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19 TO THE HONORABLE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING APPEAL BOA D (ASLAB):
20 The Atomic Safety and Licensing Board (ASLB) issued its
21 Initial Decision (ID) authorizing full power operation of the San
22| Onofre Nuclear Generating Stations (SONGS) Units 2 and 3 subject
23 to certain conditions on May 14, 1982. The ID dealt with the
24 | contested emergency planning issues and found generally that
25 | there was reasonable assurance that the health and safety of the
26 | public surrounding SONGS would be reasonably protected in the
27 | event of a radiological emeigency. The Intervenors are appealing
28 | this decision and hereby request a stay of the full power license
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pending a decision on appeal.

INTRCDUCTION

The ASLB found numerous deficiencies in the emergency plan-
ning upon which it conditioned the license. These conditions were
deemed to be applicable after six mouths of plant operation. In-
tervenors submit that this use of "post license" conditions is an
error. The Applicants should correct these deficiencies before
the full power license is made effective.

The Intervenors tcke issue with the ID on two additional
grounds. First, the Intervenors submit that the standard of
adequacy applied was improper. The Board essentially said that if
planning exists, it is adequate. There was no balancing of the
amount of planning necessary versus the potential health conse-
quences. There was no discussion of potential dose savings. It
was impossible for the Board to make standard and objective deter-

mination of what was appropriate or reasonahle. Second, there

were serious procedural errors committed when the Applicants and
stafif were allowed to rebut the findings of the Federal Emer_:ncy

Management Agency (FEMA) with evidence that was not available to

the Intervenors,not subject to discovery, and with an expedited hea]

ings schedule , all of which denied the Intervenors due process

and a fair hearing with respect to these issues.

Additionally, the ID incorporated by reference in its Order

page 219 its Partial Initial Decision (PID) of January 11,

at

1982 in which it found in favor of Applicants on all the seismic
contentions. An Application to Stay the low power license

based on the PID was denied April 26, 1982.

o=




3
4|
5

6l
71
4

o

Because that Stay Application referred only to the low
power license and because ID effectively incorporates the PID for

full power license purposes, this Application also requests that

the Appeal Board review its previous decision and grant a stay

of the full power license.

I

THE INITIAL DECISION POINTS OUT SEVERAL MAJOR
DIFFICULTIES WITH THE EMERGENCY PLANNING AS

IT EXISTS. ACCORDINGLY THE ASLB ERRED IN

ALLOWING THE APPLICANTS SIX MONTHS OF COMMERCIAL
OPERATION BEFORE THE DEFICIENCIES NEED TO BE
CORRECTED.

As more fully set forth in Intervenors' Comments Regarding
Immediate Effectiveness dated May 21, 1982, which comments are
incerporated herein by reference, Intervenors take issue with the
ASLB's "post license'" implementation of the conditions imposed
upon the Applicants regarding the size of the emergency planning

zone and the planning for health related emergency services for

the general public.

The Intervenors also respectfully submit that the inade-

quacies discovered in the off site jurisdictions‘ability to

monitor and assess the radiological emergencies in both the plume
exposure pathway EPZ and the ingestion pathway EPZ is a signifi-
cant deficiency and is not adequately compensated for by the
Applicants' ability to monitor on site. There is no such showing
in the record for any accident sequence other than the testimony

of NRC witness, John Sears. As a matter of law Intervenors feel

that the radiation monitoring and assessment function must exist
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in the off site jurisdictions as a backup to the Applicants' pro-
jection models in order to provide a reasonable basis for protec-
tive action response.

The bases for a stay are met:

1. Whether the moving parties made a strong showing that
they are likely to prevail on the merits.

Intervenors submit that they have prevailed on the merits
pursuant to the ASLb's conditions and that they will be likely
to overturn the delayed implementation of those conditions.

2. Whether the party will te irreparably injured unless a
stay is granted.

The demonstrated inadequacy of the emergency plans shows
that if a potential accident were to occur during the initial
testing period at full power, there would be undue risk to the
public.

3. Whether granting a stay would harm other parties.

The Applicants will submit that the granting of a stay will
harm them by millions of dollars a month because of the tradition-
al construction finance costs and alternative fuel costs, etc.
This expense is part of th: expense of the nuclear business and
does not result from the stay. The costs are fixed and the allo-
cation of them is not an issue in this proceeding. The Applicants
may well be able to satisfy these conditions in a sufficiently
short time, without substartial slippage in their schedule.

4. Where the public interest lies.

The public interest clearly lies in having adequate assur-
ance and public confidence in the emergency planning surrounding

the San Onofre Nuclear Generating Stations before those plants

il
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| go into operation,

11
THE ASLB'S FINDING THAT THE EMERGENCY PRE-
PAREDNESS IS ADEQUATE IS WITHOUT BASIS BE-
CAUSE THE BOARD FAILED TO CONSIDER A PROPER
STANDARD OF ADEQUACY, VIZ, THE ACTUAL
POTENTIAL DOSE SAVINGS T0 INDIVIDUALS IN
AN EMERGENCY.

While the regulations and NUREG guidance do not contemplate
the study of a particular accident scenario to determire whether
emergency planning is adequate, they do propose that a range of
accidents should be considered. In this case no accident sequenceﬂ
were considered, no potential radiation was considered, no dis-
cussion was allowed of actual dose savings. The Intervenors'
Contention No. 1 asks in pertinent part whether there was reason-
able assurance that adequate protective measures could be taken
in the event of a radiological emergency. Put anothar wav the
question asks whether or not dose savings could be affected in
the emergency planning zone (EPZ) given the emergency planning in
place, the geography, topography and demography of the area. This
is a balancing test: the added increment of safety, i.e. health
benefits, versus the cost of said increments, i. e. money. The
ASLB did not allow Intervenors to submit testimony of the potential
radiation health effects and doses to people within the plume
should there be a range of accidents as predicted by staff docu-
ments,such as the Environmental Impact Statement,and therefore
left off one side of the balance.

The ASLB essentially adopts a standard that what there is,

is adequate. 1f there are plans which address the various plan-

-5-
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ning standards and guidelines mentioned in NUREG 0654, it is
assumed that this will take care of the problem.

The witness for the NRC, Mr. Grimes, testified for example
that no standard evacuation time is necessary or reasonable. Upon
further questioning he indicated that so long as the plant com-
plied with the site criteria regarding population that the emer-
gency plan timing would be adequate. Intervenors submit that this
is ludicrous reasoning because any emergency planning would then
become reasonable if there were planning that the people could get

out no matter how long, no matter what the consequences.

It is not difficult to imagine methods to test adequacy.*

For instance, public information and knowledge of the emergency

Jus. as a com=~

planning can be tested with public opinion polls.

puter model carn be devised for predicting the time of evacuation,

similar models can be used, including already usuable models, the
CRAC Code, etc., to determine the actual effects of an evacuation
at a given time on the health of people in the area. The techno-
logy exists, the experts are there to determine whether or not
these methods are going to be adequate.

Intervenors respectfully submit that the numerous deficienciep
exist in the plans and that the decision of the ASLB based on a

showing that plans exist without demonstration that they can be

implemented to save lives is defective.

* Please refer to the attached declaration of Jack Stowe,
Pendleton Coast State Parks Area Director which demonstrates
objective evidence of inadequacy: Mr. Stowe was one of the

Applicants' witnesses in this proceeding.

" -
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THE ASLB ERRED IN RELYING ON IMPROVEMENTS
PROFERRED AT TRIAL TO REBUT THE PRESUMPTION
OF EARLIER FEMA FINDINGS, WITHOUT ALLOWING
INTERVENORS ACCESS TO THAT INFORMATION OR TO
FEMA RESULTING IN A DENIAL OF DUE PROCESS

TO INTERVENORS,

The regulations provide that FEMA will issue a finding as
to the off site emergency preparedness to aid the NRC in its
licensing proceedings of nuclear power plants. FEMA did so in
this case on May 18, 1981. These findings serve to create a pre-
sumption on the issues they address. This finding came after many
months of sti'dy and a4 comprehensive drill of the emergency plans.
It was FEMA's determination that there were serious deficiencies
in the emergency planning and implementation. (Intervenors' Ex-
hibit 15). Intervenors' contentions were substantially supported
by the FEMA findings. The Applicants quickly pushed for closing
of discovery and hearings on these issues despite the negative
findings of FEMA. The Applicants then based a substantial portion
of their case on rebutting the findings of FEMA by showing that
everyone was working to correct each of the findings.

The staff presented a FEMA witness as part of its case to
rebut the FEMA findings. He testified that after consultation
between the Applicants and FEMA an "action plan" to remedy the
FEMA deficiencies was developed by the Applicants. Intervenors
were not notified of any meetings between the Applicants and the
upper level staff of FEMA to discuss the FEMA findings.

The ASLB quite appropriately places substantial reliance on
the FEMA findings, especially where they support the Applicants'

or NRC staff position, and therefore the fact that the earlier

v Jo
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deficiencies were being corrected had a substantial weight in

the Board's decision that the plans were adequate in the final
analysis. Intervenors were not allowed to discover or determine
whether this was the case because the hearings were held before
there was a resolution and because they were precluded from parti-
cipation in discussions with these parties in violation of the
rule against ex parte communication with decision makers.

The hearings were conducted on a rush basis (6 days a week)
and each Jay new evidence was being created, by the Applicarts.

The rush basis of the hearings, the rebuttal of the FEMA
findings by FEMA itself, the cut off of discovery, the discussions
between the Applicants and the FEMA decision makers served to

deny the Intervenors due process of law and a fair hearing of

their contentions.

IV
THE APPEALS BOARD SHOULD STAY FULL POWER
OPERATION OF THE PLANT PENDING THEIR
DECISION ON THE SEISMIC APPEAL.

The ID makes the earlier PID a final decision with respect
to full power operation. Accordingly this ID should be stayed on
the grounds that the ASLB erred in its determination in its PID
that the seismic design basis of the SONGS was adequate. Inter-
venors incorporate herein by reference their Application for Stay
of Low Power License and Appeal from Denial of the ASLAB dated
May 10, 1982.

Intervenors resubmit their motion for stay based on the

fact that this is now a full power license and they would request

a stay of the full power license. Intervenors submit that this

-8-
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would be less harm to the Applicants because further testing is
required which can be done at low power without substantial cost
to the Applicants, during which time the ASLAB can make its full
and complete decision on the seismic issues. As it stated in its
ruling dated April 26, 1982, the ASLAB had almost completed its
review in that regard. Therefore, little harm will be done to
the Applicants.

There is a potential greater harm to the public in that the
plant will be operating at full power and if there were to be an
accident, the increased power levels would provide more danger to
the public.

Additionally, the cost of seismic upgrading should there be
an redefinition of the seismic basis would increase after the
plant has been operated at full power because of the increased
radiocactivity of the systems and radioactive inventory.

The public interest lies in having the resolution of the
design basis question before the plant is operated at full power

to illeviate public distrust for the nuclear power industry.

CONCLUSTION

The Intervenors respectfully submit that the full power opera-
tion of the SONGS should be stayed until a resolution of the appeal
of th.s emergency planning initial decision and the partial initial
decision on seismic issues or alternatively that full power should
be stayed until there is adequate demonstration that the conditions
11111711 .

1111117
1111171




O 0 N OO0 O & W N -

e e T = =
QNOW&WNWS

set forth in the initial decision have been complied with.

Respectfully submitted,
FLEMING, ANDERSON, McCLUNG & FINCH

-
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Charles E. McClung, Jr.




DECLARATION OF JACK STOWE

1, Jack Stowe, state that the attached documents detail the basis
of wy concern that the May 1981, April 15, 1982 emergency drills
and our timeline estimates of evacuation timing show an excess of
an Your and forty minutes would be required to complete the entire
alert and notify procedure to instruct our State Parks populations
in tie rearest five milesto tae San Onofre Generating Station,

San Onofre and San Clemente State Beaches. If we were able to

cut the time in ha!f in an ¢ctual emergency we would still be

almost four times the 15 minute cciteria of NUREG 8654,

The risk of populations involved is , on a usual summer day, between

5,000 and 7000 persons.

~ /Jack Stowe, Pendleton Coast State Parks Area Divector

( AL
9 2( k 0 M
"« June 1, 1982, at San Clemente, California

~
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Memorancdum

Dote : May 28, 1682

To +  Herbert L. Heinze
Regional Director
Southern Region

From 1 Department of Parks and Recreation
Pendleton Coast Area

Subject San Onofre Evacuation Criteria

Attached are the San Onofre Citizen's Advisory Committee's recommendations
" regarding public notifications, should an accident oecur at the nuclear
generating stations near San Onofre State Beach,

As you =nd I have previously discussed, there is concern by *he committee
that all state beach visitors could not be notifed within fifteen minutes
should a site or general nuclear plant emergency be declared. I share
this concern if the fifteen minute time is "sacred" as timings indicate it
will take longer than fifteen minutes to notify all visitors. Hov much
longer is uncertain, but would depend upon staff availability at the time
of an incident, should it occur.

James Watkins, our representative from the State Office of Emergency Services
(0ES), will be at Pendleton during June to go over our evacuation plan,
During Xr. Watkins' visit I will discuss this matter and obtain a ruling, and
interpretation. At this time there seems to be some grey area as to total
definition of th fteen minute notification ttme.

2L, €
ack P, Stowe, YManager
endleton Coaat Area

JPS:ls
Attachments

e e



State of California: : May 27, 1982
Director of Pares and Recreation, Peter Dangermond

Governor Edmund Brown Jr.

Office of Emergency Services

c/o So. Region Parks Director Herber Heinze

Dear Coverning Officials:

The enclosed advisory committee summary of analysis of the April 15, 1981
State Parks nuclear accident drill in Pendleton Coast area, details our lack
of capacity to meet the NUREG 0654 Federal Government 15 minute nlert and
notify requirement.

Federal Emergency Management Agency representative Kenneth Nauman, in a
meetim; with Pendleton Coast Parks emergency response officials, discussed

the Federal requirement for “rcasonable assurance of protection" of the public.
He interpreted the "reasonable " to pertain to econromic feasibility. Nauman
gdvanced the contentian that the provision of helicopter e evacuate park
populations would not be "reasonable",because it would be too costly.

Nauman also interpreted " reasonable"™ to restrict Federal Government expecta-
tions of emergency response to the level of capability of the response agency.
He said he did not consider it "reasonable" to require the parks staff to
achieve the alert and notify in 15 minutes,if it is unable to do so, and
he assured us that, * If you do your best, that will be acceptable.”

The emergency and evacuation planning committee has proposed, and the San Onofre
State Park Advisory Committee has adopted, the interpretation of “reasonable
assurance" as follows: "Every park visitor has the right to assurance that if he
complies with the instructions which are given to him by the park authorities, he
will be protected from injury or death from a nuclear accident at San Onofre.

The Emergency Planning Committee further, now advances the conviction thar

the United States Government has the responsibility stated in its regulations,

to guarantee each citizen that reasonable assurance, and that either the
equipment and staff necessary to provide it must be judged economically feasible,
and must be provided, or the nuclear power reactors must not be licensed to
operate.

The committee requests our State governing officials to ask the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission to determine whether the 15 minute alert and notification is feasible
in our parks, and if it is , to detail and to require ( San Onofre site- specific)
additions to staff, equipment and procedural changes to provide the 15 minute
alert and notification capability which we do not now have.

I attest that the above statement and request were approved unanimously by the
San Onofre Advisory Committee in meeting May 27, 1982.

7’ -
./(./.14.( e A '//
William Conroy, Chairman (Q"

State of California San Onofre State Park Citizen Advisory Committee
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PENDLETON COART DARCS

San Onofre State Park Citizen Advasory Cormittee's e=ireency and evacuation planaing

analysis and ponitorins of the Aoril 15, 1922 auclear siant disaster érill has con-
cluded that lthouzh our park staif workes guickly and eificiently, we still canaot
comply with the 15 minute alert aac Aoliir tize reguireze.nt for the 19 sile

emergency plaanning zone, not ever Zor the firs: 3+ =iles.

Inter-agency cor—unicat.ons zad par<s rersonnel mobilization tises were reduced throu:_ --
out the 1952 drill (in comsarisca wite ay 13, 1981 drill). ‘obilization tizas (ti=me
required for park personnel to assume position) was 25 minutes. This includes Zmergency
Coor¢ nator Doerksen's determination of action to be taken, notification of personas!,
and their time to prepare, i.e.: obtain and don protective zarb and equivment, check
instruments such as pudlic address, mon:itoring equirzent ani vehicle gas gauge, repore
to toeir assigued positions ready to communicate the evacuation notification nessage
issued by the coordinator. The preparation procadure was not includeé in this drill,

aud would add approximately 3-4 minutes to the' 25 minute mobilization time logged.

The alert and nof=ifv tize for the 3+ =iies f2arest the raactors was reduced
1

2
15. This

time shoull not be interpretei as the eatire ti=a neeces to alert and notify iz tha

-

Jnour, 50 minutes in tne Mav 1981 drill, to on2 hour 42 =inutes on Apri

3+ miles, because the encire PArK was nct covered. Zezause of size and tarraiaz of

the beach 5luif canycns and myriad patas o

"W

arcal I, these were oot iancluded ix che

-

drill, oor was Parcel 1 (extending six miles inland).

Our emergency plan calls for helicopter assizzment to the confirnation task, to assure
all areas have beea evacuated. The Emergency Planning Committee now ccncludes that
these two areas can only be alerted and nori‘iad oy nelicoonter stationed m2arhv, with
trained pilot ready. The cormittee recoands that planning and standazd operating
procedures for neliconter pe developed, drilled aad tssted to determias how -~
helicopters are needed to meet time requireneats. Helicopters for actual evacuation

of park visitors in some areas saculd ales -e considzred.
Mitigation ceasures such as fixed PA 'sten,waich could provide different zessages to
each area of each park, are in our emergenzy slan, but have not becn acceptec by Idison

a2s economically feasidle...are necessary.

Since NUREG 0654 mandates alert and notif: of 100% of the population in tle rearest

five nmiles, and 20% in the 10 miles, withir 13 ninutes, as the reasonable protection

of the norulation...proz etion £rom a - cosrd. s silumr woweh =it Se reloased iz ozs

as 30 miautzs fronm the uages 5f actidenial Swsunuabt -ne Lo SEnsEciiLag L SDC Sty

Services,thefadarali-arcanslonass-ant. ooo . Cad, vsigurizelatorvide=issigs
atecauatel 3ddress *his SOTLTU respines capauillc ceficiency,




TO: Appropriate governing officials ¢/o Herber* meinze, Southern Region Director
Department of Parks and Recreation, State of Caltiformia
FROM: State of California San Onofre State Park Citizen Advisory Committee

February 9, 15382

|

|
|

The State of Calitornia‘'s San Onofre State Park Citizen Advisory vommittee is aware

of the statement by Federal Emergency Management Agency official Kenneth Nauman Jr. |

Transcript page 10520 and 21 in tne recent licensing hearings on San Unotre Nuciear

Generating Station Unit II and III, in which Nauman in taiking about the City ot San

Juan Capistrano and the State Parks in the Emergency Planning Zone, referred to those

two response agencies as the “two jurisdictions having the least capability to respond”

and said of them that "they failed in many cases to meet the majority of the 0654

standards", and proposed " we have suggested inclusion of those plans, if you will,

into other documents to avoid the very issues of meeting the criteria of 0654..."

requirements of NUREG 0654 to protect the public in the event of a serious accident
at San Onofre be officially condoned by hiding it in other plans is viewed by us as

|
|
|
This suggestion that the inability of our State Parks officials to comply with the
deserving the oondemnation of all persons ofmoral incegrity. ‘

If the suggestion were to transfer the responsibilities to another response agency
more capable of performing thep, we would not protest this issue.

The fact is that there is noé another response agency which could more quickly or
more alequately meet the requirements, because the cause of cur inadequacy is not
lack of competent staff, but rather conditions of geography, terrain, proximity to
. the nuclear plant, and of transient populations.

The fact is that THE CAUSES OF THE INADEQUACY ARE NOT ERASABLE NOR IGNORABLE:

1. steep bluffs andlong trails which must be hiked in and out of the

‘2. myriad of beaches spread over 13 miles of oceanfront both sides of the reactors,

3. thousands of acres of inland area which has not been planned for in our evacuation
considerations

4. immediate proximity to the San Onofre Plant site, which cuts the response time
available to us to the % hour to several hours which NUREG 0654 page 1l specifies
as "the range of times between the onset of accident conditions and the start of
a major release"

5. open-beach policy which means lack of controlled access to many beaches where there
are not check-in stations or even lifeguards, preventing pre-accident instruction
for populations who are from all sectors of the state and nation, with little
understanding of nuclear plant hazards

6. physical constraints on our attempts to notify these beachgoers and others in our
beach area

7. dependency of the planning on radio centact following sirens, when the fact is that
people on bike trails, hiking trails and out in the surf seldom have radios, and the
messages projected to be broadcast talk of sheltering, when there is no shelter for
our populations

8. inadequate evacuation routes due to the area of ocean on one side and the mountainous
Cleveland National Forest on the other, so that a one-way-out condition exists,in

which our escapees might have to flee under a plume for 17-20 miles 'n either direction
before encountering intersecting alternate accessways out of the northwesterly or
southeasterly wind sectors.

We call upon our governing officials to repudiate Mr. MNauman's suggestion as unconscion-
able evasion of responsibility to provide reasonable assurance of protection for the
public.

APPROVED BY UNANTMOUS VOTE OF THE Citizen Advisory Committee in meeting dNovember 18,1987
T e e e e oy



“ALERT AND NOTIFY" TIME LINE
FOR SAN ONOFRE NUCLEAR ACCIDENT
BEST WEATHER CONDITIONS

SAMPLE

. BEST TIME,

In approving the enclosed letter re: Federal Emergency Management Agency official's
willingness to ignore the inability of our Parks Staff to meet the NUREG 0654 require-
ment that 100% of our publi. be alerted and notified within 15 minutes, the Advisory
Committee for San Onofre State lark suggested that a sample time-line be included, to
:1lustrate our dilemma. '

The line was developed by San Onofre State Park Emergency and Evacuation Planning
Committee and by Parks Staff Emergency Coordinator Hal Doerksen, as a sample BEST TIME
BEST WEATHER alert and notify estimate as required by the NUREG 0654 Evacuation Plan-
ning Criteria. This segment of the sample is our most difficult beach, the 3%+ miles
south of the reactor site, the plus...about a mile of beach south of the park, on
Marine Corps beach to which our parks public walk after parkinmg in our southernmost

day-use parking area. -

TIME ACTION BEST-TIME CONDITIONS

2:45 ﬁ.m Accident at San Onofre, followed by Plant operator orders notificatien
discovery and assessment{radiological without consultation with offi-
and meteorological)and determination of cials of Edison.(Immed. action)
message to be communicated. - -

. " i i t

3:00 Alert-notify message to Parks Coordina- Parks Bnargency Coordxnator e

p 4 = headquarters to receive message.
tor irom Edison, received.

3:01 Decision made and selection of notifi- First call is Site-Emergency with
cation instruction message for commu- potential for acceleration to Gen-
nication to public. eral Emergency. No consultation

required for decision-making.

3:04 Mobilization of on grounds personnel Assumes six persons on duty at heaj-
and their instruction completed, i.e.: quarters who can immediately be
issue of prepared message to be commu- assigned to south beach...Basilone
nicated to beachgoers. Control staffed by Marines.

3:06::10-20sec. Protective equipment issued, checked,

donned, iodide tablets taken. Assumes all equipment operational.

3:07::10-20 Jeeps mounted,Pa and gas checked. Assumes all vehicles and PAs oper.

3:13 First team of two arrives at south (No campground notification times

wWw wWwwew

:13:
:16:
$13:
:16:

:15:
:18:

:10
:10
3
145

:45
£ 39

2230

2320

beach entrance station(to notify camp)

Second team at first trail.

Third team at Trail 4

Team
Team

Team
Team

Team

Team

2

3

2
3

All teams

Jeeps stopped,traii chain unlock,
jeep thw¥u, re-lock,mount jeep

Arrive at beach,first group of
persons, after driving trail and
issuing message thrice enroute.

beach notification completed,

2 & 6/10 mi beach,plus ¥ mi. return
from plant boundary to lst trail,
mecsage delivered maximum 30 times.

beach notification complete, 2 mi.
24 messages max. plus 1 mi. return
to Trail 6.

drive up trails to parking area and
exit south gate-

have been gathered)

Assumes 50 m/hr av.speed,with slow-
ing intersections &curves,no block-
age of travel. Duty officer remains
at entrance control station.

No stopping or slowing to answer
questions or give aid.

Assumes scant beach attendance
allowing message to be read from
moving vehicle, lull wind conditiog
lapping wave action(best condition,
allowing 150 yd. PA audibility)
First message from stationary posi-
ition on beach. Lifeguards on duty
at beaches perform roll-thru of
beaches morth of reactor, on way out
No problem situations, no need to
stop to answer questions.

Assumes people on Trails 2,3 and 5&

feeder trails notified by evacuating

people from beaches.



UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING APPEAL

1n the Matter of

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY,

ET AL.

(San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station,

Units 2 and 3)

Docket Nos. 50-361 OL
50-362 OL

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

1 hereby certify that copies of the Intervenors' Application
for Stay of Initial Decision dated May 14, 1982 dated June 1,
1982 and Intervenors' Notice of Appeal, in the above captioned
proceeding have been served on the following interested parties
by deposit in the United States first class mail on this lst

day of June, 1982,

Stephen F. Eilperin, Esq.
Chairman, Atomic Safety and
Licensing Appeal Board

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

James 1. Kelley, Esg., Chairman
Administrative Judge

Atomic Safety and Licencsing Board

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Washington, D.C. 20555

Dr. Cadet H. Hand, Jr.,
Administrative Judage

c/o Bodega Marine Laboratory

University of Calitornia

P.O. Box 247

Bodega Bay, California 94923

Dr. Reginald L. Gotchy

Atomic Safety and Licensing

Appeal Board

U.8. Ruclear Requlatory Commission
Washincgton, D.C. 20555

David R. Pigott, Esqg.

Samuel B. Casey, Esg.

John A. Mendez, Esg.

Edward B. Rogin, Esqg.

of Orrick, Herrington & Sutcliff
L Professional Corporation

600 Montgomery Street

San Francisco, California 94111

Alan R. Watts, Esqg.

Daniel K. Spradlin

Rourke & Woodruff

1055 North Main Street, #1020
Santa Akna, California 92701

Dr. W. Reed Johnson

Atomic Safety and Licensincg
Appeal Board

U.S. Nuclear Reculatory Commissi
Washington, D.C. 20555




Mrs. Elizabeth E. Johnson,
Rdministrative Judoe

Oak Ridge National Laboratory

P. O. Box X, Buildinag 3500

Oak Ridae, Tennessee 37830

Janice F. Kerr, Fso.

J. Calvin €impson, Fsg.

Lawrence (. Garcia, ESo.
California Utilities Commission
5066 State PBPuildinc

San frencisco, California 94102

Charles R. Kocher, Fsa.

James A. Beoletto, Fsc.

Sovthern California Fdison Company
4244 Vvalnut Grove Avenue

Rosemead, California 91770

Gary D. Cotton

Louis Bernath

fan Dieco Gas & I'lectric Companv
P. 0. Box 1831, 101 Ash Street
San Dieco, California 92112

Phyllis M. Gallacher, Eso.
1695 Viest Crescent Avenue
fuite 222

Anaheim, California 92701

Robert Dietch, Vice President
fouthern Edison Celiforrie Company
P. 0. Box 800

2244 ¥Walnut Grove Avenue

Rosemead, California 91770

“"“Charles E. McClung, Jr.

Richard J. Vharton, Fea.

Universitv of San Dieco
€chool of Law Alcala Park

San Dieco, California 92110

Mrs. Lyn Harris FHicks

GUARD

3908 Calle Ariana

€an Clemente, Celifornia 92672

A. &, Carstens
2071 Caminito Circulo Norte
Mt. La Jolla, California 92037

Lawrence J. Chandler, Esa.

Donald Hassel, Eso.

U. 8. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission

Office of the Fxecutive
Lecal Director

Washinoton, D. C. 20555

Atomic Safety and Licensinag
Pppeal Board Panel

U. S. Nuclear Reculatory
Commission

Vashinaoton D. C. 20555

Secretary

U. €. Nuclear Reoculatory Comm.

Attn: Chief, Docketinc &
Cervice Pranch

Washincton, D. C. 20555

Lol




