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Directorate of LicensingcousI 
-Atomic Energy Commission Ratoy 
Washington, D. C.. 20545 

Dear Mr. Muller: 

The draft environmental impact statement for San Onofre 

Nuclear Generating Station, Units 2 and 3 which accompanied 

your letter of November 21, 1972, has been received by the 

Department of Commerce for review and comment.  

The Department of Commerce has reviewecd the draft environ

mental statement and has the following comments to offer 

for your consideration.  

We are unable to evaluate the AEC staff's estimate of the 

radiological effect of routine gaseous effluents to the 

free atmosphere. First, it is not clear whether the re

leases from the units' vents are sporadic or continuous.  
The discussion on page 3-53 mentions a minimum of 60 days 
holdup in gas storage tanks. Does this mean release 

periods are less than 6 days per year? The effluent from 

containment building purge is estimated to occur 7 times 

per year. Our conclusion, at this point, is that the routine 

releases are extremely sporadic and that the use of "annual 

averages for meteorological conditions and the assumption of 

releases at a constant rate based on estimated annual totals 

(see text on page 5-47) is not valid. Second, if annual 
averages are appropriate, the meteorological data used in 

the atmospheric diffusion and transport model is not 

specified and the relative concentration values in 
curies 

per mS per curie per second release is not listed. 
This same 

reason holds 'true for our inability to evaluate the staff's 

estimate of the radiological consequences of postulated 
accidents.  
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Page 2-48, Paragraph 3: The statement is made in the section 
on Ecology of the Site-and Environs that the Sari\Mateo and 
Barn kelp beds do not now have great economic significance 
and are not being harvested. It should be made clear that 
while the kelp itself is not now a valuable commercial item, 
its value as a habitat for fishes and invertebrates is in
estimable. Therefore, loss of the kelp could prove of great 
indirect economic significance.  

Page 2-50', Paragraph 1, line 11: It is stated that "Few 
plankton are found at depths below 200 meters... This 
statement should be qualified as to seasonal and diurnal 
vertical fluctuations. In innumerable cases, significant 
populations of plankton occur below the 200 meter level.  

Page 2-52 and 2-53: Table 2.17 is obviously only a partial 
list of the fish species occurring within 50 miles of the 
San Onofre site and should be so labeled. Perhaps the sub
stitution of Appendix 2.7.for Table 2.17 should be considered.  
Appendix 2.7 is a much more complete list of species, and is 
probably nearer to being a true representation of the fish 
occurring within 50 miles of the San Onofre site than is 
Table 2.17.  

Page 2-51, Paragraph 1: This paragraph points out that no 
comprehensive long-term studies and few short-term studies 
of fish populations have been made in the immediate vicinity 
of the San Onofre site.. Despite this statement, the final 
paragraph on Page 5-10 contends that "the.San Onofre area is 
not a regular migratory pathway for juvenile fish, nor is it 
a heavy spawning ground for any species." It is unclear how 
these conclusions were reached without the benefit of com
prehensive studies. This apparent discrepancy should be 
clarified.  

Page 5-32, Paragraph 5: In the section on Biological 
Impacts, it is stated that "the staff believes that because 
of the recruitment from the open ocean, the larger aquatic 
community (of zooplankton) will not be affected significantly.  
Perhaps this belief would carry more weight if it were sub
stantiated.  

Pages 6-4 and 6-5: The preparing agency (Atomic Energy 
Commission) makes numerous allusions in these two pages to 
the inadequacies of the applicants' monitoring program for 
marine biota. In Paragraph 5 on Page 6-5 specific sugges
tions include an improvement of the sampling program for 
marine biota at the San Onofre site. We concur with the 

suggestions of the Atomic Energy Commission in this regard.
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(1) Preliminary Amendment: A complete design for 
an oceanographic monitoring program for the 
marine environment in the vicinity of the 
San Onofre Site.  

(2) A Subsequent Amendment: The results of this 
monitoring program for the preoperational 
phase of Units 2 and 3.  

We suggest that the final environmental statement include 
amendments (1) and (2) (above). CEQ guidelines for 
agency comment provide a 30 day comment period on the final 
statement prior to initiating an action, and we feel that 
this should provide the reviewing agencies adequate time 
to make additional comments.  

Pages 6-5 through 6-7: The radiological environmental 
monitoring program is summarized in one paragraph (Page 6-5) 
and one table (Page 6-7). Presentation of this program 
waid be more useful and effective if a map showing sampling 
stations were included and animal species were identified.  

We hope these comments will be of assistance to you in the 
preparation of the final statement.  

Sincerely, 

Sidney R Galler 
-Deputy Assistant Secretary 
for Environmental Affairs


