
The Honorable William E. Dannemeyer 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Congressman Danneaneyer: 

Your note of December 15, 1981 regarding a letter from Ms. Louise Steiner has been 
referred to me for reply. I am pleased to provide the following information.  

Ms. Steiner expressed concern about the capability of the nuclear plants at 
San Onofre-to withstand earthquakes. The NRC regulations concerning seismiic 
and geologic siting criteria are given in Appendix A to 10 CFR Part 100 (see 
Enclosure 1) and are summarized in the NRC staff position paper entitled "Earthquake 
Design Conservatism" (see Enclosure 2). As these documents indicate, the NRC 
regulation' and policies require that nuclear power plants be designed to withstand 
the maximum vibratory ground motion that can reasonably be postulated to affect 
the site.  

In the case of San Onofre, each earthquake fault in the vicinity was evaluated 
to determiine its seismic potential. These included the San Andreas fault (60 
miles to the northeast at its closest approach to San Onofre); the San Jacinto 
fault (45 miles to the northeast); the Whittier-Elsinore fault (22 miles to the 
northeast); the Offshore Zone of Deformation, or OZD (which extends from the 
Newport-Inglewood fault zone to the North, the South West Offshore Zone Deformation 
about 5 miles offshore from the site, to the Rose.Canyon fault zone to the , 
south); and the Cristianitos fault (1/2 miles to the east). Historically, the 
largest magnitude Ns) earthquakes that have occurred in the last 200 years 
at any point on these faults are estimated to be as follows: San Andreas 8.3, San 
Jacinto - 7.1, Whittier-Elsinore 6.0, Newport-Inglewood 6.3, Cristianitos 
zero (not capable).  

A discussion of the surface wave magnitude scale M. and its relation to "Richter 
magnitude" is discussed in section 2.5.2.3 of the staff's Safety Evaluation 
Report on SanOnofre 2 and 3 (NUREG-0712, seeEnclosure 3) 

From the standpoint of seismic vibration at San Onofre, the controlling fault 
is the 0ZD. That is, eved though much larger earthquakes are. possible on the; 
San Andreas and other major faults, a lesser magnitude earthquake on the 0ZD 
would result in larger ground motion at San Onofre, because distance attenuA s 
seismic ground vibration. The NRC staff has concluded that an approYriate 
representation of the maximum earthquake on the 07D to be used in determinijq 
the safe shutdown earthquake (SSE) at San Onofre is M 7 0 This is discussed 
in detail in the NRC staff's Safety Safety Evaluation Report on San.Onofre 
2 and3.  
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The three nuclear plants at San Onofre were not built to the same seismic criteria, 
due to advances in the state-of-the-art that occurred between the time that Unit 
I was designed (the early 1960 s) and the time that Units 2 and 3 were designed 
(the mid-1970's). San Onofre 2 and 3 were designed to withstand ground motion 
due to an earthquake of magnitude 7 if it occurred on the OZO it its closest 
approach to the plant (5 miles). They would also withstand earthquakes of 
significantly greater than historic magnitudes on the other faults in the site 
vicinity mentioned above. See NUIREG-0712 for more discussion of this subject.  

With regard to San Onofre Unit 1, the seismic adequacy of this facility is being 
reevaluated by the licensee and is under review by the NRC staff as part of the 
staff's Systematic Evaluation Program (SEP). The SEP is being applied to eleven 
of the older operating nuclear power plants in the United States. The purpose 
of the SEP is to review and document a comparison of the facility's design 
criteria with current licensing criteria and to provide a basis for-integrated 
and balanced backfit decisions. The SEP review has disclosed that certain 
structural upgrading of San Onofre Unit 1 is required. The NRC staff's letter 
to Southern California Edison on this matter including our safety evaluation 
report on interim seismic adequacy are attached as Enclosure 4.  

I hope that the above information has been responsive to Ms. Steiner's concerns.  

Sincerely, 

(Signed) T. A Rbm 

4A7 "William J. Dircks, Executive Director 
for Operations 

Enclosures: 
As stated 
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With reg rd to San Onofre Unit 1, the seismic adequacy of this facility being 
reevaluat d by the licensee and is under review by the NRC staff as p t of the 
staff's Systema'tic Evaluation Program (SEP). The SEP is being appl' d to eleven 
of the older\ pe\arting.nuclear power plants in the United States The purpose 
of the SEP is o review and document a comparison of the faci ty's design 
criteria with cu 'nt licensing criteria and to provide a , is for integrated 
and balanced backf'tWdecisions. The SEP review has disc sed that certain 
structural upgradingNPf San Onofre Unit 1 is required. The NRC staff's letter 
to Southern California Xison on this matter includ -our safety evaluation 
report on interim seismi \adequacy are attached a Enclosure 4.  

I hope that the above inform ion has been re Iponsive to Ms. Steiner's c9ncerns.  

Sieerely, 

Wi1 am J. Dircks, Executive Director 
for Operations 
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Congress of tfje Uniteti Atates 

3bouse of r-kepreventatibes 

Washington, 3B.C.  

19f 

Sir: 

The attached communication 

is sent for your consideration.  

Please investigate the statements 

contained therein and forward me 

the necessary information for re

ply, returning the enclosed corre

spondence with your answer.  

Yours truly, 

Congressman William E. DannemeV 
1032 Longworth 
Washington, D. C. 20515 M. C.  

(on envelope: Atin.
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TO: El Commissioner Date 

XX)EX Exec. Dir./Oper. O Gen. Counsel 

El Cong. Liaison E3 Solicitor 
O Public Affairs El Secretary 

El inspector & Auditor 

Policy Evaluation 

Incoming: Rep William F. Dannmeyerr Const Ref 
From: Ini i0 St inPr 

To: 1-2 Date1 

SubjecT: w0uld like to know i fTan 0n relis 
capable of withstanding an earthquake 

SPrepare reply for signature of: 

O Chairman 

O Commissioner 

O EDO, GC, CL, SOL, PA, SECY, IA, PE 

O Signature block omitted 

O 

O Return original of incoming with-response 

9XFordirectreply. Suspense: Jan 11 

E For appropriate action 

E For information 

OCA to Ack, docket 
Remarks: ______________________________ 

bill le 
For the Commission: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

*Send three (3) copies of reply to Secy Correspondence and Records Branch 
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