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Washington, D.C. 20555

Dear  Sirs and Mesdames:

Enclosed please find subpoenas used last week in
the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board proceeding noted in the
captions of the subpoenas. The Chairman of the hearing board,
Mr. Michael L. Glaser, instructed me to send the subpoenas to
you for official filing.

Yours sincerely,

James Geocaris .
Attorney for Consolidated
Intervenors

JG/jlh T
Enclosures
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James Geocaris at (213) 87955588.

BRENT N. RUSHFORTH

JAMES GEQOCARIS

Center for Law in the Public Interest
10203 Santa Monica Boulevard

Los Angeles, California 90067

(213) 879-5588

Attorneys for Plaintiffs

UNITED STATES COF AMERICA

"NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING HPRETL BOARD

In the Matter of

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON
COMPANY, et al.

DOCKET NOS. 50-361
50~362

(San Onofre Nuclear Generating

Station, Units 2 and 3) SUBPOENA

Nt N el et Nt e

THE PEOPLE OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICAH, to Ronald_HanShew.

You are hereby ordered to appear before the Atomic
Safety Licensing Board of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission in a
hearing located at the Judge’'s Conference Room, Fifth Floor, Los
Angeles County Courthouse, 110 North Grand Avenuce, Los Angeles,
California, on May 19, 1976, at 10:30 'a.m. to testify aé a
witness in this mattér. You must appear at that time unless you
make special arrangement to appearvat another time, etc., with‘

-

Pursuant to 10 CFR §2.720, you may make a motion to the

Chairman of the Atomic Safety Licensing Board, or, if he is
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unavailable, to the Commission, to fl) quash or modify the
subpoena if it is unreasonable or requires evidence not relevant
to any mattef‘in issue, or (2) condition denial of the motion
on just aﬁd reasonable terms. Otherwise, you are required to

obey this subpoena.

Dated: C{/&Ji’, 13, [77¢
. / _ )

& g ,; / £
Dficbodd L Sitero

MiChael L. Glaser

Chairman .

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
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In the Matter of

©

iBiophysics from Cornell University in 1965. I was an AsSociate

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON

* Docket Nos. 50-361
COMPANY, et al., ' '

50-362

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

CONSOLIDATED INTERVENORS TESTIMONY OF ROLAND FINSTON
REGARDING RADIATION EXPOSURE TO THE~USERS OF THE . TIDAL BEACH

(MEY 3, 1QZE’I)
I, ROLAND A. FINSTON, state:

1. I am a'health physicist and am'employed at'Stanford.
University, Stanford, Califefnia as Acting Director of the Health
'PhysicS,’Safety_and Health Office and asOa lecturer in Nuclear
Medicine. | ’
| 2. My_professional-qualificationsAinclude'a Bachelor of
Science invPhysicevfroﬁ the Univefsity_ef Chicago in 1957;\a‘Master
ef Science ih Health Physics from Vanderbilt ﬁniversity ahd Oak

Ridge National Laboratory in l959;Aand-a Doctor of Philosophy in

_Professor of Radielogical PhySics at Oregon State University in
1965-66, and I have ‘been employed at Stanford Unlver51ty since 1966
as .a health phy51c1st I have specialized in medical health phy-
sics: and in thlS spec1alty have taught radlonucllde d051metry and
have also been respon51ble for calculatlng the radlatlon dose to -
patients which results fromgpurposely admlnlstered radlopharma--

ceuticals. I am a member of the University's Human Use Radioisotope




Committee which is also approved by the FDA as a Radioactive Drug
Research Committee.

3. I wish to present,tobthe Board information which'is

S v H

relevant to Item 4 of the Board's Ordereof April 9, 1976. I have

(@208

reviewed.the'NRC Staff‘s’Reeponse of-January 9, 1976; the NRC.

e6 Staff'S[Memorandum of-November‘l3}'l975'(and‘attached affidavits
7 _bf Charies_M. Ferrell and than;@Sears);-the Applibantfs.Response
81| to NRC Staff_Brief.Concerning ExcluéioneArea Issues.dated'March-l3,
9 1975 (ana attached affidavit of Alan M. Nakashima_and'declaretion
._lO of.William Vf.Shepparé); aﬁd-the NRC Staff's Brief_of February 24,
11 1975. | | o |

T

.12 : _ ' 4. eOn thevbasis'of my study of_these:decuments>and refer
13 _ences_used.to calculate'the amoﬁnf of radiation exposure that‘might.
14 belreceived bY'a user of-the tidal beach within the applicant'e

15 exclusion area dﬁring occupancy and eubsequent evacuation of the

16 beach in the event of aﬁ'aCCident (avaStulaﬁed fiseion product

17 || release es provided in 10 éFR'SlOO.ll); I believe that the.thyroid'
18 || doses to membere,of the public will exceed the dose limits of

19 lQ CFR Part'iOO end further_that significant hazard to public

20|l health and safety results from the public's ﬁse of the tidal beach

2l || for recreational purposes.

22 s, .The bases of my beliefs are:
RS | ~ A. The assumptions used to calculate the
o : _ ' radiation doses are inappropriate for
24 ‘ . ' ~ the public using the tidal beach. Appro-
’ , priate assumptions yield doses at and in
ROl .+ . -excess of the limits prescribed in 10 CFR
100. ‘ —_—
26
2T '~ The assumptions QSed by the NRC Staff as well as the
28

Applicant's consultant (Mr. Nakashima) were uniformly referenced
SPAETH. BL.ASE, ’ . . . . L : .

VALENTINE & KLEIN ’ :
A PROFESSIONAL
CORPORATION
400 CHANNING AVENUE
P. O, BOX 1320

PALGC ALTO, . . ’ o 2-
CALIFORNIA 84302
(41%5) 327-G700 )
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*to-Regulatory Guide 1.4. .Ekamination of Regulatory Guide 1.4,

section C.2.c. reVeals that, "Forjthe first'8 hOurs the breathing
rate of.persons offsite should be assumed to be 3.47 x 10_4 cubic
meters per second . . ." 'Further,-C.Z.d.,statesy "The‘iodine dose
conversion factorsﬁare.given in ICRP Publicetion 2, Report Qflv
Committee II, iPermissible Dose fer Internal Redietion,' 1959.

| 6. The breathlng rate assumptlon is spe01f1cally appll—
cable to adult men at’ occupational “11ght act1v1ty " 'S;nce 1959
additional data on-ventilation rates of other age groups and levels|

of activityzhave_been_determined and recognized by the ICRP -

.(Puhlication 23 Report of the Task Group on Reference Man, 1975)

For example (p. 347) an adult male during exercise breathes at a

-4

rate of ill-l/m1n,(18.5 x 10 m /sec), while a'child aged 10

breathes at a rate of ll 8 x 10 4 m3/sec during exercise. A 5 year

-4

old breathes at a rate of 6.7 x 10 m /sec whlle exer01s1ng

7. The significance of these data are that the thyroid

dose due to 1nhalatlon of radlo 1odlne Vapors is dlrectly propor-

.tlonal<to breathlng rate, according to accepted calculational

techniques._ Hence} in the recreational setting of the San Onofre'
tidal beaeh it 1s approprlate to con51der the klnds of physical

act1v1ty with which users are llkely to be 1nvolved (It is noted

‘that Section A of'Gulde l.4vrecognlzes the need for different

assumptions to be considered on an individual case basis, and a

recreational beach is certainly such a case).

8. The‘beach_is noted for having excellent surfing con-

ditions, and in addition, it is not unreasonable to assume that

it is likely that many users will be swimming, rafting, running,

and participating in. a variety of strenuous physical games. = The

Tt
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breathing rates for such activities are 5.3, 3.1, and 1.9 times

‘greater than that'assumed in Guide 1.4 (and in the Applicant's and

.right_angles to the plume). 'Note, too,,that‘effective evacuation -

Guide 1.4 which needs to be“considered, that in section C.2.d.
Iodine dose conversion factors in ICRP Publication 2 are only
rspec1fied for the standard adult man. Fortunately since 1959 data

on iodine dose conversion factors for other ages have been obtained

-activity for the case of a child exposee. - The factor (D /D is

Staff's analysis) for male aduits,.lO and 5 year olds, respectively
Hence it follows'that;for adults who are participating in nhysical
activity at the time of the accident the-thyroideOSeS'will'be
5.3 times greater than as calculated by Nakashima or by Ferrell

(244 rems or 275 rems,-respectively, assuming prompt evacuation at

is even more critical-for-an exercising indiVidual who remained
in the plume. In just 2-1/4 minutes, he would get 300 rems. (rather.
than in 11 minutes as shown by Ferrell)

9. What can be said about the dose to exercising childreh?

At first inspection_it would appear (because of their lesser breath
ing rates compared'to'adults) that their thyroid doses would not be
as severelylundereStimated by Nakashima and Ferrell as would the

adult's dose. However,Athere is another assumption in‘Regulatory

and most recently were reviewed in WASH 1400 (NUREG 75/014) Reactor
Safety Study, 1975. Appendix VI, pages 8-16 and 8-23, contain the

necessary factor by which to adjust the:adultrdose_per unit of

2. 4 for 10 year olds and 4 6 for 5 year olds. The dose to the
child S therid can be determined as follows: Dose to child's
x child's breathing rate

adult's breathing rate
(assumed) .

ad

thyroid = dose to adult thyroid x Dch/D




'.l lO.A For the San Onofre'tidal beachtuser,'the dose correc-
2| tion factors fordchildren at active play are thus;.
3 Age: '~ Relative Breathing Rate - x Dch/Dad = ;Relative Dose
4 ”s‘year old 6.7 x 10*4/3.47 x 1074 4.6 "_ 8.8
5|10 year o1d 11. 8 x 107%/3.47 x 107 2.4 8.2
6 || - This means that the thyr01d doses calculated by Nakashlma‘
71 or by Ferrell are low by a factor of 8.2 to 8.8 (377 to 405 rems
8| or 426 to 457 rems, respectlvely), and: the true doses are greater
9‘ than the limits for the exclu51on area in lO CFR Part lOO This is

10 || true desplte prompt evacuatlon._

11 | h"'ll. Beyond these con51derations'of_breathing rates, there
12A is’the_special factor for dose to the fetal thyroid.. On page D=-25
v13>‘of Appendix'VI:of WASH-1400 it is concludedithat‘for radio-iodine
14 -the fetal thyroid dose is 5Atiﬁes greater than that of theimaternal
15 thyroid. _Hence,ia pregnant tidal.beach)user participating in_light'
-16- activity at the time of the plumetwould be exposed such as to

17 resﬁlt in a fétal»thyroid dose of 230 or 260 rems»based on the =
18 evacuation-model of Nakashima orlFerrell and; if she wereaactively
. 19 exercising, the fetal;thyroid'would receive 1,000 to 1,100 rems.
hQOA'ThiS’is_far in excess‘of the 10 CFR Part 100 limits and represents'
Rl |l a sighificant'health hazard to the fetus.

22 - 12, B. The thyroid doses to users of the tidal
N ' beach present a significant hazard to

25 - public health and safety.
24 L Beginning with the fetus, it is known that inadvertent
25

administration of therapeutic'iOdine—lBl levels to pregnant women

26 | has caused fetal damage with one case,showing complete thyroid

27. destruction and a marked arrest of brain development (Sternberg,

SPAETH, BLASE,
VALENTINE & KLEIN
A PROFESSIONAL
CORPORATION -

400 CHANNING AVENUE
P. 0. BOX 1320
PALO ALTO.

281\ 7., 1970, Amer. J. Obst. Gynec. 108 pp. 490-513). Similar effects

CALIFORNIA 84302 : ’ . -5-
(4185) 327-6700
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have been'reported in fetal laboratory animal studies._ The fetal-

‘thyr01d dose requlred to produce neo-natal hypothyr01dlsm in rats
was . only 970 rads, whereas the ‘same effect requlred l8 000 rads in .

| adult rats. (SlkOV, M.R,, 1969, Rad. Res. 38, pp. 449—459). This:

indicates that in rats the fetal thyroid is 18 times more sensi-
tive than the adult. .it would be prudent to consider this to be
true'in humans-untii'proven otherwise. Infants in EEEEQ at the
time of the.mother's exposure to the plume are.likely.to be‘hYpo—
thyfoid_at_birth or shortly after.

13. In children, hypothyroidism was obserVed to occur -
in 3 of 'a population of 146 exposed‘to.iodine—l3l in the dose range
from 31 to 80 rems; and 5 of 151 in the range from 81 to 1,900 rems

(WASH-1400, Appendlx VI, Table VI - H- 3). A group'of Marshall

"Island children exposed to radlo 1od1ne fallout 20 years ‘ago (at

a thyroid dose level approx1mately 4 times higher. than I have cal—i

culated to accrue to a child at play on the tidal beach) have shown

a 19% incidence of thyroid»nodules,'and:a 2% incidence'of tthoid

cancer. Linear extrapolation to the tidal beach dose level suggest

that 5%'of the children would-develOp nodules and 0.5% thyroid
cancer if exposed to the plume (even though promptly evacuated)
Inc1dence of thyr01d cancer in user adults mlght by 0. 3%, while
nodules would appear in 2.5% of those exposed‘to_the plume.
| 14. C. The evacuation'model is overly optimistic
‘about velocity and orderliness of the
evacuation from the tidal beach. :
_Thetevis little'data'availablevto'analyZe-speed.of.
eVacuation; HoWevet, in WASH-1400 (Appendix VI, page 3—16), the
effeotiVe evacuation speed vs;.distance of evacuation is plotted.

For distances less than 4 miles, the evacuation of populations has

Ur
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not been accompllshed at.a speed of greater than 1 mlle per hour.

For evacuatlons of l mlle or less, experlence shows that evacuatlon-

speeds are less than l/2 mlle per hour. I therefore believe it is |
unreallstlc to assume that the exclu31on area of the San Onofre
tidal beach can be evacuated in 20'm1nutes.

15. ‘I am alSo'concerned with theoassumption,thatievacuees'
Will wisely_follow an evacuation path at right angles to the plume.|
It would'seem'that because of the invisability of the plume, there

would befno reliable means for a user to rapidly detect its loca--

- tion and direction w1thout access to an elaborate array of radia=

tlon monitors. - I am troubled too by_the.users who may happen to

'be entering”the-tidal beach on surfboards at .the time the plume is

released. Do they‘not face the likelihood of evacuating themselves
parallel to the-path of the plume and directly into the face of an

offshore blOW1ng plume as they surf 1nto the beach7 Can they get

out of the way of the plume in 2- 1/4 mlnutes on a surfboard? Or

what about the child on a rubber raft or innértube? What about
a swimmer in the tidal area?

16.‘_For alllthese reasons,‘I do not believe that'thev
pertinent requirements of 10 CFR Part 100 of the‘Commlssion's
regulations‘have yet been satisfied

17._ Beyond these con51deratlons which apply to a de51gn
ba51s acc1dent I belleve that recreatlonal uses w1th1n a few

hundred feet of . three ‘large power reactors results in a significant

hazard to publlc health and safety One need only review WASH—l4OO

‘to discover that there are eight other classes of PWR reactor

acc1dent radloactlve release categories. Wthh are much more severe

vthan that assumed by Regulatory Guide 1.4. 1Included in this




. spectrum are events that could kill'evéry'pérson downwind from the

'reaCtOr'who is visiting thé_State Beach, and.kill others as far

AR S I

away as- 9 mileS»dbwnwind.from the plant.. (WASH—1400, Appendix VI,

page 13-9) .-

(&)

-END-
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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 . o 50-362 -
COMPANY, et al. -
(San Onofre Nuclear Generating '
Station, Units 2 and 3)

- CONSOLIDATED INTERVENORS' -
‘ APPLICATION FOR
SUBPOENAS FOR WITNESSES

Consolidated Intervenors request that the Atomic
Safety and Licensing Board issue subpoenas requiring the atten-
dance and testimony of two witnesses.at the hearing in the
above-captioned matter scheduled to begin May 19, 1976.
Consolidated Intervenors make this request pursuant to
10 C.F.R. §2.720 and the pre-hearing conference order in the
above-captioned matter dated April 6, 1976.
The two witnesses for whom we request subpoenas
are:
Mr. Paul Muspratt
District Parks Safety and Enforcement
Specialist
District Headquarters 6 '
State of California Department of Parks
and Recreation, Room 6054

1350 Front Street
San Diego, California 92101

. TR Y o e die . ezt T e |

o o e ittt v e om e




Mr. Ronald Hanshew A

State Park Manager 3

Area Manager Pendleton Coast Area

State of California Department of Parks
. and Recreation :

‘3030 Avenida Del Pre51dente

San Clemente, California 92672

Messrs.bMuspratt and‘Hanshew are the'officials of the
State of Callfornla Parks Department charged with evacuatlon
planning for the area round the San Onofre nuclear reactor 51te.}
Because of these dutles, both ‘men can prov1de testlmony regarding
the length of tlme tldal beach users w11l need to evacuate the:
exclusion area and the low pOpulatlon zone.- Consolldated
Intervenors seek testimony regarding this evacuation time, as
this time bears on the amount of radiation a user of the tidal
beach within_the‘exclusion area might_recei;e during.occupancy
and subsequent evacuation of the beach‘ih the event of an accident.

Obviously, eVacuatlon time is a key determlnlng factor
of radiation exposure. And radiation exposure of beach users
during evacuation is explicitly at isSue in this hearing according
to poiht (4) of the Order of the Atomic Safety and Licensing
Board in the above—captioned matter dated April ¢, 1976.

Flnally, Paul Muspratt told Consolidated Intervenors
he would not write testimony in thelr behalf in this case. He
further told us that he strongly doubted anyone in hls department
would write testimony in our behalf. He cited the~following

reason for the refusal: as employees of the State, members of

his department feel it inappropriate to take sides in this matter.

L
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Thus, the valuable, informed and clearly relevant'

d Hanshew can be obtained

testlmony of Messrs. Muspratt an

;only by .the subpoena process. Therefore, Consolldated Intervenors

respectfully reques. that the Board subpoena these two w1tnesses

to the hearlng scheduled to commence May 19, 1976.

Dated: May'3, 1976. Respectfully,submltted, :
" BRENT RUSHFORTH

JAMES GEOCARIS: : ~
Center for Law in the Public” Interest

10203 Santa Monica Boulevard
Los Angeles, California 90067
(213) 879-5588

~ Attorneys for Consolideted S
Intervenors. - I S




'In the Matter of
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON
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BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD \\\ L

Docket Nos.‘59-361 oL

COMPANY ET AL.

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

Nt st st Nt s Nt gt

- MEMORANDUM OF NRC STAFF RE STATUS
OF CITIES OF ANAHEIM AND RIVERSIDE

By memorandum filed on December 16, 1977, the Applicants, Southern

- California Edison Company and San Diego Gas and Electric Company, expanded

upon their argument to this Atomic Safety»an& Licensing Board at the
December 6, 1977 prehearing conference, objecting to consolidation of
the Citjes of Anaheim and RiVerside (Cities) with App]icants. Such

consolidation _1/ was ordered by the Board in its Order of October 26, 1977

- pursuant to 10 CFR § 2.715a.

The thrust df_App]icant's position appeérs_to be that 10 CFR § 2.715a -
provides for consolidation of parties only and, since the Board dismissed
the Cities' petition for leave to intervene in its Order of October 26,

1977, they are not parties, hence, they cannot be consolidated. Without

_l/',The Applicants acknowledge that this action was consistent with

the Cities' status at the construction permit stage of this proceeding.




-2 -
elaboration, however, the Applicants do suggest that at such time as the
Cities become parties, they may be conso]idated.' The Applicants concede

that when the Cities are fprma11y co-owners, they would become parties

and would be consolidated with Applicants. (Tr. 575).

The Board's action invconsolidating the Cities withithe App]icahts was
based on its.finding, in its Memoranda and Orders of July 22, 1977 and
October 26, 1977, that the interest of the Cities is essentially the same
as the Applicants'. This similartty is based on the Cities' prospective
co-ownership of the faci]tties as a result of its formal notice of intent
to accept the App]ieants'.offer pursuant to the terms and conditions of

a sett]ement agreement; formal consummat1on of the agreement apparently
has not yet materialized (Tr. 531). As represented at the prehear1ng
conference by counse] for the Cities, only the question of investment

tax credit remains; the agreements themselves have been negotiatedhand
will 1ikeiy be executed early in 1978 (Tr. 532). The investment tax
credit matter involves a ruling by the u.s. Ihterna] Revenue Service ('IRS)

which is expected by mid-1978 at latest (Tr. 533).

It is the Staff's hecommendation, based on its review of the argument

presented at the prehearing conference and the_App]icants' memorandum,

that, in view of the c1oud which has heen placed on the co-ownership

queétion - viz. a necessary ruling from the IRS - and the presently unknown ‘

S1gn1f1cance thereof on this matter, the Board shou]d stay the effective-

ness of its ru]1ng conso11dat1ng the Cities with the Applicants' pending




. A_3_
advice from the Applicants regarding the status of the formal agreement
at such time as a ruling from the IRS is issued on the investment tax
credit question, and further submission of the views of any of the other
parties on this matter. _2/

Respgctfd]]y subnitted,'

-Counsel fo;'NRC Staff

Dated at Bethesda, Maryland
this 29th day of December, 1977

2/ In 1ight of the Staff's pos1t1on we will defer responding to
Applicants' argument that since the Cities' petition was dis-
missed by the Board, they are not parties who may be consolidated
under 10 CFR § 2. 715a If appropriate, we will address this
question in our response filed upon advice from the App11cants
upon receipt of a ruling from the IRS.




UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

- In the M.atter of

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON
COMPANY, ET AL.

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

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that copies of "MEMORANDUM OF NRC STAFF RE STATUS OF
CITIES OF ANAHEIM AND RIVERSIDE" in the above-captioned proceeding
have 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 internal

mail system, this 29th day of December, 1977:

‘John M. Frysiak, Esq., Chairman
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board

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

Dr. Cadet H. Hand, Jr., Member
Director, Bodega Marine Laboratory
University of California '
P. O. Box 247

Bodega Bay, California 94923

Mr. Lester Kornblith, Jr., Member*
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board

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

Janice E. Kerr, Esq.

J. Calvin Simpson, Esq.
Lawrence Q. Garcia, Esq.

5066 State Building

San Francisco, California 94102

Rollin E. Woodbury, General Counsel
David N. Barry III, Esq. '
James A. Beoletto, Esq.

Southern California Edison Company
2244 Walnut Grove Avenue
Rosemead, California 91770

David R. Pigott, Esq.
Chickering & Gregory

111 Sutter Street

San Francisco, California 94104

Alan R. Watts, Esq.
Rourke & Woodruff

1055 North Main Street
Suite 1020 ' ,
Santa Ana, California 92701

Richard J. Wharton, Esq.
4655 Cass Street .
San Diego, California 92109




o

Mrs. Lyn Harris Hicks

GUARD v

3908 Calle Ariana

San Clemente, California 92672

Atomic Safety and Licensing

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

Atomic Safety and Licensing
Appeal Panel*
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

~ Washington, D. C. 20555

Docketihg and Service Section
Office of the Secretary

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commlssmn

Washmgton D. C. 20555

[
LIRS S

Ozé&mM

_ Lawrence J. Chandler |
,/'-/“ Counsel for NRC Staff
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

2l

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
SAN DIEGO' GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY

In the Matter of

Docket Nos. 50-361 oOf,
and 50-362 01,
. e

(San Onofre Nuclear Generating

Station, Units Nos. 2 and 3)

et Nt e e et el s S

MEMORANDUM RE STATUS OF THE CITIES OF
ANAHEIM AND RIVERSIDE

DAVID R. PIGOTT

CHICKERING & GREGORY

Three Embarcadero Center

San Francisco, CA 94111

Attorneys for Applicants

Southern California Edison Company and
San Diego Gas & Electric Company

ROLLIN E. WOODBURY

DAVID N. BARRY, III
JAMES A. BEOLETTO .
2244 Walnut Grove Avenue
Rosemead, CA 91770
Attorneys for Applicant
Southern California Edison Company

L]

December 16, 1977




UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY

Docket Nos. 50-361 OL
and 50-362 OL

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

e e e’ N S e

MEMORANDUM RE STATUS OF THE CITIES OF
- ANAHEIM AND RIVERSIDE

At the prehearing conference held in the above
dockets December 6, 1977, Applicants objected to the con-
solidation with Applicants of the cities of Anaheim and
Riverside (TR 531-537). Pursuant to discussion at that
time, Applicants hereby submit this Memorandum for the
Board's consideration.

At the consﬁruction permit stage, the cities
of Anaheim, Riverside and Banning petitibned to intefvene,
and such intervention was granted (TR 6l). Said intervenors

were then consolidated with'Applicants pursuant to

10 CFR § 2.715(a).

In the present operating license proceeding,.
the cities of Anaheim and Riverside petitioned to
intervene. Said petition was challenged by the NRC Staff
and was uitimately dismissed in this Board's Memorandum and
Order of October€26, 1977. It is Applicants' position

that as a result of the denial of the Anaheim and Riverside



petition, they are notiparfies to this proceeding.

The cities cannot be consolidated with Applicants
under lO‘CFR § 2.715(a) because that section only allows
consolidation of "pafties." The level of participation
of persons not a party to the proceedihg is governed by
10 CFR § 2.715. Until such time as the cities become
parties, they cannot be consolidated with Applicants.

Anaheim and Riverside are not co-owners of the

facilities (TR 531-532). Until such time as they become

‘co-owners, it is inappropriate to accord them the position

of co-owners. It is possible they will ultimately become
co-owners, but it was believed at the time of the con-
struction permit proceedings that the city of Banning
would also become a co-owner. That did not occur.

For the above.reasohs, it is submitted that
the cities of Anaheim and Riverside cannot be consolidated
with Applicants,vat least until such time as they become
parties to this proceeding, and should not be consolidated
with Applicants until such time as they are co-owners of
the facilities. |

Dated: December 16, 1977.

Respectfully submitted,

DAVID R. PIGOTT
CHICKERING & GREGORY

ROLLIN E. WOODBURY
DAVID N. BARRY, III

JAMEidé) BEOLETTO
By Mp(f

David R. Pigott . /4 O
Attorneys for Applicants
2.




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that on fhe 16th day o? December,
1977, copies of the foregoing "Memorandum Re Status of the
Cities of Anaheim and Riverside" were served ﬁpon each of
the following by deposit in the United States mail,
postage prepaid, addressed as follows:

John M. Frysiak, Esqg., Chairman
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555

Dr. Cadet H. Hand, Jr., -Member
Director, Bodega Marine Laboratory
University of California

P. O. Box 247

Bodega Bay, CA 94923

‘ Mr. Lester Kornblith, Jr., Member
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555

Janice E. Kerr, Esqg.

J. Calvin Simpson, Esq.
Lawrence Q. Garcia, Esqg.
5066 State Building

San Francisco, CA 94102

Alan R. Watts, Esq.

Rourke & Woodruff

Suite 1020

California First Bank Building
1055 North Main Street

Santa Ana, CA 92701

Richard J. Wharton, Esqg.
4655 Cass Street
San Diego, CA 92109

Lawrence J. Chandler, Esq.

Office of the Executive Legal Director
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555




Mrs. Lyn Harris Hicks
GUARD )

3908 Calle Ariana

San Clemente, CA 92672

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555

Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal Panel
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555

Mr. Lloyd von Haden
2089 Foothill Drive
Vista, CA 92083

Docketing and Service Section
Office of the Secretary

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555

Wid £ Pt

David R. Pigott 7
Counsel for Applicants




LAW OFFICES OF

Rourke & Woodruff

SUITE 1020

JAMES G. ROURKE ’ . . AREA CODE 714
THOMAS L. WOODRUFF C L sams +.. CALIFORNIA FIRST BANX BUILDING - o e i are - @3B-@212 -
ALAN R.WATTS.© - o STv 0 1055 NORTH MAIN STREET , e e o
— ; : OF COUNSEL .
© ALAN R.BURNS A %ot odnreaihioso it oo o SANTA ANA, CALIFORNIA 92701 IR “3 " KENNARD R. SMART, JR.

December 8, 1977 e S I s o

Lawrence J. Chandler, Esq.

Office of the Executive Legal
Director »

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Washington, D C 20555

Re: San Onoffe Units 2 and 3
Docket Nos. 50-361 OL and 50-362 OL

Dear Mr. Chandler:

With' reference to the above-mentioned matter, it has
recently come to my attention that some parties to the
current proceeding are serving documents upon me at
the City Hall in Anaheim. I am no longer located at
that address. 1 represent Anaheim and Riverside in.
this proceeding. :

The purpose of this letter is to inform everyone who is

a party to this proceeding that proper service upon the
cities of Anaheim and Riverside, California whose interests
the Board has consolidated with that of the applicants can
be accomplished by serving me as follows:

Alan R. Watts, Esq.
Rourke & Woodruff
- N : 1055 North Main Street
| o Suite 1020
3 ' : » Santa Ana, California 92701

Very truly yours?y

&%4\/ 7'

ALAN R. WATTS

ARW:jIm ‘ : : -

cc:: John M. Frysiak, Esq. " David R. Pigott, Esq.
Dr. Cadet H. Hand, Jr. Richard J. Wharton, Esq.
Mr. Lester Kornblith, Jr. Atomic Safety and Licensing
Janice E. Kerr, Esq. B Board Panel
- J. Calvin Simpson, Esq. Atomic Safety and Licensing
‘Lawrence Q. Garcia, Esq. Appeal Panel A
Mr. Lloyd von Haden s Docketing and Serv1ce Sectlun\

Mrs. Lyn Harris Hicks®




- In-the Natter of: the Appllcatl

)
)
)
)'- ;
. operating licenses for SAN: :ONOFRE: Jiv ey
'NUCLEAR" GENERATING STATION{: UREES 4. ) i 115 57
)
)
)

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMIS SION

L o ; oo Loy

by SOUTHERN ;CALIFORNIA EDISON:-
COMPANY and SAN- DIEGO GAS AND
ELECTRIC COMPANY for facility'™

-

- A4 NEAETESY T

Docket Nq

[
-~
e

§
[

Nos. 2 and 3, in San Diego-Countyy::
California.

NOTICE OF APPEARANCE

Notice is hereby given that the undersigned attorhey

herewith enters an appearance in the above-entitled matter.
In accordance with 10 CFR §2.713 the following information

is provided:

Name: ) : Alan R. Watts
Address: ' 1055 North Main Street
: - Suite 1020
Santa Ana, California 92701
Telephone: | (714) 835-6212
Admission: : State of California Bar

Mr. Watts is appearlng on behalf of the City of Anaheim

'and the Clty of - Rlver31dewof the State of Caldfornias --:+- -

) Voo 2 2
December 09, 1977 : ' é7v" ‘ V““dJ

Alan R. Watts

PEAS S URERIS



UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD.

12/ 2/7(

In The Matter Of

DOCKET NOS. 50-361 OL
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY, 50-362 OL

et al.,

(San Onofre Nuclear Generating

)
)
)
)
Station, Units 2 and 3) )
' )

NOTICE OF APPEARANCE

Notice is hereby given that the undersigned attorney herewith
enters an appearance in the above captioned proceeding. In

accordance with 10 CFR § 2.713, the following information is
provided: -

Name . David R. Pigott
Address Chickering & Gregory
Three Embarcadero Center
23rd Floor
. , San Francisco, CA 94111
Telephone (415) 393-9274
Admissions All Courts of the State of California

Supreme Court of the United States

Court of Appeals, Ninth Circuit and District
of Columbia Circuit

District Court, Northern and Eastern
Districts of California

Name of Party San Diego Gas & Electric Company
: Post Office Box 1831 :
San Diego, California 92112
and.
Southern California Edison Company
2244 Walnut Grove Avenue

Rosemead, Calﬁnia 917%p

David R. Pigott

Counsel for

Southern California Edison Company
and

San Diego Gas & Electric Company

Dated: December 2, 1977




. UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In The Matter Of
DOCKET NOS. 50-361 OL.
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY, 50-362 0L

et al.,

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

DESIGNATION FOR SERVICE

_Pursuant to 10 CFR § 2.708(e), the following persons are designated
as ‘those on whom service may be made on behalf of San Diego Gas &
Electric Company:

David R. Pigott
Allan J. Thompson
Chickering & Gregory
- Three Embarcadero Center
23rd Floor
San Francisco, California 94111

D

-

Exejﬁtéd at San Francisco, California, this ;\ day of

/\vv‘«—w/;k , 1977.
Dewid £ Lstt

David 'R. Pigott ' /
One of Counsel for
San Diego Gas & Electric Company




UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In The Matter Of

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY,
et al.

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

DOCKET NOS.

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

50-361 OL
50-362 OL

I hereby certify that copies of "Designation for Service" and
"Notice of Appearance" for David R. Pigott in the above
captioned proceeding have been served on the following by
depgéit in the Uflted Stﬁtes mail, first class mail, this

day of

» 1977:

- John M. Frysiak, Esq., Chairman
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Washington, DC 20555

Dr. Cadet H. Hand, Jr., Member

Director, Bodega Marine Laboratory

University of California
P. O. Box 247
Bodega Bay, CA 94923

Mr. Lester Kornblith, Jr.

Member

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Washington, DC 20555

Janice E. Kerr, Esq.
J. Calvin Simpson, Esq.
Lawrence Q. Garcia, Esq.
5066 State Building
San Francisco, CA 94102

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

Anaheim, CA 92805




Richard J. Wharton, Esq.
4655 Cass Street
‘San Diego, CA 92109

Lawrence J. Chandler, Esq.

Office of the Executive Legal Director
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555

Mrs. Lyn Harris Hicks
GUARD

3908 Calle Ariana

San Clemente, CA 92672

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555

Atomic Safety ahd Licensing Appeal Panel
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555

Mr. Lloyd von Haden
2089 Foothill Drive
Vista, CA 92083

Docketing and Service Section
Office of the Secretary

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555

David R. Pizott ; ia
Counsel for Applicants




UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In The Matter Of
: , DOCKET NOS. 50-361 OL
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY, 50-362 OL
R

et al.,

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

NOTICE OF APPEARANCE

" Notice is hereby given that the undersigned attorney herewith
enters an appearance in the above captioned proceeding. 1In
accordance with 10 CFR & 2.713, the following information is
provided: ' '

Name . _ Rollin E. Woodbury
Address - ‘ ' Southern California Edison Company
o 224 Walnut Grove Avenue
Rosemead, California 91770
Telephone . (213) 572-2289

Admissions Before the Supreme Court of the State
of California

Namefof Party Southern California Edison Company

2244 Walnut Grove Avenue
Rosemead, California 91770

ROLLIN E. WOODBURY

Rollin E. Woodbury
One of Counsel for _
Southern California Edison Company

Dated: December 2, 1977




e e

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE.ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In The Matter Of
. . DOCKET NOS. 50-361 OL
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY, - 50-362 OL

et al.,

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

N N N N N N S

DESIGNATION FOR SERVICE-

Pursuant to 10 CFR § 2.708(d), the following persons are
designated as those on whom service may be made on behalf of
Southern California Edison Company:

David N. Barry, III

James A. Beoletto

Southern California Edison Company
2244 Walnut Grove Avenue

Rosemead, California 91770

Executed at Rosemead, California, this 2nd day of December,
1977.
' ROLLIN E. WOODBURY

Rollin E. Woodbury
- One of Counsel for
Southern California Edison Company



UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In The Matter Of
o DOCKET NOS. 50-361 OL
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMAPNY, 50-362 OL

et al.,

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

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that copies of "Designation for Service" and
"Notice of Appearance" for Rollin E. Woodbury in the above
captioned proceeding have been served on the following by
.deposit in the United States mail, first class mail, this

2nd day of December, 1977:

John M. Frysiak, Esg , Chairman
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555

Dr. Cadet H. Hand, Jr., Member
Director, Bodega Marine Laboratory
University of California

P. 0. Box 247 '

Bodega Bay, CA 94923

Mr. Lester Kornblith, Jr., Member
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Janice E. Kerr, Esq.
J. Calvin Simpson, Esq.
Lawrence Q. Garcia, Esq.
5066. State Building
San Francisco, CA 94102

Alan R. Watts, Esq.
‘Assistant City Attorney
City Hall ' :
Anaheim, CA 92805




Richard J. Wharton, Esqg.
U655 Cass Street
San Diego, CA 92109

Lawrence J. Chandler, Esq.

Office of the Executive Legal Director
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555

Mrs. Lyn Harris Hicks
GUARD

3908 Calle Ariana

San Clemente, CA 92672

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555 '

Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal Panel
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555

Mr. Lloyd von Haden
2089 Foothill Drive
Vista, CA 92083

Docketing and Service Section

Office of the Secretary

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555

ROLLIN E. WOQDBURY

Reollin E. Woodbury
Counsel for Applicants



UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION .

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In The Maﬁter or
DOCKET NOS. 50-361 OL
50—362 OL

I e ..

3

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
et al., : :

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

NOTICE OF APPEARANCE

Notice is hereby given that the undersigned attorney herewith
enters an appearance in the above captioned proceeding. In
accordance with 10 CFR § 2.713, the following information is

provided:

Name _ ~David N. Barry, III

‘Address ' Southern California Edison Company
2244 Walnut Grove Avenue
Rosemead, California 91770

Telephone (213) 572-1920

Admissions Before the Supreme Court of the State

: of California
Name of'Party Southern California Edison Company

2244 Walnut Grove Avenue
Rosemead, California 91770

DAVID H. BARRY, 1

David N. Barry, III
One of Counsel for
Southern California Edison Company

Dated: December 2, 1977



UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC -SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In The Matter Of _
DOCKET NOS. 50-361 OL

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY, 50-362 OL

et al.,

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

S N N N N N N N

DESIGNATION FOR SERVICE
Pursuant to 10 CFR § 2.708(d), the following peréons are
designated as those on whom servicé may be made on behalf of

Southern California Edison Company:

David N. Barry, III

James A. Beoletto

Southern California Edison .Company
2244 Walnut Grove Avenue

Rosemead, California 91770

Executed at Rosemead, California, this 2nd day of
December, 1977. : '

EAVID w BARRY, 1y

David N. Barry, III
One of Counsel for
Southern California Edison Company




UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In The Matter Of ~
DOCKET NOS. 50-361 OL

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY, 50-362 OL

et al.,

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

R N N o g N WP

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that copies of "Designation for Service" and
"Notice of Appearance" for David N. Barry, III in the above
captioned proceeding have been served on the following by
deposit 1in the United States mail, first class mail, this

2nd day of December, 1977, as follows: '

John M. Frysiak, Esq., Chairman
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
.U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
- Washington, DC 20555

Dr. Cadet H. Hand, Jr., Member
Director, Bodega Marine Laboratory
University of California

P. O. Box 247

Bodega Bay, CA 94923

Mr. Lester Kornblith, Jr., Member
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555 ”

Janice E. Kerr, Esq.
J. Calvin Simpson, Esq.
Lawrence Q. Garcia, Esq.
5066 State Building
San Francisco, CA 94102

| . Alan R. Watts, Esq.

L : Assistant City Attorney
o City Hall

| Anaheim, CA 92805



Richard J. Wharton, Esq.
- 4655 Cass Street
San Diego, CA 92109

Lawrence J. Chandler, Esq.

Office of the Executive Legal Director

- U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
‘Washington, DC 20555

Mrs. Lyn Harris Hicks
GUARD _

3908 Calle Ariana
San Clemente, CA 92672

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555

Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal Panel
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555

Mr, Lloyd von Haden
2089 Foothill Drive
Vista, CA 92083

Docketing and Service Section
Office of the Secretary

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555

RAYID L BARKY, ih

David N. Barry, III
Counsel for Applicants



UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE_THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

12/2)7

In The Matter OFf
_ DOCKET NOS. 50-361 OL
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY, 50-362 OL
’—-\\

et al.,

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

N e e N N N S

NOTICE OF APPEARANCE

"Notice is hereby given that the undersigned attorney herewith
enters an appearance in the above captioned proceeding. In
accordance with 10 CFR § 2.713, the following information is
provided: ,

Name James A. Beoletto

Address Southern California Edison Company -
- 2244 Walnut Grove Avenue
Rosemead, California 91770

Telephone - (213) 572-1900

Admissions Before the Supreme Court of the State
of California

Name of Party Southern California Edison Company
: : : 2244 Walnut Grove Avenue
Rosemead, California 91770

JAMES A. BEOLETTO

James A. Beoletto
One of Counsel for
Southern California Edison Company

Dated: December'E, 1977




UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In The Matter Of

‘ DOCKET NOS. 50-361 OL
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY, 50-362 OL

et al.,

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

DESIGNATION FOR SERVICE

Pursuant to 10 CFR § 2.708(d), the following persons are
designated as those on whom service may be made on behalf of
Southern California Edison Company :

David N. Barry, III

James A. Beoletto

Southern California Edison Company
2244 Walnut Grove Avenue

Rosemead, California 91770

Executed at Rosemead, California this 2nd day of December.
1977.
JAMES A. BEuLe iy
James A. Beoletto

One of Counsel for
Southern California Edison Company -




UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In The Matter Of
_ } DOCKET NOS. 50-361 OL
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA. EDISON COMPANY, 50-~362 OL

et al.,

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

St N S N N N S

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that copies of "Designation for Service" and
"Notice of Appearance" for James A. Beoletto in the above
captioned proceeding have been served on the following by
deposit in the United States mail, first class mail, this

2nd day of December, 1977: '

John M. Frysiak, Esq., Chairman
‘Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
~U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555

Dr. Cadet H. Hand, Jr., Member
Director, Bodega Marine Laboratory
University of California

P. 0. Box 247 . ,

Bodega Bay, CA 9&923\

Mr. Lester Kornblith, Jr., Member
“Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Janice E. Kerr, Esq.
J. Calvin Simpson, Esq.
Lawrence Q. Garcia, Esq.
5066 State Building
San Francisco, CA 94102

Alan R. Watts, Esq.
Assistant City Attorney
City Hall _
Anaheim, CA 92805



Richard J. Wharton, Esq.
4655 Cass Street
San Diego, CA 92109

Lawrence J. Chandler, Esq.

Office of the Executive Legal Director
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555

Mrs. Lyn Harris Hicks

GUARD

3908 Calle Ariana .
San Clemente, CA 92672

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

‘Washington, DC 20555

Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal Panel
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555

Mr. Lloyd von Haden . ,
2089 Foothill Drive
Vista, CA 92083

Docketing and Service Section
Office of the Secretary

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555

JAMES A. BEOLETTO

James A. Beoletto
Counselvfor Applicants




Doct :

Son Clemente, Colifornia 92672 _492-2_235

Nov. 30, 1977

i rio $0-3¢ 1,363 —

Sec. of Commexrce

" DOTKETED
UsN’g

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Comm, \

Satretory
Washington D.C. 20555_ A

Dear Sirs,

I would like to make a limited appearance to state my position

,

oﬁ the San COnofre Plants 11 111,

Rg;pectfully jours£7
< e ' ' :
v i
?nmeb.bmn& C.D. f
. f
L

l

AsRRgwiciged by card (= 5 7

. N s s ——




NovemledRO, 1977

" SOOKET. NUMBER |
rECD. & U, BAG SOSRE, 36

Secretary, Nuclear Begulstory Commission
Weshington, B.C. 20555

To Whom it MeyConcern:

On behalf of the Allience for Survivel, I would like to request an
opportunity to speak to the question of the expansion of Nuclear
Reactor Site Facilities San Onofre.

~ Since we have serious questions about the licensing of San Onofre
#2 and #3, wewould like an opportunity to te heard at the forth-
coming license-stage hearing, = -

Our &4llience for Survivalis a citizens civic coalition of organizations .
representing thousands of citizens in southern California.

: gg;zzgngginoff :
Allience for Surviwal

POBox 65032
Los Angeles, Ca, 90065




LAW OFFICES OF

CHICKERING & GREGORY

THREE EMBARCADERD CEMTER
TWENRTY-THIRD FLOOR

S5-90G00
TUMBER

CSAN FRANCISCO 9411l

RELATED GORRESPONDINCE

November 21, 1977

Lawrence J. Chandler, Esqg.

Office of the Executive Legal Dirxr “ctor
U. 8. Nuclear Regulatory Commissio
Washington, DC 20555

Re: San Onofre Units 2 and 3
’ Docket Nos. 50-361 O

Dear Larxry:

In further definition of your letter of
November 18, 1977, concexrning the informal {r'hearlna
conference, this is to advise that the meeting is
schedulad for December lst, commencing at 1:00 p.m.,.
and continuing into December 2nd at the following
address:

Southern California Edison Company
2244 Walnut Grove Avenue, Room 275
Rosemead, California ‘

Very truly yours,
Vo,
/ /
!//S/‘g_,j ,.;/
David R. PlgOtt

DRP: Jh : . :

cc - John M. Frysiak, Esq. Alan R. Watts, Esqg.
Dr. Cadet H. Hand, Jr. Richard J. Wharton, Esqg.
Mr. Lester Kornblith, Jr. Atomic Safety and Licensing
Janice E. Kerr, Esq. Board Panel _
J. Calvin Sinpson, Esq. Atomic Safety and Licensing
Lawrence Q. Garcia, Esqg. . Appeal Panel
¥r. Lloyd von Haden Docketing and Servica Section

Mrs. Lyn Harris Hicks




cc: John M. Frysiak, Esq.

CUBHTED STATES

NUCLEAR REGULATUORY COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 2032

"
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November 12, 1877

Mrs. Lyn Harris Hicks
GUARD

3908 Calle Ariana

San Clemerite, California 92672

In the Matter of
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISOM COMPANY, ET AL.
(San Onofre Nuclear uenmrauwnq Station, quti 2 and 3)
Docket Mos. 50-361 OL and 50-362 OL '

Dear Mrs. Hicks:

This will confirm our phone conversation on Novemuer 11 1977, during
which I informed you of a changm in the date for the mLel1nc among all
parties of which I adv1scd you in my letter of Novsmoer 9, 1977.

The meeting, originally sch0du1°d to begin at 1:00 pm, November 17, :
1977, at the offices of Southern California Edison Company, in Roseuﬁdd,

California, will instead start at 1:00 pm on December 1, 1577 and con-
tinue on December 2, 1977. Mr. Pigott will by separate letter advise

. each party of the exact location.

As 1nd1cated in my letter to you of November 9, 1977, your presence at a
time when issues common to the GUARD petition and petition filed by Mr.
Wharton, could be discussed together, would be helpful. 1 understand
from our conversation today that vou are planning to attend this mest-
ing. .

. A - Sincerely, | (
(7>¢4 uef) Heraer (e
L

awrence J,,Chand]er
Counsel for NRC Staff

David R. Pigott, Esq.

Dr. Cadet H. Hand, Jr. Alan R. Watts, Esq.

Mr. Lester Kornblith, Jr. Richard J. VWnharton, Esq.
“Janice E. Kerr, Esq. Atomic Safety and L1cens1ng

J. Calvin Simpson, Esq. Board Panel

Lawrence Q. Garcia, Esq. .. Atomic Safety and L1cpns1ng

Rollin E. Woodbury, Esq. = - . RAppeal Panel

David N. Barry, III, Esq.
James A. Beoletto, Esq.

Docketing aud Serv1cc Sect1on

St veoe
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SUPPLEMENTAL DISTRIBUTION FOR HEARING NOTICES
AND ORDERS RE SCHEDULING OF HEARINGS

‘Southern California Fdison Companv &

Docket No. ’ér‘_qm /362 ____Ppplicant: sapn Diego Gas.and. Tlectric Companv
Not1ce/0rder Date: . 10/26/77 Facility Designation: _sap Onofre 2 & 3

Purpose .Spggga] Erﬁbgar ne Conf Date. & T1me ef Hear1ng 19/4/77 = 9: ?Q am

Address of Hearins San Diego, Ca Chafrman__JM Frvsial
Meeting Place Holidav Inn

Date Sent:

State Official S B

Local Official . .

Intervenors & Limited Appeareesi

| ‘v SEQY .
- Others who have asked to be notified: A o , o
' p. Sandv Hillver, Calif Coastal Comn R /Wi B
*Attornev Ceneral, State of Calif . , SR & WA N Ls Ly

* EPA .: ! o o /117
*Fish & wiidlife Regional Office* | o - 11/1/77

River Basin Commission* ' o _ None

~ *For full reviews of CP's and OL's only

T

' : : Licengikeg Assisca :
i,
%Cket Files . ' ﬁ i LWR 2, DPM
Attorney, ELD ' o
ur\car]\ EP ‘Note: TDistribution also made on the Notice of Hearinw,

dtd 10/24/77 to all of the above.

*Asterisked names.did not receive SRG%; al Prehparlnp
jotice.

Conference. Notire ~ only Hearing




UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

Before the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board

/Ot S

In the Matter of )
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON ) '
COMPANY, ET AL. ). Docket Nos. 50-361 OL
) , 50-362 OL
(San Onofre Nuclear Generaing ) o —~———
Station, Units 2 and 3) )

NOTICE OF HEARING

Pursuant to the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended,

the Regulations in Title 10, Code of FederaL Regulations,

Part 50 and Part 2, the Notice published in the Federal
| Register of Aéril 7, 1977, (42 F.R. 18460) by the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission; and the Memorandum and Order dated
October 26 , 1977, granting the petitions of GUARD, Friends.

of the Earth, Mr. and Mrs. August Carstens, Mr. and Mrs.

Lloyd von Haden, Mr. Donald May, and Mrs. Donif Dazéy, and e
| the Califofnia Public Utilities Commission for leave to |
intervene in this proceeding and directing a hearing on the
application for facility dperating license in the above-
Captioﬁed'matter, a hearing will be held at a time.énd place:

to be fixed by the duly designated Atomic Safe ty and Licensing
vBoard. Thg members of the Board designated-by the Chairman

of the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel are Dr. Cadet
Hand, Mr. Lestér Kormblith, and Mr. John M. Frysizk, who has

been namad Chairman.



The application for the facility.operating license and
' Applicants' Environmental Report dated March 21, 1977,

have been placed in the Public Document Room of the Nuclear
Regulatory'Commission at 1717 H Street, N.W., Washington,

D.C. 20555. Copies of the foregoing documents are also

available at the Mission Viejo Branch Library, 24851 Chrisanta -

, ,
Drive, Mission Viejo, Califormia.

Any person who wishes to make an oral or written state-
ment in this proceeding setting forth his position on the
issué specified but who has not filed a petition for leave
to intervene méy request permission to make a limited appeér-
ance pufsuant to the érovisions of 10 CFR §2.715 of the
Commission's Rgles‘of Practice. .Limited appearances will be
permitted at the time of the hearing at the discretion of the
- Board, within such limits and on such conditions as may be
fixed by the Board. Persons desiring to make a limited
appearaﬁce-are requested to inform the Secretary of the
Commission, U.S. Nuclear ﬁegulatory Commission, Washington,

D.C. 20555, not later than thirty (30) days from the date

of publication of this Notice in the Federal Register. A

person permitted to make a limited appearance does not
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become a party, but may state his position énd raise questions
which he would like to have answered to the extent that the
questions are within the scope of the hearing. A member of
the public does not have the right to participate in the
pfoceeding unless he has been granted the right to intervene

as a party or the right of limitedAappeéranceL

Papers required to be filed in this proceeding may be
filed by mail or telegram addressed td'the Secretary of the
Commission, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Washington,
D.C. 20555 Atténtion: Supervisor, Dogketing and Service

Section, 1717 H Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20555.

Pending further Order of the Board, parties are re-
quired to file pursuant to provisions of 10 CFR §2.708 of the
Commission's Rules of Préctice, an original and twenty (20)
coﬁformed coéies df each sﬁch papei with the Commiésion:

FOR THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND
- LICENSING BOARD ESTABLISHED

TO RULE ON PETITIONS FOR
INTERVENTION

ok Bk

Jﬁﬁn M. Frysiak, ¥hairman

Dated this 26th day of October 1977,
At Bethesda, Maryland.




UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

Before the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board N\

In the Matter of

"SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON |
COMPANY, ET AL. Docket Nos. 50-361 OL

50-362 OL
W'—.- -

NN NN

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

/472@[%?5

NOTICE OF SPECIAL PREHEARING CONFERENCE

A special prehearing conference pufsuaﬁt to 10 CFR
§2.715a in the above-captioned matter will take place on -
December 6, 1977, at the Holiday Inn, 595 Hotel Circle

South, San Diego, Califormia, at 9:30 a.m.
The purpose of the spécial,prehearing conference isf
(1) to identify the’key issues in the proceeding, and,

(2) to establish a schedule for further actions in the

proceeding.

In its Order of October 26, 1977, the Licensing Board

established to rule on intervention petitions ruled on the
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adequacy of only a minimum number of contentions alleged as
required by the Commission's Regulations. The prehearing
conference will deal with the remaining contentions alleged
by the petitioners. Counsel for the parties_are_ghcouraged
to cbnfér oﬁ these outstanding.contentions prior to the |

' ?écheduled prehearing conference with a view of ‘arriving at
'a written stipulated set of coﬁtentions which Would be

acceptable under the Regulations.

FOR THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND
LICENSING BOARD

1 b ek

pbhn M. Frysiak;j Chairman

Dated this 26th day of October 1977,

At Bethesda, Maryland.




UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

 ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

7)ofzr

In The Matter Of

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY

SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY

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

'DOCKET NOS. 50-361
AND 50-362
2030

)
)
)

)
)
)
)
)

APPLICANTS' ANSWER TO ADDENDUM

TO PETITION TO INTERVENE OF GUARD

September 2, 1977

C. HAYDEN AMES

DAVID R. PIGOTT

CHICKERING & GREGORY

3 EMBARCADERO CENTER .

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94111

ATTORNEYS FOR APPLICANT

SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY

ROLLIN E.. WOODBURY

DAVID N. BARRY, III

JAMES A. BEOLETTO

2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE

ROSEMEAD, CALIFORNIA 91770
ATTORNEYS FOR APPLICANT

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY



UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

ATOMIC SAFETY AND-LICENSING BOARD

In The Matter Of DOCKET NOS. 50-361

i
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY ) AND 50-362
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY ) '
)
(San Onofre Nuclear Generating )
Station, Units Nos. 2 and 3) )
A _ - )

APPLICANTS' ANSWER TO ADDENDUM

TO PETITION TO INTERVENE OF GUARD

I.

On April 7, 1977 the Federal Register (Vol. 24, 2067, at

pages‘l8460—61) published "Receipt of Application for Facility
Operéting License; Availability of Environmental Report; and
Opportunity for Hearing" (hereinafter "notice"), with respect to thé
above-captioned dockets. ‘Said notice advised that persons whose
interests may be éffeoted by the proceeding could file a petition
for leave to intervene and request a hearing with respect to issuance
vof the operating licenses. Petitions to intefvene were to conform
with the requirements of 10 C.F.R. § 2.714.

Documents dated May 9, 1977(titled "Petition to Intervene of.
the Organization GUARD - Environmental Coalition of Orange County"

and "Affidavit of Lyn Harris Hicks in Support of Petition to Inter-



vene of'Organizaﬁion GUARD of Environmental Coalition of Orange
County, California’ were filéd in the above dockets on or about “
May 16, 1977. Said petition to intervene in the form presented
was opposed by Squthern California Edison Company and San Diego
Gas & Electric Company ("applicants') and the NRC staff. The
~Atomic Safety'and Licensing Board ruled in its Memoréndum and Order
dated July'22, 1977 that the petition of GUARD was defectiVe in
its-then exisfing form. Neiﬁher the peﬁition to intervene nor the
supporting affidavit adequately defined the interests asserted or
the basis for the contention alleged.

GUARD was allowed 30 days within which to file an amended
| petitidh complying with the'requirements»of 10 C.F.R. 2.714(a).
Further, GUARD was required to clarify how its intereéts varied
from_those of Environmental Coaiition»of'Orange County, its parent
- organization which has also filed a petition to intervene in the
above-.dockets. |

By letter datea August 17, 1977 from Lyn Harris Hicks, there
was submitted affidavits of{ Hal Thomas, a diréctor of Environmental
Coalition of Orange County; John Ma%tin@, a_vice—president of
GUARD;-Dorqthy'Drumménd, secretary of GUARD; and_Lee Steelman,
pfesidént of GUARD. Additionally, the letter of August.l7, 1977
requests that it be considered as an "Addenda to GUARD Petition to
Intervene."l Applicants have not received any additional filing |
in support 5f the Petition to Intervene of Environmental Coalition

of Orange County subsequent to the Board's Order of July 22, 1977.

'Applicants construe the above documents as GUARD's effort to bring



its petition to intervene into conformity with theirequirementé
of 10 C.F.R. 2.714(a). |
Onne'again GUARD failed to serve its filings'on’applicants.
Applicants.received GUARD's documents by mail on August'26, 1977
from the Office of the Secretary, Docketing and.SerViée Section.
. Pursnant tn 10 C.F.R. 2.714(c), applicants hereby file
"Applicanté"Answér to Addendum to Petition to InterVene:of'

GUARD".

IT.
GUARD HAS FAILED TO MAKE AN ADEQUATE

SHOWING OF "INTEREST"™ IN THIS PROCEEDING

‘The Commission réquires‘a potential intervenor to make a
showing of its interest in a proceeding before intervention is
granted. A petiﬁioner must specifically identify its interest in
a proceeding_and the'way in which that interest may be effected.

[10 C.F.R.~2.714; Sierra Club v. Morton, 405 U.S. 727, 739 (1972);

.Public Service Company of Oklahoma, Inc., et al. (Black Fox
Station Units 1 and 2), 5 NRC 1143, May 9, 1977)].
In this instance GUARD has totally failed to add any

definition of its interest in this proceeding beyond what was sub-

 mitted in its May 1977 filing. The four affidavits filed on or

about August 24, 1977 are, with the exception of the names and
.positions of the individuals signing them and the addition of the

concluding phrase "and thus live in constant jeopardy of their



1iVes, health and property" in Péfagraph IV, identical with the
.affidavit filed by Lyn Harris Hicks on or about May- 16, 1977.
Mrs. Hicks' affidavit was found inadequate by this Boérd in its
Memorandum and Order of July 22, 1977. The affidavits allege a
_general.intereét in the proceeding énd that.GUARD members reside in
the "immediate_radius areas" of thé San Onofre facilities. There
is no allegation that any of the persons‘signing the éffidavits
are wiﬁhin the sphere of interest of this proceeding.'
ApplicantsAsubmit that the number of affidavits filed in
support of a petition to intervene is irrelevant whefe none of the
affidavits express a barticular, recognizable interest in the
broceéding} ‘GUARD has again féiled to meet the requiremenfé of

10 C.F.R. 2.714 and its Petition to Intervene must be denied.

III
GUARD HAS FAILED TO SUBMIT AN AFFIDAVIT
IDENTIFYING THEIR CONCERNS AND THE BASIS

OF SUCH CONCERNS

GUARD advocate Lyn Harris Hicks has submitted an unverified
letter dated August 17, 1977 which has been styled as "Addenda
to GUARb Petition to Intervene". Such correspondence is defective
as‘é'supplement to a petition to intervene because it does not
complybwith the requirements that a petition to intervene be under
oath or affirmation and that the basis bf any contention be alleged

by affidavit (lO C.F.R. 2.714).



The "addenda" fails to set forth thetauthority of Lyn
Harris Hicks to. represent that organization or to seek
intervenor status on GUARD's behalf; The position of that
- organization with'respect'to Environmental Coalition of Orange
County, Inc., its parent organization,has not been clarified_‘
as specifically requested by the Board in its Memorandum and
Order of July 22, 1977.
| GUARD states in the addenda that it 1s proceeding on the
assumption "... that the fnll spectrum of issues and problems
relateo to evacuation will be thoroughly reviewed in the license
hearings" and cites "examples of the contention" it .would raise
at hearing. The example "contentions" set forth in the addenda
do not reference any factual foundation and in many instances
are simply incorrect. Applicants comment on the example contentions
set forth on page 2 of theAAugust 17, 1977 addenda as follows:

a. Items 1 and 6: GUARD alleges that evacuation plans

have failed to consider "time constraints” and the "availability
of manpower and equipment necessary" to accomplish effectivel
eracuation. The document titled "Eracuation Plan for the Arear
Surrounding San Onofre.Nuclear Generation Station" dated July 1975
sets forth the manpower and equlpment avallablllty as well as
response time for various elements of the evacuation plan. The
antlclpated times - necessary to notify the various agenc1es in-

Volved and the tlmes necessary to effect evacuatlon are also



reflected in "Table 6.6 Evacuation of Potentially Affected

Areas" and Appendix B, "Calculated Time~Distance-Dose Plots"

‘found in the Emergency Plan, San Onofre Nuclear Generating

Stat"ion, Units 2-Vand 3, filed in the above dockets.

- b, Item 2: GUARD refers in a very general manner to testi-

'*mony in California-Energy Commission heafings. Applicants are

dnable to locate any testimony in that<prcceeding'that would

characterize information coming from San'Onofre as “educated'

guesses." No.speCific contention is made nor are any facts

alleged which could be the basis for a contention. |

c. Items 3, 4, 5, and 7: GUARD here attempts to raise a

combination of issues which are not within the scope of this

proceeding. An applicant need not concern itself with evacuation

planning outside its Low Population Zone (LPZ). [New England Power

Company, et al. (NEP Units 1 and 2), Public Service Company of New

-Hampshire, et al. (Seabrook Station, Units 1 and 2), ALABf390, 5 NRC
733 (1977)]. An examination of evacuaticn planning in the area
lO—l5 miles from San Onofre which . is well beyond the low population
‘zone or population growth at those distances are not‘proper issues
in this area. |

GUARD again refers‘to population growth and population center
distances as exceeding the guidelines of 10 C.F.R. 100. It should
be noted that this isSue was the subject of extensive examination at
the Construction Permit stage where it was found that San Onofre
does comply with the Commission's siting criteria. [Cf. prior

‘decisions related to this_proceeding;ASouthern California Edison




‘ T ‘ ’ » ’ N

Company,_et al. (San OnofrevNuclear»Generating StatiQn,‘Units 2
ahd 3); ALAB—?H8; ALAB 268 and LBP 77-34 (5 NRC 1270 (1977) 1.
GUARD doesCQOtvallegé any newtcircumstances orléonditions that
would be grounds for a rehearing of the site suitability issue.

In the absencé of changed'dirCumstances or‘prior omissioné, it is
submitted that GUARD has failed to raise a 51te sultablllty issue '
'approprlate for this proceeding.

oIV,
‘CONCLUSION

‘It 1s respectfully submitted that,GUARD'svmoving papers for
_ intervenor status still do ﬁot meet the requirements of IO C.F.R.
2.714., Said documents do not make the. required showihg of interest
nor do they identify any issues or thé‘basis for an;issue’that may

’;appropriateiy be heard in this proceeding.

DATED: _September 2, 1977 |

Respectfully submitted,

SHERMAN CHICKERING
C. HAYDEN AMES '
FRANK S. BAYLEY III
DAVID R. PIGOTT

© CHICKERING & GREGORY

By /s/ David R. Pigott

David R.
Attorneys for Appllcant

SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY

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

By /s/ James A. Beoletto

James A. Beoletto o
Attorneys for Applicant
TSOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
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'CERTIFICATE.OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that on the 2nd day of September, 1977'copies_

of the foregoing APPLICANTS' ANSWER TO ADDENDUM TO PETITION

TO INTERVENE OF GUARD were served upon each of the fbllowing by

_,depOSit in tHe United‘Stétes mail, postage prepaid, addressed

as follows:

Dr., Sidney R. Galler
Deputy Assistant Secretary
for Environmental Affairs
" U. 3. Dept. of Commerce
14th & Constitution, N.W.
Room 3425

Washington, D.C. 20230

Mr. Robert Ochinero, Director

National Oceanographic Data -

- Center '

“Environmental Data Service

Natl. Oceanic & Atmospheric
Administration :

U. S. Dept. of Commerce

Washington, D.C. 20235

Mr. Bruce Blanchard, Director
Office of Environmental
Projects Review, Rm. 4239
U. S. Dept. of the Interior
18th & C Streets, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20240

Mr. Charles Custard, Director
Office of Environmental
Affairs ;
U. S. Dept. of Health, Education
and Welfare, Rm. 524F2
200 Independence Ave., S.W.
~Washington, D.C. 20201 '

M. Whitman Ridgway, Chief
Bureau of Power

Federal Power Commission
Rm. 5100 v

825 No. Capitol St., N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20426

Dr. Carl N. Schuster, Jr.

Federal Power Commission, Rm. 4016
825 No. Capitol St., N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20426

Mr. James T. Curtis, Jr.,

"Director
Materials Transportation Bureau
2100 Second St., S.W. :
Washington, D.C. 20590

Secretarial Representative

~U.S. Dept. of Transportation
Suite 610 a2 -

2 Embarcadero Center
San Francisco, California 94111

Chief, Energy Systems Analyses
Branch (AW-459)

- Office of Radiation Programs

U. S. Environmental Protection
Agency

Rm. 645, East Tower

401 M Street, S.W.

Washington, D. C. 20460



Chief, Env1ronmenta1 Evaluatlon

_ Branch (WH-548)

Office of Water and Hazardous
Materials

U. 8S. Env1ronmenta1 Protectlon
Agency

Rm. 2818, Waterside Mall

401 M St., S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20460

EIS Coordinator
Att: Ms. Patricia Port

‘Environmental Protection Agency

100 California Street .
San Francisco, Calif. 94111

U. S. Dept. of the Army
-Corps of Engineers

. Box 2711 _
Los ‘Angeles, Calif. 90053

Mr. Robert Garvey, Executive -
Director
Advisory Council on Hlstorlc
Preservation
1522 K -St., N.W., Suite 430
Washington, D.C. 20005

Mr. H. E. Zittel, Manager

-Environmental Statement Project

Oak Ridge Natl. Laboratory

" Box X

Oak Rldge, Tennessee 37830

Regional Administrator

Dept. of Housing and Urban .
Development

450 Golden Gate Avenue

- Box 36003 , ,

San Francisco, Calif. 94102

Librarian/Thermal Reactors
Safety Group

. Building 130

Brookhaven Natl. Laboratory

- Upton, L.I., New York 11973.

zAtomle Industrial Forum
1747 Pennsylvania Ave., N.W.
'_Washington, D.cC. 20005

Chalrman :

Board of Superv1sors

San Diego County :

San Diego, California 92412

Mayor, City of San Clemente

San Clemente, California 92672

Mr. Frank Hahn, Director
Energy Facilltles Siting Div.
Energy Resources Conservation
‘& Development Commission
1111 Howe Avenue @
Sacramento, California 95825

California Dept. of Health
Att: Chief, Environmental

' Radlatlon Control Unit
Radiologic Health Section
714 P St., Room 498
Sacramento, California 95814

Energy Resources COnservation
. and Development Commission

Att: Librarian

1111 Howe Avenue.

Salcramento, California 95825

Office of Intergovernmental
Management

State of California

1400 10th St., Rm. 108

Sacramento, California 95814

Office of the Governor

Offlce of Planning & Research
1400 Tenth St. ,
Sacramento, California 95814

San Diego County Comprehensive

Planning Organization
Security Pacific Plaza.
1200 Third Ave. '

San Diego, California 92101

Chief; Div. of Ecologlcal
-Services

Bureau of Sport Fisherles &
Wildlife .

U.S. Dept. of the Interior

18th & C Streets, N.W,.

rWashlngton, D.C. 202&0



Mr. Joseph Canny

- Office of Environmental Affairs

U.S. Dept. of Transportation
400 7th St., S. W., Room 9422

"‘Washington,_D.C. 20590

Capt. Wm. R. Riedel

Water Resources Coordinator
W/S 73 UsCG, Room 7306

U.S. Dept. of Transportation

- 400 7th St., S.W.
Washington, D C. 20590

" Director Dept. of Parks and

Recreation
State Resources  Agency
Box 2390 N
Sacramento, California 95811

Mr. Richard H. Broun -
Environmental Clearance Officer

Dept. of Housing and Urban

Development
451 7th St., S.W. Rm. 7258
Washington, D.C. 20410

DOCketing and Service Section

. Office of the Secretary

Nuclear Regulatory Commission

, Washington, D.C. 20555

Henry J. McGurren, Esq.
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission

~Office of the Executive Legal

Director .
Washington, D.C. 20555

Alan R. Watts, Esq.

‘Assistant City Attorney

City Hall-

.Anaheim, California

Lawrence Chandler, Esqg.

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission

Office of the Executive Legal

"Director
Washington, D.C. 20555

: Richard J. Wharton, .Esq.

4655 Cass St., Suite 304
San Diego, California 92109

Lloyd and Selma von Haden
2089 Foothill Drive .
Vista, California 92083 -

Jancie E. Kerr ,

J. Calvin Simpson

Andrew J. Skaff

Martin A. Mattes .

California Public Utilities
Commission

5066,State‘Building

'San_Francisco,~california 94102

John M. Frysiak, Esq Chairman

Atomic Safety and: Licen31ng Board
‘Panel

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission

Washington, D.C. 20555

' Dr. Cadet H. Hand, Jr., Member

Director, Bodega Marine Laboratory
University of California

Box 247

Bodega Bay, California 94923

Mr. Lester Kornblith Jr
Member A

Atomic Safety and Llcensing
Board Panel

-U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Washington, D.C. 20555

Mr, William L. Bedford
1061 Barsby St.
Vista, California 92083

Ms. Lyn Harris Hicks
GUARD
3908 Calle Ariana

. San Clemente, California 92672

~ JAMES A. BEOLETTO

James ‘A, Beoletto =




ks : o

U o BT i T A

' NUCLEAR REGULATOURY LUMMISSION

BEFOREVTHE. ATOMIC SAFETY77{D LICENSING BOARD -
e » /;f

; In _i:he' Maftér of

Docket Nos;. 50-361 OL
50-362 OL

' SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON
| COMPANY, ET AL,
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NRC_STAF F ANSWER TO GUARD'S AMENDED
PETITION FOR LEAVE TO INTERVENE

By lAetter. p&st;na;‘kéci: Au.gust 18, 1977, petitioner GUARD submitted "'.addend.al
'vil:o GUARD's appliqé.tidh, for intervenor status in the licénse stage. h‘eariggs on
.‘Sar.i.Oll'xofré Unité Zand 3" (amended petitionj. These addenda consist of
' reviséd éoﬁteﬁtibﬁ's and affidavits of severa’ officers of GUARD as well as the
e;f_fida\;it of the Dirgckor of the Environme::ial .;o_alition of Orange C‘ounty'
(ECOC). ltis pi'ésﬁmed that these documents vere submitted m response to
‘the Meniofahdum and O.'xi'der of the Atomic Saz"iety. and Licensing Board desig-

nat_éd to rule on pétitipns for leave to interverne served on July 25, 1977.

I. BACKGROU .D
Oh_ May 9, 1977, a timély petition ror icav. iranter L ae wes filed by GUAVRD' in

~

response to the Commission's Noiio - i Qoo caraity for 1o ring in the captioned

procedding, published in the Fedoral o s or on Aprii 7, 1977 (42 F.R. 18460).
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 The NRC'Stgff (Staff) filed its answer to GUARD's petition on May 21, 1971,

opposiﬁg it on.se‘(éra:i grounds. First, the Staff stated tha: the petition failed

to satisfy the "interest" requirément of 10 C'R § 2.714 in that it afd'v,anced -
only a géhei‘alizea ¢orporate intercst and did not set forth a specific;i interest

- of 'either"th‘e.orgéﬁ'izéiidh or its individual members.

Second, the Staff stated its view that the petition failed to satisfyvthe "contention"

'requirement of 1_0 CFR § 2.714 in that those contentions stated in the petitidn

were unduly vague. "

Third , thé Staff siatﬁe’zd‘ its.positio'n that th= afficavit filed in support of the
- petition did not satisf.}'rz‘that requirment of 10 CFR .§ 2.714 in that it failed
(1) to set forth the vf.act's pertaining to GUARD's i1 terest and (2) to identify
witin parti;ularitj; the basis upon whick ..e c.ntentions :'advanced are |
‘founded.' o | !
~ Finally, the Staff véx.'éx;‘essed its position tnat, inasmuch as ECOC, of which
GUARD is a subsidiafy, was among the several jeint petitionex_‘é whose peti~
tion was ﬁleci ovér. the signature cf Richard U, Wiarton on May 9, 1977, it .
was not cieér why GUARD should Le szeki -t parficipzre independently
of ECOC, and that thi; maiter should be ros lveo it CUARLD were gliven an
opportunity, as the S_taff .recomm aded ) edy the defihicncies the

Stuff perceived.




By M'cmorandux;yana Order SErves on July .o, 147y, f.'u;:.a seoiadd ruied .ti.);al
lG'leRD's‘ petition wé's- "defective in its prescnt from in that neither the peti-
tion.. .nor__.fhé suppéfting affidavit adequately sets forth the fécto?s pertaining v
' to th;a .i.ntez-'ests aSS_ertgd and identifies with particularity the basis upon which
lih‘ebco‘ntentions are fbupd ." (Memorandum znd Order at 6). .‘ "I.‘he Board,
acéordingliﬂ granted'GUARD 30 days from the date of service t:i filé an mnendéd
petjtion and_requifed GUI}RD "to clarify how its interests diffe_r from the\

‘ .intergsts of its parent organization, the ECOC, in the instant prqceeding .

(1d).

Cn. e AMENDEL PE “ITION

A.  INTEREST
Although the amended petition now'incluqies zeveral affidavits, each contains
only an idénti_cal general statement by an office - of the -organiza.tionvthab its
members are resident _..g.)f the immediate radiué’areas, live in "constant jeopardy |
of their lives, h-eai'th' ‘and. property", are interested in this licensing proéeeding
and hav.e' participated in the San Onofre pruceecing as intervenors for many
years, and that confiﬁqed participation i this p2 oceedi.ng is thé only mean»s'

by which GUARD rﬁay protect its members.

The Staff does not believe that the aificavits attached to the amended petition

-satisfy the "interest" requirement of 10 (.7 = § 2.714. Once again, these

statements are merely generalized assertic s by otficers of the organization




, ‘ o . - ' ‘

that ité rflc:_nbcrs knd'y have an intor. s, Whil - Gizs vy in noci be ts'-ju-,. the: '
':Comm‘issio‘.n'vszuléé of Pfaétice‘, 10 CFR § 2./14, réqu&re that th'e interest
as;sertéd‘ v'b'e speciﬁ'qél'.l?y‘identified . If such interest be that of the organiza-
tion, affic.la.w-its'by"' ité j<.)£ﬁcers describing whut that corporate interest méy
‘ }:{e‘_and how it Vmay i)e,éffected by the instant licensing action,.x.nay suffice;
the affidavtis atta;;ixe;i' to the amended petition do not atte’mlla_t to .demOnstrate
th.is type of»interest:. If » on the other hand, the interest alleged be that
‘ .;«;ttributable to megn‘l%e’lig of the orgal';izatior,_, affidavits of individual mem.b.ers |
sltating’ their individ_uz;l iﬁtex”est, e.g., resideats of the site environs 3 and an
efféct on such intereét, e.g., lowering of property values or damage as a
cc_ﬁhsequenc'e. of a pétént_ié.l accidént, must be shown. While such _inaividual
could c:er'ta.bi:nl'y Be .ari:c‘.sf‘ﬁcer of the organization (though he or she need not
.bé for t}';is purpose) ,Pt.he affidavit subiaiiied mus;c reflect the affiant's

individual interest 'and_ effect thereon ans wci.that of someone else. See

Sierra Club v. Morton, 405U.S. 727 (1972) . The a.fﬁdévits accompanying

the amended petitions are in the latter catzrory and are, therefore, defective.

However, as noted by the Staff in its May 27, 1977 answer to GUARD's original

‘petition:
Although the foregoin_ .t o1 105 »xist, the Staff
recognizes that GUARIL bus .. 1 and continues to
be an intervenor in th< consiri.ct-on permit pro-
ceeding periaining to thoese no.dit’es. Thus, GUARD

has previously demor.isates Pt i and/or its indi-
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Vlcuml mombers do b : seLLor il pros
ceeding which may be aliecwd Accordmgly, the
Staff is of the opinion that ti..: ¢ ¢ficiencics relating

to GUARD's statement of inture: t and the ceffect thereon
~'.are more in the naturc of inartul exposition. (Staff's
answer af 3). '
The_ Staf_f 'beliex)e’s _t.hz;t, particularly in lighi of GUA.RD'S‘ co'ntir‘luedv effor£s-.§vitlr.1'—".
Qut “the ﬁid 6f legél .jcox‘ms'el, the foregoing factor should bé.vﬁreighed heaw?ily in’
favor .of a fmdmg by thlS Board that GUARD has an interest in th-is,procéeding
which may be affected and has, therefore, complied with this aspect of 10 CFR
§ 2.714,1'/ subject to submission of afficavits of individual members of GUARD,
officers or otherv'v:i:se, showing the interest o1 sach affiant and what effect |

" thereon may resuit‘fr_o;n this licensing action.

Yy We would note that although techni~al compliance with 10 CFR § 2.714
may not be manifestly demonstrated by C"UARD's original or amended
petitions, the above factor coupled with (‘UARD's active participation
in the construction permit proceeding, including the presentation of
witnesses on its behalf on several significant issues, suggests that
their participation in this priceeling weuld likely result in a contri-
bution to the decisional record ari arguss in favor of GUARD's admis-
sion as a party as an exercise of this Bowrd's discretion. See Public '
Service Company oi Oklahoma, :t al. (Black Fox Station, _ Units I and
2), ALAB-397, 5 NRC 1142 «May 1'377) Portland General Electric

, ComEany_ (Pebble Springs | ~its and 2), CLI-76-27, NRCI- 76/12 610
 (1976) . Respecting the poteatial .or i contribution to this proceeding

by GUARD, itmay also ke 7 -:n ¢ consicer that Mrs. Lyn Harris

" Hicks, over whoze sign.a T 'y perition and amended petition
were filed, is Chairman ¢ "+ .+ -ncy and Evacuation Planning .

. Committee, which we unc v wo 2 o=ubcommitee of the State of
Caiifornia San Cuoire St ..+ oo Advisory Committee. The
latter is o iny ,;;‘,ve@; o ) ' Cov to terve in an advisory
capacity in conhoction wi. ‘ ciaening . Actached hereto for
thes iion L Slsr L ' ool o joint Totter from the

PPN PR . . . ., B 2 "
[ A o, oot . .'\_,",v:‘ll Lw?-‘d

datud Febewipy @,

- 4y AN N




B. CON'L"i;r;'i'Ioqu

| The afnemiéd petiti;'m‘,'_ in an addendum ther:to, sets forth seven proposed
conteh_tions. ' Al;houéh_ the Staff believes thut individually, none of the
;ontenﬁoﬁs'is s“e.t.’fo‘z;t‘h wifh adequate partic ularit? so as to. satisfy 10 CFR '
§2.714, th;Staff is of tlhbev view thét collecti rely, the seven .Vcon_tént_io.ns,
each of which is essentially addressed tc the same matter - evacuation
planning - ao taiéé 'th "good" contenticns' which have a sufﬁcient basis
advanced in t;heir éupport (albeit it . 2 separate affidavit) and comply

with 10 CFR § 2.714.

Thus, for the purpose only of ruling c» GJARD's petition for leave to intervene,
the Staff proposes that GUARD's petitior. ot leave to intervene be considered byv
the Board as raising the following conteniion.:

1. The applicants hav: o con plied with 10 CFR
Part 50, Appendix E regarding emergency plans
since, because of inecaq ate funding and staffing
of the several sta’e a. 1 lc:al agencies involved,
appropriate and ccorcinate 1 emrergency plans
cannct be developel.

2. As a consequence of nc: sases in freeway use in
recent years and the 1.7 x of transient and resi-
dent individual- into .3 . chizien aren and low

- popuiation zo.:o, theve Tonc T oy as arance
that effective a:oaiiic s o i i bo control

©otrafiic or that ooore ¥ o Lons Laoee proosabliit
. protectiy

e .. ERE SN PRy AW e O g

e

individuals i thes- - L int ine 7 necessary,
evacuation, parniciar .y cGasicoving e unique
pplicants do ret cor -7 with 10 CFR 0 100.3(a)
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The Staff beliuch' that the basis icr thea: ¢ ... ations, aithough vagu‘e\, is
implicit in contention 2 of the amended poiition wherein reference is made,
to testimony before California Energy Commission hearings on the subject

of emergency plans for the San Onofre facil:ties.

c. GUA}!%(D'_S_. RELATIONSHIP WITH ECOC

: As d_if'_éctea b;"th‘év Board, GUARD was "required té cl.arify how its .interests
differ from the int’ere”sts of its parent organiz: tion, the ECOC, in the instant
proceeding™ (Memoz_'a‘ndum and Or;ler et 6, . Seemingly to this end, GL.IARD's‘

amended petition includes an affidavit by Mr. Ha, Thomas, Director of ECOC.

While nbﬁ the model _of clarity-, Mr - Thorzu 8! aff: {avit allows the reasonable
, inférem_ﬁe that ECOC_'s interésfs arc essentially the same as GUARD's and .
.tha.'t it deéir_es I}O be fepreéented in any hearin;:{:.held m connection with
.t'he I_licensin;g‘ of the'Sa'.n Onofre facilities -y ifs L-_;%xbsidié.ry organization,

- GUARD. (Affidavit of Has Thomas, par-iraphs Il and IV).

III. CONCLUSION
On the basis of the foregoing » the Staff (i) ~upports the petition of GUARD
for leave to .interveﬁ.é, _'(2) recommends fr.. o LA be aninitted as a party
‘to this procegding c'm"thc Dasis o. the con. o .ol torin above, and (33

~ that a hearing in this procecding b. wru. .., 5u oot i GARD's submission

‘of afiidavits of members of the v: ganizotic & Cilicers or <iocrwise, cstablishing
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the interest and clfect thercon of cocly afiian ., ot ! oer v g the date of the

first prehearing COnferenée_in this proceedizg.

The Staff believes ‘tha__t‘ while the contentions set forth above are adequately
stated for purposes of showing compliance with 10 CFR § 2.714, further

refinement of the issue_'may be necessary but can reasonably be accomplished

“on the baéi_s of ,su;bseiqize_n_t formal and informal prehearing procedures.

o

Respectfully submitted,

Lawrence J.”Chandler
Counsel for NRC Staff

Dated at Bethesda, Maryland
this 1st day of September, 1977
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fehruary 16,

Atomic Safety and Licensing Appczl Bnard and
fMuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, U, C., 20355

 Dockets Number 50-361 and 50-362  Appeal 183-73 San Onofre

Dear Sirs;

The State of California's San Onofrz State Beach Citizen
Advisory Committee has been informed that the liuclear Regu-
latory Commission, in a permit &pproval within the past year
required the utility company applicants %o provide additicnal
off—s;te roadways for evacuation of the puplic.

The Committee, in its meeting of January 27, mandated the
~following request recommended by its Emergency&Evacuatlon
Planning Committee. :

Due to the bottle-neck condition of roadways inadequate for
~evacuation of 5an Cnofre Stzte Beach, parcel 2, and due to one
direction-out geography of the entire beach park, in event of

8 nuclear reactor accident, the Stats of Lalifornia San

Onofre Committee requests that the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission Appeals Board reguire nan iliego Gas and Electric
and Edison Co. to provide northerly ingress and egress for
parcel 2 which could also serve the new Trestles Parcel,

and provide an inland ingress anc egress for parcel l of

San Onofre State Park,

The current emergency route from psarcel 2 is via a double
‘padlocked heavy chained military zate. Since sur Parks Dept.
personnel are on duty at this bEr(h entrance area only the
- summer day-time hours, San Gnofrs duclear Plant personnel are
authorized to unlock the gate. The gate is more than a mile
from the reactors via the only r:ad.

In an accident at Sa: Onofre React :0or3, beschgoers, alested by
ioudspeaker, would be on the road s*tzmpting eccape, within

minutes, so tnat tne plant officiz! wuuld face a flood of
hundreds of evacuees whom he woul: nav: tc buch a mile against
~traffic to unlcck the gate.

Beachgoers who had struggled threucon 6750 wile of beach parking
area before embarking on the mile lorc access :oad which carries
them in an "S" shepe patterr twice nare the rupting reactor,
could not be expecte¢ to evidence “uch naticnc: with traffic.

Only at the end of the "S" wile, wh:re they arrive within a

few hundred yaros of the riacior, c.n Lazy eni.r themile and

8/lb escape route” ‘cddlng te the froeway. Thg panic which would
be ¢ suned by such.a circuitcns snu ! TSsus wacape route could
Sues L uTal NG Tawwo brafes SR Gioeoalnants o cLeplo o oiollad
vchiclcs witlch ﬁo;ld Llock tr. Lrioa two lane rocad, causing

adaiticnal celays of exit.,

N



 State of California San Onofre Committee Cont. .

The freeway, Interstate 3, the o Ly north-soul” coental routo,
is often full during the summer GayS, bLiap arelneoulEL, St
and start, on weekends. S

Recommendations by federal government of ficials in the recent
State of Califdrnia “nergy Commicsion Hearings on evacuation of
San Onofre area, that planning should be done for evacuation of
10-20 miles near reactors, have given u:s new considzration of
the requests of San Llemente Police Unicf iiel Portnar and Fire .
Chief Ronald Coleman that State Park users be directed to
alternate escape routes rather than Interstate 5. Since San
Clemente is only 24 miles from the reactor site, they would need
Interstate 5 for tens of thousands of evacuees of San Clemente
and adjacent communities, in event of an accident which sent a
radiation plume to the north or northwest. : '
Our Emergency and EvacuationPlanning Committee recommends that
our thousands of State Park campers and beachgoers should be
directed inland, under such circumstances, on a northeast or
easterly route, which the utility ccmpanies should providee.

The State of California has not the =zuthority to provide such
accesses across Marine Corps controlizd lana, nor the funds to
do so, were permission accorded. The utility companies should
bear the responsibility for negotiaticn with the military and

‘or cost of construction of roadways necessitated by their venture.

Paul Muspratt, our staff uirector of avacuation for southern
California State Parks has advised us, "there is no way I can get
"the people off those beaches and out of the ocean and out of the
danger area in the 15 minutes they gave me for the first quadrant.

I just don't have the manpower nor the equipment to perform that
kind of evacuation." : : L »

Adéquate off-site roadways would not solve the State Park evac-
uation dilemna, which includes probiems of narrow trails up 80-
100 feet bluffs from beach to carking areas of parcel 3, but they
would measurabliy shorten the escape time and panic consequences.

Sincerely, .

[ .
Lyn Harris Hicks, chairman _
Emergency and Evacuation Planning Ccwmittee

-

N

’ ’ . . . ‘,I "
RV /.?,,(_, DL r"—'_‘t?“"" /LM;-’
Ruth Zzuman Yeilding;, coordinztor

State'of_California'Sén Cnofre »tate oeach CLitizen Advisory Committee

c.c horbert fhouasg, difoot
State of Californid deple. O
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NUOLL AR R - ST

Ea | BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY ..RD_LICENSING BOARD
In ﬁhé Matter of - )
| SOUTHERVN:CALIFORNIAV EDISON i Docket Nos. 50-361 OL
COMPANY, ET AL. ) 50-362 OL
(San .OnoAfre Nuclear Generating j -
‘ )

Station, Units 2 and 3)

CERTIFICATE O% SERVICE

I hereby certify that copies of "NRC STAFF ANSWER TO GUARD'S AMENDED PET-
~ TION FOR LEAVE TO INTERVENE" in the abovi-captioned proceeding have been

served on the follow_ing by deposit :r. the Uni.+d States mail, first class or air
mail, or as indicated by an asterisk, through ‘eposit in the Nuclear Regulatory
- Commission's internal mail system, this lst dav of September 1977: '

John M. Frysiak, Esq., Chairman* Rollin E. Woodbury, General Counsel
Atomic Safety and Licensing Bozrd David N. Barry III, Esq. __ |
‘U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission James A. Beoletto, Esq. |
Washington, D. C.. 20555 Southern California Edison Company
j L 2244 Walnut Grove Avenue
Dr, Cadet H. Hand; Jr., Member .Rosemead, California 91770
Director, Bodega Marine Laboratory ‘
University of California ‘ Dzvid R. Pigott, Esq.
P.O. Box 247 . Chickering & Gregory
Bodega Bay, California 94923 111 Sutter Street

- San Francisco, Caiifornia 94104 .
Mr. Lester Kornblith, Jr. ., Member¥* S '
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board A.an R. Watts, Esq.

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Assistant City Attorney
Washington, D. C. 20555 City Hall

Anatieim, California 92805
Janico E. Kory | Eaqg.

J. Calvin Simpscn, Fsa. _ : Richard J. Wharton, Esq.
Lawrence Q. Gavcia, Esg. - 4555 Cass Siocet
5066 State Duildiogy Sarodicgo, California 92109

San Francisco,




Mrs. Lyn Harris Illcl's L P AR TU DA PR
GUARD . L 2089 Foothlll Drive
3908 Calle Arlana Vista, California 92083
San Clemente, Cahformc. 9261" '

Atomic Safety and Llcensmg Board Docketing and Service Section

Panel* ' Officc of the Secretary
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Comm1ssmn "
Washington, D. C. 20555 Washington, D. C. 20555 '
- Atomic Safety and Llcensmg Appeal
Panel*
‘U. S. Nuclear Regiu,l»a’tory Commission C _ . :
Washington, D. C. 20555 _ T

&MM

Lawrence J. éhandle
Couasel for NRC Staff
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA _
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

.BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD _
In the Matter of '

Docket Nos. 50—361 OL
' 50-362 OL

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON
COMPANY, ET AL.

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

N N N N N N N

NRC STAFF REQUEST FOR EXTENSION OF TIME
IN WHICH TO ANSWER GUIARD'S AMENDED
PETITION FOR LEAVE TO INTERVENE

On Augp;st 25, 1977, counsel for the NRC Staff receiveci a copy of amended
1¢tte'r pétit'ion for leave to intervene; dated August 17, 1977, filed b'y Mrs. Lyn
Harri§ Hicks on behalf of GUAIRDs served by the Office of the Secretary of
the Commission. No certific%te of service accompanied this pleading and
service upon counsel for the Staff was accomplished by the Secretary's
office. In aécordancg with 10 CFR §§ 2.710 and 2.714, the Staff's answer
to this pleading is due-on August 31, 1977, allowing onlyfour wvorking days
in which to réspond.. In addition, prior éom.mitm‘er'lts of counsel for the Staff
will reduce even this short period to two, da?s. Consequehtly, the Staff,

_ pursuant to 10 CFR § 2.711, rcspectfully requests an extension of time until
Septerhber 6, 1977, within which to file its'a;lswer. The Staff believes that

its requested extension is necessary for a meaningful consideration of the

pleading . The Staff does not believé that the grant of such an extension




— e eeme - ‘ . - - . ‘ e R -
[ :
-

-

would result in'any undue delay in this proceeding . Counsel for the Appli-
cants and Mrs. Hicks have been informed of the Staff's request and authorized
Staff Counsel to represent to the Board.that they have no objection to the

requested extension of time.

Accordingly, for éood cause“shown, the Staff Yespectfully #equests the Board
té allow it until September 6, 1977 to file its answe.r to GUARD'S amended
petitio'n for lgave to interve’ne.l

-Respect‘fully} submitted,

]

5 -
~, P -
g ; R ;

ARy s / ;_' /

P
S
e j,’f',/‘ﬁ

=5 —La\}vrence J. ’Chandler/"‘
Counsel for NRC Staff

Dated at Béthesda_., Maryland
this 26th day of August, 1977
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LIéENSING BOARD
In the Matter of

Docket Nos. 50-361 OL
50-362 OL

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON
COMPANY, ET AL.

(San Onofre Nuclear Gencrating
Station, Units.Z and 3)

N N N N N N

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that copies of "NRC STAFF REQUEST FOR EXTENSION OF TIME

IN WHICH TO ANSWER GUARD'S AMENDED PETITION TO INTERVENE'" in the above-
captioned proceeding have 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 internal mail system,
this 26th day of August 1977: : :

John M. Frysiak, Esq., Chairman* ‘Rollin E. Woodbury, General Counsel

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board David N. Barry III, Esq. :

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission James A. Beoletto, Esq. -

Washington, D. C. 20555 Southern California Edison Company
2244 Walnut Grove Avenue

Dr. Cadet H. Hand, Jr., Member Rosemead, California 91770

Director, Bodega Marine Laboratory : ' .

University of California ‘ David R. Pigott, Esq.

P. O. Box 247 ‘ Chickering & Gregory

Bodega Bay, California 94923 111 Sutter Street

; San Francisco, California 94104
Mr. Lester Kornblith, Jr., Member* : ’
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Alan R. Watts, Esq.

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Assistant City Attorney

Washington, D. C. 205655 City Hall
. - _ . Anahcim, California 92805
Janice E. Kerr, Esq. .

J. Calvin Simpson, Esq. ’ Richard J. Wharton, Esq.
Lawrence Q. Garcia, Esq. 4655 Cass Strect
5066 State Building ‘ San Dicgo, California 92109

San Francisco, California 94102



Mrs. Lyn Harris Hicks Mr. Lloyd von Haden

GUARD ' 2089 Foothill Drive

3908 Calle Ariana o . Vista, California 92083
San Clemente, California 92672 :

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board + Docketing and Service Section

Panel* - ‘Office of the Secretary
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555 - . _ Washington, D. C. 20555

Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeél
Panel* '

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Washington, D. C. 20555

-

RO
s T Tk
Stuart A. Treby ) _
Assistant Chief Hearin,é_ Counsel



In The Matter Of

Lol . .

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

ATOMIC SAFETY AND LCIENSING BOARD

ele/?7

) DOCKET NOS. 50-361
. ) _ -
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY ) _AND. . 50-362
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY ) - ‘ <3—7~____§~NN;
(San Onofre Nuclear Generating ) :
-Station, Units Nos. 2 and 3) )
_ o )

MEMORANDUM OF APPLICANTS' TELEGRAPHIC

COMMUNICATION WITH BOARD

C. Hayden Ames

David R. Pigott

Chickering & Gregory

3 Embarcadero Center

San Francisco, California 94111
Attorneys for Applicant

SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY

Rollin E. Woodbury

David N. Barry, III

James A. Beoletto

2244 Walnut CGrove Avenue

Rosemead, California 91770
Attorneys for Applicant

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY

August 26, 1977




UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In The Matter Of DOCKET NOS. 50-361
. ' AND 50-362
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY .

SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY

(San Onofre Nuclear Generating

)
)
)
) .
;
Station, Units Nos. 2 and 3) )
. )

MEMORANDUM OF APPLICANTS' TELEGRAPHIC
COMMUNICATION WITH BOARD

On August 26, 1977 Applicants transmitted the attached tele-
graphic notice to the Atpmic Safety and Licensing Board,

addressed to Mr. John M. Frysiak, Esq., Chalrman. Copies of
thivaemorandum and the attachment aré being servéd.Upon all

parties to this proceeding.

DATED: August 26, 1977.
| Respectfully submitted,

C. HAYDEN AMES

DAVID R. PIGOTT _

CHICKERING & GREGORY

Attorneys for .- _
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY

ROLLIN E. WOODBURY

DAVID N. BARRY, III

JAMES A. BEOLETTO

Attorneys for

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY

By

James- A, Beoletto
One ovaounsel for Applicants




AUGUST 26, 1977

Please telex or telecopy to:

TO:

JOHN M. FRYSIAK, ESQ., CHAIRMAN

ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD PANEL
U. S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C.

RE: DOCKET NOS. 50-361 AND 50-362. _
ON AUGUST 26, 1977 WE RECEIVED’A TELEPHONE CALL FROM
MR. STEWART TREBE OF THE USNRC OFFICE OF THE a

EXECUTIVE LEGAL DIRECTOR, ADVISING Us IHAI THEY HAD

"RECEIVED A DOCUMENT PURPORTING TO BE A PETITION TO

. INTERVENE BY MS. LYN HICKS ON- BEHALF OF GUARD IN THE

ABOVE DOCKETS. APPLICANTS HAVE RECEIVED THE SAME
DOCUMENT.ON THIS DATE. APPLICANTS INTEND TO TIMELY
RESPOND - IN ACCORDANCE WITH NRC REGULATIONS AS
THOUGH THE DOCUMENT WAS SERVED ON IT BY MAIL ON THE
SAME DATE THAT IT WAS IN FACT SERVED BY THE USNRC

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, DOCKETING AND SERVICE

SECTION. A COPY OF THIS TELEGRAM WILL BE_SERVED'ON

ALL PARTIES LISTED ON THE EXISTING SERVICE LIST.

JAMES A. BEOLETTO
" SOUTHERN. CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
ROSEMEAD, CALIFORNIA

C
. “
R




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that on the 26th day of August,

1977, copies of the foregoing MEMORANDUM OF APPLICANTS'

' TELEGRAPHIC COMMUNICATION WITH BOARD weré served upon each

of the following by deposit in the United States mail,

Dr. Sidney R. Galler
Deputy Assistant Secretary
for Environmental Affailrs
U.S. Dept. of Commerce
14th & Constitution, N.W.
Room 3425 = =

Washington, D.C. 20230

Mr. Robert Ochinero, Director
National Oceanographic Data
Center ' '
Environmental Data Service
Natl. Oceanic & Atmospheric
Administration

- U.S. Dept. of Commerce
.Washington, D.C. 20235

Mr. Bruce Blanchard, Director
Office of Environmental
Projects Review, Rm.. 4239
U.S. Dept. of the Interior
18th & C Streets, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20240

Mr. Charles Custard, Director

~Office of Environmental

Affairs

‘U.S. Dept. of Health, Education

and Welfare, Rm. 524F2
200 Independence Ave., S.W,
Washington, D.C. 20201

" postage prepaid, addressed as follows:

M. Whitman Ridgway, Chief .

Bureau of Power

Federal Power Commission
Rm. 5100 .

825 No. Capitol St., N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20426

Dr, Carl N. Schuster, Jr.

Federal Power Commission, Rm. 4016
825 No. Capitol St., N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20426

" Mr., James T. Curtis, Jr.,

Director
Materials Transportation Bureau
2100 Second St., S.W.

- Washington, D.C. 20590

Secretarial Representative

U.S. Dept. of Transportation
Suite 610

2 Embarcadero Center

San Francisco, California 94111

Chief, Energy Systems Analyses
Branch (AW-459)

Office of Radiation Programs

U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency

Rm. 645, East Tower

401 M. Street, S.W.

Washington, D.C. 20460



Chief, Environmental Evaluation
Branch (WH-548)

Office of Water and Hazardous
Materials

U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency

Rm. 2818, Waterside Mall

4ol M St., S.W.

Washington, D.C. 20460

EIS Coordinator

Attn: Ms. Patricia Port
Environmental Protection Agency
100 California St.

San Francisco, California 94111

U.S. Dept. of the Army

Corps of Engineers

Box 2711

Los Angeles, California 90053

Mr. Robert Garvey, Executive
Director

- Advisory Council on Hlstorlc
Preservation

1522 K St., N.W. Suite 430

Washington, D.C. 20005

Mr. H. E. Zittel, Manager
Environmental Statement Project
Oak Ridge Natl. Laboratory
~Box X

Oak Ridge, Tennessee 37830

Regional Administrator

"Dept. of Housing and Urban
Development

450 Golden Gate Ave.

Box 36003 -

San Francisco, California 94102

Librarian/Thermal -Reactors
. Safety Group
Building 130
Brookhaven Natl. Laboratory
Upton, L.I., New York 11973

Atomic Industrial Forum
1747 Pennsylvania Ave., N.W.
Washington, D.C. . 20005

Chairman

Board of Supervisors

San Diego County

San Diego, California 92412

Mayor, City of San Clemente
San Clemente, California 92672

Mr. Frank Hahn, Director
Energy Facilities Siting Div.

Energy Resources Conservation

& Development Commission
1111 Howe Avenue
Sacramento, California 95825

California Dept. of Health

Attn: Chief, Environmental -
Radiation Control Unit

Radiologic Health Section

714 P St., Room 498

Sacramento, California 95814

Energy Resources Conservation
and Development Comm1531on

Attn: Librarian

1111 Howe Avenue

Sacramento, California 95825

Office of Intergovernmental
Management

State of California

1400 10th St., Rm 108

Sacramento, California 95814

Office of the Governor

Office of Planning & Research
1400 Tenth St.

Sacramento, California 95814

San Diego County Comprehensive
Planning Organization

Security Pacific Plaza

1200 Third Ave.

‘San Diego, California 92101

Chief, Div. of Ecological
: Services
Bureau of Sport Fisheries &
Wildlife
U.S. Dept. of the Interior
18th & C Streets, N.W.
Washington, D.C. - 20240




h ®

Mr., Joseph Canny

Office of Environmental Affairs
U.S. Dept. of Transportation
400 7th St., S.W., Rm 9422
Washington, D.C. 20590

Capt. Wm. R. Riedel

Water Resources Coordinator
W/S 73 UsCG, Room 7306

U.S. Dept. of Transportation
4o0 7th St., S. W.
Washington, D.C. 20590

Director Dept. of Parks and
Recreation

State Resources Agency

Box 2390 .

Sacramento, California 95811

Mr. Richard H. Broun
Environmental Clearance Officer
Dept. of Housing and Urban

- Development
451 7th St., S.W. Rm. 7258
Washington, D.C. 20410

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

Henry J. McGurren, Esq.

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory

- Commission ,

Office of the Executive Legal
Director

Washington, D.C. 20555

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

Anaheim, California

Lawrence Chandler, Esq.

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission

Office of the Executive Legal
Director

"Washington, D.C. 20555

Richard J. Wharton, Esq.
4655 Cass St., Suite 304
San Diego, California 92109

Lloyd and Selma von Haden
2089 Foothill Drive
Vista, California 92083

Janice E. Kerr

J. Calvin Simpson

Andrew J. Skaff

Martin A. Mattes

California Public Utilities
Commission

5066 State Building

San Francisco, California 94102

John M. Frysiak, Esq., Chairman

Atomic Safety and Licensing
Board Panel :

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission

. Washington, D.C. 20555

Dr. Cadet H. Hand, Jr., Member
Director, Bodega Marine Laboratory
University of Callfornia

Box 247

Bodega Bay, California 94923

Mr. Lester Kornblith, Jr.,
Member
Atomic Safety and Licensing
. Board Panel
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Mr. William L. Bedford
1061 Barsby Street
Vista, California 92083

Ms. Lyn Harris Hicks

Guard

3908 Calle Ariana

San Clemente, California 92672

JAMES A. BEOLETTO

James A. Beoletto
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
BEFORE THE
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

' ‘57/@/4%— '
o

| In the Matter of the Application
by SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON
COMPANY and SAN DIEGO GAS AND

. ELECTRIC COMPANY for facility )

| operating licenses for SAN ONOFRE )

- NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION, Unit

s Nos. 2 and 3, in San Diego County, )
California.

Dockets Nos., 50-361
50-362

PETITION OF THE PEOPLE
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA AND
THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
TO PARTICIPATE AS AN INTERESTED STATE

JANICE E, KERR
J. CALVIN SIMPSON
LAWRENCE Q. GARCIA

5066 State Building
San Franclsco, California 94102

Attorneys for the People of the State
of California and the Public Utilities
Commlission of the State of California



UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
BEFORE THE
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

In the Matter of the Application )

by SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON )

COMPANY and SAN DIEGO GAS AND )

ELECTRIC COMPANY for facillity ~
operating licenses for SAN ONOFRE ) Dockets Nos. gg_gg%
NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION, Unit
Nos. 2 and 3, in San Diego County, )
California. )

PETITION OF THE PEOPLE
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA AND
THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
TO PARTICIPATE AS AN INTERESTED STATE

Pursuant to the Rules of Practice of the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (NRC), Section 2.715(c) (10 CFR Section 2.715) and to
Ruling No, 1 of Memorandum and Order of the Atomic Safety and
Licensing Board dated July 22, 1977 in this proceeding, the
People of the State of California and the Public Utilities Com-
mission of the State of California (California) petition for
leave to participate as an interested state in the above-entitled
proceeding with respect to whether facility operating licenses
should issue to Southern California Edison Company (SCE) and San
Diego Gas and Electric Company (SDG&E) for the possession, use
and operation of the San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station, Units
2 and 3 situated in San Diego County, California, and in support
thereof allege: '

I
The names, tltles and mailing addresses of persons on
whom service may be made are as follows:

Janice E, Kerr, Esquire

J. Calvin Simpson, Esquire

Lawrence Q. Garcia, Esquire

California Public Utilities Commission
5066 State Building

San Francisco CA 94102

1




Such persons are attorneys appearing in a representative capacity
on behalf of petitioners and are admitted to practice before the
Supreme Court of California,
- IT
The Public Utilities Commission of the State of
California is an administrative agency created and existing
under the Constitution and laws of the State of California,

I1T

By mandate of the Constitution of the State of California,
Article 12, every public uﬁility within this State is subject
to the Jjurisdiction and regulation of the California Public
Utilities Commission (CPUC). SCE and SDG&E are public utilities,
and the project in this proceeding was subject to this Commission's
determination that the present or future public convenience and
necessity required such construction, operation and maintenance.
California Public Utilitles Code Section 1001, et seq., Section
1701, et seq. | |

The jurisdiction of the CPUC over the San Onofre Nuclear
Generating Station'included not only the initial approval and
certification, but also the regulation of the health, security,
environmental and convenience aspects of the ongoing opefation.
The purpose of such supervision is to protect the People of the
State of California who are customers of SCE and SDG&E.

Section 307 of the Public Utilities Code imposes a duty
upon the General Counsel of the CPUC to represent and appear for
The People of the State of California and the CPUC in all actions
and proceedings of this nature. 1In addition, under Section 5401
of the Public Utilities Code, the CPUC is empowered to appear and
participate on behalf of the State of California in all matters
before federal regulatory agencies which affect the energy needs
of California. _

The interest of the CPUC in thils proceeding is clear, to
carry out its constitutional and statutory mandate.



Iv

The nature and extent of California's interest is amply
demonstrated by the formidable efforts already expended with
regard to this project. The construction, operation and maln-
tenance of San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station Unit 1 was
authorized by the CPUC in Decision No. 67810, 1ssued May 5, 1964,
and Decision No. 74182, issued May 28, 1968. The construction,
operation and maintenance of Units 2 and 3 were authorized by

the issuance of an interim certificate of public convenience'and
necessity by the CPUC in Deciéion No. 78410, issued March 9, 1971.
This certificate is to be made final upon the establishment of
evidence that final authority has been obtained from the NRC to
construct and operate Units 2 and 3.1/ In reaching its decision
to grant the interim certificate of public convenience and
necessity, the CPUC considered the safety and environmental
implications of the proposed project. The CPUC made independent
findings relative to all of the pertinent issues, drew conclusions
from the findings, and weighed these conclusions along with other
important public interest considerations in deliberating its
final decision. Chief among these considerations was this
State!s need for an adequate and economic supply of electrical
energy. Just as 1s required of the NRC in considering the present
application, the CPUC made a thorough analysis, balancing the
environmental costs of the proposed facility against the other
public interest values involved. Many of the issues to be con-
sidered in the instant proceeding are strikingly similar to those
already considered by the CPUC, Thus, the essential nature of
California's interest in this proceeding is to participate and
aid in the development of a complete record.

1/ CPUC Decision No. 78410 was filed with the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission on May 10, 1977, as an attachment to a petition
filed by California on that date.
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The anticipated generation of capacity of Units 2 and
3 have become an integral part of California's plans to meet 1its
energy requirements. These energy requirements have assumed

‘increasingly critical importance. Units 2 and 3, as well as

future nuclear power plans, will be designed primarily to meet
the power requirements of the State of California. California,
through its various agencles, has a great responsibility for
ascertaining and planning for the power needs of the State and
for the thorough consideration of the impact of supplying those
needs. To the extent that the resolution of issues in this
proceeding may require that the operating licenses be in any way
modified or conditioned, there may be a direct statewide impact
on planning and coordination of present and future electfic
power generation, exchange, distribution and rates within
California. Because of the energy crisis, the responsibilities
and actions of the CPUC and other state agencies in this regard
have assumed a position of critical importance. It is clear that
California's interest extends to all of the issues involved in
this proceeding and 1ts concerns should be fully heard.

VI

The requirements of the California Environmental Quality
Act of 1970 (CEQA), as amended, closely parallel those of the
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), as amended.
The CPUC continues to perfect its procedures to implement those
requirements. Participation in this proceeding will not only
ald the CPUC and other agencies of the State in implementing
its own procedures and in ascertaining the areas of environmental
concern involved in the operation of nuclear power plants, but |
also help clarify the respeétive responsibilities of California
and the NRC in the consideration of environmental values both
in this and future proceedings.



VII

California has participated in the proceedings regarding
whether construction permité for Unit 1, as well as Units 2
and 3, should be continued, modified or terminated, and whether
an operating license for Unit 1 should be issued. In addition,
California has intervened and participated in the licensing
proceedings regarding Pacific Gas and Electric Company's Diablo
Canyon Nuclear Power Plant, Units 1 and 2 at Dockets 50-275 and
50-323. The CPUC, by its participation, will be able to effec-
tively continue to represent the statewide interests that should
be considered. Such participation will not unnecessarily or
unreasonably broaden the issues involved or delay any proceeding
which may be held. However, this petition should not be construed
as a request for a hearing and is not filed in opposition to the
application of SCE and SDG&E.

WHEREFORE, Petitloners respectfully request leave to
participate as an interested State in this instant proceeding.

Respectfully submitted,

/s/ JANICE E. KERR

Janice E. Kerr

/s/ J. CALVIN SIMPSON

J. Calvin Simpson

/s/  LAWRENCE Q, GARCIA

g _ - Lawrence Q. Garcia

. 5066 State Building
San Francisco, California 94102

Attorneys for the People of the State
of California and the Public Utilities
Commission of the State of California




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

1 hereby certify that on the 8th day of August, 1977, copiles
of the foregoing Petition of the People of the State of California
and the Public Utilities Commission of the State of California to
Participate as an Interested State were served upon each of the
following by deposit in the United States maill, postage prepaid,

addressed as follows:

John M. Frysiak, Esq., Chairman
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington DC 20555

Dr, Cadet H. Hand, Jr., Member
Director, Bodega Marine Laboratory
University of California

P. 0. Box 247
Bodega Bay CA 94923

Mr. Lester Kornblith, Jr., Member
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington DC 20555

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
Panel

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Washington DC 20555

Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal
Panel .

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Washington DC 20555

Rollin E. Woodbury, General Counsel
David N, Barry III, Esq.

James A, Beoletto, Esq.

Southern California Edison Co.

2244  Walnut Grove Avenue

Rosemead CA 91770

/s/

‘Anaheim CA

Washington DC

David R. Pigott, Esq.
Chickering & Gregory
111 Sutter Street
San Francisco CA

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

94104

92805

Richard J. Wharton, Esq.

L4655 Cass Street
P, 0. Box 9026

San Diego CA 02109

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

Commission
20555

LAWRENCE Q. GARCIA

Lawrence Q. Garcia

5066 State Building
San Francisco, California 94102

Attorney for the People of the State
of California and the Public Utilities
Commission of the State of California




. Richard J. ‘Wharton; Eéq;
.* 4655 Cass Street _ -
. San Dxego Cahxornla 92109

In the Matter of Southern Cahforma Edlson Company, et al.
(San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station, Units 2 and 13)
Docket Nos. 50- -361 OL and 502362 OL

Dear Mr . Whar t'on:

 As you requested durmg our meetmg on July 28, 1977 enclos»d is a
- Copy of: : :

. 1 .ALAB 3'9'0 (siip“épinién) - Appeal Board decision in the Seabrook and »
o NEP proceedings, jointly, which discusses the scope of emergency o
plans required. by NRC reguldtlons : o LT

2. Standard Revmw Plan, Secuon 2. 1. 3, POPULATION DISTRIBUTION )
' Statement of Conmderatlons accompanymg the amendment of 10 CFR :
§100. ll(d) 3, pubhshed in the Federal Register on June 24, 1975;
and, Standard Format and Content of Safety. Analysns Reports for
. Nuclear Power Plants (Regulatory Guide 1.70, Rev. 2), Section - |,
'2.1.3.5, Population Center; these reflect the populanon consider- .
‘ations .and criteria applied by ‘the Staff in cvaluatmg the acceptability '
of a site for a nuclear power plant, particularly respecting popula-.
’tion center s, in accordance thh the guldance of 10 CFR Part 100. l

3.  The Safety Evaluation Report 1ssued by the Staff in October 1972
_ in connection with the San Onofre 2 and 3 construction pernut
: proceedmg v :

4.  Commission demal of NRDC peuuon for rulemakmg to determme ‘
‘ "(1)...whetheér radioactive wastes can be.generated in nuclear
- power reactors and subsequently disposed of without undue rlsk
to the public health and safety and (2) to refrain from acting
finally to'grant pending future requests for opera;’m_g licenses
until such time as this definitive finding of safety can be and is
made." 42 Fed. Reg. 34391, July 5, 1977.. . ~

OFFICED | : . . L

SURNAME 3»

DATE® L ol e

NRC FORM 318 (9-76) NRCM 0250 S w u S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE; 1976 ~ 626-624. i . B : /\
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In connectlon with. your quesuon whether the Staff's env:h onmental 1n~pact
_statement would include consideration of (a) conservation of energy and
(b) waste management, matters which were. not required to be considered
pursuant to regulations in effect at the construction permit stage, I’

am advised that both matters will be addressed in the Staff's review and, w111
be reﬂected in the Draft and Fmal EnVIronmental Statements. - '

Also, Iam enclosmg a copy of ALAB 422, the Appeal Board‘s recent dec1slon'
in the Seabrook proceeding . Sectmns I and III, which address’ populatmn
and seismic cons1derations pursua.nt to 10- CFR Part 100 respecnvely, may

- be of mterest to you, g

. -Sin'ceré__al}'r, .

' Lawvence J. Chandler
Counsel for NRC Staff P

cc (w/o enclosures): ~ . - . DISTRIBUTION
John M. Frysiak, Esq. H. Rood

Dr. Cadet H. Hand, Jr. K. Kniel

Mr. Lester Kornblith, Jr., O. Lynch
'Lawren(:e Q. Gareia, Esq. W. Regan .
-James A. Beoletto, Esq. L. Chandler
David R. Pigott, Esq. H. McGurren
AlanR. Watts, Esq. S. Treby
Mrs. Lyn Harris Hicks H. Shapar

Mr. Lloyd von Haden T. Engelhardt
Atomic Safety and Licensing - M. Grossman

- Board Panel . ‘ - ELD Formal File
Atomic Safety and Licensing L NRC Central File

Appeal Panel ' " . LPDR

Docketing and Service Section g

OFFICE>

SURNAME 3>

pATE > 8/8/77 ........ S )

- NRC FORM 318 (9-76) NRCM 0240 ‘ *u S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE: 1976 — 626.624 .
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
- NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of the Application
by SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON
COMPANY and SAN DIEGO GAS AND
ELECTRIC COMPANY for facility
operating licenses for SAN ONOFRE
NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION, Unit
Nos. 2 and 3, in San Diego County,
California.

Docket Nos. 50-361
50-362
W

A A W A WA g g S g

NOTICE OF APPEARANCE

Notice is hereby given that the undersigned attorney
herewith enters an appearance in the above-entitled matter.
In accordance with 10 CFR §2.713 the following information

is provided:

Name: : Lawrence Q. Garcia
Address: 350 McAllister Street

: S San Francisco, CA 94102
Telephone:. - (415) 557-3345
Adﬁission: | State of California Bar

Mr. Garcia is appearing in place of Andrew J. Skaff, along
with Janice E. Kerr, and J. Calvin Simpson, on behalf of the
People of the State of California and the Public Utilities

Commission of the State of California.

. /s/ LAWRENCE Q. GARCIA
June 21, 1977

'Lawrence'Q. Garcia
Principal Counsel




UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMIMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND. LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON
COMPANY SAN DIEGO GAS AND
ELECTRIC COMPANY

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

e’ N’ N S N N o o

Docket Nos. 50-361
50-362

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing

Notice of Appearance:of Lawrence Q. Garcia was malled

postage prepald, this 21lst day of June,’l977, to the following:

John M. Frysiak, Esq., Chairman

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board

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

Dr. Cadet H. Hand, Jr., Member
Director, Bodega Marine Laboratory
University of California

P. 0. Box 247 :
Bodega Bay, CA 94923

Mr. Lester Kornblith, Jr., Member
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commlssion
Washington, D.C. - 20555

Rollin E. Woodbury, Esq.
David N. Barry III, Esq.
James A. Beoletto, Esq.
So. Cal. Edison Company
2244 Walnut Grove Avenue
Rosemead, CA 91770

David R. Pigott, Esq.
Chickering & Gregory
111 Sutter Street
San Francisco, CA

Alan R. Watts, Esq.
‘Assistant City Attorney
City Hall
Anaheim, CA

92805

94104
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Lawrence J. Chandler, Esq.
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Docketing and Service Section
Office of the Secretary

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

Richard J. Wharton, Esq.
4655 Cass Street

P. 0. Box 9026

San Diego, CA 92109

/s/ LAWRENCE Q. GARCIA

Lawrence Q. Garcia
Principal Counsel



John M. Frysiak, Esq., Chairman
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

UNITED STAYES © ~ s
NUCLEAR REGULATONLY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D, C. 20555
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June 17, 1977

Dr. Cadet H. Hand, Jr., Member
Director, Bodega Marine laboratory
University of California

Washington, D. C. 20555 P. 0. Box 247 4
P o . Bodcga Bay, California 94923 .

St RA
. Mr. Lester Kornblith, Jr.

Member :

Atomic Safety and Licensing Beard

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

the Matter of Southern California Edison Company, et al.
(San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station, Units 2 and 3)

Docket Nos. 50-361 OL and 50s362-0L

- Ry

Gentlemen: - B . D

The NRC Staff has vreceived a cony of a letter from Mr. Lloyd von Haden,
dated June 4, 1977, to the Secretary of tha Comnissicn regarding the
Applicants' reply to his May 6, 1977, petition for leave fo intervene
in the captioned proceeding. As in the case of his petition, Mr. won
Haden did not serve a copy of his letter directly on the Gffice of the
Executive Legal Birector and the Staff received its copy on June 10,
1977 through service hy the Commission Secretary's office.

Khile not alluded to in Mr. von Haden's letter, the Staff did reply to
his May 6, 1977 petition for leave to intervene on May 27. 1977. We
have reviewad Mr. von Haden's present letter and conclucded that it dees
not raise any new matters requiring a response from the Staff.

Accordingly, the Staff at this time advises the Board that it does not
wish to amend its earlier answer of May 27, 1977 to respond to any
matters raised in Mr. von Haden's June 4, 1977, letter.

Sincerely,

T /. sy

7.7 Lawrence J. Chandier
Counsel for NRC Staff

cc: See next page

$
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Janice E. Kerr, Esq.
James A. Beoletto, [sq.
David R. Pigott, Esq.
Alan R. Watts, Esq.

" Richard J. Wharton, Esq.

Mrs. Lyn Harris Hicks :

fiv. Lloyd von Haden ,
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel
Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal Panel
Docketing and Service Section '




June 4, 1977

Secretary, Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Docketing and Service Branch
Washington, D.C. 20555

Re: Southern California EZdison Company
San Disgo Gas and Eiectric Company
(San Onofre Nuclear Generating Stations,
Units 2 and 3) :
Docket Nos. 50-361 and, 50-362

Sir
I

Since my May 6, 1977 petition and affidavit for leave to
intervene in ths operating license procedings for the above
matter, I have received a copy of APPLICANTS' ANSWER TO

" PETITIONS TO INTERVENE, submitted by San Diego Gas and
Electric Company, and Southern California Zdison Company.

This statement declares that my petition should be denied
because it was "not served in any fashion on either applicant
as indicated should be donz in the Notice."

Part I of this letter 1s a request for your Commissiorn or tae
atomlc Safety and Licensing Eoard to waive the necessity of
the gservice.

My Tirst awareness of the llicensing matter came from a short
item in our local paper, THE VISTa PRISE, about the middle of
April, 1977. Thie paper is a small daily with a eirculation
of 9,000, Nothing at all appeared in the Oceanside
BIADE-TRIBUNE, another local paper, nor the SaN DIZGO UNION,
whicn is the reglonal newspaper in San Diego County.

Further 1anguiry brought a press release (copy enclosed) from
the Unlted States Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Walnut Creek,
California. Two telephone calls were msde to Mr. Jim Hanchett,
whose name appears on the release, for further informstion.

No mentlon whatsoever was made in the relcase of the notice .-
in the Federal Register nor the requirements of 10 G.F.R.=-2.714.
I did, however, follow the instructions in paragraph taree.

Ever since I appeared in the first public nearing concerned
with Units 2 and 3 I have receilved a superabundance of printed
material and notices from the AEC and the NRC, but nothing at
alé conceérning tiais license to operate. This matter wag well
nidden. ST ¥




L3 v 2 .

If any rules of service were not observed, in the intersst
of safety they should be waived. Eesides, the applicants
recelved copies of all the petitions and affidavits,
Including mine, shortly after they were sent, 80 their
Interests were not jeopardized.

II

The APFLICANTS' ANSWER also states that "It is beyond the
Jurisdiction of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission to pass
on the validity of an Act of Congrsss."

I did not make such a request nor will such action be necessary.

The NRC does, however, have jurisdictlon over finding whether
the application "complies with the requirements of the atomic
Energy Act of 1954, as amended...." and the prudent course
still is to evaluate the impact of the Carolina ZE3G case.,

» ITI _
The APPLICANTS' ANSWER further states I have "failed to state
any specific contention...." concerning the environmental
effects of Units 2 and 3. :

They missed my point: +the combined lmpact 1s the specific
contention.

Their assumption is correct: I "disagree with the overall
review procedure,"

v
My conclusion 1s that my petition to intervene should be approved.,

\'A

Today I sent copies of tnis letter to: Chickering and Gregory,
attorneys for SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY, 111 Sutter
Street, San Francisco, California 94104;

Mr. Rollln E. Woodbury, General Counsel, SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA
EDISON COMPANY, Box 800, Rosemead, California 91770; and

Mr. Richard Wharton, 4655 Cass Street, Sulte 304, San Diego,
California 92109 '

¥von Hader
2089 Foothill
Vista, California 92083




| | ITED STATES
- NUBLEAR REGULATORY®COMMISSION

OFFICE OF PUBLIC AFFAIRS, REGION V
1990 N. California Bou_levard, Suite 202, Walnut Creek, Ca. 94596
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[-1277 FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE
1ct: Jim Hanchett (Mailed - April 11, 1977)
Bus. (415) 486-3141
Home (415) 820-3840

" NRC GIVES NOTICE OF PROPOSED LICENSING ACTION ON
SAN ONOFRE NUCLEAR PLANTS IN CALIFORNIA

‘ The Nuclear Regulatory Commission has accepted for review an application
for operating licenses for Units 2 and 3 of the San Onofre Nuclear Generating
Station being constructed near San Clemente, California, and is providing
opportunity for a public hearing concerning issuance of the licenses. The

1icense applicants are Southern California Edison Company and San Diego Gas
and Electric Company.

Construction of Units 2 and 3 was authorized in October 1973. Each unit
will use a pressurized water reactor and will have an electrical output of
about 1140 megawatts. The Station is located in San Diego County in the north-
west corner of the U.S. Marine Corps' Camp Pendleton. The companies expect
to have Unit 2 ready for fuel loading by February 1980 and Unit 3 by May 1981.

Persons whose interest may be affected by issuance of the Ticense may file
a petition for leave to intervene. Fach petition, accempanied by a supporting
affidavit, must set forth the interest of the petitioner, how that interest
may be affected and the bases for the petitioner's contentions with respect
to the proposed Ticensing action. Petitions to intervene should be filed with
the Secretary of the Commission, Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Washington,
D.C. 20555, Attention: Docketing -and Service Branch, by May 9.

If a timely petition to intervene in the operating license proceedings is
received, a notice of nearing or other approrriate order will be issued. 1In
any event, the licenses would not be issued until after compietion of NRC's
safety and environmental reviews. Also a license for either plant wouid not
be issued until it has been determined that the plant has been satisfactorily
constructed and is ready for fuel loading. '

Documents and correspondence relating to the licensing of the San Onofre
Station are made available for public inspection at the Mission Viejo Branch
Library, 24851 Chrisanta Drive, Mission Viejo, California, and at the NRC
Public Document Room 1717 H Street, N.W., Washington, D.C

Unit 1, located on the same site, has been licensed for cperation since

1967. 1t uses a pressurized water reactor and has an electrical capacity of
about 430 megawatts. .
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In ThHe Matter Of. . . -
S _ — ' DOCKET NOS. 50-361
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY AND 50-362
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY _

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

e N N e N s s

APPLICANTS' ANSWER TO PETITIONS

TO INTERVENE

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

David N. Barry, III1

James A, Beoletto

Attorneys for Applicant

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY




UNITED STATES OF .AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD |

In The Matter Of DOCKET NOS. 50-361
- e . ~ - .and 50-362
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY |

SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY

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

APPLICANTS' ANSWER TO PETITIONS

TO INTERVENE

I

INTRODUCTION

On April 7, 1977 the Federal Register (Vol. 42, No. 67,
at pages 18460-61) published "Receipt of Application for
Facility Operating Liceﬁses; Availability of Environmental
Report; and Opportunity for Hearing (hereinafter "Notice"),
with respect to the above éaptioned docket. Saild Notice
advised that»persons whose interesﬁs may be affected by the
proceeding could file a petition for leave to intervene and
request a hearing with respect to issuance of the operating
1icenses. Petitions-to intervene were to conform with the

requirements of 10 C.F.R. § 2.714.



Southern California Edison Company and San Diego Gas &
Electric Company ("applicants") are 1n receipt of various
documents responding to the Notice With the exception of
intervention documentsifiled by the 01ties of Anaheim~and
Riverside, California,'and The Peopie of the State of Cali-
fornia, and the California Public Utilities Commission
'(whicn are not opposed by applicants), none of the documents
were served in any fashion on either applicantbas indicated
should be done in the Notice. | S |

~ Pursuant to 10 C.F.R. § 2.714(c), applicants hereby

submit "Applicants!' Answer ‘to Petitions to Intervene."

IT

PETITIONERS HAVE FAILED TO PROVIDE

SUPPORTING AFFIDAVITS PARTICULARIZING

THEIR AREAS OF INTEREST AND THE BASIS

FOR THEIR CONTENTIONS

The Commission's Rules of Practice at § 2.714(a) fequire
any person desiring to intervene to:file a written petition
undef-oath'or affirmation. Such petition is to be‘accompanied
by a‘supporting affidavit identifying the specific aspects of
the proceeding on which they desire to intervene, stating with
particularity the facts pertaining to their interest and the
basis for the contention with regard to which they desire to

intervene.



That such supporting affidavitvﬁare'required is plainly
» set forth in lO C.F. R § 2. 71M(a) and was further referenced
o in the Notice of April 7, 1977 With the exception of the
'1ndiV1dual petition of . Lloyd von Haden, not one of the
iind1v1duals seeking 1ntervention has attempted to comply
-.w1th this requirement In the absence of such supporting
affidavits, 1ntervention must be denied |
In addition to 1nd1viduals seeking 1ntervenor.status,
two organizations, Friends of the Earth and Environmental
Coalition of Orange County, Inc., have filed‘petitions for
'interventiontl Neither of said groups has'submitted a
: ;supporting affidavit setting forth an interest of their members
that would support intervention and the basis of their con-

tentions. [Sierra Club v. Morton, 405 U.S. 727, 739, (1972);

Pebble Springs Nuclear’Plant Units 1 and 2, Memorandum and

Order, Nuclear Regulatory Commiss1on, ‘December 23, 1976,
NRCI-76/12, p. 610]. |

| It is respectfully submitted that the petitions to be
considered in this Answer do not comply with the Commission's

Rules of Practice, § 2.714 and must be denied.

IIT

THE PETITIONS FAIL TO ARTICULATE ISSUES.

THAT WOULD REQUIRE A HEARING ON THE

OPERATING LICENSE APPLICATION

The subject proceeding is an application for operating

licenses at San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station, Units 2 and

/




- 3.. A formal hearing need not be granted on every

application for an 6perating license. [Cincinnati Gas &

Electric Company, et al. (William H. Zimmer Nublear Power

Station), ALAB-305, NRCI 76/1, p. 8; Gulf States Utilities
Company’(RiVer Bend Stétion, Units 1 and 2), ALAB—183,
RAI-7A-3, p} 2227, -

In orderAto obtain intervenor stétus,-in addiﬁion to
shdwing the réquisite étanding, petitioners must articulate
é.triéble contention ahd the basis for that contention.

Applicants will address the interests and contentions alleged.

(a) Petition of William L. Bedford

By letter of May 8, 1977 from William L. Bedford

!

fito Secretary, Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Mr. Bedford:
appears to expfess an interest in intervention. Mr. Bedford

requests ".

. that you [NRC] interVene to prevent the
licensing and operation;of San Onofre Units Two and Three."
Applicants submit that if this letter is construedjas a
petition tovintefvene, it must be deniéd. Said letter fails
to meet the formal requirements concerning affidavits of

10 C.F.R. § 2.714(a). Further, Mr. Bedford's letter fails
to allege any basis in support of his allegation that opera-
tion of San Onofre Nucleaf Generating Station Units 2 and 3

" would be a violation of his rights, as required by 10 C.F.R.

§ 2.714(a).



(b) Petition and Affidavit of Lloyd von Haden

By letter of May,6; 1977 to Secretary of the
Commission; Nuclear Regulatory Commission,_Lloyd von Haden
reduested leave to intervene. Said letter was notarized.
Applicants contend tnat Mr. von Haden has failed to state
any contention that is subJect to review in this proceeding
Mr. von-Haden has expressed the follow1ng two contentions

(1) That the effect of the decision in

Carolina Environmental Study Group, Inc., et al. v.

United States Atomic Energy Commission; (WD NC March 31,

: 1977, Docket No. C-C-73-139), Should be evalnated in this
proceeding prior to granting an operating license. |
The Carolina Env1ronmentaletudy Group decision c1tes wilth

approval the U. S.: Supreme Court case of Kennedy v. Mendoza-

Martinez, 372 U.SA 14y (1963) for the prop051tion that
ruling an Act of Congress unconstitutional by a single
District Court Judge does ngt act to disrupt application
of the act. It was the intent of the District Court and the
law that the statuteiremain in effect. The liability
provision of the Price-Anderson Act remains in full force
and effect pending Supreme Court review.

| Applicants submit that the issue constitutes an
attack on'the;validity of the Price—Anderson_Act._ It is
beyond the jurisdiction of_the Nnclear Regulatory Commission

to pass on the'validity of an Act of Congress. As stated in



the thice of April 7, 1977, a petition setting forth
contentions outside the ComﬁiSSiQn's jprisdiction_will be
denied.-v |
(2) That it is in erréf to consider the
environmental effects of Units 2'aﬁd 3»SeparatQIY-fr0m
- those .of Uﬁit 1. Mr. von Haden does hot allege any -
specific.aréa'of poténtial dispute‘With'fespécf to any
'environmentai issue. Mr. von Hadén.éppeafs'téidisagree
With'thé overall review pfoceduré. |
Applicants contend that Mr. von Haden has totally
failed to state'aﬁy.épecific contention_or thé basis for a

contention and his petition to intervene should be denied.

(¢) Petition to Intervene Filed by Richard J. Wharton
| ' : '

‘on Behalf of Friends of the'Earth, Environmental Coalition

rof Orénge County, Inc., Mrs. DonivaaZQy, Mr. and Mrs.

August S. Carstens, Lloyd and Selma von Haden and Donald May.

This betition to.intervéhe is not accompanied by
" an affidavit from- each intervehor‘deécfibing (1) some injury
that has occurred or is likely to oécﬁr to them, and (2) a
protectabie ihterest that may be affected by the proceeding.
In this instance the attorney for petitionefs has submitted
a very generalized pleading. Applicahts submit that
particularized supporting affidavits must be required from

- each petitioner shbwihg the requisite standing to intervene.




'In the absence of’such'affidavifseas required by the
provisions of 10 C.F.R. § 2.71l(a), the‘petition.to inter-
vene and the demand for hearing included therein mﬁst be
denied.

In addltlonvto the above deficiencies in the petltlon
to 1ntervene, applicants do not consider the aspects of
concern llsted in the petltlon to intervene to be
appropriate issues for hearlng in this operatlng license
proceeding. In addition to the rules of 10 C.F.R. § 2.714
the Commission has set forth its policy'concerning the
formulation of issues in operating license_preceedings.
(10 C.F.R. 2, Appendix-A, Section VIII, Procedures -
Applicable to Opefating License Proceedings), ‘It is clear

that the Commission policy does not envision a de novo

review of whether or not the facilities should be built.
Issues are to be formulated in the context of the fact that
construction of the units at that eite hes been approved and
the .issues should now pertain to operation of the plant.
Applicants here address the various aspects raised in

the petition to intervene:

1. Seismic Analysis: Petitioners have made the

extremely general statement that earthquake danger at the

Site has been seriously uhderestimated. ‘Applieants contend




that the general assertion that the original earthquake
studies are in erfor, without definition of such errors or
specification of the élleged "new studies" and their_reSuits,
fails to meétvthe réquirement of'partigularity.with respect
to the basis for a contention. "[10 C.F.R. § 2.7114(_a)]. |
If‘petitioners are to be allowed interveﬁtion, applicants
have a right to,particularization of the allégatidns and the

basis of such contentions. (Cincinnati‘Gas'& Electric

Company, et al. (William H. ZimmerbNuciear Power Station),
Docket No. 50-358, ALAB-305, NRCI-76/1, p. 8). ‘Unless'such
requirements are ﬁet, thé petition td'intérvene must be-
denied. . |

2. Pricé—Anderson Act: Petitioners aﬁtempt to inVoke

the decision in the Carolina Environmental Study Group, Inc.,

et al. case as a bar to these proceedihgs. Applicants'.
position, which is as detailed in response to the individuai
petition to intervene of Lloyd von Haden, is that the District
Court decision. does not affect the operation.of the Price-
Andérson Act énd cannot be applied in this-proceeding.

Petitioners' contention cannot bevthe basis for intervention.

3. Marine Environment: Petitioners allege that
environmental studies to be conducted pursuant to California
Coastal Commission proceedings have not been completed.

Petitioners do not allege any violation or deficiency with

respect to compliance with Nuclear Regulatory Commission




 procedures or federal law. Studies conducted pursuant to
another ehtity's proceedings are irrelevant to this .
proceéding and cannot be the basis'for reduiring a
héafing on the operating license. |

Petitioners have failed té §articularize any issue'with
respect to meeting the requirements of Séctién 102(2)(4A), (C),

~and (D) of the National Environmental Policy Act in accordance
with 10 C.F.R. Part 50. Intervention basedlon this issue must
be denied.

4., Evacuation Plans: Petitioners present the general
assertion that present evacuation plans are "incompiete and in-
adequate." Petitioners do not provide so much as a hint as
ﬁo the basis for the aSseftion. It is not sufficient to present
méfe aqcusations of deficiencies. There‘muét be a specific
contention and.a clearly articulateé basis for making that
contention. Petitioners have failed to make-particularized
contentions with respect to the'evaguation‘plan including the
basis for such.contentions. Intervéntion based on-this issue
must be denied. |

5. Population Density: Petitioners have presented a
very general statement in support of tﬁeir’alleged concern
over population density. Population density in the vicinity of
the site is an issue properly addressed at the construction

permit rather than the bperating license stage. In fact,




pépulation density was éxtenéively'cdhsidered-during thé
coﬁstruction permit.proceeding. (Decision, ALAB-248, RAI 74—12,
p. 598, et'séq.).‘ The site was found to conform to 10 C.F.R.
Part 100 critefia. |

Petitioneré' allegations of overall growth projections-

for the whole of San Diego County ahd Orange Cognty dq”not

- constitute a basis for'ﬁhe'bfoposéd7iééuéﬂ The ﬁbéulatibn of

these counties 1is located in large part far from the site
location and unrelated tovthe already determined issue of

site suitability,. Petitioners have»faiied to articulate a
relevant contention of-basis fdrbcbntentioh that can' be heard
in this proceeding. The petition tb intervéne cannot be
granted based on the issue as stated.

6. Low Level Radiation:‘ In items 6 and 7 of the
petition to intervene tﬁere are general references'to é.danger
from "low level radiation." Petitioners contend that an
additional study should be made of low level radiation before
an operating license is granted. There 1is no contention that‘
the San Ono?re facilities.will be éonStructed'and operated in
violatioh of NRC regulations coﬁcerning iow level radiation.

Petitioners have failed to partiéularize any concern
with the low level radiation that may be bresent as a result

of operating the San Onofre units.

=10-




Petitioners appear to be concernedfwith'the whole
subJect of low level radiation . Such a concern is not
properly raised in an operating license proceeding - Inter-
vvention cannot be granted based on petitioners' general concerns..y‘

7. Security Petitioners raise the question of
eecurity 1n two 1tems ”"6 : relating to the presence of the
State park adJacent to the plant and in 1tem "11"1 wherein they
allege that applicants do not meet the Nuclear Regulatory
"CommiSSion S recently promulgated security regulations
Once again, petitioners have failed totally to set forth any‘
basis for a generalized concern. The ‘public park was adjacent
to the site throughout the construction permit proceeding
and all aspects of its presence were considered before the
construction permit was granted. Reference to the_mere.existf
ence of the public park cannot be construed as particulariza-
tion.of an issue that should be heard‘in‘thie proceeding.
Petitioners also fail to raise an issue with respect to the
NRC's recently promulgated security'regulations. Petitioners
do not state any basis for the allegation that applicants
cannot meet the standards of said regulations.

8. Spent Fuel Storage and Transportation: Petitioners
allege they are "concerned about storage and transportation of
spent.fuel" and "want to know" about the security of spent

fuel. Petitioners do not state any basis for requiring a

hearing on either the transportation or stOrage of spent




fuel. In the absencé of a basis for their contention,

petitioners' -application must be denied.

9. . Uranium Supply: PetitioneQSioliegggtJ”
like to know" wheﬁﬁér there is'sufficiéhffurohium“tojﬁooﬁb
the projected life of the plant. Again, the generaiizeo
statemenf contains no basis othér than apparentlcuriosity.
Petitiohers again fail to meet the requiremeﬁts of |
10 C.F.R. § 2.714.

‘10. Decommissioning of Plant and Econoﬁics of
Operations: Petitioners.have totally'failed to artliculate
any basis fof their réquest to includé the subjecté of
cost-of plant decommissionihg and economics of operation as
issues in this operating license brooeeding. Such a failure
to.folloW'the requirements of 10 C.F.R. §‘2.714(a) requires
the denilal of the petition.

11. CoaStal Commission Permits: Petitioners allege
in very general terms that the NuclearvRegulatory Commission
has not determined that the public's access to the beach area is in
conformity with the Coastal Commission permit: Petitioners'b |

do not give any factual_basis for the proposed issue and on

-12-




that'ground thelr petition to intervene must be deniedj
Further, there has been nobshowing.that review of the Coastal
Cbmmissioﬁ-permit is in any way within the scope of an |
operating license pfocéeding. Petitioners attempt to raise
an isSue Which is beyond the jufisdiction of the Nuclear
Regulatbry‘Commission énd interVention must.be déhied on

that basis.

Iv

CONCLUSION

It 1s respectfully submitted that not one of the

petitioners for intervention status have provided the

'supporting affidavits required to prove standing to

intervene. Furthér, the petitiohs to intervene féil to set
forth even one contention and its basis that would be a
proper issue in.thisbproéeeding; For these reasons it is
submitted that -none of the petitions to intervene addressed
herein meet the requirements of IOAC.F.R. §’2;71M. ‘The
petitions to intervene and requests for hearing must be’

denied.

-13-



DATED: May 19, 1977.
| Respectfully submitted,

SHERMAN CHICKERING
C. HAYDEN AMES

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

Original Slgned by David R Plgott
David R. Pigott '

By

"-Attorneys for‘Applicant -
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC CQMPANY

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

By Original Signed'by James A. Beoletto
James A. Beoletto :

Attorneys for Applicant
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that on the 19th day of May,_l977]copies of the

foregoing APPLICANTS' ANSWER TO PETITIONS TO INTERVENE were

served upon each of the follow1ng by dep051t in the Unlted States

mail, postage prepald,_addressed as follows

Dr.-Sidney R., Galler:

Deputy Assistant Secretary

for Environmental Affairs

U. S. Dept. of Commerce

l4th & Constitution, N.W.

Room 3425 ‘ :

Washington, D.C. 20230

Mr. Robert Ochinero, Director

National Oceanographic Data
Center

Environmental Data Serv1ce

Natl. Oceanic & Atmospheric

- Administration

U.S. Dept. of Commerce

Washington, D.C. 20235

Mr. Bruce Blanchard, Director
Office of Environmental
Projects Review, Rm. 4239
U.S. Dept. of the Interior
18th & C Streets, N.W. '
Washington, D.C. 20240

. Mr. Charles Custard, Director
Office of Env1ronmental '
Affairs:
U.S. Dept.
and Welfare, Rm. 524F2
200 Independence Ave., S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20201

of Health, Education

‘M. Whltman Rldgway, Chlef

Bureau of Power
Federal Power Commission
Rm. 5100

825 No. Capitol St., N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20426

Dr. Carl N. Schuster, Jr.

Federal Power Commission, Rm. 4016

825 No. Capitol St., N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20426

Mr. James T. Curtis, Jr., Director
Materials Transportation Bureau

2100 Second St., S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20590

_'Secretarial Representative
U.S. Dept.

of Transportation
Suite 610

2 Embarcadero Center

San Francisco, Calif. 94111

Chlef Energy Systems Analyses
Branch (AW-459)
Office of Radiation Programs

- U.S. Environmental Protectlon Agency

Rm. 645, East Tower
401 M Street, S.W.

.Wasnlngton, D. C 20460



Chiei, Environmental Evaluatlon
Branch (WH-548)

Office of Water and Hazardous
Materials

U.S. Environmental Protectlon Agency

Rm. 2818, Waterside Mall

hol1 ™ St., S.W. S

Washington, D.C. 20460

ETS Coordinator .
ATTN: Ms.. Patricia Port

- Environmental Protectlon Agency_

100 California St.
San Francisco, Calif. 94111

"U. S. Dept. of the Army

Corps -of Engineers
Box 2711
Los Angeles, California 90053

Mr. Robert Garvey, Executlve-'
Director

Advisory Council on Historlc
Preservation

1522 K St., N.W. Suite 430

Washington, D.C. 20005

Mr. H. E. Zittel, Manager

‘Environmental Statement Project

Oak Ridge Natl. Laboratory
Box X
Oak Ridge, Tennessee 37830

Regilonal Administrator
Dept.. of Housing and Urban
Development :

450 Golden Gate Ave.
Box 36003 .
San Francisco, Calif. 94102

Librarian/Thermal Reactors
Safety Group

Building 130 ,

Brookhaven Natl. Laboratory

Upton, L. I., New York 11973

Atomic Industrial Forum -

1747 Pennsylvania Ave., N.W.
Washington, D,C. 20005

Chairman ‘
Board of Supervisors

San Diego County ‘
San Diego, ‘California 92412

_Mayor,'City}of San‘Clemente'
- San Clemente,Calif. 92672

Mr. Frank Hahn, Director
Energy . Fac111t1es Siting Div.

.- Energy Resources Conservation

- & Development Commission
1111 Howe Avenue

Sacramento, Calif. 95825

California Dept. of Health

Attn: Chilef, Environmental _
: Radiation Control Unit -
Radlologic Health Séction .

714 P St., Rm. 498 :
Sacramento, California 9581U

Energy_ResourCes.Conservation
and Development Commission

ATTN: Librarian
1111 Howe Ave.
t_Sacramento, Calif. 95825

Office of Intergovernmental
Management ' '

State of California

1400 10th St., -Rm. 108

Sacramento, Calif. 95814

" Office of the Governor
Office of Planning & Research
- 1400 Tenth St.

Sacramento, Calif.(95814

San Diego County Comprehensive
Planning Organization

Security Pacific Plaza

1200 Third Ave.

San Diego, Calif. 92101

‘Chief, Div. of Ecological Services

Bureau of Sport Fisheries &
Wildlife
U.S. Dept. of the Interior

18th & C Streets, N.W.

Washington, D. C 20240



Mr. Joseph Canny - Lawrence Chandler, Esq.
Office of Environmental Affairs - U. S. Nuclear. Regulatory
U. S. Dept. of Transportation " Commission '
400 7th St., S.W., Rm. 9422 ' Office of the Executlve Legal
Washington, D.C. 20590 ‘Director
. Washington, D.C. 20555
Capt. Wm. R. Riedel . : L
Water Resources Coordinator . Richard J. Wharton, Esqg.
W/S 73 UsCG, Room 7306 _ 4655 Cass St., Suite 304
U.S. Dept. of Transportatlon. " San Diego, Calif. 92109 -
400 7th St., S.W. : :
Washington, D.C. 20590 s _ : Lloyd and Selma von Haden
‘ ‘ -~ 2089 Foothill Drive :
Director Dept. of Parks and - Vista, California 92083
Recreation h - ‘ :
State Resources Agency - Janice E. Kerr
Box 2390 : _ J. Calvin Simpson
Sacramento, Calif. 95811 - : Andrew J. Skaff
_ _ . Martin A. Mattes .
Mr. Richard H. Broun California Public Utllltles
Environmental Clearance Offlcer . Commission
Dept. of Housing and Urbany‘ L 5066 State Building  ,
Development . . ... .San Franc1soo &79U102
451 7th. St., S.W., I m;fT258L S ‘ o
Washington;'D C. 20“10 o - John M. Fry51ak Esq Chairman
Atomic Safety and Licen51ng
Docketlng and Service Sectlon Board Panel .
Office of the Secretary U. S. Nuclear Regulatory
Nuclear Regulatory Commission : Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555 : : Washington, D.C. 20555
(Orig. + 20 copies) .
: _ ‘Dr. Cadet H. Hand, Jr., Member
David R. Pigott, Esq. Director, Bodega Marine Laboratory
Chickering & Gregory Un:ver51ty of California
111 Sutter St. Box 247 -
San Francisco, Calif. 94104 Bodega Bay, Callf 94923
Henry J. McGurren, Esq ‘ Mr. Lester Kornbllth Jr., Member
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory - Atomic Safety and Licen51ng
Commission Board Panel -
Office of the Executive Legal ~U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commlssion
Director ' Washington, D.C. 20555

Washington, D.C._205)5 ‘
Mr. William L. Bedford

Alan R. Watts, Esq. 1061 Barsby Street
Assistant City ‘Attorney - Vista, Calif. 92083
City Hall : .

Anaheim, California

JAMES A. BEOLETTO
“JEVMES A. BEOLETTO
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NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION - [&
,. [Docket Nos. 50-361-0de 50-362-0L] ‘¢

: SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON CO. AND
/Z W SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC CO.

ESTABLISHMENT OF ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING
. - BOARD TO RULE ON PETITIONS

Pursuént to'delegation by .the Commission dated
December 29, 1972, published in the.Fedéral Register
(37 F.R. 28710) and Sections 2.105, 2.700, 2.702, 2.714,
2.714a, 2.717 and 2.721 of the Commission's Regulations,
all as amended,fan Atomic Séfétfiﬁnd Licensing Board is
-being estéblished to rule on pétitions and/or requests

for leave to intervene in the following proceeding:

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON CO.‘AND
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC CO.

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

This action is in reference to a notice published by
‘the Commission on April 7,'1977, in the Federal Register
(42 F.R. 18460) entitled “Receipt of Application for Eacility
Operhfing Licenses; Availability of Environmental Réport;

and Opportunity for Hearing”.

The members of the Board and addresses are as follows:

John M. Frysiak, Esq., Chairman

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555

Dr. Cadet H. Hand, Jr., Member
Director, Bodega Marine Laboratory .
University of California

P. 0. Box 247

Bodega Bay, California 94923

Mr. Lester Kornblith, Jr., Member -
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555

ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING
BOARD PANEL

es R. Yoré;7Chairman

Dated at Bethesda, Maryland

this 12th day of May 1977.

T

N T



UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
\ NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

5/9/77

) Docket Nos. 50-361 and
) - 50-362
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY )
and ) AFFIDAVIT OF LYN HARRIS HICKS
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY ) IN SUPPORT OF PETITION TO
SAN ONOFRE NUCLEAR GENERATING ) INTERVENE OF ORGANIZATION
STATION, UNETS 2 and 3 ) GUARD OF ENVIRONMENTAL
) COALITION OF ORANGE COUNTY,
" CALTFORNIA .
'Stéte of California )
ss.,
. County of Orange
1
I, LYN HARRIS HICKS, state:
, Gl S
I 1Y

I am advocate for GUARD, subsidiary of Environmental
Coalition of Orange County, in the above-entitled proceeding;

ITI

| This affidavit is in support of the GUARD petition to
Intervene in the above-entitled proceeding; '

v

GUARD members are resident of the immediate radius areas
of the San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station site.

‘As such, they are vitally interested in these licensing
proceedings, and have participated for many years as formal
interveners in the San Onofre proceedings,

The only means by which GUARD may currently protect its
members' interests is by appearing in this proceeding as
interveners. Therefore, GUARD respectfully requests that.
the Petition to Intervene be granted. :

Dated: May 9, 1977. - HL /94‘ ,
‘ . ’7‘%——— / 2V 54—

Lyn/Harris Hicks

Subscribed and sworn to before me this )

9th day of May, 1977
Lkt /(Zuuv
My -comm. exriras OCT 12, 1980

dy‘galbach, Notary Public in and il
f¢r the State of California 10203 Santa Monica Bl., Los Angeles, CA 90087

OFFICIAL SEAL

X JUDY LETHINE-HALBACH
27} . NOTARY PUBLIC - CALIFORNIA

_ LOS ANGELES COUNTY

S




UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
" NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of: : Docket Nos. 50-361 and
50-362

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY%
and :

SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY )
SAN ONOFRE NUCLEAR GENERATING )
STATION, UNITS 2 AND 3 g

B PETITION TO INTERVENE . ‘
of THE ORGANIZATION GUARD-ENVIRONMENTAL COALITION OF ORANGE COUNTY

1

The organization GUARD, subsidiary of Environmental Coalition
of Orange County, is a volunteer, non-profit organization created
and organized pursuant to the laws of the State of California. '

o 11

The organization serves members resident in counties of the
State of California in radius of San Onofre Nuclear Gemerating
Station, within the station's hazard areas. :

11

The organization did intervene, and is now intervener, in
the construction license stage of these proceedings.

Iv

The organization believes that its members' interests are
threatened by proposed licensing of San Onofre Units 2 and 3,
and further, that licensing would impose a major adverse impact
on the environment and on the public health and safety.

'

The organization does request hearing, public and thorough.

VI

The organization does seek to broaden the issues involved
in this proceeding, in the following particulars.

1. _Environmenfal impéct 6f‘normal and of abnormal

operation and impingment, and of cummulative long-range
effects of combined reactors units 1, 2 and 3.

2. Unique geo ré hic constraints to f i .
of pppu%at§ong within 20 miles ofegaSCB%XgrgYacuatlon



Inability of applicants, or of responsible governing

agencies to provide a-viable evacuation plan for
populations within 20-25 miles.

4, Populatlon burgeoning which has resulted: in San Onofre
becoming "a population center of 25, 000 or more', thus
invalidating the site, according to Federal Code 10-
100 (AEC Bulletin TID 14844, Table VII)

5. Insufficient insurance coverage to protect the millions
of residents of southern California.

VII

The names, titles, and mailing addresses of persons

" to whom coorespondence or communication concerning  this
Petition are to be addressed are as follows:

Lyn Harris Hicks
. Advocate for GUARD
3908 Calle Ariana
San Clemente, California, 92672

Hal Thomas
Director

Environmental Coalition of Orange County
206 W, 4th Street :

Santa Ana, California, 92701

WHEREFORE, GUARD respectfully requests that this petition
to Intervene be granted.

 Dated: May 9, 1977 . Res ectfully i/fé%fted

/.‘ln.A—wb

Lyn Harris Hicks

Advocate for GUARD,
Environmental Coalition of
Orange County



UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY

SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY Docket Nos. 50-361

and —50=362
(San Onofre Nuclear Generating :
Station, Units 2 and 3)

P T S R N

APPLICANTS' RESPONSE TO NRC STAFF'S POSITION
REGARDING ADMISSION OF EXHIBITS SCE-1,
SCE-2 AND SCE-3 AND LETTER ON DEPUTIZATION

On February 18, 1977, Southern California
Edisoh Company and San Diego Gas & Electric Company
("Applicants") submitted "Applicants' Amplification of
Citations Referenced During Oral Argument and Authenticating
Affidavits." Said Documents had as aﬁtachments "Affidavit
of James H. Drake," executed February 7, 1977, "Affidavit"
of Marsha Smith, dated February 17, l977,vand a letter
dated February 7, 1977, from Donald R. Oliver, Undersheriff
of the San Diego County Shériff's Deparfment, to David R.
-Pigott. Applicénts hereby respond to "NRC Staff's
Position Regarding Admission of Exhibits SCE-1, SCE-2
and SCE-3 and Letter on Deputization" dated March 8, 1977.

I
Applicants were requested by the Licensing Board

to provide an affidavit by an officer of one of the W



Applicants verifying that the material contained in the
proposed exhibit SCE-1 is true and correct (TR.7, 10).
It was stated at the hearing that the information contained
in SCE—l-was gathered by security pe;sonnel at the San
Onofre éite (TR 15). Inasmuch as the sécurity personnel
actually making the observations and recording them were
not officers of the corpdration, it is not possible to
meet the shbrtcomings pointed out by the Staff réspecting
Mf. Drake's lack of personal knowledge of facts contained
in SCE-1 and, at the same time, meet the Board's require-
" ment that an affidavit be executed by an officer. Ap-
plicants Would submit that the Boafd did not contemplate
an affidavit by a sponsoring witness, but. rather a
corporate assﬁrance concernihé the accuracy of the
observations. Appiicants submit that the Board's re-
gquirement has been met.
I1

Applicants' position at the oral argument was
thaf SCE-2 is a graphic display and interpretation of
the facts contained in SCE-1 (TR 9). .If the underlying
,daté in SCE-1 is incorrect, ﬁhen certainly SCE—Z will
suffer parallel deficiencies. ItAis submitted that Mr.
Drake's affidavit offers as much corporate assurance by
the Applicants as can be submitted within the parameters
of -an ofal argument and that SCE-2 should be admitted in

evidence.



ITY |

With respect to the 1ettef 6f February 7, 1977,
from Undersheriff Donald R. Oliver of the San‘Diego
County Sheriff's Department, that letter was submitted
by Applicants in support of counsel's statements during
oral argument, and in response to the Board's.request
for doéumentation of that statement (TR 99). |

In further explanation of the‘meahs by which
the policy determination set forth in Mr. Oliver's
letter was obtained, Applicants hereby advise that it
was the result of fequests by Applicants, including the
undersigned of the Sheriff's Department that such
deputization be.granted. Said policy determination
was arrived at after several telephone conversations and
correspondence rela£ed to the jurisdiétion and responsibility
of the San Diego County Sheriff to enforce relevant
statutory provisions within the tidal beach area and
the way in which such responsibilities could best be met.
Additionally, ﬁhere was discussion concerning assurances
to the Sheriff pufsuant to California Government Code

Section 1480*. It was ultimately determined that

*"Every officer, agent or employee not required by
statute to give an official bond may be required to give
an individual official bond, or other form of individual
bond, in the amount to be fixed by the appointing power
and such bond shall inure to the benefit of the
appointing power, state, county or municipality, by whom
such officer, employee, or agent is employed as well as
the officer under whom the employee or agent serves.

* % % % w0



Applicants herein would provide such assurance to the
Sheriff in lieu of a bond.

The letter of February 7, 1977, was provided
subsequent to notifying the Sheriff's Department that
this Board desired some affirmation of its determination
to deputize Applicanté' security personnel. Said letter
was submitted by counsel in a pleading signed pursuant
to the provisions of 10 C.F.R. 2.708(c). The above
information is also set forth in the attached’"Affidavit
of David R. Pigott."

IV

At oral argument it was specifically stated
that_the San Onofre State Beach attendance counts
obtained by Applicants and submitted as SCE-3 were not
subject to Verification by Applicants'(TR 8). Applicants
have attempted to obtain verification of the Parks |
Department figures. The rééult of that attempt is the
affidavit of Marsha Smith datéd Febfuary 17, 1977.
Applicants deléyed their submittal of February 18, 1977,
while attempting to obtain said affidavit. It is
Applicants’ ﬁhderstanding that the Parks Department
"does not maintain "official" aﬁtendance data. Applicants
~are advised that the attendance figures.submitted in
‘SCE—3 are actual physical counts made by Départment
personnel at the Staﬁe Beach, but are maintained only

for "working" purposes and not as official records.



It is submitted that SCE-3 should be admitted
as evidence and accorded such weight as may be'appropriate.
The figures are actual counts relied upon by the Parks
Department for operational purposes. That they do not
reach the level of "official® figures does not mean they
should be disreéarded totally. At the very least, said
figures tend to corroboraté Applicants' contention that
a small broportion of the persons using the San Onofre
State Beach will use the tidal beach within the exclusion
area.

Dated: March 18, 1977.

Respecffully submitted,
ROLLIN E. WOODBURY
DAVID N. BARRY, III
JAMES A. BEOLETTO
Attorneys for Applicant

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY

SHERMAN CHICKERING
DAVID R. PIGOTT ,
CHICKERING & GREGORY .

Attorneys for Applicant
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY

oy xﬂwf K fﬁt

David R. Pigott




AFFIDAVIT OF DAVID R. PIGOTT

STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO ; >5-
I, DAVID R. PIGOTT, being duly sworn, say:

- That i am an attorney at law and a member of
the law firm of Chickering & Gregory, attorneys for San
Diego Gas & Electric Company. That I am duly authorized
to practice before the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
and authorized to make the statements contained herein.

That in order to improve the security arrange-
ments at the San Onofre Nuclear Geherating Station,
Applicants contacted thé San Diego County Sheriff's
Department and requested that it consider grapting
special reserVe status to the security personnel to be
assigned to the San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station.
There were discussions between Applicants' agents,
including the updersigned, with Donald R. Oliver, Under-
sheriff of San Diego County, and John F.'Duffy, Sheriff

of San Diego County. These discussions concerned the

various responsibilities for law enforcement at the San

Onofre site, and the manner in which that responsibility
could best be met.

Under California Government Cédé Section 1480,
the Sheriff may require a.bond or other assurance be

given by a reserve deputy in order that the Sheriff



be protected from personal liability arising out of the
appointment of that Deputy Sheriff. It was agreed upon
between the Sheriff and Applicants that a corporate
assurance by Applicants would meet the fequirements of
Section 1480. On January 31, 1977, Donald R. Oliver,
Undersheriff of.San'Diego County, orally advised the
undersigned that the Sheriff had agreed to appoint reserve
deputies as requested for the purpose of enforcing California %
Penal Code Section 409.5 during periods of emergency
at the San Onofre site. Said determination was com-
municated to the Board during oral argument (RT 42-43).
Pursuant to the Board's request, the under-
signed solicited from the Sheriff's Department a letter
confirming its policy determination. In response to
that request, the Sheriff's Department forwarded that
letter of February 7, 1977, from Donald R. Oliver to
the undersigned.
Executed at San Francisco, California, this

18th day of March, 1977.

Mot £ Estt

David R. Pigott

Subscribed and sworn to before
me this 18th day of March, 1977.

- ~

L .Ndﬁary Pub
i’ and for the City afjd County of
an Francisco, State%“f California

My Commission expires - é/(%db/ébcb
77

EDYTHE M. BERGESON 2.
NOTARY PUBLIC = CALIFORNIA

SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY
My comm. expires JUN 30, 1980"




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that on the 18th day of March, 1977, copies

of the foregoing "Applicants' Response to NRC Staff's Position Regard-

ing Admission of Exhibits SCE-1l, SCE-2 and SCE-3 and Letter on Deputi-

zation" were served upon each of the following 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)

Rollin E. Woodbury, Esq.

David N. Barry, Esqg.

James A. Beoletto, Esq. :
Southern California Edison Company
2244 Walnut Grove Avenue

Rosemead, California 91770

Michael Glaser, Esq.
1150 17th Street, 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 Avenue, 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

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

Anaheim, California

Dr. Gerard A. Rohlich

90057

Department 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, California

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, California 90067

Lawrence Q. Garcia, Esq.

California Public Utllltles
Commission

5066 State Building

San Francisco, California 94136

Alan S. Rosenthal, Esq., Chairman

Atomic Safety & Licensing Appeal
Board ,

Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Washington, D.C. 20555

Michael C. Farrar, Esqg.

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, Esqg.

Center for Law in the Public
Interest

10203 Santa Monica Boulevard

Los Angeles, California 90067

DATED at San Francisco, California this 18th day of March,

1977.

At 2 P

David R. Jigott
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of

Docket Nos . 50~361

SOUTHERN CALIF ORNIA EDISON COMPANY
- SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY

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

Nd N N N NN

- NRC STAFF'S POSITION REGARDING ADMISSION
OF EXHIBITS SCE-1, SCE-2 AND SCE-3
AND LETTER ON DEPUTIZATION

At-the February 1, 1977 Oral Argﬁment in the above iemanded proceeding,

this Atomic Safety and. Licensing Board ("Licensing Board") requested the

- Applicants to file, with respect té) documént_s marked for identification as

exhibits SCE-l, SCE-2 and' SCE-3, a covering affidavit by an officer of the
company verJ'}ying that the material in SCE-1 and SCE—Z is true and correct

(Tr. 7, 10) and a covering affidavit indicating how and fron;x whom the Applicaﬁts
received the information in SCE-;% (Tr - 11) and its rﬁode of preparation as well

as the extent to which the information is inclusive (Tr. 96). The Licensing
Boa;-d also requested that the Applicants tra;xsmit to. thé Board énd parties,

copies of documentatmn supportlng its Statement regardmg deputization of

plant security personnel by the San Diego County Sherlff's Departrnent'

durmg emergencies, as well as a. supporting afﬁda.vit (Tr. 99).

y
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——

On February 18., .1977’, the Applicants transmittea to the Licensing Board

g and parties, under cover of a document styledv "Applic.:ants" Amplification
of Citations Referenced During Oral Argumeht and Authenticating Affidavits",
the affidavits of James H. Drake in suppc;rt of exhibits SCE-1 and SCE-2
and Marsha Smith in support of exhibit SCE-3 vas. well as a letter from Donald
R. Oliver, Unde’r%heriff, dated February 7, {977, regardiﬁg deputization of

plant security personnel.

‘ 'Fér'the.reasons discussed’ below, ‘the Staff does not object to the receipt into
evidence of exhibits SCE-1 and SCE-2 but objects to the receipt of exhibit SCE-3.
Wi';h respect to the letter from Uﬁdersheriff Oliyer, the Staff notes that the affi-
davit'x"equested by the Licensing Board has not been provided. Consequently,
it is our position that, pending receipt of thé affidavit no evidentiary weight be -
accorded that document but that the Board direct the App.lic;ants to cure this

deficiency.

I.
In regard to exhibit. SCE-1, the Applicants have proffered the affidavit of

James H. Drake. Mr. Drake has duly stated under oath, that he is a corporate

officer of the Applicants and that, in connection with his. responsibilities

respecting San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station, Units 2 and 3, exhibit

SCE-1 was prepared under his control and supervision. He further affirms

that this. exhibit "reflects true observations of persons located within. the




- -

exclusion area and adjacent beaches ... during the periods referenced ..."

The Staff considers the foregoing statements to be unsupported by the affidavit.

Mr. Drake has nowhere stated his personal knowledge regarding the making
of the observations; e.g., was he present when they were made and is he
aware of the criteria used by thé observe;; to cé.taéorize the activities of the
people observed? Such matters appear éentral' to the conclusion expressed.
However, we recognize that Commission proceedings are not bound to a strict
- application of 'r.ules of evidenc»e applicable in judicial proceedings .-l' Given
the direction of this Licensiné V.Bo-ard to the Applicants at the oral argument
concerning the nature of the affidavit to be piovided and the interest of all
concexjned in this proceeding to de‘.felop a:- complete record, as well as the
essentially confirmatory nature of the information in exhibit SCE-1 vis-a-vis
Arx;endment' 22 of the Applicants” Preliminary Safety Analysis Repor_t', we’

would not opposefthe receipt into evidence of exhibit SCE-1.

Io.
With respect to exhibit SCE-2, the Staff does not question the sufficiency

of the supporting affidavit. However, it should be noted that to the extent

there may be deficiencies in exhibit SCE-1, as.indicated above, the analyses .

set forth.in exhibit SCE-2 which are dependent on the-data in SCE-1 are of

limited value..

L See Appendix: A to 10 CFR: Part: 2, Section V{(d)(7)..
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For the reasons stated above with respect to exhibit SCE—I, the Staff does not

object to receipt of exhibit SCE-2.

1
In support of Vexhibit SCE-3, the Applican;:s have submitted the affidavit of |
Marsha Smith. Ms. Smiti'l states £hat she is g'mployed‘ by the State of California,
Department of Parks and Re.cre_atiqn, Systems Develoi:r’nent Section and is
responsible for handling such 'v:isitor attendance reports.as are contained in

exhibit SCE-3. She also states that she transmitted these reports contained

-in exhibit SCE-3 to the Applicants. Significantly, however, the affidavit.

does not attest to the fn’anner in Whiéh thei data contained in SCE-3 was obtained
or its validity. Rather, the Applicant's Amplification states that the Department
ofParks and Recreatic.m, whose personnel collected the data, advised the Appli-
cant that the data portions of SCE-3 are "'working figures' and therefore could

not be verified as 'official records' of the Department". Additionally, Ms. Smith's

affidavit states that she is unable to "verify the authenticity or the accuracy of

the information contained in these reports."

Thus, whiief at first blush it might appear thaf the reports contéinéd in exhibit
SCE.-3F mig-ht.be treated as official records under 10 CFR § 2.743(h), it 1s our
opinion tha.t given Ms. Smith's express disclaimer, the Deparfment‘of Parks
and Recréation data contained in this exhibit cannot be considered "reliable"
within the meaning of 10 CFR .§~ 2‘.7.43@) of the Commission's.Rules of Practice.

Consequently, exhibit SCE-3 should not:be received in evidence without further -
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documentation of the regularit.y and reliability of 'the data and the method by

- which it was collected .

Regarding the first two pages of this exhibit which were prepared by the Appli- |
cants. (Tr. 10-11), they similarly should not be received in evidence inasmuch
as the data upon »w'hich they rest cannot be considered admissible for the reason

discussed above.
The Staff, therefore, opposes the receipt of exhibit SCE-3 in its entirety.

Iv.
The letter of Undersheriff Oiliver-prersents a different'conéideration in that
Applicants ha.ve not submitted it either with a supporting affidavit or duly
notarized under oath .‘ In-view of the significance which we believe should be
attached to the statements therein, thé Staff urges: that the Licensing Board
di.r.ect the Applicanté»to resubmit this letter, either notarized or with a support-
ing affidavit, and, thereupon, that it be marked as an exhibit and received'in.w

evidence.

V.

In summary, therefore, the Staff, for the reasons discussed above, does not.

' oppose reéeiptt of exhibits SCE-1 and SCE-2, in evidence with due weight.

given to each, but does; howe,ver‘,;obj'ect: to re.ceipt: of exhibit:SCE-3.

- Regarding the-letter from Under sheriff Oliv .erl,,, the Staff recommends that:
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the Board order that Appli¢ants cure the deficiency discussed above and,

upon cure, that the letter be received in evidence.

Respectfully submitted,

Lawrence J. Chandler
Counsel for NRC Staff

Dated at Bethesda, Maryland
this 8th day of March, 1977




UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING AlsPEAL BOARD

In the Matter of

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON
COMPANY SAN DIEGO GAS &
ELECTRIC COMPANY

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

e’ N/ NN N\

- Docket Nos. 50-361

- 50-362

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certlfy that copies of "NRC STAFF'S POSITION REGARDING ADMISSION -_

OF EXHIBITS SCE-1, SCE-2 AND SCE-3 AND LETTER ON DEPUTIZATION" i

the above-captioned proceeding have 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 Commlsszon s internal mail system,

this 8th day of March:

Alan S.. Rosenthal, Esq., Chairman*
Atomic Safety and Licensing

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

Michael C. Farrar, Esq.*
Atomic Safety and Licensing
Appeal Board
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Dr. John H. Buck*
Atomic Safety and Licensing
Appeal Board
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Washington, D.C. 20555:

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

Mr. Lester Kornblith, Jr.*
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

- Washington, D.C. 20555

Dr. Franklin C. Daiber
Department of Biological Sciences
University of Delaware

" Newark, Delaware 19711

David N..Barry III, Esq.

Southern California Edison Company
2244 Walnut Grove Avenue.
Rosemead, California 91770

Mr. David Sakai
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‘*;*¥e February 24, 1977

Ms. Ruth Bauman Yeilding
114 E. San Juan '
'San'Clemente, Cal. 92672

;LRé: -In the Matter of Southern California Edison Co.,
et al. (San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station

' Units 2 and 3), NRC Docket Nos. 50-361,750-362 O

Dear Ms. Yéilding:

The Appeal Board assigned to the above—étyled licensing
proceeding has-asked me to acknowledge receipt -of the
February 16, 1977 letter sent to it by Ms. Hicks and your-
self. o

The Appeal Board does not now have before it the matter of
emergency plans for the evacuation of persons located in
the vicinity of units 2 and 3 of the San Onofre facility

" in the event of an accident. The Board did address that
matter, however, in its December 1974 decision which, with
certain exceptions not relevant here, affirmed the Licensing

. Board's authorization of construction permits for those
- units. ALAB-248, 8 AEC 957. The Board there said:

3. The beach and other park areas within the modi- .
fied low population zone remain a cause for concern,
owing to the potentially large number of persons who
might be located in those areas at the time of an
accident. Among other things, it is far from clear
that, as now constituted, the existing roads would
be adequate for the purpose. Moreover, as part of
its feasibility demonstration, the applicants indi-
cated they could evacuate people from certain areas
north of the facility by moving them on the "partially
abandoned route 101" to safety south of the reactor.
But that evacuation route would require that the
evacueés travel closer to the reactor than their
original locations in order eventually to reach safe
ground. - It strains credulity to expect that people
will drive closer to a reactor in order to escape
from an emergency generated by the reactor. 1In the
vernacular, it might appear to them that they were

- jumping from the frying pan into the fire. '

#




Ms. Ruth Bauman Yeilding -2 -

In reaching our determination of overall feasibility,

we place no reliance on that aspecct of the applicants'
 preliminary plans. Instead, we rely on the fact that,
‘as. is apparent from the record (as well as from our
observation of the site prior to the oral argument) ,
other roads through'Camp Pendleton are available. If
widened, properly surfaced and clearly marked, they
could be used for evacuation purposes. Thus, . there

is no reason for us to upset the Licensing Board's
conclusion that evacuation of persons within the low _
‘population zone in a post-accident situation is feasible.

4. 1In reaching the conclusion that it is feasible
to protect persons within the low population zone, we
have considered only the preliminary plans of the
applicants for furnishing that protection. The estab-
lishment of detailed plans can, quite properly, be
deferred to the operating license stage. * * *

8 AEC at 963; footnotes omitted.

In the circumstances, the Board is not in a position to take
any action at this point with regard to the matters discussed
in your letter. But it has directed me to refer the letter
to the attorney for the administrative staff of the Commis-

sion. He should be in a position to advise you respecting

any action which the staff may have *taken since December 1974
with regard to evacuation routes. S

A copy of your letter, tégether with this response, is being
included in the official docket for the proceeding.

Sincerely, 4
—¢ / LA

s & (oD

Margafet E. Du Flo

Secretary to the
Appeal Board




February 16, 1977

Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal Board and
 Nuclear Regulatory Commission
washington, D, C, 2055

Dockets Number 50-361 and 50-362  Appeal 183-73 San Onofre’
Dear Sirs:

The State of California's San Onofre State Beach Citizen
Advisory Committee has been informed that the Nuclear Regu-
latory Commission, in a permit gpproval within the past year.

- required the utility company applicants to provide additional
off-site roadways for'evacugtion of the public.

The Committee, in its meeting of January 27, mandated the
- following request recommended by its Emergency&Evacuation
Planning Committee.

Due to the bottle-neck condition of roadways inadequate for
evacuation of San Onofre State Beach, parcel 2, and due to one.
direction-out yeagraphy of the entire beach park, in event of

a nuclear reactor accident, the State of California San

Cnofre Committee requests that the Nuclear Regulatory .-
Commission Appeals Board require 5San Diego Gas and Electric

and Edison Co. to provide northerly ingress and egress for
parcel 2 which could also serve the new Trestles Parcel,

and provide an inland ingress and egress for parcel 1 of

San Onofre State Park.,

The current emergency route from parcel 2 is via a double
padlocked heavy chained military gate. Since our Parks Dept.
personnel are on duty at this beach entrance area only the
summer day-time hours, San Onofre Nuclear Plant personnel are
authorized to unlock the gate. The gate is more than a mile
from the reactors via the only road.

In an accident at San Onofre Reactors, beschgoers, ale:sted by
ioudspeaker, would e on the road attempting escape, within
minutes, so that tne plant official would face a flood of _
‘hundreds of evacuees whom he would have to buck a mile against
traffic to unlock the gate.

Beachgoers who had struggled through 6/10 mile of beach parking
area before embarking on the mile long access road which carries
them in an "S" shape pattern twice towaerd the erupting reactor,
could not be expected to evidence much patience with traffic..
Only at the end of the "S" mile, where they arrive within a

few hundred yarcs of the reactor, can they enter themile and

8/10 escape route leading to the freeway. The panic which would
be c aused by such a circuitous and hazardous escape route could
be expected to cause traffic ongestion accidents or simple stalled
vehicles which woyld block the narrow two lane road, causing
additional delays of exit. Cont. :




" . ’

“State df Califbrnié San Onofre Committee Cont.

The freeway, Interstate 5, the only north-south coastal route,
is often full during~the summer days, bumper-to-bumper, stop
and start, on weekends. '

Recommendations by federal government officials in the recent
State of Califfrnia “nergy Commission Hearings on evacuation of
Gan.Onofre area, that planning should be done for evacuation of
10-20 miles near reactors, have given us new consideration of
" the requests of San Clemente Police Chief Mel Portner and Fire

) Chief Ronald Coleman that State Park users be directed to

alternate escape routes rather than Interstate 5. Since San

. Clemente is only 2+ miles from the reactor site, they would need _
Interstate 5 for tens of thousands of evacuees of San Clemente .
.and adjacent communities, in event of an accident which sent a

radiation plume to the north or northwest.

"Qur Emergency and EvacuationPlanning Committee recommends that f
our thousands .of State Park campers and beachgoers should be

directed inland, under such circumstances, on a northeast or

easterly route, which the utility companies should provide.

The State of California has not the authority to provide such
accesses across Marine Corps controlled land, nor the funds to

do so, were permission accorded. The utility companies should
bear the responsibility for negotiation with the military and

for cost of construction of roadways necessitated by their venture.

Paul Muspratt, our stuff director of cvacuation for southern

California State Parks has advised us, "there is no way I can get |
the people off those beaches and out of the ocean and out of the |
danger area in the 15 minutes they gave me for the first quadrant.

I just don't have the manpower hor the equipment to perform that |
kind of evacuation.," '

Adeéquate off-site roadways would not solve the State Park evac-
uation dilemna, which includes problems of narrow trails up 80-
100 feet bluffs from beach to parking areas of parcel 3, but they
.would measurabliy shorten the escape time and panic consequences.

Sincerely," AQLJZ:\
Eif%;:;ris Hicks, chairman

Emergency and Evacuation Planning Committee

L 4 R

o T e teent P bty

" Ruth Bguman Yeilding, éoordig%tor

State of California San Gnofre State beach Citizen Advisory Committee

- C.C Herbert Rhodes, director
State of California Dept. of Parks and Recreation




UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

1 ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of
: DOCKET NOS. 50-361

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY éN?::EE:Egz::>
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY - g

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

[ L P P )

APPLICANTS' CORRECTIONS OF TRANSCRIPT
OF ORAL ARGUMENT OF FEBRUARY 1, 1977

21877

The following corrections should be made in the
transcript of the Oral Argument held February 1, 1977:

Pg. 05, Lines 7 & 9 - "X" should be "10"

Pg. 18, Line 09 - "Unit 1" should be “Areé i

Pg. 23, Lines 21, 22, & 24 - In references to
"Areas," numerals should be Roman rather than Arabic

Pg. 24, Lines 3, 4, & 7 - In reférence to-"Areas,"

numerals should be Roman rather than Arabic

Pg. 25, Line 05 - "PASR" should be "PSAR"
Pg. 25, Line 06 - "radway" should be "radwaste"
Pg. 27, Lines 07 & 17 - "PASR . . ." should be

"PSAR . . ."
Pg. 27, Line 12 - "PASR at Section 14.5.1-1 . ., ."

should be "PSAR in Table,l4.5.l-l o o W
#y




Pg.
Pg.

Pg.

29, Line 21 "really" should be "only"
34, Line 10, "PASR" should be "PSAR"

39, Line 16 - "exclusionary" should be "ex-

clusion area"

Pg.
numerals
Pg.
Pg.

Pg.

40, Lines 2, 3, & 4 - In references to "Areas,"

should be Roman rather than Arabic

41, Line 12 - "PASR" should be "PSAR"

98, Line 05 - "SEC" should be "SCE"

99, Line 21 - "PASR" should be "PSAR"

DATED: February 18 , 1977.

Respectfully submitted,

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

Attorneys for Applicant
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY

SHERMAN CHICKERING
DAVID R. PIGOTT
CHICKERING & GREGORY

Attorneys for Applicant
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY

By DAVID R. POOTY

David R. Pigott




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

[}

I hereby ceftify that on the 18th day of February, 1977 copies

of the foregoing Applicants' Corrections of Transcript of Oral Argument

of February 1, 1977 were served upon each of the following 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)

Rollin E. Woodbury, Esq.
David N. Barry, Esqg.
James A. Beoletto, Esg.

Southern California Edison Company

2244 Walnut Grove Avenue
Rosemead, California 91770

Michael Glaser, Esq.
1150 17th Street, 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 Avenue, 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

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

Anaheim, California

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

Austin, Texas 78712

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

Kenneth E. Carr, Esq.

City Manager

100 Avenida Presidia

San Clemente, California 92672

Atomic Safety & Licensing Board Pane:
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

David Sakai
845 North Perry Avenue
Montebello, California 90640

Fredric P. Sutherland, Esqg.

Center for Law in the Public
Interest

10203 Santa Monica Boulevard

Los Angeles, California 90067




Lawrence Q. Garcia, Esqg.

California Public Utilities
Commission

5066 State Building

San Francisco, California 94136

Alan S. Rosenthal, Esqg., Chairman

Atomic Safety & Licensing Appeal
Board

Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Washington, D.C. 20555

Michael C. Farrar, Esqg.

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, Esqg.
Office of the General Counsel
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Brent N. Rushforth, Esqg.

Center for Law in the Public
Interest

10203 Santa Monica Boulevard

Los Angeles, California 90067

DATED at San Francisco, California this 18th day of February,

1977.

DAV R AT

H

David R. Pigott



UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of _
DOCKET NOS. 50-36
AND

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY

(San Onofre Nuclear Generating
_Station, Units 2 and 3)
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APPLICANTS' AMPLIFICATION OF CITATIONS
REFERENCED DURING ORAL ARGUMENT
AND AUTHENTICATING AFFIDAVITS

27877
I

APPLICANTS' AMPLIFICATION OF CITATIONS
REFERENCED DURING ORAL ARGUMENT

Pursuant to request of the Board (TR 99-100)
Applicants hereby submit the following, more complete,

citations for certain references made by counsel during oral

argument:
Pg. 19, Line 15 - "57 percent" should be "57.551
percent"
Pg. 20, Line 06 —‘"Approximately 330" should be
13350

Pg. 24, Line 25 - "Applicant's environmental re-
port" should be "Supplement to Applicant's Environmental

Report, Constructidn Permit Stage"

y




Pg. 25, Line 01 - "3(a)" should be "3B and 3C"
Pg. 25, Lines 5 & 6 - "l(e)" should be "1F"
Pg. .25, Line 14 - "Staff Environmental Statement"

should be "Staff Final Environmental-Statement"

Pg. 28, Line 17 - "Section 7" should be "Sec-
tion 7.2"

Pg. 41, Line 13 - "Applicant's Environmental Re-
port . . ." should be ". . . Supplement to the

Applicant's Environmental Report, Constructioq Permit
Stage . ; M

Pg. 47, Line 18 - ", . .. June 10 . . ." should be
". . . June.lO, 1976"

Pg. 90, Lines 10, 11 & 12 - "proposed conclusion
number 15" should be ". . . paragraph number 15, con-
tained in Applicant's Reply to Consolidated Intervenors'.
Proposed Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law, dated
June 28, 1976."

Pg. 93, Lines 8 & 9 - ". . ., findings in fesponse
to the Consolidated Intervenors" should be ". . . Appli-
cant's Reply to Consolidated Intervenors' Proposed
Findings of Fact and Conclusions of ﬁaw, dated June 28,

1976, . . ."




II

CORRECTION OF STATEMENT OF COUNSEL -

In response to particular questidns posed by the
Board, counsel for the Applicants misstated facts of record.
At Transcript page 91, lines 11-14, counsel stated that
Mr. Sheppard's prbjectidns of the number of persons projected
to be within the exclusion area was made assuming no contrdls
over the beach within the exclusion area. Said statement is
incorrect since Mr. Sheppard's projections did assume the
controls proposed in Amendment No. 20.22 (KPB-1l) page 1l.8-2bzr,
"Estimates of the number. of persons within the reduced.
exclusion area reflect the assumption that no persons wili
be present between the walkway and mean high tide in light
of the fences, signs, and enforcement measures described
beginning én page 1.8-2bzn." Thus the observed peak of 108
persons is under lesé restrictive conditions than were

assumed by Mr. Sheppard in making his projections.

III

'AFFIDAVIT OF JAMES H. DRAKE
VERIFYING EXHIBITS SCE-1 AND SCE-2

Attached hereto is the'Affidavit of James H. Drake.
‘verifying the documents submitted at oral argument and
identified as:

SCE—i - éupplemental Memorandum Concerning Actual

Daily Counts of Persons Within Reduced Exclusion Area.




L ‘ @

SCE-2 - Analysis of Exclusion Area Beach Survey

Data.
IV

AFFIDAVIT VERIFYING CONTENTS
’ OF SCE-3

Attached hereto is the Affidavit of Marsha Smith;
an employee of the State of Califopnia, Department of Parks
and Recreation. Said affidavit sets forth the source of the
State Parks data submitted at oral argument as a‘portion of
Exhibit No. SCE-3-Correlation of San Onofre State Beach,
Daily Attendance Data, With Number of People in Exclusion
Area. |

The memoranda and figure which comprise the first
two pages of SCE-3 were compiled by SCE based upon the data
in SCE-1 and the Department of Parks and Recreation data
submitted therewith. The weight to'be accorded said memor-
anda and figures must be in<a¢¢ordanpe with the underlying -
Department of Parks and Recreation data.

The undersigned was advised by Department per;
sonnel that the Department of Parks and Recreation hata
‘reflect the physical counts made by Department personnel at
San Onofre State Beach. Said counts are then forwarded to
the Department's head office in Sacramento. Said figures
were described to the undersigned as "working figures"

rather than "official figures" and therefore could not be

verified as official records of the Department.



v

VERIFICATION OF AGREEMENT TO
DEPUTIZE SECURITY PERSONNEL

In support of counsel's statement at Reporter's
Transcript pages 42-43 that the San Diego County Sheriff's
Department has agreed to deputize security personnel located
at the San Onofre Nuclear Generating Stafion, there is
: attacﬁed hereto a letter dated February 7, 1977 from Donald.R.
Oliver, Undersheriff, to the unaersigned. It is submitted

that said letter supports counsel's statements of record.
DATED: February 18, 1977.

Respectfuily éubmittéd,'

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

Attorneys for Applicant
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY

. SHERMAN CHICKERING L
'DAVID R. PIGOTT ‘;'*
CHICKERING & GREGORY

Attorneys for Appllcant
SAN DIEGO GAS. & ELECTRIC COMPANY

By DAVID R. H@ﬂ
David R. Pigott




AFFIDAVIT OF JAMES H. DRAKE

STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES ; oo

I, JAMES H. DRAKE, being duly sworn, say:

1. I am a vice President of Southern California
Edison Company (hereinafter "Edison"), one of the applicants
for construction permits for San Onofre Nuclear Generating
Station, Units Nos. 2 and 3.

2. San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station, Units
Nos. 2 and 3, is 'a joint project of Edison and San Diego Gas &
Electric Compény in connection with;which Edison is Project |
Manager and Operating Ageht for itself and on behalf of
San.DiegQ Gas & Eléctric Company .

3. I am responsible for Edison's engineering and
constructidn activities, including the design, engineering,
fabrication and construction of said Units Nos. 2 and 3 of the
San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station.

4y,  That the followiﬂg documents, submitted at oral
argument heard February 1, 1977 were prepared under my controi
and supervision: ’

SCE-1 - Supplemental Memorandum Concerning
Actual Daily Counts of Persons Within Reduced Exclusion
Area.

SCE-2 - Analysis of Exclusion Area Beach Survey»

Data.
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5. I hereby -affirm that SCE-1 reflects true observations

of persons located within the exclusion area and adjacent beaches
at San Onofre Nucieér Generating Station, Units Nos. 2 and 3,
during the periods referenced, and that the figures, graphs and
memoranda analyzing said observations contained in SCE-2 are

true and correct.

Executed this 724 day of February, 1977, at Rosémead,

California.

s
Subscribed and sworn to before me

this 7/515 day of February, 1977.

%5;44@ %Q/Mﬂ d;;(,,// .

Notary Public in(dnd for the County
of Los Angeles, State of California

My Commission Expires (usne/& /5 77
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA
STD. 113 (REV. 8.72)

osp

AFFIDAVIT

I, Marsha Smith, do declare as follows:

1. I was employed by the State of California, Depart-

ment of Parks and Recreation, in the Systems Development Section,

from January 7, 1977 to the date of this affidavit.

2, Myrduties in such employment included hahdling of
visitor attendance reports for the State Park System, which in;
cludes San Onofre State Beach.

3. On January 7, 1977, I received a telephone call
from Fred Briggs, who represented he was an employee of the
Southern California Edison Company, and who requested the infor-
mation regarding visitor: attendance at San Onofre State Beach
as set forth in my letter dated January 7, 1977, a copy of which
is attached, | |

4. In response to a request of Fred Briggs on Jan-
uvary 21, 1977, I sent to the Southern Célifornia Edison Company,
by mail, copies of the visitor attendance reports for San Onofre
State Beach for the period July 1975 to November 1976. I was
subsequently advised that these reports had not been recéived
by the Southern California Edison Company and, for that reason,

subsequently, visitor attendance repcrts for the months bf

‘July 1975 to December 1976 were hand delivered to a person who

stated she had been sent to pick up the materlal for the
Southern California Edison Company. (Attached are true and
correct copies of the visitor attendance reports delivered to

this representative),
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA
113 (REV. B-72:

STD

osP

o o
5, This latter representative was cautioﬁed to read
carefully the conversion factors stated on thé reports and that
I could not verify the authenticity or the accuracy of the in-
fdrmation contained in these reports,
6. I certify (or declare) hnder penalty of perjur?-

that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed February 17, 1977 at Sacramento, California.

% A T

Marsha Smith




STATE O CALIFORNIA—THE RESOURCES AGENCY EDMUND G. BROWN JR.. Governor

| DEPARTMFNT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

| P.O. BOX 2350
SACRAMENTO 95811

Fred Briggs January 7, 1977
Nuclear Engineering Dept. Rm 260 :
P.0. Box 800

22244 Walnut Grove Ave.

Rosemead Ca. 91770

The following are the visitor attendance totals for San Onofre SB
from Februray 76 to November 76.

Month ‘ Day Use Camping
February : 7,038 8,318
March 25,602 9,270
April 52,746 2 19,863
May » 52,941 ‘ 17,081
- June : - 54,780 ) 24,572
July 31,701 - 29,520
August 38,481 35,780
September 10,812 15,191
October | 21,210 9,157
ﬁovember _ 28,956. 8,386

,4%¢/A¢%7/ ﬁ~ }/;¢//92;,“, 1{

Marsha Smith
Systems Development
(916) 445-9720




. o : Stats of California — The Resources Agency _ / .
. ' ' DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION‘ : UNIT NUMBER |2} é: |

. SUBUNIT L_I
MONTHLY VISITOR ATTENDANCE REPORT
UNITNAME: Sy Dir 2 e S 75 DATE: /-2 19 7%
7 . .
DAY USE ) v ’ CAMPING | BOATS MISCELLANEOQUS
| !2 f Pc. (Cash/Pass) Paid Group Use Free . Twys Sites Twys Group Use Boats For Perk Use Only D
A ‘ A
| Y il Veh |Wajk-in | Groups| Pers Veh Walkin| Pers Used Veh Groups Pers Launched Y
o Sy 0y .-
o, s e o1 .
oz . 02
i ST 7 |
i
03 .. 03
: | 2532, \
o /12 >
t
O o T 2 67 05
‘ o8t /22 ] 06
|
G7
{ | | 77 07
1 J 0
!
| N
| 10} O 10
| (g
g
1 N/ . = /’g 11
2| 2r 243 12
13 s
‘ L"-’ 6/ 13
| ' /57 14
| i5 /?L}: K 15
| 16 PR 16
| S
i /7¥ 17
18; " ' -
e R3/ 18
190 2 - - 3 & 19
20 Z /'f;é/‘ 201 -
1! ey 21
_ ’r DSy .
22! Ll 22
R3] 3> 23
<
- = 241
oE} . 2y, 25
20 ;// 2 26
27, 205 27
8 T 28
I —
291 __;/7 )i? 29
S0 ST 30
31 /1;.;/',‘-,. a1
Conversion J .} .|Pers ‘ l.;, i . | Pers |\ Pers
Factars s =] Veh o1 Veh - ' . |}Site
I e i T oe T ——7#
DPE 449 (Rev. 5/75) Signature: (= 7 Title: 2 2 _of =i




’ .. Stats of California — Ths Resources Agency : , :
v L ' DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION : UNIT NUMBER KQ @

. SUBUNIT ||
| MONTHLY VISITOR ATTENDANCE REPORT
UNIT NAME: <5 = s v forre S B DATE: ___ /2. 19 7%
: = — .
DAY USE ) ’ CAMPING o ) BQATS MISCELLANEQUS
0 { Pd. {Cash/Pass) Paid Grotup Use Free - “Twys Sites Twys Grdup Use Boats For Perk Use Only R
A . ' -
Y ! Veh | Walk-in | Groups Pers Veh Walkin Pers Used Veh Groups Pers Lvaunchec Y
. i e o1
o o "
0z o 02
= /57 |
! R -
03 03
| Eal R
- - ”
04 ‘:;:‘/. /=2
05 /\,) :‘1 ?) é? CE
06
oa‘ /=22
o7; > o7
08
08l //:37
- [02]
°9 /572
10 KO . 10
3
9 T
12 Gx =y 12
2 ‘ ey 13
14 /s 7 14
e L7 15
‘ 16 ' - ’,I’ \]')\ % 16
! 17)]- 17
‘ 18 /e/“é/ 18
| LEH IR 19
e
PO 20
21 21
b2 22|
3 23} .
24% =70 24
5! -~ 25
i 12/
25 200 2 ° 26
) S 27
27 S/
284 I - 5 /7 28
2‘9{ ’;“.’—<7~:')- 29
20 S 3
" Conversion J \_1 _{ Pers L--, l | Pers S l{ I ~|Pers "
Factors ‘el Veh s “IVeh R i Site .
. . (’ _.,/'_" ,!;_-7-/ R i
DPR 443 (Rev. 5/75) » .. Signature: (o TlTl 4T




UNIT NAME: 5;.';;, 0;:9]4'-_;.; ;.744[4 =

. State of Criifornis — The Rasources Agancy . :

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

MONTHLY VISITOR ATTENDANCE REPORT

UNIT NUMBER- .Q. (Q é

SUBUN!TL_J

L  DATE: /AJQ;-«._.Lz'v- 19 724

Ef T
DAY USE CAMPING BOATS MISCELLANEOUS
rA) Pd. (Cash/Pass) | Paid Group Use Free . Twys Sites | Twys Group Use Boats For Park Use Ondy %
Y Ven |Waik-in | Groups| Pers Veh \{Valkln Pers Used Veh Groups Pers Launched Y
o) 276 Y7 o
02 ﬁ’l > 75 32 02
03 3,5 27 03
o5l 2 344 /5% s
i Y74 263 °G
o7 Y7 g v
08 ' 200 <2 08
® 195 &5 ®
10 /%5 >3- 0
11 240 5/ 1
2 o /257 /36 2
o / 250 /5 .
| by 00 53 b
' /24 32 15
0 2570 vl '6
v RES wd?) 17
18 35 57 18
" 263 §< 19
ol 2/ 530 2/ 20
! B2 &2 2!
(22 }::, %‘{; 227
23 33 g’}, 3_; 3 23
24 EEER o 4 24
/77 oo -
15| N )5 /_'.;;F? 26
1|l 7 Y2z2) /4 2
ball 4757 /7] 28
e 25T /23 G}
20 1Ry/4 -y 130
31 » 31
e 34T |3lof% 3lfE

DPi 243 (Rev. 5/75)

. st S
Signature?/[%./f:’}'{" i

7

- 2
v ; d o N T
’/ ;é{‘{(—"ﬁﬂe: S L




Stata of California — The Resourcas Agency

S
. . . DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION. ) uniTNumBeRr | (G (<
. SUBUNIT L_J
MONTHLY VISITOR ATTENDANCE REPORT
o N
UNIT NAME: . >«1 e {in \’-"l[— Pl [ ‘ ) DATE: _ £/ -TC fsi 19 5
DAY USE ' CAMPING .l BoATS MISCELLANEOUS
0 ” Pd. (Cash/Pass) Paid Group Use Free . Twys Sites Twys Group Use Boats For Park Use Only »]
Al - ) . A
Y! * Veh Walk-in { Groups Pers Veh Walkin Pers Used Veh Groups Pers Launched Y
LS - . S e . - 1
01; - _ | .’/;'- N . e Q
02! ma it - ' "~ lo2
.'! —“n 7/ SN LA :
03| .« - - : L ' 03
i 250 573 |
0‘11‘ FNad R (o3
| )] ~
1
os) 0y 32 o5
06% ,1« /(: Sj‘ 08

[w)
w0
[V
~d
\
AN
™~
oy W
R
NN
v
8

03 3/ Y7 /S ' >
Ik
o] /oy R 2 s , . 0
1 /72 73] "
’ .y —
12 : =2 ¢ . LoD 12

14 /578 S/ 14

15 | i 00| ‘ 15
R 20l FHeD , ‘ 16
e 355 - IS5 1
'8 ‘ 20 - 351 | | . o
" /05 I 55" ‘_ i

Pl | VL 4 3¢ | N 21

22 :) 3 /' . Sl 22
P35 | 703 21/ | 23
£ : 2 .33 : 24
25’ / IR [ ‘—; > ' . 25
6 /X7 33 \ 2
27 / // ; 3 < 27
26 J2 7 53 28

]
@O
/E’
~ ]
NS
V‘\ '
RN
\J\

B

] 332 fC 2 30
S~ 3472 e : : 31
Conversion 4. .| Pers l _)l _|Pers 1] -|Pers T ]
Factors v | Veh { 1A Ven i3 .. Site N
. s et oy
DR 449 (Rev. 5/75) Signature-:——a*Z S /;-;_,_ Al Tive
b . /« l/ > ]

%




. ‘ Staty 01 ¢ .nh-—T JRJ"curc.,aAchy : -
' ' DEPAATMENT Or PARKS AND RECRZATION UNIT NUMBER |24 |

,' SUBUNTY L_J
MOMTHLY VislTOR ATTENDANCE REPOAT

- o TN A e WY > e PO Fa
U saM e SN CANTEYLE, SY A rhl it DATE: STt r R R

1“--. - o ‘1’ Bl H 8

} - '<.\>\\ vy DAY YIS -wmsed ’ CANOING . EOATS (

g_ - L B3, T . Ea !

S )/Pass) ] Paid Craup Us2 1 Free Twys goats 2
i i
i

1
l: HIA vaiii-in !Croups Pes Ven Vietkin Pers L;u;ﬂg‘hg‘

T

;)’*r

- )
2 i
~y I
<A e
]
;i'ia :
{17
1
13
=
19
3
) |
i i !
o il |
3 ; }ﬁ i
‘ ) ! i |
! i - r'_' i | i
i ] = ', i
: - L .
’ — 1 | j‘/ ] i -
i 2 . e
| s
: O 12 1, ii’)'—"
; ST J e
g gRe O
l'v'!. *:’ .-, '.§t> ‘:;

7

GAR i (Jev, 8/73) Signature: Tiche:




Siata of California — The Resources Agancy

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND HECREATQON' i

UNIT NUMSER ¢ 1 (5 3

. SUBUN]TL_J
MONTHLY VISITOR ATTENDANCE REPORT
/- . .
’,/» . < "_) !,,/ . -
UNITNAME: _ -7 77 - (arafie Ly 4oy . : DATE: et TR, 19 .2 ¢
! 5 : 7
DAY USE CAMPING . BOATS MISCELLANEQUS
3 i 74, {Cash/Pass) Paid Group Use Free Twys Sites Twys Group Use Boats For Park Use Only ;D\
) ‘ Veh Walk-in | Groups| Pers Veh Walkin Pers Used Veh Groups Pers Launched Y
o1y ~ - //?g 01
ol . 02
Lo e 2 Lr_’)
o3 ~ 03
o . - 3 / ?
cal o s A2 04

B IR e )

os] - - i/ 05
PN ~ Y

": - - . . — 06 i
Ot: :/:.\ :’)76“ RS
07: s =4, By 07

. - - e . ~, 08
M 3G | 7O 1
=z 3 37| Fo ®
; 7 . =)
i = SUIR S °
¢ : 2

11 .2)‘;’7)\' ‘3 i \/_Sw> 11
2 sy Toe| s 12
13| 5= 370207 13
370|377 4
'-1 —_— ¥ v
5 Ny 544 15
1h: - - ——

i 7 357 16
T s 404 17
13: e Vs o2

W2y / 3701/ 18

Plses 3 7057 19
.102 LT T /7] 20
RN TEN 3710273 2
D2 = 22

s ot L2 et TN
- - 2

Ay S >
NG 0 24
ES 25
Fel L2 26
27{ ;‘ f;{ / 2 ; 27

i v
pa ) 28
IRl : 550 2
,30; o/ PN 2
\ ; NTO 31
Tanuersion Pers i | Pers _ | 2l c Pers
Factors Veh - M Veh [ 7.} Site
. » o \.\\ o A o SN =
DPR 449 (Rev. 5/75) Signature:\\~ ‘, ok N v Tive:_ .Yt A

e



. . . . . Stats of California — The Ruourcei Agency _
‘ DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION . UNIT NUMBEF\ el 3l

: SUBUNIT ||
MONTHLY VISITOR ATTENDANCE REPORT

UNIT NAME: L\w\ (’)\«‘%\L ;)&&xﬂ Baroeda, DATE:

’\\, o 19 1\ 7,
‘ > t\;\: P\

DAY USE ScpE RQ‘.\Q\;\ A1, r@AMPlNG ! SOES MISCELLANEQUS
01| Pd. (Casbrpess) | Paid Grotp Use [ 3) Fass Twys || Sites | Twys | - GroupUse |IfHoats ForPax UswOnly o | ©
9 Veh- | Walk-in | Groups| Pers Veh Walkin Pers Used ‘Veh Groups .Pers L.aunched LY\
RE , Ao 3701 i%9. 2% c1
S 210 370 114¢ x% | e
02 3ee 325 370 |iee 32 e
M350 2.EC 370 |iac 33 >
s Se /05 i757| — i9 s
%l 3o 135 iic | ~- i .
7y i 40 | g | - 1d e
8l g g aie | j36 | - K : B
“hi3; ‘ 190 370 |icc 27 ool
w290 jes| | lazelize Y L

‘ 1l 33% 340 |- jes | - 33 . | 1
| 21 73 {£0 ' i9s 1 1< 12
B &) ' 20 zio | = : 22 13
Hlgs . 10 | 20¢ | - 32 14
5| ¢y j20 | 22/ | 7 | 27 15
Bl 352 1320 i 30 29 : 16
S &y | 370 i X% 33 | v
Slajg | 395 22y | = 2% | e
Plred Y2 25357 — XA 19
PO se | (44 2951 - 27 i
A EY . sz 296 | - 3 21
P2 5o ‘ i33 257 | - 2 2
) ig2 ' 37¢ el |- 26 - | 23
vk | P62 | 2o | - 29 | S
A 30 2sgl — | 27 25
%: 19 s '- R 25" | 2
A IEY i 74 300 | — 27 27
RLE2S . /35 9y | - 37 28
791 ] Yo e 7 240 | - 30 || z
“W2es gy | 3o ]i27 | e 3
2l 3¢y 2o 326 1157 ey 4

[OS—

' e Y
DPR 443 (Rev, 5/75) Signature: \év‘(;‘i\ S{(S.-*’\m i Title: S\)\\l A




unit numser (GG 3

.”
ﬁ'/‘t" SU;U:JITLJS

-

Stats of Califernia — Tha Resources Agency
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND HECREAT!’

MONTHLY VISITOR ATTENDAMNCE REPORT

T eamE: Sas Owefee Shate Beade, DATE: Ouwe. 1 TG

DAY USE CAMPING - ]| BOATS

,( S MISCELLANEQUS
I F - P . . T
D P Cusd/Pass) Paid Group Usa Fres Twys Sites Twys Group Use Sy I ln
ﬂ I " ' s B . . = ' A
N Vi Walk-1i1 § Grouos Pers Ven l Walkin Pers Used Veh Croups Pars Z'Y\
i
! i

7‘1;: - 25 ‘ 69 . ‘ . el
_ ; '70 CgﬁL . J:’

A0 719 ! 203*
Yy _"7(( 57 4 __ i ' L !'_‘.
179 ' 350087 ’ -— .
22¥% 103 = . . “lics

~J
Ui
e
G\.
[
<
~

39
O
~

f;\

50
o
[=%]

<

)
w
[
S
=
3

P )
<
3
N
p

146 "
179 . 12

o Uy
e
N eg
[VARAYN]
&N | U
Yo [

l
]
I
o
o

—
i

"3
(581
Il
Jo % =
W
<O
& | o

[N
&
50
o
(%S
3

A
33
‘.}J
T
™~
G

o
7

N
aps
&

"

wn

2

Y
hojo™
G

(5]

Q

w
(J\
i<
N
W
"/\
~

=
Vi
N
o
o
N
(8]

539 29 G 23]
512 307 l
2 3l | 219 | 2
U7 1 lzee g7 I
i 5 23/ | 2
122 . ; ’ 2\ E %?‘3;
16 avo i !
. i :
192 E 224 I
- oy ’ Bl i | i T
Sl R0 (N (N Y N
'_1| Pers '| 5\ o
MV vk L E
: ST NN Y D> — -
ore A ey, z Signature: _,Hl\;ﬁ"___(\_f) ¢ VRIAN . Title: _ =2 p S )
_&,—\



. S Stats of California — The Resources Agency e éé 3
o ' DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION L UNIT NUMBER |

. | ' R ' SUBUNITL_J

MONTHLY VISITOR ATTENDANCE REPORT e

‘NITNA\AE SAQ Om*cﬁle S&W\E %?J\C(f/\ | Ic);\ITE i ["/A»/? B 19769

© DAY USE o CAMPING . .. . -||BOATS MISCELLANEGUS - -
D!l Pd.{Casd/Pass) | Paid Group Use Free - Twys Sites Twys Group Use Boats For Park Use Onty R
Y Veh |Walk-in | Groups| Pers Veh Walkin Pers. Used Veh Groups Fers L.aunched Y
0ill 333 295 39y V377 af
I . ot ol V
02 4570 % : 35 , . 02

03 783 . 40 _ ’ _ : o3}
124 3i¥ s o : ‘ I
o HETTTT 2301 | lae| | | T EESC
ol b e 28 e e e e
o R 2 I [ e O O R e
* los 200 | I 483 S 9’1’0 S a I ) 'oa. :"
jmasd 1 e ] 350 b o e
10 - ; 55/ 39 : SRR | — 10
u (36 33 B | I A I AL
12 | 3% 4 12
{13 : A v 72 : 13
H 7 ' 670 3|76 o 14
R 2326 | 91 s | 1)
18] 554 | 475 Gl "
7 353 _l5Y | _»
18 | 710 70 18
19 B‘g | GO _ : 19
Do 223 3291 g _ 20|
Pl 63S 347 |12t . : 21
21272\ 293 357|toz | | 22
466 | ‘ 562 591 . b ‘ | 23
4l . 242 : 62 ' ' | ’ 24
201 632 - Al ' R
pe 253 76 26
| 414 200 1 B .

bl (-5 33 397 | 327 o 28
poll /5Y o | 13931285 | o 2
0] 564 36| 397126 . ‘ | 30
won PRLE L G6Y 8/ | o |31
ersi Al~lP 1TET? P Pers o
congersen | 2lolve R NS ET e
. \ B L \r\Q /
i _'z',-:jﬂ.‘.r'-:’.\ ,\_7.;_\" " \_'\ ::_/, <7 ‘/_./f, /',7"_"
DPR 449 (Rev. 5/75) Signature: ;L’;"""‘””’ /./ﬁJ F27 L= -




~

State of Californis — The Resources Agancy ‘ ] ’
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

MONTHLY VISITOR ATTENDANCE REPORT

UNIT NAME: ,g;\p O/u’*o\qle‘- SJWX{‘@ \%@AJ,\

o

UNIT NUMBER |(_-,lé'3)'

SUBUNIT L]

10 76

Dp(z 1

. DATE:
DAY USE CAMPING . BOATS MISCELLANEQUS

g Pd. (Casb/Pass) | Paid Groiup Use Free Twys Sites | Twys Group Use Beats For Park Uss Only 2

Y Ven Walk-in | Groups | Pers Veh Walkin Pers Used Veh Groups Pers Launched Y
o 249 b o
i o 336 |
/L0 53/ byl =
04l &5 &5 309 o4
05| 2 262 ) 05
“l27 35¢ bl 06
07% ;\’,Zl ‘ ’1( 07|.
od 302 99 o
ool 33/ 14 >
191 310 /73 9 10
1 237 /250 Call .“
121203 L85 346 12
56 599 246 13
424G 32 344 14
5| §2 /2 344 15
‘5? & /) 20 16]
71250 <7 297
’BE (6] | ¢oc 280 18
9 R 147

o} /. é? 20
! ST G3 21
B2 A 7 22
& L/ 72, L{; 23t
21264 36 220 2
P >‘3-57 730 347 25
26, L0 o7 26
7 37 40 27
& 03 39 e
s 23/ Y »
ol 1l il L ¥
31 3

e LR 0|5 lsfe

DPR 439 (Rev. 5/75)

SlgnatureQ"’ /7/ // T »//

Title: — //a,/);.,,f. g

19




Stats of California — The Resources Agency
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATIO

MONTHLY VISITOR ATTENDANCE REPORT

DATE:

UNIT NAME:E/%/U’ ON ke 5/4%6 g{f’(iC/\‘

UNIT NUMBER |é!6| 5

SUBUNIT |

19 75

Mecch

e

DAY USE  Gf égjgh CAMPING BOATS MISCELLANEOUS
D I[_Pd. (Casd/Pass) | Paid Group Use Free - Twys || Sites | Twys Group Use || Boats For Park UmOnly |Ip
¢ :1 Veh |Walk-in | Groups| Pers | Veh |Waikin| Pers || Used | Ven | Groups | ‘Pers ||Launched ¢
o 3 35 17 o
22 7 ;
03 29 26 03
04 77 29 g
Ef & =
0| 73 176 17 o6
21 ¢/ [7¢ 25 o
08 | 46 27 s
09) 3g 22 )
5 5 7 5
1l /'070 Qé ? -
12 265 77 . 12
SE VA ;- i?25 1 22) 13
14 /22, [ 39 Y5 14
15 g7 : 6& 15
15 75 38 _ 16
17 /67 47/0 17
13 ;105‘ 38 18
19 /gg _2471§ 19
o /4 543 370 =
al La=S /352 42 21
.k £5) 47 =
03, 280 /6 23
s /67_> 35} 24f
& 9,‘3() ?13 25
~ bs 675 3/8 26
D7 17729. 5}/ 27
- pa. 522, 3’() 28
2s 174 | »
. [26 | ""i -
31 /5/ ifé/ 31
o] Pleles 5 lo] R [ SlsTshe

= Veh.

OPR 449 (Rev. 5/73)

Signature: %'9 &,CL(/(;%
7 V4

_Title: S P F




i ' STy

) .. ' . State of California — The Resources Agency : .
C T ' DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION. . ot numser 14 G 3
. SUBUNIT L_J
MONTHLY VISITOR ATTENDANCE REPORT

UNIT NAME: ggm Ougree S’hﬁ@ %@?’Cj"\ . DATE: \:Z/Q‘) 18 /&

DAY USE ' CAMPING BOATS ||  MISCELLANEOUS

DA Pd. (Cas)/Pass) | Paid Group Use Free - Twys Sites | Twys Group Use Boats For Park Use Only D
11 ven [waik-in | Groups| Pers | ven |waikin| Pers || Used | Ven | Groups | Pers ||Launched ¢
oy, ’ 173 . 259 ' » o1
02 | NEAN 3 |
02 53 v 1 2 : ' a3
04 L b 22 | : 04

Jos 2% 9| | s
06 | ' 3y 2 7 | 06
07 69 22 a7
o8 IEZ R R | T e
09 g3 19| | | ~ los
10 29 22 , ' 10
1 42 921 ' 1
12 95 |23 : 12

s ' . 132 187 | 13
14 : }é@ - 366 18]
s 22{ Y3 15 -
16 47 29 ' ' 16
7 A e |
18 : 3 q 26 ' | |8
19 50 7 19
ol 32 50 T 1T e
& ' ' [ 40 - ' 2

| D2 ) I¥S 26 ’ _ 22
23 ' lq : ;7 _ ' ' 23
| 35 3 | | e
s BB EAN Y 2
D5 | g | 29 . N | 25
D7 , ' 7L _ 1134 ' | iy
[ . N | X q | 183 ‘ » 28
ho : 47 133 . ’ 29
20 _ - _ ' 30

Tovao far . ‘ 234¢ 23750 . | | 31
e Blolfm ddw Lskss

DPR 449 (Rev. 5/75) : o Slgnz;ture: C} Cf&:&w C//Q'«Q.L'«\\ Title: (\\D @h_&; -




Stats of California — The Resources Apancy
. DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREAT!ON‘ .
MONTHLY VISITOR ATTENDANCE REPORT

uniT name:_ G/ Ohistze, Siste, Bk DATE: xkﬁi/. /A

UNIT NUMBER |216] 3

SUBUNIT L

MISCELLANEQUS

DAY USE ot CGAMPING | BOATS
0 ![ Pd. {Cash/Pass) | Paid Gratp Use |2.°  Free Twys || Sites | Twys Group Use Boats For Pwk Use Only |1
21 ven |Walkin | Groups| Pers | ven |waikin] Pers || Used | Ven | Groups | Pers Launched &
Y/ % o
= /'[e 21 02
227 42 il
28 2 =
> /2 £7) ®
58 27 v
08: L"D 23 o8
% //9 o -
10 /06 5/ 10
" 5/t " |
12? 61/. 7 ]7 12
13, /72 ) i
14 / 2/ 2 2 14
15, A2~ 23 15
161 52 22 16
v (332 /9’3 "
i 03 2% 18
9 /81 22 "
20% '7(5 7 2’3 1120
293 23 z
22 /97 =20 2
33 £8 >
243 QQS Z)’ / 24
S 73 A 2
43 EY,
27; /é = < 27
s 290 3/ 2
29 13/ 57 2
52] 25 e
il 1 L) 2
e | DI EREE s

DPR 449 (Rev. 5/75)

| Signature: ﬁ/_[/\ C-L’ //:2’&’\

.Titlei SZOFI




DEPARTMENT OF PAHKD ANW NELATA 1 IUN

ONTHLY VlslTOR ATTENDANCE REPOF’

DATE: Decem R

~ UNIT NAME: SAn OnooFle, gjrﬂf’é Cegcin

R P rr e R

SUBUNIT[_J

19 75

DPR 443 (Rev. 5/75)

DAY USE CAMPING BOATS MISCELLANEOUS

ol Pd.(Casd/Pass) | Paid Group Use Free Twys || Sites | Twys Group Use || Boats ForPork UmOnly  |Ip
¢ i Veh |Walk-in | Groups| Pers | Veh |Walkin| Pers || Used | Ven | Groups | Pers |lLauncheg ‘ ¢
o [’{9}_ 26 o1
02I 2/ 3 Li/D’ 02
oalf ?3 2(; 03f
* 21 35 o
05 124 50 %
06 /Q? 5@ 06
o [ 24 Z
08l /5;)_ )‘_’), o8| -
09 / 63 iz 09
E 23 27
1 22 37 1
12 2 g/ i 12
3 (32 39 13

e / ’76 A7 14
15 gx 22 15
16 ‘// 95 16
K Y3 23 7
18 5 3 o} 18
2 22 ;
ho ¥ 57 ‘_’:’? 20
)| - /03 Y4
D2 / 6& 22 22
306 27 2
P /95 /9 2
25 /L/‘{ /7 25
6 477 ;j/ 26
¥ ‘ /Lfvg g g 27}
P83 JOT 7& 28]
20 /70 G/ 2|
T 92 30
¥ (00 371 ¥

o ‘24.0 o Liside [l
F’N’/ S@nature@é"i:( 0) C‘M‘T Lﬂ/\. C p f, J'




S f California — The Resources Agency B
. oept::;ME:n OF PARKS AND RECREATIO » UNIT NUMBER (4515
3\ SUBUNIT| |
MONTHLY VISITOR ATTENDANCE REPORT

Yy A“.‘ 7 - : ’
UNIT NAME: g‘/?ﬂ) Oroffle gIL/;l;L(L beach  oate: /M4 82 g 725

23]

DAY USE ‘ » CAMPING || soaTs MISCELLANEOUS

ol Pd.(Casd/Pass) | Paid Group Use Free - | Twys || Sites | Twys Group Use Boats For Park Use Only  |ip
Gl ven [Waikin |Groups| Pers | ven |Walkin| Pers || Used | Veh | Groups | Pers Launched| _ &
o g/ | ST /20 |
02 ) /g/o _ 9/ 02
oic'| I ‘ 35 _ /69 03
= g /7 >
08jj ~— (;;_ /S 05
08l| ~— g3 ]/ %
o7y ~— ?g_ g/ 07
oo 7y I /43 ®
ol 33 297 i ®
= 25 (75 °
= Y71 17 ;
o T 150 | (7/L/ 12
8 20 | // ‘[ | 74 3
I 30 /00 14
A4 Y 1 :
16~ j}’? =3 16
7~ 4/3 . ;1[,7 17
18] — 59 ;}él? 18
19)] ~— 9/ h ' ;75 19

Bl — "5 3/ 20
21 ;:r] );)g 52 21

. (22 \ a‘{;/ ] é? ?2
3| — 30/ 23

bl 299 33 e
06!~ 23 195 26
b7)l T 20 FT[ 27
pa)| ~—— 145 W o9 28
bol| <22 a3 ’/7 74 A 29
30 j—r 752 12(9, 20
a1 _ _ 31

o I el B & 5 Lalgse o
 oerassmensis. slgnawreC\i, (i /&:(? £ o




State of Callfornia — | Ne rasoUICes Aguncy
. DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION. :

S =
UNIT NUMBER | 2] %))

. SUBUNIT ||
MONTHLY VISITOR ATTENDANCE REPORT
ONIT NamE: D4 Chint i, Shde ‘g&/"ll pate:_ 7 19 75
DAY USE CAMPING BOATS f| * MISCELLANEOUS
|| Pd.(CashiPass) | Paid Group Use Free Twys || Sites | Twys Group Use Boats For Park Use Only ||
S ven [Waikein | Groups| Pers | ven |walkin| Pers || Used | Veh | Groups | Pers |lLaunched ¢
o, fi<44 {3z 01
02 7 1o : L'/:;’ 02
03 g = 22 03
4l 142 22 27 2 04
=l ! 57 33 d -
06 177 A8 06| -
5 127 34 o
08 /g/ 3g 08
o9 o 37 0|
10 %) 13 10
1l 29 17, 187 . 1 |
LIEZ %Y | 3 12
13 157 23 13
“ha /Q‘] 2y 14|
15 /136 37 15
16 /153 2 16
17 /17 [5/9 17
CEE 70 167 18
el 33 AYE 22 19
Do A0Y 2 8 20
21 /05 20 21
/124 27
3 147 2 23
P4 13/ 203 24
sl 127 198 & ) 25
o)) /277 370 25 26
R7 /25 5 27}
o (/27 2/ 28
b9 1o 3Y 25
o 1127 e 20
31 ’L/(a' _ I
e BlO%E BEiE blse
Ty AT T
DPR 449 (Rev. 5/75) Signature: i iR e L rif | Title:

22}




Q(ate o.f"California —The Resources Agency
_DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

MONTHLY VISITOR ATTENDANCE REPORT

“ONIT NUMBER

UNIT NAME: \ZquL[Q/\wJ R < r\

Check here if park is closed

/3

DAY USE CAMPING MISCELLANEOUS
Q Pd. (Zgsh/Pass) | Paid Group Use Free Twys 1 Twys For Park Use Only D
Y Ven v Pars Veh Walkin Pers Veh ¢"
5 el 50 o
= 27 02|
221 _
i 271 >
2053 44b (2 o5
4it 22 " 3 s
BT 342 |
2} 19 og|
5] /90 2l
E! 190 "
24 /90 1
El 19D
207 383
i B QQ/Q vaj .
2/0
élc’) 18],
125 QO’] 18]
Al 207 ~ o)
335 202 {HO 20| ° E
5 ! .87 n
402 7
/.}0 2 23
42 2
- "fﬂ’; 25}
SO 28
207 w
15% | i
161 x
Ala
410 Blw s
DPR 449 (Rev. 5/75) Signature:

o3 .

o7 .

10 Lot

12] e

3] ..



N - : Stats of California — The Resources Agency
. - » DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

MONTHLY VISITOR ATTENDANCE REPORT
é&zf[ 19. 75

UNIT NAME E;bﬂj C:%/Qf7?£L uniT NUMBER ([ @ € 'SUBUNIT| |
DAY USE : - CAMPING |l eoaTs MISCELLANEOUS
Pd. (Cash/Pass) Paid Group Use Free ‘ Twys Sites Twys Group Use ' Boats

Walk:in | Groups| Pers Veh Walkin Pers Veh Groups Pers Launched

SEE 37D

=1 518 | | ErZ
o104 | —_1#56

AN %3

ST 343

os) 159 | ‘ 1270

6 NI WSURI . SUSII, SPUw S

1335 N %70

08| 2717 1370

tesi| 37)7] - 310

bl 37 | | 1221

nqu' o o » _ 3707

2l | B s

=300, | 20|

1493& o 375

1339l 370

151610 1 390

‘Jﬁ7%3 o ' 370’

&l o %3

27 | 370

056 HERS

R €27 1370
'b##@? . ' 370

gl 137
5T | | .

Conversicn . 1 Pers g Pers 2 5 Pers
Factors 73(“ Veh 3 O Veh D Site




T - . _ State of California — The Resources Agency ‘

N DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

MONTHLY VISITOR ATTENDANCE REPORT

Jitly 19/)

UNIT NAME :.7;]')’/ PeD, /(/ \/‘ 4 /(z /1 UNIT NUMBER L_LQ:_)_, | SUBUNIT|_|
DAY USE : CAMPING BOATS MISCELLANEOUS
2 Pd. {Cash/Pass) Paid Group Use Free Twys Sites Twys Group Use Boats H‘ D
Y Veh Walk-in Groups Pers Veh Walkin Pers Used Veh Groups Pers Launched e
5/ A o1
EVG Wi 0z
570 At 03
57C 1| >
| /75 ] A °5
5! i s
206 ir ',‘ 07
244 ki i”’ 08
247 L 09
3107 Hilb ; 10
3701 A 1
390 %
205 il 13
/50 - 14
/77 i s
16 2‘/ % )\7)5’ ¥ l 15
i 327 ) v
18l ¢ A 18
- e ""j)',‘/'ﬁ 3 19
Bolle <l L 20
21 ’/C':’i_:) ,21
22|) 7)) 122
23 A - 23
D4 24
2} ; 25
<7 27
| 281 [ b . 28
all L, A i ' 29
301 ' 30
=— S
S i HI =
L
. c | |
A BT 3 0% B

12:74) | Signatire: g S AR LNTICY i A

459 (Rey.



SAN DIEGO COUNTY SHERIFF'S

POST OFFICE BOX 2991
SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 92112

(714) 236-3028

JOHN F. DUFFY, Sheriff DONALD R. OLIVER, Undersheriff
February 7, 1977

Mr. David R. Piggott

* Chickering § Gregory
111 Sutter Street
San Francisco, CA 94104

Dear Dave:

San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station
Special Deputy Commissions for Security Personnel

Pursuant to our telephone conversation of January 31, I wish to
inform you that Sheriff Duffy has approved your request to provide
Special Deputy status to your security personnel stationed at the San
Onofre Nuclear Generating Station, as outlined in your letter of
January 21, 1977.

In essence, your security personnel will be authorized to enforce
Penal Code Section 409.5 within.the tidal beach area directly in
front of the station only during such times as an emergency exists

at that location. Further, at a future meeting we shall determine .
any other applicable Penal Code sections that your security personnel
should be authorized to enforce. At that time we will finalize the
necessary procedures for deputization, as well as any other ‘agree-
ments we may need to enter into.

Should you have any question, please feel free to contact me.
Sincerely,
JOHN F. DUFFY, SHERIFF

~...« e ld /( UA——-"

Donald R. Oliver, Undersheriff

DRO/kjs
Santee Station ' Vista Station Lemon Grove Station Encinitas Station
8211 Cuyamaca ' 325 South Melrose 7859 Broudway - 143 D" Sirect
Santee, CA 92071 Vista, CA 92083 . Llemon Grove, CA 92045 Encinitas, CA 92024

236-3007 724-2104 236-2902 753-5591




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby‘certify that on the 18th day of February, 1977 copies

of the foregoing "Applicants' Amplification of Citations Referenced During

Oral Argument and Authenticating Affidavits" were served upon each of the

following by deposit in thé 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)

Rollin E. Woodbury, Esq. .

David N. Barry, Esqg.

" James A. Beoletto, Esqg.

Southern California Edison Company
2244 Walnut Grove Avenue

Rosemead, California 91770

Michael Glaser, Esqg.
1150 17th Street, 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, Esqg.
2600 Virginia Avenue, 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

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

Anaheim, California

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

Austin, Texas 78712

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

Kenneth E. Carr, Esq.

City Manager '

100 Avenida Presidia

San Clemente, California 92672




Atomic Safety & Llcen31ng Board Panel

Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DYC, 20555

David Sakai

‘845 North Perry Avenue _

Montebello, California . 90640-

Fredric P. Sutherland, Esqg.

Center for Law in the Public
Interest

10203 Santa Monlca Boulevard:

Los Angeles, California 90067

Lawrence Q. Garcia, Esqg..

California Public UtllltleS
Comm1551on

5066 State Building

San Francisco, California 94136

Alan S. Rosenthal, Esq., Chairman

Atomic Safety & Licensing Appeal
Board

Nuclear Regulatory Comm1551on

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 & 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, Esqg.

Center for Law in the Public
Interest . :

10203 Santa Monica Boulevard

Los Angeles, California 90067

DATED at San Franéisco, California this 18th day of February,

1977.

B R. PIOOTY .

David R. Pigott



. UNITED STATES .

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555

February 9, 1977

Alan S. Rosenthal, Esq., Chairman Michael C. Farrar, Esq.

Atomic Safety and L1cens1ng : Atomic Safety and Licensing
Appeal Board ' Appeal Board
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

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

Dr. John H. Buck

Atomic Safety and Licensing

- Appeal Board

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

In the Matter of
Southern California Edison Company
San Diego Gas & Electric Company o -%2
(San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station, Units Nos. 2 and 3)

Gentlemen:

By letter dated December 27, 1976, the NRC Staff provided the Board and the
~ parties a copy of "Staff Discussion of Fifteen Technical Issues Listed on Attach-
ment to November 3, 1976 Memorandum from Director, NRR to NRR Staff"
(NUREG-0138). The Staff is now enclosing for the further information of
the Board and the parties a copy of the newly issued "Staff Discussion of.

Twelve Additional Technical Issues Raised by Responses to November 3,
1976 Memorandum from Director, NRR to NRR Staff" (NUREG-0153).

NUREG-0153, like NUREG-0138, discusses certain technical issues concerning
nuclear reactor components and systems. Some of these issues, specifically,
16, 17, 18, 19, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25 and 27, relate to components and systems
of the general type proposed for the San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station,
Units Nos. 2 and 3. The Staff believes that the discussion in NUREG-0153
demonstrates, with respect to each of these items, that current facility

design provides an acceptable level of safety. While further improvement

of these systems or components may result from continuing expansion of
operating experience and generic assessments, which can be left for future

ly




. ‘_2_ ' ' A R

generic action or plant-specific backfitting, the Staff believes that present
designs provide adequate protection of the public health and safety. These
items will be considered by the Staff in its review of the Final Safety Analysis
Report, supporting the application for operating licenses recently tendered

. for pre-docketing acceptance review.

On the basis of the discussion contained in NUREG-0153, we do not believe
that these issues require reopening of the record in this proceeding. More-
over, none of these items bears on the single issue remanded to and currently
pending before the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board.

Further discussion of a number of the issues contained in NUREG-0138 and
NUREG-0153 is set forth in the transcript of the ACRS subcommittee and ACRS
full committee meetings of December 3, 4, and 8-11, 1976. A copy of the ACRS
letter on matters considered at those meetings is enclosed. In addition, some
of these matters were further discussed before the Senate Government Opera-
tions Committee on December 13, 1976. Future ACRS subcommittee and ACRS
full committee meetings are scheduled at which the remaining issues contained
in NUREG-0138 and NUREG-0153 will be discussed and the Staff shall keep the
Board and parties advised of any subsequent events or correspondence from

the ACRS.
Sincerely,
Lawrence J.“Chandler
Counsel for NRC Staff
. Enclosures:
NUREG-0153

ACRS Letter

cc: See next page



cc w/o enclosures:

Michael L. Glaser, Esq.

Mr. Lester Kornblith, Jr.

Dr. Franklin C. Daiber

Mr. David Sakai

Mr. Kennety E. Carr

Allan R. Watts, Esq.

Lawrence Q. Garcia, Esq.

Dr. Gerard A. Rohlich

George Spiegel, Esq.

, 'Elizabeth_ S. Bowers, Esq.

_Atomic Safety and Licensing
Board Panel :

Atomic Safety and Licensing
Appeal Panel

Docketing and Service Section

cc w/enclosures:"
- David N. Barry III, Esq.
David R. Pigott, Esq.
Brent N. Rushforth, Esq.




"' Mr. Lester Kornblith, Jr.
- 'Atomic Safety and Licensing Board

UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555

February 9, 1977

Michael L. Glaser‘,'Esq..v | .. Dr. Franklin C. Daiber

- 1150 17th Street, N.W. Yoo Department of Biological Sciences
- Washington, D. C. 20036 . University of Delaware T

. Newark, Delaware 19711 -

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

In the Matter of Southern California Edison Company ) S
' San Diego Gas & Electric Company : ‘ ’ ‘
(San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station, Units 2 and 3)
Docket Nos. 50 -361 and/@

‘.G'entl‘emen:

" Pursuant to Mr. Kornblith's request at the February 1, 1977 oral argument
(Tr. 99 and 100), the Staff has reviewed the transcript for the purpose of
verifying citations given by the Staff. All corrections noted are contained
in the attached "NRC Staff's February 1, 1977 Oral Argument Transcmpt
Correctlons : .

Sincé el

"d . McGurren
Counsel for NRC Staff

Enclosure: As stated o 3€d.
, . My

cc W/enclosure ' '
Charles R. Kocher, Esq § Dr. Gerard A. Rohlich
Elizabeth S. Bowers, Esq. George Spiegel, Esq.
Mr. David Sakai » ' David R. Pigott, Esq.
Frederic P. Sutherland, Esq. Atomic Safety and Licensing
Brent N. Rushforth, Esq. Board Panel
Mr. Kenneth E. Carr. . . Atomic Safety and Licensing
Alan R. Watts, Esq. '~ Appeal Panel

Lawrence Q. Garcia, Esq. = Docketing and Service Section




UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

02/09/77

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSINC BOARD -

In the Matter of

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY'
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY’

(San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station,

Units 2 and 3)

N/ N/ N/ NN N

NRC STAFF'S FEBRUARY 1, 1977

" Docket Nos. 50-361 -

50-362

ORAL ARGUMENT .TRANSCRIPT CORRECTIONS

- The following corrections should be made in the transcript of the February 1,

1977 oral argument in this remanded prbceeding‘: -

Page = Line(s) -
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Dated at Bethesd’a., Maryland
this 9th day of February, 1977
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- Respectfully submitted,

Henry

. McGurren

Counsel for NRC Staff



COORYY NUMBR : . e
FIOD & UTIL, TAL. 55:3(,‘/‘_"3 G
Aupgust 17, 1977 o

POCKETED

SHRC
i
Nuclear Regqulatory Commission 'maquﬁﬁf
Atomic Safetv and Licensing Board Posk e tion

Washington, D. C,

Dear Commizsioners:

The enclosed documents and the following statement are
addenda to GUARD's application for intervener status

an the license stmge hearings on San Onofre Units 2 and J.
They are in respaonse to information received by me,
verbally, from a Nuclesar Regulatory Commission attorney,
that GUARD's Petition to Intervene was judoed insufficient
and that GUARD has been allowed to August 18 to dispatch
an appropriate amendment,

Because neither GUARD nor its attorneys in the current
construction stage permit proceedings received any noti-
fication of the forthcoming license stage proceedings, nor:
any requirements for Intervener status in them, we have only
the suggestions of NRC attorney Larry Chandler to enlighten
us, and are grateful to him for bringing teo our attention
the following three insufficiencies.

1. An affidavit of a single spn'esperson ie not sufficient
to represent the members of an entire organization: seg
enclosed affidavits of additional GUARD officers.

2. The position of Environmenfal'Cnalition of Orange County
was not clear: see encla=ed affidavit of Hal Thomas,
Director of Environmental Coalition.

3. The contentions of GHARD were not specific enough: sge
following addenda to pstition.;

GUARD requests that its general phrasing of the contentions

- be allowed as a protection from the legal game-play of the °
constructionstage hearings which prohibited GUARD's presen-
tation of testimonv essential to the protection of the publin
health and weifare,,.on the technical nrounds that the wordinao
of the contentions were too narrow. Nur attorney was not
even allowed to pose to the witnesses the questions which
would have elicited the necessarvy testimony,

3908 CALLE ARIANA, SAN CLEMENTE, CALIFOPNIA 92672 /TELEPHONE: (714)492-5078

GUAZD assumes that the full spectrum of issues and problems
related to evacuation will be thoroughly reviewdd in the
license hearings, Essential testimony of earlier stage met
with objections that the license stage was the appropriate
time for such mn siderations, ’ :

Following are examples of the contentions we would like to
raise as specifics within the general g framework.

w
g
t:
©
[19)
3o
ad
g
o
)
B
)
O
&)
-z
<
-J
<
a
P
<
z
53
w
I
F
LL.
O
2
o
b_
<
>
o
ul
o
ui
o
o
© LW
I
}_
e
0
=z
<
)
Z
O
}..
<
o
us
Pz
5y
O]
[9Y]
o
)
’_
o)
w
(1)
-
@
w
W
(@]
0__ .
O
’._
@)
&J
<
©
)

~
jog

]




Page 2 Addenda to GUARD Petition to Intervene.

1, Time constraints have not been included in the evacuation
nlanning, and without them, an evacu:ztion nlan cannot be
"timely"

2. According to testimony of US Govt. officials in California
Energy Commission hearings on Evacuation of the San Onofre
Hazard Area, information specified as necessary in the

utility company warning to responsible officials is not
avallablc, beyond "educated guesoas"'

3. Increasca in freeway use in rpcpnt ‘years, and unpredictability
of traffic load due to transient use, invalidate the freeway:
Interstate 5 as a dependable evacuatlon route, invalidating
evacuation plans. :

4, Inability of the utility companies and of governing bodies,
including the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, to prohibit
influx of populations into the low-population zone and the high-
~hazard 20 mile zone, invalidate population number estimates on
which evacuation planning is based.

Se The unidue geogranhic constraints of the area within 10-15 miles
of San UOnofre, prohibit its effective evacuation,..and block
evacuation of the low=population zone,

6. The evacuation planning for the area of San Unofre does not
estimate need, nor evaluate availability of manpower and
equipment necessary to accomplish the responsibilities detailed,..
and without a realistic expectation of accomplishment, the plan
is only a pipe-dream, '

7o Growth and distributionof populationin the high=hazard 20 mile
zone of San Unofre has disqualified the site for ntclear energy
production according to the constraints of Part 10-100 Federal
Code of Regulations. The five-mile radius of San Onofre is
itself a population center of 25,000 or more, and the distribution
of those populations is in concentrated pockets of one-way-out
evacuation potential, rathser than sprcac over a large area with
many egresses,

Please inforw us of furtmer addenda information which may be needed.

Sincerely,

L i L
Lyt Harris Hicks, GUARD Adwvocate




STATE OF CALIFORNIA . _ .
COUNTY_OF Ot trn g SS.

01\___@17«444‘&_[.@/747__7____— before me, ) : -SAF;@Q

the undersigr a Notary Public in and for said County and State,.

personatly appearc:i/ e FOR NOTARY SEAL OR STAMP

—, known to me

to he the person. whose name,____@ubjlrilied to the :
grerensisesasonsenanine. vmmeen
within instrument and acknowledged that_ /et executed the 3 OFFICIAL SEAL -

same. PAULINE G. EGAN

- J / . Notary Public - Calitormia
> (Z(A‘,é&hn!/ : f Qi) ﬂ/f\/

A ORANGE COUNTY
' My Commission Expires Juiy 18, 1980

Illlhtl.llllllllll.hl.l’lu.lll.ill‘ll.llllllll.lll-‘

ANNNGRRVNERAZRIED .

ﬂll'lll"lllll’-'l

State of C-lifornia )

S
Couwnty of Lrange ;
1
1, HAabL THOMAS, state:
11
1 &m Director of €nvironmental Coalition cf Grange County, California,
of which GUARD dis an effilliate and a suhsidiery organizaticn, the twao
ertition buing compzrticipante in the above-entitled proceeding;

IT1I

This affidavit is in support of the GUARD Petition to Intervene
in the above-entitled rraceeding; ' : :

IV

The Environmental-Coalition membership includes persons who are
periodically vacatinn sesidentsd persons who are permanent residents of
the immediate radius areas of the San Onofre Nuglear Generating Station
site. : '
As such, they are vitally interested in these licensing considerations,
‘and have participated for many years, 1in various proceedings, in oppo=®ition
to Units 2 and 3 of San Onofre. : ‘

Environmental Coalition seeks to preserve and enhance the environment
for the interests of its members and for the benefit of all life on this
planet, and has opposed San Unofre Unite 2 and 3 as potentially destructive
of that which he coalition seeks to protect.

Since participation of Environmental Coalition in the forthcoming
license hewrings through'GUARD's appearance as intervener serves these
purpeses, 1 respectfully request that the petition to intervene be

. 7

granted. . . A Kwix4?
Datcd: August 18, 1977 | 7

A

7

4 7 7
ke Kk

Hal Thomas




STATE OF CALIF or{y},\
COUNTY_OF e 55.

On ﬁu;(ﬂj // J/ /777 before me,

- the undersigpy i, a Notary Public in and for said Coumy and State,
personally amc{‘% . B —
‘ /U.rb- 0 aclere’

(74

FOR NOTARY SEAL OR STAMP

, known to me

NrLsatnetoLERENRS RS-

to be the person. whose, nqmo%ribcd to the [T TELTTIC LI
within instrument and acknowledged that execuled the . AT ) . PAOUFLTPE:ZA(!;.SEEC:XN

same’ , ) g
/ /ég Notaty PuMie - California
. (24 pd /é/w\_L/ %

ORANGE COUNTY
My Commx‘s on Exgires Ju'y 18, 1980

LA e T Y P T I T Y Y PP TR TP EY L I

WEARREIIRSRETNINE
mRaSseRbeRRREAMNES

I, JOMN FAITING, state:
' 11
I am a vice-president of GUARD, uUh0101PrJ cf Envirenmentsal
Cozliticn of Crerge County, in the above-entitled procesding;
ITI
5 in suppert of the GUARD petition to intervere

This affidav i
ed proceccing;

it
in the above-cntitle
1V
GUARD members are resicent of the immediate radius areas of the
San Onofre Nucleer Cererating Station site, and thus live in constant

jeopardy of their lives, health and property.

Guard members are thus vitally intervested in these licensing processes,
and have participeted formany years as formal interveners in the San Onofre

progeedings,

The cnly mcans by which CGUARD may currently protect ite members Trom
unjustified multiplicetion of the hazard at San Onofre, the Wicensing of
units 2 and 3, is to appeer in this proceeding as intervendrs, Therefore,
GUARD respectfully requests that the Petition 1o Intervene be grented,

Dated: August 164 lST? 4 | , ’7737' gl
(,,.%Lf/4Z¢%4%0W“

gtin Miltlhﬁ




STATE OF CALIE

RNIA
- COUNTY OF Yy S5.
On dML./J%? _. before me,
the undersigritl, a Notary Public in and for said County and State,
personally appeared

, known to me
to be the person

_whose nam

ubscribed to the
within instrument and acknowlcd"cw
saffic,

executed the
\;:;éaaéawa/)éﬁgAgceyaw/

1, DOROTHY DRUMMOND, state:

<

SN

" 3]
S

SAFECO

FOR NOTARY SEAL OR STAMP

aver?
..... sess
carns

serat

: ‘“,.u.u--"‘"“”‘“‘()FF\C\AL SEA‘;N
G PAULINE G- EOMT
N2t pubhe - Caliform
o'!U~Y~16=CQUN-w
eson EXpites wyy 18,

snn
,p-,---.cnunb---l
.

«e-n-u-n'vulnl.

-““.;uli

II

I am secretary of GUARD

subsidiary of Environmental Coalition of
Orange County, in the above-entitled proceeding

I11

This affidavit is in support of the GUARD petition to intervene in
the above-entitled proceeding;

Iv

GUARD members are resident of the immediate radius areas of the

ieopardy of their lives, health and pfoperfy.

San Unofre Nuclear Generating Station.site, and thus live in constant

GUARD members are thus vitally.interested in these 11 i
processes, and have participated for many vears as formal interveners
in the Sao Juofre proceedings.

Tha pplv means by which ~UARD may currentlv protect its members from
unjustified multiplication of the hazard at %an Onofre,
linits ™ and 3,

the licensing of
is toc anpear in this -~roceeding as interveners.
GQUARD re5pectfully requests that the Petition to Tntervene be aranted.

1977

ated: August 18,

Ircensing

Therefore,

,/»’-i)lLa'ziAhﬁﬁlﬁ/

Dornthv D*ummnnd

5 RS A




Steple

gt et il

Siapls

STATE OF CALIFORNIA Q. . _ .
COUNTY OF Pt trny S8. S
On JZM,//M ///. //7;7‘4 before me, . - SAFECO

the undcrsig%, a Notary Public in and for said County and State,
;‘S‘ '2.4’4/ AT i

-,

personally appeared FOR NOTARY SEAL OR STAMP

2

I MM ELIATAI NS ARNIIP A NI0EINACIIRETCARBORES

OFFICIAL SEAL -
PAULINE G. EGAN
No*ary Public - California

el % ORANGE COUNTY,
My Ccmmisson Exgpires July 18, 1980

MEESsseADAsssaNas s vE TR s NRYRIACRIRESARPORNORNDARD

, known to me

to be the persen

whose name—_ subscribed to the
within instrument and acknowledged l@execuled the -

(oot i ,{%&A/

ANy

RETTT YT T YT IRy
AORRRAABNBERENARAD

State of California )
County of Crange g

I, LEE STEELMAN, state:
II
I am president of GUARD, subsidiary of Environmental Cocalition of
Crange County, in the above-entitled preoceeding;
' 111

This affidavit is in support of tﬁe GUARD petition to intervene in
the above-entitled proceeding;
Iv

GUARD members are resident of the immediate radius areas of the
San Onofre Kuclear Generating Station site, and thus live in constant

jeopardy of their lives, health and property.

GUARD members are thus vitally interested in these licensing
processes, .and have participated for many veers as Tormal interveners
in the San Cnofre proceedings.

The anly means by which GUARD may currently protect its membere from
unjuetified multiplication of the hazard at San Oncfre, the licensing of
uhits 2 and 3, is to appear in this proceeding as intexrveners. Therefore,

[

GUARD respectfully requests that the Petiiion tc Intervene be granted.

Dated: August 18, 1577 e -
Y M 707 L
Lee Steelman

Subscribhed and sworn to before ne
“this 18th day of August, 1977




AUG 16 17

'Honorable Alan Cranston

- United States Senate

" - Washington, D.C. 20510 - »
‘Dear Senator Cranston: ~'f L
We have been asked to reply to your August » conmmicatlon forward-
ing Mr. Alan Heiss' recent letter to you, we appreclate havmg the
opportumty to ccmrent on 1t L

Asyoupmbablykrm SmﬂemCalifonﬁaEd:.smconpanyandSan
Diego Gas and Electric Company operate one power reactor and are
‘building two others at the San Onofre Nuclear Power Station near

- San Clemente. ' In fact, the two companies recently applied for

. licenses to operate thebﬁonewmltswmcpectedtobeccxmletedm
. February 1980 and May 1981, The process we will use to review this
application is described in the enclosed booklet "L:Lcensing of.

~ Nuclear Power Reactors." :

- As part of the former Atomc Enerqgy Cmrmission staff 's review of
the application to build the two new power reactors at the San
Onofre site, a detailed Final Environmental Statement was prepared
“this statement goes into some detail on the effects of heated water
" on the marine enviromment of the Pacific Ocean; accordingly, we are
enclosing a copy of the statmment which you may wish to forward to-
Mr. Heiss. - We also should point out, that the postulated effects
of the return of heated cooling water to the Pacific Ocean .at San
: Onofre are unique and are not necessarily representative of what
5 the effects mﬂd be at other sites.

Since Mr. Helss also expressed an mterest in hav:mg a descriptlon
of nuclear power plants, we are enclosing an excerpt from an Atomic .
Energy Commission publication which describes, in some detail, a
pressurized water reactor. This is the kind of power reactor now
being used at San Onofre, and the two units now under construction
are pressurized water reactors. Included is a rather detailed
description of the cooling systems for these facilities.

The disposal of low-level radicactive wastes from the San Onofre

Nuclear Power Station is discussed in the Final PEnvironmental '

Statement. 2s for the h:.gh—-level radicactive wastes result.mg from

the "burning” of nuclear fuel in a reactor, it is contained in the .
"burned” . fuel which is stored in specially-designed, water~filled . B 2
‘basins at the San Onofre site. This method of storing high-level '
radioactlve wastes has been used safely for many years and is




Honorable Alan Cranston -2 -

Since the Nuclear Regulatory Commission is an independent agency
established to assure that, if nuclear power is used to produce
" electricity, the public health and safety and the environment are
protected, we do not have a pollcy role to play in detemumng howr
. nuclear power should be used in helping to meet this countxy's

need for-electricity. However, the enclosed copy of "The National .

Energy Plan" prepared by The Office of Energy Policy and Planmng
in the Executive Office of the Pres:.dent should be useful in this

regard. ,
We hope that thls mfomuat:.on will be helpful to you in replylng

to Mr. Heiss' letter:; however, if you do need additional informa-

tion, please let us know. In the meantime, as you req\msted,
. are returnmg your oormspomience.

s

Smcerely,

1!imaﬂ h, Y X 'n-nk?wﬁ

Josep‘a J. . Fouchard
Acting Director
Office of Publ:.c Affalrs

Enclosures -

bee: SECY (3) 77-1251

ek
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NRC SECRETARIAT

TO: D Commissioner Date
O Exec. Dir./Oper. ] Gen. Counsel
| Cong. Liaison 4 Solicitor
XXX public Affairs O Secretary
UJ
Incoming: _Alan Cranston, TUSS
From: __California
To._NRC's - Date _8/5/717
. Subject: _Re: radioactive wasteg & cooline

water of the San Onofre Nuclear Power Plant.

D Prepare reply for signature of: ‘.
D Chairman

D Commissioner

[J epo, e, cL, soL, PA, SECY

O Si'gnature block omitted

O

D Return original of incoming with response

X kor direct reply * Susp. Aug. 22.

D For appropriate action
D For information

[:l For recommendation

Cys to: EDO, OCA,

Remarks:

: ot
For the Commission;___QM)

*Send three (3) copies of reply to Secy Mail Facility

NRCE2 o ACTION SLIP




ALAN CRANSTON A ' ' | | ‘ .
- Alnited Dlafes Denafe

WASHINGTON, D.. 20310

August 5, 1977 - 1st Ack

To: Coﬁgreésibnal Liaison
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555

Enclosure from:

Mr. Alan Heiss
11371 Chapman Avenue
Garden Grove, CA 92640

"Re:

Please comment on the radioactive wastes and cooling water
of the San Onofre Nuclear Power Plant. -~ -~ .

I forward the attached for your consideration.

Your report, in duplicate, along with the return of the enclosure
will be appreciated. ’ -

Sincerely,

A1 n Cranston

Please addresé:envelo e to:
Senator Alan Cranston.
Senate Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20510
Att: A | _ ,» ) o -

Jim Forcier -




Alan Heiss
11371 Chapman Avenue '
Garden Grove, CA 92640

Senator Alan Cfanston ,
United States Senate K ™~
Washington, D.C. 20510

v

""J Ay C

‘Dear Senator:

' i am currently preparing for a research‘paper in my
‘college environmental studies class.

My term paper will focus on the environmental effects
of nuclear power plants, such as the one located in San’
Onofre, California. I plan on showing both sides of
this issue in a report that is as unbiased as possible..

I would specifically like to know what is done with the
radioactive wastes after they leave the nuclear reactor.
and what is used to cool down the reactor. If ocean

" water is used, as I believe.it is at the San Onofre
plant, what is the effect of this warm water on the
surrounding sea when it is returned?

In short, any information on nuclear power plants such

as environmental impact reports, pamphlets, or publi-
cations would be greatly appreciated on my part. Also,
‘any charts on how the typical nuclear povwer Pplant is

put together and the role that nuclear energy will play
in our future energy plans would be even more appreciated.
Thank you very much for your time and concern.

Sincerely,

/
AV
Alan Helss'

~
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA T
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION -

Before the Atomic Safety and Licensing Boardgfw_

In the Matter:of

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON
COMPANY, ET AL. Docket Nos. 50-361 OL

. _ =3

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

N N N o N N N

MEMORANDUM_ AND ORDER
)-27-7&

This Memorandum and Order pertains to the contentions of

Intervenors Friends of the Earth, Mr. and Mrs. August Carstens,
Mr. and Mrs. Lloyd von Haden, Mr. Doﬁald May, and Mrs. Donis

- Davey (FOE, et al.), and Intervenor Groups United Against
Radiation Danger (GUARD). It also deals with the question of

consolidation of certain parties and a discovery time table.
CONTENTIONS OF FOE, ET AL.

By our Memqrendum and Order of October 26, 1977, the
- Licensing Board Established to Rule on Petitions for Inter-
vention (hereinafter referred to "Petition Board'") fouﬁd that
- FOE, et al., had a requisite interest in the environmental
~ and health and safety aspects of the San Onofre facility.
~The Petition Board also held that of FOE, et él;'s eieven
contentions, at leastkContentidn 4 Qas set forth With sufficient

particularity and ba51s §0 as to comply with 10 CFR- § 2 714,

Intervention was allowed o o B H




Subsequent ﬁo thaﬁ Order this Licensing Boar&kwas
established and held a pfehearing conference on December 6,
1977, to hear arguments on éontentions nétvpreVﬂJusly accepted.
We considervfirst FOE, et gi.'s and then GUARD's contentions

seriatim.

FOE, ET AL., CONTENTION 1

'""1) The seismic design basis for SONGS 2 & 3 is

inadequate to protect the public health and safety

and does not comply with 10 CFR, Part 100, Appendix

A, in that the earthquake which could cause the

maximum vibratory ground motion has not been assigned

as the safe shutdown earthquake." '

Intervenor FOE, et al., argued that recent earthquakes
and new discoveries of a new fault made by the California
Energy Resources Conservation and Development Commission -

indicate that a review of the seismic désign,basis for

SONGS 2 & 3 is in order.

Applicants, Southern Califormia Edison Company and
San Diego Gas and Electric Company (Applicants) stated they
would prefer the contention to read more narrowly and offered

their own version of an acceptable contention.

Staff found FOE, et al.'s contention suitable for discovery
purposes but suggested that it should be simpiified and

clarified at the close of discovery (Tr. 546-47).

L - o B
~ The Licensing Board i i ¢ ‘
§ comprised of th
served on the Petition Boagd. the same members that




The Board finds Intervenor FOE, et al.'s contention
suitable for discovery pufposes. After discovery the Board
will consider parties' suggestion to limit the scope of this

contention.

In light of new evidence conceming dewatering and
cavities discovered as a result of dewatering, Intervenor
FOE, et al., Staff, and Appliéants agreed that a contention
in this regard should be adoptéd and presented the following
stipulated contention (Tr. 552) which is also agreeable to
the Board.

la: '"Whether the cavities caused by the Applicants'

temporary dewatering of SONGS 2 & 3 site will
have an unacceptable adverse effect on the
capability of structures and equipment of the

SONGS 2 & 3 to withstand the design basis .
seismic events."

FOE. ET AL., CONTENTION- 2

FOE, et al.'s Contention 2 has been withdrawn (Tr. 570).

FOE, ET AL., CONTENTION 3

3. 10 CFR 51.21 and 51.52(b) and NEPA require

that the Applicants shall submit an Applicants'
Environmental Report - Operating License stage

- and that such report contain the latest results
of the ongoing marine study required under the
coastal commission permit. Joint intervenors
are entitled to review both the AER-OLS and the
Marine study at the operating license stage and
may take a position and ocffer evidence concerning
 them." '




-4 -

This contention doeé not raise any factual issue and for
this reason is disallowed. FOE; et al., asserts that it only
wants to Preserve its right tb_challenge the adequacy of the .
Staff's FES should it fail to consider the Califofnia's
Marine Review Committee Report (MRC) (Tr. 601). The Staff ié
required to.consider‘all available information that is relevant
aﬁd significant in préparing its-Environmental Statement.
Failure to do so would appeaf to be a reasonable basis for

challenge when the Statement is issued.

FOE, ET AL., CONTENTION &

4, "The Applicants have not complied with
10 CFR Part 50, Appendix E regarding
emergency plans since because of the juris-
dictional diversity of the several state
and local agencies involved and their in-
adequate fundings and staffing, appropriate
and coordinated emergency plans cannot be
developed. An operating license should
not be granted for SONGS 2 & 3 because the
various emergency response plans are so
complex, overlapping, and difficult to
implement that in the event of a nuclear
accident the safety of persons in the
surrounding areas will be imperiled."

The Board in its October 26, 1977, Order found that this
contention was stated with sufficient particularity and basis
‘to meet the requirements of 10 CFR § 2.714 and allowed inter-

vention on this basis.




At the prehearing conference FOE, et al., offered a
different wording of this contention. Applicants and the

Staff countered with separate versions of their own.

The Board is of the opinion that the_contention.as
stated in FOE, et al 's petltlon is acceptable for dlscovery
purposes. Parties will have an opportunlty to ask for a

refinement of thlS contention after discovery is completed.

FOE, ET AL., CONTENTION 5

FOE, et al.'s Contention 5 is withdrawn (Tr. 644-65).

FOE, ET AL., CONTENTION 6

6. "Joint intervenors contend that the public
health and safety, and the spirit and intent
of 10 CFR, Part 50, Appendix C (1.B) require,
as matter of law, that the applicant, prior to
the issuance of an ‘operating llcense, set aside
adequate funds to cover the costs of permanent
shutdown and maintenance of the facility in
a safe condition at the termination of
operations; the applicant has not done so,
and intervenors contend that an operating
license should not be granted absent such
an undertaking.'




@

At the prehearing conference FOE, et al., proposed

a new wording of this contention:

"Applicant has not shown that it possesses
or has reasonable assurances of obtaining
the funds to pay the estimated cost of .
-operating the plant for the period of the
license plus the estimated cost of perma-
nently shutting down the facility and main-
taining it in a safe condition."

FOE, et al., contends that

""the only thing that would satisfy (regulations)
at the minimum would be in the form of an escrow
account to assure that the money will be there
at the end of the useful life of the plant so
that either the state or the government or
future ratepayers don't have to pay for it.

Section 50.33(f) deals with the financial qualifications
of an applicant. It provides in pertinent part:
- "If the application is for an operating llcense
such information shall show that the applicant
possesses the funds necessary to cover esti- -
mated operating costs or that the applicant

has reasonable assurance of obtaining the
necessary funds, or a combination of the two.

The Regulation is amplified by Appendix C to 10 CFR
Part 50 which sets forth guldance on the financial data

requlred of llcense applicants. Appendix C reads in

pertinent part:‘




" it will ordinarily be sufficient to

show at the time of the filing of the appli-
cation, availability of resources sufficient
to cover estimated operating costs for each
of the first five years of operation plus

the estimated costs of permanent shutdown

and maintenance of the facility in safe con-
dition. It is also expected that, in most
cases, the applicant's annual financial
statements contained in its published annual
reports will enable the Commission to evaluate
the applicant's flnanc1al capablllty to satisfy
this requirement."

The Regulations do not require, as FOE, et al., asserts,

the settlng aside of funds for the ultlmate decommissioning

of the facility prior to the issuance of an Qperatlng license.
Since thefe is no such requiremeﬁt, FOE, et al., has failed
to establish the basis for its contention that Applicants |
should be required to "set aside" decommissioning and
maintenance funds. There is nothing unique about the

San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station, Units 2 and 3 or of
the Applicants, San Diego Gas’and Electric Company and
Southern California’EdisonxCompany which suggests that any
different consideration should be given them than to other
utilities. It is not uncommon for utilities to construct
more than‘one unit at the same site and it is not at all

unusual for there to be more than one Applicant.



The question
licensing for the

making proceeding

of the escrowing of funds at the time of
decommissioning is the subject of a rule-

presently before the Commission. FOE,

et al., has the option of participating in that proceeding.

Contention 6 is disallowed.

FOE, ET AL., CONTENTION 7

FOE,'EE al.'s Contention 7 is withdrawn (Tr. 658).

FOE, ET AL., CONTENTION 8

8. "An operating license should not be granted for

SONGS 2

& 3 because the National Environmental

Policy Act, requires, as a matter of law, con-
sideration at the construction permit stage of
energy conservation as an alternative to nuclear
power and such requirements have not yet been
complied with." v

FOE, et al.,

relies.on Aeschliman wv. U.S.YNRC, 547 F2d

622, (1976), as interpreting Sections 102(c)(116) and 102(d)

of NEPA to require as a matter of 1aw, the consideration by

NRC and the ‘Applicants of energy conservation as an alterna-

tive to the proposed nuclear fadility. That is not the

- holding of Aeschliman. Aeschliman merely addressed the

propriety of a test that was imposed by the Commission in




a proceeding for a consfructi@n permit requiring a thresh—
hold showing by an intervenor Before the iésue could be
brought up as an issue in controversy. It merely removed
the threshhold test criterion pre?iously established by the

Commission,.

Need for power and alternatives to the nuclear facilities
were extensively considered at the construction permit stage.
Cf. Southern California Ediéon Company, EE al., (San Ondfre
Units 2 & 3), LBP-73-36, RAI 73-10, pages 958?59, 964-67
(1973). Furthermore, the projected generating capacity of .
San Onofre 2 & 3 has been included in all power forecasts.for
| Applicants'_service area since the construction permit was
issued more than four years ago. We take notice of the fact
that the California Energy Commission hés foﬁnd need for at
least one additional generating station (Sun Desert) for the .
area sefved_by étvleast one of the utilities involved in this
proceeding since the NRC's approval of the construction permit

for San Onofre Units 2 & 3.

FOE, et al., has not stated any basis for consideration
of conservation as an alternativefto_San Onofre, Units 2 & 3
in the operating license proceeding. FOE, et al.'s Contention

8 is disallowed.
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'FOE, ET AL., CONTENTION 9

9. "In light of accelerating costs of uranium,

- the decreased availability of domestic uranium
and the lack of any guarantee that SONGS 2 & 3
will have a fuel supply, the cost-benefit
analysis previously adopted for SONGS 2 & 3 is
shown to be clearly erroneous and a proper
cost-benefit analysis would now show that the
costs outweigh the benefits and that the
operation of SONGS 2 & 3 will not be in the
best interest of the public and will not be
in conformance with NEPA." _

At the prehearing conference FOE, et al., reworded its
contention to read:

""The Applicants' projection of fuel costs
over the life of the plants does not
adequately account for escalation of
uranium prices and therefore the cost-
benefit analysis is in error." Tr. 658.

Staff supports the rephrased contention; Applicants
opposed vigorously the original contention and stand on
their original argument in spite of intervenors' new offer.
-The Board believes that the contention is adequate for

discovery purposes, and therefore Contention 9 as rephrased

(Tr. 658) 1is allowed.'A
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FOE, ET AL., CONTENTION 10 =

10. '"As a matter of law, the National Environ-
mental Policy Act of 1969 requires that
radiocoactive waste management, a matter not
fully considered prior to issuance of the
construction permit, be considered prior
to issuance of an operating license for
SONGS 2 & 3." .

FOE, et al., contends that because San Onofre Units 2
and 3 are nuclear reactors that will generate nuclear waste
materials, waste management procedures must be analyzed in

detail before an operating license can be granted. FOE,et

bgl., cites Natural Resources Defense Council v. NRC 547 F.2d

(D.C. Cir., 1976) as the basis for its positionm.

Waste management is covered by 10 CFR § 51.20(c) as set

forth in Table S-3. 1In NRDCVV. NRC the court examined the

‘requirements imposed by NEPA to consider environmental impacts
associated with the uranium fuel cycle and reviewed the
Commission's rulemakihg pfoceeding which had developed a generic
analysis of those impacts. With-respect to the Commission's
rulemaking the court approved the overall approach and
methodology ofrthe fuel cycle rule and found that, regarding

most phases of the fuel cycle, the.underlying Environmental
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Sufvey of the Nﬁclear Fuel Cycle (November 1972) répresented

an adeduate'job of describing the impacts iﬁvolved. The

court, however;lfound that the rule was inadequately supported
by the record insofar as it treated the impacts from reprocessing

of spent fuel and the impacts from radioactive waste managemént,

- The Commission, in response to the court's action, issued

a General Statement of Policy, 41 Federal Register 34707, and

announced an intent to reopen the rulemaking proceeding on the
environmental effects of the fuel cycle to supplement the
existing record on waste management and reprocessing impacts.
The Commission indicated an intent to handie the question of the
environmental impacts of waste management and reprocessing

generically rather than in individual licensing proceedings.

On March 14, 1977, the Commission published its effective
interim rule governing the treatment of waste management and

reprocessing, 42 Federal Register 13803. The interim rule is to

be effective pending deteérmination of a final rule to result

from the rulemaking proceeding.

The appropriate forum to raise éuestions regarding
generic matters of waste management procedures is in the

Commission's rulemaking. FOE,_gElgi.'s.proposed Contention 10
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is not a legitimate contention for consideration during the

operating license proceeding. It is disallowed.

FOE, ET AL., CONTENTION 11

FOE, et al.'s Contention 11 is withdrawn (Tr. 664).
GUARD'S CONTENTIONS

The Petition Board considered and granted the interven-

tion of the Groups United Against Radiation Danger (GUARD) in
its Memoranduﬁ and Order of October 26, 1977. GUARD's addenda
to its original petition was dated August 17, 1977, and set
forth seven proposed contentions. St@ ff was of the view that
collectively the seven contentions (each of which esséntially
addressed the same matter, evacuation planning) could be

reduced to two contentions. The Petition Board agreed with Staff

and accepted the two condensed contentions suggested by Staff.

They are:

1. "The applicants have not complied with 10 CFR
Part 50, Appendix E regarding emergency plans
since, because of inadequate funding and staffing
of the several state and local agencies involved,
appropriate and coordinated emergency plans
cannot be developed.
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2. '""As a consequence of increases in freeway
use in recent years and the influx of
- transient and resident individuals into
the exclusion area and low population zone,
there is no longer assurance that effective
arrangements can be made to control traffic
or that there is a reasonable probability
protective measures could be taken on behalf
of individuals in these areas including, if
necessary, evacuation, particularly considering
the unique geographic constraints in these
areas; thus, applicants do not comply with
10 CFR § 100.3(a) or (b)."

.At thevprehearing conference GUARD offered a rewording
of its evacuation contention listing éome eleven different
aspects. Of these eleven items; some are mere statements
which raise no issue of fact; some are contentions without
any supporting basis; some are contentions which challenge

the Commission's Regulations; some, especially #l1 are

issues that were taken into acéount at the construction

permit stage going directly to site suitability, population

center, growth, and distribution of population. To the

extent issues have been covered, they are res judicata,

especially to this intervenor who participated as a party

at the construction permit stage.

The Board is of the opinion that of the eleven items
raised de novo at the prehearing conférence the ones that

~are admissible are already embodied in the two contentions
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previously found acceptéble by the Board in its Order of

October 26, 1977. The Board will permit discovery on these

two contentions, subject to further refinement at the close

of discovery.

In addition, Intervenor GUARD is entitled to conduct
discovery on the issue of cavities which occurred as a result

of dewatering. That contention is listed above as FOE, et

~al.'s Contention la.

GUARD also seeks intervention on FOE's Contention 2 which
deals with the Price-Anderson Act. GUARD was of the opinion
that it could take part in cross-examination on that issue,
but now that FOE, et al., has withdrawn that contention, GUARD

seeks to adopt it as its own. Putting aside the question of

‘timeliness we consider the contention on its merits.

The argument is that the decision in Carolina Environ-

mental Study Group v. United States Atomic Energy Commission,

"431 F. Supp. 203 (W.D.N.C. 1977) declaring a portion of the

Price-Anderson Act to be unconstitutional is grounds for
staying the issuance of the San Onofre Units 2 and 3 operating
license wuntil a final judicial interpretation is obtained and

any necessary legislative action is completed.
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However, the Carolina Environmental Stﬁdy Group v. AEC
does not provide either é factual or legal basis for an issue
in this proceeding. The case is not binding in this
jurisdiction, ahd it has no impact whatsoever on the.éxisting
Pfice-Anderson Act statutory scheme. No injunctive relief

was sought in that case and none was given. As recited by the

Court (at page 226), a single federal district court judge is

without the power to enjoin the operation of an Act of Congress.
The_court did nét intend to impede the operation of the statu- |
tory scheme pending Supreme Court adjudication. The case is
on direct appeal to the Supreme Court pursuant to 28 U.S.C;

§ 1252. Pending a judicial determination that actually impacts

‘on the operation of the Price-Anderson Act the NRC licensing

procedures remain unaffected, and should not be modified for

purposes of this proceeding.

There is no basis for an issue in this proceeding as a

result of the Carolina Environmental Study Group v. United

States Atomic Energy Commission decision.
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CONSOLIDATION |

RE: GUARD

- At the prehearing conference Applicants suggested that
because GUARD has interests in this proceeding similar to

FOE, et al., GUARD should be consolidated with FOE, et al.

- The Board feels that the better proceduré is to allow GUARD to

have discovery in its own right on the issues it raised and
which were accepted by the Board. The Board will further
consider the questibn of consolidation of intervenors at a

subsequent prehearing conference.

RE: CITIES OF ANAHEIM AND RIVERSIDE

By its Memorandum and Order of October 26, 1977, the Petition
Board consolidated the Cities of Anaheim and Riverside (Cities) with
the Appliéants because the interest of the Cities is éssentially
the same as the Applicants'. This éimilarity is based on the
Cities' prospective-co-ownership-of the facilities as a result
of its formal.notice of intent to accept the Applicants' offer

pursuant to the tefms and conditions of a settlement agreement.

At the prehearing conference Applicants objected to,the

consolidation of the Cities. It appears that formal con-

- summation of the agreement has not yet materialized (Tr. 531).
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vAt thevprehearing conference counsel for the Cities represented
that only the queétion of investment tax credit reméins; the
agreements themselves have beén negotiated and will likely be
executed early'in 1978 (Tr. 532). The investment tax credit
matter involves a ruling by the U.S. Internal Revenue Service

(IRS) which is expected by mid-1978 at latest (Tr. 533).

The thrust of Applicants' position appears to be that
10 CFR § 2;715a provides for consolidation of parties only
and, since the Petition Board dismissed thé Cities' petition
for leave to intervene in its Oraer of October 26, 1977, they
are not parties, hence, they cannot be.consolidéted.* The
Applicants do suggest that at such time as the Cities become
parties, they may be consolidated. The Applicants concede:
that when the Cities are formally co-owners,.they would become

parties and would be consolidated with Applicants (Tr; 375) .

In light of the cloud which has been placed on the
co-ownérship question and the uncertainty of its resolution

the Licensing Board is of the opinion that it should stay the

*

This, in our view, is a distorted interpretation of the
Petition Board's Order. 1Its dismissal of the Cities'
petition was predicated on the consolidation of the
parties. : :
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ruling conéolidating the Cities with the Applicants until such
time as the Applicants and/or Cities advise the Board of the
outcoﬁe of the tax credit question and final resolution of

-the pending settlement agreement. In the meanwhile, the Cities

may participate in discovery.:
DISCOVERY

We have been advised that the Final Environmental Statement
and the Safety Evaluation Repdrt will not be available until
mid-1978. It appears that there is more than adequate time for .
diséovery. Discovery may begin on_the accepted contentions and
hill continue until further notice of the Board. Each party
shall submit a report to the Board on or before June 30, 1978,
setting forth the status of its discovery and its proposed

schedule for completing discovery.
IT IS SO ORDERED.

'FOR THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND
LICENSING BOARD

Qfm JL @,‘//u

thn M. Frys1akg Chairman

Dated at Bethesda, Maryland
This 27th day of January 1978



UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

Before the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board

In the Matter of

SOUTHERN CALIFORNTA EDISON
COMPANY, ET AL. Docket Nos. 50=-361 OL
50-362>0L
(San Onofre Nuclear Generating _
Station, Units 2 and 3)
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MEMORANDUM AND ORDER

The Licensing Board has before it the amended joint
petition of the People of the State of California and the
California Public Utilities Commission and the amendéd
petition of GUARD and the amended,joint.betition filed on
behalf of Friends of the Earth, Mr. and Mrs. August Carstens,
Mr. and Mrs. Lloyd von Hadén, Mr. Donald May, and Mrs. Donif

Dazey for leave to intervene. The background is as fdllows:

On April 7, 1977, the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

published in the Federal Register a notice of hearing on

application for operating license in the above-captioned
matter. Timely petitibné for leave to intervene were filed
pursuant to 10 CFR §2.714 by the CitieS'of Anaheim and |
Riverside, California (the Cities), and by the State of

California (State) and the Public Utilities Commission of

‘the State of California (PUC). In addition, a timely




petition was filed by one Lyn Harris Hicks as advocate for
GUARD, subsidiary of Environmental Coalition of Orange County
(GUARD). Also a petition was filed by Richard J. Wharton,

an attorney, on behalf of Friends of the Earth (FOE),
Environmental Coalition of Orange County, Inc., August S.-
Carstens, Rose M. Carstens, Lloyd aﬁd‘Selma von Haden, |
Donald May, and Donif Dazey (FOE, et al.). Also a separate

petition was filed by Mr. Lloyd von Haden.

The petitions for GUARD, FOE, et al., and Mr. Lloyd

von Haden were filed pursuant to 10 CFR §2.714. Applicants.
opposed the petitions of FOE, et al., GUARD, and Mr. Lloyd
‘von Haden on the grounds that they did not meet the re-
quirements of 10 CFR §2.714. Applicants did not oppose the
petitions of State, PUC, and Cities. The Commission's
Regulatory Staff~opposed all of the petitions filed on the.
grounds that they did not meet the requirements of §2.714.
However, Staff recommended that all of the various petitioners
each be.given'additional.time to amend so as to cure the -

alleged defects.




In its Order of July 22, 1977, the Board ruled that all
of the above-named petitions were defective in the fdrm
submitted but granted each of the petitioners an oppoftunity
to file amended petitions complying with the requirements
of §2.714. |

PETITION OF STATE OF CALIFORNIA AND
CALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

In response to the Board's Order; the Public Utilities
Commission of the State of balifornia, on behalf of itsélf
and the People of the State of California, filed an amended

%
petition pursuant to 10 CFR §2.715(c) as an interested state.

Neither Staff nor Appiicants oppose said amended joint petition.

Accordingly, the Public Utilities Commission of the State
of California is admitted as a party in this proceeding in
accordance with the provisions of 10 CFR §2.715(c).

PETITION OF THE CITIES OF
ANAHEIM, RIVERSIDE, CALIFORNIA

The Cities of Anaheim and Riverside, California,
have not filed any amended éetition. Neither their previously-

filed petition nor its accompanying affidavit advanced any

* Previously they filed a joint petition under §2.714 and
failed to allege therein any contentionms..
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contentions as reduired by the Commission's Regulations.
This ié a fatal defect. Furthermore, the Cities alleged
that their interests in the San Onofre proceeding are, in
general, the same as that of the Applicants by virtue of
the Cities' accepting Southern California Edison Company's
6ffer of an ownership interest. In our Order of July 22,
1977, after noting the similarity of interest between the
Cities and the Applicants, we indicated that should the
Cities fail to file an amende&mgetition raising at least
one viable conteﬁtion, the Board would consolidate the
Cities' interests with that of Applicants' for the purpose

of this proceeding.

Accordingly, the petition of the Cities of Anaheim
and Riverside, California, to-dntervene dated May 6, 1977,
is dismissed and because the Cities of Anaheim and Riverside,
California, are co-owners with Applicants, their standing in
this proceeding is hereby consolidated with that of Applicants'.
PETITIONS OF GUARD, ENVIRONMENTAL
COALITION OF ORANGE COUNTY, CALIFORNIA
In response to our Order of July 22, 1977; the

petitioner‘CUARD, Environmental Coalition of Orange County,

filed an addenda to its original petition which consists




of (1) a two-page document listing a number of contentions,
and (2) the affidavits of Hal Thomas, Director of
Environmental Coalition of Orange County, California,

Joe Maitino, Vice-President of GUARD, Dorothy Drummond,

Secretary of GUARD, and Lee Steelman, President of GUARD.

Applicants oppose the August 18 filing on the grounds
that petitioner (1) has again failed to make an adequate
Showing of interest as required by §2.714, and (2) has
failed to submit an affidavit identifying its concerns and

the basis of such concerns.
Staff on the other hand supports its intervention.

An organization may intervene on behalf of the members
who have an interest that will be affected'by the proceeding.

Public Service Company of Indiana (Marble Hill Nuclear

Generating Station, Units 1 and 2), ALAB-322, NRCI-76/4
328 (April 14, 1976). '

Staff points out that although the petitioner GUARD
has not strictly complied with the interest provisions of

the Commission's Regulations, it was an intervenor in the

construction permit proceeding pertaining to the same




San Onofre facilities; and; as such, demonstrated thét its
individual members do have a legal interest in this proceeding
which may be affected. Staff suggests that based on past
performance GUARD's participation in this proceeding "would
likely result in a contribution to a decisionél record."

Staff points out further that Mrs. Lyn Harris Hicks who is
styled as édvocate for GUARD is chairman of the Emergency

and Eyaéuation Planning Commission which allegedly is a
subcommittee of the State of California San Onofre State

Beach Citizen Advisory Committee (a lay group appointed by

the Governor to advise on state park planning).

- The Board notes that GUARD is a lay group untrained in
legal matters. Although a totally-deficient petition must
~be rejected, pro se petitioners are held to less rigid
standards of clarity and precision with regard to a petition

to intervene. Public Service Electric and Gas Company

(Salem Nuclear Generating Station, Units 1 and 2), ALAB-136,
6 AEC 487, 489 (1973). The affidavits attached to the
addenda do noté that the interests of CUARD and the Environ-

mental Coalition of Orange County are the same; that its

members are residents of site environs and the various papers




submitted state that plant operation would adversely-affect
the environment and members' properties. Although the
papers do not so state, it can be fairly inferred that the
interests attributed to the members of‘GUARD can also be
attributed to affiants who are officers and presumably‘

members of GUARD as well,

Because of petitioner's legal inexpertise and Staff's
belief, based on petitioner's pést performance, that the
petitioner's participation will make a contribution to this
prbceeding»and because of petitioner's participation as a
full party in the construction hearing the Board feels that
the petitioner has made an adequate showing of interest as |

required by the Commission's Regulationms.

Of the seven contentions raised by the petitioner
GUARD, Staff believes that two contentions have a sufficient
basis advanced. Staff proposes that for the purpose of
ruling on GUARD's petition to intervene the Board considers

GUARD's petition as raising the following contentions:

1. The Applicants have not complied with 10 CFR
Part 50, Appendix E regarding emergency plans

since, because of inadequate funding and staffing




" of the several state and local agencies involved,
appropriate and coordinated emergency plans

cannot be developed.

2. As a conséquencé of increases in freeway use in
recent years and the influx of transient and
resident individuals into the exclusion area and
low population zone,‘there is no longer assurance
thaﬁ effective arrangements can be made to control
traffic or that there is a reasonable probability
protective measures could be taken on behalf of
individuals in these areas including, if necessary,
evacuation, particularly considering the unique
geographic constraints in these areas; thus,
Applicants do not comply with 10 CFR §100.3(a)
or (b). |

The Staff believes that the basis for these contentions
is implicit in Contention 2 of the addenda wherein reference
is made to testimony before California Energy Commission

hearings on thesubject of emergency plans for the San Onofre

facilities.




-9 -

The Board agrees that the matters identified in the
Staff's proposal, together with their bases, constitute con-
tentions which comply with the requirements of 10 CFR §2.714.
Tﬁe precise wording of the contentions, not yet having been
- addressed by the other parties, will be.specificélly defined

in future proceedings.

Accordingly, the petition of GUARD to intervene in the
above-entitled proceeding is hereby granted.
PETITION OF FRIENDS OF THE EARTH (FOE),
AUGUST AND ROSE CARSTENS,
LLOYD AND SEIMA VON HADEN,
DONALD MAY AND MRS. DONIF DAZEY
Under cover letter dated August 29, 1977, Richard J. Wharton,
Esq., filed an amended petition to intervene on behalf of Friends
of the Earth (FOE), Mr. and Mrs. August Carstens, Mr. and Mrs.
Lloyd von Haden, Mr. Donald Méy, and Mrs. Donif Dazey (joint
*
petitioners). Appended thereto are affidavits of Mr. and Mrs.
Carstens, Mr. and Mrs. von Haden, Mr. and Mrs. Kenneth Capps,

Mr. and Mrs. Clayton R. Wilson, and Mr. David Brower.

*

The original petition listed the Environmental Coalitiom

of Orange County as a joint petitioner. However, in his
cover letter Mr. Wharton states that he no longer represents
the Coalition. The Environmental Coal ition of Orange County
is the parent organization of GUARD. We have noted above
the similarity of the interests of these organizationms.
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The Applicants oppose the joiﬁt petition on the grounds
that the joint petitioners have failed to particularize an
interest in these proceedings and failed to state an adequate

basis for any of the contentions listed.

The Staff supports the amended petition of the joint

petitioners.

‘-In suppoft of its petition FOE has submitted the
affidavits of David Brower, President; Mr. and Mrs. Kenneth
Capps; and Mr. and Mrs. Clayton R. Wilson. Mr. Brower
states that he is authorized to speak fof both the corporation
and its members and that the members' use of park and beach
areas surrounding tﬁe plant facilities for various recreational
and aesthetic purposes will be adversely affected by the
operation of said facilities. As noted above, an organization
may intérvéne onlBehalf of members of the organization who
are to have aﬁ interest that will be affected by the pro-
ceeding. FOE may properly represent its members if one or

more of those members will be affected by the proceeding.

Mr. and Mrs. Capps state that they reside near the

facilities and as members of FOE authorize the organization

to represent their interests which are based on the
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obstruction of their enjoyment of their surroundings by the
operation of the facilities, as well as the potential
hazards of nu¢lear accidents affecting evacuation. They
allege that Interstate Highway 5 is the only major mnorth-
”south hlghway in the area and is within one mlle of the

facilities.

Mr. and Mrs. Wilson each allege identical interests
as the Capps and in addition allege the potential diminution
of their property values because of the proximity of the

facilities.

Joint petitioners Mr. and Mrs. Carstens each allege
that they are residents of San Diego County and users of
park facilities adjacent to the plant, that their use of
same is diminished because of their fear of nuclear

accidents and low-level radiation from routine operation

of the plant and waste storage.

Joint petitioners Mr..and Mrs. von Haden each allege
that they reside in San Diego Coanty and regﬁlarly use
Interstate Highway 5, and that they fear that nuclear'accidents
would affect evacuation through Highway 5. They also fear -

that they will be adversely affected by a release of low-level

radiation from the plants.
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Joint petitioners Donald May and Mrs. Donif Dazey have
not submitted an affidavit with the amended petition. The
attorney states in his cover letter that.he believed each of
them satisfied his and her interest requirements in the
original petition. The Board notes that the original petition
alleged that Mrs. Donif Dazey resides three miles north of
the plaﬁt, that she uses the adjoining beach for therapeutic
reasons and that the plants interfere with that use, that
she fears being affected ad&ersely by low-level radiation
and by'the storage and disposal of spent fuel, that she believes
evacuation would not be possible in case of a nuclear accident
and that her property values will be adversely affected be-
cause 6f the proximity of the plants. The original petition
also alleged that Mr. Donald May uses the highway near the
plants and would be affected if evacuation would be necessary,
that he fishes off-shore and that the plants restrict this
activity because of the ' exclusion area and thermal pollution
and that as a user of the camp facilities south of the plants

he fears he would be adversely affected by low-level radiation

release.
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Because of all the foregoing the Boafd believes that
each of the individual petitioners, namely, the organization
FOE, Mr. and Mrs. Carstens, Mr. and Mrs. von Haden,

Mr. Donald May, and Mrs. Donif Dazey have satisfied the

interest requirements of 10 CFR §2.7l4.

The amended joint petition sets forth éleven con-
tentions. For the purposes of ruling on intervention
petitions an Intervention Board need find only one viable
contention with adequate basis supporting it. Staff allows
that joint petitioners'Contention 4 is set forth with
sufficient particularity and basis so as to comply with

10 CFR §2.714. This contention is set forth as follows:

The Applicants have not complied with 10 CFR
Part 50, Appendix E regarding emergency plans
sinée because of the jurisdictional diversify'
of the several state and local agencies in-
volved and their inadequate findings [sic]
and staffing, appropriate and coordinated
emergency plans cannot be developed. An

- operating license should not be granted for
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the San Onofre facilities, Units 2 and 3 because
the various emergency response plans are so com-
plex, ovérlapping the difficult to implement that
in the event of a nuclear accident thé safety of

persons in the surrounding areas will be imperiled.

The Board agrees with the Staff and finds that joint
petitioners' Contention &4 is statéﬁ with sufficient |
particularity and basis to meet the requifements-of §2.714.
Again, the precise wording of this and any other contentions
admitted will bé determined in-subsequent proceedings before

the Hearing Board.

Accordingly, the joint petition of FOE, August and Rose
Carstens, Lloyd and Selma von Haden, Donald May, and Donif Dazey

(FOE, et al.) is hereby granted.

In summary a hearing in the above-captioned proceeding
is hereby directed and the following are admitted as(parties:
California Public Utilities Commission under 10 CFR §2;715(c)
and GUARD and FOE, et él., under 10 CFR.§2;714.

BY ORDER OF THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING'BOARD
ESTABLISHED TO RULE ON PETITIONS FOR INTERVENTION

b Lok

ohn M. Frysial¥W/, Chairman

Dated this 26th day of October 1977,
At Bethesda, Maryland.




UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

Before the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board

In the Matter of

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY Docket Nos. 50-361 OL

50-362 OL
(San Onofre Nuclear Generating

Station, Units 2 and 3)

MEMORANDUM AND ORDER
7-22-77
On March 23, 1977,.the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

issued a notice that it had received an application from
Southern Cal ifornia Edison Company and San Diégo Gas and
Electric Company (the Applicants) for facility operating
licenses for San Onbfre Nuclear Generatiﬁé Station, Units

2 and 3, two pressurized nuclear water reactors located in
San Diego County, California. This notice gave an opportunity
for any interested party to file a petition for leave to
intervene and to request a hearing on the application. The
notice was published in the Federal Register on April 7, 1977,
42 F.R. 18460.

Timely petitions for leave to intervene each dated
May 6, 1977, were filed pursuant to 10 CFR.2.714 by the Cities

of Anaheim and Riverside, California (the Cities) and by the



State of California (State) and the Public Utilities Commission
of the State of California (PUC). These petitions expressly
state that petitioners do not request a hearing but rather
request they be granted intervention in the event a hearing
shoﬁld be granted. In addition, a petition dated May 9, 1977,\
was filed by one Lyn Harris Hicks as advocate for GUARD,
Environmental Coalition of Orange County (GUARD). Also, a
petition dated May 9, 1977, was filed by Richard J. Wharton,

an attorney, on behalf of Friends of the Earth, Environmental
Coalition of Orange Couﬁty, Inc., August S. Carstens, Rose M.
Carstens, Lloyd and Sglma von Haden, Donald May, and Mrs. Donif
Dazey (FOE, eﬁ al.). VA Separate petition dated May 6, 1977,
was filed by Lloyd von Haden. These last three petitions were

all filed pursuant to 10 CFR 2.714.

On May 12, 1977, the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
Panel established an Atomic Safety and Licensing Board (the
Board) to rule on petitions and/or requests er leave to
intervene in this proceeding. The members of the Board are
Dr. Cadet H. Hand, Jr., Mr. Lester Kornblith, Jr., and

Mr. John M. Frysiak, who was designated as chairman.




- The Board has received replies from the Applicants in
regard to all of the petitions mentioned above. The Appli-
cants oppose the petitions of the FOE, ef al., GUARD, and
Lloyd von Haden in their present form. The Applicants do

not oppose petitions of the State, PUC, and the Cities.

The Commission's Regulatory Staff (the Staff) opposes the
joint petition of the State of California and PUC and the
petition of the Cities in their present fbrm, but suggests
that the State, PUC, and the Cities be given additional time
to aﬁend the petition to cure the alleged defects.* Regardiﬁg
the GUARD petition, the Staff also opposes it in its present
form But recommends that GUARD be given additional time to
cure the alleged defects.** Alternatively, the Staff points
out that the organization of GUARD is a subsidiary of Environ-
mental Coalition of Orange County, Inc., (ECOC) which has
filed a joint petition in this proceeding and the Staff suggests

that GUARD be permitted to consolidate with ECOC.

The Staff also opposes the joint petition of Friends
of the Earth, et al., in its present form, but recommends
that the joint petitioners be given additional time to cure

the defects.

* Staff points out that State and PUC mlght well intervene
pursuant to Section 2.715(c).

*%  GUARD was an intervenor at the construction permit hearings.




Finally, the Staff opposes the individual petition of
Mr. ﬁloyd von Haden in its present form.A The Staff recommends
that Mr. von Haden's petition be dismissed without prejudice
to allow Mr. von Haden to perfect his component part of the
joint FQOE, et al., petition and, assuming a satisfactory
cure of the petition therein, to allow participation as a

joint consolidated intervenor thereunder.

The Board has considered the five petitions to intervene
and the responses, and makes the following rulings with regard

thereto:

1. The joint petition of the State and PUC is
defective in its present form in that neither
the petition nor supporting affidavit advances

any contentions.

Accordingly, the Board grants the State and PUC

thirty (30) days from the date of service of this
Memorandumland Order to file an amended petition
complying with the Regulations of 10 CFR 2.714(a)

regarding specificity and basis for contentions.



-Alternatively, since it would seem the State and
PUC qualify under 10 CFR 2.715(c) as an interested
state (the same basis in which they participated
in the construction permit hearing), they are free

to file a petition under that Section.

The petition of the Cities is defective inbits
present form in that neither the petition nor

the supporting affidavit advances any contentions,
as required by 10 CFR 2.714(a). While the Cities
may find it difficult to raise contentions because
of similarity of interests with the Applicants,
nonetheless the rules on intervention aré’clear.

- A party seeking interventioﬁ under 2.714 must state

. at. least one:viable contention.

Accordingly, the Board grants the Cities thirty
(30) days from the date of service of this
Memorandum and Order to file an amended petition
complying with the requirements of 10 CFR 2.714(a)
fegarding specificity and basis for contentions. |
Should the Cities fail to file an amended petitionm,
the Licensing Board will consolidate the Cities

with the Applicants because of similarity of

interests.




The petition of GUARD is defective in its present
form in that neither the petition for leave to
intervene nor the supporting affidavit adequately
sets forth the factors pertaining to the interests
asserted and.identifies-wi£h particﬁlérity the

basis upon which the contentions are found.

Accordingly, the Board grants GUARD thirty (30)
days from the date of service of this Memorandum
and Order to file an amended petition complying
with the requirements of 10 CFR 2.714(a) regarding
specificity and basis for contentions. In
addition, GUARD is reduired to clarify how its
interests differ from the interests of its

parent organization, the ECOC, in the instant

proceeding.

The joint petition of FOE, et al., isbdefective
in its present form in that it.does not contain
the required supporting affidavit setting forth
the facts pertaining to the interests asserted

and identifying with particularity the basis

upon which the contentions are founded.




Accofdingly, the Board grénts‘FOE, et al.,
thirty (30) days from the date;0f service of -
this Memorandum and Order to file an amended
petition complying with the requirements of
10 CFR 2;714(a).u The basis underlying the
contentions advanced must be stated. This.
applies to all of the joint petitioners.
Secondly, joint petitioner‘FOE must identify
the members that will be affected by the
facility and indicate how they will be affected.
In addition, joint petitionmer ECOC is also
required to identify the membérs who will be

affected by the proposed facility.

The petition of Lloyd von Haden is defective

in its present form in that it does not contain
a supporting affidavit identifying the specific
aspect or aspects of the subject matter of the
proceeding as to which he wishes to intervene
and which he bases his request for hearing,

nor does the petition set forth with particu-

larity the basis for his contentions. Though




the petition is made under oath it does not
meet the requirements of 10 CFR 2.714(a).
The contentions alleged are conclusions

advisory in nature.

Accordingly, the Board‘grants Mr. Lloyd von Haden
thirty (30) days from the date of service éf

this Memorandum and Order to file an amended
petition complying with the requirements of

10 CFR 2.714(a) in setting forth the basis

for the contentions advanced. 1In additiom,

Mr. von Haden is reqﬁired in.any amended
petition to clarify how his interest as an
individual differs from his interest as

a joint petitioner under the FOE et al.,

petition.



6. The Applicants and Staff will have the time
permitted under 10 CFR 2.714(c) to respond

to any amended petitions filed.
IT IS SO ORDERED.

" FOR THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND
LICENSING BOARD

Vo di Pk

quﬁ M. Frysiak, Chairman

Dated at Bethesda, Maryland

This 22d day of July 1977.
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING APPEAL BOARD

Alan S. Rosenthal, Chairman
Dr. John H. Buck
Michael C. Farrar

In the Matter of

Docket Nos. 50~361

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY

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

et N s N el i s’ NP Vs

ORDER

June 15, 1977

On May 20, 1977, the Licensing Board issued its initial
decision on the exélusion area issue remanded to it in ALAB-
A308, 3 NRC 20 (1976). That decision ﬁas sefved on counsel
for the several parties on May 24, 1977.

No party has filed exceptions to the initial decision
within the period pfescribed;by 10 CFR 2.762(a). Accordingly,

we are called upon to review it sua sponte. Other and more

pressing matters now before each member of this Board will

preclude the completion of that review within 45 aays of the
. 1/
rendition of the decision (i.e., by July 5, 1977). = For

1/ See 10 CFR 2.760(a).




this reason, it has become necessary to extend the review
period. No finality shall attach to the initial decision
pending our further order.

It is so ORDERED.

FOR THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING
APPEAL BOARD

L gond & AQed s
Maééaret E. Du Flo
SeCretary to the

Appeal Board




UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

| ‘BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of

SOUTHERN CAIIFORNTA EDISON COMPANY

SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY Docket Nos. 5 3

(San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station,
Units 2 and 39

N N S N N NS N

MEMORANDUM AND ORDER
5-20077 |
This Board has before it a motion of Southern California Edison

Company and San Diego Gas & Electric Coinpany, A;Splicants in the above-

captioned proceeding, requesting this Board to exercise iﬁs discretion

to certify to the Nuclear Regulatory Cotmﬁ.ssion for its determinationm,
‘ the following question:

"Whether, on the basis of the entire record

of this proceeding, this Board may, in addition
to ruling that applicant's lack of control over
the tidal beach within their exclusion area is
de minimus, rule that applicant's lack of con-
trol over | the tidal beach within their exclusion
area is entitled to exemption, pursuant to 10
CFR §50.12(a), from the requirements of the
Commission's licensing regulations."

In support of its motion, Applicants argue that 10 CFR §50.12(a)
constitutes a general exemption mechanism, ard if this Board rules that

Applicants' lack of control over the tidal beach within their exclusion




N
’ . .

area is de minimus, then an exemption is also warranted, because of

Applicants' established need for power.

The Staff opposes Applicants' motion, urging that the granting of an
exemption is a function of the Commission which has also been delegated to
the Commission's Director of Nuclear Reactor Regulation, and is not a

matter for a Licensing Board.

The Board will deny Applicants' motion. We find no anthority in the
Atomic Energy Act or in any of the Conim‘.ssion's Regulations v-ahich EMpOWeY'S
‘us to grént the exemption requested by Applicants. Inthe circumstances,
we see no reason to certify the question of whether we can grant Appli-

cants an exemption to the Commission for a determination.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

THE ATGMIC SAFETY AND
LICENSING BOARD

S /.

a . s :-.,./’, 7,,,-
/ //lf o i/~

/ "/ / PSRN / L

M:Lchael L. Glaser Chalrman

Dated at Bethesda, Maryland

this 20th day of May 1977.
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INITTAL DECISION

@Eearances

David R. Pigott, Esq., James A. Boeletto, Esq ,
and Charles R.. Kocher, Esq., On Behalf of the
Applicants

- Brent N. Rushforth, Esq. and James Geocaris, Esq.,
On Behalf of Consolidated Intervenors

Henry J. McGurren, Esq., Lawrence J. Chandler, Esq.,
and Robert J. Ross Esq., On Behalf of the Nuclear
Regulatcry. Comnles:.on




UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

" BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY

SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY Docket Nos. 50-361

50-362

(San Onofre Nuclear Gemerating Stationm,
Units 2 and 3)

- INITIAL DECISION

IV
This proceeding arises from a decision of the Atomic Safety and

: Licensing Appeal (Appeal Board) which resulted in an order remanding this
construction permit case to this Atomic Safety and Llcensmg Board
(Licensing Board) for fimrther proceedings to détermine whether the
Applicants' (Southemn California Edison Company and San Diego Gas and
Electric Company) lack of full control over the tidal beach in front of
the San Onofre Nuclear Station, Units 2 and 3, has no safety implications
in terms of users on the beach, and, in addition, in termms of the nuclear
facility iﬁself . More specifically, the Appeal Board directed this
Licensing Board to consider the question of whether a reduced exclusion
area, proposed by Applicants for the San Onofre Nuclear Generating Stationm,
Units 2 and 3, satisfies the requiremants of VSection 100.3(a52'/ of the

regulations of the United States Muclear Regulatory Commission. This

. I7 ATAB-308, 8 NRC 20 (1975).
2/ 10 CFR §100.3(a) (1977).




regulation reads as follows:

" "Exclusion area' means that area sur-
rounding the reactor, in which the reactor
licensee has the authority to determine

all activities including exclusion or
removal of persomnel and property from the
area. This area may be traversed by a-
highway, railroad, or waterway, provided
these are not so close to the facility as

to interfere with normal operations of the
facility and provided appropriate and
effective arrangements are made to control
traffic on the highlway, railroad, or water-
way, in case of emergency, to protect the
public health and safety. Residence within
the exclusion area shall normally be pro-
hibited. In any event, residents shall be
subject to ready removal in case of necessity.
Activities unrelated to operation of the
reactor may be permitted in an exclusion area
under appropriate limitations, provided that
no significant hazards to the public health
and safety will result."

Thus, this Licensing Board has been directed to deterniine, after ascer-
taining the facts, whether Applicants have met their burden of establishing
that their lack of control over the tidal beach within the altérﬁative
exclusion areal of the San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station, .Units 2 and.

3, is de minimus, so as to pose no significant hazards to the public

health and safety.

This Licensing Board convened a prehearing conference on March 9,
1976, for the purpose of considering the mammer in which the remanded
proceedings would be conducted. In its decision remanding this case,

the Appeal Board instructed us to decide whether an additional hearing

O



must be held or whether, instead, the questions pertaining to the tidal
beach use are amenable to disposition upon the bases of affidavits.
Applicants, thé Consolidated Intervenors, and the Regulatory Staff (Staff)
of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission entered appearances, and participated
in the remanded proceedings. At the prehearing conference held on March 9,
1976, we determined that the questions relating to tidal beach use could
not be resolved by affidavits, and that a further evidentiary hearing would
be held.

We issued an Order on April 9, 1976, specifying the issues on which
evidence would be taken at the hearing. The issﬁés we specified are as
follows: |

A. The anticipated size and characteristics from time
to time of the tidal beach within thé reduced exclusion area delineated
by Applicants in Amendment No. 22 to their Preliminary Safety Analysis

Report; . _

B. The: anticipated public use from time to time of the tidal
beach within Applicants' exclusion area;

C. The physical features and administrative controls proposed
by Applicants to minimize public use of the tidal beach within Applicants'’
exclusion area; and

D. The anticipated amount of radiation exposure that might be

received by a user of the tldal beach within Appllcants exclusion area

during occupancy and subsequent evacuation of the beach in the event of
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an accident (a postulated fission product release as provided in 10 CFR
§100.11). |

Evidentiary hearings were held in Los Angeles, California, on May 19,
20 and 21, 1976, during which evidence was received on an issue by issue
basis in the order in which the issues were specified in our April 9, 1976

Oi'der .

This Licensing Board directed the Applicants, Ccnsélidated Intervenors,
and Staff to file proposed findings of fact and conclusions of law. Appli-
cants timely filed their findings and conclusions on June 10, 1976%/ |
Consolidated Intervenors timely filed their findings and conclusions on
June 15, 1976, and‘the Staff filed its findings and conclusions on June 21,
1976. Appiicants filed Reply to Consolidated Intervenor's findings and

conclusions on June 28, 1976.

On January 6, 1977 we issued an Order scheduling oral argument in
this remanded prbceeding in Los Angeles, California on February 1, 1977.
We also directed the parties to this remanded proceedmg to address
several vsubjects outlined in our Order during the course of oral argument.
Such oral argument was held on the specified date.

-3/ On the same date, Applicants also filed a Motion with a memorandum of
points and authorities in support attached, requesting this Licensing
Board to certify to the Commission the question of whether Applicants
are entitled to an exemption, pursuant to 10 CFR §50.12(a), from the
requirements of the Commission's licensing regulations. By Memorandum
and Order released simultaneously with this Initial Decision, we have
denied Applicant's Motion.




This Licensing Board has fully considered all of the evidence of
record. We conclude on the basis of such evidence that Applicants have
met their burden of establishing that their lack of control over the tidal
beach within their proposed reduced exclusion area of the San Onofre
Generating Station, Units 2 and 3, is de minimus, so as to pose ﬂo signi-
ficant hazards to the public health and safety. Our findings of fact and

conclusions drawn from these flndmgs follow.

FINDINGS OF FACT

A. The Anticipated Size and Characteristics
From Time to Time of the Tidal Beach
Within the Reduced Exclusion Area Delin-
eated By Applicants in Amendment No. 22

. to .the Preliminary Safety Analysis Report

Applicants and Staff offered witnesses’ to give testimony on the
anticipated size and characteristics from time to time of the tidal beach
‘within the reduced exclusion area as delineated by Applicants in Amendment
No. 22 to their Preliminary Safety Analysis Report for San Onofre Nuclear
Generating Station, Units 2 and 3. The Consolidated Intervenors did not

offer any witnesses on this issue.

The evidence shows that at the present time, a temporary sheetpiling
lay down area has been constructed in front of the site of the San Onofre

Nuclear Generating Station, Units 2 and 3. The beach in front of the San

Onofre Nuclear Generating Station is divided into areas which are north
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and south of the temporary sheetpiling construction laydom“ar . The
natural configuration of the beach has been changed due to littoral drift
which has caused accretion of sand to the north and erosion of sand to
the south of the tem'pbrary construction laydown area?'/ Consequently,v
the beach to the north of the Generating Station has been widened due to
sand accretion, and the beach to the south has narrowed due to sand
erosion. The accretion of sand to the north of the construction laydown
area has displaced the mean high water line 1n this area by approximately
100 feet seaward of the mean hlg,h water line as itv was established in a
Jarmuary 1963 survey conducted by Applicants?_/

Mr. Omar J. Lillevang, a civil engineer who specializes in coastal
processes, harbors, cooling water systems and breakwaters, beach preser-
vation, and wave phenomena, offered expert testimony on behalf of Applicants
as to the anticipated size and characteristics of the tidal beach within
Applicants" reduced exclusion area. Mr. Lillevang testified that within
two to three years after removal of the temporary sheetpiling construction
laydowri area presently in front of the Generating Station, the alignment
of the shoreline at the San Onofre site will be substantially as it was
prior to the construction of the temporary sea wall and placemenp of

excavated sand on the beach, which occurred in 1964. This work was under-

taken in.comection with Applicants’' construction of the San Onofre

4/ Testimony of Lillevang, p. 7 following Tr. 85; Testimony of Hawkins,
pp. 1-2, following Tr. 155.

5 1d | .

6/ Testimony of Hawkins, p. 2 following Tr. 155, Tr. 168.
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Nuclear Generating Station, Unit 1. Mr. Lillevang also expressed his
opinion that at the end of this two to three year period the shoreline
would lie somewhat seaward but generally parallel with the shoreline's
location prior to 1964. Mr. Lillevang further testified that within
four to five years, .the beach area north of the San Onofre site would
reﬁ:rn to substéntially the same condition as existed prior to the
construction of the temporary sheetpiling construction laydown area in
front of Units 2 and 3, and that the rest of the beach area would return
to its natural configuration over an additional period of approximately
five yea.rs.l/ |

Mr. Edward F. Hawkins, a hydréulic engineer on the Sta.ff of the
Commission, testified that-the beach in front of San Onofre, Units 2 and
3, would return to its pre-construction configuration within one to two
years following removal of the temporary construction laydown area,
assuming normal sea and wave conditions, and that the beach area north
of the construction laydown area would return to | its natural configuration
within four tc five yearsg_/ |

The tidal beach at the San Onofre site consists of the area seaward
of the mean high water line to the mean lower low water line. This tidal

beach is characterized by relatively flat slopes during the summer and

fall seasons of the year, and by steeper slopes in the winter and spring

7/ Testimony of Lillevang, pp. 8-9, following Tr. 85.
8/ Testimony of Hawkins, p. 5, following Tr. 155.
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seasons of. the year. During the winter months, the tidal beach has
exposed areas covered by cobbles, some of which are quite large, par-
ticularly south of the construction laydown area. A thick bianket of
sand covers the cobbles during the summer and fall monthsgl

Mr. Lillevang made observations of the width of the tidal beach at
a location south bf Units 2 and 3 on March 15, 1976. These observations

consisted of surveys .of the beach profiles at various times during the

' day énd, concurrently, twelve hours of continuous time-lapse photography.
From the measured profiles, Mr. Lillevang calculated that the width of
the tidal beach, whether washed by waves or not, between mean high tide
and the stili water level of the 1ower. low tide predicted for that day
(a range of 6.4 feet) was 35 feet. From the photography, he determined
that at the lowest tide stage the width not intermittently washed by
waves was 30 feet and that the averagewidth unwashed by waves during
the five hours that the wave runup did not reach the mean high tide line
was 18.5 feet. (During the remaining hours of the tidal cycle the entire
tidal beach was washed by waves). Further, Mr. Lillevang determined

10/
that the sand below mean high tide was wet during the entire time.

Mr. Hawkins estimated the width of the tidal beach based upon beach
profiles at four different locations which were taken at quarterly

intervals for Applicants by Marine Advisors, Inc. between the years

9/ Testimony of Bams, p. 2, following Tr. 155.

10/ Testimony of Lillevang, pp. 9-10, Exhibits OLJ-4, -5, and -6,
following Rep. Tr. 83.



1964 and 1970, and at infrequent intervals thereafter. Mr. Hawkins

found that the average width of the tidal beach ranged from a minimum

of 50 feet to a maximm of 180 feet during the winter months and from

a minimm of 100 feet to a maximm of 220 feet during the summer monthil/'
Mr. Hawkins indicated that his estimates of the average tidal beach width
did not consider or include the effects ‘of the waves washing the beach.
If wave action were considered, Mr. Hawkins estimated that the average
width of the tidal beach would be reduced by approximately one-half of

12/
‘the estimates which he made without regard to wave action.

Mr Hawkins opined that the width of the tidal beach in front of
a sea wall which will eventually be cc:x:mst:ructecll3 /at the San Onofre site
would be somewhat narrower than the average width of the tidal beach
which he estimated based on the beach profiles taken by Marine Advisors,
Inc].A/

The Licensing Board finds that fhe t.ida_l beach within the reduced
exclusion area now proposed by Applicants has a minimum average width
of approximately 50 feet and a maximm average width of approximately
220 feet, depending on the time of year, but that natural action of the
waves washing the beach reduces these widths by approximately one-half,

or a minimm average width of 25 feet and a maximm average width of

TI/ Testimony of Hawkins, pp. 5-6, following Rep. Tr. 155; Tr. 163.
12/ Testimony of Hawkins, p. 7, following Rep. Tr. 155; Tr. 175.

13/ Applicants' Exhibit KPB-1, Figure 1.8-B; See also Amendment No. 22
to Preliminary Safety Analys:.s Report, F1 e 1.38-B, following p. 1.8-2by.

14/ Tr. 166-167.
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100 feét. We further find that it is not possible to predict with pre-
cision the width of the tidal beach because of constantly changing

circumstances such as tides, size of waves, and weather conditions.

The Liéensing Board notes, however, that the figures above can be
misleading. The relevant area with respect to the number of people who
might have to be evacuated is, for most occupants, the dry area upon
which beach users may repose. The width of this dry area will be sub-
stantially less. The figures cited above are the distances measured
from the mean high tide line to the mean lower low water line. This
entire distance, in the event of still water, would be exposed for only
a few minutes during each tidal cycle. Even dunng this few minutes,
the urwashed width, as stated above, would be only about half of the
total. Since the implications of this phenomena for a full tidal cycle
are not immediately obvious, we consider a specific example. Assume
that on a particular day the distance from lower lower water to the mean
high tide line is a typical distance of one hundred feet and that the
waves are normal and result in a runup of 50 feet above the line at
which the still water intersects the beach, as suggested by Mr. Hawkins.
At low tide, then, the width of urwashed beach below the high tide line
would be about 50 feet. At a time about half way between low and high
tides (about three hours after low tide) the still water level would

have risen so that it would i;'ltersect the shore at about 50 feet from

A}
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the high tide line, the runup would wash that 50 feet of beach and
there would be no urwashed beach below the high tide line. This situ-
ation weuld exist for the next six hours while the tide continued to
rise and then fell back to the half way point. Then for the remaining
three hours of the tidal cycle, some or all of the first 50 feet below
the high tide line would be unwashed. Summarizing then for tte whole
tidal cycle, during half of the cycle there would be no wnwashed tidal
beach; during the other half of the cycle there would be a width of
unwashed beach ranging from zero to half of the total tidal beach‘ width.
Averaged over the cycle, then, the average unwashed width would only be
about one-sixth (assuming a sinusoidal tidal pattern) of the tidal
beach width. Although these calculations are idealized, they represent
reasonable expections and ignore the wetness of the port:ions.of beach
that have recently_ been awash.

B. The Anticipated Public Use From

Time To Time of the Tidal Beach
Within Applicants' Exclusion Area

The tidal beach within Applicants’' exclusion area is surrounded by
the San Onofre State Beach, a recreation facility maintained by the State
of California. The State Beach consists of three parcels of land within
.the- United States Marine Corps Base, Camp Pendleton, California, which
have been leased by the State of California from the United States Navy,
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for development. Parcel 1 is located north of, and not ‘contigJous to,

the San Onofre site and extends inland from U. S. Interstate Highway 5.
This highway runs to, parallel and eastward of, the Generating Station
site. Parcel 2 is located immediately nortlwest of the Generating Station
site between the Pacific Ocean and Interstate Highway 5. Parcel 3 is
located immediately southeast of the Generating Station site between the
Pacific Ocean and Interstate HiAglmay.S?_S/ The tidal beach within the
Applicants' exclusion area is bounded on the north by Parcel 2 of the

San Onofre State Beac_:h; '. and is bounded on‘the south by Parcel 3 of the
San Onofre State Beac%fé / The tidal beach is .8 of a mile long.

Parcel 2 has been described in the envirormental impact statement of
the California Department of Parks and Recreation Plan for the San Onofre
State Beach, dated Septérber 22, 1972,. ‘as being rocky in character which
causes better than average surfing conditions. Parcel 2 in the past has
been used primarily for surfboarding, and the California Department of
Parks and Recreation proposes to restrict this area for use by surfers
in the future. The nearest access path to the State Beach from the north'
is approximately 2,500 feet north of San Onofre Nuclear Generating Stationm,
i 2

16/ Exhibit KPB-1, p. 1.8-2u; testimony of Sears, p. 1-2, following
Tr. 263.

17/ Testimony of Sears, pp. 1-2, following Tr. 263.
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Parcel 3 is located immediately adjacent to the southern boundary of
Applicants' reduced exclusion area. This parcel will have a camp store and
day-use parking spaces which will be located on abandoned Highway 101 south
of the Generating Station site. The nearest access path to the State Beach
from the south is appro:d;pixtéily 4,100 feet south of the San Onofre Nuclear

Generating Station, Unit 2.

On Parcel 2, the California Department of Parks and Recreation plans
a maximm overnight camping use of 525 people, and a maximum day use of
| 1,050. | The total number of automobiles which would ’be parked in Parcel 2
for people using the beach would be 450. The total number of people
expected to use the Parcel 2 for overnight camping ahd day use is 1,5751.-2/

The California Department of Parks and Recreation has designed
Parcel 3 to contain a maximm of 1,150 people for overnight stay, and a
maximm of 2,290 for day use of the facilities. Parcel 3 will have a °
parking capacity of 1,000 automobiles. The total mumber of people expected
to use Parcel 3 would be 3,440. The maximm capacity of Parcels 2 and 3,
including overnight campers and day use is 5,015 pegg]/.e, and the capacity

for automobiles parked in Parcels 2 and 3 is 1,450."

Applicants proffered two witnesses on the issue of the anticipated

public use from time to time of the tidal beach within Applicants' exclu-

I
19/ Tr. 57.
20/ 1d
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s-ion area. Applicants' first witness was Dr. Donald F. Simn, who holds a
Doctorate in education and is an expert in recreation and park plamming

and management. Dr. Simn is a piofessor of recreation and leisure studies
at California State University at San Jose. Dr Simn also serves as a
consultant to the firm of Ellis, Arndt & Truesdell, Inc. of Flint, Michigan.
This firm specializes in recreation and park plaming and management.
Applicants also proffered Mr. William V. Sheppard, a principal in the firm
Wilbur, Smifh & Associates, Inc. M. Sheppard is an expert in traffic
planning and analysis, and has substantial experience in projecting the

number of persons within public areas.

Dr. Simn coﬁducted an investigation to identify and project the nature
and extent of recreational activities occurring within the beach areas in
the vicinity of the San Onofre Nuclear Generating Stétion. His investi-
gation included an analysis of activities at beaches in _the vicinity of
~ the San Onofre Nuclear Generating and at other southern California beaches;
consultation with federal, state and local agency persommel and business
and recreational pfofessionals concerning factors affecting beach activities
in the vicinity of the San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station; and review of
literature and other studies related to factors ~affecting beach activity
in the vicinity of the San Onofre Nuclear Generating Statiorzl—:!- /. Dr. Simm

also observed the beach and its use in front of the Generating Station

21/ Testimony of Simm, pp. 1-3, following Tr. 180.
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site, the beach in front of the nearby United States Marine Corps Enlisted
Men's Club, and beach areas north of the Station site. He interviewed a
number of i)ersons using these beaches to determine the activities, habits,
use patterns, attitudes and extent of movement of beach users. In additionm,
Dr. Sirm photographed the beach areas, bluffs, trails, barrancas, parking
facilities and beach users, and consulted with staff and._;n..anagement per-
sormel of the San Onofre State Beach Par%/
As a result of his investigation, Dr. Simn feached three basic con-

clusions with respect to the activities within the beach areas in the
| vicinity of the San Onofre Nuclear Generatlng Station. First, Dr Sim
| - concluded that distances from parking and beach access points to the

- area in front of the Generating Station are such that there will be a low
level of activity on beaches within the reduced exclusion area as compared
to other beach areas in the San Onofre State Beach. This conclusion is
premised on Dr. Simn's determination that the level of activity on a

beach decreases with the distance from parking and beach access points.

Dr. Sinn observed that .beachvusers attempt to drive and park as close as
possible to areas of their planned recreation. Dr. Simm stated that beach
users select a fixed location for blankets, gear and the like, close to
their vehicles for security of their property and to limit thé distance

to carry beach .gear. Moreover, Dr. Simm testified that the distance to

22/ Testlmmy of Sirm, pp. 3-4, following Tr. 180.
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restrooms and dnnkmg water, especially for families with children, is
also a factor which limits the distribution of persons on a beach. Dr. Simn
concluded that at San Onofre, beach users who have entered the beach by the
trails down the blﬁff will tend to remain relatively close to their point
of beach access?_:v

Secondly, Dr. Sim concluded 'fhat restrictionﬂ of access to the dry-sand
beach in front of the San Onofre Genérating Station will result in a
relatively lower level of activity in the wet sand and water areas in front
of the Generating Station than on other beach areas in the vicinity of the
Generating Sfation. Dr. Sim's éonclusipn is founded on his determination
that the level of beach activity in wet sand and water areas of a beach is
dependent upon the availability of an adjacent dry sand beach. Dr. Sim
pointed oﬁt that beach users do not choose wet sand areas for the location
of beach stays as a matter of personal comfort. Because wet sand areas
are colder and less comfortable, they are not normally chosen as the
location of beach stay. As a result, beach users generally select a dry
sand area for the location of their beach stay. Dr. Simm's stated that
beach users tend to engage in wet sand and water recreational activities
only in close proximity to the ﬁoint chosen for the beach stay. This
results from a desire to remain relatively near beach gear for comvenience

and security purposes and the desire to remain close to other persons,

23] Testimony of Simm, pp. 7-8, following Tr. 180.
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oo/
particularly children, in the same party.

Finally, Dr., Simn concluded that beach areas within Applicants' reduced
exclusion area do not offer any particular attraction for any recreational
activities. Dr. Simn, in the course of his investigation, identified the
predominant, “as well as the less predominant, beach activities in the

vicinity of the San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station. He found the prin-

‘cipal activities consist of general beach use, including sun bathing and

beach pla};v and surfing. Dr. Simn concluded that restricted access to the
dry sand beach within the Applicants' reduced exclusion area would limit,
if not completely ‘eliminate, general beach use there because beach users
prefer dry sand areas for their beach stay and because beach users ‘engage
in recreation in close proximity to their selected area. Dr. Simn further\
found that good surfing conditions do not exist-in the areas off shore from
the beaéh in front of the Generating Station, whereas better surfing con-
ditions are found outside the reduced exclusion area begilﬁling in Parcel 2
north of the Station site. Dr. Simm fou:id, however, that other beach

uses in the reduced exclusion area include swimming and fishing, and
clamming. Dr. Simn pointed out, however, that beach conditions would not
be particularly attractive for swimming after éonpletion of San Onofre
Units 2 and 3, because of the existence of cobble beds. in shallow water,

and because the beach slopes in shallow water areas are steep. Dr. Sim
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did admit that surf fishing along San Onofre State Beach is considered good.
Dr Simn noted that better clamming areas are located north of the reduced
exclusion areaZS/

On behalf of Applicants, Mr. Sheppard statistically projected the
number of persons who might occupy the beaches within Applicants' reduced
exclusion area. Mr. Sheppard considered the nature, size, location, and
capacity of the facilities plamned by the California Department of Parks
and Recreation in the development of San Onofre State Beach in making his
statistical projections. In his projections Mr. Sheppard assumed that the
total number of persons who could be accommodated by ali facilities
developed to their maximm capacity would be present and would occupy the
beach and the facilities at one time. Mr. Sheppard then modeled the dis-
tribution of such persons on the beach based upon the Poisson probability
distribution function. Mr. Sheppard used this function to predict the
probability of fmdmg a glven number of persons on a glven segment of
the beach predicated upon an assumed average walking distance. In the
model, persons were distributed on the beach begimming with segments
closest to the beach access points until a max:umm density was achieved.
Additional persons were then located in adjacent segments of the beach.

The maximm density used in the model of 1 person per 400 square feet of

beach results in the distribution of persons on the beach further from

25/ Testlmony of Simn, p. 10, following Tr. 180.
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the points of access, and theréfore, closer to Applicants' reduced
exclusion area%é/ The maximm density is much greater on other California
beaches. At San Monica Beach, for example, Mr. Sheppard indicated that the
density is 1 person per 75 square feet?l/

Mr. Sheppard also evaluated information developed by the California
Department of Parks and Recreation concerning the use of the San Onofre
State Beach Park in order to predict the maximum and ‘average use _of the
facilities by persons in the vicinity of the reduced exclusion are% /

Mr. Sheppard projected a capacity use within the reduced exclusion
area of 35 people assurning camp sites are not developed within Parcel 2,
and a capacity use within the reduced exclusion area of 100 people with
the developﬁxent of the camp sites. The maximm and average use predicted
by Mr. Sheppard without camp sites being developed were 31 and 7 persons,
respectively, and with the 'development of camp sites in219’7rcel 2, the

capacities were 89 persons and 17 persons, respectively.

Mr. Sheppard's.proj ections were based on park development plans which
have since been revised. Mr. Sheppard testified that had he considerered
the most recent revisions to the plans for the development of the San

Onofre State Beach, which were described for the record by Dr. Marvin H.

26/ Testimony of Sheppard, pp. 3-7, following Tr. 231.

27/ Tr. 247. .

28/ Testimony of Sheppé:cd, pp. 9-10, following Rep. Tr. 231.
29/ Testimony of Sheppard, pp. 7-8 and 10; Exhibit WVS-2.
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Hampton, an associate civil engineer employed by the California Deparmént ,
of Parks and Recreation and project ﬁlanager and project engineer for the
San Onofre State Beach project, the estimates of the beach capacity and
maximum and average use of the state beach facilities within the reduced
~exclusion area would have been smaller by about ten percent. The most
‘recent revisions to park development plans reduced the number of camp sites
and the number of vehicle pérking spaces in both Parcels 2 and 3, which, |
in turn, reduced the capacity use of the beach facilities within the
reduced exclusion area. Mr, Sheppard's estimates in his testimony were
predicated on park plans as of March 1976, whereas the most recent revisions
were made after that daté%Q/

As indicated above, Mr. Sheppard's projections of the mumber of per-
sons occupying the beach assumed a maximum dénsity of 1 person per 400 -
square feet, rather than the density‘of 1 person per 100 square feet which
is normally'ﬁsed by the California Deparﬁnent of Parks and Recreation for
planning of beach development. Mr. Sheppard stated he would not have
statistically projected any persons to occupy thé beach facilitiés within
Applicants' reduced exclusion area if he had used the density of 1 person
per 100 square feet%l/ Mr. Sheppard testified that assuming a density of

1 person per 100 square feet rather than 1 person per 400 square feet, the

distribution of persons along the beach would not extend as far from points

30/ Tr. 232-233; 241-247; Exhibit MHH-1A-1E.
31/ Testimony of Sheppard, pp. 8-9, following Rep. Tr. 231.
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of access to the beach. Consequently, Mr. Sheppard would not expect to

project any persons to be found within the reduced exclusion area uéi_ng a
. 32/
density of 1 person per 100 square feet.

Applicant also conducted daily counts of persons within the beach area

and bluff portions of the reduced exclusion area, beginning on February 6,
- 33/
1976 and ending on September 29, 1976.  The count data were not submitted

in evidence at the hearing, but were ordered produced By the Board prior to
oral argument on February 1, 1977. The daily counts represent observations
made by security persormel at San Onofre Unit 1 at 10:00 a.m. and 3:00 p.m.
of the number of persons and their activities within the‘reduced eéxclusion
area and adjacent areas. For purposes of making these observations, the

reduced exclusion area and adj acent area were divided into seven designated
: _ 34/
areas; only five fall within the reduced exclusion area. The activities
35/

observed were classified as stationai‘y, transit, swmm.ng and swrfing.
The observations consist of the number of persons and their activity for

each of the seven designated areas.

The daily count data show that the peak number of persons actually
in the reduced exclusion area occurred on Sunday, June 13, 1976, at 3:00 p.m.
when 108 persons were observed. Of these 108 persons, 43 were observed as

stationafy, 20 were observed in transit, 22 were seen swimming and 23 were
36/

surfing.

' 32/ Testimony of Sheppard, pp. 8-9, following Rep. Tr. 231.

33/ Exhibit SCE-1; Exhibit SCE-2. |

34/ Exhibit SCE-1, figure 1.

35/ Exhibit SCE-1. _ : _
36/ Exhibit SCE-1, Attachment 1, (p. 9).
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The count data also show for in excess of one half of the obser-
vations between February 6 and September 29, 1976 less than 10 persons
were cbserved in the reduced exclusion area. The observatlons establish
that publlc use of the tidal beach is ms:.gnlflcan%y Most persons were
seen in the area adjacent to the reduced exclusion area§.§/ The Licensing
Board finds the count data to be reflective of the anticipated public use

from time to time of the tidal beach within the reduced exclusion area.

The Staff conteﬁds that the users of the tidal beach in front of the
San Onofré Nuclear Generating Station will consist of occasional beach
visitors ahd surfers who will park their cérs south of the exclusion area
‘and who will walk along the exclusion area beach to reach the good surf
area in Parcel 2 north of the Generating Station. The Staff's inspection
of the site has indicated that the.beach immediately north of the plant is
cluttered with rock, whereas south of the plant the beach is relatively -
~ free of rock. The Staff believes that the area directly in front of the
Generatmg Station is the least des:.rable area, from an asthetic point of
view and for swimming, surfing or sun bathing. The Staff also asserts
that beach users will congregate relatively close to the access paths to
the San Onofre State Beach, and for this reason will be discouraged fram
migrating up and down the beach, and entering the tidal beach area. Thus,
the Staff ultimately concludes that the anticipated use of the tidal

37/ Exhibit SCE-1; Exhibit SCE-2,
38/ Exhibit SCE-1, Attachment 1.
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beach within the Applicants' reduced exclusion area will be primarily
- 39/
as a beach passageway between Parcels 2 and 3.

C. The Physical Features and Administrative
Controls Proposed by Applicants to Mini-
mize Public Use Of The Tidal Beach Within

- Applicants' Exclusion Area... .. .... .. .

Applicants plan to install various physical features and administrative
controls to improve their ability to exercise control over the landward
portion of the reduced exclusion area. Applicants have obtained an amend-
ment to their grant of easement from the United States for use of the San
Onofre site, which is located on the grounds of the United States Marine
- Corps Base, Camp Pendelton. The aniendment reduces the sizé of the original
exclusion area and delineates more clearly Applicants' authority to deter-
mine all activities within the area. The amendment was entered into in .
.late September 1975, and actually grants to Applicants the authority to
determine all activities in the reduced exclusion area, including exclusion
or removal of persomel and propertyf.tg/

The phyéical features proposed by Applicants include the following:
(1) a walkway adjacent to the seawall which will be constructed in front
of Units 2 and 3. The walkway is intended t6 facilitate pedestrian transit

between the open beach areas on either side of Applicants' reduced

39/ Testimony of Sears, pp. 2-3, following Tr. 263.

40/ Applicants' Exhibit KPB-1, p. 1.8.2hzzk - 1.8-2hzzn; testimony of
Baskin, following Tr. 275, p. 5.
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exclusion area, and will be wide enough to accommodate emergency vehicle
and pedestrian traffic simultaneocusly; (2) an eight foot chain link fence
along the seaward side of the walkway and extending to the mean high tide
line along the northern and southern ends of the reduced exclusion areaA.
A chain link fence will also be provided along the northern, eastern and
southern site perimeters; and (3) signs warning that access to the beach.
area within the reduced exclusion area is restricted to passage between
the beach areas up-coast and down-coast of the San Onofre Nuclear Generating
Station. The signs will be posted along the beach and on the walkway within
the reduced exclusion area41/

The administrative controls plamned by Applicants include installation
of remotely operated television cameras to permit surveillance of beach
use, periodic patrols of the beach area by Applicants' security persommel,
and a public addréss systari_capable of commmicating instructions to perséns
in the reduced exclusion arei—? /

In addition, Applicants propose to dispatch plant security persommel
and/or enlist the assistance of United States Marine Corps persommel at
Camp Pendelton, as may be necessary, to disperse pedple within the reduced
exclusion area in the event their activities are observed not to be sub-

43/
stantially transient in character, The public address system will also be

'4l/ Testimony of Baskin, follom.ng Tr. 275, pp. 6-8; testmnny of Sears,
following Tr. 289, p. 2.-

42/ Testimony of Sears following Tr. 289, p. 2; testimony of Baskin
following Tr. 275, pp. 8-9.

43/ Testlmony of Baskin following Tr. 275, pp. 8-9; Applicants' Exhibit
KPB-1, pp. 1.8-2bzp-bzq.
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equipped with an emergency siren which will be automatically sounded when
the contaimment pressure in the San Onofre Nuclear Generating Statiom,
Units 2 and 3, becomes high enough to activate the safety injection system

and before the release of any radioactive material,

The walkway will be concrete or hardsurfaced. Applicants plan to
have .signs along the walkway and at its northern and souther boundaries,
as well as in the beach area indicating that the walkway is for éccess only
and that the area is an exclﬁsion area. The walkway will be between the
seawall and the mean high tide line in the reduced exclusion area'é.é/ It is
estimated that the walkway vﬁ'.ll be approximately a few feet to about 50
feet from the mean high tide lme'l.é/ |

Applicants tentatively propose to place the following language on the

signs posted along the improved walkway:

44/  Testimony of Baskin, p. 10 following Tr. 275; testimony of Sears, p. 3

~ following Tr. 289. Applicants' testimony claims that its security per-
sommel and/or the United States Marine Corps will also remove persons
from the tidal beach in the reduced exclusion area. The Board finds,
however, that neither Applicants' security persomnel nor the Marine
Corps can effect removal of persons on the tidal beach in the event
their activities are observed to be substantially non-transit in
character. The California Public Resources Code, Section 6302, only
empowers the State Lands Commission to effect removal of persons
from the tidal beach, except in emergency circumstances.

45/ Tr. 278.
46/ Id.
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'""Use of this walkway is limited
to passage between open beach
areas north and south of the
nuclear power plant.' 47/

Applicants propose to place the following language on the signs to

be posted at the northern and southern ends of the improved walkway:
""Please use walkway for access
to south (north) San Onofre-
State Beach." 48/

In addition, Applicants propose to post signs in the area of approxi-
mately 5 acres in the southwest corner of the Generating Station site
which will indicate the following:

"Access to this area is permitted
for the purpose of viewing the
scenic bluffs and barrancas." 49/

At the present time Applicants have not made a decision as to the

precise number of signs which would be posted.

Applicants have had discussions with the United States Marine Corps
regarding the availability of their persomnel to assit Applicants in the
event it were necessary ‘to remove persons in the reduced exclusion area,
including the tidal beach?g/ In addition, the Staff has had discussions
with the Legal Coordinator for the Office of Emergency Service, State of

California, located in Sacramento, about the legality of Applicants

47/ Applicants' Exhibit KPB-1, pp. 1.8-2A70.
48/ 1d.

4/ 1.

50/ Tr. 283.
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51/

removing persons from the exclusion area in the event of an emergency.

The Legal Coordinator indicated to the Staff that, under Section 409.5

>y

of the California Penal Code, in the event of an emergency, a peace officer,

including a State Park Ranger, has authority to close an area and prevent

persorms' from entering or remaining within that area. The Staff has concluded

that- this prbvision will allow Applicants to summon sufficient aid to remove

the beach users from the tidal beach in the event of an emergency. Section

409.5 of the California Penal Code is not operative in the event of non-

emergencies.

Applicants have also arranged to have their security p'ersonnel pro-
vided with Special Deputy status by the San Diego County Sheriff's
Department, which will authorize the security persommel to enforce

Section 409.5 of the California Penal Code within the tidal beach in the
53/ ‘
reduced exclusion area during emergencies.

D.  The Anticipated 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 Postu-
lated Fission Release Product As
Provided In 10 CFR Section 100.11).

5L/ Tr. 292-293.
52/ California Penal Code Section 409.5.

53/ Tr. 42-43 (oral argument, February 1, 1977). Applicants' amplification

~ of Citations Referenced During Oral Argument And Authenticating
Affidavits, dated February 18, 1977, Section V, letters dated
February 7, 1977 from San Diego County Sheriff's Department to
Mr. David R. Piggott.
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Doctor Morton I. Goldman, Senior Vice President and Technical
Director of NUS Corporation, Rockville, Maryland, and an expert in nuclear
reactbr siting, safeguards, radiocactive waste disposal and envirommental
surveillance and monitoring programs for nuclear facilities, testified on
behalf of Applicants respecting the anticipated amount of radiation
exposure which might be received by a u;ser- of the tidal beach in the

exclusion area during occupancy and subséquent evacuation in the event
of a postulated fission product release?é/Testinnﬁy on the same issue
was presented for the Staff by John T. Goll and Earl H. Markee, Jr.éi/
on meteorological aspects. énd by Charles M. FerrelZ_SLé/and Delbert F.

Bunch on radiological aspects. Consolidated Intervenors' testimony was
presented by Dr. Roland A. Finston, Acting Director of the Health Physics,

Safety and Health Office and Lecturer in Nuclear Medicine, Department of
57/

Radiology, School of Medicine, Stanford University. Applicants'
and Staff's witnesses presented calculations of the anticipated amount of

radiation exposure which might be received by a user of the tidal beach

54/ Testimony of Goldman, following Tr. 300.
55/ Testimony of Markee and Goll, following Tr. 414.
56/ Testimony of Ferrell, following Tr. 419.
57/ Testimony of Finston, following Tr. 360.
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in the exclusion area in the event of a postulated fission product release,
both during an evacuation and while remaining stationary on the beach.
Consolidated Intervenors' witness comented on the calculations by the

other parties, but presented no independent calculations.

The principal difference between the bases used for dose esti-

- mation now and during earlier phases of this hearing is that the current

calculations, both by Applicants and by Staff, are based on meteorological
data (primarily turbulence values) obtained from smoke tracer tests
corducted at San Oncfre Muclear Generating Station in Jaruary and February
1976?_8/ These smoke tracer tests, which were undertaken primarily to
determine the effect of the bluffs on dispersion, showed the turbulence

wake factor to be approximately three times what it would be based solely

" on Regulatory Guide 1.4 type calculations. The Staff agreed with the

Applicants that the tracer test-derived meteorological parameters pro-

59/
vided a suitable basis for evaluating the radiation doses on the beach.

A comparison of the dispersion calculation results of Staff and

~ Applicant is in general difficult because of the differences in the ways

probabilities were calculated (we discuss these differences below), but
we can make a comparison on the basis of the comparative calculations of
plume centerline exposures of stationary receptors. Although even in

this case some small differences in methodologies remain, they are

58/ Testimony of Goldman at 3-5; Testimony of Markee and Goll at 2-3.
59/ Testimony of Markee and Goll at 2.
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relatively insignificant. From Figure 5 of Dr. Goldman's testimony, we
find that the five ﬁn’nute thyroid dose to a stationary individual 100
meters down wind would be about 58 rem for the fifth percentile meteorology
- and 27 rem for the 25th percentile meteorology. The doses calculated from
the Staff testinonyég/for the same situation are 51 and 21 rems, respec-
tively. Considéring the methodological_' differences, the Board considers
the agreement to be excellent. A more detailed examination of the cal-
culations by the Board, the'inclusion of which here .WOuld'.ser've no .useful

purpose, indicates that this agreement is not fortuitous.

The principal difference in the ways the Applicants and Staff
calculated the doses to individuals crossing the plume was in the appli-
cation of meteorological probabilities. Take = as an example the fifth
peicentile case. The Staff calculated concentration faétors that would
not be exceeded on the beach five percent of the time during which the
wind was offshore (the wind is offshore 427, of the time%/ Applicants, -
on the other hand, divided the beach area into sixteen 22 1/2 degree sectors
(centered on the cardinal directions) and calculated the fifth percentilé
concentration factors for each offshore sector individually. They made
such calculations both for all hours combined and for only daylight hours
(7 a.m. to 8 p.m.). In the first case (all hours) two sectors (SW and

SSW) virtually perpendicular to the shoreline had wind direction fre-

60/ Testimony of Charles E. Ferrell, following Tr. 419, at Table 2.
61/ Testimony of Markee and Goll, following Tr. 414, at 3-4.
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quencies of 9.07% and 14.77 respectively and all others were less than
five percent. For the second case, one sector (SE) along the beach had
a direction frequency of 6.1% and the others were all less than 50970%_ /
Thus, Applicants' and Staff's results cannot be directly compared.

In essence, the Staff's analysis determines that 'X'' percent (95 in our

example) of the time, the maximumm dose received by anyone on the beach
cfossing the plume would be less than "a" rems, while the Applicants’
analysis determines that ''y'" percerit of the time the maximm dose received

by anyone in a particular sector crossing the plume would be less than .

"b" rems. Crudely averaging the wind data indicates that the doses ('a'")
resulting from the Staff's 5th percentiie (1-"x") calculation should fall
between the Applicants' calculated doses ("'b'') for the first and 0.2
percentile cases. They do. The Staff's analysis for the 5% case shows
doses rangéng from about 15 rems at 100 meters to about 12 1/2 rems at
200 meters-.é/ Applicants' analysis shoﬁvs doses ranging from 12 to 26
rems in the various sectors (average - 15 1/2) for the first percentile

. 64/
and ranging from 21 to 65 rems (averaging 36) for the 0.2 percentile.

Applicants did not make separate calculations for6c%3'/.ffermt distances

‘because their model showed this effect to be small. As a result of this

comparison, the Board finds that the resg%ts of the Applicants' and

Staff's dose calculations are consistent.

62/ Goldman Testimony at 7-8.

63/ Ferrell Testimony at Figﬁre 2.
64/ Goldman Testimony at Table'2.
65/ Goldman Testimony at 11.

66/ See also Exhibit MIG-2.
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Having established the general equivalence of the Staff's and
Applicants' results, the Board will use the Staff's testimony in the rest
of its considerations of this issue. This course is justified because
the accuracy of either set of results does not warrant a detailed dis-
cussion or comparison of the minutiae of the very c@lex calculations.
The assumptidns used by the two parties are essentially the same in all
impoftant aspects, except where we point out differences in our discus-
sion. |

, 6’%1e two important results of the Staff calculations are the

(1) The maximm thyroid dose received By a standard

man walking at a speed of one meter per second across the

68/ | T |
plume at the seawall during meteorological conditions

which would exist 957 or more of tﬁe time would be about
15 rems ;‘ |

(2) The maximum thyroid dose that a standard man
might receive if he remained stationary on the plume
centerline at a point on the seawall' closest to the
reactors for a two-hour period foilowing the postulated

accident, under the same meteorological conditions, would

be about 190 rems.

6// Testimony of Ferrell at 5-6.

68/ The Staff chose to make its calculations at the seawall, to maximize
the exposure. Actually, the seawall is closer to the reactors than
the tidal beach under consideration here. Doses on the tidal beach
would be slightly less. Testimony of Ferrell at Figure 1.
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69/
These doses are within the guidelines of 10 CFR Part 100.
‘ One of the assumptions used by both Staff and Applicants was
the walking speed used during crossing 6f the plume and subsequent phases

70/
of the evacuation. Applicants used a speed of 2 miles per hour;

the Staff used 2.2 miles per hour (1 ineter per secon_dgl;/ Consolidateci.
Intervénors‘ witness Finston testified that this was unrealistic and that
experience shows that, for evacuations of oné mile or less, evacuation
speeds are one half mile per ho 772—/ On cross-examination, however, it
was shown that his data were not aﬁpl‘icable to this cas733."/ The validity

of the speed usc;:d was supported by testimony of other witnesses of all
14

three parties.

Another assumption challenged by Witness Finston was the use
by Applicants and Staff of the Regulatory Guide 1.4 breathing rates for
the so-called "standard man". He asserted that these breathing rates
were inappropriate for the typés of activities associated with beach
users and that the Regulatory Guide dose conversion factoi's were inappro-
priate for 5- and 10-year old children. He asserted that proper use of

these factors would increase the calculated doses received by adults by

69/ Testimony of Ferrell at 7.

70/ Testimony of Goldman at. 12.

71/ Testimony of Ferrell at 5.

72/ Testimony of Finston at 6-7.

73/ Tr. 393-402.

74/ Tr. 233-234, 331; Testimony of Sears at 4.
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75/
about a factor of five and by children about a factor of eight. Subse-
quent examination and testimony ir;dicated that the breathing rates
selected by the witness from ICRP Z%Q/wer'e not properly seiecte'c?l—?_/ The
Board fmds that there are indeed variations in doses that would be
calculated depending on age and activity of the- individual involved, but
that these are not nearly as large as claimed by Dr. Finston. In fact
they are smaller than a factor of two78/

Dr. Finston also testified that in the event of exposure of a
pregnant beach user, the fetal thyroid dose would_be. five times greater
than the maternal thyroid dose79/A Staff witness testified a reasonable
estimate for this factor, based on reported llterature, was 2, rather
than 5, and that this was ohly appliceble during the third trimester of
the pregnancy, the factor being lower during the first two-thirds of the
pregnancy§_0/

In summary, the Board finds that the anticipated amount of
radiation exposure that might be received by a user, regardless of age

or sex, of the tidal beach within Applicants' exclusion area during

occupancy and subsequent evacuation of the beach in the event of an

75/ Testimony of Finston at 2-5.
76/ Applicants' FExhibit MIG-4.
77/ Tr. 363-372, 457-458.

78/ Tr. 434,

79/ Testimony of Finston at 5.
80/ Tr. 493-494. |
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accident involving a fission product release as proﬁded in 10 CFR
§100.11 is significantly less than the guidelines set forth in 10 CFR

81/
§100.11.

'CONCLUSIONS

The Llcensmg Board concludes that Applicants have met their burden of
establishing that their lack of full control over the tidal beach has no
safety implications with respect to users of the tidal beach as well as
the San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station. The record evidence persuades
us that the size and characteristics of the tidal beach do not lend the
tidal beach to use by a significant and Ln'manageable number of people.

The tidal beach for the most part will be awash with waves, leaving very
little in the way bf dry sand to attract users. In addition, the tidal
beach within the reduced exclusion area does not appear to offer any
particular recreational attraction for users. Finally, the data in the
record showing the muber of users of the tidal beach clearly establish
that its use will be insubstantial. Applicant proposes a number of physical
features and administrative confrol to minimize public use of the tidal
beach within ther reduced exclusion area. The Board is satisfied that

these physical features and administrative controls will discourage
recreational activities beyond the limit shown to be taking place on the

tidal beach at the present time. In any event, users of the tidal beach

dl/ Furthermore, although we need not consider it here, evidence.in the

~ record indicates that with the use of more realistic assumptions,
the estimated evacuation doses would be less than those discussed
herein.
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will not experience any dangerous or harmful radiation exposure if an acci-

dent were to occur at the San Onofre facilities.

In all of the circumstances, we conclude that the non-controlled segment
of the reduced exclusion area -- the tidal beach -- will be used sparingly |
because of its size and character, and that such limited use will pose no
threat to the health and safety of the 'public, either during normal opera-
tion of the San Onofre reactors or in the event of an accident. The Licensing
Board, therefore, orders that Applicants' construction permits for San
Onofre Nuclear Generating Station, Units 1 and 2, shall be continued in
effect_.8_2-/ |

IT IS SO ORDERED.

THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND
LICENSING BOARD

/z’f/z,-/v./ﬁ\_@f/,‘ 722

Lester Kormblith, Jr., Member

.- /"‘ ;
s . o/ L g
A A /- i S dor

.

Michael T

. Glaser, Chairman
Dated at Bethesda, Maryland
this 20th day of May 1977.

participate in this decision.
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BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of

Docket Nos. 50-361

D

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY

(San Onofre Nuclear Generating Statlon,
‘Units 2 and 3)
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ORDER
The Atomic Safety and Licensing Board will hold oral
argument in this remanded proceeding at 10:00 a.m., on
Februafy 1, 1977, in the Los Angeles County Courthouse,
Judge's Conference Room, 5th Floor, at 110 North Grande

Avenue, Los Angeles, California 90012. Counsel should

arrange to be present by 9:45 a.m.

A total of three (3) hours will be allotted for oral
argument. The order of presentation and time allocation
to each party in this remanded proceeding will be as

follows:

Applicants (Southern California Edison Company and

San Diego Gas and Electric Company) 90 minutes




Applicants may reserve a reasonable portion of
their time allottment for rebuttal and should
notify the Board at the beglnnlng of oral argu-

ment of the amount of time reserved for such

purpose.
" Consolidated Intervenors 45 minutes
Regulatory Staff ‘ | - 45 minutes

If necessary, the Board will take a luncheon recess

“ before conclusion of oral argument.

All parties are free to address any matter encompassed
by the hearing record on remand or in their proposed

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law.

The Board will expect, however, Counsel to address
at some point during the course of their respective

arguments, "each of the following specific subjects:

1. Whether users of the tidal beach within Applicénts'
reduced exclusion area of the San Onofre Generating
Station are subjected to significant hazafds to
their health and safety during norﬁai operation
of the San Onofre Units 2 and 3 reactoré.‘ If sé;

in what circumstance and under what conditions.



Whether there are circumstances other than
a major fission product release that would

make evacuation of users of the tidal beach

in the reduced exclusion area -either necessary

or desirable.

Whether users of the tidal beach within
Applicants' reduced exclusion area of the San Onofre
Generating Station threaten the safety of the plant

during normal reactor operation. If so, in what

circumstance and under - what conditions.

Whether Applicants have the power under the laws

of the State of California to remove persons using
the tidal beach in front of the San Onofre Generating
Station in (a).emergencies,:including a postulated
fission product release, and. (b) during normal

rsactor operation.

Whether the Board has the jurisdiction to rule
that Appliéants are entitléd to an exemption,
pursuént to 10 CFR § 50.12(a), from the require-
ments of the Commissions's site regulations in

10 CFR § 100.3(a).
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Applicants are ordered to prbvide the Board and all
other parties to this remand proceeding, all data
collected since March 14, 1976, reflecting the actual
daily éouht of pérsons using the beach within Applicants'
reduced exclusion area, inéluding the tidal beach. This
material should.be'in the hands of.thé Boafd and the
parties'no later than January 27, 1977. The Board wishes
to be apprised of the dates and times when actual daily
counts of beéch users were méde, by whom, and by what
means. The parties should be fully prepared at oral
argument to address the significance,‘if any, of the

| . actual daily count data provided by Applicants,pursuaht
to this Order, on the question of whether Applicants'
lack'of control over the tidai beach at San Onofre is

de minimus.

The Board expects Counsel to be fully conversant
with the hearing record developed during the hearings

on remand.



IT IS SO ORDERED.

: ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING
; o ‘ BOARD

- I ! (':,:7‘ .

Michael L. Glaser, Chairman jj

Dated this 6th day of January 1977

At Bethesda, Maryland.
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SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON
COMPANY SAN DIEGO GAS &
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MEMORANDUM AND ORDER

Before the Board is the staff's "Motion For drder
" Extending Time For DiScoVery And Requiring Response Tc_Staff

Interrogatcries And Request For Production Of DoCumenﬁs;" filed -
April 26, 1976. 1In this motion, fhe.Staff requests the Board
to extendmour.previously established date of April_lG, 1976,
fcr'conpléticn of diécovery, and to direct the Consolidated
Intervenors to respond to the Scaff's Interrogatories and Request
for Production of Documents,, which were filed in this proceeding
on April 9, 1976. | |

In suppott of this mction, the Staff states it filed
its Interrogatories and Request for Production of Documents
addressed to the Consolidated Intervencrs one month after the
prefhea:ing conference was held in this proceeding on March 9,
1976. The Staff further states that the Consolidated Intervenors
have advised the Staff they would not‘respond to the Staff's
discovery requests since they were not timely.

The Staff argues that the April 16 deadline for com-

- pletion of discovery should'Be'extended becuase, as the Staff
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puts it: ‘ ”: L ) T ' (
| | "[s]eiectidnvof~this date was

premised on the understanding

that there was party agreement

'on the issues in controversy _

(TR. 6 and 7) and all that need

be done was circulation of a

party stipulation to be filed

with an appropriate Board Order

indicating those issues." 1/
The staff points out that the stipulation of the issues in con-
troversy was not executed by the parties because of a disagreement
overicertain_language. As a result, the Board on April 9 issued
a pre-hearing conference order settiing the matter by specifying
the issues in controversy. Thus, the Staff claims that discovery
could only begin at this posture since, under Section 2.740 of

o |
the Commission's Rules of Practice, the matters in controversy
had not been identified by the presiding officer in a pre-hearing
conference order entered at the conclusion of the pre-hearing con-
ference prior to April 9. _
‘The staff apparently overlooks the fact that at the March
9 pre-hearing conference counsel for Applicantsvsuccinctly set
' ’ 3/ : .
for the issues which appeared to be in controversy. = Upon in-
quiry of the Board, counsel for the Consolidated Intervenors and
_ _ W & |

counsel for the Staff concurred— with applicants statement'df

these issues. On the basis of these concurrances, the Board

~Staff Motion, pp. 2-3.
10 C.F.R. 2.740.

Tr. 6.

1/
2/
y :
Y

Tr. 7-8.
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directed counsel for Applicant to~circu1ate'a written stipula-
tion comemmorating these issues by March 12, 1976.‘ The record
- shows that counsel for Applicant complied with the Board'
direction. Thereafter, a disagreement ensued between Appllcant
and Consolldated Intervenors respecting the language of the pro-
posed stipulation. After_several versions of the stipulation
had been circulated among the parties without an agreement .
having been reached, the Board was forced to settle the dispute .
by defining the issues itself. Accordingly, the Boerd issued a
separate Order on April 9, 1976, setting forth thevprecise‘
language of the stipulation. The only substantial dispute cen-
tered on the language of one of the issues -- that in#olving
anticipated'amount.of radiation"exposure in the event of an
accident -- which the Board redrafted with minor changes from
that which the parties had included 15 their versions.r~

Thus, for all practical purooees, the Staff knew and
understood the matters in controversy on the day of the pre- .-
hearing.conferenoe. Tﬁe Staff offers no reason why.it cotld_not
have initiated'its discovery requests promptly after the pre—;
'hearing conference was concluded, or indeed, provides any valid.
explanation as to why it waited one month before filing its.
interrogatories and request for production of documents. -In
fhese circumsfences,,we_are hot persuaded the requested extension
of timeofor,completion of discovery is werranted.i The Staff may;
of course, seek to elicit from theVConsolidated Intervenors the

information requested in its interrogatories, and may obtain the
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) documents.requested to be produced;'either during the course of
the hearing which is now scheduled to commence on May 19, or on'
an informal basis prior to the hearing through discussions With

- the Consolidated interQenors. The Consolldated Intervenors have
indicated their w1111ngness to cooperate with the Staff in re-
spect to the discovery requests to the extent possible even
though the requests were untimely, and we assume that'sush co-
operation willvbe given as indicatsd. |

The requested extensioh of tiﬁe is denied.

it is so ORDERED.

ATOMIC SAFETY AND‘LICENSiNG BOARD

ae L. Glaser
airman-

May 5, 1976 S . | o
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.Applicants"Transcript Cofrécfiohs
The following corrections relate.to'the transcript of the
evidentiafy hearihgs iﬁ the ébové proceeding on>May 19, 20,
‘and 21, 1976:_ .
1. Page 51, line 17: Change "OMAS" to "OMAR".
2. Page 82, 1line 19: Change "time" to "tide".
3. Pége 95; line 18: Change "oéeaﬁside" to
| . | " "Oceanside™. .
Lk, Page 95, line-& : Change "Qéeansidé" to
| | | "Oceanside". B
5.  Page 99; line 15: .Changél"siipbing"ftq ﬁsloping%ﬁéé’
6. Page 224, line U: Change "climbers" té hclamméfg#.

7. Page 238, line 19: Chénge "provided in paovided"

to "accommodated".




3 3.

21,

'Pége

 9..[ Page
10. Page
11. Page
12.  Page
Page

14, Page
- 15. Page
16.  Page
17. Page

- 18. Page
19. Page
20. Page
Page

240,

255,

302,
303,
305,
306,

381,
382,
398,
sou,

4os,
k6o,

h61,

h62,

1ine
line
line
line
line
line

line

line

line

line
line

line

line

24
23:

2Q:
10:

18:

lines 6

23:
14;

10:

"B" L-O "But " .

Change

Change "flre" to "parks".
_Chaﬁge "about" to "above".
Change "50" to "rifth".
.Delete "Q"} | |
Change "system" to'

| '"asseSSment";v'
,Chahge "e" to."VIﬁ.

Add MA".
Change'"plahe" to "plan".

and 7: Change "movements"

to "motivations" and delete

"that may be made",

Change

Change

Changé

Chahgev

"models" to "monitors".
'"twol' to "new" .
"transient" to
"transect".

"radioiodone" to-

"radioiodine".




DATED :

July 2, 1976.

RespectfullyFSubmitted,

SHERMAN CHICKERING

C. HAYDEN AMES '

FRANK S. BAYLEY, III

DAVID R. PIGOTT

CHICKERING & GREGORY

111 Sutter Street S

San Francisco, California 9“10“

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

G zl.\:’US o R
Charles R. Kocher
Assistant Counsel
Southern California Edison Company
2244 Walnut Grove Avenue
Rosemead, California 91770
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'CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE ’ Faﬁﬁazgg.

1 hereby,certify.that on the 2nd day of July, 1976 coples of the™

foregoing APPLICANTS' TRANSCRIPT CORRECTIONS were served upon each

of the following 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. 9410N

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 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, Esq

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 in the Public
Interest v
10203 Santa Monica Boulevard .

Los Angeles, Calif. 90067
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Lawrence Q. Garcia Esq. Michael C. Farrar, Esq.

California Public Utilities Atomic Safety & Licensing Appeal
-Commission - Board
- 5066 State Building Nuclear Regulatory Commission -
San Francisco, Calif. 9“136 v Washington, D.C. 20555

Alan S. Rosenthal Esq., Chairman Dr. John H. Buck
Atomic Safety & Licensing Appeal Atomic Safety & Licensing Appeal

Board ' Board
Nuclear Regulatory Commission Nuclear Regulatory Commission

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

DHARLLS B KON

Charles R. Kocher
Assistant Counsel
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
2244 Walnut Grove Avenue :
- Rosemead, California 91770




