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Reverend Vincent A. Hill
Universal Life Church Inc.
512 W. Evergreen Street
Santa Maria, California 93454

Dear Reverend Hill; a

50PF0El s14 C. Gte.c c440
Power Plants, has been referred to me for reply.Your April 8,1981 letter to President Reagan, regarcing the Diablo Canyon Nuclear

,

You expressed concern over the effe '

o 1 - evel 5510 s
inadequacy of emergency plans, and the proxialty of an earthquake fault,ste storage

II
,

presumably the Hosgri Fault, to the Diablo Canyon Nuclear Facility and damag
a

sustained at the site during a stors. t 'W

Moreover, you alleged that the Pacific Gas and Electric Company attempted b' F d
to cover up the radiation leakage froe its Humbolt nuclear power plant. N

Furthermore, you claim that you were not treated fairly at hearings conduite{f
'

by the Nuclear Regulatory Coenission, which I assume to be those hearings.9m
related to the Diablo Can on plants. Our responses to your concerns are m e,3
contained in Enclosures ( ) through (7). e, n, v g. ".,.
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Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
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Inclosures:

IAs stated k
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ENCLOSURE 2
I I

*

3
Concern: Storage of High Level Radioactive Waste ple@$ 60 MihS 0 M h !

-

|Response: A principal source of high level radioactive waste is in spent
fuel. The Pacific Gas & Electric Company may elect to submit,
in the future, a proposal to increase the storage capacity of
the spent fuel storage pool. Increased spent fuel storage
capacity proposals have been previously reviewed and approved
for other licensed operating reactors.

Tne generic problem of interim spent fuel storage has been iaddressed in a report titled "Final Generic Environmental
Impact Statement on Handling & Storage of Spent LWR Fuel,"
NUREG-0575 issued by the NRC staf f in August 1979. The
staf f found that cocnercial spent fuel generated through
the year 2000 can be accowaodated in a safe and environmen-
tally sound manner either by modification of storage pools
at the reactor sites or by providing independent spent fuel
storage facilities located on the site of a parent facility
such as a nuclear power station.

The Ccmission has Itcensing and regulatory authority with
regard to the disposal of cowaercial spent fuel. While the
Department of Energy has primary responsiblitty for developing,
constructing and operating waste disposal f acilities, the NRC
nas the responsibility to assure that these activities create
no unreasonable risk to the health and safety of the public.
On Deceder 6,1979 the NRC published proposed procedures for
the disposal of high level waste, including spent fuel, in
geologic repositories. On May 13,1980 the NRC published an .

advance notice of rulemaking on the technical criteria that !

vould be applied in making the licensing findings prescribed ;in those procedures, a

The NRC has established tne Division of Weste Management to deal
,esclusively with nuclear waste issues. In addition, the NRC has j

taken part in the activtties of such organizations as the Interagency
Review Group on Nuclear Waste Management, the Radiation Policy Council,
and the State Planning Council on Radioactive Waste Hanagement. j

!
1

| Furthermore, the NRC 15 presently conducting a generic proceeding
| to reassess its degree of conf teence tnat radioactive wastes
! produced by nuclear f acilities will be safely disposed of, to
( deteratne wnen any such disposal will be ave 114 Die, and whetner {
| Such westes Can be safely stored until they are safely disposed of. i! At tnis time, the NRL has received statements of position i
!

f rom the Department of Energy and other interested parties,

inese activitten are indicative of tne attention being given
to the nuclear waste disposal problem at the NRC.
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ENCLOSURE 3

Concern: Emergency Preparedness and Evacuation of the area surrounding
Diablo Canyon in view of the accident at THree Mile Island
(THI)

Response: Following the TMI-2 accident, the NRC has been re examining
the design and operation of all nuclear power plants including
emergency evacuation plans needed to cope with potential
accidents. The recomendations contained in the report by the
President's Coassission on the TMI-2 accident (the Kemeny
Comission) as well as Mher actions recomended by various
task forces within the NRC were considered and requirements have
been established and published in NUREG 0694 for Near Tern
Operating 1.tcenses. The Pactftc Gas & Electric Company (PG&E)
has met our emergency planning requirements for fuel loading
and low power testing. For a full power license PG&E's plan
must be upgraded to be in compliance with NRC criteria in NUREG-
0694 NUREG-0654, "Criteria for Preparattor. and Evaluation of Radto-
logical Energency Response Plans and Preparedness in Support
of Nuclear Power Plants', and Commission guidance in the form
of the new Appendix E to the Commission's regulations. The
NRC staf f will verify that all the applicable requirements have
been met by PGAE before a full power license is granted.
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Conern: The proximity of the Hosgri Fault to the Otablo Canyon site i
and the ability of the plant to withstand a severe earthquake. i

Response: The Hosgri fault, which is located 31/2 miles from the Otablo
Canyon plants, was discovered in 1971 and has been the subject of |
intensive investigation by the Pacific Gas & Electric Company
(PG4E), the U. S. Geological Survey (USGS) and the Nuclear
Regulatory Comission. As a principal geologic advisor for the
Comission, the USGS in 1975 suggested that a magnitude of 7.5 '

be assigned as a potential seismic value for the Hosgri Fault.
It is important to note that the USGS did not say that the Hosgri
would experience a 7.5M earthquake but from a conservative stand-
point that magnitude could r.ot be ruled out. Comprehensive public
hearings on this matter were held by the Atomic Safety and Licensing ,

Board ( ASLB) over aoout a two-month period (from Deceder 1978 1

to early 1979). Some of this nation's and the world's leading
authorttles tettified and were subject to crcss-examination.
The experts from the NRC staff and PG8E went on to say that the :

plant has been designed to withstand the greater seismic event !

of 7.5. On September 26, 1979, the ASLO assigned to conduct the j
licensing hearings, issued its partial initial decision which -

found that a 7.5 magnitude earthquake is reasonable and meets f
regulatory requirements. On June 23, 1980 the Atomic Safety and

,

Licensing Appeal Board for this matter issued a decision to reopen
the hearing record to obtain testimony related to a major earthquake ,

which occurred in California's lapertal Valley in October 1979
(shortly af ter the ASLB's f avorable partial initial decision in ;

'

September 1979). The NRC staf f testimony on '.his issue was
submitted to the Appeal Board in August 1980 and the hearing
before the Appeal Board was concluded in October,1980. The
findin 5 of the Appeal Board on this matter was issued in its
Dec t$ dated June 16, 1981 which co ded hat the Otablo
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EWCLOSURE 5

Concern: Damage sustained at the Diablo Canyon facility.

Response: In January,1981 as a result of severe stores approximately 120 feet
of the west breakwater structure was damaged. There are at present
continuing comunications between the NRC staff and the Pactfic
Gas & Electric Company and its consultants to resolve this matter
prior to the issuance of a full power Ifcense.
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ENCLOSURE 6

Concern: Radiation Leakage at the Humbolt Bay Nuclear Facility

Response: There was airborne radioactlye release from the Huntolt Bay Nuclear
Facility that is normally expected during routine plant operation.
However, the release was within regulatory requirements. Moreover,
this facility was shut down because of concern over its capability
to withstand a severe earthquake and not because of any radiation
leakage. We are unaware of any hearing held on this matter in regard
to the Huntolt f acility.
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ENCL.050RE 7

Concern: Unfair Treatment at Hearings

Response: There have been various hearings held on the Diablo Canyon license ,

application and of them all, except for the hearing on the plant
physical security plan, were open to the general public. During
the May,1981 low power proceedings, the hearing location was
changed to accommodate a larger nuncer of the general public.
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