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. .

Pacific Cas and Electric Company
ATIN: Pir. John C. Morrissey

Vice President & Ceneral Counsel *

77 Beale Street
-

-

San Francisco, California 94106
,

,

Centlemen:
.

.

We recently revised our schedule for the safety review of your operating ,
1 Diabin canvnn Wr1rar Pnwer P 1 s n t- fini r n

lleensenoD(cationforthIlie changes 2.n t$e scheoule were necessitated by delays inand 2.
your submittal of required geology and scis= ology inforcation.

The revised schedule contains the following principal milestones:

Issue SER Supple =ent on Geology /Seisrulogy 10/31/75
ACRS Full Cormittee Meeting Complete 12/05/75
Issue SER Supplerent 01/02/76 -

Licensing Effort Complete 04/14/76
(Fol. lowing hearings and ASLB decision) .

*Diis schedule was based upon the assumption that we would receive complete
and acceptable responses to the geology and seistology questions (for arded
by our letter of February 13, 1975) in ti=e for us to complete our review
and publish the SER Supplement on October 31, 1975.

|
Although you responded to sot:e of the questions in August and September,

|
your responses were not completed until October 31, 1975 and our
preliminary review indicates that these responses are not adequate.
Additional inferr.ation will be required. The additional inforestion that
will be required, based on our preliminary review to date, is described
in the enclosure.

~

We do not know at the present tice when you will provide cocplete responses
to the items in the enclosure or how long it will take us to complete our

~
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evaluation of thc=. Houever, it appears that the cchedule described above*

vill be delayed by at least three conths due to this matter. In light o'f-

your estimated date of February 1976 for completing construction of*

r.

Unit 1, we cannot stress too much the importance of your submitting
co=plete and adequa te responses as soon as possible.

In addition, we are unabic to reach final conclusions on the environmental
impact of heated water discharge from the plant or to develop satisfactory
environn. ental technical specifications to guard against potential dacage
from this heated water until a cocplete analysis of the thernal model
studies, performed during August 1975, is submitted. The preliminary
information submitted in October 1975 is not sufficient for these purposes.

Unless you can sub 2it cocplete infon.ation (as previously discussed with
your personnel) on this matter by mid-January, 1976, we do not believe
that we can cake our final conclusions on environmental technical
specifications in tire to proceed to environmental hearings by thy 1976.
If the environmental hearings cannot be started by }by 1976, this catter
could become the critical path item in completing the licensing effort.
Again, in light of your esticated fuel loading date, we cannot stress
too much the i=portance of submitting a cocplete and adequate analysis
of the thermal model expe.riments as soon as possible. In addition, very

prompt resolution of this ::stter might permit holding hearings on *

cavironmental issues and some safety issues prior to hearings on geology
and seismology, which in turn could save time on the critical path to
completion of the licensing effort. .

'

Please contact us if you have any questions or coccents concerning theseI

*

matters. -

* ,

.

,
. Sinc erely ,

,

'

I .

#

| | K. C. DeYo ng, assispant uirector*
. .

| for Light Water Reactors Group 1
,

, ; Division of Reactor Licensing
1 s

-

1 .

! Enclosure: *

Request for Additional - -

Information
'

I cc: See page 3
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cc: Philip A. Crane, Jr. , Esq. -

Pacific Cas and Electric Company
77 Beale Street

.

San Francisco, California 94106
,

.

Andrew J. Skaff, Esq. '

California Public Utilities Co rission -"

350 McAllister Street ,

.

San Francicco, California 94102
-

Mr. Frederick Eissler, President
.

.

Scenic Shoreline Preservation-
*

Conference Inc. ,

! 4623 More Mesa Drive
! Santa Barbara, California 93105

-
. .

Ms. Elizabeth E. Apfelberg
, 1415 Cazadero

San Luis Obispo, California 93401

Ms. Sandra A. Silver
-

.

5055 Radford Avenue
North liollywood, California 91607 * *

.

Mr. John Forster
-

,

985 Palm Street
San Luis Obispo, California 93401 * **

Mr. W1111as P. Cornwell -

P. O. Box 453

|
-

Morro Bay, California 93442
,

*

l

Mr. W. J. Lindblad, Project Engineer .

Pacific Cas and Electric Company
77 Beale Strect -

| . San Francisco, California 94106 *

.

Mr. Gordon A. Silver
5055 Radford Avenue.

North 11ollyucod, California 91607 -

.

I

i -

:.

;.

) 4

~ . . .

.

.

S

.



*
', .

.

9 . .

. . .

=
.

2.0 SITE c!U.nACTERISTIcs
. .

2.22 The distance from the plant site to the usain body of the !!osgri
fault is i: portant in decerr.ining the enximum acccicration at the.

plant site due to an carthquake on the llost;ri f ault. In ,
'

Appendix 2.SE to the FSAR you have stated distances and depths
you used in your calculations. Itouever, you have not subaitted
any data which directly deranstrate what the distances and depths
arc. Therefore, we do not consider your supporting docuncntation *

to be adequate. We vill need migrated and unmigrated seismic.

profiles which de=onstrate whac the depths and distances are.
These should include at least the pertinent scismic profiles
obtained by 1.'estern Ceophysical Company in the vicinity of the
plant site and which your personnel have stated could be provided
to us. Your respo:.cc should include a thorough technical
deceription of the :.ethods uced to fix the survey ships' positions

- and the occuracy and reliability of those methods. You should
also deceribe the velocitics of the layers used in the tilgration'-

process.
.
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ENCLOSURE NO. 1.

.

REQES_T FOR ADDITIO 'AL INFORE\ TION c
_

.

PACTIFIC CAS A.N.D.. ELECTRIC COMPANY
-

.

_

. . .

.

T.?I_ABLO_ CAM *0N, UNITS 1 AND 2 -
-

---

.

.

DOC 3*ET _NU.'!BERS 50-275. AND 50-323.

.
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. 23 You have used the SMI III procedure developeo by John A. Blu=e-
.

to calculate ti.c peak site acceleration due to an carthquake on .

- the llosgri fault. You noted that this procedure is new and, as
yet, has not been published in the technical literature.-

. . Following our infor.al request for further justification of
*

this p'rocedurc you er.panded your discussion of the procedure in,
,

. .

Appendix 1A to Appendix 2.5E to the FSAR (A: send = cut 36).

This discucsion. however, is not adequate to enable us to verify
the validity of your approach. In order for us to give credit
for your nethod of calculating the peak site acceleration your-

submission vill have to be nt least as detailed as the original.

technical paper describing 5.c! I and should include a discussion-

of stifferences between .ws 1 and Srl III and a careful and
thorough technical descripcion of the reliability and statistical
parameters concer:.ing the values obtained using the SMI III

*

procedure. The sub:rittal should fully cocpara the results
obtained by the SMI III procedure and.rcsults obtained by
procedures derived and publ!shed by other investigators, e.g., .-

*

Trifunac and Brady (1975) and Schnable and Seed (1973). Any.

differences in results should be cr.plained in technical detail.
If you cannot provide this information in the deta'il described
above, we and our consultants will not be able to approve your
procedure for calculating the peak site acceleration.

-
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2.24 You have stated in Appendix 2.5E to the TSAR that atte= pts to
'

obtain source e cchanito colutions for the 1927 cvent rule out>

' a predominantly stsike slip movcecnt. In crder to evaluate this
statement we will need a detailed analysis of the published .

.

! literature which you have cited with respect to alternative . ,

focal mechanic =s supported by the data and the unpublished study.

by Smith to support this. conclusion.- You should include ai discussion of the range of fault strikes and slip vectors
pennitted by the data for each of the incoc:picte fault plane
colutions cited. You should also subnit copics of all scis=ograms' .

; used in the analysis, including calibration data, if available,
ni.J dimtIO.. .and 6 'ie.ntatinn markincs for cach seiscogram.8
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2.25 The problems involved in evaluating the southern termination of
the Hosgri fault and the relationship of the P.osgri f ault to
the San Sincon fault on the north are such that we and our
consultants vill need to review all available seismic profiles.- -

Therefore, you should subt.it all cuch profiles which you have
not yet submitted, including those obtained by Westem Ccophysic31,

,

Company south of latitude 35'N and north of latitude 35*40'N.
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2.26 It is our position that the facility should =cer the requirenents
of * Appendix A to 10 CTR Part 100 where the naximum carthquake
associated with the Hosgri fault is considered to be a safe shu(- .

down carthquake. (k'e consider this to be a separate' matter from.

your origir.a1 proposed Doubic Design Earthquake, which we also
consider to be a Saf e Shutdown Earthquake under the requirencats .

. of* Appendix A to 10 CFR Part 100).
'

.

You have proposed a peak site acccleration of 0.5g for the*

maximum earthquake associated eith the Hosgri fault (which we
consider to be a Safe Shutdoen Earthquake) ar.d you have submitted
the results of abbreviated structural analyscs of the effects of
this earthquake. You cor.sidered the results of these abbreviated
analyses in conjunction with the complete analyscs of the effects
of the Double Design Earthquake and concluded thet the plant design' ~

is adequate. L'e do nor disagree with this general approach.
. ,

Ilovever, you have not submitted any.information concerning'the
.

o ernolug 34s13 ratthuunke withplants' ability to withstand en v. .

,
a peak acceleration of 0.25g (as opposed to the original Design
Carthquake with a peak acceleration of 0.Zg). nppendix'A to

10 CFR Part 100 requires that the plant be designed to withstand
an Operating Basis Earthquake with a peak accclcration of at
Icast 1/2 the peak acceleration of the Safe Shutdown Earthquake.

-
.

- Accordingly, as we have previously infor=ed your personnel
inforr. ally, it is our position that you must either deconstrate
that the facilities arc adequately designed for on Operating
Basis Earthquake with a peak acccicration of 0.25g or else justify,
as an exception to Appendix A to 10 CFR Part 100, the acceptability
of an Operating Basis Earthquake with a peak acceleration of
O.3g (tshich corr ocpond s to your original Desiha rarthquake) for'

this site. In the event you choose to justify the 0.2g value
. you should also describe the basis for your conclusions regarding

the adequacy of the design for an Operating Basis Earchquake,

!

f
* at 0.2 e ur.f ng the spec t rum ynit hava proposed for the m2xinus

carthqucke on the Hongri fault. Justification of exceptions~

i

to Appendix A to 10 CFP. Part 100 is discussed in Section II of
that docueent. Justification of Operating Basis Earthquake
succieration IcVels is discussed in section II.5 of standara
Review Plan 2.5.2, " Vibratory Cround Motion". .
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2.27 Tou have not described, in Acendment 37 to the TSAR, the responsa .

cf.the turbine building, the intake structure or safety related
,

tanks to the rmicum earthquake on the llosgri fault. As we havtt'

_ previously inforned your personnel inforcally, the turbine
building and the intake structure contain important safety related
components and the basis for protecting these components has
been analyses demonstrating that structural failure vould not.

occur (for the Double Desia,n Earthquake at 0.4g) . In addition,- -

safety related tanks are icportant to safety. Therefore, it is

our posit.f on that you should sub it the results of analyses for-

these structures similar to tho:;e you have subaitted for the
containment building and auxiliary structure showing the effects
of the naximura carthquake on the Hosgri fault. If stresses
exceed allovables you should discuss the ar.ount and the basis.

for your conclusions regarding adequacy of the structural design!
.
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