
10 oUNITED STATES 
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555 

December 10, 1991 

Ms. Patricia Borchmann 
176 Walker Way 
Vista, California 92083 

Dear Ms. Borchmann: 

SUBJECT: FULL-TERM OPERATING LICENSE FOR SAN ONOFRE UNIT 1 

I am responding to your letter of October 21, 1991, addressed to the U.S.  
Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC), the California Public Utilities Commission, 
and the Southern California Edison Company (SCE). Your letter protested and 
sought to appeal the full-term operating license (FTOL) that was issued by the 
NRC to SCE for operating San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station, Unit 1. The 
bases for your protest and appeal were enumerated in your letter.  

The NRC is the Federal agency responsible for the licensing and safety of 
commercial nuclear power plants. Therefore, we will address only the licensing 
and safety issues that were raised in your letter. Your concerns regarding 
rate increases that may be required to pay for NRC-mandated safety upgrades 
are not addressed since the cost of operating a nuclear power plant and the 
rates to consumers are determined by the utility and local governing bodies 
such as the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC). The NRC sets safety 
standards and regulations that govern the operation of all commercial nuclear 
power plants in the United States; the utilities and local agencies decide 
whether operation of the nuclear power plant is otherwise desirable.  

The NRC strives to enhance the safety of nuclear power plants by requiring 
licensees to develop lessons learned from operating experience into plant 
improvements. The NRC's mission is to protect the health and safety of the 
public, and the NRC would be remiss if it neglected this mission by not 
mandating safety improvements that have a significant benefit to safety.  
The NRC does not consider cost in ordering safety improvements which are 
necessary to adquately protect the health and safety of the public. All other 
safety enhancements required by the NRC must be justified on a cost/benefit 
basis. Consequently, while we cannot assure you that future safety upgrades 
will not be required, such upgrades will be required only when they can be 
shown to appreciably enhance safety and, therefoi are warranted.  

To promote a thorough evaluation of relevant concerns, the NRC solicits public 
comment before taking action on licensing issues. Comments are solicited by 
publishing a notice of consideration of a license amendment in the Federal 
Register. This notice contains a provision for public comment and/or 
opportunity for a hearing. A notice concerning the conversion of San Onofre 
Unit 1's provisional operating license (POL) to an FTOL was published in the 
Federal Register, as were numerous subsequent regulatory actions affecting 
that license, including the issuance of the Confirmatory Order which set forth 
the requirements addressed in your letter.  
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The conversion of the San Onofre Unit 1 POL to an FTOL was an extremely pro
tracted process. The delay resulted from an NRC program established to examine 
the conformance of older nuclear power plants (such as San Onofre Unit 1) to the 
safety standards being applied to the newer plants. In this program, the 
Systematic Evaluation Program (SEP), the NRC identified 36 areas in which 
San Onofre Unit 1 did not meet newer safety standards. The NRC analyzed each 
of the 36 areas to determine whether the non-conformances were safety 
significant. Plant modifications were devised to remedy safety-significant 
concerns that were identified by the SEP and by other San Onofre evaluations.  
Significant safety deficiencies, like the need to improve the plant's ability 
to withstand seismic events, were corrected immediately. The plant remained 
out of service from August 1982 to November 1984 while the seismic upgrades 
were made.  

SCE prioritized other, less significant modifications for completion on a 
schedule that extends into 1993 and beyond. Numerous schedule extensions and 
delays in completing required modifications prompted the NRC to issue a Con
firmatory Order on January 2, 1990. The Confirmatory Order prescribes imple
mentation deadlines for each of the requirements. The completion dates of the 
plant upgrades are coupled to refueling outages 11 and 12. Refueling outage 11 
was completed in March 1991 and refueling outage 12 is scheduled to be completed 
in 1993. The cost of refueling outage 12 modifications is included in the $125 
million upgrade figure that is being debated by SCE and the CPUC. Signifi
cantly, the requirements of the Confirmatory Order were applicable to the POL, 
regardless of the pending application for an FTOL. Issuing the FTOL for San 
Onofre Unit 1 did not affect the existing requirements of the Confirmatory 
Order to improve the plant.  

There is no established regulatory mechanism for appealing the conversion of 
the San Onofre Unit 1 license to an FTOL. In any event, however, reverting to 
the previous Unit 1 POL, would not affect operations at San Onofre, in that 
the requirements for plant operation were not affected by the conversion from 
a POL to an FTOL. In preparing to issue the San Onofre Unit 1 FTOL, the NRC 
completed a safety evaluation of the safety aspects of continued plant opera
tion. The NRC concluded there is reasonable assurance that activities 
authorized by the FTOL can be conducted without endangering the public health 
and safety. Enclosure 1 is a copy of this evaluation, NUREG-.143, "Safety 
Evaluation Report Related to the Full-Term Operating License for San Onofre 
Nuclear Generating Station, Unit 1," (SER). As noted therein, the conversion 
of the plant's provisional operating license to a full term operating license 
was considered to be an action that may proceed without requiring prior 
completion of issues covered by the Confirmatory Order (SER at 6-5). However, 
modifications required by the Confirmatory Order would improve the plant's 
safety to a level consistent with current safety criteria for new facilities.  
The NRC determined that the licensee for San Onofre Unit 1 can and should 
achieve this level of safety. Accordingly, the issues required to be 
completed by the Confirmatory Order were incorporated as a license condition 
in the FTOL.
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In your letter, you also raised concern over the San Onofre 10-mile "evacuation 
zone" and the emergency response plan. An effective and approved emergency 
response plan is a prerequisite for the licensing and continued operation of 
each nuclear power plant. The NRC's regulations require the licensee for each 
commercial nuclear power plant in the U.S. to establish two emergency planning 
zones (EPZs) around the plant. The first zone, called the Plume Exposure 
Pathway EPZ, is an area about 10 miles in radius in which the major protective 
actions include early notification and evacuation or sheltering of the public.  
The second zone, called the Ingestion Pathway EPZ, is an area about 50 miles in 
radius in which the major protective actions include controlling exposure of 
the public to contaminated food and water supplies. The State of California 
has also established a public education zone (PEZ) about 20 miles in radius in 
which the public is informed in advance about how it would be notified of an 
emergency and the protective actions that may be required. The plan for San 
Onofre Unit 1, including evacuation measurements, has been reviewed and 
approved by both the NRC and the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA).  

Your letter also raises a concern regarding the Chernobyl accident. The NRC 
has evaluated the Chernobyl accident to determine the implications of the 
accident for commercial nuclear power plants in the United States. The NRC 
has concluded that no changes are needed in the NRC's regulations as a result 
of the Chernobyl accident because the design, operation controls, and regulatory 
requirements for U.S. reactors protect them against a combination of events 
such as those experienced at Chernobyl. The NRC also found that the size of 
the 10-mile Plume EPZ continues to be adequate. The NRC summarized its 
evaluation of the Chernobyl accident and its implications on U.S. nuclear power 
plants in NUREG-1251, "Implications of the Accident at Chernobyl for Safety 
Regulation of Commercial Nuclear Power Plants in the United States" 
(Enclosure 2).  

If you have questions on the content of this letter or would like to discuss 
other issues, please contact Mr. George Kalman, our project manager for San 
Onofre Unit 1, on (301) 492-1367.  

Si ncerely, 

Bruce A. Boger, Director 
Division of Reactor Projects III, IV, and V 
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation 

Enclosures: 
1. NUREG-1443 
2. NUREG-1251
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Enclosures: 
1. NUREG-1443 
2. NUREG-1251 
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