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33rd Annual Report, Preface

This report covers the activities of the Diablo Canyon Independent Safety
Committee (DCISC) for the period July 1, 2022 through June 30, 2023.  This is the
thirty-third annual report of the DCISC.  The report is presented in two volumes.

Volume I includes a report summary (Executive Summary) and Conclusions and
Recommendations (Executive Summary), a brief introduction and history
regarding the DCISC, Committee activities, and documents received by the DCISC
during the reporting period (Section 1.0), DCISC public meetings (Section 2.0), a
review and evaluation of Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) assessments and
issues (Section 3.0), Committee Member and Consultant investigation topical
summaries (Section 4.0), DCPP performance indicators monitored by the DCISC
(Section 5.0), open items being followed by the Committee (Section 6.0), follow-
up of Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E) actions on previous DCISC recommendations
(Section 7.0), input to the Committee by members of the public (Section 8.0), and
PG&E's response (Section 9.0)to recommendations in this report. The conclusions
and recommendations also appear in boldface type throughout the main body of
the report with a discussion of the subject involved.

Volume II contains a list of documents received by the DCISC (Exhibit A), public
meeting notices and agendas and minutes (Exhibit B), a DCPP operations
summary for the reporting period and organization charts (Exhibit C), full fact-
finding reports by Committee Members and Consultants (Exhibit D), a record of
plant tours by the DCISC (Exhibit E), the DCISC Open Items List (Exhibit F), past
DCISC recommendations and PG&E responses (Exhibit G),Second Restatement of
the Charter for the Diablo Canyon Independent Safety Committee (Exhibit H),
DCISC Informational Brochure (Exhibit I), and a glossary of terms (Exhibit J).

The DCISC invites questions, comments on and requests for copies of this
report. Contact the DCISC at the following:

The Diablo Canyon Independent Safety Committee
SW 4th & Mission, Suite 2

P.O. Box 4523
Carmel, CA 93921-4523

Telephone:  1-800-439-4688
E-mail:  dcsafety@dcisc.org

World Wide Web: www.dcisc.org
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33rd Annual Report, Executive Summary, Conclusions and
Recommendations

History and Introduction

The Diablo Canyon Independent Safety Committee (DCISC) was established as
part of the June 24, 1988, settlement agreement which arose from the rate
proceedings for the Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant (DCPP). The DCISC was
formed in late 1989 with the appointments of Committee Members and began
formal review activities and meetings on January 1, 1990. The original settlement
agreement (D.88-12-083) was terminated by the California Public Utilities
Commission (CPUC) in its decision to open the state electricity markets to
competition on January 1, 1998; however, under the provisions of the
Commission's Decisions 97-05-088, issued on May 21, 1997, and 04-05-055,
issued on May 27, 2004, the DCISC has continued to function and fulfill its
responsibilities as established under the terms of the 1988 settlement agreement.

The original settlement agreement provided for a three-member Independent
Safety Committee for the purpose of "reviewing and assessing the safety of
operations of DCPP." The members serve three-year staggered terms and remain
on the DCISC until a new appointment or their reappointment is made. To fill an
expired term or a vacancy, the CPUC issues a public notice soliciting applications
from interested persons or nominations by others of prospective candidates. Under
the revised process in accordance with the restated charter, candidates are
selected by the CPUC from the applications plus the incumbent, if willing to serve.

The candidates must be "persons with knowledge, background and experience in
the field of nuclear power facilities and nuclear safety issues." From the list of
candidates, the new or returning member is appointed by the Governor of
California, the Attorney General of California, or the Chairperson of the California
Energy Commission (CEC), whichever made the original appointment.

On May 27, 2004, the CPUC issued Decision 04-05-055. In its decision, the CPUC
changed the nomination procedures by eliminating from the process the
participation of PG&E and the Dean of Engineering at the University of California at
Berkeley, modified the requirements for membership on the DCISC to add
"knowledge and background in nuclear safety issues" to the "experience in the
field of nuclear power facilities," and modified the DCISC's mandate to require it to
undertake public outreach in the community. The Decision concluded that the



DCISC should retain the discretion to determine how best to accomplish its
mandate, that the DCISC shall otherwise continue to exist and to operate, and that
funding through cost-of-service rates should continue. To implement this directive,
the DCISC has continued to expand its public outreach as described in Section 8.0,
Public Input and Outreach, and continues to consider additional outreach activities.

On January 25, 2007, the CPUC issued Decision 07-01-028. The CPUC had
previously adopted new practices and expectations for the DCISC without
concurrently restating the Committee's charter to reflect the changes. In its
decision, the CPUC granted the DCISC application for authority to restate its
charter including the incorporation into the Restated Charter of several terms,
conditions, changes and clarifications necessitated by, and previously authorized
by, the CPUC which govern the composition, responsibilities and operations of the
Committee. In its decision, the CPUC found the Restated Charter to be in the
public's interest as it reflects the latest authority and obligations of the DCISC. The
Committee's application was unopposed.

On June 21, 2016, PG&E announced a Joint Proposal with Friends of the Earth, the
Natural Resources Defense Council, Environment California, the International
Brotherhood of Electrical Works Local 1245, Coalition of California Utility
Employees, and the Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility to retire DCPP at the
expirations of the current NRC operating licenses in 2024 (Unit 1) and 2025 (Unit
2).

On August 11, 2016, PG&E filed an Application with the California Public Utilities
Commission (CPUC) for approval of the retirement of DCPP, implementation of the
Joint Proposal, and for recovery of associated costs through proposed ratemaking.
On January 16, 2018, the CPUC issued Decision 18-01-022 (D.18-01-022), which
approved PG&E's proposal to retire Diablo Canyon by 2025.

On March 7, 2018, PG&E formally requested the NRC to withdraw its license
renewal application for both Diablo Canyon units.

At its October 2019 and February 2020 public meetings, following comments
received from members of the public and representatives of certain non-
governmental organizations, the DCISC continued its discussion of the issue of a
continued role for the Committee to review spent nuclear fuel-related activities
and issues after the power plant ceases to generate electricity. At its public
meetings on October 23, 2019 and February 12, 2020, the Committee received
and considered the proposed amendment of its Restated Charter to provide to a
continued role for the DCISC following Diablo Canyon's cessation of electricity
generating operations to review nuclear fuel-related issues and to terminate that
review upon completion of the safe transfer of all spent fuel to the Independent
Spent Fuel Storage Installation.  Minutes of those public meetings are contained in
the Annual Report for 2019-2020 in Volume II, Exhibits B.3, and B.6.

On September 9, 2021, the CPUC approved Decision 21-09-003 adopting a



Settlement Agreement proposed in the 2018 Nuclear Decommissioning Cost
Triennial Proceeding to provide for a role for the Committee following Diablo
Canyon's cessation of electricity generating operations in accordance with a
revised charter to continue in its safety oversight role until all the DCPP spent
nuclear fuel has been moved from wet storage to dry storage.

On October 11, 2021, PG&E submitted Advice Letter 6361-E, a Tier-2 Advice Letter
for approval by the Commission's Energy Division of the Second Restatement of
the Charter for the DCISC. Advice Letter 6361-E was approved and made effective
as of November 10. 2021.  A copy of the approved Second Restatement is included
in Volume II as Exhibit H.

On September 2, 2022, Governor Newsom signed Senate Bill (SB)846, codified as
Public Resources Code Sections 25233, 25233.2 and 25302.7, Public Utilities Code
Sections 712.1 and 712.8, and Water Code Section 13193.5, which allows for the
potential extension of operations at Diablo Canyon beyond the current operating
license, up to five additional years, under specific conditions as provided by the
legislation including approval by the NRC extending the operating licenses for
Diablo Canyon. SB846 invalidated the CPUC's approval of PG&E's retirement of
Diablo Canyon by 2025. SB846 requires the CPUC to direct and authorize PG&E to
take all actions by no later than December 31, 2023, that would be necessary to
operate the powerplant beyond the current license expiration dates so as to
preserve the option of extended operations until October 31, 2029 for Unit 1 and
until October 31, 2030 for Unit 2, conditioned on continued authorization from the
NRC.

In summary relative to the DCISC, Public Utilities Code 712.1(b) established the
DCISC in the CPUC to continue to make recommendations appropriate to enhance
the safety of the operation of Diablo Canyon and provides that the DCISC shall
cease operations "no sooner than when the United States Nuclear Regulatory
Commission operating permit for Diablo Canyon has ceased and when all spent
nuclear fuel has been moved to dry storage at the Diablo Canyon Independent
Spent Fuel Storage Installation." The CPUC is directed to ensure funding for the
DCISC is sufficient to attract qualified experts during the period of extended
operations.

Public Utilities Code Section 712.8 (c)(2)(B), adopted by SB846, provides the
CPUC shall review the reports and recommendations of the DCISC and if the
DCISC's reports or recommendations cause the CPUC, in its discretion, to
determine that the costs of any upgrades necessary to address seismic safety or
issues of deferred maintenance that may have arisen due to the expectation of the
plant closing sooner are too high to justify incurring, or if the NRC's conditions of
license renewal require expenditures that are too high to justify incurring, the
CPUC may issue an order that reestablishes the current expiration dates as the
retirement date, or that establish new retirement dates that are earlier than
October 31, 2029 for Unit 1 and October 31, 2030 for Unit 2, to the extent
allowable under federal law, and shall provide sufficient time for orderly shutdown.



In addition to the DCISC's continuing responsibility under prior CPUC decisions,
Public Utilities Code 712.1 directs the DCISC to consult with and incorporate into
its assessments and recommendations the Independent Peer Review Panel (IPRP)
for seismic studies at Diablo Canyon, established by the California Legislature in its
adoption of Public Utilities Code Section 712, and to transmit annually its findings
and recommendations for improved safety to the Legislature, the Governor, the
CPUC, the California Energy Commission, the NRC, and PG&E as the licensee, and
for PG&E to respond to the DCISC's annual reports and distribute its response to
each of the specified governmental entities.

The passage of SB846 and the present uncertainty concerning the prospect of
extended operations for Diablo Canyon beyond 2024 and 2025 required the DCISC
during this annual report period to adopt a concurrent review strategy that
addresses Diablo Canyon's operations through the end of its current operating
licenses, the possibility of extended operations, and the eventual decommissioning
of the power plant. The additional responsibilities created by the passage of SB846
were not within the funding formula established by Decision 97-05-088 as
continued by Decision 04-05-055. Accordingly, during this annual report period the
DCISC notified the CPUC Energy Division that it may experience a funding shortfall
sometime during the next annual reporting period.

On December 6, 2022, the CPUC issued Decision 22-12-005, Decision
Implementing SB846, which amongst other matters directed PG&E to file a Tier 3
Advice Letter to provide an accounting structure through a Diablo Canyon
Transition and Relicensing Memorandum Account (DCTRMA) and a Diablo Canyon
Extended Operations Balancing Account (DCEOBA) to track costs associated with
extending operation of Diablo Canyon and again closed A.16-08-006.

During this annual report period, in conducting its review of extended operations
the DCISC continues to be guided procedurally by the provisions of the CPUC
Order Instituting Rulemaking (R.23-01-007) issued on January 20, 2023, and by
the Assigned Commissioner's Scoping Memo issued on April 6, 2023 (Scoping
Memo). Issues and a schedule for the proceeding were determined as follows:
Phase 1 Track 1, narrowly scoped to consider DCISC funding issues with a decision
expected in August 2023 [See Section 1.6]; and Phase 1 Track 2, to consider
whether operations at Diablo Canyon should be extended and if so, to consider the
development of extended operations' cost recovery mechanisms and processes
and to allocate the associated benefits of extended operations. A decision is
expected to be issued in October - November 2023. Phase 2 issues will be revised
at the conclusion of Phase 1 and may be the subject of an amended scoping
memo.

To facilitate the CPUC and the parties to the proceeding in reviewing the DCISC's
reports and recommendations, the Scoping Memo required that rulings be issued
noticing the "Fact Finding Reports approved at the DCISC's December 6-7, 2022
and February 15-16, 2023 public meetings" and the "Fact Findings Reports



approved at the DCISC's June 28, 2023 public meeting." These Rulings were
issued by Judge Seybert on April 20 and June 30, 2023, respectively, noticing the
Fact-Finding Reports as a part of R.23-01-007 for fact-finding conducted on
November 8,9, 10, 2022 (Exhibit D.5), December 6-7, 2022 (Exhibit D.6), January
31-February 1, 2023 (Exhibit D.7), March 14, 15 & 27, 2023 (Exhibit D.8), April
19-20, 2023 (Exhibit D.9),  May 2-3, 2023 (Exhibit D.10), and May 5, 2023
(Exhibit D.11).

The Committee will continue to monitor and report on safety of operations at
Diablo Canyon while the plant operates to generate electricity including reviewing
any effect of decommissioning-related activities on those operations and, under a
revised charter, after cessation of generation operations until all spent fuel has
been transferred from the Spent Fuel Pools to the Independent Spent Fuel Storage
Installation.

The Committee Members during this period were as follows:

On October 10, 2007, Robert J. Budnitz, Ph.D. was appointed by California
Attorney General Edmund G. Brown Jr. to a term on the Committee expiring June
30, 2010. On April 15, 2010, Attorney General Brown announced the
reappointment of Dr. Budnitz to a second three-year term on the Committee
commencing July 1, 2010 through June 30, 2013.  On June 27, 2013, the CPUC
ratified its President's selection of Dr. Budnitz as one of two candidates for
appointment by Attorney General Kamala Harris to serve a three-year term on the
DCISC for the period July 1, 2013 to June 30, 2016.  During that period, Dr.
Budnitz continued to serve as a member of the Committee pending his
reappointment or replacement.  On July 7, 2016, Attorney General Harris
announced the reappointment of Dr. Budnitz to serve a three-year term on the
Committee commencing July 1, 2016 through June 30, 2019.  On August 14,
2019, California Attorney General Xavier Becerra announced his reappointment of
Dr. Robert J. Budnitz to a three-year term on the DCISC beginning on July 1, 2019
and ending on June 30, 2022.  On November 30 2022, California Attorney General
Rob Bonta announced the reappointment of Dr. Robert J. Budnitz to a fifth three-
year term on the DCISC beginning July 1, 2022 and ending on June 30, 2025.

On June 3, 2009, Peter Lam, Ph.D., was appointed by Chair Karen Douglas, J.D.,
of the California Energy Commission (CEC) to a three-year term on the Committee
commencing July 1, 2009 through June 30, 2012.  On July 12, 2012, CEC Chair
Robert B. Weisenmiller, Ph.D., announced his reappointment of Dr. Lam to a
second three-year term on the Committee commencing July 1, 2012 through June
30, 2015.  Dr. Lam was reappointed by Dr. Weisenmiller to third three-year term
on the Committee commencing July 1, 2015 and ending on June 30, 2018, and
subsequently on June 6, 2018, Dr. Weisenmiller announced Dr. Lam's appointment
to a fourth three-year term on the Committee beginning on July 1, 2018 and
ending on June 30, 2021. On June 25, 2021, CEC Chair David Hochschild
announced his reappointment of Dr. Lam to a fifth three-year term on the
Committee beginning on July 1, 2021 and ending on June 30, 2024.



Dr. Lam served as DCISC Chair during this report period, July 1, 2022 through
June 30, 2023.

On July 9, 2008, California Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger announced the
appointment of Per F. Peterson, Ph.D., PE, to a three-year term on the Committee
through June 30, 2011.  Professor Peterson previously served as a Committee
member from September 2, 2004, through October 9, 2007.  Governor Edmund G.
Brown Jr. reappointed Professor Peterson to a term on the Committee commencing
July 1, 2011 through June 30, 2014.  Professor Peterson was subsequently again
reappointed by Governor Brown to a three-year term on the DCISC commencing
July 1, 2014 and expiring on June 30, 2017.  On October 11, 2017, Governor
Brown reappointed Professor Peterson to a three-year term on the Committee
commencing July 1, 2017 and expiring June 30, 2020. In February 2021 Governor
Newsom reappointed Dr. Peterson to a sixth three-year term commencing July 1,
2020 through June 30, 2023.

Dr. Peterson served as DCISC Vice-Chair during this report period, July 1, 2022
through June 30, 2023.

Overview of Activities during the Current Period

This thirty-third annual report covers the period July 1, 2022 - June 30, 2023. The
DCISC held three public meetings on the following dates:

September 28-29, 2022, Avila Beach, CA and remotely by Zoom - Public
Meeting  
February 15-16, 2023, Avila Beach, CA and remotely by Zoom - Public
Meeting 
June 28-29, 2023, Avila Beach, CA and remotely by Zoom - Public Meeting 

These are described in Section 2.0.

The Committee regularly performs the following activities:

Three two-day public meetings each year as reported above
 
Nine or more fact-finding visits annually by individual Committee Members
with one or more Consultants to assess issues, review plant programs and
activities, and interview PG&E and other personnel
 
Reviews of technical documents received from PG&E, the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, various state and local agencies, and other interested parties.
 The DCISC requests, and PG&E routinely provides copies of essentially all
relevant documents generated by PG&E, the NRC, and other parties.
 
Visits from time-to-time by the DCISC Members and legal counsel to offices of



the CPUC and appointing officials (the Governor of California, California
Attorney General and California Energy Commission) to update them on
DCISC activities
 
Use of regular part-time technical consultants to assist the DCISC to perform
assessments and reviews
 
Use of legal counsel to advise the Committee on its activities
 
Use of expert consultants, as needed

Technical Consultants & Legal Counsel

The Restated Charter provides that the Committee may contract for services
including the services of consultants and experts to assist the Committee in its
safety review.  The DCISC Members are assisted in their important work by
technical consultants and legal counsel.  For this report period those persons were:

Technical Consultant:  Mr. R. Ferman Wardell, a Registered Professional Engineer,
holds both Bachelor and Master of Science degrees in Nuclear Engineering from
North Carolina State University. He is a 54-year veteran of the nuclear power
industry, having been directly involved in design, quality assurance, operation and
nuclear safety oversight activities for Duke Energy Corporation's seven nuclear
units. He was formerly Executive Assistant to the Chairman and CEO at Duke
Energy. Mr. Wardell has been a Consultant to the DCISC since 1992.

Technical Consultant: Mr. Richard D. McWhorter, Jr., holds a Bachelor of Science in
Mechanical Engineering from the United States Naval Academy.  He is a 35-year
veteran of the nuclear power industry.  He served for ten years as a division officer
and department head in the navy's nuclear submarine program in which he was
responsible for the operation of his submarine's nuclear power plant.  Mr.
McWhorter then served the U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission for ten years first
as an Operator Licensing Examiner and then as Senior Resident Inspector at North
Anna Power Station.  He then was employed for two years as a Systems
Engineering Manager for Dominion Virginia Power at North Anna Power Station.
 For ten years, Mr. McWhorter was employed at Old Dominion Electric Cooperative
where he served as Vice President of Operations and Asset Management.  Mr.
McWhorter has been a Consultant to the DCISC since 2016.

Technical Consultant: Dr. Andrew C. Kadak, holds a Bachelor of Science Degree in
Mechanical Engineering from Union College in Schenectady, NY, Master of Science
and Doctor of Philosophy Degree in Nuclear Engineering from the Massachusetts
Institute of Technology and a Master of Business Administration from Northeastern
University. He is a 50-year veteran of the nuclear industry having worked for
Combustion Engineering in reactor physics, Yankee Atomic Electric Company in
many roles from Project Manager of the Yankee Rowe nuclear plant, Vermont



Yankee, and served as the vice president of engineering for Yankee providing
engineering and technical services to Yankee Rowe, Vermont Yankee and Maine
Yankee. He subsequently became President and CEO of the Yankee organization
overseeing technical and administrative services to those companies. After retiring
from Yankee Atomic, Dr. Kadak became a Professor of the Practice at the
Massachusetts Institute of Technology for 12 years.  Dr. Kadak has been a
Consultant to the DCISC since 2022 and advises the committee primarily on
matters related to decommissioning.

Legal Counsel: Robert R. Wellington, Esq. has been Legal Counsel for the DCISC
since its organization in 1989. He is a graduate of Stanford University and the
University of California (Hastings) Law School. For over 40 years his practice has
been limited to representing several cities, regional wastewater and solid waste
districts and other public agencies, including the DCISC. He advises the DCISC
with regard to its legal and administrative matters..

Legal Counsel Robert Rathie, Esq. has been associated with the Committee
through his work with the Wellington Law Offices since 1993.  He obtained a
bachelor's degree in Social Science and History from Chico State University in
1972 and served for 15 years in the U.S. Merchant Marine as chief purser on board
passenger and freight vessels in foreign trade.  He received his Juris Doctor degree
from Monterey College of Law in 1993.  He is a member of the State Bar of
California and the Monterey County Bar Association.  He assists Mr. Wellington in
advising the DCISC with regard to its legal and administrative matters.

The DCISC issues a report for each reporting year, which runs from July 1 to June
30.  The report is approved by the Committee Members at the fall public meeting
following the end of the reporting period. The first six-month interim report and
subsequent thirty annual reports covered the periods January 1, 1990 - June 30,
2021. This thirty-third annual report covers the period July 1, 2022 - June 30,
2023.

The technical items covered during its public meetings were selected by the DCISC
based on the DCISC's own priorities concerning which technical issues are
important to cover.  PG&E then responded by providing presentations and experts
to participate in the public meetings as requested. The DCISC also occasionally
requested presentations on relevant issues from others in addition to presentations
by PG&E. The following significant items were reviewed during the three public
meetings and eleven fact-finding meetings held during this reporting period:

Performance During the Unit 1 23rd Refueling Outage
Decommissioning Planning
Spent Fuel Storage Planning and Technical Issues
NRC Matters 
Probabilistic Risk Assessment
Human Performance



Results of 2022 Operating Plan and Key Elements of the 2023 Operating Plan
Nuclear Safety Culture
Radiation Protection
Cyber Security Program
Feedwater Heater Tube Rupture Issue
FLEX Equipment Procedures
Emergency Preparedness
Long-Range Project Planning to Support Extended Operations
Corrective and Preventive Maintenance to Support Extended Operations
Seismic Safety Reviews to Support Extended Operations
Staffing and Employee Retention
License Extension Preparations

Individual Committee Members and consultants reviewed many other items in
eleven fact-finding visits, inspections, meetings, and tours at DCPP. The DCISC
keeps track of past, current and future items for review in its Open Items List
(Section 6.0 and Volume II, Exhibit F).

COVID-19 Pandemic

During the period of this 33nd Annual Report, the DCISC's operational safety
review activities continued and were not significantly affected by the COVID-19
pandemic.  Members and Technical Consultants resumed fact-finding visits to visit
the plant in person. The Committee continued with each of its previously
scheduled activities, occasionally using teleconference and web-based applications
as needed. The September 2022 and the February and June 2023 public meetings
were all conducted as a hybrid meeting, in person in Avila Beach, California but
with a virtual component that allowed participating in real time through a Zoom
webinar facilitated by AGP Video.

Visits by DCISC Members to California State Agencies

The DCISC's preference is to schedule annual meetings between its Members and
their respective appointing entities and with the Commissioners or staff members
of the California Public Utilities Commission to provide background on and
information regarding current activities of the Committee.

On August 26, 2022, at the invitation of the Deputy Chief Consultant to the
California Assembly Committee on Utilities and Energy Dr. Peterson spoke on
behalf of the DCISC during a panel discussion conducted by the California
Assembly.

On May 25, 2023, Dr. Budnitz with Assistant Legal Counsel Rathie met remotely
with representatives of the California Department of Water Resources (DWR)
including Deputy Director, Statewide Water & Energy, Ms. Delphine Hou, Manager



Electric Supply & Strategic Reserve Mr. Christian Arechavaleta, Nuclear Licensing &
Hazard Analyst Dr. Deb Luchsinger, DWR Project Manager Ms. Kristen Kelley, DWR
Consultant for Nuclear Operations Mr. Jerry Bischof and Policy Advisor Ms. Mindy
Grabill. The meeting was held at the DWR representatives request and the purpose
was to discuss matters related to SB846 and Diablo Canyon extended operations,
including the covenants in the loan provided for under SB846 and the collective
efforts, including those by the DCISC and the IPRP and others, to review issues
concerning seismic safety and deferred maintenance. The DCISC representatives
reviewed and discussed the Committee's progress and the timing and the schedule
for conducting the DCISC's review of seismic safety and deferred maintenance per
Public Utilities Code 712.8.

Overall Conclusion

The DCISC concludes that PG&E operated DCPP safely during the
period July 1, 2022 - June 30, 2023.

Specific Conclusions

Based on its activities, the DCISC has the following specific conclusions from
the major review topics examined during the current reporting period.
 (References to sections of this report are shown in parentheses). Conclusions here
are based on, but may vary from, information contained in Committee Fact-finding
Reports in Exhibit D in Volume 2 of this report.

1. The DCISC received regular reports on the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (NRC) Performance Indicators, DCPP License Event
Reports (LERs) sent to NRC, and NRC Inspection Reports and
Enforcement Actions (violations) at each of its Public Meetings as
well as copies of these documents throughout the reporting period.
 The DCISC investigated selected reports at its fact-finding meetings.
The number of LERs has decreased down to one during this one-year
period. This represents good regulatory performance.
 

a. The Committee notes that, although the NRC concluded
that DCPP operated acceptably, it identified nine Non-
cited Violations of "very low safety significance" and
received from DCPP one License Event Report"
 

b. The DCISC will continue to review DCPP's NRC regulatory
performance during the next reporting period, paying
particular attention to the number and significance of
DCPP violations and LERs. (3.6)

2. DCPP's Operations Department performed well with no significant
issues or concerns.  DCPP moved to restart training programs for new



operators and planned to begin several classes in 2023 for new
Nuclear Operators (non-licensed), Reactor Operators, and Senior
Reactor Operators.  DCPP's performance in Plant Status Control was
good except for a series of minor events that occurred in late 2022.
 The causes of those events were effectively identified and corrected,
and subsequent performance was sustained at a high level.
 Performance in clearance and tagging operations was excellent.
 DCPP's Reactivity Management Program was effective, and program
Performance Indicators showed a low occurrence and significance of
Reactivity Management events for the past 12 months. (4.1.3)
 

3. DCPP Maintenance overall performance was reported as Good and
Stable based on industry performance indicators. (4.2.3)
 

4. The DCPP Engineering organization continued to provide excellent
performance in supporting the plant. Staffing had been reduced in
planning for cessation of operations in 2025; however, staffing was
being increased in expectation of extended operations to 2030.
(4.3.3)
 

5. DCPP's Human Performance has been excellent over the last two
years based on data and trends in Human Performance events.  Since
April 2021, DCPP had no Human Performance events receiving the
highest classification of significance as a Station Level Event.  (4.4.3)
 

6. DCPP's Nuclear Safety Culture continued to be healthy. This was
confirmed by a plant assessment of its culture. The Employee
Concerns Program, an important component of safety culture,
continued to be strong with a low number of concerns reported 
(4.5.3)
 

7. DCPP's Performance Improvement Program was functioning well
overall, and the Performance Improvement Department's Excellence
Plan was well developed and appropriately focused upon items that
should drive continuous station improvement.  The Self-Assessment
Program continued to be an active and effective program for
evaluating and improving station performance.  DCPP's Corrective
Action Program was performing well in that issues at the station were
being effectively identified, evaluated, and tracked for resolution.
 (4.6.3)
 

8. The DCPP Emergency Preparedness Program and Emergency
Response Organization appeared to be effective and ready to respond
to any plant emergencies. The DCISC-observed September 14, 2022
Emergency Preparedness Exercise was successfully designed and



implemented by PG&E, and it demonstrated that DCPP's staff could
effectively implement the facility's Emergency Plan.  (4.7.3)
 

9. The DCPP Probabilistic Risk Assessment (PRA) group's work was
emphasizing the support of various PRA applications, some driven by
NRC regulations, especially for license extension (severe accident
analysis and aging management), and others driven by internal plant
needs, such as the impacts on safety of equipment removal from
service.  The use of the PRA for these purposes continued effectively.
 The DCISC concluded that the PRA group is doing excellent work.
(4.8.3)
 

10. Regular nuclear oversight of DCPP by nuclear industry organizations
has proved positive for DCPP in reporting positive performance
results and by providing helpful input for improved performance in
achieving excellence.  (4.9.3)
 

11. The DCPP Radioactive Effluent Release Program and the Radiological
Environmental Monitoring Program were satisfactory in calculating,
monitoring, and measuring radioactivity in the environment.  During
2021, there were no abnormal releases of radioactivity nor were
there any abnormal levels of radioactivity detected in the
environment surrounding DCPP.  DCPP site operations had no
significant radiological impact on the health and safety of the public
or the environment, and radioactive releases were far below
regulatory limits.  Radiation levels inside the DCPP Independent
Spent Fuel Storage Installation were found to be extremely low with
maximum readings of 2.5 millirem per hour and essentially no
neutrons detected. (4.10.3)
 

12. DCPP's Quality Verification Department's audit and assessment
reports were found to be appropriate and indicative of a well-
functioning Quality Verification Department.  (4.11.3)
 

13. The DCPP nuclear fuel has for many years performed flawlessly with
no defects or leakage. Unit 1 has performed without defects since
2011, and Unit 2 since 1991. This is excellent performance. DCPP is
planning its fuel design procurement for operations through 2025 or
for 2030, depending on the outcome of the California and NRC license
extension reviews and determinations. (4.12.3)
 

14. DCPP's past secondary system equipment reliability issues appeared
to be satisfactorily addressed with specific action plans and an
excellence plan.  Equipment Reliability performance improved
substantially in 2021 and 2022, and its performance indicator



improved to Green (Good).  (4.13.3)
 

15. A DCPP Management Review Meeting was effectively facilitated with
good participation and a strong focus on achieving excellence in
operational reliability, event avoidance, and personnel safety.  
(4.14.3)
 

16. DCPP has dealt effectively with equipment and system problems and
is focused on improving system health. DCPP's Plant Health
Committee effectively focused on system/component health, and
overall system health has improved. (4.15.3)
 

17. Although the DCISC did not review DCPP Steam Generators during
this reporting period, the DCPP Steam Generators (SGs) have been
performing well since their replacements in 2008 and 2009, and no
problems have been reported.  (4.16.3)
 

18. The Refueling Outage 2R23 Safety Plan and Safety Schedule appeared
comprehensive and effective in maintaining an appropriate safety
margin during planned outage activities.  Refueling Outage 2R23 was
successful from a nuclear and personnel safety standpoint, meeting
or exceeding all safety goals.  One goal, outage length, was exceeded
by almost five days due to the repair of a Residual Heat Removal
System isolation valve stem packing leak.  DCPP was satisfactorily
preparing for Refueling Outage 1R24, which was scheduled to occur
in October 2023.  This would be a particularly important outage
because new modifications, maintenance activities, and inspections
will be implemented for NRC License Renewal and the extension of
power operations.  (4.17.3)
 

19. DCPP's Cyber Security Program appeared to be effectively managed,
and efforts continued to ensure that the program was successfully
sustained. DCPP's safety/security interface appeared effectively
implemented. (4.18.3)
 

20. Prior to the passage of Senate Bill 846, DCPP was proceeding
appropriately in planning for all its spent fuel storage needs for a
plant shutdown in 2025.  Orano, DCPP's chosen vendor for future
spent fuel storage services, provided detailed technical information in
response to a list of detailed questions from the DCISC.  Based on the
information provided, the DCISC's questions were satisfactorily
addressed and the system appeared to be adequately designed to
assure safety.  The DCISC planned to continue to monitor license
amendment progress and other work to incorporate the system at
DCPP, including reviewing the site-specific seismic evaluation when



completed.

a. The DCISC toured the various outdoor areas near the
Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation and found
that the observed areas of the plant were clean, orderly,
and well maintained.  The DCISC also toured the Orano
TN fabrication facility in Kernersville, NC and the Orano
TN training facility in Aiken SC, which appeared clean,
orderly, and efficiently organized.

b. In response to enactment of SB 846, DCPP determined
that a spent fuel offload campaign would be required
prior to the start of the period of extended operations.
 This offload campaign would be needed to support the
ability to offload full reactor cores for future refueling
outages.  PG&E decided that it would use its previous
spent fuel canister vendor, Holtec, to provide canisters
and support a campaign in 2024 to offload spent fuel
from the spent fuel pool to the Independent Spent Fuel
Storage Installation.  (4.19.3)

21. DCPP's assessment of DCPP seismic safety analysis is that it was
comprehensive and effectively performed. The DCISC review of the
assessment concluded that, unless new seismic information is found
in the future, the seismic safety of the DCPP reactors is fully adequate
now.  The DCISC has not identified any additional physical upgrades
or other plant modifications to bring it up-to-date or to improve it.
(4.20.3)
 

22. DCPP's Fire Protection Program and Fire Protection Systems were in
good health overall. (4.21.3)
 

23. A Licensed Operator simulator training session was well prepared,
contained appropriate objectives, and was professionally conducted
by the training staff.  Operators performed well in responding to the
simulated off-normal events.  A Non-Licensed Operator classroom
training session on the Main Generator Hydrogen and Carbon Dioxide
System was satisfactory and effective. (4.22.3)
 

24. Although FLEX is not typically accounted for in PRA analyses, FLEX
equipment is available for use in mitigating beyond design basis
events, including earthquakes and loss of all A/C power. Additionally,
FLEX equipment can be used for any severe event resulting in loss or
unavailability of normal shutdown systems and equipment.  (4.23.3)
 

25. DCPP's planning for Decommissioning was proceeding on schedule



and with appropriate coordination of the regulatory filings and
approvals needed to support a prompt and efficient start to
decommissioning work activities should a cessation of power
operations occur in 2025.   (4.24.3)
 

26. PG&E continued to work on decommissioning planning but also
started to plan for the possibility of extending DCPP operations
beyond 2025.  An extension of operations for DCPP through 2030 was
authorized by the California Legislature under Senate Bill 846.  This
effort required restarting the NRC license renewal process, which was
nearly complete when PG&E requested that it be halted in 2018.  In
March 2023, the NRC informed PG&E that it had granted PG&E's
requested exemption from the requirements for timely license
renewal applications, and PG&E started developing its License
Renewal Application and planned to submit it by the end of 2023.
 DCPP's efforts in pursuing NRC License Renewal, including the
development of Aging Management Plans, appeared appropriate.

DCPP's process for reviewing the need for changes to Preventive
Maintenance activities, Corrective Maintenance activities, and
projects to support five years of extended operations (the PMO++
Program) appeared well planned and implemented.  Final detailed
outputs of the process were expected to be available for review by
the DCISC in July and August, permitting the DCISC's final
conclusions and any recommendations to be ready for approval at its
September 2023 Public Meeting.  DCPP planned to meet the SB846
requirement for a study by independent consultants to catalog and
evaluate any deferred maintenance at DCPP through obtaining the
services of an independent entity to review the results of its PMO++
Program.  The DCISC concluded that this approach appeared
appropriate, and the DCISC should review the results of the study
following its completion.

DCPP's plan to perform an updated seismic assessment to respond to a
requirement in Senate Bill 846 appeared appropriate.

DCPP appropriately initiated a recruitment plan to obtain the additional
staffing needed to support extended operations.  (4.25.3)

27. The regular meetings between DCISC Members and DCPP Officers and
Directors continued to be beneficial for both organizations. (4.26.3)

Concerns

Concerns are items which, while not necessarily warranting recommendations,
need enhanced continuing Committee review and scrutiny, or attention by PG&E.



Concerns are monitored more actively and frequently by the Committee than they
otherwise would be.  DCISC's concerns follow:

Concerns:

1. Outage 1R23, which will take place in Fall 2023, will be an extended
outage which will include an unusually large number of activities,
such as initial aging management inspections, upgrades for DCPP's
NRC License Renewal application as well as normal outage activities
and other upgrade projects needed for life extension and
replacements due to obsolesce. While not a nuclear safety concern
per se, outage preparation and execution will be demanding on DCPP
staff, many of whom are new to DCPP.
 

2. In response to enactment of SB 846, a spent fuel offload campaign
will be required prior to the start of the period of extended
operations.  Significant activities to procure, load, and store new
spent fuel storage canisters are planned to begin within the next
year.

Recommendations:

None
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33rd Annual Report, Volume I, Section 9, PG&E Responses

PG&E RESPONSES

Public Utilities Code Section 712.1, effective on July 10, 2023, provides for
PG&E as the company licensed to operate the Diablo Canyon Units 1 and 2
powerplant to annually respond to the DCISC's annual reports and for the DCISC
to transmit annually its findings and recommendations for improved safety, and 
the response required, to the Legislature, the Governor, the California Public
Utilities Commission, the California Energy Commission, the United States Nuclear
Regulatory Commission, and to PG&E, the company licensed to operate the Diablo
Canyon Units 1 and 2 powerplant. The report transmitted to the Legislature shall
be in accordance with Section 9795 of the Government Code.

The prior version of Public Utilities Code 712.1, added on September 2, 2022
through the passage of Senate Bill 846, did not provide for inclusion of the PG&E
response to the DCISC's 32nd Annual Report prior to that report being submitted
to the governmental entities specified above.

Accordingly, this report will include PG&E's Response to the DCISC's Thirty-Second
Annual Report as well as to this, the Committee's Thirty-Third Annual Report.

9.1 PG&E Response to DCISC 32nd Annual Report

9.2 PG&E Response to DCISC 33rd Annual Report
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For more information about DCISC contact:

Diablo Canyon Independent Safety Committee
Office of the Legal Counsel
SW 4th & Mission, Suite 2
P.O. Box 4523
Carmel, CA 93921-4523

Telephone:

In California call 800-439-4688
Outside of California call 831-647-1044

Send E-mail to: dcsafety@dcisc.org

mailto:dcsafety@dcisc.org
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33rd Annual Report, Volume I, Section 2.0, Public Meetings

During its July 1, 2022 - June 30, 2023, reporting period, the Diablo Canyon
Independent Safety Committee (DCISC) held three two-day Public Meetings in the
vicinity of the plant and remotely by Zoom. There were no public tours of Diablo
Canyon Power Plant (DCPP) as part of its public outreach program this period due
to the COVID-19 pandemic.

2.1 Public Meetings

During this reporting period, the DCISC heard presentations from PG&E on
DCPP activities and from Committee Members and Consultants on Committee
activities and provided the opportunity for public input at the following DCISC
public meetings:

September 28-29, 2022, Avila Beach, CA and remotely by Zoom, Public
Meeting
February 15-16, 2023, Avila Beach, CA and remotely by Zoom, Public Meeting
June 28-29, 2023, Avila Beach, CA and remotely by Zoom, Public Meeting

Minutes of the meetings are located in this report as described below. Copies of
the Committee's Annual Reports are located in the Library Reference Department
at the California Polytechnic State University at San Luis Obispo, California. Each
meeting is streamed live on the internet on www.slospan.org and shown at various
later times on one of the local public access television channels.

2.1.1 September 28-29, 2022 Public Meetings

A Notice of Meeting (see Volume II, Exhibit B.1) was published in the local
newspaper and was mailed to the media and those persons on the Committee's
service list (see Volume II, Exhibit B.10). The meeting agenda is shown in Volume
II, Exhibit B.2, and minutes of the meeting are included in Volume II, Exhibit B.3.

2.1.2 February 15-16, 2023 Public Meetings

A Notice of Meeting (see Volume II, Exhibit B.4) was published in the local
newspapers, along with several display advertisements, and was mailed to the
media and those persons on the Committee's service list (see Volume II, Exhibit
B.10). The meeting agenda is shown in Volume II, Exhibit B.5, and minutes of the

https://www.slospan.org/


meeting are included in Volume II, Exhibit B.6.

2.1.3 June 28-29, 2023 Public Meetings

A Notice of Meeting (see Volume II, Exhibit B.7) was published in the local
newspapers, along with several display advertisements, and was mailed to the
media and those persons on the Committee's service list (see Volume II, Exhibit
B.10). The meeting agenda is shown in Volume II, Exhibit B.8, and minutes of the
meeting are included in Volume II, Exhibit B.9.
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33rd Annual Report, Volume I, Section 3.0, Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (NRC) Assessments and Issues

This section of the DCISC Annual Report describes the DCISC review of PG&E's
interface with the US Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC). The NRC is the
Federal regulatory agency charged with assuring the safety and security of
domestic nuclear power plants; by agreement with the State, NRC also performs
these functions for the State of California. As regulator, the NRC employs two full-
time Resident Inspectors at the plant (and other specialist inspectors at its US
headquarters and regional locations), performs and reports on its inspections at
DCPP on matters of nuclear safety and security, investigates significant plant
events, maintains a set of plant performance indicators, and performs an annual
assessment of DCPP regulatory performance which it reports at a public meeting in
the plant vicinity. The NRC also must approve significant changes, additions and
deletions to plant designs, procedures and Technical Specifications.

PG&E is required to submit routine, periodic reports to the NRC on selected
activities and submit special reports when triggered by off-normal plant incidents,
events or occurrences.

The DCISC monitors the aforementioned activities and resulting documents in the
following ways: (1) receipt and review of correspondence and reports between
PG&E and the NRC, (2) on-site review (at fact-finding meetings at the plant) of
selected NRC inspections, investigations and reports, (3) meetings with the NRC
Resident Inspectors, and (4) presentations by PG&E and the NRC Resident
Inspectors at DCISC public meetings on NRC matters.

3.1 Summary of License Event Reports

3.1.1 Discussion and Required LERs

License Event Reports (LERs) are reports required of the nuclear power plant
licensee by Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) regulations when an off-normal
event occurs. These events include operations or conditions outside of or in
violation of station Technical Specifications (TS), procedures or NRC regulations.
Events are to be promptly reported by telephone and by written report within 60
days of the event or initial knowledge of the event.  Voluntary LERs are submitted
for events, which NRC should know about, or are significant but are not specifically
required by NRC. Each of these reports is reviewed in DCISC public meetings and



is made available to each DCISC Member and Consultant.

The LER is the responsibility of the Licensee, in this case PG&E. Therefore, it is the
Licensee who makes the determination of the level of risk or significance to safety
of the event. The NRC has a Significance Determination Process, which sets forth
its rules for making these determinations; however, events may be complex or
may not easily fit the rules. The NRC may concur or it can question or challenge
the Licensee's determination. Discussions or meetings may be required to reach
understandings between the parties.

There was one LER reported during this reporting period. This is good
performance.

Unit 2 LER 2022-001-00, "Unit 2 Reactor Coolant System Pressure Boundary
Degradation," dated 12/21/2022 - As part of routine planned outage inspections
on Unit 2, a pipe was identified in the cooling system where a minute amount of
dry boric acid crystals accumulated. There were no impacts to employee or public
safety.

The DCISC received the LER in a monthly document package for review, and DCPP
reported on the LER at a DCISC public meeting.  DCPP's corrective actions, as
submitted in the LER submittal to NRC, was determined to be satisfactory by the
DCISC.

3.1.2 Special Report LERs

There were no special LERs submitted by DCPP during the reporting period.

3.1.3 Voluntary LERs

There were no voluntary LERs during this period.

3.1.4 Reactor Trips Reported in LERs

During the reporting period, there were no automatic reactor trips and no
manual reactor trips reported in the above LERs. In the past five DCISC reporting
periods the following numbers of trips have occurred:

 Number of Trips
Reporting Period Automatic Manual
2017/2018 0 0
2018/2019 1 0
2019/2020 0 0
2020/2021 0 1
2021/2022 0 1



2022/2023 0 0

The number of reactor trips continues to be commendably low.

3.1.5 Other Reports to NRC

There were no other significant reports made to NRC.

3.1.6 LER Trends

The following table depicts the LER history for DCPP for the last five DCISC
reporting periods:

Time Period Number of LERs Submitted
7/1/18 - 6/30/19 1
7/1/19 - 6/30/20 2
7/1/20 - 6/30/21 1
7/1/21 - 6/30/22 2
7/1/22 - 6/30/23 1

3.1.7 DCISC Evaluation and Conclusions

The DCISC recognizes that off-normal events will occur in any large complex
system.  The goal is to identify them and understand them and take action to
minimize the consequences and likelihood of any significant increase in risk.  The
design basis for nuclear power plants involves defense-in-depth.  This recognizes
that in real systems, unanticipated events will occur, so protective systems are
designed to provide protection even if systems do not always perform as
anticipated.  For this reason, it is important to investigate events and to share
information about them with other plants. DCPP's performance in regard to off-
normal events and LERs was good.

DCPP's operations resulted in one LER reported during the current (July 1,
2022 - June 30, 2023) reporting period. This is good performance.

3.2 NRC Inspection Reports and Enforcement Actions

3.2.1 Discussion

The NRC performs inspections at each nuclear power plant. The purpose is to
determine how well the plant personnel are implementing and following NRC
regulations, plant Technical Specifications, and other requirements, procedures, or
commitments. Generally, better regulatory performance results in fewer
inspections. NRC meets with the nuclear plant operator once per year to review



plant safety performance under the NRC Reactor Oversight Process (see Section
3.4 below). These meetings are usually open to the public.

Inspections are performed by the plant Resident NRC Inspectors, inspectors from
the NRC Region Office, experts from other NRC organizations, and NRC
consultants.  The bulk of inspections are routine, announced visits focusing on one
or more specific areas of operation such as As Low As Reasonably Achievable
(ALARA) radiation dose minimization program, maintenance, chemistry, security,
operator examinations, or corrective actions.  Special inspections are often made
for investigation into previous events affecting plant safety and into special
programs, such as NRC Generic Letter 89-10, Testing of Motor-Operated Valves.

Each inspection usually concludes with an exit meeting with PG&E personnel,
followed by a written inspection report. Inspections can result in the following
categories of findings:

Unresolved Items are items for which information is not yet available or
awaiting licensee response or action.

Deviations are variances from NRC regulations and/or licensee procedures or
other requirements or commitments, which are not as severe as outright
violations.

Findings are NRC-identified or self-revealing issues of concern associated with
a performance deficiency by the licensee.

Concerns, typically including more than one individual weakness in a single
area, are to alert the licensee to situations which could become violations if
not corrected.

Non-cited Violations are violations for which NRC credits the licensee for
identifying the violation and/or for prompt, effective corrective action
completed before or taken during the inspection. These are usually non-
recurring, non-safety-significant items.

Violations of NRC regulations, plant Technical Specifications, and other
commitments, procedures, etc. require a formal response and corrective
action.  Violations carry four severity levels as described in Section 3.3, NRC
Enforcement Actions and below.

Fewer violations generally mean better performance.  Some in the industry believe
having a significant number of non-cited violations indicates an effective,
aggressive regulatory program, meaning the licensee quickly finds and corrects its
own problems/violations rather than the NRC identifying them.

NRC considers items not in compliance with its regulations or with the licensee's
commitments or procedures to be violations.  Corrective action is required for all
violations. NRC identifies four severity levels for violations.



Level I is the most severe, representing the most significant regulatory concern
which usually involves actual or high potential impact on the safety of the public.
Level IV violations are more than minor concern and should be corrected so as to
prevent a more serious concern.  Civil penalties (monetary fines) are usually
imposed for Level I and II violations, are considered for Level III, and usually not
imposed for Level IV violations. Most low-level violations are reported as Non-cited
Violations provided the licensee places the violation into its corrective action
program and provided the violation is not willful or repetitive. NRC has increased
its scrutiny of corrective action programs. The categorization of violations in this
report follows NRC's actual classification in each notice of a violation.

NRC issued the following inspection reports during this reporting period:

1. Security Inspection Report (8/3/22)
2. Design Basis Assurance Inspection Report (8/9/2022) 
3. Integrated Inspection Report (8/10/2022)
4. Integrated Inspection Report (10/24/22)
5. Security Inspection Report (10/26/22)
6. Problem Identification and Resolution Inspection Report (1/27/23)
7. Integrated Inspection Report (2/2/23)
8. Material Control Inspection Report (3/10/23)
9. Security Inspection Report (3/10/23)

10. Integrated Inspection Report (5/9/23)
11. Commercial Grade Dedicated Equipment Inspection Report (5/11/23)

These inspection reports (plus the annual assessment letter) are typical of recent
previous periods for DCPP. Cross-cutting performance appears good with no cross-
cutting themes identified by NRC. The DCISC receives and reviews all NRC
inspection reports. Additionally, DCISC members regularly discuss NRC inspection
findings with Resident Inspectors during Fact-Finding Meetings.

3.2.2 DCISC Review of Trends of Violations and NRC-Identified Issues

Non-Cited Violations (NCVs) are usually items of very low safety significance
(called "Green").  All NCVs are entered into the DCPP Correction Action Program
(CAP), and a Notification is issued. Notifications are reports used to identify and
document plant problems in the CAP.  The NCVs are reviewed for their safety
significance, and cross-cutting issues. DCPP will perform an Apparent Cause
Evaluation (ACE) for the NCVs as determined by plant director-level management.
    
NRC Non-Cited Violations (NCVs)

NCVs are violations of NRC regulations, which have very low safety significance,
and, as such, are not "cited" as violations by NRC.



NRC violations are included in the DCPP CAP Trending Program and are not
trended separately.  An Event Trend Record (ETR) is issued for each NCV
associated with an AT-NCV AR (A-type Non-Cited Violation Action Request).
 Periodic evaluation of the ETRs is undertaken to identify adverse trends.

NRC issued the following nine Non-Cited Violations and one Finding during the
reporting period:

Green (Very Low safety significance) Non-Cited Violation associated
with the documented level of detail for a scaffolding evaluation performed in
support of maintenance on a diesel generator. (A Cross-Cutting aspect of H.1,
"Inadequate Procedure," was assigned to this violation)
Green Finding associated with the inadequate use of industry operating
experience associated with environmental corrosion of outdoor piping (No
Cross-Cutting aspects were assigned to this violation.)
Green Non-Cited Violation associated with a Containment Spray Drain
Valve misposition that occurred during refueling outage 1R22. (A Cross-
Cutting aspect of H.12, "Avoid Complacency," was assigned to this violation.)
Green Non-Cited Violation associated with sequence of testing associated
with the carbon dioxide fire suppression system. (No Cross-Cutting aspects
were assigned to this violation.)

Green Non-Cited Violation – The station did not provide adequate
procedural guidance to control the tightening of Emergency Diesel Generator
2-3 fuel oil system bolts, resulting in a fuel oil leak (No Cross-Cutting Aspect
was assigned to this violation).

Green Non-Cited Violation – The station did not adequately relocate or
secure items in the switchyard area in accordance with station procedures in
preparation for expected higher than normal winds. (A Cross-Cutting Aspect
H.13, "Consistent Process" was assigned to this violation).

Green Non-Cited Violation – The station did not secure temporary
polyethylene bottles staged in the Residual Heat Removal pump room in
accordance with plant procedures (No Cross-Cutting Aspect was assigned to
this violation).

Green Non-Cited Violation – The station did not include certain equipment
in the 480V switchgear rooms in the station's equipment qualification
program (No Cross-Cutting Aspect was assigned to this violation) .

Green Non-Cited Violation – DCPP's Corrective Action Program has a very
low threshold for the identification of issues and requires that items are
documented in a prompt manner. During a recent inspection, the NRC
identified a very small number of examples in which items were not
documented by end of shift as required by station procedures.



Green Non-Cited Violation – The requirements for reporting of non-
conformances are addressed in two separate sets of regulations - 10 CFR Part
21 and 10 CFR Part 50. During a recent inspection, the NRC identified that
station procedures do not provide clear guidance with respect to ensuring that
the reporting requirements of both regulations have been met when reporting
a non- conformance.

The history of violations for this and the previous four DCISC reporting periods is
as follows:

DCISC Reporting
Period

Number of
Inspections

Violation Severity
Level

Violations
TotalIII IV

Non-
Cited

7/1/18 - 6/30/19 5 - - 9 9
7/1/19 - 6/30/20 6 - - 6 6
7/1/20 - 6/30/21 8 - - 4 4
7/1/21 - 6/30/22 6 - - 3 3
7/1/22 - 6/30/23 11 - - 9 9

There were no NCVs in the last four quarters that had four or more common
Cross-cutting Aspects. This means that the NRC does not need to closely monitor
any particular Cross-cutting aspects, and that DCPP is not close to receiving an
NRC Substantive Cross-cutting Issue.

3.2.3 DCISC Evaluation and Conclusions

The numbers of NRC inspections in prior periods had been consistent at about
ten, until the last three periods for which there were eight, six, and nine
respectively (excluding security).  This relatively low number is a direct result of
good regulatory performance as measured primarily by NRC Performance
Indicators (see Section 3.5 below). The DCISC will continue to follow NRC
violations and trends.

The DCISC received reports and received presentations by DCPP on each non-cited
violation and finding at its public meetings and has reviewed each cited violation
and DCPP's corrective actions, where applicable.  DCPP corrective actions appeared
adequate.  There were no individual items of significance to warrant DCISC
recommendations or actions.

All of DCPP's nine NCVs and one License Event Report were classified by
the NRC as having "very low safety significance (Green)." The DCISC
reviewed these violations and DCPP's respective corrective actions and
concluded they were satisfactory.



3.3 NRC Performance Evaluations

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) inspection, assessment, and
enforcement programs for commercial nuclear power plants take into account
improvements in the performance of the nuclear industry over the past 25 years
and improved approaches of inspecting and assessing safety performance at NRC-
licensed plants.

The NRC Revised Reactor Oversight Process (RROP) monitors licensee performance
in three broad areas (called strategic performance areas):

1. Reactor Safety (avoiding accidents and reducing the consequences of
accidents if they occur)
 

2. Radiation Safety (protecting plant employees and the public during routine
operations)
 

3. Safeguards (protecting the plant against sabotage or other security threats).

The process focuses on licensee performance within each of "Seven Cornerstones"
of safety in the three areas:

Reactor Safety Radiation Safety Safeguards
• Initiating Events • Occupational • Physical Protection
• Mitigating Systems • Public
• Barrier Integrity   
• Emergency Preparedness   

To monitor these Seven Cornerstones of safety, the NRC uses two processes that
generate information about the safety significance of plant operations:

1. Inspections
2. Performance Indicators

Inspection findings are evaluated according to their potential significance for
safety, using the significance determination process, and assigned colors of
GREEN, WHITE, YELLOW, or RED.

GREEN findings are indicative of issues that, while they may not be desirable,
represent very low safety significance.
 
WHITE findings indicate issues that are of low to moderate safety significance.
 
YELLOW findings are issues that are of substantial safety significance.
 
RED findings represent issues that are of high safety significance with a



significant reduction in safety margin.

Performance Indicator data are compared to established criteria for measuring
licensee performance in terms of potential safety. Based on prescribed thresholds,
the indicators will be classified by color representing varying levels of performance
and incremental degradation in safety: GREEN, WHITE, YELLOW, or RED.

GREEN indicators represent performance at a level requiring no additional
NRC oversight beyond the baseline inspections.
 
WHITE corresponds to performance that may result in increased NRC
oversight at the Resident Inspector or Regional level.
 
YELLOW represents performance that minimally reduces safety margin and
requires even more NRC oversight at the NRC Region level.
 
RED indicates performance that represents a significant reduction in safety
margin but still provides adequate protection to public health and safety. NRC
response at the Agency level could include public meeting, utility-developed
performance improvement plan, and/or special inspection teams.

The oversight process integrates performance indicators and inspections so the
NRC can reach objective conclusions regarding overall plant performance. The NRC
uses an Action Matrix to determine in a systematic, predictable manner which
regulatory actions should be taken based on a licensee's performance. The NRC's
actions in response to the significance (as represented by the color) of issues will
be the same for performance indicators as for inspection findings. As a licensee's
safety performance degrades, the NRC will take more and increasingly significant
action, which can include shutting down a plant, as described in the Action Matrix.

The NRC Performance Indicators (PIs) and Most Significant Inspection Findings
Categorization for DCPP through the second quarter 2023 are depicted in Table 3.1
at the back of Section 3.0.

The NRC inspection program uses a risk-informed approach to select areas of the
plant to inspect within each cornerstone. The selection is based on potential risk,
past operational experience, and regulatory requirements.

Each calendar quarter, NRC inspectors and the regional office review plant
performance indicators and inspection findings. Each year, NRC regional and
headquarters offices make a final review, to include a more detailed assessment of
plant performance over the 12-month period, preparation of a performance report,
and preparation of a six-month inspection plan. The report is sent to each plant
and discussed in a public meeting.

NRC Annual Assessment Letter 2023 
The NRC's annual assessment letter (March 1, 2023) concluded that "overall



performance at your plant preserved public health and safety" and remained in the
highest performance category of the NRC's Reactor Oversight Process Action
Matrix, because "all inspection findings had very low safety significance (i.e.,
Green), and all performance indicators were within the expected range (i.e.,
Green)."

The DCISC understands this to mean acceptable regulatory performance and no
increased inspections above baseline. The DCISC will continue to follow this area
closely.

The DCISC concurs with the NRC assessment of DCPP's having acceptable
regulatory performance and will continue monitoring DCPP regulatory
performance.

3.4 DCISC Meetings with NRC Resident Inspectors

The DCISC held eight meetings with the NRC Resident Inspectors (NRC RIs)
during its fact-finding meetings at the plant as follows:

July 20-21, 2022 Fact-finding Meeting (Volume II, Exhibit D.1)
The participants discussed the following topics:

Recent inspection findings 
NRC Office of Inspector General's report on the NRC's oversight of the
Auxiliary Feedwater System at DCPP
The possibility of DCPP continuing operations beyond 2025

August 16-17, 2022 Fact-finding Meeting (Volume II, Exhibit D.2)
The participants discussed the following topics:

The DCISC Fact-finding Agenda
Emergency Diesel Generator Issues and Observation of Testing
License Renewal

November 9-10, 2022 Fact-finding Meeting (Volume II, Exhibit D.5)
The participants discussed the following topics:

DCPP performance during Refueling Outage 2R23
Recent NRC inspection findings 
The NRC's classification of the Unit 2 trip on October 15, 2021, as a
"Unplanned Scram with Complications" under the NRC Performance Indicator
program
DCPP performance during the September 14, 2022, Emergency Preparedness
exercise

December 6-7, 2022 Fact-finding Meeting  (Volume II, Exhibit D.6)
The participants discussed the following topics:



NRC PI&R Inspection Team

January 31 - February 1, 2023 Fact-finding Meeting (Volume II, Exhibit D.7)
The participants discussed the following topics:

Recent Resident Inspection Activities
Problem Identification and Resolution (PI&R) Inspection Results (Mr. Hayes
stated that he believed that the PI&R Inspection findings were isolated and
not indicative of any major problems with DCPP's Corrective Action Program.)
Ongoing Reviews of Corrective and Preventative Maintenance

March 14, 15 & 27, 2023 Fact-finding Meeting (Volume II, Exhibit D.8)
The participants discussed the following topics:

Refueling Outage 1R24 to occur in October 2023.
NRC inspection teams to inspect DCPP's Aging Management Program and
PMO++ results.
An NRC non-cited violation for an incipient fire protection testing problem
reported by an employee to NRC as an allegation.

April 19-20, 2023 Fact-finding Meeting (Volume II, Exhibit D.9)
The participants discussed the following topics:

Recent NRC Inspection Activities
DCPP's Ongoing Reviews of Corrective Maintenance, Preventive Maintenance,
and Projects (the PMO++ Program)
License Renewal Inspection Plans

May 2-3, 2023 Fact-finding Meeting (Volume II, Exhibit D.10)
The participants discussed the following topics:

NRC Office of Inspector General's report on the NRC's oversight of the
Auxiliary Feedwater System at DCPP
NRC response to the Office of Inspector General's report
Resident Inspector staffing at DCPP
Recent inspection findings

3.5 DCISC Conclusions and Recommendations

NRC May 3, 2023 Public Meeting in San Luis Obispo

DCISC Consultants McWhorter and Wardell attended the local May 3, 2023 NRC
Meeting on DCPP Regulatory Performance and License Renewal, and DCISC
Member Bob Budnitz attended remotely. This is the most recent NRC meeting
attended by the DCISC.



NRC speakers first described their regulations and regulatory process for
inspecting and evaluating nuclear plant performance in meeting NRC regulations.
They reported that DCPP performance for the 2022 cycle was at the top of the
performance scale and that the NRC would be performing their normal inspections
in the future.

NRC then described their regulations and process for nuclear plant license renewal,
which is normally for 20 additional years. Several PG&E personnel attended and
made brief presentations on their plans to submit their application for License
Renewal to NRC by the end of 2023. There were many local organizations and
individuals in attendance, who provided their opinions about DCPP's license
extension. Most speakers were in favor of license extension.

The local NRC meeting on May 3, 2023 in San Luis Obispo was informative
on NRC regulations, regulatory process, and license renewal. PG&E
described their plans for applying for NRC license renewal. Many local
organizations and individuals provided their opinions on DCPP license
extension, most of which were favorable.

DCPP NRC Senior Resident Inspector Madhi Hayes Presentation at DCISC
September 28-29, 2022 Public Meeting

Mr. Hayes presentation included the following areas:

NRC Mission Statement which states: "[t]he NRC licenses and regulates the
Nation's civilian use of radioactive materials to provide reasonable assurance
of adequate protection of public health and safety and to promote the
common defense and security and to protect the environment."

NRC, headquartered in Rockville, Maryland, is led by a five member
Commission and at present all five seats are filled. The Chairman of the
Commission, Mr. Christopher Hanson, acts as its spokesperson and serves as
the NRC Emergency Director in the event of an accident and with the other
four Commissioners, Messrs. Jeff Baran, David Wright, and Bradley Crowell
and Ms. Annie Caputo, is responsible to set the policies and direction of the
Commission. He reported Mr. Daniel Dorman serves as Executive Director for
Operations and is responsible for implementing policies, the Deputy Executive
Director for Reactor and Preparedness Programs is Mr. Darrel Roberts whose
responsibility is to implement the reactor oversight process and regulations.

The NRC's regional organizations are divided into four regions with a technical
training center located in Chattanooga, Tennessee, and the NRC organization
also includes the Nuclear Security and Incident Response and Nuclear Reactor
Regulation organizations. Region IV includes DCPP and Mr. Scott Morris
serves as Regional Administrator for Region IV.

To qualify for the Resident Inspector Program the NRC looks for persons
holding a bachelor's degree in a technical discipline such as engineering and a



two-year qualification process is required along with inspection familiarity and
training in reactor design and operation. A qualifications board and an oral
board composed of senior managers examine each candidate.

Once an inspector is qualified refresher training continues for a period of
approximately two weeks each year, objectivity reviews are conducted with
the inspectors visiting other sites and an information exchange is conducted
with colleagues.

Resident inspectors are limited in the time they can spend at each assignment
to no more than seven years at any site.

His colleague at DCPP is Resident Inspector Ms. Ayesha Athar who holds a
Bachelor's Degree in Nuclear Engineering from the University of Illinois and a
Master's Degree in Nuclear Engineering from the University of Michigan. Ms.
Athar previously served as Acting Resident Inspector at the Grand Gulf,
Comanche Peak, Clinton and Palo Verde nuclear power stations and served as
a Performance Indicator Program lead at NRC Headquarters. Prior to joining
the NRC Ms. Athar worked for the Areva firm as a shielding analyst.

The role of the resident inspectors, with the senior resident acting as team
lead, is to take charge of the Baseline Inspection Program at their assigned
sites and to be on-site in the role of emergency responder for any event. The
resident inspectors focus on day to day operation including any high risk
significant activities and to assess the licensee's performance and provide an
independent assessment to Region IV and NRC Headquarters.

The Resident Inspector Program was created following the accident in 1979 at
the Three Mile Island Nuclear Generating Station in Pennsylvania.

The Baseline Inspection Program reviews a cross-section of a licensee's
organization and activities and includes review of numerous components at
the site. If warranted under the baseline inspections additional inspections
may be performed. During 2021 Mr. Hayes reported there were
approximately 1,900 hours spent on direct inspections and a total of 8,000
hours of inspection time charged including the Inservice Inspection and
Design Basis Assurance Inspection.

All NRC inspection reports including the findings, safety significance and any
enforcement actions, with the exception of security-related information, are
publicly available at www.nrc.gov through the NRC's Agencywide Documents
Access and Management System (ADAMS).

The regulatory framework in which the NRC works begins with the Mission
Statement and proceeds to include reactor safety, radiation safety and
safeguards and strategic performance areas. Inspection results are fed
through a significance determination process and assigned risk significance
which are themselves assessed in an Action Matrix to document the overall

https://www.nrc.gov/


result of licensee performance. Performance Indicators are used and weighted
in accordance with risk and counted toward thresholds of performance and
fed into the development of the Action Matrix.

The Action Matrix concept as consisting of five columns representing, in order
of increasing significance of inspection findings: Licensee Response,
Regulatory Response, Degraded Response, Multiple Repetitive Degraded
Cornerstones and Unacceptable Performance.

DCPP is now in the Licensee Response column and has been for some years,
which indicates that all inspection findings are Green, that is of very low
safety significance, and all Performance Indicators are in Green status.

Information on the NRC inspection procedures, NRC reports and findings, and
the status of Performance Indicators are all available publicly and he provided
contact information for purposes of reporting an emergency or a safety
concern (allegation@nrc.gov) or for general information and questions
(www.nrc.gov).
His relationship with DCPP as cooperative, respectful, and professional. The
resident inspectors meet regularly with appropriate level managerial
personnel including up to the level of the Chief Nuclear Officer.

The resident inspection team reviews Notifications that come through the
Corrective Action Program that are generated in the Employee Concerns
Program but the resident inspectors do not regularly interact with the
Employee Concerns Program.

3.6 DCISC Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions:  The DCISC received regular reports on the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (NRC) Performance Indicators, DCPP License
Event Reports (LERs) sent to NRC, and NRC Inspection Reports and
Enforcement Actions (violations) at each of its Public Meetings as well as
copies of these documents throughout the reporting period.  The DCISC
investigated selected reports at its fact-finding meetings. The number of
LERs has decreased down to one during this one-year period. This
represents good regulatory performance.

The Committee notes that, although the NRC concluded that DCPP
operated acceptably, it identified nine Non-cited Violations and received
one License Event Reports of "very low safety significance."

The DCISC will continue to review DCPP's NRC regulatory performance
during the next reporting period, paying particular attention to the
number and significance of DCPP violations and LERs.

Recommendations:    None

mailto:allegation@nrc.gov
https://www.nrc.gov/
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33rd Annual Report, Volume I, Section 4.0, Summary of Major
DCISC Review Topics

The DCISC reviews a broad spectrum of topics and issues at DCPP. Detailed
reports of these topics are contained in Volume II, Exhibit B–DCISC Public Meeting
Notices, Agendas and Reports and Volume II, Exhibit D–DCISC reports on Fact-
finding meetings. This section contains summaries of these reports along with
conclusions and any recommendations.

4.1 Conduct of Operations
4.2 Conduct of Maintenance
4.3 Engineering Program
4.4 Human Performance
4.5 Nuclear Safety Culture and Safety Conscious Work Environment
4.6 Performance Improvement Processes
4.7 Emergency Preparedness
4.8 Risk Assessment and Management
4.9 Nuclear Safety Oversight and Review
4.10 Radiation Protection
4.11 Quality Programs
4.12 Nuclear Fuel Performance/Fuel Cycles/Storage
4.13 Equipment Reliability
4.14 Organizational Effectiveness & Organizational Development
4.15 System and Equipment Performance/Problems
4.16 Steam Generator Performance
4.17 Outage Management
4.18 Safety/Security Interface
4.19 Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation
4.20 Seismic, Tsunami and Other External Events
4.21 Fire Protection
4.22 Learning and Development Programs
4.23 Nuclear Regulatory Commission Items
4.24 Decommissioning
4.25 Extended Operations
4.26 Other DCISC Reviews
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33rd Annual Report, Volume I, Exhibit 5.0, Performance Indicators

DCPP operational performance is reported in Volume II, Exhibit C, "Diablo
Canyon Power Plant (DCPP) Operations."
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33rd Annual Report, Volume I, Exhibit 6.0, DCISC Open Items List

The DCISC Open Items List is a database used to track items for follow-up and
monitoring. The List is updated and reviewed at each public meeting. The Open
Items List included in Exhibit F in Volume II was used at the DCISC June 28-29,
2023 Public Meeting.
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33rd Annual Report, Volume I, Exhibit 7.0, PG&E Actions on
Previous DCISC Report Recommendations

The DCISC has made 224 recommendations in its previous 32 Annual Reports.
The recommendations, PG&E responses and DCISC dispositions from the previous
five DCISC reporting period are included in Exhibit H, Volume II, along with
references to the location for the basis for each recommendation.

The DCISC had no recommendations in its 2017-2018 report.
The DCISC had no recommendations in its 2018-2019 report.
The DCISC has one recommendation in its 2019-2020 report as follows:

The DCISC recommends that when PG&E considers decisions about the future
management on-site of the spent fuel from DCPP's two reactor units, the risks
arising from spent fuel management should be one part of the PG&E decision
process and that process should be informed by the conclusions contained the
Study entitled "Probabilistic Risk Assessment of Nuclear Power Plant Spent
Fuel Handling and Storage Programs: Methodology and Application to the
Diablo Canyon Power Plant." (4.19.3)

PG&E Responded as follows:

Your report concludes that PG&E continues to operate Diablo Canyon Power
Plant (DCPP) safely and includes one recommendation for PG&E during this
report period.

The recommendation is to consider the risks arising from spent fuel
management as one part of the PG&E decision process and that process
should be informed by the conclusions contained in the study entitled
"Probabilistic Risk Assessment of Nuclear Power Plant Spent Fuel Handling
and Storage Programs: Methodology and Application to the Diablo Canyon
Power Plant (The B. John Garrick Institute for the Risk Sciences, GIRS-2020-
3/L)."

We agree with the recommendation and will incorporate it into our decision
process on spent fuel management at the plant.
 
The DCISC had no recommendations in its 2020-2021 report.
The DCISC had no recommendations in its 2021-2022 report.



The DCISC has no recommendations in this 2022-2023 report.

The DCISC concludes that the actions taken by PG&E relative to past DCISC
recommendations have been satisfactory and have helped to maintain or improve
safety and reliability.
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33rd Annual Report, Volume I, Exhibit 8.0, Public Input

8.0 Public Input and Outreach

The DCISC has welcomed and encouraged input from the public since its
inception in 1990. As part of its Public Outreach Program the Committee has
established a number of channels of communication opportunities in an effort to
foster public outreach. With the exception of the period of the COVID pandemic
these have been in the form of three public meetings each year in the local
community together with plant tours at certain meetings that are open to the
public. During this annual report period all public meetings were conducted in
person in Avila Beach, California, in a hybrid format affording the public the
opportunity to participate in person or virtually using Zoom webinar remote
meeting audio and visual technology. No public tours were conducted during this
annual report period and with PG&E's promised cooperation and in consideration of
the needs of the power plant, the Committee plans to explore commencing once
again offering tours to members of the public during the next (34th) annual report
period. Notice of all three public meetings was published in local newspapers and
on the DCISC website and was sent by USPS or email to those persons and entities
on the DCISC's Service Mailing List (see sample mailing list at Volume II, Exhibit
B-10) maintained in accordance with California Government Code §1491. A notice
was sent to all such persons and entities during this Annual Report period of the
opportunity to receive notice of DCISC public meetings by email. Display
advertisements for all public meetings appeared in local newspapers during week
of the meeting. The Committee's public meetings were each webcast in real time
and are available for subsequent viewing on the web through archived streaming
video linked to each meeting agenda. The public meetings are subsequently
broadcast on Channel 21 the local government access channel.

Each meeting during this annual report period provided access to members of the
public to participate remotely by Zoom using a computer or by telephone. The
Committee maintains a toll-free telephone line and a convenient link for emailing
the Committee is provided on its website. The DCISC also issues public notices,
press releases and advertisements for every public meeting. Input from the public
has been received as described in this section.

8.1 Correspondence
8.2 DCISC Internet–World Wide Web Activity
8.3 Comments Received at DCISC Public Meetings



8.4 DCISC Public Tours of DCPP
8.5 DCISC Evaluation
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33rd Annual Report, Volume II, Exhibit C, Diablo Canyon Power
Plant Operations

1.0 PG&E/DCPP Organization

The DCPP organization chart is included as an attachment.

2.0 Summary of Diablo Canyon Operations

2.0.1 Capacity Factor

During the assessment period of July 1, 2022, through June 30, 2023, Diablo
Canyon's Combined "Capacity Factor" averaged 93.9% (Net Maximum Dependable
Capacity). Capacity factor is the ratio of actual generation output during an
operating period to its potential generation output during that period when
operating continuously at Maximum Dependable Capacity.

Unit 1 Operating Event Summary

During the 12-month reporting period ending June 30, 2023, Unit 1's Capacity
Factor was 99.3% (Net Maximum Dependable Capacity). The table below provides
descriptions of operating events that impacted Unit 1 generation.

Unit 1 Power Generation-Impacting Events July 2022 - June 2023

Date Type

Reduced
to Power
Level Event

1/5/23-
1/8/23

Curtailment 50% Main condenser pick and
dredge of marine growth due to
high sea swells

3/13/23-
3/20/23

Curtailment 50% Main condenser pick and
dredge of marine growth and
debris

Unit 2 Operating Event Summary

During the 12-month reporting period ending June 30, 2023, Unit 2's Capacity
Factor was 88.4% (Net Maximum Dependable Capacity). The 39.9 - day Refueling



Outage 2R23 occurred during this period. The table below provides descriptions of
operating events that impacted Unit 2 generation.

Unit 2 Power Generation-Impacting Events July 2022 - June 2023

Date Type

Reduced
to
Power
Level Event

10/15/22-
11/24/22

Refueling
Outage

Offline 2R23 Refueling Outage

11/24/22-
11/28/22

Power
Ascension

Offline to
28%

Main condenser pick and
dredge of marine growth due
to high sea swells

1/5/23-
1/7/23

Curtailment 50% Curtailed due to steam leak on
a Feedwater heater 1-1A valve

3/10/23-
3/12/23

Curtailment 50% Reduction in power due to
emergent maintenance of
Intake Biolab pump liner sheer

2.0.2  Refueling Outages

The Unit 2 twenty-third refueling outage (2R23) included the following work
efforts:

Special Lifting Device (SLD2) 10-year ISI inspection
Safety Injection Accumulator Nozzle ISI Inspections
Weld Overlay of RCS Line (#2 Cold Leg Vacuum Refill)
RHR Valve Repack and Stem Cleanup on Backseat
Main Condenser Expansion Joint EJ-4, EJ-5, and EJ-6 replacement
Main Generator Crawl-through Inspection and Bore Ring Torque Checks
Root Cause Evaluation Extent of Condition Feedwater Heater Eddy Current
Testing and Tube Plugging.  (2-3A / 2-4A / 2-4B / 2-5B)
Main Feedwater Pump 2-1 Rupture Disk Replacement (TMOD removal)
Condensate Polisher Computer Replacement Project
Main Circulating Water Pump 2-2 Motor Overhaul
Auxiliary Saltwater Pump 2-2 Pump and Motor Replacement
Travelling Screen Inspection 2-1, Travelling Screen Overhaul 2-6, Travelling
Screen Frame Weld Repair 2-2 and 2-4.
Vital Bus F MOW
Rod Control Phase Transformer replaced
4kV bus E Aux feeder breaker (52HE14) Racking overhaul
Non-Vital bus MOWs: 24D, 21E, and 22E(I)



Refueling Outage 2R23 began on October 15th, 2022, and completed on
November 24th, 2022. Outage goals and results were as follows:

Performance Category Goal Actual
Serious Injury or Fatality (SIF) events 0 0
Nuclear Safety Events 0 0
Human Performance Event Clock Resets 0 0
Outage Duration (days) ≤ 28 39 days, 21.5

hours
Radiation Dose (Rem) ≤

14.8
14.21

Significant Foreign Material Events
(FME)

0 0

2.0.3  Collective Radiation Exposure

The bulk of personnel radiation exposure occurs during refueling outages. For
this reason, the total annual exposure is largely dependent upon the outage
planning effectiveness, radiation levels, outage duration, number of outages
conducted in the year and emergent maintenance activities. The data being
reported represents the period beginning on 7/1/2022 and ending 6/30/2023.

Collective Radiation Exposure (CRE) for Refueling Outage 2R23 was 14.2 person-
rem the lowest overall historical outage dose for unit 1. Unit 2 did not have an
outage for this reporting period.

On-Line Operating radiation exposure is 3.4 person-rem for this reporting period.

CRE performances are meeting industry goals and receiving full industry points for
CRE. Annualized CRE for Unit 1 is 11.5 person-rem and Unit 2 is 8.8 person-rem.
Overall station CRE performance is best (lowest) in the industry at 10.1person-
rem.

DCPP attributes this excellent station dose performance to continued focus and
efforts in source term reduction, radiation worker dose ownership, use of
technology, improved outage awareness and planning, as well as, and decreased
outage work due to previous plans on decommissioning the facility.  DCPP expects
annualized collective radiation exposure to rise in the future because of re-
licensing activities, used fuel campaigns, and support for continued operations.

2.0.4  Unplanned Reactor Trips

PG&E's goal is to have zero unplanned automatic reactor trips per unit per
year while critical.  Unnecessary reactor trips not only reduce plant capacity factor,



but they also represent unnecessary challenges to safety systems and may
indicate substandard operating or maintenance practices.  Manual trips are not
counted because PG&E believes that this may inhibit operator-initiated trips and
actions to protect equipment.

There were no unplanned reactor trips in either unit during this reporting period.

2.0.5  Unplanned Safety System Actuations

This indicator is the sum of the number of unplanned Emergency Core Cooling
System (ECCS) actuations (whether the ECCS actuation set point has been
reached or from a spurious or inadvertent ECCS signal) and the number of
unplanned emergency AC power system actuations that result from the loss of
power to a safeguards bus.  For Diablo Canyon, ECCS actuations include actuations
of the high-pressure injection system, the low-pressure injection system, or the
accumulators.  Such actuations should be avoided because the plant should be
maintained in a safe configuration to preclude actuations, and unnecessary
challenges to plant safety systems should be minimized.  PG&E's goal for this
indicator continues to be no unplanned ECCS actuations at DCPP.

No unplanned safety system actuations occurred during the reporting period.

2.0.6  Chemistry Effectiveness Indicator (CEI)

Chemistry Effectiveness Indicator (CEI) measures overall station chemistry
effectiveness.  CEI is an industry metric that assesses the chemical and
contaminant control practices for Primary and Secondary systems.

The CEI can range from 0 to 100 with a lower value demonstrating better
chemistry control.   CEI > 5 will impact the station's Industry Performance Indictor
Index. CEI is an 18-month rolling indicator and is updated monthly.

The 18-month composite CEI for Unit 1 is 0.00 and Unit 2 is 0.00 with no CEI
impact to the station's Industry Performance Indictor Index.

2.0.7  Fuel Reliability

The purpose of the fuel reliability indicator is to monitor progress in achieving
and maintaining high fuel integrity. Failed fuel represents a breach in the initial
barrier for preventing offsite release of fission products. Such failure also has a
detrimental effect on operations and increases the radiological hazards to plant
workers.

Based on measurement of both steady-state reactor coolant activity and transient
iodine spiking, PG&E determined that both Units 1 and 2 operated without any
failed fuel rods during the 12-month reporting period.  Unit 1 has operated without



any failed fuel rods since the beginning of Cycle 5 (1991). The Unit 2
radiochemistry data indicates that Unit 2 has been operating without fuel defects
since the beginning of Cycle 17 (2011).

PG&E continues to follow its fuel reliability programs, including the aggressive
preventive maintenance inspection of new and irradiated fuel, continued
implementation of procedural guidelines to prevent fuel damage during both power
and refueling operations, implementation of chemistry controls, fuel assembly
reconstitution for identified rod failures, tracking and disposition of damaged fuel
assemblies and strict controls to exclude foreign material from the reactor coolant
system.

2.0.8  Plant Organization
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33rd Annual Report, Volume II, Exhibit E, DCISC Plant Tours of
Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant

Table 1

Ten-Year Record of DCISC Tours of DCPP (Through June 30, 2023)

Area 

 No.

Location System/Area Tour No(s).   
(See Table 2)

         (Bold =
Public Tour)

TB-1 TB - Buttress
Area

Condensate Polishing System *, 17-3

TB-2 TB - El 73
NH/SH
(U1&2)

Condensate Pumps
Condensate Cooler           

*, 17-3

TB-3 TB El 85 NH Oily Water Separator Room

TB-4 TB - El 85
NH/SH
(U1&2)

Condensate Booster Pumps
Letdown Storage Tanks
Main Feedwater Pumps

Condenser Water Box

Plant Air Compressors
Service Water HX
Lube Oil Storage Tanks
Component Cool. Water HX

17-3

*, 20-3

*, 14-2

15-6
22-5

22-5

TB-5 TB El 85     
(U1&2)

Emergency Diesel Generators 14-2, 17-4, 19-
5, 19-7, 22-1,
22-5

TB-6 TB El 85     
(U1&2)

4 kV & 12kV Non-vital
Switchgear

17-4, 18-9, 22-
1, 22-5, 22-6

TB-7 TB Buttress Technical Support Center



El 104 (U2)

TB-8 TB El 104   
(U1&2)

4 kV Vital Cable Spread. Rms.
Isophase Bus Cooling System

18-9, 22-6

TB-9 TB El 104   
(U1&2)

Main Lube Oil Resvr./Cooler
Feedwater Heaters
Mid-condenser & Hoods
Seawater Evaporators
Steam Jet Air Ejectors

17-6, 22-5
*, 22-5

*

TB-
10

TB El 119   
(U1&2)

4 kV Vital Switchgear
Switchgear Ventilation Fans

14-2, 18-9, 19-
5, 22-1

TB-
11

TB El 119   
(U1&2)

Isophase Busses
LP Cond. Exhaust Hoods
Moisture Septrs./Reheaters
Tech. Maintenance Shop

*
*
22-5, 22-5
22-5

TB-
12

TB El 140
(Turbine
Deck)          
(U1&2)

Main Turbines, Generators &
   Steam Leads & Valves

*,14-5, 15-4,
15-8, 16-2,
16-5, 16-8,
17-3, 17-7, 18-
1, 18-3, 18-4,
18-7, 19-5, 20-
2, 20-3, 20-5,
22-1, 22-3, 22-
5

TB-
13

TB El 140 NH Outage Coordination Center 17-7, 18-7, 22-
7

TB-
14

U1 TB 140
NH

Operations Support Center 14-7

AB-1 AB El 55 Pipe Tunnel Area

AB El 64    
(U1&2)

Boron Injection Tanks
Residual Heat Removal Pmps.
Gas Decay Tanks & Cmprsrs.
Radwaste Monitor Tanks
Liquid Radwaste Stor. Tks.

16-6

AB-3 AB El 73    
(U1&2)

Residual Heat Removal HXs
Compnt. Cool. Water Pumps
Charging Pumps
Containment Spray Pumps
Boron Injection Tanks

20-1 Units 1 &
2

AB-4 AB El 85     
(U1&2)

Penetration Area
Post-LOCA Sampling Station
Waste Gas Analyzer

22-1



AB-2 AB El 64    
(U1&2)

Boron Injection Tanks
Residual Heat Removal Pmps.
Gas Decay Tanks & Cmprsrs.
Radwaste Monitor Tanks
Liquid Radwaste Stor. Tks.

16-6

AB-3 AB El 73    
(U1&2)

Residual Heat Removal HXs
Compnt. Cool. Water Pumps
Charging Pumps
Containment Spray Pumps
Boron Injection Tanks

20-1 Units 1 &
2

AB-4 AB El 85     
(U1&2)

Penetration Area
Post-LOCA Sampling Station
Waste Gas Analyzer

22-1

AB-5 AB EL 85   
(U1&2)

Safety Injection Pumps
Boric Acid Evap.
Aux. Control Board
Letdown & Seal Return HX

19-9, 22-1

AB-6 AB EL 85  Chemistry Offices & Labs
RP Offices & Labs
RCA Access Control

Hot Showers & Laundry

18-2

17-7, 19-9, 22-
3

AB-7 AB El 85 Auxiliary Boiler

AB-8 AB El 100   
(U1&2)

Penetration Area 17-7

AB-9 AB El 100   
(U1&2)

Aux. Feedwater Pumps
Volume Control Tank
Demineralizers
Boric Acid Transfer Pumps

18-3, 22-3

22-3

AB-
10

AB El 100   
(U1&2)

480 V Vital Bus
Hot Shutdown Panel

22-6
14-2, 22-6

AB-
11

AB El 115   
(U1&2)

Penetration Area-MS & FDW
Radwaste Processing Area
Ion Exchangers

15-2

AB-
12

AB El 115   
(U1&2)

Vital Batteries, Chargers &
Inverters
Rod Control Cabinets

22-6
22-6

AB-
13

AB El 115   
(U1&2)

Plant Ventilation System

AB-
14

AB El 128   
(U1&2)

Cable Spreading Room



AB-
15

AB El 140   
(U1&2)

Control Room Area 13-4, 14-2, 14-
5, 15-4, 15-8,
16-2, 16-5,
16-8, 19-8, 20-
2, 20-4

AB-
16

AB El 140   
(U1&2)

SG Blowdown Tank
Containment Equipment &
Personnel Hatches

FH El 85     
(U1&2)

Fuel Handling Supply Fans &
Radiation Monitoring

FH-2 FH El 100   
(U1&2)

Spent Fuel Pool Pumps/HXs
Spent Fuel Ventilation Sys.

22-1

FH-3 FH El 140   
(U1&2)

Spent Fuel Pool

Cask Decon (El 115)
New Fuel Storage
Firewater Pumps (El 115)

15-5, 19-6, 22-
1

FH-4 FH El 140
NH/SH

Hot Machine Shop
Hot Tool Room

C-1 Containment
(U1&2)

Containment Area

Reactor Coolant System
Accumulators
Pressurizer Relief Tank
Cont. Sump/Screen
Refueling Canal
Containment Fan Coolers

17-7, 18-8, 22-
7

17-7
17-7
17-7
17-7
17-7
17-7

A-1 Admin. Bldg.
El 128

Communications Rooms
Computer Center
Security Access Control

*, 14-6, 14-8,
15-1, 15-4,
15-8, 16-2,
16-5, 16-8,
17-3- 17-6, 17-
7, All 18-x

T-1 Training
Building

Training Building & Simulator 14-3, 14-6,
14-8, 14-7, 15-
1, 15-4, 15-8,
16-2, 16-5,
16-8, 17-5,
17-8, 19-1, 19-
2, 19-4, 22-4,



FH-1 FH El 85     
(U1&2)

Fuel Handling Supply Fans &
Radiation Monitoring

FH-2 FH El 100   
(U1&2)

Spent Fuel Pool Pumps/HXs
Spent Fuel Ventilation Sys.

22-1

FH-3 FH El 140   
(U1&2)

Spent Fuel Pool

Cask Decon (El 115)
New Fuel Storage
Firewater Pumps (El 115)

15-5, 19-6, 22-
1

FH-4 FH El 140
NH/SH

Hot Machine Shop
Hot Tool Room

C-1 Containment
(U1&2)

Containment Area

Reactor Coolant System
Accumulators
Pressurizer Relief Tank
Cont. Sump/Screen
Refueling Canal
Containment Fan Coolers

17-7, 18-8, 22-
7

17-7
17-7
17-7
17-7
17-7
17-7

A-1 Admin. Bldg.
El 128

Communications Rooms
Computer Center
Security Access Control

*, 14-6, 14-8,
15-1, 15-4,
15-8, 16-2,
16-5, 16-8,
17-3- 17-6, 17-
7, All 18-x

T-1 Training
Building

Training Building & Simulator 14-3, 14-6,
14-8, 14-7, 15-
1, 15-4, 15-8,
16-2, 16-5,
16-8, 17-5,
17-8, 19-1, 19-
2, 19-4, 22-4,
23-1

T-2 Maintenance Training Facility 14-1, 14-3,
18-6, 18-11

I-1 Intake
Structure  
Area         
(U1&2)

General Area & Overlook

Traveling Screens
Circulating Water Pumps
Auxiliary Saltwater Pumps

14-3, 14-6,
14-8, 16-8,
17-5, 17-7,
17-8, 18-6,
18-11, 19-4,
20-4, 22-2



16-2, 16-5,
16-8, 18-3

18-3
18-3, 22-2

F-1 Outdoor/Yard FLEX Equipment 23-4

F-2 FLEX Building FLEX Equipment 22-3

O-1 Outside TB El
85       
(U1&2)

Main & Auxiliary Transformers *, 14-2, 17-7,
22-6

O-2 Outside FH
@ Yard 
(U1&2)

Condensate Storage Tank,
Primary Water Storage Tank,
Refueling Water Storage Tank

*
*
*

O-3 Outside TB
(east side)

Diesel Fuel Oil Storage Tank
(buried)

    

O-4 Warehouse
Area

Main Warehouse
Warehouses A & B

O-5 Outside       
(U1&2)

Cold Machine Shop

O-6 Outside,
Radwaste
Area

Radwaste Storage Facility
Radwaste Storage Tanks
Laundry Facility                

O-7 Plant
Overlook
Area

Waste Water Holding &
Treatment System Facilities
Polymetrics Sys./Reservoir

14-3, 14-6,
14-8, 16-2,
16-5, 16-8,
17-5, 17-8

"Patton
Flats" Area

Hydronautics System
Biology Lab
Hazardous Waste Stor. Bldg
Fire Protection System
Plant Sewage Treatment Fac.
Paint Facility

O-9 500 kV
Switch yard

500 kV Switchyard &
Control Building

14-3, 14-6,
14-8, 16-8,
17-5, 17-8,
19-4

O-10 230 kV
Switchyard

230 kV Switchyard &
Control Building

*, 14-3, 16-8,
17-5, 17-8,
19-4

O-11 Discharge Discharge Structure *,14-3, 14-6, 14-



O-8 "Patton
Flats" Area

Hydronautics System
Biology Lab
Hazardous Waste Stor. Bldg
Fire Protection System
Plant Sewage Treatment Fac.
Paint Facility

O-9 500 kV
Switch yard

500 kV Switchyard &
Control Building

14-3, 14-6,
14-8, 16-8,
17-5, 17-8,
19-4

O-10 230 kV
Switchyard

230 kV Switchyard &
Control Building

*, 14-3, 16-8,
17-5, 17-8,
19-4

O-11 Discharge
Structure

Discharge Structure *,14-3, 14-6, 14-
8, 15-1, 16-2, 16-
8, 17-5, 17-8, 18-
6, 18-11, 19-4

OS-1 Offsite Emergency Operations Facility

Joint Information Center

San Luis Obispo County Office
of Emergency Services

16-3, 17-2, 23-
3

14-7, 16-3, 17-
2, 23-3

19-3,

Other AB
AB
AB
AB

Other Specific Areas:
Asset Team Work Area
Elect. Asset Team Work Area
Fire Pumps, Piping &  
    Equipment
Security System Components 
Seismic Gap Modifications
Expansion Joint Failures
Temporary Jumpers
Human Performance Lab
     Simulation Lab
Radiation Monitoring System
Outside Control Area, Firing
Range, Protected Control Area
(including selected alarm
stations, delay barriers, check
points, vehicle barriers, gun
ports, watch stations, and
overall visible security features)
ISFSI Site

14-3, 14-6,
14-8, 15-1,
15-3, 15-4,
15-8, 16-2,
16-5, 16-8,
17-5, 17-8,
18-6, 18-11,
19-4, 23-4

15-3, 15-7

17-1, 17-7, 18-
10



Admin Bldg Tall Bookcase
Seismic Bracing
Control Room Ready Room Tall
Bookcase Seismic Bracing

Legend:

AB = Auxiliary Building
FH = Fuel Handling Building
TB = Turbine Building
NH = North Half
SH = South Half
HX = Heat Exchanger
El = Elevation
HVAC = Heating, Ventilation & Air Cond.
U1&2 = Units 1 and 2 have separate facilities/equipment

*  Systems/areas marked with "*" have also been visited on many tours due to
their location along routes frequently traveled. Bold text indicates Public Tours.

Table 2

Ten-Year Chronological Record of DCISC DCPP Tours (Through June 30, 2023)

Tour  

 No.

Date(s) Participants Locations/Components
Observed

14-1 9/10/13 PFP, RFW Mechanical Maintenance Training
Facility

14-2 9/12/13 PFP, RFW Turbine/Generator Deck, Control
Room, Condenser, Emergency
Diesel Generators, Electrical
Switchgear Room, Seismic
Instrumentation and Detectors,
Storage of B.5.b (Greater than
design basis) emergency items,
Main and Auxiliary Transformers

14-3 10/9/13 Public Tour Control Room Simulator,
Security Building, Intake,
Overlook, ISFSI

14-4 11/20/13 RJB, DCL Control Room, Turbine Building

14-5 12/11/13 PFP, RFW Main Administration Building,
Engineering Offices



14-6 10/12/13 Public Tour Control Room Simulator,
Security Building, Intake,
Overlook, ISFSI

14-7 5/21/14 PFP, RFW Simulator, Alternate Operations
Support Center, Emergency
Operations Center, Joint Media
Center

14-8 6/11/14 Public Tour Control Room Simulator,
Security Building, Intake,
Overlook, ISFSI

15-1 10/15/14 Public Tour Control Room Simulator,
Security Building, Intake,
Overlook, ISFSI

15-2 11/19/14 RJB, RFW Liquid & Gaseous Radioactive
Waste Systems

15-3 12/2/14 PFP, DCL Training Building 2nd Floor

15-3 12/3/14 PFP, DCL Independent Spent Fuel Storage
Facility (ISFSI)

15-4 2/4/15 Public Tour Control Room Simulator, Main
Turbine Deck, Control Room
View, ISFSI

15-5 3/30/15 RJB, DCL Unit 2 Spent Fuel Area

15-6 3/30/15 RJB, DCL Outdoor Air Compressor Pads

15-7 5/29/15 PFP, DCL Administrative Building 5th Floor

15-8 6/17/15 Public Tour Control Room Simulator, Main
Turbine Deck, Control Room
View, ISFSI

16-1 6/10/15 RJB, RFW Simulator, Control Room

16-2 10/21/15 Public Tour Control Room Simulator, Main
Turbine Deck, Control Room
View, ISFSI, Intake

16-3 9/9/15 RJB, RFW Simulator, Emergency Operations
Center, Joint Media Center

16-4 12/8/15 PFP, RFW Glasstop Simulator

16-5 2/3/16 Public Tour Control Room Simulator, Main
Turbine Deck, Control Room
View, ISFSI, Intake

16-6 3/9/16 PFP, RFW Units 1 & 2 Residual Heat Removal



Pumps

16-7 5/17/16 RJB, RFW NFPA-805 Modifications

16-8 6/21/16 Public Tour Control Room Simulator, Main
Turbine Deck, Control Room
View, ISFSI, Intake

17-1 7/20/16 PFP, RFW DCPP Safety & Health Expo

17-2 11/2/16 RJB, RFW Simulator, Emergency Operations
Center, Joint Media Center

17-3 12/7/16 PFP, RDM Turbine Building General Tour

17-4 1/18/17 RJB, RFW Emergency Diesel Generator 2-3

17-5 2/8/17 Public Tour Control Room Simulator, ISFSI,
Intake, Outfall

17-6 3/22/17 RJB, RFW Heater Drain Pumps, Main
Feedwater Pumps, Main Turbine Oil
Separators, Condenser, Yellowbird
Tower

17-7 5/10/17 PFP, RFW 1. Unit 1 CCW pumps, heat
exchangers, instrumentation, and
piping and valves

2. Turbine deck and lower floors
with work on the High Pressure
Turbine Rotor, Low Pressure
Turbine Rotor, and selected turbine
stop and control valves. Intake
Structure with work on Traveling
Screens and Circulating Water
Pumps

3. Containment during Outage
1R20

17-8 6/6/17 Public Tour Control Room Simulator, ISFSI,
Intake, Outfall

18-1 7/25/17 PFP, RFW Unit 1 DC Power System

18-2 8/9/17 PL, RFW Reactor Coolant System Chemical
Sampling System

18-3 9/6/17 RJB, RDM Auxiliary Saltwater System, Intake
Structure

18-3 11/14/17 RJB, RFW Auxiliary Feedwater System – Unit
1



18-4 12/13/17 PFP, RDM Emergency Diesel Generator (EDG)
Room 2-2

18-5 1/17/18 PL, RFW Operator Rounds in EDG Rooms

18-6 2/7/18 Public Tour Mechanical Maintenance
Facility, ISFSI, Intake, Outfall

18-7 3/7/18 RJB, RDM Non-Containment Outage Tour

18-8 3/7/18 RJB, RDM Containment Outage Tour

18-9 4/17/18 PL, RFW 4kV Electrical System, Unit2

18-10 5/2/18 PFP, RDM Administration Building, I&C Shop

18-
11

6/3/18 Public Tour Mechanical Maintenance
Facility, ISFSI, Intake, Outfall

19-1 8/22/18 PL, RDM Technical Training Classroom

19-2 9/5/18 RJB, RFW Control Room Simulator

19-3 9/5/18 RJB, RFW San Luis Obispo (SLO) County
Office of Emergency Services

19-4 10/24/18 Public Tour Control Room Simulator, ISFSI,
Intake, Outfall

19-5 11/7/18 RJB, RDM Turbine Deck and EDG Maintenance
Work Areas, Seismically-designed
Switchgear Room Walls

19-6 12/5/18 PFP, RFW Unit 1 Spent Fuel Pool

19-7 1/23/19 RDM EDG 1-2 Room

19-8 4/16/19 RDM Control Room

19-9 5/8/19 PFP, RFW Unit 1 Safety Injection Pumps,
Radiation Control Area

20-1 8/21/19 PL, RFW Unit 1 & 2 Containment Spray
Pumps

20-2 9/11/19 RJB, RDM Control Room, Turbine Decks

20-3 11/6/19 RJB, RFW Turbine Deck, Unit 2 Feedwater
Pump

20-4 12/11/19 PFP, RDM Intake Structure, Control Room

20-5 1/29/20 PL, RFW TB 85'

21-1 2/20-6/21 None No tours during 2020-2021 due
to COVID

22-1 7/14/21 PFP, RDM Turbine Operating Deck,
Emergency Diesel Generator 2-2,



Unit 2 4kV Switchgear, Unit 2 12
kV Switchgear, Unit 1 Safety
Injection Pumps, Unit 1 100'
Elevation Piping Penetration Area,
Unit 1 Spent Fuel Pumps, Unit 1
Spent Fuel Pool

22-2 8/18/22 RFW Intake Structure, ASW Pump Room

22-3 9/14/21 RJB, RDM 140' Turbine Building (Operating
Deck), 85' Auxiliary Building (RCA
Entry Point), 100' Auxiliary Building
(Both Units' AFW Pumps, FLEX
Pumps, AFW Chemical Addition
Pumps, and Boric Acid Transfer
Pumps), Unit 1 Pipe Rack Outside
Auxiliary Building/Containment
(AFW, Main Steam, and Main
Feedwater Pipes and Valves), 104'
Turbine Building, 85' Turbine
Building

22-4 11/16/21 PL, RFW Simulator

22-5 12/08/21 RJB, RDM 140' Turbine Building (Operating
Deck), 119' Turbine Building (Unit
1 Moisture-Separator Reheaters,
4kV Electrical Room), 104' Turbine
Building (Feedwater Heaters and
Lube Oil Systems), 85' Turbine
Building (Service Air Compressors,
Heater Drain Pumps, 12kV
Electrical Room, Component
Cooling Water Heat Exchangers,
Mechanical Maintenance Shop, and
EDG Room 1-3)

22-6 3/24/22 RJB, RDM 128' Unit 1 Cable Spreading Room,
115' Unit 1 Auxiliary Building (Vital
Batteries, Chargers and Inverters
1-1, 1-2, and 1 3; Reactor Trip
Breakers; and Control Rod Drive
Motor-Generator Sets), 100' Unit 1
Auxiliary Building ('F' Vital 480 VAC
Electrical Bus and Hot Shutdown
Panel), 85' Unit 1 Turbine Building
(Non-Vital Battery, Charger and
Inverter 1-6; and 12kV Electrical
Room), 85' Unit 1 Outside Areas



(Main Transformers, Startup
Transformers, Transmission Lines,
and Temporary Outage Offices)

22-7 4/12/22 PFP, RFW Containment, Outage Control
Center

23-1 7/20/22 RDM 4kV System Components, 4kV
Switchgear Room, 4kV
Transformers

23-1 12/6//22 PFP, RFW ISFSI

23-2 8/16/22 PFP, RFW Spent Fuel Pool Area (New Fuel)

23-3 9/14/22 RJB, RFW Simulator, Emergency Operations
Center, Joint Information Cente

23-4 9/29/22 RJB, RFW,
RDM, ADK

ISFSI, Old Steam Generator
Storage Facility, Upper FLEX
Storage Area

23-5 12/6-7/22 PFP, RFW Sea Water Osmosis System

23-6 5/2-3/23 PFP, RDM,
RFW

Maintenance Training Building
(Seismic Workplace Safety)

Legend:
AFW = Auxiliary Feedwater
CCW = Component Cooling Water
CFCU = Containment Fan Cooler unit
CR = Control Room
CW = Circulating Water (condenser)
DFO = Diesel Fuel Oil
EDG = Emergency Diesel Generator
EOF = Emergency Operations Facility
FDW = Feedwater
ISFSI = Independent Spent Fuel Storage Inst.
JIC = Joint Information Center
OCC = Outage Coordination Center
RCA = Radiation Control Area
RHR = Residual Heat Removal
SFP = Spent Fuel Pool
SG = Steam Generator
SI = Safety Injection
SPDS = Safety Parameter Display System
TB = Turbine Building
TSC = Technical Support Center
JEB = Jim Booker
HC = Hyla Cass



PRC = Phil Clark
DCL = Dave Linnen
WEK = Bill Kastenberg
RTL = Bob Lancet
WHO = Warren Owen
EGP= Gail dePlanque
RFW = Ferman Wardell
PL = Peter Lam
HHW = Herb Woodson
ADR = David Rossin
PFP = Per Peterson
WFC = Bill Conway
RJB = Robert Budnitz
ACK - Andrew Kadak

*  Systems/areas marked with "*" have also been visited on many tours due to
their location along routes frequently traveled. Bold text indicates Public Tours.
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33rd Annual Report, Volume II, Exhibit F, Open Items List

The DCISC Open Items List is an on-going list of items the DCISC tracks for
follow-up, monitoring, or action. The list is updated at each of the three regularly
scheduled DCISC Public Meetings per year.

Open Item Types:
M = Monitor   F = follow-up   I = Issue   Items in Red Italics are new or revised
FF = Fact-finding Meeting,   PM = Public Meeting,   Q = Quarter

ITEM NO. TYPE OPEN ITEM CATEGORY/DESCRIPTION Last
Actions

Next
Action

CO Conduct of Operations (CO)

CO-7 M Review DCPP storm response experience and
strategy every two years [or as necessary]
during or after annual winter storm season.

5/17FF
3/21FF

As
necessary

CO-8 M Monitor all reactor trips - automatic and manual
- and forced outages. (review trip LERs at public
meetings).

11/21FF
2/22PM

Post-trip
FFs & PMs

CO-9 F Reactivity Management - review every 18-24
months. [Reviewed Reactivity Management
5/16FF, 4/18FF, and 11/19FF - satisfactory.]

List at
end of
OIL
4/23FF

Regularly

CO-10 M Mispositioning Errors (Equipment Status) -
monitor the status of mispositioning errors and
actions to resolve.

12/21FF
4/23FF 2Q24FF

 CO-11 M Operator concerns and issues - review
periodically the status of operator concerns and
issues.

11/22FF Close to
HS-6

CO-13 M Review any initiatives to operate DCPP in
different modes, such as load following due to
renewable energy fluctuations, during its final
years of operation. Include 230kV voltage
stability issues. Dr. Peterson observed there is
potential that an increase in the risk of
transmission problems or outages might affect

12/19FF
12/21FF

As
necessary
4Q23FF



the availability of alternate off site power sources
for DCPP due to increasing incentives to curtail
power output because of production or grid-
related reasons. Mr. Peck and Dr. Peterson
agreed this might be a suitable topic for a future
DCISC fact-finding which should include
representatives from the PG&E transmission
organization.

CO-14 F The DCISC team found the operator retention
project to be effectively managed but the
Committee should follow this issue closely with
reference to licensed operators and well as the
station in general. Review operator staffing.
 (Also see EO-5.)

11/22FF
2/23PM 9/23PM

4Q23FF

CM Conduct of Maintenance (CM)

CM-7 I Review PG&E's progress in complying with (1)
the amendment to 10CFR50.55a, which provides
the requirements for ISI of containment
structures (degradation) and (2) ASME Code
requirements for steel liner weld inspections.

5/22FF
7/22FF

Each Pair
of RFOs

CM-10 M On-line Maintenance: review the implementation
of on-line maintenance bi-annually, including the
12-week Rolling Maintenance Schedule about
how well it is working & impacting risk. Review
trend of amount of on-line maintenance. DCPP
Assessment of Maintenance Risk and On-Line
Maintenance Risk Procedures have been
substantially upgraded with the addition of an
Integrated Risk Review Team.

See list
at end of
OIL

Regularly

CM-13 M Review Maintenance Department performance
measures, staffing, etc. approximately annually.

3/23FF 2Q24FF

EN Engineering Programs (EN)

EN-16 F DCPP Systems - review a system (or structure or
component), system health, long-term plan,
Maintenance Rule performance & walkdown with
System Engineer at FFs. [Note: Systems
reviewed are listed with dates at the end of this
Open Items List.]

See list
at end of
OIL

Regularly

EN-19 F Review every 12-18 months major Engineering
Programs, including Configuration Management,
Management, System Engineering (system
health & long-term plans), Valve Testing, Margin
Management, Staffing, etc. [Note: Programs

See list
at end of
OIL

Regularly
1Q24FF



reviewed are listed with dates at the end of this
Open Items List.] Review Engineering
reorganization 1Q23FF.

EN-20 F Each Member should review or observe Plant
Health Committee, Notification Review Team,
Corrective Action Review Board, Performance
Review Quarterly Meeting, and other regular
meetings.

See list
at end of
OIL

Regularly

HP Human Performance: Human Errors and
Improving Safety & Efficiency of Plant
Performance

HP-1 M Review human performance & human behavior
items (including error reduction programs, HP
PIs, aberrant behavior statistics, FFD, stress
reduction programs, Personnel Accountability
Policy, Human Performance Steering Committee
& Subcomm, Centers of Excellence, Org.
Development). [Review biennially operator
aging, physical fitness, "no solo" issues,
attention enhancement, stress management, &
incentives for operator focus.

4/22FF
3/23FF

 2Q24FF

HP-25 M Further observations and improvements in the
Management Observation Program should be
reviewed by DCISC.

4/19FF
7/21FF 3Q23FF

HS Health, Nuclear Safety and Safety Conscious
Work Environment

HS-6 F Follow DCPP progress in establishing/improving
its safety culture (and its subset Safety
Conscious Work Environment, including Safety
Culture Monitoring Panel, and including
Employee Concerns & Differing Professional
Opinion Programs).

8/21FF
10/21PM
9/22FF

8/23FF#2

PI Performance Improvement Programs

PI-1 DCPP Performance Improvement Programs:
 Corrective Action, Self-Assessment, Operating
Experience, Benchmarking, etc. Programs
reviewed are listed with dates at the end of the
Open Items List. [CAP reviewed 4/23FF -
satisfactory.]

See list
at end of
OIL

At least
once per
year

EP Emergency Preparedness (EP)

EP-2 M Attend and observe DCPP emergency drills and
exercises annually [including Hostile Action

9/22FF
3/23FF

Next
evaluated



Based Exercises], paying special attention to JIC
communications to the media and public,
including radiation release communications to
the public, use of social media, coordination of
information release with SLO County, and
extension of drills to better exercise FMTs & JMC.
[Next evaluated exercise 9/14/22.] Talk with
new SLO County OES Director 9/22FF.

exercise
(9/23 full
scope)
4Q23FF

EP-3 M DCISC drill attendees should assure the
confidentiality of the drill scenario by Keeping
the scenario hidden and under their control at all
times.

2/23PM Ongoing

RA Risk Assessment and Management (RA)

RA-5 M Review overall [non-seismic] PRA program
annually. Include Fire PRA Upgrade & Shutdown
Analysis in next review. Much work underway
(including plant specific shutdown risk analysis).
Review PRA Group resources/capabilities.
 Turbine Bldg. (CCW & Condenser) internal
flooding. Include external flooding and tsunami
risk (see SC-6).

9/20FF
9/21FF
9/22FF

11/23FF
RJB

RA-6 F Review DCPP response to NRC re: 10CFR50.59
risk-informed rule changes. Review in FF.

3/23FF 4Q24FF

NS Nuclear Safety Oversight and Review (NS)

NS-5 M Monitor NSOC meetings periodically to observe
their processes and their review of nuclear safety
issues. [Observe remotely 7/13/23 NSOC exit
meeting.]

7/21FF
7/22FF

Next
meeting
[see
FFPM] 
7/13/23FF

NS-9 M Monitor DCPP's program to track industry
benchmark INPO Areas for Improvement. Review
with DCPP Coordinator. Review DCPP August
2022 industry benchmark INPO evaluation

1/21FF
8/21FF
12/22FF

4Q23FF

RP Radiation Protection (RP)

RP-3 M Regularly review outage RP performance. 4/22FF
5/22FF
12/22FF

Each RFO

RP-12 M Review annual DCPP radioactivity release report
each year. Review at Summer or Fall FFs.

7/21FF
7/22FF 8/23FF#1

QP Quality Programs (QP)

QP-3 M Review the activities, organization and results of 3/21FF



QV audits as well as PG&E's outside biennial
audits, including timeliness of corrective actions.
Review annually - include 4th quarter QPAR with
yearly results.

5/21FF
3/22FF 4Q23FF

QP-9 F Software QA Program See list
at end of
OIL

Regularly

NF Nuclear Fuel Performance (NF)

NF-9 M Nuclear Fuel Performance & Issues (review after
RFOs). Observed new fuel receipt and inspection
8/22FF.

5/22FF
8/22FF
12/22FF

Each RFO

ER Equipment Reliability and Life Cycle
Management (ER)

ER-5 M Monitor the Equipment Reliability Process
approximately annually. The indicators for
Deficient Critical Components Backlog and
Operational Work-arounds rated as needing
improvement and the DCISC should continue its
review of this item in the future.

See list
at end of
OIL

Annually

OE Organizational Effectiveness &
Development (OE)

OE-1 F Review DCPP Operating Plan each January after
development.

2/23PM 2/24PM

OE-2 F Station Excellence Plan & Management Review
Meeting

3/23FF 1Q24FF

SE System and Equipment
Performance/Problems (SE)

SE-39 F Review and tour the inspections and repairs of
concrete Intake Structures following selected
refueling outages.

12/19FF
8/21FF

Next RFO

SE-26 Returned F Review reactor pressure vessel compliance
status after next set of surveillance samples is
analyzed and effective vessel lifetime projections
are updated. [Reviewed specimen status at
10/10 FF: satisfactory.] [RV Coupon status
5/13FF.] [Reviewed Pressurized Thermal Shock
Rule 8/13FF - satisfactory.] [Reviewed 1/15FF -
satisfactory.]

8/13FF
1/15FF

4Q23FF

SE-40 F Monitor the status of transformers & leakage,
failures, corrective actions. Follow status of
transformer protection barrier. [Barrier project

See list
at end of
OIL

Regularly
Close to
EN-19



placed on hold.]

SE-49 F Emergency Diesel Generators (EDGs) See list
at end of
OIL

11/22FF

Regularly

SE-50 F Maintenance Rule Functional Failures [Change
from SSFFs to MRFFs beginning 3/21FF.]

See list
at end of
OIL
4/22FF

Regularly
4Q23FF

OM Outage Management (OM)

OM-3 M During outages, monitor Outage Coordination
Center, Control Room, and containment
walkdown/inspection (end of outage). Review
outage turbine work. Review Steam Generator
performance metrics and inspection results.

5/22FF
11/22FF

Each RFO

OM-4 M Review Outage Safety Plan, safety margin
trends, outage results, including clearances,
following each outage at FFs and PMs.

5/22FF
9/22FF

Each RFO
8/23FF#2

OM-5 F Review FME Program Performance. See list
at end of
OIL
12/22FF

Each RFO
4Q23FF

OM-6 F Monitor Changes in 1R24/2R24 Outage Scopes
Needed to Support Extended Operations

2/23PM
5/23FF#2 6/23PM

8/23FF#2

SEC Security (SEC)

SEC-3 M Monitor interaction of Security and Operations,
Engineering, Maintenance, and Emergency
Preparedness for effects on nuclear safety. Plant
security per se not reviewed but reviewed only in
the context of impact on plant operation.

12/19FF
12/20FF
12/22FF

2Q24FF

SEC-4 M Review status of DCPP cyber security (but not
physical security) program in compliance with
NRC requirements.

9/21FF
1/23FF 1Q24FF

SF Independent Spent Fuel Storage
Installation – ISFSI (SF)

SF-1 Monitor ISFSI operations, including the
development of new procedures by Orano for the
loading of new Dry Storage Canisters (DSCs),
movement of DSCs from SFP to ISFSI, and

10/20PM
5/21FF 4Q23FF



loading of DSCs into new Horizontal Storage
Module (HSM).

SF-2 M Follow technical advances of relative risks of
existing (Holtec) casks and pool storage. Follow
relicensing of ISFSI including seismic adequacy
reviews and the implementation of aging
management plans.

3/22FF
5/22FF
6/22PM

6/23PM
4Q23FF

SF-4 M Review the adequacy of the design for new
(Orano) spent fuel storage system focusing on
items of safety significance including seismic
adequacy, criticality control, storage of damaged
fuel, thermal analyses, effects of extreme
environmental conditions, long-term (>100
years) integrity assurance, radiation/neutron
shielding, and accident analyses.

6/22PM
11/22FF
1/23FF

4Q23FF

SF-5 F Monitor the submittal and approval of license
amendment(s) for the Orano spent fuel storage
system.

1/23FF 6/23PM
4/Q23FF

SF-7 M Monitor Plans for Storage of Greater than Class C
Waste

 4/Q23FF

SC M Seismic, Tsunami and Other External Events

SC-3 M Long-Term Seismic Program: review periodically.
Review significant seismic events as they occur.
 (See also EO-8.)

9/22FF
11/22FF

4Q23FF

SC-4 Returned M Monitor new DCPP risk-based Probabilistic
Tsunami Hazard Analysis or other new tsunami
information from the License Renewal process.

3/15FF
6/15PM

Ongoing

SC-12 F Workplace seismic safety - review annually.
5/23FF#1

7/24FF
PFP

SC-14 M Monitor the Work of the Independent Peer
Review Panel

11/22FF
3/23FF
5/23FF#2

Next mtg.

SC-15 F The DCISC should review post-earthquake
procedures for the fire department and for
security personnel with respect to FLEX
equipment and plant access.

5/23FF 7/23FF
PFP

FP Fire Protection (FP)

FP-5 M Review NFPA-805-based Fire Protection Program
and Systems every two-three years, including
QV audits and NRC triennial inspections.  Review
the health and correction of degraded systems

See list
at end of
OIL
4/23FF

Regularly
3Q24FF



every six months. Monitor fire doors (Plant Door
Life Cycle Management Plan) for correction of
impairments.

LD Learning & Development Programs (LD)

LD-3 M Review non-license technical, operations &
accredited training programs at least annually.

5/23FF#1 3Q24FF

LD-6 F Observe operator license, re-qualification,
classes periodically in FF meetings. [Reviewed
licensed operator simulator training 11/21FF &
12/21FF - satisfactory.]

4/23FF 3Q24FF

NR Nuclear Regulatory Commission Items (NR)

NR-3 M Monitor the Non-Cited Violation Tracking &
Trending Program annually at the Jan/Feb Public
Meetings.

3/year Each PM

NR-4 F Meet with NRC Resident Inspectors regularly. Most FFs Regularly

DEC F Decommissioning

DEC-1 F Review DCPP decommissioning plans periodically
as a result of the Joint Proposal plant shutdown
in 2025. Review the timing of spent fuel transfer
from wet to dry storage and when the spent fuel
pools are decommissioned the plant will lose the
capability to open multipurpose canisters for
inspection. DCISC should actively review the
decommissioning plans for DCPP because of the
potential impact on staffing and future options
with respect to managing spent fuel.

3/22FF
10/22PM
2/23PM 6/23PM

DEC-4 F Emergency preparedness during
decommissioning. [Met with SLO OES 11/22FF.]

11/22FF
2/23PM

4Q24FF

DEC-5 F DCPP's approach to submitting LAR requests for
decommissioning appears appropriate and the
DCISC should continue to follow from a safety
perspective all the regulatory activities which will
define the reduction in requirements which will
occur at shutdown.

9/22FF
9/22PM

4Q23FF

EO Extended Operations (EO)

EO-1 M Monitor the Purchasing of New Fuel [12/22FF
fuel performance & future purchases satisfactory
for 2030 operation.]

12/22FF Close

EO-2 M Monitor the Procurement of New Spent Fuel
Canisters to Support Extended Operations and

1/23FF
2/23PM 6/23PM



Changes to the Schedule for Fuel Movement
from SFP to ISFSI

EO-3 M Monitor the State and Local Permitting Process - 4Q23FF

EO-4 M Monitor the NRC License Renewal Application
and Review Processs

11/22FF
3/23FF
5/23FF#1

6/23PM
8/23FF#2

EO-5 M Monitor Staffing for Extended Operations 11/22FF
12/22FF
2/23PM

9/23PM
4Q23FF

EO-6 M Monitor Reviews of Preventive and Corrective
Maintenance Schedules and Deferred Capital
Improvement Projects

1/23FF
2/23PM
3/23FF
4/23FF
5/23FF#1

6/23PM
7/23FF
8/23FF#1

EO-7 F Independently Look for Needed Improvements
and Enhancements (Use PRA to Guide) [In-depth
review of PMO++ process, results & decision
bases. Extended operation PM/CM review of
process, results & decision bases.] Consider
having a vendor update the ASW calculation for
ultimate heat sink maximum temperature.

- 6/23PM
7/23FF
8/23FF#1

EO-8 F Independently Review Seismic Programs; Report
Results to IPRP and State Authorities

3/23FF
5/23FF#2

8/23FF#2

EO-9 F Monitor and review the updated seismic
assessment required by SB846 (PG&E reported
at 5/23 IPRP that completion is expected in 9/23
unless additional study required.)

- 4Q23

EO-10 F Monitor and review the maintenance study by
independent consultants required by SB846
(PG&E reported at 4/23 FF that completion is
expected in 10/23.)

- 4Q23

O Other Items (O)

O-1 F Perform observations of evolutions (work
processes) within the plant periodically. Continue
with these about annually. Work process
observations: Observe in the plant work
processes important to nuclear safety, such as
operator rounds, Control Room shift turnover,
surveillance tests, preventive and corrective
maintenance, system modifications, system walk
downs with system engineers; outage activities,
etc.

3/22FF
11/22FF

Regularly



O-2 F COVID-19 response/initiatives/practices. 9/21FF
1/22FF

As
appropriate

Public Meeting Items (PM) (Reference:
Public Meeting Minutes Pages)

6/22
PM
13

F Mr. Jones stated he would need to check and get
back to the Committee on how the Orano
licensing approach may affect DCPP's 10 CFR
Part 50 license. [Done 2/23PM - Close.]

6/22PM Close

14 F Mr. Jones committed to provide the difference in
time between 23 months and the time which
would be required under an unmodified general
license and commented that the number would
be somewhere between 23 and 48 months.
[Done 2/23PM - close.]

6/22PM Close

9/22
PM
1

F Dr. Budnitz remarked it is difficult to project the
cost for the additional scope of review, to include
the safety of the Orano spent fuel system, the
potential license extension and the review of
decommissioning and he suggested these
matters and the format for a request of the
CPUC for additional funding would be properly
before the Committee at its public meeting in
February 2023. He suggested and Dr. Peterson
agreed that the Legal Counsel's Office should
open an inquiry with the CPUC staff concerning
the format for a request for additional funding
and to develop a possible projection for the cost
of Committee operation in 2023. Mr. Wardell
volunteered to assist the Counsel's office with an
estimate for Committee operations during 2023.

9/22PM
2/23PM 6/23PM

2 F Dr. Budnitz remarked that when the DCISC
reviews the Performance improvement
Department in the future inquiry should be made
concerning whether the scope has changed in
light of continued operation after 2025.

6/21PM Future FFs

4 F Mr. McWhorter reported the EPRI study
[Radiological Consequences of a Release of
Radionuclides from a Spent Fuel Storage Cask]
has not yet finished although some supporting
studies have been concluded regarding source
term and what flow rate should be estimated for
use in the study. He reported EPRI plans to issue
its study in early spring of 2023 and the DCISC

5/23FF#1 4Q25FF



should review it at that time. Update 5/23 -
study completion deferred until 2025 to obtain
additional research data from DOE.

13 F The FFT did not observe the critiques which
followed the exercise and the DCISC will review
the report of the critiques and the NRC
evaluation when they are approved. Reviewed
3/23FF - satisfactory. Close.

9/22PM
3/23FF

Close

16 F Ms. Seeley stated DCPP was scheduled to
conduct testing of a coupon from the reactor
vessel to assess the extent of embrittlement of
the Unit 1 vessel in March 2021 or 2022, but
that test did not take place. She inquired if the
DCISC were following up on the matter and
whether the public could get answers about the
embrittlement issue for Unit 1 which she stated
PG&E claims as proprietary information. Dr.
Peterson replied that the issue raised by Ms.
Seeley is one the Committee should review in
context of continued operation as it represents a
key aging management question and a central
part of the license extension review.

9/22PM 6/23PM
Awaiting
1R24 RFO
4Q23FF

20 F In response to Dr. Peterson query Mr. Hayes
stated he would review the data and report
during a Committee fact-finding visit the number
of nuclear plants that like DCPP are in the
Licensee Response column of the Action Matrix.
[Reported at 5/3/23 NRC Public Meeting in SLO -
87/93 plants in Licensee Response column.]

9/22PM Close

21 F Dr. Budnitz remarked that the requirement to
prepare simultaneously for both
decommissioning and extended operation
creates a burden on the plant's Training
Organization to ensure both reactor operators
and certified fuel handlers are available, and this
will be an area the DCISC will need to review.

9/22PM 9/23PM

24 F Dr. Budnitz remarked SB 846 also explicitly
requires one of the other state agencies to
complete a separate seismic evaluation which
the DCISC should review.

9/22PM
1/23FF

1or2Q23
FF
Close to
EO-9?

25
New

F Dr. Peterson concurred with Dr. Budnitz' remarks
and the focus on the Open Items List as a
vehicle for undertaking the work under SB 846,

9/22PM Close to
EO-7



but with the added context of needing to identify
additional things that the Committee will need to
check and review for example concerning the
resumption of certain capital projects. Dr.
Peterson observed that through its public
meetings the Committee provides a venue for
state agencies and the public to raise questions
which the DCISC can then investigate.

26
New

F Dr. Peterson remarked the SB 846 provides for
the continued use of once-through cooling and a
further extension of operation would need to
consider questions about continuing that aspect
of DCPP's operation.

9/22PM Ongoing

2/23
PM
1

F Drs. Budnitz and Peterson thanked Mr. Weisman
for his comments and stated the DCISC would
review this issue [EPA violation for incorrectly
reporting water temperature] during a future
fact finding as this error would be entered into
the plant's Corrective Acton Program which will
include an extent of condition determination to
see if and if so where similar errors could be
occurring and the DCISC should review that
extent of condition information.

[Reviewed at 4/23FF: "The issue involved the
fact that a DCPP technician incorrectly input data
into the California Integrated Water Quality
System by reporting the station cooling water
discharge average and maximum discharge
temperatures instead of the average and
maximum differential temperatures (difference
between cooling water intake and discharge
temperatures). Once the error was identified, the
data were corrected and demonstrated that all
permit limits for differential temperature were
complied with throughout the period. The state
water authority considered this issue as a
typographical error and not a violation of DCPP's
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permit. The event was reviewed in
accordance with the process described above
and classified as an OLO (no regulatory violation
or impact to station operations). The FFT also
reviewed the information from the USEPA that
was provided by the member of the public and
confirmed that the USEPA data showed 11 non-

2/23PM

 

Complete
Close



compliances but no violations for the period. The
FFT concluded that this was a very low-level HU
event with no safety significance, and it had
been appropriately reviewed and acted upon by
DCPP."]

2 F Dr. Lam stated his belief that it is the DCISC's
duty to follow PG&E's examination practice for
the issue [stress corrosion cracking of spent fuel
canisters] described by Ms. Walker and Ms.
Gilmore and, to date, the Committee has made
several inquiries and concluded there were no
major failure mechanisms that would violate the
site and boundary dose calculation for DCPP and
therefore the recommendation was to continue
to follow the issue when appropriate.

2/23PM Close to
9/22PM#4

3 F He [McWhorter] reported the FFT's
recommendations are to continue to monitor and
review and future updates to the seismic safety
analyses, to review the seismic assessment to be
performed by PG&E in accordance with SB846
and to continue to review any major changes to
plant configuration or operating procedures
made since the 2015 and 2018 assessments
including the inclusion of FLEX strategies.

2/23PM Close to
EO-9

4 F Dr. Peterson stated he believed it to be within
the DCISC's Charter to assess any life-safety
risks associated with the buildings mentioned by
Mr. Weisman because their complete collapse
could affect the ability to conduct emergency
response. He commented the likely effect of a
seismic event is that life safety is preserved, the
building can be evacuated, and it would be
interesting to learn what continuity of operations
PG&E may have considered for DCPP and across
the entire company for post-seismic events.

2/23PM 12/23FF
PFP

5 F Dr Lam remarked since the term "deferred
maintenance" is part of the legislative mandate
he suggested PG&E be asked for a list of items
that based on extended operation that PG&E
would label as maintenance that has been
canceled delayed or is no longer active. Dr.
Peterson stated he believes it is possible to
interpret the meaning of the phrase "deferred
maintenance" as used in SB846 and the

2/23PM Close to
EO-6



Committee has an additional and comprehensive
mandate to review all possible impacts of an
extension of the licenses for DCPP.

6 F Mr. Wardell stated the Committee subsequently
received a letter from Mr. Geesman,
representing the Alliance for Nuclear
Responsibility, and will look into the matters
raised [NRC PI&R inspection report] in the letter
during a fact-finding in April 2023.

[Reviewed 4/23FF: The FFT inquired about the
results of the NRC's recent Problem Identification
and Resolution (PI&R) Inspection conducted in
December 2022. Overall, the NRC PI&R
Inspection concluded that DCPP was complying
with the regulations and standards for problem
identification and that employees appeared
willing to raise nuclear safety concerns.
However, one finding of very low safety
significance was identified for untimely
implementation of the process for prioritizing
and evaluating problems."]

2/23PM Complete
Close

7 F The FFT inquired about the results of the NRC's
recent Problem Identification and Resolution
(PI&R) Inspection conducted in December 2022.
Overall, the NRC PI&R Inspection concluded that
DCPP was complying with the regulations and
standards for problem identification and that
employees appeared willing to raise nuclear
safety concerns. However, one finding of very
low safety significance was identified for
untimely implementation of the process for
prioritizing and evaluating problems. The DCISC
will review the PMO++ Program together with
the Capital Project Program to form the basis for
the safety or improved safety for a license
extension of five years. This review will include
corrective maintenance and preventative
maintenance. Dr. Peterson commented he views
the use of the term "deferred maintenance" as
used in SB846 as guiding the DCISC to review all
of the maintenance decisions and to confirm
those which were deferred have been identified
and as needed will be resumed or restarted.

2/23PM Close to
EO-6 & EO-
7

8 F In response to Consultant McWhorter's inquiry as 2/23PM Awaiting



to when certain decommissioning licensing
approvals will require updating if they have not
been implemented, Mr. Jones replied
amendments can be made but he would need to
review this question and would provide a
subsequent response to the Committee.

DCPP

9 F In response to Dr. Budnitz question as to
whether certain portions of the License Renewal
Application, even if in draft form, could be made
available for DCISC review in advance of their
submission to the NRC, Mr. Jones replied he
would take that into consideration, and it might
be a possibility.

2/23PM Awaiting
DCPP

10 F Dr. Peterson observed that by checking a
sufficient range of issues a certain level of
confidence can be developed and then the focus
can be placed on issues or problems as they are
identified, but he remarked the Committee does
need to develop a prioritization schedule for its
review of PMO++.

2/23PM 7or8/23FF

11 F Dr. Peterson remarked the Committee needs to
properly interpret the intent of the legislature's
language and the correct interpretation centers
on the question of what maintenance was not
going to be performed due to cessation of
generation operations and what are the plans to
resume those maintenance activities for
extended operation.

2/23PM Close to
EO-6
7/23FF

12 F Mr. Rathie remarked as the contract is not
projected to be entered into until the third or
fourth quarter of 2023 and the schedule for the
Order Instituting Rulemaking now provides for
the Committee's evaluation of mandates under
SB846 to be approved at the DCISC's September
2023 public meeting. Mr. Rathie stated this
might be an appropriate topic for a fact-finding
and for a discussion with the DWR.

2/23PM 7or8/23FF

13 F Dr. Lam thanked Mr. Wilson for an exceptional
presentation and asked that the record reflect
the Committee has asked Mr. Wilson to provide a
list of the 115-120 items related to the
legislative mandate to the Committee expressed
by SB846 relating to "deferred maintenance."
Dr. Lam asked the Committee's Technical

2/23PM Close to
EO-6



Consultants to monitor and report when the
Committee receives that information. [A
preliminary list of preventive and corrective
maintenance items was received from DCPP in
the May 5, 2023 FF meeting. Review of the final
list is included in Open Item EO-6.]

14 F Dr. Peterson commented he favors the wider
application of Wi-Fi technology in the plant and
moving toward electronic procedures as both can
objectively improve plant safety and these
applications also create opportunities for the
plant staff to acquire new skills which are
beneficial to them independent of the future of
DCPP and he remarked creating these
opportunities for plant staff make it more
attractive to remain at DCPP.

2/23PM 7/23FF &
12/23FF
PFP

15 F Dr. Peterson requested the Consultants to
identify fact-finding reports which contain the
Committee's reviews of reactor vessel in-service
inspections. [To be completed by the 6/23PM.]

2/23PM 6/23PM

16 F In response to Consultant McWhorter's inquiry,
Mr. Petersen reported the post outage critique
identified several dozen actions which he offered
to review with the Committee during a fact
finding.

2/23PM 8/23FF#1

17 F Mr. Peterson offered to review the [capacity
factor] data for each year from 2022 to 2018
with the DCISC at a fact finding and he stated
the statement that the plant was down 40% of
the time during that period was incorrect.

2/23PM 8/23FF#1

18 F In response to Consultant McWhorter's query
concerning DCPP response to comments in that
NRC [PI&R Inspection] report concerning nuclear
safety culture Mr. Tyman responded DCPP has
evaluated the feedback provided by the NRC
which found that, although a strong safety
culture exists, there was a need for continued
focus as the plant moves forward to continued
operation. He stated efforts are under review for
corrective action by DCPP's Safety Conscious
Work Environment Monitoring Panel. Mr. Garcia
and Mr. McWhorter agreed that this issue and
employee safety culture should be reviewed
during a future fact finding. Mr. Wardell reported

2/23PM Complete
Close



the Committee received a letter from Mr. John
Geesman, representing the Alliance for Nuclear
Responsibility, concerning comments made by
the NRC in its recent report [PI&R Inspection
Report] and Mr. Wardell commented the NRC
concluded in that report DCPP's staff
performance in each of the areas reviewed by
the NRC adequately supported nuclear safety
and employees appeared to be willing to raise
nuclear safety concerns through at least one of
the several means available to them. [Close to
Item 6 above.]

19 F Mr. McWhorter stated the FFT recommended the
Committee should review the plant's conclusions
concerning the restart of capital projects when it
is complete, likely by or before the May 2023
fact finding.

2/23PM 7/23FF
8/23FF#1

20 F Mr. McWhorter reported the Committee has
plans to follow up on the PI&R Inspection during
a future fact-finding.

2/23PM
4/23FF

Complete
Close

21 F The FFT concluded the Engineering Department's
performance is strong and the DCISC should
review the Department's performance again in
one year.

2/23PM Close to
EN-19

22 F The seismic review is expected to be complete in
the second quarter of 2023 and the FFT
recommended the Committee review the site-
specific analysis when it is complete.

2/23PM Close to
EN-19

23 F Mr. McWhorter stated the Committee should
continue to follow any technical issues on an as
needed basis as well as the final site-specific
seismic evaluation.

2/23PM Close to
SF-4

24 F Consultant McWhorter reported the FFT found
the Auxiliary Saltwater System to be in good
health with no major issues. The team does
believe that using available funds to have a
vendor update the calculation for ultimate heat
sink maximum temperature would be
appropriate if operations are extended and this
would be reviewed in the context of the
Committee's review of future projects.

2/23PM Close to
EO-7
(revised)

25 F Dr. Peterson recommended, and Mr. McWhorter
confirmed the Fact Finding Report suggests, that

2/23PM 7/23FF



FLEX be an area of focus for the Committee in
the future both in general and for use of FLEX in
post-seismic events. [Reviewed at 3/23FF and
4/23FF - satisfactory.]

26 F Dr. Lam suggested the Committee conduct fact-
finding and make further inquiry concerning the
parameter or the magnitude for such seismic
movement for the four dominant beyond design
basis seismic event. Dr. Lam commented that a
facility cannot be designed against a very low
frequency initiator and perhaps these scenarios
can be dismissed on probability considerations.
Dr. Lam observed if his recollection was correct
the forces involved may be only two or three
times bigger than the Hosgri plus 25% and he
asked that Drs. Budnitz or Peterson make that
inquiry as to what forces were discussed.

2/23PM 8/23FF#2
RJB

27 F Dr. Lam then suggested that during future fact-
finding the Committee confirm what Dr. Budnitz
indicated, and he stated he remembered hearing
about 2g to 3g. Dr. Budnitz stated the DCISC
should inquire concerning which are the
important seismic sequences of concern and for
each whether the Committee can answer the
question FLEX exists but is not in the analysis
yet, is there some FLEX intervention that could
reduce each one of those sequences. He
remarked the conclusion of the FLEX inquiry is to
see if FLEX capabilities will or perhaps will not
substantially improve the safety of the plant
even if the Committee judges the plant is safe
enough as it is. Dr. Lam requested a future fact-
finding team to confirm or deny the 5g or 6g
observation as that was not the number the
January FFT was briefed on, and Dr. Lam stated
the FFT was told for forces of two or two and
one-half times the margin in the design basis
could result in the four scenarios he described.

2/23PM 8/23FF#2
RJB

28 F Mr. McWhorter reported the DCISC should
review the root cause evaluation of a previous
[boric acid leak on a 2" vacuum fill line coming
off the Loop 1 Reactor Coolant System cold leg]
once it is complete.

2/23PM 8/23FF#2

29 F ... the answer from Orano was that if a crack 2/23PM Close to



were to occur addressing it was out of the scope
of the regulations in Orano's current license
basis and Mr. McWhorter commented the
Committee's path forward should be to monitor
industry activity in this area and he stated a
report is expected to be issued soon by the
Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI) on the
probability and the consequences of a through-
wall leak from a spent fuel storage canister.

9/22PM,
#4

DCPP Systems/Components Reviewed Periodically  [Yellow = Upcoming FF]

4 kV - July 2022
230 kV & 500 kV -  Dec 2022
Aux Feedwater - Sep 2021
Aux Saltwater - Jan 2023
Aux Bldg Ventilation - Apr 2021
Chemical & Volume Control System and High Pressure Injection - Jan 2021
Component Cooling Water- Mar 2023
Compressed Air- Apr 2023
Condensate & Feedwater -  Nov 2021
Containment Structure -   July 2022
Containment Spray -  May 2022
Containment Ventilation and H2 Purge - July 2022
Control Room Simulator -  Nov 2020
Control Room Ventilation -  Jan 2021
Digital Systems -  Nov 2021
DC Power - Mar 2022
EDG -  Nov 2022
Fire Protection & Detection Systems - Apr 2023
Nuclear Instrumentation & In-core Instrumentation - Sep 2022
Plant Protection System - Mar 2023
Radiation Monitoring - May 2023
Radwaste Processing -  Nov 2020
Reactor Coolant System & Pumps - Apr 2023
RCS Process Control System - May 2020
Refueling Equipment -  Jan 2022
RHR -  Jan 2021
Rod Control & Indication - Sep 2020
Safety Injection Pumps  - Jan 2021
Spent Fuel Pool Cooling & HVAC - July 2021
Steam Generators - Aug 2020
Special Protection System - Mar 2020
Turbine-Generator -  Jan 2023

DCPP Programs Reviewed Periodically [Yellow = Upcoming FF]



10CFR50.59 Program - July 2021
ALARA -  May 2022
Air Operated Valves -  Dec 2020
Benchmarking - Mar 2022
Boric Acid Corrosion Control - Apr 2021 (review biennially)
Buried Piping & Tanks - May 2023
Chemistry - Aug 2021
Cranes -  Dec 2021
Configuration Management - Apr 2022 
Corrective Action - CARB -  Apr 2023
Emergency Preparedness- Sep 2022
Employee Concerns Program - Aug 2020
Equipment Environmental Qualification - Dec 2022
Equipment Reliability - May 2023
Fire Doors & Door Life Cycle Mgm't. Plan -  Jan 2022
Fire Protection Program (NFPA-805) - Apr 2023
FLEX Program - Jan 2023
Flow Accelerated Corrosion -  May 2022
Foreign Material Exclusion -  May 2022
Greater Than Class C Waste - Aug 2022 PFP
In-service Inspection Program - Apr 2019
Integrated Risk Assessment Program - Mar 2022
Large Motors - Aug 2022
Long-Term Capital Planning Process -  May 2023
MIDAS -  Dec 2021
Maintenance Rule - Apr 2021
Margin Management Program - May 2020 
Motor Operated Valves -  Jan 2023
Notification Review Team - Mar 2022
Nuclear Fuel Program -  May 2022
On-Line Maintenance -  May 2022
Operating Experience -  Nov 2021 (review biennially)
Operability Assessment Program -  Jan 2022
Operational Decision Making - Sep 2020
PRA Programs (non-seismic) - Sep 2022
Performance Improvement - July 2022
Performance Review Quarterly Meeting - Apr 2021
Plant Health Committee -  Jan 2023
Reactivity Management - Apr 2023
Safety-Security Interface -  Dec 2022
Self-Assessment - Jan 2023
Single Point Vulnerabilities -  Jan 2022
Seismic PRA - Sep 2022
Seismically Induced System Interactions -  Nov 2020
Software QA - Aug 2021
Spent Fuel Management -  May 2022



System Engineering - Mar 2022
Transformers, Large -  Jan 2021
Troubleshooting - Dec 2022
Tsunami Hazard Analysis - August 2022
Vibration Monitoring - Mar 2021
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SECOND RESTATEMENT OF THE CHARTER FOR THE
 DIABLO CANYON INDEPENDENT SAFETY COMMITTEE

I.          Formation and Membership of the Committee.

A.        Composition and Responsibility of the Committee.

(1)  An Independent Safety Committee (the "Committee") shall be
established consisting of three members, one each appointed by the Governor of
the State of California, the Attorney General and the Chair of the California Energy
Commission ("CEC"), respectively, serving staggered three-year terms.  The
Committee shall review Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant ("Diablo Canyon")
operations for the purpose of assessing the safety of operations and suggesting
any recommendations for safe operation and shall terminate its review in
accordance with Section III.  Safety of operations shall mean activities in
connection with generation of electricity by Diablo Canyon and/or the operation of
the Diablo Canyon Spent Fuel Pools and related support systems and the Diablo
Canyon Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation ("ISFSI"), including the
transport of nuclear fuel to and from Diablo Canyon's Spent Fuel Pools and the
storage of nuclear fuel within the Spent Fuel Pools and the transport and storage
of nuclear fuel  to and within the ISFSI or elsewhere at Diablo Canyon.  Neither
the Committee nor its members shall have any responsibility or authority for plant
operations, and they shall have no authority to direct Pacific Gas &Electric
Company ("PG&E") personnel.  The Committee shall conform in all respects to
applicable federal laws, regulations and Nuclear Regulatory Commission ("NRC")
policies.

B.        Appointment of Committee Members.

(1)  Candidates for Committee membership shall be selected from
those persons responding to an open request for applications.  The California
Public Utilities Commission ("CPUC") shall provide for public comment on qualified
applicants by posting on the CPUC's homepage (www.cpuc.ca.gov) a link to
information concerning the name of each qualified applicant, along with a
summary of his or her qualifications and a statement identifying any potential
conflict of interest, an Applicant's Application for Nomination shall address those
items enumerated in Section I.C.  The President of the CPUC shall provide to the



appropriate appointing authority a list of not more than three qualified candidates
as alternatives to the reappointment of that authority's designated Committee
member whose term is expiring.  The incumbent member, if he or she consents,
shall be deemed an additional candidate.  Each subsequent appointment shall be
for a three-year term.

(2)  Should a Committee member not complete the appointed term,
the authority who appointed that member shall appoint a replacement to serve for
the unexpired portion of the term from the most recent list of candidates selected
by the President of the CPUC in accordance with the appointment procedures set
forth herein.

(3)  The President of the CPUC shall review each application to assess
the applicant's qualifications, experience and background, including any conflict of
interest and comment received from the public, and shall propose as candidates
only persons with knowledge, background and experience in the field of nuclear
power facilities and nuclear safety issues who demonstrate they have no conflict of
interest as set forth in Section I.C.  The CPUC Energy Division shall prepare,
circulate for public comment and place on the CPUC's public agenda a resolution
ratifying the President's selection of not more than three qualified candidates and
an incumbent member.

C.        Conflict of Interest.

(1)  No person shall serve as a member of the Committee if he or she
has received $500.00 or more in income (as defined in Government Code Section
82030, but excluding dividends or interest from stocks or bonds) or gifts (as
defined in Government Code 82028) from PG&E or an affiliated company within
twelve months prior to the start of his or her original term, or if he or she has, at
the time of the commencement of service, an investment (as defined in
Government Code Section 82034) worth $2,000.00 or more in PG&E or any
affiliated company.  In addition, no member of the Committee shall make,
participate in making, or in any way attempt to use his or her official position to
influence any action of the Committee in which he or she knows or has reason to
know that he or she has a financial interest.  The provisions of the Political Reform
Act, including implementing regulations and rulings, as applied to Government
Code Section 87100 shall be used to determine whether a member has a conflict
of interest.

(2)  Members of the Committee shall file a Statement of Economic
Interest at the same time and in the same manner as designated employees of the
CPUC must file under the Political Reform Act and CPUC Conflict of Interest Code. 
Members of the Committee shall disclose any investment in or income from the
following:

(a)        An electric corporation subject to the jurisdiction of the CPUC,
including any parent, subsidiary or affiliated business entity;



(b)        A business entity that regularly supplies natural gas, nuclear
fuel, fuel oil or other forms of energy to an electric corporation subject to CPUC
jurisdiction;

(c)        Any business entity that has done more than $10 million of
work on the design, construction, engineering or operation of the Diablo Canyon
power plant.

Copies of the members' Statements shall be available for public inspection.

(3)  No person shall serve as a member of the Committee if he or she
has a prior history of supporting or opposing PG&E as a witness or intervenor in
nuclear licensing or CPUC proceedings associated with Diablo Canyon.

D.        Commencement of Term.

(1)  The list of candidates shall be submitted to the appointing
authorities on or before January 1 of each year.  Appointments shall be made by
March 1 of each year.  Each Safety Committee term shall commence on July 1 of
the year of appointment.  If any such deadline is missed, the relevant action shall
be taken or shall occur at the earliest possible date thereafter.

(2)  In accordance with Government Code Section 1302, a Committee
member shall continue to discharge his or her duties until reappointed or replaced.

E.         Exercise of Powers.

(1)  The Chair of the CEC and the President of the CPUC shall exercise
their powers after consultation with their respective commissions in public session.

II.        Scope of Committee Operations.

A.        Receipt of Reports and Records.

(1)  The Committee shall have the right to receive on a regular basis
such of the following operating reports and records of Diablo Canyon as the
Committee may request.  Such reports and records shall be provided quarterly as
available:

(a)        Automatic scrams while critical;

(b)        Significant events;

(c)        Safety system actuations;

(d)       Forced outage rate;

(e)        Collective radiation exposure;

(f)        Industrial safety loss time accident rate;



(g)        NRC public reports and evaluations of Diablo Canyon; and

(h)        Such other reports pertinent to safety as may be produced in
the course of operations and may be requested by the Committee.

B.        Annual Site Inspection.

(1)  The Committee shall have the right to conduct examinations of the
Diablo Canyon site.  If the Committee requires additional information regarding a
specific issue the Committee may request such information and, upon proper
notice to PG&E, conduct a site visit to investigate that issue.

(2)  PG&E shall cooperate with the Committee in arranging times for
the Committee's visits to the site and shall be responsible for ensuring the
cooperation of PG&E employees and contractors in providing information and
access to the plant and facilities of PG&E and to pertinent records.  Any such site
visit must comply with all applicable federal laws, regulations and NRC policies,
including laws, regulations and policies governing screening of persons who may
participate in site inspections.

C.        Committee Reports and Recommendations.

(1)  The Committee shall prepare an annual report, and such interim
reports as it deems appropriate, which reports shall include any recommendations
of the Committee.  The report shall be submitted first to PG&E, and PG&E shall
respond in writing within 45 days.  PG&E's response shall be made part of the
report which shall then be submitted to the CPUC, the Governor, the Attorney
General and the CEC.  The CPUC, the Governor, the Attorney General and the CEC,
or any one of them, may file a request pursuant to 10 CFR Sec. 2.206 for the
Director of Nuclear Reactor Regulation to institute a proceeding to require PG&E to
adopt any safety recommendation made by the Committee.  PG&E is free to
oppose any such recommendation before the NRC.

D.        Confidentiality of Information

(1)  In the course of review of Diablo Canyon operations, Committee
members may receive confidential information.  Federal law restricts disclosure of
certain information; accordingly, Committee members shall seek approval of the
NRC for access to such information and shall comply with all laws, regulations and
policies applicable to access to, possession and use of such information.  The
Committee is subject to the California Public Records Act (Government Code
Section 6250 et seq.). To the extent that PG&E believes that information sought by
the Committee, not otherwise regulated by the Atomic Energy Act, is confidential
under the California Public Records Act and/or constitutes confidential business
information, the disclosure of which might injure PG&E in its business, PG&E shall
so designate that information and the basis on which PG&E believes the
information is exempt from disclosure.  If the Committee receives a demand for
disclosure of  information so designated by PG&E the Committee shall notify PG&E



and lawfully object and defend any rights the Committee may have to non-
disclosure of the confidential information..  A dispute between the Committee and
PG&E on a claim of confidentiality shall promptly be submitted to binding
arbitration.  Committee members and all persons who receive confidential
information in the course of or as a result of the Committee's activities shall have
a duty to maintain the confidentiality of that information and, in addition to
complying with the requirements of federal and state law and regulations, shall
execute a confidentiality agreement prior to receiving any confidential information.

(2)  The Committee may contract for services, including the services of
consultants and experts, to assist the Committee in its safety review.  Disclosure
of PG&E information or records to any such person shall be governed by the
provisions of this agreement in the same manner as disclosure to members of the
Committee.  No disclosure of confidential information shall be made to any person
who does not have a need to receive the information in order to assist the
Committee in its safety review.  Nor shall such disclosure be made to any person
known to have a conflict of interest.

(3)  This provision shall not preclude the Committee from submitting
relevant information to the NRC or to the CPUC, the Governor, the Attorney
General, or the CEC to the extent permitted by federal law.  Prior to the disclosure
of any confidential information, however, the Committee shall give PG&E notice of
its intention to do so and an opportunity to designate specific documents or
information which should not be publicly disclosed and to seek to prevent public
disclosure by the entity to which disclosure is made.

E.         Compensation of the Committee

(1)  Members of the Committee shall be compensated in an amount
established by the CPUC commensurate with fees PG&E pays for similar services. 
Each member shall receive a $10,000.00 annual retainer and, in the event a
member performs more than 40 hours of work on Committee business between
July 1 and the following June 30, such hours shall be compensated at $250.00 per
hour.  PG&E shall file annually, on April 1, a report updating commensurate fees
for comparable services and concurrent with that report, an advice letter with
proposed revisions to the compensation levels.

(2)  The fees and expenses of the Committee and its contractors shall
be paid by PG&E and PG&E shall be entitled to recover those amounts through its
cost-of-service rates.  An authorized Committee budget not exceeding
$673,077.00 for calendar year 1996, with a 1.5% annual escalation for every year
thereafter, has been established, which includes all costs, member compensation,
travel expenses, contracting fees, staff salaries and audit expenses.  Funds
provided for the fees and expenses of the Committee and its contractors which
remain unspent and uncommitted on December 31 of a calendar year will be
returned to PG&E to be applied as a credit to its cost-of-service rates.  The
compensation of Committee members, which is included in the budget, is tied to



the fees paid by PG&E for similar services.  Therefore, the rate of change in the
budget could differ from the rate of change in the compensation paid to committee
members.

(3)  The Committee and its contractors shall keep accurate books,
records and accounts, which shall be open to inspection and audit by the CPUC or
its designee and by PG&E.  Such audit shall include review of the reasonableness
of fees and expenses and review for conflict of interest.

F.         Outreach

(1)  The Committee shall undertake public outreach in the affected
community, including, but not limited to, assuring that the Committee meetings
are conducted in accordance with the Bagley–Keene Open Meeting Act and
videotaped and broadcast.  To the extent that public outreach results in an
increase in costs associated with the Committee, beyond any annual authorized
funding level, the Committee's budget shall be increased by the same amount and
PG&E shall be entitled to recover that amount through a CPUC-determined
increment to PG&E's cost-of-service rates.

(2)  The Committee shall undertake outreach concerning matters
within its purview with other review committees established by the CPUC (e.g., the
Independent Peer Review Panel for Seismic Studies at Diablo Canyon Power Plant)
and by PG&E (e.g., the Diablo Canyon Decommissioning Engagement Panel)
including, but not limited to, providing advanced copies of its public meeting
agendas and, upon request, copies of its non-confidential documents and
reports.   

III.     Termination of Committee's Review of Diablo Canyon Operations.

(1)  The Committee will terminate its review of safety of operation
upon further order of the CPUC or upon the date of successful completion of the
transfer of all nuclear fuel from both Diablo Canyon Spent Fuel Pools to the ISFSI.
 The Committee will then prepare and submit a final annual or an interim report
and terminate its activities within twelve months after such order or date
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33rd Annual Report, Volume II, Exhibit J, Glossary of Terms

Aging Management is a program for monitoring and dispositioning materials
and components whose characteristics change with time or use. PG&E defines
aging management as "Engineering, operations, and maintenance activities to
control age-related degradation and to mitigate failures of systems, structures, or
components (SSC) that are due to aging mechanisms."

As Low As Reasonably Achievable (ALARA) refers to maintaining offsite
radioactive releases and occupational radiation exposures as low as achievable in a
reasonable, cost-effective manner.

Bank as used in "main bank transformer" or "main transformer bank" references
refers to a set of installed electric transformers.

Benchmarking is the act of reviewing and evaluating practices at other nuclear
plants, which are known for excellence in a specific area, for incorporation or
improvement at one's plant

Capacity Factor is the fraction of power actually produced compared to the
maximum which could be produced by operating at full power during a period of
time (expressed in percent).

Civil Penalty is a penalty in the form of a monetary fine levied by the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission for a significant violation of its regulations.

Control Rods are long slender metal-clad rods which move into or out-of nuclear
fuel assemblies in the reactor core to control the rate of the nuclear fission
process.  The rods contain a neutron absorbing material which, when inserted into
the fuel, absorb neutrons, slowing down the fission rate and thus the heat
generation rate and reducing the power level of the reactor.

Cross-cutting Aspect – a nuclear plant activity that affects most or all of NRC's
safety cornerstones, which include the plant's corrective action program, human
performance, and "safety-conscious work environment." A Substantive Cross-
cutting Issue refers to a performance deficiency characteristic that compromises
more areas than just the specific situation in which it occurred.

Design Bases are the current features and criteria upon which the nuclear plant is
designed and are also the bases for Nuclear Regulatory Commission review and
approval.



Diesel Generator (DG) is a standby source of emergency electrical power
needed to power pumps and valves to provide cooling water to the fuel in the
reactor to prevent its overheating and possible melting.  The diesel generator is
designed to start up and provide power automatically if normal power is lost.

Emergency Operations Center (EOC) is the facility away from the immediate
vicinity of the plant which is used to direct the operations for mitigation of and
recovery from an accident.

Emergency Preparedness (EP) is the assurance that the plant and its personnel
are practiced and prepared for postulated emergencies to be able to mitigate them
and recover with a minimum of damage and health effects.

Engineered Safety Features (ESF) are the features (systems and equipment)
engineered into the plant to mitigate the effects of anticipated and postulated
accidents.

Erosion/Corrosion is a phenomenon which takes place in carbon steel power
plant water systems.  The inside metal pipe will continually corrode due to galvanic
action, forming a magnetite coating as erosion (due to high water velocity and/or
changes in flow direction) continually wears away the magnetite layer, permitting
the corrosion layer to reform, etc.  The continual combination of effects wears
away and thins the pipe wall.

Escalated Enforcement Action is action taken by NRC beyond a notice of
violation of its requirements for a single severe violation or recurring violations. 
Examples include a civil penalty, suspension of operations, and modification or
revocation of a license to operate a nuclear plant.

Final Safety Analysis Report (FSAR) is the document which describes the plant
design, safety analysis, and operations for Nuclear Regulatory Commission review
and approval for licensing for plant operation.

Fitness for Duty (FFD) describes the state of an employee (cleared to access the
nuclear plant) being in sound enough physical and mental condition to adequately
and safely carry out his or her duties without adverse effects.

FLEX is not an acronym but describes a strategy developed by the nuclear
industry to provide diverse and flexible coping strategies and portable equipment
to address the loss of safety-related systems due to beyond design basis events.

High Impact Team (HIT) is a term denoting a multi-disciplinary or multi-
functional team of people put together to focus on solving a particular problem or
perform a particular task. The disciplines included are those necessary to
effectively accomplish the task.

High Level Waste (HLW) is highly radioactive waste, usually in the form of spent
fuel (or fuel which has been discharged from the reactor as waste) containing a



high level (as defined by NRC regulations) of radioactive fission products.  HLW is
handled remotely, using water or a thick container as a radiation shield.

Individual Plant Examination (IPE) is a level 2 Probabilistic Risk Assessment
(PRA) analysis of plant accident sequences. The analysis includes core damage
progression through the release of radioactive material to the containment and the
subsequent containment failure but stops short of determining potential impact on
the public or property. The NRC requested all nuclear plants be analyzed in this
way to get a better understanding of severe accident behavior. An IPEEE is an IPE
which is initiated by External Events to the plant.

INPO, the Institute of Nuclear Power Operators is a nuclear industry group
formed after the Three Mile Island accident to help improve nuclear plant
operations through regular assessments of each nuclear plant, evaluations, best
practices, and nuclear operator training accreditation.

ISFSI, or Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation, is the term for DCPP's on-
site storage facility for the dry cask storage of spent nuclear fuel.

Inservice Inspection (ISI) and Inservice Testing (IST) are the practices of
inspecting and testing certain selected components periodically during their service
lives to determine degradation patterns and to repair, if necessary, any
degradation beyond acceptable limits.

Leg – with reference to the Hot Leg or Cold Leg refers to piping trains leading to
or from the reactor vessel. The Hot Leg removes heat and the Cold Leg provides
cooling water to the vessel and nuclear core.

Licensee Event Reports (LERs) are reports from the plant operator to the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission describing off-normal events or conditions outside
established limits at a nuclear plant.

Line Organization refers to the direct reporting supervisory chain in an
organization through which orders and information flow. It is also known
as the "chain of command."

Loss of Offsite Power (LOOP) is an occurrence whereby the normal supply of
electrical power from offsite is interrupted.  Nuclear reactors need power from
offsite when shutdown for spent fuel cooling and residual heat removal.  There are
usually several sources of offsite power; however, loss of all sources would result
in the automatic start-up of the diesel generators to supply power.

Low Level Waste (LLW) is waste containing a low level of radioactivity as
defined by NRC regulations.  LLW is usually in the form of scrap paper, plastic,
tape, tubing, filters, scrap parts, dewatered resins, etc.  LLW requires packaging to
prevent the spread of contamination but little radiation shielding.

Maintenance Rule is the NRC proposed rule which requires that nuclear power



plant licensees monitor the performance or condition, or provide effective
preventative maintenance of certain structures, systems and components against
licensee-established goals.  The Rule becomes effective July 10, 1996.

Microbiologically-Influenced (or Induced) Corrosion (MIC) is corrosion,
usually in the form of pitting, on steel piping systems containing stagnant or low-
flow water conditions.  The corrosion is caused by surface-attached microbe-
produced chemicals which attack the piping surface. Depending on severity, MIC is
controlled by mechanical and chemical cleaning combined with biocides.

Mid-Loop Operation is an infrequently-used refueling outage procedure in which,
after shutdown and a cooling period, reactor coolant is lowered below the hot and
cold legs, permitting work to be performed in a relatively dry environment. The
operation is a relatively high-risk condition due to the potential for loss of cooling.

Misposition means a positionable component, such as a valve, placed or left out
of the required position for existing plant conditions when the component's
required position is tracked by a station status control tool, such as a procedure,
drawing, or valve list.

Motor-Operated Valves are valves opened or closed by remotely-or locally-
operated integral electric motors.  The valves are used in power plant piping
systems to divert, block or control the flow of steam or water.

Notification, formerly known as an "Action Request" or "AR" is a document, which
is used to identify and track resolution of a problem and incorporate it into the
Corrective Action Program.

Nuclear Excellence Team (NET) is a organization of several well-qualified senior
people whose mission is "To improve plant performance through the use of
performance-based self-assessments within the NPG (Nuclear Power Generation)
organization." The Team is augmented by at least one other PG&E and one outside
individual with expertise appropriate to the particular investigation.

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) is the Federal agency which regulates
and licenses the peaceful uses of domestic nuclear and radioactive applications
such as nuclear power plants, experimental nuclear reactors, medical and
industrial radioisotope applications, radioactive waste, etc.

Nuclear Steam Supply System (NSSS) is the nuclear reactor and its closely
associated heat removal systems which produce steam for the turbine.  The NSSS
usually includes the nuclear reactor, nuclear fuel, reactor coolant pumps,
pressurizer, steam generators, and connected piping.

Operational Capacity Factor is the capacity factor as measured between, but
not including, refueling outages.

Primary Side and Secondary Side refer, respectively, to the Reactor Coolant



System, which is used to remove heat from the nuclear reactor and the Main
Steam and Feedwater Systems which provide cooling to the Steam Generators and
generate and provide steam to the Turbines.

Probabilistic Risk Assessment (PRA) is a formal process for quantifying the
frequencies and consequences of accidents to predict public health risk.

Protected Area is the outermost area of the nuclear plant which is protected by
physical means, a security system, and security force to prevent unauthorized
entry (see also Vital Area).

Quality Assurance (QA) comprises all those planned and systematic actions
necessary to provide confidence that a structure, system or component will
perform satisfactorily is service.

Reactor Coolant System (RCS) is the collection of piping, reactor vessel, steam
generators, pumps, pressurizer, and associated valves which function to circulate
water through the reactor to remove heat.

Reactor Oversight Process is the process by which the NRC monitors and
evaluates the performance of commercial nuclear power plants. Designed to focus
on those plant activities that are most important to safety, the process uses
inspection findings and performance indicators to assess each plant's safety
performance.

Refueling Outage is a normal shutdown of a nuclear power unit to permit
refueling of the reactor, along with maintenance, inspections and modifications. 
Typical DCPP refueling outages occur about every 18 months and last for about
two months.  The outages are numbered by unit number (1 or 2), "R", and the
consecutive outage number.  For example, "1R5" is the fifth refueling outage for
Unit 1 since start-up.

Reliability Centered Maintenance (RCM) is the practice of maintaining
equipment on the basis of the logical application of reliability data and expert
knowledge of the equipment, i.e., a systems approach.  Normal preventive
maintenance (PM) is performed on the basis of time, i.e., maintenance operations
are performed on a schedule to prevent poor performance or failure.

Residual Heat Removal (RHR) is the removal of the residual heat generated in
the reactor fuel after reactor shutdown to prevent the fuel overheating and
possibly melting.  The heat removal is performed by a set of pumps, piping, valves
and heat exchange equipment circulating water by the fuel while the reactor is
shut down.

Safety System Functional Audit and Review (SSFAR) is an investigation of a
single plant safety system from all perspectives such as design basis, operations,
maintenance, engineering, testing, materials, problems and resolutions, quality
control, etc.  The review is performed by a multi-functional team and can last

http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/basic-ref/glossary/nuclear-power-plant.html
http://www.nrc.gov/about-nrc/regulatory/safety-oversight.html
http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/basic-ref/glossary/performance-indicator.html


several months.

Simulator is a simulated nuclear power reactor control room with gauges,
instruments and controls connected to a computer. The computer is programmed
to behave like a nuclear reactor and respond to operator actions and commands.
The simulator is used in training nuclear operators in controlling the reactor and
responding to simulated transients and accidents.

Single Point Vulnerability (SPV) is an individual component, which does not
have a significant level of component redundancy and whose failure alone could
adversely impact the system or plant performance.  DCPP defines a SPV as "a
High-Critical component whose failure results in a plant trip or derate >2%.

Spent Fuel Pool (SFP) is an in-plant stainless-steel-lined concrete pool of water
into which highly radioactive spent nuclear fuel is stored when it has been
discharged from the reactor. The spent fuel is maintained in the pool until its
ultimate disposal is determined.

Steam Dump Valve is a device to discharge (dump) steam from the power plant
piping to lower its pressure and reduce the energy in the line.  This is done to
permit faster shutdowns.

Steam Generator is a large, vertical, inverted-U-tube-and-shell heat exchanger
with hot reactor coolant on its tube side transferring heat to and boiling the non-
nuclear feedwater to form steam on the shell side.  Besides transferring heat, the
steam generator is important as a barrier between the nuclear and non-nuclear
coolants.

Surveillance is the process of testing, inspecting, or calibrating components and
systems to assure that the necessary quality is maintained, operation is within
safety limits, and operation will be maintained within limiting conditions.

Technical Specifications (TS) are the rules and limitations by which the plant is
operated.  They consist of safety limits, limiting safety system and control settings,
limiting conditions for operation, surveillance requirements, description of
important design features, administrative controls, and required periodic and
special notifications and reports.

Technical Support Center (TSC) is the in-plant facility which directs plant
activities in mitigating accidents and minimizing their effects.

Trains refers to individual functional lines of system piping, components, or wiring
which are usually independent of other parallel lines, which have the same
redundant function.

Trip (or scram) is the shutting down of the nuclear reactor by inserting control
rods which shut down the nuclear fission process.  An automatic trip is initiated by
plant monitoring systems when one or more parameters differ from preset limits. 



A manual trip is initiated by plant operators in an off-normal event to prevent
preset limits from being exceeded or as a backup to the automatic system.

Vital Area is an area inside the plant within the Protected Area which contains
equipment vital for safe operation.
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33rd Annual Report, Volume I, Section 1.1, Formation and Matters
Governing the Operation of the Diablo Canyon Independent Safety
Committee

The concept of an independent safety committee for Diablo Canyon Nuclear
Power Plant ("Diablo Canyon") arose in context of the opposition by the California
Public Utilities Commission's (CPUC) Division of Ratepayer Advocates (now known
as the Office of Ratepayer Advocates) and the then California Attorney General
(Hon. John Van de Kamp) to Pacific Gas & Electric's (PG&E) request for recovery
from its ratepayers for the cost of building Diablo Canyon and its two 4-loop
Westinghouse pressurized water reactors fueled by uranium dioxide, each of which
produces 1,100 megawatts. Those parties argued that billions of dollars of these
costs were unreasonable. A settlement agreement arose out of rate proceedings
that had been pending before the CPUC for four years and which included
numerous hearings and pre-trial depositions. To resolve the matter, on June 24,
1988, just prior to the commencement of trial, the Division of Ratepayer
Advocates, the Attorney General and PG&E prepared and entered into the
Settlement Agreement in the proceeding which provided for "performance based
pricing" and submitted it to the CPUC for approval. Opponents of the Settlement
Agreement, including The Utility Reform Network, argued that performance based
pricing gave PG&E an incentive to maximize energy production and profits which
could threaten plant safety.

The Settlement Agreement was intended to cover the operation and revenue
requirements associated with Diablo Canyon's two units for a 30-year period
following the commercial operation date of each unit. The operating license for
Unit 1 was issued on November 2, 1984, and Unit 1 commenced commercial
operation on May 7, 1985 and is licensed to operate until November 2, 2024. The
operating license for Unit 2 was issued on August 26, 1985, and Unit 2
commenced commercial operation on March 3, 1986, and is licensed to operate
until August 26, 2025.

The CPUC recognized the safety implications of establishing performance based
pricing for power produced by Diablo Canyon. The Settlement Agreement and its
supplemental Implementing Agreement were referred to the CPUC for review and
approval. Following hearings before a CPUC Administrative Law Judge and the
Commission itself, the CPUC, in December 1988 in Decision D. 88-12-083,
approved the Settlement Agreement and established the Diablo Canyon
Independent Safety Committee (DCISC), finding that it was reasonable and "in the



public interest" and that the "Safety Committee will be a useful monitor of safe
operation at Diablo Canyon." The initial Charter for the DCISC was included in D.
88-12-083 as Attachment A to Appendix C.

The agreement provided that:

"An Independent Safety Committee shall be established consisting of
three members, one each appointed by the Governor of the State of
California, the Attorney General and the Chairperson of the California
Energy Commission ("CEC"), respectively, serving staggered three-
year terms. The Committee shall review Diablo Canyon operations for
the purpose of assessing the safety of operations and suggesting any
recommendations for safe operations. Neither the Committee nor its
members shall have any responsibility or authority for plant
operations, and they shall have no authority to direct PG&E
personnel. The Committee shall conform in all respects to applicable
federal laws, regulations and Nuclear Regulatory Commission ("NRC")
policies."

The Settlement Agreement further provided that the DCISC shall have the right to
receive certain operating reports and records of Diablo Canyon, and that the
DCISC shall have the right to conduct an annual examination of the Diablo Canyon
site and such other supplementary visits to the plant site as it may deem
appropriate. The DCISC is to prepare an annual report and such interim reports as
may be appropriate, which shall include any recommendations.

As required by the provisions of certain CPUC decisions and of Assembly Bill 1890
enacted by the California Legislature in 1996, which mandated electric utility rate
restructuring and deregulation, PG&E filed an application which proposed replacing
the performance based pricing approved in D. 88-12-083 with a rate-making
treatment for Diablo Canyon which would have priced the plant's output at market
rates by the end of 2001. On May 21, 1997, the CPUC issued Decision 97-05-088
which, while making the Diablo Canyon settlement adopted in Decision 88-12-083
of no further force and effect, found that the DCISC remained a key element of
monitoring the safe operation of Diablo Canyon and continued the DCISC. Decision
97-05-088 ordered that the DCISC remain in existence under the terms and
conditions of the Settlement Agreement until further order of the CPUC.

On May 27, 2004, the CPUC issued Decision 04-05-055, the Test Year 2003
General Rate Case, setting the PG&E's revenue requirements for its electric
generation operations. In Decision 04-05-055 the CPUC also: 1) adopted a
Stipulation between the DCISC, PG&E, the Office of Ratepayer Advocates, The
Utility Reform Network, the California Energy Commission (CEC) and the San Luis
Obispo Mothers for Peace which provided for the DCISC's continued existence and
funding through PG&E's cost-of-service rates, at the funding levels established by
Decision 97-05-088 and based the Committee's funding on calendar year 1996
with a 1.5% annual escalation each year thereafter; 2) changed the nomination



procedures for DCISC membership to eliminate from the process the participation
of PG&E and the Dean of Engineering at the University of California at Berkeley; 3)
modified somewhat the qualification requirements for DCISC membership; and 4)
added a new requirement for public outreach in the San Luis Obispo area
communities to the Committee's mandate.

On January 25, 2007, the CPUC issued Decision 07-01-028. The CPUC had
previously adopted new practices and expectations for the DCISC without
concurrently restating the Committee's Charter to reflect those changes. In
Decision 07-01-028, the CPUC granted the DCISC application for authority to
restate its charter including the incorporation into the Restated Charter of several
terms, conditions, changes, and clarifications necessitated by, and previously
authorized by, the CPUC which governed the composition, responsibilities and
operations of the Committee. In its Decision, the CPUC found a Restated Charter
to be in the public's interest as it reflected the latest authority and obligations of
the DCISC. The Committee's application was unopposed.

On June 21, 2016, PG&E announced a Joint Proposal with Friends of the Earth, the
Natural Resources Defense Council, Environment California, the International
Brotherhood of Electrical Works Local 1245, Coalition of California Utility
Employees, and the Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility to retire Diablo Canyon at
the expiration of the current operating licenses and to abandon the then ongoing
license renewal activities for both units.

On January 11, 2018, the CPUC voted unanimously to adopt Decision D.18-01-022
approving PG&E's Application (A)16-08-006 to Retire Diablo Canyon by 2025.

On March 7, 2018, PG&E formally requested the NRC to withdraw its license
renewal application for both Diablo Canyon units.

At the DCISC public meeting on October 23, 2019, the DCISC Members considered
and recommended a proposed Second Restatement of the Committee's Charter
("Second Restatement") which would provide for a post-shutdown role for the
DCISC to review nuclear fuel-related issues after expiration of Diablo Canyon's
operating licenses from the NRC until all fuel was transferred from the spent fuel
pool to, and stored within, the Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation
(ISFSI).

On January 10, 2020, a Joint Motion was filed with the CPUC in the 2018 Nuclear
Decommissioning Cost Triennial Proceeding (2018 NDCTP) for Adoption of a
Settlement Agreement between PG&E, The Utility Reform Network, the CPUC
Public Advocates Office, the Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility, the County of San
Luis Obispo, the yak tityu yak tilhini Northern Chumash Cultural Preservation
Kinship, and Women's Energy Matters for approval of a Settlement Agreement in
the 2018 NDCTP which, if approved, would provide for the Committee's Charter to
be amended to extend the Committee's oversight role on nuclear safety matters
until all spent nuclear fuel has been transferred from the spent fuel pools to the



ISFSI.

At the DCISC public meeting on February 12, 2020, following consideration of
approval of an Application in the 2018 NDCTP which was presented to the
Committee Members for review at the meeting regarding a Second Restatement of
the DCISC's Charter to provide for a continued role following Diablo Canyon's
cessation of electricity generating operations for the DCISC to review nuclear fuel-
related issues and to terminate that review upon completion of the safe transfer of
all nuclear fuel to the ISFSI, the Members approved the proposed Second
Restatement presented at that meeting as the DCISC's proposal for a Second
Restated Charter for the Committee and directed the Committee's Legal Counsel to
provide the proposed Second Restatement to the CPUC Energy Division staff with a
recommendation to pursue the most expeditious avenue to bring the proposed
Second Restatement to the attention of the Administrative Law Judge in the 2018
NDCTP for a procedure to be found for consideration of its approval by the CPUC.

On September 9, 2021 the CPUC approved Decision 21-09-003 adopting the
Settlement Agreement proposed in the 2018 NDCTP to provide for a post-
shutdown role for the DCISC. The Decision stated "If the Settlement Agreement is
approved, the DCISC charter would be revised to allow it to continue in its safety
oversight role until all the Diablo Canyon spent nuclear fuel has been moved from
wet storage to dry storage . . ." Decision Finding of Fact 66 provides "Based on the
Settlement Agreement, the Settling Parties agree to amend the Charter of the
DCISC to extend its oversight role on nuclear safety matters until all spent fuel has
been transferred from the spent fuel pools to the ISFSI." Decision Ordering
Paragraph 3 states "Pacific Gas and Electric Company shall submit any Advice
Letters(s) within 30 days of the effective date of this decision to implement the
specific terms of the Settlement Agreement approved in this decision."

On October 11, 2021, PG&E submitted Advice Letter 6361-E, a Tier-2 Advice
Letter, for approval by the Commission's Energy Division of the Second
Restatement of the Charter for the DCISC. Advice Letter 6361-E was approved and
made effective as of November 10. 2021. A copy of the approved Second
Restatement is included in Volume II as Exhibit H.

On July 5, 2022, PG&E representatives announced that PG&E would submit an
application for funding in an amount of up to $1.1 billion in credits under the
federal Civil Nuclear Credit Program, a program to preserve the existing U.S.
nuclear reactor fleet, and on November 21, 2022, the Department of Energy
announced the conditional selection of Diablo Canyon to receive the first round of
Civil Nuclear Credit Program funding.

On September 2, 2022, Governor Newsom signed Senate Bill (SB)846, codified as
Public Resources Code Sections 25233, 25233.2 and 25302.7, Public Utilities Code
Sections 712.1 and 712.8, and Water Code Section 13193.5, which allows for the
potential extension of operations at Diablo Canyon beyond the current retirement
date, up to five additional years, under specific conditions as provided by the



legislation including approval by the NRC extending the operating licenses for
Diablo Canyon. SB846 invalidated the CPUC's approval of PG&E's retirement of
Diablo Canyon by 2025 and Ordering Paragraphs (1) [approval of PG&E's
Application to retire Diablo Canyon] and (14) [closing A.16-08-006] of D.18-01-
022. A link to SB846 is found on the Committee's website:
https://www.dcisc.org/download/library/topical-library/california-senate-bill-no-
846-extension-of-operations-50.pdf. On September 9, 2022, the CPUC Chief
Administrative Law Judge issued a Ruling reopening A.16-08-006 and on that
same day notice was provided that the proceeding as assigned to CPUC
Administrative Law Judge Hon. Ehren Seybert.  Judge Seybert subsequently issued
on September 22, 2022, an Amended Scoping Memo and Ruling of Assigned
Commission and Assigned ALJ to the Scoping Memo issued in D.18-01-022.

SB846 appropriated $600 million from the state's General Fund to the Department
of Water Resources (DWR) to be loaned, in an initial allocation of $350 million by
DWR to PG&E and stated the legislative intent is that up to $1.4 billion may be
made available for this loan, subject to certain loan covenants, the disbursal of
which must occur in tranches to facilitate the Diablo Canyon extended operations.

SB846 requires the CPUC to direct and authorize PG&E to take all actions by no
later than December 31, 2023, that would be necessary to operate the powerplant
beyond the current license expiration dates so as to preserve the option of
extended operations until October 31, 2029 for Unit 1 and until October 31, 2030
for Unit 2, conditioned on continued authorization from the NRC.

In summary relative to the DCISC, Public Utilities Code 712.1(b) established the
DCISC in the CPUC to continue to make recommendations appropriate to enhance
the safety of the operation of Diablo Canyon and provides that the DCISC shall
cease operations "no sooner than when the United States Nuclear Regulatory
Commission operating permit for Diablo Canyon has ceased and when all spent
nuclear fuel has been moved to dry storage at the Diablo Canyon Independent
Spent Fuel Storage Installation." The CPUC is directed to ensure funding for the
DCISC is sufficient to attract qualified experts during the period of extended
operations.

Public Utilities Code Section 712.8 (c)(2)(B), adopted by SB846, provides the
CPUC shall review the reports and recommendations of the DCISC and if the
DCISC's reports or recommendations cause the CPUC, in its discretion, to
determine that the costs of any upgrades necessary to address seismic safety or
issues of deferred maintenance that may have arisen due to the expectation of the
plant closing sooner are too high to justify incurring, or if the NRC's conditions of
license renewal require expenditures that are too high to justify incurring, the
CPUC may issue an order that reestablishes the current expiration dates as the
retirement date, or that establish new retirement dates that are earlier than
October 31, 2029 for Unit 1 and October 31, 2030 for Unit 2, to the extent
allowable under federal law, and shall provide sufficient time for orderly shutdown.

https://www.dcisc.org/download/library/topical-library/california-senate-bill-no-846-extension-of-operations-50.pdf
https://www.dcisc.org/download/library/topical-library/california-senate-bill-no-846-extension-of-operations-50.pdf


In addition to the DCISC's continuing responsibility under prior CPUC decisions,
Public Utilities Code 712.1 directs the DCISC to consult with and incorporate into
its assessments and recommendations the Independent Peer Review Panel (IPRP)
for seismic studies at Diablo Canyon, established by the California Legislature in its
adoption of Public Utilities Code Section 712, and to transmit annually its findings
and recommendations for improved safety to the Legislature, the Governor, the
CPUC, the California Energy Commission, the NRC, and PG&E as the licensee, and
for PG&E to respond to the DCISC's annual reports and distribute its response to
each of the specified governmental entities.

The passage of SB846 and the present uncertainty concerning the prospect of
extended operations for Diablo Canyon beyond 2024 and 2025 required the DCISC
during this annual report period to adopt a concurrent review strategy that
addresses Diablo Canyon's operations through the end of its current operating
licenses, the possibility of extended operations, and the eventual decommissioning
of the power plant. Based on the additional responsibilities created by the passage
of  SB846, which were not within the funding formula established by Decision 97-
05-088 as continued by Decision 04-05-055. Accordingly, during this annual report
period the DCISC notified the CPUC Energy Division that it may experience a
funding shortfall sometime during the next annual reporting period.

On December 6, 2022, the CPUC issued Decision 22-12-005, Decision
Implementing SB846, which amongst other matters directed PG&E  to file a Tier 3
Advice Letter to provide an accounting structure through a Diablo Canyon
Transition and Relicensing Memorandum Account (DCTRMA) and a Diablo Canyon
Extended Operations Balancing Account (DCEOBA) to track costs associated with
extending operation of Diablo Canyon and again closed A.16-08-006.

During this annual report period, in conducting its review of extended operations
the DCISC continues to be guided procedurally by the provisions of the CPUC
Order Instituting Rulemaking (R.23-01-007) issued on January 20, 2023, and by
the Assigned Commissioner's Scoping Memo issued on April 6, 2023 (Scoping
Memo). Issues and a schedule for the proceeding were determined as follows:
Phase 1 Track 1, narrowly scoped to consider DCISC funding issues with a decision
expected in August 2023 [See Section 1.6]; and Phase 1 Track 2, to consider
whether operations at Diablo Canyon should be extended and if so, to consider the
development of extended operations' cost recovery mechanisms and processes
and to allocate the associated benefits of extended operations. A decision is
expected to issue  in October - November 2023. Phase 2 issues will be revised at
the conclusion of Phase 1 and may be the subject of an amended scoping memo.

To facilitate the CPUC and the parties to the proceeding in reviewing the DCISC's
reports and recommendations, the Scoping Memo required that rulings be issued
noticing the "Fact Finding Reports approved at the DCISC's December 6-7, 2022
[sic] and February 15-16, 2023 public meetings" and the "Fact Findings Reports
approved at the DCISC's June 28. 2023 public  meeting." These Rulings were
issued by Judge Seybert on April 20 and June 30, 2023, respectively, noticing the



Fact-Finding Reports as a part of R.23-01-007 for fact-finding conducted on
November 8,9, 10, 2022 (Exhibit D.5), December 6-7, 2022 (Exhibit D.6), January
31-February 1, 2023 (Exhibit D.7), March 14, 15 & 27, 2023 (Exhibit D.8), April
19-20, 2023 (Exhibit D.9),  May 2-3, 2023 (Exhibit D.10), and May 5, 2023
(Exhibit D.11).

The first "Interim Report on Safety of Diablo Canyon Operations," covering the
period of January 1 through June 30, 1990, was adopted by the DCISC on June 6,
1991, and there have been thirty-two annual reports since then. This Thirty-Third
Annual Report covers the period July 1, 2022 - June 30, 2023, and was adopted by
the DCISC on September 14, 2023, at a public meeting conducted in Avila Beach,
California.
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33rd Annual Report, Volume I, Section 1.2, Appointment of
Committee Members

A request for applications is publicly noticed by the CPUC. After receipt of the
applications, and an opportunity for public comment on qualified applicants, a list
of candidates is selected by the CPUC and provided to the appointing agencies. In
accordance with the Second Restated Charter:

"The President of the CPUC shall review each application to assess
the applicant's     qualifications, experience and background,
including any conflict of interest and     comment received from the
public, and shall propose as candidates only persons with   
 knowledge, background and experience in the field of nuclear power
facilities and     nuclear safety issues who demonstrate they have no
conflict of interest . . ."

In July 1989, when then CPUC President G. Mitchell Wilk announced the initial list
of nine candidates nominated for appointment to the DCISC, he noted that:

". . . an independent safety committee clearly requires members who
could     demonstrate objectivity and independence. For this reason,
none of the nominees has     testified for PG&E or any other party
before the CPUC or the Nuclear Regulatory     Commission in any
proceeding regarding Diablo Canyon."

The Second Restated Charter provides:

"No person shall serve as a member of the Committee if he or she
has a prior history     of supporting or opposing PG&E as a witness or
intervenor in nuclear licensing or     CPUC proceedings associated
with Diablo Canyon."

1.2.1 Robert J. Budnitz
1.2.2 Peter Lam
1.2.3 Per F. Peterson
1.2.4 Technical Consultants & Legal Counsel

https://www.dcisc.org/reporthtml/section-1-2-1.html
https://www.dcisc.org/reporthtml/section-1-2-2.html
https://www.dcisc.org/reporthtml/section-1-2-3.html
https://www.dcisc.org/reporthtml/section-1-2-4.html
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33rd Annual Report, Volume I, Section 1.3, DCISC Public Meetings

The DCISC held three public meetings on the following dates:

September 28-29, 2022, Public Meeting
February 15-16, 2023, Public Meeting
June 28-29, 2023, Public Meeting

All public meetings during this report period were held in person in Avila Beach,
California, in a hybrid format, that is, both in-person and with a virtual component
to allow remote participation and were livestreamed on the internet.

These are described in Section 2.0.
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33rd Annual Report, Volume I, Section 1.4, Committee Member Site
Inspection Tours and Fact-finding Meetings

DCISC Members and Consultant met regularly with Diablo Canyon staff
members and the NRC resident inspectors to conduct fact-finding and review
operational activities which the DCISC has under review or has an interest in. A
record of these fact-finding meetings is contained in Volume II, Exhibits D.1 - D.11
and plant tours and inspections are listed in Exhibit E.

1.4.1 Fact-finding Meetings by Robert J. Budnitz

At Diablo Canyon on September 13-14, 2022, with Consultant Wardell to
review the Probabilistic Risk Assessment Program; receive an update on safety
culture, observe an all-hands meeting with PG&E's Chief Executive Officer and the
Board of Directors, review the 2R23 Outage Safety Plan, receive updates on the
Long-Term Seismic Program, the Core Exit Thermocouple System and cyber
security, meet with Diablo Canyon Site Vice President Mr. Adam Peck, receive an
update on Diablo Canyon Power Plant's license extension plans, and observe an
evaluated emergency preparedness exercise.

At Diablo Canyon with Consultants McWhorter, Wardell and Kadak on September
29, 2022, to review planning and funding for decommissioning, the plans for spent
fuel storage, and to tour the ISFSI.

Remote participation on October 26, 2022, with Consultant McWhorter in a
meeting of the State of California's Independent Peer Review Panel. [See Section
1.5.3.]

At Diablo Canyon on November 9-10, 2022, with Consultant McWhorter to meet
with the Director of the San Luis Obispo Office of Emergency Services, review
matters in connection with license renewal, conduct a comprehensive review of the
Seismic Safety Program, receive an update on the health of the emergency diesel
generators, meet with the NRC Senior Resident Inspector Mr. Mahdi Hayes, tour
Diablo Canyon, receive an update on the Operations Department, meet with Diablo
Canyon officers with Consultant Kadak participating remotely and conduct a
technical review of the Orano TN new spent fuel storage system. On November 9,
2022, DCISC Consultant Wardell toured the Orano TN Fabrication Facility located
in Kernersville, North Carolina and on November 10, 2022, Consultant Wardell
toured the Orano TN Training Facility located in Aiken, South Carolina.



At Diablo Canyon on March 14, 15 & 27, 2023, with Consultant Wardell to meet
with Diablo Canyon Site Vice President Mr. Adam Peck, attend the critique of the
September 14, 2022 Emergency Exercise, receive information concerning
Equipment Long-Range Plan Reviews (PMO++) Programs, meet with NRC Senior
Resident Inspector Mr. Mahdi Hayes, review the Radiation Monitoring and the
Eagle 21 Systems, receive an update on switchyard direct current (DC) control
power, review Aging Management Plans for extended operations, review seismic
safety issues and the 2010 Enercon Services Report concerning seismic
vulnerabilities, review proposed changes to NRC Regulation 10 CFR 50.59, receive
an update on Maintenance Department performance, and observe remotely a
meeting of the Diablo Canyon Management Review Panel.

Remote attendance on May 5, 2023, with Dr. Peterson, all Technical Consultants
and Assistant Legal Counsel, with only Dr. Budnitz participating on behalf of the
DCISC, at a meeting of the State of California Independent Peer Review Panel and
consider a comprehensive seismic safety update.

1.4.2 Inspections and Fact-finding meetings by Peter Lam

At Diablo Canyon on July 20-21, 2022, with Consultant McWhorter to remotely
observe a meeting of the Nuclear Safety Oversight Committee and a meeting of
the Plant Health Committee, to review the Annual Radioactive Effluent Release and
Radiological Environmental Operating Reports, tour and review the health of the
4kV Electrical System. review the Containment Ventilation and Hydrogen
Monitoring Systems, meet with NRC Senior Resident Inspector Mr. Mahdi Hayes,
receive information on the Performance Improvement Plan and a report on the
inspection of Containment liners, review the Radiation Monitoring Systems, meet
with a Diablo Canyon officer, review access to technical information for the Orano
TN new spent fuel storage system, review the industry efforts to evaluate the
radiological consequences of a release of radionuclides from a spent fuel storage
cask, and to receive information on the response to state government interest in
extending power plant operations beyond 2025.

At Diablo Canyon on January 31-February 1, 2023, with Consultant McWhorter to
review the requirements of SB846 concerning maintenance deferred in expectation
of the plant closing by 2025 and the plans for restarting capital improvement
projects, meet with NRC Senior Resident Inspector Mr. Mahdi Hayes, review the
Engineering Department's performance, perform a technical review of the new
spent fuel storage system, review the Auxiliary Saltwater System, receive
information on the turbines and generators, receive an update on cyber security,
review FLEX1 Program capabilities during a seismic event, tour Diablo Canyon,
attend a meeting of the Plant Health Committee, meet with Diablo Canyon officers,
review licensee event reports, review SB846 requirements regarding an updated
seismic assessment, review the Self-Assessment Program, and receive a
presentation on the Motor Operated Valve Program.



At Diablo Canyon on April 19-20, 2023, with Consultant McWhorter to attend a
meeting of the Corrective Action Review Board, review trends in plant status
control events, receive information on Equipment Long-Range Plan Reviews
(PMO++) Programs, observe a licensed operator continuing training class
conducted in the plant Simulator facility, meet with NRC Senior Resident Inspector
Mr. Mahdi Hayes, meet with a Diablo Canyon officer, review the Compressed Air
Systems, receive and update on the Reactivity Management Program, and review
the Reactor Coolant System.

1.4.3 Inspections and Fact-finding meetings by Per F. Peterson

At Diablo Canyon on August 16-17, 2022, with Consultant McWhorter to
review plans for greater than Class C waste storage, review the status of license
renewal, review emergency preparedness during decommissioning, receive follow-
up information on the feedwater heater tube failure, review Diablo Canyon's
response to a recent tsunami warning, meet with NRC Senior Resident Inspector
Mr. Mahdi Hayes, review the NRC resident inspectors' access to the PG&E
computer system, observe a meeting of the Plant Health Committee, receive an
update on equipment reliability, review an issue with the condensate polisher
resin, meet with a Diablo Canyon officer, review the Large Motors Program, review
radiation surveys of the ISFSI, and observe the receipt and inspection of new
nuclear fuel.

At Diablo Canyon on December 6-7, 2022, with Consultant Wardell to meet with
NRC Senior Resident Inspector Mr. Mahdi Hayes and with the NRC's Problem
Identification & Resolution Inspection team, review the results of refueling outage
2R23, receive an update on the Troubleshooting Program, review the revised
Capital Plan, review nuclear fuel performance and plans, review plans for plant
staffing, receive an update on matters involving the safety-security interface,
receive information on license extension, observe a meeting of the Plant Health
Committee and meet with Diablo Canyon Site Vice President Mr. Adam Peck,
review the results of industry benchmarking efforts, receive an update on the
Equipment Qualification Program and Transmission System health, and tour the
Seawater Reverse Osmosis (Desalination) Plant.

At Diablo Canyon on May 2-3, 2023, with Consultant Wardell to review the
Radiation Monitoring System and the Buried Piping and Tanks Program, receive
information on refueling outage 1R24, review the Equipment Reliability Program,
review non-licensed operator training, review FLEX and probabilistic risk
assessment, meet with a Diablo Canyon officer, review the PMO++ process and
results, review matters concerning the license renewal application and aging
management plans, review industry efforts to evaluate the radiological
consequences of a release of radionuclides from a crack in a spent fuel storage
cask, review workplace seismic safety, and attend an NRC meeting in the local
area regarding Diablo Canyon's regulatory performance and license renewal.



Remote attendance on May 5, 2023, with Dr. Budnitz, with all Technical
Consultants and Assistant Legal Counsel, with only Dr. Budnitz participating on
behalf of the DCISC, at a meeting of the Independent Peer Review Panel and
consider a comprehensive seismic safety update.

1.4.4 Tours of Diablo Canyon by DCISC Members and Members of the Public

The DCISC has in the past conducted tours of Diablo Canyon Power Plant with
members of the public in conjunction with certain of its public meetings. During
the period of the COVID-19 pandemic access to Diablo Canyon was limited only to
personnel essential to its operation and social distancing protocols and precautions
related to COVID-19 remained in place.

The DCISC did not conduct any public tours with members of the public during this
annual report period.

The DCISC will assess its ability to continue to conduct tours of the power plant
with members of the public during the next annual report period.

 

[1]
 FLEX is not an acronym but describes a strategy developed by the nuclear

industry to provide diverse and flexible coping strategies to address the loss of
safety-related systems due to beyond design basis events.
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33rd Annual Report, Volume I, Annual Report, Volume 1, Section 1.5,
Visits by DCISC Members to California State Agencies, Outreach
Activities to the Diablo Canyon Decommissioning Engagement Panel,
and Outreach Activities to the Diablo Canyon Independent Peer
Review Panel.

The Second Restated Charter provides for the Committee to undertake
outreach concerning matters within its purview with other review committees
established by the CPUC including the Independent Peer Review Panel for seismic
studies at Diablo Canyon and the Diablo Canyon Decommissioning Engagement
Panel.

1.5.1 Visits by DCISC Members to California State Agencies,

The DCISC's preference is to schedule annual meetings between its Members
and their respective appointing entities and with the Commissioners or staff
members of the California Public Utilities Commission to provide background on
and information regarding current activities of the Committee.

On August 26, 2022, at the invitation of the Deputy Chief Consultant to the
California Assembly Committee on Utilities and Energy Dr. Peterson spoke on
behalf of the DCISC during a panel discussion conducted by the California
Assembly.

On May 25, 2023, Dr. Budnitz with Assistant Legal Counsel Rathie met remotely
with representatives of the California Department of Water Resources (DWR)
including Deputy Director, Statewide Water & Energy, Ms. Delphine Hou, Manager
Electric Supply & Strategic Reserve Mr. Christian Arechavaleta, Nuclear Licensing &
Hazard Analyst Dr. Deb Luchsinger, DWR Project Manager Ms. Kristen Kelley, DWR
Consultant for Nuclear Operations Mr. Jerry Bischof and Policy Advisor Ms. Mindy
Grabill. The meeting was held at the DWR representatives request and the purpose
was to discuss matters related to SB846 and Diablo Canyon extended operations,
including the covenants in the loan provided for under SB846 and the collective
efforts, including those by the DCISC and the IPRP and others, to review issues
concerning seismic safety and deferred maintenance. The DCISC representatives
reviewed and discussed the Committee's progress and the timing and the schedule
for conducting the DCISC's review of seismic safety and deferred maintenance per
Public Utilities Code 712.8.



1.5.2 Outreach Activities to the Diablo Canyon Decommissioning Engagement Panel.

The Diablo Canyon Decommissioning Engagement Panel (DCDEP) was created
by PG&E as a volunteer, non-regulatory body created to foster and encourage
open communication, public involvement and education on Diablo Canyon
decommissioning plans and activities. It is intended to serve as a forum for the
local community to provide direct input to PG&E and regulatory agencies on
matters related to Diablo Canyon decommissioning. The DCDEP functions solely in
an informational and advisory capacity. The meetings and workshops held by the
DCDEP allow local community members to provide direct input to PG&E, and
subject matter experts to provide information to the panel and the public about
Diablo Canyon decommissioning. The DCDEP was formed in 2018 to help inform
PG&E's site-specific decommissioning plans, including future land use and
repurposing recommendations. Final decisions regarding Diablo Canyon
decommissioning will be made by PG&E in conjunction with the appropriate
regulatory agencies. PG&E has expressed its intention to continue to engage with
the DCDEP and solicit input from the public during any period of extended
operations and during the multi-year decommissioning process.

The DCDEP is comprised of representatives from the local community. Each
member of the DCDEP serves a three-year term (following the initial staggering of
terms). The inaugural panel was formed in May 2018 and served staggered terms
as assigned by the membership at its first meeting through a facilitated process.
Membership is renewed or vacancies filled through approval by a majority of the
community members of the DCDEP and PG&E consistent with the DCDEP Charter.
On April 11, 2023, PG&E announced that as of May 1, 2023, four new members
joined the DCDEP and two incumbent members were reappointed to successive
three-year terms. The DCDEP presently consists of 11 public members, a PG&E
Vice President as PG&E's representative, and the Director of Planning for the
County of San Luis Obispo and a representative of yak titÊ¸u yak tiÅ,hini, Northern
Chumash Tribe who serve as ex-officio members of the DCDEP. DCDEP Member
Ms. Linda Seeley currently serves as the DCDEP's liaison to the DCISC.

During the period of the 33rd Annual Report, the DCDEP held a public meeting on
August 24, 2022 to receive information and to discuss the potential for extended
operation of Diablo Canyon. At the DCDEP's invitation, Dr. Budnitz attended and
participated in that public meeting. The DCDEP met again on December 14, 2022,
to inform the community on the status and schedule for the potential continued
operation of Diablo Canyon.

1.5.3 Outreach Activities to the Diablo Canyon Independent Peer Review Panel
(IPRP)

In 2006, the California legislature adopted Assembly Bill (AB) 1632 to enact
Public Utilities Code Section 712 and to direct the California Energy Commission



(CEC) to assess the potential vulnerability of the state's nuclear plants to major
disruptions, including seismic events. The CEC's resulting AB 1632 report
recommended that the utilities perform enhanced seismic studies with two- and
three-dimensional seismic surveys in the areas onshore and offshore from Diablo
Canyon and the San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station in Southern California. In
Decision 10-08-003, the CPUC approved funding for Diablo Canyon seismic studies
and established the Independent Peer Review Panel (IPRP) to review them. The
IPRP is tasked with providing expertise to the CPUC while also assuring the public
that the studies are being performed in an appropriate manner. Passage of AB 361
in October 2015 extended funding for the IPRP through 2025, and SB846's
adoption of Public Utilities Code 712.8(f)(4) provides for the CPUC to authorize the
PG&E to recover in rates all of the reasonable costs incurred to prepare for,
respond to, provide information to, or otherwise participate in or engage the
Independent Peer Review Panel. Public Utilities Code 712.1(e)(1) adopted by
SB846 provides for the IPRP to consult with the DCISC on the DCISC's
assessments and recommendations for Diablo Canyon.

The IPRP is comprised of technical experts from the CEC, California Geological
Survey, California Coastal Commission, California Seismic Safety Commission, and
the County of San Luis Obispo. PG&E submits its seismic studies to the IPRP for
review, the most recent of which was its Central Coastal California Seismic
Imaging Project (CCCSIP) report submitted in September 2014. Following the
submission of these studies, the IPRP convenes for public meetings to review and
discuss the results, and ultimately submits an IPRP Report. Since the IPRP's
inception it has issued thirteen reports.

On October 26, 2022 a DCISC Fact Finding Team consisting of Dr. Budnitz and Mr.
McWhorter participated remotely in the October 26, 2022 meeting of the IPRP. Mr.
Martin Mattes, an attorney assisting the DCISC on regulatory matters, was also
present for the first part of the meeting. Although DCISC members and
consultants have observed IPRP meetings in the past, this was the DCISC's first
formal participation in an IPRP meeting and was prompted by directives contained
in SB846.

In summary, the Fact Finding Team's understanding was that the IPRP intends to
carry out the mandate in the legislation, but will limit its near-term work to a
review of any DCISC seismic evaluations and of any new information provided by
PG&E. The Fact Finding Team concluded that the DCISC was being asked by the
IPRP to perform an independent seismic evaluation which would then be
documented and sent to the IPRP for review and comment. The IPRP would then
report back to the DCISC for the DCISC to incorporate any IPRP comments into its
DCISC assessments and recommendations. [Refer to Exhibit D.5, the November
2022 Fact-Finding Report for more information on the October 26, 2022 meeting
of the IPRP.]

On May 4, 2023 the IPRP released to the public a new document based on the
IPRP's review of the DCISC's Fact-Finding Reports approved at the DCISC's



February 2023 public meeting. The IPRP's document is available for review at:
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-
division/documents/electric-costs/diablo-canyon-independent-peer-review-panel-
reports/20230505dcisc-irp-comments-on-february-report.pdf

On May 5, 2023, DCISC Members Dr. Robert Budnitz and Dr. Per Peterson,
Technical Consultants Ferman Wardell, Richard McWhorter, Dr. Andrew Kadak; and
Assistant Legal Counsel Robert Rathie attended a public meeting of the IPRP which
was conducted entirely remotely. However, only Dr. Budnitz participated actively
in this public meeting as part of the scheduled program and in turn Dr. Budnitz
stated, although he would attempt to reply to the IPRP's technical questions and
input, he was not in a position to speak formally for the DCISC. Besides the
several IPRP members from various California government agencies, the attendees
included several PG&E experts on seismology and seismicity, who collectively gave
the PG&E presentation. In addition, there were about 20 other attendees who were
members of the public or representatives of various other organizations.

The principal discussion during the May 5, 2023, meeting concerned a series of
questions, remarks, and elaborations based on the individual items in the IPRP's
document provided the previous day regarding the IPRP review of the DCISC Fact-
Finding Reports approved at the DCISC's February 2023 public meeting. Some of
the IPRP feedback to the DCISC sought modifications to the November 2022 Fact-
Finding Report to provide more detail, or to review  references cited, or to seek
further explanation. Some of IPRP commenters provided a set of requests for
access to the underlying reports and documents that the DCISC relied on in
reaching its conclusions and some of the IPRP feedback led to technical discussion
to explore questions raised by the IPRP, mostly to elaborate orally on what had
been written in the IPRP's document cited above. For some of the questions raised,
PG&E's representatives made informational comments and they provided an
update, including a timeline, on PG&E's plans for performing the seismic safety
assessment that PG&E itself must perform as one of the mandates in SB846. Dr.
Budnitz stated the DCISC would try to reply to the IPRP's informational requests
and the DCISC would consider supplement the November 2022 Fact-Finding
Report as appropriate. (Refer to Exhibit D.11, the May 5, 2023 Fact-Finding Report
for the DCISC's comprehensive seismic update.)

https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/electric-costs/diablo-canyon-independent-peer-review-panel-reports/20230505dcisc-irp-comments-on-february-report.pdf
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/electric-costs/diablo-canyon-independent-peer-review-panel-reports/20230505dcisc-irp-comments-on-february-report.pdf
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/electric-costs/diablo-canyon-independent-peer-review-panel-reports/20230505dcisc-irp-comments-on-february-report.pdf
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33rd Annual Report, Volume I, Section 1.6, Summary of the
Regulatory Response to SB846 and Phase 1 Track 1 of R.23-01-007
Concerning Future Funding for the DCISC's Review of Matters in
Connection with a Possible Extension of Diablo Canyon Operations.

On December 6, 2022, the CPUC issued a Decision Implementing Senate Bill
846 and on January 20, 2023, the CPUC issued an Order Instituting Rulemaking
(R.23-01-007) to consider potential extension of Diablo Canyon operations
 identifying issues and a framework for addressing the requirements of SB846 with
Phase 1 to establish retirement dates for Diablo Canyon and Phase 2 to establish a
process for Diablo Canyon extended operations cost review, recovery and
approval. At the February 15-16, 2023 public meeting the DCISC Members
approved filing  party comments in R.23-01-007 and the DCISC's comments were
filed on February 17, 2023. The DCISC also submitted comments on March 9,
2023, in the context of the parties' development a joint pre-hearing conference
statement. However, on March 15, 2023, Judge Seybert denied the DCISC party
status in the proceeding and directed that the DCISC should work with the CPUC
Energy Division to maintain open communication to inform the proceeding. On
March 16, 2023, Judge Seybert issued an email ruling regarding the preliminary
scope of issues and a tentative schedule. The DCISC's February 17 Comments and
statements included in the Joint Pre-hearing Conference Statement, which took
place on March 17, 2023, will remain a part of the record.

On April 6, 2023, CPUC Assigned Commissioner Karen Douglas issued the Assigned
Commissioner's Scoping Memo. Two procedural tracks were provided for Phase 1,
with Phase 1 Track 1 narrowly scoped to consider DCISC funding issues and Phase
1 Track 2 to consider whether operations at Diablo Canyon should be extended
and to consider the development of extended operations cost recovery mechanism
and processes. Phase 2 issues were preliminarily identified in the Assigned
Commissioner's Scoping Memo, provided extended operations were authorized in
Phase 1 Track 2, to include whether PG&E should provide upfront reasonable
manager showings, the process for Diablo Canyon cost recovery and true-up to
Diablo Canyon costs and market revenues, and a process for submittal and review
of an annual compensation report and spending plan.

On April 28, 2023, the Administrative Law Judge requested parties comments on
the DCISC Phase I Track 1 DCISC funding issues.

On May 22, 2023, four parties, PG&E, the Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility,



Women's Energy Matters', and the Small Business Utility Alliance filed comments
on the Phase 1 Track 1 DCISC funding issues. On May 31, reply comments were
filed by these same parties.

Although outside the period of this Annual Report, on July 5, Judge Seybert issued
a Proposed Decision Addressing Funding for the Diablo Canyon Independent Safety
Committee. Party comments were due on July 25, 2023, and comments were filed
by the Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility, PG&E and the Small Business Utility
Alliance. A decision by the full Commission is now expected to be on the agenda
for the CPUC voting meeting to be held on August 10, 2023.
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33rd Annual Report, Volume I, Section 1.7, Documents Provided to
the DCISC

The Second Restated Charter provides that the DCISC shall have the right to
receive on a regular basis specified operating reports and records of Diablo
Canyon, as well as such other reports pertinent to safety as may be produced in
the course of operations and may be requested by the Committee. Over the past
34 years, thousands of PG&E and Nuclear Regulatory Commission documents
(relating to both historical and current operations) have been provided to the
DCISC. Document lists for this annual report period are shown in Volume II,
Exhibit A.
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33rd Annual Report, Volume I, Section 1.8, Documentation of DCISC
Activities

DCISC activities and meetings are documented for public information in
several ways as described below. The Committee's documents are available to the
public through the Reference Department at the California Polytechnic University
(Cal Poly) R.E. Kennedy Library in San Luis Obispo, California.

Each DCISC Annual Report covers the period July 1 through June 30, is a
comprehensive description of Committee activities throughout that period. The
report is published in two volumes and in compact disk and USB formats and is
made available on the Committee website (www.dcisc.org) and is provided in
accordance with SB846's requirements as well as to local San Luis Obispo city and
county public libraries and to any interested persons.

Minutes of each public meeting are contained in the Annual Report in Exhibits B.3,
B.6, and B.9.

Reports of DCISC visits to the Diablo Canyon Power Plant are contained in the
Annual Report in Exhibits D.1 through D.11.

An informational video concerning its history, role and responsibility, appointment
of members and operation of the Committee is available on the DCISC website at
www.dcisc.org.

All public meetings during this annual report period, were webcast in real time and
later cablecast over the San Luis Obispo local government access television
channel, Channel 21, and are available online at all times through indexed,
archived streaming video at the link provided on the Committee's website to
https://slo-span.org/meetings/DCISC/.  The DCISC issues regular press releases
before and on occasion after its public meetings concerning topics it believes to be
of particular interest.

https://www.dcisc.org/
https://slo-span.org/meetings/DCISC/
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M I N U T E S
of the

DIABLO CANYON INDEPENDENT SAFETY COMMITTEE'S
SEPTEMBER 28-29, 2022, PUBLIC MEETING

[As Approved at the February 15-16, 2023, Public Meeting.]

Wednesday & Thursday
September 28-29, 2022
Avila Beach, California
Also conducted as a Zoom Webinar

Notice of Meeting.

A legal notice of the public meeting and several display advertisements were published in
the San Luis Obispo Tribune and in the New Times, local newspapers, and mailed to the
media and those persons on the Committee's mailing list. The meeting agenda and the
entire agenda packet for the meeting together with the informational presentations made
during the meeting were posted on the Committee's website at www.dcisc.org prior to
the meeting and the meeting agenda contained information on how to access the
webinar using a computer or a telephone. This meeting was also produced as a webinar
by AGP Video, Inc. and was webcast live on SLO-SPAN at http://www.slo-span.org and
through https://www.dcisc.org and was subsequently broadcast on San Luis Obispo,
California local government access television Channel 21. In response to the COVID-19
pandemic a supply of hand sanitizers and face coverings was made available in the
meeting room.

I CALL TO ORDER - ROLL CALL

The September 28, 2022, public meeting of the Diablo Canyon Independent Safety
Committee (DCISC), the one hundred and third public meeting of the Committee, was
called to order by Committee Chair Dr. Peter Lam at 9:00 A.M. Dr. Lam briefly reviewed
the professional backgrounds and appointment to the DCISC for each of his fellow
Members:  Dr. Robert J. Budnitz, the appointee of the California Attorney General, Dr.
Per F. Peterson, the appointee of the Governor of California and. Dr. Budnitz briefly
reviewed Dr. Lam's professional background and reported Dr. Lam serves on the DCISC
as the appointee of the Chair of the California Energy Commission.

Present: Committee Member Robert J. Budnitz

https://www.dcisc.org/


Committee Member Peter Lam
Committee Member Per F. Peterson

Absent: None

II INTRODUCTIONS

Dr. Lam introduced and briefly reviewed the professional backgrounds of the
Committee's Technical Consultants and its Assistant Legal Counsel: Technical Consultants
Mr. R. Ferman Wardell, P.E., and Mr. Richard D. McWhorter Jr. and DCISC Assistant Legal
Counsel Mr. Robert W. Rathie. Dr. Lam also introduced Dr. Andrew C. Kadak who was
present and in attendance at the invitation of the Committee.

Dr. Lam then introduced Mr. Hector M. Garcia, Diablo Canyon Power Plant (DCPP) Chief
Nuclear Officer Support Manager. Dr. Lam remarked Mr. Garcia plays a key role on behalf
of PG&E and DCPP as their liaison with the DCISC in coordinating the Committee's
activities, providing information and facilitating the Committee's public meetings and the
frequent fact-finding visits conducted by a single member and one of the technical
consultants.

III  PUBLIC COMMENTS AND COMMUNICATIONS

The Chair invited any members of the public in attendance who wished to address
remarks to the Committee on items not appearing on the agenda for the public meeting
to do so at this time.

Dr. Gene Nelson, Senior Legal Researcher for Californians for Green Nuclear Power was
recognized. Dr. Nelson remarked he was very appreciative of the recent passage of

California Senate Bill 846 (SB 846)
[1]

 which Californians for Green Nuclear Power
supported. He remarked that in a short interview with the media on September 12,
2022, Governor Newsom stated that there was no dispute that without the 9% statewide
baseload of electrical power generated by DCPP load reductions and blackouts would
have been triggered during the week prior to the interview. Dr. Nelson observed that
many persons living in the Los Angeles area or in California's Central Valley depend on a
reliable supply of electricity which is sometimes taken for granted and he remarked in
that respect DCPP plays an important role and he expressed his appreciation for the
Governor's recognition of that fact and for taking a leading role to ensure DCPP's
operation would be extended for at least five years as this issue is about saving lives.

Mr. John Geesman was recognized. Mr. Geesman recognized the passage of SB 846 as a
true milestone and he remarked he reviewed the past California Public Utilities
Commission (CPUC) decisions which describe the role of the DCISC to assess safety of
DCPP operations and suggest any recommendations for its safe operation. He observed
that in 2004 the CPUC rejected a recommendation by PG&E to abolish the DCISC and
removed PG&E from any role in the nomination of its members while mandating the
DCISC to affirmatively conduct public outreach. He observed in 2007 the CPUC approved
a First Restatement of the Committee's Charter and in 2021 a Second Restatement of the
Charter. He remarked that with the passage of SB 846 and the adoption of Public Utilities



Code Section 712.1 the DCISC now has a statutory function to make recommendations
appropriate to enhance the safety operations and to transmit its findings and
recommendations to the Legislature and other specified entities. Mr. Geesman observed
these are larger responsibilities as the plant moves forward and he commented SB 846
also established new roles for the state's taxpayers and state ratepayers which are not in
his opinion disconnected from the enlargement of the DCISC responsibilities. He
observed the taxpayers under SB 846 are making a $1.4 billion dollar forgivable loan to
PG&E and he questioned what required improvements and enhancements to DCPP should
a lender reasonably impose and stated the DCISC will have a role in that issue. He
commented the ratepayers are now responsible under SB 846 for a $300,000,000
liquidated damage fund replenishable annually to absorb the cost of forced outages not
found to be reasonable and he remarked that while in the past ratepayers have always
been responsible for forced outages determined to be reasonable but SB 846 expanded
that liability to forced outages that are caused by PG&E's unreasonable conduct. He again
posed the question of what required improvements and enhancements to plant reliability
should such an insurer reasonably impose and commented those issues will fall within
the DCISC's responsibilities. He closed his remarks by thanking the Committee for its
dedication to its duties.

Dr. Budnitz stated the Committee Members understand the matters and distinctions
raised by Mr. Geesman in his remarks and there is an item on the agenda for this public
meeting to discuss the activities the Committee is proposing to undertake and those to
be undertaken by DCPP over the period of the next few years and how those activities
may be different than previously understood given the enactment of SB 846.

Mr. Ryan Pickering who described himself as a member of a group of young people
working to keep DCPP open and online was recognized. Mr. Pickering stated he looks
forward to continuing to monitor the actions of all groups associated with DCPP operation
and stated during a meeting of the Diablo Canyon Decommissioning Engagement Panel
(DCDEP) he listened to remarks made by Dr. Budnitz concerning the DCISC's analysis of
the new spent fuel storage system to be procured from a new vendor and which system
employs a horizontal configuration. Mr. Pickering commented that there is a belief that
this decision was taken in anticipation of the plant closing as previously scheduled and he
believes the decision should be examined. He expressed his hope the Committee would
find that it is no longer in the best interest to change vendors so as to be able to focus
on all the activities which will be required to keep the plant operating.

Dr. Peterson responded it is important for the Committee to review the new spent fuel
storage system with respect to plans to extend operations to confirm the dry cask
storage capabilities can be adopted to that purpose and if changes are needed to
recommend that they be implemented. He reported the Committee's review of that
matter to date has found there are some simplifications that come from the horizontal
geometry of the new system with respect to seismic design and safety. Drs. Peterson,
Budnitz and Lam remarked it is possible that it will remain logical to continue with Orano,
the new vendor selected for the spent fuel storage system, as the Orano system has
some advantages against rollover during a seismic event but its seismic properties
require more examination by the Committee and this is an issue concerning which the



DCISC has begun and will continue to review in addition to its other responsibilities. Dr.
Budnitz observed the role of the Committee is not to opine concerning a preference if
both systems are adequately safe.

Mr. Rathie reported and brought to the Committee's attention an email received this
morning from Mr. Tom Marré concerning suppression of the SARS COVID 2 virus and
mRNA vaccinations.

IV  ACTION ITEMS

A.  Consider Engaging Dr. Andrew C. Kadak as a Technical Consultant on an ad hoc Basis
to Assist in the Review of Spent Fuel, Decommissioning and Regulatory Issues.

Dr. Budnitz reported at its last public meeting in June 2022 the Committee approved
engaging a consultant to assist the Committee with its review of identified topics. In the
intervening period Dr. Kadak was identified as an appropriate person for that
engagement and Dr. Budnitz then made a motion, seconded by Dr. Peterson to engage
Dr. Kadak as a technical consultant to the DCISC. Dr. Budnitz reported Dr. Kadak
previously served as the Chief Nuclear Officer for the Yankee Atomic Station in Rowe,
Massachusetts, and in that capacity Dr. Kadak is one of only a very limited number of
persons in the United States with experience in the safety of nuclear operations and
decommissioning of a nuclear power station. Dr. Budnitz reported Dr. Kadak has
previously served as President of the American Nuclear Society and on the faculty at the
Massachusetts Institute of Technology. Dr. Kadak also served as a consultant to
Southern California Edison regarding the decommissioning of the San Onofre Nuclear
Generating Station (SONGS) and in those roles he has a long and distinguished history
concerning issues regarding spent fuel, decommissioning, regulatory, cost, and
implementation matters. In response to Consultant Wardell's comment concerning
DCPP's plans to undertake extended operation while at the same time planning for
decommissioning Dr. Budnitz confirmed that as extended operation is not yet assured
decommissioning activities necessarily continue and there is a potential for interference
between the two activities concerning which the Committee will need to be attentive. Dr.
Peterson observed the amount of review work that the DCISC may be called upon to
undertake in the next few years in support of continued operation will be significant and
hence the timing is appropriate for the Committee to consider bringing in additional
support in its work.

Dr. Gene Nelson of Californians for Green Nuclear Power was recognized. Dr. Nelson
remarked he was truly impressed with Dr. Kadak's knowledge, skill and ability and he
welcomed Dr. Kadak to the DCISC team.

The Committee Members then unanimously approved the engagement of Dr. Kadak as a
consultant to the DCISC. 

B.  32nd Annual Report on Safety of Diablo Canyon Operations:

July 1, 2021-June 30, 2022.



The Chair requested Consultant Wardell to lead the discussion concerning preparation of
the 32nd Annual Report covering the period from July 1, 2021 through June 30, 2022.

Mr. Wardell reported the process of development of its Annual Reports starts for the
Committee in August and drafts with input from the Technical Consultants and the
Assistant Legal Counsel are circulated for review. Mr. Wardell reported the Executive
Summary was updated recently to address the passage of SB 846. Dr. Peterson observed
the effort to prepare the annual reports is substantial and the annual reports contain a
tremendous amount of information on safety of operation as well as any
recommendations by the Committee.

Mr. Rathie reported the 32nd Annual Report overs a period that predates the passage of
SB 846 and accordingly the 33rd Annual Report for the period July 1, 2022 through June
30, 2023 will adhere to the direction of the new legislation which substantively requires
the Committee to consult with and incorporate the proceedings of the CPUC's
Independent Peer Review Panel for the seismic study of DCPP and its environs and to
submit its annual reports to the Legislature and to the NRC as well as to the entities who
now receive the annual reports including to PG&E for its response to each annual report
and Mr. Rathie suggested the Committee follow the process in SB 846 for the 32nd

Annual Report. The Committee publishes its annual reports as two bound volumes, on
the internet at www.dcisc.org, on a compact disk and on a USB drive. Annual Reports are
also distributed to the Document Room at the R.E. Kennedy Library at the California
Polytechnic University at San Luis Obispo (Cal Poly) and to local libraries.

On a motion by Dr. Budnitz, seconded by Dr. Peterson, the Committee Members
unanimously accepted and approved the Thirty-Second Annual Report on the Safety of
Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant Operations for the period July 1, 2021 through June
30, 2022.

C.  Update on Financial Matters and Committee Activities During 2022 & 2023. Dr. Lam
requested Mr. Rathie to report on this item. Mr. Rathie reported the Committee has
received three quarterly disbursements of funds from the grant provided by the PG&E
ratepayers for the Committee's operation and it draws down those funds on a quarterly
basis. He reported the Committee is operating within the amount of funds provided and
at this time it appears the Committee will once again remit some unspent funds for
calendar year 2022 to PG&E for credit to its ratepayers. He further reported that during
2020 and 2021 the COVID pandemic resulted in the DCISC conducting three of its six
scheduled public meetings remotely as well as conducting fact-finding using remote
meeting technology and this resulted in the Committee returning more funds to PG&E's
ratepayers than would otherwise have been the case. Mr. Rathie observed due to the
passage of SB 846 there will likely be increased expenses for the Committee and the
Committee's financial allocation will increase in accordance with a CPUC Decision at the
rate of 1.5% each year which at this point in time is less that the rate of increase in the
Consumer Price Index and other measures of inflation.

Mr. Rathie remarked the legislation adopted by SB 846 directs the CPUC to ensure
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sufficient funds are available to the Committee for it to continue to attract very qualified
individuals to serve on the DCISC but at this point during 2022 Mr. Rathie did not see a
need to seek additional funding for Committee operations. In response to Dr. Peterson's
query Mr. Rathie reported the Second Restated Charter for the Committee requires the
Committee to continue to follow the practice it has following in the past of returning any
funds unspent during a calendar year to PG&E and therefore, despite the expected
increase in the workload in 2023, the Committee would be precluded from carrying over
any unspent funds from 2022 into 2023. Mr. McWhorter observed 2023 could be a very
expensive year due to inflation and the Committee's increased activity and he queried
whether the CPUC could grant authority to carry over 2022 unspent funds to 2023. Dr.
Peterson observed that some years ago the Committee ran a deficit in a calendar year's
funding which was made up from funds provided for its operation in the following year
and he inquired whether the CPUC might be able to address that issue in light of the
increased activity due to SB 846. Mr. Rathie remarked both these questions would likely
need to be raised with the CPUC Energy Division. Dr. Budnitz remarked it is difficult
to project the cost for the additional scope of review, to include the safety of
the Orano spent fuel system, the potential license extension, and the review of
decommissioning and he suggested these matters and the format for a request
of the CPUC for additional funding would be properly before the Committee at
its public meeting in February 2023. He suggested and Dr. Peterson agreed that
the Legal Counsel's Office should open an inquiry with the CPUC staff
concerning the format for a request for additional funding and to develop a
possible projection for the cost of Committee operation in 2023. Mr. Wardell
volunteered to assist the Counsel's office with an estimate for Committee operations
during 2023.

Mr. Rathie then directed the Members and Consultants' attention to the green sheets in
the public agenda packet which set forth the Committee's planned activities during the
remainder of 2022 and for 2023.

D.  Discussion of Issues on Open Items List.

Dr. Lam requested Consultant Wardell lead a review of items on the Open Items List,
which he described as an important tool used by the Committee to set priorities, track
and also to follow issues, concerns, information requests and activities identified for
subsequent action or receipt during fact-finding or at public meetings. Mr. Wardell stated
newly added or changed items were shown in red italics while items for which follow up is
scheduled prior to the February 2023 public meeting were shown in blue italics on the
version of the Open Items List included with the agenda packet and certain items are
being identified for closure.

Items discussed or concerning which action was taken included the following
[2]

:

Item Re: Action Taken
CO-10 Mispostioning Errors 2Q2023 FF
CO-13 Operation in Different Modes Include w/Transmission System



Item 2/22 PM-4
EP-2 Emergency Drills Add wording re confidentiality

of drill scenario synopsis
RA-5 Non-seismic PRA Review Add context arising from

license extension
OE-2 Station Excellence Plan/Station

Oversight Committee
1Q2023 FF

OM-4 Outage Safety Plan 12/2022FF and expand review
and add new item (OM-6) due to
additional scope for extended
operation

SF-1 Monitor ISFSI Operations 11/2022FF & 1/2023 FF
SF-4 Orano System Review    - Expand seismic review Expand

Item re Thermal Analyses at
11/2022FF

SF-5 LARs for the Orano System 11/2022FF
SF-6 Inspection of ISFSI Following

Seismic Event
Remove

SF-7 Storage of >Class C Waste and
Addtl. Spent Fuel New Pad in
Proximity to the SG Storage
Facility

Add new item 12/2022 or 1/2023
FF w/ACK

SC-3 Long-Term Seismic Program RJB attend IPRP meeting
on 10/6/2022 then include
report w/11/2022 FF

SC-14 Monitor Activities & Reports of
IPRP Develop DCISC Position if
Appropriate

Add new item

SC-12 Workplace Seismic Safety Change 3/2023FF to 5/2023FF
LD-6 Observe Operator License

Requalification
2Q2023 FF

6/22PM-
7

DCISC Position on License
Renewal

Close

6/22PM-
13

Orano Licensing and Effect on
DCPP 10CFR Part 50 License

9/2022FF & Close

New OIL
Category

Add Category for Review of
Deferred Maintenance Due to
Planned Closure for Safety
Implications

Review historical reviews circa
2016-2018 & identify additional
reviews/activities
Review at 2/2023PM

Second
OIL

Create Decommissioning Open
Items List

Review Current OIL

During discussion of the Open Items List Members and Consultants queried Mr. Garcia
concerning the impact of DCISC review activities on plant operation particularly during



refueling outage activities. Mr. Garcia confirmed PG&E's commitment to support the
DCISC's reviews.  Members and Consultants also discussed the mandate to review and
recommend safety improvements and the need to use a criterion in continuing what has
been the DCISC's issue-by- issue approach to the Committee's safety improvement
review and development of recommendations.

Ms. Sherry Lewis, a member of San Luis Obispo Mothers for Peace (Mothers for Peace)
was recognized. Ms. Lewis inquired and Dr. Budnitz confirmed that should the Committee
create new open items lists to address issues specific to decommissioning, spent fuel
storage or license extension those lists will be available to the public.

Mr. David Weisman representing the Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility was recognized.
Mr. Weisman stated the Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility had videorecorded all the
meetings of the CPUC's Independent Peer Review Panel (IPRP) for seismic study of DCPP
and its environs and anyone wishing to view the meetings can go to YouTube and search
for Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility[space]IPRP and access the videorecording of the
first through the eleventh IPRP meetings. Dr. Budnitz thanked Mr. Weisman for this
information and Dr. Budnitz commented that the reports issued by the IPRP are available
through a link on the CPUC website.

Mr. John Geesman, on behalf of the Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility, was recognized.
Mr. Geesman requested and Dr. Budnitz confirmed that the presentation later at this
public meeting on the fact-finding held on September 13-14, 2022, would address the
current status of probabilistic risk assessment (PRA) aspects of plant-specific shutdown
risk analysis.

Upon a motion made by Dr. Peterson, seconded by Dr. Lam, the Open Items List
prepared for this meeting as revised by the Committee discussion was unanimously
accepted by the DCISC.

 V  ACCEPTANCE OF MINUTES

This item concerned review and acceptance of the Minutes of the Committee's June 22-
23, 2022, public meeting conducted in Avila Beach and as a Zoom Webinar. A draft of
the June 2022 Minutes was included in the public agenda packet for this meeting. Mr.
Rathie expressed his thanks to Consultant McWhorter for Mr. McWhorter's assistance
with the preparation of the Minutes particularly with reference to the information
provided during the evening presentation on the Orano spent fuel storage system. The
Members and Consultants reviewed the Minutes and provided corrections and substantive
changes to certain wording which will be included in the final version of the June 2022
Minutes. The Members and Technical Consultants also discussed some of the follow-up
actions to be taken, provided clarification concerning typographical errors and the
accuracy of certain statements in the Minutes and made editorial comments and changes
concerning the draft of the June 2022 Minutes.

The Minutes of the Committee's public meetings in their final accepted form become part
of its Annual Reports on Safety of Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant Operations (Annual
Report). Upon a motion made by Dr. Budnitz, seconded by Dr. Peterson, the Minutes of



the Committee's June 22-23, 2022, public meeting were accepted subject to inclusion of
the changes provided to the Committee's Assistant Legal Counsel. As revised the June
2022 Minutes will become a part of the Committee's 32nd Annual Report.

VI  COMMITTEE MEMBER REPORTS AND DISCUSSION

A.  Public Outreach, Site Visits and Other Committee Activities, Scheduling and
Confirmation of Future Fact-Finding Visits and Public Meetings.

Dr. Peterson reported he was requested to and did speak on behalf of the DCISC during
a panel discussion conducted by the California Assembly on August 26, 2022. Dr. Budnitz
reported he attended and participated in a public meeting of PG&E's Diablo Canyon
Decommissioning Engagement Panel (DCDEP) held on August 24, 2022, and over the
period of the last several months he has received telephone calls from various
organizations with interest in the safety of DCPP and during those conversations he
discussed various safety issues, Committee agendas and the Charter for the Committee's
activities from the CPUC.

The Members confirmed future public meetings of the DCISC for February 15-16, 2023
June 21-22, 2023 [changed at this public meeting to June 28-29, 2023], and September
13-14 2023, [changed at this meeting from September 20-21] and the Members and
Consultants then scheduled a public meeting for February 21-22, 2024.

Fact-finding visits were confirmed and scheduled as follows:
[3]

[2022] September 29 RJB/RDM/RFW/ACK; November 8-9 RJB/RDM; December 6-7
PFP/RFW; and

[2023] January 31-February 1 PL/RDM/ACK; March 14-15 RJB/RFW; April 19-20
PL/RDM; May 2-3 PFP/RFW; July 26-27 PFP/RDM; August 9-10 PL/RFW; August 30-31
RJB/RDM; November 14-15 RJB/RFW; December 6-7 PFP/RDM; and

[2024} January 24-25 PL/RFW.

 B. Documents Provided to the Committee:

Assistant Legal Counsel Rathie observed that a list of documents received by the DCISC
since its last public meeting in June 2022 was included in the public agenda packet for
this meeting. Dr. Lam remarked the Committee receives and reviews a large number of
documents from PG&E and strives to always conduct its business in a transparent
manner.

VII  STAFF & CONSULTANT REPORTS & RECEIVE, APPROVE, AND AUTHORIZE
TRANSMITTAL OF FACT FINDING REPORTS TO PG&E

A.  The Chair requested Consultant McWhorter to provide a summary report on the July
14, 20 and 21, 2022, fact-finding visit with Dr. Lam. Mr. McWhorter reviewed the topics
discussed with PG&E during the July 2022 visit as follows:



→        Nuclear Safety Oversight Committee (NSOC) Exit Meeting – Mr. McWhorter
reported that on July 14, 2022, the DCISC Fact-Finding Team (FFT) observed an exit
meeting of the NSOC which he described as an executive level peer review committee.
He reported the number of members of the NSOC had been reduced from six to four at
the time of the DCISC's observation and one of the four current members may retire at
some point. The FFT concluded the NSOC continues to do effective work in providing the
station with effective input. 

→        Observe Plant Health Committee (PHC) Meeting - Mr. McWhorter described the
meeting as routine with a regular agenda to review the material condition of equipment
and develop plans to deal with problems. The PHC considered an Operations Department
tactical list consisting of portions of different lists of items important to operators as well
as the Top Ten Equipment Reliabilities issues list. Mr. McWhorter stated there was a good
discussion by the PHC on that list with reference to work to develop an appropriate action
plan for each item. The FFT concluded the PHC meetings continue to be effective.

→        Annual Radioactive Effluent Release and Radiological Environmental Operating
Reports - Mr. McWhorter reported the effluent releases from DCPP during the previous
year were extremely low and remained well within a small fraction of the allowable limit.
The Annual Environmental Operating Report includes a large number of radiation
measurements taken at 32 different locations, 800 air measurements, 1,400
thermoluminescent dosimetry (TLD) measurements and the analysis of solid and liquid
samples from various locations. All data demonstrated there has been no increase of
radiation in the environment as compared to prior to when DCPP commenced operation.
In response to Consultant Wardell's inquiry Mr. McWhorter reported the primary variation
in the data from year to year is dependent upon the number of refueling outages
scheduled in a particular year with releases being slightly higher during those years with
two refueling outages. 

→        Health of 4kV Electrical Systems and Tour - Mr. McWhorter observed the 4kV
System is used to power medium voltage loads including for large motors used for both
vital and non-vital equipment. The 4kV vital buses are supplied from two off-site power
sources or by DCPP's emergency diesel generators (EDGs). He reported these systems
were in good health with no major issues and since the breakers were replaced in 1990
there have been no problems or major issues that were not addressed by routine
maintenance. He reported the 4kV Electrical System was being well maintained by DCPP.
 

→        Containment Ventilation and Hydrogen Mitigation Systems – these systems
provide Containment cooling in normal conditions, and during accident conditions they
provide Containment depressurization and hydrogen mitigation. Mr. McWhorter reported
there are five Containment fan cooling units (CFCU) and both the Containment
Ventilation and Hydrogen Mitigations Systems are Tier 2 systems and do not require
health reports. He reported the systems are in good health but one CFCU is in
Maintenance Rule status (a)(1) due to an electrical cable issue which took some time to
resolve and should return to within the Maintenance Rule parameters during the next
monitoring period. He reported the hydrogen recombiners and the Containment purge



equipment are in good condition with no problems. Overall, the FFT concluded the
systems were in good health.   

→        Meet with Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) Senior Resident Inspector – The
FFT met with Senior Resident Inspector Mr. Mahdi Hayes, who is now assigned as the full
time Senior Resident, to review recent inspection activities.

→        Performance Improvement Program - Mr. McWhorter stated this program is
intended to monitor performance and initiate effective performance improvement plans.
He reported the program's departmental excellence plans focus primarily upon
equipment reliability, leadership and talent development. The FFT reviewed the
Performance Improvement Status Summary and found the Performance Improvement
Department to be effective. In response to Dr. Budnitz' query Mr. McWhorter replied the
decline in staffing in the Performance Improvement Department was due in part to the
pending termination of operations in 2025 as well as to implementation of industry
efficiency efforts and streamlining some performance improvement activities. Mr.
McWhorter remarked the scope of certain performance improvement programs was
narrowed due to the expectation the plant would cease operation in 2025. Dr. Budnitz
remarked that when the DCISC reviews the Performance improvement
Department in the future inquiry should be made concerning whether the scope
has changed in light of continued operation after 2025.   

→        Containment Liner Inspections - Mr. McWhorter reported Containment test
inspections generally consist of inspection of its concrete structure, the steel liner, and
performance of an integrated leak rate test. The FFT reviewed the steel liner inspection
reports for both units which did not identify any major issues and concluded the
inspections were being properly performed and the Containment steel liners remain in
good condition.

→        Radiation Monitoring Systems - these systems provide general area radiation
measurements for alarm indications and, in some cases, system actuation. There are
numerous and diverse channels of information feeding into the system, which has
experienced reliability issues. Mr. McWhorter reported DCPP is focused on maintaining
the system and improving its reliability. The Radiation Monitoring System is a Tier 2
System with no health report required but would be considered in acceptable White
system health condition and needing improvement if it were rated as a Tier 1 System.
Mr. McWhorter reported there are several portions of the system that are in Maintenance
Rule (a)(1) status and corrective actions have been identified. The  Engineering
organization has been directed by the PHC to develop an excellence plan for the
Radiation Monitoring System by late 2022 and the FFT recommends the DCISC
follow up on the system and review the excellence plan developed to deal with
reliability issues and to ensure continued problems are resolved. Consultant

Wardell reported prior to approval of the Joint Proposal[4]
 DCPP had intended to

undertake a major capital project to replace the Radiation Monitoring System but when
the plant was approved for closure by 2025 it was decided the system would remain
operable to that point. Mr. McWhorter stated replacement of the Radiation Monitoring



System may depend upon how many years the plant is to operate after 2025 as the
system falls within a category of systems that might need components replaced with
newer components during extended operations. Dr. Budnitz stated his recollection that
the decision to continue with the system was based upon the system having sufficient
redundancy.

→        Meet with DCPP Officer – Dr. Lam met with Vice President of Decommissioning
and Technical Services Ms. Maureen Zawalick.

→        Access to Technical Information for the New Spent Fuel Storage System - Mr.
McWhorter reported the FFT met with Decommissioning Environmental and Licensing
Manager Mr. Philippe Soenen at PG&E's Kendall Road facility in San Luis Obispo to
discuss DCISC access to technical information concerning the Orano spent fuel storage
system. The FFT was provided with a large number of links to information which is
publicly available through the NRC's Agencywide Document Access and Management
System (ADAMS). This information includes the Safety Evaluation Report (SER), the
Updated Final Safety Analysis Report (UFSAR) for the original license for the Holtec spent
fuel storage system, and information concerning the seismic qualifications for the
horizontal storage modules and the casks to be utilized by the Orano spent fuel storage
system. Mr. McWhorter described this information as being an adequate starting point for
the DCISC's technical reviews.  

→        Industry Efforts to Evaluate the Radiological Consequences of a Release of
Radionuclides from a Spent Fuel Storage Cask – Mr. McWhorter reported this review by
the FFT was in follow up to the Electric Power Research Institute's (EPRI) effort
undertaken to assess the consequences of such a release. He commented that the DCISC
has plans in context of license renewal to inspect and ensure the boundary of the casks is
not violated but the EPRI study is to determine what are the consequences should that
occur. Mr. McWhorter reported the EPRI study has not yet finished although
some supporting studies have been concluded regarding source term and what
estimated flow rate should be used in the study. He reported EPRI plans to
issue its study in early spring of 2023 and the DCISC should review it at that
time.

→        Response to State Government Interest in Extending Power Operations Beyond
2025 - Mr. McWhorter reported the FFT briefing in July 2022 has now been overtaken by
recent events and a presentation is scheduled on this issue later during this public
meeting.

In response to Dr. Kadak's inquiry concerning the Aging Management and Replacement
Parts Programs Mr. McWhorter confirmed those programs do exist at DCPP and for
certain systems and DCPP has employed bridging strategies for systems approaching
obsolescence such as the Eagle 21 Reactor Protection System which, prior to the Joint
Proposal, was planned for replacement with an updated digital system but with the
assurance of the availability of spare parts it was decided the system would be adequate
to operate through 2025. Mr. McWhorter reported DCPP has an Aging Management
Program which, given extended operation, will increase in both intensity and scope.



Upon a motion made by Dr. Budnitz, seconded by Dr. Peterson, the July 14, 20 and 21,
2022 Fact Finding Report was unanimously accepted by the DCISC and its transmittal to
PG&E was authorized. The report will become a part of the Committee's 33rd Annual
Report.

B.  The Chair requested Assistant Legal Counsel Rathie to provide a report on
administrative, regulatory, and legal matters.

Mr. Rathie reported concerning the approval and pending issuance of the Committee's
32nd Annual Report. He offered congratulations to Dr. Kadak on his engagement as a
DCISC Technical Consultant and reported the appointment of a member of the DCISC by
the California Attorney General is currently pending and Dr. Budnitz is one of three
candidates under consideration. Mr. Rathie reported Dr. Budnitz spoke to the DCDEP
during the DCDEP's public meeting on August 24, 2022, and the next meeting of the
DCDEP is scheduled to be held on November 9, 2022, when the panel is expected to
update its Strategic Vision document. Dr. Budnitz remarked a fact-finding visit to DCPP is
planned for that date and with Consultant McWhorter Dr. Budnitz would consider
attending the DCDEP's meeting in person. Mr. Rathie reported with the passage by the
California Legislature and signature by the Governor of SB 846 on September 2, 2022,
legislation is now in place to provide for the potential extended operation of DCPP. He
reported that prior to the passage of SB 846 he participated with Dr. Lam in a
conversation with Dr. Justin Cochran, Senior Nuclear Policy Advisor to the California
Energy Commission (CEC), and on behalf of Dr. Peterson an outreach opportunity was
extended to the Governor's Senior Advisor for energy matters. Mr. Rathie reported that
all DCISC Members together with the Technical Consultants participated on July 12,
2022, in an NRC hearing on post-shutdown decommissioning matters and all members
and consultants attended a joint agency workshop conducted by the CEC on October 12,
2022. He reported Dr. Peterson participated at the invitation of the Assembly
Committee's legal counsel during the California Assembly hearing conducted on August
24, 2022. Mr. Rathie reported that on September 9, 2022, the CPUC formally reopened
the proceeding that approved the Joint Proposal and the termination of the operating
license for DCPP in 2024 and 2025, and he closed his remarks on regulatory matters by
reporting that the 2021 Nuclear Decommissioning Cost Triennial Proceeding has been
opened.

Concerning website activity Mr. Rathie reported the Committee's website at
www.dcisc.org is averaging 145 unique visitors each month with the greatest numbers
coming from, in order of the number of visits, the United State, South Korea, India, the
United Kingdom and Canada.

VIII ADJOURN MORNING MEETING

The Chair adjourned the morning meeting of the DCISC at 12:15 P.M.

IX  RECONVENE FOR AFTERNOON MEETING

The afternoon meeting of the DCISC was convened by the Chair at 1:30 P.M.

https://www.dcisc.org/


X COMMITTEE MEMBER COMMENTS

At this time there were no comments from the Members.

XI  PUBLIC COMMENTS AND COMMUNICATIONS

Dr. Lam invited members of the public to address the Committee on matters not on the
agenda for this meeting. There was no response to this invitation.

XII  INFORMATION ITEMS BEFORE THE COMMITTEE

The Chair introduced and requested Mr. Garcia to introduce the first of the informational
presentations for this public meeting. Mr. Garcia recognized the presence of Mr. Philippe
Soenen, Director of Strategic Initiatives at DCPP and then introduced DCPP Senior
Director/DCPP Station Director Mr. Dennis Petersen. Mr. Garcia reported Mr. Petersen
holds a Bachelor of Science Degree in aeronautical engineering from California
Polytechnic University at San Luis Obispo and has been employed at DCPP for more than
34 years. Mr. Petersen has previously held leadership positions as Director of Operations
Services, Director of Nuclear Work Management, Director of Learning Services, Director
of Quality Verification and as an outage manager. Mr. Petersen spent the earlier part of
his career in Operations and held a Senior Reactor Operator License.

Presentation on the State of the Plant including Key Events, Outages, Highlights,
Organizational Changes, Preparation for Refueling Outage 2R23, and Other Station
Activities since the DCISC's June 2022 Public Meeting.

Mr. Petersen stated in his presentation he would provide an update on the station's
operation and upcoming key activities. He reported both DCPP units are operating at
100% power with all probabilistic risk assessment indicators and NRC Performance
Indicators currently in Green status. He reported during October 2022 DCPP will
commence a refueling outage for Unit 2 which is scheduled to occupy four to five weeks
duration. Mr. Petersen stated the major scope for the outage includes work on auxiliary
saltwater pump 2-2, feedwater heater inspections, overhaul of the traveling screens and
work on auxiliary transformers including auxiliary transformers 2-1 and 2-2 bushing
inspection. Power factor testing will be performed on the startup transformer bank, as
well as extensive maintenance on the 12kV and 4kV buses. The main condenser will have
the expansion joint replaced and expansion joints will be replaced for all three low
pressure turbine hoods. Mr. Petersen reported during this past summer, in advance of
the refueling outage, preventive maintenance windows were completed for the Unit 2
emergency generators.

Mr. Petersen reported DCPP has added three director positions devoted to license
renewal and extension of plant operational life including Director of Strategic Initiatives,
Director of Outages and Director of Projects. In response to Dr. Lam's inquiry Mr. Garcia
stated organizational changes are scheduled to be discussed later during this public
meeting and DCPP continues to try to promote from within and conducts staffing
committee meetings as well as meetings of its People Committee in the effort to ensure
adequate numbers of employees are available to continue to operate the plant and



knowledge transfer and succession plans are in place to support these efforts. Mr.
Petersen stated some employees availed themselves of a company-wide voluntary
separation plan which DCPP used as an opportunity to target specific positions and some
organizational adjustments were based upon that effort and were aligned with industry
benchmarks. In response to Dr. Lam's comment that while it is a positive development
that qualified personnel are promoted from within there is also a negative aspect to the
loss of talented personnel. Mr. Petersen responded that DCPP has always had the
necessary talent to operate the plant and engages in the planning efforts described by
Mr. Garcia to ensure that remains true. In response to Dr. Lam's inquiry, Mr. Garcia
reported at the present time plant staff consists of approximately 1,100 persons aside
from contract personnel, which compares to approximately 1,250-1,300 persons prior to
the Joint Proposal. Mr. Garcia observed that because PG&E operates DCPP as a single
station its workforce has always been somewhat larger than the workforces engaged by
utilities which operate a fleet of nuclear power plants. Dr. Budnitz remarked  some
employee departures may be unrelated to the approaching plant closure generated by
the approval of the Joint Proposal. Mr. Petersen agreed and gave as an example of
staffing reduction the scenario that as many of the strategic large scale capital projects
were concluded - and the capital budget accordingly reduced over time - DCPP has found
ways to repurpose employees engaged in those efforts while others left DCPP
employment. In response to Dr. Lam's inquiry seeking an estimate of DCPP's additional
staffing needs in the event of continued operation beyond 2025 Mr. Petersen agreed
additional personnel will be needed but stated he did not have a number to provide as
projections were still being developed, but he observed the need for certain personnel
with key expertise such as control room operators was being and has been addressed.
Dr. Budnitz commented there will be different perspectives concerning capital projects
which will, when resolved, drive personnel decisions and the Committee will continue to
review these issues.

Mr. Petersen displayed a graphic profile of the performance of both units and he
commented it shows a very strong, reliable performance. He reported DCPP has
increased efforts to ensure the plant remains reliably available to the California
Independent System Operator (CAISO) during the summer months. He reported during
January – March long range schedules, including the risk and technical specification
vulnerability aspects related to surveillance testing on systems with redundant multiple

communication channels or trains[5]
, are reviewed for the risk to generation throughout

summer periods and those planning efforts are reviewed by senior leadership in April
with maintenance work commencing on systems and components in May. When there is
emergent risk Mr. Petersen reported that as the Chair of the Risk Challenge Board he and
the Site Vice President Mr. Adam Peck have overlapping approval authority over all such
risk-significant activities. In response to Dr. Kadak's question Mr. Petersen reported the
electrical distribution system providing off-site power to DCPP is a different system from
that which provides power to the local communities such that an electrical blackout in the
local area would not necessarily affect DCPP. Mr. Petersen reported DCPP has an
agreement with the grid and transmission system operators to ensure the plant is given
top priority for power preservation and restoration.



Mr. Petersen reported upcoming station activities include:

NRC Emergency Preparedness Inspection – October 13, 2022;
Unit 2 Refueling Outage – Mid-October 2022;
NRC Problem Identification & Resolution Inspection – December 2022; and
Nuclear Safety Oversight Committee (NSOC) – December 2022 (first week).

Dr. Gene Nelson of Californians for Green Nuclear Power was recognized. In response to
Dr. Nelson question as to a gradual decline of Unit 1 power production on the graph
provided by Mr. Petersen, Mr. Petersen replied that this small decline represented

reduced efficiencies in the secondary plant
[6]

 over the operational cycle. He reported
DCPP conducts mid-cycle condenser tunnel cleaning periodically to restore the efficiency
of the secondary plant.

Mr. John Geesman representing the Alliance of Nuclear Responsibility was recognized.
Mr. Geesman observed that with the second tranche of the Employee Retention Program
having been successfully completed it was anticipated that in 2023 through 2025 PG&E
would rely on enhanced severance benefits to retain DCPP employees and he inquired
whether that matter was under reconsideration. Mr. Petersen confirmed there has been
discussion and it is anticipated there may be a revisited retention incentive plan for DCPP
employees because of the issue described by Mr. Geesman, but those discussions have
not yet been finalized. Mr. Soenen reported SB 846 addresses the implementation of a
retention program which is to be addressed between PG&E and the CPUC. Mr. Geesman
reported that earlier in the day PG&E submitted a filing with the federal Securities and
Exchange Commission announcing its intent during the first quarter of 2023 to sell off a
minority share of its non-nuclear generation assets and he inquired whether such a move
was possible for PG&E's nuclear assets. Mr. Petersen stated he was not prepared to
address Mr. Geesman's question and Dr. Peterson observed Mr. Geesman's inquiry falls
outside the DCISC's remit.

Dr. Lam thanked Mr. Petersen for his presentation.

Mr. Soenen then introduced the Director of Risk and Compliance, Mr. Russell Prentice, to
make the next presentation concerning the NRC's assessment of plant performance. Mr.
Soenen reported Mr. Prentice was licensed in 2014 as a Senior Reactor Operator and has
been employed at DCPP since 2009 including as Maintenance and Instrumentation &
Controls Manager. In his present assignment Mr. Prentice oversees DCPP's regulatory
and risk programs. Mr. Prentice is also the site emergency coordinator for Team C of the
Emergency Response Organization. Mr. Prentice holds a Master's Degree in Mechanical
Engineering from Cal Poly.

Update on the Status of NRC Performance Indicators, Licensee Event Reports, NRC
Inspection Reports and Notices of Violation, Issues Raised by NRC Resident Inspectors,
Open Compliance Issues and Current and Future License Amendment Requests, and
Other Significant Regulatory Issues/Requests.

Mr. Prentice stated during his presentation he would provide an overview of DCPP's



regulatory performance and stated regulatory performance of a station is also a reflection
of its operational performance which he stated remains high. Mr. Prentice stated his
report would cover a period of approximately four months which includes approximately
2,000 hours of NRC inspection time. During this period DCPP met and remained in the
highest performance category for the performance expectations for all NRC Performance
Indicators, all of which remain Green with respect to each performance category.

Mr. Prentice displayed the performance indicators used in the NRC's Regulatory Oversight

Process which all remained in Green
[7]

 status, and for which margin is monitored for
each of the 16 performance indicators:

→        Unplanned Scrams per 7000 Critical Hrs.
→        Unplanned Power Changes per 7000 Critical Hrs.
→        Unplanned Scrams with Complications.
→        Safety System Functional Failures.
→        Mitigating Systems Performance Index, Emergency AC Power System .
→        Mitigating Systems Performance Index, High Pressure Injection System.
→        Mitigating Systems Performance Index, Heat Removal System.
→        Mitigating Systems Performance Index, Residual Heat Removal System.
→        Mitigating Systems Performance Index, Cooling Water Systems.
→        Reactor Coolant System Activity.
→        Reactor Coolant System Leakage.
→        Drill/Exercise Performance.
→        ERO Drill Participation.
→        Alert & Notification System.
→        Occupational Exposure Control Effectiveness.
→        Radiological Effluent Occurrence.

Four non-cited violations (NCVs), rated Green and of very low safety significance were
issued by the NRC since the last public meeting of the DCISC. He discussed each as
follows.

→        Green (Very Low safety significance) NCV – The station did not provide adequate
procedural guidance to control the tightening of Emergency Diesel Generator 2-3 fuel oil
system bolts resulting in a fuel oil leak. This issue was extensively reviewed with the
DCISC in June 2022. Procedures were modified concerning tightening of these banjo
bolts to ensure the torque is verified after maintenance. This was a self-revealing issue.
(No Cross-Cutting Aspect was assigned to this violation.)

→        Green (Very Low safety significance) NCV – The station did not adequately
relocate or secure items in the switchyard area in accordance with station procedures in
preparation for expected higher than normal winds. There was a procedural misalignment
related to the more restrictive procedure for tornado impact. Procedures have been
revised. This was an NRC identified issue. (Cross-Cutting Aspect H.13, "Consistent
Process").

→        Green (Very Low safety significance) NCV – The station did not secure temporary



polyethylene bottles staged in the Residual Heat Removal System pump room in
accordance with plant procedures. This was an NRC identified issue. (No Cross-Cutting
Aspect was assigned to this violation).

→        Green (Very Low safety significance) NCV – The station did not include certain
equipment located in the 480V switchgear rooms in the station's Equipment Qualification
Program. This was related to measures to address a tornado event. The calculation to
determine the heat-up rate in different areas which identified elevated temperatures in
the 480V switchgear rooms was identified as conservative and a reanalysis is being
performed to establish the actual temperature in those locations would be lower than
previously determined. (No Cross-Cutting Aspect was assigned to this violation.)

In response to Dr. Lam's question Mr. Prentice explained a NCV of very low safety
significance does not carry the monetary penalty that a cited violation can. Mr. Prentice
stated all NCVs are entered into the Corrective Action Program and tracked by station
leadership. In response to Consultant McWhorter's question as to the seven violations
received so far in 2022, with three having been received in the first half of the year, Mr.
Prentice replied DCPP's operational performance has been consistent but there have been
a number of temporary NRC Senior Resident Inspectors assigned and at the conclusion of
2021 there were some items that may have been able to be resolved in 2021 but that
rolled over into 2022. Mr. Prentice confirmed the two NRC-identified items in the four
NCVs he discussed were identified by the permanent NRC resident inspectors.

Mr. Prentice reported cross-cutting aspects of violations are tracked and the only cross-
cutting aspect identified was for aspect H-13 concerning a consistent process for
procedures. In response to Mr. McWhorter's comment Mr. Prentice agreed to
highlight any cross-cutting aspects for which a current entry exists on the next
list provided for DCISC review.

Mr. Prentice stated no licensee event reports have been submitted by DCPP to the NRC
since the last meeting of the DCISC in June 2022. Two Inspection Reports were issued by
the NRC during the period June 2022 to September 2022: the Design Basis Assurance
Inspection Report (2022-011, 08/09/2022) and the 2nd Quarter 2022 Integrated
Inspection Report (2022-002, 08/10/2022). One generic industry license amendment
was approved by the NRC to adopt a generically approved industry standard technical
specification update to revise the surveillance frequencies for steam generator tube
inspections. In response to Dr Budnitz' query Mr. Prentice confirmed the violation related
to the 480V switchgear room was identified in the Design Basis Assurance Report.

Mr. David Weisman representing the Alliance of Nuclear Responsibility was recognized.
Mr. Weisman remarked Mr. Prentice's comment concerning 2,000 hours of NRC
inspection time over a four-month period represents 500 hours per month or 8 hours for
22 days each month for 2.9 persons. Mr. Prentice responded that the 2,000 hours he
cited includes inspection hours from additional NRC staff and not just by the two NRC
resident inspectors permanently assigned to DCPP.

A short break followed.



XIII STAFF & CONSULTANT REPORTS & RECEIVE, APPROVE, AND AUTHORIZE
TRANSMITTAL OF FACT FINDING REPORTS TO PG&E

A.  The Chair requested Consultant Wardell to provide a report on the August 16-17,
2022, fact-finding visit with Dr. Peterson. Mr. Wardell reviewed the topics discussed with
PG&E during the August 2022 visit as follows:

→        Greater Than Class C Waste Storage Plan - Mr. Wardell reported greater than
Class C radioactive waste is the highest radioactive category of four categories of low
level radioactive waste. Dr. Peterson stated the United States uses a deterministic
criterion about the contents of different radionuclides that is not directly related to actual
hazards of handling and disposing of this waste. Dr. Peterson observed that greater than
class C waste exceeds Class C limits for certain radioisotopes and this greatly complicates
the management of these materials in the United States. Mr. Wardell reported that
greater than Class C waste at DCPP is expected to include metal in the reactor vessel
which receives a high neutron dose and has become activated. This includes reactor
vessel nozzles and DCPP plans when decommissioning to segment the reactor vessels
and remove the vessel internals and seal those materials in spent fuel-like canisters
which will be stored above the ISFSI in a facility to be located in proximity to the old
steam generator and reactor vessel head storage facility. In response to Dr. Kadak's
query as to whether there is any greater than Class C waste in the spent fuel pools now
and why a separate facility from the ISFSI is required, Mr. Prentice responded there is
some greater than Class C waste in the spent fuel pools now from earlier operation and
the ISFSI is licensed only for the storage of spent fuel and is sized for forty years of
operation for that purpose. 

→        License Renewal Status - Mr. Wardell stated he would not be reviewing this item
as the fact-finding visit predated the Legislature's adoption of SB 846 and there is a
presentation later at this public meeting on this topic. 

→        Emergency Preparedness During Decommissioning - Mr. Wardell displayed and
discussed a graphic representation of three stages of emergency planning: first during
operation, second when all spent fuel is located both at the ISFSI and within the spent
fuel pools, and third when all spent fuel is all stored within the ISFSI. He reported during
the evolution from one stage to the next the amount of emergency preparedness
required will diminish until during the final phase there will be no need for the Technical
Support Center, the Operational Support Center, the Emergency Operations Facility or
the Joint Information Center as all emergency-related activities, including the ISFSI
emergency plan, will be conducted and managed from the Control Room.   

→        Feedwater Heater Tube Failure Follow-up - Mr. Wardell reported in 2021 DCPP
experienced a feedwater heater leakage event on Unit 2 as a result of feedwater heater
tube failures. The leakage was repaired after two attempts. Since Unit 2 was restarted it
has operated well. Mr. Wardell stated the Probable Cause analysis of the feedwater
heater tube failure identified fracture of the tubes or their supports which caused the
tubes to fail and he reported the DCISC Fact Finding Team (FFT) found the Probable
Cause and the corrective actions to be satisfactory. The FFT reviewed inspections done



on Unit 1 during the outage during which probes were sent into the Unit 1 feedwater
heaters and found their condition to be acceptable. For Unit 2 Mr. Wardell reported
the same inspections will be performed during the upcoming outage and he
recommended the DCISC review the results of those inspections following the
outage. 

→        Tsunami Warning Response - Mr. Wardell reported the National Weather Service
is the agency responsible for issuing a tsunami warning which is the most significant
advisement which follows issuance of advisories, watches, and information statements.
DCPP is required to respond to tsunami warnings and has a casualty procedure in place
to do so. The calculated design basis for a tsunami is 32 feet above mean sea level and
all plant facilities with the exception of the Intake and Discharge Structures are located
at 85 feet above mean sea level or higher. The auxiliary saltwater pumps are housed in
watertight rooms within the Intake Structure and Mr. Wardell stated the FFT found the
plant to be well protected from a tsunami with satisfactory procedures in place. In
response to Consultant Kadak's inquiry Mr. Wardell reported the DCISC FFT did
not ascertain when the watertight integrity or the seals of the Intake Structure
rooms which contain the auxiliary saltwater pumps were inspected and the
DCISC agreed to follow up on this inquiry.   

? Meet with Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) Senior Resident Inspector - the FFT
met remotely with Mr. Mahdi Hayes, the permanent Senior Resident Inspector as Mr.
Hayes was at that time recovering from COVID, to discuss the fact-finding agenda, the
issue of fuel leakage from the emergency diesel generators discussed at the DCISC June
public meeting, and the pending license extension matter concerning which Mr. Hayes
stated much of the NRC's work will be generated from NRC Headquarters. Mr. Wardell
stated the Committee's meetings with the NRC resident inspection team continue to be
valuable for both parties. 

→        NRC Resident Inspectors' Access to PG&E Computer System - Mr. Wardell
reported the NRC Resident Inspectors have limited access through laptops provided by
DCPP to the PG&E computer system for the NRC inspector's use on the local area
network, the SAP process including the Corrective Action Program, plant data, the Plan of
the Day publication and the email system. For NRC dedicated work the resident
inspectors have their own computers and laptops with separate systems including for
email. Mr. Wardell stated this practice is now standard in the industry and the FFT found
it to be a good practice. 

→        Observe Plant Health Committee (PHC) Meeting - PHC meetings are remotely
conducted on a weekly basis with the purpose to assure or achieve system or component
health and to work with the system engineers to that end. The PHC reviews action plans,
the Operations tactical list and the top ten equipment lists which identify Operations

Department needs as far as enhancements to system health[8]
 and safety systems. Mr.

Wardell stated the FFT found the PHC meetings to be effective.

→        Equipment Reliability Update - The Equipment Reliability Program uses colors to
measure performance. Unit 1 equipment reliability was rated Yellow due to condenser



saltwater leakage, the two incidents of feedwater heater leaks which Mr. Wardell
discussed previously, and for a valve malfunction. Unit 2 equipment reliability is in Green
status with the most significant issue being the Main Generator vibration problems
following its rewind and the feedwater tube leaks which were resolved. Mr. Wardell
reported most of the equipment reliability issues are on the secondary side of the plant.
He reported DCPP has implemented a 2022 Equipment Reliability Excellence
Plan and the FFT found the actions by DCPP to be appropriate and
recommended the DCISC review equipment reliability again in six months.  

→        Condensate Polisher Resin Issue - Mr. Wardell reported the steam from the steam
generators which is used to turn the turbines is condensed in the condensers and this
condensate water is polished, that is to say cleaned, of corrosion from its interaction with
metals and chemicals by large resin ion exchange demineralizers which pick up and flush
the contaminates in a process that is repeated. Mr. Wardell reported DCPP employs full
flow polishers with a capacity of 31,000 gallons per minute. After a shutdown, resins in
the ion bed were found with iron due to corrosion of the iron-based piping in the system
and the resins were releasing sulphates which Mr. Wardell stated is not good for the
system. The ion bed manufacturer recommended a hot scrub and air rinse for the resin
beds and Mr. Wardell reported this was successful.  

→        Meet with DCPP Officer – the FFT met with Site Vice President Mr. Adam Peck to
review the fact-finding agenda and other items of mutual interest.

→        Large Motors Program - large motors are motors which are fed by the 4kV and
12kV systems and produce more than 250 horsepower. Mr. Wardell reported this
program is managed by a tactical engineer and is in Green health status. Due to the
approval of the Joint Proposal the Large Motors Program's plans for
replacements and overhaul of certain large motors was partially suspended and
with the plan to extend operation Mr. Wardell stated the Large Motor Program
will need to be reviewed and fully reactivated and the DCISC should review and
monitor this effort. In response to Consultant Kadak's inquiry Mr. Wardell confirmed
there are some safety-related systems included in the Large Motors Program including
the auxiliary saltwater pumps, the component cooling water pumps, reactor coolant
pumps and the safety injection pumps.  

→        Radiation Surveys of the ISFSI - Mr. Wardell reported with Dr. Peterson and DCPP
Radiation Protection personnel that during their visit to the ISFSI the DCISC
representatives were equipped with dosimeters and portable radiation detectors including
gamma radiation and neutron radiation detectors. He reported the gamma doses within
the perimeter of the ISFSI fence ranged from .4 to 2.5 millirem per hour depending on a
person's location in proximity to a spent fuel storage cask. Outside the fence the gamma
dose was 18 to 120 microroentgens which he described as extremely low. Very little
neutron radiation was detected. The FFT received no recordable radiation dose during
their investigation.

→        Observe Receipt and Inspection of New Fuel – the FFT observed DCPP's receipt,
inspection, and handling of new fuel which was to be installed in Unit 2 during the 2R23



refueling outage. Mr. Wardell reported the fuel was manufactured by Westinghouse and
shipped to DCPP from South Carolina in long metal strongback containers, 20 feet long
by 8 feet in diameter, each containing two fuel assemblies. The fuel assemblies are 14
feet long and approximately 1 foot by 1 foot square. The fuel is lifted and transported by
crane to the new fuel vaults where a detailed inspection takes place. Following this
inspection the fuel is lifted over the spent fuel pool and is transferred, via the spent fuel
pool and the transfer canal, into Containment and then placed in the reactor vessel for a
three-cycle operational lifetime. The FFT concluded the operation was performed
professionally and carefully and Mr. Wardell displayed photos taken during the FFT visit.
Dr. Peterson commented the surface dose rate on a fuel assembly was about 2.5 millirem
per hour which drops off rapidly as one moves away from the assembly.

Ms. Sherry Lewis, a member of Mothers for Peace, was recognized. In response
to Ms. Lewis inquiry Mr. Wardell reported that if the watertight integrity of the
Intake Structure's rooms which contain the auxiliary saltwater pumps was
compromised there would be water leakage into the room and the operation of
the pumps could be affected and in accordance with Dr. Kadak's observation the
DCISC will follow-up on the issue of watertight integrity of the Intake Structure
rooms containing the auxiliary saltwater pumps. Dr. Peterson remarked the most
important equipment to be protected from a tsunami are the emergency diesel
generators which are located 85 feet above mean sea level and Dr. Peterson observed
the auxiliary saltwater pumps are not essential to safe shutdown. Mr. Wardell observed

that should the auxiliary saltwater pumps be lost the FLEX
[9]

 Program capabilities
provide a backup system.

Mr. John Geesman representing the Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility was recognized.
Concerning the feedwater heater tube issue described by Mr. Wardell, Mr. Geesman
inquired whether there was a material difference in time between the feedwater heaters
current Green health status and the status of the feedwater heaters for extended
operation. He remarked during the June 2022 DCISC public meeting DCPP Senior
Director Mr. Dennis Petersen made the comment that replacement of the feedwater
heaters would be a very significant project and represents a project that if DCPP were
seeking a license extension would have definitely been undertaken. Mr. Geesman stated
the failure of the feedwater heaters caused Unit 2 to shut down and to start up twice and
there is a valid concern that such shutdowns and startups should be minimized for safety
reasons. Mr. Geesman referred to Nuclear Energy Institute (NEI) Report 20-04 entitled
"The Nexus Between Safety and Operational Performance" and its conclusion that "
[w]hen changes in processes or equipment are made that result in improvements to
equipment reliability or availability, the outcome has a positive impact on both safety and
operational performance" and he inquired relative to the feedwater heater tubes what
timeframe or time horizon would the Committee apply to the analysis as to whether
something does or does not require replacement. Mr. Wardell stated he agreed that

transients
[10]

 should be avoided on any system whether it be primary or secondary but
he remarked the plant is designed to handle these transients but the higher the
equipment reliability the fewer transients will be experienced. Mr. Wardell recalled that
when DCPP was preparing for the original license extension application, all the feedwater



heaters were planned for replacement for twenty years of operation but with the Joint
Proposal it was determined the plant could operate satisfactorily to 2025
without replacing the feedwater heaters and he observed the lead time to
obtain new feedwater heaters is lengthy, likely taking years. He observed this is
an issue on which the plant will make a decision and the Committee will
conduct a review. Mr. Wardell reported feedwater heaters are designed with significant
margin to account for tube plugging on account of tube failure. Mr. Geesman commented
that it was his recollection the Unit 2 feedwater heaters have approximately 20% of their
tubes plugged. Dr. Peterson remarked feedwater heaters are not safety significant in that
the limits on the steam generators are associated with heat removal for safety-related
purposes. Mr. Geesman commented that too many feedwater heaters shutdowns could
result in a unit shutdown for an extended period and under SB 846 a substantial cost is
placed on the taxpayers and the ratepayers and justified as liquidated damages as a
result of continuing to run an aging power plant and in Mr. Geesman's view those parties
should be protected against such costs. Mr. Geesman remarked the statutes enacted
under SB 846 do not distinguish between safety-related and non-safety replated
components and he suggested the DCISC should take a safety-oriented perspective as to
both. Mr. Wardell commented the plant has and will be inspecting all the feedwater
heaters to ensure their suitability for operation to 2025 but their operability beyond that
date is an open question although an individual feedwater heater can be isolated from
other feedwater heaters and the plant can continue to run albeit at lesser efficiency.

Dr. Budnitz observed that the confidence the plant can run effectively until 2025 needs to
be based on something besides judgment and when the DCISC makes its inquiries it will
ask about the operating experience in the industry for extended operation. Dr. Budnitz
observed there are two possible extremes here, one that it creates a high degree of
failure and another that there are a number of plants running for extended periods with
no significant problems and this is a calculus that DCPP will need to engage in and the
Committee will need to review. Dr. Budnitz stated extended operation of DCPP creates
many similar lines of inquiry for which the Committee will need to come to an
independent review about whether the judgments are acceptable but he reiterated it
takes more than judgment, it takes data. Dr. Budnitz remarked the only accident of
consequence in the United States occurred at the Three Mile Island Nuclear Generating
Station in Pennsylvania and it began with a problem involving the failure of a polisher on
the feedwater input and it is important to remember to be humble about things that
don't look as if they're important because when they are combined with other factors
they can contribute significantly to a problem. Mr. Geesman thanked Dr. Budnitz for his
observation and remarked that at the February 2022 public meeting Dr. Budnitz
expressed the view that the NRC should revisit its classification for safety and non-safety
related systems and components which classification was developed in the 1970s. Dr.
Budnitz replied there is a program under 10 CFR 50.69 for safety classification of system,
structures and components which revisits the NRC's earlier classification and the 50.69
program was adopted a few years ago and is available to currently operating plants and
he remarked that perhaps the 10 CFR 50.69 regulatory scheme could and should be used
at least in part at DCPP. Mr. Geesman thanked Dr. Budnitz for this information and he
commended the DCISC for the manner in which it conducts its public meetings. 



Upon a motion made by Dr. Budnitz, seconded by Dr. Lam, the August 16-17, 2022, Fact
Finding Report was accepted by the DCISC. The report will become a part of the
Committee's 33rd Annual Report.

The Chair requested Consultant Wardell continue his presentation and to provide a report
on the September 13-14, 2022, fact-finding visit with Dr. Budnitz. Mr. Wardell reported
that Dr. Budnitz would review two of the topics from the September 2022 visit to include
probabilistic risk assessment and the long-term seismic program, while Mr. Wardell
would review the other topics discussed with PG&E during the September 2022 visit as
follows:

→        Probabilistic Risk Assessment (PRA) Program Review – Dr. Budnitz reported the
PRA model contains an identification of every important accident sequence including the
initiating event and the likelihood and contribution of failures or human error that follow
and lead to a final undesired result. Dr. Budnitz reported the PRA model is supported by
both analyses and data and the PRA for DCPP has long been recognized as superior and
one of the best in the industry. The PRA is maintained and is continually updated for
plant configuration changes and for the receipt of new data and periodically a total PRA
model upgrade is performed with the next being scheduled for spring 2023 which was
planned to be the final upgrade but with plans for  extended operation that will likely not
be the case. Dr. Budnitz stated the most important use of PRA is to inform safety
decision-making when systems or components are removed from service during
operations or during an outage. In this context PRA is used to ascertain the level of
compromise, if any, to safety of operation. PRA also supports the evaluation of the
significance of operating experience received from other nuclear power plants to inform
DCPP's decisions and is also employed to assist in prioritization during routine operations
when components are maintained or serviced. The PRA model is also used to assess and
understand the contribution of human error in the management of the power plant. He
reported plant leadership, management, supervisors and maintenance personnel now all
have an understanding of the importance of PRA in protecting components and systems.
The DCISC fact-finding team (FFT) concluded the PRA model at DCPP continues to be
used effectively and to be emulated by other stations. Dr. Budnitz observed the plant will
be relying on the PRA group to provide input in the decision-making process during the
review and planning process for extended operation.  

→        Safety Culture Update – Mr. Wardell described safety culture as an individual's
commitment to and recognition of personal accountability for safety on the part of every
employee. Elements of safety culture include a willingness to ask questions and raise
concerns in a respectful work environment that fosters effective communication with
managers and leadership and maintains an emphasis on the importance of nuclear
safety. A Safety Conscious Work Environment (SCWE) is part of nuclear safety culture.
Mr. Wardell reported the DCISC has always assessed the safety culture and SCWE at
DCPP as very strong. DCPP uses a Safety Culture Monitoring Panel consisting of
managers, individual contributors and union employees to assess data from surveys and
from the Corrective Action Program and elsewhere to judge safety culture on a
continuing basis.



→        Observe All Hands Meeting with PG&E Chief Executive Officer - Mr. Wardell
reported the FFT attended and observed an all-hands meeting with the PG&E Chief
Executive Officer, the Board of Directors and other corporate executives to discuss the
potential for five additional years of continued operation and reported corporate
leadership expressed appreciation for DCPP's excellent operating record. The concept of a
"one team" culture was discussed as was employing the corrective action program, the
employee concerns program and nuclear safety culture concepts in other areas of PG&E's
operations.   

→        2R23 Outage Safety Plan – The designation 2R23 is used for the upcoming Unit 2
outage, scheduled from mid-October to mid-November 2022. The FFT reviewed the 2R23
outage safety plan and Mr. Wardell reported the plan is based on a defense-in-depth
approach which includes ensuring an adequate number of components are available to
account for differences in safety at any point in time. He reported classifications for
individual components removed from service are rated as Green, Yellow, Orange or Red
based on a PRA analysis tool known as Phoenix and DCPP does not permit Orange or Red
conditions during an outage. There are some Yellow windows during 2R23 due to
components being out of service with a limited number of components left in service,
with a preference for a minimum of two other components being required. The FFT
concluded the safety schedule was comprehensive and effective.

→        Long-Term Seismic Program Update – Dr. Budnitz reported the FFT reviewed the
Long-Term Seismic Program which is supported by the PG&E Geo-Sciences group in an
effort to understand and characterize the effect and the extent of the ground motion
produced by different seismic events anywhere in the world on the power plant. He
reported the program was and remains part of a NRC imposed license condition for DCPP
to require continued understanding  about the uncertainties produced by earthquakes
wherever they are propagated in the vicinity of DCPP and to ensure the plant is capable
of withstanding those effects. Dr. Budnitz reported the DCPP Long-Term Seismic Program
is led by recognized experts and is reviewed by experts all over the world and has been
found by those experts to be first-rate. The FFT learned about new and continued
deployment of instruments to measure ground motion around the area of DCPP. Dr.
Budnitz reported that on October 6, 2022, a meeting of the State of California's
Independent Peer Review Panel for seismic study of DCPP and environs is scheduled at
CPUC Headquarters in San Francisco and the DCPP team will make a detailed
presentation at that public meeting which Dr. Budnitz stated he would attend as a
representative of the DCISC. Dr. Budnitz reported the Long-Term Seismic Program
also analyzes and assesses the seismic capacity of every piece of equipment
and every plant structure and the DCISC will conduct a review of those efforts
in the future. Dr. Budnitz remarked that in California earthquakes tend to produce
lateral motion and therefore fault displacement is an important contributor to seismic
hazard and the Long-Term Seismic Program employs a fault-displacement model in
determining the location of plant structures including relative to the location of the
planned greater than Class C waste building and the Long-Term Seismic Program
contributes to fault displacement work done by others including at the University of
Southern California and at the U.S. Geological Survey in Menlo Park, California. Dr.



Budnitz reported ground motion that occurs from the Hosgri Fault, located a few miles
offshore from DCPP, is measured as that motion comes to the plant site but those
measurements are always uncertain due to the degree of variability and the Long-Term
Seismic Program continues to take measurements to narrow that uncertainty and
improve confidence in the ground motion models. Dr. Budnitz next reviewed the
precariously balanced rock analysis, an assessment conducted using two large rocks
located next to each other on the road leading to the plant. Analysis has shown, with
some level of uncertainty, those rocks have been in their positions for tens of thousands
of years and therefore there is a level of confidence that an earthquake large enough to
dislodge one or both of the rocks has not occurred during that time. Dr. Budnitz
mentioned that a report will be issued soon which he stated will be informative as to the
local seismic conditions four miles from the plant site. He remarked the preliminary
insight may be the seismic hazard at the site is lower than previously thought. In
concluding his remarks Dr. Budnitz stated there is no doubt that the DCPP Long-Term
Seismic Program is an excellent program and the PG&E Geo-Sciences group continues to
do excellent work.   

→        Core Exit Thermocouple System Update – Mr. Wardell reported core exit
thermocouples are wires of different metals used to measure flow temperature created
by heat from nuclear fission at numerous exit points from the reactor core. The data is
made available in the Control Room and provides an indication of potential core
damaging problems. The system consists of in-core thermocouples, wiring which goes
through the Containment walls, penetration seals, and monitoring equipment. Mr.
Wardell reported the System health is Green. Dr. Budnitz remarked the system can also
detect asymmetries in the flow which can produce temperature differences and may be
precursors to greater flow disruption or flow blockage.

→        Cyber Security Update - Mr. Wardell reported the Cyber Security Program was
developed to protect critical digital assets, that is, those digital assets related to safety-
related and other important safety equipment functions as well as to some secondary
functions. The program includes emergency preparedness functions and off-site
communication. There are no critical digital assets at DCPP that have access to the
internet or to networks outside the plant and Mr. Wardell reported the plant's critical
digital assets are triple isolated from outside. He reported the DCPP email system does
not connect to any safety system or digital control systems at the plant and Dr. Peterson
reported the use of optical data diodes permits electricity to flow in only one direction
thereby permitting data to go out at certain locations but preventing data from coming in
across those diodes. Mr. Wardell reported the FFT found the Cyber Security Program to
be very effective. In response to Consultant Kadak's inquiry, Mr. Wardell confirmed the
Cyber Security Program includes review of the procurement of replacement electronic
components in the plant and these components are tested in isolation to check for any
problems. Dr. Peterson stated the DCISC should review plans for maintenance or
upgrades to the digital systems including for the Reactor Protection System as
well as other digital systems including plant WiFi. Dr. Budnitz remarked there is a
national standard promulgated by the Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers
(IEEE) to assure integrity in procurement. Mr. Wardell reported there is a recent



inspection report issued by the NRC for the Cyber Security Program. 

→        Meet with Site Vice President Mr. Adam Peck – the FFT met with the DCPP Site
Vice President to discuss the fact-finding agenda and other matters of mutual interest.

→        DCPP License Extension Update – Mr. Wardell stated he would not provide
comments at this time as there is a presentation on this topic scheduled later at this
public meeting.

→        Observe Evaluated Emergency Preparedness Exercise – the FFT observed this
exercise and Mr. Wardell reviewed the scenario which led to a postulated radiation
release due to a compromise in each of the three fission product protection barriers, the
fuel clad barrier, the Reactor Coolant System barrier and the Containment barrier. The
DCISC representatives observed the exercise from the Control Room Simulator Facility,
the Emergency Operations Facility and the Joint Information Center. Mr. Wardell
described the exercise as well planned, well implemented and successful. The FFT did
not observe the critiques which followed the exercise and the DCISC will review
the report of the critiques and the NRC evaluation when they are approved. Dr.
Budnitz reported that during the exercise he mistakenly left a copy of the exercise
scenario in his briefcase which was unattended for a few minutes. The scenario document
was never exposed but the action violated procedure and accordingly was entered into
the Corrective Action Program. The FFT also engaged in a discussion which a monitor
complained may have been distracting. The DCISC has now included an item on its Open
Items List concerning maintaining confidentiality during its observation of emergency drill
or exercise activities.

Dr. Gene Nelson for Californians for Green Nuclear Power was recognized. Dr. Nelson
remarked and Dr. Budnitz concurred that in previous remarks Dr. Budnitz has described
the Long-Term Seismic Program as being the gold standard for such programs. Dr.
Budnitz commented that no other utility has a Geo Sciences group akin to that of PG&E
and the group provides support not just to DCPP but also other areas of PG&E's
operations.

Ms. Sherry Lewis representing Mothers for Peace was recognized. Ms. Lewis stated it was
her understanding that several types of accident sequences are not identified or
considered in the PRAs models described by Dr. Budnitz, such as two problems occurring
at the same time. Dr. Budnitz responded that this was not correct in that simultaneous
events occurring in sequence are considered by PRA modeling. Dr. Budnitz stated the
only flaw in PRA is that it is an intrinsically inductive process which means it can never be
proven to be complete and the confidence in the method then lies in thousands of
experiences at 400 nuclear plants around the world and in that regard it is important to
be humble concerning reaching conclusions. Dr. Budnitz confirmed that terrorism is not
addressed by PRA as it is not possible to quantify the likelihood of the initiating event and
the analysis concerning terrorism that is done is security safeguarded information.

Mr. David Weisman representing the Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility was recognized.
Mr. Weisman referred to a presentation given some years ago by Dr. Lam entitled "Black



Swan" which identified a sequence of concurrent, unanticipated events. Dr. Budnitz
stated he agreed with Dr. Lam's identification in the Black Swan presentation but
nevertheless predictive techniques and insights are used frequently, as while not perfect
they offer tremendous benefits. Dr. Lam stated that his position has not changed since
his development of the Black Sawn presentation and he described nuclear technology as
an unforgiving technology where a minor mistake can cause tremendous consequences.

Dr. Nelson representing Californians for Green Nuclear Power was recognized. Dr. Nelson
observed the real world experience of the nuclear power industry, including the accidents
at Three Mile Island in Pennsylvania where a partial core meltdown occurred and at
Fukushima Daiichi in Japan where three reactors melted down, were examples of Black
Swan events where there were no fatalities or injuries due to radiation. Dr. Budnitz
responded one reason why almost no radiation exposure occurred as a result of those
events was due to the evacuation of the local populations and the interdiction of food
which was exposed to radiation to prevent it from being ingested by people but the
results of those accidents represented a huge economic loss.

Mr. John Geesman representing the Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility was recognized.
Mr. Geesman inquired as to how much of the secondary side of the plant is included in
the PRA model and how does the seismic PRA account for aftershocks in modeling human
response to earthquakes including deployment of FLEX equipment. Dr. Budnitz
responded and reported everything on the secondary side of the plant that is of
consequence in an accident sequence is modeled in PRA. Concerning Mr. Geesman's
second inquiry Dr. Budnitz stated modeling of  aftershocks is imperfect, but it is not
absent from PRA modeling rather it is modeled with a good degree of numerical
uncertainty which makes the insights regarding core damage frequency taken from that
modeling uncertain as well.

Upon a motion made by Dr. Peterson, seconded by Dr. Lam, the September 13-14, 2022
Fact Finding Report was accepted by the DCISC. The report will become a part of the
Committee's 33rd Annual Report.

XIV ADJOURN AFTERNOON MEETING

The Committee having completed all its scheduled business, Dr. Lam adjourned the
afternoon meeting of the Committee at 4:30 P.M.

XV  RECONVENE FOR EVENING MEETING

Dr. Lam reconvened the evening meeting of the DCISC at 5:30 P.M.

XVI COMMITTEE MEMBER COMMENTS

There were no comments by Committee Members at this time.

XVII PUBLIC COMMENTS AND COMMUNICATIONS

Dr. Lam invited members of the public to address the Committee on matters not on the
agenda for this meeting.



Mr. Eric Greening was recognized. Mr. Greening stated his comment touched on the
consequences of relicensing DCPP and the continuance of the application and the
environmental review of the application. Mr. Greening stated he was concerned if the
underlying project description and accordingly the environmental documents should
change can residents be guaranteed an opportunity for a subsequent and accurate
environmental impact report.

Assistant Legal Counsel Rathie stated email communications have been received from
Ms. Terri Wood, Ms. K. Lindsey Hunter, Ms. Stephanie Fuller, Mr. Charles Ziegler, Ms.
Laura Lynch, Ms. June Cochran, Ms. Susan Leonard, Ms. Rima Alwazir, Mr. Stephen
Keene, Ms. Cathy Iwane, Ms. Carol Hisasue, and Mr. Nigel Crawford. He reported all
these emails conveyed closely aligned messages concerning extending operation of DCPP
and expressed concern with the potential for changing the closure dates for Units 1 and
2, questioning the use of tax dollars for the purpose of extending operation of DCPP,
expressed concerns as to seismic risks, concerns with the use of aging and outdated
components, the issue of a diminished workforce, concerns with the embrittlement of
Unit 1's reactor vessel, delays in maintenance, the waiver of the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) provisions imposed by SB 846, the continued use of once-through
cooling and a corresponding detrimental effect on the marine environment, and
concerning the storage of nuclear waste. He reported the messages received are now a
part of the Committee's record.

Dr. Lam welcomed and recognized the presence of Dr. Victor Gilinsky and reported Dr.
Gilinsky is a former NRC Commissioner who served two terms in that capacity. Mr. Rathie
recognized and welcomed Ms. Shelly Abajian, Central Coast District Representative for
U.S. Senator Diane Feinstein.

XVIII  DISCUSSION BY THE COMMITTEE

Dr. Lam introduced the subject matter for this discussion by the Committee, that being
the recent passage of SB 846 which provides for the possibility of extended operations by
DCPP beyond the planned closure dates of 2024 (Unit 1) and 2025 (Unit 2).

Dr. Budnitz remarked that for more than thirty years the Charter of the DCISC has
emphasized reviewing operational safety at the station, not only regarding the safety of
its overall operation but also of specific issues. He reported the Committee's Open Items
List includes dozens of items the Committee reviews from time to time and the
Committee has always viewed its role as to perform an evaluation of whether the plant's
safety is adequate in the Committee's view independent of the NRC's regulatory criteria.
Dr. Budnitz observed SB 846, in enacting Public Utilities Code Section 712.1, has now
established the DCISC as a statutory instrument of the CPUC, which created the DCISC
in context of a settlement agreement entered into more than thirty years ago. He
described the statute as effecting basically a continuation of the Committee's work to
evaluate the safety of the plant now and over the future five years beyond 2025 and to
make findings and evaluations about the safety of the plant over that period and make
those findings and evaluations publicly available. Dr. Budnitz observed SB 846 asks the



DCISC to evaluate any potential safety improvements and enhancements. The new
 legislation requires the DCISC to devote special attention [through consultation with and
incorporation of the assessments and recommendation into its annual reports] to the
State of California's Independent Peer Review Panel (IPRP) for seismic studies of DCPP
and its environs. The Committee also continues to be charged with producing an Annual
Report and providing the report to various agencies, now including the California
Legislature and the NRC.

Dr. Budnitz observed that since approval of the Joint Proposal [in 2016] DCPP has
engaged in extensive planning in preparation to shut down operations in 2024 and 2025
which has affected programs, equipment and systems and the plant made significant
efforts to assure certain items would run reliably until 2025 while understandably not
considering operation of those items post-2025 and these efforts affected a large number
of programs, equipment and systems. He reported the DCISC's review of DCPP's efforts
in this regard is reflected in the Committee's Open Items Lists over that period. Dr.
Budnitz reported the plant is going to need to carefully review each of its programs,
equipment, and systems and develop plans and review those plans with the NRC to
ensure they meet the NRC's criteria and the DCISC will review these efforts and reach its
own independent evaluation and opinion. Dr. Budnitz remarked that the Committee in
this effort will necessarily be in a reactive mode in its review and interaction with DCPP
and these efforts by the Committee will require a significant amount of work.

Dr. Budnitz suggested context will need to be developed and a list will need to be
compiled for items to review and PG&E's list will be reviewed by the DCISC and a
dialogue opened with the plant and the public. In completing its work the Committee will
identify items for review and conduct fact-finding, review documents and, likely
concerning certain issues, consult within the nuclear industry. Dr. Budnitz remarked it is
hard at this point to provide more specifics but, of course, it is the specifics that matter
and the Committee will remain available to receive public comment.

Dr. Peterson concurred with Dr. Budnitz' remarks and the focus on the Open
Items List as a vehicle for undertaking the work under SB 846, but with the
added context of needing to identify additional things that the Committee will
need to check and review for example concerning the resumption of certain
capital projects. Dr. Peterson observed that through its public meetings the Committee
provides a venue for state agencies and the public to raise questions which the DCISC
can then investigate. He referred to the list of issues raised in the emails referred to in
Mr. Rathie's remarks which summarize many of the major issues the Committee will
need to review and for which it will need to be positioned during fact-findings and public
meetings to receive public input and to provide information and he commented this
provides a systematic approach to a comprehensive identification of issues raised by a
decision to pursue extension of operations. Dr. Peterson confirmed Dr. Budnitz'
comments that simple adherence to NRC regulations and safety criteria is not sufficient
and one of the key determinations to be made by the Committee is how well does DCPP
perform relative to other U.S. nuclear power plants and he reported generally DCPP has
always been in the top quartile of performance in this respect. He noted that DCPP is
located in a high seismic hazard area and therefore special attention is warranted on the



issue of seismic safety, for which the plant has special provisions in terms of review and
oversight including substantial differences in construction and specific design features.
He gave the example of the gantry crane in Containment running on rails on the
operating deck level as opposed to other nuclear power plants which employ a polar
crane which runs on rails that are part of the containment structure.

Dr. Budnitz observed DCISC like all other U.S. nuclear power plants was licensed for a
forty-year operational life. He reported most operating plants have received twenty-year
license extensions permitting sixty years of operation. He observed there is a  process at
the NRC and a list of activities required in order to obtain such an extension. Prior to
approval of the Joint Proposal PG&E submitted an application for a license extension and
that application was in process and included a Safety Evaluation Report, but this process
was terminated after approval of the Joint Proposal by the CPUC [in 2018]. The
Committee has access to the information developed at that time and Dr. Budnitz stated
he expects PG&E will rely and build upon the previous work.

Dr. Lam stated he was comforted by the statutory mandate that provides for assurance
of additional resources in manpower and budget for the DCISC. He remarked that
because of the Joint Proposal there has been a delay in the replacement, maintenance,
and repair of vital equipment as well as a decline in manpower amongst managerial and
technical staff and an assessment of these issues needs to be part of the DCISC's
priorities. Dr. Lam remarked the Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation (ISFSI)
was licensed for twenty years of operation and an additional period of operation may
place an additional demand on the ISFSI.

Mr. Rathie welcomed and recognized the presence via remote technology of Mr. Martin
Mattes of the Nossaman law firm who assists the Committee as special counsel for
regulatory matters. In response to Dr. Lam's request, Mr. Rathie observed SB 846
provides for continuance of the Committee review of operational safety at DCPP and for
the Committee to continue to make recommendations in its annual reports for
improvements that enhance the safety of the plant. He observed this is the mandate the
Committee has been adhering to since it first commenced operation in late 1989. Mr.
Rathie remarked that the composition of the Committee has changed over time as its
members are appointed to staggered terms by the Governor, the Chair of the California
Energy Commission and the California Attorney General. Each Committee as it is
comprised at the time of preparing its annual report will employ its expertise, knowledge
and available information and use its discretion in making its assessments and
recommendations for the improvement of safety of the plant. He reported that earlier
today the Committee approved the DCISC 32nd Annual Report on safety of operations
which, akin to all earlier reports, contains the Committee Members conclusions, concerns
and recommendations. He commented that now under SB 846 the Committee will be
providing its annual reports to the Legislature and to the NRC as well as continuing to
make its annual reports available to other entities and to the public.

.  Mr. Mattes stated he agreed with the comments made and emphasized that the
reference in the legislation to recommendations or enhancements or improvements in
safety is really a validation of the role the Committee has had for more than thirty years.



Dr. Budnitz stated the new activity required of the DCISC under SB 846 comes in
addition to the ongoing role of the Committee to continue its evaluation of operational
safety as the plant continues in operation, and includes preparing and commencing its
review of the very considerable activities associated with planning for the
decommissioning of the power plant, the storage of spent nuclear fuel including
evaluation of a new spent fuel storage system and all preliminary activities taking place.
Dr. Budnitz remarked that the effort to extend operations will necessarily change the
planning for decommissioning, but PG&E is not placing decommissioning activities on
hold at this point in time and there is no assurance that DCPP will receive a license from
the NRC for extended operation. All of this remains within the DCISC's remit from the
CPUC. Dr. Budnitz remarked there is an interaction between decommissioning activities
and operation as the two initiatives are related.

Consultant Wardell stated he supported the comments of Drs. Budnitz, Lam and Peterson
and he is working with Consultant McWhorter on an additional Open Items List of new
action items to review concerning extended operation which will be presented to the
Committee later during this public meeting.

Consultant McWhorter remarked he spent five years in charge of a major project building
a combined cycle power plant and he stated while the Members all made excellent
comments about what the Committee needs to do in the future he observed the
Committee also needs to determine and review the planning that needs to be put in
place. He remarked the research and discovery phase of the Committee's work will pass
very quicky and after three more years it will be time for PG&E to execute its plan and
for the DCISC to review extended operations and all associated activities, which will be
considerable and will need to be completed on time.

Ms. Sherry Lewis of Mothers for Peace was recognized. Ms. Lewis inquired whether the
Committee has the time to do all of the activities described during the discussion, would
the Committee be visiting the local area more frequently, and if a problem is identified
what can be done about it. Dr. Lam remarked he was assured by the statutory mandate
for more funding for manpower and other assistance for the Committee if and when it is
needed. Dr. Budnitz remarked he remains optimistic but the task will not be easy. Dr.
Peterson observed this will generate additional work and is one of the reasons the
Committee now has three technical consultants and he remarked that if additional
resources are needed to conduct the work of the Committee it will be requested and Dr.
Peterson expressed confidence it would be provided.

Dr. Gene Nelson for Californians for Green Nuclear Power was recognized. Dr. Nelson
suggested the Committee revisit the topics it had under review on June 20, 2016, the
day prior to announcement of the Joint Proposal, and he observed the Committee would
not be operating from a blank slate and the DCISC was pursuing its assessment of plant
safety at that time. He stated his belief the task to develop a continuity and to actually
achieve everything that needs to be done by 2025 is not insuperable.

Ms. Ann Hoskins was recognized. Ms. Hoskins stated she worked for a company that
owned a nuclear unit, has served as a public utility commissioner, and has worked with



renewable energy issues. She stated the DCISC has been given a tremendous
assignment on very little time and she urged the Committee to ask for the resources and
support it needs now because of how quickly this process happened and she commented
she believes there are numerous persons in the community that support the Committee
and its activities.

Mr. Eric Greening was recognized. Mr. Greening thanked the Committee for the
commitments made today and he stated he recognized the difficulties involved. He stated
one of his concerns in the process of relicensing the power plant, or with litigation around
that matter, is that this process could extend beyond the expiration dates of the current
licenses from the NRC and it was his understanding, from a presentation made by PG&E's
Mr. Tom Jones given yesterday that while the NRC deliberates or a court conducts
proceedings the plant would be allowed to continue to operate and he characterized this
as being a de facto license extension in the absence of completion of all requirements
that go with a license extension. Mr. Greening stated he was also concerned, as he
serves on a Social Services Transportation Committee, that evacuation planning is
premised on most persons having access to a vehicle and he observed there is a growing
number of persons residing in the local area who do not have such access and he
commented attention needs to be given to evacuation capabilities in the event of an
incident for those people without vehicles including pedestrians and persons dependent
on paratransit. He remarked non-profit organizations cannot be deputized to perform
evacuation functions and it is strictly voluntary on the part of those organizations.

Ms. Linda Seeley, a member of Mothers for Peace, was recognized. Ms. Seeley inquired
whether a comprehensive list compiled by the DCISC of all the safety updates would be
made available to the public and whether the DCISC has requested a list from PG&E of
deferred maintenance items. She stated her belief that PG&E would need to apply for a
license amendment from the NRC for any deviation from present requirements. Dr.
Budnitz responded and stated PG&E would compile the lists described by Ms. Seeley  and
the Committee has requested to review those lists when they are available and the
Committee will continue to conduct fact-finding, but as to the public nature and
proprietary implications of those documents that would be a matter for discussion with
PG&E. Dr. Lam remarked everything the Committee receives is normally open for public
inspection except in certain circumstances where PG&E requests confidentiality. Ms.
Seeley stated DCPP was scheduled in March of 2021 or 2022 to conduct testing of a
[surveillance] coupon taken from within the reactor vessel to assess the extent of
embrittlement of the Unit 1 vessel, but she stated that test did not take place. She
inquired if the DCISC were following up on the matter and whether the public
could get answers about the embrittlement issue for Unit 1 which she stated
PG&E claims as proprietary information. Dr. Peterson replied that the issue
raised by Ms. Seeley is one the Committee should review in context of continued
operation as it represents a key aging management question and a central part
of the license extension review. Mr. Seeley remarked that she understands that the
construction of DCPP would not be allowed if it were under consideration today due to
the presence of the Hosgri, Shoreline, and Diablo Cove faults and she does not
understand how PG&E can say seismic studies are concluded and she inquired if the



DCISC would be hiring a seismologist to study these faults. Dr. Budnitz replied the State
of California has formed the Independent Peer Review Panel (IPRP) to study seismic
issues in connection with DCPP, with experts including the California Geologic Survey, the
Coastal Commission, CalTrans and others serving on the IPRP to continue an
independent assessment of seismicity in the vicinity of DCPP and the DCISC is charged
by the recent legislation to account for the IPRP's findings in the DCISC's
recommendations. Dr. Budnitz reported the Committee has an independent charge to
continue its assessment of PG&E's Long-Term Seismic Program which is also being
assessed by experts in the field of seismicity and PG&E has a continuing licensing
commitment with the NRC to continue the Long-Term Seismic Program for as long as the
plant continues to operate. He reported new information and measurements are made on
a continuing basis. Dr. Budnitz reported the next meeting of the IPRP is scheduled for
October 6, 2022, in San Francisco at CPUC Headquarters and the meetings are also
accessible online to member of the public.

Mr. David Zizmor, Regulatory Analyst in the CPUC Energy Division, was recognized. Mr.
Zizmor confirmed an online meeting of the IPRP is scheduled for October 6, 2022,
between 2:00 p.m. to 4:00 p.m. and he recommended interested persons review the
daily CPUC website calendar for additional information. Mr. Zizmor stated that under SB
846 the recommendations of the DCISC are part of a larger process and that the recent
legislation requires the CPUC to use the DCISC's reports and recommendations in its
evaluations of the costs related to extending the operation of DCPP. He remarked that
both the DCISC and the CPUC have a great deal of work to do together and the CPUC
proceeding which approved the retirement of the power plant by 2025 has recently been
reopened as a first step in the process of an extension of operations. Mr. Zizmor stated
he looked forward to working with the Committee in the future.

XIX   INFORMATION ITEM BEFORE THE COMMITTEE (Cont'd.)

The Chair requested Mr. Soenen to continue with the informational presentations for this
public meeting requested by the Committee. Mr. Soenen introduced Mr. Tom Jones,
Senior Director of Regulatory, Environmental & Repurposing and reported Mr. Jones has
21 years of experience with PG&E and has served in Corporate Affairs and local
government relations. Prior to his current role Mr. Jones worked for State Senator
O'Connell. Mr. Jones holds a Bachelor's Degree from the University of California at Santa
Barbara and resides in Atascadero, California.

Update on Potential Continued Operations of Diablo Canyon.

Mr. Jones reported DCPP is currently pursuing regulatory approvals for decommissioning
as well as a license renewal project and PG&E is not taking the matter of a license
renewal for granted as it is possible discretionary approval by the NRC may not be
forthcoming. Mr. Jones observed SB 846 creates what he described as off-ramps for the
state including with reference to cost effectiveness. He reported under SB 846 there is a
requirement for subsequent legislation for a second allocation of funding, as the 2022
legislation offered approximately one-half of the funding needed to operate DCPP in the
interim period. Mr. Jones reported he was previously Director of License Renewal for



DCPP, then Director of Implementing the Joint Proposal, and now the license renewal
team is being revived and reconstituted and it includes some DCPP recent retirees who
have joined the team and he remarked DCPP's license renewal effort will not be short of
resources. Mr. Jones reported DCPP generates approximately 9% of California's electrical
energy and about 20% of the state's greenhouse gas- free electrical energy and the
present licenses for Unit 1 and Unit 2 are set to expire in November [2] 2024 for Unit 1
and August [26] of 2025 for Unit 2.

Mr. Jones reported Assembly Bill 180 (AB 180) enacted earlier in 2022 authorized
$75,000,000 for immediate action on extending operation through a contract between
PG&E and the California's Department of Water Resources. Mr. Jones commented PG&E
establishes its rates to support budget needs through a three-year process and had an
alternate funding opportunity not been developed there would not have been funding
available for extended operation after Unit 1 ceased operation. He reported that DCPP
had not been engaged in a procurement process for items necessary to extend
operations and therefore AB 180 provided the immediate funding to engage with
contractors to procure future delivery of fuel assemblies and to change the planned Unit
1 fuel loading strategy for the next refueling outage for Unit 1 to allow for operation for a
longer period. Mr. Jones reported that with the passage of SB 846 additional funding has
been provided for continued operation with yet another third funding opportunity being
provided. In addition to AB 180 and SB 846, DCPP is also seeking funding through the
U.S. Department of Energy's Civil Nuclear Grant Program which could provide for
compensation for performance in providing electrical generation by DCPP on October 1 of
each year of its continued operation. Mr. Jones observed these federal funds would be
treated as a pass-through from PG&E to the State of California to offset the funds
received under AB 180 and SB 846 and therefore the Civil Nuclear Program Grant
Program funds are not cumulative with state funds under AB 180 and SB 846.

Dr. Peterson remarked and Mr. Jones confirmed that one of the principal objectives of
the funding provided under AB 180 was to enable the procurement of additional fuel. Dr.
Peterson commented the DCISC fact-finding team recently observed the receipt of new
fuel and remarked that a rough calculation found the cost of a BTU (British thermal unit)
produced by a fuel assembly is approximately $0.50 which he described as fairly
impressive. Mr. Jones remarked the use of tranches or gaits in addressing energy needs
was a thoughtful plan by the state in preserving options as a delay until next year could
have resulted in an outage of a year's duration for Unit 1 while it waited for fuel, during
which time Unit 2 would continue to operate which might have resulted in an exchange of
their respective NRC operational licensing periods. 

Mr. Jones reported DCPP is now engaged and working with its vendor on fuel purchasing
and is planning fuel strategies for both extended operation and concurrent
decommissioning and assessing what those alternatives mean with reference to the
storage of spent nuclear fuel. He remarked DCPP is in a similar position to the DCISC in
the regulatory process, that is, working with the regulator to ensure it is meeting their
expectations. He stated a project team has been formed and DCPP is doing additional
hiring and engaging contractors so the license renewal and decommissioning teams can
proceed in parallel fashion. In response to Consultant McWhorter's query Mr. Jones



stated a new plan for spent fuel storage is expected to be complete by the end of 2022,
but it will be a slower moving plan as the plant will not be moving as much fuel at one
time but he confirmed Mr. McWhorter's comment that fuel will be moved earlier than
previously anticipated under the decommissioning only window and some fuel will be
offloaded in 2027. He remarked the decommissioning plan, which was a major element
of the contract announced with the Orano firm, would then be a sub-strategy if
operations are extended. Dr. Budnitz observed there is an interaction between
decommissioning and extended operation which the DCISC will need to review
to ensure a compromise to safety does not result. In response to Dr. Peterson
question, Mr. Jones reported that neither spent fuel pool is full at this time with the plant
having what he described as fuel equilibrium with approximately 900-950 assemblies in
each pool and more than 1,800 assemblies in the ISFSI in 58 casks with 32 assemblies
each, leaving several hundred slots of inventory in the spent fuel pools. In response to
Dr. Kadak's inquiry Mr. Jones reported DCPP will need to conduct a spent fuel loading
campaign in three to four years, that is, after the final currently scheduled refueling
outages, and the spent fuel casks manufactured by the Holtec firm presently occupy
approximately 40% of the capacity of the ISFSI which was designed to hold 138 casks
with 140 spaces available with two planned to remain empty to preserve the ability to
move neighboring casks if needed to service a third cask. He confirmed Dr. Kadak's
observation that implementation of the Orano system is not necessary to continue
operation.

Consultant McWhorter remarked that although not part of license renewal there is a need
for DCPP to determine what inspection activities need to take place during the upcoming
refueling outages. Mr. Jones agreed and confirmed that this matter is under review, but
that issue is not a part of the information he was requested to present this evening. He
reported the Outage Director position has been elevated for forthcoming refueling
outages with Mr. Eric Warner, a senior reactor operator with 20 years' experience,
serving as Outage Director of a more robust outage organization with additional
resources which will also assess changes in maintenance strategies as well as inspections
required by the Aging Management Program. He remarked this significant change in
staffing also applies to the new project team charged to implement outage scheduling to
accommodate regulatory requirements. Mr. McWhorter commented the outage
management group will need to look at and review maintenance activities to identify
activities that would have been performed during past outages had the license renewal
efforts for extended operation not been abandoned after approval of the Joint Proposal.
Mr. Jones agreed and reported the Engineering organization will also be involved in the
activities described by Mr. McWhorter and the Design Engineering group will be brought
back to assist in this effort. Dr. Budnitz remarked there are many systems involved and
some systems have a system owner and the DCISC has met with the system owners
many times over a number of years since approval of the Joint Proposal and each system
owner has had an evaluation of what is necessary for their respective systems to operate
reliably to 2025, but there are some systems for which operation beyond 2025 will
require additional evaluation and planning. Mr. Jones replied that the effort to augment
staffing includes the Engineering organization and this will assist in the necessary efforts
described by Dr. Budnitz including in context of outage planning and aging management.



Mr. Jones displayed and described a visual depiction of the two concurrent pathways on
which DCPP is continuing to proceed including for retirement of both units circa 2024-
2025 and for their continued operation after 2025. He reported the site from the
perspective of continuing to progress into decommissioning is relatively static except for
the need for additional fuel and the safe management of the ISFSI and accordingly some
level of effort with reference to decommissioning will be reduced, but with recognition of
PG&E's business need to act ethically with its contractors who have or will bid on
decommissioning-related work. He confirmed PG&E intends to keep the Diablo Canyon
Decommissioning Engagement Panel (DCDEP) intact, to continue to work with San Luis
Obispo County on the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for Decommissioning which is
scheduled to be publicly released for comments soon and he remarked the County has
the ability to modify the EIR now based upon the County's review of the prospect for
continued operation. In response to Consultant Kadak's inquiry Mr. Jones reported PG&E
intends to pursue a hybrid strategy for decommissioning DCPP, akin to the strategy
employed for its Humboldt Bay Power Plant. PG&E would perform all licensing and
permitting activities and retain some disciplines inhouse such as for security and
radiation protection and then essentially perform as a general project manager for the
job of decommissioning the power plant while engaging specific contractor support
accordingly for the work.

Mr. Jones reported DCPP is immediately restarting its license renewal application efforts
and reviving the life-cycle evolutions described by Dr. Budnitz and he stated in this effort
a focus on personnel career considerations and retention is equally or more important.

Mr. Jones remarked that the parallel pathway strategy is rigorous. He reported with
reference to the license renewal process that the NRC draws its authority from the
Atomic Energy Act and from the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) which is
similar to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). He stated the license renewal
requirements include development of an aging management program and for continued
safe operation which are additive to the baseline current licensing conditions and
therefore extending operations involves an increase and not a lessening of regulatory
standards. Mr. Jones reported the license renewal process involves both technical and
environmental components. As more than five years have passed, DCPP will be starting
over regarding the environmental aspects for continued operation under NEPA, but with
more information based upon similar information developed under CEQA during the work
done in preparation for decommissioning. Concerning the technical aspects DCPP will be
able to build upon the technical work undertaken in context of the license renewal
application performed prior to the approval of the Joint Proposal. Mr. Soenen confirmed
in response to Consultant McWhorter's query that an update of the Severe Accident
Mitigation Analysis (SAMA) will likely be required by the NRC as a part of its review under
NEPA. In response to Consultant Kadak, Mr. Soenen stated DCPP is working through
what will be required by the NRC on the technical side including identifying gaps between
the Generic Aging Lessons Learned (GALL) process from the prior license renewal efforts
to those which will need to be undertaken under SB 846. Mr. Soenen replied to Dr.
Kadak's inquiry regarding the Safety Evaluation Report (SER) that all contentions, which
he described as not being major issues, were previously satisfied under the earlier



license renewal application process. In response to Dr. Kadak's question as to whether
PG&E would apply for a five-year or a twenty-year license extension from the NRC Mr.
Soenen reported a final decision on that matter has not been made. He described the
authorization to operate DCPP as a multi-levered system with one lever held by the NRC,
which could prospectively be for up to twenty years, with other levers being held by the
State of California including funding and the continued use of once-through cooling and
the right to occupy the shoreline for the location and operation of the plant's Intake and
Discharge Structures. Mr. Soenen reported the recent legislation speaks to state funding
for five more years of operation and PG&E is in discussions now with policy makers as to
the term of extended operating licenses for the two units. He reported there have been
other nuclear power plants that have applied for twenty-year license extensions and then
for a license amendment to  reduce the license term in accordance with direction by the
state. Mr. Soenen remarked that with the passage of SB 846 PG&E is becoming a
contractor to the State of California and it intends to fulfill that contract and serve not
just PG&E's customers but also all 58 counties in California and to support approximately
40 load-serving entities across the State of California.

Dr. Kadak observed and Mr. Soenen agreed that the effort to apply for a twenty year
license

 or a five year license is about equal, but the difference lies in expenditures required for

capital improvements for the longer-term license versus a shorter-term license. Dr.
Peterson commented the reason a five year license is being discussed is that things
which were anticipated to be done were not done and planning for extended operation
can be challenging in context of safety of the plant if there is the possibility there could
be further extension and he stated it was his preference to think in terms of longer term
safety of operations. Dr. Peterson stated the final outcome will depend to a great degree
on what happens with the deployment of other sources of energy.

Mr. Jones stated PG&E would build off the prior, relatively current, application for an
extended license and he reported this previous effort was 80-90% through the process
including concerning safety evaluations and the retirement of all contentions when the
application was withdrawn because of approval of the Joint Proposal. He stated DCPP will
need to align with the NRC on how the plant reenters the license renewal space. Mr.
Jones commented that the NRC is cognizant that a decision to extend the licenses for
DCPP represents a significant shift in the State of California's energy policy and he
remarked the NRC will be rigorous in this process. He reported that the Long-Term
Seismic Program requires PG&E to study seismic phenomena anywhere and to determine
if the experience is applicable to DCPP and the Long-Term Seismic Program works with
the Independent Peer Review Panel (IPRP). Mr. Jones reported the license renewal
component does not require new seismic studies but SB 846 has a provision which
requires a covenant in the contract between PG&E and the California Department of
Water Resources (DWR) that requires PG&E to conduct an updated seismic assessment
and he reported PG&E will work with the DWR to determine the scope of that
assessment. In response to Dr. Lam's query Mr. Jones confirmed PG&E will consult with
the DWR concerning the interpretation of what this update will require and Dr. Budnitz



remarked this will also entail consultation on the scope of the assessment. Dr. Peterson
commented that due to its experience in operating dams in California the DWR has the
necessary competence to determine the meaning of the requirement imposed by SB 846.
Dr. Peterson remarked the 2011 earthquake in Japan placed very heavy seismic loads on
a substantial number of nuclear power plants and provided an understanding of how
hardware behaves which is useful in context of a seismic fragility analysis of DCPP. Dr.
Peterson commented the reliability of the electrical supply due to the tsunami produced
by the earthquake was at issue in the 2011 Japanese experience and this is a reason the
DCISC has taken such an interest in DCPP's FLEX capabilities to restore electrical power
using portable equipment, as the most likely occurrence from a seismic event that
exceeds a plant's design basis would be the loss of electrical power. Dr. Budnitz
remarked that it would take an earthquake much larger than the design basis earthquake
to compromise the DCPP emergency diesel generators and their switchgear and he
remarked the buses serving the emergency diesels are very strong compared to the
seismic design basis. Mr. Jones remarked that PG&E's efforts to assess seismic safety will
continue to be maintained for as long as the plant continues in operation.  

Mr. Jones reported SB 846 also addresses and provides statutory ground for the
important role to be played by the DCISC including incorporating the reports of the IPRP
into DCISC findings and recommendations, for the DCISC to transmit its findings and
recommendations, and for the DCISC to fulfill a role in providing the Committee
Members' analysis of DCPP's safety.

Dr. Peterson observed SB 846 continues the plant's current baseline of once-through
cooling without modification and as a result PG&E will pay mitigation compensation for
the impact on the marine environment. Dr. Peterson observed this greatly simplifies
many aspects of the review of the safety of continued operation and he remarked this
was a prudent policy decision and represents an important part of the legislation.

Dr. Gene Nelson for Californians for Green Nuclear Power was recognized. Dr. Nelson
stated with reference to the scope of the EIR that DCPP is a large dispatchable power
source and given the limitations on its replacement the alternative would be electric
power produced by coal coming from the State of Wyoming. Dr. Nelson stated
Californians for Green Nuclear Power have established this matter in state filings and in
filings before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) and he requested
clarification on whether PG&E will itself be raising that issue. Dr. Nelson commented in
previous DCISC meetings PG&E representatives indicated the intent to complete
operation in 2025 with excellence and he stated that was very fortuitous in context of
extending operation beyond 2025. Drs. Budnitz and Lam reminded Dr. Nelson that the
context of public comment at the time presentations are made to the Committee must be
related to those presentations.

Mr. John Geesman representing the Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility was recognized.
Mr. Geesman inquired concerning the requirement contained in SB 846 for a consultant
study to identify deferred maintenance issues and he stated it was his understanding this
was also one of the covenants PG&E is required to make in its agreement with DWR and
he inquired how the work of the consultant would interact with that of the DCISC and



whether the DCISC would have a role in the scope of the consultant's contract or in
reviewing the consultant's reports. He also inquired as to the interaction between the role
of the IPRP and DWR based on the covenant requiring the seismic update. Finally Mr.
Geesman posed a question, as PG&E announced today that it is seeking a purchaser for
49.9% of its non-nuclear generation whether PG&E would rule out a similar sale of its
nuclear generation assets. At Dr. Lam's request, Mr. Jones reported PG&E will execute
whatever direction the DCISC, the IPRP, and the DWR provide to PG&E in context of the
seismic update, but that direction will need to be resolved between those state agencies.
In response to whether DCPP has been for sale Mr. Jones reported  the answer has been
consistent that it is not for sale. Mr. Jones replied that the strategy to sell an equity
position in PG&E's hydro facilities is based upon providing increased revenues to be
available for safety in PG&E's overall system. In response to the role of the DCISC with
regard to that of the consultant to be engaged to review deferred maintenance, Mr.
Jones stated that is to be determined and he stated he did not expect the DCISC to relax
in any way its safety review role.

Ms. Sheila Baker was recognized. Ms. Baker stated she appreciated the discussion and
commented that it is hard for her to believe DCPP would operate for only five years
beyond 2025. She stated she supports the use of renewable power such as wind and
solar and views continued operation of DCPP as an impediment to achieving increased
use of renewable resources.

XX ADJOURN EVENING MEETING

Dr. Budnitz reported the DCISC is ending tomorrow's session of this public meeting at
Noon as a fact-finding visit to the plant is scheduled for tomorrow afternoon. The Chair
then adjourned the evening meeting of the Committee at 7:30 P.M.

XXI RECONVENE FOR MORNING MEETING

The September 29, 2022, public meeting of the Diablo Canyon Independent Safety
Committee was called to order by its Chair, Dr. Peter Lam at 9:00 A.M. This was the
second day of a two-day meeting.  Dr. Lam welcomed those persons attending in person
and by Zoom Webinar and watching the proceedings on live streaming video.

XXII COMMITTEE MEMBER COMMENTS

Dr. Budnitz commented that this morning's session would adjourn around Noon to allow
a fact-finding visit to DCPP in the afternoon. Consultant McWhorter reported that with
Consultant Wardell they have developed new items for consideration for inclusion on the
Open Items List related to the possible extension of operation and he would present a
power point later in this session dedicated to further actions by the Committee.  

XXIII  PUBLIC COMMENTS AND COMMUNICATION

The Chair reviewed the invitation to address remarks to the Committee on matters not
on the agenda for this public meeting and invited any comments from members of the
public who wished to address the Committee to do so now.



Ms. Laurie Johnson was recognized and she identified herself as a member of Mothers for
Peace, Beyond Nuclear and the Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility. Ms. Johnson stated
there is a law which went into effect in 2006 that precludes the use of coal for energy
generation in California and that law limits emissions from generation to no more CO2
than is produced by a gas-fired power plant. She remarked a proposed decarbonization
project near Bakersfield, California, the Hydrogen Energy California Project, was
proposed in 2009 but was subsequently withdrawn in 2016. She reported this project
would have removed approximately 90% of the carbon from coal.

Dr. Gene Nelson, senior legal researcher for Californians for Green Nuclear Power was
recognized. Dr. Nelson reported the Intermountain Power Plant, currently in operation,
provides bulk power to Los Angeles' Department of Water and Power and seven other
municipalities in southern California and it is a coal-fired plant located in Delta, Utah. He
commented he finds it unlikely a recent proposal to repower that plant would come to
fruition. Dr. Nelson stated SB 1368 sets a performance standard for imported power but
contains what he described as a loophole in that it only applies to long-term power
contracts of five or more years. He reported Pacific Corporation is currently providing
abundant coal-generated power to California in conjunction with the CAISO Western
Energy Imbalance Market which enters into daily contracts on behalf of California for
imported power and the Pacific Corporation is the leading financial beneficiary of this
market. He reported the CPUC in a procurement order finalized on June 26, 2021,
designated what it termed "unspecified imports" for 4,000 and 5,000 megawatts which
Dr. Nelson described as a euphemism that mostly applies to imported coal-produced
power and he remarked the procurement order was unusual in that power is generally
procured in kilowatt or megawatt hours not in megawatts. He remarked this constitutes
an order for 40 billion kilowatt hours which would be the largest power procurement
order the CPUC has ever placed. Dr. Nelson stated the CPUC offers a model to show it
can meet statutory requirements but in this effort they artificially set pollutants criteria
for unspecified imports at zero which he stated equates to complying with the statute by
playing with the model. Dr. Nelson concluded his remarks by stated if DCPP ceases
operation the power it now produces will be replaced with dirty coal and he provided a
website, government@cgnp.org for persons who may be interested in receiving more
information.

Mr. John Geesman representing the Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility was recognized.
Mr. Geesman commented that with relevance to the question of an application by PG&E
to the NRC for five-year or twenty-year licenses for DCPP extended operation, as long as
the possibility of a twenty-year license term exists it compels the DCISC's safety
evaluation to extend and to encompass that full period of time. He stated Dr. Peterson's
remarks concerning the license term and what he described as the awkwardness of a
partial stumble step in five-year increments were compelling issues but if there is a
possibility of a twenty-year extended life for DCPP the DCISC's safety analysis has to
fully evaluate that prospect.

Mr. David Weisman of the Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility was recognized. In response
to Mr. Weisman's inquiry as to whether the Eagle 21 Reactor Protection System was the
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same system as the Main Annunciator System Mr. McWhorter replied they were different
systems. Dr. Peterson remarked the Eagle 21 Reactor Protection System was developed
in the 1980s as a digital system. Dr. Budnitz observed the Eagle 21 System is commonly
used by Westinghouse manufactured nuclear power plants such as DCPP and while the
system continues to be supported by Westinghouse and remains highly reliable because
of the large user base, a plan was in place at DCPP to replace the Eagle 21 System but
the plan was abandoned after approval of the Joint Proposal and the system remains in
operation. Drs. Budnitz and Peterson reported the Eagle 21 Reactor Protection System is
a safety-related system that measures different parameters such as reactor power and
the rate of neutron flux and it provides a direct measurement of the fission rate and
generates a signal to the Control Room for what they described as off-normal conditions
and for certain indications the system will automatically actuate reactor protection

function and cause a trip
[11]

 of the reactor. In response to Mr. Weisman's inquiry Dr.
Budnitz stated the Eagle 21 System is not presently considered to be operating under a
bridging strategy pending plant closure. Drs. Peterson and Budnitz commented the
key issue with the Eagle 21 System is obsolescence, not in the sense that it is
wearing out but in consideration that at this time DCPP is able to secure
replacement parts for the system, but the DCISC will be reviewing the Eagle 21
System in context of extended operation of DCPP. Dr. Lam stated he found Mr.
Weisman's concern to be well-placed and the issue is one of time and money. Mr.
McWhorter reported the Main Annunciator System is also an older system that is
currently being maintained successfully but with possible extended operation it might be
subject to upgrade in the future.

Ms. Sheila Baker, a resident of Sonoma County, was recognized. Ms. Baker stated she
looks forward to a renewable energy future for all of California and she participates in a
100% renewal community aggregate program and hopes that DCPP does get
decommissioned in 2024 and 2025, as to extend its operation would deny the potential
development of renewable power.

Mr. Eric Greening was recognized. Mr. Greening stated he has the same request as that
made by Mr. Geesman concerning the extended licensing period and he observed it will
be the federal government that makes a determination as to the duration of the licenses
for DCPP based on PG&E's application. He stated he believes a future session of the
California Legislature might change the five-year mandate and he encouraged the DCISC
to ensure that if relicensing occurs the Committee is prepared to review safety issues
over a twenty-year period and to ensure that the public is aware and understands the
Committee is acting on that basis unless the license application from PG&E is for a period
of less than twenty years. He requested, based on the presentation made by Mr. Jones
during the evening session concerning the underlying project description for
decommissioning and any significant changes identified after the comment period on the
draft EIR which is being prepared under a contract with the County of San Luis Obispo
and its consultants which is paid for by PG&E, that PG&E make a commitment that if
circumstances make the current EIR obsolete that PG&E will fund and participate in a
subsequent EIR that will address the conditions at the time decommissioning takes place.
He remarked it was his understanding that SB 846 removed CEQA scrutiny from the



matter of extended operations but not from decommissioning activities. He observed the
volume of accumulated waste may change when the plant finally does cease operating
and a thorough environmental review and mitigation will be needed at that time. Dr.
Peterson thanked Mr. Greening for his comments and Dr. Peterson stated his current
thinking is the Committee should plan and prepare for the contingency of
twenty-year license extensions and provide its input to state agencies, but the
DCISC should not express any opinion as to the policy decisions implicit in this
issue. Dr. Peterson remarked that SB 846 provides for the continued use of
once-through cooling and a further extension of operation would need to
consider questions about continuing that aspect of DCPP's operation. Dr.
Peterson remarked the state faces major stresses due to the most severe drought in the
U.S. southwest in 1,200 years and regarding the impact of climate change involving
over-drafting of water supplies and these represent huge challenges and therefore the
Committee must provide its best judgment to the State of California in order that going
forward the best possible decisions can be made. Dr. Lam remarked the federal
requirement for granting a five year license extension is very different than for a twenty
year license extension and this matter involves substantial uncertainty.

XXIV INFORMATION ITEMS BEFORE THE COMMITTEE (Cont'd.)

Mr. McWhorter introduced the NRC Senior Resident Inspector for DCPP Mr. Mahdi Hayes.
Mr. McWhorter reported Mr. Hayes graduated from Texas A&M University with a Bachelor
of Science Degree in Nuclear Engineering and began his career with the NRC as a Reactor
Engineer at the NRC's Region IV office in Arlington, Texas, followed by an assignment as
Resident Inspector at the Columbia Generating Station, a nuclear power plant in the
State of Washington, followed by an assignment at Region IV as an Operations Engineer
and License Examiner and earlier this year Mr. Hayes reported to DCPP for his current
assignment as the Senior Resident Inspector. Mr. McWhorter stated Mr. Hayes would
review his role at the plant and the NRC's reactor inspection program in general, Mr.
McWhorter reported that Mr. Hayes' area of expertise does not include the matter of a
license extension for DCPP.

Mr. Hayes began his presentation by reviewing the NRC Mission Statement which states:
"[t]he NRC licenses and regulates the Nation's civilian use of radioactive materials to
provide reasonable assurance of adequate protection of public health and safety and to
promote the common defense and security and to protect the environment." He
remarked it is "to provide reasonable assurance of adequate protection" from the
inherent dangers of nuclear power that forms the basis for the resident inspectors' roles
and he acknowledged that inspections and regulations do not provide assurance of
absolute protection.

Mr. Hayes reported the NRC, headquartered in Rockville, Maryland, is led by a five
member Commission and at present all five seats are filled. The Chairman of the
Commission, Mr. Christopher Hanson, acts as its spokesperson and serves as the NRC
Emergency Director in the event of an accident and with the other four Commissioners,
Messrs. Jeff Baran, David Wright, and Bradley Crowell and Ms. Annie Caputo, is
responsible to set the policies and direction of the Commission. He reported Mr. Daniel



Dorman serves as Executive Director for Operations and is responsible for implementing
policies, the Deputy Executive Director for Reactor and Preparedness Programs is Mr.
Darrel Roberts whose responsibility is to implement the reactor oversight process and
regulations. The NRC's regional organizations are divided into four regions with a
technical training center located in Chattanooga, Tennessee, and the NRC organization
also includes the Nuclear Security and Incident Response and Nuclear Reactor Regulation
organizations. Region IV includes DCPP and Mr. Scott Morris serves as Regional
Administrator for Region IV.

Mr. Hayes stated that to qualify for the Resident Inspector Program the NRC looks for
persons holding a bachelor's degree in a technical discipline such as engineering and a
two-year qualification process is required along with inspection familiarity and training in
reactor design and operation. A qualifications board and an oral board composed of
senior managers examine each candidate. Once an inspector is qualified refresher
training continues for a period of approximately two weeks each year, objectivity reviews
are conducted with the inspectors visiting other sites and an information exchange is
conducted with colleagues. Mr. Hayes reported resident inspectors are limited in the time
they can spend at each assignment to no more than seven years at any site. In response
to Dr. Peterson's inquiry Mr. Hayes stated resident inspectors visit other sites to perform
a wide range of inspection activities including specialized inspections and baseline
inspections and he remarked some visits are conducted at plants utilizing different
technology or components manufactured by other manufacturers from that at the site
where the inspector is currently assigned and Mr. Hayes commented operating
experience is valuable in all forms.

Mr. Hayes reported his colleague at DCPP is Resident Inspector Ms. Ayesha Athar who
holds a Bachelor's Degree in Nuclear Engineering from the University of Illinois and a
Master's Degree in Nuclear Engineering from the University of Michigan and he
commented it is not common for both resident inspectors to hold degrees in nuclear
engineering. Ms. Athar previously served as Acting Resident Inspector at the Grand Gulf,
Comanche Peak, Clinton and Palo Verde nuclear power stations and served as a
Performance Indicator Program lead at NRC Headquarters. Prior to joining the NRC Ms.
Athar worked for the Areva firm as a shielding analyst.  

Mr. Hayes reported the role of the resident inspectors, with the senior resident acting as
team lead, is to take charge of the Baseline Inspection Program at their assigned sites
and to be on-site in the role of emergency responder for any event. The resident
inspectors focus on day to day operation including any high risk significant activities and
to assess the licensee's performance and provide an independent assessment to Region
IV and NRC Headquarters. He remarked that the Resident Inspector Program was
created following the accident in 1979 at the Three Mile Island Nuclear Generating
Station in Pennsylvania. The Baseline Inspection Program reviews a cross-section of a
licensee's organization and activities and includes review of numerous components at the
site. If warranted under the baseline inspections additional inspections may be
performed. During 2021 Mr. Hayes reported there were approximately 1,900 hours spent
on direct inspections and a total of 8,000 hours of inspection time charged including the
Inservice Inspection and Design Basis Assurance Inspection. He stated all NRC inspection



reports including the findings, safety significance and any enforcement actions, with the
exception of security-related information, are publicly available at www.nrc.gov through
the NRC's Agencywide Documents Access and Management System (ADAMS). Mr. Hayes
remarked that, as ADAMS can be somewhat difficult to use for those unaccustomed to
accessing its features, Google searches also work to locate and review the reports and a
list of inspection reports.

Mr. Hayes stated the regulatory framework in which the NRC works begins with the
Mission Statement and proceeds to include reactor safety, radiation safety and
safeguards and strategic performance areas. Inspection results are fed through a
significance determination process and assigned risk significance which are themselves
assessed in an Action Matrix to document the overall result of licensee performance.
Performance Indicators are used and weighted in accordance with risk and counted
toward thresholds of performance and fed into the development of the Action Matrix. He
described the Action Matrix concept as consisting of five columns representing, in order
of increasing significance of inspection findings: Licensee Response, Regulatory
Response, Degraded Response, Multiple Repetitive Degraded Cornerstones and
Unacceptable Performance. Mr. Hayes reported DCPP is now in the Licensee Response
column and has been for some years, which indicates that all inspection findings are
Green, that is of very low safety significance, and all Performance Indicators are in Green
status. In response to Dr. Peterson query Mr. Hayes stated he would review the
data and report during a Committee fact-finding visit the number of nuclear
plants that like DCPP are in the Licensee Response column of the Action Matrix.
He reported that an increase in the significance of inspection findings translates into a
greater number of inspections and NRC management interaction with the licensee and
the facility management changes and moves to higher levels of discussion on the part of
both parties. Mr. Hayes reviewed the colors used for the Action Matrix indications with
increasing significance as categorized by Green, White, Yellow and Red indicators. He
remarked that as a plant moves up the regulatory response column, from Licensee
Response to Unacceptable Performance, additional supplemental inspections are
performed by larger NRC inspection teams and corrective actions reviewed to ensure
their scope and depth are appropriate for the circumstance and assessment letters are
directed to different and higher levels of management.

Mr. Hayes reported concerning the impact of COVID on the NRC inspection activities and
stated the initial response was to have inspectors work from home, but the resident
inspectors came back to the sites much faster than other NRC representatives. Initially
on site activities were conducted one person at a time to minimize contact and remote
technology was employed for meetings to minimize personal interaction. Resident
inspectors were also tasked with assisting the regional inspection teams and some
inspections were moved into different scheduling windows. He reported at this time the
resident inspectors are both on site daily and mask requirements have been lessened at
DCPP and in-person meetings and observations are being conducted. The regional
inspection activities have also resumed on a normal schedule. Mr. Hayes commented that
some efficiencies were achieved during the time of the COVID pandemic response and it
is important that those not be lost. In response to Dr. Peterson's inquiry Mr. Hayes
 commented that the use of photos and video worked well for some groups. Dr Peterson
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observed some nuclear power plants are moving toward electronic procedures as
opposed to paper as well as a more extensive use of Wi-Fi [wireless fidelity] technology
and one of the benefits of electronic procedures is through the use of photos to record
as-found and as-repaired conditions. Mr. Hayes confirmed that NRC resident inspectors
carry and use cameras but he remarked that when someone else is creating a
photographic record perspective can be lost.

Mr. Hayes closed his presentation by stating information on the NRC inspection
procedures, NRC reports and findings, and the status of Performance Indicators are all
available publicly and he provided contact information for purposes of reporting an
emergency or a safety concern (allegation@nrc.gov) or for general information and
questions (www.nrc.gov). 

In response to Consultant Wardell's inquiry concerning the NRC evaluated emergency
exercise which was conducted recently Mr. Hayes confirmed he participated in the
exercise at the Operational Support Center and reviewed the activities of the field teams,
but the exercise evaluation has not yet been completed. In response to Consultant
McWhorter's query Mr. Hayes described his relationship with DCPP as cooperative,
respectful, and professional. In response to Dr. Lam's statement that Dr. Lam has often
heard diverse opinions concerning the relationship of the NRC with its licensees, including
from opponents of nuclear technology expressing the opinion that a too-close
relationship exists between the NRC and its resident inspectors and its licensees, from
others that the relationship is adversarial, from others that the relationship is
professional and cooperative, and from still others stating that the relationship
represents a creative and productive tension between regulation, enforcement and
operation. Mr. Hayes responded the relationship between the licensees and the NRC's
inspection role as an independent federal regulator is definitely one of independence,
with the NRC responsible to set and enforce policies and he agreed the relationship can
be adversarial and it can also be professional as the NRC sometimes forces its licensees
to produce answers to difficult questions. In response to Consultant Kadak's query Mr.
Hayes replied the resident inspectors meet regularly with appropriate level managerial
personnel including up to the level of the Chief Nuclear Officer. Mr. Hayes remarked it is
difficult to compare his previous experience at Columbia Generating Station with DCPP as
the plants use different technologies and the licensing bases are not the same but both
plants operate in a way that meets regulations. Mr. Hayes reported the resident

inspection team reviews Notifications[12]
 that come through the Corrective Action

Program that are generated in the Employee Concerns Program but the resident
inspectors do not regularly interact with the Employee Concerns Program.

Ms. Sherry Lewis of Mothers for Peace was recognized. Ms. Lewis stated she finds the
phrase from the NRC Mission Statement "reasonable assurance of adequate protection"
to be laughable due to what she described as "wiggle room." Dr. Budnitz responded that
this phrase was and is used as the criterion by the Atomic Energy Commission, the
predecessor of the NRC, and it was incorporated into the legislation Congress developed
and determined in approving the Atomic Energy Act and every federal agency properly
takes its charter and mission statement from congressional legislation. Dr. Lam agreed
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with Dr. Budnitz and stated much time and effort has been spent in interpreting those
words and he remarked in those efforts there is usually one set of facts and numerous
sets of interpretations.

The Chair thanked Mr. Hayes for his presentation. 

The Chair requested Mr. Soenen to continue with the informational presentations for this
public meeting requested by the Committee.

Mr. Garcia introduced Mr. Tom Jones, Senior Director of Regulatory, Environmental and
Repurposing. Mr. Jones holds a degree from the University of California at Santa Barbara
and resides in Atascadero, California, and has over twenty years' experience with PG&E
in corporate affairs and local government relations.  

Updates on Decommissioning Planning, License Amendment Activities Related to
Decommissioning, and Nuclear Decommissioning Cost Triennial Proceedings.

Mr. Jones stated his presentation would cover the decommissioning planning activities to
date in context of the two track approach to simultaneously prepare for decommissioning
and for extended operation. He reported PG&E began quite early in the decommissioning
process to obtain necessary discretionary actions from the state and federal governments
and the plan remains to go straight to a decommissioning project when the plant ceases
operation. He reported this was based upon PG&E's experience with its Humboldt Bay
Power Plant which Mr. Jones reported was the eleventh nuclear power plant to
successfully decommission and proceed to retire its 10 CFR Part 50 license. The
decommissioning plan is also based upon building two dry cask storage facilities, the

replacement steam generator facility and benchmarking
[13]

 against the experience of the
San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station (SONGS), a two-unit pressurized water reactor
located on the coast in southern California.

Mr. Jones reported all these activities are now on schedule and the CPUC is in the
process of conducting the 2021 Nuclear Decommissioning Cost Triennial Proceeding
(2021 NDCTP) with hearings scheduled for November 2022 and he remarked that under
the 2018 NDCTP an appropriate budget was created for the decommissioning project.

Mr. Jones reported PG&E intends to keep its Diablo Canyon Decommissioning
Engagement Panel (DCDEP) intact and work is continuing on repurposing and future land
use decisions. He observed interest has been expressed in future use of the "nuclear
campus" in connection with the generation of offshore wind energy combined with
battery storage but any such projects are years in the future. He commented that a key
item involves repurposing the Diablo Intake Cove breakwater. In response to Dr. Lam's
question Mr. Jones stated despite the prospect of continued operation he sees no
diminishment of the need for public comment in the decommissioning process. The
DCDEP was formed by PG&E seven years ago, prior to the end of the current license
periods, because of the complexity of the decommissioning project and current and
future Panels will build off of the work of previous Panels. Mr. Jones reported there is an
average of twenty very diverse applicants for each seat on the DCDEP and appointment



is a very competitive process. PG&E continues to meet with the DCDEP each month
concerning administrative matters. Mr. Jones stated the origin of the DCDEP stemmed
from future land conservation and repurposing concerns and the DCDEP has helped
inform some of PG&E's decommissioning decisions and he commented there is funding in
SB 846 for land conservation. Dr. Budnitz remarked that early on the DCISC agreed to
serve as a technical resource to the DCDEP and the Committee's commitment in that
regard continues to this day.

Mr. Jones reviewed the progress made in meeting discretionary or major milestones in
the decommissioning regulatory process and what he termed the interdependencies of
certain regulatory approvals. He commented that budget informs scope and scope
informs the permitting work for the required licenses. He reported a draft Environmental
Impact Report (EIR) is expected to be issued between December 2022 and March 2023
and will be circulated for comment. Under the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) there is a process for an EIR to address changed circumstances and EIRs are
often amended and updated as required under CEQA and he remarked these updates and
amendments are not discretionary acts by the utility but legal requirements under CEQA
when circumstances change. The applicant (PG&E) is required to inform the lead agency
(the County of San Luis Obispo) of any changed circumstances and he reported PG&E
has a very close relationship with the County and the County Planning Director serves as
an ex officio member of the DCDEP. Mr. Jones reported the application for a Coastal
Development Permit triggered the EIR and when the draft EIR is released and made
public the County is required to open a public comment period of at least 45 days and he
remarked PG&E anticipates the public comment period will be open for a longer period.
The County as the lead agency is required to respond to every comment and that process
is expected to take four or five months.

Mr. Jones reported license amendment requests (LARs) are pending before the NRC
concerning emergency planning, to allow a step-down of the emergency planning
organization as the risk profile changes commensurate with what has been done at other
nuclear power plants. He remarked the NRC is now conducting a decommissioning
rulemaking process and DCPP's timing required the plant to continue with individual LARs
rather than benefitting from a programmatic change to NRC policy. In response to Dr.
Lam's inquiry Mr. Jones replied a request for a hearing on the NRC review and approval
process has not been made.

Mr. Jones reported that in September 2022 DCPP submitted a License Renewal
Application for the license for the ISFSI which was accepted as sufficient with no requests
for supplemental information received. The NRC has issued an initial review schedule and
DCPP expects to receive requests for additional information in February 2023. He
reported the license renewal for the ISFSI is for a forty-year license, the current license
having been issued for twenty years. Mr. Jones observed the license renewal period for
the ISFSI should then be roughly aligned with the license period for the new Orano spent
fuel dry storage system which is expected to be licensed for a forty-year period.

In response to Dr. Kadak's inquiry Mr. Jones reported the trust funds for
decommissioning now total approximately $4 billion in a qualified trust that is controlled



by the NRC. But in the 2018 NDCTP the State of California created a nonqualified trust
under the control of the State to permit limited work and procurement of materials to
take place during operation of the power plant to assist in its transition to
decommissioning. He reported the NRC uses a uniform formula of 3% of the balance,
based on thermal megawatts, and PG&E applied for and received an exemption from the
NRC to receive $187 million which was in excess of the $37 million allowed under the
formula for the nine-year decommissioning planning project. In response to Dr. Kadak's
question Mr. Jones stated the federal funds were placed in another fund and the
California revenue comes to PG&E from the CPUC through a nonbypassable charge paid
by PG&E's customers. Mr. Jones reported at this time PG&E is using only funds from the
nonqualified trust and the qualified trust has an adequate balance to conduct the work
once the plant ceases operation and the fuel is removed from the reactors. He reported
with repurposing concepts and expedited fuel transfer the decommissioning project is
now estimated to cost $3.9 billion and he remarked the DCDEP's input into this process
has resulted in benefit to the community.

Mr. Jones stated with reference to NRC licensing activity a review process under the
Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) is applicable to coastal states and the CZMA
generates a referral to the state agency charged with coastline protection. He observed
because there is no impact to coastal resources from the ISFSI's relicensing, as no
facilities are proposed for construction, PG&E is pursuing the same strategy for DCPP it
used for the Humboldt Bay Power Plant with reference to the CZMA.

Mr. Jones reported in the next six months DCPP expects to receive approval for its
permanently defueled technical specifications, for some of the LARs submitted for
emergency planning, and also for its Certified Fuel Handler Program. He reported that a
requirement for certified fuel handlers will replace the requirement for licensed reactor
operators and the certified fuel handlers will be responsible for the health and safety of
the public. Dr. Budnitz remarked that the requirement to prepare simultaneously
for both decommissioning and extended operation creates a burden on the
plant's Training Organization to ensure both reactor operators and certified fuel
handlers are available and this will be an area the DCISC will need to review.
Mr. Jones agreed but stated DCPP is fortunate that many of the reactor operators will be
retrained for both extended operation and subsequently for future positions as certified
fuel handlers.

Mr. Jones reported that in the 2021 NDCTP the CPUC is holding hearings in November
2022 for contested issues and he commented the CPUC generally seeks settlements in
context of a NDCTP but if settlement is not possible the issues are litigated before the
CPUC. He reported the NDCTP process typically takes eighteen months and PG&E hopes
for a resolution of the 2021 NDCTP during 2023 so a budget can be established and other
matters resulting from a decision in the 2021 NDCTP can be resolved. Mr. Jones reported
the current cost estimate in the 2021 NDCTP adjusted in 2020 dollars is $3.96 billion
with the main drivers for the reduction being repurposing and reducing spent fuel offload
time with the current Technical Specifications requiring more than ten years and each of
the bids for a new spent fuel dry cask storage system committing to accomplish
offloading all the fuel in less than four years. Evidentiary hearings are scheduled for



November with a decision in the 2021 NDCTP expected in mid-2023. Mr. Jones stated the
2021 NDCTP was expected to be the final triennial proceeding but should operations be
extended this may not be the case as SB 846 requires both the continuance of the
NDCTP process and for the CPUC to reopen the proceeding which approved the
retirement of DCPP. Mr. Jones reported the CPUC is proceeding to reopen the prior
proceeding and PG&E will be required to provide information in that matter with the
interested parties having an opportunity to participate and respond to PG&E's
information.

In response to Dr. Kadak's inquiry Mr. Jones replied and he confirmed that should the
NRC not complete its evaluation of DCPP's application to extend the operating licenses
for both units by the time the current licenses would have otherwise expired and
provided DCPP's application was deemed timely and sufficient, the plant could continue
to operation and he remarked this is consistent with the experience of other nuclear
power plants including the Indian Point Energy Center in New York.

Dr. Gene Nelson representing Californians for Green Nuclear Power was recognized. In
response to Dr. Nelson's inquiry as to a schedule for the reopening of DCPP's license
renewal application for Units 1 and 2 Mr. Jones responded DCPP is still seeking guidance
from the NRC on what the re-entry path will be for the license renewal application and
analysis is on-going at this time concerning the application submitted previously and the
current regulatory requirements.

Ms. Molly Johnson, a member of Mothers for Peace, was recognized. Ms. Johnson
inquired regarding the additional quantity of spent nuclear fuel which would be produced
from extending operation of DCPP and where that fuel would be stored and whether that
issue is included in the license renewal application process. Mr. Jones replied that the
license renewal application for the ISFSI is only for the existing dry storage system
manufactured by the Holtec firm and seeks a forty-year extended license for the period
2024-2064 and the application does not include other storage options. In response to
Consultant Kadak's query, Mr. Jones confirmed the ISFSI license permits DCPP to offload
additional spent fuel using the Holtec casks and related technology.

Mr. Eric Greening was recognized. Mr. Greening stated it was his understanding SB 846
exempted the Coastal Development Permit process for the ISFSI license extension from
CEQA provided that the physical layout of the ISFSI was not altered or expanded and he
inquired if there would be a subsequent EIR prepared if the environmental circumstances
of decommissioning were to change substantially at some future time. Mr. Jones
responded that the use of the term subsequent EIR was imprecise as an EIR can be
amended or supplemented in the circumstances described by Mr. Greening. Mr. Jones
confirmed PG&E's intention is at the present time is to keep all spent fuel within the
confines of the current ISFSI and the construction of a new ISFSI would require a
separate coastal development permit and PG&E has never conflated permitting for the
ISFSI with plant operations, in that they are separately permitted licensed facilities.

Mr. Garcia then introduced the Director of Strategic Initiatives at DCPP, Mr. Philippe
Soenen. Mr. Garcia reported Mr. Soenen was previously the Decommissioning,



Environmental and Licensing Manager. Mr. Soenen holds a Bachelor of Science Degree
from the University of California at San Diego, has more than twenty years' experience in
the nuclear industry including holding positions at DCPP as Licensing Manager, Project
Manager for the DCPP License Renewal Project and Project Manager for Licensing
Engineering for the DCPP and Humboldt Bay Power Plant ISFSI application.

Update on Procurement of a New Spent Fuel Storage System and the Proposed Schedule
for Spent Fuel Transfers. 

Mr. Soenen reported DCPP stores spent fuel at the Independent Spent Fuel Storage
Installation (ISFSI) which after eight loading campaigns now contains a total of 58 casks,
all in a vertical configuration with 32 assemblies in each cask all of which were
manufactured by the Holtec firm. The ISFSI consists of seven storage pads with the 58
casks occupying three of the seven pads, with two spare locations reserved in order to
provide access to a center location. He reported all spent fuel is stored in a seismic
analyzed condition.

Mr. Soenen reported PG&E has recently entered into a contract with the Orano firm for a
new spent fuel dry cask storage system, the NUHOMS Extended Optimized Storage
(EOS) System, which will employ a horizontal configuration. The procurement
requirements included that a new system be able to implement storage for the remaining
terms of the 40-year licenses issued for each unit within the remaining four pads and
without expanding the area of the ISFSI. The Orano System at the conclusion of 40 years
of operation is expected to consist of 69 casks loaded with 37 assemblies each.

Mr. Soenen reported in response to SB 846 DCPP is reviewing the offloading
requirements for spent fuel prior to the period of extended operation or shortly thereafter
in order to be able to  maintain the capability to perform a full core offload. He reported
each reactor has 193 assemblies in its core during operation and full core offload means
maintaining the capability to offload all those assemblies in the individual unit's spent
fuel pool during a normal fuel cycle prior to a refueling cycle. Mr. Soenen reported part of
the fuel offloading considerations include the requirement to maintain four older and
cooler assemblies to act as a heat sink in proximity to each recently offloaded hot
assembly. Dr. Peterson observed this is an important point with respect to the spent fuel
pool hazard as the hazard is largely dominated by the freshly offloaded assemblies which
have a much higher level of decay heat which over time drops substantially. Dr. Peterson
remarked the heat generated by the entire inventory of the spent fuel pool over many
years of operation is exceeded by the heat generated by freshly off loaded fuel and this
situation continues for a period of approximately eighteen months and the requirement
to position four older assemblies around a newly offloaded assembly increases safety. In
response to Dr. Kadak's inquiry Mr. Jones reported there are more than 900 assemblies
in each of the two spent fuel pools and each pool has capacity for more than 1,300
assemblies. Mr. Soenen remarked there is adequate inventory capacity in each pool to
offload all the fuel generated during 40 years of operation, up to a period of extended
operation, with spare locations in each pool. Mr. Soenen reported DCPP is continuing to
evaluate how much capacity would be needed and the timing and offloading
requirements necessary to ensure that capacity is available following refueling outages



conducted during extended operation. Dr. Kadak observed and Mr. Soenen agreed that
DCPP has the capacity to conduct a number of refueling outages during extended
operation. Mr. Soenen remarked that based on 40 years' of operation DCPP was
projecting a single offloading campaign to take place during decommissioning and he
reported that strategy remains integral to concurrent consideration of decommissioning
at the end of 40 years and of continuing operation beyond 40 years. In response to Dr.
Lam's inquiry Mr. Soenen stated with DCPP's capacity to store the fuel required for 40
years of operational life at the ISFSI together with the capability to continue to store fuel
in the spent fuel pools, there are at least three different options available to DCPP and he
described these as shipping older, colder spent fuel off of the plant site to a consolidated
interim storage facility and thereby make room at the ISFSI, shipping fuel to a
permanent repository if one were to become operational, or to utilize the capacity of the
spent fuel pools which each have approximately 20 years of fuel storage capability and to
potentially construct another ISFSI for the fuel that would be generated by extended
operation. Mr. Soenen reported there is a currently licensed facility for horizontal casks
produced by another vendor [not Holtec or Orano] and that this facility is planning to
seek to implement a universal acceptance capability. Mr. Soenen reported the Holtec firm
is also seeking receipt of a license possibly by next year for an interim consolidated
storage facility.

Mr. Soenen reported DCPP is continuing with site-specific engineering analysis for the
new Orano system including developing the licensing analysis to support a license
amendment request submittal to the general license for the Orano system to meet the
contract requirements for a single offload after shutdown. He reported there are specific
requirements for loading zones, for loading patterns, and for an increased thermal
capacity for the individual cells within the Orano casks. Mr. Soenen stated no physical
requirement changes have been identified to Orano's general license and the license
amendment centers on the thermal analysis and the amendment is now expected to be
submitted to the NRC for review during the fourth quarter of 2022. Mr. Soenen stated
this effort is for a certificate of compliance which would include use of the Orano system
at other plants and is not necessarily limited to DCPP-specific information. In response to
Consultant Kadak's inquiry Mr. Soenen replied the specific methodologies sought in
context of this license amendment are required to be bound by the seismic requirements
for the DCPP site. In response to Dr. Kadak's inquiry Mr. Soenen replied the
horizontally stored casks are subjected to stress analysis and each cask is
bolted, with shield plugs in place, such that seismic modeling with reference to
the effect of shaking has demonstrated the casks would remain within the
storage modules and not be ejected in a seismic event. Dr. Budnitz commented
this question was raised during a meeting of the Diablo Canyon
Decommissioning Engagement Panel and on behalf of the DCISC Dr. Budnitz
made the commitment that the Committee would review the completed final
analyses of this issue and provide the Committee's independent evaluation. Mr.
Soenen confirmed information required by the Committee in this effort would
be made available.  

Mr. Soenen concluded his presentation by stating the plant's spent fuel management



plans were affected by SB 846 and DCPP is reviewing the options for offloading fuel
either prior to or shortly after extended operation to maintain full core offload capability
while continuing to pursue the concurrent path of proceeding into decommissioning upon
expiration of the current operating licenses from the NRC for each unit.

Ms. Molly Johnson, a member of Mothers for Peace and the Alliance for Nuclear
Responsibility was recognized. Ms. Johnson offered her congratulations to PG&E on its
choice of a vendor other than Holtec. She stated she works closely with groups in Texas
and New Mexico regarding consolidated interim storage facilities and she was not
impressed by Holtec's reputation. Ms. Johnson remarked that during the earthquakes
which occurred in Japan a horizontal spent fuel storage system was used by Japanese
nuclear power plants and the casks were contained within buildings and were not
affected in any way by the earthquake or the tsunami that followed the earthquake. Ms.
Johnson reported that a consolidated interim storage facility in Texas has been licensed
by the NRC but the State of Texas has a law against the importation of high level nuclear
waste from outside Texas. She further commented the State of New Mexico has recently
filed a lawsuit to stop development of the Holtec interim waste storage project mentioned
by Mr. Soenen as well as another project and she commented neither may offer a future
possibility as an option.

Mr. Tom Marré was recognized. Mr. Marrè reported Orano has recently filed a request to
increase temperature limits with reference to storage of spent nuclear fuel in its system
and he observed the aluminum frames used in the Orano canisters are much more
affected by heat than are other materials including steel. He stated temperatures may
approach 500 degrees and aluminum melts at 1,000 degrees and he queried whether the
strength of the materials to be used in the Orano system is affected by temperature. Mr.
Soenen responded that a margin boundary will be established and approved by the NRC
for the requirements mentioned by Mr. Marré and there are specific design requirements
that will address the concerns he raises. Mr. Soenen stated Orano uses bi-steel material
for the fuel baskets and the composition of the fuel baskets will be reviewed and
approved by the NRC.

Dr. Lam thanked Mr. Soenen for his presentation.

Mr. Jones introduced DCPP Emergency Preparedness Manager Mr. Andrew Warwick and
stated Mr. Warwick has sixteen years' experience in the nuclear power industry including
twelve years' experience in emergency planning. Mr. Jones reported Mr. Warwick has
recently returned to DCPP from a two-year rotational assignment at the Institute of
Nuclear Power Operations and he holds a Bachelor's Degree in Business Administration
from Cal Poly and a Master's Degree in Business Administration from Columbia Southern
University.

Emergency Planning Update and Results of the September 2022 Emergency Planning
Exercise.

Mr. Warwick reported a biennial emergency preparedness exercise was conducted in
September with the NRC to demonstrate DCPP's ability to effectively implement its



emergency plan and to thereby protect public health and safety. He reported an exercise
was also conducted in 2021 as the exercise scheduled for 2020 was deferred due to the
COVID pandemic. Mr. Warwick stated these exercises involve an integrated response
between the DCPP Emergency Response Organization (ERO) and state and county
agencies. He reported the overall assessment of performance showed the ERO effectively
implemented the emergency plan, all major elements of which were tested, and the ERO
demonstrated key knowledge and skills. Mr. Warwick stated DCPP's internal performance
assessment of the recent exercise is not yet complete nor are the post exercise
performance assessments by the NRC or the Federal Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA). He commented the NRC assessment, expected to be issued and reviewed with
station personnel in October 2022, is integral to the NRC's inspection program and is an
important part of the plant's critique process and he reported all performance
improvement opportunities identified during these critiques are entered into the
Corrective Action Program. 

Mr. Warwick reported FEMA evaluates the performance of the state, the county and
aspects of PG&E's performance and FEMA conducted a public meeting on September 15,
2022, the same week as the exercise during which FEMA representatives reported to the
public that during the exercise DCPP demonstrated the capability to maintain public
health and safety. He reported FEMA is expected to finalize its After-Action Report within
90 days of the conclusion of the exercise.

Mr. Warwick reported and briefly discussed DCPP-identified strongest skill sets during the
exercise as including:

→        Control Room Simulator – protection of workers, communicating changes in plant
conditions, and notifying other facilities when conditions changed.

→        Technical Support Center – demonstration by the engineering group of strong
assessment skills and repair plan development.

→        Operational Support Center – strong focus on protecting workers and responding
to the event.

→        Emergency Operations Facility – excellent performance with respect to integrated
response between DCPP and off-site response partners.

→        Unified Dose Assessment Center – coordination between DCPP and off-site
agencies.

→        Joint Information Center – strong performance in dissemination of information to
the public via written and verbal communications.   

Concerning the performance indicator summary Mr. Warwick reported DCPP assessed
eight of eight opportunities for classifications, notifications and protective actions were
met for the emergency scenario and the ERO demonstrated its ability to prioritize
actions. In response to Dr. Peterson's inquiry Mr. Warwick replied fifteen minutes is the
time limit between a declaration having been made and when notification must be made



to responsible off-site organizations including the County of San Luis Obispo and the
State of California. In response to Dr. Budnitz' request Mr. Warwick stated these
governmental agencies are primarily located at the Emergency Operations Facility,
located off-site in San Luis Obispo which is collocated with the County Emergency
Operations Center and these agencies include the California Highway Patrol, CalFire, the
County Department of Public Works, the Water Resources Agency, the Public Health
Department, County Agriculture, CalTrans, and others. He reported the PG&E Los Padres
Electric Operations and Distribution Division is also a participant in this exercise as were
certain cities including the City of Pismo Beach. Mr. Warwick reported notification is made
to the State Warning Center in Sacramento which distributes the notification to other
agencies. In response to Dr. Lam's query Mr. Warwick stated DCPP does not limit the
number of observers and it conducts evaluations of the evaluators and he reported that
at the Emergency Operations Facility, between all the agency participants, there are
approximately 100-120 persons involved in an exercise.

In response to Consultant Kadak's inquiry Mr. Warwick identified occurrence of
performance deficiencies in the Control Room Simulator in the use and interpretation of
emergency operating procedures, concerning incorrect first dose inputs entered at the
Unified Dose Assessment Center, and problems encountered in the use and updating of
dose conversion factors by the off-site monitoring teams reporting to the Uniform Dose
Assessment Center as  representing the three performance improvement findings of the
greatest significance during the recent exercise. Mr. Warwick reported as part of this
exercise a protective action recommendation for an evacuation was declared for certain
areas of the emergency planning zone. In response to Dr. Kadak's query Mr. Warwick
stated the needs of persons who lack access to private automobiles is taken into account
in the evacuation time estimates required by emergency planning regulation and that
this estimate was recently revised and submitted to the NRC using the latest census
data. He reported buses, carpools and rideshare alternatives are available and the
planning for these alternatives to private autos is part of the County's Emergency Plan.
He reported public educational materials are provided every year to members of the local
community which includes information on the collection points. In response to Dr.
Budnitz' request Mr. Warwick reported the Joint Information Center is the facility where
PG&E, County and State personnel evaluate events and progress and develop the written
and verbal briefings to be made available to the public and in this effort it is important
that each agency is clear on what is occurring in order to develop accurate messaging.
Dr. Peterson remarked a recent Tesla battery fire at a facility in Moss Landing,
California, resulted in an actual emergency situation and response which
included closure of a state highway and he inquired whether there were lessons
to be learned from this event. Mr. Soenen stated the evacuation was conducted
by the County of Monterey and the systems and plans in place did respond as
designed and a total of six individuals were impacted by that event. Mr. Soenen
stated the corporate emergency organization is continuing to investigate that
incident. Dr. Peterson stated the DCISC should review the Moss landing battery
fire incident during a future fact-finding concerning any lessons learned from
that experience.



Dr. Budnitz commented the emergency exercises described by Mr. Warwick begin with a
simulated initiating event and proceed to some postulated radiological impact and he
inquired whether any exercises have been conducted using a seismic event, that is, a
large earthquake, as the initiating event as there would likely be a great impact on the
surrounding infrastructure including on bridges and roads and on the availability of
communication and power supplies. Mr. Warwick confirmed such exercises have been
conducted in the past including in 2016 or 2018 which included dealing with impediments
to evacuation. Mr. Warwick stated that after the accident to the Fukushima Daiichi plant
in Japan in 2011 regulation 10 CFR 50.54(f) required U.S. nuclear power plants to train
and incorporate into their emergency response programs an auto-response by ERO
personnel in the event of a large scale natural disaster and to assume in such an event
that they need to report to their assigned primary or alternate emergency response
facilities and establish communication using backup systems. In response to Dr. Lam's
query about performing a realistic drill Mr. Warwick stated the ERO needs to test a
variety of potential hazards or consequences including an aircraft impact through
evaluated exercises, training and other types of drills and plants are required by the NRC
and by FEMA to demonstrate the ability to respond to small or large events with certain
defined elements incorporated into the scenarios to demonstrate reasonable assurance of
maintaining safety during a radiological emergency. 

Dr. Gene Nelson representing Californians for Green Nuclear Power was recognized. Dr.
Nelson stated the Moss Landing battery fire incident was distinguishable from
occurrences in San Luis Obispo County in that the emergency sirens sounded in Monterey
County for the purposes of responding to an actual emergency and the instructions given
were to shelter in place in certain protective action zones. He remarked in 35 years of
operation of Diablo Canyon there has been no comparable event.

Ms. Sherry Lewis of Mothers for Peace was recognized. Ms. Lewis stated she receives the
informational material described by Mr. Warwick but she believes many persons do not
read this material and in an actual emergency many persons would seek information by
telephone and she questioned whether contact information is available and if there were
the means to response to such inquiries. Mr. Warwick replied plans are in place for a
coordinated effort to respond in an emergency to a significant increase in  public calls
and the Joint Information Center houses the telephone assistance center which is
activated during an emergency and a phone number to call is listed in the informational
material and phone calls will be answered as lines continue to become available and
personnel will be prepared to provide assistance and to address rumors. He reported this
element of emergency response is a part of the County's Emergency Plan. Dr. Nelson
stated one of the ways such notifications systems are activated is based upon the
number of calls to the 911 center and he stated during siren tests the 911 center
receives approximately 150 such calls. In response to Dr. Kadak's inquiry Mr. Warwick
confirmed that DCPP tested its public information and communication capacities in the
recent exercise including publishing media statements and providing in person media
briefings to persons acting as media representatives and information sharing also
includes the sharing of information through and between the Joint Information Center
and the Operations Center to ensure elected officials remain engaged and he reported



the designated spokesperson for PG&E is a licensed individual who works from the Joint
Information Center.

Mr. Rathie reported an email was received from Ms. Carol Hisasue which addressed
emergency planning in context of electric vehicles and the State of California's plan to
eliminate the sale of gas-powered vehicles by 2035 and the impact this might have on
evacuation routes for electric cars given their need to be recharged.

The Chair thanked Mr. Warwick, Mr. Jones and Mr. Soenen for their presentations.

XXII CONCLUDING REMARKS & DISCUSSION BY COMMITTEE MEMBERS   OF FUTURE
DCISC ACTIVITIES

Mr. McWhorter reported that with Consultant Wardell additional items have been
identified and developed and are now proposed for addition to the Open Items List
related to extended operation. Mr. McWhorter identified four immediate actions needed
which he remarked may serve as a starting point for the DCISC review of the Open Items
List, these concern fuel purchasing, with a two-year lead time requirement; spent
nuclear fuel storage, with a two-year lead time requirement to contract, manufacture,
transport and load canisters to support continued core reloads; the regulatory processes
required to initiate complex federal and state applications for permits and funding
including through the Department of Energy grant application process; and the formation
of project teams to restart the license renewal application preparation, inspection,
program development, and implementation phases of NRC requirements for license
renewal and to meet the requirements of SB 846. Consultants McWhorter and Wardell
then proposed to add a new category to the Open Items List to be called Extended
Operations (EO) and in that category to open seven new items which Mr. McWhorter
described and discussed per:

→        Monitor Purchasing of New Fuel.
→        Monitor Procurement of New Spent Fuel Canisters.
→        Monitor State and Local Permitting Process.
→        Monitor NRC License Renewal Application Process.

Mr. McWhorter stated the above four items correspond to the items presented during the
presentation made during the previous evening.

→        Monitor Staffing for Extended Operations.
→        Create an Independent List of Deferred Improvements and Maintenance (Using
previous fact finding reports) and track this as an Open Items List attachment.
→        Look for Needed Improvements and Enhancements using probabilistic risk
assessment   tools to guide the process.

Mr. McWhorter recommended that the DCISC now consider deferring the creation of a
Shutdown Open Items List until February 2024, the creation of such list having been
included on the Open Items List from the discussion at the October 2021 public meeting.

Dr. Peterson commented that the items discussed by Mr. McWhorter represent an



excellent list and an appropriate way in which to organize the Committee's investigation
efforts. He commented that with reference to the development of an independent list of
deferred improvement and maintenance items, his preference would be to defer a
decision as to whether such a list should be developed by the DCISC until there is a
better understanding of what the scope of such a list may entail. Dr. Peterson remarked
such a list would necessarily involve a very large number of small items and could be
difficult to manage and maintain and represents an onerous task that could consume and
divert Committee resources from being directed to more valuable investigation. He
agreed with Dr. Lam that the creation of an independent list be retained as a place-
keeper and that it be retained and monitored as a general item until more is known
about the scope and the number of items involved and a decision can be reached as to
the development of a DCISC-created list or whether monitoring the list that PG&E will
develop and maintain might suffice.

Dr. Budnitz remarked SB 846 explicitly calls out the evaluation of seismic safety as an
item for DCISC review including the Committee's review and incorporation of the
evaluations and reports of the Independent Peer Review Panel and he stated this needs
to be either on the list now being developed by the Consultants or the current Open
Items List. Mr. McWhorter replied that the item as described by Dr. Budnitz might
be added and incorporated into the list of items to be added to the present Open
Items List and Dr. Budnitz remarked the item could be labeled "Seismic Safety
Evaluation." Dr. Budnitz remarked SB 846 also explicitly requires PG&E to
complete a separate seismic evaluation which the DCISC should review.

Upon a motion made by Dr. Budnitz, seconded by Dr. Peterson, the Committee
unanimously approved adding the items identified by the Committee's Consultants and
as discussed to the Open Items List and Dr. Peterson thanked the Consultants for their
work on this important matter.

Mr. Garcia was recognized. Mr. Garcia reported regarding a question brought up earlier
during this public meeting concerning the auxiliary saltwater pump watertight
compartments. Mr. Garcia reported DCPP has in place inspection protocols and
surveillance test procedures for those areas which include inspecting for water tight
integrity and protection including inspection of the hatches, the penetration seals, and
the doors and Mr. Garcia stated a copy of those protocols and procedures has now been
provided to Consultant Wardell. Mr. Wardell stated he reviewed the material described by
Mr. Garcia and it addresses the questions raised earlier during this public meeting. Mr.
Wardell commented that if one of those compartments were to flood, there are four in
total containing separate auxiliary saltwater pumps and any one of them could perform
the required function for its assigned unit and the pumps are cross connected to provide
additional backup.

  There being no concluding remarks by the other Members, Dr. Lam expressed the
thanks of the Committee to the members of the public who participated in this public
meeting in person or remotely by Zoom or listened to the livestream broadcast and also
to PG&E's senior managers Mr. Jones, Mr. Soenen, and Mr. Garcia for their assistance
and participation in this public meeting, and to the technicians of AGP Video for



supporting the Zoom webinar and livestream internet format.

XXXIII ADJOURNMENT OF ONE HUNDRED AND THIRD PUBLIC MEETING 

There being no further business, the one hundred and third public meeting of the Diablo
Canyon Independent Safety Committee was then adjourned by its Chair, Dr. Peter Lam,
at 12:30 P.M.

 

[1]
 Senate Bill 846 was passed by the California Legislature on September 1, 2022,

and signed by Governor Newsom on September 2, 2022. This Bill invalidated the CPUC's
approval of the Joint Proposal and PG&E's application to retire Unit 1 in 2024 and Unit 2
in 2025. The Bill requires the CPUC to set new retirement dates, conditioned upon NRC
approval of license extensions. The Bill, in part, established the DCISC in the CPUC and
requires the CPUC to ensure funding for the DCISC to attract qualified experts and
requires the DCISC to under the take additional duties.

[2]
 Key to some abbreviations used: Fact-finding (FF), Independent Spent Fuel

Storage Installation (ISFSI), Public Meeting (PM), Quarter (Q), Quality Verification (QV).

[3]
 Robert J. Budnitz (RJB), Peter Lam (PL), Per F. Peterson (PFP), R. Ferman Wardell

(RFW), Richard D. McWhorter Jr. (RDM), Andrew C. Kadak (ACK).

[4]
 The Joint Proposal was entered into by PG&E, together with Friends of the Earth,

the Natural Resources Defense Council, Environment California, the International
Brotherhood of Electrical Works Local 1245, Coalition of California Utility Employees and
the Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility in June 2016 to retire DCPP at the expiration of the
current operating licenses for each unit, November 2024 for Unit-1 and August 2025 for
Unit-2 and was subsequently approved by the CPUC in 2018 its Decision (D) 18-01-022.

[5]
 Train in this context means a series of parts or elements that together constitute

a system or produce a result.

[6]
 Primary and secondary side refer, respectively, to the Reactor Coolant System

which is used to remove heat from the nuclear reactor and to the Main Steam and
Feedwater Systems which provide cooling to the steam generators and generate and
provide steam to the turbines.

[7]
 The safety significance characterizations used for the performance indicators as

either Green (very low), White (low to moderate) Yellow (substantial) or Red (high). A
Green non-cited violation indicates very low safety significance, with no impact to public
health and safety.

[8]



 On a scale of Green indicating a healthy performance and White indicating that
achievable actionplans are in place to return performance to healthy status. A Yellow
rating would indicate the indicator shows deficient performance and needs improvement
and Red would indicate unsatisfactory performance.

[9]
 FLEX is not an acronym but describes a strategy developed by the nuclear

industry to provide diverse and flexible coping strategies to address the loss of safety-
related systems due to beyond design basis events.

[10]
 A transient is defined as an event when a plant proceeds from a normal state to

an abnormal state.

[11]
 The automatic shutdown of a nuclear reactor is called a reactor trip or scram. 

[12]
 A Notification is the document that initiates an entry into the Corrective Action

Program.

[13]
 Benchmarking is the practice of comparing business processes and performance

metrics to industry bests and best practices from other companies.
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M I N U T E S
of the

DIABLO CANYON INDEPENDENT SAFETY COMMITTEE'S
FEBRUARY 15-16, 2023 PUBLIC MEETING

[As Approved at the June 28-29, 2023 Public Meeting.]

Wednesday & Thursday
February 15-16, 2023-
Avila Beach, California
Also conducted as a Zoom Webinar

Notice of Meeting.

A legal notice of the public meeting and several display advertisements were published in
the San Luis Obispo Tribune and in the New Times local newspapers and mailed to the
media and those persons on the Committee's mailing list. The meeting agenda and the
entire agenda packet for the meeting together with the informational presentations made
during the meeting were posted on the Committee's website at www.dcisc.org prior to
the meeting and the meeting agenda contained information on how to access the
webinar using a computer or a telephone. This meeting was also produced as a webinar
by AGP Video, Inc. and was webcast live on SLO-SPAN at http://www.slo-span.org and
through https://www.dcisc.org and was subsequently broadcast on San Luis Obispo,
California local government access television Channel 21. In response to the coronavirus
risk hand sanitizers were placed in the meeting room.

I CALL TO ORDER - ROLL CALL

The February 15-16, 2023, public meeting of the Diablo Canyon Independent Safety
Committee (DCISC), the one hundred and fourth public meeting of the Committee, was
called to order by Committee Chair Dr. Peter Lam at 9:00 a.m. Dr. Lam briefly reviewed
the professional backgrounds, experience and appointment to the DCISC for each of his
fellow Members: Dr. Robert J. Budnitz, the appointee of the California Attorney General,
and Dr. Per F. Peterson, the appointee of the Governor of California. Dr. Peterson briefly
reviewed Dr. Lam's professional background and prior service and reported Dr. Lam
serves on the DCISC as the appointee of the Chair of the California Energy Commission.

Present: Committee Member Robert J. Budnitz
Committee Member Peter Lam

https://www.dcisc.org/


Committee Member Per F. Peterson
Absent: None

II INTRODUCTIONS

Dr. Lam introduced and briefly reviewed the professional backgrounds of the
Committee's Technical Consultants and its Assistant Legal Counsel: Technical Consultants
Mr. R. Ferman Wardell, P.E., Mr. Richard D. McWhorter Jr., and Dr. Andrew C. Kadak and
DCISC Assistant Legal Counsel Mr. Robert W. Rathie.

Later during the meeting Dr. Lam recognized Mr. Hector M. Garcia, Diablo Canyon Power
Plant (DCPP) Chief Nuclear Officer Support Manager. Dr. Lam apologized for his belated
recognition of Mr. Garcia and remarked Mr. Garcia plays a key role on behalf of PG&E and
DCPP as the liaison with the DCISC and in coordinating the Committee's activities,
providing information, and facilitating the Committee's public meetings and the frequent
fact-finding visits to the plant conducted by a single member and one or more of the
technical consultants.

III  PUBLIC COMMENTS AND COMMUNICATIONS

The Chair invited any members of the public in attendance who wished to address
remarks to the Committee on items not appearing on the agenda for the public meeting
to do so at this time.

Ms. Sherry Lewis, a member of the group San Luis Obispo Mothers for Peace was
recognized. Ms. Lewis commented on the item on the agenda for this meeting concerning
spent fuel management and the Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation (ISFSI). Ms.
Lewis stated it was her understanding that the ISFSI would be at its capacity at the end
of the current operating licenses for DCPP Unit 1 and Unit 2 and she questioned whether
the site conditions were adequate to create additional storage pads for waste produced
after 2025 and stated her opinion that how the waste for any extended period of
operations is to be handled is a very important question and she reminded the DCISC to
remain cognizant of the dangers of a crowded spent fuel pool. Dr. Peterson responded
the DCISC has captured the questions raised by Ms. Lewis in the Minutes of its public
meetings and through the Committee's Open Items List. Dr. Lam observed the license
from the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) for the ISFSI will be expiring and the
license renewal process is underway and recently PG&E announced that it has selected a
different contractor to manufacture and install the new dry cask spent fuel storage
system.

IV  ACTION ITEMS

A.  Receive PG&E's Response to DCISC 32nd Annual Report on the Safety of Diablo    
Canyon Operations: July 1, 2021 – June 30, 2022. At the Chair's request, Mr. Rathie
reported PG&E's Response to the Committee's 32nd Annual Report has been received.
The 32nd Annual Report is made available on the Committee's website at www.dcisc.org,
it was sent to the parties appointing the Committee's members, to the California Public

https://www.dcisc.org/


Utilities Commission (CPUC), PG&E, the NRC and, in accordance with California Senate

Bill 846
[1]

 the report has been provided to the California Legislature. Mr. Rathie reported
the Committee's annual reports are also published as two bound volumes as well as in
compact disk and USB formats. He reported that in the 32nd Annual Report the
Committee concluded PG&E had operated DCPP safely during the report period and made
no recommendations.

On a motion made by Dr. Budnitz, seconded by Dr. Peterson, the Committee
unanimously accepted PG&E's response to its 32nd Annual Report.

Mr. John Geesman representing the Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility was recognized.
Mr. Geesman observed that in the future as the Committee discharges its responsibilities
under Senate Bill 846 (SB846) the Annual Report will not be the vehicle for the
Committee to make timely recommendations regarding those responsibilities. He
observed the recommendations of the Committee are by statute designed to enhance
plant safety and will need to be delivered on a contemporaneous basis rather than in a
composite format upon conclusion of the reporting period. Dr. Lam thanked Mr. Geesman
for his comment and Drs. Budnitz and Peterson commented that under SB846 the
Committee was assigned specific reporting requirements and has identified other areas of
operation and staffing and retention over the last few years which it has documented as

concerns in its annual reports.
[2]

Mr. Rathie remarked the period of the 32nd Annual Report began some two months prior
to the passage of SB846 and he observed under that legislation and a currently pending
CPUC Order Instituting Rulemaking (OIR) the CPUC must make certain judgments and
decisions in consideration of the Committee's recommendations on certain matters
specifically including seismic safety and maintenance deferred in expectation of the plant
closing earlier. He reported the Administrative Law Judge assigned to the OIR proceeding
has established a tentative schedule which provides for the fact finding reports approved
at the Committee's February, June and September public meetings to be noticed with
comments to be provided in context of the OIR proceeding.

Mr. G. Bruce Severance was recognized. Mr. Severance stated he was a member of the
Diablo Canyon Decommissioning Engagement Panel (DCDEP) formed by PG&E but he
was speaking today as an individual. He raised his concern about a 2002 reactor vessel
surveillance coupon embrittlement stress test which he stated indicated that Unit 1 was
severely embrittled. He remarked he found no indication that subsequent coupon
analysis had been done and he stated Unit 1 was one of the first units manufactured by
Westinghouse and the metallurgical specifications were incorrect in that there was too
much copper in the vessel welds which contributed to embrittlement of Unit 1 which he
observed sits atop an earthquake fault system. Mr. Severance reported it was his
understanding the NRC requires a Failure Modes and Effects Analysis (FMEA) which is to
include design basis events and he did not find inclusion of FMEA in the Safety Analysis
Report (SAR) PG&E submitted to the NRC. Mr. Severance stated he understood that in
2010 the NRC loosened its standard for embrittlement and by that new standard Unit 1



was found to be in compliance with NRC regulation through 2025. Mr. Severance
questioned how a calculation of embrittlement could be preferrable to an actual stress
test of the metal. He inquired if the DCISC has investigated the metallurgical stress test
that was conducted in 2002 and determined that any embrittlement is not severe. He
remarked it was his understanding embrittlement could affect rapid shut down of a
reactor during a design basis event and he stated beyond design basis events are not
limited to seismic events but can also include tsunamis produced by undersea landslides
and he questioned what might happen during a 15-minute low tide drawdown which
could precede such an event and he stated he did not find this considered in the FMEA or
in the SAR that PG&E submitted to the NRC. He requested that the Committee seriously
consider these safety issues. He reported he previously submitted a list of 29 questions
and some comments to the Committee on the issues he raised during his remarks. The
Chair thanked Mr. Severance for his comments but remarked that as his comments were
not related to the present agenda topic the Committee would consider a response at a
later time. Dr. Budnitz confirmed the Committee's receipt of Mr. Severance's email with
questions and comments. Mr. Severance remarked he has been informed by PG&E there
is a proprietary report by Westinghouse that substantiates PG&E's position on the
embrittlement of Unit 1, but PG&E has refused to release that report to the DCDEP or to
him. He stated he questions the proprietary basis for withholding the report from the
public but even if the basis is correct the DCISC should be given access to the
Westinghouse report.

B.  Update on Financial Matters and Committee Activities During 2023 Including    
Consideration of Funding for the Cost of Augmented Activities During 2023     Pursuant to
California Senate Bill 846 (SB 846). The Chair asked Mr. Rathie to continue with the next
report to the Committee. Mr. Rathie reported the Committee concluded its 2022 financial
year, which is conducted on a calendar year basis, within the amount of funding provided
by PG&E's ratepayers under a CPUC decision for the Committee's operations. He reported
for 2023 the Committee will receive a 1.5% increase in its funding and as a result of the
passage of SB846 the Committee will be undertaking a significant number of additional
activities in connection with its reviews during 2023 and for the years to follow in
connection with the possible extension of the operating licenses for DCPP and these tasks
must be undertaken in addition to the Committee's continuing mandate to review
operational safety. He reported the Committee will also undertake the review of the
storage of spent nuclear fuel and the renewal of the license from the NRC for the
operation of the ISFSI. He reported this increase in activities raises a question as to the
need for augmenting the funding for the Committee. Mr. Rathie stated SB846 addressed
the need to ensure adequate funding is available to attract qualified persons to serve on
the Committee but it does not address how the Committee is to receive that funding. He
reported with the assistance of DCISC Special Counsel for Regulatory Matters Martin
Mattes of the Nossaman firm, and as directed at the September 2022 public meeting,
several alternatives have been identified and discussions have been opened with the
CPUC's Energy Division in the context of a resolution of future funding for the Committee
in the OIR proceeding. Mr. Rathie reported there have been discussions concerning
allowing the Committee to retain the funds unspent during calendar year 2022, although
the Committee's past practice and the provisions of its Second Restated Charter provide



for the return of any unspent funds to the ratepayers. Mr. Rathie stated he recently
participated in a meet and confer exchange arranged by PG&E and involving staff from
the CPUC during which two accounts, the Diablo Canyon Transition and Relicensing
Memorandum Account (DCTRMA) and the Diablo Canyon Extended Operation Balancing
Account (DCEOBA) were discussed and he reported that either or both of those accounts
may serve as a vehicle for increased funding for the Committee required as a result of
the passage of SB846.

Mr. Mattes was recognized. Mr. Mattes reported with Mr. Rathie he has drafted
Comments on behalf of the Committee for submission to the CPUC in the OIR proceeding
including addressing the issue of augmenting the funding for the Committee. He stated
the issue is one of cash flow and the comments were drafted in recognition of the need
to bring the matter to the CPUC's attention as quickly as possible. Comments are due on
or before February 20, 2023. He reported as part of the process of extending the
operation of the power plant, assuming the NRC grants a license extension, the CPUC is
expected to adopt two decisions in the OIR proceeding with the first to issue in the July-
August time period and the second likely in December 2023. Hence the comments of the
DCISC are intended to prompt a decision on the Committee's funding in the mid-year
decision. Mr. Mattes remarked that during a period of extended operation following 2024-
2025, funding for the Committee will not come just from PG&E ratepayers but from the
customers of all load serving entities in California including customers of load serving
entities within the service area of PG&E and funding will come to the DCISC through
whatever new funding mechanism is set up to impose the cost on all the load serving
entities and accordingly these funding issues are complex. Drs. Peterson and Lam
remarked this is an extraordinarily important effort as the scope of work the Committee
will conduct over the coming year is more substantive than previously anticipated and
the Committee should not be constrained in this work.

Mr. John Geesman representing the Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility was recognized.
Mr. Geesman stated he wished to emphasize the importance the Committee should
attach to the  subject discussed by Mr. Rathie and he agreed with Drs. Peterson and Lam
that the Committee should not be constrained in its activities by a financial shortfall. He
observed timeliness is of the essence and there is an urgency to seeking sufficient
funding from the CPUC for Committee activities. Mr. Geesman stated Mr. Mattes was
correct in characterizing the issue as one of cash flow. He encouraged the Committee to
seek ways to obtain short-term funding from PG&E and he offered his client's
participation in attempting to achieve whatever might be necessary to preserve the
Committee's objectivity.

Mr. G. Bruce Severance was recognized. Mr. Severance stated that approval of the funds
for extended operation of the power plant is contingent on PG&E disclosing all material
defects. He pointed to the 2002 embrittlement analysis and the report by Westinghouse
he cited earlier in this meeting. He reported a historic site assessment performed in 2018
identified data gaps in radiological monitoring at the DCPP site and he remarked these
are examples of PG&E withholding certain information from the Committee.

In response to a motion made by Dr. Budnitz, seconded by Dr. Peterson, the DCISC



Members unanimously approved filing of the Comments prepared by Mr. Mattes and Mr.
Rathie on behalf of the DCISC in OIR proceeding R-23-01-007.

C.  Discussion of Open Items List.  Dr. Lam requested Consultant Wardell lead review of
items on the Open Items List, which he described as an important tool used by the
Committee to set priorities, track its review activities and also to follow issues, concerns,
information requests and activities identified for subsequent action or receipt during
future fact-finding or at its public meetings. Dr. Budnitz observed the discussion of items
on the Open Items List is one of the most important things the Committee does as it
includes discussion of items for which priority may be accelerated or reduced and it
identifies the scope of work the Committee will do in the near and long term. Mr. Wardell
stated the February 2023 Open Items List was developed with the objective of the
Committee reaching its conclusions and recommendations under SB846 on seismic safety
and deferred maintenance issues by the June 2023 public meeting. He reported newly
added or items which were changed were shown in red italics on the list included in the
public agenda packet for this meeting and those for which follow up is scheduled prior to
the June 2023 public meeting were shown in blue italics and certain items on the list are
identified for closure. Items discussed or concerning which action was taken included the

following
[3]

:

Item Re: Action Taken
CO-13 Modes of

Operation/External
Grid Issues

Rev. in context of extended operation &
Moss Landing battery fire incident.

CO-14 10 CFR 50.55a re
ISI & Liner Weld
Insp.

Rev. Wi-Fi/digital applications

CM-13 Maintenance Dept.
Performance

3/23FF

EN-19 Engineering
Programs

1Q24FF

HP-25 Management
Observation
Program

3Q23FF

PI-1 Performance
Improvement
Programs Re NRC PI
& R Inspection

4/23FF

EP-2 Emergency Drill
Attendance

Update text re "observe"
Make last action 2/23PM
Next Action 9/24

RA-5 Non-seismic PRA 8/23FF
NS-5 NSOC     Meetings Next Action - tbd
QP-3 Quality Verification 4Q23FF



Audits
QP-9 Software Quality

Assurance Program
3Q23FF

OE-2 Station Excellence
Plan/Oversight
Comm.

3Q23FF

SE-26 Reactor Pressure
Vessel Compliance

Restore to List, rev vessel fracture
toughness levels in context of license
extension 1R24 coupon removal & License
Extension Application & Westinghouse
Report

SE-40 Transformers Close to EN-19
SE-50 NRC Maintenance

Rule Functional
Failure

4Q23FF

OM-4 Outage Safety Plan Before next RFO
OM-6 1R24/2R24 RFO

Scope
3Q23FF

SEC-3 Operations/Security
Interaction

2Q24

SEC-4 Cyber Security 1Q24FF
SF-1 ISFSI Operations 4Q23FF
SF-2 Relative Risk -

Holtec Casks/SFP
Storage

4Q23FF

SF-6 ISFSI SSCs After
Seismic Event

Close to SF-4

SF-7 Plans for >Class C
Waste

4Q23FF

SC-Tbd Restore Item re
Tsunami Risk re
Drawdown

4Q23FF

SC-14 Independent Per
Review Panel

6/23PM

FP-5 NFPA 805 Program
Review

4Q23FF

LD-6 Non Licensed
Training Programs

3/23FF

EO Category
Assessment-
Extended Operation

6/23PM

EO-6 Preventative
Maintenance

Add ref to use of Digital assets/Wi-Fi
PMO++3/23FF & 6/23PM



O-1 Observe Evolutions
in the Plant

3/23FF

O-2 COVID-19 Response Retain/Rev as appropriate
2/22PM-
5

High Voltage
Breakers DC Control
Power

3/23FF

2/22PM-
6

NEI Guidance re
Operability
Determine.

RJB or other Member

6/22PM-
12

Engineering
Organization

Close

6/22PM-
13

Orano Licensing &
10 CFR Part 50

2/23PM

6/22PM-
14

Time Difference -
Unmodified License

2/23PM

9/22PM-
2

Performance
Improvement Dept.

4/23FF

9/22PM-
3

Rad. Monitoring
System

3/23FF Rev re Wi-Fi and Digital System
Deployment

9/22PM-
4

EPRI Study -
Release from Cask

3Q23FF

9/22PM-
6

Feedwater Heater
Tube Inspection

Close

9/22PM-
7

Intake Structure
Watertight Seals

3/23FF

9/22PM-
8

Equipment
Reliability Excellence
Plan

Close to ER-5

9/22PM-
12

Maintenance
Upgrade - Digital
Systems

Expand scope to Wi-Fi and Electronic
Procedures

9/22PM-
13

Emergency Exercise
Critique

2/23FF

9/22PM-
16

Unit-1 RPV Coupon
Test

Close to SE-26

9/22PM-
18

Eagle 21 System Close to EO-6

9/22PM-
19

20-year License
Contingency

Close

9/22PM-
21

Training Org.
Operators/Fuel
Handlers

2/23FF

9/22PM- Use of "Casks" Change to "Modules"



22
9/22PM-
23

Tesla Battery Fire at
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During the discussion Dr. Budnitz introduced a motion to change the wording of NS-9
from "industry benchmark" to "Institute of Nuclear Power Operations" (INPO). After
discussion, there was no second to his motion and accordingly it "fell to the floor" and
was not further considered.

Mr. David Weisman representing the Alliance of Nuclear Responsibility was recognized.
Mr. Weisman commented that the request from PG&E that the Committee no longer refer
to INPO and instead refer to industry benchmarks may be related to the effect on
insurance rates and investor perceptions in the event of a downgrade by INPO. He
observed it was the public revelation of certain confidential information developed by
INPO concerning an overcooling incident that led to the voter initiative in 1989 that
closed the Rancho Seco Nuclear Generating Station near Sacramento, California. Mr.
Weisman remarked there are reasons why utilities do not wish to have INPO's findings
publicly revealed.

Dr. Peterson remarked the Committee in its determination to extend significant discretion
to DCPP in terms of reference to industry benchmarks does not mean the Committee
members agree with DCPP's decision not to continue to make references to INPO and Dr.
Peterson stated he recognizes this represents a perception of a lack of transparency
which is probably not in DCPP or PG&E's best interest.

In response to Ms. Lewis' question Dr. Budnitz replied INPO is an industry organization
whose members are the operators of nuclear power plants as well as vendors. INPO
performs inspections against its criteria and holds its members accountable through its
reports which in order to foster a candid assessment and dialogue between the reviewer
and reviewed are required to be kept confidential. Consultant McWhorter remarked that
INPO also certifies all the training programs for a nuclear power facility. Dr. Peterson
observed INPO reviews things that affect the plant's reliability and INPO's reviews are
used by insurance agencies to assess premiums and therefore INPO provides a strong
incentive to nuclear plants to achieve excellence in performance. Dr. Lam agreed and
remarked INPO ratings are used by bond and credit institution rating agencies and they
can have major financial implications. Dr. Kadak commented INPO is an industry
organization and all nuclear utilities have to be members. INPO was created after the
accident in 1979 at the Three Mile Island Nuclear Generating Station in Pennsylvania. He
reported there is also the World Association of Nuclear Operators (WANO) which has the
same goals as INPO. INPO has special groups to review engineering, operations,
radiological protection and maintenance and INPO periodically sends teams to visit plants
to conduct inspections and to write its reports rating the plant in all these categories. Mr.
Weisman remarked PG&E is no longer simply an investor-owned utility as the relicensing
of DCPP is now to be funded by California and federal taxpayers including those outside
PG&E's service territory and this funding, including $1.4 billion from California's general



fund, now makes all such parties  stakeholders in INPO's ratings.

Mr. Weisman continued his remarks and cited an incident concerning human performance
which his research recently uncovered involving incorrect data entry by a DCPP employee
concerning discharge water temperature to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) which resulted in DCPP receiving a Yellow violation, but Mr. Weisman stated that
the same data in a different format was concurrently, during the same five quarter period
in 2020-2021, reported correctly to the State Central Coast Regional Water Quality
Control Board. Mr. Weisman stated this error resulted from data on the differential
between water temperature and  average water temperature being placed in incorrect
positions in a columnar format used to report that data to the EPA. Mr. Weisman
remarked the same error occurred again as recently as October 2022 through January
2023. He observed Category HP-1 on the Committee's Open Item List addresses the
Committee's review of human performance and human behavior and stated he wonders
what other data might have been incorrectly entered and how was the error concerning
the water temperature data missed until he brought it to the Regional Water Quality
Control Board's attention. Drs. Budnitz and Peterson thanked Mr. Weisman for his
comments and stated the DCISC would review this issue during a future fact
finding as this error would be entered into the plant's Corrective Acton Program
which will include an extent of condition determination to see if and if so where
similar errors could be occurring and the DCISC should review that extent of
condition information.

Mr. Robert Watson was recognized. Mr. Watson inquired whether a reason was given
concerning use of the reference "industry benchmark" to which Dr. Budnitz replied that
no reason had been given for the change. Dr. Peterson remarked that the Nuclear Safety
Oversight Committee, a safety oversight board for DCPP with its members appointed by
PG&E, also provides a review of DCPP operations. Mr. Watson stated he formerly worked
for PG&E and in his experience there were several review organizations that provided
oversight.

Ms. Donna Gilmore was recognized. Ms. Gilmore stated the Governor's motive in
supporting the enactment of SB846 was based upon reliability issues and the state's
need for the energy produced by both reactors. However, she stated NRC reactor status
data shows one or both of DCPP's reactors were offline for 40% of the days over the last
four years, for either planned or unplanned outages, one example of which was corrosion
of a saltwater pump which was replaced with a spare pump. Ms. Gilmore inquired if the
information she provided conflicted with the DCISC's information. Ms. Gilmore remarked
the Moss Landing battery fire mentioned by Dr. Peterson during the discussion of the
Open Item List was not an isolated incident as there have been at least three fires in the
last three years. The Committee members thanked Ms. Gilmore for her comments.

Mr. Thomas Marre was recognized and he commented it was his understanding DCPP was
no longer retrieving and testing surveillance coupons from inside the reactor pressure
vessel and he questioned whether this might be related to reducing the average dose
during a refueling  outage and he inquired if there had been a data entry error regarding
water temperature as cited by Mr. Weisman might there also have been other errors



taking place with computer modeling or reactor embrittlement.

Mr. John Geesman representing Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility was recognized. Mr.
Geesman stated his comment related to EN-19, the HP section in general on the Open
Items List, and the convergence of those items in the third quarter of 2023 related to the
DCPP Engineering Department. He mentioned he previously sent correspondence to the
Committee about an NRC biennial Problem Identification and Resolution (PI&R)
Inspection conducted between November 14 and December 14, 2022, which found
problems in the Security and Engineering Departments in terms of decision-making
associated with correcting certain issues including safety-related conditions due to a
perception among some DCPP personnel that they could not take some issues to certain
parts of DCPP's management. Mr. Geesman remarked the DCISC fact-finding schedule
seemed to be slipping as it relates to both the Human Performance and Engineering
categories and as to the adequacy of the Corrective Action Program. Mr. Geesman stated
he wanted to raise a 'red flag' to the Committee on those issues. Dr. Budnitz replied the
DCISC received Mr. Geesman's communication on the PI&R Inspection and the issue is
on an agenda for a future fact-finding.

A short break followed.

When the meeting resumed the Committee announced its decision to defer consideration
of agenda items V.A and V.B until after consideration of agenda item VI.C.

When the afternoon session convened at 1:30 p.m. the Members and Consultants took
up the consideration of Agenda Items V.A and B below.

 V  COMMITTEE MEMBER REPORTS AND DISCUSSION

A.  Public Outreach, Site Visits and Other Committee Activities, Scheduling and  
Confirmation of Future Fact-Finding Visits and Public Meetings. The Members confirmed
future public meetings of the DCISC for June 28-29, 2023 [changed prior to this meeting
from June 21-22], and September 13-14, 2023, and February 21-22, 2024, the Members
and Consultants then scheduled a public meeting for June 26-27, 2024.

Fact-finding visits were confirmed and scheduled as follows:
[4]

[2023] March 14-15 RJB/RFW; April 19-20 PL/RDM; May 2-3 PFP/RFW; July 26-27
[changed from July 12-13] PFP/RDM; August 9-10 PL/RFW; August 29-30 [changed from
August 30-31] RJB/RDM; November 14-15 RJB/RFW; December 6-7 PFP/RDM; and

[2024] January 24-25 PL/RFW; March 19-20 (RJB/RDM); April 17-18 (PL/RFW). May 8-9
(PFP/RDM).

Mr. Robert Watson was recognized and made a suggestion that in the interest of
efficiency and time-saving the Committee might consider doing its future scheduling
offline.

B.  Documents Provided to the Committee. Assistant Legal Counsel Rathie observed that



a list of documents received by the DCISC since its last public meeting in September
2022 was included in the public agenda packet for this meeting. Dr. Lam remarked the
Committee receives and reviews a large number of documents from PG&E and strives to
always conduct its business in a transparent manner.

VI  INFORMATION ITEMS BEFORE THE COMMITTEE

A.  Presentation by the Manager of the San Luis Obispo County Office of Emergency    
Services. At the Chair's request Consultant McWhorter introduced Mr. Scott Jalbert and
reported Mr. Jalbert serves as the Emergency Services Manager for San Luis Obispo
County after having been appointed to that position in April 2023 after having served for
thirty-three years with CalFire including in leadership positions and on major incident
management teams as well as having served for four years as Fire Chief of San Luis
Obispo County. Mr. McWhorter reported that he and Dr. Budnitz, representing the
DCISC, met with Mr. Jalbert in November 2022 concerning current activities of the
County's Office of Emergency Services (OES).

Mr. Jalbert reviewed OES' mission statement which states OES is responsible to ensure
the San Luis Obispo County is prepared to respond and recover from emergencies and
disasters by providing leadership, coordination and support to minimize the loss of life
and property. He stated the OES' mission is achieved through an 'all hazards' emergency
management strategy that includes mitigation, preparedness, response, and recovery
phases. Mr. Jalbert reported OES is responsible for the date-to-day administration of the
County Disaster Preparedness Program and functions as a coordination agency and not
as a responding agency. OES maintains and runs the Emergency Operations Center
(EOC) in a readiness condition at all times, activates and coordinates the activities at the
EOC during local emergencies and maintains and implements the County Emergency
Operation Plan as required under the state's Standardized Emergency Management
System (SEMS). Mr. Jalbert reported his organization is also responsible for public
emergency notification including protective action notifications and uses the Siren
System, the Emergency Alert System (EAS), and the Wireless Emergency Alert System
for that purpose.

Mr. Jalbert reported there are 58 counties in California and each has an emergency
management organization. San Luis Obispo County OES has an officer on duty 24 hours
each day, seven days each week to monitor national, state - through the Cal OES
Warning Center - and regional emergency notifications and OES has the responsibility to
keep the County Board of Supervisors and the County's Administrative Officer and its
partner agencies fully informed of all situations as well as to provide coordination for
large events. He reported his office includes six emergency coordinators, an
administrative assistant, and himself as the Manager. He reported this is a larger staff
than most other counties employ which he stated is due to the presence of DCPP in the
County. Of the four focus areas including preparedness, mitigation, response and
recovery there is a heavy emphasis upon recovery. Mr. Jalbert reported San Luis Obispo
County is located in a fire-prone area and must be prepared to deal with emergency
hazardous materials spills, supporting law enforcement agencies and the regional airport
as well as DCPP. The OES engages in general emergency planning and a planning



program specific to DCPP. For the latter, OES works closely with the Diablo Canyon
Emergency Preparedness organization staff, with Cal OES, the Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA), and with the NRC.

Mr. Jalbert reported the DCPP Emergency Planning Zone (EPZ), which is required for all
nuclear power plants, is the largest EPZ in the nation spanning an area 18 miles by 22
miles which is segmented into 12 different planning and evacuation zones each termed a
Protective Action Zone (PAZ). Mr. Jalbert estimated 60-70% of OES' efforts are focused
upon ensuring the County is prepared to respond through OES' Nuclear Preparedness
Program (NPP) and OES has developed approximately 28 general emergency plans for a
wide range of initiating events as well as 62 NPP emergency plans. Mr. Jalbert stated his
organization participates in drills every year and participates in certain other exercises
conducted biennially including those involving participation by federal state and local
resources. OES also works with DCPP each year on drills conducted quarterly. Mr. Jalbert
reported the NRC has announced it will revise its planning manual and he commented
this will require OES to soon revisit its 62 NPP emergency plans. Mr. Jalbert reported OES
invests considerable effort in public education in the county including issuing a calendar
every year and his organization is constantly evaluating the efforts to coordinate with
local and other responder agencies.

In response to Dr. Lam's inquiry Mr. Jalbert stated he could not at this time provide the
number of persons who work or live within the EPZ. In response to Dr. Budnitz' question
Mr. Jalbert responded that for those persons who do not have vehicles or ready access to
transportation OES maintains a list of such persons who have access needs and has
developed a transportation plan to allow them to be picked up and transported if it
should be necessary. Collection areas have been established for those who do not have
ready access to transportation. Mr. Jalbert agreed with Consultant McWhorter's
observation that electric vehicles present a problem as to the need to keep them
charged, but the solution is similar as that for combustion engine powered vehicles, that
is, to at all times keep a vehicle at least partially charged or partially fueled.

In response to Consultant Wardell's questions as to the County following PG&E's
protective action recommendations Mr. Jalbert responded the County has command
authority to make decisions on behalf of all jurisdictions within the County and there is
an assessment team that verifies the County and PG&E are receiving the same
information and he stated the County makes its protective action decisions on a holistic
basis, that is, on the conditions and events then taking place. Dr. Peterson remarked the
recent earthquake in Turkey illustrates the importance of having effective emergency
response services available and he expressed his gratitude for the role played by
emergency response personnel and their willingness to perform complex and sometimes
dangerous tasks during very challenging conditions in order to protect the public. In
response to Dr. Peterson's query Mr. Jalbert replied that the possible extension of the
operating licenses from the NRC to allow DCPP to operate after 2025 has not resulted in
any change to OES activities or planning although he acknowledged that it is likely some
emergency plans may need to be revised based upon upgrades DCPP may undertake.

Mr. Wardell commented that the Unified Dose Assessment Group comprised of PG&E and



County personnel has worked very well together as a single group to assess the
radiological consequences of an accident. Mr. Jalbert agreed and stated PG&E personnel
are primarily responsible for the on-site assessment with OES responsible for off-site
assessment.

In response to Dr. Kadak's inquiry as to why the EPZ were established as the largest in
the nation Dr. Budnitz and Mr. Jalbert replied the designation was done in the early years
of the plant's operation during the 1980s at the specific request of the local jurisdictions
and it was very quickly understood that breaking the large area into twelve PAZs allowed
a planning focus on much smaller individual segments.

In response to Consultant McWhorter's question Mr. Jalbert stated the processes for
storm-related evacuations and for a nuclear initiated evacuation are essentially the same
in that a decision is made, the public is notified, and the appropriate plan is followed. He
acknowledged that in the event that multiple PAZs needed are involved, the number of
persons affected and the resulting traffic issues would be much larger.

Dr. Lam thanked Mr. Jalbert for a very informative presentation.

Mr. David Weisman representing the Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility was recognized.
Mr. Weisman thanked Mr. Jalbert for the emergency services OES provided during the
recent storms and also during the 2003 San Simeon earthquake when he stated
emergency sirens failed because they did not have backup battery power and he
remarked there were lessons learned from both events. He stated one of those lessons
concerned communications and another concerned transportation. He remarked that
during the recent storms while he was living in Morro Bay he was directed by a text
message to a URL (uniform resource locator) with information concerning a possible
evacuation but as the internet was not working there was no way for him to receive the
information. He recalled during the 2002 San Simeon earthquake mobile phone
communication failed when receivers and transmitters located on cell towers fell due to
the failure of the epoxy used to secure them to the towers. He commented on the lesson
to be learned here concerns the need for backups and the need for a fully functioning
siren system. He commented under the recent legislation that rescinded portions of the

Joint Proposal
[5]

 he was unsure whether PG&E would be required to continue to maintain
in accord with the agreement made the county-wide emergency siren system until
termination of the plant's 10 CFR Part 50 licenses. Mr. Weisman remarked during the
recent storms Highway 101 was closed as was Highway 41, and Avila Road was heavily
impacted by flooding. He observed that it is necessary to take into account that a seismic
event or another event involving DCPP may occur when there is water on the roadways
and going forward emergency and evacuation planning needs to account for changing
climate conditions. He remarked the chances are great that atmospheric rivers will occur
with greater frequency. Mr. Jalbert responded OES does have backup plans and
recognizes that technology alone cannot be relied on for emergency alerts and his
organization also has a route alert program that uses a public address device to make
announcements from the streets. Mr. Mattes, the Committee's Regulatory Counsel,
responded the CPUC Decision which rescinded portions of the Joint Proposal rescinded



only ordering paragraphs one and fourteen and all other requirements imposed under the
Joint Proposal remain in effect. 

Ms. Donna Gilmore was recognized. Ms. Gilmore remarked that any reduction in
emergency planning once the spent fuel pools are emptied must be done with an
awareness of a risk she identified with the dry spent fuel storage system manufactured
by the Holtec firm. Ms. Gilmore stated her understanding is that when the stainless steel
multipurpose canisters are lowered into the overpack casks the canisters scrape against
the carbon steel sides of the casks which creates a mechanism for stress corrosion
cracking of the canisters to occur and the cracking of the ½ inch thick canisters can occur
in as little as 16 years. Therefore, she stated emergency planning should remain in place
for as long as the multipurpose canisters are on the site.

Ms. Kalene Walker was recognized. Ms. Walker reiterated the comments made by Ms.
Gilmore and she questioned whether the Governor was aware of the period during the
last several years when one or both DCPP reactors were down 40% of the days which
she stated does not bode well for their reliability. She remarked she is horrified by the
prospect of continued operation for DCPP and reiterated Ms. Gilmore's comments
concerning the multipurpose canisters and remarked there is a Chernobyl disaster worth
of radiation in each canister which could result from a through-wall crack. Ms. Walker
remarked the scraping described by Ms. Gilmore resulted in imbedding carbon particles
in the stainless steel and there is no method available in the United States for
repackaging the canisters which she described as a precarious situation. Ms. Walker
stated in the past she has heard Dr. Lam speak in public and state that during his service
with the NRC when he sat on the Atomic Safety Licensing Board that approved the
present spent fuel storage system for DCPP he was unaware of the stress corrosion and
cracking issue. Ms. Walker encouraged the DCISC to look further into these issues.

VIII ADJOURN MORNING MEETING

The Chair adjourned the morning meeting of the DCISC at 12:25 p.m.

VIII RECONVENE FOR AFTERNOON MEETING

The afternoon meeting of the DCISC was convened by the Chair at 1:30 p.m.

IX  COMMITTEE MEMBER COMMENTS

At this time there were no comments from the Members.

X PUBLIC COMMENTS AND COMMUNICATIONS

Dr. Lam invited members of the public to address the Committee on matters not on the
agenda for this meeting. There was no response to this invitation.

XI  TECHNICAL CONSULTANT AND LEGAL COUNSEL REPORTS & RECEIVE,   APPROVE,
AND AUTHORIZE TRANSMITTAL OF FACT FINDING REPORTS TO   PG&E

The Chair requested Consultant Wardell to provide a summary report on the September



29, 2022, fact-finding visit with Dr. Budnitz and Consultants Kadak and McWhorter. Mr.
Wardell reported that much of the information the Fact-Finding Team (FFT) received
during the  September 2022 fact-finding visit to DCPP has now been updated.

A.  Mr. Wardell reviewed the topics discussed with PG&E during the September 2022 visit
as follows:

→        Decommissioning Planning & Funding – Consultant Wardell reported the plant has
sufficient funding to continue with decommissioning planning and was deciding at that
time on how to organize the project, that is, to self-manage or have a contractor manage
the project or to employ a combination of those two methods. The current cost is
estimated to be $3.9 billion with a decommissioning trust fund balance on hand of $4
billion. He reported that if extended operation is approved many decommissioning
activities will be placed on hold and PG&E was in the process of determining which
activities might be continued, which might be maintained and delayed and which might
be significantly delayed.

→        Planning for Sent Fuel Storage – Consultant Wardell reported sufficient storage of
spent fuel for operation through 2025 is available. The new Orano spent fuel dry storage
system will be needed prior to decommissioning and plans are in place for that. Orano
was to submit a license amendment in 2022 for high burnup fuel and for the heat load
for a canister containing 37 fuel assemblies. PG&E representative Senior Director Tom
Jones reported that as of the February 2023 public meeting the license amendment by
Orano has not been submitted. Mr. Wardell reported the current Orano license does
cover DCPP seismic loads and the Committee plans to further review the matter. He
reported disposal plans for greater than Class C waste are presently incomplete, but
PG&E is planning to build a greater than Class C waste storage facility near the ISFSI, to
be located in the vicinity of the old steam generator storage building. The FFT found
DCPP's plans for spent fuel storage to be satisfactory.

→        ISFSI Tour – the FFT toured the ISFSI pads, inspected the casks on the site and
the transfer facility and the transporter vehicle, and the FFT visited the proposed site of
the greater than Class C waste storage facility and the old steam generator storage

facility. The FFT also toured the FLEX[6]
 equipment storage sites located near the ISFSI

and at the DCPP Fire Station. In response to Dr. Peterson's query Mr. Wardell stated the
FLEX equipment located in proximity to the ISFSI is stored outdoors and is well protected
from wind and weather. Mr. Wardell displayed photos taken during the tour.

Mr. John Geesman representing the Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility was recognized. In
response to Mr. Geesman's inquiry as to what constitutes the report the Committee
would be  approving for its fact-findings Mr. Wardell replied that the motion to approve is
for the approval of the written fact-finding report and approval does not include the
PowerPoint slides or the video of the presentation of the report or the Minutes of the
presentations made during public meetings. Messrs. Wardell and Rathie and Drs. Budnitz
and Lam described the process of review of the fact finding reports prior to their
presentation for approval at a public meeting and in response to Mr. Geesman's follow-up
inquiry confirmed that if any revisions were necessary to an approved fact finding report



that action could only take place at a public meeting. Mr. Rathie reported that once a fact
finding report is approved at a public meeting it is made available to the public in its
entirety at the meeting and each fact finding report during an annual report period
becomes a part of Volume II – Exhibits - to the Committee's Annual Report. Dr. Budnitz
observed due to the schedule for the proceeding pending before the CPUC regarding
extended operation of DCPP the fact finding reports during this annual report period are
being provided incrementally as they are approved at the public meetings prior to the
approval of the 33rd Annual Report for the period July 1, 2022 through June 30, 2023
and the 34th Annual Report for the period July 1, 2023 through June 30, 2024.

Ms. Jane Swanson a representative of San Luis Obispo Mothers for Peace was recognized.
Ms. Swanson remarked the Committee referred to a need to communicate with the
Governor's office in order to accommodate the schedule to extend DCPP's operating
lifetime. Ms. Swanson stated her belief that the Governor and the legislators who
approved SB846 did not understand that one or both DCPP units have been offline 40%
of the time for several years and this is contrary to the rationale for an extension, that is,
that DCPP can  provide reliable electrical power. Ms. Swanson inquired whether the
Committee is in communication with the Governor's office and whether the Governor
pays attention to the information provided by the Committee. Consultant Kadak stated
the capacity factors for both DCPP units during 2022 was 90% and he questioned the
40% time offline information provided. Ms. Swanson stated the data came from the
NRC's website on reactor status and she acknowledged there could be a communication
or different statistics involved. Dr. Kadak observed that if the plant was shut down for
planned maintenance those days are not included in the capacity factor. Dr. Budnitz
observed that if the plant is approved for extended operation, over the next two or three
years there are likely to be planned outages of greater duration than normal.

Ms. Kalene Walker was recognized. Ms. Walker reported the 40% down days for both
reactors was meticulously compiled by hand from NRC day-by-day data sources and it
was therefore not available on the NRC's website. Ms. Walker remarked the information
she provided previously during this meeting concerning the development of chloride
induced stress corrosion cracking due to scraping and scratching of the Holtec
multipurpose canisters was new and extremely serious and it was her hope Dr. Lam
specifically or one of the other DCISC members would agree to look into the matter. Dr.
Lam responded when he sat on the federal licensing board twenty years ago, together
with two other Administrative Judges, the failure mechanism described by Ms. Walker
and Ms. Gilmore was not litigated or part of the licensing board's record. Dr. Lam stated
his belief that it is the DCISC's duty to follow PG&E's examination practice for
the issue described by Ms. Walker and Ms. Gilmore and, to date, the Committee
has made several inquiries and concluded there were no major failure
mechanisms that would violate the site and boundary dose calculation for DCPP
and therefore the recommendation was to continue to follow the issue when
appropriate. Dr. Budnitz remarked there are two different ISFSI facilities, one for the
Holtec system and another for the Orano system and for each there is a licensing
proceeding underway at the NRC respectively for a license extension for the Holtec
facility and a new license for the Orano facility.



On a motion made by Dr. Budnitz, seconded by Dr. Peterson the September 29, 2022,
Fact Finding Report was unanimously approved as was DCISC Resolution 2023-01
signifying its approval as of this date.

B.  The Chair requested Consultant McWhorter and Consultant Wardell to provide a
summary report on the November 9-10, 2022, fact-finding visit to DCPP with Dr. Budnitz.
Mr. McWhorter reviewed the topics discussed with PG&E during the November 2022 visit
as follows:

→        Independent Peer Review Panel (IPRP) Meeting on October 26, 2022 – Consultant
McWhorter reported the FFT participated remotely in the meeting of the IPRP, formed by
the State of California and the CPUC to study seismic issues in connection with DCPP and
its environs. The meeting included discussion of the IPRP's role under SB846 as well as
an update from PG&E on seismic issues and programs. SB846 includes a provision
requiring the DCISC to consult with and incorporate into DCISC recommendations
information received from the IPRP. He reported the IPRP views its role as being limited
to seismic hazard and ground motion for the site and not including seismic fragilities or
an analysis of what might happen to equipment at the site during a seismic event. He
reported the IPRP did not identify any new work required by the passage of SB846 and
believes its role is limited to reviewing any such SB846-related work by the DCISC. Mr.
McWhorter reported the second half of the meeting on October 26, 2022, focused on
PG&E's review of recent studies during the past five or six years, the 2016 tsunami
evaluations, offshore seismic studies, and a discussion of the 2018 Seismic Probabilistic
Risk Assessment (SPRA). The PG&E Long Term Seismic Program activities were reviewed
and Mr. McWhorter noted the program is a part of DCPP license requirements from the
NRC. The FFT concluded the meeting was successful and the DCISC should continue to
follow the work of the IPRP.

→        Meeting with San Luis Obispo County Emergency Services Director – the FFT met
with Mr. Jalbert, Manager of San Luis Obispo County OES, and Mr. McWhorter observed
Mr. Jalbert made a presentation to the Committee earlier during this public meeting
which confirmed much of the discussions during the November 2022 fact-finding visit.
The FFT reviewed the use of the Integrated Public Alert Warning System (IPAWS) with
Mr. Jalbert, which has replaced the sirens in other locales with nuclear power plants. He
stated IPAWS functions to send information to the public through cellular
communications technology regarding alerts and is used now by OES in conjunction with
emergency response activities which are not specific to DCPP. Mr. McWhorter described
the visit with Mr. Jalbert as useful and having resulted in an invitation, subsequently
accepted by Mr. Jalbert, to make a presentation to the Committee at this public meeting.

→        License Renewal – Consultant McWhorter reported DCPP is moving forward with
possible extended operation of the power plant and at the time of the fact-finding had
made two requests of the NRC. The first was to request the NRC reopen the previous
license renewal application, which request was subsequently denied, and the second
request was to ask the NRC to allow an exemption from the two-year timeliness
requirement for submitting a new application, which request is currently pending. Mr.
McWhorter reported in either case focus would be upon updating and building on the



same information submitted in connection with the previous license application. The
plant's challenge date for making an application is the third quarter of 2023 and a firm
target date has been established as the fourth quarter 2023. He reported the DCPP
License Renewal organization is increasing its staffing with both DCPP employees and
contractor personnel being assigned to the newly revived organization.

→        Comprehensive Review of the Seismic Safety Program – Consultant McWhorter
reported the FFT met with PG&E staff to review the 2015 Probabilistic Seismic Hazard
Analysis (PSHA) of faults existing in the area, the 2018 SPRA which is used in the overall
site evaluation and has now been incorporated into the station's overall probabilistic risk
analysis, and the Long-Term Seismic Program, an ongoing program. Mr. McWhorter
observed DCPP pointed out during the visit that all this work was conducted under
internationally recognized standards and NRC regulation which have not changed in the
last few years. Mr. McWhorter reported that at this point nothing in the most recent
information available appears to change the broader, prior understanding of the studies
or any new safety insights for the seismic hazard. The Seismic Fragility Analysis models
the propagation of energy throughout structures and components and no new
information has been developed to modify previous insights.

Dr. Peterson remarked it is important to emphasize the structurally robust nature of the
reactor containment structures and that the containments and the entire plant were
engineered for high seismic conditions. The containment structures are capable of being
pressurized internally to 45 pounds per square inch which indicates they are
extraordinarily strong structures. Mr. McWhorter agreed and reported the g-forces have
been calculated that would be necessary for containment failure as 6g which he
described as a huge number from seismic acceleration. Dr. Budnitz remarked it is
thought that 6g earthquakes may have occurred several million years ago but not since.
Their frequency has been estimated with a probability of occurrence once in every ten
million years. Dr. Lam commented this probability calculation does not mean that one
must wait millions of years, yet federal regulation dismisses accidents based on
probability and Dr. Lam stated DCPP's location on a strike-slip fault provided him with
some level of comfort but he still asks his seismologist colleagues to tell him when,
where and how the next earthquake will occur. Dr. Budnitz responded that no one can
predict when and where the next earthquake will strike.

Consultant McWhorter observed the prior seismic regulations were deterministic and
employed a fixed standard while the probabilistic analyses takes the deterministic
analysis to new levels through a review of the full scope of possible earthquakes, but he
remarked you can never get to zero probability of a massive earthquake striking the site.
But with Dr. Lam he stated the best one can do is to consider all the site-specific hazards
in context of the range of earthquakes, including for the failure of structures and the
possibility of core damage and the release of radiation and make decisions on that basis.
Dr. Peterson observed living in this area of California comes with a risk associated with
the potential for a strong seismic event, but San Luis Obispo County has excellent
emergency response capabilities and the plant has capabilities through the use of  FLEX
strategies to mitigate the consequences that a seismic event could disable DCPP safety
functions. Mr. McWhorter agreed, and he stated the current PRA may be conservative in



that it calculates the probability of core damage in an early release scenario but it does
not calculate the consequences of the response to follow or how quick a recovery might
be. Dr. Kadak remarked after the Fukushima earthquake in Japan during March 2011 the
design basis of the nearby Onagawa Nuclear Power Plant, which was the nuclear power
plant closest to the epicenter of the earthquake, was exceeded but the Onagawa plant's
structures were undamaged including those which were designed to standard building
codes. Dr. Lam remarked the North Anna Nuclear Generating Station in Virginia
experienced an earthquake that exceeded its design basis which resulted only in a failed
gasket, and he commented the correct inquiry is not whether the design basis accident is
correctly established but whether structures have been built to meet that design basis
standard.

Mr. McWhorter reported the FFT reviewed information on seismic hazard and ground
motion, structural energy propagation, and seismic fragility and also reviewed the
Seismic PRA analysis which produces a quantitative number for risk and in all these areas
the FFT reviewed details of past analyses and discussed with PG&E representatives
changes identified since these analyses were completed. He reported the FFT determined
there were no significant changes to any of those analyses. Mr. McWhorter reported the
DCISC representatives also discussed the uncertainties associated with the analyses and
found the methodology used for their calculation to be fairly straightforward with no
changes identified.

Mr. McWhorter reported there was some new information that was not included in the
Seismic PRA in the area of spent fuel, including the risk study performed by the B. John
Garrick Institute for Risk Sciences at the University of California at Los Angeles which Mr.
McWhorter stated was found after review to independently reinforce the conclusions of
the Seismic PRA that the risk of radiological release from the spent fuel pools during a
seismic event is extremely low. He further reported the Mitigating Strategies Assessment
found that there were no upgrades needed to DCPP in order to be able to mitigate
beyond design basis events. The FFT concluded the 2015 PHSA and the 2018 Seismic
PRA previously reviewed by the DCISC were and continue to be acceptable and after
reviewing new and updated information the FFT concluded seismic safety at the site is
still acceptable and there are no additional upgrades or changes needed for
improvement. Mr. McWhorter stated the FFT concluded the plant is safe to operate today
and would be for the period of extended operation. He reported the FFT's
recommendations are to continue to monitor and review any future updates to
the seismic safety analyses, to review the seismic assessment to be performed
as part of license renewal by PG&E in accordance with SB846 and to continue to
review any major changes to plant configuration or operating procedures made
since the 2015 and 2018 assessments including the inclusion of FLEX strategies.
Dr. Peterson stated and Mr. McWhorter agreed the current treatment of FLEX capabilities
and the implementation of FLEX strategies to the seismic PRA analysis is judged to be
conservative and therefore the seismic risk to DCPP may be overestimated. Dr. Budnitz
observed during an earthquake of a certain size the Turbine Building is at risk and this
potentially compromises numerous equipment located inside the Turbine Building, but
Dr. Budnitz reported the Seismic PRA includes the assumption that should the Turbine



Building fail everything inside also fails but the probability of this is so low that it does
not have much effect on the overall risk.

Mr. McWhorter recognized and thanked Dr. Budnitz for his work, effort and expertise in
conducting the seismic review on behalf of the Committee and reported Dr. Budnitz spent
a good deal of time reviewing the prior analyses which were both lengthy and detailed.
Dr. Budnitz thanked Consultant McWhorter and remarked that the community of persons
like himself who do seismic PRA as their engineering discipline recognize that some
uncertainties are large and in the short term not very reducible and therefore the only
way to attain comfort that the analyses are a good basis for decision making is if the risk
is nevertheless really very low. Mr. McWhorter remarked that he was also comforted by
the fact that at each different stage there is a peer review process involved and therefore
the analyses are not solely the work of PG&E. Dr. Budnitz closed the discussion with the
comment that the known seismicity of the DCPP area is best understood during the
period of the last two or three hundred years for which written records exist, that the
evidence is less solid for the period of the preceding few thousand years, but there are
records in the earth which provide evidence of slippage, etc. He remarked during the
glacial period the evidence is even less certain, but seismologists do the best they can to
extract all the information possible while recognizing that uncertainties are inevitable in
any seismic analysis but nonetheless having that knowledge is better than not having it.

→        Emergency Diesel Generators – Consultant McWhorter reported DCPP has six
emergency diesel generators (EDGs) [three associated with each unit with the additional
ability to be cross-tied to the other unit] and the Committee reviews the EDGs
approximately every two years. He reported the Unit 1 EDGs are in good health with no
major issues and all minor issues being addressed. The Unit 2 EDGs are also in good
health although they were formerly tracked for improvement due to a fuel oil leak in a
banjo bolt which occurred during a surveillance test but which would have rendered that
single EDG inoperable during an event. Follow up inspections included checking all EDGs
for the banjo bolt problem and further follow up to check the torquing of the banjo bolts
during which some bolts were found to have relaxed torque and he reported this issue
continues to be investigated and is not closed.

→        Meet with NRC Senior Resident Inspector – the FFT met with NRC Senior Resident
Inspector Mr. Mahdi Hayes to discuss the Unit 2 trip in October 2021, which had
remained an open item with the NRC that is now closed, as an unplanned scram with
complications which will be entered into the NRC Performance Indicator Program.
Consultant McWhorter reported if more of these types of issues occur it could result in
increased inspection activity by the NRC.

→        Plant tour – The FFT toured Containment just prior to the scheduled
commencement of plant heat-up and found the areas within Containment to be in
excellent condition following the outage. Following the DCISC team's visit a leak was
experienced with a Residual Heat Removal (RHR) System valve.

→        Operations Department – Mr. McWhorter reported the FFT met with the DCPP
Operations Manager to review Operations issues with reference to performance and



staffing. He reported performance indicators were all above their respective limits and
Operations Department morale, given the potential for extended operation, was also very
good. DCPP has a large number of personnel with inactive senior reactor operator
licenses and the plant is working with those individuals to reactivate their licenses in the
effort to ensure there are enough licensed operators to carry through a period of
transition to extended operation. Mr. McWhorter reported reinstating a license requires
the individual to spend 40 hours on an operating shift and to fulfill certain other
requirements. He reported training is being restarting for licensed operators and activity
is expected during 2023 to increase their numbers. He reported there were no other
issues, and the Operations Department is generally performing well.

→        Meetings with DCPP Officers – the FFT met with Site Vice President Mr. Adam
Peck and Vice President for Decommissioning and Technical Services Ms. Maureen
Zawalick.

→        Technical Review of New Spent Fuel Storage System – the FFT was provided with
copies of the updated Final Safety Analysis Report (FSAR) and all the license application
and amendment information for the new spent fuel dry system manufactured by Orano
TN (Orano). The DCISC team included Dr. Kadak and posed 14 questions to Orano in
advance of this meeting and during the meeting each was reviewed in what Mr.
McWhorter described as a productive format. The FFT reviewed the seismic design basis,
long-term storage concerns including corrosion and inspections, vacuum drying and how
damaged fuel assemblies are to be handled. Mr. McWhorter reported spent fuel rods that
are found to be damaged more heavily than by a clad leak or a pin will be stored in the
spent fuel pools in special canisters and a new storage canister will be developed that will
encase that canister and it will then be inserted into a dry shielded canister (DSC) for
long-term storage. Mr. McWhorter reported the thermal analysis has been found to be
very conservative, with measured temperatures found to be 50 to 100 degrees lower
than analysis showed based on the data from the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE)
demonstration project at the North Anna Nuclear Generating Station in Virginia. Mr.
McWhorter reported Orano stated it has followed regulations in performing the
calculations and there were several conservative assumptions for which no credit was
taken. The FFT reviewed the lubricated support rails used with the DSCs to slide the
DSCs into the Horizontal Storage Modules (HSMs), criticality control, and the effect of
extreme environments. Mr. McWhorter stated the FFT found its questions were
satisfactorily addressed. Dr. Kadak commented if there were any scratches on the DSCs
they would be very small and he reported Orano is comfortable with minimizing the
number of scratches if they do exist on the DSCs. Mr. McWhorter reported the possibility
of corrosion as analyzed in the FSAR was found to be extremely low and there are no
welds in the area where the DSC is slid into the HSM.

Mr. McWhorter then requested Mr. Wardell to make the final two presentations.

→        Tour of Orano Fabrication Facility in Kernersville, North Carolina, on November 9,
2022 – Mr. Wardell reported the Kernersville facility is a fabrication facility for the Orano
DSCs. The DSC is a cylindrical, double-ended, canister with an internal fuel basket matrix
with shielded welded end caps at each end. Mr. Wardell stated the facility has an NRC



approved quality assurance program and the Kernersville Orano facility appeared clean,
orderly and efficiently organized.

→        Tour of Orano Training Facility in Aiken South Carolina, on November 10, 2022 –
Mr. Wardell reported this is a training facility where teams of typically 22 persons are
trained to carry out wet to dry storage operations including on site unpacking and
inspection. The Orano teams are on site to perform rigging and lifting of the DSCs into
the spent fuel pools where certified fuel handlers move the assemblies into the DSCs,
vacuum dry the contents with helium, and close and weld the tops and then transport
the DSCs to the ISFSI where the DSCs are placed into the HSMs. He reported the Orano
Aiken facility appeared well staffed and well equipped.

Ms. Sherry Lewis from Mothers for Peace was recognized. Dr. Budnitz responded to Ms.
Lewis' question concerning the seismic design basis that the Hosgri design basis
earthquake for DCPP was established as 0.75g and Dr. Budnitz remarked the design
basis earthquake issue for DCPP is extremely complex. Ms. Lewis agreed, and she
remarked that at some point the Hosgri characterization was changed from not capable
to capable. Dr. Budnitz concurred and reported this change was based upon research and
he reported the NRC has confirmed that all of the safety significant components at DCPP
will survive an earthquake on the Hosgri fault, but Dr. Budnitz observed the DCISC's
inquiry goes to consideration of the performance and safety of DCPP systems, structures
and components during an earthquake and is not governed by NRC design bases
licensing considerations. Consultant McWhorter remarked that probabilistic analyses
including the Seismic PRA, the fragility analysis, etc., provide superior tools than the
deterministic licensing approach employed to determine the original design basis. In
response to Ms. Lewis comment concerning a differing professional opinion filed by
former NRC Senior Resident Inspector Dr. Michael Peck regarding the DCPP seismic
design basis Dr. Budnitz replied Dr. Peck's differing opinion disputed what the licensing
basis was or should have been and what the design was or should have been against the
criteria used by the NRC reviewers, but the crucial question the DCISC seeks to answer
as a non regulator is whether the performance of the facilities is sufficiently strong.

Mr. David Weisman representing the Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility was recognized.
Mr. Weisman stated a part of the requirements of SB846 is a covenant requiring and
mitigating the seismic risk posed to plant reliability and he remarked SB846's
qualification as urgency legislation was based upon ensuring electrical reliability. He
stated the Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility was seeking specific assurance from the
DCISC that non-safety structures, systems and components will be reevaluated for
reliability as part of the state's determination as to the prudency of the continuation
operation of DCPP. He commented after an earthquake occurring in 2007 in Japan, the
Kashiwazaki-Kariwi Nuclear Power Plant experienced very little damage to its safety
significant structures but there was a massive failure of non-safety structures and
accordingly the plant was unable to generate electrical power for a prolonged period. He
inquired what evaluations were planned by the DCISC of non-safety systems structures
and components and Mr. Weisman stated safety review was only a portion of the DCISC's
mandate from the CPUC under what he described as the SB846 reliability doctrine. Mr.
Weisman directed the Committee Members' attention to a report prepared in 2010 by



Enercon engineering firm (Enercon) and to certain statements made in 2008 by Dr.
Norman Abrahamson that an earthquake below the design basis for DCPP would create a
risk that non-safety related systems would be damaged and could put the plant out of
operation even though all safety systems performed as designed. Mr. Weisman stated
the DCPP Administration Building could possibly "pancake' similar to other pre-1994
Northridge earthquake designed structures and indeed he stated this is what the Enercon
report concluded as the Administration Building was built to 1982 building codes. He
commented that Dr. H. Kit Miyamoto, a structural engineer who serves as a California
seismic safety commissioner, has stated that the failure to require retrofits of non-ductile
buildings will cost lives in California. Mr. Weisman stated the Enercon report found the
second and third floors of the Administration Building would be expected to perform
similar to other pre Northridge earthquake buildings as they are above what he described
as a soft weak first story and he stated the Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility believes
the Simulator Building would also most likely perform poorly in an earthquake and the
Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility believes the charge to the DCISC under SB846 is
reliability.

Consultant McWhorter observed his reading of SB846 was the Committee's review is
remanded to safety to which Mr. Weisman replied SB846 was about ensuring reliability.
In response to Dr. Lam's query Mr. Weisman replied he had not been reading verbatim
from the legislation during his remarks. Dr. Budnitz stated the Hosgri earthquake has a
recurrence corresponding to approximately 10-4 per year whereas buildings constructed
according to recent building codes have a compromise rate of approximately 10-3 per
year and accordingly the CPUC has to ask and answer the question whether the buildings
at DCPP are going to be safe enough and the plant sufficiently reliable should a building
code design basis earthquake occur, with a frequency of approximately once in every
thousand years. Dr. Budnitz contrasted this with the DCISC's mandate to assess the
safety of the plant. Dr. Peterson observed he has experience from having spent time on
the University of California's Berkeley campus on the issue of the safety of persons in
structures in an area of high seismic hazard and there is another and different aspect to
these considerations, that is, the capability to resume operations. Dr. Peterson stated
he believed it to be within the DCISC's Charter to assess any life-safety risks
associated with the buildings mentioned by Mr. Weisman because their
complete collapse could affect the availability of personnel to conduct
emergency response. He commented the likely effect of a seismic event is that
life safety is preserved, the building can be evacuated, and it would be
interesting to learn what continuity of operations PG&E may have considered
for DCPP and across the entire company for post-seismic events.

Mr. John Geesman representing the Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility was recognized.
Mr. Geesman commented that at the last DCISC meeting in September 2022 there was a
discussion with PG&E Senior Director Tom Jones about the scope of the update report on
seismicity which SB846 requires of PG&E. During that discussion Mr. Jones stated PG&E
would consult and work with the state Department of Water Resources (DWR) to
determine the scope of this assessment. Mr. Geesman inquired whether the DCISC would
ask for an update of the Enercon report addressing non-safety systems, structures and



components. Dr. Budnitz replied the DCISC has inquired how PG&E will organize the
SB846 seismic assessment, but the details have yet to be determined. The DCISC will
report later in this meeting on its inquiry as part of the January 31-February 1, 2023,
fact-finding report. Mr. Geesman requested that as part of that report the DCISC address
the status of its views as they relate to non-safety systems, structures and components
to the CPUC to establish a clear record for whatever rationale the DCISC chooses to
adopt. In response to Dr. Lam's query as to whether the DCISC has a mandate under
SB846 to review issues of reliability Mr. Geesman observed that under SB846 the
taxpayer is the lender under a $1.4 billion loan and he asked what a prudent lender
would require in terms of attention to the seismic risk and he further observed the
ratepayers are insurers of the reliability of the plant as under SB846 a $300 million
liquidated damage fund was created and is required to be replenished annually to cover
forced outages that are not a function of a reasonable conduct by PG&E.

DCISC Special Counsel for Regulatory Matters Mr. Martin Mattes was recognized. Mr.
Mattes clarified that SB846 defines the responsibility of the Committee under Public
Utilities Code Section 712.1, added to the statutes by SB846, as to transmit its findings
and recommendation for improved safety and the legislation states the Committee was
created to make recommendations appropriate to enhance the safety of the operation of
DCPP. Mr. Mattes observed that while safety may be a part of reliability and SB846 does
have an emphasis on reliability, the legislation speaks only to the DCISC's review of the
safety of the power plant and therefore the balancing of factors such as safety, reliability
and costs are not matters for the Committee but are reserved to the CPUC. He confirmed
Dr. Lam's observation that there is no explicit mention in the legislation of reliability in
respect to the mandate to the DCISC. Dr. Budnitz confirmed that reliable equipment is
important to safety and the likelihood is that an earthquake will not cause the plant to
experience an accident with safety implications, but which  would cause a shutdown is
something that can be calculated, but whether that number is acceptable is not a
question for the Committee. However, Dr. Budnitz confirmed it is for the Committee to
opine on the acceptability of the safety of the plant.

Ms. Donna Gilmore was recognized. Ms. Gilmore stated the Orano system uses a thin-
walled canister system which has the same vulnerability to stress corrosion cracking as
the Holtec system which utilizes a different mechanism which she discussed previously
with the Committee during this public meeting and with the cracking mechanism she
mentioned scratching is not required as moist salt air can remove the chromium layer
that prevents stainless steel from starting to crack. She stated quality control is not the
issue but rather it is engineering design and Orano makes a thick wall design that does
not have cracking problems but that is not the design intended for use at DCPP. She
remarked even partial cracks in a canister are problematic and there is no way to find a
crack once the fuel rods are placed inside and no seismic evaluation has been done for a
partially cracked canister. Consultant McWhorter observed if a stainless steel surface is
scratched it does not result in the removal of a chromium layer as chromium is present
throughout stainless steel.

Mr. Eric Greening was recognized. Mr. Greening commented concerning the earlier
discussion by the Manager of the San Luis Obispo County OES and stated he was



concerned if there was to be a proposal to replace the siren system with a mobile phone
alert system as not everyone, including Mr. Greening himself as a person with epilepsy,
has a mobile phone and in any emergency response it is very important not to forget the
needs of the disabled community.

Ms. Kalene Walker was recognized. Ms. Walker stated it was her belief the Committee
should engage a material engineer to review the issue of a chromium layer on stainless
steel and the degradation mechanisms that can affect stainless steel. She stated she
wanted to raise a 'red flag' to the Committee concerning the extremely serious problems
she believes will exist in the future with the spent fuel storage canisters. Dr. Peterson
replied and stated 300 series stainless steel is composed of 16-18% chromium and he
stated a chromium oxide layer forms on the external surface and under most conditions
chromium oxide forms a stable passivating layer that prevents additional oxidation.
Stress corrosion cracking is one of the mechanisms that can defeat that process. If the
surface is damaged the chromium oxide layer regrows rapidly, is extremely stable, and
provides a thin passivating layer that has very similar thermal expansion properties as
the metal and thereby it provides an effective protection from corrosion. In response to
Ms. Walker's query concerning embedment of carbon particles in stainless steel Dr.
Peterson stated the formation of chromium carbides can either have a beneficial or a
negative effect on the performance of metal depending upon the specific situation and he
confirmed carbon can interfere in the passive restoration of the chromium oxide layer
and this is why it is common to use low carbon stainless steel for spent fuel storage
applications.

Mr. Weisman of the Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility was again recognized. Mr.
Weisman stated he was quoting earlier from the final two paragraphs of Section 18 of
SB846 and he remarked that even as a non-safety issue, it was his hope that the DCISC
would extend its review to the possible hazards to personnel in the buildings at DCPP.

Ms. Donna Gilmore was again recognized. Ms. Gilmore stated that scratches can create a
pit which allows moist salt to enter that will accelerate and initiate stress corrosion
cracking.

On a motion made by Dr. Budnitz, seconded by Dr. Peterson, the November 8, 9 and 10,
2022 Fact Finding Report and the Resolution accompanying that report were unanimously
approved. 

XII  DISCUSSION BY THE COMMITTEE, CONSULTANTS & COUNSEL

The Chair requested Assistant Legal Counsel Rathie to introduce the next item concerning
the Committee's assessments under the mandate of SB846.

Review, Evaluation and Assessment of, and DCISC Periodic and Annual Reporting on,
Matters Affected by Extended Operation Under the Mandate of SB 846 Including Seismic
Safety, Maintenance and Capital Project Planning, and Review of Continued Planning for
Decommissioning.

Mr. Rathie reported this matter was placed on the agenda for this public meeting to



provide an opportunity for the public to hear from the Committee on these issues. He
remarked many of the discussions earlier during this meeting dealt with the issues
described for this agenda item. He commented the Committee's fact-finding reports as
approved at its public meetings will be the focus of the elements of the specific mandate
to the Committee under SB846. Dr. Lam then recognized the presence of Mr. Tom Jones,
DCPP Senior Director, Regulatory and Environmental Repurposing, and asked Mr. Garcia
to introduce Mr. Jones. Mr. Garcia stated Mr. Jones was previously the director of
Strategic Initiatives for Pacific Gas and Electric Company. He received his Bachelor's
Degree from the University of California, Santa Barbara. Mr. Jones has 21 years of
experience with PG&E and prior to coming to PG&E he  served in corporate affairs and
local government relations. Dr. Lam then asked for comments from Drs. Budnitz and
Peterson.

Dr. Peterson commented the Committee's review of the Open Items List includes its
identification of the Committee's additional work scope with respect to extended
operation and provides the basis for the DCISC to respond appropriately. Dr. Peterson
also stated he values the input from members of the public in pointing out areas
where the Committee may need to further assess the scope of its review such
as in the area of seismic safety for workers and the implications for the non-
safety related areas of the plant. Dr. Peterson stated it was his belief the process of
developing the Open Items List has been effective in identifying the scope of additional
work and he remarked he values learning from the perspectives of the other members.

Dr. Lam commented in his reading of SB846 two additional focus areas for the
Committee are clearly delineated, those being review of seismic safety and the review of
deferred maintenance and the office of the DCISC Legal Counsel has been effective in
modifying the Committee's processes [that is, the approval of its fact-finding reports in
the context of the OIR proceeding] to provide timely communication on matters related
to these two additional focus areas under SB846.

Dr. Budnitz remarked while the words seismic safety and deferred maintenance occur
more than once in SB846 as important concerns that would, if they rose to be too
important cause the CPUC to determine it would be too costly to continue operation of
DCPP, he stated in his view "deferred maintenance" was an inappropriate phrase as
maintenance was not deferred but rather some maintenance was not done on the
schedule otherwise established during the period when the plant was expected to close
by 2025 under the provisions of the Joint Proposal. Dr. Budnitz commented in his view it
is the capital projects which were deferred that should be the focus of the inquiry
suggested by SB846. He commented in every case during the period from 2016 to 2022
the Committee reviewed each of those deferred projects and concurred that their deferral
was reasonable in light of the plant closing by the end of 2025, as it simply did not make
sense to continue with those projects as would have been the case were the plant to run
for 20 more years. Dr. Budnitz stated his preference that the Committee emphasize the
review of seismic safety, maintenance rearrangements, and deferred capital projects. He
remarked that the Committee in its discussions has indicated it will place appropriate
emphasis on both deferred capital projects and maintenance rearrangements. He
commented the safety implications of the changes and rearrangement of maintenance



activities have all been reviewed in context of the 2024-2025 closure dates and the
resulting maintenance scheduling changes for extended operations will now also need to
be reviewed. He stated the more difficult task for the Committee is going to be to opine
on which of the deferred capital projects should now be undertaken due to the
uncertainty created over the number of years the plant may continue to operate during
extended operations. Dr. Budnitz described what he stated was the "curse" of an
uncertain five-year termination schedule as being the complexity of weighing what you
do for something you really wouldn't do for five more operating years but would do for
fifteen or twenty operating years.

Dr Lam remarked since the term "deferred maintenance" is part of the
legislative mandate he suggested PG&E be asked for a list of items that based
on extended operation that PG&E would label as maintenance that has been
canceled delayed or is no longer active.

Dr. Peterson stated he believes it is possible to interpret the meaning of the
phrase "deferred maintenance" as used in SB846 and the Committee has an
additional and comprehensive mandate to review all possible impacts of an
extension of the licenses for DCPP.

Dr. Budnitz commented and Dr. Lam agreed that every decision PG&E has made for the
last seven or eight years, either to change a maintenance schedule or to defer or cancel
a capital project, was done on a defined basis, that is, on a documented basis which
included review by senior management and if the decision had safety implications it was
reviewed by the NRC. Dr, Budnitz described the problem that occurs when one revisits
those decisions as in many cases the adequacy of that review will be dependent on the
duration of the period of extended operation. Dr. Lam reported the information he
received from PG&E gives him to understand that the NRC only issues license extensions
for terms of  20 years and the NRC does not issue five-year license extensions and he
stated this is a significant issue as the demonstration of safety required for equipment,
processes and procedures will need to be for 20 years of operation. In response to Dr.
Lam's request Mr. Jones confirmed Dr. Lam's understanding.

Ms. Sherry Lewis of Mothers for Peace was recognized. Ms. Lewis stated it was her
impression that the California legislature did not have adequate information when it
voted on SB846.

Ms. Laurie Wolf was recognized. Ms. Wolf recalled the $5.5 billion PG&E spent to
construct DCPP and she reported only $1.1 billion of those costs were determined to be
prudently incurred. She stated numerous local groups including some representing
nuclear workers participated as intervenors in that rate case which disallowed PG&E's
$4.4 billion investment. Ms. Wolf stated a secret deal was then struck between PG&E, the
California Attorney General and the CPUC to pay PG&E a high price for the power the
plant produced with the costs of refueling, maintaining, and addressing unforeseen
problems remaining PG&E's responsibility. Ms. Wolf stated this CPUC ratemaking
proceeding closed the door on factual information and disallowances for the utility
corporation's misdeeds. Ms. Wolf stated that at the time the intervenors were concerning



with the issue the DCISC now faces, the competition between safe and reliable operation
cost for PG&E corporation, the only nuclear utility in the country to have felony
convictions for obstruction of justice and manslaughter, and the trivialization of safety
measures to ensure profits for PG&E shareholders. She remarked SB846 raises more
questions than there are answers for, yet the state is plowing ahead to accommodate
PG&E and the unions with blatant disregard for a settlement agreement signed a mere
six years ago to phase out operations at DCPP. She described the DCISC as a small
committee of fraternal experts that has met for between 14 and 19 years yet it cannot
look at the costs of the utility's decisions and it has no authority to direct PG&E or to
enforce its recommendations. She observed NRC resident inspectors are only allowed to
remain assigned to one facility for seven years and commented that perhaps the NRC
understands as the CPUC does not that the public deserves oversight that has not
become too familiar with a nuclear power plant's management and employees. She
stated the local community is vulnerable to both costs and risk and there is no federal or
state agency that considers both simultaneously. She stated DCPP has been on a path to
closure and will require costly retrofits that may or may not ensure its reliability. She
observed SB846 has removed much of the financial risk for the utility and now places it
not only on PG&E's ratepayers but also on the state's taxpayers as well. She remarked
state oversight agencies are looking to the DCISC to guarantee the plant is safe and she
reminded the Committee she was speaking of California's last aging seismically
vulnerable nuclear reactors located adjacent to a nuclear waste dump and Ms. Wolf
closed her remarks by quoting Richard Feynman "for a successful technology, reality
must take precedence over public relations, for nature cannot be fooled."

Mr. John Geesman representing the Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility was recognized.
Mr. Geesman stated Drs. Peterson and Lam were correct in finding no semantic dilemma
about how to construe the term deferred maintenance. Mr. Geesman also disagreed with
the assertion that PG&E can only apply to the NRC for a twenty-year license for extended
operation and stated the precedent established by the Indian Point Nuclear Energy
Center in New York makes it clear that PG&E could, if it chose to do so, apply for a five
year license extension. That said, Mr. Geesman stated the DCISC in its review is bound
by PG&E's choice and its analysis needs to be for a twenty-year term.

Ms. Kalene Walker was recognized. Ms. Walker stated concerning reliability the record
shows for the last four years that for 40% of those days one or both reactors were not
operating, and she observed the retrofits needed for extended operation will include
further non-operational  days which only adds to the question of how reliable DCPP will
prove to be moving forward.

Dr. Lam thanked the members of the public for their remarks. 

XIII TECHNICAL CONSULTANT REPORT & RECEIVE, APPROVE, AND AUTHORIZE  
TRANSMITTAL OF FACT FINDING REPORTS TO PG&E

C.  The Chair requested Consultant Wardell to provide a summary report on the
December 6-7, 2022, fact-finding visit with Dr. Peterson. Mr. Wardell reviewed the topics
discussed with PG&E during the December 2022 visit as follows:



→        Meet with NRC Resident Inspector and NRC Problem Identification and Resolution
  (PI&R ) Inspection Team – Consultant Wardell reported the FFT met with the NRC team
conducting the PI&R inspection which for DCPP is the Corrective Action Program. He
reported in the past the DCISC concluded the Corrective Action Program's performance
was satisfactory. He reported it was too early for the DCISC representatives to receive
the results of the PI&R inspection from the team. Mr. Wardell stated the Committee
subsequently received a letter from Mr. Geesman, representing the Alliance for
Nuclear Responsibility, and will look into the matters raised in the letter during
a fact-finding in April 2023. He reported the DCISC's meetings with the NRC resident
inspectors are beneficial and should continue.

→        Outage 2R23 Results.

→        Troubleshooting Program Update – Mr. Wardell reported the DCISC reviews the
Troubleshooting Program periodically. He stated the Troubleshooting Program employs a
systematic approach to data collection to determine the immediate cause of a failure or
problem. Both the DCPP Maintenance and Engineering organizations perform these
reviews which are quicker and not performed in as much depth as an apparent cause
analysis. The FFT found the Troubleshooting Program to be satisfactory.

→        Revised Capital Plan – Mr. Wardell reported this review was in connection with
SB846's charge to the DCISC to review and opine on maintenance issues. He reported
the DCISC's review in May 2022 was in context of an early shutdown scenario and at that
time projects that were reduced in scope were found to be satisfactory. DCPP has now
embarked on review of projects for extended operation, but Mr. Wardell
reported the review is not complete and the DCISC has scheduled a follow up
review for its March 2023 fact-finding with the goal of completing the
Committee's assessment by the June 2023 public meeting. Consultant Wardell
reported the FFT also reviewed the PMO++ Program which provides a long-range review
of equipment issues. PMO stands for Preventative Maintenance Optimization, a previous
program the plant employed in 2016. Mr. Wardell reported the PMO program provided for
doing less maintenance on certain components based on component history and more
maintenance on components based on their operating history. The DCISC will review
the PMO++ Program together with the Capital Project Program to form the
basis for the safety or improved safety for a license extension of five years. This
review will include corrective maintenance and preventative maintenance. Dr.
Peterson commented he views the use of the term "deferred maintenance" as
used in SB846 as guiding the DCISC to review all of the maintenance decisions
and to confirm that those which were deferred have been identified and as
needed will be resumed or restarted.

→        Nuclear Fuel Performance and Plans – Mr. Wardell reported the FFT reviewed
performance of the fuel and the plans for the fuel to be used for extended operation. Unit
1 fuel has been free of defects since 1991 and Unit 2 has been free of fuel defects since
2012 and Mr. Wardell described this as excellent performance. He reported the fuel
design had previously been done in expectation that the plant would cease operating in
2024 and 2025 and that the fuel design has been revised to optimize opportunities for



continued operation, but Mr. Wardell reported the plant still has options depending on
what might happen with the license extension. He stated DCPP has an impressive
Reactor Design/Nuclear Engineering Department, and the plans were found very
satisfactory. In response to Dr. Kadak's inquiry Mr. Wardell replied DCPP has ordered fuel
for the next two refueling outages which for Unit 2 is later in 2023 and for Unit 1, if
operation is extended, the next refueling outage would be in 2024.

→        Plant Staffing Planning – Mr. Wardell reported the FFT found current staffing to be
adequate, however, in the event of extended operation DCPP is planning to hire 264 new
positions across all areas of the plant and has started to actively recruit for candidates
for these positions.

→        Safety-Security Interface Update – Mr. Wardell reported this review was of plant
changes or modifications or procedure modifications that could affect security as well as
how security changes could affect the safety of operations. Mr. Wardell reported the
program was satisfactory, but details cannot be provided publicly because they involve
matters of plant security.

→        License Extension Update – Mr. Wardell reported the DCISC will receive a
presentation on this topic later at this public meeting and he would reserve comments for
that time.

→        Observe Plant Health Committee Meeting – Consultant Wardell stated the Plant
Health Committee is made up of an organizational cross-section of the plant and the job
of the Committee is to maintain system and equipment health. The Committee uses a
top ten list, and the system and component engineers make presentations periodically
and take any actions needed based on system or component action plans to improve
system or component health. The Plant Health Committee during the fact-finding visit
reviewed the emergency diesel generator fuel oil leak and issues with the governor which
were previously described by Consultant McWhorter. The Committee also reviewed the
Chemical Volume and Control System controller failures in hot shutdown mode. Mr.
Wardell reported that system draws out a small amount of reactor coolant, cleans it and
adds chemicals and reintroduces the coolant to the system. The hand controllers which
experienced issues are located on the hot shutdown panel in the Auxiliary Building,
outside of the control room and available to operators to shut down the plant to a hot
shutdown condition if for some reason the control room is not habitable. An action plan
was prepared and reviewed with the Plant Health Committee to replace the hand
controllers.

→        Meet with Site VP and Review Industry Benchmark Evaluation Results – the FFT
met with Site Vice President Adam Peck to discuss items of mutual interest and the
recent industry benchmark evaluation for which Mr. Wardell reported DCPP received high
marks..

→        Equipment Qualification Program Update – Mr. Wardell reported this program
performs tests to assure that electrical safety equipment will perform its function and
survive the environment following an accident, whether the conditions be related to



steam, water, radiation, temperature or other conditions. He reported a recent NRC
Design Basis Inspection which reviewed the Equipment Qualification Program resulted in
one minor non-cited violation which was corrected during the inspection. The FFT found
the Equipment Qualification Program to be effectively implemented.

→        Transmission System Health Update – the FFT reviewed the two components of
the Transmission System, those being the 230kV system which is the primary source for
emergency offsite power for DCPP and the 500kV system by which DCPP delivers power
out to the electrical grid, and which also serves as a backup power supply. Mr. Wardell
reported both systems are in Green health status.

→        Sea Water Reverse Osmosis (Desalination) Plant Tour – Consultant Wardell
reported the FFT toured the DCPP desalination plant which takes the salt out of ocean
water through use of permeable filters or membranes, returns the salt to the ocean in
the form of 24,000,000 million gallons of brine on an average each month and stores the
fresh water produced in two water holding ponds located near the ISFSI. The
desalination plant produces an average of 13,500,000 gallons of fresh water each month
with 9,200,000 gallons being used for power production systems such as the Main
Steam, Feedwater, and Reactor Coolant Systems.

Ms. Sherry Lewis was recognized. Mr. Wardell confirmed the production total for fresh
water by the DCPP desalination system of 13,500,000 gallons per month on average.

Mr. Wardell stated he wanted to address the comments made earlier on the reliability of
the plant. He confirmed there have been two recent major shutdowns due to the Unit 2
Main Generator vibration and feedwater heater problems. He reviewed the capacity
factor for the past three years, through the end of 2022, which show the plant was online
for 93.5 percent for that the period and for the capacity factor for the previous five years
that average was almost 88 percent which he opined was reliable performance by DCPP.
Dr. Budnitz stated he calculated that with planned refueling outages of approximately 40
days duration each, the combined reliability factor should be around 92% and one unit is
not going to be making electricity for about 30% of the time for a two unit plant with a
40 day outage duration and a capacity factor of 92%.

Ms. Donna Gilmore was recognized. Ms. Gilmore stated the data she presented to the
Committee was taken from the NRC's website and she commented that having one of the
reactors offline does not meet the Governor's requirement that they both need to be able
to be producing power at the same time in order to meet demand. Ms. Gilmore stated
she stands by the information from the NRC reactor status data. Mr. Wardell commented
that the data he cited is taken from data presented to the DCISC at every public meeting
and is reported in the Committee's annual reports.

On a motion made by Dr. Lam, seconded by Dr. Peterson the December 6-7, 2022 Fact-
Finding Report and the accompanying Resolution certifying its passage were unanimously
approved.

XIV ADJOURN AFTERNOON MEETING



The Chair adjourned the afternoon meeting at 5:12 P.M.

XV  RECONVENE FOR EVENING MEETING

Dr. Peterson reconvened the evening meeting of the DCISC at 5:20 p.m. and commented
the Committee schedules these evening sessions to make public participation easier but
he noted this is time PG&E personnel might ordinarily spend with their families.

XVI COMMITTEE MEMBER COMMENTS

There were no comments by Committee Members at this time.

XVII PUBLIC COMMENTS AND COMMUNICATIONS

There were no public comments this time.

XVIII INFORMATION ITEMS BEFORE THE COMMITTEE (Cont'd.)

Dr. Peterson requested Mr. Garcia to introduce the first of the presentations requested of
PG&E by the Committee for this public meeting. Mr. Garcia stated Senior Director for
Regulatory, Environmental and Repurposing Mr. Tom Jones would make that
presentation.

Update on Planning for Both Decommissioning and Extended Operations Including Plans
for License Renewal.

Mr. Jones stated in his presentation he would provide an update on both
decommissioning planning and planning for potential continued operation. He remarked
continued operation of DCPP is not a foregone conclusion and PG&E is prepared to take
whatever actions the state needs. Mr. Jones reported DCPP's two units generate enough
power for three million people and the operating licenses from the NRC are due to expire
in 2024 (November 24, 2024, Unit 1) and 2025 (August 26, 2025, Unit 2).

Mr. Jones stated DCPP is moving ahead with active planning for DCPP's retirement and
PG&E is presently recruiting for citizens to serve on its Diablo Canyon Decommissioning
Engagement Panel (DCDEP), an advisory body formed to seek community input. He
reported a major milestone will be achieved when San Luis Obispo County issues an
environmental impact report, under the requirements of the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA), as that document will inform not only decommissioning but will also
be used in conjunction with the State Lands Commission and the California Coastal
Commission leasing and permitting activities. He remarked PG&E manages 14 miles of
coastline and the company is exploring how those lands might be placed into
conservation and potentially have another owner while DCPP is operating.

Mr. Jones reported DCPP is preparing a License Renewal Application for extended
operation for a twenty year period. He observed the comment earlier in the meeting
about the Indian Point Plant having received a five year license was incorrect as Indian
Point applied for a twenty year extended license and subsequently amended the License
Renewal Application to shorten that time to ten years, however, the NRC's analysis was



for twenty years and he stated there have been no five-year extension applications filed
with the NRC. He commented from a regulatory perspective there must be a renewed
license from the NRC as well as permission from the state for DCPP to occupy state
property to operate the plant's once through cooling and for funding. Mr. Jones remarked
that under extended operation for DCPP, PG&E will become essentially a state contractor
through the California Department of Water Resources (DWR). Dr. Peterson remarked
this is an important point as the ability to continue to use once through cooling is
important to extend operation for the next five years as it simplifies questions about the
safety of continued operation. In response to Dr. Lam's query Mr. Jones observed there
is no established standard for a five year extension, but there is a large body of standard
work required for a twenty year extension. Dr. Kadak observed that with a license
extension, systems and components will be replaced as needed but not everything will
need to be replaced and Mr. Jones stated the issues raised by Drs. Lam and Kadak will
be addressed through an Aging Management Program. He remarked the current licensing
conditions will continue in extended operation and the NRC license extension program
requirements are additive to those conditions.

Dr. Budnitz observed PG&E will be making strategic decisions and the DCISC will
necessarily have to be reactive to those decisions in its review. In response to Dr.
Budnitz query concerning the NRC having denied PG&E's request to reactivate the
previous license renewal application Mr. Jones confirmed that while PG&E will need to
submit a new license application much of the earlier documentation will remain valid but
will need to be updated, the NRC will require an annual update of things that might have
changed and the new application will be formatted to a different standard. He
commented the environmental work done in preparation for decommissioning the power
plant will carry across to other processes including with the State Lands Commission and
with the State Water Resources Control Board, which reviews  entrainment and
impingement issues in connection with once through cooling, and the Central Coast
Regional Water Quality Control Board which reviews thermal impacts and administers the
plant's National Pollutant Discharge Elimination Permit (NPDES) on behalf of the federal
government. The environmental work will also inform the California Coastal Commission,
which has original jurisdiction in the coastal zone, and the San Luis Obispo County
Planning Commission which shares jurisdiction over land use and building permits with
the Coastal Commission. He mentioned 80% of the decommissioning project, which is
considered a construction activity, is in the coastal zone and 20% is within the County's
exclusive jurisdiction. The draft Environmental Impact Report is expected to be issued in
April 2023 which will commence a public comment period after which the report will go
before the County Planning Commission and, if it is appealed, to the County Board of
Supervisors with approval expected in 2024 or 2025.

Mr. Jones reported the DCDEP was formed in response to a regulatory commitment that
no action would be taken on repurposing the lands without convening a public process
and he stated the DCDEP has done good work and has developed a strategic vision
document, but in answer to Consultant McWhorter's inquiry Mr. Jones replied the DCDEP
has no role in extended operation. He reviewed with the Committee a chart showing the
DCPP Decommissioning Planning Path which indicates the status of regulatory milestones



in this complex process. In response to Consultant McWhorter's query Mr. Jones reported
none of these milestones has regressed on its prospective completion date, but some
have paused based upon the pending prospect of an extension of operation. He reported
extended operation does not preclude the plant from continuing to prepare for
decommissioning and thereby reduces the risk of not meeting decommissioning
milestones. Mr. Jones commented that it is only the NRC that looks at decommissioning
in a binary fashion, that is, either you are operating or not operating. In response to Dr.
Lam's inquiry concerning the decommissioning trust fund Mr. Jones remarked the trust
fund is not immune from market forces and at this time the trust fund has approximately
$4 billion available to cover a proposed decommissioning budget of $3.9 billion. Dr.
Peterson observed and Mr. Jones agreed that the majority of what PG&E is doing now
relative to decommissioning will be needed in the future. 

Mr. Jones reported efforts to develop employee retention programs are moving ahead as
a first tier priority for extended operation.

Mr. Jones reviewed the license renewal activities for the spent fuel dry cask storage
system which is now under the NRC's review. The license for the ISFSI was initially for
twenty years and the renewal period will be for a forty-year period.

Mr. Jones commented the DCPP decommissioning licensing schedule did not benefit from
the generic decommissioning process recently updated by the NRC and accordingly DCPP
will need to seek relief on an individual basis as operating conditions change. He
observed when power is no longer being generated there are different NRC-approved
specifications. He stated NRC regulations are risk-informed and follow the operating plant
model versus a plant that just has a spent fuel pool or an ISFSI-only emergency plan.
There is also a requirement for a decommissioned plant to have a certified fuel handler
training program. In response to Consultant McWhorter's inquiry as to when
certain decommissioning licensing approvals will require updating if they have
not been implemented, Mr. Jones replied amendments can be made but he
would need to review this question and would provide a subsequent response
to the Committee. Mr. Jones confirmed Dr. Kadak's comment that Orano personnel will
be on site during spent fuel loading campaigns, but the certified fuel handling will be
done by  PG&E employees, as they will be the persons most familiar with the fuel and
with the implementing portions of the emergency plan. He confirmed the certified fuel
handler program is a separate program with reference to the NRC's review and it is
anticipated that at DCPP some personnel now holding senior reactor operator positions
will transition and become certified fuel handlers.

Mr. Jones remarked the recently opened Order Instituting Rulemaking may result in costs
being incurred and allocated to PG&E that might arise from license renewal and this could
complicate decommissioning planning. He described this as an evolving item. As
examples Mr. Jones cited environmental and regulatory approvals. In response to Dr.
Budnitz inquiry about contingent costs having a potential to cause a delay in the
decommissioning schedule Mr. Jones stated such costs were likely to be addressed in the
2024 Nuclear Decommissioning Cost Triennial Proceeding or through a separate filing
with the CPUC. Mr. Jones observed as PG&E will have access to the decommissioning



trust fund upon conclusion of generation operation, if the costs were to address a safety
item the project for which the cost was to be incurred would be rebalanced to bring the
issue causing the increased cost to the forefront.

Mr. Jones commented certainty drives costs down and DCPP is on track for key
permitting and licensing activities to be approved prior to the current scheduled
shutdown.

Regarding continued operation Mr. Jones reported some key milestones have occurred
including the federal Department of Energy granting $1.1 billion in funding over a four-
year period with some of those funds to be sent back to the State of California to offset
the state's investment in DCPP. He remarked the Department of Energy funds are not
additive to the funding provided by the state and backfill the state's general fund. Mr.
Jones reported PG&E intends to submit its new License Renewal Application during the
fourth quarter of 2023. In response to Dr. Budnitz question as to whether certain
portions of the License Renewal Application, even if in draft form, could be
made available for DCISC review in advance of their submission to the NRC, Mr.
Jones replied he would take that into consideration, and it might be a
possibility. In response to Dr. Kadak's inquiry Mr. Jones replied the environmental
section of the license renewal process required significant work to update under both the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and NRC regulation. He reported if a document
is not current within five years it is required to start over, and he reported annual
updates for the period 2016 through the current year are required which was not planned
for and for which updates had not been done. Dr. Kadak commented and Mr. Jones
confirmed that design modifications for extended operation have been technically
reviewed, but Mr. Jones observed there are future inspection schedules and aging
management programs which are part of the license renewal process and those were not
complete when PG&E withdrew the prior license renewal application.

Mr. Jones concluded his presentation by stating the California Energy Commission will be
completing its energy needs analysis during 2023 including the need for DCPP to
continue in operation and the effort toward completing the License Renewal Application
will continue. He commented that reviewing and optimizing plant maintenance will
require administrative controls, work tracking, inspections, planning and execution and
these items will be required in context of an aging management program. Mr. Jones
commented when DCPP applied for license renewal in 2009 there were several refueling
outages planned to introduce these topics, but with the timing for the current license
renewal application there is only one refueling outage per unit which makes refueling
outage planning very complicated. Dr. Peterson remarked it will be important for
the DCISC to review the scope of the refueling outages and the impact on the
refueling outage schedule.

Mr. John Geesman was recognized. Mr. Geesman inquired what PG&E would do if during
March 2023 the NRC decides not to grant DCPP an exemption from the five-year timely
license renewal application submission requirement. Mr. Jones stated he prefers not to
answer hypothetical questions but stated PG&E would have to carefully evaluate the
basis for the NRC's decision because in the scenario described by Mr. Geesman it could



be otherwise conditioned. Mr. Jones remarked PG&E feels confident in its license renewal
request because there has been ample precedent for the requested timeliness exemption
and the NRC is aware that DCPP's late application request is not the result of poor
planning by PG&E but rather due to a significant shift in energy policy by the State of
California.

Mr. Jones then introduced Interim Senior Director of Engineering, Projects and Outages
Mr. Allen Wilson. He remarked Mr. Wilson is his direct counterpart to the regulatory
planning for both decommissioning a relicensing or extended operation. Mr. Wilson has
thirteen years of experience and has served in various responsible roles in the
Engineering and Maintenance Department, as well as in Decommissioning and most
recently as Director of Nuclear Projects for License Renewal.

Plans for Reviewing, Approving and Implementing Capital Projects and Changes to
Maintenance Programs Needed to Support Extended Operations.

Mr. Wilson reported all the necessary investments and maintenance have been made and
performed up to and including a period of extended operation and this has been
validated by the NRC and the DCISC. The life-cycle management plans for equipment
correlate with the present license expiration dates of 2024 for Unit 1 and 2025 for Unit 2.
At the present time he reported a holistic review is being undertaken to identify the
scope for license renewal and to ensure equipment and system reliability He reported
that this review is referred to as Preventative Maintenance Optimization ++ (PMO++)
with the ++  designation standing for projects and life cycle review. In response to
Consultant McWhorter's query Mr. Wilson stated DCPP uses reliability site maintenance
concepts and preventative maintenance is used to ensure that reliability maintenance is
effective in preventing failure. He stated he wanted to emphasize DCPP has not deferred
any maintenance. He explained that as some of the life cycle management plans will
conclude in 2024-2025 they would need to be expanded to cover a period of continued
operation and he confirmed Mr. McWhorter's observation that these reviews include
review of preventative maintenance change requests which were based on risk,
documented in the design basis, and generated over the last six or seven years.

In response to Dr. Budnitz' question Mr. Wilson confirmed the PMO++ Program
encompasses both nuclear safety-related as well as reliability-related systems and
components. Mr. Wilson reported that the PMO++ Program reviews entire plant systems
for improvements in safety, efficiency or reliability always looking first at nuclear safety.
He reported reviews focus primarily on validation plans to ensure maintenance plans are
adequate for both the safety and production systems with safety as a priority, but with

changes coming mainly for efficiencies in production on secondary systems.
[7]

 Mr. Wilson
commented that prioritizing opportunities to make improvements unrelated to safety
takes into account risk and their complexity. In response to Consultant Wardell's query
Mr. Wilson confirmed the PMO++ and other life cycle management plans, for which Mr.
Wardell observed the Committee is trying to complete its review by its June public
meeting, may be affected by the inclusion of elements of the aging management
programs which are to be developed as part of the license renewal effort, but except for



that the PMO++ scope is already well defined. In response to Dr. Lam's inquiry Mr.
Wilson reported the PMO++ Project staff consists of 30 persons all of whom are working
full time. In response to Dr. Lam's comment concerning the Committee's capability to
conduct its review of the PMO++ Dr. Peterson observed that by checking a
sufficient range of issues a certain level of confidence can be developed and
then the focus can be placed on issues or problems as they are identified, but
he remarked the Committee does need to develop a prioritization schedule for
its review of PMO++. Consultant McWhorter stated the DCISC will likely look at the
PMO++ process at a fairly high level of detail and he observed there is a requirement in
SB846 for PG&E to submit review of deferred maintenance to a third party and the
DCISC will have the opportunity to review the results of that third party review. Mr.
Wilson reported that DCPP has not selected the third party reviewer and that the decision
will probably be made in the third or the fourth quarter of 2023. In response to
Consultant Wardell's question Mr. Wilson reported DCPP is projecting to finish its review
by the end of February after which the DCISC should expect to see the results and the
resultant list of potential projects. Dr. Budnitz observed the DCISC has a fact-finding
scheduled for March and it would be helpful at that time to meet with and interact with
Mr. Wilson concerning the PMO++ Program. Consultant Wardell noted it might take more
than three fact findings to complete the Committee's review.

Dr. Budnitz observed and Mr. Wilson concurred that some of what DCPP is doing under
the PMO++ for extended operation will need to be reviewed in context of the NRC's
Maintenance Rule, which addresses the effectiveness of maintenance and of other
standard code requirements and Mr. Wilson commented so far DCPP's reviews have
involved only a very small number of code compliance requirements to which Dr. Budnitz
commented it was his judgment the groups that "own" a particular component or
program were addressing those issues rather than leaving them for PMO++.

In response to Dr. Lam's query as to Mr. Wilson's interpretation of the use of the phrase
"deferred maintenance" in the statutory language of SB846 Mr. Wilson again stated no
maintenance has been deferred and all plant  systems have been maintained as required
by the NRC and the Maintenance Rule. In the event of a functional failure, corrective
maintenance has been performed and DCPP has not changed its maintenance strategy on
any of its safety related equipment. Mr. Wilson stated his expectation concerning the
maintenance of equipment is that the DCISC would be most interested in a relatively
small population of items for which the end-of-life was assumed to be in the 2024 -2025
timeframe and he reiterated this population was reviewed not because maintenance was
not performed but rather for the adjustments to maintenance schedules in anticipation of
the cessation of generation operation. Dr. Peterson remarked the Committee needs
to properly interpret the intent of the legislature's language and the correct
interpretation centers on the question of what maintenance was not going to be
performed due to cessation of generation operations and what are the plans to
resume those maintenance activities for extended operation. In response to Dr.
Lam's request Mr. Wilson confirmed DCPP can provide a list of maintenance items that
have an end-of-life circa 2024-2025 and Mr. Wilson, in response to Dr. Kadak's inquiry,
estimated that such a list would consist of approximately 115 to 120 items. Dr. Budnitz



commented maintenance schedules are frequently adjusted and he observed the scopes
of the last three or four refueling outages were also adjusted for the maintenance
activities performed during the outages. Dr. Lam commented Dr. Budnitz comment was
very insightful and removes the potentially derogatory meaning in the context of the use
of the term deferred maintenance. In response to Dr. Kadak, Mr. Wilson stated after
2025 the items he identified with end-of-life circa 2024-2025 will have maintenance
activities performed immediately and their life cycle terms adjusted for a period of
continued operation.

Mr. Wilson reported the PMO++ review teams are comprised of a diverse makeup of
subject matter experts including plant personnel, industry experts, and various vendors
including original equipment manufacturers. He commented that this approach allows
DCPP to maintain the plant to the highest standards and ensure it will meet additional
regulations and requirements to support extended operation.

Mr. John Geesman, representing the Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility was recognized.
Mr. Geesman stated at the DCISC's September 2022 public meeting Mr. Jones, speaking
for PG&E, stated the DCISC's role with respect to the third party review of maintenance
items was yet to be determined and he inquired if either the DCISC or PG&E had any
information on what role the DCISC would plan in the third party review. Dr. Lam called
upon Mr. Rathie to opine on whether the Committee could participate in the framing of a
commercial contract between PG&E and its consultant to which Mr. Rathie replied, in his
opinion, that the Committee should not be involved in such matters. Dr. Budnitz
commented when the third party review is complete the DCISC will review it as doing so
is within its scope and it is an open question whether or if the DCISC should interact with
the third party reviewer during the review activity. In response to Dr. Lam's request to
legal counsel concerning such interaction Mr. Rathie replied that given that there is a role
for the Department of Water Resources, as a third party review of deferred maintenance
is a covenant under a loan agreement between DWR and PG&E, he would be hesitant to
opine that such interactions with the independent third party reviewer engaged in a
review of a PG&E project would be appropriate without consultation with the other
involved state body, that being the DWR, and Mr. Rathie confirmed it was within the
DCISC's purview to review the independent third party review once it was complete. In
response to Consultant McWhorter's question as to whether it would be appropriate for
the DCISC to ask PG&E for a briefing on the requirements to be placed on the contractor
performing the independent third party review Dr. Lam stated he was hesitant to do so.
Dr. Budnitz stated he believes the Committee would be widely commended for its desire
to intervene and the DCISC would only be involved to the extent of making a
recommendation. Mr. Rathie remarked as the contract is not projected to be
entered into until the third or fourth quarter of 2023 and the schedule for the
Order Instituting Rulemaking now provides for the Committee's evaluation of
mandates under SB846 to be approved at the DCISC's September 2023 public
meeting. Mr. Rathie stated this might be an appropriate topic for a fact-finding
and for a discussion with the DWR. Mr. Jones suggested the April fact-finding could
be timely for a discussion on this topic.

Ms. Donna Gilmore was recognized. Ms. Gilmore inquired as to the 115-120 items



mentioned by Mr. Wilson as reaching the end of their life cycles by 2024-2025 for what
percentage is PG&E expecting to request an exemption from the NRC regulations to seek
additional time. Mr. Wilson replied none would require permission or a request from
DCPP to the NRC. He stated they all have been maintained and no maintenance has been
deferred and the issue is when and how the life cycles of those items will be extended
beyond 2024-2025.

Mr. Will Almus was recognized. Mr. Almus inquired whether each maintenance item has
an individual deadline or date for a next inspection and what would the horizon be for an
extension. Mr. Wilson replied maintenance plans are done at a regular frequency
depending on the item being maintained with some items having approximately five or
six year frequencies while some may be longer and for those which fall outside the 2024-
2025 timeframe they would be reviewed and the maintenance frequency 'clock' restarted
during a period of extended operation. Mr. Almus stated he shared Dr. Lam's concern
concerning the resources of the DCISC and he stated his hope that PG&E would have
some preliminary discussion with the DCISC if necessary on the scope of continued
operation to allow for contractual arrangements for additional staff or consultants for the
DCISC.

Ms. Donna Gilmore was again recognized. Ms. Gilmore remarked that many parts are
aging and there will be some that need replacement and she inquired if replacements
would be part of the effort and part of the schedule discussed by Mr. Wilson and how
much down time would be created. Mr. Wilson stated the issues brought up by Ms.
Gilmore were the essence of a preventative maintenance program, that is, to maintain
the equipment and prevent failures. He confirmed DCPP does maintain an inventory of
spare parts and critical spare parts are available to make necessary repairs. 

Dr. Lam thanked Mr. Wilson for an exceptional presentation and asked that the
record reflect the Committee has asked Mr. Wilson to provide a list of the 115-
120 items related to the legislative mandate to the Committee expressed by
SB846 relating to "deferred maintenance." Dr. Lam asked the Committee's
Technical Consultants to monitor and report when the Committee receives that
information. In response to Dr. Kadak's question as to whether there was a similar list
of capital projects Mr. Wilson responded there are approximately five capital projects that
are scheduled to be completed in 2023 and 2024 and he stated PG&E continued to
complete capital projects prior to the adoption of SB846 with most relating to minor
repairs or modifications or due to obsolescence. Under the PMO++ DCPP is focused on a
larger list that might benefit from new technology, but these continue to be in the vetting
process. Mr. Jones remarked the Department of Energy's grant program states that its
funding is not to be treated as capital so DCPP will need to identify and develop new
nomenclature to apply to traditional capital projects financed with new funding sources.

Dr. Lam requested Mr. Jones to introduce the next speaker. Mr. Jones introduced Site
Vice President Mr. Adam Peck. Mr. Jones reported Mr. Peck has now been in his current
position for more than one year and he previously held various leadership positions with
PG&E including Director of Operations, Director of Nuclear Engineering Services, Senior
Director of Engineering, Technical and Emergency Services and he has been at DCPP for



thirteen years. Mr. Peck also has a background as a U.S. Navy submarine officer and
ship's engineer and holds a Bachelor's Degree in Electrical Engineering from the U.S.
Naval Academy and a Master's Degree in Organizational Leadership from Gonzaga
University as well having completed the Executive Leadership Program at Stanford
University Graduate School of Business. He reported Mr. Peck maintains a professional
engineering license in nuclear engineering.

Status of Retention Programs, Attrition, and an Update on the Efforts to Retain Qualified
Staff in Support of Extended Operations.

Mr. Peck stated he would discuss workforce retention and continued operation during his
presentation. He reported DCPP has a current Retention Program for all employees who
opt in which provides a 25% retention payment through seven years delivered in two
separate tiers: Tier 1 for the period 2016-2020; and Tier 2 for the period 2021-2023.
Tier 2 will end in August 2023. Mr. Peck reported Tier 1 experienced a 98% participation
rate while Tier 2 exceeded 95% participation. After August 2023 there is a severance
program funded through the DCPP Decommissioning Trust that was intended to support
the retention of employees. In response to Dr. Kadak's query Mr. Peck confirmed the
retention payment is an annual 25% portion of an employee's base salary. Mr. Peck and
Mr. Jones stated DCPP new hires are eligible to participate in the retention program and
the program is prorated for those new hires such that with attrition the program
functions to retain new employees and their skill sets. He observed, given the dual paths
described by Mr. Jones and the uncertainties involved with license renewal, the Employee
Retention Program remains important. Dr. Peterson remarked the Committee has been
strongly supportive of the Employee Retention Program including sending a letter
concerning the important of the full 25% as proposed and he remarked he expects the
Committee will be similarly supportive of efforts to retain and recruit new employees.

Mr. Peck reported PG&E leadership is reviewing the next proposal of the Employee
Retention Program and this will need to be vetted and discussed with the several unions
representing DCPP employees and when those negotiations are complete an application
will be submitted to the CPUC.

Mr. Peck observed operating a nuclear power plant requires a wide range of skills,
training, qualifications and proficiencies and DCPP has conducted a department-by-
department prioritization and review of staffing needs based on demographics, expected
attrition and the need for projects related to license renewal and extended operation. He
reported non-licensed operator classes commenced in January 2023 with twenty
individuals as well as a class for licensed operators to advance to senior reactor
operators. A new licensed operator class for reactor operator and senior reactor operator
classifications for twenty persons is scheduled to commence in March 2023. In response
to Consultant McWhorter's inquiry Mr. Peck stated the non-licensed candidates are
largely external hires consisting of mostly local residents, including Cal Poly graduates,
while the senior reactor operator and licensed reactor operator in some cases are coming
from other stations as well as personnel coming from the DCPP Engineering, Maintenance
and Chemistry organizations. He reported the reactor operator position involves a bid
process conducted through the unions. Mr. Peck reported staffing is a high priority focus



for DCPP leadership with between one hundred and two hundred new hires under
consideration. He reported with the review of the different departmental needs and the
time needed to qualify and train personnel there are no challenges foreseen in the ability
to safely operate the plant. In response to Mr. McWhorter's inquiry Mr. Peck stated the
new retention proposal, although still under consideration will go through the entire
period to the end of 2030. In response to Consultant McWhorter Mr. Peck stated with
entry level personnel including operators and security personnel there have been no
challenges in recruitment and hiring, but he stated niche engineering specialties require
more effort. He observed the location of DCPP is generally considered to be an asset in
recruiting personnel and depending upon the operational needs of a specific department
DCPP is able to offer schedule flexibility.

In response to Dr. Lam's observation that the compensation packages offered by DCPP
are more than competitive with other facilities Mr. Peck agreed, but Mr. Peck commented
many persons who work in the nuclear industry join a plant staff with the expectation of
spending their entire careers at that facility and the reason for the retention packages is
to retain the current staff and to compensate for the uncertainty with the expectation for
how long the plant may operate. In response to Dr. Budnitz' observation Mr. Peck
confirmed it is mid-career personnel who have the most difficult decision as to whether
to make a career move to join DCPP and he noted the cost of living in other areas with
nuclear power plants can be much lower than in the San Luis Obispo area. In response to
Dr. Budnitz' observation Mr. Peck stated this is not unique to DCPP or the San Luis
Obispo area and is applicable in varying degrees to many persons coming to California
from out of state. He remarked this has not been a substantial problem but is one reason
DCPP is placing a focus on the local community in its recruiting efforts. Dr. Peterson
remarked in his view it is good to focus toward recruiting personnel who are early in their
careers and at the same time to capture the knowledge of senior personnel. Mr. Peck
agreed and remarked DCPP has a strong partnership with Cal Poly with its intern
programs and he reported relative to knowledge transfer DCPP is fortunate that many
DCPP retirees have agreed to return in support of knowledge transfer or to assist with a
particular project. In response to Dr. Budnitz' question Mr. Peck replied DCPP has not
experienced a problem in recruiting personnel from the information technology fields. In
response to Dr. Kadak's question Mr. Peck reported, together with the Humboldt Bay
Nuclear Power Plant workforce and the Decommissioning organization's personnel, the
workforce at DCPP now consists of approximately 1,150 persons and there are
approximately 40 persons now employed by an integrated contract service supplier who
perform principally construction types of work.

The Chair thanked Mr. Peck for a very informative presentation.

Mr. John Geesman representing the Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility was recognized.
Mr. Geesman stated the Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility spent time lobbying for
SB1090 several years ago to ensure the full retention package which was part of the
Joint Proposal and was subsequently implemented after the CPUC did not fully endorse
that proposal. Mr. Geesman reported Mr. Peck presented a very positive report and he
remarked every report presented on DCPP workforce matters since 2016 has been
positive but he remarked in light of the NRC's recent Problem Identification and



Resolution (PI&R) Inspection Report some difficulties in the workforce have eluded both
PG&E and the DCISC and perhaps until recently the NRC. He stated the NRC's report
indicted every DCPP workgroup that the NRC inspectors interviewed stated resources are
a challenge at the station and things are caused to be rushed and employees experience
excessive stress as a result and some individuals believe the resource issues will not be
fixed. Mr. Geesman stated his question to the Committee was whether the Committee
Members and the Technical Consultants have sufficient expertise on workforce matters to
fully investigate those conclusions and he commented the Committee's inquiries might be
well-served by employing a specialized consultant and he remarked there is a need to go
beyond anecdotal reports presented at the DCISC's public meetings. Dr. Lam remarked
Mr. Geesman raised the issue as to whether the DCISC should open a deeper inquiry
concerning morale of the DCPP operating staff. Dr. Budnitz commented the DCISC has
scheduled a review of the topics addressed by Mr. Geesman at its April 2023 fact-finding
and it cannot assess what the Committee's needs might be until it has that discussion
with DCPP. Mr. Peck responded the prospect of continued operation has the DCPP team
in very good spirits, but he observed 2022 was a very full year for DCPP with two
refueling outages and major NRC inspections and industry evaluations scheduled. Mr.
Peck remarked the process of conducting license renewal activities would have been
easier if that effort would have occurred between 2009 to 2024 instead of what is now a
much shorter period. Mr. Peck confirmed in response to Dr. Lam's query that his office
door is always open, and he spends a lot of time in the plant assessing and discussing
performance and ensuring the workforce has what they need to be successful in their
jobs. He confirmed that he and his staff are openly welcoming of any view of discussion
with plant staff in terms of their feelings about workload, proficiency or support.

Ms. Judy Jones was recognized. Ms. Jones inquired whether newly hired personnel are
guaranteed a certain number of years of employment. Mr. Peck stated no such
guarantees regarding employment duration are offered. Mr. Jones reported PG&E has a
severance program and in the event relicensing was not successful there would be some
compensation if a newly hired person's position was eliminated. He also remarked as
required by the Joint Proposal there is an effort to transition the DCPP workforce into
other areas of PG&E's lines of business. Mr. Peck observed DCPP employees are highly
skilled and qualified and are much sought after in other areas of PG&E's business. Mr.
Peck observed PG&E's current Chief Safety Officer and Chief Risk Officer are both former
DCPP employees. Dr. Peterson commented he favors the wider application of Wi-Fi
technology in the plant and moving toward electronic procedures as both can objectively
improve plant safety and these applications also create opportunities for the plant staff to
acquire new skills which are beneficial to them independent of the future of DCPP and he
remarked creating these opportunities for plant staff make it more attractive to remain at
DCPP.

Mr. Rathie reported an email was recently received from Mr. Tony Harrell, a former DCPP
employee, and Mr. Harrell stated he was in support of extended operation for five more
years provided the primary and secondary sides of the plant are considered by the
Committee to be safe.

XIX ADJOURN EVENING MEETING



The evening session of the DCISC was adjourned by its Chair Dr. Peter Lam, at 7:33
p.m. and Dr. Lam reported the Committee would reconvene on the following day at 9:00
A.M.

XX  RECONVENE FOR MORNING MEETING

  The February 16, 2023, public meeting of the Diablo Canyon Independent Safety
Committee was called to order by its Chair, Dr. Peter Lam at 9:00 a.m. This was the
second day of a two-day meeting. Dr. Lam welcomed those attending in person and by
Zoom Webinar and watching the proceedings on livestreaming video.

XXI COMMITTEE MEMBER COMMENTS

  There were no comments by members at this time.

XXII PUBLIC COMMENTS AND COMMUNICATION

  The Chair extended an invitation to members of the public to address remarks to the
Committee on matters not on the agenda for this public meeting and invited any
comments from members of the public who wished to address the Committee to do so
now.

  Mr. G. Bruce Severance was recognized. Mr. Severance stated he serves as a member
of the Diablo Canyon Decommissioning Engagement Panel but would be speaking this
morning as an individual, Mr. Severance stated he has read a number of articles
concerning the tests that can be done on reactor cores including at the Palisades Nuclear
Generating Station in Michigan where he stated he believed the testing was for hairline
cracks in the reactor vessel and he stated he was unaware of exploratory tests being
done [at DCPP] to look for reactor vessel cracks. Mr. Severance inquired if there was due
diligence or other types of tests that could be performed to assess reactor vessel
weakness. He observed SB846 requires a decision on additional funding for extending
operation of DCPP by August or September 2023 and he queried whether the Committee
has to make its decision deeming the plant safe enough so that the funding will be
provided without such due diligence and whether the Committee was considering its
safety oversight role in the long term or specifically in terms of qualifying the plant for
funding under SB846. Mr. Severance stated he understood there is a calculation for
determining a regulatory based time limit for determining reactor vessel safety in terms
of pressurized thermal shock and that he understood DCPP has been approved for
operation through 2025, but the regulatory limit had been extended. He inquired if there
is a calculation for the safe amount of time that Unit 1 and Unit 2 can be operated within
the regulatory limit for pressurized thermal shock and if so, what is that limit currently
and what would it have to be in order for the limit to be recalculated and verified
between now and September 2023.

  Dr. Peterson responded and stated with respect to the reactor vessel there are routine
in-service inspections of the reactor vessels that occur during refueling outages to
identify and monitor any degradation, particularly for the reactor vessel internals. Dr.



Peterson reported a recent outage involved replacement of baffle bolts which were found
to be degraded. Dr. Peterson requested the Consultants to identify fact-finding
reports which contain the Committee's reviews of reactor vessel in-service
inspections. He reported the DCISC will be continuing and updating its review of
information related to the question of reactor vessel embrittlement, sample coupons, and
implications for response to pressurized thermal shock. In response to Mr. Severance
inquiry as to whether another surveillance coupon analysis will be performed Consultant
McWhorter replied the Committee understands DCPP plans to remove the remaining
surveillance coupon from Unit 1 during the fall 2023 refueling outage. Dr. Lam replied
over the past decade the Committee has made numerous inquiries concerning this issue
and he understood a supply of the material which comprises the reactor vessel had been
located in a storage facility and PG&E has in the past successfully retrieved surveillance
coupons but ran out of coupons a few years ago. He reported that analyses of most if not
all of the surveillance coupons demonstrated they received sixty years of reactor neutron
fluence and still passed the mechanical test, that is, a test to demonstrate the integrity of
the reactor vessel. Dr. Budnitz reported when DCPP applied for a twenty year license
extension during 2009-2010, the application was in the final stages of review in 2016
when the Joint Proposal was entered into, and the license extension application
withdrawn. That license submittal covered several topics including the issue raised by Mr.
Severance and made a case that the reactor vessels should be safe in accordance with
NRC regulations for the extra twenty- year license extension period. Dr. Budnitz reported
a regulatory change occurred in 2010-2011 wherein the NRC adopted a second
regulation, 10 CFR 50.61a, that could be used as an option to meet pressurized thermal
shock embrittlement criterion and at that time PG&E made the case which the NRC
reviewed and approved in the Safety Evaluation Report that the DCPP reactor vessels
would be within the regulation for sixty years of operation. Dr, Budnitz stated the DCISC
also reviewed this issue at that time and agreed and will review it again in context of the
new license renewal application as there is new information and more advanced
metallurgist analyses developed since 2009-2010 which allows decisions to be supported
with less uncertainty and therefore more confidence. Mr. Severance stated he
appreciated the Committee's diligence and he previously posed the question if the
surveillance coupon analysis subjects the material to a stress test how can a calculation
that estimates using what he described as a "fuzzy math modeling" of embrittlement be
preferable to an actual stress test. He also wondered why the coupon analysis from 2002
is no longer available on the NRC ADAMS (Agencywide Documents Access and
Management System)  document system. Mr. Severance stated PG&E is very quietly
eliminating any discussion of material stress testing and substituting a fuzzy math model
calculation using two different calculation methods which he stated did not inspire his
confidence nor did the NRC's approval of an alternate regulation. He stated his
understanding that only one surveillance coupon has been removed and analyzed from
Unit 1 and DCPP has applied for a waiver from any further surveillance coupon analysis
after 2002 and he stated he did not believe some of the information given to him today
was correct. Mr. Severance stated his belief the Committee should insist on a process to
minimize the margins of uncertainty and he expressed his belief the calculation methods
do not reduce those margins but rather intentionally increase them.



  Dr. Lam replied Mr. Severance in his comments raises a very important issue regarding
reactor safety and the pressurized thermal shock phenomena, an issue Dr. Lam observed
that does not lack for controversy. He observed some years ago one of the DCPP reactor
vessels did not meet the NRC license renewal criteria under what he described as the old
pressurized thermal shock rule which was then joined by the alternate rule under 10 CFR
50.61a as adopted by the NRC, the application of which is not mandatory. Dr. Lam
remarked there were allegations by members of the public that the NRC adoption of the
alternate rule was politically motivated to enable DCPP to renew its operating licenses.
Dr. Budnitz observed and Dr. Lam agreed these allegations were subsequently rebutted
by evidence. Dr. Budnitz stated that when he served as the NRC Director of the Office of
Research he was involved in and approved the creation of the research program that
reviewed the first pressurized thermal shock rule which he described as conservative due
to the state of knowledge at the time it was adopted. Dr. Budnitz stated the research
program took ten years to complete and he left his position as the Director of Research
one year after that research program commenced and therefore he had no role in the
development of 10 CFR 50.61a.

  Mr. Severance thanked the Committee for the discussion and its patience in allowing
him to ask multiple questions. He stated he appreciated the Committee assurance that it
will investigate the issues he raised.   

  Ms. Donna Gilmore was recognized. Ms. Gilmore expressed her thanks to Dr. Budnitz
for responding to her comments regarding reactor down days. She stated she
appreciated the Committee's process because it allows time for a  discussion. She stated
her research found that one or both DCPP reactors were down during 2020 for 153 days,
for 2019 for 149 days, and for 2018 for 163 days. She commented as the plant is aging
the data on its non-operable days is more relevant than during prior years. She inquired
if there was a way to compare the information provided previously during the meeting
that the plant was down an average of 30% over the period she cited and the source of
her information for her review and the statistics she provided was obtained from the NRC
power reactor status report.

XXIII  ACCEPTANCE OF MINUTES

This item concerned review and acceptance of the Minutes of the Committee's September
28-29, 2022 public meeting conducted in Avila Beach and as a Zoom Webinar. A draft of
the September 2022 Minutes was included in the public agenda packet for this meeting.
The Members and Consultants reviewed the Minutes and provided corrections and
substantive changes to certain wording which will be included in the final version of the
September 2022 Minutes. The Members and Technical Consultants also discussed some
of the follow-up actions to be taken, provided clarification concerning typographical
errors and the accuracy of certain statements in the Minutes and made editorial
comments and changes concerning the draft of the September 2022 Minutes.

The Minutes of the Committee's public meetings in their final accepted form become part
of its Annual Reports on Safety of Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant Operations. Upon a
motion made by Dr. Budnitz, seconded by Dr. Peterson, the Minutes of the Committee's



September 28-29, 2022 public meeting were accepted subject to inclusion of the changes
provided to the Committee's Assistant Legal Counsel. As revised, the September 2022
Minutes will become a part of the Committee's 33rd Annual Report. Dr. Kadak stated he
wished to congratulate Mr. Rathie on completing the Minutes, which he stated was a
monumental task which serves the public well. Mr. Rathie thanked Dr. Kadak and he
stated it would not be possible to produce Minutes of the Committee's public meetings
without the able assistance of Ms. Denise Righetti who listens to and then accurately
transcribes the dialogue from the recordings provided by the technicians of AGP Video.

Ms. Donna Gilmore was recognized. Ms. Gilmore commented on the discussion of Item
9/22PM-22 on the Open Items List from the previous day in that references to a "cask" in
the context of the Orano spent fuel dry storage system were not correct as the Orano
system uses canister and the comment about the Orano closure system being bolted was
also incorrect as no bolts are used as part of its closure system. Mr. McWhorter stated
Ms. Gilmore was correct and Ms. Gilmore reiterated that the use of the term cask and
canister are not synonymous and there are major differences. Mr. Jones remarked that
an amendment of a report should only be made by the parties present if a term was used
that is in general use in the industry. Mr. Wardell observed the reference in the Open
Items List was to the horizontal storage modules (HSMs) which are bolted in place and
Ms. Gilmore concurred that references to the HSMs do not involve canisters or casks.

XXIV STAFF REPORTS (Cont'd.)

  The Chair requested Assistant Legal Counsel Rathie to make the next report.

D.  Assistant Legal Counsel Robert W. Rathie

  Administrative, Regulatory and Legal Matters

  Mr. Rathie reported provisions of the Administrative Law Judge's ruling in the pending
Order Instituting Rulemaking pending before the CPUC provides for the fact finding
reports to be approved at this public meeting and for those approved at the public
meetings to be held in June and September 2023 to be incrementally reviewed and
noticed in the proceeding for comments by the parties, with the reports from the
September 2022, February 2023 and June 2023 DCISC public meetings all being
subsequently incorporated into the 33rd Annual Report. In response to Consultant
McWhorter's question Mr. Rathie confirmed after their approval at a public meeting the
fact finding reports are public records and can be placed on the Committee's website.
Approved fact finding reports are also made available in the meeting room during each
public meeting after their approval. Mr. Rathie offered his congratulations to Dr. Budnitz
on Dr. Budnitz recent reappointment to a three-year term on the Committee (2022-
2025) by California Attorney General Rob Bonta. Mr. Rathie reported the next
appointment is due to be made by Governor Newsom and Dr. Peterson is one of three
candidates under consideration. Concerning regulatory matters he stated there was a
discussion on the previous day concerning moving forward to ensure sufficient funding is
provided for the Committee's activities in connection with its review of potential extended
operation of DCPP and Mr. Rathie reported he recently attended a meet and confer



proceeding with PG&E and OIR party representatives after which informal comments
were filed on the Committee's behalf. Mr. Rathie stated the next meeting of the
Independent Peer Review Panel which conducts review of seismic issues in the area of
DCPP is scheduled for April 2023 [this meeting was ultimately held on May 5, 2023]  and
the DCISC Legal Counsel's Office has been working with the CPUC Energy Division on the
interpretation and application of Public Utilities Code §712.1, newly enacted by SB846. In
concluding his report he commented on the traffic on the DCISC's website at
www.dcisc.org which was visited during 2022 by 1,252 individuals who conducted 1,630
sessions with the most visitors coming from the United Stated, South Korea, India, the
United Kingdom, Canada, Germany, Russia, China and France in that order. Mr. Rathie
reminded the Members and Consultants to provide content and photos for use on the
website.

   

XXV INFORMATION ITEMS BEFORE THE COMMITTEE (Cont'd.)

  The Chair asked Mr. Jones to introduce the next informational presentation. Mr. Jones
reported there will be three speakers this morning from PG&E and he then introduced
DCPP Senior Director and Station Director Mr. Dennis Petersen. Mr. Jones reported Mr.
Petersen holds a Bachelor of Science Degree in Aeronautical Engineering from California
Polytechnic University at San Luis Obispo and has been employed at DCPP for more than
35 years. Mr. Petersen has previously held leadership positions as Director of Training
Programs and Director of Quality Verification Programs and as outage manager. Mr.
Petersen was Director of Operations prior to assuming his present role.

Presentation on the State of the Plant including Key Events, Outages, Highlights,
Organizational Changes, Preparation for Refueling Outage 2R23, and Other Station
Activities since the DCISC's September 2022 Public Meeting.

Mr. Petersen stated in his presentation he would provide an update on the station's
operation and upcoming key activities. He reported both DCPP units are operating at
100% power with no challenges to generation and all probabilistic risk assessment

indicators and NRC Performance Indicators are currently in Green
[8]

 status.

Mr. Peterson reported refueling outage 2R23, the twenty-third refueling outage for Unit
2, took place between October and November 2022. He reviewed the goals set and the
actual performance for events and activities during 2R23 as follows:

Event/Activity Goals Actual
Serious Injury or Fatality (SIF) events 0 0
Nuclear Safety Events 0 0
Site Clock Resets 0 0
Outage duration < 35 days 39 days 21.5 hours
ALARA (Rem) < 14.8 14.210
Significant Foreign Material Exclusion events 0 0

https://www.dcisc.org/


Power Ascension < 5 days 3 days 4.5 hours

Mr. Wardell reported the ALARA (As Low as Reasonably Achievable) performance as to
dose received during the outage was very good and Mr. Petersen confirmed with the
performance during 2R23 DCPP has now established itself as having achieved the lowest
dose performance of any nuclear power plant in the nation. Mr. Petersen reported as a
result of the COVID-19 pandemic DCPP instituted a remote briefing process to simplify
radiological briefings and that practice has been retained and has proven an efficient

briefing method which other utilities are presently benchmarking.
[9]

 In response to
Consultant Wardell's inquiry Mr. Petersen confirmed that following 2R23 DCPP achieved
its goal of operating for a minimum of 90 days without any issues. In response to
Consultant McWhorter's inquiry, Mr. Petersen reported the post outage critique
identified several dozen actions which he offered to review with the Committee
during a fact finding.

Mr. Petersen reported in January 2023, power was curtailed, in accordance with what Mr.
Petersen described as very good modeling procedures for ocean swell activity, to 24% for
both units due to very high energy ocean swell activity, with 20 foot swells with a 20
second period and a significant amount of natural debris being swept into the intake cove
which he reported would then deposit on the travelling screens and bar racks at the
Intake structure. Following the peak of the swell activity power was restored to 50% and
a rough cleaning (i.e., a pick & dredge) of the forebay and the upswept areas of the
[circulating water] tunnels was conducted and upon completion both units were then
returned to full power. In response to Dr. Kadak's query Mr. Petersen reported large
ocean swells with  long periods define the overall energy the ocean exerts on the
shoreline and this tends to uproot the root balls of the bull kelp which then moves with
the current into the Intake Cove and deposits on the bar racks and travelling screens
that screen out debris from entering and depositing on the tube sheets and fouling the
condensers. When the circulating water pumps are shut down debris falls into the tunnels
and can be retrieved. He reported there is no structural impact on the travelling screens
from this debris. Mr. Jones reported there has been no damage or displacement impact
on the breakwater for the entire forty years of its operation and Dr. Budnitz confirmed
the DCISC reviewed the design of the intake facilities and found the structural integrity
to have significant margin. Mr. Petersen, in response to Dr. Kadak's query, reported the
projected tsunami wave height is 33 feet and the Turbine Building foundation is located
at 85 feet elevation.

Mr. Petersen reported there is a tunnel cleaning planned for Unit 1 in March 2023 and
there are routine diesel generator maintenance windows planned for May, June and
August 2023.

Mr. Petersen reported changes to the DCPP organization were made in response to the
state's request to extend the operating licenses including to the Outage Management,
Nuclear Projects, and License Renewal organizations.

Mr. Petersen reviewed the daily load profile for both units for 2022 and observed for
most of 2022 except for planned refueling outages and a few curtailments for pick &



dredge both units operated at approximately 100% power. Mr. Petersen commented on
the discussion earlier in this meeting on capacity factor and he reported for 2022 the
capacity factor was 90% for both units. He reported capacity factor is calculated by
measuring on an hour-by-hour basis net generation produced by the generator, less the
house loads, and divided by the maximum theoretical generation for each hour. He
reported for 2021 between both units the capacity factor was 84% which was influenced
by the work on the Unit 2 Main Generator and for 2020 the capacity factor was 83%. Mr.
Petersen offered to review the data for each year from 2022 to 2018 with the
DCISC at a fact finding and he stated the statement that the plant was down
40% of the time during that period was incorrect.

Mr. Petersen concluded his presentation by reviewing upcoming station activities during
2023 as including:

Nuclear Safety Oversight Committee (NSOC) Site Visit: Feb 20-24,
NRC Security Access Authorization & Controls Visit: Feb 27-Mar 3,
NRC Commercial Grade Dedication Inspection: Mar 27-Apr 14, and
NRC Licensed Operations Requalification and Performance Inspection: May 15-18.

In response to Dr. Lam's inquiry concerning the NRC Commercial Grade Dedication
Inspection Mr. Garcia replied the inspection takes place every two or three years and the
inspection team visits DCPP and then leaves and returns, so the team is not on site for
the entire two-week period. The inspection team's focus is on items of commercial grade
for which the term replacement part equivalents is used. Dr. Budnitz explained certain
items must meet particular specifications and nuclear standards, but for other items
meeting commercial standards can be sufficient but those items must meet and be
accepted on a specific, defined, basis and the procurement of these items needs to be
justified in accordance with industry regulations and standard codes endorsed by the
NRC including those of the Institute of Electrical and Electronic Engineers (IEEE) and the
American Society of Mechanical Engineers (ASME) for the procurement of items to meet
nuclear needs. Dr. Lam observed there have been reports in the media about nuclear
power plants globally having acquired parts that lacked authentication as to their being
adequate for use in nuclear facilities. Mr. Petersen stated the purpose of the inspection is
to ensure the process at DCPP is aligned with industry regulations and industry
standards. Mr. McWhorter reported the Committee has reviewed the Commercial Grade
Dedication Program at DCPP in the past during fact-finding.

Ms. Donna Gilmore was recognized. Ms. Gilmore stated after hearing Mr. Petersen's
presentation she realized the measurement she was using was based on numbers
different than those reviewed by Mr. Petersen and her data was to determine how many
days the California Independent System Operator (Cal ISO) could count on DCPP's
reactors being available while she described Mr. Petersen's data as measuring their
overall efficiency. Mr. Petersen replied and pointed out that all DCPP refueling outages
are coordinated through PG&E's energy trading partner and through the Cal ISO who has
the responsibility to ensure there is enough spinning reserve throughout the day for
every day of the year and he remarked those parties depend on DCPP to be at 100%



power through the summer months and the plant has done just that. Ms. Gilmore stated
she agreed with Mr. Petersen, and she remarked that some outages are unplanned and
for those outages there needs to be backup. Ms. Gilmore further commented that both
Orano,  Holtec and the NRC have all chosen not to follow the ASME N3 standards which
were developed specifically for containers used to store or transport high level nuclear
waste including spent nuclear fuel and the only systems that meet the ASME N3
standards are the thick-walled cask systems.

Mr. G. Bruce Severance was recognized. Mr. Severance inquired concerning a
presentation made some years ago to the Committee which identified the statistical
probabilities of the potential for undersea landslides on the step continental shelf offshore
from DCPP. He stated the presenter had complained the concerns raised were not
followed up by PG&E and funding was not provided for further study. Mr. Severance
commented that his concern was not that whether a tsunami might exceed 80 feet but
rather the effect of a 15-minute drawdown of the water level which might occur prior to
the arrival of the tsunami and cause the need for an immediate plant shutdown. He
further remarked the potential for interrelated events such as a tsunami and an
earthquake does not appear to be considered in the Failure Modes and Effects Analysis
(FMEA) performed as part of the Safety Analysis Report prepared by PG&E for the
relicensing effort in 2010 and he inquired if this sort of combined analysis was required.
Dr. Budnitz replied in 2014 the DCISC hired Dr. Robert Sewell as its consultant to do a
thorough evaluation of the tsunami hazard and the potential effects and Dr. Sewell's
conclusions were presented at several public meetings. Dr. Budnitz reported at the
conclusion of his study Dr. Sewell determined the risk was present but the likelihood of a
tsunami causing a safety compromise to the plant was very low. The study conducted by
Dr. Sewell is available on the Committee's website. Dr. Budnitz further observed PG&E
also performed a very extensive study with experts concerning the hazards posed by a
tsunami.

Mr. Robert Sarvey was recognized. In response to Mr. Sarvey's inquiry Mr. Petersen
reported the DCPP house load was approximately 50 megawatts for each unit.

Ms. Donna Gilmore was recognized. Ms. Gilmore observed that the demands which are
and will be placed on the supply of electric power due to the use of electric powered
vehicles is not a seasonal load and she stated she doubts whether data on generation
efficiency provides the information necessary to determine how much load the California
energy regulators will be able to count on being available on a daily basis.

Dr Lam thanked the members of the public for their remarks and a short break followed.

  Mr. Jones then introduced the Director of Risk and Compliance, Mr. Jordan Tyman, to
make the next presentation concerning the NRC's assessment of plant performance. Mr.
Jones reported Mr. Tyman is responsible for oversight of the Risk Management Program
and also has responsibility for Nuclear Cyber Security Planning. Mr. Tyman has been
employed by PG&E for seven years and spent ten years before coming to PG&E at
Westinghouse Electric leading major projects on the design and construction of the AP
1000 reactors. Mr. Tyman is a member of the Cal Poly Cyber Security Program Advisory



Board and holds a Degree in Mechanical Engineering from the University of
Massachusetts.

Update on the Status of NRC Performance Indicators, Licensee Event Reports, NRC
Inspection Reports and Notices of Violation, Issues Raised by NRC Resident Inspectors,
Open Compliance Issues and Current and Future License Amendment Requests, and
Other Significant Regulatory Issues/Requests.

Mr. Tyman stated during his presentation he would provide an overview of DCPP's
regulatory performance since the last meeting of the Committee in September 2022. He
stated he wanted to highlight the independent external oversight provided by the
Corrective Action Program as a key tenet at DCPP which helps drive continuous learning
and continuous improvement as well as the principles of self-awareness and self-
correction. Mr. Tyman stated his report would cover a period including approximately
2,000 hours of NRC inspection oversight. During this period there were no violations of
more than very low level safety significance and DCPP met and remained in the highest
performance category, Column 1, under the NRC Reactor Oversight Process. He reported

the NRC also reviews 16 key performance indicators, all of which remain Green
[10]

 with
respect to each performance category.

Mr. Tyman reported the performance indicators used in the NRC's Regulatory Oversight

Process all remained in Green
[11]

 status for both units in all areas.

Two violations of very low safety significance were issued by the NRC since the last
public meeting of the DCISC. He discussed each as follows.

→        Timely Identification of Corrective Actions - the NRC found DCPP was identifying

and documenting problems at an appropriate level but concluded the notifications
[12]

could have been entered in a timelier manner. Mr. Tyman stated 60 to 80 notifications
are issued each day. He stated notifications may address a wide range of issues from
industrial safety hazards to very minor deficiencies and no work is performed at DCPP
without the work going through the Corrective Action Program. Consultant McWhorter
inquired as to a recent NRC inspection report [the PI&R Inspection Report] from which
Mr. McWhorter stated one would question the extent of condition and what specifically
DCPP is doing to review extent of condition issues to ensure the threshold remains low
entering items into the Corrective Action Program. Mr. Tyman replied DCPP reviewed its
procedures, processes and definitions to reinforce management expectations for
addressing in a timely manner issues of very low safety significance. In response to
Consultant McWhorter's query concerning DCPP response to comments in that
NRC [PI&R Inspection] report concerning nuclear safety culture Mr. Tyman
responded DCPP has evaluated the feedback provided by the NRC which found
that, although a strong safety culture exists, there was a need for continued
focus as the plant moves forward to continued operation. He stated efforts are
under review for corrective action by DCPP's Safety Conscious Work
Environment Monitoring Panel. Mr. Garcia and Mr. McWhorter agreed that this
issue and employee safety culture should be reviewed during a future fact



finding. Mr. Wardell reported the Committee received a letter from Mr. John Geesman,
representing the Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility, concerning comments made by the
NRC in its recent report [PI&R Inspection Report] and Mr. Wardell commented the NRC
concluded in that report DCPP's staff performance in each of the areas reviewed by the
NRC adequately supported nuclear safety and employees appeared to be willing to raise
nuclear safety concerns through at least one of the several means available to them.

→        Mr. Tyman reported the second violation of very low safety significance involved
reportability under the criteria given by 10 CFR Part 50 and 10 CFR Part 21 when the
NRC found DCPP procedures should be reinforced and enhanced to provide better clarity
on how reporting is done under those two regulations. In response to Dr. Lam's inquiry
Mr. Tyman stated each regulation focuses on a different area, with reporting under Part
50 involving the identification of an issue exceeding a threshold at which the NRC needs
to be notified, while Part 21 reporting is focused around parts that are either provided by
a vendor or by the licensee which do not meet quality requirements. In response to
Consultant McWhorter's observation Mr. Tyman stated the NRC's PI&R Inspection report
looks across all the plant's programs and as to how the plant is implementing the
Corrective Action Program and he stated there is a relationship between Part 21
reporting requirements and the Commercial Grade Dedication Program discussed
previously by Mr. Petersen.

Mr. Tyman reported since the last meeting of the Committee DCPP has issued one
Licensee Event Report which involves a minute pressure boundary indication within a
branch line of the Reactor Coolant System. There was no impact to employee or public
safety and he reported DCPP is working through the corrective actions to ensure it does
not reoccur.

In concluding his presentation Mr. Tyman stated DCPP embraces the external
independent oversight provided by its regulators as a key tenet of the plant's program
for continuous improvement and corrective action. DCPP continues to remain at the
highest performance category and to meet all performance indicators. Both the violations
he described were of very low safety significance. In response to Dr. Lam's inquiry
concerning recent staff turnover in the NRC resident inspection program Mr. Tyman
replied the NRC and the nuclear industry have experienced workforce attrition issues
through retirements and he commented DCPP continues to receive the appropriate level
of oversight and to be challenged by appropriate evaluations by the two NRC resident
inspectors assigned to the station. He observed the NRC also has a spectrum of
inspection programs and that the resident inspectors rotate so inspectors other than the
resident inspectors are involved with evaluation of plant programs and he remarked
DCPP is not seeing significant reductions in either the quantity or quality of enforcement
oversight. Dr. Budnitz observed the numerous NRC inspection activities have been
prioritized and informed with regard to risk significance over the period of the last decade
by the NRC's use of probabilistic risk assessment (PRA) analyses, provided both the NRC
and by the plant. Dr. Budnitz commented the PRA is peer reviewed and is guided by
following an American National Standard developed by ASME and the American Nuclear
Society (ANS) which Dr. Budnitz described results in a thorough, in-depth, and very
intrusive PRA which provides a strong technical basis for reliance. He stated that if



something is accordingly assigned a very low safety significance it is not just PG&E's
opinion but represents a very robust finding which then allows the NRC, the plant, and
the DCISC to assign priorities to their respective reviews. Mr. Wardell commented at the
September 2022 public meeting the DCISC inquired of the Senior Resident Inspection for
DCPP, Mr. Mahdi Hayes, how many plants were currently within Column 1 of the NRC
Reactor Oversight Process and Mr. Wardell reported Mr. Garcia has now provided the
answer that there are 87 nuclear power plants currently in Column 1, with 6 plants now
in the regulatory response column.

Mr. John Geesman representing the Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility was recognized.
Mr. Geesman stated there were distinct and different perspectives on the quality,
diligence and thoroughness of NRC inspections and NRC oversight. He directed the
Committee's attention to a report by the NRC Office of the Inspector General (OIG) which
reviewed various inspections associated with the pipe rupture of the DCPP Auxiliary
Feedwater System which he described as among the top ten most risk-important
systems. He stated the OIG's report concluded there was concern about the appearance
of less than optimal regulatory oversight. He observed the NRC inspectors did respond
and disputed the OIG's findings but the Inspector General stood by the conclusion in the
report. Drs. Budnitz and Lam responded and stated that the DCISC reviewed the OIG
report cited by Mr. Geesman but the Committee does not rely or base its independent
judgment on the NRC's reports, but they acknowledged the OIG report is relevant to the
Committee's inquiry.

Mr. Tom Marre was recognized. Mr. Marre commented he believes DCPP is a target for a
cyber security attack which he described as being a huge issue. He asked for the DCISC's
comments. Dr. Peterson replied and stated with respect to the different analog and
digital systems in the plant it is important to understand they are segregated by function.
He reported many reactor safety features are intrinsic physical responses of the reactor
system itself which are designed to have negative temperature feedback for both the fuel
and the coolant temperatures so that in cases where those temperatures rise, the fission
reaction will slow down and stop. In addition there are basic reactor safety functions that
involve insertion of control rods and shutdown elements to stop the fission reaction and
to remove decay heat. Dr. Peterson  observed the equipment that performs those safety
functions is controlled by the Eagle 21 Reactor Protection System, a system from the
1980s which has no USB connections or anything of that nature and which has a reliable
safety-related power supply. These systems are afforded the highest level of cyber
security protection. Plant control involving non-safety related functions are also isolated
and segregated and use modern digital technology. Dr. Peterson stated modern
technology comes with a set of additional risks with respect to cyber security. He
observed the ability to use sensors and Wi-Fi to collect and monitor plant health data and
thereby improve reliability and safety has enormous potential to improve opportunities
for detecting degradation and those systems are isolated from the control and protection
systems by data diodes which thereby lower the potential consequences of a cyber
attack. He emphasized that segregation is a critical element for cyber security but there
are also inadvertent errors that plant personnel can make and there are human factor
protocols employed to reduce the risk of mistakes that may cause problems and these
also have security benefits and are better investment of resources than having armed



security. Mr. Tyman agreed and commented the NRC cyber security requirements
mandate layers of defense in depth in protecting the highest risk components and look
holistically at protecting all components.

In response to Dr. Kadak's inquiry concerning DCPP's response to the NRC's conclusions
in the PI&R Inspection Report Mr. Tyman stated DCPP's individual corrective action is to
provide reinforcement to personnel through a dialogue on the expectations within
procedures that are already defined, and the plant's response is still in the corrective
action stage with appropriate corrective actions and procedural changes  being evaluated
but Mr. Tyman stated it is up to DCPP employees to be able to identify the expectations
for entering items into the Corrective Action Program. Mr. Tyman and Mr. Garcia offered
to review this issue during a future fact finding. In response to Dr. Kadak's inquiry as to
how many notifications are cleared each day Mr. Tyman stated the risk-informed
approach described earlier by Dr. Budnitz is employed which provides a matrix of
prioritization which is then implemented based on risk significance.

Mr. G. Bruce Severance was recognized. Mr. Severance stated he remains concerned
about risk assessment of the Failure Modes and Effects Analysis (FMEA) as to whether or
not NRC regulations require the FMEAs in a license extension application included in the
Safety Analysis Report (SAR) to provide an assessment of radiological embrittlement in
combination with a design basis event such as an earthquake or a tsunami resulting in
multiple system interaction and failure modes. He asked whether anyone on the
Committee could provide a yes or no answer to his question. Dr. Budnitz confirmed that
if an earthquake were to trigger cold water injection that could lead to pressurized
thermal shock that scenario is required to be a part of the other scenarios. Dr. Lam
reminded Mr. Severance that comments at this time are reserved for the speaker's
presentation.

Dr. Lam asked Mr. Jones to introduce the next speaker. Mr. Jones then called upon Site
Vice President Mr. Adam Peck, who made a presentation to the Committee earlier during
this public meeting, to make the next presentation.

Results of the 2022 Operating Plan and Key Elements of the 2023 Operating Plan.

Mr. Peck stated he would be discussing the values, beliefs and behaviors DCPP expects
from plant personnel including results of the 2022 Operating Plan and a review of the
2023 Operating Plan.

For 2022 Mr. Peck stated the State of California asked DCPP to determine what would be
required for continued operation of the power plant. During 2022 DCPP continued to
remain in the highest performance category for the NRC and conducted two refueling
outages, for Unit 1 in the spring and for Unit 2 in the fall. Both outages, which Mr. Peck
described as complex undertaking with over 10,000 different activities were completed
with no challenges to nuclear safety or human performance issues. Mr. Peck reviewed
and discussed with the Committee the results of the 2022 Operating Plan goals which he
described as essentially representing safety goals as follows:



Metric Goal Actual
Reliability & Safety
Indicator     (10 metrics)

≥94.0 96.0

1R23 Cumulative Outage
Radiation Exposure

≤18.35 Person REM 18.33 Person REM

2R23 Cumulative Outage
Radiation Exposure

≤14.80 Person REM 14.21 Person REM

Days Away, Restricted or
Transferred Cases

1st Quartile 1st Quartile

Lost Work-Day Cases 1st Quartile 1st Quartile
Regulatory Findings No Significant No Significant
NRC Reactor Oversight
Process

Column 1 & No Cross-
cutting issues

Column 1 & No Cross-
cutting issues

In response to Dr. Kadak's question Mr. Peck explained the Reliability & Safety Indicator
is a combination metric that measures ten sub metrics including dose, on-line reliability,
loss factor to scrams and shutdowns, chemistry effectiveness, and safety-related system
availability among others. He explained the lost workday and days away metrics were
federal Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) metrics of industrial safety
performance.

Mr. Peck identified, discussed and described the elements of PG&Es' corporate culture
 instilled under the leadership of PG&E's Chief Executive Officer Ms. Patricia Poppe which
include the alignment of the concepts of purpose, virtues, and stands, that is, what the
corporation intends to deliver, with the work of operating DCPP. Dr. Lam remarked
during his almost 15 years of service on the DCISC these were the most compassionate
corporate statements that he has seen. Mr. Peck described the mission of DCPP as to
safely generate clean, reliable and affordable energy which under SB846 benefits all
Californians. He stated the DCPP workforce needs to earn the right each day to continue
to operate the plant and to hold each other accountable for the standards set and to
plan, prepare and execute work correctly the first time. He described DCPP as a learning
organization striving to pursue continuous improvement with vigor and as a team. He
cited the three pillars to exemplary performance in generation excellence as consisting of
rigorous use of performance improvement tools and the Corrective Action Program,
excellence in equipment reliability, and safe and event-free operation. Mr. Peck stated
Ms. Poppe has brought to PG&E the concept of the lean operating system which he
described as distilling what is desired to be achieved and then ensuring progress to that
goal is measured correctly. Mr. Peck reported this concept includes visual management,
problem solving, standard work and operating reviews.

Mr. Peck described the key work projects and initiatives for 2023 as including:

→        Maintain 1st quartile safety performance,

→        Achieve state approvals supporting potential continued operations through 2030,



→        Submit license renewal application to the NRC and meet all license renewal
milestones,

→        Safe execution of Unit 1 refueling outage (1R24),

→        Continued operations project work (PMO++), and

→        Retention of key personnel following the end of the Tier 2 retention period.

In response to Dr. Kadak query Mr. Peck stated each DCPP department and each
department director has individual metrics and their own key performance indictors and
the metrics he discussed in his presentation were station metrics. He reported daily
operating reviews are conducted that start with the workers and supervisors out in the
plant, including Mr. Peck and his staff, and then move to reports to the Chief Nuclear
Officer and to PG&E's Chief Executive Officer. He reported operating metrics are also
reviewed on a broader scale and perspective during daily and monthly reviews. In
response to Dr. Kadak's question Mr. Peck stated PG&E conducts performance reviews of
all employees and all their goals are related to safety, there is no requirement through
the goals set to generate a certain amount of megawatt hours each year and Mr. Peck
observed that safety typically begets reliability. Mr. Jones observed with reference to the
2030 date cited in Mr. Peck's report that DCPP is applying for a twenty year license
extension in order to afford the state the opportunity and ability to utilize DCPP as a
resource for as long as it needs to in order to meet the state's energy policy goals. Dr.
Budnitz observed the principal motivating factor by the state in creating the DCISC, with
its charter to do an independent review and provide recommendation and evaluations of
plant safety, was the concern that PG&E might prioritize producing electricity over safety.

XXVI ADJOURN MORNING MEETING

The morning meeting of the Diablo Canyon Independent Safety Committee was
adjourned by the Chair at 12:20 p.m.

XXVII RECONVENE FOR AFTERNOON MEETING

The February 16, 2023, afternoon public meeting of the Diablo Canyon Independent
Safety Committee was called to order by its Chair, Dr. Peter Lam at 1:15 p.m. Dr. Lam
welcomed those persons attending in person and by Zoom Webinar and watching the
proceedings on live streaming video.

XXVIII COMMITTEE MEMBER COMMENTS

There were no comments by members at this time.

XXIX  PUBLIC COMMENTS AND COMMUNICATION

The Chair reviewed the invitation to address remarks to the Committee on matters not
on the agenda for this public meeting and invited any comments from members of the
public who wished to address the Committee to do so now.



Ms. Donna Gilmore was recognized. Ms. Gilmore stated the recent NRC [PI&R] inspection
report found some employees were concerned that some of safety items were not going
to be completed but it did not identify those safety items. Ms. Gilmore inquired if there
was additional information available concerning those safety items. Consultant
McWhorter responded the DCISC has scheduled a fact finding in April 2023 to review this
matter. Ms. Gilmore further commented concerning the EOS system [i.e., the Orano
NUHOMS spent fuel storage canister system] that she wanted to make people aware the
NRC does not give credit for preventing criticality during dry storage. She stated the
canisters contain boron to prevent criticality while the fuel is being moved from the spent
fuel pool to the dry storage overpack cask. The Chair thanked Ms. Gilmore for her
comments.

Ms. Kaylene Walker was recognized. Ms. Walker stated her concern was with the dry
storage canisters due to their being prone to cracking. She stated she was further
concerned about the inspection process and the repair technology for which claims have
been made as to its viability. She stated the NRC has not evaluated or approved this
technology nor has the NRC evaluated or approved placing a problem canister into an
overpack cask. She stated she questions the assurance that these canisters are all
completely safe. Dr. Lam responded and stated the issues discussed by Ms. Walker were
significant issues to be monitored and the availability of a national nuclear waste
repository remains far in the future. Dr. Budnitz observed the in context of Ms. Walker's
statement that the canisters are completely safe, the DCISC has never used those words
and it is important to recognize there is a distinction between the concepts of adequately
safe and completely safe and there is nothing in the world that is completely safe. Dr.
Budnitz commented engineers use analyses and experiments to reach a judgment or
conclusion that something is adequately safe and therefore a criterion exists against
which the word "adequately" can be calibrated. Ms. Walker stated she agreed but the
NRC and the industry are continually assuring the public the dry storage system for spent
nuclear fuel is safe and she remarked she saw no contingency plans if there was a
problem. Dr. Budnitz stated these were perfectly valid concerns and it is entirely proper
to question the criteria by which something is judged to be safe and whether the criteria
are adequately supported. Ms. Walker responded in that case there should be a
contingency plan and a verified corrective action program in place and the NRC's
response to her on this matter if there was a problem the industry would propose a
course of action which the NRC would then evaluate, and Ms. Walker stated her belief
this would be too late.

Dr. Peterson stated it is important to understand the transport casks for the dry storage
canisters are designed such that no credit is required or taken for the leak integrity of
the canister. He remarked this was an important consideration for the Committee in
reaching the conclusion that the spent fuel pools could be decommissioned with adequate
levels of risk because if a canister were to become degraded it could be transferred into a
licensed transportation cask and then transported to where it could be safely opened and
the contents removed. Ms. Walker responded her research revealed the one time the
process described by Dr. Peterson was used at Rocky Point [Big Rock Point Nuclear
Power Plant in Michigan] the overpack cask could be used for only about 18 months and



there is no fuel handling facility in the United States capable of opening a canister and
doing a fuel transfer and no canister has yet been opened in the United States.
Consultant Wardell reported the ISFSI facilities at DCPP include a cask transfer facility
where the Holtec multipurpose canisters are transferred from the transportation cask to a
storage cask using an in-ground facility. Ms. Walker observed this process does not
involve transferring the fuel into a new canister and if the canister is breached that is not
a viable procedure. Mr. Wardell reported the multipurpose canisters are inspected
periodically using robotic techniques and the phenomenon of stress corrosion cracking
happens at a very slow pace and remote welding techniques are available to perform
weld repairs. Ms. Walker commented a nickel spray repair technology proposed for use at
the San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station (SONGS) in southern California has not been
evaluated or approved by the NRC. Consultant McWhorter remarked he believed repairs
can be made in accordance with the existing ASME codes which would be approved by
the NRC.

Dr. Lam remarked when the ISFSI was approved for DCPP and for similar facilities at
other plants those facilities were intended to be short term solutions. He observed the
license for the ISFSI at DCPP will be renewed and as a society and a nation there needs
to be a long term solution. Ms. Walker thanked Dr. Lam and stated she does not have
confidence contingency plans are in place or that the NRC's inspection program is
adequate and it was her belief every canister should be checked on a regular basis. Dr.
Budnitz commented there is a judgment to be made not only about the number and
frequency of inspections but the benefits to be gained or additional engineering insights
produced by an inspection campaign and engineers have made recommendations which
are now part of national policy as to the coverage, frequency and level of detail of those
inspections. He remarked a statement that I want more is not really very helpful to the
public or the Committee. Ms. Walker stated the process at SONGS with the Holtec
system involved a visual assessment that she stated was not in accord with any code and
was inadequate to detect any cracking although she stated precursors to cracking were
seen and carbon particles were found embedded in the stainless steel and what she
described as huge scrapes and gouges were seen on the Holtec system for which she
stated the NRC allowed Holtec to change the Final Safety Analysis Report (FSAR) to allow
for the scraping when previously the FSAR had provided that there would be no metal on
metal contact on loading. She stated these matters were extremely concerning and she
expressed her appreciation to the Committee for its efforts to ensure the system at DCPP
is safe and that a plan is in place as she commented she does not believe the NRC is
doing so.

Ms. Sherry Lewis, a member of Mothers for Peace was recognized. Ms. Lewis stated
problems will always be present and she wondered how long the canisters would last and
how long the radiation will continue. She stated her opinion nuclear power is not a good
technology  because of the expense of making sure the radiation does not affect the
environment and results in the expense of having persons come to the local area to
make sure everything is going right. She observed these problems will continue and
there is no solution. She stated the better solution is to stop creating the waste now.

Ms. Donna Gilmore was again recognized. Ms. Gilmore stated an NRC senior inspector



stated the Holtec canisters do not meet the requirements for inspection repair and that
precursors to cracking were found, but the technology is not in place to actually find the
cracks, measure their depth and direction and characterize the cracks. She added that
the NRC has not evaluated the cold spray technique described by Ms. Walker. Ms.
Gilmore remarked the NRC stated [a canister] could only stay within a transfer cask for
approximately 224 days and in that case the fuel was not high burnup. She reported no
one has requested an evaluation of any kind of overpack, a transport cask, or anything
to be used for storage of what she described as thin-walled canisters and while they can
be placed in transport casks there is a limit as to the time before they would overheat.
Ms. Gilmore stated Holtec's planned procedure for its CIS [consolidated interim storage
facility] in Texas in the event a canister is received that is leaking is to return the
canister to the facility from whence it came, and the NRC appears to accept this
procedure. She remarked  in the event such a canister was placed within a spent fuel
pool it would likely produce a steam flash and therefore the only other option is to use a
hot cell facility, but such facilities no longer exist in the United States. She remarked
there is no plan for when something goes wrong, and the NRC has stated in writing that
once a crack begins it can grow through the wall in sixteen years.

Ms. Sheila Baker, a resident of Sonoma County, was recognized. Ms. Baker cited a
statement from the Governors of New Mexico and Texas that their states will not become
dumping grounds for the nation's spent nuclear fuel due to Congress' failure to identify a
permanent disposal situation for commercial nuclear waste and she questioned what you
do with the waste.

The Chair thanked the members of the public for their remarks.

XXX STAFF & CONSULTANT REPORTS & RECEIVE, APPROVE, AND AUTHORIZE
TRANSMITTAL OF FACT FINDING REPORT TO PG&E

A.  The Chair requested Consultant McWhorter to provide a report on the January 31-
February 1, 2023, fact-finding visit to DCPP with Dr. Lam. Mr. McWhorter reviewed the
topics discussed with PG&E during this visit as follows:

→        SB846 Requirements Regarding Deferred Maintenance – Consultant McWhorter
reported the DCISC Fact-Finding Team (FFT) asked the DCPP representatives how PG&E
intended to address the requirement for an independent consultant to catalog and
evaluate deferred maintenance under the requirements of SB846. He remarked as
addressed during this public meeting the PMO++ process is underway and following that
process DCPP will obtain the services of a company or a university to independently and
credibly review the PMO++ effort. He reported DCPP expects to retain these services late
in the second quarter and to have completed the review by the fourth quarter of 2023.
The FFT found this approach to be appropriate.

→        Plans for Reviewing and Restarting Capital Projects – Mr. McWhorter stated an
issue with terminology exists concerning reviewing and restarting capital projects, which
he described as a subset of the PMO++ process, in that the term "capital projects" in the
strict financial definition sense no longer applies, but in context of extended operation



these projects are the same physical type of projects as what are termed capital
projects. The projects primarily involve major improvements to the plant or major
purchases of spare equipment that may need to be made over the next few years and
the review and decisions as to those projects will come after the completion of the
PMO++ process and the addition of consideration of the availability of spare parts and
the need for improvements to ensure reliability. Consultant McWhorter reported there is
also a time element involved, in that time is required to design and procure equipment,
as an example for the feedwater heaters, and time is required to complete an
installation. He reported the last opportunity to make major changes to the station,
based on the five-year commitment from the state for extended operation, is during
2026-2027 which is the first refueling outage following extended operation. There will
also be a need to review the availability and the potential to procure spare parts, such as
pump motors, for which procurement may have been deferred due to the expectation the
plant would close in 2025. There is also a reliability factor to be considered for some
projects or purchases as depending on the duration of operation some of those projects
or purchases would not otherwise be performed or made. Mr. McWhorter stated the
FFT recommended the Committee should review the plant's conclusions
concerning the restart of capital projects when it is complete, likely by or before
the May 2023 fact finding. 

→        Meet with NRC Senior Resident Inspector – the FFT met with the NRC Senior
Resident Inspector Mr. Mahdi Hayes to discuss the results of the PI&R Inspection. In
response to the FFT's inquiry the Senior Resident reported the resident inspection team
did not feel that the results of the PI&R Inspection were indicative of broader problems at
the station and Mr. McWhorter reported the Committee has plans to follow up on
the PI&R Inspection during a future fact-finding.

→        Engineering Department Update – Consultant McWhorter reported the work of the
Engineering Department is ramping up quickly and in response a fourth group has been
reactivated in the department, that group being the Design and Project Engineering
Group. This group is responsible for the design and oversight of major projects. Prior to
the adoption of SB846 the Engineering Department staff was planned to consist of 103
persons by the end of 2022, while currently the Department is planning to have a staff of
approximately 130 persons and to reach 140 persons before the end of 2023. In
response to Consultant Wardell's inquiry Mr. McWhorter stated those numbers do not
include contractor personnel but it may be expected that DCPP will use a contractor
engineer of record for some of the design engineering and also employ contract
engineers for license renewal work including development of aging management plans.
Mr. McWhorter reported Engineering Department staffing will likely be impacted by the
conclusion of Tier 2 of the Employee Retention Program. He reported the Department's
performance indicators, generated internally and externally, were all in Green status and
showing steady or improving trends. The FFT concluded the Engineering
Department's performance is strong and the DCISC should review the
Department's performance again in one year.

→        Technical Review of New [Orano manufactured] Spent Fuel Storage System – the
FFT led by Dr. Kadak reviewed the responses to questions posed by the Committee FFT



including concerning the seismic design and analysis for which a site-specific analysis
using the specific design basis earthquake will be used to determine whether the site-
specific analysis is bounded within the currently licensed seismic analysis. This review is
intended to address whether there are any changes to the license needed for use of the
new spent fuel storage system. The seismic review is expected to be complete in
the second quarter of 2023 and the FFT recommended the Committee review
the site-specific analysis when it is complete. Mr. McWhorter reported there may be
some elements of the analysis which contain proprietary or security related information.
The FFT reviewed the spacing of the horizontal storage modules (HSMs) and the analysis
performed as to their sliding or tipping and reviewed the process of aligning and loading
the dry storage canisters (DSCs) into the HSMs to ensure the rails do not scratch the
DSCs. Mr. McWhorter reported that were the helium to leak from the DSCs the fuel would
not overheat as the helium is not required for the thermal analysis. The FFT discussed
the approaches to addressing cracks in the DSCs and inspections and repairs of the DSCs
and the DCISC representatives were satisfied with the approach Orano is using to
address long-term viability of the storage system in addressing those issues. Mr.
McWhorter reported Orano has applied for Certificate of Compliance Amendment No. 4
which Mr. McWhorter described as critical for loading fuel assemblies with a higher head
loading and that would be necessary for a rapid offload of the spent fuel pools under the
2024-2025 dates for plant shutdown. He stated if approved by the NRC the amendment
would apply to the heat load analysis for pressurized water reactors such as those at
DCPP. Mr. McWhorter reported the amendment is expected to be issued sometime late in
2024. He stated after the November 2022 fact-finding and this January 2023 fact-finding
the FFT was satisfied with the information provided by Orano and believes the system is
adequately designed to ensure safety. Mr. McWhorter stated the Committee should
continue to follow any technical issues on an as needed basis as well as the
final site-specific seismic evaluation.

→        Auxiliary Saltwater System – this system is used to provide cooling to the
Component Cooling Water System and to transfer heat to the ultimate heat sink [the
Pacific Ocean]. Mr. McWhorter reported that in general these two systems are in good
health with the health status Green for both. There are still some open corrective actions
for a motor ground issue from 2021 and some degradation of gate covers used at the
Intake structure to isolate the Intake bays for maintenance that remain to be addressed
but these have been clearly identified. The FFT also discussed the issue of the possible
increase in ocean water temperature exceeding the limits currently used in the design
basis. Mr. McWhorter reported DCPP is aware that there is a potentially higher margin
available in the systems and has a draft prompt operability assessment to justify
continuing operation prepared for submission to the NRC should the ocean temperatures
exceed the design basis. A decision has not been made if that strategy will be continued
into a period of extended operation. Consultant McWhorter reported the FFT found
the Auxiliary Saltwater System to be in good health with no major issues. The
team does believe that using available funds to have a vendor update the
calculation for ultimate heat sink maximum temperature would be appropriate
if operations are extended and this would be reviewed in the context of the
Committee's review of future projects.



→        Turbine and Generator Systems – Mr. McWhorter reported this was a routine
review by the FFT of this non-safety related system although he commented performance
of the Turbine and Generator Systems can cause transients and affect safety systems.
He reported the three low pressure turbines on each unit are in good health and have
completed their ten-year in-service inspections. The high pressure turbines for each unit
are original equipment and are technically beyond their design life although calculations
have justified their continued operation. Mr. McWhorter reported with extended operation
the high pressure turbines may be candidates for reblading or possibly replacement. He
reported the Generators are in good health and the corrective actions for the vibration
experienced previously by the Unit 2 Main Generator were shown by inspections during
the most recent refueling outage for Unit 2 to have remained low and there was no
evidence of internal degradation found. Associated equipment, including the exciters are
in good condition but Mr. McWhorter stated that as original equipment they could be on
the list for replacement during extended operation. Mr. McWhorter remarked
replacement of the exciters is a good example of a replacement that might be made
primarily for purposes of reliability and to decrease the possibility of failure. The FFT
concluded the Turbine and Generator Systems are in good health but with components
that may be candidates for replacement if operations are extended.

→        Cyber Security Update – the FFT met briefly with Mr. Tyman and received the
same information provided by Mr. Tyman earlier during this public meeting.

→        FLEX Program Capabilities During a Seismic Event – Consultant McWhorter stated
the FLEX Program provides capabilities during a seismic event and the FFT inquired how
are FLEX capacities currently modeled in the plant's PRA and found there was only one
such specific FLEX strategy modeled in the PRA providing for the cross-tying of DC [direct
current] batteries in the event of the loss of all AC [alternating current] power which he
stated could typically result from a turbine failure caused by a major fire or an
earthquake. Mr. McWhorter stated this strategy was considered appropriate for inclusion
in the PRA as it is a Phase One strategy, that is,  a strategy that can be completed with
installed equipment in the plant which provides assurance that the time involved would
be effective for use in the PRA context. Strategies requiring external equipment are
Phase Two strategies. Mr. McWhorter stated there was another item being considered for
inclusion in the PRA but it was related to a fire event and not specific to a seismic event.
Dr. Peterson commented the seismic risk at the plant is mitigated due to the design and
the PRA for the plant response concludes that the residual risk is very small and the role
of FLEX is to address the residual risk that a seismic event could cause damage that
would disable safety systems and potentially lead to core damage and the release of
radioactive material. Because FLEX plays such an important role it is necessary that it be
based upon realistic scenarios including the types of challenges that could exist for plant
staff to implement FLEX. Dr. Peterson remarked that given there is substantial
uncertainty now associated with both response times and physical access it is necessary
to make sure FLEX planning is appropriate to deal with seismic events. Dr. Peterson
recommended, and Mr. McWhorter confirmed the Fact Finding Report suggests,
that FLEX be an area of focus for the Committee in the future both in general
and for use of FLEX in post-seismic events. Dr. Peterson and Consultant McWhorter



observed FLEX equipment is not at the present time reducing the calculation of residual
risk in the current PRA, although it is present and available to mitigate an accident. Dr.
Peterson remarked the FLEX equipment stored near the ISFSI and inside the new DCPP
Fire Station building is well protected and not at risk. Dr. Peterson remarked it is also
important to ensure the plant staff who will be the first FLEX responders have the
resources and training they need to respond effectively.

Dr. Lam stated that he understood comments by Dr. Budnitz to be that beyond design
basis accident scenarios involving seismic activity are unlikely and the comments by Dr.
Peterson to be that the FLEX strategy has merit in reducing residual risk and he observed
DCPP is in compliance with all federal regulations. Dr. Lam then reported during the fact
finding visit he was informed there are four dominant scenarios for a beyond design basis
seismic event: (1) for some beyond design basis seismic events the containment may
move laterally, (2) steam generator structural integrity may fail, (3) the Auxiliary
Building may collapse, and (4) the Turbine Building may not survive structurally. He
recalled Dr. Budnitz statement earlier in this meeting that force of a certain size to cause
a 6g movement is extremely rare, occurring perhaps once in one million years. Dr. Lam
suggested the Committee conduct fact-finding and make further inquiry
concerning the parameter or the magnitude for such seismic movement for the
four dominant beyond design basis seismic events. Dr. Lam commented that a
facility cannot be designed against a very low frequency initiator and perhaps these
scenarios can be dismissed on probability considerations. Dr. Lam observed if his
recollection was correct the forces involved may be only two or three times
bigger than the Hosgri plus 25% and he asked that Drs. Budnitz or Peterson
make that inquiry as to what forces were discussed.

Dr. Budnitz commented that one of the scenarios the seismic PRA identifies and analyzes
is an extremely large earthquake that could compromise a containment structure such
that the exterior shell would no longer act as a containment. He remarked such failures
are difficult to analyze and there was a reasonable probability that such a failure would
compromise the penetrations through which gas and water pass into and out of
containment. Because such an analysis is so difficult the analysts assume that a core
damage accident results and if that assumption is made the likelihood of that particular
core damage accident requires an earthquake of approximately 5g or 6g, an earthquake
of a magnitude Dr. Budnitz later described as beyond comprehension in a normal world
and Dr. Budnitz observed there has never been an earthquake of that size anywhere on
earth in recorded history, although there is geological evidence that such events have
occurred in the past, millennia or millions of years ago. However, that the civil engineers
have determined that it would take an event of this magnitude to produce this
compromise is an important insight. The probability assessment from the site-specific
seismic hazard analysis performed five or six years ago, with what Dr. Budnitz described
as a great deal of uncertainty, was that such an earthquake would have a probability of
around ~1+10-6 per year which he stated in a stationary poisson process would mean
every million years. He observed this constitutes information concerning one of the
dominant sequences. Dr. Budnitz remarked that the question of what one might do to
reduce either the probability or the consequences of such an event would be worth



asking if the probability was determined to be worrisome, but the general tone of the
engineering approach to facilities such as DCPP is that events that happen with a
probability of about once in a million years or rarer are too low in probability to be of
concern. On the other hand, Dr. Budnitz remarked if one could sort out what the actual
damage and the subsequent sequence of events was ,then you could ask the question
whether something could be done to the design to reduce the damage or if something
could be done in response to reduce the consequences including perhaps the deployment
of FLEX equipment. But Dr. Budnitz observed if you judge that one in a million years is
lower than your level of concern then that is a question you need not answer but it
represents a judgment that must be made. Dr. Budnitz remarked that if you ask the
question whether FLEX equipment could help mitigate an accident you cannot answer
that question until you define the accident, but defining the accident is very complex and
he remarked it is too complex to be done in a simple way. Dr. Budnitz then offered an
alternate scenario where some cabinets in the control room might be damaged in an
earthquake and after analysis it is concluded that a core damage accident results, but he
remarked in that case it would be possible to develop mitigating actions or design
changes that could be implemented to reduce the consequences. Again he commented
these are complex questions for PG&E and the Committee about when intervening in the
design or the response is beneficial enough that it would warrant the analysis required.
Dr. Budnitz remarked this is not a complex question for the NRC because the NRC has
already concluded in the Safety Evaluation Report (SER) that the risk is acceptably low.

Dr. Lam observed the NRC would also not allow relitigating the seismic design basis and
it is possible that nature could deliver an accident in excess of the design basis. Dr.
Peterson remarked there is amplification that occurs inside structures where substantially
higher accelerations are produced at locations higher within a structure and this is
further complicated by the soil and the structure's base. Dr. Lam then suggested that
during future fact-finding the Committee confirm what Dr. Budnitz indicated,
and he stated he remembered hearing about 2g to 3g. Dr. Budnitz stated the
DCISC should inquire concerning which are the important seismic sequences of
concern and for each whether the Committee can answer the question FLEX
exists but is not in the analysis yet, is there some FLEX intervention that could
reduce each one of those sequences. He remarked the conclusion of the FLEX
inquiry is to see if FLEX capabilities will or perhaps will not substantially
improve the safety of the plant even if the Committee judges the plant is safe
enough as it is. Dr. Lam requested a future fact-finding team to confirm or deny
the 5g or 6g observation as that was not the number the January FFT was
briefed on, and Dr. Lam stated the FFT was told for forces of two or two and
one-half times the margin in the design basis could result in  the four scenarios
he described. Consultant McWhorter concluded this segment of his presentation by
stating the FFT learned the seismic qualification requirement for FLEX equipment is the
design basis earthquake, the Hosgri acceleration spectrum plus 25%, and each piece of
FLEX equipment must meet that standard. 

→        Plant Tour – The DCISC representatives toured the FLEX equipment storage areas
including the Fire Station and inspected the temporary intake strainers that can be



placed into the Intake Cove with hoses then connected to provide an alternate source of
water from the Intake structure. Consultant McWhorter commented the FLEX equipment
at the Fire Station was in good condition, properly stored and well tied down and the Fire
Station, a steel structure more robust than typical for a metal building, is constructed to
the FLEX seismic qualifications, that is, the Hosgri earthquake plus 25%.

→        Plant Health Committee Meeting – Consultant McWhorter reported that this
meeting was cancelled.

→        Meetings with DCPP Officers – Dr. Lam met with Site Vice President Mr. Adam
Peck and Vice President for Decommissioning and Technical Services Ms. Maureen
Zawalick.

→        Licensee Event Report (LER) Review – Consultant McWhorter reported Mr. Tyman
briefed the FFT on the same LER discussed previously during this meeting. He stated the
event stemmed from an inspection at the 91' foot level of Unit 2 Containment by the in-
service inspection engineers for boric acid leaks which leaks can cause corrosion. The
engineers spotted a white deposit on the overhead, after which scaffolding was
constructed, the insulation removed, and the presence of boric acid confirmed on a 2"
vacuum fill line coming off the Loop 1 Reactor Coolant System cold leg. Mr. McWhorter
stated there was no active leakage when the boric acid was discovered but there was
evidence of leakage when the plant was operating at full pressure and temperature. He
displayed photos of the as-found condition and the 2" line which passes in front of the
accumulator. Expert examination of the weld concluded this was probably the result of an
arc strike that occurred during installation of a modification during the 1990s. Mr.
McWhorter stated it was concluded under the mechanical engineering codes a weld
overlay would be appropriate and an overlay was installed, but he remarked the overlay
will likely be replaced during the next refueling outage to address the root cause
evaluation. The FFT concluded the event had very little safety significance and was a
good catch by the in-service inspection engineers. Mr. McWhorter reported the DCISC
should review the root cause evaluation once it is complete.

→        SB846 Requirements Regarding an Updated Seismic Assessment – Mr. McWhorter
reported the specific requirement is a covenant that the operator of DCPP [PG&E] will
conduct and update the seismic assessment. DCPP reported it is continuing to work with
the Department of Water Resources (DWR) to confirm the plan which he described as
compiling all the existing seismic data, including any new information, and to then
proceed to evaluate the data using the Senior Seismic Hazard Analysis Committee
(SSHAC) process, initiate any updated calculations that might be needed, and then
prepare a report to be submitted to the DWR. The FFT concluded this approach appeared
appropriate and Mr. McWhorter stated the FFT was pleased the independent assessment
would use a multi-expert review process.

→        Self-Assessment Program – Consultant McWhorter stated this was a routine
review and the program was found by the FFT to be in good health. He reported the
number of reviews performed in 2022 was slightly less than in 2021 due to 2022 being a
two refueling outage year. The results of all self-assessments are entered into the



Corrective Action Program and the DCISC regularly receives copies and has found the
Self-Assessment Program to be active and effective in improving station performance.

→        Motor-Operated Valve (MOV) Program – Mr. McWhorter reported this program
tests and maintains valves that are important to safety across both the units. The MOV
Program performs baseline testing and periodic pre-overhaul and post-maintenance
testing on each MOV. These tests are generally performed every three cycles, that is,
over a four and one half year period, with no major issues having been found with any
valves and with some notifications submitted for minor issues. Consultant McWhorter
reported the MOV components are in good health, but the program is in White health
status due to the program engineer not having a backup on site. Recruiting for this
position is currently underway and Mr. McWhorter described this as a critical position. He
reported the stem leakage which occurred on Residual Heat Removal (RHR) Valve 2-
8702, and the open items for follow up on that issue, incorporates some aspects of the
MOV Program.

The Chair called for public comment on Mr. McWhorter's report.

  Ms. Donna Gilmore was recognized. In response to Ms. Gilmore's statements concerning
the need for a seismic evaluation of the waste storage canisters due to their
pressurization with helium and the resulting reduction that maximum pressurization in
the event of a loss of helium due to a partial crack caused by a small earthquake Mr.
McWhorter replied that the ISFSI is not included in the seismic PRA, however, the spent
fuel pools are included as they are a plant component. Dr. Budnitz replied several years
ago a thorough study of the seismic performance of the Holtec system by the B. John
Garrick Institute for Risk Sciences was commissioned by PG&E and reviewed by the
DCISC and that study is in the public domain. He reported the seismic evaluation of the
new Orano system has not been reviewed by the DCISC and that  analysis is still being
prepared.

Mr. John Geesman representing the Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility was recognized.
Mr. Geesman stated he had three general areas of inquiry concerning Mr. McWhorter's
report. He described the scope of the seismic update PG&E is required by SB846 to
perform as the point of maximum leverage for the Committee and he strongly urged the
Committee to include in its input concerning the scope of that report that the report
include an update of the 2010 Enercon report on non-safety systems, structures and
components and the impact on them of a design basis earthquake. Mr. Geesman stated
the Enercon study identified as one of the principal risks to the operation of the plant
after an earthquake as being to the turbine bearings which the Enercon study found
might require an outage of a year or more duration. He commented with a $1.4 billion
taxpayer loan to PG&E to extend DCPP operation it would be prudent to use some of
those funds to update the Enercon study and he remarked he believes the DCISC as the
repository of the state's technical expertise on seismic matters would be regarded as
severely deficient in the performance of its duties if it did not insist upon that update.

Mr. Geesman next observed that when PG&E was considering relicensing the plant for
twenty years, plans were made to replace all of the feedwater heaters and in Mr.



McWhorter's report it was mentioned there could be constraints on the procurement of
replacement components. Mr. Geesman inquired as to how many feedwater heaters were
intended to be replaced and on what timeline. He commented this raises the question of
attaching as much detail as possible to the report specifically about maintenance projects
and the capital projects that are being considered and while he acknowledged there may
be confidentiality issues, he urged the Committee to disclose as much detail as possible
to the public.

Mr. Geesman stated he remains concerning about the Engineering Department and the
fact that the fact finding report provided what he described as a 180 degree deviation
from the language used in the NRC's evaluation in the PI&R Report which was conducted
contemporaneous with the fact finding. He further commented that there was concern
regarding 40% of the Engineering Department that will be new hires over the next year
as 2024 is probably the most significant year for the Engineering Department since the
plant began operation. He stated concern is also warranted regarding workforce retention
and PG&E had planned to rely on enhanced severance payments to retain employees
during 2023-2025 to be paid out of the decommissioning trust funds but as withdrawals
from the trust have not been approved by the CPUC, or possibly even requested, if
decommissioning does not go forward immediately a replacement source for those funds
will be necessary. He stated he hoped future DCISC fact-finding will focus on those types
of questions.

Ms. Kalene Walker was recognized. Ms. Walker stated she was hoping for clarification on
the loss of helium to which Mr. McWhorter responded the FFT found the loss of helium
was not an issue from a thermal point of view as helium is not required for heat transfer
inside the Orano DSC. With respect to inspection, detection, and repair of cracks this was
discussed with Orano and the answer from Orano was that if a crack were to occur
addressing it was out of the scope of the regulations in Orano's current license
basis and Mr. McWhorter commented the Committee's path forward should be
to monitor industry activity in this area and he stated a report is expected to be
issued soon by the Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI) on the probability
and the consequences of a through-wall leak from a spent fuel storage canister.
Mr. McWhorter further stated many persons in the nuclear field suspect the
consequences are very low with very little radiation released. Ms. Walker stated she
found such an assumption to be dangerous as spent fuel oxidation is a consideration
which she asked the DCISC to review. Mr. McWhorter replied his statement was based on
engineering knowledge of the materials of the fuel rods and the composition of the
fission products, meaning gaseous versus solid, and other factors. In response to Ms.
Walker's comment that losing the inert environment would place the canister outside of
compliance with NRC regulation Dr. Peterson observed the fuel's zirconium cladding and
other structural materials are sufficiently robust that they can spent four and one half
years in a reactor at very high temperature aqueous environment at high pressure under
very high radiation levels and the conditions for the fuel under dry storage are
significantly less than it experiences while in the reactor and therefore it is not expected
to see substantial degradation after the fuel is removed.

Ms. Donna Gilmore was again recognized. Ms. Gilmore stated helium was used to prevent



oxidation and to stop an explosion. She stated this is a significant issue as each canister
has a radioactivity of approximately what was released by the 1986 Chernobyl disaster.
She directed the Committee's attention to a report prepared in 2019 by Sandia National
Laboratory for the Department of Energy that moved the priority of stress corrosion
cracking up to a number one ranked priority and determined that due to the short term
risk this issue needed to be reviewed as  it would need to be addressed by an onsite dry
storage system hot cell facility. She observed there are various scenarios for a hydrogen
explosion involving zirconium hydride and there are criticality risks should unborated
water be allowed to enter a canister.

Mr. Robert Anderson was recognized. Mr. Anderson inquired as to the SSHAC process
that might be proposed by PG&E for review of the seismic assessment required by
SB846. Dr. Budnitz replied and explained the SSHAC process has four different processes
and a SSHAC Level 1 process involves one or two experts and a peer review and
although he has not seen PG&E's proposal it is his opinion that PG&E will propose using
the SSHAC Level 1 process in preparing the study required as a covenant under the loan
from DWR. Dr. Budnitz observed that while it has certain rigorous steps, the SSHAC
Level 1 process is not a long, detailed and complex process. Subsequently Senior
Director Tom Jones confirmed that PG&E's tentative plan is to employ a Level 1 SSHAC
review. Mr. Anderson commented that during the discussion of ground acceleration based
on the Hosgri scenario there was no mention of duration which he stated should be
considered in terms of ground motion as it will lead to velocity changes and also to
displacement. Dr. Budnitz agreed and he commented it is more than just the magnitude
of the ground motion acceleration parameter, it is the frequency spectrum. He agreed
the duration of a seismic event sometimes brings in a velocity component as well as an
acceleration component and sometimes a displacement component although Dr. Budnitz
stated the displacement component was very modest for the DCPP site.   

Upon a motion made by Dr. Peterson, seconded by Dr. Budnitz, the January 31-February
1, 2023 Fact Finding Report was approved, along with a resolution certifying its approval,
by the DCISC. The report will become a part of the Committee's 33rd Annual Report.

XXXI INFORMATION ITEMS BEFORE THE COMMITTEE (Cont'd.)

Dr. Lam requested Mr. Jones to introduce the next speaker.

Mr. Jones introduced the Director of Strategic Initiatives, Mr. Phillipe Soenen, who has
made presentations to the Committee in the past in his previous capacity as Licensing
Manager for Decommissioning Environmental Activities. Mr. Jones reported Mr. Soenen
holds a Bachelor of Science Degree in Mechanical Engineering from the University of
California at San Diego. Mr. Soenen has more than twenty years of experience in the
nuclear industry including holding a number of positions at DCPP including Licensing
Supervisor, Project Manager for License Renewal, and as Licensing Engineer for the
original DCPP and Humboldt Bay Nuclear Power Plant ISFSI applications for dry cask
storage facilities.

Spent Fuel Management Update



Mr. Soenen reported that for the current spent fuel dry storage system DCPP has in place
at the ISFSI the 58 casks of the Holtec HI STORM 100 SA system which he described as
a vertically seismically anchored system with each cask containing a multipurpose
canister holding up to 32 fuel assemblies. In 2022 PG&E entered into a contract with
Orano to employ Orano's NUHOMS Extended Optimized Storage (EOS) for
decommissioning which Mr. Soenen described as a horizontal design with each dry
storage canister storing up to 37 fuel assemblies. In response to SB846 there have been
revisions required to spent fuel offload campaign planning as a result of  the prospect for
continued operation. For decommissioning as planned in 2024 and 2025 the spent fuel
offload campaign, planning was done in accordance with there being sufficient fuel
storage available in the spent fuel pools to accommodate all spent fuel not already in dry
storage through the end of the operating licenses. With the need to address possible
extended operation Mr. Soenen reported DCPP now needs to plan for an offload from wet
to dry storage in order to be able to maintain a full core offload capacity if operation
continues. Mr. Soenen reported such an offload campaign is currently being evaluated for
the implementation of the Orano system for decommissioning and extended operation. In
response to Consultant McWhorter's question Mr. Soenen replied a decision is expected
on the matter of an offload for continued operation during the first quarter of 2023 and
he confirmed there needs to be space available in the spent fuel pools for refueling
outages with full core offloads for both units during a period of extended operation after
2024-2025. Mr. Soenen confirmed there are no issues with the availability of space in the
spent fuel pools following the next outages, as a full core offload was built into
decommissioning offload plans.

In response to Dr. Kadak's questions Mr. Soenen replied the 58 Holtec casks now at the
ISFSI are located on ISFSI pads 1-3 and pads 4-7 have been constructed but are as yet
unoccupied and designed for the Holtec system. He reported PG&E is now in a decision
process as to the selection of the system to be used for a pre-shutdown offload for
continued operation but he commented the space already exists at the ISFSI to store all
the fuel required for 40 years of operation and Mr. Soenen confirmed DCPP does have
the capacity within the spent fuel pools to maintain any additional operation at that time.
Beyond 40 years the fuel will either be within dry storage or wet storage and DCPP is
investigating whether an interim storage facility may become operational for offsite
storage, but if not the plant has the option of maintaining fuel in wet storage when the
dry cask storage capacity is reached as well as the option to build additional dry cask
storage. Mr. Jones stated because of the NRC-imposed requirements of Regulation

B.5.b[13]
  extended operation will greatly slow the loading pattern of spent fuel to the

ISFSI as DCPP will always be required to maintain 772 assemblies in the spent fuel pools.
Under the loading campaign for decommissioning circa 2024-2025 the entirety of the
ISFSI pads was expected to be filled by 2027, under a license extension scenario that
date is likely now 2033 or 2035 as less fuel will be unloaded from the spent fuel pools in
order to maintain minimum inventory of 772 assemblies. Dr. Peterson stated the B.5.b
requirement is a safety requirement to have all the assemblies in cells adjacent to freshly
offloaded assemblies occupied by older assemblies to provide additional thermal inertia.

Mr. Soenen reported Orano submitted to the NRC its License Amendment Request for



Amendment No. 4 to its Certificate of Compliance using the site-specific engineering
analysis to seek an increased heat load for the system. Mr. Soenen confirmed Consultant
McWhorter's observation that Amendment No. 4 is not needed in order for DCPP to
proceed with use of the Orano system in the short term. Mr. Soenen stated Amendment
No 4 is to assist in emptying the spent fuel pools totally as part of a decommissioning
strategy.

Mr. Soenen closed his presentation by stating DCPP's spent fuel management has been
affected by the passage of SB846 and to preserve all options for continued operation
DCPP is reviewing the offloading campaign that would be required to maintain enough
fuel in the spent fuel pools for safety while assessing the offloading capability required
for the reactors if operation continues. He stated there has not been a decision made and
PG&E continues to ensure there is a successful path available for either decommissioning
or extending operation as determined by the state. In response to Dr. Budnitz' question
Mr. Soenen confirmed there are no problems with cost concerns for the next two to three
years and SB846 provides for addressing cost considerations in the context of extended
operation. In response to Dr. Lam's query Mr. Jones reported costs are considered to be
under a commercial process and will not be publicly disclosed for competitive reasons
and Mr. Jones further commented that the changes in spent fuel storage scheduling have
required PG&E to reopen contract negotiations with certain vendors and he confirmed
PG&E is engaged in a monthly accountability process with the California Department of
Water Resources.

Ms. Sherry Lewis was recognized. Ms. Lewis stated she was very confused by the
information presented by Mr. Soenen. Dr. Budnitz responded to explain that if no power
were generated after 2025 all of the spent fuel generated through 2025 would after first
having been placed into a spent fuel pool be stored at the ISFSI and the ISFSI has
sufficient space to accommodate all the spent fuel generated through 2025 and all the
fuel from the spent fuel pools was scheduled to be moved to the ISFSI in a very short
space of time. However, Dr. Budnitz stated that plan is now in abeyance as if the license
extension is granted, continuing to follow the decommissioning scenario would result in
the spent fuel pools becoming almost empty but there is a need to retain the capability
to conduct a full core offload during extended operation and older fuel is required to be
within the spent fuel pool for the reasons explained previously concerning NRC
Regulation B.5.b. Accordingly, the spent fuel loading campaign will be slowed during
extended operation but the capacity remains for all spent fuel generated for the first 40
years of operation. Dr. Budnitz commented there is as yet no fixed plan for the ISFSI and
that will need to be developed but there is sufficient room in the pools for the next few
years of operation and Mr. Jones reported the pools are capable of holding spent fuel for
over twenty years of operation.

Ms. Lewis queried concerning the number of outages which would be planned for twenty
years of operation and Mr. Jones responded that spent fuel is not accounted for in terms
of the number of outages required to produce the spent fuel inventory because for
thermal reasons when a storage cask is loaded it has fuel assemblies from various terms
of operation and therefore Ms. Lewis' question as to the numbers of outages was not
answerable as the inventory and loading campaigns are required to be designed to retain



the ability at all times for a full core offload which requires 191 to 193 spaces be
reserved in the spent fuel pool. Mr. Jones reported SB846 requires PG&E to submit a
report to the California Energy Commission concerning the plant's capacity to store fuel
and he observed the answers will be 20 years in the spent fuel pools and 40 years at the
ISFSI  without changing systems and there is a logic tree that flows from that  as to
whether offsite shipping becomes a realistic prospect, whether another spent fuel storage
facility will be constructed, or will DCPP employ a different system with different
capacities and Mr. Jones remarked those decisions have not been made because the
duration to which the plant will run has not yet been ascertained as there are conflicting
dates from the regulators, but the range is between 5 and 20 years. Dr. Budnitz
remarked that even in a worst case scenario if nothing were done there are still 40 years
of capacity at the ISFSI and an additional 20 years' capacity within the spent fuel pools. 
Dr. Lam then thanked Ms. Lewis for what he described as her healthy skepticism.

Ms. Donna Gilmore was recognized. Ms. Gilmore stated she expects the NRC to grant the
20 year certification of the Orano system which will require consideration of aging
management and she inquired if the members of the DCISC were comfortable with
Orano's statements as to their ability to inspect or repair the spent fuel storage system.
She also inquired as to the warranty offered by Orano for its system and stated that with
reference to SONGS the warranty provided by the Holtec firm included manufacturing
type defects but does not warrant the system could withstand any environmental
conditions. Mr. Jones responded the California Energy Commission thoroughly and
independently reviewed PG&E's Request for Proposals for a new spent fuel storage
system which required a warranty period for the entire license life of 80 years and the
criteria of the warranty were contractual matters. Dr. Budnitz commented issues of the
warranty offered on the system were beyond the remit of the DCISC. Consultant
McWhorter stated the DCISC FFT did discuss issues of aging management and inspection
techniques with Orano and he stated there is an option to conduct inspections of a
canister robotically while it is within the HSM and the canisters have a ring installed that
can be used to pull the canister out of the HSM and place it back in the transport
canister, and he reported the FFT was thoroughly satisfied with Orano's approach to
inspection and aging management at the high level of detail provided during the fact
finding. Ms. Gilmore stated she was familiar with those techniques which she stated are
insufficient to provide the information needed concerning cracking of the canister or the
ability to characterize a crack and if cracking is found there are no responses available.
Mr. McWhorter stated he disagreed, as in his opinion the inspection techniques are
adequate to detect cracking and if cracking were found, code compliant weld overlay
repairs could be made to the cracked canister. Mr. Wardell observed if a canister were to
be pulled from the HSM visual and ultrasonic inspections could be done which would give
the characteristics of a crack and robotic welding techniques could be employed to
perform a weld or a weld overlay. Ms. Gilmore stated the techniques described by
Consultants McWhorter and Wardell were not approved by the NRC and she stated she
has technical evidence to support her statements and she closed her remarks with the
observation this is an extremely serious issue which should not be ignored.

Dr. Lam expressed the Committee's appreciation to Mr. Soenen for an exceptional
presentation. 



XXXII CONCLUDING REMARKS & DISCUSSION BY COMMITTEE MEMBERS   OF FUTURE
DCISC ACTIVITIES

Dr. Lam observed that all the matters under this agenda topic have been addressed and
resolved previously during the meeting.

Mr. Rathie reported the next meeting of the DCISC will be held on June 28-29, 2023,
once again at the Avila Lighthouse Suites Point San Luis Conference Facility here in Avila
Beach, CA.

Dr. Budnitz remarked the public meeting was lengthy because the topics were of broad
interest to the Committee and to the public. He commented the DCISC has several areas
of inquiry over the next several months and any one would be an additional burden
compared to the Committee's usual work. Dr. Budnitz stated the Committee is going to
need to work on scheduling different, lengthier or more frequent fact-findings and
reviews and that will not be easy.  Dr. Budnitz stated he believes the Committee is up to
the tasks ahead.

The Chair then expressed the appreciation of the Committee to Senior Director Tom
Jones and to Mr. Garcia for their exceptional and valuable assistance during this public
meeting and to the members of the public for their participation. Dr. Lam thanked the
audio-visual technicians from AGP Video for their work and Mr. Rathie commented the
technicians did an excellent job in ensuring the remote comments from persons outside
of the meeting room were audible and able to be clearly understood.

XXXIII ADJOURNMENT OF ONE HUNDRED AND FOURTH PUBLIC MEETING 

There being no further business, the one hundred and fourth public meeting of the Diablo
Canyon Independent Safety Committee was then adjourned by its Chair, Dr. Peter Lam,
at 3:50 p.m.

 

[1]
 Senate Bill 846 was passed by the California Legislature on September 1, 2022,

and signed by Governor Newsom on September 2, 2022. This Bill invalidated the CPUC's
approval of the Joint Proposal and PG&E's application to retire Unit 1 in 2024 and Unit 2
in 2025. The Bill requires the CPUC to set new retirement dates, conditioned upon NRC
approval of license extensions. The Bill, in part, established the DCISC in the CPUC and
requires the CPUC to ensure funding for the DCISC to attract qualified experts and
requires the DCISC to undertake additional duties.

[2]
 The Committee structures its overall conclusions in its annual reports in a

hierarchy consisting of general and specific conclusions, concerns, and recommendations.

[3]
 Key to some abbreviations used re action taken/next action: Fact-finding (FF),

Public Meeting (PM), Quarter (Q) 



[4]
 Robert J. Budnitz (RJB), Peter Lam (PL), Per F. Peterson (PFP), R. Ferman Wardell

(RFW), Richard D. McWhorter Jr. (RDM), Andrew C. Kadak (ACK).

[5]
 The Joint Proposal was entered into by PG&E, together with Friends of the Earth,

the Natural Resources Defense Council, Environment California, the International
Brotherhood of Electrical Works Local 1245, Coalition of California Utility Employees and
the Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility in June 2016 to retire DCPP at the expiration of the
current operating licenses for each unit, November 2024 for Unit-1 and August 2025 for
Unit-2 and was subsequently approved by the CPUC in its Decision (D) 18-01-022.

[6]
 FLEX is not an acronym but describes a strategy developed by the nuclear

industry to provide diverse and flexible coping strategies to address the loss of safety-
related systems due to beyond design basis events.

[7]
 Primary and secondary side refer, respectively, to the Reactor Coolant System

which is used to remove heat from the nuclear reactor and to the Main Steam and
Feedwater Systems which provide cooling to the steam generators and generate and
provide steam to the turbines.

[8]
 The safety significance characterizations used for the performance indicators as

either Green (very low), White (low to moderate) Yellow (substantial) or Red (high). A
Green non-cited violation indicates very low safety significance, with no impact to public
health and safety.

[9]
 Benchmarking is the practice of comparing business processes and performance

metrics to industry bests and best practices from other companies.

[10]
 The safety significance characterizations used for the performance indicators as

either Green (very low), White (low to moderate) Yellow (substantial) or Red (high). A
Green non-cited violation indicates very low safety significance, with no impact to public
health and safety.

[11]
 The safety significance characterizations used for the performance indicators as

either Green (very low), White (low to moderate) Yellow (substantial) or Red (high). A
Green non-cited violation indicates very low safety significance, with no impact to public
health and safety.

[12]
  Notifications are electronic documents entered into the Corrective Action

Program during daily operation.

[13]
  B.5.b refers to a section of an NRC Order, issued in February 2002, describing

the strategies that the NRC required nuclear plant licensees to develop after the
September 11 attacks to "maintain or restore core cooling, containment, and spent fuel



pool cooling capabilities under the circumstances associated with loss of large areas of
the plant due to explosions or fire."
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M I N U T E S
of the

DIABLO CANYON INDEPENDENT SAFETY COMMITTEE'S
JUNE 28-29, 2023, PUBLIC MEETING

[As  approved at the September 13, 2023 Public Meeting.]

Wednesday & Thursday
June 28-29, 2023
Avila Beach, California
Also conducted as a Zoom Webinar

Notice of Meeting.

A legal notice of the public meeting and a display advertisement were published in the
San Luis Obispo Tribune and in the New Times local newspapers and mailed to the media
and those persons on the Committee's mailing list. The meeting agenda and the entire
agenda packet for the meeting together with the informational presentations made
during the meeting were posted on the Committee's website at www.dcisc.org prior to
the meeting and the meeting agenda contained information on how to access the
webinar using a computer or a telephone. This meeting was also produced as a webinar
by AGP Video, Inc. and was webcast live on SLO-SPAN at http://www.slo-span.org and
through https://www.dcisc.org and was subsequently broadcast on San Luis Obispo,
California local government access television Channel 21. In response to the coronavirus
risk, hand sanitizers and face coverings were available in the meeting room.

I CALL TO ORDER - ROLL CALL

The June 28-29, 2023, public meeting of the Diablo Canyon Independent Safety
Committee (DCISC), the one hundred and fifth public meeting of the Committee, was
called to order by Committee Chair Dr. Peter Lam at 9:00 a.m. Dr. Lam briefly reviewed
the professional backgrounds, experience and appointment to the DCISC for each of his
fellow Members and colleagues. Dr. Per F. Peterson, the appointee of the Governor of
California. a nuclear engineer and tenured professor and holder of an endowed chair in
the Department of Nuclear Engineering at the University of California at Berkeley who
also serves as the Chief Nuclear Officer for Kairos Power, a company developing a new
advanced nuclear reactor for future deployment, and who previously served on the
President's Blue Ribbon Commission on the nation's nuclear future and who serves on the

https://www.dcisc.org/


DCISC as the appointee of the Governor of California. Dr. Robert J. Budnitz, a nuclear
engineer and internationally recognized expert on reactor seismic safety, retired from the
University of California's Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory, and Dr. Lam reported
Dr. Budnitz serves on the DCISC as the appointee of the California Attorney General. Dr.
Budnitz briefly reviewed Dr. Lam's professional background as a nuclear engineer with a
long career in nuclear safety and his service as former judge on the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (NRC) Atomic Safety and Licensing Board who serves as the appointee of
the Chair of the California Energy Commission.

Present: Committee Member Robert J. Budnitz
Committee Member Peter Lam
Committee Member Per F. Peterson

Absent: None

II INTRODUCTIONS

Dr. Lam introduced and briefly reviewed the professional backgrounds of the
Committee's Technical Consultants and Assistant Legal Counsel including Technical
Consultants Dr. Andrew C. Kadak, Mr. Richard D. McWhorter Jr. and Mr. R. Ferman
Wardell, P.E. and Assistant Legal Counsel Robert W. Rathie. Dr. Lam then introduced Mr.
Hector Garcia, DCPP Chief Nuclear Officer Support Manager. Dr. Lam remarked Mr.
Garcia plays a key role on behalf of PG&E and DCPP in working with the DCISC in
efficiently coordinating activities, providing information and facilitating the Committee's
public meetings and the frequent fact-finding visits conducted by a single member and
one of the technical consultants.

III  PUBLIC COMMENTS AND COMMUNICATIONS

The Chair reviewed the procedure and the timing for members of the public to address
remarks to the Committee on matters not on the agenda.

Mr. John Geesman representing the Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility was recognized.
Mr. Geesman called the Committee's attention to the upcoming filing of opening
comments by his client in Phase 1 Track  1 rulemaking proceeding R.23-01-007 [to

implement the provisions of California Senate Bill 846
[1]

 (SB846)] now pending before
the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC). Mr. Geesman stated much of the
Alliance's filing is based upon confidential exhibits for which a nondisclosure agreement
with Pacific Gas & Electric Company (PG&E), the licensee for the Diablo Canyon Plant
(DCPP), was required and he encouraged the DCISC to obtain permission to access the
confidential portions of the filing and in particular he called the Committee's attention
to a PG&E quality assurance audit from 2018 of the PG&E Geosciences
Department and remarked the DCISC may have already received the report of
the audit but if not he encouraged the Committee to gain access to it. Dr.
Peterson directed that action be taken to obtain the document.

IV  ACTION ITEMS



A.  Update on Administrative and Financial Matters.

The Chair requested Assistant Legal Counsel Rathie report on administrative and financial
matters. Mr. Rathie first announced that the AGP Video technicians requested that the
Committee exercise microphone discipling and turn off microphones when not speaking
as doing so will improve the accuracy of the transcript produced by Ms. Denise Righetti of
the Legal Counsel's Office. He stated that this meeting was being livestreamed on the
internet and also being conducted as a Zoom webinar by AGP technicians Messrs.
Fairbanks, Barnes and Forte, and the members of the public attending via Zoom could
make comments and interact with the Committee by referencing the information given
on the agenda and online at the Committee's website.

Mr. Rathie reported the Committee is now preparing the 33rd Annual Report which will
cover the period July 1, 2022 through June 30, 2023 and approval of that report is
expected at the September 13-14, 2023 public meeting. This will be the first report
issued for a period which follows the passage of SB846. In accordance with direction
from SB846 the fact finding reports approved at the September 2022 and February 2023
public meetings are now posted to the DCISC website and the fact finding reports
approved at this meeting will be posted after the meeting. He reported rulemaking
proceeding R.21.01-007 provides for noticing DCISC fact finding reports and for receipt
of comments from the parties to that proceeding. Mr. Rathie stated it was his
understanding that the fact finding reports prepared prior to the September 2023 public
meeting would also be incorporated into R.21-01-007 in accordance with a process yet to
be determined.

Mr. Rathie reported the next appointment of a member of the DCISC is to be made by
Governor Newsom for a three-year term commencing on July 1, 2023 through June 30,
2026, and Dr. Peterson is a candidate for reappointment and there are two other
candidates for the position.

Mr. Rathie reported with Drs. Peterson and Budnitz, together with the technical
consultant, he attended a meeting of the Independent Peer Review Panel for seismic
study (IPRP) held remotely on May 5, 2023. At that meeting Dr. Budnitz participated on
behalf of the Committee concerning items on the IPRP's agenda.

On May 25, 2023, with Dr. Budnitz, Mr. Rathie participated in a remote conversation with
representatives of the California Department of Water Resources.

In concluding his report Mr. Rathie introduced Mr. Martin Matttes, a partner with the
Nossaman law firm, who has acted as Special Counsel to the Committee for regulatory
matters for approximately 20 years and he announced Mr. Mattes would be retiring soon.
Mr. Rathie reported Mr. Willis Hon, a partner at Nossaman, is well qualified to take over
the Special Counsel role and Mr. Hon will be taking over that role from Mr. Mattes. Mr.
Mattes remarked it has been a privilege to act as Special Counsel for the Committee and
he remarked the Committee has never been as much in the public eye as it is today. Mr.
Hon remarked he looks forward to assisting the Committee in matters before the CPUC
and he commented that prior to entering into his legal career, following graduation from



Columbia University School of Law, he obtained an undergraduate degree in chemistry
from the University of California at Berkeley.

Mr. Rathie recognized the presence in the audience of several representatives of the
Department of Water Resources (DWR) including Mr. Christian Arechavaleta, DWR
Manager for Electric Supply & Strategic Reserves.

Concerning DCISC financial matters Mr. Rathie reported the Committee at this time has
sufficient funds to continue its activities and no curtailment is planned due to lack of
financial resources, but it appears that given the additional scope of work created by
SB846 the Committee will exhaust the funds provided by PG&E ratepayers for its
operations prior to the end of calendar year 2023. He reported R.22-01-007 provides in
Phase 1 Track 1 for a decision concerning the securing of adequate funding for the DCISC
during the period of transition to extended operations and relicensing given the increased
scope of work created by SB846. A decision is expected in Phase 1 Track 1 on that issue
by the first part of August 2023. Mr. Rathie reported that after having been denied party
status in R.21-07-001 the Committee was advised to provide its input to the proceedings
through the CPUC Energy Division. He reported four parties have filed comments on
Phase 1 Track 1 issues. He commented if extended operation of DCPP is approved there
will likely be different funding arrangements for that period and following when the plant
finally moves into its decommissioning phase. He reported these differing funding
sources will likely require changes to the Committee's current Second Restated Charter.
Mr. Rathie reported as the Committee now moves into the third quarter of 2023 there
are funds available for its operation and there is a path forward to ensure the Committee
remains adequately funded through the end of 2023 and into the period of transition to
extended operations and relicensing. In response to the Chair's inquiry Mr. Rathie replied
the provisions of SB846 speak specifically to the Committee having access to funding to
continue to attract qualified persons to serve as members.

Mr. Rathie then reported on the activity on the DCISC's website at www.dcisc.org which
has seen visitor from around the world, with the majority of those visiting the site
coming from the United States, followed by South Korea, India, the United Kingdom,
France, Germany, Pakistan and Canada. Dr. Budnitz remarked that for many years
persons from Ukraine were frequent visitors to the website and he commented he is
acquainted with many talented colleagues in the nuclear engineering discipline in Ukraine
who are suffering greatly due to the recent events involving Ukraine and the Russian
Federation.

The Chair thanked Mr. Rathie for his presentation.

B.  Nomination and Election of DCISC Chair and Vice-Chair for the

July 1, 2023 - June 30, 2024 Term.

On a motion made by Dr. Budnitz, seconded by Dr. Peterson, the Committee reelected
Dr. Lam to the position of DCISC Chair and on a motion made by Dr. Peterson, seconded
by Dr. Lam, Dr. Budnitz was elected to the position of DCISC Vice-Chair, both to serve
terms of office from July 1, 2023 through June 30, 2024.

https://www.dcisc.org/


C.  Discussion of Issues on Open Items List.

Dr. Lam requested Consultant Wardell lead a review of items on the Open Items List,
which he described as a very important tool used by the Committee to track and also to
follow issues, concerns and information requests identified for subsequent action or
receipt during fact-finding and public meetings. Mr. Wardell stated newly added or
changed items were shown in red italics and items for which action is identified within
the next three scheduled fact findings are shown in yellow text in the version of the Open
Items List included with the agenda packet and certain items are being identified for
closure. Mr. Wardell began his remarks by thanking Consultant McWhorter for his

assistance in reviewing and providing comment on the Open Items List
[2]

:

Items discussed or concerning which action was taken included the following:

Item Re:

Action
Taken/Next
Action

CO-13 Operation in Differing Modes (load follow) Defer action
CO-14 Operator Retention Project 9/23PM

thenTBD-post
Tier 2

EP-2 Observe Emergency Drills & Exercises Combine w/EP-
3

EP-3 Confidentiality of Exercise/Drill Scenario Combine w/EP-
2

ER-5 Equipment Reliability Process Close to EN-19
Strike "needing
improvement"

SE-26 Reactor Pressure Vessel Compliance Last Action
6/23PM
Next Action
4Q23FF after
1R24

SF-4 Orano Spent Fuel System Design Last Action
6/23PM
Next Action
4Q23FF

EO-1 Purchase New Fuel Monitor as
appropriate

EO-6 Preventive & Corrective Maintenance Schedules Add 9/23PM to
Next Action

EO-7 PMO++ Process, Results & Decisions Add 9/23PM to
Next Action

EO-9 Monitor re SB846 Seismic Assessment Add FF after



4Q23
EO-10 Monitor Independent Maintenance Study Add FF after

4Q23
9/22PM-
26

Continuation of Once-Through Cooling Close

2/23PM-
9

Review of License Renewal Application Add 11/23FF

2/23PM-
15

FF Reports re Vessel In-Service Inspections Close

2/23PM-
27

Ascertain Seismic Sequences of Concern

and Application of FLEX
[3]

 and B.5.b Capabilities

Add 7/23FF

Dr. Budnitz remarked the Committee has planned its fact-finding activities for July and
for the first August 2023 fact-finding visits [July 26-27 and August 9-10, 2023
respectively] to enable the fact finding teams to collect the information necessary by
September 1, 2023, for the Committee's review of maintenance and upgrades needed in
light of extended operations. The Chair then called for any comments from the public on
the Committee's review of the Open Items List.

Mr. Bruce Severance was recognized. Mr. Severance stated he was a member of the
Diablo Canyon Decommissioning Panel but was speaking today as an individual. Mr.
Severance stated his review of correspondence between PG&E and the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (NRC) since the beginning of 2023 indicates that DCPP had

attempted to retrieve Surveillance Capsule B
[4]

 from Unit 1 as early as 2010, but the
capsule has proven immovable and PG&E has requested to be given until spring 2025 to
withdraw Capsule B, but now intends to try to remove it during the next refueling outage
and if unable to do so its removal could be delayed until spring 2025. He reported the
normal time to perform testing on a surveillance capsule is 18 months so it is possible
PG&E may not have the results from analysis of Capsule B until early 2027. In the
meantime he observed DCPP Unit 1 would be operating on a waiver from the NRC and he
stated he remains extremely concerned about [pressure vessel] embrittlement as he
stated in 2003 PG&E's analysis of capsule data indicated that Unit 1 would be
approaching its fracture toughness limits by September of 2021 and then subsequent
revision of data at the time of the submission of DCPP's initial License Renewal
Application circa 2009 extended that time. Mr. Severance inquired whether the
Committee sees the information he cited as vital to continued operation. Mr. Rathie
observed that this time is reserved for comments on the agenda item under
consideration and there is an item scheduled for later in this meeting to address Unit 1
reactor pressure vessel integrity.

Mr. David Weisman, representing the Alliance for Nuclear responsibility was recognized.
Mr. Weisman inquired why Dr. Kadak was not present at this meeting in person or
mentioned as a participant in any of the upcoming fact findings. Dr. Budnitz responded
Dr. Kadak was engaged to review issues in connection with DCPP's decommissioning and
Dr. Kadak will be participating remotely during this public meeting in discussions and



presentations including concerning decommissioning and spent fuel.

Ms. Michelle Cook was recognized. Ms. Cook identified herself has a resident of Los Osos,
California, which she described as a community the Committee has apparently forgotten
about. She commented she regularly hears the emergency sirens being tested but
believes the chances of hearing those sirens [in an emergency] was very minimal. Ms.
Cook observed that neither the Yucca Mountain nor the Texas Salt Mine nuclear waste
repositories have opened and extended operation of DCPP would expand the need for
storage of spent nuclear fuel. She remarked she purchased her house with the
understanding DCPP would be shut down. Ms. Cook stated her biggest concern was PG&E
is a company with no regard for human life and has allowed the entire nuclear plant to
decay to a point where it needed to be shut down and she would be happy if the state
took over Diablo Canyon from PG&E and the condition of the power lines in Avila Beach is
indicative of PG&E's regard for safety. She commented PG&E is using questionable
storage in an earthquake and tsunami zone and no one including the DCISC has
consulted the people of Avila Beach or Los Osos nor have they had the courtesy to notify
them of these meetings by letter. She closed her remarks by observing that if the DCISC
insists on keeping the plant open it should reach out to the residents in those areas who
will die because of PG&E.

Mr. Robert Sarvey, a resident of Los Oso, California, was recognized. Mr. Sarvey stated
his concern was with the back-up emergency generators at the plant which are 40 years
old. He observed that in every fact finding report over the last ten years the emergency
generators are shown to be experiencing continual problems. Mr. Sarvey encouraged the
Committee to require that DCPP replace those generators.

A break followed.

Following the break Dr. Lam recognized the presence in the audience of Dr. Tim Dawson,
Program Manager for the Seismic Hazards Program at the California Geological Survey,
and the presence of Dr. Dawson's colleagues including representatives of the California
Seismic Safety Commission and the CPUC who serve with Dr. Dawson on the IPRP.

V STAFF-CONSULTANT REPORTS & RECEIVE, APPROVE, AND AUTHORIZE TRANSMITTAL
OF FACT FINDING REPORTS TO PG&E

A.  The Chair introduced the next item which was approval of resolutions ratifying fact
finding reports adopted by the Committee Members at the Committee's September 28-
29, 2022 public meeting. He remarked that the Committee's fact finding reports are now
part of the CPUC rulemaking proceeding to implement the provisions of SB846 and
accordingly resolutions of approval were adopted for each fact finding report presented at
the February 2023 public meeting and resolutions have been prepared for fact finding
reports to be presented at this meeting. Assistant Legal Counsel Rathie remarked the
approval of resolutions for fact finding reports presented at the September 2022 public
meeting would conform those reports to the Committee's present approval process. On a
motion by Dr. Budnitz, seconded by Dr. Lam, resolutions were approved ratifying the
approval in September 2022 of the July 14-20 & 21 [Resolution 2023-05], August 16-17



[Resolution 2023-06], and the September 13-14, 2022 [Resolution 2023-07] fact finding
reports

B.  The Chair requested Consultant Wardell to provide a report on the March 14-15 & 27,
2023 fact-finding visit to DCPP with Dr. Budnitz and Mr. McWhorter. Mr. Wardell then
reviewed the topics discussed with PG&E during the March 2023 meeting as follows:

→        Meet with DCPP Officer, Site Vice President Mr. Adam Peck – Mr. Wardell reported
items were discussed from the fact finding meeting agenda and other items of mutual
interest. He commented these frequent meetings with senior plant management are
useful for PG&E as well as for the Committee's fact-finding teams (FFT).

→        September 14, 2022 Emergency Exercise Critique – Mr. Wardell reported that
with Dr. Budnitz he attended and observed the September 2022 Emergency Exercise and
the fact-finding item was to review the critique of what he described as a successful
exercise. Three gaps to excellence were identified which involved procedure adherence
and data entry and were entered into the plant's Corrective Action Program and
corrected by coaching.

→        Equipment Long Range Plan Review (PMO++) – Mr. Wardell reported the PMO++
Program includes items which, per SB846, the Committee is responsible to review and
these are separated into categories for preventative maintenance, corrective
maintenance, and projects and improvements to the plant. Dr. Budnitz observed this
represents the single most important activity for the Committee during the next several
months and it presents a complex task for the DCISC. Mr. Wardell reported that during
the period prior to the passage of SB846 there were no changes to maintenance of
equipment important to safety or to equipment which comes under the NRC's
Maintenance Rule. He reported for some non-safety and other equipment there were
changes in anticipation of the plant shutting down by 2024/2025, but which have now
been reinstated and assessed for an additional five years of operation until 2030. He
reported a number of projects were likewise terminated prior to passage of SB846 and

these projects are the subject of the Committee's review of the PMO++ Program[5]
 and

license renewal and he reported these projects have now all been restored for
implementation. The FFT concluded DCPP was well along in the PMO++ Program's
initiative evaluating projects and plant's maintenance activities to support continued
operation after 2024/2025. Mr. Wardell reported the DCISC will continue its review
of the PMO++ Program during fact-findings to be conducted in April, May, July
and August 2023.  

→        Meet with NRC Senior Resident Inspector – the FFT met with Mr. Mahdi Hayes,
NRC Senior Resident Inspector for DCPP, to discuss the upcoming twenty-fourth refueling
outage of Unit 1 (1R24) and Mr. Wardell reported that during 1R24 a number of projects
necessary for license renewal will be implemented and a surveillance capsule is planned
for removal from the Unit 1 reactor pressure vessel during 1R24. Mr. Wardell reported
the NRC is planning to send an inspection team to review DCPP's Aging Management
Program and PMO++ Program results. He reported a non-cited violation was received
related to an incipient fire protection testing protocol which was submitted by a DCPP



employee to the NRC as an allegation and subsequently corrected.

→        Radiation Monitoring and Eagle-21 Reactor Protection Systems - Mr. Wardell
reported the Radiation Monitoring System is an extensive system which utilizes 101
channels and some components of the Radiation Monitoring System are original plant
equipment. In context of license extension, DCPP conducted a study which determined
parts remain available and the Radiation Monitoring System is operating satisfactorily
and a determination was made to continue with the system for the period of extended
operation with selected short term upgrades. Concerning the Eagle 21 Reactor Protection
System he reported this system is also original plant equipment manufactured by
Westinghouse. Mr. Wardell reported Westinghouse has made a commitment to continue
to supply parts and service for the Eagle-21 System and DCPP intends to retain and
maintain the current system. The FFT concluded the decisions taken regarding these two
systems were proper.

→        Switchyard DC Control Power – Mr. Wardell reported there are two switchyards
serving DCPP with the 500kV Switchyard sending power out from DCPP to the grid and
which can also be used for receiving emergency offsite power if necessary, while the
230kV Switchyard provides the usual source of offsite power if needed. He reported the
circuit breakers which are controlled to switch current circuits are operated by direct
current (DC) power which is provided from the plant's vital buses with battery backup
provided which is also charged by vital power. Mr. Wardell reported the FFT found the
health of the DC Control Power Systems to be acceptable.

→        Aging Management Plans for License Renewal – Mr. Wardell reported aging
management is a very important aspect of license renewal and DCPP has a team of 40
persons engaged in developing the aging management plans for license renewal. He
reported some components of the aging management planning are already in place, such
as the National Fire Protection Association 805 (NFPA805) Fire Protection Aging
Management Plan and some aging management plans will need to be developed such as
a cathodic protection program for the Auxiliary Saltwater System discharge piping to
assist in preventing corrosion. Mr. Wardell reported the FFT found DCPP was
proceeding properly in upgrading and adding aging management plans and the
DCPP will continue this review in context of its review of the DCPP License
Renewal Application.

→        Seismic Safety issues – Mr. Wardell stated that as Dr. Budnitz will be presenting
on this topic later during the public meeting and at this time he would not comment on
this topic.

→        Review of the 2010 Enercon Report on Seismic Vulnerabilities – Mr. Wardell
reported this topic was raised by a member of the public and concerned a report
[prepared in 2010 in accordance with California Assembly Bill 1632 to assess power plant
vulnerabilities] by Enercon, an engineering and environmental services firm, to assess
how earthquakes might affect non-safety equipment and six of the building on plant site.
Mr. Wardell reported the seismic building code used for their construction provides extra
margin, with the end point of the building code being life safety and not the ability of the



structures or equipment to continue to be capable of performing their function after a
seismic event. The FFT found the comparison of these buildings' structures to a "soft

story"
[6]

 building was not accurate. Dr. Peterson observed the six buildings at DCPP were
steel framed and therefore were not subject to the types of failure modes of concrete
buildings as was the case in many building in the recent earthquake in Turkey.

Dr. Peterson observed the DCISC's interest in the safety of non-safety related buildings
was prompted by the need for personnel to be available to respond in the event of an
earthquake and was also related to the need to implement FLEX capabilities. Dr. Peterson
reported the Enercon Report concluded for the six buildings analyzed at DCPP, none of
which contain safety-related equipment and do not generally house emergency response
or Operations personnel, each would have a strong seismic performance due to the
building design code used in its construction.

Mr. Wardell reported the Enercon Report also recommended evaluation of the capacity
after a seismic event of the main turbine thrust bearings which are important for turbine
operation. He reported these bearings are not safety-related but are required in order for
the plant to produce electricity. Mr. Wardell reported after issuance of the Enercon
Report in 2010, in 2011 DCPP engineers contacted the manufacturer of the thrust
bearings and concluded the amount of damage to the thrust bearings expected to be
experienced during a design basis  seismic event would require approximately one month
to repair. Dr. Budnitz observed the size of an earthquake which was postulated to
produce the damage to the thrust bearings had a probably of occurring approximately
once in one thousand years. Dr. Budnitz stated the DCISC's mandate from the CPUC
does not include the risk of interruptions to electrical generation and therefore the
decision as to whether the risk to the thrust bearings is too high would need to be made
in a different forum. Dr. Peterson observed that with the failure of a radial bearing on a
low pressure turbine, turbine blade failure in an overspeed situation could occur and as
the turbines are oriented parallel to the reactor building a blade could be flung in the
direction of the reactors. Mr. McWhorter observed that with reference to the thrust
bearings they could move laterally, but there are other restraints that would limit that
motion such that a blade clash would not occur but the turbine glands, the steam sealing
glands, and all sealing glands could be affected and this accounts for the thirty-day
repair cycle.

The FFT concluded that the findings of the Enercon Report did not affect any safety
equipment, personnel would be protected by the building code, and the turbine thrust
bearings, although not a safety item, could be repaired or replaced in approximately one
month.

→        Review of Proposed Changes to NRC Regulation 10 CFR 50.59 – [Title 10 of the
Code of Federal regulations (CFR) 50.59] "Changes, Tests and Experiments." Mr. Wardell
reported this regulation provides guidance for the NRC's review of physical changes to
the plant or changes to plant procedures. He stated that while the NRC is now
considering changes to 10 CFR 50.59, DCPP has not yet seen the proposed changes and
therefore the DCISC's inquiry was premature. Dr. Budnitz remarked the changes have



been well received by other nuclear power plants which have participated in pilot projects
for the changes to 10 CFR 50.59 and he stated he understood the adoption of a revised,
risk-informed, 10 CFR 50.59 regulation would be optional.

→        Maintenance Department Update – Mr. Wardell reported Maintenance Department

performance is currently rated in Green status
[7]

 indicating good, stable performance. He
reported the Maintenance Department is now hiring more personnel for an extended
operations period and some retirements will be creating additional opportunities to fill
positions.

→        Observe DCPP Management Review Meeting (Remote) – Mr. Wardell reported the
FFT observed remotely the Management Review meeting which he described as a top
level meeting of station management focused on achieving excellence in performance. He
described the meeting has having good participation and the participants as
demonstrating a willingness to accept new action items resulting in a strong focus on
achieving excellence in performance.

Mr. John Geesman representing the Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility was recognized.
Mr. Geesman stated he was amazed that the Enercon Report got things wrong in 2010,
but thirteen years have passed before PG&E brought this to anyone's attention. He
commented in his opinion this was a very long time to wait for a correction that to
something that was ordered by the state. He emphasized the Enercon Report did not just
look at six buildings, but also at 300 Class C systems, structures and components. Mr.
Geesman commented that as California has authorized $1.4 billion going to PG&E to
extend operation of DCPP, that it seems logical that some of those funds would be
expended to assure these Class C systems, structures and components could cost
effectively be retrofitted to prevent an extended outage caused by a 0.2g earthquake as
the Enercon Report indicated. He commented if damage to the thrust bearings were to
result in damage to turbine blades that might require one or two years to repair. He
remarked that the cost of the loss of power from Unit 2 in 2020 and 2021 was estimated
a $1.2 million dollars per day and therefore an outage of one month would result in
excess of $30 million in lost generation and he wondered if there might be some way to
retrofit the Turbine Building to mitigate the risk of such an outage. He reported that the
State Lands Commission, which serves as the lessor for some of the land occupied by
DCPP facilities, added a special condition to DCPP's lease requiring PG&E within 60 days
of the release of the updated seismic assessment it is required to perform under SB846
to provide to the Commission's staff a written analysis of preventive actions, if any, to
remediate any newly identified seismic vulnerabilities for those facilities subject to the
lease from the Commission. Mr. Geesman commented Dr. Peterson has previously
indicated the DCISC's mandate extends to anything that threatens life safety and he
commented it is important that the lease of state tidelands be dependent upon attention
to these non-safety systems, structure and components and he encouraged the DCISC to
encourage PG&E to update and correct the Enercon Report as the threat of forced
outages caused by seismicity is a very severe jeopardization of the $1.4 billion of state
general fund resources.



Dr. Peterson stated the DCISC's responsibilities under its Charter are limited to assessing
operational safety and the risk associated with the potential for an extended outage
following an earthquake are not within the scope of the Committee's responsibilities. He
further stated for a number of years the Committee has paid significant attention to the
question of seismic safety in the workplace because of the concern that personnel could
be injured as a consequence of an earthquake and be unable to respond to safety issues.
Therefore, the primary focus of the Committee's review of the Enercon Report was to
assure that the buildings assessed by the report have an appropriate level of life safety
so the occupants can expect not to be injured and the Committee from its review
concluded that this is the case. Dr. Budnitz commented the DCISC's review and analysis
did provide an added value with respect to the conclusion that an earthquake which could
damage the turbine thrust bearings and result in an outage that would compromise the
plant's ability to make electricity would have a probability of approximately one in one
thousand years but he stated the question of whether that is safe enough is not one for
the Committee to address. Mr. McWhorter reported the Enercon Report, in questioning
the viability of the turbine thrust bearings in an earthquake, recommended that PG&E
evaluate the issue and perform an upgrade if necessary. The DCISC asked for and
received a copy of that evaluation which was done within one or two years of the
issuance of the Enercon Report and included review by the thrust bearing manufacturer
which included information that the limit stops within the thrust bearings were designed
such that the shaft would not move enough to cause blade clash. Other turbine
components such as the glands could be damaged, but Mr. McWhorter observed PG&E
did not wait thirteen years to address this issue.

Upon a motion made by Dr. Budnitz, seconded by Dr. Peterson, the March 14-15 & 27,
2023 Fact Finding Report was unanimously approved along with Resolution 2023-08
accompanying its approval.

VI  ACCEPTANCE OF MINUTES

This item concerned review and acceptance of the Minutes of the Committee's February
15-16, 2023 public meeting conducted in Avila Beach and as a Zoom Webinar. A draft of
the February 2023 Minutes was included in the public agenda packet for this meeting.
The Members and Consultants reviewed the Minutes and provided corrections and
substantive changes to certain wording which will be included in the final version of the
February 2023 Minutes. Dr. Peterson observed the items included in bold text represent
items that were identified as specific commitments and are entered into the Open Items
List.  He remarked the discussion at the public meetings provides an opportunity for key
stakeholders including members of the public to have their comments memorialized as
actions to be taken by the Committee. The Members and Technical Consultants also
discussed certain of the follow-up actions to be taken, provided clarification concerning
typographical errors, and the accuracy of certain statements in the February 2023
Minutes and made editorial comments and changes concerning the draft of those 
Minutes.

Ms. Nina Babiarz was recognized. Ms. Babiarz stated she was associated with the Public
Watchdogs organization and she found it interesting the Committee is discussing



probabilities in the context of certain of its conclusions, but she stated the Committee is
not considering the certainty that Mother Nature doesn't need permits or approvals from
the DCISC for an earthquake or a tsunami that could exceed the design factors discussed
by the Committee. She remarked the comment about replacing the generators at Diablo
Canyon reminded her of the unanticipated situation encountered at the San Onofre
Nuclear Generating Station (SONGS) in Southern California when SONGS replacement
steam generators, planned to last for 40 years, failed after only eleven months and the
plant was shuttered due to a radiation leak. She commented the decommissioning of
SONGS was not going according to all the anticipated scenarios and, concerning
earthquakes and tsunamis there could be a number of unanticipated scenarios that
exceed design probabilities. She closed by thanking the Committee for the opportunity to
make her comments.

The Minutes of the Committee's public meetings in their final accepted form become part
of its Annual Reports on Safety of Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant Operations. Upon a
motion made by Dr. Budnitz, seconded by Dr. Peterson, the Minutes of the Committee's
February 15-16, 2023 public meeting were accepted subject to inclusion of the changes
provided to the Committee's Assistant Legal Counsel. As revised, the February 2023
Minutes will become a part of the Committee's 33rd Annual Report.

VII  ADJOURN MORNING MEETING

The Chair adjourned the morning meeting of the DCISC at 11:55 a.m.

VIII RECONVENE FOR AFTERNOON MEETING

The afternoon meeting of the DCISC was convened by the Chair at 1:43 p.m.

IX  COMMITTEE MEMBER COMMENTS

At this time there were no comments from the Members.

X PUBLIC COMMENTS AND COMMUNICATIONS

Dr. Gene Nelson, President and Senior Legal Researcher for Californians for Green
Nuclear Power, was recognized. Dr. Nelson stated he would now provide a condensed
version of the comments filed by Californians for Green Nuclear Power in Phase 1 Track 2
of CPUC rulemaking proceeding R.21-01-007 and stated the state needs DCPP not for the
next five years but for the foreseeable future. He stated his view was supported by
reference to the performance of the California power grid during the large storm event
last year when 51% of the amount of power in excess of 6 terawatt hours was powered
by the state's many natural gas-fired units, which have poor reliability, and he stated
that huge amounts of fossil-fueled power were imported from out of state, notably 18%
during that period from coal-fired plants in Utah and Wyoming. Dr. Nelson stated DCPP
provided 6% of the power during that period and performed well and he expressed his
appreciation to the staff and employees of DCPP for continuing their efforts to make the
plant a reliable generator. He observed wind generation is negatively affected by
excessive heat in the four corners area of the southwest and during the storm event wind



provided 8% of California's power. Dr. Nelson stated in the future California will have a
need for more gas-fired units, more production from DCPP and sadly more Wyoming
coal.

Mr. Bruce Severance was recognized. Mr. Severance stated he would be providing the
DCISC with a report regarding radiological [reactor pressure vessel] embrittlement, a
topic with which he is concerned. Mr. Severance stated PG&E's position has been that
surveillance Capsules S, Y and V data should be deemed not credible. He stated the
report for Capsule Y correctly interpreted the criteria to mean that the scatter or
deviation in the value should not exceed twice one sigma and the NRC has raised
questions about this matter in correspondence between 2003 and 2016 which he would
cites in his report. Mr. Severance reported PG&E has consistently stated that this data is
not credible even though it does meet the criteria and his opinion is that PG&E misstated
criteria in order to invalidate what is credible capsule surveillance information. Mr. Rathie
observed there is an item on the agenda concerning reactor vessel integrity later in this
public meeting.

VI  COMMITTEE MEMBER REPORTS AND DISCUSSION

A.  Public Outreach, Site Visits and Other Committee Activities: Dr. Lam reported that he
has occasionally had contact with members of the public to discuss nuclear reactor safety
issues and he stated during these conversations he is careful to speak as an individual
and not as a representative of the Committee.

Assistant Legal Counsel Rathie reviewed the dates previously selected for future public
meetings and the dates and the Committee representatives selected for future fact-
finding. The Members then confirmed previously scheduled public meetings of the DCISC
for September 13-14, 2023, February 21-22, 2024 and June 26-27, 2024, and the
Members and Consultants then scheduled a public meeting for October 9-10, 2024.

Fact-finding visits were confirmed and scheduled as follows:
[8]

[2023] July 26-27 PFP/RDM/RFW; August 9-10 PL/RFW/RDM; August 29-30
RJB/RDM/RFW; November 14-15 RJB/RFW/RDM; December 6-7 PFP/RDM/RFW; and

[2024] January 24-25 PL/RFW; March 19-20 (RJB/RDM); April 17-18 (PL/RFW). May 8-9
(PFP/RDM); July 24-25 PFP/RFW; August 21-22 PL/RDM, September 4-5 RJB/RFW.

Mr. Garcia stated he would review the dates set and revised at this public meeting for the
public meeting in September 2023 and the fact findings and confirm that DCPP can
support a public meeting and fact-finding by the DCISC on those dates.

 B. Documents Provided to the Committee:

The Chair observed that a list of documents received by the DCISC since its last public
meeting in February 2023 was included in the public agenda packet for this meeting. Dr.
Lam observed the Committee does business in a transparent manner.



XXIV  TECHNICAL CONSULTANT REPORTS & RECEIVE, APPROVE, AND   AUTHORIZE
TRANSMITTAL OF FACT FINDING REPORTS TO PG&E (CONT'D.)

  The Chair requested Consultant McWhorter to report on the April 18, 19 & 20, 2023,
fact-finding visit with Dr. Lam and Mr. Wardell. He reviewed the topics discussed with
PG&E during the April 18-10, 2023, visit as follows:

→        Corrective Action Review Board (CARB) – Mr. McWhorter reported the FFT,
including Dr. Kadak, remotely observed a meeting of the CARB which he described as a
senior management meeting assigned to review areas of the Corrective Action Program.
He reported this meeting was a routine review of program metrics, of different tracking
of open root cause evaluations tasks and Corrective Action Program indexes, and of open
significant level one items and level two corrective action items including open condition
reports. Mr. McWhorter reported the meeting was effective and had good participation.
He recommended the DCISC observe another meeting of the CARB in the near
future.

→        Trends in Plant Status Control Events – Consultant McWhorter described this as a
routine review of issues that arise when an operator or a maintenance technician
operates the wrong component or places the correct component in the wrong position.
He reported that several years ago DCPP experienced a significant number of these types
of issues and corrective actions were undertaken and significant improvement was noted
by the FFT. However, in late 2022 the numbers of low-level events increased, primarily in
the Operations Department, and action was taken to improve communication and
increased field supervision of operators was employed to ensure the effective use of
human performance practices to minimize the opportunity for plant status control events.
Mr. McWhorter reported the Plant Status Control indicator has returned to normal levels
and the corrective actions appear effective.

→        Equipment Long Range Plan Reviews (PMO++) – Mr. McWhorter reported this
topic was also covered in the March and May fact-finding visits to DCPP. He reported that

since 2016 when the Joint Proposal[9]
 was entered into DCPP has continued to perform

all preventative and corrective maintenance on Priority 1, 2 and 3-type items, that is, for
safety significant, safety-related/important to safety, and risk significant equipment.
Since CPUC approval of the Joint Proposal in 2018 the scope of some preventative and
corrective maintenance activities was reduced or eliminated for non-safety related and
non-risk significant equipment. Projects performed at the station were also reduced with
only those projects required for regulatory compliance, safety, or reliability-related
improvements moving forward. Dr. Budnitz remarked SB846 refers to the DCISC review
of deferred maintenance and the legislation also requires PG&E to perform an
independent maintenance evaluation and the Committee has struggled somewhat with
the meaning of "deferred" as it is used in SB846.

Dr. Budnitz stated the DCISC concluded it would undertake its review focused not just on
preventative maintenance but also of different kinds of maintenance activities and, to
date, the Committee has not identified any compromise to safety as the plant continued
to perform all preventative maintenance as well as corrective maintenance activities on



the top three categories of safety-related equipment. Dr. Budnitz stated the projects and
life cycle review component of the PMO++ Program will require a more in-depth review
by the Committee and Mr. McWhorter observed the Committee is still in the process of
completing its validation, but for preventative maintenance for Priority 1, 2 and 3
conditions adverse to quality for safety-related/safety significant equipment and verifying
all the details in the reports received, those items were performed as scheduled. Mr.
McWhorter observed the DCISC has also been performing its own exhaustive reviews of
different systems and issues since 2016 and has not identified the type of maintenance
issue called out by SB846 for the Committee's review. Dr. Budnitz observed the idea
there is a huge backlog of deferred maintenance items has to date not been borne out by
the facts.

Dr Budnitz remarked projects were cancelled during the last six or seven years and these
projects have yet to be reviewed by the Committee in context of SB846. Mr. McWhorter
reported that over the period of the last six or seven years the Committee has routinely
reviewed DCPP projects under consideration and as those numbers have declined the
Committee has not identified any specific projects that are of immediate concern. Dr.
Budnitz commented the Committee is now reviewing projects from the perspective of a
specific five-year plan which could lead to different conclusions and there could be
project deferrals that could be quite expensive that the Committee might recommend as
important to be done.

Mr. McWhorter observed the Committee review is divided into the areas of preventative
maintenance, corrective maintenance and projects. He reported PG&E has reviewed all
the preventative maintenance changes made since 2018 and 200 preventative
maintenance plans were reinstated, a small number added to a program which covers
about 12,000 total preventative maintenance activities. He remarked these are under the
category of non-safety equipment and represent a relatively small number of items that
were chosen not to be done because of the plant closing. The second category of
corrective maintenance activities chosen not to be done involves Priority 4 and 5
maintenance activities, with Priority 1, 2 and 3 being significant conditions adverse to
quality (Priority 1) and conditions adverse to quality (Priority 2 and 3) and all corrective
maintenance activities for these categories were performed as the activities became due.
All Priority 4 and 5 items were reviewed and 300 were chosen to be reinstated out of
approximately 3,000 such items open at any one time with about 100 items being
worked on each day. For projects and upgrade reviews, which Mr. McWhorter described
as the largest portion of PMO++ Program, the FFT learned in April 2023 that DCPP
solicited input from its system engineers and other stakeholders and approximately 250
possible projects or upgrades were identified and considered for implementation to
support extended operations over a five-year time period.

Mr. McWhorter reported as of the April 2023 fact finding DCPP had completed its
preventative maintenance and corrective maintenance reviews and a refinement of the
project rankings was in progress. A list of the preventative maintenance and corrective
maintenance reviews was provided to the DCISC in May 2023 and the FFT discussed with
DCPP the Committee's need to review the entire scope during the July 26-27, 2023 fact-
finding visit. Mr. McWhorter reported the key question for which assurance is needed



concerns the preventative and corrective maintenance items that were not chosen for
reinstatement to ensure there are no items that should be reinstated and the DCISC is
working with DCPP to ensure enough information will be supplied for this review.
Concerning the project review Mr. McWhorter reported the station is moving toward
identifying projects that will need to go into the scope for the next refueling outage
scheduled for fall 2023 and so far about 12 such projects have been identified and this
list was also provided to the Committee in May 2023. He reported the Committee FFT
requested to review the entire project list by sometime in May, however, DCPP deferred
providing the list to the DCISC pending the conclusion of peer reviews then being

conducted by the STARS
[10]

 Alliance and another independent industry benchmarking
organization which peer review was scheduled to conclude in May 2023. He reported the
independent review of deferred maintenance required by SB846 is scheduled to be
complete by fall 2023. Mr. McWhorter stated there is also an element of the
DCISC's previous reviews of items identified which could improve performance,
and he gave an as example the emergency diesel generator governors which
were changed for four of the six diesels. Mr. McWhorter stated it will be
instructive to learn how DCPP will disposition the replacement of the governors
for the two diesels that lack them now.

Dr. Lam reported the FFT made every effort during the April 2023 fact-finding visit to
obtain the information needed for the SB846 review, but DCPP was not prepared at that
time to allow an examination.

Dr. Budnitz remarked that while he is interested in the entire list of projects and
upgrades identified by DCPP, there may be some projects the DCISC identifies that are
not on the list but should be.

Mr. Tom Jones, PG&E Senior Director for Regulatory and Environmental Issues was
recognized. Mr. Jones reported there is a presentation later during this public meeting on
this topic and DCPP has set a deadline to share the information described and discussed
by Mr. McWhorter, including the entire list of PMO++ Program upgrades and lifecycles
replacement projects, a list of corrective and preventative maintenance measures and
the basis used by PG&E to include or exclude items on these lists, by the July 26-27,
2023 fact-finding visit. Dr. Budnitz observed the DCISC has two fact-findings scheduled
to review this information. Mr. Wardell remarked that the criteria used by PG&E to
include a project and to prioritize projects will be an important element of interest to the
Committee. Dr. Budnitz stated individual projects cannot be judged in isolation as many
of their capabilities and functions overlap. Mr. McWhorter observed this is not an easy
task and it involves a large volume of information and the Committee has limited
resources. He commented the need to quickly narrow down the scope to those items that
are important to safety and risk significant will benefit from the DCISC's historical
knowledge and the Committee should be guided in this effort by principles of probabilistic
risk assessment.

Mr. McWhorter summarized the FFT conclusions from the April fact-finding, which he
stated are still valid as of this public meeting, as determining the process appears to be



well planned and implemented, the final details are not yet available to the Committee
for review, and accordingly the Committee was not able to complete its SB846 review of
the PMO++ Program prior to this public meeting. It was his understanding the CPUC has
now given a target date to complete that review by September 1, 2023, and Mr.
McWhorter stated his belief that this date was achievable by the Committee by using the
July 26-27 and August 9-10, 2023 fact-findings as the vehicles to complete the
Committee's review. Mr. Wardell observed these lists are not necessarily static and may
change.

→        Licensed Operator Simulator Continuing Training Class Observation – Mr.
McWhorter reported this training session involved operators training on four different
operating procedures and the session was well prepared with appropriate objectives for
the operators to work through. He remarked the instructors conducted the training
session in a professional manner.

→        Fire Protection Program and Systems – Consultant McWhorter reported the
implementation of the NFPA805 Fire Protection Program took place at DCPP five years
ago and the program is performing fairly well and is in Green overall health status. The
incipient fire detection system is currently in Maintenance Rule (a)(1) status. He
described function of this system as drawing samples from different points within the
Cable Spreading Room into a common detector to detect elements of a fire. The system
had maintenance issues that caused it to function unreliably. The incipient fire detection
system was also the subject of an NRC violation due to an issue concerning correctly flow
balancing the system so it measures flow from various points rather than the overall
flow. Although the vendor has stated this function is not required a DCPP employee was
not satisfied and subsequently raised the issue with the NRC as an allegation. DCPP
chose to implement flow testing in 2021 and in 2022 the NRC issued a non-cited violation
for not having done the testing prior to 2021.

→        Corrective Action Program and Human Performance Update – the FFT reviewed

the notification[11]
 process. Mr. McWhorter reported approximately 30,000 notifications

are generated at DCPP each year which he described as a high number which is
indicative of a low reporting threshold for problems and issues. The FFT reviewed the
program metrics that serve to track the notifications within the Corrective Action
Program including how long it takes to disposition a notification and how many open
items are in the process at any one time and the FFT found the program was generally
well managed. Human performance events at DCPP are categorized, in order of severity,
as station level events, department level events, and organizational learning
opportunities. Mr. McWhorter reported performance in this area has been generally good
with the last station level event having occurred in April 2021. There were five low level
events during 2022 which Mr. McWhorter described as good performance. He stated the
difference between a department level event and an organizational learning opportunity
demonstrates DCPP is an organization that tries to learn and correct issues before they
occur. Mr. McWhorter reported the FFT reviewed an item regarding erroneous data entry
and reporting to the state's Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board of the
difference in average water temperatures at the plant Outfall Structure as compared to



differential water temperature being entered into the computer system. He reported this
was identified as an organizational learning opportunity as there was no enforcement
action taken by the regulator concerning this data entry error.

→        Meet with NRC Senior Resident Inspector – Consultant McWhorter reported the
FFT discussed inspection activities with NRC Senior Resident Inspector Mr. Mahdi Hayes.
He remarked DCPP will soon be undergoing license renewal inspections, starting this fall
and continuing during the next refueling outage when some aging management plans are
beginning to be implemented prior to submittal of the license renewal application.

→        Meet with DCPP Officer– Dr. Lam met with PG&E Vice President for
Decommissioning and Technical Services Ms. Maureen Zawalick.

→        Reactivity Management Program – Mr. McWhorter described this as a routine
review of the program that tracks reactor manipulations to avoid human performance or
equipment errors. The indicator showed good performance and no significant reactivity
management events were reported.

→        Reactor Coolant System – Mr. McWhorter reported the Reactor Coolant System
was classified as being in Green health status and the FFT reviewed a number of past
issues. Mr. McWhorter observed several items integral to this system are of interest to
the Committee for the future, but at this time there are no current operating issues with
the Reactor Coolant System.

→        Compressed Air System – Consultant McWhorter reported this system is in Green
health status and consist of two sub-systems, the instrument air and service air sub-
systems. Neither system is safety related and DCPP recently completed a major capital
project to replace the plant's air compressors.

Mr. John Geesman representing the Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility was recognized.
Mr. Geesman commented he was disappointed to again hear the semantic discussion on
the question of deferred maintenance. He remarked he was not certain of the difference
between "deferred" and "delayed and reinstated" maintenance for purposes of SB846. He
recalled during an earlier fact-finding report PG&E was quoted as explaining DCPP had
optimized maintenance for a particular retirement date and with a new contemplated
retirement date would need to optimize maintenance for that date, which he stated
appeared sensible and would likely result in some category of maintenance having been
either deferred or delayed or reinstated. Mr. Geesman implored the Committee to
definitively articulate what is meant by the use of a particular word to address the
statutory requirement concerning deferred maintenance and if the Committee believes
there is no safety significance to explain the basis for its belief. He also advised the
Committee to resist embracing conclusionary statements about the cost or expense of
projects, as the CPUC not the DCISC will need to determine what costs or expenses
related to extended operations may be too high to justify incurring.

Mr. Martin Mattes, DCISC Special Counsel for regulatory matters was recognized. Mr.
Mattes stated he wanted to emphasize how important it is that the Committee receive
the full list of PMO++ project items chosen to be done and chosen not to be done in time



for the July 2023 fact-finding as the Committee's assessment, review, and any
recommendations need to be in the hands of the assigned Administrative Law Judge in
time for distribution to the parties in early September 2023. Dr. Budnitz observed some
elements of the PMO++ Program review will be challenging. Mr. Mattes remarked this
will be an unusual circumstance where draft fact finding reports will be made public prior
to the meeting at which the reports are considered by the Committee. Mr. Wardell
reported the Committee has fact-finding scheduled for July 26-27 and August 9-10, 2023
and he stated he was hopeful a process might be found to have the reports approve prior
to the end of August. Mr. Rathie replied that under the Bagley-Keene Act governing open
meetings by state bodies that was not likely.

Ms. Linda Seeley was recognized. Ms. Seeley remarked she added up 750 issues not
identified as deferred maintenance and she inquired about the cost of the items identified
to be done and whether the public would have the opportunity to review the lists the
DCISC will review and she questioned how the CPUC will assess the reasonableness of
the costs which will necessarily be incurred to keep DCPP operating. Mr. Wardell replied
the assessment of costs is the responsibility of the CPUC and it was his understanding
the lists referred to by Ms. Seeley would not be made public and it was his belief at this
time the number of items to be reviewed was approximately 250 and Mr. Wardell
confirmed the Committee, with reference to its assignment under SB846, would be
reviewing three aspects in the context with continued operations, those being two
maintenance lists and a projects list and the project list review will be the most time
consuming endeavor of the three. Mr. McWhorter observed that if the Committee should
find itself short of time its review would necessarily be prioritized by risk and safety
significance. In response to Ms. Seeley's inquiry concerning the 20-year license from the
NRC for which PG&E will submit an application, Dr. Budnitz replied the DCISC review of
PMO++ Program will be conducted on a case-by-case basis.

Mr. Robert Sarvey was recognized. Mr. Sarvey inquired as to the DCISC's familiarity with
the 75 commitments made by PG&E in connection with its earlier relicensing effort and
he remarked SB846 requires PG&E to submit a report by an independent consultant on
the topic of deferred maintenance and capital projects and he asked whether the DCISC
would be considering this report. Dr. Budnitz confirmed the Committee will review that
report when it is made available. Mr. Sarvey, in response to an earlier comment by Dr.
Nelson, stated the rolling blackouts from August 14-15, 2020, were due to a fear of the
failure of DCPP as a result of problems the plant was experiencing at that time. He
observed in October 2022 DCPP was unavailable during an emergency due to refueling
and on many occasions DCPP has been unavailable during the state's Flex Alerts.

Dr. Gene Nelson, representing Californians for Green Nuclear Power was recognized. Dr.
Nelson stated he would like people to understand that the largest contingency in the
California Independent System Operators (CAISO) portfolio is not DCPP, but the AC
Intertie that connects California with Oregon and Washington.

Following public comment, on a motion made by Dr. Budnitz, seconded by Dr. Peterson
the April 18, 19 & 20, 2023, Fact Finding Report and its accompanying Resolution 2023-
09 certifying its approval were unanimously approved.



A short break followed.

The Chair requested Consultant Wardell to report on the May 2-3, 2023, fact-finding visit
he attended with Dr. Peterson together with Mr. McWhorter. Mr. Wardell reviewed the
topics discussed with PG&E during the May 2-3, 2023, visit as follows:

→        Radiation Monitoring System – Mr. Wardell reported the Radiation Monitoring
System had a rating of good and improving and is expected to continue to operate in the
event DCPP operations are extended. He described the system as dependable, familiar to
operators and reported that improvements are planned to the Radiation Monitoring
System.

→        Buried Piping and Tanks Program – Consultant Wardell reported this program
provides procedures for inspecting and if necessary, repairing these underground
systems and components. He reported the Auxiliary Saltwater System for which Mr.
Wardell reported cathodic protection is to be added provides access to the plant's

ultimate heat sink
[12]

 and is inspected under this program, as are the Condensate
Polishing System, the Liquid Radwaste System, the Diesel Fuel Oil, Oily Water, and the
Turbine Sumps which contain environmentally hazardous or radioactive materials. The
FFT found the Buried Piping and Tanks Program procedures to be satisfactory and Mr.
Wardell reported aging management plans are in place and are under development for
license renewal. The program health was in White status due to having a new program
owner and he reported that Green status can only be achieved when the program owner
has three years or more on the job. All other measures for the program were in Green
status. 

→        Refueling Outage 1R24 – Mr. Wardell reported that this outage, coming up in the
fall, is important because of implementation of various modifications and maintenance
and inspections needed to support license renewal and extended operation to 2030,
including removal of a surveillance capsule to analyze fracture toughness of the reactor

vessel. Other inspection activity includes steam generator primary
[13]

 and secondary
tube and vessel inspection including some buried piping and other piping. Mr. Wardell
reported the FFT concluded DCPP was satisfactorily planning for the refueling outage.

→        Equipment Reliability Program – Consultant Wardell reported equipment is
categorized as Class 1, that is, safety-related, with Class 2 and Class 3 not being safety-
related but which remain important for power production and environmental purposes
together with the equipment included in the NRC Maintenance Rule which he stated is
equipment important to safety. The last DCISC review found the system health for the
Equipment Reliability Program in Yellow status for Unit 1 and in Green status for Unit 2.
Mr. Wardell reported that with this visit both Units were in found to be in Green status
with a stable trajectory.

→        Non-Licensed Operator Training – the FFT observed a non-licensed operator
training session and Mr. Wardell reported that licensed operators typically work from the
Control Room while non-licensed operators work out of the Control Room in the plant.



The training was conducted on the Main Generator Hydrogen System which cools the
generator's internals, and the Carbon Dioxide System. He reported the Carbon Dioxide
System is a system used to purge the generator and reduce the risk of fire. Mr. Wardell
stated the FFT found the lesson guide to be well thought out and comprehensive and the
instructor was knowledgeable and there was a good level of involvement by the
participants and the training appeared satisfactory and effective.

→        FLEX and Probabilistic Risk Assessment - Mr. Wardell commented as the status of
the FLEX Program has been reported earlier during this public meeting and will be the
subject of the July 26-27, 2023 fact-finding he would not have any comments at this
time.

→        Meet with DCPP Officer – the FFT met with PG&E Vice President for Business and
Technical Services Ms. Maureen Zawalick to discuss matters reviewed during the fact-
finding and regarding SB846.

→        PMO++ Process and Results – Consultant Wardell remarked the information
presented during Consultant McWhorter's presentation on preventative and corrective
maintenance, as well as concerning the PMO++ aspects of project review was slightly
updated during the May 2023 fact-finding and he made no further comments at this
time.

→        License Renewal Application and Aging Management Plans – Consultant Wardell
remarked that the information presented during Consultant McWhorter's presentation on
license renewal application and aging management plans was slightly updated during the
May 2023 fact-finding and he made no further comments at this time.

→        Industry Efforts to Evaluate the Radiological Consequences of a Release of
Radionuclides from a Crack in a Spent Fuel Storage Cask – Mr. Wardell reported the
Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI) is performing a study concerning the effects of a
crack in a sealed spent fuel storage cask and the consequences of a release of
radionuclides as a result. Mr. Wardell reported the publication of the study is now
planned for 2025, pending receipt of more data from the federal Department of Energy.

→        Workplace Seismic Safety – the FFT toured various areas of the plant to look for
unsecured items which could come lose and fall in a seismic event and block passage or
injure emergency responders. The DCISC team toured the Maintenance Training Building
and found the common areas and the classrooms to be in good condition with no issues
concerning workplace seismic safety identified. Mr. Wardell reported that PG&E has made
information concerning its seismic safety program available to its employees in order that
they might employ the same strategies and standards in their homes. Mr. Wardell
reported the DCISC's inquiry into seismic safety in the workplace is not limited to the
Control Room or to safety-related areas but extends to the entire plant. Dr. Peterson
observed the DCISC concluded that plant staff are the first responders in an emergency
situation and it is important they be protected against injury. He commented this is also
the reason the DCISC has significant interest in the FLEX Program in order to confirm
that FLEX equipment remains available after an earthquake and to confirm the access to



the plant needed to bring in and deploy FLEX equipment is not impeded.

→        Local NRC Meeting on DCPP Regulatory Performance and License Renewal – Mr.
Wardell reported on the final evening of their visit the DCISC FFT attended an NRC
meeting held in the San Luis Obispo area to discuss regulatory performance of DCPP and
the regulatory process for evaluating nuclear power plants. Mr. Wardell reported DCPP is
at the top of the NRC performance scale and NRC and PG&E representative discussed the
plan to submit a license extension application to the NRC by the end of 2023 for an
additional twenty years of operation.

Mr. David Weisman representing the Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility was recognized.
Mr. Weisman commented that as the DCPP Administration Building is certainly not built
to the same standards as the two Containment structures enclosing the reactor vessels
there could be casualties after an earthquake which might exceed the numbers that on
site first responders could deal with and he inquired whether first responders coming
from off site would in that situation need to pass through the usual security protocols to
reach the Administration Building and he inquired if there was a protocol for outside
responders to promptly clear security. Mr. McWhorter replied that while he does not
have specific information for DCPP, there are generally contingency plans at any nuclear
facility to address the issues raised by Mr. Weisman. Dr. Peterson remarked a DCISC
FFT is scheduled to meet with DCPP in July 2023 including Fire and Security
organization personnel and Dr. Peterson remarked Mr. Weisman's question
raises an interesting point and the DCISC would follow-up on his inquiry when
meeting with DCPP in July. Mr. Wardell reported personnel with badged access can
clear Security rapidly and it is his understanding that contingency plans for the issues
described by Mr. Weisman exist. Dr. Budnitz remarked that some off-site County fire
department personnel have been pre-cleared for access to DCPP. Dr. Peterson observed
Mr. Weisman's inquiry is a question that falls within the context of the security-safety
interface which has been of interest to the Committee for some time.

Dr. Gene Nelson representing Californian for Green Nuclear Power remarked
that the DCISC during its future fact-finding visits should review the training
given to regular DCPP employees to enable them to act as first responders.

On a motion made by Dr. Budnitz, seconded by Dr. Lam, the May 2-3, 2023, Fact Finding
Report together with Resolution 2023-10 certifying its approval were unanimously
approved.

XIV INFORMATION ITEMS BEFORE THE COMMITTEE

Mr. Garcia stated Mr. Jones would introduce the first PG&E presenter for this public
meeting. Mr. Jones, Senior Director of Regulatory, Environmental and Repurposing, then
introduced the Director of Strategic Initiatives Mr. Philippe Soenen and Mr. Jones stated
Mr. Soenen's principal responsibilities include preparation of the license renewal package
for the 10 CFR Part 50 licenses for both units and Mr. Soenen also has oversight of many
of the license renewal amendments submitted for decommissioning as well as the
ongoing license renewal process for the Part 50 license. Mr. Soenen is a graduate of the



University of California at San Diego.

Update on the Status of License Renewal Application Preparation, Submission,
Interactions with NRC, and Preparation/Initiation of Aging Management Plans and
Inspections.

Mr. Soenen reported that in October 2022 PG&E submitted a two-part request to the
NRC. The first part was a request to resume the license renewal application as it existed
in 2016, and the second part requested in the evet the first request was not granted,
that the NRC would consider an exemption to 10 CFR 2.109(b), the time limit
requirement for a license renewal application, to ensure DCPP could continue to operate
while the license renewal application was under review. In January 2023 the NRC denied
the first request and determined that a new license application was required, but in doing
so the NRC did not preclude PG&E's ability to rely on previously submitted information. In
March 2023, the second request was granted to waive the otherwise five-year
requirement for initiation of a license renewal request. PG&E is required to submit a
license renewal request for DCPP by the end of 2023.

Mr. Soenen stated the new license renewal application will use the latest NRC guidance,

specifically NUREG
[14]

 1801 Revision 2 Generic Aging Lessons Learned (GALL), a
guidance   document he commented was developed for an initial license renewal
application. He reported there is also a guidance document for GALL for subsequent
license renewal which DCPP is also using to update the safety portions of its license
renewal application such as the aging management portion which guidance captures new
information. Mr. Soenen reported part of the application includes an update of the
environmental report which will incorporate work that was done as part of preparation for
decommissioning, specifically information concerning endangered species and sensitive
coastal resources. The license renewal effort includes independent oversight by the
Nuclear Safety Oversight Committee (NSOC) and the Quality Assurance Program
together with industry experts. Mr. Soenen remarked while developing the license
renewal application DCPP is proactively implementing aging management programs and
commitments that are not in place now but are expected to be commitments under the
license renewal application.

Mr. Soenen reported inspections and procedures are being proactively put into place and
an NRC inspection is planned in connection with refueling outage 1R24 during fall 2023.
In response to Mr. McWhorter's reference to a question from a member of the public
earlier during this public meeting concerning 75 commitments from the 2016 license
renewal effort Mr. Soenen reported those commitments, of which there were a total of
76, are now null and void and the new license application will provide for new
commitments, but he reported at present there are no commitments associated with
DCPP license renewal.

Mr. Soenen stated license renewal is in addition to all ongoing requirements to meet the
same design bases, all maintenance requirements, and for aging management license
renewal creates additional requirements. He stated aging conditions are being
appropriately identified and managed before there is a loss of intended function. He



reported the NRC is reviewing DCPP's activities to ensure public health and safety are
being maintained.

Mr. Soenen reported similar commitments to those from the license renewal application
withdrawn by PG&E in 2016 are anticipated and it is planned to have 82% of those
commitments implemented prior to the current license expiration date for Unit 1, and
93% completed by the current expiration date of the license for Unit 2 including all
programmatic implementation. He stated 7% of the new commitments are expected to
require additional time for implementation and he gave as an example the cathodic
protection planned for the Auxiliary Saltwater System, which he described as a risk-
significant system. Mr. Soenen stated there is a need to ensure all the planning is correct
and all contingencies are addressed.

Mr. Soenen stated PG&E engaged in pre-submittal dialogue with the NRC and in February
2023 there were request for information from the NRC concerning the aging
management inspections planned for 1R24 and for an update on the previous license
renewal commitments. He reported updates were provided by DCPP on March 17, 2023,
regarding license renewal implementation efforts including aging management programs
planned for 1R24 so the NRC can plan its inspection activities. Regarding the schedule for
implementation of commitments on safety-significant systems prior to and after the
current license expiration dates Mr. Soenen reported this information was presented to
the NRC at two public meetings. He reported many of the aging management programs
are already being addressed by other existing programs and therefore there is
reasonable assurance the intended functions will be maintained should the plant enter
into a period of extended operation, while a small subset of commitments are already
incorporated. He reported the NRC has not expressed concern or objection to the
proposed implementation schedule.

In response to Consultant McWhorter's query Mr. Soenen confirmed during 1R24 the NRC
would be inspecting in accordance with Inspection Procedure 71013, which is expected to
be reissued in July 2023 and is focused upon the plant's ability to identify appropriate
aging at a time prior to the loss of intended function and to demonstrate that there is no
unexpected aging. Mr. Soenen reported that when the license amendment application is
submitted the NRC will use the data from the inspections conducted during 1R24. Mr.
Soenen remarked there is an understanding of what the aging management programs
will contain and the inspection results will be trued up after 1R24 and any exceptions
identified. Mr. McWhorter remarked the NRC would in this instance be inspecting Unit 1
to generic guidelines during 1R24. Mr. Soenen concurred and remarked with Unit 1's
current license expiration date being in November 2024, between the time of the license
renewal application submission in December 2023 and November 2024 there is a period
of almost one year in which to complete a determination to ensure there is reasonable
assurance that Unit 1 can continue operating into a period of extended operation. In
response to Dr. Budnitz' question Mr. Soenen confirmed there is little difference between
the scope of the former GALL, NUREG 1801, and that of NUREG 1801, GALL Revision 2,
and interim staff guidance documents have been issued and incorporated in NUREG 1801
Revision 2. He reported a number of these changes are to the aging management
programs and are based upon operating experience. He reported that more significant



changes in the development of the license renewal process stem from making sure all
information concerning plant modifications made since withdrawal of the 2016 license
application is updated.

Mr. Soenen reported two pre-submittal meetings have been held with the NRC and he
has had recurring discussions with the NRC's project manager and data requests have
been received by DCPP in support of the upcoming inspections. He identified key
takeaways on the status of license renewal as the exemption granted by the NRC to
support submittal of a new license renewal application by DCPP by December 31, 2023,
and reported PG&E is on track in developing the application using the current guidance
documents. PG&E continues to engage in dialogue with the NRC through correspondence
and during public meetings and during what he described as a unique timeframe is taking
proactive steps to ensure safe, continued operations.

In response to Consultant Wardell's inquiry, Mr. Soenen replied that the aging
management program is separated into separate elements under NUREG 1801 that
identify and capture the material types, aging effects, operating experience, and
inspection frequency and the qualifications of the inspectors and the threshold for
entering issues into the Corrective Action Program are within the program's scope. In
response to Dr. Lam's query Mr. Soenen confirmed PG&E's license renewal application
will be for a 20-year license. In response to Consultant Wardell's question Mr. Soenen
replied that the aging management program for an individual system is owned by an
engineer on the dedicated license renewal team and as projects become implemented
the program ownership will transition to the system engineer and the inspection activity
will be performed by Maintenance Department sub-departments or by Engineering
Department personnel, depending upon the nature of the inspection. Mr. Soenen
reported paper inspection work package procedures remain the norm. In response to
Consultant McWhorter's inquiry Mr. Soenen reported the aging management programs do
allow for the use of increased technology and advancements such as performing robotic
inspections of the Condensate Storage and Refueling Water Storage Tanks.

Mr. Jones referred to a previous request by Dr. Budnitz concerning whether the DCISC
might commence its review of certain components of the license renewal application prior
to December 31, 2023, and Mr. Jones reported it appears that this is possible and could
begin sometime between September and November 2023 during DCISC fact-finding
visits. Mr. Soenen confirmed Consultant Wardell's observation that PMO++ Program does
not include license renewal.  

XV  ADJOURN AFTERNOON MEETING

Dr. Lam observed that the evening meeting of the Committee would be convened at 5:30
p.m. and he adjourned the afternoon meeting of the Committee at 4:25 p.m.

XVI RECONVENE FOR EVENING MEETING

Dr. Lam reconvened the evening meeting of the DCISC at 5:30 p.m. on June 28, 2023.

XVII COMMITTEE MEMBER COMMENTS



There were no comments by Committee Members at this time.

XVIII  PUBLIC COMMENTS AND COMMUNICATIONS

Dr. Gene Nelson representing Californians for Green Nuclear Power was recognized. Dr.
Nelson stated it is a common misunderstanding that DCPP is the largest contingency that
California Independent System Operator (CAISO) planners must plan for in terms of
power outages. In reality, Dr. Nelson stated the AC Intertie, with three 500kV lines with
5,000 megawatts coming from Oregon, and the DC Intertie, with 3,900 megawatts which
ends near Sylmar, California, are larger in comparison to DCPP at 2,256 megawatts. The
Chair thanked Dr. Nelson for his remarks.

Assistant Legal Counsel Rathie reported an email was received earlier from Mr. Tom
Marré concerning reactor vessel embrittlement and modeling software.

XIV INFORMATION ITEMS BEFORE THE COMMITTEE

The Chair requested Mr. Jones to introduce the next informational presentations for this
public meeting. Mr. Jones introduced the Director of Nuclear Project Services at DCPP,
Mr. Michael Jackson, and stated Mr. Jackson has 15 years' experience in design
engineering in nuclear power. Mr. Jackson previously served in the Operations,
Maintenance and Decommissioning organizations at DCPP, holds a Senior Reactor
Operator License and is a registered Professional Engineer. Mr. Jackson holds a Bachelor
of Science Degree from California Polytechnic State University at San Luis Obispo (Cal
Poly).

Update on Activities for Reviewing, Approving and Implementing Extended Operations
Corrective Maintenance Plans, Preventative Maintenance Plans, and Projects Needed to
Support Extended Operations.

Mr. Jackson reported DCPP, as affirmed by the NRC, continues to be one of the
performing nuclear power plants and DCPP has continued to invest in safety and
reliability projects which is borne out by its operating history and how well the plant is
maintained. Mr. Jackson reported he has met with DCISC representatives during past
reviews.

Mr. Jackson reported life cycle management plans at DCPP have always correlated with
end-of-license dates of 2024/2025 and that after the announcement of the prospect of
continued operation beyond those dates, cross-disciplined teams were assembled of
subject matter experts and key stakeholders to perform comprehensive system health
holistic reviews to ensure appropriate maintenance plans were in place and issues such
as obsolescence would be appropriately addressed. The teams also review prioritizing
potential projects for safety, efficiency, and to enhance reliability.

Mr. Jackson reported that during fall 2023, for refueling outage 1R24, eleven projects
have been identified which he described as largely secondary-type projects such as
condenser water tank coatings, condenser lagging strap replacement, traveling screen
frame replacement, and transformer refurbishment. Projects for refueling outage 2R24,



scheduled for spring 2024, are now being reviewed for approval and inclusion into the
outage scoping phase. In response to Consultant McWhorter's inquiry Mr. Jackson replied
these holistic reviews represent a significant effort over a period of three and one-half
months and involved the cross-discipline teams, industry peers, vendors and suppliers
and technical experts with meetings taking place two to four times per week with 30-40
participants. In response to Dr. Lam's inquiry, he reported the holistic concept was
intended to break-up the review and to identify any changes to preventative
maintenance plans to ensure that maintenance was performed on an appropriate timeline
for the equipment. Corrective maintenance was reviewed for every backlog and priorities
were determined. Open evaluations were reviewed for their engineering aspects. If
something was determined to be obsolete in the period shortly after the end of the
current licenses, the engineering effort for those items was prioritized in order that
replacements can be provided in a timely manner to support reliability. Consultant
Wardell remarked that the DCISC will need to review the information discussed by Mr.
Jackson in connection with its obligations under SB846.  

Following the reviews he described, Mr. Jackson reported the outcomes were reviewed by
the Institute of Nuclear Power Operations (INPO), the Strategic Teaming and Resource
Sharing (STARS) joint utility initiative, and by representatives from two peer nuclear
power plants, the Perry Nuclear Power Plant in Ohio and the Byron Nuclear Generating
Station in Illinois as those representatives have experience with plants that were
trending toward shutdown.

Mr. Jackson stated the peer review group had no recommendations and found no gaps
but did provide suggestions that include taking the information and working it into
processes, while INPO provided suggestions to take the information and compile it in
system health reviews. Mr. Jackson confirmed in response to Mr. Wardell's query that the
peer groups reviewed the comprehensive outcomes from both the maintenance aspects
and for projects. In response to Dr. Peterson's query as to a similar experience with the
Eagle 21 Reactor Protection System by either of the two peer plants Mr. Jackson stated
there is generic momentum in the nuclear power industry by its suppliers is to assist with
aging issues such as with Eagle 21, but he could not provide specific examples. Mr.
Jackson reported SB846 mandates PG&E to engage in an independent review of
DCPP maintenance practices and two individuals with experience on both the
industry and the regulatory side have been selected for that review. At this
point he reported no deficiencies have been identified. The independent review
is now scheduled to be complete in September 2023 and Mr. Jackson stated
DCPP would share information with the DCISC during fact-finding in a manner
that ensures the independent nature of the reviewer as is required by SB846.
Dr. Peterson observed the DCISC should also assess the independence of the
review process and possibly provide the DCISC's independent input to the
reviewers.

Mr. Jackson closed his remarks with the observation DCPP will continue to maintain the
plant to the highest standards and continue to meet all regulatory requirements during a
transition into extended operation. In response to Consultant McWhorter's inquiry as to
the time horizon based on an extended operation period of five years or longer Mr.



Jackson replied DCPP has been given the date of 2030 to assess what the plant's long-
term needs are going to be and to ensure reliability to 2030 and therefore PG&E needs to
take those actions that are reasonable and prudent for operating to 2030. With reference
to projects which would be reasonable and prudent to perform for operations after 2030
Mr. Jackson stated bridging and mitigation strategies would be considered as well as
replacements and he confirmed in response to Dr. Peterson's observation that the long
range plans being developed are dynamic plans with the goal of continuing to provide a
reliable power source for the state.

Mr. John Geesman representing the Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility was recognized.
Mr. Geesman inquired whether refueling outages 1R24 and 2R24 were likely to be of
longer duration than usual to accommodate the relicensing licensing related projects. Dr.
Budnitz responded the DCISC has been informed that both outages are expected to be of
longer duration than recent refueling outages, but the schedules for both are still being
developed. Mr. Jones stated PG&E does not release detailed schedule details because
there can be an impact on the electrical market and he commented the duration for each
outage is not going to be a statistical outlier in a significant way. Dr. Peterson remarked
that outage duration can affect the cost for ratepayers and maintaining confidentiality in
the interim is appropriate.

XXIV  TECHNICAL CONSULTANT REPORTS & RECEIVE, APPROVE, AND   AUTHORIZE
TRANSMITTAL OF FACT FINDING REPORT TO PG&E (CONT'D.)

The Chair requested Dr. Budnitz to provide a report on the May 5, 2023, fact-finding
concerning comments and recommendations received from the Independent Peer Review

Panel
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 and to provide a comprehensive seismic safety update for consideration by the
Committee. Dr. Budnitz reviewed the topics from the fact-finding as follows.

Dr. Budnitz stated his presentation would be presented in two parts, the first being a
report concerning the State of California's Independent Peer Review Panel's (IPRP)
meeting held on May 5, 2023, and the second being the comprehensive seismic safety
update which SB846 required of the DCISC.

Dr. Budnitz reported the IPRP is comprised of a panel of experts on seismicity, seismic
hazard and the general geological and geophysical side of seismic and hazard risk. The
DCISC has followed the work of the IPRP and attended its meetings for more than ten
years. Dr. Budnitz reported the May 5, 2023, meeting had a special status as SB846 calls
on the IPRP to review and interact with the DCISC and for the DCISC to take into account
the recommendations of the IPRP.

Dr. Budnitz reported the November 2022 DCISC Fact Finding Report approved at the
Committee's February 2023 public meeting was forwarded to the IPRP for its review. On
May 4, 2023, one day prior to the May 5 IPRP meeting, the IPRP provided the DCISC
with a document with comments and questions on the November 2022 Fact Finding
Report and those comments were a subject of the May 5, 2023 meeting. During that
meeting Dr. Budnitz represented and provided responses on behalf of the Committee. Dr.
Budnitz stated the comments and questions posed were not adopted by the IPRP rather



they were the comments and questions of individual panel members and were not
represented as being the consensus of the IPRP. One important issue which was
addressed involved the scope of the DCISC seismic review. Dr. Budnitz emphasized the
DCISC's scope of review in this context includes the safety of the plant against the risk of
radiological releases, radiological hazards to the workers and the offsite population and
to property, and nuclear radiation radiological accidents. He stated the DCISC's scope
does not extend to other events that have no radiological impact but which might cause
DCPP to be unable to produce electricity. He provided as an example the kelp blooms
which occasionally take place in the Intake Cove which do impact the ability of the plant
to make electricity but which do not otherwise represent a nuclear safety issue.

Dr. Budnitz commented that the IPRP inquired whether the DCISC uses the NRC's safety
criteria for seismic safety as the Committee's figure of merit and received the response
that while the Committee is cognizant of the NRC's review it does not use the NRC safety
criteria as its figure of merit. The IPRP also inquired as to whether the DCISC uses the
original seismic design criteria as its criteria for assessing the adequacy of plant systems,
structures or components (SSC). Dr. Budnitz observed that while these items are
designed to seismic design criteria per various codes, the DCISC is not interested per se
in their design but rather the DCISC's interest lies in how SSCs will perform during a
seismic event in the place and manner in which they are located at the plant and he
described this as an important distinction.

With the background as described, Dr. Budnitz stated he responded to many of the 
comments and questions that the IPRP members developed based on the DCISC
November 2022 Fact Finding Report. He stated during the May 5, 2023 meeting the
DCISC committed to supplementing or modifying its November 2022 Fact Finding Report
to provide additional detail, more references and further explanations. Dr. Budnitz
commented that commitment, together with the commitment imposed by SB846, has
produced the May 5, 2023 Fact Finding Report that the Committee will consider this
evening which will supersede the November 2022 Fact Finding Report as the Committee's
seismic evaluation as called for by SB846.

During the IPRP meeting there was also discussion of a recent generic project by the
Electric Power Research Institute regarding seismic performance of equipment not
covered by NRC regulations which Dr. Budnitz stated the Committee would review when
it is issued. There was also an update provided by PG&E, which is a usual feature of any
IPRP meeting, as to the DCPP Long Term Seismic Project (LTSP) which has been ongoing
as a license condition since the plant commenced operation. Dr. Budnitz remarked the
LTSP is a crucial input to the DCISC as the Committee makes its own independent
judgments about the adequacy of the seismic capacity of the plant. He remarked absent
the LTSP it is likely that not enough information would be available or understood for the
DCISC to make its judgments. The IPRP also received a report on the recent earthquake
which occurred in the area of the Turkish-Syrian border where PG&E has sent a team of
experts to assess lessons learned which Dr. Budnitz described as a work in progress
towards obtaining crucial information on the performance of the local grid and other
equipment. 



Dr. Budnitz reported that the group San Luis Obispo Mothers for Peace have filed a
Declaration with the NRC in a relicensing proceeding concerning the Generic
Environmental Impact Statement which includes a Declaration by Dr. Peter Bird, an
acknowledged seismologist, which sets forth Dr. Bird's belief that the basis for PG&E's
understanding of the seismic hazard at DCPP is erroneous and understated. As Dr. Bird's
Declaration was received the day prior to the IPRP meeting there has been insufficient for
a detailed review. Dr. Budnitz commented he expects PG&E would need to evaluate and
respond to Dr. Bird's Declaration in the context of relicensing proceedings and the DCISC
would review PG&E's response when it is filed.

Dr. Peterson stated he attended a subset of IPRP meetings and he appreciated Dr.
Budnitz devoting a substantial amount of time and effort to reviewing material and to
developing the Committee's overall technical seismic assessment. Dr. Peterson remarked
that our society's ability to characterize, engineer, and mitigate seismic hazards is very
impressive and accordingly the consequences of a major earthquake have dropped
dramatically as better engineering is introduced into civil infrastructure. He remarked
those methods have been applied extensively at DCPP. Dr. Lam concurred and he
remarked the Committee is a primary beneficiary of Dr. Budnitz' efforts. Dr. Budnitz
stated the IPRP's membership is comprised of acknowledged seismologists from various
agencies including the state's Department of Water Resources, the California Energy
Commission, the Geological Survey and CalTrans and San Luis Obispo County Supervisor
Mr. Bruce Gibson, an accomplished and recognized seismologist, is a member of the
IPRP. In concluding his presentation on part one Dr. Budnitz remarked that the
documents with comments did not represent the consensus of the IPRP and while the
discussion was collegial he was disappointed that the DCISC will not have the benefit of a
report by the IPRP as a panel.

Mr. Bob Anderson representing the CPUC was recognized. Mr. Anderson stated when the
IPRP receives the DCISC May 5, 2023 Fact Finding Report the IPRP will review the report
and may hold a meeting sooner than it would otherwise do. Mr. Anderson commented
the IPRP was concerned with the report produced in 2010 by the Enercon firm and would
like to see the report updated and he inquired if the DCISC could be the venue for such
an update. Mr. Anderson stated the IPRP was also looking at the seismic hazard update
that PG&E is required by SB846 to undertake and whether this effort was being
considered by the DCISC as involving a Senior Seismic Hazard Analysis Committee
(SSHAC) Level 1 or a SSHAC Level 2 review. Dr. Budnitz replied the DCISC would not be
making a determination on the SSHAC process but would review the results and also the
PG&E seismic assessment and while the DCISC has been briefed by DCPP on the
schedule for the review in response to SB846, that review is not expected to be complete
for some months.

Ms. Jill Zam Ek was recognized Ms. Zam Ek stated as the public has not seen the DCISC
May 5, 2023 Fact Finding Report she could not comment on it. Dr. Budnitz replied the
DCISC's November 2022 Fact Finding Report has been in the public domain since
February 2023 and the May 5, 2023 report, while it represents a modification of the
November 2022 report it is only a modest modification. Ms. Zam Ek observed as there
are several pending analyses including that by Dr. Bird in the Bird Declaration and the



analyses to follow the Turkey-Syrian earthquake, it seems the Committee's seismic
safety decision is premature. Dr. Budnitz responded and thanked Ms. Zam Ek for her
comments and reported the DCISC was charged by SB846 with doing a seismic
evaluation with the information it has at hand and as new information is received,
including the PG&E seismic assessment and the license renewal application to the NRC,
which will have a chapter on the seismic hazard the Committee will reevaluate its
conclusions as appropriate. Dr. Lam remarked the Committee has very limited resources
and was constrained by a tight schedule in undertaking this review. Dr. Lam then
requested Dr. Budnitz to proceed with the second part of his presentation.

Dr. Budnitz stated the May 5, 2023 Fact Finding Report is intended as the Committee's
comprehensive response to and discharge of its mandate under SB846 to deliver a report
and any recommendations regarding upgrades that would be needed to address seismic
safety, with the caveat that the Committee remains open to new information. He
reported his presentation and the May 5, 2023 Fact Finding Report would update the
November 2022 Fact Finding Report which was adopted in February 2023. Dr. Budnitz
observed these DCISC reports address seismic safety in terms of safety against
radiological releases that could contaminate the countryside or the offsite property or
harm workers or the public.

Dr. Budnitz reported the DCISC evaluation was based on multiple sources of information
and he described and discussed each of the three principal sources of information as
follows:

→        The PG&E 2015 Probabilistic Seismic Hazard Analysis (PHSA) - a comprehensive
review and evaluation of the seismic hazard at the site, that is, the size, characteristics
including the sources and propagation from the sources, duration, ground motion
including attenuation and amplification, effect on structures and equipment and the
frequency of occurrence of earthquakes of significance. The methodology used for the
2015 PHSA was the SSHAC standard methodology and the NRC and the DCISC
previously both endorsed the 2015 PHSA.

→        The PG&E 2018 Seismic Probabilistic Risk Assessment (SPRA) - the 2018 SPRA is
the result of several years of work and was peer reviewed broadly by experts. The SPRA
follows a standard methodology published by the American Nuclear Society (ANS) and
the American Society of Mechanical Engineers (ASME). Dr. Budnitz stated the SPRA
identifies every important accident sequence that would be caused by an earthquake and
for each sequence it identifies the likelihood that the accident sequence will occur, which
differs depending upon the size of the earthquake, and the probability of occurrence per
year of each sequence. For each of those sequences the SPRA then determines the
damage resulting from the earthquake and the consequences of the damage. Dr. Budnitz
commented PG&E previously developed a SPRA in the 1980s that was considered to be
the "gold standard" in the industry and the 2018 SPRA is an update of that effort.   

→        The Long-Term Seismic Program (LTSP) - Dr. Budnitz reported PG&E has been
conducting the LTSP over a period of 40 years and the LTSP has developed networks of
seismic instrumentation in the area of DCPP and the LTSP provides an important basis for



PG&E's understanding of the local seismic environment.

Dr. Budnitz commented there is no other nuclear power plant in the world that employs
anything as comprehensive as the 2018 PHSA, the 2015 SPRA, and the LTSP but despite
this he remarked there is still a significant amount of uncertainty concerning in the
understanding of the seismic conditions.

Dr. Budnitz stated the 2015 PHSA characterized the seismic hazard posed by the Hosgri,
the Los Osos, and other local seismic faults and the site ground motion from the
propagation of the motion from the fault to DCPP. PG&E continues to develop new
information relative to refining the understanding and narrowing the uncertainties
relative to the seismic hazard and site ground motion. Dr. Budnitz stated while there has
been new information received since 2015, nothing in any of that new information
changes the broader understandings of the previous seismic studies or provides any new
safety insights as to both the hazard sources and the propagation from those sources to
the site. The new information either confirms or narrows the uncertainties of prior
understanding.

Dr. Budnitz commented it is important to also understand in context of the seismic safety
of the plant the seismic motion characteristics that arrive at the site from an earthquake
and the resulting in-structure energy propagation as it relates to the seismic fragility of
components. He reported PG&E has developed analyses, methods, and complex models
it considers valid for each of the plant structures which consider, with some uncertainty,
the in-structure energy propagation and whether the structure will attenuate or amplify
or in any way change the frequency spectrum. Dr. Budnitz reported the fact-finding
report's conclusion was that the 2018 SPRA remains valid and there is nothing new that
would modify the previous insights of that most recent SPRA with regards to in-structure
energy propagation or the fragilities of structures and components.

Dr. Budnitz reported PG&E has developed as part of its SPRA a model, using shaker table
data and data from earthquakes, to assess the fragility of plant components and
structures and the point at which a component would be expected to fail such that the
component would be unable to perform its safety function. He remarked the likelihood of
failure is a function of the seismic motion and in between a component's ability to
continue to perform its safety function and the point at which it is likely to fail, there is
some probability that is developed in the analysis. He stated PG&E considers that these
models for seismic fragility of components and structures remains valid and Dr. Budnitz
reported the methodology used by PG&E for analyzing seismic fragilities is well defined,
peer reviewed, mature and widely used and it follows ANS/ASME PRA standards. Dr.
Budnitz reported the May 5, 2023 Fact Finding Report concludes there is nothing new
with regards to system modeling that would modify the insights of the 2018 SPRA.

Relative to the seismic PRA model for accident sequences, Dr. Budnitz stated there are
approximately several dozen such accident sequences all of which Dr. Budnitz stated
have been analyzed using a mature standard ANS/ASME methodology which is widely
used worldwide. He commented there is nothing new with regard to modeling that would
modify the insights. DCPP continues to use new information to refine uncertainties. Dr.



Budnitz reported the seismic environment of DCPP is very uncertain due to the
irreducible paucity of recent data from earthquakes of significant magnitude, as records
only go back approximately 100 years and instrument records are only 50 years old. He
reported the typical uncertainty of the likelihood of a very large earthquake could be off
by as much as a factor of ten and he remarked there is no way to reduce that
uncertainty except by waiting for more data. He remarked the consensus in the
community of seismic experts is the uncertainties analyses are well understood and
consistently performed but we are stuck with them. Dr. Budnitz stated this means that in
judging the adequacy of seismic safety it must be judged on the high side event with
those uncertainties and if still adequate it will remain adequate for the rest of the lower
distribution.

Dr. Budnitz reported DCPP, through the B. John Garrick Institute for the Risk Sciences at
UCLA, performed a seismic analysis of the DCPP spent fuel pools which concluded the
seismic risk to the spent fuel pools was very low and the DCISC's review of that analysis
has convinced the Committee it remains valid. Dr. Budnitz remarked that Dr. B. John
Garrick was considered to be a giant in the field of risk assessment and the study Dr.
Garrick performed with his colleague Mr. Donald Wakefield is first class. Dr. Budnitz
reported in 2018 the NRC-required Mitigating Strategies Assessment which reviewed
whether there were any updates or improvements to improve the safety of the plant also
found no upgrades were needed.

Dr. Budnitz reviewed the conclusions of the May 5, 2023 Fact Finding Report as follows:

→        The 2015 PHSA and the 2018 SPRA were previously reviewed by the DCISC, at
which time the Committee  concluded that the seismic safety achieved by DCPP was
acceptable. The NRC also reviewed the 2015 PHSA and the 2018 SPRA and came to the
same conclusion. Each had a separate peer review by experts.

→        After reviewing the new and updated information the DCISC concludes that the
seismic safety of the DCPP reactors is fully adequate now and requires to additional
upgrades or other changes to bring it up-to-date or to improve it.

→        The DCISC concludes that no upgrades or improvements to seismic safety are
necessary to assure adequate safety for extended operations beyond 2025. Dr. Budnitz
reported he did not use a specific time horizon in this review, but he there is definitely
nothing related to seismic safety for which aging and degradation are an issue in the
near or the medium term.

Concerning recommendations for future action by the Committee, Dr. Budnitz identified
the following:

→        The DCISC should review any new seismic-related information that could
be forthcoming when PG&E submits a new (undated) License Renewal
Application to the NRC at the end of 2023.

→        The DCISC should review the seismic-safety review that PG&E will
conduct as required by California legislation SB846.



→        The DCISC should review any analyses that may be performed by the
NRC or other entities in response to the May 2, 2023, SLOMFP filing with the
NRC claiming that PG&E has underestimated the seismic hazard at DCPP. 

Dr. Budnitz observed there is are caveats concerning the DCISC's conclusions in that
SB846 calls upon PG&E to support a seismic evaluation which the DCISC will review, and
prior to the end of 2023 PG&E will be submitting its application to the NRC for license
renewal which will have a chapter concerning the seismic hazard which the DCISC will
also review, and the new Declaration by Dr. Bird submitted in the NRC license renewal
application docket and if something significant emerges from any of these the Committee
could reevaluate its conclusions. Dr. Budnitz observed the field of seismic inquiry is never
static and it is important to be humble and to keep an open mind. He remarked relative
to adequacy as opposed to validity for a seismic judgment to be adequate one has to
accept that even if the pessimistic interpretations are correct, it is still adequate. He
remarked, in anticipation of an inquiry from Dr. Lam, that the worldwide knowledge of
seismologists is still not adequate to predict when, where or how big the next seismic
event will be.

Dr. Peterson stated he concurs with Dr. Budnitz' conclusions and he has reviewed the
technical analyses related particularly to fragility and potential damage following an
earthquake and commented the key residual risk comes from the fact there may be
unanticipated things that can still occur and the best strategy for managing these
residual risks is to enable plant staff to have the resources and capabilities to assess the
state of the damage and determine whether additional actions are needed to address
unanticipated consequence. He remarked this is a major element of the DCISC's ongoing
review to examine and ensure both the FLEX equipment that is available to the plant
staff is adequate and to understand the procedures, training and the responsibilities of
the plant staff that will follow an earthquake. Dr. Peterson commented in the United
States we do remarkably well in developing provisions to mitigate the consequences of
events and he has confidence the plant is appropriately and adequately safe from seismic
events based on its capability to perform post-earthquake inspections and develop
responses. Dr. Budnitz remarked the 2018 SPRA identifies several dozen earthquake
initiated sequences of events, with about one-third of those sequences involving human
error and he remarked the probabilities of human error are not very well understood and
he commented that without procedures and training this situation would be much worse.
Therefore, analysts pessimistically assign a high likelihood of human error in their
analyses and this is the case with the 2018 SPRA.

Mr. John Geesman representing the Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility was recognized.
Mr. Geesman commended Dr. Budnitz for Dr. Budnitz' comment concerning the need to
be humble concerning the field of seismic inquiry and Mr. Geesman observed
confirmation bias can affect conclusions. Dr. Budnitz agreed and stated it is very difficult
to collect data on human error because of confirmation bias as reporting tends to be
asymmetrical where sometimes successes are reported where failures are not or
sometimes vice-versa which increases uncertainty.



Mr. Geesman remarked in his opinion the Committee is making a very serious error in
judgment and misinterpreting its role in the seismic component of SB846 by rendering its
report before PG&E has made its contribution and the DCISC has reviewed PG&E's
contribution to the evidence in the record. Mr. Geesman strongly encouraged the
Committee to review the PG&E Quality Assurance organization audit of the PG&E
Geosciences Department and he remarked if it had the legal authority to do so his client
would mail a copy to every local resident so they could each form an opinion as to the
level of trust PG&E is entitled to in this area. Mr. Geesman observed the DCISC has
reiterated the established NRC methodology that evaluates effects as a function of the
contribution to core damage frequency or large radiation releases. He believes the DCISC
when it states it is concerned with workplace and worker safety, but the DCISC review is
limited to the subset of incidents that would trigger a contribution to core damage or a
large radiation release while the California Energy Commission in its 2008 California
Assembly Bill 1632 Report strongly indicated it was earthquakes that did not cause that
type of safety risk, but rather affected non-safety systems structure and components
that posed a safety risk to the workforce and to visitors. He stated this is what motivated
PG&E to commission the Enercon Report.

Mr. Geesman remarked that using PG&E's calculation for 2020-2021 an outage for one
DCPP unit costs approximately $1.2 million each day which must be made up by
procuring replacement power and he observed some of that amount arguably could be
spent in mitigating the risks described by Dr. Budnitz and he stated his belief that the
DCISC had not properly understood its assignment in the context of SB846, in that the
question is how to rationally best spend that investment on retrofits and risk mitigation
that are rationally connected to a five-year extension of operations and he stated his
view the Committee simplistically dismissed all that as not within its remit which it may
not be, but the Committee should acknowledge that it has said that the risk does not
exist and if it does the Committee is by implication suggesting that someone else is going
to have to evaluate it which he remarked undercuts significantly the entire reliability
rationale for extended operations. Dr. Budnitz replied and confirmed the risk described
by Mr. Geesman does exist, but a review of the hazard curves for a significant
earthquake event that would not damage safety equipment or result in radiological
damage at the plant have a frequency of approximately one in one thousand years or in
a given year one part in a thousand. If it is credited that such an event could
nevertheless result in a shutdown and termination of generation of electricity there are
many other events that are much more probable that could lead to that same result.
Therefore, Dr. Budnitz concluded if one were to spend financial resources to ensure the
plant can continue to make electricity one would almost surely not spend those resources
on seismic improvements, but instead on those events with a higher probability of
impacting the plant's ability to generate electricity. Mr. Geesman remarked PG&E has
shut down the hydro-electric operation of a plant on California's north coast based on an
announced risk factor of one in nine hundred per year and he suggested that was a
relevant threshold and he suggested a prudent lender would demand that analysis of
mitigating its investments be done.

In response to Dr. Lam's query Mr. Geesman commented that in his view it is unwise for



the DCISC to get in front of PG&E's seismic update with any official pronouncement
concerning the seismic component of SB846 without having first had the opportunity to
review PG&E's update. Mr. Geesman stated in his opinion the Legislature wanted PG&E to
do a comprehensive seismic update and not conduct a narrow replication of past studies
using past criteria. He stated he agreed with Dr. Budnitz as to the DCISC's remit being
radiological safety, but if the DCISC were to identify a significant deficiency in PG&E's
seismic update the DCISC should point that out whether or not within its remit. Dr.
Budnitz observed it was for this reason the DCISC reviewed the Enercon Report and the
Committee will review the PG&E updated seismic assessment in that light as well. Mr.
Geesman stated NUREG 2213 specifically prescribe the level of formality required to
assess whether an update is needed and the Legislature has already made that
determination, so the only question is the dimension of that update and he observed Mr.
Anderson, on behalf of the IPRP, has expressed concern about a SSHAC Level 1 versus a
Level 2 study. He stated the impression he received from PG&E's presentation at the
IPRP meeting on May 5, 2023, was that PG&E intends to employ an incremental
approach before determining whether a SSHAC Level 1 review is necessary. Mr.
Geesman remarked that approach is per se contrary to NUREG 2213 and the IPRP has
already registered its concern. Mr. Geesman remarked that he believes the document
provided to the DCISC by the IPRP was in fact approved by the IPRP, which would give it
the same stature as a DCISC fact-finding report and as such it should not be denigrated.
Dr. Budnitz replied the IPRP's comments did not have the benefit of the full panel which
he stated is a huge benefit rather than having multiple individual comments, as the latter
lacks the discussion and public benefit of discussion and feedback. The comments were
endorsed by the IPRP but in the form presented to the DCISC they represented merely a
collection of its members' comments.

DCISC Special Counsel for regulatory matters Mr. Martin Mattes was recognized. Mr.
Mattes stated the Committee in developing its seismic assessment was operating under
the time constraints imposed by SB846 and the ongoing CPUC proceedings pursuant to
which the CPUC is looking to hear from the Committee on the seismic safety issue almost
immediately and in time for its consideration in the pending proceeding. He remarked
there may be some value in expressly noting that the Committee is awaiting review of
PG&E's report and the possibility the DCISC will need to have further consideration based
upon that report.

Mr. Bruce Severance was recognized. Mr. Severance stated although he is a member of
the DCDEP he is speaking this evening as an individual. Mr. Severance stated in his
conversations with another person who worked at PG&E when what he termed the "leak
before break" standard was adopted under NUREG 1801, DCPP removed a number of
horizontal supports or a sizeable amount of the piping and cooling system components
and this was based upon the redundancy provided by the plant's leak detection systems.
He remarked the person he spoke with stated there was a licensee event report (LER)
sometime in 2006-2009 in which all five of the leak detection systems failed at the same
time or had not been maintained and there was a significant leak of radioactive material
which occurred without a citation being issued by the NRC. Dr. Budnitz remarked that the
events described by Mr. Severance did not occur at DCPP and Dr. Peterson observed



leaks in the reactor coolant boundary and the goal of the "leak before break" philosophy
is to identify the point at which a crack is so small that it cannot catastrophically fail and
leaks are detected by monitoring the inventory in the volume control tank. A leak in the
coolant boundary itself due to a flaw or a crack requires an immediate shutdown per
technical specifications. Mr. Severance then posed the question of what happens in a
design basis event if cross members are removed [from a piping system] and he stated
from a conversation with a Dr. Miranda, formerly with the NRC, that the Emergency Core
Cooling System (ECCS) is not designed for multiple break failure modes but rather for a
specific level of leakage. Dr. Budnitz responded the ECCS is designed for a certain
amount of flow however it arises. Mr. Severance stated it is his hope that recent
correspondence with the NRC which deals with corrosion in the coolant system is
prominent on the Committee's list of priorities. Dr. Budnitz commented any change in
cooling system configuration would be required to be done per code and would be
reviewed. Mr. Severance remarked the scenario he described could, for example, be the
threshold of a design basis event that would create a larger problem and he stated he
was thinking of the pressurized thermal shock phenomenon. Dr. Budnitz commented
the issue raised by Mr. Severance as to any compromise due to corrosion might
be a worthwhile inquiry for the DCISC to assess if it were accounted for in the
margin needed. In response to Mr. Severance statement that despite a diligent search
he had been unable to locate the LER he mentioned Dr. Budnitz commented this may be
because the event never occurred, but rather the scenario described by Mr. Severance
could be documented in another manner. The Chair then thanked Mr. Severance for his
comments.

Ms. Jane Swanson was recognized. Ms. Swanson commented she supported the DCISC's
review of any analysis that might be performed by the NRC or other entities in response
to San Luis Obispo Mothers for Peace' filing with the NRC claiming PG&E has
underestimated the seismic hazard of DCPP. She stated she also supported Mr.
Geesman's remarks concerning the DCISC not approving its seismic report in advance of
PG&E's SB846 study. She observed, in her view, Dr. Peter Bird is a giant in the field of
earth sciences and the DCISC has yet to review Dr. Bird's Declaration and among Dr.
Bird's statements in the Declaration is the statement that PG&E's seismic reports are
based on generic environmental reviews not on site specific criteria and she observed
DCPP is not a typical or a generic site and therefore any conclusions drawn from a
generic environmental impact statement are illogical and cannot be justified. Ms.
Swanson stated Dr. Budnitz reference to the size of the 2015 PHSA does not mean it is
correct and complete. Ms. Swanson stated her opinion that the use of the word
"adequate," as a standard used by the NRC, PG&E or SB846 regarding safety is a very
imprecise term and she does not trust and she suspects its use, as it allows an escape
from a section of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) which requires all federal
agencies to take into account low probability consequence events and she observed such
low probability events may create a public health hazard due to a major radioactive
release by DCPP for which the consequences would be absolutely catastrophic and
therefore she stated she strongly believes any approved seismic study must adhere to
NEPA standards and not be governed merely by considerations of its adequacy and no
seismic study can possibly be of any use beyond the distance you might be able to throw



a printed copy. Dr. Budnitz thanked Ms. Swanson for her comments and stated the
DCISC does not use the NRC's standard but the standard used by the NRC to license a
power plant is for adequate protection and that language is in the NRC's Charter and in
its mission statement "to assure adequate protection of public health and safety and the
environment." He remarked Congress purposefully included the standard to allow the
NRC Commissioners to decide what constitutes adequate protection and that concept has
evolved over the years. Dr. Budnitz further observed there is no such thing as a perfect
seismic hazard study but conservatisms are embedded against uncertainties in these
studies and extra margin is added to provide assurance they are adequate and the fact
that something isn't perfect does not mean it is not useful. Dr. Budnitz observed that Ms.
Swanson in her remarks misjudges the methods used by engineers to perform seismic
analysis and societies make safety decisions all the time in the face of uncertainty and
asking that these decisions be based upon an unachievable standard is an inappropriate
application of logic.

Upon a motion made by Dr. Peterson, seconded by Dr. Lam, the May 5, 2023 Fact
Finding Report, together with accompanying Resolution 2023-11 certifying as to its
approval  was unanimously approved by the Committee. 

XX ADJOURN EVENING MEETING

The June 28, 2023, evening meeting of the Diablo Canyon Independent Safety
Committee was adjourned by its Chair, Dr. Peter Lam, at 7:50 p.m. Dr. Lam announced
the Committee would reconvene for tomorrow, June 29, 2023, at 9:00 a.m.

XXI RECONVENE FOR MORNING MEETING

The second day of the June 28-29, 2023, public meeting of the Diablo Canyon
Independent Safety Committee was called to order by its Chair, Dr. Peter Lam at 9:00
a.m. on June 29, 2023. Dr. Lam welcomed those persons attending in person and by
Zoom Webinar and watching the proceedings on live streaming video. He introduced the
Committee members and staff present for this meeting.

XXII COMMITTEE MEMBER COMMENTS

The Chair invited comments from his fellow members. There was no response to his
invitation..

XXIII  PUBLIC COMMENTS AND COMMUNICATION

The Chair requested members of the public who wished to comment on matters not on
the agenda to do so at this time.

Ms. Carole Hisasue was recognized. Ms. Hisasue stated that in the fall of 2021 she loaned
a radiation monitor to Ms. Linda Seeley,  a Member of the PG&E Diablo Canyon
Decommissioning Engagement Panel (DCDEP) when Ms. Seeley was invited by PG&E to
observe operations at the Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation (ISFSI). Ms.
Hisasue displayed slides for the Committee and she reported she found the radiation



levels as reported by her radiation monitor to be quite high. She identified on a diagram
of the ISFSI where she found her monitor indicated high levels of radiation, which was
the area of the spent fuel storage casks located in the lower middle section of the ISFSI.

She reported the levels ranges from 0.14 microsieverts
[16]

 per hour to almost 2
microsieverts per hour which she stated she found to be high. She inquired whether the
Committee was aware of the radiation levels at the ISFSI and in particular at the location
she identified and reported she uploaded the data to Safecast [a volunteer organization
devoted to environmental monitoring]. Ms. Hisasue remarked she did not believe the
issue was one of public safety but rather of worker safety. Dr. Peterson responded and
stated the radiation levels around the storage casks are higher than background radiation
levels due to the presence of the radioactive materials inside the casks but for visitors
and workers the dose rates and total dose exposure are both well below limits. Dr.
Peterson remarked the maximum dose he received from walking around the ISFSI was
less than 1 millirem and typical background radiation levels, which vary from place to
place, are around 300 millirem per year and are greater in areas located at higher
altitudes such as areas in Colorado. Ms. Hisasue speculated that because some areas
around the casks are much higher than others there may be a defect in a cask. Dr.
Peterson remarked that readings taken at the air vents on the lower portion of a cask will
produce a higher reading and it is more likely the differences identified by Ms. Hisasue
are associated with casks which are closer to the west end of the ISFSI where younger
fuel, which is more radioactive than older fuel as radiation levels drop over time, is
stored. Dr. Budnitz observed his children lived in Boulder, Colorado and received twice as
much radiation exposure than he does living in Berkeley, California, but no studies have
revealed that anyone living in Boulder, Colorado is somehow less healthy than people
living at sea level and because something is twice as great that does not make it
dangerous. Ms. Hisasue agreed but she commented the radiation levels in Denver, likely
the highest in the country, are not at the level she found at the ISFSI.

Dr. Lam stated he was sympathetic to Ms. Hisasue's concern but there are elements of
voluntary exposure to background radiation and worker protection to be considered. He
reported there are two theories, one being the linear dose theory which finds any
radiation is bad and the other the hormesis theory which hold that below certain
thresholds radiation may be beneficial.

PG&E Director Tom Jones reported he escorted Ms. Seeley the day she visited the ISFSI
and he allowed her to bring and use the device. He reported a radiation protection
briefing was provided and everyone was issued a thermoluminescent dosimeter. He
confirmed Dr. Peterson's observation about the location of the older fuel at the ISFSI. Mr.
Jones commented DCPP has compiled the information on radiation levels at the ISFSI on
the day in question and would share that information with the DCISC. He stated all
workers were protected and the radiation levels were well below licensed dose rates. Mr.
Jones reported regulatory limits for members of the public are 5 rem or 5,000 millirem
per year and DCPP employs an administrative standard that is 40% of the regulatory
limit at 2 rem or 2,000 millirem per year. Mr. Jones remarked he was present for the
entire visit and received 2 millirem. Dr. Budnitz offered to make the annual report DCPP
submits each year on dose available to Ms. Hisasue. Mr. Jones replied he will report



back to the Committee on the actual measured dose rate on the day of Ms.
Seeley's visit.

Dr. Peterson remarked the assumption is often made that the effects of radiation
exposure are linear in the background range which is known not to be accurate as
adjustment needs to be made for dose rate. He commented that completely removing
exposure to background radiation is presently being studied and effects have been
observed on the cells of smaller organisms. He remarked ultraviolet ionizing radiation,
which has sufficient energy to break chemical bonds, has a low penetrating power and is
only absorbed by the skin and produces a sunburn and increases the risk of skin cancer
with prolonged exposure. However, he remarked completely eliminating exposure to
sunlight has negative health effects including the production of vitamin D. For other
forms of ionizing radiation which are more penetrating Dr. Peterson remarked less is
known but research is ongoing. With respect to workers in nuclear power plants their
incremental exposure is modest compared to natural background radiation although a
subset of workers do get larger exposures which is accepted and regulated. Ms. Hisasue
closed her comments by remarking the radiation levels in Denver are nowhere near what
they are around the ISFSI.

Mr. John Geesman representing the Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility was recognized.
Mr. Geesman remarked that this client has recommended that PG&E adopt the standard
of 40% of the regulatory dose limits established by the NRC as the decommissioning
radiation clean-up standard for decommissioning of the power plant concerning which he
observed the DCISC will have an ongoing role. He stated the Alliance for Nuclear
Responsibility has recommended PG&E commit publicly to matching the level of
remediation that is required by law and has been approved by the NRC in the states of
New York, Massachusetts, Vermont and Maine and the question is currently before the
CPUC. Mr. Geesman remarked PG&E has established that when PG&E tries hard it can
accomplish things and PG&E has done that with respect to their DCPP workforce and his
client is hopeful they will do the same with the license termination plan when it is
submitted.

Assistant Legal Counsel Rathie stated he located a fact-finding report prepared in
February 2022 which followed Ms. Seeley having made comments concerning her visit to
the ISFSI with Ms. Hisasue's radiation monitor and he reported the February 2022 Fact
Finding Report is available on the Committee's website at www.dcisc.org.

Ms. Sheila Baker was recognized. Ms. Baker stated she wonders as to the status of the
embrittlement issue for Unit 1 and whether Unit 1 is safe. [A presentation on that topic
was on the agenda for later during this public meeting.]

The Chair called upon the Committee's Counsel to present the next item.  

Status of Governmental Agency Interactions, Response to California Senate Bill 846
Directives, a Third Restatement of the Committee's Charter and other Regulatory Matters
Including Committee Funding Issues Addressed in Phase 1 Track 1 of Proceeding R.23-
01-007, an Order Instituting Rulemaking Before the California Public Utilities

https://www.dcisc.org/


Commission.

Assistant Legal Counsel Mr. Rathie reported the item was scheduled for this public
meeting to give the Committee and the public an opportunity to hear about the
regulatory process that has been ongoing since the passage of SB846 in September
2022. He reported the Committee met in September 2022 in a public meeting shortly
after the passage of SB846 and met again in February 2023. He reported he would cover
some of the regulatory events that have involved the Committee and remarked the Order
Instituting Rulemaking (CPUC Proceeding R.23-01-007) is a very complex proceeding
with several different phases and several different tracks within those phases. Mr. Rathie
reported as follows:

→        On January 2023 the CPUC issued the Order Instituting Rulemaking (OIR) to
implement SB846 to consider the potential extension of DCPP operations. The OIR
identified the issues and established a framework to address those issues. A preliminary
schedule was provided for Phase 1 which provided for DCISC fact finding reports to be
noticed in the OIR with particular reference to the matters identified in SB846 concerning
seismic safety and issues of deferred maintenance due to the expectation that DCPP
would be closing earlier. The fact finding reports approved at the September 2022 and
June and September 2023 DCISC public meetings were to be noticed in the OIR.

→        At the February 2023 public meeting the DCISC Members approved the filing of
Comments by counsel in the OIR on behalf of the Committee and the Committee's
Comments were accordingly filed on February 17, 2023.

→        The assigned Administrative Law Judge, Hon. Ehren Seybert, directed PG&E to
convene a meet and confer session with all the parties in furtherance of developing a
pre-hearing conference statement and accordingly comments were submitted on behalf
of the DCISC on March 13, 2023. However, on March 15, 2023, ALJ Seybert issued a
ruling denying party status in the OIR to the DCISC and directing the Committee to work
with the CPUC Energy Division to maintain open communication and to use the
communication with the Energy Division to inform the proceedings. In response to Dr.
Lam's query Special Counsel Mr. Mattes responded the DCISC sought party status in
order to have direct input into Committee funding issues and with respect to its response
to SB846. Mr. Mattes remarked the arrangement the ALJ provided to work with the
Energy Division has proven to be a satisfactory alternative. 

→        On March 16, 2023, ALJ Seybert issued an email ruling with a preliminary scope
and on March 17, 2023, the pre-hearing conference was held. Counsel for the DCISC at
the invitation of the Energy Division submitted written comments to the Energy Division
and listened to the hearing but did not participate.

→        On April 6, 2023, Assigned Commissioner Hon. Karen Douglas issued her Scoping
Memo which established two phases for the proceeding, with Phase 1 being divided into
two tracks with Track 1 addressing issues relating to funding for the DCISC. Mr. Rathie
remarked, as he reported on the previous day, that it is expected due to the increased
workload for the Committee that it may run a shortfall regarding funding sometime in the



third quarter of 2023. He reported the funding for the Committee is presently provided
by PG&E's ratepayers under the terms of a CPUC decision which bases funding for the
Committee on the 1996 level with a 1.5% increase each year which is allocated under
the terms of successive General Rate Cases filed by PG&E. Mr. Rathie reported Phase 1
Track 2 will be the process established to determine new retirement dates for DCPP if
extended operations are approved. Mr. Rathie reported a decision on Phase 1 Track 1
DCISC funding matters is expected to issue sometime in August 2023, with a decision in
the Phase 1 Track 2 expected to issue before the end of 2023. Phase 2 will follow Phase 1
Track 2 if extended operations are approved to make determinations regarding a
reasonable manager showing, cost review, and a true-up of an annual compensation
report.

→        On April 20, 2023, ALJ Seybert invited parties to submit comments as testimony
and at that time issued a notice incorporating the fact-finding reports for November,
December 2022 and January-February 2023, as approved at the February 2023 public
meeting, into the proceeding. Mr. Rathie reported all these reports are presently
available on the Committee's website and fact finding reports approved at this public
meeting will soon be available also.

→        On April 21, 2023, the Energy Division requested that the Committee's Counsel
submit informal comments addressing the increased workload imposed upon the
Committee by the passage of SB846 which formed the basis for the anticipated funding
shortfall in the third or fourth quarters of 2023 and those comments were submitted as
requested. Mr. Rathie reported they may inform some of the anticipated revisions to the
Second Restatement of the Charter for the DCISC.

→        On April 28, 2023, ALJ Seybert requested parties' comments on Phase 1 Track 1
issues.

→        On May 5, 2023, the representatives of the DCISC attended a meeting of the
IPRP.

→        On May 22, 2023, four parties including PG&E, the Alliance for Nuclear
Responsibility, Women's Energy Matters, and the Small Business Utility Advocates file
comments on Phase 1 Track 1 issues. Reply comments were filed and the Committee's
Counsel was requested by the Energy Division to provide informational comments on the
Phase 1 Track 1 issues which were provided as requested. A proposed decision in Phase
1 Track 1 concerning continued funding for the Committee's activities is expected to
issue in July 2023, prior to its consideration by the full Commission in August 2023.

→        On June 13, 2023, an all parties workshop was held for Phase 1 Track 2 issues.

Mr. Rathie next reported that the Second Restated Charter, the present charter from the
CPUC governing the Committee's responsibilities, was adopted as part of the 2018
Nuclear Decommissioning Cost Triennial Proceeding (2018 NDCTP) and the present
Charter provides for a role for the Committee until such time that the plant ceases to
generate electricity and all spent fuel has been safely transferred to the ISFSI. He
reported the adoption of a Third Restatement of the Charter may be one of the results of



a decision in the Phase 1 Track 1 proceedings pending now before the CPUC to address
revisions made to the funding for the Committee's operations. Mr. Rathie reported that
although tentative, pending the decision, it is expected the Committee will continue
receiving funding from PG&E through PG&E's general rate cases during the time it
continues its regular review of DCPP operations, but as the Committee enters the period
of a possible transition to extended operations and relicensing of the plant it is expected
funding to support related extended operation and license renewal review activities by
the Committee during 2023 and 2024 will come from the Diablo Canyon Transition and
Relicensing Memorandum Account (DCTRMA) which PG&E has been ordered to and has
now established.  If operations of the plant are extended, it is anticipated that all funding
for the Committee's activities will come from all load-serving entities within the CPUC's
jurisdiction and come to the Committee through the Diablo Canyon Extended Operations
and Balancing Account (DCEOBA). Once the plant ceases to generate electricity and
moves to decommission, it is expected the Committee's funding will again come entirely
from PG&E's ratepayers through PG&E's general rate cases. He reiterated that any
changes to the Second Restated Charter will be further directed and informed by the
decision in the Phase 1 Track 1 portion of the OIR and that may be a matter that would
come before the Committee at its September 2023 public meeting for approval by the
CPUC in a subsequent proceeding. Mr. Rathie remarked in response to Consultant
McWhorter's inquiry that a revised Charter, which was in the public agenda packet for
this meeting, has been provided to the Energy Division for its review and is a draft for
discussion purposes only and not offered for approval by the Committee. In response to
Dr. Lam's inquiry Mr. Rathie stated SB846 provides assurance that appropriate funding
will be provided in order to attract the best qualified individuals to serve on the DCISC.   

Ms. Nina Babiarz was recognized. Ms. Babiarz identified herself as the Director of
Development with Public Watchdogs, a non-profit organization located in San Diego
California. She remarked as Californians her group is paying attention to events involving
DCPP as all Californians will be paying for the $1.4 billion forgivable loan to PG&E and
California has the highest utility rates in the country so this additional charge is quite
burdensome. Ms. Babiarz remarked she found Mr. Jones and Drs. Lam and Peterson's
response to Ms. Hisasue's comments to be appropriate. She remarked her organization
partners with Safecast as it was a radiation leak that resulted in the San Onofre Nuclear
Generating Station (SONGS) being shut down. She stated through the Surfrider
organization her organization has been receiving notifications of dilute and discharge
releases by Unit 1. She commented Public Watchdogs is pressing for independent
radiation monitoring as the radiation leak which occurred at SONGS was initially kept
from the public and she found Dr. Budnitz response to Ms. Hisasue to be more than a
little disconcerting. 

XXV INFORMATION ITEMS BEFORE THE COMMITTEE (Cont'd.)

Mr. Jones introduced DCPP Senior Director and Station Director Mr. Dennis Petersen. Mr.
Jones reported Mr. Petersen holds a Bachelor of Science Degree in aeronautical
engineering from California Polytechnic University at San Luis Obispo and has been
employed at DCPP for more than 35 years. Mr. Petersen has previously held leadership
positions as Director of Operations Services, Director of Nuclear Work Management,



Director of Learning Services, Director of Quality Verification and as outage manager. Mr.
Petersen spent the earlier part of his career in Operations and held a Senior Reactor
Operator License and led an operating crew on shift prior to assuming senior leadership
roles.

Presentation on the State of the Plant including Key Events, Outages, Highlights,
Organizational Changes and Other Station Activities since the DCISC's February 2023
Public Meeting.

Mr. Petersen stated in his presentation he would provide an update on station
performance. He reported both units are presently operating at 100% power with a
probabilistic risk assessment (PRA) of Green. Dr. Budnitz remarked and Mr. Petersen
agreed that a probabilistic risk assessment of Green means there is no equipment out of
service or some other compromise to safety that would make the relative risk higher
than the probabilistic risk assessment baseline for normal operation and maintenance
activity and accordingly trigger a classification as White, Yellow or Red. Mr. Petersen
reported that each week during the morning standard briefing the proportion of relative
risk of planned maintenance is reviewed with plant staff.

Mr. Petersen reported all the NRC Performance Indicators for both units are also in Green
status.

Mr. Petersen reported maintenance windows for the emergency diesel generators (EDGs)
are scheduled during 2023 with maintenance on EDG 1-3 having been completed and
maintenance for EDG 1-1 and EDG 1-2 scheduled respectively for June, and is ongoing
now, and then in August 2023. Mr. Petersen stated this major maintenance activity is
undertaken once during each operational cycle and includes preventative and corrective
items. During these inspections there will be some inspections conducted in preparation
for license renewal. Dr. Budnitz observed and Mr. Petersen confirmed the maintenance
activities on the EDGs are all accounted for in the probabilistic risk assessment. Mr.
Petersen reported the EDGs are the back-up power sources for start-up power and the
EDGs support the plant in the event of loss of the 500kV system. In response to
Consultant McWhorter's inquiry concerning the inspections for license renewal being
added to the scope of the maintenance windows Mr. Petersen replied the license renewal
activities include inspecting a number of the more passive systems and components that
are part of the scope of the overall license renewal application and to get a baseline
understanding of the condition of tanks, valves, and other items that would not normally
require disassembly and would otherwise be part of a preventative maintenance
program. He stated a visual inspection is required by the license renewal process and
many of these inspections have been completed.

In response to Dr. Lam's query Mr. Petersen commented that sometimes during
maintenance activities a gasket or a valve seal might be replaced and there may be a
leak following which the issue is remedied by minor maintenance without removing the
component from service. He commented the intent of a preventative maintenance
program, and in establishing an interval of maintenance, is an overall assumption that
the vast majority of activities performed are successful and if a preventative



maintenance program is operating properly there should not be in-service failures of
components or systems. Dr. Budnitz commented there are industry-wide databases on
component failures and the data shows that when something fails the chances are about
equal that it failed because of an inherent defect or because of a failure to restore the
component to its correct configuration. Mr. Petersen stated human performance or, on
occasion, a procedural or guidance deficiency can result in a work package that is not
fully adequate to restore a component to service in premium conditions. Mr. Petersen
reported one of the advantages in the context of nuclear power is that every deficiency is
entered into the Corrective Action Program and receives some level of cause evaluation
to prevent recurrence.

Mr. Petersen reported the twenty-fourth refueling outage for Unit 1 (1R24) is scheduled
to begin in the fall of 2023, in October, and he reported the outage duration will be
somewhat lengthier as a result of the license renewal process as there are a number of
added items for inspection.

Mr. Petersen reported on some recent activities including, on June 1 , 2023, an employee
safety fair entitled "Keys to Life," on June 6-8, 2023, he reported the NRC conducted an
operator requalification inspection. On June 8, 2023, the plant held an outage hiring and
information fair.  On June 21-22, 2023 PG&E completed a pre-assessment evaluation of
the Safety Excellence Management System for which he reported the reviewers were
favorably impressed by the performance, standards, and behaviors demonstrated by the
PG&E nuclear generation organization.     

Mr. Petersen displayed the power production history for both units from June 2022
through May 2023 showing their current and past performance and reported in January
2023 both units were curtailed due to significant ocean swell activity that deposited
debris in the Intake Cove and tunnel cleaning was performed for Unit 1 in March 2023
and the unit curtailed, and a brief curtailment for Unit 2 also occurred in March 2023 due
to a saltwater line break.

Concerning upcoming station activities Mr. Petersen reported as follows:

→        Nuclear Safety Oversight Committee (NSOC) visit – July 10-13.
→        NRC Fitness for Duty Inspection – July 2023.
→        NRC Class Exam – August 2023.
→        NRC Emergency Preparedness – September 2023
→        License Renewal Inspections (1R24 Refueling Outage) – October 2023.
→        NRC Radiation Protection Inspection - October 2023.
→        NRC Cyber Security Inspection – November 2023.

Mr. Robert Sarvey from Los Osos, California was recognized. Mr. Sarvey stated he was
not surprised to hear about issues with the emergency diesel generators concerning
which he addressed the Committee on the previous day. He commented he believes the
diesels have continued to have problems including as recently as March 2023. He stated
a fact-finding team found the Unit 1 and Unit 2 emergency diesel generators to be in Red
health status. He asked the DCISC to consider directing that these 40 year old diesel



generators, on which the entire state is dependent, be replaced. Mr. Petersen replied and
explained the activities he described concerning the emergency diesel generators during
his presentation are in context of maintenance performed during periods set aside for
preventative activities that are required once per refueling cycle and there are no
particular problems to be addressed during these maintenance windows and the
generators have been highly reliable. Mr. McWhorter commented he reviewed the last
DCISC fact finding reports addressing the emergency diesel generators and last year the
Unit 1 generators were rated in Green status while the Unit 2 generators were rated in
White status.

Ms. Carole Hisasue of San Luis Obispo Mothers for Peace was recognized. Ms. Hisasue
inquired concerning the exact steps to be taken during the cyber security inspection to
which Mr. Petersen replied DCPP has a group of dedicated cyber security experts who
conduct a continuing station program to ensure plant cyber systems remain healthy and
are appropriately isolated and protected. In response to Dr. Lam's query Mr. Petersen
reported the NRC cyber security inspection is scheduled to have a duration of one week.

The Committee Members thanked Mr. Petersen for a most informative presentation.

A short break followed.

Mr. Garcia then introduced the Director of Risk and Compliance, Mr. Jordan Tyman, to
make the next presentation concerning the NRC's assessment of plant performance. Mr.
Garcia reported Mr. Tyman is responsible for oversight of the Risk Management Program
for PG&E's generation facilities and he also has responsibility for Regulatory Services,
Cyber Security and Emergency Planning. Mr. Garcia reported Mr. Tyman has been
employed by PG&E for seven years and spent ten years before coming to PG&E at
Westinghouse Electric Corporation leading major projects on the design and construction
of the AP 1000 reactors and managing up-rates at nuclear power plants across the
county. Mr. Tyman is a member of the Cal Poly Cyber Security Program Advisory Board
and holds a Degree in Mechanical Engineering from the University of Massachusetts. 

Update on the Status of NRC Performance Indicators, Licensee Event Reports, NRC
Inspection Reports and NRC Current Issues and Current and Future License Amendment
Requests. Issues/Requests.

Mr. Tyman commented that independent oversight together with the use of the
Corrective Action Program are key tenets to ensure DCPP continues to provide clean, safe
and reliable power. Continuous learning, continuous improvement and self-awareness
and self-correcting principles are foundational in DCPP's programs and processes.

Mr. Tyman stated his report would cover a period of approximately four months from
February to June 2023 which includes approximately 2,000 hours of NRC inspection time
including by the two resident onsite inspectors. During this period no violations of greater
than low safety significance were received and DCPP has continued to meet and remain
in the highest performance category, Column 1, for the performance expectations for all
NRC Performance Indicators. Dr. Lam observed that DCPP reimburses the NRC in full for
the cost of all inspections and therefore there is no disincentive for the NRC not to



perform inspections.

Mr. Tyman reported DCPP is assessed under the NRC's Reactor Oversight Process in
accordance with 16 separate performance indictors and he reported DCPP met the NRC's
expected performance level, that is, maintaining the highest status, defined as Green
status, for both units for all 16 performance indicators. He reported the NRC's annual
assessment End-of-Cycle Report for 2022 reaffirmed DCPP's performance continued to
preserve public health and safety.

Dr. Peterson observed the frequency of references to findings of low safety significance
can raise concern about problems being mischaracterized as being of low safety
significance when perhaps they are not. He remarked nuclear power plants are
encouraged to report many different problems even if they have a low safety significance
and having a regulator that concurs with that philosophy is important. Mr. Tyman replied
the DCPP Corrective Action Program has a very low reporting threshold and the NRC has
the ability to review and question any item entered into the Corrective Action Program.
The NRC also reviews this process as part of its Problem Identification & Resolution
inspection program to ensure a licensee is not mischaracterizing problems. Mr. Tyman
remarked the NRC Reactor Oversight Process and federal regulations have clearly defined
thresholds and evaluation processes for issues which exceed a low safety significance.
Dr. Lam remarked he is unsure whether the NRC Performance Indicators work to provide
predictive or a backward looking indications and Dr. Lam stated Dr. Peterson's concern
was well placed. Mr. Tyman remarked the performance indicators can be lacking metrics
and plant performance is also evaluated through the Corrective Action Program and
through trending low level thresholds which are established and assessed by the DCPP
Performance Improvement Team and addressed through preventative and corrective
maintenance programs.

Mr. Tyman again reported there have been no violations of more than low safety
significance and no licensee event reports (LERs) were issued by PG&E since the last
DCISC public meeting in February 2023, and he commented this was not by chance but
rather the result of the programs and processes he described. Dr. Budnitz remarked that
a decrease in the number of LERs is reflected throughout the industry.

Mr. Tyman stated relative to upcoming inspections that these remain as reported in Mr.
Petersen's report. He concluded his presentation with the comment that DCPP continues
to embrace the independent external oversight provided by the NRC inspection, Reactor
Oversight Process and the use of the Corrective Action and Performance Improvement
Programs is key to sustained performance.

In response to Consultant Wardell's inquiry Mr. Tyman reported an emergency
preparedness exercise is not scheduled during 2023 and the NRC Emergency
Preparedness Inspection scheduled for September 2023 will not include the observation
of an exercise.

Mr. Garcia then introduced the Director of the Outage Management Department at DCPP
Mr. Erik Werner and reported Mr. Werner has more than 23 years' experience in nuclear



plant engineering including in the Operations, Training, Decommissioning Planning and
Outage Management organizations. Mr. Werner has been employed at DCPP for 18 years
as a licensed senior reactor operator and holds a Bachelor of Science Degree from Cal
Poly at San Luis Obispo.

Plans, Scope and Schedule for Refueling Outage 1R24.

Mr. Werner commented his presentation would cover the scope of upcoming refueling
outage 1R24, or the twenty-fourth refueling outage for Unit 1, which is scheduled to take
place in the fall of 2023. He reported a fifty-day outage is now planned based on the
scope associated with required inspections related to license renewal, planned
maintenance and refueling activities. For 1R24 there will be approximately 1,000
temporary additional workers expected to be available to support the outage. In
response to Consultant McWhorter's query Mr. Werner reported for 1R23, the previous
outage, approximately 600-650 temporary additional workers were required and he
stated the increase for 1R24 was primarily driven by and directly related to the scope for
license renewal inspections. In response to Consultant Wardell's inquiry Mr. Werner
stated 1R24 does include some project work in support of the PMO++ Program and both
license renewal and PMO++ efforts are in support of extended operations. Mr. Werner
reviewed and discussed with the Committee each of the 1R24 outage performance goals:

Performance Area Goal
Safety Zero Serious Injury or Fatality Events

Zero Nuclear Safety - No Loss of Decay Heat Removal
Human Performance Zero Site Clock Resets

Zero Significant Foreign Material Exclusion Events
Outage Duration ≤50 Days
Dose Goal TBD (As Low As Reasonably Achievable)
Reliability Power Ascension ≤5 Days

Reliability ≥90 Days Max Capable Power

Mr. Werner then discussed with the Committee the scope of work during 1R24 for the
primary and secondary systems and the electrical system, as well as license renewal
inspection activity and project work during 1R24. He confirmed Dr. Budnitz observation
that 1R24 will not include mid-loop operations and will include a complete reactor coolant
system drain-down following offload of all fuel. He described and discussed with the
Committee these activities as follows:

→        Primary Base Scope -

Reactor Coolant System Drain Down.
Two Reactor Coolant Pump Seal Replacements. In response to Dr. Lam's query Mr.  
  Werner reported the seals are replaced on a normal preventative maintenance
frequency   of up to every four years and he confirmed these are the new type of
seals that essentially seal-up on shutdown and the seals have been working as
designed.



Motor Operated and Air Operated Valve Maintenance.
Steam Generator Eddy Current Testing, Steam Drum and secondary side inspection.
In response to Consultant McWhorter's observation Mr. Werner confirmed but for
the   prospect of extended operations the inspections and testing of the steam
generators would not be performed.

→        Secondary Side Inspection Activities -

Two Containment Fan Cooler Unit (CFCU) Motor Overhauls. In response to
Consultant   McWhorter's inquiry Mr. Werner replied the CFCU motor overhauls and
maintenance   would have been evaluated and likely scheduled during 1R24
regardless of the prospect  of extended operation.

→        Primary License Renewal Inspection Activities -

Refueling Water Storage Tank Inspection. In response to Dr. Budnitz' inquiry Mr.
Werner confirmed this was a routine inspection.
Containment Building Inspection.
Reactor Vessel Surveillance Capsule B Removal.

→        Primary Project Scope -

Replace Reactor Vessel Level Instrumentation System Bellows and O-Rings

→        Secondary Base Scope -

High Pressure Main Turbine Inspection and Valve Maintenance.
One Main Feedwater Pump Inspection.
Feedwater Heater and Moisture Separator Reheater Internal Inspections.
One Auxiliary Saltwater Pump Motor and Pump Replacement.
One Circulating Water Pump Motor Overhaul.
One Condensate Booster Pump Motor Overhaul.

→        Secondary License Renewal Inspection Activities -

Condensate Storage Tank Internal Inspection.
Condensate Polisher Demineralizer Vessel Internal Inspections.
Diesel Fuel Oil Storage Tank Internal Inspections.
Intake and Discharge Structure/Conduit Inspections.

→        Secondary Project Scope -

Intake Travelling Screen Frame Replacements. In response to Dr. Lam's query Mr.
Werner stated the traveling screens and attached baskets are all now functioning
and the replacement of the traveling screen frames is a part of the PMO++ Program
project reviews.
Main Condenser Maintenance Activities.



One Condensate Booster Pump Pedestal Replacement.
One Diesel Fuel Oil Storage Tank Overfill Protection Device Replacement. Mr.
Werner   replied in response to Dr. Peterson's question that the overfill protection
device functions   to maintain the integrity of the two underground fuel oil tanks and
is required for code compliance. These underground fuel tanks feed the smaller
diesel fuel oil day tanks for each unit.

→        Electrical Base Scope -

Vital Bus 4kV and 480v Bus Maintenance.
12kV Bus Breaker Racking Mechanism Overhauls.
Startup Transformer Load-Tap Changer Overhaul.
Electrical Bus Duct Inspections.
Main and Auxiliary Transformer Power Factor Testing.

→        Electrical License Renewal Inspection Activities -

4kV Vital Bus Power Supply to Loads Cable Testing, which Mr. Werner stated  
represents the largest electrical scope for 1R24 with a series of 19 loads, with 3
cables per   load to be tested.
480V Cable Testing.
Cable Pull Box Inspections.

→        Electrical Project Scope -

Circulating Water Pump Neutral Winding Relocation.
Transformer Refurbishment.

In response to Consultant Wardell's inquiry Mr. Werner reported DCPP received relief
from the NRC concerning the installation of cathodic protection for the Auxiliary Saltwater
System discharge piping and this work will be performed outside of the current license
and as part of the license renewal application and has been accordingly removed from
1R24. In response to Consultant McWhorter's question concerning the drivers for the
critical outage path Mr. Werner confirmed the principal driver at the commencement of
1R24 will be the license renewal inspections based upon the 4kV vital load cable
inspections and then at the end of the outage the completion of the Refueling Water
Storage Tank inspections will be the principal driver on the critical path. He confirmed Mr.
McWhorter's observation that robotics will be used to inspect the Refueling Water
Storage Tank. In response to Dr. Budnitz inquiry Mr. Werner replied supply chain
problems are not expected to be an impactful issue for 1R24 as DCPP plans its outage
activities and tracks metrics for a period three outages in advance of the current
upcoming  outage although he acknowledged there are now issues in the nuclear
industry with the supply chain. In response to Consultant Wardell's question as to
when the DCISC might have the opportunity to review the outage safety plan
Mr. Werner stated a preliminary version of the outage safety shutdown defense-
in-depth planning for 1R24 should be available for review by the time of the



August 29-30, 2023 DCISC fact-finding. Mr. Werner, in response to Dr. Budnitz'
inquiry, replied the metrics for tracking the availability of supplemental labor for 1R24
have not indicated any immediate challenges in obtaining qualified specialists or
supplemental workers to support the outage. He reported DCPP started recruiting for this
outage earlier than for past outages and has contacted supplemental who formerly
worked at the plant, as well as holding a local job fair and using various forms of media
outreach. Dr. Budnitz remarked the need to keep the schedule for 1R24 confidential for
proprietary, business related reasons appears to him to be an odd strategy. Ms. Suzanne
Hosn, PG&E Senior Manager for Marketing and Communications, replied that workers are
brought into DCPP several weeks prior to the outage for processing and during the job
fair applicants were provided with a range of dates for the outage. She commented many
workers do not work the entire duration of the outage and DCPP is intentionally vague on
providing those dates.

Mr. John Geesman representing the Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility was recognized. In
response to Mr. Geesman's inquiry as to the planned duration of 1R24 prior to the matter
of relicensing and extended operation having arisen Mr. Werner replied the outage in the
absence of license renewal and extended operation would have had a duration of
approximately 35 days.

Mr. Bruce Severance was recognized. Mr. Severance remarked that he did not
understand the contingency plans he reviewed in the NRC docket concerning the removal
of Surveillance Capsule B. It was pointed out that the matter was on the agenda for later
during the afternoon presentation and his questions could be better addressed at that
time.

XXVI ADJOURN MORNING MEETING

The Chair adjourned the morning meeting of the Committee at 11:20 a.m.

XXVII RECONVENE FOR AFTERNOON MEETING

The June 29, 2023, afternoon session of the Diablo Canyon Independent Safety
Committee was called to order by its Chair, Dr. Peter Lam at 1:30 p.m..

XXVIII COMMITTEE MEMBER COMMENTS

Dr. Lam requested any of the Members who wished to make remarks to do so at this
time. There were no comments or remarks by Committee Members.  

XXIX PUBLIC COMMENTS AND COMMUNICATION

The Chair reviewed the invitation to address the Committee on matters not on the
agenda for this public meeting and invited any comments from members of the public
who wished to address the Committee to do so now. There were no comments from
members of the public at this time.

XXX INFORMATION ITEMS BEFORE THE COMMITTEE (Cont'd.) 



Dr. Budnitz requested Mr. Garcia to introduce PG&E Senior Director Tom Jones. Mr.
Garcia reported Mr. Jones previously served as Director of Strategic Initiatives for Pacific
Gas and Electric Company. Mr. Jones received a Bachelor's Degree from the University of
California, Santa Barbara. Mr. Jones has 22 years of experience with PG&E and prior to
coming to PG&E he served in corporate affairs and local government relations.

Update on Plans for Future Spent Fuel Management, Transfers from Spent Fuel Pools to
Dry Storage, and Decommissioning Planning.

Mr. Jones stated that in his presentation would provide an update on DCPP's spent fuel
strategies and on  planning for decommissioning.

Mr. Jones reported the passage of SB846 and the prospect of continued operations at
DCPP required a change in direction concerning spent fuel management. In 2022 PG&E
entered into contract with Orano, a nuclear industry supplier of spent fuel storage
systems, for Orano to supply its NUHOMS horizontal spent fuel storage system (Orano
System) to DCPP at the ISFSI. Prior to passage of SB846, PG&E was planning to load fuel
from the two spent fuel pools during 2025 and 2026 and complete the transfer of all fuel
in 2027. However, Mr. Jones reported continued operations will require adequate space is
provided within the spent fuel pools to support the ability for a full core offload and this
changes the previous loading strategy. Mr. Jones reported DCPP also has the ability to
continue to use the vertical spent fuel storage system manufactured by the Holtec firm
which has previously been in use at the ISFSI (Holtec System), as well as the Orano
System. He remarked the present plan is to use the Holtec System in the short term as
no modifications are necessary and both systems could be used in the future to address
contingencies which may arise in the context of continued operation. In response to Dr.
Lam's inquiry Mr. Jones reported the ISFSI now contains 58 loaded Holtec System casks
and the current plan is to add more Holtec System casks, estimated at six additional
casks per unit, to ensure sufficient space remains available in the spent fuel pools for
future refueling outages. In response to Consultant McWhorter's query Mr. Jones
reported the next spent fuel loading campaign will take place after the next
refueling outage. Mr. McWhorter recommended the DCISC observe that loading
campaign as it has been seven years since a loading campaign was undertaken
by DCPP.

Mr. Jones reported prior to being able to use the Orano System DCPP requires receipt of
a Coastal Development Permit from the California Coastal Commission to modify the
surface of the ISFSI, by removal of the retaining rings and leveling of concrete, to
accommodate the horizontal configuration of the Orano System and he displayed a short
video of the plans for the modifications. Mr. Jones confirmed that adding more Holtec
System vertical casks will change the final number of Holtec System and Orano System
casks to be located at the ISFSI. Mr. Jones reported DCPP intends to continue to support
the transfer of fuel to the ISFSI regardless of when DCPP may shut down permanently
and now has a strategy to employ either Orano or Holtec technology to do so. In
response to Dr. Kadak's question Mr. Jones reported there are presently no Holtec
System casks on site at DCPP and the casks to be used will need to be fabricated and
delivered prior to the next loading campaign.



Mr. Jones reported DCPP filed a license renewal application with the NRC for the ISFSI
which is still in the review process. He reported DCPP recently received from the NRC the
first of requests for additional information concerning the application. Mr. Jones reported
he now believes the NRC's review of the license renewal for the ISFSI will take up to two
years to conclude and although the 10 CFR Part 72 license for the ISFSI expires in 2024,
as the NRC is in the process of evaluating DCPP's license renewal application the ISFSI
an continue to operate. In response to Dr. Kadak's inquiry Mr. Jones reported Orano has
applied for Amendment No. 4 to its License for the NUHOMS spent fuel storage system
and a decision is expected by the fourth quarter of 2023 or the first quarter of 2024. He
remarked the amendment is still a contingency for DCPP, but the plan now is to conduct
a modest loading campaign using the Holtec System and the system to be used for
subsequent loading campaigns will be subsequently determined. He reported in response
to Dr. Kadak's inquiry the existing ISFSI pad can accommodate 40 full years of
discharged fuel. Mr. Jones remarked that should availability for offsite storage be
presented by a consolidated interim storage facility DCPP is ready to transport fuel to
such a facility. He reported the DCPP spent fuel pools have a capacity of greater than 20
years and by having use of two systems Mr. Jones reported DCPP has a greater
opportunity to utilize consolidated offsite storage if that option should become available
in the future. In response to Consultant McWhorter's query Mr. Jones confirmed PG&E
previously reviewed a spent fuel storage system which provided an ability to place more
than 40 years' of spent fuel on the existing ISFSI pad, but it was not the system PG&E
selected and it was a more complex system and Mr. Jones remarked any further
consideration at this time would be premature. 

Mr. Jones turned in his presentation to issues of decommissioning planning which he
stated still continues as DCPP does not have certainty as to the regulatory outcome for
extended operations. He reported the Diablo Canyon Decommissioning Engagement
Panel has made several recommendations which have been included in the license
amendment which is required from the NRC prior to commencing decommissioning as
well as concerning the land use application process. He reported the land use application
process in California is quite complex and DCPP, given its location, is subject to multiple
jurisdictions including the County of San Luis Obispo, the California Coastal Commission
and the State Lands Commission and a Memorandum of Understanding is included in the
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for decommissioning. Mr. Jones confirmed, in
response to Dr. Peterson's comment, that SB846 directed the baseline condition for
extended operation is to be the operating power plant with reference to once through
cooling and the state increased the mitigation fee paid by PG&E for the continued use of
once through cooling from $5 million to $10 million per year.

Mr. Jones presented a graph which showed each discrete regulatory action and its status
and the major milestones for the decommissioning process and he reported DCPP is
approximately two-thirds complete with the process, with the next major milestone being
the release by San Luis Obispo County of the draft EIR for public review and comment for
a 60 day period. He reported the County in that process is obligated to address in the
final EIR each concern raised, which will then be considered for certification by the
County's Planning Commission, with the possibility of an appeal to the Board of



Supervisors and ultimately to the Coastal Commission. In response to Dr. Lam's
statement concerning the NRC requirement to complete decommissioning within 60 years
of shutdown, Mr. Jones replied PG&E's goal is still to go directly into decommissioning
when generation operations terminate and PG&E is planning to take actions during the
time the plant continues to operate to prepare for decommissioning.

Mr. Jones reported in the 2018 Nuclear Decommissioning Cost Triennial Proceeding
(NDCTP) conducted before the CPUC, PG&E did not request an additional collection of
funds for decommissioning, but there are regulatory variables which will be required and
PG&E plans to update future estimates based on any additional requirements. At this
time the decommissioning trust fund created to finance the decommissioning of DCPP
has a balance of approximately $3.96 billion [in 2017 dollars]. In response to Dr. Kadak's
inquiry Mr. Jones reported approximately twenty persons are working now primarily on
the Coastal Development Permit process and he reported some of the environmental
information developed for decommissioning can be used to meet the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requirements for license renewal and he observed there
will be an increase in the workload with the public release of the EIR. In response to Dr.
Kadak's query Mr. Jones reported PG&E has filed its current plans for conducting
decommissioning, which provide for near-term dismantlement, in the currently pending
2021 NDCTP. He stated PG&E is not at this time considering the use of safe-store or
entombment prior to decommissioning the power plant. Mr. Jones observed, in response
to Dr. Lam's observation, that extended operations do not significantly change the
physical nature of much of the decommissioning work except for the storage of spent
nuclear fuel and he stated PG&E has no plans pending which would provide for
commencement of decommissioning following a 20-year period of extended operation.
He remarked there is no reason at present to relax decommissioning planning as
extended operations have not been approved and active permits for which PG&E is
seeking discretionary action are pending before regulators. He confirmed Dr. Budnitz
observation that if operations are extended much of the work being done now to advance
decommissioning will still be applicable when the plant does cease generating electricity
and the license amendment request for decommissioning before the NRC will not need to
be changed, as it was designed to be evergreen based on defined milestones rather than
dates certain. In response to Dr. Kadak's question Mr. Jones replied PG&E did consider
the option of selling the power plant to another entity which would then undertake its
decommissioning, but instead has opted to adopt a process whereby PG&E would oversee
the work of various contractors and retain some and contract out other portions of the
work which he stated was similar but not precisely the same as undertaken for the
decommissioning of SONGS and he reported this is the process which is now under
review in the 2021 NDCTP. Dr. Budnitz expressed his opinion that the solution described
by Mr. Jones appears to be one with a very high promise that it will deliver the
appropriate level of safety due to involvement of the same people and institutions and
this is especially true if some of the decommissioning work is going on while the plant
continues in operation.

Using a graphic Mr. Jones reviewed the progress on the Coastal Development Permit
process and commented the EIR could go to the County Planning Commission in 2024,



depending on the volume and disparity of public comment. He remarked the license
renewal application for the ISFSI is for a 40-year license while the license extension
request for the power plant is for a 20-year term. Mr. Jones stated  it is within the
NDCTP process that the estimates and approvals for funding will be determined and will
ultimately inform the scope of the permits sought and the scope that PG&E is allowed to
do, and DCPP is now awaiting a CPUC decision on the 2021 NDCTP in order to prepare for
the 2024 NDCTP, for which an application is due in December 2024 which will commence
an approximately 18-month regulatory process. Mr. Jones reported the CPUC has
instituted a rulemaking to address and distinguish decommissioning costs from the
license renewal costs that will ultimately be passed on in the extended period of
operations to some forty load serving entities.

In response to Dr. Kadak's question Mr. Jones stated he does not see any obstacle to
Orano obtaining the fourth amendment to their NRC Certificate of Compliance for its
NUHOMS system.

Mr. John Geesman representing the Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility was recognized.
Mr. Geesman commented it was his understanding from Mr. Jones' presentation that the
combination of using both vendors for spent fuel storage casks at some point in time
based on the length of extended operation will approach the capacity of the existing
ISFSI pad and the spent fuel pools have  a capacity of twenty years for operation of the
two reactors. He inquired what role if any would state policy, as articulated by the
California Energy Commission in its AB 1632 Report encouraging a reduced density of
fuel in the spent fuel pools, play in PG&E planning for an additional pad. Mr. Jones replied
that the issue identified by Mr. Geesman is one of the contingencies PG&E is beginning to
evaluate, but there are several variables to be considered including the possibility of the
future availability consolidated interim storage. He reported the Orano System can
accept a higher thermal load and an increased number of assemblies than the Holtec
System and that factor should work to drive volumes down sooner than previously
possible. In response to Dr. Lam's comment Mr. Jones observed the NRC-imposed

requirements of Regulation B.5.b[17]
 sets the baseline for spent fuel pool inventory at

772 assemblies in each pool. Mr. Jones stated that if PG&E needs to build another pad for
dry cask storage it will do so. Mr. Jones remarked the risk profile goes to zero the sooner
the entire facility is unloaded, but as the plant remains operational there remains a need
to accumulate older fuel and to maintain 772 assemblies in each pool. In response to Dr.
Kadak's inquiry, Mr. Jones reported  the spent fuel pools were re-racked very early in
DCPP's operation, in 1986 or 1987, and after having been re-racked the two spent fuel
pools have a capacity of 1,300 assemblies per pool.

The Chair thanked Mr. Jones for a very informative presentation.

Mr. Garcia again introduced PG&E Director of Strategic Initiatives Mr. Philippe Soenen to
make the final informational presentation requested by the Committee for this public
meeting.

Update on Unit 1 Reactor Vessel Integrity, Coupon Withdrawal Plans, Integrity Analyses,
and Associated Regulatory Submittals.



Mr. Soenen stated he would provide an update on reactor vessel integrity analyses and
the information which will go forward in PG&E's license renewal application for DCPP and
the plans for withdrawal of a surveillance capsule from Unit 1. [The surveillance capsules
contain metal tags known as coupons which are made from the same material as the
reactor pressure vessel. For purposes of these Minutes the term "capsule" will be used to
refer to both]. He reported federal regulations require all operating reactors to have a
Reactor Vessel Material Surveillance Program to monitor vessel material changes over
time through periodic withdrawal and testing of surveillance capsules installed in reactor
vessels in locations selected to serve as leading indicators of the pressure vessel material
condition to ensure safe operation. Mr. Soenen reported the requirements for the Reactor
Vessel Material Surveillance Program for the current 40-year operating licenses for both
units have been satisfied. Coupon withdrawal and testing has to-date demonstrated that
the reactor vessels for both Unit 1 and Unit 2 currently meet the NRC's acceptance
criteria under 10 CFR 50.61.

Mr. Soenen reported that to renew the operating licenses PG&E is required to continue
the Reactor Vessel Material Surveillance Program and to confirm reactor vessel
surveillance data meets acceptance criteria for 60 years of operation. He commented
part of that effort is a commitment by DCPP through its aging management programs to
confirm to the NRC that reactor vessel surveillance data continues to meet the criteria for
60 years of operation. In 2009 PG&E provided the necessary information in its original
license renewal application, but the application was withdrawn in 2018. Mr. Soenen
reported the DCISC previously independently reviewed the information from PG&E's
previous license extension application and included its conclusions in the DCISC's 21st

Annual Report in Section 4.23.2.

Mr. Soenen reported all Unit 2 reactor vessel capsules have been withdrawn and the data
was used in the 2009 license renewal application to demonstrate Unit 2's acceptability
through 60 years of operation. He stated Unit 1 reactor vessel capsule data was also
used in the 2009 license renewal application to demonstrate Unit 1's acceptability
through 60 years of operation. Mr. Soenen reported the 2009 license renewal application
credited the withdrawal of one final capsule from Unit 1 to support relicensing for up to
60 years of operation. He reported PG&E now plans to retrieve that capsule from Unit 1
in the fall 2023 refueling outage (1R24) or if unable to do so in the Spring of 2025
outage (1R25) and on May 15, 2023, PG&E submitted a request to NRC to approve the
Unit 1 capsule withdrawal schedule and has received confirmation from the NRC that
adequate information was provided by that letter. In response to Consultant McWhorter's
inquiry Mr. Soenen stated the data submitted in the 2011 license renewal application
updated analysis was submitted to the NRC in accordance with 10 CFR 50.61 and not the
later, alternate, rule under 10 CFR 50.61a.

Mr. Soenen reported as part of the capsule withdrawal plans as required by 10 CFR 50
Appendix H the withdrawn Unit 1 capsule will be tested and analyzed by Westinghouse
Electric Corporation (Westinghouse) and results will be submitted to NRC within eighteen
months following its withdrawal. In response to Dr. Lam's query as to the existence of
some original material from the Unit 2 pressure vessel Mr. Soenen replied that as this



material was not placed in the vessel within a capsule, even if placed in a capsule in the
most conservative location there would be insufficient time for it to provide useful data
on fluence dose for 60 years of operation and accordingly PG&E has no plans to reinsert
a capsule into Unit 2. Mr. Soenen reported data from the capsules are not the only
source of  information on the neutron environment within the reactor pressure vessel and
PG&E will continue to use separate ex-vessel monitoring dosimetry to characterize the
vessel's neutron environment. He stated this data will be used to demonstrate that the
analyses based on the capsules that have been withdrawn are conservative as confirmed
through the ex-vessel dosimetry monitoring.

Dr. Lam remarked before 10 CFR 50.61a was issued by the NRC there was a great deal
of information in the media concerning 40 or 50 reactor vessels as being too brittle,
including DCPP Unit 1 and the fact 10 CFR 50.61a provided a less conservative
alternative analysis was labeled by some as being politically motivated. In response to
Dr. Budnitz' query Dr. Lam stated he was neither dismissing nor endorsing this
characterization. Dr. Budnitz observed the embrittlement characteristics of the 40 or 50
reactor vessels mentioned by Dr. Lam did not change with the adoption of 10 CFR
50.61a. The alternative analysis established they were not too brittle prior to the
adoption of 10 CFR 50.61a and it was the extra conservatism of 10 CFR 50.61 that
supported a conclusion they were more brittle than they actually were. Dr. Budnitz
reported when he served as Director of the NRC Office of Nuclear Regulatory Research he
was involved in initiating the research program which subsequently resulted in the
issuance of 10 CFR 50.61a which he described as an effort of the metallurgy community
to develop the most realistic analyses possible. Mr. McWhorter inquired as to the purpose
of the difference between DCPP having met the criteria for 60 years of operation in 2011
through the application of 10 CFR 50.61 and its current plan for withdrawal of an
additional capsule from Unit 1 under 10 CFR 50 Appendix H, to which Mr. Soenen
reported that the purpose was twofold: one as further validation for greater reasonable
assurance; and two as a benefit to the industry and for those licensees going through a
license renewal process by withdrawing a capsule later in a reactor's operational lifetime.

Dr. Budnitz questioned why Westinghouse takes a year or more to produce a report on
the withdrawn capsule and Dr. Peterson observed that time is likely required by the
capsule's activation and the challenges of handling the material in a hot cell. Dr. Peterson
reported Professor Peter Hosemann at U.C. Berkeley has done very sophisticated micro-
mechanical testing on micron-scale samples, loading and deflecting micro-mechanical
beams and columns to measure force over distance, which testing permits direct
handling of samples as they are not radioactive from the perspective of the need to treat
them as waste. Dr. Peterson observed at some point more definitive analyses will
become available concerning embrittlement. In response to Dr. Kadak's inquiry Mr.
Soenen stated the ex-vessel dosimetry data is not related to the testing of the capsule,
but rather provides another method to determine the neutron environment and he
confirmed one of the purposes of the ex-vessel monitoring is to qualify the calculation of
vessel fluence provided by data obtained from the withdrawn capsule. Dr. Budnitz
remarked there is a scaling ratio between in-vessel and ex-vessel data which can serve
as a check. Dr. Kadak replied when the Active Role Reactor Vessel Embrittlement Study



was conducted there was a concern expressed about fluence and the stress on the vessel
and the uncertainties were sometimes 10% or more greater and he stated he understood
the function of the ex-core dosimetry data as being the effort to reduce those
uncertainties which can directly affect the lifetime of a pressure vessel. Dr. Kadak
observed and Mr. Soenen confirmed that  relative to Unit 1 it appears the analysis
submitted in 2009 for license renewal met two of the three criteria for credibility and Mr.
Soenen reported that in 2011 when the analysis was redone DCPP was able to use data
from the Palisades Nuclear Power Plant in Michigan, which has a reactor vessel comprised
of the same weld material as DCPP Unit 1, and with that information from the Palisades
plant, in combination with the information from the capsules which had been withdrawn
at that time from Unit 1, DCPP was able to meet the criteria required by 10 CFR 50.61.
Mr. Soenen confirmed for the Unit 2 reactor pressure vessel significantly different
material was used in terms of raw material and base metal than was used for Unit 1.

Mr. Soenen stated data was used in the 2009-2011 license amendment application to
demonstrate the acceptability of both Unit 1 and Unit 2 for 60 years of operation. As part
of NRC's review of the license amendment request for extended operation to be
submitted to the NRC by the end of 2023, PG&E will provide updated analyses for both
units for the following:

→        Radiation exposure projections for 60 years.
→        Pressurized thermal shock (PTS)/adjusted reference temperature (ART)
evaluation.
→        Pressure-temperature (P-T) limit curve evaluation.
→        Low temperature overpressure (LTOP) setpoint evaluation;
→        Upper shelf energy (USE) evaluation.

Mr. Soenen reported the NRC will independently review these new analyses.

Mr. Soenen stated PG&E is planning to obtain NRC approval to withdrawal one
surveillance capsule from Unit 1 for testing to support 60 years of operation and is
expected to have a decision from the NRC in September 2023 on its withdrawal request.
PG&E will be conducting new reactor vessel integrity analyses to support review of the
new license amendment application for extended operation. The NRC will independently
review the data and the reports to determine whether both DCPP reactor vessels are safe
for 60 years of operation.

In response to Consultant McWhorter's inquiry as to an expected change to the
reference temperature, given additional information, and whether the analysis
is in the nature of a confirmatory fact analysis, Mr. Soenen stated he would
need to review the matter and provide a subsequent response to the
Committee. Dr. Budnitz replied if the current models and understanding are reliable the
reference temperature measurement should be as predicted. In response to Dr. Lam's
inquiry concerning the uncertainty in any forecast that a  vessel is safe for 60 years of
operation Mr. Soenen replied such forecasts are based upon effective full power years
(EFPY) and therefore they are dependent upon operational history. Dr. Lam stated that in
his opinion the measurement of fluence and the mechanical strength tests may have



some uncertainties and he questioned a determination to extend the operating licenses
for an additional 20 years given those uncertainties. Dr. Budnitz replied there are
analyses and  models for the pressurized thermal shock phenomenon that have some
uncertainty, however, he stated he was sure these uncertainties are larger than the
measurement of uncertainties mentioned by Dr. Lam which he commented is likely very
small. Dr. Butnitz observed 10 CFR 50.61 and 10 CFR 50.61a were developed in light of
those uncertainties in analysis methodology to assure conservatism and the analysis
hinges on the nil-ductility transition temperature, that is at the point the vessel material
goes from being ductile to being brittle and that is not understood to the nearest 0.1
degree, but Dr. Budnitz commented the uncertainty of that measurement is bigger than
the measurement of uncertainty for which one has the conservatism of the regulations
and Dr. Budnitz confirmed Dr. Lam's comment that the scenario for thermal rupture has
more uncertainty than that for the capsule analysis.

Dr. Kadak observed that the  pressure vessel for the Yankee Rowe Nuclear Power Plant in
Massachusetts was determined to have been at its limit and he commented one way to
address pressurized thermal shock is to raise the temperature of the Emergency Core
Cooling System inventory so if injection occurs the water is injected at a higher
temperature which reduces the chance for vessel rupture. Consultant Wardell observed
that with the Low Temperature Over Pressurization System (LTOP) installed at DCPP
when the set-point is reached for a certain temperature above the critical temperature
for vessel fracture, the LTOP System operates such that a pressurized relief valve opens
and if there is an injection of cold water the pressure is relieved before the reactor vessel
could experience a pressure event which would cause an embrittled fracture of the
vessel.

Mr. Bruce Severance was recognized. Mr. Severance stated there are a number of
important details that should be touched on from Mr. Soenen's presentation. First of all
he commented that if you take a close look at the Capsule V report, PG&E discredits the
results because it asserts the scatter deviation is not compliant with NUREG 1.99
criterion 3, and Mr. Severance stated PG&E misinterprets that to mean the scatter is only
allowed to be one sigma, and the regulation clearly say twice that value. He stated in his
view PG&E interpreted that criterion correctly and if one goes back to the 1992 Capsule Y
report, it's very clear that PG&E states exactly the way the criteria reads. So, he reported
this was questioned by the NRC in a series of correspondence. Mr. Severance stated he
would later be providing a report to the DCISC that goes into a great deal of detail about
that matter specifically. But he stated that repeatedly between 2003 and 2016 there is a
solidifying position that the surveillance data does not meet criterion 3 of NUREG 1.99
and Mr. Severance stated that is simply not true. He commented that in order to get
compliant numbers if you look at the Capsule V data the limiting component is weld
material 27204 and it's shown to be non-conforming, and in the cover letter to that
document dated 2003, he commented he believes it to be DCL 03053, PG&E admits that
it projects Unit 1 will reach its fracture toughness limits by 2021. Mr. Severance observed
that date has now passed.

Mr. Severance observed that on the basis of discrediting their own capsule data, PG&E
went forward by, instead of using position 2.2 and NUREG 1.99, to switch to position 1.2.



He remarked PG&E had actually expressed its intent in the 2009 license renewal
application to qualify under 10 CFR 50.61a. He stated that it is his belief PG&E did not
meet that requirement because the criterion to qualify requires that the metallurgy meet
the American Society Testing and Materials (ASTM) minimum requirements that he does
not believe PG&E met because of known metallurgical flaws that exist in Unit 1 that
predispose it to embrittlement. So, Mr. Severance stated, PG&E could not qualify under
10 CFR 50.61a and had to go back to 10 CFR 50.61. He stated it is his belief that PG&E
could not qualify under position 2.2, and had to go back to position 1.2. He remarked the
only way PG&E could qualify under position 1.2 was to continue to take the position that
the surveillance data, all of it, had to be invalidated by nonconformance with criterion 3.
He observed PG&E had permission from the NRC, but he remarked the NRC continues to
question all of this, but it's not clear to Mr. Severance from the correspondence that the
NRC's questions were resolved or that it approved of this specific methodology in its final
analysis. He observed PG&E proceeded with creating a completely new fluence
calculation by invalidating the original Capsule D report, which is WCAP 15 958, and
there is important data in that report. In Table 510 there is a comparison of Capsule S, Y
and V and there is a comparison between predicted values and the measured values and
Mr. Severance stated the correlation between those values is actually quite high and the
uncertainty factor is defined by NUREG 1.190 as plus or minus 20.

Mr. Severance stated after invalidating their criterion, using Criterion 3, and after
invalidating the capsule data PG&E created a completely new fluence calculation. He
stated he has asked PG&E to provide a copy but has been told repeatedly the calculations
are confidential and proprietary and that Westinghouse does not want to release the
information. He stated he has asked repeatedly for the title of the paper so that he could
confirm that the DCISC has received that fluence calculation. He reported on the basis of
that fluence calculation in PG&E's annual update to the 2009 license renewal application
submitted in 2011, document DCL 11 136, PG&E states it is rewriting the capsule data on
the basis of the fluence calculation. He reported PG&E now cites the new fluence
Westinghouse report by number, but not by name, as WCAP 17299 and WCAP 17315. He
observed PG&E offered no justification to the NRC on how it is that they are able to use a
fluence calculation to change physical evidence of what temperature these materials are
reaching concerning the nil-ductility transient temperature. Mr. Severance stated he
believes this to be highly questionable. Mr. Severance commented he has spoken with
four different physicists who specialize in fluence calculations and they also think it
questionable. He remarked if one looks at the record it appears that in another annual
update document, PG&E reports to the NRC that it changed the fluence calculation and
almost everything looks good under this new fluence calculation. This is, Mr. Severance
observed, after PG&E revised the data. He remarked it is in the extended beltline area
where PG&E was running into trouble on Unit 1 and Unit 2 for a 20-year relicensing and
PG&E acknowledged a problem with the nozzle shell welds but made a statement in
September 2015 in the same report that all requirements to preclude pressurized
thermal shock were met, hence contradicting itself in the same document.

Mr. Severance reported his last correspondence and series of requests for additional
information from the NRC addressed the questions he described including how the new
fluence calculations are consistent with WCAP 14010 and a number of other regulations,



and the response was a two sentence response that it is all consistent and conforming to
regulations. Mr. Severance commented this response does not offer any specific
justification for how the analysis allows PG&E to rewrite the material stress test data by
crossing out the old numbers and entering new numbers based on new fluence
calculations and PG&E includes a footnote referring to WCAP 17 315 and states that the
justification for the new fluence calculations is "based on credible surveillance data." Mr.,
Severance reported he only recently learned that was based upon PG&E substituting data
from a sister plant that had similar metallurgical properties. He commented PG&E is
allowed to do that only if the original surveillance data doesn't meet Criterion 3. But he
observed it does meet Criterion 3 so PG&E has invalidated the data in order adopt data
from a sister plant that looks better.

Mr. Severance commented that the NRC questioned PG&E's response and there's no
reply in the record in response to the NRC's questions. He observed the NRC has
acknowledged there are a few plants that use that same heat number weld material, 272
04, but it is necessary to use that data to prove to the NRC that the operating conditions
are the same. Mr. Severance stated he has spoken with an NRC inspector who told him
the Palisades Nuclear Power Plant is completely different from DCPP.

Mr. Severance stated his request to the DCISC is for a serious questioning of the facts
and the details he described. He stated the last correspondence from the NRC to PG&E,
dated February of 2016 prior to PG&E's withdrawal of its license application, clearly
questions the validity of PG&E's approach. He reported he has been told by PG&E staff
that there is no  subsequent correspondence and he is curious to see what PG&E's
approach is and how it will try to meet the fracture toughness requirements in its
renewed license renewal application for extended operation to be filed later this year and
he again expressed his view that there are things that are seriously questionable.

Mr. Severance stated he was not particularly an anti-nuclear person and his interests are
more about climate change mitigation and climate policy. He reported he is a policy
analyst and has worked in that capacity for some time. He remarked he believes both the
anti-nuclear and the pro-nuclear people should have a more open perspective about how
we approach reasonable solutions to that dilemma and he believes a reasonable solution
that makes sense from a grid management standpoint is to take Unit 1 offline, as it was
flawed on the day it was installed. He stated Westinghouse admitted that the metallurgy
was wrong immediately after the unit was delivered and Westinghouse changed the
metallurgy before Unit 2 was delivered and the surveillance data for Unit 2 does not
resemble that for Unit 1 and Unit 2 looks much better on paper, so he questioned why
not let Unit 2 run for ten years while Unit 1 is shut down immediately.

Mr. Severance remarked it seems to him to be fairly clear that there are a number of
cross-checks in the calculations that reduce uncertainties and one of the key variables is,
if you look at the Capsule B data, PG&E's predictions were too conservative so the
fluence calculation was off by perhaps ten to fifteen percent. He stated when PG&E re-
wrote that data it was changed by more than two orders of magnitude and he stated he
saw no justification for that change which took capsule data that was barely complying at
32 EFPY in the 2009 license renewal application and extrapolated it to extend to 43 EFPY



and he stated he further questions how PG&E got from 43 EFPY to meeting 54 EFPY with
margin to spare.

Mr. Severance stated another important detail is that when one looks at the revised data
in 11 136, all the numbers change but only the limiting components change by fifteen to
seventeen percent with everything else changing by one percent. He questioned how
only the limiting welds that are of the greatest concern are suddenly the ones where the
values shift based on a new fluence calculation as a fluence calculation is global in nature
and would shift all the numbers. Mr. Severance stated he finds this to be highly
suspicious and he is very concerned about the details.

Mr. Severance remarked he appreciated the Committee's time and he has a number of
questions for Mr. Soenen regarding pulling Capsule B and whether or not it is possible to
retest Capsule V. He commented there was one capsule that tested at 43% beyond its
predicted value  or below the predicted value and he observed there was higher scatter
in that capsule test than there was in the previous test. He questioned whether retesting
could be done of Capsule V using the new methodology described by Dr. Peterson to
obtain additional data that is more credible and that everyone can agree on, even though
that was within the credibility criterion.

Mr. Severance stated his second question concerns removing Capsule B, as he stated
what he has read is that only three of the capsules that are in Unit 1 had heat weld
material 272 04, but he commented the reports do not indicate which capsules and he
observed it is his belief this information needs to be known as to which capsules had that
limiting material. He reported he knows it was in Capsules V and Y, but he has not read
the Capsule S report. So he inquired does Capsule B have that material in it and if it does
not perhaps it may not be pertinent because it lacks the limiting material. He remarked if
one reviews the data it is weld heat number 272 04 that is of concern and as Mr.
Severance understands it that material is used throughout the Unit 1 pressure vessel.
Mr. Severance reported the critical weld is 3-442C as it is the weld that appears to have
reached its embrittlement limits by 2021 and he reported there is no data to
demonstrate that weld 3-442C did not already meet its fractured toughness limit two
years ago.

In concluding his remarks Mr. Severance posed a final question as to why, as  reports
indicate that there are two capsules that were pulled some time ago from Unit 1 that are
in storage, tests are not being run on those capsules as they were not tested. He
reported his understanding is there were a total of eight capsules placed in Unit 1, of
which five have been pulled and three of those five have been tested and Mr. Severance
stated he questions the whereabouts of the other two capsules.

Dr. Lam Chair thanked Mr. Severance for what Dr. Lam described as his tremendous
effort on this matter. Dr. Lam inquired of Mr. Jones whether PG&E would care to respond
to Mr. Severance's remarks. Mr. Jones replied the issues described by Mr. Severance are
foundational to PG&E's application for an extension of the operating licenses for DCPP
and accordingly they will be addressed in PG&E's pending license renewal application
which will be submitted by the end of 2023. Mr. Jones observed that as Mr. Severance



cited data with which Mr. Jones is unfamiliar he was not prepared to publicly comment on
Mr. Severance's remarks but would work with the DCISC to address them in due course.
In response to Dr. Lam's request concerning the factual inquiries raised by Mr.
Severance regarding certain capsules not being tested Mr. Jones replied DCPP
would provide a response to the Committee during its next fact-finding visit. Dr.
Budnitz expressed his view that this inquiry will review whether or not nil- ductility
temperature is approached with adequate margin in the scenarios of interest and he
remarked the probabilities of the pressurized thermal shock phenomenon are low but
they are not zero. Dr. Budnitz advised Mr. Severance to direct the report he stated he
would be providing to the Committee to the  Office of the Committee's Legal Counsel.

The Chair thanked Mr. Soenen for an outstanding and informative presentation.

XXXI  CONCLUDING REMARKS & DISCUSSION BY COMMITTEE MEMBERS   OF FUTURE
DCISC ACTIVITIES

Dr. Lam reported that all matters on the Committee's agenda for this public meeting
have now been addressed and he expressed the thanks of the Committee to Senior
Director Tom Jones, to Mr. Garcia, and to the DCPP management team and all PG&E
presenters for their assistance and participation in this public meeting, to the members
of the public who participated in person or by Zoom or watched the livestream broadcast,
and to the AGP Video team for supporting this Zoom webinar and livestream internet
format. Dr. Lam closed the meeting with the hope of seeing everyone again in
September 2023.

XXXI ADJOURNMENT OF ONE HUNDRED AND FIFTH PUBLIC MEETING 

There being no further business the one hundred and fifth public meeting of the Diablo
Canyon Independent Safety Committee was then adjourned by its Chair, Dr. Peter Lam
at 3:25 P.M. on June 29, 2023.

 

[1]
 On September 2, 2022, Governor Newsom signed SB846, codified as Public

Resources Code Sections 25233, 25233.2 and 25302.7, Public Utilities Code Sections
712.1 and 712.8, and Water Code Section 13193.5, which allows for the potential
extension of operations at Diablo Canyon beyond the current retirement date, up to five
additional years, under specific conditions as provided by the legislation including
approval by the NRC extending the operating licenses for Diablo Canyon.

[2]
 Key to some abbreviations used re action taken/next action: Fact-finding (FF),

Public Meeting (PM), Quarter (Q)

[3]
 FLEX is not an acronym but describes a strategy developed by the nuclear

industry developed after the September 11 attacks and subsequently further augmented
after the accident to the Fukushima Dai-ichi Nuclear Power Plant in Japan and since to



provide diverse, additional and flexible coping strategies and equipment to address the
loss of safety-related systems due to beyond design basis events. B.5.b refers to a
section of an NRC Order, issued in February 2002, describing the strategies that the NRC
required nuclear plant licensees to develop after the September 11 attacks to "maintain
or restore core cooling, containment, and spent fuel pool cooling capabilities under the
circumstances associated with loss of large areas of the plant due to explosions or fire."

[4]
 Surveillance capsules contain metal tags known as coupons made from the same

material as the reactor pressure vessel the capsules are placed in. For purposes of this
report the term "capsule" will be used to refer to both.

[5]
 PMO++ stands for Preventative Maintenance Optimization with the ++

designation standing for projects and life cycle review.

[6]
 A soft story building is one in which the first story has less stiffness than the

second story or the stories above it. In practice, this generally means a building that has
an open ground level, with fewer walls than the floors above.

[7]
 On a scale of Green indicating a healthy performance and White indicating that

achievable actionplans are in place to return performance to healthy status. A Yellow
rating would indicate the indicator shows deficient performance and needs improvement
and Red would indicate unsatisfactory performance.

[8]
 Robert J. Budnitz (RJB), Peter Lam (PL), Richard D. McWhorter Jr. (RDM), Per F.

Peterson (PFP), R. Ferman Wardell (RFW).

[9]
 The Joint Proposal was entered into by PG&E, together with Friends of the Earth,

the Natural Resources Defense Council, Environment California, the International
Brotherhood of Electrical Works Local 1245, Coalition of California Utility Employees and
the Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility in June 2016 to retire DCPP at the expiration of the
current operating licenses for each unit, November 2024 for Unit-1 and August 2025 for
Unit-2 and was subsequently approved by the CPUC in its Decision (D) 18-01-022.

[10]
 STARS is the acronym for the Strategic Teaming and Resource Sharing Alliance

among several nuclear power plants.

[11]
 Notifications are electronic documents entered into the Corrective Action

Program during daily operation.

[12]
  The principal functions of the ultimate heat sink are dissipation of heat during

normal operation, dissipation of residual heat after reactor shutdown, and dissipation of
residual heat after an accident by providing a heat sink for transferring heat from
components by utilizing the Pacific Ocean, the Auxiliary Saltwater System (ASW) and the
Component Cooling Water (CCW) System. The ultimate heat sink is common to both



units and has been defined as the Pacific Ocean.

[13]
 Primary and secondary side refer, respectively, to the Reactor Coolant System

which is used to remove heat from the nuclear reactor and to the Main Steam and
Feedwater Systems which provide cooling to the steam generators and generate and
provide steam to the turbines.

[14]
 NUREG is an acronym for US Nuclear Regulatory Commission Regulation.

[15]
  The Independent Peer Review Panel was created in 2005 by the adoption of CA

Public Utilities Code Section 712 and is comprised of technical experts from the California
Energy Commission, California Geological Survey, California Coastal Commission,
California Seismic Safety Commission, and the County of San Luis Obispo. PG&E submits
its seismic studies to the Panel for review.

[16]
 For conversion purposes 1 Microsievert = 0.1 Millirem

[17]
 B.5.b refers to a section of an NRC Order, issued in February 2002, describing

the strategies that the NRC required nuclear plant licensees to develop after the
September 11 attacks to "maintain or restore core cooling, containment, and spent fuel
pool cooling capabilities under the circumstances associated with loss of large areas of
the plant due to explosions or fire."
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3.1 Summary of License Event Reports

3.1.1 Discussion and Required LERs

License Event Reports (LERs) are reports required of the nuclear power plant
licensee by Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) regulations when an off-normal
event occurs. These events include operations or conditions outside of or in
violation of station Technical Specifications (TS), procedures or NRC regulations.
Events are to be promptly reported by telephone and by written report within 60
days of the event or initial knowledge of the event.  Voluntary LERs are submitted
for events, which NRC should know about, or are significant but are not specifically
required by NRC. Each of these reports is reviewed in DCISC public meetings and
is made available to each DCISC Member and Consultant.

The LER is the responsibility of the Licensee, in this case PG&E. Therefore, it is the
Licensee who makes the determination of the level of risk or significance to safety
of the event. The NRC has a Significance Determination Process, which sets forth
its rules for making these determinations; however, events may be complex or
may not easily fit the rules. The NRC may concur or it can question or challenge
the Licensee's determination. Discussions or meetings may be required to reach
understandings between the parties.

There was one LER reported during this reporting period. This is good
performance.

Unit 2 LER 2022-001-00, "Unit 2 Reactor Coolant System Pressure Boundary
Degradation," dated 12/21/2022 - As part of routine planned outage inspections
on Unit 2, a pipe was identified in the cooling system where a minute amount of
dry boric acid crystals accumulated. There were no impacts to employee or public
safety.

The DCISC received the LER in a monthly document package for review, and DCPP
reported on the LER at a DCISC public meeting.  DCPP's corrective actions, as
submitted in the LER submittal to NRC, was determined to be satisfactory by the
DCISC.



3.1.2 Special Report LERs

There were no special LERs submitted by DCPP during the reporting period.

3.1.3 Voluntary LERs

There were no voluntary LERs during this period.

3.1.4 Reactor Trips Reported in LERs

During the reporting period, there were no automatic reactor trips and no
manual reactor trips reported in the above LERs. In the past five DCISC reporting
periods the following numbers of trips have occurred:

 Number of Trips
Reporting Period Automatic Manual
2017/2018 0 0
2018/2019 1 0
2019/2020 0 0
2020/2021 0 1
2021/2022 0 1
2022/2023 0 0

The number of reactor trips continues to be commendably low.

3.1.5 Other Reports to NRC

There were no other significant reports made to NRC.

3.1.6 LER Trends

The following table depicts the LER history for DCPP for the last five DCISC
reporting periods:

Time Period Number of LERs Submitted
7/1/18 - 6/30/19 1
7/1/19 - 6/30/20 2
7/1/20 - 6/30/21 1
7/1/21 - 6/30/22 2
7/1/22 - 6/30/23 1

3.1.7 DCISC Evaluation and Conclusions



The DCISC recognizes that off-normal events will occur in any large complex
system.  The goal is to identify them and understand them and take action to
minimize the consequences and likelihood of any significant increase in risk.  The
design basis for nuclear power plants involves defense-in-depth.  This recognizes
that in real systems, unanticipated events will occur, so protective systems are
designed to provide protection even if systems do not always perform as
anticipated.  For this reason, it is important to investigate events and to share
information about them with other plants. DCPP's performance in regard to off-
normal events and LERs was good.

DCPP's operations resulted in one LER reported during the current (July 1,
2022 - June 30, 2023) reporting period. This is good performance.
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3.2 NRC Inspection Reports and Enforcement Actions

3.2.1 Discussion

The NRC performs inspections at each nuclear power plant. The purpose is to
determine how well the plant personnel are implementing and following NRC
regulations, plant Technical Specifications, and other requirements, procedures, or
commitments. Generally, better regulatory performance results in fewer
inspections. NRC meets with the nuclear plant operator once per year to review
plant safety performance under the NRC Reactor Oversight Process (see Section
3.4 below). These meetings are usually open to the public.

Inspections are performed by the plant Resident NRC Inspectors, inspectors from
the NRC Region Office, experts from other NRC organizations, and NRC
consultants.  The bulk of inspections are routine, announced visits focusing on one
or more specific areas of operation such as As Low As Reasonably Achievable
(ALARA) radiation dose minimization program, maintenance, chemistry, security,
operator examinations, or corrective actions.  Special inspections are often made
for investigation into previous events affecting plant safety and into special
programs, such as NRC Generic Letter 89-10, Testing of Motor-Operated Valves.

Each inspection usually concludes with an exit meeting with PG&E personnel,
followed by a written inspection report. Inspections can result in the following
categories of findings:

Unresolved Items are items for which information is not yet available or
awaiting licensee response or action.

Deviations are variances from NRC regulations and/or licensee procedures or
other requirements or commitments, which are not as severe as outright
violations.

Findings are NRC-identified or self-revealing issues of concern associated with
a performance deficiency by the licensee.

Concerns, typically including more than one individual weakness in a single
area, are to alert the licensee to situations which could become violations if



not corrected.

Non-cited Violations are violations for which NRC credits the licensee for
identifying the violation and/or for prompt, effective corrective action
completed before or taken during the inspection. These are usually non-
recurring, non-safety-significant items.

Violations of NRC regulations, plant Technical Specifications, and other
commitments, procedures, etc. require a formal response and corrective
action.  Violations carry four severity levels as described in Section 3.3, NRC
Enforcement Actions and below.

Fewer violations generally mean better performance.  Some in the industry believe
having a significant number of non-cited violations indicates an effective,
aggressive regulatory program, meaning the licensee quickly finds and corrects its
own problems/violations rather than the NRC identifying them.

NRC considers items not in compliance with its regulations or with the licensee's
commitments or procedures to be violations.  Corrective action is required for all
violations. NRC identifies four severity levels for violations.

Level I is the most severe, representing the most significant regulatory concern
which usually involves actual or high potential impact on the safety of the public.
Level IV violations are more than minor concern and should be corrected so as to
prevent a more serious concern.  Civil penalties (monetary fines) are usually
imposed for Level I and II violations, are considered for Level III, and usually not
imposed for Level IV violations. Most low-level violations are reported as Non-cited
Violations provided the licensee places the violation into its corrective action
program and provided the violation is not willful or repetitive. NRC has increased
its scrutiny of corrective action programs. The categorization of violations in this
report follows NRC's actual classification in each notice of a violation.

NRC issued the following inspection reports during this reporting period:

1. Security Inspection Report (8/3/22)
2. Design Basis Assurance Inspection Report (8/9/2022) 
3. Integrated Inspection Report (8/10/2022)
4. Integrated Inspection Report (10/24/22)
5. Security Inspection Report (10/26/22)
6. Problem Identification and Resolution Inspection Report (1/27/23)
7. Integrated Inspection Report (2/2/23)
8. Material Control Inspection Report (3/10/23)
9. Security Inspection Report (3/10/23)

10. Integrated Inspection Report (5/9/23)
11. Commercial Grade Dedicated Equipment Inspection Report (5/11/23)



These inspection reports (plus the annual assessment letter) are typical of recent
previous periods for DCPP. Cross-cutting performance appears good with no cross-
cutting themes identified by NRC. The DCISC receives and reviews all NRC
inspection reports. Additionally, DCISC members regularly discuss NRC inspection
findings with Resident Inspectors during Fact-Finding Meetings.

3.2.2 DCISC Review of Trends of Violations and NRC-Identified Issues

Non-Cited Violations (NCVs) are usually items of very low safety significance
(called "Green").  All NCVs are entered into the DCPP Correction Action Program
(CAP), and a Notification is issued. Notifications are reports used to identify and
document plant problems in the CAP.  The NCVs are reviewed for their safety
significance, and cross-cutting issues. DCPP will perform an Apparent Cause
Evaluation (ACE) for the NCVs as determined by plant director-level management.
    
NRC Non-Cited Violations (NCVs)

NCVs are violations of NRC regulations, which have very low safety significance,
and, as such, are not "cited" as violations by NRC.

NRC violations are included in the DCPP CAP Trending Program and are not
trended separately.  An Event Trend Record (ETR) is issued for each NCV
associated with an AT-NCV AR (A-type Non-Cited Violation Action Request).
 Periodic evaluation of the ETRs is undertaken to identify adverse trends.

NRC issued the following nine Non-Cited Violations and one Finding during the
reporting period:

Green (Very Low safety significance) Non-Cited Violation associated
with the documented level of detail for a scaffolding evaluation performed in
support of maintenance on a diesel generator. (A Cross-Cutting aspect of H.1,
"Inadequate Procedure," was assigned to this violation)
Green Finding associated with the inadequate use of industry operating
experience associated with environmental corrosion of outdoor piping (No
Cross-Cutting aspects were assigned to this violation.)
Green Non-Cited Violation associated with a Containment Spray Drain
Valve misposition that occurred during refueling outage 1R22. (A Cross-
Cutting aspect of H.12, "Avoid Complacency," was assigned to this violation.)
Green Non-Cited Violation associated with sequence of testing associated
with the carbon dioxide fire suppression system. (No Cross-Cutting aspects
were assigned to this violation.)

Green Non-Cited Violation – The station did not provide adequate
procedural guidance to control the tightening of Emergency Diesel Generator
2-3 fuel oil system bolts, resulting in a fuel oil leak (No Cross-Cutting Aspect
was assigned to this violation).



Green Non-Cited Violation – The station did not adequately relocate or
secure items in the switchyard area in accordance with station procedures in
preparation for expected higher than normal winds. (A Cross-Cutting Aspect
H.13, "Consistent Process" was assigned to this violation).

Green Non-Cited Violation – The station did not secure temporary
polyethylene bottles staged in the Residual Heat Removal pump room in
accordance with plant procedures (No Cross-Cutting Aspect was assigned to
this violation).

Green Non-Cited Violation – The station did not include certain equipment
in the 480V switchgear rooms in the station's equipment qualification
program (No Cross-Cutting Aspect was assigned to this violation) .

Green Non-Cited Violation – DCPP's Corrective Action Program has a very
low threshold for the identification of issues and requires that items are
documented in a prompt manner. During a recent inspection, the NRC
identified a very small number of examples in which items were not
documented by end of shift as required by station procedures.

Green Non-Cited Violation – The requirements for reporting of non-
conformances are addressed in two separate sets of regulations - 10 CFR Part
21 and 10 CFR Part 50. During a recent inspection, the NRC identified that
station procedures do not provide clear guidance with respect to ensuring that
the reporting requirements of both regulations have been met when reporting
a non- conformance.

The history of violations for this and the previous four DCISC reporting periods is
as follows:

DCISC Reporting
Period

Number of
Inspections

Violation Severity
Level

Violations
TotalIII IV

Non-
Cited

7/1/18 - 6/30/19 5 - - 9 9
7/1/19 - 6/30/20 6 - - 6 6
7/1/20 - 6/30/21 8 - - 4 4
7/1/21 - 6/30/22 6 - - 3 3
7/1/22 - 6/30/23 11 - - 9 9

There were no NCVs in the last four quarters that had four or more common
Cross-cutting Aspects. This means that the NRC does not need to closely monitor
any particular Cross-cutting aspects, and that DCPP is not close to receiving an
NRC Substantive Cross-cutting Issue.

3.2.3 DCISC Evaluation and Conclusions



The numbers of NRC inspections in prior periods had been consistent at about
ten, until the last three periods for which there were eight, six, and nine
respectively (excluding security).  This relatively low number is a direct result of
good regulatory performance as measured primarily by NRC Performance
Indicators (see Section 3.5 below). The DCISC will continue to follow NRC
violations and trends.

The DCISC received reports and received presentations by DCPP on each non-cited
violation and finding at its public meetings and has reviewed each cited violation
and DCPP's corrective actions, where applicable.  DCPP corrective actions appeared
adequate.  There were no individual items of significance to warrant DCISC
recommendations or actions.

All of DCPP's nine NCVs and one License Event Report were classified by
the NRC as having "very low safety significance (Green)." The DCISC
reviewed these violations and DCPP's respective corrective actions and
concluded they were satisfactory.
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3.3 NRC Performance Evaluations

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) inspection, assessment, and
enforcement programs for commercial nuclear power plants take into account
improvements in the performance of the nuclear industry over the past 25 years
and improved approaches of inspecting and assessing safety performance at NRC-
licensed plants.

The NRC Revised Reactor Oversight Process (RROP) monitors licensee performance
in three broad areas (called strategic performance areas):

1. Reactor Safety (avoiding accidents and reducing the consequences of
accidents if they occur)
 

2. Radiation Safety (protecting plant employees and the public during routine
operations)
 

3. Safeguards (protecting the plant against sabotage or other security threats).

The process focuses on licensee performance within each of "Seven Cornerstones"
of safety in the three areas:

Reactor Safety Radiation Safety Safeguards
• Initiating Events • Occupational • Physical Protection
• Mitigating Systems • Public
• Barrier Integrity   
• Emergency Preparedness   

To monitor these Seven Cornerstones of safety, the NRC uses two processes that
generate information about the safety significance of plant operations:

1. Inspections
2. Performance Indicators

Inspection findings are evaluated according to their potential significance for
safety, using the significance determination process, and assigned colors of



GREEN, WHITE, YELLOW, or RED.

GREEN findings are indicative of issues that, while they may not be desirable,
represent very low safety significance.
 
WHITE findings indicate issues that are of low to moderate safety significance.
 
YELLOW findings are issues that are of substantial safety significance.
 
RED findings represent issues that are of high safety significance with a
significant reduction in safety margin.

Performance Indicator data are compared to established criteria for measuring
licensee performance in terms of potential safety. Based on prescribed thresholds,
the indicators will be classified by color representing varying levels of performance
and incremental degradation in safety: GREEN, WHITE, YELLOW, or RED.

GREEN indicators represent performance at a level requiring no additional
NRC oversight beyond the baseline inspections.
 
WHITE corresponds to performance that may result in increased NRC
oversight at the Resident Inspector or Regional level.
 
YELLOW represents performance that minimally reduces safety margin and
requires even more NRC oversight at the NRC Region level.
 
RED indicates performance that represents a significant reduction in safety
margin but still provides adequate protection to public health and safety. NRC
response at the Agency level could include public meeting, utility-developed
performance improvement plan, and/or special inspection teams.

The oversight process integrates performance indicators and inspections so the
NRC can reach objective conclusions regarding overall plant performance. The NRC
uses an Action Matrix to determine in a systematic, predictable manner which
regulatory actions should be taken based on a licensee's performance. The NRC's
actions in response to the significance (as represented by the color) of issues will
be the same for performance indicators as for inspection findings. As a licensee's
safety performance degrades, the NRC will take more and increasingly significant
action, which can include shutting down a plant, as described in the Action Matrix.

The NRC Performance Indicators (PIs) and Most Significant Inspection Findings
Categorization for DCPP through the second quarter 2023 are depicted in Table 3.1
at the back of Section 3.0.

The NRC inspection program uses a risk-informed approach to select areas of the
plant to inspect within each cornerstone. The selection is based on potential risk,



past operational experience, and regulatory requirements.

Each calendar quarter, NRC inspectors and the regional office review plant
performance indicators and inspection findings. Each year, NRC regional and
headquarters offices make a final review, to include a more detailed assessment of
plant performance over the 12-month period, preparation of a performance report,
and preparation of a six-month inspection plan. The report is sent to each plant
and discussed in a public meeting.

NRC Annual Assessment Letter 2023 
The NRC's annual assessment letter (March 1, 2023) concluded that "overall
performance at your plant preserved public health and safety" and remained in the
highest performance category of the NRC's Reactor Oversight Process Action
Matrix, because "all inspection findings had very low safety significance (i.e.,
Green), and all performance indicators were within the expected range (i.e.,
Green)."

The DCISC understands this to mean acceptable regulatory performance and no
increased inspections above baseline. The DCISC will continue to follow this area
closely.

The DCISC concurs with the NRC assessment of DCPP's having acceptable
regulatory performance and will continue monitoring DCPP regulatory
performance.
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3.4 DCISC Meetings with NRC Resident Inspectors

The DCISC held eight meetings with the NRC Resident Inspectors (NRC RIs)
during its fact-finding meetings at the plant as follows:

July 20-21, 2022 Fact-finding Meeting (Volume II, Exhibit D.1)
The participants discussed the following topics:

Recent inspection findings 
NRC Office of Inspector General's report on the NRC's oversight of the
Auxiliary Feedwater System at DCPP
The possibility of DCPP continuing operations beyond 2025

August 16-17, 2022 Fact-finding Meeting (Volume II, Exhibit D.2)
The participants discussed the following topics:

The DCISC Fact-finding Agenda
Emergency Diesel Generator Issues and Observation of Testing
License Renewal

November 9-10, 2022 Fact-finding Meeting (Volume II, Exhibit D.5)
The participants discussed the following topics:

DCPP performance during Refueling Outage 2R23
Recent NRC inspection findings 
The NRC's classification of the Unit 2 trip on October 15, 2021, as a
"Unplanned Scram with Complications" under the NRC Performance Indicator
program
DCPP performance during the September 14, 2022, Emergency Preparedness
exercise

December 6-7, 2022 Fact-finding Meeting  (Volume II, Exhibit D.6)
The participants discussed the following topics:

NRC PI&R Inspection Team

January 31 - February 1, 2023 Fact-finding Meeting (Volume II, Exhibit D.7)



The participants discussed the following topics:

Recent Resident Inspection Activities
Problem Identification and Resolution (PI&R) Inspection Results (Mr. Hayes
stated that he believed that the PI&R Inspection findings were isolated and
not indicative of any major problems with DCPP's Corrective Action Program.)
Ongoing Reviews of Corrective and Preventative Maintenance

March 14, 15 & 27, 2023 Fact-finding Meeting (Volume II, Exhibit D.8)
The participants discussed the following topics:

Refueling Outage 1R24 to occur in October 2023.
NRC inspection teams to inspect DCPP's Aging Management Program and
PMO++ results.
An NRC non-cited violation for an incipient fire protection testing problem
reported by an employee to NRC as an allegation.

April 19-20, 2023 Fact-finding Meeting (Volume II, Exhibit D.9)
The participants discussed the following topics:

Recent NRC Inspection Activities
DCPP's Ongoing Reviews of Corrective Maintenance, Preventive Maintenance,
and Projects (the PMO++ Program)
License Renewal Inspection Plans

May 2-3, 2023 Fact-finding Meeting (Volume II, Exhibit D.10)
The participants discussed the following topics:

NRC Office of Inspector General's report on the NRC's oversight of the
Auxiliary Feedwater System at DCPP
NRC response to the Office of Inspector General's report
Resident Inspector staffing at DCPP
Recent inspection findings
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3.5 NRC Public Meetings and Public Reports

NRC May 3, 2023 Public Meeting in San Luis Obispo

DCISC Consultants McWhorter and Wardell attended the local May 3, 2023 NRC
Meeting on DCPP Regulatory Performance and License Renewal, and DCISC
Member Bob Budnitz attended remotely. This is the most recent NRC meeting
attended by the DCISC.

NRC speakers first described their regulations and regulatory process for
inspecting and evaluating nuclear plant performance in meeting NRC regulations.
They reported that DCPP performance for the 2022 cycle was at the top of the
performance scale and that the NRC would be performing their normal inspections
in the future.

NRC then described their regulations and process for nuclear plant license renewal,
which is normally for 20 additional years. Several PG&E personnel attended and
made brief presentations on their plans to submit their application for License
Renewal to NRC by the end of 2023. There were many local organizations and
individuals in attendance, who provided their opinions about DCPP's license
extension. Most speakers were in favor of license extension.

The local NRC meeting on May 3, 2023 in San Luis Obispo was informative
on NRC regulations, regulatory process, and license renewal. PG&E
described their plans for applying for NRC license renewal. Many local
organizations and individuals provided their opinions on DCPP license
extension, most of which were favorable.

DCPP NRC Senior Resident Inspector Madhi Hayes Presentation at DCISC
September 28-29, 2022 Public Meeting

Mr. Hayes presentation included the following areas:

NRC Mission Statement which states: "[t]he NRC licenses and regulates the
Nation's civilian use of radioactive materials to provide reasonable assurance
of adequate protection of public health and safety and to promote the
common defense and security and to protect the environment."



NRC, headquartered in Rockville, Maryland, is led by a five member
Commission and at present all five seats are filled. The Chairman of the
Commission, Mr. Christopher Hanson, acts as its spokesperson and serves as
the NRC Emergency Director in the event of an accident and with the other
four Commissioners, Messrs. Jeff Baran, David Wright, and Bradley Crowell
and Ms. Annie Caputo, is responsible to set the policies and direction of the
Commission. He reported Mr. Daniel Dorman serves as Executive Director for
Operations and is responsible for implementing policies, the Deputy Executive
Director for Reactor and Preparedness Programs is Mr. Darrel Roberts whose
responsibility is to implement the reactor oversight process and regulations.

The NRC's regional organizations are divided into four regions with a technical
training center located in Chattanooga, Tennessee, and the NRC organization
also includes the Nuclear Security and Incident Response and Nuclear Reactor
Regulation organizations. Region IV includes DCPP and Mr. Scott Morris
serves as Regional Administrator for Region IV.

To qualify for the Resident Inspector Program the NRC looks for persons
holding a bachelor's degree in a technical discipline such as engineering and a
two-year qualification process is required along with inspection familiarity and
training in reactor design and operation. A qualifications board and an oral
board composed of senior managers examine each candidate.

Once an inspector is qualified refresher training continues for a period of
approximately two weeks each year, objectivity reviews are conducted with
the inspectors visiting other sites and an information exchange is conducted
with colleagues.

Resident inspectors are limited in the time they can spend at each assignment
to no more than seven years at any site.

His colleague at DCPP is Resident Inspector Ms. Ayesha Athar who holds a
Bachelor's Degree in Nuclear Engineering from the University of Illinois and a
Master's Degree in Nuclear Engineering from the University of Michigan. Ms.
Athar previously served as Acting Resident Inspector at the Grand Gulf,
Comanche Peak, Clinton and Palo Verde nuclear power stations and served as
a Performance Indicator Program lead at NRC Headquarters. Prior to joining
the NRC Ms. Athar worked for the Areva firm as a shielding analyst.

The role of the resident inspectors, with the senior resident acting as team
lead, is to take charge of the Baseline Inspection Program at their assigned
sites and to be on-site in the role of emergency responder for any event. The
resident inspectors focus on day to day operation including any high risk
significant activities and to assess the licensee's performance and provide an
independent assessment to Region IV and NRC Headquarters.

The Resident Inspector Program was created following the accident in 1979 at
the Three Mile Island Nuclear Generating Station in Pennsylvania.



The Baseline Inspection Program reviews a cross-section of a licensee's
organization and activities and includes review of numerous components at
the site. If warranted under the baseline inspections additional inspections
may be performed. During 2021 Mr. Hayes reported there were
approximately 1,900 hours spent on direct inspections and a total of 8,000
hours of inspection time charged including the Inservice Inspection and
Design Basis Assurance Inspection.

All NRC inspection reports including the findings, safety significance and any
enforcement actions, with the exception of security-related information, are
publicly available at www.nrc.gov through the NRC's Agencywide Documents
Access and Management System (ADAMS).

The regulatory framework in which the NRC works begins with the Mission
Statement and proceeds to include reactor safety, radiation safety and
safeguards and strategic performance areas. Inspection results are fed
through a significance determination process and assigned risk significance
which are themselves assessed in an Action Matrix to document the overall
result of licensee performance. Performance Indicators are used and weighted
in accordance with risk and counted toward thresholds of performance and
fed into the development of the Action Matrix.

The Action Matrix concept as consisting of five columns representing, in order
of increasing significance of inspection findings: Licensee Response,
Regulatory Response, Degraded Response, Multiple Repetitive Degraded
Cornerstones and Unacceptable Performance.

DCPP is now in the Licensee Response column and has been for some years,
which indicates that all inspection findings are Green, that is of very low
safety significance, and all Performance Indicators are in Green status.

Information on the NRC inspection procedures, NRC reports and findings, and
the status of Performance Indicators are all available publicly and he provided
contact information for purposes of reporting an emergency or a safety
concern (allegation@nrc.gov) or for general information and questions
(www.nrc.gov).
His relationship with DCPP as cooperative, respectful, and professional. The
resident inspectors meet regularly with appropriate level managerial
personnel including up to the level of the Chief Nuclear Officer.

The resident inspection team reviews Notifications that come through the
Corrective Action Program that are generated in the Employee Concerns
Program but the resident inspectors do not regularly interact with the
Employee Concerns Program.

https://www.nrc.gov/
mailto:allegation@nrc.gov
https://www.nrc.gov/
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3.6 DCISC Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions:  The DCISC received regular reports on the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (NRC) Performance Indicators, DCPP License
Event Reports (LERs) sent to NRC, and NRC Inspection Reports and
Enforcement Actions (violations) at each of its Public Meetings as well as
copies of these documents throughout the reporting period.  The DCISC
investigated selected reports at its fact-finding meetings. The number of
LERs has decreased down to one during this one-year period. This
represents good regulatory performance.

The Committee notes that, although the NRC concluded that DCPP
operated acceptably, it identified nine Non-cited Violations and received
one License Event Reports of "very low safety significance."

The DCISC will continue to review DCPP's NRC regulatory performance
during the next reporting period, paying particular attention to the
number and significance of DCPP violations and LERs.

Recommendations:    None
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4.0 Summary of Major DCISC Review Topics

4.1 Conduct of Operations

4.1.1 Overview and Previous Activities

During the previous reporting period, the DCISC reviewed the following topics
related to the Conduct of Operations at five Fact-finding Meetings:

Observation of Operations Turnover and Focus Meeting 
Chemistry Update 
Trends in Plant Status Control Events 
Operator Rounds Procedures and Experience 
Operability Determination Program 
Inadvertent Boric Acid Addition Event

The DCISC concluded the following during the previous reporting period:

Shift Manager turnover activities were observed to be formal and effective
in transferring information between the off-going and oncoming
operations staff.  A 0700 Operations Focus Brief was found to be well
structured with a large amount of relevant information shared in a concise
and professional manner.  DCPP's Operator rounds procedure and
practices appeared satisfactory, and the Chemistry Program was rated
Green (Good) with performance in the first industry quartile.  DCPP's
corrective actions for past problems in Plant Status Control continued to
be effective, and plant status control performance was being sustained at
a high level.  The Operability Determination program appeared to be
designed and implemented satisfactorily, and actions taken in response to
an inadvertent addition of boric acid to the Reactor Coolant System
appeared appropriate and consistent with its low safety significance.

4.1.2 Current Period Activities

During the current period, the DCISC reviewed the conduct of operations at
three Fact-finding Meetings.  The following topics were reviewed:



Operations Department Update
Trends in Plant Status Control Events 
Reactivity Management Program

Operations Department Update (Volume II, Exhibit D.5, Section 3.8)

The DCISC reviewed recent Operations Department performance including
performance during Refueling Outage 2R23.  Overall, performance was excellent
with only minor, low-level issues identified.  No consequential mispositions or
tagging errors occurred during the most recent outage, which was a significant
positive accomplishment.  Performance indicators tracked by the Performance
Improvement Program and the Quality Verification Department were all "Green"
with a few "Yellow" sub-level indicators for minor individual crew issues.  Morale
was generally good in the department with excitement being generated by the
possibility that power operations would be extended beyond the end of the current
operating licenses in 2025.

Regarding the need for more licensed operators given the possibility of extended
operations, DCPP reported the following:

Many retirements were expected with the end of the Tier 2 Retention Program
in late 2023.
 
DCPP was currently reviewing the need to define and implement a new
incentive program to start following the end of the Tier 2 period.
 
DCPP was working to move many inactive Senior Reactor Operator (SRO)
license holders to active status.  License reactivation would require the
completion of 40 hours of on-shift training after which SRO license holders
would then need to work on at least 5 shifts per quarter to remain active.
 
The decision to close the training program for new operators had been
reversed, and DCPP was moving to restart the new operator training
program.  A currently licensed Senior Reactor Operator had been selected to
lead the new operator training program.
 
A new class to train six to eight Reactor Operators (ROs) to become SROs
(license upgrades) would begin in January 2023.
 
DCPP was targeting April of 2023 to begin a new training class for about 24
licensed operators.  This class would include about 12 new ROs, 10 new
SROs, and 2 RO to SRO upgrades.
 
For non-licensed Nuclear Operators, DCPP was actively recruiting with the
goal to start a training class of 16 new Nuclear Operators in early 2023 to be



followed by a second, similarly sized class later in 2023.

DCPP's Operations Department was performing well with no significant
issues or concerns.  DCPP was moving to restart training programs for
new operators and planned to begin several classes in 2023 for new
Nuclear Operators (non-licensed), Reactor Operators, and Senior Reactor
Operators.

Trends in Plant Status Control Events (Volume II, Exhibit D.9, Section 3.2)

The term Plant Status Control Events generally refers to events in which an
operator or technician manipulates the wrong component (such as a valve or
switch) or places a component in the wrong position.  In late 2017, challenges in
the area of Plant Status Control performance became an issue and continued
through 2019.  As a result, Plant Status Control performance weakness was
escalated by Quality Verification to the Station Director in July 2019.  Operations
developed a Plant Status Control Action Plan to address this performance decline
which included a common cause evaluation, increased observations and
communications, and a video that was distributed site-wide to demonstrate strong
component positioning behaviors.  In March 2020, December 2020, and December
2021, the DCISC reviewed the effectiveness of actions taken to improve Plant
Status Control and found that performance was good and being sustained at a
high level.

During the second half of 2022, the Operations Department observed a trend of a
number of Level 3 (minor; minimal impact to operations, safety or personnel)
misposition events.  There was one Level 3 event in July 2022, two Level 3 events
in September 2022, and one Level 3 event in November 2022.  Following the
events in September 2022, a Notification was created to document the declining
performance trend and initiate corrective actions.  A copy of the Notification was
provided to and reviewed by the DCISC.  Corrective Actions included issuing
department communications regarding the nature of the events, creating a new
Department Focus Area related to Plant Status Control, and having supervisors
perform an observation blitz to observe and critique status control activities in the
plant.  There were 41 observations performed in response to the Notification, and
the lessons learned were effectively captured and communicated to the
department.  Additionally, the DCISC reviewed the four misposition events in more
detail and agreed with the plant's classification that they were of very low safety
significance.  The DCISC also inquired about the status and trends for clearance
and tagging events within the Operations Department and found that there had
been no events in clearance and tagging activities since September 2021.

DCPP's performance in Plant Status Control was good except for a series
of minor events that occurred in late 2022.  The causes of those events
were effectively identified and corrected, and subsequent performance
was sustained at a high level.  Performance in clearance and tagging
operations was excellent.



Reactivity Management Program (Volume II, Exhibit D.9, Section 3.9)

Reactivity is defined in DCPP's controlling Procedure OP1.ID3, "Reactivity
Management Program," (RMP) as "the fractional change in neutron population
from one neutron generation cycle to the next, or the measure of departure from
criticality."  In general, it is a measure of the potential for a nuclear core to
increase or decrease in its chain reaction rate or power level.  It is important to
control reactivity in order to maintain safe control of the nuclear reactor itself.  The
procedure defined the roles, responsibilities and actions associated with the control
of reactivity to ensure safe and reliable operation. It provided guidance to ensure
that all plant evolutions affecting reactivity will be controlled, safe, and
conservative. The goal of the RMP is to prevent reactivity-related events.

The Operations Manager is responsible for plant reactivity management, including
the direct control of reactivity, and for ensuring conservative actions with regard to
nuclear fuel integrity during power operations, shutdown conditions, fuel handling,
and storage.  Reactor Operators (ROs) and Senior Reactor Operators (SROs) are
responsible for fulfilling the requirements of the RMP, including: (1) ensuring that
expected responses to a reactivity change are identified and fully understood prior
to initiating any action that affects reactivity, (2) closely monitoring appropriate
indications for reactivity changes to verify the expected magnitude, direction, and
effects, (3) remaining alert for situations that could affect reactivity, and initiating
appropriate conservative corrective actions, (4) reducing reactor power or tripping
the reactor without the need for concurrence of the unit Shift Foreman or reactivity
SRO when the RO deems that the action is immediately necessary to protect the
reactor core, and (5) maintaining the reactor core parameters within established
limits.

The Reactivity Management Leadership Team (RMLT) is a team of individuals
representing Operations Services, Maintenance Services, Engineering Services,
Learning Services, and the Corrective Action Program. The team reviews reactivity
events and adverse trends to identify needed corrective actions and recommend
additional training or qualification for groups that can affect reactivity.  RMLT
activities include implementing reactivity management performance indicators;
reviewing Notifications and industry events for reactivity events, adverse trends,
and needed corrective actions; and classifying reactivity events.  The DCISC
reviewed the January 18, 2023, RMLT Quarterly Meeting Minutes and the April 19,
2023, meeting agenda.  The DCISC found that the meetings appeared to have
followed the applicable procedure and focused closely on reactivity-related events,
none of which was significant.

The DCISC reviewed the lists of RMP events and found that events occurring within
the last 12 months were of low safety significance.  Additionally, it was noted that
the indicators for both units showed a low occurrence and significance of Reactivity
Management events for the past 12 months.  DCPP completed a biennially required
RMP Quick-Hit Self-Assessment (QHSA) in August 2022.  The QHSA found that the
program was effectively implemented and met industry standards.  There were no



deficiencies or gaps identified, and there were two enhancements identified.

DCPP had an effective Reactivity Management Program, which ensured
conservative reactivity management by promoting a reactivity-conscious
culture.  Program Performance Indicators showed a low occurrence and
significance of Reactivity Management events for the past 12 months.

4.1.3    Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions:  DCPP's Operations Department performed well with no
significant issues or concerns.  DCPP moved to restart training programs
for new operators and planned to begin several classes in 2023 for new
Nuclear Operators (non-licensed), Reactor Operators, and Senior Reactor
Operators.  DCPP's performance in Plant Status Control was good except
for a series of minor events that occurred in late 2022.  The causes of
those events were effectively identified and corrected, and subsequent
performance was sustained at a high level.  Performance in clearance and
tagging operations was excellent.  DCPP's Reactivity Management
Program was effective, and program Performance Indicators showed a
low occurrence and significance of Reactivity Management events for the
past 12 months.

Recommendations:  None
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4.2 Conduct of Maintenance

4.2.1 Overview and Previous Activities

The following are maintenance-related items the DCISC reviewed in the
previous reporting period:

Crane Program
Maintenance Rule Program Update
Online Maintenance Scheduling
Maintenance Department
Foreign Material Exclusion Program

The DCISC concluded the following during the previous reporting period:

DCPP Maintenance performance is generally satisfactory with high
performance indicators.

4.2.2 Current Period Activities

During the current period, the DCISC reviewed the following topics:

Troubleshooting Program
Maintenance Department Update

Troubleshooting Program (Volume II, Exhibit D.6, Section 3.3)

The DCISC received and reviewed DCPP Procedure MA1.ID26, "Troubleshooting,
Revision 5A, dated October 10, 2022. The procedure prescribes troubleshooting
definitions, process, responsibilities, controls, plans, and records. DCPP
Troubleshooting is defined as a "Formal process that establishes a systematic
approach to data collection and failure analysis to determine the immediate cause
of a system failure." The Maintenance Department is responsible overall for
Troubleshooting with Engineering, Operations, Planning, and Security serving in
support roles. This procedure was revised with minor revisions since the DCISC
January 2020 review.



Troubleshooting is initiated "... if Engineering or Maintenance cannot provide issue
resolution within a time-frame commensurate with the operational significance of
the issue as determined by the Shift Manager, Watch Commander, Maintenance
Manager, or issue owner, or if issue complexity warrants a more methodical
approach . . . per specified procedure guidelines." There are two levels of
troubleshooting: Level A includes those plans which are more significant, affecting
safety-related systems and/or plant reliability, and Level B covers less significant
ones.

The DCISC requested copies of completed troubleshooting plans; however, there
were no recent ones available.

The DCPP Troubleshooting Program appeared satisfactory based on
procedure review and discussions with involved personnel.

Maintenance Department Update (Volume II, Exhibit D.8, Section 3.11)

Regarding personnel resources in Maintenance, out of 300 approved (and 270
current) positions, 96 would be eligible for retirement in August 2023. Because of
this and the possibility of operating for another five years to 2030, Maintenance is
aggressively hiring all functions. Additionally, Maintenance utilizes an on-site
contractor, BHI, with approximately 45 personnel typically.

For various industry performance indicators Maintenance performance was rated
as Green (good) and stable based on the performance indicators.

DCPP Maintenance Department overall performance was reported as
Green (good) and stable based on industry performance indicators.
Maintenance was aggressively hiring for possible retirements and a five-
year plant operations extension to 2030.

4.2.3 Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions:  DCPP Maintenance overall performance was reported as
Good and Stable based on industry performance indicators.

Recommendations:    None
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4.3 Engineering Programs

4.3.1 Overview and Previous Activities

The following are engineering-related items the DCISC reviewed in the
previous reporting period:

Single Point Vulnerabilities
Strategic Engineering Department Update
Configuration Management Program
Flow Accelerated Corrosion

The DCISC concluded the following during the previous reporting period:

The DCPP Engineering organization continues to provide excellent
performance in supporting the plant. Staffing is being carefully reduced in
planning for cessation of operations in 2025 to not adversely affect the
safety of operations.

4.3.2 Current Period Activities

During the current period, the DCISC had presentations on engineering programs
at six Fact-finding meetings. The following topics were reviewed:

Large Motors Program
Equipment Qualification Program
Engineering Department Update
Buried Piping and Tanks Program

Large Motors Program (Volume II, Exhibit D.2, Section 3.12)

Large Motors include those powered by 4kV, 12kV, and higher voltages, along with
any motors 250 horsepower and larger and a small number of smaller motors.
 Management of the health of Large Motors had been moved from the System
Engineering Department into the category of a Component Program during 2018.
 As such, the program was now managed by the Component (now Tactical)



Engineering Department, and performance was tracked using performance
indicators contained in a Component Health Report, which differed in format from
the System Health Reports.   The DCISC reviewed the August 8, 2022 Large
Motors Component Health Report in which program health was rated as Green
(Healthy), which was an improvement from that reported during the DCISC's
previous review in 2018.

During the DCISC's review in 2016, a Large Motor Long-range Plan had been
prepared and was in the process of being implemented.  The plan provided a ten-
year schedule for replacement, overhaul, and preventative maintenance activities
for most Large Motors and represented DCPP's overall strategy for all Large Motors
at the station.  The plan was implemented, and the resultant Large Motor
refurbishments were coming to completion.  One item remaining open was the
rewinding of stators and rotors for all eight Reactor Coolant Pump (RCP) Motors.
 Six of the eight RCP Motor rewinds had been completed, and the remaining two
were planned to be completed in the upcoming Refueling Outages 1R21 and 2R21,
in the spring and fall of 2019, respectively.  The RCP Motor work was evaluated as
a maintenance activity that should be completed on a 12-year periodicity.  As the
first RCP Motor rewinding was completed in 2014, no additional RCP Motor rewinds
would therefore be required before DCPP ceases operations in 2025 (11 years after
the first rewind).

Another Long-range Plan item nearing closure was the rewinding of Component
Cooling Water (CCW) Pump Motors, which was expected to be completed in 2019.
 Following completion of the current CCW Pump Motor rewindings, it had been
decided that no further rewinds would be needed before DCPP ceases operations in
2025.  Regarding the availability of spare CCW Pump Motors, DCPP had one spare,
and accordingly, it had been determined that the plant would not be purchasing
another spare CCW Pump Motor.  Similarly, regarding the rewinding of
Containment Fan Cooler Unit (CFCU) Motors, the station had completed two motor
rewinds before deciding to cancel future rewinds.  Additional rewinds were
considered no longer to be necessary given the decision to cease operations in
2025, the redundancy of installed CFCUs, and the availability of several spare
CFCU Motors on site.

One large motor issue was a Critical Equipment Failure of Auxiliary Saltwater
(ASW) Pump 1-1 with multiple grounds on pump start. This was due to moisture
intrusion caused by failure of a motor heater. This motor was replaced with a
spare in 2021. The original motor stator was cleaned and dried and passed all
electrical tests and is available as the spare.

The DCISC noted that selected large motor maintenance and replacements were
put on hold or terminated due to the plant planning to cease electricity production
in 2025. If DCPP will be authorized to continue operation after 2025, the large
motor Life Cycle Management Plan will need to be revisited and changed.

DCPP's Large Motor Program health was Green (Healthy). This is good



performance and an improvement from 2018, the last DCISC review. The
implementation of Long-range Plans for motor rewinds and replacements,
which was partially suspended due to the planned cessation of power
production in 2025, will need to be revisited if operation is extended
beyond 2025.

Equipment Qualification Program (Volume II, Exhibit D.6, Section 3.11)

The EQ Program is an industry-wide program, and at DCPP it is controlled by
Procedure CF3.ID3, "Environmental Qualification (EQ) Program," Revision 10, a
copy of which was provided to and reviewed by the DCISC.  The EQ Program
implements the requirements of NRC Regulation 10 CFR 50.49, "Environmental
qualification of electric equipment important to safety for nuclear power plants."

This procedure requires the generation and maintenance of evidence to ensure
that equipment important to safety will operate when required to meet system
performance requirements when subjected to abnormal environmental conditions.
 This includes mostly electrical equipment located where environmental conditions
(such as high temperature, high radiation, water spray, steam, etc.) could be
harsh during normal conditions or postulated accidents.  The procedure listed
responsibilities for Engineering, Operations, Maintenance, Procurement, Learning
Services, Document Services, and Quality Verification personnel for their parts of
the program.

The EQ Program procedure included instructions for the following:

Personnel qualification
EQ Master List maintenance
EQ File preparation, revision and retention
Procurement and shelf-life requirements
EQ Equipment maintenance and surveillance 
Tracking EQ Program deficiencies and discrepancies
Condition monitoring and self-assessment
Assessment of industry operating experience

In general, the EQ Program identifies and tracks the qualification and maintenance
of components, designated as "EQ Equipment," that could be degraded by adverse
environmental conditions following a Design Basis Accident.  EQ Equipment is
listed on an EQ Master List and identified via an EQ Program designator contained
in the plant component database in PG&E's SAP data management system.  EQ
Equipment not having an equipment identifier in the component database (such as
cables, connectors, splices, lubricants, etc.) is identified and tracked via a
controlled drawing.  Each piece of EQ Equipment included in the program has an
associated definition of the required environmental conditions to be met along with
a mission time, which defines the time that the equipment must continue to
satisfactorily operate under the specified environmental conditions.



Records for procurement of EQ Equipment documenting its ability to meet the
requirements (through testing and analysis) are maintained in an EQ File for that
piece of EQ Equipment.  The EQ File also contains information defining any
recurring maintenance for installed equipment or equipment in storage which is
required to maintain the qualification of EQ Equipment, and those maintenance
activities are entered in the plant's work management system with a special
designation as "EQ Maintenance" and tracked in that system for planning and
completion.

The EQ Program procedure requires the EQ Process Coordinator to prepare a self-
assessment report within twelve months of the end of each Unit 2 refueling
outage. The DCISC received a copy of the most recent DCPP EQ Program Quick Hit
Self-Assessment Report (QHSAR) dated May 9, 2022.  The objective of the QHSAR
was as follows:

The EQ quick-hit self-assessment (QHSA) reviews implementation of
Diablo Canyon's electrical equipment environmental qualification
program, to verify that it is maintaining the qualified status of the
equipment during the life of the plant in accordance with 10 CFR
50.49. Additionally, this QHSA will report the health of the EQ
program based on a snapshot of issues that remain open, newly
discovered issues and the nature of gaps that exist. The overarching
objective is to gain reasonable assurance that structures, systems,
and components (SSCs) can adequately perform their design basis
function. This includes reasonable assurance that equipment
important-to-safety can perform its safety function(s) without
experiencing common cause failures before, during and after
applicable design basis events.

The QHSAR concluded the following:

The EQ program is healthy with no major programmatic deficiencies.
There exists close collaboration between the EQ program owner,
procurement, maintenance planning, obsolescence group,
component, and system engineering.

There were no deficiencies identified; however, there were a few "gaps," which
normally are minor, except one, which needed correction. This was the fact that
when components were changed out, the change was not always communicated to
the EQ Engineer for updating of the EQ files. This was added to the Corrective
Action Program and the applicable procedure revised to keep the EQ Engineer in
the loop for maintaining correct equipment records.

In July 2022, the NRC completed its Design Basis Assurance Inspection, which
included DCPP's EQ Program.  The inspection included a detailed review of EQ
Program records. There was one minor, non-cited NRC inspection violation that
was resolved satisfactorily with DCPP's Corrective Action Program during the



inspection process. DCPP had not included the most severe time-dependent
temperature for the electric equipment in the 125 VDC battery charger/inverter
and 480 VAC switchgear rooms following a design basis tornado event in its
electric equipment qualification program. This violation was treated as a non-cited
violation, consistent with NRC's Enforcement Policy.

DCPP's corrective action was to review calculation M-912 and to remove several
conservatisms. Specifically, M-912 uses constant electric equipment (heat) loads
throughout the 72-hour period of evaluation, whereas Operations could transition
the plant to safe shutdown in less time and shed non-essential loads sooner
thereby limiting the maximum and long-term temperature rise in the affected
rooms. Likewise, DCPP could take the credited manual operator actions earlier in
the event to also limit the maximum and long-term temperature rise.

The DCPP Equipment Qualification Program appeared to have been
implemented effectively. The one minor, non-cited NRC inspection
violation was resolved satisfactorily with DCPP's corrective action during
the inspection process.

Engineering Department Update (Volume II, Exhibit D.7, Section 3.4)

Recent changes made in the Engineering Department were driven primarily by the
decision to extend operations beyond 2025.  The decision to extend operations
was driving a rapid increase in the department's workload to support maintenance
planning, projects, license renewal application submission, and license renewal
aging management inspections (future).  To help manage this increased workload,
the department was forming a separate Design and Projects Engineering group
that would function similar to DCPP's former Design Engineering group but with an
added emphasis on supporting project implementation.

The number of staff in the Engineering Department had decreased due to the
upcoming cessation of operations to a planned number of 103 at the end of 2022.
 With the recent decision to extend operations, the department was actively hiring
additional personnel and the department had obtained the assistance of a former
DCPP Engineering Manager with recruiting and hiring.  In the last few months,
about 26 staff had been added to the department and 5 vacancies were open for a
total staffing of about 129.  They expected to hire about 12 more engineers and
bring staffing authorized for the department to over 140 staff members during
2023.  The actual staffing number could be significantly smaller if a large number
of existing staff chose to retire at the end of the Tier 2 Retention Program in the
fall of 2023.  At this point, DCPP was not having any major issues finding qualified
personnel to fill vacant positions, although the area's high cost of living was
sometimes an impediment for early and late career engineers.  DCPP's focus was
upon finding additional staff who already had related experience and not in hiring
entry level engineers.  Knowledge transfer was an ongoing challenge as many
experienced personnel had left over the past few years and now new personnel
were being regularly added to the staff.  Formal training for engineers had



remained active even with the previously planned cessation of operations, and the
Learning Services Department was satisfactorily supporting the influx of new staff.

The Engineering Department performance improvement dashboard showed all
areas as "Green" (Healthy) with stable or positive trends.  In 2022 the department
felt it had improved performance in its focus areas of Equipment Reliability,
Industrial Safety, and Human Performance during a year that was full of
challenging activities.  The biggest future challenges facing the department were
knowledge transfer and bench depth for key positions and functions.  The DCISC
found that external organizations (such as the NRC, Quality Verification, the
Nuclear Safety Operating Committee, and an Industry Benchmarking group) had
all recently reviewed the department's performance without any major concerns.
 The DCISC concluded that department performance was strong.

The performance of DCPP's Engineering Department has recently been
strong, and the Department is appropriately moving to expand staffing in
light of the recent decision to extend operations.

Buried Piping and Tanks Program (Volume II, Exhibit D.10, Section 3.2)

The purpose of the Buried Piping and Tanks (BP&T) Program is to provide
increased assurance of structural and leakage integrity of buried piping and tanks.
 Special emphasis is placed on safety-related systems and those tanks and piping
containing licensed (radioactive) material or environmentally hazardous material.

DCPP has a relatively small amount of buried piping on site compared to most
other nuclear power plants. For DCPP these systems are as follows:

Condensate Polishing
Auxiliary Saltwater 
Liquid Radwaste
Diesel Fuel Oil
Oily Water and Turbine Sump

Additionally, the Program also monitored and opportunistically inspected other
systems, including:

Spent Fuel Pool Cooling and Cleanup
Service Cooling Water
Makeup Water
Fire Protection
Compressed Air
Nitrogen/Hydrogen

The BP&T Program prioritizes inspections based on risk.  An industry-standard
software program and database (referred to as MapPro) contains all buried piping



and tanks parameters (i.e., material, coatings, external environment, internal
fluid, consequence of failure, and inspection results) and is used to determine the
likelihood of degradation and the possible consequences of a failure.  The
combination of the likelihood and consequences is then used to form the priority
ranking of the piping and allows inspection efforts to be focused on the most
significant sections of piping.  The overall plan for inspections is documented in an
Asset Management Plan (AMP) which is maintained as an engineering calculation
and controlled by administrative procedures applicable to engineering calculations.

Each buried system is described in detail, including location drawings and
inspection plans and results. The following excerpt from the AMP of the Auxiliary
Saltwater System buried piping is one example:

"The Auxiliary Saltwater (ASW) System is a safety-related
system that supplies cooling water from the ultimate heat sink,
the Pacific Ocean, to the component cooling water (CCW) heat
exchangers. The buried piping is composed of 24" Carbon Steel
with a non-safety related coal-tar epoxy external coating and a
safety-related internal PVC-like paraliner. The piping from the
intake structure to about 30 feet before entering the turbine
building is protected by an induced current cathodic protection
(ICCP) system. The discharge portion, turbine building to
ocean was not cathodically protected, but a project was funded
and cathodic protection installed in a portion of the Unit 1
discharge line following pipe external inspections in 1R20. A
majority of the system is risk rated to be medium risk.
However, the ASW discharge piping contains high risk piping
segments because it is the licensed discharge path for
radiological waste material delivered by the Liquid Radwaste
System.

"Every sixth refueling outage, each unit's ASW system piping
(intake and discharge) is visually inspected. This inspection
utilizes a robotic crawler equipped with a high-definition
camera to inspect nearly 100% of the piping internally. A
report is generated which compares any findings to previous
inspections to monitor for new anomalies or changes in
anomalies for trending. Together with an engineering
evaluation of the data, recommendations are made for future
inspections or repairs. These inspections provide a reasonable
assurance of no leakage. The most recent Unit 1 internal and
external ASW inspections were completed in 1R20 with the
Unit 2 inspection coming up in 2R22. The ASW system as a
whole will continue to be monitored and inspected to maintain
reasonable assurance that the safety related system will retain
its pressure boundary function. The total intake piping length is
approximately 3,000-ft for Unit 1 and 2,800-ft for Unit 2. Each



unit's discharge piping is approximately 400-ft long.

"At this time, the ASW system is the highest priority for the
Buried Piping and Tanks Program. The in-soil discharge portion
of the ASW piping has developed small blisters on the internal
liner. This portion of pipe is considered high risk primarily
because it contains licensed material, is buried in soil and has
a safety-related function. Hence the detailed inspections
performed in 1R20 and the installation of Cathodic protection
installed in portions of the ASW discharge piping in Unit 1. The
previous Unit 2 internal inspection was performed in 2R16. The
next Unit 2 inspection will be performed in 2R22 after the
frequency to perform this inspection was extended by the
PMCR process."

Similarly, all of the other following buried systems and components have been
tested, inspected, or have leak detection systems, all of which show no leakage or
structural degradation, but some minor corrosion or coating degradation. None of
the corrosion or degradation was deemed to warrant correction to maintain
reasonable assurance of leak tightness.

Liquid Radwaste Buried Piping
Diesel Fuel Oil (Underground Piping & Buried Tanks)
Oily Water Separator, Turbine Building Sumps, and Wastewater Holding &
Treatment Buried Underground Piping
Condensate Polishing System (Buried Piping)

The AMP concludes that it complies with all reasonable assurance guideline
document recommendations and fully satisfies all initiative requirements. It
currently includes long-range planning up to the end of the Unit 1 and Unit 2
licenses.

The overall health of the BP&T Program was White (acceptable with improvement
needed) due mainly to the Program Owner's short time (one year) in his position.
That particular measure was Yellow whereas the health program requires a
program owner to be in place for three years to achieve Green. The BP&T Program
health attributes were as follows:

Overall Health: White
Program Owner: Yellow
Program Infrastructure: Green
Program Implementation: Green
Program/Equipment Performance: Green

There were no foreseeable major planned inspections or repairs through the
former end of life in 2025. However with the plan to pursue NRC License Renewal,



DCPP expects significant new efforts in this area to accommodate life extension,
such as additional inspections, projects, and aging management plans. These
efforts were getting underway. The DCISC should continue to follow these
initiatives.

DCPP's Buried Pipe and Tanks Program health was rated as White
(acceptable needing improvement) due to the program owner's time in
position being one year versus three years for Green. The remainder of
health measures were all Green. For the upcoming NRC License Renewal
Application DCPP anticipated major efforts to augment inspections,
projects, and aging management plans. The DCISC should follow these
efforts.

4.3.3 Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions: The DCPP Engineering organization continued to provide
excellent performance in supporting the plant. Staffing had been reduced
in planning for cessation of operations in 2025; however, staffing was
being increased in expectation of extended operations to 2030.

Recommendations: None
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4.4 Human Performance: Human Errors and Improving Safety and
Efficiency of Plant Performance

4.4.1 Overview and Previous Activities

Human Performance is usually used to refer to "human errors" and the term is
used herein in that manner.  The goal of the human performance program is to
reduce the number of human errors to improve plant safety and plant efficiency by
improving human performance.

Human Performance is usually used to refer to "human errors" and the term is
used herein in that manner.  The goal of the human performance program is to
reduce the number of human errors to improve plant safety and plant efficiency by
improving human performance.

Human Performance Update

The DCISC concluded the following during the previous reporting period:

The DCISC found that human performance events at DCPP were being
effectively captured and trended with appropriate corrective actions being
initiated.  Since September 2020, DCPP had one Human Performance
event classified at the highest significance level (Station Level Event)
which was good performance.

4.4.2 Current Period Activities

During the current period, the DCISC reviewed human performance at one
Fact-finding Meeting.  The following topic was reviewed:

Corrective Action Program and Human Performance Update

Corrective Action Program and Human Performance Update (Volume II, Exhibit
D.9, Section 3.6)



DCPP reports and classifies all Human Performance (HU) events and records via
the Corrective Action Program for action and resolution.  The classifications are as
follows:

Station Level Events (SLEs; highest significance)
Department Level Events (DLEs)
Organizational Learning Opportunities (OLOs; lowest significance)

The criteria for classification were provided in detail in DCPP Procedure
OM15.ID11, "Human Performance Event Response."  The criteria were divided into
the following categories:

Nuclear Safety
Radiological Safety
Industrial Safety
Facility Operation
Regulatory Event
Emergency Preparedness
Other Deficiencies

The DCISC reviewed the monthly data and trends in HU events since January
2021.  There were two trends:  First, the highest numbers of HU events occurred
during outages, which is typical because that is when most work is performed.
 Second, most events were classified as Organizational Learning Opportunities,
which means that very few of the HU events were significant enough to be
classified as SLEs or DLEs.  Approximately 850 additional issues over the past two-
year period were formally evaluated by the HU review process and determined not
to meet the criteria for classification as an HU event.  The DCISC concluded that
the high number of events reviewed by the program along with the high number of
OLOs recorded represented a very conservative and safety-focused approach to
reporting, analyzing, and learning from all issues that could be caused by human
errors.

The last SLE at DCPP was an event occurring on April 18, 2021, when operators
and maintenance personnel identified that two cooling water hoses inside the Unit
2 Main Generator had been incorrectly installed by a contractor.  This issue was
reviewed by the DCISC during its April 2021 Fact-Finding Meeting in the previous
reporting period.

The DCISC also inquired regarding the details and circumstances surrounding an
HU-related issue raised by a member of the public during the DCISC's February
Public Meeting.  The issue concerned 11 quarters (three-month periods) of water
quality discharge data shown as erroneously submitted to governing agencies on a
publicly available website maintained by the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency.  The issue involved the fact that a DCPP technician incorrectly input data
into the California Integrated Water Quality System by reporting the station



cooling water discharge average and maximum discharge temperatures instead of
the average and maximum differential temperatures (difference between cooling
water intake and discharge temperatures).  Once the error was identified, the data
were corrected and demonstrated that all permit limits for differential temperature
were complied with throughout the period.  The state water authority considered
this issue as a typographical error and not a violation of DCPP's National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit.  The event was reviewed in
accordance with the HU process and classified as an OLO (no regulatory violation
or impact to station operations).  The DCISC concluded that this was a very low-
level HU event with no safety significance, and it had been appropriately reviewed
and acted upon by DCPP.

DCPP's Human Performance has been excellent over the last two years
based on data and trends in Human Performance events.  Since April
2021, DCPP had no Human Performance events receiving the highest
classification of significance as a Station Level Event.

4.4.3 Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusion:    DCPP's Human Performance has been excellent over the
last two years based on data and trends in Human Performance events.
 Since April 2021, DCPP had no Human Performance events receiving the
highest classification of significance as a Station Level Event.

Recommendations:  None
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4.5 Nuclear Safety Culture, and Safety Conscious Work Environment

4.5.1 Overview and Previous Activities

The purpose of Nuclear Safety Culture, and Safety Conscious Work
Environment (SCWE) is twofold: 1) the health of the individual employee, and 2)
nuclear and personnel safety as the context and requirement for all DCPP
employees. Included in the area are all health-related issues. This section also
focuses on Safety as a contextual, cultural requirement.

In the previous reviewing period the DCISC reviewed the following:

Safety Culture and Safety Conscious Work Environment (SCWE)

The DCISC concluded the following:

DCPP Nuclear Safety Culture and Safety Conscious Work Environment
appear to be healthy and positive. Employees appear open to reporting
concerns in any area of employment. None of the concerns involved
nuclear safety.

4.5.2 Current Period Activities

During the current period, the DCISC reviewed the following topics that
focused specifically on Health, Nuclear Safety Culture, or Safety Conscious Work
Environment:

Safety Culture Update (Volume II, Exhibit D.3, Section 3.2)

A key element of nuclear power plant safe operations is safety culture, and the
traits of a healthy nuclear safety culture include creating and maintaining an
environment where employees will raise concerns even if the concerns are at a low
level, and the plant management team will respond. It requires a collective
commitment from leaders and individuals to emphasize safety over competing
goals to ensure the protection of people and the environment.  Key elements of a
healthy nuclear safety culture include an individual commitment to safety,



personal accountability, a questioning attitude, and effective safety communication
as well as management's commitment to safety leadership, safety values and
actions, decision-making, and a respectful work environment.

A Safety Conscious Work Environment (SCWE) is another key element of a healthy
nuclear safety culture, which represents an environment where individuals feel
free and are open and willing to identify and raise issues, questions or concerns,
express differing professional opinions or viewpoints dealing with nuclear or
radiological safety, quality, security, environmental or regulatory compliance and
to do so without fear of retaliation.  Issues identified within the context of a SCWE
are addressed promptly with timely feedback provided to the initiator.

The DCPP Nuclear Safety Culture Monitoring Panel (NSCMP) assesses and reports
on nuclear safety culture using the recommendations of Nuclear Energy Institute
(NEI) publication 09-07, "Fostering a Healthy Nuclear Safety Culture," which
places primary responsibility on management to provide an ongoing holistic,
objective, transparent and safety-focused process. The process evaluates inputs
from the Corrective Action Program, performance trends, NRC inspections,
industry evaluations, audits, and operating experience, independent and self-
assessments, and the Employee Concerns Program.  The NSCMP monitors these
inputs to identify early indications of potential concern in the work environment
that merit additional attention by the organization.

The DCPP NSCMP is comprised of experienced personnel with diverse backgrounds.
Membership is limited to protect the confidentiality of personal information, and its
reports are provided to the site leadership team. Members of the labor unions
serve on the NSCMP and within the Organizational Performance and Learning
Services organization.  DCPP believes the unions see great benefit in having a
healthy nuclear safety culture, and management and union efforts in support have
proven to be a mutually beneficial partnership.

The last meeting of the NSCMP was in July 2022. The minutes of that meeting
were provided to and reviewed by the DCISC, which found them to be satisfactory.

The DCPP Employee Concerns Program (ECP) provides an alternate venue for
employees to raise concerns, seek intervention and consultation or request an
independent investigation for resolution of nuclear safety and quality concerns.
 The ECP is comprised of three independent, qualified, team members who report
directly to the Chief Nuclear Officer.  As usual, no or few concerns have been
raised recently at DCPP.

Regarding the need to maintain a healthy nuclear safety culture during the period
when the plant was proceeding to closure in 2025, DCPP recognized that its
programs, including programs fostering nuclear safety culture, existed in an
environment that was changing.  The formation of the People Committee was a
response to this to monitor and assess plans for continuing employee engagement,
staffing, succession planning and other issues.  Now that it appears that DCPP may



continue operating for an additional five years until 2030, in which case the People
Committee would be updated to focus on continued operations. Most employees
believe that things have improved with the opportunity to continue generation and
that morale is better.

DCPP recognizes the need to assess how its employees continue to feel about
raising issues or engaging with management and is conducting anonymous
surveys, called Pulse Surveys, in that effort. These surveys reach out to
approximately 5-10 plant staff at a time on a quarterly basis and the results of the
Pulse Surveys are reviewed by the People Committee and are input to the NSCMP.

DCPP has undergone a number of NRC inspections that examined its nuclear safety
culture.  The NRC inspections, as well as recent NSCMP assessments, indicate that
DCPP continues to exhibit the traits of a healthy nuclear safety culture.  DCPP
performed an assessment of its nuclear safety culture in December 2021. The
assessment concludes the following:

The team concluded that Nuclear Safety Culture at Diablo
Canyon is healthy and supported by DCPP Leadership and
Organizational Effectiveness Models. The assessment team
identified no deficiencies, one gap in the trait Leadership
Safety Values and Actions and one enhancement in Effective
Safety Communication.

In December 2022 the NRC performed an inspection of DCPP's Problem
Identification and Resolution Program (known as the Corrective Action Program at
DCPP). The NRC concluded that DCPP's program was acceptable but found several
instances where employees reported they were hesitant to identify problems or
issues. These were considered isolated occurrences by the NRC inspection team
and resident inspectors and were entered into the DCPP Corrective Action Program
for resolution.

4.5.3 Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions:  DCPP's Nuclear Safety Culture continued to be healthy.
This was confirmed by a plant assessment of its culture. The Employee
Concerns Program, an important component of safety culture, continued
to be strong with a low number of concerns reported.

Recommendations:    None
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4.6 Performance Improvement Programs

4.6.1 Overview and Previous Activities

Performance Improvement Programs included multiple programs that were a
part of DCPP's Performance Improvement Initiatives, such as Corrective Action,
Industry Operating Experience, Benchmarking, Self-Assessments, etc. Many
consider these to be "learning" programs whereby the organization learns to
improve from its and others' experiences.  As have all nuclear plants, DCPP has
implemented a Corrective Action Program (CAP).  The CAP is a formal, controlled
process used to identify and correct problems which occur.  A key part of the CAP
is root cause analyses, which are utilized to ascertain the real causes of problems
or events such that corrective actions can be taken to prevent their recurrence.

During the previous reporting period, the DCISC reviewed the following topics
related to Performance Improvement Programs at three Fact-finding Meetings:

Operating Experience Program Update 
Notification Review Team Meeting
Benchmarking Program
Corrective Action Review Board Meeting

The DCISC concluded the following during the previous reporting period:

DCPP's Operating Experience Program was healthy and appeared to be
implemented effectively except for a missed opportunity to identify
Auxiliary Feedwater System corrosion in 2011.  A March 23, 2022,
meeting of the DCPP Notification Review Team and an April 13, 2022,
meeting of the Corrective Action Review Board (CARB) were both
conducted efficiently and effectively.  DCPP's Benchmarking Program
continued to be effectively managed and contributed to the improvement
of station performance.

4.6.2 Current Period Activities



During the current period, the DCISC reviewed Performance Improvement
Programs at three Fact-finding Meetings.  The following topics were reviewed:

Performance Improvement Program 
Self-Assessment Program
Corrective Action Review Board Meeting 
Corrective Action Program and Human Performance Update

Performance Improvement Program (Volume II, Exhibit D.1, Section 3.7)

The DCISC reviewed the status of the Performance Improvement (PI) Programs at
DCPP and the PI Department's Excellence Plan.  The Excellence Plan stated the
department's vision as, "to be recognized as the subject matter experts in
Performance Improvement tools/programs that fully engage our people,
passionately embrace new ideas, and deliver value-added support and products to
our customers."  Working towards that goal, it summarized initiatives and action
items to improve the PI Program and associated station activities in the following
areas:

Safe and Event-Free Operations
Excellence in Equipment Reliability
Rigorous Use of PI Tools and the Corrective Action Program
Setting Long-Term Direction
Leadership and Talent Development
Excellence in Standards
Continuous Improvement
Self-Awareness and Self-Correction

Overall, the Excellence Plan contained approximately 20 items of which seven were
listed as complete.  Significant items noted were the creation of an Organizational
Effectiveness Event Critique Tool, which was intended to be used by leaders when
making major decisions to ensure that the decision-making process is
appropriately intrusive and fully covers all items that should be considered in the
decision.  Several of the items in the Excellence Plan were aimed at supporting the
station's emphasis on having leaders in all departments regularly perform
observations of work activities in the field to ensure that standards are fully
understood and correctly followed.  The PI Department's Excellence Plan was well
developed and appropriately focused upon improving station performance.

Regarding staffing levels in the PI Department, the department contained eight
employees, which was about half of the numbers in the department about four
years ago.  Reductions in staffing were attributed more to industry efficiency
initiatives than to any reductions directly related to the previously planned
cessation of power operations.  Also, the bulk of the department's PI Coordinators
were very experienced, having worked for more than two years in their specialty
areas.



The DCISC reviewed in detail the most recent PI Status Summary, a document
issued approximately every two weeks and regularly provided to the DCISC.  The
document summarized station performance in multiple areas and showed that all
station departments were currently showing good performance.  Adverse trends in
both equipment and non-equipment performance were listed and shown as being
addressed in a timely manner.

DCPP's Performance Improvement Program was functioning well overall.
 The Performance Improvement Department's Excellence Plan was well
developed and appropriately focused upon items that should drive
continuous improvement in station performance.

Self-Assessment Program (Volume II, Exhibit D.7, Section 3.15)

The DCPP Self-Assessment Program was controlled by Procedure OM15. ID4, "Self-
Assessment and Benchmarking," which was reviewed by the DCISC.  This
procedure described the various station responsibilities for performing, reviewing,
reporting and approving the various types of Self-Assessments to insure
consistency in their execution and conduct.  It outlined the process and
requirements for all types of Self-Assessments, especially formal Self-
Assessments.  The program includes three general types of self-assessments:

1. Formal Self-Assessment - an evaluation of a particular program, process,
system or potential problem area using a structured methodology involving
scheduling, planning, one or more industry peers, a team of DCPP personnel,
training, documentation in written reports and Notifications, and report-outs
to management.
 

2. Quick Hit Self-Assessment (QHSA) - a narrow, snapshot look at a specific
program, process, or issue, usually of a one- or two-day duration and not
requiring industry peer involvement or report out to management.
 

3. Benchmarking - a study to identify industry excellence or best practices in an
external organization.  Compares findings at other organizations to DCPP in
order to identify gaps and develop recommendations for improvement.

During 2022, DCPP performed the following total numbers of Self-Assessments:

7 Formal Self-Assessments
29 Quick Hit Self Assessments

The DCISC reviewed the formal Self-Assessment and QHSA reports and found that
assessments were performed in the following functional areas in 2022:

Chemistry
Cyber Security



Engineering
Industry Benchmark Initiatives 
Performance Improvement
Procedures Management
Radiation Protection
Reactivity Management
Risk Management
Safety
Security
Seismic 
Spent Fuel Management
Learning Services
Turbine-Generator Contractor Management

In general, both types of assessments were found to be well performed with
follow-up actions for improvements clearly identified and tracked.  Some examples
of assessments (other than security-related) that the DCISC reviewed and found
satisfactory over a recent three-month period were:

Formal Self-Assessment for Industry Initiative "Finishing on Top" 
Formal Self-Assessment for Problem Identification and Resolution 
Formal Self-Assessment for the Engineering Training Program 
QHSA for the Inservice Inspection Program 
QHSA for the Administrative Procedures Work Group 
QHSA for the Operations Procedure Work Group 
QHSA for the Dry [Spent] Fuel Management Program 
QHSA for Reactor Engineering

Regarding evaluations by external organizations, the NRC performed an inspection
of the DCPP Problem Identification and Resolution Program in December 2022, and
the industry benchmark organization reviewed the program in mid-2022.  Both
organizations concluded that the program was effective.

Staffing within the PI group consisted of seven PI Coordinators and one supervisor.
 With the possibility of extended operations, efforts were in progress to hire an
additional two PI Coordinators and one additional supervisor.

DCPP's Self-Assessment Program continued to be an active and effective
program for evaluating and improving station performance.

Corrective Action Review Board Meeting (Volume II, Exhibit D.9, Section 3.1)

The DCISC remotely observed the April 18, 2023, meeting of the DCPP Corrective
Action Review Board (CARB).  The CARB's purpose was to provide a venue for



station management to demonstrate commitment to Corrective Action Program
(CAP) excellence.  The CARB fulfilled a need for senior management oversight of
the CAP, and this oversight function included:

Reviewing Root Cause Evaluations (RCEs) for accuracy, completeness and
alignment of the problem, causes and corrective actions
Approving extensions to the due dates for Corrective Actions to Prevent
Recurrence (CAPRs)
Approving Effectiveness Evaluations for CAP resolutions
Periodically reviewing CAP metrics to ensure the CAP is meeting management
expectations
Reviewing and dispositioning requests for changes to Cause Evaluations 
Reviewing Notifications screened by the Notification Review Team, which
performs the initial screening of all Notifications

The membership of the CARB consisted of regular and alternate members
designated in writing by the Station Director, and CARB meetings were held as
necessary, typically on a weekly basis.

The DCISC observed that the meeting was effectively managed, covering items on
the agenda efficiently while allowing adequate time for any participants to question
and discuss items of interest in more detail.  There was good participation by all
CARB attendees.

The April 18, 2023, DCPP Corrective Action Review Board (CARB) meeting
covered items on the agenda efficiently while allowing adequate time for
any participants to question and discuss items of interest in more detail.
 There was good participation by CARB attendees.

Corrective Action Program and Human Performance Update (Volume II, Exhibit
D.9, Section 3.6)

The DCISC reviewed the process within the CAP program for originating and
reviewing deficiencies.  The process begins when any individual at the station
identifies any type of problem and reports it using PG&E's data management
system referred to by the vendor's name, SAP.  The identification of a problem in
SAP was referred to as a Notification (SAPN).  Following entry into SAP, the
Notification was reviewed by multiple entities as follows:

1. Initial Operability Determination - Shift operators review all Notifications
periodically during the shift to determine if there is any immediate impact to
the operability of equipment required for safety or emergency response.  If
there is an impact to equipment operability, operators take the required
actions per the Technical Specifications or other procedural requirements.
 Operators are required by procedure to complete and record their reviews of
all Notifications by the end of each shift.
 



2. Notification Review Team (NRT) - The NRT meets daily to review all
Notifications submitted since the last review.  The NRT performs an initial
classification of Notifications into "DA," for conditions adverse to quality, or
"DN" for work-only conditions not adverse to quality.  DNs may be assigned
for further action and remain open until that action is complete, or they may
be closed if no further action is determined to be necessary.  If a Notification
is classified as a condition adverse to quality, then a separate DA Notification
is opened and used to assign responsibilities for performing a cause
evaluation for the issue and initiating additional corrective actions.  The NRT
also determines the level of cause evaluation to be completed.  Meetings of
the NRT are periodically observed by the DCISC.
 

3. Daily Review Team (DRT) - The DRT meets daily to review all Notifications
that involve plant maintenance activities and prioritize resolution of the issue
in the plant's schedules for managing maintenance work.
 

4. Senior Leadership Team (SLT) - The SLT meets daily to provide senior
management with an opportunity to review all classifications made by the
previous day's NRT.
 

5. Corrective Action Review Board (CARB) - The CARB meets periodically
primarily to review cause evaluations and corrective actions taken in response
to Notifications, and it also reviews the classification of Notifications made by
the NRT.  The DCISC periodically observes CARB meetings.

The DCISC reviewed the numbers and tracking of CAP Notifications.
 Approximately 30,000 Notifications were initiated each year at DCPP with about
80 per day average during normal operations and about 200 per day average
during Refueling Outages.  DCPP strove to maintain a low threshold for submission
of Notifications and encouraged all employees to report deficiencies no matter how
small the issue may seem.  This approach was considered an industry best practice
and fundamental to maintaining a sound Nuclear Safety Culture at the station.
 The primary report by which the status of CAP activities was tracked was the CAP
Station Index which tracked the following major metrics:

DA Throughput (the ratio of closed to open DA over last 90 days)
Open DAs
Open Level 5 DNs
Average Age of Open DAs
Notifications Created 
Percent DAs Identified

Additionally, other reports tracked the status of other items such as the 20 oldest
DA Notifications, open Root Cause Evaluation actions, and Long-Term Corrective
Actions for Significance Level 1, 2 and 3 Notifications.  The monthly Performance



Improvement Status Summary also provided a regular list of Notifications related
to declining trends in performance at the station as well as open Notifications that
were submitted anonymously.  The DCISC was regularly provided with copies of
these reports for its review.

The DCISC inquired about the results of the NRC's recent Problem Identification
and Resolution (PI&R) Inspection conducted in December 2022.  Overall, the NRC
PI&R Inspection concluded that DCPP was complying with the regulations and
standards for problem identification and that employees appeared willing to raise
nuclear safety concerns.  However, one finding of very low safety significance was
identified for untimely implementation of the process for prioritizing and evaluating
problems.  The NRC found that DCPP failed to process some Notifications for
review by operators by the end of the shift.  Specific examples included three
instances where engineers inspecting concrete deficiencies evaluated minor
deficiencies as acceptable in the field rather than forwarding the issue for prompt
review by operators.  Also, the NRC found a few inconsistencies in how
Notifications were classified as DAs or DNs.  Specifically, some Notifications
regarding minor (housekeeping) issues under the Seismic Induced Systems
Interaction program were being classified as DNs when they should have been
classified as DAs.

The DCISC reviewed about 30 Notifications for issues that were identified by the
NRC PI&R Inspection.  The FFT reviewed the Notifications and concluded that all
were of low safety significance and not indicative of major issues in the CAP
program at DCPP.  The lessons learned from the NRC PI&R Inspection were
communicated to station personnel.  Lastly, the DCISC asked about a comment in
the PI&R Inspection report regarding personnel from Security and Engineering
expressing concern regarding station management's decisions made with regards
to correcting conditions adverse to safety.  DCPP's management reviewed the
concerns and convened an ad-hoc meeting of the Nuclear Safety Culture
Monitoring Panel which reviewed the concerns along with all recent anonymous
Notifications submitted during the same period.  The panel concluded that the
problem was limited in scope and limited to the time period following a difficult
Refueling Outage in the fall of 2022 and prior to the decision to extend DCPP
operations beyond 2025.

DCPP's Corrective Action Program was performing well in that issues at
the station were being effectively identified, evaluated, and tracked for
resolution.

4.6.3 Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions:  DCPP's Operating Experience Program was healthy and
appeared to be implemented effectively except for a missed opportunity in
2011.  A March 23, 2022, meeting of the DCPP Notification Review Team
and an April 13, 2022, meeting of the Corrective Action Review Board



(CARB) were both conducted efficiently and effectively.  DCPP's
Benchmarking Program continued to be effectively managed and
contributed to the improvement of station performance. 

Recommendations:    None
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4.7 Emergency Preparedness

4.7.1 Overview and Previous Activities

An Emergency Preparedness (EP) Program has been in-place since the
beginning of the nuclear power industry; however, the accident at Three Mile
Island brought substantial changes.  Prior to Three Mile Island, Emergency
Operating Procedures (EOPs) were primarily event-based, requiring the operator to
know which event was taking place.  Afterward, the EOPs became symptom-
based, making it easier for the operator to decide what actions to take. The five
major EP facilities include (1) the Control Room (simulator in practice) where
operators respond to the accident, (2) the station Technical Support Center (TSC)
where engineering, computer, radiological assessment, NRC, and operations, as
well as documents and procedures, are located, (3) the offsite Emergency
Operations Facility (EOF) where the Recovery Manager and administrative and
technical staff are located, (4) a station Operations Support Center (OSC) that
provides a location to stage and dispatch operations, maintenance, firefighting,
and radiation protection personnel, and (5) the Joint Information Center (JIC)
where DCPP and San Luis Obispo County interface with the media.

The DCISC reviews Emergency Preparedness at DCPP on a regular basis. Past
Committee activities have included observations and reviews of drills and full,
graded emergency exercises each year and related issues from the observations.
The DCISC reviewed the following aspects of DCPP Emergency Preparedness
during the previous reporting period:

Emergency Preparedness Update
Emergency Preparedness Exercise Observation

The DCISC concluded the following in last period's annual report regarding DCPP
Emergency Preparedness:

The DCPP Emergency Preparedness Program and Emergency Response
Organization appeared to be effective and ready to respond to any plant
emergencies, including given restrictions caused by the COVID-19
pandemic. The Emergency Preparedness Exercise was successfully
designed and implemented by PG&E, and it demonstrated that DCPP's



staff could effectively implement the facility's Emergency Plan.

4.7.2    Current Period Activities    

The DCISC reviewed the following aspects of DCPP Emergency Preparedness
during the current reporting period:

Emergency Preparedness during Decommissioning
Observe September 14, 2022 Emergency Exercise
Meet with San Luis Obispo County Emergency Services Director
September 14, 2022 Emergency Exercise Critique

Emergency Preparedness during Decommissioning (Volume II, Exhibit D.2, Section
3.3)

DCPP used the following graphic to show the expected future phases of shutdown
and decommissioning:

DCPP reported that there are three risk-informed Emergency Plan (E-Plan)
transition phases during decommissioning:

1. Phase 1: Post-Shutdown E-Plan (PSEP)

Under NRC review since Third Quarter 2021
Presented specifics to DCISC in its June 2021 Public
Meeting (Reference 6.3)
For the first ~16-17 months after permanent reactor
shutdown – there is reduced risk due to reactor shutdown
The focus changes to a potential Spent Fuel Pool (SFP)
Zirconium fire, which is credible if loss of SFP water leads
to inadequate cooling during this time period and requires



operator action in less than 10 hours.

2. Phase 2: Permanently Defueled E-Plan (PDEP) – targeting Fourth Quarter
2022 Exemption Request.

From ~16-17 months post-shutdown through the time
when all fuel is out of the SFPs and stored in the ISFSI
Zirconium fire is credible, however required operator
action in greater than 10 hours.
Progression of accident is much slower.

3. Phase 3: ISFSI-Only E-Plan (IOEP)

All fuel is at the Independent Spent Fuel Storage
Installation (ISFSI)
Further reduced risk due to dry cask storage and
adequately cooled fuel
Dry cask storage is passively cooled (no reliance on active
equipment or personnel actions)

Major E-Plan transitions are standardized in the nuclear industry due to the
reduction in radiological risk. NRC studies conclude if at least 10 hours is available
before a zirconium fire is possible, then operators can initiate:

Mitigative actions, or 
Offsite protective actions using a Comprehensive Emergency Management
Plan (CEMP)

DCPP maintains layers of protection to ensure SFP water makeup can be provided:

Multiple, diverse normal pathways/equipment to provide SFP water makeup 
Back-up strategies for use of on-site portable equipment that will be relied
upon for mitigating the loss of SFP water

Due to the slow progression of potential accidents:

Declaration: the time allowed to assess, classify, and declare an emergency is
increased from 15 to 30 minutes 
Notification: the time allowed to notify State and local agencies is increased
from 15 to 60 minutes 
No need for multiple dedicated facilities: remove requirements for Technical
Support Center (TSC), Operations Support Center (OSC), alternate TSC,
Emergency Operations Facility (EOF), Joint Information Center (JIC), etc. 
One command center: Control Room

Because releases beyond the site boundary would be below the EPA Protective
Action Guideline exposure levels:



Offsite plans are no longer required 
NRC concludes 10 hours is ample time to take actions without offsite pre-
planning 
Results in deletion of Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs), offsite warning
systems, and offsite protective action recommendations

PG&E will continue to fund sirens.

DCPP appeared to have satisfactorily planned out its Emergency
Preparedness phaseouts during and following decommissioning based on
the risk of reactor plant and spent fuel storage states.

Observe September 14, 2022 Emergency Preparedness Exercise (Volume II,
Exhibit D.3, Section 3.10)

The DCISC began its observation in the simulated Control Room, which was the
Reactor Simulator.  The exercise scenario proceeded as follows:

7:00 am – Controller Briefing

7:55 am – Initial Conditions: Units 1 & 2 at 100% power. RHR
Pump 1-2, ASW Pump 1-2, EDG 1-3 and N-32 OOS. [RHR =
Residual Heat Removal, OOS = Out of Service, ASW =
Auxiliary Saltwater, EDG = Emergency Diesel Generator, N-32
= Containment Radiation Monitor.]

8:15 am – Heater 2 Drip Pump supply breaker 52HE6 trips.
Automatic runback fails to occur. Manual ramp to 770MW per
procedure. Minor fuel defect occurs (loss of fuel clad barrier).
General area dose rates near letdown piping begin to rise.
Chemistry sample of RCS. [RCS = Reactor Coolant System.]

8:24 am – Turbine trip signal generates a reactor trip signal.
ATWS occurs. Manual trip actions in the CR are not successful.
Manual trip actions outside the CR are successful. Fuel damage
increases. UNUSUAL EVENT declared. Dose rates rise. ALERT
declared. [ATWS = Anticipated Transient Without Scram, CR =
Control Room.]                 

8:53 am –  Source range nuclear instrument fails. CR calls for
repair.

9:10 am –  Loss of Vital 4kV power. No RHR.

The DCISC traveled to the Emergency Operations Facility (EOF).

9:25 am – EOF and JIC activated. EOF takes control of the
event from the CR. JIC begins public reports. [JIC = Joint



Information Center]

10:20 am – SG 1-3 has large tube rupture (loss of RCS
barrier). SITE AREA EMERGENCY declared. Site assembly,
accountability, and evacuation of non-essential personnel
declared.

10:22 am – EDG 1-3 fails to start.

11:01 am – Non-isolable steam line fault occurs. (Loss of
Containment barrier.)

11:25 am – GENERAL EMERGENCY declared. PAR to evacuate
Zones PAZ-1, PAZ-2, and Ocean to 5 NM declared. UDAC
performs radiation release calculations and measurements with
FMTs. [PAR = Protective Action Recommendation, PAZ =
Protective Action Zone, UDAC = Unified Dose Assessment
Center, FMT = Field Monitoring Team.]

The DCISC traveled to the Joint Information Center (JIC).

11:47 am –JIC spokespersons give media briefings and issue
news releases. ASW Pump 1-1 fails. ASW crosstie to Unit 2
performed. Unit 1 cooldown to below 200 degrees F. Radiation
release terminated.

1:30 pm – Exercise terminates. Critiques begin.

The DCISC observed that the exercise was well planned and implemented in a
professional and effective fashion.  Controller teams appeared to be well prepared
in facilitating the exercise, and controller briefings were thorough.  Control Room
(Simulator) operators responded appropriately to simulated conditions and
exhibited excellent three-way communications, use of phonetic terminology, and
clear and effective briefings. The Control Room Shift Manager made event level
declarations correctly in a timely manner. Emergency response personnel staffed
emergency response facilities on time and efficiently.  In the EOF, the Emergency
EOF Manager and the Emergency Event Manager were effective at leading PG&E's
response to the event. Supporting teams (Engineering, Radiation Protection,
Chemistry, Government Contacts, Security, Maintenance, etc.) appeared to work
together well.

Emergency classifications appeared to have been declared properly and timely.
Communications were generally clear and effective.  Recommendations from the
EOF to county and state officials for protective actions (notifications and
evacuations) appeared to be properly made.  In the JIC, simulated press briefings
and numerous media releases were made, and they communicated details of the
situation to the public in a clear and concise manner.  Mock press conferences
were also held, in which PG&E provided audience personnel who effectively



simulated media representatives.

Following the exercise, each location/function entered into its critique session, and
later all groups participated in a joint overall critique.

The DCPP September 14, 2022 Evaluated Emergency Exercise appeared to
have been planned and implemented effectively. The scenario was
challenging, and emergency personnel handled it properly. Each
emergency location activated on time and set up properly. Emergency
Action Levels and Protective Action Recommendations were declared
correctly.

Meet with San Luis Obispo County Emergency Services Director (Volume II, Exhibit
D.5, Section 3.2)

The DCISC Fact-Finding Team met in-person with Scott Jalbert, the Director of San
Luis Obispo County Emergency Services, to introduce the DCISC and to discuss his
and his agency's roles.

Mr. Jalbert provided the team with a brief description of his career background and
a description of the current responsibilities of his office related to the operation of
Diablo Canyon Power Plant during an emergency.  He worked for 33 years with Cal
Fire including 13 years in leadership positions with incident management teams
and 4 years as Fire Chief for San Luis Obispo County.  He succeeded Joe Guzzardi
as the Director of Emergency Services in April 2021.  Currently, he leads a staff of
eight individuals who work to ensure that the county is prepared to respond and
recover from emergencies and disasters.  Their work focuses upon emergency
mitigation, preparedness, response, and recovery.  About half of the staff are
dedicated to nuclear emergency preparedness for DCPP supported by funding
provided by PG&E.

Mr. Jalbert reported that the county's relationship with DCPP was good and that
there were no major concerns with nuclear emergency preparedness activities.  He
believed that the entities worked well together as demonstrated by good
performance for both the County and PG&E during DCPP's September 2022
evaluated emergency preparedness exercise.  His department was currently
working to change direction and move from planning for a reduced role and
staffing given the previously planned cessation of DCPP power operations to
planning for the possibility of plant operations continuing beyond 2025.  Mr.
Jalbert stated that his primary concern was that adequate funding to the county
would need to continue to enable the county to meet all federal and state
requirements.

The DCISC inquired regarding the possible future use of the Integrated Public Alert
and Warning System (IPAWS) for notifying the public about a nuclear emergency
instead of sirens, and Mr. Jalbert stated that the county already used IPAWS for all
other emergencies and he believed it would be an acceptable substitute for sirens.



The DCISC team also gave Mr. Jalbert a briefing on the DCISC's history, priorities,
and recent activities.  An invitation was extended to Mr. Jalbert to speak at an
upcoming DCISC Public Meeting during 2023.

The DCISC Fact-finding Team's visit with Scott Jalbert, the San Luis
Obispo County Emergency Services Director, was beneficial to meet and
learn about him and the status of the county's emergency preparedness
programs and to describe the role of the DCISC.

September 14, 2022 Emergency Exercise Critique (Volume II, Exhibit D.8, Section
3.2)

The DCISC met with DCPP's Emergency Preparedness Coordinator, to review the
critique of the September 14, 2022 Evaluated Emergency Exercise.

The purpose of this exercise was to develop and maintain the Emergency
Response Organization's (ERO's) key skills to protect public health and safety in
the unlikely event of a radiological emergency. This Emergency Plan Exercise was
designed to evaluate the proficiency of DCPP personnel in implementing the
principal Emergency Plan functions in response to a radiological emergency. The
Technical Support Center, Operational Support Center, Emergency Operations
Facility, Unified Dose Assessment Center (UDAC), Joint Information Center, and
Offsite Emergency Laboratory participated. The plant simulator acted as the
Control Room and drove indications in DCPP's Emergency Response Facilities.

The NRC, Sheriff's Watch Commander, County Emergency Operations Center, and
the State of California Office of Emergency Services Warning Center participated
along with offsite agencies within the DCPP Emergency Planning Zone as described
in the County's extent of play agreement with the Federal Emergency Management
Agency (FEMA).

The exercise had as its objective evaluating the following activities:

Communications between onsite and offsite Emergency Response Facilities
Coordination with offsite response organizations
Dissemination of information to the public via media channels
Operational and engineering assessment of accident sequences
Engineering assessment, repair plan development, and repair of critical
equipment under emergency conditions
Mitigative action implementation through the simulated repair of equipment
Protection of workers (radiological or physical) during emergency response

The scenario (described fully in the September 14-15, 2022 Fact-finding Report,
Reference 6.2) included a loss of all three fission product barriers followed by a
simulated radioactive release to the atmosphere. The release exceeded the
Environmental Protection Agency Protective Action Guidelines (PAGs) at the site
boundary and required ERO decision makers to develop Protective Action



Recommendations (PARs) to include recommendations for evacuation of the
public. The scenario also included the loss of all Residual Heat Removal (RHR)
pumps. The ERO needed to repair a differential relay on Bus G to make an RHR
pump available to operations. Repair of the RHR pump allowed the operating crew
to cool the plant down to less than 200 degrees Fahrenheit, which mitigated the
containment loss and stopped the radiological release.

The critique reported that the overall drill was satisfactory but identified the
following three weaknesses (gaps to excellence):

1. Objective B.1.1: On-shift personnel take appropriate actions to mitigate the
emergency condition based on Emergency Operating Procedures (EOPs) and
abnormal response procedures. Gap: The crew misread a step in the EOP,
delaying cooldown of the ruptured and faulted steam generator resulting in a
higher offsite dose consequence due to a loss of steam generator level. The
crew established feed flow to a ruptured and faulted steam generator for
about a minute before recognizing their mistake. Gap: Shift Manager did not
direct/ensure an initial public address system announcement was made
following declaration of an Alert. 

The Operations crew was coached and remediated during the critique by an
Operations instructor with a review of the correct procedure flow path. Members of
the crew ran a similar event sequence later in the same week to demonstrate they
could correctly execute the procedure flow path. A notification was written to
capture the weakness in the Corrective Action Program (CAP). Lessons learned
from the event were also shared with the other crews during their training
sessions.

2. Objective 1.2.2: Demonstrate the ability of UDAC to perform dose
assessment. Dose assessment evaluations are performed within 15 minutes
of the availability of indications impacting offsite dose (e.g., core state,
release path, release status and meteorological conditions, term, and release
duration) and are checked for accuracy and updated as applicable to refine
the projections. Gaps:

- The dose assessor incorrectly determined that a condition was met.
However, it was not met due to the 10% atmospheric steam dump on the
ruptured steam generator being open and the main steam isolation valve
being closed. This resulted in the dose assessor erasing the main steam flow
value for the ruptured steam generator. This caused the dose assessment
software to have inadequate inputs to perform a correct calculation and
resulted in an error message. Troubleshooting was initially unsuccessful,
which significantly delayed dose assessment. The first dose assessment was
not available until approximately 90 minutes after the first indications of a
release to the environment. The dose assessor and dose assessment
coordinator eventually performed a manual dose assessment.



- The dose assessor incorrectly selected normal steam generator level despite
being told level was 0% narrow range. This error was not found by the dose
assessment coordinator during the validation portion of the dose assessment.

The dose assessor and dose assessment coordinator were coached and remediated
during the critique. A performance analysis was done, and a notification was
written in the CAP to capture the weakness.

3. Objective: Field Monitoring Teams (FMTs) are briefed, and personal protective
measures (including turn back dose and dose rates) are identified. Gap: The
FMT Communicator used gap values for the duration of the potential
consequence during an actual emergency: this meant that the turnback value
which was derived on Total Effective Dose Equivalent would have been non-
conservative resulting in the team hitting their turnback value later than they
should have.

The FMT Communicator and Coordinator were coached and remediated during
the critique process. A performance analysis was done, and a notification was
written in the CAP to capture the weakness.

The NRC's 4th quarter Integrated Inspection Report addressed the exercise but
had no findings or concerns.

DCPP's September 14, 2022 emergency exercise critique determined that
the exercise was satisfactory overall, meeting all major objectives. The
critique was comprehensive and thorough, including many lessons-
learned for improved future performance. Three gaps to excellence were
identified and corrected.

4.7.3 Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions: The DCPP Emergency Preparedness Program and
Emergency Response Organization appeared to be effective and ready to
respond to any plant emergencies, including given restrictions caused by
the COVID-19 pandemic. The Emergency Preparedness Exercise was
successfully designed and implemented by PG&E, and it demonstrated
that DCPP's staff could effectively implement the facility's Emergency
Plan. 

Recommendations: None
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4.8 Risk Assessment and Management

4.8.1 Overview and Previous Activities

PG&E has developed in-house capability to perform risk assessments and
periodically updates its Probabilistic Risk Assessment (PRA) to incorporate changes
in plant configuration and, if appropriate, operations. PG&E controls its risk from
on-line maintenance procedurally. For On-Line Maintenance the PRA Group
prepares a Risk Profile on a weekly, monthly and fuel cycle basis. The PRA Group
works very closely with personnel performing the On-Line Maintenance risk
assessment, and the program has been working well. The On-Line Maintenance
(OLM) model has been used by Operations and Maintenance as an on-line planning
tool for various operations and maintenance activities.

The DCISC reviewed the following item in DCPP's Probabilistic Risk Assessment
Program during the prior reporting period:

Probabilistic Risk Assessment Program
Integrated Risk Management

The DCISC concluded the following in its last period annual report about the DCPP
Probabilistic Risk Analysis Program:

Probabilistic Risk Assessment is an effective tool in understanding and
improving nuclear reactor safety. PG&E has established an effective PRA
Program staffed by experienced personnel and utilizes PRA to the full
extent in analyzing DCPP and in operating DCPP safely.

4.8.2 Current Period Activities

The DCISC reviewed the following topics during the current reporting period:

PRA Program Review

PRA Program Review (Volume II, Exhibit D.3, Section 3.1)



The PRA program's principal responsibility is to maintain the station's PRA, update
and upgrade the PRA as needed, and apply it to address safety and reliability
issues affecting the plant.  The principal topics discussed were the status of the
PRA and its use in various applications to support plant safety.

Status of the PRA:  In the last year or more, one important activity has been (as
always) maintaining the main PRA model, and that work has continued without
any problems.  No important upgrades to the model have been undertaken, but
"maintaining" or "updating" it means, among other things, keeping the model up
to date with the plant's changing configuration and also keeping the failure data
base current.  To perform this work acceptably, the PRA team needs to monitor
procedural and design changes, which they do regularly.  [The distinction between
a PRA update and an upgrade is well defined in the industry; it essentially
differentiates using a new or different model (an upgrade) from using newer data
or modeling a slightly different plant configuration (an update.)  An upgrade
requires a new peer review before the model can meet the ASME-ANS PRA
standard and can then be used in NRC regulatory applications.] The PRA group
reported that their next full update will be accomplished by April 2023.

Support for license renewal:  The California legislation supporting the plant's
license renewal beyond 2025 had been passed and signed less than two weeks
before this Fact-Finding (FF) meeting.  The PRA team described the several
different ways in which their PRA model and insights will likely play a role in
supporting the broader license-renewal work.  Among the most important will be
to provide risk insights concerning the roles of various individual plant safety
functions, systems, equipment, and procedures in achieving safety.   In the
license-renewal analysis and documentation to be submitted to the NRC, the plant
will describe and explain why each of the various functions, systems etc. that need
not be modified is adequate as-is; or if not adequate, what differences in safety
would be achieved if an upgrade, replacement, or other change is proposed.  The
benefit of the PRA analysis in providing insights on the safety role of an individual
component (or system or procedure) is that the safety role can be understood in
the context of the overall safety of the plant-as-a-whole.

Because evaluations will be needed for a very large number of individual
components, systems, procedures, etc., there will be a significant workload for the
PRA group in supporting the broader plant effort on license extension.  However,
the PRA group reported that their PRA models have been designed explicitly to
support this type of analysis.

Another application related to license extension is the so-called "SAMA" analysis,
where SAMA means "Severe Accident Mitigation Alternatives."  As part of the
license renewal submittal, the NRC requires a SAMA analysis of various design or
operational alternatives that, if implemented, could improve the plant's ability to
either reduce the likelihood or reduce the consequences of potential severe
accidents.  The PRA model is ideally suited to support this analysis, and the PRA
group reported that they anticipate using it for that purpose.



Support for plant safety decision-making:  The PRA model is used regularly to
support a wide variety of different safety decisions.  One application mentioned in
the FF meeting is analyzing various operating procedures when a change is being
considered, to understand how that change would affect the bottom-line risk
insights emerging from the PRA.  Another is using the PRA to evaluate the aging-
management program that the plant needs to implement as part of its license-
extension activities.

Still another application is supporting the "50.69 program." Under NRC regulation
10 CFR 50.69, "Risk-Informed Categorization and Treatment of Structures,
Systems and Components for Nuclear Power Reactors," components can be re-
classified to a lesser classification than safety-related if the role of the component
in achieving safety is unimportant or is of only minor importance. There are
rigorous criteria applied to determine the classification, and it was reported that
the Diablo Canyon PRA is routinely used to inform how the safety-classification
determination is done.

Outage and out-of-service safety management:  The PRA team continues to use
the Phoenix software program to analyze proposals to take certain equipment out-
of-service when online, and also to deterministically analyze planned outages in
advance (or on short notice if the outage is unplanned).  It is widely used
throughout the industry and provides a useful tool for certain types of analyses for
which using the full PRA model is not needed. Another application of the Phoenix
software, or of the larger PRA model if needed, is helping the work-control
process. Those work-control PRA analyses are done regularly as a part of the
work-control process and used in preparing schedules for online maintenance
activities.

4.8.3 Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusion:    The DCPP Probabilistic Risk Assessment (PRA) group's work
was emphasizing the support of various PRA applications, some driven by NRC
regulations, especially for license extension (severe accident analysis and aging
management), and others driven by internal plant needs, such as the impacts on
safety of equipment removal from service.  The use of the PRA for these purposes
continued effectively.  The DCISC concluded that the PRA group is doing excellent
work.

Recommendations:    None
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4.9 Nuclear Safety Oversight and Review

4.9.1 Overview and Previous Activities

Note: because of the confidentiality agreement between the Institute of
Nuclear Power Operations (INPO) and its member nuclear plants, and a similar
policy governing DCPP's internal Nuclear Safety Oversight Committee (NSOC), only
limited information can be presented in this public document.

Nuclear Safety Oversight and Review is an important function in the safe operation
of nuclear power plants.  This oversight represents an independent, higher and/or
broader level of review of operations, events, occurrences, etc. than can be
obtained from the organizations performing the day-to-day plant, technical and
quality functions. The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) is charged by law to
regulate the nuclear industry.  In carrying out this responsibility the NRC issues
regulations and guides for nuclear safety and performs inspections at facilities to
assure regulations are met.  NRC's role at DCPP is discussed in Chapter 3.0 NRC
Assessments and Issues. NRC regulations require, and DCPP Technical
Specifications (TS) provide for, a high level of oversight in the form of the Nuclear
Safety Oversight Committee (NSOC).

Additionally, the nuclear industry monitors and enhances operational safety and
excellence with the Institute of Nuclear Power Operations (INPO) which performs
periodic performance evaluations of each operating nuclear plant; coordinates the
collection, review and dissemination of operating event information; issues good
practice guidelines; provides specific event, technical and functional reviews; and
issues and monitors performance goals for the industry.  PG&E is a member of
INPO and participates in their programs.

The Diablo Canyon Independent Safety Committee (DCISC) provides an additional
level of nuclear safety review and oversight.  As stated in Chapter 1.0, DCISC is
charged to ". . . review Diablo Canyon operations for the purpose of assessing the
safety of operations and suggesting any recommendations for safe operations".  In
carrying out its responsibilities DCISC receives and reviews DCPP operating and
technical and NRC documents; performs fact-findings at DCPP and holds several
public meetings and public plant tours each year to hear PG&E reports on plant



operational safety and receive public input.

The DCISC observed the following oversight meetings/items during the previous
reporting period (2021-2022):

NSOC Exit Meeting
INPO Update and Mid-Cycle Review

The DCISC made the following conclusion in the previous reporting period:

Regular nuclear oversight of DCPP by nuclear industry organizations has
proved positive for DCPP in reporting positive performance results and by
providing helpful input for improved performance in achieving excellence.

4.9.2 Current Period Activities

The DCISC has an agreement with DCPP to maintain Institute of Nuclear Power
Operations (INPO) and Nuclear Safety Oversight Committee (NSOC) information
confidential, thus only limited information is presented here.

The DCISC reviewed the following oversight item during the period 2022-2023:

NSOC Exit Meeting

Nuclear Safety Oversight Committee Exit Meeting (Volume II, Exhibit D.1, Section
3.1)

The DCISC remotely observed the July 14, 2022, Nuclear Safety Oversight
Committee (NSOC) exit meeting.  The NSOC is a committee of five executive-level,
external industry peers.  Its purpose is to advise the Chief Nuclear Officer on
nuclear safety policy and to provide an independent perspective on plant
performance to the site leadership team.  The NSOC typically visits DCPP three
times per year for four days each.  The first three days are usually spent in the
plant interviewing personnel, observing activities, and reviewing records.  The exit
meeting was held on NSOC's fourth day of meetings for the purpose of reporting
the NSOC's conclusions to DCPP's Chief Nuclear Officer and leadership team.  The
FFT observed that the NSOC members appeared thorough in their evaluations and
candid in their reports.  They reported on the status of several previously identified
issues and concerns, closing some, and also identified a few new issues and
concerns.  Most of NSOC's conclusions were consistent with those of DCPP's
Quality Verification Department and the DCISC, and a few conclusions provided
more unique and valuable perspectives on station performance.

The DCPP Nuclear Safety Oversight Committee appeared to be thorough
and comprehensive in their evaluations and candid in their reports.

PG&E's Board of Directors has a Safety and Nuclear Oversight Subcommittee which
meets   at least six times each year and is chaired by PG&E Director Ms. Cheryl



Campbell and on which Director Admiral Mark E. Ferguson III, who retired from
the U.S. Navy with nuclear-related operations experience as a four-star admiral,
serves as a member. The Board is also engaged in a nuclear performance review
session during which the DCPP Chief Nuclear Officer and the Site Vice President
will present information concerning nuclear performance to PG&E's Chief Executive
Officer and Executive Vice President, Operations and Chief Operating Officer prior
to a meeting of the Safety and Nuclear Oversight Subcommittee. The PG&E Board
of Directors has visited DCPP several times and a Board visit took place in July
2023.

4.9.3    Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions:  Regular nuclear oversight of DCPP by nuclear industry
organizations has proved positive for DCPP in reporting positive
performance results and by providing helpful input for improved
performance in achieving excellence.

Recommendations:    None
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4.10 Radiation Protection

4.10.1 Overview and Previous Activities

DCPP Technical Specifications contain requirements on Radiation Protection,
and DCPP has corresponding programs and procedures to specify the details of
their Radiation Protection Program. Although numerical limits are specified, plant
personnel are also required to use the philosophy of As Low As Reasonably
Achievable (ALARA) to minimize radiation exposures and releases.  DCPP has a
formal ALARA program; the program applies to personnel exposure in the plant as
well as releases to the environment.  PG&E files reports semi-annually regarding
personnel exposures; releases outside DCPP; and regular soil, vegetation, water
and air samples taken around the plant.

During the previous period, the DCISC reviewed the following topics related to the
Radiation Protection Programs at four Fact-Finding Meetings:

Annual Radiological Release Report and Annual Radiological Environmental
Monitoring Report

The DCISC concluded the following during the previous reporting period:

The DCPP Radioactive Effluent Release Program and the Radiological
Environmental Monitoring Program appeared satisfactory in calculating,
monitoring and measuring radioactivity in the environment surrounding
DCPP.  There were no abnormal releases of radioactivity or abnormal
levels of radioactivity detected.

4.10.2 Current Period Activities

During the current period, the DCISC reviewed the following Radiation
Protection items during three Fact-finding Meetings:

Annual Radioactive Effluent Release Report and Radiological Environmental
Operating Report 
Industry Efforts to Evaluate the Radiological Consequences of a Release of
Radionuclides from a Spent Fuel Storage Cask 



Greater Than Class C Waste Storage Plans
Radiation Surveys of the Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation

Annual Radioactive Effluent Release Report and Radiological Environmental
Operating Report (Volume II, Exhibit D.1, Section 3.3)

DCPP submitted its 2021 Annual Radioactive Effluent Release Report (ARERR) to
the NRC on April 21, 2022.  This report described the measured/calculated
quantities of radioactive gaseous effluents, liquid effluents, and direct radiation
released from the plant in 2021.  The report included the dose due to release of
radioactive liquid and gaseous effluents and summarized solid radwaste
shipments.  In all cases, the doses associated with plant effluent releases during
the report period were much less than the respective Technical Specification,
Offsite Dose Calculation Manual (ODCM), and NRC limits.  Overall, the gaseous
radioactivity releases from DCPP were well-controlled and maintained as low as
reasonably achievable.  There were no abnormal or uncontrolled releases during
2021.

Based on records of 2021 radioactive liquid and gaseous releases, the following
off-site radiation doses to the total body of a hypothetical individual at the closest
point on the northwest site boundary full-time and the corresponding percent of
ODCM limits for the year 2021 were reported in the ARERR:

Effluent
Type

Calculated Radiation
Dose

Percent of ODCM
Limit

Liquid 0.000125 millirem 0.042%
Gaseous 0.00186 millirem 0.019%

The 2021 Annual Radiological Environmental Operating Report (AREOR) was
submitted to NRC on April 21, 2022.  This report described the results of the
Radiological Environmental Monitoring Program (REMP), which measures and
assesses the levels of radiation or radioactivity in the environment related to
operation of DCPP and verifies that DCPP operated within its design parameters.
 Approximately 275 environmental samples, 884 air samples, and 1440 Thermo-
Luminescent Dosimeter radiation detectors were collected over the course of the
2021 REMP monitoring period.

The ambient direct radiation levels in the DCPP offsite environs did not change and
were within the pre-operational background range. An evaluation of direct
radiation measurements indicated that all U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
criteria were met by a large margin. The ambient onsite direct radiation levels
within the DCPP plant site boundary near the Independent Spent Fuel Storage
Installation were slightly elevated due to dry cask spent fuel storage.  An
evaluation of direct radiation measurements and member-of-public occupancy
times within the site boundary indicated that all Federal criteria for member-of-
public dose limits were met by a large margin.



Groundwater isotopic monitoring was conducted in accordance with the Nuclear
Energy Institute guidance document NEI 07-07, Revision 1, "Groundwater
Protection Initiative."  Concentrations of tritium were detected in two shallow
monitoring wells (stations DY1 and OW1) near the power block.  The levels of
tritium detected in groundwater were approximately 4% of federal standards for
the allowable maximum concentrations of tritium in drinking water.  This tritium
was evaluated and attributed to rain-washout of gaseous tritium exiting the plant
vent system via an approved and monitored isotopic-effluents discharge path.  No
groundwater tritium was attributed to DCPP system leaks or spills.  It was also
noted that studies of the DCPP site groundwater gradient indicated that any
subsurface groundwater flow beneath the DCPP power block was not used as a
source of drinking water.  Due to topography and site characteristics, this
groundwater gradient flows naturally into the Pacific Ocean which is approximately
100 yards from the power block.

An Old Steam Generator Storage Facility (OSGSF) long term storage vault was
constructed within the DCPP site boundary in 2007 for storage of eight retired
DCPP steam generators and two retired DCPP reactor heads.  This OSGSF did not
cause any changes to the ambient direct radiation levels within the DCPP environs
during 2021.  The OSGSF in-building sumps were inspected quarterly by REMP
personnel and only small amounts of water were found and collected for
processing via the site's liquid radwaste system.

Overall, the results of the 2021 REMP showed no unusual environmental isotopic
findings from DCPP site operations.  These results were compared to DCPP
preoperational isotopic data and showed no unusual trends.  The REMP reported
that operation of DCPP continued to have no detectable offsite radiological impact.
 Samples analyzed from the offsite sampling stations continued to show no
radiological contribution from plant operations.  Diablo Canyon site operations had
no significant impact on the health and safety of the public or the environment.

The DCPP Radioactive Effluent Release Program and the Radiological
Environmental Monitoring Program were satisfactory in calculating,
monitoring and measuring radioactivity in the environment.  During 2021,
there were no abnormal releases of radioactivity nor were there any
abnormal levels of radioactivity detected in the environment surrounding
DCPP.  DCPP site operations had no significant radiological impact on the
health and safety of the public or the environment, and radioactive
releases were far below regulatory limits.

Industry Efforts to Evaluate the Radiological Consequences of a Release of
Radionuclides from a Spent Fuel Storage Cask (Volume II, Exhibit D.1, Section
3.12, and Exhibit D.10, Section 3.10)

The DCISC reviewed the status of ongoing industry efforts to characterize the
possible radiological consequences of a release of radionuclides from a cask should
a through-wall crack occur.  In general, such cracks would have small apertures



with low source terms inside the cask.  Although the consensus of the industry was
that such releases and their dose consequences would be small, more study was
needed to fully quantify the effects.  In 2017, the Electric Power Research Institute
(EPRI) completed a study entitled, "Dry Cask Storage Welded Stainless Steel
Canister Breach Consequence Analysis Scoping Study," which provided
recommendations for additional research needed and described potential
approaches for developing a consequence analysis for a scenario in which a crack
grows through the wall of a dry cask storage canister.  It was anticipated at that
time that EPRI would move forward with developing a detailed study of the
consequences.

DCPP reported that although several follow-up activities had been completed since
2017, the final report was not yet finished.  The follow-up activities that EPRI
completed to date included the publishing of two supporting reports regarding
source terms and stress corrosion cracking.  The reports extensively examined the
above topics and appeared to provide significant inputs needed to complete the
detailed study.  During a July 2022 review, the DCISC was informed that the final
detailed study was expected to be issued in March 2023.  Later during its May
2023 review, the DCISC was informed that EPRI had recently modified its
approach to the study and completion of the expected report would be delayed to
obtain more research data regarding the isotope fractions expected for a release of
gases from a spent fuel storage canister.  Specifically, EPRI desired to obtain and
include data from ongoing research into isotope fractions being performed by the
Department of Energy.  The study and its report were not expected to be
completed by EPRI until at least 2025.

An industry study to analyze the dose consequences for a hypothetical
through-wall crack of a spent fuel storage container was delayed until at
least 2025 to obtain additional research data from the Department of
Energy.  The DCISC should continue to monitor the status of the study and
review the final report after its issuance.

Greater Than Class C Waste Storage Plans (Volume II, Exhibit D.2, Section 3.1)

Under NRC regulations, nuclear plant radioactive waste is classified into high-level
waste, transuranic waste, and low-level waste.  Low level waste is divided into four
distinct subcategories, as defined in Table 1 and Table 2 of 10 CFR 61.55.  These
categories include Class A, Class B, Class C, and Greater than Class C (GTCC),
where Class A is the least hazardous waste and GTCC is the most hazardous.
 GTCC waste is waste where the concentration of long-lived isotopes exceeds a
value listed in the regulations and, the waste is not generally acceptable for near-
surface disposal.

DCPP's GTCC Waste is made up primarily of highly radioactive stainless steel
structures from inside the Reactor Vessels, which have been activated by neutron
bombardment over the years they have been in the vessel.  Examples of these
components currently in the Spent Fuel Pool are the replaced reactor baffle bolts



and replaced reactor vessel nozzles. Other future GTCC Waste will include
decommission-removed core structural components close to the nuclear fuel core,
which will have received high neutron dose during their lifetimes.

DCPP planned to place GTCC waste in casks similar to those used in the Orano
spent fuel storage system. Those casks would then be stored until accepted by the
Department of Energy for final disposal on a new pad near the existing Old Steam
Generator and Reactor Vessel Head Storage Building.

DCPP plans to store its Greater Than Class C Waste (the highest
radioactivity non-spent-fuel waste) in casks similar to spent fuel casks on
a new concrete pad near the existing Old Steam Generator storage.  This
appeared satisfactory to the DCISC.

Radiation Surveys of the Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation (Volume II,
Exhibit D.2, Section 3.13)

The DCISC in conjunction with DCPP Radiation Protection Technicians reviewed
radiation levels at the DCISC Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation (ISFSI).
 After following Security and Radiation Protection protocols, the DCISC team
members entered the ISFSI.  Inside the ISFSI fence, the group walked among the
spent fuel casks taking radiation readings with portable radiation measurement
instruments.  The instruments measured gamma and neutron radiation levels.
 Gamma radiation ranged from 0.4 to 2.5 millirem per hour and little to no neutron
levels.  Outside the ISFSI fence, radiation levels ranged from 18 to 120
microroentgens per hour with no detectable neutron levels. The DCISC team
members received no measurable radiation dose during this observation.

Radiation levels inside the DCPP Independent Spent Fuel Storage
Installation (ISFSI) were found to be extremely low with maximum
readings of 2.5 millirem per hour and essentially no neutrons detected.

4.10.3 Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions:  The DCPP Radioactive Effluent Release Program and the
Radiological Environmental Monitoring Program were satisfactory in
calculating, monitoring, and measuring radioactivity in the environment.
 During 2021, there were no abnormal releases of radioactivity nor were
there any abnormal levels of radioactivity detected in the environment
surrounding DCPP.  DCPP site operations had no significant radiological
impact on the health and safety of the public or the environment, and
radioactive releases were far below regulatory limits.  Radiation levels
inside the DCPP Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation were found
to be extremely low with maximum readings of 2.5 millirem per hour and
essentially no neutrons detected.

Recommendations:    None
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4.11 Quality Programs

4.11.1 Overview and Previous Activities

The DCISC has followed DCPP's quality programs continuously since 1990.
During the previous reporting period, the DCISC reviewed the following topics
related to quality programs at three Fact-finding Meetings and one Public Meeting:

Software Quality Assurance Program 
Quality Verification Audits and Assessments 
Quality Verification's Perspective on Plant Performance

The DCISC concluded the following during the previous reporting period:

DCPP's Software Quality Assurance Program appeared comprehensive and
designed to assure computer software was developed, maintained,
operated, and changed in an appropriately controlled fashion.  The DCPP
Quality Verification Audit Program was being effectively implemented,
and the assessment activities of the Quality Verification Department were
being effectively performed.

4.11.2 Current Period Activities

During the current period, the DCISC did not review any specific quality
program-related topics, per se, at Fact-finding Meetings or Public Meetings.  The
DCISC continued to monitor quality programs via the receipt and review of copies
of Quality Verification Department audit and assessment documents provided
monthly by DCPP to the DCISC.  Audit and assessment reports were found to be
appropriate and indicative of a well-functioning Quality Verification Department.

4.11.3 Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions:  DCPP's Quality Verification Department's audit and
assessment reports were found to be appropriate and indicative of a well-
functioning Quality Verification Department.

Recommendations:    None
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4.12 Nuclear Fuel Performance

4.12.1 Overview and Previous Activities

The DCISC has been following performance of nuclear fuel and fuel-related
matters at DCPP since its beginning in 1990.  The Committee receives regular
reports on nuclear fuel performance and any problems from PG&E both in fact-
finding and public meetings and as input to the annual report. DCISC follows-up on
problems and activities in its fact-finding meetings at DCPP and PG&E
Headquarters.

DCPP fuel reliability is the most important fuel attribute monitored during
operation.  It is important to assure that the fuel integrity is preserved to avoid
fission product leakage into the reactor coolant system (RCS) and ultimately into
RCS cleanup and support systems resulting in increased personnel dose,
radioactive waste and potential off-site releases.

Since the DCISC was formed in 1990, fuel reliability had been excellent until
November 1994 when Unit 2 fuel began to show signs of leakage and experienced
localized fuel damage. Unit 2 has had several additional fuel leaks since then.
Leakage is measured by the amount of radioactivity in RCS samples, with a
current goal of less than 5.0 x 10-4 microuries (µCi) of Iodine-131 per gram of
coolant. The following depicts the RCS radioactivity trend for a five-year period:

Reactor Coolant System Radioactivity (microuries/gram of coolant Iodine-
131)

Period
Goal
(µCi/gm)

Unit 1 Actual
(µCi/gm)

Unit 2 Actual
(µCi/gm)

18–19 5.0 x 10-4 1.0 x 10-6 4.2 x 10-4

19-20 5.0 x 10-4 1.0 x 10-6 4.2 x 10-4

20-21 5.0 x 10-4 1.0 x 10-6 4.2 x 10-4

21-22 5.0 x 10-4 1.0 x 10-6 4.2 x 10-4

22-
23*

5.0 x 10-4 1.0 x 10-6 4.2 x 10-4



∗Through June 2023

The DCISC reviewed the following specific nuclear fuel performance during the
previous reporting period:

Nuclear Fuel Performance

The DCISC concluded the following in the previous reporting period:

The DCPP nuclear fuel has for many years performed flawlessly with no
defects or leakage. Unit 1 has performed without defects since 2011, and
Unit 2 since 1991. This is excellent performance. DCPP is designing their
fuel for the remaining operating life with lower enrichments and shorter
cycles.

4.12.2 Current Period Activities

The DCISC reviewed the following nuclear fuel performance during the 2019-
2020 period.

Observe Receipt and Inspection of New Fuel
Nuclear Fuel Performance and Plans

Observe Receipt and Inspection of New Fuel (Volume II, Exhibit D.2, Section 3.14)

The DCSIC observed the receipt and inspection of new uranium fuel. Unit 2's next
refueling, 2R23, was planned to begin October 23, 2022, and the shipment of new
fuel had just arrived at the plant. Metal strongback containers, each containing two
Westinghouse fuel assemblies, were stored in the new fuel bay of the Spent Fuel
Building. The shipment originated in Columbia, S.C., the location of
Westinghouse's fuel fabrication plant. The containers were shipped by truck, and
each container was equipped with several accelerometers to record forces
experienced during shipment.

Each shipping container was held upright with a crane while the container door
was opened exposing the new fuel assemblies, which were wrapped in plastic
sheathing for protection. The plastic was removed, and visual and visual
inspections and radioactivity readings were performed. The assemblies were then
moved by crane to the new fuel vaults, where they would receive more thorough
inspections prior to being moved into the racks of the spent fuel pool. During the
outage, this new fuel will be moved under water into the Containment into the
Refueling Canal and then into the Reactor Vessel.



The receipt, unloading and inspection of new fuel assemblies for Outage
2R23 were performed professionally and carefully as observed by the
DCISC.

Nuclear Fuel Performance and Plans (Volume II, Exhibit D.6, Section 3.5)

At the conclusions of Refueling Outages 1R23 and 2R23 DCPP performed its
regular fuel damage inspections of fuel assemblies taken from the core and placed
in the Spent Fuel Pool. All fuel assemblies were removed, even those which would
be placed back into the reactor for the next operating cycle. This standard practice
is known as "Full Core Offload." The inspections were performed by DCPP's Reactor
Engineering Group with Operations support. There was no fuel damage detected.
Unit 1 has operated since 1991 with no damage, and Unit 2 has operated since
2012 without damage. This is excellent performance.



Nuclear Fuel Management Engineering is responsible for new fuel procurement and
spent fuel storage. DCPP refers to it as its "Bundled Fuel Process," which means
that they perform the following:

Procure uranium ore
Have the ore processed into yellow cake
Have the yellow cake converted to uranium hexafluoride (UF6) gas
Have the UF6 enriched into a higher percentage of U-235
Have the enriched UF6 converted to uranium oxide (UO2)

Have the UO2 made into ceramic pellets and enclosed into Zircaloy tubes and
fabricated into fuel assemblies and shipped to the plant.

Westinghouse performs the reactor core analysis, resulting in the nuclear
specifications for the upcoming fuel core. This design is independently reviewed
and optimized by DCPP Reactor Engineering. Recent improvements in fuel
assembly design by Westinghouse include the following:

Improved assembly bottom nozzle debris resistant design 
Optimized design, which could be used for longer fuel cycles
Higher oxide coatings for additional accident tolerance

DCPP had previously optimized its nuclear fuel loading based upon planning for
cessation of operations for Unit 1 in 2024 and Unit 2 in 2025, but the new fuel
loads are now being designed to support operations through 2030. The new DCPP
fuel loading design and procurement can be adapted for either shutdown schedule.

DCPP's nuclear fuel has performed without any failures or leakage since
1991 for Unit 1 and 2012 for Unit 2. This is excellent performance. DCPP is
planning its fuel design procurement for operations through 2025 or for
2030, depending on the outcome of the California and NRC license
extension reviews and determinations.

4.12.3 Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusion:    The DCPP nuclear fuel has for many years performed
flawlessly with no defects or leakage. Unit 1 has performed without
defects since 2011, and Unit 2 since 1991. This is excellent performance.
DCPP is planning its fuel design procurement for operations through 2025
or for 2030, depending on the outcome of the California and NRC license
extension reviews and determinations.

Recommendations:    None
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4.13 Equipment Reliability

4.13.1 Overview and Previous Activities

Aging-related degradation is the gradual degradation in the physical
characteristics of a system, structure, or component (SSC) which occurs over time
and use, and which could impair the ability to perform its design functions. The
purpose of the Equipment Reliability Program is to ensure that the plant continues
to operate safely and within its design and licensing bases throughout its life
through the process of involving engineering, operation, and maintenance in
activities to control age-related degradations or failures of SSCs to within
acceptable limits. The scope of the SSCs to be covered by the program continues
to evolve and expand, and DCPP has established an Equipment Reliability Program
with a dedicated Program Director.

During the previous reporting period, the DCISC reviewed the following topic
related to Equipment Reliability at one Fact-finding Meeting:

Equipment Reliability Process

The DCISC concluded the following during the previous reporting period:

DCPP's Equipment Reliability performance indicators overall were Yellow
(Needing Improvement) due primarily to vibration issues with the Unit 2
Main Generator.  DCPP continued to work to improve Equipment
Reliability, and the trend of Equipment Reliability performance was
improving.

4.13.2 Current Period Activities

During the current period, the DCISC reviewed Equipment Reliability (ER)
programs at two Fact-finding Meetings. The following topic was reviewed:

Equipment Reliability Update

Equipment Reliability Update (Volume II, Exhibit D.2, Section 3.9, and Exhibit
D.10, Section 3.4)



In August 2022, the DCISC reviewed the status of the DCPP Quarterly Equipment
Performance Index (for ER) and found it to be Yellow for Unit 1 and Green for Unit
2.  Unit 1's Yellow rating was due primarily to a power reduction to correct
Condenser saltwater in-leakage May 2021, PC-14 malfunctioning in April 2022,
FW-1-67 leaking May 2022, and a steam leak on FWH 1-1A June 2022.  Unit 2's
Green rating had been Red and Yellow following the long-term Generator vibration
problems in February 2021 and Feedwater Heater tube failures in October 2021.
 However since that time, Unit 2's equipment has performed well.

Because ER had been adversely affected by secondary systems, DCPP initiated a
Secondary Systems Reliability Action Plan.  DCPP also worked to drive improved
behaviors and engagement of first- and second-line supervisors.  DCPP's 2022
Equipment Reliability Excellence Plan had the objective of aligning station-wide
engagement in a more proactive identification and resolution of ER issues.  Specific
actions were outlined for Operations, Maintenance, Engineering, Learning Services,
and Organizational Effectiveness.

In March 2023, ER had improved and was reported as "Green with a stable
trajectory."  Among the noted improvements, seven of the top ten ER issues were
resolved in Refueling Outage 2R23.  There was one consequential equipment
failure in the past 12 months, a Unit 2 ramp down to 50% power due to a
Circulating Water Pump issue.  DCPP was putting more emphasis on tracking and
avoiding non-consequential equipment failures.  Additionally, the PMO++
Program's comprehensive review of systems long-term health was expected to
improve ER throughout a period of extended operations.

4.13.3 Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions:  DCPP's past secondary system equipment reliability
issues appeared to be satisfactorily addressed with specific action plans
and an excellence plan.  Equipment Reliability performance improved
substantially in 2021 and 2022, and its performance indicator improved to
Green (Good).

Recommendations:  None
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4.14 Organizational Effectiveness and Development

4.14.1 Overview and Previous Activities

The focus of Organizational Effectiveness and Development is centered upon
process transformation, process structure, and organizational effectiveness
initiatives. DCPP's cultural change efforts, leadership initiatives and activities,
strategic change efforts, etc., are intended to function as interrelated efforts.  This
focus also supports an industry initiative to review cultural change, leadership
issues, and human performance, all under the area of "organizational
effectiveness."  PG&E uses an annual DCPP Operating Plan to ensure all
department and station goals have alignment.

In previous reporting period, the DCISC reviewed the following topics related to
Organizational Effectiveness at one Fact-finding Meeting and one Public Meeting:

Management Observation Program
Results of 2021 Operating Plan and Key Elements of the 2022 Operating Plan

The DCISC concluded the following during the previous reporting period:

DCPP's Management Observation program was being properly
implemented with a focus toward first-line Supervisors observing
employee activities in the field and reviewing their observations during bi-
weekly departmental Observation Review Meetings.  DCPP successfully
accomplished most of the objectives contained in its 2021 Operating Plan,
and the 2022 Operating Plan contained appropriate focus areas with
initiatives and key metrics.

4.14.2 Current Period Activities

During the current period, the DCISC reviewed Organizational Effectiveness at
one Fact-finding Meeting.  The following topic was reviewed:

DCPP Management Review Meeting



DCPP Management Review Meeting (Volume II, Exhibit D.8, Section 3.13)

The DCISC observed the March 27, 2023, meeting of the DCPP Management
Review Team.  The stated purpose of the meeting was to provide a review of key
indicators, performance indicators, excellence plans and department dashboards
that focuses excellence standards and leadership behaviors to drive sustainable
station performance and continuous improvement.  The desired outcome was to
provide a challenge progress against action plan due dates, measurable results,
and additional actions needed to address performance shortfalls with a sense of
urgency.

The meeting was characterized by good participation, concise and concrete
presentations/explanations, and participants' willingness to accept new action
items.  The meeting was strongly focused on excellent performance, particularly in
the areas of operational reliability, event avoidance, and personnel safety.

A DCPP Management Review Meeting was effectively facilitated with good
participation and a strong focus on achieving excellence in operational
reliability, event avoidance, and personnel safety.

4.14.3 Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions:  A DCPP Management Review Meeting was effectively
facilitated with good participation and a strong focus on achieving
excellence in operational reliability, event avoidance, and personnel
safety.

Recommendations:    None
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4.15 System and Equipment Performance/Problems

4.15.1 Overview and Previous Activities

During past periods, the DCISC had reviewed the performance and problems
of DCPP equipment and systems as well as the actions taken by PG&E to resolve
them.

During the previous period (July 1, 2020 - June 30, 2021), the DCISC reviewed
the following system and equipment issues:

Intake Structure Concrete Inspections
Failed Auxiliary Saltwater Pump Motor Root Cause Evaluation
Unit 2 Generator Failures Root Cause Evaluation
Feedwater Heater Tube Failures
Emergency Diesel Generator Follow-up Items
Containment Structure Inspections

The DCISC performed the following system/component reviews and/or walk downs
with DCPP System/Component Engineers in the previous period:

Emergency Diesel Generators
Plant Health Committee
Reactor Coolant System Health
Auxiliary Feedwater System
Refueling Equipment Health
Digital Systems Update
Transmission System
Direct Current Power System
Containment Spray System

DCPP has dealt effectively with equipment and system problems and is
focused on improving system health. DCPP's Plant Health Committee
effectively focused on system/component health, and overall system



health has improved.

4.15.2     Current Period Activities

4.15.2.1    DCISC Reviews of System and Equipment Performance and Problems

The DCISC reviewed the following system and equipment issues during the
current reporting period:

Containment Liner Inspections
Feedwater Heater Tube Failure
Condensate Polisher Resin Issue
Reactor Coolant System Boric Acid Leak

Containment Liner Inspections (Volume II, Exhibit D.1, Section 3.8)

Each Containment Structure consisted of a concrete exterior including:

A 14 ft-6 in thick, 153 ft diameter reinforced base mat
A 3 ft-8 in thick, 140 ft inside diameter and 142 ft high reinforced concrete
cylindrical wall
A 2 ft-6 in thick, 140 ft inside diameter reinforced concrete hemispherical
dome roof

Each Containment Structure also included a steel liner consisting of:

A 1/4 in thick mild carbon steel plate placed on top of the Containment base
mat
A 3/8 in thick mild carbon steel plate covering the inside surface of the
Containment shell
Penetration sleeves and local reinforcement of the liner around penetration
openings
Anchorage system of the liner to concrete

The Containment Structure overall had a design pressure of 47 psig at 271 °F, and
was designed to sustain a 7.5 magnitude Hosgri Earthquake acceleration spectrum
peak of 0.75 g.  Additional loads were incorporated into the design to account for
wind loads, pipe rupture loads, jet impingement impacts, and missile impacts.  The
DCPP Containment Structure contained a net free volume of 2.55 million cubic feet
and had a Technical Specification maximum design basis leak rate of 0.1 weight
percent per day used for accident calculations.

The Containment Structure was subject to the following tests/inspections:

Visual inspections of Containment concrete surfaces per 10 CFR 50, Appendix
J, and American Society of Mechanical Engineers (ASME) Section XI Code.



This 100% inspection was required to be performed every five years. The
most recent inspections were performed in 2021 for both units and were
previously reviewed by the DCISC (Reference 6.8).
 
Visual inspection of the steel liner plate inside the Containment as per 10 CFR
50, Appendix J and ASME Section XI Code. These inspections were required to
be performed every 40 months (two cycles), and the results were reviewed
by the FFT as discussed below.
 
Containment Integrated Leak Rate Tests (ILRTs) as per 10 CFR 50, Appendix
J. These tests were performed every 10 years. In an ILRT, large portable air
compressors are brought to the site and used to pressurize the containment
building to a test pressure of 42 psig.  The most recent ILRTs were conducted
in June 2019 on Unit 1 (Refueling Outage 1R21) and April 2018 on Unit 2
(Refueling Outage 2R20).  There were no indications or problems found
during the most recent ILRTs, the results of which were previously reviewed
by the DCISC as a part of its routine activities following refueling outages.

The primary purpose of this meeting was to review the status and results of the
Containment Liner inspections (second bullet above).  The Containment Liner
inspections were scheduled on an American Society of Mechanical Engineers code
inspection interval that spanned over two refueling cycles.  For Unit 1,
Containment Liner inspections were last completed during Refueling Outage 1R22
in the fall of 2020, and no inspections were required to be performed in the
recently completed Refueling Outage 1R23.  For Unit 2, Containment Liner
inspections were last completed in Refueling Outage 2R22 in the spring of 2021.
 There were no significant issues identified with the steel liner or the coatings
during the inspections on either unit.  In general, the inspections were performed
visually by personnel qualified under the code requirements.  Inspections were
performed across the entire accessible interior surface of the Containment using a
high-power spotlight and binoculars as needed.  Drawings were used to track
inspection activities to ensure that all areas were covered, and minor indications
were recorded and further evaluated as required by the applicable code.  Most
indications were found at floor levels where scaffolding and other work activities
occasionally came into contact with the liner surface.

The DCISC requested and was provided copies of the inspection reports for the last
inspection on each unit.  The results shown in the inspection reports confirmed
that there were no conditions identified that affected the integrity of the
Containment Liner on either unit.  The inspection reports also included inspections
required by code and performed on any containment penetrations that were
disassembled during the outage.

Conclusions:    Inspections of the Containment Liners on both units were
properly performed and no issues affecting integrity were identified.

Feedwater Heater Tube Failures (Volume II, Exhibit D.2, Section 3.4)



The DCPP feedwater heaters are shell and tube heat exchangers which take low-
grade (extraction) steam from the steam turbines to pre-heat feedwater prior to
its entering the steam generators. This increases the thermal efficiency of the
plant. Feedwater runs through the heat exchanger tubes to be heated from steam
on the shell side. DCPP uses six cascading stages of preheat with spent steam sent
to the condenser.

During startup from Outage 2R22 on October 15, 2021, FWH 2-5B was exhibiting
indications of tube leakage. Power in Unit 2 was lowered to 90% to isolate the
FWH to perform inspection and repair. The reactor was then manually tripped
because of high FWH level. Significant tube failure of this nature significantly
overwhelmed the FWH drain system, requiring reactor shutdown to mitigate
further damage.

A borescope examination showed a tube failure and other tube damage. Eddy
Current Testing (ECT) showed the extent of condition, which was repaired. The
unit was returned to power but shut down again due to additional tube leak
indications. Further 100% ECT indicated additional repairs were needed, which
were performed, and the unit was brought back up to power with extended FWH
monitoring. The unit has operated satisfactorily since then.

The Root Cause Evaluation (RCE) determined the probable cause to be "Excessive
unsupported tube lengths caused by a breach in the Drain Cooler shroud [which]
led to fatigue fracture of the FWH tubes." Corrective actions included the following:

1. Determine which FWHs require additional inspections or preventive tube
plugging and implement same
 

2. Implement additional FWH system monitoring to identify a potential Drain
Cooler shroud breach on all 24 FWHs with an integral Drain Cooler
 

3. Identify additional leak detection monitoring in the most vulnerable FWHs and
revise Operator Rounds to include additional FWH data points
 

4. Revise the Heat Exchanger Program to include assessment of unsupported
tube lengths and to implement preventive tube plugging
 

5. Document reassessment of long-range plan for FWHs based on this RCE
 

6. Revise the procedure for FWH Removal From and Return to Service to close
the tube side inlet and outlet simultaneously when isolating for a leak

The RCE and corrective actions appeared satisfactory to the DCISC FFT. The
purpose of this August 16, 2022 Fact-finding Meeting was to review DCPP's
implementation of their corrective actions.



For Unit 1 there are five additional FWHs that are similar to the affected Unit 2
units. They have been "Remote Field Tested" (similar to Eddy Current Testing),
resulting in no adverse indications and were determined to be in good condition.
There were some eroded baffle and baffle plates, which were not considered to be
problematic. Unit 2 is believed to be in better condition than Unit 1, and this will
be determined at each of the next refueling outages.

DCPP has developed a new preventable plugging strategy and plans to perform
acoustic listening monitoring for flow noise which would indicate steam bubble
collapse, which could mean unwanted forces on internal FWH components.

DCPP's follow-up actions to date and plans for future monitoring of
Feedwater Heater internals appeared satisfactory.

Condensate Polisher Resin Issue (Volume II, Exhibit D.2, Section 3.10)

Electric generating station condensate must be maintained at a very high purity
level to protect steam generators and turbines from corrosion. Removing
contaminants is called "polishing." To remove contaminants from the condensate
deep bed ion exchange condensate polishers are used and sometimes are
preceded by a filter demineralizer or a fine particulate filtration system.

The DCPP condensate polishing system is comprised of seven mixed bed
demineralizers. Either six or seven demineralizers are in service processing the full
condensate flow (approximately 21,000 gpm) depending on whether any one of
the demineralizers is in the regeneration mode or not. The demineralizer in the
regeneration mode is taken out of service and is regenerated externally in order to
minimize the possibility of introducing regenerant chemicals into the condensate
and feedwater system. The external regeneration process for one demineralizer
normally takes about 12 to 16 hours. Components of the condensate polishing
system, including demineralizers, regenerators, and associated equipment, are
located in the turbine building buttresses. The system is capable of either
automatic or manual operation, and can be bypassed if
necessary.

The condensate polishing system is designed to polish the full condensate flow
during startup and normal plant operation. During startup, the system allows
recirculation of condensate at approximately 5500 gpm (gallons per minute)
through the condensate polishing demineralizers and feedwater heaters, returning
it to the main condenser. This design provision allows a more complete cleanup of
secondary water prior to system startup. The condensate polishing system
monitors the secondary chemistry to protect the steam generator tubes which are
a part of the reactor coolant pressure boundary from degradation during the
course of their lifetimes.

The reason for the DCISC review here is an issue with the condensate polisher
resin for which samples had been sent to the supplier. This had been reported in a
Plant Health Committee meeting, which the DCISC observed. The resin had been



fouled with iron from plant startups and was releasing sulfates from sulfuric acid.
To maintain acceptable Unit 1 Steam Generator sulfate levels one barrel of resin
was replaced; however, the resin eventually became more fouled. Resins were
fully replaced, but the issue arose again on both units. The resin supplier
recommended hot rinses and air scrubs, which effectively reduced the sulfates to
acceptable levels.

DCPP's actions to return its condensate polisher resins to good health
appeared effective.

Reactor Coolant System Boric Acid Leak (Volume II, Exhibit D.7, Section 3.1).

On October 23, 2022, during shutdown for Refueling Outage 2R21, Inservice
Inspection Engineers were performing a walkdown of the RCS inspecting for
deposits of boric acid residue that could be indicative of small RCS leaks.  This
walkdown was a periodic maintenance activity performed as a part of the Boric
Acid Corrosion Control Program that is regularly reviewed by the DCISC, most
recently in April 2021.  The engineers found a very small amount of white boric
acid deposits (no water) on a partially insulated 2" stainless steel line branching off
from the Unit 2, Loop 1, RCS Cold Leg, located in the overhead inside Containment
on the 91' level.  The 2" line was a branch of RCS piping used to assist with
vacuum filling of the RCS when needed following shutdowns and was not used for
any operational functions.  Scaffolding was erected and insulation removed to
inspect the line in more detail.  Inspectors found that there was a minute
indication (defect) on a 2" socket weld that was not leaking under shutdown
conditions but appeared (based on the boric acid deposits) to have allowed a
minute amount of water to leak in the past when the RCS was under higher
pressures.  The amount of leakage was evaluated as minute based upon the fact
that it had been undetectable by RCS leakage monitoring calculations which are
performed frequently when the plant is at normal operating pressure (2235 psig.)
and which are typically able to detect unknown leaks as low as about 0.01 gallons
per minute.

After discovery of the leak, DCPP formed an Emerging Issue Team that oversaw
additional inspections, repairs, and follow-up activities.  The team also obtained
the services of an external consulting company with extensive expertise in weld
defects and repairs.  It was found that the weld was a field weld installed during a
modification in 1994.  Evaluations concluded that the defect was likely an "arc
strike" which can occur when an energized welding rod strikes a metal surface in
an uncontrolled manner.  The team reviewed the applicable American Society of
Mechanical Engineers (ASME) codes and determined that a repair via a structural
weld overlay would be appropriate and in compliance with the code.  The weld
overlay was completed, and the line was returned to service.  Vibration monitors
were also installed on the line to provide additional vibrational data that could be
useful to determining the cause of the leak.  DCPP has begun a Root Cause
Evaluation (RCE), but the RCE had not been completed as of the date of this Fact-
Finding Meeting.  The ASME code would allow the weld overlay to be a permanent



repair, but that DCPP currently was planning to replace the entire weld during a
future Refueling Outage.  Pictures of the leak and its location are show in the
pictures below:

Reactor Coolant System Leak Location After Cleaning and Before Repairs



Reactor Coolant System Leak Location Following Repairs

The DCISC discussed the implications should the leak have become larger during
power operations.  This type of leak would be expected to grow very slowly over
time and would likely have been picked up on the RCS leakage monitoring
calculations at some point.  If the leakage calculations identified leakage over one
gallon per minute, the plant would have been required by Technical Specifications
to shut down, find the location of the leak, and perform repairs.  The DCISC
inquired what would be the worst-case scenario, which would be an unlikely
complete failure of the 2" socket weld would be well within the plant's design basis
accident analyses for a Small Break Loss of Coolant Accident.  In that case, normal
or emergency equipment could have been used to safely shut down the reactor,
replenish water in the RCS, and manage cooldown of the RCS to cold and
depressurized shutdown conditions.

The DCISC concluded that personnel implementing DCPP's Boric Acid Corrosion
Control Program performed well in identifying a minute RCS leak location during
routine inspections.  DCPP properly responded to the leak's identification with an
appropriate repair and was in the process of performing an RCE to define future
corrective actions.

DCPP properly evaluated and responded to evidence of a minute Reactor
Coolant System leak discovered while shutdown for Refueling Outage
2R21.  Personnel implementing DCPP's Boric Acid Corrosion Control
Program performed well in identifying the leak location during routine
inspections.

4.15.2.2    DCISC Reviews of DCPP Systems/Components

The DCISC performed the following system/component reviews and/or walk
downs with DCPP System Engineers:

Plant Health Committee Meeting
4kV System Health & Tour
Containment Ventilation & Hydrogen Mitigation System
Core Exit Thermocouple system
Emergency Diesel Generator
Transmission System Health
Sea Water Desalination System
Auxiliary Saltwater System
Turbine & Generator
Motor Operated Valve Program
Radiation Monitoring & Eagle 21 Systems
Switchyard DC Control Power



Compressed Air System
Reactor Coolant System

Observe Plant Health Committee Meetings (Volume II, Exhibit D.1, Section 3.2;
and Exhibit D.2, Section 3.8; and Exhibit D.6, Section 3.9; and Exhibit D.7,
Section 3.11)

The DCISC observed four Plant Health Committee (PHC) meetings during this
reporting period. The PHC is governed by DCPP Procedure TS5.ID9, "Plant Health
Committee," Revision 3, a copy of which was provided to and reviewed by the FFT.
 The PHC is a management team responsible for:

Continual review of system and program health issues
Routinely monitoring the status of plant health issues on the plant health
issues list for action status and completion
Routinely monitoring the status of the Station Top Ten equipment issues list
Review and approval of action plans to address plant health issues that
originated from system and component health reports, maintenance rule,
operator workarounds, program health reports, and emergent issues
Reviewing and approving action plans to resolve degraded, unanalyzed and
non-conforming conditions
Review and monitoring of plant health issue plans that are presented to the
PHC
Performing Preventive Maintenance Oversight Committee functions
Quarterly review and monitoring of the Top Margin Issues list
Approving and authorizing the PHC budget for solutions to plant health issues
Approving system, component, and program long range plans

The membership of the PHC Core Team, which is the Decision Making (i.e., voting)
group of the PHC, is as follows:  Station Director (Chair), Engineering Director,
Operations Manager, Maintenance Manager, and Nuclear Work Management
Manager.  The PHC is also supplemented by a group of Supporting (non-voting)
Members from various other station departments.

The meetings were chaired by the Station Director and facilitated by the Program
Engineering Manager. Meetings are opened by reminding the attendees that the
stated purpose of the meeting was "Providing oversight and support of station
reliability issues as described in System, Component and Program Health Reports
and other topical initiative presentations. PHC reviews and approves critical
Preventive Maintenance (PM) deferral requests."

The meetings were conducted efficiently, and the agendas were covered as
scheduled.  In general, the conference call format seemed to work almost as well
as an in-person meeting due at least in part to the provision of detailed
presentation materials in advance as well as clear and strong facilitation of the
meeting. The fact that all participants knew each other personally also contributed



to the meeting's effectiveness. A strong emphasis was placed on plant safety and
reliability throughout the discussion.

The agenda for the meetings typically included the following:

Safety Review
Facilitative Leadership Minute
Verify Quorum
Introduce Visitors and Operations Personnel
Review Purpose and Desired Outcomes
Action Item Review
Review Pluses/Deltas and Approve Minutes from Previous Meeting
What Excellence Looks Like (WELL) Assignments by week (Operations,
Engineering, Security, and Maintenance)
Specific system or component issue
Specific department performance review
Specific current system/equipment problem/solution
PHC agenda requests verbal
Meeting action item review
Meeting Evaluation
Future Agenda Requests

The presentation topics were effectively performed with crisp, clear presentations
and good participation and discussion by attendees.

DCPP's Plant Health Committee (PHC) meetings appeared effective in
bringing together the appropriate people to address plant system and
component problems and to help maintain systems and components in
good health.

4kV System Health & Tour (Volume II, Exhibit D.1, Section 3.4)

Each Operating Unit at DCPP is equipped with a 4kV Electric Power System. The
systems provide power for the operation and control of vital and non-vital 4kV
electric equipment during all modes of plant operation. Vital equipment is
equipment that is necessary for the safe shut down and cooling of the reactor.
 Each 4kV vital system can receive power from DCPP's 500kV switchyard, the
230kV switchyard, the corresponding Main Generator, or onsite Emergency Diesel
Generators (EDGs). During normal operation, the 4kV system in each Unit receives
its electric power from the Main Generator through the Auxiliary Transformer.
Upon loss of normal power to any of the 4kV buses in one Unit, the corresponding
EDG will automatically start and the normal electric feeder breaker to that bus will
open. The backup supply via the 230kV system will automatically align to supply
power to the Bus via the Startup Transformer. If the 230kV system is also



unavailable, the 4kV bus will be aligned to the running EDG.  Buses D and E on
each unit supply 4kV power to various non-vital (non-safety related; non-class 1E)
loads, and busses F, G and H on each unit supply 4kV power to various vital
(safety-related; class 1E) loads.

The FFT received copies of the 4kV System Health Reports which showed that the
health was rated a "Green" (Healthy) on both units.  There were no major
problems being tracked for resolution, and no portions of the 4kV systems were in
Maintenance Rule (a)(1) status.  There was only one issue being actively
monitored on both units' reports which involved a low margin for undervoltage
setpoints on the Second Level Undervoltage Relays.  The existing relays were
mechanical relays for which settings could not physically be adjusted further to
increase the margin.  The margin could be improved by installing solid state relays
with increased flexibility in settings, but such a change was not deemed necessary
to pursue given that the equipment operated properly (albeit with low margin for
setpoint variation) and that DCPP planned to cease power operations by 2025.

There were no current problems with the breakers.  The breakers were replaced in
late 1990 with an expectation that the newer breakers would last 40 years or
more.  Recurring maintenance was performed every three cycles (about five
years) on various components of the breakers including cleanings, lubrications,
inspections, calibrations, and fuse replacements.  The station housed a total of 87
4kV breakers and the current style of breakers used on 4kV busses at DCPP was as
shown below:



Spare 4kV Breaker

The DCISC consultant joined the System engineer on a walkdown of the major
components of the Unit 2 4kV Electrical System, including the outdoor 230kV and
500kV lines from off-site, associated transformers, and all 4kV Electrical System
Switchgear Rooms. The systems and components appeared to be in good
condition, and the plant areas were clean and orderly as shown below:



Unit 2 4kV Vital Bus H

Containment Ventilation & Hydrogen Mitigation Systems (Volume II, Exhibit D.1,
Section 3.4)

DCPP's Containment Ventilation Systems are Engineered Safety Feature systems
that serve in conjunction with the Containment Spray System to limit the
temperature and pressure in the Containment Building in the event of a Loss of
Cooling Accident or a Main Steam Line Break Accident.   The system consists
primarily of five Containment Fan Cooler Units (CFCUs) which each contain the
ductwork, cooing coils, fans and motors necessary to provide 50% of the cooling
needed following an accident.  The fans are direct drive, two speed fans, with low



speed operation used during post-accident conditions.  Two of the five CFCUs are
required to provide the heat removal capability necessary to maintain containment
post-accident atmospheric pressure and temperature within design limits.  During
normal operations, two or three CFCUs are run in high speed to cool the
Containment Building.  The CFCUs are cooled by Component Cooling Water, and a
simplified CFCU diagram is shown below:

Containment Fan Cooler Unit (one of five per unit)

Containment Ventilation systems were classified as a Tier 2 system and as such,
formal system health reporting was not required.  However, Tier 2 systems were
still assigned Strategic Engineers to monitor the system for adverse trends or
degrading conditions and to initiate appropriate action plans as required.  For the
Containment Ventilation systems, Mr. Igel reported that the CFCUs were generally
in good health.  The most significant system issues historically were corrosion of
the CFCU housings due to the collection of moisture on sections of the sheet metal
casings when the units were not operating.  One CFCU on each unit had been
affected by corrosion more than the other four CFCUs, and those units were
replaced a few years ago.  Currently, the CFCUs were being inspected each outage
and any identified corrosion-related degradation was repaired in place.  Mr. Igel
stated that the scope of corrosion problems found and subsequent repairs were
minor for the most recently completed outages on each unit.

All portions of the system were in (a)(2) status (routine monitoring) under the
Maintenance Rule, with one exception.  In late 2021, a connection on the electrical
supply to the slow speed windings for CFCU 1-2 overheated and the CFCU was



removed from service.  Planning and execution of repairs took longer than
expected which caused the CFCU to exceed its Maintenance Rule monitoring
criteria for unavailability time.  As a result, CFCU 1-2 was placed as in (a)(1)
status and would be monitored for effectiveness of the subsequent corrective
actions until at least March 2023.

The DCISC inquired regarding the health of Containment Hydrogen Mitigation
Systems.  Each DCPP unit contained two electric Hydrogen Recombiner units inside
containment.  The Hydrogen Recombiners at DCPP are natural convection,
flameless, thermal reactor-type hydrogen-oxygen recombiners.  Mr. Igel reported
that DCPP had experienced no issues with the Hydrogen Recombiners which were
tested every outage.  Additionally, each containment was provided with piping for
purging hydrogen during an accident or for installing and using external
recombiners.  DCPP had also not experienced any recent issues with hydrogen
purge piping systems which were normally isolated but tested every cycle.

DCPP's Containment Ventilation and Hydrogen Mitigation Systems were in
good health and operated properly.  The Strategic Engineer appeared
knowledgeable and proactive about the health of the system.

Core Exit Thermocouple System (Volume II, Exhibit D.3, Section 3.6)

The Core Exit (Incore) Thermocouple System is provided to monitor the fluid
exiting the core for subcooling, saturation, or superheat for indication of a
potentially core-damaging condition, and it includes:

1. Incore thermocouples
2. Penetration seals
3. Monitoring equipment

System health is Green on both units; however, the System has appeared as an
aging-related issue due to the decision to not replace failed core exit
thermocouples. For System operability each core quadrant requires four total
thermocouples with two thermocouples near the center of the core and two
thermocouples near the core perimeter. Thus, failed thermocouples do not have to
be replaced as long as the above minimum thermocouples are available. There are
enough extra thermocouples installed such that adequate coverage is easily
maintained.

The DCPP Core Exit Thermocouple System is in Green health with few
issues.

Emergency Diesel Generator (Volume II, Exhibit D.3, Section 3.6)

The EDGs are safety-related pieces of equipment whose functions are as follows:

To furnish sufficient electric power to mitigate a design basis accident in one



unit and safely bring the other unit to cold shutdown when both the 230kV
and 500kV offsite power sources are unavailable.
 
To act as a backup source of power to enable the reactor to continue to
produce power for 72 hours whenever there is no accident condition, but one
of the two offsite power sources is inoperable.
 
To furnish power sufficient for an emergency shutdown of the plant whenever
the offsite power sources are not available.

The EDG Fuel Oil Supply system has enough fuel capacity to provide seven days of
onsite power generation: (a) in order to operate the minimum required
Engineering Safety Features equipment following a design basis Loss-of-Coolant
Accident for one unit, and the equipment in the second unit is in either the hot or
cold shutdown condition, or (b) when the equipment for both units is in either the
hot or cold shutdown condition.  Each nuclear operating unit is supported by three
EDGs dedicated to the respective unit, and the EDGs can be cross connected to the
other unit using temporary cables.  The EDGs are rated to deliver approximately
2,600 kW on a continuous basis and are designed to start automatically when
needed.

Unit 1

Unit 1's EDGs were classified as Green (Healthy) with the following issues
challenging system health:

An adverse trend on the performance of the Lube Oil Heater and its controller
(non-safety related) has been observed and will be addressed by revising
preventative maintenance procedures.
 
The current design of EDG Fuel Oil Day Tank level switches results in frequent
failures during testing.  Alternative designs were recommended but have not
been approved.  Testing procedures are being revised to reduce the likelihood
of failure during testing.
 
The EDG Local Control Panel alarm relay modules are obsolete with limited
replacement modules available.  A design change has been initiated to
facilitate future replacements with a newer module design on an as-needed
basis.

Unit 2

Unit 2's EDGs were classified as White (Needing Improvement) due primarily to a
Critical Equipment Clock Reset that occurred in June 2021 (described below).  The
following issues were challenging system health:

A significant fuel oil leak occurred on EDG 2-3 during a maintenance activity



in June 2021, and the EDG was shut down to repair the leak.  The size of the
leak was judged to have rendered the EDG unable to run for the duration of
time needed in the accident analyses, and the failure was therefore classified
as a Maintenance Rule Functional Failure and a Critical Equipment Clock
Reset.  Corrective actions have been completed, and system performance was
being monitored across all six EDGs.  Recently, unexpected low torque
readings were discovered on subsequent checks of the fuel oil fittings.  The
cause of the low torque readings was postulated to be a change in design for
lock washers on the fittings, and DCPP planned to return to using an older
design lock washer along with improved procedures for torquing the fittings. 
 
An adverse trend on the performance of the Lube Oil Heater and its controller
(non-safety related) has been observed and will be addressed by revising
preventative maintenance procedures.
 
The current design of EDG Fuel Oil Day Tank level switches results in frequent
failures during testing.  Alternative designs were recommended but have not
been approved.  Testing procedures are being revised to reduce the likelihood
of failure during testing.
 
The EDG Local Control Panel alarm relay modules are obsolete with limited
replacement modules available.  A design change has been initiated to
facilitate future replacements with a newer module design on an as-needed
basis.

The original EDG control system components (Woodward motor-operated
potentiometer governors) were no longer available and considered obsolete.
 Modifications to upgrade the governors were completed on four of the six EDGs.
 An alternative plan was approved that canceled replacement of the governors on
EDGs 2-1 and 2-3.  Instead, portions of the old governor systems were retained,
evaluated by Engineering, and approved for use as replacements on EDGs 2-1 and
2-3, should future problems occur.  With the proposal to extend power operations
beyond 2025, the project to replace the two remaining governors would need to be
restarted.  Also, an issue concerning motor aging for the two Fuel Oil Transfer
Pumps (common between units) was being addressed by motor replacements.
 One replacement was completed in June 2022, and the second replacement was
scheduled for December 2022.

The DCPP EDG reliability and unavailability numbers remained good and well
within established goals.  There were no recent start failures, with the last start
failure having occurred on EDG 1-1 in September 2015.

The health of DCPP's Emergency Diesel Generators (EDGs) was rated as
Green (Healthy) on Unit 1 and White (Needing Improvement) on Unit 2.
 The White (Needing Improvement) rating on Unit 2 was driven by
continuing actions being taken in response to a fuel oil leak that occurred



during maintenance testing in 2021.  EDG reliability and availability have
been good over the past two years.

Transmission System Health (Volume II, Exhibit D.6, Section 3.12)

The 500kV System is a DCPP Tier 1 Level System, meaning it is of highest relative
significance and requires a periodic system health report, and the 230kV System is
a Tier 2 Level System, for which no formal system health report is generated.
 Three 500kV and two 230kV transmission system connections form both a path
for electricity generated by DCPP to reach system loads and a path for electricity
to be supplied to one or both units when shut down. The 230kV system is DCPP's
primary source of offsite electrical power, in the event normal power is not
available from one of the station's main generators.  DCPP's 230kV system is
served by PG&E's offsite 230kV system through two incoming lines to the DCPP
switchyard.  The 230kV system then connects to DCPP's vital buses through the
station's Startup Transformers.  Any of the station's three 500kV offsite power
lines can also serve as a backup offsite power source if needed due to a 230kV
outage. The station's Emergency Diesel Generators (EDGs) serve as backup if the
230kV and 500kV systems are both unable to perform their functions.

Unit 1 500kV System has a System Health Green color for the fourth quarter of
2022 with the following two minor problems:

High Ethane Level

Ethane (C2H6) level in Unit 1 TGMC transformer insulating oil was recorded at 80.0
ppm per oil sample dated 01/03/2022 and was above NEIL limit of 72 ppm. This
was a confirmatory sample result to the previously oil sample dated June 22, 2021
where ethane level was found to be 73 ppm. This exceedance was not caused by a
rapid increase but rather a slow accumulation of ethane gas in the transformer
insulating oil since October 2015 when the transformer oil was last drained and
de-gassed. The gassing rate over the past two years was determined to be
approximately 0.032 ppm/day and was stable. Other combustible gases (methane,
ethylene, acetylene, hydrogen, etc.) were showing stable trends and no rapid rate
of change which would indicate high temperatures and insulation degradation
internal to the transformer tank. The most recentl oil sample dated June 8, 2022
showed ethane level at 76 ppm. There was no increase since the previous oil
sample. The next oil sample is scheduled later in December 2022.

Corrosion continues to develop on various parts of main transformers due to
corrosive coastal environment. General coating repairs during refueling outage
have mitigated but could not eliminate all corrosion due to limited main bank
maintenance window. Considering extended operation beyond 2025, Engineering is
advocating for rigorous coating repairs to prevent future degradation that includes
inspection before and after coatings to ensure all corrosion areas that have the
potential to impact operation of the transformer are adequately addressed. This
issue will be discussed during the upcoming PMO++ evaluation. DCPP plans to



move its spare transformers up the hill near the Independent Spent Fuel Storage
Installation to get them out of the salt spray environment.

Unit 2 500 kV System has a System Health Green color for the fourth quarter of
2022 with the following minor problems:

1. 587L-2B Relay Operating Time

Routine relay testing found slow operating time of the Unit 2 500kV tie line
differential relay (device 587L-2B located in the 500kV switchyard). The
substation test report shows the average operating time at 27.7ms
(milliseconds) for Phase A, 25.5ms for Phase B, and 27.2ms for phase C. The
expected average operating time for this relay was less than 25ms. Each
DCPP unit's tie line differential protection had two independent trains (A & B)
for redundancy purposes with each train set to protect the same zone.
Discussion with System Protection aligned that the slow operating time of the
587L-2B relay would result in Train B to operate slightly slower than expected
to isolate a fault. Train A's operating time was within expected results such
that the overall protective function of the Unit 2 tie line differential protection
scheme was maintained. These digital 587 relays, GEC-Alsthom LFCB 102,
have been in service for more than 25 years and were near end of life. PG&E
has phased these relays out, and DCPP's relays are the last remaining in
service. Engineering is advocating for an upgrade to modern microprocessor
relay that meets PG&E standards, such as GE L90 and SEL-411L relays during
PMO++. 
 

2. Low Breakdown Voltage on U2 TGMA

The latest oil analysis result showed dielectric breakdown voltage (BDV) at
26.3kV and was below NEIL (Nuclear Electric Insurance Limited) limit of
27kV. This was the second result requested that shows low BDV. Review of
dissolved gas analysis result did not show any elevated gas in U2 TGMA's
insulating oil. All gases were within NEIL/IEEE (Institute of Electrical and
Electronic Engineers) limit. Gassing rate remained stable. Walkdown of the
Serveron dissolved gas analyzer also confirmed all monitored gases were
within limits. Moisture level, a leading cause of low BDV, was found at normal
level. Other fluid quality data (acid number & interfacial tension) were within
limit. There was no indication of incipient faults within the transformer. The
issue with low BDV as documented by this SAPN was a long-term degradation
issue that was likely contributed by sampling error, sampling port
contamination, and long-term aging of the transformer. There was no
imminent impact to the transformer based on the latest oil results.
Engineering was requesting additional oil test package and continuing to
monitor BDV level of U2 TGMA. 
 

3. Corrosion on Main Transformers



Corrosion continued to develop on various parts of main transformers due to
corrosive coastal environment. U2 TGMA being located right at the wind
tunnel between admin building and turbine building saw the most corrosion
out of three main transformers. General coating repairs during refueling
outage have mitigated but could not eliminate all corrosion due to limited
main bank maintenance window. Considering extended operation beyond
2025, engineering was advocating for rigorous coating repairs to prevent
future degradation that includes inspection before and after coatings to
ensure all corrosion areas that have the potential to impact operation of the
transformer are adequately addressed. This issue will be discussed during the
upcoming PMO++ evaluation.

Units 1 & 2 230kV Transmission systems are both in Green health; however, there
is no formal system health report as explained above.

Regarding license extension, staffing shortages were being addressed as were
maintenance changes and equipment upgrades. The DCISC should review these
items in future fact-finding meetings.

The 230kV and 500kV Transmission Systems are both rated in Green
health, which is good. Minor on-going problems are being addressed using
the Corrective Action Program. DCPP plans to move its spare transformers
up the hill near the Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation to get
them out of the salt spray environment. Reviews of maintenance and
equipment upgrades are under way for license extension.

Sea Water Desalination System (Volume II, Exhibit D.6, Section 3.13)

DCISC took a tour of the DCPP Salt Water Reverse Osmosis (SWRO) Desalination
(Desal) Plant. This is the first DCISC tour of the desalination plant. The FFT
decided to review the SWRO Plant because it supplies water to all plant systems,
including those safety-related ones.

In the RO process, water from a pressurized saline solution is separated from the
dissolved salts by flowing through a water-permeable membrane. The permeate
(the liquid flowing through the membrane) is forced to flow through the membrane
by the pressure differential created between the pressurized feedwater and the
product water, which is at near-atmospheric pressure. The remaining feedwater
continues through the pressurized side of the reactor as brine. No heating or phase
change takes place. The major energy requirement is for the initial pressurization
of the feedwater. For brackish water desalination the operating pressures range
from 250 to 400 psi, and for seawater desalination the operating pressures range
from 800 to 1 000 psi.

In practice, the feedwater is pumped into a closed container, against the
membrane, to pressurize it. As the product water passes through the membrane,
the remaining feedwater and brine solution becomes more and more concentrated.



To reduce the concentration of dissolved salts remaining, a portion of this
concentrated feedwater-brine solution is withdrawn from the container. Without
this discharge, the concentration of dissolved salts in the feedwater would continue
to increase, requiring ever-increasing energy inputs to overcome the naturally
increased osmotic pressure.

A reverse osmosis system consists of four major components/processes: (1)
pretreatment, (2) pressurization, (3) membrane separation, and (4) post-
treatment stabilization. The figure below illustrates the basic components of a
reverse osmosis system.

Pretreatment: The incoming feedwater is pretreated to be compatible with
the membranes by removing suspended solids, adjusting the pH, and adding
a threshold inhibitor to control scaling caused by constituents such as calcium
sulphate.
 
Pressurization: The pump raises the pressure of the pretreated feedwater to
an operating pressure appropriate for the membrane and the salinity of the
feedwater.
 
Separation: The permeable membranes inhibit the passage of dissolved salts
while permitting the desalinated product water to pass through. Applying
feedwater to the membrane assembly results in a freshwater product stream
and a concentrated brine reject stream. Because no membrane is perfect in
its rejection of dissolved salts, a small percentage of salt passes through the
membrane and remains in the product water. Reverse osmosis membranes
come in a variety of configurations. Two of the most popular are spiral wound
and hollow fine fiber membranes. They are generally made of cellulose
acetate, aromatic polyamides, or, nowadays, thin film polymer composites.
Both types are used for brackish water and seawater desalination, although
the specific membrane and the construction of the pressure vessel vary
according to the different operating pressures used for the two types of
feedwater.
 
Stabilization: The product water from the membrane assembly usually
requires pH adjustment and degasification before being transferred to the
distribution system for use as drinking water. The product passes through an
aeration column in which the pH is elevated from a value of approximately 5
to a value close to 7. In many cases, this water is discharged to a storage
cistern for later use.

Elements of the Reverse Osmosis Desalination Process



The SWRO Plant is located onsite between the Firewater Storage Tank and Intake
Cove overlooking the Pacific Ocean and provides most of the water needs of the
power plant. The SWRO Plant was in full operation during the visit, being operated
and maintained by a full-time contractor. Mr. Trevor and the plant operator
showed the DCISC around the plant, describing and explaining the various
systems and components.

The SWRO product is pumped up to the DCPP Holding Ponds near the Independent
Spent Fuel Storage Installation where it is stored and then filtered and
demineralized when used in plant systems and to supply potable water for drinking
and other purposes. In most cases the water is remineralized to reduce its purity
to make it less corrosive in metal plant water systems, and to improve the flavor
of the potable water used for drinking.

The SWRO Plant provides the following monthly average amounts of desalinated
water to the power plant:

SWRO Average
Monthly Production

(Gallons)
13,503,350

Power Production
Supply

(Gallons)
9,217,867

Other*
Uses

(Gallons)
4,285,483

Brine Returned
To Pacific Ocean

(Gallons)
23,637,954

*Domestic, fire protection, and miscellaneous needs.

Additionally, a relatively small amount of water (681,358 gallons per month
average) is provided from onsite wells.

The DCPP Sea Water Reverse Osmosis (Desalinization) Plant effectively



provides clean water from the Pacific Ocean for use in plant power
production systems as well as for providing plant potable water.

Auxiliary Saltwater System (Volume II, Exhibit D.7, Section 3.6)

The ASW System is a safety-related, Design Class 1 System.  It provides the heat
sink required for the safe shutdown of the plant.  The system in each unit provides
cooling water from the Pacific Ocean (the Ultimate Heat Sink) to the Component
Cooling Water (CCW) heat exchangers, through which CCW is pumped and, in
turn, serves to remove heat from various plant systems.  In the event of an
accident involving a significant loss of reactor coolant, the ASW System is relied
upon to function so that the CCW System can cool the Residual Heat Removal and
Containment Ventilation systems, which, in turn, cool the nuclear fuel in the
reactor and the Containment, respectively.  ASW and CCW are also used to cool
the Spent Fuel Pool (SFP) Cooling Systems.  There are two ASW Pumps for each
unit, and each pump can supply sufficient cooling water through both of two
redundant trains to either of the two CCW heat exchangers for each unit.  In
addition, an ASW crosstie exists between Units 1 and 2 so that the standby ASW
Pump from one unit can supply ocean water to either CCW heat exchanger of the
other unit.  This crosstie is modeled in the Probabilistic Risk Assessment evaluation
for DCPP.

The ASW Pumps in each unit are electric motor driven 100 percent capacity pumps
and are powered from separate vital power 4kV electrical buses.  In the case of a
loss of offsite power, the pump motors are powered by electricity supplied by
DCPP's Emergency Diesel Generators. The pumps are physically located in the
Intake Structure.  Each pump is located in a separate watertight compartment with
drainage to prevent motor damage as a result of flooding. Backflow check valves
are located in each compartment drain to prevent flooding in the compartment
from external sources. Additionally, snorkels with intakes located at the 45-foot
level are installed to maintain compartment ventilation should the intake structure
be flooded.  One traveling screen filters the seawater for two ASW Pump suction
bays.  The portable Emergency ASW (EASW) System serves as a major element of
the post-Fukushima FLEX strategy.  DCPP has four trailer-mounted diesel-driven
EASW Pumps, two per unit, which are designed to take suction from the ocean and
be tied into the ASW discharge to the plant with portable piping.  The portable,
built on-site EASW System has been procured and tested satisfactorily.

ASW System Health was rated overall as Green (Healthy) for both Units 1 and 2.
 Each unit was also rated on the following additional individual performance sub-
categories: Reliability, Maintenance Rule Compliance, Material/Equipment
Condition, Operations Concerns, Performance Monitoring, and Design.  All of those
performance sub-categories were rated as Green (Healthy) for Unit 1 except for a
rating of Red (Unsatisfactory) in the performance sub-category of Reliability.  This
rating was due to a motor ground that occurred during a pump start in July 2021.
 All of the initial corrective actions for the event were complete, but the rating
would remain Red until all of the follow-up actions for the Root Cause Evaluation



(RCE) were fully closed and reviewed by the Corrective Action Review Board.  Unit
2 was rated as Yellow (Deficient) in the performance sub-category of
"Material/Equipment Condition."  This Yellow rating was driven by a problem with
age-related degradation of the gate covers at the Intake Structure.  That
degradation did not immediately affect system operation and had been temporarily
addressed by the use of epoxy sealants.  Mr. Pratt reported that the issue was also
present on Unit 1 to a lesser extent.  Performing more permanent repairs would be
complex due to the need for cofferdams or other equipment to isolate seawater
from the area and allow the replacement of the steel embedments and the
surrounding concrete.  He noted that this work would be a candidate for project
funds available to support extended operations.

The DCISC noted that missing from the health report was a long-standing issue
regarding the impact of high ocean (i.e., Ultimate Heat Sink) temperatures greater
than 64° F that were experienced during the summer and fall of 2014 (with a peak
temperature of 68.2° F being reached on October 15, 2014).  Although those high
temperatures had not been reached again since 2014, the Technical Specification
Basis Limiting Condition for Operations is 70° F, above which the system design
has not been validated and operations would be outside the current licensing
basis.  Mr. Pratt reported that there had been no change in the status of the issue
since the DCISC's last review.  DCPP engineers had developed a Prompt
Operability Assessment (POA) covering higher temperatures that could be used if
needed during a short-term period of operations with high ocean inlet
temperatures.  It was anticipated that the POA would be completed if and when it
was actually needed to support continued operations.  Mr. Pratt reported that
previous efforts to engage a vendor to perform a detailed calculation to
demonstrate that plant limits could be adjusted to use a higher ocean inlet
temperature would be reconsidered for action as a part of reviews on the use of
funds available to support extended operations.  The DCISC learned that DCPP
planned to have a vendor update calculations on allowable ocean inlet
temperatures, which is appropriate given the possibility of extended operations
and the challenge of rising ocean water temperatures.

Conclusions:     The DCISC found that the Auxiliary Saltwater Systems
continue to be given close attention by the DCPP staff, and the systems in
both Units continue to be rated as "Healthy" with no major issues.  The
DCISC learned that DCPP planned to have a vendor update calculations on
allowable ocean inlet temperatures, which is appropriate given the
possibility of extended operations and the challenge of rising ocean water
temperatures.

4.15.3 Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions:  DCPP has dealt effectively with equipment and system
problems and is focused on improving system health. DCPP's Plant Health
Committee effectively focused on system/component health, and overall



system health has improved.

Recommendations:    None
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4.16 Steam Generator Performance

4.16.1 Overview and Previous Activities

Steam Generator (SG) tube reliability is important to operational safety
because the SG tubes are part of the Reactor Coolant System (RCS) boundary.
The nuclear industry has experienced substantial problems with a variety of
mechanisms that can cause the SG tubes to deteriorate.  The most notable of
these is stress corrosion cracking. To address these issues DCPP engaged in a
major capital project of replacing all 8 DCPP steam generators: four in Unit 2 were
replaced during refueling outage 2R14 (February - April 2008), and four in Unit 1
were replaced during refueling outage 1R15, (January - April 2009).

The DCISC did not review the DCPP Steam Generators during the previous
reporting period. The DCISC concluded the following during the previous reporting
period:

Although the DCISC did not review DCPP Steam Generators during this
reporting period, the DCPP Steam Generators (SGs) have been performing
well since their replacements in 2008 and 2009, and no problems have
been reported.

4.16.2 Current Period Activities

The DCISC did not review Steam Generators during the current reporting
period; however, performance to date has been good, and no problems have been
reported.

4.16.3 Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions:  Although the DCISC did not review DCPP Steam
Generators during this reporting period, the DCPP Steam Generators
(SGs) have been performing well since their replacements in 2008 and
2009, and no problems have been reported.

Recommendations: None
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4.17 Outage Management

4.17.1 Overview and Previous Activities

The DCISC monitors DCPP's outage plans, actions, and results in the following
ways:

Reviews of outage safety evaluations and plans
Regular fact-finding meetings to discuss planned major modifications,
inspections, maintenance and activities
Regular reports from PG&E at DCISC Public Meetings on outage plans and
outage performance, noting any special situations or problems affecting
safety
Visits to DCPP during outages to monitor the Outage Coordination Center,
Control Room, and activities of interest
Reviews of documentation and reports of outage activities such as steam
generator tube inspections, major equipment problems, and events affecting
safety

Since the DCISC began its review of this subject in 1990, outage management
performance has steadily improved.  DCPP continues to actively manage and track
Outage Duration, Collective Radiation Exposure, and Personnel Safety incurred
during the conduct of Unit Refueling Outages, as shown below:

 Outage
Duration
(days)

Collective Radiation
Exposure
(person-Rem)

Personnel Safety
(recordable
injuries)

Outage
Unit
1

Unit
2 Unit 1 Unit 2 Unit 1 Unit 2

R13 41 39 116 74  5 3

R14 30 691 103 226  6 3

R15 581 38 247 87  3 0
R16 42 36 123 30  1 0

R17 552 482 41 25  1 0
R18 32 32 30 30  0 0



R19 35 32 56 29  0 0

R20 683 39 48 24  0 0

R21 37 874 30 22 2 1

R22 30 525 27 11 0 1
R23 29 40 18 14 1 0

1 Steam Generator Replacement Outage
2 Process Control System Replacement
3 Reactor Vessel Baffle Bolt Inspection and Replacement
4 Main Generator Stator Rebuild
5 Main Generator Stator Repairs

During the previous reporting period, the DCISC reviewed the following topics
related to Outage Management at four Fact-finding Meetings and one Public
Meeting:

Refueling Outage 2R22 and 1R23 Safety Plans 
Observe Refueling Outage 1R23 Outage Control Center Activities
Refueling Outage 1R23 Results and Plans for Refueling Outage 2R23

The DCISC concluded the following during the previous reporting period:

The DCPP Refueling Outages 2R22 and 1R23 Outage Safety Plans and
Safety Schedules appeared comprehensive and effective to prevent the
plant safety level from dropping below acceptable safety standards.
 DCPP's Outage Control Center was observed to be effectively managing
Refueling Outage 1R23 activities.  DCPP's Refueling Outage 1R23 was
successfully performed.  All planned scope of work was completed, and
performance goals were met except for post-outage power ascension and
reliability.

4.17.2 Current Period Activities

During the current period, the DCISC reviewed Outage Management at three
Fact-finding Meetings and two Public Meetings. The following topics were reviewed:

Refueling Outage 2R23 Outage Safety Plan
Refueling Outage 2R23 Results 
Plans for Refueling Outage 1R24

Preparations for Refueling Outage 2R23 and Safety Plan (Volume II, Exhibit D.3,
Section 3.4, and Exhibit B.3)

DCPP reported that goals and the activities established and planned for Refueling



Outage 2R23, scheduled to begin in October 2023, were as follows:

Performance Measure Goal
Serious Injury or Fatality Events 0
Nuclear Safety Issues 0
Site Clock Resets 0
Outage Duration ≤35 days
ALARA (person rem) 14.8 Rem
Significant FME Events 0
Power Ascension ≤5 days
Reliability ≥90 days

Refueling Outage 2R23's major scope activities on the primary, secondary sides of
the plant and electrical work included:

Auxiliary saltwater pump 2-2 motor and pump replacement.
Primary valve maintenance outage window.
Feedwater heater extent of condition inspection, repair and preventive tube
plugging.
Travelling screens 2-2, 2-4, and 2-6 overhaul.
Auxiliary transformers 2-1 and 2-2 isophase bushing inspections.
Startup transformer 2-2 power factor testing.
Residual heat removal pump motor overhaul.
12kV and 4kV bus E preventive maintenance.
Main condenser expansion joint replacement and inspection.

The DCISC reviewed the Refueling Outage 2R23 Safety Plan and Safety Schedule.
 The purpose of the Outage Safety Plan was to provide information on outage
safety requirements and highlight potential higher risk activities to plant staff.  The
intent of the Outage Safety Plan was to provide a concise document for use in
evaluating plant conditions during Modes 5 (Cold Shutdown) and 6 (Refueling) to
ensure the key safety functions are satisfied.  The Outage Safety Plan provided
background information for the logic contained in the Outage Safety Checklists,
and the plan, schedule and checklists together ensured that the equipment and
plant conditions assumed in the abnormal procedures for use during shutdown
were met.  The abnormal procedures contain guidance for providing passive core
cooling as well as guidance on key safety system restoration.  The Outage Safety
Checklists are the primary means of verifying that normal and backup decay heat
removal capabilities can be maintained through a very severe event, which is
assumed to be a loss of all AC power.

The Refueling Outage 2R23 Safety Plan contained the following topics:

2R23 Defense-in-Depth Non-Green Color Descriptions



Infrequently Performed Tests or Evolutions
Contingency Strategies
Approved Outage Safety Checklist Exceptions
Transition Periods and Testing
Outline/Basis for Each of the Outage Safety Phases for 2R23:

Mode 5 (Cold Shutdown) Loops Filled
Mode 5 Loops Not Filled
Mode 6 (Refueling) Reactor Coolant System (RCS) Level at
Greater than 111 feet
Core Offloaded

The Outage Safety Checklists were provided for each of the four basic plant outage
phases listed and described above (along with the outage phase of Mode 6 RCS
Level Less than 111 feet, which was not planned to be used during Refueling
Outage 2R23).  The Checklists were to be completed by Control Room Operators
at least once during each shift, any time a piece of equipment was removed from
service, and any time the plant entered or exited a transition period.  There was
one major recent change to the checklists compared to previous outages: the
Intake Structure would no longer be a vital security area. Physical access for
operators was less restricted for performing any needed contingency actions such
as establishing a crosstie between the two units' Auxiliary Salt Water systems.

DCPP uses "Phoenix," a computer-based tool used online to analyze changes in
risk using the PRA model when equipment is removed from service for
maintenance.  As the PRA model does not extend to shutdown conditions, Phoenix
is used during outages via the loading of deterministic fault trees for shutdown
conditions based on the Outage Safety Checklists.  An "N+1" Defense in Depth
(DID) approach, where N generally represents the minimum number of equipment
sets needed to maintain a key safety function, is then utilized by Phoenix to
evaluate the availability of the key safety functions.  This DID Status is
represented by the following four-color definitions:

Green - represents DID greater than N+1, where N is the minimum number
of components needed to maintain a key safety function with more than one
backup means of support.
Yellow - represents DID equals N+1, which is considered the normal DID.
 Key safety functions are fully supported with at least one backup means of
support.
Orange - represents a DID equals N condition, where key safety functions are
supported, but the normal desired DID is not met, and compensatory
measures must be put in place.
Red - represents a DID less than N condition in which key safety functions are
not supported.

DCPP considers a status of Green or Yellow as acceptable for planned outage



activities because key safety functions are fully supported with at least N+1 DID.
 The contingency plans provide an additional approach to DID, because they
provide a backup safety function should a minimum safety function becomes
unavailable.  DCPP avoids planned activities which result in Orange conditions, and
Red conditions are prohibited.

The Refueling Outage 2R23 Safety Plan at the start of the outage contained no
Orange or Red conditions and six individual Yellow ones.  The six planned
individual Yellow conditions, which were detailed and explained in the safety plan,
were as follows:

1. Reactor Coolant System (RCS) Inventory Control - One Yellow condition was
planned to occur when only one Safety Injection (SI) Pump would be operable
with fuel in the core.  (All three Centrifugal Charging Pumps out of service for
testing and one SI pump out of service due to a planned maintenance outage
of the 'F' Vital Electrical Bus.)

2. Reactivity Control - One Yellow condition was planned to occur for the same
reason and coincident with the above Yellow condition for RCS Inventory
Control.

3. Support Systems (Heat Sink) - Two Yellow conditions were planned to occur
when one of two Auxiliary Saltwater System/Component Cooling Water
System trains would be out of service during lowered RCS inventory.

4. Vital AC Power - Two Yellow conditions were planned to occur due to a single
offsite power source available.  The first would occur when the plant was at
lowered inventory while the Main Bank power supply was being removed from
service at the start of the outage, and the second would occur when the
Start-up Bank power supply was removed from service during lowered
inventory late in the outage.

There would be no mid-loop operations required because there were no planned
activities that would drain the RCS hot legs.  Regarding unplanned schedule
changes that might occur during the outage, the managers referred to the process
and form contained in the controlling procedure which required a review to ensure
that any unexpected schedule changes did not reduce the DID or affect any
configurations covered by the checklists.

The DCISC concluded that the Refueling Outage 2R23 Safety Plan and
Safety Schedule appeared comprehensive and effective in maintaining an
appropriate safety margin during upcoming planned outage activities.

Refueling Outage 2R23 Results (Volume II, Exhibit D.6, Section 3.2)

The DCISC reviewed the results of Refueling Outage 2R23.  Regarding nuclear and
personnel safety, the outage was a success with all safety goals met or exceeded
as shown in the table below.  Outage length, however, exceeded its goal by almost
five days due to the need to repair a stem packing leak on a Residual Heat
Removal System isolation valve directly off the Reactor Coolant System within



Containment.  This repair required a partial return to Mode 5 with a corresponding
pressure reduction.  This repair was a prudent decision to assure safe, reliable
operation after reaching full power. Foreign Material Exclusion performance was
good.

DCPP reported that the results for upcoming Refueling Outage 2R23 were as
follows:

Performance Measure Results
Significant Injuries or Fatalities 0
Nuclear Safety Events 0
Site Clock Resets 0
Outage Duration 39 days, 21 hours, 28 minutes
ALARA (person rem) 14.210 Rem
Significant FME Events 0
Power Ascension 3 days, 4 hours, 32 minutes
Reliability ≥90 days (goal met)

DCPP's Outage 2R23 was successful from a nuclear and personnel safety
standpoint, meeting or exceeding all safety goals.  One goal, outage
length, was exceeded by almost five days due to repair of a Residual Heat
Removal System isolation valve stem packing leak, which was a prudent
decision to assure safe, reliable operation after reaching full power.

Plans for Refueling Outage 1R24 (Volume II, Exhibit D.10, Section 3.3, and Exhibit
B.9)

Refueling Outage 1R24 was scheduled to occur in the Fall 2023, and was a
particularly important outage for the following reasons:

Initial implementation of modifications, maintenance and inspections needed
to support NRC License Renewal
Implementation of modifications and maintenance needed to support
extended operation to 2030
Removal of a reactor vessel coupon for analyzing vessel fracture toughness to
avoid the possibility of pressurized thermal shock induced failures

The goals and the activities for Refueling Outage 1R24, scheduled to begin in
October 2023, were as follows:

Performance Measure Goal
Significant Injuries or Fatalities 0
Nuclear Safety Events 0
Site Clock Resets 0
Outage Duration ≤50 days



ALARA (person rem) TBD
Significant FME Events 0
Power Ascension ≤5 days
Reliability ≥90 days

Refueling Outage 1R24 major scope activities on the primary, secondary sides of
the plant and electrical work included:

Two Reactor Coolant Pump Seal Replacements
Steam Generator Eddy Current Testing and Secondary Side Inspections
Refueling Water Storage Tank Inspection*
Containment Building Inspection* 
Reactor Vessel Capsule B Removal
Replace Reactor Vessel Level Instrumentation System Bellows and Seals
High Pressure Turbine Inspections
Auxiliary Saltwater Pump Replacement
Circulating Water Pump Overhaul
Condensate Booster Pump Overhaul
Condensate Storage Tank Inspection*
Diesel Fuel Oil Storage Tank Inspections*
Intake and Discharge Structure and Conduit Inspections*
Intake Traveling Screen Frame Replacements
Vital Bus Maintenance
Startup Transformer Load Tap Changer Overhaul
Main and Auxiliary Transformer Power Factor Testing
480V and 4kV Vital Bus Cable Testing*

* Required to Support License Renewal

DCPP was satisfactorily planning and preparing for its Refueling Outage
1R24, which was scheduled to occur Fall 2023.  This would be a
particularly important outage because new modifications, maintenance
activities, and inspections will be implemented for NRC License Renewal
and likely extension of operations from 2025 to 2030, plus removal of a
reactor vessel material coupon for analysis of vessel fracture toughness.

4.17.3 Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions:  The Refueling Outage 2R23 Safety Plan and Safety
Schedule appeared comprehensive and effective in maintaining an
appropriate safety margin during planned outage activities.  Refueling
Outage 2R23 was successful from a nuclear and personnel safety
standpoint, meeting or exceeding all safety goals.  One goal, outage



length, was exceeded by almost five days due to the repair of a Residual
Heat Removal System isolation valve stem packing leak.  DCPP was
satisfactorily preparing for Refueling Outage 1R24, which was scheduled
to occur in October 2023.  This would be a particularly important outage
because new modifications, maintenance activities, and inspections will
be implemented for NRC License Renewal and the extension of power
operations.

Recommendations:  None
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4.18 Plant Safety-Security Interface

(Note: because of the sensitive nature of nuclear plant security, only
limited information can be presented in this public report.)

4.18.1 Overview and Previous Activities

The DCISC has previously reviewed plant security in fact-finding meetings by
reviewing security performance measures and by reviewing plant audits and NRC
inspections of the Security Program. Additionally, there have been overviews of
the Security Program in DCISC public meetings.

The DCISC reviews and NRC inspects these measures. The DCISC monitors and
assesses current security measures and expected modifications to determine
whether there may be negative effects on plant safety during normal operation
and maintenance and emergency response during off-normal conditions.

The DCISC's interest and scope of review was limited to the effects of Security-
related barriers and procedures on nuclear and operational safety rather than
Security itself. The DCISC reviewed the following DCPP safety-security interface
during the previous period:

Cyber Security Program
Safety Security Interface and Intake Structure Devitalization

The DCISC concluded in the previous reporting period that the DCPP
Safety/Security Interface Program appeared to be implemented
effectively, and the devitalization of security in the DCPP Intake Structure
was based on appropriate measures.

4.18.2 Current Period Activities

The Cyber Security program in general was now considered mature and the
station was focusing on maintaining effective implementation. One recent gap and
focus area being addressed involved improvements to speed up the process for
testing and implementing software patches for equipment under the program.
Additional resources were being allocated to ensure that patches were tested and



implemented in a timely manner.

DCPP expected that significant portions of the program would remain active at
least through the first 15 months of decommissioning (the period during which the
risk of a spent fuel zirconium fire remained). DCPP had reviewed recent
cybersecurity incidents that received high levels of public attention (e.g., Colonial
Pipeline, Solar Winds, Blackberry, etc.). and concluded that it was not vulnerable
to similar attacks. The primary basis for this conclusion was the strong isolation
between the corporate-wide information technology network and operating
equipment at DCPP. For example, the Colonial Pipeline attack involved emails
received on plant operating computers (CDAs), and DCPP did not allow any email
software or external internet connections on plant operating computers.

The DCISC reviewed the following the DCPP safety/security-related items during
the current period:

Cyber Security Update (Volume II, Exhibit D.3, Section, 3.7, and Exhibit D.7,
Section 3.8)
Safety Security Interface (Volume II, Exhibit D.6, Section 3.7)

Cyber Security Update

The DCISC's Charter is to review the operational safety of the power plant, and the
Committee does not review security except from the perspective of how it
interfaces with safety and one of the attributes of cyber security is that virtually
every effort in furtherance of cyber security also improves the reliability of the
station's computer systems in general and there is a strong alignment between
cyber security and operational safety.

The DCPP Cyber Security Program was developed in full accordance with 10 CFR
73.54, the NRC Cyber Security Rule, and the intent of that rule is to provide a high
assurance that digital computer and communications systems and networks are
adequately protected against cyber attack. The DCPP Cyber Security Program is in
compliance with the NRC's Cyber Security Plan and with the Nuclear Energy
Institute's guidance document NEI 08-09, Revision 6, "Cyber Security Plan for
Nuclear Power Reactors." DCPP achieved full implementation of its Cyber Security
Program by December 2017 and has continued reviewing and improving the
program. In March 2021 NRC completed an inspection of DCPP's Cyber Security
Program and DCPP received favorable results from the inspection with no findings
or violations. DCPP was one of the last plants to have its Cyber Security Program
evaluated by the NRC and the NRC noted it was unusual to have an inspection
result in no violations or findings.

The purpose of the Cyber Security Program is to protect DCPP critical digital assets
to both protect the plant and the health and safety of the public from the
consequences of a cyber attack. Specifically, the Cyber Security Program provides
protection of critical digital assets or systems that are associated with:



Safety-related and important-to safety functions
Security functions
Emergency preparedness functions, including off-site communications
Support systems and equipment for the above functions.

The Cyber Security Program maintains capability for timely detection and response
to a cyber attack and to mitigate the consequences of such an attack and restore
affected systems, networks or equipment. Comprehensive measures have been
implemented including procedures and processes to ensure DCPP's regulatory
requirements are met and maintained, and controls are used to harden critical
digital assets to ensure they are protected or that they can be restored if
compromised. The DCPP cyber security team constantly monitors threat feeds in
conjunction with PG&E's corporate Security Information Operations Center to
identify and evaluate new threats, and if vulnerabilities are found, they are
promptly patched or otherwise mitigated. The team attends annual training
conducted by the SANS (SysAdmin, Audit, Network and Security) Institute,
participates in industry benchmarking, and conducts an annual cyber security drill.
DCPP partners with other nuclear power plants to leverage the different tools
available and has a wide range of tools available to ensure its systems are
protected.

Two recent cyber attacks, the Solar Winds and the Colonial Pipeline events, were
evaluated for evolving threats and DCPP participated in industry conference calls
and response meetings. The determination concerning both events was that DCPP
was not vulnerable to either the compromised software issues which gave rise to
the Solar Winds vendor issue or to the ransomware Colonial Pipeline event as
DCPP's controls and processes were found to provide sufficient protection in both
cases. The tactics used in those events were evaluated as were the lessons
learned in the development of DCPP cyber security drills.

The next action for the DCPP Cyber Security Program will be to continue the path
to continuously evaluate incoming threat intelligence and plant systems and
controls and participate in first responder meetings when threats are identified.
DCPP has partnered with Cal Poly to develop a cyber security education program
and a lab at the university.

DCPP continuously evaluates cyber security controls and the constantly evolving
threat environment for new threats to ensure protection remains adequate. The
DCPP cyber organization consists of one supervisor and three full time employees,
is constantly evaluating staffing levels, and is in the process now of increasing
staffing. Force-on-force drills are not conducted for cyber security, but internal
cyber security drills are conducted on an annual basis. DCPP employs a graded
approach to its critical digital assets including classifying them by function as well
as by their ability to be compromised. The station does not treat every critical
digital asset equally and has developed a defense in depth strategy based on the
criticality of the asset that determines the level or rigor of the controls that are



applied.

Unlike the parent (PG&E corporate) organization's internet and email systems,
DCPP's critical digital assets have no direct connections to the internet. All safety
systems and controls, power producing systems, and related technical systems are
triple-isolated from the outside, such that no probe or attack can enter and disable
any functions. The same is true for devices brought into the station, i.e., they are
screened and used in isolation mode until cleared for connection to station
systems.

The DCPP Cyber Security System and Program appear highly effective in
detecting and preventing probes and attacks on plant safety and power-
producing systems.

Safety Security Interface

The purpose of the Safety-Security Interface Process is to assess and manage
changes to safety and security activities to prevent or mitigate potential adverse
effects that could negatively impact either plant safety or security. The DCISC
received and reviewed the DCPP Procedure OM11.ID7, "Safety/Security Interface
Program," which identified management controls and processes used to establish
and maintain an effective interface between nuclear safety and site security,
addressing the following:

Plant Modifications
Procedure Changes and Emergency Plan Changes
Emergent Operational Conditions and Maintenance Activities
Changes to Security Plans
Safety/Security Programmatic Reviews

This procedure appeared satisfactory for its intended purpose. DCPP described
examples of actual safety/security interface activities, which resulted in no safety
or security problems.

Security staffing during normal operations, during Refueling Outages, and upon
implementation of the station Emergency Plan, was satisfactory, although
additional Security personnel would be needed for the five-year extension of
operations through 2030. This staffing activity had begun, along with other plant
personnel needs.

DCPP reported that there were no issues adversely affecting safety or security
regarding design or procedure changes or physical security barrier modifications.
To keep up to date on plant activities either the Security Manager or the Security
Watch Commander attends and is a participating member of both the daily
morning and afternoon status meetings.



The DCPP Safety-Security Interface appeared healthy and was designed
and implemented satisfactorily.

4.18.3 Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions:     DCPP's Cyber Security Program appeared to be
effectively managed, and efforts are continued to ensure that the program
was successfully sustained. DCPP's safety/security interface appeared
effectively implemented.

Recommendations:    None
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4.19 Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation (ISFSI)

4.19.1 Overview and Previous Activities

The history of spent fuel storage at DCPP has dictated several changes to its
approach for the management of spent fuel over the years.  During plant
construction, the expectation for the management of used nuclear fuel was that it
would be stored for a short period on site, then sent off-site to be reprocessed and
reused.  Accordingly, the DCPP's expectation was that there would only be the
need for storing a modest amount of used fuel on site at any time, and the Spent
Fuel Pools were each arranged to accommodate 270 fuel assemblies.

As time passed, the reprocessing option did not materialize because of a change in
national policy, and the impact of the accompanying uncertainty regarding the
increasing used fuel inventory on site, in turn, led to the need to expand the used
fuel storage capacities to 1,324 assemblies in each pool. However, national policy
on this topic later became directed at the development of a national used fuel
storage facility at Yucca Mountain, Nevada, which was mandated to begin receiving
spent fuel in 1998. Recognizing that DCPP would indeed be able to have its used
fuel shipped offsite, PG&E returned the Spent Fuel Pools again to their original
capacities of 270 assemblies in each pool.

In the ensuing years, the recognition that the future of Yucca Mountain as a
repository for used nuclear fuel was in jeopardy and that the future of off-site
storage of used nuclear fuel was uncertain, DCPP again expanded its used nuclear
fuel storage capacity to 1,324 assemblies for each pool, which are their current
capacities. Also, a separate Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation (ISFSI)
was constructed on site for the dry storage of used fuel. The ISFSI began receiving
used fuel in 2009, and Multi-Purpose Canisters (MPCs) from Holtec have been used
for spent fuel storage at the DCPP ISFSI since that time.

In March 2022, PG&E selected a new vendor, Orano. for future movement and
storage of additional spent fuel assemblies at the ISFSI.  PG&E considered that the
primary advantages of the proposed Orano Spent Fuel Storage System was that it
simplified the interface between the plant and the ISFSI, and the system could
support the movement of all spent fuel from the plant to the ISFSI on a much



shorter timeframe following a cessation of operations than could be accomplished
using the previous system.  It was estimated that the Orano system could support
the transfer of all spent fuel from the spent fuel pools to the ISFSI within two
years following a cessation of operations.

The DCISC reviewed the following ISFSI-related topics at five Fact-finding
Meetings and three Public Meeting during the previous period:

ISFSI License Renewal Application 
New Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation Canister System

The DCISC concluded the following during the previous reporting period:

The inspections for stress corrosion cracking of DCPP Independent Spent
Fuel Storage Installation stainless steel multi-purpose canisters and
overpacks were completed with no significant adverse findings.  DCPP
was appropriately managing the license renewal process and the
development of an Aging Management Plan for the Independent Spent
Fuel Storage Installation and its existing spent fuel storage system.

DCPP's process for procurement of a new spent fuel storage system by
Orano appeared appropriate.  The DCISC planned to continue to review
technical information on the new system and its NRC licensing documents
as more information becomes available.

4.19.2 Current Period Activities

During the current period, the DCISC reviewed the ISFSI at four Fact-finding
Meetings and three Public Meetings. The following topics were reviewed:

New Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation Canister System 
Technical Review of New Spent Fuel Storage System
Plans for Spent Fuel Storage During Extended Operations

New Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation Canister System (Volume II,
Exhibit D.1, Section 3.11; Exhibit D.4, Sections 3.2 and 3.3; and Exhibit B.3)

DCPP's existing ISFSI dry storage system utilizes Holtec as the vendor and uses a
system of vertical stainless steel MPCs and concrete and steel overpacks for the
storage of spent fuel assemblies.  Each MPC holds 32 spent fuel assemblies, and
there are 58 MPCs stored in overpacks at the ISFSI.  In early 2021, PG&E began
the process of soliciting proposals for the supply of a new spent fuel storage
system and associated services.

In March 2022, PG&E selected a new vendor, Orano, for future movement and
storage of additional spent fuel assemblies at the ISFSI.  PG&E considered that the
primary advantage of the proposed Orano Spent Fuel Storage System was in the



simplification of the interface between the plant and the ISFSI.  Specifically, spent
fuel canisters would move directly from the transporter to storage and would not
need to be handled or repackaged into overpacks using the ISFSI Cask Transfer
Facility.  Additionally, the Orano system could support the movement of all spent
fuel from the plant to the ISFSI on a much shorter timeframe than could be
accomplished using the previous system.  It was estimated that the Orano system
could support the transfer of all spent fuel from the spent fuel pools to the ISFSI
within two years following a cessation of operations (assuming timely NRC
approval of the system, including proposed enhanced thermal capabilities).  PG&E
also believed that the Orano system would achieve many of the desired attributes
received via the public input from the Diablo Canyon Decommissioning
Engagement Panel (reducing the time required to transfer all spent fuel to the
ISFSI, access to perform inspections, retrievability, etc.).  Use of the Orano
system and timeframe would also prevent spent fuel activities from interfering
with decommissioning activities, and the use of a 'spent fuel island' approach to
separate the Spent Fuel Pool area from the rest of the station would not be
required.

The Orano system was already licensed by NRC and used at 17 nuclear power
plants in the U.S. and others overseas. The Orano system would employ the
NUHOMS Extended Optimized Storage system, a modular horizontal storage
system.  In the NUHOMS system, spent fuel would be loaded under water
vertically into a Dry Shielded Canister (DSC), each of which would hold 37 spent
fuel assemblies.  After loading, the DSCs would be dried via vacuum drying, filled
with helium, and moved to the horizontal position for transfer to the ISFSI via
specialized transporter.  Once at the ISFSI, the DSC would be inserted directly
from the transporter into a Horizontal Storage Module (HSM).  Each HSM would be
a reinforced-concrete and structural steel enclosure approximately 25 feet long
and 20 feet tall.  The HSMs would be bolted together into groups (arrays) at the
ISFSI pad to enhance their ability to withstand seismic loads without tipping over.

Currently, DCPP's use of the Holtec system was covered by a site-specific NRC
license under 10 CFR Part 72.  The proposed new Orano system was currently
licensed by the NRC for general use (at multiple facilities) under 10 CFR Part 72
(the NRC regulations governing spent fuel storage).  PG&E planned to use the
Orano general license for the new system, which would be allowed via a change to
PG&E's facility license under 10 CFR Part 50 (the NRC regulations governing power
reactors).  It was envisioned that in the end, DCPP would have a mix of canisters
licensed under a site-specific license (Holtec) and canisters licensed under a
general license (Orano) at the ISFSI, which is currently also the case at four other
nuclear power plants in the U.S.

There was one major licensing change that would be required to support the
proposed use of the Orano DSCs at DCPP.  It was planned to request via an
Amendment 4 to the general license that the NRC approve a modification to the
general license that would allow the use of maximum heat loads up to 50 kW total
and 4.2 kW per cell (assembly).  The DCISC asked what the impact would be



should such an approval not be received, and the Orano staff explained that the
currently approved (lower) maximum heat load for the DSC could be used, but a
longer time (approximately 30 months after shutdown, 7 months longer than the
allowed by the current plan) would be required to complete the movements of all
fuel assemblies to the ISFSI.  Orano planned to submit Amendment 4 in the fourth
quarter of 2022, and it was expected that the NRC review would take about two
years.

Separately, the License Renewal Application for the current Holtec system used at
the ISFSI was under review by the NRC.    The Safety Evaluation Report had not
yet been issued, and public hearings were expected to be held.  No problems were
anticipated since routine inspections were being carried out to identify any
degradation.

Management of Greater than Class C (GTCC) Waste would require storage of
legacy GTCC Waste in the Spent Fuel Pools and material from Reactor Vessel
internals during decommissioning.  The design of the GTCC Waste storage system
was not yet complete.

DCPP was proceeding appropriately in planning for all of its spent fuel
storage needs for either plant shutdown in 2025 or continued power
production until 2030.

At the request of the DCISC, DCPP personnel guided the team in touring various
plant areas with an emphasis on Spent Fuel Storage and Decommissioning
Planning as follows:

Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation
Cask Transfer Facility
Spent Fuel Cask Transporter
Proposed Site of Storage Area for Greater than Class C Waste
Old Steam Generator Storage Facility
FLEX Equipment Upper Outdoor Storage Area

The ISFSI tour was instructive in terms of understanding the decision to switch
vendors from the Holtec vertical canisters to the Orano horizontal canister system.
 In Orano's system, once the spent fuel canisters are loaded vertically and placed
horizontally in the TC, it can be directly loaded directly into the HSMs.  Should
plant operations be extended beyond 2025, siting for additional storage will need
to be reviewed since there was limited expansion capability on the present pad to
handle additional spent fuel.  Double stacking of HSMs was discussed, but this
would require an additional license amendment and seismic analyses.  All observed
areas of the plant were clean, orderly, and well maintained.  All equipment
appeared to be in excellent condition.

The DCISC toured various outdoor areas near the Independent Spent Fuel
Storage Installation and found that the observed areas of the plant were



clean, orderly, and well maintained.

The following is a summary of the DCISC's discussions on this topic at its
September 2022 Public Meeting:

Orano managers described the components of the NUHOMS EOS spent fuel storage
system which is planned for installation at DCPP including the HSMs and the DSCs,
which are transported within a Transfer Cask (TC) loaded from within the spent
fuel pool, to be stored horizontally within the HSMs.  Horizontal storage lowers the
center of gravity of the DSC which provides for more seismic stability, and having
multiple HSMs in proximity to each other aids in self-shielding and lowering nearby
dose rate.

Loading of a DSC begins with loading the spent fuel assemblies into the DSC in the
spent fuel storage pool, with the heat load for each assembly having been
analyzed to determine its placement to ensure the maximum allowed heat load for
the DSC is not exceeded.  The DSC is then removed from the spent fuel pool and
the outside of the canister is decontaminated and two separate lids are welded,
with the inner lid forming the primary confinement boundary and the outer lid
providing a redundant boundary.  The DSC is then transferred to the TC, laid down
on to a trailer, taken to the storage location, pushed in to the HSM, and the HSM
door is bolted in place.  The DSCs to be used at DCPP will have 37 compartments
each holding one spent fuel assembly.

Once the DSC is placed within the HSM, cooling is provided by outside air that is
directed to cool the center of the DSC, and the highest temperature within the
DSC are typically in the center area. There has never been a failure of a DSC, and
the DSCs are designed to be unloaded and the contents transferred either within a
spent fuel pool or within a hot cell.  If a problem occurred with an Orano DSC (or a
Holtec MPC), the DSC or MPC could be packaged within a transportation cask
which is not reliant on the integrity of the DSC or MPC.

Regarding the margins available for temperature versus heat, Orano was
requested to accommodate a design heat load of almost 37 kilowatts per DSC. For
the Safety Analysis Report, Orano initially predicted a maximum Peak Clad
Temperature (PCT) of 348ºC. Over time, this was found to be conservative, and
the design heat load was reduced to almost 33 kilowatts in a License Amendment
Request and the maximum peak clad temperature was set at 318ºC.  When the
DSCs were actually loaded and temperatures measured, the maximum
temperature inside the DSC was found to be 229ºC, almost 100ºC lower than the
predicted maximum heat clad temperature.  The Electric Power Research Institute
has conducted numerous studies to try to understand the reason for the difference
and Orano stated the assumptions typically used in a licensing analysis are skewed
toward coming out with a higher temperature (conservative).  An example is the
use of 100ºF as the assumed ambient air temperature in the licensing analysis,
but the ambient air temperature was 75ºF when the actual temperature
measurements were conducted. Additionally, he stated that several components



inside the fuel basket are actually in contact with each other, but as part of its
methodology for licensing Orano assumes there is a gap which is a very
conservative estimate. The DCISC stated it understood why the conservatisms and
the license calculations are what they are, but with the same ambient temperature
and same heat load it was difficult to understand why the best estimate cannot get
closer to the actual measurement.

Regarding the seismic design of the HSMs, the HSMs can be configured back-to-
back in tied-together, top and bottom, arrays of three by two HSMs so that in the
event of a seismic event the HSMs arrays move jointly as one array and due to
their center of gravity they do not tip-over.  The HSMs have also been evaluated
as to their ability to minimally shift on a concrete pad.  For licensing analysis, a
minimum of three HSMs was used, and the HSMs could be configured in two
different configurations, a single array (three HSMs) or back-to-back (six HSMs).
 For the installation at DCPP, it was proposed that both configurations be used with
at least one single array.  Both of these configurations had been in use for 20
years and have undergone NRC review and validation for their stability and robust
configuration including extensive analysis by Sandia National Laboratory with the
conclusion is that tip-over will not occur at seismic levels that are higher than the
seismic site load at DCPP.

Orano proposed an Amendment No. 4 which concerns Orano's plan to offload fuel
at DCPP and would a change from the maximum decay heat in the license from 3.5
kilowatts to 4.5. kilowatts.  This amendment included a proposed design option to
improve the heat transfer conducted by aluminum plates through anodizing.

Concerning landslides at the DCPP ISFSI, the proposed configuration of the HSMs
would have the single array oriented so that the rear of the single array faces the
direction of the hillside, the source of a possible landslide and there would be no
HSM vents in that direction. Therefore, a landslide should have no impact on the
thermal effectiveness of the HSM.  Also, the connected HSMs share access to the
air inlet vents, such that if one inlet vent is blocked the HSM is able to receive air
from the other modules.

Technical Review of New Independent Spent Fuel Storage System (Volume II,
Exhibit D.1, Section 3.11; Exhibit D.5, Sections 3.10, 3.11, and 3.12, and Exhibit
D.7, Section 3.5)

The DCISC discussed availability of and access to technical information by the
DCISC on the proposed new Spent Fuel Storage System to be procured from
Orano.  DCPP reported that a large amount of technical information was currently
available to the public in the form of Certificate of Compliance (CoC) submittals
made by Orano to the NRC along with approval documents issued by the NRC.
 Documents that were currently available to the DCISC and the public in the NRC
Agencywide Documents Access and Management System (ADAMS) included:

Adams



Document Subject
Accession
Number

Updated Final Safety Analysis Report for the
NUHOMS EOS System, Revision 4

ML22168A023
and
ML22168A024

NRC-Approved Certificate of Compliance 1042 Initial
Issuance

ML17116A277

NRC-Approved Certificate of Compliance 1042
Amendment 0 (correction)

ML17215A159

NRC-Approved Certificate of Compliance 1042
Amendment 1

ML20136A048

NRC-Approved Certificate of Compliance 1042
Amendment 2

ML21244A295

Orano Application for Certificate of Compliance 1042
Amendment 3

ML21102A281

CoC Amendment 4 was planned to be submitted by the end of 2022 and would
increase the allowable heat load from 3.5kW per assembly to 4.5kW per assembly
for pressurized water reactors like DCPP (similar to that proposed by Amendment
3 for boiling water reactors).  It was planned that the system proposed for DCPP
would be able to take advantage of the higher allowed heat loads that would be
allowed by the proposed CoC Amendment 4.

PG&E provided adequate information to the DCISC about where it could
locate publicly available technical details on the proposed new Spent Fuel
Storage System from Orano in the NRC ADAMS repository.

The DCISC's technical reviews of available technical information on the proposed
Orano system resulted in a list of questions for Orano.  The DCISC presented
Orano with a list of detailed technical questions in advance of two Fact-Finding
Meetings, and Orano provided verbal answers in the meetings and then followed
up by providing written answers and a technical report.  The DCISC's report on the
detailed technical issues follows, framed as the DCISC's Question followed by a
summary of Orano's Responses (written and verbal) and the Discussion with Orano
along with the DCISC's Conclusions, issue by issue:

1. Question:  What is the basis for the statement in the Updated Final Safety
Analysis Report (UFSAR; page 1-8) that there are no credible accident
scenarios that could breach the DSC confinement boundary?

Response and Discussion:  The UFSAR Chapter 12 lists the accidents that are
considered for the system and are consistent with those required by the NRC
for certification of storage systems.  Under conditions of loading, transfer, and
storage in the HSM, there are no creditable accidents that will cause a breach
of the canister.  This is primarily due to the fact that the canister is never
handled on its own during operational evolutions and is always protected by



either the TC or HSM.  Accident configurations that are analyzed include
drops, loss of neutron shielding, environmental phenomena, fires, etc.

Also, the DSC was designed to withstand a drop of up to 65" on a side or
corner, the stresses from which bounded most other accident scenarios. 
Within the DSC, each fuel assembly typically was stored with a 1.5" gap at
the end versus a maximum gap of 3.5" assumed in the drop analysis and
allowed by the licensing basis documents.   If a fuel assembly with controls
rods were to be stored in the DSC, the DSC would be of a slightly longer
design but subject to the same limitations.

Conclusion:  The DCISC concluded that this question was answered
satisfactorily.
 

2. Question:  Seismic loads in storage – how are they evaluated and compared
to the loads expected from the DCPP-specific Design Basis Earthquake?  What
does the analysis show about sliding of the canisters and forces on the faces
of the HSM during seismic events?

Later, the DCISC asked the following follow-up questions:
a. What is the status of site-specific evaluations for earthquake

effects and when will a final evaluation be available for review? 
b. Are evaluations planned that use any beyond-design-basis seismic

loading as input?  If so, how are those higher loadings
characterized, in terms of either the size of the seismic loadings,
or their annual frequency, or both? 

c. What is the effect upon safety for a significant amount (11-23") of
sliding of the HSMs during earthquakes?

Response and Discussion:  Regarding sliding of DSCs within the HSM,
movement is minimized by using axial retainers.  This design was the same
as used for the San Onofre HSMs and diagrams were provided to the DCISC.

Regarding integrity of the HSMs and sliding of the HSMs on the ISFSI pad, a
preliminary seismic response evaluation had been completed.  The structural
analysis methodology used was documented in UFSAR Chapter 3, and the
DCPP site-specific analyses were performed using that methodology but with
response spectrum that bounded the DCPP site-specific spectra for the ISFSI. 
The DCISC was presented with the results of the preliminary analysis which
showed that structural integrity of the HSM would be maintained during a
DCPP Design Basis Earthquake (DBE).  Additionally, the preliminary analysis
calculated the amount of movement (sliding) of a set of three HSMs tied
together could be as high as 11 inches front-to-back and 23 inches side-to-
side.



The DSC was designed to withstand up to 3gs of acceleration (from the drop
analysis discussed in Question 1 above), which was much higher than the
DCPP DBE (about 0.75g).  Additionally, a stand-alone HSM was designed to
withstand up to 0.45g without damage or tipping.  As this value was below
the DCPP DBE, the HSMs would be tied together in groups of at least three
HSMs and reanalyzed (as discussed above), which was a method described in
and approved by the licensing basis documents.  Preliminary results showed
that a group of three HSMs at DCPP would not tip and the maximum uplift on
any corner would be 0.6".

The following answers were provided in response to the DCISC's follow-up
questions:

a. Orano reported that the site-specific evaluation is expected to be
bounded by the generic evaluation for the storage system as
licensed by the NRC.  Under 10 CFR 72.48 (similar to 10 CFR
50.59), a site-specific evaluation is performed to confirm that the
system can be implemented at DCPP without prior NRC approval. 
Orano's site-specific evaluation for DCPP was almost complete at
the time of the meeting.  However, detailed internal reviews at
Orano needed to be fully completed before the evaluation could be
considered final and made available for review by the DCISC.  This
was expected to be completed in late first quarter or early second
quarter 2023.  Orano cautioned that some portions of the
evaluation could contain security-related and/or proprietary
information, and distribution would need to be appropriately
controlled.

b. The seismic input used in the evaluations for earthquake effects is
defined in terms of response spectra that bound the response
spectra for the site-specific design basis seismic load.  The
response spectra used as input were obtained by adjusting the
zero period accelerations of the generic NRC Regulatory Guide
1.60 spectra, so that the resulting spectral accelerations would
bound those of the site-specific response spectra in the entire
frequency range of interest.  Therefore, the seismic loading used
in evaluations exceeded the level of seismic loading intensity of
the site-specific design basis.  However, this was a deterministic
approach, and, as such, characteristics of the seismic loading,
such as the annual frequency, were not explicitly defined as a site-
specific beyond-design-basis seismic loading. 

c. While undergoing sliding, the HSMs maintain their rocking stability
and Orano reported that the sliding displacement is shown to be
less than the minimum separation distance between HSMs and
therefore an impact between HSMs is not a concern.  The
minimum separation distance between HSMs is defined as twice
the calculated maximum sliding displacement of a single HSM. 
The assumption in the current analysis is that a minimum of three



HSMs will be connected together.  When more than three are
connected, the sliding is expected to be considerably smaller.

Conclusions:  The DCISC concluded that these questions were answered
satisfactorily, but the DCISC should review the site-specific seismic evaluation
after final reviews and approvals are completed.
 

3. Question:  Seismic loads in transit – how are they evaluated and compared to
the loads expected from the DCPP-specific Design Basis Earthquake?

Response and Discussion:  DCPP-specific calculations were in progress and
the following configurations were being considered:  TC positioned just
outside the Fuel Handling Building, TC positioned along the haul path, TC
positioned on the ISFSI pad, and TC docked to the HSM.

Conclusion:  The DCISC concluded that these questions were answered
satisfactorily, but the DCISC should review the site-specific seismic evaluation
after final reviews and approvals are completed.
 

4. Question:  How is long term integrity of the storage system assured?

Response and Discussion:  With some of the oldest DSCs in the industry,
there is significant operational data for the NUHOMS systems that confirms
long term integrity can be maintained.  Future aging management programs
and canister inspection data (also see Question 14, below) will provide
additional insight into long term performance.  Some of the basic design
considerations such as heat transfer, basket and DSC material integrity,
neutron poison effectiveness, concrete strength etc., are designed to be valid
for more than 100 years.

Also, the inspections to date included examinations of about 400 systems at
seven sites, including some DSCs that had already been inspected twice.

Conclusion:  The DCISC concluded that this question was answered
satisfactorily.
 

5. Question:  What is the effect of vacuum drying on fuel integrity?

Later, the DCISC asked the following follow-up question:  Provide a
summary/generic procedure for vacuum drying which outlines the process and
what parameters monitored against established limits (time, pressure, percent
moisture, etc.)?

Response and Discussion:  The vacuum drying process is described in the UFSAR
Chapter 4.  The vacuum drying operations consider heat removal from the fuel by



conduction and radiation only and do not rely upon convective heat transfer
through gas or water.  Due to the design of the basket with aluminum and a
favorable loading arrangement, the fuel clad temperature remains well below the
limits even when under a vacuum.  Additionally, the vacuum drying operation does
not result in thermal cycling of the clad temperatures, and there are no time limits
to complete vacuum drying operations.

Orano reported that vacuum drying was performed based on the procedure
specified in Section 9.1.3 of the UFSAR.  The criterion for vacuum drying was also
specified in Section 3.1.1 of the Technical Specifications.  Sections of the vacuum
drying procedure from the UFSAR along with the Technical Specifications were
provided to and reviewed by the DCISC.

Conclusion:  The DCISC concluded that these questions were answered
satisfactorily.

6. Question:  Regarding damaged fuel assemblies - how does the design assure
their safety?  How are failed fuel assemblies handled (loose pieces)?

Later, the DCISC asked the following follow-up question:  Please provide a
summary of damaged fuel assemblies currently in storage in the Spent Fuel
Pools (SFPs) at DCPP which would need to be stored using the Orano system. 
Will there be any need to use Failed Fuel Containers, and if so, where would
they ultimately be stored at DCPP?

Response and Discussion:  Damaged fuel assemblies are those with cladding
damage in excess of pin hole leaks or hairline cracks and that can be handled
by normal means.  These fuel assemblies can be inserted in certain
compartments and then confined axially by Top and Bottom End Caps which
basically isolate the fuel assembly geometrically.  Analyses for a damaged
assembly demonstrated the integrity of the fuel assembly was maintained
under normal conditions while it may not be maintained for accident
conditions.  However, there was no impact on the DSC design functions as
the end caps ensured that the damaged assembly and fuel contents remain
within their compartment.

Fuel assemblies with significant damage with broken rods and fuel debris are
considered failed if they cannot be handled by normal means.  As such, they
are placed inside a secondary container, the Failed Fuel Container (FFC) which
ensures the isolation of the contents before loading into the DSC.  Analyses
for the FFC demonstrate that fuel integrity is not maintained under normal or
accident conditions; however, there is no impact on the DSC design functions.

DCPP's procedures define a damaged fuel assembly as one in which
inspections found damage to cladding, grid assemblies, or nozzles, and
defines a failed fuel assembly as one in which fuel clad has been breached



such that fission product gasses have been released.  Using those definitions,
DCPP has the following numbers of damaged and failed fuel assemblies:
 

Location
Failed
Assemblies Damaged Assemblies

Unit 1
SFP

8 2 (+ 4 potentially
damaged)

Unit 2
SFP

5 6

Additionally, the Unit 2 SFP also contained a stand-alone container with
another 10 damaged fuel rods that had been split apart to fit into the
container.

Based on the above numbers, the DCISC ascertained that there could be as
many as 25 damaged fuel assemblies that would be stored in DSCs using the
previously discussed approach of storing these fuel assemblies in specialized
compartments in a DSC which are then further confined by the installation of
top and bottom end caps.  There would also be one or more specially
constructed Failed Fuel Containers that would need to be stored in a DSC.  All
of these activities would be permissible under the current Orano license.
 DCPP also noted that the current site-specific license for the Holtec system
does not accommodate the storage of damaged or failed fuel.

Conclusion:  The DCISC concluded that these questions were answered
satisfactorily.
 

7. Question:  Explain the results of thermal evaluations and the difference
between theoretical analyses and actual measurements of peak temperature.
 Also, please explain the heat load design basis for early removal of hot spent
fuel.

Later, the DCISC asked the following follow-up questions: Does Orano have a
formal report discussing the differences in measured fuel temperatures versus
calculations?  If not, please provide a written evaluation how Orano explains
the differences and what is being done to reconcile them?

Response and Discussion:  The thermal evaluation is documented in the
UFSAR Chapter 4.  The mode of heat transfer from the fuel to the canister
surface is modeled using conduction and radiation only.  Basket internal
convection is not considered.  From the surface of the canister, the heat
transfer is by convection (airflow around the DSC) and radiation (DSC surface
to the heat shields of the HSM).

A Department of Energy demonstration project consisting of high burnup fuel



assemblies at another pressurized water reactor site, was initiated to obtain
high quality thermal performance data inside dry storage systems canister.
 Based on the results of the measurements, there is a conservatism of
approximately 50°F to 100°F in calculated versus measured temperatures.

For early removal of fuel assemblies, the primary consideration is the
maximum fuel assembly heat load.  At a cooling time of 18 months, the
maximum heat load of a fully burned, fuel assembly is close to 4.2 kW.  An
amendment to the license has been submitted to qualify the storage system
for a maximum decay heat per fuel assembly of 4.5 kW.  Orano provided a
presentation slide showing the maximum heat load configuration for the DSC
and resulting temperatures as submitted in the application to NRC.

Also, the sources of uncertainty in the analyses (the 50 °F to 100 °F
discussed above were thought to be:  1) no credit taken in calculations for
heat conducted by convection (helium gas), 2) variances between actual and
assumed gaps between aluminum plates and poison plates, 3) variances
between actual and assumed fuel to basket geometries, and 4) variations
between actual and assumed basket and shell gaps.  Additionally, it was
believed that the tables required be used for extrapolating decay heat load
from decay times contained an approximately 5% overstatement of heat load
(conservative).  Orano noted that the licensing basis was intended to be a
conservative, worst case basis and that designing for a "best estimate" was
not allowed for licensing.

Section 4.9.2 of the UFSAR provides a discussion on benchmarking the use of
a Computational Fluid Dynamics (CFD) model employed in evaluating the air
flow around the DSC while it is in storage within the HSM.  This benchmarking
evaluation modeled the thermal test setup of an HSM mockup with flat side
and top heat shields with 32 kW heat load.  This configuration closely
resembles the HSM heat shield configuration.  As outlined and reviewed in the
discussion in Section 4.9.2.4.1 of the UFSAR, the CFD model over predicts the
temperatures over most of the measured locations while also under predicting
in certain locations.

For the heat transfer within the DSC, the thermal methodology also is to
assume conservative gaps and ignore any contact between the interlocking
plates.  With regards to the fuel assembly, it is assumed that the fuel is
centered within each compartment and the fuel assembly is modeled using a
homogenized effective conductivity.  This approach overpredicts the
maximum temperatures as evidenced by the recent High Burnup Fuel
Demonstration Project.  In this project, the licensing application predicted a
maximum fuel cladding temperature of 318°C which was significantly higher
than the measured temperature of 229°C.  After the experiment was
completed, various studies have been done to better predict the maximum
temperatures.  However from Orano's perspective as a designer, no additional



actions were planned since the results were conservative in nature.

The DCISC also inquired if the NRC had accepted this argument about
conservatism in the analysis versus accuracy, and Orano responded that its
initial certification analysis was still valid and no additional information had
been requested from the NRC.  Orano also discussed with the DCISC how the
results of the demonstration project could be used in the future to change the
maximum fuel temperature allowed by the regulations and/or to refine the
estimates for the amount of heat that is released from spent fuel over time.
 Orano indicated that the licensing analysis did not credit any conservatives
identified nor was it needed to demonstrate safety for the DSC.

Conclusion:  The DCISC concluded that this question was answered
satisfactorily.
 

8. Question:  Explain loading operations at the Spent Fuel Pool (SFP) and the
ISFSI with regards to conduct of operations, assurance against rare
accidents, failure modes of the canister system, and any operating issues in
past loading campaigns.

Response and Discussion:  The DSC is always enclosed by the TC or the HSM
which ensure adequate protection from environmental and postulated hazards
as described in the UFSAR Chapter 12.  There are Limiting Conditions for
Operations during loading and transfer operations that must be met to ensure
fuel and canister integrity during storage.  The sequence of operations for the
systems has been designed to minimize risk and optimize simplicity.   There
have been several lessons learned from past loading campaigns which are
posted at the Orano Users' Group website and subject to sharing at all loading
campaigns.

Also, the typical collective dose for a crew performing a loading and transfer
operation would be approximately 200-300 person-mrem per canister with
possibly up to 500 person-mrem.  The highest individual dose would typically
be 50-60 mrem.  The DCISC concluded that the biggest challenge in loading
would be to avoid scratches by assuring proper line up of the DSC prior to
insertion into the HSM.

Conclusion:  The DCISC concluded that this question was answered
satisfactorily.
 

9. Question:  Explain loading operations at the ISFSI with regards to how is it
assured that the support rails do not damage the surface of the DSC forming
a place where stress corrosion cracking could occur?

Later, the DCISC asked the following follow-up question: Please provide a
summary/generic procedure showing how proper line up of the DSC prior to



insertion into the HSM is assured during the loading process?

Response and Discussion:  This is assured by proper alignment of the TC and
DSC with the HSM and the alignment of rails within the HSM.  Although there
is some metal-to-metal contact during loading, there has not been evidence
of significant damage to the canister in previous loading campaigns.
 Inspections conducted to date, including DSCs that had experienced
misalignment, showed that all damage to the DSC was negligible with regards
to overall thickness.  Orano TN Technical Bulletin 2019-02, a copy of which
was provided to the DCISC, provided more detail on this item.  The Technical
Bulletin concluded that, "some scratches are expected on NUHOMS DSCs
during transfer operations. In all cases where the DSC was properly aligned,
DSC scratch depths evaluations have proven that the system remains within
acceptable design guidelines (American Society of Mechanical Engineers
codes).  DSC scratches have recently been addressed in the Orano TN
Certificate of Compliance 1004 renewal application and the subsequent NRC
approval, which included in-depth discussions on Operational Experience and
DSC scratches."

The inspection of the DSCs will be performed per the Aging Management
Program (AMP) requirements.  No evidence of corrosion has been identified
thus far at other facilities.  The DSC around the rails is protected from the
environment.  There is no residual stress other than at the weld seams which
will be inspected as part of AMP and will provide the information regarding the
extent of degradation, if any.  Also, the surface area where the DSC slides
upon the rails does not contain any welds, which are of most concern for
possible stress corrosion cracking.

Orano described to the DCISC the generic HSM loading procedure that would
be the basis for a site-specific procedure to be used at Diablo Canyon.  The
process uses visual targets located on both the TC and the HSM.  Surveyors'
transits would typically be used to align the TC and the HSM to within 1/16"
both horizontally and vertically prior to transferring the DSC from the TC to
the HSM.  Additionally, hydraulic pressures would be monitored and
maintained below a preset limit during DSC loading to help ensure that
excessive forces were not required to transfer the DSC to the HSM.

Conclusion:  The DCISC concluded that this question was answered
satisfactorily.
 

10. Question:  How is criticality control maintained?

Later, the DCISC asked the following follow-up question:  Please provide
additional design information on the fixed neutron absorber plates (material
used, operating experience, aging, and inclusion in the Aging Management
Plan)?



Response and Discussion:  Criticality control is described in the UFSAR
Chapter 7.  It is maintained by favorable geometry, credit for soluble boron in
the spent fuel pool water, and fixed neutron absorber plates in the basket.

Section 9.1.7 of the UFSAR describes the fixed neutron absorbers in detail.
 They are comprised of boron-aluminum material fused together via one of
three possible methods.  The method used at DCPP will be a boron
carbide/aluminum Metal Matrix Composite.  The system that is planned to be
employed at DCPP is currently in its initial license period of 20 years.  For a
future renewal of the system's generic license, Orano reported that a Time
Limited Aging Analysis will be employed to demonstrate that neutron
absorber will maintain its effectiveness for over 100 years with negligible loss
of boron.  It is not expected that an Aging Management Plan will be needed
for neutron absorbers.

Conclusion:  The DCISC concluded that this question was answered
satisfactorily.
 

11. Question:  How is the DSC protected from the elements in extreme
environmental conditions?

Response and Discussion:  The TC provides the provides protection to DSC
during the transfer operations and the HSM provides the protection during
storage.  Each component has been designed and licensed for extreme
conditions as required by the NRC regulations and guidance.  The 10 CFR Part
72.212 process ensures that the designed and licensed conditions bound site-
specific conditions when a general license is used.

Also, the HSM geometry would not allow for any potential pooling of water
around the DSC.  Water intrusion was typically prevented by plates located on
the roof and sides of the HSM, and by the heat shield located over the DSC
inside the HSM.  Orano reported that some staining had been seen inside
HSMs during inspections at other facilities, indicating that small amounts of
water did get inside the HSM.

Conclusion:  The DCISC concluded that this question was answered
satisfactorily.
 

12. Question:  Explain the design of the neutron shield tanks.

Response and Discussion:  The neutron shield is integral to the TC.  The
design is described in the UFSAR Chapters 1, 2 and 3. The neutron shield in
the TC is formed by the cavity between the steel shell and the outer skin.  In
addition, there is a separate neutron shield tank which is an overflow tank to
hold water and is connected to the TC neutron shield by a flexible hose. This



tank acts as a reservoir and serves to replenish the water in the neutron
shielding section of the TC.

Conclusion:  The DCISC concluded that this question was answered
satisfactorily.
 

13. Question:  Explain the consequences of helium leakage from the DSC.

Later, the DCISC asked the following follow-up questions:  Please provide
additional information about the length of time helium is required to maintain
thermal performance and the long-term consequences of the loss of inert
environment?  Also, please clarify whether or not convective heat transfer
(through the helium gas) is required for thermal performance?

Response and Discussion:  Helium is required to maintain thermal
performance for the initial storage duration and to present an inert
environment to the DSC and its contents.  The loss of Helium after the initial
storage duration does not result in overheating of the fuel because of the
reduction in the heat load.

Section 5.2.1.2 of the UFSAR states that the gas fill of the DSC interior will be
at a pressure that will maintain a non-reactive environment for at least the
80-year storage life of the DSC under normal, off-normal, and accident
conditions.  In addition, the DSC does not rely on convective heat transfer
within the DSC. It relies on conduction and radiation heat transfer modes
within the basket assembly to maintain the thermal performance.

The DCISC discussed with Orano the possibility of occurrence of a DSC defect
that could allow the helium gas to vent and possibly be replaced with air.
 Orano emphasized that it focused upon aggressive prevention and repair if
needed to prevent the occurrence of any through-wall defects.  Currently, the
possibility of helium leakage from a canister is considered a beyond design
basis issue.  Orano noted that if required at the time of license renewal as a
part of aging analyses, a calculation could be performed if needed to
demonstrate the continued thermal performance of the system using the
thermal conductivity of air instead of helium.  It should be noted that after 20
years of storage the heat generation in the DSC is significantly reduced,
decreasing the internal pressure which would be the driving force for the
release of any gases.

Conclusion:  The DCISC concluded that this question was answered
satisfactorily.  The DCISC should continue to follow ongoing industry activities
in assessing both the likelihood and the consequences of a spent fuel canister
through-wall defect.
 

14. Question:  What areas of the DSC are available for inspection and how are



inspections performed?  What is the past experience with inspections?

Response and Discussion:  The DSC outer surface is available for inspection in
its entirety minus the areas under the rails.  Several canister inspections have
been performed at several sites and no issues have been identified thus far
that were entered into the licensee corrective action program or required
additional inspections or characterization.  In the future, should there be any
conditions/findings that require additional consideration, these would be
entered into the licensee corrective action program.  Further actions may
include monitoring for continued degradation, treatments for mitigation, or
repair.

Conclusion:  The DCISC concluded that this question was answered
satisfactorily.
 

15. Question:  Update on the status of NRC licensing submittals and reviews?
 Any areas of particular interest or requests for additional information with
the NRC?

Response and Discussion:  For Certificate of Compliance (CoC) 1042
Amendment 3, the NRC is in the process of finalizing the issuance of the
Safety Evaluation Report and the rulemaking package.  The effective date is
projected to be September 2023.  (Amendment 3 introduces flexibility in heat
load zoning for Boiling Water Reactor fuel assemblies.)

For CoC-1042 Amendment 4, the NRC is in the process of generating their
Request for Supplemental Information which will soon be sent to Orano with a
response due by March 31, 2023.  The effective date is projected to be
September 2024.  With the approval of Amendment 3 (which contains similar
information on heat load zoning), Orano reported that there should be no
challenges in approval for the analogous portion of Amendment 4.
 (Amendment 4 introduces flexibility in heat load zoning for Pressurized Water
Reactor fuel assemblies.)

Conclusion:  The DCISC concluded that this question was answered
satisfactorily.
 

16. Question:  Lessons Learned from previous loading campaigns - Does Orano
have an overall lessons learned report based on their past loading campaigns
that can be shared with the DCISC?

Response and Discussion:  Orano captures lessons learned during and after
every loading campaign.  Since 2011, Orano has been providing fully trained
loading staff and related loading services and has accumulated many lessons
learned as a result.  Operating Experiences have also been presented at the
Nuclear Energy Institute Used Fuel Conference over the years.  Additionally,



the Orano TN Users Group (TNUG) has a website that houses Operating
Experience and Lessons Learned not only directly from Orano but also from
customers and users.  DCPP already has access to the TNUG website.  Orano
offered that upon approval from the TNUG and Orano leadership, the DSISC
could be granted access to the TNUG website as well if needed.

The DCISC asked if there were any continual problem areas, and Orano
responded that there were none.  Also, the DCISC asked if in general there
were any significant lessons learned from past activities that would potentially
be applicable to DCPP.  Orano responded that DCPP was a site with a
relatively open layout both in the Spent Fuel Building and the ISFSI.  As such,
the site-specific procedures and processes were expected to be relatively
straightforward.

It should be noted that should operation of DCPP be extended, additional
canisters would have to be procured and loaded to maintain the ability to
discharge a full core to the Spent Fuel Pool earlier than the currently planned
receipt of the new Orano system.

Conclusion:  The DCISC concluded that this question was answered
satisfactorily.
 

17. Question:  Please provide more details on the size and design basis for the
axial retainers which hold the DSC in position within the HSM?

Response and Discussion:  Two axial retainer options are postulated for the
HSMs to be used at Diablo Canyon.  The first option consists of two axial
retainers, one on each of the rails.  This option is similar to the design
currently in use at the San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station.  The second
option postulates one axial retainer placed between the rails within an
embedment.  In both options, the axial retainer is placed into a cavity in the
HSM and a stop bolt is adjusted to fit tight against the DSC to ensure it does
not have any room to slide along the length of the rails during a seismic
event.  The axial retainer is designed to withstand all loads imparted by the
DSC in a seismic condition.  Orano also provided a sketch of the axial retainer
and explained its operation in more detail.

Conclusion:  The DCISC concluded that this question was answered
satisfactorily.

In summary, the DCISC received much valuable detailed technical information
from the Orano team and appreciated the work performed by PG&E and Orano in
responding to its questions.

Orano, DCPP's proposed vendor for future spent fuel storage services,
provided detailed technical information in response to a list of detailed



questions from the DCISC.   Based on the information provided, the
DCISC's questions were satisfactorily addressed, and the system
appeared to be adequately designed to assure safety.  The DCISC will
continue to monitor license amendment progress and other work to
incorporate the system at DCPP.  The DCISC should review the site-
specific seismic evaluation after final reviews and approvals are
completed and other future technical issues as they arise.

A DCISC Consultant joined members of the Diablo Canyon Decommissioning
Engagement Panel (DCDEP), for a review and tour of the Orano manufacturing
facility in Kernersville, North Carolina on November 9, 2022.  In this facility,y
Orano fabricates all parts of the DSCs, including the cylinder, internal matrix
basket, end plugs and plates, and canister nozzles.  Materials come in as metal
plates and other basic shapes. They are then cut, rolled, formed and welded into
the finished product. The plant completes about one DSC per week and had on
hand a half-dozen in various stages of fabrication.  Most of the work is performed
manually with a few computer controlled welding devices and machine tools. The
company has an NRC-approved Quality Assurance (QA) Program similar to that of
DCPP and other nuclear facilities.  The QA Program includes extensive quality
control.  The final DSC product includes the cylinder, its two bottom welded end
caps and shield, and internal fuel basket matrix; however, the tops remain open to
permit loading of spent fuel at the nuclear plant site. The completed DSCs are
wrapped and sealed with tough plastic coverings and shipped to the customers'
sites.  The facility was clean, orderly, and efficiently organized.  The organization
appeared well-trained and qualified for the various tasks used in fabricating the
DSCs.  The plant had a Corrective Action Program and Employee Concerns
Program, strong Personnel Safety Program, as well as human error prevention
tools and required procedure use, much like DCPP.

A DCISC Consultant joined members of the DCDEP, for a tour of Orano's
Maintenance and Inspection Facility in Aiken, South Carolina on November 10,
2022.  The Aiken Facility is primarily responsible for training Orano teams which
are dispatched to their customers' nuclear plants to carry out the wet-to-dry
storage campaigns of spent nuclear fuel.  Training runs from 160 to 180 hours of
classroom and hands-on training.  There was no training in progress during the
visit; however, the group was able to see the classroom and take an extensive
tour of the hands-on training areas and mock-ups.  Every aspect of training,
except fuel handling, was included at the University.  There were actual DSC
components for trainees to practice welding, rigging, handling and transport to and
into the HSMs. Some site-specific training was performed on site. The Orano
training program conformed to the Institute of Nuclear Power Operations (INPO)
Systematic Approach to Training.

The Orano TN fabrication facility in Kernersville, NC, and the Orano TN
training facility in Aiken SC appeared clean, orderly and efficiently
organized. Orano personnel appeared knowledgeable and professional.
 Training for Orano personnel was well planned and comprehensive.



Orano's processes and programs matched those of nuclear power plants.

Plans for Spent Fuel Storage During Extended Operations (Volume II, Exhibit B.6,
and Exhibit B.9)

The following is a summary of the DCISC's discussions on this topic at its February
and June 2023 Public Meetings:

In the current DCPP spent fuel dry storage system at the ISFSI, 58 canisters of the
Holtec HISTORM system were stored holding up to 32 fuel assemblies each.  In
2022 PG&E entered into a contract with Orano to employ Orano's NUHOMS
Extended Optimized Storage for decommissioning, which is a horizontal design
storing up to 37 fuel assemblies in each canister.  In response to SB846 and the
plan for extended operations, there have been revisions required to plans for spent
fuel management.  DCPP now needs to plan for an earlier offload from wet to dry
storage in order to be able to maintain a full core offload capacity if operations are
extended.  DCPP reported that there needs to be space available in the spent fuel
pools for future refueling outages and full core offloads for both units during a
period of extended operation after 2024-2025.  PG&E was in a decision process as
to the selection of which system to be used for a pre-shutdown offload to support
extended operations.  Space already exists at the ISFSI to store all the fuel
required for 40 years of operation, and DCPP has the capacity within the spent fuel
pools to store spent fuel from an additional 20 years of operation.

Because of the NRC-imposed requirements of Regulation B.5.b., extended
operation will greatly slow the loading pattern of spent fuel to the ISFSI as DCPP
will always be required to maintain 772 assemblies in the spent fuel pools. Under
previous plans for the loading campaign for decommissioning, the entirety of the
ISFSI pads was expected to be filled by 2027.  With extended operations, that
date is likely now 2033 or 2035 as less fuel will be unloaded from the spent fuel
pools in order to maintain minimum inventory of 772 assemblies.

In response to enactment of SB 846, DCPP determined that a spent fuel offload
campaign would be required prior to the start of the period of extended
operations.  This offload campaign would be needed to support the ability to
offload full reactor cores for future refueling outages.  PG&E decided that it would
use its previous spent fuel canister vendor, Holtec, to support DCPP for a campaign
in 2024 to offload spent fuel from the spent fuel pool to the ISFSI.  Subsequent
offload campaigns would be completed as needed to support continued operations.
 PG&E continued to plan and implement activities to successfully support safe
spent fuel management regardless of when DCPP permanently ceases operations.

4.19.3 Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions:  

Prior to the passage of Senate Bill 846, DCPP was proceeding



appropriately in planning for all its spent fuel storage needs for a plant
shutdown in 2025.  Orano, DCPP's proposed vendor for future spent fuel
storage services, provided detailed technical information in response to a
list of detailed questions from the DCISC.  Based on the information
provided, the DCISC's questions were satisfactorily addressed and the
system appeared to be adequately designed to assure safety.  The DCISC
planned to continue to monitor license amendment progress and other
work to incorporate the system at DCPP, including reviewing the site-
specific seismic evaluation when completed.

The DCISC toured the various outdoor areas near the Independent Spent
Fuel Storage Installation and found that the observed areas of the plant
were clean, orderly, and well maintained.  The DCISC also toured the
Orano TN fabrication facility in Kernersville, NC, and the Orano TN training
facility in Aiken SC which appeared clean, orderly, and efficiently
organized.

In response to enactment of SB 846, DCPP determined that a spent fuel
offload campaign would be required prior to the start of the period of
extended operations.  This offload campaign would be needed to support
the ability to offload full reactor cores for future refueling outages.  PG&E
decided that it would use its previous spent fuel canister vendor, Holtec,
to provide canisters and support a campaign in 2024 to offload spent fuel
from the spent fuel pool to the Independent Spent Fuel Storage
Installation.

Recommendation:  None.
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4.20 Earthquakes and Tsunamis

4.20.1 Overview and Previous Activities

This section of the report provides updates on recent seismic events, tsunamis
or related matters that could affect DCPP.

In previous reports the DCISC has reviewed with PG&E earthquakes occurring in
California in the vicinity of DCPP as well as seismic designs, analyses, and
activities related to DCPP. This has included updates to PG&E's Long Term Seismic
Program which is an NRC license condition requiring PG&E to monitor and evaluate
seismic events world-wide which could potentially affect DCPP design.

The DCISC reviewed the following during the previous reporting period:

Lessons Learned from Texas Extreme Weather Event
Workplace Seismic Safety

In the previous reporting period, the DCISC concluded that DCPP's
evaluation of the effects of an earthquake on workplace personnel safety
and their evaluation of the applicability low temperature Texas event
were satisfactory.

4.20.2 Current Period Activities

The DCISC reviewed the following items during the current period:

Tsunami Warning Response (Volume II, Exhibit D.2, Section 3.5)
Long Term Seismic Program (Volume II, Exhibit D.3, Section 3.5)
Independent Peer Review Panel Meeting (Exhibit D.5, Section 3.1 and Exhibit
D.11, Section 3.1)
Review of Seismic Safety Program (Volume II, Exhibit D.5, Section 3.4 and
Exhibit D.10, Section 3.11)
Seismic Workplace Safety (Volume II, Exhibit D.8, Section 3.8)
Review of Enercon Seismic Report (Volume II, Exhibit D.8, Section 3.9)



Comprehensive DCISC Seismic Safety Update (Volume II, Exhibit D.11,
Section 3.1)

Tsunami Warning Response

The DCISC received and reviewed DCPP Casualty Procedure CP M-5, "Response to
Tsunami Warning," Revision 18. The purpose of this Casualty Procedure is to
ensure a coordinated response of the on-shift crew, Security, and Fire Brigade
personnel in the event of a Tsunami that approaches or goes beyond the design
basis. The procedure appeared satisfactory.

The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration's (NOAA's) National Weather
Service (NWS) is the agency responsible for assessing potential tsunami conditions
and issuing messages to authorities when occurring earthquakes have magnitudes
large enough to warrant concern. The NWS will issue messages for regions along
the Pacific Rim from the West Coast/Alaska Tsunami Warning Center or the Pacific
Tsunami Warning Center (TWC).  When notified by the NWS of a Tsunami Warning
that affects the Pacific/California region, the California State Warning Center
(CSWC) will immediately notify DCPP; other agencies may also report tsunami
information. Typically, the CSWC will use an automated notification system to
page and telephone the Shift Manager with a recorded message.

The Shift Manager (SM) assumes the following responsibilities and authorities:

The SM is responsible for directing the evacuation of the plant intake area as
a predetermined protective action. 
The SM has the authority to temporarily suspend all work-related activities, in
the interest of personnel safety.

The Diablo Canyon Watch Commander (DCWC) is responsible for coordinating the
evacuation of the plant intake area. The Work Control Shift Foreman considers the
operator actions of this procedure and determines the appropriate actions to direct
or perform consistent with any Emergency Operating Procedures that may be in
effect at the time. The on-duty Fire Captain/Fire Brigade Leader is responsible for
directing the fire brigade and implementing the Incident Command System for
potential search and rescue of personnel not evacuated in time. Plant personnel
being evacuated from the intake area are responsible for securing work in progress
and closing any watertight doors or hatches, as directed, prior to leaving.

A Tsunami that exceeds design basis may interfere with the normal seawater
supply to the Circulating Water and Auxiliary Saltwater (ASW) Systems. A Tsunami
arrives in a series of low water (drawdown) and high water (run-up) periods.
Drawdown concern: the circulators and ASW pumps could lose suction (cavitate)
for a short duration (less than 5 minutes). ASW pumps are protected by watertight
doors (if closed) and have elevated ventilation shaft openings. Intake structure
main deck is at elevation +20 ft. Mean Lower Low Water (MLLW) (+17.4 ft. Mean
Sea Level, MSL) and watertight compartment air intakes are at +48 ft. MLLW



(+45.4 ft. MSL). The predicted maximum Tsunami water elevation under a highly
unlikely combination of events (high tide coincident with severe storm) would
produce a wave crest elevation of +34.6 ft. MLLW. (+32.0 ft. MSL).

Conclusions:  The DCPP procedure for response to a tsunami warning
appeared appropriate for directing personnel actions to protect the plant
and personnel in the event of a tsunami. This included response for
tsunamis greater than the design basis tsunami.

Long Term Seismic Program

The PG&E Long Term Seismic Program (LTSP) is the program under which PG&E
has since 1987 carried out several projects to assure that the Diablo Canyon Power
Plant is adequately designed and operated to assure safety against potential very
large earthquakes.  The LTSP is required by the NRC as a license condition for
operating DCPP.

Understanding of the seismic hazard
Seismic ground motion and in-structure energy propagation
Seismic fragility of components and structures
Seismic plant-response.

Although the last review in March 2019 covered a broad scope of LTSP projects,
this meeting covered only selected parts of the LTSP scope, concentrating mostly
on some of the geosciences parts of the LTSP scope.   However, the introductory
part of the session began with a discussion of the broader role of the PG&E
Geosciences Department in the company, the scope of the LTSP, the specific role
played by the Geosciences Department in supporting various DCPP safety
initiatives, and the support for the PRA group, which maintains an up-to-date
seismic PRA that relies heavily on input from the LTSP seismology expertise.

Fault displacement modeling:  Although vibratory seismic ground motion is the
principal threat to the nuclear plant's facilities, understanding fault displacement is
important too, partly to assure that no fault displacement hazard is present under
the power plant but also to understand the displacement of the nearby faults
(mainly the Hosgri and Shoreline faults) as part of understanding their slip-rate
and other features.  To that end, a multi-year project has been underway
coordinated by an expert team at the University of California at Los Angeles,
supported partly by PG&E and partly by various California state agencies.  An
international displacement benchmarking exercise was also undertaken this
summer of 2022.  The briefing reported that significant progress has occurred in
recent years in lowering the uncertainties in displacement modeling and in helping
to understand better how the displacement characteristics of a fault contribute to
the overall seismic hazard at a given site like Diablo Canyon.  This work is
important and is being carried out in a thorough way.

Ground motion model development:  An important long-term part of the LTSP



research program has been developing non-ergodic (site-specific or local-vicinity-
specific) models to understand the hazard at Diablo Canyon better without relying
as much on information from distant earthquake faults or zones.  The trade-off is
that while local and regional site-specific information is more applicable, there is
much less of it than the broad worldwide information that is typically brought into
play in seismic-hazard modeling using ergodic methods. Continuing work in the
larger seismology community has helped to improve the simulation methods used
for this type of non-ergodic modeling, and PG&E's contributions to the larger effort
worldwide have been important and were described.  This is excellent work, some
of it path-breaking compared to other research worldwide.

Precariously balanced rocks:  For several years, part of the LTSP program has
been studying one particular local feature near Diablo Canyon, the so-called
"Double Rock" formation a few miles west of the DCPP site that may be seen when
driving to the DCPP site by car as they drive by.

The idea in layperson's terms is follows: The Double Rock formation is standing
but parts of it are standing only precariously, and those parts have not toppled.  If
one could understand how big an earthquake it would take to topple the precarious
features, then one would have confidence that no earthquake that large has
occurred since the precarious aspects of the Double Rocks were formed many
thousands of years ago.  This information can help to improve our understanding
of earthquake sizes in the vicinity. Because the Double Rock formation is so close
to the plant site, this is truly local information.

To develop the needed understanding, it is necessary to bring together several
different types of data and analysis: laboratory studies to understand the strength
of the actual rock in engineering terms; local soil and site measurements at the
Double Rock site; weathering information to understand how the current rocks
differ from the same rocks many millennia ago; and ground-motion propagation
studies from nearby seismic sources such as the Hosgri and Shoreline Faults.

Much progress has been made in each of these areas, and the project is now at
the stage at which, with some preliminary conclusions available, the PG&E team
will be seeking outside review and critique by a panel of both seismology and
engineering experts.  In conclusion, the work so far shows much promise of adding
significant additional insights into the local seismic hazard at the DCPP site.  No
final conclusions are available yet, however.

PG&E has carried out a "Long Term Seismic Program" for over 30 years to
satisfy an NRC license condition.  This program consists of several
different aspects (understanding of the seismic hazard, of seismic ground
motion and in-structure energy propagation, of the seismic fragility of
components and structures, and of seismic plant-response), all aimed at
assuring that the power plant can withstand very large earthquakes
without a safety compromise.    The DCISC concludes that the areas
reviewed this time are of excellent quality, and that the plans for further



studies going forward are sensible.

Independent Peer Review Panel Meeting on October 26, 2022

The DCISC participated remotely in the October 26, 2022, meeting of the State of
California's Independent Peer Review Panel (IPRP) for seismic studies at Diablo
Canyon.  Martin Mattes, an attorney who assists the DCISC on certain legal
matters, was also present for the first part of the meeting.   Although DCISC
members and consultants have observed IPRP meetings in the past, this was the
DCISC's first formal participation in an IPRP meeting and was prompted by
directives contained in recent California legislation, Senate Bill Number 846 (SB
846).

The meeting's agenda was as follows:

Introduction of meeting attendees, announcements, and agenda
 
SB 846 - Diablo Canyon extension of operations

Summary of SB 846
Discussion of the IPRP's role in the extension. 
Public Utilities Code 712.1(e)(1) - "...consult with the DCISC on its
assessments and recommendations for Diablo Canyon."
Public Utilities Code 712.8(f)(4) - "The commission [CPUC] shall
authorize the operator to recover in rates all of the reasonable
costs incurred to prepare for, respond to, provide information to,
or otherwise participate in or engage the independent peer review
panel under Section 712."
 

PG&E Updates
Introduction and Background
Summary of previous studies - AB 1632 offshore studies, seismic,
tsunami, Seismic Probabilistic Risk Analyses (SPRA) 
Selected Long Term Seismic Program (LTSP) research activities
Summary of selected publications
Summary
Q&A
 

Open Floor

The meeting was called to order and chaired by David Zizmor of the California
Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) staff.  Besides the several IPRP members from
various California government agencies, the attendees included a half dozen PG&E
experts on seismology and seismicity, who gave the PG&E presentation.  In
addition, there were about 25 other attendees, who were members of the public or
representatives of various other organizations.



The first substantive topic was SB 846, the legislation that the California
legislature passed in late August and that was signed into law by Governor
Newsom in early September.  That legislation's principal new policy is to declare
that the State of California intends to support extending Diablo Canyon's operating
licenses beyond the current NRC license periods, which currently will expire in
2024 (Unit 1) and 2025 (Unit 2).  Mr. Zizmor observed that SB 846 explicitly
provides for a role for the IPRP and also for the DCISC.

Mr. Zizmor introduced Dr. Budnitz at the outset and stated that a principal topic
for this meeting was how the IPRP would interact with the DCISC in response to
the new legislation.  On that topic, Mr. Zizmor quoted the part of the legislation
relevant to the IPRP and the DCISC as follows:

PUC 712.1(e)(1) - "(e) In addition to the duties and
responsibilities set forth in commission [CPUC] decisions, the
Independent Safety Committee for Diablo Canyon shall do both
of the following: (1) Consult with and incorporate into its
assessments and recommendations the independent peer
review panel established pursuant to Section 712.

Mr. Zizmor then asked the panel how they understood the meaning of the
legislation.  IPRP members, PG&E staff attendees, and Dr. Budnitz offered their
perspectives.  What emerged were the following understandings:

The IPRP members affirmed that their scope in the near term
was going to be limited to technical evaluations of the seismic
hazard in the environs of the DCPP site and the understanding
and analysis of the potential seismic ground motion at that
site.  Dr. Budnitz pointed out that to fully understand the
seismic risk posed by DCPP, one also needed to understand the
propagation of seismic energy into the structures, the seismic
capacity of structures and equipment on the site, as well as
how the important potential seismic-initiated accident
sequences might ensue.  The IPRP agreed, but the members
who spoke said firmly that they expected that the IPRP scope
in the near term would be limited to the seismic hazard and
ground motion aspects.

Furthermore, the IPRP affirmed that there was no new
mandate for writing a new report concerning their evaluation,
even of the topics within their scope.  Rather, the IPRP
concluded that they will continue in the near term in an
information-gathering mode, and then expect in the future to
review two types of information: first, any new information
from PG&E, and second, whatever evaluation the DCISC
provides independently on the risks to plant safety posed by
earthquakes.



In summary, the DCISC's understanding was that the IPRP concluded that to carry
out the mandate in the legislation, the IPRP will limit its near-term work to a
review of any DCISC evaluation and of any new information provided by PG&E.
 The DCISC concluded that the DCISC was being asked by the IPRP to perform an
independent evaluation which would then be documented and sent to the IPRP for
review and comment.  The IPRP would then report back to the DCISC for the
DCISC to "incorporate" any IPRP comments into its DCISC "assessments and
recommendations" (quotes from SB 846).

The second substantive topic of the meeting consisted of a technical presentation
by PG&E experts on the LTSP, a technical research program that is mandated as a
license condition as part of the NRC's operating license for Diablo Canyon.  PG&E's
technical presentation covered the following topics:

Introduction and Background
 
Summary of Recent Studies

2016 Tsunami Evaluation
Assembly Bill 1632 (Offshore Seismic Studies)
2018 Seismic Probabilistic Risk Assessment
 

Selected LTSP Research Activities
Central Coast Seismic Network
Refinement of Ground Motion Models
Hazard Constraints Using Fragile Geological Features
Characterization of the Hosgri and Los Osos Faults
Fault Displacement Modeling
 

Summary and Continuing Activities

The PG&E presenters said that the LTSP program continues to focus on decreasing
the uncertainties in overall hazard understanding at the DCPP site arising from
several different elements that contribute to the overall uncertainty.  This involves
emphasis on several other technical topics in addition to those on this IPRP
meeting's agenda, including geodetic monitoring, ground motion characterization
research, fault rupture issues, and local site effects.

The PG&E presentation was accompanied by several question-and-answer
interactions with IPRP members and other attendees.  The overall tone of the IPRP
meeting's technical discussions of the LTSP program was respectful and technically
inquisitive.

The Independent Peer Review Panel (IPRP) meeting was successful in
clarifying its future role in light of Senate Bill 846.  The DCISC should
continue to attend future IPRP meetings and follow the IPRP's



deliberations, findings, and recommendations.

Review of Seismic Safety Program

The DCISC received a briefing on the current understanding of overall seismic
safety at DCPP.  The scope included the current understanding of the seismic
hazard, of the seismic ground motion at the site, of how seismic energy
propagates within individual structures, of the seismic capacities and fragilities of
structures and components, and of the overall systems response to postulated
earthquakes as captured in the plant's Seismic Probabilistic Risk Assessment.

In the past, the DCISC has extensively reviewed most aspects of DCPP seismic
safety in several Fact-Finding Meetings and through presentations at various
DCISC Public Meetings.  Also, the DCISC has had the benefit of presentations by
PG&E on the seismic-hazard and seismic ground-motion aspects at several
meetings in recent years of the State of California's Independent Peer Review
Panel for seismic safety (IPRP), including at the IPRP's most recent meeting on
October 6, 2022.  However, this was the DCISC's first formal review of the overall
program and was prompted by the extension of power operations and directives
contained in recent California legislation, Senate Bill Number 846 (SB 846).

Senate Bill 846 Direction

The motivation for this comprehensive review is that recent legislation, SB 846,
enacted into law in early September 2022, directed the DCISC to review and
evaluate seismic safety in the context of inquiring as to whether important
seismic-safety upgrades would be needed to support safe operation if the plant's
operating period were to be extended beyond the current NRC licenses that end in
2024 (Unit 1) and 2025 (Unit 2).  This meeting was intended to provide important
information to support that DCISC review and evaluation.  The scope of this report
includes both a report on this Fact-Finding Meeting itself and the broad conclusions
of the DCISC on the question raised by SB 846, which is whether important
seismic safety upgrades would be needed to support safe operation after 2025.

Seismic Safety Analysis Process

To analyze the level of seismic safety achieved by the design of a complex nuclear
power reactor one needs the following types of information:

a. The analysis needs to identify each potential accident sequence that could be
initiated by a large earthquake and that could lead to a core-damaging
accident.
 

b. The analysis needs to be able to differentiate among the core-damaging
sequences so as to identify, for each one, whether it would lead to a small or
no release of radioactivity, or would leadto a significant release of
radioactivity (what the NRC has called a "large release"), and if so whether
that large release would occur relatively quickly (what the NRC has called a



"large early release") or would occur only after a significant delay.
 

c. For those seismic-initiated accident sequences of concern that are associated
with a radioactive release, the analysis needs to characterize the release in
terms of timing, energy content, radioactivity content, and a few other
parameters required to fully describe how the potential release would ensue
and why.
 

d. The analysis needs to identify, for each sequence being analyzed, the "size"
of the earthquake ground motion at the site that causes the sequence.  Here
the word "size" is intended as shorthand for a variety of different
characteristics of the earthquake ground motion at the site, such as the
amplitude of the acceleration, its duration, its frequency spectrum, whether
the acceleration is associated with significant displacement or velocity, and a
few other features.
 

e. Because earthquake ground motion can arrive at the site with different
"sizes," the analysis needs to include the likelihood of occurrence as a
function of "size," which is commonly known as and tabulated or displayed as
the family of "seismic hazard curves." This likelihood is generally
characterized by its annual probability of occurrence.

f. For each seismic accident sequence of interest, the analysis needs to include
the various contributing failures, including not only the seismic-caused
failures but also any human errors or non-seismic failures that contribute or
participate in the accident sequence.
 

g. The accident sequence and their temporal relationships need to be described
in the analysis; also, each failure of a structure or component needs to be
characterized in a way that allows an understanding of how and why it
participates in the sequence of events, which specific failure mode of each
earthquake-damaged item is the issue, and any correlations among the
various failures.  The general understanding of what "failure" means for a
structure or component is a failure to perform the item's safety function or
cause another structure or component to fail to perform its safety function.
 

h. Crucially, for each identified accident sequence,the analysis needs to quantify
the sequence's likelihood, characterized by its annual probability of
occurrence.
 

i. Because each of the many issues mentioned above is typically not known
exactly, but only known with some uncertainty, the analysis needs to include
a quantification of the uncertainty, how it arises, what is its character, and
why.  Unless the characterization of the uncertainties is done appropriately,
the usefulness of the analysis information for decision-making about safety



can in some circumstances be seriously diminished.

After each seismic accident sequence has been identified and analyzed as above,
the analysis needs to "roll up" the ensemble - essentially summing up the various
accident sequences.  The result is the development of broad measures of seismic
safety such as the overall annual frequency of sequences that involve seismic-
induced core damage, approaches by which FLEX equipment and other recovery
capabilities could mitigate damage and prevent core damage, the overall annual
frequency of a large seismic-caused radiological release, and any other figures-of-
merit that a decision-maker might wish to know about.

One crucial use of the information is that, depending on the risk level, possible
improvements in the seismic safety of the design and operation can be identified,
including specific actions that could be taken under the FLEX program.  Insights
such as these are very important outputs of the analysis described above.

Background on Previous DCPP Seismic Safety Analyses

a. DCPP Probabilistic Seismic Hazard Analysis

The most comprehensive information about the various sources of
earthquakes that might threaten the plant, about the ground motion at the
site arising when any of those earthquakes might occur, and about the
uncertainties in the various aspects of the analysis is found in PG&E's most
recent seismic study, the "Diablo Canyon Probabilistic Seismic Hazard
Analysis" (PSHA) study published in 2015.  Since that study was completed,
additional research has been completed to supplement that study which
provides additional valuable information.
 

b. DCPP Seismic Probabilistic Risk Assessment

The rest of the needed information is found in PG&E's "Diablo Canyon Seismic
Probabilistic Risk Assessment" (SPRA), published in 2017.  The SPRA's
analysis has information about how the earthquake ground motion affects
(and damages) each important structure and component at DCPP; about how
likely that damage is, as a function of the "size" of the ground motion; about
each seismic-initiated accident sequence, including the contributing failures,
the timing, and the phenomena; about whether each sequence involves
important radioactive releases, and if so how those releases are
characterized; and about the uncertainties in  the various aspects of the
analysis.

As discussed below, both the PSHA and the SPRA were subject to extensive
outside peer review during their development and were reviewed by the NRC and
the DCISC after their completion.

c. DCPP Long Term Seismic Program 



Since the plant started operation in the 1980s. PG&E has been carrying out a
Long Term Seismic Program (LTSP), a program under which PG&E has
undertaken a large number of projects to assure that the Diablo Canyon
Power Plant is adequately designed and operated to provide safety against
potential very large earthquakes.  The LTSP is required by the NRC as a
license condition for operating DCPP.  The DCISC has reviewed the LTSP
several times in recent years, as has the State of California's IPRP.

The LTSP program involves four different technical areas, covering an
understanding of the following:
 

The seismic hazard (the various seismic sources)
The seismic ground motion arising at the site and the in-structure
energy propagation
The seismic fragility of components and structures
The seismic plant response (an analysis of the plant's various
systems and the role of the operators)
 

d. Nuclear Industry Activities Affecting DCPP Seismic Programs

In addition to the above, important activity in the broader nuclear industry
has occurred over the years to support the development of Diablo Canyon's
PSHA and its SPRA. To wit:

In the mid-1990s, a major advance occurred when a new
methodology, known now as the Senior Seismic Hazard
Analysis Committee (SSHAC) methodology was
developed.  It has since been used and adopted
worldwide for the performance of major PSHA studies like
that done at DCPP.  This methodology includes specific
guidance on how to structure a peer review, which the
methodology requires.  The SSHAC methodology has been
endorsed by the NRC for such use, and the DCISC agrees
that this endorsement is appropriate.

Starting in the early 1990s, another major advance
occurred when the American Society of Mechanical
Engineers (ASME), later joined by the American Nuclear
Society (ANS), developed standards with requirements for
performing a nuclear power reactor PRA, including an
SPRA.  It too has been used and adopted worldwide for
the performance of major SPRA studies like that done at
DCPP.  This standard also includes specific requirements
on peer review.  It has also been endorsed by the NRC for
such use, and the DCISC agrees that this endorsement is



appropriate.

Also, significant research activity worldwide has occurred
over the years, and continues today, that has provided
additional understanding of each of the major technical
areas involved in the above.  Keeping abreast of that
activity is important, and the DCISC believes that the
PG&E scientists and engineers involved in the various
seismic studies have done that (and are acknowledged as
being among the industry leaders in both the PSHA and
the SPRA areas).

Topics Reviewed During This Period

The DCISC requested that PG&E discuss two broad items:

Provide a general update on the status of seismic hazard evaluations, seismic
fragility evaluations, and the SPRA for DCPP.
Provide any new information or developments in this area that could affect
license renewal and/or the proposed extension of operations beyond 2025.

Most of the technical topics are covered within the scope of the LTSP.  Also, most
of the technical topics are encompassed in various major PG&E technical reports
developed several years ago in response to a 2012 NRC request for information
immediately after the Fukushima nuclear accident in Japan.

Specifically, as mentioned above, the plant undertook a major and comprehensive
new evaluation of the seismic hazard, known as the Diablo Canyon Probabilistic
Seismic Hazard Assessment (PSHA), published in 2015.  That evaluation, which
was performed according to the universally adopted methodology for such PSHA
studies, was reviewed by the NRC, and also by the DCISC.  The NRC review was
published in 2016.  The NRC's overall conclusion in that review was, "Based on this
review, the NRC staff concludes that the licensee conducted the seismic hazard
reevaluation using present-day methodologies and regulatory guidance, it
appropriately characterized the DCPP site given the information available, and it
met the intent of the guidance for determining the reevaluated seismic hazard."
 The DCISC's review was also favorable.

Also in the same period, PG&E undertook a modern update of their plant SPRA,
which had first been developed in the late 1980s, and had been kept up to date
throughout the intervening years.  That most recent SPRA was published in 2018.
 That SPRA was also reviewed and found acceptable by the NRC staff.  The DCISC
also reviewed that report favorably at that time and found it to have been of
excellent quality.  Concerning the SB846 direction to the DCISC, it is important to
note that the DCISC did not at the time of the SPRA's completion identify any
important safety improvements that would be needed, and the plant was judged to
be adequately safe in the area of seismic safety.



Given this history, the purpose of this meeting was principally to ask and to
discuss, in each of the technical areas encompassed by overall seismic safety,
"What is new since those comprehensive and thoroughly reviewed evaluations
were completed in the mid- to late 2010s?"

Results of This Review

The DCISC found that in recent years a good deal of new information continues to
be developed in the areas of seismic hazard and seismic ground-motion
characterization, because those are "fast moving" areas of technical work.  This
includes both work specifically relevant to the DCPP plant site and its regional
setting along with work elsewhere in the US and worldwide that advances the
community's understanding and its analysis capabilities.  However, rather little
new information has been developed in the areas of seismic fragilities and the
plant's SPRA model, in part because those are not "fast moving" areas where
significant technical advances are occurring now.

a. Understanding of Seismic Hazard and Seismic Site Ground Motion  

PG&E, through their LTSP studies, continues to develop new information
about several technical topics within the broader scope.  The DCISC has
reviewed the broader LTSP program several times over the past decade.
 Concerning the seismic sources, the topics now being studied include:
 

Studies of fault locations, geometries, stress distributions, and
potential fault linkages
Research on slip rates on the major nearby faults (mainly but not
exclusively the Hosgri and Shoreline Faults)
Studies of potential earthquakes that could occur off of recognized
fault sources
Seismic fault displacement modeling
Advances in ground-motion modeling to incorporate non-ergodic
approaches and potential time-dependency of the hazard
Studies of paleoseismic data on the eastern Los Osos Fault
Studies of deformed marine terraces to constrain the uplift rate of
the Irish Hills
Studies using modern Global Positioning System geodetic data
Studies of nearby precariously balanced rocks 
Studies and evaluations of the numerous very small earthquakes
that continue to occur both near the DCPP site and in the broader
region of interest

Concerning characterizing the ground motion as it propagates from source to
site, research continues on:
 



Using improved data from recent small-magnitude earthquakes
Improving the models
Matching models more closely to the regional and local-site data
Accounting more accurately for various directivity effects

Concerning local site effects, research continues on:
 

Using improved data, both local site data from recent small-
magnitude earthquakes and information from broader data sets
Local site characterization
The effects associated with potentially very long-duration
earthquakes

On many of these topics, PG&E's LTSP personnel collaborate with groups and
agencies beyond PG&E that have important research projects and data-
gathering programs.  Some of these are collaborations with the US Geological
Survey or various California state agencies, and some of them are
collaborations with other groups around the US and around the world.  PG&E
also continues to maintain its own network of seismic monitoring instruments
in the area near the Diablo Canyon plant and also in the broader region.

As noted above, the DCISC has been reviewing the LTSP program for many
years and has also had the benefit of over a decade of meetings and reviews
by the State of California's IPRP.  The DCISC continues to find this very
extensive program to be of excellent quality.  The overall approach is
satisfactory to the DCISC and has also been reviewed by the NRC with the
same general conclusion.

Concerning the impact of any recent new information that would supplement
the previous work, the DCISC concludes that there is nothing in any recent
new information on either seismic hazard or seismic ground motion that
would change the broader understanding of those topics as embedded in the
earlier 2015 PG&E report, or that could lead to new safety insights.
 Uncertainties are being reduced, small changes in some technical details
have emerged, and some of the research has pointed out where additional
studies can help to reduce the uncertainties still further.  That work is
beneficial and continues, but it does not affect any existing conclusions or
insights.
 

b. Understanding of Seismic In-structure Energy Propagation and the Seismic
Fragility of Components and Structures

The SPRA of 2018 included a reevaluation of the way seismic energy, once it
arrives at the base mats (foundations) or anchorages of the various DCPP



structures, affects those structures and propagates through them to the
individual components.  It also included a major reanalysis or reevaluation of
the probabilistic seismic capacities or fragilities of the many individual
structures and components, using standard methodologies and following the
requirements of the NRC-endorsed ASME-ANS SPRA standard, including that
standard's peer review requirements.  PG&E reported to the FFT that those
earlier structural analyses and models along with the data on which they were
based remain valid today, in part because the techniques for developing the
underlying structural models are considered quite mature and have not
changed.  PG&E also reported that this is true of the methods now used for
analyzing the seismic fragilities of individual structures and components,
which provide the likelihood that a given earthquake load would cause enough
damage to the item so that it could not perform its safety function.  Although
there is some irreducible uncertainty due to aleatory variability, arising from
the intrinsic irreducible variability in some of the issues or phenomena, PG&E
reported that the methodology for analyzing seismic fragilities is well defined,
widely used, and very mature.  On both of these topics, involving the
structural analyses and the fragilities analyses, the DCISC concurs.

From time to time a new analysis is required when a configuration changes,
unless a scoping study concludes that the change is unimportant.  PG&E
reported to the FFT that in all of the relevant areas, nothing new or different
has emerged of importance, meaning that the previous safety insights remain
valid.  The DCISC concludes that there is nothing new with regards to energy
propagation in structures or the fragilities of structures and components that
would modify the insights of the most recent SPRA in these areas.
 

c. The Seismic Probabilistic Risk Assessment Systems Model

The information about the seismic hazard, ground motion, and fragilities all
feed into the SPRA's systems model, which identifies the many different
potential seismic-initiated accident sequences of concern and analyzes each of
them.  That work is done using what is called the SPRA systems model.
 There is an underlying SPRA "internal initiators" systems model for the
various accident sequences, most of which can be initiated by non-seismic
upset conditions or events ("internal initiators") as well as by a large
earthquake.  That systems model then needs to be modified and adapted to
analyze each earthquake-initiated sequence of interest.  The methodology for
this aspect of the overall SPRA analysis is widely used worldwide, quite
mature, and embedded in both international and domestic standards.
 Specifically in regard to the DCPP analysis, the 2018 SPRA analysis used
standard methodologies and followed the requirements of the NRC-endorsed
ASME-ANS PRA Standard, including the peer review requirements.

As with the seismic-hazard analyses, PG&E reported to the FFT that those
earlier analyses are still valid today.  Of course, from time to time a new



analysis is required when a configuration changes, or a procedure has
changed, or the underlying failure rate data (including human-error data)
have changed.  However, as with the other areas, PG&E reported to the
DCISC that in the systems-modeling area nothing new has emerged of
importance, meaning that the previous safety insights remain valid.  The
DCISC's concludes that there is nothing new with regards to system modeling
that would modify the insights of the most recent SPRA in that area.
 

d. Uncertainties in the Analysis

As mentioned above, the overall analysis must deal with and incorporate an
analysis and discussion of the various uncertainties.  Many of the
uncertainties are in the numerical values used in or arising from the analysis,
but some of them are more qualitative in nature.  In both the PSHA analyses
of seismic hazard and the SPRA analyses of overall seismic risk, the various
uncertainties are typically divided into two different types, so-called
"epistemic" uncertainties (arising from uncertainty in a measurement or from
incomplete knowledge about a phenomenon) and "aleatory variability"
uncertainties (arising from the intrinsic random variability in some of the
issues or phenomena, such as the unknowable time when the next large
earthquake might occur on one of the nearby faults).  These distinctions are
explained and standard methods for their analysis in both the PSHA and the
SPRA are contained in the ASME-ANS PRA standard.  Also as noted earlier, if
the characterization of the uncertainties is not done appropriately, the
usefulness of the analyses can in some circumstances be seriously
diminished.  The DCISC's recent reviews continue to conclude that the
seismic PRA's uncertainty analyses are competently performed, clearly
explained, and very useful to support decision-making.
 

e. Other seismic-safety information

Three other sources of information have provided additional insights to assist
the DCISC in this evaluation.

1)  One is the PG&E review of the adequacy of the seismic design of Diablo
Canyon's spent fuel pools.  This review was performed as part of the post-
Fukushima analyses required by the NRC and was reported in a separate
PG&E report to the NRC in 2017.  PG&E concluded, using assessment criteria
that the NRC had approved, that the new seismic-hazard information
developed in the previous few years did not lead to any additional
compromises to the seismic safety of the spent fuel pools.

2) Another important analysis was completed in 2020 by B.J. Garrick and D.
Wakefield at University of California at Los Angeles (UCLA), supported by
PG&E.  That UCLA study examined spent-fuel-pool safety, the safety of on-
site transportation of spent fuel and radioactive waste from the reactor area



to the Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation (ISFSI) area, and the
safety of the ISFSI facility itself.  Its analysis, which evaluated the Holtec
system that comprises the existing ISFSI storage system design, covered
seismic safety along with other potential accident scenarios and provided
important information and insights about risks at the spent fuel pools and the
ISFSI arising from large earthquakes.  Its broad conclusion regarding seismic
safety was that the overall risk to the public arising from challenges to the
spent fuel pools or the ISFSI at that time was well within acceptable levels.
 The DCISC was briefed on this study, reviewed it, and concurred in its
results.

3) The third additional source of information is the 2018 PG&E "Mitigating
Strategies Assessment" report.  This report, required by the NRC, asked
whether any safety backfits or other changes would be necessary in light of
the new seismic-hazard information developed in the previous few years.
 PG&E's analysis identified none, and this was concurred in by the NRC.

Based on its review as reported here, the DCISC has developed the
following broad conclusion:

After reviewing the new and updated information presented by PG&E
in the November 2022 Fact-Finding Meeting, supplemented by earlier
DCISC Fact-Finding Meetings and Public Meeting presentations, by
other industry-wide information, and by information arising from
both the October 2022 IPRP meeting and the May 2023 IPRP
meeting, the DCISC concludes that the seismic safety of the DCPP
reactors is fully adequate now, and requires no additional upgrades
or other changes to bring it up-to-date or to improve it.  The DCISC
also concludes that no upgrades or improvements to seismic safety
would be necessary to assure that the seismic safety of the DCPP
reactors would be adequate for extended operation beyond 2025, if
so authorized.

4.20.3 Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions:    DCPP's assessment of DCPP seismic safety analysis is
that it was comprehensive and effectively performed. The DCISC review of
the assessment concluded that, unless new seismic information is found
in the future, the seismic safety of the DCPP reactors is fully adequate
now, and requires no additional upgrades or other changes to bring it up-
to-date or to improve it.

Recommendations:    None
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4.21 Fire Protection

4.21.1 Overview and Previous Activities

The DCISC reviewed the following ISFSI-related topics at one Fact-finding
Meeting during the previous period:

Fire Doors and Door Life Management

The DCISC concluded the following during the previous reporting period:

DCPP's fire door repair program was strong and effective in repairing or
replacing impaired fire (and other similar safety-related) doors in a
reasonable timeframe.

4.21.2 Current Period Activities

During the current period, the DCISC reviewed the Fire Protection Program at
one Fact-finding Meeting. The following topic was reviewed:

Fire Protection Program and Systems

Fire Protection Program and Systems (Volume II, Exhibit D.9, Section 3.5)

The DCISC reviewed the status of the Fire Protection Program at DCPP.  The
Program Health Report showed Green (Healthy) performance overall for the four
quarters ending in December 2022.  The Health Report reported the following
ratings by major program categories:

Program Personnel - White (Needing Improvement) overall with two White
subcategories due to the DCPP Fire Chief being in their position less than
three years, and attendance at only two of the desired three peer and
industry benchmark activities.
Program Infrastructure - Green (Healthy) overall with a White subcategory
due to uncertainties in long range planning for extended operations.
Program Implementation - Green overall with a White subcategory due to a
recent non-cited violation from the NRC (discussed below).



Equipment Performance - White overall with two White subcategories due to a
high backlog of maintenance work orders older than 24 months and reliability
below goals for the Incipient Fire Detection System (IFDS, discussed below).

The Program Health Report also reported additional details on paths forward to
resolve the above deficiencies as well as the fact that the program was last
presented to the Plant Health Committee for their review in July 2022.  In general,
the National Fire Protection Association (NFPA)-805 based program was now five
years old and working well overall.  The last Nuclear Energy Insurance Liability
audit was completed during 2022 with no major issues.  There were no reportable
fires on site at DCPP in the last year.

Regarding the health of Fire Protection Systems, the DCISC found that most of the
systems were in good health with a few exceptions.  The Incipient Fire Detection
System (IFDS) was in Maintenance Rule Category (a)(1) due to poor reliability for
which the plant had changed the periodicity and methods for performing system
surveillances, and system reliability was being monitored to determine if the
changes had been effective in improving reliability.  Fire doors were generally in
good condition with only one door currently needing replacement.  Fire water
systems were also generally in good condition with several improvement items
being reviewed under the PMO++ Program for implementation to address long-
term maintenance issues such as piping corrosion.  Fire Protection Systems would
be covered by at least three Aging Management Plans which would be put in place
as a part of license renewal.

The DCISC reviewed the details regarding a Non-Cited Violation issued by the NRC
related to testing of the IFDS.  The testing issue regarded how the system was
monitored for adequate air flow at each sample point where the system drew in air
to monitor for particulates indicative of a fire.  Flow balancing for each sample
point was performed when the system was installed in 2018, but DCPP did not
make flow balancing a regular Preventive Maintenance (PM) activity at that time.
 During the 2020 timeframe, a technician questioned whether or not periodic flow
balance testing should be performed.  DCPP inquired with the vendor about the
question, and the vendor stated that periodic flow balance testing was not
required.  However, in 2021, DCPP began flow balance testing as a good practice
and subsequently created a PM task to be performed annually.  In the meantime, a
DCPP employee submitted an allegation to the NRC on the topic, and the NRC
reviewed the issue.  The NRC review determined that periodic flow testing was
required under the NFPA 72 code, and the NRC issued a Non-Cited Violation for
DCPP's failure to perform flow balance tests prior to 2021.  The DCISC concluded
that this issue was of low safety significance and that DCPP's corrective actions
were appropriate.

DCPP's Fire Protection Program and Fire Protection Systems were in good
health overall.  Minor equipment issues were being appropriately tracked
for resolution.



4.21.3 Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions:  DCPP's fire door repair program was strong and effective
in repairing or replacing impaired fire (and other similar safety-related)
doors in a reasonable timeframe.

Recommendations:    None
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4.22 Learning and Development Programs

4.22.1 Overview and Previous Activities

The focus of this section is training performed in formal environments created
to transfer specific knowledge and skills to individuals within the organization for
their individual development.

The DCISC reviewed the following Learning and Development Programs topics at
three Fact-finding Meetings during the previous reporting period:

Observe Licensed Operator Classroom Training 
Observe Licensed Operator Simulator Training 
Learning Services Department Performance

The DCISC concluded the following during the previous reporting period:

The DCISC observed that classroom training on the use of emergency procedures
for dealing with a loss of heat sink was well conducted by an instructor who was
knowledgeable about the subject and displayed good instruction techniques.  Two
Licensed Operator Continuing Training simulator session were observed, and the
simulator performed as expected.  Simulator training activities were well prepared,
contained appropriate objectives, and were professionally conducted by the
instructors.  Operators performed well in responding to simulated off-normal
events.

The DCISC observed several inactive Licensed Operators in training and considers
DCPP's plan to maintain a high number of inactive Licensed Operators in off-shift
positions an excellent approach to reduce the risk from unexpected operator
losses.  Learning Services Department overall performance was good, and the
Department was appropriately focused on ensuring that staff remaining on site
through the cessation of power operations will be adequately qualified.

4.22.2 Current Period Activities

During the current period, the DCISC reviewed Learning and Development



Programs at two Fact-finding Meetings.  The following topics were reviewed:

Licensed Operator Simulator Continuing Training Class Observation 
Non-Licensed Operator Training Observation

Licensed Operator Simulator Continuing Training Class Observation (Volume II,
Exhibit D.9, Section 3.4)

Most Licensed Operators at DCPP are assigned to one of five rotating shift crews,
and those crews rotate through a five-week schedule of four work weeks managing
operations in the plant followed by one work week dedicated solely to the Licensed
Operator Continuing Training (LOCT) program.  Also, there are Licensed Operators
who are assigned staff positions other than rotating operating shifts who are also
assigned to train with the rotating shift crews.  The LOCT week consists of
classroom instruction, simulator exercises, dynamic learning activities, self-study,
and testing.  Overall, each Licensed Operator spends approximately six weeks per
year (depending on outage schedules) in formal training.  The LOCT program is
designed to conform to requirements of the Institute of Nuclear Power Operations
(INPO), and it receives and maintains plant training program accreditation through
regular INPO reviews.  The NRC also regularly inspects the LOCT program to
ensure that it meets regulatory requirements for maintaining the proficiency of
licensed operators.

The DCISC observed a LOCT session in the DCPP Control Room Simulator.  Two
sections of a series of four short simulator scenarios were observed during which
training staff were providing licensed operators with opportunities to perform
refresher training on Emergency Operating Procedures (EOPs) in an informal, non-
graded environment.  The full training session was scheduled for about 2.5 hours
and encompassed four short scenarios driving the use of EOPs as follows:

EOP E-0, "Reactor Trip or Safety Injection"
EOP FR-S.1, "Response to Nuclear Power Generation Anticipated Transient
Without Scram"
EOP FR-H.1, "Response to Loss of Secondary Heat Sink"
EOP ECA-0.0, "Loss of All AC Power"

A copy of the lesson plan for the simulator training session was provided to and
reviewed by the DCISC.  Training objectives and expected operator actions were
identified for each of the above events, and the crew was evaluated in their ability
to complete all of the required actions using task and communications practices
which met performance expectations.  The DCISC directly observed the final
portion of the third scenario, Loss of Secondary Heat Sink, and all of the fourth
scenario, Loss of All AC Power.  Following the simulator scenarios, the DCISC
observed the operators performing self critiques during which minor crew
deficiencies were appropriately identified and discussed.  Overall, the simulator
training appeared to be effectively conducted, and operators performed well during
the scenario.



A Licensed Operator Continuing Training simulator session was well
prepared, contained appropriate objectives, and was professionally
conducted by the training staff.  Operators performed well in responding
to the simulated off-normal events.

Non-Licensed Operator Training Observation (Volume II, Exhibit D.10, Section 3.5)

The DCISC observed the Non-Licensed Operator classroom training module on the
topic of "Main Generator Hydrogen (H2) and Carbon Dioxide (CO2) System."  The
lesson guide for the class was reviewed and found to be was comprehensive and
well written. The classroom training included the following topics:

Purpose of the Main Generator Hydrogen (H2) and Carbon Dioxide (CO2)
System
Basic system flow path
System diagram
System components
Identify the components associated with the system
Significant precautions and limitations associated with the system
Operation of the system
Abnormal conditions associated with the system
Significant Technical Specifications and Equipment Control Guidelines
System interrelationships between the system and other plant systems

The instructor appeared knowledgeable and effective in explaining the system as
well as keeping the students involved with questions and examples. The course
materials were good, and the students appeared interested and involved.

The DCPP Non-Licensed Operator training class on the Main Generator
Hydrogen (H2) and Carbon Dioxide (CO2) System appeared satisfactory
and effective.

4.22.3 Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions:  A Licensed Operator simulator training session was well
prepared, contained appropriate objectives, and was professionally
conducted by the training staff.  Operators performed well in responding
to the simulated off-normal events.  A Non-Licensed Operator classroom
training session on the Main Generator Hydrogen and Carbon Dioxide
System was satisfactory and effective.

Recommendations: None
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4.23 Beyond Design Basis Events

4.23.1 Overview and Previous Activities

The purpose of the section is to describe the DCISC's review of "Beyond design
basis events," such as occurred at the Japanese Fukushima Daiichi nuclear plant in
March 2011.  During the previous period, the DCISC reviewed the following
Beyond Design Basis item:

FLEX Program Update

In the previous reporting period the DCISC concluded that the DCPP FLEX
Program was healthy thanks to tight controls on equipment status,
maintenance, testing, and needed corrective actions. All FLEX equipment
was in the status of "Operational and In Position."

4.23.2 Current Period Activities

During the current period, the DCISC reviewed the following Beyond Design
Basis items:

FLEX Program Update (Volume II, Exhibit D.8, Section 3.2)
FLEX Capabilities during a Seismic Event (Volume II, Exhibit D.7, Section 3.9)
FLEX and PRA (Volume II, Exhibit D.10, Section 3.6)

FLEX Program Update (Volume II, Exhibit D.8, Section 3.2)

FLEX is not an acronym but describes a strategy developed by the nuclear industry
to provide diverse and flexible coping strategies to address the loss of safety-
related systems due to beyond design basis events.  Prior to the Fukushima
accident in 2011, DCPP had portable generators and other equipment to respond
to beyond design basis events, under the post-9/11 terrorist event "B.5.b" orders
from the NRC.  Following the Fukushima accident, the FLEX Program was initiated
to procure additional (mostly portable) components to mitigate various beyond
design basis events such as occurred at Fukushima. These events include loss of
all station power; loss of the ultimate heat sink; natural events such as



earthquakes, tsunamis, and local intense precipitation; and fires or explosions,
which could render installed equipment ineffective. FLEX equipment includes,
among other equipment, portable diesel-driven pumps and electric generators
along with any necessary associated plant connections, piping, controls and
instrumentation.

DCPP reported that its FLEX equipment is not considered safety-related because it
is designed not to the plant design basis, but to commercial grade quality
requirements, which means the FLEX equipment is not subject to Federal
Regulations contained in 10CFR50, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission's safety-
related regulations. DCPP does not currently take credit for FLEX equipment in its
safety analyses.

DCPP built a special enclosed facility to store its FLEX equipment as well as storing
some of it outside (e.g., trailers, trucks, tractors, and piping) with proper
coverings. FLEX equipment is tested, maintained, and replaced by DCPP personnel
on a schedule tailored specifically to the type of equipment (e.g., batteries,
pumps, generators, etc.).

DCPP maintains a FLEX Equipment Status Board, which is a spreadsheet or table
listing each of the 65 pieces of equipment along with the following:

Equipment Name/Type
Status (all pieces of equipment were "Operational and In Position or "Green")
Corrective Action Program (CAP) Notification Number (none at the time of this
meeting)
Physical Location
Unique Equipment Designation (ID)

In addition to the above spreadsheet, the DCPP Program Owner developed another
spreadsheet with the following:

Equipment Name
Equipment ID
DCPP Department Responsible for Maintenance and Testing
Past and Future Maintenance Schedule
Past and Future Test Schedule
CAP Notifications for Corrective Actions such as procedure revisions, software
updates, missing labels, peeling paint, etc. There was nothing major in this
category.

FLEX Capabilities During a Seismic Event

Regarding how human performance is modeled within the PRA for FLEX Strategies
and other operator actions, in general, human performance is modeled based on
two factors.  The first was cognitive, which evaluated whether or not there was a



procedure available to operators along with a trigger to point operators to enter
the appropriate procedure.  The second was execution, which evaluated the
probability of success for an operator performing all of the steps required in the
relevant procedure.  This represented a long-standing industry approach to
modeling human performance based on research and data published by the NRC
and typically referred to as the "Swain and Guttmann" methodology.  In the FLEX
Strategy discussed above regarding the crosstie of DC Busses, the Emergency
Operating Procedure for a Loss of All AC Power event has a specific trigger point to
guide operators to "consider the use of FLEX Strategies" to mitigate the event.
 Additionally, as noted above that particular FLEX Strategy is a Phase 1 FLEX
Strategy that does not require the use of any external equipment and can be done
in a relatively short time period.

Regarding the specific seismic design criteria used in procuring and storing the
FLEX Equipment, all of the FLEX Equipment was procured using a minimum
requirement of survivability using accelerations based on a design-basis (Hosgri)
earthquake plus 25%.  Storage methods used in the FLEX Equipment areas were
also designed to meet the same criteria, including the design of the structure for
the Fire Department Building in which about half of the equipment is stored.  He
also noted that much of the FLEX Equipment is originally designed for over-the-
road transportation use and as such is actually able to withstand much higher
accelerations.

A single FLEX Strategy was currently incorporated into DCPP's
Probabilistic Risk Assessment and concluded that this appeared
appropriate.

FLEX and PRA

Regarding how FLEX Strategies were modeled and used in DCPP's Probabilistic Risk
Analysis (PRA), only one FLEX Strategy was included in the plant's current PRA.
 That FLEX Strategy provided steps that could be taken inside the plant to tie
Direct Current (DC) Busses together in order to extend the life of batteries needed
to supply control power to the Turbine-Driven Auxiliary Feedwater Pump for
greater than 24 hours during a Loss of All Alternating Current (AC) Power (offsite
and onsite) event. (FLEX equipment external to the plant was assumed to take 24
hours to be available and useful.)  This Loss of All AC Power scenario could come
from a Turbine Building collapse which damaged multiple AC power sources and
which could be caused either by a beyond design basis major fire or by a mid-level
seismic event.  This FLEX Strategy did not require the movement or use of any
external FLEX Equipment for success (defined as a "Phase 1" FLEX Strategy) but
focused on guiding operators to complete tasks inside the plant that were above
and beyond responses typical to events included in the plant's design basis.  This
particular FLEX Strategy was chosen for inclusion into the PRA because it provided
a substantial reduction in calculated risk and used only actions that could be
completed with high confidence in the expected situation and time period.



DCPP was currently considering adding an additional FLEX Strategy into the plant's
PRA.  The FLEX Strategy that was being considered involved the use of a diesel-
driven feedwater pump (the Emergency Auxiliary Feedwater Pump) to pump water
from outdoor storage basins to feed the Steam Generators.  This particular
strategy was being considered because it could potentially reduce the calculated
risks due to major fire events.  DCPP considered it could be hard to demonstrate
that this strategy would be effective following a major seismic event due to
uncertainties with regards to the abilities of operators to gain access to the areas
necessary to complete the strategy within the time constraints available before the
effectiveness of the strategy would be significantly reduced.

For major earthquakes, the PRA model assesses risk across an extremely broad
range of seismic events (up to 6g) which includes events that could result in the
complete failure of either or both of the Containment Building or the Auxiliary
Building (although fully seismically designed).  Typically, the failure of either
building is assumed to result in core damage due to the large amount of important
equipment that is affected by the building's failure.  Also in the cases of major
building failures, it was very difficult to identify any specific scenarios where there
was confidence that the plant could use FLEX Strategies to respond to the event
and reduce the risk as calculated by the PRA.  Because there is uncertainty in
whether the FLEX equipment would be serviceable following an earthquake, and
whether there would be access to move the equipment to locations where it could
be used, the FFT asked about the roles that the plant fire department and security
personnel would play following an earthquake to check FLEX equipment status and
access.  The FFT noted that although FLEX Strategies may or may not be
performed following an earthquake in a timeframe necessary to prevent core
damage or a large radiological release (the standard PRA endpoints) depending
upon the specific scenario, this does not reduce the value of the FLEX Strategies as
they could still possibly be used to reduce the magnitude of core damage or
radiological releases following a beyond design basis accident.  In this regard, the
PRA may appear to be a conservative analysis.

In general, the FLEX Program was designed for flexibility in responding to beyond
design-basis events and not for responding to any particular event within any
particular timeframe.  As such, the industry standards for PRA analyses would
typically only allow consideration of the incorporation of Phase 1 FLEX Strategies.
 While there were many other accident response activities that could be completed
using "Phase 2" FLEX Strategies (which use FLEX Equipment stored on site but
outside the plant protected area), the uncertainty associated with the timeframes
and probabilities of success for the use of such equipment is so high as to be
inappropriate for use under the current nuclear industry standards governing the
PRA analysis.  (There is also a category of "Phase 3" FLEX Strategies which use
FLEX Equipment staged at an offsite regional center.)  For some very large
earthquake scenarios, responses would have to succeed within as little as four
hours to have an impact in reducing the risk calculated from the PRA, and DCPP's
position was that very few Phase 2 FLEX Strategies could be confidently assumed



to be completed within that timeframe after a very large earthquake.

The DCISC Fact-Finding Team learned that a single FLEX Strategy was
currently incorporated into DCPP's Probabilistic Risk Assessment (PRA)
analysis of a greater than design basis earthquake with loss of AC power;
however, the PRA considers the first 24 hours of an event, and FLEX is
assumed not available for 24 hours, thus FLEX is not typically useful in
PRA analyses.  The DCISC should also review post-earthquake procedures
for the fire department and for security personnel with respect to FLEX
equipment and plant access.

4.23.3 Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions: Although FLEX is not typically useful in PRA analyses,
FLEX equipment is available for use in mitigating beyond design basis
events, including earthquakes and loss of all A/C power. Additionally,
FLEX equipment can be used for any severe event resulting in loss or
unavailability of normal shutdown systems and equipment.

Recommendations:  None
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4.24 Decommissioning

4.24.1 Overview and Previous Activities

On June 21, 2016, PG&E announced a Joint Proposal with Friends of the Earth,
the Natural Resources Defense Council, Environment California, the International
Brotherhood of Electrical Works Local 1245, Coalition of California Utility
Employees, and the Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility to retire DCPP at the
expiration of the current operating licenses.  On August 11, 2016, PG&E filed an
Application with the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) for approval of
the retirement of DCPP, implementation of the Joint Proposal, and for recovery of
associated costs through proposed ratemaking.  Under the Joint Proposal, PG&E
would continue to operate DCPP at current levels through the current license
periods.  The application was approved by the CPUC on January 11, 2018,
affirming the plan that PG&E would retire Unit 1 in 2024 and Unit 2 in 2025. On
November 2, 2022 Governor Newsome signed California Senate Bill 846, which
invalidated the Joint Proposal with its early shutdown and provided for five more
years of electricity production though 2029 and 2030 for Units 1 and 2,
respectively. This essentially stopped or delayed PG&E's decommissioning
planning.

In previous periods, the DCISC reviewed the following topics related to the Joint
Proposal, and Decommissioning Program at one Fact-finding Meeting and two
Public Meetings:

Employee Retention Programs 
Decommissioning Planning Update 
Decommissioning Engagement Panel

The DCISC concluded the following during the previous reporting period:

Planning for the decommissioning of DCPP was proceeding well, and the
Decommissioning Engagement Panel was serving well to represent the
interests of the community and other stakeholders.

4.24.2 Current Period Activities



During the current period, the DCISC reviewed the Joint Proposal and
Decommissioning Program at two Fact-finding Meeting and one Public Meetings.
 The following topics were reviewed:

Decommissioning Planning and Funding (Volume II, Exhibit D.4, Section 3.1) 
Capital Project Planning (Volume II, Exhibit D.9, Section 3.10)

Decommissioning Planning and Funding

DCPP reported that PG&E has sufficient funding to continue decommissioning
planning.  The current status is that a detailed decommissioning plan is being
developed.  Several technical specification changes to support decommissioning
have been submitted to the NRC but may be deferred should plant operation
continue.  Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) approvals are expected in
September 2023.  DCPP briefed the DCISC on a high-level plan summarizing the
major steps being planned for the project including such things as large
component removal, reactor vessel segmentation, "cold and dark" strategy, [The
"cold and dark strategy is essentially depowering the site and replacing the needed
electrical power with construction like electrical systems.  This is done to avoid
inadvertent live wire electrical accidents during decommissioning.]
decontamination strategy, plant survey for contamination, etc.

DCPP has yet to make a decision on how the project will be managed in terms of
the use of a "Decommissioning Operations Contractor" or self managed with the
hiring of specific contractors, or a combination of the above.  Requests for
Proposals have not yet gone out, but DCPP intends to leave to prospective bidders
how they intend to implement the decommissioning of the plants. This will make
comparing bids difficult in terms of price and scope.

It was reported that the current minimum decommissioning trust fund requirement
by NRC regulations was $1.2 billion.  The current cost estimate for
decommissioning was $3.9 billion (2017 dollars) for both plants and the actual
trust fund balance was $4.0 billion.  Due to the expected appreciation of the large
balance, the trust fund is no longer being funded by the rate payers. Depending on
the degree of detail and confidence in the estimate, there could be insufficient
funds to cover the decommissioning cost, and further reviews could be needed.

The 2021 NDCTP was currently before the California Public Utilities Commission
(CPUC) for review and approval.  One item of contention in the NDCTP proceedings
was the radiological standard to be used to determine the maximum level of
activity allowed to remain following decommissioning.  Current NRC regulations
limit the amounts of remaining radioactivity to that which could result a dose more
than 25 millirem per year to a member of the public.  Several parties before the
CPUC were advocating a lower standard of 10 millirem per year.

Lastly, DCPP reported that should the license expiration date be extended, DCPP
would put many decommissioning planning activities on hold.  However, they



would continue to do any work necessary to maintain a position ready to
commence decommissioning immediately upon any future planned cessation of
power operations.

DCPP continues to appropriately plan for decommissioning, although it
has been authorized by the California Legislature for power production for
five additional years (and possibly longer).

Decommissioning Planning Update (Volume II, Exhibit B.3)

PG&E began early in the decommissioning process to obtain necessary
discretionary actions from the state and federal governments and the plan remains
to go straight to a decommissioning project when the plant ceases operation. This
was based upon PG&E's experience with its Humboldt Bay Power Plant which was
the eleventh nuclear power plant to successfully decommission and proceed to
retire its 10 CFR Part 50 license. The decommissioning plan is also based upon
building two dry cask storage facilities, the replacement steam generator facility
and benchmarking1 against the experience of the San Onofre Nuclear Generating
Station (SONGS), a two-unit pressurized water reactor located on the coast in
southern California.

All these activities are now on schedule and the CPUC is in the process of
conducting the 2021 Nuclear Decommissioning Cost Triennial Proceeding (2021
NDCTP) with hearings scheduled for November 2022 and he remarked that under
the 2018 NDCTP an appropriate budget was created for the decommissioning
project.

PG&E intends to keep its Diablo Canyon Decommissioning Engagement Panel
(DCDEP) intact and work is continuing on repurposing and future land use
decisions. He observed interest has been expressed in future use of the "nuclear
campus" in connection with the generation of offshore wind energy combined with
battery storage but any such projects are years in the future. A key item involves
repurposing the Diablo Intake Cove breakwater. Despite the prospect of continued
operation DCPP sees no diminishment of the need for public comment in the
decommissioning process. The DCDEP was formed by PG&E seven years ago, prior
to the end of the current license periods, because of the complexity of the
decommissioning project and current and future Panels will build off of the work of
previous Panels. There is an average of twenty very diverse applicants for each
seat on the DCDEP and appointment is a very competitive process. PG&E continues
to meet with the DCDEP each month concerning administrative matters. The origin
of the DCDEP stemmed from future land conservation and repurposing concerns,
and the DCDEP has helped inform some of PG&E's decommissioning decisions and
he commented there is funding in SB 846 for land conservation. Early on the
DCISC agreed to serve as a technical resource to the DCDEP, and the Committee's
commitment in that regard continues to this day.

Budget informs scope and scope informs the permitting work for the required



licenses. A draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was expected to be issued
between December 2022 and March 2023 and will be circulated for comment.
Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) there is a process for an
EIR to address changed circumstances and EIRs are often amended and updated
as required under CEQA and these updates and amendments are not discretionary
acts by the utility but legal requirements under CEQA when circumstances change.
The applicant (PG&E) is required to inform the lead agency (the County of San Luis
Obispo) of any changed circumstances and he reported PG&E has a very close
relationship with the County and the County Planning Director serves as an ex
officio member of the DCDEP. The application for a Coastal Development Permit
triggered the EIR and when the draft EIR is released and made public the County
is required to open a public comment period of at least 45 days and PG&E
anticipates the public comment period will be open for a longer period. The County
as the lead agency is required to respond to every comment and that process is
expected to take four or five months.

License amendment requests (LARs) are pending before the NRC concerning
emergency planning, to allow a step-down of the emergency planning organization
as the risk profile changes commensurate with what has been done at other
nuclear power plants. The NRC is now conducting a decommissioning rulemaking
process, and DCPP's timing required the plant to continue with individual LARs
rather than benefitting from a programmatic change to NRC policy.

In September 2022 DCPP submitted a License Renewal Application for the license
for the ISFSI which was accepted as sufficient with no requests for supplemental
information received. The license renewal for the ISFSI is for a forty-year license,
the current license having been issued for twenty years. The license renewal
period for the ISFSI should then be roughly aligned with the license period for the
new Orano spent fuel dry storage system which is expected to be licensed for a
forty-year period.

In September 2022 DCPP submitted a License Renewal Application for the license
for the ISFSI which was accepted as sufficient with no requests for supplemental
information received. The license renewal for the ISFSI is for a forty-year license,
the current license having been issued for twenty years. The license renewal
period for the ISFSI should then be roughly aligned with the license period for the
new Orano spent fuel dry storage system which is expected to be licensed for a
forty-year period.

The trust funds for decommissioning now total approximately $4 billion in a
qualified trust that is controlled by the NRC. But in the 2018 NDCTP the State of
California created a nonqualified trust under the control of the State to permit
limited work and procurement of materials to take place during operation of the
power plant to assist in its transition to decommissioning. The NRC uses a uniform
formula of 3% of the balance, based on thermal megawatts, and PG&E applied for
and received an exemption from the NRC to receive $187 million which was in
excess of the $37 million allowed under the formula for the nine-year



decommissioning planning project. The federal funds were placed in another fund
and the California revenue comes to PG&E from the CPUC through a
nonbypassable charge paid by PG&E's customers. PG&E is using only funds from
the nonqualified trust and the qualified trust has an adequate balance to conduct
the work once the plant ceases operation and the fuel is removed from the
reactors. With repurposing concepts and expedited fuel transfer the
decommissioning project is now estimated to cost $3.9 billion, and the DCDEP's
input into this process has resulted in benefit to the community.

With reference to NRC licensing activity, a review process under the Coastal Zone
Management Act (CZMA) is applicable to coastal states and the CZMA generates a
referral to the state agency charged with coastline protection. Because there is no
impact to coastal resources from the ISFSI's relicensing, as no facilities are
proposed for construction, PG&E is pursuing the same strategy for DCPP it used for
the Humboldt Bay Power Plant with reference to the CZMA.

In the next six months DCPP expects to receive approval for its permanently
defueled technical specifications, for some of the LARs submitted for emergency
planning, and also for its Certified Fuel Handler Program. A requirement for
certified fuel handlers would replace the requirement for licensed reactor operators
and the certified fuel handlers would be responsible for the health and safety of
the public.

In the 2021 NDCTP the CPUC is holding hearings in November 2022 for contested
issues and he commented the CPUC generally seeks settlements in context of a
NDCTP but if settlement is not possible the issues are litigated before the CPUC.
The NDCTP process typically takes eighteen months, and PG&E hopes for a
resolution of the 2021 NDCTP during 2023 so a budget can be established and
other matters resulting from a decision in the 2021 NDCTP can be resolved. The
current cost estimate in the 2021 NDCTP adjusted in 2020 dollars is $3.96 billion
with the main drivers for the reduction being repurposing and reducing spent fuel
offload time with the current Technical Specifications requiring more than ten
years and each of the bids for a new spent fuel dry cask storage system
committing to accomplish offloading all the fuel in less than four years. Evidentiary
hearings are scheduled for November with a decision in the 2021 NDCTP expected
in mid-2023. The 2021 NDCTP was expected to be the final triennial proceeding
but should operations be extended this may not be the case as SB 846 requires
both the continuance of the NDCTP process and for the CPUC to reopen the
proceeding which approved the retirement of DCPP. The CPUC is proceeding to
reopen the prior proceeding, and PG&E will be required to provide information in
that matter with the interested parties having an opportunity to participate and
respond to PG&E's information.

Should the NRC not complete its evaluation of DCPP's application to extend the
operating licenses for both units by the time the current licenses would have
otherwise expired and provided DCPP's application was deemed timely and
sufficient, the plant could continue to operation and he remarked this is consistent



with the experience of other nuclear power plants including the Indian Point
Energy Center in New York.

Capital Project Planning (Volume II, Exhibit D.9, Section 3.10)

In response to the plan for DCPP to cease power operations at the end of its
current license, a Project Review Working Group (PRWG) was formed in 2017
using experienced staff from Operations, Engineering, and Work Control.  The
PRWG completed a review of the entire portfolio for future capital projects and
made recommendations for cancellations or modifications given the reduced life of
the facility.  The work of the PRWG was considered complete with the acceptance
of the capital project recommendations and the associated financial impacts as a
part of PG&E's 2020 General Rate Case before the California Public Utilities
Commission.

For the ongoing management of capital project approvals and implementations,
DCPP was using its normal process which centered around the work of the Plant
Health Prioritization Committee (PHPC).  The work of the PHPC was covered by
procedure AD7.ID18, "Plant Health Prioritization Committee," Revision 3, a copy of
which was requested and provided to the FFT.  A simplified overview of the capital
project management process was as follows:

Requesting engineer or other "issue owner" brings a Plant Health Issue Plan
to the PHPC for its review.  The PHPC reviews the issue and decides upon the
funding of a study to investigate details on the issue and provide options for
resolution.
 
Proposed project study returns to PHPC for review and approval to move
forward with authorization of funds to proceed with development of a scope of
work for the proposed project (referred to as "Gate 1" in the procedure).
 
Proposed project detailed scope of work and cost returns to PHPC for review
and approval to move forward with preliminary design and cost estimate
("Gate 2").
 
Proposed project preliminary design and cost estimate returns to PHPC for
review and approval to move forward with detailed design and
implementation ("Gate 3").
 
Other PHPC reviews and gates would follow the implementation and closing of
the project as needed.

Meetings of the PHPC were held on an as-needed basis depending on the level of
project activities being considered and managed.  DCPP provided the DCISC with a
list of capital projects brought to the PHPC since 2020 which were cancelled during
the PHPC review process as follows:



Upgrades to both units' Main Annunciator Systems - A spare parts bridging
strategy was developed and approved as an adequate means to address
system aging concerns.
 
Upgrade to Unit 2 Reactor Coolant Pump Vibration Monitoring System - Based
on the poor results of a similar project on Unit 1, the project was deemed not
feasible and maintenance of the existing equipment was evaluated as
adequate until the cessation of power operations.
 
Unit 1 Reactor Vessel Level Indication System bellows replacement - A review
determined that regular preventive maintenance of the system would be
adequate to ensure proper operations through the cessation of power
operations.
 
Upgrades to plant recorders - Replacements of numerous analog recorders
with digital recorders were already completed, and it was found that further
analog recorder replacements were unnecessary as an adequate inventory of
spares was available.
 
Relocations of chemistry sampling stations - It was determined that concrete
modifications would be necessary for the proposed changes which would
significantly increase the complexity and cost.  Instead, procedures were
changed to allow the use of other existing sampling locations.
 
Unit 2 Spare Startup Transformer piping replacement - It was determined
that preventive maintenance on the spare transformer was adequate and that
piping replacement was not needed.

The DCISC also inquired about which capital projects were authorized for
implementation over the previous two years, and DCPP later provided a list of
authorized projects.  The list showed that there was a total of 18 Capital Projects
authorized since 2020, of which were seven were directly related to security.  The
remaining 11 non-security related Capital Projects authorized and funded for
completion were:

Polar Crane Post-Modification Upgrades
Emergent Outage Replacement of Nuclear Instruments
Suez (Water Treatment) Facility Upgrade
Condensate Polisher Computer Workstation Upgrades
Capital Tools Equipment
Unit 2 Condenser Expansion Joint Replacement
GQD (Emergency Diesel Generator Local Alarm Panel) Plug-In Alarm Relays
Replace Main Generator Stator Closed Cooling Water Manifolds
Intake Gantry Crane Radio Control System



Unit 2 Replace TCV-23 (Generator Hydrogen Cold Gas Temperature Control
Valve) Actuator
Unit 2 Replace Main Turbine High Pressure Governor Valve

DCPP's process for authorizing or cancelling proposed capital projects
appeared effective.  Selections made to delete projects using this process
did not appear to compromise plant operational safety.

4.24.3 Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions:  

DCPP's planning for decommissioning was proceeding on schedule and
with appropriate coordination of the regulatory filings and approvals
needed to support a prompt and efficient start to decommissioning work
activities should  a cessation of power operations occur in 2025.

Recommendations:  None

 

[1]
 Benchmarking is the practice of comparing business processes and

performance metrics to industry bests and best practices from other companies.
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4.25 Extended Operations

4.25.1 Overview and Previous Activities

Prior to April 2022, PG&E was solely pursuing decommissioning under the Joint
Proposal and filings with the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC).  In April
2022, California Governor Newsom public stated support for continued operations
of DCPP past 2025.  In June 2022, Assembly Bill 180 (AB180) was enacted
authorizing $75,000,000 for immediate action on extending the operation of DCPP
through a contract between PG&E and the California's Department of Water
Resources (DWR).  In August 2022, Senate Bill 846 (SB846) was enacted directing
PG&E to take actions necessary to extend the operation of DCPP for another five
years beyond the current license expiration dates in 2024 for Unit 1 and 2025 for
Unit 2.  SB846 also provided permission from the state for DCPP to continue to
occupy state property, to continue to operate the plant's once through cooling, and
to receive additional funding through the DWR.

The DCISC did not review any topics related to Extended Operations during the
previous reporting period.

4.25.2 Current Period Activities

During the current period, the DCISC reviewed DCPP's planning for Extended
Operations at nine Fact-finding Meeting and three Public Meetings.  The following
topics were reviewed:

State Interest in Extended Operations and Senate Bill 846 
License Renewal and Aging Management
Reviews of Maintenance and Plant Improvement Projects
Reviews of Seismic Assessments
Staffing for Extended Operations

State Interest in Extended Operations and Senate Bill 846 (Volume II, Exhibit D.1,
Section 3.13; Exhibit D.2, Section 3.2; Exhibit D.3, Section 3.9; Exhibit B.3; and
Exhibit B.6)

In mid-2022, the DCISC began reviews of DCPP's response to the State of



California's interest in extending power operations beyond 2025.  A timeline of
events on the topic for 2022 was as follows:

Prior to April 2022, PG&E was solely pursuing decommissioning per the Joint
Proposal and filings with the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC).  
In April, Governor Newsom stated publicly his support for continued
operations for DCPP past 2025.
In May, Governor Newsom requested that the Department of Energy (DOE)
expand the Civil Nuclear Credit (CNC) program to include a utility/plant
operating in a non-competitive market (such as DCPP).  
In late-June, PG&E sent a letter to DOE supporting the governor's request to
make the change to the CNC program.  Additionally, PG&E requested a 75-
day extension of the program's application deadline to allow PG&E adequate
time to prepare an application to the CNC program for DCPP.  DOE later
granted the change and extension.
Also in late June, the state legislature passed a bill (AB180) authorizing $75
million to the Water Resources Control Board which could be used to extend
the operation of electric power plants that were previously scheduled for
retirement.

As a result of the above state initiatives, in mid-2022 PG&E began pursuing two
concurrent paths forward for 2025.  The first path was to continue
decommissioning planning as previously funded and approved by the CPUC.  The
second path was to take the actions necessary to preserve options for renewing
PG&E's NRC license to operate DCPP for another 20 years.  (Obtaining a license
renewal for 20 years did not necessarily mean that DCPP would operate for
another 20 years beyond 2025.)  Steps that were forecasted to be needed to move
forward on the second path included:

PG&E would submit an application to DOE to participate in the Civilian Nuclear
Credit program.
PG&E would need additional state legislation passed to authorize and permit
continued operations at DCPP.  This legislation would need to be passed prior
to the end of the current legislative session in August 2022 so that DCPP
would have adequate time to apply for license renewal, prepare for continued
operations, and procure new fuel assemblies.
PG&E would need to receive funding from the state and/or the DOE in order
to authorize the resources necessary for pursuing continued operations.  At
the time, PG&E only had authority from the CPUC to spend ratepayer funds
on activities related to operations through 2025 and decommissioning.
If the California Legislature passed legislation directing the continuation of
operations for DCPP, PG&E would initiate the necessary federal regulatory
approvals needed for continued operations.  This would include a request to
the NRC to reopen PG&E's previously submitted License Renewal Application
for DCPP.



PG&E continued to work on decommissioning planning but also started to
plan for the possibility of continued operations at DCPP beyond 2025.
 Further state direction and funding was needed in order to perform the
activities necessary to support continued operations.

On August 31, 2022, the California Legislature passed SB846 authorizing
continued operation of DCPP until 2030. The following steps would likely follow:

PG&E expected to submit Civil Nuclear Credit program application to
Department of Energy 
PG&E would then request federal (NRC) regulatory approvals needed for
license renewal and continued operations

This license renewal would require reactivation of the NRC license renewal review,
which typically added 20 additional years to the plant operating license.  NRC's
review of DCPP's original License Renewal Application had proceeded to the point
of almost issuing the Safety Evaluation Report, when PG&E requested a halt to
NRC review.

An extension of operations for DCPP was authorized by the California
Legislature for operation through 2030.  This required reactivation of the
NRC license renewal process, which was nearly complete when PG&E
requested it be halted in 2018.  In parallel with its focus on extended
operations, PG&E would continue to work on its path to decommissioning,
although at a slower pace.

The following is a summary of the DCISC's discussions on this topic at its
September 2022 Public Meeting:

Assembly Bill 180 (AB180) enacted earlier in 2022 authorized $75,000,000 for
immediate action on extending DCPP operation through a contract between PG&E
and the California DWR. DCPP had not been engaged in a procurement process for
items necessary to extend operations and therefore AB180 provided the immediate
funding to engage with contractors to procure future delivery of fuel assemblies
and to change the planned Unit 1 fuel loading strategy for the next refueling
outages to support extended operations.  With the passage of SB846, additional
funding was provided for extended operations and a third funding opportunity was
being provided through the U.S. Department of Energy's Civil Nuclear Credit
Program.  These federal funds would be treated as a pass-through from PG&E to
the State of California to offset the funds received under AB180 and SB846.

DCPP was engaged and working with its vendor on fuel purchasing and planning
fuel strategies for both extended operation and decommissioning and assessing
what those alternatives meant with reference to the storage of spent nuclear fuel.
A project team was formed, and DCPP performed additional hiring and engaging
contractors so the license renewal and decommissioning teams could proceed in
parallel fashion.



A new plan for spent fuel storage was expected to be complete by the end of
2022.  Neither spent fuel pool was currently full having approximately 900-950
assemblies in each pool, leaving several hundred slots of inventory available in the
spent fuel pools.  DCPP would need to conduct a spent fuel loading campaign after
the next scheduled refueling outages. The spent fuel casks manufactured by the
Holtec firm occupied approximately 40% of the capacity of the ISFSI which was
designed to hold 138 casks.

Significant changes were made in staffing to modify outage scheduling and
accommodate the additional regulatory requirements.  Regarding the need to
review maintenance activities to identify any activities that would have been
performed during past outages had the license renewal efforts for extended
operation not been abandoned, DCPP reported that the Engineering organization
would be the primary group to perform that work.

DCPP planned to continue planning in parallel both for retirement of the units and
for their continued operation after 2025. PG&E intended to keep the Diablo Canyon
Decommissioning Engagement Panel (DCDEP) intact and to continue to work with
San Luis Obispo County on the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for
Decommissioning.

With reference to the license renewal process, the NRC draws its authority from
the Atomic Energy Act and from the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
which is similar to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The license
renewal requirements included the development of Aging Management Programs
which were additive to the baseline current licensing conditions and therefore
extending operations involved an increase and not a lessening of regulatory
standards.  As more than five years had passed, DCPP would also need to restart
the environmental aspects for continued operation under NEPA but would have
more information available based upon similar information developed under CEQA
during the work done in preparation for decommissioning.

PG&E planned to build off the prior, relatively current, previous License Renewal
Application for an extended license and this effort was 80-90% complete up
through the process of issuing safety evaluations and the retirement of all
contentions when the previous application was withdrawn because of the Joint
Proposal.  The License Renewal Application did not require new seismic studies,
but SB846 contained a provision which required PG&E to conduct an updated
seismic assessment.

SB846 also addressed and provided statutory ground for the role to be played by
the DCISC including incorporating the reports of the IPRP into DCISC findings and
recommendations, for the DCISC to transmit its findings and recommendations,
and for the DCISC to fulfill a role in providing the Committee Members' analyses of
DCPP's safety.

License Renewal and Aging Management (Volume II, Exhibit D.5, Section 3.3;



Exhibit D.6, Section 3.8; Exhibit D.8, Section 3.7; Exhibit D.10, Section 3.9; and
Exhibit B.6)

DCPP's original application for License Renewal (submitted in November 2009) was
withdrawn on March 7, 2018, following the June 2016 execution of the Joint
Proposal to retire DCPP at the expiration of the current operating licenses in 2024
(Unit 1) and 2025 (Unit 2).  In October 2022, PG&E requested the NRC resume
review of the previous License Renewal Application or, alternatively, to allow an
exemption from 10 CFR 2.109(b) regarding timely renewal applications (to allow a
new License Renewal Application to be filed with less than five years remaining on
the current operating license).  The goal of either path towards license renewal
would be to build upon the large amount of information previously submitted to
the NRC and evaluated as acceptable in the NRC's Safety Evaluation Report for
License Renewal that was issued in June 2011.  [In January 2023, the NRC
informed PG&E that it had denied its request to resume review of the previous
License Renewal Application.  In March 2023, the NRC informed PG&E that it had
granted its requested exemption from the requirements for timely renewal
applications.]

PG&E staffed a new License Renewal group, and the first activities for the group
would be to develop Requests for Proposals for various contractors that would be
needed to support the development of the new application.  It was expected that
35-40 staff would ultimately be required to develop the new application and that in
addition a large number of active plant staff members would be needed part-time
in certain areas.  A large portion of the work would also involve developing and
starting the additional aging management programs required for plant equipment
and components.  DCPP committed to submit the new License Renewal Application
to the NRC by the end of 2023.

DCPP applied to the NRC either 1) to restart the previous License Renewal
Application and supplement it as needed, or 2) to obtain an exemption
from the timely renewal requirement and submit a new, full License
Renewal Application by the end of 2023.  In January 2023, the NRC
informed PG&E that it had denied its request to resume review of the
previous License Renewal Application.  In March 2023, the NRC informed
PG&E that it had granted its requested exemption from the requirements
for timely renewal applications.  DCPP's efforts in pursuing NRC license
extension based on California Senate Bill 846 appeared appropriate.

DCPP formed a 40-person project team reviewing the changes in NRC's regulations
and guides for license renewal since DCPP filed its original application for license
renewal in 2008.  Members of the team were developing Aging Management Plans
(AMPs) for systems and equipment as required for the License Renewal Application
that DCPP expected to file by the end of 2023.  Some existing AMPs were being
updated for license renewal, such as the one for NFPA-805, Fire Protection.  Some
new AMPs were being initiated per NRC regulations, such as cathodic protection of
Auxiliary Saltwater discharge piping.



The DCISC reviewed a March 17, 2023, letter to the NRC in response to their
questions on AMPs.  These commitment lists were provided to request the NRC's
exemption for allowing DCPP to submit its License Renewal Application with AMP
inspections that will occur past the expiration date of the current licenses. The
letter included the following:

1. A commitment list of current AMP inspections for the upcoming Refueling
Outage 1R24 occurring Fall 2023 - these included 15 existing inspections and
20 new inspections. Examples are the following inspections:
 

a. ASME Code inspections for Class 1, 2 and 3 pressure-retaining
components

b. Reactor head closure studs
c. Boric acid corrosion
d. Flow acceleration corrosion
e. Steam Generator tube integrity
f. Closed Cycle Cooling Water System
g. Overhead cranes, hoists and trolleys
h. Fire Water Systems

 
2. A commitment inspection schedule for DCPP commitments included in its

withdrawn License Renewal Application. Examples include the following:
 

a. Enhance Fire Protection program procedures for fire rated doors
b. Enhance the Fuel Oil Chemistry Program
c. Inspections of internal surfaces of various piping and ducting

components
d. Enhance the Lubricating Oil Analysis Program
e. Enhance the Structures Monitoring Program
f. Enhance the Transmission Conductor, Connections, Insulators,

and Switchyard Bus Connections Program
g. Enhance the Metal Fatigue of Reactor Coolant Pressure Boundary

Program
h. Install impressed current cathodic protection for buried Auxiliary

Saltwater System

DCPP planned to submit its License Renewal Application to the NRC by the end of
2023. The application would include the above inspections and AMPs, along with
others which are required in revised NRC requirements since the DCPP application
was withdrawn in 2018.

DCPP's plans and schedules appeared satisfactory for augmenting its
Aging Management Plans for its application to the NRC for License



Renewal.

The following is a summary of the DCISC's discussions on this topic at its February
2023 Public Meeting:

DCPP was preparing a License Renewal Application for extended operation for a
20-year period.  From a regulatory perspective, there must be a renewed license
from the NRC as well as permission from the state for DCPP to occupy state
property. to operate the plant's once through cooling, and for funding.  With an
extended operation for DCPP, PG&E would essentially become a state contractor
through the California DWR. While PG&E would need to submit a new license
application, much of the earlier documentation would remain valid but would need
to be updated and the new application would be formatted to a later standard.

The environmental work done in preparation for decommissioning the power plant
would carry across to other processes including with the State Lands Commission
and with the State Water Resources Control Board, which reviews  entrainment
and impingement issues in connection with once through cooling, and the Central
Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board which reviews thermal impacts and
administers the plant's National Pollutant Discharge Elimination Permit (NPDES) on
behalf of the federal government. The environmental work would also inform the
California Coastal Commission, which has original jurisdiction in the coastal zone,
and the San Luis Obispo County Planning Commission which shares jurisdiction
over land use and building permits with the Coastal Commission. The draft
Environmental Impact Report for decommissioning was expected to be issued in
April 2023 which would commence a public comment period after which the report
will go before the County Planning Commission and, if it is appealed, to the County
Board of Supervisors with approval expected in 2024 or 2025.

The Diablo Canyon Decommissioning Engagement Panel (DCDEP) was formed in
response to a regulatory commitment that no action would be taken on
repurposing the lands without convening a public process, but the DCDEP would
have no role in extended operations.  Extended operations did not preclude the
plant from continuing to prepare for decommissioning and thereby reduce the risk
of not meeting decommissioning milestones.   The DCPP decommissioning trust
fund had approximately $4 billion available to cover a proposed decommissioning
budget of $3.9 billion.  Additionally, efforts to develop employee retention
programs were moving ahead as a first-tier priority for extended operation.

PG&E reported that some key milestones had been completed including the
Department of Energy granting $1.1 billion in funding over a four-year period with
some of those funds to be sent back to the State of California to offset the state's
investment in DCPP.  PG&E intended to submit its new License Renewal Application
during the fourth quarter of 2023. DCPP reported that the environmental section of
the license renewal process required significant work to update under both the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and NRC regulations.  PG&E also noted
that when DCPP applied for license renewal in 2009, there were several refueling



outages planned to address these topics.  However with the timing for the current
License Renewal Application, there was only one refueling outage per unit which
complicated refueling outage planning for license renewal activities.

Reviews of Maintenance and Plant Improvement Projects (Volume II, Exhibit D.7,
Section 3.1 and Section 3.2; Exhibit D.5, Section 3.10; Exhibit D.6, Section 3.4;
Exhibit D.8, Section 3.3; Exhibit D.9, Section 3.3; Exhibit D.10, Section 3.8;
Exhibit B.6; and Exhibit B.9)

The DCISC reviewed PG&E's plans to meet a specific requirement of California
Senate Bill 846 (SB846) regarding the requirement for DCPP to "...commission a
study by independent consultants to catalog and evaluate any deferred
maintenance at [DCPP...]." 
DCPP used a formal, procedurally controlled process called the Preventative
Maintenance Change Request (PMCR) Program to review any changes to
Preventative Maintenance (PM) activities.  The PMCR process was used to review,
approve, and document any changes made to PM activities given the pending
cessation of power operations in 2025.  Since 2018, changes were made to PM
schedules via the PMCR process based on the reduced need to ensure equipment
would operate reliably through 2025.  An example of PMs that may not have been
needed given the 2025 timeframe was motor cleanings and rewindings.
 Additionally, Corrective Maintenance (CM) activities were routinely reviewed and
scheduled for performance with consideration of whether they were needed to
ensure reliability through the 2025 timeframe.  An example of corrective
maintenance that may not have been needed given the 2025 timeframe was
painting of corroded structures.  PM and CM activities for safety-related equipment
or equipment important to safety were never affected by these reviews and
continued to be performed since 2018.

The purpose and scope of the current Preventative Maintenance Optimization
initiative designated as "PMO++," also referred to as "Equipment Long Range Plan
Reviews," by DCPP was discussed.  The PMO++ Program used a large group of
individuals (about 30) from various departments (Engineering, Maintenance,
Operations, Outage and Planning, Risk Management, etc.) to review all of the
PMCRs processed since 2018 to determine what changes to PM activities were now
needed to optimize equipment performance and reliability beyond 2025.
 Additionally, the team reviewed all uncompleted CM activities from the same
timeframe to determine if additional CM activities needed to be performed in light
of extending operations through 2030.  Together, the updated PM and CM
activities would form an updated long-range maintenance plan for DCPP.

After the PMO++ Program was completed, DCPP planned to obtain the services of
an independent entity to review the results of the process.   The independent
reviewer would be provided with both PM and CM information from before and
after the PMO++  Program along with the methodology used for the PMO++
review process.



DCPP planned to meet the SB846 requirement for a study by independent
consultants to catalog and evaluate any deferred maintenance at DCPP
through obtaining the services of an independent entity to review the
results of its PMO++ Program.  The DCISC concluded that this approach
appeared appropriate, and the DCISC should review the results of the
study following its completion.

The DCISC reviewed DCPP's plan for reviewing capital projects that would be
performed to support extended operations.  Prior to the consideration of extended
operations under SB846, there were only five capital projects approved for 2023.
 Following the decision to extend operations under SB846, DCPP began a review of
former and possibly new capital projects that would need to be implemented.  As
DCPP did not have any authority for capital projects to support operations beyond
2025 under its current general rate case authorized by the California Public Utilities
Commission, DCPP was focused on applying for and receiving funds allocated by
SB846 to the Department of Water Resources which could be used for plant
improvements needed to maintain high plant reliability and nuclear safety through
2030.

DCPP performed a review of the PMO++ results along with lists of previously
cancelled capital projects and supply chain issues for repair parts.  The focus of
those reviews would be to identify improvements that would result in immediate or
short-term improvements in reliability.  Historically most major capital projects
took 18-24 months to design and one or two refueling cycles (18-36 months) to
implement.  Most such large projects would not be feasible or sufficiently beneficial
for completion during the timeframe of a five-year extension of operations.
 Therefore, it was expected that DCPP would be generating a list of projects that
would address spare parts availability or would improve reliability with a short
implementation schedule.  Examples included possible plans to purchase spare or
refurbished large motors and/or improvements that could be implemented no later
than refueling outages in the 2026-2027 timeframe.  Lastly, it was noted that any
possible extension of operations beyond five years would appreciably change the
number of capital projects that would be worthy of consideration.

DCPP was appropriately reviewing capital projects that would be needed
to support extended operations through 2030.

The following is a summary of the DCISC's discussions on this topic at its February
and June 2023 Public Meetings:

DCPP reported that previous life-cycle management plans for equipment corelated
with the present license expiration dates of 2024 for Unit 1 and 2025 for Unit 2.  A
holistic review was undertaken to identify the scope for license renewal and to
ensure equipment and system reliability.  This review was referred to as
Preventative Maintenance Optimization ++ (PMO++) with the ++ designation
standing for projects and life cycle review.  The PMO++ Program encompassed
both nuclear safety-related as well as reliability-related systems and components.



The PMO++ Program reviewed all plant systems for improvements in safety,
efficiency or reliability always looking first at nuclear safety. Reviews focused
primarily on validations to ensure maintenance plans are adequate for both the
safety and production systems with safety as a priority, but with changes coming
mainly for efficiencies in production on secondary systems.  Prioritizing
opportunities to make improvements unrelated to safety took into account both
risk and complexity.  The PMO++ Project staff consisted of 30 persons working full
time.  Regarding interpretation of the use of the phrase "deferred maintenance" in
the statutory language of SB846, DCPP reported that no maintenance had been
deferred and all plant systems had been maintained as required by the NRC and
the Maintenance Rule.  In the event of a functional failure, corrective maintenance
had been performed.  In general, DCPP had not changed its maintenance strategy
on any of its safety related equipment.

The DCISC reviewed DCPP's current efforts to review the long rang maintenance
and project plans for station equipment, named "PMO++". The objective for this
initiative was the following:

"In preparation for License Renewal and Extended Operations,
we are taking a holistic look at equipment/system's overall
health to determine and prioritize outstanding work scope
based on Maintenance Plans (MP) in grace or Preventive
Maintenance Change Requests (PMCR) that were approved
with rationale stating end of license is 2024/2025, Corrective
Maintenance (CM) Orders that have been pushed to beyond
2025, Open SAPNs (SAP Notification) / cognitive trending done
by plant personnel, License Renewal (LR) activities, and any
other inputs such as Life Cycle Maintenance (LCM) studies,
industry peers, Operating Experience (OE)."

Also, the purpose was as follows:

1. "To validate that the Maintenance being performed is effective and is
maintaining or improving safety, equipment reliability or efficiency and
identify any gaps we may have in our maintenance/surveillance strategies. 

2. To identify Maintenance gaps and/or Projects that should be evaluated to
improve safety, equipment reliability, efficiency, or support license
requirements."

The project began in December 2022 with initial reviews completed by the end of
January 2023. A cross-functional team was used to review a comprehensive list of
documents including the following:

Corrective Maintenance
Preventive Maintenance
Surveillances
License Renewal/Aging Management Programs



Repair Parts Equivalents
Modifications and Designs
Critical Spares
End of Life Grace Periods (pre-determined, pre-approved schedule
extensions)
Cognitive Trending via SAPNs (Corrective Action Notifications) and Interviews

Examples of outcomes would include CAP Notifications for Preventive Maintenance
changes, identifying turnkey projects, or determining additional options needing
investigating.

Historically, DCPP had over 12,000 Preventive Maintenance (PM) activities.
Approximately 88 PM Change Requests (representing 200 individual PM activities)
were processed as a result of the PMO++ reviews.  Some PM activities, which were
modified in preparation for the 2025 shutdown typically by changing the interval
between maintenances, were returned to their original frequencies. Approximately
560 potential projects and plant concerns were reviewed for possible action to
support the five-year operations extension. Approximately 200 were reinstated to
be prioritized for implementation for the extended plant life.

The review was planned to conclude with one master list of projects to be entered
into the CAP for tracking. The draft list was being reviewed for "relative risk
ranking" with the highest priority projects being those needing implementation in
Refueling Outage 1R24 in October 2023.

In May 2023, the Institute of Nuclear Power Operations (INPO) and the Strategic
Teaming and Resource Sharing (STARS) Alliance performed reviews of DCPP's
long-range planning efforts with no gaps or deficiencies identified.

DCPP's PMO++ initiative to evaluate capital projects and plant
maintenance activities to support extended operation through 2030 was
proceeding satisfactorily.

Preliminary results of the PMO++ initiative called for about 50 projects to be
completed within the next three years with about 12 of those 50 to be performed
during the upcoming Refueling Outage 1R24 in the fall of 2023.  Regarding the
independent review of maintenance required by SB846, consultants had recently
been selected to perform the review and that review would soon begin.  DCPP
expected that the SB846 independent review would be completed by October
2023.  The DCISC concluded that DCPP's process for reviewing the need for
changes to PMs, CMs, and projects to support extended operations appeared well
planned and implemented to date.

DCPP's process for reviewing the need for changes to Preventive
Maintenance activities, Corrective Maintenance activities, and projects to
support five years of extended operations (the PMO++ Program)
appeared well planned and implemented to date.



The DCISC requested to review the detailed output of all portions of DCPP's
maintenance and project reviews.  This was necessary for the DCISC to meet the
SB846 requirement as follows:

"The commission shall review the reports and
recommendations of the Independent Safety Committee for
Diablo Canyon described in Section 712.1. If the Independent
Safety Committee for Diablo Canyon's reports or
recommendations cause the commission to determine, in its
discretion, that the costs of any upgrades necessary to address
seismic safety or issues of deferred maintenance...."

In response to the DCISC's request, DCPP stated that it desired to complete all
internal/peer reviews and obtain senior management approvals before providing
the detailed information to the DCISC.  DCPP provided the DCISC with copies of
the lists of new and reinstated CMs and PMs in May 2023 and provided a schedule
for providing copies of the PMO++ Program review list following the two peer
reviews planned for mid-May (likely in early June).  The DCISC conferred internally
and concluded that this was appropriate in that it would avoid the possibility of
confusion or misinformation that could occur if the information provided by DCPP
to the DCISC was not in final form and approved by senior management.
 Unfortunately, this timetable would not support the DCISC completing its reviews
prior to its June 2023 Public Meeting, which was the original target date.  Instead,
the reviews would likely be completed during the DCISC's July and August Fact-
Finding Meetings with discussion and approval at the DCISC's next Public Meeting
in late September 2023. DCPP noted, and the DCISC agreed, that this was an
ongoing process and that information provided as mentioned above could change
later.

DCPP's process for reviewing the need for changes to Preventive
Maintenance activities, Corrective Maintenance activities, and projects to
support five years of extended operations (the PMO++ Program)
appeared well planned and implemented.  Final detailed outputs of the
process were expected to be available for review by the DCISC in July
and/or August, permitting DCISC's conclusions and recommendations to
be ready for approval at its September 2023 Public Meeting.

Reviews of Seismic Assessments (Volume II, Exhibit D.7, Section 3.14)

DCPP reported that it was still in the process of working with the Department of
Water Resources (DWR) to define the path forward to meet the SB846
requirement for an updated seismic assessment.  DCPP was initially proposing the
following steps be taken to meet the requirement:

1. Prepare a detailed plan and discuss with DWR (targeted for completion in first
quarter 2023).

2. Perform a review to compile existing data from past seismic models and



inputs.  This data review would incorporate past seismic studies, NRC
submittals, Senior Seismic Hazard Analysis Committee (SSHAC) work, etc., as
well as any newer information or research.  

3. Evaluate the existing data utilizing independent subject matter experts and a
SSHAC Level 1 process.

4. Evaluate any updated hazard information (from the above process) for
potential significance and impact on seismic risk.  This evaluation would use
the NRC's Process for Ongoing Assessment of Natural Hazard Information
(POANHI) as guidance.

5. If needed, perform updated seismic hazard calculations.
6. Prepare a seismic update report, which should fulfill the SB846 requirement

(targeted for completion in the fourth quarter 2023, depending on review
results).

Currently, DCPP did not believe that there was any significant new information that
would warrant a major reevaluation.  The DCISC also inquired regarding the
threshold that would be used to determine the significance of any new information
on the seismic hazard at DCPP, and the staff responded that the Seismic
Probabilistic Risk Assessment would be the primary guidance in helping to evaluate
the significance of new information.  In this manner, the threshold for evaluating
seismic safety can be based on a quantitative assessment of risk and not on any
discrete regulatory standards.

DCPP's plan to perform an updated seismic assessment to respond to a
requirement in Senate Bill 846 appeared appropriate.  The DICSC should
review the updated seismic assessment when completed.

Additional information on the DCISC's reviews of seismic issues related to license
extension is contained in Section 4.20.

Staffing for Extended Operations (Volume II, Exhibit D.6, Section 3.6, and Exhibit
B.6)

DCPP reported that current staffing was satisfactory; however, they would be
recruiting approximately 264 new personnel to support the five-year operating
extension. The DCISC reviewed a draft list of personnel needed, which included
new hires for every group/function in the plant.  This was a result of DCPP's having
previously reduced selected personnel in anticipation of cessation of operations in
2025. Active recruitment and hiring had just begun.  Also, DCPP was considering a
new retention plan.

DCPP has appropriately initiated a recruitment plan for its five-year
operations extension through 2030.

The following is a summary of the DCISC's discussions on this topic at its February
2023 Public Meeting:



DCPP had a Retention Program for all employees who opted in which provided a
25% retention payment through seven years delivered in two separate tiers: Tier 1
for the period 2016-2020; and Tier 2 for the period 2021-2023. Tier 2 would end
in August 2023. Tier 1 experienced a 98% participation rate while Tier 2 exceeded
95% participation. After August 2023 there was a planned severance program
funded through the DCPP Decommissioning Trust that was intended to support the
retention of employees. Given the dual paths described and the uncertainties
involved with license renewal, the Employee Retention Program remained
important.  PG&E leadership was reviewing the next proposal of the Employee
Retention Program and this would need to be vetted and discussed with the
several unions representing DCPP employees.  Once those negotiations were
complete, an application would be submitted to the CPUC.

Operating a nuclear power plant requires a wide range of skills, training,
qualifications and efficiencies proficiencies, and DCPP conducted a department-by-
department prioritization and review of staffing needs based on demographics,
expected attrition and the need for projects related to license renewal and
extended operation. New non-licensed operator classes commenced in January
2023 with twenty individuals along with a class for licensed operators to advance
to senior reactor operators. A new licensed operator class for reactor operator and
senior reactor operator classifications for twenty persons was scheduled to
commence in March 2023.  The non-licensed candidates were largely external
hires consisting of mostly local residents, including Cal Poly graduates, while the
senior reactor operator and licensed reactor operator were in some cases coming
from other stations as well as from DCPP's Engineering, Maintenance and
Chemistry organizations.  There had been no challenges in recruitment and hiring
for entry level personnel, but niche engineering specialties required more effort.

4.25.3 Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions:

PG&E continued to work on decommissioning planning but also started to
plan for the possibility of extending DCPP operations beyond 2025.  An
extension of operations for DCPP through 2030 was authorized by the
California Legislature under Senate Bill 846.  This effort required
restarting the NRC license renewal process, which was nearly complete
when PG&E requested that it be halted in 2018.  In March 2023, the NRC
informed PG&E that it had granted PG&E's requested exemption from the
requirements for timely license renewal applications, and PG&E started
developing its License Renewal Application and planned to submit it by
the end of 2023.  DCPP's efforts in pursuing NRC License Renewal,
including the development of Aging Management Plans, appeared
appropriate.

DCPP's process for reviewing the need for changes to Preventive



Maintenance activities, Corrective Maintenance activities, and projects to
support five years of extended operations (the PMO++ Program)
appeared well planned and implemented.  Final detailed outputs of the
process were expected to be available for review by the DCISC in July and
August, permitting the DCISC's final conclusions and any
recommendations to be ready for approval at its September 2023 Public
Meeting.  DCPP planned to meet the SB846 requirement for a study by
independent consultants to catalog and evaluate any deferred
maintenance at DCPP through obtaining the services of an independent
entity to review the results of its PMO++ Program.  The DCISC concluded
that this approach appeared appropriate, and the DCISC should review the
results of the study following its completion.

DCPP's plan to perform an updated seismic assessment to respond to a
requirement in Senate Bill 846 appeared appropriate.  (Additional
information on the DCISC's reviews of seismic issues related to extended
operations is contained in Section 4.20.)

DCPP appropriately initiated a recruitment plan to obtain the additional
staffing needed to support extended operations.

Recommendations:  None
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4.26 Other DCISC Reviews

4.26.1 Overview and Previous Activities

This section of the report includes other subjects not covered in the other
sections of the report. This is a new section of the report not included in previous
reports.

4.26.2 Current Period Activities

During the current period, the DCISC met at each fact-finding meeting with
either Paula Gerfen, DCPP Chief Nuclear Officer; Adam Peck, Site Vice President;
or Maureen Zawalick, Vice President for Business and Technical Services, to
discuss fact finding agenda items and other items of mutual interest.

Meetings with DCPP Officers

The DCISC has a practice of meeting with a DCPP Officer or Senior Director at
each fact-finding meeting. These meetings are documented in each fact-finding
meeting report, which are included in Exhibits D of this report. During this
reporting period, the following such meetings occurred:

July 20-21, 2022 (Volume II, Exhibit D.1, Section 3.10)
August 16-17, 2022 (Volume II, Exhibit D.2, Section 3.11)
September 13-14, 2022 (Volume II, Exhibit D.3, Section 3.8)
November 9-10, 2022 (Volume II, Exhibit D.5, Exhibit D.5, Section 3.9)
December 6-7, 2022 (Volume II, Exhibit D.6, Section 3.10) 
January 21-Feberuary 1, 2023 (Volume II, Exhibit D.7, Section 3.12)
March 15, 2023 (Volume II, Exhibit D.8, Section 3.1)
April 19-20, 2023 (Volume II, Exhibit D.9, Section 3.8)
May 2-3, 2023 (Volume II, Exhibit D.10, Section 3.7

The discussions in these meetings typically consisted of the fact-finding agendas
and other areas of mutual interest. The typical conclusions in these meetings were
as follows:



The regular meetings between DCISC Members and DCPP Officers and
Directors continue to be beneficial for both organizations.

4.26.3 Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions:  The regular meetings between DCISC Members and
DCPP Officers and Directors continued to be beneficial for both
organizations.

Recommendations:  None
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8.1 Correspondence

During this annual report period email correspondence was received at the
Office of the DCISC Legal Counsel with questions, concerns and requests for
information. Receipt of correspondence was acknowledged and copies of
correspondence was provided to the DCISC Members and Technical Consultants
and was responded to by the Legal Counsel's office or on occasion by a DCISC
Member, under the direction of the Chair. Each agenda for a DCISC public meeting
includes instructions for providing public comments to Committee prior to or
during the meeting in electronic format and correspondence received or
documents provided to the Committee during a public meeting are read into and
become a part of the record of that meeting and are documented in the meeting
minutes.

A Committee Policy designates the Legal Counsel's Office as the repository for
documents and the clearing house for any requests for information or documents.
All information concerning correspondence to or from the DCISC is retained,
backed-up on the Legal Counsel's office computer system server, and is fully
searchable and retrievable in response to request.

When requested, answers, responses or documents from the Committee's records
were provided by email or in some cases during a public meeting.

The Committee maintains a California toll-free telephone number (800-439-4688),
an email address (dcsafety@dcisc.org) and a site on the worldwide web at
www.dcisc.org for receiving questions, concerns or information to and from the
public. The DCISC has developed an information pamphlet and an informational
video describing the Committee and its activities (see Volume II, Exhibit I). The
pamphlet is provided to attendees at DCISC public meetings and plant tours and
the informational video is shown in connection with the public tours and on the
Committee's website.

mailto:dcsafety@dcisc.org
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8.2 DCISC Internet - Worldwide Web Page Activity

The DCISC maintains a frequently updated web page on the worldwide web at
https://www.dcisc.org. Since the DCISC established its web page and presence on
the internet in 1999 the Committee's goal has been to provide a convenient and
accessible forum for interested members of the public to learn about the
Committee, its history, background and role in safety oversight at Diablo Canyon
as well as its current and past members, technical consultants and legal staff.
Volumes I and II of the Committee's latest and its past Annual Reports are
available on the website as is the current schedule of future DCISC public
meetings and plant tours and the agendas, legal notices, DCISC and PG&E
informational presentations and the entire agenda packet are posted to the
website before each of the Committee's public meetings.

The web page also provides visitors with an opportunity to download or print
pages from the DCISC website and its Annual Reports and offers a convenient
email link to permit interested persons to communicate directly with the
Committee and to receive an expedited response to questions and concerns. When
the Annual Report is finalized it is also published and distributed as a CD to local
public libraries and interested persons.

The Committee engaged Sun Star Media of Monterey, California, to redesign and
update the DCISC website. As part of the update a new visual interface for the
website was created. The website has been redesigned to be easy to navigate and
to be friendly to users of mobile phones and computer tablets as well as to be
compliant with the requirements of the Americans with Disabilities Act. The
website now includes a photo gallery showing the Committee during its public
meetings and the members and technical consultants at work during fact finding.
The website also features a video gallery with videos with information about the
Committee and its activities, the Diablo Canyon used fuel storage project and used
fuel management, the replacement of the steam generators, and seismic safety at
Diablo Canyon. A topical library has also been created to feature information
concerning Senate Bill 846, the post-shutdown role for the Committee, the
committee's review of decommissioning-related issues, review of seismic safety
issues, the pressurized thermal shock phenomenon, the tsunami hazard and risk
at Diablo Canyon and its environs, as well as the Committee's evaluation of safety

https://www.dcisc.org/


issues for alternate cooling technologies or modifications to Diablo Canyon's once-
through cooling system.

The Committee continues to post the agendas and the agenda packets for all its
public meetings on the website prior to its public meetings as well as general
information about the Committee, its members and consultants. A section on
Resources provides links to websites for the NRC, PG&E-Diablo Canyon, the
California Public Utilities Commission, the International Atomic Energy Agency, the
Diablo Canon Decommissioning Engagement Panel and to San Luis Obispo
County's Nuclear Incidents webpage. Links are provided to indexed streaming
video of its past public meetings through electronic archives at https://slo-
span.org/static/meetings-DCISC.php and to the public meetings in real time when
in session.

The website also provides access to a convenient glossary of nuclear power terms
and a list of acronyms in common use in the nuclear industry and an animated
depiction of the operation of a pressurized water nuclear reactor such as those in
operation at Diablo Canyon.

During the DCISC's public meetings on September 28 and 29, 2022, the
livestreaming feed of the meeting, produced by AGP Video, was accessed 53 times
on September 28 and on September 29 it was accessed 23 times.  During the
February 15-16, 2023, the livestreaming feed of the meeting was accessed 48
times on February 15 and 36 times on February 16, 2023.  During the DCISC
public meeting on June 28-29, 2023, the livestreaming feed of the meeting was
accessed 58 times on June 28 and 44 times on June 29, 2023. This data represent
the total number of times "live visitors" entered the site during the meeting
including those visitors who may have come and gone from the site more than
once.

During this annual report period www.dcisc.org was hosted by Sun Star Media. The
statistics provided for July 1, 2022 through June 30, 2023 by Sun Star Media using
Google Analytics which provides information on users, new users and sessions, as
follows:

Month Users New Users Sessions Pageviews
July 2022 147 135 199 529
August 2022 180 173 220 572
September 2022 240 230 335 800
October 2022 202 182 244 514
November 2022 128 119 154 317
December 2022 127 115 173 389
January 2023 17 160 196 423
February 2023 417 388 614 1185
March 2023 164 141 217 487
April 2023 203 184 237 479

https://slo-span.org/static/meetings-DCISC.php
https://slo-span.org/static/meetings-DCISC.php
https://www.dcisc.org/


May 2023 250 232 300 580
June 2023 344 315 516 1103

"Users" represent identified unique visitors to the site, "New Users" are previously
unidentified visitors, "Sessions" represent unique instances of browsing the
website, and "Pageviews" are the unique pages viewed.

Top seven countries from which visitors accessed the site as of June 2023 were:
United States, South Korea, India, Germany, Canada, United Kingdom, and The
Netherlands.
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8.3 Comments Received at DCISC Public Meetings

During this period (July 1, 2022 - June 30, 2023), the Diablo Canyon
Independent Safety Committee (DCISC) held three public meetings in the vicinity
of Diablo Canyon Power Plant (DCPP). These two-day public meetings included
numerous informational, programmatic and plant status presentations by PG&E
and by Committee Consultants and questions and comments from the public. The
Committee held an evening session on the first day of each of its public meetings
during this annual report period.

The DCISC encourages members of the public to attend and speak at its public
meetings. Times are set aside throughout the meetings for public questions and
comments. During the reporting period July 1, 2022 - June 30, 2023, twenty-four
different individuals spoke a total of 124 times. Eleven individuals participated and
spoke at the September 28-29, 2022, public meeting; fifteen individuals
participated and spoke at the February 15-16, 2023, public meeting; and  twelve
individuals attended participated and spoke at the June 28-29, 2023, public
meeting. Twelve persons addressed the Committee during more than one of its
public meetings. These statistics include persons who participated and spoke in-
person and those who participated and spoke remotely as part of the Zoom
webinar conducted with each of the Committee's public meetings during this report
period.

The comments and questions, together with the Committee's and PG&E's
responses, are contained in the public meeting minutes included in Volume II,
Exhibits B.3, B.6, and B.9.
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8.4 DCISC Public Tours of DCPP

The DCISC did not conduct tours of the power plant with members of the
public in conjunction with any of its public meetings during this annual report
period.
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8.5 DCISC Evaluation

The DCISC has been successful to date in implementing and updating its Public
Outreach Program as demonstrated by the descriptions above. The DCISC will
continue to review its outreach programs including concerning future public tours
during the next reporting period. The increased usage of the website  during this
annual report period demonstrates the interest in the possible continued operation
Diablo Canyon and the success of the effort to create an interesting format for
public outreach and to provide information on the Committee and its activities as
well as an email channel for communication.

Attending one or more public DCISC public meetings during this report period were
a former NRC Commissioner, representatives of the CPUC Energy Division, Senator
Diane Feinstein's Central District Office, representatives of the California
Department of Water Resources, the Diablo Canyon Decommissioning Engagement
Panel, and the Independent Peer Review Panel. Also attending were
representatives of the San Luis Obispo Mothers for Peace and the Alliance for
Nuclear Responsibility, non-profit organizations concerned with the local and
nationwide dangers involving Diablo Canyon and with the dangers of nuclear
power, weapons and radioactive waste on national and global levels, and a
representative of Californians for Green Nuclear Power, a group dedicated to
promoting the peaceful use of safe, carbon-free nuclear power, and to keeping
Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant open after 2025.

The Committee Members recognize the important mandate from the California
Public Utilities Commission that the Committee conduct public outreach in the local
San Luis Obispo area and will continue to explore and develop opportunities for
interaction between the Diablo Canyon Independent Safety Committee and the
public.



Paula Gerfen 
Senior Vice President & 
Chief Nuclear Officer 

Diablo Canyon Power Plant 
P.O. Box 56 
Avila Beach, CA 93424 

805.545.4596 
E-Mail: 
Paula.Gerfen@pge.com 

December 08, 2022 PG&E Letter 

PG&E Letter ISC-22-001 

Dr. Peter Lam 
c/o The Diablo Canyon Independent Safety Committee 
857 Cass Street, Suite D 
Monterey, CA 93940 

Response to the Diablo Canyon Independent Safety Committee Thirty-Second Annual Report 
on the Safety of Diablo Canyon Power Plant Operations - July 1, 2021  
to June 30, 2022 

Dear Dr. Lam: 

On November 22, 2022, Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) received the Diablo 
Canyon Independent Safety Committee’s (DCISC) Thirty-Second Annual Report on the safety 
of Diablo Canyon operations for the period of July 1, 2021 to June 30, 2022. 

Your report concludes that PG&E continues to operate Diablo Canyon Power Plant (DCPP) 
safely and has no recommendations for PG&E during this report period. 

As you are aware, operating the plant conservatively to protect public health and safety is our 
highest priority, and we will continue to ensure that we fulfill this commitment. 

We welcome DCISC’s independent review and oversight, which contributes to the continued 
safe operation of DCPP. 

Sincerely, 

Paula Gerfen 
Senior Vice President and Chief Nuclear Officer 

mailto:Paula.Gerfen@pge.com
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  December 08, 2022 
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cc/: 
Dr. Robert Budnitz  
Dr. Per F. Peterson  
Richard McWhorter  
Robert W. Rathie  
Ferman Wardell  
Robert R. Wellington 
Blair Jones 



Paula Gerfen 
Senior Vice President & 
Chief Nuclear Officer 

Diablo Canyon Power Plant 
P.O. Box 56 
Avila Beach, CA 93424 

805.545.4596 
E-Mail: 
Paula.Gerfen@pge.com 

October 11, 2023 

PG&E Letter ISC-23-001 

Dr. Peter Lam 
c/o The Diablo Canyon Independent Safety Committee 
857 Cass Street, Suite D 
Monterey, CA 93940 

Response to the Diablo Canyon Independent Safety Committee Thirty-Third  
Annual Report on the Safety of Diablo Canyon Power Plant Operations - July 1, 2022 
to June 30, 2023 

Dear Dr. Lam: 

On October 4, 2023, Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) received the Diablo  
Canyon Independent Safety Committee’s (DCISC) Thirty-Third Annual Report on the 
safety of Diablo Canyon operations for the period of July 1, 2022 to June 30, 2023. 

Your report concludes that PG&E continues to operate Diablo Canyon Power Plant 
(DCPP) safely and has no recommendations for PG&E during this report period. 

As you are aware, operating the plant conservatively to protect public health and 
safety is our highest priority, and we will continue to ensure that we fulfill this  
commitment. 

We welcome DCISC’s independent review and oversight, which contributes to the continued 
safe operation of DCPP. 

Sincerely, 

Paula Gerfen 
Senior Vice President and Chief Nuclear Officer 

mailto:Paula.Gerfen@pge.com
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cc/: 
Dr. Robert Budnitz  
Dr. Per F. Peterson  
Richard McWhorter  
Robert W. Rathie  
Ferman Wardell  
Robert R. Wellington 
Blair Jones 
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The Diablo Canyon Independent Safety Committee Notice of Public
Meeting

  THE DIABLO CANYON INDEPENDENT SAFETY COMMITTEE
(https://www.dcisc.org)

    NOTICE OF PUBLIC MEETING

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that on September 28-29, 2022, at the Avila Lighthouse
Suites Point San Luis Conference Facility located at First & San Francisco Streets, Avila
Beach, California, a public meeting will be held by the Diablo Canyon Independent Safety
Committee (DCISC) in four separate sessions in a hybrid format (i.e., with both in-
person and virtual components) at the times indicated, to consider the following matters.
You may also participate in the DCISC's public meeting in real-time by accessing the
Zoom webinar meeting via the weblink or meeting ID given below or by calling any of the
phone numbers provided. Webinar attendees can make oral comments or ask questions
of the Committee Members during the webinar meeting by using the "Raise Your Hand"
feature or by pressing *9 on your telephone keypad if joining by telephone only. If you
are unable to attend or participate in real-time, you may email to dcsafety@dcisc.org
with the subject line "Public Comment Item#___" (insert the item number relevant to
your comment) or "Public Comment - Non Agenda Item." Comments will be reviewed and
distributed before the meeting if received by 5:00 p.m. on Tuesday, September 27,
2022. Comments received after that will be addressed during the item or at the end of
the meeting.

Zoom Webinar Meeting ID: 898 9109 8794-  Zoom Webinar Meeting Passcode:
710396

https://us02web.zoom.us/j/89299685775?pwd=N3JvQlkyUTVicEFZa0phN0VxOFVtZz09
One tap mobile : +14086380968,,89299685775#,,,,*710396#  or

+16694449171,,89299685775#,,,,*710396#
 Zoom Webinar Meeting Telephone Only Participation: 

+1 408 638 0968  or +1 669 444 9171  or +1 669 900 6833  or +1 253 215
8782  or +1 346 248 7799  or +1 719 359 4580  or +1 309 205 3325  or +1 312
626 6799  or +1 386 347 5053  or +1 564 217 2000  or +1 646 876 9923  or +1

646 931 3860  or +1 301 715 8592

1.         Morning Session - (09/28/2022) – 9:00 A.M.  Opening comments and
remarks; receive public comments and communications to the Committee; Committee
business session, consider engagement of Dr. Andrew C. Kadak as a Technical Consultant

https://us02web.zoom.us/j/89299685775?pwd=N3JvQlkyUTVicEFZa0phN0VxOFVtZz09


to assist the Committee in the review of spent fuel, decommissioning and regulatory
issues, approval of the Committee's 32nd Annual Report on the Safety of Diablo Canyon
Nuclear Power Plant Operations - July 1, 2021 - June 30, 2022, updates on financial
matters and Committee activities, review of the Open Items List, consider acceptance of
the Minutes of the DCISC's June 22-23, 2022 public meeting; reports by Committee
Members including scheduling of future fact-finding visits and public meetings, a report
by a DCISC Technical Consultant and acceptance of July 2022 fact finding report; and a
report on administrative, regulatory and legal matters.

2.         Afternoon Session - (09/28/2022) - 1:30 P.M.  Committee member
comments; receive public comments and communications to the Committee; receive
informational presentations related to plant safety and operations requested by the
Committee from PG&E, including the "State of the Plant" regarding key events, outages,
highlights, organizational changes, preparations for the twenty-third refueling outage of
Unit 2 (2R23), and other station activities since June 2022, an update on NRC
Performance Indicators, recent Licensee Event Reports, NRC Inspection Reports and
Notices of Violation, issues raised by NRC Resident Inspectors, open compliance issues,
current and future license amendment requests and other significant regulatory issues;
and two reports by DCISC Technical Consultants and acceptance of August and
September 2022 fact finding reports.

            3.         Evening Session - (09/28/2022) - 5:30 P.M. Committee member
comments; receive public comments and communications to the Committee; discussion
by the Committee on activities related to potential extended DCPP operation; and receive
informational presentation related to plant safety and operations requested by the
Committee, including an update on potential continued operations of Diablo Canyon.

            4.         Morning Session - (09/29/2022) - 9:00 A.M.  Comments by
Committee members; receive public comments and communications to the Committee;
remarks by the NRC Senior Resident Inspector for Diablo Canyon; receive further
informational presentations requested by the Committee from PG&E relating to plant
safety and operations, including an update on decommissioning planning, license
amendment activities related to decommissioning and the 2021 Nuclear
Decommissioning Cost Triennial Proceedings, a report on procurement of a new spent
fuel storage system and the proposed schedule for spent fuel transfers, and an update on
emergency planning and the results of the September 2022 emergency planning
exercise; and wrap-up discussion by Committee members and confirmation of future site
visits, study sessions and public meetings.

The meeting will be webcast in real time at: http://www.slo-span.org/ and through
https://www.dcisc.org. The specific meeting agenda and the staff reports and materials
regarding the above meeting agenda items will be available for public review
commencing Monday, September 26, 2022, at the Government Documents Department
of the Cal Poly Library in San Luis Obispo and online at www.dcisc.org. For further
information regarding the public meeting, please contact Robert Rathie,
Committee Asst. Legal Counsel, SW 4th & Mission, Suite 2, P.O.. Box 4253,
Carrmel-by-the-Sea, CA  93921-4253;  telephone: 1-800-439-4688 or read the

http://www.slo-span.org/
https://www.dcisc.org/


agenda on line by visiting the Committee's website at www.dcisc.org.

Dated: September 18, 2022.
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DCISC Agenda for the next Public Meeting

 

DIABLO CANYON
INDEPENDENT SAFETY COMMITTEE

(www.dcisc.org)

Committee Members: Robert J. Budnitz
Peter Lam
Per F. Peterson

 

*  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *
 * * * * * * * * *

Wednesday & Thursday, September 28-29, 2022
Point San Luis Conference Room

Avila Lighthouse Suites
First & San Francisco Streets, Avila Beach, California

PUBLIC MEETING AGENDA

This public meeting will be webcast in real time at:
http://www.slo-span.org/local_webcast/DCISC/stream_index.htm and through

https://www.dcisc.org

This meeting is also being produced as a Zoom webinar by AGP Video Inc. and is webcast
live 

on SLO-SPAN at http://www.slo-span.org and through https://www.dcisc.org and will be
broadcast subsequently on San Luis Obispo local government access television, Channel

21.

Zoom Webinar Meeting ID: : 892 9968 5775
Zoom Webinar Meeting Passcode: 710396

https://us02web.zoom.us/j/89299685775?pwd=N3JvQlkyUTVicEFZa0phN0VxOFVtZz09

http://www.slo-span.org/local_webcast/DCISC/stream_index.htm
https://www.dcisc.org/
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/89299685775?pwd=N3JvQlkyUTVicEFZa0phN0VxOFVtZz09


One tap mobile : +14086380968,,89299685775#,,,,*710396#  or
+16694449171,,89299685775#,,,,*710396#

Zoom Webinar Meeting Telephone Only Participation:  +1 408 638 0968  or +1
669 444 9171  or +1 669 900 6833  or +1 253 215 8782  or +1 346 248 7799
 or +1 719 359 4580  or +1 309 205 3325  or +1 312 626 6799  or +1 386 347

5053  or +1 564 217 2000  or +1 646 876 9923  or +1 646 931 3860  or +1 301
715 8592

PARTICIPATION

You may participate in the DCISC's public meeting in person or in real-time by accessing
the Zoom webinar meeting via the weblink and the meeting ID and Passcode given
above or by calling any of the phone number provided at the top of this agenda.
 Instructions on how to access, view and participate in remote meetings are also
provided by visiting the DCISC's home page at https://www.dcisc.org.  Attendees can
make oral comments or ask questions of the Committee Members during the webinar
meeting by using the "Raise Your Hand" feature or by pressing *9 on your telephone
keypad if joining by telephone only.  If you are unable to participate in real-time, you
may email to dcsafety@dcisc.org with the subject line "Public Comment Item#___"
(insert the item number relevant to your comment) or "Public Comment - Non Agenda
Item."  Comments will be reviewed and distributed before the meeting if received by
5:00 p.m. on Tuesday. September 27, 2022.  Comments received after that will be
addressed during the item and/or at the end of the meeting.  All comments received will
be read into and become part of the record, subject to a time limit determined by the
presiding officer.  The Committee will have the option to modify its actions on items
based on comments received.

Morning Session - 9/28/2022 - 9:00 A.M.

I  CALL TO ORDER - ROLL CALL

II  INTRODUCTIONS

ADVISEMENT

The Committee may consider at any time requests to change the order of a
listed agenda item.  Information distributed to the Committee at a public
meeting becomes part of the public record of the DCISC. A copy of written
material, pictures, etc. must be provided to the Committee's Legal Counsel for
this purpose. Correspondence received and sent by the Committee is on file
with the Office of the DCISC Legal Counsel and copies are available upon
request.  Devices for attendees who may be hearing impaired are available
upon request.  The meeting will be webcast in real time.

III PUBLIC COMMENTS AND COMMUNICATIONS

https://www.dcisc.org/


Anyone wishing to address the Committee on matters not appearing on the
Agenda may do so only at this time. The public may comment on any matter
listed on the Agenda immediately following the time the matter is considered
by the Committee. There will be a time limit for each speaker as designated by
the presiding officer.  No action will be taken by the Committee on matters
brought up under this item but they may be referred to staff for further study,
response or action.

IV  ACTION ITEMS

1. Consider Engaging Dr. Andrew C. Kadak as a Technical
Consultant to on an ad hoc basis to assist in the Review of
Spent fuel, Decommissioning and Regulatory Issues

Discussion/Action

2. DCISC 32nd Annual Report on Safety of Diablo Canyon
Operations; July 1, 2021 - June 30, 2022.

Discussion/Approval

3. Updates on Financial Matters and Committee Activities
during 2022 & 2023

Discussion/Action

4. Discussion of Open Items List. Discussion/Action

V  ACCEPTANCE OF MINUTES

1. Minutes of June 22-23, 2022, Public Meeting. Accept

VI    COMMITTEE MEMBER REPORTS AND DISCUSSION

A. Public Outreach, Site Visits and Other Committee Activities; Scheduling and
Confirmation of Future Fact-Finding Visits and Public Meetings.

B. Documents Provided to the Committee.

VII    STAFF & CONSULTANT REPORTS & RECEIVE, APPROVE AND AUTHORIZE
TRANSMITTAL OF FACT-FINDING REPORT TO PG&E

A. Consultant Richard D. McWhorter Jr.:
Fact-finding Topics; Report on and Acceptance of July 20-21, 2022 Fact Finding
Report.

B. Assistant Legal Counsel Robert W. Rathie:
Administrative, Regulatory and Legal Matters.

VIII    ADJOURN MORNING MEETING



Afternoon Session - 9/28/2022 - 1:30 P.M.

IX  RECONVENE FOR AFTERNOON MEETING

X  COMMITTEE MEMBER COMMENTS

XI PUBLIC COMMENTS AND COMMUNICATIONS

Anyone wishing to address the Committee on matters not appearing on the
Agenda may do so only at this time. The public may comment on any matter
listed on the Agenda immediately following the time the matter is considered
by the Committee. There will be a time limit for each speaker as designated by
the presiding officer.  No action will be taken by the Committee on matters
brought up under this item but they may be referred to staff for further study,
response or action.

XII    INFORMATION ITEMS BEFORE THE COMMITTEE

A. Informational Presentations Requested by the Committee of PG&E:

1. Presentations on the State of the Plant: including Key Events, Outages, Highlights,
Organizational Changes, Preparations for Refueling Outage 2R23 and other Station
Activities since the DCISC June 2022 Public Meeting.

2. Updates on the Status of NRC Performance Indicators, Licensee Event Reports, NRC
Inspections Reports and Notices of Violation, Issues Raised by NRC Resident
Inspectors, Open Compliance Issues, Current and Future License Amendment
Requests, and other Significant Regulatory Issues/Requests.

XIII    TECHNICAL CONSULTANT REPORT & RECEIVE, APPROVE AND AUTHORIZE
TRANSMITTAL OF FACT-FINDING REPORT TO PG&E (Cont'd.)

C. Consultant R. Ferman Wardell:
Fact-finding Topics; Report on and Acceptance of the August 16-17, 2022 Fact
Finding Report.

D. Fact-finding Topics; Report on and Acceptance of the September 13-14, 2022 Fact
Finding Report.

XIV    ADJOURN AFTERNOON MEETING

Evening Session - 9/28/2022 - 5:30 P.M.

XV    RECONVENE FOR EVENING MEETING        

XVI    COMMITTEE MEMBER COMMENTS

XVII    PUBLIC COMMENTS AND COMMUNICATIONS



Anyone wishing to address the Committee on matters not appearing on the
Agenda may do so only at this time. The public may comment on any matter
listed on the Agenda immediately following the time the matter is considered
by the Committee. There will be a time limit for each speaker as designated by
the presiding officer. No action will be taken by the Committee on matters
brought up under this item but they may be referred to staff for further study,
response or action.

XVIII    DISCUSSION BY THE COMMITTEE

1. Committee Activities Related to Potential Extended DCPP
Operation

Discussion/Action

XIX    INFORMATION ITEMS BEFORE THE COMMITTEE (Cont'd.)

B. Informational Presentations Requested by the Committee of PG&E:

3. Update on Potential Continued Operations of Diablo Canyon.

XX    ADJOURN EVENING MEETING

Morning Session - 9/29/2022 - 9:00 A.M.
                    
XXI     RECONVENE FOR MORNING MEETING        

XXII     COMMITTEE MEMBER COMMENTS

XXIII    PUBLIC COMMENTS AND COMMUNICATIONS

Anyone wishing to address the Committee on matters not appearing on the
Agenda may do so only at this time. The public may comment on any matter
listed on the Agenda immediately following the time the matter is considered
by the Committee. There will be a time limit for each speaker as designated by
the presiding officer.  No action will be taken by the Committee on matters
brought up under this item but they may be referred to staff for further
study, response or action.

XXIV    INFORMATION ITEMS BEFORE THE COMMITTEE (Cont'd.)

C. Informational Presentations Requested by the Committee:

4. NRC Senior Resident Inspector Remarks.
5. Updates on Decommissioning Planning, License Amendment Activities Related to

Decommissioning, and the 2021 Nuclear Decommissioning Cost Triennial
Proceedings.

6. Updates on Procurement of a New Spent Fuel Storage System and the Proposed



Schedule for Spent Fuel Transfers.
7. Emergency Planning Update and Results of the September 2022 Emergency

Planning Exercise.

XXV   CONCLUDING REMARKS & DISCUSSION BY COMMITTEE MEMBERS OF FUTURE
DCISC ACTIVITIES

A. Future Actions by the Committee.
B. Further Information to Obtain/Review.
C. Confirmation of Future Site Visits, and Public Meetings.

XXXII ADJOURNMENT OF ONE-HUNDRED AND THIRD PUBLIC MEETING

The Committee's policy is to schedule its public meetings in locations that are accessible
to people with disabilities and to remain in compliance with state guidelines on COVID-19
prevention. .The Avila Lighthouse Suites Point San Luis Conference Room is a wheelchair
accessible facility. A person who needs a disability-related accommodation or
modification in order to participate in the meeting may make a request by contacting the
DCISC office at (800) 439-4688 or by sending a written request to the DCISC office at
P.O. Box 4523, Carmel-by-the-Sea, CA 93921-4523 or by email to dcsafety@dcisc.org .
Providing your request at least five business days before the meeting will help ensure
availability of the requested accommodation.

mailto:dcsafety@dcisc.org
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The Diablo Canyon Independent Safety Committee Notice of Public
Meeting

  THE DIABLO CANYON INDEPENDENT SAFETY COMMITTEE
(https://www.dcisc.org)

    NOTICE OF PUBLIC MEETING

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that on February 15-16, 2023, at the Avila Lighthouse
Suites Point San Luis Conference Facility located at First & San Francisco Streets, Avila
Beach, California, a public meeting will be held by the Diablo Canyon Independent Safety
Committee (DCISC) in five separate sessions, at the times indicated, to consider the
following matters. You may also participate in the DCISC's public meeting in real-time by
accessing the Zoom webinar meeting via the weblink or meeting ID given below or by
calling any of the phone numbers provided. Webinar attendees can make oral comments
or ask questions of the Committee Members during the webinar meeting by using the
"Raise Your Hand" feature or by pressing *9 on your telephone keypad if joining by
telephone only.  If you are unable to attend or participate in real-time, you may email to
dcsafety@dcisc.org with the subject line "Public Comment Item#___" (insert the item
number relevant to your comment) or "Public Comment - Non Agenda Item."  Comments
will be reviewed and distributed before the meeting if received by 5:00 p.m. on Monday,
February 14, 2023. Comments received after that will be addressed during the item or at
the end of the meeting.

Zoom Webinar Meeting ID: 863 4504 2152
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/86345042152

One tap mobile: US: +16699006833,,86345042152#  or
+14086380968,,86345042152#

Zoom  Webinar Meeting Telephone Only Participation:
Dial(for higher quality, dial a number based on your current location):

US: +1 669 900 6833  or +1 408 638 0968  or +1 669 444 9171  or +1 253 205
0468  or +1 253 215 8782  or +1 346 248 7799  or +1 719 359 4580  or +1 386
347 5053  or +1 507 473 4847  or +1 564 217 2000  or +1 646 876 9923  or +1
646 931 3860  or +1 689 278 1000  or +1 301 715 8592  or +1 305 224 1968

 or +1 309 205 3325  or +1 312 626 6799  or +1 360 209 5623

1.         Morning Session - (02/15/2023) – 9:00 A.M.  Opening comments and
remarks; receive public comments and communications to the Committee; discussion of
administrative matters, including receipt of PG&E's response to the DCISC 32nd Annual

https://us02web.zoom.us/j/86345042152


Report on the Safety of Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant (DCPP) Operations for the
period July 1, 2021 - June 30, 2022, an update on financial matters, Committee funding
and activities during 2023, review of the Open Items List, reports by Committee
Members including scheduling of future fact-finding visits and public meetings, review of
documents received, receive informational presentation by a representative of the San
Luis Obispo County Office of Emergency Services.

2.         Afternoon Session - (02/15/2023) - 1:30 P.M.  Committee member
comments; receive public comments and communications to the Committee; reports by
DCISC Technical Consultants and acceptance of September 29 and November 9-10, 2022
fact finding reports; discussion by the Committee Members concerning their review,
assessment and reports on matters affected by extended operation under Senate Bill 846
and concerning their review of plans for decommissioning; report by a DCISC Technical
Consultant and acceptance of December 6-7, 2022 fact finding report.

            3.         Evening Session - (02/15/2023) - 5:15 P.M. Committee member
comments; receive public comments and communications to the Committee; receive
informational presentation related to plant safety and operations requested by the
Committee from PG&E, including an update on planning for both decommissioning and
extended operations including plans for license renewal, plans for reviewing, approving
and implementing capital projects and changes to maintenance programs needed to
support extended operations, and concerning the status of employee retention programs,
attrition and an update on efforts to retain qualified staff in support of extended
operations.

            4.         Morning Session - (02/16/2023) - 9:00 A.M.  Comments by
Committee members; receive public comments and communications to the Committee;
review and acceptance of the Minutes of the September 28-29, 2022, public meeting and
a report by the DCISC Assistant Legal Counsel on administrative, regulatory and legal
matters; receive further informational presentations requested by the Committee from
PG&E relating to plant safety and operations, including the "State of the Plant" regarding
key events, outages, highlights, organizational changes, results of refueling outage 2R23,
Unit 2 Reactor Coolant System piping leak and other station activities since the DCISC
September 2022 public meeting, an update on NRC Performance Indicators, recent
Licensee Event Reports, NRC Inspection Reports and Notices of Violation, issues raised
by NRC Resident Inspectors, open compliance issues, current and future license
amendment requests, and other significant regulatory issues, and a presentation on the
results of the 2022 Operating Plan and key elements of the 2023 Operating Plan.

            5.         Morning Session - (02/16/2023) - 1:15 P.M.  Comments by
Committee members; receive public comments and communications to the Committee;
report by a DCISC Technical Consultant and acceptance of January 31-February 1, 2023,
fact finding report; consider an informational presentation from PG&E providing an
update on spent fuel management; and wrap-up discussion by Committee members and
confirmation of future site visits, study sessions and public meetings.

The meeting will be webcast in real time at: http://www.slo-span.org/ and through

http://www.slo-span.org/


https://www.dcisc.org. The specific meeting agenda and the staff reports and materials
regarding the above meeting agenda items will be available for public review
commencing Friday, February 10, 2023, at the Government Documents Department of
the Cal Poly Library in San Luis Obispo and online at www.dcisc.org. For further
information regarding the public meeting, please contact Robert Wellington,
Committee Legal Counsel, P.O. Box 4523, Carmel, CA 93921-4523;  telephone:
1-800-439-4688 or read the agenda on line by visiting the Committee's website
at www.dcisc.org.

Dated: February 5, 2023.

https://www.dcisc.org/
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DCISC Agenda for the next Public Meeting

 

DIABLO CANYON
INDEPENDENT SAFETY COMMITTEE

(www.dcisc.org)

Committee Members: Robert J. Budnitz
Peter Lam
Per F. Peterson

 

*  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *
 * * * * * * * * *

Wednesday & Thursday, February 15-16, 2023
Point San Luis Conference Room

Avila Lighthouse Suites
First & San Francisco Streets, Avila Beach, California

PUBLIC MEETING AGENDA

This public meeting will be webcast in real time at:
http://www.slo-span.org/local_webcast/DCISC/stream_index.htm and through

https://www.dcisc.org

This meeting is also being produced as a Zoom webinar by AGP Video Inc. and is webcast
live 

on SLO-SPAN at http://www.slo-span.org and through https://www.dcisc.org and will be
broadcast subsequently on San Luis Obispo local government access television, Channel

21.

Zoom Webinar Meeting ID: 863 4504 2152
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/86345042152

One tap mobile: US: +16699006833,,86345042152#  or
+14086380968,,86345042152#

http://www.slo-span.org/local_webcast/DCISC/stream_index.htm
https://www.dcisc.org/
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/86345042152


Zoom  Webinar Meeting Telephone Only Participation:
Dial(for higher quality, dial a number based on your current location): US: +1
669 900 6833  or +1 408 638 0968  or +1 669 444 9171  or +1 253 205 0468
 or +1 253 215 8782  or +1 346 248 7799  or +1 719 359 4580  or +1 386 347

5053  or +1 507 473 4847  or +1 564 217 2000  or +1 646 876 9923  or +1 646
931 3860  or +1 689 278 1000  or +1 301 715 8592  or +1 305 224 1968  or +1

309 205 3325  or +1 312 626 6799 or +1 360 209 5623

PARTICIPATION

You may participate in the DCISC's public meeting in person or in real-time by accessing
the Zoom webinar meeting via the weblink and the meeting ID given above or by calling
any of the phone number provided at the top of this agenda.  Instructions on how to
access, view and participate in remote meetings are also provided by visiting the DCISC's
home page at https://www.dcisc.org.  Attendees can make oral comments or ask
questions of the Committee Members during the webinar meeting by using the "Raise
Your Hand" feature or by pressing *9 on your telephone keypad if joining by telephone
only.  If you are unable to participate in real-time, you may email to dcsafety@dcisc.org
with the subject line "Public Comment Item#___" (insert the item number relevant to
your comment) or "Public Comment - Non Agenda Item."  Comments will be reviewed
and distributed before the meeting if received by 5:00 p.m. on Tuesday. February 14,
2023. Comments received after that will be addressed during the item and/or at the end
of the meeting.  All comments received will be read into and become part of the record,
subject to a time limit determined by the presiding officer.. The Committee will have the
option to modify its actions on items based on comments received.

Morning Session - 02/15/2023 - 9:00 A.M.

I    CALL TO ORDER - ROLL CALL

II  INTRODUCTIONS

ADVISEMENT

The Committee may consider at any time requests to change the order of a
listed agenda item.  Information distributed to the Committee at a public
meeting becomes part of the public record of the DCISC. A copy of written
material, pictures, etc. must be provided to the Committee's Legal Counsel for
this purpose. Correspondence received and sent by the Committee is on file
with the Office of the DCISC Legal Counsel and copies are available upon
request.  Devices for attendees who may be hearing impaired are available
upon request.  The meeting will be webcast in real time.

III PUBLIC COMMENTS AND COMMUNICATIONS

Anyone wishing to address the Committee on matters not appearing on the
Agenda may do so only at this time. The public may comment on any matter

https://www.dcisc.org/


listed on the Agenda immediately following the time the matter is considered
by the Committee. There will be a time limit for each speaker as designated by
the presiding officer. No action will be taken by the Committee on matters
brought up under this item, but they may be referred to staff for further study,
response or action.

IV  ACTION ITEMS

1. Receive PG&E's Response to DCISC 32nd Annual Report on
the Safety of Diablo Canyon Operations; July 1, 2021 – June
30, 2022.

Accept

2. Including Consideration of Funding for the Cost of Augmented
Activities During 2023 Pursuant to California Senate Bill 846.

Discussion/Action

3. Discussion of Open Items List. Discussion/Accept

V  COMMITTEE MEMBER REPORTS AND DISCUSSION

A. Public Outreach, Site Visits and Other Committee Activities; Scheduling and
Confirmation of Future Fact-Finding Visits and Public Meetings.

B. Documents Provided to the Committee.

VI    COMMITTEE MEMBER REPORTS AND DISCUSSION

A. Public Outreach, Site Visits and Other Committee Activities; Scheduling and
Confirmation of Future Fact-Finding Visits and Public Meetings.

B. Documents Provided to the Committee.

VI     INFORMATION ITEMS BEFORE THE COMMITTEE

A. Informational Presentation Requested by the Committee:

1. Presentation by the Manager of the San Luis Obispo County Office of Emergency
Services.

VIII    ADJOURN MORNING MEETING

Afternoon Session - 02/15/2023- 1:30 P.M.

VIII  RECONVENE FOR AFTERNOON MEETING

IX  COMMITTEE MEMBER COMMENTS

X PUBLIC COMMENTS AND COMMUNICATIONS



Anyone wishing to address the Committee on matters not appearing on the
Agenda may do so only at this time. The public may comment on any matter
listed on the Agenda immediately following the time the matter is considered
by the Committee. There will be a time limit for each speaker as designated by
the presiding officer.  No action will be taken by the Committee on matters
brought up under this item but they may be referred to staff for further study,
response or action.

XI    TECHNICAL CONSULTANT & LEGAL COUNSEL REPORTS; RECEIVE, APPROVE AND
AUTHORIZE TRANSMITTAL OF FACT-FINDING REPORT TO PG&E

A. Consultant R. Ferman Wardell:
Fact-finding Topics; Report on and Acceptance of September 29, 2022, Fact Finding
Report.

B. Consultant Richard D. McWhorter Jr.
Consultant R. Ferman Wardell:
Fact-finding Topics; Report on and Acceptance of the November 9-10, 2022, Fact
Finding Report.

XII    DISCUSSION BY THE COMMITTEE, CONSULTANTS & COUNSEL

Review, Evaluation and Assessment of, and DCISC Periodic and Annual
Reporting on, Matters Affected by Extended Operation Under the Mandate of
SB 846 Including Seismic Safety, Maintenance and Capital Project Planning;
and Review of Continued Planning for Decommissioning.

XIII    STAFF & CONSULTANT REPORTS & RECEIVE, APPROVE AND AUTHORIZE
TRANSMITTAL OF FACT-FINDING REPORTS TO PG&E (Cont'd.)

C. Consultant R. Ferman Wardell.:
Fact-finding Topics; Report on and Acceptance of December 6-7, 2022, Fact Finding
Report.

XIV    ADJOURN AFTERNOON MEETING

Evening Session - 02/15/2023 - 5:15 P.M.

XV    RECONVENE FOR EVENING MEETING

XVI    COMMITTEE MEMBER COMMENTS

XVII    PUBLIC COMMENTS AND COMMUNICATIONS

Anyone wishing to address the Committee on matters not appearing on the
Agenda may do so only at this time. The public may comment on any matter
listed on the Agenda immediately following the time the matter is considered
by the Committee. There will be a time limit for each speaker as designated by



the presiding officer. No action will be taken by the Committee on matters
brought up under this item but they may be referred to staff for further study,
response or action.

XVIII    INFORMATION ITEMS BEFORE THE COMMITTEE

1. Informational Presentations Requested by the Committee of PG&E:

1. Update on Planning for Both Decommissioning and Extended Operations Including
Plans for License Renewal.

2. Plans for Reviewing, Approving and Implementing Capital Projects and Changes to
Maintenance Programs Needed to Support Extended Operations.

3. Status of Retention Programs, Attrition, and an Update on the Efforts to Retain
Qualified Staff in Support of Extended Operations.

XIX    ADJOURN EVENING MEETING

Morning Session - 02/16/2023 - 9:00 A.M.

XX    RECONVENE FOR MORNING MEETING

XXI     COMMITTEE MEMBER COMMENTS

XXII    PUBLIC COMMENTS AND COMMUNICATIONS

Anyone wishing to address the Committee on matters not appearing on the
Agenda may do so only at this time. The public may comment on any matter
listed on the Agenda immediately following the time the matter is considered
by the Committee. There will be a time limit for each speaker as designated by
the presiding officer.  No action will be taken by the Committee on matters
brought up under this item but they may be referred to staff for further
study, response or action.

XXIII    ACCEPTANCE OF MINUTES

1. Minutes of September 28-29, 2022, Public Meeting.. Accept

XXIV   STAFF REPORTS (Cont'd.)

D. Assistant Legal Counsel Robert W. Rathie:
Administrative, Regulatory and Legal Matters.

XXV   INFORMATION ITEMS BEFORE THE COMMITTEE (Cont'd.)

B. Informational Presentations Requested by the Committee of PG&E:

4. Presentation on the State of the Plant: including Key Events, Outages, Highlights,



Organizational Changes, Results of Refueling Outage 2R23, Unit 2 Reactor Coolant
System Piping Leak, and other Station Activities Since the DCISC's September 2022
Public Meeting.

5. Update on the Status of NRC Performance Indicators, Licensee Event Reports, NRC
Inspections Reports and Notices of Violation, Issues Raised by NRC Resident
Inspectors, Open Compliance Issues, Current and Future License Amendment
Requests, and other Significant Regulatory Issues/Requests.

6. Results of the 2022 Operating Plan and Key Elements of the 2023 Operating Plan.

XXVI   ADJOURN MORNING MEETING

Afternoon Session - 02/16/2023 - 1:15 P.M.

XXVII  RECONVENE FOR AFTERNOON MEETING

XXVIII  COMMITTEE MEMBER COMMENTS

XXIX    PUBLIC COMMENTS AND COMMUNICATIONS

Anyone wishing to address the Committee on matters not appearing on the
Agenda may do so only at this time. The public may comment on any matter
listed on the Agenda immediately following the time the matter is considered
by the Committee. There will be a time limit for each speaker as designated by
the presiding officer.  No action will be taken by the Committee on matters
brought up under this item but they may be referred to staff for further
study, response or action.

XXX    STAFF & CONSULTANT REPORTS & RECEIVE, APPROVE AND AUTHORIZE
TRANSMITTAL OF FACT-FINDING REPORTS TO PG&E (Cont'd.)

E. Consultant Richard D. McWhorter Jr.
Fact-finding Topics; Report on and Acceptance of. January 31-February 1, 2023,
Fact Finding Report.

XXXI    INFORMATION ITEMS BEFORE THE COMMITTEE (Cont'd.)

C. Informational Presentations Requested by the Committee of PG&E:

7. Spent Fuel Management Update.

XXXII     CONCLUDING REMARKS & DISCUSSION BY COMMITTEE MEMBERS OF FUTURE
DCISC ACTIVITIES

A. Future Actions by the Committee.
B. Further Information to Obtain/Review.
C. Confirmation of Future Site Visits, and Public Meetings.

XXXIII ADJOURNMENT OF THE ONE HUNDRED AND FOURTH PUBLIC MEETING



The DCISC's policy is to schedule its public meetings in locations that are accessible to
people with disabilities and to remain in compliance with state guidelines on COVID-19
prevention. The Avila Lighthouse Suites Point San Luis Conference Room is a wheelchair
accessible facility. A person who needs a disability-related accommodation or
modification in order to participate in the meeting may make a request by contacting the
DCISC office (in CA 800-439-4688 or (831) 647-1044) or by sending a written request to
the DCISC office at P.O. Box 4523, Carmel-by-the-Sea, CA 93921-4523. Providing your
request at least five business days before the meeting will help ensure availability of the
requested accommodation.
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The Diablo Canyon Independent Safety Committee Notice of Public
Meeting

  THE DIABLO CANYON INDEPENDENT SAFETY COMMITTEE
(https://www.dcisc.org)

    NOTICE OF PUBLIC MEETING

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that on June 28-29, 2023, at the Avila Lighthouse Suites
Point San Luis Conference Facility located at First & San Francisco Streets, Avila Beach,
California, a public meeting will be held by the Diablo Canyon Independent Safety
Committee (DCISC) in five separate sessions, at the times indicated, to consider the
following matters. You may also participate in the DCISC's public meeting in real-time by
accessing the Zoom webinar meeting via the weblink or meeting ID given below or by
calling any of the phone numbers provided. Webinar attendees can make oral comments
or ask questions of the Committee Members during the webinar meeting by using the
"Raise Your Hand" feature or by pressing *9 on your telephone keypad if joining by
telephone only. If you are unable to attend or participate in real-time, you may email to
dcsafety@dcisc.org with the subject line "Public Comment Agenda Item#___" (insert the
item number relevant to your comment) or "Public Comment - Non Agenda Item."
Comments will be reviewed and distributed before the meeting if received by 5:00 p.m.
on Tuesday, June 27, 2023. Comments received after that will be addressed during the
item or at the end of the meeting.

Zoom Webinar Meeting ID: 818 5312 0547
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/81853120547

Zoom  Webinar Meeting Telephone Only Participation:
Dial(for higher quality, dial a number based on your current location): +1 669

444 9171 US; +1 669 900 6833 US (San Jose);+1 408 638 0968 US (San Jose); +1 253
215 8782 US (Tacoma);+1 346 248 7799 US (Houston);+1 719 359 4580 US;+1 253
205 0468 US;+1 301 715 8592 US (Washington DC);+1 305 224 1968 US;+1 309 205
3325 US;+1 312 626 6799 US (Chicago);+1 360 209 5623 US;+1 386 347 5053 US;+1
507 473 4847 US;+1 564 217 2000 US;+1 646 876 9923 US (New York);+1 646 931

3860 US; and +1 689 278 1000 US.

1.         Morning Session - (06/28/2023) – 9:00 A.M.  Opening comments and
remarks; receive public comments and communications to the Committee; business
session including an update on financial matters and activities, nomination and election
of DCISC Chair and Vice-Chair for the period July 1, 2023-June 30, 2024, review of the

https://us02web.zoom.us/j/81853120547


Open Items List, approval of fact finding reports and report by a DCISC Technical
Consultant and approval of March 14-15, 2023 fact finding report, and acceptance of the
Minutes of the DCISC's February 15-16, 2023, public meeting.

2.         Afternoon Session - (06/28/2023) - 1:30 P.M.  Committee member
comments; receive public comments and communications to the Committee; reports by
Committee Members including scheduling of future fact-finding visits to Diablo Canyon
Nuclear Power Plant and public meetings of the DCISC, reports by DCISC Technical
Consultants and approval of April 19-20 and May 2-3, 2023 fact finding reports; receive
informational presentations related to plant safety and operations requested by the
Committee from PG&E including an update on the status of preparation, submission, and
interaction with the NRC for the license renewal application and preparation/initiation of
aging management plans and inspections.

            3.         Evening Session - (06/28/2023) - 5:15 P.M. Committee member
comments; receive public comments and communications to the Committee; receive
informational presentations related to plant safety and operations requested by the
Committee including an update on activities for reviewing, approving and implementing
extended operations corrective maintenance plans, preventive maintenance plans and
projects needed to support extended operations (the PMO++ Program); reports by
DCISC Member and Technical Consultants on the State of California's Independent Peer
Review Panel May 5, 2023 public meeting and seismic safety comprehensive update and
report and approval of the May 5, 2023 fact finding report.

            4.         Morning Session - (06/29/2023) - 9:00 A.M.  Comments by
Committee members; receive public comments and communications to the Committee;
Committee discussion on the status of governmental agency interactions, response to
California Senate Bill 846 directives, a third restatement of the Committee's Charter and
other regulatory matters including funding issues addressed in Phase 1 Track 1 of Order
Instituting Ratemaking proceeding (R. 23-01-007) before the California Public Utilities
Commission; receive further informational presentations requested by the Committee
from PG&E relating to plant safety and operations, including on the "State of the Plant"
regarding key events, outages, highlights, organizational changes and other station
activities since February 2023, an update on NRC Performance Indicators, Licensee Event
Reports, NRC Inspection Reports and NRC current issues and current and future License
Amendment Requests, and a report on the plans, scope and schedule for the 24th
refueling outage for Unit 1 (1R24).

            5.         Afternoon Session - (06/29/2023) - 1:30 P.M.  Comments by
Committee members; receive public comments and communications to the Committee;
consider informational presentations from PG&E on topics relating to plant safety and
operations, including plans for future spent fuel management, transfers from the spent
fuel pools to dry storage and decommissioning planning, and an update on Unit 1 reactor
vessel integrity, coupon withdrawal plans, integrity analyses and associated regulatory
submittals; and wrap-up discussion by Committee members and confirmation of future
site visits, study sessions and public meetings.



The meeting will be webcast in real time at: http://www.slo-span.org/ and through
https://www.dcisc.org.
The specific meeting agenda and the staff reports and materials regarding the above
meeting agenda items will be available for public review commencing Monday, June 26,
2023, at the Government Documents Department of the Cal Poly Library in San Luis
Obispo and online at www.dcisc.org. For further information regarding the public
meeting, please contact Robert Rathie, Committee Assistant. Legal Counsel, SW
4th & Mission, Suite 2, P.O. Box 4253, Carmel-by-the-Sea, CA 93921-4253;
telephone: 1-800-439-4688 or read the agenda on line by visiting the
Committee's website at www.dcisc.org.

Dated: June 18, 2023.

http://www.slo-span.org/
https://www.dcisc.org/
https://www.dcisc.org/
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DIABLO CANYON
INDEPENDENT SAFETY COMMITTEE

(www.dcisc.org)

Committee Members: Robert J. Budnitz
Peter Lam
Per F. Peterson

 

*  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *
 * * * * * * * * *

Wednesday & Thursday, June 28-29, 2023
Point San Luis Conference Room

Avila Lighthouse Suites
First & San Francisco Streets, Avila Beach, California

PUBLIC MEETING AGENDA

This public meeting will be webcast in real time at:
http://www.slo-span.org/local_webcast/DCISC/stream_index.htm and through

https://www.dcisc.org

This meeting is also being produced as a Zoom webinar by AGP Video Inc. and is webcast
live 

on SLO-SPAN at http://www.slo-span.org and through https://www.dcisc.org and will be
broadcast subsequently on San Luis Obispo local government access television, Channel

21.

Zoom Webinar Meeting ID: 818 5312 0547
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/81853120547

Zoom  Webinar Meeting Telephone Only Participation:
Dial (for higher quality, dial a number based on your current location): +1 669

http://www.slo-span.org/local_webcast/DCISC/stream_index.htm
https://www.dcisc.org/
https://www.slo-span.org/
https://www.dcisc.org/
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/81853120547


444 9171 US; +1 669 900 6833 US (San Jose);+1 408 638 0968 US (San Jose); +1 253
215 8782 US (Tacoma);+1 346 248 7799 US (Houston);+1 719 359 4580 US;+1 253
205 0468 US;+1 301 715 8592 US (Washington DC);+1 305 224 1968 US;+1 309 205
3325 US;+1 312 626 6799 US (Chicago);+1 360 209 5623 US;+1 386 347 5053 US;+1
507 473 4847 US;+1 564 217 2000 US;+1 646 876 9923 US (New York);+1 646 931

3860 US; and +1 689 278 1000 US.

PARTICIPATION

You may participate in the DCISC's public meeting in person or in real-time by accessing
the Zoom webinar meeting via the weblink and the meeting ID given above or by calling
any of the phone numbers provided at the top of this agenda.  Instructions on how to
access, view and participate in remote meetings are also provided by visiting the DCISC's
home page at https://www.dcisc.org.  Attendees can make oral comments or ask
questions of the Committee Members during the webinar meeting by using the "Raise
Your Hand" feature or by pressing *9 on your telephone keypad if joining by telephone
only.  If you are unable to participate in real-time, you may email to dcsafety@dcisc.org
with the subject line "Public Comment Item#___" (insert the agenda item number
relevant to your comment) or "Public Comment - Non Agenda Item."  Comments will be
reviewed and distributed before the meeting if received by 5:00 p.m. on Tuesday, June
27, 2023. Comments received after that will be addressed during the item and/or at the
end of the meeting.  All comments received will be read into and become part of the
record, subject to a time limit determined by the presiding officer. The Committee will
have the option to modify its actions on items based on comments received.

Morning Session - 06/28/2023 - 9:00 A.M.

I    CALL TO ORDER - ROLL CALL

II  INTRODUCTIONS

ADVISEMENT

The Committee may consider at any time requests to change the order of a
listed agenda item.  Information distributed to the Committee at a public
meeting becomes part of the public record of the DCISC. A copy of written
material, pictures, etc. must be provided to the Committee's Legal Counsel for
this purpose. Correspondence received and sent by the Committee is on file
with the Office of the DCISC Legal Counsel and copies are available upon
request.  Devices for attendees who may be hearing impaired are available
upon request.  The meeting will be webcast in real time.

III PUBLIC COMMENTS AND COMMUNICATIONS

Anyone wishing to address the Committee on matters not appearing on the
Agenda may do so only at this time. The public may comment on any matter
listed on the Agenda immediately following the time the matter is considered

https://www.dcisc.org/
mailto:dcsafety@dcisc.org


by the Committee. There will be a time limit for each speaker as designated by
the presiding officer. No action will be taken by the Committee on matters
brought up under this item, but they may be referred to staff for further study,
response or action.

IV  ACTION ITEMS

1. Update on Administrative and Financial Matters and
Committee Activities during 2023.

Discussion/Action

2. Nomination and Election of Chair and Vice-Chair for the July 1,
2023 - June 30, 2024 Term.

Discussion/Action

3. Discussion of Open Items List. Discussion/Accept

V  TECHNICAL CONSULTANT & LEGAL COUNSEL REPORTS; RECEIVE, APPROVE  AND
AUTHORIZE TRANSMITTAL OF FACT-FINDING REPORT TO PG&E

1. Ratify Approval of Fact Finding Reports Accepted at the
September  28-29, 2022 Public Meeting.

Approve Resolutions

2. Consultant R. Ferman Wardell: Fact-finding Topics; Report
on and Approval of March 14-15 & 27, 2023, Fact Finding
Report.

Approve Resolutions

VI    ACCEPTANCE OF MINUTES

1. Minutes of February 15-16, 2023, Public Meeting. Accept

VII    ADJOURN MORNING MEETING

Afternoon Session - 06/28/2023- 1:30 P.M.

VIII  RECONVENE FOR AFTERNOON MEETING

IX  COMMITTEE MEMBER COMMENTS

X PUBLIC COMMENTS AND COMMUNICATIONS

Anyone wishing to address the Committee on matters not appearing on the
Agenda may do so only at this time. The public may comment on any matter



listed on the Agenda immediately following the time the matter is considered
by the Committee. There will be a time limit for each speaker as designated by
the presiding officer.  No action will be taken by the Committee on matters
brought up under this item but they may be referred to staff for further study,
response or action.

XI    COMMITTEE MEMBER REPORTS AND DISCUSSION

A. Public Outreach, Site Visits and Other Committee Activities; Scheduling and
Confirmation of Future Fact-Finding Visits and Public Meetings

B. Documents Provided to the Committee.

XII    TECHNICAL CONSULTANT REPORTS; RECEIVE, APPROVE AND AUTHORIZE
TRANSMITTAL OF FACT-FINDING REPORTS TO PG&E (Cont'd.)

C. Consultant Richard D. McWhorter Jr.
Fact-finding Topics; Report on and Approval of the April 18-
19-20, 2023, Fact Finding Report.

Approve/Resolution

D. Consultant R. Ferman Wardell:
Fact-finding Topics; Report on and Approval of May 2-3,
2023, Fact Finding Report.

Approve/Resolution

XIII    INFORMATION ITEMS BEFORE THE COMMITTEE

A. Informational Presentations Requested by the Committee of PG&E:

1. Update on the Status of License Renewal Application Preparation, Submission, 
Interactions with the NRC, and Preparation/Initiation of Aging Management
Plans and Inspections.

XIV    ADJOURN AFTERNOON MEETING

Evening Session - 06/28/2023 - 5:15 P.M.

XV    RECONVENE FOR EVENING MEETING

XVI    COMMITTEE MEMBER COMMENTS

XVII    PUBLIC COMMENTS AND COMMUNICATIONS

Anyone wishing to address the Committee on matters not appearing on the
Agenda may do so only at this time. The public may comment on any matter
listed on the Agenda immediately following the time the matter is considered
by the Committee. There will be a time limit for each speaker as designated by
the presiding officer. No action will be taken by the Committee on matters



brought up under this item but they may be referred to staff for further study,
response or action.

XVIII    INFORMATION ITEMS BEFORE THE COMMITTEE (Cont'd.)

B. Informational Presentations Requested by the Committee of PG&E:

2. Update on Activities for Reviewing, Approving, and Implementing Extended
Operations Corrective Maintenance Plans, Preventative Maintenance Plans,
and Projects Needed to Support Extended Operations (the PMO++ Program).

XIX    COMMITTEE MEMBER & TECHNICAL CONSULTANT REPORT & RECEIVE, APPROVE
AND AUTHORIZE TRANSMITTAL OF FACT-FINDING REPORT TO PG&E (Cont'd.)

C. Committee Member Dr. Robert J. Budnitz & Consultants
R. Ferman Wardell and Richard D. McWhorter Jr.: Fact-
finding Topics - State of California Independent Peer Review
Panel Public Meeting and Seismic Safety Comprehensive
Update; Report on and Approval of May 5, 2023, Fact Finding
Report.

Approve/Resolution

XX    ADJOURN EVENING MEETING

Morning Session - 06/29/2023 - 9:00 A.M.

XXI    RECONVENE FOR MORNING MEETING

XXII     COMMITTEE MEMBER COMMENTS

XXIII    PUBLIC COMMENTS AND COMMUNICATIONS

Anyone wishing to address the Committee on matters not appearing on the
Agenda may do so only at this time. The public may comment on any matter
listed on the Agenda immediately following the time the matter is considered
by the Committee. There will be a time limit for each speaker as designated by
the presiding officer.  No action will be taken by the Committee on matters
brought up under this item but they may be referred to staff for further
study, response or action.

XXIV    DISCUSSION AND DIRECTION, AS APPROPRIATE, BY THE COMMITTEE,
CONSULTANTS & COUNSEL

1. Status of Governmental Agency Interactions, Response to
California Senate Bill 846 Directives, a Third Restatement  of
the Committee's  Charter and other Regulatory Matters
Including Committee Funding Issues Addressed in Phase 1

Discussion/Direction



Track 1 of Proceeding R. 23-01-007, an Order Instituting
Ratemaking Before the California Public Utilities
Commission.

XXV   INFORMATION ITEMS BEFORE THE COMMITTEE (Cont'd.)

C. Informational Presentations Requested by the Committee of PG&E:

3. Presentation on the State of the Plant: including Key Events, Outages, Highlights,
Organizational Changes and other Station Activities Since the Committee's February
2023 Public Meeting.

4. Update on the Status of NRC Performance Indicators, Licensee Event 
Reports, NRC Inspections Reports and NRC Current Issues and Current and Future
License Amendment Requests.

5. Plans, Scope and Schedule for Refueling Outage 1R24.

XXVI   ADJOURN MORNING MEETING

Afternoon Session - 06/29/2023 - 1:30 P.M.

XXVII  RECONVENE FOR AFTERNOON MEETING

XXVIII  COMMITTEE MEMBER COMMENTS

XXIX    PUBLIC COMMENTS AND COMMUNICATIONS

Anyone wishing to address the Committee on matters not appearing on the
Agenda may do so only at this time. The public may comment on any matter
listed on the Agenda immediately following the time the matter is considered
by the Committee. There will be a time limit for each speaker as designated by
the presiding officer.  No action will be taken by the Committee on matters
brought up under this item but they may be referred to staff for further
study, response or action.

XXX    INFORMATION ITEMS BEFORE THE COMMITTEE (Cont'd.)

D. Informational Presentations Requested by the Committee of PG&E:

6. Update on Plans for Future Spent Fuel Management, Transfers from Spent Fuel
Pools to Dry Storage, and Decommissioning Planning.

7. Update on Unit 1 Reactor Vessel Integrity, Coupon Withdrawal Plans, Integrity
Analyses, and Associated Regulatory Submittals.

XXXI     CONCLUDING REMARKS & DISCUSSION BY COMMITTEE MEMBERS OF FUTURE
DCISC ACTIVITIES

A. Future Actions by the Committee.



B. Further Information to Obtain/Review.
C. Confirmation of Future Site Visits, and Public Meetings.

XXXIII ADJOURNMENT OF THE ONE HUNDRED AND FIFTH PUBLIC MEETING

The DCISC's policy is to schedule its public meetings in locations that are accessible to
people with disabilities and to remain in compliance with state guidelines on COVID-19
prevention. The Avila Lighthouse Suites Point San Luis Conference Room is a wheelchair
accessible facility. A person who needs a disability-related accommodation or
modification in order to participate in the meeting may make a request by contacting the
DCISC office (in CA 800-439-4688 or (831) 647-1044) or by sending a written request to
the DCISC office at P.O. Box 4523, Carmel-by-the-Sea, CA 93921-4523. Providing your
request at least five business days before the meeting will help ensure availability of the
requested accommodation.
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DCPP on July 14, 20 and 21, 2022 by Peter Lam, Member, and
Richard D. McWhorter, Consultant

1.0 SUMMARY

The results of the DCISC July 14, 20 and 21, 2022, Fact-Finding Meeting for
the Diablo Canyon Power Plant (DCPP) in Avila Beach, CA are presented.  Although
the Fact-Finding Team was on-site at DCPP, portions of the meeting were held
remotely to accommodate employees working from offsite locations.  The subjects
addressed and summarized in Section 3 are as follows:

1. Nuclear Safety Oversight Committee Exit Meeting 
2. Observe Plant Health Committee Meeting
3. Annual Radioactive Effluent Release and Radiological Environmental Operating

Reports 
4. Health of 4kV Electrical Systems and Tour
5. Containment Ventilation and Hydrogen Mitigation Systems 
6. Meet with Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) Senior Resident Inspector
7. Performance Improvement Program
8. Containment Liner Inspections
9. Radiation Monitoring Systems

10. Meet with DCPP Officer
11. Access to Technical Information for the New Spent Fuel Storage System
12. Industry Efforts to Evaluate the Radiological Consequences of a Release of

Radionuclides from a Spent Fuel Storage Cask 
13. Response to State Government Interest in Extending Power Operations

Beyond 2025

2.0 INTRODUCTION

This Fact-Finding Meeting for the DCPP was held to evaluate specific safety
matters for the DCISC. The objective of the evaluation was to determine if Pacific
Gas and Electric's (PG&E's) performance is appropriate and whether any areas
revealed observations, which are important enough to warrant further review,



follow-up, or presentation at a public meeting. These safety matters include
follow-up and/or continuing review efforts by the Committee, as well as those
identified as a result of reviews of various safety-related documents.

Section 4 - Conclusions highlights the conclusions of the Fact-Finding Team (FFT)
based on items reported in Section 3 - Discussion. These highlights also include
the team's suggested follow-up items for the DCISC, such as scheduling future
Fact-Finding Meetings on the topic, presentations at future public meetings, and
requests for future updates or information from DCPP on specific areas of interest,
etc.

Section 5 - Recommendations presents specific recommendations to PG&E
proposed by the FFT. These recommendations will be considered by the DCISC.
After review and approval by the DCISC, this Fact-Finding Report, including its
recommendations, will be provided to PG&E.  The Fact-Finding Report will also
appear in the DCISC Annual Report.

3.0 DISCUSSION

3.1    Nuclear Safety Oversight Committee Exit Meeting

The DCISC FFT remotely observed the July 14, 2022, Nuclear Safety Oversight
Committee (NSOC) exit meeting.  The DCISC last reviewed this topic during its
July 2021 Fact-Finding Meeting (Reference 6.1), when it concluded the following:

The DCPP Nuclear Safety Oversight Committee appeared to be
thorough and comprehensive in their investigations and candid
in their reports.

The NSOC is a committee of four executive-level, external industry peers.  Its
purpose is to advise the Chief Nuclear Officer on nuclear safety policy and to
provide an independent perspective on plant performance to the site leadership
team.  The NSOC typically visits DCPP three times per year for four days each.
 The first three days are usually spent in the plant interviewing personnel,
observing activities, and reviewing records.  The exit meeting was held on NSOC's
fourth day of meetings for the purpose of reporting the NSOC's conclusions to
DCPP's Chief Nuclear Officer and leadership team.  The FFT observed that the
NSOC members appeared thorough in their evaluations and candid in their reports.
 They reported on the status of several previously identified issues and concerns,
closing some, and also identified a few new issues and concerns.  Most of NSOC's
conclusions were consistent with those of DCPP's Quality Verification Department
and the DCISC, and a few conclusions provided more unique and valuable
perspectives on station performance.

Conclusions:  The DCPP Nuclear Safety Oversight Committee appeared to
be thorough and comprehensive in their evaluations and candid in their



reports.

Recommendations:    None.

3.2    Observe Plant Health Committee Meeting

The DCISC FFT remotely observed the July 20, 2022, meeting of the DCPP
Plant Health Committee (PHC).  The DCISC last reviewed this topic during its
January 2022 Fact-Finding Meeting (Reference 6.2), when it concluded the
following:

DCPP's January 12, 2022, Plant Health Committee meeting
appeared effective in bringing together the appropriate people
to address plant system and component problems and to help
maintain systems and components in good health.

The PHC is a management team governed by DCPP Procedure TS5.ID9, "Plant
Health Committee," Revision 3, and responsible for:

Continual review of system and program health issues
Routinely monitoring the status of plant health issues on the plant health
issues list for action status and completion
Routinely monitoring the status of the Station Top Ten equipment issues list
Review and approval of action plans to address plant health issues that
originated from system and component health reports, maintenance rule,
operator workarounds, program health reports, and emergent issues
Reviewing and approving action plans to resolve degraded, unanalyzed and
non-conforming conditions
Review and monitoring of plant health issue plans that are presented to the
PHC
Performing Preventive Maintenance Oversight Committee functions
Quarterly review and monitoring of the Top Margin Issues list
Approving and authorizing the PHC budget for solutions to plant health issues
Approving system, component, and program long range plans

The membership of the PHC Core Team, which is the Decision Making (i.e., voting)
group of the PHC, is as follows:  Station Director (Chair), Engineering Director,
Operations Manager, Maintenance Manager, and Nuclear Work Management
Manager.  The PHC is also supplemented by a group of Supporting (non-voting)
Members from various other station departments.

This meeting was chaired and facilitated by the Station Director, Dennis Petersen,
who opened the meeting by reminding the attendees of the stated purposes of the
meeting.  He also pointed out that this meeting would focus primarily upon a
review of the Operations Tactical List which tracked equipment issues in the



following categories:

Operator Work Arounds
Operations Policy B-38 (Operator Discretion) Priority Repairs
Defeated Main Annunciators
Operator Burdens
Adverse Condition Monitoring Plans
Control Board Notifications

The meeting was conducted efficiently, and the agenda was covered as scheduled.
 A strong emphasis was placed on plant safety and reliability throughout the
discussion.  Additionally, leaders emphasized the use of practices promoted by the
Equipment Reliability "What Excellence Looks Like" (WELL) Sheet.

The agenda for this meeting included the following:

Personnel Safety Review
Facilitative Leadership Minute
Verify Quorum
Introduce Visitors and Operations Personnel
Review Purpose and Desired Outcomes
Action Item Review
Review Pluses/Deltas, Past WELL Sheet Observations, and Minutes from
Previous Meeting
Operations Tactical List
Top Ten Equipment Reliability Issues List
PHC Agenda Requests Verbal (none)
Meeting Action Item Review
Meeting Evaluation and WELL Sheet Observations

During the portion of the meeting dedicated to the Operations Tactical List, the FFT
observed that the PHC reviewed the numbers of and trends for items on the
Operations Tactical List as well as detailed discussions concerning the status of a
few more complex equipment problems being tracked by the list.  The PHC also
performed a detailed review of the Top 10 Equipment Reliability Issues List with a
particular focus upon ensuring that the issues were being addressed in a timely
manner.  The Engineering Manager also pointed out that the PHC had previously
decided that each item on the Top 10 Equipment Reliability Issues List should have
a clear action plan, but it appeared that not all of the items had action plans.  The
PHC agreed that the efforts to develop any missing or incomplete action plans
should be given a higher priority.

Conclusions:  DCPP appears to be effectively managing staffing and
training for its Emergency Response Organization which has been



challenged by a high turnover rate among assigned personnel.  The DCISC
should verify the effectiveness of DCPP's Emergency Response
Organization by observing the upcoming September 15, 2021, emergency
exercise and reviewing the Nuclear Energy Institute white paper on
remote staffing of some ERO functions when it becomes available.

Recommendations:    None.

3.3   Annual Radioactive Effluent Release and Radiological Environmental Operating
Reports

The DCISC FFT met in-person with Dave Valentine, Chemistry Engineering
Supervisor, and Lance Million, Radiation Protection Engineering and Technical Staff
Supervisor, to review the 2021 Annual Radioactive Effluent Release Report
(ARERR) and the 2021 Annual Radiological Environmental Operating Report
(AREOR).  The DCISC reviews these two reports each year and last reviewed this
topic during its July 2021 Fact-Finding Meeting (Reference 6.3), when it concluded
the following:

The DCPP Radioactive Effluent Release Program and the
Radiological Environmental Monitoring Program appeared
satisfactory in calculating, monitoring and measuring
radioactivity in the environment surrounding DCPP.  During
2020, there were no abnormal releases of radioactivity or
abnormal levels of radioactivity detected.  DCPP site operations
had no significant radiological impact on the health and safety
of the public or the environment, and radioactive releases were
far below regulatory limits.

2021 Annual Radioactive Effluent Release Report

DCPP submitted its 2021 ARERR to NRC on April 21, 2021.  This report described
the measured/calculated quantities of radioactive gaseous effluents, liquid
effluents, and direct radiation released from the plant in 2021.  The descriptions
below represent selected, representative excerpts from the report.

The 2021 ARERR summarized gaseous and liquid radiological effluent releases
from DCPP Units 1 and 2.  The report included the dose to hypothetical
representative offsite receptors due to the release of radioactive liquid and
gaseous effluents and summarized solid radwaste shipments.  The report
contained information required by Units 1 and 2 Technical Specification 5.6.3 and
was presented in the general format of Regulatory Guide 1.21, "Measuring,
Evaluating, and Reporting Radioactivity in Solid Wastes and Releases of
Radioactive Materials in Liquid and Gaseous Effluents from Light-Water Nuclear
Power Plants," Revision 1, 1974, Appendix B, "Effluent and Waste Disposal
Report."  In all cases, the doses associated with plant effluent releases during the
report period were much less than the respective Technical Specification, Offsite



Dose Calculation Manual (ODCM), and NRC limits.  Results of the monitoring
program reflected continued effort to maintain the release of radioactive effluents
to the environment as low as reasonably achievable.  The results were calculated
(based on measured data) in accordance with the ODCM.

Overall, the liquid and gaseous radioactivity releases from DCPP were well-
controlled and maintained as low as reasonably achievable.  The 2021 results from
DCPP were well below all applicable limits for liquid and gaseous releases, and
there were no abnormal or uncontrolled releases during 2021.  Due to the terrain
surrounding the plant, DCPP has no offsite direct radiation receptors with
significant occupancy.  Therefore, a bounding value for dose from direct radiation
has been calculated for a receptor location that is onsite and close to both the
sources and the nearest site boundary.  Calculated doses from direct radiation
have all been well below the 40 CFR 190 limit of 25 mrem/year.

Based on records of 2021 radioactive liquid and gaseous releases, the following
off-site radiation doses to the total body of a hypothetical individual at the closest
point on the northwest site boundary full-time and the corresponding percent of
ODCM limits for the year 2021 were reported in the ARERR as:

Effluent
Type

Calculated Radiation
Dose

Percent of ODCM
Limit

Liquid 0.000125 millirem 0.042%
Gaseous 0.00186 millirem 0.019%

The results of the 2021 ARERR showed that the doses associated with plant
effluent releases were much less than the respective DCPP Technical Specification
and NRC limits.  Overall, the liquid and gaseous radioactivity releases from DCPP
were well-controlled and maintained as low as reasonably achievable.

2021 Annual Radiological Environmental Operating Report

The 2021 AREOR was submitted to NRC on April 21, 2021.  This report described
the results of the Radiological Environmental Monitoring Program (REMP), which
measures and assesses the levels of radiation or radioactivity in the environment
related to operation of DCPP and verifies that DCPP operated within its design
parameters.  The descriptions below represent selected, representative excerpts
from the report.

Approximately 275 solid and liquid environmental samples, 884 air samples, and
1440 Thermo-Luminescent Dosimeter (TLD) radiation detectors were collected
over the course of the 2021 REMP monitoring period. Approximately 1800
radionuclide analyses were performed on environmental samples.  The types of
environmental samples collected for this monitoring period included:

Air, Particulate 
Air, Iodine-131 



Air, Carbon-14 
Direct Radiation  
Milk 
Meat 
Vegetation
Drinking Water 
Groundwater  
Monitor Well 
Surface Water 
Aquatic Vegetation 
Fish 
Mussels 
Ocean Sediment

The ambient direct radiation levels in the DCPP offsite environs did not change and
were within the pre-operational background range. An evaluation of direct
radiation measurements indicated that all U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
criteria were met by a large margin. The ambient onsite direct radiation levels
within the DCPP plant site boundary near the Independent Spent Fuel Storage
Installation (ISFSI) were slightly elevated due to dry cask spent fuel storage. The
measurements at the remaining onsite REMP environmental TLD locations were
not affected by the ISFSI due to ISFSI topographical elevation and placement
within an onsite hillside which provided shielding to the rest of the site.  An
evaluation of direct radiation measurements and member-of-public occupancy
times within the site boundary indicated that all Federal criteria for member-of-
public dose limits were met by a large margin.

Groundwater isotopic monitoring was conducted in accordance with the Nuclear
Energy Institute guidance document NEI 07-07, Revision 1, "Groundwater
Protection Initiative."  Concentrations of tritium were detected in two shallow
monitoring wells (stations DY1 and OW1) near the power block. The levels of
tritium detected in groundwater were approximately 4% of federal standards for
the allowable maximum concentrations of tritium in drinking water.  This tritium
was evaluated and attributed to rain-washout of gaseous tritium exiting the plant
vent system via an approved and monitored isotopic-effluents discharge path.  No
groundwater tritium was attributed to DCPP system leaks or spills.  It was also
noted that studies of the DCPP site groundwater gradient indicated that any
subsurface groundwater flow beneath the DCPP power block was not used as a
source of drinking water.  Due to topography and site characteristics, this
groundwater gradient flows naturally into the Pacific Ocean which is approximately
100 yards from the power block.

An Old Steam Generator Storage Facility (OSGSF) long term storage vault was
constructed within the DCPP site boundary in 2007 for storage of eight retired



DCPP steam generators and two retired DCPP reactor heads.  This OSGSF did not
cause any changes to the ambient direct radiation levels within the DCPP environs
during 2021.  The OSGSF in-building sumps were inspected quarterly by REMP
personnel and only small amounts of water were found and collected for
processing.  via the site's liquid radwaste system.

The results of the 2021 REMP showed no unusual environmental isotopic findings
from DCPP site operations.  These results were compared to DCPP preoperational
isotopic data and showed no unusual trends.  The REMP reported that operation of
DCPP continued to have no detectable offsite radiological impact.  Samples
analyzed from the offsite sampling stations continued to show that DCPP site
operations had no significant impact on the health and safety of the public or the
environment.  The annual offsite radiological dose received by the general public
from plant operations was less than one millirem which is insignificant when
compared to the 620 millirem average annual radiation exposure to people in the
United States from natural and man-made background radiation sources (cosmic,
terrestrial, radon, medical, etc.).

Conclusions:  The DCPP Radioactive Effluent Release Program and the
Radiological Environmental Monitoring Program appeared satisfactory in
calculating, monitoring and measuring radioactivity in the environment.
 During 2021, there were no abnormal releases of radioactivity nor were
there any abnormal levels of radioactivity detected in the environment
surrounding DCPP.  DCPP site operations had no significant radiological
impact on the health and safety of the public or the environment, and
radioactive releases were far below regulatory limits.

Recommendations:    None

3.4   Health of 4kV Electrical System and Tour

The DCISC last reviewed the 4kV Electrical System during its July 2021 Fact-
Finding Meeting, when it concluded the following:

DCPP has a satisfactory action plan to resolve its 4kV electrical
breaker problems by working with suppliers to perform
upgrades and repairs and by stocking enough spares assured
to be ready for replacement by performing augmented
preventive maintenance.

Each Operating Unit at DCPP is equipped with a 4kV Electric Power System. The
systems provide power for the operation and control of vital and non-vital 4kV
electric equipment during all modes of plant operation. Vital equipment is
equipment that is necessary for the safe shut down and cooling of the reactor.
 Each 4kV vital system can receive power from DCPP's 500kV switchyard, the
230kV switchyard, the corresponding Main Generator, or onsite Emergency Diesel
Generators (EDGs). During normal operation, the 4kV system in each Unit receives



its electric power from the Main Generator through the Auxiliary Transformer.
Upon loss of normal power to any of the 4kV buses in one Unit, the corresponding
EDG will automatically start and the normal electric feeder breaker to that bus will
open. The backup supply via the 230kV system will automatically align to supply
power to the Bus via the Startup Transformer. If the 230kV system is also
unavailable, the 4kV bus will be aligned to the running EDG.  Buses D and E on
each unit supply 4kV power to various non-vital (non-safety related; non-class 1E)
loads, and busses F, G and H on each unit supply 4kV power to various vital
(safety-related; class 1E) loads.

The FFT received copies of the 4kV System Health Reports which showed that the
health was rated a "Green" (Healthy) on both units.  There were no major
problems being tracked for resolution, and no portions of the 4kV systems were in
Maintenance Rule (a)(1) status.  There was only one issue being actively
monitored on both units' reports which involved a low margin for undervoltage
setpoints on the Second Level Undervoltage Relays.  The existing relays were
mechanical relays for which settings could not physically be adjusted further to
increase the margin.  The margin could be improved by installing solid state relays
with increased flexibility in settings, but such a change was not deemed necessary
to pursue given that the equipment operated properly (albeit with low margin for
setpoint variation) and that DCPP planned to cease power operations by 2025.

There were no current problems with the breakers.  The breakers were replaced in
late 1990 with an expectation that the newer breakers would last 40 years or
more.  Recurring maintenance was performed every three cycles (about five
years) on various components of the breakers including cleanings, lubrications,
inspections, calibrations, and fuse replacements.  The station housed a total of 87
4kV breakers and the current style of breakers used on 4kV busses at DCPP was as
shown below:



Spare 4kV Breaker

The DCISC consultant joined the System engineer on a walkdown of the major
components of the Unit 2 4kV Electrical System, including the outdoor 230kV and
500kV lines from off-site, associated transformers, and all 4kV Electrical System
Switchgear Rooms. The systems and components appeared to be in good
condition, and the plant areas were clean and orderly as shown below:



Unit 2 4kV Vital Bus H

DCPP's 4kV Electrical Systems were well-designed, rated as "Green"
(Healthy), and in good condition.  The Strategic Engineer appeared
knowledgeable and pro-active about the system.

Recommendations:    None.

3.5   Containment Ventilation and Hydrogen Mitigation Systems

The DCISC FFT met in-person with Rob Igel, Strategic Engineer, to review the
health of Containment Ventilation and Hydrogen Mitigation Systems.  The DCISC
last reviewed this topic during its August 2020 Fact-Finding Meeting (Reference
6.5), when it concluded the following:

DCPP's Containment Ventilation and Hydrogen Mitigation
Systems were in good health and operated properly.  The
system engineers appeared knowledgeable and proactive
about the health of the system.



DCPP's Containment Ventilation Systems are Engineered Safety Feature systems
that serve in conjunction with the Containment Spray System to limit the
temperature and pressure in the Containment Building in the event of a Loss of
Cooling Accident or a Main Steam Line Break Accident.   The system consists
primarily of five Containment Fan Cooler Units (CFCUs) which each contain the
ductwork, cooing coils, fans and motors necessary to provide 50% of the cooling
needed following an accident.  The fans are direct drive, two speed fans, with low
speed operation used during post-accident conditions.  Two of the five CFCUs are
required to provide the heat removal capability necessary to maintain containment
post-accident atmospheric pressure and temperature within design limits.  During
normal operations, two or three CFCUs are run in high speed to cool the
Containment Building.  The CFCUs are cooled by Component Cooling Water, and a
simplified CFCU diagram is shown below:

Containment Fan Cooler Unit (one of five per unit)

Containment Ventilation systems were classified as a Tier 2 system and as such,
formal system health reporting was not required.  However, Tier 2 systems were
still assigned Strategic Engineers to monitor the system for adverse trends or
degrading conditions and to initiate appropriate action plans as required.  For the
Containment Ventilation systems, Mr. Igel reported that the CFCUs were generally
in good health.  The most significant system issues historically were corrosion of
the CFCU housings due to the collection of moisture on sections of the sheet metal
casings when the units were not operating.  One CFCU on each unit had been
affected by corrosion more than the other four CFCUs, and those units were



replaced a few years ago.  Currently, the CFCUs were being inspected each outage
and any identified corrosion-related degradation was repaired in place.  Mr. Igel
stated that the scope of corrosion problems found and subsequent repairs were
minor for the most recently completed outages on each unit.

All portions of the system were in (a)(2) status (routine monitoring) under the
Maintenance Rule, with one exception.  In late 2021, a connection on the electrical
supply to the slow speed windings for CFCU 1-2 overheated and the CFCU was
removed from service.  Planning and execution of repairs took longer than
expected which caused the CFCU to exceed its Maintenance Rule monitoring
criteria for unavailability time.  As a result, CFCU 1-2 was placed as in (a)(1)
status and would be monitored for effectiveness of the subsequent corrective
actions until at least March 2023.

The FFT inquired regarding the health of Containment Hydrogen Mitigation
Systems.  Each DCPP unit contained two electric Hydrogen Recombiner units inside
containment.  The Hydrogen Recombiners at DCPP are natural convection,
flameless, thermal reactor-type hydrogen-oxygen recombiners.  Mr. Igel reported
that DCPP had experienced no issues with the Hydrogen Recombiners which were
tested every outage.  Additionally, each containment was provided with piping for
purging hydrogen during an accident or for installing and using external
recombiners.  DCPP had also not experienced any recent issues with hydrogen
purge piping systems which were normally isolated but tested every cycle.

Conclusions: DCPP's Containment Ventilation and Hydrogen Mitigation
Systems were in good health and operated properly.  The Strategic
Engineer appeared knowledgeable and proactive about the health of the
system.

Recommendations:    None

3.6   Meet with NRC Senior Resident Inspector

The DCISC FFT met remotely with Mahdi Hayes, NRC Senior Resident
Inspector, and Ayesha Athar, NRC Resident Inspector, for an update.  The DCISC
meets regularly with the NRC Resident Inspectors and last met with an Acting
Senior Resident Inspector during its May 2022 Fact-Finding Meeting (Reference
6.6), when it concluded the following:

The meeting with the NRC Acting Senior Resident Inspector
was beneficial, and the DCISC should continue the meetings.

The items discussed in this meeting included the following:

Recent inspection findings 
NRC Office of Inspector General's report on the NRC's oversight of the
Auxiliary Feedwater System at DCPP



The possibility of DCPP continuing operations beyond 2025

Conclusions:  The meeting with the NRC Senior Resident Inspector was
beneficial, and the DCISC should continue the meetings.

Recommendations:    None

3.7   Performance Improvement Program

The DCISC FFT met remotely with Matt Birkel, Performance Improvement and
Corrective Action Program Manager, to discuss the status of Performance
Improvement (PI) Programs at DCPP.  The DCISC last reviewed this topic during
its April 2019 Fact-finding Meeting (Reference 6.7), when it concluded the
following:

DCPP's Performance Improvement Program is actively
monitoring human performance for reductions in performance
due to the PG&E bankruptcy or upcoming workforce changes.
 To date, there appears to be no effect and human
performance error rates remain low.  An assessment was
completed of a recent reduction in the rate of Notification
initiations, and the assessment concluded that there was no
increased reluctance on the part of employees to initiate
Notifications.

Mr. Birkel briefed the FFT on the current status of the PI Programs at DCPP and
the department's Excellence Plan, a copy of which was provided and reviewed by
the FFT.  The Excellence Plan stated the department's vision as, "to be recognized
as the subject matter experts in Performance Improvement tools/programs that
fully engage our people, passionately embrace new ideas, and deliver value-added
support and products to our customers."  Working towards that goal, it
summarized initiatives and action items to improve the PI Program and associated
station activities in the following areas:

Safe and Event-Free Operations
Excellence in Equipment Reliability
Rigorous Use of PI Tools and the Corrective Action Program
Setting Long-Term Direction
Leadership and Talent Development
Excellence in Standards
Continuous Improvement
Self-Awareness and Self-Correction

Overall, the Excellence Plan contained approximately 20 items of which seven were
listed as complete.  Mr. Birkel explained that the plan was considered a living
document for which completed items would soon roll off and new items were



expected to be added.  He reviewed some of the completed and in-progress action
items with the FFT.  Significant items noted were the creation of an Organizational
Effectiveness Event Critique Tool, which was intended to be used by leaders when
making major decisions to ensure that the decision-making process is
appropriately intrusive and fully covers all items that should be considered in the
decision.  He also noted that several of the items in the Excellence Plan were
aimed at supporting the station's current emphasis on having leaders in all
departments regularly perform observations of work activities in the field to ensure
that standards are fully understood and correctly followed.  The FFT concluded that
the PI Department's Excellence Plan was well developed and appropriately focused
upon improving station performance.

The FFT inquired about current staffing levels in the PI Department, and Mr. Birkel
stated that the department currently contained eight employees, which was about
half of the numbers in the department about four years ago.  He noted that the
reductions in staffing were attributed more to industry efficiency initiatives than to
any reductions directly related to the upcoming cessation of power operations.
 Also, the bulk of the department's PI Coordinators were very experienced, having
worked for more than two years in their specialty areas.  The FFT team inquired
about PI Program concerns raised by the Nuclear Safety Oversight Committee in
the past year, and Mr. Birkel reported that those concerns had been fully
addressed and closed.

Mr. Birkel reviewed the most recent PI Status Summary, a document issued
approximately every two weeks and regularly provided to the DCISC.  The
document summarized station performance in multiple areas and showed that all
station departments were currently showing good performance.  Adverse trends in
both equipment and non-equipment performance were listed and shown as being
addressed in a timely manner.

Conclusions:  DCPP's Performance Improvement Program was functioning
well overall.  The Performance Improvement Department's Excellence
Plan was well developed and appropriately focused upon items that
should drive continuous improvement in station performance .

3.8   Containment Liner Inspections

The DCISC FFT met remotely with Terrance Carraher, In-service Inspection
Program Owner, and Dallas Adams, Acting Engineering Programs Manager, for an
update on the health of the DCPP Containment Liner.  The DCISC last reviewed a
related topic, the health of Containment Structures, during its May 2022 Fact-
Finding Meeting (Reference 6.8), when it concluded the following:

The DCPP Containment Structures were sound and appeared to
have no safety issues or concerns.  The structures satisfactorily
passed all recent visual concrete inspections and integrated
leak rate tests.  The DCISC should review the results of recent



Containment steel liner inspections during a future Fact-
Finding Meeting.

Each Containment Structure consisted of a concrete exterior including:

A 14 ft-6 in thick, 153 ft diameter reinforced base mat
A 3 ft-8 in thick, 140 ft inside diameter and 142 ft high reinforced concrete
cylindrical wall
A 2 ft-6 in thick, 140 ft inside diameter reinforced concrete hemispherical
dome roof

Each Containment Structure also included a steel liner consisting of:

A 1/4 in thick mild carbon steel plate placed on top of the Containment base
mat
A 3/8 in thick mild carbon steel plate covering the inside surface of the
Containment shell
Penetration sleeves and local reinforcement of the liner around penetration
openings
Anchorage system of the liner to concrete

The Containment Structure overall had a design pressure of 47 psig at 271 °F, and
was designed to sustain a 7.5 magnitude Hosgri Earthquake acceleration spectrum
peak of 0.75 g.  Additional loads were incorporated into the design to account for
wind loads, pipe rupture loads, jet impingement impacts, and missile impacts.  The
DCPP Containment Structure contained a net free volume of 2.55 million cubic feet
and had a Technical Specification maximum design basis leak rate of 0.1 weight
percent per day used for accident calculations.

The Containment Structure was subject to the following tests/inspections:

Visual inspections of Containment concrete surfaces per 10 CFR 50, Appendix
J, and American Society of Mechanical Engineers (ASME) Section XI Code.
This 100% inspection was required to be performed every five years. The
most recent inspections were performed in 2021 for both units and were
previously reviewed by the DCISC (Reference 6.8).
 
Visual inspection of the steel liner plate inside the Containment as per 10 CFR
50, Appendix J and ASME Section XI Code. These inspections were required to
be performed every 40 months (two cycles), and the results were reviewed
by the FFT as discussed below.
 
Containment Integrated Leak Rate Tests (ILRTs) as per 10 CFR 50, Appendix
J. These tests were performed every 10 years. In an ILRT, large portable air
compressors are brought to the site and used to pressurize the containment
building to a test pressure of 42 psig.  The most recent ILRTs were conducted



in June 2019 on Unit 1 (Refueling Outage 1R21) and April 2018 on Unit 2
(Refueling Outage 2R20).  There were no indications or problems found
during the most recent ILRTs, the results of which were previously reviewed
by the DCISC as a part of its routine activities following refueling outages.

The primary purpose of this meeting was to review the status and results of the
Containment Liner inspections (second bullet above).  Mr. Carraher reported that
the Containment Liner inspections were scheduled on an American Society of
Mechanical Engineers code inspection interval that spanned over two refueling
cycles.  For Unit 1, Containment Liner inspections were last completed during
Refueling Outage 1R22 in the fall of 2020, and no inspections were required to be
performed in the recently completed Refueling Outage 1R23.  For Unit 2,
Containment Liner inspections were last completed in Refueling Outage 2R22 in
the spring of 2021.  He stated that there were no significant issues identified with
the steel liner or the coatings during the inspections on either unit.  In general, the
inspections were performed visually by personnel qualified under the code
requirements.  Inspections were performed across the entire accessible interior
surface of the Containment using a high-power spotlight and binoculars as needed.
 Drawings were used to track inspection activities to ensure that all areas were
covered, and minor indications were recorded and further evaluated as required by
the applicable code.  Most indications were found at floor levels where scaffolding
and other work activities occasionally came into contact with the liner surface.

The FFT requested and were provided copies of the inspection reports for the last
inspection on each unit.  The results shown in the inspection reports confirmed Mr.
Carraher's summary that there were no conditions identified that affected the
integrity of the Containment Liner on either unit.  The FFT also noted that the
inspection reports also included inspections required by code and performed on
any containment penetrations that were disassembled during the outage.

Conclusions:  Inspections of the Containment Liners on both units were
properly performed and no issues affecting integrity were identified.

Recommendations:    None.

3.9   Radiation Monitoring Systems

The DCISC FFT met in-person with Kevin O'Neil, Tactical Engineer for Radiation
Monitors, and Mike Sullivan, Strategic Engineer for Radiation Monitors, for an
update on the health of Radiation Monitoring (RM) Systems at DCPP.  The DCISC
last reviewed this topic during its April 2021 Fact-Finding Meeting (Reference 6.9),
when it concluded the following:

DCPP's Radiation Monitoring System was in acceptable health
overall, and DCPP was working to address reliability issues.
 The health of the system and the availability of spare parts
appeared to be sufficient to support plant operations through



the termination of power operations in 2025.

The RM System is designed to provide general area and process system
radioactivity measurements and alarms, as well as automatic line isolations, in
order to monitor and control personnel dose exposure and the release of
radioactive fluids in compliance with applicable regulations. It consists of 101
channels of radiation detectors and associated electronic components, as well as
wiring and displays located around the plant.  The system components are diverse
and came primarily from four manufacturers.  The system components range in
age from the 1970s to the 1990s and consist of both analog and digital
components.

Mr. O'Neil explained that DCPP was currently focused on maintaining and
improving the reliability of the existing RM System by using the Preventative
Maintenance program effectively and by low-cost modifications to the greatest
extent possible.  In general, engineers and maintenance technicians were focused
on improving the current equipment rather than performing large-scale upgrades
or replacements.  Smaller modifications and upgrades recently completed included
the replacement of obsolete Control Room RM recorders and upgrades to piping for
the Containment Atmosphere RM sample pumps to eliminate leakage
vulnerabilities from recurring maintenance activities.

Mr. O'Neil reported that the RM System was classified as a Tier 2 system and
health reports for the system were no longer required.  However, if a system color
were to be assigned to reflect the current system health, he believed that the
system would be rated as White (Acceptable but needing improvement) due
primarily to several portions of the system being in Maintenance Rule (MR) (a)(1)
status.  In general, DCPP's MR Program analyzes all functional failures in the
system to determine if the failures were preventable by changing maintenance
activities.  The number of RM System Maintenance Rule Functional Failures
(MRFFs) currently placed several portions of the system into (a)(1) status under
the MR Program, meaning that the system was not meeting established criteria for
reliability.  Mr. O'Neil provided an updated graph showing the trends of all MRFFs
for the RM System over the last seven years.  The trend of MRFFs, which showed a
decline in MRFFs during the DCISC's last review in 2021, had reversed and
currently showed a recent increase in the number of MRFFs as follows:



Radiation Monitoring System Maintenance Rule Functional Failures for Last Six
Years

The FFT inquired regarding which specific portions of the system had incurred the
most frequent problems (and MPFFs), and Mr. O'Neil responded that the most
frequent problems on the system were as follows:

Containment Atmosphere Radiation Monitors (RM-11 and RM-12) for which
the most common problems were failures of the sample pumps.  The
frequency for pump replacements had been increased from once per every
three years to once per year.
 
Condenser Air Ejector Discharge Radiation Monitors (RM-15 and RM-15R) for
which the most common problems were failures of the moisture separators.
 The failures were caused by sludge deposits, and level switches were being
replaced to help eliminate the accumulated deposits.
 
Plant Ventilation Radiation Monitors (RM-14/14R, RM-24/24R, RM-27/27R,
and RM-87) for which the most common problems were failures of the flow
instruments and controls.  The flow transmitters were refurbished, and
associated selector switches were replaced.

In February 2022, a status report on the performance the RM System was
presented to the Plant Health Committee (PHC), and Mr. O'Neil provided the FFT
with a copy of the PHC status report.  The report summarized that system
performance and availability had improved, but MR indicators had declined.  A



recommendation was made and approved by the PHC to prepare a new RM System
Excellence Plan to be presented to the PHC in late 2022.  The new plan would
focus upon revising the MR performance criteria for the system as well as
performing enhanced monitoring and examinations for the portions of the system
having the most frequent problems.  The FFT recommended that the DCISC review
the new RM System Excellence Plan and any changes that would be made to the
MR performance criteria for the system in early 2023.

The FFT also inquired if the RM System would require additional upgrades or
modifications should the decision be made to continue operation of DCPP after
2025.  Mr. O'Neil and Mr. Sullivan were confident that the system would not
require any upgrades within the first few years, and that parts and consumable
items for the system continued to be readily available.  However, they also
believed that a detailed review of the system would be warranted to consider any
upgrades or modifications that could be needed to sustain reliability beyond the
first few years of continued operations.

Conclusions:  DCPP's Radiation Monitoring System was in acceptable
health overall but needed further actions to address several portions of
the system that were in Maintenance Rule category (a)(1) due to a high
rate of functional failures.  The DCISC should review the status of the
Radiation Monitoring System again in early 2023 after a new Excellence
Plan for the system is expected to be approved and initiated.

Recommendations:    None.

3.10   Meet with DCPP Officer

The DCISC Member met in-person with Maureen Zawalick, Vice President,
Decommissioning and Technical Services, to discuss items from this fact-finding
meeting and other items of mutual interest.  The DCISC last met with a DCPP
Officer or Director during its May 2022 Fact-Finding Meeting (Reference 6.10),
when it concluded the following:

The regular meetings between DCISC and DCPP Officers and
Directors continue to be beneficial for both organizations.

Conclusions:  The regular meetings between DCISC Members and DCPP
Officers and Directors continue to be beneficial for both organizations.

Recommendations:    None.

3.11   Access to Technical Information for the New Spent Fuel Storage System

The DCISC FFT met in-person with Philippe Soenen, Decommissioning
Licensing and Environmental Manager, to discuss availability of and access to
technical information by the DCISC on the proposed new Spent Fuel Storage



System to be procured from Orano.  This was the DCISC's first review of this topic.

In April 2022, PG&E selected Orano as the new vendor for supplying both
equipment and contractor services for the future movement and storage of spent
fuel assemblies at DCPP.  The contract scope of supply includes the procurement
of 69 Dry Storage Casks (DSCs) that would each hold 37 spent fuel assemblies as
well as 69 Horizontal Storage Modules to house the DSCs at the Independent
Spent Fuel Storage Installation (ISFSI).  The delivery of the DSCs to the site is
expected to begin in 2025, and fuel offloads from the Spent Fuel Pools to the ISFSI
are planned to occur in 2026 and 2027.  Since the announcement of Orano's
selection, the DCISC has regularly reviewed the proposed Spent Fuel Storage
System in Fact-Finding Meetings and at its June 2022 Public Meeting.  During the
June 2022 DCISC Public Meeting, a question was raised among the DCISC
Members about how the DCISC could gain access to more detailed information
regarding the Orano Spent Fuel Storage System, and such was the subject of this
meeting.

Mr. Soenen reviewed the schedule for engineering and licensing of the new Spent
Fuel Storage System technology with the FFT.  He reported that a large amount of
technical information was currently available to the public in the form of Certificate
of Compliance (CoC) submittals made by Orano to the NRC along with approval
documents issued by the NRC.  Documents that were currently available to the
DCISC and the public in the NRC Agencywide Documents Access and Management
System (ADAMS) included:

Document Subject

Adams
Accession
Number

Updated Final Safety Analysis Report for
the NUHOMS EOS System, Revision 4

ML22168A023
and
ML22168A024

NRC-Approved Certificate of Compliance 1042 Initial
Issuance

ML17116A277

NRC-Approved Certificate of Compliance
1042 Amendment 0 (correction)

ML17215A159

NRC-Approved Certificate of Compliance
1042 Amendment 1

ML20136A048

NRC-Approved Certificate of Compliance
1042 Amendment 2

ML21244A295

Orano Application for Certificate of Compliance 1042
Amendment 3

ML21102A281

Mr. Soenen noted that the pending CoC Amendment 3 listed above included
requests to allow higher heat loads for spent fuel assemblies from boiling water
reactors.  (The DCPP units are pressurized water reactors.)  CoC Amendment 4
was planned to be submitted by the end of 2022 and would increase the allowable



heat load from 3.5kW per assembly to 4.5kW per assembly for pressurized water
reactors like DCPP (similar to that proposed by Amendment 3 for boiling water
reactors).  It was planned that the system proposed for DCPP would be able to
take advantage of the higher allowed heat loads that would be allowed by the
proposed CoC Amendment 4.  Mr. Soenen also invited members of the DCISC to
join other public officials and representatives on tours proposed to occur later in
2022 at the Orano manufacturing facility in Kernersville, North Carolina, and/or its
training academy in Aiken, South Carolina.

The FFT agreed, as suggested by PG&E, that the publicly available technical
information provided in the ADAMS repository as listed above was a good starting
point for the DCISC's reviews.  Should the DCISC have any further questions or
specific information requests not covered in the ADAMS repository, then the DCISC
would later provide those questions or requests to PG&E.  Following the meeting,
the FFT downloaded the above documents and distributed them to other interested
DCISC members for further review.

Conclusions:  PG&E provided adequate information to the DCISC about
where it could locate publicly available technical details on the proposed
new Spent Fuel Storage System from Orano in the NRC ADAMS repository.
 Should the DCISC have any further questions or specific information
requests not covered in the NRC ADAMS repository, then the DCISC will
later provide those questions or requests to PG&E.

Recommendations:    None.

3.12   Industry Efforts to Evaluate the Radiological Consequences of a Release of
Radionuclides from a Spent Fuel Storage Cask

The DCISC FFT met in-person with Philippe Soenen, Decommissioning
Licensing and Environmental Manager, and Kyle Duke, Dry Fuels Program
Manager, for an update on industry efforts to evaluate the possible radiological
consequences of a release of radionuclides from a Spent Fuel Storage Cask should
a through wall crack occur.  The DCISC last reviewed this topic as a part of a
related topic on Spent Fuel Storage Cask inspections during its December 2017
Fact-Finding Meeting (Reference 6.11), when it concluded the following:

DCPP is continuing to participate in industry initiatives to
address the issue of possible corrosion of Multi-Purpose
Canisters (MPCs) stored at the Independent Spent Fuel
Storage Installation (ISFSI).  As a part of ISFSI relicensing,
DCPP will need to develop an aging management plan to
include MPC inspections, and the DCISC should continue to
follow work in the area closely.  The Cask Transfer Facility
located at the ISFSI provides options for more detailed
inspections or repairs to an MPC should such be necessary in
the future after the Spent Fuel Pools are no longer available.



During its December 2017 review, PG&E updated the DCISC regarding ongoing
industry efforts to characterize the possible radiological consequences of a release
of radionuclides from a cask should a through-wall crack actually occur.  In
general, such cracks would have small apertures with low source terms inside the
cask.  Although the consensus of the industry was that such releases and their
dose consequences would be small, more study was needed to fully quantify the
effects.  In 2017, the Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI) completed a study
entitled, "Dry Cask Storage Welded Stainless Steel Canister Breach Consequence
Analysis Scoping Study," which provided recommendations for additional research
needed and described potential approaches for developing a consequence analysis
for a scenario in which a crack grows through the wall of a dry cask storage
canister.  It was anticipated at that time that EPRI would move forward with
developing a detailed study of the consequences.

Mr. Soenen updated the FFT with regards to progress made by EPRI to perform a
detailed study.  He reported that although several follow-up activities had been
completed since 2017, the final report was not yet finished.  The follow-up
activities that EPRI completed to date included the publishing of two supporting
reports as follows:

EPRI
Report No. Report Topic
3002014470 Development of Radionuclide Source Terms for

Consequence Analysis of Canister Breach due to Through-
Wall Chloride-Induced Stress Corrosion Cracking

3002015062 Chloride-Induced Stress Corrosion Cracking Canister-to-
Environment Flow Rate Technical Basis

The FFT was provided links to the above documents and performed a brief review
of their contents.  The documents extensively examined the above topics and
appeared to provide significant inputs needed to complete the detailed study.  Mr.
Soenen reported that EPRI was currently planning to complete and issue the final
detailed study in March 2023.  He also reminded the FFT that in the recently
submitted License Renewal Application for the ISFSI, DCPP submitted an Aging
Management Plan that was intended to ensure that dry storage casks were
regularly inspected and actions taken before any crack could cause a loss of
containment function to occur.

Conclusions:  An industry study to analyze the dose consequences for a
hypothetical through-wall crack of a spent fuel storage container
continued to be in progress.  A report on the study's results is expected to
be issued in early 2023, and the DCISC should review the final report after
its issuance.

Recommendations:    None.



3.13   Response to State Government Interest in Extending Power Operations Beyond
2025

The DCISC FFT met in-person with Tom Jones, Strategic Initiatives Senior
Director, to discuss DCPP's response to State of California government interest in
extending power operations beyond 2025.  This was the DCISC's first review of
this topic.

Mr. Jones began by reviewing with the FFT a timeline of events regarding the topic
as follows:

Prior to April 2022, PG&E was solely pursuing decommissioning per the Joint
Proposal and filings with the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC). 
 
In April, Governor Newsom began making public statements about the
possibility of continued operations for DCPP past 2025.
 
In May, Governor Newsom requested that the Department of Energy (DOE)
expand the Civil Nuclear Credit (CNC) program to include a utility/plant
operating in a non-competitive market (such as DCPP).
 
In late-June, PG&E sent a letter to DOE supporting the governor's request to
make the change to the CNC program.  Additionally, PG&E requested a 75-
day extension of the program's application deadline to allow PG&E adequate
time to prepare an application to the CNC program for DCPP.  DOE later
granted the change and extension.
 
Also in late June, the state legislature passed a bill authorizing $75 million to
the Water Resources Control Board which could be used to extend the
operation of electric power plants that were previously scheduled for
retirement.

As a result of the above state initiatives, PG&E was now pursuing two concurrent
paths forward for 2025.  The first path was to continue decommissioning planning
as previously funded and approved by the CPUC.  The second path was to take the
actions necessary to preserve options for renewing PG&E's license to operate DCPP
with the NRC for another 20 years.  Mr. Jones pointed out that obtaining a license
renewal for 20 years did not necessarily mean that DCPP would operate for
another 20 years beyond 2025.  Steps that were forecasted to be needed to move
forward on the second path included:

PG&E was expected soon to submit an application to DOE to participate in the
CNC program.
 
PG&E would need additional state legislation passed to authorize and permit
continued operations at DCPP.  This legislation would need to be passed prior



to the end of the current legislative session in August 2022 so that DCPP
would have adequate time to apply for license renewal, prepare for continued
operations, and procure new fuel assemblies.
 
PG&E would need to receive funding from the state and/or the DOE in order
to authorize the resources necessary for pursuing continued operations.
 Currently, PG&E only had authority from the CPUC to spend ratepayer funds
on activities related to operations through 2025 and decommissioning.
 
If the California Legislature passed legislation directing the continuation of
operations for DCPP, PG&E would initiate the necessary federal regulatory
approvals needed for continued operations.  This would include a request to
the NRC to reopen PG&E's previously submitted license renewal application
for DCPP.

The FFT inquired about other activities that would be required to prepare for a
continuance of operations, and Mr. Jones stated that there would be a substantial
amount of work that would need to be performed over the next three years in
order to continue DCPP operations past 2025.  He acknowledged that there were a
lot of regulatory activities that would need to be completed as well as a large
number of inspections and other tasks that would need to be performed physically
in the power plant.  He postulated that the amount of physical work involved could
significantly increase the length of the next two refueling outages planned for late
2023 and early 2024.  He also noted that DCPP would need to purchase additional
refined uranium and new fuel assemblies which would be placed into the reactors
during those refueling outages.  The new fuel procurement process would need to
begin by the fall of 2022 at the latest.

Conclusions:   PG&E continues to work on decommissioning planning but
has also started to plan for the possibility of continued operations at DCPP
beyond 2025.  Further state direction and funding would be needed within
the next few months in order to perform the activities necessary to
support continued operations.  The DCISC should continue to closely
follow PG&E's activities in this area.

Recommendations:    None.

4.0 CONCLUSIONS

4.1     The DCPP Nuclear Safety Oversight Committee appeared to be thorough
and comprehensive in their evaluations and candid in their reports.

4.2      DCPP's July 20, 2022, Plant Health Committee (PHC) meeting appeared
effective in bringing together the appropriate people to address plant
system and component problems and to help maintain systems and
components in good health.



4.3    The DCPP Radioactive Effluent Release Program and the Radiological
Environmental Monitoring Program appeared satisfactory in calculating,
monitoring and measuring radioactivity in the environment.  During 2021,
there were no abnormal releases of radioactivity nor were there any
abnormal levels of radioactivity detected in the environment surrounding
DCPP.  DCPP site operations had no significant radiological impact on the
health and safety of the public or the environment, and radioactive
releases were far below regulatory limits.

4.4       DCPP's 4kV Electrical Systems were well-designed, rated as "Green"
(Healthy), and in good condition.  The Strategic Engineer appeared
knowledgeable and pro-active about the system.

4.5      DCPP's Containment Ventilation and Hydrogen Mitigation Systems were
in good health and operated properly.  The Strategic Engineer appeared
knowledgeable and proactive about the health of the system.

4.6       The meeting with the NRC Senior Resident Inspector was beneficial, and
the DCISC should continue the meetings.

4.7      DCPP's Performance Improvement Program was functioning well overall.
 The Performance Improvement Department's Excellence Plan was well
developed and appropriately focused upon items that should drive
continuous improvement in station performance.

4.8        Inspections of the Containment Liners on both units were properly
performed and no issues affecting integrity were identified.

4.9      DCPP's Radiation Monitoring System was in acceptable health overall but
needed further actions to address several portions of the system that were
in Maintenance Rule category (a)(1) due to a high rate of functional
failures.  The DCISC should review the status of the Radiation Monitoring
System again in early 2023 after a new Excellence Plan for the system is
expected to be approved and initiated.

4.10     The regular meetings between DCISC Members and DCPP Officers and
Directors continue to be beneficial for both organizations.

4.11     PG&E provided adequate information to the DCISC about where it could
locate publicly available technical details on the proposed new Spent Fuel
Storage System from Orano in the NRC ADAMS repository.  Should the
DCISC have any further questions or specific information requests not
covered in the ADAMS repository, then the DCISC will later provide those
questions or requests to PG&E.

4.12     An industry study to analyze the dose consequences for a hypothetical
through-wall crack of a spent fuel storage container continued to be in
progress.  A report on the study's results is expected to be issued in early
2023, and the DCISC should review the final report after its issuance.

4.13     PG&E continues to work on decommissioning planning but has also



started to plan for the possibility of continued operations at DCPP beyond
2025.  Further state direction and funding would be needed within the
next few months in order to perform the activities necessary to support
continued operations.  The DCISC should continue to closely follow PG&E's
activities in this area.

5.0 RECOMMENDATIONS

5.1 None
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1.0 SUMMARY

The results of the DCISC Fact-finding meeting held on August 16-17, 2022, at
the Diablo Canyon Power Plant (DCPP) in Avila Beach, CA are presented. The
subjects addressed and summarized in Section 3 are as follows:

1. Greater Than Class C Waste Storage Plans
2. License Renewal Status
3. Emergency Preparedness During Decommissioning
4. Feedwater Heater Tube Failure Follow-up
5. Tsunami Warning Response
6. Meet with NRC Senior Resident Inspector
7. NRC Resident Inspectors' Access to PG&E Computer System
8. Observe Plant Health Committee Meeting
9. Equipment Reliability Update

10. Condensate Polisher Resin Issue
11. Meet with DCPP Officer
12. Large Motors Program
13. Radiation Surveys of the Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation 
14. Observe Receipt and Inspection of New Fuel

2.0 INTRODUCTION

This Fact-Finding meeting with DCPP was made to evaluate specific safety
matters for the DCISC. The objective of the evaluation was to determine if Pacific
Gas and Electric's (PG&E's) performance is appropriate and whether any areas
revealed observations, which are important enough to warrant further review,
follow-up, or presentation at a public meeting. These safety matters include
follow-up and/or continuing review efforts by the Committee, as well as those
identified as a result of reviews of various safety-related documents.



Section 4-Conclusions highlights the conclusions of the Fact-Finding Team based
on items reported in Section 3-Discussion. These highlights also include the team's
suggested follow-up items for the DCISC, such as scheduling future Fact-Finding
Meetings on the topic, presentations at future public meetings, and requests for
future updates or information from DCPP on specific areas of interest, etc.

Section 5-Recommendations presents specific recommendations to PG&E proposed
by the Fact-Finding Team. These recommendations will be considered by the
DCISC. After review and approval by the DCISC, the Fact-Finding Report, including
its recommendations, will be provided to PG&E.  The Fact-Finding Report will also
appear in the DCISC Annual Report.

3.0 DISCUSSION

3.1   Greater Than Class C Waste Disposal

The DCISC Fact-finding Team (FFT) met with Eric Bracken, Manager of
Decommissioning Projects, and Phillipe Soenen, Decommissioning, Environmental,
and Licensing Manager, to discuss DCPP's plans for storage and disposal of Greater
Than Class C (GTCC) Waste. This is the DCISC's first review of this subject.

Nuclear Plant radioactive waste is classified as follows:

High-Level Waste: The Department of Energy includes only reprocessing
waste as high- level waste, but the Nuclear Regulatory Commission includes
both spent fuel and reprocessing waste. One type of high-level waste is spent
fuel, which is irradiated commercial reactor fuel. Another type of high-level
waste is reprocessing waste which is essentially liquid waste from solvent
extraction cycles in reprocessing. This waste also includes any solids that may
have resulted in the conversion of liquid waste in the reactor.
 
Transuranic Waste: Transuranic waste is defined as waste that contains
elements with atomic numbers greater than that of Uranium (92).
Additionally, this waste is comprised of only transuranic elements that have
half-lives that exceed 20 years and have concentrations that are higher than
100 nanocuries/gram. If the preceding two characteristics of transuranic
waste are not met, the waste may have transuranic elements but cannot
actually be classified as transuranic waste.
 
Low-Level Waste: Low level waste is divided into four distinct
subcategories, that are defined in Table 1 and Table 2 of 10 C.F.R. § 61.55,
copied below.



These categories (defined below) include Class A, Class B, Class C, and Greater
than Class C, where Class A is the least hazardous waste and Greater than Class C
is the most hazardous.  The classification of low-level wastes depends on the
concentrations of longer-lived radioisotopes (Table 1) and shorter-lived
radioisotopes (Table 2). These types of radioactive waste include waste that is not
considered as high-level, spent fuel, transuranic, or byproduct material.

Class A: If the concentration of long-lived isotopes does not exceed 0.1 times
the value in Table 1, and the concentration of short-lived isotopes does not
exceed the values in Column 1 of Table 2, the waste is Class A.
 
Class B: If the concentration of long-lived isotopes does not exceed 0.1 times
the value in Table 1, and the concentration of short-lived isotopes does not
exceed the values in Column 2 of Table 2, the waste is Class B.
 
Class C: If the concentration exceeds 0.1 times the value in Table 1 but does
not exceed the value in Table 1, and the concentration of short-lived isotopes
does not exceed the values in Column 3 of Table 2, the waste is Class C.
 
Greater than Class C: If the concentration of long-lived isotopes exceeds
the value in Table 1, or the concentration of short-lived isotopes exceeds
Column 3 of Table 2, the waste is not generally acceptable for near-surface
disposal and is considered to be GTCC waste.

DCPP's GTCC Waste is made up primarily of highly radioactive stainless steel
structures from inside the Reactor Vessels, which have been activated by neutron
bombardment over the years they have it been in the vessel. Examples of these
components currently in the Spent Fuel Pool are the replaced reactor baffle bolts
and replaced reactor vessel nozzles. Other future GTCC Waste will include
decommission-removed core structural components close to the nuclear fuel core,
which will have received high neutron dose during their lifetimes.



DCPP plans to place these GTCC Wastes in casks similar to those used in Orano
spent fuel storage. These casks will then be stored on a new pad near the existing
Old Steam Generator and Reactor Vessel Head Storage Building located beyond
the existing Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation (ISFSI) until accepted by
the Department of Energy for final disposal.

Conclusions:  DCPP plans to store its Greater Than Class C Waste (the
highest radioactivity non-spent-fuel waste) in casks similar to spent fuel
casks on a new concrete pad near the existing Old Steam Generator
storage building located beyond the Independent Spent Fuel Storage
Installation. This appeared satisfactory to the DCISC.

Recommendations:    None

3.2   License Renewal Status

The DCISC FFT met with Tom Jones, Strategic Initiatives Director, and Phillipe
Soenen, Decommissioning, Environmental, and Licensing Manager, for an update
on DCPP License Renewal Status. The DCISC last reviewed this subject in July
2022 (Reference 6.1), when it concluded the following:

PG&E continues to work on decommissioning planning but has
also started to plan for the possibility of continued operations
at DCPP beyond 2025.  Further state direction and funding
would be needed within the next few months in order to
perform the activities necessary to support continued
operations.  The DCISC should continue to closely follow
PG&E's activities in this area.

Prior to this fact-finding meeting, the CA Governor announced the need to
continue DCPP's power operation to help avoid electricity shortages, to terminate
the Joint Proposal, which would have ended power operations in 2025, and to
permit extension of DCPP power operations for five additional years beyond 2025.
The following steps would likely follow:

Per direction from the Governor's Office, PG&E is exploring actions needed to
preserve the option for continued operations 
Potential additional state legislation is required
PG&E expects to submit a Civil Nuclear Credit program application to the
Department of Energy 
If legislation passes that authorizes continued operations, PG&E would then
initiate a formal request for federal (NRC) regulatory approvals needed for
license extension and continued operations 
Potential federal legislation may be required

This license extension would require reactivation of the NRC license extension



review, which normally adds 20 additional years to the plant operating license.
NRC's review of DCPP's original license renewal application had proceeded to the
point of their issuing a final draft of the NRC staff's Safety Evaluation Report,
before PG&E withdrew the application in 2016.

DCPP used the following graphic to show the history and current status of its 2008
application to the NRC for a 20-year license extension.

Thus, reactivation of the process would pick up at that point with consideration of
any new NRC requirements. PG&E has recently met with the NRC on this matter
and believes timely NRC approval is realistic.

Conclusions:  The DCISC has been reviewing DCPP current operations and
future decommissioning activities and will now also review the proposed
extension of power operations beyond 2025, if state policy changes to
direct PG&E to pursue extension.  Because extension involves significant
work and it will remain possible that DCPP may still decommission, the
DCISC should also continue to review decommissioning-related activities.

Recommendations:    None

3.3   Emergency Preparedness During Decommissioning

The DCISC FFT met with Tom Jones, Strategic Initiatives Director, and Phillipe
Soenen, Decommissioning, Environmental, and Licensing Manager, to discuss
DCPP Emergency Preparedness during decommissioning.  The DCISC last reviewed
this topic in March 2022 (Reference 6.2) when it concluded the following:



DCPP's Emergency Preparedness Department continued to
effectively manage Emergency Preparedness activities for the
station including coordinating effective staffing and training for
the Emergency Response Organization.  The DCISC should
plan a meeting with the new Emergency Services Manager for
San Luis Obispo County during a future Fact-Finding Meeting.

The DCPP representatives used the following graphic to show the expected future
phases of shutdown and decommissioning:

DCPP reported that there are three risk-informed E-Plan transition phases during
decommissioning:

1. Phase 1: Post-Shutdown E-Plan (PSEP)
Under NRC review since Third Quarter 2021
Presented specifics to DCISC in its June 2021 Public Meeting
(Reference 6.3) 
For the first ~16-17 months after permanent reactor shutdown -
there is reduced risk due to reactor shutdown 
The focus changes to a potential Spent Fuel Pool (SFP) Zirconium
fire, which is credible if loss of SFP water leads to inadequate
cooling during this time period and requires operator action in less
than 10 hours.
 

2. Phase 2: Permanently Defueled E-Plan (PDEP) - targeting Fourth Quarter
2022 Exemption Request.

From ~16-17 months post-shutdown through the time when all
fuel is out of the SFPs and stored in the ISFSI
Zirconium fire is credible, however required operator action in
greater than 10 hours. 



Progression of accident is much slower.
 

3. Phase 3: ISFSI-Only E-Plan (IOEP)
All fuel is at the ISFSI
Further reduced risk due to dry cask storage and adequately
cooled fuel
Dry cask storage is passively cooled (no reliance on active
equipment or personnel actions)

Major E-Plan transitions are standardized in the nuclear industry due to the
reduction in radiological risk. NRC studies conclude if at least 10 hours is available
before a zirconium fire is possible, then operators can initiate:

Mitigative actions, or 
Offsite protective actions using a Comprehensive Emergency Management
Plan (CEMP)

DCPP maintains layers of protection to ensure SFP water makeup can be provided:

Multiple, diverse normal pathways/equipment to provide SFP water makeup 
Back-up strategies for use of on-site portable equipment that will be relied
upon for mitigating the loss of SFP water

Due to the slow progression of potential accidents:

Declaration: the time allowed to assess, classify, and declare an emergency is
increased from 15 to 30 minutes 
Notification: the time allowed to notify State and local agencies is increased
from 15 to 60 minutes 
No need for multiple dedicated facilities: remove requirements for Technical
Support Center (TSC), Operations Support Center (OSC), alternate TSC,
Emergency Operations Facility (EOF), Joint Information Center (JIC), etc. 
One command center: Control Room

Because releases beyond the site boundary would be below the EPA Protective
Action Guideline exposure levels:

Offsite plans are no longer required 
NRC concludes 10 hours is ample time to take actions without offsite pre-
planning 
Results in deletion of Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs), offsite warning
systems, and offsite protective action recommendations

PG&E will continue to fund sirens.

Conclusions:  DCPP appeared to have satisfactorily planned out its



Emergency Preparedness phaseouts during and following
decommissioning based on the risk of reactor plant and spent fuel storage
states.

Recommendations:    None

3.4   Feedwater Heater Tube Failure Follow-up

The DCISC FFT met with Dionysios Pettas, DCPP Heat Exchanger Program
Owner and Condensate System Engineer, for a review of DCPP follow-up on the
Unit 2 Feedwater Heater Tube Failure event. The DCISC last reviewed this event in
January 2022 (Reference 6.4), when it concluded the following:

DCPP experienced significant Feedwater Heater (FWH) tube
failures in FWH 2-5B in mid-October 2021, which caused Unit 2
to be shut down twice to perform inspections and repairs. The
unit has been operating normally with extended FWH
monitoring since the final repairs were made. The DCPP Root
Cause Evaluation and planned corrective actions appeared
satisfactory.

The DCPP feedwater heaters are shell and tube heat exchangers which take low-
grade (extraction) steam from the steam turbines to pre-heat feedwater prior to
its entering the steam generators. This increases the thermal efficiency of the
plant. Feedwater runs through the heat exchanger tubes to be heated from steam
on the shell side. DCPP uses six cascading stages of preheat with spent steam sent
to the condenser.

During startup from Outage 2R22 on October 15, 2021, FWH 2-5B was exhibiting
indications of tube leakage. Power in Unit 2 was lowered to 90% to isolate the
FWH to perform inspection and repair. The reactor was then manually tripped
because of high FWH level. Significant tube failure of this nature significantly
overwhelmed the FWH drain system, requiring reactor shutdown to mitigate
further damage.

A borescope examination showed a tube failure and other tube damage. Eddy
Current Testing (ECT) showed the extent of condition, which was repaired. The
unit was returned to power but shut down again due to additional tube leak
indications. Further 100% ECT indicated additional repairs were needed, which
were performed, and the unit was brought back up to power with extended FWH
monitoring. The unit has operated satisfactorily since then.

The Root Cause Evaluation (RCE) determined the probable cause to be "Excessive
unsupported tube lengths caused by a breach in the Drain Cooler shroud [which]
led to fatigue fracture of the FWH tubes." Corrective actions included the following:

1. Determine which FWHs require additional inspections or preventive tube



plugging and implement same
2. Implement additional FWH system monitoring to identify a potential Drain

Cooler shroud breach on all 24 FWHs with an integral Drain Cooler
3. Identify additional leak detection monitoring in the most vulnerable FWHs and

revise Operator Rounds to include additional FWH data points
4. Revise the Heat Exchanger Program to include assessment of unsupported

tube lengths and to implement preventive tube plugging
5. Document reassessment of long-range plan for FWHs based on this RCE
6. Revise the procedure for FWH Removal From and Return to Service to close

the tube side inlet and outlet simultaneously when isolating for a leak

The RCE and corrective actions appeared satisfactory to the DCISC FFT. The
purpose of this August 16, 2022 Fact-finding Meeting was to review DCPP's
implementation of their corrective actions.

For Unit 1 there are five additional FWHs that are similar to the affected Unit 2
units. They have been "Remote Field Tested" (similar to Eddy Current Testing),
resulting in no adverse indications and were determined to be in good condition.
There were some eroded baffle and baffle plates, which were not considered to be
problematic. Unit 2 is believed to be in better condition than Unit 1, and this will
be determined at each of the next refueling outages.

DCPP has developed a new preventable plugging strategy and plans to perform
acoustic listening monitoring for flow noise which would indicate steam bubble
collapse, which could mean unwanted forces on internal FWH components.

Conclusions:  DCPP's follow-up actions to date and plans for future
monitoring of Feedwater Heater internals appeared satisfactory.  

Recommendations:    None

3.5   Tsunami Warning Response

The DCISC FFT met with Dan McBride, Operations Manager, and Brent
Drovcek, Operations Performance Shift Manager, for a discussion of DCPP
response to tsunami warnings. This is the first review by the DCISC of this subject.
The DCISC last reviewed DCPP tsunamis at its public meeting in June 2018
(Reference 6.5).

The FFT received and reviewed DCPP Casualty Procedure CP M-5, "Response to
Tsunami Warning," Revision 18. The purpose of this Casualty Procedure is to
ensure a coordinated response of the on-shift crew, Security, and Fire Brigade
personnel in the event of a Tsunami that approaches or goes beyond the design
basis. The procedure appeared satisfactory.

The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration's (NOAA's) National Weather



Service (NWS) is the agency responsible for assessing potential tsunami conditions
and issuing messages to authorities when occurring earthquakes have magnitudes
large enough to warrant concern. The NWS will issue messages for regions along
the Pacific Rim from the West Coast/Alaska Tsunami Warning Center or the Pacific
Tsunami Warning Center (TWC).

When notified by the NWS of a Tsunami Warning that affects the Pacific/California
region, the California State Warning Center (CSWC) will immediately notify DCPP;
other agencies may also report tsunami information. Typically, the CSWC will use
an automated notification system to page and telephone the Shift Manager with a
recorded message.

The type of tsunami message issued by NWS will depend on the situation as
interpreted initially from seismic data. The NWS categorizes messages into four
types: Warnings, Advisories, Watches, or Information Statements. A Tsunami
Warning is the highest level of concern and is the only level that requires any
DCPP actions.

A Tsunami arrives in a series of low water (drawdown) and high water (run-up)
periods. The time between drawdown and run-up may last as long as 10 minutes
and may be spaced 30 to 40 minutes apart. Tsunami Warning lead time for a local
seismic event will be from about half an hour to less than five minutes, depending
on the epicenter.

The Shift Manager (SM) assumes the following responsibilities and authorities:

The SM is responsible for directing the evacuation of the plant intake area as
a predetermined protective action. 
The SM has the authority to temporarily suspend all work-related activities, in
the interest of personnel safety.

The Diablo Canyon Watch Commander (DCWC) is responsible for coordinating the
evacuation of the plant intake area. The Work Control Shift Foreman considers the
operator actions of this procedure and determines the appropriate actions to direct
or perform consistent with any Emergency Operating Procedures that may be in
effect at the time. The on-duty Fire Captain/Fire Brigade Leader is responsible for
directing the fire brigade and implementing the Incident Command System for
potential search and rescue of personnel not evacuated in time. Plant personnel
being evacuated from the intake area are responsible for securing work in progress
and closing any watertight doors or hatches, as directed, prior to leaving.

A Tsunami that exceeds design basis may interfere with the normal seawater
supply to the Circulating Water and Auxiliary Saltwater (ASW) Systems. A Tsunami
arrives in a series of low water (drawdown) and high water (run-up) periods.
Drawdown concern: the circulators and ASW pumps could lose suction (cavitate)
for a short duration (less than 5 minutes). Run-up concern: water could crest the
intake structure's main deck and flood the circulators. ASW pumps are protected



by watertight doors (if closed) and have elevated ventilation shaft openings.
Intake structure main deck is at elevation +20 ft. Mean Lower Low Water (MLLW)
(+17.4 ft. Mean Sea Level, MSL) and watertight compartment air intakes are at
+48 ft. MLLW (+45.4 ft. MSL). The predicted maximum Tsunami water elevation
under a highly unlikely combination of events (high tide coincident with severe
storm) would produce a wave crest elevation of +34.6 ft. MLLW. (+32.0 ft. MSL).

Conclusions:  The DCPP procedure for response to a tsunami warning
appeared appropriate for directing personnel actions to protect the plant
and personnel in the event of a tsunami. This included response for
tsunamis greater than the design basis tsunami.

Recommendations:    None

3.6   Meet with the NRC Senior Resident Inspector

The DCISC FFT met remotely with Mahdi Hayes, NRC Senior Resident
Inspector, for an update.  The DCISC meets regularly with the NRC Resident
Inspectors and last met with the Senior Resident Inspector during its July 2022
Fact-Finding Meeting (Reference 6.6), when it concluded the following:

The meeting with the NRC Acting Senior Resident Inspector
was beneficial, and the DCISC should continue the meetings.

The items discussed in this meeting included the following:

The DCISC Fact-finding Agenda
Emergency Diesel Generator Issues and Observation of Testing
License Renewal

Conclusions:  The meeting with the NRC Senior Resident Inspector was
beneficial, and the DCISC should continue the meetings.

Recommendations:   None

3.7   NRC Resident Inspectors' Access to PG&E Computer System

The DCISC FFT met with Jim Morris, DCPP Regulatory Services, to discuss the
ability of NRC Resident Inspectors to have access to the DCPP internet system.
This is the first DCISC review of this subject.

The Resident Inspectors have access to the DCPP Local Area Network, SAP process
network, Procedure Navigation System, and are provided PG&E laptops. They also
have access to the DCPP plant data program, Plan of the Day, and DCPP email
system, among other systems. This is an industry common practice and
considered a "mandatory" practice by DCPP.



Conclusions: The accessibility of the NRC Resident Inspectors to DCPP's
computer network, including plant data, the Corrective Action Program,
Plan of the Day, and other similar systems appeared appropriate and
beneficial to the DCISC Fact-finding Team.

Recommendations:    None

3.8   Observe Plant Health Committee Meeting

The DCISC FFT remotely observed the August 17, 2022 DCPP Plant Health
Committee Meeting. The DCISC last observed this meeting in July 2022 (Reference
6.7), when it concluded the following:

DCPP's July 20, 2022, Plant Health Committee (PHC) meeting
appeared effective in bringing together the appropriate people
to address plant system and component problems and to help
maintain systems and components in good health.

The PHC is a management team governed by DCPP Procedure TS5.ID9, "Plant
Health Committee," Revision 3, and responsible for:

Continual review of system and program health issues
Routinely monitoring the status of plant health issues on the plant health
issues list for action status and completion
Routinely monitoring the status of the Station Top Ten equipment issues list
Review and approval of action plans to address plant health issues that
originated from system and component health reports, maintenance rule,
operator workarounds, program health reports, and emergent issues
Reviewing and approving action plans to resolve degraded, unanalyzed and
non-conforming conditions
Review and monitoring of plant health issue plans that are presented to the
PHC
Performing Preventive Maintenance Oversight Committee functions
Quarterly review and monitoring of the Top Margin Issues list
Approving and authorizing the PHC budget for solutions to plant health issues
Approving system, component, and program long range plans

The membership of the PHC Core Team, which is the Decision Making (i.e., voting)
group of the PHC, is as follows:  Station Director (Chair), Engineering Director,
Operations Manager, Maintenance Manager, and Nuclear Work Management
Manager.  The PHC is also supplemented by a group of Supporting (non-voting)
Members from various other station departments.

This meeting was chaired by Dennis Petersen, Station Director, and facilitated by
Dallas Adams, Interim Engineering Program Manager, who opened the meeting by



reminding the attendees of the stated purposes of the meeting.  He also pointed
out that this meeting would focus primarily upon a review of the Operations
Tactical List which tracked equipment issues in the following categories:

Operator Work Arounds
Operations Policy B-38 (Operator Discretion) Priority Repairs
Defeated Main Annunciators
Operator Burdens
Adverse Condition Monitoring Plans
Control Board Notifications

The meeting was conducted efficiently, and the agenda was covered as scheduled.
 A strong emphasis was placed on plant safety and reliability throughout the
discussion.  Additionally, leaders emphasized the use of practices promoted by the
Equipment Reliability "What Excellence Looks Like.

The agenda for this meeting included the following:

1. Safety Moment
2. Facilitative Leadership Review
3. Verify Quorum
4. Introduce Visitors & Operations Personnel
5. Review Purpose & Desired Outcomes
6. Action Item Review
7. Review WELL (What Excellence Looks Like) Results
8. Maintenance Rule Program
9. Preventive Maintenance Program

10. Action Item Review

Conclusions: DCPP's August 17, 2022, Plant Health Committee (PHC)
meeting appeared effective in bringing together the appropriate people to
address plant system and component problems and to help maintain
systems and components in good health.

Recommendations:    None

3.9   Equipment Reliability Update

The DCISC FFT met with Dallas Adams, Interim Engineering Program Manager,
and Mark Frantz, Plant Engineering Manager, for an update on DCPP Equipment
Reliability (ER). The DCISC last reviewed Equipment Reliability in July 2020
(Reference 6.8), when it concluded the following:

DCPP Equipment Reliability (ER) overall is Green (Healthy) with
Unit 1 showing strong performance, and Unit 2 needing some



corrective actions to meet plant expectations. DCPP has a plan
to improve Unit 2 ER by the end of 2020. The DCISC should
review DCPP ER performance in the first quarter of 2021.

The DCPP August 2022 Quarterly Equipment Performance Index (for Equipment
Reliability) is Yellow for Unit 1 and Green for Unit 2.

Unit 1's Yellow rating was due primarily to the power reduction to correct
Condenser saltwater in-leakage May 2021, PC-14 malfunctioning in April 2022,
FW-1-67 leaking May 2022, and a steam leak on FWH 1-1A June 2022.

Unit 2's Green rating had been Red and Yellow following the long-term Generator
vibration problems in February 2021 and FWH tube failures in October 2021;
however, since then the unit has performed well enough in the past quarter to
earn the Green rating.

Because ER has been adversely affected by Secondary Systems, in addition to
following up on individual problem areas, DCPP has initiated a Secondary Systems
Reliability Action Plan. DCPP is also working to drive improved behaviors and
engagement of first- and second-line supervisors. Utilization of the MEOW
(Maintenance, Engineering, Operations and Work Control) forum is being
augmented to gather broader organizational support for critical equipment. DCPP's
2022 Equipment Reliability Excellence Plan has the objective of aligning station-
wide engagement in a more proactive identification and resolution of ER issues.
Specific actions are outlined for Operations, Maintenance, Engineering, Learning
Services, and Organizational Effectiveness. These actions appeared satisfactory to
the DCISC FFT.

Conclusions:  DCPP's secondary system equipment reliability issues
appeared to be satisfactorily addressed with specific action plans and an
excellence plan. Recent results were showing improvement with a Unit 1
rating of Yellow and a Unit 2 rating of Green.

Recommendations:    None

3.10   Equipment Reliability Update

The DCISC FFT met with Dave Cortina, Manager of Chemistry and
Environmental Operations, for a discussion of Condensate Polisher Performance.
This is the first DCISC review of this subject.

Electric generating station condensate must be maintained at a very high purity
level to protect steam generators and turbines from corrosion. Removing
contaminants is called "polishing." To remove contaminants from the condensate
deep bed ion exchange condensate polishers are used and sometimes are
preceded by a filter demineralizer or a fine particulate filtration system.

The DCPP condensate polishing system is comprised of seven mixed bed



demineralizers. Either six or seven demineralizers are in service processing the full
condensate flow (approximately 21,000 gpm) depending on whether any one of
the demineralizers is in the regeneration mode or not. The demineralizer in the
regeneration mode is taken out of service and is regenerated externally in order to
minimize the possibility of introducing regenerant chemicals into the condensate
and feedwater system. The external regeneration process for one demineralizer
normally takes about 12 to 16 hours. Components of the condensate polishing
system, including demineralizers, regenerators, and associated equipment, are
located in the turbine building buttresses. The system is capable of either
automatic or manual operation, and can be bypassed if necessary.

The condensate polishing system is designed to polish the full condensate flow
during startup and normal plant operation. During startup, the system allows
recirculation of condensate at approximately 5500 gpm (gallons per minute)
through the condensate polishing demineralizers and feedwater heaters, returning
it to the main condenser. This design provision allows a more complete cleanup of
secondary water prior to system startup. The condensate polishing system
monitors the secondary chemistry to protect the steam generator tubes which are
a part of the reactor coolant pressure boundary from degradation during the
course of their lifetimes.

The reason for the DCISC FFT review here is an issue with the condensate polisher
resin for which samples had been sent to the supplier. This had been reported in a
Plant Health Committee meeting, which the DCISC FFT observed. The resin had
been fouled with iron from plant startups and was releasing sulfates from sulfuric
acid. To maintain acceptable Unit 1 Steam Generator sulfate levels one barrel of
resin was replaced; however, the resin eventually became more fouled. Resins
were fully replaced, but the issue arose again on both units. The resin supplier
recommended hot rinses and air scrubs, which effectively reduced the sulfates to
acceptable levels.

Conclusions:  DCPP's actions to return its condensate polisher resins to
good health appeared effective.

Recommendations:    None

3.11   Meet with DCPP Officer

The DCISC FFT met with Adam Peck, Site Vice-President to discuss the DCISC
fact-finding meeting agenda and other items of interest. The DCISC last met with
a DCPP officer in July 2022 (Reference 6.9), concluding the following:

The regular meetings between DCISC Members and DCPP
Officers and Directors continue to be beneficial for both
organizations.

Conclusions:  The regular meetings between DCISC Members and DCPP



Officers and Directors continue to be beneficial for both organizations.

Recommendations:    None

3.12   Large Motors Program

The DCISC FFT met with Andrew Lund, Large Motor Tactical Engineer, and
Russ Leathan, Engineering Fix It Now (EFIN) Team, for an update on the DCPP
Large Motor Program. The DCISC last reviewed Large Motors in January 2019
(Reference 6.10), concluding the following:

DCPP's Large Motor Program health was White (healthy but
needing improvement).  The implementation of Long-range
Plans for motor rewinds were nearing satisfactory completion,
and actions taken for emergent issues appeared appropriate.

Large Motors include those powered by 4kV, 12kV, and higher voltages, along with
any motors 250 horsepower and larger and a small number of smaller motors.
 Management of the health of Large Motors had been moved from the System
Engineering Department into the category of a Component Program during 2018.
 As such, the program was now managed by the Component (now Tactical)
Engineering Department, and performance was tracked using performance
indicators contained in a Component Health Report, which differed in format from
the System Health Reports.   The Fact-finding Team reviewed the August 8, 2022
Large Motors Component Health Report in which program health was rated as
Green (Healthy), which was an improvement from that reported during the
DCISC's previous review in 2018.

During the DCISC's review in 2016, a Large Motor Long-range Plan had been
prepared and was in the process of being implemented.  The plan provided a ten-
year schedule for replacement, overhaul, and preventative maintenance activities
for most Large Motors and represented DCPP's overall strategy for all Large Motors
at the station.  The plan was implemented, and the resultant Large Motor
refurbishments were coming to completion.  One item remaining open was the
rewinding of stators and rotors for all eight Reactor Coolant Pump (RCP) Motors.
 Six of the eight RCP Motor rewinds had been completed, and the remaining two
were planned to be completed in the upcoming Refueling Outages 1R21 and 2R21,
in the spring and fall of 2019, respectively.  The RCP Motor work was evaluated as
a maintenance activity that should be completed on a 12-year periodicity.  As the
first RCP Motor rewinding was completed in 2014, no additional RCP Motor rewinds
would therefore be required before DCPP ceases operations in 2025 (11 years after
the first rewind).

Another Long-range Plan item nearing closure was the rewinding of Component
Cooling Water (CCW) Pump Motors, which was expected to be completed in 2019.
 Following completion of the current CCW Pump Motor rewindings, it had been
decided that no further rewinds would be needed before DCPP ceases operations in



2025.  Regarding the availability of spare CCW Pump Motors, DCPP had one spare,
and accordingly, it had been determined that the plant would not be purchasing
another spare CCW Pump Motor.  Similarly, regarding the rewinding of
Containment Fan Cooler Unit (CFCU) Motors, the station had completed two motor
rewinds before deciding to cancel future rewinds.  Additional rewinds were
considered no longer to be necessary given the decision to cease operations in
2025, the redundancy of installed CFCUs, and the availability of several spare
CFCU Motors on site.

One large motor issue was a Critical Equipment Failure of Auxiliary Saltwater
(ASW) Pump 1-1 with multiple grounds on pump start. This was due to moisture
intrusion caused by failure of a motor heater. This motor was replaced with a
spare in 2021. The original motor stator was cleaned and dried and passed all
electrical tests and is available as the spare.

The DCISC FFT noted that selected large motor maintenance and replacements
were put on hold or terminated due to the plant planning to cease electricity
production in 2025. If DCPP will be authorized to continue operation after 2025,
the large motor Life Cycle Management Plan will need to be revisited and changed.

Conclusions:  DCPP's Large Motor Program health was Green (Healthy).
This is good performance and an improvement from 2018, the last DCISC
review. The implementation of Long-range Plans for motor rewinds and
replacements, which was partially suspended due to the planned
cessation of power production in 2025, will need to be revisited if
operation is extended beyond 2025.

Recommendations:    None

3.13   Radiation Surveys of the Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation

The DCISC FFT met with Lance Million, Radiation Protection Supervisor, and
Chris Bracket, Radiation Protection Technician, to review radiation levels at the
DCISC Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation (ISFSI). The DCISC last
reviewed radiation protection in July 2022 (Reference 6.11), when it concluded the
following:

The DCPP Radioactive Effluent Release Program and the
Radiological Environmental Monitoring Program appeared
satisfactory in calculating, monitoring and measuring
radioactivity in the environment.  During 2021, there were no
abnormal releases of radioactivity nor were there any
abnormal levels of radioactivity detected in the environment
surrounding DCPP.  DCPP site operations had no significant
radiological impact on the health and safety of the public or the
environment, and radioactive releases were far below
regulatory limits.



The DCISC FFT, equipped with radiation dosimeters and briefed on radiation
protection at the ISFSI, joined Mr. Million and Mr. Bracket at the Security and
Radiation Control entrances to the ISFSI. After following Security and Radiation
Protection protocols, the group entered the ISFSI. Inside the ISFSI fence the
group walked among the spent fuel casks taking radiation readings with portable
radiation measurement instruments. The instruments measured gamma and
neutron radiation levels. Gamma radiation ranged from 0.4 to 2.5 millirem per
hour and little to no neutron levels. Outside the ISFSI fence, radiation levels
ranged from 18 to 120 microroentgens per hour with no detectable neutron levels.
The DCISC FFT received no measurable radiation dose during this observation.

Conclusions:  Radiation levels inside the DCPP Independent Spent Fuel
Storage Installation (ISFSI) were found to be extremely low with
maximum readings of 2.5 millirem per hour and essentially no neutrons
detected.

Recommendations:    None

3.14   Observe Receipt and Inspection of New Fuel

The DCSIC FFT had the opportunity to observe the receipt and inspection of
new uranium fuel during its visit. The last review by DCISC of observation of new
fuel receipt and inspection was in December 2012 (Reference 6.11).

Unit 2's next refueling, 2R23, was planned to begin October 23, 2022, and the



shipment of new fuel had just arrived at the plant. Metal strongback containers,
each containing two Westinghouse fuel assemblies, were stored in the new fuel
bay of the Spent Fuel Building. The shipment originated in Columbia, S.C., the
location of Westinghouse's fuel fabrication plant. The containers were shipped by
truck, and each container was equipped with several accelerometers to record
forces experienced during shipment.

Each shipping container was held upright with a crane while the container door
was opened exposing the new fuel assemblies, which were wrapped in plastic
sheathing for protection. The plastic was removed, and visual and visual
inspections and radioactivity readings were performed. The assemblies were then
moved by crane to the new fuel vaults, where they would receive more thorough
inspections prior to being moved into the racks of the spent fuel pool. During the
outage, this new fuel will be moved under water into the Containment into the
Refueling Canal and then into the Reactor Vessel.

Conclusions:  The receipt, unloading and inspection of new fuel
assemblies for Outage 2R23 were performed professionally and carefully
as observed by the DCISC Fact-finding Team.

Recommendations:    None

4.0 CONCLUSIONS

4.1    DCPP plans to store its Greater Than Class C Waste (the highest



radioactivity non-spent-fuel waste) in casks similar to spent fuel casks on
a new concrete pad near the existing Old Steam Generator storage
building located beyond the Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation.
This appeared satisfactory to the DCISC.

4.2    The DCISC has been reviewing DCPP current operations and future
decommissioning activities and will now also review the proposed
extension of power operations beyond 2025, if state policy changes to
direct PG&E to pursue extension.  Because extension involves significant
work and it will remain possible that DCPP may still decommission, the
DCISC should also continue to review decommissioning-related activities.

4.3    DCPP appeared to have satisfactorily planned out its Emergency
Preparedness phaseouts during and following decommissioning based on
the risk of reactor plant states.

4.4    DCPP's follow-up actions to date and plans for future monitoring of
Feedwater Heater internals appeared satisfactory.

4.5    The DCPP procedure for response to a tsunami warning appeared
appropriate for directing personnel actions to protect the plant and
personnel in the event of a tsunami. This included response for tsunamis
greater than the design basis tsunami.

4.6    The meeting with the NRC Senior Resident Inspector was beneficial, and
the DCISC should continue the meetings.

4.7   The accessibility of the NRC Resident Inspectors to DCPP's computer
network, including plant data, the Corrective Action Program, Plan of the
Day, and other similar systems appeared appropriate and beneficial to the
DCISC Fact-finding Team.

4.8    DCPP's August 17, 2022, Plant Health Committee (PHC) meeting appeared
effective in bringing together the appropriate people to address plant
system and component problems and to help maintain systems and
components in good health.

4.9    DCPP's secondary system equipment reliability issues appeared to be
satisfactorily addressed with specific action plans and an excellence plan.
Recent results were showing improvement with a Unit 1 rating of Yellow
and a Unit 2 rating of Green.

4.10    DCPP's actions to return its condensate polisher resins to good health
appeared effective.

4.11   The regular meetings between DCISC Members and DCPP Officers and
Directors continue to be beneficial for both organizations.

4.12   DCPP's Large Motor Program health was Green (Healthy). This is good



performance and an improvement from 2018, the last DCISC review. The
implementation of Long-range Plans for motor rewinds and replacements,
which was partially suspended due to the planned cessation of power
production in 2025, will need to be revisited if operation is extended
beyond 2025.

4.13   Radiation levels inside the DCPP Independent Spent Fuel Storage
Installation (ISFSI) were found to be extremely low with maximum
readings of 2.5 millirem per hour and essentially no neutrons detected.

4.14   The receipt, unloading and inspection of new fuel assemblies for Outage
2R23 were performed professionally and carefully as observed by the
DCISC Fact-finding Team.

5.0 RECOMMENDATIONS

5.1 None
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1.0 SUMMARY

The results of the DCISC Fact-finding meeting held on September 13-14,
2022, at the Diablo Canyon Power Plant (DCPP) in Avila Beach, CA are presented.
The subjects addressed and summarized in Section 3 are as follows:

1. Probabilistic Risk Assessment (PRA) Program Review
2. Safety Culture Update
3. Observe All Hands Meeting with PG&E Chief Executive Officer and Board of

Directors
4. 2R23 Outage Safety Plan
5. Long-Term Seismic Program Update
6. Core Exit Thermocouple System Update
7. Cyber Security Update
8. Meet with Adam Peck, Site Vice-President
9. DCPP License Extension Update

10. Observe Evaluated Emergency Preparedness Exercise
 

2.0 INTRODUCTION

This Fact-Finding meeting with DCPP was made to evaluate specific safety
matters for the DCISC. The objective of the evaluation was to determine if Pacific
Gas and Electric's (PG&E's) performance is appropriate and whether any areas
revealed observations, which are important enough to warrant further review,
follow-up, or presentation at a public meeting. These safety matters include
follow-up and/or continuing review efforts by the Committee, as well as those
identified as a result of reviews of various safety-related documents.

Section 4-Conclusions highlights the conclusions of the Fact-Finding Team based



on items reported in Section 3-Discussion. These highlights also include the team's
suggested follow-up items for the DCISC, such as scheduling future Fact-Finding
Meetings on the topic, presentations at future public meetings, and requests for
future updates or information from DCPP on specific areas of interest, etc.

Section 5-Recommendations presents specific recommendations to PG&E proposed
by the Fact-Finding Team. These recommendations will be considered by the
DCISC. After review and approval by the DCISC, the Fact-Finding Report, including
its recommendations, will be provided to PG&E.  The Fact-Finding Report will also
appear in the DCISC Annual Report.

3.0 DISCUSSION

3.1   Overall Probabilistic Risk Assessment (PRA) Program Review

The DCISC Fact-finding Team (FFT) met with Rasool Baradaran, Probabilistic
Risk Assessment (PRA) Supervisor; Nathan Barber, Risk Initiatives Supervisor;
Yongjie Xiong, Senior Engineer; and Jordan Tyman, Manager of Risk and Cyber
Security, for an update on the current status of the PRA program under Mr.
Baradaran's supervision.  The program's principal responsibility is to maintain the
station's PRA, update and upgrade the PRA as needed, and apply it to address
safety and reliability issues affecting the plant.  The principal topics discussed were
the status of the PRA and its use in various applications to support plant safety.
 The DCISC last reviewed this program in September 2020 (Reference 6.1), when
it concluded the following:

The DCPP Probabilistic Risk Assessment (PRA) group's work
today is emphasizing the support of various PRA applications,
some driven by NRC regulations and others driven by internal
plant needs.  The use of the PRA for these purposes continues
effectively.  The DCISC Fact-finding Team concludes that the
PRA group is doing excellent work.

Status of the PRA:  In the last year or more, one important activity has been (as
always) maintaining the main PRA model, and that work has continued without
any problems.  No important upgrades to the model have been undertaken, but
"maintaining" or "updating" it means, among other things, keeping the model up
to date with the plant's changing configuration and also keeping the failure data
base current.  To perform this work acceptably, the PRA team needs to monitor
procedural and design changes, which they do regularly.  [The distinction between
a PRA update and an upgrade is well defined in the industry; it essentially
differentiates using a new or different model (an upgrade) from using newer data
or modeling a slightly different plant configuration (an update.)  An upgrade
requires a new peer review before the model can meet the ASME-ANS PRA
standard and can then be used in NRC regulatory applications.] The PRA group
reported that their next full update will be accomplished by April 2023.



Support for license renewal:  The California legislation supporting the plant's
license renewal beyond 2025 had been passed and signed less than two weeks
before this Fact-Finding (FF) meeting.  The PRA team described the several
different ways in which their PRA model and insights will likely play a role in
supporting the broader license-renewal work.  Among the most important will be
to provide risk insights concerning the roles of various individual plant safety
functions, systems, equipment, and procedures in achieving safety.   In the
license-renewal analysis and documentation to be submitted to the NRC, the plant
will describe and explain why each of the various functions, systems etc. that need
not be modified is adequate as-is; or if not adequate, what differences in safety
would be achieved if an upgrade, replacement, or other change is proposed.  The
benefit of the PRA analysis in providing insights on the safety role of an individual
component (or system or procedure) is that the safety role can be understood in
the context of the overall safety of the plant-as-a-whole.

Because evaluations will be needed for a very large number of individual
components, systems, procedures, etc., there will be a significant workload for the
PRA group in supporting the broader plant effort on license extension.  However,
the PRA group reported that their PRA models have been designed explicitly to
support this type of analysis.

Another application related to license extension is the so-called "SAMA" analysis,
where SAMA means "Severe Accident Mitigation Alternatives."  As part of the
license renewal submittal, the NRC requires a SAMA analysis of various design or
operational alternatives that, if implemented, could improve the plant's ability to
either reduce the likelihood or reduce the consequences of potential severe
accidents.  The PRA model is ideally suited to support this analysis, and the PRA
group reported that they anticipate using it for that purpose.

Support for plant safety decision-making:  The PRA model is used regularly to
support a wide variety of different safety decisions.  One application mentioned in
the FF meeting is analyzing various operating procedures when a change is being
considered, to understand how that change would affect the bottom-line risk
insights emerging from the PRA.  Another is using the PRA to evaluate the aging-
management program that the plant needs to implement as part of its license-
extension activities.

Still another application is supporting the "50.69 program." Under NRC regulation
10 CFR 50.69, "Risk-Informed Categorization and Treatment of Structures,
Systems and Components for Nuclear Power Reactors," components can be re-
classified to a lesser classification than safety-related if the role of the component
in achieving safety is unimportant or is of only minor importance. There are
rigorous criteria applied to determine the classification, and it was reported that
the Diablo Canyon PRA is routinely used to inform how the safety-classification
determination is done.

Outage and out-of-service safety management:  The PRA team continues to use



the Phoenix software program to analyze proposals to take certain equipment out-
of-service when online, and also to deterministically analyze planned outages in
advance (or on short notice if the outage is unplanned).  It is widely used
throughout the industry and provides a useful tool for certain types of analyses for
which using the full PRA model is not needed. Another application of the Phoenix
software, or of the larger PRA model if needed, is helping the work-control
process. Those work-control PRA analyses are done regularly as a part of the
work-control process and used in preparing schedules for online maintenance
activities.

Conclusion:  The DCPP Probabilistic Risk Assessment (PRA) group's work
today is emphasizing the support of various PRA applications, some driven
by NRC regulations, especially for license extension (severe accident
analysis and aging management), and others driven by internal plant
needs, such as the impacts on safety of equipment removal from service.
 The use of the PRA for these purposes continues effectively.  The DCISC
Fact-finding Team concludes that the PRA group is doing excellent work.

Recommendations: None

3.2   Safety Culture Update

The DCISC FFT met with Jeff Harker, Manager of Maintenance and Technical
Training and Chair of the DCPP Nuclear Safety Culture Monitoring Panel (NSCMP),
for an update on DCPP Safety Culture. The DCISC last reviewed DCPP Safety
Culture in August 2019 (Reference 6.2), when it concluded the following:

The DCPP Nuclear Safety Culture Monitoring Panel and the
Safety Culture Leadership Team identified an Improvement
Opportunity that employee perception of the station's ability to
maintain a proficient workforce is causing distraction. This
matches the DCISC concern about retention of qualified,
experienced personnel necessary to operate DCPP at an
appropriate level of safety. The DCISC should continue to
monitor this area closely.

A key element of nuclear power plant safe operations is safety culture, and the
traits of a healthy nuclear safety culture include creating and maintaining an
environment where employees will raise concerns even if the concerns are at a low
level, and the plant management team will respond. It requires a collective
commitment from leaders and individuals to emphasize safety over competing
goals to ensure the protection of people and the environment.  Key elements of a
healthy nuclear safety culture include an individual commitment to safety,
personal accountability, a questioning attitude, and effective safety communication
as well as management's commitment to safety leadership, safety values and
actions, decision-making, and a respectful work environment.



A Safety Conscious Work Environment (SCWE) is another key element of a healthy
nuclear safety culture, which represents an environment where individuals feel
free and are open and willing to identify and raise issues, questions or concerns,
express differing professional opinions or viewpoints dealing with nuclear or
radiological safety, quality, security, environmental or regulatory compliance and
to do so without fear of retaliation.  Issues identified within the context of a SCWE
are addressed promptly with timely feedback provided to the initiator.

The DCPP Nuclear Safety Culture Monitoring Panel (NSCMP) assesses and reports
on nuclear safety culture using the recommendations of Nuclear Energy Institute
(NEI) publication 09-07, "Fostering a Healthy Nuclear Safety Culture," which
places primary responsibility on management to provide an ongoing holistic,
objective, transparent and safety-focused process. The process evaluates inputs
from the Corrective Action Program, performance trends, NRC inspections,
industry evaluations, audits, and operating experience, independent and self-
assessments, and the Employee Concerns Program.  The NSCMP monitors these
inputs to identify early indications of potential concern in the work environment
that merit additional attention by the organization.

The DCPP NSCMP is comprised of experienced personnel with diverse backgrounds.
Membership is limited to protect the confidentiality of personal information, and its
reports are provided to the site leadership team. Members of the labor unions
serve on the NSCMP and within the Organizational Performance and Learning
Services organization.  DCPP believes the unions see great benefit in having a
healthy nuclear safety culture, and management and union efforts in support have
proven to be a mutually beneficial partnership.

The process is directed by station procedures.  The DCISC FFT received and
reviewed the following two DCPP procedures:

1. OM16.ID1, "Nuclear Safety Culture and Safety Conscious Work Environment
(SCWE)," which provides guidance on safety culture and safety conscious
work environment.
 

2. OM16.ID2, "Nuclear Safety Culture Health Monitoring," which provides the
process for assessing and reporting the health of the nuclear safety culture at
DCPP.

The last meeting of the NSCMP was in July 2022. The minutes of that meeting
were provided to and reviewed by the FFT, which found them to be satisfactory.

The DCPP Employee Concerns Program (ECP) provides an alternate venue for
employees to raise concerns, seek intervention and consultation or request an
independent investigation for resolution of nuclear safety and quality concerns.
 The ECP is comprised of three independent, qualified, team members who report
directly to the Chief Nuclear Officer.  As usual, no or few concerns have been
raised recently at DCPP.



Regarding the need to maintain a healthy nuclear safety culture during the period
when the plant was proceeding to closure in 2025, DCPP recognized that its
programs, including programs fostering nuclear safety culture, existed in an
environment that was changing.  The formation of the People Committee was a
response to this to monitor and assess plans for continuing employee engagement,
staffing, succession planning and other issues.  Now that it appears that DCPP may
continue operating for an additional five years until 2030, in which case the People
Committee would be updated to focus on continued operations. Mr. Harker
reported that most employees believe that things have improved with the
opportunity to continue generation and that morale is better.

DCPP recognizes the need to assess how its employees continue to feel about
raising issues or engaging with management and is conducting anonymous
surveys, called Pulse Surveys, in that effort. These surveys reach out to
approximately 5-10 plant staff at a time on a quarterly basis and the results of the
Pulse Surveys are reviewed by the People Committee and are input to the NSCMP.

DCPP has undergone a number of NRC inspections that examined its nuclear safety
culture.  The NRC inspections, as well as recent NSCMP assessments, indicate that
DCPP continues to exhibit the traits of a healthy nuclear safety culture.  DCPP
performed an assessment of its nuclear safety culture in December 2021. The
assessment concludes the following:

The team concluded that Nuclear Safety Culture at Diablo
Canyon is healthy and supported by DCPP Leadership and
Organizational Effectiveness Models. The assessment team
identified no deficiencies, one gap in the trait Leadership
Safety Values and Actions and one enhancement in Effective
Safety Communication.

Conclusions:  DCPP Nuclear Safety Culture appeared to continue to be
healthy. This was confirmed by a plant assessment of its culture. The
Employee Concerns Program, an important component of safety culture,
continued to be strong with few concerns.

Recommendations:    None.

3.3   Observe All Hands Meeting with PG&E Chief Executive Officer and Board of
Directors

The DCISC FFT joined a large contingency of plant employees for an "all
hands" meeting with top PG&E management at the plant, which included the Chief
Executive Officer (Patricia K. Poppe), several Executive Vice-Presidents, and
several members of the Board of Directors. Ms. Poppe led the discussion, which
centered around the following:

The opportunity for five years' continued DCPP operation



Appreciation for DCPP's excellent operating record
A "One Team" culture for all areas of PG&E
A stronger customer focus
Application of successful DCPP processes to other areas of PG&E
A question-and-answer session for attendees

Conclusions:  The "all hands" meeting of DCPP employees with top PG&E
executives and Board of Directors appeared successful in providing
beneficial firsthand communications for all participants.

Recommendations:    None

3.4   2R23 Outage Safety Plan

The DCISC FFT met with Jon Helm, Outage Window Manager in the Outage
Management Group; Joe Verzon, Outage Manager; and Chip Dean, Operations
Lead Refueling SRO (Senior Reactor Operator); to discuss the 2R23 Outage Safety
Plan. The DCISC last reviewed an outage safety plan in March 2022 (Reference
6.3), concluding the following:

The Refueling Outage 1R23 Safety Plan and Safety Schedule
appeared comprehensive and effective to maintain an
appropriate safety margin during upcoming planned outage
activities.

Refueling Outage 2R23 was scheduled to be conducted from October 16 to
November 20 2022 (35 days.).  The outage managers provided the FFT with
copies of the Refueling Outage 2R23 Safety Plan and Safety Schedule and
reviewed their purposes.  The purpose of the Outage Safety Plan was to provide
information on outage safety requirements and highlight potential higher risk
activities to plant staff.  The intent of the Outage Safety Plan was to provide a
concise document for use in evaluating plant conditions during Modes 5 (Cold
Shutdown) and 6 (Refueling) to ensure the key safety functions are satisfied.

The Outage Safety Plan provided background information for the logic contained in
the Outage Safety Checklists.  The Outage Safety Checklists are governed by
Administrative Procedure AD8.DC55, "Outage Safety Schedule," Revision 43, a
copy of which was also provided to and reviewed by the FFT.  The Plan, Schedule
and Checklists together ensure that the equipment and plant conditions assumed
in the abnormal procedures for use during shutdown are met.  The abnormal
procedures contain guidance for providing passive core cooling as well as guidance
on key safety system restoration.  Outage safety planning is based upon being
able to cope with a very severe event, which is assumed to be a loss of all AC
power.  Backup decay heat removal capability can be maintained during such
events by assuring that the decay heat removal function remains capable of taking
advantage of natural physical laws (natural circulation by gravity or boiling) to



maintain passive cooling if Residual Heat Removal or Spent Fuel Pool cooling is
lost. The Outage Safety Checklists are the primary means of verifying that normal
and backup decay heat removal capabilities are maintained.

The Refueling Outage 2R23 Safety Plan contained the following topics:

2R23 Defense-in-Depth Non-Green Color Descriptions
Infrequently Performed Tests or Evolutions
Contingency Strategies
Approved Outage Safety Checklist Exceptions
Transition Periods and Testing
Outline/Basis for Each of the Outage Safety Phases for 2R23:

Mode 5 (Cold Shutdown) Loops Filled
Mode 5 Loops Not Filled
Mode 6 (Refueling) Reactor Coolant System (RCS) Level at
Greater than 111 feet
Core Offloaded

The Outage Safety Checklists were provided for each of the four basic plant outage
phases listed and described above (along with the outage phase of Mode 6 RCS
Level Less than 111 feet, which was not planned to be used during Refueling
Outage 1R23).  The Checklists were to be completed by Control Room Operators
at least once during each shift, any time a piece of equipment was removed from
service, and any time the plant entered or exited a transition period.

There was one major change to the checklists for this outage (and Outage 1R23)
compared to previous outages: the Intake Structure will no longer be a vital
security area. Physical access for operators was less restricted for performing any
needed contingency actions such as establishing a crosstie between the two units'
Auxiliary Salt Water (ASW) systems.

DCPP uses "Phoenix," a computer-based tool used online to analyze changes in
risk using the PRA model when equipment is removed from service for
maintenance.  As the PRA model does not extend to shutdown conditions, Phoenix
is used during outages via the loading of deterministic fault trees for shutdown
conditions based on the Outage Safety Checklists.  An "N+1" Defense in Depth
(DID) approach, where N generally represents the minimum number of equipment
sets needed to maintain a key safety function, is then utilized by Phoenix to
evaluate the availability of the key safety functions.  This DID Status is
represented by the following four-color definitions:

Green - represents DID greater than N+1, where N is the minimum number
of components needed to maintain a key safety function with more than one
backup means of support.
 
Yellow - represents DID equals N+1, which is considered the normal DID.



 Key safety functions are fully supported with at least one backup means of
support.
 
Orange - represents a DID equals N condition, where key safety functions are
supported, but the normal desired DID is not met, and compensatory
measures must be put in place.
 
Red - represents a DID less than N condition in which key safety functions are
not supported.

DCPP considers a status of Green or Yellow as acceptable for planned outage
activities because key safety functions are fully supported with at least N+1 DID.
 The contingency plans provide an additional approach to DID, because they
provide a backup safety function should a minimum safety function becomes
unavailable.  DCPP avoids planned activities which result in Orange conditions, and
Red conditions are prohibited.

The Refueling Outage 2R23 Safety Plan at the start of the outage contained no
Orange or Red conditions and six individual Yellow ones.  The six planned
individual Yellow conditions, which were detailed and explained in the safety plan,
were as follows:

1. RCS Inventory Control - One Yellow condition was planned to occur when only
one Safety Injection (SI) Pump would be operable with fuel in the core.  (All
three Centrifugal Charging Pumps out of service for testing and one SI pump
out of service due to a planned maintenance outage of the 'F' Vital Electrical
Bus.)

2. Reactivity Control - One Yellow condition was planned to occur for the same
reason and coincident with the above Yellow condition for RCS Inventory
Control.

3. Support Systems (Heat Sink) - Two Yellow conditions were planned to occur
when one of two Auxiliary Saltwater System/Component Cooling Water
System (CCW) trains would be out of service during lowered RCS inventory.

4. Vital AC Power - Two Yellow conditions were planned to occur due to a single
offsite power source available.  The first would occur when the plant was at
lowered inventory while the Main Bank power supply was being removed from
service at the start of the outage, and the second would occur when the
Start-up Bank power supply was removed from service during lowered
inventory late in the outage.

There would be no mid-loop operations required because there were no planned
activities that would drain the RCS hot legs.  (Mid-loop operations refer to
relatively higher risk periods during an outage when the RCS is partially drained to
facilitate maintenance activities, typically on Steam Generators or Reactor Coolant
Pumps.  During these periods there can be reduced reactor cooling safety margins
that typically require special advance planning.)



Regarding unplanned schedule changes that might occur during the outage, the
managers referred to the process and form contained in the controlling procedure
which required a review to ensure that any unexpected schedule changes did not
reduce the DID or affect any configurations covered by the checklists.

Conclusions:  The DCISC concluded that the Refueling Outage 2R23 Safety
Plan and Safety Schedule appeared comprehensive and effective in
maintaining an appropriate safety margin during upcoming planned
outage activities. 

Recommendations:    None

3.5   Long Term Seismic Program Update

The DCISC FFT met remotely by MSTEAMS with Jeff Bachhuber, Director,
Geosciences Department: Nozar Jahangir, Manager of Seismic Engineering; and
Albert Kotkee, LTSP Technical Manager, for an update on selected aspects of the
PG&E Long Term Seismic Program (LTSP), which is the program under which PG&E
has since 1987 carried out several projects to assure that the Diablo Canyon Power
Plant is adequately designed and operated to assure safety against potential very
large earthquakes.  The LTSP is required by the NRC as a license condition for
operating DCPP.

The LTSP was last reviewed by the DCISC during its March 2019 Fact-Finding
meeting (Reference 6.4), when it concluded the following:

PG&E has carried out a "Long Term Seismic Program" for over
30 years to satisfy an NRC license condition.  This program
consists of several different aspects (understanding of the
seismic hazard, of seismic ground motion and in-structure
energy propagation, of the seismic fragility of components and
structures, and of seismic plant-response), all aimed at
assuring that the power plant can withstand very large
earthquakes without a safety compromise.  The DCISC
concludes that this very extensive program is of excellent
quality, and that the plans for further studies going forward
are sensible and thorough.

The LTSP program involves four different technical areas, covering the following:

1. Understanding of the seismic hazard
2. Seismic ground motion and in-structure energy propagation
3. Seismic fragility of components and structures
4. Seismic plant-response.

Although the last review in March 2019 covered a broad scope of LTSP projects,



this FF meeting covered only selected parts of the LTSP scope, concentrating
mostly on some of the geosciences parts of the LTSP scope.   However, the
introductory part of the FF session began with a discussion of the broader role of
the PG&E Geosciences Department in the company, the scope of the LTSP, the
specific role played by the Geosciences Department in supporting various DCPP
safety initiatives, and the support for the PRA group, which maintains an up-to-
date seismic PRA that relies heavily on input from the LTSP seismology expertise.

Fault displacement modeling:  Although vibratory seismic ground motion is the
principal threat to the nuclear plant's facilities, understanding fault displacement is
important too, partly to assure that no fault displacement hazard is present under
the power plant but also to understand the displacement of the nearby faults
(mainly the Hosgri and Shoreline faults) as part of understanding their slip-rate
and other features.  To that end, a multi-year project has been underway
coordinated by an expert team at the University of California at Los Angeles,
supported partly by PG&E and partly by various California state agencies.  An
international displacement benchmarking exercise was also undertaken this
summer of 2022.  The FF briefing reported that significant progress has occurred
in recent years in lowering the uncertainties in displacement modeling and in
helping to understand better how the displacement characteristics of a fault
contribute to the overall seismic hazard at a given site like Diablo Canyon.  This
work is important and is being carried out in a thorough way.

Ground motion model development:  An important long-term part of the LTSP
research program has been developing non-ergodic (site-specific or local-vicinity-
specific) models to understand the hazard at Diablo Canyon better without relying
as much on information from distant earthquake faults or zones.  The trade-off is
that while local and regional site-specific information is more applicable, there is
much less of it than the broad worldwide information that is typically brought into
play in seismic-hazard modeling using ergodic methods. Continuing work in the
larger seismology community has helped to improve the simulation methods used
for this type of non-ergodic modeling, and PG&E's contributions to the larger effort
worldwide have been important and were described.  This is excellent work, some
of it path-breaking compared to other research worldwide.

Precariously balanced rocks:  For several years, part of the LTSP program has
been studying one particular local feature near Diablo Canyon, the so-called
"Double Rock" formation a few miles west of the DCPP site that may be seen when
driving to the DCPP site by car as they drive by.

The idea in layperson's terms is follows: The Double Rock formation is standing
but parts of it are standing only precariously, and those parts have not toppled.  If
one could understand how big an earthquake it would take to topple the precarious
features, then one would have confidence that no earthquake that large has
occurred since the precarious aspects of the Double Rocks were formed many
thousands of years ago.  This information can help to improve our understanding
of earthquake sizes in the vicinity. Because the Double Rock formation is so close



to the plant site, this is truly local information.

To develop the needed understanding, it is necessary to bring together several
different types of data and analysis: laboratory studies to understand the strength
of the actual rock in engineering terms; local soil and site measurements at the
Double Rock site; weathering information to understand how the current rocks
differ from the same rocks many millennia ago; and ground-motion propagation
studies from the nearby seismic sources such as the Hosgri and Shoreline Faults.

Much progress has been made in each of these areas, and the project is now at
the stage at which, with some preliminary conclusions available, the PG&E team
will be seeking outside review and critique by a panel of both seismology and
engineering experts.  In conclusion, the work so far shows much promise of adding
significant additional insights into the local seismic hazard at the DCPP site.  No
final conclusions are available yet, however.

Siting the GTCC storage facility:  PG&E has tentatively selected a site near the
ISFSI (Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation) site for a facility to store
Greater-Than-Class-C (GTCC) radioactive waste that will be generated in
significant amounts during the decommissioning that is being planned.  These
GTCC wastes are comprised primarily of neutron-activated metal components from
inside the reactor vessel. The Geosciences team has been involved in performing
geotechnical and geological investigations at the site, to support the design of that
GTCC facility.  The program was described to the FF team, and the future work
explained.  It involves surface geophysics, borehole surveys, and laboratory
testing of the samples gathered.  Both seismic information and general site
geotechnical information are being gathered.

Broad overview:  This FF meeting covered only a fraction of the numerous projects
within the broader LTSP Program.  A few years back, PG&E committed to continue
the LTSP program's seismic-hazard work until decommissioning is complete,
including both maintaining the instruments and continuing with the analytical
effort to understand the seismic sources and the potential seismic ground motions
at the site.  The DCISC continues to find this very extensive program to be of
excellent quality.  The overall approach is fully satisfactory to the DCISC FF Team
and has been reviewed by the NRC also with the same general conclusion.

Conclusions:  PG&E has carried out a "Long Term Seismic Program" for
over 30 years to satisfy an NRC license condition.  This program consists
of several different aspects (understanding of the seismic hazard, of
seismic ground motion and in-structure energy propagation, of the
seismic fragility of components and structures, and of seismic plant-
response), all aimed at assuring that the power plant can withstand very
large earthquakes without a safety compromise.  This FF review covered
only a fraction of the many different projects within the larger LTSP
program.  The DCISC concludes that the areas reviewed this time are of
excellent quality, and that the plans for further studies going forward are



sensible.

Recommendations:    None.

3.6   Core Exit Thermocouple System Update

The DCISC FFT met with Waleed Ahmed, Reactor Coolant System and
Containment Spray Systems Strategic Engineer, for an update on the Core Exit
Thermocouples. The DCISC last reviewed DCPP Nuclear Instrumentation in
September 2020 (Reference 6.5), when it concluded the following:

The DCPP Nuclear Instrumentation System is in good health on
both units. There have been several nuclear detectors needing
replacements, which have been resolved satisfactorily.

The Core Exit (Incore) Thermocouple System is provided to monitor the fluid
exiting the core for subcooling, saturation, or superheat for indication of a
potentially core-damaging condition, and it includes:

(1)    Incore thermocouples
(2)    Penetration seals
(3)    Monitoring equipment

System health is Green on both units; however, the System has appeared as an
aging-related issue due to the decision to not replace failed core exit
thermocouples. For System operability each core quadrant requires four total
thermocouples with two thermocouples near the center of the core and two
thermocouples near the core perimeter. Thus, failed thermocouples do not have to
be replaced as long as the above minimum thermocouples are available. There are
enough extra thermocouples installed such that adequate coverage is easily
maintained.

Conclusions:  The DCPP Core Exit Thermocouple System is in Green health
with few issues.

Recommendations:    None

3.7   Cyber Security Update

The DCISC FFT met with Chance Siri, DCPP Cyber Security Program Manager,
and Jordan Tyman, Compliance Manager, for an update on DCPP Cyber Security.
The DCISC last reviewed Cyber Security at its October 2021 Public Meeting
(Reference 6.6).

The DCISC's Charter is to review the operational safety of the power plant, and the
Committee does not review security except from the perspective of how it
interfaces with safety and one of the attributes of cyber security is that virtually



every effort in furtherance of cyber security also improves the reliability of the
station's computer systems in general and there is a strong alignment between
cyber security and operational safety.

The DCPP Cyber Security Program was developed in full accordance with 10 CFR
73.54, the NRC Cyber Security Rule, and the intent of that rule is to provide a high
assurance that digital computer and communications systems and networks are
adequately protected against cyber attack. The DCPP Cyber Security Program is in
compliance with the NRC's Cyber Security Plan and with the Nuclear Energy
Institute's guidance document NEI 08-09, Revision 6, "Cyber Security Plan for
Nuclear Power Reactors." DCPP achieved full implementation of its Cyber Security
Program by December 2017 and has continued reviewing and improving the
program. In March 2021 NRC completed an inspection of DCPP's Cyber Security
Program and DCPP received favorable results from the inspection with no findings
or violations. DCPP was one of the last plants to have its Cyber Security Program
evaluated by the NRC and the NRC noted it was unusual to have an inspection
result in no violations or findings.

The purpose of the Cyber Security Program is to protect DCPP critical digital assets
to both protect the plant and the health and safety of the public from the
consequences of a cyber attack. Specifically, the Cyber Security Program provides
protection of critical digital assets or systems that are associated with:

Safety-related and important-to safety functions
Security functions
Emergency preparedness functions, including off-site communications
Support systems and equipment for the above functions.

The Cyber Security Program maintains capability for timely detection and response
to a cyber attack and to mitigate the consequences of such an attack and restore
affected systems, networks or equipment. Comprehensive measures have been
implemented including procedures and processes to ensure DCPP's regulatory
requirements are met and maintained, and controls are used to harden critical
digital assets to ensure they are protected or that they can be restored if
compromised. The DCPP cyber security team constantly monitors threat feeds in
conjunction with PG&E's corporate Security Information Operations Center to
identify and evaluate new threats, and if vulnerabilities are found, they are
promptly patched or otherwise mitigated. The team attends annual training
conducted by the SANS (SysAdmin, Audit, Network and Security) Institute,
participates in industry benchmarking,  and conducts an annual cyber security
drill. DCPP partners with other nuclear power plants to leverage the different tools
available and has a wide range of tools available to ensure its systems are
protected.

Two recent cyber attacks, the Solar Winds and the Colonial Pipeline events, were
evaluated for evolving threats and DCPP participated in industry conference calls
and response meetings. The determination concerning both events was that DCPP



was not vulnerable to either the compromised software issues which gave rise to
the Solar Winds vendor issue or to the ransomware Colonial Pipeline event as
DCPP's controls and processes were found to provide sufficient protection in both
cases. The tactics used in those events were evaluated as were the lessons
learned in the development of DCPP cyber security drills.

The next action for the DCPP Cyber Security Program will be to continue the path
to continuously evaluate incoming threat intelligence and plant systems and
controls and participate in first responder meetings when threats are identified.
DCPP has partnered with Cal Poly to develop a cyber security education program
and a lab at the university.

DCPP continuously evaluates cyber security controls and the constantly evolving
threat environment for new threats to ensure protection remains adequate. The
DCPP cyber organization consists of one supervisor and three full time employees,
is constantly evaluating staffing levels, and is in the process now of increasing
staffing. Force-on-force drills are not conducted for cyber security, but internal
cyber security drills are conducted on an annual basis. DCPP employs a graded
approach to its critical digital assets including classifying them by function as well
as by their ability to be compromised. The station does not treat every critical
digital asset equally and has developed a defense in depth strategy based on the
criticality of the asset that determines the level or rigor of the controls that are
applied.

Unlike the parent (PG&E corporate) organization's internet and email systems,
DCPP's critical digital assets have no direct connections to the internet. All safety
systems and controls, power producing systems, and related technical systems are
triple-isolated from the outside, such that no probe or attack can enter and disable
any functions. The same is true for devices brought into the station, i.e., they are
screened and used in isolation mode until cleared for connection to station
systems.

Conclusions:  The DCPP Cyber Security System and Program appear highly
effective in detecting and preventing probes and attacks on plant safety
and power-producing systems. 

Recommendations:    None

3.8   Meet with Adam Peck, Site Vice-President

The DCISC FFT met with Adam Peck, Site Vice-President, to discuss items from
this fact-finding meeting and other items of mutual interest. The DCISC last met
with a DCPP Officer in August 2022 (Reference 6.7), concluding the following:

The regular meetings between DCISC and DCPP Officers and
Directors continue to be beneficial for both organizations.



Conclusions:  The regular meetings between DCISC and DCPP Officers and
Directors continue to be beneficial for both organizations.

Recommendations:    None

3.9   DCPP License Extension Update

The DCISC FFT met with Tom Jones, Senior Director, Strategic Initiatives, and
Philippe Soenen, Director of License Extension and Decommissioning, for an
update on DCPP License Extension. The DCISC last reviewed this topic in August
2022 (Reference 6.8), concluding the following:

The DCISC has been reviewing DCPP decommissioning up to
now but will shift to also review life extension if state policy
changes to direct PG&E to pursue extension.  Because
extension involves significant work and it will remain possible
that DCPP may still decommission, the DCISC should also
continue to review decommissioning-related topics.

A few days prior to the time of this fact-finding meeting the CA Governor
announced the need to continue DCPP's power operation to help avoid electricity
shortages, to terminate the Joint Proposal, which would have ended power
operations in 2025, and to permit extension of DCPP operations for five additional
years beyond 2025. Additionally, the CA Legislature passed a bill on August 31,
just two weeks prior authorizing continued operation of DCPP until 2030. The
following steps would likely follow:

PG&E expects to submit Civil Nuclear Credit program application to
Department of Energy 
PG&E then requests federal (NRC) regulatory approvals needed for license
renewal and continued operations 
Potential federal legislation

This license renewal would require reactivation of the NRC license renewal review,
which normally adds 20 additional years to the plant operating license. NRC's
review of DCPP's original license renewal application had proceeded to the point of
almost issuing their Safety Evaluation Report, when PG&E requested a halt to NRC
review.

DCPP used the following graphic to show the history and current status of its 2008
application to the NRC for a 20-year license renewal.



Thus, reactivation of the process would pick up at that point with consideration of
any new NRC requirements. PG&E recently met with the NRC on this matter (and
believes timely NRC approval is realistic) and plans to meet with NRC again the
week following this FF meeting on how and when to submit information for the
license renewal review. One additional consideration in life extension is reworking
the schedule for DCPP spent fuel discharge, wet and dry storage, and cask
scheduling, which was previously based on plant shutdown in 2025.

DCPP reported that Brian Kettleson will oversee decommissioning for PG&E.

Conclusions:  DCPP life extension has been authorized by the CA
Legislature for operation through 2030. This will require reactivation of
the NRC 20-year license renewal review process, which was nearly
complete when PG&E requested it be halted in 2016. PG&E will meet soon
with NRC to determine the schedule and content of information
submittals. In parallel with its new major focus on life extension, PG&E
will continue on its path to decommissioning, although at a slower pace.

Recommendations:    None

3.10   Observe Evaluated Emergency Preparedness Exercise

The DCISC FFT met with Andy Warwick, Manager of DCPP Emergency
Preparedness, to observe the September 14, 2022 NRC-evaluated emergency
exercise. The DCISC last observed an evaluated emergency exercise in September
2021 (Reference 6.9), concluding the following:



DCPP's September 15, 2021, Emergency Preparedness
Exercise was successfully designed and implemented by PG&E,
and it demonstrated that DCPP's staff could effectively
implement the facility's Emergency Plan.

The DCISC FFT began its observation in the simulated Control Room, which was
the Reactor Simulator.  The exercise scenario proceeded as follows:

7:00 am – Controller Briefing

7:55 am – Initial Conditions: Units 1 & 2 at 100% power. RHR
Pump 1-2, ASW Pump 1-2, EDG 1-3 and N-32 OOS.
[RHR = Residual Heat Removal, OOS = Out of Service,
ASW = Auxiliary Saltwater, EDG = Emergency Diesel
Generator, N-32 = Containment Radiation Monitor.]

8:15 am – Heater 2 Drip Pump supply breaker 52HE6 trips.
Automatic runback fails to occur. Manual ramp to
770MW per procedure. Minor fuel defect occurs (loss
of fuel clad barrier). General area dose rates near
letdown piping begin to rise. Chemistry sample of
RCS. [RCS = Reactor Coolant System.]

8:24 am – Turbine trip signal generates a reactor trip signal.
ATWS occurs. Manual trip actions in the CR are not
successful. Manual trip actions outside the CR are
successful. Fuel damage increases. UNUSUAL EVENT
declared. Dose rates rise. ALERT declared. [ATWS =
Anticipated Transient Without Scram, CR = Control
Room.]           

8:53 am –  Source range nuclear instrument fails. CR calls for
repair.

9:10 am –  Loss of Vital 4kV power. No RHR.

The DCISC FFT travels to the EOF. [EOF = Emergency Operations Center]

9:25 am – EOF and JIC activated. EOF takes control of the
event from the CR. JIC begins public reports. [JIC =
Joint Information Center]

10:20 am – SG 1-3 has large tube rupture (loss of RCS
barrier). SITE AREA EMERGENCY declared. Site
assembly, accountability, and evacuation of non-
essential personnel declared.

10:22 am – EDG 1-3 fails to start.



11:01 am – Non-isolable steam line fault occurs. (Loss of
Containment barrier.)

11:25 am – GENERAL EMERGENCY declared. PAR to evacuate
Zones PAZ-1, PAZ-2, and Ocean to 5 NM declared.
UDAC performs radiation release calculations and
measurements with FMTs. [PAR = Protective Action
Recommendation, PAZ = Protective Action Zone,
UDAC = Unified Dose Assessment Center, FMT = Field
Monitoring Team.]

The DCISC FFT travels to the JIC.

11:47 am –JIC spokespersons give media briefings and issue
news releases. ASW Pump 1-1 fails. ASW crosstie to
Unit 2 performed. Unit 1 cooldown to below 200
degrees F. Radiation release terminated.

1:30 pm – Exercise terminates. Critiques begin.

The DCISC FFT observed that the exercise was well planned and implemented in a
professional and effective fashion.  Controller teams appeared to be well prepared
in facilitating the exercise, and controller briefings were thorough.  Control Room
(Simulator) operators responded appropriately to simulated conditions and
exhibited excellent three-way communications, use of phonetic terminology, and
clear and effective briefings. The Control Room Shift Manager made event level
declarations correctly in a timely manner. Emergency response personnel staffed
emergency response facilities on time and efficiently.  In the EOF, the Emergency
EOF Manager and the Emergency Event Manager were effective at leading PG&E's
response to the event. Supporting teams (Engineering, Radiation Protection,
Chemistry, Government Contacts, Security, Maintenance, etc.) appeared to work
together well.

Emergency classifications appeared to have been declared properly and timely.
Communications were generally clear and effective.  Recommendations from the
EOF to county and state officials for protective actions (notifications and
evacuations) appeared to be properly made.  In the JIC, simulated press briefings
and numerous media releases were made, and they communicated details of the
situation to the public in a clear and concise manner.  Mock press conferences
were also held, in which PG&E provided audience personnel who effectively
simulated media representatives.

Following the exercise, each location/function entered into its critique session, and
later all groups participated in a joint overall critique. The DCISC FFT was not able
to observe the critiques, nor was the approved overall critique report available in
time to reference in this report. The FFT recommends that another FFT follow up
on the critique results as well as NRC's evaluation.



Conclusions:  The DCPP September 14, 2022 Evaluated Emergency
Exercise appeared to have been planned and implemented effectively. The
scenario was challenging, and emergency personnel handled it properly.
Each emergency location activated on time and set up properly.
Emergency Action Levels and Protective Action Recommendations were
declared correctly.

Recommendations:    None

4.0 CONCLUSIONS

4.1    The DCPP Probabilistic Risk Assessment (PRA) group's work today is
emphasizing the support of various PRA applications, some driven by NRC
regulations, especially for license extension (severe accident analysis and
aging management), and others driven by internal plant needs, such as
the impacts on safety of equipment removal from service.  The use of the
PRA for these purposes continues effectively.  The DCISC Fact-finding
Team concludes that the PRA group is doing excellent work.

4.2    The DCISC concluded that the Refueling Outage 2R23 Safety Plan and
Safety Schedule appeared comprehensive and effective in maintaining an
appropriate safety margin during upcoming planned outage activities.

4.3    The "all hands" meeting of DCPP employees with top PG&E executives and
Board of Directors appeared successful in providing beneficial firsthand
communications for all participants.

4.4    The DCISC concluded that the Refueling Outage 2R23 Safety Plan and
Safety Schedule appeared comprehensive and effective in maintaining an
appropriate safety margin during upcoming planned outage activities.

4.5    PG&E has carried out a "Long Term Seismic Program" for over 30 years to
satisfy an NRC license condition.  This program consists of several
different aspects (understanding of the seismic hazard, of seismic ground
motion and in-structure energy propagation, of the seismic fragility of
components and structures, and of seismic plant-response), all aimed at
assuring that the power plant can withstand very large earthquakes
without a safety compromise.  This FF review covered only a fraction of
the many different projects within the larger LTSP program.  The DCISC
concludes that the areas reviewed this time are of excellent quality, and
that the plans for further studies going forward are sensible.

4.6    The DCPP Core Exit Thermocouple System is in Green health with few
issues. 

4.7   The DCPP Cyber Security System and Program appear highly effective in
detecting and preventing probes and attacks on plant safety and power-
producing systems.



4.8   The regular meetings between DCISC and DCPP Officers and Directors
continue to be beneficial for both organizations.

4.9   DCPP life extension has been authorized by the CA Legislature for
operation through 2030. This will require reactivation of the NRC 20-year
license renewal review process, which was nearly complete when PG&E
requested it be halted in 2016. PG&E will meet soon with NRC to
determine the schedule and content of information submittals. In parallel
with its new major focus on life extension, PG&E will continue on its path
to decommissioning, although at a slower pace.

4.10  The DCPP September 14, 2022 Evaluated Emergency Exercise appeared to
have been planned and implemented effectively. The scenario was
challenging, and emergency personnel handled it properly. Each
emergency location activated on time and set up properly. Emergency
Action Levels and Protective Action Recommendations were declared
correctly.

5.0 RECOMMENDATIONS

5.1 None

6.0 REFERENCES
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6.8    Ibid., Exhibit D.2, Section 3.2, "License Extension Update."

6.9    "Diablo Canyon Independent Safety Committee Thirty-second Annual Report on the
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*
 Benchmarking is the practice of comparing business processes and

performance metrics to industry bests and best practices from other companies.
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1.0 SUMMARY

The results of the DCISC September 29, 2022, Fact-Finding Meeting for the
Diablo Canyon Power Plant (DCPP) in Avila Beach, CA are presented.  The subjects
addressed and summarized in Section 3 are as follows:

1. Decommissioning Planning and Funding
2. Planning for Spent Fuel Storage 
3. Plant Tour

 

2.0 INTRODUCTION

This Fact-Finding Meeting for the DCPP was held to evaluate specific safety
matters for the DCISC. The objective of the evaluation was to determine if Pacific
Gas and Electric's (PG&E's) performance is appropriate and whether any areas
revealed observations, which are important enough to warrant further review,
follow-up, or presentation at a public meeting. These safety matters include
follow-up and/or continuing review efforts by the Committee, as well as those
identified as a result of reviews of various safety-related documents.

Section 4 - Conclusions highlights the conclusions of the Fact-Finding Team (FFT)
based on items reported in Section 3 - Discussion. These highlights also include
the team's suggested follow-up items for the DCISC, such as scheduling future
Fact-Finding Meetings on the topic, presentations at future public meetings, and
requests for future updates or information from DCPP on specific areas of interest,
etc.

Section 5 - Recommendations presents specific recommendations to PG&E
proposed by the FFT. These recommendations will be considered by the DCISC.



After review and approval by the DCISC, this Fact-Finding Report, including its
recommendations, will be provided to PG&E.  The Fact-Finding Report will also
appear in the DCISC Annual Report.

3.0 DISCUSSION

3.1    Decommissioning Planning and Funding

DCPP reported that PG&E has sufficient funding to continue decommissioning
planning.  The current status is that a detailed decommissioning plan is being
developed.  Several technical specification changes to support decommissioning
have been submitted to the NRC but may be deferred should plant operation
continue.  Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) approvals are expected in
September 2023.  DCPP briefed the DCISC on a high-level plan summarizing the
major steps being planned for the project including such things as large
component removal, reactor vessel segmentation, "cold and dark" strategy, [The
"cold and dark strategy is essentially depowering the site and replacing the needed
electrical power with construction like electrical systems.  This is done to avoid
inadvertent live wire electrical accidents during
decommissioning.] decontamination strategy, plant survey for contamination, etc.

DCPP has yet to make a decision on how the project will be managed in terms of
the use of a "Decommissioning Operations Contractor" or self managed with the
hiring of specific contractors, or a combination of the above.  Requests for
Proposals have not yet gone out, but DCPP intends to leave to prospective bidders
how they intend to implement the decommissioning of the plants. This will make
comparing bids difficult in terms of price and scope.

It was reported that the current minimum decommissioning trust fund requirement
by NRC regulations was $1.2 billion.  The current cost estimate for
decommissioning was $3.9 billion (2017 dollars) for both plants and the actual
trust fund balance was $4.0 billion.  Due to the expected appreciation of the large
balance, the trust fund is no longer being funded by the rate payers. Depending on
the degree of detail and confidence in the estimate, there could be insufficient
funds to cover the decommissioning cost, and further reviews could be needed.

Mr. Jones also updated the FFT on the status of the 2021 Nuclear
Decommissioning Cost Triennial Proceeding (NDCTP).  The 2021 NDCTP was
currently before the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) for review and
approval.  He noted that one item of contention in the NDCTP proceedings was the
radiological standard to be used to determine the maximum level of activity
allowed to remain following decommissioning.  Current NRC regulations limit the
amounts of remaining radioactivity to that which could result a dose more than 25
millirem per year to a member of the public.  Several parties before the CPUC
were advocating a lower standard of 10 millirem per year.



Lastly, DCPP informed the FFT that should the license expiration date be extended,
DCPP would put many decommissioning planning activities on hold.  However, they
would continue to do any work necessary to maintain a position ready to
commence decommissioning immediately upon any future planned cessation of
power operations.

DCPP continues to appropriately plan for decommissioning, although it
has been authorized by the California Legislature for power production for
five additional years (and possibly longer).

Recommendations:    None

3.2    Planning for Spent Fuel Storage

The DCISC FFT met in-person with the same group as noted in Section 3.1 for
an update on planning for spent fuel storage.  The DCISC last reviewed this topic
during its May 2022 Fact-Finding Meeting (Reference 6.2), when it concluded the
following:

DCPP's approach to procuring a new system for managing the
storage of spent fuel assemblies appeared to be appropriate.
 The DCISC should continue to review technical information on
the new system and its NRC licensing documents as more
information becomes available.

DCPP provided the FFT with an overview of the status of plans for the procurement
of new spent fuel storage casks.  The plant has sufficient capacity for spent fuel
storage until the present operating licenses expire in 2025 with full core discharge
capability.  The proposed new spent fuel storage system from Orano will be
needed prior to decommissioning of the plant.  Orano has proposed that with an
Amendment 4 to their 10 CFR Part 72 license, they will be able to offload all of the
spent fuel from the Spent Fuel Pools to the Independent Spent Fuel Storage
Installation (ISFSI) within two years. Should the amendment not be approved (in
time or denied), they could have to delay the complete offload timing by three to
six months.

Orano will submit license Amendment 4 in the fourth quarter of 2022 to allow for
higher burnup and heat load spent fuel assemblies to handle their loading of 37
spent fuel elements per cask.  Once Amendment 4 is filed, it is expected the NRC
review will take about two years.  Orano is proposing to use their "general license"
for the DCPP application which requires the license amendment due to the higher
heat load requested for the high burnup spent fuel.  Orano reports that the general
license covers the current seismic loading design basis for DCPP.  In response to a
question regarding the sliding of the horizontal canisters in the tubular structure,
Orano reports that it has been analyzed.  The DCISC plans to review the seismic
capabilities of the Orano storage system including sliding of the Dry Shielded
Canisters, the Horizontal Storage Modules (HSMs), and other portions of the



system.

Regarding the additional heat load, there was a concern that the analysis for peak
temperature did not meet actual measurements made at a test site, raising
questions about the quality of the analysis.  The reported temperatures were
considerably lower than calculated (conservative).  There was an attempt at
explaining the difference in temperature due to gaps, but the analysis was not yet
conclusive.    The DCISC plans to review the safety aspects of the Orano system
covering these and other topics of public interest.

The License Renewal Application for the current Holtec system used at the ISFSI is
under review by the NRC.    The Safety Evaluation Report has not been issued, and
public hearings are expected to be held.  At present, no problems are anticipated
since routine inspections are being carried out to identify any degradation.

Management of Greater than Class C (GTCC) Waste will require storage of legacy
GTCC Waste in the Spent Fuel Pools and material from Reactor Vessel internals
during decommissioning.  The design of the GTCC Waste storage system is not yet
complete.

Conclusions:  DCPP is proceeding appropriately in planning for all of its
spent fuel storage needs for either plant shutdown in 2025 or continued
power production until 2030 and possibly beyond.

Recommendations:    None

3.3    Plant Tour

The DCISC FFT met with the same group as noted in Section 3.1 for a tour of
various plant areas outside of the Protected Area.  The DCISC last conducted a
plant tour during its August 2022 Fact-Finding Meeting (Reference 6.3), when it
concluded the following:

Radiation levels inside the DCPP Independent Spent Fuel
Storage Installation (ISFSI) were found to be extremely low
with maximum readings of 2.5 milliRem per hour and
essentially no neutrons detected.

At the request of the FFT, DCPP personnel guided the team in touring various plant
areas with an emphasis on Spent Fuel Storage and Decommissioning Planning as
follows:

Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation
Cask Transfer Facility
Spent Fuel Cask Transporter
Proposed Site of Storage Area for Greater than Class C Waste
Old Steam Generator Storage Facility



FLEX Equipment Upper Outdoor Storage Area

The ISFSI tour was very instructive in terms of understanding the decision to
switch vendors from the Holtec vertical casks to the Orano horizontal loading
system.  The Holtec system requires many more handling activities than the Orano
horizontal approach.  In Orano's system, once the spent fuel canisters are loaded
vertically and placed horizontally in the transfer shield overpack, it can be directly
loaded into the HSMs.  Should plant operations be extended beyond 2025, siting
for additional HSMs will need to be decided upon since there is limited expansion
capability on the present pad to handle additional spent fuel.  Double stacking was
discussed but this will require an additional license amendment and seismic
analyses.

While on tour, the proposed location of the GTCC Waste storage facility was
reviewed.  This building (or area), depending on the design of the GTCC Waste
casks and overpacks, will house up to five GTCC Waste storage casks.  A key
design feature for the GTCC Waste casks should include transportability given the
possibility they might need ultimately to be stored in an offsite high level waste
repository.

Independent Spent Fuel Storage Facility



Holtec Spent Fuel Cask Transporter



Old Steam Generator Storage Facility

The FFT found that all observed areas of the plant were clean, orderly, and well
maintained.  All equipment appeared to be in excellent condition.

Conclusions:  The DCISC toured the various outdoor areas near the
Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation and found that the observed
areas of the plant were clean, orderly, and well maintained.

Recommendations:    None

4.0 CONCLUSIONS

4.1    DCPP continues to appropriately plan for decommissioning, although it
has been authorized by the California Legislature for power production for
five additional years (and possibly longer).

4.2    DCPP is proceeding appropriately in planning for all of its spent fuel
storage needs for either plant shutdown in 2025 or continued power
production until 2030 and possibly beyond.

4.3    The DCISC toured the various outdoor areas near the Independent Spent



Fuel Storage Installation and found that the observed areas of the plant
were clean, orderly, and well maintained.

5.0 RECOMMENDATIONS

None

6.0 REFERENCES

6.1    "Diablo Canyon Independent Safety Committee Twenty-Ninth Annual Report on the
Safety of Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant Operations, July 1, 2018 - June 30,
2019," Approved October 23, 2019, Volume II, Exhibit D.4, Section 3.9,
"Decommissioning Planning."

6.2    "Diablo Canyon Independent Safety Committee Thirty-Second Annual Report on
the Safety of Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant Operations, July 1, 2021 - June
30, 2022," Approved October 19, 2022, Volume II, Exhibit D.9, Section 3.9, "New
Spent Fuel Storage System."

6.3    "Diablo Canyon Independent Safety Committee Thirty-Third Annual Report on the
Safety of Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant Operations, July 1, 2022 - June 30,
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1.0 SUMMARY

The results of the DCISC November 8, 9 and 10, 2022, Fact-Finding Meeting
for the Diablo Canyon Power Plant (DCPP) in Avila Beach, CA are presented.
 Although the Fact-Finding Team (FFT) was on-site at DCPP, portions of the
meeting were held remotely to accommodate employees working from offsite
locations.

Additionally, reports are presented about the DCISC FFT's remote participation in a
meeting of the State of California's Independent Peer Review Panel on October 26,
2022, and DCISC Consultant R. Ferman Wardell's in-person tours on November 9
and 10, 2022, of Orano TN fabrication and training facilities in Kernersville, NC,
and Aiken, SC.  The subjects addressed and summarized in Section 3 are as
follows:

1. Independent Peer Review Panel Meeting on October 26, 2022
2. Meet with San Luis Obispo County Emergency Services Director 
3. License Renewal 
4. Comprehensive Review of the Seismic Safety Program 
5. Emergency Diesel Generators
6. Meet with Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) Senior Resident Inspector
7. Plant Tour
8. Operations Department
9. Meetings with DCPP Officers

10. Technical Review of New Spent Fuel Storage System 



11. Tour of Orano TN Fabrication Facility in Kernersville, NC, on November 9,
2022

12. Tour of Orano TN Training Facility in Aiken, SC, on November 10, 2022
 

2.0 INTRODUCTION

This Fact-Finding Meeting for the DCPP was held to evaluate specific safety
matters for the DCISC. The objective of the evaluation was to determine if Pacific
Gas and Electric's (PG&E's) performance is appropriate and whether any areas
revealed observations, which are important enough to warrant further review,
follow-up, or presentation at a public meeting. These safety matters include
follow-up and/or continuing review efforts by the Committee, as well as those
identified as a result of reviews of various safety-related documents.

Section 4 - Conclusions highlights the conclusions of the FFT based on items
reported in Section 3 - Discussion. These highlights also include the team's
suggested follow-up items for the DCISC, such as scheduling future Fact-Finding
Meetings on the topic, presentations at future public meetings, and requests for
future updates or information from DCPP on specific areas of interest, etc.

Section 5 - Recommendations presents specific recommendations to PG&E
proposed by the FFT. These recommendations will be considered by the DCISC.
After review and approval by the DCISC, this Fact-Finding Report, including its
recommendations, will be provided to PG&E.  The Fact-Finding Report will also
appear in the DCISC Annual Report.

3.0 DISCUSSION

3.1   Independent Peer Review Panel Meeting on October 26, 2022

The DCISC FFT participated remotely in the October 26, 2022, meeting of the
State of California's Independent Peer Review Panel (IPRP) for seismic studies at
Diablo Canyon.  Martin Mattes, an attorney who assists the DCISC on certain legal
matters, was also present for the first part of the meeting.   Although DCISC
members and consultants have observed IPRP meetings in the past, this was the
DCISC's first formal participation in an IPRP meeting and was prompted by
directives contained in recent California legislation, Senate Bill Number 846 (SB
846).

The meeting's agenda was as follows:

Introduction of meeting attendees, announcements, and agenda
 
SB 846 - Diablo Canyon extension of operations



Summary of SB 846
Discussion of the IPRP's role in the extension. 
Public Utilities Code 712.1(e)(1) - "...consult with the DCISC on its
assessments and recommendations for Diablo Canyon."
Public Utilities Code 712.8(f)(4) - "The commission [CPUC] shall
authorize the operator to recover in rates all of the reasonable
costs incurred to prepare for, respond to, provide information to,
or otherwise participate in or engage the independent peer review
panel under Section 712."
 

PG&E Updates
Introduction and Background
Summary of previous studies - AB 1632 offshore studies, seismic,
tsunami, Seismic Probabilistic Risk Analyses (SPRA) 
Selected Long Term Seismic Program (LTSP) research activities
Summary of selected publications
Summary
Q&A
 

Open Floor

The meeting was called to order and chaired by David Zizmor of the California
Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) staff.  Besides the several IPRP members from
various California government agencies, the attendees included a half dozen PG&E
experts on seismology and seismicity, who gave the PG&E presentation.  In
addition, there were about 25 other attendees, who were members of the public or
representatives of various other organizations.

The first substantive topic was SB 846, the legislation that the California
legislature passed in late August and that was signed into law by Governor
Newsom in early September.  That legislation's principal new policy is to declare
that the State of California intends to support extending Diablo Canyon's operating
licenses beyond the current NRC license periods, which currently will expire in
2024 (Unit 1) and 2025 (Unit 2).  Mr. Zizmor observed that SB 846 explicitly
provides for a role for the IPRP and also for the DCISC.

Mr. Zizmor introduced Dr. Budnitz at the outset and stated that a principal topic
for this meeting was how the IPRP would interact with the DCISC in response to
the new legislation.  On that topic, Mr. Zizmor quoted the part of the legislation
relevant to the IPRP and the DCISC as follows:

PUC 712.1(e)(1) - "(e) In addition to the duties and
responsibilities set forth in commission [CPUC] decisions, the
Independent Safety Committee for Diablo Canyon shall do both
of the following: (1) Consult with and incorporate into its



assessments and recommendations the independent peer
review panel established pursuant to Section 712.

Mr. Zizmor then asked the panel how they understood the meaning of the
legislation.  IPRP members, PG&E staff attendees, and Dr. Budnitz offered their
perspectives.  What emerged were the following understandings:

The IPRP members affirmed that their scope in the near term
was going to be limited to technical evaluations of the seismic
hazard in the environs of the DCPP site and the understanding
and analysis of the potential seismic ground motion at that
site.  Dr. Budnitz pointed out that to fully understand the
seismic risk posed by DCPP, one also needed to understand the
propagation of seismic energy into the structures, the seismic
capacity of structures and equipment on the site, as well as
how the important potential seismic-initiated accident
sequences might ensue.  The IPRP agreed, but the members
who spoke said firmly that they expected that the IPRP scope
in the near term would be limited to the seismic hazard and
ground motion aspects.

Furthermore, the IPRP affirmed that there was no new
mandate for writing a new report concerning their evaluation,
even of the topics within their scope.  Rather, the IPRP
concluded that they will continue in the near term in an
information-gathering mode, and then expect in the future to
review two types of information: first, any new information
from PG&E, and second, whatever evaluation the DCISC
provides independently on the risks to plant safety posed by
earthquakes.

In summary, the FFT's understanding was that the IPRP concluded that to carry
out the mandate in the legislation, the IPRP will limit its near-term work to a
review of any DCISC evaluation and of any new information provided by PG&E.
 The FFT concluded that the DCISC was being asked by the IPRP to perform an
independent evaluation which would then be documented and sent to the IPRP for
review and comment.  The IPRP would then report back to the DCISC for the
DCISC to "incorporate" any IPRP comments into its DCISC "assessments and
recommendations" (quotes from SB 846).

The second substantive topic of the meeting consisted of a technical presentation
by PG&E experts on the LTSP, a technical research program that is mandated as a
license condition as part of the NRC's operating license for Diablo Canyon.  PG&E's
technical presentation covered the following topics:

Introduction and Background
 



Summary of Recent Studies
2016 Tsunami Evaluation
Assembly Bill 1632 (Offshore Seismic Studies)
2018 Seismic Probabilistic Risk Assessment
 

Selected LTSP Research Activities
Central Coast Seismic Network
Refinement of Ground Motion Models
Hazard Constraints Using Fragile Geological Features
Characterization of the Hosgri and Los Osos Faults
Fault Displacement Modeling
 

Summary and Continuing Activities

The PG&E presenters said that the LTSP program continues to focus on decreasing
the uncertainties in overall hazard understanding at the DCPP site arising from
several different elements that contribute to the overall uncertainty.  This involves
emphasis on several other technical topics in addition to those on this IPRP
meeting's agenda, including geodetic monitoring, ground motion characterization
research, fault rupture issues, and local site effects.

The PG&E presentation was accompanied by several question and answer
interactions with IPRP members and other attendees.  The overall tone of the IPRP
meeting's technical discussions of the LTSP program was respectful and technically
inquisitive.

Conclusion:  The Independent Peer Review Panel (IPRP) meeting was
successful in clarifying its future role in light of Senate Bill 846.  The
DCISC should continue to attend future IPRP meetings and follow the
IPRP's deliberations, findings, and recommendations.

Recommendations: None

3.2   Meet with San Luis Obispo County Emergency Services Director

The DCISC Fact-Finding Team met in-person with Scott Jalbert, the Director of
San Luis Obispo County Emergency Services, to introduce the DCISC and to
discuss his and his agency's roles.  The DCISC last met with the former Director,
Joe Guzzardi, in August 2019 (Reference 6.2), concluding the following:

The DCISC Fact-finding Team visit with the new Director of
San Luis Obispo County Emergency Services was beneficial to
meet and learn about him and to share information with him
about the DCISC with him. The DCISC should follow up with
Mr. Guzzardi in early 2020 to speak at its February 2020 Public



Meeting.

Mr. Jalbert provided the team with a brief description of his career background and
a description of the current responsibilities of his office related to the operation of
Diablo Canyon Power Plant during an emergency.  He worked for 33 years with Cal
Fire including 13 years in leadership positions with incident management teams
and 4 years as Fire Chief for San Luis Obispo County.  He succeeded Joe Guzzardi
as the Director of Emergency Services in April 2021.  Currently, he leads a staff of
eight individuals who work to ensure that the county is prepared to respond and
recover from emergencies and disasters.  Their work focuses upon emergency
mitigation, preparedness, response, and recovery.  About half of the staff are
dedicated to nuclear emergency preparedness for DCPP supported by funding
provided by PG&E.

Mr. Jalbert reported that the county's relationship with DCPP was good and that
there were no major concerns with nuclear emergency preparedness activities.  He
believed that the entities worked well together as demonstrated by good
performance for both the County and PG&E during DCPP's September 2022
evaluated emergency preparedness exercise.  His department was currently
working to change direction and move from planning for a reduced role and
staffing given the previously planned cessation of DCPP power operations to
planning for the possibility of plant operations continuing beyond 2025.  Mr.
Jalbert stated that his primary concern was that adequate funding to the county
would need to continue to enable the county to meet all federal and state
requirements.

The FFT inquired regarding the possible future use of the Integrated Public Alert
and Warning System (IPAWS) for notifying the public about a nuclear emergency
instead of sirens, and Mr. Jalbert stated that the county already used IPAWS for all
other emergencies and he believed it would be an acceptable substitute for sirens.

The FF team also gave Mr. Jalbert a briefing on the DCISC's history, priorities, and
recent activities.  An invitation was extended to Mr. Jalbert to speak at an
upcoming DCISC Public Meeting during 2023.

Conclusions:  The DCISC Fact-finding Team's visit with Scott Jalbert, the
San Luis Obispo County Emergency Services Director, was beneficial to
meet and learn about him and the status of the county's emergency
preparedness programs and to describe the role of the DCISC.  The DCISC
should follow up on the issue of adequate future funding for Mr. Jalbert's
group.  The DCISC should also follow up with Mr. Jalbert and invite him to
speak at a DCISC Public Meeting during 2023.

Recommendations:    None.

3.3   License Renewal



The DCISC FFT met remotely with Philippe Soenen, Decommissioning Licensing
and Environmental Manager, to discuss PG&E's plans for restarting NRC License
Renewal activities in light of recent California legislation, Senate Bill Number 846
(SB 846).  The DCISC last reviewed this topic during its September 2022 Public
Meeting (Reference 6.3.1).

DCPP's original application for License Renewal (submitted in November 2009) was
withdrawn on March 7, 2018, following the June 2016 execution of the Joint
Proposal to retire DCPP at the expiration of the current operating licenses in 2024
(Unit 1) and 2025 (Unit 2).  On September 2, 2022, the California governor signed
SB 846 which directed state agencies to set new retirement dates for DCPP and to
support PG&E's extending the power operations of DCPP beyond current license
expiration, including the pursuance of License Renewal with the NRC.  In response
to SB 846, DCPP sent a letter (Reference 6.3.2) to the NRC on October 31, 2022,
requesting the NRC resume review of the previous License Renewal Application or,
alternatively, to allow an exemption from 10 CFR 2.109(b) regarding timely
renewal applications (to allow a new License Renewal Application to be filed with
less than five years remaining on the current operating license).  The purpose of
this meeting was to review DCPP's plans for restarting the License Renewal
process.

Mr. Soenen reaffirmed that PG&E was currently pursuing the two parallel paths
described in the letter:  1) to restart the previous License Renewal Application and
supplement it as needed with new or changed information (including a complete
resubmission of the Environmental Impact Statement), and/or 2) to obtain an
exemption from the timely renewal requirement and submit a new, full License
Renewal Application, the majority of which would duplicate information submitted
in the original application.  The goal of either path would be to build upon the large
amount of information previously submitted to the NRC and evaluated as
acceptable in the NRC's Safety Evaluation Report for License Renewal that was
issued in June 2011 (Reference 6.3.3).  He also confirmed that PG&E had
discussed these approaches with the NRC who generally agreed that the two paths
were both viable and that either would serve to make the NRC's review both
efficient and effective.  PG&E hoped to obtain decisions from the NRC on the two
requests in the letter by the end of the first quarter of 2023.

The FFT inquired about what steps DCPP was taking to restart the work needed to
prepare and submit the information to the NRC, and Mr. Soenen explained that a
new License Renewal group was being staffed.  The first activities for the group
would be to develop Requests for Proposals for various contractors that would be
needed to support the development of the new application.  It was expected that
35-40 staff would ultimately be required to develop the new application and that in
addition a large number of active plant staff members would be needed part-time
in certain areas.  A large portion of the work would also involve developing and
starting the additional aging management programs required for plant equipment
and components.  He confirmed that DCPP committed to submit the new or revised
License Renewal Application to the NRC by the end of 2023 with a goal of



submitting it by September 30, 2023.

Conclusions:  DCPP has applied to the NRC either 1) to restart the
previous License Renewal Application and supplement it as needed, or 2)
to obtain an exemption from the timely renewal requirement and submit a
new, full License Renewal Application by the end of 2023.  The DCISC
Fact-Finding Team concluded that both approaches were reasonable and
would ensure that an adequate and timely evaluation of safety can be
performed.  The DCISC should continue to closely follow DCPP's License
Renewal activities.

Recommendations:    None

3.4   Comprehensive Review of the Seismic Safety Program

The DCISC FFT met in person with Jeff Bachhuber, Director, Geosciences;
Nathan Barber, Supervisor, Risk and Regulatory Initiatives; Bill Horstman, Principal
Civil Engineer; Nozar Jahangir, Manager, Seismic Engineering; Albert Kottke,
Geotechnical Earthquake Engineer; and Chris Madugo, Geosciences Consultant, for
a briefing on the current understanding of overall seismic safety at DCPP.  The
scope included the current understanding of the seismic hazard, of the seismic
ground motion at the site, of how seismic energy propagates within individual
structures, of the seismic capacities and fragilities of structures and components,
and of the overall systems response to postulated earthquakes as captured in the
plant's Seismic Probabilistic Risk Assessment (SPRA; Reference 6.4.2).

In the past, the DCISC has extensively reviewed most aspects of DCPP seismic
safety in several Fact-Finding Meetings and through presentations at various
DCISC Public Meetings.  Also, the DCISC has had the benefit of presentations by
PG&E on the seismic-hazard and seismic ground-motion aspects at several
meetings in recent years of the State of California's Independent Peer Review
Panel for seismic safety (IPRP), including at the IPRP's most recent meeting on
October 6, 2022 (Section 3.1 above).  However, this was the DCISC's first formal
review of the overall program and was prompted by the extension of power
operations and directives contained in recent California legislation, Senate Bill
Number 846 (SB 846).

3.4.1    Senate Bill 846 Direction

The motivation for this comprehensive review is that recent legislation, SB 846,
enacted into law in early September 2022, directed the DCISC to review and
evaluate seismic safety in the context of inquiring as to whether important
seismic-safety upgrades would be needed to support safe operation if the plant's
operating period were to be extended beyond the current NRC licenses that end in
2024 (Unit 1) and 2025 (Unit 2).  This meeting was intended to provide important
information to support that DCISC review and evaluation.  The scope of this report
includes both a report on this Fact-Finding Meeting itself and the broad conclusions



of the DCISC on the question raised by SB 846, which is whether important
seismic safety upgrades would be needed to support safe operation after 2025.

3.4.2    Seismic Safety Analysis Process

To analyze the level of seismic safety achieved by the design of a complex nuclear
power reactor one needs the following types of information:

a. The analysis needs to identify each potential accident sequence that could be
initiated by a large earthquake and that could lead to a core-damaging
accident.
 

b. The analysis needs to be able to differentiate among the core-damaging
sequences so as to identify, for each one, whether it would lead to a small or
no release of radioactivity, or would lead to a significant release of
radioactivity (what the NRC has called a "large release"), and if so whether
that large release would occur relatively quickly (what the NRC has called a
"large early release") or would occur only after a significant delay.
 

c. For those seismic-initiated accident sequences of concern that are associated
with a radioactive release, the analysis needs to characterize the release in
terms of timing, energy content, radioactivity content, and a few other
parameters required to fully describe how the potential release would ensue
and why.
 

d. The analysis needs to identify, for each sequence being analyzed, the "size"
of the earthquake ground motion at the site that causes the sequence.  Here
the word "size" is intended as shorthand for a variety of different
characteristics of the earthquake ground motion at the site, such as the
amplitude of the acceleration, its duration, its frequency spectrum, whether
the acceleration is associated with significant displacement or velocity, and a
few other features.
 

e. Because earthquake ground motion can arrive at the site with different
"sizes," the analysis needs to include the likelihood of occurrence as a
function of "size," which is commonly known as and tabulated or displayed as
the family of "seismic hazard curves." This likelihood is generally
characterized by its annual probability of occurrence. 
 

f. For each seismic accident sequence of interest, the analysis needs to include
the various contributing failures, including not only the seismic-caused
failures but also any human errors or non-seismic failures that contribute or
participate in the accident sequence.  
 

g. The accident sequence and their temporal relationships need to be described
in the analysis; also, each failure of a structure or component needs to be



characterized in a way that allows an understanding of how and why it
participates in the sequence of events, which specific failure mode of each
earthquake-damaged item is the issue, and any correlations among the
various failures.  The general understanding of what "failure" means for a
structure or component is a failure to perform the item's safety function or
cause another structure or component to fail to perform its safety function. 
 

h. Crucially, for each identified accident sequence, the analysis needs to quantify
the sequence's likelihood, characterized by its annual probability of
occurrence.
 

i. Because each of the many issues mentioned above is typically not known
exactly, but only known with some uncertainty, the analysis needs to include
a quantification of the uncertainty, how it arises, what is its character, and
why.  Unless the characterization of the uncertainties is done appropriately,
the usefulness of the analysis information for decision-making about safety
can in some circumstances be seriously diminished.

After each seismic accident sequence has been identified and analyzed as above,
the analysis needs to "roll up" the ensemble - essentially summing up the various
accident sequences.  The result is the development of broad measures of seismic
safety such as the overall annual frequency of sequences that involve seismic-
induced core damage, approaches by which FLEX equipment and other recovery
capabilities could mitigate damage and prevent core damage, the overall annual
frequency of a large seismic-caused radiological release, and any other figures-of-
merit that a decision-maker might wish to know about.

One crucial use of the information is that, depending on the risk level, possible
improvements in the seismic safety of the design and operation can be identified,
including specific actions that could be taken under the FLEX program.  Insights
such as these are very important outputs of the analysis described above.

3.4.3    Background on Previous DCPP Seismic Safety Analyses

a. DCPP Probabilistic Seismic Hazard Analysis

The most comprehensive information about the various sources of
earthquakes that might threaten the plant (Sections 3.4.2.d. and e. above),
about the ground motion at the site arising when any of those earthquakes
might occur, and about the uncertainties in the various aspects of the
analysis is found in PG&E's most recent seismic study, the "Diablo Canyon
Probabilistic Seismic Hazard Analysis" (PSHA) study published in 2015
(Reference 6.4.1).  Since that study was completed, additional research has
been completed to supplement that study which provides additional valuable
information.
 



b. DCPP Seismic Probabilistic Risk Assessment

The rest of the needed information (Sections 3.4.2.a. to c. and f. to h. above)
is found in PG&E's "Diablo Canyon Seismic Probabilistic Risk Assessment"
(SPRA), published in 2017 (Reference 6.4.2).  The SPRA's analysis has
information about how the earthquake ground motion affects (and damages)
each important structure and component at DCPP; about how likely that
damage is, as a function of the "size" of the ground motion; about each
seismic-initiated accident sequence, including the contributing failures, the
timing, and the phenomena; about whether each sequence involves important
radioactive releases, and if so how those releases are characterized; and
about the uncertainties in  the various aspects of the analysis.

As discussed below, both the PSHA and the SPRA were subject to extensive
outside peer review during their development and were reviewed by the NRC and
the DCISC after their completion.

c. DCPP Long Term Seismic Program

Since the plant started operation in the 1980s. PG&E has been carrying out a
Long Term Seismic Program (LTSP), a program under which PG&E has
undertaken a large number of projects to assure that the Diablo Canyon
Power Plant is adequately designed and operated to provide safety against
potential very large earthquakes.  The LTSP is required by the NRC as a
license condition for operating DCPP.  The DCISC has reviewed the LTSP
several times in recent years (References 6.4.3 and 6.4.4), as has the State
of California's IPRP.

The LTSP program involves four different technical areas, covering an
understanding of the following:
 

1. The seismic hazard (the various seismic sources)
2. The seismic ground motion arising at the site and the in-structure

energy propagation
3. The seismic fragility of components and structures
4. The seismic plant response (an analysis of the plant's various

systems and the role of the operators)
 

d. Nuclear Industry Activities Affecting DCPP Seismic Programs

In addition to the above, important activity in the broader nuclear industry
has occurred over the years to support the development of Diablo Canyon's
PSHA and its SPRA. To wit:

In the mid-1990s, a major advance occurred when a new
methodology, known now as the Senior Seismic Hazard



Analysis Committee (SSHAC) methodology was developed
(Reference 6.4.5).  It has since been used and adopted
worldwide for the performance of major PSHA studies like
that done at DCPP.  This methodology includes specific
guidance on how to structure a peer review, which the
methodology requires.  The SSHAC methodology has been
endorsed by the NRC for such use (References 6.4.6 and
6.4.7), and the DCISC agrees that this endorsement is
appropriate.

Starting in the early 1990s, another major advance
occurred when the American Society of Mechanical
Engineers (ASME), later joined by the American Nuclear
Society (ANS), developed standards with requirements for
performing a nuclear power reactor PRA, including an
SPRA (Reference 6.4.8).  It too has been used and
adopted worldwide for the performance of major SPRA
studies like that done at DCPP.  This standard also
includes specific requirements on peer review.  It has also
been endorsed by the NRC for such use (Reference
6.4.9), and the DCISC agrees that this endorsement is
appropriate.

Also, significant research activity worldwide has occurred
over the years, and continues today, that has provided
additional understanding of each of the major technical
areas involved in the above.  Keeping abreast of that
activity is important, and the DCISC believes that the
PG&E scientists and engineers involved in the various
seismic studies have done that (and are acknowledged as
being among the industry leaders in both the PSHA and
the SPRA areas).

3.4.4    Topics Reviewed During this Fact-Finding Meeting

The DCISC FFT requested that PG&E discuss two broad topics during this Fact-
Finding Meeting:

Provide a general update on the status of seismic hazard evaluations, seismic
fragility evaluations, and the SPRA for DCPP.
 
Provide any new information or developments in this area that could affect
license renewal and/or the proposed extension of operations beyond 2025.

Most of the technical topics are covered within the scope of the LTSP.  Also, most
of the technical topics are encompassed in various major PG&E technical reports
developed several years ago in response to a 2012 NRC request for information



immediately after the Fukushima nuclear accident in Japan (Reference 6.4.10).

Specifically, as mentioned above, the plant undertook a major and comprehensive
new evaluation of the seismic hazard, known as the Diablo Canyon Probabilistic
Seismic Hazard Assessment (PSHA), published in 2015 (Reference 6.4.1).  That
evaluation, which was performed according to the universally adopted
methodology for such PSHA studies (References 6.4.5, 6.4.6 and 6.4.7), was
reviewed by the NRC, and also by the DCISC.  The NRC review was published in
2016 (Reference 6.4.11).  The NRC's overall conclusion in that review was, "Based
on this review, the NRC staff concludes that the licensee conducted the seismic
hazard reevaluation using present-day methodologies and regulatory guidance, it
appropriately characterized the DCPP site given the information available, and it
met the intent of the guidance for determining the reevaluated seismic hazard."
 The DCISC's review was also favorable (References 6.4.12 and 6.4.13).

Also in the same period, PG&E undertook a modern update of their plant SPRA,
which had first been developed in the late 1980s, and had been kept up to date
throughout the intervening years.  That most recent SPRA was published in 2018
(Reference 6.4.2).  That SPRA was also reviewed and found acceptable by the NRC
staff (Reference 6.4.14).  The DCISC also reviewed that report favorably at that
time and found it to have been of excellent quality.  Concerning the SB846
direction to the DCISC, it is important to note that the DCISC did not at the time
of the SPRA's completion identify any important safety improvements that would
be needed, and the plant was judged to be adequately safe in the area of seismic
safety (Reference 6.4.15).

Given this history, the purpose of this Fact-Finding Meeting was principally to ask
and to discuss, in each of the technical areas encompassed by overall seismic
safety, "What is new since those comprehensive and thoroughly-reviewed
evaluations were completed in the mid- to late 2010s?"

3.4.5    Results of This Fact-Finding Meeting

The FFT found that in recent years a good deal of new information continues to be
developed in the areas of seismic hazard and seismic ground-motion
characterization, because those are "fast moving" areas of technical work.  This
includes both work specifically relevant to the DCPP plant site and its regional
setting along with work elsewhere in the US and worldwide that advances the
community's understanding and its analysis capabilities.  However, rather little
new information has been developed in the areas of seismic fragilities and the
plant's SPRA model, in part because those are not "fast moving" areas where
significant technical advances are occurring now.

a. Understanding of Seismic Hazard and Seismic Site Ground Motion

PG&E, through their LTSP studies, continues to develop new information
about several technical topics within the broader scope.  The DCISC has



reviewed the broader LTSP program several times over the past decade.
 Concerning the seismic sources, the topics now being studied include:
 

Studies of fault locations, geometries, stress distributions, and
potential fault linkages
Research on slip rates on the major nearby faults (mainly but not
exclusively the Hosgri and Shoreline Faults)
Studies of potential earthquakes that could occur off of recognized
fault sources
Seismic fault displacement modeling
Advances in ground-motion modeling to incorporate non-ergodic
approaches and potential time-dependency of the hazard
Studies of paleoseismic data on the eastern Los Osos Fault
Studies of deformed marine terraces to constrain the uplift rate of
the Irish Hills
Studies using modern Global Positioning System geodetic data
Studies of nearby precariously balanced rocks 
Studies and evaluations of the numerous very small earthquakes
that continue to occur both near the DCPP site and in the broader
region of interest 

Concerning characterizing the ground motion as it propagates from source to
site, research continues on: 
 

Using improved data from recent small-magnitude earthquakes
Improving the models
Matching models more closely to the regional and local-site data
Accounting more accurately for various directivity effects
 

Concerning local site effects, research continues on:
 

Using improved data, both local site data from recent small-
magnitude earthquakes and information from broader data sets
Local site characterization
The effects associated with potentially very long-duration
earthquakes
 

On many of these topics, PG&E's LTSP personnel collaborate with groups and
agencies beyond PG&E that have important research projects and data-
gathering programs.  Some of these are collaborations with the US Geological
Survey or various California state agencies, and some of them are
collaborations with other groups around the US and around the world.  PG&E
also continues to maintain its own network of seismic monitoring instruments



in the area near the Diablo Canyon plant and also in the broader region.

As noted above, the DCISC has been reviewing the LTSP program for many
years and has also had the benefit of over a decade of meetings and reviews
by the State of California's IPRP.  The DCISC continues to find this very
extensive program to be of excellent quality.  The overall approach is
satisfactory to the DCISC and has also been reviewed by the NRC (Reference
6.4.11) with the same general conclusion.

Concerning the impact of any recent new information that would supplement
the previous work, the DCISC concludes that there is nothing in any recent
new information on either seismic hazard or seismic ground motion that
would change the broader understanding of those topics as embedded in the
earlier 2015 PG&E report (Reference 6.4.1), or that could lead to new safety
insights.  Uncertainties are being reduced, small changes in some technical
details have emerged, and some of the research has pointed out where
additional studies can help to reduce the uncertainties still further.  That work
is beneficial and continues, but it does not affect any existing conclusions or
insights.

b. Understanding of Seismic In-structure Energy Propagation and the Seismic
Fragility of Components and Structures

The SPRA of 2018 (Reference 6.4.2) included a reevaluation of the way
seismic energy, once it arrives at the base mats (foundations) or anchorages
of the various DCPP structures, affects those structures and propagates
through them to the individual components.  It also included a major
reanalysis or reevaluation of the probabilistic seismic capacities or fragilities
of the many individual structures and components, using standard
methodologies and following the requirements of the NRC-endorsed ASME-
ANS SPRA standard (Reference 6.4.8), including that standard's peer review
requirements.  PG&E reported to the FFT that those earlier structural analyses
and models along with the data on which they were based remain valid today,
in part because the techniques for developing the underlying structural
models are considered quite mature and have not changed.  PG&E also
reported that this is true of the methods now used for analyzing the seismic
fragilities of individual structures and components, which provide the
likelihood that a given earthquake load would cause enough damage to the
item so that it could not perform its safety function.  Although there is some
irreducible uncertainty due to aleatory variability, arising from the intrinsic
irreducible variability in some of the issues or phenomena, PG&E reported
that the methodology for analyzing seismic fragilities is well defined, widely
used, and very mature.  On both of these topics, involving the structural
analyses and the fragilities analyses, the DCISC concurs.

From time to time a new analysis is required when a configuration changes,



unless a scoping study concludes that the change is unimportant.  PG&E
reported to the FFT that in all of the relevant areas, nothing new or different
has emerged of importance, meaning that the previous safety insights remain
valid.  The DCISC concludes that there is nothing new with regards to energy
propagation in structures or the fragilities of structures and components that
would modify the insights of the most recent SPRA in these areas.
 

c. The Seismic Probabilistic Risk Assessment Systems Model

The information about the seismic hazard, ground motion, and fragilities all
feed into the SPRA's systems model, which identifies the many different
potential seismic-initiated accident sequences of concern and analyzes each of
them.  That work is done using what is called the SPRA systems model.
 There is an underlying SPRA "internal initiators" systems model for the
various accident sequences, most of which can be initiated by non-seismic
upset conditions or events ("internal initiators") as well as by a large
earthquake.  That systems model then needs to be modified and adapted to
analyze each earthquake-initiated sequence of interest.  The methodology for
this aspect of the overall SPRA analysis is widely used worldwide, quite
mature, and embedded in both international and domestic standards.
 Specifically in regard to the DCPP analysis, the 2018 SPRA analysis
(Reference 6.4.2) used standard methodologies and followed the
requirements of the NRC-endorsed ASME-ANS PRA Standard (Reference
6.4.8), including the peer review requirements.

As with the seismic-hazard analyses, PG&E reported to the FFT that those
earlier analyses are still valid today.  Of course, from time to time a new
analysis is required when a configuration changes, or a procedure has
changed, or the underlying failure rate data (including human-error data)
have changed.  However, as with the other areas, PG&E reported to the FFT
that in the systems-modeling area nothing new has emerged of importance,
meaning that the previous safety insights remain valid.  The DCISC's
concludes that there is nothing new with regards to system modeling that
would modify the insights of the most recent SPRA in that area.
 

d. Uncertainties in the Analysis

As mentioned above, the overall analysis must deal with and incorporate an
analysis and discussion of the various uncertainties.  Many of the
uncertainties are in the numerical values used in or arising from the analysis,
but some of them are more qualitative in nature.  In both the PSHA analyses
of seismic hazard and the SPRA analyses of overall seismic risk, the various
uncertainties are typically divided into two different types, so-called
"epistemic" uncertainties (arising from uncertainty in a measurement or from
incomplete knowledge about a phenomenon) and "aleatory variability"
uncertainties (arising from the intrinsic random variability in some of the



issues or phenomena, such as the unknowable time when the next large
earthquake might occur on one of the nearby faults).  These distinctions are
explained and standard methods for their analysis in both the PSHA and the
SPRA are contained in the ASME-ANS PRA standard (Reference 6.4.8).  Also
as noted earlier, if the characterization of the uncertainties is not done
appropriately, the usefulness of the analyses can in some circumstances be
seriously diminished.  The DCISC's recent reviews continue to conclude that
the seismic PRA's uncertainty analyses are competently performed, clearly
explained, and very useful to support decision-making.
 

e. Other seismic-safety information

Three other sources of information have provided additional insights to assist
the DCISC in this evaluation.

1)  One is the PG&E review of the adequacy of the seismic design of Diablo
Canyon's spent fuel pools.  This review was performed as part of the post-
Fukushima analyses required by the NRC and was reported in a separate
PG&E report to the NRC in 2017 (Reference 6.4.16).  PG&E concluded, using
assessment criteria that the NRC had approved, that the new seismic-hazard
information developed in the previous few years did not lead to any additional
compromises to the seismic safety of the spent fuel pools.

2) Another important analysis was completed in 2020 by B.J. Garrick and D.
Wakefield at University of California at Los Angeles (UCLA), supported by
PG&E (Reference 6.4.17).  That UCLA study examined spent-fuel-pool safety,
the safety of on-site transportation of spent fuel and radioactive waste from
the reactor area to the Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation (ISFSI)
area, and the safety of the ISFSI facility itself.  Its analysis, which evaluated
the Holtec system that comprises the existing ISFSI storage system design,
covered seismic safety along with other potential accident scenarios and
provided important information and insights about risks at the spent fuel
pools and the ISFSI arising from large earthquakes.  Its broad conclusion
regarding seismic safety was that the overall risk to the public arising from
challenges to the spent fuel pools or the ISFSI at that time was well within
acceptable levels.  The DCISC was briefed on this study, reviewed it, and
concurred in its results (Reference 6.4.18).

3) The third additional source of information is the 2018 PG&E "Mitigating
Strategies Assessment" report (Reference 6.4.19).  This report, required by
the NRC (Reference 6.4.20), asked whether any safety backfits or other
changes would be necessary in light of the new seismic-hazard information
developed in the previous few years.  PG&E's analysis identified none, and
this was concurred in by the NRC.
 



3.4.6    Conclusions

Based on its review, the DCISC developed two broad conclusions: 

First, when the DCISC reviewed the PG&E probabilistic seismic hazard
analysis (PSHA) in 2015 and the seismic probabilistic risk assessment
(SPRA) in 2018, the Committee was satisfied that the seismic safety
achieved by DCPP was acceptable at that time - indeed, the DCISC
believed that it represented industry-leading performance in the seismic
design of the facility (Reference 6.4.15).

Second, after reviewing the new and updated information presented by
PG&E in this Fact-Finding Meeting, supplemented by earlier DCISC Fact-
Finding Meetings and Public Meeting presentations as well other industry-
wide information and information arising from the October 2022 IPRP
meeting, the DCISC concludes that the seismic safety of the DCPP reactors
is fully adequate now, and requires no additional upgrades or other
changes to bring it up-to-date or to improve it.  The DCISC also concludes
that no upgrades or improvements to seismic safety would be necessary
to assure that the seismic safety of the DCPP reactors would be adequate
for extended operation beyond 2025, if so authorized.

However, based on its review, the DCISC had two recommendations:

First, the DCISC should monitor any further updates to the seismic-safety
analyses for DCPP.  Among the most important pieces of new information
that will be forthcoming in the near future is that PG&E will be submitting
a new (updated) License Renewal Application to the NRC at the end of
2023 (Reference 6.2.21).  Also, DCPP will be performing an updated
seismic assessment to comply with SB846 directives.  The DCISC should
undertake a thorough review of all submittals relevant to seismic safety,
as well as any underlying information that PG&E will rely on in those
submittals, so as to reach its own conclusion(s) on the safety importance
of the information therein.  

Second, the DCISC should review important changes affecting seismic
safety that have been made to the plant configuration and its operating
procedures since the earlier 2015 PSHA and 2018 SPRA, including such
changes as the use of portable FLEX equipment to restore safety functions
after an earthquake, even if PG&E concludes that none of those changes
affect either the safety analyses or the safety insights relevant to seismic
safety.  

Also, the DCISC should notify the governing authorities about its findings
and conclusions in accordance with the SB846 directives.

3.4.8    Recommendations for PG&E



None.

3.5   Emergency Diesel Generators

The DCISC FFT met in-person with Jim Wiggin, Emergency Diesel Generator
(EDG) System Engineer, for an update on the health of DCPP's six EDGs.  The
DCISC last reviewed this system in July 2021 (Reference 6.5), when it concluded
the following:

The health of DCPP's Emergency Diesel Generators (EDGs) was
rated as Green (Healthy) on Unit 1 and Red (Unhealthy) on
Unit 2.  The Red (Unhealthy) rating was driven by a fuel oil
leak that occurred during maintenance testing.  The leak was
repaired, and health of the Unit 2 EDGs was expected to soon
return to Green.  The DCISC should review the final Cause
Evaluation for the leak during a future Fact-Finding Meeting.
 EDG reliability and availability have been good over the past
two years.

The EDGs are safety-related pieces of equipment whose functions are as follows:

To furnish sufficient electric power to mitigate a design basis accident in one
unit and safely bring the other unit to cold shutdown when both the 230kV
and 500kV offsite power sources are unavailable.
 
To act as a backup source of power to enable the reactor to continue to
produce power for 72 hours whenever there is no accident condition, but one
of the two offsite power sources is inoperable.
 
To furnish power sufficient for an emergency shutdown of the plant whenever
the offsite power sources are not available.

The EDG Fuel Oil Supply system has enough fuel capacity to provide seven days of
onsite power generation: (a) in order to operate the minimum required
Engineering Safety Features equipment following a design basis Loss-of-Coolant
Accident for one unit, and the equipment in the second unit is in either the hot or
cold shutdown condition, or (b) when the equipment for both units is in either the
hot or cold shutdown condition.  Each nuclear operating unit is supported by three
EDGs dedicated to the respective unit, and the EDGs can be cross connected to the
other unit using temporary cables.  The EDGs are rated to deliver approximately
2,600 kW on a continuous basis and are designed to start automatically when
needed.

Mr. Wiggin reviewed the latest system health reports for the three Unit 1 and three
Unit 2 EDGs with the FFT as follows:

Unit 1



Unit 1's EDGs were classified as Green (Healthy) with the following issues
challenging system health:

An adverse trend on the performance of the Lube Oil Heater and its controller
(non-safety related) has been observed and will be addressed by revising
preventative maintenance procedures.
 
The current design of EDG Fuel Oil Day Tank level switches results in frequent
failures during testing.  Alternative designs were recommended but have not
been approved.  Testing procedures are being revised to reduce the likelihood
of failure during testing.
 
The EDG Local Control Panel alarm relay modules are obsolete with limited
replacement modules available.  A design change has been initiated to
facilitate future replacements with a newer module design on an as-needed
basis.

Unit 2

Unit 2's EDGs were classified as White (Needing Improvement) due primarily to a
Critical Equipment Clock Reset that occurred in June 2021 (described below).  The
following issues were challenging system health:

A significant fuel oil leak occurred on EDG 2-3 during a maintenance activity
in June 2021, and the EDG was shut down to repair the leak.  The size of the
leak was judged to have rendered the EDG unable to run for the duration of
time needed in the accident analyses, and the failure was therefore classified
as a Maintenance Rule Functional Failure and a Critical Equipment Clock
Reset.  Corrective actions have been completed, and system performance was
being monitored across all six EDGs.  Recently, unexpected low torque
readings were discovered on subsequent checks of the fuel oil fittings.  The
cause of the low torque readings was postulated to be a change in design for
lock washers on the fittings, and DCPP planned to return to using an older
design lock washer along with improved procedures for torquing the fittings. 
 
An adverse trend on the performance of the Lube Oil Heater and its controller
(non-safety related) has been observed and will be addressed by revising
preventative maintenance procedures.
 
The current design of EDG Fuel Oil Day Tank level switches results in frequent
failures during testing.  Alternative designs were recommended but have not
been approved.  Testing procedures are being revised to reduce the likelihood
of failure during testing.
 
The EDG Local Control Panel alarm relay modules are obsolete with limited



replacement modules available.  A design change has been initiated to
facilitate future replacements with a newer module design on an as-needed
basis.

Mr. Wiggin reminded the FFT that the original EDG control system components
(Woodward motor-operated potentiometer governors) were no longer available
and considered obsolete.  Modifications to upgrade the governors were completed
on four of the six EDGs.  An alternative plan was approved that canceled
replacement of the governors on EDGs 2-1 and 2-3.  Instead, portions of the old
governor systems were retained, evaluated by Engineering, and approved for use
as replacements on EDGs 2-1 and 2-3, should future problems occur.  With the
proposal to extend power operations beyond 2025, Mr. Wiggin expected that the
project to replace the two remaining governors would need to be restarted.  Also,
an issue concerning motor aging for the two Fuel Oil Transfer Pumps (common
between units) was being addressed by motor replacements.  One replacement
was completed in June 2022, and the second replacement was scheduled for
December 2022.

In response to the FFT's questions, Mr. Wiggin confirmed that EDG reliability and
unavailability numbers remained good and well within established goals.  He
confirmed that there were no recent start failures, with the last start failure having
occurred on EDG 1-1 in September 2015.

Conclusions:  The health of DCPP's Emergency Diesel Generators (EDGs)
was rated as Green (Healthy) on Unit 1 and White (Needing
Improvement) on Unit 2.  The White (Needing Improvement) rating on
Unit 2 was driven by continuing actions being taken in response to a fuel
oil leak that occurred during maintenance testing in 2021.  EDG reliability
and availability have been good over the past two years.

Recommendations:    None.

3.6   Meet with NRC Senior Resident Inspector

The DCISC FFT met in-person with Mahdi Hayes, NRC Senior Resident
Inspector, for an update.  The DCISC meets regularly with the NRC Resident
Inspectors and last met with the Senior Resident Inspector during its September
2022 Fact-Finding Meeting (Reference 6.6), when it concluded the following:

The meeting with the NRC Senior Resident Inspector was
beneficial, and the DCISC should continue the meetings.

The items discussed in this meeting included the following:

DCPP performance during Refueling Outage 2R23
Recent NRC inspection findings 
The NRC's classification of the Unit 2 trip on October 15, 2021, as a



"Unplanned Scram with Complications" under the NRC Performance Indicator
program
DCPP performance during the September 14, 2022, Emergency Preparedness
exercise

Conclusions:  The meeting with the NRC Senior Resident Inspector was
beneficial, and the DCISC should continue the meetings.

Recommendations:    None

3.7   Plant Tour

The DCISC FFT met in-person with Lance Million, Radiation Protection General
Foreman, for a tour of various plant areas and equipment inside the Unit 2 Reactor
Containment and Auxiliary Building.  At the time of the tour, Unit 2 was in the last
few days before the end of its Refueling Outage 2R23.  This timing allowed the FFT
to enter Unit 2's Containment Building just prior to plant heatup.  The DCISC last
conducted a plant tour during its August 2022 Fact-Finding Meeting (Reference
6.7), when it toured and measured radiation levels at the Independent Spent Fuel
Storage Installation and adjacent areas concluding the following:

Radiation levels inside the DCPP Independent Spent Fuel
Storage Installation (ISFSI) were found to be extremely low
with maximum readings of 2.5 milliRem per hour and
essentially no neutrons detected.

At the request of the FFT, Mr. Million guided the team in touring various plant
areas with an emphasis on observing conditions inside Unit 2 Containment and the
Radiologically Controlled Area (RCA) following Refueling Outage 2R23 maintenance
activities as follows:

140' Turbine Building (Main Operating Deck)
85' Auxiliary Building (RCA Entry and Exit)
140' Unit 2 Containment (Reactor Head, Cavity, Containment Air Recirculation
Fans, and Pressurizer)
128' Unit 2 Containment (In-core Instrument Drives)
115' Unit 2 Containment (2-1 and 2-4 Reactor Coolant Pump Cubicles and In-
core Instrument Seal Table)
100' Unit 1 and Unit 2 Auxiliary Building (Mechanical Penetration Areas and
Hot Shutdown Panel)



FFT inside Unit 2 Containment with Reactor Head in background

The FFT found that all observed areas of the plant were clean, orderly, and well
lighted.  All equipment appeared to be in good condition, and there was no
extraneous or uncontrolled material stored in operating areas.  The Unit 2
Containment was in excellent condition overall and appeared to have been well
prepared to resume power operations shortly following the FFT's meetings.  Mr.
Million was very knowledgeable of the plant and its systems and led the FFT on an
efficient route to view all requested plant areas.

Conclusions: The DCISC Fact-Finding Team toured the Unit 2 Containment
and Auxiliary Buildings following Refueling Outage 2R23 maintenance
activities and found that the observed areas of the plant were clean,
orderly, and well lighted with equipment in excellent condition.

Recommendations:    None

3.8   Operations Department

The DCISC Fact-finding Team met in-person with Dan McBride, Nuclear Shift
Operations Manager, for an update on operator performance and retention. The
DCISC last reviewed this topic during its May 2021 Fact-Finding Meeting
(Reference 6.8), when it concluded the following:

DCPP operators are performing well with no significant issues
or concerns. With the Retention Plan, DCPP anticipates having



enough operators to operate safely until operations cease in
2025.

Mr. McBride provided a brief report on recent Operations Department performance
including performance during Refueling Outage 2R23.  Overall, performance had
been excellent with only minor, low-level issues identified.  No consequential
mispositions or tagging errors occurred during the most recent outage, which is a
significant positive accomplishment.  Performance indicators tracked by the
Performance Improvement Program and the Quality Verification Department were
all "Green" with a few low-level "Yellow" indicators for minor individual crew
issues.  Morale was generally good in the department with excitement being
generated by the possibility that power operations would be extended beyond the
end of the current operating licenses in 2025.

The FFT inquired regarding how DCPP was handling the need for more licensed
operators given the possibility of extended operations, and Mr. McBride reported
the following:

Many retirements were expected with the end of the Tier 2 Retention Program
in late 2023.
 
DCPP was currently reviewing the need to define and implement a new
incentive program to start following the end of the Tier 2 period.
 
DCPP was working to move many inactive Senior Reactor Operator (SRO)
license holders to active status.  License reactivation would require the
completion of 40 hours of on-shift training after which SRO license holders
would then need to work on at least 5 shifts per quarter to remain active.
 
The decision to close down the training program for new operators had been
reversed, and DCPP was moving to restart training programs for new
operators.  A currently licensed Senior Reactor Operator had been selected to
lead the new operator training program.
 
A new class to train six to eight Reactor Operators (ROs) to become SROs
(license upgrades) would begin in January 2023.
 
DCPP was targeting April of 2023 to begin a new training class for about 24
licensed operators.  This class would include about 12 new ROs, 10 new
SROs, and 2 more RO to SRO upgrades.
 
For non-licensed Nuclear Operators, DCPP was actively recruiting with the
goal to start a training class of 16 new Nuclear Operators in early 2023 to be
followed by a second, similarly sized class later in 2023.

Conclusions:  DCPP's Operations Department was performing well with no



significant issues or concerns.  DCPP is moving to restart training
programs for new operators and plans to begin several classes in 2023 for
new Nuclear Operators (non-licensed), Reactor Operators, and Senior
Reactor Operators.

Recommendations:    None.

3.9   Meetings with DCPP Officers

The DCISC FFT met in-person with Adam Peck, Site Vice President, followed by
a remote meeting with Maureen Zawalick, Vice President, Decommissioning and
Technical Services, to discuss items from this fact-finding meeting and other items
of mutual interest.  The DCISC last met with a DCPP Officer or Director during its
September 2022 Fact-Finding Meeting (Reference 6.9), when it concluded the
following:

The regular meetings between DCISC and DCPP Officers and
Directors continue to be beneficial for both organizations.

Conclusions:  The regular meetings between DCISC Members and DCPP
Officers and Directors continue to be beneficial for both organizations.

Recommendations:    None

3.10   Technical Review of New Spent Fuel Storage System

The DCISC FFT and DCISC Consultant Andrew C. Kadak met remotely with
Philippe Soenen, DCPP Decommissioning Licensing and Environmental Manager;
Prakash Narayanan, Orano TN Chief Technical Officer; Roger Maggi, Orano TN
Acting Chief Commercial Officer; and Raheel Haroon, Orano TN Director of Design
Engineering, to discuss technical questions on the proposed new Spent Fuel
Storage System to be procured by DCPP from Orano.  The DCISC last reviewed
technical information from Orano during its July 2022 Fact-Finding Meeting
(Reference 6.10.1), when it concluded the following:

PG&E provided adequate information to the DCISC about
where it could locate publicly available technical details on the
proposed new Spent Fuel Storage System from Orano in the
NRC ADAMS repository.  Should the DCISC have any further
questions or specific information requests not covered in the
NRC ADAMS repository, then the DCISC will later provide those
questions or requests to PG&E.

In April 2022, PG&E selected Orano as the new vendor for supplying both
equipment and contractor services for the future movement and storage of spent
fuel assemblies at DCPP.  The contract scope of supply included the procurement
of 69 Dry Shielded Canister (DSCs) that would each hold 37 spent fuel assemblies



as well as 69 Horizontal Storage Modules (HSMs) to house the DSCs at the
Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation (ISFSI).  The delivery of the DSCs to
the site is expected to begin in 2025, and fuel offloads from the Spent Fuel Pools
to the ISFSI were planned to occur in 2026 and 2027.  Since the announcement of
Orano's selection, the DCISC began a series of technical reviews of the proposed
system to confirm that its design is safe for use at DCPP.  The DCISC's technical
reviews resulted in a list of questions for Orano, and the purpose of this meeting
was to receive and further evaluate Orano's answers to the DCISC's technical
questions.  The FFT presented Orano with a list of technical questions in advance
of the meeting, and Orano provided verbal answers in the meeting and then
followed up by providing written answers and a technical report.  The FFT's report
on the issues follows, framed as the FFT's Question followed by a summary of
Orano's Responses (written and verbal) and the Discussion with Orano along with
the FFT's Conclusions, issue by issue:

1. Question:  What is the basis for the statement in the Updated Final Safety
Analysis Report (UFSAR; Reference 6.10.1, page 1-8) that there are no
credible accident scenarios that could breach the DSC confinement boundary?

Response and Discussion:  The UFSAR (Reference 6.10.1, Chapter 12) lists
the accidents that are considered for the system and are consistent with
those required by the NRC for certification of storage systems.  Under
conditions of loading, transfer, and storage in the HSM, there are no
creditable accidents that will cause a breach of the canister.  This is primarily
due to the fact that the canister is never handled on its own during
operational evolutions and is always protected by either the Transfer Cask
(TC) or HSM.  Accident configurations that are analyzed include drops, loss of
neutron shielding, environmental phenomena, fires, etc.

Also, the DSC was designed to withstand a drop of up to 65" on a side or
corner, the stresses from which bounded most other accident scenarios.
 Within the DSC, each fuel assembly typically was stored with a 1.5" gap at
the end versus a maximum gap of 3.5" assumed in the drop analysis and
allowed by the licensing basis documents.   If a fuel assembly with controls
rods were to be stored in the DSC, the DSC would be of a slightly longer
design but subject to the same limitations.

Conclusion:  The FFT concluded that this question was answered
satisfactorily.
 

2. Question:  Seismic loads in storage - how are they evaluated and compared
to the loads expected from the DCPP-specific Design Basis Earthquake?  What
does the analysis show about sliding of the canisters and forces on the faces
of the HSM during seismic events?

Response and Discussion:  Regarding sliding of DSCs within the HSM,



movement is minimized by using axial retainers.  This design was used for
the San Onofre HSMs as well and is shown below:
 

DSC Axial Retention Mechanisms Inside the HSM

Regarding integrity of the HSMs and sliding of the HSMs on the ISFSI pad, a
preliminary seismic response evaluation had been completed.  The structural
analysis methodology used was documented in UFSAR (Reference 6.10.1,
Chapter 3), and the DCPP site-specific analyses were performed using that
methodology but with response spectrum that bounded the DCPP site-specific
spectra for the ISFSI.  The FFT was presented with the results of the
preliminary analysis which showed that structural integrity of the HSM would
be maintained during a DCPP Design Basis Earthquake (DBE).  Additionally,
the preliminary analysis calculated the amount of movement (sliding) of a set
of three HSMs tied together could be as high as 11 inches front-to-back and
23 inches side-to-side.

Also, the DSC was designed to withstand up to 3gs of acceleration (from the
drop analysis discussed in Question 1 above), which was much higher than
the DCPP DBE (about 0.75g).  Additionally, a stand-alone HSM was designed
to withstand up to 0.45g without damage or tipping.  As this value was below
the DCPP DBE, the HSMs would be tied together in groups of at least three
HSMs and reanalyzed (as discussed above), which was a method described in
and approved by the licensing basis documents.  Preliminary results showed
that a group of three HSMs at DCPP would not tip and the maximum uplift on
any corner would be 0.6".

Conclusions:  The FFT concluded that the question regarding sliding of the
DSCs within the HSMs was answered satisfactorily.  The FFT concluded that
the questions regarding HSM integrity and sliding during a site-specific Design



Basis Earthquake warranted further review after final evaluations are
completed.
 

3. Question:  Seismic loads in transit - how are they evaluated and compared to
the loads expected from the DCPP-specific Design Basis Earthquake?

Response and Discussion:  DCPP-specific calculations were in progress and
the following configurations were being considered:  TC positioned just
outside the Fuel Handling Building, TC positioned along the haul path, TC
positioned on the ISFSI pad, and TC docked to the HSM.

Conclusion:  The FFT concluded that this question warranted further review
after final evaluations are completed.
 

4. Question:  How is long term integrity of the storage system assured?

Response and Discussion:  With some of the oldest DSCs in the industry,
there is significant operational data for the NUHOMS systems that confirms
long term integrity can be maintained.  Future aging management programs
and canister inspection data (also see Question 14, below) will provide
additional insight into long term performance.  Some of the basic design
considerations such as heat transfer, basket and DSC material integrity,
neutron poison effectiveness, concrete strength etc., are designed to be valid
for more than 100 years.

Also, the inspections to date included examinations of about 400 systems at
seven sites, including some DSCs that had already been inspected twice.

Conclusion:  The FFT concluded that this question was answered
satisfactorily.
 

5. Question:  What is the effect of vacuum drying on fuel integrity?

Response and Discussion:  The vacuum drying process is described in the
UFSAR (Reference 6.10.1, Chapter 4).  The vacuum drying operations
consider heat removal from the fuel by conduction and radiation only and do
not rely upon convective heat transfer through gas or water.  Due to the
design of the basket with aluminum and a favorable loading arrangement, the
fuel clad temperature remains well below the limits even when under a
vacuum.  Additionally, the vacuum drying operation does not result in thermal
cycling of the clad temperatures, and there are no time limits to complete
vacuum drying operations.

Conclusion:  The FFT concluded that this question was answered
satisfactorily.  However, the FFT believed that additional operational details



about the drying process should be reviewed in the future.
 

6. Question:  Regarding damaged fuel assemblies - how does the design assure
their safety?  How are failed fuel assemblies handled (loose pieces)?

Response and Discussion:  Damaged fuel assemblies are those with cladding
damage in excess of pin hole leaks or hairline cracks and that can be handled
by normal means.  These fuel assemblies can be inserted in certain
compartments and then confined axially by Top and Bottom End Caps which
basically isolate the fuel assembly geometrically.  Analyses for the damaged
assembly demonstrates the integrity of the fuel assembly is maintained under
normal conditions while it may not be maintained for accident conditions.
 However, there is no impact on the DSC design functions as the end caps
ensure that the damaged assembly and fuel contents remain within their
compartment.

Fuel assemblies with significant damage with broken rods and fuel debris are
considered failed if they cannot be handled by normal means.  As such, they
are placed inside a secondary container, the Failed Fuel Container (FFC) which
ensures the isolation of the contents before loading into the DSC.  Analyses
for the FFC demonstrate that fuel integrity is not maintained under normal or
accident conditions; however, there is no impact on the DSC design functions.

Conclusion:  The FFT concluded that this question was partially answered but
that additional site-specific questions about the handling of damaged fuel
assemblies should be reviewed in the future.
 

7. Question:  Explain the results of thermal evaluations and the difference
between theoretical analyses and actual measurements of peak temperature.
 Also, please explain the heat load design basis for early removal of hot spent
fuel.

Response and Discussion:  The thermal evaluation is documented in the
UFSAR (Reference 6.10.1, Chapter 4).  The mode of heat transfer from the
fuel to the canister surface is modeled using conduction and radiation only.
 Basket internal convection is not considered.  From the surface of the
canister, the heat transfer is by convection (airflow around the DSC) and
radiation (DSC surface to the heat shields of the HSM).

A Department of Energy demonstration project consisting of high burnup fuel
assemblies at another pressurized water reactor site, was initiated to obtain
high quality thermal performance data inside dry storage systems canister.
 Based on the results of the measurements, there is a conservatism of
approximately 50 °F to 100 °F in calculated versus measured temperatures.

For early removal of fuel assemblies, the primary consideration is the



maximum fuel assembly heat load.  At a cooling time of 18 months, the
maximum heat load of a fully burned, fuel assembly is close to 4.2 kW.  An
amendment to the license has been submitted to qualify the storage system
for a maximum decay heat per fuel assembly of 4.3 kW.  This is accomplished
by loading colder fuel assemblies adjacent to the hot assemblies.  Orano
provided a presentation slide showing the maximum heat load configuration
for the EOS-37PTH DCS and resulting temperatures as submitted in the
application to NRC.

Also, the sources of uncertainty in the analyses (the 50 °F to 100 °F
discussed above were thought to be:  1) no credit taken in calculations for
heat conducted by convection (helium gas), 2) variances between actual and
assumed gaps between aluminum plates and poison plates, 3) variances
between actual and assumed fuel to basket geometries, and 4) variations
between actual and assumed basket and shell gaps.  Additionally, it was
believed that the tables required be used for extrapolating decay heat load
from decay times contained an approximately 5% overstatement of heat load
(conservative).  Orano noted that the licensing basis was intended to be a
conservative, worst case basis and that designing for a "best estimate" was
not allowed for licensing.

Conclusion:  The FFT concluded that this question was partially answered but
that additional questions about the differences between measured and
analyzed data should be reviewed in the future.
 

8. Question:  Explain loading operations at the Spent Fuel Pool (SFP) and the
ISFSI with regards to conduct of operations, assurance against rare
accidents, failure modes of the canister system, and any operating issues in
past loading campaigns.

Response and Discussion:  The DSC is always enclosed by the TC or the HSM
which ensure adequate protection from environmental and postulated hazards
as described in the UFSAR (Reference 6.10.1, Chapter 12).  There are
Limiting Conditions for Operations during loading and transfer operations that
must be met to ensure fuel and canister integrity during storage.  The
sequence of operations for the systems has been designed to minimize risk
and optimize simplicity.   There have been several lessons learned from past
loading campaigns which are posted at the Orano Users' Group website and
subject to sharing at all loading campaigns.

Also, the typical collective dose for a crew performing a loading and transfer
operation would be approximately 200-300 person-mrem per canister with
possibly up to 500 person-mrem.  The highest individual dose would typically
be 50-60 mrem.  The FFT concluded that the biggest challenge in loading
would be to avoid scratches by assuring proper line up of the DSC prior to
insertion into the HSM.



Conclusion:  The FFT concluded that this question was answered
satisfactorily.
 

9. Question:  Explain loading operations at the ISFSI with regards to how is it
assured that the support rails do not damage the surface of the DSC forming
a place where stress corrosion cracking could occur?

Response and Discussion:  This is assured by proper alignment of the TC and
DSC with the HSM and the alignment of rails within the HSM.  Although there
is some metal-to-metal contact during loading, there has not been evidence
of significant damage to the canister in previous loading campaigns.
 Inspections conducted to date, including DSCs that had experienced
misalignment, showed that all damage to the DSC was negligible with regards
to overall thickness.  Orano TN Technical Bulletin 2019-02, a copy of which
was provided to the FFT (Reference 6.10.2), provided more detail on this
item.  The Technical Bulletin concluded that, "some scratches are expected on
NUHOMS DSCs during transfer operations. In all cases where the DSC was
properly aligned, DSC scratch depths evaluations have proven that the
system remains within acceptable design guidelines (American Society of
Mechanical Engineers codes).  DSC scratches have recently been addressed in
the Orano TN Certificate of Compliance 1004 renewal application and the
subsequent NRC approval, which included in-depth discussions on Operational
Experience and DSC scratches."

The inspection of the DSCs will be performed per the Aging Management
Program (AMP) requirements.  No evidence of corrosion was identified thus
far at other facilities.  The DSC around the rails is protected from the
environment.  There is no residual stress other than at the weld seams which
will be inspected as part of AMP and will provide the information regarding
extent of degradation, if any.

Also, the surface area where the DSC slides upon the rails does not contain
any welds, which are of most concern for possible stress corrosion cracking.

Conclusion:  The FFT concluded that this question was answered satisfactorily
but had additional questions about how proper line up of the DSC prior to
insertion into the HSM is assured during the loading process.
 

10. Question:  How is criticality control maintained?

Response and Discussion:  Criticality control is described in the UFSAR
(Reference 6.10.1, Chapter 7).  It is maintained by favorable geometry, credit
for soluble boron in the spent fuel pool water, and fixed neutron absorber
plates in the basket.



Conclusion:  The FFT concluded that this question was partially answered but
had additional questions about the fixed neutron absorber plates (material
used, operating experience, and inclusion in the AMP) that should be
reviewed in the future.
 

11. Question:  How is the DSC protected from the elements in extreme
environmental conditions?

Response and Discussion:  The TC provides the provides protection to DSC
during the transfer operations and the HSM provides the protection during
storage.  Each component has been designed and licensed for extreme
conditions as required by the NRC regulations and guidance.  The 10 CFR Part
72.212 process ensures that the designed and licensed conditions bound site-
specific conditions when a general license is used.

Also, the HSM geometry could not allow for any potential pooling of water
around the DSC.  Water intrusion was typically prevented by plates located on
the roof and sides of the HSM, and by the heat shield located over the DSC
inside the HSM.  Orano reported that some staining had been seen inside
HSMs during inspections at other facilities, indicating that small amounts of
water did get inside the HSM.

Conclusion:  The FFT concluded that this question was answered
satisfactorily.
 

12. Question:  Explain the design of the neutron shield tanks.

Response and Discussion:  The neutron shield is integral to the TC.  The
design is described in the UFSAR (Reference 6.10.1, Chapter 1, 2 and 3). The
neutron shield in the TC is formed by the cavity between the steel shell and
the outer skin.  In addition, there is a separate neutron shield tank which is
an overflow tank to hold water and is connected to the TC neutron shield by a
flexible hose. This tank acts as a reservoir and serves to replenish the water
in the neutron shielding section of the TC.

Conclusion:  The FFT concluded that this question was answered
satisfactorily.
 

13. Question:  Explain the consequences of helium leakage from the DSC.

Response and Discussion:  Helium is required to maintain thermal
performance for the initial storage duration and to present an inert
environment to the DSC and its contents.  The loss of Helium after the initial
storage duration does not result in overheating of the fuel because of the
reduction in the heat load.



Conclusion:  The FFT concluded that this question was partially answered but
had additional questions about the length of time helium is required to
maintain thermal performance and the long-term consequences of the loss of
inert environment that should be reviewed in the future.  The FFT also noted
and will follow up on the apparent inconsistency between this answer and the
answers to Questions 5 and 7 above, which appeared to imply that convective
heat transfer (through the helium gas) was not required for thermal
performance.
 

14. Question:  What areas of the DSC are available for inspection and how are
inspections performed?  What is the past experience with inspections?

Response and Discussion:  The DSC outer surface is available for inspection in
its entirety minus the areas under the rails.  Several canister inspections have
been performed at several sites and no issues have been identified thus far
that were entered into the licensee corrective action program or required
additional inspections or characterization.  In the future, should there be any
conditions/findings that require additional consideration, these would be
entered into the licensee corrective action program.  Further actions may
include monitoring for continued degradation, treatments for mitigation, or
repair.

Conclusion:  The FFT concluded that this question was answered
satisfactorily.

In summary, the FFT received much valuable information from the Orano team
and appreciate the work performed by PG&E and Orano in responding to its
questions.  The DCISC will continue to review the information provided in this
meeting as well as previously provided licensing and technical documents in order
to form conclusions about the safety and suitability of the Orano system for use in
storing spent nuclear fuel at DCPP.  The DCISC plans to provide its conclusions in
future Fact-Finding Reports and Public Meetings.

Conclusions:  Orano, DCPP's proposed vendor for future spent fuel storage
services, provided technical information in response to a list of detailed
questions from the DCISC.   Based on the information provided, a number
of the DCISC's questions were satisfactorily addressed, and the system
appeared to be adequately designed to assure safety in those areas.  The
DCISC had additional follow-up questions on other portions of the system
and will continue to review those issues with DCPP and Orano in future
Fact-Finding Meetings.

Recommendations:    None.

3.11   Tour of Orano TN Fabrication Facility in Kernersville, NC, on November 9



DCISC Consultant Wardell met in-person on November 9, 2022, with Trevor
Rebel, DCPP Decommissioning Environmental Supervisor; and three members of
the Diablo Canyon Decommissioning Engagement Panel (DCDEP): Chuck Anders,
DCDEP Facilitator; Tim Auran, DCDEP Member; and Scott Lathrop, DCDEP
Member, for a review and tour of the Orano manufacturing facility in Kernersville,
North Carolina.  This was the first DCISC review and visit of this facility.

DCPP, after a competitive bidding process, contracted with Orano for the purchase
of its NUOHMS (Nuclear Optimized Horizontal Matrix System) for the remainder of
its on-site nuclear spent fuel and Greater-Than-Class C (GTCC) waste dry storage
at its Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation (ISFSI).  Up to now, DCPP has
used the Holtec vertical spent fuel storage system.

The Orano NUHOMS system (see diagram below) consists of cylindrical Dry
Storage Canisters (DSCs) made of welded 0.5-inch-thick stainless steel containing
a metal basket structure that provides 37 square compartments to hold spent fuel
assemblies.  The canister has two stainless-steel circular end caps welded onto the
bottom end with a 7" thick metal shield plug between them. The canisters are
loaded with 37 spent fuel assemblies in the plant Spent Fuel Pool, followed by end-
cap installation, welding, vacuum drying, and helium infusion. The loaded, sealed
canisters are put into an Onsite Transfer Cask and transported to the Horizontal
Storage Module (HSM). There the canisters are slid into the HSM opening, which is
then sealed with a metal shield door. The HSM has built in air inlets and outlets
which permit cooling air flow to enter and exit via natural convection, thus cooling
the DSC and spent fuel passively without forced circulation.

Initial in-place inspections of the DSCs are to be performed 20 years following
insertion and at subsequent five-year intervals.  The cooling air ducts permit
remote inspections of the DSC to be made with robotic camera devices.  If more



extensive inspections are required based on results of the camera inspections,
Orano has an inspection ring device with radiation shielding for pulling the DSC out
of the HSM for 100% ultrasonic and eddy-current inspections.

When a federal facility becomes available either for long-term interim surface
storage or for final underground disposal, the DSCs can be withdrawn into
transport casks and shipped to the facility. The NUHOMS system is designed to be
safe from floods, tornados, earthquakes, fire, and other external hazards.

The Orano fabrication facility that was visited is located in Kernersville North
Carolina. In this facility Orano fabricates all parts of the DSCs, including the
cylinder, internal matrix basket, end plugs and plates, and canister nozzles.
 Materials come in as metal plates and other basic shapes. They are then cut,
rolled, formed and welded into the finished product. The plant completes about
one DSC per week and had on hand a half-dozen in various stages of fabrication.
 Most of the work is performed manually with a few computer controlled welding
devices and machine tools. The company has an NRC-approved Quality Assurance
(QA) Program similar to that of DCPP and other nuclear facilities.  The QA Program
includes extensive quality control.  The final DSC product includes the cylinder, its
two bottom welded end caps and shield, and internal fuel basket matrix; however,
the tops remain open to permit loading of spent fuel at the nuclear plant site. The
completed DSCs are wrapped and sealed with tough plastic coverings and shipped
to the customers' sites.

The facility was clean, orderly, and efficiently organized.  The organization
appeared well-trained and qualified for the various tasks used in fabricating the
DSCs.  The plant has a Corrective Action Program and Employee Concerns
Program, strong Personnel Safety Program as well as human error prevention tools
and required procedure use, much like DCPP.

Conclusions:  The Orano TN fabrication facility in Kernersville, NC,
appeared clean, orderly and efficiently organized. Orano personnel
appeared knowledgeable and professional.  Orono's processes and
programs matched those of nuclear power plants.

Recommendations:    None

3.12   Tour of Orano TN Training Facility in Aiken, SC, on November 10

The same group as reported in Section 3.11 above met in-person with the
Orano Team at its Maintenance and Inspection Facility in Aiken, South Carolina on
Thursday November 10, 2022.  This was the first DCISC review and visit of this
facility.

The Aiken Facility is primarily responsible for training Orano teams which are
dispatched to their customers' nuclear plants to carry out the wet-to-dry storage
campaigns of spent nuclear fuel. This work involves the following onsite tasks:



Unpacking and inspecting the DSCs at the site
Rigging and lifting the DSCs into the spent fuel pool
Moving spent fuel assemblies into the DSCs in the pool
Lifting the DSCs out of the spent fuel pool
Welding and inspecting the top end welds of the DSCs
Vacuum drying and helium filling of the DSCs
Transferring the DSCs to the HSMs at the ISFSI
Securing the HSMs

A typical Orano onsite team includes about 22 mostly contract personnel, trained
and certified in the following skills:

Rigging and handling
Fuel handling (optional, as some plants perform their own fuel handling)
Welding and weld inspections
DSC loading and transport to the ISFSI HSMs
Securing the HSMs
Supervision and administration for the above

The team typically works two 12-hour shifts for four days, supported by plant
Radiation Protection and Security personnel.

Orano trains these teams at their NUHOMS University at the Aiken Facility.
 Training runs from 160 to 180 hours of classroom and hands-on training.  There
was no training in progress during the visit; however, the group was able to see
the classroom and take an extensive tour of the hands-on training areas and
mock-ups.  Every aspect of training, except fuel handling, was included at the
University.  There were actual DSC components for trainees to practice welding,
rigging, handling and transport to and into the HSMs. Some site-specific training
was performed on site. The Orano training program conformed to the Institute of
Nuclear Power Operations (INPO) Systematic Approach to Training.

Conclusions:  The Orano TN training facility in Aiken SC appeared orderly
and efficiently organized. Orano personnel appeared knowledgeable and
professional.  Training for Orano personnel was well planned and
comprehensive. Orano's processes and programs matched those of
nuclear power plants.

Recommendations:    None

4.0 CONCLUSIONS

4.1   The Independent Peer Review Panel (IPRP) meeting was successful in
clarifying its future role in light of Senate Bill 846.  The DCISC should
continue to attend future IPRP meetings and follow the IPRP's



deliberations, findings, and recommendations.

4.2   The DCISC Fact-finding Team's visit with Scott Jalbert, the San Luis Obispo
County Emergency Services Director, was beneficial to meet and learn
about him and the status of the county's emergency preparedness
programs and to describe the role of the DCISC.  The DCISC should follow
up on the issue of adequate future funding for Mr. Jalbert's group.  The
DCISC should also follow up with Mr. Jalbert and invite him to speak at a
DCISC Public Meeting during 2023.

4.3   DCPP has applied to the NRC either 1) to restart the previous License
Renewal Application and supplement it as needed, or 2) to obtain an
exemption from the timely renewal requirement and submit a new, full
License Renewal Application by the end of 2023.  The DCISC Fact-Finding
Team concluded that both approaches were reasonable and would ensure
that an adequate and timely evaluation of safety can be performed.  The
DCISC should continue to closely follow DCPP's License Renewal activities.

4.4   Based on its review, the DCISC developed two broad conclusions:

First, when the DCISC reviewed the PG&E probabilistic seismic hazard
analysis (PSHA) in 2015 and the seismic probabilistic risk assessment
(SPRA) in 2018, the Committee was satisfied that the seismic safety
achieved by DCPP was acceptable at that time - indeed, the DCISC
believed that it represented industry-leading performance in the seismic
design of the facility.

Second, after reviewing the new and updated information presented by
PG&E in this Fact-Finding Meeting, supplemented by earlier DCISC Fact-
Finding Meetings and Public Meeting presentations as well other industry-
wide information and information arising from the October 2022 IPRP
meeting, the DCISC concludes that the seismic safety of the DCPP reactors
is fully adequate now, and requires no additional upgrades or other
changes to bring it up-to-date or to improve it.  The DCISC also concludes
that no upgrades or improvements to seismic safety would be necessary to
assure that the seismic safety of the DCPP reactors would be adequate for
extended operation beyond 2025, if so authorized.

However, based on its review, the DCISC had two recommendations:

First, the DCISC should monitor any further updates to the seismic-safety
analyses for DCPP.  Among the most important pieces of new information
that will be forthcoming in the near future is that PG&E will be submitting
a new (updated) License Renewal Application to the NRC at the end of
2023 (Reference 6.2.21).  Also, DCPP will be performing an updated
seismic assessment to comply with SB846 directives.  The DCISC should
undertake a thorough review of all submittals relevant to seismic safety,



as well as any underlying information that PG&E will rely on in those
submittals, so as to reach its own conclusion(s) on the safety importance
of the information therein.

Second, the DCISC should review important changes affecting seismic
safety that have been made to the plant configuration and its operating
procedures since the earlier 2015 PSHA and 2018 SPRA, including such
changes as the use of portable FLEX equipment to restore safety functions
after an earthquake, even if PG&E concludes that none of those changes
affect either the safety analyses or the safety insights relevant to seismic
safety.

Also, the DCISC should notify the governing authorities about its findings
and conclusions in accordance with the SB846 directives.

4.5   The health of DCPP's Emergency Diesel Generators (EDGs) was rated as
Green (Healthy) on Unit 1 and White (Needing Improvement) on Unit 2.
 The White (Needing Improvement) rating on Unit 2 was driven by
continuing actions being taken in response to a fuel oil leak that occurred
during maintenance testing in 2021.  EDG reliability and availability have
been good over the past two years.

4.6   The meeting with the NRC Senior Resident Inspector was beneficial, and
the DCISC should continue the meetings.

4.7   The DCISC Fact-Finding Team toured the Unit 2 Containment and Auxiliary
Buildings following Refueling Outage 2R23 maintenance activities and
found that the observed areas of the plant were clean, orderly, and well
lighted with equipment in excellent condition.

4.8   DCPP's Operations Department was performing well with no significant
issues or concerns.  DCPP is moving to restart training programs for new
operators and plans to begin several classes in 2023 for new Nuclear
Operators (non-licensed), Reactor Operators, and Senior Reactor
Operators.

4.9   The regular meetings between DCISC Members and DCPP Officers and
Directors continue to be beneficial for both organizations.

4.10  Orano, DCPP's proposed vendor for future spent fuel storage services,
provided technical information in response to a list of detailed questions
from the DCISC.   Based on the information provided, a number of the
DCISC's questions were satisfactorily addressed, and the system appeared
to be adequately designed to assure safety in those areas.  The DCISC had
additional follow-up questions on other portions of the system and will
continue to review those issues with DCPP and Orano in future Fact-
Finding Meetings.



4.11  The Orano TN fabrication facility in Kernersville NC appeared clean,
orderly and efficiently organized. Orano personnel appeared
knowledgeable and professional.  Orono's processes and programs
matched those of nuclear power plants.

4.12  The Orano TN training facility in Aiken SC appeared orderly and efficiently
organized. Orano personnel appeared knowledgeable and professional.
 Training for Orano personnel was well planned and comprehensive.
Orano's processes and programs matched those of nuclear power plants.

5.0 RECOMMENDATIONS

5.1 None
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1.0 SUMMARY

The results of the DCISC Fact-finding meeting held on December 6-7, 2022, at the
Diablo Canyon Power Plant (DCPP) in Avila Beach, CA are presented. The subjects
addressed and summarized in Section 3 are as follows:

1. Meet with NRC Resident Inspector and NRC Problem Identification and Resolution
Inspection Team

2. Outage 2R23 Results
3. Troubleshooting Program Update
4. Revised Capital Plan
5. Nuclear Fuel Performance and Plans
6. Plant Staffing Planning
7. Safety-Security Interface Update
8. License Extension Update
9. Observe Plant Health Committee

10. Meet with Site Vice-President, Adam Peck, and Industry Benchmark Results
11. Equipment Qualification Program Update
12. Transmission System Health Update
13. Sea Water Reverse Osmosis (Desalination) Plant Tour

 

2.0 INTRODUCTION

This Fact-Finding meeting with DCPP was made to evaluate specific safety matters
for the DCISC. The objective of the evaluation was to determine if Pacific Gas and
Electric's (PG&E's) performance is appropriate and whether any areas revealed
observations, which are important enough to warrant further review, follow-up, or
presentation at a public meeting. These safety matters include follow-up and/or
continuing review efforts by the Committee, as well as those identified as a result of
reviews of various safety-related documents.

Section 4-Conclusions highlights the conclusions of the Fact-Finding Team based on
items reported in Section 3-Discussion. These highlights also include the team's



suggested follow-up items for the DCISC, such as scheduling future Fact-Finding
Meetings on the topic, presentations at future public meetings, and requests for future
updates or information from DCPP on specific areas of interest, etc.

Section 5-Recommendations presents specific recommendations to PG&E proposed by
the Fact-Finding Team. These recommendations will be considered by the DCISC. After
review and approval by the DCISC, the Fact-Finding Report, including its
recommendations, will be provided to PG&E.  The Fact-Finding Report will also appear in
the DCISC Annual Report.

3.0 DISCUSSION

3.1   Meet with NRC Resident Inspector and NRC Problem Identification and
Resolution Inspection Team

The DCISC Fact-finding Team (FFT) met with the DCPP NRC Resident Inspector,
Ayesha Athar and the following Members of the NRC Inspection Team that was on site
reviewing the DCPP Problem Identification and Resolution (PI&R) process:

Curtis Wynor, Resident Inspector at River Bend Nuclear Generating Station
Alfred Slaughter, Senior Project Engineer NRC Region IV
Doug Dodson, Senior Inspector, NRC Region IV

The DCISC last met with the NRC in November 2022 (Reference 6.1) when it concluded
the following:

The meeting with the NRC Senior Resident Inspector was beneficial,
and the DCISC should continue the meetings.

DCPP's PI&R program is called the Corrective Action Program, which both the NRC and
DCISC have reviewed regularly and found satisfactory. NRC inspects nuclear plant PI&R
programs on a biennial basis. The group discussed the inspection process used by NRC,
but it was too early in the inspection for NRC to discuss its findings.

Conclusion:    The meeting with the NRC Senior Resident Inspector and NRC
Inspection Team was beneficial, and the DCISC should continue the meetings.

Recommendations:    None

3.2   Outage 2R23 Results

The DCISC FFT met with the following individuals to discuss the results of DCPP
Outage 2R23:

Mike Quitter, Outage Manager
Craig Sutton, Radiation Protection Manager
John Lovey, Radiation Protection Supervisor
Mike Phelan, Nuclear Maintenance Specialist - Foreign Materials Exclusion



The last DCISC review of DCPP outages was in September 2022 (Reference 6.2) when it
concluded the following:

The DCISC concluded that the Refueling Outage 2R23 Safety Plan
and Safety Schedule appeared comprehensive and effective in
maintaining an appropriate safety margin during upcoming planned
outage activities.

Regarding nuclear and personnel safety, the outage was a success with all safety goals
met or exceeded as shown in the table below. Outage length, however, exceeded its goal
by almost five days due to the need to repair a stem packing leak on a Residual Heat
Removal System isolation valve directly off the Reactor Coolant System within
Containment. This repair required a partial return to Mode 5 with a corresponding
pressure reduction. This repair was a prudent decision to assure safe, reliable operation
after reaching full power. Foreign Material Exclusion performance was good.

DCPP Outage 2R23 Results

Conclusion:  DCPP's Outage 2R23 was successful from a nuclear and
personnel safety standpoint, meeting or exceeding all safety goals. One goal,
outage length, was exceeded by almost five days due to repair of a Residual
Heat Removal System isolation valve stem packing leak, which was a prudent
decision to assure safe, reliable operation after reaching full power.

Recommendations:    None

3.3   Troubleshooting Program Update

The DCISC FFT met with Damon Cooper, General Foreman, Nuclear Maintenance,
and Mark Sciacca, Nuclear Construction Maintenance Manager, for an update on the
DCPP Troubleshooting Program. The DCISC last reviewed DCPP Troubleshooting in
January 2020 (Reference 6.3), when it concluded the following:



The DCISC Fact-finding Team concluded that the DCPP
Troubleshooting procedure was satisfactory and was implemented
properly based on the review of and discussion on three recent
troubleshooting evaluations.

The DCISC FFT received and reviewed DCPP Procedure MA1.ID26, "Troubleshooting,
Revision 5A, dated October 10, 2022. The procedure prescribes troubleshooting
definitions, process, responsibilities, controls, plans, and records. DCPP Troubleshooting
is defined as a "Formal process that establishes a systematic approach to data collection
and failure analysis to determine the immediate cause of a system failure." The
Maintenance Department is responsible overall for Troubleshooting with Engineering,
Operations, Planning, and Security serving in support roles. This procedure was revised
with minor revisions since the DCISC January 2020 review.

Troubleshooting is initiated "... if Engineering or Maintenance cannot provide issue
resolution within a time-frame commensurate with the operational significance of the
issue as determined by the Shift Manager, Watch Commander, Maintenance Manager, or
issue owner, or if issue complexity warrants a more methodical approach . . . per
specified procedure guidelines." There are two levels of troubleshooting: Level A includes
those plans which are more significant, affecting safety-related systems and/or plant
reliability, and Level B covers less significant ones.

The FFT requested copies of completed troubleshooting plans; however, there were no
recent ones available.

Conclusions:  The DCPP Troubleshooting Program appeared satisfactory based
on procedure review and discussions with involved personnel.

Recommendations:    None

3.4   Revised Capital Plan

The DCISC FFT met with Allen Wilson, Director, Projects, and Brian Ketelsen,
Manager, Decommissioning and License Extension Finances, for an update on DCPP's
review of capital projects for an extra five years of operation from 2025 through 2030.
The DCISC last reviewed DCPP capital plans in May 2022 (Reference 6.4), when it
concluded the following:

DCPP's process for authorizing or cancelling proposed capital projects
appeared effective.  Selections made to delete projects using this
process did not appear to compromise plant operational safety.

The earlier May 2022 DCISC review of the DCPP Capital Plan was focused on the
elimination or reduction in capital projects, based on the curtailment of power generation
in 2024 for Unit 1 and 2025 for Unit 2 in accordance with the Joint Proposal. Now that
California Legislature SB-846 has removed California's impediment to the continuation of
generation for five more years through 2030 and the need has therefore arisen to obtain
review and approval by NRC for license extension, DCPP had initiated a new review of its
capital projects to support safe and reliable extended operation. Because the review was
not yet complete, DCPP could not share the review results with DCISC FFT at this time;



however, they would be able to share it in a future DCISC fact-finding meeting.

In preparation for License Renewal and Extended Operations, we are
taking a holistic look at equipment/system's overall health to
determine and prioritize outstanding work scope based on
Maintenance Plans (MP) in grace or Preventive Maintenance Change
Requests (PMCR) that were approved with rationale stating end of
license is 2024/2025, Corrective Maintenance (CM) Orders that have
been pushed to beyond 2025, Open SAPNs (SAP Notification) /
cognitive trending done by plant personnel, License Renewal (LR)
activities, and any other inputs such as Life Cycle Maintenance (LCM)
studies, industry peers, Operating Experience (OE).

Also, the purpose is as follows:

1. To validate that the Maintenance being performed is effective and is maintaining or
improving safety, equipment reliability or efficiency and identify any gaps we may
have in our maintenance/surveillance strategies. 
 

2. To identify Maintenance gaps and/or Projects that should be evaluated to improve
safety, equipment reliability, efficiency, or support license requirements.

The project was to have begun on Monday December 12, 2022 with reviews completed
by the end of January 2023. A cross-functional team is to review a comprehensive list of
documents of the following:

Corrective Maintenance
Preventive Maintenance
Surveillances
License Renewal/Aging Management Programs
Repair Parts Equivalents
Modifications and Designs
Critical Spares
End of Life Grace (pre-determined, pre-approved schedule extension)
Cognitive Trending via SAPNs (Corrective Action Notifications) and Interviews

Examples of outcomes would include SAPNs for Preventive Maintenance changes,
identifying turnkey projects, or determining additional options needing investigating.

This intensive, comprehensive review will be an important input into the DCISC charge in
CA Senate Bill 846 to determine any "issues of deferred maintenance." The DCISC FFT
recommends this item be included in fact-finding meetings in early 2023 to support a
final proposed conclusion for the DCISC June 21-22, 2023 Public Meeting.

Conclusions:  It appears that DCPP is appropriately beginning initiatives to
review capital projects and review plant maintenance to support extended
operation through 2030.

Recommendations:    None



3.5   Nuclear Fuel Performance and Plans

The DCISC FFT met with Shannon Conner, DCPP Nuclear Fuel Manager, for an update
on DCPP fuel performance and plans for possible extended operations through 2030. The
DCISC last reviewed nuclear fuel performance in May 2022 (Reference. 6.5), when it
concluded the following:

The DCPP nuclear fuel has for many years performed flawlessly with
no defects or leakage. Unit 1 has performed without defects since
2011, and Unit 2 since 1991. This is excellent performance.

At the conclusions of Refueling Outages 1R23 and 2R23 DCPP performed its regular fuel
damage inspections of fuel assemblies taken from the core and placed in the Spent Fuel
Pool. All fuel assemblies were removed, even those which would be placed back into the
reactor for the next operating cycle. This standard practice is known as "Full Core
Offload." The inspections were performed by DCPP's Reactor Engineering Group with
Operations support. There was no fuel damage detected. Unit 1 has operated since 1991
with no damage, and Unit 2 has operated since 2012 without damage. This is excellent
performance.

Nuclear Fuel Management Engineering is responsible for new fuel procurement and spent
fuel storage. DCPP refers to it as its "Bundled Fuel Process," which means that they
perform the following:

Procure uranium ore
Have the ore processed into yellow cake
Have the yellow cake converted to uranium hexafluoride (UF6) gas

Have the UF6 enriched into a higher percentage of U-235
Have the enriched UF6 converted to uranium oxide (UO2)

Have the UO2 made into ceramic pellets and enclosed into Zircaloy tubes and
fabricated into fuel assemblies and shipped to the plant.

Westinghouse performs the reactor core analysis, resulting in the nuclear specifications
for the upcoming fuel core. This design is independently reviewed and optimized by DCPP
Reactor Engineering. Recent improvements in fuel assembly design by Westinghouse
include the following:

Improved assembly bottom nozzle debris resistant design 
Optimized design, which could be used for longer fuel cycles
Higher oxide coatings for additional accident tolerance

DCPP had previously optimized its nuclear fuel loading based upon planning for cessation
of operations for Unit 1 in 2024 and Unit 2 in 2025, but the new fuel loads are now being
designed to support operations through 2030. The new DCPP fuel loading design and
procurement can be adapted for either shutdown schedule.

Conclusions:  DCPP's nuclear fuel has performed without any failures or leakage
since 1991 for Unit 1 and 2012 for Unit 2. This is excellent performance. DCPP
is planning its fuel design procurement for operations through 2025 or for



2030, depending on the outcome of the California and NRC license extension
reviews and determinations.

Recommendations:    None

3.6    Plant Staffing Planning

The DCISC FFT met with Shane Guess, Manager of Workforce Strategy and
Assessment, for a review of DCPP's staffing plans for extension of operations for an
additional five years through 2030. The DCISC last reviewed plant staffing in December
2021 (Reference 6.6), when it concluded the following:

DCPP's Employee Retention Program continues to be well managed
and is generally proceeding as expected.  The station did not incur
any significant increase in staffing losses in conjunction with the
disbursement of the first Tier 2 incentive payment in November
2021.

Mr. Guess reported that current staffing was satisfactory; however, they would be
recruiting approximately 264 new personnel for the five-year operating extension. Mr.
Guess shared a draft list of personnel needed, which included new hires for every
group/function in the plant. This is a result of having previously reduced selected
personnel in anticipation of cessation of operations in 2025. Active recruitment and hiring
had just begun. When the personnel needs list is approved, DCPP will share it with the
DCISC. DCPP is considering a new retention plan.

Conclusions:   DCPP has appropriately initiated a strong recruitment plan for its
five-year operations extension through 2030. The plan and list of needed
personnel were draft at the time of this fact-finding meeting, and DCPP will
share it with the DCISC when approved.

Recommendations:   None.

3.7   Safety-Security Interface Update

The DCISC FFT met with Shawn Kirven, DCPP Director of Security and Emergency
Services, for an update on DCPP's Safety-Security Interface Program. The DCISC last
reviewed this subject in December 2020 (Reference 6.7), when it concluded the
following:

The basis for security devitalization of the Intake Structure and its
safety-related Auxiliary Saltwater System was found acceptable by
the DCISC Fact-finding Team.

The purpose of the Safety-Security Interface Process is to assess and manage changes to
safety and security activities to prevent or mitigate potential adverse effects that could
negatively impact either plant safety or security. The Fact-Finding Team received and
reviewed the DCPP Procedure OM11.ID7, "Safety/Security Interface Program," which
identified management controls and processes used to establish and maintain an
effective interface between nuclear safety and site security, addressing the following:



a. Plant Modifications
b. Procedure Changes and Emergency Plan Changes
c. Emergent Operational Conditions and Maintenance Activities
d. Changes to Security Plans
e. Safety/Security Programmatic Reviews

This procedure appeared satisfactory for its intended purpose. Mr. Kirven described
examples of actual safety/security interface activities, which resulted in no safety or
security problems.

Security staffing during normal operations, during Refueling Outages, and upon
implementation of the station Emergency Plan, was satisfactory, although additional
Security personnel would be needed for the five-year extension of operations through
2030. This staffing activity had begun, along with other plant personnel needs.

Mr. Kirven reported that there were no issues adversely affecting safety or security
regarding design or procedure changes or physical security barrier modifications. To keep
up to date on plant activities either the Security Manager or the Security Watch
Commander attends and is a participating member of both the daily morning and
afternoon status meetings.

Conclusions:   The DCPP Safety-Security Interface appeared healthy and has
been designed and implemented satisfactorily.

Recommendations:   None.

3.8   License Extension Update

The DCISC FFT met with Philippe Soenen, Decommissioning, Environmental, and
Licensing Manager, for an update on DCPP License Extension Status. The DCISC last
reviewed DCPP license extension in September 2022 (Reference 6.8), when it concluded
the following:

The DCISC has been reviewing DCPP decommissioning up to now but
will shift to also review life extension, if state policy changes to direct
PG&E to pursue extension.  Because extension involves significant
work and it will remain possible that DCPP may still decommission,
the DCISC should also continue to review decommissioning-related
topics.

During the summer of 2022, the California Governor announced the need to continue
DCPP's power operation to help avoid electricity shortages, to terminate the Joint
Proposal, which would have ended power operations in 2025, and to permit extension of
DCPP operations for five additional years beyond 2025. The following steps followed or
will follow soon:

Per direction from the Governor's Office, PG&E has been exploring actions needed to
preserve the option for continued operations 
State legislation (Senate Bill 846) was passed in August 2022 opening the door for



DCPP operations through 2030. 
PG&E was approved for the Department of Energy Civil Nuclear Credit program loan
of $1.4 billion. 
PG&E is initiating federal (NRC) regulatory approvals needed for license extension
and continued operations

This license extension would require reactivation of the prior NRC license extension
review, which normally adds 20 additional years to the plant operating license. The
NRC's previous review of DCPP's original license extension application in 2008 proceeded
to the point in 2016 of completing their technical assessment, and issuing the Safety
Evaluation Report, when PG&E requested its termination due to the Joint Proposal.

DCPP used the following graphic in September 2022 to show the history and current
status of its 2008 application to the NRC for a 20-year license extension.

This reactivation of the process would pick up at that point with consideration of any
new NRC requirements. PG&E recently met with the NRC on this matter and believes
timely NRC approval is realistic. DCPP has requested either resumption of its original NRC
license extension application or an exemption from NRC filing time requirements. DCPP
expects to submit its new/revised application to the NRC by end-of-year 2023.

The DCPP License Extension Organization was established in October, and at the time of
the FF meeting was already looking for additional personnel. The organization consists of
the following personnel:

Maureen Zawalick, Vice-President, License Extension and Decommissioning
Tom Jones, Senior Director, Strategic Initiatives
Phillipe Soenen, Decommissioning, Environmental, and Licensing Manager 
Brian Ketelsen, Decommissioning Director



Eric Brackeen, Decommissioning Projects Manager 
Mike Wright, Licensing Engineering Manager
Kristen Smith, Implementation Coordinator
Randy Lopez, License Renewal Primary
Trevor Rebel, License Extension Environmental Manager
License Extension Consultants

As part of license extension, DCPP plans to withdraw a Unit 1 reactor vessel material
specimen in Refueling Outage 1R24 for testing for fracture toughness. It is also
beginning its Life Cycle Management Plan for systems, structures, and components.

Conclusions:  DCPP's efforts in pursuing NRC license extension based on
California Senate Bill 846 appear appropriate.

Recommendations:    None

3.9  Observe Plant Health Committee Meeting

The DCISC FFT met with Hector Garcia, Chief Nuclear Officer Support Manager and
DCPP DCISC Liaison, to observe the December 7, 2022 meeting of the Plant Health
Committee (PHC). The DCISC last observed a PHC meeting in August 2022 (Reference
6.9), when it concluded the following:

DCPP's Plant Health Committee appears effective in bringing together
the correct people to solve plant system and component problems
and to help maintain systems and components in good health. The
System and Component (now Strategic and Tactical) Engineers are
responsible for gauging and maintaining system health, and they
report to the Plant Health Committee periodically on their
system/component health and for assistance in solving health
problems.

The PHC is governed by DCPP Procedure TS5.ID9, "Plant Health Committee," Revision 3,
a copy of which was provided to and reviewed by the FFT.  The PHC is a management
team responsible for:

Continual review of system and program health issues
Routinely monitoring the status of plant health issues on the plant health issues list
for action status and completion
Routinely monitoring the status of the Station Top Ten equipment issues list
Review and approval of action plans to address plant health issues that originated
from system and component health reports, maintenance rule, operator
workarounds, program health reports, and emergent issues
Reviewing and approving action plans to resolve degraded, unanalyzed and non-
conforming conditions
Review and monitoring of plant health issue plans that are presented to the PHC
Performing Preventive Maintenance Oversight Committee functions
Quarterly review and monitoring of the Top Margin Issues list



Approving and authorizing the PHC budget for solutions to plant health issues
Approving system, component, and program long range plans

The membership of the PHC Core Team, which is the Decision Making (i.e. voting) group
of the PHC, is as follows:  Station Director (Chair), Engineering Director, Operations
Manager, Maintenance Manager, and Nuclear Work Management Manager.  The PHC is
also supplemented by a group of Supporting (non-voting) Members from various other
station departments, including Operations.

The meeting was facilitated by Mark Baker, Manager, Design Engineering.  Mr. Baker
opened the meeting by reminding the attendees that the stated purpose of the meeting
was "Providing oversight and support of station reliability issues as described in System,
Component and Program Health Reports and other topical initiative presentations. PHC
reviews and approves critical Preventive Maintenance (PM) deferral requests."

The meeting was conducted efficiently, and the agenda was covered as scheduled. A
strong emphasis was placed on plant safety and reliability throughout the discussion.

The agenda for this meeting included the following:

Safety Review
Facilitative Leadership Minute
Verify Quorum
Introduce Visitors and Operations Personnel
Review Purpose and Desired Outcomes
Action Item Review
Review Pluses/Deltas, WELL (What Excellence Looks Like) Results and Approve
Minutes from Previous Meeting
Review WELL assignments
Emergency Diesel Generator (EDG) 2-3 Root Cause/ACE (Apparent Cause
Evaluation) Summary 
CVCS (Chemical and Volume Control System) RED Health Action Plan
PHC verbal requests
Meeting Evaluation
Future Agenda Requests

The two major presentation items reviewed were:

1. EDG 2-3 Root Cause/ACE Summary
Problem A:  Low as-found fuel header cap screw torque

Cause: inadequate installation instructions
Corrective actions: revise procedure and provide training

Problem B: adverse reliability trend due to governor challenges
Causes: Personnel proficiency and limited operational
experience (OE)
Corrective actions: proficiency model training and develop
non-nuclear ALCO (diesel manufacturer) OE database
 



2. Unit 2 CVCS in Red Health
Problem: Unit 2 CVCS entered Maintenance Rule (MR) a(1) status due to
loss of power to two CVCS valve hand controllers in the Hot Shutdown
Control Panel (Alternate Shutdown Panel).

Failure of hand controllers due to aging
Corrective actions: replace hand controllers and generate
time-based replacement program
Enter one-year MR monitoring period
Estimated return to Green health: December 7, 2022

Conclusion: The December 7, 2022 Plant Health Committee meeting was
performed efficiently and effectively. Presentations were clear and
comprehensive, effectively supporting good decision making. There were good
contributions from attendees.

Recommendations:    None

3.10   Meet with Site Vice-President, Adam Peck, and Industry Benchmark Results

(Because of its privacy agreement with DCPP, the DCISC cannot
share the details of the industry benchmark evaluation or subsequent
corrective actions.).

The DCISC FFT met with Adam Peck, DCPP Site Vice-President, for an update and to
discuss the recent industry benchmark evaluation results. The DCISC last reviewed DCPP
industry benchmark results in November 2022 (Reference 6.10), when it concluded the
following:

DCPP has taken a strong, proactive approach in addressing the
results of its June 2019 [industry benchmark] evaluation . . . The
next evaluation by [the industry benchmark] will be in mid-2022.

DCPP received high marks in its July 2022 industry benchmark evaluation.

Conclusion:  The regular meetings between DCISC and DCPP Officers and
Directors continue to be beneficial for both organizations.

Recommendations:    None

3.11    Equipment Qualification Program Update

The DCISC FFT met with Akbar Moarefy, Equipment Qualification (EQ) Program
Owner, and Alan Barta, Electrical Design Supervisor, for an update on the DCPP EQ
Program. The DCISC last reviewed the DCPP EQ Program in March 2020 (Reference
6.11), concluding the following:

The DCISC found that the DCPP Equipment Qualification (EQ)
Program appeared healthy with no major outstanding issues.

The EQ Program is an industry-wide program, and at DCPP it is controlled by Procedure



CF3.ID3, "Environmental Qualification (EQ) Program," Revision 10, a copy of which was
provided to and reviewed by the FFT.  The EQ Program implements the requirements of
NRC Regulation 10 CFR 50.49, "Environmental qualification of electric equipment
important to safety for nuclear power plants."

This procedure requires the generation and maintenance of evidence to ensure that
equipment important to safety will operate when required to meet system performance
requirements when subjected to abnormal environmental conditions.  This includes
mostly electrical equipment located where environmental conditions (such as high
temperature, high radiation, water spray, steam, etc.) could be harsh during normal
conditions or postulated accidents.  The procedure listed responsibilities for Engineering,
Operations, Maintenance, Procurement, Learning Services, Document Services, and
Quality Verification personnel for their parts of the program.

The EQ Program procedure included instructions for the following:

Personnel qualification
EQ Master List maintenance
EQ File preparation, revision and retention
Procurement and shelf-life requirements
EQ Equipment maintenance and surveillance 
Tracking EQ Program deficiencies and discrepancies
Condition monitoring and self-assessment
Assessment of industry operating experience

In general, the EQ Program identifies and tracks the qualification and maintenance of
components, designated as "EQ Equipment," that could be degraded by adverse
environmental conditions following a Design Basis Accident.  EQ Equipment is listed on
an EQ Master List and identified via an EQ Program designator contained in the plant
component database in PG&E's SAP data management system.  EQ Equipment not
having an equipment identifier in the component database (such as cables, connectors,
splices, lubricants, etc.) is identified and tracked via a controlled drawing.  Each piece of
EQ Equipment included in the program has an associated definition of the required
environmental conditions to be met along with a mission time, which defines the time
that the equipment must continue to satisfactorily operate under the specified
environmental conditions.

Records for procurement of EQ Equipment documenting its ability to meet the
requirements (through testing and analysis) are maintained in an EQ File for that piece
of EQ Equipment.  The EQ File also contains information defining any recurring
maintenance for installed equipment or equipment in storage which is required to
maintain the qualification of EQ Equipment, and those maintenance activities are entered
in the plant's work management system with a special designation as "EQ Maintenance"
and tracked in that system for planning and completion.

The EQ Program procedure requires the EQ Process Coordinator to prepare a self-
assessment report within twelve months of the end of each Unit 2 refueling outage. Mr.
Barta provided the FFT with a copy of the most recent DCPP EQ Program Quick Hit Self-
Assessment Report (QHSAR) dated May 9, 2022.  The objective of the QHSAR was as



follows:

The EQ quick-hit self-assessment (QHSA) reviews implementation of
Diablo Canyon's electrical equipment environmental qualification
program, to verify that it is maintaining the qualified status of the
equipment during the life of the plant in accordance with 10 CFR
50.49. Additionally, this QHSA will report the health of the EQ
program based on a snapshot of issues that remain open, newly
discovered issues and the nature of gaps that exist. The overarching
objective is to gain reasonable assurance that structures, systems,
and components (SSCs) can adequately perform their design basis
function. This includes reasonable assurance that equipment
important-to-safety can perform its safety function(s) without
experiencing common cause failures before, during and after
applicable design basis events.

The QHSAR concluded the following:

The EQ program is healthy with no major programmatic deficiencies.
There exists close collaboration between the EQ program owner,
procurement, maintenance planning, obsolescence group,
component, and system engineering.

There were no deficiencies identified; however, there were a few "gaps," which normally
are minor, except one, which needed correction. This was the fact that when components
were changed out, the change was not always communicated to the EQ Engineer for
updating of the EQ files. This was added to the Corrective Action Program and the
applicable procedure revised to keep the EQ Engineer in the loop for maintaining correct
equipment records.

In July 2022, the NRC completed its Design Basis Assurance Inspection (Reference 6.12),
which included DCPP's EQ Program.  The inspection included a detailed review of EQ
Program records. There was one minor, non-cited NRC inspection violation that was
resolved satisfactorily with DCPP's Corrective Action Program during the inspection
process. DCPP had not included the most severe time-dependent temperature for the
electric equipment in the 125 VDC battery charger/inverter and 480 VAC switchgear
rooms following a design basis tornado event in its electric equipment qualification
program. This violation was treated as a non-cited violation, consistent with NRC's
Enforcement Policy.

DCPP's corrective action was to review calculation M-912 and to remove several
conservatisms. Specifically, M-912 uses constant electric equipment (heat) loads
throughout the 72-hour period of evaluation, whereas Operations could transition the
plant to safe shutdown in less time and shed non-essential loads sooner thereby limiting
the maximum and long-term temperature rise in the affected rooms. Likewise, DCPP
could take the credited manual operator actions earlier in the event to also limit the
maximum and long-term temperature rise.

Conclusions:  The DCPP Equipment Qualification Program appeared to have
been implemented effectively. The one minor, non-cited NRC inspection
violation was resolved satisfactorily with DCPP's corrective action during the



inspection process.

Recommendations:    None

3.12    Transmission System Health Update

The DCISC FFT met with Vo Do, Transmission System System Engineer, and Joe
Goryance, Electrical Engineering Supervisor, for an update on the DCPP Transmission
Systems. The last DCISC review of the Transmission System was in December 2021
(Reference 6.13), concluding the following:

The health of transmission systems at DCPP was good with minor
problems being tracked for resolution.  Transmission systems
connected to DCPP recently experienced excessive voltage issues
caused by large amounts of renewable generation being added to the
system in the last few years.  It appeared that PG&E was
appropriately managing these issues, but the DCISC should review
PG&E's management of transmission system stability as it affects
DCPP again in about one year.

The 500kV System is a DCPP Tier 1 Level System, meaning it is of highest relative
significance and requires a periodic system health report, and the 230kV System is a Tier
2 Level System, for which no formal system health report is generated.  Three 500kV
and two 230kV transmission system connections form both a path for electricity
generated by DCPP to reach system loads and a path for electricity to be supplied to one
or both units when shut down. The 230kV system is DCPP's primary source of offsite
electrical power, in the event normal power is not available from one of the station's
main generators.  DCPP's 230kV system is served by PG&E's offsite 230kV system
through two incoming lines to the DCPP switchyard.  The 230kV system then connects to
DCPP's vital buses through the station's Startup Transformers.  Any of the station's three
500kV offsite power lines can also serve as a backup offsite power source if needed due
to a 230kV outage. The station's Emergency Diesel Generators (EDGs) serve as backup if
the 230kV and 500kV systems are both unable to perform their functions.

Unit 1 500kV System has a System Health Green color for the fourth quarter of 2022
with the following two minor problems:

1) High Ethane level
Ethane (C2H6) level in Unit 1 TGMC transformer insulating oil was recorded at 80.0 ppm
per oil sample dated 01/03/2022 and was above NEIL limit of 72 ppm. This was a
confirmatory sample result to the previously oil sample dated June 22, 2021 where
ethane level was found to be 73 ppm. This exceedance was not caused by a rapid
increase but rather a slow accumulation of ethane gas in the transformer insulating oil
since October 2015 when the transformer oil was last drained and de-gassed. The
gassing rate over the past two years was determined to be approximately 0.032
ppm/day and was stable. Other combustible gases (methane, ethylene, acetylene,
hydrogen, etc.) were showing stable trends and no rapid rate of change which would
indicate high temperatures and insulation degradation internal to the transformer tank.
The most recentl oil sample dated June 8, 2022 showed ethane level at 76 ppm. There
was no increase since the previous oil sample. The next oil sample is scheduled later in



December 2022.

2) Corrosion on Main Transformers
Corrosion continues to develop on various parts of main transformers due to corrosive
coastal environment. General coating repairs during refueling outage have mitigated but
could not eliminate all corrosion due to limited main bank maintenance window.
Considering extended operation beyond 2025, Engineering is advocating for rigorous
coating repairs to prevent future degradation that includes inspection before and after
coatings to ensure all corrosion areas that have the potential to impact operation of the
transformer are adequately addressed. This issue will be discussed during the upcoming
PMO++ evaluation (see Section 3.4 above). DCPP plans to move its spare transformers
up the hill near the Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation to get them out of the
salt spray environment.

Unit 2 500 kV System has a System Health Green color for the fourth quarter of 2022
with the following minor problems:

1) 587L-2B Relay Operating Time
Routine relay testing found slow operating time of the Unit 2 500kV tie line differential
relay (device 587L-2B located in the 500kV switchyard). The substation test report
shows the average operating time at 27.7ms (milliseconds) for Phase A, 25.5ms for
Phase B, and 27.2ms for phase C. The expected average operating time for this relay
was less than 25ms. Each DCPP unit's tie line differential protection had two independent
trains (A & B) for redundancy purposes with each train set to protect the same zone.
Discussion with System Protection aligned that the slow operating time of the 587L-2B
relay would result in Train B to operate slightly slower than expected to isolate a fault.
Train A's operating time was within expected results such that the overall protective
function of the Unit 2 tie line differential protection scheme was maintained. These digital
587 relays, GEC-Alsthom LFCB 102, have been in service for more than 25 years and
were near end of life. PG&E has phased these relays out, and DCPP's relays are the last
remaining in service. Engineering is advocating for an upgrade to modern microprocessor
relay that meets PG&E standards, such as GE L90 and SEL-411L relays during PMO++.

2) Low Breakdown Voltage on U2 TGMA
The latest oil analysis result showed dielectric breakdown voltage (BDV) at 26.3kV and
was below NEIL (Nuclear Electric Insurance Limited) limit of 27kV. This was the second
result requested that shows low BDV. Review of dissolved gas analysis result did not
show any elevated gas in U2 TGMA's insulating oil. All gases were within NEIL/IEEE
(Institute of Electrical and Electronic Engineers) limit. Gassing rate remained stable.
Walkdown of the Serveron dissolved gas analyzer also confirmed all monitored gases
were within limits. Moisture level, a leading cause of low BDV, was found at normal level.
Other fluid quality data (acid number & interfacial tension) were within limit. There was
no indication of incipient faults within the transformer. The issue with low BDV as
documented by this SAPN was a long-term degradation issue that was likely contributed
by sampling error, sampling port contamination, and long-term aging of the transformer.
There was no imminent impact to the transformer based on the latest oil results.
Engineering was requesting additional oil test package and continuing to monitor BDV
level of U2 TGMA.

3) Corrosion on Main Transformers



Corrosion continued to develop on various parts of main transformers due to corrosive
coastal environment. U2 TGMA being located right at the wind tunnel between admin
building and turbine building saw the most corrosion out of three main transformers.
General coating repairs during refueling outage have mitigated but could not eliminate all
corrosion due to limited main bank maintenance window. Considering extended operation
beyond 2025, engineering was advocating for rigorous coating repairs to prevent future
degradation that includes inspection before and after coatings to ensure all corrosion
areas that have the potential to impact operation of the transformer are adequately
addressed. This issue will be discussed during the upcoming PMO++ evaluation.

Units 1 & 2 230kV Transmission systems are both in Green health; however, there is no
formal system health report as explained above.

Regarding license extension, staffing shortages were being addressed as were
maintenance changes and equipment upgrades. The DCISC should review these items in
future fact-finding meetings.

The 230kV and 500kV Transmission Systems are both rated in Green health,
which is good. Minor on-going problems are being addressed using the
Corrective Action Program. DCPP plans to move its spare transformers up the
hill near the Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation to get them out of the
salt spray environment. Reviews of maintenance and equipment upgrades are
under way for license extension.

Salt Water Reverse Osmosis (Desalination) Plant Tour (Volume II, Exhibit D.6, Section
3.13) The DCISC FFT took a tour of the DCPP Salt Water Reverse Osmosis (SWRO)
Desalination (Desal) Plant. This is the first DCISC tour of the desalination plant. The FFT
decided to review the SWRO Plant because it supplies water to all plant systems,
including those safety-related ones.

In the RO process, water from a pressurized saline solution is separated from the
dissolved salts by flowing through a water-permeable membrane. The permeate (the
liquid flowing through the membrane) is forced to flow through the membrane by the
pressure differential created between the pressurized feedwater and the product water,
which is at near-atmospheric pressure. The remaining feedwater continues through the
pressurized side of the reactor as brine. No heating or phase change takes place. The
major energy requirement is for the initial pressurization of the feedwater. For brackish
water desalination the operating pressures range from 250 to 400 psi, and for seawater
desalination the operating pressures range from 800 to 1 000 psi.

In practice, the feedwater is pumped into a closed container, against the membrane, to
pressurize it. As the product water passes through the membrane, the remaining
feedwater and brine solution becomes more and more concentrated. To reduce the
concentration of dissolved salts remaining, a portion of this concentrated feedwater-brine
solution is withdrawn from the container. Without this discharge, the concentration of
dissolved salts in the feedwater would continue to increase, requiring ever-increasing
energy inputs to overcome the naturally increased osmotic pressure.

A reverse osmosis system consists of four major components/processes: (1)
pretreatment, (2) pressurization, (3) membrane separation, and (4) post-treatment
stabilization. The figure below illustrates the basic components of a reverse osmosis



system.

Pretreatment: The incoming feedwater is pretreated to be compatible with the
membranes by removing suspended solids, adjusting the pH, and adding a
threshold inhibitor to control scaling caused by constituents such as calcium
sulphate.
 
Pressurization: The pump raises the pressure of the pretreated feedwater to an
operating pressure appropriate for the membrane and the salinity of the feedwater.
 
Separation: The permeable membranes inhibit the passage of dissolved salts while
permitting the desalinated product water to pass through. Applying feedwater to the
membrane assembly results in a freshwater product stream and a concentrated
brine reject stream. Because no membrane is perfect in its rejection of dissolved
salts, a small percentage of salt passes through the membrane and remains in the
product water. Reverse osmosis membranes come in a variety of configurations.
Two of the most popular are spiral wound and hollow fine fiber membranes. They
are generally made of cellulose acetate, aromatic polyamides, or, nowadays, thin
film polymer composites. Both types are used for brackish water and seawater
desalination, although the specific membrane and the construction of the pressure
vessel vary according to the different operating pressures used for the two types of
feedwater.
 
Stabilization: The product water from the membrane assembly usually requires pH
adjustment and degasification before being transferred to the distribution system
for use as drinking water. The product passes through an aeration column in which
the pH is elevated from a value of approximately 5 to a value close to 7. In many
cases, this water is discharged to a storage cistern for later use.

Elements of the Reverse Osmosis Desalination Process

The SWRO Plant is located onsite between the Firewater Storage Tank and Intake Cove
overlooking the Pacific Ocean and provides most of the water needs of the power plant.
The SWRO Plant was in full operation during the visit, being operated and maintained by



a full-time contractor. Mr. Trevor and the plant operator showed the FFT around the
plant, describing and explaining the various systems and components.

The SWRO product is pumped up to the DCPP Holding Ponds near the Independent Spent
Fuel Storage Installation where it is stored and then filtered and demineralized when
used in plant systems and to supply potable water for drinking and other purposes. In
most cases the water is remineralized to reduce its purity to make it less corrosive in
metal plant water systems, and to improve the flavor of the potable water used for
drinking.

Membrane
module

The DCISC FFT and Mr. Rebel at the DCPP SWRO Plan

The SWRO Plant provides the following monthly average amounts of desalinated water to
the power plant:

SWRO Average
Monthly Production

(Gallons)
13,503,350

Power Production
Supply

(Gallons)
9,217,867

Other*
Uses

(Gallons)
4,285,483

Brine Returned
To Pacific Ocean

(Gallons)
23,637,954

*Domestic, fire protection, and miscellaneous needs.

Additionally, a relatively small amount of water (681,358 gallons per month average) is
provided from onsite wells.

The DCPP Sea Water Reverse Osmosis (Desalinization) Plant effectively
provides clean water from the Pacific Ocean for use in plant power production
systems as well as for providing plant potable water.

Auxiliary Saltwater  (ASW) System (Volume II, Exhibit D.7, Section 3.6)

The DCISC last reviewed the health of the ASW System in March 2020 , when it
concluded the following:

The DCISC found that Auxiliary Saltwater Systems continue to be
given close attention by the DCPP staff, and the systems in both
Units continue to be rated as "Healthy" with no major issues.

The ASW System is a safety-related, Design Class 1 System.  It provides the heat sink
required for the safe shutdown of the plant.  The system in each unit provides cooling



water from the Pacific Ocean (the Ultimate Heat Sink) to the Component Cooling Water
(CCW) heat exchangers, through which CCW is pumped and, in turn, serves to remove
heat from various plant systems.  In the event of an accident involving a significant loss
of reactor coolant, the ASW System is relied upon to function so that the CCW System
can cool the Residual Heat Removal and Containment Ventilation systems, which, in turn,
cool the nuclear fuel in the reactor and the Containment, respectively.  ASW and CCW
are also used to cool the Spent Fuel Pool (SFP) Cooling Systems.  There are two ASW
Pumps for each unit, and each pump can supply sufficient cooling water through both of
two redundant trains to either of the two CCW heat exchangers for each unit.  In
addition, an ASW crosstie exists between Units 1 and 2 so that the standby ASW Pump
from one unit can supply ocean water to either CCW heat exchanger of the other unit.
 This crosstie is modeled in the Probabilistic Risk Assessment evaluation for DCPP.

The ASW Pumps in each unit are electric motor driven 100 percent capacity pumps and
are powered from separate vital power 4kV electrical buses.  In the case of a loss of
offsite power, the pump motors are powered by electricity supplied by DCPP's Emergency
Diesel Generators. The pumps are physically located in the Intake Structure.  Each pump
is located in a separate watertight compartment with drainage to prevent motor damage
as a result of flooding. Backflow check valves are located in each compartment drain to
prevent flooding in the compartment from external sources. Additionally, snorkels with
intakes located at the 45-foot level are installed to maintain compartment ventilation
should the intake structure be flooded.  One traveling screen filters the seawater for two
ASW Pump suction bays.  The portable Emergency ASW (EASW) System serves as a
major element of the post-Fukushima FLEX strategy.  DCPP has four trailer-mounted
diesel-driven EASW Pumps, two per unit, which are designed to take suction from the
ocean and be tied into the ASW discharge to the plant with portable piping.  The
portable, built on-site EASW System has been procured and tested satisfactorily.

The System Engineer reviewed the status of the systems with the FFT and provided
copies of the System Health Reports for both units.  ASW System Health was rated
overall as Green (Healthy) for both Units 1 and 2.  Each unit was also rated on the
following additional individual performance sub-categories: Reliability, Maintenance Rule
Compliance, Material/Equipment Condition, Operations Concerns, Performance
Monitoring, and Design.  All of those performance sub-categories were rated as Green
(Healthy) for Unit 1 except for a rating of Red (Unsatisfactory) in the performance sub-
category of Reliability.  This rating was due to a motor ground that occurred during a
pump start in July 2021.  All of the initial corrective actions for the event were complete,
but the rating would remain Red until all of the follow-up actions for the Root Cause
Evaluation (RCE) were fully closed and reviewed by the Corrective Action Review Board.
 (This event and the RCE were previously reviewed by the DCISC in September 2021,
Reference 6.6.2.)  Unit 2 was rated as Yellow (Deficient) in the performance sub-
category of "Material/Equipment Condition."  This Yellow rating was driven by a problem
with age-related degradation of the gate covers at the Intake Structure.  That
degradation did not immediately affect system operation and had been temporarily
addressed by the use of epoxy sealants.  Mr. Pratt reported that the issue was also
present on Unit 1 to a lesser extent.  Performing more permanent repairs would be
complex due to the need for cofferdams or other equipment to isolate seawater from the
area and allow the replacement of the steel embedments and the surrounding concrete.
 He noted that this work would be a candidate for project funds available to support



extended operations.

The FFT noted that missing from the health report was a long-standing issue regarding
the impact of high ocean (i.e., Ultimate Heat Sink) temperatures greater than 64°F that
were experienced during the summer and fall of 2014 (with a peak temperature of
68.2°F being reached on October 15, 2014).  Although those high temperatures had not
been reached again since 2014, the Technical Specification Basis Limiting Condition for
Operations is 70°F, above which the system design has not been validated and
operations would be outside the current licensing basis.  Mr. Pratt reported that there
had been no change in the status of the issue since the DCISC's last review (Reference
6.6.1).  DCPP engineers had developed a Prompt Operability Assessment (POA) covering
higher temperatures that could be used if needed during a short-term period of
operations with high ocean inlet temperatures.  It was anticipated that the POA would be
completed if and when it was actually needed to support continued operations.  Mr. Pratt
reported that previous efforts to engage a vendor to perform a detailed calculation to
demonstrate that plant limits could be adjusted to use a higher ocean inlet temperature
would be reconsidered for action as a part of reviews on the use of funds available to
support extended operations.  The DCISC believed that using the available funds to have
a vendor update calculations on allowable ocean inlet temperatures would be appropriate
given the possibility of extended operations and the challenge of rising ocean water
temperatures.

The DCISC found that the Auxiliary Saltwater Systems continue to be given
close attention by the DCPP staff, and the systems in both Units continue to be
rated as "Healthy" with no major issues.  The DCISC believed that using
available funds to have a vendor update calculations on allowable ocean inlet
temperatures would be appropriate given the possibility of extended operations
and the challenge of rising ocean water temperatures.

Recommendation:    DCPP should have updated calculations on allowable ocean
inlet Auxiliary Saltwater System temperatures preformed given the possibility
of extended operations and the challenge of rising ocean water temperatures.

4.0 CONCLUSIONS

4.1    The meeting with the NRC Senior Resident Inspector and NRC Inspection Team
was beneficial, and the DCISC should continue the meetings.

4.2    DCPP's Outage 2R23 was successful from a nuclear and personnel safety
standpoint, meeting or exceeding all safety goals. One goal, outage length, was
exceeded by almost five days due to repair a Residual Heat Removal System
isolation valve stem packing leak, which was a prudent decision to assure safe,
reliable operation after reaching full power.

4.3    The DCPP Troubleshooting Program appeared satisfactory based on procedure
review and discussions with involved personnel.

4.4    It appears that DCPP is appropriately beginning initiatives to review capital
projects and review plant maintenance to support extended operation through
2030.



4.5   DCPP's nuclear fuel has performed without any failures or leakage since 1991
for Unit 1 and 2012 for Unit 2. This is excellent performance. DCPP is planning
its fuel design procurement for operations through 2025 or for 2030, depending
on the outcome of the California and NRC license extension reviews and
determinations.

4.6   DCPP has appropriately initiated a strong recruitment plan for its five-year
operations extension through 2030. The plan and list of needed personnel were
draft at the time of this fact-finding meeting, and DCPP will share it with the
DCISC when approved.

4.7    The DCPP Safety-Security Interface appeared healthy and has been designed
and implemented satisfactorily.

4.8    DCPP's efforts in pursuing NRC license extension based on California Senate Bill
846 appear appropriate.

4.9   The December 7, 2022 Plant Health Committee meeting was performed
efficiently and effectively. Presentations were clear and comprehensive,
effectively supporting good decision making. There were good contributions
from attendees.

4.10   DCPP received high marks in the July 2022 Institute of Nuclear Power
Operations (INPO) evaluation, along with two Exemplary Ratings in Operations
and Maintenance and two Areas of Concern in Personnel Safety and Equipment
Reliability, which it was addressing with action plans. This is good performance.

4.11   The DCPP Equipment Qualification Program appeared to have been
implemented effectively. The one minor, non-cited NRC inspection violation was
resolved satisfactorily with DCPP's corrective action during the inspection
process.

4.12   The 230kV and 500kV Transmission Systems are both rated in Green health,
which is notable. Minor on-going problems are being addressed using the
Corrective Action Program. Reviews of maintenance and equipment upgrades
are under way for license extension.

4.13   The DCPP Sea Water Reverse Osmosis (Desalinization) Plant effectively
provides clean water from the Pacific Ocean for use in plant power production
systems as well as for providing plant potable water needs.

5.0 RECOMMENDATIONS

None
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1.0 SUMMARY

The results of the DCISC January 31 and February 1, 2023, Fact-Finding
Meeting for the Diablo Canyon Power Plant (DCPP) in Avila Beach, CA are
presented.  Although the Fact-Finding Team (FFT) was on-site at DCPP, portions of
the meeting were held remotely to accommodate Pacific Gas and Electric's
(PG&E's) employees working from offsite locations.  The subjects addressed and
summarized in Section 3 are as follows:

1. California Senate Bill 846 Requirements Regarding Deferred Maintenance
2. Plans for Reviewing and Restarting Capital Projects 
3. Meet with Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) Senior Resident Inspector
4. Engineering Department Update 
5. Technical Review of New Spent Fuel Storage System 
6. Auxiliary Saltwater System
7. Turbine and Generator Systems 
8. Cyber Security Update
9. FLEX Program Capabilities During a Seismic Event 

10. Plant Tour
11. Plant Health Committee Meeting (Cancelled)
12. Meetings with DCPP Officers 
13. Licensee Event Report Review
14. California Senate Bill 846 Requirements Regarding an Updated Seismic

Assessment
15. Self-Assessment Program
16. Motor-Operated Valve Program

 



2.0 INTRODUCTION

This Fact-Finding Meeting for the DCPP was held to evaluate specific safety
matters for the DCISC. The objective of the evaluation was to determine if PG&E's
performance is appropriate and whether any areas revealed observations, which
are important enough to warrant further review, follow-up, or presentation at a
public meeting. These safety matters include follow-up and/or continuing review
efforts by the Committee, as well as those identified as a result of reviews of
various safety-related documents.

Section 4 - Conclusions, highlights the conclusions of the FFT based on items
reported in Section 3 - Discussion. These highlights also include the team's
suggested follow-up items for the DCISC, such as scheduling future Fact-Finding
Meetings on the topic, presentations at future public meetings, and requests for
future updates or information from DCPP on specific areas of interest, etc.

Section 5 - Recommendations, presents specific recommendations to PG&E
proposed by the FFT. These recommendations will be considered by the DCISC.
After review and approval by the DCISC, this Fact-Finding Report, including its
recommendations, will be provided to PG&E.  The Fact-Finding Report will also
appear in the DCISC Annual Report.

3.0 DISCUSSION

3.1  California Senate Bill 846 Requirements Regarding Deferred Maintenance

The DCISC FFT met in-person with Allen Wilson, Director, Projects, for a
briefing on PG&E's plans to meet a specific requirement of California Senate Bill
846 (SB846) regarding the requirement for DCPP to "...commission a study by
independent consultants to catalog and evaluate any deferred maintenance at
[DCPP...]."  This was the DCISC's first review of this topic.

Mr. Wilson began by reviewing with the FFT the fact that DCPP uses a formal,
procedurally controlled process called the Preventative Maintenance Change
Request (PMCR) Program to review any changes to Preventative Maintenance (PM)
activities.  The PMCR process was used to review, approve, and document any
changes made to PM activities given the pending cessation of power operations in
2025.  Since 2018, changes were made to PM schedules via the PMCR process
based on the reduced need to ensure equipment would operate reliably through
2025.  An example of PMs that may not have been needed given the 2025
timeframe was motor cleanings and rewindings.  Additionally, Corrective
Maintenance (CM) activities were routinely reviewed and scheduled for
performance with consideration of whether they were needed to ensure reliability
through the 2025 timeframe.  An example of corrective maintenance that may not
have been needed given the 2025 timeframe was painting of corroded structures.
 PM and CM activities for safety-related equipment or equipment important to



safety were never affected by these reviews and continued to be performed.

The purpose and scope of the current Preventative Maintenance Optimization
initiative designated as "PMO++," also referred to as "Equipment Long Range Plan
Reviews," by DCPP was then discussed.  The PMO++ initiative was previously
reviewed by the DCISC in December 2022 (Reference 6.1).  The PMO++ initiative
uses a large group of individuals (about 30) from various departments
(Engineering, Maintenance, Operations, Outage and Planning, Risk Management,
etc.) to review all of the PMCRs processed since 2018 to determine what changes
to PM activities were now needed to optimize equipment performance and
reliability beyond 2025.  Additionally, the team was reviewing all uncompleted CM
activities from the same timeframe to determine if additional CM activities needed
to be performed in light of extending operations through 2030.  Together, the
updated PM and CM activities would form an updated long-range maintenance plan
for DCPP.  The PMO++ initiative was planned to be completed by the end of the
first quarter of 2023.

Mr. Wilson informed the FFT that after the PMO++ initiative is completed, DCPP
plans to obtain the services of an independent entity to review the results of the
process.   DCPP has begun to search for an appropriate company or university that
is both independent of PG&E and has trusted and credible expertise in the area of
maintenance planning and risk management.  The independent reviewer would be
provided with both PM and CM information from before and after the PMO++
initiative along with the methodology used for the PMO++ review process.  DCPP
desires for the independent review to begin sometime in the second quarter of
2023.  The FFT concluded that this approach appeared appropriate to meet the
SB846 requirement and would aid in ensuring that maintenance activities
continued to be effective in achieving the required equipment reliability through a
period of extended operations.  The DCISC should review the results of the
independent review following its completion.

Conclusions:  DCPP plans to meet the SB846 requirement for a study by
independent consultants to catalog and evaluate any deferred
maintenance at DCPP through obtaining the services of an independent
entity to review the results of its PMO++ initiative.  The DCISC concluded
that this approach appeared appropriate, and the DCISC should review the
results of the study following its completion.

Recommendations:    None.

3.2  Plans for Reviewing and Restarting Capital Projects

The DCISC Fact-Finding Team met in-person with Allen Wilson, Director,
Projects, for an update on DCPP's plans for reviewing and restarting capital
projects in light of the possibility of extended operations as directed by SB846.
 The DCISC last reviewed this topic in December 2022 (Reference 6.1), when it
concluded the following:



It appears that DCPP is appropriately beginning initiatives to
review capital projects and review plant maintenance to
support extended operation through 2030.

Mr. Wilson provided the FFT with an update on plans for reviewing capital projects
that would be performed in addition to the PMO++ initiative discussed in Section
3.1.  He noted that prior to the consideration of extended operations under SB846,
there were only five capital projects approved for 2023 and the process for
reviewing and approving those projects was discussed with the DCISC in May 2022
(Reference 6.2).  Following the decision to extend operations under SB846, DCPP
was now beginning a review of former and possibly new capital projects that would
need to be implemented.  He noted that there was currently no traditional
authorization per se for additional capital expenditures as DCPP did not have any
authority for capital projects to support operations beyond 2025 under its current
general rate case authorized by the California Public Utilities Commission.  Instead,
DCPP was focused on applying for and receiving funds allocated by SB846 to the
Department of Water Resources which could be used for plant improvements
needed to maintain high plant reliability and nuclear safety through 2030.

As DCPP neared the conclusion of its PMO++ initiative in a few months, Mr. Wilson
stated that DCPP would begin a review of the PMO++ results along with lists of
previously cancelled capital projects and supply chain issues for repair parts.  The
focus of those reviews would be to identify improvements that would result in
immediate or short-term improvements in reliability.  Historically most major
capital projects took 18-24 months to design and one or two refueling cycles (18-
36 months) to implement.  Most such large projects would not be feasible or
sufficiently beneficial for completion during the timeframe of a five-year extension
of operations.  Therefore, it was expected that DCPP would be generating a list of
projects that would address spare parts availability or would improve reliability
with a short implementation schedule.  Examples included possible plans to
purchase spare or refurbished large motors and/or improvements that could be
implemented no later than refueling outages in the 2026-2027 timeframe.  Lastly,
he noted that any possible extension of operations beyond five years would
appreciably change the number of capital projects that would be worthy of
consideration.

The FFT inquired about what would happen to the previously proposed and
cancelled project to replace all of the plant's Feedwater Heaters.  Mr. Wilson
reported that although replacement of all Feedwater Heaters was not feasible
within the timeframes discussed above, he believed that some of the feedwater
heaters could and would be replaced within those timeframes.  Specifically, he
believed that two to possibly four trains of the Feedwater Heaters which were the
biggest threat to reliability could be replaced within the targeted 2026-2027
timeframe.  This would be possible because of the extensive and recent industry
experience with manufacturing and replacing similar equipment at other nuclear
power plants.  The FFT also inquired about the timeframe for completing the



reviews of possible capital projects, and Mr. Wilson reported that DCPP desired to
complete its list of desired projects with a risk ranking by the end of the first
quarter of 2023.

Conclusions:  DCPP continues to review capital projects that will be
needed to support extended operations through 2030.  The DCISC should
review the results of this review following its completion.

Recommendations:    None.

3.3  Meet with NRC Senior Resident Inspector

The DCISC FFT met in-person with Mahdi Hayes, NRC Senior Resident
Inspector, and Joe Mancuso, Acting Resident Inspector, for an update.  The DCISC
meets regularly with the NRC Resident Inspectors and last met with the Senior
Resident Inspector during its December 2022 Fact-Finding Meeting (Reference
6.3), when it concluded the following:

The items discussed in this meeting included the following:

Recent Resident Inspection Activities
Problem Identification and Resolution (PI&R) Inspection Results (Mr. Hayes
stated that he believed that the PI&R Inspection findings were isolated and
not indicative of any major problems with DCPP's Corrective Action Program.)
Ongoing Reviews of Corrective and Preventative Maintenance    

Conclusions:  The meeting with the NRC Senior Resident Inspector was
beneficial, and the DCISC should continue the meetings.

Recommendations:    None.

3.4  Engineering Department Update

The DCISC FFT met in-person with Ryan West, Director of Engineering
Services, to review the current status of the Engineering Department at DCPP.
 The DCISC last reviewed the Strategic Engineering section of the Engineering
Department March 2022 (Reference 6.4), when it concluded the following:

DCPP's Strategic Engineering group continued to effectively
manage the health of systems important to safety, and the
overall health of station systems was good.  The Department
was working to address performance concerns identified by
external organizations.

Mr. West briefed the FFT on recent changes made in the Engineering Department
which were driven primarily by the decision to extend operations beyond 2025.
 The decision to extend operations was driving a rapid increase in the department's



workload to support maintenance planning, projects, license renewal application
submission, and license renewal aging management inspections (future).  To help
manage this increased workload, the department was forming a separate Design
and Projects Engineering group that would function similar to DCPP's former
Design Engineering group but with an added emphasis on supporting project
implementation.

Regarding staffing, Mr. West reported that the number of staff in the Engineering
Department had decreased due to the upcoming cessation of operations to a
planned number of 103 at the end of 2022.  With the recent decision to extend
operations, the department was actively hiring additional personnel and the
department had obtained the assistance of a former DCPP Engineering Manager
with recruiting and hiring.  In the last few months, about 26 staff had been added
to the department and 5 vacancies were open for a total staffing of about 129.  He
expected to hire about 12 more engineers and bring staffing authorized for the
department to over 140 staff members during 2023.  He noted that the actual
staffing number could be significantly smaller if a large number of existing staff
chose to retire at the end of the Tier 2 Retention Program in the fall of 2023.  At
this point, DCPP was not having any major issues finding qualified personnel to fill
vacant positions, although the area's high cost of living was sometimes an
impediment for early and late career engineers.  He noted that DCPP's focus was
upon finding additional staff who already had related experience and not in hiring
entry level engineers.  Knowledge transfer was an ongoing challenge as many
experienced personnel had left over the past few years and now new personnel
were being regularly added to the staff.  Regarding engineering training, Mr. West
reported that formal training for engineers had remained active even with the
previously planned cessation of operations and the Learning Services Department
was satisfactorily supporting the influx of new staff.

The FFT reviewed recent Engineering Department performance indicators.  The
performance improvement dashboard showed all areas as "Green" (Healthy) with
stable or positive trends.  Mr. West stated that in 2022 the department felt it had
improved performance in its focus areas of Equipment Reliability, Industrial Safety,
and Human Performance during a year that was full of challenging activities.  The
biggest future challenges facing the department were knowledge transfer and
bench depth for key positions and functions.  The FFT found that external
organizations (such as the NRC, Quality Verification, the Nuclear Safety Operating
Committee, and an Industry Benchmarking group) had all recently reviewed the
department's performance without any major concerns.  The FFT concluded that
department performance was strong but recommends that the DCISC again review
staffing and performance in about one year given the ongoing changes in the
department.

Conclusions:  The performance of DCPP's Engineering Department has
recently been strong, and the Department is appropriately moving to
expand staffing in light of the recent decision to extend operations.  The
DCISC should review department staffing and performance again in about



one year.

Recommendations:    None.

3.5   Technical Review of New Spent Fuel Storage System

The DCISC FFT and DCISC Consultant Andrew C. Kadak met remotely with
Michelle Olsofski, DCPP License Renewal Engineer; Prakash Narayanan, Orano TN
Chief Technical Officer; Raheel Haroon, Orano TN Director of Design Engineering;
and Brian Voss, Orano TN Director of Field Services, to discuss technical questions
on the proposed new Spent Fuel Storage System to be procured by DCPP from
Orano.  The DCISC last reviewed technical information from Orano during its
November 2022 Fact-Finding Meeting (Reference 6.5.1), when it concluded the
following:

Orano, DCPP's proposed vendor for future spent fuel storage
services, provided technical information in response to a list of
detailed questions from the DCISC.   Based on the information
provided, a number of the DCISC's questions were
satisfactorily addressed, and the system appeared to be
adequately designed to assure safety in those areas.  The
DCISC had additional follow-up questions on other portions of
the system and will continue to review those issues with DCPP
and Orano in future Fact-Finding Meetings.

In April 2022, PG&E selected Orano as the new vendor for supplying both
equipment and contractor services for the future movement and storage of spent
fuel assemblies at DCPP.  The contract scope of supply included the procurement
of 69 Dry Shielded Canister (DSCs) that would each hold 37 spent fuel assemblies
as well as 69 Horizontal Storage Modules (HSMs) to house the DSCs at the current
Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation (ISFSI).  Additionally, a new pad will
be constructed to hold canisters containing waste classified as Greater than Class
C.  Since the announcement of Orano's selection, the DCISC began a series of
technical reviews of the proposed system to confirm that its design is safe for use
at DCPP.  The FFT presented Orano with a list of technical questions in advance of
this Fact-Finding Meeting, and Orano responded by providing written answers and
technical references in advance of the meeting along with verbal discussions
during the meeting.  The FFT's report on the issues follows, framed as the FFT's
Question followed by a summary of Orano's Responses (written and verbal) along
with the FFT's Conclusions, issue by issue:

1. Question (follow-up to November 2022 question number 2):  Regarding
seismic loads in storage:
 

a. What is the status of site-specific evaluations for earthquake
effects and when will a final evaluation be available for review?  
 



b. Are evaluations planned that use any beyond-design-basis seismic
loading as input?  If so, how are those higher loadings
characterized, in terms of either the size of the seismic loadings,
or their annual frequency, or both?
 

c. What is the effect upon safety for a significant amount (11-23") of
sliding of the HSMs during earthquakes?
 

Response and Discussion:
 

a. Orano reported that the site-specific evaluation is expected to be
bounded by the generic evaluation for the storage system as
licensed by the NRC.  Under 10 CFR 72.48 (similar to 10 CFR
50.59), a site-specific evaluation is performed to confirm that the
system can be implemented at DCPP without prior NRC approval.
 Orano's site-specific evaluation for DCPP was almost complete at
the time of the FFT's meeting.  However, detailed internal reviews
at Orano needed to be fully completed before the evaluation could
be considered final and made available for review by the DCISC.
 This was expected to be completed in late first quarter or early
second quarter 2023.  Orano cautioned the FFT that some portions
of the evaluation could contain security-related and/or proprietary
information, and distribution would need to be appropriately
controlled.
 

b. The seismic input used in the evaluations for earthquake effects is
defined in terms of response spectra that bound the response
spectra for the site-specific design basis seismic load.  The
response spectra used as input were obtained by adjusting the
zero period accelerations of the generic NRC Regulatory Guide
1.60 spectra, so that the resulting spectral accelerations would
bound those of the site-specific response spectra in the entire
frequency range of interest.  Therefore, the seismic loading used
in evaluations exceeded the level of seismic loading intensity of
the site-specific design basis.  However, this was a deterministic
approach, and, as such, characteristics of the seismic loading,
such as the annual frequency, were not explicitly defined as a site-
specific beyond-design-basis seismic loading.
 

c. While undergoing sliding, the HSMs maintain their rocking stability
and Orano reported that the sliding displacement is shown to be
less than the minimum separation distance between HSMs and
therefore an impact between HSMs is not a concern.  The
minimum separation distance between HSMs is defined as twice
the calculated maximum sliding displacement of a single HSM.



 The assumption in the current analysis is that a minimum of three
HSMs will be connected together.  When more than three are
connected, the sliding is expected to be considerably smaller.

Conclusion:  The FFT concluded that this question was answered
satisfactorily, but the DCISC should review the site-specific seismic evaluation
after final reviews and approvals are completed.
 

2. Question (follow-up to November 2022 question number 5):  Vacuum drying -
please provide a summary/generic procedure for vacuum drying which
outlines the process and what parameters monitored against established
limits (time, pressure, percent moisture, etc.)?

Response and Discussion:  Orano reported that vacuum drying is performed
based on the procedure specified in Section 9.1.3 of the Updated Final Safety
Analysis Report (UFSAR, Reference 6.5.2, Chapter 9).  The criterion for
vacuum drying is also specified in Section 3.1.1 of the Technical Specifications
(Reference 6.5.3).  Sections of the vacuum drying procedure from the UFSAR
along with the Technical Specifications were provided to and reviewed by the
FFT.

Conclusion:  The FFT concluded that this question was answered
satisfactorily.
 

3. Question (follow-up to November 2022 question number 6):  Damaged fuel
assemblies - Please provide a summary of damaged fuel assemblies currently
in storage in the Spent Fuel Pools (SFPs) at DCPP which would need to be
stored using the Orano system.  Will there be any need to use Failed Fuel
Containers, and if so, where would they ultimately be stored at DCPP?

Response and Discussion:  This question was deferred by Orano to DCPP.  Mr.
Garcia provided the FFT with the answer as follows:  DCPP's procedures
define a damaged fuel assembly as one in which inspections found damage to
cladding, grid assemblies, or nozzles, and defines a failed fuel assembly as
one in which fuel clad has been breached such that fission product gasses
have been released.  Using those definitions, DCPP has the following numbers
of damaged and failed fuel assemblies:
 

Location
Failed
Assemblies Damaged Assemblies

Unit 1
SFP

8 2 (+ 4 potentially
damaged)

Unit 2
SFP

5 6



Additionally, the Unit 2 SFP also contained a stand-alone container with
another 10 damaged fuel rods that had been split apart to fit into the
container.

Based on the above numbers, the FFT ascertained that there could be as
many as 25 damaged fuel assemblies that would be stored in DSCs using the
previously discussed approach of storing these fuel assemblies in specialized
compartments in a DSC which are then further confined by the installation of
top and bottom end caps.  There would also be one or more specially
constructed Failed Fuel Containers that would need to be stored in a DSC.  All
of these activities would be permissible under the current Orano license.
 DCPP also noted that the current site-specific license for the Holtec system
does not accommodate the storage of damaged or failed fuel.

Conclusion:  The FFT concluded that this question was answered
satisfactorily.
 

4. Question (follow-up to November 2022 question number 7):  Thermal
evaluation - Does Orano have a formal report discussing the differences in
measured fuel temperatures versus calculations?  If not, please provide a
written evaluation how Orano explains the differences and what is being done
to reconcile them?

Response and Discussion:  The thermal methodology in the UFSAR to
evaluate the DSC and HSM during storage operations was developed based
on a series of physical tests and associated comparisons of analytical models
performed over many years and was designed to result in conservative
temperatures.

Section 4.9.2 of the UFSAR (Reference 6.5.2, Chapter 4) provides a
discussion on benchmarking the use of a Computational Fluid Dynamics (CFD)
model employed in evaluating the air flow around the DSC while it is in
storage within the HSM.  This benchmarking evaluation modeled the thermal
test setup of an HSM mockup with flat side and top heat shields with 32 kW
heat load.  This configuration closely resembles the HSM heat shield
configuration.  As outlined and reviewed in the discussion in Section 4.9.2.4.1
of the UFSAR, the CFD model over predicts the temperatures over most of the
measured locations while also under predicting in certain locations.

For the heat transfer within the DSC, the thermal methodology also is to
assume conservative gaps and ignore any contact between the interlocking
plates.  With regards to the fuel assembly, it is assumed that the fuel is
centered within each compartment and the fuel assembly is modeled using a
homogenized effective conductivity.  This approach overpredicts the
maximum temperatures as evidenced by the recent High Burnup Fuel
Demonstration Project.  In this project, the licensing application predicted a



maximum fuel cladding temperature of 318°C which was significantly higher
than the measured temperature of 229°C.  After the experiment was
completed, various studies have been done to better predict the maximum
temperatures.  However from Orano's perspective as a designer, no additional
actions were planned since the results were conservative in nature.

The FFT also inquired if the NRC had accepted this argument about
conservatism in the analysis versus accuracy, and Orano responded that its
initial certification analysis was still valid and no additional information had
been requested from the NRC.  Orano also discussed with the FFT how the
results of the demonstration project could be used in the future to change the
maximum fuel temperature allowed by the regulations and/or to refine the
estimates for the amount of heat that is released from spent fuel over time.
 Orano indicated that the licensing analysis did not credit any conservatives
identified nor was it needed to demonstrate safety for the DSC.

Conclusion:  The FFT concluded that this question was answered
satisfactorily.
 

5. Question (follow-up to November 2022 question number 9):  Loading of a
DSC into an HSM - Please provide a summary/generic procedure showing how
proper line up of the DSC prior to insertion into the HSM is assured during the
loading process?

Response and Discussion:  Orano described to the FFT the generic HSM
loading procedure that would be the basis for a site-specific procedure to be
used at Diablo Canyon.  The process uses visual targets located on both the
Transfer Cask (TC) and the HSM.  Surveyors' transits would typically be used
to align the TC and the HSM to within 1/16" both horizontally and vertically
prior to transferring the DSC from the TC to the HSM.  Additionally, hydraulic
pressures would be monitored and maintained below a preset limit during
DSC loading to help ensure that excessive forces were not required to
transfer the DSC to the HSM.

Conclusion:  The FFT concluded that this question was answered
satisfactorily.
 

6. Question (follow-up to November 2022 question number 10):  Criticality
Control - Please provide additional design information on the fixed neutron
absorber plates (material used, operating experience, aging, and inclusion in
the Aging Management Plan)?

Response and Discussion:  Section 9.1.7 of the UFSAR (Reference 6.5.2,
Chapter 9) describes the fixed neutron absorbers in detail.  They are
comprised of boron-aluminum material fused together via one of three
possible methods.  The method used at DCPP will be a boron



carbide/aluminum Metal Matrix Composite (MMC).  The system that is
planned to be employed at DCPP is currently in its initial license period of 20
years.  For a future renewal of the system's generic license, Orano reported
that a Time Limited Aging Analysis will be employed to demonstrate that
neutron absorber will maintain its effectiveness for over 100 years with
negligible loss of boron.  It is not expected that an Aging Management Plan
will be needed for neutron absorbers.

Conclusion:  The FFT concluded that this question was answered
satisfactorily.
 

7. Question (follow-up to November 2022 question number 13):  Helium leakage
impacts - Please provide additional information about the length of time
helium is required to maintain thermal performance and the long-term
consequences of the loss of inert environment?  Also, please clarify whether
or not convective heat transfer (through the helium gas) is required for
thermal performance?

Response and Discussion:  Section 5.2.1.2 of the UFSAR (Reference 6.5.2,
Chapter 5) states that the gas fill of the DSC interior will be at a pressure that
will maintain a non-reactive environment for at least the 80-year storage life
of the DSC under normal, off-normal, and accident conditions.  In addition,
the DSC does not rely on convective heat transfer within the DSC. It relies on
conduction and radiation heat transfer modes within the basket assembly to
maintain the thermal performance.

The FFT discussed with Orano the possibility of occurrence of a DSC defect
that could allow the helium gas to vent and possibly be replaced with air.
 Orano emphasized that it focused upon aggressive prevention and repair if
needed to prevent the occurrence of any through-wall defects.  Currently, the
possibility of helium leakage from a cask is considered a beyond design basis
issue.  Orano noted that if required at the time of license renewal as a part of
aging analyses, a calculation could be performed if needed to demonstrate
the continued thermal performance of the system using the thermal
conductivity of air instead of helium.  It should be noted that after 20 years of
storage the heat generation in the DSC is significantly reduced, decreasing
the internal pressure which would be the driving force for the release of any
gases.

Conclusion:  The FFT concluded that this question was answered
satisfactorily.  The DCISC should continue to follow ongoing industry activities
in assessing both the likelihood and the consequences of a spent fuel canister
through-wall defect.
 

8. Question:  Update on the status of NRC licensing submittals and reviews?
 Any areas of particular interest or requests for additional information with



the NRC?

Response and Discussion:  For Certificate of Compliance (CoC) 1042
Amendment 3, the NRC is in the process of finalizing the issuance of the
Safety Evaluation Report and the rulemaking package.  The effective date is
projected to be September 2023.  (Amendment 3 introduces flexibility in heat
load zoning for Boiling Water Reactor fuel assemblies.)

For CoC-1042 Amendment 4, the NRC is in the process of generating their
Request for Supplemental Information which will soon be sent to Orano with a
response due by March 31, 2023.  The effective date is projected to be
September 2024.  With the approval of Amendment 3 (which contains similar
information on heat load zoning), Orano reported that there should be no
challenges in approval for the analogous portion of Amendment 4.
 (Amendment 4 introduces flexibility in heat load zoning for Pressurized Water
Reactor fuel assemblies.)

Conclusion:  The FFT concluded that this question was answered
satisfactorily.
 

9. Question:  Lessons Learned from previous loading campaigns - Does Orano
have an overall lessons learned report based on their past loading campaigns
that can be shared with the DCISC?

Response and Discussion:  Orano captures lessons learned during and after
every loading campaign.  Since 2011, Orano has been providing fully trained
loading staff and related loading services and has accumulated many lessons
learned as a result.  Operating Experiences have also been presented at the
Nuclear Energy Institute Used Fuel Conference over the years.  Additionally,
the Orano TN Users Group (TNUG) has a website that houses Operating
Experience and Lessons Learned not only directly from Orano but also from
customers and users.  DCPP already has access to the TNUG website.  Orano
offered that upon approval from the TNUG and Orano leadership, the DSISC
could be granted access to the TNUG website as well if needed.

The FFT asked if there were any continual problem areas, and Orano
responded that there were none.  Also, the FFT asked if in general there were
any significant lessons learned from past activities that would potentially be
applicable to DCPP.  Orano responded that DCPP was a site with a relatively
open layout both in the Spent Fuel Building and the ISFSI.  As such, the site-
specific procedures and processes were expected to be relatively
straightforward.

It should be noted that should operation of DCPP be extended, additional
casks would have to be procured and loaded to maintain the ability to
discharge a full core to the Spent Fuel Pool earlier than the currently planned



receipt of the new Orano system.  According to DCPP, no decision has been
made regarding whether Holtec or Orano technology will be procured for an
interim loading campaign.

Conclusion:  The FFT concluded that this question was answered
satisfactorily.
 

10. Question:  Please provide more details on the size and design basis for the
axial retainers which hold the DSC in position within the HSM?

Response and Discussion:  Two axial retainer options are postulated for the
HSMs to be used at Diablo Canyon.  The first option consists of two axial
retainers, one on each of the rails.  This option is similar to the design
currently in use at the San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station.  The second
option postulates one axial retainer placed between the rails within an
embedment.  In both options, the axial retainer is placed into a cavity in the
HSM and a stop bolt is adjusted to fit tight against the DSC to ensure it does
not have any room to slide along the length of the rails during a seismic
event.  The axial retainer is designed to withstand all loads imparted by the
DSC in a seismic condition.  Orano also provided a sketch of the axial retainer
and explained its operation in more detail.

Conclusion:  The FFT concluded that this question was answered
satisfactorily.

In summary, the FFT received much valuable information from the Orano team
and appreciated the work performed by PG&E and Orano in responding to its
questions.  The DCISC will continue to monitor license amendment progress and
work to incorporate the system at DCPP.  The DCISC should review the site-
specific seismic evaluation after final reviews and approvals are completed and
other future technical issues as they arise.

Conclusions:  Orano, DCPP's proposed vendor for future spent fuel storage
services, provided technical information in response to a list of detailed
questions from the DCISC.   Based on the information provided, the
DCISC's questions were satisfactorily addressed, and the system
appeared to be adequately designed to assure safety.  The DCISC will
continue to monitor license amendment progress and other work to
incorporate the system at DCPP.  The DCISC should review the site-
specific seismic evaluation after final reviews and approvals are
completed and other future technical issues as they arise.

Recommendations:    None.

3.6  Auxiliary Saltwater System



The DCISC FFT met remotely with Dustin Pratt, Auxiliary Saltwater (ASW)
System Engineer, to review the health of the ASW System.  The DCISC last
reviewed the health of the ASW System in March 2020 (Reference 6.6.1), when it
concluded the following:

The DCISC found that Auxiliary Saltwater Systems continue to
be given close attention by the DCPP staff, and the systems in
both Units continue to be rated as "Healthy" with no major
issues.

The ASW System is a safety-related, Design Class 1 System.  It provides the heat
sink required for the safe shutdown of the plant.  The system in each unit provides
cooling water from the Pacific Ocean (the Ultimate Heat Sink) to the Component
Cooling Water (CCW) heat exchangers, through which CCW is pumped and, in
turn, serves to remove heat from various plant systems.  In the event of an
accident involving a significant loss of reactor coolant, the ASW System is relied
upon to function so that the CCW System can cool the Residual Heat Removal and
Containment Ventilation systems, which, in turn, cool the nuclear fuel in the
reactor and the Containment, respectively.  ASW and CCW are also used to cool
the Spent Fuel Pool (SFP) Cooling Systems.  There are two ASW Pumps for each
unit, and each pump can supply sufficient cooling water through both of two
redundant trains to either of the two CCW heat exchangers for each unit.  In
addition, an ASW crosstie exists between Units 1 and 2 so that the standby ASW
Pump from one unit can supply ocean water to either CCW heat exchanger of the
other unit.  This crosstie is modeled in the Probabilistic Risk Assessment evaluation
for DCPP.

The ASW Pumps in each unit are electric motor driven 100 percent capacity pumps
and are powered from separate vital power 4kV electrical buses.  In the case of a
loss of offsite power, the pump motors are powered by electricity supplied by
DCPP's Emergency Diesel Generators. The pumps are physically located in the
Intake Structure.  Each pump is located in a separate watertight compartment with
drainage to prevent motor damage as a result of flooding. Backflow check valves
are located in each compartment drain to prevent flooding in the compartment
from external sources. Additionally, snorkels with intakes located at the 45-foot
level are installed to maintain compartment ventilation should the intake structure
be flooded.  One traveling screen filters the seawater for two ASW Pump suction
bays.  The portable Emergency ASW (EASW) System serves as a major element of
the post-Fukushima FLEX strategy.  DCPP has four trailer-mounted diesel-driven
EASW Pumps, two per unit, which are designed to take suction from the ocean and
be tied into the ASW discharge to the plant with portable piping.  The portable,
built on-site EASW System has been procured and tested satisfactorily.

The System Engineer reviewed the status of the systems with the FFT and
provided copies of the System Health Reports for both units.  ASW System Health
was rated overall as Green (Healthy) for both Units 1 and 2.  Each unit was also
rated on the following additional individual performance sub-categories: Reliability,



Maintenance Rule Compliance, Material/Equipment Condition, Operations
Concerns, Performance Monitoring, and Design.  All of those performance sub-
categories were rated as Green (Healthy) for Unit 1 except for a rating of Red
(Unsatisfactory) in the performance sub-category of Reliability.  This rating was
due to a motor ground that occurred during a pump start in July 2021.  All of the
initial corrective actions for the event were complete, but the rating would remain
Red until all of the follow-up actions for the Root Cause Evaluation (RCE) were
fully closed and reviewed by the Corrective Action Review Board.  (This event and
the RCE were previously reviewed by the DCISC in September 2021, Reference
6.6.2.)  Unit 2 was rated as Yellow (Deficient) in the performance sub-category of
"Material/Equipment Condition."  This Yellow rating was driven by a problem with
age-related degradation of the gate covers at the Intake Structure.  That
degradation did not immediately affect system operation and had been temporarily
addressed by the use of epoxy sealants.  Mr. Pratt reported that the issue was also
present on Unit 1 to a lesser extent.  Performing more permanent repairs would be
complex due to the need for cofferdams or other equipment to isolate seawater
from the area and allow the replacement of the steel embedments and the
surrounding concrete.  He noted that this work would be a candidate for project
funds available to support extended operations.

The FFT noted that missing from the health report was a long-standing issue
regarding the impact of high ocean (i.e., Ultimate Heat Sink) temperatures greater
than 64° F that were experienced during the summer and fall of 2014 (with a peak
temperature of 68.2° F being reached on October 15, 2014).  Although those high
temperatures had not been reached again since 2014, the Technical Specification
Basis Limiting Condition for Operations is 70° F, above which the system design
has not been validated and operations would be outside the current licensing
basis.  Mr. Pratt reported that there had been no change in the status of the issue
since the DCISC's last review (Reference 6.6.1).  DCPP engineers had developed a
Prompt Operability Assessment (POA) covering higher temperatures that could be
used if needed during a short-term period of operations with high ocean inlet
temperatures.  It was anticipated that the POA would be completed if and when it
was actually needed to support continued operations.  Mr. Pratt reported that
previous efforts to engage a vendor to perform a detailed calculation to
demonstrate that plant limits could be adjusted to use a higher ocean inlet
temperature would be reconsidered for action as a part of reviews on the use of
funds available to support extended operations.  The DCISC believed that using
the available funds to have a vendor update calculations on allowable ocean inlet
temperatures would be appropriate given the possibility of extended operations
and the challenge of rising ocean water temperatures.

Conclusions:  The DCISC found that the Auxiliary Saltwater Systems
continue to be given close attention by the DCPP staff, and the systems in
both Units continue to be rated as "Healthy" with no major issues.  The
DCISC believed that using available funds to have a vendor update
calculations on allowable ocean inlet temperatures would be appropriate



given the possibility of extended operations and the challenge of rising
ocean water temperatures.

Recommendations:    None.

3.7  Turbine and Generator Systems

The DCISC FFT met in-person with Robert Fiori, Strategic Engineer, for an
update on the health of Turbine and Generator Systems.  The DCISC last reviewed
the health of Turbine and Generator Systems in December 2020 (Reference 6.7.1),
when it concluded the following:

The DCPP Turbine/Generators have been and are in Green
(good) health with the exception of the Unit 2 Generator
hydrogen leak. Unit 2 was shut down recently for the second
time with this leak and is aggressively investigating the cause.
The Unit 2 leak is not directly nuclear-safety-related but is
generation-limiting.

The basic function of the Turbine-Generator is to convert thermal energy initially to
mechanical energy and finally to electrical energy.  The Turbine-Generator for each
unit receives saturated steam from the four Steam Generators through the Main
Steam System.  Steam is exhausted from the Turbine-Generator to the Main
Condenser.  For each of the two nuclear units, a single Siemens-Westinghouse
BB96 High Pressure (HP) Turbine is coupled to three Alstom ND56R Low Pressure
(LP) Turbines into a four-casing, tandem-compound, six-flow exhaust, 1800 rpm
unit.

The Westinghouse Generator and a brushless exciter are connected to an
extension of the Turbine shaft, also spinning at 1800 rpm.  The Generator is
internally cooled by hydrogen gas, which in turn is cooled by the Stator Closed
Cooling Water System.  The cooling water in this system is at lower pressure than
the hydrogen to avoid the possibility of water getting into the Generator in case of
a leak.  During the refueling outage ending March 19, 2019, DCPP replaced the
internal stator components of the Unit 2 Generator, including the hydrogen cooling
piping. The piping subsequently developed a leak which caused DCPP to shut down
the unit for entry, investigation and repair.  Repairs were made and the unit
returned to service, but other leaks developed, requiring additional shutdowns and
repairs.  This problem, its subsequent repairs, and the associated Root Cause
Evaluation were previously reviewed by the DCISC during multiple Fact-Finding
Meetings and Public Meetings, most recently in September 2021 and October 2021
respectively (References 6.7.2 and 6.7.3).

Mr. Fiori reported that both units' LP Turbines were in excellent condition.  All six
had completed their initial cycle of inspections with few issues identified.  The
inspections were performed approximately every 100,000 operating hours, or
about every 12-13 years.  The only unusual inspection item found were some



cracked tack welds on stationary blades, which were repaired.  Both units' HP
Turbines were now being operated beyond their original design life.  Analyses had
been completed which demonstrated that this was acceptable through the end of
the current operating licenses in 2024 and 2025.  The basis for this acceptability
was the robustness of the original design plus the fact that evaluations showed
that the risks from liberated blades were minimal.  As a part of extended
operations, Mr. Fiori believed that reblading or replacement of the HP Turbines
would be necessary and could be done as early as Refueling Outages 2R24 and
1R25 in 2024 and 2025.  The need for possible HP Turbine replacements was
currently under review as a part of the PMO++ program discussed in Section 3.1
above.

The FFT inquired about the status of major steam valves supplying the HP and LP
Turbines, and Mr. Fiori reported that the valves were in generally good condition.
 However, planned maintenance on several of the valves had been previously
evaluated and found to be unnecessary and cancelled in light of the planned
cessation of operations.  Now that an extension of operations was possible, there
could be an unusually high number of valve refurbishments that would be required
during the upcoming Refueling Outages 1R24 and 2R24 in 2023 and 2024.

Regarding the Generators, Mr. Fiori reported that both units' Generators were now
in excellent condition with low vibrations.  A major inspection for Unit 1's
Generator had been deferred for one outage and would now need to be completed
to support extended operations.  On Unit 2, the previous vibration issues that
resulted in hydrogen leaks appeared to be fully resolved.  Inspection of the Unit 2
Generator completed in the most recent Refueling Outage 2R23 found no problems
and vibrations continued to be low.  He also reported that some corrective actions
from the Root Cause Evaluation would remain open until the Unit 2 Generator's
next major inspection is complete.

Regarding any other maintenance or projects that might be needed to support
extended operations, Mr. Fiori reported that the Generator Exciters were in good
condition and would likely not need any additional maintenance to support
extended operations.  However, the voltage regulators on each unit were original
equipment and very outdated in technology.  He expected that replacement of the
voltage regulators to support improved reliability for extended operations would
also be reviewed as a part of the PMO++ program.

Conclusions:  DCPP's Turbine and Generator Systems were in good overall
health.  Replacements of both units' High Pressure Turbines and/or
Voltage Regulators could be needed to support improved reliability for
extended operations.

Recommendations:    None.

3.8  Cyber Security Update



At DCPP's request, the DCISC FFT met in-person with Chance Siri, DCPP Cyber
Security Program Manager, and Jordan Tyman, Risk and Compliance Manager, for
a brief update on DCPP Cyber Security. The DCISC last reviewed Cyber Security in
September 2022 (Reference 6.8) when it concluded the following:

The DCPP Cyber Security System and Program appear highly
effective in detecting and preventing probes and attacks on
plant safety and power-producing systems.

The DCPP Cyber Security Program was developed in full accordance with 10 CFR
73.54, the NRC Cyber Security Rule, and the intent of that rule is to provide a high
assurance that digital computer and communications systems and networks
associated with power production and nuclear safety systems (defined as Critical
Digital Assets) are adequately protected against a cyber attack. The DCPP Cyber
Security Program is in compliance with the NRC's Cyber Security Plan and with the
Nuclear Energy Institute's guidance document NEI 08-09, "Cyber Security Plan for
Nuclear Power Reactors," Revision 6.  DCPP achieved full implementation of its
Cyber Security Program in December 2017 and has continued reviewing and
improving the program.  The purpose of the Cyber Security Program is to protect
DCPP critical digital assets to both protect the plant and the health and safety of
the public from the consequences of a cyber attack.

Messrs. Chance and Siri briefed the FFT regarding protections in place at DCPP to
protect critical digital assets from malware brought in from an external source.
 DCPP's critical digital assets have no direct connections to the internet.  All safety
systems and controls, power producing systems, and related technical systems are
triple-isolated from the outside, such that no probe or attack can enter and disable
any functions.  The same is true for devices brought into the station, i.e., they are
screened and used in isolation mode until cleared for connection to station
systems.  DCPP also continuously evaluates cyber security controls and the
constantly evolving threat environment for new threats to ensure protection
remains adequate.

Conclusions: DCPP's Cyber Security System and Program appear effective
in preventing external malware attacks on plant safety and power-
producing systems.

Recommendations:    None.

3.9  FLEX Program Capabilities During a Seismic Event

The DCISC FFT met in-person with Bill Conklin, FLEX Program Manager, and
Nathan Barber, Supervisor, Risk and Regulatory Initiatives, for an update on the
expected availability and performance of FLEX Program equipment during a
seismic event. (FLEX is not an acronym but describes a strategy developed by the
nuclear industry to provide diverse and flexible coping strategies to address the
loss of safety-related systems due to beyond design basis events.)  The DCISC last



reviewed the FLEX Program in April 2022 (Reference 6.9.1), when it concluded the
following:

The DCPP FLEX Program was healthy thanks to tight controls
on equipment status, maintenance, testing, and needed
corrective actions. All FLEX equipment was in the status of
"Operational and In Position."

Prior to the Fukushima accident in 2011, DCPP had portable generators and other
equipment to respond to beyond design basis events, under the post-September
11 terrorist event "B.5.b" orders from the NRC.  Following the Fukushima accident,
the broader FLEX Program was initiated by the industry to procure additional
(mostly portable) equipment and components to mitigate various beyond design
basis events such as occurred at Fukushima.  These events include loss of all
station power; loss of the ultimate heat sink; natural events such as earthquakes,
tsunamis, and local intense precipitation; and major fires or explosions.  FLEX
Equipment includes portable diesel-driven pumps and electric generators along
with any necessary associated plant connections, piping, cabling, controls,
instrumentation, and numerous other items of equipment that could be needed by
personnel when implementing FLEX Strategies.  FLEX Strategies are pre-planned
and validated guidelines for the use of FLEX Equipment in diverse situations to
mitigate beyond design basis events.

The FFT asked DCPP to explain how FLEX Strategies were modeled and used in
DCPP's Probabilistic Risk Analysis (PRA).  Mr. Barber reported that only one FLEX
Strategy was included in the plant's current PRA (Reference 6.9.2).  That FLEX
Strategy provided steps that could be taken inside the plant to tie Direct Current
(DC) Busses together in order to extend the life of batteries needed to supply
control power to the Turbine-Driven Auxiliary Feedwater Pump for greater than 24
hours during a Loss of All Alternating Current (AC) Power (offsite and onsite)
event.  This Loss of All AC Power scenario could come from a Turbine Building
collapse which damaged multiple AC power sources and which could be caused
either by a beyond design basis major fire or by a mid-level seismic event.  This
FLEX Strategy did not require the movement or use of any external FLEX
Equipment for success (defined as a "Phase 1" FLEX Strategy) but focused on
guiding operators to complete tasks inside the plant that were above and beyond
responses typical to events included in the plant's design basis.  This particular
FLEX Strategy was chosen for inclusion into the PRA because it provided a high
level of reduction in calculated risk and used only actions that could be completed
with high confidence in the expected situation and time period.

Mr. Barber added that DCPP was currently considering adding an additional FLEX
Strategy into the plant's PRA.  The FLEX Strategy that was being considered
involved the use of a diesel-driven feedwater pump (the Emergency Auxiliary
Feedwater Pump) to pump water from outdoor storage basins to feed the Steam
Generators.  This particular strategy was being considered because it could
potentially reduce the calculated risks due to major fire events.  DCPP considered



it would be hard to demonstrate that this strategy would be effective following a
major seismic event due to uncertainties with regards to the abilities of operators
to gain access to the areas necessary to complete the strategy within the time
constraints available before the effectiveness of the strategy would be significantly
reduced.

Mr. Barber also added that for major earthquakes, the PRA model assesses risk
across an extremely broad range of seismic events (up to 6g) which includes
events that could result in the complete failure of either or both of the
Containment Building or the Auxiliary Building (although fully seismically
designed).  Typically, the failure of either building results in core damage due to
the large amount of important equipment that is affected by the building's failure.
 Also in the cases of major building failures, it was very difficult to identify any
specific scenarios where there was confidence that the plant could use FLEX
Strategies to respond to the event and reduce the risk as calculated by the PRA.
 The FFT noted that although FLEX Strategies may or may not be performed in a
timeframe necessary to prevent core damage or a large radiological release (the
standard PRA endpoints) depending upon the specific scenario, this does not
reduce the value of the FLEX Strategies as they could still possibly be used to
reduce the magnitude of core damage or radiological releases following a beyond
design basis accident.  In this regard, the PRA may appear to be a conservative
analysis.

The FFT also inquired about how human performance is modeled within the PRA
for FLEX Strategies and other operator actions.  Mr. Barber explained that in
general, human performance is modeled based on two factors.  The first was
cognitive, which evaluated whether or not there was a procedure available to
operators along with a trigger to point operators to enter the appropriate
procedure.  The second was execution, which evaluated the probability of success
for an operator performing all of the steps required in the relevant procedure.  This
represented a long-standing industry approach to modeling human performance
based on research and data published by the NRC and typically referred to as the
"Swain and Guttmann" methodology (Reference 6.9.3).  In the FLEX Strategy
discussed above regarding the crosstie of DC Busses, the Emergency Operating
Procedure for a Loss of All AC Power event has a specific trigger point to guide
operators to "consider the use of FLEX Strategies" to mitigate the event.
 Additionally, as noted above that particular FLEX Strategy is a Phase 1 FLEX
Strategy that does not require the use of any external equipment and can be done
in a relatively short time period.

In general, Mr. Barber emphasized that the FLEX Program was designed for
flexibility in responding to beyond design-basis events and not for responding to
any particular event within any particular timeframe.  As such, the industry
standards for PRA analyses would typically only allow consideration of the
incorporation of Phase 1 FLEX Strategies.  While there were many other accident
response activities that could be completed using "Phase 2" FLEX Strategies (which
use FLEX Equipment stored on site but outside the plant protected area), the



uncertainty associated with the timeframes and probabilities of success for the use
of such equipment is so high as to be inappropriate for use under the current
nuclear industry standards governing the PRA analysis.  (There is also a category
of "Phase 3" FLEX Strategies which use FLEX Equipment staged at an offsite
regional center.)  For some very large earthquake scenarios, responses would
have to succeed within as little as four hours to have an impact in reducing the
risk calculated from the PRA, and Mr. Barber explained DCPP's position that very
few Phase 2 FLEX Strategies could be confidently assumed to be completed within
that timeframe after a very large earthquake.

The FFT then inquired regarding the specific seismic design criteria used in
procuring and storing the FLEX Equipment.  Mr. Conklin responded that all of the
FLEX Equipment was procured using a minimum requirement of survivability using
accelerations based on a design-basis (Hosgri) earthquake plus 25%.  Storage
methods used in the FLEX Equipment areas were also designed to meet the same
criteria, including the design of the structure for the Fire Department Building in
which about half of the equipment is stored.  He also noted that much of the FLEX
Equipment is originally designed for over-the-road transportation use and as such
is actually able to withstand much higher accelerations.

Conclusions:  The Fact-Finding Team learned that a single FLEX Strategy
was currently incorporated into DCPP's Probabilistic Risk Assessment and
concluded that this appeared appropriate.  The Fact-Finding Team
recommends that additional Fact-Finding Meetings be scheduled to cover
any remaining DCISC questions or issues raised by this review.

Recommendations:    None.

3.10   Plant Tour

The DCISC FFT met in-person with Bill Conklin, FLEX Program Manager, for a
tour of FLEX Equipment storage areas.  The DCISC last conducted a plant tour
during its December 2022 Fact-Finding Meeting (Reference 6.10) when it
concluded the following:

Radiation levels inside the DCPP Independent Spent Fuel
Storage Installation (ISFSI) were found to be extremely low
with maximum readings of 2.5 milliRem per hour and
essentially no neutrons detected.

At the request of the FFT, Mr. Conklin guided the team in touring the area inside
the Fire Department Building which is one of two locations at DCPP where FLEX
Equipment is stored.  The FFT found that all observed areas were clean, orderly,
and well lighted.  All FLEX Equipment appeared to be in good condition and was
properly restrained to reduce the likelihood of damage during a seismic event.



FLEX Generators with Tie-downs



FLEX Vehicle with Tie-downs

FLEX Intake Screens with Tie-downs

Conclusions:  The DCISC Fact-Finding Team toured the FLEX equipment
storage area in the Fire Department Building.  All FLEX equipment
appeared to be in good condition and was properly restrained to reduce
the likelihood of damage during a seismic event.

Recommendations:    None.

3.11   Plant Health Committee Meeting (Cancelled)

The DCISC FFT planned to observe the February 1, 2023, meeting of the DCPP
Plant Health Committee (PHC).  However, shortly before the scheduled start of the
PHC meeting, the FFT was informed that the meeting had been cancelled.  Mr.
Dennis Petersen, Station Senior Director, met in-person with the FFT to explain the
reason for the last-minute cancellation.  The PHC agenda included only one item
related to a communications failure at the station metrological instrument tower
(SAPN 51162364).  Mr. Petersen stated that the item was placed on the PHC
agenda at a time when the investigations and corrective actions were incomplete.
 Later, the corrective actions were completed, and the issue was closed.  He



provided a copy of the Notification to the FFT, and the FFT verified that the issue
was closed.  As the single agenda item was no longer an open issue, the meeting
was cancelled to avoid an unnecessary burden on attendees' schedules.

Conclusions:  DCPP's plan to conduct Plant Health Committee meeting on
February 1, 2023, was cancelled for an appropriate reason.

Recommendations:    None.

3.12  Meetings with DCPP Officers

The DCISC Member met in-person with Adam Peck, Site Vice President,
followed by an in-person meeting with Maureen Zawalick, Vice President,
Decommissioning and Technical Services, to discuss items from this fact-finding
meeting and other items of mutual interest.  The DCISC last met with a DCPP
Officer or Director during its December 2022 Fact-Finding Meeting (Reference
6.12), when it concluded the following:

The regular meetings between DCISC and DCPP Officers and
Directors continue to be beneficial for both organizations.

Conclusions:  The regular meetings between DCISC Members and DCPP
Officers and Directors continue to be beneficial for both organizations.

Recommendations:    None.

3.13  Licensee Event Report Review

The DCISC FFT met in-person with Kristin Zaitz, Design and Projects
Engineering Manager, and Jim Morris, Regulatory Services Manager, for a briefing
on the issue that prompted DCPP to submit to the NRC Licensee Event Report
(LER) 2022-001 (Reference 6.13.1) on December 21, 2022, regarding Reactor
Coolant System (RCS) pressure boundary degradation.  This was the first DCISC
review of this topic.

Ms. Zaitz provided the FFT with an overview of the issue that resulted in the LER
submission.  On October 23, 2022, during shutdown for Refueling Outage 2R21,
Inservice Inspection Engineers were performing a walkdown of the RCS inspecting
for deposits of boric acid residue that could be indicative of small RCS leaks.  This
walkdown was a periodic maintenance activity performed as a part of the Boric
Acid Corrosion Control Program that is regularly reviewed by the DCISC, most
recently in April 2021 (Reference 6.13.2).  The engineers found a very small
amount of white boric acid deposits (no water) on a partially insulated 2" stainless
steel line branching off from the Unit 2, Loop 1, RCS Cold Leg, located in the
overhead inside Containment on the 91' level.  The 2" line was a branch of RCS
piping used to assist with vacuum filling of the RCS when needed following
shutdowns and was not used for any operational functions.  Scaffolding was



erected and insulation removed to inspect the line in more detail.  Inspectors
found that there was a minute indication (defect) on a 2" socket weld that was not
leaking under shutdown conditions but appeared (based on the boric acid deposits)
to have allowed a minute amount of water to leak in the past when the RCS was
under higher pressures.  The amount of leakage was evaluated as minute based
upon the fact that it had been undetectable by RCS leakage monitoring
calculations which are performed frequently when the plant is at normal operating
pressure (2235 psig.) and which are typically able to detect unknown leaks as low
as about 0.01 gallons per minute.

After discovery of the leak, DCPP formed an Emerging Issue Team that oversaw
additional inspections, repairs, and follow-up activities.  The team also obtained
the services of an external consulting company with extensive expertise in weld
defects and repairs.  It was found that the weld was a field weld installed during a
modification in 1994.  Evaluations concluded that the defect was likely an "arc
strike" which can occur when an energized welding rod strikes a metal surface in
an uncontrolled manner.  The team reviewed the applicable American Society of
Mechanical Engineers (ASME) codes and determined that a repair via a structural
weld overlay would be appropriate and in compliance with the code.  The weld
overlay was completed, and the line was returned to service.  Vibration monitors
were also installed on the line to provide additional vibrational data that could be
useful to determining the cause of the leak.  DCPP has begun a Root Cause
Evaluation (RCE), but the RCE had not been completed as of the date of this Fact-
Finding Meeting.  Ms. Zaitz noted that the ASME code would allow the weld overlay
to be a permanent repair, but that DCPP currently was planning to replace the
entire weld during a future Refueling Outage.  Pictures of the leak and its location
are show in the pictures below:



Reactor Coolant System Leak Location After Cleaning and Before Repairs

Reactor Coolant System Leak Location Following Repairs

The FFT discussed the implications should the leak have become larger during
power operations.  Mr. Morris and Ms. Zaitz stated that this type of leak would be
expected to grow very slowly over time and would likely have been picked up on
the RCS leakage monitoring calculations at some point.  If the leakage calculations
identified leakage over one gallon per minute, the plant would have been required
by Technical Specifications to shut down, find the location of the leak, and perform
repairs.  The FFT inquired what would be the worst-case scenario, and Ms. Zaitz
stated that an unlikely complete failure of the 2" socket weld would be well within
the plant's design basis accident analyses for a Small Break Loss of Coolant
Accident.  In that case, normal or emergency equipment could have been used to
safely shut down the reactor, replenish water in the RCS, and manage cooldown of
the RCS to cold and depressurized shutdown conditions.

The FFT concluded that personnel implementing DCPP's Boric Acid Corrosion
Control Program performed well in identifying a minute RCS leak location during
routine inspections.  DCPP properly responded to the leak's identification with an
appropriate repair and was in the process of performing an RCE to define future
corrective actions.  The DCISC should review the results of the RCE after its
completion.

Conclusions:  DCPP properly evaluated and responded to evidence of a
minute Reactor Coolant System leak discovered while shutdown for



Refueling Outage 2R21.  Personnel implementing DCPP's Boric Acid
Corrosion Control Program performed well in identifying the leak location
during routine inspections.  The DCISC should review the results of the
associated Root Cause Evaluation after its completion.

Recommendations:    None.

3.14  California Senate Bill 846 Requirements Regarding an Updated Seismic
Assessment

The DCISC FFT met in-person with Tom Jones, Senior Director, Regulatory,
Environmental and Repurposing; and remotely with Jeff Bachhuber, Director,
Geosciences; Bill Horstman, Principal Civil Engineer; Nozar Jahangir, Manager,
Seismic Engineering; and Albert Kottke, Geotechnical Earthquake Engineer, for a
briefing on PG&E's plans to meet a specific requirement of California Senate Bill
846 (SB846) regarding the requirement for DCPP to "...conduct an updated
seismic assessment."  This was the first DCISC review of this specific topic,
although the DCISC recently performed a detailed review of DCPP's past seismic
evaluations in November 2022 (Reference 6.14.1).

Mr. Bachhuber framed the issue for the FFT by stating that DCPP was still in the
process of working with the Department of Water Resources (DWR) to define the
path forward to meet the SB846 requirement for an updated seismic assessment.
 At this point, DCPP was proposing the following steps be taken to meet the
requirement:

1. Prepare a detailed plan and discuss with DWR (targeted for completion in first
quarter 2023).
 

2. Perform a review to compile existing data from past seismic models and
inputs.  This data review would incorporate past seismic studies, NRC
submittals, Senior Seismic Hazard Analysis Committee (SSHAC) work, etc., as
well as any newer information or research.  
 

3. Evaluate the existing data utilizing independent subject matter experts and a
SSHAC Level 1 process.
 

4. Evaluate any updated hazard information (from the above process) for
potential significance and impact on seismic risk.  This evaluation would use
the NRC's Process for Ongoing Assessment of Natural Hazard Information
(POANHI) as guidance.
 

5. If needed, perform updated seismic hazard calculations.
 

6. Prepare a seismic update report, which should fulfill the SB846 requirement



(targeted for completion in the fourth quarter 2023, depending on review
results).

The FFT inquired about the scope of the work discussed above and was informed
that DCPP intended to build on its last comprehensive seismic hazard update which
was the SSHAC Level 3 study completed in 2015 (Reference 6.14.2).  Currently,
DCPP did not believe that there was any significant new information that would
warrant a major reevaluation.  The FFT also inquired regarding the threshold that
would be used to determine the significance of any new information on the seismic
hazard at DCPP, and the staff responded that the Seismic Probabilistic Risk
Assessment (Reference 6.14.3) would be the primary guidance in helping to
evaluate the significance of new information.  In this manner, the threshold for
evaluating seismic safety can be based on a quantitative assessment of risk and
not on any discrete regulatory standards.

Conclusions: DCPP's plan to perform an updated seismic assessment to
respond to a requirement in Senate Bill 846 appeared appropriate.  The
DICSC should review the updated seismic assessment when completed.

Recommendations:  None.

3.15  Self-Assessment Program

The DCISC FFT met in-person with Matt Birkel, Performance Improvement (PI)
Manager, for an update on DCPP's Self-Assessment Program.  The DCISC last
reviewed the Self-Assessment Program in August 2020 (Reference 6.15.1) when it
concluded the following:

DCPP's Self-Assessment Program continues to be an active and
effective program for evaluating and improving station
performance.  Following the identification that several
recurring Self-Assessments had not been completed within the
periodicity required by station procedures, appropriate
corrective actions were initiated.

The DCPP Self-Assessment Program is controlled by Procedure OM15. ID4, "Self-
Assessment and Benchmarking," Revision 17, dated April 28, 2022, a copy of
which was provided to and reviewed by the FFT.  This procedure describes the
various station responsibilities for performing, reviewing, reporting and approving
the various types of Self-Assessments to insure consistency in their execution and
conduct.  It outlines the process and requirements for all types of Self-
Assessments, especially formal Self-Assessments.  The program includes three
general types of self-assessments:

1. Formal Self-Assessment - an evaluation of a particular program, process,
system or potential problem area using a structured methodology involving
scheduling, planning, one or more industry peers, a team of DCPP personnel,



training, documentation in written reports and Notifications, and report-outs
to management.
 

2. Quick Hit Self-Assessment (QHSA) - a narrow, snapshot look at a specific
program, process, or issue, usually of a one- or two-day duration and not
requiring industry peer involvement or report out to management.
 

3. Benchmarking - a study to identify industry excellence or best practices in an
external organization.  Compares findings at other organizations to DCPP in
order to identify gaps and develop recommendations for improvement.  The
DCISC separately reviewed DCPP's Benchmarking programs during its March
2022 Fact-Finding Meeting (Reference 6.15.2).

Mr. Birkel reported that the Self-Assessment Program had recently been provided
with more visibility and support from station leadership.  This support often came
in the form of Self-Assessments that were being initiated and performed as a part
of Departmental Excellence Plans.  He reported to the FFT that DCPP performed
the following total numbers of Self-Assessments during 2022:

7 Formal Self-Assessments
29 Quick Hit Self Assessments

The FFT reviewed formal Self-Assessment and QHSA reports provided regularly to
the DCISC and found that Self-Assessments performed in 2022 included the
following functional areas:

Chemistry
Cyber Security
Engineering
Industry Benchmark Initiatives 
Performance Improvement
Procedures Management
Radiation Protection
Reactivity Management
Risk Management
Safety
Security
Seismic 
Spent Fuel Management
Learning Services
Turbine-Generator Contractor Management

In general, both types of assessments were found to be well performed with
follow-up actions for improvements clearly identified and tracked.  Some examples



of assessments (other than security-related) that the DCISC reviewed and found
satisfactory in the last three months prior to this meeting were:

Formal Self-Assessment for Industry Initiative "Finishing on Top" (SAPN
51135994)
Formal Self-Assessment for Problem Identification and Resolution (SAPN
51139860)
Formal Self-Assessment for the Engineering Training Program (SAPN
51107568)
QHSA for the Inservice Inspection Program (SAPN 51166041)
QHSA for the Administrative Procedures Work Group (SAPN 51088928)
QHSA for the Operations Procedure Work Group (SAPN 51089944)
QHSA for the Dry [Spent] Fuel Management Program (SAPN 51100639)
QHSA for Reactor Engineering (SAPN 51143271)

Regarding evaluations by external organizations, the NRC performed an inspection
of the DCPP Problem Identification and Resolution Program in December 2022, and
the industry benchmark organization reviewed the program in mid-2022.  Both
organizations concluded that the program was effective.

Mr. Birkel also provided the FFT a copy of his department's excellence plan and
briefly reviewed its contents.  The FFT inquired with Mr. Birkel about staffing within
the PI group and he responded that there were currently seven PI Coordinators
and one supervisor in the group.  With the possibility of extended operations, he
was planning to hire an additional two PI Coordinators and one additional
supervisor.

Conclusions: DCPP's Self-Assessment Program continues to be an active
and effective program for evaluating and improving station performance.

Recommendations:  None.

3.16  Motor-Operated Valve Program

The DCISC FFT met in-person with Chad Sorenson, Motor-Operated Valve
(MOV) Program Owner, for an update on the status of the MOV Program at DCPP.
 The DCISC last reviewed the MOV and Air-Operated Valve programs together in
December 2020 (Reference 6.16) when it concluded the following:

The DCPP Air- and Motor-Operated Valve Programs appear to
be sound and to be implemented satisfactorily.

DCPP's MOV Program was controlled by Procedure MA1.ID1, "Motor-Operated
Valve (MOV) Program Plan," Revision 13, dated December 21, 2021, a copy of
which was provided to and reviewed by the FFT.  Additionally, there were several
other procedures that govern MOV setpoints, MOV testing, and the trending of



MOV testing data.  Mr. Sorenson described DCPP's program as a mature program
based on industry guidance documents including NRC Generic Letters 89-10 and
96-05.  The purpose of the program is to test and maintain MOVs that are safety-
related or important to accident mitigation such that they will properly function if
required to do so during an accident.  The program was developed in the mid-
1990s as part of an industry effort in response to NRC concerns about the
operability of MOVs.  An industry Joint Owners' Group (JOG) was also formed in
the late 1990s and DCPP personnel participate in the JOG.

There are 155 valves included in the MOV Program at DCPP.   For each valve, a
design basis reconstitution has been performed to determine operational
parameters, which are used as the basis for test acceptance criteria.  Additionally,
valve capability and operator sizing calculations are performed to assure that the
valve/operator combination is acceptable for its specific application.  Baseline,
periodic, pre-overhaul, and post-maintenance testing are performed on each MOV.
 Periodic testing is typically done every third outage (four to five years) with 20-25
valves being tested each outage.  Records and trends are maintained, and any
problems are documented and tracked in the Corrective Action Program.  Mr.
Sorenson stated that during a refueling outage, about six Notifications were
typically written for minor issues such as making setpoint adjustments to meet
administrative limits.  Mr. Sorenson reported that no MOVs had failed to perform
their functions during testing within the last five years.

The FFT was provided with a copy of the MOV Program Health Report.  The
program was rated as "White" (Healthy but Needing Improvement) due primarily
to staffing challenges which did not provide for a fully trained and designated
backup to the MOV Program Owner.  Mr. Sorenson reported that his group was
planning to add staff and recently had made two offers to experienced engineers.
 Additionally, recent issues with excessive packing leakage on valve RHR-2-8702
resulted in delays in exiting Refueling Outage 2R23.  The FFT was also provided
with a copy of the most recent program Self-Assessment report dated May 10,
2021.  The report was comprehensive and identified seven deficiencies, three
gaps, and one enhancement for which notifications were written to ensure future
action.

Conclusions: The DCPP Motor-Operated Valve Program appeared to be an
active and effective program to ensure that Motor-Operated Valves
important to safety would function properly if needed during an accident.

Recommendations:  None.

4.0 CONCLUSIONS

4.1    DCPP plans to meet the SB846 requirement for a study by independent
consultants to catalog and evaluate any deferred maintenance at DCPP
through obtaining the services of an independent entity to review the
results of its PMO++ initiative.  The DCISC concluded that this approach



appeared appropriate, and the DCISC should review the results of the
study following its completion.. 

4.2    DCPP continues to review capital projects that will be needed to support
extended operations through 2030.  The DCISC should review the results
of this review following its completion.

4.3    The meeting with the NRC Senior Resident Inspector was beneficial, and
the DCISC should continue the meetings.

4.4    The performance of DCPP's Engineering Department has recently been
strong, and the Department is appropriately moving to expand staffing in
light of the recent decision to extend operations.  The DCISC should review
department staffing and performance again in about one year.

4.5    Orano, DCPP's proposed vendor for future spent fuel storage services,
provided technical information in response to a list of detailed questions
from the DCISC.   Based on the information provided, the DCISC's
questions were satisfactorily addressed, and the system appeared to be
adequately designed to assure safety.  The DCISC will continue to monitor
license amendment progress and other work to incorporate the system at
DCPP.  The DCISC should review the site-specific seismic evaluation after
final reviews and approvals are completed and other future technical
issues on as they arise.

4.6   The DCISC found that the Auxiliary Saltwater Systems continue to be given
close attention by the DCPP staff, and the systems in both Units continue
to be rated as "Healthy" with no major issues.  The DCISC believed that
using available funds to have a vendor update calculations on allowable
ocean inlet temperatures would be appropriate given the possibility of
extended operations and the challenge of rising ocean water
temperatures.

4.7    DCPP's Turbine and Generator Systems were in good overall health.
 Replacements of both units' High Pressure Turbines and/or Voltage
Regulators could be needed to support improved reliability for extended
operations.

4.8    DCPP's Cyber Security System and Program appear effective in preventing
external malware attacks on plant safety and power-producing systems.

4.9   The Fact-Finding Team learned that a single FLEX Strategy was currently
incorporated into DCPP's Probabilistic Risk Assessment and concluded that
this appeared appropriate.  The Fact-Finding Team recommends that
additional Fact-Finding Meetings be scheduled to cover any remaining
DCISC questions or issues raised by this review.

4.10    The DCISC Fact-Finding Team toured the FLEX equipment storage area in



the Fire Department Building.  All FLEX equipment appeared to be in good
condition and was properly restrained to reduce the likelihood of damage
during a seismic event.

4.11    DCPP's plan to conduct Plant Health Committee meeting on February 1,
2023, was cancelled for an appropriate reason.

4.12   The regular meetings between DCISC Members and DCPP Officers and
Directors continue to be beneficial for both organizations

4.13   DCPP properly evaluated and responded to evidence of a minute Reactor
Coolant System leak discovered while shutdown for Refueling Outage
2R21.  Personnel implementing DCPP's Boric Acid Corrosion Control
Program performed well in identifying the leak location during routine
inspections.  The DCISC should review the results of the associated Root
Cause Evaluation after its completion.

4.14   DCPP's plan to perform an updated seismic assessment to respond to a
requirement in Senate Bill 846 appeared appropriate.  The DICSC should
review the updated seismic assessment when completed.

4.15    DCPP's Self-Assessment Program continues to be an active and effective
program for evaluating and improving station performance

4.16   The DCPP Motor-Operated Valve Program appeared to be an active and
effective program to ensure that Motor-Operated Valves important to
safety would function properly if needed during an accident.

5.0 RECOMMENDATIONS

5.1 None
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1.0 SUMMARY

The results of the DCISC Fact-finding meeting held on March 14, 15 and 27,
2023, at the Diablo Canyon Power Plant (DCPP) in Avila Beach, CA are presented.
The subjects addressed and summarized in Section 3 are as follows:

1. Meet with DCPP Officer, Site Vice-President Adam Peck
2. September 14, 2022 Emergency Exercise Critique
3. Equipment Long Range Plan Reviews (PMO++)
4. Meet with Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) Senior Resident Inspector
5. Radiation Monitoring and Eagle-21 Systems
6. Switchyard DC Control Power
7. Aging Management Plans for Extended Operations
8. Seismic Safety Issues
9. Review of the 2010 Enercon Services Report Regarding Seismic Vulnerabilities

10. Review of Proposed Changes to NRC Regulation 10 CFR 50.59
11. Maintenance Department Update
12. Observe DCPP Management Review Meeting (Remote)

 

2.0 INTRODUCTION

This Fact-Finding meeting with DCPP was made to evaluate specific safety
matters for the DCISC. The objective of the evaluation was to determine if Pacific
Gas and Electric's (PG&E's) performance is appropriate and whether any areas
revealed observations, which are important enough to warrant further review,
follow-up, or presentation at a public meeting. These safety matters include
follow-up and/or continuing review efforts by the Committee, as well as those
identified as a result of reviews of various safety-related documents.



Section 4-Conclusions highlights the conclusions of the Fact-Finding Team based
on items reported in Section 3-Discussion. These highlights also include the team's
suggested follow-up items for the DCISC, such as scheduling future Fact-Finding
Meetings on the topic, presentations at future public meetings, and requests for
future updates or information from DCPP on specific areas of interest, etc.

Section 5-Recommendations presents specific recommendations to PG&E proposed
by the Fact-Finding Team. These recommendations will be considered by the
DCISC. After review and approval by the DCISC, the Fact-Finding Report, including
its recommendations, will be provided to PG&E.  The Fact-Finding Report will also
appear in the DCISC Annual Report.

3.0 DISCUSSION

3.1  Meet with DCPP Site Vice-President Adam Peck

The DCISC Fact-finding Team (FFT) met with DCPP Site Vice-President, Adam
Peck, for a high-level update on DCPP Extended operations and PMO++, the DCPP
initiative to review and decide on maintenance and projects needed for extended
operations. (The FFT also reviewed PMO++ in more detail later in this Fact-finding
Meeting. See section 3.3 below.) The DCISC last met with a DCPP officer in
January 2023 (Reference 6.1), when it concluded the following:

The regular meetings between DCISC and DCPP Officers and
Directors continue to be beneficial for both organizations.

Conclusions:  The regular meetings between DCISC and DCPP Officers and
Directors continue to be beneficial for both organizations.

Recommendations:    None

3.2  September 14, 2022 Emergency Exercise Critique

The DCISC FFT met with Cameron Christian, DCPP Emergency Preparedness
Coordinator, to review the critique of the September 14, 2022 Evaluated
Emergency Exercise. The last DCISC review of DCPP Emergency Planning was at
the September 14-15, 2022 Fact-finding Meeting (Reference 6.2) when it observed
the September 14, 2022 emergency exercise and concluded the following:

The DCPP September 14, 2022 Evaluated Emergency Exercise
appeared to have been planned and implemented effectively.
The scenario was challenging, and emergency personnel
handled it properly. Each emergency location activated on time
and set up properly. Emergency Action Levels and Protective
Action Recommendations were declared correctly.



The purpose of this exercise was to develop and maintain the Emergency
Response Organization's (ERO's) key skills to protect public health and safety in
the unlikely event of a radiological emergency. This Emergency Plan Exercise was
designed to evaluate the proficiency of DCPP personnel in implementing the
principal Emergency Plan functions in response to a radiological emergency. The
Technical Support Center, Operational Support Center, Emergency Operations
Facility, Unified Dose Assessment Center (UDAC), Joint Information Center, and
Offsite Emergency Laboratory participated. The plant simulator acted as the
Control Room and drove indications in DCPP's Emergency Response Facilities.

The NRC, Sheriff's Watch Commander, County Emergency Operations Center, and
the State of California Office of Emergency Services Warning Center participated
along with offsite agencies within the DCPP Emergency Planning Zone as described
in the County's extent of play agreement with the Federal Emergency Management
Agency (FEMA).

The exercise had as its objective evaluating the following activities:

Communications between onsite and offsite Emergency Response Facilities
Coordination with offsite response organizations
Dissemination of information to the public via media channels
Operational and engineering assessment of accident sequences
Engineering assessment, repair plan development, and repair of critical
equipment under emergency conditions
Mitigative action implementation through the simulated repair of equipment
Protection of workers (radiological or physical) during emergency response

The scenario (described fully in the September 14-15, 2022 Fact-finding Report,
Reference 6.2) included a loss of all three fission product barriers followed by a
simulated radioactive release to the atmosphere. The release exceeded the
Environmental Protection Agency Protective Action Guidelines (PAGs) at the site
boundary and required ERO decision makers to develop Protective Action
Recommendations (PARs) to include recommendations for evacuation of the
public. The scenario also included the loss of all Residual Heat Removal (RHR)
pumps. The ERO needed to repair a differential relay on Bus G to make an RHR
pump available to operations. Repair of the RHR pump allowed the operating crew
to cool the plant down to less than 200 degrees Fahrenheit, which mitigated the
containment loss and stopped the radiological release.

The critique reported that the overall drill was satisfactory but identified the
following three weaknesses (gaps to excellence):

1. Objective B.1.1: On-shift personnel take appropriate actions to mitigate the
emergency condition based on Emergency Operating Procedures (EOPs) and
abnormal response procedures. Gap: The crew misread a step in the EOP,
delaying cooldown of the ruptured and faulted steam generator resulting in a



higher offsite dose consequence due to a loss of steam generator level. The
crew established feed flow to a ruptured and faulted steam generator for
about a minute before recognizing their mistake. Gap: Shift Manager did not
direct/ensure an initial public address system announcement was made
following declaration of an Alert.

The Operations crew was coached and remediated during the critique by an
Operations instructor with a review of the correct procedure flow path. Members of
the crew ran a similar event sequence later in the same week to demonstrate they
could correctly execute the procedure flow path. A notification was written to
capture the weakness in the Corrective Action Program (CAP). Lessons learned
from the event were also shared with the other crews during their training
sessions.

2. Objective 1.2.2: Demonstrate the ability of UDAC to perform dose
assessment. Dose assessment evaluations are performed within 15 minutes
of the availability of indications impacting offsite dose (e.g., core state,
release path, release status and meteorological conditions, term, and release
duration) and are checked for accuracy and updated as applicable to refine
the projections. Gaps:

- The dose assessor incorrectly determined that a condition was met.
However, it was not met due to the 10% atmospheric steam dump on the
ruptured steam generator being open and the main steam isolation valve
being closed. This resulted in the dose assessor erasing the main steam flow
value for the ruptured steam generator. This caused the dose assessment
software to have inadequate inputs to perform a correct calculation and
resulted in an error message. Troubleshooting was initially unsuccessful,
which significantly delayed dose assessment. The first dose assessment was
not available until approximately 90 minutes after the first indications of a
release to the environment. The dose assessor and dose assessment
coordinator eventually performed a manual dose assessment.

- The dose assessor incorrectly selected normal steam generator level despite
being told level was 0% narrow range. This error was not found by the dose
assessment coordinator during the validation portion of the dose assessment.

The dose assessor and dose assessment coordinator were coached and remediated
during the critique. A performance analysis was done, and a notification was
written in the CAP to capture the weakness.

3. Objective: Field Monitoring Teams (FMTs) are briefed, and personal protective
measures (including turn back dose and dose rates) are identified. Gap: The
FMT Communicator used gap values for the duration of the potential
consequence during an actual emergency: this meant that the turnback value
which was derived on Total Effective Dose Equivalent would have been non-
conservative resulting in the team hitting their turnback value later than they



should have.

The FMT Communicator and Coordinator were coached and remediated during
the critique process. A performance analysis was done, and a notification was
written in the CAP to capture the weakness.

The NRC's 4th quarter Integrated Inspection Report addressed the exercise but
had no findings or concerns.

Conclusions:  DCPP's September 14, 2022 emergency exercise critique
determined that the exercise was satisfactory overall, meeting all major
objectives. The critique was comprehensive and thorough, including many
lessons-learned for improved future performance. Three gaps to
excellence were identified and corrected.

Recommendations:    None

3.3  Equipment Long Range Plan Reviews (PMO++)

The DCISC FFT met with Allen Wilson, Director of Projects, and Michael
Jackson, Manager of Project Services and License Renewal, for an update on
Equipment Long Range Plan Reviews under PMO++. The DCISC last reviewed
PMO++ in December 2022 (Reference 6.3), concluding the following:

It appears that DCPP is appropriately beginning initiatives to
review capital projects and review plant maintenance to
support extended operation through 2030.

DCPP's current efforts to review the long rang maintenance and project plans for
station equipment is named "PMO++" (based on DCPP's 2016 Preventive
Maintenance Optimization initiative). The objective for this initiative, according to
DCPP, was the following:

In preparation for License Renewal and Extended Operations,
we are taking a holistic look at equipment/system's overall
health to determine and prioritize outstanding work scope
based on Maintenance Plans (MP) in grace or Preventive
Maintenance Change Requests (PMCR) that were approved
with rationale stating end of license is 2024/2025, Corrective
Maintenance (CM) Orders that have been pushed to beyond
2025, Open SAPNs (SAP Notification) / cognitive trending done
by plant personnel, License Renewal (LR) activities, and any
other inputs such as Life Cycle Maintenance (LCM) studies,
industry peers, Operating Experience (OE).

Also, the purpose was as follows:

1. To validate that the Maintenance being performed is



effective and is maintaining or improving safety,
equipment reliability or efficiency and identify any gaps
we may have in our maintenance/surveillance strategies. 

2. To identify Maintenance gaps and/or Projects that should
be evaluated to improve safety, equipment reliability,
efficiency, or support license requirements.

The project began on Monday December 12, 2022 with initial reviews completed
by the end of January 2023. A cross-functional team was in place to review a
comprehensive list of documents including the following:

Corrective Maintenance
Preventive Maintenance
Surveillances
License Renewal/Aging Management Programs
Repair Parts Equivalents
Modifications and Designs
Critical Spares
End of Life Grace Periods (pre-determined, pre-approved schedule
extensions)
Cognitive Trending via SAPNs (Corrective Action Notifications) and Interviews

Examples of outcomes would include CAP Notifications for Preventive Maintenance
changes, identifying turnkey projects, or determining additional options needing
investigating.

This intensive, comprehensive review is an important input into the DCISC charge
in California Senate Bill 846 to determine any "issues of deferred maintenance."
This item is being included in fact-finding meetings in early 2023 to support a final
proposed conclusion for the DCISC June 28-29, 2023 Public Meeting.

DCPP has over 12,000 Preventive Maintenance (PM) activities. Approximately 88
PM Change Requests (representing 200 individual PM activities) were processed as
a result of the reviews.  These PM activities, which were modified in preparation
for the 2025 shutdown, typically by changing the interval between maintenances,
were returned to their original frequencies. An example of this is the Condensate
Booster Pump motor rewinds. Similar decisions were made for Corrective
Maintenance items, such as the Turbine-Driven Auxiliary Feedwater Pump exhaust
corrosion.

Approximately 560 potential projects and plant concerns were reviewed for
possible action to support the five-year operations extension. Approximately 200
were reinstated to be prioritized for implementation for the extended plant life.
One of those potential projects, the update to Eagle 21 involving the Reactor
Protection System, had been terminated when the plan was to end power
operations in 2025.  For Eagle 21, it was decided to retain the original system now



that the supplier, Westinghouse, had begun producing replacement parts along
with a service contract and because the proposed replacement system was a "first
of a kind," introducing the risk of possible early failure or "infant mortality" due to
limited or no operating experience. An example of a system to be replaced with an
upgraded one is the Digital (Control) Rod Position Indicator, which has good
operating experience in other plants.

The review will conclude with one master list of projects to be entered into the CAP
for tracking. The draft list is being reviewed for "relative risk ranking" with the
highest priority projects being those needing implementation in Refueling Outage
1R24 in October 2023. The master list will be reviewed and approved in a series of
three Project Working Group review meetings and then to the Plant Health
Prioritization Committee for final approval by the end of April 2023.

The DCISC plans to review this progress in its April 19-20 and May 28-29, 2023
Fact-finding Meetings with its final conclusions in the May Fact-finding Meeting
Report to be approved at the DCISC June 28-29, 2023 Public Meeting. This will
fulfill the following CA Senate Bill 846 requirement:

"The commission shall review the reports and
recommendations of the Independent Safety Committee for
Diablo Canyon described in Section 712.1. If the Independent
Safety Committee for Diablo Canyon's reports or
recommendations cause the commission to determine, in its
discretion, that the costs of any upgrades necessary to address
seismic safety or issues of deferred maintenance that may
have arisen due to the expectation of the plant closing sooner
are too high . . ."

Conclusions:  The plant's PMO++ initiative to evaluate capital projects and
plant maintenance activities to support extended operation through 2030
is proceeding satisfactorily. The initiative review is expected to be
completed in time for the DCISC to complete its review and to develop
conclusions at its June 28-29, 2023 Public Meeting, satisfying the
California Senate Bill 846 requirement.

Recommendations:    None

3.4  Meet with NRC Senior Resident Inspector

The DCISC FFT met with Mahdi Hayes, NRC Senior Resident Inspector, and
Jennifer Mezaros, NRC inspector on rotational assignment to DCPP, for an update.
The DCISC last met with the NRC in its January 2023 Fact-finding Meeting
(Reference 6.4), concluding the following:

The meeting with the NRC Senior Resident Inspector was
beneficial, and the DCISC should continue the meetings.



The participants discussed the following items:

Refueling Outage 1R24 to occur in October 2023.
NRC inspection teams to inspect DCPP's Aging Management Program and
PMO++ results.
An NRC non-cited violation for an incipient fire protection testing problem
reported by an employee to NRC as an allegation. (The DCISC will review this
item at its April 14-15, 2023 Fact-finding Meeting.)

Conclusions:  The meeting with the NRC Senior Resident Inspector was
beneficial, and the DCISC should continue the meetings.

Recommendations:    None

3.5   Radiation Monitoring and Eagle 21 Systems

The DCISC FFT met with Kevin O'Neill, Tactical Engineer for Radiation
Monitors; Kris Jentzsch, Eagle 21 Subject Matter Expert; and Mike Sullivan,
Strategic Engineer for Radiation Monitors, for an update on these two systems in
the context of DCPP extended operations. The DCISC last reviewed the Radiation
Monitoring System (RMS) in July 2022 (Reference 6.5) and Eagle 21 in December
2013 (Reference 6.6), concluding the following:

DCPP's Radiation Monitoring System was in acceptable health
overall but needed further actions to address several portions
of the system that were in Maintenance Rule category (a)(1)
due to a high rate of functional failures.  The DCISC should
review the status of the Radiation Monitoring System again in
early 2023 after a new Excellence Plan for the system is
expected to be approved and initiated.

DCPP is proceeding with the replacement of its Eagle 21, Plant
Process Protection System (PPS). Its design is under review by
NRC, which approval is expected by the end of 2014.
Installation is planned for Refueling Outages 1R21 and 2R21
(2019).  The replacement appears prudent for improved
reliability, maintenance, and nuclear safety.

Radiation Monitoring System

The current RMS is performing satisfactorily with a few exceptions. DCPP is
analyzing the system to decide on short-term improvements versus long-term
wholesale changeout. The former is faster and easier using known components,
whereas the latter is complex with "first-of-a-kind" risk of new equipment. They
plan to have a life cycle management study performed by a consultant to help
make the choice. The DCISC should review this study and final decision when



available.

Eagle 21

Eagle 21 is part of the original Westinghouse Nuclear Steam Supply System
(NSSS), which includes the Reactor Coolant System (RCS). Eagle 21 was updated
in the mid-1990s and had been under consideration for possible replacement with
a digital version. The system consists of four separate protection sets, which
provide trip and actuation signals to the Solid-State Protection System (SSPS) for
use by the Reactor Trip System (RTS) and Engineered Safety Features Actuation
System (ESFAS).

Section 3.3 above describes the current thinking for Eagle 21: "One of those
potential projects, the update to Eagle 21 involving the Reactor Protection System,
had been terminated when the plan was to end power operations in 2025.  For
Eagle 21, it was decided to retain the original system now that the supplier,
Westinghouse, had begun producing needed replacement parts along with a
service contract and because the new system was a "first of a kind," introducing
the risk of possible early failure or "infant mortality" due to limited or no operating
experience."

Conclusions:  DCPP's Radiation Monitoring System, which is performing
satisfactorily, is under consideration for short-term improvement or long-
term full replacement for extended operations from 2025 to 2030 and
possibly beyond. A life cycle management study is being considered. The
DCISC should continue to follow DCPP's review and decision.

Eagle 21, the original Reactor Protection System, is performing
satisfactorily and has the benefit of a recent decision by the manufacturer
to produce and supply needed replacement parts with a service contract
to industry. Thus, DCPP plans to maintain its current Eagle 21 system for
the five-year extended operations. This appeared satisfactory to the
DCISC Fact-finding Team.

Recommendations:    None

3.6   DC Control Power for the 230kV and 500kV Switchyards

The DCISC FFT met with Do Vo, Transmission System Engineer, and Joe
Goryance, Electrical Engineering Supervisor, for a review of Direct Current (DC)
Switchyard Control Power. The DCISC last reviewed the Transmission System in
December 2022 (Reference 6.7), when it concluded the following:

The 230kV and 500kV Transmission Systems are both rated in
Green health, which is good. Minor on-going problems are
being addressed using the Corrective Action Program. DCPP
plans to move its spare transformers up the hill near the



Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation to get them out of
the salt spray environment. Reviews of maintenance and
equipment upgrades are under way for license extension.

DC control power for breaker control and communication equipment for both
230kV and 500kV switchyards is provided from the plant vital buses with batteries
and battery chargers for backup. Batteries are subject to weekly and quarterly
inspections for such parameters as battery float voltage, pilot cell voltage, specific
gravity, electrolyte levels, charger output, and unintentional grounds as well as
three-to-five-year battery discharge tests. Batteries are replaced as determined by
inspection or testing results. The overall health of the switchyard DC Control
System was rated "Acceptable."

Conclusions:   The DCPP 230kV and 500kV Switchyard DC Control Power
System was considered as "Acceptable" by PG&E as determined by its
operating reliability and periodic inspections and tests.

Recommendations:   None.

3.7  Aging Management Plans for License Renewal

The DCISC FFT met with Brandy Lopez, License Renewal Strategic Initiative
Principal; Eric Bracken, Manager of Decommissioning Projects; and Michelle
Olsofski, License Renewal Engineer, for an update on DCPP Aging Management
Plans (AMPs) for License Renewal. The DCISC last reviewed DCPP aging
management in August 2009 (Reference 6.8), when it concluded the following:

DCPP's Equipment Reliability (ER) Program (including aging
management) is well-designed and implemented. A major
Single Point Vulnerability (SPV) evaluation has been completed
and the results are being implemented which should help
reduce threats to plant performance. An industry assessment
of DCPP ER made recommendations in the area of long-term
planning and streamlining the budget and schedule approval
process.

Ms. Lopez reported that DCPP has a 40-person project team reviewing the changes
in NRC's regulations and guides for license renewal since DCPP filed its original
application for license renewal in 2008. Members of the team were developing
AMPs for systems and equipment as required for the License Renewal Application
that DCPP expected to file by the end of 2023. Some existing AMPs were being
updated for license renewal, such as the one for NFPA-805, Fire Protection. New
AMPs were being initiated per NRC regulations, such as Cathodic Protection of
Auxiliary Saltwater discharge piping.

Conclusions:   DCPP appeared to be proceeding appropriately in upgrading
and adding new Aging Management Plans for systems and equipment for



its NRC License Renewal application to be submitted in late 2023.

Recommendations:   None.

3.8   Seismic Safety Issues

The DCISC FFT met in person with Albert Kottke, Geotechnical Earthquake
Engineer; Nathan Barber, Supervisor, Risk and Regulatory Initiatives; Bill
Horstman, Principal Civil Engineer; Nozar Jahangir, Manager, Seismic Engineering;
Rasool Baradaran, Probabilistic Risk Assessment (PRA) Supervisor; and Scott
Hildebrand, Supervisor, Nuclear Project Services for License Renewal
Coordination/Implementation.  Joining the meeting remotely were Jeff Bachhuber,
Director, Geosciences; Chris Madugo, Geosciences Consultant; and Robert Fiori,
Main Turbine Strategic Engineer.  The subjects of the meeting were several
technical topics related to the seismic safety of the power plant.  The DCISC last
reviewed seismic safety during its Fact-Finding meetings in November 2022
(Reference 6.9) and January 2023 (Reference 6.10) the conclusions of which were
incorporated into the discussions below.

1. The DCISC's Review of Seismic Safety Under Senate Bill 846

The FFT began the meeting with a discussion of the mandate in recent California
legislation, Senate Bill 846 (SB846, enacted in September 2022), which directed
the DCISC to review and evaluate seismic safety in the context of inquiring as to
whether important seismic-safety upgrades would be needed to support safe
operation if the plant's operating period were to be extended beyond the current
NRC licenses that end in 2024 (Unit 1) and 2025 (Unit 2).

As background, as part of its work to obtain the needed information for the
seismic-safety evaluation, the DCISC held the above-cited review meeting on
November 9, 2022, during which the FFT met with most of the same PG&E staff
who were participating in this meeting.  The outcome of that November meeting
was a report that the DCISC approved during its February 2023 Public Meeting
(Reference 6.11).  The principal DCISC conclusions and recommendations from
that report were discussed with the PG&E staff during this meeting.  The basic
thrust of those conclusions, summarized during this March 2023 meeting, was that
the DCISC believes that seismic safety is adequate now, and also believes (based
on currently available information) that it would not be necessary to perform any
significant seismic-safety upgrades to support DCPP operation during the proposed
five-year operations-extension period.

The conclusions of the DCISC's November 2022 report were briefly reviewed and
discussed.  The FFT confirmed with PG&E that PG&E had no technical concerns or
corrections to suggest for the DCISC's report.  In addition to the technical topics
covered, one major procedural point raised was that the DCISC has been asked by
the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) to provide a report by the end of
June 2023, covering its conclusions and recommendations on the cited topics.  To



meet that deadline, the FFT explained that the DCISC currently plans to write a
draft of that report internally by mid-June and then to present and discuss it,
obtain public comment on it, and then approve it during its next DCISC Public
Meeting, scheduled for June 28-29, 2023, just prior to the deadline.

However, it was pointed out by both the FFT and the PG&E staff that some
important seismic-safety information is not expected to be completed before the
June 30 deadline, as discussed below.  Therefore, the FFT concluded that the June
30 DCISC position on seismic safety for the CPUC will necessarily need to explain
that the DCISC's conclusions must remain preliminary until the expected new
information after June 30 will have been reviewed.

2. Expected New Seismic Safety Information

The FFT and the PG&E staff discussed the expected new information, and its likely
schedule as follows:

The SB 846 legislation requires PG&E to undertake an updated seismic
assessment.  The FFT learned that PG&E expects to complete that assessment
in the fourth quarter of 2023.
 
The State of California's Independent Peer Review Panel for seismic safety
(IPRP) will be meeting on May 5, 2023 and is expected to review the current
understanding of at least the seismic-hazard and seismic-ground-motion
aspects of DCPP seismic safety and perhaps some of the seismic-engineering
aspects, too.  The IPRP also plans to review the DCISC November 2022 report
and could provide its own insights or comments about that report.  If the
IPRP subsequently produces a report with any findings and recommendations,
those would also need to be accounted for by the DCISC is its own reviews.
 If the IPRP information would be available before the DCISC's June 30
deadline for its CPUC submittal, the DCISC would attempt to include the IPRP
information in its CPUC submittal.
 
Using material from its previous application, PG&E is preparing a new
application to the NRC for the extension of its operating licenses, and the
current plan is to submit that application by the end of calendar 2023.  That
application will cover seismic safety among many other technical topics, and
the DCISC in turn will necessarily need to review that application after its
submission. 
 
Mr. Baradaran and Mr. Barber reported that their regular periodic update of
the plant's full PRA (Probabilistic Risk Assessment), which has been under
development for a couple of years, is expected to be completed in the next
few months and will include an update for the Seismic PRA (SPRA).
 Modifications to the previous version, produced in 2017 (Reference 6.12),
are needed to account for configuration changes, changes in the underlying



data, and changes in some of the models of accident sequences.  Mr. Barber
reported that in his view these changes will not be important enough to alter
the fundamental insights from the SPRA, but of course the DCISC will want to
review the new SPRA independently.

For all of the above reasons, the DCISC's required submittal to the CPUC on
seismic safety, due on June 30, will of necessity need to be only a preliminary
review, subject to reevaluation if new technical information becomes available.

3.  Senate Bill 846 Requirements Regarding an Updated Seismic Assessment

PG&E provided some detail about its plans to perform the updated seismic
assessment required to be completed by SB 846.  This detail was in addition to the
information that had been provided to the DCISC during its January 2023 meeting.
 Specifically, PG&E is in the process of identifying the experts who would comprise
the study group to perform this assessment.  The PG&E staff said that they are
also giving careful thought as to whether they need to do an elaborate and
complex update to the 2015 Probabilistic Seismic Hazard Analysis (PSHA)
(Reference 6.13), or whether a less detailed review might be sufficient.  They are
also considering whether they need a Senior Seismic Hazard Analysis Committee
(SSHAC)-type process (Reference 6.13 and Reference 6.14) or can do the
evaluation with a less formal and less elaborate methodology, and if so whether a
SSHAC Level 1 review would be sufficient.

(The acronym "SSHAC" refers to a PSHA analysis methodology (Reference 6.13,
Reference 6.14) developed by an expert panel, the "Senior Seismic Hazard
Analysis Committee," in the 1990s that has become one standard methodological
approach, endorsed by the NRC, for performing PSHA analysis.  SSHAC-type
analyses can be done at 4 different "levels", 1 to 4. The 2015 DCPP PSHA study
(Reference 6.15) was a SSHAC-level-3 analysis.)

The PG&E staff explained that they will be doing a short-term seismic-hazard and
seismic-ground-motion evaluation between now and July 2023, for use to support
the license renewal application.  Based on that short-term study, which will be
largely a study that asks the question, "is anything new that is important?", they
will then consider whether a SSHAC-type project should be undertaken.  If a
SSHAC-type project is required, it would be a year-long project.  They indicated
that both the timeline and the level of effort are under consideration, based in part
on how much difference it might make to the various seismic-hazard insights.  One
consideration, besides the timeline, is whether or not a fully quantitative new
PSHA evaluation is required at this time.  The DCISC will need to follow this
decision process to assure that the DCISC is apprised of and can do its own review
of any new seismic safety insights.

PG&E's Long Term Seismic Program (LTSP), which is a multi-decade long program
to advance the understanding of seismic safety at Diablo Canyon and an NRC
license condition, was discussed briefly.  It was reported that the most recent



insights from the LTSP will be incorporated into the SB 846-mandated seismic
evaluation, and that the LTSP will continue with its long-established program of
site and regional seismic data collection and analysis throughout any operations
extension period.  The FFT also inquired with PG&E if information gathered from
the recent major earthquake in Turkey would be incorporated into the LTSP, and
PG&E personnel responded that information gained from that earthquake would be
included in the LTSP as has been the case with other major earthquakes in the
recent past.

4.  FLEX Capabilities Modeled in the Probabilistic Risk Assessment

(FLEX is not an acronym but is the name for a composite of mostly portable,
manually employed equipment (stored on site in a seismically robust building or in
a secure outdoor area) and pre-installed plant connections to provide cooling water
to the Reactor, Steam Generators, and Spent Fuel Pools in the case of beyond-
design-basis events.)

Mr. Barber and Mr. Baradaran reported that in the PRA update now underway, the
systems model will be incorporating more FLEX capability than had been included
in the previous PRA model.  However, Mr. Barber reported that although the
analysis is still in a preliminary stage, he believes that any reductions in seismic
risk arising due to the existence of the FLEX capabilities are likely to be small, in
part because at the very large earthquake motions where most of the seismic risk
occurs, the ability to deploy the FLEX equipment in a timely way may be
compromised.  The PRA analysis supporting this tentative conclusion is difficult to
perform and its implications are important; therefore, the DCISC will want to
review that analysis when it has been finalized.

Conclusions:  DCPP's wide-ranging and longstanding program for
achieving and maintaining seismic safety is robust and has adequate
resources.  Important new analyses were being developed at the time of
this meeting and were expected to be available over the next several
months, i.e., second quarter 2023.  To support the DCISC's legislative
mandate under SB 846 to perform a seismic-safety evaluation, the DCISC
currently has sufficient information to complete the evaluation.  The
DCISC will also need to review the new reports and evaluations as they
become available, including the contribution of FLEX capabilities to further
reduce seismic risk.  At this time, the DCISC concludes that there are no
concerns with the adequacy of seismic safety at DCPP.

Recommendations:    None

3.9  Review of the 2010 Enercon Services Report Regarding Seismic Vulnerabilities

The DCISC FFT continued the meeting discussed above in person with Albert
Kottke, Geotechnical Earthquake Engineer; Nathan Barber, Supervisor, Risk and
Regulatory Initiatives; Bill Horstman, Principal Civil Engineer; Nozar Jahangir,



Manager, Seismic Engineering; Rasool Baradaran, Probabilistic Risk Assessment
(PRA) Supervisor; and Scott Hildebrand, Supervisor, Nuclear Project Services for
License Renewal Coordination/Implementation. Joining the meeting remotely were
Jeff Bachhuber, Director, Geosciences; and Chris Madugo, Geosciences Consultant;
and Robert Fiori, Main Turbine Strategic Engineer.  The subject of this portion of
the meeting was a review of a study entitled "Seismic Assessment of Diablo
Canyon Power Plant Non-Safety Related Structures, Systems and Components,"
completed by Enercon Services in 2010 (Reference 6.16).  This was the DCISC's
first review of this topic.

The DCISC's review was motivated by a comment from a member of the public at
the DCISC's February 2023 Public Meeting, followed up by correspondence on the
same issue from the public and by a recent article in the local press about the
same topic.   The FFT obtained a copy of the Enercon report, which had been
performed in 2010 as a part of responses to direction under California Assembly
Bill 1632, to address the potential vulnerability of power plant buildings (six
buildings in particular) and structures at DCPP due to a seismic event.  The report
focused upon identifying the non-safety related structures, systems, and
components (SSCs) of the plant which were most vulnerable to damage from
earthquakes and assessing their seismic capabilities. This included seismic-initiated
off-normal scenarios that would not lead to nuclear safety concerns but might lead
to other important damage to the power plant that could prevent it from operating
to make electricity.

The DCISC's purposes in performing this review were 1) to determine whether
there were new insights in the Enercon report into the seismic safety of structures
or equipment important to safety and 2) to evaluate specific concerns raised by
the public as a part of the DCISC's responsibilities for public outreach under its
charter.  The DCISC charter describes its scope as reviewing "operational safety."
The DCISC interprets this to mean to review the plant's "nuclear safety," which is
concerned specifically with safety against core damage, radiological releases (on
site or off site), radiation exposures to the plant's workers, radiological damage to
the environment and to offsite property, etc.  Hence an inquiry about the non-
nuclear-safety related SSCs mentioned above is largely out of scope for the DCISC
except insofar as some seismic scenarios might injure or otherwise compromise
the ability of plant personnel, located in non-safety buildings, to perform safety
duties after such an earthquake. However, members of the public had raised
concerns to the DCISC that such damage could force the plant off-line for a long
period, which would compromise the DCPP's mission to support the California
electrical grid.

The issue raised by the public and addressed during this FF meeting concerns off-
normal scenarios initiated by earthquakes too small to result in a compromise to
nuclear safety.  Such scenarios might nevertheless damage equipment and
structures that would require the plant to shut down for a long time to repair the
damage and could also cause injuries to on-site plant personnel, which could
compromise effective post-earthquake plant response.



The PG&E staff experts explained some of the technical underpinnings of the
Enercon report:  how the various on-site buildings had been designed to the
seismic building code of the time; how the extra margin above the code is
understood; what was the code's end-point (generally life safety, not an ability to
function afterward); and how the Enercon report's quantifications of the likelihood
of building failure should be interpreted.

One of the Enercon report's takeaway messages is that for earthquakes smaller
than an earthquake that would compromise DCPP's nuclear safety, the likelihood of
a seismic failure of any of the various buildings analyzed is in the range of around
0.001 per year (occurring on average once in 1,000 years). [In this context,
"failure" (defined by Enercon) means that the loss of function would last longer
than 120 days. Failure could also cause injuries to on-site plant personnel, as
noted above.]  The analysis supporting the above likelihood was discussed in the
meeting, and it appeared to be technically sound to the FFT.  However, the word
"failure" in Enercon's context means damage to the building that would prevent it
from serving its function for 120 days until repairs were made.  Near-term
functional reoccupation is an economic question, that impacts whether temporary
trailers and other structures would be needed while building repairs were
performed. For any of the buildings analyzed, the likelihood of damage that would
place the safety of the building's occupants at risk is even lower than the
approximate number quoted just above. Whether that likelihood is an acceptable
value is something that the DCISC FF team believes is an issue of public policy
beyond the DCISC's remit under its charter.

The recent press article stated that six DCPP buildings were designed as
earthquake-vulnerable "soft story" buildings. ("Soft story" buildings have a first
story that is elevated on columns generally to facilitate underbuilding parking. The
columns are not seismically braced, and the design is not seismically robust.)

The FFT inquired about this design of the buildings at DCPP, and the staff
explained to the FFT how the comparison of the building's structures to "soft story"
buildings in the context of earthquake vulnerabilities was not technically
appropriate.  The staff pointed out that while the "soft story" design is a prominent
feature of many California buildings that makes them more vulnerable than is
acceptable, and while ductility is a major consideration in designing and evaluating
any building's seismic capacity, the soft-story description as found in the Enercon
report was not an accurate description of the design of the buildings evaluated in
that report.  Further, the PG&E experts explained how the ductility properties of
the cited buildings were not a safety concern, including to the building occupants.
 Indeed, the Appendix to the Enercon Report concluded that all six of the buildings
evaluated would have strong seismic performance.  The FFT also noted that these
buildings are not safety-related and do not contain safety-related or any other
plant operating components. They are "administrative" type buildings.  They house
plant personnel which are mostly not those required to immediately respond to
plant events.  Those personnel necessary to respond to plant events would be



plant operators who are located in the Control Room and typically work in safety-
related buildings designed to much stricter NRC regulations. Additionally, most key
emergency response personnel work rotating shift schedules, which would typically
place at least 75% of those groups off site at any particular time.

The FFT also inquired about one specific finding of the 2010 Enercon report
regarding a conclusion that the plant's main turbine thrust bearings would be
vulnerable to seismic damage at earthquake levels much below levels that would
compromise the plant's nuclear safety.  The report recommended that the DCPP
plant evaluate the seismic capacity of the main turbine thrust bearings and
upgrade the bearings, if necessary.  Mr. Fiori reported that in the intervening years
since the 2010 Enercon report was written, that issue has been resolved favorably
and that the suggested long-term vulnerability of the thrust bearings is not a
major issue.  He provided the FFT with copies of a detailed evaluation performed
by the thrust bearing manufacturer quantifying the worst-case damage scenario
for the effects of a seismic event below the plant's design basis earthquake.  The
detailed evaluation concluded that the amount of damage would be lower than
assumed in the Enercon report and that the subsequent repairs could likely be
accomplished in about a month.

Conclusion: The DCISC reviewed a 2010 seismic consultant report on the
seismic response of non-safety related structures and equipment at DCPP
(the "Enercon report") and found that, in conjunction with follow-on
PG&E technical analyses, no concerns affecting nuclear safety were
identified.  Additionally, the DCISC concludes that the performance of
building structures at DCPP during a seismic event lower than the design-
basis earthquake would not represent a significant hazard to the safety of
personnel needed to respond following a seismic event at DCPP. One non-
safety item, the main turbine thrust bearings, although susceptible to
earthquake forces, would require about one month to repair, if damaged.

Recommendations:    None

3.10  Review of Proposed Changes to NRC Regulation 10 CFR 50.59

The DCISC FFT met remotely with Michael Richardson, Regulatory Services
Supervisor, to discuss how DCPP treated proposed changes to the NRC Code of
Federal Regulations, 10 CFR 50.59, "Changes, Tests and Experiments."  The
DCISC last reviewed DCPP's experience with 10 CFR 50.59 in July 2021 (Reference
6.17), concluding the following:

DCPP's program for managing plant changes under 10 CFR
50.59 was being properly implemented and ensured that
changes made to the facility were adequately reviewed to
determine their impact upon the facility and its licensing basis.

Mr. Richardson provided an overview of the 10 CFR 50.59 regulation, the purpose



of which is to provide a mechanism for a nuclear power plant to make changes to
its physical facility or procedures and programs without prior regulatory approval
provided certain conditions were met.  The required conditions for acceptable
changes included determining that the change did not create any new
hazards/accidents that had not previously been evaluated and did not decrease the
performance of structures, systems or components that were necessary to
mitigate accidents.  Nuclear Energy Institute (NEI) document 96-07, "Guidelines
for 10 CFR 50.59 Implementation," provides NRC-endorsed industry guidance for
the change management process.

DCPP's 10 CFR 50.59 program was integrated in the plant's program for managing
the licensing basis which was governed by Procedure TS3.ID2, "Licensing Basis
Impact Evaluations," a copy of which was provided to and reviewed by the FFT.
 The procedure required that all proposed changes be reviewed using a three-step
process as follows:

1. Applicability Determination - an initial review is performed to determine which
regulations and/or programs may govern a proposed change.
 

2. 10 CFR 50.59 Screening Evaluation - if the Applicability Determination
concludes that a proposed change is governed by the regulations, then a
high-level screening review is performed to determine if a full 10 CFR 50.59
change evaluation is required 
 

3. 10 CFR 50.59 (Full) Evaluation - if the Screening Evaluation concludes that
more information is needed to determine the impact of the change, then a
detailed evaluation is performed to determine the full effects of the proposed
change, how the change affects the licensing basis, and if the proposed
change does or does not require prior NRC approval.

It was reported that NRC may be considering changes to 10 CFR 50.59 as a risk-
informed regulation. The Nuclear Energy Institute (NEI) had presented information
on the changes about a year ago; however, DCPP reported that it was too early in
the process to become involved. The DCISC should review any changes, should
they occur, when the current NRC review of 50.59 is completed.

Conclusion:  The NRC was in the early stages of making risk-informed
basis changes to their regulation 10 CFR 50.59, "Changes, Tests, and
Experiments." DCPP was aware of the changes but believed it was too
early to get involved in the review process and meanwhile would continue
to implement the existing rule.  The DCISC should review any changes,
should they occur, when the current NRC review of 50.59 is completed.

Recommendations:    None

3.11  Maintenance Department Update



The DCISC FFT met with Ken Pazden, Maintenance Manager for Electrical,
Instrumentation & Controls, and Mechanical Maintenance, for an update on the
DCPP Maintenance Department. The DCISC last reviewed Maintenance in May
2022 (Reference 6.18), when it concluded the following:

Maintenance Department performance at DCPP continued to be
good.  The DCISC should review Maintenance Department
performance again in about one year given recent
organizational changes and staffing reductions.  Also, the
DCISC should review the Voluntary Separation Program that
was recently initiated by PG&E and which could have a
significant effect upon staffing at DCPP.

Regarding personnel resources in Maintenance, out of 300 approved (and 270
current) positions, 96 would be eligible for retirement in August 2023. Because of
this and the possibility of operating for another five years to 2030, Maintenance is
aggressively hiring all functions. Additionally, Maintenance utilizes an on-site
contractor, BHI, with approximately 45 personnel typically.

Mr. Pazden reviewed various industry performance indicators for maintenance with
the FFT.  Maintenance performance was rated as Green (good) and stable based
on the performance indicators.

Conclusion:  DCPP Maintenance Department overall performance was
reported as Green (good) and stable based on industry performance
indicators. Maintenance was aggressively hiring for possible retirements
and a five-year plant operations extension to 2030.

Recommendations:    None

3.12    Observe DCPP Management Review Meeting (Remote)

The DCISC FFT (Budnitz and Wardell) remotely observed the March 27, 2023
meeting of the DCISC Management Review Team. The last DCISC review of this
meeting (then called the Station Oversight Committee) was at the DCISC June
2021 Public Meeting (Reference 6.19).

The stated purpose of the meeting was as follows:

Review of key indicators, performance indicators, excellence
plans and department dashboards that focuses excellence
standards and leadership behaviors to drive sustainable station
performance and continuous improvement.

The stated desired outcome was the following:

Challenge progress against action plan due dates, measurable
results, and identify additional actions needed to address



performance shortfalls with a sense of urgency.

The meeting agenda was as follows:

1. Safety Minute (AED, CPR)
2. Review Desired Outcomes
3. Chair Opening Comments & Welcome

-    Metric Review
-    Gaps to Excellence
-    Performance Improvement: Red & Yellow Indicators

4. Performance Improvement Discussion
5. Break
6. Metric Review
7. Safety Dashboard & Excellence Plan
8. Engineering & Equipment Reliability Dashboard & Excellence Plan
9. Roundtable

10. Chair Closing Remarks
11. Actions and Meeting Evaluation
12. Adjourn

The meeting was characterized by good participation, concise and concrete
presentations/explanations, and participants' willingness to accept new action
items. The meeting was strongly focused on excellent performance, particularly in
the areas of operational reliability, event avoidance, and personnel safety.

Conclusions: The March 27, 2023 DCPP Management Review Meeting was
effectively facilitated with good participation and a strong focus on
excellent performance in operational reliability, event avoidance, and
personnel safety.

Recommendations:    None

4.0 CONCLUSIONS

4.1    The regular meetings between DCISC and DCPP Officers and Directors
continue to be beneficial for both organizations.

4.2    DCPP's September 14, 2022 emergency exercise critique determined that
the exercise was satisfactory overall, meeting all major objectives. The
critique was comprehensive and thorough, including many lessons-learned
for improved future performance. Three gaps to excellence were identified
and corrected.

4.3    The plant's PMO++ initiative to evaluate capital projects and plant
maintenance activities to support extended operation through 2030 is



proceeding satisfactorily. The initiative review is expected to be completed
in time for the DCISC to complete its review and to develop conclusions at
its June 28-29, 2023 Public Meeting, satisfying the California Senate Bill
846 requirement.

4.4    The meeting with the NRC Senior Resident Inspector was beneficial, and
the DCISC should continue the meetings.

4.5    DCPP's Radiation Monitoring System, which is performing satisfactorily, is
under consideration for short-term improvement or long-term full
replacement for extended operations from 2025 to 2030 and possibly
beyond. A life cycle management study is being considered. The DCISC
should continue to follow DCPP's review and decision.

Eagle 21, the original Reactor Protection System, is performing
satisfactorily and has the benefit of a recent decision by the manufacturer
to produce and supply needed replacement parts with a service contract to
industry. Thus, DCPP plans to maintain its current Eagle 21 system for the
five-year extended operations. This appeared satisfactory to the DCISC
Fact-finding Team.

4.6    The DCPP 230kV and 500kV Switchyard DC Control Power System was
considered as "Acceptable" by PG&E as determined by its operating
reliability and periodic inspections and tests.

4.7    DCPP appeared to be proceeding appropriately in upgrading and adding
new Aging Management Plans for systems and equipment for its NRC
License Renewal application to be submitted in late 2023.

4.8    DCPP's wide-ranging and longstanding program for achieving and
maintaining seismic safety is robust and has adequate resources.
 Important new analyses were being developed at the time of this meeting
and were expected to be available over the next several months, i.e.,
second quarter 2023.  To support the DCISC's legislative mandate under
SB 846 to perform a seismic-safety evaluation, the DCISC currently has
sufficient information to complete the evaluation.  This DCISC will also
need to review the new reports and evaluations as they become available,
including the contribution of FLEX capabilities to further reduce seismic
risk.  At this time, the DCISC concludes that there are no concerns with the
adequacy of seismic safety at DCPP.

4.9    The DCISC reviewed a 2010 seismic consultant report on the seismic
response of non-safety related structures and equipment at DCPP (the
"Enercon report") and found that, in conjunction with follow-on PG&E
technical analyses, no concerns affecting nuclear safety were identified.
 Additionally, the DCISC concludes that the performance of building
structures at DCPP during a seismic event lower than the design-basis



earthquake would not represent a significant hazard to the safety of
personnel needed to respond following a seismic event at DCPP.

4.10    The NRC was in the early stages of making risk-informed basis changes
to their regulation 10 CFR 50.59, "Changes, Tests, and Experiments." DCPP
was aware of the changes but believed it was too early to get involved in
the review process and meanwhile would continue to implement the
existing rule. The DCISC should review any changes, should they occur,
when the current NRC review of 50.59 is completed.

4.11    DCPP Maintenance Department overall performance was reported as
Green (good) and stable based on industry performance indicators.
Maintenance was aggressively hiring for possible retirements and a five-
year plant operations extension to 2030.

5.0 RECOMMENDATIONS

None
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1.0 SUMMARY

The results of the DCISC April 18, 19 and 20, 2023, Fact-Finding Meeting for
the Diablo Canyon Power Plant (DCPP) in Avila Beach, CA, are presented.
 Although the Fact-Finding Team (FFT) was on-site at DCPP, portions of the
meeting were held remotely.  The subjects addressed and summarized in Section
3 are as follows:

1. Corrective Action Review Board
2. Trends in Plant Status Control Events
3. Equipment Long Range Plan Reviews (PMO++) 
4. Licensed Operator Simulator Continuing Training Class Observation 
5. Fire Protection Program and Systems
6. Corrective Action Program and Human Performance Update 
7. Meet with Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) Senior Resident Inspector
8. Meet with DCPP Officer
9. Reactivity Management Program

10. Reactor Coolant System 
11. Compressed Air Systems

 

2.0 INTRODUCTION

This Fact-Finding Meeting for the DCPP was held to evaluate specific safety
matters for the DCISC. The objective of the evaluation was to determine if PG&E's
performance is appropriate and whether any areas revealed observations which
are important enough to warrant further review, follow-up, or presentation at a
public meeting. These safety matters include follow-up and/or continuing review



efforts by the Committee, as well as those identified as a result of reviews of
various safety-related documents.

Section 4 - Conclusions, highlights the conclusions of the FFT based on items
reported in Section 3 - Discussion. These highlights also include the team's
suggested follow-up items for the DCISC, such as scheduling future Fact-Finding
Meetings on the topic, presentations at future public meetings, and requests for
future updates or information from DCPP on specific areas of interest, etc.

Section 5 - Recommendations, presents specific recommendations to PG&E
proposed by the FFT. These recommendations will be considered by the DCISC.
After review and approval by the DCISC, this Fact-Finding Report, including its
recommendations, will be provided to PG&E.  The Fact-Finding Report will also
appear in the DCISC Annual Report.

3.0 DISCUSSION

3.1  Corrective Action Review Board

DCISC Consultants McWhorter and Kadak remotely observed a meeting of the
DCPP Corrective Action Review Board (CARB).  The DCISC last observed a CARB
meeting in April 2022 (Reference 6.1), when it concluded the following:

The April 13, 2022, DCPP Corrective Action Review Board
(CARB) meeting moved along expeditiously, although
thoroughly, effectively resolving the issues and actions on its
agenda. There was good participation by CARB attendees.

The CARB's purpose is to provide a venue for station management to demonstrate
commitment to Corrective Action Program (CAP) excellence.  The CARB fulfills a
need for senior management oversight of the CAP, and this oversight function
includes:

Reviewing Root Cause Evaluations (RCEs) for accuracy, completeness and
alignment of the problem, causes and corrective actions
Approving extensions to the due dates for Corrective Actions to Prevent
Recurrence (CAPRs)
Approving Effectiveness Evaluations for CAP resolutions
Periodically reviewing CAP metrics to ensure the CAP is meeting management
expectations
Reviewing and dispositioning requests for changes to Cause Evaluations 
Reviewing Notifications screened by the Notification Review Team, which
performs the initial screening of all Notifications

The membership of the CARB consists of regular and alternate members
designated in writing by the Station Director, and CARB meetings are held as



necessary, typically on a weekly basis.  This meeting was chaired by Dennis
Petersen, the Station Director.

The agenda for this meeting included the following:

Safety Minute
Facilitative Leadership Minute
Review Desired Outcomes
Verify Quorum
Review of Previous Meeting Minutes, Action Items, and Evaluation
Review Open Root Cause Evaluations Notifications and Tasks
Review Corrective Action Program Index (Performance Indicators)
Review Selected Open Significance Level 1 and 2 Work Group Evaluations
Review Condition Reports and Recommend Eagle Eye Award* Nominations
Review Action Items and Meeting Evaluation

* The Eagle Eye Award recognizes those who identify and help
solve Corrective Action Program (CAP) issues that prevent or
decrease risk to the organization related to safety, reliability,
cost or compliance or suggest significant process
enhancements or performance improvements.

The Consultants observed that the meeting was effectively managed, covering
items on the agenda efficiently while allowing adequate time for any participants
to question and discuss items of interest in more detail.  There was good
participation by all CARB attendees.  The Consultants noted that the agenda for
this meeting was more administrative in nature than is typical, focusing on CAP
metrics and tracking of open items.  The DCISC should plan to observe another
CARB meeting in the near future to allow for additional observations of the CARB's
handling of more substantive issues.

Conclusions:  The April 18, 2023, DCPP Corrective Action Review Board
(CARB) meeting covered items on the agenda efficiently while allowing
adequate time for any participants to question and discuss items of
interest in more detail.  There was good participation by CARB attendees.

Recommendations:    None.

3.2  Trends in Plant Status Control Events

The DCISC FFT met with Brent Dvoracek, Performance Shift Manager, to
receive an update on trends in plant status control events, primarily within the
Operations Department.  The DCISC last reviewed this topic in December 2021
(Reference 6.2), when it concluded the following:

DCPP's corrective actions for past problems in Plant Status



Control continue to be effective.  Plant Status Control
performance has improved and is being sustained at a high
level.

The term Plant Status Control Events generally refers to events in which an
operator or technician manipulates the wrong component (such as a valve or
switch) or places a component in the wrong position.  In late 2017, challenges in
the area of Plant Status Control performance became an issue and continued
through 2019.  As a result, Plant Status Control performance weakness was
escalated by Quality Verification to the Station Director in July 2019.  Operations
developed a Plant Status Control Action Plan to address this performance decline
which included a common cause evaluation, increased observations and
communications, and a video that was distributed site-wide to demonstrate strong
component positioning behaviors.  In March 2020, December 2020, and December
2021, the DCISC reviewed the effectiveness of actions taken to improve Plant
Status Control and found that performance was good and being sustained at a
high level.

Mr. Dvoracek reported that the Operations Department observed a trend of a
number of Level 3 (minor; minimal impact to operations, safety or personnel)
misposition events during the second half of 2022.  There was one Level 3 event in
July 2022, two Level 3 events in September 2022, and one Level 3 event in
November 2022.  Following the events in September 2022, a Notification was
created (SAPN 51178834) to document the declining performance trend and
initiate corrective actions.  A copy of the Notification was provided to and reviewed
by the FFT.  Corrective Actions included issuing department communications
regarding the nature of the events, creating a new Department Focus Area related
to Plant Status Control, and having supervisors perform an observation blitz to
observe and critique status control activities in the plant.  The FFT found that there
were 41 observations performed in response to the Notification and that lessons
learned were effectively captured and communicated to the department.
 Additionally, the FFT reviewed the four misposition events and agreed with the
plant's classification that they were of very low safety significance.  Mr. Dvoracek
reported that performance had been good since November 2022 and the
Notification regarding the declining performance trend was recently closed.
 Although minor, the event trend was analyzed and corrected to prevent more
significant events. The Performance Indicator showing the occurrence of the four
2022 events and more recent trend was as follows:



Plant Misposition Performance Indicator

The FFT also inquired about the current status and trends for clearance and
tagging events within the Operations Department, and Mr. Dvoracek reported that
there had been no events in clearance and tagging activities since September
2021.  He provided a copy of the Tagging Performance Indicator which showed the
sustained high performance as follows:

Tagging Performance Indicator

The FFT also inquired about the current status of training of new operators for
the Operations Department, and Mr. Dvoracek reported that DCPP was currently



holding training classes for 19 new Non-Licensed Operators, 12 new Reactor
Operators, 12 new Senior Reactor Operators, and 8 current operators upgrading
from Reactor Operator to Senior Reactor Operator.

Conclusions:  DCPP's performance in Plant Status Control has been good
except for a series of minor events that occurred in late 2022.  Although
minor, the trend was analyzed and corrected to prevent more significant
events.  The causes of those events were effectively identified and
corrected, and subsequent performance is being sustained at a high level.
 Performance in tagging operations has been excellent.

Recommendations:    None.

3.3  Equipment Long Range Plan Reviews (PMO++)

The DCISC FFT met with Allen Wilson, Director of Projects, and Trevor Marks,
Project Supervisor, for an update on Equipment Long Range Plan Reviews under
DCPP's current program for performing such reviews which is referred to as the
"PMO++" Program.  The DCISC last reviewed the PMO++ Program in March 2023
(Reference 6.3), concluding the following:

The plant's PMO++ initiative to evaluate capital projects and
plant maintenance activities to support extended operation
through 2030 is proceeding satisfactorily. The initiative review
is expected to be completed in time for the DCISC to complete
its review and to develop conclusions at its June 28-29, 2023,
Public Meeting, satisfying the California Senate Bill 846
requirement.

At the request of the FFT, Mr. Wilson reviewed the recent history of the
management of maintenance activities and projects at DCPP.  During the period
from after the signing of the Joint Proposal in 2016 until the passage of Senate Bill
846 (SB846) in 2022, DCPP continued to perform all Preventive Maintenance (PM)
activities as well as all Priority 1, 2 and 3 (quality and safety-related) Corrective
Maintenance (CM) activities on safety-related equipment, equipment important to
safety, and risk-significant equipment.  However during that same period, DCPP
reviewed other PM and CM activities (non-safety related/non-risk significant PMs
and Priority 4 and 5 CMs) and chose to eliminate or reduce the scope of some of
those PMs and CMs which were not needed to support operations through the then
planned cessation of power operations in 2025.  This effort followed an industry-
wide initiative, called Preventive Maintenance Optimization (PMO), in which plant
maintenance was optimized resulting in data-based equipment maintenance
decisions.  Additionally, all capital projects were similarly reviewed with a result
that only projects required for regulatory compliance or safety were authorized
and most projects planned only for modernization were cancelled.  The DCISC
performed reviews of these initiatives in the past (prior to the decision to extend
operations) and found them satisfactory.



Following the passage of SB846, DCPP initiated its current effort to review the
long-range maintenance and project plans for station equipment.  The new effort
was named "PMO++," and its objective was the following:

"In preparation for License Renewal and Extended Operations,
we are taking a holistic look at equipment/system's overall
health to determine and prioritize outstanding work scope
based on Maintenance Plans in grace or Preventive
Maintenance Change Requests that were approved with
rationale stating end of license is 2024/2025, Corrective
Maintenance Orders that have been pushed to beyond 2025,
Open SAPNs / cognitive trending done by plant personnel,
License Renewal activities, and any other inputs such as Life
Cycle Maintenance studies, industry peers, Operating
Experience."

The PMO++ Program began in December 2022 with initial reviews completed by
the end of January 2023.  A cross-functional team reviewed a comprehensive list
of programs and documents including the following:

Corrective Maintenance
Preventive Maintenance
Surveillance Tests
License Renewal/Aging Management Programs
Inventories of Critical Spares and Repair Parts Equivalency Evaluations
Modifications and Design Changes
End of Life Grace Periods (pre-determined, pre-approved schedule
extensions)
Cognitive Trending via SAPNs (Corrective Action Notifications) and Interviews

Mr. Wilson provided an overview of the results of the reviews of PMs and CMs.  He
reported that approximately 200 PM plans were reinstated, and a small number of
new PM plans were added to the maintenance planning database.  For perspective,
DCPP's PM plans contain about 12,000 total PM activities.  Approximately 300
Priority 4 and Priority 5 CM activities were reinstated.  For perspective, DCPP's
typical backlog of open Priority 4 and Priority 5 CM work is about 3,000 items with
about 100 CM activities being worked per day.

Regarding capital projects and other equipment issues that were not covered by
PM and CM plans, the PMO++ Program in early 2023 identified approximately 560
potential projects and plant concerns for possible action to support the potential
five-year operations extension.  During February and March 2023, reviews were
performed to rank the list as a first step to determine which activities would
actually be initiated.  The ranking process focused upon using risk insights
prioritized based on safety, regulatory compliance, environmental compliance, and



reliability/efficiency.  The perspective that the reviewers maintained throughout
the ranking process was to work to maintain the current situation of DCPP as a
safe, efficient and reliable plant throughout the period of extended operations.
 One question that was asked throughout the process of ranking the projects was,
"What is the risk if that particular activity is not completed?"  Additionally, the
reviewers considered the complexity of implementation particularly with regards to
the time required for project planning and execution as well as the possibility of
unintended consequences for major changes.  Mr. Wilson noted that activities
necessary for license renewal were considered 'must-do' and were being initiated
outside of the PMO++ Program.

At the time of this Fact-Finding Meeting (late April 2023), approximately 250
projects were identified for consideration of prioritization for implementation
during the extension of operations.  The 250 projects had been initially ranked, but
reviews and refinement of the rankings were still in progress.  Specifically, senior
management reviews were not yet complete, and two industry peer reviews were
planned to be performed in May 2023.  Mr. Wilson reported that the preliminary
results called for about 50 projects to be completed within the next three years
with about 12 of those 50 to be performed during the upcoming Refueling Outage
1R24 in the fall of 2023.  Regarding the independent review of maintenance
required by SB846, consultants had recently been selected to perform the review
and that review would soon begin.  DCPP expected that the SB846 independent
review would be completed by October 2023.  The FFT concluded that DCPP's
process for reviewing the need for changes to PMs, CMs, and projects to support
extended operations appeared well planned and implemented to date.

The FFT then requested to review the detailed output of all portions of DCPP's
maintenance and project reviews as soon as possible.  This was necessary for the
DCISC to meet the SB846 requirement as follows:

"The commission [California Public Utilities Commission] shall
review the reports and recommendations of the Independent
Safety Committee for Diablo Canyon described in Section
712.1. If the Independent Safety Committee for Diablo
Canyon's reports or recommendations cause the commission to
determine, in its discretion, that the costs of any upgrades
necessary to address seismic safety or issues of deferred
maintenance that may have arisen due to the expectation of
the plant closing sooner are too high to justify incurring, or if
the United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission's conditions
of license renewal require expenditures that are too high to
justify incurring, the commission may issue an order that
reestablishes the current expiration dates as the retirement
date, or that establishes new retirement dates that are earlier
than provided in subparagraph (A) of paragraph (1), to the
extent allowable under federal law, and shall provide sufficient
time for orderly shutdown and authorize recovery of any



outstanding uncollected costs and fees."

In response to the FFT's request, DCPP stated that it desired to complete all
internal/peer reviews and obtain senior management approvals before providing
the detailed information to the DCISC.  DCPP proposed to provide the DCISC with
copies of the CM and PM reviews during the DCISC's Fact-Finding Meeting in early
May 2023 and to provide copies of the PMO++ Program review list following the
two peer reviews planned for mid-May (likely in early June).  The DCISC FFT
conferred internally and concluded that this was appropriate in that it would avoid
the possibility of confusion or misinformation that could occur if the information
provided by DCPP to the DCISC was not in final form and approved by senior
management.  Unfortunately, this timetable would not support the DCISC
completing its reviews prior to its June 2023 Public Meeting, which was the original
target date to provide timely information to the California Public Utilities
Commission.  Instead, the reviews would likely be completed during the DCISC's
July and August Fact-Finding Meetings with discussion and approval at the DCISC's
next Public Meeting in late September 2023.

Conclusions:  DCPP's process for reviewing the need for changes to
Preventive Maintenance activities, Corrective Maintenance activities, and
projects to support five years of extended operations (the PMO++
Program) appeared well planned and implemented to date.  Final detailed
outputs of the process were not yet available for review by the DCISC, and
the DCISC should complete those reviews during future Fact-Finding
Meetings as soon as the detailed information becomes available.
 Unfortunately, DCPP's current timetable for providing the information
would not support the DCISC completing its reviews prior to its June 2023
Public Meeting, which was the original target date to provide timely
information to the California Public Utilities Commission.

Recommendations:    None.

3.4  Licensed Operator Simulator Continuing Training Class Observation

The DCISC FFT observed a Licensed Operator Continuing Training (LOCT)
session in the DCPP Control Room Simulator.  The DCISC last observed a simulator
training class in December 2021 (Reference 6.4), when it concluded the following:

A Licensed Operator Continuing Training simulator session was
well prepared, contained appropriate objectives, and was
professionally conducted by the Training staff.  Operators
performed well in responding to the simulated off-normal
events.  The DCISC observed a number of inactive Licensed
Operators in training and considers DCPP's plan to maintain a
high number of inactive Licensed Operators in off-shift
positions an excellent approach to reduce the risk of dropping
below the required number of Licensed Operators due to



unexpected operator losses as the plant approaches the
cessation of power operations.

Most Licensed Operators at DCPP are assigned to one of five rotating shift crews,
and those crews rotate through a five-week schedule of four work weeks managing
operations in the plant followed by one work week dedicated solely to the LOCT
program (when the plant is not in an outage).  Also, there are Licensed Operators
who are assigned staff positions other than rotating operating shifts who are also
assigned to train with the rotating shift crews.  The LOCT week consists of
classroom instruction, simulator exercises, dynamic learning activities, self-study,
and testing.  Overall, each Licensed Operator spends approximately six weeks per
year (depending on outage schedules) in formal training.  The LOCT program is
designed to conform to requirements of the Institute of Nuclear Power Operations
(INPO), and it receives and maintains plant training program accreditation through
regular INPO reviews.  The NRC also regularly inspects the LOCT program to
ensure that it meets regulatory requirements for maintaining the proficiency of
licensed operators.

The FFT observed two sections of a series of four short simulator scenarios during
which training staff were providing licensed operators with opportunities to
perform refresher training on Emergency Operating Procedures (EOPs) in an
informal, non-graded environment.  The full training session was scheduled for
about 2.5 hours and encompassed four short scenarios driving the use of EOPs as
follows:

EOP E-0, "Reactor Trip or Safety Injection"
EOP FR-S.1, "Response to Nuclear Power Generation Anticipated Transient
Without Scram"
EOP FR-H.1, "Response to Loss of Secondary Heat Sink"
EOP ECA-0.0, "Loss of All AC Power"

A copy of the lesson plan for the simulator training session was provided to and
reviewed by the FFT.  Training objectives and expected operator actions were
identified for each of the above events, and the crew was evaluated in their ability
to complete all of the required actions using task and communications practices
which met performance expectations.  The FFT directly observed the final portion
of the third scenario, Loss of Secondary Heat Sink, and all of the fourth scenario,
Loss of All AC Power.  Following the simulator scenarios, the FFT observed the
operators performing self critiques during which minor crew deficiencies were
appropriately identified and discussed.  Overall, the simulator training appeared to
be effectively conducted, and operators performed well during the scenario.

Conclusions:  A Licensed Operator Continuing Training simulator session
was well prepared, contained appropriate objectives, and was
professionally conducted by the Training staff.  Operators performed well
in responding to the simulated off-normal events.



Recommendations:    None.

3.5   Fire Protection Program and Systems

The DCISC FFT met with John Cote, Fire Protection Engineer, to review the
current status of the Fire Protection Program and Fire Protection Systems at DCPP.
 The DCISC last reviewed the Fire Protection Program in March 2021 (Reference
6.5), when it concluded the following:

The DCPP National Fire Protection Association-805 Fire
Protection Program and the Fire Department itself both
appeared satisfactory based on periodic exercises and audits
and inspections by regulatory organizations.

The DCISC last reviewed Fire Protection Systems in August 2020 (Reference 6.6),
when it concluded the following:

Over the last few years, an increased level of attention to the
health of DCPP's Fire Protection and Detection Systems has
improved system performance, and the number of
impairments has been significantly reduced.  This is excellent
performance and a notable contribution to improving overall
safety at DCPP.

Mr. Cote provided the FFT with a copy of the Fire Protection Program Health
Report.  The Health Report showed Green (Healthy) performance overall for the
four quarters ending in December 2022.  The Health Report reported the following
ratings by major program categories:

Program Personnel - White (Needing Improvement) overall with two White
subcategories due to the DCPP Fire Chief being in their position less than
three years, and attendance at only two of the desired three peer and
industry benchmark activities.
Program Infrastructure - Green (Healthy) overall with a White subcategory
due to uncertainties in long range planning for extended operations.
Program Implementation - Green overall with a White subcategory due to a
recent non-cited violation from the NRC (discussed below).
Equipment Performance - White overall with two White subcategories due to a
high backlog of maintenance work orders older than 24 months and reliability
below goals for the Incipient Fire Detection System (IFDS, discussed below).

The Program Health Report also reported additional information on paths forward
to resolve the above deficiencies as well as the fact that the program was last
presented to the Plant Health Committee for their review in July 2022.  In general,
Mr. Cote reported that the National Fire Protection Association (NFPA)-805 based
program was now five years old and working well overall.  The last Nuclear Energy
Insurance Liability audit was completed during 2022 with no major issues.



 Recently, the NRC had extended the interval for their Fire Protection Program
inspections from three years to four years, making the next major NRC Fire
Protection inspection at DCPP due in 2025.  There were no reportable fires on site
at DCPP in the last year.

Regarding the health of Fire Protection Systems, Mr. Cote reported that most of
the systems were in good health with a few exceptions.  The Incipient Fire
Detection System (IFDS) was in Maintenance Rule Category (a)(1) due to poor
reliability for which the plant had changed the periodicity and methods for
performing system surveillances, and system reliability was being monitored to
determine if the changes had been effective in improving reliability.  Fire doors
were generally in good condition with only one door currently needing
replacement.  Fire water systems were also generally in good condition with
several improvement items being reviewed under the PMO++ Program (see
Section 3.3 above) for implementation to address long-term maintenance issues
such as piping corrosion.  In response to the FFT's question, Mr. Cote confirmed
that Fire Protection Systems would be covered by at least three Aging
Management Plans (AMPs) which would be put in place as a part of license
renewal.  He expected the AMP inspections to begin within the next month.

The FFT inquired about the details regarding a recent Non-Cited Violation issued by
the NRC related to testing of the IFDS.  Mr. Cote provided the FFT with a copy of
the associated Notification (SAPN 51175083) and reviewed the issue with the FFT.
 The testing issue regarded how the system was monitored for adequate air flow at
each sample point where the system drew in air to monitor for particulates
indicative of a fire.  Flow balancing for each sample point was performed when the
system was installed in 2018, but DCPP did not make flow balancing a regular
Preventive Maintenance (PM) activity at that time.  During the 2020 timeframe, a
technician questioned whether or not periodic flow balance testing should be
performed.  DCPP inquired with the vendor about the question, and the vendor
stated that periodic flow balance testing was not required.  However, in 2021,
DCPP began flow balance testing as a good practice and subsequently created a
PM task to be performed annually.  In the meantime, a DCPP employee submitted
an allegation to the NRC on the topic, and the NRC reviewed the issue.  The NRC
review determined that periodic flow testing was required under the NFPA 72 code,
and the NRC issued a Non-Cited Violation for DCPP's failure to perform flow
balance tests prior to 2021.  The FFT concluded that this issue was of low safety
significance and found that DCPP's corrective actions were appropriate.

Conclusions:  DCPP's Fire Protection Program and Fire Protection Systems
were in good health overall.  Minor equipment issues were being
appropriately tracked for resolution.

Recommendations:    None.

3.6  Corrective Action Program and Human Performance Update



The DCISC FFT, along with Consultant Kadak participating remotely, met with
Matt Birkel, Performance Improvement and Corrective Action Program (CAP)
Manager, and Colt Wells, Performance Improvement and CAP Supervisor, to
review the current status of the CAP and for an update on Human Performance
(HU) at DCPP.  The DCISC last reviewed Human Performance in April 2022
(Reference 6.7), when it concluded the following:

DCPP's Human Performance has been good based on the trend
in the level of Human Performance (HU) events. DCPP had one
HU event at the highest or Station Level since September
2020, which is good performance. Even with good
performance, DCPP's goal is for zero HU events.

At the request of the FFT, Mr. Birkel reviewed the process within the CAP program
for originating and reviewing deficiencies.  The process begins when any individual
at the station identifies any type of problem and reports it using PG&E's data
management system referred to by the vendor's name, SAP.  The identification of
a problem in SAP is referred to as a Notification (SAPN).  Following entry into SAP,
the Notification is reviewed by multiple entities as follows:

1. Initial Operability Determination - Shift operators review all Notifications
periodically during the shift to determine if there is any immediate impact to
the operability of equipment required for safety or emergency response.  If
there is an impact to equipment operability, operators take the required
actions per the Technical Specifications or other procedural requirements.
 Operators are required by procedure to complete and record their reviews of
all Notifications by the end of each shift.
 

2. Notification Review Team (NRT) - The NRT meets daily to review all
Notifications submitted since the last review.  The NRT performs an initial
classification of Notifications into "DA," for conditions adverse to quality, or
"DN" for work-only conditions not adverse to quality.  DNs may be assigned
for further action and remain open until that action is complete, or they may
be closed if no further action is determined to be necessary.  If a Notification
is classified as a condition adverse to quality, then a separate DA Notification
is opened and used to assign responsibilities for performing a cause
evaluation for the issue and initiating additional corrective actions.  The NRT
also determines the level of cause evaluation to be completed.  Meetings of
the NRT are periodically observed by the DCISC, which last observed a
meeting in March 2022 (Reference 6.8).
 

3. Daily Review Team (DRT) - The DRT meets daily to review all Notifications
that involve plant maintenance activities and prioritize resolution of the issue
in the plant's schedules for managing maintenance work.
 

4. Senior Leadership Team (SLT) - The SLT meets daily and provides senior



management with an opportunity to review all classifications made by the
previous day's NRT.
 

5. Corrective Action Review Board (CARB) - The CARB meets periodically
primarily to review cause evaluations and corrective actions taken in response
to Notifications, but it also reviews the classification of Notifications made by
the NRT.  The DCISC periodically observes CARB meetings (see Section 3.1).

Mr. Birkel reviewed the numbers and tracking of CAP Notifications.  Approximately
30,000 Notifications are initiated each year at DCPP with about 80 per day average
during normal operations and about 200 per day average during Refueling
Outages.  DCPP strives to maintain a low threshold for submission of Notifications
and encourages all employees to report deficiencies no matter how small the issue
may seem.  This approach is considered an industry best practice and fundamental
to maintaining a sound Nuclear Safety Culture at the station.  He reviewed with
the FFT the various reports that are regularly produced to track the large number
of activities that are continuously being worked as a part of the CAP.  The primary
report by which the status of CAP activities is tracked is the CAP Station Index
which tracks the following major metrics:

DA Throughput (the ratio of closed to open DA over last 90 days)
Open DAs
Open Level 5 DNs
Average Age of Open DAs
Notifications Created 
Percent DAs Identified

Additionally, other reports tracked the status of other items such as the 20 oldest
DA Notifications, open Root Cause Evaluation actions, and Long-Term Corrective
Actions for Significance Level 1, 2 and 3 Notifications.  The monthly Performance
Improvement Status Summary also provided a regular list of Notifications related
to declining trends in performance at the station as well as open Notifications that
were submitted anonymously.  The DCISC is regularly provided with copies of
these reports for its review.

The FFT inquired about the results of the NRC's recent Problem Identification and
Resolution (PI&R) Inspection conducted in December 2022.  Overall, the NRC PI&R
Inspection concluded that DCPP was complying with the regulations and standards
for problem identification and that employees appeared willing to raise nuclear
safety concerns.  However, one finding of very low safety significance was
identified for untimely implementation of the process for prioritizing and evaluating
problems.  Mr. Birkel explained that the NRC found that DCPP failed to process
some Notifications for review by operators by the end of the shift.  Specific
examples included three instances where engineers inspecting concrete
deficiencies evaluated minor deficiencies as acceptable in the field rather than
forwarding the issue for prompt review by operators.  Also, the NRC found a few



inconsistencies in how Notifications were classified as DAs or DNs.  Specifically,
some Notifications regarding minor (housekeeping) issues under the Seismic
Induced Systems Interaction program were being classified as DNs when they
should have been classified as DAs.

Mr. Birkel provided a list and copies of 30 Notifications for issues that were
identified by the NRC PI&R Inspection.  The FFT reviewed the Notifications and
concluded that all were of low safety significance and not indicative of major issues
in the CAP program at DCPP.  Mr. Birkel reported that the lessons learned from the
NRC PI&R Inspection had been communicated to station personnel and he believed
that the number of Notifications generated had increased which indicated that
employees had become more sensitive for entering issues into the CAP.  Lastly,
the FFT asked about a comment in the PI&R Inspection report regarding personnel
from Security and Engineering expressing concern regarding station
management's decisions made with regards to correcting conditions adverse to
safety.  Mr. Birkel reported that station management reviewed the concerns and
convened an ad-hoc meeting of the Nuclear Safety Culture Monitoring Panel which
reviewed the concerns along with all recent anonymous Notifications submitted
during the same period.  The panel concluded that the problem was limited in
scope and limited to the time period following a difficult Refueling Outage in the
fall of 2022 and prior to the decision to extend DCPP operations beyond 2025.

Regarding the specific CAP area of HU, DCPP reports and classifies all HU events
and records via the CAP for action and resolution.  The classifications are as
follows:

Station Level Events (SLEs; highest significance)
Department Level Events (DLEs)
Organizational Learning Opportunities (OLOs; lowest significance)

The criteria for classification are provided in detail in DCPP Procedure OM15.ID11,
"Human Performance Event Response."  The criteria are divided into the following
categories:

Nuclear Safety
Radiological Safety
Industrial Safety
Facility Operation
Regulatory Event
Emergency Preparedness
Other Deficiencies

Mr. Birkel provided the FFT with the following table and graph showing the
monthly data and trends in HU events since January 2021:



Human Performance Events Table

Human Performance Events Graph



The FFT noticed two trends:  First, the highest numbers of HU events occurred
during outages, which is typical because that is when most work is performed.
 Second, the vast majority of events were classified as Organizational Learning
Opportunities, which means very few of the HU events were significant enough to
be classified as SLEs or DLEs.  Mr. Birkel also provided data showing that
approximately 850 additional issues over the past two-year period were formally
evaluated by the HU review process and determined not to meet the criteria for
classification as an HU event.  The FFT concluded that the high number of events
reviewed by the program along with the high number of OLOs recorded
represented a very conservative and safety-focused approach to reporting,
analyzing, and learning from all issues that could be caused by human errors.

The FFT identified the topic of the one SLE reported in the above figures as an
event occurring on April 18, 2021, when operators and maintenance personnel
identified that two cooling water hoses inside the Unit 2 Main Generator had been
incorrectly installed by a contractor.  This issue was previously reviewed by the
DCISC during its April 2021 Fact-Finding Meeting (Reference 6.9).

The FFT also inquired regarding the details and circumstances surrounding an HU-
related issue raised by a member of the public during the DCISC's February Public
Meeting.  The issue concerned 11 quarters (three-month periods) of water quality
discharge data shown as erroneously submitted to governing agencies on a
publicly available website maintained by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(USEPA).  Mr. Birkel provided the FFT with a copy of the Notification (SAPN
51180233) generated by DCPP upon learning of the issue and reviewed the details
of the issue with the FFT.  The issue involved the fact that a DCPP technician
incorrectly input data into the California Integrated Water Quality System by
reporting the station cooling water discharge average and maximum discharge
temperatures instead of the average and maximum differential temperatures
(difference between cooling water intake and discharge temperatures).  Once the
error was identified, the data were corrected and demonstrated that all permit
limits for differential temperature were complied with throughout the period.  The
state water authority considered this issue as a typographical error and not a
violation of DCPP's National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
permit.  The event was reviewed in accordance with the process described above
and classified as an OLO (no regulatory violation or impact to station operations).
 The FFT also reviewed the information from the USEPA that was provided by the
member of the public and confirmed that the USEPA data showed 11 non-
compliances but no violations for the period.  The FFT concluded that this was a
very low-level HU event with no safety significance, and it had been appropriately
reviewed and acted upon by DCPP.

Conclusions:  DCPP's Corrective Action Program was performing well in
that issues at the station were being effectively identified, evaluated, and
tracked for resolution.  DCPP's Human Performance has been excellent



over the last two years based on data and trends in Human Performance
(HU) events.  DCPP has had no HU events since April 2021 receiving the
highest classification of significance as a Station Level Event.

Recommendations:    None.

3.7  Meet with NRC Senior Resident Inspector

The DCISC FFT met with Mahdi Hayes, NRC Senior Resident Inspector, and
Jennifer Mezaros, Acting Resident Inspector on rotational assignment to DCPP, for
an update.  The DCISC meets regularly with the NRC Resident Inspectors and last
met with the Resident Inspectors during its March 2023 Fact-Finding Meeting
(Reference 6.10), when it concluded the following:

The meeting with the NRC Senior Resident Inspector was
beneficial, and the DCISC should continue the meetings.

The items discussed in this meeting included the following:

Recent NRC Inspection Activities
DCPP's Ongoing Reviews of Corrective Maintenance, Preventive Maintenance,
and Projects (the PMO++ Program)
License Renewal Inspection Plans

Conclusions:  The meeting with the NRC Resident Inspectors was
beneficial, and the DCISC should continue the meetings.

Recommendations:    None.

3.8  Meet with DCPP Officer

The DCISC Member met with Maureen Zawalick, Vice President,
Decommissioning and Technical Services, to discuss items from this fact-finding
meeting and other items of mutual interest.  The DCISC last met with a DCPP
Officer or Director during its March 2023 Fact-Finding Meeting (Reference 6.11),
when it concluded the following:

The regular meetings between DCISC and DCPP Officers and
Directors continue to be beneficial for both organizations.

Conclusions:  The regular meetings between DCISC Members and DCPP
Officers and Directors continue to be beneficial for both organizations.

Recommendations:    None.

3.9  Reactivity Management Program



The DCISC FFT met with Dan Blount, Supervisor, Reactor Engineering, and
Joseph Lee, Reactor Engineer, for an update on DCPP's Reactivity Management
Program (RMP).  The DCISC last reviewed the RMP in May 2021 (Reference 6.12),
when it concluded the following:

DCPP has an effective Reactivity Management Program, which
ensures conservative reactivity management by promoting a
reactivity-conscious culture. The proper control of core
reactivity and spent fuel continues to be a long-standing
fundamental principle in maintaining nuclear plant safety and
reliability.

Reactivity is defined in DCPP's controlling Procedure OP1.ID3, "Reactivity
Management Program," as "the fractional change in neutron population from one
neutron generation cycle to the next, or the measure of departure from criticality."
 In general, it is a measure of the potential for a nuclear core to increase or
decrease in its chain reaction rate or power level.  It is important to control
reactivity in order to maintain safe control of the nuclear reactor itself.  The
procedure defines the roles, responsibilities and actions associated with the control
of reactivity to ensure safe and reliable operation. It provides guidance to ensure
that all plant evolutions affecting reactivity will be controlled, safe, and
conservative. The goal of the RMP is to prevent reactivity-related events.

The Operations Manager is responsible for plant reactivity management, including
the direct control of reactivity, and for ensuring conservative actions with regard to
nuclear fuel integrity during power operations, shutdown conditions, fuel handling,
and storage.  Reactor Operators (ROs) and Senior Reactor Operators (SROs) are
responsible for fulfilling the requirements of the RMP, including: (1) ensuring that
expected responses to a reactivity change are identified and fully understood prior
to initiating any action that affects reactivity, (2) closely monitoring appropriate
indications for reactivity changes to verify the expected magnitude, direction, and
effects, (3) remaining alert for situations that could affect reactivity, and initiating
appropriate conservative corrective actions, (4) reducing reactor power or tripping
the reactor without the need for concurrence of the unit Shift Foreman or reactivity
SRO when the RO deems that the action is immediately necessary to protect the
reactor core, and (5) maintaining the reactor core parameters within established
limits.

The Reactivity Management Leadership Team (RMLT) is a team of individuals
representing Operations Services, Maintenance Services, Engineering Services,
Learning Services, and the Corrective Action Program. The team reviews reactivity
events and adverse trends to identify needed corrective actions and recommend
additional training or qualification for groups that can affect reactivity.  RMLT
activities include implementing reactivity management performance indicators;
reviewing Notifications and industry events for reactivity events, adverse trends,
and needed corrective actions; and classifying reactivity events.



Mr. Lee provided the FFT with copies of the January 18, 2023, RMLT Quarterly
Meeting Minutes and the April 19, 2023, meeting agenda.  The FFT found that the
meeting appeared to have followed the applicable procedure and focused closely
on reactivity-related events, none of which was significant.  The meeting appeared
to meet all objectives.

DCPP's RMP performance indicators were discussed with Mr. Lee.  He reported that
the industry standard had recently changed the calculation for the indicators
slightly and DCPP had changed its program accordingly.  He reviewed the
calculation basis with the FFT and referred the FFT to the list of recent RMP events
contained in the above RMLT Meeting Minutes which were used in the calculation.
 The FFT reviewed the lists of RMP events and found that events occurring within
the last 12 months were of low safety significance.  Additionally, it was noted that
the indicators for both units showed a low occurrence and significance of Reactivity
Management events for the past 12 months.  The Reactivity Management
Performance Indicators are shown below:

Unit 1 Reactivity Management Performance Indicator



Unit 2 Reactivity Management Performance Indicator

Lastly, Mr. Lee reported that DCPP completed a biennially required RMP Quick-
Hit Self-Assessment (QHSA) in August 2022 and provided the FFT with a copy of
the QHSA.  The QHSA found that the program was effectively implemented and
met industry standards.  There were no deficiencies or gaps identified, and there
were two enhancements identified.

Conclusions:  DCPP has an effective Reactivity Management Program,
which ensures conservative reactivity management by promoting a
reactivity-conscious culture.  Program Performance Indicators showed a
low occurrence and significance of Reactivity Management events for the
past 12 months.

Recommendations:    None.

3.10  Reactor Coolant System

The DCISC FFT met with Waleed Ahmed, Strategic Engineer, and Brandon
Mainini, Supervisor, Primary Systems, for an update to review the health of the
Reactor Coolant System (RCS) at DCPP.  The DCISC last reviewed the health of
the RCS in August 2021 (Reference 6.13), when it concluded the following:

The DCPP Reactor Coolant System is in Green (Good) health
with several minor issues which are being tracked and
resolved. The system has operated reliably.

The purpose of the RCS is to transfer heat generated by the fission process in the
reactor core to the secondary plant steam system as well as provide a coolant
pressure boundary, serve as the second barrier against release of fission products,
and promote natural circulation. The system consists of:



Reactor Vessel containing the nuclear core
Pressurizer connected to the system to maintain pressure
Four parallel heat transfer loops connected to the Reactor Vessel with each
loop consisting of the following:

One Steam Generator which serves as a heat sink and heat
exchanger to transfer heat to the secondary steam plant
One Reactor Coolant Pump (RCP) which circulates water in the
loop 
Interconnecting loop piping

Taps for parameter (temperature, pressure, flow) measuring instruments

A basic RCS piping flow diagram is shown below:

Reactor Coolant System Flow Diagram

Mr. Ahmed provided the FFT with copies of the latest RCS System Health
reports for both units and reviewed system issues as follows:

Unit 1

Unit 1's RCS was classified as Green (Healthy) with the following issues
challenging system health:

A number of Core Exit Thermocouples had failed, and their replacements had
been deferred.  A bridging strategy was in place, and adequate margin
remained in calculations using data from the Core Exit Thermocouples.  This
issue was being tracked in the Corrective Action Program.
 



Elevated RCS leak rates, likely from small amounts of RCS valve stem leak
offs, were placing a burden on operators to drain the Pressurizer Relief Tank
(PRT) on a more frequent basis than desired.  All Technical Specifications for
leak rates continued to be met with adequate margin, and this issue was
being tracked in the Corrective Action Program.
 
A new RCP Vibration Monitoring System was installed in 2019 to replace the
original system which had become obsolete.  The new system regularly
experienced communications alarms for which the cause had proven difficult
to determine.  The system had been modified to automatically reset
whenever the communication alarm occurred.

Unit 2

Unit 2's RCS was classified as Green (Healthy) with the following issues
challenging system health:

A number of Core Exit Thermocouples had failed, and their replacements had
been deferred.  A bridging strategy was in place, and adequate margin
remained in calculations using data from the Core Exit Thermocouples.  This
issue was being tracked in the Corrective Action Program.
 
Elevated Hydrogen concentration in the Unit 2 PRT has resulted in Operations
performing more frequent PRT purges to keep the PRT gas space hydrogen
concentration within specifications.  The source of the hydrogen was most
likely from small amounts of leakage past steam space relief valves on the
Pressurizer.  All Technical Specifications for leak rates continued to be met
with adequate margin, and this issue was being tracked in the Corrective
Action Program.
 
The Unit 2 RCP Vibration Monitoring System was considered obsolete, and its
replacement was cancelled due to the Unit 1 issue discussed above.
 Currently, there were no plans for replacement of the Unit 2 RCP Vibration
Monitoring System although that could change with the possibility of the
extension of power operations after 2025.

The FFT inquired regarding the condition of RCP seals, and Mr. Ahmed reported
that the eight RCP seal packages currently in service were performing as expected
with one current issue.  The Number 2 Seals on RCPs 1-3 and 1-4 were showing
some indications of slightly elevated leak off rates.  As a result, the leak off was
being monitored and seal package replacements were being considered during the
upcoming Refueling Outage 1R24.  The RCP 1-3 and 1-4 seal packages were
installed during Refueling Outage 1R22 (almost two refueling cycles ago), and the
seal packages were typically expected to last three cycles.  Mr. Ahmed noted that
the vendor was currently evaluating the possibility of extending the expected seal
package life from three to four cycles through the use of soft parts (such as o-



rings) designed for a longer service life.

The FFT then asked Mr. Ahmed about the status of the following issues that were
reviewed by the DCISC during previous Fact-Finding Meetings and which could be
candidates for further action with the possibility of the extension of power
operations after 2025:

RCP Motor Maintenance - Motor and flywheel inspections along with motor
overhauls will continue to be performed at their previously planned
periodicities.  
 
RCP Turning Vane Bolts - A project has been proposed for funding under the
PMO++ Program to perform a detailed study of the failure risk of the RCP
Turning Vane Bolts over the period of extended operations.  Currently, it was
believed that the bolts might not need to be inspected or replaced prior to 61
Effective Full Power Years (EFPY), which would be beyond a possible 20-year
license renewal period.
 
Pressurizer Heaters - Currently, welds and electrical components of the
Pressurizer Heaters were being regularly inspected to address concerns found
elsewhere in the industry.  To date, no signs of leakage from Pressurizer
Heater welds have been found at DCPP, but several heaters have failed
electrically.  The heaters currently have adequate design margin, but
replacements are being considered as a part of the PMO++ Project.
 
Control Rod Guide Tubes - Current industry guidance recommended
inspecting the Control Rod Guide Tubes every 20 EFPY.  As DCPPs Reactor
Vessel Heads were replaced in 2009 and 2010, it was expected that the first
inspections would be due about five years after the start of an extension of
power operations. 
 
Reactor Vessel Level Indication System and Core Exit Thermocouples - Mr.
Ahmed said that he believed that both systems were being considered for
repair/replacement under the PMO++ Project but referred the FFT to the
Instrumentation and Controls Group for additional details.
 
Reactor Vessel Inspections - Mr. Ahmed reported that to support a period of
extended operations, DCPP would need to perform extensive Reactor Vessel
inspections during the next two Refueling Outages on each unit (1R24, 2R24,
1R25 and 2R25).  During Refueling Outages 1R25 and 2R25 (the first outages
following the start of the period of proposed extended operations), both the
Upper and Lower Internals of the Reactor Vessels would need to be removed
to allow access for a complete inspection of all components including
inspecting all accessible internal welds.

Lastly, the FFT requested an update on plans to remove another Reactor Vessel



weld coupon from Unit 1 during the upcoming Refueling Outage 1R24.  Mr. Ahmed
reported that the weld coupon desired to be removed is contained in a capsule,
"Capsule B," which was installed in a tube attached to the outside wall of the core
barrel (part of the lower internals).  The capsule is intended to be retrieved using
special tooling via removal of a plug from the top of the tube.  In 2010, attempts
to remove the plug from the tube were unsuccessful, and removal of the capsule
was deferred.  After the Joint Proposal was executed, the planned removal of the
capsule was cancelled entirely as testing of the weld coupon was needed only to
support License Renewal.  With the current possibility of extended operations,
DCPP plans to make another attempt to retrieve the capsule during the upcoming
Refueling Outage 1R24 in the fall of 2023.  The vessel vendor has proposed to
retry the same removal method used in 2010 with the addition of mechanically
agitating the plug and/or using a clamping tool to assist with its removal.  If those
methods fail, the removal of the capsule would likely be deferred to Refueling
Outage 1R25 (the first Unit 1 outage following the start of the period of extended
operations) when the Lower Internals were planned to be removed, allowing
access for cutting open the tube located on the outside of the core barrel.

The FFT inquired about the required timing of Reactor Vessel weld coupon removal
and analysis to support License Renewal.  Mr. Ahmed explained that the Unit 1
Reactor Vessel had received about 33 EFPY of fluence (bombardment with neutron
flux) to date.  At the end of a 20-year license renewal period (60 years total
operation), it was forecasted that the vessel would receive about 54 EFPY of
fluence.  To meet the regulations and standards for analysis, the weld coupon
needs to have received one to two times the vessel fluence expected at the end of
the license renewal period, or between 54 and 108 EFPY.  It was currently
forecasted that the weld coupon in Capsule B would have received about 98 EFPY
of fluence if removed in Refueling Outage 1R24 or 100 EFPY of fluence if removed
in Refueling Outage 1R25.  (The weld coupon receives a higher fluence than the
Reactor Vessel wall because it is located closer to the core.)   Therefore, the weld
coupon would have received the correct amount of fluence required to be used for
analysis under the applicable regulations and standards regardless of whether it
was successfully retrieved in either Refueling Outage 1R24 or Refueling Outage
1R25.

Conclusions:  DCPP's Reactor Coolant Systems' health was rated as Green
(Healthy) with several minor issues being tracked for resolution in the
Corrective Action System.  The DCISC should follow up on the status of
reviews for actions being considered under the PMO++ Program to
address several long-term issues.

Recommendations:    None.

3.11   Compressed Air Systems

The DCISC FFT met with Adam Day, Strategic Engineer, to review the health of



Compressed Air Systems at DCPP.  The DCISC last reviewed the health of the
Compressed Air Systems in July 2020 (Reference 6.14), when it concluded the
following:

The DCPP Compressed Air System, with its new compressors
and soon-to-be replaced air dryers, was in good health and
operating properly. The system engineer appeared
knowledgeable and proactive about his system.

The Compressed Air System is common to and serves both units and is divided
into two subsystems:  Instrument Air System (IAS) and Service Air System (SAS).
 The IAS serves various valves and instruments on both units.  It is Class 2,
having redundancy and high-quality components typical of Class 1 (safety-
related), but it is not designed for seismic loads nor supplied by safety-related
electrical power sources.  Although not safety-related itself, a loss of the IAS can
cause plant transients, including a turbine/reactor trip.  Because the IAS is not
Class 1, all IAS-supplied air operated valves required for safe shutdown are
supplied with an additional source of assured air from a local backup air or
nitrogen system designed to Class 1 standards. The backup systems are passive
with air or nitrogen accumulators located with and dedicated to the operation of
individual valves required for safe shutdown of the plant.

The IAS supplies clean, dry, pressurized air primarily to serve air-operated valves
and instruments needed to operate the plant and to safely shut the plant down.
 The IAS is supplied by three primary full-capacity, rotary-screw air compressors,
Plant Air Compressors (PACs) 0-5, 0-6, and 0-7, which supply clean, dry,
pressurized air primarily to air-operated valves and instruments needed.
 Normally, one rotary-screw compressor is required for plant operation.  Four
additional partial-capacity reciprocating air compressors (PACs 0-1 through 0-4)
are maintained on site and, although not normally used, serve the IAS as needed.
 Mr. Day reported that a long-standing project to replace all seven of the IAS PACs
was successfully completed since the DCISC's last review.  The SAS serves high-
volume, non-critical plant uses (such a condensate polishing) and air supply
connections located throughout the station that are used for maintenance
activities.  The SAS is supplied by two rotary air compressors (original equipment)
which are frequently supplemented by portable compressors during outages.  Both
systems have a series of air filters, air dryers, and air receivers (storage tanks)
located downstream of the compressors.

Because they are designated as "Tier 2" systems, formal health reports were not
required to be completed for the IAS and SAS.  However, Mr. Day reported that he
would consider overall System Health to be healthy but needing improvement due
to recurring minor equipment issues.  He reviewed the status of various minor
issues with the FFT including software issues with the new PACs, clogging of
cooling water filters, air dryer reliability, and excessive cycling of the PACs.  All of
the minor issues were being addressed through the Corrective Action Program and
Mr. Day provided the FFT with copies of several Notifications related to the issues



discussed.

Conclusions:   DCPP's Compressed Air Systems were operating well to
supply clean and dry air to plant equipment with minor issues being
tracked for resolution in the Corrective Action Program.  A long-term
project to replace all seven of the plant's Instrument Air Compressors has
been successfully completed.

Recommendations:    None.

4.0 CONCLUSIONS

4.1    The April 18, 2023, DCPP Corrective Action Review Board (CARB) meeting
covered items on the agenda efficiently while allowing adequate time for
any participants to question and discuss items of interest in more detail.
 There was good participation by CARB attendees.

4.2    DCPP's performance in Plant Status Control has been good except for a
series of minor events that occurred in late 2022.  Although minor, the
trend was analyzed and corrected to prevent more significant events. The
causes of those events were effectively identified and corrected, and
subsequent performance is being sustained at a high level.  Performance
in tagging operations has been excellent.

4.3    DCPP's process for reviewing the need for changes to Preventive
Maintenance activities, Corrective Maintenance activities, and projects to
support five years of extended operations (the PMO++ Program) appeared
well planned and implemented to date.  Final detailed outputs of the
process were not yet available for review by the DCISC, and the DCISC
should complete those reviews during future Fact-Finding Meetings as
soon as the detailed information becomes available.  Unfortunately,
DCPP's current timetable for providing the information would not support
the DCISC completing its reviews prior to its June 2023 Public Meeting,
which was the original target date to provide timely information to the
California Public Utilities Commission.

4.4    A Licensed Operator Continuing Training simulator session was well
prepared, contained appropriate objectives, and was professionally
conducted by the Training staff.  Operators performed well in responding
to the simulated off-normal events.

4.5    DCPP's Fire Protection Program and Fire Protection Systems were in good
health overall.  Minor equipment issues were being appropriately tracked
for resolution.

4.6    DCPP's Corrective Action Program was performing well in that issues at
the station were being effectively identified, evaluated, and tracked for



resolution.  DCPP's Human Performance has been excellent over the last
two years based on data and trends in Human Performance (HU) events.
 DCPP has had no HU events since April 2021receiving the highest
classification of significance as a Station Level Event.

4.7    The meeting with the NRC Resident Inspectors was beneficial, and the
DCISC should continue the meetings.

4.8    The regular meetings between DCISC Members and DCPP Officers and
Directors continue to be beneficial for both organizations.

4.9    DCPP has an effective Reactivity Management Program, which ensures
conservative reactivity management by promoting a reactivity-conscious
culture.  Program Performance Indicators showed a low occurrence and
significance of Reactivity Management events for the past 12 months.

4.10  DCPP's Reactor Coolant Systems' health was rated as Green (Healthy)
with several minor issues being tracked for resolution in the Corrective
Action System.  The DCISC should follow up on the status of reviews for
actions being considered under the PMO++ Program to address several
long-term issues.

4.11  DCPP's Compressed Air Systems were operating well to supply clean and
dry air to plant equipment with minor issues being tracked for resolution
in the Corrective Action Program.  A long-term project to replace all seven
of the plant's Instrument Air Compressors has been successfully
completed.

5.0 RECOMMENDATIONS

5.1 None
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1.0 SUMMARY

The results of the DCISC Fact-finding meeting held on May 2-3, 2023, at the
Diablo Canyon Power Plant (DCPP) in Avila Beach, CA are presented. The subjects
addressed and summarized in Section 3 are as follows:

1. Radiation Monitoring System
2. Buried Piping and Tanks Program
3. Refueling Outage 1R24
4. Equipment Reliability Program
5. Non-Licensed Operator Training
6. FLEX and Probabilistic Risk Assessment
7. Meet with DCPP Officer
8. PMO++ Process and Results
9. License Renewal Application and Aging Management Plans

10. Industry Efforts to Evaluate the Radiological Consequences of a Release of
Radionuclides from a Crack in a Spent Fuel Storage Cask

11. Workplace Seismic Safety
12. Local NRC Meeting on DCPP Regulatory Performance and License Renewal

 

2.0 INTRODUCTION

This Fact-Finding meeting with DCPP was made to evaluate specific safety
matters for the DCISC. The objective of the evaluation was to determine if Pacific
Gas and Electric's (PG&E's) performance is appropriate and whether any areas
revealed observations, which are important enough to warrant further review,
follow-up, or presentation at a public meeting. These safety matters include
follow-up and/or continuing review efforts by the Committee, as well as those
identified as a result of reviews of various safety-related documents.



Section 4 - Conclusions highlights the conclusions of the Fact-Finding Team based
on items reported in Section 3 - Discussion. These highlights also include the
team's suggested follow-up items for the DCISC, such as scheduling future Fact-
Finding Meetings on the topic, presentations at future public meetings, and
requests for future updates or information from DCPP on specific areas of interest,
etc.

Section 5 - Recommendations presents specific recommendations to PG&E
proposed by the Fact-Finding Team. These recommendations will be considered by
the DCISC. After review and approval by the DCISC, the Fact-Finding Report,
including its recommendations, will be provided to PG&E.  The Fact-Finding Report
will also appear in the DCISC Annual Report.

3.0 DISCUSSION

3.1  Radiation Monitoring System

The DCISC Fact-finding Team (FFT) met with Kevin O'Neill, System Engineer
for the Radiation Monitoring System (RMS), and Bob Goryance, Supervisor of
Electrical and Instrumentation and Controls Engineering, for an update on the RMS
in the context of DCPP extended operation and license renewals. The DCISC last
reviewed the Radiation Monitoring System (RMS) in March 2023 (Reference 6.1),
concluding the following:

DCPP's Radiation Monitoring System, which is performing
satisfactorily, is under consideration for [selective] short-term
improvement or long-term full replacement for extended
operations from 2025 to 2030 and possibly beyond. A life cycle
management study is being considered. The DCISC should
continue to follow DCPP's review and decision.

The RMS provides general area and process system radioactivity measurements
and alarms, as well as automatic line isolations, to monitor and control personnel
dose exposure and control the release of radioactive fluids in compliance with
applicable regulations and plant Technical Specifications. It consists of 101
channels of radiation detectors located around the plant and associated electronic
components, as well as wiring and displays located in the Control Room and other
areas of the plant.  The system components are diverse and came primarily from
four manufacturers.  The system components range in age from the 1970s to the
1990s and consist of both analog and digital components.

There are four groupings of instruments as follows:

1. Original Westinghouse analog instrumentation (~20%)
2. Victoreen analog instrumentation (~ 15-20%)



3. Eberline analog instrumentation (~15-20%)
4. Other one-offs (~40%)

In the early 1990s much of the Victoreen equipment was replaced with digital
instruments; however, that project was stopped due to cost.

Mr. O'Neil explained that DCPP was currently focused on maintaining and
improving the reliability of the existing RMS by using the Preventative Maintenance
Program and by low-cost modifications to the greatest extent possible.  In general,
engineers and maintenance technicians were focused on improving the current
equipment rather than performing large-scale upgrades or replacements.

The RMS was classified as a Tier 2 system, meaning periodic health reports for the
system were no longer required; however, Mr. O'Neill believed that the system
would be rated as "Good and Improving." The primary measure of health is the
number of Maintenance Rule Functional Failures (MRFFs.) The chart below shows
the current MRFF data. In general, DCPP's MR Program analyzes all functional
failures in the system to determine if the failures were preventable by changing
maintenance activities.  The number of RMS MRFFs currently placed several
portions of the system into (a)(1) status under the MR Program, meaning that the
system was not meeting established criteria for reliability.  Mr. O'Neil provided an
updated graph showing the trends of all MRFFs for the RMS over the last seven
plus years.  The trend of MRFFs, which showed a decline in MRFFs during the
DCISC's last review in 2021, had reversed and currently showed a recent increase
and subsequent decrease in the number of MRFFs as follows:

Radiation Monitoring System Maintenance Rule Functional Failures

About 70% of RMS MRFFs are caused by the following monitoring systems:



Condenser Air Ejector Monitor
Plant Vent Monitor
Containment Atmosphere Monitors

All three monitoring systems are considered high priority for full/partial
replacement or repair, and the decision will be made along with other plant
projects being reviewed in the PMO++ initiative for disposition for life extension.

DCPP is analyzing the system to decide on selective short-term improvements
versus long-term wholesale changeout. The former is faster and easier using
known components, whereas the latter is complex with "first-of-a-kind" risk of new
equipment. The DCISC should review this study and final decisions when available.

Conclusions:  The DCPP Radiation Monitoring System health was
considered "Good and Improving" with several of its subsystems having
problems. These subsystems are being considered for selective
replacement with the PMO++ process based on needs for life extension
through 2030 and beyond. This process is expected to conclude in the
second quarter of 2023. The DCISC is following the progress of this
process and will report on it in future fact-finding meeting.

Recommendations:    None.

3.2  Buried Piping and Tanks Program

The DCISC FFT met with Dan Yoder, Program Owner for the Buried Piping and
Tanks Program (BP&T Program) and (remotely) Carlos Lopez, License Renewal
Capital Projects Team, for an update on the program. The DCISC last reviewed this
program in July 2020 (Reference 6.2), when it concluded the following:

The DCPP Asset Management Plan for Buried Piping and Tanks
appears to meet all requirements and to be implemented
properly with satisfactory results assuring the leak tightness
and structural integrity of buried components.

The purpose of the BP&T Program is to provide increased assurance of structural
and leakage integrity of buried piping and tanks.  Special emphasis is placed on
safety-related systems and those tanks and piping containing licensed
(radioactive) material or environmentally hazardous material.

In 2009 the US nuclear industry committed to implement an industry initiative to
manage buried piping integrity contained in document Nuclear Energy Institute
(NEI) 09-14, "Guideline for the Management of Underground Piping and Tank
Integrity."  DCPP's program is based on NEI 09-14 and described in Procedure
TS5.ID3, "Buried Piping and Tanks Program," a copy of which was provided to the
Fact-Finding Team.  As described in the procedure, the scope of this program is "to
provide a reasonable assurance of structural and leakage integrity of all piping and



tanks located outside of buildings and below grade elevation (whether or not they
are in direct contact with the soil)."  DCPP has a relatively small amount of buried
piping on site compared to most other nuclear power plants.

NEI 09-14 requires the following types of systems to be included:

Safety related
Contain licensed material or are known to be contaminated with licensed
(radioactive) material
Contain environmentally hazardous material

For DCPP these systems are as follows:

Condensate Polishing
Auxiliary Saltwater 
Liquid Radwaste
Diesel Fuel Oil
Oily Water and Turbine Sump

Additionally, the Program also monitored and opportunistically inspected other
systems, including:

Spent Fuel Pool Cooling and Cleanup
Service Cooling Water
Makeup Water
Fire Protection
Compressed Air
Nitrogen/Hydrogen

The BP&T Program prioritizes inspections based on risk.  An industry-standard
software program and database (referred to as MapPro) contains all buried piping
and tanks parameters (i.e., material, coatings, external environment, internal
fluid, consequence of failure, and inspection results) and is used to determine the
likelihood of degradation and the possible consequences of a failure.  The
combination of the likelihood and consequences is then used to form the priority
ranking of the piping and allows inspection efforts to be focused on the most
significant sections of piping.  The overall plan for inspections is documented in an
Asset Management Plan (AMP) which is maintained as an engineering calculation
and controlled by administrative procedures applicable to engineering calculations.

The DCPP risk model was updated for this AMP revision using the most current risk
ranking algorithms and data from BPWorks. The latest inspections and operating
experience information available were added to the model to enhance the model's
accuracy in risk ranking.

Each buried system is described in detail, including location drawings and



inspection plans and results. The following excerpt from the AMP of the Auxiliary
Saltwater System buried piping is one example:

"The Auxiliary Saltwater (ASW) System is a safety-related
system that supplies cooling water from the ultimate heat sink,
the Pacific Ocean, to the component cooling water (CCW) heat
exchangers. The buried piping is composed of 24" Carbon Steel
with a non-safety related coal-tar epoxy external coating and a
safety-related internal PVC-like paraliner. The piping from the
intake structure to about 30 feet before entering the turbine
building is protected by an induced current cathodic protection
(ICCP) system. The discharge portion, turbine building to
ocean was not cathodically protected, but a project was funded
and cathodic protection installed in a portion of the Unit 1
discharge line following pipe external inspections in 1R20. A
majority of the system is risk rated to be medium risk.
However, the ASW discharge piping contains high risk piping
segments because it is the licensed discharge path for
radiological waste material delivered by the Liquid Radwaste
System.

"Every sixth refueling outage, each unit's ASW system piping
(intake and discharge) is visually inspected. This inspection
utilizes a robotic crawler equipped with a high-definition
camera to inspect nearly 100% of the piping internally. A
report is generated which compares any findings to previous
inspections to monitor for new anomalies or changes in
anomalies for trending. Together with an engineering
evaluation of the data, recommendations are made for future
inspections or repairs. These inspections provide a reasonable
assurance of no leakage. The most recent Unit 1 internal and
external ASW inspections were completed in 1R20 with the
Unit 2 inspection coming up in 2R22. The ASW system as a
whole will continue to be monitored and inspected to maintain
reasonable assurance that the safety related system will retain
its pressure boundary function. The total intake piping length is
approximately 3,000-ft for Unit 1 and 2,800-ft for Unit 2. Each
unit's discharge piping is approximately 400-ft long.

"At this time, the ASW system is the highest priority for the
Buried Piping and Tanks Program. The in-soil discharge portion
of the ASW piping has developed small blisters on the internal
liner. This portion of pipe is considered high risk primarily
because it contains licensed material, is buried in soil and has
a safety-related function. Hence the detailed inspections
performed in 1R20 and the installation of Cathodic protection



installed in portions of the ASW discharge piping in Unit 1. The
previous Unit 2 internal inspection was performed in 2R16. The
next Unit 2 inspection will be performed in 2R22 after the
frequency to perform this inspection was extended by the
PMCR process."

Similarly, all of the other following buried systems and components have been
tested, inspected, or have leak detection systems, all of which show no leakage or
structural degradation, but some minor corrosion or coating degradation. None of
the corrosion or degradation was deemed to warrant correction to maintain
reasonable assurance of leak tightness.

Liquid Radwaste Buried Piping
Diesel Fuel Oil (Underground Piping & Buried Tanks)
Oily Water Separator, Turbine Building Sumps, and Wastewater Holding &
Treatment Buried Underground Piping
Condensate Polishing System (Buried Piping)

The AMP concludes that it complies with all reasonable assurance guideline
document recommendations and fully satisfies all initiative requirements. It
currently includes long-range planning up to the end of the Unit 1 and Unit 2
licenses.

The overall health of the BP&T Program was White (acceptable with improvement
needed) due mainly to the Program Owner's short time (one year) in his position.
That particular measure was Yellow whereas the health program requires a
program owner to be in place for three years to achieve Green. The BP&T Program
health attributes were as follows:

•  Overall Health White
•  Program Owner Yellow
•  Program Infrastructure Green
•  Program Implementation Green
•  Program/Equipment Performance Green Green

There were no foreseeable major planned inspections or repairs through the
former end of life in 2025. However with the plan to pursue NRC License Renewal,
DCPP expects significant new efforts in this area to accommodate life extension,
such as additional inspections, projects, and aging management plans. These
efforts were getting underway. The DCISC should continue to follow these
initiatives.

Conclusion:  DCPP's Buried Pipe and Tanks Program health was rated as
White (acceptable needing improvement) due to the program owner's
time in position being one year versus three years for Green. The
remainder of health measures were all Green. For the upcoming NRC



License Renewal Application DCPP anticipated major efforts to augment
inspections, projects, and aging management plans. The DCISC should
follow these efforts.

Recommendations:    None.

3.3  Refueling Outage 1R24

The DCISC FFT met with Erik Werner, DCPP Outage Management Director, and
Kristin Smith, License Renewal Coordinator, for a preview of Refueling Outage
1R24. The DCISC last reviewed a DCPP refueling outage (2R23) in December 2022
(Reference 6.3), when it concluded the following:

DCPP's Outage 2R23 was successful from a nuclear and
personnel safety standpoint, meeting or exceeding all safety
goals. One goal, outage length, was exceeded by almost five
days due to repair of a Residual Heat Removal System isolation
valve stem packing leak, which was a prudent decision to
assure safe, reliable operation after reaching full power.

Refueling Outage 1R24 is scheduled to occur Fall 2023, and it is a particularly
important outage for the following reasons:

Implementation of modifications, maintenance and inspections needed to
support NRC License Renewal
Implementation of modifications and maintenance needed to support
extended operation to 2030
Removal of reactor vessel coupon for analyzing vessel fracture toughness to
avoid the possibility of pressurized thermal shock induced failures

The scope of Refueling Outage 1R24 for the above items was known, but details
were being developed for which DCPP was using their normal outage procedures
and processes.  Examples are scope determination, work order planning,
milestones, resource allocations, and vendor and contractor agreements. DCPP
provided the FFT an extensive list of current and new inspections required by NRC
License Renewal. Examples of significant inspections are as follows:

Steam Generator primary and secondary tube and vessel inspections
Auxiliary Saltwater System (ASW) internal and external piping inspections
and possible repairs (plans are in place for extension of catholic protection for
buried ASW piping)
Buried fire water piping inspections
Makeup water buried piping inspections

Some examples of major outage projects were the following:

New Condenser water box and tube sheet coatings 



New offsite power transformers
PMO++ focus area improvements
Improvements to Intake traveling screens 
Improvements to Reactor Vessel Level Indication System
Improvements to the rod control system

Conclusions:  DCPP was satisfactorily planning and preparing for its
Refueling Outage 1R24, which is scheduled to occur Fall 2023. This is a
particularly important outage because new modifications, maintenance
activities, and inspections will be implemented for NRC License Renewal
and likely extension of operations from 2025 to 2030, plus removal of a
reactor vessel material coupon for analysis of vessel fracture toughness.
 The DCISC should review the detailed outage scope and outage safety
plan in its August or September 2023 fact-finding meetings.

Recommendations:    None.

3.4  Equipment Reliability

The DCISC FFT met with Dallas Adams, Program Engineering Manager, for an
update on DCPP Equipment Reliability (ER). The DCISC last reviewed ER in August
2022 (Reference 6.4) when it concluded the following:

DCPP's secondary system equipment reliability issues appeared
to be satisfactorily addressed with specific action plans and an
excellence plan. Recent results were showing improvement
with a Unit 1 rating of Yellow and a Unit 2 rating of Green.

DCPP classifies its equipment into several categories for purposes of ER measures
and actions. Class 1 is safety-related equipment, and Classes 2 and 3 are non-
safety-related equipment important for power production and environmental
protection. Also, as important as Class 1 is equipment included in the NRC
Maintenance Rule (MR) program. DCPP pays most attention to Class 1 and MR
classes, which are the classes also of importance to the DCISC.

Historically in August 2022, the DCPP Quarterly Equipment Performance Index (for
Equipment Reliability) was Yellow for Unit 1 and Green for Unit 2. Unit 1's Yellow
rating was due primarily to 1) a power reduction to correct Condenser saltwater in-
leakage May 2021, 2) valve PC-14 malfunctioning in April 2022, 3) valve FW-1-67
leaking in May 2022, and 4) a steam leak on Feedwater Heater 1-1A in June 2022.
Unit 2's Green rating was improved from its Red and Yellow rating immediately
following the long-term Generator vibration problems in February 2021 and FWH
tube failures in October 2021; however, since then the unit has performed well
and earned a Green rating in the past quarter.

Because ER had been adversely affected by Secondary Systems, DCPP initiated a



Secondary Systems Reliability Action Plan (in addition to following up on individual
problem areas). DCPP was also working to drive improved behaviors and
engagement of first- and second-line supervisors. Utilization of the MEOW
(Maintenance, Engineering, Operations and Work Control) forum is being
augmented to gather broader organizational support for critical equipment. DCPP's
2022 Equipment Reliability Excellence Plan has the objective of aligning station-
wide engagement in a more proactive identification and resolution of ER issues.
Specific actions are outlined for Operations, Maintenance, Engineering, Learning
Services, and Organizational Effectiveness. These actions appeared satisfactory to
the DCISC FFT.

In the latest (March 2023) Station Excellence Plan, ER had improved and was
reported as "Green with a stable trajectory." Among the noted improvements,
seven of the Top Ten ER Issues were resolved in Refueling Outage 2R23. There
has been one Consequential Equipment Failure in the past 12 months: a Unit 2
ramp down to 50% power due to a Circulating Water Pump issue. DCPP is now
putting more emphasis on Non-Consequential Equipment Failures. Additionally, the
PMO++ program's comprehensive review of systems long-term health is expected
to help ER throughout extended power production.

Conclusions:  DCPP's Equipment Reliability performance has improved
substantially since 2021 and 2022, and its health has improved to Green
(good) and stable.

Recommendations:    None.

3.5   Non-Licensed Operator Training

The DCISC FFT met with Guy Vaughn, Instructor, Operations Training, to
observe the Non-Licensed Operator training module "Main Generator Hydrogen
(H2) and Carbon Dioxide (CO2) System." The DCISC las reviewed DCPP training in
April 2023 (Reference 6.5) when it concluded the following:

A Licensed Operator Continuing Training simulator session was
well prepared, contained appropriate objectives, and was
professionally conducted by the Training staff.  Operators
performed well in responding to the simulated off-normal
events.

The FFT was provided with the lesson guide for the course. The guide was
comprehensive and well written. The purpose of the Main Generator Hydrogen
(H2) and Carbon Dioxide (CO2) System is to:

Provide adequate cooling of the generator while minimizing windage losses
and maintaining a non-corrosive environment
Provide a means of establishing a habitable atmosphere for personnel during



maintenance while minimizing the risks of hydrogen explosion
Provide a method of monitoring gaseous products that indicate insulation
breakdown
Keep hydrogen purity, pressure, and temperature within limits
Keep the circulating hydrogen dry and remove oil vapors from the gas
Pressurize the stator cooling water head tank with hydrogen

The classroom training included the following topics:

Purpose of the Main Generator Hydrogen (H2) and Carbon Dioxide (CO2)
System
Basic system flow path
System diagram
System components
Identify the components associated with the system
Significant precautions and limitations associated with the system
Operation of the system
Abnormal conditions associated with the system
Significant Technical Specifications and Equipment Control Guidelines
System interrelationships between the system and other plant systems

The instructor appeared knowledgeable and effective in explaining the system as
well as keeping the students involved with questions and examples. The course
materials were good. The students appeared interested and involved.

Conclusions:  The DCPP Non-Licensed Operator training class on the Main
Generator Hydrogen (H2) and Carbon Dioxide (CO2) System appeared
satisfactory and effective.

Recommendations:    None.

3.6  FLEX and Probabilistic Risk Analysis

The DCISC FFT met Nathan Barber, Supervisor, Risk and Regulatory
Initiatives, and Bill Conklin, FLEX Program Manager, for an update on the expected
availability and performance of FLEX Program equipment during a seismic event.
(FLEX is not an acronym but describes a strategy developed by the nuclear
industry to provide diverse and flexible coping strategies and portable equipment
to address the loss of safety-related systems due to beyond design basis events.)
 The DCISC last reviewed this topic in April 2023 (Reference 6.6) when it
concluded the following:

The Fact-Finding Team learned that a single FLEX Strategy was
currently incorporated into DCPP's Probabilistic Risk



Assessment and concluded that this appeared appropriate.
 The Fact-Finding Team recommends that additional Fact-
Finding Meetings be scheduled to cover any remaining DCISC
questions or issues raised by this review.

This May 2023 Fact-finding agenda item discussion on FLEX and PRA was generally
a repeat of that in the April 2023 Fact-finding meeting for the benefit of DCISC
Member Per Peterson. The writeup here is similar to that in the April Fact-finding
report.

Prior to the Fukushima accident in 2011, DCPP had portable generators and other
equipment to respond to beyond design basis events, under the post-September
11 terrorist event "B.5.b" orders from the NRC.  Following the Fukushima accident,
the broader FLEX Program was initiated by the industry to procure additional
(mostly portable) equipment and components, and to develop guidelines, to
mitigate various beyond design basis events such as occurred at Fukushima.
 These events include loss of all station power; loss of the ultimate heat sink;
natural events such as earthquakes, tsunamis, and local intense precipitation; and
major fires or explosions.  FLEX Equipment includes portable diesel-driven pumps
and electric generators along with any necessary associated plant connections,
piping, cabling, controls, instrumentation, and numerous other items of equipment
that could be needed by personnel when implementing FLEX Strategies.  FLEX
Strategies are pre-planned and validated guidelines for the use of FLEX Equipment
in diverse situations to mitigate beyond design basis events.

The FFT asked DCPP to explain how FLEX Strategies were modeled and used in
DCPP's Probabilistic Risk Analysis (PRA).  Mr. Barber reported that only one FLEX
Strategy was included in the plant's current PRA.  That FLEX Strategy provided
steps that could be taken inside the plant to tie Direct Current (DC) Busses
together in order to extend the life of batteries needed to supply control power to
the Turbine-Driven Auxiliary Feedwater Pump for greater than 24 hours during a
Loss of All Alternating Current (AC) Power (offsite and onsite) event. (FLEX
equipment external to the plant was assumed to take 24 hours to be available and
useful.)  This Loss of All AC Power scenario could come from a Turbine Building
collapse which damaged multiple AC power sources and which could be caused
either by a beyond design basis major fire or by a mid-level seismic event.  This
FLEX Strategy did not require the movement or use of any external FLEX
Equipment for success (defined as a "Phase 1" FLEX Strategy) but focused on
guiding operators to complete tasks inside the plant that were above and beyond
responses typical to events included in the plant's design basis.  This particular
FLEX Strategy was chosen for inclusion into the PRA because it provided a
substantial reduction in calculated risk and used only actions that could be
completed with high confidence in the expected situation and time period.

Mr. Barber added that DCPP was currently considering adding an additional FLEX
Strategy into the plant's PRA.  The FLEX Strategy that was being considered
involved the use of a diesel-driven feedwater pump (the Emergency Auxiliary



Feedwater Pump) to pump water from outdoor storage basins to feed the Steam
Generators.  This particular strategy was being considered because it could
potentially reduce the calculated risks due to major fire events.  DCPP considered
it could be hard to demonstrate that this strategy would be effective following a
major seismic event due to uncertainties with regards to the abilities of operators
to gain access to the areas necessary to complete the strategy within the time
constraints available before the effectiveness of the strategy would be significantly
reduced.

Mr. Barber also added that for major earthquakes, the PRA model assesses risk
across an extremely broad range of seismic events (up to 6g) which includes
events that could result in the complete failure of either or both of the
Containment Building or the Auxiliary Building (although fully seismically
designed).  Typically, the failure of either building is assumed to result in core
damage due to the large amount of important equipment that is affected by the
building's failure.  Also in the cases of major building failures, it was very difficult
to identify any specific scenarios where there was confidence that the plant could
use FLEX Strategies to respond to the event and reduce the risk as calculated by
the PRA.  Because there is uncertainty in whether the FLEX equipment would be
serviceable following an earthquake, and whether there would be access to move
the equipment to locations where it could be used, the FFT asked about the roles
that the plant fire department and security personnel would play following an
earthquake to check FLEX equipment status and access.  The FFT noted that
although FLEX Strategies may or may not be performed following an earthquake in
a timeframe necessary to prevent core damage or a large radiological release (the
standard PRA endpoints) depending upon the specific scenario, this does not
reduce the value of the FLEX Strategies as they could still possibly be used to
reduce the magnitude of core damage or radiological releases following a beyond
design basis accident.  In this regard, the PRA may appear to be a conservative
analysis.

In general, Mr. Barber emphasized that the FLEX Program was designed for
flexibility in responding to beyond design-basis events and not for responding to
any particular event within any particular timeframe.  As such, the industry
standards for PRA analyses would typically only allow consideration of the
incorporation of Phase 1 FLEX Strategies.  While there were many other accident
response activities that could be completed using "Phase 2" FLEX Strategies (which
use FLEX Equipment stored on site but outside the plant protected area), the
uncertainty associated with the timeframes and probabilities of success for the use
of such equipment is so high as to be inappropriate for use under the current
nuclear industry standards governing the PRA analysis.  (There is also a category
of "Phase 3" FLEX Strategies which use FLEX Equipment staged at an offsite
regional center.)  For some very large earthquake scenarios, responses would
have to succeed within as little as four hours to have an impact in reducing the
risk calculated from the PRA, and Mr. Barber explained DCPP's position that very
few Phase 2 FLEX Strategies could be confidently assumed to be completed within



that timeframe after a very large earthquake.

Conclusions:  The DCISC Fact-Finding Team learned that a single FLEX
Strategy was currently incorporated into DCPP's Probabilistic Risk
Assessment (PRA) analysis of a greater than design basis earthquake with
loss of AC power; however, the PRA considers the first 24 hours of an
event, and FLEX is assumed not available for 24 hours, thus FLEX is not
typically useful in PRA analyses.  The DCISC should also review post-
earthquake procedures for the fire department and for security personnel
with respect to FLEX equipment and plant access.

Recommendations:    None.

3.7  Meet with DCPP Officer

The DCISC FFT met with Maureen Zawalick, Vice-President, Business and
Technical Services, to discuss items from this fact-finding meeting and other topics
of interest. The DCISC last met with a DCPP officer in April 2023 (Reference 6.7)
when it concluded the following:

The regular meetings between DCISC Members and DCPP
Officers and Directors continue to be beneficial for both
organizations.

Conclusions:   The regular meetings between DCISC Members and DCPP
Officers and Directors continue to be beneficial for both organizations.

Recommendations:    None.

3.8  PMO++ Process and Results

The DCISC FFT met with Allen Wilson, Director of Projects, and Michael
Jackson, Manager of Project Services and License Renewal, for an update on the
Equipment Long Range Plan Reviews under DCPP's current program for performing
such reviews, which is referred to as the "PMO++" Program. The DCISC last
reviewed PMO++ in April 2023 (Reference 6.8) when it concluded the following:

DCPP's process for reviewing the need for changes to
Preventive Maintenance activities, Corrective Maintenance
activities, and projects to support five years of extended
operations (the PMO++ Program) appeared well planned and
implemented to date.  Final detailed outputs of the process
were not yet available for review by the DCISC, and the DCISC
should complete those reviews during future Fact-Finding
Meetings as soon as the detailed information becomes
available.



This May 2023 Fact-finding agenda item discussion on PMO++ was generally a
repeat of that in the April 2023 Fact-finding meeting for the benefit of DCISC
Member Per Peterson. The writeup here is similar to that in the April Fact-finding
report.

At the request of the FFT, Mr. Wilson reviewed the recent history of the
management of maintenance activities and projects at DCPP.  During the period
from after the signing of the Joint Proposal in 2016 until the passage of Senate Bill
846 (SB846) in 2022, DCPP continued to perform all Preventive Maintenance (PM)
activities as well as all Priority 1, 2 and 3 (quality and safety-related) Corrective
Maintenance (CM) activities on safety-related equipment, equipment important to
safety, and risk-significant equipment.  However, during that same period, DCPP
reviewed other PM and CM activities (non-safety related/non-risk significant PMs
and Priority 4 and 5 CMs) and chose to eliminate or reduce the scope of those PMs
and CMs which were not needed to support operations through the then planned
cessation of power operations in 2025.  This effort followed the industry-wide
initiative, Preventive Maintenance Optimization (PMO) in which plant maintenance
was optimized, resulting in equipment-data-based maintenance decisions.
 Additionally, all capital projects were similarly reviewed with a result that only
projects required for regulatory compliance or safety were authorized and most
projects planned only for modernization were cancelled.  The DCISC performed
reviews of these initiatives in the past (prior to the decision to extend operations)
and found them satisfactory.

Following the passage of SB846, DCPP initiated its current effort to review the
long-range maintenance and project plans for station equipment.  The new effort
was named PMO++, and its objective was the following:

"In preparation for License Renewal and Extended Operations,
we are taking a holistic look at equipment/system's overall
health to determine and prioritize outstanding work scope
based on Maintenance Plans in grace or Preventive
Maintenance Change Requests that were approved with
rationale stating end of license is 2024/2025, Corrective
Maintenance Orders that have been pushed to beyond 2025,
Open SAPNs / cognitive trending done by plant personnel,
License Renewal activities, and any other inputs such as Life
Cycle Maintenance studies, industry peers, Operating
Experience."

The PMO++ Program began in December 2022 with initial reviews completed by
the end of January 2023.  A cross-functional team reviewed a comprehensive list
of documents including the following:

Corrective Maintenance
Preventive Maintenance
Surveillance Tests



License Renewal/Aging Management Programs
Inventories of Critical Spares and Repair Parts Equivalency Evaluations
Modifications and Design Changes
End of Life Grace Periods (pre-determined, pre-approved schedule
extensions)
Cognitive Trending via SAPNs (Corrective Action Notifications) and Interviews

Mr. Wilson provided an overview of the results of the reviews of PMs and CMs.  He
reported that approximately 200 PM plans were reinstated, and a small number of
new PM plans were added to the maintenance planning database.  For perspective
DCPP's PM plans contain about 12,000 total PM activities.  Approximately 300
Priority 4 and Priority 5 CM activities were reinstated.  For further perspective
DCPP's typical backlog of open Priority 4 and Priority 5 CM work is about 3,000
items with about 100 CM activities being worked per day.

Regarding capital projects and other equipment issues that were not covered by
PM and CM plans, the PMO++ Program in early 2023 identified approximately 560
potential projects and plant concerns for possible action to support the potential
five-year operations extension from 2025 to 2030.  During February and March
2023, reviews were performed to rank the list as a first step to determine which
activities would actually be initiated.  The ranking process focused upon using risk
insights prioritized based on safety, regulatory compliance, environmental
compliance, and reliability/efficiency.  The perspective that the reviewers
maintained throughout the ranking process was to work to maintain the current
situation of DCPP as a safe, efficient and reliable plant throughout the period of
extended operations.  One question that was asked throughout the process of
ranking the projects was, "What is the risk if that particular activity is not
completed?"  Additionally, the reviewers considered the complexity of
implementation particularly with regards to the time required for project planning
and execution as well as the possibility of unintended consequences for major
changes.  Mr. Wilson noted that activities necessary for license renewal were
considered 'must-do' and were being initiated outside of the PMO++ Program.

At the time of this Fact-Finding Meeting (early May 2023), approximately 250
projects were identified for consideration of prioritization for implementation
during the extension of operations.  The 250 projects had been initially ranked, but
reviews and refinement of the rankings were still in progress.  Specifically, senior
management reviews were not yet complete, and two industry peer reviews were
planned to be performed in May 2023.  Mr. Wilson reported that the preliminary
results called for about 50 projects to be completed within the next three years
with about 12 of those 50 being performed during the upcoming Refueling Outage
1R24 in the Fall of 2023.  Regarding the independent review of "deferred"
maintenance required by SB846, consultants had recently been selected to
perform the review and that review would soon begin.  DCPP expected that the
SB846 independent review would be completed by October 2023.  The FFT
concluded that the DCPP process for reviewing the need for changes to PMs, CMs,



and projects to support extended operations appeared well planned and
implemented to date.

The FFT then requested to review the detailed output of all portions of DCPP's
maintenance and project reviews as soon as possible.  This was necessary for the
DCISC to meet the SB846 requirement as follows:

"The commission shall review the reports and
recommendations of the Independent Safety Committee for
Diablo Canyon described in Section 712.1. If the Independent
Safety Committee for Diablo Canyon's reports or
recommendations cause the commission to determine, in its
discretion, that the costs of any upgrades necessary to address
seismic safety or issues of deferred maintenance...."

In response to the FFT's request, DCPP stated that it desired to complete all
internal/peer reviews and obtain senior management approvals before providing
the detailed information to the DCISC.  DCPP provided the DCISC with copies of
the lists of new and reinstated CMs and PMs during this May 2023 Fact-Finding
Meeting and to provide a schedule for providing copies of the PMO++ Program
review list following the two peer reviews planned for mid-May (likely in early
June).  The DCISC FFT conferred internally and concluded that this was
appropriate in that it would avoid the possibility of confusion or misinformation
that could occur if the information provided by DCPP to the DCISC was not in final
form and approved by senior management.  Unfortunately, this timetable would
not support the DCISC completing its reviews prior to its June 2023 Public
Meeting, which was the original target date.  Instead, the reviews would likely be
completed during the DCISC's July and August Fact-Finding Meetings with
discussion and approval at the DCISC's next Public Meeting in late September
2023. DCPP noted, and the FFT agreed, that this was an ongoing process and that
information provided as mentioned above could change later. An example is
emergent issues.

Finally, at the request of the FFT, DCPP agreed to provide as soon as possible its
plan/schedule for providing the PMO++ output to the DCISC to support reviews in
the July and/or August Fact-finding Meetings.  Regarding the lists of new and
reinstated CMs and PMs provided to the FFT, the FFT reviewed the documents and
concluded that additional details were needed and would be followed-up on during
the DCISC's July Fact-Finding Meeting.

Conclusions:  DCPP's process for reviewing the need for changes to
Preventive Maintenance activities, Corrective Maintenance activities, and
projects to support five years of extended operations (the PMO++
Program) appeared well planned and implemented.  Final detailed outputs
of the process are expected to be available for review by the DCISC in July
and/or August, permitting DCISC's conclusions and recommendations to
be ready for approval at its September 2023 Public Meeting. (This type of



review and approval process is a normal, ongoing one at DCPP, such that
it could change at any time.) The DCISC should complete those reviews
during future Fact-Finding Meetings as soon as the detailed information
becomes available.

Recommendations:    None.

3.9  License Renewal Application and Aging Management Plans

The DCISC FFT met with Brandy Lopez, License Renewal Strategic Initiative
Principal, and Michelle Olsorsky, License Renewal Engineer, for an update on
DCPP's efforts to address NRC aging management requirements in its regulations
on License Renewal. The DCISC last reviewed DCPP Aging Management Plans
(AMPs) in March 2023 (Reference 6.9) when it concluded the following:

DCPP appeared to be proceeding appropriately in upgrading
and adding new Aging Management Plans for systems and
equipment for its NRC License Renewal application to be
submitted in late 2023.

DCPP has a 40-person project team reviewing the changes in NRC's regulations
and guides for license renewal since DCPP filed its original application for license
renewal in 2008. Members of the team were developing AMPs for systems and
equipment as required for the License Renewal Application that DCPP expected to
file by the end of 2023. Some existing AMPs were being updated for license
renewal, such as the one for NFPA-805, Fire Protection. New AMPs were being
initiated per NRC regulations, such as Cathodic Protection of Auxiliary Saltwater
discharge piping.

DCPP provided the FFT a copy of a March 17, 2023 letter to the NRC in response to
their questions on aging management plans. These commitment lists were
provided for NRC's exemption for allowing DCPP to submit its license renewal
application with AMPs that will occur past the expiration date of the current
licenses. The letter included the following:

1. A commitment list of current AMP inspections for the upcoming Refueling
Outage 1R24 occurring Fall 2023 - these included 15 existing inspections and
20 new inspections. Examples are the following inspections:

a. ASME Code inspections for Class 1, 2 and 3 pressure-retaining
components

b. Reactor head closure studs
c. Boric acid corrosion
d. Flow acceleration corrosion
e. Steam Generator tube integrity
f. Closed Cycle Cooling Water System
g. Overhead cranes, hoists and trolleys



h. Fire Water Systems
 

2. A commitment inspection schedule for DCPP commitments included in its
withdrawn license renewal application. Examples include the following:
 

a. Enhance Fire Protection program procedures for fire rated doors
b. Enhance the Fuel Oil Chemistry Program
c. Inspections of internal surfaces of various piping and ducting

components
d. Enhance the Lubricating Oil Analysis Program
e. Enhance the Structures Monitoring Program
f. Enhance the Transmission Conductor, Connections, Insulators,

and Switchyard Bus Connections Program
g. Enhance the Metal Fatigue of Reactor Coolant Pressure Boundary

Program (This is an AMP which the DCISC is interested in
monitoring and will add it to the Open Items List for review at
future fact-finding meetings.

h. Install impressed current cathodic protection for buried Auxiliary
Saltwater System

DCPP plans to submit its License Renewal Application to the NRC by the end of
2023. The application will include the above inspections and AMPs, along with
others which are required in revised NRC requirements since the DCPP application
was withdrawn in 2018.

Conclusions:  DCPP's plans and schedules appeared satisfactory for
augmenting its Aging Management Plans for its application to the NRC for
License Renewal..

Recommendations:    None.

3.10  Industry Efforts to Evaluate the Radiological Consequences of a Release of
Radionuclides from a Crack in a Spent Fuel Storage Cask

The DCISC FFT met with Brandy Lopez, License Renewal Strategic Initiative
Principal, and Michelle Olsorsky, License Renewal Engineer, for an update on
industry efforts to evaluate the possible radiological consequences of a release of
radionuclides from a Spent Fuel Storage Cask should a through wall crack occur.
 The DCISC last reviewed this topic during its July 2022 Fact-Finding Meeting
(Reference 6.10), when it concluded the following:

An industry study to analyze the dose consequences for a
hypothetical through-wall crack of a spent fuel storage
container continued to be in progress.  A report on the study's
results is expected to be issued in early 2023, and the DCISC



should review the final report after its issuance.

PG&E updated the DCISC regarding ongoing industry efforts to characterize the
possible radiological consequences of a release of radionuclides from a cask should
a through-wall crack occur.  In general, such cracks would have small apertures
with low source terms inside the cask.  Although the consensus of the industry was
that such releases and their dose consequences would be small, more study was
needed to fully quantify the effects.  In 2017, the Electric Power Research Institute
(EPRI) completed a study entitled, "Dry Cask Storage Welded Stainless Steel
Canister Breach Consequence Analysis Scoping Study," which provided
recommendations for additional research needed and described potential
approaches for developing a consequence analysis for a scenario in which a crack
grows through the wall of a dry cask storage canister.  It was anticipated at that
time that EPRI would move forward with developing a detailed study of the
consequences.  During its July 2022 review, the DCISC was informed that EPRI
was in the process of completing several supporting studies, and the final detailed
study was expected to be issued in March 2023.

During this meeting, Ms. Lopez reported that EPRI had recently modified its
approach to the study.  Completion of the expected report would be delayed in
order to obtain more research data regarding the isotope fractions expected for a
release of gases from a spent fuel storage canister.  Specifically, EPRI desired to
obtain and include data from ongoing research into isotope fractions being
performed by the Department of Energy.  The study and its report was currently
not expected to be completed by EPRI until at least 2025.

Conclusions:  An industry study to analyze the dose consequences for a
hypothetical through-wall crack of a spent fuel storage container was
delayed until at least 2025 in order to obtain additional research data
from the Department of Energy.  The DCISC should continue to monitor
the status of the study and review the final report after its issuance.

Recommendations:    None.

3.11   Workplace Seismic Safety

The DCISC FFT met Mark Sciacca, Maintenance Support Manager and
Workplace Seismic Safety Coordinator, for an update on DCPP Workplace Seismic
Safety. The DCISC last reviewed this item in May 2022 (Reference 11) when it
concluded the following:

DCPP's Workplace Seismic Safety program appeared
satisfactory and appeared to be properly implemented judging
from a DCISC Fact-finding Team tour of the Instrumentation
and Electrical Facility.

In the previous May 2022 DCISC fact-finding meetings received and reviewed



DCPP's "Standards for Bracing Office Furniture, Cabinets, and Storage Racks
Revision 2 (1/30/2020)." This document defines when and how to brace office
furniture, file cabinets, bookcases, and storage racks. The policy is intended to
protect personnel from injury and ensure egress routes are not blocked by office
furniture impact. These standards appeared satisfactory. The FFT was informed
that this document was unchanged and still in place.

Mr. Sciacca accompanied the FFT on a tour of the Maintenance Training Building
observing tall furniture, shelves, cabinets, etc. that had the potential to fall on
personnel or block passageways in the event of an earthquake. All items observed
were either properly attached to walls or had bottom weighting.

Conclusion:   Offices, classrooms and shops in DCPP's Maintenance
Training Building had the proper anchoring or bottom weighting of tall
furniture to assure personnel safety in the event of earthquakes.

Recommendations:    None.

3.12   Local NRC Meeting on DCPP Regulatory Performance and License Renewal

DCISC Consultants McWhorter and Wardell attended the local May 3, 2023
NRC Meeting on DCPP Regulatory Performance and License Renewal, and DCISC
Member Bob Budnitz attended remotely. This is the most recent NRC meeting
attended by the DCISC.

NRC speakers first described their regulations and regulatory process for
inspecting and evaluating nuclear plant performance in meeting NRC regulations.
They reported that DCPP performance for the 2022 cycle was at the top of the
performance scale and that the NRC would be performing their normal inspections
in the future.

NRC then described their regulations and process for nuclear plant license renewal,
which is normally for 20 additional years. Several PG&E personnel attended and
made brief presentations on their plans to submit their application for License
Renewal to NRC by the end of 2023. There were many local organizations and
individuals in attendance, who provided their opinions about DCPP's license
extension. Most speakers were in favor of license extension.

Conclusion:  The local NRC meeting on May 3, 2023 in San Luis Obispo was
informative on NRC regulations, regulatory process, and license renewal.
PG&E described their plans for applying for NRC license renewal. Many
local organizations and individuals provided their opinions on DCPP
license extension, most of which were favorable.

Recommendations:    None.

4.0 CONCLUSIONS



4.1   The DCPP Radiation Monitoring System health was considered "Good and
Improving" with several of its subsystems having problems. These
subsystems are being considered for selective replacement with the
PMO++ process based on needs for life extension through 2030 and
beyond. This process is expected to conclude in the second quarter of
2023. The DCISC is following the progress of this process and will report
on it in future fact-finding meeting.

4.2   DCPP's Buried Pipe and Tanks Program health was rated as White
(acceptable needing improvement) due to the program owner's time in
position being one year versus three years for Green. The remainder of
health measures were all Green. For the upcoming NRC License Renewal
Application DCPP anticipated major efforts to augment inspections,
projects, and aging management plans. The DCISC should follow these
efforts.

4.3   DCPP was satisfactorily planning and preparing for its Refueling Outage
1R24, which is scheduled to occur Fall 2023. This is a particularly
important outage because new modifications, maintenance activities, and
inspections will be implemented for NRC License Renewal and likely
extension of operations from 2025 to 2030, plus removal of a reactor
vessel material coupon for analysis of vessel fracture toughness.  The
DCISC should review the detailed outage scope and outage safety plan in
its August or September 2023 fact-finding meetings.

4.4   DCPP's Equipment Reliability performance has improved substantially
since 2021 and 2022, and its health has improved to Green (good) and
stable.

4.5   The DCPP Non-Licensed Operator training class on the Main Generator
Hydrogen (H2) and Carbon Dioxide (CO2) System appeared satisfactory
and effective.

4.6   The DCISC Fact-Finding Team learned that a single FLEX Strategy was
currently incorporated into DCPP's Probabilistic Risk Assessment (PRA)
analysis of a greater than design basis earthquake with loss of AC power;
however, the PRA considers the first 24 hours of an event, and FLEX is
assumed not available for 24 hours, thus FLEX is not typically useful in
PRA analyses. The DCISC should also review post-earthquake procedures
for the fire department and for security personnel with respect to FLEX
equipment and plant access.

4.7   The regular meetings between DCISC Members and DCPP Officers and
Directors continue to be beneficial for both organizations.

4.8   DCPP's process for reviewing the need for changes to Preventive
Maintenance activities, Corrective Maintenance activities, and projects to



support five years of extended operations (the PMO++ Program) appeared
well planned and implemented.  Final detailed outputs of the process are
expected to be available for review by the DCISC in July and/or August,
permitting DCISC's conclusions and recommendations to be ready for
approval at its September 2023 Public Meeting. (This type of review and
approval process is a normal, ongoing one at DCPP, such that it could
change at any time.) The DCISC should complete those reviews during
future Fact-Finding Meetings as soon as the detailed information becomes
available.

4.9   DCPP's plans and schedules appeared satisfactory for augmenting its
Aging Management Plans for its application to the NRC for License
Renewal.

4.10  An industry study to analyze the dose consequences for a hypothetical
through-wall crack of a spent fuel storage container was delayed until at
least 2025 in order to obtain additional research data from the
Department of Energy.  The DCISC should continue to monitor the status
of the study and review the final report after its issuance.

4.11  The local NRC meeting on May 3, 2023 in San Luis Obispo was informative
on NRC regulations, regulatory process, and license renewal. PG&E
described their plans for applying for NRC license renewal. Many local
organizations and individuals provided their opinions on DCPP license
extension, most of which were favorable.

5.0 RECOMMENDATIONS

5.1 None
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1.0 SUMMARY

The results of the DCISC May 5, 2023, Fact-Finding Meeting for the Diablo
Canyon Power Plant (DCPP) are presented.  The activities of the Fact-Finding Team
(FFT) for this Fact-Finding Meeting were all performed remotely. They consisted of
participating in an open and public meeting of the Independent Peer Review Panel
(IPRP) and then of accounting for IPRP comments by developing a comprehensive
update of earlier DCISC Fact Finding reports on the topic of seismic safety.  The
subjects addressed and summarized in Section 3 are as follows:

1. Independent Peer Review Panel Meeting on May 5, 2023
2. Comprehensive Seismic Safety Update

 

2.0 INTRODUCTION

This Fact-Finding Meeting for the DCPP was held to evaluate specific safety
matters for the DCISC. The objective of the evaluation was to determine if PG&E's
performance is appropriate and whether any areas revealed observations which
are important enough to warrant further review, follow-up, or presentation at a
public meeting. These safety matters include follow-up and/or continuing review
efforts by the Committee, as well as those identified as a result of reviews of
various safety-related documents.

Section 4 - Conclusions, highlights the conclusions of the FFT based on items
reported in Section 3 - Discussion. These highlights also include the team's
suggested follow-up items for the DCISC, such as scheduling future Fact-Finding
Meetings on the topic, presentations at future public meetings, and requests for
future updates or information from DCPP on specific areas of interest, etc.

Section 5 - Recommendations, presents specific recommendations to PG&E
proposed by the FFT. These recommendations will be considered by the DCISC.



After review and approval by the DCISC, this Fact-Finding Report, including its
recommendations, will be provided to PG&E.  The Fact-Finding Report will also
appear in the DCISC Annual Report.  It is expected that this report will be
considered for full DCISC approval at its Public Meeting on June 28-29, 2023.
 Contingent upon approval, it will represent the Committee's position.

3.0 DISCUSSION

3.1  Independent Peer Review Panel Meeting on May 5, 2023

DCISC Members Dr. Robert Budnitz and Dr. Per Peterson; Consultants Ferman
Wardell, Richard McWhorter, and Andrew Kadak; and Counsel Robert Rathie
attended the May 5, 2023, remote public meeting of the State of California's
Independent Peer Review Panel (IPRP)1  for seismic studies at DCPP.  However,
only Dr. Budnitz participated actively in this public meeting and as part of the
scheduled program.  The DCISC last observed an IPRP meeting on October 26,
2022, when it concluded the following:

The Independent Peer Review Panel (IPRP) meeting was
successful in clarifying its future role in light of Senate Bill 846.
 The DCISC should continue to attend future IPRP meetings
and follow the IPRP's deliberations, findings, and
recommendations.

This meeting's agenda was as follows:

1. Introduction of meeting attendees, announcements, and agenda
2. IPRP comments and questions on the DCISC's report on Diablo Canyon
3. Electric Power Research Institute review 
4. PG&E Updates:

a. Selected Long Term Seismic Program (LTSP) research activities
b. Turkey-Syria earthquake
c. Questions

5. Open floor
a. San Luis Obispo Mothers for Peace - Dr. Peter Bird declaration

The meeting was called to order and chaired by Mr. David Zizmor, California Public
Utilities Commission Regulatory Analyst.  Besides the several IPRP members from
various California government agencies, the attendees included several PG&E
experts on seismology and seismicity, who collectively gave the PG&E
presentation.  In addition, there were about 20 other attendees, who were
members of the public or representatives of various other organizations.

At the outset, Mr. Zizmor noted that because of directives contained in recent
California legislation, Senate Bill 846 (SB846)1,  the IPRP and the DCISC now have



a specific mandate to interact in the context of evaluating seismic-safety aspects
of the proposal to extend the Diablo Canyon plant's licenses beyond the current
expiration dates in 2024 and 2025.  Specifically, SB846 by its enactment of Public
Utilities Code §712.1 includes language that reads, "The DCISC shall ... consult
with and incorporate into its assessments and recommendations the independent
peer review panel established pursuant to Section 712."

The second item on the agenda was then introduced by Mr. Zizmor, who noted
that the day before this meeting the IPRP had released to the public a new
document (Reference 6.1.1), whose substance was comments and questions for
the DCISC based on the IPRP's review of the DCISC's November 2022 Fact-Finding
Report (Reference 6.1.2)3.  Mr. Zizmor also introduced Dr. Robert Budnitz and
noted that he would be the DCISC's spokesperson during this IPRP meeting.  Dr.
Budnitz in turn stated that although he would attempt to reply to the IPRP's
technical questions and input, he was not in a position to speak formally for the
DCISC.  His remarks were to be understood as his own, not the DCISC's, although
of course they were also understood to be his broad interpretations of the DCISC's
positions and thinking. The DCISC responses to the IPRP comments and questions
are incorporated into the DCISC's assessments and conclusions below in Section
3.2.

The principal discussion during the meeting covered a series of questions,
remarks, and elaborations based on the individual items in the IPRP's document
regarding a review of the November 2022 DCISC Fact-Finding Report.  Some of
the IPRP feedback to the DCISC was seeking modifications to the Fact-Finding
Report to provide more detail, or more references, or more explanations.  Some of
it was a set of requests for access to the underlying reports and documents that
the DCISC relied on in reaching its conclusions.  And some of the IPRP feedback
led to technical back-and-forth discussion to explore a few technical questions
raised by the IPRP, mostly to elaborate orally on what had been written in the
IPRP's document cited above.  For some of the questions raised, PG&E's
representatives made informational comments and they provided an update,
including a timeline, on plans for performing the new seismic-safety assessment
that PG&E itself must perform as one of the mandates in SB846.  Dr. Budnitz
stated that the DCISC would try to reply to requests for information and further
explanations and would supplement the Fact-Finding Report as appropriate.

The next agenda item was a discussion of a recent project performed by the
Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI).  In a nuclear power plant, Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (NRC) regulations require that certain specified structures
and equipment that play important roles in maintaining nuclear safety in large
earthquakes must be designed to a design-basis earthquake, the site-specific
specification for which is contained in NRC regulations.  Other structures and
equipment are not required to be designed for the same site-specific specification
for large earthquakes, and they are usually designed to other industry codes and
standards.  The EPRI study examined the behavior in earthquakes for this latter



category of other structures and equipment.

The next agenda topic consisted of a technical presentation by PG&E experts on
their Long-Term Seismic Program (LTSP), a technical research program that is
mandated as a license condition as part of the NRC's operating license for DCPP.
 PG&E described several ongoing LTSP technical research projects and their
results, insights, and schedules.  They described the principal motivation for this
ensemble of projects as being to understand the various underlying seismic
phenomena better and to reduce the uncertainties wherever they could.  The IPRP
noted that each previous IPRP meeting had an agenda item in which PG&E
described elements of their LTSP, and that this presentation was mainly an update
for some of the LTSP projects.  PG&E's representatives agreed.

PG&E next described their recent activities to learn from the large earthquake in
February 2023 in southern Turkey.  PG&E explained that their lessons-learned
work will go on for many months and will cover not only an investigation of how
the earthquake source rupture and ground-motion propagation occurred but also
how and why damage ensued for various items of equipment or various structures.
 PG&E's emphasis in learning from the damage information was to inform an
evaluation as to whether PG&E might need to make any changes to DCPP or other
PG&E facilities based on insights gained.  PG&E noted that the lessons-learned
work in Turkey involves many different groups of experts from around the world,
and that ultimately there will be the need to gather all the information and insights
into one or more comprehensive reports.  PG&E noted that its experts will play an
active role in this latter activity.

The PG&E technical presentation was accompanied by several question-and-
answer interactions with IPRP members.  The overall tone of the IPRP meeting's
technical discussions of the LTSP program and the Turkish earthquake studies was
respectful and technically inquisitive.

The final agenda item was a discussion of a recent filing by San Luis Obispo
Mothers for Peace (SLOMFP) with the NRC (Reference 6.1.3) in an NRC generic
environmental-impact proceeding. The filing contained a declaration by Dr. Peter
Bird which said, in part, that PG&E's seismic-hazard analysis for Diablo Canyon
completed in 2015 (Reference 6.1.4) underestimated the seismic hazard.

Several technical issues raised in the SLOMFP document were discussed briefly by
PG&E and IPRP attendees.  The general tenor of the IPRP meeting's discussion was
that there had not been enough time for it to be reviewed thoroughly, because this
new filing had only been made public and come to the IPRP about a day before this
meeting.  It was clear from the discussion that PG&E would be reviewing the
document, and that the IPRP probably would be reviewing it too, although no
commitments were made.  Following the meeting, PG&E informed the DCISC that
it plans to review Dr. Bird's declaration as a part of their upcoming new seismic-
safety evaluation that is mandated by SB846.  The DCISC will review PG&E's
evaluation of Dr. Bird's declaration after the PG&E SB846 seismic-safety evaluation



is complete.

As the meeting came to a close there was a brief discussion of the date for the
next IPRP meeting.  Although no specific date was announced, a next meeting was
mentioned as likely in the late autumn of 2023, perhaps in November.

Conclusions:  The Independent Peer Review Panel (IPRP) meeting was
successful in discussing the major items on its agenda, including
providing feedback and comments from the IPRP to the DCISC about the
DCISC's November 2022 Fact-Finding Report on seismic safety.  The
DCISC should take account of IPRP input as it finalizes its positions and
conclusions on DCPP seismic safety.  The DCISC should also continue to
attend future IPRP meetings and consult with the IPRP concerning the
IPRP's deliberations, findings, and recommendations.

Recommendations:    None.

3.2  Comprehensive Seismic Safety Update

3.2.0    Background

On November 8, 2022, a DCISC Fact Finding Team (FFT) comprised of Robert
Budnitz (member) and Richard McWhorter (consultant) met in person at the DCPP
plant with Jeff Bachhuber, Director, Geosciences; Nathan Barber, Supervisor, Risk
and Regulatory Initiatives; Bill Horstman, Principal Civil Engineer; Nozar Jahangir,
Manager, Seismic Engineering; Albert Kottke, Geotechnical Earthquake Engineer;
and Chris Madugo, Geosciences Consultant, for a briefing on the current
understanding of overall seismic safety at DCPP.  The scope included reviewing the
current understanding of the seismic hazard, of the seismic ground motion at the
site, of how seismic energy propagates within individual structures, of the seismic
capacities and fragilities of structures and components, and of the overall systems
response to postulated earthquakes as captured in the plant's Seismic Probabilistic
Risk Assessment (SPRA) (Reference 6.2.1).

Following that meeting, the DCISC prepared a Fact Finding Report (Reference
6.1.2) that was reviewed and approved by the full DCISC at its Public Meeting on
February 15, 2023.  That DCISC November 2022 report also covered several other
technical topics, but of relevance here is the seismic-safety section of that report,
Section 3.4, "Comprehensive Review of the Seismic Safety Program." The
November 2022 approved report represented the DCISC's then-current position on
the technical issues within its scope. The report was provided to the public after its
approval and was forwarded to the Independent Peer Review Panel (IPRP) for its
review, in conformance with recent California legislation, Senate Bill 846 (SB846).

The IPRP, in turn, reviewed the seismic-safety sections of the DCISC's November
2022 report and forwarded to the DCISC a document (Reference 6.1.1) containing
technical comments and observations for DCISC consideration.  These comments



were then the subject of one of the principal agenda items during the IPRP's public
meeting on May 5, 2023, as discussed above in Section 3.1.

In this report, the DCISC has revised and updated the seismic-safety section of its
November 2022 report after considering the IPRP comments and also after
accounting for other information reviewed since November 2022.  The revised and
updated November 2022 seismic-safety report is this section (Section 3.2) of this
report.

This review (as is true of all similar DCISC safety reviews) was based on the
experience and judgment of the DCISC members, assisted by the Committee's
consultants. The plant's operational safety is the primary focus of the DCISC's
work, and the DCISC does not use as a criterion a specific set of NRC safety
regulations or guidance documents.  Also, even though high reliability for many
major equipment items may contribute to achieving safety, whether the plant
achieves high reliability in producing electricity is not a primary factor that informs
the DCISC's judgments, findings, or recommendations.

The scope of the DCISC's review of seismic safety is limited, based on its charter,
to those aspects of Diablo Canyon's seismic design and seismic performance that
are related to whether a major radiological accident, involving potential radioactive
releases, will occur.  As noted above, the DCISC believes that its scope in
reviewing seismic safety does not extend to evaluating seismic damage that can
significantly disrupt the plant's ability to produce electricity, if the scenario of
concern poses little or no threat to the radiological safety of the public.  That said,
the DCISC has concluded that to the extent that workspace seismic safety could
affect the response to a radiological accident, it is important to operational safety,
so seismic safety in some non-safety-related structures and workspaces has been
regularly evaluated by the DCISC.

Another issue about the scope of the DCISC's safety reviews is important to
emphasize. To wit, the DCISC has always understood its charter as reviewing the
safety of the plant as it sits today and as it is operated today.  Whether the plant
met a specific regulatory requirement in times past, such as a design-basis
requirement while it was under construction, has not generally been a question
that the DCISC has considered as within its purview, except insofar as
understanding the original design criteria or the original regulatory requirements
can help a reviewer today to understand how safe the plant is today.

In the past the DCISC has extensively reviewed the DCPP plant's seismic safety in
multiple Fact-Finding Meetings and through presentations at numerous DCISC
Public Meetings.  Also, the DCISC has had the benefit of presentations by PG&E on
the seismic-hazard and seismic ground-motion aspects at several meetings in
recent years of the IPRP.  However, the review during the DCISC Fact Finding
meeting on November 8, 2022, was the DCISC's first formal review of the overall
program and was prompted by the proposed extension of power operations and
directives contained in recent California legislation, SB846.



3.2.1    Senate Bill 846 Direction

The motivation for the comprehensive review in November 2022 was that recent
legislation, SB846, enacted into law in early September 2022, directed the DCISC
to review and evaluate seismic safety in the context of inquiring as to whether
important seismic-safety upgrades would be needed to support safe operation if
the plant's operating period were to be extended beyond the current NRC licenses
that end in 2024 (Unit 1) and 2025 (Unit 2).  The November 2022 Fact Finding
meeting was intended to provide important information to support the DCISC
review and evaluation required by SB846.  The scope of this report not only
includes a report on that Fact-Finding Meeting and of insights gained from
considering the IPRP panel's comments and review, but also includes the broad
conclusions of the DCISC on the question raised by SB846, which is whether
important seismic safety upgrades would be needed to support safe operation after
2025.

3.2.2    Seismic Safety Analysis Process

To analyze the level of seismic safety achieved by the design of a complex nuclear
power reactor one needs the following types of information:

a. The analysis needs to identify each potential accident sequence that could be
initiated by a large earthquake and that could lead to a core-damaging
accident.
 

b. The analysis needs to be able to differentiate among the core-damaging
sequences so as to identify, for each one, whether it would lead to a small or
no release of radioactivity, or would lead to a significant release of
radioactivity (what the NRC has called a "large release"), and if so whether
that large release would occur relatively quickly (what the NRC has called a
"large early release") or would occur only after a significant delay.
 

c. For those seismic-initiated accident sequences of concern that are associated
with a radioactive release, the analysis needs to characterize the release in
terms of timing, energy content, radioactivity content, and a few other
parameters required to fully describe how the potential release would ensue
and why.
 

d. The analysis needs to identify, for each sequence being analyzed, the "size"
of the earthquake ground motion at the site that causes the sequence.  Here
the word "size" is intended as shorthand for a variety of different
characteristics of the earthquake ground motion at the site, such as the
amplitude of the acceleration, its duration, its frequency spectrum, whether
the acceleration is associated with significant displacement or velocity, and a
few other features.
 



e. Because earthquake ground motion can arrive at the site with different
"sizes," the analysis needs to include the likelihood of occurrence as a
function of "size," which is commonly known as and tabulated or displayed as
the family of "seismic hazard curves." This likelihood is generally
characterized by its annual probability of occurrence. 
 

f. For each seismic accident sequence of interest, the analysis needs to include
the various contributing failures, including not only the seismic-caused
failures but also any human errors or non-seismic failures that contribute or
participate in the accident sequence.  
 

g. The accident sequence and their temporal relationships need to be described
in the analysis; also, each failure of a structure or component needs to be
characterized in a way that allows an understanding of how and why it
participates in the sequence of events, which specific failure mode of each
earthquake-damaged item is the issue, and any correlations among the
various failures.  The general understanding of what "failure" means for a
structure or component is a failure to perform the item's safety function or
cause another structure or component to fail to perform its safety function. 
 

h. Crucially, for each identified accident sequence, the analysis needs to quantify
the sequence's likelihood, characterized by its annual probability of
occurrence.
 

i. Because each of the many issues mentioned above is typically not known
exactly, but only known with some uncertainty, the analysis needs to include
a quantification of the uncertainty, how it arises, what is its character, and
why.  Unless the characterization of the uncertainties is done appropriately,
the usefulness of the analysis information for decision-making about safety
can in some circumstances be seriously diminished.

After each seismic accident sequence has been identified and analyzed as above,
the analysis needs to "roll up" the ensemble - essentially summing up the various
accident sequences.  The result is the development of broad measures of seismic
safety such as the overall annual frequency of sequences that involve seismic-
induced core damage, approaches by which FLEX1 equipment and other recovery
capabilities could mitigate damage and prevent core damage, the overall annual
frequency of a large seismic-caused radiological release, and any other figures-of-
merit that a decision-maker might wish to know about.

One crucial use of the information is that, depending on the risk level, possible
improvements in the seismic safety of the design and operation can be identified,
including specific actions that could be taken under the FLEX program.  Insights
such as these are very important outputs of the analysis described above.

3.2.3    Background on Previous DCPP Seismic Safety Analyses



a. DCPP Probabilistic Seismic Hazard Analysis

The most comprehensive information about the various sources of
earthquakes that might threaten the plant (Sections 3.2.2.d. and e. above),
about the ground motion at the site arising when any of those earthquakes
might occur, and about the uncertainties in the various aspects of the
analysis is found in PG&E's most recent seismic study, the "Diablo Canyon
Probabilistic Seismic Hazard Analysis" (PSHA) study published in 2015
(Reference 6.2.2).  Since that study was completed, additional research has
been completed to supplement that study which provides additional valuable
information.
 

b. DCPP Seismic Probabilistic Risk Assessment

The rest of the needed information (Sections 3.2.2.a. to c. and f. to h. above)
is found in PG&E's "Diablo Canyon Seismic Probabilistic Risk Assessment"
(SPRA), published in 2018 (Reference 6.2.1).  The SPRA's analysis has
information about how the earthquake ground motion affects (and damages)
each important structure and component at DCPP; about how likely that
damage is, as a function of the "size" of the ground motion; about each
seismic-initiated accident sequence, including the contributing failures, the
timing, and the phenomena; about whether each sequence involves important
radioactive releases, and if so how those releases are characterized; and
about the uncertainties in  the various aspects of the analysis.

As discussed below, both the PSHA and the SPRA were subject to extensive
outside peer review during their development and were reviewed by the NRC and
the DCISC after their completion.

c. DCPP Long Term Seismic Program

Since the plant started operation in the 1980s, PG&E has been carrying out a
Long-Term Seismic Program (LTSP), a program under which PG&E has
undertaken a large number of projects to assure that the Diablo Canyon
Power Plant is adequately designed and operated to provide safety against
potential very large earthquakes.  The LTSP is required by the NRC as a
license condition for operating DCPP.  The DCISC has reviewed the LTSP
several times in recent years (References 6.2.3 and 6.2.4), as has the State
of California's IPRP.

The LTSP program involves four different technical areas, covering an
understanding of the following:
 

1. The seismic hazard (the various seismic sources)
2. The seismic ground motion arising at the site and the in-structure



energy propagation
3. The seismic fragility of components and structures
4. The plant seismic response (an analysis of the plant's various

systems and the role of the operators)
 

d. Nuclear Industry Activities Affecting DCPP Seismic Programs

In addition to the above, important activity in the broader nuclear industry
has occurred over the years to inform and support the development of Diablo
Canyon's PSHA and its SPRA. To wit:
 

In the mid-1990s, a major advance occurred when a new
methodology, known now as the Senior Seismic Hazard
Analysis Committee (SSHAC) methodology was developed
(Reference 6.2.5).  It has since been used and adopted
worldwide for the performance of major PSHA studies like
that done at DCPP.  This methodology includes specific
guidance on how to structure a peer review, which the
methodology requires.  The SSHAC methodology has been
endorsed by the NRC for such use (References 6.2.6 and
6.2.7), and the DCISC agrees that this endorsement is
appropriate.

Starting in the early 1990s, another major advance
occurred when the American Society of Mechanical
Engineers (ASME), later joined by the American Nuclear
Society (ANS), developed standards with requirements for
performing a nuclear power reactor PRA, including an
SPRA (Reference 6.2.8).  It too has been used and
adopted worldwide for the performance of major SPRA
studies like that done at DCPP.  This standard also
includes specific requirements on peer reviews.  It has
also been endorsed by the NRC for such use (Reference
6.2.9), and the DCISC agrees that this endorsement is
appropriate.

Also, significant research activity worldwide has occurred
over the years, and continues today, that has provided
additional understanding of each of the major technical
areas involved in the above.  Keeping abreast of that
activity is important, and the DCISC believes that the
PG&E scientists and engineers involved in the various
seismic studies have done that (and are and have long
been acknowledged as being among the industry leaders
in both the PSHA and the SPRA areas).



3.2.4    Topics Reviewed During the November 2022 Fact-Finding Meeting

The DCISC Fact Finding Team requested that PG&E discuss two broad topics
during the November 2022 Fact-Finding Meeting:

Provide a general update on the status of seismic hazard evaluations, seismic
fragility evaluations, and the SPRA for DCPP.
 
Provide any new information or developments in this area that could affect
license renewal and/or the proposed extension of operations beyond 2025.

Most of the technical topics are covered within the scope of the LTSP.  Also, most
of the technical topics are encompassed in various major PG&E technical reports
developed several years ago in response to a 2012 NRC request for information
(Reference 6.2.10) after the Fukushima nuclear accident in Japan.

Specifically, as mentioned above, the plant undertook a major and comprehensive
new evaluation of the seismic hazard, known as the Diablo Canyon Probabilistic
Seismic Hazard Assessment (PSHA), published in 2015 (Reference 6.2.2).  That
evaluation, which was performed according to the universally adopted
methodology for such PSHA studies (References 6.2.5, 6.2.6 and 6.2.7), was
reviewed by the NRC, and also by the DCISC.  The NRC review was published in
2016 (Reference 6.2.11).  The NRC's overall conclusion in that review was, "Based
on this review, the NRC staff concludes that the licensee conducted the seismic
hazard reevaluation using present-day methodologies and regulatory guidance, it
appropriately characterized the DCPP site given the information available, and it
met the intent of the guidance for determining the reevaluated seismic hazard."
 The DCISC's review was also favorable (References 6.2.12 and 6.2.13).

Also in the same period, PG&E undertook a modern update of their plant SPRA,
which had first been developed in the late 1980s, and had been kept up to date
throughout the intervening years.  That most recent SPRA was published in 2018
(Reference 6.2.1).  That SPRA was also reviewed and found acceptable by the NRC
staff (Reference 6.2.14).  The DCISC also reviewed that report favorably at that
time and found it to have been of excellent quality.  Concerning the SB846
direction to the DCISC, it is important to note that the DCISC did not at the time
of the SPRA's completion identify any important safety improvements that would
be needed, and the plant was judged to be adequately safe in the area of seismic
safety (Reference 6.2.15).

Given this history, the purpose of the November 2022 Fact-Finding Meeting was
principally to ask and to discuss, in each of the technical areas encompassed by
overall seismic safety, "What is new since those comprehensive and thoroughly-
reviewed evaluations were completed in the mid- to late 2010s?"

3.2.5    Results of the November 2022 Fact-Finding Meeting



The Fact-Finding Team found that in recent years a good deal of new information
continues to be developed in the areas of seismic hazard and seismic ground-
motion characterization, because those are "fast moving" areas of technical work.
 This includes both work specifically relevant to the DCPP plant site and its regional
setting along with work elsewhere in the US and worldwide that advances the
community's understanding and its analysis capabilities.  However, rather little
new information has been developed in the areas of seismic fragilities and the
plant's SPRA model, in part because those are not "fast moving" areas where
significant technical advances are occurring now.

a. Understanding of Seismic Hazard and Seismic Site Ground Motion

PG&E, through their LTSP studies, continues to develop new information
about several technical topics within the broader scope.  The DCISC has
reviewed the broader LTSP program several times over the past decade.
 Concerning the seismic sources, the topics now being studied include:

Concerning characterizing the ground motion as it propagates from source to
site, research continues on:
 

Studies of fault locations, geometries, stress distributions, and
potential fault linkages
Research on slip rates on the major nearby faults (mainly but not
exclusively the Hosgri and Shoreline Faults)
Studies of potential earthquakes that could occur off of recognized
fault sources
Seismic fault displacement modeling
Advances in ground-motion modeling to incorporate non-ergodic
approaches and potential time-dependency of the hazard
Studies of paleoseismic data on the eastern Los Osos Fault
Studies of deformed marine terraces to constrain the uplift rate of
the Irish Hills
Studies using modern Global Positioning System geodetic data
Studies of nearby precariously balanced rocks 
Studies and evaluations of the numerous very small earthquakes
that continue to occur both near the DCPP site and in the broader
region of interest
 

Concerning local site effects, research continues on:
 

Using improved data, both local site data from recent small-
magnitude earthquakes and information from broader data sets
Local site characterization
The effects associated with potentially very long-duration



earthquakes

On many of these topics, PG&E's LTSP personnel collaborate with groups and
agencies unaffiliated with PG&E that have important research projects and
data-gathering programs. Some of these are collaborations with the US
Geological Survey or various California state agencies, and some of them are
collaborations with other groups around the US and around the world. PG&E
also continues to maintain its own network of seismic monitoring instruments
both on and offshore in the area near the Diablo Canyon plant and also in the
broader region.

As noted above, the DCISC has been reviewing the LTSP program for many
years and has also had the benefit of over a decade of meetings and reviews
by the State of California's IPRP.  The DCISC continues to find this very
extensive program to be of excellent quality.  The overall approach is
satisfactory to the DCISC and has also been reviewed by the NRC (Reference
6.2.11) with the same general conclusion.

Concerning the impact of any recent new information that would supplement
the previous work, the DCISC concludes that there is nothing in any recent
new information on either seismic hazard or seismic ground motion that
would change the broader understanding of those topics as embedded in the
earlier 2015 PG&E report (Reference 6.2.2), or that could lead to new safety
insights.  In each area of study, the DCISC believes that the recent new
information has either reinforced previous understanding or added new
insights that reinforce earlier conclusions about overall seismic safety.  In the
DCISC's view, none of the new information that has become available since
2015 has challenged any of the 2015 report's major conclusions.
Uncertainties are being reduced, small changes in some technical details have
emerged, and some of the research has pointed out where additional studies
can help to reduce the uncertainties still further.  That work is beneficial and
continues, but it does not affect any existing conclusions or insights.

Of course, new seismic data (both local and worldwide) and new analyses and
interpretations of existing data emerge continually, as has always been the
case and as will continue in the future.  The DCISC's review of PG&E's
geosciences team and its work has supported the DCISC's conclusion that
PG&E is continually and competently working to analyze this new information
and respond to it as needed.

One piece of new information that is yet to be reviewed is a document
recently filed by the San Luis Obispo Mothers for Peace, a non-profit group
concerned with the dangers posed by DCPP, with the NRC (Reference 6.1.3)
in an NRC generic environmental-impact proceeding.  The filing contained a
declaration by Dr. Peter Bird which said, in part, that PG&E's seismic-hazard
analysis for Diablo Canyon completed in 2015 (Reference 6.2.2)



underestimated the seismic hazard. This is a seismic-hazard issue that is of
recent vintage that PG&E has informed the DCISC will be reviewed as part of
the broader SB846-mandated seismic-safety review that PG&E will be doing
in the coming months.  The DCISC will review PG&E's evaluation of Dr. Bird's
declaration after the PG&E SB846 seismic-safety evaluation is complete and
will perform additional reviews as needed.  This is a good example of how
new information needs to be reviewed and understood as it arises.

b. Understanding of Seismic In-structure Energy Propagation and the Seismic
Fragility of Components and Structures

The SPRA of 2018 (Reference 6.2.1) included a reevaluation of the way
seismic energy, once it arrives at the base mats (foundations) or anchorages
of the various DCPP structures, affects those structures and propagates
through them to the individual components.  It also included a major
reanalysis or reevaluation of the probabilistic seismic capacities or fragilities
of the many individual structures and components, using standard
methodologies and following the requirements of the NRC-endorsed ASME-
ANS SPRA standard (Reference 6.2.8), including that standard's peer review
requirements.  PG&E reported to the Fact-Finding Team that those earlier
structural analyses and models along with the data on which they were based
remain valid today, in part because the techniques for developing the
underlying structural models are considered quite mature and have not
changed.  PG&E also reported that this is true of the methods now used for
analyzing the seismic fragilities of individual structures and components,
which provide the likelihood that a given earthquake load would cause enough
damage to the item so that it could not perform its safety function.  Although
there is some irreducible uncertainty due to aleatory variability, arising from
the intrinsic irreducible variability in some of the issues or phenomena, PG&E
reported that the methodology for analyzing seismic fragilities is well defined,
widely used, and very mature.  On both of these topics, involving the
structural analyses and the fragilities analyses, the DCISC concurs.

From time to time a new analysis is required when a configuration changes,
unless a scoping study concludes that the change is unimportant.  PG&E
reported to the Fact-Finding Team that in all of the relevant areas, nothing
new or different has emerged of importance, meaning that the previous
safety insights remain valid.  The DCISC concludes that there is nothing new
with regards to energy propagation in structures or the fragilities of structures
and components that would modify the insights of the most recent SPRA in
these areas.

c. The Seismic Probabilistic Risk Assessment Systems Model

The information about the seismic hazard, ground motion, and fragilities all
feed into the SPRA's systems model, which identifies the many different



potential seismic-initiated accident sequences of concern and analyzes each of
them.  That work is done using what is called the SPRA systems model.
 There is an underlying SPRA "internal initiators" systems model for the
various accident sequences, most of which can be initiated by non-seismic
upset conditions or events ("internal initiators") as well as by a large
earthquake.  That systems model then needs to be modified and adapted to
analyze each earthquake-initiated sequence of interest.  The methodology for
this aspect of the overall SPRA analysis is widely used worldwide, quite
mature, and embedded in both international and domestic standards.
 Specifically in regard to the DCPP analysis, the 2018 SPRA analysis
(Reference 6.2.1) used standard methodologies and followed the
requirements of the NRC-endorsed ASME-ANS PRA Standard (Reference
6.2.8), including the peer review requirements.

As with the seismic-hazard analyses, PG&E reported to the Fact-Finding Team
that those earlier analyses are still valid today.  Of course, from time to time
a new analysis is required when a configuration changes, or a procedure has
changed, or the underlying failure rate data (including human-error data)
have changed.  However, as with the other areas, PG&E reported to the Fact-
Finding Team that in the systems-modeling area nothing new has emerged of
importance, meaning that the previous safety insights remain valid.  The
DCISC's concludes that there is nothing new with regards to system modeling
that would modify the insights of the most recent SPRA in that area.

d. Uncertainties in the Analysis

As mentioned above, the overall analysis must deal with and incorporate an
analysis and discussion of the various uncertainties.  Many of the
uncertainties are in the numerical values used in or arising from the analysis,
but some of them are more qualitative in nature.  In both the PSHA analyses
of seismic hazard and the SPRA analyses of overall seismic risk, the various
uncertainties are typically divided into two different types, so-called
"epistemic" uncertainties (arising from uncertainty in a measurement or from
incomplete knowledge about a phenomenon) and "aleatory variability"
uncertainties (arising from the intrinsic random variability in some of the
issues or phenomena, such as the unknowable time when the next large
earthquake might occur on one of the nearby faults).  These distinctions are
explained and standard methods for their analysis in both the PSHA and the
SPRA are contained in the ASME-ANS PRA standard (Reference 6.2.8).  Also
as noted earlier, if the characterization of the uncertainties is not done
appropriately, the usefulness of the analyses can in some circumstances be
seriously diminished.  The DCISC's recent reviews continue to conclude that
the seismic PRA's uncertainty analyses are competently performed, clearly
explained, and very useful to support decision-making.  The current research
work that PG&E is performing under the LTSP, as described above, will likely
continue to reduce overall uncertainties, fill in gaps, and enhance confidence



in the validity of the underlying understanding.  And if unexpected new areas
of information arise, these will need to be incorporated fully.  The DCISC will
continue to be alert to these developments in the course of its ongoing safety
reviews.

e. Other seismic-safety information

Three other sources of information have provided additional insights to assist
the DCISC in this evaluation.

1)  One is the PG&E review of the adequacy of the seismic design of Diablo
Canyon's spent fuel pools.  This review was performed as part of the post-
Fukushima analyses required by the NRC and was reported in a separate
PG&E report to the NRC in 2017 (Reference 6.2.16).  PG&E concluded, using
assessment criteria that the NRC had approved, that the new seismic-hazard
information developed in the previous few years did not lead to any additional
compromises to the seismic safety of the spent fuel pools.

2) Another important analysis was completed in 2020 by B.J. Garrick and D.
Wakefield at University of California at Los Angeles (UCLA), supported by
PG&E (Reference 6.2.17).  That UCLA study examined spent-fuel-pool safety,
the safety of on-site transportation of spent fuel and radioactive waste from
the reactor area to the Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation (ISFSI)
area, and the safety of the ISFSI facility itself.  Its analysis, which evaluated
the Holtec system that comprises the existing ISFSI storage system design,
covered seismic safety along with other potential accident scenarios and
provided important information and insights about risks at the spent fuel
pools and the ISFSI arising from large earthquakes.  Its broad conclusion
regarding seismic safety was that the overall risk to the public arising from
challenges to the spent fuel pools or the ISFSI at that time was well within
acceptable levels.  The DCISC was briefed on this study during a public
meeting on July 1, 2020, reviewed it, and concurred in its results (Reference
6.2.18).

3) The third additional source of information is the 2018 PG&E "Mitigating
Strategies Assessment" report (Reference 6.2.19).  This report, required by
the NRC (Reference 6.2.20), asked whether any safety backfits or other
changes would be necessary in light of the new seismic-hazard information
developed in the previous few years.  PG&E's analysis identified none, and
this was concurred in by the NRC.

3.2.6    Seismic Events and Reactor Vessel Pressurized Thermal Shock

Among questions asked in the context of the May 5, 2023, IPRP meeting was a
question related to reactor vessel material coupons which are used in support of
analyses used to understand the radiological damage to the vessel over time and



also the susceptibility of the reactor vessel to Pressurized Thermal Shock (PTS).
Technical analyses performed in support of NRC rulemaking activities related to
PTS have demonstrated that earthquakes are not a significant contributor to the
overall risk of occurrence of a PTS event (Reference 6.2.21).  The DCISC has
reviewed these analyses and concurs with their conclusions.  Accordingly, the
DCISC believes that the issue of reactor vessel coupons at DCPP is being
appropriately addressed in other forums not related to seismic issues and need not
be addressed as a part of its seismic safety reviews.

3.2.7    Additional DCISC Fact-Finding Meetings Related to Seismic Safety

In the period since the November 2022 DCISC meeting, the DCISC conducted two
additional Fact- Finding meetings (in January and March 2023) that included
reviews of topics related to DCPP seismic safety.  They were the January 2023
Fact-Finding meeting (Report in Reference 6.2.22) and the March 2023 Fact-
Finding meeting (associated with a Report that will be concurrently approved and
that is cited here as Reference 6.2.23).  The topics covered in these Fact-Finding
meetings included (a) details about PG&E's plans to perform the updated seismic
assessment required to be completed by SB846 (in the January report); (b) FLEX
equipment capabilities during and after a large earthquake (in the January report);
and (c) a review of the 2010 Enercon Services report regarding seismic
vulnerabilities of non-safety structures and equipment (in the March report).
 Because those other Fact-Finding reports are already available (the January
report) or will be publicly available concurrently with the availability of this report,
the technical issues will not be addressed here.

3.2.8   Conclusions

As background, when the DCISC reviewed the PG&E probabilistic seismic
hazard analysis (PSHA) in 2016 and the seismic probabilistic risk
assessment (SPRA) in 2018, the Committee was satisfied that the seismic
safety achieved by DCPP was acceptable at that time - indeed, the DCISC
believed that it represented industry-leading performance in the seismic
safety achieved by the facility (Reference 6.2.15).

Based on its review as reported here, the DCISC has developed the
following broad conclusion:

After reviewing the new and updated information presented by PG&E in
the November 2022 Fact-Finding Meeting, supplemented by earlier DCISC
Fact-Finding Meetings and Public Meeting presentations, by other
industry-wide information, and by information arising from both the
October 2022 IPRP meeting and the May 2023 IPRP meeting, the DCISC
concludes that the seismic safety of the DCPP reactors is fully adequate
now, and requires no additional upgrades or other changes to bring it up-
to-date or to improve it.  The DCISC also concludes that no upgrades or
improvements to seismic safety would be necessary to assure that the



seismic safety of the DCPP reactors would be adequate for extended
operation beyond 2025, if so authorized.

Based on its review, the DCISC has three recommendations for its own
future reviews:

First, the DCISC should review any new seismic-related information that
could be forthcoming when PG&E submits a new (updated) License
Renewal Application to the NRC at the end of 2023.  The DCISC should
undertake a thorough review of that submittal's sections relevant to
seismic safety, as well as any underlying information that PG&E will rely
on in that submittal.

Second, the DCISC should review the seismic-safety review that PG&E will
conduct as required by California legislation SB846.

Third, the DCISC should review any analyses that may be performed by
the NRC or other entities in response to the May 2, 2023, SLOMFP filing
with the NRC claiming that PG&E has underestimated the seismic hazard
at DCPP.  It is currently understood that this filing will be evaluated by
PG&E as a part of the SB846-mandated seismic-safety review and the
DCISC should review PG&E's evaluation of this filing following its
completion.

3.2.9   Recommendations

None.

4.0 CONCLUSIONS

4.1       The Independent Peer Review Panel (IPRP) meeting was successful in
discussing the major items on its agenda, including providing feedback
and comments from the IPRP to the DCISC about the DCISC's November
2022 Fact-Finding Report on seismic safety.  The DCISC should take
account of IPRP input as it finalizes its positions and conclusions on DCPP
seismic safety.  The DCISC should also continue to attend future IPRP
meetings and consult with the IPRP concerning the IPRP's deliberations,
findings, and recommendations.

4.2       As background, when the DCISC reviewed the PG&E probabilistic seismic
hazard analysis (PSHA) in 2016 and the seismic probabilistic risk
assessment (SPRA) in 2018, the Committee was satisfied that the seismic
safety achieved by DCPP was acceptable at that time - indeed, the DCISC
believed that it represented industry-leading performance in the seismic
safety achieved by the facility (Reference 6.2.15).

Based on its review as reported here, the DCISC has developed the



following broad conclusion:

After reviewing the new and updated information presented by PG&E in
the November 2022 Fact-Finding Meeting, supplemented by earlier DCISC
Fact-Finding Meetings and Public Meeting presentations, by other
industry-wide information, and by information arising from both the
October 2022 IPRP meeting and the May 2023 IPRP meeting, the DCISC
concludes that the seismic safety of the DCPP reactors is fully adequate
now, and requires no additional upgrades or other changes to bring it up-
to-date or to improve it.  The DCISC also concludes that no upgrades or
improvements to seismic safety would be necessary to assure that the
seismic safety of the DCPP reactors would be adequate for extended
operation beyond 2025, if so authorized.

Based on its review, the DCISC has three recommendations for its own
future reviews:

First, the DCISC should review any new seismic-related information that
could be forthcoming when PG&E submits a new (updated) License
Renewal Application to the NRC at the end of 2023.  The DCISC should
undertake a thorough review of that submittal's sections relevant to
seismic safety, as well as any underlying information that PG&E will rely
on in that submittal.

Second, the DCISC should review the seismic-safety review that PG&E will
conduct as required by California legislation SB846.

Third, the DCISC should review any analyses that may be performed by
the NRC or other entities in response to the May 2, 2023, SLOMFP filing
with the NRC claiming that PG&E has underestimated the seismic hazard
at DCPP.  It is currently understood that this filing will be evaluated by
PG&E as a part of the SB846-mandated seismic-safety review and the
DCISC should review PG&E's evaluation of this filing following its
completion.

5.0 RECOMMENDATIONS

5.1 None
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[1]
 In 2015 the California State Legislature by enacting Public Utilities Code §712

directed the California Public Utilities Commission to convene and continue until
August 26, 2025, an independent peer review panel to conduct an independent
review of enhanced seismic studies and surveys of DCPP Units 1 and 2, including
the surrounding area of the facility and areas of nuclear waste storage.

[2]
 On September 2, 2022, Governor Newsom signed SB846 which allows for the

potential expansion of operations at DCPP beyond the current retirement dates, up
to five additional years under specific conditions as provided. On January 20,
2023, the California Public Utilities Commission issued an Order Instituting
Rulemaking (Rulemaking 23-01-007).

[3]
 The November 8,9,10, 2022 Fact-finding Report was approved at the DCISC

public meeting held on February 15-16, 2023 public meeting and incorporated,
together with the other Fact-Finding Reports approved at the February public
meeting, into the record of Rulemaking 23-01-007 by the Administrative Law
Judge's Ruling filed on April 20, 2023.

[4]
 FLEX is not an acronym but describes a strategy developed by the nuclear

industry to provide diverse and flexible coping strategies to address the loss of
safety-related systems due to certain beyond design basis events.  It is a group of
supplemental components, many of them portable, which are seismically stored,
and can be made available for timely attachment to permanent plant systems for
accident mitigation.
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