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Dear Mr. Price: 

Your letter of August 18 requested our comments on the draft 
of the environmental impact report for Units 2 and 3 of the San 
Onofre Nuclear Generating Station, California. The report 
has been reviewed by the various bureaus of this Department, 
and our comments ,are provided herewith' 

The applicant is to be commended on the envirrmentl state
ment and the inventory of potential environmental impact appears 
fairly complete. Designers have demonstrated an environmental 
concern, for example, in the intake structure designed to avoid 
harm to fish. This same concern on the part of the applicant is 
demonstrated in a number of other ways. We appreciate the 
useful statement that has been provided.  

As far as improvement is concerned, the draft is deficient in 
one major respect. The draft does not adequately treat the 
fish and wildlife resources in the environment. The data pro
vided in the statement are largely physical and stop short of 
biological interpretation. In some cases there are *probably 
no biological studies to quote--studies are needed. In other 
cases, the applicant has not taken full advantage of details that 
were available.  

Thermal and chemical effects--The potential cumulative environ
mental effects of the addition of a series of nuclear generating 
units to the San Onofre site causes us onsiderableconcern We 
point to items 5(b) and 11 of the Interim Guidelines published by 
the Council on Environmental Quality. The applicant suggests 
there will be no environmental harm by Units 2, 3, 4 and 5 
based on pre- and post-oerational studies0of Unit./ 
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More data should be presented 1by the applicant to support their con
tention that Units 2 or 3 will be no more harmful to the environment 
than Unit 1. Calculations for arriving at this conclusion should be 
described in detail. While studies at the Unit 1 site by the California 
Department of Fish and Game showed no significant adverse effects 
on the marine environment, they cautioned against any major increase 
in discharge without additional studies. The applicant should discuss 
this point and supply adequate evidence where needed.  

On page VI-4 of the statement, the applicant suggests rather positive 
plans to add Units 4 and 5 to the San Onofre site by 1980. It is pre
mature to predict the added effects of Units 4 and 5 on the marine 
environment based upon the observations to this point at Unit 1. Such 
a suggestion should not be acceptable as a part of this statement on 
Units 2 and 3. We are concerned that by 1980, the cumulative effect 
on the marine environment of the five nuclear generating units may be 
somewhat greater than five times the effect of Unit 1 alone.  

The statement does include a discussion of chemical wastes but only 
in a general way. Since it is anticipated that there will be a high degree 
of dilution of chemicals by the time they reach the outfall tunnel, the 
statement assumes that there will be no damage to marine biota. While 
this may be correct, we believe that it should not be taken for granted.  
The applicant should elaborate on all operations that result in chemical 
waste. Details should include expected concentrations and effect on 
all biota.  

California does not yet have water quality standards for ocean discharge.  
When such standards are established, the applicant may have to con
sider alternate or supplementary cooling and treatment methods. This 
possibility should be recognized in the statement.  

It was stated that as the result of limited land area and fresh water 
sources, that cooling towers do not seem to be a feasible alternate 
cooling method. The possible need for alternatives should still be con
sidered and the use of salt water cooling towers for at least partial cool
ing-or the incorporation of powered spray modules should not be ruled 
out.  

Radioactive wastes--The statement does discuss radioactive wastes and 
their disposal, but only in a general way. The applicant should supply 
more detail including expected quantities and composition of radioactive 
effluent.  
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-,Effects on biota--While the applicant supplies an abundance of 
physical evidence of the thermal effect of Unit 1 on the marine 
environment, interpretation in terms of the ultimate effect on 
biota is limited to the general observation, ."lush marine life 
exists in the plant vicinity. !i The stat erpnt lacks the detail 
necessary to adequately apprise the magnitude and dur'.tion of 
environmental degradation which gay occur with the construction 
and operg ion of there new facilitlps. The final draft of the 
environmental statemept shpulqc tlplude sufficient detail to judge 
the ultimate effect of 3,pits ap Thpse details shou l include 
the followingl 

1. The effect of redistribution 1wvp ac jon of spoil mate tal 
in the intertidal zone. Reference was made to a study followipo 
beach spoil disposal for Unit 1, but no details are supplied.  

2. The levels of radioactivity which could be expected in the 
affected marine environment and the methods that would be 
employed to reduce these radioactivity levels should problems 
of this nature become evident.  

3. The assumed environmental conditions such as wind, tide 
and air temperature under which predicted thermal effects were 
described for Unit 1.  

4. The limits established by all cognizant state and regional 
regulatory agencies should be fully explained since no numerical 
thermal discharge water quality requirements have been estab
lished for California marine waters at this time.  

5. Qualitative and quantitative data for the organisms which 
may be affected by the proposed units.  

Monitoring programs--The applicant should supply:more details 
of their anticipated monitoring programs. This should include a 
sampling schedule, the analyses performed, and station locations.  
We would also like to see a summary of the monitoring results 
for Unit 1.  
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Geologic considerations--The section of the report describing 
geologic considerations does not present sufficient data for our 
evaluation of safety aspects of the geology of the site. A review 
of the stratigraphy and geologic structure of the San Onofre site 
was made by the Geological Survey during licensing of Unit 1.  
The Survey is now reviewing the applicant's Safety Analysis Report 
for Units 2 and 3 with regard to faulting, earthquake effects, and 
foundation conditions. . This review has been delayed pending 
receipt of additional data from the applicant.  

In due preparation for unforeseen results that become apparent only 
after operation begins, the applicant should consider alternative 
waste control facilities. A discussion of this would be helpful.  

We want to commend the applicant for the agreement with the 
California State Resources Agency providing for compatible public 
recreational use of co pany land around the plant site.  

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this statement.  

Sincerely yours, 

Assistant to the Secretary 
for Policy Planning and 
Research 

Mr. Harold L. Price 
Director of R ulation 
U. S. Atomic Energy Commission 
Washington, D. C. 20545 
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