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I. INTRODUCTION

In the parties' conference call of January 25, 1984, counsel for UCLA
requested that the Loard consider releasing to CBG's qualified witnesses only a
"sanitized" version of UCLA's security plan and other protected information.
The Board agreed to consider University's request ind in its Order of January 27,
19841/ directed University to furnish the unexnurgated documents with the proposed

deletions indicated. University's objections are discussed below.
II1. DISCUSSION

In the Diablo Canyon proceedingg/ the Appeal Board established basic

principles for the release of sensitive security information. Among the basic
principles described by the Appeal Board are the following: only those portions

of the security plan which are both relevant to and necessary for the litigation

of the intervenor's contention need be released, and then only under protective
order; as few of the "gory details" as possiLle are to be released; and only

those portions of the plan which relate to the expert's area of expertise need

be shown that expert. The Appeal Board also indicated that the applicant could
release a "sanitized" version of the plan to intervenor which would indicate

the types of information omitted and the Licensing Board could resolve any disputes

concerning whether deleted material is to be released to intervenor.gl Two of the

Y

“Memorandum and Order (Memorializing Conference Call of January 25, 1984)" ("Order").
g-/PacH’ic Gas and Electric Company (Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant, Units 1 and 2),
AUAB-4710, 5 NRC 1398 (1977); ALAB-592, 11 NRC 744 (1980); ALAB-600, 12 NRC 3 (1980).

3/ 14., ALAB-410, 5 NRC 1398, 1403-1406.




Appeal Boaru members provided additional comments concerning the types of informa-

tion that should be released in a "sanitized" version and the information (the

“gory details") that should be withheld even under a suitable protective order.
Those Appeal Board members would exclude information in the security plan related

to specific vulnerability data, details of equipment installation, key design

and combinations, specific deployment and route information of guard force,

response plans for specific threats and details of specific eva1uations.i/ Although
questions concerning the release of security information in documents other than

the security plan, such as NRC inspection reports, were not raised in the Diablo

Canyon proceeding, the same policy arguments would apply.

University has indicated in its security plan and inspection reports
those specific items of information which are not necessary, in University's
view, to the litigatioi. of the security contention.é/ The items are identified
by number so that they may be discussed with the Board and parties, although any
detailed discussion must await the imposition of the Board's protective order

procedures. The discussion of the deleted items below is necessarily brief.

With respect to the physical security plcn for the UCLA reactor facility

the following items have been deleted:

(1) Items 1, 5, 6, 8, 9 and 15 are certain of security details which

are unrelated to any of CBG's specific allegations;

¥14.

§/The security plan and inspecticn reports are being sent separately to the Board as
protected information. Material tc be deleted is enclosed in a box with numbers
appearing in the margins for reference.




(2) Items 2, 3, 4, 7, 10, 11, 12, 14 are serial numbers or part
numbers of specific pieces of equipment or are specific vendor names or

model numbers not riecessary for the litigation of the contention;

(3) Item 13 is specific police route information not necessary

to the resolution of the contention;

(4) Ttems 16, 17, and 12 are diagrams of the location of security
equipment which are not necessary ir view of the site tour which is to be

~rovided;

(5) Item 19 is an equipment 1ist containing serial and part numbers

and other vendor's data that is not necessary to the resolution of the contention;

(6) Items 21, 22, 23, 24, and 25 are specific response procedures

which are not necessary to the resolution of the contention.

(7) Item 26 is personal information (home phone numbers of

certain University officials) not necessary to the resolution of the contention.

With respect to the inspection reports of the UCLA facility, University

requests that the following items be deleted:

(1) Items 1, 3, 5, 6, 8, 13, 16, and 17 concern specific vulnerability

information which ought to be excluded. University, of course, will respond to



any questions raised by CBG or by the Board concerning xhese items. The Board

may wish to discuss these matters during the site tour.

(2) Items 2 and 18 concern the specific response force and response
time of UCLA's police department which is not necessary to the resolution of

the contention.

(3) Items 4, 7, 9, 12, 14, and 15 are model or serial numbers of
specific pieces of equipment which are not necessary to the resolution of the

contention.

(4) Items 10 and 11 concern the details of a specific security

feature which is not relevant to matters raised by CBG's contention.
ITI. CONCLUSION

University has proposed few deletions from its security plan, the
response procedures (which are not actually part of the plan), and the inspection
reports. University respectfully requests that the Board consider release of the

proposed "sanitized" version of these materials only to CBG's qualified witnesses.
Dated: January 31, 1984,

DONALD L. REIDHAAR
GLENN R. WOODS
CHRISTINE HELWICK

By /‘?A7/i(?ﬁit4~~4-

WILLIAM H. CORMTER
Reprecenting UCLA
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