. ‘,»wnc%'o <O~ 20(,’36' 1362_

. UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

Y
&)

! WASHINGTON, D.C. 208850001
s, & February 6, 1997

-
LA TE B

%

“’ ata "'

Mr. Stephen Dwyer

c/o Robert Sanregret, Esq.
17621 Irvine Blvd. #100
Tustin, CA 92780

Dear Mr. Dwyer:

This Tetter acknowledges receipt of your December 10, 1996, letter, in which
you supplement your September 22, 1996, request that the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (NRC) shut down the San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station (SONGS)
"as soon as possible" pending a complete review of the “"new seismic risk." On
November 22, 1996, the Acting Director of the Office of Nuclear Reactor
Regulation issued a letter denyin? your request for immediate action, but
indicated that the staff will evaluate the matters raised in the petition
within a reasonabie time pursuant to 10 CFR 2.206.

Your December 10, 1996, letter enclosed a brief paper on the "Uncertainties of
Seismic Risk Modeling," and you indicate that additional information
supporting your assertion that a new seismic risk exists at the SONGS site
will be submitted to the staff in the near future. Since you imply in your
December 10, 1996, letter that there is significantly more information that
you plan to present to the staff in support of your petition, we are
temporarily suspending our review of your petition until such time as you have
provided all the information you wish to be considered in the staff’s fina)
decision regarding your petition. As a point of information, the 2.206
petition process is not iterative in nature, rather the process is design»d so
that the appropriate office director issues a decision on your petition and,
if warranted, the NRC takes appropriate actiorn after an evaluation of all the
supporting information. In that light, it is incumbent upon you to submit al)
the information you desire the NRC to evaluate in support of your petition.

You also expressed a concern in your December 10, 1996, letter that the
staff’'s denial of your immediate request to shut down the SONGS units did not
afford you an opportunity to provide information supporting your petition. In
order to provide you with a timely response to your request for immediate
action, the staff could not delay our response until additional information
was provided by you. However, our denial of your request for immediate action
does not preclude the possibility of granting such a request based on further
evaluation by the staff and/or based on additional information provided by you
on this issue. Enclosed for your information is a pamphlet on the 10 CFR
2.206 petition process.
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Mr. Stephen Dwyer -2 - February 6, 1997

Please let us know your schedule for submitting all the information you intend
to provide to support your petition. This will allow the staff to schedule
the necessary staff resources to promptly evaluate this information.

Sincerely,
“leinal sigoed by
Fraok J. Mireglis
Frank J. Miraglia, Acting Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Enclosure: Public Petition Process
(NUREG/BR-0200)

cc w/o encl: See next page
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Mr. Stephen Dwyer

February 6, 1997

ector/San Onofre NPS
ear Regulatory Commission

Mr. Harold B. Ray

cc w/o encl:
Mr. R. W. Krieger, Vice President Resident Ins
Southern California Edison Company c/o U.S. Nuc
San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station Post Office Box 4329
P. 0. Box 128 San Clemente, California 92674
San Clemente, California 92674-0128
Mayor
Chairman, Board of Supervisors City of San Clemente
County of San Diego 100 Avenida Presidio
1600 Pacific Highway, Room 335 San Clemente, California 92677
San Diego, California 92101
Alan R. Watts, Esq. Executive Vice President
Woodruff, Spradlin & Smart Southern California Edison Company
701 S. Parker St. No. 7000 P.0. Box 128
Orange, California 92668-4702 San Clemente, California 92674-0128

Mr. Sherwin Harris

Resource Project Manager
Public Utilities Department
City of Riverside

3900 Main Street

Riverside, California 92522

Dr. Harvey Collins, Chief
Division of Drinking Water

and Environmental Management
California Department of Health Services
P. 0. Box 942732
Sacramento, California 94234-7320

Regional Administrator, Region IV
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Harris Tower & Pavilion

611 Ryan Plaza Drive, Suite 400
Arlington, Texas 76011-8064

Mr. Terry Ninter

Manager, Power Operaticns

San Diego Gas & Electric Company
P.0. Box 1831

San Diego, California 92112-4150

Mr. Steve Hsu

Radiologic Health Branch

State Department of Health Services
Post Office Box 942732

Sacramento, California 94234
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Dec. 10, 1996

Dr. Shirey Jackson and

Frank J. Miraglia, Jr., Adting Director

Office Of Nuclesr Reactor Reguistion
U. 8. Nuciesr Regulstory Commission
Washington D. C. 20555-0001

Deer Dr. Jackso™ and Mr. Miragiia,

| have finally recieved your letter of Nov. 22, 1098 in which Mr. Miraglia denied my request that

the SONGS be iImmediately shul down pending a more thorough review of the seismic risks.

| was toid that there wouid be a petition process during which | assumed that | would be able to

present information and deta. | now assume thet the request for a shutdown is separate from the
pstition process end that is why your denial was issued first. | think that you shouid have at least
st me submit something before this decision was mede.

M. Miraglia then used some other SCE data to substantiste his denial and hasty conclusions.
He stated that there is insufficient evidence to warant immediate action, but | have not had the
chance 10 submil any evidence yet! He siso stated that he will evaluate my allegations, but |
have not even had the chance 1o submit any yet! Even if my request is to separated into two

parts, an emergency part and 8 lengthier petition process. it shouid be made clearer to whom
and when information is to be submitied

I have enclosed & brief pape! on the"Uncertainties of Seismic Risk Modelling”. This is onty the

beginning of what will be presented. | will also submit an outiine of the matens! to be presented
S00N.

May | make comections or additions 10 the Notice that is being published in the Federa! Register?
No information was included about this part of the process either.

If these procedural misunderstandings and tactics are typical of your handling of emergency and
other requests, | pray they improve before we procede |f they are indicative of a systematic
administrative problem, then not only is €. California in denger, but the rest of the country.
Since this is an emergency situstion, please call or e-mail 10 facilitate with these procedural
matters. Lets use regular mall for documents.

Sincerety,

ist
o/o Robert A. Sanregre’, Esq.
17621 trvine Bivd. #100
Tustin, CA 92780

(T14) 731-1335

(714) 731-3745 Fx
$MAGwAC net

ene . \h\‘ﬂ‘h‘m‘, Factors




12711796 1%:103

WFMMWMWMM.MM

mmuummuuwmmhwmmmm. This
ummm-mmnu.o.m.uu.mmm.m.1-
20-98). Mmmmmmm.vmwmmmmm
hazard sress. Acoeierstions of 0.4g (pge), 1.0g (0.3-sec SA), and 0.5g(1-sec SA) can ooour
nearty everywhere. Higher acoslerations ocour near all of the known fault zones. Simiiar figures
mummm.mma.cmm.m-mm,w.m.m

history of the science. wmqo.ncmnmmmmsmmrmmm
of over 350 miles! vu,mnmm-wmmmmmm
mmmmut.cm.mm-r-mauawunmmmwmu
mmmmmmm.mmm. We need 10
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dramatically increased with each event.
mmmmnmmms.mmmummm
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probably be much graater than the San Francisco Quake, M=8+
mnm.mawnmaoumum,mmmm.

List Of Beismic Analysis Uncertainties

1. How to quantify slip rates and maximum magnitudes along with their uncertainties for all fault
SOUres.
A mwmummmnwmmmm
. What ssismogenic zone widths 1o use for various fault zones.
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“A" zones).

8 kamommamwhtMMI.
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(M >8) ssrthquakes.
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surprises with esch event. mmmndmlmlmmmm
wmnalmmmmmmmm.mmmmwmou
socurecy of the results and the velue of the “Predictions® In fact, various other non
mathematical modeis for prediction and mitigation have a better track recond. The "model™ that |
mmumummwmlmwmmm
wmmmummmm.mMMummmm
m-:.mm-m'mnmnwmwmm. This “model® has an
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R is my understanding only @ “Probablistic” calculation was gone, besed on some simple
assumed perameters X appraently concludes that the old caicuistions made in an earkier
seismology era are still reiatively valid. Additionsl calculations of the true maximum event

or & "Deterministic” calculation were not done. Additional parameters, &ssumptions and vanous
combinations of these were not modeled end run in 8 Dynamic, Sequential wey New lecniques
could show better what actually could take place s the quake event unfokis. Not only the
struciural features, but aiso the soll, rock, Givil engineering, herware, plumbing, electrics! and
especisity human situations need 10 be evalusted in 8 Realistic Scenario Analysis. | don believe
that anything like this has been done. it should be if we are to spproach resiity and get beyond
simplistic mathematical calculations. Also, the risks should not be taken uritil these more
mwmmscmnamwaw‘m.mmmmumwm
down pending the results, and not continue “Siatus Quo” while we debete the need for further
studies. This cument situstion is neither scientific nor safe. The seismic risks 1o this plant are
the greatest of any curmently opereting plant in the workd.

Not only should the plant be temporily shut down, but aiso the waste storage situstion should be
deall with as an "immediate Emergency Hazsrd”. The waste should be prepared for trangport
out of the 6. California Ssismic Zone. | believe that several temporary siies are avaiiable.
Almost anypiece s safer than in 8 pool st the beach! This faciiity for storing waste was never
dsigned for the cument usages and this is totalty unacceptable and a violstion of numerous
rules, reguiations, laws, human rights and basic common sense. The waste should be shipped s
$00n a3 possible, 10 the Nevada Test Site, Palo Verde Plant, or some other site awey from
dense population centers, water sources and the San Andreas Fault! We need to set the
exampie for other faciiities. This operation should be state of the &n. If this isn possible, then it
should be shut down permanently.

Millions of people are at risk, the Pacific Ocean is i risk and the future of America is at risk.
This Is & crime against Humanity and the Planet!
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