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PART I. -- INFORMATION RELEASED
No additional agency records subject to the request have been located.

Requested records are available through another public distribution program. See Comments section.
‘GROUP | Agency records subject to the request that are identified in the specified group are already available for
E | publicinspection and copying at the NRC Public Document Room.

T Agency records subject to the request that are contained in the specified group are being made availabie for
| public inspection and copying at the NRC Public Document Room.

F&G i Agency records subject to the request are enclosed.

SISl

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 to you.

We are continuing to process your request.

NINEN

See Comments.

PART LA -- FEES
AMOUNT*

$ |:| D You will be billed by NRC for the amount listed. D None, Minimum fee threshold not met.
* See comments You will receive a refund for the amount listed. i
o [I iv |:| Fees waived.

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

D No agency records subject to the request have been located. For your information, Congress excluded three discrete
categories of law enforcement and national security records from the requirements of the FOIA. See 5 U.S.C. § 552(c)
(2006 & Supp. IV (2010). This response is limited to those records that are subject to the requirements of the FOIA. This
is a standard notification that is given to all our requesters and should not be taken as an indication that excluded records
do, or do not, exist.

Certain information in the requested records is being withheld from disclosure pursuant to the exemptions described in
and for the reasons stated in Part Ii.

|:| This determination may be appealed within 30 days by writing to the FOIA/PA Officer, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555-0001. Clearly state on the envelope and in the letter that it is a "FOIA/PA Appeal.”

_ PART I.C COMMENTS ( Use attached Comments continuation page if required)
The incoming request FOIA/PA 2014-0488 is available in ADAMS as ML 14261A399.

Portions of documents have been marked out of scope as the information does not concern Diablo Canyon and the DPO. If there are
attachments referenced in e-mail messages that are not included, they are duplicates, were addressed in prior interim responses, or
already publicly available.

Records with an ML accegbion number are available in the NRC Library at www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/adams.html. For assistance in
s, please contact the NRC’s Public Document Room (PDR) at 1-800-397-4209 or by e-mail at PDR.

SIGNATURE - FREEDOM OF INFORMAJION ACT AND PRIVACY ACT OFFICER

Roger D. Andoh

NRC FORM 464 Part 1 (08-2013)
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PART IL.A -- APPLICABLE EXEMPTIONS

GROUP Records subject to the request that are contained in the specified group are being withheld in their entirety or in part under the
G Exemption No.(s) of the PA and/or the FOIA as indicated below (5 U.S.C. 5652a and/or 5 U.S.C. 552(b)).

D Exemption 1: The withheld information is properly classified pursuant to Executive Order 12958.
D Exemption 2: The withheld information relates solely to the internal personnel rules and practices of NRC.

Exemption 3: The withheld information is specifically exempted from public disclosure by statute indicated.

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).

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

]

41 U.8.C., Section 4702(b), prohibits the disclosure of contractor proposals in the possession and control of an executive agency to any
person under section 552 of Title 5, U.S.C. (the FOIA), except when incorporated into the contract between the agency and the submitter
of the proposal.

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

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).

r_—, The information was submitted by a foreign source and received in confidence pursuant to 10 CFR 2.390(d)(2).
|:| Disclosure will harm an identifiable private or governmental interest.
Exemption 5: The withheld information consists of interagency or infraagency records that are not available through discovery during litigation.
Applicable privileges:

Deliberative process: Disclosure of predecisional information would tend to inhibit the open and frank exchange of ideas essential to the
deliberative process. Where records are withheld in their entirety, the facts are inextricably intertwined with the predecisional information.
There also are no reasonably segregable factual portions because the release of the facts would permit an indirect inquiry into the
predecisional process of the agency.

N

Attorney work-product privilege. (Documents prepared by an attorney in contemplation of litigation)

Attorney-client privilege. (Confidential communications between an attorney and his/her client)

L]

Exemption 6: The withheld information is exempted from public disclosure because its disclosure would result in a clearly unwarranted
invasion of personal privacy.
I:' Exemption 7: The withheld information consists of records compiled for law enforcement purposes and is being withheld for the reason(s) indicated.

(A) Disclosure could reasonably be expected to interfere with an enforcement proceeding (e.g., it would reveal the scope, direction, and
focus of enforcement efforts, and thus could possibly allow recipients fo take action to shield potential wrong doing or a violation of NRC
requirements from investigators). ’

(C) Disclosure could constitute an unwarranted invasion of personal privacy.
(D) The information consists of names of individuals 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 to risk circumvention of the law.

(F) Disclosure could reasonably be expected to endanger the life or physical safety of an individual.
D OTHER (Specify)

Oooo

PART II.B -- DENYING OFFICIALS
Pursuant to 10 CFR 9.25(g), 9.25(h), and/or 9.65(b) of the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission regulations, it has been determined
that the information withheld is exempt from production or disclosure, and that its production or disclosure is contrary to the public
interest. The person responsible for the denial are those officials identified below as denying officials and the FOIA/PA Officer for any
denials that may be appealed to the Executive Director for Operations (EDO).

DENYING OFFICIAL TITLE/OFFICE RECORDS DENIED Blose Ll Lol
Eliot Brenner Director, Office of Public Affairs G5-G6, G8 ' D D
Rachel Bavol |Director, Office of the Secretary of the Comm. G1-G2 I:' m |:|
William M. Dean Director, Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation G3-G4, G8, G9-G36 ZI : :

Appeal must be made in writing within 30 days of receipt of this response. Appeals should be mailed to the FOIA/Privacy Act Officer,
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Washington, DC 20555-0001, for action by the appropriate appellate official(s). You should
clearly state on the envelope and letter that it is a "FOIA/PA Appeal.”

NRC FORM 464 Part Il (08-2013)
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PART ILA -- APPLICABLE EXEMPTIONS

GROUP Records subject to the request that are contained in the specified group are being withheld in their entirety or in part under the
G Exemption No.(s) of the PA and/or the FOIA as indicated below (5 U.S.C. 552a and/or 5 U.S.C. 552(b)).

D Exemption 1: The withheld information is properly classified pursuant to Executive Order 12958,

|:| Exemption 2: The withheld information relates solely to the internal personnel rules and practices of NRC.

I:l Exemption 3: The withheld information is specifically exempted from public disclosure by statute indicated.

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).

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

D 41 U.S.C., Section 4702(b), prohibits the disclosure of contractor proposals in the possession and control of an executive agency to any
person under section 552 of Title 5, U.S.C. (the FOIA), 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 commercial or financial information that is being withheld for the reason(s) indicated.

L]

The information is considered to be confidential business (proprietary) information.

The information is considered to be proprietary because it concems 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).

I:’ The information was submitted by a foreign source and received in confidence pursuant to 10 CFR 2.390(d)(2).
‘:' Disclosure will harm an identifiable private or governmental interest.
Exe

|:’ xemption 5. The withheld information consists of interagency or intraagency records that are not availabie through discovery during litigation.
Applicable privileges:

Deliberative process: Disclosure of predecisional information would tend to inhibit the open and frank exchange of ideas essential to the

deliberative process. Where records are withheld in their entirety, the facts are inexiricably intertwined with the predecisional information.

There also are no reasonably segregable factual portions because the release of the facts would permit an indirect inquiry into the

predecisional process of the agency. ;

““Aftorney work-product privilege. (Documents prepared by an attorney in contemplation of litigation)

DD

|:| Attorney-client privilege. (Confidential communications between an attorney and his/her client)

Exemption 6: The withheld information is exempted from public disclosure because its disclosure would resuit in a clearly unwarranted
invasion of personal privacy.
Exemption 7: The withheld information consists of records compiled for law enforcement purposes and is being withheld for the reason(s) indicated.
(A) Disclosure could reasonably be expected to interfere with an enforcement proceeding (e.g., it would reveal the scope, direction, and

D focus of enforcement efforts, and thus could possibly allow recipients to take action to shield potential wrong doing or a violation of NRC
requirements from investigators).

|:| (C) Disclosure could constitute an unwarranted invasion of personal privacy.

I__—I (D) The information consists of names of individuals and other information the disclosure of which could reasonably be expected to reveal
identities of confidential sources.

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

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

D OTHER (Specify)

PART II.B -- DENYING OFFICIALS
Pursuant to 10 CFR 9.25(g), 9.25(h), and/or 9.65(b) of the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission regulations, it has been determined
that the information withheld is exempt from production or disclosure, and that its production or disclosure is contrary to the public
interest. The person responsible for the denial are those officials identified below as denying officials and the FOIA/PA Officer for any
denials that may be appealed to the Executive Director for Operations (EDO).

DENYING OFFICIAL TITLE/OFFICE RECORDS DENIED ED;""“::?"'“"G
Marc L. Dapas {Regional Administrator, Region IV G7 D D

Appeal must be made in writing within 30 days of receipt of this response. Appeals should be mailed to the FOIA/Privacy Act Officer,
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Washington, DC 20555-0001, for action by the appropriate appellate official(s). You should
clearly state on the envelope and letter that it is a "FOIA/PA Appeal "

NRC FORM 464 Part Il (08-2013)



From: Bloomer, Tamara

Sent: Tuesday, August 26, 2014 9:35 AM
To: Ostendorff, William

Cc: Cubbage, Amy; Benner, Eric
Subject: web post of Diablo Canyon DPO

Friends of the Earth has posted the document on our website at: www.foe.org/diablo.

Tamara E. Bloomer

Policy Advisor for Materials

Office of Commissioner Ostendorff
301-415-2896



ta f Diablo Canyon DPO — is all we can say publicly at thi
o The DPO panel is comprised of three independent staff members who have not
previously worked on the seismic issues at Diablo Canyon (and one of which had been
recommended by the DPO submitter).

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

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

o The DPO decision is currently considered pre-decisional.

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

« |f the decision is not appealed, the DPO process is complete.

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

« |f the decision is appealed, once the EDO has rendered a decision on the appeal, the
DPO process would be complete.

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



From: Ostendorff, William

Sent: Tuesday, October 07, 2014 2:20 PM

To: Marsh, Molly

Subject: FW: info: cover letter transmitting diablo canyon state of california report

Attachments: cover letter transimitting diablo canyon state of california report.pdf |Note: The attachment is
publicly available in
ADAMS as ML14260A387.

From: Cubbage, Amy

Sent: Wednesday, September 10, 2014 3:56 PM

To: Ostendorff, William

Cc: Benner, Eric; Bloomer, Tamara

Subject: FW: Info: cover letter transmitting diablo canyon state of california report

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

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

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



From: Bloomer, Tamara

Sent: Wednesday, September 10, 2014 4:15 PM

To: Ostendorff, William

Cc: Benner, Eric

Subject: SENSHTYEINTERMNATINFORIATION: COS notes and other items
Attachments: Budget Formulation MD.pdf; 9 10 14 COS meeting notes.pdf

Sir,

Non-Responsive Record

Non-Responsive Hecard

Diablo Canyon DPO and Finding will be public tomorrow.

Non-Responsive Record

Non-Responsive Record

Non-Responsive Record

Have a safe trip.

Tamara E. Bloomer

Policy Advisor for Materials

Office of Commissioner Ostendorff
301-415-2896
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From: Gilles, Nanette

Sent: Monday, June 02, 2014 1:57 PM

To: Apostolakis, George

Ce: Sosa, Belkys; Davis, Roger; Baggett, Steven

Subject: FW. FYL: Diablo Canyon DPO info Note: Both attachments are publicly available in ADAMS as
Attachments: ML14140A225.pdf; DPO Panel Report.pdf |part of the DPO-2013-002 package (ML14252A743).

FY, Eric signed out the final DPO Panel report on the DPO from the former Diablo Canyon Senior Resident
Inspector related to the treatment of the Shoreline fault by the staff. | have saved the report and transmittal
memo to the EPW hearing folder (as well as to the Seismic folder for Diablo) on G. Here are the panel’s
summary conclusions:

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

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

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

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

From: Sanfilippo, Nathan

Sent: Friday, May 30, 2014 8:15 AM

To: Krsek, Robert; Gilles, Nanette; Jolicoeur, John; Castleman, Patrick; Kozak, Laura; Cubbage, Amy
Subject: RE: FYI: Diablo Canyon DPO info

All,

Here is the response.

Thanks,



Nathan

From: Krsek, Robert

Sent: Thursday, May 29, 2014 1:19 PM

To: Sanfilippo, Nathan; Gilles, Nanette; Jolicoeur, John; Castleman, Patrick; Kozak, Laura; Cubbage, Amy
Subject: RE: FYI: Diablo Canyon DPO info

Thank you Nathan.

Commissioner Magwood asked me to see if we could get a copy of the final DPO response after is signed by Eric today,
in preparation for the hearing.

We had previously seen the original DPO itself in preparation for the last EPW hearing.
If it is not possible, or if management is unwilling, please let me know.
Thank you,

Robert G. Krsek

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Technical Assistant for Reactors

Office of Commissioner William D. Magwood, IV
Office: 301.415.1769

From: Sanfilippo, Nathan

Sent: Thursday, May 29, 2014 1:10 PM

To: Gilles, Nanette; Jolicoeur, John; Krsek, Robert; Castleman, Patrick; Kozak, Laura; Cubbage, Amy
Subject: RE: FYI: Diablo Canyon DPO info

No problem. We expect the DPO submitter will likely appeal, which would delay any public release.

Nathan

From: Gilles, Nanette

Sent: Thursday, May 29, 2014 1:09 PM

To: Sanfilippo, Nathan; Jolicoeur, John; Krsek, Robert; Castleman, Patrick; Kozak, Laura; Cubbage, Amy
Subject: RE: FYI: Diablo Canyon DPO info

Thanks, Nathan. Very helpful. With the EPW hearing next week, it's important that we all stay “in the loop” on
this issue. Please keep us informed as the process proceeds.

Nan

From: Sanfilippo, Nathan

Sent: Thursday, May 29, 2014 1:03 PM _
To: Jolicoeur, John; Krsek, Robert; Castleman, Patrick; Kozak, Laura; Cubbage, Amy; Gilles, Nanette
Subject: FYI: Diablo Canyon DPO info

DPO on Diablo Canyon (Non-Publicf

What is it?
e In 2011, Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E) submitted a report to the NRC that included a reevaluation of
the local geology surrounding the Diablo Canyon Power Plant. This report included deterministic
evaluations concluding that three local earthquake faults are capable of generating significantly greater

2



vibratory ground motion than was used to establish the facility safe shutdown earthquake (SSE) design
basis. The DPO submitter believes that the resulting NRC actions have been inconsistent with existing
regulatory requirements and the facility design bases and Operating License.

Eric is signing the response to the DPO today.

What is the response?

« The DPO Panel, a group of three independent staff members who have NOT worked on the seismic
issues at Diablo Canyon previously (and one of which had been recommended by the DPO submitter),
concluded that there is not a significant or immediate safety concern regarding the seismic design of
the Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant (DCNPP). The Director of the Office of Nuclear Reactor
Regulation has concluded that this is not a safety significant issue as independent groups have verified
that the most recent seismic information is bounded by the existing analysis for DCNPP.

¢ The NRC is currently re-evaluating the seismic hazards at all the nuclear power plants in the US, as
part of its response to the accident at the Fukushima Dai-ichi nuclear power plant. The Diablo Canyon
plant is required to provide its response to the re-evaluation in March 2015.

» In order to clarify the regulatory process in this area, the NRC is committed to revise its formal
regulatory guidance for evaluating new information on natural hazards, including new seismic
information, as part of its response to the Fukushima accident.

What is the process for making it public?

¢ Once issued, the DPO author can request that the DPO and response be made publicly available (with
or without his/her identity). The documents would undergo a FOIA review for releasability and the
appropriate documents would be made public by the agency.

¢ Also, the DPO author can also appeal the decision to the EDO. The DPO decision is considered pre-
decisional if the DPO submitter decides to appeal the decision to the EDO since in that circumstance,
the EDO has to review the case and make a final agency determination regarding the appeal. If this
occurs, any public release would occur after an EDO decision.

o [fthe DPO author does not request the documents be made publicly available, they remain non-public.

e The process is described in MD 10.159.

Until/lunless the decision is made public, the decision should not be discussed outside the agency.

Attached is a communication Marc Dapas sent to the Mothers for Peace regarding the DPO and the process
for making it public.

If you'd like any additional info, please let me know.

Nathan



From: Gilles, Nanette

Sent: Monday, June 02, 2014 5:28 PM

To: Apostolakis, George

Cc: Sosa, Belkys; Davis, Roger; Baggett, Steven
Subject: FW: FYL: Diablo Canyon DPO info

This is a reminder from staff that the Diablo Canyon DPO Panel report is not public.

From: Sanfilippo, Nathan _

Sent: Friday, May 30, 2014 8:22 AM

To: Cubbage, Amy; Krsek, Robert; Gilles, Nanette; Jolicoeur, John; Castleman, Patrick; Kozak, Laura
Subject: RE: FYI: Diablo Canyon DPO info

Yes, non-public.

If the DPO submitter wants to appeal the decision to the EDO, it will remain non-public until after that process
(he has a few weeks to submit the appeal and EDO has 30 days to conduct the review).

If the DPO submitter doesn’t want to appeal, he can request public release, at which time we would conduct a
SUNSI review and subsequently make a public version available.

If the DPO submitter doesn’t want it to be made public, it will not be made public.

From: Cubbage, Amy .

Sent: Friday, May 30, 2014 8:17 AM

To: Sanfilippo, Nathan; Krsek, Robert; Gilles, Nanette; Jolicoeur, John; Castleman, Patrick; Kozak, Laura
Subject: RE: FYI: Diablo Canyon DPO info

Again, this is non-public until further notice, correct?

From: Sanfilippo, Nathan _

Sent: Friday, May 30, 2014 8:15 AM

To: Krsek, Robert; Gilles, Nanette; Jolicoeur, John; Castleman, Patrick; Kozak, Laura; Cubbage, Amy
Subject: RE: FYI: Diablo Canyon DPO info ~

All,
Here is the response.

Thanks,
Nathan

From: Krsek, Robert

Sent: Thursday, May 29, 2014 1:19 PM

To: Sanfilippo, Nathan; Gilles, Nanette; Jolicoeur, John; Castleman, Patrick; Kozak, Laura; Cubbage, Amy
Subject: RE: FYI: Diablo Canyon DPO info

Thank you Nathan.

Commissioner Magwood asked me to see if we could get a copy of the final DPO response after is signed by Eric today,
in preparation for the hearing.
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An array of outlets, primarily California media, covered the leaked Differing Professional Opinion
(minus the ongoing staff review and response) regarding Diablo Canyon's seismic design.

Nen-Responsive Record

Nothing from OIP today.
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Tuesday aﬂernoon. iefed staff to Sen. Femstem (D-CA) re: seismic
issues at Diablo Canyon, focusing on the NRC's work to date. Working with the Commission for
clearance, OCA also delivered the DPO filing - with appropriate handling instructions - to the
Senator's staff
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From: Cubbage, Amy

Sent: Thursday, September 11, 2014 9:118 AM

To: Ostendorff, William

Cc: Benner, Eric; Bloomer, Tamara

Subject: FW: Comm Plan for DPO & Appeal
Attachments: Draft mini-Comm Plan on DCPP DPO_final docx
Importance: High

The EDO has made his decision on the DPO Appeal and the DPO Case File has now been made public.

Additional info

+ The DPO panel completed its report in May 2014 and a decision on the DPO was rendered in letter
dated May 29, 2014, to the DPO submitter.

+ The DPO submitter appealed the decision to the EDO in accordance with the NRCs DPO process.

» The EDO completed his consideration of the DPO appeal on September 9, 2014, concluding that he
was in agreement with the original decision.

+ The EDO and the DPO submitter have both agreed that the issues raised in the DPO do not present an
immediate safety concern for Diablo Canyon

+ The DPO submitter and the DPO submitter has agreed to allow the DPO case file to be made publicly
available.

Regarding the operational status of Diablo Canyon Power Plant, Units 1 and 2
« The plant remains within its approved design and licensing basis
« There are no current operability concerns resulting from the DPO



RIS EORT
SENSITHVEINTERNATINFORMATION — NOTFORPUBHLIC-RELEASE
Communications Plan -

Diablo Canyon Power Plant Topics of Interest
Differing Professional Opinion and Appeal

Background

The former SRI at the Diablo Canyon Power Plant (DCPP) submitted non-concurrence papers
(NCPs) in January 2011 and January 2012, followed by a Differing Professional Opinion (DPO)
in July 2013 detailing a disagreement with the NRC about how new seismic information should
be compared to the plant's current seismic license requirements. DPO 2013-02 restated the
issues presented in NCP 2012-01 and added a concern that a license amendment was needed
incorporate the Shoreline fault into Diablo Canyon's FSAR as described in the RIL 12-01 cover
letter, The added concern was that the NRC did not review or take action on the Los Osos and
San Luis Bay faults. In accordance with Management Directive 10.159, a DPO Ad Hoc Review
Panel was established to review the DPO submittal, meet with DPO submitter, and issues a
DPO report including conclusions and recommendations regarding disposition of the issues
presented in the DPO. The panel completed its report in May 2014 and a decision on the DPO
was rendered in letter dated May 29, 2014, to the DPO submitter. The DPO submitter appealed
the decision to the EDO in accordance with the NRCs DPO process. The EDO completed his
consideration of the DPO appeal on September 9, 2014, concluding that he was in agreement
with the original decision

The purpose of this communication plan is to provide key messages associated with the EDO's
decision on the DPQO appeal and public release of the DPO Case File.

Key Messages:

1. NRC strives to establish and maintain an environment that encourages all NRC

employees and contractors to raise concerns and differing views promptly without fear of

reprisal through various mechanisms. The free and open exchange of views or ideas

conducted in @ non-threatening environment provides the ideal forum where concerns

and allernative views can be considered and addressed in an efficient and timely

manner that improves decision making and supports the agency's safety and security

mission

The NRC appreciates members of the staff bring issues like this to its attention

3. The NRC encourages the use of non-concurrences and the Differing Professional
Opinion (DPO) process

4. The NRC reviews all non-concurrences and DPOs thoroughly and in accordance with
agency guidance (MD 10 158, MD 10.159) and believes that this is a healthy and
necessary part the regulatory process

5. The NRC believes that, in the end, all of our regulatory decisions are better because of
this process

N
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6. The NRC does not tolerate retaliation against employees who engage in our processes
for raising differing views (i.e., Open Door Policy, NCP, and DPO Program),
Persons serving on the DPO Panels are independent of the issues raised in the DPO
8. Upon disposition of the DPO via a Director’s decision, the DPO submitter has appeal
rights to the EDO
9. While the DPQ is under review or appeal, NRC is prohibited from engaging in
discussions with external stakeholders regarding the specifics of the of the DPO
submittal
10. After the EDO’s decigion on the appeal, the DPO submitter can request that the DPO
Case File be made public. Management performs a review consistent with agency
policies to support discretionary release. Regarding the DPO for Diablo Canyon, the
NRC has been and will continue to be as open and scrutable as possible while
protecting the privacy rights of the individual
11. The NRC does not know the source of the public release of the Diablo Canyon DPO
submittal prior to the EDO rendering a decision on the appeal
12 The NRC can, however, comment on a few aspects of the DPO appeal review
o A Director’'s Decision has been made and the DPO appeal to the EDO has been
finalized
o The EDO and the DPO submitter have both agreed that the issues raised in the DPO
do not present an immediate safety concern for Diablo Canyon
o The NRC has sought permission from the DPO submitter to allow the DPO case file
to be made publicly available and the DPO submitter has agreed
o We would expect the public release of the DPO case file to be within a few days of
the EDQ's appeal decision
13. Regarding the operational status of Diablo Canyon Power Plant, Units 1 and 2
o The plant remains within its approved design and licensing basis
o There are no current operability concerns resulting from the DPO
o The recent earthquake in the Napa Valley did not reach Diablo Canyon - it was
neither felt nor detected

—

Communication Team

The primary responsibility of the communication team is to ensure that it conveys a consistent,
accurate, and timely message to all stakeholders. The team consists of the project
management, technical, and communication staff named below.

Team Member Position Organization Telephone

|

r;'roy Pruett Division Director (Acting) | RIV/DRP 817-200-1291
Wayne Walker ! Branch Chef R-IV/DRP/RPB-A 817-200-1148

LRyan Alexander : Sr. Project Engineer R-IV/DRP/RPB-A 817-200-11985
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.[ Thomas Hipschman

Sr. Resident Inspector -
DCPP

R-IV/DRP/RPB-A

805-595-2354

John Reynoso

Resident Inspector -
| DCPP

R-IV/IDRP/RPB-A

805-5085-2354

;Fhomas Farnholtz l Branch Chief RIV/IDRS/EB1 817-200-1243
. j_on Ake l[ Senior Seismologist RES/DE/SGSEB 301-251-7695
_e Eric Oesterle [Acting Branch Chief NRR/DORL/LPLIV 301-415-1014
r .

| Balwant Singal DCPP Project Manager | NRR/DORL/LPLIV 301-415-3016
F?enee Pedersen DPO PM OE/CRB 301-415-2742
‘ Scott Burnell Public Affairs Officer OPA 301-415-8204
i Ange! Mareno ' Congressional Affairs OCA 301-415-1691
|' Amy Powell ) | Associate Director OCA 301-415-1673
| Victor Dricks | Public Affairs Officer RIV 817-200-1128
' Lara Uselding | Public Affairs Officer | RIV 817-200-1519
Bl Maier State Liaison Officer | RIV 817-200-1267

Non-concurrence and DPO Questions
[NOTE - this infarmation |s generally NON-PUBLIC, but is provided as backqround only]

NOTE: General FAQs on the DPO Program are included on the DPO Web site (look under
Employee Rescurces—Employee Concerns,

1. Was the former DCPP SRI reassigned because he filed two non-concurrences?

No. Michael Peck was not reassigned. He applied for an instructor position in his area of
expertise at the NRC's technical training center in Chattanooga, TN, at about the time he
submitted his non-concurrence in accordance with the Non-Concurrence Process described in
MD 10.158. He was competitively selected for this sought-after position, and reported to his new
assignment in September 2012. Resident inspector assignments are limited to 7 years to
ensure objectivity. It is common for resident inspectors to apply for their next job when a
desirable position comes open.

2. When were the non-concurrences filed?

Two non-concurrences were filed by the DCPP SRI.

11/7111. The DCPP SRI submitted NCP 2011-103, on inspection report 05000275;

323/201104
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1/26/12. The DCPP SRI submitted NCP 2012-01, on inspection report 05000275; 323/201105.
3. What were the non-concurrences?

Both non-concurrences involve the same subject; regulatory actions in response to the
discovery of the Shoreline Fault,

NCP 2011-103 was filed by the DCPP SRI on the basis that no violation was issued (as he had
submitted in the draft report) related to operability evaluation of the Shoreline fault in Report
2011-04. NCP 2011-103 was dispositioned finalizing the violation in IR 2011-05 issued on
2/14/12 (The employee requested that the NCP be non-public.)

NCP 2012-01 was filed by the DCPP SRI because the SRI believed the viclation in NRC IR
2011-05 should be for an inadequate operability evaluation of the Shoreline Fault rather than
not doing an operability evaluation until June 2012. The SRI believed the facility should be
shutdown or the license amended to reflect the Shoreline fault. NCP 2012-01was discussed
with NRC stakeholders representing NRR/DE, NRR/DORL, RIV, and RES. NCP 2012-01 was
dispositioned as a multi-office staff position which concluded that a violation for having no
operability evaluation from January 2011 to June 2011 existed because the licensee completed
the RIS 2005-020 immediate (interim) operability evaluation in June 2011. Additionally, the
offices involved in NCP 2012-01 acknowledged that a final operability evaluation could not be
completed by the licensee until the NRC decided what requirements and methods should be
applied to new seismic information. At the time of Inspection Report 2011-05 issuance it was
expected that the requirements and methods would be addressed in a License Amendment
Request that was under consideration. However, by 3Q/2012, enough progress had been
made on RIL 2012-01 for NRR and RES to conclude that the LTSP method of analysis used in
the immediate operability assessment was sufficient to evaluate the Shoreline fault and that the
Shereline Fault should be considered a lesser included case of the Hosgri event. (The
employee supported public release of the NCP ADAMS ML121A173.)

4, When was the DPO filed?

July 18, 2013, The former DCPP SR filed Differing Professional Opinion (DPO) 2013-02
associated with the regulatory response following the discovery of the Shoreline Fault.

NRC employees are encouraged to file a DPO if they believe an agency decision is in error, The
DPO process is in keeping with the agency’s open and collaborative working environment.

5. Whatis the DPO?

DPO 2013-02 restated the issues presented in NCP 2012-01 and added a concern that a
license amendment was needed incorporate the shoreline fault into Diablo Canyon's FSAR as
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described in the RIL 12-01 cover letter. The added concern was that the NRC did not review or
take action on the Los Osos and San Luis Bay faults.

6. What is the status of the DPO?

A decision on the DPO was issued by the Office Director for NRR on May 29, 2014 consistent
with the NRC's process included in MD 10,159, The DPO submitter appealed this decision to
the EDO on June 23, 2014, and the appeal was thoroughly evaluated by the EDO and decision
on the appeal was rendered on September 9, 2014,

As part of the agency's open and collaborative work environment, the NRC has established the
DPO program as a means for employees to have their concerns reviewed by high level
managers. The DPO Program is a formal process that allows all employees and 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 (or the Chairman for those offices reporting to
the Commission).

7. Will the decision regarding the DPO be made public?

The NRC supports openness and will include a summary of the disposition of the DPO in the
Commission’s Weekly Information Report included on the NRC Web site (see Commission
Documents under the Document Collections in the NRC Library). The DPO submitter has been
contacted regarding the EDQO'’s decision on the DPO appeal and has communicated support for
the public release of the DPQO Case File (with appropriate redactions). The DPO Case File
should be publicly available within a few days of the EDO’s DPO appeal decision.

8. Was the SRI wrongfully reassigned after filing two non-concurrences and a DPO?

No. As noted in Q&A #1 above, the SRI applied for and was selected to a highly sought
instructor position at the NRC's Technical Training Center. The NRC does not tolerate
retaliation for engaging in the NCP or the DPO Program and both MDs reiterate this policy and
direct employees to resources in the event they believe that they have been retaliated against.

9. Would the DPO panel's conclusions or the DPO appeal decision change based on the
new seismic information found in the State of California report?

PG&E, the licensee for Diablo Canyon, is providing a report to the State of California that
includes the results of its most recent evaluation of the seismic hazards for the Diablo Canyon
facility. The NRC understands that the report will be provided to the State of California on
September 10, 2014, and that a copy will be provided to the NRC as well. Prior to performing a
detailed review of this report, the NRC is not able to ascertain whether the new seismic
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information contained in the report would change the DPO panel's conclusions or the DPO
appeal decision The NRC understands that PG&E plans to incorporate the findings from this
report into their ongoing probabilistic seismic hazards analysis required by the NRC Post-
Fukushima task force recommendations that are due in March 2015. The NRC believes this
more rigorous analysis will provide the most accurate assessment of faults affecting the DCPP.
In addition, the NRC staff’s review of the new seismic information in the report notes that
PGA&E's evaluation concludes that the ground motions resulting from the faults discussed in the
report (i.e., Shoreline, Hosgri, San Simeon, Los Osos, and San Luis Bay) continue to be
bounded by the Hosgri analysis that was used during licensing of the plant.

NRC Resident Inspectors and Region IV staff looked at the licensee's corrective action process
assessment of new preliminary information concerning DCPP seismic and licensing bases. The
licensee's information indicates reasonable assurance of public health and safety after a
seismic event

The NRC staff will review the new information provided in the report in accordance with the
NRC's inspection process. The NRC will take additional regulatory action as appropriate if the
new information associated with the Faults around DCPP cause NRC to question PG&E's
conclusions.



From: Ostendorff, William

Sent: Tuesday, October 07, 2014 2:20 PM

To: Marsh, Molly

Subject: FW: diablo canyon state of california report
Attachments: DC_Calif_seismic_rpt comm plan 9-10-14_ final rev 1.docx
From: Cubbage, Amy

Sent: Thursday, September 11, 2014 9:24 AM
To: Ostendorff, William

Cc: Benner, Eric; Bloomer, Tamara

Subject: diablo canyon state of california report

Since you are headed to CA, here is the latest Comm plan for the PG&E/Diablo Canyon Power Plant seismic
report submitted to the state of California this week.

Key Messages from the Comm plan on the Diablo Canyon State of California report.

1.

NRC Resident Inspectors and Region IV staff looked at the licensee’s corrective action process
assessment of new preliminary information concerning DCPP seismic and licensing bases. The
licensee's information indicates reasonable assurance of public health and safety after a seismic
event. PG&E’s evaluation of the new seismic information, as documented in the report, concludes
that the ground motions resulting from the faults discussed in the report (i.e., Shoreline, Hosgri, San
Simeon, Los Osos, and San Luis Bay) continue to be bounded by the Hosgri analysis that was used
during licensing of the plant.

The NRC staff will review the new information provided in the report in accordance with the NRC's
inspection process. The NRC will take additional regulatory action as appropriate if the new
information associated with the Faults around DCPP cause NRC to question PG&E's conclusions.

PG&E will incorporate the findings from Bill 1632 report into their upcoming March 2015
probabilistic seismic hazard analysis as part of the NRC’s post-Fukushima activities. The NRC
believes this more rigorous analysis will provide the most accurate assessment of faults affecting
the DCPP.
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UPDATED: 9/10/14 10:30 eastern
Communications Plan —
Diablo Canyon Power Plant Topics of Interest

State of California Seismic Report (ABN-1632)

Background

California Assembly Bill 1632 (Blakeslee, Chapter 722, Stalutes of 2006) directs the Califomia
Energy Commission to assess the potential vulnerability of California’s largest baseload power
plants, Diablo Canyon Power Plant and San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station to a major
disruption due to a seismic event or plant aging; to assess the impacts of such a disruption on
system reliability, public, safety, and the economy; to assess the costs and impacts from nuclear
waste accumulating at these plants; and to evaluate other major issues related to the future role
of these plants in the state's energy portfolio. The licensee has used the most state of the art
methodologies using 2D and 3D mapping to compile this report. This is a different and more
extensive data set than what was used for the 2011 Shoreline Fault evaluation.

The purpose of this communication plan is to provide key messages associated with the public
release of this report.

Key Messages

1. NRC Resident Inspectors and Region |V staff looked at the licensee's corrective action
process assessment of new preliminary information concerning DCPP seismic and
licensing bases. The licensee’s information indicates reasonable assurance of public
health and safety after a seismic event.

PG&E's evaluation of the new seismic information, as documented in the report,
concludes that the ground motions resulting from the faults discussed in the report (i.e.,
Shoreline, Hosgri, San Simeon, Los Osos, and San Luis Bay) continue to be bounded by
the Hosgri analysis that was used during licensing of the plant.

2. The NRC staff will review the new information provided in the report in accordance with
the NRC'’s inspection process. The NRC will take additional regulatory action as
appropriate if the new information associated with the Faults around DCPP cause NRC
to question PG&E's conclusions.

3. PG&E will incorporate the findings from Bill 1632 report into their upcoming March 2015
probabilistic seismic hazard analysis as part of the NRC's post-Fukushima activities.
The NRC believes this more rigorous analysis will provide the most accurate
assessment of faults affecting the DCPP.
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Communication Team

The primary responsibility of the communication team is to ensure that it conveys a consistent,
accurate, and timely message to all stakeholders. The team consists of the project
management, technical, and communication staff named below.

Team Member Position Organization Telephone

Wayne Walker Branch Chief R-IV/DRP/RPB-A 817-200-1148
Ryan Alexander Sr. Project Engineer R-IV/DRP/RPB-A 817-200-1195
Thomas Hipschman g%gg‘”’ide"t Inspector - | o I\V/DRP/RPB-A 805-595-2354
John Reynoso Resident Inspector - | R.IV/DRP/RPB-A 805-595-2354
Jon Ake Senior Seismologist RES/DE/SGSEB 301-251-7695
Eric Oesterle Acting Branch Chief NRR/DORL/LPLIV 301-415-1014
Balwant Singal DCPP Project Manager | NRR/DORLU/LPLIV 301-415-3016
Scott Burnell Public Affairs Officer OPA 301-415-8204
Angel Moreno Congressional Affairs OCA 301-415-1697
Victor Dricks Public Affairs Officer RIV 817-200-1128
Lara Uselding Public Affairs Officer RIV 817-200-1519
Bill Maier State Liaison Officer RIV 817-200-1267
Elaine Keegan License Renewal NRR/DLR 301-415-8517
Cathy Kanatas Attorney 0OGC 301-415-2321
Nick DiFrancesco Japan Lessons Learned | JLD 301-415-1115

Planned Communi

on Activities

The contents on this communication plan, supplemented by information provided by
PG&E/Diablo Canyon, should be used to accomplish these actions. The table below is
based on a target public release date of the report on September 10, 2014.

Timeframe Action Responsible Party(ies)
Sept 8 PG&E provides a draft of the report in the PG&E

electronic reading room for initial staff assessment
Sept 9 PG&E notifies NRC of seismic report submittal to | PG&E

the state of California
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Timeframe Action Responsible Party(ies)
Sept 10 PG&E/Diablo Canyon Power Plant submit seismic | PG&E
report to the state of California and issue a press
release
Promptly Region IV notifies the Communications Team of R-IV/RPB-A
(within Sept PG&E's actions as currently understood and
10+1 business | implements the Communications Plan
day) Entirety of Communications Team notifies R-1V; NRR/DORL,

applicable Senior Managers in their respective NRR/DLR; NRR/JLD
reporting chain OPA; OCA; OGC

OPA available to use Communications Plan to R-IV; OPA
answer media inquiries. Blog possible

 Oct 3 JLD/NRO/RES completes preliminary assessment | JLD/NRO/RES/RIV

of published report and management decision is
made if any additional actions should be taken
prior to the submittal of the seismic reevaluation in
March 2015. Updates to communication plan as
appropriate

As requested Complete a Commissioners Assistants Brief R-1V; NRR

1.

Questions and Answers

What is the impact of this new information on seismic design and licensing of DCPP?
Has the licensee entered this new information into the corrective action program and
performed an operability evaluation?

In accordance with the guidance in the October 12, 2012, letter transmitting RIL 2012-001,
PG&E has entered the new preliminary seismic information into their corrective action
program. The results of the study are used to assess the impact on the current design and
licensing basis of DCPP.

In response to the NRC's review of the January 2011 Shoreline Fault Report, PG&E made
the following commitment to the NRC:

“If during PG&E's ongoing collection of seismic data, new faults are discovered or
information is uncovered that would suggest the Shoreline fault is more capable than
currently believed, PG&E will provide the NRC with an interim evaluation that describes
actions taken or planned to address the higher seismic hazard relative to the design basis,
as appropriate, prior to completion of the evaluations requested in the NRC staff's March 12,
2012, request for information (Reference 2)." Reference 2 is NRC letter to All Power
Reactor Licensees and Holders of Construction Permits in Active or Deferred Status,
"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,” March 12, 2012.

NRC Resident Inspectors, and Region IV staff looked at the licensee’s documentation in
their corrective action process assessing new preliminary information concerning DCPP
seismic and licensing bases. The licensee’s information did not indicate there is an
immediate threat to public health and safety nor did it call into question the ability of SSCs to

3
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perform their specified safety functions or necessary and related support functions.

In addition, the NRC staff's review of the new seismic information in the report notes that
PG&E's evaluation concludes that the faults discussed in the report (i.e., Shoreline, Hosgri,
San Simeon, Los Osos, and San Luis Bay) continue to be bounded by the Hosgri analysis
that was used during licensing of the plant.

The NRC will review the new information provided in the report to the State of California
including the Shoreline Fault characteristics, and the updated characteristics associated with
the soil properties near the site. The NRC staff will take additional regulatory action as
appropnate if the NRC staff concludes that the new information associated with the
Shoreline Fault causes the NRC fo revisit the conclusions in the RIL.

. Has DCPP provided the seismic report to the NRC?

Yes, in accordance with the guidance in the October 12, 2012, letter transmitting RIL 2012-
001, PG&E has provided the information to the NRC. In addition, the report was also
provided to address license renewal issues (see question 8).

. What does the new report state?

The new report includes information obtained from 2-dimensional and 3-dimensional high
energy and low-energy seismic surveys both onshore and offshore of the DCPP site. The
report provides more details on the regional faults, including more precise readings and
additional data points where previously there were gaps. While a lot of the information from
the previous Shoreline Fault report of 2011 was confirmed, some of the new data suggests
the following:

Reduced slip rate on the Hosgri Fault Zone and the Shoreline Fault Zone
Postulated connection of the Hosgri and the San Simeon faults which could result in
a longer, larger, but more infrequent earthquake

* The unique geometry involved with intersecting the Hosgri Fault and the Shoreline
Fault Zone results in an extension of a few kilometers, but with a lower frequency of
occurrence
Extension of the Shoreline Fault zone southern segment
The new data does not alter the assessment of the closest approach of the Shoreline
fault to DCPP which is 600 meters from the power block and 300 meters from the
intake structure. Because the Shoreline fault is considered to be somewhat longer,
potential earthquakes could also occur farther from the plant.

* Updated analysis for the San Luis Bay, and Los Osos faults

The report concludes that the ground motions for the Hosgri and LTSP evaluations continue
to bound potential ground motions from the regional faults, including the Shoreline Fault,
San Luis Bay, Los Osos, San Simeon and Hosgri. The DCPP continues to operate safely
within the seismic margin they were designed to withstand.
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4. How will the AB 1632 seismic report be coordinated with the 50.54(f) required
submittal in March 20157

PG&E plans to incorporate the findings from Bill 1632 report into their ongoing analysis
required by the NRC Post-Fukushima task force recommendations due in March 2015. The
NRC believes this more rigorous analysis will provide the most accurate assessment of
faults affecting the DCPP.

(If pushed on any “unknowns” in the report: If necessary, actions could include orders to
halt operations if new information suggests there is an immediate safety concern. The NRC
will fulfill its mandate to protect public health and safety).

(If asked what things the plant has done since Fukushima: It is important to note that DCPP
is an industry leader in implementing FLEX which was a post-Fukushima industry initiative to
have exira equipment available remotely in the event of a beyond design basis event).

5. Why is the report “final” for the state but “preliminary” for the NRC?

For the State, the report is final. For the NRC, this information is expected to be
incorporated into the more comprehensive 50.54f analysis due to the NRC in March 2015.
However, because the licensee must notify the NRC of any new seismic info, they have
shared this report and an initial operability evaluation showing why the plant is safe to
continue to operate. PG&E's evaluation of the new seismic information, as documented in
the report, concludes that the ground motions resulting from the faults discussed in the
report (i.e., Shoreline, Hosgri, San Simeon, Los Osos, and San Luis Bay) continue to be
bounded by the Hosgri analysis that was used during licensing of the plant.

6. Why didn’t the NRC discover the length of the faults when it did its seismic review of
the Shoreline fault in 2011 prior to issuing the RIL?

California Assembly Bill 1632 (Blakeslee, Chapter 722, Statutes of 2006) directs the
California Energy Commission to assess the potential vulnerability of California’s largest
base-load power plants, Diablo Canyon Power Plant and San Onofre Nuclear Generating
Station, to a major disruption due to a seismic event or plant aging; to assess the impacts of
such a disruption on system reliability, public safety, and the economy; to assess the costs
and impacts from nuclear waste accumulating at these plants; and {o evaluate other major
issues related to the future role of these plants in the state’s energy portfolio. The licensee
has used the most state-of-the-art 2D and 3D geophysical mapping techniques, which are
commonly used in offshore petroleum resource exploration. These techniques provide
higher-resolution data than what was available to characterize the Shoreline Fault in the
2011 report.

The NRC has requested licensees of operating nuclear power reactors to submit a seismic
hazard reevaluation using up-to-date methodologies and analyses which is due for DCPP in
March 2015.

7. What is the impact of this new information on seismic design and licensing of DCPP?
Based on the preliminary results of the studies that are under review, PG&E determined that

5
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the Shoreline Fault Zone may be capable of producing somewhat larger earthquakes than
considered in the January 2011 Shoreline report. The NRC staff is independently
assessing PG&E's determination. The process outlined in the 50.54(f) letter includes a
detailed analysis of new seismic information (including shoreline faults and other faults
around the plant), PG&E is scheduled to provide this assessment in the March 2015 time
frame. The staff will continue to review the information in the new CA 1632 report and the
final results of the new data from the more rigorous analysis to be completed by March
2015. The NRC staff will take appropriate regulatory action up to and including issuing
Orders to ensure safe operation of the plant.

. Will the Report be considered in the License Renewal Process

Yes. In addition to the report being developed to address California Assembly Bill 1632,
PG&E is providing the report to the State of California as part of the State of California
coastal zone consistency certification associated with the license renewal for DCPP. The
State of California coastal zone consistency certification is considered by the NRC during
the license renewal environmental review process. In addition, the Staff will be reviewing
the report to see how, if at all, it is relevant to the Staff's license renewal review. There is a
contention related to the Shoreline fault and its consideration in the facility's severe accident
mitigation alternatives analysis that is admitted in the license renewal proceeding (see
ML14224A320; See CLI-11-11).




From: Uselding, Lara

Sent: Friday, September 05, 2014 10:01 AM

To: Sebrosky, Joseph

Ce: Burnell, Scott; Harrington, Holly; Brenner, Eliot; Dricks, Victor

Subject: RE: question: who has the lead on the DPO communication plan and changes needed

when DPO is released

Hello Joe- I'm looping in HQ OPA so they know about the two efforts. | haven't heard anything on a separate
DPO comm plan as we do have talkers in our current comm plan. I'm sure Mike or Eric can find out what the
EDO's office message will be. We had discussed on one call that the EDO cover letter will include language
that can be used as key messages.

Lara

From: Sebrosky, Joseph

Sent: Friday, September 05, 2014 7:18 AM

To: Oesterle, Eric; Singal, Balwant; Markley, Michael; Walker, Wayne; Uselding, Lara

Subject: question: who has the lead on the DPO communication plan and changes needed when DPO is released

Mike, Eric, Balwant, Wayne, and Lara,

The purpose of this email is to inquire as to who has the headquarters lead on the DPO comm plan and
adjustments to this comm plan that will be made to reflect when the DPQ's panel's recommendations and the
DPO appeal are made publicly available?

It is my current understanding that the DPO panel's response and the DPO appeal decision maybe made
publicly available next week. Although independent of the public release of the State of California report, the
two issues are sure to be tied together in questions to the NRC.

| understand that | have the headquarters lead to work with the Region on the draft communication plan for the
State of California report (which will be adjusted on 9/9 based on our quick look at the report).

Who has the lead for making changes to the DPO communication plan to reflect questions that we may get
after the DPO panel's recommendation and DPO appeal decision are made publicly available? A second
related question is whether or not the DPO comm plan or the State of California comm plan will address the
following question:

Would the DPO panel's conclusions or the DPO appeal decision change based on the new seismic
information found in the State of California report?

Any insights would be appreciated.
Thanks,

Joe



From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:

Uselding, Lara

Friday, September 05, 2014 2:25 PM

Mclntyre, David; Harrington, Holly

RE: cAN YOU PLEASE SEND DAVE THE LATEST COMM PLAN?

Yes, this is our life

From: Mclntyre, David

Sent: Friday, September 05, 2014 1:25 PM

To: Uselding, Lara; Harrington, Holly

Subject: FW: cAN YOU PLEASE SEND DAVE THE LATEST COMM PLAN?

Yeesh.

From: Markiey, Michael

Sent: Friday, September 05, 2014 2:22 PM

To: McIntyre, David

Subject: RE: cAN YOU PLEASE SEND DAVE THE LATEST COMM PLAN?

Okay, thanks!

From: Mcintyre, David

Sent: Friday, September 05, 2014 2:18 PM

To: Markley, Michael; Oesterle, Eric

Cc: Walker, Wayne; Wertz, Trent; Singal, Balwant; Lyon, Fred; Sebrosky, Joseph; Walker, Wayne; Burnell, Scott;
Alexander, Ryan; Uselding, Lara; Burnell, Scott; Pedersen, Renee; Lund, Louise

Subject: RE: cAN YOU PLEASE SEND DAVE THE LATEST COMM PLAN?

Mike, Joe, et al — the Comm Plan was NOT given to the Commission. This was one of those “hair on
fire" things that went like this:

1.

osrLON

| was asked by the Chairman's COS to prepare talking points on the Foreign Ownership SECY
in time for him to present to other COSs at 1030.

At 1015, Chairman’s COS asks me to attend the 1030 “and bring the Diablo DPO Comm Plan”

| call Lara, who sends the urgent request to you guys.

| get several documents and print out a pile at 1028 and rush upstairs.

The other COS don't want to see the Comm Plans. | mentioned that it was in draft and would be
updated after staff is briefed on the CA seismic study and sees EDQO's letter on the DPO
decision. Everyone was satisfied, and | brought the stack of papers back downstairs with me.

So please pretend that all this never happened and do what you intended to do all along.

And thanks for your help! ©

From: Markley, Michael

Sent: Friday, September 05, 2014 2:05 PM

To: Oesterle, Eric

Cc: Walker, Wayne; Wertz, Trent; Singal, Balwant; Lyon, Fred; Sebrosky, Joseph; Walker, Wayne;
Burnell, Scott; Alexander, Ryan; Uselding, Lara; Burnell, Scott; Pedersen, Renee; Mcintyre, David; Lund,

1



Louise
Subject: FW: cAN YOU PLEASE SEND DAVE THE LATEST COMM PLAN?

Eric,

Joe raises a worthy point. Since the RIV Communications Plan is now with the Commission, it
makes no sense for us to finalize the communications plan we had in process. Our task on
Monday will be to update the DPO portion of what is already out there with insights from the
DPO case file. We will need to get that incorporated and routed quickly so that it is ready to use
when the appeal is issued.

Likewise, once we have access to the AB1632 report, we will need to update that section as
well.

Mike

From: Sebrosky, Joseph

Sent: Friday, September 05, 2014 1:10 PM

To: Markley, Michael; Oesterle, Eric

Cc: Singal, Balwant

Subject: RE: cAN YOU PLEASE SEND DAVE THE LATEST COMM PLAN?

Mike and Eric,

If you look at the email chain below you will see that the attached pdf version of RIV's Diablo
Canyon communication plan has been provided to the Chairman'’s staff (Phillip Niedzielski-
Eichner) with the caution that the DPO portion and the State of California report section is to be
updated.

I will call you at 1:30 in Mike's office to discuss this and other things.

Thanks,

Joe

From: McIntyre, David

Sent: Friday, September 05, 2014 10:41 AM

To: Alexander, Ryan

Cc: Uselding, Lara; Mclntyre, David; Sebrosky, Joseph; Walker, Wayne; Buchanan, Theresa
Subject: RE: cAN YOU PLEASE SEND DAVE THE LATEST COMM PLAN?

Understood. Thanks!

Sent via My Workspace for i0OS

On Friday, September 5, 2014 at 10:34:55 AM, "Alexander, Ryan" <Ryan.Alexander@nrc.gov>
wrote:

David:
Per your request of Lara, attached is the current “best version” of the DCPP Comm Plan.

HOWEVER, please note:



(1) The section on AB-1632 California Report is only a limited strawman pending input from Joe
Sebrosky (NRR) on Tuesday, 9/9 following the staff's initial review of the AB-1632 report (limited
availability on 9/8).

(2) The Non-Concurrences/DPO section is only updated to the point knowing that the DPO is
still in process without any additional information regarding what the DPO Panel's/NRR
Director's conclusions were.

RIV (with NRR's input) plans to put the Comm Plan into concurrence on or about 9/9 so that this
document can finally be formalized and available on the OEDO Comm Plan website.

Please contact Wayne Walker (RIV DRP BC for DCPP - Office: 817-200-1148) with any
questions.

Thank you,

Ryan D. Alexander

Senior Project Engineer

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

Cell: (b)(8)

ﬁ Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail.

From: Uselding, Lara

Sent: Friday, September 05, 2014 9:15 AM

To: Sebrosky, Joseph; McIntyre, David; Walker, Wayne; Alexander, Ryan
Subject: Joe: cAN YOU PLEASE SEND DAVE THE LATEST COMM PLAN?
Importance: High

From: Mcintyre, David

Sent: Friday, September 05, 2014 9:11 AM
To: Uselding, Lara

Subject: Diablo DPO

Lara — can you help with this?

From: Niedzielski-Eichner, Phillip

Sent: Friday, September 05, 2014 10:10 AM
To: Mcintyre, David

Subject: RE: REVISED FOCD Talking Points

One additional question...is there a Com Plan for Diablo Canyon?

From: Niedzielski-Eichner, Phillip

Sent: Friday, September 05, 2014 10:09 AM
To: Mcintyre, David

Subject: RE: REVISED FOCD Talking Points

Dave...will we have talking points for the Diablo Canyon DPO? Are you planning to join us at
10:30 am? Thanks. Phil

From: Mcintyre, David
Sent: Friday, September 05, 2014 10:04 AM
3



To: Niedzielski-Eichner, Phillip

Cc: Dorman, Dan; Howe, Allen; Layton, Michael; Mizuno, Beth; Dusaniwskyj, Michael; Simmons,
Anneliese; Morris, Scott; Galloway, Melanie; Uhle, Jennifer; Burnell, Scott; Harrington, Holly;
Brenner, Eliot; Vietti-Cook, Annette; Schwartzman, Jennifer

Subject: REVISED FOCD Talking Points

Importance: High

Phil — Attached are revised talking points on the FOCD SECY paper, for your use in this
morning's COS meeting. These incorporate edits and comments from NRR (Scott
Morris) and OGC (Ed Williamson).

Dave



From: Brenner, Eliot

Sent: Wednesday, September 03, 2014 12:16 AM

To: Niedzielski-Eichner, Phillip; Harrington, Holly

Subject: Re: FOCD and Diablo Canyon Communication Planning

With me gone, | think dave mcintyre would be our likely suspect.
-—----0Original Message------

From: phillip niedzielski-eichner

To: Helton, Shana

To: Gilles, Nanette

To: Jennifer Schwartzman

To: Vrahoretis, Susan

To: Eliot Brenner

To: Eugene Dacus

To: amy powell

To: holly harrington

To: Margaret Doane

To: Vietti-Cook, Annette

To: Brock, Kathryn

To: Galloway, Melanie

To: AMMGroupCalendar Resource

Subject: FOCD and Diablo Canyon Communication Planning
Sent: Sep 2, 2014 11:15 PM

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

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



From: Uselding, Lara

Sent: Tuesday, August 26, 2014 3:17 PM

To: Brenner, Eliot; Harrington, Holly; Burnell, Scott
Subject: Update

Per the below status on state report | want to wait and write a blog to correspond with its release. So for now, no blog
coming from me on Diablo

-—-0Original Message--—--

From: Hipschman, Thomas

Sent: Tuesday, August 26, 2014 2:12 PM

To: Sebrosky, Joseph; Markley, Michael; Oesterle, Eric; Kanatas, Catherine; Reynoso, John; Manoly, Kamal; Ake, Jon;
Munson, Clifford; OKeefe, Neil; Folk, Kevin; Wrona, David; DiFrancesco, Nicholas; Balazik, Michael; Reynoso, John;
Singal, Balwant; Hill, Brittain; Walker, Wayne; Uselding, Lara; Lyon, Fred

Cc: Weil, Jenny; Li, Yong; Manoly, Kamal; Lund, Louise; Dudek, Michael; Case, Michael; Burnell, Scott

Subject: RE: action: request for feedback on Diablo Canyon communication plan associate with State of California
seismic report

The licensee stated they are now looking at September 9 or 10 for the release of the report, and stakeholder outreach
the day before.

Tom

----0riginal Message-----

From: Sebrosky, Joseph

Sent: Tuesday, August 26, 2014 10:25 AM

To: Markley, Michael; Oesterle, Eric; Kanatas, Catherine; Hipschman, Thomas; Reynoso, John; Manoly, Kamal; Ake, Jon;
Munson, Clifford; OKeefe, Neil; Folk, Kevin; Wrona, David; DiFrancesco, Nicholas; Balazik, Michael; Hipschman, Thomas;
Reynoso, John; Singal, Balwant; Hill, Brittain; Walker, Wayne; Uselding, Lara; Lyon, Fred

Cc: Weil, Jenny; Li, Yong; Manoly, Kamal; Lund, Louise; Dudek, Michael; Case, Michael; Burnell, Scott

Subject: action: request for feedback on Diablo Canyon communication plan associate with State of California seismic
report

To all,

The purpose of this email is to request your comments on the attached draft communication plan associated with
PG&E's pending release of a report to the State of California related to seismic issues. PG&E has indicated to the staff
that the report will include an updated evaluation of the Shoreline Fault and concludes that the Shoreline Fault is more
capable than assumed in PG&E 2011 report that was provided to the NRC.

Comments from Jon Ake, Britt Hill would be appreciated by noon tomorrow. | will incorporate their comments and
provided the product to the Region IV by COB tomorrow. (Britt | tried to capture some of your comments that you have
provided and also some verbal comments that Jon provided me)

| understand that Tom Hipschman will talk to PG&E to confirm when they intend to issue the report to the State of
California. PG&E previously indicated that it would be between 8/28 and 9/8. Tom believes that PG&E is now leaning
towards issuing the report on 9/8 or 9/9. Once Tom confirms the target date for issuance of the report, the folks on
distribution for this email will be informed.



Please let me know if you have any questions. | will be working with DORL and the JLD to coordinate headquarters
review of the communication plan,

Thanks,

Joe Sebrosky

Senior Project Manager

Japan Lessons-Learned Division
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
oseph.sebro nrc.gov
301-415-1132
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UPDATED: 09/25/2014 3:51 PM

Communications Plan -
Diablo Canyon Power Plant Topics of Interest
State of California Seismic Report (ABN-1632)

Background

California Assembly Bill 1632 (Blakeslee, Chapter 722, Statutes of 2006) directs the
California Energy Commission to assess the potential vulnerability of California's largest
baseload power plants, Diablo Canyon Power Plant and San Onofre Nuclear Generating
Station to a major disruption due to a seismic event or plant aging; to assess the impacts
of such a disruption on system reliability, public, safety, and the economy; to assess the
costs and impacts from nuclear waste accumulating at these plants; and to evaluate
other major issues related to the future role of these plants in the state's energy portfolio.
The licensee has used the most state of the art methodologies using 2D and 3D
mapping to compile this report. This is different methodology than what was used for the
2011 Shoreline Fault.

The purpose of this communication plan is to provide key messages associated with the
public release of this report.

Co unication Team

The primary responsibility of the communication team is to ensure that it conveys a consistent,
accurate, and timely message to all stakeholders. The team consists of the project
management, technical, and communication staff named below.

Team Member Position Organization Telephone

Wayne Walker Branch Chief R-IV/DRP/RPB-A 817-200-1148
Ryan Alexander Sr. Project Engineer R-IV/IDRP/RPB-A 817-200-1195
Thomas Hipschman | St.Residentinspector= | g 1y/prp/RPE-A 805-595-2354
John Reynoso ReRden inspatior = R-IV/DRP/RPB-A 805-505-2354

DCPP

Jon Ake

Senior Seismologist

RES/DE/SGSEB

301-251-7695

Eric Oesterle

Acting Branch Chief

NRR/DORL/LPLIV

301-415-1014
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Balwant Singal DCPP Project Manager | NRR/DORL/LPLIV 301-415-3016
Scott Burnell Public Affairs Officer OPA 301-415-8204
Jenny Weil Congressional Affairs OCA 301-415-1691
Victor Dricks Public Affairs Officer RIV 817-200-1128
Lara Uselding Public Affairs Officer RIV 817-200-1519
Bill Maier State Liaison Officer RIV 817-200-1267
Dave Wrona License Renewal NRR/DLR
OGC
Nick DiFrancesco JLD

Plan

unication Activi

The contents on this communication plan, supplemented by information provided by
PG&E/Diablo Canyon, should be used to accomplish these actions.

Timeframe Action Responsible Party(ies)
T-1 PG&E notifies NRC of seismic report submittalto | PG&E
the state of California
T=0 PG&E/Diablo Canyon Power Plant submit seismic | PG&E
report to the state of California and issue a press
release
Promptly Region IV notifies the Communications Team of R-IVIRPB-A
(within T+1 PGA&E’s actions as currently understood and
business day) implements the Communications Plan
Entirety of Communications Team notifies R-IV, NRR/DORL;
applicable Senior Managers in their respective NRR/DLR; NRR/JLD
reporting chain OPA; OCA; OGC
OPA available to use Communications Plan to R-IV; OPA
answer media inquiries. NO blog OR press
release planned.
Within T+2 Other actions?? 7?7
business days
As requested Complete a Commissioners Assistants Brief R-IV; NRR

1. Questions and Answers

What is the impact of this new information on seismic design and licensing of DCPP?
Has the licensee entered this new information into the corrective action program and
performed an operability evaluation?

As required by the NRC, as document in RIL 2012-001, PG&E has entered the new

2
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preliminary seismic information into their corrective action program. The results of the study
are used to assess the impact on the current design and licensing basis of DCPP.

In response to the NRC's review of the January 2011 Shoreline Fault Report, PG&E made
the following commitment to the NRC:

“If during PG&E's ongoing collection of seismic data, new faults are discovered or
information is uncovered that would suggest the Shoreline fault is more capable than
currently believed, PG&E will provide the NRC with an interim evaluation that describes
actions taken or planned to address the higher seismic hazard relative to the design basis,
as appropriate, prior to completion of the evaluations requested in the NRC staff's March 12,
2012, request for information (Reference 2)." Reference 2 is NRC letter to All Power
Reactor Licensees and Holders of Construction Permits in Active or Deferred Status,
“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,” March 12, 2012

Region IV, including the resident inspectors, have taken an initial review of PG&E's
assessment of this new information to verify that it does not affect the plant's ability to
operate safely and to be able to remain safely shutdown following an earthquake. NRC's
preliminary review is that the Diablo Canyon Units are safe to continue to operate based on:

« Based on assertions made by PG&E that the Shoreline Fault response spectra are
still bounded by those for the Hosgri and LTSP earthquakes for which the plant
was previously analyzed

» The preliminary assessment by PG&E that the Shoreline Fault is capable of
generating a magnitude 6.7 earthquake. As documented in the RIL the NRC staff
has analyzed a scenario involving a Shoreline Fault of magnitude 6.7 and
concluded that the response spectra developed by such an earthquake is bounded
by the Hosgri and LTSP spectra

The NRC will review the new information provided in the report to the State of California
including the Shoreline Fault characteristics, and the updated characteristics associated with
the soil properties near the site. The NRC staff will take additional regulatory action as
appropriate if the NRC staff concludes that the new information associated with the
Shoreline Fault causes the NRC staff to revisit the conclusions in the RIL.

. Has DCPP provided the seismic report to the NRC?

The new information, required by the state of CA AB 1632, has been provided to the NRC
and shows that some previously separated segments of the Shoreline fault system are
connected. These connections indicate that if the Shoreline Fault slips in the future, the
earthquake from that slip might be slightly higher than previously considered possible for the
Shoreline Fault. But because the Shoreline Fault is somewhat longer, potential earthquakes
could also occur farther from the plant. For these reasons, PG&E continues to believe that
the ground motions for the Hosgri and LTSP evaluations continues to bound potential
ground motions from the Shoreline Fault.
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3. How will the AB 1632 seismic report be coordinated with the 50.54(f) required
submittal in March 20157

The NRC has reviewed the plant’s corrective action program documentation for this new
information. All indications are that the Shoreline fault remains bounded by the Hosgri fault
for which the plant was licensed to withstand. The staff will continue to review the new
information associated with the Shoreline Fault causes the NRC staff to revisit the
conclusions in the RIL.

The 1000-page document has also been given to the Japan Lessons Learned Directorate to
be considered in the 50.54(f) review. Consistent with the UFSAR, the new preliminary
information regarding regional source characterization (i.e. fault capability) and potential site
ground motion will be evaluated in accordance with the process defined by the NRC in their
Fukushima 50.54(f) letter, through the SSHAC process and a final seismic hazard and
Ground Motion Response Spectra (GMRS) that will be submitted to the NRC by March
2015. The updated Seismic Hazards/GMRS will be used as input to an updated Seismic
Probabilistic Risk Assessment (SPRA), which will be submitted to the NRC by June 2017.

(If pushed on any “unknowns” in the report: If necessary, actions could include orders to
halt operations if new information suggests there is an immediate safety concern. The NRC
will fulfill its mandate to protect public health and safety).

(If asked what thins the plant has done since Fukushima: It is important to note that DCPP
is an industry leader in implementing FLEX which was a post-Fukushima industry initiative to
have extra equipment available remotely in the event of a beyond design basis event).

4. Why is the report “final” for the state but “preliminary” for the NRC?

For the state, the report is final. For the NRC, this information will is expected to be
incorporated considered into the more comprehensive 50.54f analysis due to the NRC in
March 2015. However, because the licensee must notify the NRC of any new seismic info,
they have shared this report and an initial operability evaluation showing why the plant is
safe to operate. The NRC has looked at this evaluation and its preliminary assessment is
that based on the information presented by PG&E the Shoreline Fault does not exceed
previously considered seismic hazards.

5. Why didn't the NRC discover the length of the faults when it did its seismic review of
the Shoreline fault in 2011 prior to issuing the RIL?

California Assembly Bill 1632 (Blakeslee, Chapter 722, Statutes of 2008) directs the
California Energy Commission to assess the potential vuinerability of California’s largest
baseload power plants, Diablo Canyon Power Plant and San Onofre Nuclear Generating
Station, to a major disruption due 1o a seismic event or plant aging; to assess the impacts of
such a disruption on system reliability, public safety, and the economy; to assess the costs
and impacts from nuclear waste accumulating at these plants; and to evaluate other major
issues related to the future role of these plants in the state's energy portfolio. The licensee
has used the most state-of-the-art 2D and 3D geophysical mapping techniques, which are
commonly used in offshore petroleum resource exploration. These techniques provide
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higher-resolution data than what was available to characterize the Shoreline Fault in the
2011 report.

The NRC has requested licensees to submit a seismic hazard reevaluation using up-to-date
methodologies and analysis which is due for DCPP in March 2015. (Lauren, JLLD: anything
to add here?)

. What is the impact of this new information on seismic design and licensing of DCPP?

Based on the preliminary results of the studies that are under review, PG&E determined
that the Shoreline Fault Zone may be capable of producing slightly larger earthquakes than
considered in the January 2011 report. However, the ground motions from these larger
earthquakes are still bounded by the Hosgri and LTSP ground motions. Since the seismic
design of DCPP considered a range of ground motions from both a double design
earthquake and a Hosgri earthquake, and the new ground motions do not exceed the Hosgri
earthquake, the new information is not expected to adversely impact the seismic design of
DCPP. As aresult, the assessment associated with the January 2011 Shoreline Fault
Report remains valid.
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rREQUESTER DATE
Damon Moglen JAN 2 7,1015

PART l. -- INFORMATION RELEASED
No additional agency records subject to the request have been located.

Requested records are available through another public distribution program. See Comments section.

'GROUP Agency records subject to the request that are identified in the specified group are already available for
E public inspection and copying at the NRC Public Document Room.

_ | Agency records subject to the request that are contained in the specified group are being made available for
F& G | public inspection and copying at the NRC Public Document Room.

N & & OO
(=]

F&G i Agency records subject to the request are enclosed.
i I

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 to you.

We are continuing to process your request.

See Comments.

NI

PART LA -- FEES

AMOUNT*
B [:’ |:| You will be billed by NRC for the amount listed. D None, Minimum fee threshold not met.
* See comments [] You will receive a refund for the amount listed. [ ] Fees waived.

for details

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

D No agency records subject to the request have been located. For your information, Congress excluded three discrete
categories of law enforcement and national security records from the requirements of the FOIA., See 5 U.S.C. § 552(c)
(2006 & Supp. IV (2010). This response is limited to those records that are subject to the requirements of the FOIA. This
is a standard notification that is given to all our requesters and should not be taken as an indication that excluded records
do, or do not, exist.

Certain information in the requested records is being withheld from disclosure pursuant to the exemptions described in
and for the reasons stated in Part II.

|:| This determination may be appealed within 30 days by writing to the FOIA/PA Officer, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555-0001. Clearly state on the envelope and in the letter that it is a "FOIA/PA Appeal.”

PART I.C COMMENTS ( Use attached Comments continuation page if required)
The incoming request FOIA/PA 2014-0488 is available in ADAMS as ML14261A399.

Portions of documents have been marked out of scope as the information does not concern Diablo Canyon and the DPO. If there are
attachments referenced in e-mail messages that are not included, they are duplicates, were addressed in prior interim responses, or
already publicly available.

Records with an ML accegsion number are available in the NRC Library at www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/adams.html. For assistance in
s, please contact the NRC's Public Document Room (PDR) at 1-800-397-4209 or by e-mail at PDR.

SIGNATURE - FREEDOM OF INFORMAJION ACT AND PRIVACY ACT OFFICER

Roger D. Andoh

NRC FORM 464 Part 1 (08-2013)
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PART IL.A -- APPLICABLE EXEMPTIONS
GROUP Records subject to the request that are contained in the specified group are being withheld in their entirety or in part under the
G Exemption No.(s) of the PA and/or the FOIA as indicated below (5 U.S.C. 552a and/or 5 U.S.C. 552(b)).

D Exemption 1: The withheld information is properly classified pursuant to Executive Order 12958,
D Exemption 2: The withheld information relates solely to the internal personnel rules and practices of NRC.

Exemption 3: The withheld information is specifically exempted from public disclosure by statute indicated.

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., Section 4702(b), prohibits the disclosure of contractor proposals in the possession and control of an executive agency to any
person under section 552 of Title 5, U.S.C. (the FOIA), 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 commercial or financial information that is being withheld for the reason(s) indicated.

The information is considered to be confidential business (proprietary) information.

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).

The information was submitted by a foreign source and received in confidence pursuant to 10 CFR 2.390(d)(2).

Disclosure will harm an identifiable private or governmental interest.

Exemption 5: The withheld information consists of interagency or intraagency records that are not available through discovery during litigation.
Applicable privileges:

Deliberative process: Disclosure of predecisional information would tend to inhibit the open and frank exchange of ideas essential to the
deliberative process. Where records are withheld in their entirety, the facts are inextricably intertwined with the predecisional information.
There also are no reasonably segregable factual portions because the release of the facts would permit an indirect inquiry into the

predecisional process of the agency.

Attorney work-product privilege. (Documents prepared by an attorney in contemplation of litigation)

L]

Attorney-client privilege. (Confidential communications between an attorney and his/her client)

Exemption 6: The withheld information 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 enforcement purposes and is being withheld for the reason(s) indicated.

(A) Disclosure could reasonably be expected to interfere with an enforcement proceeding (e.qg., it would reveal the scope, direction, and
focus of enforcement efforts, and thus could possibly allow recipients to take action to shield potential wrong doing or a violation of NRC
requirements from investigators). '

(C) Disclosure could constitute an unwarranted invasion of personal privacy.

(D) The information consists of names of individuals 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 to risk circumvention of the law.

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

D OTHER (Specify)

NN

PART I.B -- DENYING OFFICIALS
Pursuant to 10 CFR 9.25(g), 9.25(h). and/or 9.65(b) of the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission regulations, it has been determined
that the information withheld is exempt from production or disclosure, and that its production or disclosure is contrary to the public
interest. The person responsible for the denial are those officials identified below as denying officials and the FOIA/PA Officer