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SAN ONOFRE NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION, UNITS 2 AND 3
APPLICATION FOR LICENSE
FOR
STORAGE ONLY OF UNIRRADIATED :
REACTOR FUEL AND ASSOCIATED RADIOACTIVE MATERIA

Southern California Edison Company and San Diego Gas
and Electric Company (hereinafter called "Applicants"), pursuant
to Title 10, Code of Federal Regulations Part 70, hereby apply
for a license to permit the receipt, possession and storage of
special nuclear material of unirradiated nuclear fuel assemblies,
fission chambers, calibration sources, and startup sources as
herein described for San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station,

Units 2 and 3. The term of the license requested is for the
period beginning November 17, 1978, until such time as it may
be supplemented by a permanent operating license.

Southern California Edison Company is a public
utility incorporated under the laws of the State of California,
with its principal office in Rosemead, California, and is
engaged in the generation, distribution, and sale of
electricity. The names, addresses, and citizenship of its
principal officers are listed in Appendix A of this applica-

“tion. Southern California Edison Company is not owned, con-

trolled or dominated by an alien, foreign corporation, or
foreign government.

San Diego Gas and Electric Company is a public
utility incorporated under the laws of the State of California,
with its principal office in San Diego, California, and is
engaged in the generation, distribution, and sale of electri-
city. The names, addresses and citizenship of its principal
officers are listed in Appendix B of this application. San
Diego Gas and Electric Company is not owned, controlled, or
dominated by an alien, foreign corporation, or foreign
government. '

Applicants make this application pursuant to author-
ization by their board of directors and are acting on their

behalf and not as agent or representative of any other person.

Applicants request exemption from the requirements of
Title 10 CFR Section 70.24 as provided in Subsection 70.24(d).
As described herein, the fuel assemblies will be stored in
ceritically safe storage racks. 1In addition, other administrative
procedures as discussed herein preclude the achievement of
conditions which could cause criticality.

1.0 GENERAL INFORMATION

1.1 'Reactor and Fuel

The special nuclear materials provided for in this license
application will be stored at the San Oncfre Nuclear Gener-
ating Station, Units 2 and 3 reactor site located on the
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Southern California Coast in San Diego County. The site
is 2.5 kilometers southeast of the City of San Clemente,
California. Construction of these units was authorized
under Permit CPPR-97 and 98 issued October 18, 1973, in
response to the Southern California Edison and San Diego
Gas and Electric Company application of May 28, 1970
(Docket 50-361 and 50-362).

The fuel assemblies requiring storage are constructed of
fuel rods arranged in a square array with 16 rod locations
per side and a fuel rod pitch of 0.506 inches. The fuel
assembly arrangement (Figure 1) consists of 236 fuel rod
positions, 5 Zircaloy-4 CEA guide tubes (each guide tube
displaces 4 rod locations), 11 Zircaloy-4 spacer grids,

1 Inconel 625 spacer grid (lower end), stainless steel
upper end and lower end fittings and a holddown device.
The Holddown device consists of the upper cast plate (one
of two plates in the upper end fitting) and five helical
Inconel X-750 springs.

The fuel rods (Figure 2) contained in a fuel assembly
consist of sintered uranium dioxide pellets encased in a
cold worked and stress relief annealed Zircaloy-4 tube.
During assembly, the fuel pellets are stacked in the
cladding tube to the required fuel height. A round wire
type 302 stainless steel compression spring and an alumi-
num spacer disc are inserted at each end of the fuel
column. The end plugs are installed and welded into the
clad tubing. The fuel rod is internally pressurized with
helium during this- assemtbly.

The total weight of U-235 which is to be covered by this
application is approximately 4,260 kilograms in 434 fuel
assemblies (217 assemblies per core). The core design
calls for three regions. Region 1 will contain 73 assem-
blies with-a design enrichment of 1.87% U~235 by weight.
Region 2 will contain 80 assemblies with a design enrich-
ment of 2,387 U-235 by weight. Region 3 will contain 64
assemblies with a design enrichment of 2.88% by weight.
The total weight of each fuel assembly is 1,451 1lbs.
Table 1.1-1 summarizes the characteristics of the fuel
rods with respect to dimensions, materials, quantities,
and other pertinent parameters.

Storage Conditions

The new fuel storage racks consist of vertical cells
grouped in parallel rows to form structural units that
are anchored to the floor of the new fuel storage area.
The new fuel will be stored dry in these racks which ara
designed to provide storage for at least 73 fuel assem-
blies (one-third of a core).



The arrangement results in a kef of 0.98 or less for

dry storage of fuel with the hlggest anticipated enrich-
ment assuming optimum moderation. The new fuel storage
racks are designed to protect the stored assemblies

against possible impact loading due to handling of neigh-
boring assemblies and to prevent insertion of assemblies
into spaces other than the prescribed locations.

Structural deformations are limited and centerline-to-
centerline spacing is maintained to preclude the possibil-
ity of criticality under all anticipated loading conditions,
including the design basis earthquake (DBE). Lateral
movement is restricted to maintain safe geometry margins and
to preclude the reduction of the space between the fuel
assembly cavities.

The new fuel racks, except for access platforms, are
constructed entirely of stainless steel. The access
platforms are constructed of galvanized carbon steel and do
not come in contact with fuel assemblies.

The new fuel storage facility is part of the fuel-handling
building, a Seismic Category I structure. A separate fuel
handling building is provided for each reactor unit. The

new fuel storage facility is located to permit ready access
to new fuel assemblies and to facilitate expeditious transfer
of the assemblies into the containment during reactor refuel-
ing operations. :

Figures 3, 4, and 5 show the general arrangements and
locations of the new fuel storage facilities in the station
complex. The new fuel storage facility is designed in
compliance with ANSI N18.2, Nuclear Safety Criteria for
Design of Stationary Pressurized Water Reactor Plants.

The normal storage location for new unirradiated fuel is the
new fuel storage facility. However, since the new fuel
storage facility can accommodate only 73 assemblies, the
remainder of the first core, 144 assemblies, will be stored
dry in the spent fuel storage facility.

The spent fuel storage racks consist of vertical cells

grouped to form structural units that are anchored to the
floor of the spent fuel pool. The spent fuel storage racks
and pool are designed to provide storage for at least 800 fuel
assemblies (three and two-thirds cores). The arrangement
~results in a ke g 0f 0.95 or less with the highest antici-
pated enrichmeng, assuming an infinite array of fuel storage
locations, and flooding with unborated water.
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The spent fuel storage facility is part of the fuel-
handling building, a Seismic Category I structure. The
spent fuel storage facility is designed consistent with
ANSTI N18.2, Nuclear Safety Criteria for Design of
Stationary Pressurized Water Reactor Plants, and Regula-
tory Guide 1.13, Spent Fuel Storage Facility Design Bases,
dated March 10, 1977, as reflected in Part C, Regulatory
Position. o

The equipment to be used during transfer of new fuel from
the shipping containers to the storage racks are the

new fuel handling tool, the new fuel handling crane, and
the spent fuel handling machine. The new fuel handling
crane is a single girder, underhung bridge crane spanning
the new fuel storage area. The crane is equipped with a
mechanically operated, interlocking device that allows the
bridge to be interlocked with a stationary monorail. The
interlocking device provides for a positive lock between
.the bridge and monorail and allows for the safe travel of
the hoist between the bridge and the monorail. The inter-
locking device also prevents the hoist from traveling off
of either the bridge or monorail when the bridge and mono-
rail are disengaged. The hoist is an electric hoist and
the new fuel handling tool is suspended from the hoist.
The new fuel handling tool (Figure 6):is operated manually
for safe transfer of the fuel assemblies. The spent fuel
handling machine (Figure 7) is a traveling bridge and
trolley that rides on rails over the spent fuel pool, fuel
transfer pool, and cask loading pit. The spent fuel hand-
ling machine hoist assembly contains a grapling device
which, when rotated by the actuator mechanism, engages the
fuel assembly to be moved. Once the assembly is grappled,
a cable and hoist winch raise the fuel assembly. Interlocks
are installed so that movement of the spent fuel handling
machine is not possible when the hoist is withdrawing or
inserting an assembly.

Detailed descriptions and scale drawings of the fuel -
handling areas and associated equipment are given in the
San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station Units 2 and 3 Final
Safety Analysis Report (FSAR), Section 9.1.

Before fuel is stored in the fuel-handling building, all
construction cranes located close enough to the fuel-
handling building with the potential for falling on the
building will be removed permanently from the ares.

As shown in Figures 3 and 4, the two fuel handling build-
ings are located on the east side of the containment
buildings and are thus isolated from the turbine areas,
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intake structure, transformers, and diesel generator
buildings. These areas are likely to contain the
majority of personnel and equipment activity. The area
directly east of the fuel handling buildings is a high
grade to the switchyard. Thus, the buildings are
located in a low activity area which will leave little
construction activity and discourages the congregation
of men and equipment.

The fire protection system in the new fuel area and spent
fuel area consists of detection devices, alarms, and
suppression systems. The detection devices, smoke, and
fix-temperature-rate-of-rise heat detectors will activate
alarms locally and in the control room in case of a fire.
The primary means of suppressing the fire will be through
portable CO, extinguishers and portable dry chemical
extinguishers. A more detailed description of the San
Onofre Nuclear Generating Station fire protection plan is
found in the San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station, Units
2 and 3 FSAR, Section 9.5.1.

When fuel assemblies are stored in the new and spent fuel
storage areas, access to the storage area will be restric-
ted to authorized personnel. The only means of access to
the new or spent fuel storage areas will be through doors
that are locked with keys administered by the Security
Supervisor.

Physical Protection

The new fuel storage facility and the spent fuel storage
facility are both located in the fuel handling building
which is a controlled access area. A description of the
physical security program for San Onofre Nuclear Generating
Station, Units 2 and 3 has been provided to the NRC and

has been withheld from public disclosure pursuant to
paragraph 2.790(d), 10CFR Part 2, Rules of Practice.

The fuel assemblies furnished for the first core at

San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station, Units 2 and 3, con-
tain no materials enriched in U-235 in greater than 2.88%
by weight. The assemblies contain no U-233 nor ,plutonium.
The protective requirements of 10CFR Part 73 therefore

do not apply to the San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station,
Units 2 and 3, first core new fuel storage.

Transfer of Special Nuclear Material

Transportation of the new fuel assemblies from the fabrica-
tion location to the San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station,
Units 2 and 3, will be the responsibility of the fuel
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fabricator, Combustion Engineering, Inc., 1000 Prospect
Hill Road, Windsor, Connecticut 06095. The fuel assemblies
will be delivered to the plant site in shipping containers
which are the property of the fuel fabricator, Combustion
Engineering, Inc. The shipping container is a steel
structure capable of storing or transporting one or two fuel
assemblies. Combustion has been licensed by the U.S.
Nuclear Regulatory Commission in License SNM-1067 to
package and transport fuel assemblies in such shipping
containers. As soon as practical after their arrival, the
assemblies will be removed individually from their shipping
containers and placed in the fuel storage racks.

Financial Protection and Indemnity

The proof of financial protection furnished under Section
140.15 of 10CFR Part 140 for San Onofre Unit 1 (DPR-13)
also applies to San Onofre Units 2 and 3.

HEALTH AND SAFETY

Radiation Control

1. The persons responsible for radiation safety at
San Onofre Units 2 and 3 are Richard V. Warnock,
Chemical and Radiation Protecticn Engineer, and
Glenn E. Davis, Chemical and Radiation Protection
Foreman. The training and experience of these
persons are shown in Tables 2.1-1 through 2.1-4.

2. Each sealed source will be tested for contamination
prior to initial use or storage excluding 100 uCi or
less beta and/or gamma emitting materials and 5 ucCi
or less alpha emitting materials. Monitoring of each
source for removable contamination will occur at six
month intervals.

The Chemical and Radiation Protection Engineer will
directly supervise leak testing of sealed sources.

The sources will be smear tested. If the test reveals
the presence of 0.005 uCi or more of removable conta-
mination, the source will be withdrawn from use and
either decontaminated and repaired, or disposed of in
accordance with NRC regulations.

3. Calibration of most ranges of the gamma and beta-gamma
detection instruments is performed inside a shielded
calibrator. Neutron sources are used to check neutron
monitoring instruments. Additionzl smaller alpha,
beta, and gamma sources can be used as necessary to
calibrate or check the lower ranges of the various



instruments. Background and a check source are
counted prior to the use of each instrument to verify
that the instrument has not changed significantly.

The instruments are calibrated quarterly. The sources
used for calibration are traceable to the National
Bureau of Standards or other standards laboratory.

At least daily prior to use, the instrument response
is checked with an internal or external source to
verify that the instrument is functioning properly.

2.2 Nuclear Safety

10

The nuclear fuel assemblies will be transferred indi-
vidually from their shipping containers for storage
in the fuel storage racks.

The nuclear safety analysis for storage of fuel in
the new fuel and spent fuel storage racks is dis-
cussed in San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station
Units 2 and 3 FSAR, Section 9.1.

The fuel handling equipment and activities will be
limited during receipt of the initial core to that
required for new fuel inspection and storage. The
equipment to be used for new fuel transfer from their
containers to the racks are the fuel handling tool,
new fuel handling crane, spent fuel handling machine,
and such fuel inspection tools as required by pro-
cedure.

After arrival of the new fuel shipping containers, the
container covers are removed and the fuel assembly
strongback raised to the vertical position and locked.
The new fuel handling tool, attached to the new fuel
handling crane, is then locked to the fuel assembly,
the fuel assembly clamping fixtures removed, and the
fuel assembly removed from the container. Next, the
protective wrapping is removed and the fuel assembly
1s visually inspected. The fuel assembly is then
moved over to the new fuel Storage racks where it

is placed into its designated cavity. The fuel hand-
ling tool is unlocked from the assembly and the oper-
ation repeated until the specified number of assem-
blies are placed in the racks. The remaining assem-
blies (144) will be placed in the spent fuel assembly
storage racks according to a similar procedure. In
this case, the spent fuel handling machine is used in
place of the new fuel handling crane. During fuel
assembly movement to and from storage, only one
assembly will be allowed out of a shipping container
or storage location at one time in the fuel storage
area,



4. Applicants have requested an exemption from the
requirements of Title 10CFR Section 70.24 as provided
in Subsection 70.24(d) previously in this application.

2.3 Accident Analysis

The possibility of a fuel handling accident is remote
because of the many administrative controls and physical
limitations imposed on the fuel handling operations.
However, it is postulated that a fuel assembly is dropped
breaching the cladding of the fuel. .In the event of such
an occurrence, the associated operation would be halted.
The radiation protection personnel would then evaluate the
health hazard. The fuel supplier, Combustion Engineering,
would be notified of the situation and requested to aid the
Plant Staff in evaluating the damage to the affected fuel
assemblies.

The possibility of a criticality accident is considered
remote due to the design of the fuel-handling and storage
equipment and the administrative controls.

The'possibility of fuel damage due to fire in the fuel
storage area is considered remote due to the limited
supply of combustible materials and lack of ignition
source. _

Design basis fuel handling accidents are discussed in
San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station Units 2 and 3 F3AR
Section 15.7.3.4.

3.0 Other Materials Requiring NRC License

1. Other special nuclear material for which a license
1s requested consists of uranium-235 and plutonium-
238 in the following forms and quantities.

a) Uranium-235 .

Form Amount Capsule Type Amount/Chamber
93% U-235 20.4gm Fission chambers 0.85gm

of U manufactured by of U
(18.97gm Reuter-Stokes :
of U-235) Model No.

RS-C3-2540-102

(24 chambers, 12

per unit)

The fission chambers will be used in the ex-core
detector system for San Onofre Units 2 and 3.
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b) - Plutonium-238
: Source
Form Amount Capsule Type Strength
4 doubly 80 curies Monsanto y.ux107
encapsulated (20 curies/source Research Corp. neutrons
Pu-Be sources 1.15gm.Pu-238 Model number « Per second
per source) will be supplied”™ +10%

Two sources will be supplied per unit to be used
as startup sources. A complete description of
the source assembly is contained in CE Drawing
No. E-STD-165-220, Rev. 01, attached to this
application.

¢) Plutonium-238

Form Amount Capsule Type

1 doubly 20 curies Monsanto

encapsulated Research

Pu-Be source Corp. Model
: No. 2727B

The source will be contained in the J. L. Shepherd
Model 149 neutron calibration facility. The

source is fixed to the end of a shielded operating
rod which is remotely moved by means of an operating
handle-cable assembly. The source position is
indicated by lights built into the control box. The
dimensions of the calibrator are 33 inches in dia-
meter and 36 inches in height. The external radi-
ation level is less than 5 mrem/hr at one foot

from any surface with source in "off" position.

A complete description of the control assembly,
source assembly, and container is shown in
J. L. Shepherd Drawing Nos. A4-0149-3, A-0149-6,
and A-0149-7 attached to this application.

2. Storage Conditions ,
The material described above will be stored at
San Onofre Unit 1 (DPR-13) until the health physics
area at Units 2 and 3 are complete. The radiation
monitoring system, health physics laboratory equip-
ment, and radiocactive source materials safety at San Onofre

* By October 1979, four months prior to delivery
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Unit 1 are described in the San Onofre Unit 1
Final Safety Analysis Report (FSAR) Sections
5.7, 5.8 and 5.9, respectively. These materials
will be under the jurisdiction of the Radiation
Protection Group. Individual storage conditions
for the above material is as follows:

a) The fission chambers will be stored in
locked cabinets in the health physics area
~until installation.

b) The neutron startup sources will be shipped
at the time of fuel shipment. They will be
stored in their shipping containers in the
fuel storage area.

¢) The 20 curie Pu-Be calibration source is
contained in the J. L. Shepherd Model 149
calibration facility which will be stored
in the health physics area.
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Table 1.1-1

Mechanical Design Parameters

Fuel Rods

Fuel material

Pellet diameter, in.
Pellet length, in. 3
Pellet density, g/cm _

Pellet theoretical density, g/cm
Pellet density (% theoretigal)
Stack height density, g/cm

Clad material

Clad 0D, in.

Clad ID, in.

Clad thickness, in.

Diametral gap, in.

Active length, in.

Plenum length, in.

Fuel Assembly

Rod array, square
Rod positions

Rod pitech, in.
Weight

Spacer grids

Qutside dimensions

Fuel rod to fuel rod, in.
Number per core

3

UO2 sintered
.325
.390

. 10.38
10.96
94,75
10.061

Zircaloy - 4
0.332
0.382
0.025
0.007

150
10.0

16 x 16
236
0.506
1451
12

7.972 x 7.972
217



Table 2.1-1
TRAINING

Richard V. Warnock

On the Formal
Type of Training Where Trained Duration Job Course
1. Principles and practices of a. San Diego State University
radiation protection. M.S. degree, Nuclear Chemistry 2 years X
b. General Atomic/General Dynamics
(1linear accelerator facility) :
San Diego, California 1 week X
c. Atomics International
(reactor engineering & operation) .
Los Angeles, California 1 week X
d. San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station 5 years X

=12~

Radioactivity measurement
standardization and monitor-
ing techniques and instruments.

Mathematics and calculations
basic to the use and measure-
ment of radioactivity.

Biological effects of radiation.

Same as above

Same as above

Same as above
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Table 2.1<2
EXPERIENCE WITH RADIATION

Richard V. Warnock

Isotope - Cs - 137

Maximum Amount - 130 Ci _
Experience at San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station Unit 1
Duration = 5 years

Type of Use - Calibration

Isotope - Ra - 226

Maximum Amount - 50 mCi

Experience at San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station Unit 1
Duration - 5 years

Type of Use - Calibration

Material - Mixed Fission Products and Activated Corrosion
Products

Maximum Amount 150 Ci :

Experience at San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station Unit 1

Duration - 5 years

Type of Use - Solid Waste Shipments

Facility - Linear Accelerator 1

Maximum Amount - 45 Mev photon beam, 1X10 3 R7/hr
Experience - San Diego State University/General Atomic
Duration - Intermittent over 2 years

Type of Use - Sample irradiation
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Table 2.1-3
TRAINING

Glenn E. Davis

. On the Formal
Type of Training Where Trained Duration Job Course
1. Principles and Practices of a. South West Research Laboratory at
radiation protection Las Vegas, Nevada 2 weeks X
b. Department of Public Health Research
Laboratory at Rockville, Maryland 2 veeks X
c. Southern California Edison Division _
Laboratory 6 months X
d. San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station 10 years X

2. Radioactivity measurement
standardization and monitor-
ing techniques and instruments.

3. Mathematics and calculations
basic to the use and measure-
ment of radioactivity.

4, Biological effects of radiation. .

Same as above

Same as above

Same as above
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Table 2,1-=4
EXPERIENCE WITH RADIATION

Glenn E. Davis

Isotope - Cs - 137

Maximum Amount - 130 Ci

Experience at San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station Unit 1
Duration - 10 years

Type of Use - Calibration

Isotope - Ra - 226

Maximum Amount - 50 mCi

Experience at San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station Unit 1
Duration - 10 years

Type of Use - Calibration

Material - Mixed Fission Products

Maximum Amount - 120-150 Ci

Experience at San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station Unit 1
Duration - 10 years

Type of Use - Spent Resin Shipments
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Appendix A

The names of SCE'S principal officers, all of whom are citizens
of the United States are as follows:

Name Position
Jack K. Horton Chairman of the Board
William R. Gould President
Howard P. Allen Executive Vice President
H. Fred Christie . Senior Vice President and
Chief Financial Officer
David J. Fogarty Senior Vice President
A. Arenal Vice President
J. H. Drake Vice President
Joe T. Head, Jr. Vice President
A. L. Maxwell Vice President and
Comptroller
Jack B. Moore Vice President
Edward A. Myers, Jr.. Vice President
William H. Seaman ‘ Vice President
Robert E. Umbaugh Vice President
G. E. Wilcox Vice President
Rollin E. Woodbury Vice President and General
: . Counsel
Michael L. Noel . Treasurer
J. C. Bobek Secretary

The address of all the foregoing principal officers of SCE is:

Post Office Box 800
Rosemead, California 91770
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Appendix B

The names of SDGEE's principal officers, all of whom are
citizens of the United States, are as follows:

Name Position
Robert E. Morris President and Chief Executive
. Officer

Thomas A. Page Executive Vice President and
Chief Operating Officer

J. Robert Belt Senior Vice President

David W. Gilman Senior Vice President

Ralph L. Meyer - Senior Vice President and

) Treasurer

Alton T. Davis - Vice President

Frank W. DeVore Vice President

John E. Hamrick Vice President

James J. Holley Vice President

Philip M. Klauber Vice President

Gordon Pearce Vice President and General
Counsel

R. Denis Richter . Vice President

Jack E. Thomas Vice President

John H. Woy Vice President

William J. Karnes : Secretary

The address of all the foregoing principal officers of SDG&E
is:

101 Ash Street
San Diego, California 92101
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RICHARD J. WHARTON

4655 Cass St., Suite 304 - ) f”t,w;h;?
San Diego, CA 92109 /%/ 29

(714) 4838-2828

Attorney for Intervenors

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

Docket Nos. 50-361 OL
50-362 OL

In the Matter of

3
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA )
EDISON COMPANY, et al., ) COMMENTS ON DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL
' )~ STATEMENT - SAN ONOFRE NUCLEAR
(San Onofre Nuclear Generating )
)
)

Station, Units 2 and 3)

GENERATING STATION, UNITS 2
AND 3

)

We have carefully reviewed the above draft environmental

statement in relation to the requirements imposed by Section
102(2) (¢) of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and

10 CFR Part 51 of the NRC Regulations, and have set forth below
intervenors' comments on the proposed action and on this draft
statement pursuant to 10 CFR Part 51.25. Intervenors find this
draft statement inadequate in a) the discussion and assessment of
environmental effects, both beneficial and adverse, associated
with the operation of the San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station,
Units 2 and 3, and b) .fhe7discussiqn and considération of avail-
able alternatives to the proposed actionm.  Intervenors specifically
identify the following deficiencies: :

1. The evaluation of cooling water discharge impacts is
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inaccurate and misleading. The heated water will very likéiy
result in the destrucﬁion of at least a portion of the San Onofre
kelp bed during the summer months, the long-term thermal impacts
are likely to be severe, and violations of the state standards
will occur. On page 5-7 of the DES it is stated: 'The staff
concludes that although there exists a remote possibility that
state thermal standards could be violated by the operation of
Units 2 and 3, violations.would, at worst, be infrequent and for
short periods. There is no evidence in available drift data to
indicate that such an occurence would take place during the summer
when thermal impacts would be most severe." This conclusion was
apparently based on applicants’' "worst case'" modeling theory;
however, in light of recent findings as a result of studies pre-
sently being pefformed by the Marine Review Committee (MRC) at the
request of the California Coastal Commission, it has been determine
that the state thermal standards will not be met. The following
excerpts from the "Supplemental Staff Report And Recommendations -
Review of Thermal Requirements For San Onofre Nuclear Generating
Station, Units 2 and 3" prepared by the California State Water
Quality Control Board staff are appropriate: '"The Report of the
MRC confirms the previous prediction that, under normal operating
conditions, the proposed discharge will violate the 20 degree F
temperature differential in the "receiving waters'" i.e., waters

at the location and depth of the diffusers of Units 2 and 3. This
Report notes: '...if the "receiving' waters are defined as in
this paragraph, the standards of the State Thermal Plan will
probably be exceeded by the operation of Units 2 and 3.' Although

the Report indicates that the discharge will ''likely" or "probably]

-2-
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or "may'" violate the temperature differential, there really is:no
question that such violations will océur."‘.(pp. 4-5)

In a hearing for the purpose of interpreting the term ''re-
ceiving waters' held on December 21, 1978, the California State
Water Quality Control Board held that "...the temperature at the
intake point does not represent conditions at the receiving
waters,”" (p. 3 of Opinion of Chairman Bryson and Board Member
Mitchell) contrary td applicants' requested interpretation. .The
net result of this ruling is that the state thermal discharge
limitation will be exceeded by operation of SONGS Units 2 and 3.

The DES states at p. 5-27 "The greatest threat of SONGS to
the long—term survival of the San Onofre kelp bed is the
possibility of injury to the basalbtissues from which the canopy
is regenerated each year...under extreme worst case conditions
(e.g., several days with high ambient temperatures and slack
currents, and with all the plants operating continuously),
destruction of the basal regenerative tissues might result.'" The
DES further states: "...the community (kelp bed), if destroyed
frequently, could never achieve a stable state characteristic of

other kelp beds in the area. Furthermore, constant temperature

||increases coupled with added turbidity would be inimical to

interim reestablishment...The perennial occurrence of worst case
conditions seems highly unlikely and the staff thus concludes that
the long-term thermal impacts from normal station operation are
not likely to be severe." (p.. 5-27) It is clear that since the
state thermalidischarge limitation will be exceeded during normal
operation of SONGS 2 and 3, the staff's conclusion was based on

a faulty premise. Dischargers' normal plant operation will result

-3-
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in continuous high temperature discharge approximating the worst
case conditions and resulting in both short and long-term thermal
impacts on the San Onofre kelp beds. The DES states at P. 5-27
"It has been rather well established that temperatures above
18-20 degrees C. (64-68 degrees F) cause deterioration of kelp,
and the degree of degradation is directly related to the duration
of the exposure to these temperatures."

2.  The DES is inadequate in its discussion of the 316(a)
exception process as related to thermal pollution caused by the
proposed action. Section 6.4.1 of the DES discusses the "thermal
exception studies" as related only to periodic "heat treatment” to
control fouling organisms. The DES fails to consider the 316(a)

exception required for continuous high ambient temperature

discharges during the normal operations of Units 2 and 3. It is
highly likely that a 316(a) exception request will be forthcoming
from applicants in light of the recent denial by the California
State Water Quality Control Board of applicants' requested
interpretation of the term 'receiving waters' as used in the
State Thermal Plan. Had applicants’' interpretation been approved,
it would have obviated applicants' need for a 316(a) exception to
the requirements of the FWPCA. Because a 316(a) exception is
necessary for the operation of Units 2 and 3 in their present
design mode, the DES is inadequate for failure to consider the
implications, both short and long-term, on the aquatic environment
if such an exception is granted. With respect to the maximum
temperature of thermal waste discharges, and contrary to the
requirements of 10 CFR Part 51.23(c), due consideration was not

given to " . .compliance of the facility construction or operation

4
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‘and alternative construction and operation with environmental

quality standards and requirements which have been imposed by
Federal, State, regional, and local agencies having responsibility
for environmental protection, including applicable zoning and
landuse regulations and water pollution limitations or requirement
promulgated or imposéd pursuant to the Federal Water Pollution
Control Act."
3. .The DES is inadequate in its evaluation and analysis of

the social and economic impact of operating SONGS 2 and 3.

A. With respect to the environmental impact of SONGS
on recreational resources, the DES recognizes the failure of
applicants to comply with the terms and conditions of the

construction permit: '"The current plan to restrict the use of

vapprokimately 25% of the 3 1/2 mile San Onofre Beach for the 30-

year operating life of the plant is a significant loss of wvaluable
recreational and scenic space and represents a substantial change.
in action between issuance of the FES-CP and application for an
operating license." (Section 5.6.5) Staff reiterates previous
statements made in the FES-CP that '"the beach...is considered to
be a unique and scarce recreational resource,'" (FES-CP, p. 2-11)

and ''that closure even for a brief period is objectionable"

- (FES-CP, 'p. 8-11). Despite the re-affirmatidn of these

judéments, staff concludes that the social and economic impact of

operating SONGS 2 and 3 - with the significant exception of

restricting public use of the beach - will be only "moderate'.
The overall impact will be more severe than "moderate'" if the
beach access restriction is factored into the balancing process.

Staff's treatment of this issue is misleading and inconsistent

-5-
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with the purpose and intent of NEPA, section 102(2)(c), Wﬁich
calls for preparation of a detailed statement on, among other
things, any irreversible and irretrievable commitments of
resources which would be involved in the proposed action should
it be implemented. Restriction of the public's use of this béach
is such an ifreversible and irretrievable commitment of resources.
B. With respect to the economic impact of SONGS 2 and 3,
the DES provides no analysis of the effects of the Jarvis-Gann
Amendment (Proposition 13). The DES states that 'The applicant
should reassess the potentiél tax benefits accruing to these
jurisdictions and districts in light of Proposition 13."
(p . 5-44) This is a wholly inadequate treatment of the economic
impact of SONGS 2 and 3, inasmuch as the revenue from the plant
and its allocation within communities will be "significantly
different from what was assumed" - to use the staff's own words -
inAthis economic impact analysis. (p'. 5-44, section 5.6.4)

4. The DES inadequately evaluates the environmental impact
of postulated accidents in that Class 9 occurrences were omitted
from consideration. (Section 7-1) The DES states on p. 7-2 with
respect to Class 9 occurrences that "Their consequences could be
severe." The DES fails to discuss the probability of Class 9
occufrences in a complete and comprehensive manner. In view of
the recent earthquaké fault discoveries near the San Onofre site
and the existence of the dewatering-well cavities found beneath
the site, a full discussion of failures more severe than those
required for consideration in the design bases of protective
systems and engineered safety features (Class 9) is warranted.

Further, the eétimated dose of 1400.00 man-rems to population in

-6-
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the 50-mile radius for a large-break loss of .coolant accident
(Table 7.2, p. 7-3, Ciass 8:1) is substantial and inadequately
discussed, if at all, in the text.

5. The DES is inadequate in that it fails to discuss the
environmental impacts to the region in the event of an accidental
release of radiation requiring evacuation. No discussion is
contained in the DES as to the adaptability of the San Onofre.site
to adequéte evacuation processes including evacuation of the
nearby beach areas during times of peak use; no discussion is
contéined in the DES as to the suitability of existing evacuation
plans; no discussion is contained in the DES as to the effects
which adoption of the NRC/EPA Task Force Report on Emergency
Planning (NUREG-0396) will have on evacuation within the new and
expanded Emergency Planning Zone as distinct from the présently
designated Low Population Zone (NRC Regulations 10 CFR Part 100).

6. The DES is inadequate in that it fails to reassess the
seismic design basis for SONGS 2 ahd 3 in light of a) the
dewatering-well cavities and b) the recent earthquakes and faults
discovered since the current design basis was established;

7. The DES is inadequate in that the cost/benefit analy51s
fails to provide con31deratlon for the greatest possible
escalation of uranium prices, based on recent occurrences, for
SONGS 2 and 3 over the operating life of the plant. The projected
fuel costs identified as $87,900,000/yr for 1981 (Table 10.1,

p. 10-2), will possibly escalate to a prohibitively high level

|| since long-term uranium contracts are generally tied to market

price at delivery or 7$ per year escalation, whichever is greater.

Staff admits (section 10.3) that since the issuance of the FES-CP

-7-
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the fuel, operating, and maintenance costs of nuclear plant
operation have escalated more rapidly than anticipated. The DES
does not discuss adequately the possibility of additional future
escalation of costs with respect to the fuel requirements of San
Onofre, and does not utilize a '"worst possible case' approach to
determine total fuel costs over the operating life of the plantl
The cost/benefit analysis contained in the DES is therefore
invalid. .

8. The DES 1is @nadequate in that it fails to discuss the -
possibility that decommissioning costs may escalate to
prohibitively high levels by the end of the operating life of the
plant, at which time the applicant is required to prepare a
proposed decommissioning plan for review by the NRC. (Section 9.4]
Although NRC regulations do not require the applicant to have
developed a decommissioning plan at the time an operating. license
is obtained, the discussion of alternative decommissioning methods
and their associated costs found in the DES is misleading and does
not present an accurate projection of what the actual decommissiont
ing costs for SONGS will be. Staff calculations for determining
decommissioning costs per unit of electricity generated do not
utilize a start-up date‘of 1981 or an escalation rate based on the
current rate of inflation. Staff's projection that "For the
SONGS Units 2 and 3 the decommissioning costs would be about
double that indicated for all of the decommissioning one-unit
alternatives" (p. 9-17) is wholly inadequate for purposes of
making an informed cost/benefit judgment. As a consequence, the
cost/benefit analysis for SONGS 2 and 3 is invalid.

9. The DES is inadequate in that it fails to comprehensively

-8-
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discuss the tempérary storage of nuclear waste materials,
including the interim storage of spént fuel, on site.

10. The DES is inadequate in that it fails to discuss the
issué of plant security and provide assurances that all nuclear
materials will remain accounted for and protected from the risk
of terrorist or criminal activity or sabotage. ‘

Because due consideration was not given to compliance with
the requirements of 10 CFR Part 51.23(c), and because this DES
fails to consider all environmental impacts of the proposed action
and alternatives to the proposed action és required By Section
102(2) (¢) of NEPA, staff's conclusion that the action called for
is the issuance of operating licenses for Units 2 and 3.of SONGS
is premature and founded on insufficient and inaccurate data.

For the foregoing reasons, intervenors request that the NRC
either a) adequately address the issues raised above in the final
environmental statement for SONGS 2 and 3, or b) deny applicants'
request for licenses to operate SCNGS 2 and 3.

Dated: ﬁ(ﬂ/‘v 3 Og/ 97 7 Respectfully submitted,
F—r—rt /

' RD J. WHARTON
Attorney fq//Intervenors
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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)

DV ¥

Docket Nos. 50-361 OL
50-362 OL

N o N N N N NS

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE ‘

I hereby certify that copies of "COMMENTS ON DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL
STATEMENT - SAN ONOFRE NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION, UNITS 2 and 3"
have been served on the following by deposgit in the United States

mail, first class, this J/?(day of

Mr. James H. Drake

Vice President

Southern California Edison Co.
2244 Walnut Grove Ave.

P.0. Box 800

Rosemead, CA 91770

Charles R. Kocher, Esq.

James A. Beoletto, Esq.
Southern California Edison Co.
2244 Walnut Gove Avenue

P.0. Box 800

Rosemead, CA 91770

Chickering & Gregory

Attn: David R. Pigott, Esq.
Counsel for San Diego Gas &
Electric Co. and Scathérn
California Edison Co.

Three Embarcadero Center
23rd Floor

San Francisco, CA 94112

Mr. Kenneth E. Carr
City Manager

City of San Clemente
100 Avenido Presidio
San Clemente, CA 92672

1979:

o J
Mr. B. W. Gilman
Senior Vice President-Operations
San Diego Gas & Electric Company
101 Ash Street

P.0. Box 1831

San Diego, CA 92112

Alan R. Watts, Esq.
Rourke & Woodruff

1055 North Main St.,
Santa Ana, CA 92701

Suite 1020

Lawrence Q. Garcia, Esq.
Calif. Public Utilities Com.
5066 State Building

San Francisco, CA 94102

Mr. R. W. DeVane, Jr.
Combustion Engineering, Inc.
1000 Prospect Hill Rd.
Windsor, Connecticut 06095

Mr. P. Dragolovich

Bechtel Power Corporation

P.O. Box 60860, Terminal Annex
Los Angeles, CA 90060

Mr. Mark Medford

Southern Calif. Edison Company
2244 Walnut Grove Avenue

P.0. Box 800

Rosemead, CA 91770
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Henry Peters

San Diego Gas & Electric Co.

Post Office Box 1831
San Diego, CA 92112

Ms. Lyn Harris Hicks
Advocate for GUARD
3908 Calle Ariana

San Clemente, CA 92672

Phyllis M. Gallagher, Esq.
615 Civic Center Drlve West
Suite 220"

Santa Ana, CA 92701

& ‘

Mr. Robert J. Pate

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Comm1331on
P.0. Box 4167
San Clemente, CA 92672

Lawrence J. Chandler .

Office of the Executive Legal Dir.
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

) , .
oot d | hadl G-
RICHARD J. AWHARTON .
Attorney for Intervenors




- . } BELATED CORRESPOND:

LAW OFFICES OF

CHICKERING & GREGORY

TELEPHONE (415) 393-9000 : . CODE ADDRESS
WRITER'S DIRECT DIAL NUMBER THBEE EMBARCADERO CENTER : “CHICGREG"
TWENTY-THIRD FLOOR o
‘ . 5308-558-00
N (415) 393-9234 SAN FBANCISCO 4111

January 16, 1979

///a»/ #7

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

Re: 1In the Matter of

et al.

(San Onofre Nuclear Generatiné
Statlon Units 2 and 3).

o= 36l g

This letter confirms our understanding reached
over the telephone this afternoon that Mr. Ron Carstens
has agreed to appear to have his dep051tlon taken on
February 6, 1979, at 10:00 A.M., in the offices of Irwin-
& Assoc1ates, CSRs, Room -1525, People's National Bank
Building, Seattle, Washington. This is the same arrange-
ment as is set forth in the "Notice of Taking Deposition
of Ron Carstens" which was served in the above-entitled
matter on January 4, 1979.

., --Dear Mr. Wharton-

Thank you for your cooperation in this regard.

Very. truly yours,

CHICKERING & GREGORY

By

SBC:mf
‘cc: Mr. Ron Carstens
Service List
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"Station, Units 2 and 3).

DAVID R. PIGOTT :
SAMUEL B. CASEY /%/
CHICKERING & GREGORY 77 _
Three Embarcadero Center '
Twenty-Third Floor

San Francisco, CA 94111

Telephone: (415) 393-9000

' CHARLES R. KOCHER

JAMES A. BEOLETTO

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
P. 0. Box 800

2244 Walnut Grove Avenue

Rosemead, CA 91770

Telephone: (213) 572-1900

Attorneys for Applicants,

Southern California Edison Company and
San Diego Gas & Electric Company

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

Docket Nos. OL
0-362 OL

NOTICE OF TAKING DEPOSITION |
OF RON CARSTENS

In the Matter of

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY,
et al.,

(San Onofre Nuclear Generating

T e e et et e Nt N

TO RON CARSTENS:
PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that Applicants, pursuant to
10 C.F.R. § 2740a, will take the deposition of RON CARSTENS,
P, 0. Box 37, Anacortes, Washington 98221, on‘February 6,11979,
at lO:OQ a.m., in the offices of Irwin & Associates, CSRs,
Room 1525, People's National Bank Building, Seattie, Washingtqn.

The deposition will be on oral examination before a duly

- certified.shorthand reporter authorized to administer oaths under
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Washington law, and will continue from day to day until completed,

Saturdays, Sundays and holidays excepted.

Applicants will examine deponent RON CARSTENS concerning

uranium prices and related matters.

Dated:

January 4,

1979.

DAVID R. PIGOTT
"SAMUEL B. CASEY
CHICKERING & GREGORY

CHARLES R. KOCHER
JAMES A. BEOLETTO
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY

/
// . /é)« |
o A ot
David R. Pigott 7
One of Counsel for Applicants




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that on the 4th day of January, 1979;
a copy of the foregoing "Notice of Takinq Deposition of Ron'CarSter
of Applicants Southern California Edison Company and San‘Diégo Gas
&VElectric Company was served upon-each of the folldwing'by
deposit in the United States mail, first-class postage prepaid,

addressed as follows:

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
2
23
24

25

26
27
28

Ivan W. Smith, Esq., Chairman
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commlss1on
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. 5. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555 '

Lawrence J. Chandler, Esqg.

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

Janice E. Kerr, Esq.

J. Calvin Simpson, Esq.

Lawrence Q. Garcia, Esq.

California Public Utilities Commission
5066 State Building

San Francisco, CA 94102

David W. Gilman

Robert G. Lacy

San Diego Gas & Electric Company
P. O. Box 1831

San Diego, CA 92112

James H. Drake, Vice President
Southern California Edison Company
P. 0. Box 800

2244 Walnut Grove Avenue

Rosemead, CA 91770
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John R. Bury, General Counsel
Charles R. Kocher, Esqg.

James A. Beoletto, Esq. 4
Southern California Edison Company
P. 0. Box 800

2244 Walnut Grove Avenue

Rosemead, CA 91770

Alan R. Watts, Esqg.

Rourke & Woodruff

California First Bank Bulldlng
10555 North Main Street, Suite 1020

~Santa Ana, CA 92701

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

Phyllis M. Gallagher, Esq.
615 Civic Center Drive, West
Suite 220

Santa Ana, CA 92701

Mrs. Lyn Harris Hicks
GUARD

3908 Calle Ariana

San Clemente, CA 92672

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

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

Docketing and Serv1ce Section
Office of the Secretary

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555

Mr. Ron Carstens

P. 0. Box 37
Anacortes, WA 98221

David R. Plgott/

One of Counsel for Applicants
Southern California Edison
Company and San Diego Gas &
Electric Company
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DAVID R. PIGOTT

SAMUEL B. CASEY _

CHICKERING & GREGORY

Three Embarcadero Center

San Francisco, California 94111
Telephone: (415) 393-9000

CHARLES R. KOCHER

JAMES A. BEOLETTO

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
P. O. Box 800

2244 Walnut Grove Avenue

Rosemead, California 91770
Telephone: (213) 572-1900

Attorneys for Applicants,

Southern California Edison Company
and San Diego Gas & Electric Company

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., NOTICE OF RESETTING
DEPOSITION OF

(San Onofre Nuclear Generating RON CARSTENS

Station, Units 2 and 3).

R R . L o P R

TO RON CARSTENS:

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that Applicants, pursuant to
10 C.F.R. §2.740a, will now take the deposition of RON CARSTENS,
P. O. Bbx 37, Anacortes, Washington 98221, on February 28, 1979,
at 10:00 A.M., in Conference Room 400, Southern California Edison
Company, 2244 Walnut Grove Avenue, Rosemead, California. The
depositidn will be on oral examination before a duly certified
shorthand reporter authorized to administer»oafhs under Califérnia

law, and will continue from day to day until completed, Saturdays,
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Sundays and holidays excepted.
Applicants will examine deponent RON CARSTENS concerning
uranium prices and related matters.

DATED: February 13, 1979

~DAVID R. PIGOTT.
SAMUEL B. CASEY
CHICKERING & GREGORY

CHARLES R. KOCHER

JAMES A. BEOLETTO »
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON. COMPANY

By Cf§;£;A~U&(€§§.<:Eu;¢Mpg | B

Samuel B. Casey _
One of Counsel for Appk cants




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that on the 13th day of February, 1979,
a copy of the foregoing "Notice of Resetting Deposition of Ron
Carstens" by Applicants. Southern California Edison Company and
San Diego Gas & Electric Company was served upon each of the
following pdeEposit in the United States mail, first-class

postage prepaid, addressed as follows:
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18
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20
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23
24
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28

Ivan W. Smith, Esqg., 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, California 94923

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

Lawrence J. Chandler, Esq.
Henry J. McGurren, Esq.

Office of-the Executive Legal Director

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

Janice E. Kerr, Esq.

J. Calvin Simpson, Esq.

Lawrence Q. Garcia, Esq.

California Public Utilities Commission
5066 State Building

San Francisco, California 94102

David W. ‘Gilman
Robert G. Lacy
San Diego Gas & Electric Company
P. 0. Box 1831

San Diego, California 92112

James H. Drake, Vice President
Southern California Edison Company
P. O. Box 800 ~

2244 Walnut Grove Avenue

Rosemead, California 91770
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John R. Bury, General Counsel
Charles R. Kocher, Esqg.

James A. Beoletto, Esq. :
Southern California Edison Company
P. 0. Box B0O

2244 Walnut Grove Avenue

Rosemead, California 91770

Alan R. Watts, Esq.

Rourke & Woodruff

California First Bank Bulldlng
10555 North Main Street

Suite 1020

Santa Ana, California 92701

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

Phyllis M. Gallagher, Esq.
615 Civic Center Drive, West
Suite 220

Santa Ana, California - 92701

Mrs. Lyn Harris Hicks

c/o GUARD

3908 Calle Ariana

San Clemente, California 92672

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

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel
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

Mr. Ron Carstens

P. 0. Box 37
Anacortes, Washington 98221

20

Samuel B. Case
One of Counsel for Ap licants
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~Ivan W. Smith, Esq., Chairman Dr. Cadet H Hand Jr., Member
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board - Director, Bodega Marine Laboratory
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 'Umversxty of Cahforma

'~ Washington, D. C. 20555 . . P.O. Box 247 R
- R ' - ‘Bodega Bay, California 94923
Mr. Lester Kornblith, Jr., Member : IR
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
. U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission |
Washington, D C. 20555 .

In the Matter of Southern California Edison Company, et al.
(San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station, Units 2 and 3)
' - Docket Nos: 50 361 OL- and 50-362 OL

' Gentlemen' -

- Copies of NUREG/ CR 0400 “Risk Assessment Review Group Report to the
. U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission" (the "Lewis Committee Report"),
. have been furnished directly to the Licensing and Appeal Board Panels for '
the use of the members of this Board by letter of December 4, 1978. Under .
.cover of: copies of this letter, the NRC Staff is enclosing copies.of the Lewis
Committee Report for the information of the parties to this proceeding. The
Commission is presently in the process of developmg a pohcy statement '
_ concerning the report « :
. ‘ : -.HRood -L-
i _Sir;cerely; ; RBaer - L
e ' DVassallo - L
'HSmith - L
v : : OLynch - EP -
"Lawrence J. Chandler ~ WRegan - EP
Counsel for NRC Staff . ELD FF (2)
NRC Central File-

- Enclosure: As stated _ - S LPDR
. o = XX (@)
cc w/o enclosure: Individual Board Members " .Chron
' ' ASLB Panel ' '
- ASLAB Panel

Docketing and Service Section

: = WIW"& __Rest of Service List
_‘ ' OFFICE 3» OELD . .
e LJChandleras :

SURNAME >»

oares | 12/14/78

NRC FORM 1318 (9-76) NRCM n240 H
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December 14, 1978

Ivan W. Smxth Esq., Chalrman "~ Dr.CadetH. Hand, Jr., Member

Atomic Safety and L1cens1ng Board Director, Bodega Marine Laboratoryv
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission - University of California
Washmgton  D. C. 20555 o : P.O. Box 247

: B -Bodega Bay, California 94923 °
Mr. Lester Kornblith, Jr., ‘Member ‘ R

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission |

Washington, D. C. 20555

- In the Matter of Southern Cahforma Edison Company, etal.
~ (San Onofre Nuclear ueneratmg Station, Units 2 and 3)
Docket Nos. 50- 361 OL and 50 362 OL

Gentlemen:

Enclosed is a copy of the Draft Environmental Statement related to the operatlon
of San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station, Units 2 and 3. Copies were(:@_qg_l,
-sént to each of the parties by the NRC's Division of Site Safety and Envu'onmental

4 Analyses by letter of November 30 1978.

Sincerely, .

Lawrence J. 'Chandlei'
Counsel for NRC Staff

Enclosure: As stated = . ‘ .' DISTRIBUTIO_N ’
' ' S e ' -~ +LJChandler =~ RBaer - L
- cc w/o enclosure: To the Service List’ -~ HJMcGurren  DVassallo - L
E - ' : SATreby HSmith - L
HShapar * OLynch - EP _
: TEngelhardt -WRegan - EP .
JScinto © °  ELD FF (2)
o - : WPaton. = ° " NRC Central File
A L , - - ~HRood - L LPDR
A ' : ' ®RA2)
OFFICE > u - OELD i - ¥ e _ . . 3 Chron
somames |LJChandlerag =~ ‘ | |
oarex [ 42714=78 o o i

NRC FORM 318 (9-76) NRCM 0240 ‘ ) rus. aovénuurn-r PRINTING AFFICFE: 1878 — asa.asa
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November 17,

Dy, Jdoseph M, H
Huclear Hegulat
L7177 H Street - -

N,W, Washington, D.,C. 20355

lendrie, Cnairman
cry Gommpission

Dear Dr. Hendrie:

1 am writing to you concerning nuclear energy.

Czlifornia should not build any more nuclear power plants,

I feel that the state of
However, if

they have to be built, they should build these pewer plants in a more
isolated area such as the desert., If this is going to be the energy of

future, they should spread the power plants cut cver the country

and not

build them tLoc ciose heavy populated areas. 1 live in San Clements; and

the Szn Cnofre Power Plant i1z not too far from
hate the ocean and kKiil mucn marine life,

I feel that this will proba
but more safety precautions sitould be takin To
- I realize that many people zre against nuclear e

to prepare the people for this type of energy,
‘distribute informaticn letting the people know
- of this type ol energy, and now it can he;p us

Slnker¢y yOu

| «»»41 74 e
/

my home, If there was ever
a nuclear explosion, it would kill wmany people; and it would also contami-

oly be the main source of eneb*y in the future,
srevent any kind of explosion,

energy. 1 thirk in order
the government should

the gocd and the bad points

in the future,

r's ’
? 7

/

[l g
i fS oo

\./

Leslie Bonghi

cC

. ot
)
/

.{/ |



UNSTED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION -
In the Matter of

Pocket No.(s) 50-361
‘ 50-362

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON
COMPANY, ET AL.

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

[N AN N RN RN NN

»CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that I have this day served the foregoing document (s)
upon each person designated on the official service list compiled by
the Office of the Secretary of thc Commission in this proceeding in
accordance with the requirements of Section 2.712 of 10 CFR Part 2 -
Rules of Practice, of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Rules and
Regulations. : '

Cated at Washington, D.C. this

%J/ZZJ day of /l/&" 4 1978—"

~

/ oo :
e ARe LA T
— /é/ /(/4 (. Z [ /& ébé'(, i ;IK.(;{//’_

Officc’of khe Sccretary of the Cémmission
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UNITED STATES CF AMERICA
NUCLEAR RTGJL}TORJ COMMISSION
In the Matter of )
) | o

SOUTHERY CALITORWIA EDISOH ) Docket No.(s) 50-351
COAPANY, ET AL. ) A 53-362
(San Onofre Muclear Generating Y

Station, Units 1 and 2) )]

SERVICT. LIST

Tvan W. Smith, EHsg,, Chairman : ~ Janice I. Kerr, Esx.
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board J. Calvin Simpson, Esq.
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission California Dub‘ic Utlllt'es Cowm1051on
Washington, D.C. 20555 5066 State Building

_ - San Francisco, California 94192
Dr. Cadet H. Hand, Jr., Director o -
Bodega Marine Laboratory. _Alan R. Watts, Esq.

University of California ' - California First 3ank Building :
P.0. Box 247 . - - 1055 Yorth Main Street, Suite 1027
Bodega Bay, California 94923 Santa Ana, California 92701

Mr. Lester Iornbll“h Jr. - Richard J. Wharton, Isq.

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board 4655 Cass Street, Suite 304

U.S. Huclear Regulatory Commission " San Diego, California 92109

Washington, D.C. . 20555
o Lyn Harris Hicks

Counsel for WRC Staff . - Advocate for GUARS
Office of the Executive Legzal Director 3908 Calle Ariana
~U.S. tNuclear Regulatory Commission San Clemente, California 92872

Washington, D.C. 20555 . _
" Mr. Hal Thomas,. Director

Charles R. Kocher, Esq. ’ Fnvironmental Coalition of‘ﬂrange
James A. Beoletto, Esq. County :
Southern California Edison Conoany 206 West Fourth Street

2244 Yalnut Grove Avenue _ ‘Santa Arna, California 92721

Rosemead, California 91770
‘Phyllis ¥. Gallagher, Esq.

David R. Pigott, Esq. ‘ _ . 615 Civic Center Drive West
Samuel B. Casey, Esq. ' _ : Santa Ana, California 92701
Chickering and Gregory - o

Three Fmbarcadero Center : David . i1man, Esq.

San Francisco, California 94111 . Robert G. Lacy, ¥sq. :

S i ' . San Diego Gas & Electric Company
Mr. Lloyd wvon Haden . P.0. Box 1331

2039 Foothill Drive San Diezo, California 92113
Vista, California 92083 . ' . o :
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© 'Ivan W. Smith, Esq., Chairman

- Atomic Safety and Licensing Board .

" U.S: Nuclear Regulatory Commission .
Washmgton D C. 20555 '

-, o o ’ L /_"\.: o
cT N ”'4 oo

| '.bf.._:'jOcto'Ber ZQ, 1978 — 'j' ‘.'q' B

' Dr. CadetH. Hand, Jr., Member

Director, Bodega Marine Laboratory

. Umversu:y of California
. P.O..Box 247.

o ‘ - Bodega Bay, Cahforma 94923
' ';A.‘Mr Lester Kornbhth Jr. Memb'er _ el Wi
< Atomic Safety and L1cens_1ng Board -~ .. .0
. Is-. .- U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission e
~ " Washington;,-D. C.: 20555 . :

-

In the Matter of Southern Cahiornla Edlson Company, et al
(San Onofre:Nuclear, Generatmg Station, Units 2 and 13) "
s Docket Nos. 50 361 OL and 50~ 362 OL o

LA

. Gentlemen: - .-

~ In accordance with the Licensing Board's’ I\;‘emoi'andum and Order of October 2, -
71978, this is to advise ‘the Licensing Board of the status of the NRC Staff's dis-
covery and its estimates for issuance of the Safety Evaluation Report and envi-
ronmentil statements as well as a date for commencement of the hearing. On -
" June 23, 1978, the Staff served interrogatories upon Intervenors Friends of the
Earth, etal. (FOE) and GUARD. To date, responses have been received only-
. from FOE. GUARD's responses, pursuant to the L1cens1ng Board's Order
Compelling GUARD to Respond to NRC Staff Interrogatories, dated.September 29,
+1978, were to be served on or before October 15, 1978, On October 17, 1978
. the unders1gned ‘was 1nformed by.Counsel for GUARD that service of GUARD'
responses. Would be made on that date. : : :

>vRegard1ng the 1ssuance of the Staff 's Safety Evaluatmn Report and envn-onmental
" statements’, we. currently expect to issue the Safety Evaluation Report in February,
1979, the Draft Envn'onmental Statement m early November 1978 and the Fmal
.Env1ronmenta1 Statement in March 1979 R e

;- OFFICED™ N

© . SURNAME D

_DATED T R R SR SRPILR T U S

* U: 8. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE: 1978 = foa_.asa

NRC FORM 318 (976) NRCM 0240 .
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. Vt’!th respect to commencement of the hearmg ¢ the Staff proposes the followmg

. schedule (which includes mtermedxate m11estones)
DES issued L e : early November 1978
'SER issued . . R 'carly February 1979 _
FES issue_d | o . ‘, -early March‘ 1‘979-
R -.VFmal discovery requests on L L
N ;envn'onmental matters served ‘March 24, 1979 -
R -Responses to 1nterrogatories on [
T vi‘env1ronmental matters served C _Aprll 12, 1979
N VResponses to- requests for documents AR
"~ on envxronmental matters served T ;pApril‘_.ZS_;z_1979
. ‘ :Flnal Prehearmg Conference ':»_' . ﬁ‘_v'j AT T
i-en env1ronmenta1 matters AT May 9,1979 ¢ -
: ’:‘"}Testxmony f11ed on envn'on-"‘; ";_‘_ Sl
L mentalmatlers 0T Mey22, 1979 0
| ;'_’;Hearin'g commences on" : - T P o
env1ronmenta1 matters "“ , o June?,1979 . - . . 7
G ‘SER supplement mcludmg ACRS T
o ce 'letter and Staff responses thereto . late June1979 = - -
o . : E ‘tFmal chscovery requests "

' .I'.-‘on safety matters served - "'”"’.'Iuly- 7, 1979 ‘

Responses to mterrogatomes - T ST
“on safety matters served ST July 26519790 '

':‘,;._‘Response?:to@requests’ for'»docu‘—f'-“ Ll Dl B
ments on safety ;n_atters served . " Augustll, 1979 ..

A '."Fmal Prehearmg Conference -
: on safety matters T September 6 1979
{I‘estimony fil‘ed 'qn;s'afety'_rhatt_ers '; September 25 1979

2 - .

LTICT

OFFICED ) .-',‘matters - o ctober 717:1,"19 9":;_} B

SURNAME >

B R N

pated |.0. ANRVICIAINTS PR

NRC RORM 318 (9.76) NRCM 0240 L YZ Ui 8. GOVERNMENT DRINTING OFFICE: 1878 —'-.;,-a‘ S



~ Of course; the Staff would expect d1scovery regarding safety matters to commernce
upon issuance of the SER in February 1979 and’ would not await issuance of the

, ;supplement.- Thus; dlscovery, if any, after. 1ssuance ‘of the SER, would bé anti~

- c1pated to be minimal and hmxted to matters not prevmusly addressed in the SER .

The foregomg schedule is tentatwe and is sub]ect to change as. the Staff's review
| .progresses. Furthermore, it assumes that dxscovery requests based on the SER
"~ and supplement and FES w1ll be filed w1thin about two’ ‘weeks after issuance of =
‘the respective; documc.nt G1ven the cxtenswe perlod over which discovery has
been underway thus far such more: 11m1ted penod seems-to be’ ent1rely appro- .
K priate The schedule also is. based on responses to discovery requests being -
oL served-as. prov1ded by the Comm1ss1on 's Rules-of Practxce _specifically 10 CFR
s o 8872, 740b(b); ‘and’2.741 (d) and the prefxlmg of written testimony pursuant to i
) CFR§2 743(b) S ‘ S

- [
1A .- L

edie LT Lawrence ). ‘:Chémdlér. .
‘ B Counsel for NRC Staff

P
R

- cci. " Janice E. Kerr, Esq. Rlchard 7. Wharton, Esq:
P .0+ JCalvin Simpson, Esq..-. .. .. Mrs. Lyn ‘Harris Hicks_ S "‘ ‘
e ‘Lawrence Q: Garcia} Esq RS, Phyllis M. 'Gallagher, Esq:’ ,
'+ - RollinE. Woodbury, Esq: - U1 Atomic Safety and L1cens1ng o
-~ David N. Barry Il Esq. " Board Panel - S
. 'James A. Beoletto, Esq e 'Atormc Safety and Llcensmg
_Davxd R. ngott Esq _ SRR - Appeal. Panel” : .
Alan'R. Watts Esq.. - :. L Docketmg and Serv1ce Sectmn S
R ;DISTRIBUTION e : o L
" LIChandler . ~-WRegan = EP e el
‘.HJ\/IcGurren ~ELD. FF (2) A ' oo T L
e SATreby _ L i .‘-NRC Central File 7. S v L
" “HShapar ~* - - LPDR/ o T
- TEngelhardt XX'(2) .
* WPaton i . + Chrom*:
© HRood ~L-. . - - o
. RBaer - L .
DVassallo - L L R T t el
HSmith - L } e o
*'OLynch ER T

-,

e | omﬂ@\\/: R SN R E A

sumnani > LJGhandleN 5d SARSBy -

NTT0720778 T |0 B0 N g [ | o

DATE D>
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DAVID R. PIGOTT

SAMUEL B. CASEY . ’//
CHICKERING & GREGORY

Three Embarcadero Center ﬂ%é&?i%g’
Twenty-Third Floor

San Francisco, California 94111
Telephone: (415) 393-9000

CHARLES R. KOCHER

JAMES A. BEOLETTO

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
P. O. Box 800

2244 Walnut Grove Avenue

Rosemead, California 91770

~Telephone: (213) 572-1900

Attorneys for Applicants,
Southern California Edison Company
and San Diego Gas & Electric Company

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

Docket Nos. 50-361 OL
50-362 0L

In the Matter of

)

)

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA )

EDISON COMPANY, et al.,) SECOND DISCOVERY AND

) STATUS REPORT OF APPLICANTS
) SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON
) COMPANY AND SAN DIEGO GAS &
).
)

ELECTRIC COMPANY

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

Southern California Edison Company and San Diego Gas &
Electric Company'(hereinafter "Applicants") submit this report in
response to the Memorandum and Order of October 2, 1978, requiring
each party in the above-captioned proceeding to report on or
before October 20, 1978, the status of its discovery and its
estimates for hearing dates.

As of the date of this filing, Applicants have responded

.to interrogatories submitted by FOE, et al. Applicants have not
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® ®
received a discovery request from GUARD.

Applicants are now preparing their case for issuance
of operating licenses for San Onofre Generating Station, Units 2
and 3. The preparation of Applicants' direct case does not re-
quire discovery from any other party at this time.

On June 28, 1978, as a part of its overall preparation
for hearing, Applicants served a first set of interrogatories on
FOE;-gE al. and GUARD, the intervenors in this proceeding. The
primary purpose of these interrogatories was to elicit a specific
articulation of the precise bases for each of the intervenors'
contentions, and to discover the documents.and witnesses each
intervenor will rely on at hearing. FOE, et al. and GUARD have
separately responded to Applicants' first set of interrogatories.
Applicants may engage in additional discovery to further clarify
the intervenors' positions and to examine prospective intervenor
witnesses as they are identified pursuant to 10 C.F.R. §2.740(e).

Applicants are aware of the possibility of summary

disposition of contentions in nuclear licensing proceedings. In

order to facilitate this licensing proceeding, Applicants may
move for summary disposition well before the hearings in this
matter if it appears that as to a particular contention there is
no genuine issue as to a material fact and that Applicants are
entitled to a decision on that contention as a matter of law.
Applicants anticipate being ready to begin safety or
environmental hearings in this matter wifhin thirty (30) days of
receipt of the Safety Evaluation Report (including all supplements
theretq) or the Final Environmental Impact Statement, as the case

may be. Based on correspondence with the NRC Staff, Applicants
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presently estimate that the Staff will complete its review and
issue its Safety Evaluation Report on or before May 1, 1979; and
its Final Environmental Impact Statement on or befere April 1,

1979.

Applicants presently plan initial fuel load of Unit 2

.in February, 1980; and of Unit 3 in May, 1981. This being the

casé Applicants are hopeful that all hearings in this matter

will be completed by September, 1979 so that the initial decision
and the operating license for each Unit can issue without
adversely affecting the initial load date for either Unit 2 or 3.

DATED: October 20 , 1978.

Respectfiully submitted,

DAVID R. PIGOTT
SAMUEL B. CASEY
CHICKERING & GREGORY

CHARLES R. KOCHER
JAMES A. BEOLETTO
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY

/s/ .David R. Pigott
DAVID R, PIGOTT

One of Counsel for Applicants
Southern California Edison Company
and San Diego Gas & Electric Company

By
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that on the Z—U day of October, 1978,

a copy of the foregoing SECOND DISCOVERY AND STATUS REPORT OF

APPLICANTS SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY AND.SAN DIEGO GAS &

ELECTRIC COMPANY was served upon each of the following by deposit

in the United States mail, first-class postage prepaid, addressed

as follows:

Ivan W. Smith, 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, California 94923

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

Lawrence J. Chandler, Esq.

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

Janice E. Kerr, Esqg.

J. Calvin Simpson, Esqg.

Lawrence Q. ‘Garcia, Esq.

California Public Utilities Commission
5066 State Building

San Francisco, California 94102

David W. Gilman

Robert G. Lacy

San Diego Gas & Electric Company
P. O. Box 1831

San Diego, California 92112

James H. Drake, Vice President
Southern California Edison Company
P. O. Box 800 '

2244 Walnut Grove Avenue

Rosemead, California 91770
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John R. Bury, General Counsel
Charles R. Kocher, Esq.

James A. Beoletto, Esq. ,
Southern California Edison Company
P. 0. Box 800

2244 Walnut Grove Avenue

Rosemead, California 91770

Alan R. Watts, Esq.

Rourke & Woodruff

California First Bank Building
10555 North Main Street, Suite 1020
Santa Ana, California 92701

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

Phyllis M. Gallagher, Esq.
615 Civic Center Drive, West
Suite 220

Santa Ana, California 92701

Mrs. Lyn Harris Hicks

GUARD

3908 Calle Ariana

San Clemente, California 92672

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

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel
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

E{MMA{M

SAMUEL B. CASEY L
ts

One of Counsel for Applica
Southern California Edison
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Washington, D.C. = 20555 No. 6168-1

Attention: Chief
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Dear Sir:
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Unit Nos. 2 and 3, Docket Nos. 50-361
and 50-362 _ o R

Enélosed for filing are original and twenty
conformed copies of Notice of Withdrawal of" Counsel in the
above proceeding. _

- Very truly yours,
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

NUCLEAR REGULATORY .COMMISSION

ATOMIC SAFETY_AND LICENSING BOARD

In The Matter Of

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY

Docket Nos. 50-361
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY_ '

.and 50-362

(San Onofre Nuclear Generating
Station, Unit Nos. 2 and_3)

N N e N SN S N

‘NOTICE OF WITHDRAWAL OF COUNSEL

- The undersigned herewith withdraw as attorneys for

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA 'EDISON COMPANY in the above proceeding.
The following attorneys will continue to represent

Southern California EdisQn Company: Charles R. Kocher'and

James A. Beoletto.

DATED: __ (5 alhs R (979

- ROLLIN E. WOODBURY §§
Attorney at Law

%§%¢sz722fzf§p&%722f
DAVID N. BARRYJIII
Attorney at Law




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that on the 24th day of
October , 1978, a copy of the foregoing Notice of
Withdrawal of Counsel was served upon each of the following
by. deposit in the United States mail, postage prepaid,

addressed as follows: .

Ivan W. Smith, Esq.

Chairman

Atomic Safety and
Licensing Board

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission

Washington, D.C. 20555

Dr. Cadet-H. Hand, Jr.

Director, Bodega Marine
Laboratory

University of California

P. 0. Box 247

Bodega Bay, CA 94923

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

Lawrence J. Chandler, Esq.

. Office of the Executive
Legal Director -

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission

Washington, D.C. 20555

Janice E. Kerr, Esq.

J. Calvin Simpson, Esqg.

Lawrence Q. Garcia, Esqg.

California Public
Utilities Commission

5066 State Building

San Francisco, CA 94102

David W. Gilman
Robert G. Lacy

San Diego Gas & Electric Co.

P. 0. Box 1831
San Diego, CA 92112

James H. Drake

Vice President

Southern California
Edison Company

P. .0. Box 800

Rosemead, CA 91770

Charles R. Kocher, Esqg.

Southern California
Edison Company

P. 0. Box 800

Rosemead, CA 91770

Alan R. Watts, Esq.
Rourke & Woodruff
California First Bank Bldg.
1055 North Main Street
Suite 1020

Santa Ana, CA 92701

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

- Phyllis M. Gallagher, Esqg.

615 Civic Center Dr., West
Suite 220 '

_Santa Ana, CA 92701

-Lynn Harris Hicks

GCUARD
3908 Calle Ariana
San Clemente, CA 92672

Lloyd von Haden

2089 Foothill Drive
Vista, CA 92083

Atomic Safety and
Licensing Board Panel

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission

Washington, D.C. 20555
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Southern California Edison Comp'any'

P.O. BOX 800
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE
ROSEMEAD, CALIFORNIA 91770

JAMES A. BEOLETTO LAW DEPARTMENT TELEPHONE
ASSISTANT COUNSEL (213) 572-1900

- October 17, 1978

W Ciiad

Secretary
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Attention: Chief Our File
Docketing and Service Section 6168-1

Dear Sir:

Re: San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station,
Unit Nos. 2 and 3, Docket Nos. 50-361
and 50-362 ‘ T

Enclosed for filing are original and twenty conformed
coples of Notice of Appearance in the above proceeding.

Very truly yours,

oo

James A. Beoletto
Assistant Counsel

JB:dpc
.Enclosure



UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In The Matter Of

)
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY, ) Docket Nos. 50-361 OL
et al., g | 50-362 OL
)
)
)

(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 ' Charles R. Kocher

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

Telephone . = >(213).572—3998

Admissions Before the Supréme Court of the State -
of California » :

Name of Party Southern California Edison Company
- 2244 wWalnut Grove Avenue
Rosemead, California 91770

Ch ég_\€?hiélyaz~\C0(.L*m

One of Counsel for Southern
California Edison Company

Dated: - CD & '\"('g \ o\ R




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that on the 24th day of
October , 1978, a copy of the foregoing Notice of
Appearance were served upon each of the following

by deposit in the United States mail, postage prepaid,

addressed as follows:

Ivan W. Smith, Esq.

Chairman

Atomic Safety and
Licensing Board

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission

Washington, D.C. 20555

Dr. Cadet H. Hand, Jr.-

Director, Bodega Marine
Laboratory

University of California

P. 0. Box 247

Bodega Bay, CA 94923

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

Lawrence J. Chandler, Esq.

Office of the Executive
Legal Director

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission

Washington, D.C. 20555

Janice E. Kerr, Esq.

J. Calvin Simpson, Esq.

Lawrence Q. Garcia, Esq.

California Public
Utilities Commission

5066 State Building

San Francisco, CA 94102

David W. Gilman
Robert G. Lacy

San Diego Gas & Electric Co.

P. 0. Box 1831
San Diego, CA 92112

James H. Drake

Vice President

Southern California
Edison Company

P. 0. Box 800

Rosemead, CA 91770

Charles R. Kocher, Esgqg.

Southern California
Edison Company

P. 0. Box 800

Rosemead, CA 91770

Alan R. Watts, Esgqg.
Rourke & Woodruff -
California First Bank Bldg.
1055 North Main Street
Suite 1020

Santa Ana, CA 92701

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

Phyllis M. Gallagher, Esq.
615 Civic Center Dr., West.
Suite 220

Santa Ana, CA 92701

Lynn Harris Hicks
GUARD

3908 Calle Ariana

San Clemente, CA 92672

Lloyd von Haden
2089 Foothill Drive
Vista, CA 92083

Atomic Safety and
Licensing Board Panel

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission

Washington, D.C. 20555
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PHYLLIS M. GALLAGHER

Attorney at Law
615 Civic Center Drive Viest )0 /; 73?
Suite 220 ,

Santa Ana, California-

Attorney for Intervenor, CGUARD

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

Docket Nos. 20-36;.OL
-362 OL

)

_ - )
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON ) RESPONSES TO FIRST SET
COMPANY, ET AL. ) '~ OF INTERROGATORIES
)
)
)

In the Matter of

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

* TO NRC STAFF;
GUARD answers the first set of interrogatories and request
for the production of docpments which were servéd June 23,
1978 as follows: | |

GUARD CONTENTION NO. 1

1. The appllcants have not complied w1th 10 CFR Part 50,
Appendlx E regarding emercency plans since, because
.of inadequate funding and staffing of the several
state and local agencies in?olved, appropriate and
coordinéted emergency plans cannot be develoved.

- 1-1. a. Upon what person or persons do you rely to



e ' e
‘

substantiate vour case on contention number 1?

ANSWER:

GUARD relies on many persons to substantiate its

contentions, among whom are:

1.

Sam Chicas, Assistant Superintendent of Capistrano

Unified School District, Emergency Planning Director.

2. Jen Stratton, Capistrano Unified School District

_ANSWER:

Transportation Director.

The City Manager, Police Chief, and Fire Chief

of San Clemente.

A representative of the radiological section of

‘the Orange County Health Department.

Dr. ﬁonald Doctor, State'of Califérnia Energy
Commission, Sacramento, San Onofre Evacuation
Hearings. |

The author or authors of the "Evacuation Plan

for the Area Surrounding the San Onofre Muclear
Generating Station, July, 1975,* developed by SCE

with cooperation of assistande agencies. '
Provide the addresses and educational and professional
qualifications of any persons named in your response
to a. above.
The adresses known to GUARD pertinent to a. above

are as follows: |

Sam Chicas and Jen Stratton may be reached

at Capistrano Unified School District, Administration

Office, 32972 Calle Perfecto, San Juan Capistrano, Ca.

92675.
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2. Doctor Ronald Doctor,. State of California Energy Commission,

Sacramento, California..
The professional qualifications of the persons listed in a.
above are as yet unknown by GUARD.
c. Identify which of the persons idéntified in a. you intend
to call as witnesses on this contention in this proceeding.
Answer: GUARD is not yet certain which of the above will
be called by it in this proceeding.
d. Inaicate which of the persons identified in c. above that
you anticipate will appear vbluntarily and which under subpoena.

ANSVER: Not applicable, as the answer to c. is undetermined.

1-2.a. Identify the state ahd/or local agencies involved in

development and implémentation of'emergency plans, as
contemplated by Apéendix E to 10 CFR Part SQ,.for San Onofre
Units 2 andv3, referred to in Contention no. 1.
ANSWER: The state.and/or 1o¢al agencies involvéd in development
and‘implementation of emergency plans are:

1. Capistfano Unified School District

2. State Parks Commission, Emergency_Plannihg'

3. City of San Clemente

‘4. State of California Parks and Recreation Dept.

5. Cal Trans

6.  County of Orange.

7. State of California Energy Commission

b. - With which of the agencies identified in a. have you
had any communication(s) (oral or written) in regard to
this facility, at any time? Provide the date(s) of any such

communication(s).



ANSWER: GUARD has had communications with eéch of the

-
»
C dess S
L iR

above agencies over a period of years. The communications

have been mostly by conversation, which GUARD did not

keep records concerning.

c.Identify (providing name, title or position, and address)

each individual communicated with at each agency identified

in b. above, regarding the San Onofre facility.

ANSWER: The following persons have.been communicated

with concerning emergency planning:

1.

Sam Chicas, Emergency Planning Director, Capistrano

Unified School District, address in 1-1 b.

Jen Stratton,'Transportation Director, Capistrano
Unifiedlséhool District, address in 1l-1 b.

Jack Stowe, Pendelton Coast Diréctor of State Parks,
Pendleton Coast Area, State Parks and Beaches,

Del Presidente (Calle) , San Clemente, Ca. 92672,

'Pau1 Muspratt, State Parks, same address as in 3 above.

Lon Spharler, Chief of Planning Division, State of

California Parks and Recreation Départmént, Sacramento,

California.

Al Wheelock, Cal Trans, 120 S. Spring St., Los

Angeles, Ca.

Dr. Ronald Doctor, State of California Energy Commission,

Sacramento, Calif.

d. Provide a copy of all written communications or

summary of all oral communications with each agency

identified in b. above.

ANSWER:

GUARD has no record of such communications.
-4-
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ANSWER:

1-4.

ANSWER:

1-5.

ANSWER:

ANSWER:

Provide summaries df the views, positiong, or
proposed testimony on contention no. 1 of all

persons named in response to Interrogatory 1l-1

that you intend to present during this proceeding.
GﬁARD does not yet have this information.

State the specific bases and feferences uron which
the p;rsons named in.responsé to Interrogatory 1l-1
rely»to sugstanfiate their views regarding contention
no. 1.

GUARD does nof as yet have this information.

To the exteht that Intervenor's case on this contention
will,rely on cross-examination of witnesses presented
by any other party to this proceeding, identify any
material to be relied upon in such cross-examination.
GUARD will rely upon cross—examination of the person
or persons who prepared "Evacuation Plan for the Area
Surrounding the San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station,
July, 1975", prepared by SCE With)cooperatioh of
assistance agencies. | |

Identify all documentary or other material which you

intend to offer as exhibits on this contention in

‘this proceeding.

GUARD intends to offer the following documents, as
well as others as yet not determined:
1. "EP" Emergency Plan, San Onofre Nuclear Generating

Station Units 2 and 3 (FSAR).

-5
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2.. "EPS'"™ Supplement to:Emergency Plan, San Onofre
' Nuclear Generating Station Units 2 and 3 (FSAR).
3. Orange County Emergency. Response Planh San
Onofre Nuclear Generating Station, October, 1975,
of the Orange County Office of‘Emergenéy Services,
4. Unified San Diego County Emergency Service Organization,
Nuclear Power Plant Emergency Response Plan of
the San Diego County Office of Disaster Preparedness.
.5' Emergency Response Plan of the U.S. Marine Corps,
Camp Pendleton, January, 1974,

1-7 a. What amount of funding (in dollars) is‘requiréd'to
develop and implement appropriate and coordinated,
emergency plans, as contemplated by Appendix E to
10 CFR Part.SO, foi San Onofre Units 2 and 3.

' ANSWER: GUARD's.position::is:that the~amswerxzto this question
is of fundamental iﬁportance to Applicant's satisfaction
of iicensing requiremenﬁs,‘and as yet has not been
developed by the.agencieé charged with the responsibility
for developing appropriaﬁe and coordinated:emergency
plans. | |

b. What amount of staffing is required to develop and
implement_appropriate and coordinated emergency plans
as contemplated by'Appendix E to 10 CFR Part 502

ANSWER: GUARD givés the same answer as in a. above.

c. What is the basis for your response in a. and b. above?

ANSWER:. GUARD has reviewed the "Evacuation Plan" referred to
previously in 1-1 a. and 1-5, prepared by Applicant,

and on this document, bases its response. The plan

-6-



ANSWER:

ANSWER:

therein outlined does no more than desigfiate respon-
sibility for developing emergency' plans, with some
inventorying of équipment.b It does not take into
account the many variables which could and would
make the emergency plans far more complicated.
Define the terms “appropriafe“ and "éoordinated"
as used in this contention no; 1. |
"Appropriate" is that planning necessary to assure
safe evacuaéion of projected populations within
stated limitsAof time, and taking .into:account
conditioné of wind, time of night or day, seasonal
Variatiohs, popﬁlation ages, and available routes
for evacuati@n,

"Coordinated" means orderly interaction of support
agencies so that each agency is responsible - for
certain pérts ofnthe emergency plan and is able
and,equipped_to carry out its task.

Considering your responses to the interrogatories

'above, specifically state, in both qualitative and

quantitative terms, the deficiencies in the emergency
plans proposed by applicant in this proceeding, for
San Onofre Units 2 and 3.

GUARD is in the process of writing a book on the
deficiencies of fhé emergency plans. GUARD's basic
objection to the plans is that they are superficial,
mefe aséignment of areas of responsibility without
assessment of the ability of those designated as
responsible for'carrying.out the plan.. The plans

-7~



ANSWER:

appear to GUARD to neglect the possible variations

that could surround an accident, thus complicating

efforts to evacuate the area, or otherwise foiling

the implementation of emergency plans.

GUARD CONTENTION NO. 2

2.

As a consequence of increase 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 that 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).

Upon what person or persons do you rely to substantiate
your.case on contention no. 2?
GUARD relies on the following persons:

Jack Stowe

Paul Muspratt

bave Sikes |

San Onofre Bluffs Housing Office;, Camp Pendleton.

Lon Spharler

Al Wheelock

Provide the addrésses and educational and professional
qualifications of any persons named in your response
to a. above.

GUARD does nof know the educational and professional
qualifications of the above persons. Their addresses

are listed elsewhere in these answers, in 1-1 b.,
_8_
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and in 1—2 c., except for Dave Sikes, Base Natural
.Resourceslofficer,'Camp Pendleton, Calif.

c. Identify which of the persons named‘in a. you
intend to call és witnesses on this contention
in fhis proceeding.

ANSWER: GUARD does not yet know the answer to this question.

d. Indicate which of the persons identified in c. above
that you anticipate will appear voluntarily and which
‘under subpoena.

ANSWER: GUARD cannot answer this as yet.

2-2 Provide summaries of the'views, positions, or proposed
testimony on'contention No. 2 od all persons named in
response to Interrogatory 2-1 that you intend to
present during this proceedihg.

ANSWER: GUARD cannot answer this, since it has not yet
decided which pefsons it will ask to testify.

2-3 State ﬁhe specific'baées and referénces upon which
'the persons named in response to Interrogatory 2-1
rely to substantiate their views regérding contention
no. 2.

ANSWER: GUARD does not Yet have this information.

2-4 To the extent that Intervenor's case on this-contention
will’rely'on cross—examination of witnesses presented
by any other_party to this proceedihg, identify any

' material to be relied on in such cross-examination.

ANSWER: GUARD does not kﬁowvthe answer ﬁo this question at

this time.
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2-5 Identify all documentary or other material which you
intend to offer as exhibits on this contention in
this prqceeding.
ANSWER: The evacuation planning documents referred to
in the answer té 1-6, above, and the following:
1. NRC Staff Brief, Feb. 24, 1975 page 15 Dockets 50-361
and 50-362 re "timely evac.”.
2. NRC Memorandum and Order of Appeals Board re: SO
| Dockets, Jan. 22, 1976 fe: "acceptable time period”.
3. Atomic Licensing Appeal Board Decision of Dec. 24,
1974 (ALAB 248) on appeal by Intervenors of
decision of AEC Licensing Board, Oct. 15, 1973
(LBP 73-76) re: "evacuation feasibility".(Za, c4)3
4. Supplement to Applicants' Environmental Report,
Permit Construction Stage, Appendix A; item 41
re: "population updaté" - (Amendment#1)

- 5, Supplement to SO Applicants Environmental Report,
Construction Permit Stage Vol. 1. Land Use map.:
figures 2.1 and 2.2, and meteorology tables and
reports 2.6.

2-6 a. Identify the federal, state and/or local agencies

involved in traffic contrél and management relating

to Interstate Highway 5.

ANSWER: The agencies involved afe the Orange County
Sherriff's Department, San Clemente Police Department,
california Highway Patrol, San Onofre State Park

. : , , R _ .
Headquarters Staff, Camp Pendleton Marine Corps,
-10-



2-6 b.

ANSWER:

ANSWER:

ANSWER:

® @
Identify the state and/or local agencies or
governmental bodies involved in land-use
management or development, or in demographic
activities in your geographic area of concern.

State of California Parks and Recreation Department,

'San Clemente City Planning Commission and City

Council,. San Juan Capistrano City Planning Commission
and City Counéil, Orange County Planning Commission
and Board of'Supervisofs, Camp Pendleton Marine
Corps, California Costal Commission.

With which of the égencies-identified in a.

and b. above have you had any.communication(s)?
(oral 6f written) in regard to this facility

at any'time? Provide the dates of any such
communications.

GUARD has communicated with all of the above

over a period of yearé, but is unable to provide
dates-of -such communications.-

Iaentify(providihg name, title or poéition,

and address) each individual communicated with

at each agency idéntified in c. aﬁove, regarding
the San Onofre faciiity.

GUARD is unable'to identify such individuals at
this .time..

Provide a cop&»of all written communications

or summary of all oral communications with each

agency identified in c. above.

. -11-



. o N

ANSWER: GUARD does not have records of sﬁch communications
at this time. |
2-7. Describe the geographic area of concern for
purposes of this contention no. 2.
ANSWER: The geographic area of concern for purposes of
Contention no. 2, releating to the feasibility ef
evacuation in order to protect the public safety,
includes the Camp Pendleton fenced, restricted area
horth of Oceanside, the State Parks Department's
deVeloped and undeveloped acreage in both of‘the
low population zones, the costal plain and hill
areas of San Clemente, Capistrano Beach and
San‘Juen Capistrano, and areas of the Cleveland
National Forest.
2-8 Provide, on a year by year basis and in quantitative
terms, traffic statistics forbInterstate Highway
5 in the area defined in your response to Interrogatory
2-7 above, for the years 1973 through 1977 (including
any such data for 1978 as may be available), which |
form the basis for the allegation set forth in
contention no.2 regerding "jincrease in freeway
use in recent years.”
ANSWER: " Some statistics are available from Cal Trans,
but GUARD doee not beiieve that they‘accurately
‘reflect the situation as it exists and can be
observed. GUARD is still searehing for independent
traffic counts to substantiate its observations

-12-
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of increased use, as evidenced by frequent bumper-
to-bumper traffic jams. Daily numbers. are not as
significant an indication of increased use as is
the distribution of that traffic. GUARD has
not yet discovered the statistics whiéh take into

account the congestion which can be observed

during peak periods of traffic.

The traﬁfic testimonv presented by Applicants'
witnessTSheppardAin the'Construction Stage
Hearings_ assumed the free flow of traffic on
the Freeway for escaping populations, and made
no assessment'of Basilone in the event that the
Freeway could not provide a ready means_ofAegress‘

from the area.

The Héa:ing Board fepeétedly informed GUARD that
the “detéils" of evacuation would be dealt with
at .the licensing stage. . GUARD takes the position
thét Applicanté'bear the burden of proof on'this

issue, and that they have not borne it.

Applicants have not addressed the variables of

time, beach use, and other concerns relating

to feasibility of evacuation in the event of

. an accident, Applicants have not addressed the

fact of the new uses to which beach frontage park
land has been put,. and impiicaﬁions of this use

+n evacuation planning.

13-



ANSWER:

2-10

ANSWER:

ANSWER:

2-12

ANSWER:

‘ . -

Indicate, on a year by year basis and in guantitative
terms, population growth in the geographic area of concern
defined in your response to Interrogatory 2-7

above, for the years 1973 through 1977 (including

any such data for 1978 as may be available) For purposes
of this interrogatory, your response should include

a breakdown of resident and transient populations

and specify, in geagraphic¢ terms, where growth has
occurred (in the exclusion area or low population

zone) for each population category  (resident or transient).

GUARD is in the process of gathering such population
information, and will provide it when available.

Specify (a) the exclusion area and (b) the low
population zone, as each is defined in 10 CFR
Part 100, which you have used in your responses
above.

 GUARD considers the exclusion zone to include
the site itself, plus the adjacent beach and surf.

The low population zone was formerly an area of a
four mile radius around the site. GUARD now understands
that this area has been contractéd in response to
its objection that Oceanside not be considered the
' nearest population center of 25,000 or more.

Describe all protective measures which you believe
should be considered in the context of this contention

no. 2.

The protective measures which should be considered
include but are not necessarily limited to those
measures which would assure either the evacuation
or shelter of both resident and transient populations
so that such persons will not be exposed to dangerous
levels of radiation, taking into account that levels
of exposure formerly considered "safe" are now
being questioned by researchers. ‘

a. Describe the "unique geographic sonetraints” as
this phrase is used in this contention no.2.

By "unique geographic constraints" GUARD means the
hill and ocean barriers to egress from the area,

~ the meteorological problems which result from -the:
hill-ocean proximity, the pockets of population
concentrated in the area, and the effects which
+he number and location of roadways have on egress
from the area. o

b. Define, in geographic terms, what is meant by
"in these areas" as this phrase is used in this
contention no. 2.

-14-



ANSWER:

Dated :

The answer to this question is the same as in 2-7,.

October 17,

1978 L B M Lok

Phylils M. Gallagher]

Counsel for GUARD'
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VERITICATICHN

LYN HARRIS HICKS, being first duly sworn, deposes and says:

1. That she is a member of GUARD, of ENVIRONMENTAL COALITION OF
ORANGE COUNTY, SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA VOLUNTEER ENVIRONMENTAL
ORGANIZATIONS, intervenors in this proceeding (hereafter
"intervenors"). '

That she is ADVOCATE for Interyenors in this proceeding.

That she is authorized by Intervenors to execute and verify
the foregoing "RESPONSE OF GUARD, OF ENVIRONMENTAL COALITION

OF ORANGE COUNTY TO INTERRCGATORIES OF NUCLEAR REGULATORY
COMMISSION STAFF AND REQUEST FOR DOCUMENTS TC GUARD-SET NO.1"

4, That she is informed and believes, and upon such information
and belief, affirms that the foregoing RESPONSE OF GUARD, OF
ENVIRONMENTAL COALITION OF ORANGE COUNTY TO INTERROGATORIES
OF NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION STAFF AND REQUEST FOR
DOCUMENTS TO GUARD-SET NO. 1 is true and correct.

DATED: OCTOBER 17, 1973

LytY Harris Hicks

Subscribed and sworn to before
me thiis 17th day of October, 1978.

e fn Tz

Notary Public

In and for the County of Orange,
State of California.

G52

<0 LOU ANN MASON :
4o ST NOTARY PUBLIC - CALIFORNIA
T ORANGE COUNTY

. . . ‘,,‘t . . IS
My Commission expires: ‘ I i il it L
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PHYLLIS M. GALLAGHER RELLTIE e
Attorney at Law _ :
615 Civic Center Drive West

Suite 220

Santa Ana, California 92701

UNiTED STATES OF AMERICA

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION-

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON Docket Nos. 50-361 OL
COMPANY, ET AL 50-362 OL

(San Onofre Nuclear Generating

Station, Units 2 and 3

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby ceftify that copies of GUARD's RESPONSES TO
FIRST SET‘OF INTERROGATORIES Served by NRC Staff in the
above entitled proceeding have been served on the following
by deposit in the United States mail, first class this
18th day of October, 1978} at Santa Ana, California:

Ivan W. Smith, Esqg., 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.0O. 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, Esqg.

Lawrence Q. Garcia, Esqg.

California Public Utilities Commission
5066 State Building

San Francisco, California 94102

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

James A. Beoletto, Esqg.

Southern California Edison Company
2244 Walnut Grove Ave. '
Rosemead, California 91770

David R. Pigott, Esqg.

Samuel B. Casey, Esqg.
Chickering & Gregory

Three Embarcadero Center
Twenty—Thlrd Floor

San Franc1sco, California 94111

Alan R. Watts, Esqg.

Rourke & Woodruff

10555 North Main Street
Suite 1020

Santa Ana, California 92701

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

David W. Gilman

Robert G. Lacy

San Diego Gas & Electric Company
.0. Box 1831

San Diego, California 92112

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

Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal Panel (5)
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Docketing and Service Section (3)
Office of the Secretary

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Comm1551on
Washington, D.C. 20555

Phyllls M. Gallaghér
Counsel for GUARD
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~ Dr. Cadet H. Hand, Jr.
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| September 13, 1978

R

Phyllis M. Gallagher, Esq. . ‘ o

Suite 220 - !
615 Civic Center Drive West - '0
Santa Ana, California 92701 §

o In the Matter of '
Southern California Edison Company, et al
(San Onofre Nuclear Generating Statign, Units 2 and 3)
: Docket Nos. 50-361 OL and 50 362 OL

Dear Ms Ga]]agher

In accordance w1th our dlscuss1on'on September 5, 1978, enclosed is
. a copy of the Conmission's Rules of Practice, 10 CFR Part 2 (current .
through June 30,(J1978 - the most recent update I have), and the .

Licensing Board's Memorandum- and Order- of January 27, 1978.

' S1ncere1y,
- ' e Lawrence .J. -Chandler
-~ . Counsel for NRC Staff
Enclosure
«cc: (w/o enclosure) . R .
Ivan W. Smith, Esq. : - - James A. Beoletto, Esq.

David R. Pigott, Esq.

Mr. Lester Kornblith, Jr. - Samuel B. Casey, Esq.
Janice E. Kerr, Esq. - . Alan R. Watts, Esq. :
J. Calvin Simpson, Esgq. Richard -d. Wharton, Esq.
Lawrence Q. -Garcia, Esq. Mrs. Lyn Harris Hicks

Rollin E. WOodbury, Esq. David W. Gilman
David N. Barry, III, Esq. " Robert G Lacy
Atomic Safety:and Licensing; Atomic Safety and L1cens1ng ’

‘Appeal Panel K Board Panel

. Docket1ng_and Service Section

ormces VOELDMLAL oo diii SRS SOOI oo e el
- . M T 4 .

csurRNaMED> Lo RN e A eersesreians) O N T ST

- pate> |, y FGe Xt s S S R PP TISTTPPIOPRs e ienenaene

' NRC FORM 318 (9.76) NRCM 0240

. *‘U.S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFiFlcﬁ: 1978 - 265 - 769
: . . o
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L UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of 7/?/?5?

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON
COMPANY, ET AL.

Docket Nos. 50-361 OL
50-362 OL

\,
.

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

AR WA WA . Y W

NRC STAFF MOTION TO COMPEL RESPONSES
TO INTERROGATORIES SERVED UPON GUARD

On June 23, 1978, the NRC Staff served upon Intervenor GUARD, its first set

of interrogatories and request for production of documents, copy attached,
pursuant to 10 CFR §§ 2.740b and 2‘.(7‘41. In accordance with 10 CFR §§ 2.740(b) -
and 2.710, responses to the Staff's interrogatories were to be filed by July 12,
1978. This date was extended by Memorandum and Order Qf this Board dated

July 31, 1978, until August 18, 1978. To date, the Staff has not received GUARD's

responses.

It is fundamental that discovei‘y procedures are appropriately employed to provide
parties with a mutual knowledge of the facts in each other's possession, relevant

to their respective position on the issues in a proceeding so as to avoid causing

the hearing process to be a "game of blind man's buff." See Commonwealth

Edison Company (Zion Station, Units 1 and 2), ALAB-196, 7 AEC 457, 460 et

seq., (1974) and cases cited therein; and, Northern States Power Company,




. . e
et al (Tyrone Energy Park, Unit 1) LBP-77-37, 5 NRC 1298, 1300-1301 (1977).
The Staff considers its interrogatories to be reasonable and relevant to the
contentions admitted by the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board by its Memoran-
dum and Order of January 27, 1978, and that they relate to GUARD's claim or
defense regarding each such contention. The Staff further believes that
responses to its interrogatories are necessary for the cémplete and proper

preparation of its case in this proceeding.

Accordingly, the Staff hereby moves that the Licensing Board enter an order
compelling GUARD to respond promptly to'each interrogatory served upon it
by the Staff on June 23, 1978.

Respgctfully,

0 ’ )
YLawrence J. €handler
Counsel for NRC Staff

‘Dated at Bethesda, Maryland °
this 5th day of September, 1978
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING ROARD

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)

(NN L W W W a4

NRC STAFF INTERROGATORIES AND
REQUEST FOR DOCUMENTS TO GUARD - SET NO. 1

The NRC Staff hereby requests that the Intervenor, GUARD , pursuant to 10 CFR

'§§ 2.740b and 2.741, answer separately and fully, in w.riti.néunder oath or affir-
mation, the following interrogatories within fburteen (14) days after service hereof
~and produce or make available for inspection and copying, all documentary materi‘al
1dent1f1ed m the responses to interrogatories below. To the extent that copiesbf
the documentary material cannot ozf‘w111 not be prov1ded to the NRC Staff access
for inspection and copying' should be provided at a mutually agreeable place, time
and date. Each response to the in.terrogatories below shall be under oath. or
affirmation of the individual(s) who prei)ared the response andt shall identify

' a.hy other individual(s) who contributed thereto. for all references requested

in these interrogatories, identify them by authdr, title, date of publication and
publisher if the refefence is published,. and if it is not published, identify thé |
document by the author, title, the date it was Writteﬁ, the qualifications of the
author relevant to this proceeding, ahd where.a copy of the document may be

obtained.
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The interrogatories set forth below are to be considered the Intervenor's continuing
obligation. Accordingly, if, after the Intervenor has answered these interroga-
tories, additional information comes to its attention with respect to one or more

of the answers, the answers should be amended in a timely manner to provide

'such additional information.



1-1.

1-2.

o - @

GUARD CONTENTION NO. 1

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, appro-
priate and coordinated emergency plans cannot be developed.

Upon what pérson or persons do you rely to substantiate

your case on contention number 1?

Provide the addresses and educational and professional qualifications

of any persons named in your response to a. above.

Identify which of the persons identified in a. you intend to

call as witnesses on this contention in this proceeding.

Indicate which of the persons identified in c. above that you

anticipate will appear voluntarily and which under subpoena.

Identify the state and/or local agencies involved in development
and inﬁplementat'ion of emergency pl‘ans,‘ as contemplated by
Appendix E to 10 CFR Part 50, for San Onofre Units 2 and 3,

referred to in Contention no. 1.

With which of the agencies identified in a. above have you had

any communication(s) (oral or written) in regard to this facility,

at any time? Provide the date(s) of any such communication(s).

. .



1-4.

1-5,

1-6.

1-7.

° . e

c. Identify (providing name, title or position, and address) each
individual communicated with at each agency identified in b.

above, regarding the San Onofre facility.

d. Provide a copy of all written communications or summary of all

oral communications with each agency identified in b. above.

Provide summaries of the views, positions, or proposed testimony on’
contention no. 1 of all persons named in response to Interrogatory 1-1

that you intend to present during this proceeding.

State the specific bases and references upon which the persons named
in response to Interrogatory 1-1 rely to substantiate their views regarding

contention no. 1.

To the extent that Intervenor's case on this contention will rely on cross-

examination of witnesses presented by any other party to this proceeding,

identify any material to be relied upon in such cross-examination.

“Identify all documentary or other material which you intend to

offer as exhibits on this contention in this proceeding.

a. What amount of funding (in dollars) is required to develop and
implement appropriate and coordinated emergency plans, as
contemplated by Appenc'li:;: E to 10 CFR Part 50, for San Onofre

Units 2 and 3?



1-8.

. -5 .

b. What amount of staffing is required to develop and implement
appropriate and coordinated emergency plans as contemplated

by Appendix E to 10 CFR Part 50?
c. What is the basis for your response in a. and b. above?

d. - Define the terms "appropriate" and "coordinated" as used in

this contention no. 1.

'Considering your responses to the interrogatories above, specifically

state, in both qualitative and quantitative terms, the deficiencies in-
the emergency plans proposed by the applicant in this proceeding, for

San Onofre Units 2 and 3.



2-1.

2-2.

o - o

GUARD CONTENTION NO. 2

2. As a consequence of increase 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 bemade 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).

a. Upon what person or persons do you rely.to substantiate your

case on contention number-2? -

b. Provide the addresses and educational and professional qualifica-

tions of any persons named in your response to a. above.

c. Identify which of the persons named in a. you intend to

call as witnesses on this contention in this proceeding.

d. Indicate which of the peréons identified in c. above that you

anticipate will appear voluntarily and which under subpoeha.

Provide summaries of the views, positions, or proposed testimony on
contention no. 2 of all persons named in response to Interrogatory 2-1

that you intend to present during this proceeding.



2-3.

2-4.

2-5.

at any time? Provide the date(s) of any such communication(s)

o .- @

State the specific bases and references upon which the persons named
in response to Interrogatory 2-1 rely to substantiate their views regarding

contention no. 2.

To the extent that Intervenor's case on this contention will rely on cross-
examination of witnesses presented by any other party to this proceeding,

identify any material to be relied upon in such cross-examination.

Identify all documentary or other material which you intend to offer

as exhibits on this contention in this proceeding. -

Identify the federal, state and/or local agencies involved in traffic

management and control relating to Interstate Highway 5?

Identify the state and/or local agencies or governmental bodies
involved in land-use management or development, or in demo-

graphic activities in your geographic area of concern?

With which of the agencies identified in a. and b. above have you

had any communication(s) (oral or written) in regard to this facility

-

- Identify (providing name, title or position, and address) each

~ individual communicated with at each agency identified in c.

above, regarding the San Onofre facility.



2-7.

2-8.

2-9.

2-10.

-8 - I
e. Provide a copy of all written communication ‘or summary of all

oral communications with each agency identifi=d in c. above.

Describe the geographic area of concern for purposes of this conten-

tion no. 2.

Provide, on a year-by-year basis and in quanti’gative térms, >traffic
statistics for Interstate Highway 5 in the area defined in your response
to Interrogatory 2;7 above, for the years 1973 through 1977 (including o
any such data for 1978 as may be available), which form the basis for

the allegation sét forth in contention no. 2 regarding "increase in free-

way use in recent years."

Indicateb, on a year-by-year basis and in quantitative terms, population
growth in the geographic area of concern defined in your respdnse to
Interrogatory 2-7 above, for the years 1973 through 1977 (mcludmg

any such data for 1978 as ‘may be available). For purposes of this

'mterrogatory, your response should include a breakdown of resident

and transient populations and specify, in geographic terms, where
growth has occurred (in the exclusion area or low population zone) = .

for each population category (resident or transient).

Specify (a) the exclusion area and (b) the low population zone, as each
is defined in 10 CFR Part 100, which you have used in your responses

to the interrogatories above.




® - 9- o

2-11. Describe all protective measures which you. believe should be considered

in the context of this contention no. 2.

2-12.  a. Describe the "unique geographic constraints" as this phrase is

used in this contention no. 2.

b. Define, in geographic terms, what is meant by "in these areas"
as this phrase is used in this contention no. 2.
Respectfully submitted,

K001 14 % / a’x‘mﬁf/&/

Lawrence J. Chandler
Counsel for NRC Staff

Dated at Bethesda, Maryland

‘this 24rd day of June, 1978
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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)

A N . " A g e

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that copies of "NRC STAFF MOTION TO COMPEL RESPONSES TO
INTERROGATORIES SERVED UPON GUARD" in the above-captioned proceeding
have been served on the following by deposit in the United States mail, first
class, or, as indicated by an asterisk, through deposit in the Nuclear Regula-
tory Commission's internal mail system, this 5th day of September, 1978:

Ivan W. Smith, 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.

California Public Utilities Commission
5066 State Building C
San Francisco, California 94102

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

James A. Beoletto, Esq.

Southern California Edison Company
2244 Walnut Grove Avenue

Rosemead, California 91770

David R. Pigott, Esq.

Samuel B. Casey, Esq.
Chickering & Gregory

Three Embarcadero Center
Twenty-Third Floor _
San Francisco, California 94111

Alan R. Watts, Esq.

Rourke & Woodruff

10555 North Main Street
Suite 1020

Santa Ana, California 92701

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



Mrs. Lyn Harris Hicks

GUARD

3908 Calle Ariana

San Clemente, California 92672

David W. Gilman

Robert G. Lacy

San Diego Gas & Electric Company
P. O. Box 1831

San Diego, California 92112

Phyllis M. Gallagher, Esq.
Suite 220

615 Civic Center Drive West
Santa Ana, California 92701

.‘

Atomic Safety and Licensing

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

Atomic Safety and Licensing

Appeal Panel (5)*
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555

Docketing and Service Section (3)
Office of the Secretary

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

%&W;%@@u

Lawrence J. Chandler
Counsel for NRC Staff




“ UNITED STATES OF AMERICA °
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

o 9/27 /75 :
Application Of - Docket Nos. 50-3610L
: 50-3620L

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA
EDISON COMPANY, et al.

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

R N I S W P

DESIGNATION FOR SERVICE

Pursuant to 10 C.F.R. §2.708(e), the following
person should be deleted as a person on whom service may
be made in the above-entitled matter on behalf of San
Diego Gas & Electric Company:

William W. Colston, Vice President
Project Management

San Diego Gas & Electrlc Company
P. O. Box 1831 _

San Diego, California 92112

- The following persons are designated as those on
.whom service may be made in the above-entitled matter on
behalf of San Diego Gas & Electric Company:

David R. Pigott

Samuel B. Casey

Chickering & Gregory

Three Embarcadero Center

San Francisco, California 94111

David W. Gilman

Robert G. Lacy

San Diego Gas & Electric Company
P. O. Box 1831 :
San Diego, California 92112

This Des1gnat10n for Service supersedes all previous
de51gnatlons for service in the above-entitled matter.

Executed at San Francisco, Callfornla, this 29th
day of August, 1978.

Gt 2\

Samuel B. Casey

One of Counsel for
San Diego Gas & Electric Company
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

i herebylcertify that on the 29th day of August, 1978,
a copy of the foregoing DESIGNATION FOR SERVICE on .behalf of
San Diego Gas & Flectric Company in Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Docket Nos. 50-3610L and 50-3620L. was served upon -each of the

following by\deposit in the TInited States mail, first-class

postage prepaid, addressed as follows:

Ivan W. Smith, Esq., Chairman
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. - 20555

Dr. Cadet H. Hand Jr., Member
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
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
U. 'S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555

‘Lawrence J. Chandler, Esqg.
Office of the Executive
Legal Director
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. . 20555

James H. Drake, Vice President
Southern California Edison Fomoanv
P. O. Box 800

Rosemead, California 91770

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

James A. Beoletto, Esq.

Southern California Edison Companyv
P. O. Box 800

Rosemead, California 91770

David W. Gilman

Robert G. Lacy

San Niego Gas & Electrlc Company
P. 0. Box 1831

San NDiego, California 92112
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Janice E. Kerr, Esq.

J. Calvin Simpson, Esq.
Lawrence Q. Garcia, Esq.
Public Utilities Commission

.State of California

5066 State Building
San Francisco, California 94102

Alan R. Watts, Esq.

Rourke & Woodruff

California First Bank Building
10555 North Main Street, Suite 1020
Santa Ana, California 92701 .

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

Phyllis M. Gallagher, Esq.
615 Civic Center Drive West

Suite 220

Santa Ana, California 92701

Mrs. Lyn Harris Hicks

'GUARD

3908 Calle Ariana

- San Clemente, California 92672

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

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

Docketing and Service Section
Office of the Secretary

U. 8. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555

DAVID R. PIGOTT
SAMUEL B. CASEY
CHICKERING & GREGORY

o

RS

. \ N A
. By ¢ '”(XAM&QKMBKXOMQQQA .
' Ooneg—-of Counsel for Applicants
Southern California Edi'son
Company and San Diego Gas &
Electric Company




LEE STEEIMAN, President ' ' SR
144 Ave. De 1a Paz-

. San Clemente, Ca. 92672 B BLLAEEI)CORRMSPOVD”NCE-.
(714) 492-6808 ~ o
IYN HARRIS HICKS, Advocate -

3908 Calle Ariana . 2/ fg’

.. San Clemente, Ca. 92672

- (714) 492-5078 _

- DOROTHY BOBERG, Research Specialist
-10912 Nestle Ave.

Northridge, Ca. 91326

(213) 363-6502 .

PHYLIIS GALIAGHER, Attorney
615 Civic Center Dr. W. #220
Santa Ana, Ca. 92701

(714) 835-7001

Representatives of GUARD—
ENVIRONMENTAL COALITION CF
ORANGE COUNTY

UNITED STATES CF AMERICA
'NUCLEAR REGUIATORY CQMMISSION

‘BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BCARD

Dacket Nos. 50-361

50~-362 OL
RESPONSES TO FIRST SET CF INTERROGATORIES
TO GUARD-INVIRONMENTAL COALITION CF ORANGE:
COONTY . '

In the Matter of

SOUTHERN CALTFORNIA EDISCN
CO. & SAN DIEGO GAS AND
ELFECTRIC CO. '

(San Onofre Nuclear Generat—
ing - Station, Units 2 and 3).

S Nt N? e e Nt s

| TO SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON CQMPANY AND SAN DIBEGO GAS AND EIECTRIC COMPANY:

Pursuant to 10 C.F.R. sec. 2.74b arc 2. 741, Intervenors GUARD, et al, in the
above entitled action, hereby respond to "FIRST SET CF INTERROGATORIES TO
~ INTERVENCR GUARD" which were served by mail cn Intervenors the 28th day of
»sze, 1978.
- DEFINITIGNS
For purposes of the responses contained herein, the following deflnltlons

shall apply

(a) The term "GUARD" refers to"intervenors”, southern Callfornla environment-
alists of the GUARD organization and Of ENVIRONMENTAL COALITION. OF ORANGE COUNTY,

not an i of fbrmer GUARD organlzatlon name.

(b) The term ”these 1nterrogatorles refers to "flrst set of 1nterrogator1es

served by mail on Intervenors on June 28 1978, by Appllcants.



_'(c)‘ The term. "Appllcants" refers to the proponents of UNzts 2 and 3 of San o
. y
Onofre Nuclear: Generatlng Statlon, Southern Callfornla Edlson Company and San Dlego

].

Gas and Electrlc Company '-; I e~~ ir

(d) The term "NRC" refers to the Unzted States Nuclear Regulatory Comm;sszon,'

successor of the Unlted States AtOMlC Energy Comm1551on, hereafter "AEC”

(e) The term "hazard area populatlons" refers to all persons, transient or resi-
" dent, of the 100 mzle-plus distance estlmated in potentlal damage assessment of nuc-
lear power'plant acczdents,publlshed'by-the AEC's Brookhaven Report and Wash 1400.

(f) The term "hlgh-hazard area populatlons refers to all persons, transzent
and resident, of the 10 mile area for whlch government representatives in California
~ State Energy COMMlSSllOH hearings testlf;ed_should be considered for evacuatlon
-in planning for atomlc plant accidents. ‘

(9) The term "v1c1n1ty populations'’ refers to all persons, transient and resldent
of the 50 mlle plant radlus 1dent1f1ed in the AEC Flnal Environmental Statement,on San
Onofre Nuclear Generating Station, as 1980 projected populations in the.vicinity of
‘San Onofre. | f R - |
o (h) The term ”FSAR" refers to the "Final Safety Analysis Report, San Onofre
.Nuclear Generatlng Stations, Units: 2 .and 3" ’ '

(1) The term "EP" refers to the "Emergency Plan~ San Onofre Nuclear Generatlng
‘Tation, Units 2 and 3". '

(i) The term "EPSﬁ refers to the "supplement to Emergency PLan-San Onofre Nuclear
- Generating Station, Units 2 and 3. ' ) ' _ ' »

(k) The term "Edison PLan" refers to "Evacuation Plan for the Area Surrounding
the San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station-July , 1975, developed by SCE with ccoper-
atzon of assistance agencies. N '

(1) The term "a551stance agencies"” refers to federal, state, and local govern—'
mental agencies with Jurlsdlctlon to respond in event of an accident at San Onofre.

" (m) . The term " San Onofre" refers to San Onofre Nuclear éneratlng Station.

'~(n). The term "Orange Plan" refers to Orange County Energency Response Plan—"
San Onofre Nuclear Generating Statlon, October, 1975, of the Orange County Office of
Emergency Services (hereafter"Orange OES") _ ' ' o

(o) The term San Diego Plan"vrefers to the Unified San Diego'County"Emergency
 Service Organlzatlon-Nuclear Power Plant - Emergency Response Plan of the San Dlego
r,County Office of Dlsaster Preparedness (hereafter "San Diego oDP” .

(p) The term Marine Corps Plan" refers to the Emergency aesponse Plan of the
Marlne Corps, Camp Pendleton, Ca. Jan. 1974. ' '

{q) Tbe term "State Plan" refers to State of Calzﬁornza Nuclear Power Plant

Emergency Response Plan, July, 1975, of the Ralologlcal Sectlons of the State of Cal.

2=



V (r) - The term "St’e Parks" refers to California State bepa‘rtment‘of éarks
and Recreatlon. o o .‘, ' o o
(s) The term "expert" refers to a person: who by Vlrtue of h;s knowledge, Sklll
experlence, tralnlng or educatlon,has acqurred -a scientific, technlcal or speczallzed
_knowledge whldh can assist the NRC Licensing Board to understand the evzdence or
determine a fact, opinion, orsclentlflc theory relevant to an 1ssue of thlS proceeding.
(t) The term"populatlon center” (NRC term for population center of 25 000 persons
or. more, transzent or reszdent) in these responses, San Onofre: nuclear plant original
low population zone.
(u) The term "orlglnal low-populatzon znne" refers to. four mlle radlus of San
Onofre Unit 1. - : , 7%%
(v) The term "reduced low~populatlon zone" refers to 1.9 mile population zone
created by Atomic Safety Appeal Board in response to Intervenors challenge of the

Applicants’' claim that Oceanside was nearest populatlon center of 25,000 or more.

RESPONSE - TO. INTERROGATCRY NO 1L

| "At the present time, do you contend that Ap pllcants have not ccmplled with
10 CFR, Part 50 Appendix E regarding. emergency plans since because of the inadequate
funding and. staffing of -the several state and local agenc1es anOlVEd anproprlate

-amd coardinated emergency plans’ cannot be developed”" '

GUARD does not now, and has never, approved the applicant and NRC staff rewording-
of its contentions as set forth in its petitions to intervene. Inadequate funding and
staffing of state and local’agencies doens not provide the only basis for our concern
that approprlate and coordlnated emergency plans WILL NOT be developed, and . 1n fact

are not feasrble. Th us the wording is far too narrow. To be responsive to the
- applicants' wording, we answer "ges", with understandlng that our answer be given

the llmuted application of that context.

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 1 (a) (c) »

l. Applicants operated Sa n Onofre Unit 1 more than six years without any public
evacuatlon plan, and applicants operated San Onofre Unit lO years without a viable - “
public evacuation plan. '

2. The evacuation plans developed in 1975,and slnce (see Definitiion Section
(i)through (k) and (n) through (gq))are all "response plans”, merely elaboratlng actions
which should be taken by avallable asszstance agencies staff and available equipment,
on available transportation routes, and using available fac111t1es, without assessment
.of staff, equipment and faczlltles NECESSARY for FEASIBLE evacuation plannlng, and costs
prospects. and procedures of obtalnlng them. ' ‘

' g_3. Assistance agenc1es responszble for evacuatlan planning in the original low-
Apopulatlon zone and the- hlgh-hazard areas, have never been given(be either applicants

or governmental agenczes) the information theg ‘requested of ‘time and dlstance parameters
; S :



which are necessary foul® tlon-beglnnlng of adequate ev!:at.ion planning 3
N 4. Unzque geographlc condltlons box in populatlon areas between the ocean and _

. the h;lls of the Cleveland Natzonal Forest, S0 that the two and only public hlghWayS
trend the same dlrectlons(NW and NNW to ESE, SE and SSE, wlth rsultant populatlon A
clustered along them.: Thus evacuatzon necessztates road constructlon, or unusual

- evacuation equipment, for which there is no fundlng provzszon, anywhere. ' h

5. Passage of the Jarv1s-Gann Initiative is requlrlng cuts in. staff and equzp- f
'ment replacement of the various asszst agenczes, and prospects loom great for more
- severe. cutbacks in future years. ' , _ ‘ ' ' |

'A 6. The varlous a551st agencies consider themselves understaffed for normal operatlo
and with no cushion for emergencies. The effects of such financial llmltatlons, the '
appllcants decline responszblllty to evaluate. ' : '

7. No evacuation drill has.been conducted by the appllcants durlng the entire
10 years of - San. Onofre Unit I, only two communlcatlon drills o "contact communlcatlon
which did not even- 1nclude the transmission of the requ1red 1nformatlon of the Edlson
Plan, ie: time, date, partles of the call, estimate of duratlon and amount of act1v1tg
of the release, wind speed, direction, and estimate of two-hour whole-body and thgrord
doses at selected downwznd dlstances. Each phone call to EACH person on the list must
. be . returned,to verify...as a ‘protection against- prank calls.

8. Not even a coordinated drlll has been performed to establish the functioning
of the complex intermeshing of. assist agency jurisdictional authorities.

9. . No 1nfbrmatlon about plume directions, spread behavzor, 1ts speed of movement
under varglng wind conditions, or lengths of time of bazard potential, has been given :
to assist agencies of low population zone, hlgh-hazard area'or-hazard-area...all basic
- necessities for-functional.evacuation planning. _ '

10. ' The applicant'has not established coordination of response. The evacuation.
plans (see response 1 b,2) do not provide coordinated response. There is-onlydan
assumption that the various assist agencies will make decisions in their own domains,
;Iin response’to changing conditions: of winds, radiation release, fire, storm, traffic

congestion, panic, injuries, etc}. which will hopefully somehOW'mesb mith_one'another

‘rather than conflict.

- RESPONSE TO INTERROGATCRY 1 (b) documents and cumam:x.catmn a whlch contentlon based
1. GUARD«ENVIRONMENTAL COALITION Petltlon to lntervene(Mag l9, 1977 and supplement)

to N RC re: contentions wording.

2. "EP" Emergency Plan-San. Onofre Nuclear Generatlng Station Unlts 2 and 3(FSAR)

3. "EPS" Supplement to Emergencg Plan—San Onofre Nuclear . Generatlng Station Units

2 and 3 (FSAR).

4;. Orange County Emergency Response Plan-san Onofre Nuclear Generatlng Statlon,- ‘

October,l975, of. the Cange County Offlce of Emergency Servzces.
. Y, SO . _



5. UnJ.fJ.ed San Dl‘ County E‘mergencg Servzce Org’zatlon-lvuclear Power 7
Plant Emergencg Response Plan of the San Diego Countg Offlce of Disaster Preparedness.
6. Emergency Response Plan of the US Marine Corps. Camp. Pendleton, Jan. 1974

'[ 7. State of California Nuclear Power Plant Emergency Response Plan of the Radio-

1og1ca1 Sections of the State of Callfornla, July, 1975

8._ Evacuatlon Plan for the Area Surroundlng the San Onofre Nuclear Generatlng
Statlon, July, 1975, of SCE with cooperation of a551st agenc1es(see also Feb 1976)

9. Capistrano Unified School District letters to appllcants 1970, 1971, 1972,
‘reguestlng speczflc time and distance parameters, per testlmong of School Dlstrzct
officials in AEC constructlon-stage permit hearlngs(TR 1206-13) Re: Interog. la,3

10. Map of San Clemente area avallable tbrough San Clemente chamber of Commerce
Re: Interog. 1 a,4 response . '

_11. Maps and descriptive sections of San.Onofre vicinity in Final Environmental‘
Statement related to the proposed San Onofre Umits 2 and 3,March 1973, AEC, and
maps and descriptive sections of Final Safety Analysis of Docket Nos. 50—361, 50-362.
Re: Interog. 1 a,4 rssponse . »

12. AEC FSAR Vol .II pgs. 1-28 Re: Interog. 1 a,5 response _

13. Edison Plan, Vol. 1 4-3 and 4-4. Re: Interog. l a,6 response

-14. State of California Energg Commission‘Hearings,'Testimony, Fall 1976, on -
' Evacuation of theASan'onofre‘Hazard Areas. Re: Interog. 1 a,8 response , h

15. Statelof California Coastal Conservation Commission letter to applicants of
April 10, 1978, advising that proposed barriers to beach use in the exclusion area
would vioclate conditions of permit,.thus necessitating -a n amendment application.
Re._Interog. 1 a,9 response o _' '
' l6. Permit Stage Hearlngs of the AEC on applzcatlon for Units 2 and 3 San Onofre
by Wm. V. Sheppard (Tr 909) . Testimony by AEC Lead Reactor Safety Engineer, John
Sears under cross-examination by intervenors' attorney Bruce Sbarpe. Re: Interof. 1 a,lt

17. Callfornla State Department of ngbwags-Caltrans traffic count records
Re: Interog 1 a, 10 response

18. Appiicants_ response to Interrogative 28 of FOE, et al. July 17, 1978 Re: 1 a,l.
INTERROGATIVE 1 (d) (e)

Identify each and every person.with knowledge of the factual basis or bases for this
cantention, or on whose writings, opinions, or testimony you base this contention;
Identlfyeachandevezypersonwfmyoue}@ecttocallasaw:Ltnessexpertorotherb

i wise, at the hearlng on this oontentlon before the Nuclear Regulatory Cammission Licen-

sing Board and as to each potentlal witness so identified, please prove the ,followmg,
infornation°- (i) State the precise su.bject matter on which the witness is expected -
to testlfy (ii) state the substance of the facts and op:mons to which the witness

- is e.xpected to testify; (iii) Summarize the factual and thecretical bases as well

- as any other grounds, far each opJ.nJ.on to which the w:Ltness is expected to testify.
-l



A response- to satisfy tg "each and every"” ‘request of tgs interrogatory is an
impossibilitg;'there are. Iiterallg hundreds ofipersons-éwith knowledge of the
factual basis or bases for " .our contentlons. We list below some of those whom we'

- are considering as p0551ble w1tnesses, notlng that we may or may not call them, and '

. may take depositiions from several. Also, note (bears on (b) of 1nterrogatorg),

that GUARD's members and ENVIRONMENTAL COALITION'S members do not maintain records

i of 1nterv1ews and- phone conversatlons, we cannot document statements bg officials

bearing on our contentlons, but will attempt in the hearing to- e11c1t testimony

‘repetltlon of pertlnent 1nformatlon.- The llstlng below ‘is for both contentlons (} &2)

l.f Caplstrano Unified School District Asst Supt. Sam Chicas, Emergencg Plannlng '
Director, on fundzng and sta-fflng and approprlate evacuatlon plannlng '

2. ‘Caplstrano Unified School Dzstrlct Transportatlon Dlrector Jen Stratton on o
bu551ng 1og;st1cs. Address:vCap, Unified’ S¢hOOlfDlStIlct, San Juan Capistrano, 'Ca.

3. State Parks Pendleton Coast Director Jack Stowe on_fundihg and’staffing and |
timing . o v A | | '

4. ‘State Parks Emergency Plannlng 0ff1czal Paul ,Muspratt on coordlnatlon and

v elements of effective evacuation. , ,
. Both may be-addressed at the area offices : Pendleton Coast Area, State Parks

'_mjand Beaches, Del: Preszdente (Calle) ‘San Clemente, ca. 92672. i
: 5;f_ City of San Clemente (ome of three) Cltg Manager, Police Chief or Fire Chlef,
not yet determined. ,
6. County of Orange,-probably a representative of the radiological section of the
v Health Department. ' -
7. Camp Pendleton, Dave Slkes, Base Natural Resources Offzcer, or Master Sgt. J.
- Brocato of his office, on roadways, dlstances,.beach use. .
8. Camp Pendleton Base Housing Officer re San Onofre Bluffs community and mobile
housing.- ' .
9. 'State of California Parks and_Recreation Dept. Sacramento, Lon Spharler, Chief '
of Planning Division.
ggé g?igsTgrafflc Dept. Al Wheelock, 120 S. Sprlng, Los Angeles, Ca. traffic cour
11. State of California Energy Commission, Sacramento, Ca.,‘Dr. Ronald Doctor, on

San Onofre Evacuation Hearings and conclusions.
GUARD ard ENVIRONMENTAL COALITION have not proceded 1nto (1) (II) and (111) yet.

‘INTERROGATIVE 2
" At the present time do you contend that as a consequence of increases in freeway _
~“use in’ recent years and the influx of transient and resident 1nd1v1duals into the ex- -
,. »clus:.on area ‘and low populatlon zone, there J.s no longer assurance that effective
_ ’arrangenents can he made to control traffic, or that there is a reasonable probablllty

' 'protectlverreasures oouldbetakenmbehalfoftheudwzmalsmtheseareas, includiz

’ 1f necessary, evacuatlon, partlcularly con51der1ng the unique geographic constraints



{

" in these areas, thus ‘_mants do not comply w:Lth 10‘{ Sectlon lOO 3(a)or (b) 2
GUARD has not, and cannot approve the proposed wordlng of thlS contentlon,on

”'severa;,grounds. l.. The znsertlon of the word "longer" in llne three lnfers prevzous
'assurance, which is not true, The nordlng is 1ncomplete,1n ‘the use of ‘terms. which are
not expresszve of our contentions, the lntent of the contentlon 1s destroged 2. We would
not question that” protectlve measures could be takenf, it is the adequacg‘of the meas-
ures that could be'taken which we challenge, and Whether*there'is assurance that they
"will" be taken, rather than "can . 3. The CFR sections on which our contentions bear
are the application compllance with 10 CFR 100 .3 (a)-(c) and 100 11 (a) 1-3.

Thus, GUARD's answer to interrogatory 2 is"no" as presently worded, however, assuming

the wording will be corrected, we respond to the interrogatory informatively._

INI'ERROGATORY 2 (a) and (c) facts and events on which contention based

Response to 1nterrogatorg 1 (a) and (b) bear in many particulars on interog. 2
and will not be repeated here. Specificaliy: 1,2,3,4 ard 7,8,9 10. v

l. Unique wind conditions send prevailing winds from the WSW and NNW,'wnicb
will carry a spreadzng plume over major populatlons from the plant outward, tbe 50
mile v1c1n1ty populations including sections of both Los Angeles and San Dlego.

. 2. Potentlal density of use of the exclusion area beaches. is uncertain due to_
o Callfornla C6astal Commission requ1rement that beaches be open to the public to'
mean high-tide, and the Comm1551on staff 1nterpretatlon that the construction permlt'
under which the applicants are operating does not permit the control 1nstallatlons
the applicants claim they will. build and malntaln. _

3.  Time elements of applicants' removal of various numbers of beach goers and
" surfers. out in the waves, to the erclusion'area boundary, have not been established
by trial evacuation, so that parks'department staff cannot estimate time needed to
evacuate them to low-population zone boundary.

-4, Since Interstate 5 is the only northerly-southerly trending coastal thor-
.oughfare between the major southern California megalopolises San.Diego and Los Angeles;“
traffic has increased through the years until now it is bumper to bumper, 5-10 mile per
hour in the San Onofre area much of the summer.and on weekends year around,a factor not
‘considered in applicant witness Sheppard's traffic testimony in the construction stage
hearings. | | '

5. Sznce the reduced low-populatlon zone boundary of 1.9 miles is beyond the
Basrlone , freeway on-ramp, the appllcants bear the burden-of-proof to show- that
_evacuees attemptlng to escape by driving onto clogged Freeway 5 would not be trapped
.1n a morass of stalled, abandoned, bumper-to-bumper vehicles , northerly of the low
population zone boundary and wfthln the low populatlon zone ,which burden-of proof
has not been met. ' ' '

' 6. ‘In the interim since evacuation popnlations were considered at permit stage,



- Trestles Beach has bée’ obtainedfi by the State of Caliguia parks and Recreation

Dept. ' ' ' ' . : | - ' . .» S
' v v7; In the lnterlm 51nce permlt stage, the Caltrans Blke Trall has been i,
, developed and fenced, prov1d1ng easy access for beach-goers via foot, skateboard B

and blke, to remote Trestles and southeasterlg beaches.’”
8. In the lnterzm since permlt-stage, the Atomlc Safety and Llcen51ng

AAppeal Board ruled that San Clemente qualifies as a populatlon center of. 25 000 or more
' ,9. In the 1nter1m, Camp Pendleton beaches have been unexpectedlg opened to

publlc use.
INTERROGATCRY 2 (b) IXIKJHENTS.AND CID@MHNICAEUII«S BEARING ON CCSHERIPION

1. Responses to 1nterrogatory 1b apply , ie all evacuatzon plannlng documents
2. NRC Staff Brlef, Feb. 24 1975, page 15 Dockets 50-361,50~362 re: "timely evac."”
3..NRC Memorandum and Order of Appeals Board re: SO Dockets Jan. 22, 1976
re: acceptable time perlod" ' '/
4. Atomic Licensing Appeal Board DeClSIOn of Dec. 24, 1974 (ALAB 248) on appeal
by intervenors of decision of AEC Licensing Board of Oct. 15, 1973 (LBP 73-36)
re: "evacuation feasibility” (2 a, c 4) o _ he T
5. Supplement to Applic. ants' Environmental Report, Permit Constructlnn Stage
Appendlx A Item 41 re:"population update” (Amendment #1)
6. Supplement to SO Applicants Envzr.Report, Constr. Permit Stage VolAl. Land
Use Map figures 2.1 and 2.2, and meteorology tables and reports 2.6.
IN’ERR(I;ATORY.H 2 (@) ard (€) see response to interrogatory 1
INTERROGATORY 3
- At the present time do you contend that the cavities caused by the applicants'
dewatering of the SONGS, Units Zand 3,site will have an unacceptable adverse
effect on the capability of structures ard eqm.pment fcr SON GS, Units 2 and 3 to
withstand the design basis seismic events? etc.

' No, not at this time, but. GUARD appreciates the opportunity hold in abegance
‘a contentlon on the seismic design basis, pending our experts' study of recent o
events which may have bearlng, 1nclud1ng the dewatering wells problem,and will
renew our request for a contention, when and if a basis is determined., whlch is
not.alreadg covered by Intervenors FOE, et al. We will appreciate opportunlty
to call testimony on the FO E contention, if that would suffice , without a
separate contention, but are not ready to determine which course we will take.

© DATED:. August l7 1978

Respectfullg subm;tted,

EZ // 4 ZQZL*JZL, Lee Steelman = o e _
- Lyn Harris Hicks Representatives of
. by Lin Harrzs Hicks, Advocate E:J .Dorothy. Boberg ~ Intervenors GUARD-

Phyllis Gallagber Environmental Coalition
-8= .. .- - of Orange County :
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- VERIFICATION - R o e

:IXN HARRIS HICKS, beJ.ng first duly sworn, deposes and says:

: l .

3.

That she is#a manber of GUARD, of ENVIROI\MENIAL CQALITION CF ORANGE COUNTY,

' SOUTHERN CALIFORNTA VOLUNTEER ENVIRONMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS, mtervenors in

this proceeding (he.reafter "intervenors". .
That she is Advocate for Intervenors in this. proceechng

That she is authorized by Intervencrs to execute ard verlfy' the foregoing
"RESPCNSE OF GUARD, CF ENVIRONMENTAL CQALITION COF CRANGE CCUNIY . TO. .
INTERROGATORIES OF APPLICANTS SOUTHERN CALTFORNIA EDISON COMPANY AND

SAN DIEGO GAS &EIECI‘RICCOMPANYTOGUARDOFENVIR@MENIALCQZ\IITION

OF CRANGE COUNTY. Ty
That she is informed and believes,and upon ' such informatinn and belief,

affirms that the foreg01ng RESPCNSE OF GUARD, CF INVIRONMENTAL COALITICN
CF CRANGE COUNTY TO INTERROGATIONS OF SOUTHERN CALTFORNIA EDISON COMPANY

:AI\DSANDIEGOGAS&ELECI‘RICCCMPI\IAYlstrueandcorrect

DATED: AUGUST 17, 1978

%&/’4\,%. /Jz [_

Lyn Harrls H:Lcks .

Subscribed and swom to before

me this 17th day of August, 1978.

‘ //)/fé / / //29’7&7»1/ Z/ |

In and for the City and County of
1os Angeles, State of California.

My Cammission exp:.res%“\f /}C/- /§ /[)

Notary _Pub]_.:.c

[4

! umia OFFICIAL SEAL
et LOUISE J. BENNETT

’; kj.. NOTARY PUBLIC CALIFOANIA

Enmmumlmuum

mmnnm"lj

PRINCIPAL OFFICE IN
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

My Commlssuon Exoxres June 29, 1980

_uuumuuuuuumnmmus




CEIRI'IF ICA’IE CcF SERVICE

I hereby certlfy that on the 18th day of August 1978 a copy of the

prepaid, addressed as’ follows, '

ederlc J. Coufal, Esq., Chairman

. Atcmic Safety and Licensing Board Panel

'U. S. Nuclear- Regulatory Cammission
Wash_mg'ton, D.C. = 20555 -

Dr. CadetH. Hand, Jr. ,Member

. Atcmic Safety and Licensing Board Panel
Director, Bodega Marine I.aboratory '
University of California
P. O. Box 247 ' ’
Bodega Bay, Cal:.fornla 94923

Mr. Lester Kornbllth, Jr., Member

- Atamic Safety and Licensing Board Panel
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Cammission
Washington, D.C. 20555

James H. Drake, Vice Pre51dent
Southern California Edison Company
P. O. Box 800 :

Rosemead, Califarnia 91770 -

Rollin E. Woodbury, Esg. -

Vice President and General Counsel
Southern California Edison Campany
P.0. Bax 800

Rosanead California - 91770

David W. Gilman, Vice Preside.nt
Robert G. lacy

San Diego Gas & Electric Company
P. O. Box 1831

San Diego, Califwvrnia 92112_

Janice E. Rerr, Esd.
J. Calvin Simpson, Esq.
Iawrence Q. Garcia, Esq.
Public Utilities Commission of the
State of California
- 5066 State Building '
San Francisco, Califarnia 94102

-Alan 2. Watts, Esq.

Rourke & Woodruff:

California First Bank Building _
1055 North Main Street, Suite 1020
Santa Ana, _Callforrna 92701

’ _forego:.ng RESPONSE OF GUARD TO APPLICANT, SOUI‘HE!RN CYXLIE’ORNIA EDISON CQ@M :
ANDSANDIEGO@S&ELECTRICC@IPANYWTOGUARD%S servedupon -
each of the following by depos:.t 1n the Um.ted States mail, fu'st-class postage




de

. . ..

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

Lawrence Jd.. Chandler, Esq..

Office of the Executive ILegal. Dlrector
us Nuclear Regulatary Cammission

- Washington, D. C. 20555

Ms. Lyn Harrls H.‘LCkS .
3908 Calle Ariana o
San Clemente, Ca. 92672.

Atomic Safetyv_and Licensing Board Panel

US Nuclear Regulatory Cammission

- washington, D.C. 20555

'Mr. Lloyd von Haden
'2089 Foothill Drive
‘Vista, California 92083

Ms.Phyllis Gallager, Esg.

- 615 Civic Center Dr. West #220
Santa Ana, Ca. 92701 -

Docket:mg and Service Sectlon :
Office of the Secretary :

US Nuclear Regulatory Ccnm.lssmn
Washington, D. C. 20555

Lee Steelman :

Lyn Harris Hicks
- Darothy Boberg

Phyllis Gallagher

oy oo St S

Advocﬁte tor Interveriers GUARD-

of Env:.ronmental Coalltlon of Qrange County -
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Angust 3, 1978
~‘Phylhs M. Gallagher Esq ~I, S T
) Su1te 220 : : N R e
it 615 Civic Center Drive West. - -
. Santa Ana, Calﬁornra 92701 o
In the Matter of Southern’ Cahforma Ed1son Company, et al. = '.: o R o

(San Onofre Nuclear Generating Stationi; Units 2. and 3)
o Docket Nos 50 361 OL and 50 362 OL )

AL DearMs 'G"allagher:"-;"

| On J uly 31 1978 I recelved your notlce of appearance in the captloned proceedmg.
e SAn or1g1na1 and ‘twenty.copies: 1 presume that this’ f111ng was intended to reflect:’
R comphance w1th 10 CFR § 2 708 (d) msofar as the number of coples is concerned

* - For your future’ mformatlon the above regulauon governs serv1ce of documents s

P on the Office of the Secretary of the Commission, -Service of any document in a
partxcular proceedmg should be made dxrectly by you upon ‘each member of the
" pre31d1ng Atomic Safety and L1censmg Board and each party to the proceeding.
-~ Enclosed for your.use is a copy of an up, to date- ceruﬁcate of service reflecting
the proper serv1ce in the San Onofre Umts 2 and 3 operatmg hcense proceedmg .

As1 explamed to you when we spoke on J uly 25, 1978 the Offlce of the Executwe
""" Legal Director of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission represents the Staff (not- the'i
Ve ._Comm1ss1on) . The Staff partxclpates in licensing proceedmgs as any other party ' .
. *" “"and ‘thus should be’ served 1nd1v1dua11y Service on the Staff should be made on
Rt ‘the under51gned at: Office of the Executive Legal- Dlrector U S Nuclear Regula-
Cin tory Commlssmn, Washmgton D. C 20555

-

: L .However as-a convemence to you ‘in this 1nstance -1 will forward your not1ce f
L _of appearance to the Offlce of the Secretary for 1ts use and w111 by copy of

oFFice>» | . . .,

SURNAME 3> o — L e b i e : TS R
. e A RSO . . or . )

Lo A SR |
DATE® | . .0 .0 ettt S
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thls Ietter send a copy thereof to the Board and other parnes In the future, }
-1 expect that you w111 undertake to accomphsh service as requlred '

» 3

' LawrenceJ Chandler B PR RPN
S Counsel for NRC Staff s T A

Enclosure As stated e ‘.’fln-' [ ‘:"‘L;' SR

cc w/enclcsure T e SR
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_Mr. Lester Kornbhth Jr. Y.+ Samuel B, Casey; Esq
N } AJan1ceE Kerr, Esq T wh -_-5"1A1anR Watts ‘Esq.
' " J, Calvin Simpson, Esq SR thchard J. Wharton, Esq
Lawrence Q. Garcia, Esq S T “Atomlc Safety and L1censmg
.. Mrs. Lyn Harns»chks i f ..~ ;] Board Panel” "
. ‘David W. Gilnan' - “" CLR '-:S"Atomlc Safety and Licensmg
- Robert G. Lacy 3 ; © . .. . 'Appeal Panel S
Rolhn E. Woodbury Coe "‘,-;_,-Docketmg and Servxce Sectxon T
‘ - Dav1d N Barry III Esq : R '
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GENERATING STATION, UNITS 2 AND 3 PROCEEDING

Ivan W. Smith, 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.

California Public Utilities Commission
5066 State Building

San Francisco, California. 94102

Mrs. Lyn Harris Hicks
GUARD

3908 Calle Ariana .
San Clemente, California 92672

David W. Gilman

Robert G. Lacy

San Diego Gas & Electric Company
P. O. Box 1831 .
San Diegb, California 92112

Phyllis M. Gallagher, Esq. -
Suite 220 o
615 Civic Center Drive West
Santa Ana, California 92701

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.

Samuel B. Casey, Esq.
Chickering & Gregory

Three Embarcadero Center
Twenty-Third Floor

San Francisco, California 94111

Alan R. Watts, Esq.

Rourke & Woodruff

10555 North Main Street
Suite 1020 |

Santa Ana, California 92701

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

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

Docketing and Service Section .

Office of the Secretary

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D:. C. 20555
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PHYLLIS M.

GALLAGHER

Attorney at Law

Santa Ana,

(714) 835-

notice of

" 615 Civic Center Drive West Ste. 220
California 927C1 :

7001

NOTICE OF APPEARANCE IN N.R.C. PROCEEDINCS
Pursuant to 10 CFR'§ 2.713a, I hereby file my

appearance.

‘1. Name :

Executed on July 26,1978 at Santa Ana, California

2. Address:

3. Telenhone. (714) 835-7001
4. Admission to California Bar: December 21,1977

5. Appearance on behalf of GUARD

Phyllis M. Gallagher

615 Civic Center Drive West
Suite 220 ,
Santa Ana, California 92701

C/0 Lynn Harris Hicks’
3908 Calle Ariana _
. San Clemente, Callfornla 9267

P ete I Sntly fior)

Phyilis M. Gallagher
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SO Mrs. Lyn Harrws H1cks j‘
. GUARD . _ ‘
... 3908 Calle Ar1ana Sl UNRE Central File
: ;,-San Ce]mente, Ca11forn1a 92672 - o U LPDR
TR . s . SRR RN P A‘Q'ELD -FF (2) -

-,Engelhardt
.Grossman.

' ' o L ) . ‘ .~ Chron.
In the Matter of Southern California deson Company, et al. SR
(San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station, Units 2 and 35
4 ‘ Docket Nos..59:351 OL -.and 50- 362 oL . S
o Dear Mrs. chks ‘7 a'- - .fi'fg{= ':j?.:_ ) § ,,{7}.‘ f*;fff;f Qf_ﬁiﬁf:ii;?t B

: Enclosed are the Staff's answers to . the quest1ons subm1tted by Ms R
Boberg. by her letter of May 31, 1978. To reiterate the Staff's pos1t1on
. regardlng these questions as expressed in-my June 21,1978 1etter to .'ﬂ‘
. you, since the questions relate to Unit 1 and, to the extent they bear.
“on Units'2 and 3, do. not relate to any matter in controversy in the .
ongoing 11censing proceeding, the Staff would consider all of them to be -
~objectionable as. discovery requests. Accordingly, we reserve: the right -
to ngect to" their’ use in the San Onofre Un1ts 2 and 3 11cens1ng pro-.;ﬁ~;a
- cee 1ng. , L : , e ; -

. : '-‘ia]Siﬁcéféiy;_ L ‘
:lm}~ .jf ,;*';f.~ I RS "f'f Lawrence J Chand1er

, _ T Counse] for NRC Staff
| ,;Eﬁeiosdre' As stated
;,ch w/enc]osure : S e : B o
- lvan W. Smith, Esq. A .“‘Samuel B. Casey," Esq. .

Dr. Cadet H. Hand Jr, -~ Alan R. Watts, Esq. : -
.~ Mr. Lester Kornbllth Jdr. . Richard J. Wharton, Esqg.’
"~ . Janice E. Kerr, Esq.. o . Mr. David W. Gilman
[ d. Calvin Simpson, Esq. . . .. . Mr. Robert G.. Lacy
- Lawrence Q. Garcia, Esq. - . Atomic Safety and Llcen31ng
Rollin E. Woodbury, Esq. . =~ Board Panel. ' -
- David:N.- Barry III, Esq. .- . - Atomic Safety and L1cens1ng
- James A. Beoletto, Esq. - v Appeal Panel- - -
. David R. Pigott, Esq. - Docketing and Serv1ce Sect1on

'-,Phy111s Lk Ga]]agher Es%rgg 1/2.
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~ NRC_STAFF ANSWEﬁS TO GUARD QUESTIONS RE SAN ONOFRE

1. Has the unit I fuel pool been. expanded. beyond original
des1gn7 )

"JANSWER' The Unit. 1 spent fue] poo] has not been expanded beyond the.;

:: or1g1na1 des1gn wh1ch was. approved by the then AEC

'~, 2.. How much fue] 1s now 1n the fue] poo]s on s1te? )

ANSWER Present]y, there are s1x spent fue1 assemb11es stored 1n the{n.if

Un'lt ] Spent fuel poo'l ‘ ' 7 - B v .;'

: 3[ - How is spent fue] on site protected in- the event of
-an earthquake and loss of coo]ant?

"ANSWEﬁ’ Protect1on of the: spent fue] on site is afforded by the se1sm1crm
des1gn of the spent fue] storage poo] and the spent fue] poo1 cooling
system to m1t1gate the consequences of an earthquake These features |
have been des1gned to. se1sm1c cr1ter1a wh1ch were found to be: acceptabler;

-~~at the tlme Un1t T was: 11censed to operate and prov1de suff1c1ent marg1n§if

for cont1nued safe storage of the spent fue]

W1th regard to.protect1on of spent fue] aga1nst 1oss of coo1ant, 1t

| shou]d be pointed out that a Toss of coolant: acc1dent in the reactor
cooling system would: not affect the safe storage of spent fuel because
‘the spent fue] storage poo] and 1ts coo11ng system are independent from
the reactor coo]1ng system Because of the seismic des1gn mentioned
before, gross. 1oss of water from the poal and 1oss of funct1on of the
poo] coo]wng system is h1gh1y un11ke1y The poo1 bottom s1abs and the

poo] 51de wa]]s are 4 feet thick reinforced concrete The pool is lined
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with a leak-tight stainless steel membrane. Any credible leakage of.

water from the‘poo1 would be- detected by accumulation of water in the

leak detection monitor sump. Several ample sources of redundant water-

Supplies'are:aVa11abTe_to make up for Such>1eakage.=

4. - How many'fuel Toads can be stored on'site7

",s;ANSWER The spent fue] poo] prov1des storage for 1 1/3 cores (One
- T:core 1n the-Unlt T fac111ty cons1sts of 157 fue1 assemb11es) At the
‘dpresent time there is ava11ab1e storage for a total of 210 spent fue]

~assemblies. - L

5. How Tong is fuel held in fuel pools? -

- "ANSWER' Spent‘foeT'Ts p]aced’in thevnuc1ear5power'plant'fuei poo] ‘
‘_»dur1ng refue11ng of. the reactor | The'spent fuéi is held a'minimum‘of~
120 days in a. nuc]ear power plant fue] poo] This storageetime-alioﬁs
dlsuff1c1ent.decaywof,therspent"fuel so.that Tt"may=besshipped{from the:

--VpTant'fn a;]icensedlshippihg cask;ugThe decayed'spent.fuel‘w0u1d.ber

- within thexShieIdihofand,coo]ing;capabiTtty ot'the\cask.ﬁ

‘ Prior to 1977, it had been expected that spent fuel would be sh1pped to

a fuel reprocessor- This activity was expected to take place before the

next refueling (usually 12 to 24 months) in order- to always have room in

‘the pool for a full-corevdischarge should the need arise,7 Therefore, -

spent fuel was expected to be held in plant fuel pool for between 4

- months and one to two years.
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Typically, space was provided in onsite storage pools for about 1-1/3
full nuclear reactor cores. Assuming a 3 to 4 year reactor fuel reload

cycle, the onsite storage pools were planned to hold an avérage of one

"year's'discharge with'sufficientTremaining’Capacity.to_ho]d,a‘comp1ete
.core7shou1d unToading'of'ajl of the fuel from thevreactor bernecessary ‘
’,_ or des1rab1e for norma] maintenance -or because of operat1on d1ff1cu1t1es

7Under norma] operat1ng cond1t1ons, about 5 years spent fue] d1scharge :

L i;‘§3'5cou1d be accommodated before the pools were filled. "?;:f73?-'

In ]977 Pres1dent Carter 1ndef1n1te1y deferred the reprocess1ng of spent
fuel and comm1tted the federa1 government to provide fac111t1es for long
_‘term; retr1evab1e storage-of-spent fuel. Unt11 these fac111t1es are
'ava11ab1e, spent fuel will have to be he]d in the p1ant fuel pool or’
'5*—sh1pped to an 1ndependent fuel poo] fac111ty offs1te To. al]ow cont1nuedw-’
-zioperat1on a number of 11censees have requested ]1cense amendments to
' -:1ncrease the capac1ty of the1r fue] poo]s Theseth1gher capacity poo1si
15w111 a]low storage of spent fue] for up to 20 years ho such-request:

‘f,,,;h.a'»s beenmade1 n.;.,tc.pnn,eo_c;,:c;z.gn with San Onp.fref.,Umt 1. -

6. what'testS‘haue-been done to determine dispersion of
. radionuc]ide5‘1n~the ocean (especia]]y H3)?

ANSWER To.our know]edge there have not been any tests in the v1c1n1ty
of San Onofre- Nuclear Generating Stat1on or any other nuc1ear power
hp}ant to determ1nerthe.d1spersion of rad1onuc11des~1n’the-ocean; The

licensees of theﬂstation are:required; as part‘of the 1icense to operate
gwthemstation;etOgconduct_amnadiotogioa]nenNﬂmonmentaipmonitoring’program.

The requirements of the.program‘fOr San Onofre‘Unit 1 are specified in




detail in Section 3.2 of the Appendix B TeChnicaIASpecifications for San

Onofre Unit 1. One requirement is that samples of ocean water are to be
collected from Newport Beach and the Unit 1 discharge outfall during the
- year to determine the important radioactivity in the water. ‘The results

~ of these ana1ysesiareﬁrép0rtedAihathe_UnTt-T annual. operating report.

The~CommisSionAhasiissued Regu]atory éuide‘14113 (Revision 1, ApriT

_-<1{:§Ft1977) "Est1mat1n9 Aquat1c D1spers10n of Eff]uents from Acc1denta1 and

Rout1ne Releases for the Purpose of Imp]ement1ng Append1x I," copy 'l
'attached. Th]scgu1de presents_methodS‘acceptab]egto ‘the staff for
'ﬁca1cu1ating dispersﬁon of'the radio]ogical effluent in different water
~; bodies. The gu1de descr1bes bas1c features of the ca]cu]at1ona] models
and’ suggests methods of determ1n1ng the values of parameters for est1--
'mat1ngeaquat1c:dispers1on:ofpl1qu1doeffTuents from. nuclear power plants.
.-The»materiaj SuppOrtingfeach model in the‘Goide~is-referenced in the -

" Guide. -

7. Where can these tests results pe seen7 '
'p5ﬂ§ﬂﬁg The annual env1ronmenta] mon1tor1ng reports for San Onofre Unit. .
1, Docket No. 50-206, which contain the results of the licensee's radio-
logical monitoring program can be found in.the«loca1 public document
“room: Mission Viejo Branch lerary, 24851 Chrisanta. Dr1ve, Mission

'_Ve1Jo, California. A copy. of Regulatory Gu1de 1. 113 Revision T,
. April, 1977, is. enc]osed




"-rfrUn1t T are»spec1f1ed in deta1T 1n Sect1on 3. 2 of the Append1x B Techn1-_'

8. What tests had Edison funded to determ1ne the effects
' of radionuclides on sea life?

'ANSWER' There have ‘been no tests funded by Southern California Edison
Company to determ1ne the effects of rad1onuc11des on sea 11fe, but the ‘
‘ Company 1s requ1red as part of the T1cense to operate the San Onofre
_NucTear Generatlng Stat1on, to conduct a rad1oTog1ca] env1ronmenta1

- mon1tor1ng program ' The requ1rements for th1s program for San: Onofre

| caT Spec1f1cat1on for the nucTear pTant Th1s program shoqu determ1ne

the 1mportant rad1onuc11des n mar1ne T1fe that could be consumed by manm
';or cou]d be 1n the food cha1n to man The resu]ts of the measurementS‘f |

7 of rad1onuc11de concentrat1on 1n marine T1fe made by the Ticenees w1th1nv

“the program, are reported in the pTant annuaT operat1ng report

‘TheQCompany*is required‘by'the-program'tO'eétimate~potentiaT‘exposures _i_
to man.. It is. not requ1red to determ1ne the effect of rad1onuc11des in

1i'the env1ronment on sea T1fe 1n the v1c1n1ty of the stat1on

‘9;: Where can these test resuTts be seen7"5'n‘

tANSWER ' The annuaT env1ronmenta1 mon1tor1ng reports. for San Onofre Un1t
T; Docket No; 50-206, can be found: in the local public document room:
Mission Viejo Branch Library, 24851 Chrisanta Drive,-MissTon Viejo,

California.
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10. How much tr1t1um was expected to be re]eased in
plans for San Onofre 17

ANSWER: As stated in Section 3.5.1 of the Final Environmental Statement
‘dated‘October»1973' related to theaoberation of San 0ndfre~1 the Staff

»est1mated that an average of about 8000 c1/year of tr1t1um would be re-

1eased to the env1ronment Th1s is due to the use of’ sta1n1ess stee]-

c1ad fuel e]ements~1n the reactor.

1T “How much has actua11y been re]eased each year of
- operat1on?
 ANSHER: | e
‘ S -~ Amount: of Tritium-
CYear L (Released (Curies) Source
_ 'fLiguid ~ Gaseous:
1967 ND . N
- 1968 ND o NDL
c 1969 3537 -+ - ND
1970 . - 4769 N
1971 .. 4569 . CND

. Yerz. 3480 . . o ND -
o973 - 4070 269
1974 - 3810 . . - 91

O®w ® e R = >R = >

1975 4000 . 34"
1976 . 3380 : 47
1977 : 1785'.: 76

s
1]

Final Environmental Statement dated October 1973 related to operation
of San Onofre- Unit 1

EPA- 520/3-77-012 dated December 1977
- Semiannual operat1ng reports

No data available

i -
R e N i
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12. In picocuries per liter, what was the range of concen-
centrations released in each year of operation?
ANSWER: The values (picocuries/liter) given below are average values
from the d1v1s1on of the tota] 11qu1d re]ease of tr1t1um by the tota]

11qu1d d11ut1on vo]ume for 1972 to. 1977:

o H3 Act1v1ty  Liquid s o :

- -+ - -Released - - . Dilution Concentration = Source
-Year':gﬂf"CurieS"i, """"" Volume (1) pCi/1 ,

197700 1785 - - - 499411 - 3580 ¢
1976-- 03380 7 48B#IT T 77430~ N
1975 4000 - . 4.66+11 8580 B
1974 - "3810 o . 5.47+11 ‘ 6960 B
' B

-1973 - - 4070 - - 51411 7960

13.. What is the process of tritium or1g1nat1on and re]ease
" in-San Onofre 17 -

-'fAﬂ§E§&:A Trttjgm>is,formEd.in.PNRs suchrgs'San Onofre 1 by ternary
fission fngurahiUm'erig and by neutron *eactions-with boron in thé
coo]ant for contro1 of react1v1ty, 11th1um in the coo]ant for pH contr01

; 5] and produced in neutron react1ons w1th boron and deuterium natura]ly

‘ esant in the too1a1t Trat‘um 15 rc]easrd from San Onofre T in: 11qu1d

d1scharges to the Pac1f1c Ocean through the d1scharge term1na1 structure
. from the Tiquid radwaste treatment system and possibly’ the steam generator
blowdown.. Tritium is also released in gaseous effluents from the stack

H‘iﬁ. o and possibly the turbine building ventilation.

{ f - o 14, ‘What are the»cdsts.calcu]éted‘for spent fuel sotrage
T and disposal of Units I, [T, and III?

];FNSWER We do not ghgw"thg-gostS'of,stbrihg spent fuel at San Onofre

TUn1t 1. We have estimated the costs of storing spent fuel Away From the
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Reactor'(AFR) in the Draft Generic Environmental Impact Statement on
Handllng and Storage of Spent Light Water Power Reactor Fuel, NUREG-

0404, March 1978,__Enclosed_1s Section 6, Economic Analysis of Alter-

natives, of the Executive Summary of NUREG-0404. This section discusses S

the costs of different alternatives to store spent fuel away from the -
reactortpeh metric ton of urdnidm  We beTieve that these»costs are

“representatlve of costs of stor1ng San: Onofre Un1t 1 spent fue] by the

‘1d1fferent a]ternat1ves »_s;if;'f;h;‘:'ff:'}} - ;“

1Regahdin97Units 2‘and_3,»the5environmenta1 costs:of the Uranium Fuel
: Cycle, including costs of4spent fuel storage and disposa1 will be dis-

',cussed 1n Sect1on 5 5.3 of the draft env1ronmenta] statement when it is

:1ssued. The app11cant d1scusses spent fue] in Sect1on 3. 8 2 (copy -

-'dttached) of the Env1ronmentaT Report*(ER)~s Spec1f1c monetary costs for .

-z:spent fuel storage and d1sposa1 are 1nc1uded in- the operating and .

| 'ma1ntenance costs for the p]ant d1scussed in Sect1on 8 T (copy attached)
'oftheER o B

15. How does Edison ca]cu]ate the costs. of decomm1ss1on-
ing Units I, II, and III?

"Aﬂsﬂggz No specific pIans regarding decommissionino'of San Onofre Units
1;.2, and 3 have been deve]oped by the'1icensee»at this time. This is
consistent'with cuhrent NRC hegu]ations which contemplate_detailed
consideration of decommissioning near the end of*a-commercia1 power
reectOr's useful life. At the end of the plant's useful 11fetime;

.eg§gu§henneﬁaddﬁonmiﬁgEdison¢Q5£E)”wjﬁj@pnepacepagdeeommissdontngsplan



that will have to comply with NRC rules and regulations in effect at

that time.

There are severa1 methods to decomm1ss1on San Onofre Un1t 1 wh1ch we

cons1der poss1b]e

DecommﬁSSioning is discussed in Section 5.8 (copy attached) of'the

app11cant E ER Spec1f1c costs for decomm1ss1on1ng have not been

Evj enumerated nor do NRC regu]at1ons requ1re that they be On the other

hand NESP has 1ssued (November 1977) ‘ "Eng1neer1ng Eva]uat1on of
*‘NucTear'Power Reactor Decommissioning.A]ternativesf which providef‘
reasonable cost numbers. A copy‘of'this'report is a]so'attached
Decomm1ss1on1ng of Units 2 and 3 w111 be d1scussed in +he draft env1ron-3

‘mental statement when 1t is 1ssued

-163 What are these costs?

-_ANSWER: See response to quest1on 15 above and attached ER Section 5.8.

17. What changes have been made in plant des1gn to justify

the changes in the exclusion area and Tow popu]at1on

zone?
' ANSﬂER: Thevreduction'of the éxclusion area and low population zone for
Unit 1 required the following modifications to maintain calculated post-
accident radiation doses below therguideline“values in 10 CFR Part 100
of the Commission's regulations: 1) the addition of a reinforced con-

crete sphere enclosure bui]dingf(around-therUnit 1 containment sphere) °

.:»..ﬁon;a:.edugi_ng,, the post-accident direct radiation doses, 2) upgrading of
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the or“i'gina] covntainment spray system and pkoviding an additional hydra-
zine subsystem for reducing post-accident thyroid doses, and 3) the
instaﬂation of additional contai-nmenttrisolatioh val‘v.es and testing
provfsions for fluid systems for improving the control of the contai’r:\-‘

" “rient. sphere '1eak-fi;1'_ghtness:_. These modifications were imp]émented prior . .-

to April 1, 1977. -
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'? S . RELATED CORRESPONDENCE

2715 AR

TO NRC STAFF NUCLEAR REGULATORY ‘COMMISSION: 352

Pursuant to 10 C.F.R. sec. 2.74b and 2.741, Interv

Friends of the Earth, et al, in the above entitled actid

respond to "NRC STAFF INTERROGATORIES AND REQUEST FOR DOCUMENTS
TO FRIENDS OF THE EARTH,ET AL. - SET NO. 1" which were served
by mail on Intervenors on June , 1978.

INSTRUCTIONS AND DEFINITIONS

For purposes of the responses contained herein, the following
definitions and instruétions shall apply: |

(a) The term "these interrogatories" refers to "NRC STAFF
INTERROGATORIES AND REQUEST FOR DOCUMENTS TO FRIENDS OF THE EARTH,
ET AL. - SET NO. 1" which were served by mail on Intervenors on
June ___, 1978,

(b) The term "NRC" refers to the United States Nuclear

’
/

- Regulatory Commission.

(c) The term "FOE et al." refers jointly to intervenors
Friends of the Earth, Mr. and Mrs. August Carsetns, Mr and Mrs.
Lloyd VonHaden, and Mrs. Donis Davey.

(d)\ The term "Applicants" refers jointly to the co-owners
of San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station, Units 2 and 3, Southern
California Edison Company and the San Diego Gas & Electric Company.

(e) The term "SONGS 2&3" refers to the San Onofre Nuclear
Generating Station, Units 2 & 3.

(£) The term "FSAR" refers to the "Final Safety Analvsis
Report, San Onofre Nuclear Generating Stations, Units 2 & 3.

(g) The térm "EP" refers to the "Emergency Plan - San Onofre

Nuclear Generating Station, Units 2 & 3"; the term "EPS" refers tc
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the "Supplement to Emefgency Plan - San Onbfre Nuclear Generating
Station, Units 2 & 3.

(h) The term "San Diego ODP" refers to the "Unified San Diego
County Office of Diaster P;epardness", formerly known as "United
San Diego County Office of Emergency Services"; the term USMC referé
to "United States Marine Corps, Camp .Pendleton"; the term "State OES”
refers to the "Radiological Section of the State Office of Emergency
Services"; the_term "State Parks" refers to the "California State
Department of Parks and Recreation”.

(i)r The term "off-site assistance agencies" refers generally
to a}l federal, state, and local government agencies with jurisdiction
to respond in any'manner in the event of a radiological or other
emergency at SONGS 2 & 3.

(j) In all instances Intervenors in response to these inter-
rogatories has provided such relevant, unprivileged, nonconfidential
information which is responsive to eéch of these interfogatories
which intervenors are informed and bélieve to be available from
the Public Documents Room of the Mission Viejo Public Library or

is available from Intervenors files. -

FOE CONTENTION NO. 1

The seismic design basis for SONGS 2 & 3 is'inadequate to
protect the public heaith and safety and does noﬁ comply‘
with 10 CFR Part 100, Appendik A, in that the earthquake
which could cause the maximum vibratory ground motion has
not been assigned as the safe shutdown earthquake;
1-1. (a) Upon what person or persons do you rely to substantiate
your case on contention no. 1?

(b) Provide the addresses and educational and professional .

-



qualifications of any persons named in your response to
(a) above.

Dr. Karen McNally, research fellow, Caltech seismological
laboratory. |

Lucile Jones, Massachusetts Institute of Technology.

Prof. Hiroo Kanamori, geophysicist, Caltech.

Dr. Mizuko Ishida, research fellow, Caltech.

Dr. James Brune, Associate—Directof of the University of
California Institute of Geophysics and Planetary Physics.
Dr. Clarence R. Allen, California Institute of Technology.
‘Robert Strand, Sr. Staff Geologist, California Energy
Commission.

Katherine Pering, Ph.D., geochemist, USGS, Menlo Park, Ca;
Thomas Collins, 5 vyears gfaduate work in geologic hazards
at -UCLA: geologist with U.S. Forest Service.

Rene Engle, Ph.D. ih geology at Caltech; Ph.D. in
chemical engineering at the University of Paris.

Adam Honea, Ph.D. in geophysics and structural geology,
Stanford University; member of Geology Department at
California State University at Humbolt.

Pierre St. Amand, Ph.D. in geophysics and geology at
Caltech; B.S. in physics and electricai engineering

from University of Alaska; currently with U.S.Naval
Weapons Center at China Lake.

Dr. George W. Moore, Chief Geologist of the USGS, San Diego.
Jerry Pinckney, believed to be a chief engineering
geologist in San Diego.

Dr. Robert B. McEuen, professor of geophysics at San Diego

State University.
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Dr. Michael P. Kennedy, research geologist for the
State Division of Mines and Geology, and for Scripps
Institution of Oceanography.
Sean Siang Tan, L.A. geologist.
Dr. Rodger Chapman, state geologisf, Sacramento.
Gordon W. Chase, state geologist, Sacramenﬁo.
Dr,'Eli Silver, Chairman of the Universiﬁy of California,
~Santa Cruz, Geology Departmeht.
Dr. KenneEh Lajoie, USGS, Menlo Park, California.
Dr. Clarence Hall,.Chairman, UCLA Geology Department.
Ruth Anderson, Former USGS geologist and member of
California Coastal Commission in 1976.
Richard S. Simons, seismologist, Institute of Geophysics
and Planetary Physics, La.Jolla, California.
George W. Housner, professor of earthquake engineering,
Caltech.
Clarence Allen, professor of seismology and geophysics,
Caltech.
Dr. Gilbert Hegemier, earthquake engineer, UCSD.
Alfdnso ﬁeyes, graduate sﬁudent, UCSD Institute of
Geophysics and Planetary Physics.
Dr. Henry W. Kendall, MIT, nuclear physicist.
FOE et al. intends to rely, in addition to those individuals
listed above, on those persons identified with their res-
pective studies in FOE et al's response to interrogatory
No. 1-6. FOE et al. has provided all the information
presently in its possession with respect to the addresses,
educational, and professional qualifications for each of

those persons identified in its response to interrogatories



1-4

(d)

(a)

Nos. 1-1(a) and 1l-6.

Identify which of the above persons you intend to call
as witnesses.on this contention in this proceeding.
Identify which of those persons identified in (c) above
you anticipate will appear voluntarily and which under

subpoena.

At the présent time, FOE et al. is in the process of
determining which of the above-identified persons it
intends to call as witnesses on this contention,‘and
which of these said persons will appear voluntarily and

which under subpoena.

Provide summaries of the views, positions or proposed
testimony on contention No 1 of all persons named in
response to Interrogatory 1-1, that you intend to present

during this proceeding.

Since FOE et al. has not yet determined which of those
persons named in response to Interrogatory l-1 it intends
to present during this proceeding, FOE et al. is unable

at this time to provide summaries of the views, positions

or proposed testimony on contention No. 1 of said persons.

What do you recommend as the proper seismic design basis

for vibratory ground motion at the site?

FOE et al. recommends .75g as the proper seismic design

basis for vibratory ground motion at the site.

Identify the relevant geological and/or seismological

data, including earthquake (or earthquakes), which

5.



(b)

(c)

® @
contention No. 1 alleges has (or have) ﬁot been considered
by the applicants and/or Staff in establishing»the maximum
vibratory ground motion? |
Describe, in both qualitative and quantitative terms, .
each item identifiea in your response to (a) above.
A fault located 'in Trabuco Canyon, épproximately 14 miles
northwest of the SONGS site. The fault lies in a NE-SW
direction.
Two earthquakes occurring on January 3, 19%5, maéﬁitudes
3.3 and 3.8 resbectively, in the vicinity of the'above
described fault.

Five seismic events occurring between June 29 and July 1,

- 1977, in the vicinity of the above described fault.

A series of small faults located 6 1/2 miles SE of the-
SONGS site. These faults lie in a N-S direction. The
magnitudes of above-described seismic events are unknown
to FOE et al. at this time.

A fault located 1 1/4 miles east of the SONGS site. Thé
fault lies in a N~-NW direction.

Implications of the fault discovery 2.5 miles west of the
Diablo Canyon site (Hosgri Fault) subsequent to construction
cocmmencement of the Diablo Canyon plants, as such post-
construction discovery relatés.to the potential for
similar discoveries at or near the SONGS site, resulfing
in the possibility of an earthquake occurrence with a
greater magnitude than that for which the_SONGS are

designed.

Describe, in both qualitative and quantitative terms, how

6.



the matters described in your responses to (a) and (b)
above effect the seismic 'design basis for San Onofre

Units 2 & 3.

The matters described in (a) and (b) above affect thc
seismic design basis for SONGS 2 & 3 in the following
manner:

1. These'incidents are relevant new information and there-
fore neither all activity nor all faults having the
potential for affecting the SONGS have been considered
in the design basis of the plants, as required by 10
CFR part 100, Appendix A.

2. These incidents render invalid all previous reviews,
reports and safety studies which stated that there were
no capable faults, as‘defined in 10 CFR, part 100,
Appendix A. III(g), within the vicinity of SONGS.

3. These incidents demonstrate that movement occurred
at or near the ground surface at least once within
the past 35,000 years, renderiﬁg the fault capable
and the design basis invalid.

4..These incidents demonstrate that additional faults
may exist near the SONGS site which could result in
an earthquake and consequent vibratory motion ex-

ceeding that for which SONGS have been designed.

State all bases, calculations, and references used (for
example, trench logs, maps, well data, published works,
etc.) that you intend to use during this proceeding to
support the positions stated in fesponse to Interrogatories
1-2, 1-3 and 1-4. (Portion omitted)

7.



"Memorandum to the Commissioners, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, Recommendation Relating to the Licensing of

Commercial Nuclear Power Plants in the USA", by Keith

Miller, May 6, 1976.

Wagner, H. C. and Junger, A., Geology of the San Pedro

Basin and Shelf Offshore, Southern California (1975).

Vedder, J.G. et al.; Preliminary Report on the Geology

of the Continental Borderlands of Southern California (1974).

Reitman, Jan D. and Brogan, George E., Geotechnical

Evaluation of Potential Island and Offshore California

LNG Import Terminal Sites (June 9, 1978) c/o Woodward-

Clyde Consultants, 4000 W. Chapman Avenue, Post Office Box
1149, Orange, California 92668.

Welday, E. E. and Williams, J.W., Offshore Surficial

Geology of California (1975).

Ziony, Joseph Il, Preliminary Map Showing Recency of

Faulting in Coastal Southern California (1974).

Junger, A. and Wagner, H.C., Geology of the Santa Monica

and San Pedro Basins, California Continental Borderland

(1977).

Scott, John D., Geologic Investigation'of Bulldozer

Trench at Proposed Viejo Substation Site (Nov. 1, 1975)

c/o Fugro, Inc., 3777 Long Beach Blvd., Long Beach, Ca.

Scott, John D., Geologic Investigation of the Mission

Viejo (F. B. Leighton) Bulldozer Excavation (Nov. 14, 1975)

c/o Fugro, Inc., 3777 Long Beach Blvd., Long Beach, Ca.

Scott, John D., Geomorphic Analysis of Terraces in San

Juan & Bell Canyons, Orange County, California (Sept.l5,

1975) c¢/o Fugro, Inc., 3777 Long Beach Blvd., Long Beach,

Ca. ' 9.



Scott, John D., Geologic and Tectonic Characteristics

' of the Cristianitos_Fault_(Draft Report of June, 1975)

c/o Fugro Inc., 3777 Long Beach Blvd., Long Beach, Ca.

Scott, John D., Final Report on Geologic Features at the

San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station, Units 2 & 3 (Aug.

1975) c¢/o Fugro, Inc., 3777 Long Beach Blvd. Long Beach,Ca.

West, J.C., Generalized Sub-surface Geological and Geo-

physical Study, Capistrano Area. (Nov. 1975) c/o 515 West

Commonwealth, Fullerton, Ca.

Biehler, Shawn, Seismological Invéstigation of the San Juan

Capistrano Area, Orange County (Nov. 1975) c/o 171 East

Blaine St., Riverside, Ca.

Scott, John D., Report on Geologic Investigation Trail Six

and Horno Canvon, "Landslides Southeast of San Onofre Nuclear

Generating Station (Oct. 15, 1977) c¢/o Fugro, Inc., 3777

Long Beach Blvd., Lohg Beach, Ca.

Scott, John D., Geologic Investigation of Offsets in Target

Canyon, Camp Pendleton, Ca. (Oct. 15, 1977) c¢/o Fugro, Inc.,

3777 Long Beach Blvd., Long Beach, Ca.

Scott, John D., Supplemental Report of Geologic Investiga-

tions, Trail Six Landslide (Nov. 28, 1977) c/o Fugro, Inc.,

3777 Long Beach Blvd., Long Beach, Ca.

Scott, John D., Geologic Investigation of Fault E, South-

east of the San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station (May 12,

1978) c¢/o Fugro, Inc., 3777 Long Beach Blvd., Long Beach
Ca.

Ehlig, P.E., Geologic Report on the Area Adjacent to the

San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station, Northwestern San

Diego County, Ca. (Sept. 30, 1977) c/o 1560 Via Del Rey,

190.
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South Pasadena, Ca. :

Shlemon, R.J., Geomorphic Analysis of Fault E, Camp

Pendleton, California (Setp. 1977) c/o P.O.Box 3066

Newport Beach, Ca.

Pickering, Lowe and Garrick, Inc., Nuclear Power Plant

Siting, Camp Pendleton Marine Corps Base (April, 1977).

Hunt, G.S. and Hawkihs, H.G., Geology of the San Onofre

Area and Portion of the Cristianitos Fault (1975) c/o SCE.

Morton, P.K., Geoloéy and Engineering Geologic Aspects of

the South Half of the Canada Gobernadora Quadrangle,

Orange County, California (1974) .

Barrows, Allen G., A Review of the Geology and Earthquake

History of the Newport-Inglewood Structure ZoneVSouthern,

California (1974).

Crowell, J.C., San Andreas Fault in Southern California.

(1975) c/o University of California, Santa Barbara.
Miller, R.V. and Tan, S.S., Geology and Engineering

Geologic Aspects of the South Half of the Tustin Quad-

rangle, Orange County, Ca. (1976).

Tan, S.S. and Edgington, W.J., Geology and Engineering

Aspects of the Laguna Beach Quadrangle, Orange County,

California (1976).

Kennedy, M.P. Recency and Character of Faulting Along the

Elsinor Fault Zone in Southern Riverside County, Ca. (1977).

Kennedy, M.P. and Peterson, G.L., Geology of the San Diego

Metropolitan Area, California (1975).

Grannell, R.B., and Lang, H.R., A Detailed Gravity Survey

of the Cristianitos Fault System, Southern Orange County,

California (April, 1975).

11.
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FOE Contention No. 2

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.

2-1 (a) Upon what person or persons do you rely to substéntiate

your case on contenfion No. 27
(b) Provide the addresses and educational and professional

qualifications of any persons named in your response to
(a) above.
J. A. Barneich, Associate
Robert L. McNeill, Project Cbnsultant
Woodward-Clyde Consultants
4000 W. Chapman Avenue

Orange, California 92668

Lucien G. Hersh, Assistant Project Engineer
Bechtel Power Corporatioﬁ
P. O. Box 60860, Terminal Annex

Los ‘Angeles, California 90060

FOE et al. has provided all the infdrmétion presently in
its possession with respect to the addresses, educational
and professional qualifications for each of those persons
identified in its response to this interrogatory. The

report’ on the impact of the cavities is not complete-.

2-1 (c) 1Identify which of the above persons identified in (a) you
intend to call as witnesses on this contention in this
proceeding.

12.



(d)

Indicate which of the persons identified in (c) above

that you anticipate will appear voluntarily and which

under subpoena.

At the present time, FOE et al. has not determined whether
it will call any of the above-identified persons as witnesses
@n this contention, and if so, whether such persons will

appear voluntarily or under subpoena.' It is>anticipated

-that the above named individuals will at~léast be questioned

under cross-examination.

Provide summaries of the views, positions, or proposed
testimony on contention No. 2 of all persons named in
response to Interrogatory 2-~1, that you intend to present

during this proceeding}

Since FOE et al. has not determined whether it will éall
any of the above—identified persons during this proceediné,
FOE et al. is unable at this time to provide summaries of
the views, pgsitions, or proposed testimony on contention
No. 2 of said persons.

Describe the cavities caused by dewatering of the site

giving dimensions and locations including proximity to

specific, identified structures.

FOE et al. is informed and believes that the information
requested in Interrogatory 2-3 may be found in reports
formally transmitted to the NRC by letﬁers from the
Applicants dated December 23, 1977 and March 10, 1976,
respectively. Further, FOE et al. is informed and believes

13.



that a preliminary analysis covering safety implications
of said cavities was presented in an interim report sub-
mitted to R. H. Engleken (NRC Region V) by letter dated

August 22, 1977, on behalf of Applicants.

Identify épecifié structures, systems and coméonents
important to safety whose capability to withstand the
design basis seismic event may be adverslv and unacceptably
affected con51derlng the seismic and design bases that you
postulate in response to Interrogatories 1-3 and 1-4 due |
to the existence of the cavities. In each case set forth
the nature, extent and the type(§) of modificationa that

you recommend.

The structures, systems and components important to safety

wﬁose capability to withstand the design basis seismic event

and which may be adversely and unacceptably affected con-

sidering the design basis‘postalated in response to

Interrogatories 1-3 and 1-4 due to the existence of the

cavities are:-

(a) Those items whose failure would result in an unrestrict-
ed release of radioactive products. |

(b) Those items needed for safety injection or recovery
from a loss of coolant accident.

(c) Those items needed to insure the safe and orderly
shutdown of the unit.

The following components, systems, and structures are among

those outlined in (a), (b), and (c) above. This list is

not intended to be inclusive.

14.



2-5

Core support structures including both welded and bolted

assemblies.

Reinforced concrete reactor support structure indluding

the reactor vessel.

Vital piping systems.

Steel containment veésel and foundation.
Framed steelﬂstructures.

Concrete structures abdve ground.

All plant structures, systems.and componentS'important to
safety should be reinforced or replaced with items sufficient
to withstand vibratory ground motion of .75g taking into
consideration existence of the cavities and the maximum
credible design basis seismic event as postulated in res-

ponse to Interrogatories 1-3 and 1-4. -

State the bases, calculations and references used for

supporting the positions specified in response. to Inter-

rogétory 2-4 as to the following:

(a). Why each structure, system and component specified is
important to plant safety.

(b) Why each structure, system and component specified

would be adversly and unacceptably affected.

With respect to 2-5 (a), FOE et al. is informed and believes
that the information requested in said inferrogatory may be
found in any primef on seismic desién criteria for nuclear
power plaﬁts. FOE et al. relies on standard, generally

15.



accepted seismic design base calculations and references

to support its positions specified in response to Inter-
rogatory 2-4. (See, for example, G.S.C. Wang, Analysis

of Nuclear Reactor Equipment Response to Earthquake Forces,
Ph.D. Dissertation, UCLA, 1970). 1In the establishment of.
the seismic design criteria, a log?log plot of the acceler—
ation response spectra normalized to a maximum grouﬁd
acceleration of 0.75g for various percentages of critical
damping, should be utilized in all eélculationS»for ﬁhose

structures, systems and components inportant to .plant safety.

With respect to 2-5 (b), FOE et al. is informed and believes
that since the objective of the seismic design of a nuclear
power plant is to verify that the most adverse conditions

of stress and deflection resulting from the combined in- ’
fluences of normal and earthquake loads will not impair
safe operation or orderly shutdown of the plant, unless
each structure, system and component important to plant
safety is designed to withstand the maximum credible earth-
quake taking into consideration the possible instability
resﬁlting from dewatering cavities such as those found at
the SONGS site, the afore-mentioned structures} systems and

components would be necessarily adversly and unacceptably

affected should such a maximum credible event occur.

Additionally, FOE et al. is informed and believes that
engineering studies of the effects of the dewatering well
cavities on the structural response of SONGS'Z & 3 seismic
CatetoryVI Structures are currently being performed. FOE

et al. interprets Category I Structures to be those

lé6.



structures, systems and components important .to plant
safety. Until such studies are completed and made avail-

able, FOE et-al. is unable to more responsively answer

this interrogatory.

To the extent that Intervenors' case on this contention
will rely on cross-examination of witnesses presented by
any other party to this procéeding, identify any material

to be relied upon in such cross-examination.

During cross-examination, FOE et al. will rely on any

material entered into evidence of direct testimony and

may enter as exhibits any report, analysis, or study pre-

pared by, or on behalf of, Applicants, the NRC, or any

consultant, agency or institution with respect to any
fault, earthquake, cavity, or othéer seismic event occur-
ring subsequent to the establishment of the existing
seismic design basis for SONGS 2 & 3 and heretofore or
hereafter identified within these responses. Such exhibit
may include but will not be limited to the>following:

(a) . Those engineering studies which FOE et al. is informed
and believes are currently being performed on behalf‘
of Applicants with respect to the dewatering well
cavities.

(b) Those preliminary evaluations on the dewatering well
cavities identified more completely in response to
Interrogatory 2-3.

(c) Those materials pertaining to the SONGS 2 & 3 dewater-
ing well cavities which FOE et al. is informed and
believes have been traﬁsmitted to Applicants by

17.



o | o
Bechtel Power Corporation or Woodward-Clyde Consultants
or which have been prepared by Applicants. Said
materials are described in :Attachment A" of Applicants'
answers to Intervenors' Interrogatories to Southern
California Edison Company which attachment is, by this
" reference, incorporatea hereiﬁ.

(d) Those materials which pertain to any geologic studies
thét have been made-of the land area within a 100 mile
arc of SONGS 2 & 3 and which materials FOE et al. is
informed and believes are presently in the possession
of Applicants. Said materials are described in "Attach-
ment B" of Applicants' answers to Intervenors' Inter-
rogatories to Southern California Edison Company which

attachment is, by this reference, incorporated herein.

2-7 Identify all documentary or other material which you intend

to offer as exhibits on this contention in this proceeding.
Material identified in response to Interrogatory 1-6.

Material identified in response to Interrogatory 2-6 and

which is not offered as exhibits by any other party.

N.R.C. Release #79-91 and NUREG 0438, which pertain to

seismic research programs.

FOE CONTENTION NO. 3

The Applicants have not complied with 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix
E regarding emergency plans since becausé of the jurisdictional
diversity of thevseveral state and local agencies involved and
their inadequate fundings and staffing, appropriate and coordin-

18.



3-1

e o
ated emergency plans cannot be developed. An operating license
shoﬁld not be granted for SONGS 2 & 3 becauée 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 surfounding areas will be imperiled.

(a) Upon what person or persons do you rely to substantiate

your case on contention number 3?
Mr. Robert Lacy, Deputy Director, San Diego ODP. -
Mr. Donald L. Hamilton, Director, San Diego ODP.

Mr. Paul Muspratt, District Safety and Enforcement

Specialist, State Parks.
Mr. Jack Kearns, State of California, OES.

Mr. Robert Crommelin
Robert Crommelin and Associates
17017 Ventura Blvd.

Encino, California 91316

(b) Provide the addresses and educational and professional
qualification of any persons named in your response to

(a) above.

FOE et al. has provided all the information presently
in its possession with‘respect to the addresses, educational
and professional qualifications for each of those persons
identified in its response to Interrogatory No. 3-1 (a)
above. |

(c) Identify which of the persons identified in (a) you intend

19.



(a)

o | o
to call aé witnesses on this contention in this
proceeding. |
(4) Indicate wﬁich of the persons identified in'(c) above
that you anticipate will appear voluntarily and which

under subpoena.

At the present time, FOE et al. has not determined
which of the above-identified persons it intends to
call as witnesses on this contention, and has no
knowledge which such persons will appear voluntarily

and which under subpoena.

Identify the state and/or local agencies involved in
development and implementation of emergency plans, as
contemplated by Appendix E, 10 CFR Part 50, for San Onofre

Units 2 & 3, reférred to in Contention No. 3.

State:

Parks and Recreation.

Office of Emergency Services.

Cai;fornia Highw;y Patrol..

Department of Transportation (Caltrans).
State Military. |

Local:

Orange County OES.

~San Diego County OES.

Sheriff's Department.
Health Department.
Fire Department.

City of Oceanside.

City of San Clemente.
: 20.



(B)

(c)

(d)

With which of the agencies identified in (a) above have
you had any communication (oral or written) in regard to
this facility at any time? Provide the dates of any such

communications.

FOE et al. contacted Mr. Don Hamilton at San Diego ODP

on 6-29-77. Subject: extent of emergency response exercises
conducted to date; coverage of County emergency response plan.
Identify (providing name, titlé or position, and address)

each individual communicated with at each agency identified

in (b) above, regarding the San Onofre facility.

Refer to response to Interrogatory 3-2 (b) above.
Provide a copy of all written communications or summary
of all oral communications with each agency identified in

(b) above.
Refer to response to Interrogatory 3-2 (b) above;

Provide summaries of the views, positions, or prdposed
testimony on contention No. 3 of all persons named in
response to Interrogatory 3-1 that you intend to present

during this proceeding.

Refer to transcript of Hearings on Emergency Evacuation

Plans Associated With Nuclear Powered Electric Generating
Facilities held before the State Energy Resources Conser-
vation and Development Commission, Docket No. 76-SIT - 1,

at San Diego, On October 7, 1976.

State the specific basis and references upon which the
persons named ih response to Interrogatory 3-1 rely to
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3-6

substantiate their views regarding contention No. 3.

Refer to afore-mentioned transcript and the various
response plans prepared by those agencies identified in

Interrogatory No. 3-2 (a).

To the extent that Intervenors' case on this contention
will rely on cross-examination of witnesses preéented by
any other party to this proceeding, identify any material

to be relied'upon in such cross-examination.
Any material entered as exhibits on direct testimony.
The EP and EPS.

Transcript of Hearings identified in response to Inter-

rogatory No. 3;3.
Material identified in response 3-6, below.

Identify all documentary or other material which you
intend to offer as exhibits to this contention in this

proceeding.

ATranscript of Hearings (Identified in 3-3 above) held

on August 23, 1976 and October 7, 1976.
The EP and EPS.

L.A.Times article dated 3-11-74 "Clear-Cut Accident Plan

Lacking for San Onofre A-Plant".

Federal Response Plan For Peacetime Muclear Emergencies,

dated May 3, 1976.
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(&)

(b)

Report to the Congress by the GAO dated 3-18-76 and titled:

"Stronger Federal Assistance To States Needed For Radiation

Emergency Response Planning”.
NUREG 75/111, Supplement 1.

Statement by Lynn Hicks entitled: "San Onofre Evacuation

Report" dated August 1, 1976.

~Statement of Dr. William D. Rowe, Deputy Assistant Admini-

startor for Radiation Programs, Environmental Protection
Agency, Before the Subcommittee on Energy and the Environ-
ment, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, House of

Representatives, June 11, 1976.

What amount of funding (in dollars) is required to develop
and implement appropriate and coordinated emergency plans,
as contemplated by Appendix E to 10 CFR Part 50, for San

Onofre Units 2 & 3?

FOE et al. haé no knowledge of what amount of funding is
required to develop and implement appropriate and coordinated
emergency plans, as contemplated by Appendix E-to 10 CFR

Part 50, for San Onofre Units 2 & 3. FOE et al. objecﬁs

to this interrogatory insofar as it requests information
beyond the bounds of the emergency planning contentions
currently at issue in this proceeding for discovery purposes,

and insofar as it requests information of a speculative nature.

What amount of staffing is required to develop and implement
appropriate and coordinated emergency plans as contemplated
by Appendix E to 10 CFR Part 507
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FOE et al, has no knowledge of what amount of staffing

is required to develop and imblement appropriate and
coordinated emergency plans, as'contemplated by Appendix
E to 10 CFR Parﬁ 50. FOE et al. objects to this inter-
rogatory insofarlas it requests information of a purely
speculative nature and which is beyond the bounds of the
emergency'planning contentions currently at issue in this
proceeding for discovery purposes.

(c) What is the basis for your response in (a) and (b) above?

Not applicable.
(d) Define the terms "appropriate" and "coordinated" as used

in this contention No. 3.

"appropriate" = Suitablétor proper; practical to effectively
implement.

"coordinated" - To arrange in proper relative position;
responsibly directed by a lead agency to assure smooth
functioning, minimal overlap of responsevactivities, and
willing subordination of all assist agencies to directives
of lead agency.

(e) Define the terms "complex", "overlapping", "difficult to
implement” and "surrounding areas" as used in this conten-
tion No. 3 taking intb consideration your responses to
the above interrogatories.

"complex" - Consisting of interconnected parts; intricate
or complicated; involving various agencies with differing
concepts of authority and responsibility in event of
emergency. |

"overlapping" - To extend over and cover part of; to coincide

A
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partly; areas of responsibility in event of emergency are
not clearly delineated resulting in a particular agency
performing response activities_whiéh extend into another
agency's jurisdiction under the emergency plan.
"difficult to imélement" - Hard to carry into effect; not’
easy to achieve, comprehend, manage or satisfy; plan is
hard to comprehend in terms of which agency does what in
an emergency; plan'is not easy to carry into effect.
"surrounding areas" —ACQﬁmunities within and without the
low population zone for a 25 mile radius of SONGS, in-

cluding - boaters and persons in the ocean.

Considering your responses to the interrogatories above,
specifically state, in both qualitative and quantitative

.
terms, the deficiencies in the emergency plans proposed
by the applicants in this proceeding, for San Onofre Units

2 & 3.

10 CFR Part 50, Appendix E requires that: "...the plans

provide reasonable assuranéé that appropriate measures

can and will be taken in the event of an emergency to

Protect public health and safety and prevent damage to

property." The emergency plans proposed by applicants do

not meet this requirement in thaﬁ:

(a) San Diego ODP does not have an adequate staff to
handle an emergency situation at San Onofre.

(b) Fécilities for monitoring and treating accident victims
at San Diego County hospitals are inadequate.

(c) Facilities and manpower -are insufficient to conduct
on-site radiologic monitoring of beach-and-park users'
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contamination.

(a)

(e)

(£)

(g)

(h)

(1)

(3)

(k)

(1)

The narrow roads in the parks north and south of the

plants will become quickly congested in the event of
an evacuation.
As Interstate 5 is the only major highway running

near the plants, it too will become intolerably con-

‘gested in the event of evacuation.

Evacuation of the cities with 25 miles south of the

plants will be impossible.

The California Department of Parks and Recreation

is not sufficiently staffed to handle an emergency
situafion.

Confusion exists between the State Department of Parks
and Recreétion and SCE as to which organization has
the responsibility for initiating an evacuation.

The San Diego County Sheriff and the San Diegb County
OES have not coordinated their evacuation plans.

The California Department of Parks and Recreation
considers its evacuation responsibilities to be at
least partially independent from other participgting
agencies, thereby frustrating attempts at coordinating
evacuation procedures.

The State Départment of Parks and Recreation has no
buses at its disposal which could aid in the evacua-
tion of large numbers of beach and park users, thereby
leaving evacuation to the use of foot and the indivi-
dual automobile.

The Orange County OES did no£ participate in the
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(m)

(n)

(o)

(p)

(q)

(r)

(s)

(t)

(u)

hearings, thus hampering efforts at'coordinating

evacuation procedures.

The San Diego County OES has not conducted a fully

coordinated exercise to test its evacuation procedures

as is required by the June, 1975 plan.

No assurances exist that evacuation of the low

population zone can be effected in the event of an

emergency.
Insufficienct drill exercises have beeh conducted
to test the effectiveness of tﬁe emerQency response
plans.

The drill exercise conducted on June 13, 1978 by
Applicants was incomplete and inadequate since no
evacuation of any kind was attempted.

The passage of Proposition 13 renders invalid all
local and state plans in that sufficient funding will
be unavailable to effectively implement adequate
response measures.

Training programs to prepare nuclear plant and assist
agency personnel to react in accordance with the
emergency plans are inadequate.

Measures or tests to assure availability and oper-
ability of SONGS 2 & 3 emergency response equipment
have not been formulated.

No agency has been designated with clear authority
to function as the lead agency in the event.of an
emergency.

No assurance exists that a lead agency will in fact

assume responsibility for evacuation of the exclusion
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area, low population zone and the surrounding com=-
munities outside the low population zone.

(v) No assurances exist that assist agencies will follow
the directions of the lead agency.

(w) The NRC has.not approved the emergency plans as of
this date.

(x) Under the EP, Applicant and at least two additional
assist agencies have potentially conflicting authority
to evacuate the SONGS site beach area.

(y) Under the EP, Applicants and at least five assist
agencies have potentially conflicting authority to
regulate the traffic control function inclusive of
the low populatioﬁ zone.

(z) Under the EP, Applicants and at least three assist
agéncies have potentially conflicting responsibility
for radiological monitoring of evacuees.

(aa) The number of.personnel trained in radiological
monitoring and the number of radiological monitoring
devices available in an emergency is:

" 1. Insufficient to protecg the health, safety and
welfare of the public;
2. Distributed extremely unevenly among potential
assist agencies; and
3. Distributed primarily among agencies having no
responsibility under the EP for radiological
monitoring. |

(bb) Insufficient assurances exist that assist agencies

will iﬁ fact provide adequate services in the £ollow-

ing areas:
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(cc)

(ad)

(ee)

(££)

(gg)
(hh)

(ii)

(33)

1. Law enforcement.

2. Traffic control.

3. Pire prevention and control.

4. On-site medical services.

5. Off-site medical services and facilities.

No assurances exist under the EP and EPS that off-
site assist agencies will be able to implement control
measures to prevent or minimize ingestion of or exposure
to contaminated materials by persons off-site.

No assurances exist as to the dissemination of public
evacuation inférmation due to the diversity of
agencies involved and the lack of centralized respon-
sibility. .

Some emergency response plans may not have been
designed to include potential nuclear accidents at
site of SONGS 2 & 3.

The emergency plan allows for an inadequate number of
on-site physicians.

The émergency plan has a vague concept of operating.
Organization of the emergency plan is fragmented.
There is an unclear relationship among state, and
local and assist agency response measures.

The emergency plans provide for no identification of

those responsible for evacuation in the event of an
emergency.

Describe how "the safety of persons in the surrounding

areas will be imperiled”.

Persons in the surrounding areas include those on the

beach and in the water in front of or near SONGS site,

an



others in the low population' zone, and all persons in

communities outside the low population zone but within

25 miles of SONGS 2 & 3. The safety of these persons will

be imperiled because;

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

They may not be warned in sufficient time of radiation

-danger so as to evacuate;

They may be unable to evacuate, even if warned in
time, due to crowded conditions, traffic jams, clogged
or impassible"escape routes and roads, general panic,
and unavailability of buses to limit veﬁicle evacua-=
tion of all beach useré and other persons, resulting
in extensive radiation exposure;

They may be injured or killed in an attempt to
évacuate by means other than radiation such as vehicle
accidehts, hit-and-run, etc.;

Lootings of evacuated homes and businesses may occur
possibly involving armed intervention and resulting

in injury or death. i}

FOE CONTENTION NO. 4

error.

The Applicants projection of fuel costs over the life of the
plants does not adequately account for the escalation of

uranium prices and therefore the cost-benefit analysis is in

(a) 'Upon what person or persons do you rely to substantiate
your case on contention No. 47
Provide the addresses, educational and professional

qualifications of all persons named in (a) above.
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Ron Carstens
Robert Lamson

' David Snow of Mitchell-Hutchins, NYC

FOE et al. has ptovided all the information presently
in its possession with respect to 4-1 (b) above.

(c) Identify which of the persons indentified in (a) above

| you intend to call as witnesses on this contention in
this proceeding.

(d) Indicate which of the persons idéntified iﬁ (c) above
you anticipate will appear voluntarily and which under
subpoena.

At the present time, FOE et al. has not determined which of

the above-identified persons it intends to call as witnesses,

if any, on this contention, and which will appear voluntarily

Oor require a subpoena.

Provide summaries of the views, positions, or proposed
testimony on contention No. 4 of all persons named in your
response to Interrogatory 4-1 above, that you intend to pre-

sent during this proceeding.

Since FOE et al. has not yet determined which of those persons
named in response to Interrogatory 4-1 it intends to present
during this proceeding, FOE et al. is unable at this time to

provide the information requested in Interrogatory No. 4-2.

State the specific bases, calculations and references upon
which the persons named in response to Interrogatory 4-1 rely
to substantiate their position regarding contention No. 4.
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For Rdn Carstens and Robert Lamson, refer to "Realistic

Uranium Energy Yields and Costs" included with these

responses as "Appendix I."

For David Snow, refer to Institutional Investor, October, -

'1975.

4-4 (a) What rate of escalation do you believe should be used in
célculating uranium prices for‘purposes of this contention
number 42
A minimum of 79%.
(b) What is the basis for this rate? Provide all calculations
and identify all references used in arriving at your

response to (a) above.

Refer to "Realistic Uranium Energy Yields and Costs"
identified in Interrogatory No. 4-3 and included with these
responses'as’"Appendix I". Refer to bibliography contained
therein for all references. Refer to response 4-6 below

for calculations used in resonse to 4-4 (a).

4-5 (a) Utilizing the rate of escalation stated in your response
to Interrogatory 4-4 (a), what fuel cost do you calculate

over the life of San Onofre, Units 2 & 3?2

Refer to response 4-6 below.
(b) Provide the bases and calculations for your response to

Interrogatory 4-5 (a) above.
Refer to response 4-6 below.

4-6 Describe, in both quantitative and qualitative terms, the
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effect on the cost/benefit analysis for San Onofre Units

2 & 3, which the fuel cost you have calculated would have.

(a)

Applicants' cost/benefit analysis fails to provide con-
sideration for the greatest possible escalation of

uranium prices based on recent occurrences. Between 1973'
and March, 1976, a period of apprﬁximately three yearé,
uranium prices increased from $7 per pound to $40 per pound.
iong—term uranium contracts are generally tied to market
price at delivery or 7% per vear eséalation, whichever is
greater. Therefore, the future price of uranium cannot be

less than the present (1978) price plus 7% per year

‘escalation.

Val

SONGS 2 & 3 over an operating life of 30 years will require
approximately 15,780 metric tons of uranium or 526‘M.T.

per year. Converted to pounds, this equals a uranium
requiremeht of 1,159,630 pounds annually (1 M.T.=2,204.62
pounds). At $40 per pound, the cost of one year's supply

would be $46,385,200.

Usiﬁg a "worst possible case" analysis, predicated on the
1973 to 1976 increase, the rate of escalation required in
the cost/benefit analysis is 79% (the percent increase
each year which resulted in the $7 to $40 price change

over the 3 year period from 1973 to March, 1976). See
Table I, below, for calculations. Using this rate of
escalatioh over the 30 years operating life of SONGS

2 & 3 to account for a possible similar price increase

over the operating life-span - the "worst possible case" -

the cost of the annual uranium requirement during the 30th
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(b)

year as well as the total aggregate uranium cost for

30 years, would reach astronomical proportions. Assuming
a 1981 start up and a uranium price of $40 per pound at
that time (an unlikely asSumption since the $40 per pound
figure was the March, 1976 price), the cost of uranium in
1985, just 4 years later, will have risen to at least

$411 per gouhd. See Table II for calculations. This

would place the cost of SONGS 2 & 3 total uranium require—
ment for that year alone (1,159,630 pounds) at $476,607,930

or over 10 times greater that the total cost for 1981

($46,385,200).

The possibility of these prohibitively high costs invalidate
the Applicants' cost/benefit analysis contained in the

/
final EIR since that analysis did not use a "worst possible

case" approach.

FOE et al. is informed and believes that Applicants have
contracted only for partial uranium requirements for
SONGS 2.& 3 operating life-span. Without contracts for
the total aggregate uranium requirements for SONGS 2 & 3
for its operating life, no reésonable assurances exist
that Applicants will be able to obtain sufficient uranium
at a price which will not invalidate the cost/benefit

analysis.
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TABLE I

URANIUM COST~PER-POUND INCREASE 1973-1976

RATE OF INCREASE CALCULATIONS

$7.00 x .79 = 5,53 + 7.00 + $12.53 - end of 1973
$12.53 x .79 = 9.90 + 12.53 + $22;43 - end of 1974
$22.43 x .79 = 17.72 + 22.43 + $40.15 - end of 1975,

March 1976
TABLE II

PROJECTED URANIUM COST-PER~POUND AT 79%

ANNUAL RATE OF INCREASE FOR 1981-1984

$40.00 x .79 = 31.60 + 40.00 = $71.60 - end of 1981
y$7l.60 X .79 = 56.56 + 71.60 = $128.16 - end of 1982
$128.16 x .79 = 101.25 + 128.16 = $229.41 - end of 1983
$229.41 x .79 = 181.23 + 229.41 = $410.64 -~ end of 1984

(a) Whaé is the maximum fuel cost which you calculate that
would not affect the cost/benefit balance for San Onofre

Units 2 & 3?
1.6 mills/ KW hr.

(b) What is the basis for this cost? Provide all calculations
and idenfity all references used in arriving at your

response to (a) above.

This cost is based on Applicants cost/benefit analysis
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contained in the final environmental impact report for

SONGS 2 & 3.

To the extent that Intervenors' case on this contention will
rely on cross-examination of witnesses presented by any other
party to this proceeding, identify any material to be relied

upon in such cross-examination.
All material presented as exhibits on direct testimony.

Contracts, if any, between Applicants and uranium suppliers

if same can be obtained from Applicants.
Final Environmental Impact Statement for SONGS 2 & 3.

Any other material contained in responses to these interroga-

tories which relates to Contention No. 4.

Identify all documentary or other material which you intend

to offer as exhibits on this contention in this proceeding.

Those materials identified in response to Interrogatory No.

4-8, above.
Weekly Energy Report, March, 1976.
Institutional Investor, October, 1975.

"Realistic Uranium Energy Yields and Costs", monograph by
Ron Carstens and Robert Lamson; included herein as "Appendix

I"'

"The Economics of Nuclear Power", monograph by Leonard F.C.
Reichle, August 27, 1975.
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"The Emerging Economics of Nuclear Power", monograph by
Robert D. Lamson.

ERDA Weekly Announcement, April 16, 1976.

Wall Street Journal, "Utilities Rap Westinghouse Cancellation

of Uranium Deliveries, Weigh Responses", dated 9-15—75.

"We May Find Ourselves Short of Uranium, Too", monograph by

‘Ralph E. Lapp, Fortune, October, 1975.

Wall Street Journal article, "Uranium Drain", by William M.

Carley, dated 6-7-76.

Materials identified in bibliography contained in monograph

designated as "Appendix I" and attached to these responses.

Testimony of Stephen K. Moody, Director of Research, Council
on Economic O Priorities, before the California Legislature
Assembly Committee on Energy and Diminishing Materials,

December, 1975.

37.



APPENDIX I :
o - o

REALISTIC URANIUM ENERGY YIELDS AND COSTS
by

Ren Carstens, Rokert Lamsen .

Nuclear power piarts have always been known to have high "frent end” cepital
cests, and since 1970 the escalation in capital cosis has posed an increasingly serious
economic problem for nuciear power., However, nuclear power advocctes in government -

and industry have attempted to counteract these high capitc! costs by emphasizing the
ry pted t gh cap y emp |

"prectically negiigitle” uranium fuel costs of nuclear power. The uranium fuel cost

component of electricity preduced from nuclear powe. has received scant attention cutside
:

of cost estimates for specific siructions' and individual power pian?s.‘? In almest all

"official" costs for the uranium fuel component have been around 3 mils per kwh,

’ 3,4

casas, these

with recent figures put ot 5 to 6 mils, Utility industry officials have been lod to believe

that this wos the primary advantage of nuclear over coal pewer and offcet nuclear's higher
capital cests. However, there seems fo be a lack of published operating data on which to

buse such ruel cost cclcuicf'ons, particularly electricity yield from uranium.  On the other

1,4,12
hand,  there is a great deal of information published on expected or projected yields. *

This investigation wes undertaken to establish what uranium fuel cost ccrponant
utilities could expect for a nuclecr power plant in the near future, besed upon actual

operating data. All utilifies operating nuclear power plants for more than five years were

in ed to submit their uranium fuel locding recerd, including dates of locding, amount of
fuel charged and its enrichment. We obtained data from startuo for five utilities (5,6,7,8,9)

and the ten-year record of two other plants from ERDA. 19 The tctal electrical genaration

~
n

for these plants from startup dote fe the latest fusl loading date wes derived from datq in



the Federal Government publication "Monthly Operating Plants Status Report" known

as the " Gray Book." Utilizing the fuel loading record and its enrichment, the uranium
oxide "yellowcake" required to fuel each plant was calculated from a material balance
on the enrichment step, using uranium ores naturally occurring 0.711 wt% U235 in the feed

i,4,1

cnd a tails assay of 0.3 wt%. The fuel charges used were fhe sum of the individual
loadings charged to the plant from startup until the fuel cycle just prior to the lest one
submitted by the ufi.lify. In this way, the electricity generated from the last fuel load
charged to the plant would be included to give maximum credit for Qenercfion from this

last load. These overall electricity yields, as summarized in Table |, were simply calculated
by dividing the total electricity generated over the periods described by the net fuzl charged
converted to uranium yeliowcake' (10G% U30Og besis). The individual plant's yields were
then averaged by weighting the yield with the operating life f§ give more weight to the
plants operating the lengest in order to de-emphasize the yield-dampening effect of the
initicl core loading. The avercge yield obtained was 12. éé MMkwh per short fon vellowcalie,
which is cstonishingly low by previou; statements, being less than 40% of the lowest previous
official governmant and industry statements. ln»ofﬁc‘icl Fedeu—:l Government publicaficns’ 12

as weil as’ privcfe4’ 13 and indusfry3 manuscripts, the energy yield from urenium is represented

as "unchallengeable and immutable" at around 32,600 Megawatt (thermal) days per metric

I“ .

ton uranium metal in the fuel. This calculates out to something over 32 MMkwh ger short
ton yellowcake cver a ten-year operating period without reprocessing, depending upon
reactor type, etc. Additionally, in 970 the AEC stated that reactors yielded 34 MMkwh

per short ton yellowcake, without reprocessing. ~  Just lest year, an ERDA official testified

that light water nuclear reactors in the United States routinely contributed 32 MMkwh per



short ton yellowcake 15

to the Unifed States énergy needs (without reprocessing). Somer
have claimed over 60 MMkwh per short ton yellowcake cs the energy yie!d.4 On the
“b.csis of the data revealed here, it appears that present generation light water reactors
may use at lec;f two-and=-one~hal!f times as much u;'cnium fuel as has been heretofore
assumed by Federal planners. B
As can be noted in Table |, the electrical yields vary a great deal, with the highest

being over twice the lowest yielding plant. Attempis were made to correlate these datq
with capacity factor, plant size, plant type, % enrichment, and between shori cnd long~
operating plants, all with no result, Capacity factor would be a logical correlating facter
since the plants are charged with a designated amcunt of fuel and the t;cds are regularly
chﬁnged even though the electrical output may be below design for various reasers.
However, there is no correlation with any factors these authors could ideniify. We also
considered the relatively brief operating time for the plants considered here {everage life 7
years) with respect to the dampening effect of the initial core lc;:ding. However, using the
Government's energy yield figures for the initial core and replacement lc:c:ciings,':2 we -
calculated the yield difference between a plant onerating seve;n years (average for .
this study) and those operating 15 years, or one-half the plant's expec.‘ed operating life.
The difference in yield obtained was only 3% and thus would no'!' account for the differences
revealed here. Meager pbb.lished data on BWR:29 fuel rods parformance would seem to be
in agreement with this data. Actually, these electrical yields as derived here are high by
% to 10% because no account was taken of transmission losses|7 which are real due to the -

large and remote nature of these plants. Therefore, for a utility that is concerned with

buying uranium yellowcake and delivering "billable" electricity to its customers, the
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actual electrical yield based upon these operating data is well below 12 MMkwh per

short ton yellowcake. This analysis, of necessity, did not include the effect of recycling
uranium or plutonium c;.xs these are nof commercially practical at present. There is

considerable doubt if fher'e ever will be commercial reprocessing and recycﬁng.‘lé Even
given the unlikely event of recycling becomfnéb a commercial reality, it would at best

increcse the yield 20% to 25%l2 which may never be realized due to the doubtful economics
of reprocessing aﬁd recy¢ling, 18 In any event, it is questionable that reprocessing and racyc~
ling' can be operational fast encugh to help the United States from exhausting domestic
uranium reserves in the near future,

Utilizing the electrical yield derived herein, the official ERDA figures on proven
urcnium reserves, 17 and the proie.cfed installation of nuclear plcmfs‘,“2 the United Statas
could theoretically run out of uranium fuel for its scheduled plaﬁts we-H before 1990 assuming no
imports. Thus it is peculiar indeed that the nation is being asked to go nuclecr in order
to be Aself-sufﬁcienf in energy. In a day when the Unfi;ed States has problems with cetro-
dol}crs and an Organization of Petroleum Exporting Counx‘ries,.we- can e*becf to have
problems tomorrow with uranodollars and anOrga::ionon of Uranium Exporting Countries.

The next portion of this study considered the effect of this lowered elecirical yield -
upon the fuel cost compenent of nuclecr genercted electricity. There are many costs

- . ,
associated with uranium fuel which are not considered in traditional cost calculations for
invdividuci ufiliﬁes'bplcn.‘s. These asscciated costs--spent fue! reprocessing to ultimate
waste management and subsidies on reactor develo‘pmenf and fuel enrichment--have ccused

. &
some nuclear proponents to seriously re-evaluate cest esfimafes.zo However, for purposes

of this discussion these costs are not considered here, and we restrict our analysis to the



fuel cost csmponenf ;?ricﬂy from the standpoint of en individual utility cperating a
nuclear fueld generating station which will be on stream in 1985. TP;e components of

fhis fuel cost reF!ecf oniy the operations of fuel gathering cnd_prepardﬁon in order to
prepare the fuel rods for light water nuclear plants. These include the cost of uranium
yellowcake itself, transportation and conversion to UF4 for fuel enrichment, the enriching
process (to allow the natural 0.711% U235 to be upgraded to about 3.2%, reconversien

to U3Og end fabrication info fuel elements to be plccéd in a reactor.

The cost of yellowcake has undergone enormous increases in the past few years,
from a market price of just 7$/ib in 1573 to the present contract price of 405/1b,20
Current long=term uranium contracts are written tied to merket price at deiivery or 7%
per year esf.alcficn, whichever is greater. Therefore, the future price of uranium cannot
be iess than present prices (about 40$/1b) glus 7% per year escalation. TE?S yields a 1985
price of about 805/1b which is as low as a utility can expect to pay. Others have
anticipated even higher prices,22 some well over 1005/1b2° for the mid 198C's. The
uranium supply situation is so serious that some ulﬁlifies have been forced to invest in

4 )
24,25 Further aggravating the

‘'uranium mines as a defense against further escalation.
sifuc-tion will be the lower-than-expected electricity yields observed here.

At the enriching plant step, we can also see the effect of inflation and rising
electricity prices on the ff:erhendous amounts of power it takes to enrich the uranium. Even
considering ERDA'; heavily -subsidized operation and using tax-free TVA power, .fhe
Government charge for enriching. hﬁs climbed from $28.70/kgSWU in 1971 to the recently
announced 567.25/kgSWU25 which is almtst a 20% cnnua! increcﬁe. Further cost

increases will be forthcoming due to the increasing cost of electricity, lack of added



Governrﬁenl’ subsidy or private enriching plants, and the normal forces of inflation,
With an escalation rate of 7% per year for inflation, costs couble every ten years.
Therefore, we estimated a 1985 enriching cost of $135/kgSWU, which is probably on the
low side given past and future expected electrical cost increases, the real costs of
government subsidy, and/or a shortage of enriching capacity. The final step of recon-
version of UFg back to the oxide and Fue!-rod fabrication hc; been estimated at SIOO/lr.gU,2
but a realistic estimate puts the figure at Sl25/ngg7 which yields an escalated figure
for 1985 of $250/kgU. . |

Conibining these cost elements with the average operating zlectrical yield derived
in Table | gives the uranium fuel costs in Takle II. These 1985 basis costs total 19.8 mils

- . / . o e
per kwh just for the uranium fiel component alone into nuclear power piants. This is some

1,2,3,4

- 400% to 600% higher than previous estimates by government and industry.

These costs do not include nuclear fuel financing charges which will qdd at least 20%
and as much as 50% to the Table Il figure of 19.8 mils per kwh. Financing costs vary
grectly and depend upon actual vs; expected fuel rod life, how much fuel reserve a
ufilfty likes fc; have and their financing costs. Any economic cdvcnfdges which may
come to pass from reprocessing or " breakthroughs" n enrichment technology will be
completely overshadowed by th‘ese financing charges and by transmission line losses
which were also not included. Therefare there is reasorable assurance that a utility
in 1985 will have pay at least 20 mils per kwh for nuclear fuel costs alone,

It would appear, based upon this analysis, that the nuclear fuel costs pass-

throughs of the 1980's will make those of the'70's seem low indeed. Furthermore the
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"highly touted fuel cost advantagz of nuclear power will very soon turn out to be a
disadvantage. Even if we escalaie the present average U.S. price of coal (Slé.?O/.‘on)28
to 1985 (at 7%per year , yielding $33.80/ton)’, and use an average energy y'ield of
3000 kwh/ton for coal, we can see that the 1985 fuel cost of coal power is only 11,3
mils per kwh, or 57% of the uranium fuel cost component in.Table Il, t The present

lower charges for nuclecr plant's fuel is evidently a short=lived utopia that will be
g p Y p

shattered as we enter the 1980's.



TABLE |
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SUMMARY OF ELECTRICITY YIELDS FROM OPERATING NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS

——

3

5

6

2

Latest date

charged to latest

Tctal uranium fuel

4

Average wt%

Total yellowcake
(100% U308 required to

Cumulative electrical

7 - -

Gross energy

First Date of | of fuel load-| date, excluding fuel reactor, calculated | production, startup yield, MM KWH
Commercial |ing received | last fuel load enrichment from reactor fuel charge |to latest-date of fuel per short fon
Reactor Operation |from utility (méetric tons) U235 (short tons)® loading, MM KWH yellowcake
:onnecficuvt
Yankee 1/68 8/73 152.9 3.64 1,637 27,400 16.75 @
Yesden | 7/60 9/71 139.2 1.88 695 10,700 15.40
Sinna 3/70 3/75 . 245.9 2.82 1,946 13,700. 7.04
aCrosse 9/69 8/75 15.5 3.63 169 I,290 T 7.63
Aonticello 7/71 10/75 146.8 2.34 947 13,300 14.04
{.R.Robinson 2|  3/71 12/75 140.6 2.64 1,042 , 19,850 19.02
[
fankee-Rowe |  8/60 9/71 .6 4.20 1,378 12,300 8.93 ®
Weighted average by length of operation 12.356

1 - Calculated from individual fuel loadings and enrichments supplied for each reactor and from enrichment section material balance at
.3 wt% tails assay and 1.3 short tons 100% U308 per metric ton U fuel charged.

Nate:

Total uranium fuel, Col.3, and average % enrichment, Col.4, will not necessarily calculate out to Col. 5 because of the

non-linearity of the enrichment material balance function. Col.5 was calculated from actual individual fuel loadings received

from the utilities, and Cols. 3 and 4 summarize their data for ease of presentation.




, TABLE Il

_ COST SUMMARY
URANIUM FUEL COST COMPONENT OF NUCLEAR ELECTRICITY

1985 BASIS
» Cost per
Units/short ton short ton P
Cost/Unit yellowcake yellowcake Mils/KWH
100 % U30g yellowcake - 803/1k° 2,000 $ 160,000 12.95
Transportation and b :
conversion to UFg 7.308/1b U 239 1,750 0.4
Enrichment - ©q3ss/swut o 413,70 55,850 4,52
UF 4 reconversion to UzQCs, ' :
fabrication into fuel rods 2505/kgU® 108.7 27,180 2.20
TOTAL ....... 19.81 mils/kwh

a = Present NUEXCO contract price escalated @ 7% per current contracts to 1985.

. . . . A .
b - Approximate estimate includes $2.86/1b U for conversion and 27¢/1b yellowecke equivalent,
for transportation to and from conversion and enrichment and final delivery, both escalated
at 7% per year.

€.

¢ = At average 3.2% enrichment, requiring 3.80 kg SWU for U fuel enrichment, and 9.2 short tons
U3Og per metric ton U. | '

d - At Table | average yields of 12.36 MMkwh per short ton U30g yellowcake.

e = Current market prices escalated to 1985 ot 7% per year.

-
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
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SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY,
ET AL.
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(San Onofre Nuclear heneratlng Station,
Units 2 and 3)
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INTERVENOR, FOE ET AL
ANSWERS TO IVTERROGATORIES
PROPOUNDED BY SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON

: Td: vSOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY, et al:

Pursuant to Title 10, Part 2, Section 2;7406 of the Code of
Federal Regulations, Intervenors, Friends of the Earth, et al, in»
‘tﬁe above-entitled action hereby respond to First Set of Inter-
rogatories to Intervenors, Friends of the Earth, Mr. and Mrs. August
Carstens, Mr. and Mrs. Lloyd VanHaden, Mr. Donald May and Mrs. Donis

- Davey" which.were served by maillon Intervenors on June , 1978.

INSTRUCTIONS AND DEFINITIONS

For purposes of the responses contained herein, the folldwing'
definitions and instructions shall apply:

(a) The term "these interrogatories” refers to "First Set
.. of Interrogatories to.Intervenors Friends of the Earth, Mr. and 
. Mrs. August Carstens, Mr. and Mrs. Llo?d VaﬁHaden, Mr . Dopald Méf
~and Mrs. Donis Dévey" which were served by mail on Iﬁtefvénors on
- June , 1978.

(b) The term "NRC" refers to the United States Nuclear




. Regulatory Commission.
(c) The term "FOE et al" refers jointly to intervenors

Friends of the Earth, Mr. and Mrs. August Carstené,‘Mr. and Mrs.

- Lloyd VonHaden, Mr. Donald May and Mrs. Donis Davey.

(d) The term "Applicants' refers jointly to the co—owﬁers
of San Onofre Nucleér Generating Station, Units 2 and 3, Southern |
California Edison Company and the San Diego Gas & Electric Compa?y.

.(e) .The term '""SONGS 2&3" refers to the San Onofre Nucléar :
Génerating Station, Units 2 & 3. | |

(f) The term "FSAR" refers to the "Final Safety Analysis
Report, San Onofre Nuclear Generating Stations, Units 2 & 3."

(g) The term "EP" refers to the "Emergency Plan - San Onofre
Nuclear Generating Station, Units 2 & 3"; the term "EPS" refers to
the ”Supplemeﬁt to Emergency Plan - San Onofre Nuclear Generating
Station, Units 2 and 3."

(hS The term '"'San Diego ODP' refers to the 'Unified San Diego
County Office of Disaster Prepardness', formérly known as ''United
San Diegd County Office of Emergency Services'; the term USMC refers
to "United States Marine Cdrps, Camp Pendleton'; the term '"State OES"
refers to the "Radiological Section of the State Office of Emer-

gency services'; the term "State Parks'" refers to the "California

- State Department of Parks and Recreation."

(i) The term "off-site assistance agencies" refers generally
to all federal, state and local government agencies with jurisdictions
to respond in any manner in the event of a radiological or other

emergency at SONGS 2 & 3,

o
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{j) In all instances Intervenors in response to these
interrogatories have provided such relevant, uﬁprivileged, noh—
confidenfial informetion which is responsive to each of these.
interrogatories and which Intervenors are informedvand believe
te be available from the Public Documents Room of the Mission
Viejo Public Library or is available from Intervenors files.

INTERROGATORY NO. 1: | S e

At the present time do you contend fhat the seismic design
basis for SONGS Units 2 and 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? .If so,

(a) State each and every fact upon which. you base this
contention;

" (b) Identify each and every document or communication upon
which you base this contention; | |

(¢) 1Identify each and every event upon ﬁhich you base this
contention;

(d) Identify each and every person with knowiedge of the
factual basis or bases for this contention, or on whose writings,
opinions, or testimony you base this contention;

(e) identify each and every person whom you expect to call
as witness, expert or otherwise, at the hearing on this contention.
before the Nuclear Regulatory Commission Licensing Board; and as
to each potential witness so 1dent1f1ed provide the follow1ng

information:

e A ————————r




(i) State the precisé subject mattexr on which the
witness is exéected'to testify;
| (ii) State the substance of the.facts and opinions to
which you eXpect the witness to testify; and
E (iii) Summarize the factual and theoretical bases; as
well.as any other grounds, for eéch opinion to which the witness
is expected to testify. |

'RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 1:

1. Yes

(a) and (c)

(l) A fault located in Trabuco Canyoﬂ, approximately
14 miles northwest of the SONGS site. The fault 1ies in a NE-SW
direction.

(2) Two earthquakes occurring on January 3, 1975, magni-
tudes 3.3 and 3.8 respectively, in the vicinity of the above de-
scribed fault.

(3) Five seismic events occurring between June 29 and
July 1, 1977, in the vicinity of the above described fault.

| (4) A éeries of small faults located 6-1/2 miies SE of the
- SONGS site. ‘These faults lie in a N-S direction. The magnitudes
_dfvabove—described seismic events are unknown to FOE et al. at this
time. | | v | _

(5) A fault-locatéd 1-1/2 miles east ofvthe.SONGS site.
The fault lies in a N-NW direction. |

(6) Impllcatlons of the fault dlscovery 2 5 miles west
of the Diablo Canyon site (Hosgri Fault) subsequent to construction

commencement of the Diablo Canyon plants, as such post-construction

Q—
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.discO&ery relates to the potential for similar discoveries at or
near the SONGS site, resulting in the poésibility of.eﬁ earthquake
occurrence with a greater'magnitude then that for which the SONGS
:are designed. The events described above affect the seismic design
basis for SONGS 2 & 3 in the following manner:

(1) vThese incidents are relevant new information and
therefore.neither all activity nor all faults having the potential
for affecting the SONGS have been considered in the design basis
of the plants, as required by 10 CFR part 100, Appendix A.

(2) These incidents render invalid all previous revievs,
reports ahd safety studies which stated that.there were no capable
faults, as defined in 10 CFR, part 100, Appendix A. III(g), within
the vicinity of SONGS. | |

(3) These ihcidente demonstrate that movement occurred
at or near the ground surface at least once within the past
35,000 years, rendering the fault capable and the design basis in-
vaiid. |

(4) These incidents demonstrate that additional faults

_ may exist near the SONGS site which could result in an earthquake
and consequent vibratory motion exceeding that for-which.SONGS
have been designed. o

(b) Safety Evaluation of the SONGS Units 2 & 3, AEC, October
120, 1972. | | |

Safety Evaluation Of The Geologlc Features At The Site Of The
San Onofre Nuclear Generatlng Station, N.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, July 8, 1975. |

FSAR ‘as submitted to NRC by applicants.

- e emrmra s ————
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Testimony of Dr. James Brune on March 15, 1978 and May 22, 1978

at the Construction Permit Hearings, Docket 50-361 and 50-362:

"San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station Vibration Tests' by

" C.B. Smith, R. Thaney, G.S.C. Wang, R.B. Mattheisen School of

Engineering and Applied Science, UCLA.

Testimony of Dale G. Bridenbaugh nichard B. Hubbard, aﬁd'
Gregory C. Minor before the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy,
February 18, 1976 | 3 ' | ' s
| Reactor Safety Study, WASH - 1400 (NUREG 75/014) U.S. Nucléar'
Regulatory Commission, October, 1975.

"A Reliability Review Of The Reactor Safety Study', by Milton
" Kamins, April 1975 (P-5413) |

- "Memorandum to the Comm1851oners U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, Recommendation Relating to the Licensing of Commerciél
Nuclear Power Plants iﬁ the USA,"_by Keith Miller, May 6, 1976.

Wagner, H. C. and Junger, A., Geology of the San Pedro Basin

‘and Shelf Offshore, Southern Califofnia,(1975); copies are available

from Geological Society of America, Boulder, Colorado or any uni-

versity geology library (GSA Abstract, Vol. 7, No. 3).

'Vedeer, J. G. et al., Preliminary Report on the Geology of

"~ the Continental Borderlands of Southern California (1974); copies

are available from U. S. Geological Survey (USGS Misc. Field
~ Studies MF-624). |

Reitman, Jan D. and Brogan, George E., Geotechnical Evaluation

of Potential Island and Offshore California LNG Import Terminal Sites,

(June'9, 1978) c¢/o Woodward-Clyde Consultants, 4000 W. Chapman Avenue,

Post_Office Box 1149, Orange, California 926638.

e o+ i e em—



X, - . . . ! '

Welday, E. E. and Williams, J. W., Offshore Surficial Geblogy

of California (1975); copies are available through the California

 Division of Mines and Geology (State of California Mapsheet 26) .

Ziony; Joseph I., Preliminary Map Showing Recency of Faulting

 _ in Coastal Southern California (1974); copies are availabel through

the United States Geological Survey (USGS, Misc. Field Studies
MG-624) . : ’ . - ‘ , S

Junger, A. and Wagner, H.C., Geology of the Santa Monica and

San Pedro Basins, California.Continental Borderland (1977); copies

are available through the United States Geological Survey (USGE
Misc. Field Studies MG-820). |

Scott,’John D., Geologic Investigation of Bulldozer Trench

at Proposed Viejo Substation Site (Nov. 1, 1975) c¢/o Fugro, Inc.,

3777 Long Beach Blvd., Long Beach, CA.

"Scott, John D., Geologic Investigation of the Mission Vieijo

(F. B. Leighton) Bulldozer Excavation (Nov. 14, 1975) c/o Fugro; Inc.,

3777 Long Beach Blvd., Long Beach, CA.

Scott, John D., Geomorphic Analysis of Terraces in San Juan

& Bell Canyons, Orange County, California’(Sept. 15, 1975) c/o

Fugro, Inc., 3777 Long Beach Blvd, Long Beach, CA.

Scott, John D., Geologic and Tectonic Characteristics of the

,Cristianitds Faﬁlt (Draft Report of June, 1975) c/o Fugro, Inc.,

3777 Long Beach Blvd., Long Beach, CA.

Scott, John D., Final Report on Geologic Features at the

San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station; Units 2 and 3 (Aug. 1975)

c/o Fugro, Inc., 3777 Long Beach Blvd., Long Beach, CA.

West, J. C. , Generalized Sub-surface Geological and Geophysical

Study, Capistrano Area (Nov. 1975) c/o 515 W. Commonwealth, Fullerton,

CA.
7
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* Biehler, Shawn, Seismological Investigation of the San Juan

| Capistrano Area, Orange County (Nov. 1975) c/o 171 E. Blaine St.,

Riverside, CA.

Scott, John D., Report on Geologic Investigation Trail Six

and Horno Canyon, Landslides Southeast of San Cnofre Nuclear

" Generating Station (Oct. 15, 1977) c/o Fugro, Inc. 3777 Long Beach
_ 7
. Blvd., Long Beach, CA '

- Scott, John D., Geologic Investigations of Offsets in Target

Canyon, Camp Pendleton, California (Oct. 15, 1977) c/o Fugro, Inc.,

3777 Long Beach Blvd., Long Beach, CA.

Scott, John D., Supplemental Report of Geologic Investigations,

Trail Six Lanslide (Nov. 28, 1977) c/o Fugro, Inc., 3777 Long Beach
Blvd., Long Beach, CA.

Scott, John D., Geologic Investigation of Fault E, Southeast

of the San Onofre Nuclear Generating.Station (May 12, 1978) c/o

Fugro, Inc., 3777 Long Beach Blvd., Long Beach, CA.

Ehlig, P. E., Geologic Report on the Area Adjacent to the San

Onofre Nuclear Generating Station, Northwestern San Diego County,

California (Sept. 31, 1977) c/o 1560 Via Del Rey, South Pasadena, CA.

Shlemon, R. J., Geomorphic Analysis of Fault E, Camp Pendleton,

California (Sept. 1977) c/o P.0O. Box 3066, Newport Beach, CA.

Pickering, Lowe and Garrick, Inc., Nuclear Power Plant Siting ,

Camp Pendleton Marine Corps Base (April 1977); copies are in the

. poséession of SCE.

| Hunt, G. S. and Hawkins, H. G., Geology'of the San Onofre

~ Area and Portion of the Cristianitos Fault (1975) c/o SCE.
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Morton, P. K., Geology and Engineering Geologic Aspects of

the South Half of the Canada Gobernadora Quadrangle, Orange County,

" California (1975); copies are available through the California
' Division of Mines and Geology (CDMG Special Report 114).

Barrows Allen G., A Review of the Geoiogy and Earthquake

~ History of the Newport ~-Inglewood Structure Zone Southern California

(1974); copies are available through the California Division of
Mines and Geology (CDMG Special Report 114).

CroWell J. C., San Andreas Fault in Southern California,

(1975) c¢/o University of California, Santa Barbara.

Miller, R. V. and Tan, S. S., Geology and En01neer1no Geologlc

Aspects of the South Half of fhe Tustin Quadrangle, Orange County,

California (1976); copies are available through the California

Division of Mines and Geology (CDMG Special Report 126)

Tan, S. S. and Edgington, W. J., Geology and Engineering Geologic .

Aspects of the Laguna Beach Quadrangle,'Orange County, California

(1976); copies are available through the California Department of
Mines and Geology (CDMG Speciai Report 127).

Keﬁnedy, M. P. Recency and Character of Faulting Along the

Flsinor Fault Zone in Southern Riverside County, California (1977);

copies available through the California Department of Mines and
Geology (CDMG Special Report 131).

Kennedy, M. P. and Peterson, G. L., Geology of the San Diego

Metropolitan Area, California (1975); copies are available through

the California Department of Minesvand_Geology (CDMG Bulletin
- No. 200). | -

Grannell R. B., and Lang, H. R.; A Detailed Gravity Survev‘

of the Cristianitos Fault System, Southern Orance County, California

(April 1975); copies are in the possession of SCE.
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kd) ~Dr. Karen McNélly, research fellow, Caltech seismological
laboratory. | |
|   vLucil¢AJones, Massachusetts Institutevof Technology.
Prof. Hiroo Kanamori, geophysicist, Caltech.
Dr. Mizuko Ishida, research fellow{ Caltech.
" Dr. James Brune, Associate Director of the University of
Céiiférnia Institufe of Geophysics.and Planetary Physics.
Dr. Clarence R. Allen, California Institute of Technology.
Robert Strand, Sr. Staff Geologist, California Energy Commission.
Katherin Bering, Ph.D. geochemist, USGS, ilenlo Park, CA.
Thomas Collins, 5 years graduate work in geologic hazards at
UCLA; geologist with U.S. Forest Services.
Rene:Engel, Ph.D. in geology at Caltech; Ph.D. in chemical
engineering at the University of Paris.
Adam Honea, Ph.D. in geophysics and structural geology, Stanford
. University; member of Geology Department at California State University
at Humbolt. o —
Pierre St. Amand, Ph.D. in geophysics and geology at Caltech;
B.S. in physics and electrical engineering from Unﬁiersity of
Alaska: currently. with U.S. Naval Weapons Center at China Lake;
Dr. George M.'Moore, Chief Geologist of the USGS, San Diego.
Jerry Pinckney, believed to be a chief engineer geologist in
Sén Diego. ‘ |
Dr. Robert P. McEuen, professor of geophySics at San Diego
Staté University. | | | '
Dr. Michael P. Kennedy, research geologist‘for the State Division

of Mines and Geology, and for Scripps Institution of Oceanography.

10
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‘Sean Siang Tén, L.A. geoiogist. )
~ Dr. Rodger Chapman, state geologist, Sacramento.
" Gordon W. Chase, state geologist, Sacramento.
" Dr. Eli Silver, Chairman of the University of California,
Santa Cruz, Geology Department.
Dr. Kenneth Lajoie, USGS, Menlo Park, CA.
Dr. Clarence Hall, Chairman, UCLA Geology Deparment.
Ruth Anderson, former USGS geologist and member of California-
Coastal Commission in 1976.
| Richard S. Simons, seismologist, Institute of Geophysics and
Planetary Physics, La Jolla, CA.
George W. Housner, professor of earthquake engineering,
Caltech.
Clarence Allen, professor of seismology and geophysics, Caltech.
Dr. Gilbert Hegemier, earthqdake engineex, UCSD.
Alfonso Reyes, graduate student, UCSD Institute of Geophysics
and Planetary Physics.
Dr. Henry W. Kendall, MIT, nuclear physicist. .
FOE et al. intends to rely, in addition to those individuals
listed above, on those persons identified with their respectivé/
studies in FOE et al's response to interfogatory no. l-b. bFOE
et al has‘provided all the information presently in its possession
with respect to the addresseé, educational and professional quali-
Vfications for each of those persons identified in its response
to interrogatory no. 1(d). | |
(e)(i),(ii),(iii) At the present time, FOE et al. is in the

process of determining which of the above-identified persons it

11
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intends to call as witnesses on this contention.
gince FOE et al. has not yet determined which of those
persons named in response toO Interrogatory 1(4) it intends

to present durlng this proceeding, FOE et al. is unable at thlS

_ time .to provide summaries of the views, pOSltlonS or proposed

testimony of said persons.

INTERROGATORY NO. 2:

At the present time do you contend that the cavities caused
by the Appllcants dewatering of the SONGS, Units 2 and 3, site

will have an unacceptable adverse effect on the capability of

structures and equipment for SONGS, Units 2 and 3 to withstand

the design basis seismic events? If so,

(a)  State each and every fact upon which you base this
cbntention;» |

(b) Tdentify each and every document or communicétion upon
which you base this contention;

(c) Identify each and every event upon which you base this
contention;

(d) Identify each and every person.with knowledge of the

factual ba31s or bases for this contention, ro on whose writings,

opinlon, or testimony you base this contention;
(d) Identify each and every person whom you expect to call
as a witness, expert Or otherwise, at the hearing on this contentlon
before the Nuclear Regulatory Cormission Licensing Board; and as
to each potential witness SO identified provide the following -

information:

(i) State the precise subject matter on which the witness

'is expected to testify;



. . ' ..' . ' ‘.

(ii)' State the substance‘of the facts and opinions to
which the witness 1is expected to testify; _
| (iii) Summarize the factual and theoretlcal bases, as
well ee any other grounds, for each opinion to which ‘the witness

_is expected to testify.

_RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO.2:
| Yes.

(a) and (c)

(1) Since the objective of the eeismic design of a nuclear
power plant is to verify that the most adverse conditions of stress
and deflection resulting from the combined influence of normal and
earthquake loads will not impair safe operation or orderly shutdown
of the plant, unless each structure, system and component important
to plant safety is designed to withstand the maximum credible earth-
quake taking into consideration the possible instability resulting
from dewatering cavities such as those found at the SONGS site,
the afore-mentioned structures, systems and components would be
necessarily adversly and unacceptably affected should such a maxi-
mum credible event occur;

(2) .The structures, systems and components important to
safety whose capability to withstand the design basis seismic
event and which may be adversely and unacceptably affected:

(a) Those jtems whose failure would result in an unrestricted

release of radioactive products. | | o |
(b) Those items needed for safety injection oT recovery from
a loeelof coolant accident. | | | L
(¢) Those items needed to insure the safe and orderly shutdowﬁ

of the unit.
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o e
ihe following components, systems, and structures are among
fhose outlined in (a), (b), and (c) above. This list is not
intended to be inclusive. |
Core support structures including both welded and bolted.
assemblies. ' .
Reinforced concfete reactor support structure including the

reactor vesssel.

. Vital piping systems.

' Steel containment vessel and foundation.

Ffamed steel structures.
Concrete structﬁres above ground.

(3) All plant structures, systems.and componénts im-
portant'to safety should be reinforced or replaced Qith items
sufficient to withstand vibratory ground motion of .75g taking
into consideration existence of the cavities and the maximum
credible design basis seismic event. FOE et al. relies on
standard, generally accepted seismic design base caluculations
and references to support its contentions, specified in response
to Interrogatory 2 (a) (See, for example, C.S.C. Wang, Analysis
of Nuclear Reactor Equipment Response to Earthquake Forces,
Ph.D. Diséertation, UCLA, 1970). 1In the establishment of the
seismic design ériteria, a log-log plot of the acceleration
response spectra normalized to a miximum ground acceleration

of 0.75g for various percentages of critical damping, should be

- utilized in all calculations for those structures, systems

and components important to plant safety.
- Additionally, FOE et al. is informed and believes that -
engineering studies of the effects of the dewatering well

cavities on the structural response of SONGS 2 & 3 seismic
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Category 1 Structures are currently being performed. FOE et al.
liinterprets Category i Structures to be those structures, systems
- and compbnents important to plant safety. Until such-studies
are completed and made avéiiablé, FOE et al. is unable to more
responsively answer this intefrogatofy. |

(b) (1) Those.reporté'which FOE et al. is informedvénd
believes were'formally transmitted to the NRC by letters from
the Applicants dated December 23, 1977 and March 10, 1978,
respectively. |

(2) The preliminary analysis covering safety implications
of said cavities which FOE ef al. is informed and believes was
presénted in an interim report submitted to R. H. Engleken
(NRC Region V) by letter dated August 22, 1977, on behalf of
applicants. |

(3) Those engineering studieé which FOE et al. 1is
informed and believes are currently being performed on behalf

of Applicants with respect to the dewatering well cavities and -

which studies are more completely identified in response to In-
terrogatory:No. 2(d), below.

(4) Those materials pertaining to the SONGS 2 & 3 de-
wéteringAcavitieé which FOE et al. is informed and believes
have been.transmitted to Applicants by Bechtel Power Corporation
or Woodward—Clyde Consulﬁants or which have been prepared by
Applicants. Said materials are described in prpendix A"
to "Response of Southern California Edison Company and San
_Diego Gas & Electric Company to Intervenors FOE, et al In-
terrogatbfiesbto Southern California Edison Company' and by
Vthis reference are incorporated herein. e

(5)1 Those materials which pertain to any geologic studies
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' that have been made of the land area within a 100 mile arc of
" GONGS 2 & 3 and which materials FOE et al. 1is informed and
belleves are presently in the possessxon of Applicants. Said
materials are described in "pppendix - B" to "Response of
Southern California Edison Company and San Diego Gas & Electric
'Company to Intervenor FOE, ét al Interrogatories to Southern
California Edison Company” and by this reference are incorporated
herein. | -
(6) Those materials identified in response tO Interrogatory
1(b), above. .
(7) N.R.C. Release #79-91 and NUREG 0438, which pertain
to seismic research programs.
(d) J. A. Barneich, Associlate
Robert L. McNeill, Project Consultant
Woodward-Clyde Consultants
4000 W. Chapman Avenue

Orange, California 92668

Lucien G. Hersh, Assistant Project Engineer
Bechtel Power Corporation
P. 0. Box 60860

Los Angeles, California 90060

FOE et al. has.proﬁided all the information presently in its
posse531on with respect the the addresses, educational, and
professional quallflcatlons for each of those persons 1dent1f1ed
in its response to this interrogatory. The report on the impact

of the cavities is not complete.
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(e) (i), (ii),(iii) At the present time, FOE et al. has
not determined whether it will call any of the above-identified
persons as witnesses dn this contention. It is anticipated that
the_abeve namea individuals will at least be questioned under cross-
»exemination. Since FOE et‘al. has not‘determined whether it will
call any of the above-identified persons during this proceeding, FOE
et ai. is unable at this time to ?rovide summaries of the views,
positions, or proposed testimony of said persons. |

INTERROGATORY NO. 3:

At the present time do you contend that the Apollcants have .
not complied with 10 CFR, Part 50, Appendix E, regarding emergency
plans, since because of the jurisdictional diversity of the several
-state aﬁd local agencies involved and their inadequate fundings and
staffing, appropriate and coordinated emergency plans cannot be
developed; and that an operatihg license should not be granted for
SONGS, - Units 2 and 3, because the varipus emergency respbnse 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? 1If so,

(a) State each and every faet upon which you base this
contention;.

(b) Identify each and every document or communication upon
whlch you base this contentlon,

(c) Identify each and every event upon'which you base this
‘contention; |

(d) Identify each and every person with knowledqe of the

factual basis or bases for this contentlon, or on whose writings,
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- opinions, or testimony you base this contention;

(e) Identify each and every person whom yoo expect to call
'as w1tness, expert or otherwise, at the hearing on this contention
_before the Nuclear Qegulatory Licensing Board and as to each witness
so identified, please provide the following information:
(i) State the precise subject mattexr on which the

h_withess is expected to testify; | |

(ii) State the substance of the facts and opinions to
which the witness is expected to testify; | |

(iii) Summarize the factual and theoretical bases as well
as.any other grounds, for each opinion to which the witness is ex-
pected to testify. |

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 3:

3. Yes.

(a) and (c)

(1) 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix E requires that: "...the
plans provide reasonable assurance that appropriate measures can
and will be taken in the event of an emergency to protect pﬁblic
health and safety and prevent damage to property." The emergency
plans proposed by applicants do not meet this requirement in that:
(a) San Diego'OﬁP does not have an adequate staff to handle an
emergency situation at San Onofre. '

(b) Facilities for monitoring and treating accident victims at
San Diego County hospitals are inadequate. |
(<) Faciiities and manpower are insufficient to conductlon—eite
eradiologic monitoring of beach—and—bark users' contamination.v
(d) The narrow roads in the parks north and south of the plants

will become quickly congested in the event of an evacuation.
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.. (e} As Interstate 5 is the only major highway running near the
nlants; it-too will become intolerably congested in the event of
evacuatien.

(f) Evacuation of the cities witnin 25 miles seuth of the plantsb
will_be impossible.
.(g) ' The California Department ef Parks and Recreation is not
sufficiently staffed to handle an emergency situation.

(h) Confusion exists between the State Department of Parks and
Recreation and SCE as to which organization has the responsibility
for initiating an evacuation.

(i) The San Diego County Sheriff and the San Piego County OES

have not coordinated their'evacuation plans.

(jJ) The California Department of Parks and Recreation considers
its evacuation responsibilities to bhe at least partially independent
from other participating agencies, thereby frustrating attempts at
coordineting evacuation procedures. |

(k) The State Department of Parks and Recreation has no buses at
its ‘disposal which could aid in the evacuation of large numbers of
beach and park users, thereby leaving evacuation to the use of.foot'
and the indi?idual automobile.

(1) The Orange County OES did not participate 1n the hearlngs,
thus hampering efforts at coordinating evacuation procedures.

(m) The San Diego County OES has not conducted a fully coordinated
exercise te test its evacuation procedures as is required by the
“June 1975 plan.
- (n) No assurances exiet that evacuation of the low population

zone can be effected in the event of an emergency.

(o) Insufficient drill exercises have been conducted to test the




efféctiveness Qf the emergency response plans.

(p) The drill exercise conducted on June 13, 1978 by Applicants was
incomplete and inadequate since no evacuaﬁion of any'kind was
attempted.
'(q) The passage of Proposition 13 renders invalid all local and
‘ stéfe plans in that sufficient funding will‘be unavailable to
effectively implement adequate résponée measures.

(rf Tréininq progfams to prepare nuclear plant and assist agency
_pérsoﬁnel to react in accordance with the emergency plans are in-
adequate.

(s) Measures or tests to assure availability .and operability of
SONGS 2 &‘3 emergency response equipment have not been formulated.
(t) No agency has been designated with clear authority to function
as the lead agency in the event of an emergency.

(u) No assurance exists that a lead agency will in fact assume
responsibility for evacuation of the exclusion area, low population
zone and the surrounding communities outside the low population
'zone.

(v) No assurances exist that assist agehcies will follow the
directions of the lead agency.

(w) The NRC has.not approved the emergency plans as of this date.
(x). Under the EP, Applicant and at least two additional assist
agencies have potentially éonflicting authority to evacuate the
SONGS site beach area. | |

(y) Under the EP, Applicants and at'leastAfive assist agencies
have_potentially conflicting authority to regulate the ﬁraffic
control funétion inclusive of the low population zone.

(z) Under the EP, Applicants and at least three assist agencies
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héve potentiaily conflictiﬁg fesponsibility for radiological
monitoring éf evacuees. '
(aa) The number of personnel tfained in radiological monitoring
and_fhe number of.radiological monitoring devices available in
anuemérgehcy.is: |

1. Insufficient to protect the health, safety and welfare of
thé pubiic; | | |
| 2. Distributed extremely unevenly émong potential assist
agencies; and |

3. Distributed primafily among agencies having no responsi-
bility under the EP for radiological monitoring.
(bb) Insufficient assurances exist that assist agenciés will in
fact provide addequate éervices in the following areas:

1. Law enforcement.

2. Traffic control.

3. Fire prevention and control.

4. On-site medical services.

5, Off-site medical services and facilities.
~(cc) No assurances exist under the EP and EPS that off-site assist
agencies will be able to implement control measures to prevent
or minimize ingestion of or exposure to contaminated materials
by persons off-site. |
(dd) No assurances exist aé to the dissemination of public evacu-
ation information due.to the divefsity of agencies involved and the
: iéck'of centralized responsibility;
(ee) Some emergency respOnse plans may not have been designed'to
inciude potential nuclear accidents at site of SONGS 2 & 3.

(ff) The emergency plan allows for an inadequate number of on-site
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'-phyeicians.

(gg) The emergency‘plan haé a vague concept of operating}

(hh) Ofganization of the emergency plan is fragmented.

(ii) There is an unclear relationship among state and local and
‘assist agency response measures.

.(]j) The emergency plans provide for no identification of ﬁhose
respon51ble for evacuation in the event of-an emergency.'

(2) Persons in the surroundlng areas 1nclude those on
the beach and in the water in front of or near SONGS site, others in
the low population zone, and all persons in communities outside
the low population zone but within 25 miles of SONGS 2 & 3. The
safety of‘these persons will be imperiled because:

(a) They may not be warned in suﬁficlent time of radiation danger
so as to evacuate:
(b) They may be unable to evacuafe,_even if warned in time, due
to crowded conditions, traffic jams, elogged or impassible escape
routes and roads, general panic, and unavailability of buses to
limit vehicle evacuatibn of all beach users and other persons,
'resulting in extensive radiation ekposure;
(¢) They may be injured or killed in an attempt to evacuate by
means other than fadiation such as vehicle accidents, hit-and-run
etc.} |
(d) Lootings of evacuatedvhemes'and businesees:may occur possibly
involving armed intervention and resulting in injury or deatn;
| (b.) Transcript of Hearings (Identified in 3.(d) below)
held on August 28, 1978 and October 7, 1978,
The EP and EPS |
L.A.times article dated 3-11-74 "Clear Cut ACC1dent Plan Lacklng
for San Onofre A-Plant"

22.
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Federal Response Plan For Peacetime Nuclear Emergencies, dated
May 3, 1976. |
Report to the Congress by the GAO dated 3- ~18-76 and titled:
"Stronger Federal A551stance To States Needed For Radlatlon
Emergency Response Planning“
. NUREG 75/111, Supplement 1.
Statement by Lynn Hicks entitled: "San bnofre Evacuation Report”
dated August 1, 1976. |
Statement of Dr. William D. Rowe, Deputy Assistant Administrator
For Radiation Programs, Environmental Protection Agency, Before
tﬁe Subcommittee on Energy and the Environment,.Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs, House of Representatives, June 11,
1976.
(d) Mr. Robert Lacy, Deputy Director, San Diego ODP.
Mr. Donald L. Hamilton, Director, San Diego ODP.
Mr. Paul Muspratt, District Safety and Enforcement
" Specialist, State Parks.
Mr; Jack Kearns, State of Celifornia, OES
| Mr..Robert Crommelin |
Robert C;ommelin and Associates
17017 Ventura Blvd.
Encino, California 91316
FOE ‘et al. has provided all the information presently in its
posse351on with respect to the addresses, educational; and profes-
s1onal qualifications for each of those persons jdentified above
(e) (i),(ii),(iii) At the present time, FOE et al. hes
not determined which of the above-identified persons it intends
to call as w1tnesses on this contention.

Since FOE et al. has not determlned whlch of the above named per—
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sons it intends to call as witnesses in this proceeding, FOE et al.

| is unable at thlc time to provide summaries of the views, p051tlons,
proposed testimony or the factual and theoretical bases,therefore,
with respect to such persons.FOE et al. is informed and believes
however, that the transcript of HearingsVOn Fmergency Evacuetion
Plans Associated With Nuclear ?owered Electric Generating Facilities
held before the State Energy REsources Conservation and Development
Commission, ﬁocket No. 76-SIT - 1, at San Diego, on October 7, 1976,
contains information responsive to this interrogatory.

INTERROGATORY NO. 4:

At the present time do you contend that the Applicants projec-
tion of fuel costs over the life of SONGS, Unlts 2 and 3 does not
adequately account for escalation of uranium prices and, therefore,
that the Applicants' cost benefit analysis is in error? If so,

(a) State each and every fact upon which you base this conten-
tion; |

(b) - Identify each and every document or communication upon
" which you base this contention; |

(c¢) 1Identify each and every event upon which you base your
contention;

(d) Identify'each and every person with knowledge of.the
factual basis or bases for this contention, or on whose writings,
oplnlon or testimony vou base your contentlon,

(e) 1Identify each and every person whom you expect to call
as a witness, expert or otherwise, in support of your contention
at the heering on this contention before the Nuclear Regylatory
Commission Licensing Board and as to each expert so identified,

please provide the following information:
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(i) state the precise subject matter on which the
is expectéd to testify: ‘
(ii) State the substance of the facts and opinions.td
the witness is expected to testify:
(iii) Summarize ﬁhe factﬁal and theoretical bases, as
-each_opinién as well as any other gfounds, to which the witness
 'expected to testify. | | | |

3SPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 4:

4, Yes

(a) and (c)

(1) Applicants' cost/benefit analysié fails to provide
consideration for»the greatest possible escalation of.uranium prices
based on recent occurrences. Between 1973 and March, 1976, a period
of approximately 3 vears, uranium prices increased from $7.00/pound
to $40.00/pound. ‘Long—term uranium contracts are currently tied to
market price at delivery or 7% per year escalation, whichever is
greater.. Therefore, the future price ofburanium cannot be less than
the present (1978) price plus 7% per year escalation.

SONGS 2 & 3 over an operating -life of 30 years will require
approximately 15,780 metric tons of uranium or 526 M.T. per year.

Gonverted to pounds, this equals a uranium requirement of 1,159,630

_pounds annually (1 M.T. = 2,204.62 pounds) . At $40.00/pound, the

cdst of one year's supply would be $46,385,200. Using a "worst
possible case" analysis, . prédicated on the.l973 to 1976 increase,
the rate of escalatlon required in the cost/beneflt ‘analysis is
79% (the percent increase per year which resulted in the $7. OO

to $40.00 price change from 1973 to 1976).
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See Table I, below, for caiculatioﬁé. Using this'rate of escalation
ovér.thev30 year opérating life of SONGS 2 & 3 to account forvé pos-
éible similar price increase over the operating life~spén, the
"worst possible éase",thé cost of the annual uranium requirementvfor N
the 30th year as well as the total aggregate uranium cost for 30 years,
would reach astronomical proportions.

Assuming a 1981 start up and a uranium price of $40.00/p6und
at that time (an unlikély assumption since the $40.00/pound figure
was the March, 1976 price), the cost of uranium in 1985, just 4 years
later, will have risen to at least $411 per pound. (See Table IT
for calculation). This would place the cost of SONGS 2 & 3 total
uranium requirement for that year alone (1,159,630 pounds) at

$476,607,930 or over ten times greater than the total cost for 1981

($46,385,200). The possibility of these prohibitively high costs
invalidate applicants' cost/benefit analysis as contained in the
fihal.EIR since that analysis did not use a "worst possible case"
approach.,

(2) FOE et al. is informed and believes that applicants
have contracted only for partial uranium requirements for SONGS
2 & 3 operating life-span. Without contracts for the total aggre-
gate ufanium requirements for SONGS 2 & 3 for its operating life,
no reasonable assurénces exist that applicants will be able to

obtain sufficient uranium at a price which will not invalidate

‘the cost/benefit analysis.
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URANIUM COST-PER-POUND INCREASE 1973-1976

RATE OF INCREASE CALCULATIONS

$7.00 x .79 = 5.53 + ~7.00 $12.53 - end of 1973

i

$12.53 x .79 = 9.90 + 12.53 $22.43 - end of 1974

il
il

$40.15 - end of 1975

$22.43 x .79
' March, 1976

17.72 + 22.43

" TABLE II
PROJECTED URANIUM COST-PER-POUND AT 79% ANNUAL RATE

OF INCREASE FOR 1981 - 1984

©.$40.00 x .79 = 31.60 + 40.00 = $71.60 - end of 1981
$71.60 x .79 = 56.56 + 71.60 = $128.16 - end of 1982
$128.16 x .79 = 101.25 + 128.16 = $229.41 - end of 1983
$229.41 x .79 = = $410.64 - end of 1984

181.23 + 229.41

(b) Weekly Energf Report,.March 1976.
Institutional Investor, October 1975.
’ ."Réalistic Uranium Energy Yields and Costs", monograph
by Ron Carstens and Robert Lamson; included herein as "Appendix I."
"The Economics of Nuclear Power", monograph by Leoﬁard
 F.C. Reichle, August 27, 1975. |
| "The Emerging.Economics Qf Nuclear Power", monograph-
by Robért D. Lamson. |

ERDA Weekly Announcement, April 16,'1976.

Wall Street Journal, "Utilities Rap Westinghouse
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Cancellation df Granium Deliveries, Weigh Responses", dated
9-15-75. |

"We May Find Ourselves Short.of Uranium, Too",
monograph by Ralph E. Lapp, Fortune, October, 1975.

Wall Street Journal article, "Uranium Drain” | by.
William M. Carley, dated 6—7-76. i

Materials identified in bibliography contained in
monograph designated as "Appendix I" and attached to these res-
ponses. |

‘Testimony of Stephen M. Moody, Director of Research,
Council on Economic Priorities, before the Califorhia Legislature
Assembly Committee on Energy and Diminishing Materials, December 3,
1975.

Contracts, if any, between Applicants and uranium
suppliers if same can be obtained from Applicants. |

Final Environmental Impact Statement for SONGS 2 &

(d) Ron Carstens
Robert Lamson
David Snow of Mitchell-Hutchins, NYC
_fOE et al. has provided all the information presently in

its possession witn respect to the abcve nemed persons.

(e) (i),(ii),(iii) At the present time, FOE et al has not
determined which of the above-identified persons it intends to call
as witnesses, if any, on this contention.

Since FOE et al. has not yet determlned which of the above-
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named éérsons it intends to preseﬁt during this proceeding, FOE et
al. is unable at this time to';rovide éummaries of the views, posi-
tions; proposéd testimony or the factual and theoretical bases,
therefore, with respect'to'such persons. FOE et al. 1is informed
and 5élieves however, that the following citations contain informa-
tion responsive to this interrogatory:
1. For Ron Carstens and Robert Lamson, refer to "Realistic
Uranium Energy Yields and Costs" included with these responses
as Appendix I.
2. For David Snow, refer to Institutional Investor,.October)

1 1975.
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APPENDIX I

-.REALRS“HC URANIUM EN ERGY YIELDS AND LOQTS
by

Ron Carstens, Rocert Lamson.

Nuclear pbwer pianis have always been known to have hig'n "front end”. capital

~ costs, and since 1970 the escalation in copital cosis has posed an mcreﬂsingiy scrious

economic problem for nuclear power, However, nuc!eor power advocetes in government’
and industry have attemoted to counteract these high capitci costs by emphasizing the
"practically negligible" uranium fuel costs of nuclear power. The uranium fuel cost

.

component of electricity produced frem nuclear power has received scant atfention cutside

of cost estimctes for specific sifuotions‘ and individual power picn?s.Q 'n almost all

cases, these ™ official costs for ?ﬂ.é Uranium fuel component nave been crdund 2 mils ger kwh,
with recent figures put ot 50 6 mils.3’4 Utility industry oificials have been led to believe
that this was the primary edvantage of nuclear over coal pewer and offset nu.cleur‘s bigher
capital costs. Howevér, there seems to be a lack of published operating data on which to
base such fuel cost caleulations, particularly electricity yield from uranium. Or the cther

, 14,12
hand,  there is a great deal of informction published on expected of projected yields.

This investigation was Qndeﬁcken 1o establish what uranium fuel cost componznt o
utilities could expect for c nuclecr power pldnf in the near future, bosed upon‘acfuol
opefoti'ng data. All utilifies opex'cfing nuclear power plants for more than five years wers
inviiegl to submit their uranium fuel loading recerd, including ;iqtes of locding, amouni of
feel ;harged.and its enrichmeﬁf. We obtainad dqfc from startup for five Utimies (5,6,7,8,9)

and the ten-yeor record of hwo other plants from ERDA. O The total elecmcol genarahon

for these plaints from s.ortuo date tc the latesi fuel loading date wos derived from data in
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“the FCuC(G“ Governmﬂnf pubhcohon Monthly Opezrating Plants Sto%u;s Report"' known
as the "Gra/ Book." Utilizing the fuel loading record and its enrichment, tﬁe uranium
OXIdP ydlowcoke requ:red to  fuel each plant was calculated from a mcterici balance

on fhé earichment step, using Uranium ores naturally occurring 0.711 wt% U235lin f";e feed
and a fcﬁls essay of 0.3 wf%.|’4’ ' The fuel charges used were the sum of the individual
loodings charged to the plant from starfup until the fuel cycle just prior to the lost one
submitted by the utility. In this way, the electricity generated from the last fuel load
charged %q the plant would be included to give mcx{imum credit for generation from this
l(:;sf load. These overall electricity yields, as commarized in Table 1, were simply calculated

by dividing the total eleciricity generated over the periods described by the nef fuzl charged
converted o Urcniurﬁ yellowcake (100% U308 basis). The ?ndividuol plant's yields were
then averaged by weighting the );ield vﬁ'rh the operating life ‘ré give more weight to fhe
plants operating the lengest in order to de-emphasize the yie‘lc’--dampening effect of the
inifi_c! core loading. The average yield obtained was 12. 236 MMlwh per short ton velloweaks,
which is cstonishingly low by previous statements, being less fhcm 40 L of the lowest previous

12

cfficial governn*en.f and industry statemants. In _ofﬁcicl Federql Government publicaticns !
L A3 industryS . : R -

as well as private and industry™ manuscripis, the energy yield from uranium is represented

as "unchallengeable and 1mmutable” at around 32,600 Megawatt (thermcl) days per metric

. .- |

ton uranium metal in the fuel. This calculates out fo something over 32 MM kwh per short

ton yellowcake cver o ten-yecr operating per?od wanouT reprocessing, depending upon

reactor type, etc. Additionally, in 1970 the AEC stated that recdor; yielded 34 M;‘v\kwh

. A
per short fon ye'l\owcoke, without reprcces"sing.Lr Just last year, an ZRDA offlcm\ testified

~that light water nuclear reactors in the United States routinely contributed 32 MMkwh per

.
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;hod ton ye”owccke 5 t6 the United States .energiy needs (without reprocessing). Some
Bavé claimed over 60 MMkwh per short ton yellowécke as the energy yield.4 On the

basis of the data revealed he;'e, it dppeors that present generaﬁbn light water reactors

may use at leost two-and-one-half times as much uranium fuel as has been heretofore
. assumed by Federal planners. T

As can b‘e noted in‘ToElé I, the electrical yields vary a great deal,Awifh the highest

being over 'rw'ice the lowest vielding plant. Attempls were modeifo correlate these data
with capacity factor, plant s'ize, plant type, % enrichment, and between shert and long-
operating plents, all with no result. Capacity factor would be a logical correlating factor
since the plants are charged with a designated amount of fuel and the reds ore. regularly
changed even though the electrical output may be below design for various reascns,
However, there is no correlation with any factors these authors could ideniify. We also
consideréd the relatively brief opercting time for the plants considered he(e {average life 7
years) with respect to the dampening effect of the initial core loading. However, using the
Government's energ}/ yield figures for the-inifiol core ond replacement Icadings,‘z we
calculated the yield difference between a plant onerating seven years (average for .
this sfudy) ohd those operating 15 years, or one-half the plant's egpected operating life. i
The difference in yield obtcined was only 3% and thus would nct account for the differences
revealed here. Meager pbl;lished data on BWR29 fuel rods parformance would seem to be

in agreement with this data. Acfuo”y’, these electrical yields as derived heré are high by
6% to 10% becou;se no account was tcken of transmission losses which are real due to the

large and remote nature of these plants. Therefore, for a utility that is concerned with

"buying uranium yellowcake and delivering "billable" electricity to its customers, the

- Y
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dcfuo\ electrical yield based upon these operating data is well below 12 MMkwh per

' shorf ton yellowcake. This oncl/sw, of necessity, did not include the effect of recyclinj

uranium or plutonium os these are not commercxally practical at present. There is

considerable doubt if there ever will be commercial reprocessing and recycﬁng.lé Even

‘given the unlikely event of recycling becoming a commercial reality, it would at best

. 2 . . .
increcse the yield 20% to 25% which may never be realized due to the doubtful economics
. . ] . 18 - . .
of reprocessing and recycling. In any event, it is questionable that reprocessing cnd recyc-
ling' can be operational fest enou 'gn to help the United States from exhausting domestic
uranium reserves in the near future.
Utilizing the electrical yield derived herein, the official ERDA figures on provern

. 19 . . 1 . 1 !2 [ o
urenium reserves, ~ and the projected installation of nuclear plants’;” the United States
could theoretically run out of uranium tuel for its scheduled plants well before 1990 assuming no
imports, Thus it is peculiar indeed that the nation is being asked to go nuclear in order

to be self-sufficient in energy. In aday when the United States has problems with patro-

dollars and an Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries, we can expect to have

problems tomorrow with vrancdollars and en Orgarization of Uranium Exporting Countries.

€

The next portion of this study considered the effect of this lowered elecirical yield

upon the fuel cost component of nuclear generc.ed electricity. There are mon‘/ cosfs
T

associated with uranium tuel which are not considered in traditional cost cclculchons for

individual utilities' plents. These sscciated costs-=spent fuel reprocessing fo ultimeate

waste management and subsidies on reactor dﬂvelopmenf and fuel enrichment=-have ccused
) e
‘some nuclear proponents to seriously re-evaluate cost esfimates.20 However, for purposes

of this discussion these costs are not considered here, ard we restrict our analysis to the
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fuel cost component strictly from the sfcndpomf of en md&nduol utility operating a
'nucliecr fueld 'genercfing'sfofion which will be on strear in 1985. The componerﬂs of
this fuel cost reflect only the operations of fuel gafhering and preparation in order to
prepare the fuel rods for light water nuclear plants. These include the cost of yranium
yellowuake itself, fransportation and c_onversion to UFg for fuel enrichment, the enriching
process (fo atlow the natural 0.711% U235 to be upgraded to about 3.2%, reconversion’ |
to U3Og end fobrication into fuel elements to be placed ina reactor.

The cost of yellawccke has undergone enormous increases in the past few years,
from a market price of just 7$/1b in 1973 to the present contract price of 4 u\,/‘b 20
Current lorzg—ferm uranium contfracts are written fi ied to market price at dﬂlwefy or 7%
per year escalation, whichever is greater. Therefore, the tuture price of uranivm cannot
be less than .pre'sent prices (about 405/1b) plus 7% per year escalation. This yields « 1985
price of ‘about 80$/1b which is cs low as a utility can expect to pay. Others have
cnﬁcfpated even higher prices,22 some well over 100$/lb23 for the mid 1980's, The
uramum supply situation is so.serious that some utilities have been forced to invest in
‘uranium mines as a defense against further escalcﬂon.24'25 Further cggreveting the

situation will be the lower-than-expected electricity yields observed here.

Af the enriching plant step, we can also see the effect of inflation and rising

r
electricity prices on the tr emendous amounts of power it takes to enrlch the uranium. Even

| considering ERDA'S heavily -subsidized operation ond using tax- Free TVA power, the
Government charge for enriching h'\s chmbed from $28.70/ LgSWU in 1971 to the recently
announced $67.25/'kgSWU25 which is almbs- a 20% annual increase. Further cost

increases will be forthcoming due to the increasing cost of electricity, lack of cdded
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Government subsidy or private enriching plonts, orjd the normal forces of inflation.

With an escalation rate of 7% per yeor for inflation, costs couble every ten years.

. Thereféne, we eshma’red a |‘?85 enrithing cost of'$|35/kgSWU, which is probably on fhe

| low side given past and future exr,ec’red electrical cost increases, the real costs of

govérnm_ent subsidy, cnd/or a shortage of enriching capacity. The fmal step of recon-

version of UFg back to the oxide end fuel rod fabrication has been estimated at SlOO/ng,2

but a reclistic estimate puts the figure ot $|25/ngg7 which yields an escalated figure

for 1985 of $250/kgU. | |
Combining these cost elements with f'ne.average operating lectricai yield derived

in Table | gives the uranium fuel costs in Table 1. These 1985 basis costs ’ro.fal 19.8 mils

per kwh just for the uranium fuel component alone into nuclear power piants. This is some

1,2,3,4

- 400% to 600% higher than previous estimates by government'’ and industry,

These costs do not include nuclear fuel financing charges which will add at least 20%
and as much as 50% to the Table Il figure of 19.8 mils per kwh. Financing costs vary
grécﬂy and dépend upon actual vs. ex;ﬁecfed fuel rod life, how much fuel reserve @
utility Iik?s to have and their financing costs. Any economic odvan.‘dges which may
come to pass from reprocessing or " breakthroughs" n enrichment technology will be
completely overshadowed by fHese financing charges and by transmission line losses
which wérg also not included. The‘refo,re there is reasonable assurance that a utility
_. in 1985 will have pay at least 20 mils per kwh for nuclear fuel costs alone.
| It would appear , bosed upon fhis.onclys‘is, that the nu;leor fuel costs pass-

thr_oughs of the 1980's will make those of the'70's seem low indeed. Furthermore the




_fhigHy tbufed fue!l cost advantaga of nuc.:le.cr power wiil very soon turn out to be a
disadvantage. Even if we esco_lcfé the presénf overage Ui.S. price of coal (S]é.?O/fon)28
to 1985 (at 7‘;éper year , yielding $33.80,/t§n)', and use an average energy yield of
3000 kwh/ton for coal, we can see that the 1985 fuel. éosf of coal power is only 11.3
mils: .per kwh, or 57% of the uroni;Jm fue! cost component in Table Il. t The pre;ent

lower charges for nuclec.r p’.cnf'; fuel is evidently a short-lived utopia that will be

shattered as we enter the 1980's,




TABLE |

-
N

SUMMARY OF ELECTRICITY YIELDS FROM OPERATING NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS

2

| 3 4 5 6 7
: Tctal uranium fuel ' Total yellowcake o
Latest date charged to latest . (100% U308 required to {Cumulative electrical | Gross energy
First Date of | of fuel load=-| date, excluding | Average wt% | fuel reactor, calculated | production, startup yield, MM KWH
Commercial |ing received | last fuel load enrichment from reactor fuel charge |to latest date of fuel per short ton
‘Reactor | Operation |from utility (metric tons) U235 (short tons) @ loading, MM KWH yellowcake
Connecticut
Yankes 1/68 8/73 152.9 3.64 1,637 27,400 .75 @y
Dresden | 7/60 9/71 139.2 .88 695 10,700 15.40
Ginna 3/70 375 245.9 2.82 1,946 13,700 7.04 -
LaCresse - 9/69 8/75 15.5 3.643 169 1,290 7.63
Monticello 7/71 10/75 146.8 2.34. 947 13,300 14,04
H.R.Robinson 2|  3/71 12/75 140.6 2.64 1,042 , 19,850 19. 02
Varkee-Rowe |  8/60 9/7] .6 4.20 1,378 12,300 8.93 @)
Weigihfed average by length of operation 12.36

a - Caleulated from individual fuel locdings and enrichments supplied for each reactor and from enrichment section material balance at

.3 wt% tails assay and 1.3 short tons 100% U308 per metric ton U fuel charged.

- Nete: Total uranium fuel, Col.3, and average % enrichment, Col.4, will not necessarily calculate out to Col. 5 because of the

non-linearity of the enrichment material balance function. Col.5 was calculated from actual individual fuel loadings received
from the utilities, and Cols. 3 and 4 summarize their data for case of presentation.



,”.T.ABLE B

o © COST SUMMARY -
URANIUM FUEL COST COMPONENT OF NUCLEAR ELECTRICITY

1985 BASIS
Cost per
Units/short ton short ton d
Cost/Unit yellowcake yellowcake Mils/KWH

100 % UOg yellowcake Coges/® 2,000  $160,000 12.95
* Transportation and ' b : '

conversion to UFy 7.30%/1b U 239 - 1,750 0.4

Enrichment | 1355/sWU° 413.7° 55,850 4,52

UF ¢ reconversion to U30s, o ' _

fobrication into fuel reds 250$/nge 108.7 . 27,180 2.20

TOTAL cvvevne 19.81mils/kwh

Present NUEXCO contract price escalated @ 7% per current contracts to 1985,

Approximate estimate includes $2.86/1b U for cohversior‘m and 27¢/1b yellowecke equivalent,
for transportation to and from conversion and enrichment and final delivery, both escalated
at 7% per year.

At average 3.2% enrichment, requiring 3.80 kg SWU for U fuel enrichment, and 9.2 short tons
U3Og per metric ton U.'s _ o

At Table 1 avercge yields of 12. 36 MMkwh per short ton U3Og yellowcake.

Current market prices escalated to 1985 at 7% per year.

-



-,

highly touted fuel cost advantagz of nuclear power will very soon turn out to be a

* disadvantage . Even if we escalate the present average U.S. price of coal ($16.90/ton)

to 1985 (at 7%per year , yielding $33.80/ton)’, and use on average energy yield of
3000 kwh/ton for coal, we can see that the 1985 fuel cost of coal power is only 11.3
mils per kwh, or 57% of the uranium fuel cost component in Table 1. t The present

lower charges for nuclear plant's fuel is evidently a short-lived utopia that will be -

shattered as we enter the 1980's,
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SUMMARY OF ELECTRICITY YIELDS FROM

" TABLE: |

.
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OPERATING NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS

2

| 3 4 5 6 7
' Tctal uranium fuel ' Total yellowcake v ‘ e
Latest date charged to lafest . (100% U308 required to Cumvlative electrical | Gross energy
First Date of | of fuel lcad-| date, excluding |Average wt% fuel reactor, calculated | production, startup yield, MM KWH
v Commercial |ing received | last fuel load enrichment from reactor fuel charge |to latest date of fuel per short fon
Reactor Operation |from utility (metric tons) U235 (short tons)® loading, MM KWH yellowcake
Tonnacticut ,
Yankes 1/68 8/73 152.9 3.64 1,637 127,400 16.75
dresden | 7/60 9/71 139.2 1.88 695 10,700 15.40
Ginna 3/70 3/75 245.9 2.82 1,946 13,700 7.04
taCresse 9/69 8/75 15.5 3.68 169 1,290 7.63
Monticello 7/71 10/75 146.8 2.34 947 13,300 14.04
H.R.Robimson 2| 3/71 12/75 140.6 2.64 1,042 , 19,850 19,02
Varkee-Rowe | - 8/60 9/71 nL6 4.20 1,378 12, 300 8.93 ‘_
Weighted average by length of operation 12.36

a - Calculated from individual fuel loadings an
.3 wt% tails assay and 1.3 short tons 100%

Nete: Total uranium fuel,
non-linearity of the enrichm
from the utilities, and Cols.

Col.3, and cvércge o enrichment, Col.4, will not n
ent material balance function. Col.5 was ca
3 and 4 summarize their data for ease of presenfation.

d enrichments supplied for each reactor and from enri
U30g per metric ton U fuel charged.

chment section material balance at

ecessarily calculate out to Col.5 because of the
lculated from actual individual fuel loadings received




, TABLE 11

URANIUM FUEL COST

COST SUMMARY .
COMPONENT OF NUCLEAR ELECTRICITY
1985 BASIS

: Cost per
_ Units/short ton short ton 4
Cost/Unit yellowcake yellowcake Mils/KWH

100 % U3Og yellowcake 805/1p” 2,000 $ 160,000 12,95
Transportation and ‘ b

conversion to UFg ~ 7.308/1b U 239 1,750 0.4
Enrichment 1355/SWU° 413.7° 55,850- 4,52

UFg reconversion to U303,

fabrication into fuzl rods 2508 /kgU® 108.7 27,180 2,20

TOTAL vnvene. 19,81 mils/kwh

Approximate estimate includes

for transportation to and from conversion and enrichment and final delivery,

at 7% per year.

At average 3.2% enrichment,
U3Og per metric fon uth

‘At Table | average yields

" Current market ;Srices escalated to 1985 at

requiring 3.80 kg SWU for U fuel enrichment, ond 9.2 short tons

O ————————

Present NUEXCO contract price escalated @ 7% per current contracts to 1985.

$2.86/1b U for conversior‘1 and 27¢/1b yellowceke equivalent,

both escalated

.

of 12. 36 MMkwh per short ton U30g yellowcake.

7% per year.

-
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| In the Matter of ‘ '7/25/];?

A

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON ) Docket Nos. 50-361 OL
COMPANY, ET AL. ) 0-362 OL
)
(San Onofre Nuclear Generating )
Station, Units 2 and 3) )

NRC STAFF'S WITHDRAWAL OF MOTION TO
COMPEL FOE RESPONSES TO INTERROGATORIES

On July 24, 1978, the NRC Staff filed a motion requesting that the Atomic Safety
and Licensing Board issue an order compelling Intervenor Friends of the Earth,
etal. (FOE) to respond to the Staff interrogatories, served upon FOE on June 23,

1978.

Shortly after accomplishing service of the Staff's motion, counsel for FOE con-
tacted counsel for the Staff and, .after'offering an explanation for FOE's failure
to respond to the Staff's interrogatories on a timely basis, satisfactory to the

Staff, committed to respond by July 31, 1978.

In view of counsel for FOE's commitmenf, the Staff perceives no need at this
time to seek aid from the Licensing Board in'the form of an order compelling
FOE to responci to its interrogatories. Accordiﬁgly, the Staff hereby withdraws
its motion to com‘pvel responses filed on July 24, 1978. |

Re ‘/ectfully submitted,

aﬁawﬁ M

Lawrence J.Chandler
Counsel for NRC Staff

Dated at Bethesda, Maryland
this 25th day of July, 1978
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| RICHARD J. WHARTON

\‘ AT'I‘ORNEY AT LAW
e

= '\‘-'_V\f‘QQBRESPONDEVCE
7 July 24, 1978

David R. Pigott, Esq.-

Chickering & Gregory

Three Embarcadero Center = - "',
San Francisco, CA 94111 ..

Dear Mr Pigott:

Thls will confirm our telephone conversation of July 18,
1978 in which you grac10usly granted Intervenors, Friends of
the Earth et al an extension to answer "Appllcants Flrst Set
of Interrogatorles until. July 28 1978 S

We thank you for your courtesy and cooperatlon

Very truly yours

Rlchard J. Wh, ton R

RJW/ph
- cc:  Service LlSt
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA _
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE 'I‘HE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of

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

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON
COMPANY, ET AL.

A .(San Onofre Nuclear Generating
Station, Units 2 and 3)
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NRC STAFF'S WITHDRAWAL OF MOTION TO
COMPEL FOE RESPONSES TO INTERROGATORIES

On July 24, 1978, the NRC Staff filed a motionArequesting that the Atomic Safety
and Licensing Board issue an order compelling Intervenor Friends of the Earth,

etal. (FOE) to respond to the Staff interrogatories, served upon FOE on June 23,

1978,

- Shortly after accomplishing service of the Staff's motion, counsel for FOE con-
tacted counsel for the Staff and, éfter-offering an explanation for FOE's failure -
to respond to the Staff's interrogatories on a timely basis, satis'factor‘y to the

Staff, committed to respond by July 31, 1978. -

In view of counsel for FOE's commitrﬁeht, the-Staff pérteives no need.at-this
time to séék gid from the,LicénSing-B.oard in‘,the f;er of. .ar; o'rdef compelling
"FOE to respond to itslbinterrogatories . Aécordiﬁgly, the Stéff hereby wi£hdrawls
its motion to compel responses filed on July 24, 1978.. | -

Respectfully submitted,

Lawrence J.Chandler -
: Counsel for NRC Staff

Dated at Bethesda, Maryiand'
this 25th day of July, 1978
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Janice E. Kerr, Esq. =
. J. Calvin Simpson, Esq.
Lawrence Q. Garcia, Esq.

California Public Utilities Commission

5066 State Building
- San Francisco, California 94102

Rollin E. Woodbury, General Counsel
David N. Barry III, Esq. '
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San Francisco, Cahforma 94111

Alan R. Watts, Esq..
Rourke & Woodruff
10555 North Main Street
Suite 1020

" Santa Ana, Cahforma 92701

bRichard J. Wharton, Esq.

4655 Cass Street

San Dlego Cahforma 92109



-2 -
‘Mrs. Lyn Harris Hicks . - ' Atomic Safety and Licensing
GUARD ‘ Appeal Panel* :
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‘ NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSTON

. 'WASHINGTON, D. C. 26555

July 24, 1978

N s

Ivan W. Smith, Esq., Chairman - Dr. Cadet H. Hand, Jr., Member

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Director, Bodega Marine Laboratory
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission University of California

Washington, D.C. 20555 -~ . P.0. Box 247 _
S v . ‘ Bodega Bay, California 94923

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

In the Matter of =~ - - -
Southern California Edison Company, et al \
(San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station, Units 2 an¥3
Docket Nos. 50-361 OL and 50-362 OL

Gentlemen:

On July 20, 1978, the Staff received, by means of service by the Office

of the Secretary of the Cogmission, a copy of GUARD's letter_ to the Board
dated Junié 11, 1978. At the outset, we note that the letter appears to

ba misdated. 1In view of the references tc the discovery reguests served
upon GUARD, the earliest of which was served by the Staff on June 23,

1978, the letter should properly have been dated July 11, 1978. The

Staff further notes that GUARD should have anticipated that discovery
‘requests were imminent; indeed, during a phone conversation with Mrs. Hicks
on June 12, 1978, the likelihood of this and the time frame was made known.

While the 14 day period for responding to interrogatories is provided by
‘regulation, 10 CFR §2.740b(b), a timely motion for an enlargement of the
time could certainly have been filed (we calculate that the response date
regarding the Staff's interrogatories to have been July 12, 1978). See
10 CFR 852.740b(b) and 2.711. A prerequisite, though, for granting such
.extension of time is a showing of good cause. The Staff does not believe
that GUARD's letter can fairly be construed as a motion for an extension
of time or that it has demonstrated good cause for granting such an
extension. However, in view of the status of this proceeding, the Staff
~will in this instance, voluntarily agree to extend the time for responses.
to its interrogatories until August 18, 1978.

- We must point out that a party admitted to a Commission proceeding; in
addition to the rights obtained, also assumes certain obligations, among



.
%

them, the respons1b111ty to prevent unnecessary de]ay in the proceedings.
Thus we expect that, in light of this voluntary extension to which the
Staff will agree, no further requests for an extens1on of time will be

_HECGSS&IY‘_Y

| Slncerely,

O’U[c ’ZZ//}ZKCLL(;‘

Lawrence J.'Chandler
Counsel for NRC Staff

cc: Janlcé E. Kerr, Esq.

J. Calvin Simpson, Esq.
Rollin E. Woodbury -
- David N. Barry III, Esq.
James -A. Beoletto, Esq.
David R. Pigott, Esq.
Samuel B. Casey, Esq.
Alan R. Watts, Esq.
Richard J. Wharton, Esq.
Mrs. Lyn Harris Hicks
BDavid.¥W. Gilman .. . .
Robert G. Lacy
LPwrence Q. Garcia, Esq.
Atomic Safety and Licensing
Board Panel

Atomic Safety and L1cens1ng
Appeal Panel

Docketing and Service Section



A : : ' - 07/24/78
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA B
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION '

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING T OARD
In the Matter of

Docket Nos. 50-361 OL
50-362 OL

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON
. 'COMPANY, ET AL.

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

N N N N NS N

NRC STAFF MOTION TO COMPEL RESPONSES TO
INTERROGATORIES SERVED UPON FOE, ET AL..

On June 23, 1978, the NRC Staff served upon Intervenors Friends of the Earth,
et al. (FOE), its first set of interrogatories and request for production of docu-

ments, copy attach.ed, pursﬁant to 10 CFR §§ 2.740b and 2 .741... In accordance

'Wit}i 10 CFR §§ 2.740b(b) and 2.710, reéponses to the Staff's interrogatories

were to be filed by July 12, 1978. To date, the Staff has not r_eceiVed FOE's

responses thereto.

It is fundamental that d_iscqvery pfocedures are ai:propriately employed fo

provide parties with a mutual knowledge of the facfs in each qthér'é posses-

sion, relevant to their~14es.’p<-3ctive position on the issues in a proceeding so- as

té avoid causing the hearing process to be a "game of biind man'é bluff." See o

Commonwealth Edison Company (Zion Station, Units 1and 2), ALAB-196, 7 AEC

457, 460 Qg_gg_; , (1974) and cases cited fh_ei‘ein; and, Northern States Power

Compahy, et al (Tyrone Energy Park, Unit 1) LBP-77-37, 5 NRC 1298, 1300-

1301 (1977). The Staff considers its interrogatories to be reasonable and




N .
relevant to the contentions admitted by the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
by its Memorandum and Order of Junauéry 27, 1978, and that they relate to
FOE's claim or defense regarding each such contention. The Staff further
believes that responses to its interrogatoriés are necessary for the complete

and proper preparation of its case in this proceeding. -

Accordingly, the Staff hereby moves that the Licensing Board enter an order
- compelling FOE to respond to each interrogatory served upon it by the Staff
on June 23, 1978, not later than August 18, 1978.

Respectﬁllly submitted,

WQ_W
Lawrence J. Chandler

Counsel for NRC Staff

Dated at Bethesda, Maryland
this 24th day of July, 1978




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 Geherating
Station, _Units 2 and 3)

LA W W A SR N

NRC SlTAFF INTERROGATORIES AND REQUEST FOR
DOCUMENTS TO FRIENDS OF THE EARTH, ET AL. - SET NO. 1

The NRC Staff hereby ;'eque‘sts that the Intervenors, Friends of the Earth,. et al.
: (FOE)V,“pursuant to 10 CFR §§ 2.740b and 2.741, ansWer separatel‘jr and f'ully., in
wriﬁng' under oeth or affirmation, the'following" interregetqrieé withinbfourte_eﬁ (14)
days after service_hereof and produee or make _available-for insp_ectien anci copying,
;11 documentary mater.ial identiﬁed in the resp_onses to intei‘rogatories below. To
~ the e;ctenf tiqét- eOp.ies of the documentary. mkaterial een'not or will .not‘ be. provivdec'lv '
to the NRC Staff, access for mspectlor‘x.and copying should be prov1ded at the
offlces of Richard Wharton, Esq ) counsel for FOE, ata mutually agreeable time
and da_\te‘. Each response .to the 1nterrogator1es belew shall be under oath or
..~affirmatien of the individuel(s) Who contribu.ted thereto For all re‘ferences
requested 1;1 these 1nterrogator1es, 1dent1fy them by author, tlfle “date of pubhca-
 tion and pubhsher if the reference is pubhshed and-if it is not publlshed, 1dent1fy
' the document by the author title, the date it was written, the quahflcatlons of the
author relevant to this pr(xeeding ,» and where a coi)y of the document may be |

-obtained.
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The iﬁterrogatories set forth below are to be cons.ic'ierec.l'tblé Intervenors' contin-
uing, obligation. Accordingly, if, after the Intervenérs havera‘msv'vereci these
_iniéérrogatories, additional information comes to their attention with respect to
one or more of fhe answers, the answers should be amended in .a_timely manner

~ to provide such additional information.
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FOE CONTENTION NO. 1"/

D 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.

a. Upon what person or persons do you rely to substantiate

your case on contention no. 1?

b. . Provide the éddresses and educational and profelssio_nal qualifi-~

cations of any persons named in your response to a. above.

c. Identify which of the above persons you intend to call as

witnesses on this contention in this proceeding.. .

d Identify which of those persons identified in c¢. above you -

:  anticipate will appear voluntarily and which_ under subpoena

. Provide summaries of the views, positions or proposed testimony on

contention no. 1 of all persons named ‘in response to Interrdgatory

1-1, that you intend to present during‘ this proceeding.

What do you recommend as the propér seismic design basis for

vibratory ground motion at the site?

The wording of the contentions stated in these interrogatories-confofms _
to the wording accepted by the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board in.
its Memorandum and Order dated January 27, 1978. The contentions

" have, however, been renumbered for convenience, to be in numerical .

order.



1-4.

1-5.
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a. Identify the relevant geologicél and/or seismological data, including
earthquake (or earthquakes), which contentic.a no. 1 alleges has
(or have) not been considered by the applicants and/or Staff in

establishing the maximum vibratory ground motion?

b. Describe, in both qualitative and ‘quantitative terms, each

item identified in your response to a. above.

c. Describe, in both qualitative and quantitative terms, how the
. _mé.tters‘described in your responses to a. and b. .abov’e affect

the seismic design basis for San Ondfre Units 2 and 3.

~ State all basés, calculations, Iandvreferencés u'sed (for éxample,‘ trench
' logs, maps, well data, published works, etc.) that you intend to use

- . during this proceeding to support the‘positions stated in respo_rise to

Interrogatories 1-2, 1-3 and 1-4. Specify the .interrogatory response

number which the individual sources were used for. For calculations. -

.furnish.ed, include, for example, the amount and direction of offset, the .

maximum vibratory ground motion, and the probability associated with

" the ground motion that you assume . The foregoing should be sﬁp’plied

‘with respect to both the Intervenors' direct presentation and to such

evidence (oral or written or documentary) as Intervenors may 4é.ttempt
to adduce upon cross-examination of witnesses presented by applicants

and/or NRC Staff..
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1-6. Identify all documentary or other material which you intend to offer as

exhibits on this contention in this proceeding.
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FOE CONTENTION NO. 2

2) 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 equip-
ment of the SONGS 2 & 3 to withstand the design basis
seismic events. '

a. Upon what pefson or persons do you rely to substantiate your

case on contention no. 2?

'b.  Provide the addresses and educational and professional qﬁalifi-

cations of any persons named in your response to a. above.

- c. Identify which of the persons identified in a. you intend.to

~call as witnesses on this contention in this proceeding.

~

~d.  Indicate which of the persons identified in ¢ . above that yo_u

anticipate will appeé.r voluntarily and which under subpoena.

Provide summaries of the views, positions, or proposed testimony on
contention no. 2 of all persons named in response to Intefrogatory 2-1,

that you you intend to present during this proceeding ..

 Describe the cavities caused by dewatering: of the site vgiving dimensions

and locations including p‘roximity to specific, identified structures.
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2-6.
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Identify specific structures, systems and components important to

safety whose capability to withstand the design basis seismic event

may be adversely and unacceptably affected considering the seismic

and design bases that you postulate in response to Interrogatories 1-3
and 1-4 due to the existence of the cavities. ‘In each case set forth the

nature, extent and the type(s) of modification(s) that you' recommend .

State the bases, calculations and references used for supporting the
positions specified in response to Interrogatory 2-4 as to the following:
a. thy each structure, system and component specified is -

important to plant safety.

b. Why each structure, system and component specified would

be adversely and unacceptably affected.

To the extent that Intervenors' case on this contention will rely
on cross-examination of witnesses presented by any other party

to this proceeding, identify any material to be relied upon in

. such cross-examination.
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2-7. Identify all documenfary or other material which you intend to offer as

_exhibits on this contention in this proceeding.
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FOE CONTENTION NO. 3

3)

The Applicanfs have not complied with 10 CFR Part 50 Appendix E

regarding emergency plans since because of the jurisdictional

diversity of the several state and local agencies involved and their
inadequate 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.

Upon what person or persons do you rely to substantiate your

case on contention number 3?

. Provide the addresses and educational and professional qualifi-

cations of any persons named in your response to a. above.

Identify which of the persons identified in a. you intend to"

call as witnesses on this contention in this proceeding.

Indicate which of the personé identified in c. above that you

_ é.nticipate will appear voluntarily and which under subpoena.

Identify the state and/or local agencies involved in development and
implementation of emergenéy plans, as contemplated by Appendix E
* to 10 CFR Part 50, for San Onofre Units 2 and 3, referred to in Con-

- tention no. 3.

With which of the agencies identified in a. above have you had. .
any communication (oral or written) in regard to this facility .

at any time? Provide the date(s) of any such communication(s).
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1n response to Interrogatory 3-1 rely to substantiate their views r-egardin_g ’

° e @

c. Ideﬁﬁfy (providing name, title or position, and address) each .
individual communicated with at each agency identified in b.

“above, regarding the San Onofre facility.

\

d. Provide a copy of all written communications or summary of all

oral communications with each agency identified in b. above.

Provide summaries of the views, positions, or proposed teétimony on
contention no. 3 of all persons named in response to Interrogatory 3-1

that you intend to present during this proceeding.

State the specific basis and references upon which the persons named.

contention no. 3.

To the extent that Intervenors' case on this contention will rely on cross-
examination of witnesses presented by any other party to this pfoceeding,

“identify any material to be relied upon in such cross-examination.

I&entify all doc':umevnfary or other material which you intend to offer

as exhibits to this contention in this proceeding. ‘
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a. What amount of funding (in dollars) is required to develop and.
implement appropriate and coordinated emergency plans, as
- contemplated by Appendix E to 10 CFR Part 50, for San Onore .

Units 2 and 3?

b.  What amcunt of staffing is required to develop and implement
appropriate and coordinated emergency plans as contemplated

by Appendix E to 10 CFR Part 50?
. €. What is the basis for your response in a. and b. above?

d.  Define the terms "appro riate" and "coordinated" as used in
. pprop ,

" this contention no..3.

e. Define the terms "complex", "o_vérlapping" » "difficult to imple-
ment" and "surrounding areas" as used in this contention no. 3.
taking into consideration your responsés to the above interroga-

tories.

Considering your responses to the interrogatories above, specifically
sta_te, in both qualitative and quantitative terms, the deficiencies in
‘the emergency plans proposed by the apphcant in thls proceedlng, for .

San Onofre Umts 2 and 3

Describe how "the safety of persons in the surroundmg areas will be

1mper11ed"
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FOE CONTENTION NO. 4

- 4) The Applicants' projection of fuel costs over ti.e life of the plants

does not adequately account for escalation of uranium prlces and
therefore the cost-benefit analysis is in error.

a. Upon what person or persons do you rely to substantiate

your case on contention number 4?

b. Provide the addresses, educational and professional qualifica-. l

tions of all persons named in a. above.

c.  Identify which of the persons identified in a. above you intend

to call as witnesses on this contention in this proceeding.

d.  Indicate which of the persons identified in c. above that you

anticipate will appear voluntarﬂy and which under s;ibpoéna.

Provide summaries of the views, positions, or proposed testimony on

_contention number 4 of all persons named in your response to Inter-

‘rogatory 4-1 above, that you intend to present during this .provceeding .

"

State the specific bases, calculations and references upon which the

persons named in response to Interrogatory 4-1 rely to substantiate’

their position regarding contention number 4.

a. What rate of escalation do you believe should be used in calculating

uranium prices for purposes of this contention number 4.?

e
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4-6.

4-7.

® = @
b. What is the basis for this rate? Provide all calculations and identify

all references used in arriving at your response to a. above.

a. Utilizing the rate of escalation stated in your response to
Interrogatory 4-4.a., what fuel cost do you calculate over

""the life of San Onofre, Units 2 and 3?-

b.  Provide the bases and calculations for your response to

Interrogatory 4-5.a. above.

Describe, in both qualitative and quantitative terms, the effect on
the cost-benefit ahalysis for San Onofre Units 2 and 3, which the

fuel cost you have calculated would have.

a. What is the ﬁaximﬁm fuel cost which you calculate that §vou1d not

affect the cost—benéﬁt balance for San Onofre Units 2 and 3?

b. What is the basis for this cost? Provide all calculations and
identify all references used in arriving at your response to |

a. above.

To the extent that Intervenors' case on this contention will.rely on
cross-examination of witnesses presented by any other party to this
proceeding, idéntify any material to be relied upon in such cross-

examination.
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4-9. - Identify all documentary or other material which you intend to offer
as exhibits on this contention in this proceeding.

Respectfully submitted )

Y. 4
awrence J. Chandler
Counsel for NRC Staff

Dated at Bethesda, Maryland
this 23rd day of June, 1978
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Ivan W. Smith, Esq., Chairman . * Dr. Cadet H. Hand, “Jr., Member

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Director, Bodega Marine Laboratory
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission ‘University of Ca]1forn1a

Washington, D.C. 20555 -P.0. Box 247
_ . ' ' ~.I . Bodega Bay, Ca]1forn1a 94923

Mr. Lester ?ornb11th Jr.,. Member
‘Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
,Washington,'D.C.~ 20555 -

“In the Matter of .
" Southern California Edison Company, et al -
(San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station, Units 2 and 3)
Docket Nos 50-361 oL and 50-362 OL

- Gentlemen: : . ‘ .
On Ju]y 20, 1978. the Staff rece1ved by means of service by the Offlce :
- of the Secretary of the Commission, a copy of GUARD's letter to the Board
dated June 11, 1978. At the outset, we note that the letter appears to
~be misdated. .In view of the references to the discovery requests served
\ . upon GUARD, the earliest of which was served by the Staff on June 23,
1978, the letter should properly have been dated July 11, 1978. The
{Staff further notes that GUARD should have anticipated that discovery :
requests were imminent; indeed, dur1ng a phone conversation with Mrs. Hicks

~on June 12, 1978 the 1ikelihood of th1s “and the time frame was made known.

hxle the 14 day per1od for respond1ng to interrogatories is. provided by
regu]at1on, 10 CFR §2.740b(b), a timely motion for an enlargement of the
time could certainly have been filed (we calculate that the response date
“regarding the Staff's interrogatories to have been-July 12, 1978). See
10 CFR/882.740b(b) and 2.711. A prerequisite, .though, for granting such
extension of time is a showing of good cause. The Staff does not believe
‘that GUARD's letter can fairly be construed as a motion for an extension
of -time or that it has demonstrated good cause for granting such an
extens1on.<:However, in view of the status of this proceeding, the Staff -
will in this instance, voluntarily agree to extend the time for responses
to 1ts interrogatories until August 18, ]978 -

We must point out that a party admitted to a Comm1ss1on proceeding, in
add1t10n to the rights obtained, a150 assumes certain obligations, among
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them, the responsibility to prevent unnecessary de]ay in the proceedings.
- Thus we expect that, in light. of this voluntary extension to which the
Staff will -agree, no further requests for an extension of time wil] be

necessary.
, , o : Sincerely,
~ Lawrence J. Chandler .
.~ Counsel for NRC Staff. -
cc: Janice E. Kerr, Esq. = - . DISTRIBUTION
J. Calvin Simpson, Esq. - Chandler
"Ro1lin E. Woodbury - .- - McGurren
David N. Barry III, Esq - Treby
‘James A. Beoletto, ESg.  Shapar/ Enge]hardt/Grossman
David R. Pigott, Esq o Reg Central: LPDR ,
~Samuel- B. Casey, ESg. . _Formal File (2) .
Alan R. Watts, Esq < HRood '
Richard J. Wharton, Esq. Kkniel |
.- Mrs. Lyn Harris Hicks OLynch
David W. Gilman - -~ WRegan’
Robert G. Lacy . - - Chron |
Lawrence Q. Garcia, Esq XX (2) .
Atomic Safety and Llcensing -DVassallo
Board Panel HSmith

~ Atomic: Safety and Licensing
. - Appeal Panel
Docketing and Serv1ce Section
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o - UNITED STATES OF AMERICA ,
© NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION ;%// |
[Docket Nos. 50 361-OL ‘and 50 362- OL] %%é; 5%%?
'SOUTHERN CALIFORNTA EDISON COMPANY

SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

(San Onofre Nuclear Generating Statlon
' Unlts 2 and 3).

‘NOTICE OF RECONSTITUTION OF BOARD

Fredenic J. CoufalévEsQf,'Was»Chairman of fhe Atomic'
Safety and Licensing Beard.for.tne.above.pfeceedingv
Because he 1s transferrlng to the Federal COmmunlcatlons
' Comm1851on, where he ‘will serve as an Admlnlstratlve Law j,'
Judge, Mr. Coufal is unable_to contlnue‘hls serv1ceven
this Board. -

"Accofdingly, Ivan w. SmlthA Esq ,Muhose addrees»le:i
Atomlc Safety and Llcen51ng Board Panel U. S. Nuclear
'Regulatory Comm1551on, Washington, D. C. 20555, is
appointed Chairmanbof this Board. Reconstitution,of the |
Board in this manner'is in accordanee»withvSection 2.721

" of the Commission's Rules 6f.Practice; as amended.'“.

6%mes R. Yo Chairman
‘Atomic Safety and Licensing
Board Panel ' :

Dated at Bethesda, Maryland

‘this 12th day of July 1978.



UNITED STATES OF AMERICA o
\L’CLE:‘ REGUT.ATORY CO» 1ISSION ) 5 »

In the Maceter of _ )
S : ) " , o -

'SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISOXN ) Docket No. ( ) ‘50 361 ’

COMPANY, ET AL. ) » : . 50~ 362

s - ) L
(San Onofre Nuclear Generating ) %v

Station, Unit Nos. 2 and 3) ) i

. : ) ; i
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE.

1 hereby certify that I have this day se the f0“8V01n0 docu.ent(s)‘-

- upon edch person designated on the off1c1al service list compiled by
the Office of the Secretary of the Commission in this proceeding in

" accordance with the requirements of Section 2.712 of 10 CFR Part 2 -
" Rules of Practice, of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Rules and

Regulations. ' '

Dated at kash1n0t01 D. C ths 'é;‘
197

74///}”/ / /Zwﬂw

offide/of the Sccretary of tHa/to.n1551on
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 ’y»UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

In the Matter of

)

. SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON )
COMPANY, ET AL. ' )
. ' , . . )
(San Onofre, Units 1 and 2) )

_ SERVICE

Ivan W. Smith, Esq., Chairman
‘Atomic Safety and TLicensing Board
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
~Washington, D.C. 20555 -

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

P.0. Box 247

Bodega Bay, California 94923

Mr. Lester Kormblith, Jr.

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board

- U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
' Washington, D.C. .20555. v

Office of the Executive Legal Director
Counsel for NRC Staff

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

David N. Barry, III, Esq.

James A, Beoletto, Esq.

Southern California Edison Company
2244 Walnut Grove Avenue

Rosemead, California 91770

David R. Pigott, Esq. o i
Allan J. Thompson, Esq. !
Chickering & Gregory ;
Three Embarcadero Center - 23rd Fi.
San Francisco, California 94111 .

2

,‘ Santa. Ana
‘E:Rlchard J Wharton Esq

4655 Cass Street,
- San Diego, California 92109

. Santa Ana, California

50-361
50-362

Docket No. (s)

LIST

Mr. Lloyd von Haden
2089 Foothill Drive

Vista, California 92083

- Janice E. Kerr, Esq.
-J. Calvin Simpson, Esq.

California Public Utilities Comm1331on
5066 State Building :
San Franc1sco, California 94102

Alan R. Watts, Esqf

California First Bank Building .
1055 North Main Street - Suite 1020
Callfornla 92701 '

Suite 304 .

. San Clemente Public Library

233 Granada Street
San Clemente, California

Lyn Harris Hicks
Advocate for Guard _.

92672

3908 Calle Ariana

San Clemente, California - 92672

Hal Thomas

Director

Environmental Caolltlon of
Orange County

206 W. 8th Street .

92701



, e

Board & Parties!nt'd 50—361/362_

Richard J. Wharton, Esq.
-Friends of the Earth
124 Stear Street : : _ - ,
- San Francisco, California 94105 L LT R
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

Docket Nos. 50-361 OL

Application of
50-362 OL

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY, et al.

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

)

DESIGNATION FOR SERVICE

Pursuant to 10 C.F.R. §2.708(e), the following
persons are designated as those on whom service may be
made in the above-entitled matter on behalf of San Diego
Gas & Electric Company:

David R. Pigott

Samuel B. Casey

Chickering & Gregory

Three Embarcadero Center
Twenty-Third Floor

San Francisco, Cadlifornia 94111

David W. Gilman

Robert G. Lacy

San Diego Gas & Electric Company
P. O. Box 1831

San Diego, California 92112

This Designation for Service supersedes all
previous designations for service in the above-entitled
matter. '

. Executed at San Francisco, California, this 6th
day of July, 1978.

< ! Q
Samuel B. Casey
One of Counsel for

San Diego Gas. & Electric Company .




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that on the'6th day of July, 1978,
a oopy of the foregoing DESIGNATION FOR SERVICE on behalf of San
biego Gas & Electric Company in Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Docket Nos. 50-3610L aod 50-3620L was served upon each of the
following by deposit in‘the United States mail, first-class postage

prepaid, addressed as follows:

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27

28

/17
/77
/17

Frederic J. Coufal, Esq., Chairman -
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Comm1551on
Washington, D.C. 20555

Dr. Cadet H. Hand,er., Member

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

James H. Drake, Vice President
Southern California Edison Company
P.O. Box 800

- Rosemead, California 91770

Rollin E. Woodbury,‘Esq.

Vice President and General Counsel
Southern California Edison Company’
P.O. Box 800

Rosemead, California 91770

William W. Colston, Vice President
Project Management

San Diego Gas & Electric Company
P.O. Box 1831 _

San Diego, California 92112
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10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17

18

19

20

21

22
23
24
25
26
27

28

Janice E. Kerr, Esqg.

J. Calvin Simpson, Esqg.

Lawrence Q. Garcia, Esq.

Public Utilities Commission of the
State of California :

5066 State Building :

San Francisco, California 94102

Alan R. Watts, Esq.

Rourke & Woodruff

California First Bank Building
1055 North Main Street, Suite 1020
Santa Ana, California 92701

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

Lawrence J. Chandler, Esqg. :
Office of the Executive Legal Director
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Mrs. Lyn Harris Hicks

GUARD ‘

3908 Calle Ariana

San Clemente, California 92672

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

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

Docketing and Service Section
Office of the Secretary

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

DAVID R. PIGOTT
SAMUEL B. CASEY
CHICKERING & GREGORY

< s
By A D zag 4
One of Counsel for
Applicants Southern California

Edison Company and
San Diego Gas & Electric Company
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: .Junej30 , 1978

Frederic J. Coufal, E.,q Chalrman i:_' -Dr CadetH Hand Jr , Member

._Atomlc Safety and Licensing Board “ . = - _Du'ector Bodega Marme Laboratory
' ,‘U S. Nuclear. Regulatory Comm:ssmn »' "f ,.“';Umversny of Cahforma AP
Washmgton D C 20555 - .. P.O.Box 247 B

, Bodega Bay, Cahfornld 94923
. Mr. Lester Kornbhth Jr . Member c :
- Atomic Safety and Licensing Board

. U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commlssmn
' Washmgton, D c. 20555 :

| . In the Matter of Southern Cahfornla Ed1son Company, et al e
(San Onofre Nuclear’ Generatmg Station, Units 2 and’ 3) i}; S
L Docket Nos 50 361 OL: and 50- 362 OL B

. - ‘- R L

n In accordance thh the Memorandum and Order of thls Atormc Safety and - B
B 'L1censmg Board dated J anuary 27 1978 this letter constltutes the NRC
o Staff dxscovery status report ,,: : R T

As of thls date the Staff has’ served 1ts flrst set of. mterrogatorxes and requests
- for documents upon’ 1ntervenors Fr1ends of the Earth et al. (FOE) and GUARD.
- ;,,Each set. was served on June 23, 1978 To date, the Staff has not recelved any
) 'dlscovery request from FOE Although not served as dlscovery requests, the’
: Staff has recelved two sets of quesuons from GUARD. " The first of these, sub-
m1tted on December 23, 1977, was responded. to on February 14 1978; the’
" secondset was sent to’ ‘the Staff on May-31, 1978 and responses are now: bemg
( -prepared In neither mstance do any of the quesuons ‘bear on any issue in
' controversy in this proceedmg and the Staff has advised GUARD that it would -
con51der all of the'n obJecuonable as discovery- requests The Staff's w1111ng-' AR
. . nessto respond to GUARD's questions thus far is with the express reservatlon
L ‘_f‘_of 1ts r1ghts to ob_]ect to thelr use in the future in connect1on w1th thls proceedmg

R ‘ e - : T s -
o o R o« e Woer P
PR . § L SR AP S
Lo e e T .o L o : e T
A DRSPS R R . C . ;
; :
/ '
1 , v
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DATE)

. NRC FORM' 318 (9-76) NRCM 0240 T Yedss, G“O:VERNM‘EANT PRINTING OFFICE: 1576 o a2a.a54 "
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: Regardmg the schedule for completmg d1scovery, the Staff may’ serve further
_ d1scovery requests upon both- 1ntervenors dependmg on their reponses to the

first-discovery request but at thls time cannot adv1se the Board of any schedule'- T

o for completmg d1scovery

As is evident, the schedule for completmg and 1ssu1ng the Staff 's Safety
Evaluauon Report and Draft and Final Environmental Statements which -
_ .you were advised of at the December 6, 1977 prehearing conference has : _
o sl1pped It is.now ant1c1pated that the Safety Evaluation Report will be R
issued in about November 1978 Regardtng the Draft Environmental o

e Statement the Staff has just: recexved pertment data from the applicants , S RN

C tHe adequacy of which must be; assesaed before a date for issuance of '
this document can be estnnated Issuance of the Fmal Environmental LE e

s Statement is, of course, dependent on issuance of, the Draft and accord-
.'mgly, its date of 1ssuance cannot be projected elther o S IR

,_?Sincere’ly‘,- '

- .T':Lewrence J- Chendfer 3 '
. Counsel for NRC' Sta.ff

‘ce:’ '-""Janlce E. Kerr, Esq e : 'R1chard J. Wharton Esq
+ © . J. Calvin Simpson, Esq . Mrs: Lyn Harris Hicks ',
.. " Lawrence Q. Garcia, Esq Uk . Atomic Safety and L1censing
jRollm E. Woodbury, Esq . v '+ Board Panel . :

- David N. Barry III, Esq SR ‘Atomic Sdfety and Licensmg
~James A. Beoletto, Esq L Appeal Panel " SR
"Dav1d R. Pigott Esq 3 Docketmg and Se1 vice Sectlon T
-.tAlan R. Watts Esq IR A R

R .DISTRIBUTI_O,N: coo
-7 " LiChandler- ~ DVassallo L
’ 5 HJMcGurren Lo ‘.;OLynch EP.
_'SATreby .-~ WRégan —‘EP e
‘" HShapar. . . ELDFE.(2) . '
. TEngelhardt " NRC Geri‘tr_a:vl‘_F‘i‘Ie'": '
MGrossman™ : * .. ‘LPDR-" “
" HRood < Li: - .':-‘:",:Ch'rdh;: VLT S ST -
e t‘_KKnlel —L : T S S T S IR
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1 DAVID R. PIGOTT

SAMUEL B. CASEY

2| CHICKERING & GREGORY .. .,

Three Embarcadero.Center

3 San Francisco, California 94111
© Telephone: (415) 393-9000

DAVID N. BARRY III

5 JAMES A. BEOLETTO

Southern California Edison Company
411 P.O. Box 800 _

2244 Walnut Grove Avenue N

7 | Rosemead, California. 91770 .

' Telephone: " (213) 572-1900

Attorneys for Applicants,
9| Southern California Edison Company
and San Diego Gas & Electric Company

10

1l UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

1  NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

13 |
14 BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD
15

16| In the Matter of Docket Nos. 50-361 OL
: 50-362 OL
17 SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA
EDISON COMPANY, et al., ADDENDUM TO DISCOVERY AND
STATUS REPORT OF APPLICANTS
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON
COMPANY AND SAN DIEGO GAS

& ELECTRIC COMPANY

18 -
- (San -Onofre Nuclear Generat-
19| ing Station, Units 2 and 3)

20
21 On June 28, 1978, Southern California Edison Company
22 and San Diego Gas & Electric Company (hereafter FApplicants")‘
23 served their report entitled "DISCdVERY AND STATUS REPORT OF
24 APPLICANTS SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON AND SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC
25 || COMPANY™ (hereiﬂafter "Report") in’response to the Memofandum and
2 | Order ovaanuafy 27, 1978, requiring each party in the above-

97 | captioned proceeding to report on or before June 30, 1978, the

78 || status of its discovery and a prdposed schedule for completing




1 its discovery.

2 - In the Report Applicants stated they had not as yet
3 received any discovery request from any party in this proceeding.
4 Shortly after serving the Report and on the same date,

5 Applicants received by mail "INTERVENOR, FOE ET AL.

¢ INTERROGATORIES TO SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON." Applicants
7 are presently in the process of preparlng thelr response

8 to the 1nterrogator1es of FOE, ET AL.

9 DATED: June 30, 1978.

10 | Respectfully submitted,

1 DAVID R. PIGOTT

SAMUEL B. CASEY

12 ) CHICKERING & GREGORY

13 : . ~ DAVID N. BARRY
, JAMES A. BEOLETTO

14 SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
15 ; ' ié Y.
16 One of Counsel for,fpﬁilcants
: , ' Southern California Edison
17 ’ Company and San Diego Gas &
: Electric Company

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

2.
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1 , _ CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

'2‘ L I hereby cértify'that on'the 30thbday'of June, 1978, a
3| copy of the foregoing ADDENDUM TO.DISCOVERY AND STATUS REPORT OF
4 APPLICANTS SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY AND SAN DIEGO GAS &
5 || ELECTRIC COMPANY was served upon eagh of the foilowing by deposit
6 in_the United States mail, first—claés postage prepaid, addressed
71 as follows;: % “"

8 A Frederic J. Coufal, Esq., Chairman

Atomic Safety -and Licensing Board Panel
9 U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
' Washington, D.C.. 20555
10 . _Dr. Cadet H. Hand, Jr., Member
11 ' . Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel
Director, Bodega Marine Laboratory
12 University of California
' P.0. Box 247 '
13 : Bodega Bay, California 94923
14 . Mr. Lester Kornblith, Jr., Member
- Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel
15 U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
‘ Washington, D.C. 20555
16 James H. Drake, Vice President
17 - Southern California ‘Edison Company
P.0O. Box 800
18 Rosemead, California 91770
19 ' Rollin E. Woodbury, Esq. ,
Vice President and General Counsel
2 Southern California Edison Company
P.O. Box 800
21 Rosemead, California 91770
2 William W. Colston, Vice President

_ Project Management

23 San Diego Gas & Electric Company
P.0. Box 1831

San Diego, California 92112

24
25 Janice E. Kerr, Esq.
J. Calvin Simpson, Esqg.
% Lawrence Q. Garcia, ‘Esq.
Public Utilities Commission of the
27 : State of California

5066 State Building
28 - San Prancisco, California 94102
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Alan R. Watts, Esq.

Rourke & Woodruff

California First Bank Building
1055 North Main Street, Suite 1020
Santa Ana, California 92701

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

Lawrence J. Chandler, Esqg.
Office of the Executive Legal Director

~‘U.8. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
- Washington, D.C. 20555

Mrs. Lyn Harris Hicks

GUARD .

3908 Calle Ariana

San Clemente, California 92672

-Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel

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

Mr. Lloyd wvon Haden
2089 Foothill Drive
Vista, California 92083

" Docketing and Service Section

Office of the Secretary
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Comm1551on
Washington, D. C. '20555

DAVID R. PIGOTT
SAMUEL B. CASEY
CHICKERING & GREGORY

o Dhd )

One of Counsel fopy

Applicants Southern Callfornla
Edison Company and

San Diego Gas & Electric Company
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DAVID R. PIGOTT

SAMUEL B. CASEY.

CHICKERING & GREGORY

Three Embarcadero Center

San Francisco, California 94111
Telephone: (415) 393-9000

DAVID N. BARRY III
JAMES A. BEOLETTO

~ ||Southern California Edison Company

P.0O. Box 800

2244 Walnut Grove Avenue
Rosemead, California 91770
Telephone: (213)..572-1900

Attorneys for Applicants,
Southern California Edison Company
and San Diego Gas & Electric Company

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 CALTIFORNIA
. EDISON COMPANY, et al., FIRST SET OF INTERROGATORIES TO
. INTERVENOR GROUPS UNITED AGAINST
(San Onofre Nuclear Generating RADIATION DANGER (GUARD)

Station, Units 2 and 3)

[10 C.F.R. 2.740b]

Nt N N e N Nl et Nt

TO INTERVENOR GROUPS UNITED AGAINST RADIATION DANGER (GUARD) :

Applicants inbthe above-entitled action hereby request
that you answer the following set of interrogatories under oath, by
an officer or authorized égent, within fourteen (14) déys of sexvice
hereof, pursuant to Title 10, Part 2, Section 2.740b 6f the Code of

Federal Regulations.
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INSTRUCTIONS AND  DEFINITIONS

For purposes of these Interrogatories and your responses

thereto, the following definitions and instructions shall apply:

(a) The termsl"GUARD", "you," or "your" fefers to the
intervenor responding to these Interrogatories: Namely, Groups
United Against Radiation Danger.

(b) The term "Applicants" refers jointly to the propo- -
ﬁents of these Interrogatories, Southern California Edison Company
and the San Diego Gas &‘Electric Company.

(c) The term "person" meaﬁs any natural person and any
pfiﬁate or public entity of any nature, includinglwithout limita-
tion, corporations, firms, paftnerships, sole proprietorships,
associations, groups, orgénizations, trusts and estates.

(d) The term "document" means:

(1) The original, or
(2) If the original is ﬁot in your custody or under
your control, then a copy thereof.

(e) As used herein, unless the context otherwise £equires,
the singular number includes the plural- and the plural includes the
singular; the masculine gender includes the feminine, and the
feminine includes the masculine.

(£) When you are requested to "identify" any document,

you shall include in your response a description sufficient to
satisfy the "reasonable particularity" requirement found in Title
10, Part 2, Section 2.741(2)(c) of the Code of Federal Regulations,
including without limitation the folloQing information with respect
thereté: |

(1) The nature of the docuﬁent;‘

2. .
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(2) Its date;
(3) The names of its addressor(s) and addressee(s),
if any;
(4) The name(s) of the person(s) who prepared it;
:(5) The name (s) and address(es) of the présentl
custodian(s).of the original and any copies thereof; and
| (6) A summary of its confents.
In lieu of'providing the information specified in Paragraph (f),
Items (l)—(6), you_méy attach.to your-fesponses to these Interroga-
tories a true copy of such document, identifying the Interrogatory
ta which it is responsive and stating in your answer only such of
the information specified in Paragraph- (f), Items (1)-(6) as does
not clearly appear on the face of éucﬁ document.

If yoﬁ claim a document is privileged or attorneys' work
product) describe the same generally and state all facts updh which
you base the élaim of privilege or the claim such document consti--
tutes attorneys' WOrk product.

(g) When you are requested to "identify" any person) you
shall set forth the full name and last kﬁown business address,
residence address, and employer of such person you are asked to
idéntifyf

(h) The term "expert" refers to a ?erson who by virtqe
Qf:his knowledge, skill, eXpefience, training or education has
acquired a sciehtific, technical or specialized knowledge which can
assist the Nuclear Regulatory Commission Licensing Board in under-
standiﬁg'the evidence ér determining a féct, opinion, or scientific
theory relevant to an issue in this proceeding. |

(i) When you are requeéted to "identify" an "expert" as

3.
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that latter term is defined in Paragfaph (h) above, you shéll set
forth the full naﬁé and last known business'address, residence
address, academic éffiliations, and present employer of each sﬁch
"expert" you are asked to identify.

(J) In answering these Interrogatories, you shéll furnish
all information a&ailable to you, yoﬁr»respéctive agents, eﬁployees,
investigators, representatives and attorneys, and not merely sﬁch
information as is known from personal knowledge.’

(k) The term "SONGS" refers to the San Onofre Nuclear
ngerating Station.

INTERROGATORIES

INTERROGATORY NO.. 1:

At the éresent_time, do you contend that Applicants have
not complied with 10 CFR, Part 50, Appendix E regarding emergency
plans since because of the inadequate fﬁnding and staffing of the
several state énd local agencies involved appropriate_and coordi-
nated emergency plans cannot be developed? If so,

(a) State each and every'fact upon which you base this
contention;

(b) Identify each and every document or communication

upon which you base this contention;

(c) Identify each and every event ﬁpon which you base
this contention; |

(d) Identify each and every person with knowledge of the
factual basis or basés for this contention, or on whose writings,
opinions, or testimony you base this contention; |

(e) Identify each and every person whom.you expectbto
call as a witness, expert or otherwise, at the hearing on

4.
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this contention befofe the Nuclear Regulétory Commission
Licensing Board and as to each potential witness so identified,
please provide the foilowing information:

(i) State the preciée subject matter on which the

witness is expected to testify;

‘(ii) State the substance of the facts and opinions
to which the witness is expected to testify;

(iii) Summarize the faétual and theoretical bases as
well as any other grounds, for each opinion to which the
witness is expected to testify.

INTERROGATORY NO. 2:

At the present time do you contend that 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, fhere is no longer assurance that effective arrange+
ments can be made to control traffic or that there is a reasonable
probability protective measures could be taken on behalf of the

individuals in these areas including, if necessary, evacuation,

particularly cdnsidering the unique geographic constraints in these
afeas; thus,_Applicants do not comply with 10 CFR, Section 100.3(a)
or (b)? If so, |

(a) State each and every fact upon which you base this
contention; |

(b) identify each and every document or communication
upon which ydu basé this contention;

(c) 1Identify each aﬁd every event upon which you base
this contention;

(d) Identify each and every person with knowledge of the

5.
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factual basis or bases for this conﬁention, Or on whose writings,
opinions, or testimony you base this contention;
(e) Identify each and every persoh whom you eXpeqt to
call as a witness, expert or otherwise, at the hearing on
this contention before the Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Licensing Board and‘as to each witness so identified, please
provide the following inférmatioﬁ:
(i) State the precise subject matter on which the
‘witness is expected to testify;
(i1) State the substance of the facts and opinions
to which the witness is expected to testify;
(ii) Summarize the factual and theoretical bases
as well as any other grounds, for each opinion to which the
witness is expected to testify. |

INTERROGATORY NO. 3:

At the present time do you contend that the cavities
caused by the Applicanﬁs' dewatering of the SONGS, Units 2 and 3,
site will have an unacceptable adverse effect on the capabilify
of structures and equipment for SONGS, Units 2 and 3 to withstand
the design basié seismic events? If éo,

(a) State each and every fact upon WhichAyou base this
contention;

(b) 1Identify each éndvevery document or communiéation
upon which you base this contentioﬁ;

(c) Identify each and every event upon which you base
this contention; |

(d) Identify each and every person with knowledge of
the factual basis or bases for this contention, or on whose

6.
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writings, opinion, or‘téstimony you base this éontention;
(e) Identify each and every person whom you expect to
call as a witness, expert or otherwise, at the.hearing on
this contention before the Nuclear Régulatory Commission
ﬁicénsing Board; and as to each_potential witnessAso identified
provide the following information:
(1) State the'précise subject matter on which the
witness is expected té testify;
(ii) State the substance of the facts and opinions
¢ to which the witness is expected to testify;
(iii) Summarize the factual and theoretical bases,
as Qell as any other grounds, for each opinioﬁ to which the

- witness is expected to testify.

Dated: %.4“)»5’ , 1978.

DAVID R. PIGOTT
SAMUEL B. CASEY
CHICKERING & GREGORY

DAVID N. BARRY III
JAMES A. BEOLETTO
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY

One of Counsel for¢Applicants
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that on the _EEL__day of June, 1978, a
copy Of the foregoing FIRST SET OF INTERROGATORIES TO IHTERVENOR
GROUPS UNITED AGAINST RADIATION DANGER (GUARD) was served upon
each of the following by deposit in the United States mail,
first—class_postage prepaid, addressed as follows:

Frederic J. Coufal, Esg., Chairman
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Dr. Cadet H. Hand, Jr., Member

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel
Director, Bodega Marine Laboratory
University of California

P.0O. 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

James H. Drake, Vice President
Southern California Edison Company
P.0O. Box 800

Rosemead, California - 91770

Rollin E. Woodbury, Esg.

Vice President and General Counsel
Southern California Edison Company
P.0. Box 800

Rosemead, California 91770

William W. Colston, Vice President
Project Management

San Diego Gas & Electric Company .
P.0. Box 1831

San Diego, California 92112

Janice E. Kerr, Esq.

J. Calvin Simpson, Esqg.

Lawrence Q. Garcila, Esq.

Public Utilities Commission of the
State of California '

5066 State Building

San Francisco, California 94102
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y

Alan R. Watts, Esqg.

Rourke & Woodruff

California First Bank Building
1055 North Main Street, Suite 1020
Santa Ana, California 92701

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

Lawrence J. Chandler, Esqg.

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

Mrs. Lyn Harris Hicks

GUARD

3908 Calle Ariana

San Clemente, California 92672

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

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

Docketing and Service Section
Office of the Secretary

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

DAVID R. PIGOTT
SAMUEL B. CASEY
CHICKERING & GREGORY

BY_4£342§9“4f/£4?3 ,vgﬁﬁﬁ%’
One of Counsel ford
Applicants Southern California

Edison Company and
San Diego Gas & Electric Compar
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AVID R. PIGOTT

AMUEL B. CASEY o

HICKERING & GREGORY

hree Embarcadero Center

an Francisco, California 94111
elephone: (415) 393-9000

AVID N. BARRY III

AMES. A. BEOLETTO

outhern California Edison Company
.0. Box 800 o ‘
2244. Walnut Grove Avenue
Rosemead, . California 91770
Telephone: (213) 572-1900 .

Attorneys for Applicants,
Southern California Edison Company
and San Diego Gas & Electric Company

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of Docket -Nos. 50-361 OL
o 50-362 OL
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA ‘
EDISON COMPANY, et al., DISCOVERY AND STATUS REPORT OF
: ‘ APPLICANTS SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA
EDISON COMPANY AND SAN DIEGO

" GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY

(Sah Onofre Nuclear Generat-
ing Station, Units 2 and 3)

g N N . > L W

Southern California Edison Company and San Diego Gas &

Electric Company (hereafter jﬁpplicants") submit this report in
response to the Memorandum and Order of January 27, 1978, requir-
ing each party in the'above—captioned proceeding to report on‘of
before June 30, 1978, the status of its discovery and a proposed_
schedule for completing its discovefy.vv

As. . of the date of this filing, Applicants have not

received any discovery request from any party in this proceeding.
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. Applicants' are now preparing their case for issuance

of operating licenses for>Saﬁ Onofre Nuclear Generating Station,

jUnits 2. and 3. The preparation of Applicants’ direct case does

not require discovery from ény other party at. this time.

As a part of its overall preparation for hearing,
Applicants, on this aaté, have servedbinterrogatories on the
intérvenors in this pfoceediﬁg.: The primary pﬁrpose.of such
inféfrogatofiesvis to elicit a specific articulation 6£'£he
precise bases for.each‘of the intervenors' contentions, and to
discover thé documents and witnesses each intervenor will rely on
at’hearing. Deéending on the anéwefs to Applicants'’ interfdgatoriesv
to the intervenors, Applicants may engage in additidnal discovery.

Applicants.are'awa;e of the_possibility of éummary_
disposition of éontentions'iﬁ nuclear licensing proceedings. 1In
order to facilitate this licensing proceeding; Applicants may
move for sumﬁary disposition well before the hearings in this
matter if itAappéaré that as to a particular contention there is
no:genuine issue as to a material fact and that Applicants are

entitled td a decision on that contention as a matter of law. .

 DATED: _éﬂ,y-z +¥Y~ . 197s.

Respectfully submitted,

DAVID R. PIGOTT
SAMUEL B. CASEY

CHICKERING & GREGORY

DAVID N. BARRY
JAMES A. BEOLETTO
Sou

THE CALIFORN

One of Counsel for#Applicants
Southern California Edison Company
-and San Diego Gas & Electric Company

I »ISQN COMPANY

2.
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a copy of the foregoing DISCOVERY AND STATUS REPORT OF APPLICANTS
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY AND SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC

COMPANY was se;ved upon each of the following by deposit in the

follows:

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE -

’K% .

I hereby certify that on the ~ day of June, 1978,

United States mail, first-class postage prepaid, addressed as

Frederic J. Coufal, Esqg., Chairman
Atomic-Safety and Licensing Board Panel
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washlngton, D.C. 20555

Dr. Cadet H. Hand, Jr., Member

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel
Director, Bodega Marine Laboratory
University of California :
P.0O. 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

James H. Drake, Vice President
Southern California Edison Company
P.O. Box 800

Rosemead, Callfornla,‘9l770

Rollin E. Woodbury, Esqg.

Vice President and General Counsel
Southern California Edison Company
P.0O. Box 800

Rosemead, California 91770

William W. Colston, Vice President
Project Management

San Diego Gas & Electric Company
P.0O. Box 1831

San Diego, California 92112

Janice E. Kerr, Esq.
J. Calvin Simpson, Esqg.

Lawrence Q. ‘Garcia, Esq.

Public Utilities Commission of the
State of California

5066 State Building

San Francisco, California 94102
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Alan R. Watts, Esq.

-Rourke & Woodruff

California First Bank Building
1055 North Main Street, Suite 1020
Santa Ana, California 92701

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

Lawrence J. Chandler, Esqg.

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

Mrs. Lyn Harris Hicks

GUARD

3908 Calle Ariana

San Clemente, California 92672

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

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

Docketing and Service Section
Office of the Secretary

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

DAVID R. PIGOTT
SAMUEL B. CASEY
CHICKERING & GREGORY

One of Counsel fo#

Applicants Southern California
Edison Company and

San Diego Gas & Electric Compar
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DAVID R. PIGOTT

SAMUEL B. CASEY

CHICKERING & GREGORY

Three Embarcadero Center

San Francisco, California 94111
Telephone: (415) 393-9000

DAVID N. BARRY III

JAMES A, BEOLETTO

Southern California Edison Company
P.0. Box 800

2244 Walnut Grove Avenue

Rosemead, California 91770
Telephone: (213) 572-1900

Attorneys for Applicants,

Southern California Edison Company
and 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 Generat- |
ing Station, Units 2 and 3)

Nt Nt M et et e e e

Docket Nos. 50-361 OL

50-362 OL

FIRST SET OF INTERROGATORIES
TO INTERVENORS FRIENDS OF THE
EARTH, MR. AND MRS. AUGUST
CARSTENS,
VON HADEN,
AND MRS. DONIS DAVEY

MR. AND MRS. LLOYD
MR. DONALD MAY,

[10 C.F.R. §§ 2.740b]

TO INTERVENORS FRIENDS OF THE EARTH, MR. AND MRS. AUGUST

CARSTENS, MR. AND MRS. LLOYD VON HADEN, AND MRS. DONIS DAVEY

AND ' THEIR ATTORNEY OF RECORD:

Applicants in the above-entitled action hereby request

that you answer the following set of interrogatories under oath,

by an officer or authorized agent, within fourteen (14) days of

service hereof, pursuant to Title 10, Part 2, Section 2.740b of

the Code of Federal Regulations.
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INSTRUCTIONS AND DEFINITIONS

For pur?oses of these Interrogatories and your responses
ﬁhereto,,the following definitions and instructions shall apply:

(a) The terms "FOE, et al.," "you,"'or "your" refers
jointly to the intervenors responding to these Interrogatories:
Namely, Friends of the Earth? Mr. and Mrs. August Carstens, Mr.
and Mrs. Lloyd Von Haden, and Mrs. bonis Davey.

(b) The term "Applicantsﬁ refers jointly to the propo-
nents of these Interrogatories, Southern California Edison Company
and the San Diego Gas & Electric Company.

| (c) The term "person" means any natural person and any
private or public entity(of any nature, including without limita-
tion, corporations, firms, partnerships, sole proprietorships,
associétions, groups, organizations, trusts and estates.

(d) The term "document" means:

(1) The original, or
(2) If the original is not in your custody or
under your control, then a copy thereof.

(e) As used herein, unless the context otherwise
requires, thée singular number inclﬁdes the plural and the plural
includes the singular; the masculine gender includes the feminine,
and the feminine includes the masculine.

(f) When you are réquested to "identify" any document,
you shallvinclude in your response a description sufficient to
satisfy the "reésonable particularity" requirement found in Title

10, Part 2, Section 2.741(2)(c) of the Code of Federal Regulations,

including without limitation the following information with

respect thereto:
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(1) The nature of the document;

(2) 1Its date;

(3) The names of its addressor(s)/and addressee(s),
if any;

(4) The name(s) ef the person(s) who prepared it;

(5) The name(sj and address(es) of the present
custodian(s) of the original aﬁd any copies thereof; and

(6) A summary of its contents.

In lieu of providing the information specified in Paragraph (f),

Ttems (15—(6), you may attach to your responses to these Interroga-
teries a true copy of such document, identifying the Interrogatory
to which it is responsive and stating in your answer only such of
the information specified in Paragraph (f£), Items (1)-(6) as does
not clearly appear on the face of such document.

If you claim a document is privileged or attorneys'

work product, describe the same generally and state a;l facts upon
which yoﬁ base the claim of privilege or the claim such document
coﬁstitutes attorneys' work product; \

(g) When you are requested to "identify" any person,
you shall set forth the fﬁll name and last kﬁown business address,
residence address, and employer of such person.you are asked to
identify. |

(h) Thelterm "expeft" refers to a person who by virtue
of his knowledge, skill, experience, training or education has
acquired a scientific, technical or specialized knowledge which

can assist the Nuclear Regulatory Commission Licensing Board in

understanding the evidence or determining a fact, opinion, or

scientific theory relevant to an issue in this proceeding.

3.
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(i) When you are reqoested to‘"iaentify" an
expert" as that latter term is defined in ‘Paragraph (h)
above, you shall set forth the full name and last known
business address, residence address, academic affiliations,
and present employer of each-such "expert" you are asked to
identify.

(j) 1In answering these InterrOgatories;'you shall
furnish all information available to YOn, your respective
agents, employees, investigators,'representatives and attorneys,
and not merely such information as is known from personal |
knoWledge.

-~ (k) The term "SONGS" refers to the San Onofre Nuclear
Generating Station. |

INTERROGATORIES

INTERROGATORY NO. 1:

At.the present time do you‘contend that the seismic
design basis for SONGS Units 2 and 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? If so, |

(a) State each and every fact upon which you base this
contention;

'(b) Identify each and every document or comﬁunication
upon which you base this contention;

(cf Identify each and every event upon which you base

this contention;

(d) Identify each and every‘person with knowledge‘of

4.




10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26

27

28

the factual basis or bases for £his contention, or on whose
writings, opinions, or testimony you base this contention;

(e) Identify each and. every person wnom you expect to
call as witness, experﬁ or otherwise, at the hearing on this
contention before the Nuclear Regulatory Commission Licensing . -
Board; and as to each ponential witness so identified, provide

the following information:

(i) State the precise subject matter on which the
witness is expected'to testify;
| (ii) State the substance of the facts and opinions
to which you expect the witness to testify; and
(iii) Summarize the factual and tneoretical bases,
as well as any other grounde) for each opinion to which the
witness is expected to testify.

INTERROGATORY NO. 2:

At the present time do you contend that the cavities
caused by the Applicants' dewatering of the SONGS, Units 2 and 3,

site will have an unacceptable adverse effect on the capability

Jof structures and equipment for SONGS, Units 2 and 3 to withstand

the design basis seismic events? If so,

(a) State each and every fact upon,which you base this
contention;

(b) TIdentify each and every document or communication
upon which you base this contention;

(c) identify each and every event upon which you base
this contention; -

(d) Identify each andvevery person with knowledge ef

the factual basis or bases for this contention, Or on whose

5.
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Writings, opinion, or testimony you base this contention;
| (e) Identify each and every person whom'you expect to
call as a witness, expert or otherwise, at the hearing on
this contention before the Nuélear Regﬁlatory Commission
Licensing Board; and as to each potential witness -so identified
provide the following information:
(i) State the precise subject matter on Which the
witness is expected to'festify;
.~ (ii) State the substance of the facts and opinions

to which the witness is expected to testify;

(iii) Summarize the factual and theoretical bases,
as well as any other grounds, for each opinion to which the .

witness is expected to testify.

INTERROGATORY NO. 3:

At_the preseﬁt'time do you contend that the Applicants
have not complied with'lQ CFR, Part 50, Appendix E, regarding
emergency plans, since because of the jurisdictional diversity of
the several étate and local agencies involved and their inadequate
fundings and staffing, appropriate and coordinated emergency
plans cannot be developed; and that an operating license should
not be granted for SONGS, Units 2 and 3,.becau§e 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? If so,

(a) State each and every fact upon which you base this
contention;

(b)  Identify each and every document or communication

upon which you base this contention;:

6.
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(c) Identify each and evéry event upon which you base
this cbntention; |

(d) Identify each and every person witﬁ knowledge of
the factual basis or bases for this contention, or on whose
writings, opinions, or testimony you base this contention:

(e) Identify'each and every person whom you expect to
call as a witness, expert or otherwise, at‘the hearing on this
contention befqre the Nuclear Regulatory Licensing
Board ‘and as to each witness éo identified, please provide
the following informatién:

| (i) State the precise subject matter on which the
witness is expected to testify;
(ii) State the substance of the facts and opinions
to which the witness is expected to testify;
(iii) Summarize the factual and theoretical bases as
well as any other Qroﬁnds, fof each opinion to which the
witness is expected.tb testify. |

INTERROGATORY NO. 4:

At the present time do you contend that the Applicants
projection of fuel costs over the life of SONGS, Units 2 and 3
does not adequately account for escalation of,hranium prices and,
therefore, that the Applicants' cost benefit analysis.is in
error? If so, |

(a) State each and every facf upon which you baée this
contention; |

(b) Identify each and every documen£ or communication

upon which you base this contention;

(c) TIdentify each and every event upon which you base

7.
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your contention;
(d) Identify each and every person with‘knowledge of
the factual basis or bases for this contention, or on whose

writings, opinion or testimony you base your contention;

(e) Identify each and every person whom you expect to
call as a witness, expert or otherwise, in support of your
contention at the hearing on this contention before the Nuclear

Regulatory Commission Licensing Board and as to each expert so

lidentified, please provide the following information:

(i) State the precise subject matter on which the

witness is.expected to testify;
(i1) State the substance of the facts and opinions
to which the witness is expected to testify;
(iii) Summarize the factual and theoretiéal baées,
as for each opinion as well as any other grounds, tb which

the witness is expected to testify.

DATED: 9,».,4. > Y , 1978,

DAVID R. PIGOTT
SAMUEL B. CASEY
CHICKERING & GREGORY

.DAVID N. BARRY IIT
.JAMES A. BEOLETTO
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY

Dav1d R. Plgott )
One of Counsel for Applicants
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CERTIFICATE. OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that on the p

day of June, 1978, a

copy of the foregoing FIRST SET OF INTERROGATORIES TO INTERVENORS

FRIENDS OF THE EARTH, MR. AND MRS. AUGUST CARSTENS, MR. AND MRS.

LLOYD VON HADEN, MR. DONALD MAY, AND MRS. DONIS DAVEY was served

upon each of the following by deposit in the United States mail,

first-class postage prepaid, addressed as follows:

Frederic .J. Coufal, Esqg., Chairman

. Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel

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

Dr. Cadet H. Hand, Jr., Member

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel
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 Panel

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

James H. Drake, Vice President
Southern California Edison Company
P.O. Box 800

Rosemead, California 91770

" Rollin E. Woodbury, Esq.

Vice President and General Counsel
Southern California Edison Company
P.0O. -Box 800

Rosemead, California 91770

William W. Colston, Vice President
Project Management

San Diego Gas & Electric Company
P.0O. Box 1831

San Diego, California 92112

Janice E. Kerr, Esq.

J. Calvin Simpson, Esq. -

Lawrence Q. Garcia, Esq.

Public Utilities Commission of the
State of California

5066 State Building _

San Francisco, California 94102
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Alan R. Watts, Esqg.

Rourke & Woodruff

California First Bank Building
1055 North Main Street, Suite 1020
Santa Ana, California 92701

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

Lawrence J. Chandler, Esqg.

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

Mrs. Lyn Harris Hicks

GUARD

3908 Calle Ariana

San Clemente, California 92672

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

Mr. Lloyd von Haden
2089 Foothill Drive )
'~ Vista, California 92083

Docketing and Service Section
Office of the Secretary ‘

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

DAVID R. PIGOTT
SAMUEL B. CASEY
CHICKERING & GREGORY

A

One' of Counsel for#
Applicants Southern California
Edison Company and

San Diego Gas & Electric Compan

Y
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION -

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SATETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY,
ET AL.

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

N N N N N

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

INTERVENOR, FOE ET AL
INTERROGATORIES TO SOUTHEQN CALIFORNIA EDISON

Iﬁtervenofs Friends of the Earth, et al, requests ;hatvthe
Southern California Edison Company answer under oath, pursuant
to 10 C.F.R. 2.7406, the following interrogatories within 14
days éf service thereof. fIn answering these interrogatories,
you'are required to furnish such information as is available
to you, including information in the possession of your attor-

neys and investigators for your attorneys.

1. Please identify the person or persons answering these in-
terrogatorieé by stating name, date of birth, occupation,
residence address, business address, and under what auvthority
you are answering these interrogatories.

2. Please state the office you hold with the applicant,

Southérn California Edison, et al.

3. State whether any engineering studies, geoldgic studies,
or other investigations have been performed on the capa-
blllty of structures and equipment of SONGS 2 & 3 to with-

stand the deSLgn basis selsmlc events in light of the

cavities resulting from dewatering.



4. 1If your answer to the foregoing interrogatory is in the
affirmative, state: |
a.) the name, address, and capacity éﬁd occupation of
each ﬁerson making such engineering studies, geologic
studies or other inveétigations;
b.) the date or dates of such studies or iﬁvestigations;
c.) whether any reports of éuch person or persons wére
reduced to writing;
d.) 1in whose possession or custody such reports presently
repose; and
e.) whether you will make such feports available to
intervenors to inspect and copy without the neces-
'sity of a formal motion to produce.
5. State whether your representatives, agents, servants or
- employees have prepared any letters, telegrams, interoffice
memoranda, photographs, videotape, diagrams, maps‘dr charts
pertaining to the dewatering cavities.
6. If &oﬁrvanswer to the foregoing interrogatory is in the
affirmative, state:
a.) when and by whom the above-described documents
were prepared, taken, produced or drawn;
B.) &here said documents are now ldcated;'
c.) where the negatives of such phot&graphs or
videotape, if any, are now 1océted;
d.) Qhether any of the said documents are presently
in the}possession of your attorney.
7. State whether any geologic studies have been made of the
~ocean floor and substratum within a 100 mile arc of the

San Onofre Nuclear facility to determine the occurence,
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magnitude, and extent of any earthquake or fauit'not_here-
~tofore considered or known at the time the current seismic
design basis for SONGS 2 & 3 was éstablished.
8. 1f your answer to the foregoing interrogatory is in the
affirmative, state: |
a.) the name,‘address, and capacity and occupation of
~each person making such geologic studies;
b.) the date or détes of such studies;
c.) whether any reports of such studieé Qere reduced
to writing;
d.) 1in whose possession or custody such repofts
presently repose;
e.) whether you will make such reports available to
intervenors to inspect and copy without the

necessity of a formal motion to produce;

£.) whether any faults have been identified as a con-
sequence of éaid geologic studies, and if so, at
what distance from the coast and in what direction
do these faults lie; |

g.) whether any faults extend to the coastal land area;

‘and 1if so, at what distance from the San Onofre
nuclear facility are such landward fault extensions
located; and

h.) whether any earthduakes have béén‘identified as
a consequence of said geoiogic studies, and if so,
state the date and magnitude of each such earthquake.

9. State whether your representatives,'agents, servants, or
employees have prepared any letters, telegrams, interoffice

memoranda, photographs, videotape, diagrams, maps or charts



10.

11.

12.

pertaining to the above-described geologic studies of the

~ocean floor and substratum.

If your answer to the foregoing interrogatory is in the
affirmative, state:
a.) when and by whom the abovc~described»documents
were prepared, taken, produced or drawn;
b.) where said documents are ﬁow located;
c.) where the negatives of suchvphotographs or video-
| tapes, if any, are now located;
d.) whether any of said documents. aré preséntly in
the possession of your attorney. |
State whether any geologic studies have been made of the
iand area and substratum within a 100 mile arc of the San
Onofre nuclear facility to determine the occurrence, magni-

tude, and extent of any earthquake or fault not heretofor

considered or known at the time the current seismic design

basis for SONGS 2 & 3 was established.
1f you:'answer‘to theAforégoing interrogatory-is in the
affirmative, state: |
a.) the name, address, and capacity and occupation of
each éerson making such geologic studies;
b.) the date or dates of such studies;
c.) whethef any feports of such studies were reduced
to~Writing;
.d.) in whose ﬁossession or custody such reports'presently
repose; | |
e.) whether you will make such reports available to
interveﬁors to inspect and copy without the neceésity

of a formal motion to produce;



13.

14.

15.

16.

f.) whether any faults have been identified as a con-
sequenee of said geologic studies, and if so, at
wﬁat diStahce from the San Onoﬁre»Nuclear facility
and in what direction do these faults lie; and

g.) whether any earthquakes have been identified as
a consequence Qf said.geoiogic studies, and if so,.
‘state the date and‘magnitude of each such earthquake.

State whether your representatives, agents,,servaﬁts, or
employees have prepared any lettefs,,telegrams, interoffice
memoranda, photographs, videotape, diagrams, meps or charts
pertaining to the above-described geologic studies of the
land area and substratum.

If your answer to the foregoing interrogatory is in the
affirmative, state: =

a.) when and by whom the above-described documents
were prepared, taken, produced or drawn;

b.) where said documents are now located;

e.).'where the negatives of such photographs or
or videotape, if any, are now 1ecated; |

d.) whether any of said documents are presently in
the possession of youi attorney.

State whether the seismic design basis fer SONGS 2 &‘3 has
been re-evaluated in light of the effects of: a) dewatering
cavities and b) recent earthquakes and new.faults discovered
since the current design basis was established.

1f your answer to the foregoing interrogatory is in the
affirmative, state:

a.) the name, address, and occupation of such person
or persons making said re-evaluation of SONGS 2&.3

seismic design basis;



17.

18.

19.

o | @
b.) whether such re-evaluation has been reduce@ to
writing |
c.) in whose possession or custody such report presently
reposes; and
d.) whether‘you will make such report available to
intervenors to inspect and copy without.the necessity
of a formal motion to pfoduce.
How will the advanced seismic design research program as
reported in N.R.C. Release #78-91 be utilized in the study
of design concepts to reduce the forces transmitted to,
and response of reactor systems during earthquakes on
SONGS 2 & 3 in view of the cavities which were not considered
in determiﬁing the original seismic design basis?.
State whether applicants Southern California Edison Company

and/or San Diego Gas and Electric Company have contracted

for uranium to be supplied as fuel for SONGS 2 & 3. 1If so,

will applicants supply intervenors with a copy of the contract
‘WitﬁoutAmotion to produce?
Please state:

a.) the name of the uranium supplier contracted with;

b.) the_ldcation of said suppliers source for the
uranium;

c.) whether the supplier's source is a mineral deposit
owned or leased by said supplier and, if so, the
location of the mine, known tons of uranium in
deposit, whether the deposit is low, medium, or
high grade ore, and the estimated total production
of the mine.

d.) If supplier's source is not a mineral deposit owned



20.

21.

22.

23.

® @
or leased by supplier, from what source will
supplier obtain the uranium ore;~_

e.) the amount of uranium contrécted~for and the
dUration of the.coﬁtract;

f.) the price per pound paid pursuant to said contract;

'g.) whether said price is variable over the life of

| the contract and if so, upon what basis or index
will the'price be subject to change.
If your answer to interrogatory No. 18 is in the affirmative,
state:

a.) whether the supplier contracted with has other
outstanding contracts for uranium, and if so, the
names of those utilities and the amouhts contracted
for, if known;

b.) the current uranium price per pound being chafged
by supplier.

If Southern California Edison and/or San Diego'Gas and
Electric Company have not contracted for uranium supplies,
aré negotiations underway with uranium suppliers, and if
so, state:

a.) the némé of the uranium suppliers currently being

.negotiated with; and

b.) the location of said suppliers’' source for the
uranium.‘

State the agzregate minimum yellowcake requirement in
metric tons to adequately fuel SONGS 2 & 3 for forty (40)
years.

If the amount  of uranium contracted for, as stated in

your answer to interrogatory No. 19(e), is not equivalent



to the minimum requirements of SONGS 2 & 3 over forﬁy (40)
~ years, what source will provide the additional uranium? |
24.- State what percentage of SONGS 2 & 3 uFaﬁium reduirements
will be met by the reprocessing of spent fuel.
25. State whether the applicants presently have contractsrfor
the reprocessing of spent fuel, and ifAso, state:
a.) the name and location of the company operating
the reprocessing facilities;
b.) the amount of. spent fuel to be feproceésed annually
under said contract; |
c.) whether the reprocessing contract covers the
forty (40) year life-span of SONGS 2 & 3; and
d.) the contract cost per metric ton of reprocessing
' spent fuel. i
26. 1If the applicants have not contracted for the repfocessing
of spent fuel, state whether negotiations are currently
under way for such réprocessing and if so, state:
:a.) the name(s) of the uranium supplier(s) currently
being negotiated with |
b.) the location of said suppliers' source for the
_,uranium.' | |
27. As to the existing emergency response plan for the San
Onofre nuclear facility, staté:
a.) what drill gxeréises have been performed to test
tﬁe plan and procedures;
VB.) when such drill exercises were.pefformed;
c.) whether the applicants participated in such drill
exercises; | |
d.) what additional federal, state, and local agenciles

participated in such drill exercises;



28.

29.

30.

31.

33.

@ @
e.) whether the results of such exercises have been
reduced to writing; |
f.) what activities, thicles, and»personnel were in-
vaolved in the drill éxercises; and
-g.) the nnmber of evacuees, if any,vremoved from the
test area and the drmcnsrons of the test area.
State whether the - ex1st1ng emergency response plans has
been re-evaluated in llght of the passage of Jarvis-Gann,
and if so, whether the impact of various propcsed funding
cut backs at tne state and local level have been considered
in determining wnether the emergency plan can be implemented
effectively.
State whether the emergency response plan was designed
with regard.to SONGS 2 &c3; and if not, has the plan been

reviewed with consideration for the increased potential

radiation hazard presented by SONGS 2 & 3.

If the emergency response plan has been reviewed in light
of:SONGS 2 & 3, what recommendations or revisione have been
made or are planned? o

State what training.proorams or other specific efforts have
been undertaken to prepare nuclear plant and assist agency
personnel to react in accordance w1th the ex13t1ng emergency
response plan.

What measures or tests have been undertaken to assure that

the equipment designated'in'the emergency response plan

is available and in working order in the event of an emergency?

State what measures have been undertaken to assure that
a lead agency will in fact assume responsibility for

evacuation of the surrounding communities.



34.

35.

36.

37.
38.

39.

40.

41,

State what assurances exist that coordinating agencies will

- follow the directions of the lead agency.

State what agency has been designated with authority to
function as the lead agency in the event of a nuclear
emergency.
State Qhether the NRC has reviewed and approved the evacu-
ation blan of June, 1975, and if so, state:
a.) when said plan was reviewed and approved;
b.) the name and capacity of the person or persons
| "~ approving the plan; | |
c.) whether the review and apprqval of the plan was
reduced to writing; |
d.) - in whose possession or cﬁstody such report
presently reposes; and
e.) whether you will make such repoft available to .
intérvenors to inspect and copy without the
necessity of a formél motion to produce.
State wﬁat agency, under the plan, has authority to evacuate
the beach area in front of and near the nuclear facility. |
Staté what agency, under the plan, has authority for the
traffic contrél function.
State whaﬁ agency, under the plan, has responsibility
for the radiological monitoring of evacuees in the event

of a nuclear emergency.

- With respect to your answer to interrogatory No. 39, state

(a) the number of personnel trained in radiological moni-
toring and available in an emergency, and (b) the number
of radiological monitoring devices available in an emergency.

State whether specific agrecments have been made with assist



42.

43.

bi .

45.

46.

47.

agencies to . provide services in the following areas;

a.) law enforgement;

b.) traffic control;

c.) fire prevention and control;
d.) on-site medical services;
e.)

off-site medical services and facilities.

With respect to your answer to incerrogétory No. &41(a),
state Ehe.number of law enforcement personnel and mobile
units committed to respond in an emergency.

With respect to your answer to interrogatory No. 41l(b),
state the number of traffic control pefsonnel and mobile
units committed to reépbnd in an emergency.

With respect to your.answer to'interrdgatory No. 41(c),
state the number of fire prevention and control units and

personnel committed to respond in an emergency.

-.With respect to your answer to interrogatory No. 41(d),

state the number of committed on-site medical resources

by itemland‘include medical personnel by occupaticnal title.

With respect to your answer to interrogatory No. 41l(e),

state the number of committed'off—site medical resources

by facility, and include available medical personnel by

occupation title. |

Stéte whether applicanf has.éstablished an emergency res-

ponse training program for its personnel and if so,‘étate:

a.) whether such training program includes drill exercises;

b.) with what frequency such training program is conducted:

c.) whether such training program has been coordinated
with other state and local emergency'response tfaining_

programs;
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d.) whether such training program has been reduced to
writing. |

48.- State wiﬁh particularity what systems baQé'been developed
for assessing and limiting radiation exposure in the event
of a nuclear emergency.

49. State with particularity what protective response measures
have been established for reacting.to the spread of
radiological contamination.

50. Stéte what specific procedures will'bé followed in the
dissemination of information to the public in a nuclear
emergency.

51. Wiil you produce and permit the inspection .and copying or .
photographing of any of those documents, papers, reports,
letters, photographs, and othef tangible items that, in
your response to these interrogatofies, you stated are in
your possession, cusﬁody or control, without a motion to
produce?

52. If'fhe'éﬁswer'is in the affirmative, please attach copies

| to these interrogatories or state when and where such in-
spection and copyiﬁg may ﬁake place.

53. If you will réquire a motion to produce in respect to some,
but not all of_éuch‘documgnts, papers, reports, etc

LIS

please indicate those items for which motion will be necessary.

Respectfully submitted,

/

.o /
Richard J. Vharton
Attorney for Intervenors
FOE et al

Dated at San Diego, California
June 26, 1978
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}

<
(San Onofre Nuclear Generating Statlon: o
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s NOTICE OF RECONSTITUTION OF:: -BOARD

Frederic J. Coufal Esq.‘WWas~€%airman“g§ the Atomica
Safety and Llcen51ng Board for the above proceedlng
Because he is transferrlng to the Federal Communlcatlons
Comm1351on where he will serve as an Admlnlstratlve Law
Judge, Mr. Coufal is unable to continue h1s service ‘on
: thlS Board.

Accordlngly, Ivan W Sm1th Esq R whose-address is
Atomlc Safety and Licensing Board Panel U. S. Nuclear
.Regulatory Comm1351on, Washlngton, D. C.‘20555, is
appoihted Chairman of this Board Reconstitutionvof tﬁe
Board in thls manner is in accordance with Sectlon 2. 721

' of the Commlss1on s Rules of Practlce, as amended

égmes R. Yo Chalrman
"Atomic Safety and L1cen51ng
'~ Board Panel

Dated at Bethesda, Maryland

this 12th day of July 1978.
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSIQON

BEFORE THE . ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

N Zt

In the Matter of
DUKE POWER €0OMPANY Docket Nos. 50-369, 50-370

(William B. McGuire Nuclear Station,
‘Units 1 and 2) ‘

. et Nt e “it® et “uat? st

 MOTION TO REOPEN " ENVIRONMENTAL "HEAR ING

““TO ADD CONTENTION ‘ (3)

Pufsuant to the’RQles of Practicé before ihé Nﬁclear Regﬁ]atory Commission,

Intervenor Hereby moves to reopén thé environmental phasé'bf thé ]i;éﬁsing hearing
..to consider an additional contént?on: Significaht-new~Information that sdbstan-ﬂ
tially affects the conclusion reached at the earlier héaring has become known to
Intervenor. The rule that a héaf?ng pﬁasé,_once Comp]éted;'is closéd shoﬁ]d be

waived because special circumstances, appearing bé!ow; ekist. Thus, said rule

will not serve the purpoSes for which it was adopted and §52.406 and 2.758 are

satisfied. | .
lntervenor'conténds that:

The absence of even a plan for the long ferm storage of nuclear wastes, and,
with the present absence of spent fuel reprocessing, the anticipated méde of oper-
ation at the construction pefmit stége of thehearing and the environmental phase
of the operating license proceeding, makes meaningless the projectéd radiological
impacts of waste given in the Final Environmental Impact Statement. .

The projection of a plan for wasté storage by 1985 is insufficient basis for
the burning of nuclear fuel. Until the satisfattory demonstration over an adequate
periéd of time of a waste stdragé-technology it is impfﬁdént and probably hazardous

to increase the inventory of fission waste. Accordingly intervenor contends .that ™ |
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" McGuire Units 1 and "2 should not be permitted to operate until and unless ef-

fectivejwaste storage has.been 'demohstfated..

Intervenor raised a similar contention on Jﬁly 29, 1976.in a document entitled
HFuel Cycle'CSntention.” This cbntention was rejéctéd as.hof_meeting the special
circumstances rule. At this time, changés in cjrcﬁmstaﬁcés havé‘made the»feconsid-
eration.of.sh% end of the f@él cyéle as important as consf&eratioﬁ of the Radon 222
issue, and essentia] for thé fﬁtﬁréAof tﬁé natfon:.VThe storagé of wastés was treated

as a generic issue at earlier hearings, and the solution was seen as the reprocessing

of wastes. Present policy will not allow the reprocessing, and there is no way of

predicting when, or if, this policy will be changed. This'is, of course, a most

recent decisicn, and made after the Final Environmental Impact Statement (April,

- 1976). {Note that thé FEIS made specific reference to radiological effluents from

reprocessing and discussed buried solids. This treatment program was specilative as

“a solution in 1976.) The only plan for disposa]‘ﬁow~T§ to hold the wastes until

séme plan is presented in 1985:

| In support of its position that thérévis no blan for‘wasté disposal sufficient
to counteract the hazards of tﬁé accﬁmu]ét?éﬁ 6f mofe Qa;tés; lntérvénor'cites three
very recent studies_of the problém: ”Nucléér Waste Disposal: iRadiologicaI'Protection

Aspects,' New Scientist, 11 May 1978, page 375; '"Nuclear VWaste Disposal: The Geo-

logical Aspects," New Scientist, 27 April 1978, page 225; and ''Geological Disposal

of High-Level Radioactive Wastes--Earth Science Perspectives,'' 'Géological Survey

Circular #779, 1978. -The conclusions of the two British articles are '"The results

of our preliminary study suggest that there is no réason to rUle out geological dis-
posal, but there is éonsiderable work to be carriéd‘out before a decision can be

taken on the acceptibility of this disposal option,' at 377 and "Armed with this in-
formation [site jnvestiga;ions, experiements on host rock] it will bé possfble to
proceed toward a final'deﬁision on the viability of disposal of high-level radio-

active wastes in geological formations,”'at 227.

Similarly, the Geological Survey Circular is more helpful for pointing out




research that needs.to be done that it is for stating conclusions. In parti;
cular, (1) it points‘out that wé do not know if a rock salt mine storage facility
wi]l.stay drf, or if small amouﬁts of briné will éat throﬁgh.cbntainers. (2) un-
certainties are also noted for shallow dépth storagé.in~bther media, although these
méy be tested with relatively cool was;;. (An’é;périméntal design that does not
increase my‘cqnffdénééjin é#perimentalists ;5& déés’lfttlé to copé with the }eal
problems.) (3) Ground Qater transport-nééds to be stﬁdied around proposed sites.
(4) The study calls for the Aévélopﬁéﬁ: éf ﬁo;é foSI; té éQalﬁaté poténtial re-
positdries.‘ Tﬁe dautipus veﬁturing of this as a néea ind?éatés‘that_the solution
to this probTem.is not at all closé; becaﬁsé wé dé not évéﬁ havé the means to de-
‘termine if we know ali the dahgérs;‘ (5) They conclude that we need to study the
long and short term effects on the rep05|tory structure and the enVIroment around
the repository. Contemplation of what';e dé not»know,_in the facé of what we are
.seemingfy prepared to do; isvch?liing: |

" Based on the fdrego?ng néw réséérch matér?al; éﬁd thé changed political decision
regarding reprocessing of spenf fuél; Intérvénor movés thisrBoard to réquire appli-~
cant and staff to assess the presentlénvironméntal impact of thé problem of spent
fuel and that this Board admit and hear lntérvénor's conténtion that -there ‘is no
reasonable plan for the storage of spent fﬁél.
Dated: June 26, 1978.
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Counsel for Intervenor _
‘Carolina Environmental Study Group
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MORTH CAROL INA
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VERLFICATION

Shelley Blum  ~  affiant herein, the

attorney for party » in the foregoina and attached
Motlon to Add Contentlon, betng first duly sworn, deposes
and says that the affiant has read the attached materlal
and knows the contents thereof; that ;he matters set forth
therein are true of affiant's own knowledge except as to
those matters alleged therein uaon information and belief,
and as to those matfars, the affiant'believes them to be

‘true.

SClel

Subscribed and sworn to before me this

G;—{:; day of rﬂ—j;;%;iw ’ 'i&ﬁ?

MOTARY PUBLIC

My ?ommission expires é ’/("/)/

GLORIA F. KNOTTS
Notary Public
Mecklenburg Co., N. C.

My Commission Expires June 16, 1982
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- wr1t1ng under oath or aff1rmat1on the followmg 1nterrogator1es w1th1n fourteen (14)
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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

COMPANY, ET AL.. 50-362 OL

(San Onofre Nuclear Generatmg
Stat1on Units 2 and 3)

L S W W W R e

NRC STAFF INTERROGATORIES AND REQUEST »FORF
DOCUMENTS TO FRIENDS OF THE EARTH, ET AL. - SET NO. 1

- The NRC Staff hereby requests that the Intervenors Friends of the Earth, et al al.

(FOE) pursuant to 10 CFR §§ 2. 740b and 2.741, answer separately and fully, in

days after service hereof and produce or make available for inspection and copying', 7

all documentary_. material identified in the responses to interrogatories below To

-~ the extent that copies of the documentary material cannot or W1ll not be provided -

to the NRC Staff access for 1nspect1on and copymg should be prov1ded at the -

' offlces of Richard Wharton Esq., counsel for FOE ata mutually agreeable t1me A

‘and date Each response to the 1nterrogator1es below shall be under oath or’
a.ff1rmat1on of the 1nd1v1dual(s) who contr1buted thereto For all references o
requested in these 1nterrogator1es,: 1de.nt1fy.them by author tltle date of pubhca-
tmn and pubhsher 1f the reference is publlshed and if 1t is not pubhshed, 1dent1fy
“the document by the author t1t1e the date it was wr1tten the qual1f1cat1ons of the
author relevant to thls proceedmg | and where a copy of the docurnent may be

obtamed .
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The interrogatories set forth below are to be considered the Intervenors' contin- .
‘uing obligation. Accordingly, if, after the Intervenors have answered these
interrogatories, additional information comes to'their attention with respect to
- one or more of the answers, thevanswers should be amended in a timely manner

“to provide such additional information.



'FOE CONTENTION NO.‘ 1=

P

T Yy

D The seismic de51gn basis for SONGS 2 & 3 is 1nadequate 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 a551gned as
the safe shutdown earthquake.

a.  Upon what person or persens do you rely to substantiate

- b. Provide the addresses and educational and professional qualsifi-

cations of any persons named in your response to a. above.

c Identify which of the above persons you intend to call as

witnesses on this contention in this proceeding .
d. - Identify which of those persons identified in c. above you
anticipate will appear voluntarily and which under subpoena.
Provide summaries of the views, positions or propdsed testi’niohy on

contention no. 1l of all persons named in feéponse to Interrogatory

1-1, that you intend to present during this proceeding.

‘What do you recommend as the proper seismic design basis for -

1-1.
your case on contention no. 1?
1-2.
1-3 .
vibratory ground motion at the site?
Z

 The wording of the contentions stated in these mterrogatorles conforms
-to the wording accepted by the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board in. - -

its Memorandum and Order dated January 27, 1978. The contentions

" have, however, been renumbered for convemence ‘to be in numer1ca1

order .



1-4.

- 1-5.

a. Identify the relevant geological and/or seismological data, including
earthquake (or earthquakes) , which contention no. 1 alleges has
(or have) not been considered by the applicants and/or Staff in -

establishing the maximum vibratory ground motion? *

~b..  Describe, in both qualitative and quantitative terms, each

item identified in ydur response to a. above.

c.  Describe, in both qualitative and quantitative terms, how the
matters described in your responses to a. and b. above affect

the eeiémic_design basis for San Onofre Units 2 and 3.

State all bases, calculations, and references used (for eXample, trench

logs, maps, well data, published works, etc.) that you intend to use .

_during this proceeding to support the positions stated in response to

- Interrogatories 1-2, 1-3 and 1-4. Specify the interrogatory'respon_s“e ,

number which the individual sources were used for. For calculations .
furnished, include, for example, the amount and direction of offset, the
maximum vibratory ground rr_xotion,and the‘probability associated with

the‘gréund motion that y_ouz assuhﬁe The foregomg should be supphed

~ With respect to both the Intervenors' d1rect presentatlon and to such

,eV1dence’ (oral or wr1tten or documentary) as Intervenors may attempt .

to adduce upon cross- exammatlon of w1tnesses presented by apphcants

and/or NRC Staff




1-6. Identify all documentary or other material which'}fc’;d.“‘inte.nd to offer as

exhibits on this contention in this proceeding.




2-1.

- 2-3.

FOE CONTENTION NO. 2

2)

Whether the cavities caused by the Apphcant- temporary
dewatering of SONGS 2 & 3 site will have an unacceptable
adverse effect on the capabﬂlty of structures and equip-
ment of the SONGS 2 & 3 to w1thstand the des1gn ba51s

seismic events.

Upon what person or persons do you rely to substantiate your

case on contention no. 2? -

‘Provide the addresses.and educational and professional qualifi-

cations of any persons named in your response to a. above.

Identify which of the persox;ls identified in'a. you intend to -

call as witnesses on this contention in this proceeding.

Indicate which of the persons identified in c. above that'yQu

-anticipate will eppear voluntarily and which under subpoena.

Provide summaries of the views, positions, or proposed testimony on

contention no. 2 of all persons named in responsebto Interrogatory 2-1, -

Describe the cavities caused by dewatering of the site giving dimensions -

that you you intend to present vduring‘ this proceeding.

~_ and locations" including proximity to specific, identified structures. -



2-4.
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Identify.specif‘ic structures, systems and components important to
safety whose capability to withstand the design basis seismic event
may be adversely and unacceptably affected considering the seismic

and design bases that you postulate in response to Interrogatories 1-3

and 1-4 due to the existence of the cavities. In _each case set forth the

- nature, extent and the type(s) of mc_»diﬁcaﬁon(s) that you recommend.

State the bases, calculations and references used for supporting the
positions specified in response to Interrogatory 2-4 as to the following:
a. . Why each structure, system and componentv'specified is -

important to plant safety.

b. Why each structure, system and component specified would

be adversely and unacceptably affected.

To the ‘extent that Intervenors' case on this contention will rely

' on cross-examination of witnesses presented by any other party’ .
~_to this proceeding, idéntify any material to be relied upon in.

. such cross-examination.




-8-

2-7.  Identify all documentary or other material which yb@ intend to offer as

exhibits on this contention in this proceeding. -



3-1.

3-2.

FOE CONTENTION NO. 3

® _9_ @

[
]

3

The Applicants have not complied with 10 CFR Part 50 Appendix E

‘regarding emergency plans since because of ine jurisdictional
~diversity of the several state and local agencies involved and their

inadequate 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.

Upon what person or persons do you rély to substantiate your ’

case on contention number 3?

Provide the addresses and educational and professional qualifi-

' cations of any persons named in your response to a. .above.

Identify which_ of the persons identified in a. you intend to

- call as witnesses on this contention in this proceeding. .

Indicate which of the persons identified in c. above that you

anticipate will appear voluntarily and which under siibpoena ..

Identify the state énd/ or local agencies involved in developrﬁent and

: impl’ementation' of emefg‘éncy plans, as contempl_ated by Appendix E

to 10 CFR Part 50, for San Onofre'Unit_s 2 and 3, referred to in Con- . .~ '

tention no. 3.

. With which of the agencies identified in'a. above have you  had
" any communication (oral or written) ih'regafd to this facility - -

©at any time? Provide the date(s) of any such communicatio_n('s)b N



3-3.

3-4.

3-5.

'3-6. -

- | -10-
c. Identify (providing name, title or pdsition, and address) each
individual communicated with at each agencyffden.tified inb.

above, regarding the San Onofre facility.

'd.  Providea copy of all writtén communications or summary of all

oral communications with each agency identified in b. above.

Provide summaries of the views, positions, or proposed testimony on
contention no. 3 of all persons named in response to Interrogatory 3-1

that ybu intend to present during this proceeding.

v ~ State the specific basis and references upon which the persons named

in response to Interrogatory 3-1 rely to substantiate their views r.egardi'ng :

contention no. 3.

. To the extent that Intervenors' case on this contention will reiy on cross-—

examination of witnesses presented by any other parfy to this proceeding,

identify any material to be relied upon in such cross-examination. .

~Id:entify_a11>documentary or other material which you intend to offer

as exhibits to this contention in this proceeding.



3-7..

3-8.

_11_

ol

a. What amount of funding (in dollars) is required to develop and
1mp1ernent approprlate and coordinated emer&ency plans, as
contemplated by Appendix E to 10 CFR Part 50, for San Onore

Units 2 and 3?

b. What amount of staffmg is required to develop and implement
appropriate and coordmated emergency plans as contemplated

by Appendlx E to 10 CFR Part 50?7
c¢.  What is the basis for your response in a. and b. above? -

d. Define the terms approprlate" and "coordmated" as used in

thls contention no. 3.

‘e.  Define the terms complex" "overlappmg , "d1ff1cu1t to nnple—

‘ment" and " surroundmg areas“ as used in this contention no. 3
* taking into consideration your responses to the above interroga-

" tories.

Cons1der1ng your responses to the 1nterrogator1es above, spec1f1ca11y

state, in both quahtatlve and quantltatlve terms, the def1c1enc1es in

the emergency plans proposed by the apphcant in th1s proceedmg, for -

N Sa.n Onofre Un1ts 2 and 3

Describe how "the safety of persons in the surrounding areas will be -

itnperiled" .



4-1.

4-3,

4-4,

-12 -

FOE CONTENTION NO. 4

4) The Applicants' projec.tion of fuel costs over thé'life of the plants
' does not adequately account for escalation of uranium prlces and
~ therefore the cost- beneflt analys1s is in error.

a. Upon what person or persons do you rely to substantiate

your case on contention number 4?

b.  Provide the addresses, educational and professionél qualifica- ‘

tions of all persons named in a. above.

c. . Identify which of the persons identified in a. above you intend

to call as witnesses on this contention in this proceeding.

- d. Indicate which of the persons identified in c. above that you

' anticipaf:e' will appear vbluntarily and which under subpoena.

Provide summaries of the views, positions, or proposed testimony on

contention number 4 of all persons named in your response to Inter-

rogatory 4-1 above, that you intend to present during this prbceeding .

- State the specific bases, calculations and references upon which the
persons named in response to Interrogatory 4-1 rely to substantiate

their position regarding contention number 4.

a.  What rate of escalation do y'ou believe should be used'in calculating

‘uranium prices for purposes of this contention number 4.?



4-5,

47,

o .. @

'b.  What is the basis for this rate? Provide all calculations and identify

all references used in arriving at your respo..se to a. above.

a. Utilizing the rate of escalation stated in your response to |
Interrogatory 4-4.a., what fuel cost do you calculate over

the life of San Onofre, Units 2 and 3?

b, ‘Provide the bases and calculations for your response to

Interrogatory 4-5.a. above.

' .Describe, in both qualitative and quantitative terms, the effect on

the cost-benefit analysis for San Onofre Units 2 and 3, which the

" fuel cost you have calculated would have.

a.  What is the maximum fuel cost which you calculate that would not

affect the cost-benefit balance for San Onofre Units 2 and 37

b.  Whatis the basis for this cost? Provide all calculations and
identify all references used in arriving at your response to

a. above.

To the extent that Intervenors' case on this contention will rely on
cross-examination of witnesses presented by é.ny other party to this

- proceeding, identify any material to be relied upon in such cross-

examination.




4-9.

- 14

Identify all documentary or other material which you intend to offer

~ as exhibits on this contention in this proceeding.

‘ Respectfully sﬁb'mitted,

ziﬂlé/é&h%/@é%/i

awrence J. Chandler
Counsel for NRC Staff

Dated at Bethesda, Maryland
- this 23rd day of June, 1978
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA,EDISON

Docket Nos. 50-361 OL
COMPANY, ET AL. '

50 362 OL-

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

(RN W A

NRC STAFF INTERROGATORlES AND :
REQUEST FOR DOCUMENTS TO GUARD - SET NO. 1

The NRC Staff hereby requests that the Intervenor GUARD, pursuant to 10 CFR
§§ 2.740b and 2.741, answer separately and fully, in writing under oath or afflr- _'

mation, the following interrogatories within fourteen (14) days after service hereof

- and produce or make available for inspection and copying, all 'documentary material .

“identified in the responses to lnterrogatones below. To the extent that coples of
the documentar‘y material cannot or will not be prov1ded to the NRC Staff access
for mspect1on and copy1ng should be prov1ded ata mutually agreeable place, time -
and date Each response to the interrogatories below shall be under oath or '

| aff1rmat1on of the 1nd1v1dua1(s) who prepared the response and shall identify

| any other md1v1dual(s) who contr1buted thereto For all references requested
in these interrogatories , 1dent1fy them by author title, date of pubhcatmn and .

pubhsher if the reference is pubhshed and 1f it is not pubhshed 1dent1fy the

document by the author, title the date it was-wr1tten, the quahﬁcations of the_
author relevant to ‘th1s proceedmg , and where a copy of the document rnay be -

obtained.
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The interrogatories set forth below are to be considered the Intervenor's contintiing
obligation. Accordingly, if, after the Intervenor has answered these interroga-
- tories, additional information comes to its attention with respect to one or more

of the answers, the answers should be amended in a timely manner to provide

'such additional information.



S 1-1.

1-2.

‘ | _-3_'  .

GUARD CONTENTION NO. 1 R

1.  The applicants have not complied with 10 CFP Part 50, Appendix E
- regarding emergency plans since, because of inadequate funding.
and staffing of the several state and local agencies involved, appro-
priate and coordinated emergency plans cannot be developed.

_ a. Upon what pérson or persons do you rely to substantiate

your case on contention number 1?

b. Provide the addresses and educational and professidnal. qualifications

of any persons named in your response to a. above.

c.  Identify which of the persons identified in a. ‘'you intend to

call as witnesses on this contention in this proceeding.

d. Indicate which of the persons identified in c. above that you

anticipate will appear voluntarily and which under subpéena.. |

a. Identify the state and/or local agencies iriv'olved in development
and implementation of emergency plans, as éontemplated by |
Appendix E to 10 CFR Part 50, for San Onofre Units 2 and 3,

referred to in Contention no. 1.
b. With which of the agencies identified in a. above have you had -
a'ny communication(s) (oral or written) in fegai'd‘ to this facility,

~at any time? Provide the date(s) of any such communication(s). s




1-3.

1-4.

1-5.

1-6.

1-7.

o .
c. Identify (providing name, title or pdsition, Aa'fndaddress) each
individual communicated with at each agency'.dentified in b.

above, regarding the San Onofre facility.

-d. Provide a copy of all written communications or summary of all

oral communications with each agency identified in b. above.

Provide summaries of the views, positions, or proposed testimohy on
contention no. 1 of all persons named in response to Interrogatory 1-1

that you intend to present during this proceeding.

State the specific bases and references upon which the persons named
in response to Interrogatory 1-1 rely to substantiate their views regarding

contention no. 1.

To the extent that Intervénor's case on this contention will rely on cross-
examination of witnesses presented by any other pérty to this proceeding,

identify any material to be relied upon in such cross-examination.

‘Identify all documentary or other material which you intend to -

offer as exhibits on this contention in this proceeding.

Ca. What amount of funding (in dollars) is required to develop and

implement appropriate and coordinated emergency pian‘s, as
' contenip_la.te'dbby Appendix E to 10 CF R Part 50, for San Onofre

Units 2 and 37



® I
b. What amount of staffing is required to develgp and implement

appropriate and coordinated emergency'plahs as contemplated

by Appendix E to 10 CFR Part 50?
c. What is the basis for your response in a.._and b. above? |

d.  Define the terms "appropriate" and "coordinated" as used in

this contention no. 1.

Considering your responses to the interrogatories above, specifically
state; in both qualitative and quantitative terms, the deficiencies in’~ -

the emergency plans proposed by the applicant in this proceeding, for

San Onofre Units 2 and 3.



- 2-1.

- 2-2.
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GUARD CONTENTION NO. 2
2. As a consequence of increase 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 bemade to control traffic or that there
is a reasonable probability protectlve 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, apphcants do not comply with
10 CFR.§ 100.3(a) or (b).

a.  Upon what person or persons do you rely to substantiate'your

case on contention number 2?

b. - Provide the addresses and educational and professionba'l qualifica;

‘tions of any persons named in your response to a. above.

c.  Identify which of the persons named in a. you intend to

call as witnesses on this contention in this proceeding.

d. Indicate which of the persons identified in c. abvové that you

anticipate will appear voluntarily and which under subpoena.

Provide summaries of the views, positions, or proposed testimony on -

contention no. 2 of all persons named in response to Interrogatory 2-1

that you intend to present during this proceeding.
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2-3. State the specific bases and references upon which the persons named

in response to Interrogatory 2-1 rely to substantiate their views regarding

contention no. 2.

2-4. To the extent that Intervenor's case on this contention will rely on cross-

examination of witnesses presented by any cher party to this proceeding,

identify any material to be relied upon in such cross-examination.

- 2~5, Identify all documentary or other material which you intend to offer

as exhibits on this contention in this proceeding :.

,Identi_f.y the federal,» state and/or local agencies involved in traffic

management and control relating to Interstate Highway 5?

Identify the state and/or local agencies or governmental bodies

involved in land-use management or development, or in demo-

- graphic activities in your geographic area of concern? -

- With which of the agencies identified in a. and b. above have you

had any communication(s) (oral or written) in_i'egé.rd to this facility

-

at any time? Provide the date(s) of any such communication(s)..

Identify (providing name, title or position, and address) eachv'v

individual communicated with at each agency identified in c.

‘above, regarding the San Onofre facility. -



o . o
e. Provide a copy of all written communications or summary of all

~ oral communications with each agency identified in c. above.

2-7. Describe the geographic area of concern for purposes of this conten-
tion no. 2.
'2-8,. Provide, on a year-by-year basis and in quantitative terms, traffic

statistics for Interstate Highway 5 in fhe are# defined in'yqﬁr response
to Ipterrogatoryz—? ;bove, for the years 1973 vthrough 1977 ’b(includving
any such data for 1978 as may be available), which form the basis for

the allegatéion set forth in contention no. 2 regardi_ng "increase in free-

way use in recent years." -

'2-9; ~ Indicate, on a year-by-year bésis and in Iq.uantitative terms, population
. growth m the .éeographic area of concérn.'d;eﬁ‘ned' in your response to
Interrogatory 2-7 above, for the &ears 1973: t‘hroug‘h' -1‘977 (including
any such bda.ta for 1978 as may be available). Fovr pur;;oses of this
-interrogatory, your respohse shéuld inélude'a .b'reakdown' of resident -
and transient popula;tions and specif.y, in geo.graphic terms, whervev.
growth hgs occurred (in thé exgluSion ar‘ea or 10W popglaﬁon zone)

for each population category (reéident or transiént) .

2-10.  Specify (a) the exclusion area and (b) the low population zone, as each
- is defined in 10 CFR Part 100, which you have used in your responses

_to the interrogatories above.

s e O O SR
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2-11. Describe all protective measures which you believe should be considered

in the context of this contention no. 2.

2-12.  a. Describe the "unique geographic constraints" as this phrase is

used in this .contention no. 2.

b. = Define, in geo_graphic terms, what is meant by "in these areas"
as this phrase is used in this contention no. 2.
Respectfully submifted

KI0)2000 e % // (M(L&/

Lawrence J. Chandler
Counsel for NRC Staff

Dated at Bethesda, Maryland
- this 24rd day of June, 1978
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

. " I hereby certify that copies of "NRC STAFF INTERROGATORIES AND REQUEST FOR

-~ DOCUMENTS TO FRIENDS OF THE EARTH, ET AL. - SET NO. 1" and "NRC STAFF
INTERROGATORIES AND REQUEST FOR DOCUMENTS TO GUARD - SET NO. 1" have
- been served on the following by deposit in the United States mail, first class, or,
as indicated by an asterisk, through deposit in the Nuclear Regulatory Commlssmn s
internal mail system, this 23rd day of June, 1978:

Frederic J. Coufal, Esq., Chairman¥* Rollin E. Woodbury, General Counsel

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board - David N. Barry IlI, Esq.

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

Washington, D. C. 20555 - -+ Southern California Edison Company
i . : 2244 Walnut Grove Avenue

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

Director, Bodega Marine Laboratory _

University of California . ~David R. P1gott Esq

P. O. Box 247 ~ L. ‘ Chickering & Gregory

Bodega Bay, California 94923 - 3 Embarcadero Center - Suite 2300

A - San Francisco, California 94111
" Mr. Lester Kornblith, Jr., Member* o

‘Atomic Safety and Licensing Board" - . Alan R. Watts, Esq.

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission - = -Rourke & Woodruff _ _
Washington, D. C. -20555 A ' - 10555 North Main Street IR

| | .~ . Suitel020 o o

Janice E. Kerr, Esq. - o - Santa Ana, Cahforma 92701

- J. Calvin Simpson, Esq. o S
Lawrence Q. Garcia, Esq. - _ R1chardJ' Wharton Esq ' o :
5066 State Building ' - 4655 Cass Street : o

San Franc1sco California 94102 , 'San Dlego California 92109




Mrs. Lyn Harris Hicks

GUARD

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 |

Docketing and Service Section

Office of the Secretary

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

" Lawrence J. Chandler

- Counsel for NRC Staff



June 11, 1978

Frederic J. Coufal, ¥sq., “heirmen
Atomic Sefety and Licensing Board
U.S. Huclear Regulatory Commission
Wlashington, D. C. 20555

Mr. lester Xornblith, Jr., WMember
Atomic Safety and Licensing Poerd
U.S. duclear “egulatory Comrission
VWashington, DeC. 20555.

Ur, Cadet H, Hand, Jr., Member
Director, Bodeza Marine Leboratory
Uhlvar51ty of ell ornia

=0 Box 247
Bodcga Bay, Ca. 08993

In the Matter of Southern Czlifornia BEdison Co. et al
Sen Onofre Huclear Generating S¢steion, Units 2&3
Docket Nos. 50-361 OL and 50-362 OL

Gentlemens:

I returned home from a vacation trip @ad founi commuaicaiions

of interrogotories which include notification of expectation

of GUARI® answers within 1l deys of mailing, end 2lso reference
to 2 "Memorandum and Order of this hyomic Sy fetj and Licensing
Boargd daued Jamary 27, 1978" reguiring s discovery stsius report.

Here, therefore, is late reportn GUARD cannot comply with the

14 day requsst; it is & physicel impossibility. %hile the NRC -

- and the utility companies have full-time pzid employees, which

our tax dollars end rate payments provide, we have no paid staff,
. nor funds, only dedicated citizens; what an abominable injustice
"in 9 democracye :

o7

he bits and pieces of the answers sought from us are ép cea
among thoase dedicated volunteers end must be drawn together.
I leave again tomorrow morning for Colorads. Qur GUARD president
is on the east coast visiting an aged father. Our lezd reaearcher
Jorothy Boberg will be out of the state until Yuly 23. Vhat a
bunmer that efter all these years, everything haprens whan w

_are on our vadetionsa Jhct dc we do now? '

3908 CALLE ARIANA, SAN CLEME_NTE, CALIFORNIA 92672 /TELEPHONE: (714) 492-5078

_We have s=nt two sets of questions.. information we need, but
not a2l1ll applicable to the licensing hearings, end sre in miilst
of prepering another, informstisn we need To r our czse.

If this letter of inguiry is 2 communicetdon which shou
duplicated and sznt to all perties, I will do so. 3

& list of names and addresses vou would like m=s
I used Larry Uﬂondler s format for the eddr:sssin

May
o sznd it to?
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'CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

1 hereby certlfy that I have this day served the fore001n~ docunent(s)

‘upon each person designated on the official service list compiled by

the Office of the Secretary of the Commission in this proceeding in

'accordance with the requirements of Section 2.712 of 10 CFR Part 2 -

Rules of Practice, of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Rules and
‘Regulations. P '

Dated at Fashington,.D.C. ghis

j./éfZ§¢- déY of %};;f??L 1S

ﬂ//// //J

a}flce o 1e %ccrctary of the CO@AI;SIOW
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April 13, 1978 .
e

' Frederick 4. Coufal, Esq., Chairman  Dr. Cadet H. Hand, Jr., Member

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board - Director, Bodega Marine Laboratory -
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission  University of California
Washington, D.C. 20555- - P. 0. :Box 247 - .

; - B . _ . Bodega Bay, California . 94923
Mr. Lester Kornblith, Jr., Member ' . . S

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board " DISTRIBUTION:

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission : :
" Washington, D.C. 20555 . _ L.ChandTer
A H.McGurren
' ' o S.Treby
N In the Matter of. .. ) H.Shapar
- SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY, -ET AL... T.Enge]hardt
(San' Onofre Nuclear Generating Station, Units 2 and 3) M. Grossman
3 _Docket Nos. 50-361 OL and 50-362 OL H.Rood =~
S - _ » 147-Phillips
‘Gentlemen: - S - ’ K.Kniel

- o A o . o - 147-Phi111ps
During the course of the Staff's continuing studies of ECCS perforkdpel - EP
- characteristics, the Staff has identified certain aspects of accumulator
~ delivery which should be considered further. This matter is discussed
in Attachment .1 to this letter. e ‘ ‘

Also ehc]qsed for the information of the Board, és Attachment 2, is a
memorandum which discusses. certain information concerning behavior of
iodine during postulated steam generator tube rupture accidents.

- Each of the above will be considered by the Staff during its review of
instant licensing application and will be addressed in its Safety Evalu-
- ation Report or a supplement thereto. . - S :

. W.Regan - EP

Sincerely, “H.Smith
| . 110-PhilTips
- . o . NRC Central File
Lawrence J. Chandler - LPDR
. Counsel for NRC Staff B EhEoEF~(2)
Enclosures: As stated = o ‘ S
- cc w/enclosures: . . . - o ‘
- Jdanice E. Kerr, Esq. ~ Alan R. Watts, Esq.
J. Calvin Simpson, Esq. ~ Richard J. Wharton, Esq.
" Lawrence Q. Garcia, Esq. o Atomic Safety and Licensing .
Rollin E. Woodbury, Esqg. . Board Panel: - M
-~ David N. Barry, III, Esq. . Atomic Safety .and Licensing - dVﬁb
. James A. Beoletto, Esq. ~‘Appeal Panel L s
pavit R Pigotts—Esy: [7— Docketing—amt—Serytce—Section v {th-f
ormced | Mrs. Lvnn Hdrris Hicks - ﬁ)hln: e EAN : : .

SURNAME D ; LChandler:am ST&}\ o L . | l‘U\’

oarez | .. o |04/13/78  { 04/13/78

NRC FORM 318 (9.76) NRCM 0240 T 1. 5. GOVERNMENT Do e aame e



. Concern: -

® ACCUMULATOR VELIVERY @y JrieiEnT

Actual accumulators may deliver ECCS water to the reactor

coolant system faster than is predicted by some computer
programs used to predict ECCS performance. Tnis could

mean that sufficient accumulator .water would not be available
at the time it is needed. Attention was focused on this
problem when comparisons of accumulator delivery calculations
vere made between RELAP4 (NRC) and SATAN VI (Mestinghouse) as
part of the Upper Head Injection (UHI) review. ‘Comparisons

to the LOFT experimental data indicated that the Westinghouse.
model might be underpredicting accumulator delivery flow

water. The key factors influencing:delivery rates are the

gas expansion model and the effective delivery Tine resistance.

2. Safety Significance: There is no specific reference to our current

3. Evaluation:

Ticensing position. Each reactor vendor proposed
-2 different model in 1974 for compliance with Appendix
K. These models are described in the appropriate ‘
topical reporis. We did not consider this an issue °
at that time so implicitly accepted each model for
accumulator delivery. We do not believe that this
~issue poses ‘a significant safety problem and can
-ultimately be handled within the scope of present
-ECCS design capability. An example of the influence
that the gas model can make on integrated accumulator
delivery is shown on Figure 2 enclosed. Test
data are from full-scale accumulator discharge.

He are asking our consultants (Sandia Laboratories) to continue
Lheir analytical evaluation .of this issue. We have requested
Hestinghouse to provide comparisons of their model with
~prototypic accumulator delivery data for UHI plants. As

part of the Standard Problem Program we have requested all
~participants to provide analytic comparisons. to available
data (see memo Ross to Standard Problem Participants, enclosed).

It is conceivable that after our review of this issue is

complete, changes in some vendor models for some plants may
be required. The effect of these changes on calculated
ECCS performance is not likely to be large for any plant

- except UHI plants. In any case, simple adjustments in .

accumulator water volume could most likely compensate for

-any model change. This issue should be completely resolved

- by August of this year. - o

4.' lInterim.Actounting: It is recommended that no change is required until -

.

our evaluation is complete. Since we have notified
reactor vendors by mail oi the need to do - -
additional calculations, we should consider informing
sitting boards in the post-SER space.’ It is applicable
to all such PWRs. - T .

PR
wi-j
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¢.) Lloss coefficients

F = P : NUCtEAH‘hsHLATonVcoavrsQom
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HEMORANDUIT T10: LS. Standard Problem Participants

FROM: - Denwond F, Rbss, Jr., ‘Assistant Director for’Reactor'Safety,
SUBJECT: ' 'ACCUHULATOR DELIVERY'COMPARISONS |

RELAP-4 comparisons of LOFT tests L1-3A and L 124 (U.S. Standard Problem #7)

have highlighted certain aspects of accumulator delivery which should be - g:
considered in the standard problem program. The RELAP-4 program through £
version 2 of M0D-f used an isothermal gas expansion mode] for nitrogen in 3%
the accumulators. Post test analysis of L1-3A by INEL indicated that the 5
actual gas-expansion is somewhere between isothermal and isentropic (¥¥1.2 &2

h'fﬁ'
¥

L1-4 RELAP. aralysis used an intermediate value for ¥ and after correcting
1055 coefficients was able to match pressure and delivery driving the earlw

Tty

portion of accumulator delivery. After 35 seconds of injection the data %5
- shows flow spikes which are not predicted by RELAP. It has been suggested =
‘that this is related to nitrogen in the delivery lines and may cause £

exhaustion of the accumulators sogner than predicted.

TR

- We believe that accumulator delivery behavior -can have an important effect gi
en EGCS performance. The U.S. Standard Problem suggested Tist of comparise %
Jincludes accuwulator delivery. In the past this information has not been E.
provided by all participants. Please provide pressure and Flow comparisons g
for all past and future standard problems where applicable. For L1-4 disz: E-
‘the comparisens, including the following: S : : 3

a.) Gas expans ion model

b;)A Hoat transfer -

d.) "Nitrogen ingestion .

e.) LOFT typicality compared to large scale accumulator data
4 - o o Q1 kaGo T 1 o

- Farlicipants having approved Ticensing nodels]provide any additional comps: &5
to experiment or other information pertinent to assessing the validity of ¢ &
accuirylator delivery models, _ ' S - o B

:i‘;'i'f ~Sincerely, ..
 Denwand r. Ross, Jr., Assistant Direct- 3
. for Reactor Safety ' = =

_ Division of Systems Safety
© Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
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MOTE TO: Domenic B. Vassallo, Assistant Director for Light Water

Reactors, DPM. | :

CFROM:  Richard il. Vollmer, Assistant.Director for Site Analysis, DSE

SUBJECT: CONSULTANT REPORT‘REGARDIHG.NON-CONSERVATISM IN STAFF MODEL

As a result of a technical assistance contract with a staff consultant,.
a technical report (IIUREG-0409) on "lodine Behavior in a PWR Cooling
System Following a Postulated Steam Generator Tube Rupture Accident,"

- by A. K. Postma and P. S. Tam, was published in January 1978.

. The report is a theoretical study of the iodine behavior in the.primary
~and secondary coolant systems of & PUR following a postulated steam .
- .generator tube rupture. The report concludes that, as a result of such
.a rupture, primary coolant water containing jodine would be atomized by

hydrodynamic forces as it flashed through the Teak path into the steam .
system. The removal of jodine by the secondary water was predicted to

be highly dependent upon the primary-to-secondary pressure difference
- and upon the water depth. Calculations made in the report, and which

the report emphasized were designed to yield conservative predictions,

indicated that in the early part of the accident less than 50% of the

iodine might be removed by the secondary water, whereas in the. later
pnases of the accident, about 93% of the iodine would be removed. ‘
Although the report attempted to assess the fodine removal by steam
separators it did not examine possible iodine removal due to the prox-.
imity of neighboring tubes and other submerged ‘structures in the steam

generator.

. The present staff wmodel, as outlined in Standard Review Plan 15.6.3,
- 'assumes that a constant valuc of 20% of the iocdine transferred to. the
- secondary water is removed and retained in it. Therefore, NUREG-0409
“implies that the present staff rodel may be non-conservative in the

early phases of the accident, but may be overly conservative in the

“later phases.

- The overall degree of conservatism or non-conservatism of the staff's.
. present model cannot easily 2 assessed without a much more detailed

examination.'.However,vsome perspective regarding the implications may

“



Domenic B. Vassallo A -2 - E FEB o 1973

be gained by observing that the present staff model predicts the radio-

logical consequences of a steam generator tube rupture coincident with
a large iouine spike to be about 75 rem to the thyroid for a typical
PUR at a site with poor (X/Q = 1 x 10-3 sec/m3) meteorology. We can
conclude from this that even if the staff's model was less conservative
throughout the accident by as much as a factor of four, that our con-
clusions regarding the acceptability of this event would not Tikely
change. . h : -

}The staff isvcurrently taking action in this matter in two ways. First,

the staff is preparing and evaluating a more detailed model to be incor-
porated in its revisad Standard Review Plan in this area which will allow
for a time-dependant jodine retention fraction in the secondary water.

~ Second, the staff is planning to nave experiments performed, as suggested
by NUREG-040%, that will confirm or refute the values indicated by the
report. - : ’ _ . ' . o ’

}:Hejbe]ieve, in view of the possibility of a non-conservative staff model
- in this regard, that the Ticensing boards currently in progress for all
~PWR plants should be duly informed. , T : o

. - 4/%ib/  fof | .‘:' - §
g ’/gfffde'H.'VoTTmer, Assistant Direcfob
- for Site Analysis S

Division of Site Safety and |
v  _Environmenta] Analysis



April 10, 1978

vNotevto Danenic:Vassa110, Assistant‘Director for

Light Water Reactors

We agree that Mr. Volmer's memorandum should be forwarded to the
Licensing Boards. However, we will forward it without comment in

the cover letter as to significance. As you. know, one of the more

difficult questions we have to face concerning tube integrity is
the potential for a steam Tine break in-the super -pipe outside
containment, causing tube fajlure. The recent growth of knowledge
as to integrity under actual operating conditions warrants recon-
sideration of .our old positions in this matter. Any new informa-
tion on iodine behavior under these circumstances can be important.

Moreover, a change of a factor :of 2 to 4 in the consequences of
the tube rupture (without steam Tine break) with loss of power
accident is not small. Although it may be within Part 100, it

‘may result in a new worst case DBA. This has significant effect

on the licensing issues.

We will need to resolve a position to take before the Licensing -
Board on this matter soon. However, we do not believe the informa-
tion should be held up. ' : : T

Milton J. Grossman
Chief Hearing Counsel -

TR SE



. LAW OFFICES OF .

CHICKERING & GREGORY

TELEPHONE (41S) 393-9000 . : : s : cQoe ADDRESS
. ™ M ADER TER ¢
WRITER'S DIRECT DAL NUMBER . REE EMBARC © CENTE § & N QHICGREG"
TWENTY«THIRD FLOOR 7

SAN FRANCISCO 94lli

. ‘ March‘7, 1978
GUARD . i%/?';%?

c/o Ms. Lyn Harris Hicks
3980 Calle Ariana : ', e

San Clemente, CA 92672
T T, AL, {0"% .20;

Dear Ms. Hicks:

) 'On December 1, 1977, Ms. Dorothy Boberg hand-
delivered a document entitled "Questions from GUARD to
So Cal Edison." A copy of this document is enclosed.

Ms. Boberg was advised that such irquiries were inappro-
priate at that time and that the request was outside the
approved procedures. Nonetheless, Ms. Boberg insisted
that the questions be considered and answered in writing.

The Prehearing Conference in this matter was

held on December 6, 1977. The Nuclear Regulatory Com-

" mission (NRC) Rules of Practice provide that discovery
can only begin after that prehearing conference. (10 CFR
2.470(b) (1).) The Rules of Practice further provide that
discovery can "reduce .only to those matters in controversy
which have been identified by the Commission or the Pre-
siding Officer in the prehearing order entered at the con-
clusion of that prehearing conference." (10 CFR 2.7490(b)
{(1).) Such a discovery period is now open.

This is to advise you that applicants do not con-
sider the questions contained in the enclosed document to
be within the scope of the contested issues in which GUARD
has an interest. It is suggested that vou review your
questions, and if you still consider them to be valid dis-
covery requests, that you submit them to applicants pursuant
to the NRC's discovery procedures.

Very truly yours,
David R. Pigott

Smauel B. Casey
CHICKERIN% & GREGORY

By

Attorneys for Applicants
Southern California Edison Co.
and San Diego Gas & Electric Co.’



-HICKERING & GREGORY

PN

Ms. Lyn Harri.Hicks

Carbon copies with enclosures to:

Dr. Cadet H. Hand, Jr.
Lrederic J. Coufal, Esqg.
Lester Kornblith, Jr. .
Rollin E. Woodbury, Esq.
David N. Barry, III, Esqg.
James A. Beoletto, Esqg.
Alan R. Watts, Esq.
Janice E. Kerr, Esq.
Lawrence Q. Garcia, Esqg.
Richard J. Wharton, Esqg.
Atomic Safety and Licensing
Appeal Board .
Atomic Safety and Licensing
Board Panel
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'BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

In the Matter

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY,

et al.,

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

Oof
DOCKET NOS, 50-361 OL
50-362 OL

NOTICE OF APPEARANCE

Notice is hereby given that the undersigned attorney
" ‘herewith enters an appearance in the above captioned proceed-
ing. 1In accordance with 10 CFR § 2.713, the following infor-
mation is . provided:

Name

Address

—2

Telephone

. Admissions -

Name of Party

Samuel B. Casey

Chickering & Gregory
Three Embarcadero Center
23rd Floor A
San Francisco, CA 94111

(415) 393-9234

" All Courts of the State of California
District Court, Northern District of California

San Diego Gas & Electric Company
Post Office Box 1831
San Diego, California 92112

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

ST
<:/1§;AALLL§$KCE

- cne N

Samuel B. Casey

One of Counsel for

Southern California Edison Company
and ’

San Diego Gas & Electric Company

Dated: January 4, 1978



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 Nt atl N S St N Nam?

DESIGNATION FOR SERVICE

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

David R. Pigott

Allan J. Thompson

Samuel B. Casey

Chickering & Gregory

Three Embarcadero Center

23rd Floor

San Francisco, California 94111

Executed at San Francisco, California, this 4th day of

- (v,
v\l\-\. A /-1 d ) C/\_/\

Samuel B‘ Casey
One of Counsel for
San Diego Gas & Electric Company

January, 1978.




UNITED STATES OF AMERICA R
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION B Y,

RN . AR

'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)

Nt e e el et et e

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

: - I hereby certify that copies of "De51gnatlon for
- Service" and "Notice of Appearance" for Samuel B. Casey in
the above captioned proceedlng have been served on the
following by deposit in the United States mall, first class
mail, this 4th day of January, 1978:

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.0O. 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.
4655 Cass Street
San Diego, CA 92109

Lawrence J. Chandler, Esqg.

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

-Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal Panel
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
»Washlngton, D.C. 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, D.C. 20555

Samuel B. Casey L
One of Counsel for Applidants
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CGORET RUREBLK
2800, &lﬂfL FALs ;Ep 34&/ gg;L

6029 Oakdale Avenue _
Woodlard Hills, Calif. 91367

Jan. b, 1978

Secretary of the Commission
Nuclear Regulatory Conmiss*on
Washington, D. C. 20555

Dear Sir;

I have the impression that the NRC will be

: havinﬂ a hearing in Los Angeles in regard to the new

" units at San Onofre. Could you tell me when this might
be, and 1f T might make a statement at the haaring as
an 1nterested citizen?

Z=—

Thank yOou, _,n\
<, R "l"i I'::
. '»P/fk"‘ r/'\, ;‘- ./,-/‘1\

‘Ms. Edith Roth

1/17/7&%

RN JULHRS SN,
ACKNCWIRD




UNITED STATES OF AMERICA -
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

In the Matter of

SOUTHERN CALIFORNTIA EDISOV

"Docket No.(s) = 50-361
COMPANY ET AL. :

50-362

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

S N N o N N o N S

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that I have this day servedithe foréooing docﬁment(q)
.upon each person designated on the official service list compiled by

'v the Office of the Secretary of the Commission in this proceeding in

accordance with the requlrements of Section 2.712 of 10 CFR Part 2 ,fo
Rules -of Practice .of;the Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Rules and .
"Regulatlons S e P B . - , 3}

ated at’ hashlngton D.C. thiév

/C/G” ._day of ;;;14%;/ _»,19;37'

”féQ 7ol 47// ¢é}/éé ”Qﬁi’/=

.Offlcé_qutheASecrctary of the Cpmﬁission_:




~..U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commlssion

UNITED STATES OF £#ZRICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

In the Matter of )
“SOUTHERN CALTIFORNIA EDISON )
COMPANY, ET AL. )
)
(San Onofre, Units 1 and 2) )
T _ )

SERVICE LIST

John M Frysiak, Esq., Chairman:
Atomic Safety and Llcen51ng Board
‘U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Dr. Cadet HlHand;er.,wDirector
Bodega. Marine Laboratory .
University of Callfornla

P.0. Box 247 '
Bodega Bay, California 94923

Mr. Lester Kornbllth Jr.

‘Atomic Safety and Licensing Board-
' U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington D.C. 20555 ' '

Office of the Executlve ‘Legal Director
Counsel for NRC Staff

Washington, D.C. - 20555

David N.:Bérry;.III;'Esq. 
James ‘A, Beoletto, Esq.
Southern Callfornla Edison Company

2244 Walnut Grove Avenue
Rosemead, California 91770

" 'David R. Pigott; Esq.

Allan J. Thompson, Esq.

Chickering & Gregory o
Three Embarcadero Center - 23rd Fil.
.San Francisco, California 94111

PR

. Mr.

‘Santa Ana,

50-361 -
50-362

Docket No.(s)

Lloyd'van Haden
2089 Foothill Drive
Vista, California 92083

Janice E. Kerr, Esq.

~-J. Calvin Simpson,. Esq.
_,n,Cal1forn1a Public Utilities CommlSSLOn_
- 5066 State Building
‘San.Franc1sco

California 94102

‘Alan R. Watts, Esq.

California First Bank Building
1055 North Main Street - Suite 1020 -
Santa Ana, California 92701

Richard J. Wharton Esq.

4655 Cass Street, Suite 304

. . San Diego, California_92109 co

~San Clemente Public Library

233 Granada Street .

San Clemente, California 192672

‘Lyn Harris Hicks: _

- Advocate for Guard
3908 Calle Ariana

-San Clemente, California

92672

"Hal Thomas
‘Director

Environmental Caolition of
Orange County
206 W. 4th Street

California 92701



‘Board & Parties cont'd : : ' ' 50-361/362

Richard J. Wharton, Esq.
Friends of the Earth

124 Stear Street

San Francisco, California 94105



‘In the Matter of
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12/29 %

: UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
/ NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

Docket Nos. 50-361 OL
50-362 OL

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON
COMPANY, ET AL.

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

L A

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 E]éctric Company, expanded

.upon their argument to this Atomic Safety and Licensing Board at the

December 6, 1977 prehearing conference, objecting to consolidation of

the Cities of Anaheim and Riverside (Cities) with Applicants. Such

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

pursuant to 10 CFR § 2.715a.

The thrust of Applicant's position appears to be that 10 CFR § 2.715a
provides for consd]idation 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

- _1/ 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 consolidated. The Applicants concede

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

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

" The Board's ‘action in consolidating the Cities withithe Applicants 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 App]iCants'. This simi}artty is based on the Cities' prospective
co—ownership of the facilities as a result of its forma] notice of intent
to accept the App]icants' offer pursuant to the terms and conditions of °
a sett1ement agreement;'forma]-canUmmation of the agreement apparently
has not yet materialized (Tr 531). As represented at the prehear1ng
~conference by counsel for the Cities, only the question of investment

tax credit remains; the agreements themselves have been negotiated and'
will ]ikeTy be executed early in 1978 (Tr. 532). The’investment tax
cred1t matter 1nvo]ves a ru]1ng by the U. S Internal Revenue Service (IRS).

which is expected by m1d 1978 at latest (Tr. 533).

It is the Staff's recommendation, based on its review of the argument
presented at the prehear1ng conference and the Applicants' memorandum, -
that, in view of the cloud which has been p1aced on the co-ownership
question - viz. a necessary ru1ing from thelIRS - and the‘presently unknown
Significancevthereof on this matter, the Board should stay the effective- |

ness of its ru]ing‘jconso1idating the Cities with the Applicants'’ pending
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advice from the Applicants regarding the status of the formal agfeement
at such time as a'ru1ing from the IRS is issued on the investment tax
credit question, ahd further submission of the vjews of any of the'other
partie§ on this matter. _g/'

Respectfu]]y suhn1tted

%frum/@(z@a (éC&J

awrence J. ‘Chandler
Counsel for NRC Staff

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

_2/ In light of the Staff's pos1t1on we will defer respondlng 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 [f appropriate, we will address this
question in our response filed upon advice from the Applicants
upon rece1pt of a ruling from the IRS.
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON
COMPANY, ET AL.

(Sah Onofre Nuclear Generating
Station, ‘Units 2 and 3)

N N s N N N N

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

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

'Ibhereby 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 I, 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



Mrs. Lyn Harris Hicks

GUARD

3908 Calle Ariana

San Clemente, California 92672

Atomic Safety and Licensing

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

- Washington, D. C. 20555

‘

Atomic Safety and Licensing

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

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

IR
LR

Lawrence J. Chandler

,’ - . Counsel for NRC Staff
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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

December 16, 1977

DAVID N. BARRY, III

JAMES A. BEOLETTO

2244 Walnut Grove Avenue

Rosemead, CA 91770

Attorneys for Applicant

Southern California Edison Company



UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY

Docket Nos. 50-361 OL
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY :

and 50-~362 OL

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

N S e e e e

MEMORANDUM RE STATUS OF THE CITIES OF
ANAHEIM AND RIVERSIDE

At the prehearing conference held in the above
docketé 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 construction permit stage, the cities
of Anaheim, Riverside and Banning petitibned to intervene,
and such intervention was granted (TR 61). said intervenors
were then consolidated with'Applicants pursuant ﬁo
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 not parties to this proceeding.

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

Anaheim and Riverside are not co-owners of the
facilities (TR 531-532). Until such time as they become
co¥§wners, it is inappropriate to aécord them the positién
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 fhe city of Banning
would also become a co-owner. That did not occur.

For the above reasons, it is submitted that
the cities of Anaheim and Riverside cannot be consolidated
with Applicants, at 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
thé facilities.

Dated: December 16, 1977.

Respectfully submitted,'

DAVID R. PIGOTT
CHICKERING & GREGORY

ROLLIN E. WOODBURY
DAVID N. BARRY, III

JAMES AD BEOLETTO
By omp ( /

David R. Pigott { °
Attorneys for Applicants
2. .



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify thét on the 1l6th day of December, -
1977, copies of the foregoing "Memorandum Re Status of the
Cities of Anaheim and Riverside" were served updn each of
the following by deposit in the United States mail,
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

Janice E. Kerr, Esq.

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

San Francisco, CA 94102

Alan R. Watts, Esqg.

Rourke & Woodruff

Suite 1020

California First Bank Building
1055 North Main Streeéet

Santa Ana, CA 92701

Richard J. Wharton, Esq. f
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

i £ ok

David R. Pigott 7
Counsel for Applicants
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Lawrence J. Chandler, Esgq.

Office of the Executive Legal
Director

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Washington, D C 20555

Re: San Onofre quts 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-tlat 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 Anahelm 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 - S
1055 North Main Street ’
Suite 1020 .

Santa Ana, California 92701

Very truly yoursﬁ

ﬁ/ (i T

ALAN R. WATTS

ARW:jlm :

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. Board Panel
J. Calvin Simpson, Esq. Atomic Safety and LicenqlnO
‘Lawrence Q. Garcia, Esgq. . Appeal Panel. :
Mr. Lloyd von Haden Docketing and Service Section

Mrs. Lyn Harris Hicks -



., Operating licenses for SAN:-ONOFRE
- NUCLEAR ‘GENERATING STATI O LM -

1 InstheiMatter of -the Application
;by_SOUTHERHN, CALIFORNIA EDISON .-

~California.,

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION -

COMPANY and SAN DIEGO GAS AND - °
ELEETRIC COMPANY for facIlity™ ™~ <

Nos..-2-and 3, in San Diego“County

)

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: A . Alan R. Watts
Address: 1055 NWorth Main Street

Suite 1020 ‘
Santa Ana, California 92701

Telephone: , (714) 835-6212
Admission: ' State of California Bar

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

. and the City of: Riverside:iof the-.State .of:California. i .5 . % fi}m&%f

: . . . 7 ELToT
. December 09, 1977 . AL AN . {(,uu«ug

‘Alan R. Watts

EE
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1011 Buena Vista # B
San Clemente, California
92672

Secretary of the Commission
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington D C 20555

i ' . OGCKET NUMBER o
780D, & URE, EAB. ,S!.."ﬁ.émik Sea

Near ﬁecre;afy;

According to the provisions of 10 CFR 2.715 of the commission's Rules of Practice,
I, Mrs Wendy Ann Poirier, desire to muke a limited eppearance at the hearing date
' concerning San Onofre IT and III for the purpose of entering into the record my position

on said proposed nuclear power plants in 8o far -as the questions I raiscare with-in
the scope of " the hearing. .

Thank you.‘:‘ |
" Sincerly, ' B ,
YL
«W W(%J

Wendy Ann Poirier

e e g aATUM 2
-\ - ) S 7,!{ a3 "Oq




UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

In the Matter of

- SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON

Docket No.(s) . 50-361
COMPANY, ET AL. ‘

- 50-362 -

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

(PR RN RN N G N

CERTIFICATE OF .SERVICE

I hereby certify that I have this day served the foregoing document(s)
upon each person designated on the official service list compiled by

the Office of the Secretary of the Commission in this proceeding in
accordance with the requirements of Section 2.712 of 10 CFR Part 2 -
Rules of Practice, of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Rules and
Regulations. : -

. Datdd/at Yashington, D.§. this ' f7 i
- C:3§ /) day of EC. 197 1.

’

C I iband

Office of the Secretary of the Commission




UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

150-361

Docket No.(é)
: 50-362

" In the Matter of )

)

" SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON )

COMPANY, ET AL. : )

. : )

(San OnoLre, Units 1 and 2) )

) C© )
SERVICE LIST

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

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

P.0. Box 247

Bodega Bay, California 94923

‘Mr. Lester Kornblith, Jr.

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

Office of the Executive Legal Director
Counsel for NRC Staff o

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory CommlsSLOn

. Washington, D.C. 20555

Rollin E. Woodbury,'Esq.

General Counsel

Southern California Edison Company
‘22 Walnut Grove Avenue

Rosemead, Califorunia 91770

Chickering & Gregory
San Diego Gas & Electric Company
111 Sutter Street

~San Francisco, California 94104

- Santa Ana,

~ Janice E., Kerr,
J. Calvin Simpson, Esq.
- California Public ULllltleS Commission

4655 Cass Street,

ALloyd VoﬁfHaden
2089 Foothill Drive
Vista, California 92083

Esq.

5066 State Building:
San Francisco, California 94102

Alan R. Watts, Esq.

California First Bank Building .
1055 North Main Street - Suite 1020
Santa Ana, California 92701

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

San Clemente Public Library
233 Granada Street
San Clemente, California

92672

‘Lyn Harris Hicks
Advocate for Guard

3908 Calle Ariana L
San Clemente, California. 92672
Hal Thomas
Director
Environmental Caolition of

Orange County
206 W. 4th Street

California 92701
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Richard J. Wharton, Esgqg.

Friends of the Earth

124 Stear Street

San Francisco, California ' 94105



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)

R N WA WS NS W N

DOCKET NOS. 50-361 OL
“50=362 OL ™

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 . _ Rollin E. Woodbury
Address ' ‘ ' Southern California Edison Company
: 224L4 Walnut Grove Avenue
Rosemead, California 91770
Telephone | (213) 572-2289
Admissions Before the Supreme Court of the State
' of California -
Namefof Pafty 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



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 s N

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
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
CLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

In The Matter Of

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMAPNY,

et al.,

(San Onofre Nucl
Station, Units 2

HE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

DOCKET NOS. 50-361 OL
50-362 OL

ear Generating
and 3)

P NS g WL e W e N

I hereby certify

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

that copies of "Designation for Service" and

"Notice of Appearance" for Rollin E. Woodbury in the above

captioned procee

ding 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, Esgq , 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
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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 Appeai 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. WOODBURY

Rollin E. Woodbury
Counsel for Applicants
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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

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY, - ~50=362 OL

et al., -

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

N N N N 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 _ 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 N. BARRY, 1)y

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)

N N N N N N e

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. ' —_—
A E8YID 0. Bagky,

David N. Barry, II1
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 0L

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 David N. Barry, III 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, 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, Esqg.
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. 8. 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

~A4L L DART L4

David N. Barry, III
Counsel for Applicants
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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
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY, 50-362 OL

et al.,

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

S N N N N s 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 . David R. Pigott
Address Chickering & Gregory
Three Embarcadero Center
23rd Floor
‘ San Francisco, CA 94111
Telephone (415) 393-9274
Admiésions A1l 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 921172
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 OL

et al.,

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

N e N N N N SN

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 Cbmpany:

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

D

-

Exejﬁtéd at San Francisco, California, this A day of

/\v% » 1977.
i £ sty

David R. Pigott
One of Counsel for
San Diego Gas & Electric Company
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In The Matter Of

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY,
et al.

(S8an Onofre Nuclear Generating
Station, Units 2 and 3)

N e e e N N s

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

DOCKET NOS.

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 Ufited Stﬁtes mail, first class mail, this

» 1977:

day of

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

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

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

Anaheim, CA 92805
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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

David R. Pigott 5 )
Counsel for Applicants
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In The Matter Of . A
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 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 K. Beoletto
One of Counsel for
Southern California Edison Company

Dated: December‘2, 1977



6 e

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

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

et al.,

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

e N N N N S 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.
JAMES A, BEOLETTQ

James A. Beoletto
One of Counsel for
Southern California Edison Company
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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
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY, 50-362 OL

et al.,

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

N N s e e S 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, 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. 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
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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
Counselrfor Applicants



