of Texas o
Austin, Texas 78712

George Spiegel, Esq
2600 Virginia Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

David R. Pigott, Esq.

- Chickering & Gregory

. 111 Sutter Street

San Franc1sco Cahforma 94104

Atomic Safety and Licensing

Board Panel* _
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Atomic Saféty and Liéénéing
Appeal Board*

U.S. Nuclear Regulmor Y Commission -

Washmgton D.C. 20555

Docketing and Service Section
Office of the Secretarv

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory r’m'm"u.ssmn .
Washington, D.C. 20555

=

» Hen%t McGux rer.
.Counsel for NRC Sta.ff

R .



‘ ’ - UNITED STATES ‘ :

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSibN
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20668

June 21, 1976

Michael L. Glaser, Esq. o o Dr. Franklin C. Daiber
1150 17th Street, N.W. ‘ Department of Biological Sciences
~ Washington, D. C. 20036 _ University of Delaware -

S v Newark, Delaware 19711
Mr. Lester Kornblith, Jr.. ' '
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board

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

- . JUN - }\J’/B };>
In the Matter of Southern California Edison Company L Sy '
- San Diego Gas & Electric Company

(San Onofre Nuclear Generating Stat1o:l_mUn1ts 2 and 3)
Docket Nos. 50-361 and/50 362

Servlo"

Gentlemen:

Enclosed is a copy of the NRC Staff's Proposed F1nd1ngs of Fact and Conclusmns
of Law In the Form of a Proposed Supplemental Decision in the above-captioned

proceeding.
E Sincerely,
Henr cGurren
Counsel for NRC Staff
Enclosure

cc w/ enclosure:

Charles R. Kocher, Esq - George Speigel, Esq.

Mr. David Sakai David R. Pigott, Esq.
Fredric P. Sutherland, Esq. - Elizabeth S. Bowers, Esq."
Brent N. Rushforth, Esq. _ Atomic Safety and Licensing
Mr. Kenneth E. Carr Board Panel

Alan R. Watts, Esq. Atomic Safety and Licensing
Lawrence Q. Garcia, Esq. Appeal Board

Dr. Gerard A. Rohlich , Docketing and Service Section




In the Mattér o_f

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY

(San O‘n.ofre, Nuclear Generating Station ,
Units 2 and 3) '

' - o ® 06/21/76

~ UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

- BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

D.ock.et Nos. 50-361 e
50'_-362 S&yy

N N’ N N N NS N

. ( the gecrotal
r;'.r»,c ot 5 Gereic®
\atier

¢ Sectiont

'IN THE FORM OF A PROPOSED SUPPLEMENTAL DECISION
On Octobe_f 15, 1973, the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board (Licensing’

Board or Board) rendered an initial decisionl-/ authorizing the issuance

. of construction pérmits to the Southern California Edison Company and

San Diego Gas and Electric Compahy' (Applicants) for the San Onofre

Nuclear.G‘enerating Station, Units 2 and 3 (San Onofre Units 2 and 3).

The Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal Board (Appeal Board) review of
/ | |

the initial decision& has resulted in an order r'emé.nding the case to the -

Licensing Board for further proceedings to determine the facts bearing

LBP 73-36, RAI 73-10, 929.

ALAB-308, NRCI-76-1, 20 (1976); cf., ALAB-171, RAI-74-1, 37

- (1974); ALAB-180, RAI-74-2, 188 (1974); ALAB-189, RAI-74-4,
410 (1974); ALAB-199, RAI-74-4, 478 (1974); ALAB-212, RAI-74-6,
986 (1974); ALAB-248, RAI- 74 12, 957 (1974) and ALAB-268, NRCI-
75-4R, 383 (1975) .
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_upon the tidal beach, its characteristics and use, and then whether

the Applicants have met their burden of establishing that their lack of

c‘or'xtrol over th_e tidal beach within the exclusion area is de minimis.

A pre-hearing conference was convened‘_iby the Licensing Board on

' March. 9, 1976, for the purpose of‘considering the manner in which the

‘ reman_d would be conducted. It was determined that a furthér evident-

iary hearing would be held. Applicants' counsel set forth on the reéord

the issues to be con51dered at the evidentiary hearing to which counsel-

for Consolidated Intervenors and Counsel for the NRC Staff agreed -3-/

Subsequent to the pre-hearing conference, due to a later disagreement
ambng the parties as to the precise phrasing of the issues to be taken .
up at the hearing, the Licensing Board issued an Order on April 9,
1976, stating that evidence would be taken on the following i_ssues:
"1 ‘The anticipated size and characteristics from time to time

of the tidal beach within the reduced exclusion area

delineated by Applicants in Amendment No. 22 to the

Preliminary Safety Analysis Report (hereinafter 'Appli-

cants' exclusion area);

(.2) The anticipated public use from time to time of the tidal
beach within Applicants' exclusion area; '

(3 Thev.physical' features and administrative controls pro-

posed by Applicants to minimize public use of the tidal
beach within Applicants' exclusion area; and

Tr.5&9.__'_' | e~
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(4) The ant1c1pated amount of radiation exposure that might
be received by a user of the tidal beach within Appli-

 cants' exclusion area during occupancy and subsequent
evacuation of the beach in the event of an accident (a

postulated fission product release as provided in 10 CFR
§ 100.11). ' .

The hearmg was held in Los Angeles, California on May 19, 20 and
21 1976 during which evidence was taken on an issue by issue ba51s

4/

in the order listed hereinabove.

' The Staff's witness on Issue Number 1 r‘elating to the anticipated

» .characteristics and size of the tidal beach was Edward F. Hawkins, .

a hydraulic engineer on the Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission,

who conducted the Staff's independent analysis of the characteristics

from time to time of the tidal beach and gave expert testimony thereon. |

The Applicants' witness on Issue Number 1 was Mr. Omar J. Lillevang,

a civil engineer. Consolidated Intervenors did not present any witness

on Issue Number 1.

The record indicates that the beach in front of San Onofre Units 2 and
3 is currently divided into areas north and south of a temporary sheet-

piling construction laydowxi area5-/ and that the natural configuration of -

Tr.52.

NRC Staff Testlmony of Edward F. Hawkins (hereafter "Hawkins Testi-
mony") Tr.155, at 1 and 2. Applicants' Testimony of Omar J. Lillevang
(hereafter "Lillevang Testlmony") following Tr.85, at 7.
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the beach has been altered in that littoral drift has caused accretion
of sand to the north and erosion of sand to the south of the construetion »

“laydown area.b' The accretion of sand to the north of the construction

laydown area has displaced the Mean High Water Line in that beach

- -area approxlmately 100 feet seaward of the Mean ngh Water Lme as

delineated by the Applicants' January, 1963 survey .Z/

' The tidal poi'tion of the beach consists of the area seaward of the Me¢an -

l-hgh Water Line to the Mean Lower Low Water Line. The tidal portion

of the Apphcants exclusmn area is characterized by relatlvely ﬂat ,

_ slopes durmg the summer and fall and by not1ceably steeper slopes

in. the winter and sprmg During the winter the t1da1 portlon cons1sts
ot_" exposed areas covered by CObbles , especially southwa_rd from the

construction laydown area, while a relatively thick blanket of sand

8/

‘covers the 'eobbles during summer and fall. : -

' It is estimated the beach would return to its pret-constructic'm configur-

\

ation within one to two years following the removal of the construction

laydown area assuming normal sea and wave conditions and that com-

plete removal of the material forming the unnatural accretion of sand

1d.

Hawkins Testimony, at 2.

1d.
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north of the construction area would probably take four to five years .?-
The remainder of the beach area will return to-its pre-fill configuration '

over an additional period of fiv.e"ye‘ars 19

Mr. Hawkin‘séstimé.ted tidal beach widths during operation of the San
| ‘Onofre Nucle#,i- Cv'en'erati'n'g Station, ‘based upon beach profilés which
were taken at qgarfe_rly intervals for the Applicants by ‘Marine ‘Advisors
: betweén 19 64 and 1970, and at infrequent intervals thereafter, and con-
.'clud,ed that the average width of the tidal beach ranged from 50 to :'18'0 _feet
”(minirﬁurﬁ to maximum winter beach) and: frofh 100 to 220 feet (minimum
v.to maximum summer beach) .‘1"1‘/ Mr. Hawkins testifieci tﬁat his estimates
of averége ti.da'.l beach sizes during operation of the San Onofre G'enerat--v
ling' Stati;)h did not include the effects of wavé actioﬁ.'l_—Z/ In response to
| quégtioﬁing by the Boa-rd, Mr. Hawi(iné indicatéd that if Wa?e action- |
were éonsidered, his estimates of averaée’ tidal beach width would be -

reduced by half.1¥/

9/
/

1/ Hawkings T'es_timony, at 5 and 6; and Tr.163.

Hawkins Testimony, at 5; ‘and Lillevang Testimony, at 8 and 9.

-

Lillevéng Testimony, at 8 and 9.

.

Hawkins Testimony, at 7.

""'/ Tr.175.

(-]
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10.

® oTes .

Mr. Llllevang estimated the tidal portlon of the Apphcants' beach based

upon observatmns (by time lapse photography) at one location for one

~ than the Staff's estimates, however, Mr. .Liilevang opinéd that his

day, March» 15, 1976 [Applicants' Exhibit OJL-4] . The pred1cted width

of the tidal portion on that day was 35 feet,. however, because waves

were running up the beach face, the width not intermittently washed:

by waves was observed to be 30 feet. The calculated average width

of beach below the mean high tide contour that was not being washed

by waves was 18.5 feet.li/ 'Mr. Lillevang's estimates were smaller

estimates are consistent with the Staff's estimates .‘1"5'

Based on the evidence reviewed above, the Board finds that the

| characteristics: of the tidal portion of the beach exclusion area proposed

by Appiicants for the San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station site are

: such that the minimufn width of the tidal portion will be api:roximaitely- _

50 feet and the maximum width approximately 220 feet but that 'natuyél' '
wave action on the beach will reduce these widths by approximately
one?half. Inasmuch as the sea and the beaches with which it interacts

are dynamic the precise width of the tidal beach from time to time not

- being washed by waves cannot be predicted and will vary with tide,

1

15/

| Lillevang Testimony, at 10.

Tr. 123. '



wave and beach conditions. However, to the extent long term variations

“can be a'nticip‘ated it is expected that beaches in general and the beaches

in front,o'fl the San Onofre seawalls in particular will tend to become

narrower. 16/ R

12,

The Staff's witness on Issue 2 relating to the anticipated public use of

the tidal beach within Applicants' exclusion area was Mr. John.Sears,

Ca react_dr engineer on the Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission |

reactor exclusions areas. Applicants' witness on Issue 2 was Dr. Donald
R . P 1SS w A _

who has expertise in evaluating use and evacuation of nuclear power

'F. Sinn, who holds a Ph.D. in Education and is an expert in recreation

- and p‘ark lplannin'g and management. Applicants called a further witness,

- Mr. William V. Sheppard, an expert in projecting the number of persons

13,

within public areas and a traffic engineer, to testify regarding Issue 2.

‘Cc_’msol'idate_d Intervenors did not offer any testimony on this issue.

“The record indicat.es that the tidal beach Withiri, the App'licants' exclusion v

area is bounded on the north by a beach area labelled Parcel 2 and is

‘bounded on the south by a beach area labelled Parcel 3. The beach area |

labelled Parcel 2, bounded on the south by the San Onofre Nuclear

Geherating Station and on the north by the U.S. Marine Corps Enlisted

16/

Hawkins Testimony, at 4; and Tr.167 and 129.




Mén's Club, has been d_esc'ribéd, in the Envir;onmental Imf)act Statemgnt.-l
of thg California Department of P..ai'ks & Récfeation Plaﬁ for San Onofr;_
State Beaéh, September 1972, as being rocky in character, which causes

' 'bétter than average surfing conditions, anci, consequently, this area m
the ‘,pas‘t has been used primarily for surf boarding and will be restbriei.:ed
for use by surfers in the future by the Dep‘artr’n.ent of Parks and ,Ré,creatior_l.».
The hearést aécess path from the beach to the north is appréximately 2500
feet north _Qf Unit 2. .Parcel 3, located im‘m‘ediatély'adjacent to the soﬁtﬁe_rn _
boﬁndary éf tﬁé beach exélusion area, will maiﬁtain a cémp store ansl ..118
day;uée' parking spaces located on abandoned High_way 1.01 south of the
reactof site. The nearest access path to the beach from the sduth ié |

‘approx1mate1y 4100 feet south-of Unit 2. -

Since.thé le\.rel of beaéh activity decreases witl;l.the c.listan.ce. from .beéch o
.v.acce_s"s pbints and parking, the activity within the beaéh_ porfiop of .Appli—‘ '
c;ﬁts' proéosed exclusion afe;_will be at a low level compared to that in .

the aclljacvent' San ..Onofre étaté Beach areas which ax.-e"h'ear‘er to.parking

and beac;h‘.accessvpoin‘ts ._lﬁ/ Those members of the public who _a_Lré

expected to be users of the tidal beach in front of the San Onofre Nuclear

ot
~

NRC Staff Testimony of John Sears (hereafter "Sears Testimony on
Anticipated Public Use of the Tidal Beach") following Tr.263, at 1 and 2.

= Applicants' Testimony of Dr. Donald F. Smn (hereafter "Sinn Testi-
mony") follow1ng Tr.180, at 7.
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Gen’erafing Station will consist of occasional beachAstroller"vs and surfers
who will park their cars south of the exclusion area and will walk along

19/

the exclusion area beach to reach good surf north of the exclusion area.

15.: _ Restrictions on access to the dr;r sand beach within Applicants' exciusion-'
area will resﬁlt in é lower level of activity in wet sand and water areas
therg than in .other beach areas in the vicinity of the nuclear station.

This‘ is Because beééﬁ users generally select a dry sand berm rather.
than a..'.we.t. sand area for the location of a:bea_ch staly, .angi _tgndﬂto,er._xgag'e
" in w_atéf and 'Wet sand recreational activities .in‘ close prbxiﬁ_ity to the

20/

location chosen for their beach stay.

16.  Low public usage of the tidal beach within the Applicants' exclusion area.

is expected because the area does not offer any attraction for recreational

21/

activity as compai‘ed to the other beaches included in parcels 2 and 3.

17. The-Applicant_é presented a witness, Mr. William V. Sheppard, wh_6
testified concerning statistically projections dévelopéd regarding the
' number of persohs who might occupy Applicants' exclusion area. The

projections took into account the nature, size, location and capacity

Sears TeStimqny, at 2.

o/

1/

- Sinn Testimbny, at 7-10.

N

Sinn Testimony, at 7, 8 and 9.

N
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reduced exclusion area.

of facilities planned in the development of San Onofre State Beach. The

total number of persons who could be accommodated by all park facilities

developed to their planned ultimate capacity were assumed to be pre_sen't_

within the park and to occupy the beach at one time. The distribution of

‘such persons was then modeled based ﬁpon the Poisson probability

distribution function in order to predict the number of persons on the
beach withih Applicants' exclusion area from capacity use of facilities
in the vicinity.g&/ The Applicants' witness testified that ihformation
develop‘eci b';r the Departthent of Parks ahd Recreation concerning Ath_e. -
: - : : .
cur.r.ent use of t_he Sah Onofre State Beach had been evaluated in ordef

to predict maximum and average use of facilities in the vicinity of the

23/

The Apphcants pro;ectlons predicted a capac1ty use within the exclusmn
area of 35 persons, assuming campsites are not developed within Parcel

2 of the San Onbfre State Beach and a eapacity use within the exclusion

~ area of 100 persons with the camp sites in place. The maximum and

average use predicted without the campsites being developed were

23/

Apphcants' Testimony of William V. Sheppard (hereafter "Sheppard

_Test1mony") Tr.231, at 3-7.

Sheppard Testimoxiy, lat 9-10.
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20.

.were 89 and 17 persons, respectively.

_'11- B

31and 7 persdns, respectively, and, with the campsites developed,;

24/

The Licensing Board finds, based on the testimony reviewed above, that

the tidal beach within Applicants' exclusion area is of such a character’

and is so located with r’espect:'to trails and other facility of the San Onofr_ev

~ State Beé.chAthat. only small numbers of persons would be expected to

occupy it from time to time. Statistical projections predicted capacity

use ranging from 35 to 100 persons and average use ranging from 7 to

17 persons. Moreover, the tidal beach within Applicants' exclusion, area

is and will continue to be less attractive than adjacent areas of the San

Onofre State Beach and, because of its tidal character, can be expected

to be used pfimarily as a passageway.

The Staff's witness on Issue 3 was Mr. John Sears, a reactor engineer

on the Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission who conducted the

- Staff's independent evaluation of the physical features and administrativé

controls prdposed by the Applicants to minimize public use of the tidal

beach within Applicants' exclusion area. Applicants' witness on Issue 3

was Mr. Kenneth P. Baskin, Manager of Generation Engineering of

Southern California Edison Company. Consolidated Intervenors did not -

. offer any witness on Issue 3.

4/

—_—

Sheppé.fd Testimony, at 7, 8 and 10.
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The Applicants plan to i-hstall an extensive sYstem; of physical barriers

- and administrative controls intended to ensure that "activities other than

predominantly passageway transit are minimized and controlled" within

the tidal beach portion of the Applicants' exclusion area (Exvh;ibi_t KPB—ll,

The physical controls proposed by Applicants consist of an imp‘royed .

vtzalkv’vay ,. normally for pedestfain traffic but available to tzehicles on

an emergency basis, approx1mately 15 feet w1de of concrete constructmn

ad]acent to the seawall of Units 2 and 3; an 8- foot hlgh cham link fence. '
S e

which will extend to the mean high tide line; and 51gns warmng that

access to the beach area within the exclusmn area is restrlctetl tov , |

passage between the open beach area north and south of the plant site

which 51gns will be posted along the beach and on the concrete passage-

25/

The administrative controls proposed by Applicants are sui'veillance of
the beach by use of remotely operated TV cameras; per1od1c patrols of

the beach area by Apphcants security personnel and a pubhc address

_ system capable of communicating i_nstructions to anyon'e in the beach

21.
~ p.1.8-2aka).
22.
. way w1th1n the exclusmn area.
23.-
25/

The NRC Staff's Testimony of John Sears (hereafter "Sears Testi-
mony") following Tr.289, at 2. The Applicants' Testimony of '

Kenneth P. Baskin (hereafter "Baskin Testimony") followmg
Tr. 275 ‘at 6-8.
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13-

exclusion area.z'é'/ In addition, the Applicants' security personnel and

the U.S. Marine Cofps personnel could be enlisted to ‘disperse non-

transienf members of the public from the proposed tidal beach exclusion’

27/

area.

The physical features and administrative controls proposed by Appli; .

‘cants will serve to facilitate evacuation of the public in the event of

an accident, especially when combined with a siren which will be in

use at the plant and will be automatically actuated when the containment

' pressure becomes high enough to activate the safety injection Systerﬂ;

~ The siren will be heard on the beach érea_before any release of radio-

25.

28/

activity occurs.

The Licensing Board finds that the physical features and administrative

‘controls.prbposed by Applicants will further d_iminish the attractiveness

~of the tidal beach within Applicants' exclusion area for recreational

| purposes, will facilitate passageway use of the area, will facilitate

evacuation of the area.in the event of an emergency, and will enhance

the ability of Applicants to control activities within the exclusion area.

21/
. %/

Sears Testimony at 2, Baskins Testimony at 8-9.

Baskins Testimony, at 8-9.

Sears Testimony, at 3.
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Regarding Issue 4 which concerxis the amount of radiaton expdsure that

might be received by a user of the tidal beach, the NRC Staff's meteo-
rology w1tnesses Earl H. Markee Jr. and John Thomas Goll performed
an mdependent evaluatmn of atmospherlc dlffuswn expected at the beach

near the San Onofre site, and transmitted this evaluation to the NRC Acci-

“dent Analysis Branch for calculation by Charles Ferrellz'g of the dose

30/

estimates for users of the tidal be_ach.

In its evaluation, the Staff used data collected from San Onofre's-onsite, |
. ' L

metéorological tower and data from NUS-1702 (Interim), Report of Tracer

Tests Cor;dﬁcted at the San Onofre Nuclear Generating Statiobn, following

a review of the report and a determination that the te's.ts were performed

ina mann_er that provided reliable data. The Staff then deveioped a
3

The Staff considered the effects of the coastal bluff in developing the

diffusion model for the San Onefre site. To ._quantify the effects of the

codstal bluff and structures at the San Onofre site, the Staff used'vthe

See, 'NRC Staff Testimony Concermng Radiological Doses by Charles

- M. M. Ferrell and Delbert F. Bunch (hereafter "Ferrell and Bunch Testi-

NRC Staff Testimony of Earl H. Markee, Jr. and John T. Goll (here-
after "Markee and Goll Testimony"), following Tr.414 at 1.

27.
site specific diffusion inodel .
28.
29/
mony") followmg Tr.419.
30/

1d., 1 and 2.
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' data from the NUS report and estlmated an effective wake correctlon

: ,factor W, of 800 square meters for the beach. 32/ To provide this

29,

estimeted wake factor, the Staff used Equation 1 to calculate wake
corr.ec.ti-'on factors for the .19 successful tests in the NUS report based
on the observed peak valuee of relati;e concentration, XV/-Q. However,
because the Staff's frequency (percentile) analysis of X/Q was 'l;ased
on data taken from the 10;metei' level of the bluff tower, it used wind
speeds as.measured on the bluff tower. The Staff chose a 'velue near
the median of the calc.ulated W's, which is more conservative than the _

33/
average value of W.

The Staff's standard regulatory model (as noted by Equations 2 and 3
of the Markee and Goll Testimony, Table 2) limits the wake effect toa
r_naximufn of 210y 0. However, the Staff's analysis of the NUS tracer

test data for the San Onofre beach indicated that in the offshore

"directions, this limitation (Equatien 3) need not be applied.ﬁ/ Thus,

the Staff developed quation 4 (Markee and Goll Testimony, Tabie 2).
The Board finds that this equation provides X/Q values at the beach

which are fepresentative of site conditions, 'includingvthe effects of the

Tables 1 and 2 of the Markee and Goll Testimony contain all notations

and equations used in their testimony.

Id., at 3.

Id.

—
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coastal bluffs and Unit 1 bu11d1ngs The Board further notes that bec‘ause

the physmal structures of Units 2 and 3 are larger than those of Unit 1,

usmg Equation 4, \mth its wake factor based on tracer tests at Unit 1

30.-

should prov1de conservat1ve estimates of X/Q for Un1ts 2 and 3.= 35/

The Staff calculated XCL/ Q (effluent concentration at the centerline.

of the plunie) and XCWI/ Q (crosswind integrated effluent concentration)
values that would not be exceeded on the beach 100 to 200 'meters'from

the source 5, 25, and 50 percent of the time. These values are pre-
g ) . . .

‘sented in Figures 1 and 2 of the Markee and Goll Testimon_y,along with

the values (based on Regulatory Guide 1.4) calculated in the Staff's
evaluation of Amendment 22 of the San Onofre Units 2 and 3 Prelinﬁnary

Safety Ana1y51s Report ("NRC Staff's Memorandum Evaluating the

- vApphcants' Rev1sed Exclusion Area", dated November 13 1975) Be-.

cause the bluff meteorological tower data indicate that wmds blow offshore

- only 42% of the time, the 50th percentile XCL/Q and.XCWI/Q values are

‘meter values 1nd1cated in F1gure 1.2

zero for the beach. Beyond 200 meters from the source, the xCL/Q and

XCWI/Q values for the Sth and 25th percentiles will be less than the 200-_
36/ '




31.

32,

east) .™

o | @
- 17-

The X[,/Q values were calculated by the Staff in a manner consistent

| With NRC Standa?d Review. Plan2.3.4 - Short Term Dviffusiovn Estimates,

using Equation 4 and the data collected between February 1975 and .

January 1976 from the 10-meter level of the bluff meteor'ological.towerl..

'The Staff considered the meteorological conditions s.umn"ledv for all off-

shore air flow (wind directions: northwest clockwise thru east south-

37/

- To determine Xcywy/Q., the Staff ﬁsed Equation 5, taken from Meteorology _

& Atomic Energy. - 1968 (Slade, 1968), but multiplied by a factor of 1.2.

This factor of 1.2 was necessitated because, as shown in Table 4.1-3 of

~ the NUS report, the average ratio of measured to estimated.values of

' estimation of the peak valﬁe of X/Q as plotted from the test d_afa =

33.

'XCWI/Q is about 1.2. This difference could reflect a non-Gaussian

distribution in the horizontal cross-wind direction and/or the under-

38/
Xy, (total horizontal standard deViation of material in the plﬁme) in
Equation 5 (Markee and Goll Testimony, Table 2) was estimated through

use of Equation 6 (Markee and Goll Testifnony, Table 2). During stable

atmospheric conditions for distances within 200 meters of the source,

Wy, the horizontal cross-wind component of mechanical turbulence, is
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‘much larger than oy, the horizontal c'ross-wihd component of ambient :

free-stream turbulence. Thus, W_ is nearly eqﬁal to Iy, and the Staff |

y

chose Wy t.o" be equal to 30 meters, the median of measured I

4.1-3 of the‘.NvUS report. The Staff then allowed Ly to vary with atmo-

. _
y s in Tal?le

spheric stability and distance, although the variation is very small over

39/

these distances with stable atmospheric conditions.

34. : To'provide profiles of dose as a function of diéta_nce from the plume
| c_entériine, the Staff calculated plume isopleths for various fracitiogs. of
| | the plume centerline concéntratior;s using .Eqﬁa'tions 4 and 7 (Méfkee
‘and Goll Testifnon_y. Table 2). T};ese dose profiles are preseﬁted in

the Ferrell and Bunch Tgstimony, Table_ 2. Due to the predomiﬁan_ce

- over the ambient freestream turbulence, the plume widths for all classes

o/

i
' of the mechanical turbulence, generated by the bluff an:d buildings,
~ of stable and neutral atmospheric stability conditions change very little. = -

35. ) Since the tracer tests did not érovidé direct measurémenté of diffﬁsion
and piﬁmé _positioné_ovef periods other than one Hour , the Staff \A}as nof .
able to provide precis‘e'éstimates of the fnéximum vé,riation in direction |
of the pl‘ur.ne" 'centerliﬁe over a reasonable periéd of time (between one-

half and two hours). However, due to the high-frequency turbulence

/ T ‘e
- 42 Id., at.5. '

 an/
40 C1d.




® o

- 1:9.“

generated by the buildings and bluff wake, the Board would not expect

large changes in plume size and p051t10n for samplmg perlods between '

41/

one-half and two hours.

36. Usi_ng the atmospheric concentrations (X/Q) derived b}; Earl H. Markee
Jr. and John T. Goll, the Staff witnesses from the NRC Accident
Analysi'.s Branch, Delbert F. Bunch and Charles M. Ferrell, indepen—

dently evaiuated the radiological doses to the thyroid that might be

" received by a Regulatory Guide 1.4 "standard man" using the tidal
. *

beach lying within the exclusion area during oceupaney and subse- - '

- quent evacuation of the beach in the event of an accident (é.sStiming

a posfulated fission product release as provided in 10 CFR § 100.11) ."'1‘2‘/

‘Specifically the NRC Staff calculated the following thyroid dose rates for

-

5% meteorology:

1. -about 15 rem to a "standard man" walking at a speed /
“of 1 meter/second traversing the plume at the seawall; 43

2. - about 15 rem to a "standard man" walking at a speed
B ~ofl meter/ second from the seawall closest to the con-
" tainment to the lower low water line along the center—A D
~ line of the plume; =~ 44/ _ , . ' -

Y Id., at 6.

.

N
&N
~

Ferrell and Bunch Testimony, at 1 and 2. (See, Table 2).

&

!_c_l_., at 5.

£-9
.
~

d., gt.b.
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3. about 190 rem to a "standard man" remaining stationary
' on the plume centerline for a two hour period following’
the accident at a point on the se/';wall closest to the con-

' tainment (about 107 meters); 421

4., and less than 190 rems, as indicéted on Figure 5, for
. individuals ("standard man") who remain stationary
at various points along the beach, each of whom was

assumed to be in the cefnterline of the plume for a

period of two hours .46

Since thé thyroid dosé is more limiting with respect to Part 100 guide-
" lines, the Staff and Applicants' evaluation of potential beach evacuation
| S

doses cénsidered only‘the i)otenﬁal thyroid doses .=
. , : ']

37.. Evidence 'oh‘t__he anticipated amount of radiatio'n exposure that might be
received by a u_sef of the tidal be;.ch within Applicants' lexclusion area
. during occup?mcﬁr and éub‘sequent evacuation of the beach'in the event

of an a'ccvid.ent \lrv'a's;.also presented by tfle_ Appiicants' witpesé Dr. Martin

I. Goldmar_x . ‘-1'3-/

38.  With i‘espec't to the source terms, the Applicants, like the Staff,

followed mé_thods giveh in Regulatory Guide 1.4. The differences

K-S
o
S~

1d.
. Ferrell and Bunch Testimony, at 2; Applicants'. Testimony of Mértin
1. Goldman (hereafter "Goldman Testimony") following Tr.300, at
-12-14. A, . : _ , .

-9
(o]
~

' Goldman Testimony, following Tr '._300. '
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- in the source terms used by Staff and Applicants are delineated in

Applicants' Exhibit MIG-2.

39. | .Like the Staff , the Applicant uséd the NUS.tracer tes?s [Applic?mts'
| ' Exhibif MIC-I] in detérminig atmospheric dilution fai;to_ré \&hen '
winds flow t.ow.ard the ocean. The Applicants, like »thé Staff,
'détérmi’ne_d from tﬁe NUS tracer tests that greater atmospheric |

dilution occﬁrs than would be calculated using the models of

Regulatory Guide 1.4 due primarily to the effects of the bluff and

" building struCtures.4-9.-/

40. The Applicanfs used #ssumpﬁons different from that use=d.by the.
Staff to calqulate pf§bébilify distributioﬁs‘ of meteoro_lo.g.iAcalv eon-
ditions in térms of di‘h.J.tion potential. - Staff assumptiohs?-coini)ined
a}l offsl;lore directions and all hours of the day and night,fﬁ/ Appli-
~ cants treated proba.bility distributions for eacﬁ dire'ction.. sector, and
analyzed both daytime hours only (when beach use is pofentially |
maXiﬁal) anci total hou?s. Applicants also presented anaiysis based

on all directiohs for daytime and total hours. The dilution factors (X/Q)

calculated on these different bases by Applicants and Staff differ by

1d., at 3 and 4

50/ Id., at 7 and 8b.
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less than a factor of 2, with daytime only values being somewhat
less than fhose based on all hours. [Applicants ' Exhibit MIG-2] .
The prbbabilities for individual beach direction sectors are much

less than those obtained when all directions are combined.

41.; ~ With respéct to the duration of éxposure, the Applicants, like the. .
Staff ,. calculated exposures during evacuation across the'piume_
foliowing a potehtial fission i)roduct release.v The .s‘pee‘.d"of c_roséing
assumed By the Applicants was two miles per hour,ﬂ/ and 2.2 miles
per hour. by Vthe_ Sté.ff.gg'/ 'i?he validity of this s‘vpeec'l'for‘ walking )

during evacuation was supported by Appiicant#' witﬁeés William V.

Sh.eppard',éé"/ Staff's witness John Searss—4-/ and Intervenors' witness

Paul Muscfétt . ﬂ/

42, Using atmospheric concentrations, set forth in Table 1 of Dr. Goldman's |
~ testimony, the Ap‘plicanf derived evacuation (cross-plume) dose estimates,
. A_set forth in Table 2 of Goldman Testimony, for the "standard man"

sfhallér théh thqse calcualted by the Staff. The reasons for the different

. 1d.,atl2.

Ferrell and Bunch Testimony, at 5.

/

o

Tr. 233-234.

/ 5 '
5‘? Sears Testimony following Tr.289, at 4.

5/ .
— Tr.331.
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~dose calculations are set forth in Applicants' Exhibit MIG-2. "The

evacuation doses calculated by both the Staff and Applicant fall well |

" below the reference dose values of 10 CFR § 100.11. Furthermore.

~ both the Applicants and the Staff agree that the prebability that beach

" users would be exposed in "daylight hours" would be .small because

43.

the winds from the plant to the beach occur mainly at night.éé

~The Staff and Applicants each presented evidence treatmg all of

: _the factors involved with assessing exposure to an 1nd1v1dua1 usmg

L 4

~ the tidal beach within the Applicants' exclusion area, including

1) source term, 2) atmospheric dispersion, 3) duration of exposure,

. and 4) "standard man" physiological .parameter"s. The Consolidated

44.

Intervenors presehted'evidence addressing only to the last two factors.

- With respect to duration of exposure, evidence was provided by

Consolidated Intervenors' witness, Dr. Ronald Finston, indicating

Ath_at average evacuation speeds would be less than one-half mile

per hour (Applicants and Staff used 2 and 2.2 miles per hour,

respectiv_ely) , based on the average speed of evacuation in major

disasters as presented in WASH-1400.= 51/ However, none of the data -

56-' 'Goldman Testimony, at 8 and 13; and Tr.422.

Testimdxiy‘ of Ronald Finston (herafter "Finston Testimony"), following
Tr.360 at. 6 and 7. ' '
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~-ation by foot from a small section of beach.

Board finds the Walking speeds (and hence exposure duration during

45.

" breathing rates based on a published set of values of "Maximum Work

' »Duringv Exercise".> At this exercise activity Consolidated Inter-

.servative.

-24 -

hpon which that figure is based are de_i-ived from instances of evacu-
h 58/ Further, the Cortsdli_-
dated Intervenors testified that a héalthy person engaged in strenuous

activity on the beach would be able to walk at a rate of four miles per

hour _durin_g. evacuation of the Applicants' exclusion afea.ﬁ/ The _

evacuation) selected by Appliéants and Staff to be reasonably con-

With regﬁrd to the "standard man" physiological parametefsbyof R‘egu-
latory Guide 1.4, the Consolidated Intervenors contended (1) that '
the Regulatory Guide breathing rate is specifically apphcable to adult
men at.occupatmnal Might activity" and that the recreatlon s}ettl.ng at

the San Onotre tidal beach re;quires for some recreatiortal _activityv the

use of higher breathing rates. The Consolidated Intervenors estimated

60/

venors indicate an adult male breathes at a rate of 111 ’lllmin (18.5 x

1074 m3/sec) , a child aged 10 breathes at a rate of 11.8 x 1074 m3/seé

58/

59/

 §_0_/

“Tr.364..

Tr.394 and 395.

Tr.403.
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-an‘d‘a 5 year old breathes at a rate of 6.7 rx 10_‘_1 m3/sec.§—l-/ "This,
the Consoiidated Intervenors contended, resuits in breathing _i‘ates'
for #¢tivitiés on the San Onofre tidal beach which includé gwimrﬁiné
raftingv, running and a variety of strenuous physical games .v._vhich ?‘re:
'5.3’ 3.1, and 1.9 times higher than those calculated using Reéulatorf'
Guicig 1 4 breathing rate for malze adults I, 10 and 5 )_;ears old, ré'spect;
.ivel'y; 62/ (2) that the Regulatory Guide 1.4 Iodine dose conversi_on factérs'
are based on adult man ahd must, therefore, be adjusted by a factqr |
of 2..4 for the 10 year old and 4.6 for the 5 year old child. Thls, ti’xe'
_Coﬁsqlid'ated ‘Intervenors_ argue, results in doses for activifiés on the
~'San _On.ofz.'e' beach which include swimming, rafting, bsu'rfin‘g ‘:m.d'a )
\}#riéty of strenuous th;iqai‘games (using "Maximum Work During
Exercise".bl;eat'hing rates) which are 5.3, 8.2 #ﬁd 8.8 times highér
than thos'é calculated by the Applicants aﬁd fhé .Staff using ﬁégu-
lé.tory Gﬁiaé 1.4 breathi.ng rates and Iodine dose conversion factors
.f'or, male adults, 10 and 5 year olds, respectively; 63/ and (3) that
'the' dose to the fetal thyroia is 5 times greater than that of the mate’rnal.

thyroid .(ﬁ/ The Applicants testified that the " Maxi'm'um Work During

(=ad
et
~

Finston Testimony, at 3.

o
o
~

Id., at 4.

o~
w
S~

I_cl, at 4 and 5.

Id., at 5. -
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E‘xerc':-i"s'e'.' breafhing rates used by Consolidated Inter\}e‘nors a're based
on a breathing ratebessociated §vith exercising an individual in a labora-
-tory., hooked-up to an ergometerfbn either a bicyele or a treaemill, to
the point where he drops, exhausted, in a perlod of 4 to 6 mmutes 6—/
The Board fmds that the "Maximum Work Durmg Exerc1se" breathmg
' re.tes used by Consolidated Intervenors to develop the‘ factors, 1'tem‘
1) above, were selected without recqgnizihg their»applicabillity to
breathing rates that would be assoeiated with strenuous physical exer-
. c.ise on the tida‘.1>beach within the Applicants' exclesion area end exfe ‘
. ' .
mappropnate for use in that context.— 66/ Using the “strenuous exer-
cising" breathmg rate [Apphcants' Exhibit MIG 4] whlch the Board
| finds to be more appropriate to the level of exercise that m1ght be
,c.onducted at the tidal beach within the Ai)pllcants ! exclusion area,
and eomparing theee rates to the "standard adult" (Rvegulatory Guide
1.4) b_i'ea;t'll.ing rate that was used by the Staff aﬁd the Applicante,
z"esulf.s»in factors for adults, 1’6 and 5 year olde of 1.75, 1.15 and .65

times the Applicants' and Staflf'_s doses instead of 5.3 and 3 .1and 1.9

as indicated by the Consolidated Intervenors .ﬂ/ The Appl_icénts and

/ -
62 Tr 456

/- -
66 Tr. 364 372..

y S .
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Staff agreed with the Consolidated Intervenors that there would be

individual variations in Iodine dose conversion factors, however, the

Staff _teétified that when age dep:éndent variations in Iodine dose

‘factors are combined with breathing rétes typical of each age group,

 variations in doses would not be as great as the values set forth by

Copsolidated Intervenofs . The Staff cited WASH-1400 as indicating

“that 10, 5 and 1 year olds would be expected to have doses 1.6, 1.9

and 0.9 times, respectivély, fhat of an adult.é's'/

f1ed that fetal thyrmd doses would not be expected to be as high as

contended by the Consolidated Intervenors because (1) experlmental

data indicates that the fetal dose i_s not 'substantially d1fferent than

the maternal dose at early 'sta‘ges of pregnancy and (2) at late stages

of pregnancy it is unlikely that females would engage in strenuous

' exercise.ég/ The Board finds that the variations among individual

beach users physiological parameters would not be expected to lead

. to the ekt'reme variations in doses as contended by the Consolidated

. Intervenors.

The degree of physical exertion assumed at the tidal beach during the

period of evacuation would also affect the speed of'v'evacuation (hence

68/

6

69/

Tr.433.

Tr.493 and 494.

The Staff also testi- '
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duratio'n of exposhre and therefore the dose). The Board finds that_ ‘

_ it is inapprOprlate to assume slow evacuation rates with hlgh rates of

physic_al exertion. It is appropnate to assume that as the exertion rate -~

‘increases the evacuation dose decreases. ._The Applicants 1nd1cated

 that if a strenuously exercising adult traverses the plume at a rate of

" 15 miles ;S_er hour, the rgsulting dose would be one fourth the dose

47.

‘pre\.riously calculated (Goldmap Testimony, Table 2) for the sax.ne_ _

70/

1nd1v1dua1 crossing the plume at 2 miles per hour. No evidence was
presented in support of the Consolidated Intervenors' contention that

tidal beach users would continue their exercises in places unabated i

_despite a warning to evacuate.

Combmmg the parameters of. reasonable values for "strenuous exer-

| c1s1ng" breathing rates age dependent dose factors and WASH-1400

dose conversion factors for radioiodine, the Applicants testified that -

the following adjustment to the doses set forth in Table 2 of the Gold-

" man Testimony must obtain:

71/

1) For an adult the dose would be 13 percent of those
‘ ‘indicated in Table 2; :

2) For a 10-year old the dose would be 21 percent of

those indicated in Table 2; and

70/

7/

Tr. 459

Tr.4_61.
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49.

Ferrell and Bunéh for the Staff ,7»—2
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3) For a 5-year old the dose would be 23 percent of thos}e‘
’ - indicated in Table 2.

On the bases presgnfed above, the Board finds that the anticipated

~ amount of radiation exposure that might be received by a user, regard-

_ less of age or sex, of the tidal beach within Applicénts' exclusion area

dufing_occupancy and subsequent evacuation of the beach in the event B

of an accident (a postulated fission product release as provided inl0 -

CFR § 100.11) is sighiﬁcantly less than the guide limits set forth in

- 10 CFR §  100'.11. Furthermore, based on evidence presented by

/ the Board finds that, with the use

of more realistic assumptions, estimates of evacuation doses would
be _ei(en lower than those presented by the Applicants and Staff in |

their direct testimony.

' The Board finds upon review of the entire record developed during -

this proceeding that Applicants have met their b\irden of proof in
estabhshmg that no s1gmf1cant hazards to the public health and safety
w111 result from public use . of the tidal beach within the proposed re-

vised exclusion area of the San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station

and, therefore, that the Applicants lack of control over the tidal beach

within the proposed revised exclusion area is de mininus.

12/

Tr.491-4, and 513.




,-_30-_

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

The Llcensmg Board's authority in this proceedmg is based on the

Appeal Board's Memorandum and Order of January 22, 1976, d1rectmg

that this case be remanded to the Licensing Board for further proceed— |

ing (1) to ascertain the facts bearing upon the characteristics and use
of the tidal beach within the Applicants' exclusion area and .(2)’to

determine whether the Applicants have met their burden of establishing

that theif lack of control over the tidal beach within the exclusion area

‘is de minimus.

Upen a consideration of the record made herein and the foregoing findings

of fact, the Licensing Board concludes, as a matter of law, that the Appli-

cants' lack of control over the tidal beach within the exclusion area i‘si de

minimus.
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Based upon the L1cens1ng Board's Findings and Conclusions in this Supple-
Lmental Initial Decision, IT IS ORDERED, 1;1 accordance with 10 CFR Sectlons. '
2.760, 2.762,' 2.764(a), 2.785 and 2.786 of the Commission's Rules of Practice, :
that this Supple_mental Initial Decision shall censtitute the final dec‘:isien of t.he» -
Cemmissioh'thirty_‘ (36) days after issuaeee subject to ahy review there.of |
pttrsuant to the above'-cited Rules of P;ectice . | Pursuant to Section 2 .762.,
A exceptlons to this Supplemental Initial Decision may be filed by any party
w1th1n seven M days after service of thlS Supplemental Initial Decxslon and
. ‘ .
a br1ef in support of the exceptlons must be filed within f1fteen (15) days
thereafter (twenty (20) days in the case of the Staff) . W1th1n flfteen 15) days |
of the filing and service of the brief of the Appellant (twenty' (20) days in the
easeof the Staff), an}t other perty may file a brief in vs.upport of, or .in opposition

to, the exceptions.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

FOR THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND
LICENSING BOARD

Respectfully submitted,

/A McGu\rren
Counsel for NRC Staff

Dated at Bethesd, Maryland
this 21st day of June, 1976
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
- NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE. ATONIIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

', In the. Matter of

Docket Nos. 50-361
50-362

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
' SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

(San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station,
' 'U_nits 2 and 3)

N\’ N\ N\ ,.,‘..,‘,

SUPPLEMENTAL TESTIMONY OF THE NRC STAFF ON
CHARACTERISTICS OF THE TIDAL BEACH WITHIN THE
. APPLICANTS' EXCLUSION AREA
- BY
EDWARD F. HAWKINS
This testimony éddrcsses issue number 1 as set forth in the Board's Order of
-'Ap_ri._ll‘). 1976. Issue 1 states:
 "The anticipated size and characteristics from time to time of
the tidal beach within the reduced exclusion area delineated

by Applicénts in Amendment No. 22 to the Preliminary Safety

Afxalysié‘ Report."

Cohstructioﬁ is presently proc’eeding on San Onofre Nuclear 'Generating Staﬁon, '
uéit's 2 and 3. Aé a result of the construction, the beach in front of the site is
.chrrentiy éivid_ed. into the areas north and south of the témporary sheet piling
- in fi;ont of ﬁnits 2 and 3. A.p_ermanent seawall is in place in front of Unit 1

s The.tempovra*y éheet piling was installed on the beach to hold sand from the



"cvonsltruc'ti»on area and t.o form a constructio'n laydown arca. The laydown area

: Zexuf.‘hds along the vbcach‘ appro*imutcly l,OOO feet and is about 325 feet wide.

| Since littoral s_%nd tranéport is normally to the south, the installation of the

: She#_t'lpilihg_ has 'é.ltgred the cénﬁgufation of the beach.by cau_sing deposition

_ of gar_xd-bn the ui:coast' (north) .sidé and erosion on the down.éoast (south)

| Sidé. "Ifh.i_s aftiﬁvc_ial beach on the north lresgltcd in the-displacement of the

| Me;n Hi.-gl'.l‘.wlatevaihe approgimately 100 feet As.eaward of the MHWL a.s vdevlineavte.d
o by :thg Applicants' ;T;nuary 1963 survey. Itis expected that once the temporary
. _ si‘ig’et ;s'ilihg.is rcmoved, tl’;e bbeach will return to its prc-<;011st1'u_ction confi-

| g\.vt.ratibn'v._" The tidal pox‘tidh of the b¢ach consists of the érea seaward of the

meanhlgh \w;'ater iiﬁe to the mean lower .low water line. The mean high water.

; liin‘e ‘as’ deiineated_ Ey fhe"January 12, 1963. survey p¢rfo1'med by the Applicants

.(pridr;to'<::»onstvructi<‘>n) would be about 10 to 80 feet sbzea\.'»(ar,d of the proposed

walkways :

_ The-iﬁdal beach'ﬁortior} of Applicants' exclusion area is cHaracterized by relatively

E ﬂ.at‘ siopes during_ thé gummcr and fall and by noticevably steeper sl.op'es 1n the
_Qintéf and.spr‘ivng.. bDuring the winter thgré are visible arecas covered by
cobbleé; especially in the downcoast portion. Normally a r‘elatively thick

blanket of sand tqvers these cobbles in the summer and fall.

The size of the beach'is directly affected by tidal action. Tides alohg the

~ southern California coast demonstrate a diurnal inequality; that is, they
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ha#e .a‘ dmly tidai_cy_él'g of t\;,;o highs and t\x;o 10\\"s. Throughout the year,

" .thesé_highs and llow"s a‘re. not éénstant; but vary day to Ada'y. Aé an example, |
the 1976 -prbebdicti;nﬁ of clc§ations of Higher High _Watcf tides .at_- San Cl_cm.cntc
vax;y from .6.5.f¢ct above Mean Lower Low Water datum (MLLW) in ;Iammry 1976
to70 ‘feet. zltbolz\v/e'MI:.;LW in November and December (1). In zi_dditiori to the'_s'é. '
. daﬁly ‘-v'aAu;iabtio»ns thro'ughout_vthe_ year, clevation of tidcs'al.s_o vary slightly. on -

about a 19-year t:_yéle.- .

" The size and‘shap.e of the beach is also affected by waves and sufges . Surées
'c;'.m'sed.vb)"’ storrﬂs-:dt sea, storms impacting directly on the coast and tsunéxr;is can
' .a‘ffé'ct t'he':'ﬂbeach;.-dfématically and can alter beach configurations drastically in

.‘ a short .pe‘riod‘.qvf time. PlQ\Qé'Jﬁr, since these events are relatively rarc in
felz;tioh to w'a\(é action which occurs continually, they are not as major a

-.iong Itérfn consideration »a's nor_r;lal wave actidﬁ . Waves that occur in the winter
, v_(anc'l durmg stormS) are genérally higher and have a shorter wave period.
A .wave .p.gva‘x_‘iod _i.s' aefined as the time for two successive wave crests to pass
é.fixed péint _(8)_; These waves erode the beach, transporting sand fr(#m the -
: beach to fofm[offsiudte bars. In thc summer, the waves are gerrerally lower
\‘)y‘i'th‘a‘longc.zr. peri'od. 'Sapd is transported from offshore bars back to thé gcach
aﬁd_-aepééitca (d.ue'to_ the lower amount of energy in the waves); thereby
".rebuildi'n'g ‘(a.ccrevtihg) the beach area (2,8). In the winter and spring, wave

" direction is generally from the west and northwest; thereby transporting sand - |
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downcoast. During the summer and fall, wave direction is generally from the
“ south and southwest. Therefore, sand movement is generally from downcoast
to upéo_ast. On an annual basis, movement is downcoast since more material

" is carried by winter wave action than by summer wave action.

- _Pﬁblishéd lite?afﬁre__ relating to southern California beacheé (2;4,8) indicate
' that éver- tvh'e l‘o:ng"er teg;ﬁ ti’xq beaches are slow:1y becofning narrower. Thisb
.‘ 1s attx»jib.uféd.pri.ma"rily to llqs‘.sves iﬁ'the sources of material caused by man's
#ctivitieg alohg» the ;Oast'al’ tributary streams . Due to dgms,ﬂopd_channels,
* ir.'np.rc'ofréd ‘agrié-x.:\lltux#al’practices, urbanization, etc., the _;\.mount of materiail
- . carned assedlment in.stream runoff to the:éoast_tlhat could be used for beach
' rreialbe_niéh.'m»ent. is being redhced. Surveys and stﬁdie_s over the pasf 70 to
80years ir').dié.a.te:, however, that there has been little e'rosion. of ihe bluffs
,_"(?7_,4)_. .Tb’e ovebral_l.result. is that littoral drift is being reduced, and not as
: much ,maferial.' is ayailable to be deposited'on_the beaches. _Naturalvpfocesses
'a}.s:o tend to ‘;:afry séme ﬁateri_allout tp deep trenéheé off tbe coast. This sand

s conéider’ed lost and not available for beach replénishment ).

~“As indicated above, the development of the construction laydown area has
resulted in the accretion of an artificial beach north of the sheet piling. A
- precise estimate 'o'f‘the amount of time it will take for the beach to return to

" jts pre~construction configuration is not possible since wave action (the .
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pri'marjr ‘mecha.nism for éand transport) in .the fufure cannot be accurately
‘predlcted However for Umt 1 approximately 353,000 cubic yards was dis-
posed of on the beach between July and November 1964. It was reported by

' the apphcants that the physical effects of this sand dxsposal had diminished
.SIgmﬁcantly by the spring of 1965. However, complete erosion of this matenal

wa‘s_no’t reported until 1970 (5).

Base._d-on‘_ Similar exper.iénvce at Unit 1, a reasonable estimate f‘orAthlc beach in
:fro'nf ;:f Units ZIA_and.‘.3, assuming normal sea and wave conditions, to return to
ésSe‘nti,ally_ité forfnér conﬁgufation would appear to be or% the order of one to
twoyears Similarly, complete removallof ti:is-material from the Applicants'’

| _l.'exclusibn, area woula prbbably taice 4to5 .years . However, severe stérms and
Wa\}e .a"ciic.)ni_cvoul-d_c;rry the material away in a matter of days. Conversely, a
| long period of felatively calm seas could resuﬁ,in the mater-ial remaining on

the beach for a significantly loﬁger period of time than 5 years.

To estirr.xavte' t'idz}l beach bc'opfiéurati_onls » information was taken from profiles
done for the Api)iicahts an'd from information supp.li.ed at the Staff's request

' .(7)..7.~Tlh'es'e -profilesi.Were eétéblished and measured at regular inte.rvalsvover
Ath.e j.)as.t several _&ears to study the effects of disposing of sand from the con-

| sfructipn aréa 6ﬁ tl}.ze. Vbeach,f.ron.ting the site. Thérefore, the profiles are not

- entirely suitable for the purpose used herein. They are, however, the most



" current information that is available on this area. Since many of the profiles
appear to reflect disposal on the beach area, precise measurement of tidal
beach sizes are not possible. Accordingly, the values presented in the follow-

ing 't.a'_ble' should be considered only as indicators of future tidal beach confi-

gurations.

Bva‘sec.lﬂon ‘inf.ormation eXtracted from the profiles discussed abovg, typical

i ‘Vw_ir}zvter:and summer .t'_idal beach eonﬁgurations were cons&uct_ed. Tidal beach
dimens.ion‘s.were then estimated by measuring the area and widths from Mean -
L_owef LO\.V Watéf-iinc to the Mean High Tide line. These constitute average
‘_"rﬁaz_ki'n_)um"‘ and "minimum" tidal beach arcas. To demonstrate the variability

- vo.‘f‘ the tidal beach, "exfreme maximum and minimum" tidal beach arecas and
‘w_id‘t}'is»are‘also showh. These were constructed by measuring the tidal beach -
' »'from _thtlz' Mean‘ High Tide line to Lower Low Water and to Higher High Water
'Th.e. ‘1.'_esv.ult.s are sﬁfnmarized in.the following table: .

- ESTIMATED TIDAL BEACH SIZES DURING OPERATION OF
- SAN ONOFRE NUCLEAR GENRATING STATION

Average Average T"Extreme" = "Extreme"
Area Width Arca Width
(acres) (feet) (acres) (feet)
Maximum Winter Beach .20 180 55 520
Minimum Winter Beach 5. 50 -3 -30
‘Maximum Summer Beach 25 220 | 65 620

. Minimum Summer Becach 10 100 -2 -20
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| As caﬁ be s‘c;_‘en.from‘ this table the tidal beach is m a ;qnstant state of flux.

_ Alih’ough:'the tidal beach areas and widths are preéentea a‘s; being typiéal )

the én;oﬁnt .of tir.r;e the tida‘l bgéches would be i.nlthese configurations is quite
small. For instance, 'thédurati_on of time the tidal beach as defined hercin

' 'woﬁld be‘ less than the lA\./eragc Minimum or more than ‘tlvue Average Maximim .
Would'be-a'.bo'u_t aﬁ hoﬁr a day, respectively. The "extremes" are, for all
§ra¢tical pﬁfp_OSeé.' instantaneous values. It should be noted that the abové
éstimates do nét include wave action on top of the tidal action. Typical waves
~in this‘ar,ea‘ are.about 2 feet high with periods averaging from 14 to 16 seconas
3). .Run:_up of these wgveS'wbuld further reduce the tidal beach sizes shown
a‘bové. 'Foz; véon_se.rvatism, howéve'r,. tidal beach sizes were not reduced for -

‘wave runup.

| In cvo:nc.lu._sion'; the NRC‘Staff; has cvaluated the chax;acteristiés of the tidal
N be.a'vc:h.portion of the Applicants' exclusion area, and estimated that the beach
shouid return to éésentially its pre-construction configuration in‘ one to two
' ygérs a_ffér the témporary s.heet piling in front of Units 2 and 3 is re.mo.ved.
~ Within 4 to 5 years, all effeété of the sand disposal sho‘ul_d be out of the
?xpplicé.nts' exéiﬁéion zone. These estimafes are based on normal sea and
" wave action. Ovéi; th;eilohg térm, the beach will probably become smaller

with time since inland sediment is being reduced, and this sediment is the

major source material needed for beach replishment.
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PROPOSED FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS
OF LAW SUBMITTED BY CONSOLIDATED INTERVENORS
COVERING TIDAL BEACH WIDTH, ADMINISTRATIVE

- AND PHYSICAL CONTROLS ON BEACH USE, BEACH
USE, AND POSSIBLE RADIATION DOSE LEVELS
WITHIN THE APPLICANTS' REDUCED EXCLUSION AREA

I.  INTRODUCTION
1. Cn Apfii-12; 1976, the‘Nﬁcleér ﬁégdlétbry CémmiSSicn
(NRC) promulgated an Ordér limiting the issues to be covered
at‘the remaining hearings in the matter of San Onofre Nuclear.
Generatiné Station, Units 2 and 3. The issues were confined
to the following four: tidal beach size; tidal beach use;
physical and administrativé conttols on that use; and radia-
tion doses ﬁo beach ﬁsers in the eveht of a specified type

of accident.

II. BEACH SIZE

2. With respect to the first issﬁe, the width of the
tidal beach within the Applicants' reduced exclusion area,
Consolidated Intervenors proposed the following findings of
fact and single conc;usion of law:

"3. The NRC Staff witness, Edward Hawkins,.found_;,

‘thé averaée méximum summer tidal beach at the één Onofre éite
to be 220 feet widé, and the average maximum winter tidal
beach to be 180 feet wide. He calculated the average mini-
mum tidal beach widths for summer and winter as, respectively,
100 feet and 50 feet (Hawkins 6). According to the Appli-

cants' own measurements, the tidal beach would be a maximum
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of 144 feet wide and a minimum of‘63 feet wide when the water
level remained 0.0 mllw. 1In fact, their figﬁres show that
thé tidal beach remains 35 feet wide, even in areas where its
- profile is steepest, when the waﬁer levelAis +2.0 mllw. Where

its profile is shallcwest, the tidal beach is 32 feet wide

even when the water level is %3.5 mllw (Amendment No. 22 to

the PSAR, Exhibit KPB-1 to Testimony of Baskin, October 10,

1975, p. l.8-2bzw).

4. The Applicants obtained the measurements of
tidal beach width contained in the PSAR from "profiles...
typical of those in front of the stétion,'based on evaluation

of historical beach profile records" (Amendment No. 22 to PSAR, .

p. \1.8-2bzw). The NRC Staff witness, Edward F. Hawkins,.drew
his estimates of tidal beach width froﬁ beach”préfiles which
were taken at quarterly intervals forlthe Applicants by
Marine Advisors bétween 1964 and 1570, and at infrequent
intervals thereafter. The beachbprofile is measured at four
different locations, ranging from the northern site boundary
to a mile south of that property line (Hawkins 5; Tr. 163-
165) .

5. The Applicants' witness, Omar J. Lillevang,
based his estimates of tidal beach width solely on measure-
'ments of tidal beach width‘taken at.one location, at the-
narrower southern end of the site beach, on one day, March 15,
1976 (Lillevang 9; Tr. 95-96, 120). The maximum width reached

by the tidal beach on that day, wheh the lower low water level

dropped to -0.736 milw., was 35 feet (Lillevang 10; Tr. 119).
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6}_ There are gléring dispafities between Mr.
Lillévang's measurements of the width of the tidal beach and
the measuremeﬁts obtainéd by the-Applicants themselves and
ﬁhe NRC Sﬁaff'witness. Even so,.Mr. Lillevang admitted on
éross—examinaﬁion thatAthe other two sets of figures were
"reasonable" and "consistent" (Tr. 123); This can only be
because the beach slope which he‘used to calculate his |
measurements was.unusually steep, due td the fact that the
beach had been severely eroded by wintervstorﬁs. Indeed, the
NRC Staff witness,'responding to exémination by the Board,7 
characterized a mid-March beach at the site as a "winter
beaqh"——a winter beach which would "very likely" reach its
' miniﬁum size shortly after the time Mr. Lillevang's measure—;
ments were taken (Tr. 165). | o
7. The tidal beach in the exclusion area is much
- steeper and narrower during the wintér and spring than it
is in summer and fall. This is because higher waves, which
erode the beach into a steep, concave-~upward profile, occur
during storms and throughout the winter. In the summer, the
lower, more frequent waves deposit sand from offshore bars
~onto the beach, resulting in a concave-downward profile

(Amendment No. 22 to PSAR, p. 1.8~2bzx; Hawkins 3). 1In fact,

‘Mr. Lillevang admitted that."during the summer périod?..the
tidal zone goes to a very flat slope," but "[t]lhe winter waves
typically tear that slope 50wn and move the stuff out" (Tr.
124). He furtﬁer admitted that a spring wave climate of

higher, larger waves with shorter periods was present when he

took his measurements, resulting in a beach siope noticeably.
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. steeper than those characteristicﬁof summer and fall (Tr. 114-

1116). |
8. The southern end of the exélusién area tidéi. 

beach, where Mr.:Lillevang.took his lone set of‘measurements,

is narrower than it is either directly in front of Units 2

and 3, or to their’immediate south; The -map marked Figure

1.8-C, which‘éccompanies Amendment No. 22 to the PSAR, shows

this configuration clearly. Moreover, the tempbrary seawall

'which has been placéd around Units 2 and 3 is trapping the

sand which would normally be deposited at the southern

boundary of the site, further narrowing that area of‘the

beach (Hawkins 2; Lillevang 7).

- 9. In his testimony, Mr. Lillevang describes hdw
the seawall temporarily installed around the Unit 1 construc-
tion site caused the beach in front of it and to the north
to widen, and to remain wider, for four yeafs after it was
dismantled. At that time, the beach at the southern boundary
was stili "somewhat wider" (LilleVang 6-7) . Extrapolatihg
from this data, Mr. Lillevang predicts that a_pre—cbnstruétioﬁ
beach size will not be "substantially achieved" at the northern
end of the site for four to five years, while the beach in
vfront of the site and to its south will not diminish to its
.natufal size for an additional five years (Lillevang 8—9;

Tr. 97-98). .Edward Hawkins largely agrées with these esti-
mates. He states that although the site beach will revert to-
its normal shape within two to three years after.the seawall
is gone, it will take an additionél four to five years for it

tgjreturn to its normal size (Tr. 160-162). Thus, for almost
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ten years after thé construction.pf Units 2 and 3, the beacﬁ
within the Applicanta' reduced exclusion area will be widef,
and capable of holding more people who wili be exposed to tha-
possible'danger of radiation, than it was befora any construc-
tion began. N

10. Consolidatéd Intervenors'submit,’as a proposed
conclusion ofllaw, that the tidal beach within the Applicants'
reduced exclusion area is not so small that,their inability
to obtain full control over it can be disregarded as de
minimus. 10 C.F.R. §100(3) allows "[alctivities unrelated
to operation of the reactor...in an.exclusion area under
appropriate limitations, provided that no significant hazards
to the public health aha safety williresult.ﬁ The Atomic
Safety and Licensing Appeal Board stated in its Ofder of
January 22, 1976, that such a finding can be made "only in
thé very rare instances in which...the excluaion area either
(1) will not be used at all by the,public; or (2) will be
susceptible...of a limited...use which...will pose no health
and safety threat during normal reactor operations or in the
event of an accident.” ‘The Board went on to say that the
Applicants had not met their burden ofbproving such mitigating
circumstances, because their measurements Qf'tidal beach
,widths contained in the PSAR showed a maximum width of 150

feet (ALAB, Memorandum and Order, January 22, 1976, pp. 16—

17). Surely, if a tidal beach width of 150 feet precluded
. classifying the uncontrolled exclusion area as de minimus, the

180 and 220 foot maximum widths found by Hawkins should make

such a finding utterly impossible.




"} o B - ‘..
III. BEACH USE . |
| 11. Regarding the second iésué; use éf“the tidal beach
FWithin the Applicants' reduced exélusion area, Cdnsolidated
Intervendrs submit the following findings‘of-fact and single
conclusion of law:

12, Actual counts of people on the éxcluéion area
beach have been taken twice daily,.at 10:00 a.m. and.3:06 p.m.
from February 6, 1976 until April 15, 1976. These counts
found a total of 990 people‘on the exclusion area beach for
ail days counted. Peak attendance for this period occurred
on Sunday, March 14, 1976 at 3:00 p.ﬁ. when 78 persons.were
observed on the exclusion area beach (C.I.-4).

13. Beach use is expected to be 275% higher in
summer than in winter (Tr. 245). ThﬁsL the ‘number of exclu-
sion area beach users in the summer could be 2.75 ﬁimes the
céunt of 990, Qr.in excess of 2700, for a comparable period
of .time (about 10 weeks). Furthermore, peak exclusion area

" beach use on a summer day could also more than double from
the count of 78 taken on March 14, a winter day;

14. When use of San Onofre State Beach parcels
2 and 3 increases, use of the exclusion area beach tends to
increase. There are at least two reasons to expect use of

" the surrounding étate beaches and tﬁe exclusion area beach
to increase significantly between the present time and the
beginning of operations of San Onofre Units 2 and 3. First,.

= California Parks Department plans call for development of
campsites on the bluffs overlooking the beach immediately

north of the exclusion area. These campsites will hold a




capacity of 750 caméers (Tr. 243). Second, nearby south
Orange County, from which the San Onofre sfate beéches énd 
the exclusion area béaches draw many of their users, has one
of the fastest growing populatiohs of ény'area.in-the country
(Tr. 250). Both the new.campsites and the acditional populé-
tion invsouth_Orange County will'significantly raise the
nuﬁber of exclﬁsion area beaches from present 1eveis by the
time Units 2 and 3 begin operating. |

15. A construction laydown presently occupies
1000 feet of exclusion area beach frontage (Tr. 244). This
laydown will be removed before San Onofré Uhits 2 and 3
begin operation, making more excluéipn area beach available
for use by members of the public. The significantly increased.
area available for use at the time operations'commence'will~
result in egclusion area beach use at.gféater than present
lévels.

16, Taking_these factors of higher summer use, new
campsites, increased population in south Orange County and
removal of the construction laydown togethér, exclusion area
beach use fqr any given period of time could increase by a
‘factor of 4 to 5. Thus, the number of exclusion area beach
users could range between 4000 and 5006 for 10 summer weeks,
‘and close to 400 on a single summer weekend day by the time
San Onofre Units 2 and 3 begin operations.

17. Over one half of all exclusion area beach users
éctually countéd between February 6, 1976 and April 16, 1976

were stationary,‘and more than one fifth were in the water.

Only about one quarter of the exclusion area beach users




o ®
observed were in transit (Ci—4). |

18. Applicahts‘ witness Sinn did not offer any
actual count of exclusion area,beaéh users into evidence.

He could not give any meaning to his estimate of relatively

low use by estimating ény,number of beach users that,would‘or
would not fall into the range of :elatively low use (Tr:(206,
213). Furthéfmore; even this.vague estimate of relaﬁively low
use was not based upon any counts of actual exglusién éféa beach
users personally made by Sinn (Tr. 198-200).

19. Sinn claims that élose proximity to parking,
restrooms and drinking water increases use of any particular
beach area (Sinn 8). If this claim is cdrrect, the north
porﬁion of the exclusién area beach should have a large number
of users. This is beacuse cars park on the‘beach‘wiﬁhin 15 feet
of the north boundary of the exclusion area (Tr..326), and
because rest rooms and drinking water are available on the
beach within 100 yards of that bouﬁdaryr(Tr. 185).

| 20. ‘Applicants' witness Sheppard gave probability
projections of exclusion area beach users as evidehce. He
gave no actual counts of beach users as eﬁidence,(Sheppard
3-10).
| 21, Sheppard's'projéctions show a maximum of 35
Apersbns using the exclusion area state beach in its present
state of developﬁent, without the additional campsites now
planned for the bluffs immediately north of the exclusion
area beach. With the additional campsites in place, Shéppard

projected a maximum exclusion area beach use of 100 persons

(Sheppard 7, 8).




22. An actual count of 78 exclusion area beach

USersvhas alreédy been made for é recent winter déy (CI-4).
Beach.use is expected to be 2.75 times greater in Summer than
winter (Tr. 245) . Since the rapid population growth that
will take place in the exclusion area beachksudrawing area
(Tr.‘250) obyiously did not affect the past count of 78,v
counts should rise in the future. Furthermore, Sheppard

did not take this expected pupulation growth into account
when makiﬁg his projections of beach uée at the future point
in time when operations of San Onofre Units 2 and 3 will
coﬁmence,(Tr. 249-250). Finally, the aéfual éouht of 78
persons was taken when a construction laydown that will be
removed before plant operations begin occupied a large por-
tion of thé exclusion area tidal beach; Taken in‘the context
of an actual couﬂt of 78 exclusion areaibeach ﬁsers, the |
winter date of that count, the expected population growth not
éonside:éd by Sheppard, and the presenée of the construction
laydown at the. time of the count, Sheppard's projections of
35 and 100 for maximum exclusion area beach usé several years
" from now when plant operations begin is substéntially éﬁd
~unreasonably low. Instead, projections of maximum exclusion
area beach use in the range of 300 are reasonable in light
" of all the relevant factors. |

| 23. Night use of the exclusion area. beach, though
minimal now, could increase to almost 50 users engaged
primarily in béach strolling when the campsites on the bluff

immediately north of the exclusion area beach are developed

(Tr. 213).
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:24; Suffing occurs frdm:the water off the excldéion
area beaéh onto the'beach itself, especially on the north.
portion‘of the beach (Tr. 317).

| 25. The number of users of the exclusion area
beach could range up to around 300 and often would éxceed
the actual count of 78 taken on a winter day when Units 2
and 3 begin operations.

" 26. The Boafd finds that this number of expécted
beach users demonstrates that Applicanté' lack of control of-

the exclusion area tidal beach may not be de minimus.

Iv. PHYSICAL AND ADMINISTRATIVE CONTROI.'.S PROPOSED BY
APPLICANTS TO DISCOURAGE TIDAL BEACH USE

27. Relative to the“third'iésue, physical and
administrative controlsvon,thé use of the tidal beach within
£he Applicants' exclusion area, Consolidated Iﬁtervenors
éubmit.the following proposed findings of fact and conclusions
of law: | |

28. The Aéplicants plan to install an extensive
éystem of physical barriers and administrative controls at
~the exélusion area beach. These are intended to ensure that
"activities other than predominantly.passageway transit are

‘minimized and controlled" (Amendment No. 22 to the PSAR,

Exhibit KPB-1 to Testimony of Baskin, October 10, 1975, p.

1.8-2aka).

29. The physical barriers will inclﬁde the presently
existing eigﬁt—foot_high éhain link fence, topped with
barbed wire, which runs along the entire .8 mile length

of the 15-foot wide concrete pedestrian walkway. At the ends

~
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of~£he walkWay, this fence will extend all thevway down to
“the mean‘high tide line. "A number of signs" indicating
that access to the exclusion area is restricted;to passing
between ﬁhe.beaches to the northvand south, will be posted
all along the walkway, at its ends, and "throughout the
beach area" (Baskin 7-8; Sears 2; Tr. 278-280). |

30. As for administrative controls, the Applicants
envision constant surveillance of the site beach with re-
'motely controlled television caméras. When these‘cameras
show "excessive numbers of people in the exclusion area...who
are not in transit, but who are doing other things...[flor
example...a group of pgople sitting around Starting to maké

a campfire,”" an announcement wili be made over the recently
installed public address system, which has a 460 meter
~rangé, "to effect thel[ir] dispersal." If beach users have
the temerity to remain, plant security guards will ask them
tohleave.. If they still refuse to 1eave,'the Camp Pendleton
~Marine Corps will be called in, pursuant to written agree-

ments which they have already entered into with the Appli-

cants (Baskin 9; Sears 2-3; Tr. 281-282).

31. When the routine announcements. ordering people
not to loiter are made over the public address system, tidal
" beach users will not be exempted (Tf. 291). Indeed, no
instructions at all on distinguishing betweeh exclusion area
beach users and tidal beach users have been given to the
plant security guards or the Marine Corpsmen (Tr. 295).

32. Neither the Applicants nor any of their wit-

nesses have consulted with the State Lands Commission

-11- :




‘régarding.the legality of their,proposed administrative

controls. Mr. Baskin merely spoke to Applicants"counsel

several times (Tr. 283). Mr. Sears did no more than discuss,

with the State Office of Emergency Services, the legality of
- forcing people to move off of the tidal beach during an:

emergency. He admitted never having participated in a
similar discasSion with anyoné regarding such éfders ih a
non-emergency" (Tr. 293).

33. Consolidated Intervenors‘submit that the myriad
of physical barriers and administrative controls contemplated
by the Applicants blatantly violate the California Cbnstitu-
tion, which states:

» "§2. Aécess to navigable waters
"Sec. 2. No individual, partnership, or
corporation, claiming or posséséing the frontage_
or tidai lands of a harbdr, bay, inlét, estuary,

or other_navigabie water in this State, shall be

permitted to exclude the right of way to such

water whenever it is required for any public pur-

pose, nor to destroy or obstruct the free navi-

gation of such water; and the Legiélature shall

.>enact such laws as will give the most liberal

construction to this provision, so that access to

the navigable waters of this State shall be always

attainable for the people thereof" (California

Constitution, Article XV, §2).

California courts and, impliedly, the U.S. Supreme Court

have from the earliest times consistenly interpreted this

_12_ i “



provision as implying both ‘a public trust and a public,ease—"
ment in thé State's tidelands. Members of California's

population hold these rights for purposes of commerce, fish-

ing, navigation and recreation (People v. California Fish

Company, 138 P. 79, 166 C. 576 (1913); Spalding v. U.S.,

17 F.Supp. 957 (D.C. 1973) cert. denied 59 S.Ct. 147, 305 U.S.

644, 83 L.Ed. 415; Dietz v. King, 80 Cal.Rptr. 234, 275 A.C.A.

577 (1969); Marks v. Whitney, 6 Cal.3d 251, 98 Cal.Rptr. 790,
491 P.2d 374 (1971)). The Applicants' fences, signs, 1oudf o
speakers, television cameras, énd security personnel éll‘ |
drastically impede and therefore violate thé free exercise

of these rights.

34. The Applicants' proposed physical and adminis-
trative controls, particularly those which.bpérate without
differentiation between tidal beach usefs and non—ﬁidal beach
_users,_violate not only the California Constitution, but several
California statutes. California Public Resources Code §6301
vests in the State Lands Commission "exclusive jurisdiction:
over all ungranted tidelands...owned by the State," and |
mandates that "[t]lhe commission éhall exclusively administer
'and control all such landé." Moreover, according to Pub.Res.
Code §6302} the State Lands Commission "may eject from any
 tide...lands...any persons...frespassing...through appropriate
action in the courfs." An even more drastic remedy is re-
quired under Pub.Res.Code §7992:

"Intfuder upon waste or ungranted lands; report

of intrusion; issuance of removal order; aid in

execution. If any person, under any pretense of any'




claiﬁ inconsistent with the éovéreignty and‘juris-
diction of the State, intrudes upon any of the
waste or ungranted lands of the State, the district
attofney of the'county-shall immediately réport the
intrusion to the Governor, who shall thereupon, by a
written»order; direct fhe sheriff of the county_to
remove the intruder. If resistance té the execution
of the order is made or thréatened, the sheriff may
call to his aid the power of the county, as in cases
of resistance to the writs of the people.”
The Applicants ére in violation ofqub.Rés.Code §6301 becauée
they are attempting to usurp the exclusive jurisdiction of..
the State Lands Commiséion; which alone has'the authority to
control California's tidelands.' They are in wviolation of
Pub.Res.Code §§6302 and 7992 because.their adminisﬁrative
controls allow plant security guards and hired Marine Corps-

men to enter both the exclusion area beach and the tidal

. beach to roust beach users. Those plant guards and Marine

Corpsmen who would go onto the tidal beach aré.nnambiguously

classified as intruders under §7992, and neither the district

attorney, the Governor, nor the sheriff has any discretion

in deciding whether or not to remove them. Pub.Res.Code |

- §7992, because'it is phrased in terms of "shall," is wholly

3 . !
non-discretionary.

V. RADIATION DOSES
35. In response to the fourth issue, the possible

radiation doses which could be received by users of the reduced



exclusion area tidal beach, Consolidated Intervenors submit

these proposed findings of fact and conclusions of law:

-36. The thyroid doses of tidal beach’usérs calcu-
lated by'the'witnesses for both Applicants and the NRC Sﬁaff
severly ﬁnderstate the doses many people using the beach may
receive. Thg understatement occurs because Applicants and
Staff neglect important factofs ihvolving physiological
characteristics, evacuation rates and dilution of radio-
active materials in tﬁe piume. Consideration of these
~ factors in dose calculations produces doses in excess of the
10 C.F.R. §100.11 dose limits.

37. Applicants and Staff witnesses neglected cer-
tain physiological characteristics,_notably_age'and breathing
rates, that are highly relevant to dosé‘calculations. In;
stead, the Applicanté and Staff choose as a receptor in éll
their calculations the standard or refefence man of IRCP
Publication 2 (1959). (Finston 2-3; Tr. 304, 432). This
standard man is an adﬁlt, 70 kg. ﬁale engaged in light in-
dustrial activity (Tr. 304-305). | |

38. Physiological types other than the standaxrd
~man are likely to be found in the recreational setting of
the San Onofre exclusion area tidal beach in the event of a
. nuclear accident. _Thevrange of these;pypes will iﬁclude
people engaged in strenuéus exeriCSé.gﬁéh as running or
swimming, and children younger than thé age of 18 (Finston
3; Tr. 373).

39. Breathing rates for people engaged in strenuous

exercise are 5.3, 3.1, and 1.9 times greater than that of the

~-15- *
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standard man for male adults, 10 year olds and 5. year olds,
;espeétively. Hence, it follows that for adults who are par- - :
ticipating in physical activity at the time of the accident,
the thyroid doses will be 5.3 timés greater thah those calcu- o , L
lated by Goldman for Applicants and Ferrell foruthe Staff
(Finston 4).
40. Thyroid doses fér children in most age groups
at any given breathinQ rate are significantly higher than
doses for the standard man at the same breathing rate. For
example, the dose_to a 10 year‘old is 2.4 times, and the dose
to a 5 year old, 4.6 times the dose to a standard man
(Finston 4).
| 41. _AlthOugﬁ.childrén have lower breathing rates
than does the reference man for any given level of activity,
their propensity for higher doses at any given breathing rate
more than offsets this effect. The result is a higher thyroid
dose for children at any given level of physiéal'activity.‘
. For example, the data for 5 and 10 year olds is:

Adjustment Dose Relative

. Factor For To

Age 7 Breathing Rate Children = Standard Man
5-year old 6.7 x 1074/3.47 x 1074 4.6 | 8.8
10-year old 11.8 x 10 %/3.47 x 10°% 2.4 8.2

The data show that doses expected for exercising children are
higher than those calculated by Goldman and Ferrell for the
average man by a factor of 8.2 to 8.8 (Finston 5).

42. Fetal thyroid dose is 5 times greater than that

of the maternal therid (Finston 5).
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43. The evacuation rafesvof_z;o to 2.2 miies pér
hour used by Goldman and Ferrell in their dose célculations
-(Goldman 12; Ferrell 5) could be gfossly overstated. The
Staff admits that a decrease in evacuation rate will cause
-an inversely proportional increase in dose (Ferrell 5; Tr.
434-435). Thus, any overstatement of evacuation rate also
results in aﬁ underestimatioﬁ of dose for evacuatihg receptors;

44. Rates for the evacuation of small areas (less
than one square mile) in the event of disasters othef than
nuclear égcidents have ranged from 0.12. to 1.0 miles éer
hour, significantly slower than the 2.0 to 2.2 miles per
hour used by Goldman and Ferrell for their calculations
(Fiﬁston 6-7; Tr. 393,V398-402). 'In fact, evacuation rates
for disasters vary'inversely with distance of evacuation
(Tr. 393). These slow evécuation rateé for evacuaﬁion of
small areés hold regardless of weather conditions or time of
day; Thus, small area evacuations during rainless daylight
houfs proceed at the same 0.12 to(l.O miles per hour rate.as
do short evacuations during rainy nights (Tr. 398-402).

45. Exclusion area tidal beach users are unlikely
to receive effective directions and supérvision for their
evacuationvfrom the tidal beach. Directions from plant per?
, sonﬁel to evacuees may not be communicated effectively over
a public address system. Such ineffective communication
would leave exclusion area -tidal beach users uncertain about
which direction and route to travel that would minimize

exposure tc the plume, or indeed about whether to evacuate

at all (Tr. 405). California Parks Department personnel




charged with such pérsonal superviéion, supérvision that
would provide clear direétiohs for exclusioh areé tidal
beach users, may not arrive at the exclusion area beach for
more than an hour after a nuclear accident occurs. Except

- in those rare instances when the surrounding State Park is
fully staffed, the only communication system available for
summoning Péfks personnel is calls on commeréial_telephones-
to the homes of those personhel{ This ineffeétiﬁe means of
recall will cause the lengthy delay of an hour.of more (Tr.v
335—336,-343). Even with full staffing of the nearby parks,
immediate supervision of the exclusion area tidal beach will
be minimal (Tr. 340). Evacﬁation rates are highly unpredictable
wheﬁ there is no persohal supervision or only minimal pefsonal
supervision of exclusion area tidal beach users. Beach
users could ignore the loudspeaker warﬂings,#evacuating,
therefore; at a rate of zero. Or they could panic, causing
disorder and congestion that would slow the evacuation (Tr.
339, 346).

46. _Furthermore, exclusion area tidal beach users

~are likely to encounter congestion and delay along their
beach evacuation routes. Tidal beach users will be'delayed
at the north end of the exclusion area by foot and auto

. traffic resulting from the evacuation of the cars parked
immediately north of the exclusion area to within 15 feet of
the exclusion area boundary (Tr. 326, 353). Tidal beach
users will be delayed to the south during‘higher tides by
narrow passages bétween the water and an impassable pile of
dirt and sand at one point and between the water and the
bluff at another point (Tr. 350-351).

-18- ) . | h




X e
47; The surferé, swimmers and others likely to.be
in the water off the exclﬁsion area tidal béach will face an’ | 5
additional delay of some minutes before'they even reach the
tidal beéch-fo begin evacuation from it (Finston 7: Tr.
317). | | |
48f Thevdilution factors calculated by Goldmann
and Ferrell could be significantly lower and COncentration
significantly higher than actual dilution and concentration
~at times of the year other than.January'and fébruary. The
tracer tests that form the basis for the dilution calculations

of both Ferrell and Goldman were chducted in the months of

January and February only (Goldman 301; Markee & Goll 2;

Tr. 301, 427-428). Dilution and concentration are functions,
in part, of windspeed. Dilution décreéses and concentration
increases as windspeed decreases (Tr. 302, 431). Thus, if .
windspeeds were lower on the average in.the ten mbnths of the
year othef than January and February thah-those méasured by
. the tracer tests for those two months, dilution calculations
also would be lower, and concentrations higher, for those ten
months than the dilution and cohcentration for January and
AFebruary. Less dilution and higher concentration in the cther
.teﬁ months would result in higher radiation doses to exclu-
+sion area tidal beach users in those months.

49. Variations within the ranges noted above in

the phsyiological characteristics and evacuation rates of
tidal beach users and the dilution and concentrafion factors

from those used by Goldman and Ferrell produce thyroid doses

which exceed the limits set by 100 C.F.R. §100.11. For example,




if a receptor has a breathing.rate doﬁble.that of the standard
man used by Fetreil in his doée caléulations, the.190 rem
thyroidldose Ferrell.finds at p. 6 of his prepared direct
testimonj becomes a thyroid dose‘of 380 rems. Similarly, if
the dilution factor and evacuation rates are halved and an
exercising child is the receptor, Ferrell's 15 rem thyroid
dose calculated for e&acuees traversihg fhe plume becomes a
510 rem dose (15 remé X 2 X 2 x 8.5). Such doses clearly
‘exceed the 300 rem limit of 100 C.F.R. §100.11.

50. The nuclear accident postulated in 10 C.F.R.
§100.11 presents a substantial health and safety hazard to
exclusion area tidal beach users. For"example, at the dose
réte calculated above for exericsing children, 5% of the
children are likely to develop thyroid4cancer‘and 82 of the
children are likely to develop tthoid'hOdules (Finston 5,
"6; Tr. 391)1 Incidence of thyroid cancer in adults ﬁight
be 0.3%; while nodules would appear in 2.5% of those exposed
to the plume. Furthermore, because experimentsIWith animals,
uncontradicted by data from humans, indicate that the fetal
‘thyroid is 18 times more sensitive to radiation exposure than-
~is the adult thyroid, infants‘ig utero at the time of the
mother's exposure to the plume are likely to be hypothyroid
" at birfh or shortly thereafter (Finston 6).

51. The plume decay factor is negligible for
calculating comparative radiation doses to exclusion area

tidal beach users crossing the plume at different evacuation

or walking speeds (Tx. 437).



52. Because the exclusion area tidal beach.isrin
the recreationalvsettinq of a state park beach, if is appro—
priate to consider a range of physiological cha:acteristics,
especialiy as to age and breathing raﬁes, for users of this
exclusion area tidal beach.

53. When a reasonable range of physiological
characteristics, evacuation rates and dilutionbfactors are
considered, some exclusion area tidal beach users can be
expected to receive thyroid doses in excess of the guideliﬁes
established in 10 C.F.R. §100.11 for the postulated nuclear
accident contemplated therein.

54. As is true of all 10 C.F.R. Part 100, §100.3(a)
is~concerned with the public health and safety in normal
reactor operatiop and in the eveﬁt bf'an'aCéident.' fhds;
the control requirement, as well as otﬁer provisions of the
section, also is cbncerned}with the public health and safety.

(In the Matter of Southern California Edison Co;, et al.

(San Onofrg Nuclear Generating Station Units 2.ahd-3) Docket
Nos. 50-361, 50-362, Memorandum and brder, january 22, 1976
(ALAB-308)). |

55. The expectéd thyroid ddses to some users of‘
the»exclusion‘area tidal beach present a significant hazard

* to public health and safety.

VI. GENERAL CONCLUSIONS OF LAW
56. Applicants have the burden of proof in this

proceeding of proving their factual claims for all four

issues and on the ultimate question of whether Applicants'




1ack‘of control of the exclusion aréa‘béach is so trifling
as to be de minimus (10 C:F.R. §2.732).

57. Furthermore, exceptions to the control require-
ﬁént of'iO C.F.R. §100.3(a) such‘as this_proposed de minimus

exception should not be taken lightly. (In the Matter of

Southern California Edison Company, et al. (San Onofre

Nuclear Generating Station Units 2 and 3) Memorandum and
Order-of January 22, 1976 (ALAB-308)).

| 58. Becauée of the gravity of the de minimus
exception to the control requirement, and because of the
large size of the exclusion area tidal beach, the large
numbers in capacity crowds that can be expected to occupy
that beach when Units 2 and 3 begin.operétion, the illegality
of several of Applicants' proposed administrativé controls,
énd the large thyfoid doses some exclusion area tidal beaéhﬁ
users will receive in the event of the nuclear aécident
IPOStuléted in 10 C.F.R. §100.11, Applicants have not carried
their burden of proof on the ﬁltimate'Question of whether
their lack of control of the exclusion area tidal beach is

de minimus.

Dated: June 14, 1976 Respectfully submitted,

Brent N. Rushforth

John R. Phillips

Carlyle W. Hall, Jr.

James Geocaris

Center for Law in the Public Interest

By: 8?/61471 L. /ZJMZQ(

Brent N. Rushforth

Of Assistance:

Gretchen Wehrle
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA _
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD:' : llA;:k;\tQV\QD
_ , o _
In The Matter Of ) DOCKET NOS. 50=361
SOUTHERN:CALIFORNIA_EDISON COMPANY ) C TN L
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY ) : S
)
(San Onofre Nuclear Generating )
Station, ‘Units Nos. 2 and 3) )
: )

TO:

MOTION: MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND
AUTHORITIES IN SUPPORT THEREOF.
- MOTION -

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board designated in the

above matter

Applicants SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY and SAN

DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY respectfully move, pursuant to ‘I

10 C.F.R. §2.718(1) _that this Board exercise its discretion o

to certify to the Commission for its determination, the

following question

"Whether, on the basis of the entire record of this

proceeding, this Board may, 1n addition. to-ruling

that applicants' lack of control over the tidal beach

within their exclusion area is de minimus, rule that

applicants' lack of control over the,tidal beach

~within their exclusion area is entitled to exemption,



pursuant to 10 C;F.R. §50.12(a), from the require-

ments of the Commission's liCenSing regulations."”

DATED: June 10, 1976.

Respectfully'submitted,

SHERMAN CHICKERING

C. HAYDEN AMES

FRANK S. BAYLEY, III

DAVID R. PIGOTT

CHICKERING & GREGORY

111 Sutter Street - :

San Franc1sco, California 9410&

Attorneys for Applicant -
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY

ROLLIN E. WOODBURY '
ROBERT J. CAHALL |
DAVID N. BARRY, III
CHARLES R. KOCHER
JAMES A. BEOLETTO

Attorneys for Appllcant
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY

By CHARLES-R KOCHER

Charles R. Kocher

Assistant Counsel '
Southern California Edison Company
2244 Walnut Grove Avenue. R
Rosemead, Califqrnia 91770-”;.




MEMORANDUM OF 'POINTS AND AUTHORITIES

I

10 C.F,R. § 50.12 Constitutes

A General Exemption Meéchanism .

10 C.F.R. §50412 as it was firSt'promulgated pdfsuaht to .

the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, provided as follows:

"The Commission may, upon application by any
interested person, grant such exemptions from
the requirements of the regulations of this
part as it determines are authorized by law
and will not endanger life or property or the
common defense and security and are.otherwise
in the public interest.™ [21 Fed. Reg. 356
(January 19, 1956)7. : '

The section was amehded in 1969 to provide, as.follow$:

"The Commission may, upon application of any
interested person.or upon its own initiative,
grant such exemptions from the requirements of
the regulations of the part as it determines
are authorized by law and will not endanger
1life or property or the common .defense and
security and are otherwise in the public in-
terest.” [34 Fed. Reg. 19546 (December 11,
1969)]1 [New material emphasized].

In 1972, following the enactment of the National Environmental

Policy Act of 1969 and the decision in CalvertVCIiffs',Cobrdinat-

ing Comm. v. Atomic Energy Comm'n., 449 F. 24 1109 (D.C;‘Cir;

_1971), the section was fﬁrther amended'by‘designating the then
current text of the section as subparagraph (a) and by adding
subparagraph (b) which deals with pre-construction permit site

activities.



Thus, subparagraph (a) of 10 C.F.R. §50.12 represents a-

general exemption mechanism, akin to those found at 10 CHF.R;
§3O ll(a), 10 C F.R. §MO 14(a) 70 14(a) and 10 C F R.
§140 8, none of which are specifically concerned with or :

1imited to pre-construction permit site activities.]

IT

A Specific Exemption From The Requirements Of

The Commission s Licensing Regulations Is

Appropriate In This Case

In the_event the Board is disposed to rule.that'applicants’,
lack of control of the tidal beach'Within the exclusion area :
1s de minimus, the Board will have determined that such lack

of control will not be inimical to the common defense and
security or to the health and safety of the public. Applicants'
need for power [see Initial Decision 19 126 -129, 156-161
RAI-T73-10, 929 (October 15, 1973)], when considered in light of
available alternatives and the policy of national energy self-
suff1c1ency expressed by the Executive and the Congress [see
Energy Reorganization Act of 197M § 2 (88 Stat. 1233)1], warrants
a determination that the granting of a specific exemption is

in the public 1nterest Moreover, the broad authority of the
'Commission to determine the conditions upon which licenses may
be granted [Atomic Energy Act of 1954:(68 Stat. 9i9),.as amended,
§103(a)] constitutes ample legal authority for the granting‘of

such an exemptilon.



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I’hereby certify that‘on.the 10th day of June, 1976 copies of the

foregoing MOTION: MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES IN SUPPORT

THEREOF were served upon each of the following by deposit in the

Unitéd'States_mail,'pOStage prepaid, addressed as follows:

Docketing and Service Section
Office of the Secretary
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555
(Original + 20 copies)

David R. Pigott, Esq.
Chickering & Gregory

111 Sutter Street

San Francisco, Calif. 94104

Michael Glaser, Esqg.
1150 17th St., N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

Mr. Lester Kornblith, Jr.
Atomlc Safety and Licensing

. Board
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Dr. Franklin C. Daiber
- Dept. of Biological Sciences
University of Delaware
Newark, Delaware 19711

George Spiegel, Esq.
2600 Virginia Ave., N.W.
Washington, D.C.

San Clemente Public Library-
Attn: Mrs. Phyllis Rauch
233 Granada St.

San Clemente, Calif. 92672

Alan R. Watts, Esq.

: Assistant City Attornéy

City Hall _
Anaheim, California

' Dr. Gerard A. Rohlich

Dept..-of Civil Engineerihg
University of Texas
Austin, Texas 78712

Elizabeth S. Bowers, Esq. . .
Atomic Safety & Licensing Panel
Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Washington, D.C. 20555 -

Kenneth E. Carr, Esqg.

City Manager

100 Avenida Presidia

San Clemente, Calif. 92672

Atomic Safety & Licensing

. Board Panel

Nuclear Regulatory Commlssion
Washington, D.C. 20555



Lawrence J. Chandler

"QOffice of the General Counsel

e e

Esq ~~~ Michael C. Farrar, Esq.

Nuclear Regulatory ‘Commission Board

Washington, D.C. 20555

Larry E. Moss
Sierra Club
2410 w. Beverly Blvd.

Washington, D.C. 20555

Dr. John H. Buck

Suite 2 Atomic Safety & Licensing Appeal'

Los Angeles, Californla 90057 Board

David Sakai

845 North Perry Avenue

Nuclear Regulatory Commission

'Washington, D.C. 20555

Montebello, Calif. 90640

Fredric P. Sutherland Esq.
Center for Law in the Publlc

Interest

10203 Santa Monica Boulevard
Los Angeles, Calif. 90067 -

Lawrence Q. Garela, Esq.
California Public Utilities

Commission
5066 State Building
-San FranCisco, Calif

94136

Alsn S. Rosenthal, Esq., Chairman
Atomic Safety & Licensing

Appeal Board

Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

CHARLES R. KOCHER

- Atomic Safety & Licensing Appeal

Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Charles R. Kocher

Assistant Counsel
- SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
2244 Walhut Grove Avenue

Rosemead, California 91770




UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR "REGULATORY COMMISSION

ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD - . \ ..\
R . \e\\b\qk

In The Mattef or DOCKET NOS. 50—361;\
’ : o ' AN 362
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY

SAN DIEGO GAS &'ELECTRIC COMPANY

. (San Onofre Nuclear Generatlng
Statlon, Units 2 and 3)

APPLICANTS' PROPOSED FINDINGS OF FACT AND
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW IN THE FORM OF A PROPOSED
SUPPLEMENTAL INITIAL DECISION '

Sherman Chlckerlng

C. Hayden Ames

Frank S. Bayley, III

David R. Pigott

Chickering & Gregory.

Attorneys for Applicant

SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY .

Rollin E. Woodbury

Robert J. Cahall -

David N. Barry, III.

Charles R. Kocher

James A. Beoletto

Attorneys for Applicant

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY

June 10, 1976




~ UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

DOCKET NOS. 50-361
"~ AND 50-362.

In The Matter Of

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA- EDISON COMPANY
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY

(San Onofre Nuclear Generatlng
‘Station, Un1ts Nos. 2 and_3)

S N N N S s

Applicants' Proposed Flndlngs Of Fact And
Conclusions of Law In The Form OFf A Proposed
Supplemental In1t1al Dec131on

1. This proceedlng lnvolves the appllcatlon of Southern Cali—'
fornia Edison Company ["SCE"] and San Dlego Gas & Electric
Company ["SDG&E"] [collectlvely "appllcants"] for

N authorlty to construct two nuclear generatlng fa01l1t1es
to be de51gnated Unlts Nos 2 and 3 of_the $an.0nofreih
Nuclear Generatlng Station. | |
2. _,Evidentiary'hearings on the application.Were held during the
| ‘Vmonths of January, March and May of 1973, and on October 15,
+ 1973 this Board issued an Inltlal De0151on in the matter
authorlzlng the issuance of constructlon permlts subJect to
spec1f1ed condltlons ' [See LBP- 73 36, RAI 73 lO 929

..(October 15, 1973)].



?Review of the Initial Decision‘by the Atomic Safety'
A and Llcen51ng Appeal Board resulted ultlmately 1n an
order remanding the case to this" Board for a deter—
mlnatlon of whether appllcants' lack of control over

the tidal beach w1th1n the exclus1on area 1s de mlnlmus
[See ALAB- 171 RAI 7U 1, 37 (January 21, 197U)

ALAB—lSO, RAI—7M+2,v188 (February‘28; 1974)' ALAB- 189,
“RAI—74—H,»ﬂIO (Aprii'5, 1974); ALAB-19§,’RA1-7M-M; 478
(April 29, 19745; ALAB-212,-RAI;74-6,'986 (Juﬁe'is |
1974)- ALAB—248 'RAIQ7M 12, 957 (December 24, 197&)
ALAB- 268, NRCI- 75/MR 383 (April 25, 1975); and ALAB- 308
NRCI~- 76/1 20 (January 22, 1976)1].
.A prehearlng conference was held on March 9 1976 to
con51der the manner in which the remand of the Appeal
Board should be effected Agreement was achleved among
the parties as to the manner of proceeding and substantlal
agreement was achleved among the partles as to the 1ssues
to be lltlgated [Rep Tr. pp 5 9 (1976)]
By reason of the 1nab111ty of the parties to agree upon
the pre01se wordlng of the issues to be lltlgated such
1ssues were establlshed by the Board by Order dated .

. April 9, 1976, as follows

"1l. The anticipated size and - characterlstlcs from
time to time of the tidal beach within the reduced
» exclusion area delineated by appllcants in

. Amendment No. 22 to the Preliminary Safety Analy81s
Report (herelnafter 'applicants' exclus1on area ).




) . ' .

~"2. The anticipated public use from: time to
. time of the tidal beach w1th1n appllcants’b
‘exclusion area.

."3. The phy31cal features and administrative

' - controls proposed by ‘applicants to minimize .
Vpubllc use of the tldal beach w1th1n appllcants'J'
‘exclusion area. . : :

"4, The antlclpated amount of radiation exposure
’ that might be received by a user of the tidal
beach within applicants' exclusion area during
‘occupancy and subsequent evacuation of the
" beach in the event of an accident (a postulated
fission product release as prov1ded 1n .10 CFR -

§1oo 11)"
6. Hearing on the remand commenced'onAMay 19,-1976.
7. Applicants' witness, »Mr. Omar J. Lilievang;'a civil’

_englneer spec1allzlng 1n coastal processes, harbors,

coollng water systems breakwaters, beach preservatlon, L

wave phenomena, and the llke, presented expert testlmony
on Issue No. 1 as set forth in paragraph 5 above.

' Mr._Lillevang testified that it'wasihis expert'opinion
that Within two to three years'after remoVal of the
temporary seawall en01051ng the sand flll 1n front of
Units Nos., 2 and 3 the allgnment of the shorellne at yf
the San Onofre site w111 be substantlally as 1t was
prlor to the constructlon of a temporary seawall and
nplacement of excavated sand on the beach in 1964 that
the shoreline w1ll 11e somewhat seaward but generally

parallel with 1ts _pre-1964. locatlon by the end of thatA

' perlod, and that the shorellne w1ll contlnue to




experlence er051ve actlon by ‘the sea’ thereafter
Within about four to f1ve years, pre f111 beach con—‘

flguratlons w1ll substantlally be achleved at the

h'_northern site. boundary and ‘the remalnder of the beach

area w1ll return to 1ts pre- f111 configuratlons over l.
van addltlonal perlod of perhaps flve years

[Testlmony of Llllevang pp. 8 9 follow1ng Rep Tr

p. 85 (1976)] . |

All of the beach below the contour of mean hlgh tide
is actlvely washed by waves most of the t1me every day
bData complled from observatlons on March 15 1976 of
wavebwash on the beach ad301n1ng the southern s1te
_boundary 1nd1cated that the w1dth of the beach between
_dthe contour of mean high tide and the stlll water level
of lower low tlde predlcted for that date was 35 feet
that because waves were running up the beach face the

w1dth of beach below the contour of mean hlgh tide not

a 1nterm1ttently washed by waves durlng the lowest tlde

stage on that date was reduced to 30 feet that the
average w1dth of beach below the contour of mean hlgh
tlde durlng the perlod that wave: run- up d1d not reach |
. as hlgh as the contour of mean hlgh tlde was 18. 5 feet‘
and that when ‘wave run-up d1d not reach as hlgh as the
contour of mean high tide, the beach below the contour ;

of mean high tide nevertheless remalned wet. [Testl—'

mony of Lillevang pp. 9-10 following Rep..Tr, p. 85
(1976)1.




. 10.

' If waves of helght and perlod as observed on March 15,
-f1976 were superlmposed on the. predlcted tlde curves' for

'_the entlre month of March 1976, wave wash stopplng

short of the contour of mean hlgh tlde would occur

only an estlmated average of 3 1/2 hours per low tlde'
‘and the average w1dth of beach below the contour of .

_jmean hlgh tlde that would remaln unwashed by waves, but:

would be mostly wet nevertheless durlng such perlods

'would_be less_than'twenty feet [Testlmony of Llllevang

pp. 10-I1 folléwing Rep. Tr. 85 (1976)]

'Estlmates of unwashed beach‘w1dths below the contour

. of mean hlgh t1de were developed from observatlons by

;the W1tness of . a tlme lapse fllm of the beach at San.;,‘~ .
.l Onofre- [Appllcants' Exhlblt OJL-M Rep Tr. pp 72 78

d81—8u, 87~ 93, 9“ (1976), Testlmony of Llllevang

Cpp. 4, 9-11, following Rep Tr 85 (1976)] It was;thelp

‘eoplnlon of the w1tness that’ tlde and wave run—up are_"'

affected prlmarlly by beach slope, ‘that the beach slope

'deplcted in the.fllm, and upon Wthh his Judgments were":‘

based,-is tYpical of beach slopes which will-be_found.-

_within‘applicants’ eXclusion-area-following'completion .

of construction and-dissipatibn-of theifill--and that

h1s conclus1ons w1th respect to beach area seaward of

sthe contour of mean high tide from t1me to tlme durlng '

the tldal cycle would be appllcable to the beach w1th1n'lff
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applicants’ excluSion area'following'completion of

bconstruction and dissipation of the fill.
[Testlmony of Llllevang pp. -10-11 following Rep.
‘Tr. p. 85 (1976)J

On examlnatlon by  the Board Mr. Liilevang expressed'

the oplnlon that beach w1dths 1n front of" the San h

»Onofre seawalls would be less than those prev1ously

| tabulated by appllcants [Appllcants' EXhlblt KPB 1]

and by the staff w1tness [Testlmony of Hawklns p. 6

: follow1ng Rep Tr. - 155 (1976)] because of the

1nteractlon of waves on that abrupt barrler, and oplned

»:that follow1ng d1ss1patlon of the fllls and return of
f the beach to essentlally a natural condltlon the tldal

'beach would be no w1der and more llkely narrower than

that deplcted on the film. [Rep. Tr.<pp.t127—129- -
(1976)1.

‘Staff witness, Mr. Edward.F Hawkins a hydraullc
Jenglneer, also presented expert testlmony on Issue

.No. 1. He testlfled that a period of one to two years |
follow1ng completlon of constructlon would be a ‘

| reasonable estlmate of the tlme requlred for the beach

1n front of Un1ts 2 and 3 to return to essentlally

-1ts former conflguratlon, assumlng normal sea and wave

condltlons » and that complete removal of the;flll.‘




materlal would probably take four to f1ve years.

[Testlmony of Hawklns,-p.VS-follow1ng Rep,-Tr._p}'iSS}

,(1976)]
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Mr. Hawklns tabulated average m1n1mum and. max1mum -

'beach w1dths ranglng from 50 feet to 220 feet. He -

stated that the tlme the t1da1 beaches would be less_"f

than the average minimum. or more than the average

14,

,max1mum would be about an hour a day [Testlmony of

iHawklns pp. 6= 7 follow1ng Rep Tr p. 155 {1976)1;

';The tabulatlon dld not account for wave run—up, whlch

'the w1tness 1nd1cated in the case of normal wave actlon

could reduce the unwetted portlon of the tldal beach by

15.

16.

17.

eas11y one —half. [Rep Tr pt 175 (1976)]

cMr. Hawklns 1nd1cated that hlS tabulatlons represented
.estlmated averages across the ent1re exclus1on area and
~ that he would expect tidal beach widths in front of the

" San Onofre seawalls to be somewhat narrower than the

averages he had expressed ERep._Tr. 166 67 (1976)]

bConsolldated Intervenors d1d not controvert the expert o

testlmony presented by appllcants and - staff

Staff estlmated usable average t1da1 beach w1dths w1th1n'

appllcants' exclu31on area ranglng from on the order of

25 feet (w1nter mlnlmum) to on the order of 110 feet
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'(summer max1mum) when wave run up 1s taken 1nto con—‘
‘ s1deratlon : The appllcants' estlmates, although
_somewhat smaller than those of the staff, are'*

.con31stent [Rep Tr. pp. 122 23 (1976)] Such

beach w1dths w1ll occur only durlng the lower stages .
of the tldal cycle w1th ‘the tldal beach belng 1nundated
durlng the hlgher stages of ‘the tldal cycles |
[Testlmony of Llllevang pp lO ll follow1ng Rep Tr

p. 85 (1976);,Test1mony of Hawkins p. 7 followinngep,_

Tr. p.'155'(1976)].

.Applicants' witness, Dr. Donald F Sinn, an expert in.

the subJect areas of recreatlon and park plannlng and
management testified concernlng Issue No. 2 as: set
forth in paragraph 5 above. '>D Slnn testlfled that
dlstances from parklng and beach access p01nts in areas

of the San Onofre State Beach adJacent to appllcants"

-exclus1on area are such that there w1ll be a low level

| of act1v1ty on beaches w1th1n appllcants' exclu81on area

as compared to other beach areas 1n the San Onofre State
Beach. [Testlmony of Sinn pp 7 8 follow1ng Rep Tr
180 (1976)]

Dr. Slnn further opined that restrlctlons on access to

_the dry sand beach within appllcants' exclu51on area

will result 1n a - lower level of act1v1ty in wet sand



- 20.

'jtand water areas there than 1n other beach areas in the'

v101n1ty of the nuclear station ' ThlS is because beach

' users generally select a dry sand berm rather than a»

wet sand area for the location of a beach stay, and

o tend to engage 1n water and wet sand recreational

- act1v1t1es~1n close prox1m1tyvto the 1ocation chosen_

for'theirfbeach Stay;. [Testimony of Sinn, pp. 7 8- 9

f?foIiQWing Rep; Tr. p. 180 (1976)7.

Dr. Sinn testified that the beach areas w1th1n the,.

'reduced exc1u51on area did not offer any- particular'
fattraction for recreational act1v1ty as compared to

other beaches in the 1mmed1ate v101n1ty He testified

that restrictions on access to the dry sand beach w1th1n _ B

T:applicants' exclus1on area w111 llmlt~ if not completely
': eliminate, general beach use, that conditions conducive

3to good surfing do not exist w1th1n applicants' exc1u51on R

area whereas outstanding surfing conditions are found

to the north beginning in Parcel 2 of the San Onofre

’.'State Beach and extending to San Mateo POint
'that there is no 1ndication that fishing is - any better

"in front of the station than elsewhere along thevbeach;

that\few, if any; clam beds havefhistorically existed

within applicants' exclusion area whereaS'gOOd clamming

,areas are found to the north especially in ‘the v101nityb

"ofsSan-Mateo=Point and that beach conditions as they arey
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' projected‘to'exist followingccompletion'of~conStructionv

are not partlcularly attractlve for sw1mm1ng.‘

: [Testlmonyvofvslnn pp,'?, 9 lO follow1ng Rep Tr

p. 180 (1976)].

Dr.. Slnn dia’ not prOJect the number of persons who

' mlght occupy appllcants' exclus1on area, however

'he rev1ewed the prOJectlons developed by W11bur'

Smith and Assoclates and was of the oplnlon that the

'assumptlons used would result in high estimates
-of the number of persons who- mlght occupy the area.

-_The w1tness was of the oplnlon that fences and signs :'w'

would deter beach users, and would 1ead to fewer

persons within appllcants' exlus1on area than f,

‘statlstlcally prOJected by Wilbur Sm1th and Associates
'_:[Testlmony of Slnn, pp 10-13 follow1ng_Rep; Trﬁ_p5_180'“
(1976)] | |

Applicants' witness,er W1111am V Sheppard

' vprlnclpal 1n the flrm of - W11bur Smlth and Assoclates,

Incorporated and an expert in trafflc plannlng and

analys1s, w1th experlence in the progectlon of the

number of persons 1n a publlc area such as a park or a

.'beach _also testlfled with respect to Issue No 2 as

- set forth 1n~paragraph 5 above. - Mf, Sheppard testlfledb

‘that the number of persons who mlght be expected tO.:ij}f‘”'
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occupy the beach w1th1n appllcant éX*lusion area-had

'Tbeen prOJected statlstlcally. The progectlons took
into account the. nature, s1ze, locatlon and capa01ty

'”of fa01llt1es planned in the development of San Onofre

State Beach ' The total number of persons who could be

‘accommodated by all park fac111t1es developed to thelr‘

'planned ultlmate capa01ty were assumed to be present

w1th1n the park and to occupy the beach at one time.v
The dlstrlbutlon of such persons was then modeled based

upon the P01sson probablllty dlstrlbutlon functlon

‘ V1n order to predlct the number of persons on the beach

' w1th1n appllcants' exclu31on area from capa01ty use

of fa0111t1es in the v101n1ty [Testlmony of Sheppard
.'3—7 follow1ng~Rep Tr. p. 231 (1976)7. :The
appllcants' w1tness testlfled that 1nformat10n developed

by the Department of Parks. and Recreatlon concernlng

A_ the current use of the San Onofre State Beach had been '

evaluated 1n order to predlct max1mum and average

’.use of fac111t1es in. the v101n1ty of the reduced exclus1on

area ' [Testlmony of Sheppard pp - 9- lO follow1ng Rep,

Tr. p; 231 (1976)]

' The capac1ty, maximum and average use predlcted

‘w1th1n the exclu31on area, assumlng camplng is not

developed w1th1n Parcel 2 of the San Onofre State Beach

were 35, 31 and 7;persons, respect;velyr ,The.capacity.

-11-
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, max1mum and average use predlcted w1th1n the ex— .
‘clus1on area, assumlng camplng 1s developed w1th1n

Parcel 2 of the San Onofre State ‘Beach were lOO 89_‘

and 17 persons, respectlvely [Testlmony of Sheppard

pp. 7-8, 10 follow1ng Rep. Tr, . 231 (1976),

"Applicants* EXhibit-wVS—2]' Had the w1tness con81dered B

rev1s1ons to park development plans dellneated in the

testlmony of Mr. MarV1n H. Hampton [Rep Tr. pp 55 62(1976)1

h1s estimates would have been smaller. ‘[Rep, Tr, pp.

: 232 33, 2&1 42 (1976)]

Mr. Sheppard s progectlons assumed persons occupying d

’:the beach would seek a max1mum dens1ty of 1 person per

‘ MOO square feet rather than the dens1ty of 1 person per,

100 square feet conventlonally used by the Callfornla'

"Department of Parks and - Recreatlon for beach plannlng

purposes.. Had he used a dens1ty of l person per 100
square~feet he would not have statistlcally prOJected

anyvperSQns to occupy the beach w1th1n appllcants'

' _exclusion area regardless of whether camplng fa01llt1eS'

. were developed w1th1n Parcel 2 of the San. Onofre State'

Beach [Testlmony of Sheppard pp. 8 9 follow1ng Rep

”T' 231 (1976)]

=12~
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 Mr. Sheppard testlfled that a walkway speed of two
' mlles per hour is a reasonable value for use 1n
evacuatlon dose calculatlons. -[Rep._Tr, p. 233 34

'_(1976)]

./

'Staff w1tness, Mr John Sears, an expert in emergency
:plannlng and industrlal securlty, testlfled on Issue
--No, 2 as set forth in paragraph 5 above He testifled_

4 that use’ of the tidal beach. w1th1n appllcants' ex-f‘

clus1on area would be prlmarlly as a beach passageway

' _between Parcel 2 and Parcel 3 of. the San Onofre State -

" - Beach. M Sears testlfled that the area dlrectly 1n :

front of the plant was least des1rable from an aesthetlch

p01nt of VleW as well ‘as for sw1mm1ng, surflng or sun-

'bathlng compared to. adJacent beach areas. -[Testimony_'”

of Sears pp. 2-3 follow1ng Rep.‘Tr.,p. 263'(1976)].

Appllcants‘ witneSS,AMr Kenneth P‘ Baskin Manager'ofg

; Generatlon Englneerlng of Southern Callfornla Edlson‘

Company,'testlfled concernlng Issue No 3 as set forth

'in paragraph 5 above. Th1s 1ssue was d1scussed in

detail in'Amendment No. 22 to the Prellmlnary Safety

_;Analy51s Report which was prepared under Mr Baskln s»

general superv151on and was recelved 1n ev1dence as

hApplicantsf EXhlblt-KPB—l;

_13_
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e

Mp Baskin testified that an Amendment to Grant of

. Easement had been entered 1nto by the applicants and

‘_the United States which w1ll reduce the s1ze of: the o

exclus1on area and more explicitly delineates the

i'authority of the applicants to determine all act1v1t1es ”'
'w1th1n the area. [Testimony of Baskin pp - 5 follow—i
- ing Rep. Tr. 275 (l976),»see Applicants' Exhibit‘

‘KPB-l-pp. 1. 8 2bzzk—bzzr and’ Figure lH 5 1 3]

‘Mr. Baskin testified that both phy51cal features and

administrative controls are planned which w1ll improve

lappllcants"abillty to exer01se control over the
_landward portions of the exclus1on area.p The planned
..physical features 1nclude a walkway adJacent to the plant
:seawalls to fac111tate trans1t between open beach areas
.'upcoast and downcoast of applicants"exclus1on area, ,'.

: fen01ng along the seaward 31de of the 1mproved walkway

 and along the northern and southern ends of the area

between the walkway and the contour of mean high tide,_

and signs- throughout the beach areas of applicants"” .

’exc1u31on area to mlnimize recreational act1v1t1es

'therein. [Testimony of Baskin pp 6= 8 follow1ng Rep..

Tr. p. 275 (1976); Applicants' Exhlblt KPB-1 pp. 1.8~

'j2bzn—bzo and Figure 1. 8—C]> The planned administratlve,
7controls 1nclude prov151ons for remote surveillance of

the beaches w1th1n applicants' exclu51on area by tele—-f

~14-
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_from the plant during perlodlc patrols,_announcements

'over a publlc address system ‘and dlspatching of plant :

' v1s1on monltors, observatlons of such beach areas

vsecurlty personnel and/or enllstlng the as51stance of
' »Unlted States Marlne Corps personnel as necessary, to
“effect d1spersal of persons w1th1n the reduced exclus1on¢"

Varea should the use of such areas be observed to not be

substantlally tran51ent in character [Testlmony-of o

'Baskin pp. 8 9 follow1ng Rep Tr.'p. 275 (1976)

Appllcants' Exhlblt KPB-1 pp. 1. 8 2bzp bzq] Mr. Baskln

‘ testlfled that in the event of an emergency the publlc
'address system would be utlllzed to prov1de warnlngs and“'

levacuatlon 1nstruct10ns and that in addltlon the units

w1ll have an emergency siren whlch will be automatlcally

sounded c01n01dent with 1n1t1atlon of safety 1nject10n.

[Testimony of Baskln.p. lO-follOwing.Rep; Tr. p. 275

(1976)7.

Staff witness Mr. John Sears expressed the bellef
that the phys1cal features and admlnlstratlve controls
planned by appllcants would mlnlmlze publlc use of the

tidal beach w1th1n appllcants"exclus1on area for pur—

fposes other than as -a passageway and would also serve to

facllltate evacuatlon in the event of an emergency
[Testlmony of Sears pp 2—3 follow1ng_Rep; Tr; p;_289 : ,
(1976)1. - o - I

-15-
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:‘No controverting testimony was presented by Consolidated

Intervenors With respect to the third issue

-EVidence on the antiCipated amount of radiation exposure
'-that might be received by a user of" the tidal beach

vaIthln applicants' excluSion area during occupancy and‘~"

Subsequent evacuation of the beach in the event of an?‘

:aCCident was presented by all parties Applicants and'-'
,staff were, in addition, responSive to the Board' request
uifor exposures at various meteorological probabilities aS"
Vl'a function of location on the beach the effect of the

'bluff on potential doses, and variation of dose With

distance from the plume center line : None of the parties

.fpresented eVidence on whole—body dose because of itS’;
',unimportance relative to the therid dose [Testimony v
of Goldman pp l2 14 follOWing Rep Tr 'p. 300 (l976);,_

Testimony of Ferrell p. 2_following Rep; Tr,;p.:MlQ

(1976)].

Applicants and staff each presented eVidence treating all
of the factors involved ‘in such’ exposure assessments,
including l) source term, 2) atmospheric dispersion
(including probability distributions) 3) duration of
exposure, and M) phySiological parameters Consolidated

Intervenors presented eVidence in respect only to the

~last two factors Differences in exposures calculated L

-16-
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..;by the partles were 1dent1f1ed in Appllcants' EXhiblt
_MIG 2 Except as estlmated by the Consolldated Inter— L
:venors,:these exposures fall well below the reference

.:dose values of. 10 C.F. R. 100.11.

'-'Wlth respect to the source terms, appllcants and staff
iboth followed methods glven 1n Regulatory Gulde l 4
and dlfferences 1n the source terms used by each of these»ft

_partleS'are dellneated in Appllcantsﬂ Exhlbit,MIG72;'

The Consolidated"IntervenOrspdidfnotvpresent'unique

testimony on source term éstimates.

'
é

. A serles of tracer tests were performed on behalf of

Applicants at the San Onofre s1te 1n January and February.

-of this year for the - purpose of determlnlng effectlve

atmospherlc dllutlon factors when w1nds flow toward the

ocean These tests, all of whlch -were conducted under

Lstable atmospherlc condltlons w1th maln beach tower

w1nd speeds ranglng from 2 9 mph (l 3 m/s) to lO M mph

.J(u 7 m/s) [Appllcants' Exhibit MIG- l] demonstrated'

81gn1flcantly greater atmospherlc dllutlon to occur'

than would be calculated us1ng the models “of Regulatory
Guide 1. M [Testlmony of Goldman pp 3 4 follow1ng ’

Rep Tr. p 300 (1976)] due prlmarlly to large surface

‘roughness effects of the bluff and buildlng structures

The staff has reviewed these results and agreed that

vbthe standard regulatory model restr1ct10ns need not be -

1;17;.'
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applied:in t'hiscase'~ [Testlmony of Markee and Goll

.ﬁp.,3 follow1ng Rep' Tr. p.»HlM (l976)] Furtheri‘the_f
| llmlted perlod of tracer tests does not affect the1r

adequacy for thelr 1ntended purpose. [Repu Tr. 435—
’36 (1976)] | |

The: probablllty dlstrlbutlons of meteorologlcal conditions B

v’1n terms of dllutlon potentlal were calculated on

dlfferent assumptlons by the Staff and appllcants, al-

'fthough both used the same base data year [Appllcants' _

| ”Exhlblt MIG-2] Staff assumptlons comblned all offshore :
-dlrectlons and all hours of the day and nlght [Testlmony |

“oof Markee and Goll D. 4 follow1ng Rep Tr. p ulﬂ (1976)]

'Appllcants, in attemptlng to respond to the Board'

request for 1nformat10n as a functlon of locatlon along the i

beach treated probabillty dlstrlbutlons for each

dlrectlon-sector and analyzed both daytlme hours only

(when beach use is potentlally max1mal) and total hours

A[Testlmony of Goldman pp. 7-8b follow1ng Rep .Tr. p. 300

(1976)] Appllcants also presented analyses based on

: all dlrectlons for daytlme and total hours _ The '

| dllutlon factors(X/Q)calculated on these dlfferent bases

by appllcants and staff dlffer by less than a factor of 2,

f"w1th daytlme only values being somewhat less than those

7based on all hours. [Appllcants' Exhlblt MIG 2] .efith
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._are combined,

: probabllltles for 1nd1v1dual beach dlrectlon sectors

o are much less than those obtalned when all dlrectlons |

With respect‘to the duratlon of exposure,lboth thelstaff
and applicants'calculated exposuresvduring evacuation o
across the plume follow1ng a potentlal flss10n product
release. The speed of cross1ng assumed by the appllcantS'

was two mlles per hour [Testlmony of Goldman p. 12 follow— -

1ng Rep Tr., D. 300 (1976)], and 3.2 mlles per hour

by the staff [Testlmony of Ferrell p 5 follow—
inglRep;'Tr.v -u19 (1976)] The validity of thlS speed a
for walklng durlng evacuatlon was supported by Sheppard

[Rep. Tr. pp 233-234 (1976)1; Sears [Testlmony of Sears p. Hb

g follow1ng Rep Tr. p.‘289 (1976)] and Muspratt [Rep Tr.v
p. 331 (1976)7. |

:Testlmony was prOV1ded by Consolldated Intervenors that

average evacuatlon speeds would be less than one- half
mile per hour, based on the average speed of'evacuatlon
in major dlsasters as presented in WASH-lNOO [Testlmony '
of Flnston pp. 6 7 following Rep Tr., 360 (1976)]

However, none of the data upon - whlch that flgure is based

_'arederlved_from-evacuatlon by foot [Rep Tr. pp. 394 395

(1976)] Further, for a healthy person able to walk at o P

~a rate of four mlles per hour, a duratlon of exposure o




39,

- ho.

. man

'of about 1/8 hour mlght be 1nvolved ‘in leav1ng the t1dal

- beach. zone [Rep Tr p MO3 (1976)] The Board flnds the

walklng speeds (and ‘hence exposure duratlon durlng

'_evacuatlon) selected by appllcants and staff to be

’reasonably conservatlve

' The area offgreatest‘ dlsagreement between appllcants
.‘and Staff on the one 31de and Consolldated Intervenors,

. on ‘the other related to the approprlateness of the "standard '

" phys1ologlcal parameters as. used by both appllcants

'and Staff for beach occupants -Consolldated-lntervenors

presented factors, whlchicomblned higher‘breathing rates

associated with exercise and thyroid masses for different .

o age7groups.[Testimony of'Finstonlpp‘f3;5 following Rep.

Tr:‘p, 360 (1976)], to be . applled to the "standard man"'

'”Vexposures The breathlng rates were selected by the

Consolldated Intervenors' w1tness from ICRP 23 [Appllcants"

'Exhlblt MIG 4] w1thout recogn1z1ng the1r 1nappllcab111ty
to a strenuous ‘exercise reglme. [Rep Tr. 367 372 (1976)

| Appllcants' Exhlblt MIG- 37.

" Subsequent examination and testimony'indiCated that'the‘

breathing rates appropriate to strenuous exercise would

"be about one= ~third of the Values selected by Consolldated

Intervenors _ [Rep Tr pp . 368—372' MS? M58 (l976)]

The degree of exer01se would also be related to the

-20-
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staff values 1ndlcate that doses would be lower than the ,_'

- p. 2 follow1ng Rep. Tr.v .-419_(1976)ja

.1s reasonable assurance - that the exposure of members of

duratlon oi exposurc,‘mor“ 11pxd bloathln» would alao

‘ llkely be accompanled by more rapid evacuation.“ The Board

'cannot accept a contentlon that tidal beach users would

contlnue thelr exerc1ses 1n place unabated desplte a

,warnlng to evacuates

.Evacuation dOses calculated both‘by'the:épplicants'andf'
”by the staff approx1mated 15 rem to a standard adult
7for the appllcants th1s represented a- flrst percentlle

- 31tuatlon, for the staff the flfth percentlle |
"Appllcants' estlmates of exposures durlng more rapid
’evacuatlon for 1nd1v1duals of dlfferent ages were all
dlower than the 15 rem reference dose by factors of

'between 4 5 [Rep Tr - 460- 461 (1976)] 31m11ar values

were presented by Staff [Rep Tr. p.:513 (1976)] Both
appllcants and staff calculated doses to 1nd1v1duals
remalnlng on the plume center llne desplte warnlngs and

announcements follow1ng an ac01dent Both appllcant and‘

gulde limit of. 300 rem set forth in lO C F.R. Part lOO
for such 1nd1v1duals [Testlmony of Goldman p. 1ua;

follow1ng Rep Tr. p 300 (1976) Testlmony‘of Ferrell .

On the bases presented above, ‘the Board flnds that there '

.;21;
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'the publlc of any age who may ‘be’ us1ng the tldal beach

g tlme of an acc1dent and throughout that subsequent

‘presented by-both appllcant and staff.

area w1th1n appllcants' reduced-exclu31on radlus at theff

:evacuation to the reduced exclus1on area boundary wouldp7*

be expected to be signlflcantly ‘less than the gulde

:llmlts set forth 1n 10 C . R §lOO ll . Further, the Board ‘

finds that less conservatlve or more reallstlc estlmates o

of - evacuatlon doses would be even 1ower than those

We further find on the basis.of the-uncOntroverted
testlmony of the applicants ‘and the regulatory staff that
the extent of" the tldal beach w1th1n appllcants' exclusion ‘
area useable as a passageway or for other recreational'
purposes w1ll vary from belng nonex1stent to average

widths ranglng from about 25 feet to about 100 feet for short
periods of time durlng the lower stages of the cycles of

the t1des. Inasmuch as the sea-and the beacheS>w1th whlchf
1t 1nteracts are dynamlc the preclse Wldth of the tldal_
beach from tlme to t1me not belng washed by waves cannot=be

predlcted and w111 vary w1th tlde, wave and beach condl—

’ tlons.R However- to the extent long term varlatlons can be _
' antlclpated it is expected that beaches in general and

:the beaches in. front of the San Onofre seawalls 1n partl—f:”

cular w;ll tend to become»narrower [Rep Tr. pp 129,

'b'l67§ Testimony ofaHawkins p | follow1ng Rep Tr 155; o
(1976)1.
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The tidal'beach:Within applicants' exclus1on area 1s-

of such a character and 1s 80 located w1th respect to

. trails and other fac111ties of the San Onofre State :'”

: Beach that only small numbers oft persons would be

.expected to occupy it from time to time.f Statistical

progections based upon assumptions which could be

characterized as being unduly conservative predicted

capa01ty use ranging from 35 to- 100 persons and average.

use ranging from 7 to 17 persons | [Testimony of

;Sheppard oD - 7-8 lO follow1ng Rep Tr, 231A(1976);i

. Applicants' Exhibit WVS-1]. Moreover, ‘the tidal beach :

within applicants'lexclusion drea 1s and.w1ll continue

to be less attractive than adjacent areas of the San

Onofre State Beach and, because of 1ts tidal character,

- can be expected to be used primarily as a passageway

“when being used at all

The physical featureswand administrativeycontrols
proposed by applicantslwill'further.diminiSh the-attracl:
tiveness of the tidal,beach.within applicantsF exclusion
area for recreational purposes, Will facilitate passage—_

way use of the area, will facilitate evacuation of the

area 1n the event of an emergency, and w1ll enhance the

:ability of applicants to- control act1v1ties w1th1n the

exclu31on area.

r23—



46,

l.u7."

48.

- The antlclpated amount of radlatlon exposure whlch
-mlght be received by persons evacuatlng the tldal beach

-w1th1n appllcants' exclus1on area 1n the event of an

a001dent w1ll be sufflclently low as to not constltute a

31gn1flcant hazard to the publlc health and safety. o

.Cons1dering the entlre record developed upon remand

1t is our flnding and conclu31on that the tldal beach

'w1th1n appllcants' exclus1on area w1ll be susceptible-*

at most of a llmited prlmarlly passageway, use

whlch because of 1ts character the relatlvely small :

numbers of persons expected to occupy the area and theﬂ'

small radlatlon doses whlch would be recelved by persons

voccupylng and evacuatlng the area subsequent to an
“-sac01dent w1ll pose no s1gn1ficant hazards to the public

'health and safety It is our further flnding and con—

cluslon that appllcants' lack_of control of the tidal

beach-within applicants' exclusion areafis-dejminimus;

Nothlng developed in the course of the remand has caused

,us to depart from any of the conclu51ons expressed inﬁ~”'

paragraphs 175 through 177 of our Initlal Dec131on in

thls matter and we hereby reafflrm such conclu31ons
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