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Janes W. Moorman
Acting Ascistant Attorney Genereal
Lanu anu hatu.al Resources bivisioh B AR R L hinke
Justice Department
Constitution Avenue between 9th
and 10t: Streets, N...
Washington, D.C. 20530

Re: Possible Prosecuticn of Pacific Gas and
Electric Company for Failure to Disclcese
a Geological Yault (18 U.L.C. §10C1)

Decr Jim:

1 h-ve before me the exc2llent memorarcur prepared ang
addresscc¢ to you by Braiford I'. khitran, Ass*stant Chi«é£,
Poilution Control Sect10n, regardin¢ a petsible prosecution
of Vircinia Electric Power Company for fol-ure to éisclcee
a geologicil faul: in connection with the North Anna Nuzlearx
Powzr Flent in Viicinia. 1 am writing to you tc call to
yous attention the rossibility that Fecific Czs and Electric
Comoany ia.led oves 2 nerind of vears to Gisclicse to the KRC
staftf the existence c¢f the Hesori Feult near the Diablo
Canyon Nucl2ar POower pient in San Luis Skispo, Califeraic.

I belicvve the evidence sugzests c..it pacific Ces and Llectric
Comnany krew OF ths c--\'cfp-]—w~ ~¢ t'rh Fault fnr pﬁ:rh"?? v o

years before they dic cios its existence.

1t is hichly prcbakle that if the informatiorn sejerding
the L>scri Feoult hvd been ¢iscloszd Lo the NIC chortly aftsr
ehe fouls war discivered, th construztion licenses iviy never
have izsacd or miy eve bwen reseincol heforce ccbstantial
corrtruciicn Lagin. 1 SYCA0IL YO and your statf condust an
investi~zlion simiiay to che investicetion which you canducted

with re ard teo the Lortr Anne flant in Vireinig

r—#;-".‘:;:/"-(-/ '
1 have eiclos«d for yon: indi v ation testimony which f 7!
cave bofore Congreseman oo Vdoli's Bube r*mtt7n on Encrgy ;-
and the Envirornont, rejazdirg this subject con Jgne 20, 1977.
R T e
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Jam=s W. Moorman
October 14, 1977
Page Two

1 direct your attentior, in particular, to the chronology
which reflects that the discovery of the fault by two Shell
0il Company geologiste may have come to the attention of
Pacific Gas and Electric Company two years before Pacific
Gas and Electric Company disclecred the existence of the
fault. During this time, Pacific Gas #nd Electric Company
may have made false filings with the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission and may have failec to disciose the material
fact of the existence of the fault. I believe a full
investigation of this matter is appropriate and I hope
that you will undertake such an investigation.

1 call your attention also to the attachments to my
testimony before Congressman Morris Udall's Subcommittee
on Energy and the Environment. These attachments are
internal memoranda preparec and circulated among members
of the NRC staff. These memoranda are evidence of the
NRC staff's irresponsible nandling of information regarding
the existence of the Hosgri Fault once it was called to
their attention. The memoranda also reflect that the NRC
staff considered thic information material, indeed central,
to the issue of licensing Diablo Canyon. The memoranda
make clear that the NRC staff was considering highly
political considerations rather than public health and
cafety matters. This is highlighted on page 2 of attach-
ment 7 where the staff sets out that in developinc a progiam
to resolve the Diablo Canyon problem, consideration should
be given to the impact of the decision con the niticn's energy
problem, the impaci. of the decision on the moratorium for
che Californie voteres, and the impact ¢f the decisicn ¢n
other plants.

While the fault under the North Anna plant was small
and inactive, the KHosgri Fault is capable of a much stronger
earthquake (estirated by USGE to be 7.5 on the Richter scale)
than the Diablo plant was dccigned and ccnstructeé to with-
stand. Conceruvntly, ite existence hac reaised a host of
serious and unresolved neclth and cafety issues in the
operating license proceccinces. Realizing that the Hoscri
Fault and the safety issu¢s it raises means serious trcocuble
for them in the operatine license proccedings, Paciiic Gas
anéd Electric Conzary has arplicd for an entirely unpre-
cedented full powver "interir orerating license".




Jam s W. Moorman
October 14, 1977
Page Three

The application is really an attempt to avoid the
clear impact of the law and the regulations on the operat-
ing license proceedings for the Diablo Canyon plant.
Consequently, the investigation, if it is to be timely,
must begin at once by your office.

Pacific Czs and Electric Cempany's possible failure
to disclose the material fact of the existence of the
fault has led to the situation where a 1.3 billion dollar
nuclear power plant cits less than three miles away from
a fault capable of an earthguake much stronger than the

earthguake for which the plant was designed. This situation

borders on the tragic, not only for energy users within the
Pacific Gas and Electric Company service area, but more
particularly for members of the public who live in the
conmurities near the plant whose health and safety ana
peace of mind are at stake.

In short, I feel that this situation clearly demonstrates
not only "a pervasive bias against the public scrutiny which

a project of this importance deserves and is entitled to
under federal law" on behalf{ of the NRC, but also possibkl

criminal culpability on the part of Pacific Gas and Electric

Compary.

1 would appreciate hearing from you regarding this
matter at your earliest convenience.

Very truly yours,

Forunt-

Brent N. Rushforth

BNR/cft

enclosure

cc: Bradforéd F. Whitman
Ascistant Chief
Pollution Control Section




restimony Before the fubcommittece un Enercy
and the Envircnment
Reyarding Diablo Canyon kuclear Powcr Plant
June 3L, 1977

Introduction

My name is Brent Rushforth. I am an attorney znd
one of the founders of the Center for Law in the irublic Intercst
in Les Anceles. We represent scveral citizens groups aﬁd
private citizens who have intervenc2 in the NRC licensing
procec2ings for PG&L'c¢ Diatlo Canyor, nuclea: power plant near
San Luis Obispo, Californiz.

As you are aware, the Dia%lo Canyon plant sits just
three miles from a rajor active earthquake fault located
cffshore, the Hoegri fault. The fault is caparle of en earth-
quake significantly larcex than that which the plant has been
decicned to withstand. Wc believe it is entirely apprerriate,
in light of catastrophes like the Teton Dam disaster, fcr
Conygrcss to ask the question how this unfcrtunate ~ircumstéence
could corme to pass if the NRC staif vere doing its job. Ve
believe the circumstances here dermonstrate that the resulatory
staff has failed and continues teo £:il to protect the pudblic
lLLcalth and safcoty with regfara to the Diakle Canyen plan<t.

This can perha;s be best understood in the centext of the

history of regulatory process rcyarding the Digklo Canyen

plant. To assist members of the Sulcommittes in understanding
the clivonology, ! have attuched & chart to this tecrinon
sctting out the sigrificoant dotes in th

plant's history.
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N The NRC Sta*.'s Jnitial Site Investiga..oun Was Scriously
DeTicient

During the initial : te investigation stage the NIC
staff failed to follow leads suggesting the need for ad-
ditional offshorc investigation of possible faults. Such
suggestions came from Dr. Henry Coulter of the USGS as
mentior.cd in an NRC memorandum dated March, 19€7 (Attachment 1)
end frco- Dr. Robert Curry as set out in his letter to the
C»2lifovrie Public Utilities Commission dated@ December, 12¢8.
(Attach~ent 2). PGsE's own consultents admit that geoiogic;l
and seifnological data available in 1967 suggested the
existernce of the Hosgri fault. (Testimony at a meetinc of
the Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards, February 18-19,
1975; Acttachment 3).

Nor can the regulatory staff argue that the scientific
techniques for further offshore investigation were unavailable
during the initial site pre-construction licence phase. During
the late 1960's two geologists employed by the Shell 0il Company
usinc exzloratory techniques cffshore from tlie plant site
confirr.z3d the existence of the Hosgri fault. While not vishing
to cry cver spilled milk, we siimply point out that e thorough
pre-construction license investication by the regulator. staff
may well have located the fault and the present problenms ray

have beer avoigded.

I1. The NRC Staf’ Tailed %o Irfeor. lirelf of Important
Develonrercs Subsecront To tnc lesuance o: The ]
Co .rxruction Licci.sce TADVIl, 1808 for Uit I and
Docember, 1970 for Unit &),

—_——

The existence of the Hosgri fault was rejortei in

the scicntific literactuwre in January, 1971 by two Shell 701




Company geologist.. Dut the regulatcry staf. .pparently did
not become aware of the paper until Aucust, 1973 whcn it was
mentioned in one of PGSE's submiscsions. (Response of NRC to
Congressman Udall's questions at p. 8.) This lapse of 2-3/4
years indicates the level of attention the staff was giving
this critical matter subseguent to the issuance of the con-
struction licenses.

In November, 1974 intervenors reguested the Atomic
Safety Licensing Board to issue a "work stoppage" order to
permit reconsideration of the adeguacy of the seismic design
of the Diablo Canyon facility citing the USGS report of
August, 1974 which confirmed the existence of the active, 90
mile-long Hosgri fault. The staff claims to have assessed
the earthguake potential of the Hosgri fault and concluded
that the plant design was adequate. However, the USGS was
obtaining preliminary conclusions that the earthguake potential
of the Hosari fault was substantially larger than the NRC
asscssment. The NRC staff failed to inform the ASLB of this
fact at any time and instead opposed intervenors' request
for a "work stoppage" order. NRC Memoranda of 2/11/75 e&nd
2/2G/75, Attachments 4 and 5.)

11I. The NRC Staff's Present Zporoach 7o Licensina
The Diablo rlant 1& Scracusly Defacient.

The NRC's sole purpose for existence is to regulate
nuclear power in a way which ensures &nd prctects the putlic
health and safety. The Unite? States Suprzrz Court has stated

"that the public safety is the first, last, and & permancnt



consideration in ey decision on the issuanc: Of a construction

permit or a licensec to operate a nuclear facility." (Power

peactor Co. v. Electricians, 367 U.S. 396 (1961)). However,

in regard to the Diablo Canyon plant, the NRC staff has

pecome an advocate for the "as-built" design and its critically
important role as protector of the public health and safety
has been seriously diluted. This is substantiated by internal
NBC memoranda which outline a program for licensing Diablo
Canyon. These memcranda show that the NRC staff recognized
"horrendous" problems created by the existence of the Hosgri
fault, that the staff considered factors having nothing
whatever to do with plant safety in deciding to press the

case for issuing an operating license and outlined a course

of action for licensing the plant as built which it has
followed and continues to follow to the present day. This
would be perfectly acceptable procedure for an agency whose
responsibility is to promote and advocate the development of
nuclear power in general and the Diablo Canyon plant in par-
ticular. But this is not the proper role cf the NRC staff whose
duty is to protect the public health and cafety.

Once the evidence of the existence of the Hosgri
fault became irrefutable, the staff recognized its serious
consequences for the Diablo Canyon plant. The staflf perceived
that reguiring the plant to withetand an earthguake (a so-called

safe shutdown earthcuake or EEIL) that would ocnerete a cround

acceleration of rore than 0.5¢ would nocescitate extencive




and time-consuming re-analysis and “"horrendc’ backfitting
decisions. (NRC Memorandum 2/11/75, Attachment 4). The

staff then spent almost an entire year in an effort to amend

or discredit the USGS conclusion that the SSE for Diablo Canyon
was greater than 0.59. (NRC Memoranda 2/20/75; 1/5/76; and
1/12/76; Attachments 5, 6 and 7).

Failing to discredit or anend the USGS conclusiorns,
the NRC staff implemented a stracegy designed to provicde a
pasis for licensing the plant "as built". (NRC Memorandum
1/12/76, Attachment 7). This strategy included 1) proposing
that the USGS review jts findings, 2) assembling a teaw of
experts whose function would be to reduce the g value of a
pétential earthguake on the Hosgri fault, and 3) turning out a
probabalistic study. This is the licensing strategy trat
the NRC staff has follcwed to the present day.

In settling on the above strategy, the staff con-
sidered and was presumably swayed by factors having ncthing to
do with the public health and safety of the citizenry who
will be affected by operation of the Diablc Canyon plant.
These ron-safety factors included the following:

1. The impact of our decicions on the nation's
energy problems and procrams. The impact of
potential Genial for operation of a plant approvec
for construction cannot be uncerestinated, especially
where the basis for dernial is in contrCversy.

é The impact of our decisions on the moratorius
before the California voters.

3. The impact of our cecisions on the viability

of continucd opcration of plants at other sites

with altered seiewcloaical buises, euch as San Onulire,
Pilgrin, etc.



4. The imp..t of our decisions on th> .ability
of continuedé operation of plants where it is
uncertain that the capability exists to withstand
altered design bases in areas other than seismic
design, such as containment structural design, pipe
whip inside containment, spurious valve failures,
etc.

(NRC Memorandum 1/12/76, Attachment 7).

The staff's concern for the politics of their
decisions on Diablo Canyon distorted their entire analysié of
the seismic hazard to the plant. 1In June, 1976, the staff and
PGSE submitted such an analysis to the Advisory Committee on
Reactor Safeguards (ACRS). A consultant to the ACRS wrote
that the staff's presentation "makes a mockery of the seismic

analyses and sets a dancerous precedent." (Luco, Enrique,

comments or. the Proposed Seismic Design Reevaluation of the

piablo Canvon Nuclear Power Plant, A Report to the Advisory

Committee on Reactor Safeguards. (November, 1976)).

Continuing in its strict adherence to its program
for licensing Diablo Canyon, the staff now proposes to license
the plant by obtaining an exemption from the applicable safety
regulations. This proposal would permit PGLE to run the plant
for twe years and determine during that time which parts need
modification in order to be able to withstand the safe shutdown
earthquake. The regulations, however, reqguirc a showinc that
the plant can withstand the SSE prior to the operation of the
plant -- a recguirement that coincides with common sense. PGSLC
and the staff propose to justify thc exemption of Diablo Canyon

from the safety regulutions on the Lbasis that there is an



extraordinary nc. for the electricity. We :lieve that there
is no sound legal basis for an exemption in this casc and that
such an exemption, if granted, would establish a very dangerous
precedent especially in light of the likelihood of increased
instances of such alleged extraordinary need.

Finally, we believe that the idea that rodifications
necessary to protect the public health and safety can be made
after the plant has operated for two years is seriously mis-
leading. Full re-analysis may indicate the need to modify
components which will be contaminated with radiation. Further,
modification would remove the plant from service for an
extended period. The pressure to reduce downtime and to
compromise necessary modifications would be enormous. These
substantizl economic &nd technical problems render later
modifications difficult and Lighly impractical

Thank you.
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DIABLO CANYO% IOWR FLANT e &
MEETING V175 A C STAre 0% ASEICHIC DESION oo
MARCH 21, 15] w3

gampany representatives and thelr consultants met with reprecentatives
of the AEC staff in Bethesda, Maryland on March 21, 1967 for a preliminery discussion
of the criterie for aseismic design epplicadble to Diublo Canyon huclear Power Flent.
A 1ist of thoce present at the mceting ic attached.

Mr. Kelly opened the meeting by commenting that, because of ocur need
for a construction perrit by October or November 1967 and because of the gencral
conccrn about earthquakes in California, we thought an early, informal diccussion
of scaic of the earthquune Gesign guest‘nns would e Jesirsble. Mr. Tedesco of the
staff responded affirmatively and went on to ask if we were going to discuss tsunaxmi.
He said he had just read the isunami report of Marine Advisers and was not certain
be understood its recommendations.

Dr. Stewart Smith then procceded to summerize his and Dr. Eenioff's
repcrt on the sefismicity of the site and the earthquakes to be expected. Points
to vhich be gave particular enphasis were:

A. In the Western United States one associectes major ecarthquates with known
carthqueke faults.

2. There ere no faults in the site erea (in the sense in which the weord
"fault" 1s used in the Snith-Benioff report).

3. Ile cempletely rules cut the possibility of relative ground disrlacement
and notes that the geologists end seismologiste egree, epproaching the
problen from different points of view.

b. Aftershocls cen oceur in 20nes having a width of frew 25 to SO percent
of the lenglh of the main earthouake fault. This estimate is subject 1o
pecsible errors in measurenent. With the present statc of knowledge we
cannct alvays associcte giterchosks with fauvlts. Such evidence gs
ve have on the 19056 Unn Francisco earthquuke shows the afterchock zone
to be quite narrow. lewever, Lo balivves that ve should use worldvide
date end cr Y oon the conservative side.

9 The maxirum-gsize efterslock w*icx could occur ut the site wes ectirmated
tlxoug!: the followitg reesonsing

There have been no earthguelics in t“o United Stetes in this

centwy of maanitvde grenter thar 1/2 which aid not prodt
gurface frulting. (There are 6 or ﬁ dosumented exumples. A
pescilile execcption weuld be the 1G,2 l2rn County curthguaeke.)
There are no cartiquakes of rmugnituvde rruuicr thaen 6-3/4 not
asgoclioted with known fuults. Therce nre no faults st the cite.

xﬂra’h.:, Dr. Umith conclulen that there cen Le no earthuvalie
atl the ol of ogidvule greater than 6-3/4.,

\\\\\ 6. The erca i viich tac plant cite 40 Josntel 45 one of relutively low
N selomicity nud ran o very nrall r.rt)qux‘u-n“x:‘ histlory.

™ £o/A-Tb-699
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13. Dr. Hall asked for corments es ' o the use of medrl v time-history
analyces for earthquakes. Dr. Blume saoid either could be used bdbut
thet he preferred to test the design with a time-history enalysis
using the earthquekes postulated in his report prorated to the
paxirun ground acceleration. Dr. Hall esked how many masses woulé be
used for the mathumatical model of the containment structure. Dr.
Bluze saild that they had made analyses for boiling water reactors
utilizing 30 to L0 mecses. The analysis should include major equip-
pent itcrs supported on the structure. Dr. Hall indicated general
egreercnt with Dr. Blume's approach and expreseed considerable
interest in the application of these principles to the equipment
and pirping design.

1k. Dr. Hell asked for essurance that the saltwater system for core
cooling will be designed as a Cless I structure and was told that
it will be.

Mr. Cculter of the U. S. Geologic Survey then gave his comments. He
says he sees absolutely no problen of fault rupture and briefly described the
relationships of the marine-terrace deposits to the wave-cut bedrock which support
this conclusion. lHe believes all major structures of the plant are satisfastorily
locnted, geoiosically speaking. He believes more work should be done with respect

.»- %o possible focusing eflects of the sghore line on tsunami. He thirks more sgund-
inge chould be teken effshore. He {then mentioned che slide n-ea on which the
svitchyard 4is located, saying that he believes ihet we have a "wingdiing" of a
problem to stadilize this slide. We said that our geologict hed rnot irdicated
a serious probvlex, particulerly since the switchyard fill vill tend to stubilize
the slide rateriel. (However, later in the meeting Mr. Tedesco expresced concern
over interruption of the power lines because of slide problerms in the switchyard.
It eppears some additional vork may be needed to assure the staff on this point.)

Mr. Murphy of the Ccast and Geodetic Survey then gave his coments on
the scisnological aspects. He said that he is "happy" with the knowlepe our
yeports have expreesed ef the lorations of earthquake faults and the aciivity on
them. The appre .th of the Company's consultants is vary sizilar to that used

by the USCAGS. e agrees thet the earthquake sizes postulated are on the Ligh
side. The rag rlt\_cu are very acceptuble. He has no prehlem with the rmaxium
grouacd aceelerations estimated except for the figure of 0.12 g for Enrthguake "P".
. Bt vwoald feel better with an estimate of 0.15 g+ ERe realizes thst it is dirficult
o0 argue adbout a difference of eonly 0.03. He believes that the Csti“:ZLI 1T e 8 b b

accclerations for the other ecurthquales are on the adeguate or genercus side.

Mr. Morphy cornented on the comparison of acceleraticens with ecarlier
geactors. e seid thut estirntes nm ': for San Onecfre and alibtu gstarivd frem
deus knowledge o the carthguuie nit ion than 1 evidenced in our reperts und
in reelings cuch as thio onv.  Estinrtcs for earlicer reactoss had to be on the
pore cconoservutive side becnuce of lu L ef data.

L Y N R N N



ATTACHMENT 4.

UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATCRY COWAISSION
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555

February 11, 1975

pocket Nos. 50-275

and 50-323

A. Giacbusso, Director, Divisien of Reactor Licensing
DI N0 CAYON TNIFV

The following table provides key dates associated vith the Dizblo
Canyon case:

Unit 1 Unit 2
CP Application 1/16/67 6/28/68
CP Issued 4/23/68 12/9/70
OL Applicaticn 7/10/73 7/10/73

We z2nd our consultants (U. S. Geological Survey and U, S. Coast and
Geodectic Survey) concurred wita the epplicents' selected geological
and seistological bases for design. This included an SSE of 0.4g.
We and our comsuliant (N. M. Newnark) concurred with the appliicents'
selccted criteria for seismic design, including the design spectra
and dazping values and the cethods to be used for the design.

At the current tire Unit 1 construction is over 90% comuplete z2nd the
fuecl lcod date is estizated to be about November of this year. The
fuel lcod date for Unit 2 is estizmated to be about ninme menths later.
Ouz OL review ic nearing c-:pletion. The SER with a few not
: :

atle
ued en October 16, 1974, The principal omissio

lomfss o..: was issu ion

an owr cesessuent of the peolaey and selsmology for the site. New
dnlor ativn hed becove available during the couvica of our OL review
8l ouy evalustion and that ¢f the U 8. Geologicnl Survey ves not
\cc:;lutc gL the tize the SL2 was Jssucd. An SER Supplenent was
prepared for dcsusnce en Junmary 31, 1975, The stafl had tentitively
eonelulud that, cousiderin, the new inforiatien availible, an SSE
valuc ef 0.5g¢ vould be gppropriate for the site. “The ctafl had also




A. Clazmbusso February 11, 1275

deternined that the as-built facility would be able to withstand
such an acceleration but with little or no margin for many elexants
of the design. The staff expected that its consultant's (U. S.
Ceological Survey) report would not conflict with its tentative
conclusion on the 0.5g value. The “urvey's report was received on
January 28, 1975, and staff representatives met with representatives
of the Survey on January 31, 1975, to discuss the Survey's positien.
T%e significant aspect of that position is that the Survey, on the
basis of now available informati»n, believes that an acceleration

in excess of 0.5g is more appropriate for the Diablo Cunyon site.

We have met internally on this problez several times in the recent
past up to the Assistant Director level. On the basis of these
discussions, oy opinion of the situation and steps that need to be
considered is as follows:

1. The applicant is aware of the current status and is attempting
to acquire additicnal information tc alter the Svrvey's opinien.
It expccts to subziv additional information about March 1, 1975,
The assesszent of that imforzation by the Survey and the staff
will result in an SER Supplement about May 1, 1975. The ACRS
bes scheduled a two-day Subcormittec mecting at the site for
Februaiy 18 and 19. However, the Cermaittee will probadbly not
cornsider the Diablec Canyen application until its June mceting.
Because of the nature of the problem and the "hard" decision
that uust be made, I would anticipate a second meeting might
be necessary twe months after the first weeting unless the
staf{ can proposc a strong policy-type decision ¢t the first
peeting. In any event, the applicaticn is strongly contested
and 1 would anticipate that the PDD will be later than the date
at which Unit 1 will be recdy to load {uel.

The currant "best guess" of ocur geology-so
the final Survey position =ay wvell rc’ f
(the present pecition would result 4n an € -ul\ £

but will not lilcly result in an SSE vilue 1c<‘ thtx about 0.
The current "best guess" of our st:uctu.hl-;;~*:;i;:1 staff is
that the currcnt design will not be able to be deicustrated to
be acccptable for a sedsnic loading in cueess of 0.5g. An
extensive reanulycis could bLe uadert:lion by the applicant but
will probably ciow that some parts of the plant are capadle of




A. Glazbusso oo Pebrusry 11, 1975

withstanding various loadings in excess of 0.4g, 0.5g, 0.6g,

and 0.7g, but that other vital parts will not have such capability.
Some increxse in capability ic possible froz design changes that
might be undertaken but changes sufficient to bring the design

up to a 0,6~0.7g capability are impractical. The design

reanalysis could take up to a year or two to complete.

The staff ¢ faced with 2 horrendous backfit decision. The
decision will likely be based on both technical and polic-
considerations. While the technical considerations may be altered
by additional irnformatien that ray develop during the next month
or so, the degree of alteration is not expected to be signifi-
cant. Therefore, the basic prodblems that will exist and the basic
decisiors that will need to be made are known at this time.

Those who will be invnlved in the policy decisions (the Commission
cannot be involved according to T. Englehardt) should becoze
knowledgeable with the situation as soon as practicable. Since
the policy decisions will be influenced by the technical facts

and practicalitics imvolved, early irvolvezenrt in the on-going
technical review may be prudent. The earliest and most direct
means of understanding the technical issues is probably through
attendance at the Februvary 18-19, 1975 Subcomzittee peeting at

the site. The Subcormittee will consist of Dr. Okrent and

Dr. Bush (and perhaps L. Fox). In additicn, up to eight ACRS
consultants will participate. A copy of our meeting notice and
the agenda for the meeting is attached. The proposcd attendance
by Dr. Coulter of the Geological Survey is indicative of the
seriousncss of the Survey's concern in the matter.

Consideration might also well be given to:

a. Strengthening the legal contingent 2¢cigned te the case.
In additien, a review might be made of the assigned ASLB
to asavre the level of credentials and experience is con=

sistent with the task that is to be faced,

strencthening the engineering staff by providing for
gpecial conmsulting advice f{roa gro and individuals
such as Newnarl Associates, Franilin Institute,

Pr. J. Heudric, ctc.
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¢. Establishzent of a special policy advisory group to aid in
the decision-making process. This might include individuals

such as Dr. Kouts, D. Knuth, R. Minogue, etc.

1 believe the above outlines the present situation as we in LWR-1
view it. I strongly recommend your immediate attention to this problen.

ér;ant Dir

R. C. Du\oung. Ass ector
for Light Water Reactors Croup 1
Division of Reactor Licensing

Enclosure:
Meeting lotice

ee: R. S. Boyd
0. D. Parr

VD{ Allison

T. Hirons




ATTACHMENT 5 .

UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMIAISSION
WASHINGTON, D. €. 20555

February 20, 1975

lofc To: A. Giamburso

DIABLO CAYYON -~ SEISMIC ISSUES

An ACRS Subcomuittee meeting to review the Dicble Canyoi OL applicaticn
was conducted in San Luis Obispo on February 18 and 19, 1975, The
Subcornittae consisted of Dr. Okrent (Chairman) and Dr. Bush. In
addition, seven ACRS consultants were in attendance the first doy

of the meeting which was devoted almost in its entirety to the seismic
issue. The specific ratters discussed included geology, seiscology,
seismic design, seisnic testing, and seisnic scram. On the basis

of my attendance at the meeting and side discussions with other staff
perbers, USCS represcntatives, and applicant and Westinghouse partici-
pants, 1 came away with the following impressions:

1. The two main concerns which vill determine the SSE "g" value
are (a) the geological definition (extent) of the Mosgri fault
gone, and (b) the seismic event that must be assuncd to occur
on the offshore fault., 1 belleve that the USGS geologists
(lead reviewer - F. McKeown) will maintzin their currently
indicated position. The "new" information described by the
applicant and to be formally documented in the near future is
not likely to convince the USCS to altcr its current finding.
1 believe that the "new" information will cenvince the USGS
that the 1927 Magnitude 7.3 carthquale occurred on a transverse
fault and, thercfore, need not be considered as capadble of
occurring on the Hosgri fault, 1 belicve that the USGS
pedsrolopiste (J. Devine = Jead reviever) would cenclude that
the appropriate "g" value for the site veuld be 0.5g 4if they
ecould assuze that the fault length were limited as the appli-
cant contends and the 1927 event occuryed on a trensverse fault,
Hovever, 1f the fault lenpth is deternined on the basis ef the
current USCS peological snterpretation, then the sciemie event
that must be arouvned by the USCS seirsoliepietn, in ovder to be
eo.nistent with the moethodoloyy usced for the Sen Cuefre 2/3
evalu.tion, will result in a site "g" volua minilar to that
énteruined for the San Onof.e site (C.075). It is my opinion

0
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that, unless specific puidance appropriate to this unique
situation is provided to the 'SGS geologists and seismolegists,
they will procced with their review basing it upon their
standard methods and «zrive at a site SSE "g" value well in
excecs of the 0.4 value approved for the CP and usod for the

design of the 2lmost completed plant,

2. ‘The as-built plaont has significant margins in ‘ts design and

it 46 capablc ¢f resfeting redsmic leoade well 3n excess of
those associntad with the O 4g seirmic event assuned for design.
The staff is present)y convinced that the design is “good" for
a 0.5 event. lowever, to convince the ACRS and othevs of this
will require 3-6 months of applicant and staff effort. 1If an
event in the grder of 0.6g nced be considerad, it will be pessible
to show that nany parts of the plant can safely resist such

. loads; however, many parts will need to be nodified and very
likely for sore of these the modifications will not be practical.
The evaluations to accomplish such a task, with the riger that
will be required, will entail years of applicant and staff effort.

D ——

==

3. The "tone" of the questions and corments from the ACKS Subconnittee
menbers and the consultants indicated to me that they would find
8 0.5 value acceptable and could be ecenvinced that the as-built
plant could adequately resist the increased loads associated
with the event., However, they are not likely to be convinced

! unless a rather conplete anslysis is performed for a 0.55 event

? and the usge of our currently approved seismic desizn criteria,

! To date no such analysis ir available; the present pc;iti*ns

| of the applicant and the stalf as to the a“ility of the plas

i : to adcquately rvesist a 0.5g event are barcd on qualitative

L assessnents supported by a few typical calculations,

B T —————

In sur-ary, o8 a resvlt of develeyments during the past week, 1 continue
to belicve that, unlese specific guldance, support and direction is
providcd pro~ptly by the upper v fcement ;«\‘ld et ¥RC and USCS to

the "working" levels in the tvo organirations, pesitions that do not
neeecsarily reflect the judpment of upper-lovel wancpement will be

{ Jated and docw cnted to the extent that later modification will
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be difficult. MWMarold Denteon and his people intended to have further
discussions with their USCS counterparts during the evening of

February 18 2nd perhans on February 19. 1 suggest that upon his

return, RL and TR meet at the appropriate level to discuss this critical
gituation and agree on a course of action to be followed.

/.o’) /('I‘
“ / . T /2.7‘4#}?

/
R. C. DeYoung é?

ec: R. Boyd
0. Parr
T AHirons
. Allison
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ATTACHMENT 6
UNITED STATEs
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

WASHINGTON. D €. 20555 //5/76

JAK . K

Docket MNos. 50-275 and S50-323

Roger Doyd, Acting Director, Division ol Reactor Licensing
DIAELO CANYON

Ve rtrongly rceommend 2t immediste -otinge bLe held
vith upper managezent to initiate actierns te promptly develop
a firm basis for nmoking a decisiou on Diablo Canyon. Our

prelizminary thoughts are provided in the enclosure.

/ﬁ%/]f““‘f/ 3

B & ou4;1 Assistant Director
for Light W.iter Reactors Group 1
Division of Rcactoer Licensing

Enclosure:
Diablo Canyon Geclogy-
Seisuwology

ec w/enclosure:
R. Heineman

F. Schroeder

H. Deaton

R. Hofrmainn

C. st"‘: 2

0, Parr

.{Al!i'.c-n

[FO/AR-IE-6TY
F41080/7F Gpp- '6/6
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CANYON CEOLOGY-SEISMOLOS

CEOLOGY-SETSYOLOGY SITUATION

Based on USCS draft report, Renner Mofmann's assessmeats to date, as
diccussed with Dennis Allison, and the wmeeting of Deceaber 30, 1975,
between the staff and USCS, we understand the geology-seismology
situation 1s as follows:

1.

USGS believes that the 1927 event might have occurred on the
Hosgri Fault so we shculd place & magnitude 7.0 to 7.5 earth-
quake on that fault., The published magnitudes for the 1927
event are in that range. This would lead to a calculsted peak
acceleration much higher than 0.5g using standard methods.

The U3GS position is suspect. Renner Hofmaan of the staff has
reviewed the felt effects of the 1927 event and they secem to
be very good data. 1In all respects they demonstrate that the
1927 event was either much fartier out to sea or was much
smaller. Either way, the plant, which is adequately designed
for 0.5g using standard techniques, could take the nffects of
this earthquake when it 1s moved in an anpropriate manner.

Ve do not have a direct verificaticn of the magnitude deterzisation
at this time. Reuner Hofzmann has reviewed the locatien data,

vhich indicate that the 1927 event was or could bLe on the Hosgri
Fault, and considers thea to be of very poor quality, capable

only of determining the locaticon to be somevhere off the ecoast

of Centra) California.

The USCS expressed a willingness to tuke another lock at this
aspect of the geologsical situation taking into acecowut henncr
Hofmcnn'e and Carl Stepp's conuents made at the meeting oo
D.CGC?'(!’ 30. 19750

The USCS Lelieves that the Horpri Fault e voire than 90 miles

long and nay even be coupled with the San Sizeen Tuult at the
northern end of the Nosgrd Fault., This ic a somewhat incen:rucus
stateneont bucause 1t appears that one pust add the fan Sinsea

favlt length to the Hesgrd Fault on the north, as well as o few
miles on the south, in ordor to pet a 90-sdle lerpth, Neverthes
less, what we believe they arv saying s tlat ether interpretaticns



3.

than the applicant's can be placed on the geological evidence
of fault leagth. Furthermore, with these other interpretations,
the foult length is unknown, except that it is greater than

90 miles.

It is not at all cleor where w2 ave going here. This is a question
we =ust ¢ 31 with even if USGS is convinced of our position with
respect tou itea 1 above. Unfortunately, we do not have 2 srecifie
earthquike recommendation froz USCS based on fault length to

deal with.

Renner Nofmann is locking at the seisnic profiles dbut the USGS
opinion (that another interpretation is possible) will prebadly
hold water. Perhaps the fault length could be limited to 90

piles or a little mora with additional ficld work, A faoult length
of up to 120 miles would give a 0.5g peak acceleration, assuzing
gostly strike slip motion and a_rupture length of one half the
fault leugth. We feel that thexe are reasonable assumptions for
this site, but tha USCS may wvell disagree.

USGCS believes that the standard nethods of celeulating a peak
acceleration and scaling a spectrum to it are not apprupriate
this clesc to large carthquakes. While they do not know what |
would be appropriatc, they clearly dovite us to find a batter
wvay.

Renner Hofmann 1s working on two approaches which can shed soue
1ight on the cubject and may {ncicate that the plant could take

s large earthquake on the Morgri Fault., Ome approsch is to

place the ragnitude €.3 San Francisco earthqucke on the Mosgri
Fault aud we the felt effecte to estimate the peak accelerations.
The second iuvelver caleulations of peak acceleration based on

the fact that enly the energy veleased in about four miles of
fault lergth will contribute to the peak ncceluration at a
distance of four niles frow the ‘fault, Shis type of reasoning
could porcibly provide a rationale for recenciling the difierences
of opinion with which ve are dealing.

The quality of the USGS recorrnendation, oo far oo we €83 tell
at ghi, vize, is poor.
1

a. Their specifiec recommendation to place & magnitude 7.0 to 7.3
earthgual » un the Nosprd Faglt in bas.d on an Adea widch we
eonnider not valids, Fovover, LUEcs )2 agreed to conslder
this mattes further &n Jiput of our ccraents to them,
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b. Their reconmcndation dees not cdeal with a magnitude based
on foult length, which must be dealt with., Indeed, they
do not say that item a above is a worst case or design
case, but neither do they say that there might be a worse
case. We nced something better than this to work with,

c. It seems that we are dealing with the opinion of one to
four puople and we are 7ot sure which oues. For oxanple,
one of these persons (Holly Wagner) is highly respected
but ve do not even know what he thinks, much less what a
concensus of top geologists would be. As another exzmple,
Marks, 8 Cal Tech professor and part-tize USCS employee,
published en article stating that the 1927 earthquake vas
not on the Mosgri Fault, but we have no indication of whether
or not this was given any weight. This is not an gdequate
buse for a decision as icportant &s this and is, in our
opinioa.'the best USCS can give us.

d. DYolly Vagner ie¢ the highly respected geologist nmaking the
geological interpretations, yet we have been unable to
discuss the watter with hia, All we have gotten is second~
hand word that good people have reviewed it and this is
what they said, without meaningful discussion of the tech~
nical reacons. :

I1. RECOMT'DATICN AT THIS TRC

Clearly we can bencfit from further discussions with USG5 at a lower

level before they send their fornal recozmendation., However, &m light

of the seriocus nature of the decsision we must talie, the vnlaowa quality

of the LSCS recomsendation and the extra difflculty dnvolved in reversing
a USGS op.nion after it 4s publishcd, we recrrzend contacting tep
panagescat at the Department of Iaterior and expressing our need for

an damedinte acceleratod peevaluaiion of the peelogie situation, including!

1.  The independent opindons of several tep USGS geologiuts not laretoe
fore directly involved 4a the Diablo Covyen review,

2. A elear wxprecsion of the tochnaieal reasoning vhich can be dic~
eussed meaninpfily with the stafd,

tn addition, we shou'd ram diately retain additional top peolegiste
directly oo consultanty and dndtiste furthes fudependent review on
our ovn.  Depanding on wh'ah how quickly vo Lake actien, the rosulis
may OF tay net be conpleted in tiue to suppert the sehedule for
14eensing.



311, POSSIBLE FUTURE OPTIONS

1f we receive the USCS reccrmendation as it stands now, we will have
three basic options, assuning that we will publish the SER Supplezent
and take a position imstcad of asking further questions and slipping
the schedule. The three basic options are: '

1. Oppose the operating licease. Leave the door open for further
study, etc. Describe why.

We have a poéor basis for this action at this time, other than
gereral conservatisn and "PGLE hasn't done enough to make every-
one hippy." Such arbitrary corservatisa would not be an adequate

- basis in this case because of the large financial loss invelved
and the severe impact such action would have on the nuclear
industry.

2. Favor the operating license. Regquire further study, etc. Descride
why.

e. 1f this is donc on the bacis of rejecting the USCGS recom=
peadaticn because it is poor, there would be difficulty
Justifying the action.

b. |Alternately, we could poessibly accept the USGS advice and
justify the action on the basia of probadbilities of earth-
quakes and structural and mechandcal dunige (treating it
as an exccption to Appendin A to Part 100). This would
probably be coupled with requircuente for plastic structural
analysis, backiit, furtha geological study, ete., within
specified tine perieds. There would be some difficulty in
justifying this approach also.

<.

Neither oppose ner favor the cperating licenne., Describe the

situvation,
Althourt the ACLE, Yeardnp Poard, Ceumicsion, and courte vill
prodably all have to dectds this essa anyviy, it 4s not satis=

factory for us to go to theu vithout a recorendation.,
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FETARLISY 84515 TO LIC

ENSE DIAPLO CATYON

BACKGROUND AXD PROPOSTD PROCRAM

Construction permits vere issued for Disblo Canyea 1 & 2 in April 19€8
end December 1970, respectively. Unit 1 is nearly coupleted; Unit 2
is a year or so behird., The §6% for the site was set by Dr. Newrark,
the UGS, and the U. $. Coast & Ceodetie Survey. The value selected
was 0.43 ond th. plaent haw leen censtrncted to that value. The OL
applications for boih units were docketed in Octoder 1973, C.r review
vas essentially completed by January 1975; at that tinz we recognized
that on the basis of new evidence the 58" would be incrzased. 1he
ctalf belicved that the USTS would comcur with 2 site "g" value of
0.5 and ve had done suilicient work to coavince us that the pl=at
could safely withstund ruch an carthguake. Oa January 28, 1275, ve
were surnrised by a LECS report that concluded that an accelevation

of 0.5; vas in its epinion inadequate for the site on the basis of
present information.

At that time DiJ. recormended that two appreaches be taken teo resolve
the issue. Fivet, continue to acquire additicnal dnformation to
convince the USGS of the adequacy of a 0.5p SSE. Secondly, assuuu
the USCS, at the roviewar level, would rermain adamant and scek other
meane to confise ar modify fte finding. The deedcdon wat made to
pursuc only the first approach, Today, we are essentially where e
vere last Jaauary except that the plant is almost ready for fucl
Joading. Once asain ve are faced vith develeping a progran to
establish a basis to perrit a decision to be made on the licensing
of Diablo Canyon., We believe it would be irprudert ' once &gain
pursue a single path baoed on acquiring additioual {1 ormatisn to
convince the USCS veview tean (a teletively few irdividuals) to
podify its current pesition. We azain rzeormend @ multi=faccted
approach, The progrin we would prepese to pursve is as follows:

1, Yormally regquest that &n independent review be conducted within
Uees to confirs or medify tha current Uees yeview tear findinp,
This regueat night be wmude by hairran Anders to the Secretavy
of the Intevior and could, i legal conciderations demand, Le
Pased on penerie West Coaut concerns rather than the Didblo
Canyon droue alenea,

2. Coucurrently, form a toam of econsudiarin conninting of mon of
natfonal stuture in the fielde of puolofy, relsvolepy, and
paleridie danim Lo evaluste the siiuation. This tean might
pursue varicus poths, including!



8. Assuze a "great" earthquake couvld occur as the USCS review
irplies and doronstrate by logie, evideree, and Juiguent
that the qgersy tramefor to the gfr: ouse AR Y
Vithin the {CRTen conop e ar 4 IR ATEAR S T

b. An independent evaluation of the evidence to arrive at a
conclusion or the SSE that might be corpared to those of
the USGS review tean and the panel of esxperts established
by the licenroe, :

€. Assess the prospects for upgrading the plant design to hicher
SSC values by plastic analysis anc/or ctyuctural no8ilde
cations and terting,

3. Concurrently, forz a task forece to review the current status in
&n attempt to deternine if & prolabilieeie baris ecan be oatab-
lished to license Unit I Tor en interis purics orération
while the other reviews are being conducted.

4. Concurvently, inform the licensee of the course of action ve
are pursuing and require him to pursus similer ard/or altermative
courses so that our finu) decisions nay be ralds on the busis
of our evaluation of his efforts supplercnted by our independent
assessnents., '

LIDTOIATE acTIous

We are planning to take irmediate actions to initiste some of the
approaches indicated above. Specifically we plea to!

b P Meet yith uan nars 5 biain aperoval oledl aner
.‘&,‘—M

SPPTOLCN OF B0 OB Ai i itemtpie 0 TRt 0 reran,

te fornulate e tean of gonsuitante direur: of in item 2 above,
ond the task force diseussed in Ltem T e " IE T T
mecting Dy, Newmark will make o prescutaticen to us so that we
may elearly understind the bases and Jndtatlons of lids recent
paper on selsnic cooipn parging and prodabilitievs of grrustura
ond mechenical failurvs.

2. Meet tomorrow (at Chicaps, 111linods) with R, vewmark to begin

b R Meet heve, later thic weel, with the liecnace to advise kin of
the current status of revicw and of the presran we dntend to
purcue to establich a basis for a decdsion,

In view of the seriousness of the problen, 4t 4 crrential that strong
Regulatoiy mapapemont be fenesed uacelately to "wanare” the tean of
evisultants and the Proveddlity task forew, ¢ tanagcers should

be the Ldghort level Banegers that ve ean practically wsedgn Lo the

ta: ‘.,'po

-
4



ASSOCIATLD CONSINERATIOND

In daveloping a progran to follow to resolve the Diatle Canycn protlex,
consideraticn should be given to:

1.

4.

The irpact of our decisicns on the nation's erergy problems and
prograns. The irpact of potentinl denial for operation of a

plant approved for construction cannot be underestimatced, especially
where the busis for denial 4s in contreoversy.

The impoct of our decisions on the morateuriua before the California
voters.,

The impact of our dicisions on the viability of continued operation
of plants at other sites with altered seismological bascs, such
as San Ounfre, Pilgriwn, etc.

The fepact of our decisions on the viability of continued coperation
of plants where it is uncertain that the ezpabllity exists to
withstand altered design bases in areas other than seismiec design,
such as cceataincent structural design, pipe whip inside contain-
meat, spurious valve failures, ectc.
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Fegulatory staff to counter
intervenor's contention that

sel1*ric hazard should be

reviewed, advises Hearing

Board at NEPA prehearing

coenference for Diablo Canyon

that there is no new information

on carthquake hazard. June 1973

Application for Operating
License docketed - Units

16 2. October 1973

ASLB considers and rejects
request to issue stop-work
order. Staff opposes order. April 1974

Existence of Hosgri Fault
repoxted in scientific
literature--lloskin and

Griffith's article. January 1971

Regulatory staff receives
reference to Hoskin's and
Griffith's article and requests

additional information from
PG&E. August 1973

USGS begins offshore surveys. December 1973

PG&E begins additional
investigations at staff 1equest. Lecember 1973



ASLB considers and rejects
intervenor's sccond request

o issue stop-work order.
Staff opposes order.

November 1974

Staff Supplement #1 to Safety

Evaluation Report issued
revising upward the Safe
Shutdown Earthquake for
Diablo Canyon.
concludes that although

Staff further

plant designed to an earthquake

resulting

the "as built*™ facility.

in 0.4g a2t the site,

USGS publishes a prelimirary
report concluding the Hosgri
to be an active fault at least

90 miles long,

of sustaining an event grcater
than the S5E for Diablo Canyon.

Regulatory staff receives USGS
conclusions:

1927 earthquake may have
occurred on Hosgri
fault - magnitude
7.0-7.5 (Richter).
Hosgri fault more than
90 miles long.

Standard methods for
calculating peak
accelerations for

fault this large and
close to site are likely
to lead to undcrdesigned
plant.

Upper level management at NRC
reports to be unconvinced of
merits of USGS findings.

theorefere capable

August 1974

December 1974

January 1975



cculd withstand the highest
acceleration--0.5g--associated

with the larger Safe Shutdown

Earthguake, January 1975 :
Staff meets with USGS who have

revised initial estimates

upward and are advocating

an SSE value of 0.7g. February 1975

Staff recognizes that U=GS
position will require design
reanalysis, taking up to2 two
ycars and perhaps more., Staff
further concludes "[S]ome
increases in capability is
possible from design changes
that might be urdertaken, but
changes sufficient to bring
the design up to a 0.69-0.7g
capability are impracticable. February 1975

AC™S Subcommittee meeting on

Diablo Canyon operating license.

Heeting explores prceblems

cf seismic design and the

Hosgri fault. February 1975

From position taken al ACKS
meeting, the upper leveli
management recognizes that
"unless specific gu' ~“nce

is provided to the UsGS
gzologists and seismologists,
they will proceed with their
review basing it upon their
standard methods and arrive at
a site SSE "g" value well in
excess of the 0.4g value
approved for the CP and used
for the design of the almost



Construction on Units 1 and 2
have continued unabated. Unit 1
due to be ready for fuel

loading within 6 months;

Unit 2, about 1 year from then. February
1975

ACRS subcommittee meeting on

Diablo Canyon which considers

Diablo Canyon seismic problems. May 1975

completed plant." Further,

the same manager concludes that
"unless specific guidance,
support ard direction is

provided promptly by the upper
management levels at NPC and

USGS to the "working" levels

in the two organizations, positions
that do not necessarily reflect
the judgment 2f upper-level
management will be formulated and
documented to the extent that
later modification will be

difficult. February 1975

Regulatory staff puts together a
team of consultants to demonstrate
that, assuming occurence on the
Hosgri fault of an earthquake as
large as the USGS review implys
(7.5), the energy transfer to the
site would be limited to within
the design capabilities of the
nuclear plant. Concurrently,

the staff initiates a review to
determine if a probhabilistic

basis can be established to license
Unit 1 for an interim period of




i

operation while the reviews

are being conducted. rdditionally
the Staff informs PG&E to conduct
a similar analysis. In developing
this program the Staff considers
the following:

1. "The impact of our decisions
on the nation’'s energy
probiems and pro -ams. The
impact of potential denial
for operation of a plant
approved for construction
cannot be underectimated,
especially where the basis
for denial is in ¢ontroversy."

2. "The impact of our decisions
on the moratorium before
the California voters."

3. "The impact of our decisions
on the viability of continued
operation of plarnts at other
sites with altered seismo-
logical bases, such as San
Onofre, Pilgrim, etc."

4. "The impact of our decisions
on the viability of continued
operation of plants where it
is uncertain that the
capability exists to withstand
altered design bases in areas
other than scismic design,
such as containment structural
design, pipe whip inside
containment, spurious valve
failures, etc." January 1976



ACRS subcommittee meeting.

Staff and PG&E begin presen-
tation of views on adeguacy
of seismic design of Diablo
Canyon. May 21, 1976

ACRS subcommittee meeting.

Staff and PG&E continue

presentation of views on

adeaquacy cf seismic design

of Liablo Canyon. June 1976 -~

ACRS subcommittee meeting.
ACRS consultants present
critique of staff and

PGAE presentation. Generally
the consultants conclude:

1) The design response
spectre adopted by the
Regulatory Staff falls
short by as much as 50%
in depicting the 7.5
magnitude earthquake
sclccted by USGS as the

. Safe Shutdown Earthquake.

2) The conclusions are
based on poorly justified
modifications. The process .
"makes a mockery of the
seismic analyses and sets
a dangerous precedent." October 1976

PG&E begins reanalysis of plant
design consistent with new
criteria set by Staff. January 1977

Staff invites PG&E to make
application for an interim
operating license based on




demonstrating ‘1) the low
probability of an earthruake

resulting in radioactive

release at Diablo Canyon;

(2) a commitment to make

necessary changes; (3) an

evaluation of the practicality

of making needed changes to a

plant that has gone critical. March 1977

Unit 1 estimated to be

physicalliy complete by

April or May; Unit 2, by

December 1977 March 1977

ACRS mecting scheduled June 1977



