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U.S. Nuclear Pagulatory C:2nmission N M b 000)Washington, D.C. 20555

Attention: Docketig & Service Branch

Pa: Dummissionim Criteria for Nuclear Facilities: NUFEG-0586

Gentlenen:

The San Diego Cas & Electric Cctrpany, co-cwner cf the San Crofre
Nuclear Generating Station, has a contiraling interest in the recpilatory
franewrk (both federal and state) beim developed for the deccmnissioning
of nuclear EcNer facilities. Accordingly, SDG&E is pleased to offer the
followig ctrrnents on the NPC's Draft Generic EnvircrInental Irrpact Statenent,
specifically relative to the four areas of regulatory objective and the
preliminary conclusions.

1. Timeliness:

It is asserted that "ccarpletim decennissioning and releasing tra
facility for unrestricted use eliminates the potential problens of increased
raznbers of sites used for the confinenent of radioactively contamirated
materials, as well as scrar e l health, safety, regulatory and eceranic
problers associated with maintainig the site." Such a sweeping assertion
nust be supported by extensive docunented eviderre of such "problens" before
acceptance is warranted. The rurber of sites is srall when viewed frcm the
perspa:tive of the total rnr.ter of sites dadicated to industrial use.

Nuclear sites are, by regulation, isolated and desirable for continued
energy production utilization (after all, trarsnission lira facilities, aneng
others, are of per:ranent value) . It can be argued with merit that such sites
sh:uld never te released for unrestricted use by the public. Since decen-
tamination can readily te acccxiplished after cessatien of power production and
sirx:e continued occupation of the site by the owner precludes public access,
it may never te timely to fully deccmnission a rrelear facility. Thus, tbare
are very significant differences between the rmlity of site use conversion
and the perceived need for total restoration to free public access

'Ibe p2blic sh:uld not be deluded into expecting the eventual return
of all technological facilities and sites to parkland scenes. We should 1

'

realistically cermidar the myriad of possible uses for our sites, rot creatiry
regulations that preclude a case-by-case deter:niration of the use that is most
beneficial to the public. q
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Secretary of the Ommission -2- March 19, 1981

Pe: Damunissionim Criteria for Nuclear Facilities: NURErr-0586

2. Financial Assurance:

It is disquieting to read in the proposed EIS such wortling as "while
other funding mechar4 =na, . . .. . . . . . . . .may be core costly on a net present
worth basis, their econcmic inpact is still small in terms of the total cost
to the consumer or licensee." It is this cavalier disregard for the econcmic
consequences of prutulgatim regulations that has contr1.buted strongly to any
dcubts there may be as to a utility's firancial ability to dam'nission
reactors as required. The conclusicn drawn by the EIS on financial assurance
does not a mear to be supported by factual material.

Tb the extent that the cost of financim nuclear dam'niasienire is in
the regulatory arena, the participants should be those regulatory todies
who have the responsibilit/ for approving revenue requirment levels and
rates to develcp those revenue requirenents.

3. Plannim:

As has been described in the section on "Timelirass" ateve, the legitimate
cptions for continued site utilization after cessation of ntriear facilief
operations are virtually Ecundless. The best such use, based on a cost /terafit
evaluation on a site-by-site basis, canrot be predicted with accuracy! In
fact, it is a virtual certaintf that today's plan (or that prepared prior to
acquiring an operatim license) will rot be the best one. A realistic
approach is urged.

A plan should he made for site conversion prior to facilitf operatien.
Such a plan will permit tre ratanaking regulatory todies to make awwgiate
provision for the recovery of the estimated costs over the life of the facility.
Ibever, such plan aust rot be a mandatory prerequirement for licacing as
this would be another target for intervenors with ro other purpose than to
dalay projects.

Then, sme time prior to the termiration of the operatig license, a
fizm plan shculd he prepared and realistically presented for approval. No

viable option for further site use should be precluded! With the concurrence
of local and federal authorities, detailed financial plans could be prepared

We urge that the current arphasis en inmadiate ccmnitmentand inglernented.
for release of the faci 14ty/ site for unrestricted public access be discarded
and relacad with remgnition of all of the potenHaily higher public value
uses to which such facility / site could te applied!
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Pe: Durnmia=4cning Criteria for Nuclear Facilities: NUREG-0586

4. Residual Radioactivity Invels:

Clearly the allowable residual levels of radioactivity depend upon site
use and public exposure likely to a m ny such use. Tre draft EIS is
preoccupied with " unrestricted public access," which is tra least likely of
the real options for site re-use. Even in this case, excessively restrictive
requirements are not jus +4 84ahle.

It is clear that the allowable residual activity should he established
based upon the natural background levels at the specific site. For example,
if the public routinely utilizes a local park in which rock outcroppig s are
present and if such rocks mntribute to the backgrcund dose, it would be
reasonable, if a site were converted to a park, to fix residual levels to that
of the existing park! Similarly, if a site were converted to Peavy industrial
use, acceptable background levels should include recognition of the exposure
that wuld occur as a consequence of the materials of ex:nstruction of the new
facility, the materials in process there, tre inherent shielding provided try
the facility structures, etc.

In sunnary, it is not in the public interest to mandate excessively
restrictive rndimetivity levels before the ultimate best use can be reasonably
determined. Again, when the re-use plan has been adopted (alrut five years
fran "end-of-life"), residual rndimetivity levels can then be es nblished,e

recognizing en a case-by-case basis the degree of protection of the public
required by the specific new use envisioned. It muld be unmnscionable to
fix an arbitrary level to be applied nation-wide and independent of the nature
of. site re-use.

ocnclusions:

The draft EIS seems to overlock the fact that nuclear sites are owTed by
entities; they are not pihlic lands. Any d-icsioning framewrk that
ignores "due process" in treting private property is doczned to endless liti-
gation. Also, the public health and safety cencerns nust include exanunation
of the benefits to the public that derive frun intensive re-use of facilities;
the draft EIS nust address this issue and offer a nechanism for balancim tre
various perceptions of p.blic health, safety and benefit.

Sincerely,
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Vice-President f'
Palph L. Meyer

tory Ser/ ices

RMich


