Group C

'FOIA/PA NO: 2015-0071

- RECORDS BEING RELEASED IN PART

The following types of information are béing withheld:

Ex.
Ex.
Ex.

Ex.

Ex.

Ex.

Ex.

Ex.

Ex.

Ex.

Ex.

1. JRecords properly classified pursuant to Executive Order 13526
2:[JRecords regarding personnel rules and/or human capital administration
3:[]Information about the design, manufacture, or utilization of nuclear weapons
Cinformation about the protection or security of reactors and nuclear materials
[IContractor proposals not incorporated into a final contract with the NRC
[lother '
4:[JProprietary information provided by a submitter to the NRC
[]Other
5:7_ii§Draft documents or other pre-decisional deliberative documents (D.P. Privilege)
‘M| Records prepared by counsel in anticipation of litigation (A.W.P. Privilege)
‘M Privileged communications between counsel and a client (A.C. Privilege)
[ ]Other . ‘
6:_]Agency employee PII, including SSN, contact information, birthdates, etc.
[]Third party PII, including names, phone numbers, or other personal information
7(A):[JCopies of ongoing investigation case files, exhibits, notes, ROI’s, etc.
[JRecords that reference or are related to a separate ongoing investigation(s)
7(C):[JSpecial Agent or other law enforcement PII
[JPII of third parties referenced in records compiled for law enforcement purposes
7(D):[]Witnesses’ and Allegers’ PII in law enforcement records
[]Confidential Informant or law enforcement information provided by other entity
7(E):[JLaw Enforcement Technique/Procedure used for criminal investigations
[ ]Technique or procedure used for security or prevention of criminal activity
7(F): [] Information that could aid a terrorist or compromise security

Other/Comments: Portions of records that do not “mention, refer to, or are related to” the DPQ are
considered nonresponsive.
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From: Oesterle, Eric
Sent: Monday, December 01, 2014 7:16 AM
To: Uhle, Jennifer; Evans, Michele; Wilson, George
Ce: Sebrosky, Joseph; Orf, Tracy; Rihm, Roger
Subject: RE: Question on DCPP for EPW hearing
Attachments: ANTICIPATED QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS_DCPP_l.docx; NRR_Diablo Canyon Seismic
Studies_updated2014_1.docx
Importance: ~ High
Jennifer,

Just getting in this morning (Monday 12/1) and seeing your email. | am reviewing the responses and
addressing your comments this morning. See also responses below.

The updated responses are included as attachments.

EricR. Oesterle
Acting Branch Chief
NRR/DORL/LPL4-1
301-415-1014
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From: Uhle, Jennifer

Sent: Friday, November 28, 2014 6:01 PM
To: Evans, Michele; Wilson, George

Cc: Qesterle, Eric; Sebrosky, Joseph
Subject: Question on DCPP for EPW hearing

Non Responsivel

</l



Non Responsive

Roger Rihm has the electronic version and you can email him the change. We need it first thmg tomorrow lam
emailing you guys to verify you agree. Please cc me.

Thanks,

Jennifer
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From: Niedzielski-Eichner, Phillip
Sent: Tuesday, December 02, 2014 10:09 PM
To: Dapas, Marc; Williamson, Edward
Ca Johnson, Michael; Doane, Margaret; ltzkowitz, Marvin; Kennedy, Kriss; Dacus, Eugene;
) Uhle, Jennifer; Holian, Brian .
Subject: RE: Draft Answer to SONGS Question on Whether an LA Should Have Been Required
035

. | forwarded the info to the Chairman earlier this evening. Best. Phil

From: Dapas, Marc

Sent: Tuesday, December 02, 2014 7:41 PM

To: Niedzigiski-Eichner, Phillip; Williamson, Edward

Ce: Johnson, Michael; Doane, Margaret; Itzkowitz, Marvin; Kennedy, Kriss; Dacus, Eugene; Uhle, Jennifer; Holian, Brian
Subject: RE: Draft Answer to SONGS Question on Whether an LA Should Have Been Required

(0)(5)

(13{8),{b36),Non Responsive!

From: Dapas, Marc

Sent: Tuesday, December 02, 2014 6:38 PM

To: Niedzielski-Eichner, Phillip; Williamson, Edward

Cc: Johnson, Michael; Doane, Margaret; Itzkowitz, Marvin; Kennedy, Kriss; Dacus, Eugene; Uhle, Jennifer; Holian, Brian
Subject: RE: Draft Answer to SONGS Question on Whether an LA Should Have Been Required

{bXE)
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From: Niedzielski-Eichner, Phillip
" Sent: Tuesday, December 02, 2014 5:46 PM

To: Dapas, Marc; Williamson, Edward

Cc: Johnson, Michael; Doane, Margaret; Itzkowitz, Marvin; Kennedy, Kriss; Dacus, Eugene; Uhle, Jennifer; Holian, Brian
Subject: RE: Draft Answer to SONGS Question on Whether an LA Should Have Been Required

(03}0)

MorrResromsne

[ ] . . .
Non Responsive

~ Best. Phil

Fro'm: Dapas, Marc
Sent: Tuesday, December 02, 2014 6:15 PM




Yo: Williamson, Edward

Cc: Johnson, Michael; Doane, Margaret; Itzkowitz, Marvin; Kennedy, Kriss; Niedzielski-Eichner, Phillip; Dacus, Eugene;
Uhle, Jennifer; Holian, Brian

Subject: RE: Draft Answer to SONGS Question on Whether an LA Should Have Been Required

(0)(5)




From: Rihm, Roger

Sent: Monday, December 01, 2014 10:49 AM

To: Uhle, Jennifer

Subject: ~=.one pagers as discussed p— :

Attachments: on RESPONSIVE . I

rlon Responsie INRR_Diablo Canyon Seismic

Studies.doc; Ném Responsive

Importance: : ‘High




ANTICIPATED QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS

DIABLO CANYON

Non Responsive
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Diable Canyon Seismic Studies
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From: Ross-Lee, MaryJane

Sent: Wednesday, November 26, 2014 11:04 AM

To: ' Markley, Michael; Oesterle, Eric; Walker, Wayne

Cc: Lubinski, John; Flanders, Scott; Kock, Andrea; Lingam, Siva; Pruett, Troy; Manoly, Kamal;

Bowers, Anthony; Wilson, George; Karas, Rebecca; Li, Yong; Evans, Michele; Qesterle,
Eric; Uhle, Jennifer
Subject: . RE: Chairman request for NRO/RES personnel to meet re: DCPP

Mike, thanks for offing to be sure the seismic guys on the operating reactor side are m the loop on Diablo. We
appreciate it!

Mary Jane Ross-Lee (MJ)

Deputy Director, Division of Engineering
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
OWFN 9H!

US Nuclear Regulcrrory Commission

& Office: :

3 Mobile: -
" e-mail: marylane.ross-lee@nre.gov

From: Markley, Michael

Sent: Wednesday, November 26, 2014 10:04 AM

To: Oesterle, Eric; Walker, Wayne

Cc: Lubinski, John; Ross-Lee, MaryJane; Flanders, Scott; Kock, Andrea; Lingam, Siva; Pruett, Troy; Manoly, Kamal;
Bowers, Anthony; Wilson, George; Karas, Rebecca; Li, Yong; Evans, Michele; Oesterle, Eric; Uhle, Jennifer ‘
Subject: Chairman request for NRO/RES personnel to meet re: DCPP

All,

~ The purpose of this note is to keep you informed that the Chairman has asked to meet with Cliff Munson, Jon

Ake, and Nilesh Choksi on December 1 or 2 regarding Diablo Canyon. 1t is not apparent what the details of
this discussion will be, but the Chairman has had a long-standing and ongoing dialogue with these individuals
regarding seismic at Diablo Canyon. My suspicion is that this may have some bearing on her preparation for
the upcoming hearings and preparation materials that have been compiled. We will keep you informed of any
issues or questions that may become apparent.

Mike

Cl4



From: Ross-Lee, MaryJane

Sent: Thursday, November 06, 2014 4:20 PM

To: Uhie, Jennifer

Subject: RE: addressing manager's comments on DCPP Op Det

| just did — didn't realize they were both in training. | asked them to come to you.

Mary Jane Ross-Lee (MJ)

Deputy Director, Division of Engineering
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
OWFN 9H1

US Nuclear Regulatory Commission
8 Office: 98____

4 -
A1,

* e-mail: METYIane ross-lea@nIc,qov

From: Uhle, Jennifer

Sent: Thursday, November 06, 2014 4:19 PM

To: Ross-Lee, MaryJane

Subject: RE: addressing manager's comments on DCPP Qp Det

MJ, can you get an admin to track them down?.
Thanks,

Jennifer

From: Ross-Lee, MaryJane

Sent: Thursday, November 06, 2014 3:26 PM

To: Li, Yong; Chokshi, Nilesh

Cc: Uhle, Jennifer

Subject: FW: addressing manager’s comments on DCPP Op Det
Importance: High

Can the 2 of you please go up and see Jennifer?

Mary Jane Ross-Lee (MJ)

Deputy Director, Division of Engineering
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
OWFN 9H1

US Nuclear Regulatory Commission

® Office: FQ_l_ﬂLl&B_I
@ Mobile: {b)6)

- e-mail: maryiane.ross-lee@nrc.gov

Fromy: Uhle, Jennifer
Sent: Thursday, November 06, 2014 3:24 PM
To: Ross-Lee, Marylane; Dean, Bill; Holian, Brian



Cc: Pruett, Troy; Lubinski, John
Subject: RE: addressing manager's comments on DCPP Op Det

Hi guys | have questions on the second paragraph on page 2. It is not making sense to me. Can we chat
today? J

From: Ross-Lee, MarylJane .

Sent: Thursday, November 06, 2014 1:16 PM

To: Dean, Bill; Holian, Brian; Uhle, Jennifer

Cc; Pruett, Troy; Lubinski, John

Subject: PW: addressing manager's comments on DCPP Op Det

Bill/Jennifer/Brian.,

Between NRR and NRO, we coﬂe@:ﬁve!y addressed all the comments except the one below.
NRO believes that the original wording is better in describing the DDE ioads.

The original reads,

"However, the DDE tends to control the SSCs with natural frequencies only in the lower range.”
The comments reads,

“However, the DDE loads are the most severe loads on the SSCs with natural frequencies only in the lower
range.”

Therefore, it was not changed.

Mary Jane Ross-Lee (MJ)

Deputy Director, Division of Engineering
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
OWFN 9H1

US Nuclear Regulatory Commission
® Office: 301-415-3298

@ Mobilei] ()6
“-w e-mail; marviane. ross-lee@nre.gov

From: Li, Yong

Sent: Thursday, November 06, 2014 12:51 PM

To: Ross-Lee, Marylane

Cc: Lubinski, John; Lupold, Timothy; Manoly, Kamal
Subject: addressing manager's comments

MJ,

We, between NRR and NROQ, collectively addressed all the comments from the senior managers except the
one below.

NRO believes that the original wording is better in describing the DDE loads.

The original reads,




“However, the DDE tends to control the SSCs with natural frequencies only in the lower range.”
The comments reads,

“However, the DDE loads are the most severe loads on the SSCs with natural frequencies only in the lower
range.”

Therefore, it is not changed.

Thanks!

Yong



-

From: Ross-Lee, Marylane

Sent: . Thursday, November 06, 2014 7:48 PM

To: Uhle, Jennifer

Cc: Ross-Lee, MaryJane; Dean, Bill; Holian, Brian; Pruett, Troy; Lubinski, John; Chokshi,
Nilesh; Kock, Andrea; Li, Yong

Subject: o RE: addressing manager's comments on DCPP Op Det

Thanks. We will finalize and send to Region 4.

MJ Ross-Lee
Deputy Director, Division of Engineering, NRR.
Sent via My Workspace for i0S

| fb)(ﬁil

On Thursday, November 6, 2014 at 5:59:14 PM, "Uhle, Jennifer" <Jennifer.Uhlef@nre.gov> wrote:

Based on my discussion with Nilesh, Andrea and Yong, | modified it a bit and hopefuily the final is attached. J

From: Ross—Lee, Maryjéne

Sent: Thursday, November 06, 2014 1:16 PM

To: Dean, Bill; Holian, Brian; Uhle, Jennifer

Cc: Pruett, Troy; Lubinski, John

Subject: FW: addressing manager's comments on DCPP Op Det

Bill/dennifer/Brian,

Between NRR and NRO, we collectively addressed all the comments except the one below.
NRO believes that the original wording is better in describing the DDE loads.

The original reads,

“However, the DDE tends to control the SSCs with natural frequencies only in the lower range.”

The comments reads.

“However, the DDE loads are the most severe loads on the SSCs with natural frequencies only in the lower
range.”

Therefore. it was not changed.

Mary Jane Ross-Lee (MJ) .
Deputy Director, Division of Engineering
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
OWFN 9H1 :

US Nuclear Regulatory Commission

® Office: 301-415-3298
@ Mobile (06

Cle



* e-mail: magy;ane ross-lee@nre.gov

From* Ln, Yong

Sent: Thursday, November 06, 2014 12: 51 PM

To: Ross-Lee, Marylane

Cc: Lubinski, John; Lupold, Timothy; Manoly, Kamal
Subject: addressing manager’'s comments

MJ,

We, between NRR and NRO, collectlvely addressed all the comments from the senior managers except the
one below.

NRO believes that the on'gihal wording is better in describing the DDE loads.

The original reads,

“However, the DDE tends to control the SSCs with natural frequencies only in the lower range.”
The comments reads,

“However, the DDE loads are the most severe loads on the SSCs with natural frequencies only in the lower
range.”

Therefore, it is not changed.

Thanks!

Yong
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From: Ross-Lee, Marylane

Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 10:09 AM

To: : ' Pruett, Troy; Holian, Brian; Uhle, Jennifer; Dean, Bill

Ca Lubinski, John; Kock, Andrea; Flanders, Scott

Subject: FW: RG IV Diablo Canyon Seismic Operability Inspection Report Input
Attachments: DCPP_operability_NRC.docx

After collaboration between NRO and NRR, the attached was transmitted to Region 4 today.

Mary Jane Ross-Lee (MJ)

Deputy Director, Division of Engineering
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
OWFN 9H1

US Nuclear Regulatory Commission

@ Office: 301-415-
@ Mobile; {0(6)
i e-mail: marylane.ross-lee@nrc.qov

Fromy: Lupold, Timothy

Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 9:12 AM

To: Walker, Wayne; Alexander, Ryan; Hipschman, Thomas

Cc: Lubinski, John; Ross-Lee, Marylane; Wilson, George; Ake, Jon; Manoly, Kamal; Markley, Michael; Karas, Rebecca; U,
Yong; Munson, Clifford; Cesterle, Eric

Subject: RG 1V Diablo Canyon Seismic Operability Inspection Report Input

Attached is information provided by the Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation, Division of Engineering relating
to the Diablo Canyon Seismic Operability inspection currently being conducted by Region IV. This information
is provided for inclusion into the inspection report as you deem appropriate. This information has been vetted
through personnel in the Office of New Reactors, Division of Site Safety and Environmental Analysis,
Geoscience and Geotechnical Engineering Branch 1, Office of Nuclear Regulatory Research, Division of
Engineering, and NRR, Division of Operating Reactor Licensing. If you have any guestions, please contact me
or Yong Li (301-415-4141).

Timothy R. Lupold '
Chief, Mechanical & Civil Engineering Branch
~ Division of Engineering ,

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Timothy.Lupold@nrc.gov
301-415-6448

c,[i?—




From: Sebrosky, Joseph
To: Qeastere, Eric

Subject: FW: info and possible action: former senior resident article dated 9/15 appears to raise issues that should be
turned over to the IG
Date: Monday, September 22, 2014 7:49:00 AM

FY! — per our discussion. | should have included you on the original. If you look at the
bottom you will see the link to the former SRI's statements.

Joe ' ) B

From: Case, Michael

 Sent: Monday, September 22, 2014 6:56 AM

To: OKeefe, Neil; Sebrosky, Joseph

Cc: Markley, Michael; Walker, Wayne; Hipschman, Thomas; Balazik, Michael

Subject: RE: info and possible action: former senior resldent article dated 9/15 appears to raise issues
that should be turned over to the IG

Hi Joe. | agree with Neil. Although there are things in there that are not correct, | didn't
see anything that is worthy of yet another round of examination.

From: OKeefe, Neil

Sent: Saturday, September 20, 2014 12:45 PM

To: Sebrosky, Joseph

Cc: Markley, Michael; Case, Michael;, Walker, Wayne; Hipschman, Thomas; Balazik, Michael ,
Subject: RE: info and possible action: former senior resident article dated 9/15 appears to raise issues
that should be turned over to the IG

All,

I read Peck’s response to the DPO appeal answer, and | did not ldentlfy any new
information. :

. It contains the same factual errors and misunderstandings that were presented and

answered in his DPO and DPO appeal. It also contains the same kind of over-statements
about what the regulations require and misstatements about what the NRC and licensee
did, and why. | interpret this to mean that he has dismissed the official answers the NRC
has provided to his DPO and DPO appeal.

| do not believe there are any statements of impropriety on any individuals, nor do | see
any. value to sending to the OIG; however, | always believe that if anyone feels it
appropriate to do so, | will support them with the same energy | supported Peck's DPO.
Knowing Michael, | interpret his writing as unusually patient and restrained with respect to
his statements about the NRC. :

Neil O'Keefe
Chief, Branch B
DRP, RIV

(817) 200-1141 (0)

(©)
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From: Sebrosky, Joseph

Sent: Friday, September 19, 2014 11:44 AM

To: Markley, Michael; OKeefe, Neil; Case, Michael

Cc: Walker, Wayne; Hipschman, Thomas; Balazik, Michael

Subject: info and possible action: former senior resident article dated 9/15 appears to raise issues that
should be turned over to the IG

To all, _

The link below is to an article written by Michael Peck on 8/15/14. You can get to the
article by following the link in the “NRC in the news today” summary of a San Luis Obispo
new times piece. Anyway the article from the former senior resident inspector has very
unflattering things to say about Region IV, me, and the DPO panel. Taking a step back it
would appear to me that the whole thing needs to be turned over to the IG.

Let me know if | am missing something

Link to article in San Luis Obispo new times

Bottom of articleA has a link to the former senior resident inspector response to the release
of the DPO information




From: " Hiland. Patrick

Yo Sebrosky. Joseoh

Subject: RE: DPO panel members

Date: Mornday, September 22, 2014 7:22:14 AM
thx

From: Sebrosky, Joseph

Sent: Friday, September 19, 2014 6:00 PM
_ To: Hiland, Patrick :

Subject: FW: DPO panel members

Pat,

Page 3 of 164 providés who the DPO submitter wanted on the panel. The signature on the
panel report indicates that it was an SRA from Region [i that was on the panel at the
submitter’s request. The name of the individual is Rudy Bernard.

Joe

From: Sebrosky, Joseph

Sent: Thursday, September 18, 2014 9:34 AM

To: Hiland, Patrick

Cc: Ake, Jon; Li, Yong; Markley, Michael; Lupold, Timothy; Karas, Rebecca; Ross-Lee, MaryJane;
Oesterle, Eric; Wilson, George; Walker, Wayne; OKeefe, Neil; Hipschman, Thomas; Munson, Clifford;
Manoly, Kamal; Hill, Brittain

Subject: RE: Proposed Questions to PG&E

Pat,

The purpose of this email is to provide you with the reference documents that | discussed
with you this morning that serves as the basis for why | believe it is important to
understand PG&E's position on whether or not in-structure motions (different damping
values and comparisons) have been done. Specifically | referenced information that is in

the DPO. The DPO case file can be found att ML14252A743

The case file is 164 pages long. The most important portion of the case file to me is the
last 5 pages (i.e., 1569 - 164) that documents the EDO's appeal decision. The 5 page
document provides a concise history of the issue and also includes the following
discussion on page 4: .

Nevertheless, your questioning atlitude and perseverance were key to ensuring that the
licensee and stalf fully evaluated the! implications of the Shorefine fault zone. You
correclly

notad that the seismic hazard should be evaluated for not only comparison of the ground
motion response spectra, but also the plant’s design and construction to ensure
continued safe aperation. :

| understand that the in-structure motions calculations were not part of the basis for the
operability determination that was made in the October 2012 time frame. Nevertheless it
would appear to me that the EDO agrees that they should have been done. Based on the

Non Responsive;
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From: Hill, Brittain

Sent: Wednesday, September 17, 2014 5:32 PM

To: Manoly, Kamal; Munson, Clifford

Cc: Ake, Jonm; Li, Yong; Markley, Michael; Lupold, Timothy; Karas, Rebecca; Ross-Lee, Marylane;
Hiland, Patrick; Oesterle, Eric; Sebrosky, Joseph

Subject: Re: Proposed Questions to PG&E

Without the clarification on damping, we end up with the same confusing issues as 2 non
concurrences, a DPO, the 2014 union Conc sci report, and recent petition by FOE. If damping
clarified, stops all this confusion in its tracks and gives clear basis for decisions. This is not a pure
engineering exercise, and what you are portraying as "noise” is ano important consideration ir
clearly explaining why or why not we think DCPP is safe to operate. If there still are dissenting views,
i suggest wa discuss them at tomorrow’s meeting before call,

Britt

Sent from Brittain Hill's PDA

{D)(B)

From: Manoly, Kamal

Sent: Wednesday, September 17, 2014 04:58 PM Eastern Standard Time

To: Hill, Brittain; Munson, Clifford

Cc: Ake, Jon; Li, Yong; Markley, Michael; Lupold, Timothy; Karas, Rebecca; Ross-Lee, Marylane;
Hiland, Patrick; Oesterle, Eric; Sebrosky, Joseph

Subject: RE: Proposed Questions to PG&E

| mentioned RG 1.61 to illustrate a point. | know from my involvement with Diablo since the
mid-eighties that the plant was licensed to damping values that are different from RG 1.61.
| also knew that some components are governed by DDE and others by Hosgri. From
doing actual design of components in nuclear plants, designers know that some
components may be governed by OBE and others by SSE. Still, the argument about
damping should not be relevant to altering the evaluation done by PG&E in 2011 except
for the change of ground motion (old shoreline line vs. new shoreline hazard). That is the
only variable of significance. The rest is in the noise level from an engineering standpoint.




Kamal Manoly

Senior Level Technical Advisor for Structural Mechanics
Division of Engineering

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

301-415-2765 .

FromH m, Brittaln

Sent: Wednesday, September 17, 2014 4:17 PM

To: Manoly, Kamal, Munson, Clnﬂ‘ord

Cc: Ake, Jon; Li, Yong, Markley, Michael; Lupold, Timathy; Karas, Rebecca; Ross-Lee, Marylane;
Hiland, Patnck Oesterle, Eric; Sebrosky, Joseph

Subjed:: Re: Proposed Questions to PG&E

Please read ch 2,3, and 5 in DCPP SAR to see that Hosgri is not limiting demand - can be either HE or
ODE. PGE also didnt use RG 1.61 damping for all Cat1 SSCs. Please look at SAR for their mix. Unless
they identify appropriate damping etc, we simply cannot state that new info is bounded by existing

“lic basis. iIf new Shoreline exceeds DDE, and DDE is the SSE and timiting GM {NOT Hosgri!) for some

55Cs, we certainly need PGE to state what damping is appropriate for new info: DDE, HE, RG1.61, or
something else. '

Britt

Sent from Brittain Hill's PDA

O] ' I

From: Manoly, Kamal

Sent: Wednesday, September 17, 2014 04:06 PM Eastern Standard Time

To: Munson, Clifford

Cc: Ake, Jon; Hill, Brittain; Li, Yong; Markley, Michael; Lupold, Timothy; Karas, Rebecca; Ross-Lee,
MaryJlane; Hiland, Patrick; Oesterle, Eric; Sebrosky, Joseph

Subject: Proposed Questions to PG&E

Cliff,

I see no relevance or value from asking PG&E question #5 about “In-structure
motions (different damping values & appropriate comparisons)”. The sole focus
should be on confirming that PG&E new shoreline fault ground motion estimate is
reasonable and acceptable to the staff. With such confirmation, then, the hazard from
the shoreline fault would be bounded by the “Old" Hosgri. That should be the end
point of our assessment of the CA report.

{ntroducing a question as to whether the damping values to be used for the 2014
hazard estimate of the shoreline fault may be different from that used in the 2011

. evaluation would be pointless and shifting the focus to a totally unrelated issue. You

will never find any documented reference that correlates slight change in hazard vs
damping values for structural materials. Remember, in RG 1.61 we prescribe (for a
specific structural material) a single damping value to be used by ALL plants in the
US for OBEs and another for ALL SSEs regardless of the location. The reason is
based on acceptable understanding that viscous structural damping would generally




be lower at lower deformation level. We know that ground motion estimates for OBEs
and SSEs vary greatly from low seismic regions such as the Guif States vs. high
seismic regions such as CA. For this reasoning, asking the question about the effect
of different damping values on in-structural response due to slight change in hazard
would be worthless and totally distracting from the central issue in the CA report.

Kamal Manoly

Senior Level Technical Advisor fbr Structural Mechanics
Division of Engineering

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

301-415-2765



From: Sebrosky, Joseph

To: Wilson, George
" Subject: FW: info and possible action: former senior resident article dated 9/15 appears to raise issues that should be
tumed over to the IG
Date: Monday, September 22, 2014 5:11:00 AM
George,

The email chain below includes a link to Mr. Peck's response to the DPO appeal being
published. My read of it was not the same as Neil's read on it.

Joe

From: OKeefe, Neil

Sent: Saturday, September 20, 2014 12:45 PM

To: Sebrosky, Joseph '

Cc: Markley, Michael; Case, Michael; Walker, Wayne; Hipschman, Thomas; Balazik, Michaél

Subject: RE: info and possible action: former senior resident article dated 9/15 appears to raise Issues
that should be turned over to the IG

All,

| read Peck’s response to the DPO appeal answer, and | did not identify any new
information.

It contains the same factual errors and misunderstandings that were presented and
answered in his DPO and DPO appeal. It also contains the same kind of over-statements
about what the regulations require and misstatements about what the NRC and licensee
did, and why. | interpret this to mean that he has dismissed the official answers the NRC
has provided to his DPO and DPO appeal.

I do not believe there are any statements of impropriety on any individuals, nor do | see
any value to sending to the OIG; however, | always believe that if anyone feels it .
appropriate fo do so, | will support them with the same energy | supported Peck’s DPO.
Knowing Michael, | interpret his writing as unusually patient and restrained with respect to
his statements about the NRC.

Neil O'Keefe
Chief, Branch B
DRP, RIV

(817) 200-1141 (o)

(b)(8) (©)

From: Sebrosky, Joseph

Sent: Friday, September 19, 2014 11:44 AM

To: Markley, Michael; OKeefe, Neil; Case, Michael

Cc: Walker, Wayne; Hipschman, Thomas; Balazik, Michael

Subject: info and possible action: former senior resident article dated 9/15 appears to raise issuas that

should be turned over to the IG The rest of this string may be found as document C/8.

-l



From: Sebrosky. Joseph

To: * Bowers, Anthony; Dudek, Michael; Karas, Rebecca; Buchanan, Theresa; Walker, Wavne; Hipschman, Thomas;

wmummwm,mmmmmmmmmm

Cc: Handers, Scott.

Subject: internal meeting to discuss Diablo operability determination associated with new seismic information In the State
of California report

Start: Friday, September 19, 2014 1:00:00 PM

End: Friday, September 19, 2014 2:00:00 PM

Location: HQ-OWFN-09806~12p ) B

Attachments: PGE spectral comparison.pptx

Bridge: =877-0690
Passcode]

Purpose: internal meeting with SES managers to discuss process going forward for Diabio Canyon operability determination
with new seismic information in the State of California report

Outcome: Decision made on how to proceed

Agenda:

associated

Non Responsive

Public released DPO and DPO appeat suggests in the 2012 time frame the licensee should have also compared the new hazards to the
DDE ,

Non Responsive

Issue - what is the NRC's position on the calcs that the licensee should do to verify operability
Position that no additional calcs are needed

Position that calcs or comparisons are needed based on precedence setin DPO

Non Responsive

H1, Recommendation

Non Responsive

Next steps
Wrapup

Non Responsive

L\



Non Responsiva




NON Responsive




From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:

To all,

Sebrosky, Joseph

Tuesday, September 23, 2014 6:05 AM

Stovall, Scott; Munson, Clifford; Williams, Megan; Li, Yong; Hipschman, Thomas; Walker, -
Wayne; Oesterle, Eric; Singal, Balwant; Markley, Michael; Jackson, Diane; DiFrancesco,
Nicholas; Whaley, Sheena; Uselding, Lara; Ake, Jon; Burnell, Scott; OKeefe, Neil;
Farnholtz, Thomas; Kanatas, Catherine; Roth(OGC), David; Manoly, Kamal; Reynoso,
John; Hill, Brittain; Dudek, Michael; Johri Stamatakos (jstam@swri.org); Stirewalt, Gerry,
Buchanan, Theresa; Weaver, Thomas; Karas, Rebecca; Graizer, Vladimir; Hiland, Patrick;
Ross-Lee, Maryjane; Lupold, Timothy; Wilson, George; Bowers, Anthony; Alexander,
Ryan; Hay, Michael; Pruett, Troy; Kock, Andrea; Young, Mitzi; Harris, Brian

RE: info: status of diablo operability review 9-23-14

- The purpose of this email is to provide you with the results of an inspecﬁon phone call with the licensee
yesterday (9/22) regarding the Diablo Canyon operability review.

Non Responsive

During the call PG&E provided the following information:

Non Responsive

¢ PG&E indicated that based on a question from RIV last Friday (9/19) it was rerunning the calculations
used to support the resolution of the DPO (see description in DPO case file pdf page 62 of 164 at
ML 14252A743 which discusses the scaling factors used in the March 2014 PG&E analysis). PG&E
indicated that it did not believe that the analysis was needed to demonstrate operability. Nevertheless,
. PG&E was rerunning the analysis with the data from the 2014 State of California report and should
have the resuits for the Region to review by the end of this week. '




Non Responsive

Please let me know if you have any questions.
Thanks,

Joe




[ S S e

From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:

To all,

Sebrosky, Joseph :

Thursday, September 25, 2014 12:51 PM

Stovall, Scott; Munson, Clifford; Williams, Megan; Li, Yong; Hipschman, Thomas; Walker,
Wayne; Oesterle, Eric; Singal, Balwant; Markley, Michael; Jackson, Diane; DiFrancesco,
Nicholas; Whaley, Sheena; Uselding, Lara; Ake, Jon; Burnell, Scott; OKeefe, Neil;
Farnholtz, Thomas; Manoly, Kamal; Reynoso, John; Hill, Brittain; Dudek, Michael; John
Stamatakos (jstam@swri.org); Stirewalt, Gerry; Buchanan, Theresa; Weaver, Thomas;
Karas, Rebecca; Graizer, Vladimir; Hiland, Patrick; Ross-Lee, MaryJane; Lupold, Timothy;
Wilson, George; Bowers, Anthony; Alexander, Ryan; Hay, Michael; Pruett, Troy; Kock,
Andrea; Harris, Brian; Vaidya, Bhalchandre; Klett, Audrey; Smith, Chris

info: status of diablo operability review 9-25-14

- The purpose of this email is to provide you with updated status regarding the Diablo Canyon operability review.
This email includes updates on the status of NRC inspection information requests and the assignment of
additional headquarters PMs to help with the workload.

+ Based on discussions RIV had with PG&E today, PG&E is targeting providing information that was
requested on 9/22 either late today or sometime tomorrow to support the NRC's review of the
operability determination. The information that RIV requested was in the following 3 areas:

Non Responsive

3) Provide the results of the calculations that were rerun based on the calculations used to support .
the resolution of the DPO (see description in DPO case file pdf page 62 of 164 at ML14252A743
which discusses the scaling factors used in the March 2014 PG&E analysis). PG&E indicated
that it did not believe that the analysis was needed lo demonstrate operability. Nevertheless,
PG&E was rerunning the analysis with the data from the 2014 State of California report.

Non Responsive

e




Non Responsive

Please let me know if you have any questions.
Thanks,

Joe




[Non Responsive




Subject: ' internal meeting to discuss assessment of diablo canyon operability information
Location: HQ-OWFN-09B06-12p

Start: ' Wed 10/01/2014 12:45 PM

End: Wed 10/01/2014 1.45 PM

Show Time As: Tentative

Recurrence:; {none)

Meeting Status: Not yet responded

Organizer: , Sebrosky, Joseph _
Required Attendees: Munson, Clifford; Li, Yong; Hipschman, Thomas; Walker, Wayne; Oesterle, Eric; Markley,

Michael; Karas, Rebecca; DiFrancesco, Nicholas; Farnholtz, Thomas; Smith, Chris; Manoly,
Kamal; Reynoso, John; Hill, Brittain; Kock, Andrea; Vaidya, Bhalchandra; Klett, Audrey;
Harris, Brian; Ake, Jon; Alexander, Ryan; Lupold, Timothy; Graizer, Viadimir; John
Stamatakos (jstam@swri.org); Weaver, Thomas

Optional Attendees: Stovall, Scott; Williams, Megan

Note: scheduler updated to include new information under item Agenda item I! below. The new information is
based on input from Cliff Munson

Bridge: 888-677-0690
Passcode: OHe)

Purposé: For Britt Hill, Kamal Manoly, Yong Li, Cliff Munson, Jon Ake, Chris Smith and Ryan Alexander to brief
the diablo canyon operability review team on the preliminary assessment of the additional
information PG&E provided via certrec and tc determine the next steps in the process

Non Responsive

Agenda:
1. Background ~ Information needs identified to PG&E

The information that RIV requested was in the following 3 areas:

Non Responsive

3) Provide the results of the calculations that were rerun based on the calculations used to support
the resolution of the DPQ (see description in DPO case file pdf page 62 of 164 at ML14252A743

C 14
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which discusses the scaling factors used in the March 2014 PG&E analysis). PG&E indicated
that it did not believe that the analysis was needed to demonstrate operability. Nevertheless,
PG&E was rerunning the analysis with the data from the 2014 State of California report.

Non Responsive;

Non Responsive




Non Responsive

Vi. Other assessmenis
a. DPO update?

Non Responsive

VIl.  Wrapup




From: Oesterle, Eric
Sent: Thursday, October 09, 2014 7:03 AM
To: Stovall, Scott; Munson, Clifford; Williams, Megan; Li, Yong; Hipschman, Thomas; Walker,

Wayne; Markley, Michael, George, Andrea; Jackson, Diane; DiFrancesco, Nicholas;
Whaley, Sheena; Uselding, Lara; Ake, Jon; Burnell, Scott; OKeefe, Neil; Farnholtz, Thomas;
Manoly, Kamal, Reynoso, John; Hill, Brittain; Harris, Brian; Klett, Audrey; Dudek, Michael;
John Stamatakos; Stirewalt, Gerry; Buchanan, Theresa; Weaver, Thomas; Karas, Rebecca;
Graizer, Vladimir; Hiland, Patrick; Ross-Lee, Marylane; Lupold, Timothy; Wilson, George;
Bowers, Anthony; Alexander, Ryan; Hay, Michael; Pruett, Troy, Kock, Andrea

Subject: Status of Diablo Canyon Activities

Attachments: Status Update on DCPP for Jennifer Uhle.docx

The purpose of this email is to provide a status on the multitude of Diablo Canyon activities that staff has been
working on this week.

Non Responsive

Cl15




Non Responsive

1. Filings associated with Friends of the Earth (FOE) Hearing Request
a. NRC response to FOE hearing request filed 10/6
b. Additional filings also made by PG&E, NEI, and PG&E Senior Civil Enguneer on 10/6
c. Next steps — FOE response within 7 days and, also within 10 days of the PG&E's answer and
NEI's motion and brief, everybody else (NRC Staff included) can file a motion asking the
Commission to take some action against the other filings (e.g. strike part of the answer) - review
of the other 3 filings underway

v, FOE FOIA request on timing of PG&E Seismic Report and DPO Appeal decision
a. Information from various offices received by FOlA coordinator — going through duplication
review
b. Expected release of documents in packages — first one expected this week
¢. Review of remaining packages for withholding to be performed to support releases expected
week of 10/13.

V. EPW Questions — DORL staff continues to work with Region IV and NRR/DE on finalizing draft
responses — coordinating with OCA - target issuance by 10/22

There continues to be a lot of activity associated with Diablo Canyon and | appreciate everyone's support. We
_are making good progress on these challenging issues|

on Responsive if 1 have missed something that you are particularly interesting in please don't hesitate to
contact me. Thanks!

EricR. Oesterle

NRC Project Manager
Diablo Canyon Power Plant
Cooper Nuclear Station
NRR/DORL/LPL4-1
301-415-1014

=8 L4
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From: Sebrosky, Joseph
Sent: Monday, March 03, 2014 12:12 PM
To: Kim, James; Markley, Michael

- Ce

Hipschman, Thomas; Walker, Wayne; Regner, Lisa; Wilson, George; Harris, Brian; OKeefe,
Neil; Munson, Clifford; DiFrancesco, Nicholas; Hale, Jerry

RE: Request for phone call with DCPP to discuss guidance regarding seismic licensing
basis relative to the 2/20/14 seismic eric leeds letter

Subject:

Jim and Mike,

Non Responsive|
i
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Non Responsive

From: Sebrosky, Joseph

Sent: Monday, March 03, 2014 8:13 AM

To: Kim, James; Markley, Michael

Cc: Hipschman, Thomas; Walker, Wayne; Regner, Lisa; Wilson, George; Harris, Brian; OKeefe, Neil; Munson, Clifford
Subject: RE: Request for phone call with DCPP to discuss guidance regardmg seismic licensing basis relative to the
2/20/ 14 seismic eric leeds letter

Jim and Mike,

Non Responsive

Background

| am not sure the exact nature of PG&E's question below but because of a license renewal contention in this
area and an ongoing DPO, | am extremely sensitive to providing feedback on this issue. | Non Responsive

Non Responsive




Non Responsive

Please let me know if you have any questions or if you think | am missing something.
Thanks,

Joe Sebrosky

TNon Responsive]




Hon Responsive




Alexander, Rzan '

From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Holian, Brian

Wednesday, December 10, 2014.2:09 PM
OKeefe, Neil

Walker, Wayne; Pruett, Troy; Alexander, Ryan
Re: Seismic Design and Licensing Basis Question

Neil
Great email and summary

Nonb

I plan to discuss at nrr, with your email in frt of me... And will schedule a call to discuss.

Thx much :
Good seeing alt of you
-brian

From: OKeefe, Neil

Sent: Wednesday, December 10, 2014 10:42 AM Eastern Standard Time

To: Holian, Brian

Cc: Walker, Wayne; Pruett, Troy; Alexander, Ryan
Subject: Seismic Design and Licensing Basis Question

Brian,

(b3{(3)

ol




(B)S)

Neil O'Keefe
Chief, Branch B
DRP, RIV

(817) 200-1141 (o)

(c)

{0)(6)
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Alexander, Rxan

From: Pedersen, Renee

Sent: Friday, March 07, 2014 1:10 PM

To: Powell, Amy

Cc Rothschild, Trip; Shane, Raeann; Solorio, Dave; Campbell, Andy; Zimmerman, Roy;
Sewell, Margaret

Subject: ' ' - RE: HELP!! DPO Response to Boxer

Amy,

Thanks for the response. Just to be clear, the DPO submittal is 1 scanned NRC record (it may include several
references or parts) from the employee.

We can provide the record if the Commission approves. There may be value in including some basic
information on our process in the response, including that the DPO Program supports openness and
transparency when the process is complete. Just a thought.

Please let us know the path forward and please provide guidance with respect to the document marking. (The
DPO submittal is included on a form which doesn't have a big margin.)

Renée

From. Powell, Amy
" Sent: Friday, March 07, 2014 12:11 PM

To: Pedersen, Renee

Cc: Rothschild, Trip; Shane, Raeann
Subject: RE: HELP!! DPO Response to Boxer

You ask a cofnplicated question. |am cc'ing Trip in OGC as this wades into legal territory; | understand that
you two have talked about this as well.

{B)(5)

We'll keep you in the loop as Commission conversations continue via the daily Chiefs of Staff meetings. 1 am
on the Hill all afternoon but in Monday if you want to discuss.

Thanks,
Amy

Amy Powell

Acting Director

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Office of Congressional Affairs

g



Phone: 301-415-1673

From: Pedersen, Renee

Sent: Friday, March 07, 2014 9:06 AM

“To: Powell, Amy

Subject: FW: HELP!! DPO Response to Boxer
Importance: High

Amy,

Raeannis out. Can you tell me what our practice is with a Congressnona! request for a predecisional
document?

From: Pedersen, Renee

Sent: Friday, March 07, 2014 8:56 AM
To: Shane, Raeann

Ce: Solorio, Dave; Sewell, Margaret
Subject: HELP!! DPO Response to Boxer
Importance: High

Raeann,

You are probably away of the letter we just got from Boxer.

2. Please provide me with a copy of the Differing Professional Opini
Canyon Power Plant (DCPP) prepared by NRC’s former Senior R
(Dr. Michael Peck) that is currently pending before the Commissic

We previously talked about this type of scenario. In particular, this DPO is still being processed within our
DPO process. Itis currently being evaluated by a DPO Panel. The DPO Panel issues a report and then the
Director, NRR issues a DPO Decision to the individual. The individual has an opportunity to appeal to the EDO
and then the EDO evaluates and issues a DPO Appeal Decision. At this point the process is considered
closed and we ask the individual if he would like the DPO Case file public. If he says yes, NRR performs a
releasability review and includes a link to the DPO Case File along wnth a summary of the case that is posted
on the WIR. This could be several months.

The document is considered pre-decisional and not for public release. So, does this mean we can tell
Congress, no? Premature release of the document could have a potentially negative impact on the DPO
process. -

Thoughts?




Alexander, Rzan

From: Markley, Michael

Sent: Wednesday, March 19, 2014 9:26 AM

To: Walker, Wayne; Alexander, Ryan

Subject: FW: ACTION: Issue OEDQ Ticket for Responses to Senate EPW QFRs
Attachments: RE: HELP!! DPO Response to Boxer

From: Pedersen, Renee

Sent: Monday, March 10, 2014 12:27 PM

To: Markley, Michael

Cc: Solorio, Dave; Sewell, Margaret

Subject: RE: ACTION: Issue OEDO Ticket for Responses to Senate EPW QFRs

 Mike,

The DPO i i i imi istributi ithin the NRC. Please see my email exchange
with OPA.

(b){5)
Renée

From: Markley, Michael

Sent: Monday, March 10, 2014 12:21 PM

To: Pedersen, Renee

Subject: FW: ACTION: Issue OEDO Ticket for Responses to Senate EPW QFRs
Importance: High

Renee,

Please see Boxer’s requested items 2 and 3. OE is tasked with responding to item 2, but we (NRR) are tasked
with responding to item 3.

Question: Is the DPO and associated documents publicly available?
Mike

From: Oif, Tracy

Sent: Friday, March 07, 2014 7:52 AM

To: NRR_DORL_BCs Distribution

Cc: Evans, Michele; Monninger, John; Lantz, Ryan; Lund, Louise

Subject: FW: ACTION: Issue OEDO Ticket for Responses to Senate EPW QFRs
Importance: High

Heads up! Attached are questions that came out of the Commission’s Senate EPW oversight hearing. Some
of these questions will take a while to answer and resemble a FOIA, Others will require the PMs to check their
tech specs and search ADAMS,

Looks like a major effort.

Thanks,

Cl (9



Trace

From: Wertz, Trent

Sent: Thursday, March 06, 2014 2:44 PM

To: Orf, Tracy; Anderson, Shaun; Moore, Ross; Jessup, William; Schmitt, Ronald; Lian, Jocelyn; Mahoney, Mlchael
Lyons, Sara

Subject: FW: ACTION: Issue OEDO Ticket for Responses to Senate EPW QFRs

Importance: High

Heads Up.

The ticket will be issued shortly with a due date of March 28. These will be due to me by COB March 26. I'li
pass along the TAC as soon as | get it.

Here are the assignments. Let me know if you think something should be changed:

Chairman
Boxer 1,3,5 - DORL
Boxer 6 - DSS
Carper 1 — DIRS support NSIR as needed
Gillibrand 1 - DLR
Gillibrand 2 - DORL
Gillibrand 3 - JLD
Gillibrand 4 — DIRS
Vitter 1-12 — DLR/DORL/DE support NRO as needed
Vitter 14-26 ~ JLD
Vitter 36 - DORL
Vitter 37 - DE
Vitter 39, 41-45,53 - DPR
Vitter 55 - DORL/DIRS
Vitter 61,62 — DORL
Vitter 63-67 — DPR
Vitter 79-85 — DORL/DIRS support NRO as needed
Sessions 1 - DORL
" Sessions 2b,c - DPR
Sessions 2d —~ JLD/DPR
Fischer 1 - DPR
Fischer 2 - DRA

For Comm Svinicki
Carper 2-JLD
Sessions 2 ~ JLD

| For Comm Ostendorff
Carper 1,2 -JLD
Sessions 2a - DIRS

Thanks,
Trent

From: Rihm, Roger
Sent: Thursday, March 06, 2014 2:04 PM
To: Jaegers, Cathy



Cc: Landau, Mindy; Wertz, Trent; Orf, Tracy, Hudson, Jody; Atack, Sabrina; Williams, Donna; Trocine, Leagh Rini, Brett;
Sun, Robert

Subject: ACTION: Issue OEDO Ticket for Responses to Senate EPW QFRs

Importance: High

Attached are ticket instructions, response template, and copy of QFRs with office assignments. If you need
anything else, let me know.




From: ) Multing, Charigs

To: Oe¢sterte, Eric; Alexander, Ryan: Markley, Michael
Cc:

Subject: RE: DCPP Communications Plan

Date; Tuesday, November 25, 2014 5:25:47 PM

Attachments: imageQ01.png

(0)i5)

From: Qesterle, Eric

Sent: Tuesday, November 25, 2014 4:46 PM

To: Mullins, Charles; Alexander, Ryan; Markley, Michael
Ce: Walker, Wayne ‘
Subject: RE: DCPP Communications Plan
Importance: High

Chuck,

(D)5}

Hope that summary helps. You may want to consider using some of it in your response.

EricR. Oesterle

NRC Project Manager
Diablo Canyon Power Plant
Cooper Nuclear Station
NRR/DORL/LPLA-1
301-415-1014




‘i%‘.{“ %
A

From: Mullins, Charles

Sent: Tuesday, November 25, 2014 4:15 PM
To: Alexander, Ryan; Markley, Michael

Ce: Oesterle, Eric; Walker, Wayne

Subject: RE: DCPP Communications Plan

Ryan;,

Thanks. [ think this will be quite helpful.

Chuck Mullins

From: Alexander, Ryan

Sent: Tuesday, November 25, 2014 3:46 PM
To: Marklay, Michael; Mullins, Charles

Cc: Oesterle, Eric; Walker, Wayne

Subject: FW: DCPP Communications Plan

Mike:

The full internally available Diablo Canyon Comm Plan (Revision 0) is available at the

OEDO Comm Plan SharePoint site at:

However, attached is the current “working version” of the Diablo Can
Draft Revision 1). This draft revision includes updates regarding (1)

Non Responsive

Non Responsive

(3) Answers to Senate E

van Comm Plan {ie

Non Responsive

W Questions, & (4)

The updated text in the attached is typically in red, or in the case of new sections there is a

note in red text stating that the entire section was replaced/added |

Non Responsive]

Hope this helps!

Ryan D. Alexander

Senior Project Engineer




NRC Region IV, Div. of Reactor Projects, Branch A
Office:  {817) 200-1195
Cell:

{0)(6)
B’% Piease consider the environment before printing this e-mail.

From: Walker, Wayne .
Sent: Tuesday, November 25, 2014 2:22 PM
Tai Alexander, Ryan

Subject: FW: DCPP Communications Plan

Ryan,

Can you send him the plan that is online and also the draft portions. Thanks.

Wayne

From: Markley, Michael .

Sent: Tuesday, November 25, 2014 2:21 PM
To: Walker, Wayne

Cc: Mullins, Charles; Qesterle, Eric
Subject: DCPP Communications Plan

Wayne,

Can you send the latest version of the DCPP communications plan. He is addressing a-
lawsuit by FOE. :

Mike



From: Mullins, Charles

To: Markiey, Michagl

Cc Qesterle, Eric; Bamford, Peter; Lvon, Fred
Subject: RE: Documents for the lawsuit

Date; Monday, November 24, 2014 12:50:36 PM
Ok.

Here is the process t am in

() 6]

| Do you have ML numbers

for these documents? And do you have any thoughts on where they came in the overall
process?

| know you are busy today. | also know it is a holiday week and the contact in RIV is also
out today. Is there anyone else who might be able to work with me?

(and yes, that is a CRAZY meeting schedule!!)
From: Markley, Michael

Sent: Monday, November 24, 2014 12:37 PM

To: Mullins, Charles

Cc: Oesterle, Eric; Bamford, Peter; Lyon, Fred
Subject: RE: Documents for the lawsuit

This is a holiday week. Sorry...

My availability is only before 1:00 pm. | am going to grab some lunch but will be back in a
few minutes. | have meetings:

1-2:00pm

1:30-3:30pm

3:00-4:00pm

Have you checked with Rene Pedersen in OE? She was the DPO manager.

| am confused by the process we are in now. These documents are all in ADAMs, except

clRl



possibly e-mail. Are these official requests under “discovery”?

For the FSAR revision 21. You would need to check with Peter Bamford. Fred Lyon will
be back tomorrow.

Mike

From: Mullins, Charles

Sent: Monday, November 24, 2014 12:22 PM
To: Markley, Michael

Subject: Documents for the lawsuit

Michael;

The petitioners want to include a list of documents in the record of the case. Do you have
a few minutes this afternoon to discuss them?

Chuck

From: John Bernetich [mmm_beme.tmm@amlmgmmmm]
Sent: Monday, November 24, 2014 12:01 PM

To: Mullins, Charles
Cc: Richard E. Ayres; Jessica Olson
Subject: Re: My current view of the Record

Chuck,
We intend to ask for the following documents:

1. Two inspection reports cited in the June 23, 2014 memo from Peter Bamford to Michael
Markley (IR 2012004, IR 2011005)

2. A “change report” submitted by PG&E to accompany its submission of FSAR Revision 21
(in addition to the cover letter)

3. Documents cited by Dr. Peck in his appeal of the Panel Report issued in DPO-2013-002
4. Any documents related to a 50.59 review prepared for Revision 21, including emails
between PG&E and NRC, and between NRC Staff members

In addition, we do not agree with your suggestion that the documents from the de facto
licensing proceeding before the Commission should be included in the record for the Court of
Appeals on the Revision 21 issue.

Thanks,
John

" John Bemetich

Associate Attorney
Ayres Law Group LLP
Ph: (202) 452-9200




Dir: (202) 416-0241




Wertz, Trent

From: Sewell, Margaret

Sent: Woednesday, March 19, 2014 10:29 AM

To: Case, Michael _ '

Cc: Sheron, Brian; West, Steven; Hill, Brittain; Bernhard, Rudolph; Leeds, Eric; Giitter, Joseph;
Wertz, Trent; Pedersen, Renee; Solorio, Dave

Subject: RE: DPO Status Update

Attachments: DPO Panel Report.doc; Milestones and Timeliness Goals.docx

Hi Mike,

Thanks for the update on the DPO. Just in case you need it, I'm attaching some DPO panel report instructions
along with a template for your use. Just let me know if you need anything else.

In light of the activities that still need to be done by the panel, it seems likely that you will need another
extension. The current Milestones & Timelineness goals (attached) indicate that Eric will issue his decision by
next Fri., 3/28, which may not be realistic. If you decide to request an extension, please let me know as quickly
as possible so that | can submit it to EDO.

(DX3)

Please let me know if you have any questions and/or if you'll need the extension.

Thanks!
Marge

From: Case, Michael

Sent: Monday, March 10, 2014 2:01 PM

To: Wertz, Trent; Sewell, Margaret; Giitter, Joseph; Leeds, Eric
Cc: Sheron, Brian; West, Steven; Hill, Brittain; Bernhard, Rudolph
Subject: DPO Status Update

I just wanted to keep you all informed about DPO status. Britt and | made it to CA to review some information
that PG&E developed for us (see attached status | gave the DPO submitter), | thought was we saw was very
good evidence with respect to the issues in the DPO and very much worth the ‘wait”. (Easy for me to say, but
we do really appreciate the support you have given us to fully iluminate the issues). Britt deserves a great
deal of credit because he was prime architect behind our thoughts.

Still have to formally write up what we saw.
Do a minimal amount of polishing

Get Joe to give us a sanity check

Get the report to Eric.

Thanks again for your support.
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MEMORANDUM TO: Panel Chair
Panel Member
Panel Member

FROM: (Name of Office Director or Regional Administrator)

SUBJECT: AD HOC REVIEW PANEL - DIFFERING PROFESSIONAL OPINION ON
(use subject description from tasking) (DPO-20YY-nnn)

In accordance with Management Directive (MD) 10.159, “The NRC Differing Professional
Opinions Program,” | am appointing you as members of a Differing Professional Opinion (DPQ)
Ad Hoc Review Panel (DPO Panel) to review a DPO that was forwarded to me to disposition.

The DPO (Enclosure 1) raises concerns (subject).
I have designated (name) chairman of this DPO Panel and (name) as a DPO Panel member.

(Name) was proposed by the DPO submitter and serves as the third member of the DPO Panel.
[Optional: Because this issue addresses enforcement, (name) is serving as the fourth

‘member.] In accordance with the guidance included in MD 10.159 and consistent with the DPO

Program objectives, | task the DPO Panel to do the following:

a Review the DPO submittal to determine if sufficient information has been provided to
undertake a detailed review of the issue.

a Meet with the submitter, as soon as practicable, to ensure that the DPO Panel
understands the submitter's concerns and scope of the issues. (Normally within 7 days.)

O Promptly after the meeting, document the DPO Panel's understanding of the submitter’s
concerns, provide the Statement of Concerns (SOC) to the submitter, and request that
the submitter review and provide comments, if necessary. (Normally within 7 days.)

0 Maintain the scope of the review to not exceed those issues as defined in the original
written DPO and confirmed in the SOC.

W] Consult with me as necessary to discuss schedule-related issues, the need for technical
support (if necessary), or the need for administrative support for the DPO Panel's
activities.

O Perform a detailed review of the issues and conduct any record reviews, interviews, and

discussions you deem necessary for a complete, objective, independent, and impartial
review. The DPO Panel should re-interview individuals as necessary to clarify
information during the review. In particular, the DPO Panel should have periodic
discussions with the submitter to provide the submitter the opportunity to further clarify
the submitter's views and to facilitate the exchange of information.
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O Provide monthly status updates on your activities via email to Renée Pedersen, Differing
Views Program Manager (DVPM) about the last day of the month. This information will
be reflected in the Milestones and Timeliness Goals for this DPO. Please provide a copy
of email status updates to the submitter and to me.

O Issue a DPO Panel report, including conclusions and recommendations to. me regarding
the disposition of the issues presented in the DPO. The report should be a collaborative
product and include all DPO Panel member’s concurrence. Follow the specific
processing instructions for DPO documents.

0 Consult me as soon as you believe that a schedule extension is necessary to disposition
the DPO.
0 Recommend whether the DPO submitter should be recognized if the submitter's actions

result in significant contributions to the mission of the agency.

Disposition of this DPO should be considered an important and time sensitive activity. The
timeliness goal included in the MD for issuing a DPO Decision is 120 calendar days from the day
the DPO is accepted for review. The timeliness goal for issuing this DPO Decision is (date).

Process Milestones and Timeliness Goals for this DPO are included as Enclosure 2. The
timeframes for completing process milestones are identified strictly as goals—a way of working
towards reaching the DPO timeliness goal of 120 calendar days. The timeliness goal identified
for your DPO task is 70 calendar days.

Although timeliness is an important DPO Program objective, the DPO Program also sets out to
ensure that issues receive a thorough and independent review. The overall timeliness goal
should be based on the significance and complexity of the issues and the priority of other
agency work. Therefore, if you determine that your activity will result in the need for an
extension beyond the overall 120-day timeliness goal, please send me an email with the reason
for the extension request and a new completion date. [ will subsequently forward this request to
the DVPM who will forward it to the EDO for approval.

Please ensure that all DPO-related activities are charged to Activity Code ZG0007.

Because this process is not routine, the DVPM will be meeting and communicating with all
parties during the process to ensure that everyone understands the process, goals, and
responsibilities. The DVPM will be subsequently sending you information intended to aid you in
implementing the DPO process.

An important aspect of our internal safety culture includes respect for differing views. As such,
you should exercise discretion and treat this matter sensitively. Documents should be
distributed on an as-needed basis. In an effort to preserve privacy, minimize the effect on the
work unit, and keep the focus on the issues, you should simply refer to the employee as the
DPO submitter. Avoid conversations that could be perceived as “hallway talk” on the issue. We
need to do everything that we can in order to create an organizational climate that does not chill
employees from raising dissenting views. it is appropriate for employees to discuss the details
of the DPO with their co-workers as part of the evaluation; however, as with other predecisional
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processes, employees should not discuss details of the DPO outside the agency.

As a final administrative note, please ensure that all correspondence associated with this case
include the DPO number in the subject line, be profiled in accordance with ADAMS template OE-
011, be identified as non-public with limited viewer rights to those included on distribution of
correspondence and declared an official agency record when the correspondence is issued.
Please email the ADAMS accession number for the record to BPOPM Resource@nrc.goyv and
the record will be filed in the applicable DPO case file folder (DPO-YYYY-NNN) in the ADAMS
Main Library. Following this process will ensure that a complete agency record is generated for
the disposition of this DPO. If the submitter requests that the documents included in the DPO
Case File be made public when the process is complete, you will be provided specific guidance
to support a releasability review.

| appreciate your willingness to serve and your dedication to completing an independent and
objective review of this DPO. Successful resolution of the issues is important for NRC and its
stakeholders. If you have any questions, you may contact me, Renée Pedersen, DVPM, at
(301) 415-2742, or Marge Sewell, Safety Culture Specialist at (301) 415-8045.

| look forward to receiving your independent review results and recommendations.

Enclosures:
1. DPO-20YY-nnn
2. Milestones and Timeliness Goals

cc w/o Enclosure:
Submitter
DVPM




From: Multing, Charles

Tat Markley, Michae(

Subject: Observation

Date: Friday, November 21, 2014 5:15:41 PM
Michael;

I went back and read the petition.l— 1Ay

{1 will bring it down on Monday and you can read it

yourseit.
Have a great weekend.

Chuck



From: Sebroaky, Joseph
To: Dudek, Michael
Cc: Bowers, Anthony; Markiey, Michael; Qesterle, Eric Attached email is publicly available as part of
Subject: RE: Proposed Questions to PGRE documents D/25 and D/26 In interim response
Date: Friday, September 19, 2014 6:35:22 AM #2 in FOIA-2014-0488 (ML14322A779).
Attachments: in] RC wark i i

(LX) . . . ;
Thanks - I will work with Tony to discuss the issue below, and to

ensure the EDO staff is aware that in the attached email NRR DORL m ‘
, ded to NRR senior management '

(0)(6)

Joe

From: Dudek, Michael

Sent: Friday, September 19, 2014 6:18 AM
To: Sebrosky, Joseph; Bowers, Anthony
Subject: Re: Proposed Questions to PG&E

Marning Joe!l

(0X)6)

lso {will

not be in the office. Tony Bowers will carry the ball for this. He'll be able to break down any barriers

that you need.

Sent from an NRC Blackberry

Michael I. Dudek

)]

From 'Sebx'—‘osky‘f,'

Joseph

Sent: Thursday, September 18, 2014 05:20 PM Eastern Standard Time
To: Dudek, Michae!
Cc: Walker, Wayne; OKeefe, Neil; Oesterle, Eric; Markley, Michael; Karas, Rebecca; Lupold, Timothy
Subject: FW: Proposed Questions to PG&E

Mike,

| am going to give you a call on this. We need to confirm with the EDQ's office that the
position taken in the DPO appeal is that the operability determination for Diablo should

ve also included a comparison to the DDE |

Non Responsive

| have been asked by my management to check with the EDO's office on this,

I will try to call you later tonight or early tomorrow {o discuss.

Thanks,

Joe

Clad



From: Sebrosky, Joseph

Sent: Thursday, September 18, 2014 9:34 AM

‘To: Hiland, Patrick

Cc: Ake, Jon; Li, Yong; Markley, Michael; Lupold, Timothy; Karas, Rebecca; Ross-Lee, Marylane;
Oesterle, Eric; Wilson, George; Walker, Wayne, OKeefe, Neil; Hipschman, Thomas, Munson, Clifford;
Manoly, Kamal; Hill, Brittain

Subject: RE: Proposed Questions to PG&E

Pat,

The purpose of this email is to provide you with the reference documents that | discussed
with you this morning that serves as the basis for why | believe it is important to
understand PG&E’s position on whether or not in-structure motions (different damping
values and comparisons) have been done. Specifically | referenced information that is in
the DPO. The DPO case file can be found at: ML14252A743

The case file is 164 pages long. The most important portion of the case file to me is the
last 5 pages (i.e., 159 — 164) that documents the EDO’s appeal decision. The 5 page
document provides a concise history of the issue and also includes the following
discussion on page 4:

Nevertheless, your questioning attitude and perseverance were key to ensuring that the
licensee and staif fully evaluated the! implications of the Shoreline fault zone. You
correctly

noted that the seismic hazard should be evaluated for not only comparison of the ground
motion response spectra, but also the plant"s design and construction to ensure
continued safe operation.

I understand that the in-structure motions calculations were not part of the basis for the
operability determination that was made in the October 2012 time frame. Nevertheless it
would appear to me that the EDO agrees that they should have been done. Based on the

tlon Respenisive




Non Responsive

From: Hill, Brittain




Sent: Wednesday, September 17, 2014 5:32 PM

To: Manoly, Kamal; Munson, Clifford

Cc: Ake, Jon; Li, Yong, Markley, Michael; Lupold, Timothy; Karas, Rebecca, Ross-Lee, MaryJane;
Hiland, Patnck Qesterle, Eric; Sebrosky, Joseph

Subjec_t Re: Proposed Questions to PGRE

Without the clarification on damping, we end up with the same confusing issues as 2 non
concurrences, a DPO, the 2014 union Conc sci report, and recent petition by FOE. If damping
clarified, stops all this confusion in its tracks and gives clear basis for decisions. This is not a pure
engineering exercise, and what you are portraying as "noise" is ano important consideration in
clearly explaining why or why not we think DCPP is safe to operate. If there still are dissenting views,
i suggest we discuss them at tomorrow's meeting before call,

Britt

Sent from Brittain Hill's PDA

D6

From: Manoly, Kamal

Sent: Wednesday, September 17, 2014 04:58 PM Eastern Standard Time

To: Hill, Brittain; Munson, Clifford

Cc: Ake, Jon; Ll, Yong; Markley, Michael; Lupold, Timothy; Karas, Rebecca; Ross-Lee, MaryJane;
Hiland, Patrick; Qesterle, Eric; Sebrosky, Joseph

Subject: RE: Proposed Questions to PGKE

I mentioned RG 1.61 to illustrate a point. | know from my involvement with Diablo since the
mid-eighties that the plant was licensed to damping values that are different from RG 1.61.
| also knew that some components are governed by DDE and others by Hosgri. From
doing actual design of components in nuclear plants, designers know that some
components may be governed by OBE and others by SSE. Still, the argument about
damping should not be relevant to altering the evaluation done by PG&E in 2011 except
for the change of ground motion (old shoreline line vs. new shoreling hazard). That is the
only variable of significance. The rest is in the noise level from an engineering standpoint.

Kamal Manoly

Senior Level Technical Advisor for Structural Mechanics
Division of Engineering

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

301-415-2765

From: Hill, Brittain

Sent: Wednesday, September 17, 2014 4:17 PM

To: Manoly, Kamal; Munson, Clifford

Cct Ake, Jon; Li, Yong; Markley, Michael; Lupold, Timothy; Karas, Rebecca; Ross-Lee, Marylane;
Hiland, Patrick; Qesterle, Eric; Sebrosky, Joseph

Subject: Re: Proposed Questions to PG&E

Please read ch 2,3, and 5 in DCPP SAR to see that Hosgri is not limiting demand - can be either HE or
DDE. PGE also didnt use RG 1.61 damping for all Catl SSCs. Please look at SAR for their mix. Unless
they identify appropriate damping etc, we simply cannot state that new info is bounded by existing
lic basis, If new Shoreline exceeds DDE, and DDE is the SSE and limiting GM {NOT Hosgril) for some
SSCs, we certainly need PGE to state what damping is appropriate for new info: DDE, HE, RG1.61, or



something else.
Britt
Sent from Brittain Hill's PDA

bi(6}

From: Mancly, Kamal

Sent: Wednesday, September 17, 2014 04:06 PM Eastern Standard Time

To: Munson, Clifford

Cc: Ake, Jon; Hill, Brittain; Li, Yong; Markley, Michael, Lupold, Timothy; Karas, Rebecca; Ross-lee,
MaryJane; Hiland, Patrick; Qesterle, Eric; Sebrosky, Joseph

Subject: Proposed Questions to PG&E

Cliff,

I see no relevance or value from asking PG&E question #5 about “In-structure
mations (different damping values & appropriate comparisons)”. The sole focus
should be on confirming that PG&E new shoreline fault ground motion estimate is
reasonable and acceptable to the staff. With such confirmation, then, the hazard from
the shoreline fault would be bounded by the “Old” Hosgri. That should be the end
point of our assessment of the CA report.

Introducing a question as to whether the damping values to be used for the 2014
hazard estimate of the shoreline fault may be different from that used in the 2011
evaluation would be pointless and shifting the focus to a totally unrelated issue. You
will never find any documented reference that correlates slight change in hazard vs
damping values for structural materials. Remember, in RG 1.61 we prescribe (fora
specific structural material) a single damping value to be used by ALL plants in the
US for OBEs and another for ALL SSEs regardless of the lfocation. The reason is
based on acceptable understanding that viscous structural damping would generally

- be lower at lower deformation level. We know that ground motion estimates for OBEs

and SSEs vary greatly from low seismic regions such as the Gulf States vs. high
seismic regions such as CA. For this reasoning, asking the question about the effect
of different damping values on in-structural response due to slight change in hazard
would be worthless and totally distracting from the central issue in the CA report.

Kamal Manoly

Senior Level Technical Advisor for Structural Mechanics
Division of Engineering

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

301-415-2765




. From: Qesterle, Erig

To: Whited, Jeffrev

Ce: Markdey, Michael; Lund, Loulse; Wilson, George

Subject: Additional Q&As for Diablo Canyon

Date: Tuesday, November 25, 2014 12:37:05 PM

Attachments; ANTICIPATED QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS DCPP dacx
image00l.png :

Jeff,

I've incorporated Mike Markley's comments on the subject Q&As for EPW Hearing support
and have provided the updated responses.

TricR. Oesterle

NRC Project Manager
Diablo Canyon Power Plant
Cooper Nuclear Station
NRR/DORL/LPL4-1
301-415-1014

RS |



DIABLO CANYON
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ANTICIPATED QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS
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From: Sebrocky, Joseoh

To: Klatt, Audrey

Cc: Markley, Michael; Qesterle, Eric; Wilson, George
Subject: thanks for developing TER shell for Diablo Canyon
Date: ursday, October 23, 2014 7:42:12 AM
Attachments: 3 ¥:. erability evaluyatic

Audrey,

The purpose of this email is to thank you for developing the outline for the Diablo Canyon
seismic TER. | used it to develop the attached TER which was used as a strawman for
management discussions yesterday. Attached is a summary of the outcome of the
meeting. Although it looks like the attached TER is going to be heavily revised it did serve
a purpose as the basis for a starting point to get the ball rolling on the evaluation, It also
appears to me that the general outline for the TER (which you developed) is going to be
used.

I just thought you should know that | very much appreciated not having to start from
scratch on developing the TER and how | used what you developed.

Thanks again for the help.

Joe

From: Sebrosky, Joseph

Sent: Tuesday, October 21, 2014 8:10 AM

To: Wilson, George; Oesterle, Eric; Markley, Michael
Subject: info: latest version of Diablo Canyon TER

To all,

Attached is the latest version of the Diablo Canyon TER. It incorporates comments from
Eric and has other minor editorial changes from previous versions. Per direction from
George | have stopped work on the effort pending the outcome of the meeting later today.

Thanks,

Joe Sebrosky

Senior Project Manager

Japan Lessons-Learned Division
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
301-415-1132

clab



TECHNICAL EVALUATION REPORT BY THE OFFICES OF NEW REACTORS,
RESEARCH, AND NUCLEAR REACTOR REGULATION
CENTRAL COASTAL CALIFORNIA SEISMIC IMAGING PROJECT
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
DIABLO CANYON POWER PLANT, UNITS 1 AND 2
October 21, 2014, 8:00 am version
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Table 6-23
DIABLO CANYON STRUCTURE FRAGILITIES

(Based on hazard defined over 3 to 8.5 hertz range.)

Fundsiments! Spactral Acecleration Capacity
Froquoncy h4 :

Strueture Hertz Failure Mode % @ Bp By HCLPF (p)
Containment Building 4.1 Exterjor Shell Shear 3.42 0.26 0.30 3.4
Concrete Internal Structure 8.9 Internal Structure Shear 6.91 0.20 0,31 2.98
Intake Structure 23.3 North Wall Shear 8.5 0,28 0.21 3.23
Awdliary Building 8.2 North/South Shearwalls 5.79 0.21 0.26 2.66
Turblne Bullding - 8.6 Skear Wall, Colump 31 4.87 0.26 0.33 1.84

5.0 Block Wall >10.06 -_ - —
Refueling Water Storage 'I'lp.k 7.6 Conereta/Bedrock Flexure 9.92 0.29 0.3 3.40
Cendensace Storage Tank e Comparison 10 RWST 100 -~ - e
5O Foel-Ofl Storags Tank Buried Ruptare 5100 - - -

Awxiliary Saltwater Piping Buried . Rupture . 9.23 0.1 0.21 4.85

13
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Pressmriecy
Prascacizar Safety Valves

31 Accumuiaton
31 Pumpe

Boron fejection Tank
COMPONENT COOLING WATER

OCW Pumps

COW Sleal Rxchaagers

CCW Lurge Tank

CHEMICAL AN YOLIDER CONIROL
Charglag Pumps (conteifugel)
Charging Puape {recipracs])

AURILIARY SALTVATER

" Ausiilsry Ssttwates Pumps

CONTARIMENT XRRAY

CS Pumps
Spray Additive Tenk

Locaton

Costsinaens - (103°)
Caatalzment - (101°)
Cantalnamuot ~ (143°)

Containment « (140°) |

Custafnmens - (167°)
Costaimmmat - (1497)
Costtinment -~ (11¢*)
Castalamen) -~ (140%)
Contelrmenl = {140°)

Aoxiliery {38°)
Aunxfliary (100°)

Conisiament ($1°)

Acziilary {(83°)
Aaxitlary (73°}
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Table 6-24

DIABLO CANYON EQUIPMENT FRAGILITIES
(Based on hazard dofined over 3 {0 0.5 heris range.}

Fundamenial Method of Selsmic
Freguency Qualltication

12-{ Rx (3 Orasmilc Azalysis

16-20 He (V) Dyxamic Aralysis

? Hs (H) Dynamis Anslyils

33 ¥x OO} Dypainic Axalysh

Tiegitile Tiping Ststic Analyris/Test

Flexidis Fiping Static Asstysia/Test

?H: (M) Dynsmic Analysle

7-10 He (H) Oysamic Anstysls

7-5 Rx (iH&V) Dyosrnic Analysis
le Riping Oyeamic Anslysis

12 Kz ON) Sistic Analysls

3334 Kz (H} Siatic Analyshe

>33 Kz Static Aoalysls

1217 R(:m(l{) Static Anstyrls

Plentble Piping Statlc Anslysls

13 He (1) Dysemio Acsiysts

11 Uz (W) Stetlo Anslyrla

>3 Hz (W) Stetle Asalyshs

>33 fix (H) Siatic Analysls

43 Mz (10 Sutic Anatyils

>23 e ON) Statle Anatyals

e O0) Static Analysls
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Failure Mode

"Ruptere

Azscher Stacs

Pemp Hold Dows Balny
Aochar Dotta

Pump Hold Dawo Bolts
Longludizs! Sirut Bolts
Selamic Latersl Besce

Motae Held Dows Bolts
tamg Hold Dewa Galis

_ Pump Meanting Dol

Fouadatioa Balts
Sepport PediShell

Spectral
Acctleration Cepacity
feformsiion b4 HCLPF
Source S,(x) .—8.5- 8y, x)
W Swmmety Duta e 0.2 0.3 3.38
Summary Dsta 10.5¢ 0.0 0.2 3.53
W Summary Deta 4.08 0.5 0.1y 2.4
W Symumary Dein 1146 O.M B.44 1.73
M3¥?, 301 0.9 - - -
WIOT, MEOY 761 0% 0.42 2,91
355, MALL, MY .82 037 o3 .6
W Sammary Date N o4 oM 3.40
W Sumsmiary Dete 0.8 - - -
—-—
W Summary Data e 633 012 3.3%
W Summary Data, 3.6 0.24 0.29 .42
M483, MAT4
Weaumery Date, 10.01 0.539  0.19 us3
e . )
W Ssmegary Dats 10,94 0.34 o.19 4.6¢
W Seaumary Data g4 027 o 3986
Noad, M007, M3 [ B3} 0.2¢9 0.31 3.1¢
MOOS, MSIE, MI7S [ B} 037 o 2.48
2214 1.5 0.3 0.72 1.8
W Semsmary Usta 16.16 0.3t C.i¥ IR}
W Sucaseary Date »10,0 - - -
MO0 »10.0 - - -
EScmm Dats 3.43 8.39 0.20 .88
W Summary Data $7% ©0.30 0.8 3.07

o amdeyy
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Table 6-24 (Continued)

DIABLO CANYON EQUIPMENT FRAGILITIES
(Besed on hazerd defined over 3 to 8.5 herix range.)

a

Fundsamonis] Methad of Ssfsmic

Prequency Quslitication
Plexible Fipiny Dyasmsic AeabysieiTent
Prasible Pigisy Dysamic Asalysta/Test
Fiexshle Pig o “ A porh)
41 B2 (0 Stxtic Anelysie
43 He () Sttic Anstysis
10 Ha (V) Sule 1y
Flsnible Piping Static Asslysls
Flaxidle Piping Nexe
>33 He O3 Ceaeddc Ancharsgs Anslysts
16 Bz 6 Dysamic
17 %2 (10) Druamic Azatyrls
17 Kz QD Dynamic Asatyels
Flexidle Bipicg Dyeamic Analysis
13 M2 () Tewt
& ¥z GO Test

Teat

10 He (i) Static Analyzls
I H OD) Dycsmic Asalysls
>33 Mx (H) Statls Asalysls
233 Hz (M) Sistic Anatysls
31 He GBD) Yot
>33 Ha (M) Statlc Asslysle
>33 Hz (H) Static Aaslysh
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Failure Moda

D A

Actusior Sappert

Geastic Nnctien
Ceweric Puactivs

Pomp Hald Dewn Setts
Fump Held Down Melta

Batem Flste Bepivre
Fiitos Auchor Baolts

Anchos Bohilug

Filiee Swpport Red Weld
$troctarel

Chazter

Structurst
Astscheoeni-Fiitet Weld

Fool Plate/Bmbed. Weid

Support Daltiog
Aschor ol
Streeturat

Eapansisn Anchor
Suructursl

Speciral .
Atceleration Capacity
Information X : HCLPP
Source 8.88) Bg By @
WOST, MEED, Mdés 10,0 - - -
M2 >10.8 - - -
Y 1 (81 e 028 3.5
MIA MU0 - - -~ -
MI30, MI2! 1.1 0.3 O3 3.5
MIss >10.0 - - -
MIZ4, MIT6 833 637 O 3.68
Uate Base 20.0 - - -
prs T »10.8 - - -
MI »§0.8 - - -
M23-24426 7.9 0.3 0.2 164
N33 .78 0.19 8.2¢ 168
MITL. My 18.0 - - -
NILE, MIGA 140 0.3 033 2.87
MMT, MIES, MaS4, 12T 03 .16 +.08
Metz2
435 030 0.1 .24
w348 >10.0 - - -
MISS, M49Y, Me20, 630 O35 0.3 261
W431, NS
MO36 .38 031 0.2¢ 1.0
M. M1 0.8 - - -
eSS 310.0 - - -
Y. Y7 Has 03 0 3.8
PraT™ >10.0 - - -
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Table 6-24 (Conilnued)
DIABLO CANYON EQUIPMENT FRAGILITIES
(Based on hinzerd defltned over 3 to 8.5 herix range.)
3 . - Spectral
Acceloration Ceapacity
. Fundamental Mathad of Sclamic information ) 4 HCLPF
System and Component _Locstion Frequency Qualification _Esliure Mada Source L® By B @
ALA0Y. LATAIY DLECTRIC PORER
Swirchgens Turbles (119%) 7 Ha OO Test © Chmeer Wy, S, M3SE.  S.5) 038 615 1.0
) Stetic Amslynis ) Guids Bod Bradisy mé:. MITP-3R0, T.4¢ O3t 035 2.9%
Pewntial Trsusiormace (B 7) Tuarbias (135°) 3t Hz (9) Static Anslysts Svy&on ‘i.ummm. MU49, MITS, Met6, 10.8) 031 038 3.47
N . we dse
Guoen)  Tusise(lty) 35 He OO Statie Analysts : W LogsRorbed,” a:g. M5, MIIE, 3100 . - -
i L
Safegwerd Relay Macei “Tartster (339} 1 He OR) Static Ansipeie Anchar Welds M2, MITI, MLEs, W0 O34 036 3139
: Mez0
124Y DCRUACTHIC rONER
Batterive Anxisry (315} >33 ¥x (3 Test Sumcrure) $0S0, 0T, M4 604 0.3 048 2,74
Battesy Jacks Asxitiary {$15°) 238 Mx (H) Statls Anslysh Losgitutine Tag #4019, MO3Z, MO3O, 1381 ©0.38 0.12 3.40
. Rastrsint ey - -
Baitery Chargess AcxBlery (315°) 11 He (W3 Test Beructorst MO%4, MOAL, M2¢5Y, 998 0.34 0.0 3.9
M2 -
SwitthprasiBreaker Pamelt Anxiiiery (115} 7 Hx (1) Teat Sticourst M4, MO8, 12364 447 0.3F 0.2 2.36
LN AS RITLTIC POVWER
Iestremesd Breaker Fatxolh Auxilissy (1157) 224 He (Y Statk; Agaiyety Bhip-Mut Fatiwre MOHLA »10.4 - - -
nvertery Anstitary (113°) ¥ Ha () Test Strecoare) B4O1S, MOS, MEIS, 632 ©.3%  0.314 373
. Mu13, MAIS, MASTL,
M
SR CATALY BEAECTIIC POWHE
S14QVI4IOV Temnstoroate ’ Aumxittegy (130°) 3 Ha (W) Suatie Axetysis Strocivesl MUI2, Walkdown .34 0 oY 3.47
Broaker Cadlwess {lead Ceatore) Ausxitiary {100%) 13 Hx (00 Static Anslysts Ancher Stlich Weid MO17, MI6E 210.0 - - -
Augfilery Reisy Peact Auxitisry (160°) 12 Hs (W) Tert . Semewrsl MI1S, KI5 115 o o8 1.57
CONTROL XQOM '
Matn Cantre! Boards : Asxittury (3507) *33 ¥z (8} Ten Switeh Panssion W Samvary Dma,  310.0 - - -
Dysamic Axstyais Bteucioret 456, WAL .97 o3 o 2.9
et Shutdows Pracl Auxitiary (160°) 83 Hx (M) Tent Switch Funcatan MIIT, MISD, MB€2, T.4D O3 0.28 2.32
Statiz Asalyels Srrwctarel MiTe, w482 LI o3 O 3.82
AuzUiaty Safegardt Cabinet AuxBiuy (1XR°) 218 Hz O7) Tent Sumucrerst MRET, WSS, MO 2100 - - -
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J Table 6-24 (Continued)
% DIABLO CANYON EQUIPMENT FRAGILITIES
g {Buged on hazard defined over 3 to 4.5 herte ranga.)
g- Spacd'ct
= ) Accolaratlan Capacliy
% . . Fundaments! Meihod of Selamlc s Inlormation X HCLPF
. System snd Component _ __ Eccaton  _Frequency Qualitication  _FsfluroModo  _Sewrze = %N Bp By @
' M35 CONTROL
g Bronea Control sod Trotecties Systaon  Muuxitiecy (118 -1 Ha OD Tt Sercctwal - MHT, 35S . ‘1878 oy o.m .57
SoUd Stane Pretecilen Sgoten Axxiifazy (140°) 513 Kr V) Test : Girsctural M3IT, MASS 1.4 &3 o &
Rescior Toip Switthpser Amniilery (315°) & s (M) Test Streciutal M3LY, M54 299 0.30 0.6 314
Real & Temp Asxiliezy ($40") Heot Qivaz Tat Bermctared Mg 210.0 - ~ -
Reoessuce & AP Tressminen Cuntslament (137°) >33 ¥e () Test ’ Seemceursl MY4t . 393 oaf o320 €t
HISCELIATECEE COMPONENTS ' '
Axuitiyry Ealay Rick Ansitazy (118') 12.20 Mx (H) Statlo Avsiyshy mm- Baity MILT, MSSE, IS 10.0 - - - -
Lace) Scarter Bearde Varisas 18 Ha (1) Toex Strecroral wiss 210.8 - - -
Mulded Cons Clrosit Kreatens Anxitazy {135} >33 Bz (1) Teat Stemcturs) b L >89 - - -
Valve Liwis Switches Axxilisry (Varlesa) 383 Hx (HAV) Tast Cruarle Punetion M4 8.0 - - -
Cnpulze Lints Contalamas (Vatlons) $-10 He (HAV) Nose Rupiuze Foaws Impast Detn Buas 1,09 eam 03 .63
Contafnexsnd Purge: Vaives Comteloment N$3') >33 He (H&V) Statle Analysis Actuatse Atteck. Bolty Mz »18.Q - - -
GRS OQMPONENTR .
" Ottegtie Power 230KV Yara . Fonle Hoee : Gemesic Pattary Dats Ban 168 ex o1 on
L1 < . : : .5 ¢ 0.3 .39
PevatrntionsiPomtistion Baes™ Cantatnraret (1357} £ $x () TYext Qeneric Stracsarad p il m &3 9.37 1.0
DOP Fipicy ned Seppioms Vitous Piexibis Pplog - Diymumic Ansiyzhe Geoariz Suppors 010, M3EL 11.08 [LX:: B8 -4 3.00
Koad, meilef, Ssleacie, & Checd Vasiow Fiexibla Piping Byassic Assiyshs Geweric Punctien Bate Base >10.0 - - -
Valves
Alr aad Metor Opersivg Valves Verlow Frexible Mplog - Dysamic Ansiysis azeric Penrtlen 567, AN 2.1 oI 0.0 3.57
Calils Trays sad SoTponts Viro Fiextbis Troys Staviz Axatyels Geuzric Suppore MI0P-L113 »10.0 - - ~
VAT pacting swé Supparts Varoer Pleaidble Docting Statis Assiysls ) Genrrie Gupport 4218 .7 038 0. 2.49
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From: Oesterle, Eric

Sent: Wednesday, October 22, 2014 3.55 PM

To: Wilson, George

Cc ~ Alexander, Ryan; Waiker, Wayne; Sebrosky, Joseph; Markley, Michael
Subject: Path forward for Diablo operability assessment

George,

As you know, members of NRO/DSEA and NRR/DE met this afternoon to discuss a proposed path

forward. Everyone agreed that there is no immediate safety concern and that whatever approach we take only
needs to be able to provide reasonable assurance until the NRC completes its review of the 50.54(f) response
following the March 2015 submittal. The 50.54(f) response will still be the information that NRC ultimately
hangs its hat on with respect to additional actions, if necessary, because it is expected to provide more
accurate information.

The proposal from Nilesh Chokshi was to allow staff to consider all available and recognized methodologies for
assessing response and not be limited to either single station correction (SSC) or Ergodic. This would also
allow the staff to take into account knowledge gained from assessments of CEUS plants and develop a sort of
averaged approach between SSC and Ergodic. The seismologists are on board with this approach and in fact
had even considered at one point previously. This approach would resulf in curves that would tend to fall more
to the right of the PG&E developed SSC curves and more to the left of the NRC back-calculated Ergodic
curves. The resultant curves would be compared against Hosgri and also LTSP, if needed, and would factor in
some qualitative discussions about fragility and capacity that were included in SSER 34. Everyone was in
agreement with Nilesh's approach. Kamal was OK with it if the results still showed that the new curves were at
or below Hosgri. .

It was agreed that we need to get Region IV on board with this approach before we brief it to Jennifer. | am
providing this email to Ryan Alexander and Wayne Walker as well.

EricR. Oesterle

NRC Project Manager
Diablo Canyon Power Plant
Cooper Nuclear Station
NRR/DORL/LPL4-1
301-415-1014




From: Qesterde. Eric

To: Scott, Michael

Ce Pedersen, Renee; Wilson, George; Marklay, Michael: Broaddus, Roug
Subject: RE: New AskManagement Submission

Date: Monday, November 10, 2014 8:20:05 AM

Attachments: i- /| P

Mike,

We prepared a mini Comm-plan associated with the EDO Decision on the Appeal of the DPO (see
attached) and the release of the DPO Case file for public availability. Perhaps the attached will address
the question. Like Mike Markley indicated, there is no indication that we will be responding directly to
the 9/19 article.

Eric R. Qesterle

NRC Project Manager

Diablo Canyon Power Plant

Cooper Nuclear Station

NRR/DORL/LPL4-1

301-415-1014 ' l

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

From: Markley, Michael

Sent: Monday, November 10, 2014 8:10 AM

To: Scott, Michael; Broaddus, Doug

Cc: Oesterle, Eric; Pedersen, Renee; Wilson, George
Subject: RE: New AskManagement Submission

Mike,

We had all kinds of stuff going at the time of the DPO Director's Decision and EDO Appeal. The DCPP
PM, Eric Oesterle can provide you with the information subject to our communications plan, but OE
owns the DPO grocess. Rene Pedersen would be the right person to discuss the DPO. 1 do not believe
there is a Sharepoint link.

There were a lot of articles. Some making assertions about how the DPO was handled and timing. We
have referred some to the OIG. In DCPP space, September 19 is a long time ago. We are responding
to about 10 DCPP Congressional/concerned citizen items right now. I will have the PM, Eric Oesterle
take a look, but my guess is we are not responding explicitly to the September 19 article.

Mike

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

From: Scott, Michael

Sent; Friday, November 07, 2014 5:42 PM

To: Markley, Michael; Broaddus, Doug

Subject: FW: New AskManagement Submission

Gentlemen: ‘
Can whichever of you has cognizance of Diablo Canyon please help me out? Can you please ask the PM

to send me a link to a Sharepoint site or wherever else that we have compiled information on the Diablo
Canyon seismic DPO and the Agency's review and response to it? The below question was submitted

clar



anonymously by someone on the Region I staff.. I would like to answer it with a simple link to wherever
* the info can be found, if such a link exists.

Thanks in advance for your help.

Michael (Mike) Scott
Deputy Director

Division of Reactor Projects
Region I

(610) 337-5126

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

From: rlaskmanagement@nrc.gov [mailto:rlaskmanagement@nrc.gov]
Sent: Friday, October 31, 2014 7:.29 AM .

To: RIASKMANAGEMENT RESOURCE

Subject: New AskManagement Submission

On September 19, The Santa Barbara Independent ran an article, which was also put on the Rl
website, about the former Diablo Canyon SRI who had a concern about how Diablo Canyon’s new
seismic information was handled and did not feel that Is DPO about this concern was adequately
addressed. Does the NRC plan to do anything additional to address his concern in light of the recent
article? If so, please inform us of the resolution to this when it is concluded.
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From: Qestede, Eric ' :

To: ‘Sebrosky, Joseph: Markley, Michael Lupold, Timothy; Wilson, George
Ce: Karas, Rebecca
Subject: . Final Briefing Slides
Date: Tuesday, October 21, 2014 10:04:17 AM
Attachments: ingl Oiablo Can i
' imageD0l.ong

Attached are the finalized briefing slides for the 11AM briefing. Thanks everyone for your
inputs!

tricR. Oesterle

NRC Project Manager
Diablo Canyon Power Plant
Cooper Nuclear Station
NRR/DORL/LPLA-1
301-415-1014




United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Protecting People and the Environment

- Assessment of |
PG&E Operability Determination
| for -
New Seismic Information

NRR, NRO and Region IV Status Briefing
October 21, 2014

Contacts: J. Sebrosky (NRR/JLD), T. Lupoid (NRRIDé), R. Alexander (RIV), W. Walker (RIV),
M. Markley (NRR/DORL), and E. Oesterle (NRR/DORL)
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From: Sebrosky, Joseoh

To: . Wilson. George; Madkley, Michael; Qesterle, B¢
Subject: FW: info: rough draft of DCPP seismic evaluation
Date: Tu
Attachments: ¥

George, Mike and Eric

The purpose of this email is to ask for help from people who understand seismic margins better than
me on whether or not the attached technical evaluation should include references to how SSER 34
confirmatory items$ were resolved, and the HCLPF values found in PG&E's IPEEE submittal. The
references are provided below. Any insights on whether or not this information should also be

included would be appreciated - thanks joe

ML14279A1 32 Is publicly available.

47/17/92 letter

The IPEEE contains HCLPF values for Component and Structures. Below is an example table from the IPEEE

C |1
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Table 3-8. DCPP Component and Structure Fragility and HCLPF Values
RISKMAN Dascription Medisn HCLPF Bets Beta Faiture Mode snd )
1] Accl.lg) R u Source of Frapility ‘
Vatus
c0106 CONTANMDIT $URONG 0.02 pY T ] 0.38 0.30 | Concrete shell cracking, liner
l‘ , tromh.,
TRSTR CONCRETE IsTERNAL B:OSTRUCTURE s 2% 020 0.31 | Shielé wal staw crecka,
wechad tomperery (61 s
Rrction, reecter vesnel felkare
o rescter o talue,
BNSTR WTAKE STRUCTURE (19 223 o 031 | Shaw wal ls, intake pumpe
14l 19 Rction.
a3L06 AURIVIARY GURIRMsG E78 2.6 o 0.28 | NeOCSesn shey wit fois,
enached companenty fad ve
fongtien,
TTASMR TURBINE SURINNG SHEAR WKL [® ) ¥ 0.28 033 | Srew wob s cohrnn 31 Tee,
. LV pevcrgmrr toie t2
Function, breong strve Tally,
clacted parws il te
turcten.
TOSTR REFUELING WATER STORAGE TANK | ena4 a o2 0.34 | Fudurs of urk wuograty, ioes of
ey,
TASHP AURIUIARY SKLTWATER SOING .23 (27 037 €21 | Feu aptirs, tom o tortome,
TRXPRY ALATYOR PRESSUAS VESSEL 1 3% 078 032 | tire bresk, tame of cosiare,
sxroseve LOCA.
ZREINT AEALTOR INTERNALS 11.€2 e 0.60 0.23 | Fatre of teocter Trp 070 o
R core cosling Qeonwity,
IETMEN STEAM CENERATOR 1.0 263 ¥ ©.37 | Manr stasm andt ethwr bew
tredks, eaceusive (OCA.
ZPORVL FOWER OPERATED RELIEK VALVES 18y ™ 0.3 0.42 | fam e, trary.
RPN REALTOR COOLANT PUNSS 882 2mn 037 037 | Eucomive soet ak. ymis
LOCA
TRHAS R PO .31 336 .33 032 | #eame to runctien, e ek,
ratsix HNR HEAT EXCHARGERS (7] 348 o 037 | waske o¢ Gacharge bew
nEWIre.
TeCwWeP TOW PUMPE [ X% PR 0.29 0.2t } Lews »! sieme tunctian ingt @
" v traek},
2CCWHX COW HEAT EXCHANFERS 6. .56 0z7 028 | Liw trwsi, bows of CCW ored
makiary WTWEN.
ICCWTK COW SURSE TANK (¥ 2.78 .33 0.23 | Lo o wrpe tem e pesadty
ST WP oW EIRSE SR
ICAPNP CONTANIENT SARAY PUMPS €00 248 0.2 028 | Lre ask, iew of tarkwves.
TEPATK EPRAY ADCITIVE TANK 18 7 .30 038 | Lom of cortente v ww
RIG.
TN AP PUMDE SSTLAM DIVEN] L 3.3 .20 0.3 Ling Drsdh, tong ¢F CONIEALS,
Ware D5 U 00, PUMPSAILTERS .9 346 o 0.23 | Lirw bewsk. are of conteny,
WBLON DIESEL GENERATORS 170 38t 0.28 0.20 | Ferse to ncrion.
0CANP DG AADIATOAWATER PLAPS are 348 (X1 0.2¢ | Line ovess, key of casling,
Tailing siavel,
IDOENC 00 EXCITATION CUSICAL 14 2 3} 0.2 0.3% | Five 10 furcuon.
TOGCMN 06 CONTROL PANEL Yy 2.24 0.38 6.92 | Fatue te hunctien.




From: Sebrosky, Joseph

Sent: Monday, October 20, 2014 8:55 PM

Yo: Oesterle, Eric; Wilson, George; Markl<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>