
UNITED STATES OF AYXRICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

In the Matter of:
PACIFIC GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY

(Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power
Plant, Units 1 & 2)

Docket Nos. 0-275
~ 50-323 OL

REQUEST TO REOPEN
ORg IN THE ALTERNATIVE/

REQUEST FOR DIRECTED CERTIFICATION

Pursuant to 10 CFR 2.718(j), the Joint .Intervenors,

SCENIC SHORELINE PRESERVATION CONFERENCE ~ INC ~ / SAN LUIS

OBISPO MOTHERS FOR PEACE ~ SANDRA S ILVERg ECOLOGY ACTION

CLUB, and JOHN J. FORSTER, request the Atomic Safety and

Licensing Board (ASLB) to reopen the evidentiary hearings in
~ the above captioned matter to (1) require the Staff to

supplement the final environmental impact statement to

address the environmental consequences of a Class IX accident;

and (2) determine the adequacy of the emergency response

planning.

In the alternative, the Joint Intervenors request the

Licensing Board to certify the following questions to the
I

Commission for its determination, pursuant, to 10 CFR 2.718 (i):
Whether, prior to the issuance of an operating
license for the Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant,
the National Environmental Policy Act requires
the Staff to prepare, to circulate for comment,
and to consider in their decision-making, a state-
nent'hich discusses the environmental impacts of
a Class IX accident.
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2.

2. Nhether the Atomic Energy Act requires the
Commission to consider the consequences of a
Class IX accident in determining the adequacy.
of the engineering design features of the Diablo
Canyon Nuclear Power Plant and the emergency
response plan for the facility.

3. Whether, prior to the issuance of the operating
license for the Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant,
the Commission should:

(a) require that the state and local emergency
response plans contain all of the Commission's
essential planning elements;

(b) require Pacific.Gas & Electric Company to
make agreements with state and local agencies assuring
their full participation in annual emergency
drills over the life of the facility;

(c) establish an emergency planning zone about
.ten miles around the nuclear power plant, as
reommended by the EPA/NRC task force, and
require modification of emergency plans.

The basis for these requests are the following:

1. The Commission excluded consideration of, Class IX

. accidents on the premise that they were such low probability
1/

events that neither National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
2/

nor the Atomic Energy Act required their consideration.

The recent accident at Three Mile Island destroys that,

premise. The core melt at Three Mile Island and the release

of radiation from the facility is a Class IX accident. Even
Iif the Commission finds that the accident does not qualify

as a Class IX accident; it came close enough to require

1/ 42 U.S.C. 554321, et sece.

2/ 42 U.B.C. 552011, et ~se



3.

rejection of previous probablistic estimates based on

theoretical calculations.
2. There ' currently no lawful basis for the:

that the probability o a Class IX accident is suffic:
remote to excuse individual consideration of the risk.

3/with such an event. The Rassmussen Study, issued i~

form in 1975, purports to determine the probability o:

rence and the probable consequences of various types (

Class IX accidents. It concluded that the probabilit~
anyone being seriously injured as a result of a Class

4/
accident was highly remote.

Shortly after that report came out in draft form,

Energy Commission (AEC) issued an .Interim Statement
o'olicy,stating that the draft study's analysis of pre

consequenc'es o a major accident would not be used in

3/. "Reactor Safety Study: An Assessment of Accident
U.S. Commercial Nuclear Power Plants," Nash.-140C
[the Rasmussen Study]. Tne study was issued in c
form in August, 1974, and in final form in October
The study consists of 14 volumes including a 12-r.
Executive Summary.

4/ Rasmussen Study, Executive Summaryp g2 ll p 8.risk assessment portion of the study treated the
quences" of a major accident, placed the odds of
members. of the public being killed in a reactor aat something like one billion, which co'ncides wi
the probability that meteor would strike a U.S.lation center and cause 1000 fatalities. (Id., Etive Summary 2.15, at 9.) The Commission repudiathis part of the study on January 18, 1979.



5/
licensing proceedings. Furthermore, approximately four

months ago, tne Commission repudiated the risk assessment
6/

portion of the study.

There is no other study, analysis or calculation upon

which the Commission can rely in order to excuse consideration

of Class XX accidents because they are too remote.

5/ "AEC, "Protection Against Accidents in Nuclear Power
Reactors: interim General Statement of Policy," 31 Fed.
Red. 39064 (August 21, 1974).

6/ "NRC, "Statement of the Risk Assessment and Reactor Safetv
Report (Wash.-1400) in Light of the Risk Assessment Review
Group Report (January 18, 1979) . The Commission ordered
that the Statement be included with all copies of the
Rasmussen Study distributed. The repudiation was based
upon the "Risk Assessment Review Group Report to the ~

Nuclear Regulatory Commission" (NUREG/CR-0400) (September
1978) f the "Lewis Report" ] . The Lewis Report recognized
the value of the Rasmussen Report methodologically, but
criti'zed the Executive Summary, the procedure followed
in producing the final study, and the calculations in

.the body of the study. The Lewis Report described some
of the inadequacies of the present reactor siting criteria:

There has been consideration of use of the
Reactor Saf ety Study itself, its ref inements,
and conclusions based on these in revising
the basis of part of the regulatory process.
One example considered in this connection is
the analysis required by 10 CFR 100 (Reactor
Site Criteria), whose philosophical basis is
partly a view that reactor core meltdown should
be no more probable than 10 6 per reactor year,
because any meltdown could be catastrophic.
The conclusions o the Reactor Safety Study
disagree with both the probability of such an
event and its effects,, and so a revision of
the site criteria themselves is suggested.
No specific steps in this direction have yet
been'aken.

Lewis Report, at 44.



3. Xf any site deserves a Class ZX analysis, Diablo

Canyon does. As the Appeal Board noted: "Ne have here'

nuclear power plant designed and largely built on one set of

assumptions, an intervening discovery that the assumptions

under-estimate the magnitude of a potential earthquake, a

reanalysis of the plant to take the new estimates into account,

and a post hoc conclusion that the plant is essentially satis-
factory as is, but on theoretical basis, partly untested .

7/
and previously unused for these purposes." Uncertainty

about safety is probably larger at Diablo than any other site
in the country.

The Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards (ACRS)

acknowledged that the engineering assumptions used in the 'Staff's

analysis rested on untested theory and had not been applied

in the design of any other nuclear power plant. Also, the

ACRS granted tha" certain safety criteria had been relaxed

for Diablo Canyon and stated that the "design basis arid criteria
utilized in the seismic reevaluation ... are, in certain cases,

less conservative than those that would be used -for an
8/

original design."

7/ Pacific Gas & Electric Company (Diablo Canyon Nuclear
Power Plant, Units 1 and 2), ALAB-519 NRC (Slip op.,
at 8, January 23, 1979) .

8/ Letter, Stephen Lawroski, Chairman, ACRS to Joseph Hendrie,
Chairman, NRC, dated July 14, l978, at 2-3.
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6.

Finally, evidence in the record indicates that there

is approximately a 1-in-100 chance that the plant will see

earthquake forces greater than those (0.75g) for which it
has been reanalyzed. These estimates are found in the compre-

hensive study submitted by Dr. Trifunac to the ACRS and sub-'/
sequently made a part of the record in this matter. Neither

the Staff nor the Applicant attacked these estimates when Dr.

Trifunac was on the stand. In fact, the Staff has relied on

Dr. Trifunac's probability estimates (derived from the same

study) to support its position that an OBE value of .20g is
safe enough.

4. Taking into consideration all of the above, the

ASLB should reopen the hearings and require the Staff to

supplement the final environmental impact statement to

address th'e consequences of a Class IX accident or, in the

alternative, certify the above questions to the Commission.

5. As for emergency response planning, Three Nile

Island teaches that the current planning efforts are not

adequate. In theory, response plans look good; but in practice,

they do not work.

9/ Licensing Board Exhibit 2F, Figure 1 and 2J.



7.

For example, less than one year ago, a licensing board

found that the emergency response-plan for the Three Mile

Island were perfectly adequate. After the accident, the

senior federal official in charge of federal disaster assistance

found that the pre-emergency planning and readiness was totally
10/

inadequate.

6. Recent government studies point up the inadequacy

of the current emergency response planning approach and recom-

mend changes in that approach. Specifically, in December, 1978,

EPA and the NRC published a joint report to gut federal, state
and local governments in formulating emergency response plans

11/
around nuclear power plants. In summary, the report concludes:

A spectrum of accidents (not the source term from
C

a single accident sequence) should be considered

in deve"oping a basis for emergency planning.

The establishment of Emergency Planning Zones of
about 10 miles for the plume exposure pathway

and about 50 miles for the ingestion pathway is
sufficient to scope the areas in which planning

for the initiation of predetermined protective
action is warranted for any given nuclear power

plant.

10/ STATEMENT BY WILLIAMH. WILCOX, ADMINISTRATOR, FEDERAL
DISASTER ASSURANCE ADMINISTRATION BEFORE THE PRESIDENT'S
COMMIS5ION ON THE ACCIDENT AT THREE MILE ISLAND. (attached')

ll/ PLANNING BASIS FOR DEVELOPMENT OF STATE AND LOCAL GOVERN-.
MENT RADIOLOGICAL EMERGENCY RESERVE PLANTS IN SUPPORT OF
LIGHT WATER NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS, NUREG-1396; EPA 520/1-
78-016 (December, 1968)



The establishment of time frames and radiological

charac" eristics of releases provides suppor" ing
12/

information for planning and preparedness .

Additionally, on Yarch 30, 1979 (coincidentally, the

day after the Three Lliles Island accident), the General

Accounting Office published a report entitled "Areas Around

Nuc'ear Facili"ies Should Be Prepared For Radiological

=mergencies." That report made the following recommendations.
13/

to "he NRC:

Allow nuclear power plants to begin operation

only where State and local emergency response

1 4p ans con~ann all the Comma.ssxon s essen~ ~1

planning elements. En addition, the Commission

should require license applicants to make agree-

ments with State and local agencies assuring

their full participation in annual emergency

ills over the life of the facility.
Establish an emergency planning zone of about

10 miles around all nuclear power-plants as

recommended by the Environmental Protection

Agency/Nuclear Regulatory Commission task force,

and require licensees to modify their emergency'4/
plans accordingly.

13/
'Q( at 24 e

G..O, A+AS ARROU"'D NUCLEAR F~C:LZ ~ EES S:":OLLD B B. T .- R
PREPARED «OR PDDZOLOG 'A~ Ei''"RGENCl"S, " 'iD-78-110 ("larch
30, 1979) ~

LGg



9.

7. Xn view of the disastrous showing of emergency

preparedness plans at Three Mile Esland and the call by the

General Accounting Office and Joint-EPA/NRC task force to

upgrade emergency response planning, this Board should reopen

the hearing to'etermine the merits of .the GAO recommendations

for Diablo Canyon.
F

8. On May 8, 1979, Governor Brown of California sent

a telecommunication to Chairman Hendrie of the NRC and requested

that this licensing proceeding be suspended pending, among

other things, "implementation of satis factory emergency pre-

paredness measures now being substantially revised by
.the'5/

California Emergency Power Plant Review Panel." This announce-

ment alone is enough to compel the Licensing Board to reopen

the hearings to examine the status of state and local emergency

response planning efforts.
9 ~ Oa May 2, 1979 local authorities in San Luis Obispo

County read through a scenario for a limited accident at

Diablo Canyon.'ccording to Richard Cresa, member, Board

of Supervisors, San Luis Obispo County, the drill proved

one thing: were there a real accident in Diablo County,

county residents "would be in real trouble." According to
16/

Mr. Cresa, the drill was marked by confusion.

15/ Telecommunications, Edmund G. Brown, Jr., Governor-
State of California to Joseph M. Hendrie; Chairman,
NRC, dated May 5, .1979.

16/ Telephone conversation with Richard Cresa, May 8, 1979.



10.

In light of the above, this Atomic Safety and Licensing

Board should open the hearings to (1) require the Staff to

supplement the final environmental impact statement to address

the environmental consequences of a Class IX accident;" and

(2) determine the adequacy of the emergency response planning

or, in the alternative, certify to the Commission the

questions set forth herein.

Respectfully submitted,

/SMA.(g Yk lM-'L +~t~M
David S. Fleischaker, Esq.

1025 Fifteenth Street, N.W.
Suite 602
Washington, D.C. 20005
(202) 638-6070

John R. Phillips, Esq.
Steven Kristovich, Esq.

CENTER FOR LAW IN
THE PUBLIC INTEREST
10203 Santa Monica Boulevard
Los Angeles, California 90067

Attorneys For Joint-Intervenors
SCENIC SHORLINE PRESERVATION

CONFERENCE, INC.
SAN LUIS OBISPO MOTHERS FOR PEACE
ECOLOGY ACTION CLUB
SANDRA A. SILVER
JOHN J. FORSTER

MAY 9, 1979
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NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

In the Matter of: )
)

PACIFIC GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY )

(Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power )

Plant, Units 1 & 2) )

Docket, Nos. 50-275 OL
50-323 OL

CERTIFICATE. OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that I have this 9th day of May, 1979

served copies of the foregoing REQUEST TO REOPEN OR, IN.:

THE ALTERNATIVE, REQUEST FOR DIRECTED CERTIFICATION upon

all of the parties listed below by depositing copies thereof

in the U.S. Mails,.first-class, postage prepaid, and by

hand delivery to those persons beside whose name there is
an asterisks.

Elizabeth S. Bowers, Esp. +
~ Chairman

Atomic Sa ety & Licensing Board
U. S. Nuclea Regulatory Commission
Mail D"op East ~Zest '450

'ashington,D.C. 20555

V". Glenn O. Bright +
Atomic Sa etv & Licensing Board
U. S. Nuclea. Regulatory Commission
Mail Drop ast Nest 450
hashing on, D.C. 20555

Docket & Se vice Section
Off'ce o= the Secre"arv
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
hasni..gton, D. C. 2.0555

D„. hill'™«E.Mar~~~ n
Batte'le Memorial Institute
Columbus, Oh'o 43201

Janice E. Ke-.r, Esp.
Lawrence Q. Garcia, Esa.
J. Calvin Simpson, Esa.
California Public Utilities

Commi s s ion
5246 State Building
350 McAll'ster Street
San Francisco, CA 94102

John C. Morrissey, Esa.
Philip A. crane, Esp.
Paci ic Gas & Electric Company
77 Beale Street, Room 3127
San Franc'sco, CA 94106

A thur C. Gehr, Esc.
Snell & Pilmer
3100 Valley Cente"
Phoenix, Arizona 85073
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James R. ourtellotte, Esa.
L. Bow Davis, Esq.
Richard Godcard, c.sa.
Lawrence Brenner, Esp.
0= ice o Executive Legal

Directo" — BETH 042
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
hashinctonr D CD 20555

Fl'zabeth Apfelberg
1415 Cozadero
San Lu's Obispo, CA 93401

Mr. Frederick Eissler
Scenic Shoreline Preservat'ion

Conference, Inc,
4623 Nore Mesa Drive
Santa Barbara, CA 93105

B uce Norton, Esp.
3216 N. Third Street'uite 202
Phoenix, Arizona 85012

Nr. Yale I. Jones, Esc.
100 Van Ness Avenue
19th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94102.

M s . Raye Fleming
1920 Nattie Road
Shell Beach, CA 93449

NHB Technical Associates .

1723 Hamilton Avenue
Suite,K
San Jose, CA 95125

Sandra A. 6 Gordon Silver
1760 Alisal

Street'an

L is Obispo, CA $ 3401.

John Phill i~sr Esc ..
'enterFor Law In The

Public Interest
10203 Santa Monica Boulevard
Los Angeles, CA 90067

Paul C. Valentine, Esa.
321 Lvtton Avenue
Palo Alto, CA

.94302'arl.Neiburger
Telegram Tribune
P.O. Box 112
San Luis Obispo, CA 93402

!~ ( u-ncdW g
David S. Fleischaker, Esq.
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PACIFIC GA S. A ND ZLZCTRlC C OMPA NT
,LAiA'EFARTI4ENT- 77 BEALE STREET, 31ST FLOOR ~ SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94106 ~ (415) 781-4211

May 7, 1979

Elizabeth S. Bowers, Eso.
Chairman
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
U. S . Nuclear Regulatory Commis s ion
Washington, D. C. 20555

ql

~+~ qP:

d

Re: Docket No. 50-275-OL
Docket No. 50-323-OL

Dear Mrs. Bowers:

There is one additional correction to the
'Proposed Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law 'sub-
mitted by PGandE. In line 9 on page 25 0'e transcript
reference should be to page 5411. The same correction
should be made in Footnote 4 on page 17 of the Stafffindings.

Very truly yours,

Philip A. Crane, Zr.

CC: Service'List
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UNITED STATES OF MERICA

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISS ION

BEFORE THE COMMISSION

In the Matter of )
)

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY )
)

(Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant )
Units Nos. 1 and 2) )

Docket Nos. 0-2 5

.L.

NRC STAFF'S RESPONSE TO JOINT INTERVENOR'S
RE(VEST TO WITHHOLD ISSUANCE OF AN OPERATING LICENSE

STATEMENT

1/
In the present proceeding, the Joint Intervenors have now filed a

motion requesting that the Coranission exercise "its general supervisory

powers over all Commission activities, ]and] withhold issuance of a

license to operate the Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant (DCNPP), pending

a determination as to whether the facility should be modified in view of

~ the information obtained from the analysis of the accident at Three Mile

Island (TMI)." Intervenor's Motion at 1. In support of their Motion,

the Joint Intervenors assert that the reactor at Diablo Canyon, like the

reactor at Three Mile Island, is a pressurized water reactor, and the
e

Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards (ACRS) has advised the Commission

that certain of the difficulties encountered at the Three Mile Island

1/ Scenic Shoreline Preservation Conference, Inc., San Luis Obispo Mothers
for Peace, Sandra Silver, Ecology Action Club and John J. Forster





facility may be applicable to all pressurized water reactors. Additionally,

they argue that further analysis of the Three Nile Island incident may re-

veal other safety problems generic to pressurized water reactors which

would be relevant to the Diablo Canyon facility. Thus, the Intervenors

contend, in the interest of public safety, this Coranission should withhold

issuance of the Diablo Canyon operating license until it is determined

whether this plant should be modified, and if so, to what extent.

In response to the pending motion, the NRC Staff interposes its objection

to the relief sought by the Intervenors, upon the ground that the Inter-
venors have chosen the wrong forum for raising this issue.

DISCUSSION

1. The hearing on the operating license for Diablo Canyon was com-

pleted February 15, 1979 and the matter is now before the Licensing Board

for decision; the Initial Decision has not been issued. Yet, notwith-

standing this current state of the proceeding, the Intervenors -- presuming

a decision adverse to them -- have now sought to circumvent the juris-
diction of the Licensing Board considering this matter, and to move this
Commission for an order withholding issuance of an operating license for
the Diablo Canyon plant. Such a request is, we believe, without merit

based upon the facts of the present case, and for this reason should not

be granted by this Coranission.





While we are, of course, not unmindful of the authority of 'the Commission

to "'step into a proceeding and provide guidance on important issues of

law or policy'" (Public Service Company of New Hampshire (Seabrook Units

1 and 2), CLI-77-8, 5 NRC 503, 516-517 (1977)), we nonetheless do not,

believe that the narrowly yrescribed standards for. such intervention have

been met in the present case. — Here the Licensing Board
2/

clearly has jurisdiction to act in this matter (see 10 CFR

52.717(a)) and the authority to grant the relief requested, if
merited. See, 10 CFR 52.718. Yet in failing to avail themselves to this
forum, and in expressly rejecting this avenue of relief in favor of a

direct approach to the Commission, the Intervenors have set forth no

novel or unique circumstance mandating the attention of the Coranission in

the first instance, or presenting a matter beyond the competency of the

Licensing Board to resolve. Indeed, the present motion does not, as

Intervenors contend, require the resolution of weighty policy or legal

considerations appropriate only for Coranission review, but rather, simply

requi res the application of the present facts to the legal requirements

for a stay set forth in Vi r inia Petroleum Jobbers Association v. Federal

„,Power Commission, 259 F.2d 921, 925 (D.C. Cir. 1959) and codified by

~ While the Commission does have inherent supervisory authority over
the conduct of adjudicatory proceedings before it (id. at 516),it has traditionally limited its exercise of this review authority
to cases involving matters of "exceptional legal or policy impor-
tance ..." (10 CFR 52.786(a)).





*

this Commission in its regulations (see, 10 CFR 52.788) -- a matter clearly

within the competency and jurisdiction of the presiding officer to resolve

in the first instance.-~

Moreover, in recognition of both the need and the desirability of such

initial review, this Commission has by regulation expressly requi red that

"[a]n application to the Commission for a stay of a decision or action by

an Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal Board will be denied if a stay was

not, but could have been, sought before the Appeal Board." 10 CFR 52.788(f).

And, similarly, the Appeal Board has concluded that absent a showing of

good cause, all requests for a stay of Licensing Board decisions or actions

should be submitted in the first instance to the presiding officer.
I

Expressing this view in Public Service Com an of New Ham shire (Seabrook

Station, Units 1 and 2), ALAB-338, 4 NRC 10, 12 (1976), the Appeal Board

wrote that "[w]e adhere to the view reflected in those decisions that

normally a party should look to the Licensing Board for a stay ...
before coming to us. And the failure without good reason to pursue that

course is a factor which this Board may properly take--into-account-in ——
deciding whether it should itself grant the requested relief."

t

In the present proceedings, we do not believe that the Intervenors have

set forth sufficient grounds for not submitting their request for a

The requirements for a stay set forth in 10 CFR 52.788(e) are applicable
3/

to stays of proceedings prior to initial decisions, as well as stays of
initial decisions pending appeal. Allied-General .Nuclear Services
(Barnwell Nuclear Fuel Plant Separat>ons Facs sty, ALAB-29, 2 NRC 671
(1975) .





stay — to the Licensing Board in the first instance or sufficient policy4/

grounds meriting the exercise by the Commission of its inherent super-

visory jurisdiction.. Accordingly, having failed to meet these basic

requirements, we believe that the interests of both the parties and the

Commission are best served by a denial of the present request without

prejudice to the right of the Intervenors to refile thei r motion before

the Licensing Board. For "upon its own examination of the question

the Licensing Board may decide it in the [Intervenors'] favor; if this

should come to pass, the [Intervenors] will no longer require [the

Commission's] intervention ..., [a)nd should the Licensing Board instead

reject the [Intervenors'] position ... [the Appeal Board and possibly

this Commission] would have the benefit of that Board's reasoning in

making [its] own determination ...." Toledo Edison Com an (Davis-Besse

Nuclear Power Plant), ALAB-297, 2 NRC 727, 728-729 (1975}.—5/

2. Additionally, if a decision is ultimately rendered by the Licensing

Board adverse to the interests of the Intervenors, appropriate vehicles of

relief remain available to the Intervenors to test this action. Initially,
the Licensing Board has the authority to stay the effects of its own

decision if such a request is made (10 CFR 52.788) and good cause is shown.

This failing, the Intervenors, of course, have available to them the normal

appellate review (see, 10 CFR 52.762} and a right to seek a stay of that

decision pending appeal.

+4 Though the present motion is styled as a request to withhold issuance
of an operating 1~cense, the effect of the relief sought is the
issuance of a stay.

5/ To the extent that the Joint Intervenor's request is read as a motion
to reopen the record, the same reasoning would apply. Pursuant to
10 C.F.R.=- 52.718(j), the Licensing Board has the power to reopen
the proceeding for reception of further evidence at any time prior
to the Initial Decision. The Licensing Board should be afforded a

reasonable opportunity to exercise its jurisdiction.





Thus, prior to exhaustion by the Intervenors of the appropriate appellate

steps for challenging the decision in this matter, and the utilization

of the intervening procedural safeguards,-the present motion is in-

appropriate for Commission review.

CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, the motion of the Intervenors should be

denied without prejudice to the right of the Intervenors to seek such

relief before the Licensing Board.

Respectfully submitted,

Dated at Bethesda, Maryland'his 2nd day of May, 1979

James R. Tourtellotte
Assistant Chief Hearing Counsel
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UNITED STATES DF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
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BARBARA COUN'ENTH,AQ 1522.A State Street, Santa Barbara, California 93101 / Telephone (805) 963.16M or 963.1605

COMMITTEE

sf( g
may 1 > l979

The Hon. Edmund G, Brown, J r,
OfFice of the Governor
State Capitol
Sacramento, Ca. 96814

Dear Governor Brown>

In light of the fact that the Diablo Canyon Nuclear
Pottter Plant presents a serious hazard to the people
of Santa Barbara County in case of a major accident,
we, the Santa Barbara County Democratic Central Com-
mittee, request that the Public Utilities Commission
withhold issuance of a "certificate of necessity"
for the plant until Santa Barbara County can devise
an emergency evacuation plan.

Since the Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant is
scheduled to be fired up by June 1979 and presents
an immediate danger due to the Hosgri Fault, it is
important that Emergency Evacuation plans be prepared
as soon as possible. We therefore request that
consideration of this matter be placed on your agenda
promptly,

Sincerely,

David mcDermott
Chairman

ceo Public Utilities Commission
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
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