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Honorable Barbara Boxer

Ranking Member, Senate Committee on Environment and Public Works
112 Hart Senate Office Building

United States Senate

Washington, D.C. 20510

SUBJECT: Continued Failure of the United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission to Enforce
Nuclear Safety Rules at the Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant

Honorable Senator Boxer,

| am writing to you today to provide specific examples detailing the failure of the U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (NRC) to enforce nuclear safety rules and license requirements at the
Diablo Canyon Power Plant. These requirements include the regulatory safeguards that protect
your California constituents from a radiation release following a major earthquake. The NRC's
failure to enforce these requirements results in an unacceptable level of public risk and
represents a serious breach of the public trust placed in the agency. | request your
consideration of these issues as you provide congressional oversight of the NRC.

Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E) completed a reevaluation of Diablo Canyon seismology in
January 2011. This reevaluation concluded that three local faults were capable of exceeding
equipment seismic qualification limits established by the facility design basis.' In

September 2014, PG&E completed an additional reevaluation as mandated by California
Assembly Bill 1632.2 This latest reevaluation revealed that several of these faults are even
more capable than previously considered.

PG&E created the appearance that the facility design basis remained satisfied by presenting the
reevaluation results using less conservative methods than specified in the facility license. While
these new methods and assumptions may or may not be technically justifiable, NRC rules
required that PG&E first obtain an amendment to the Operating License before they were used
in facility safety analyses. When applying the licensed methodology, the new seismic data
results in stress levels on important safety equipment well in excess of safety limits. As a result,
key safety barriers protecting the public from a radiation release may fail following a major
earthquake.

The NRC failed to enforce Diablo Canyon Operating License requirements to immediately
shutdown the reactors when the function of important safety equipment cannot be assured
using approved methods. The NRC also has allowed, and at times actively encouraged, PG&E
to encroach on these limits without first obtaining the required amendment to the Operating
License. The amendment process would have preserved nuclear safety by ensuring that these

' Report on the Analysis of the Shoreline Fault Zone, Central Coast California to the USNRC, PG&E , January 2011, Figure 6-19,
page 6-51, US NRC Agencywide Documents Access and Management System (ADAMS), Accession Number ML 110140400,
ghttp:.-‘Mww nrc.govireading-rm/adams_html)

PG&E, Central Coastal California Seismic Imaging Project Report, September 2014,

(http /iwww pge com/en/safety/systemworks/dcpp/seismicsalety/report page)
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new methodologies were consistent with established NRC acceptance criteria before they were
used. The amendment process also would have provided public notice and hearing
opportunities for these changes that directly affected the facility's principle safety barriers.

These issues were brought to the attention of NRC management and internal agency processes
for dispositioning nuclear safety concerns have been fully exhausted.® In response, the NRC
was more focused on justifying past decisions rather than addressing the specific issues raised
using these processes. In the end, the NRC justified inaction based on a lack of immediate
safety significance represented by these issues. While major earthquakes only infrequently
occur, the NRC's willingness to allow PG&E's continued encroachment on important safety
barriers remains a significant concern.

The Diablo Canyon licensing history is complex. However, the issues described in this letter are
not. NRC rules that define the current design and licensing bases, the threshold establishing
when an amendment to the Operating License is required, and how operability of plant
equipment is assessed are well understood processes. Applying these processes to the Diablo
Canyon seismic issues results in an answer than does not support continued reactor operation.
Rather than enforcing these regulatory requirements, agency personnel justify continued reactor
operation based on the “complexity of the facility's licensing history.”

Review of the NRC Licensing Process

A common understanding of the NRC licensing process is needed to provide context for the
Diablo Canyon seismic requirements. The licensing process began with PG&E submitting a
License Application to the NRC.* This application included the Final Safety Analyses Report
(FSAR). As required by regulation,® the FSAR included PG&E’s written commitments
describing how regulatory requirements would be met, the proposed facility design basis, and
the safety analyses demonstrating that the design basis was satisfied.

The NRC reviewed the application. During this review, the agency identified gaps between
PG&E’s written commitments and agency acceptance criteria.” Based on agency feedback in
the form of safety evaluation reports, letters, and meetings, PG&E amended and resubmitted
the application for additional review. This process was repeated 85 times before the NRC was
satisfied that all requirements were met. The FSAR, as amended, became the facility licensing
basis when the NRC issued the Operating License in 1984.

The regulatory requirements applicable to Diablo Canyon, PG&E's written commitments for
meeting those requirements, and the design basis define the facility current licensing basis
(CLB).” The NRC's role was to either approve or disapprove the License Application, or license
amendment requests, based on those written commitments. Some have incorrectly asserted
that information included in safety evaluation reports and transcripts from the Atomic Safety and

* DPO-2013-002, Diablo Canyon Seismic Issues (Public) Case File, ADAMS ML14252A743

* PG&E submitted the License Application in 1971 to the Atomic Energy Commission, the predecessor to the NRC. The Atomic
Energy Commission became the NRC as a result of the 1974 Energy Reorganization Act.

* 10 CFR 50.34, Contents of applications; technical information. Requires the License Application to include the facility specific
design basis and supporting safety analyses (http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/doc-collections/cfr/part050/part050-0034.html)

% NRC acceptance criteria for License Application/FSARs are provided in NUREG-800, Standard Review Plan for the Review of
Safety Analysis Reports for Nuclear Power Plants: LWR Edition (http://www.nrc.govireading-rm/doc-collections/nuregs/staff/sr0800/)
710 CFR 54.3 defined the current licensing basis as the "set of NRC requirements applicable to a specific plant and a licensee's
written commitments for ensure compliance with and operation within applicable NRC requirements and the plant-specific deign
bases” (over the life of the license), (http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/doc-collections/cfr/part054/part054-0003.html) and NRC
Inspection Manual, Manual Chapter 0326, Operability Determinations & Functionality Assessments for Conditions Adverse To
Quality or Safety, Page 2, ADAMS ML1327A578




Licensing Broad established the CLB.? While this information provided insight and the bases for
approving a regulatory action, this information did not alter the CLB.

The facility design basis is an important subset of the CLB. NRC regulations®'® specifically limit
facility operation within the design basis as specified in the License Application (FSAR). The
design basis was derived from the General Design Criteria (GDC) currently maintained in
Appendix A to Title 10 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), Part 50."

Diablo Canyon Seismic Design and Licensing Bases

The Diablo Canyon seismic design basis was explicitly tied to satisfying GDC-2, “Design Bases
for Protection against Natural Phenomena.” The FSAR included two safety analyses that
demonstrated that the seismic design basis was met. The first analysis implemented the
Operational Basis Earthquake (OBE) requirement. The OBE demonstrated that certain
important safety equipment would remain functional following the maximum earthquake
potential that is reasonably expected to occur during the life of the facility. The FSAR Design
Earthquake (0.2 g) safety analysis implemented the Diablo Canyon OBE.

The second analysis implemented the Safe Shutdown Earthquake (SSE) requirement. The
SSE was required to demonstrate that the reactor can be safely shutdown; equipment needed
to prevent or mitigate and accident would remain functional; and critical reactor piping would
remain intact following the maximum earthquake potential (producing the maximum amount of
ground motion) for the plant site. The SSE was developed based on an evaluation of all
“capable” earthquake faults located within 75 miles of the facility. PG&E doubled the Design
Earthquake response spectrum to create the Double Design Earthquake. The FSAR Double
Design Earthquake (0.4 g) safety analysis implemented the Diablo Canyon SSE.

The License Application included a third evaluation called the Hosgri Event. The FSAR stated
that the Hosgri Event was prepared in response a NRC question during the licensing process.
This evaluation specifically addressed a potential 7.5 Magnitude (M) earthquake on the Hosgri
fault. The application described the Hosgri as “a hypothetical case only for review purposes and
as a condition beyond credibility based upon the historical record and physical evidence.”'
PG&E used less conservative methods and assumptions for the Hosgri than required for the
SSE. For example, PG&E incorporated the “tau” effect, permitting about a 20% relaxation of the
acceleration response spectrum applied to structures, a larger damping value to reduce amount
of seismic stress transmitted to the facility, and dispensation from certain Code requirements for
material strength. The Hosgri was not part of the facility design basis because the evaluation
was not required by NRC regulations. However, PG&E’s written commitments associated with
this “beyond design basis event” are included in the CLB.

LIC-100, Control of Licensing Bases for Operating Reactors, “page 6.4, defined the relationship between NRC SERs and the
current licensing basis: “The staff should not attempt to establish licensing bases information in SEs or SERs.” Nenpublic ADAMS
ML033530249

910 CFR 50.54, Conditions of licenses, Section (a)(1), required PG&E to meet 10 CFR 50, Appendix B (http://www.nrc.gov/reading-
rm/doc-collections/cfr/part050/part050-0054 . html).

10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Quality Assurance Criteria for Nuclear Power Plants and Fuel Reprocessing Plants, Criterial lll, Design
Control, required licensees to assure that applicable regulatory requirements and the design basis, as specified in the license
a1pp\ication, are maintained, (http://'www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/doc-collections/cfr/part050/part050-appb.html)

" NEI 97.04, “Guidance and Examples for Identifying 10 CFR 50.2 Design Bases, Appendix B, page B21, “Seismic Topical Design
Bases.” ADAMS ML003678532, Endorsed by Regulatory Guide 1.186, “Guidance and Examples for Identifying 10 CFR 50.2 Design
Bases,” (http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/doc-collections/reg-guides/power-reactors/ra/division-1/division-1-181.html)

2 piablo Canyon License Application, Amendment 60, Hosgri Evaluation, Appendix I-1, March 1978
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NRC regulations™ required the SSE safety analysis to include the maximum vibratory ground
motion that could affect certain safety equipment. The Diablo Canyon SSE excluded seismic
input from the Hosgri fault. PG&E justified excluding the Hosgri based on an argument that fault
was not “capable” as defined by NRC regulations.’ In other words, PG&E did not consider the
Hosgri an active fault during plant licensing.

The Diablo Canyon seismic qualification, as described in the approved License Application
(FSAR), included the Design Earthquake (0.2 g), providing the basis for plant design and
satisfying the OBE design basis requirement; the Double Design Earthquake (0.4 g), satisfying
the SSE design basis requirement for protection against the maximum earthquake potential
from all “capable” faults; and the Hosgri (0.75 g), a beyond design bases event prepared in
response to an NRC question.

Peak ground accelerations associated with each evaluation (0.2 g, 0.4 g, & 0.75 g) were
included for reference only. Some have incorrectly asserted that the Hosgri was bounding for
seismic qualification based on the larger ground motion. Comparison of ground accelerations
alone is meaningless for seismic qualification. The stress levels used for seismic qualification
were based on the methods, assumptions, spectrum, analytical inputs, load combinations, and
acceptance criteria associated with each analysis. The qualification of some plant structures
and equipment was more limited by the Design Earthquake, others by the Double Design
Earthquake, and still others by the Hosgri."® The CLB requires PG&E to maintain all three
qualification bases.

PG&E has stated that the facility was extensity retrofitted to accommodate the larger Hosgri
earthquake. PG&E’s statement is very misleading. This retrofit was primarily a paper exercise.
PG&E completed calculations that demonstrated the existing facility would survive the beyond
design basis Hosgri earthquake. The Hosgri evaluation compensated for higher ground motions
by using less conservative methods and assumptions. This resulted in less seismic stress on
plant equipment than produced by the SSE in many cases. Since most safety equipment was
already qualified for the SSE, no additional retrofitting was required.

Physical plant modifications associated with the retrofit were primarily limited to the turbine
building.” The NRC license review identified that the turbine building had not been qualified for
the SSE. SSE design basis required the structure to be seismically qualified because the
building house important to safety equipment, including component cooling water and the
emergency diesel generators. In other words, the majority of the physical Hosgri retrofits may
have been required even without discovery of the Hosgri fault.

10 CFR 100, Appendix A, Seismic and Geologic Siting Criteria for Nuclear Power Plants, defines inputs for the Safe Shutdown
Earthquake, defined as the maximum v bratory ground motion than can affect the site (http://www.nre.gov/reading-rm/doc-
collections/cfr/part100/part100-appa.himl)

10 CFR 100, Appendix A, Seismic and Geologic Siting Criteria for Nuclear Power Plants, defined the criteria for considering a
fault “capable:” Movement near the surface within the past 35,000 years, movement within the past 500, 000, or evidence of macro-
seismicity. The Safe Shutdown Earthquake (max vibratory ground motion) based on an evaluation of “capable” faults” near the
facility (http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/doc-collections/cft/part100/part100-appa.html)

' The DPO-2013-002 (public) Case File) ADAMS ML14252A743, includes many examples of the SSE more limiting that the HE.
For example, consider the control rod drive mechanisms located on top of the reactor. These mechanisms are welded extensions of
the reactor coolant pressure boundary. Based on PG&E calculations, the DDE/SSE (0.4 g) predicts about 80,000 Ibs/in stress on
the mechanisms while the Hosgri only produced about 40,000 Ibs/in stress at the same locations (pages 19 and 20 of

® Supplemental Safety Evaluation Report Number 7, pages 3-13 through 3-70, and Supplemental Safety Evaluation Report
Number 8, pages 3-6 thought 3-40, includes a detailed description of the calculations and physical modifications PG&E completed
for the Hosgri Event




NRC Requirements for Ensuring Fidelity of the Facility Design Basis

NRC regulations'"'® restrict reactor operation within design basis limits as specified in the

approved License Application, including the boundaries established by FSAR safety analyses.
Other regulations'® require licensees to update the FSAR with new information developed that
affect either the design basis or supporting safety analyses. These regulations also require
licensees to take prompt corrective action when new information adversely affects the methods
or assumptions used to demonstrate that the design basis was met. These corrective actions
may involve restoring the facility back to within safety analyses boundaries, modifying safety
analyses, or a combination of both.

Title 10 of the Code of Federal Regulations, Part 50.59, establishes when a licensee may make
changes to the facility as described in the FSAR (CLB) without first obtaining an amendment
to the Operating License. This Rule establishes the threshold for NRC approval, not for
determining if a particular action is safe or not. The NRC assesses the safety of a proposed
change by comparing information provided in a license amendment request against definitive
agency acceptance criteria.

This Rule applies to changes affecting the facility analytical bases and safety analyses as well
as physical changes to the plant. Prior NRC approval is required for any change that:

“(viii) Result in a departure from a method of evaluation described in the FSAR used in
establishing the design basis or in the safely analyses” (emphasis added)

This threshold specifically includes cases when a licensee gains margin in a safety analysis
result by changing one or more inputs (elements) or assumptions used in the evaluation.?

These Regulations, along with the License Application (FSAR) provide the framework of
complementary controls that ensure fidelity of the design and licensing basis over the life of the
facility. This framework requires that licensees obtain an amendment to the Operating License
before exceeding any safety analysis boundary approved by the NRC during original plant
licensing. In addition, these Rules also required public notice and hearing opportunities before
a licensee may encroach on any of these key safety boundaries or assumptions associated with
facility safety analyses.

To avoid any misunderstanding of the Diablo Canyon seismic license requirements, | have
attached the applicable FSAR sections. Appendix A includes sections from the original FSAR
(approved License Application). Appendix B includes the FSAR revision in affect (CLB) when

" 10 CFR 50.54, Conditions of licenses, Section (a)(1), requires PG&E to meet 10 CFR 50, Appendix B (http://www.nrc.gov/reading-
rm/doc-collections/cfr/part050/part050-D054 . html).
%10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Quality Assurance Criteria for Nuclear Power Plants and Fuel Reprocessing Plants, Criterial lll, Design
Control, required licensees to assure that applicable regulatory requirements and the design basis, as specified in the license
apphcation is maintained, (http:/iwww.nrc.gov/reading-rm/doc-collections/cfr/part050/part050-appb.html)

%10 CFR 50.71 Maintenance of records, making of reports. http.//www.nrc.qov/reading-rm/doc-collections/cfr/part050/part050-
0071.html
TNEI 96-07 Rev 1 "Guidelines for10 CFR 50.59 Evaluations,” ML003636043. Section 4.3.8, Pages 56 - 63, Endorsed by
Regulatory Guide 1.187, Guidance for Implementation of 10 CFR 50.58, Changes, Tests, and Experiments,
http://pbadupws.nrc.gov/docs/MLO037/MLO03759710.pdf)




PG&E developed the new seismic information.”’ These FSAR sections clearly establish that the
Double Design Earthquake safety analysis is used to satisfy the GDC-2 SSE design basis.

Sometimes a licensee will make changes to the facility or to a FSAR safety analyses without
first obtaining the required Operating License amendment. This encroachment adversely
affects the NRC'’s ability to perform their regulatory oversight function to ensure that facility’s
principle safety barriers have not degraded. As described in the NRC Enforcement Policy, the
agency enforces the 50.59 Rule by issuing violations for these types of CLB encroachments.*

PG&E has a long history of CLB encroachment.?®** Because of this history, the CLB (FSAR)
should be compared against the approved License Application to ensure PG&E has not made
unauthorized changes. Any changes that required prior NRC approval, but were made without
a license amendment, are invalid. In these cases, the CLB reverts back to the pre-changed
state. For example, the original FSAR established the earthquake design basis as Design
Earthquake® consistent with GDC-2. A subsequent FSAR change to add the Hosgri to this
design basis would be invalid without an approved amendment to the Operating Licensee.

NRC Regulations’?6 also require licensees to control design basis requirements, including
seismic qualification, down to the component level. At Diablo Canyon, this requirement is
implemented by the Q-List (Attached Appendix C, Q-List Classification Sheet). The Diablo
Canyon Q-List also clearly shows that the seismic qualification of plant components for the SSE
is based on the Double Design safety analysis.

Failure of the NRC to Enforce Diablo Canyon Design and Licensing Bases Requirements

Agency personnel allowed, and at times actively encouraged, PG&E to encroach upon key
safety boundaries established by facility safety analyses. As a result, PG&E has not assessed
the effect of the new seismic information against the methods and assumptions approved by the
NRC for the SSE design basis. PG&E was required to compare the new seismic information
against the Double Design Earthquake safety analysis because:

e The FSAR stated that the Double Design Earthcluake safety analysis implemented the
facility GDC-2 SSE design basis requirement.?”

' FSAR and FSAR, Rev 20, Sections were previously approved for public released by the NRC as part of the Differing Professional
Opinion (public) Case File, DPO Appeal, ADAMS ML14252A743. PGR&E as subsequently released FSAR Rev 21.

2 NRC Enforcement Policy, 10 CFR 50.59 Violations, pages 9, 23, 41, & 52, ADAMS ML13228A199

* NRC identified adverse trend in PG&E’s licensing and design basis management, Inspection Report IR 2009-03, pages 21 -23,
ADAMS ML092170781

“ Recent NRC issued violations associated with PG&Es encroachment of the CLB included: Inadequate Corrective Actions to
Update the FSAR Update with Required Information, 11/13/2012, ADAMS ML12318A385; Failure to Update the FSARU with
Current Plant Design Criteria, 11/13/2012, ADAMS ML 12318A385; Less than Adequate Change Evaluation to the Facility as
Described in the UFSAR, 12/31/2009 ADAMS ML100341199; Inadequate 50.59 Evaluation for Unit 1 Containment Sump
Madification, 12/31/2007, ADAMS MLOB0360630; Failure to Evaluate a Change to the Facility as Described in the FSAR Update
Associated with 500 kV Offsite Power Source, 06/30/2009, ADAMS ML092170781; Inadequate 50.59 Evaluation for Steam
Generator Tube Rupture Analysis, 12/31/2009, ADAMS ML100341199; Failure to Evaluate a Change to the Facility as Described in
the FSAR Update Associated with the Addition of Manual Actions in the Safety Analysis, 01/25/2010, ADAMS ML100700281;
Failure to Adequately Evaluate Changes to the Diesel Testing as Described in the UFSAR, 06/10/2010, ADAMS ML102040823;
Less Than Adequate Change Evaluation to the Facility as Descr bed in the UFSAR 06/10/2010, ADAMS ML102040823; Failure to
Perform a 50.59 Evaluation, 06/22/2012, ADAMS ML12216A105.

25_‘ FSAR (Rev 0), Section 2.5.4.9, Earthquake Design Basis

* 10 CFR 50, App B, Criterion | and Ill, (http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/doc-collections/cfripart050/part050-appb.html)

" FSAR (Rev 0), Sections 3.2.1, Seismic Classification; 3.1.2.2, Criterion 2 — Performance Standard; 2.5 Geology and Seismology;
& 3.7.1, Seismic Input

* FSAR (Rev 20) Sections 3.2.1, Seismic Classification; 3.7.1, Seismic Input; & 3.7.6.1, Post Hosgri Shutdown Requirements and
Assumed Conditions




e The FSAR stated that Double Design Earthquake safety analysis includes all “capable”
faults within 75 miles of the facility®® (excluding the Hosgri).

o PG&E concluded that the Shoreline, Los Osos and San Luis Bay faults were “capable”
and located within 75 miles of the facility (but were not associated with the Hosgri fault).

e The FSAR stated that Double Design Earthquake safety analysis was used to ensure
that all important safety equipment, including the reactor coolant pressure boundary,
would remain functional following the maximum ground motions that could affect the
facility.

e PG&E concluded that ground motion from any one of the three faults could significantly
exceed the maximum ground motion used to seismically qualify important plant
structures and safety equipment required for the SSE design basis.

Ground motion from the San Luis Bay fault had the most significant effect on the Double Design
safety analysis. NRC regulations® required PG&E to take prompt corrective action to restore
the SSE safety analyses within the bounds of the GDC-2 design basis. Adding the San Luis
Bay seismic inputs to the existing Double Design analysis would have resulted in stress levels
far exceeding equipment qualification limits. In other words, the safety analysis would no longer
demonstrate that the key safety barriers, relied on for the protection against the release of
radiation, would remain intact following a major San Luis Bay earthquake.

PG&E Proposed Using a New Methodology for the Safe Shutdown Earthquake

In October 2011, PG&E submitted License Amendment Request 11-05 to change the facility’s
SSE safety analysis methodology from the Double Design Earthquake to the Hosgri Event.*’
PG&E argued that the Hosgri Event could accommodate the higher equipment stress levels
represented by the new seismic information while demonstrating that acceptance limits were not
exceeded. This amendment also requested dispensation from NRC operability requirements for
new seismic information. Unfortunately, agency technical staff concluded that the Hosgri
methodology failed to satisfy NRC SSE review requirements.*** Rather than rejecting the
license amendment outright, the agency allowed PG&E to withdraw the request.

The failure of the amendment request should have resulted in the NRC issuing PG&E a
Shutdown Order. Diablo Canyon no longer met SSE qualification requirements as defined by
the design basis. As an alternative, the NRC could have used agency statutory authority to
waive these requirements.>* However, the waiver process required PG&E to demonstrate that
plant safety could be assured at the higher seismic stress levels. Demonstration of this safety

10 CFR 100, Appendix A, Seismic and Geologic Siting Criteria for Nuclear Power Plants, defines “capable” fault.
(http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/doc-collections/cfr/part100/part100-appa.html). FSAR 3.2.1, Seismic Classification, stated that
Double Design Earthquake was in compliance with the criteria for the SSE as required by 10 CFR 100, Appendix A. 10 CFR 100,
Appendix A provided the criteria for implementing GDC-2 design basis for earthquakes.

%10 CFR 50, App B, Criteria XVI. Corrective Action, (http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/doc-collections/cfr/part050/part050-appb. html)
' License Amendment Request 11-05, “Evaluation Process for New Seismic Information and Clarifying the Diablo Canyon Power
Plant Safe Shutdown Earthquake" October 20, 2011 (ADAMS ML11312A166)

% Standard Review Plan Comparison Tables for License Amendment Request 11-05, "Evaluation Process for New Seismic
Information and Clarifying the Diablo Canyon Power Plant Safe Shutdown Earthquake" December 6, 2011, PG&E Letter

DCL-1 1-24 (ADAMS ML11342A23866 ). Includes 66 attachments and 331 pages details gaps between the Hosgri Evaluation and
NRC requirements for the safe shutdown earthquake.

%Records released under the Freedom of Information Act, FOIA/PA NO: 2014-0065 (Group B), ADAMS ML13354B992. Details
NRC technical reviewer's concerns related to LAR 11-05.

* 10 CFR 50.12 provides the NRC with statutory authority to waive certain license requirements.
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case in a public forum would have been difficult given that the NRC had just rejected the
proposed new safety analysis methodology.

Rather than implement either of these two options, agency personnel took the unprecedented
action to direct PG&E to work around the failed amendment. The NRC directed PG&E to add
the Shoreline fault to the FSAR as lesser case of the Hosgri. This direction attached all of the
exceptions associated with the Hosgri to the Shoreline fault. PG&E and NRC informally
adapted this position to also justify treating the more limiting San Luis Bay and Los Osos faults
as a lesser cases of the Hosgri. These actions functionally changed the facility SSE
methodology from the Double Design to the Hosgri. This was the very action that NRC
technical reviewers concluded was inappropriate based on gaps between the Hosgri
methodology and NRC safety standards. As a result of this CLB encroachment, PG&E has not
corrected the non-conforming Double Design Earthquake safety analysis and continues to
operate the facility outside of the design basis.

In September 2014, PG&E submitted to the NRC the results of an additional seismic
reevaluation mandated by California Assembly Bill 1632.>° PG&E concluded that the Diablo
Canyon seismic design basis remained intact because all new ground motions were bounded
by the 1977 Hosgri Spectrum. PG&E's statement was misleading for two reasons:

¢ PG&E used new methods, including ground motion prediction equations and wave
velocities,™ when presenting the data. As a result, the new ground motion spectra
appeared to decrease (Figure 1) even though the faults lengths increased (faults were

2.5-
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- 1991 LTSP/SSER34 spectrum
24— —— PB - Linked Hosgri and San Simeon (M 7.3)
5 — PB-Los Osos (M 6.7)
‘g — PB - San Luis Bay (M 6.4)
'*5 1.5- — PB - Shoreline (M 6.7)
% = = 1977 HE spectrum extended to 0.5 Hz
[4]
< !
&1 :
o b !
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Figure 1
Comparison of New Gounod Motions with the 1977 Hosgri and 1991 LTSP

* PG&E, Central Coastal California Seismic Imaging Project Report, September 2014,

ghttp:ﬁwww‘ pge.com/en/safety/systemworks/dcpp/seismicsafety/report.page)

% PG&E, Central Coastal California Seismic Imaging Project Report, September 2014, Chapter 13, page 9, stated PG&E used new
shear-wave velocity relationships and ground motion prediction equations
(http://www.pge.com/en/safety/systemworks/dcpp/seismicsafety/report.page)
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more capable). These new methods and assumptions were less conservative than
those approved for use in the 1977 Hosgri Spectrum.®’

The 1977 Hosgri Spectrum was developed using a 145 km fault length. The new
evaluation concluded that the Hosgri has a 171 km fault length.*® The increase in fault
length correlates to an increase in earthquake capability. Using CLB methods, the new
“PB — Hosgri Linked Spectrum” (shown in green on Figure 1), should have exceeded the
1977 Hosgri Spectrum based on the increased fault length alone.

These new methods were also less conservative when compared to the “1991
LTSP/SSER 34 Spectrum.” The 1991 Spectrum (shown on Figure 1) was based on a
7.2 M Hosgri earthquake with a 110 km fault length. The “PB — Hosgri Linked Spectrum”
should have exceeded the 1991 LTSP/SSER 34 Spectrum based on the increased
Hosgri fault length, if the LTSP Report methods and assumptions had been used.

Without making a judgment of the technical adequacy of the methods reflected in the
spectra (Figure 1), these new methods clearly resulted in the analytical results to gain
margin. In other words, PG&E's new methods predicted less seismic stress on plant
equipment even though the earthquakes are now more severe. The 50.59 Rule required
NRC approval of an amendment to the Operating License before PG&E was permitted
to apply these less conservative methodologies and inputs to facility safety analyses.

¢ The San Luis Bay and Shoreline faults also exceed the 1977 Hosgri Spectrum using
CLB methods. PG&E reported that the “PM-San Luis Bay” (0.63 g) and the “PM-
Shoreline fault” (0.57 g) spectra both exceeded the “PB — Hosgri Linked
Spectrum” (0.50 g).** Given that the reported “PB - Linked Hosgri Spectrum” (green)
actually exceeds the 1977 Hosgri Spectrum, using CLB methods and assumptions, then
the San Luis Bay and Shoreline faults also exceed the1977 Hosgri Spectrum.

PG&E's reported peak ground accelerations (new methods) for the San Luis

Bay (0.63 g) and the Shoreline fault (0.57 g) power block foundation accelerations also
exceed the peak Hosgri accelerations for the plant complex (0.50 g) as reported in the
1977 Hosgri Report.*

This discussion is academic since the CLB (FSAR) clearly defined the Double Design
Earthquake as the facility SSE.*'*? As in the case of the 2011 re-evaluation results, the 2014
re-evaluation also concludes that the Shoreline, Los Osos, and San Luis Bay faults all
significantly exceed the SSE design basis when the CLB methods are used to determine ground

% PG&E descr bed attenuation equations, assumptions, and methods, including USGS Circular 672, "Near-fault horizontal ground
motion." used to develop the 1977 Hosgri Spectrum, Diablo Canyon License Application, Amendment 50, D-LL42, Hosgri Report
D43.1, Discussion of Attenuation Equations, October 1977. This information was incorporated into the FSAR by reference, FSAR
Section 3.7, Seismic Design, Reference 15, “Evaluation for Postulated 7.5 M Hosgri Earthquake, DCPP Units 1 and 2
* PG&E, Central Coastal California Seismic Imaging Project Report, September 2014, Chapter 13, page 7
ghttp:ﬁwww.qu.comien!safetv!svstemworksfdcpnfseismicsafe!wrenon.Dggg)

PG&E, Central Coastal California Seismic Imaging Project Report, September 2014, Chapter 13, Table 2-9. Deterministic 84th

Percentile Site-Specific Ground Motions for the Turbine-Building Foundation Level, page 21

“© A Rationale For Development of Design Spectra For Diablo Canyon Reactor Facility, Appendix C, page C-20, SSER 5,
September 1976.

T FSAR Sections clearly defined the Double Design Earthquake as the SSE: 2.5, Geology and Seismology; 3.2.1, Seismic
Classification; 3.7.1.1, Design Response Sprctra3.7.6.1, Post Hosgri Shutdown Requirements and Assumed Conditions. (attached
Appendix B)

“* PG&E Classification of Structures, Systems and Companents for Diablo Canyon Power Plant (Q-List), Section 2, Classification
Systems (attached Appendix C)



motion. The latest reevaluation also indicated that Hosgri, San Luis Bay, and Shoreline faults
also exceed the seismic loads bounded by the 1977 Hosgri and the 1991 LTSP/SSER 34
spectra. In other words, the new re-evaluation revealed that the seismic potential affecting
Diablo Canyon is worse than previously considered.

Some have incorrectly asserted that the Hosgri is an additional design basis SSE. This
assertion is clearly unsupported by the CLB. These individuals have constructed “hybrid”
ground motion spectra by combining the Double Design with the Hosgri. These individuals
argued that the seismic design basis remained satisfied if new spectra are bonded by the least
of the limiting values of these “hybrid” spectra. This approach results in neither of the two
evaluations to be satisfied. NRC regulations*® require the entire design basis to be satisfied. If
the Hosgri is considered a design basis event, then the entire Hosgri evaluation must be
satisfied in addition the entire Double Design safety analysis. A simple comparison of ground
motion spectra alone ignores the other important attributes use to establish the safety analysis
boundaries. Application of new “hybrid” spectra is a clear departure from the “method of
evaluation described in the FSAR” used to establish the GDC-2 seismic design basis and would
require an amendment to the Operating License before use.

Use of Plant Technical Specifications to Preserve Key Safety Analyses Assumptions

The NRC regulatory framework relies on the Diablo Canyon Technical Specifications to ensure
that key assumptions used in safety analyses are preserved. These specifications are part of
the Operating License.* The Technical Specifications require PG&E to shut down the reactors
whenever certain important safety equipment is not “operable.” To be considered “operable,”
this equipment must be capable of performing the safety functions credited in all FSAR safety
analyses, including the design basis SSE. The new seismic information challenged the
presumption of operability because the maximum vibratory ground motion that could affect
Technical Specifications required plant equipment has significantly increased.

NRC Operability Policy* includes provisions for continued reactor operation during the
corrective action period following discovery of non-conforming safety analyses. This policy
requires that the licensee promptly demonstrate that affected equipment is still capable of
performing required safety functions given the non-conforming condition. This policy allows use
of available design margin beyond the minimal functional requirements established by facility
safety analyses. Technical Specifications generally required a reactor shutdown if a licensee
fails to adequately demonstrate that non-conforming equipment remains operable.

Failure of the NRC to Enforce Diablo Canon Technical Specification Operability Requirements

In November 2008, PG&E notified the NRC of discovery of a new line of epicenters. This line of
epicenters subsequently became known as the Shoreline fault. PG&E reported that the
maximum ground motion that could be produced from this potential fault was less than assumed
in the limiting facility design basis as defined by the Long Term Seismic Program (LTSP). The
NRC initially concluded that an operability evaluation was not required based on the information
provided by PG&E.

10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Quality Assurance Criteria for Nuclear Power Plants and Fuel Reprocessing Plants, Criterial Ill, Design
Control, required licensees to assure that design basis is maintained, (http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/doc-
collections/cfr/part050/part050-appb.html)

Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant, Facility Operating License, DRP-80 & DRP-82, Section 2.C(2), “...PG&E shall operate the
facility in accordance with the Technical Specifications...”
* NRC Inspection Manual, Manual Chapter 0326, Operability Determinations & Functionality Assessments for Conditions Adverse
to Quality or Safety, ADAM ML1327A578 (http://pbadupws.nrc.gov/docs/ML1327/ML13274A578.pdf)
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In late 2010, the Diablo Canyon NRC senior resident inspector identified that the FSAR explicitly
excluded the LTSP from the facility design basis.*® Also, PG&E’s initial characterization of the
fault indicated that a Shoreline earthquake was capable of inducing significantly greater seismic
stress on important safety equipment than described in the SSE safety analysis. An operability
evaluation was immediately required to support continued reactor operation. The senior
resident inspector requested that PG&E to perform the evaluation.” PG&E refused, maintaining
that the LTSP represented a “special agreement” with the NRC, superseding FSAR design
basis requirements.

In January 2011, PG&E confirmed that Shoreline, Los Osos, and San Luis Bay faults were each
capable of significantly exceeding the bounding stress used to qualify important to safety plant
equipment.” The SSE safety analysis contained insufficient margin to accommodate the higher
seismic loads represented by the new information. PG&E would have likely been unsuccessful
demonstrating operability given the lack of margin. This is a safety concern because the facility
is operating outside of the design basis limits that provides confidence PG&E could successfully
mitigating a major earthquake.

In February 2011, senior resident inspector recommended that the agency initiate enforcement
action against PG&E. This enforcement action would have addressed the licensee’s continued
operation outside of the plant design basis and for providing the NRC incomplete and inaccurate
information regarding the LTSP. NRC Region IV management did not accept the
recommendation.

In August 2011, the NRC concluded that PG&E's use of the LTSP was inadequate to ensure
that the design basis was satisfied."® PG&E subsequently completed an operability evaluation.
However, this evaluation failed to satisfy NRC operability standards. The senior resident
inspector recommended additional enforcement actions associated with the inadequate
operability assessment during the last two quarters of 2011. Again, NRC Region IV
management did not accept the recommendation.

PG&E’s evaluation concluded that all components were operable for the SSE because the new
ground motions were less than the 1977 Hosgri Spectrum. The NRC calls this operability
approach use of an “alternate analytical method.” The NRC allows use of alternate methods
provided that the new method does not create margin (over-predict equipment performance)
when compared to CLB methods. This operability policy provides licensees latitude by allowing
use of simplified calculations to approximate the results of more complex engineering analyses
specified in the CLB. However, the results of these simplified methods must be consistent with
the safety analyses. The NRC prohibits use of “alternate methods” for the purpose of gaining
additional margin to safety analysis boundaries. In other words, PG&E may not choose an
alternate method because it provides a more desirable outcome when compared to the CLB.

NRC Operability Policy states:*’

* FSAR, Rev 20, Sections 2.5, Geology and Seismology, and 3.7.1, Seismic Input

“" Report on the Analysis of the Shoreline Fault Zone, Central Coast California to the NRC,” January 7, 2011, Submitted on the NRC
Docket, ADAMS ML110140400

“® Task Interface Agreement, Diablo Canyon Seismic Qualification Current Licensing and Design Basis, TIA 2011-010, August 1,
2011 ADAMS ML112130655

“* NRC Inspection Manual, Manual Chapter 0326, Operability Determinations & Functionality Assessments for Conditions Adverse
to Quality or Safety, Page C.4, ADAM ML1327A578
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“(1) If the analytic method in question is described in the CLB (current licensing basis), the
licensee should evaluate the situation-specific application of this method, including the
differences between the CLB-described analyses and the proposed application in support of the
operability determination process.”

“(5) Acceptable alternative methods such as the use of “best estimate” codes, methods, and
techniques. In these cases, the evaluation should ensure that the SSC’s (structures, systems,
and component) performance is not over-predicted by performing a benchmark comparison of the
non-CLB analysis methods to the applicable CLB analysis methods.”

For any given seismic input, the Hosgri evaluation will always produce a less conservative result
than the Double Design Earthquake safety analysis. Since the Double Design/SSE is also more
limiting for seismic qualification in many cases, use of the Hosgri did not meet NRC limitations
for use as an alternative method. Specifically, the operability evaluation was inadequate
because PG&E failed to include sufficient benchmarking to verify that the Hosgri did not create
margin (over-predict equipment performance) when compared to the SSE design basis. This
discussion is also academic since the sole reason PG&E chose the Hosgri as an alternate
method was to create the appearance of seismic margin to avoid a Technical Specification
required reactor shutdown.

Some have incorrectly asserted that operability is satisfied if the new ground motions are bound
by either the Hosgri or the Double Design spectra. As a minimum, Technical Specification
required equipment, credited for meeting the design basis, must be operable. Operability is
defined as the capability of performing the safety functions described in all safety analysis. As
previously discussed, the approved License Application specifically credited the Design and
Double Design safe analysis for the facility design basis (OBE and SSE). The 10 CFR 50.59
Rule required an approved License amendment before the Hosgri methodology could be used
to satisfy these principle safety barriers.

America Society of Mechanical Engineers Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code Reguirements

To be considered operable, the seismic stress on reactor coolant pressure boundary (Class 1)
components must not exceed the limits established by the America Society of Mechanical
Engineers (ASME) Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code. NRC regulations®® and the facility design
basis specifically require that Code acceptance criteria be satisfied for the OBE (Design
Earthquake) and the SSE (Double Design Earthquake)®' for the following load combinations.>

(Case 1). Design Earthquake (OBE) + Pressure + Thermal + Dead Weight

(Case 2): Double Design Earthquake (SSE) + Pressure + Accident Dynamic Loads + Dead
Weight

In addition, PG&E made CLB commitment to also ensure the following load combination
satisfies Code acceptance limits:

(Case 3): Hosgri Earthquake + Pressure + Dead Weight

" 10 CFR 50.55a, Codes and standards ( http://www.nrc.qov/reading-rm/doc-collections/cfr/part050/part050-0055a.htmil

110 CFR 100, Appendix A, Seismic and Geologic Siting Criteria for Nuclear Power Plants, defines the Operational Basis and Safe
Shutdown Earthquake loads to be used in the ASME Code calculation's (http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/doc-
collections/cfr/part100/part100-appa.html)

2 Diablo Canyon FSARU, Table 5.2-6, Load Combinations and Stress Criteria for Westinghouse Primary Equipment
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The NRC and PG&E have incorrectly concluded that all Code requirements remain satisfied
because the new ground motions were bounded by the 1977 Hosgri Spectrum. This
oversimplification was based on the assumption that seismic qualification and Code compliance
was always more limited by the larger Hosgri earthquake. However, the stress levels use for
seismic qualification were not based solely on ground motion. Ground accelerations alone
provide a meaningless comparison for Code compliance. The methods, assumptions, analytical
inputs, load combinations, and acceptance criteria associated with each analysis was just as
important for seismic qualification.
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Comparison of the Design, Double Design, and

Hosgri Seismic Inputs for Steam Generator

Qualification

For example, consider qualification of the Diablo
Canyon replacement steam generators. As with
any plant modification, NRC regulations required
that PG&E demonstrate that all Code requirements
were satisfied before the reactors are restarted.
This qualification process began with the Design,
Double Design, and Hosgri ground motion spectra
presented in the License Application. Using CLB
methods and assumptions, engineers attenuated
these seismic inputs to each steam generator.
From these attenuation relationships, input spectra
(Figure 2) were developed for each earthquake
analysis. These spectra represent the levels of
vibratory motion (acceleration/stress) affecting each
steam generator as a function of harmonic
frequency.

A comparison of these spectra indicate that the
maximum vibratory motion affecting the steam
generators was 8.0 g for the Double Design
Earthquake; followed 6.9 g for the Design
Earthquake; and 5.0 g for Hosgri. Reactor
pressure boundary structural components are
generally most affected by seismic energy in the
3 to 8.5 Hz range. In this range, the maximum
vibratory motion is reduced to about 5.5g,4.5g &
2.8 g respectively for each analysis. A simple
comparison of these spectra would result in an
incorrect conclusion that the Double Design
analysis was more limiting (bounding) for steam
generator seismic qualification due to the higher
loading.

The next step in the qualification process was to
add the seismic inputs (from Figure 2) to the load
combinations specified by the CLB (Cases 1-3).
The Double Design load combination (Case 2)
results in the highest component stress levels.
However, Code acceptance limits are different for
the Design (OBE) and the Double Design (SSE)

Earthquakes. In general terms, the Code requires that component stress for the OBE to be
less than Service Level B, corresponding to about % of the critical buckling strength for material.
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For the SSE Case, the Code imposes a more relaxed limit of Service Level D, generally
equivalent to about % of the critical buckling strength. The Code does not specify limits for the
Hosgri. However, PG&E committed to also apply Service Level D for the Hosgri load
combination (Case 3).**

The completed Code calculations concluded that steam generator qualification was most limited
by the Design, followed by the Double Design Earthquake analyses, not the Hosgri. This result
reflected the larger seismic inputs and more restrictive load combinations associated with the
Design and Double Design analyses. The larger Double Design seismic loading was offset by
the more restrictive Design Earthquake Code acceptance limits.

The Design and Double Design seismic analyses provide very little margin to Code limits, not
only for the steam generators but also for other Class 1 components. The unavailability of
margin is due to the unusually large seismic loading associated with the original Design
earthquake (0.2 g). This affect was also seen in calculations supporting qualification of the
replacement reactor heads. For the new heads, the initial design exceeded Code allowable
stress on some components for the Design and Double Design Earthquake cases, but not for
Hosgri. As a result, PG&E was required to obtain an amendment to the Operating License to
allow less conservative safety analysis inputs to complete the reactor head qualification.® The
FSAR includes many examples where PG&E to omitted to perform Hosgri qualification
calculations based on the much higher seismic loading represented by the Double Design
analysis.

When the Double Design input spectrum is adjusted for the more limiting San Luis Bay seismic
inputs (Case 4), the resulting load combination significantly exceed Code acceptance limits.
The Double Design analysis must be used because the CLB defined this method for the facility
SSE (design basis) and explicitly includes all “capable” fault located within 75 miles of site.

(Case 4): San Luis Bay®® (new SSE input levels) + Pressure + Accident Dynamic Loads + Dead
Weight
NRC operability policy states:*®

“When ASME Class 1 components do not meet ASME Code or construction code acceptance
standards, the requirements of an NRC endorsed ASME Code Case, or an NRC approved
alternative, then an immediate operability determination cannot conclude a reasonable
expectation of operability exists and the components are inoperable. Satisfaction of Code
acceptance standards is the minimum necessary for operability of Class 1 pressure

boundary components because of the importance of the safety function being performed”
(emphasis added).

The NRC failed to enforce the 10 CFR 50.55a regulatory and design basis requirements to
satisfy ASME Code acceptance limits for the Diablo Canyon SSE. As specified by NRC Palicy,
the minimum requirement for operability has not been satisfied. The facility Operating License
and Technical Specifications required PG&E to immediately shutdown down both reactors
pending an NRC approved alterative.

- FSAR Table 5.2-7, Faulted Condition Stress Limits for Class A Components

* License Amendment Nos. 208 & 210, “Damping Values for the Seismic Design and Analysis of the Reactor Vessels Integrated
Head Assemble,” USNRC, September 29, 2010, ADAMS ML102530443; and License Amendment Nos, 207 & 209, “Critical
Damplng Valves for Control Rod Drive Mechanism Pressure Housings," USNRC, July 30, 2010

" San Luis Bay fault represented the highest seismic input affecting the SSE (Double Design) safety analysis
% NRC Inspection Manual, Manual Chapter 0326, Operability Determinations & Functionality Assessments for Conditions Adverse
To Quality or Safety, Page C.11, ADAM ML1327A578
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New Information Affecting the Hosari Event

The September 2014 seismic reevaluation also called into question if the Hosgri load
combination (Case 3) still satisfied Code limits. As previously discussed, the Hosgri fault length
increased from 145 km (1977 Hosgri Spectrum) to 171 km.”” Based on the increase in length,
the Hosgri became a more capable fault than considered in the License Application. This new
information calls into question if the Hosgri load combination still satisfied Code acceptance
limits when the seismic input is adjusted for CLB methodology.

A simplified algebraic relationship may help to illustrate this operability concept. Consider a
case where the CLB stated that certain equipment was qualified for a 0.75 g using the method:
M x A = 0.75 g; were M was the seismic input at the fault and A was the attenuation relationship
transmitting the seismic energy to the facility. If a licensee uses a different methodology, say a
Mnew and/or Anew to concluded that the 0.75 g qualification basis remained valid (Mpew X Anew =
0.75 g), then NRC policy requires that the operability evaluation include a benchmarking of Mpew
to M and A, to A. This benchmarking verifies an “apples-to-apples” relationship exists and the
alternate method did not create margin in the analysis results when compared to the CLB
methods and assumptions. In other words, the alternate Myey Or Apew did not result in over-
predicting equipment performance compared to the CLB.

PG&E’s new attenuation equations and inputs may or may not be technically justifiable.
However, they clearly created margin in the ground motion results and were not part of the CLB.
The 10 CFR 50.59 Rule required prior NRC approval before PG&E could add them to the CLB
or be used in facility safety analyses. Also, these methods may not be used in operable
evaluations unless PG&E includes benchmarking to ensure that they do not created margin
when compared to the CLB safety analyses. Again, this discussion is academic since the sole
reason PG&E used the new equations was to create the appearance of margin.

Simplified Operability lllustration

Consider a simplified operability example involving a Technical Specification required
component. The facility safety analysis credits this component to limit off-site radiation
exposure following the SSE. The CLB also credits this component in the Hosgri safe shutdown
evaluation.

Figure 3a shows the design capability of the

:l— i component (blue curve) and the level of demand
—— (seismic stress) that the component must be

} Available for Operabilty capable of meeting for the Double Design and the

osgri (red lines) evaluations. As demonstrate
R H dl luat As d trated
Design Requirements with the steam generators, Double Design places a
raipals higher demand on the component than the Hosgri.
Highest Dermand (Stress) The area above the SSE/DDE demand but below
Capabilty of Established by FSAR Safety the blue component capability curve is the design
Plant Component Analysis using CLB Methods y k v R v

a6 Assuriptions margin available for use in operability evaluations.

5757 PG&E, Central Coastal California Seismic Imaging Project Report, September 2014, Chapter 13, page 7
(http://www pge.com/en/safety/systemworks/dcpp/seismicsafety/report.page)
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Figure 3b

PG&E's Use of Hosgri as Alternate Method

for Operability

Figure 3.b shows that the San Luis Bay fault (new
seismic information) places a higher demand on the
component, exceeding the seismic qualification
limit. Since the new demand is greater than
available engineering margin, the licensee should
have declared the component inoperable and
applied the Technical Specification required
remedial action (reactor shutdown).

PG&E used the Hosgri as an alternate method for
demonstrating that the component was operable for
the SSE. The operability evaluation stated that
because the new San Luis Bay ground motions
were less than those used for 1977 Hosgri, then the
component was still operable for the Double Design
earthquake, irrespective of the actual demand on
the component.

PG&E's approach was problematic for two reasons. First, as shown with the steam generator
example, seismic qualification is much more involved than just comparing ground motions. The
fact that component remained qualified for the Hosgri did not mean that the SSE safety analysis
was also satisfied. In fact, in this example the San Luis Bay earthquake (Double Design
methods) far exceeded the capability/qualification of the component. Second, the required
operability benchmarking would have clearly shown that the Hosgri, as an alternative method,
would under-predict the required seismic stress placed on the component when compared to

the Double Design methodology.

(Potential Failure Point)

\ PGA&E Applied New
Safety Analysis Limits
el by Used New Methods
and Assurnptions to

Create the illusion that
the Safety Analysis
remained Satisfied

Capability of
Plant Component

San Luis Bay fault Beyond Qualification Limits

Figure 3¢

PG&E Redefined Safety Analysis Limits by

Changing Methodology and Assumptions

NRC Operability Inspection

Figure 3.c illustrates the approach PG&E took for
2014 reevaluation. This new information indicated
that the San Luis Bay fault also exceeded the
Hosgri. PG&E used new ground motion prediction
equations and inputs to reduce the amount of
seismic energy that was considered to attenuate
from the fault to the site. PG&E concluded that the
component was operable because these new
methods resulted in ground motions that appear
less than the 1977 Hosgri Spectrum. Similar to the
2011 operability evaluation, PG&E’s new methods
inappropriately created the appearance of
analytical margin while the actual new seismic
loadings exceeded the qualification limits for the
component.

In December 2014, the NRC completed a Diablo Canyon seismic operability inspection®
following release of the California Assembly Bill 1632 reevaluation.”® The Inspection Team

5 Diablo Canyon Focused Baseline Inspection Report - 2014-008, December 15, 2014, ADAMS ML14349A485.
* PG&E, Central Coastal California Seismic Imaging Project Report, September 2014,
(http://www pge.com/en/safety/systemworks/dcpp/seismicsafety/report. page)
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concluded that all plant Technical Specification equipment remained operable because the new
ground motion spectrums were (generally) bound by the 1977 Hosgri Spectrum and the LTSP.
The report stated:

"“Specifically, the licensee’s operability determination documented that while seismic study results
determined that the Shoreline Fault Zone may be more capable than summarized in the 2011
Shoreline Fault Zone, the deterministic response spectra developed in the CCCSIP Report are
still bounded by those of the Hosgri fault and those that are analyzed in the licensee’s Long Term
Seismic Program (which are described in the current licensing basis). Therefore, the licensee
concluded that all seismically qualified SSCs in the plant remain operable relative to the newly
developed seismic information.”

The Inspection Team's conclusions were incorrect. The report did not address PG&Es failure to
benchmark the new methods and assumptions against the CLB as required by NRC operability
policy. The report was silent on the operability requirement to ensure that ASME Code
acceptance limits were satisfied for all load combinations required by the regulations

(10 CFR 50.55a) and the design basis. The report also did not address the CLB context for the
either the Double Design or Hosgri evaluations.

Seismic Hazard Evaluation - Insights from the Fukushima Daiichi Accident

PG&E is engaged in a new seismic hazard evaluation mandated by the post-Fukushima Daiichi
Orders.®® This endeavor may or may not conclude that continued operation of the Diablo
Canyon reactors presents an acceptable level of public risk. The NRC implied that the seismic
design basis issues would be resolved with completion of this new evaluation.®’

The issues identified in this letter reflect the NRC's failure to enforce current regulatory and
license requirements. Satisfying these requirements provide confidence that the facility is safe
to operate in the interim while PG&E completes the Post-Fukushima evaluation. Conversely,
the Diablo Canyon Operating License requires PG&E to immediately terminate reactor
operation when operability of Technical Specification equipment cannot be satisfactorily
demonstrated. Short of waiving these license requirements, the regulatory framework does not
provide dispensation based on the promise of future results. Development of a new seismic
hazard evaluation does not provide an adequate substitute or justification for the NRC failing to
enforce the current license requirements.

Summary

NRC regulations establish the necessary framework to ensure design and licensing basis fidelity
over the life of the facility. These regulations require that the Operating License be amended
before non-conservative changes are applied to safety analyses methodologies and inputs.
Other regulations restrict plant operation within the design basis as established by the approved
License Application and facility safety analyses. Licensees are required to evaluate new
information against the CLB and take prompt corrective actions whenever any FSAR safety
analyses fails to demonstrate that design basis is met.

% Request For Information Pursuant To Title 10 of the Code of Federal Regulations 50.54(F) Regarding Recommendations 2.1,2.3,
And 9.3, of The Near-Term Task Force Review Of Insights From The Fukushima Dai-Ichi Accident (ML12053A340)

5 Diablo Canyon Power Plant, Unit Nos. 1 and 2 -NRC review of shoreline fault (TAC NOS. ME5306 AND ME5307) October 12,
2012 (ADAMS ML120730106)
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The Diablo Canyon CLB includes three seismic qualification bases:

¢ The Design Earthquake, implements the OBE regulatory requirement for protection
against the earthquake potential that is reasonably expected to occur during the life of
the facility.

e The Double Design Earthquake, implements the GDC-2 regulatory requirement for the
facility SSE design basis. This analysis insures that certain structures and safety
equipment will remain functional following the maximum earthquake potential based on
an evaluation of all “capable” earthquake faults located within 75 miles of the facility.

¢ The Hosgri Event, a beyond design basis evaluation, prepared to answer a NRC
question during plant licensing. Provides confidence that the plant could safety
shutdown following a potential 7.5 M earthquake on the Hosgri fault.

The seismic qualification of important plant structures and safety equipment is limited by each
analysis. Comparison of ground motions alone between the seismic evaluations is meaningless.
The methods, assumptions, required load combinations, and acceptance limits associated with
each evaluation are equally important to ensure that the design and license bases remain
satisfied.

PG&E developed new seismic information that concluded three local earthquake faults are more
capable than described in the CLB for the bounding SSE safety analyses. Applying the new
seismic inputs to the safety analysis methods resulted in stress levels exceeding established
regulatory and safety limits for important safety equipment, including the reactor coolant
pressure boundary. PG&E proposed changing the SSE methodology to the Hosgri Event as
corrective action. NRC regulations required that PG&E first obtain an amendment to the
Operating License because this action would have change the safety evaluation methodology
used to demonstrate that the GDC-2 SSE design basis was met.

NRC reviewers concluded that the Hosgri methodology did satisfy NRC requirements for the
SSE design basis. As the NRC's request, PG&E withdrew the license amendment request.
Agency personnel encourage PG&E to work around the failed license amendment by adding the
Shoreline fault directly to the FSAR as a lesser case of the Hosgri Event. This action functionally
changed the facility GDC-2 SSE safety evaluation methodology to the Hosgri Event.
Subsequently, PG&E and the NRC used this unauthorized change to justify omitted review of
the new seismic information against the GDC-2 SSE design basis requirements.

The NRC continues to allow PG&E to work around seismic operability requirements. The PG&E
operability evaluation was inadequate to support continued reactor operation. The PG&E
operability evaluation:

« [ailed to benchmark new methods, assumptions, and inputs used to model the
attenuation of seismic energy from the earthquake to the plant site. Benchmarking was
required to ensure that these new methods and assumptions did not add margin when
compared to the results of the Double Design and Hosgri CLB safety analyses methods.
Applying CLB methods to the new seismic data resulted in higher seismic loading on
important safety equipment and structures than previously considered. As a result, the
reevaluation of the new seismic loads only created the appearance of meeting facility
design basis requirements while actual seismic loading far exceeded licensed limits.
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« Failed to consider the effect of seismic loading from the San Luis Bay spectrum on the
Double Design safety analysis. This higher seismic loading directly affected the safety
analysis results used to conclude that the SSE design basis remained satisfied. As a
result, important safety plant equipment may fail during a major earthquake due to
seismic stress levels greater than qualification limits.

¢ Failed to ensure that ASME Code acceptance limits remained satisfied for all load
combinations required by NRC regulations and the design basis. As a result, the reactor
coolant pressure boundary may fail during a major earthquake due to seismic stress
levels exceeding Code limits. The failure of this critical fission product barrier would
directly impact off-site radiation dose consequences to the public following a major
earthquake.

The NRC failed to enforce the Diablo Canyon Operating License requirement to immediate
shutdown the reactors when the operability of important safety equipment cannot be assured
using approved methods.

Some at the NRC have pointed to the complex facility licensing history to justify inaction on
these concerns. However, the regulatory processes described in this letter are well understood.
NRC Rules defined the CLB as the applicable NRC regulations and PG&Es written
commitments for meeting those regulations and the design basis; NRC approval is required
before PG&E may change safety analyses methods and inputs that that create new margin; and
benchmarking against the CLB is required to ensure new margin is not created before alternate
methods may be used to demonstrate operability.

Some at the NRC have stated that the new Diablo Canyon seismic information does not
represent a safety issue based on the agency's acceptance of the Hosgri Event when the plant
was licensed. These personnel may or may not be correct. However, the CLB does not define
the Hosgri as the facility SSE nor is the Hosgri ground motion limiting for facility seismic
qualification. Others have argued that PG&E's use of new earthquake attenuation relationships
are technically justifiable. They also may or may not be correct. However, NRC regulations
required that PG&E obtain an amendment to the Operating License before using these less
conservative methods.

The license amendment process would have preserved nuclear safety by ensuring that these
new methodologies and inputs were consistent with established NRC acceptance criteria before
they were used. Changes in nuclear seismic qualification are highly complex and demand in-
depth reviews by agency subject matter experts, using the structured and systematic license
amendment review processes. Bypassing this regulatory framework was not only irresponsible
but also a serious violation of the public trust. The amendment process also would have
provided public notice and hearing opportunities for these facility safety analyses changes that
directly affect the principle safety barriers for ensuring public protection from radiation.
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These issues were brought to the attention of NRC management and the internal agency
processes for dispositioning nuclear safety concerns have been fully exhausted. Unfortunately,
the agency responses have not addressed the specific concerns raised in this letter. | request
your consideration of these issues in your role of congressional oversight of this government
agency.

Sincerely,
(
P .
Michael S. Peck, Ph.D.

CC: Stephen Burns, Chairman US NRC
Michal Freedhoff, Senior Policy Advisor, Senate Committee on Environment and
Public Works

Attachments:

Appendix A, Original Diablo Canyon Seismic Licensing Bases (FSAR)

Appendix B, Current Diablo Canyon Seismic Licensing Bases (FSAR, Revision 20)

Appendix C, PG&E Nuclear Power Generation, Classification of Structures, Systems, and
Components for Diablo Canyon Power Plant Units 1 And 2 (Q-LIST), Revision 27
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From: Stevens, Margo

To: (b){G)

Ce:

Subject: RE: New FOIA Request

Date: Monday, September 10, 2018 7:36:00 AM

Great. If | can have that today or tomorrow, | can prepare a quick Form 464-OIG for
Rocco’s signature. | am out of the office after Thursday, and I'd like to get this one done
before | go. (If we respond within 10 days, | don't even have to write a separate
acknowledgment letter. In fact, I'll just prepare the Form 464-OIG based on what you've
told me and send it t, so she can present it to Rocco for signature.

Margo L. Stevens

FOIA Analyst/Team Leader (Qual X Contractor)
OCIO/GEMS/Information Services Branch

U.S. Nuclear 'J\‘:"g,w.r.-‘irtcn"y Commission

Mail Stop T-2F7

Rockville, Maryland 20555-0001

Telephone #: (301) 415-8148

From;

Sent: Monday, September 10, 2018 7:33 AM

To: Stevens, Margo <Margo.Stevens@nrc.gov>; FOIAPAOIG Resource
<FOIAPAOIG Resource@nrc.gov>

Subject: RE: New FOIA Request

b)(5)

-------- Original Message --------

From: "Stevens, Margo" <Margo.Stevens(@nre.gov>

Date: Mon, September 10, 2018 6:07 AM -0400

To: |®X©) |@nrc.gov>, FOIAPAOIG Resource
<FOIAPAOIG Resource@nrc.gov>

Subject: RE: New FOIA Request

(b)(5)

Good morning ...

(b)(5)




Margo L. Stevens

FOIA Analyst/Team Leader (Qual X Contractor)
OCI( ?,"(;I.‘_'h-f_\.‘,_,,,-j,{fru-'um:'mu Services Branch

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Mail Stop T-27F7

Rockville, Maryland 20555-0001

Telephone #: (301) 415-8148

(b)(6)

From:
Sent: Friday, September 07, 2018 3:22 PM

To: Stevens, Margo <Margo.Stevens@nrc.gov>; FOIAPAQIG Resource
<EQIAPAQOIG.Resource@nrc.gov>

Subject: RE: New FOIA Request

B)(5)

G

From: Stevens, Margo
Sent: Friday, September 07, 2018 2:12 PM
To: FOIAPAOIG Resource < AOI ; >

Cc:l”'.lt_t'::u :

Subject: New FOIA Request

Hi folks. Michael Peck has renewed his request for the OIG investigation files relating to
the Diablo Canyon seismic issues raised in Differing Professional Opinion DPO 2013-002
and Letter submitted to Senator Barbara Boxer (January 22, 2015), Ranking Member,
Senate Committee on Environment and Public Works, with copy to S. Burns, Chairman
NRC (ADAMS ML 15170A453).

(b)(5)




(b)(5)

Might you be able to find it quickly?

Margo L. Stevens

FOIA Analyst/Team Leader (Qual X Contractor)
OCIO/GEMS/Information Services Branch

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Mail Stop T-2F7

Rockville, Maryland 20555-0001

Telephone #: (301) 415-8148




From:

To: O,

Subject: RE: New FOIA Request

Date: Monday, September 10, 2018 8:02:00 AM
(b)(6)

(b)(5)

Thanks.

Margo L. Stevens

FOIA Analyst/Team Leader (Qual X Contractor)
OCIO/GEMS/Information Services Branch

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Mail Stop T-2F7

Rockville, Maryland 20555-0001

Telephone #: (301) 415-8148

(b)(6)

From:

Sent: Monday, September 10, 2018 7:33 AM

To: Stevens, Margo <Margo.Stevens@nrc.gov>; FOIAPAOIG Resource
<FOIAPAOIG.Resource@nrc.gov>

Subject: RE: New FOIA Request

(b)(5)

-------- Original Message --------
From: "Stevens, Margo" <Margo.Stevens@nrc.gov>

Date; Mon, September 10, 2018 6:07 AM -0400
To: [**¥ (@nrc.gov>, FOIAPAOIG Resource
< S

Subject: RE: New FOIA Request

Good morning ...[FE |/

(b)S)




Margo L. Stevens

FOIA Analyst/Team Leader (Qual X Contractor)
OCI( ?,"(;I.‘_'h-f_\.‘,_,,,-j,{fru-'um:'mu Services Branch

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Mail Stop T-27F7

Rockville, Maryland 20555-0001

Telephone #: (301) 415-8148

Sent: Friday, September 07, 2018 3:22 PM

To: Stevens, Margo <Margo.Stevens@nrc.gov>; FOIAPAQIG Resource
<EQIAPAQOIG.Resource@nrc.gov>

Subject: RE: New FOIA Request

(b)(5)

(b)B)

From: Stevens, Margo
Sent: Friday, September 07, 2018 2:12 PM

Subject: New FOIA Request

Hi folks. Michael Peck has renewed his request for the OIG investigation files relating to
the Diablo Canyon seismic issues raised in Differing Professional Opinion DPO 2013-002
and Letter submitted to Senator Barbara Boxer (January 22, 2015), Ranking Member,
Senate Committee on Environment and Public Works, with copy to S. Burns, Chairman
NRC (ADAMS ML 15170A453).

(b)(5)




Might you be able to find it quickly?

Margo L. Stevens

FOIA Analyst/Team Leader (Qual X Contractor)
OCIO/GEMS/Information Services Branch

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Mail Stop T-2F7

Rockville, Maryland 20555-0001

Telephone #: (301) 415-8148




From: Stevens, Margo
To:

(b)(6)

Cc: nnis, Ti
Subject: NRC-2018-000795
Date: Thursday, September 13, 2018 11:25:08 AM  |the 4-page drafft attachment is withheld in its entirety under

Attachments: NRC 464 Part | (OIG) NRC-2018-000795.0df  [FOIA exemption 5.

Good morning. |*' based on our recent telephone conversation, | have prepared the
attached FOIA response for Rocco’s signature. (Of course, if you would like to change the
wording in the Comments Section, please feel free to do so, but | believe | correctly
captured what you and | discussed.) Because | will be out of the office after today, | was
hoping to “short cut” the normal process that our offices typically use for FOIA, and provide
you a description of the incoming request (as Dr. Peck submitted his request directly in
FOIA OnLine, so there is no paper request) and the proposed response, rather than a
paper package.

Here is how Dr. Peck described what he's looking for: "NRC OIG Investigation Report
related to the Diablo Canyon seismic issues raised in Differing Professional Opinion DPO
2013-002 and Letter submitted to Senator Barbara Boxer (January 22, 2015), Ranking
Member, Senate Committee on Environment and Public Works, with copy to S. Burns,
Chairman NRC (ADAMS ML 15170A453)."

oRo) could then print the Form 464-OIG for Rocco, I'm hoping we can resolve this one
qwckly Under the FOIA, if the agency responds within 10 working days of its receipt of a
request (this request was submitted 09/07/2018), it need not provide a separate
acknowledgment letter. So, if Rocco is available to sign the Form 464-OIG today before |
leave at 2:30, and you can get it back to me, then | can complete processing today. If that
is not doable, | would appreciate it if you or|”""’ ould return the signed copy to Tina?
I'll ask Tina to make sure that the response is issued to the requester while I'm gone.

Thank you.



FOIA/PA-2017-0433
Prior Request from Michael Peck for the
same /related records

1. Copy of incoming request
2. Copy of Form 464-0IG response



From: Michael Peck

To: [QIA Resource

Subject: WWW Form Submission

Date: Thursday, March 30, 2017 7:04:24 AM

CASE NO: 2017-0433
DATE REC'D: 03/30/2017
SPECIALIST:

RELATED CASE:

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by
Michael Peck (D) (6) on Thursday. March 30, 2017 at 07:07:59

through the IE(b) (6)

using the form at

and resulted in this email to foia resource(@nrc.gov

Company/Affliation: US NRC
Address1: (b) (6)

Address2:

City: (b) (6)

State: (b)

Zip )

Country: United States
Country-Other:

Phone: (b) (6)

Mote: The copy of the request
maintained in the agency "FOIA
working folder" for NRC-2018-
000795 included the redaction of
the requester's PII.

Desc: 1) Please provide a copy of OIG report(s) (generated between 2014 and 2017) related to allegations that the
NRC did not enforced nuclear safety Rules and/or requirements associated with seismic safety at Diablo Canyon.

2) Please provide a copy of OIG report(s) related to allegations that the Diablo Canyon DPO (DPO 2013-002) was

prematurely released to the public.

Please provide a copy of OIG report(s)related to allegations that NRC personel retailed agaist the author of Diablo

Canyon DPO (DPO 2013-002)
Respectfully,

Michael Peck

FeeCategory: Personal Noncommercial
MediaType:

MediaType Other_Description:

Expedite_ImminentThreatText:



Expedite_UrgencyTolnformText:

Waiver_Purpose: | submitted a complaint to the Department of Labor alleging that NRC had “blacklisted™ me as a
result of concerns 1 raised and a DPO related to Diablo Canyon seismic safety. The OIG investigated this concerns
during 2014 — 2016 time frame.

Waiver_ExtentToExtractAnalyze: Support my claim of “blacklisted” and “retaliation™ as a result of raising nuclear
safety concerns.

Waiver SpecificActivityQuals: Provide information related to the effectives of the NRC to maintain a
*collaborative work environment” free of retaliation.

Waiver_ImpactPublicUnderstanding:

Waiver_NatureOfPublic: None at this time - Records for personal use.
Waiver MeansOfDissemination: None

Waiver FreeToPublicOrFee:

Waiver PrivateCommericalInterest:




m ff,’w 464 Part | (01G) U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION | FOIA RESPONSE NUMBER |
; %;,} RESPONSE TO FREEDOM OF 2017-0433 : l
"*¥7/  INFORMATION ACT (FOIA) REQUEST RESPONSE [ "yresum AL
REQUESTER: DATE:
IlMichae! Peck o | 01 W

DESCRIPTION OF REQUESTED RECORDS:

Copies of the Office of the Inspector General's (O1G) report(s), generated between 2014 and 2017, related to allegations that
the NRC did not enforce nuclear safety rules and/or requirements associated with seismic safety at Diablo Canyon; report(s)
related to allegations that the Diablo Canyon Differing Professional Opinion (DPO 2013-002).

PART I, -~ INFORMATION RELEASED =

You have the right to seek assistance from the NRC's FOIA Public Liaison. Contact information for the NRC's FOIA Public Liaison is
available at hitps://\www.nrc gov/reading-rm/foia/contact-foia.htm|

Agency records subject to the request are already available on the Public NRC Website, in Public ADAMS or on microfiche in the
NRC Public Document Room.

!:] Agency records subject to the request are enclosed.

l:] Records subject to the request that contain information originated by or of interest to another Federal agency have been
referred to that agency (see comments section) for a disclosure determination and direct response 1o you.

[:] We are continuing to process your request.

See Comments,
PART L.A — FEES

AMOUNT*

[ ] You will be billed by NRC for the amount listed. P —

D You will receive a refund for the amount listed. Due to our delayed response, you wil
*Sen Comments for details D Fees waived. not be charged fees.

PART 1.B — INFORMATION NOT LOCATED OR WITHHELD FROM DISCLOSURE

We did not locate any agency records responsive to your request. Note: Agencies may treat three discrete categories of law
enforcement and national security records as not subject to the FOIA (“exclusions”). 5 U.S.C. 552((3. This is a standard
notification given to all requesters; it should not be taken fo mean that any excluded records do, or do not, exist,

We have withheld certain information pursuant to the FOIA exemptions described, and for the reasons stated, in Part I,

Because this is an interim response to your request, you may not appeal at this time. We will notify you of your right to
appeal any of the responses we have issued in response to your request when we issue our final determination.

You may appeal this final determination within 90 calendar days of the date of this response by sending a letter or e-mail to the
FOIA Officer, at U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Washington, D.C. 20555-0001, or Please be
sure to include on your letter or email that it is a "FOIA Appeal." You have the right to seek dispute resolution services from the
NRC's Pt:b!ic Liaison, or the Office of Government !nforr:ation Services (OGIS). Contact information for OGIS is available at

: hi fabout- ntact-infor,

ORX O

&

PART I.C COMMENTS ( Use attached Comments continuation page if required)
The records you are seeking are being withheld in their entirety.

neral for Investigations, OIG

Seph A.

NRC Form 464 Part | 0IG) (03-2017) [ Ada Gontinustion Page |

Page 2 of 2




[ NRC FORM 464 Part if (0IG) U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION | FOIA
(03-2017) e

P RESPONSE TO FREEDOM OF 3U17-0433
= INFORMATION ACT (FOIA) REQUEST

|

PART IL.LA — APPLICABLE EXEMPTIONS
Records subject to the request are being withheld in their entirety or in part under the FOIA exemplion(s) as indicated below (5 U.S.C. 552(h)).

D Exemption 1. The withheld information |s properly classified pursuant to an Executive Order protecting national security information.
D Exemption 2: The withheld information relates solely to the internal personnel rules and practices of NRC.
I:] Exemption 3. The withheld information |s specifically exempted from public disclosure by the statute indicated.
D Sections 141-145 of the Atomic Energy Act, which prohibits the disclosure of Restricted Data or Formerly Restricted Data (42 U.S.C. 2161-2165).

[:] Section 147 of the Atomic Energy Act. which prohibits the disclosure of Unclassified Safeguards Information (42 U.S.C. 2167).

D 41 U.8,C. 4702(b), which prohibits the disclosure of contractor proposals, except when Incorporated into the contract between the agency and the
submitter of the proposal.

Exemption 4: The withheld information is a trade secret or confidential commercial or financial information that is being withheld for the reason(s)
indicated.

D The information is considered to be proprietary because it concerns a licensee's or applicant's physical protection or material control and
accounting program for special nuclear material pursuant to 10 CFR 2.390(d)(1).

D The information is considered to be another type or confidential business (proprietary) information.
D The information was submitted by a foreign source and received in confidence pursuant fo 10 CFR 2.380(d)(2).
D Exemption 5: The withheld information consists of interagency or inlraagency records that are normally privileged in civil litigation,
I:] Deliberative process privilege.
I:] Attorney work product privilege.

D Attoney-client privilege.

D Exemption 6: The withheld information from a personnel, medical, or similar file, is exempted from public disclosure because its disclosure would result
in a clearly unwarranted invasion of personal privacy.

Exemption 7: The withheld information consists of records compiled for law enfarcement purposes and is being withheld for the reason(s) indicated.
(A) Disclosure could reasonably be expected to interfere with an open enforcement proceeding.

(C) Disclosure could reasonably be expected to constitute an unwarranted invasion of personal privacy.

(D) The information consists of names and other information the disclosure of which could reasonably be expected to reveal identities of confidential

sources.

(E) Disclosure would reveal techniques and procedures for law enforcement investigations or prosecutions, or guidelines that could reasonably be
expected (o risk circumvention of the law.

(F) Disclosure could reasonably be expected to endanger the life or physical safety of an individual,

Other

OO00008

PART II.B - DENYING OFFICIALS

In accordance with 10 CFR 9.25(g) and 9.25(h) of the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission regulations, the
official(s) listed below have made the determination to withhold certain information responsive to your request.

TITLE/OFFICE RECORDS DENIED e
Eyter ___|I] AssiSant Inspector General for Investigations, OIG ||| Records Withheld -Exempion7a — |[ (][ [ | ¢/
| I IE_ Jlojo|o
[ C [ IEEE

Appeals must be made in writing within 90 calendar days of the date of this response by sending a letter or
email to the FOIA Officer, at U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Washington, D.C. 20555-0001, or
FOIA.Resource@nrc.gov. Please be sure to include on your letter or email that it is a "FOIA Appeal.”

NRC Form 464 Part Il (OIG) (03-2017) Page 1 of 1



Description of Request NRC-2018-000795:

NRC OIG Investigation Report related to the Diablo Canyon
seismic issues raised in Differing Professional Opinion DPO
2013-002 [ML1425A743] and Letter submitted to Senator Barbara
Boxer (January 22, 2015), Ranking Member, Senate Committee
on Environment and Public Works, with copy to S. Burns,
Chairman NRC (ADAMS ML15170A453).



ML IADED A 743
[ Dl dvd» At phle,

DPO Case File for DPO-2013-002

The following pdf represents a collection of documents associated with the submittal and
disposition of a differing professional opinion (DPO) from an NRC employee involving seismic
issues at Diablo Canyon.

Management Directive (MD) 10.159, “The NRC Differing Professional Opinions Program,” dated
May 16, 2004, describes the DPO Program.
http://pbadupws.nrc.gov/docs/ML0417/ML041770431.pdf

The DPO Program is a formal process that allows employees and NRC contractors to have their
differing views on established, mission-related issues considered by the highest level managers
in their organizations, i.e., Office Directors and Regional Administrators. The process also
provides managers with an independent, three-person review of the issue (one person chosen
by the employee). After a decision is issued to an employee, he or she may appeal the decision
to the Executive Director for Operations (EDO).

Because the disposition of a DPO represents a multi-step process, readers should view the
records as a collection. In other words, reading a document in isolation will not provide the
correct context for how this issue was considered by the NRC.

The records in this collection have been reviewed and approved for public dissemination.

Document 1: DPO Submittal

Document 2: Memo from Office Director Establishing DPO Panel
Document 3: DPO Panel Report

Document 4: DPO Decision

Document 5: DPO Appeal Submittal

Document 6: Office Director's Statement of Views

Document 7: DPO Submitter's Appeal Presentation to OEDO
Document 8: DPO Appeal Decision



From:
To:
Cc:

Subject: RE: NRC-2018-000795

Date: Thursday, September 13, 2018 2:08:39 PM
Importance: High

Margo,

I have the form signed and ready for pickup

From: Stevens, Margo

Sent: Thursday, September 13, 2018 11:25 AM

To: FOIAPAOIG Resource <FOIAPAQIG.Resource@nrc.gov>

Ce; [ l@nrc.gow; |”"”" bnrc.gow; Ennis, Tina
<TINA.ENNIS@nrc.gov>

Subject: NRC-2018-000795

Good morning. based on our recent telephone conversation, | have prepared the
attached FOIA response for Rocco’s signature. (Of course, if you would like to change the
wording in the Comments Section, please feel free to do so, but | believe | correctly
captured what you and | discussed.) Because | will be out of the office after today, | was
hoping to “short cut” the normal process that our offices typically use for FOIA, and provide
you a description of the incoming request (as Dr. Peck submitted his request directly in
FOIA OnLine, so there is no paper request) and the proposed response, rather than a
paper package.

Here is how Dr. Peck described what he's looking for: "NRC OIG Investigation Report
related to the Diablo Canyon seismic issues raised in Differing Professional Opinion DPO
2013-002 and Letter submitted to Senator Barbara Boxer (January 22, 2015), Ranking
Member, Senate Committee on Environment and Public Works, with copy to S. Burns,
Chairman NRC (ADAMS ML 15170A453)."

Icould then print the Form 464-0OIG for Rocco, I'm hoping we can resolve this one
quickly. Under the FOIA, if the agency responds within 10 working days of its receipt of a
request (this request was submitted 09/07/2018), it need not provide a separate
acknowledgment letter. So, if Rocco is available to sign the Form 464-OIG today before |
leave at 2:30, and you can get it back to me, then | can complete processing today. If that
is not doable, | would appreciate it if you or[""" " Jcould return the signed copy to Tina?
I'll ask Tina to make sure that the response is issued to the requester while I'm gone.

Thank you.



NRC FORM 464 Part | (OIG) U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION | NRC RESPONSE NUMBER
(04-2018) e
"ﬁ’ RESPONSE TO FREEDOM OF 2015000793 '
i/}a INFORMATION ACT (FOIA) REQUEST RE?:E:SE NTERIM —
REQUESTER: DATE:
Michael Peck SEP 1 3 2018

DESCRIPTION OF REQUESTED RECORDS:

NRC OIG investigation report related to the Diablo Canyon seismic issues raised in Differing Professional Opinion (DPO)
2013-002 [ML.1425A743] and letter submitted to Senator Barbara Boxer (January 22, 2015), Ranking Member. Senate
Comm. on Environment and Public Works, with copy to S. Burns, [then-NRC] Chairman (ML15170A453).

PART I. -- INFORMATION RELEASED

The NRC has made some, or all, of the requested records publicly available through one or more of the following means:
(1) https.//www.nre.qov; (2) public ADAMS, https://www nrc gov/reading-rm/adams.html; (3) microfiche available in the NRC Public
Document Room; or FOIA Online, https:/folaonline regulations.gov/foia/action/public/home.

Agency records subject to the request are enclosed.

Records subject to the request that contain information originated by or of interest to another Federal agency have been referred to
that agency (See Part I.D -- Comments) for a disclosure determination and direct response to you.

We are continuing to process your request.

KOO0 O

See Part |. D -- Comments.

PART I.A -- FEES

Since the minimum fee threshold was not

AMOUNT

D You will be billed by NRC for the amount indicated.
[:l You will receive a refund for the amount indicated.

D Fees waived. D

met, you will not be charged fees.

Due to our delayed response, you will not be
charged fees

PART |.B -- INFORMATION NOT LOCATED OR WITHHELD FROM DISCLOSURE

We did not locate any agency records responsive to your request. Nofe: Agencies may treat three discrete categories of law
enforcement and national security records as not subject to the FOIA (' exclusions"). See 5 U S C 552(c) This s a standard
notification given to all requesters it should not be taken to mean that any excluded records do, or do not exist.

N

We have withheld certain information pursuant to the FOIA exemptions described, and for the reasons stated, in Part Il

Because this is an interim response to your request, you may not appeal at this time We will notify you of your right to appeal any of
the responses we have issued in response to your request when we issue our final determination

L1 [

You may appeal this final determination within 90 calendar days of the date of this response. If you submit an appeal by mail,
address it to the FOIA Officer, at U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Mail Stop T-2 F43, Washington, D.C. 20555-0001. You may
submit an appeal by e-mail to FOIA.resource@nrc.gov. You may fax an appeal to (301) 415-5130 Or you may submit an appeal
through FOIA Online, https://foiaonline regulations gov/foia/action/public/home. Please be sure to include on your submission that it
is a "FOIA Appeal.’

N

PART I.C -- REFERENCES AND POINTS OF CONTACT

You have the right to seek assistance from the NRC's FOIA Public Liaison by submitting your inquiry at
https.//www.nrc gov/reading-rm/foia/contact-foia.html, or by calling the FOIA Public Liaison at (301) 415-1276

If we have denied your request, you have the right to seek dispute resclution services from the NRC's Public Liaison or the Office of
Government Information Services (OGIS). To seek dispute resolution services from OGIS, you may e-mail OGIS at ogis@nara.gov, send
a fax to (202) 741-5789, or send a letter to: Office of Government Information Services, National Archives and Records Administration,
8601 Adelphi Road, College Park, MD 20740-6001. For additional information about OGIS, please visit the OGIS website at

hitps./iwww . archives.gov/odis




NRC FORM 464 Part | (OIG) U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION | NRC RESPONSE NUMBER
(04-2018) = &
) RESPONSE TO FREEDOM OF 2018000795 _| '
! INFORMATION ACT (FOIA) REQUEST RESPONSE [ erern [7] s
PART I.D -- COMMENTS

This acknowledges receipt of your September 7, 2018 request. At this juncture. due to the pendency of OIG's investigation

of this matter, no Report of Investigation has been written.

Geperal,or Dedignee Distribution

Signature - Depu

.H‘ ‘
v
OFFICE md:t’m'c’:ooaompam SPECIALIST DEPUTY IG
NamE |(P0) rdlrgo Stevens Non-Public
[
DATE FTTZTT T 08132018
=7

/



From:
To:

stevens, Margo

Cc: a

Subject: NRC-2018-000795 Final Response

Date: Thursday, September 13, 2018 3:08:10 PM
Attachments: Final Response.pdf

Dear Mr. Peck,

Please find attached NRC's final response to your FOIA request, NRC-2018-000795.
Please take a moment to help us improve our FOIA processes, and let us know what your
experience has been. Just click on this embedded link: http://www.nrc.gov/reading-

rm/foia/foia-user-survey.html. Once you have completed the survey, just click the

"SUBMIT" button and your survey response will be returned to us.

Thank you,

Information Services Branch, MS: T-2F43

Governance & Enterprise Management Services Division
Office of the Chief Information Officer

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Washington, D.C. 20555-0001

FOIA.Resource@nrc.gov Ph: 301-415-7169 Fax: 301-415-5130



NRC FORM 464 Part | (OIG) U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION | NRC RESPONSE NUMBER
(04-2018) L
‘i" RESPONSE TO FREEDOM OF ZE0T :
X%/ INFORMATION ACT (FOIA) REQUEST RESPONSE | vreqm L
REQUESTER: DATE:
Michael Peck SEP 1 3 2018

DESCRIPTION OF REQUESTED RECORDS:

NRC 0IG investigation report related to the Diablo Canyon seismic issues raised in Differing Professional Opinion (DPO)
2013-002 [ML1425A743] and letter submitted to Senator Barbara Boxer (January 22, 2015), Ranking Member, Senate
Comm. on Environment and Public Works, with copy to S. Burns, [then-NRC] Chairman (ML15170A453).

PART I. -- INFORMATION RELEASED

The NRC has made some, or all, of the requested records publicly available through one or more of the following means:
(1) https://www.nrc.gov; (2) public ADAMS, https://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/adams.html; (3) microfiche available in the NRC Public
Document Room; or FOIA Online, https:/foiaonline.regulations gov/foia/action/public/home.

Agency records subject to the Eequest are enclosed.

Records subject to the request that contain information originated by or of interest to another Federal agency have been referred to
that agency (See Part |.D -- Comments) for a disclosure determination and direct response to you.

We are continuing to process your request.

See Part |.D -- Comments.

KOO O

PART |.A -- FEES

[ ] You will be billed by NRC for the amount indicated. Since the minimum fee threshold was not

AMOUNT met, you will not be charged fees.

D You will receive a refund for the amount indicated.

D Fees waived.

D Due to our delayed response, you will not be
charged fees.

PART |.B -- INFORMATION NOT LOCATED OR WITHHELD FROM DISCLOSURE

We did not locate any agency records responsive to your request. Nole: Agencies may treat three discrete categories of law
enforcement and national security records as not subject to the FOIA ("exclusions”). See 5 U S C 552(c) This is a standard
notification given to all requesters it should not be taken to mean that any excluded records do, or do not exist

N

We have withheld certain information pursuant to the FOIA exemptions described, and for the reasons stated, in Part Il

1 O

Because this is an interim response to your request, you may not appeal at this time We will notify you of your right to appeal any of
the responses we have issued in response to your request when we issue our final determination

You may appeal this final determination within 90 calendar days of the date of this response If you submit an appeal by mail,
address it to the FOIA Officer, at U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Mail Stop T-2 F43, Washington, D.C. 20555-0001. You may
submit an appeal by e-mail to FOIA resource@nrc.gov. You may fax an appeal to (301) 415-5130. Or you may submit an appeal
through FOIA Online, hitps://ffoiaonline regulations, gov/foia/action/public’home. Please be sure to include on your submission that it
is a "FOIA Appeal."

N

PART I.C -- REFERENCES AND POINTS OF CONTACT

You have the right to seek assistance from the NRC's FOIA Public Liaison by submitting your inquiry at
https.//www.nre.gov/reading-rm/foia/contact-foia.himl, or by calling the FOIA Public Liaison at (301) 415-1276.

If we have denied your request, you have the right to seek dispute resolution services from the NRC's Public Liaison or the Office of
Government Information Services (OGIS). To seek dispute resolution services from OGIS, you may e-mail OGIS at ogis@nara.gov, send
a fax to (202) 741-5789, or send a letter to: Office of Government Information Services, National Archives and Records Administration,
8601 Adelphi Road, College Park, MD 20740-6001. For additional information about 0OGIS, please visit the OGIS website at

htips.//www archives.gov/ogis.
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e

This acknowledges receipt of your September 7, 2018 request. At this juncture, due to the pendency of OIG's investigation
of this matter, no Report of Investigation has been written.

Signature - Deputy lnspe/otﬂ?)nﬁﬁl b%igﬂw 2
/ ..'r --.____i_..._——-"
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