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Belmore: Nancy 

Prom: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Linda-

Powell, Amy 

Monday, March 18, 2013 5:45 PM 
Mike, Linda 

Weil, Jenny; Rihm, Roger; Remsburg, Kristy; Belmore, Nancy; Schmidt, Rebecca 
Closing LTR-13-0171 

OCA has sent Rep. Capps' staffer (Greg Haas) all of the information that he requested for the constituent. All 
of the information was contained in publicly available documents. Therefore, this ticket - reassigned to OCA -
can now be closed. 

Thanks, 
Amy 

Amy Powell 
Associate Director 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Office of Congressional Affairs 
Phone:301-415-1673 
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Remsburg, Kristy 

Fr\Jm: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Hello everyone, 

Weil, Jenny 
Friday, February 22, 2013 2:43 PM 
Mike, Linda; Jaegers, Cathy; Lewis, Antoinette; Remsburg, Kristy 
Schmidt, Rebecca; Powell, Amy 
FW: Letter to Congresswoman Capps regarding Diablo Canyon Seismic License Violation 
121812 A4NR-CAPPS-DDE-DE.pdf; 111312 Macfarlane02.pdf; 072612 Macfarlane01.pdf 

Please see the note below. A staffer to Rep. Lois Capps has asked NRC to respond to her 
constituent's inquiry about seismic data for the Diablo Canyon station. This should probably 
be marked for an EDO response. 

Thank you, 

Jenny 

-----Original Message-----
From: Haas, Greg [mailto:greg.haas@mail.house.gov] 
Sent: Friday, February 22, 2013 1:44 PM 
To: Wei!, Jenny 
Subject: FW: Letter to Congresswoman Capps regarding Diablo Canyon Seismic License Violation 

Jenny, 
Could you please look into this for our constituent? They have a request for information 
regarding recent seismic data collected and its application to the Design Basis Criteria for 
Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant. Please respond to me with any answers, thank you. 
Greg 

-----Original Message-----
From: David Weisman [mailto:davidweisman@charter.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, December 18, 2012 9:56 AM 
To: Haas, Greg 
Cc: shelly abajian@feinstein.senate.gov; terrance horner@epw.senate.gov; Harrison, Randolph 
Subject: Letter to Congresswoman Capps regarding Diablo Canyon Seismic License Violation 

Dear Greg: 
Attached is a letter to Congresswoman Capps regarding the unresolved seismic licensing basis 
issues and violations at Diablo Canyon nuclear plant (with backup letters attached). Would 
you kindly forward this to the attention of the Congresswoman? 
Kindly contact me if you have any questions regarding this. 
Thank you. 
DAVID WEISMAN 
Outreach Coordinator 
Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility 
ww.a4nr.org 

(805) 704-1810 
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AlliANCE FOR NUCLEAR RESPONSIBILITY 

December 18,2012 

The Honorable Lois Capps 
US Congress 
2231 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

PO Box 1328 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93406 
(858) 337-2703 
(805) 704-1810 
www.a4nr.org 

Re: Unresolved NRC license violation (seismic) at Diablo Canyon Nuclear Plant 

Dear Congresswoman Capps: 

On behalf of the Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility (A4NR), I am writing to ask that you make 
a direct inquiry of the Chairman Allison Macfarlane of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
regarding the resolution of an outstanding violation of the licensing requirements for the Diablo 
Canyon Nuclear Power Plant. 

In the days and months following the Fukushima disaster in Japan, your speeches and published 
editorials made clear your commitment to the residents in your district to insure that seismic 
safety at this nuclear plant was treated with utmost importance. In contrast, the NRC has failed 
to hold answerable the licensee, Pacific Gas & Electric, for an ongoing and unresolved violation 
of their seismic licensing requirements. With the discovery of the new Shoreline fault, PG&E 
was required under their NRC license to compare the effects of this new fault against not only 
the Hosgri fault, but against the two original design basis criteria, the "Design Earthquake" (DE) 
and the "Double Design Earthquake" (DDE). 

In August, 2011, NRC Region IV made this clear in a written rebuke, stating: 

New seismic information developed by the licensee is required to be evaluated 
against all three of the seismic design basis earthquakes and the assumptions used 
in the supporting safety analysis ... Comparison to the LTSP by itself is not 
sufficient to meet this requirement. 1 

1 Kriss M. Kennedy, NRC Director !RN, Division of Reactor Projects, Region IV, "Task 
Interface Agreement (TIA) -Concurrence on Diablo Canyon Seismic Qualification Current 
Licensing and Design Basis (TIA 2011-010), August 1, 2011, accessible at 



In both our July 26, and November 13, 2012 letters to Chairman Macfarlane, we reiterated our 
concern that PG&E had yet to comply with this licensing requirement. While this violation 
remains unresolved, the NRC has issued RIL 12-01, "Confirmatory Analysis of Seismic Hazard 
at the Diablo Canyon Power Plant from the Shoreline Fault Zone" (September 2012). which 
disingenuously attempts to focus attention on the larger vibratory ground motion assumed for the 
Hosgri design basis earthquake ("HE"), but ignores the significantly tougher damping 
assumptions required for the Design Earthquake ("DE") test and the Double Design Earthquake 
("DDE") test. The NRC acknowledges the risk in the cover letter accompanying the RIL 12-01: 

The NRC recognizes that using the DDE as the basis of comparison will 
most likely result in the Shoreline fault and the Hosgri earthquake being 
reported as having greater ground motion than the SSE. The staff has 
concluded that it is appropriate to include these scenarios, along with any 
new seismic information that may be developed, in the risk-informed, 
performance-based GMRS and then follow the process set forth in the 
March 12, 2012, request for information, to determine whether any 
additional regulatory action is needed. 2 

Thus far, our two requests to Chairman Macfarlane that PG&E and/or the NRC release the data 
for these required license conditions remain unanswered. At the NRC sponsored "open house" 
event to discuss the Shoreline Fault Report (November 28, 2012) NRC senior engineering 
seismologist Dr. Annie Kammerer told representatives from A4NR that PG&E had run this 
analysis and had provided the data required. A4NR representatives then asked for the 
information or a link to it, and were given no answer that evening. 

Congresswoman Capps, that a violation of the design basis at this facility can be approaching a 
second year without resolution leaves your local constituents as well as the broader electricity 
infrastructure of the state of California at risk. We are dependent on the oversight of our elected 
representatives to ensure that federal regulatory agencies are safeguarding the public. As the 
Fukushima analysis released by the Japanese Diet made clear, lack of transparency and collusion 
between regulators and licensees were major contributors to the unfolding disaster. We thank 
you in advance for your effort to secure this vital information. 

Yours truly, 

Is/ 
Rochelle Becker, 
Executive Director 

Attachments: A4NR letter to Allison Macfarlane, NRC, July 26, 2012 
A4NR letter to Allison Macfarlane, NRC, November 13, 2012 

2 Joseph M. Sebroksy, NRC, Sr. Projects Manager, Plant Licensing, Branch IV, Division of 
Operating Reactor Licensing, NRR, "Diablo Canyon Power Plant, Units Nos. 1. and 2- NRC 
Review of Shoreline Fault (TAC Nos. ME 5306 and ME 5307) October 12,2012 
accessible at .. '·'""·''+'-''-'+'-''~~~~~""'-'-~""'~·"'~'-'-'-'-"'"'-'-='""'-L'-!...~~:d...!...:"-""-'""'"-''·*"= 



ALLIANCE FOR NUCLEAR RESPONSIBILITY 

November 13, 2012 

Dr. Allison Macfarlane, Chair 
United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
11555 Rockville Pike 
Rockville, MD 20852 

PO Box 1328 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93406 
(858) 337-2703 
(805.) 704-1810 
www.a4nr.org 

Re: Research Information Letter 12-01 --Confirmatory Analysis of Seismic Hazard at the Diablo 
Canyon Power Plant from the Shoreline Fault Zone ("RIL 12-01") 

Dear Dr. Macfarlane: 

The Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility ("A4NR") wishes to alert you to three inexcusable 
deficiencies in the above-captioned report and to register our objection to the misleading press release 
("ADDITIONAL NRC ANALYSIS CONFIRMS EARTHQUAKE SAFETY AT DIABLO CANYON 
NUCLEAR POWER PLANT" - No. 12-112, October 12, 2012) that accompanied it. That these 
efforts have allowed an ongoing violation of the Diablo Canyon license to remain uncorrected--a 
violation first reported by NRC regional staff more than a year ago- is inexplicable. 

Deficiency 1. It has now been more than 15 months since the NRC regional staff's extraordinary 
written rebuke to PG&E for its truncated evaluation of new seismic information concerning the 2008 
discovery of the Shoreline Fault, located some 600 meters from the reactors at Diablo Canyon. The 
August 1, 2011 memorandum from Region IV minced no words: 

• Although the LTSP margin analysis demonstrated that the new Shoreline Fault Zone 
information was bounded by the Hosgri Event, the licensee didn't evaluate the new seismic 
information against the other two design basis earthquakes, the Design Earthquake and the 
Double Design Earthquake. 

• ... the plant safety analyses concluded that seismic qualification for certain structures, 
systems and components was more limiting for the Design Earthquake and Double Design 
earthquakes than for the Hosgri Event. 



• New seismic information developed by the licensee is required to be evaluated against 
all three of the seismic design basis earthquakes and the assumptions used in the supporting 
safety analysis . . . Comparison to the LTSP by itself is not sufficient to meet this 
requirement. 1 

RIL 12-01 disingenuously attempts to focus attention on the larger vibratory ground motion assumed 
for the Hosgri design basis earthquake ("HE"), but ignores the significantly tougher damping 
assumptions required for the Design Earthquake ("DE") test and the Double Design Earthquake 
("DDE") test. The magnitude of these differences is identified in the table included in Section 3. 7.1.3 
of Diablo Canyon's Final Safety Analysis Report Update: 

Type of Structure 

Containment structures and all internal concrete structures 
Other conventionally reinforced concrete structures 

above ground, such as shear walls or rigid frames 
Welded structural steel assemblies 
Bolted or riveted steel assemblies 
Mechanical components (PG&E purchased) 
Vital piping systems (except reactor coolant loop) 
Reactor coolant loop 
Replacement Steam Generators 
Integrated Head Assembly 
CRDMs (Unit 2) 
Foundation rocking (containment structure only) 

% of Critical Damping 
DE DDE HE 

2.0 

5.0 
1.0 
2.0 
2.0 
0.5 
1.0 
2.0 
4.0 
3.0 
5.0 

5.0 

5.0 
1.0 
2.0 
2.0 
0.5 
1.0 
4.0 
6.85 
4.0 
5.0 

7.0 

7.0 
4.0 
7.0 
4.0 
3.0 
4.0 
4.0 
6.85 
4.0 
NA 

Omission of any discussion in RIL 12-01 of the tri-partite test requirements of the Diablo Canyon 
license arouses considerable suspicion. In light of the earlier staff criticism of PG&E' s Shoreline Fault 
Zone assessment, this editorial sleight-of-hand verges on regulatory misconduct. What cannot be 
concealed is that PG&E has yet to produce the analysis of the Shoreline Fault required by the Diablo 
Canyon license. 

Deficiency 2. Apparently convinced that indications on the surface of the sea floor are 
determinative of what occurs at seismogenic depth, RIL 12-01 buries its most significant analytic 
shortcut on page 35: 

The NRC did not consider a scenario in which an earthquake on the Shoreline fault continues 
to rupture onto the Hosgri fault. Large earthquakes from simultaneous rupture on the two 
faults (i.e., those greater than M7) would produce large surface displacement, which are not 
evident in the geologic record. The NRC concludes that the lack of significant horizontal 
displacement across the Shoreline fault rules out the possibility of joint rupture. 

1 Kriss M. Kennedy, NRC Director IRA!, Division of Reactor Projects, Region IV, "Task Interface Agreement 
(TIA) - Concurrence on Diablo Canyon Seismic Qualification Current Licensing and Design Basis (TIA 2011-
010), August 1, 2011, accessible at http://pbadupws.rrrc.gov/docs/ML1121/MLJ l2130655.pdf 

?. 



Rather than patronize you, a professional geologist, with A4NR's lay opinions about the current 
significance multi-fault rupture plays in understanding large earthquakes, let me simply reference Slide 
22 from the presentation made at PG&E's SSHAC workshop last week by Dr. Jeanne Hardebeck2

, 

widely credited with having discovered the Shoreline Fault and repeatedly cited in RIL 12-01: 
"Doesn't seem prudent to rule out a Shoreline-Hosgri joint rupture; Mmax~7.2." 

Deficiency 3. RIL 12-01 goes to some length in describing how the NRC staff assembled five 
scenarios for its deterministic seismic hazard assessment. The three middle scenarios were 
characterized as "found within the PG&E logic tree." Another (Scenario 1) established a lower, 
"aseismic" bound with a magnitude of M5.9. A fifth (Scenario 5) extended the Shoreline Fault 
southeast along a magnetic lineament "hypothesized as . . . representing the maximum permissible 
length" and established an upper bound with a magnitude of M6.9. Declaring simply that Scenario 5 
"is not supported as well as other scenarios by the data", RIL 12-01 abruptly dismisses Scenario 5 as 
"speculative" and opts instead for a "a more realistic, though still conservative" M6.7 derived from 
Scenarios 3 and 4. A4NR finds this discussion highly conclusory and considers it peculiar that a range 
of M values was not fully analyzed. Given the larger concerns identified in Deficiency 1 and 
Deficiency 2 above, the aroma of reverse engineering is impossible to dispel. 

A4NR has other concerns with RIL 12-01, particularly the degree to which the ground motion analysis 
is largely untethered from site-related data, but we are more troubled by the implied purpose of the 
report itself. What started with detection by regional NRC staff of PG&E's significant failure to 
analyze new seismic information (i.e., discovery of the Shoreline Fault Zone) in the manner required 
by the Diablo Canyon license, somehow transformed into a corner-cutting, eyes-averting minimization 
of risk - coronated with a celebratory press release. What message must this send to enforcement 
staff? 

This unseemly cheerleading is unworthy of a regulatory agency aspiring to the confidence of 
Californians who depend upon the NRC for objective, thorough analysis. You may not have been in 
your position long enough to bear any direct responsibility for this disgrace, but surely you have some 
duty to correct it. 

Sincerely, 
Is/ 

Rochelle Becker 
Executive Director 

cc: U.S. Senator Dianne Feinstein 
U.S. Senator Barbara Boxer 
Congresswoman Lois Capps 
California Energy Commission Chair Robert B. Weisenmiller 

2 Dr. Hardebeck is a USGS geophysicist and the recipient of the Presidential Early Career Award for 
Scientists and Engineers (2009), the James B. Macelwane Medal of the American Geophysical Union 
(2007), and the Charles F. Richter Early Career Award of the Seismological Society of America (2006). 



ALLIANCE FOR NUCLEAR RESPONSIBILITY 

July 26, 2012 

Dr. Allison Macfarlane, Chair 
United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
11555 Rockville Pike 
Rockville, MD 20852 

Dear Dr. Macfarlane: 

PO Box 1328 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93406 
(858) 337-2703 
(805) 704-1810 
www.a4nr.org 

I want to congratulate you on your recent appointment and compliment your insightful testimony 
this week before the House Subcommittee on Environment and the Economy. Your professional 
grounding in geology fills a longstanding void among NRC members that is particularly meaningful 
to the Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility (A4NR). 

As you may be aware, our exclusive focus is the two seismic outliers among the NRC's licensed 
reactor sites, Diablo Canyon and San Onofre. 

It has now been one year since the NRC staff's extraordinary written rebuke to PG&E for blatant 
deficiencies in its evaluation of new seismic information concerning the 2008 discovery of the 
Shoreline Fault, located some 600 meters from the reactors at Diablo Canyon. The August 1, 2011 
memorandum from Region IV minced no words: 

• Although the LTSP margin analysis demonstrated that the new Shoreline Fault Zone 
information was bounded by the Hosgri Event, the licensee didn't evaluate the new seismic 
information against the other two design basis earthquakes, the Design Earthquake and the 
Double Design Earthquake. 

• ... the plant safety analyses concluded that seismic qualification for certain structures, 
systems and components was more limiting for the Design Earthquake and Double Design 
earthquakes than for the Hosgri Event. 

• New seismic information developed by the licensee is required to be evaluated against all 
three of the seismic design basis earthquakes and the assumptions used in the supporting 
safety analysis ... Comparison to the LTSP by itself is not sufficient to meet this 
requirement. 1 

1 Kriss M. Kennedy, NRC Director !RN, Division of Reactor Projects, Region IV, "Task Interface 
Agreement (TIA) - Concurrence on Diablo Canyon Seismic Qualification Current Licensing and 
Design Basis (TIA 2011-010), August 1, 2011, accessible at 



A4NR has been particularly distressed that, when confronted with this license infraction less than 
five months after Fukushima, PG&E's instinctive response was to ignore the NRC's requirement 
for evaluation against the two more demanding elements of Diablo Canyon's license. Instead, the 
utility chose to quietly submit a License Amendment Request2 to simply eliminate these more 
stringent tests. 

As required by federal securities law, PG&E acknowledged the seriousness of this standoff with the 
NRC staff in its November 3, 2011, 10-Q filing with the Securities and Exchange Commission: 

.. . in early August 2011, the NRC found that a report submitted by the Utility to the NRC on 
January 7, 2011 to provide updated seismological information did not conform to the 
requirement of the current Diablo Canyon operating license. On October 21, 2011, the 
Utility filed a request that the NRC amend the operating license to address this issue. If the 
NRC does not approve the request the Utility could be required to perform additional 
analyses of Diablo Canyon's seismic design which could indicate that modifications to 
Diablo Canyon would be required to address seismic design issues. The NRC could order 
the Utility to cease operations until the modifications were made or the Utility could 
voluntarily cease operations if it determined that the modifications were not economical or 
feasible. 3 

The fourth quarter 2011 NRC onsite inspections at Diablo Canyon identified the same evaluative 
deficiency, albeit in the type of backsliding language A4NR has come to associate with the NRC's 
look-the-other-way oversight of the plant: 

The inspectors determined that the licensee's failure to promptly evaluate the new seismic 
, information against the plant design and licensing bases was a performance deficiency. The 
finding was more than minor because the performance deficiency was associated with the 
Mitigating Systems Cornerstone initial design control attribute and affected the cornerstone 
objective to ensure the availability, reliability, and capability of systems that respond to 
initiating events to prevent undesirable consequences. The senior reactor analyst evaluated 
the significance of the finding using a Phase 3 analysis because the inspectors were unable 
to confirm that the operability of plant systems was not impacted. The senior reactor analyst 
concluded that the finding was of very low risk significance (Green) because no significant 
change in overall core damage frequency resultedfrom the new seismic hazards. This 
finding had a cross-cutting aspect in the area of human performance associated with the 
decision-making component because the licensee used non-conservative assumptions in 
deciding not to evaluate the new seismic information against the current plant design and 
licensing bases [H.1.(b)] (Section 1R15.2).4 

More recently, the NRC staff has suggested to A4NR that the seismic evaluation process initiated 
for all licensees pursuant to 10 CFR 50.54(f) on March 12, 2012 raises "a possibility that PG&E 

2 PG&E, "License Amendment Request 11-05, 'Evaluation Process for New Seismic Information and Clarifying the 
Diablo Canyon Power Plant Safe Shutdown Earthquake,"'October 20, 2011, accessible at 

PG&E Corporation, Form 10-Q filing, November 3, 2011, p. 63. 
4 Neil O'Keefe, NRC Branch Chief, Project Branch B, Division of Reactor Projects, February 14, 
2012, p. 5, accessible at ~~~~~~~~~~~~~Y-..!..!2-!.!c~~~~~~ 



may withdraw the amendment."5 This would be consistent with what a PG&E official admitted 
April18, 2012 under cross-examination in a California Public Utilities Commission proceeding: "I 
believe it has a potential to provide a different mechanism for being able to address the points raised 
under the license amendment request. It may provide a path to rescind the license amendment. "6 

The same PG&E official testified that the 50.54(±) process would extend the evaluation of a new 
seismic hazard by six years, or to March 12, 2018.7 

A4NR is hopeful that you will quickly rectify this unconscionable situation. We doubt that PG&E 
has failed to evaluate the Shoreline Fault information against the two more demanding elements of 
the plant's seismic design basis, but find it quite plausible that the company would refuse to submit 
this analysis to the NRC because of dissatisfaction with the assessment. We are unable to evaluate 
the seriousness of this omission, and so are you, until PG&E is required to adhere to the terms of its 
license. 

We ask that the NRC do so immediately. 

Sincerely, 

/s/ 

Rochelle Becker 
Executive Director 

cc: U.S. Senator Dianne Feinstein 
U.S. Senator Barbara Boxer 
Congresswoman Lois Capps 
California Energy Commission Chair Robert B. Weisenmiller 

5 Joseph Sebrosky, NRC Project Manager (Diablo Canyon Power Plant), Division of Operating 
Reactor Licensing, email to Rochelle Becker, A4NR Executive Director, May 24, 2012. 
6 Jearl Strickland, PG&E Director of Nuclear Projects, CPUC Transcript in A.l0-0 1-014, April 18, 
2012, p. 52. 
7 Ibid., p. 53. 



Remsburg, Kristy 

From: Craver, Patti 
Sent: 
To: 

Tuesday, February 26, 2013 9:47 AM 
Jaegers, Cathy 

Cc: Remsburg, Kristy; Mike, Linda 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

FW: letter to Congresswoman Capps regarding Diablo Canyon Seismic License Violation 
121812 A4NR-CAPPS-DDE-DE.pdf; 111312 Macfarlane02.pdf; 072612 Macfarlane01.pdf 

Importance: High 

Hi Cathy, 

NRR did not respond to these two green tickets. See the reason why in the below email. 

Thanks, 
Patti 

-----Original Message----
From: Markley, Michael 
Sent: Tuesday, February 26, 2013 7:25 AM 
To: Craver, Patti 
Cc: Lund, Louise; Sebrosky, Joseph 
Subject: FW: Letter to Congresswoman Capps regarding Diablo Canyon Seismic License Violation 
Importance: High 

Patti, 

We chose not to respond to the letters from the Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility for the 
reasons described below. 

Mike 

-----Original Message----
From: Sebrosky, Joseph 
Sent: Monday, February 25, 2013 4:32 PM 
To: Markley, Michael 
Cc: OKeefe, Neil; Hipschman, Thomas; Polickoski, James; Micewski, Laura 
Subject: FW: Letter to Congresswoman Capps regarding Diablo Canyon Seismic License Violation 
Importance: High 

Mike, 

The purpose of this email is to provide the rationale for not responding to the 7/26/12 and 
11/13/12 A4NR letters. I have not previously seen the 12/18/12 letter sent to Congresswoman 
Capps office and I believe the first mention of the letter is from Mr. Haas in his email 
dated 2/22/2013 below to Jenny Weil. Anyway, we did not specifically respond to the 7/26/12 
and 11/13/12 letters and closed the tickets with no action on our part. We also did not 
respond to a 12/12/12 A4NR letter providing their assessment of our November 28, 2012, public 
meeting see 
https://adamsxt.nrc.gov/WorkplaceXT/getContent?objectStoreName=Main. __ .Library&id=current&vsi 
d={3F2FEB77-C37C-46E8-92DB-3275CAE8D6C6}&objectType=document 

1 



The basis for not specifically responding to the 7/26/12 and 11/13/12 A4NR letters include 
not getting into a letter writing campaign with the A4NR about the issues, the ongoing 
litigation on license renewal in this area, and the publicly available information that 
address their underlying questions. The publicly available information that addresses their 
questions include the following: 

1) For the 7/26/12 letter- at the time of the letter we had indicated that there was a 
possibility that the license amendment would be withdrawn based on the March 12, 2012, 
request for information (Ms Becker references a conversation I had with her in May of 2012 to 
this end). As stated in the October 12, 2012, publicly available letter that informed the 
licensee of the Shoreline Fault report the NRC identified the path forward for addressing new 
seismic information in accordance with the March 12, 2012, request for information see: 
https://adamsxt.nrc.gov/WorkplaceXT/getContent?objectStoreName=Main. __ .Library&id=current&vsi 
d=%7bFBE2224F-C873-464C-9917-DA56C36207B5%7d&objectType=document 

PG&E withdrew it license amendment in an October 25, 2012, letter which cited the NRC's 
October 12, 2012, letter as the basis for the license amendment no longer being needed see 
https://adamsxt.nrc.gov/WorkplaceXT/getContent?objectStoreName=Main. __ .Library&id=current&vsi 
d={4CA02389-DDAC-426B-917C-D292D3C23FEE}&objectType=document 
We acknowledged the withdrawal of the license amendment in a October 31, 2012 letter which is 
also publicly available see 
https://adamsxt.nrc.gov/WorkplaceXT/getContent?objectStoreName=Main. __ .Library&id=current&vsi 
d={69FB60DA-5Ale-459A-BCEA-2B443492DC15}&objectType=document 

2) For the 11/13/12 letter, we did not respond to this letter because we did not deem it 
necessary. The 11/13/12 letter was specifically mentioned in the Chairman's briefing package 
associated with her Diablo site visit. 
https://adamsxt.nrc.gov/WorkplaceXT/getContent?objectStoreName=Main. __ .Library&id=current&vsi 
d={F7E13BD1-A324-4CF0-BAEB-11DDF5B13E27}&objectType=document 
As part of the briefing package there is specific mention of this letter with the following 
caution: 

"The Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility sent a letter to the Chairman dated November 13, 
2e12, (see Tab lea of the briefing package), discussing three deficiencies the Alliance sees 
with the NRC's treatment of issues related to the Shoreline Fault. It was determined that a 
response to this letter from the NRC was not appropriate. This issue is expected to be 
raised during the planned discussion with Alliance. These are complex issues that the staff 
has discussed in detail and is confident in those actions and conclusions. It is suggested 
that the Chairman listen to those concerns, possibly offer to respond to the letter in 
writing, but not attempt to address them during this meeting." 

In addition, the TIA that is referenced in the 11/13/12 A4NR letter was superseded by another 
publicly available TIA issued on November 19, 2012, see 
https://adamsxt.nrc.gov/WorkplaceXT/getContent?objectStoreName=Main. __ .Library&id=current&vsi 
d={A7F73A39-1455-4421-B36e-A9C71DF8DD1e}&objectType=document 

I do not believe we should revisit our decision on responding to the A4NR letters because I 
believe the basis for not responding to the letters remains valid. We also did not get a 
specific tasking from the Chairman's office based on her January 15, 2e13, meeting with A4NR 
to discuss Diablo issues with them. 

Please let me know if you have any questions or if you think I am missing something. 

Thanks, 

Joe 
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-----Original Message----
From: Markley, Michael 
Sent: Monday, February 25, 2013 1:05 PM 
To: Sebrosky, Joseph 
Cc: Polickoski, James 
Subject: FW: Letter to Congresswoman Capps regarding Diablo Canyon Seismic License Violation 
Importance: High 

Do you want to chase this? 

-----Original Message-----
From: RidsNrrMailCenter Resource 
Sent: Monday, February 25, 2013 11:21 AM 
To: Markley, Michael 
Subject: FW: Letter to Congresswoman Capps regarding Diablo Canyon Seismic License Violation 
Importance: High 

Hi Mike 

Before I respond by to the EDO mailroom, I just wanted to confirm that the staff did not 
respond to G20120568/LTR-12-0373 and G20120827/LTR-12-0669 on Diablo Canyon Seismic issue. 

See emails below. 

Thanks much, 
Patti 

-----Original Message----
From: Jaegers, Cathy 
Sent: Friday, February 22, 2013 4:58 PM 
To: RidsNrrMailCenter Resource 
Cc: Boyer, Rachelj Remsburg, Kristyj Lewis, Antoinettej Mike, Linda 
Subject: FW: Letter to Congresswoman Capps regarding Diablo Canyon Seismic License Violation 
Importance: High 

Patti: 

The two LTR's that were mentioned below (LTR-12-0373 and LTR-12-0669) were assigned to NRR. 
Can you please let us know if the staff prepared a response to either. 

LTR-12-0373 was assigned an appropriate action under G20120568. And LTR-12-0669 was provided 
and referenced G20120827. 

Thank you, 
Cathy 

-----Original Message----
From: Remsburg, Kristy 
Sent: Friday, February 22, 2013 3:00 PM 
To: Jaegers, Cathyj Boyer, Rachel 
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Cc: Lewis, Antoinette; Mike, Linda 
Subject: FW: Letter to Congresswoman Capps regarding Diablo Canyon Seismic License Violation 
Importance: High 

Cathy and Rachel, 

I found these two (7/26/12 and 11/13/12) incoming items in STARS as LTR-12-0373 and LTR-12-
0669. They were assigned to EDO for Appropriate Action. I searched ADAMS and do not see a 
response to either letter but wanted to double check that that is correct before providing to 
Annette. 

Let me know. 

Thanks, 
Kristy 

-----Original Message----
From: Weil, Jenny 
Sent: Friday, February 22, 2013 2:43 PM 
To: Mike, Linda; Jaegers, Cathy; Lewis, Antoinette; Remsburg, Kristy 
Cc: Schmidt, Rebecca; Powell, Amy 
Subject: FW: Letter to Congresswoman Capps regarding Diablo Canyon Seismic License Violation 

Hello everyone, 

Please see the note below. A staffer to Rep. Lois Capps has asked NRC to respond to her 
constituent's inquiry about seismic data for the Diablo Canyon station. This should probably 
be marked for an EDO response. 

Thank you, 

Jenny 

-----Original Message-----
From: Haas, Greg [mailto:greg.haas@mail.house.gov] 
Sent: Friday, February 22, 2013 1:44 PM 
To: Weil, Jenny 
Subject: FW: Letter to Congresswoman Capps regarding Diablo Canyon Seismic License Violation 

Jenny, 
Could you please look into this for our constituent? They have a request for information 
regarding recent seismic data collected and its application to the Design Basis Criteria for 
Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant. Please respond to me with any answers, thank you. 
Greg 

-----Original Message-----
From: David Weisman [mailto:davidweisman@charter.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, December 18, 2012 9:56 AM 
To: Haas, Greg 
Cc: shelly_abajian@feinstein.senate.gov; terrance_horner@epw.senate.gov; Harrison, Randolph 
Subject: Letter to Congresswoman Capps regarding Diablo Canyon Seismic License Violation 

Dear Greg: 
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Attached is a letter to Congresswoman Capps regarding the unresolved seismic licensing basis 
issues and violations at Diablo Canyon nuclear plant (with backup letters attached). Would 
you kindly forward this to the attention of the Congresswoman? 
Kindly contact me if you have any questions regarding this. 
Thank you. 
DAVID WEISMAN 
Outreach Coordinator 
Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility 
ww.a4nr.org 

(885) 784-1818 
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