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Benner, Eric

From: Bloomer. Tamara
Sent: Tuesday, August 26, 2014 9:35 AM
To: Ostendorff, William
Cc: Cubbage, Amy; Benner, Eric
Subject: web post of Diablo Canyon DPO

Friends of the Earth has posted the document on our website at: www.foe.orgdiablo.

Tamara E. Bloomer
Policy Advisor for Materials
Office of Commissioner Ostendorff
301-415-2896
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Status of Diablo Canyon OPO - this Is all we can say Dublicly at this time

" The DPO panel is comprised of three Independent staff members who have not
previously worked on the seismic issues at Diablo Canyon (and one of which had been
recommended by the DPO submitter).

" The DPO panel forwarded its results to Eric Leeds on April 3, 2014.

" Eric Leeds has reviewed the panel's recommendation and supporting basis and has
made a decision on the DPO.

o The DPO decision is currently considered pre-decisional.

o The DPO submitter has a right to appeal the decision to the EDO.

Next steps:

* If the decision is not appealed, the DPO process is complete.

o If the DPO submitter requests that the DPO be made public, it would become
public.

" If the decision is appealed, once the EDO has rendered a decision on the appeal, the
DPO process would be complete.

o If the DPO submitter requests that the DPO be made public, it would become
public.

P-2



Marsh, Molly

From: Ostendorff, William
Sent Tuesday, October 07, 2014 2:20 PM
To: Marsh, Molly
Subject: FW: info: cover letter transmitting diablo canyon state of california report
Attachments: cover letter transimitting diablo canyon state of california report.pdf

From: Cubbage, Amy
Sent: Wednesday, September 10, 2014 3:56 PM
To: Ostendorff, William
Cc: Benner, Eric; Bloomer, Tamara
Subject: FW: Info: cover letter transmitting diablo canyon state of california report

Sir - Another update this afternoon - PGE submitted the "Central Coastal California Seismic Imaging Project"
report today.

As we discussed earlier in the week, the Shoreline fault is longer and more capable than previously
determined.

PG&E concluded that "the ground motions from updated shoreline fault and other regional faults remain less
than-the Hosgri Design Ground Motions for which the plant was evaluated and demonstrated reasonable
assurance of safety."
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Remsburg, Kristy

From: Gilles, Nanette
Sent: Monday, June 02, 2014 1:57 PM
To: Apostolakis, George
Cc: Sosa, Belkys; Davis, Roger; Baggett, Steven
Subject FW: FYI: Diablo Canyon DPO info
Attachments: ML14140A225.pdf; DPO Panel Report.pdf

FYI, Eric signed out the final DPO Panel report on the DPO from the former Diablo Canyon Senior Resident

Inspector related to the treatment of the Shoreline fault by the staff. I have saved the report and transmittal
memo to the EPW hearing folder (as well as to the Seismic folder for Diablo) on G. Here are the panel's

summary conclusions:

The Panel concluded that there was not a significant or immediate concern with the current
understanding of seismic safety of the DCNPP The Panel also concluded that the seismic
licensing history at DCNPP is extremely complex and that the licensee, the U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (NRC) staff, and you were unable to make an appropriate range of
comparisons between the plant's licensing basis and new seismic information. The Panel
acknowledged that you were a positive contributor to the staff and the licensee on seismic
safety at DCNPP. As a result of your DPO additional information was developed by the
licensee to clearly demonstrate that potential ground motions from nearby faults would not
exceed the levels of ground motion already considered during the design and licensing of the
plant,

In addition, the Panel concluded that the licensee and the staff followed its processes for
technical specification operability of plant equipment and Title 1 0, Code of Federal Regulations
50 .59 evaluations with a reasonable technical and safety rationale.

Finally, the Panel concluded that the lack of formal regulatory guidance for evaluating new
information on natural hazards appears to be a contributing cause in creating many of the
differing interpretations for the potential significance of this information, along with confusion
with regard to the regulatory process for evaluating the impact of new seismic information on
system operability.

After considering all the information, I have concluded that this is not a safety significant issue
as independent groups (as documented in Research Information Letter 12-01 and the DPO
Panel report) have verified that the new seismic information is bounded within the existing
analysis for DCNPP. Further, during our discussion you indicated that you defer judgment of
the safety significance of this issue to the NRC technical staff who are trained and qualified to
make those judgments. Finally. I agree with the Panel report with respect to its assessment of
your technical concerns.

Outside of Scope
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SNUCLEA UNITED STATES
0, NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, o,C 20555-0001

o° May 29, 2014

MEMORANDUM TO: Michael S. Peck, Senior Reactor Technical Instructor
Reactor Technical Training Branch 8
Office of the Chief Human Capital Officer

FROM: Eric J. Leeds, Directo , ,

Office of Nuclear Reactor ulation

SUBJECT: DIFFERING PROFESSIONAL OPINION INVOLVING SEISMIC
ISSUES AT DIABLO CANYON (DPO-2013-002)

On July 19, 2013, in accordance with Management Directive 10.159, 'The NRC Differing
Professional Opinions Program", you submitted a differing professional opinion (DPO)
concerning seismic issues at the Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant (DCNPP) (DPO-2013-
002). Specifically, your DPO states that there is less than adequate corrective actions to
incorporate the new seismic information into the current licensing basis and that the licensee
has failed to demonstrate that the plant technical specification required structures, systems, and
components (SSCs) are operable. The purpose of this memorandum is to respond to your
DPO

On September 3, 2013, 1 established a DPO Ad Hoc Review Panel (the Panel) and tasked them
to meet with you, review your DPO submittal, and issue a DPO report, including conclusions
and recommendations to me regarding the disposition of the issues presented in your DPO.
The Panel initially met with you on October 23, 2013 to establish a concise statement of your
concerns. On April 3, 2014, after reviewing the applicable documents, completing internal
interviews of relevant individuals and completing their deliberations, the Panel issued their
report to me.

Following receipt of their report, I provided a copy of the report to you for your review. On
April 21, 2014, I talked to you by telephone to discuss the Panel's report and to get your insights
and comments. You provided me additional Insights into your concerns and your thoughts for
resolving the issues concerning DCNPP.

In order to make a decision with regard to your DPO, I reviewed the Panel's report, met with the
Panel, talked with you, and then re-considered your comments to me.

The Panel concluded that there was not a significant or immediate concern with the current
understanding of seismic safety of the DCNPP. The Panel also concluded that the seismic
licensing history at DCNPP is extremely complex and that the licensee, the U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (NRC) staff, and you were unable to make an appropriate range of
comparisons between the plant's licensing basis and new seismic information. The Panel
acknowledged that you were a positive contributor to the staff and the licensee on seismic
safety at DCNPP. As a result of your DPO additional information was developed by the
licensee to clearly demonstrate that potential ground motions from nearby faults would not
exceed the levels of ground motion already considered during the design and licensing of the
plant.



M. Peck - 2-

In addition, the Panel concluded that the licensee and the staff followed its processes for
technical specification operability of plant equipment and Title 10, Code of Federal Regulations
50.59 evaluations with a reasonable technical and safety rationale.

Finally, the Panel concluded that the lack of formal regulatory guidance for evaluating new
information on natural hazards appears to be a contributing cause in creating many of the
differing interpretations for the potential significance of this information, along with confusion
with regard to the regulatory process for evaluating the impact of new seismic information on
system operability.

After considering all the information, I have concluded that this is not a safety significant issue
as independent groups (as documented in Research Information Letter 12-01 and the DPO
Panel report) have verified that the new seismic information is bounded within the existing
analysis for DCNPP. Further, during our discussion you indicated that you defer judgment of
the safety significance of this issue to the NRC technical staff who are trained and qualified to
make those judgments. Finally, I agree with the Panel report with respect to its assessment of
your technical concerns.

Nevertheless, your examination of this issue in the context of the DCNPP experience has re-
enforced to me that the NRC hasn't been definitive in how new information on natural hazards
should be considered in the regulatory process. I believe that the work currently underway on
the Fukushima Near Term Task Force Recommendations 2.1 (re-evaluation of seismic and
flooding hazards) and 2.2 (require licensees to confirm seismic and flooding hazards every 10
years) will address this issue.

A summary of the OPO will be included in the Weekly Information Report (when the case is
closed) to advise interested employees of the outcome. Based on your interest in this area,
please contact the Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation Technical Assistant, Trent Wertz
(trentwertz(nrcgov), if you would like to be placed on distribution for all meeting notices,
summaries, and correspondence related to Fukushima Near Term Task Force
Recommendations 2.1 and 2.2. A yellow ticket will be issued to keep you and the Office of
Enforcement informed of any schedule changes and when the final report(s) are issued.



M. Peck -3-

Thank you for raising your DPO and for your active participation in the DPO process. An open
and thorough exploration of how we carry out our regulatory process is essential to keeping
these programs effective. I believe that in raising the DCNPP seismic issue, you helped
mobilize the Agency to ensure safety at that site. Your willingness to raise concerns with your
colleagues and managers and ensure that your concerns are heard and understood is
admirable and vital to ensuring a healthy safety culture within the Agency.

Enclosure: DPO Panel report April 3, 2014

cc: D. Skeen, NRR
R. Pedersen, OE
R. Zimmerman, OE
M. Case, OIP
R. Bernhard, RII
M. Dapas, RIV
B. Hill, NRO
M. Johnson, EDO
M. Satorius, EDO



Harrington, Holly

From: Brenner, Eliot
Sent: Wednesday, September 03, 2014 12:16 AM
To: Niedzielski-Eichner, Phillip; Harrington, Holly
Subject: Re: FOCD and Diablo Canyon Communication Planning

With me gone, I think dave mcintyre would be our likely suspect.
------ Original Message ------
From: phillip niedzielski-eichner
To: Helton, Shana
To: Gilles, Nanette
To: Jennifer Schwartzman
To: Vrahoretls, Susan
To: Eliot Brenner
To: Eugene Dacus
To: amy powell
To: holly harrington
To: Margaret Doane
To: Vietti-Cook, Annette
To: Brock, Kathryn
To: Galloway, Melanie
To: AMMGroupCalendar Resource
Subject: FOCD and Diablo Canyon Communication Planning
Sent: Sep 2, 2014 11:15 PM

All - please see request from Phil, below. Please determine the appropriate person from your office to attend, given the
topic and forward the meeting invitation as needed. If you have a conflict, please let me know directly. Thanks, Patti
Pace X1750

"The Commission has, or will soon have, before it two high visibility issues: (1) the Foreign Ownership, Control, and
Domination and (2) Diablo Canyon Seismic Risks. Will you please invite OCA, OPA, OGC, SECY, and OEDO to a 45 minute
staff-level discussion this week on how we will be prepared to respond, in particular, to anticipated strong interest from
the Hill for background information? The outcome would be a path forward for discussion with the Commission offices
early next week. Thanks. Phil"

I



From: Sebrosky, Joseph
To: Ma. ey. Michael Hunson. Clifford; Stovall Scott; Kock. Andrea. Wiliams, j eoain Ll. YL ; Desterle, Eric
Cc: W€il.•Jcf•ann tv. Kama] Ind. Louw ; Dudek. Michael; Case, Michael: rnuLScott Hay, Michael:

Franovich. Mike; Whaley, Sheena Bowman. Gtegory Bowen. Jiery Moreno, Al•al alaziK. Mitcael: ingl
Llaiwant; IEAMhofL~ hoMas Kantas- Catherine; Hinsthmn rnot-las: Reynos.John~ Ake.Jon EQ%1kmi
DiFrancesco. Nicholas EjjzW, icae; Hevr'ss'. Johni Naler. Wayne: Udaing.Lr•
Bucnanan. rneresa Ka. e JacksDanWtick an Harris, Ulan Rothfl). David; Kan
Cateri eMae. Neil

Subject: RE: info: cover letter transmitting diabto canyon state of california report - link to report

Date; Wedrnesay, September 10, 2014 319:00 PM

To all.

The State of California report can be found on PG&E's website at
http/Lwww.ogecom/en/safely/systemworksfdcpp/seismicsafetylreport page

From: Sebrosky, Joseph
Sent: Wednesday, September 10, 2014 1:48 PM
To: Markley, Michael; Munson, Clifford; Stovall, Scott; Kock, Andrea; Williams, Megan; LI, Yong;
Oesterle, Eric
Cc: Weil, Jenny; Manoly, Kamal; Lund, Louise; Dudek, Michael; Case, Michael; Burnell, Scott; Hay,
Michael; Franovich, Mike; Whaley, Sheena; Bowman, Gregory; Bowen, Jeremy; Moreno, Angel; Balazik,
Michael; Singal, Balwant; Farnholtz, Thomas; Kanatas, Catherine; Hipschman, Thomas; Reynoso, John;
Ake, Jon; Folk, Kevin; DiFrancesco, Nicholas; Balazlk, Michael; Reynoso, John; Hill, Brittain; Walker,
Wayne; Uselding, Lara; Buchanan, Theresa; Keegan, Elaine; Jackson, Diane; Wittick, Brian; Harris,
Brian; Roth(OGC), David; Kanatas, Catherine; OKeefe, Neil
Subject: info: cover letter transmitting diablo canyon state of california report

To all.

The purpose of this email is to provide you with the cover letter transmitting the diablo
canyon state of California report to the NRC. The report is with the document control
desk. It will take several days for it to be processed. I will send a separate email with a
link to PG&E's website when the report is available there

Let me know if you have any questions.

Thanks,

Joe Sebrosky
Senior Project Manager
Japan Lessons-Learned Division
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
joseph.sebroskyJnrc.gov
301-415-1132



from: Sebrosky, Joseph
To: Useding, Larf
Cc: Williams. Elton Munson- Clifford Oestede. Erc Markley, Michae
Subject: RE: Scott/boe; review of blog pror to %,4ling to Eltot
Date: Wednesday, September 10, 2014 11:38:00 AM
Attachments: SEP20I4boDOO AB 1632,doo

Lara,

You note that the document is 1000 pages, Can you ask Megan to give you an accurate
page count. I would also feel more comfortable if Megan, Cliff, Eric, and Mike were given
an opportunity to comment before the blog went live.

Joe

From: Uselding, Lara
Sent: Wednesday, September 10, 2014 11:03 AM
To: Bumell, Scott; Sebrosky, Joseph
Subject: Scott/Joe ; review of blog prior to sending to Eliot
Importance: High



From: Setxosky, Joseph

To: Munson. Clifford
Cc: UMI.Mgn ; R Useldina. Lara Walker, Wayne Hioschman. Ihomas
Subject: FW: DCCalf_setsmic rpt comm plan 9-10-14 tlnai(2)doocx
Date: Wednesday, S•ptember 10, 2014 10:08:00 AM
Attadhmenft: DC Calif seismic wt comrnm lan 9.10.14 lfna2) docx

Cliff,

Thanks for the quick feedback, I have no issues with your suggested changes

Lara, Wayne, Megan, Eric, and Tom,

Please verify you have no issues with Cliffs changes. I will then accept all-changes and
send it out to the broader audience.

Thanks.

Joe

From: Munson, Clifford
Sent: Wednesday, September 10, 2014 10:04 AM
To: Sebrosky, Joseph
Subject: DCCalif.seismicrpt comm plan 9-10-14_final(2).docx

I have a couple of suggested changes.

Thanks,
Cliff



From: e
To:
Subject: Info: bashi for June 2017 5PRA date
Date: Tuesday, September 09, 2014 1:45:00 PM

Philippe,

The basis for the June 2017 SPRA date can be found in the letter at the following link:

http;//pbaduows. nrc gov/docs/ML1 31 0IML1 3101 A34A tm

Specifically if you look at attachment 3 of the above link it gives you various time frames
based on the results of the seismic reevaluation. Based on prioritization the SPRA
submittal schedule could be as early as June 2017. As noted in the table there is a range
of possible submittal dates.

Sorry for asking the question without first checking with the folks here. Let me know if you

have any questions or if I am missing something.

Sincerely,

Joe Sebrosky
Senior Project Manager
Japan Lessons-Learned Division
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
joseph.sebrosky@nrc.gov
301-415-1132



From: Sebrosky, Joseph
To; duign.•
Subject: FW: Access requests
Date: Monday, Wepemtber 08, 2014 2:47:00 PM

-.---Original Message-----
From: Soenen, Philippe R ([nai!to:PNS3fopge.ccrn]
Sent: Monday, September 08, 2014 2:15 PM
To: Sebrosky, Joseph
Subject: Fwd: Access requests

Joe,

Cliff should have received the new login information.

Philippe Soenen

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: Dale Lawson <dale.lawson@certrec.com < mailto, daie.1awson@.e1 > >
Date: September 8, 2014 at 11:04:32 AM PDT
To: Philippe R Soenen <pns3@pge.com<mailto:iors3<lpgie.Lm>>
Subject: Access requests

I have sent Munson a new verification code email as well as an email to Stoval regarding his access.
Stoval already had a Certrec account and he should be able to access your site with his credentials. I
have asked him to contact me if he's having any difficulties doing that.

As soon as Munson receives his verification email and logs in he will have access as well. Please let me
know if there Is anything else I can help you with. Thank you and thanks for using Certrec for your
regulatory needs.

Dale Lawson

Customer Support Specialist II

Certrec Corporation

4150 International Plaza, Suite 820

Fort Worth, TX 76109
-F

P: 817-738-7661

F: 866-635-1869

•upportCgcertrec.com< m railto:i2txtrt•&certrec.roni>

PG&E is committed to protecting our customers' privacy.
To learn more, please visit iLyac,_ie.ole.comiabo ;!curpanyi.DI 'v~icyicu.QLorr



So, Paris

From: Sebrosky, Joseph
Sent. Wednesday, September 03, 2014 10:43 AM
To: 'Soenen, Philippe R'; 'Baldwin, Thomas (DCPP)'
Cc: Walker, Wayne; Hipschman, Thomas; Oesterle, Eric; Singal, Balwant
Subject: Request to provide feedback on ability to provide Diablo Canyon seismic information by

September 22, 2014

Categories: non hearing material

Philippe, and Tom,

The purpose of this email to request whether or not you will be able to provide potential information needs tc
assess new Diablo Canyon seismic information by September 22, 2014. Please note this is not a formal
information request. The NRC intends to review new seismic information when it becomes available. After
review of the new information the questions will be revised as appropriate and formally sent to you. In order
plan NRC's review, the staff needs to understand your ability to provide the information below in a timely
manner.

1) As part of PG&E's report to the State of California, have updated control point (where the main power block
is founded) seismic hazard curves been developed for DCNPP that reflect the new information concerning the
Shoreline Fault as well as other faults in the region?
2) What is the slip rate of the Shoreline Fault based on the latest studies?
3) Is the increase in maximum magnitude estimate for the Shoreline fault based solely on a longer length
estimate or on a change in seismogenic depth as well?
4) The IPEEE results for DCNPP. indicate a PGA HCLPF value of 1.56 g. Provide the spectral shape used in
the estimate of the plant-level HCLPF capacity.
5) What combination of spectral frequencies were used to compute the seismic core damage frequency
(SCDF) estimates cited in Section 6.9 of the Shoreline report?
6) Provide shear wave velocity profiles, shear modulus and damping curves, and small strain damping values
(kappa) used for the development of Site Amplification Factors.

Please let me know if you have any questions.

Joe Sebrosky
Senior Project Manager
Japan Lessons-Learned Division
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
ioseyh .sebroskvYnrc.qov
301-415-1132
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From:

To: G Nxm Nalet: Due r MicracI

CCc, ~ hiQ. ~f~Ž 50USY ju-'e ;~h 1UtUQ-iLQ1flQ Ud8Lii MýN j3r 1Q, QWW-1s; Munson (AsfoDrd; Vuhretiu ,

Subject: RF: Chairman brefing tomorrow on Diablo Canyon

Date, Thu'rsday, Seotember 04, 2014 8;46:03 AM

Nan, Okay only Cliff will attend and no one will call in. Thanks, Jennifer

From: Gilles, Nanette
Sent. Thursday, September 04, 2014 8:34 AM
To: Uhle, Jennifer; Dudek, Michael
Cc: Johnson, Michael; Sebrosky, Joseph; Lund, Louise; Dapas, Marc; Jackson, Diane; Munson, Clifford;
Vrahoretis, Susan
Subject: RE: Chairman briefing tomorrow on Diablo Canyon
Importance: High

Regarding this morning's briefing, the Chairman has relayed that she does NOT want to
discuss the DPO. She only wants to talk to the seismologists about the new State-
commissioned seismic report so that she can understand, technically, the results and
implications. She has requested a meeting with the seismologists only.

Thanks,
Nan

From: Uhle, Jennifer
Sent: Wednesday, September 03, 2014 3:20 PM
To: Gilles, Nanette
Cc: Johnson, Michael; Sebrosky, Joseph; Lund, Louise; Dapas, Marc; Jackson, Diane; Munson, Clifford
Subject: Chairman briefing tomorrow on Diablo Canyon

Nan,

Mike Johnson and Roy Zimmerman informed me that the Chairman meeting tomorrow at
9:15 on Diablo Canyon seismic issues will be focused on technical issues associated with
the recent findings on the Shoreline fault and how it impacts safety and the licensing
basis. As such, we have cut down the attendance to Neil O'Keefe, Joe Sebrosky and Cliff
Munson. Jon Ake is on vacation and is not able to call in. We think this is more of a
question and answer session. We have some slides if needed.

Thanks.

Jennifer



Dudek, Michael

From: Oesterle. Eric
Sent: Wednesday, September 03, 2014 1:09 PM
To: Sebrosky, Joseph; Hipschman, Thomas; Markley, Michael; Kanatas, Catherine; Reynoso,

John; Manoly, Kamal; Ake, Jon; Munson, Clifford; OKeefe, Neil; Folk, Kevin; DiFrancesco,
Nicholas; Balazik, Michael; Reynoso, John; Singal, Balwant; Hill, Brittain; Walker, Wayne;
Uselding, Lara; Buchanan, Theresa; Keegan, Elaine; Jackson, Diane; Wittick, Brian; Stovall,
Scott

Cc: Weil, Jenny: Li, Yong; Manoly, Kamal; Lund, Louise; Dudek, Michael; Case, Michael:
Burnell, Scott; Hay, Michael; Franovich. Mike: Whaley, Sheena; Bowman, Gregory; Bowen,
Jeremy; Moreno, Angel; Balazik, Michael: Williams, Megan: Farnholtz, Thomas; Kanatas,
Catherine; Pedersen, Renee

Subject: RE: info: status of actions associated with with Diablo Canyon shoreline fault
Attachments: Diablo seismic process key messages-srb+ero.docx

To all,

Attached are the updated Key Messages. They incorporate comments from OPA and Mike Hay. And they
retain bullets on the expected submittal date of PG& Seismic Report to CA and to NRC as we'll need these key
messages up to and following those dates (i.e., 9/10).

Eric

From: Sebrosky, Joseph
Sent: Wednesday, September 03, 2014 11:35 AM
To: Hipschman, Thomas; Markley, Michael; Oesterle, Eric; Kanatas, Catherine; Reynoso, John; Manoly, Kamal; Ake, Jon;
Munson, Clifford; OKeefe, Neil; Folk, Kevin; DiFrancesco, Nicholas; Balazik, Michael; Reynoso, John; Singal, Balwant; Hill,
Brittain; Walker, Wayne; Uselding, Lara; Buchanan, Theresa; Keegan, Elaine; Jackson, Diane; Wittick, Brian; Stovall, Scott
Cc: Weil, Jenny; Li, Yong; Manoly, Kamal; Lund, Louise; Dudek, Michael; Case, Michael; Burnell, Scott; Hay, Michael;
Franovich, Mike; Whaley, Sheena; Bowman, Gregory; Bowen, Jeremy; Moreno, Angel; Balazik, Michael; Williams, Megan;
Famholtz, Thomas; Kanatas, Catherine; Pedersen, Renee
Subject: info: status of actions associated with with Diablo Canyon shoreline fault

To all.

The purpose of this email is to provide you with a status of items associated with the Diablo Canyon seismic
review related to status of the project plan to review new seismic information and the latest information
regarding a Chairman briefing.

Project Plan for Reviewing New Seismic Information

Attached is the revised project plan for reviewing new seismic information. The document shows the changes
made from the last revision (you can accept all changes if you are not interested in the changes). The major
changes from the last version are:

" Changes made to include expectations that in addition to changes in Shoreline Fault information the
State of California report will also include new information relative to the San Luis Bay and Los Osos
faults.

" Recognition that today (9/3) PG&E has been provided with expected information needs for the staff to
perform a preliminary assessment of the new seismic information and request to PG&E that they inform

I , FV)



Dudek, Michael

From:
Sent:
To:

Oesterle, Eric
Wednesday, September 03, 2014 1209 PM
Sebrosky. Joseph; Hipschman, Thomas; Markley, Michael; Kanatas, Catherine; Reynoso,
John; Manoly, Kamal; Ake, Jon; Munson, Clifford; OKeefe, Neil; Folk, Kevin; DiFrancesco,
Nicholas; Balazik, Michael; Reynoso, John; Singal, Balwant; Hill, Brittain; Walker, Wayne;
Uselding, Lara: Buchanan, Theresa; Keegan, Elaine; Jackson, Diane; Wittick, Brian; Stovall,
Scott
Weil, Jenny; Li, Yong; Manoly, Kamal: Lund, Louise; Dudek, Michael; Case, Michael;
Burnell, Scott; Hay, Michael; Franovich, Mike: Whaley, Sheena; Bowman, Gregory; Bowen,
Jeremy; Moreno, Angel; Balazik, Michael; Williams, Megan; Farnholtz, Thomas; Kanatas,
Catherine; Pedersen, Renee
RE: info: status of actions associated with with Diablo Canyon shoreline fault
Diablo State of California seismic report review plan revision 1.ero~docx

Cc:

Subject:
Attachments:

\

:t

Joe,
Some minor edits and a couple of comments that could be addressed during briefing.
Eric

From: Sebrosky, Joseph
Sent: Wednesday, September 03, 2014 11:35 AM
To: Hlpschman, Thomas; Markley, Michael; Oesterle, Eric; Kanatas, Catherine; Reynoso, John; Manoly, Kamal; Ake, Jon;
Munson, Clifford; OKeefe, Neil; Folk, Kevin; DiFrancesco, Nicholas; Balazik, Michael; Reynoso, John; Singal, Balwant; Hill,
Brittaln; Walker, Wayne; Uselding, Lara; Buchanan, Theresa; Keegan, Elaine; Jackson, Diane; Wittick, Brian; Stovall, Scott
Cc: Well, Jenny; LI, Yong; Manoly, Kamal; Lund, Louise; Dudek, Michael; Case, Michael; Bumell, Scott; Hay, Michael;
Franovich, Mike; Whaley, Sheena; Bowman, Gregory; Bowen, Jeremy; Moreno, Angel; Balazik, Michael; Williams, Megan;
Famholtz, Thomas; Kanatas, Catherine; Pedersen, Renee
Subject: info: status of actions associated with with Diablo Canyon shoreline fault

To all,

The purpose of this email is to provide you with a status of items associated with the Diablo Canyon seismic
review related to status of the project plan to review new seismic information and the latest information
regarding a Chairman briefing.

Proiect Plan for Reviewing New Seismic Information

Attached is the revised project plan for reviewing new seismic information. The document shows the changes
made from the last revision (you can accept all changes if you are not interested in the changes). The major
changes from the last version are:

* Changes made to include expectations that in addition to changes in Shoreline Fault information the
State of California report will also include new information relative to the San Luis Bay and Los Osos
faults.

* Recognition that today (9/3) PG&E has been provided with expected information needs for the staff to
perform a preliminary assessment of the new seismic information and request to PG&E that they inform
the staff on whether or not they will be able to provide the information by 9/22 (see attached email to
PG&E)

During discussions I had with PG&E about the attached email they indicated that they could support a public
meeting in the September time frame if the NRC believed such a meeting was necessary to discuss the State

1
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From,: Hischni•a'. Tij-nias

To: 4EtoS3 .Vv. 1o0SeOhI Marki2v. Midljl QOesterie. Lrkc Kanatja. Cavicring; Rcvroso..ohfi MHarolv. K(•l':
&L u±; u ll. lford OKLefe Nel Folk, Kevin Wi.l Da'vid: Dif rancemo.. Nicholas Djalazk. Mighc e1;
Reynoso. lohn: Sirnaa:. Balwant; bil ntti; tWalker Way0.9. L "?; Lyofe; Buchanan. Theresa:

Cc.: Weil, Jenny' L! Yonc Manopv, Kanal; Lund, Loulse; DudCek, Michael Cacik . Michael" Bur'oll, Sco t. a
at'" ,, ax-, •U i~jle. Hearie' r(oyul]. Mike: 'wcj 5Q~.•L• B•v1aft. GL~egQWr U~CVe.QJee

Subject: RE: Info: updates to Diablo Canyon shoreline fault seismic communication plan -update to 1st Item

Date: Thursday, August 28, 2014 6:31:22 PM

Additional update.
The licensee will make the report available in San Francisco, or via electronic reading

room two days prior to its release: tentatively set for September 1 0th.

Please contact Philippe Soenen for details.

From: Hipschman, Thomas
Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2014 1:32 PM
To: Sebrosky, Joseph; Markley, Michael; Oesterle, Eric; Kanatas, Catherine; Reynoso, John; Manoly,
Kamal; Ake, Jon; Munson, Clifford; OKeefe, Neil; Folk, Kevin; Wrona, David; DiFrancesco, Nicholas;
Balazik, Michael; Reynoso, John; Singal, Balwant; Hill, Brittain; Walker, Wayne; Uselding, Lara; Lyon,
Fred; Buchanan, Theresa; Keegan, Elaine
Cc: Weil, Jenny; Li, Yong; Manoly, Kamal; Lund, Louise; Dudek, Michael; Case, Michael; Burnell, Scott;
Whaley, Sheena; Hay, Michael; Uhle, Jennifer; Franovich, Mike; Whaley, Sheena; Bowman, Gregory;
Bowen, Jeremy
Subject* RE: info: updates to Diablo Canyon shoreline fault seismic communication plan -update to 1st
item

The licensee informed me that the anticipated release date is September 10, and they will

allow the draft to be reviewed up to two days in advance, or on September 8 th. The
specific details whether this would require an in-person review or electronic reading room
access is still being determined.

Tom

From: Sebrosky, Joseph
Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2014 12:17 PM
To: Markley, Michael; Oesterle, Eric; Kanatas, Catherine; Hipschman, Thomas; Reynoso, John; Manoly,
Kamal; Ake, ion; Munson, Clifford; OKeefe, Neil; Folk, Kevin; Wrona, David; DiFrancesco, Nicholas;
Balazik, Michael; Hipschman, Thomas; Reynoso, John; Singal, Balwant; Hill, Brittain; Walker, Wayne;
Uselding, Lara; Lyon, Fred; Buchanan, Theresa; Keegan, Elaine
Cc: Weil, Jenny; Li, Yong; Manoly, Kamal; Lund, Louise; Dudek, Michael; Case, Michael; Burnell, Scott;
Whaley, Sheena; Hay, Michael; Uhle, Jennifer; Franovich, Mike; Whaley, Sheena; Bowman, Gregory;
Bowen, Jeremy
Subject: into: updates to Diablo Canyon shoreline fault seismic communication plan

To all,

The purpose of this email is to provide you a summary of the current status of activities
associated with the development of the communication plan to support the issuance of the
Diablo Canyon State of California report associated with the shoreline fault. The list below
includes action items. Wayne Walker, Eric Oesterle, Jon Ake, and Mike Markley, if I
missed something please reply to all.



From: S ,kb ..kvY JOSCO11
To: tUcbhn,]y. The"ena

cc .r keiy'. M,0301

Sub)ect. RE: info: updates to Diabto Canyon shoreline fault seismic communication plan
Date: Friday, August 29, 2014 9:04:00 AM

Attachmnnts: Vi,.Sae fC~rl

Mike Markley has the lead. He is supposed to give me something so that I can update the
communication plan. Attached is the revised comm plan that I will provide to the broader
audience once I get Mike's input. I am also developing the attached review plan that I
hope to complete in the next hour or two to give to the team.

Joe

From: Buchanan, Theresa
Sent: Friday, August 29, 2014 9:03 AM
To: Sebrosky, Joseph
Subject: RE: info: updates to Diablo Canyon shoreline fault seismic communication plan

Joe,

I've gotten a request from RIV management to receive a copy of the 1 page
communication tool/talking points NRR/DORL is developing/has developed, Do you know
who specifically has the lead on that?

Theresa Buchanan
Senior •roject Engifieei

RIV DRP Branch A

817- 203-1503

From: Sebrosky, Joseph
Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2014 2:17 PM
To: Markley, Michael; Qesterle, Eric; Kanatas, Catherine; Hlpschman, Thomas; Reynoso, John; Manoly,
Kamal; Ake, Jon; Munson, Clifford; OKeefe, Neil; Folk, Kevin; Wrona, David; DiFrancesco, Nicholas;
Balazik, Michael; Hlpschman, Thomas; Reynoso, John; Singal, Balwant; Hill, Brittain; Walker, Wayne;
Uselding, Lara; Lyon, Fred; Buchanan, Theresa; Keegan, Elaine
Cc: Well, Jenny; Li, Yong; Manoly, Kamal; Lund, Louise; Dudek, Michael; Case, Michael; Burnell, Scott;
Whaley, Sheena; Hay, Michael; Uhle, Jennifer; Franovich, Mike; Whaley, Sheena; Bowman, Gregory;
Bowen, Jeremy
Subject: info: updates to Diablo Canyon shoreline fault seismic communication plan

To all,

The purpose of this email is to provide you a summary of the current status of activities
associated with the development of the communication plan to support the issuance of the
Diablo Canyon State of California report associated with the shoreline fault. The list below
includes action items. Wayne Walker, Eric Oesterle, Jon Ake, and Mike Markley, if I
missed something please reply to all.

F6L



So, Paris

From: Hipschman, Thomas
Sent: Thursday. August 28. 2014 12:22 PM
To: Sebrosky, Joseph
Subject: FW: Comm Plan

Categories: non hearing material

FYI

From: Hlpschman, Thomas
Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2014 8:59 AM
To: Buchanan, Theresa; Walker, Wayne; Reynoso, John
Subject: RE: Comm Plan

Wayne.

Here's my current thinking on how to state the operability call for the comm plan.

Tom

The resident inspectors and regional staff reviewed the licensee's documentation in their corrective action process of
new preliminary information concerning DCPP seismic and licensing bases that the Shoreline fault may be more capable

than previously determined. The information did not indicate there is an immediate threat to public health and safety
nor did it call into question the ability of SSCs to perform their specified safety functions or necessary and related
support functions. The licensee's current actions meet the Manual Chapter 0326 guidance for having reasonable
assurance of operability, pending further evaluation.

From: Buchanan, Theresa
Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2014 5;58 AM
To: Hipschman, Thomas
Subject: RE: Comm Plan

The latest version I have is the one you sent Joe Sebrosky with your comments.

From: Hipschman, Thomas
Sent: Wednesday, August 27, 2014 5:33 PM
To: Buchanan, Theresa
Subject: Comm Plan

Theresa,

Can you please send me the latest section of the comm plan that discusses the resident inspector review of
the seismic studies?

Thanks,

Tom



::: ý': 1, ýý "'X, ý. .. 3 1 ý - =ýý - .; " A

From: Hloscharn. 1hmn'
To: cUnm3~,v losecoh Martley. M;0-cl Qa-tcd.. Eric Knra~s. Ca*hg-v~a Rov'icso JoU~ Mariptv. Kaal 61&

Rr-yino.•3 John: Singal. Bahiant: Hil eritai ; Usel-dfna, Lara; Lyo. Fe

CC. .Wer! !nny; U LX2ng liagy_,r~rý 1ir Low ; 2?Z UT-n -JcA; U. IeL -= LtP r
sheena 'ay jMJjn*

Subject: RE: actimo; Review of updated communicatior plan and proposal to ask PG&E to provide draft copy of report in
an electronic reading room

Date: Wednesday, August 27, 2014 11:34:01 AM

One correction to the timeline.

The licensee is currently looking at releasing the report on either September 9th or 10th.

Tom

----- Original Message -----
From: Sebrosky, Joseph
Sent: Wednesday, August 27, 2014 3:33 AM
To: Markley, Michael; Oesterle, Eric; Kanatas, Catherine; Hipschman, Thomas; Reynoso, John; Manoly,
Kamal; Ake, Jon; Munson, Clifford; OKeefe, Nell; Folk, Kevin; Wrona, David; DiFrancesco, Nicholas;
Balazik, Michael; Hipschman, Thomas; Reynoso, John; Singal, Balwant; Hill, Brittain; Walker, Wayne;
Uselding, Lara; Lyon, Fred
Cc: Weil, Jenny; iU, Yong; Manoly, Kamal; Lund, Louise; Dudek, Michael; Case, Michael; Burnell, Scott;
Whaley, Sheena; Hay, Michael
Subject: action: Review of updated communication plan and proposal to ask PG&E to provide draft copy
of report in an electronic reading room

To all,

The purpose of this email is to provide you with an updated Diablo Canyon seismic report
communication plan and to include a proposal that we ask PG&E to provide a draft copy of the State of
California Report in an electronic reading room.

Attached is an updated Diablo Canyon seismic report communication plan that Incorporates comments
from several people (thanks to Jon Ake, Britt Hill, and Scott Bumell on their quick feedback). One of
the problems that has been identified is OPA's need for the NRC to provide some type of preliminary
assessment of the information in the report and the frustration by the technical staff that basing a
preliminary assessment on the information provided in the dropin is problematic. To resolve the issue
this email proposes to request PG&E provide a draft of the report in an electronic reading room so that
the folks that were involved In the RIL can quickly review the document and adjust the communication
plan if needed.

Elaine Keegan, and Cathy Kanatas - a question has been added to the communication plan associated
wIth the reports tie to the license renewal process. Per my discussion with Cathy yesterday, I do
believe that the status of this report is discussed in ASLB filings associated with the license renewal
process. I will work with PG&E to confirm this.

Tom Hlipschman - thanks for the information yesterday that PG&E is now leaning towards releasing the
report on 918 or 9/9. Based on this timeline, I think we have enough time to get the report loaded in
an electronic reading room so that the staff can review it and adjust the communication plan as
appropriate prior to the release of the report.

Please let me know if you have any comments on the electronic reading room proposal. In addition,
any comments associated with the attached draft communication plan would also be appreciated. I am
looking to determine whether or not to pursue the electronic reading room proposal by COB today. I will
inform you of the decision and the timeline for establishing the electronic reading room, if applicable, in
another update to the plan.



From: lhof~n i acný
TO: k'rosky. Joey I
Subject: Re: update: request has been made to PG&E to grant access to draft copy of State of Caliornia report

associated wirn the electronic reading room
Date: Thursday, August 28, 2014 8:32:35 AM

Ed Halpin said he will let us know by noon PDT

Sent via My Workspace for iOS

On Wednesday, August 27, 2014 at 7:17:28 AM, "Sebrosky, Joseph"
<Joseph.Sebrosky@nrc.gov > wrote:

To all,

The purpose of this email is to Inform you that based on NRR, and RN management approval, I talked
to Philippe Soenen (PG&E licensing engineer) this morning and requested electronic reading room access
to a draft of the State of California report associated with the Shoreline fault. I followed the discussion
with the attached request via email for Jon Ake and Britt Hill to be granted access to the draft report.

Philippe indicated that he would discuss the issue with his management chain (including Tom Baldwin)
and quickly let me know if this presented a problem. Philippe indicated on the phone that he did not
think that granting such access would be an Issue. I will let you know if and when Jon and Britt have
been granted access. If PG&E's response Is that they will not provide such access I will inform the
appropriate management and elevate the Issue quickly.

Jon and Brltt, RN has suggested that if the report is too complex to be able to quickly assess the
differences between PG&E 2011 Shoreline fault report that we can request that PG&E develop a list of
the deltas between the two reports to aid in your assessment. I understand that I am still waiting for
confirmation from your management that they will support your review of the document, but assuming
you get the green light to review the document, please consider RIV's advice and let me know if you
want me to request such a product from the licensee.

Please let me know if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Joe Sebrosky
Senior Project Manager
Japan Lessons-Learned Division
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
joseph.sebrosky@nrc.gov
301-415-1132

----- Original Message--...
From: Sebrosky, Joseph
Sent: Wednesday, August 27, 2014 6:33 AM
To: Markley, Michael; Oesterle, Eric; Kanatas, Catherine; Hipschman, Thomas; Reynoso, John; Manoly,
Kamal; Ake, Jon; Munson, Clifford; OKeefe, Nell; Folk, Kevin; Wrona, David; DiFrancesco, Nicholas;
Balazik, Michael; Hipschman, Thomas; Reynoso, John; Singal, Balwant; Hill, Brittain; Walker, Wayne;
Uselding, Lara; Lyon, Fred
Cc: Well, Jenny; U, Yong; Manoly, Kamal, Lund, Louise; Dudek, Michael; Case, Michael; Burnell, Scott;
Whaley, Sheena; Hay, Michael
Subject: action: Review of updated communication plan and proposal to ask PG&E to provide draft copy
of report in an electronic reading room



To all,

The purpose of this email is to provide you with an updated Diablo Canyon seismic report
communication plan and to include a proposal that we ask PG&E to provide a draft copy of the State of
California Report in an electronic reading room.

Attached is an updated Diablo Canyon seismic report communication plan that incorporates comments
from several people (thanks to Jon Ake, Britt Hill, and Scott Bumell on their quick feedback). One of
the problems that has been identified is OPA's need for the NRC to provide some type of preliminary
assessment of the information in the report and the frustration by the technical staff that basing a
preliminary assessment on the information provided in the dropin is problematic. To resolve the issue
this email proposes to request PG&E provide a draft of the report in an electronic reading room so that
the folks that were involved in the RIL can quickly review the document and adjust the communication
plan if needed.

Elaine Keegan, and Cathy Kanatas - a question has been added to the communication plan associated
with the report's tie to the license renewal process. Per my discussion with Cathy yesterday, I do
believe that the status of this report is discussed in ASLB filings associated with the license renewal
process. I will work with PG&E to confirm this.

Tom Hipschman - thanks for the information yesterday that PG&E is now leaning towards releasing the
report on 9/8 or 9/9. Based on this timellne, I think we have enough time to get the report loaded in
an electronic reading room so that the staff can review it and adjust the communication plan as
appropriate prior to the release of the report.

Please let me know if you have any comments on the electronic reading room proposal. In addition,
any comments associated with the attached draft communication plan would also be appreciated. I am
looking to determine whether or not to pursue the electronic reading room proposal by COB today. I will
inform you of the decision and the timeline for establishing the electronic reading room, if applicable, in
another update to the plan.

Thanks,

Joe Sebrosky
Senior Project Manager
Japan Lessons-Learned Division
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
Joseph.sebrosky@nrc.gov
301-415-1132



From: Sebroskiy, Joseph

To, Mwwr~i. (Iiftcrd Me )on tcec Ni~-ho;i: ;
cc : J ; L ManoLv. Kamai; Lunid. Loui; Dudok. Michael Case. Mi¢-haeL; WnL l

$t~f. ; jjd, fIl e r; Eri(.' Mark•y. Mfchael; L t C e n Rey no
,LjA M ~aoh _a= Opeefe Npil Folk. Kedn: ltsbanan Th; rew Wrinai O scrtiman Thom.nmas;
Re~nOSOQ JON; Si IQI 5dWLf HIII ' f itan ' WZkir. ,IoyncL"-i ng I ari yL ra,

Subject: question: Does it make sense to perform an assessment of the changes in the shoreline fault information to the
seismic core-damage frequency

Date: Thursday, August 28, 2014 6:59:00 AM
Attachments: 3 - Nd.f .jn.s ,L.O cdf

Cliff, Jon, Nick, and Mike,

The purpose of this email is to request your feedback on an approach that Jon discussed briefly with me
yesterday related to assessing new shoreline fault information for Diablo using an approach similar to
what was recently done for central and eastern U.S. (CEUS) plants as described in the attached
document.

The attached EPRI document includes an analysis to provide perspective regarding the safety
implications of new seismic hazard estimates for CEUS plants developed in accordance with the March
12, 2012, process, based on an analysis of the changes to the seismic core-damage frequency. Jon
indicated that based on information available in Diablo's seismic PRA, the 2011 Shoreline fault report,
and assuming we can get updated information on the shoreline fault from the State of California report,
an analysis similar to the attached could be done.

Any insights you might have on pursuing such an analysis would be appreciated.

Thanks,

Joe



From: Sebrosky, Joseph
To: . nt, POli, rn R"
Cc: Mul"IVill Thomas UXEM Q1'PY _iL "n - UQ1 Ed; "0 i~anL.AM1V'X,1tc;tHO~~ld.tiorvijdý;

Subject: RE: action: request for electronic reading room ac.ess to draft State of California report associated with the
Shoreline Faul.

Date: Wednesday, August 27, 2014 11:06:00 AM

Philippe,

In addition to providing access to Jon Ake, and Britain Hill can you also consider granting access to the
report to the following individual:

- Yong Li, email address: Yong.Ll@nrc.gov

Sincerely,

Joe Sebrosky
Senior Project Manager
Japan Lessons-Learned Division
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
joseph.sebrosky@nrc.gov
301-415-1132

----- Original Message -----
From: Sebrosky, Joseph
Sent: Wednesday, August 27, 2014 10:05 AM
To: 'Soenen, Philippe R'
Cc: 'Baldwin, Thomas (DCPP)'; Oesterle, Eric; Lyon, Fred; Singal, Balwant; Walker, Wayne; Hipschman,
Thomas; Reynoso, John; Ake, Jon; Hill, Brittain
Subject: action: request for electronic reading room access to draft State of California report associated
with the Shoreline Fault

Philippe,

Per our discussion this morning, the purpose of this email is to request that the following two individuals
be granted electronic reading room access to the draft State of California report associated with the
Shoreline Fault:

- Jon Ake, email address: ,on.ake@nrc.gov
- Brittain Hill, email address: Brittain.Hill@nrc~gov

I understand that you will discuss the issue with your management and let me know if PG&E Is
amenable to doing this with the understanding that such access will only allow the Individuals to read
the draft document and they will not be able to download or print the document. There is a chance
that in the future we may amend the request to include additional NRC personnel.

Please let me know if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Joe Sebrosky
Senior Project Manager
Japan Lessons-Learned Division



Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
joseph.sebrosky@nrc.gov
301-415-1132



From: Seorosky, Joseph
To: M•- c,'. Kaosa

Cc: týalynd Pitr.4; a": M L xui L4XJky I A,,_UitIhi.J, $lý; Qcl2A.Q ; LŽ1C(rA0 N uid
Subject: RE: update: request has been made to PG&E to grant access to draft copy of State of California report

assooated with the e-ectronic reading room
Date: Wednesday, August 27, 2014 11:09:00 AM

Kamal,

You should have a copy of the email where the request has been made to also grant Yong access to the
Information. As Indicated In the email below, I will inform you (as well as others) if and when the three
individuals that we have requested be granted access have been granted access.

Let me know if I am missing something.

Thanks,

Joe

-----Original Message -----
From: Manoly, Kamal
Sent: Wednesday, August 27, 2014 10:52 AM
To: Sebrosky, Joseph
Cc: Hiland, Patrick; Ross-Lee, MaryJane
Subject: RE: update: request has been made to PG&E to grant access to draft copy of State of
Califomla report associated with the electronic reading room

Joe,
Yong is NRR's only senior seismologist. I suggest that he gets access to that report as well. It is
Incumbent that our staff specialist be equally informed as staff from other offices.

Kamal

----- Original Message-----
From: Sebrosky, Joseph
Sent: Wednesday, August 27, 2014 10:17 AM
To: Markley, Michael; Oesterle, Eric; Kanatas, Catherine; Hlpschman, Thomas; Reynoso, John; Manoly,
Kamal; Ake, Jon; Munson, Clifford; OKeefe, Neil; Folk, Kevin; Wrona, David; DiFrancesco, Nicholas;
Balazik, Michael; Hlpschman, Thomas; Reynoso, John; Singal, Balwant; Hill, Brittain; Walker, Wayne;
Uselding, Lara; Lyon, Fred
Cc: Weil, Jenny; Li, Yong; Manoly, Kamal; Lund, Louise; Dudek, Michael; Case, Michael; Burnell, Scott;
Whaley, Sheena; Hay, Michael
Subject: update: request has been made to PG&E to grant access to draft copy of State of California
report associated with the electronic reading room

To all,

The purpose of this email is to inform you that based on NRR, and RIV management approval, I talked
to Philippe Soenen (PG&E licensing engineer) this morning and requested electronic reading room access
to a draft of the State of California report associated with the Shoreline fault, I followed the discussion
with the attached request via email for Jon Ake and Britt Hill to be granted access to the draft report.

Philippe indicated that he would discuss the issue with his management chain (including Tom Baldwin)
and quickly let me know if this presented a problem. Philippe indicated on the phone that he did not
think that granting such access would be an issue. I will let you know if and when Jon and Britt have
been granted access. If PG&E's response is that they will not provide such access I will inform the
appropriate management and elevate the issue quickly.



From: U Yoia
To: selbros~y_ Ju,;coh
CC1 M.annlt i. L tmil f11,rvi 1'ýrri.i
Subject: RE: update; request has been made to PG&E to grant access to draft copy of State of Califomia report

assoaated with tne electronic reading room
Date: Wednesday, August 27, 2014 10:27:02 AM

Joe,
Can I have access to the draft report too?

Thanks!

Yong

----- Original Message -----
From: Sebrosky, Joseph
Sent: Wednesday, August 27, 2014 10:17 AM
To: Markley, Michael; Oesterle, Eric; Kanatas, Catherine; Hlpschman, Thomas; Reynoso, John; Manoly,
Kamal; Ake, Jon; Munson, Clifford; OKeefe, Neil; Folk, Kevin; Wrona, David; DiFrancesco, Nicholas;
Balazik, Michael; Hipschman, Thomas; Reynoso, John; Singal, Balwant; Hill, Brittain; Walker, Wayne;
Uselding, Lara; Lyon, Fred
Cc: Well, Jenny; Li, Yong; Manoly, Kamal; Lund, Louise; Dudek, Michael; Case, Michael; Burnell, Scott;
Whaley, Sheena; Hay, Michael
Subject: update: request has been made to PG&E to grant access to draft copy of State of California
report associated with the electronic reading, room

To all,

The purpose of this email Is to inform you that based on NRR, and RIV management approval, I talked
to Philippe Soenen (PG&E licensing engineer) this morning and requested electronic reading room access
to a draft of the State of California report associated with the Shoreline fault. I followed the discussion
with the attached request via email for Jon Ake and Brltt Hill to be granted access to the draft report.

Philippe indicated that he would discuss the Issue with his management chain (including Tom Baldwin)
and quickly let me know If this presented a problem. Philippe indicated on the phone that he did not
think that granting such access would be an issue. I will let you know if and when Jon and Britt have
been granted access. If PG&E's response is that they will not provide such access I will inform the
appropriate management and elevate the issue quickly.

Jon and Britt, RIV has suggested that if the report Is too complex to be able to quickly assess the
differences between PG&E 2011 Shoreline fault report that we can request that PG&E develop a list of
the deltas between the two reports to aid in your assessment. I understand that I am still waiting for
confirmation from your management that they will support your review of the document, but assuming
you get the green light to review the document, please consider RIV's advice and let me know If you
want me to request such a product from the licensee.

Please let me know If you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Joe Sebrosky
Senior Project Manager
Japan Lessons-Learned Division
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
joseph sebrosky@nrc.gov
301-415-1132



----- Original Message-----
From: Sebrosky, Joseph
Sent: Wednesday, August 27, 2014 6:33 AM
To: Markley, Michael; Oesterle, Eric; Kanatas, Catherine; Hipschman, Thomas; Reynoso, John; Manoly,
Kamal; Ake, Jon; Munson, Clifford; OKeefe, Nell; Folk, Kevin; Wrona, David; DiFrancesco, Nicholas;
Balazik, Michael; Hipschman, Thomas; Reynoso, John; Singal, Balwant; Hill, Brittain; Walker, Wayne;
Uselding, Lara; Lyon, Fred
Cc: Well, Jenny; U, Yong; Manoly, Kamal; Lund, Louise; Dudek, Michael; Case, Michael; Burnell, Scott;
Whaley, Sheena; Hay, Michael
Subject: action: Review of updated communication plan and proposal to ask PG&E to provide draft copy
of report in an electronic reading room

To all,

The purpose of this email is to provide you with an updated Diablo Canyon seismic report
communication plan and to include a proposal that we ask PG&E to provide a draft copy of the State of
California Report in an electronic reading room.

Attached is an updated Diablo Canyon seismic report communication plan that incorporates comments
from several people (thanks to Jon Ake, Britt Hill, and Scott Bumell on their quick feedback). One of
the problems that has been Identified is OPA's need for the NRC to provide some type of preliminary
assessment of the information in the report and the frustration by the technical staff that basing a
preliminary assessment on the information provided in the dropin is problematic. To resolve the issue
this email proposes to request PG&E provide a draft of the report in an electronic reading room so that
the folks that were involved in the RIL can quickly review the document and adjust the communication
plan if needed.

Elaine Keegan, and Cathy Kanatas - a question has been added to the communication plan associated
with the report's tie to the license renewal process. Per my discussion with Cathy yesterday, I do
believe that the status of this report is discussed in ASLB filings associated with the license renewal
process. I will work with PG&E to confirm this.

Tom Hipschman - thanks for the information yesterday that PG&E is now leaning towards releasing the
report on 9/8 or 9/9. Based on this timeline, I think we have enough time to get the report loaded in
an electronic reading room so that the staff can review It and adjust the communication plan as
appropriate prior to the release of the report.

Please let me know if you have any comments on the electronic reading room proposal. In addition,
any comments associated with the attached draft communication plan would also be appreciated. I am
looking to determine whether or not to pursue the electronic reading room proposal by COB today. I will
inform you of the decision and the timeline for establishing the electronic reading room, if applicable, in
another update to the plan.

Thanks,

Joe Sebrosky
Senior Project Manager
Japan Lessons-Learned Division
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
joseph.sebrosky@nrc.gov
301-415-1132



From: Weil. Jenny
To: cebrpkv. ]¢':eyh

Cc- ~ rinA~e
Sub•.oct. RE: update: reouest has Oeen made to PG&E to grant access to draft copy of State of Calitotnia report

associated with the electonic reading room
Date: Wednesday, August 27, 2014 10:18:30 AM

Thanks Joe!

----- Original Message -----
From: Sebrosky, Joseph
Sent: Wednesday, August 27, 2014 10:17 AM
To: Markley, Michael; Oesterle, Eric; Kanatas, Catherine; Hipschman, Thomas; Reynoso, John; Manoly,
Kamal; Ake, Ion; Munson, Clifford; OKeefe, Nell; Folk, Kevin; Wrona, David; DIFrancesco, Nicholas;
Balazik, Michael; Hipschman, Thomas; Reynoso, John; Singal, Balwant; Hill, Brittain; Walker, Wayne;
Uselding, Lara; Lyon, Fred
Cc: Weil, Jenny; U, Yong; Manoly, Kamal; Lund, Louise; Dudek, Michael; Case, Michael; Burnell, Scott;
Whaley, Sheena; Hay, Michael
Subject: update: request has been made to PG&E to grant access to draft copy of State of California
report associated with the electronic reading room

To all,

The purpose of this email is to inform you that based on NRR, and RIV management approval, I talked
.to Philippe Soenen (PG&E licensing engineer) this morning and requested electronic reading room access
to a draft of the State of California report associated with the Shoreline fault. I followed the discussion
with the attached request via email for Jon Ake and Britt Hill to be granted access to the draft report

Philippe indicated that he would discuss the issue with his management chain (Including Tom Baldwin)
and quickly let me know if this presented a problem. Philippe indicated on the phone that he did not
think that granting such access would be an issue. I will let you know If and when Ion and Britt have
been granted access. It PG&E's response is that they will not provide such access I will inform the
appropriate management and elevate the issue Quickly.

Jon and Britt, RIV has suggested that if the report is too complex to be able to quickly assess the
differences between PG&E 2011 Shoreline fault report that we can request that PG&E develop a list of
the deltas between the two reports to aid in your assessment. I understand that I am still waiting for
confirmation from your management that they will support your review of the document, but assuming
you get the green light to review the document, please consider RIV's advice and let me know if you
want me to request such a product from the licensee.

Please let me know If you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Joe Sebrosky
Senior Project Manager
Japan Lessons-Learned Division
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
joseph.sebrosky@nrc.gov
301-415-1132

---Original Message .....
From: Sebrosky, Joseph
Sent: Wednesday, August 27, 2014 6:33 AM
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From: U"IN
To: maXe..Vca Wa~2v Wavr; I he* 1d; Aiexa~flkl1 pygar.

U.: Setrrky, J05gL11 Cast. flr-haC &il C UUP 2_r'Q11o
Subject Someone has posted DPO online
Date: Monday, August 25, 2014 2:15:27 PM
Importance: High

Can someone verify if what Mothers for Peace Jane Swanson has sent out to media and the public is
the actual DPO? See her link to below:

From; Jane Swanson [maitto ianesio('6)tcoud.corn
Sent: Monday, August 25, 2014 12:30 PM
To: Swanson Jane
Subject: MORE on AP story

Detailed information about NRC Inspector Dr. Peck's Differing Professional Opinion is at
hUt;!/iiibcIoudi .3 aniazoriaws.cog/93i/Sa18i4821!DiabloCainon Seismic DPO.odf

It is at the heart of the AP story.

-----Original Message-----
From: Markley, Michael
Sent: Monday, August 25, 2014 11:12 AM
To: Uhte, Jennifer; Lund, Louise; Dudek, Michael
Cc: Sebrosky, Joseph; Case, Michael; Davis, Jack; Uselding, Lara; Burnell, Scott
Subject: FW; DPO story has run
Importance: High

All,

FYI, it appears that the DPO regarding Diablo Canyon is now running in the AP. As you know, the
process is still pending within the NRC. A final decision has not been made and the DPO process is a
non-public process, in part, because the submitter has privacy rights. Only the submitter of the DPO
can release the information to the public.

Mike

.--- Original Message-----
From; Uselding, Lara
Sent: Monday, August 25, 2014 11:52 AM
To; Oesterle, Eric; Singal, Balwant; Sebrosky, Joseph; Markley, Michael; Gibson, Lauren; Hipschman,
Thomas; Reynoso, John
Cc: Walker, Wayne; Buchanan, Theresa
Subject: FW: DPO story has run

---Original Message-----
From: Uselding, Lara
Sent: Monday, August 25, 2014 10:47 AM
To: Walker, Wayne; Buchanan, Theresa; Alexander, Ryan; Dapas, Marc; Kennedy, KrIss; Dricks, Victor;
Brenner, Eliot; Bumell, Scott
Subject: DPO story has run

Just posted



AP Exclusive: Expert Calls for Nuke Plant Closure

By Michael R. Blood

Associated Press, August 25, 2014

LOS ANGELES (AP) - A senior federal nuclear expert is urging regulators to shut down California's last
operating nuclear plant until they can determine whether the facility's twin reactors can withstand
powerful shaking from any one of several nearby earthquake faults.

Michael Peck, who for five years was Diablo Canyon's lead on-site inspector, says in a 42-page,
confidential report that the Nuclear Regulatory Commission is not applying the safety rules it set out for
the plant's operation.

The document, which was obtained and verified by The Associated Press, does not say the plant itself is
unsafe. Instead, according to Peck's analysis, no one knows whether the facility's key equipment can
withstand strong shaking from those faults - the potential for which was realized decades after the
facility was built.

Continuing to run the reactors, Peck writes, "challenges the presumption of nuclear safety."

Peck's July 2013 filing is part of an agency review in which employees can appeal a supervisor's or
agency ruling - a process that normally takes 60 to 120 days, but can be extended. The NRC,
however, has not yet ruled. Spokeswoman Lara Uselding said In emalls that the agency would have no
comment on the document.

The NRC, which oversees the nation's commercial nuclear power Industry, and Diablo Canyon owner
Pacific Gas and Electric Co., say the nearly three-decade-old reactors, which produce enough electricity
for more than 3 million people annually, are safe and that the facility complies with its operating license,
including earthquake safety standards.

PG&E spokesman Blair Jones said the NRC has exhaustively analyzed earthquake threats for Diablo
Canyon and demonstrated that it "is seismically safe." Jones said In an email that the core issue
involving earthquake ground motions was resolved in the late 1970s with seismic retrofitting of the
plant.

The disaster preparedness of the world's nuclear plants came into sharp focus in 2011, when the coastal
Fukushima Dal-Ichi plant In Japan suffered multiple meltdowns after an earthquake and tsunami
destroyed its power and cooling systems. The magnitude-9 earthquake was far larger than had been
believed possible. The NRC has since directed U.S. nuclear plants to reevaluate seismic risks, and those
studies are due by March 2015.



The important of such an analysis came into sharp focus on Sunday when a magnitude 6.0-earthquake
struck in Northern California's wine country, injurng scores of residents, knocking out power to
thousands and toppling wine bottles at vineyards.

Environmentalists have long depicted Diablo Canyon - the state's last nuclear plant after the 2013
closure of the San Onfore reactors in Southern California - as a nuclear catastrophe in waiting. In
many ways, the history of the plant, located halfway between Los Angeles and San Francisco on the
Pacific coast and within 50 miles of 500,000 people, has been a costly fight against nature, involving
questions and repairs connected to its design and structural strength.

What's striking about Peck's analysis Is that it comes from within the NRC itself, and gives a rare look at
a dispute within the agency. At issue are whether the plant's mechanical guts could survive a big jolt,
and what yardsticks should be used to measure the ability of the equipment to withstand the potentially
strong vibrations that could result.

The conflict between Peck and his superiors stems from the 2008 discovery of the Shoreline fault, which
snakes offshore about 650 yards from the reactors. A larger crack, the Hosgrl fault, had been discovered
in the 1970s about 3 miles away, after the plant's construction permits had been issued and work was
underway. Surveys have mapped a network of other faults north and south of the reactors.

According to Peck's filing, PG&E research in 2011 determined that any of three nearby faults - the
Shoreline, Los Osos and San Luis Bay - Is capable of producing significantly more ground motion during
an earthquake than was accounted for in the design of Important plant equipment. In the case of San
Luis Bay, it is as much as 75 percent more.

Those findings involve estimates of what's called peak ground acceleration, a measurement of how hard
the earth could shake in a given location, The analysis says PG&E failed to demonstrate that the
equipment would remain operable If exposed to the stronger shaking, violating Its operating license.

The agency should shut the facility down until it is proven that piping, reactor cooling and other systems
can meet higher stress levels, or approve exemptions that would allow the plant to continue to operate,
according to Peck's analysis.

Peck disagreed with his supervisors' decision to let the plant continue to operate without assessing the
findings. Unable to resolve his concerns, Peck in 2012 filed a formal objection, calling for PG&E to be
cited for violating the safety standards, according to his filing. Within weeks, the NRC said the plant was
being operated safely. In 2013 he filed another objection, triggering the current review.

The NRC says the Hosgri fault line presents the greatest earthquake risk and that Diablo Canyon's
reactors can withstand the largest projected quake on it. In his analysis, Peck wrote that after officials
learned of the Hosgri fault's potential shaking power, the NRC never changed the requirements for the
structural strength of many systems and components in the plant.



In 2012, the agency endorsed preliminary findings that found shaking from the Shoreline fault would not
pose any additional risk for the reactors. Those greater ground motions were "at or below those for
which the plant was evaluated previously," referring to the Hosgri fault, it concluded.

Peck, who holds a doctorate in nuclear engineering and is now a senior instructor at the NRC's Technical
Training Center in Tennessee, declined to comment on the filing.

Earthquake faults and nuclear power plants have been uneasy neighbors in the state for decades. The
Humboldt Bay plant in Northern California, which was within 3,000 yards of three faults, was shut down
in 1976 to refuel and reinforce its ability to withstand possible earthquakes.

Restarting it became more difficult and costly than projected - it never reopened~vgd



From: Oesterie, Ernc
To: lvtt-~
Subject: FW., Comm Plan for OPO & Appeal
Date, Wednesday, September 10, 2014 12:33:00 PM
Attachments: Draft. Ml~l Comm PEla on DCPP DPO -JJ!,JalLdQ

imaceOQ0 gna
Impoft•e: High

FYI.. wanted to make sure we kept you in the loop.
Eric

From: Oesterle, Eric
Sent: Wednesday, September 10, 2014 12:32 PM
To: Sebrosky, Joseph; Markley, Michael; Munson, Clifford; Stovall, Scott; Kock, Andrea; Williams,
Megan; Li, Yong
Cc: Weil, Jenny; Manoly, Kamal; Lund, Louise; Dudek, Michael; Case, Michael; Burnell, Scott; Hay,
Michael; Franovich, Mike; Whaley, Sheena; Bowman, Gregory; Bowen, Jeremy; Moreno, Angel; Balazik,
Michael; Singal, Balwant; Famholtz, Thomas; Kanatas, Catherine; Hlpschman, Thomas; Reynoso, John;
Ake, Jon; Folk, Kevin; DiFrancesco, Nicholas; Balazik, Michael; Reynoso, John; Hill, Brittain; Walker,
Wayne; Uselding, Lara; Buchanan, Theresa; Keegan, Elaine; Jackson, Diane; Wittick, Brian; Harris,
Brian; Roth(OGC), David; Kanatas, Catherine; OKeefe, Neil
Subject: Comm Plan for DPO & Appeal
Importance: High

Everyone,

Attached for your use and for Region to fold into their "living DCPP Comm Plan" is the
DPO & Appeal Comm Plan, It has been extensively coordinated with the Comm Plan for
the PG&E Seismic Report (AB 1632) that is being issued today. The EDO has provided
his decision on the DPO Appeal and the DPO Case File has been made public. As a result
of these actions, we are issuing this DPO Comm Plan for timely use. If you have any
questions please contact me. Thanks.

Eri-c R. Oe•t-ebe,

Acting Branch Ch~ef

NRR/DORL/LPL4-1.

301-415-1014

t6

From: Sebrosky, Joseph
Sent. Wednesday, September 10, 2014 10:44 AM
To: Markley, Michael; Munson, Clifford; Stovall, Scott; Kock, Andrea; Williams, Megan; Li, Yong;
Oesterle, Eric
Cc: Weil, Jenny; Manoly, Kamal; Lund, Louise; Dudek, Michael; Case, Michael; Burnell, Scott; Hay,
Michael; Franovich, Mike; Whaley, Sheena; Bowman, Gregory; Bowen, Jeremy; Moreno, Angel; Balazik,
Michael; Singal, Balwant; Farnholtz, Thomas; Kanatas, Catherine; Hipschman, Thomas; Reynoso, John;


