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Wednesday & Thursday Point San Luis Conference Center

February 8-9, 2017 First & San Francisco Streets

Avila Lighthouse Suites Avila Beach, California
PUBLIC TOUR

Public Tour 02/08/2017 - 8:00 A.M.

PUBLIC TOUR OF DIABLO CANYON POWER PLANT
TO ASSEMBLE AT THE PG&E ENERGY EDUCATION CENTER
(Prior registration, security clearance, and appropriate attire required.)

The Members and Technical Consultants of the Independent Safety Committee,
accompanied by members of the public, will conduct a tour of certain areas
of the Diablo Canyon Power Plant (“DCPP”).

In the alternative, if the tour must be cancelled for any reason, the Committee may convene an informal
question and answer session at the PG&E Energy Education Center (formerly the PG&E Community

Center), 6588 Ontario Road, San Luis Obispo.

PUBLIC MEETING AGENDA

Afternoon Session - 02/08/2017 - 1:30 P.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. This meeting will be
webcast in real time.

I 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.
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APPROVAL OF MINUTES
A, Minutes of October 19-20, 2016, Meeting:
ACTION ITEMS
A. Receive PG&E’s Response to
DCISC’s 26th Annual Report on

Safety of Diablo Canyon Operations;
July 1, 2015 - June 30, 2016

B. Update on Financial Matters, Consultant
Compensation & Committee Activities
C. Discussion of Open Items List

COMMITTEE MEMBER REPORTS AND DISCUSSION

A. Public Outreach, Site Visits and Other
Committee Activities; Agenda Items,
Scheduling and Confirmation of
Future Fact-findings and Public Meetings

B. Documents Provided to the Committee

STAFF - CONSULTANT REPORTS &
RECEIVE, APPROVE AND AUTHORIZE TRANSMITTAL
OF FACT-FINDING REPORTS TO PG&E

A. Ferman Wardell:
Fact-finding Topics; Report on and Approval of the
November 2-3, 2016 and January 18-19, 2017
Fact Finding Reports

B. Richard D. McWhorter Jr.:
Fact-finding Topics; Report on and Approval of
December 7-8, 2016 Fact Finding Report

C. Robert Wellington:
Administrative, Regulatory and Legal Matters

CLOSED SESSION - Personnel Matter — (Govt. Code §11126)
ADJOURN AFTERNOON MEETING

Evening Session - 02/08/2017 - 5:45 P.M.

RECONVENE FOR EVENING MEETING

COMMITTEE MEMBER COMMENTS

Approve

Information

Discussion/Action
Discussion/Action



XII  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 Commiittee. 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 Representatives

1) Update on the DCPP Excellence Plan
and Plant Investment Review Process
2) NRC Senior Resident Inspector Remarks
XIV  ADJOURN EVENING MEETING

Morning Session - 02/09/2017 — 8:30 A.M.

XV RECONVENE FOR MORNING 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.)

3) State of the Plant Update including Key Events, Highlights,
and Station Activities since DCISC’s October 2016 Public
Meeting: Summary of Station Highlights and Performance,
and an update on the NRC’s Evaluation of PG&E’s
Seismic Hazard Analysis for the DCPP Site

4) Identification on May 16, 2016, of Inoperability
of Valve RHR-2-8700B, Investigation into
Causes and Significance, Corrective Actions
And Related NRC Enforcement Actions

5) Update on the Status of NRC Performance Indicators,
Licensee Event Reports, NRC Notices of Violation, and
Issues Raised by NRC Resident Inspectors

6) Plans and Preparations for the Twentieth Refueling
Outage for Unit-1 (1R20)

XIX ADJOURN MORNING MEETING



Afternoon Session - 02/09/2017 - 1:00 P.M.

XX RECONVENE FOR AFTERNOON 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.

XXII INFORMATION ITEMS BEFORE THE COMMITTEE (Cont’d.)

7)  Results of the 2016 Operating Plan and Key Elements
of the 2017 Operating Plan

8) Results of the November 2-4 2016, Evaluated Ingestion
Pathway Emergency Exercise

XXIV  CONCLUDING REMARKS &
DISCUSSION BY COMMITTEE MEMBERS
OF FUTURE DCISC ACTIVITIES

A. Future Actions by the Committee

B. Further Information to Obtain/Review

C. Review of Scheduling of Future Site Visits,
Study Sessions and Meetings

XXV ADJOURNMENT OF EIGHTY-SIXTH PUBLIC MEETING

The DCISC’s policy is to schedule its public meetings in locations that are accessible to people with disabilities. The Avila
Lighthouse Suites Point San Luis Conference Facility 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 857 Cass Street, Ste. D., Monterey, CA 93940. Providing your
request at least five business days before the meeting will help ensure availability of the requested accommodation.
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MEETING DATE: February 8, 2017
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AGENDA TITLE: Minutes of October 19-20, 2016
Public Meeting
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Staff Summary: Attached are the Minutes which have been prepared from the
Committee’s eighty-fifth public meeting held on October 19-20,
2016 in Avila Beach, CA.

(Each session of this public meeting was webcast live in real time and
is available for subsequent viewing, archived to the meeting agenda,
by visiting the links on the Committee’s website www.dcisc.org or at
www.slospan.org. Meetings are videotaped for later broadcast on
Channel 21 in the San Luis Obispo, CA area, the government access
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RECOMMENDED COMMITTEE ACTION: Approve the Minutes by motion
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MINUTES
of the
DIABLO CANYON INDEPENDENT SAFETY COMMITTEE'S

OCTOBER 19-20, 2016 PUBLIC MEETING
[For approval at the February 8-9, 2017, Public Meeting)

Wednesday & Thursday
October 19-20, 2016

Avila Beach, California

Notice of Meeting

A legal notice of the public meeting and several display advertisements were published in
local newspapers and mailed to the media and those persons on the Committee's service list.
Information on the public tour and a copy of the meeting agenda were also posted on the
Committee's website at www.dcisc.org.

Agenda
il CALL TO ORDER - ROLL CALL

The October 19, 2016, public meeting of the Diablo Canyon Independent Safety
Committee (DCISC), the eighty-fifth public meeting of the Committee, was called to order by
Committee Chair Dr. Peter Lam at 9:00 A.M. in the Point San Luis Conference Room at the
Avila Lighthouse Suites in Avila Beach, California. Dr. Lam welcomed the members of the
public in attendance. The public meetings of the Committee are viewed in real-time over
streaming video at www.dcisc.org and www.slospan.org and are videotaped for later broadcast
on the local public access television station. Dr. Lam introduced and briefly reviewed the
appointment of each of the DCISC members and the professional backgrounds of Drs. Budnitz
and Peterson. Dr. Peterson reviewed Dr. Lam’s professional background.

Present: Committee Member Robert J. Budnitz
Committee Member Peter Lam
Committee Member Per F. Peterson
Absent: None

I INTRODUCTIONS

Dr. Lam introduced and briefly reviewed the professional backgrounds of the
Committee's Technical Consultants, Mr. Richard D. McWhorter, Jr. and Mr. R. Ferman Wardell
and DCISC Assistant Legal Counsel Robert W. Rathie.

Dr. Lam recognized and acknowledged the presence of DCPP Compliance and Risk
Manager Mr. Brian McQuade who serves as the principal liaison for the Diablo Canyon Power
Plant (DCPP) with the DCISC and who plays a key role on behalf of PG&E in working with the
DCISC to coordinate activities and provide information.
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I PUBLIC COMMENTS AND COMMUNICATIONS

The Chair inquired whether there were any members of the public present who
wished to address remarks to the Committee on items not appearing on the agenda for the public
meeting and he reviewed the advice from the agenda concerning items or issues which are
brought to the attention of the Members by the public during public meetings.

Ms. Rochelle Becker representing the Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility was
recognized to address remarks to the Committee. Ms. Becker observed the DCISC was
established in view of the potential for competition between safety and the expense of running
DCPP and she remarked that, with the Joint Proposal to retire DCPP at the end of its current
operating licenses in 2024 for Unit-1 (U-1) and 2025 for Unit-2 (U-2) now pending before the
California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC), there has never been a time during which the
Committee needed to watch very carefully and more closely PG&E’s operation of DCPP. She
stated this includes making sure qualified workers are retained and components are being
replaced in a timely manner and not deferred until scheduled refueling outages. Ms. Becker
closed her remarks by stating she was disappointed the CPUC which created the DCISC had
chosen to schedule a public participation hearing in San Luis Obispo on the same date as the
DCISC’s public meeting. Dr. Budnitz replied that the Committee has discussed the issues raised
by Ms. Becker with PG&E and will continue to review PG&E’s plans as he too is concerned that
there may be compromises to safety especially as the dates for closing DCPP approach. Dr.
Budnitz observed there are a significant number of items that have importance to safety which
are not necessarily covered by regulations or where the regulations may permit discretion or
provide leeway and this will need to be closely watched in the future as it is possible that a
compromise to safety may inadvertently occur and the DCISC has conducted and will continue
to conduct fact-finding on this issue.

Mr. John Geesman representing the Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility was recognized.
Mr. Geesman reported that his apprehension with the Joint Proposal centered on a less intense
period, prior to plant closure as capital is finite and there is sure to be competition within PG&E
for allocations of limited capital resources and arguments will be made that there are more
productive investment alternatives available to the company than investing in DCPP. He
remarked the nine-year period of pre closure activities is unprecedented for a plant such as DCPP
and PG&E likely has no idea on how to detect gradual slippage in performance which could
affect safety. He stated he agreed with Ms. Becker’s observation that the time for enhanced
vigilance by the DCISC is commencing and he wished the Members the best in their efforts.

Dr. Abraham Weitzberg was recognized. Dr. Weitzberg stated he was speaking as an
interested member of the public and observed the CPUC public participation hearings are
scheduled for both afternoon and evening sessions and, accordingly, should not present a
schedule conflict for anyone wishing to attend both the DCISC and CPUC’s public meetings.
Dr. Lam observed the DCISC schedules its public meeting more than one year in advance.

Dr. Budnitz remarked that with Dr. Peterson he recently attended a colloquium at U.C.
Berkeley presented by Dr. William E. Kastenberg. Dr. Kastenberg previously served as the first
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appointed member of the DCISC and served as a member of the DCISC for more than ten years.
Dr. Budnitz stated he was pleased Dr. Kastenberg remains an involved and active member of the
nuclear safety community.

v CONSENT AGENDA

The first item on the Consent Agenda was approval of the Minutes of the
Committee’s June 21-22, 2016, public meeting held in Avila Beach, California. A draft of the
June 2016 Minutes was included in the public agenda packet for this public meeting. The
Members and Consultants reviewed the Minutes and provided revision of certain references to be
included in the final version and discussed follow up actions to be taken, provided clarification to
the Assistant Legal Counsel concerning typographical errors and the accuracy of certain
references in the Minutes and editorial comments and changes were received concerning the
draft of the June 2016 Minutes. During discussion of an item in the Minutes, Dr. Peterson
requested that a visit to the hot shutdown panel be scheduled during the December 2016
fact-finding visit to DCPP. Following the review of fact finding reports later during the
meeting it was confirmed that the hot shut down panel is located in the plant on the 100’
clevation while the Cable Spreading Room is on the 128' elevation with the 115' elevation
separating the two. The hot shut down panel and Cable Spreading Room are not within the same
fire zone and each has separate access. The hot shutdown panel is accessed by a stairwell
outside the Control Room but access is also provided by the back stairwell. During review of
the Minutes Dr. Budnitz was delegated by the Committee to contact and provide a review
of comments from the June 2016 Minutes, including a recommendation as to what
additional work may be needed, to be provided by DCISC Consultant Dr. Robert T. Sewell
regarding the presentation Dr. Sewell made at the June 2016 DCISC public meeting on the
tsunami hazard and risk at DCPP.

Minutes of the Committee’s public meetings, in their final approved form, become part of
its Annual Reports on Safety of Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant Operations (Annual
Report). The Committee deferred action on the June 2016 Minutes during its morning meeting
on October 19, 2016, pending receipt and review of Dr. Sewell’s substantive comments.
Subsequently, upon commencement of the afternoon session on October 20, 2016, following Dr.
Budnitz’ review of Dr. Sewell’s comments and direction that his non substantive edits be
incorporated into the final version of the June 2016 Minutes, on a motion by Dr. Budnitz,
seconded by Dr. Peterson, the Minutes of the Committee’s June 2016 public meeting were
approved subject to inclusion of the changes provided to the Committee’s Assistant Legal
Counsel. The June 2016 Minutes will be part of the Committee’s 26th Annual Report.

\% ACTION ITEMS

A. DCISC’s 26th Annual Report on Safety of Diablo Canyon Operations:
July 1. 2015 - June 30, 2016.

The Chairman reviewed the duty and obligation of the Committee to develop and
to make available its Annual Report on the safety of DCPP operations. The Annual Report is
provided to PG&E for its response and with that response incorporated it is provided to the
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California Public Utilities Commission and to each of the Committee member’s appointing
entities, the Governor, the California Attorney General and the Chair of the CEC as well as to the
California Polytechnic University (Cal Poly) R.E. Kennedy Library and to public libraries in the
local area, and on the Committee’s website at www.dcisc.org. The DCISC Annual Reports are
made available in two bound volumes and as a compact disk. Dr. Lam stated preparation of the
Annual Report was an intensive collaborative effort which is led by Committee Technical
Consultant Mr. Ferman Wardell and the Chair stated Mr. Wardell deserves recognition and the
thanks of the members of the Committee for his efforts.

At Dr. Lam’s request, Mr. Wardell reviewed the process employed by the Committee to
schedule, assign work, and develop three drafts and a final version including an Executive
Summary for its Annual Report for 2015-2016. Mr. Wardell reported that in the 2015-2016
Annual Report the Committee made no recommendation but identified six areas of concern and
particular interest. These include: (1) concerning the Joint Proposal which, if approved by the
CPUC, would close DCPP by the end of the current operating licenses from the NRC for both
units, that is 2024 for U-1 and 2025 for U-2, (“Joint Proposal”), the DCISC is concerned
regarding retention of qualified, experienced personnel to operate DCPP at the appropriate level
of safety and concerning adequate spending on programs and equipment to preserve an
appropriate level of nuclear safety; (2) the DCISC is concerned and interested in further analysis
of the potential effects of tsunamis generated from submarine landslides in the vicinity of DCPP;
(3) the DCISC is interested in understanding the potential plans for cycling DCPP power levels
to meet grid demands while preserving an appropriate level of nuclear safety; (4) the DCISC is
interested in continuing to review PG&E’s ongoing program to monitor seismic activity and to
improve the understanding of the safety of the plant against large carthquakes (5) the DCISC is
interested in continuing to review PG&E’s ongoing program to monitor the safety of the
Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation (ISFSI); and (6) the DCISC is interested in
monitoring PG&E’s ongoing program of working with the local, state and federal agencies to
assure adequate emergency preparedness in the event of a significant accident.

Mr. John Geesman of the Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility was recognized during the
discussion on the 26th Annual Report. Mr. Geesman remarked the State of New Jersey
established a body analogous to the DCISC to monitor the types of concerns expressed by the
Committee in connection with the closure over a nine-year period and gradual retirement of the
Oyster Creek Nuclear Generating Station. While Mr. Geesman observed New Jersey’s efforts
have been greatly exceeded by the work of the DCIS, both in terms of breadth and depth he
stated his belief that the work of the New Jersey commission would provide an information point
to review for the DCISC. He observed that Oyster Creek is qualitatively very different from
DCPP as it is a General Electric design of an older vintage with a number of back-fits and is
operated by Excelon, a company which unlike PG&E also operates other nuclear power plants,
and it is operated as a merchant power plant (i.e., a plant operated independently and which
competes to sell power in a competitive energy market).

On a motion by Dr. Budnitz, seconded by Dr. Peterson, the Committee unanimously
approved its Twenty-Sixth Annual Report on the Safety of Diablo Canyon Operations for the
period July 1, 2015-June 30, 2016. The 26th Annual Report will be provided to PG&E for its
review and response which will be incorporated in the final report.
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B. Update on Financial Matters and Committee Activities 2016-2017.

Mr. Rathie reported financial statements prepared by the Committee’s accountant
showing the assets, liabilities and capital on hand were provided for the Committee’s review.
He reported that, to date, the DCISC has received three quarterly grant payments for 2016 and,
based on the accountant’s report, it is expected the DCISC will end this calendar year within the
total amount of expenditures permitted by the grant of funds received for its operations and any
funds remaining unspent would then be returned to the PG&E for credit to its ratepayers who
provide the funding for the operations of the DCISC. The Committee will have then returned
funds to the ratepayers in each of the last five calendar years. Dr. Budnitz observed that during
his term of service on the DCISC the Committee has never deferred an activity due to a concern
about the adequacy of its funding.

Mr. Rathie directed the attention of the members and consultants to the list of key dates
for 2016 and 2017 prepared by Mr. Wardell and provided with the agenda packet and he reported
the next public meeting of the Committee is scheduled for February 8-9, 2017, in Avila Beach,
California. Mr. Rathie provided a summary of the activity on the DCISC’s website and reported
for 2016 the site is averaging 828 unique visitors every month with the top five countries with
visits to the site being the U.S., Poland, Russia, Japan and France. Mr. Rathie reported that visits
to the Committee’s website increased in June 2016 when the announcement of the Joint Proposal
was made which he stated he believes this indicates that persons concerned with events involving
DCPP are motivated to visit the site.

Mr. Rathie reported the new accounting firm, Martin Ketterling & Associates and its
principal, Mr. Shane Werner, has taken over the accounting and bookkeeping functions from the

DCISC’s longtime accountant Ms. Diane Keay following Ms. Keay’s planned retirement.

C. Discussion of Issues on Open [tems 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 follow
up on issues, concerns and information identified for subsequent action during fact-finding or
public meetings. Dr. Budnitz observed the Open Items List is among the most important of the
Committee’s documents as in their review of the Open Items List the Members and Technical
Consultants establish the scope of the DCISC’s review for the future and therefore the Open
Items List provides insight into the items and issues for review which the Committee believes are
most important and immediate for review.

Ms. Sherry Lewis, representing the group San Luis Obispo Mothers for Peace, was
recognized. Ms. Lewis inquired whether the Open Items List could be made available to the
public prior to the public meetings of the Committee. The Members, Technical Consultants and
Assistant Legal Counsel discussed the draft nature of the documents which are provided in the
agenda packets which since the inception of operation by the Committee have been made
available at the Reference and Maps Department of the California Polytechnic University (Cal
Poly) Library. They agreed that some of those materials, including the Minutes and the
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Open Items Lists, will be in the future labeled as “drafts” with the dates inserted on every
page but will continue to be made available to the public prior to the public meetings of the
Committee at the Cal Poly Library and on the Committee’s website as well as at the public
meeting.

Mr. John Geesman was recognized and he commented he supported the proposal to make

the properly labeled documents available on the DCISC website.

Items discussed or concerning which action was taken included the following!:

Item Re: Action Taken

RA-5 PRA Program Review Schedule for 2Q17 FF- RIB

RA-6 Monitor Seismic Fragility Analysis Schedule for 3Q17 FF-RIB

NS-5 Monitor NSOC Meetings Coordinate w/FF schedule

TBD Unit-2 (U-2) Stator Replacement/Upgrade  Add to Open Items List
(per S. Lewis)

SE-49 Emergency Diesel Generators Schedule for 1Q17FF

OM-5 Foreign Material Exclusion Schedule for March 17 FF
or prior to 1R20

SF-2 Spent Fuel Dry Storage & Pool Storage PFP to forward D.Gilmore
correspondence re canister
temperature to PG&E and
schedule Dec17 FF PFP/RDM
(post loading campaign) to review
EPRI Report

SC-3 Long Term Seismic Program Schedule for 3Q17

SC-4 Monitor Risk-based Tsunami Analysis Schedule for Dec16 FF PFP/RDM
or 2Q17

LD-3 Non Licensed Training Programs Separate from BDB-6

LR-1 Reactor Vessel Pressure Integrity Hold in abeyance

CL-2 SWRCB Response - Closed Loop Cooling Hold in abeyance

CL-4 Salt Deposition on External Equipment Continue to Monitor and
Move to another functional arca

BDB-6 FLEX Status Add NEI 1606 on Guidance and
Training & DCPP Response

O-1 Observe Work Processes Define a Periodic Schedule

2/16 PM-3  Use of Portable Electronic Devices Continue to Monitor and

1

Link to O-1

Key to abbreviations used: PG&E Nuclear Safety Oversight Committee (NSOC),

Probabilistic Risk Assessment (PRA), Public Meeting (PM), Quarter (Q), Fact-finding (FF), To
Be Determined (TBD), Dr. Robert J. Budnitz (RJB), Dr. Per F. Peterson (PFP), and Mr. R.
Ferman Wardell (RFW), Mr. Richard D. McWhorter (RDM).
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2/16 PM-9  R/V Bartlett Cruise Data Close re Landslide Tsunami Risk but
Retain re Types of Analysis
that should be performed

2/16PM-11  Engineering Excellence Plan Delete 8/16FF and Retain

2/16 PM-15  Tsunami Probabilities Move to SC-4 and Close

2/16 PM-16  Tsunami Projects & R/V Bartlett data Move to SC-4 and Close

During review of the Open Items List, Ms. Sherry Lewis was recognized. Ms. Lewis
inquired whether item ER-5 concerning monitoring the equipment reliability process included
review of the stator replacement and upgrade project for the U-2 main generator. Dr. Budnitz
observed item ER-5 addresses programmatic review of the process not a review of individual
equipment. In response to Ms. Lewis inquiry, the Members directed an open item be added
concerning the U-2 stator upgrade project (see above) with attribution to Ms. Lewis.

Dr. Abraham Weitzberg was recognized. He remarked that as the U-2 stator is part of the
power production operation of the plant its replacement would likely lie outside the DCISC’s
remit to monitor safety of operation of the power plant. The Members replied that as an incident
with the stator could result in a plant trip and equipment, such as the stator, which is not a
nuclear safety-related item involves issues of personnel safety it does have nuclear safety
implications as a sudden loss of power productions capability could cause the plant to trip. Dr.
Peterson remarked that the safety classification and distinction of systems, structures and
components is a major review topic as failure of non safety-related systems, while of lower
significance than failure of safety-related systems, can initiate sequences which can lead to
accidents. Dr. Peterson observed, and Drs. Budnitz and Lam agreed, that classification of
systems, structures and components is a topic which should be considered for a
presentation by PG&E at the next public meeting of the DCISC.

Except as indicated above as “Retain” the Members confirmed that the balance of the
items identified on the Open Items List as recommended for closures should be closed as
suggested. Dr. Lam commented he was gratified to see many closures on the Open Items List as
it is an indication of the Committee’s success in tracking and completing tasks within its areas of
responsibility. Mr. Wardell observed that he would distribute a revised version of the Open
Items List which includes the comments in bold text from the June 2016 Minutes.

Following the review of the Open Items List Ms. Rochelle Becker of the Alliance for
Nuclear Responsibility was recognized. Ms. Becker stated the Nuclear Regulatory Commission
(NRC) recently issued a preliminary White finding to PG&E. Ms. Becker requested that the
DCISC review this matter in a fact-finding visit with DCPP including why post maintenance
testing did not detect that limit switches would and did go past the movement limits established
by the vendor and what assurances exist that the limit switches are the only safety equipment
installed contrary to vendor recommendations. Drs. Peterson and Budnitz responded and
confirmed the DCISC would follow up on the White finding and the issue raised by Ms.
Becker at a future fact-finding and this review would include an assessment of extent of
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condition as the most important lesson from many events is the extent of condition rather
than a single occurrence.

A short break followed.
VI COMMITTEE MEMBER REPORTS AND DISCUSSION

A. Public Qutreach, Site Visits and Other Committee Activities:

The Members confirmed public meetings of the DCISC are now scheduled for February
8-9 and June 7-8, and October 18-19, 2017, and they then scheduled public meetings for
February7-8, 2018.

Fact-finding visits were confirmed and scheduled as follows:
[2016] November 2-3 RJB/RFW; December 7-8, 2016 PFP/RDM;

[2017] January 18-19 RIB/RFW; March 8-9 PL/RDM (possibly changed to March 22-23 to
accommodate observing NSOC exit meeting); April 18-19 PL/RFW; May 10-11 PFP/RFW; July
19-20 PFP/RFW; August 9-10 RJIB/RDM; September 6-7 PL/RDM; November 14-15
RIB/RFW; December 13-14, 2017 PL/RDM; and

[2018] January 17-18, 2018 PL/RFW.
B. Documents Provided to the Committee:

Mr. Rathie directed the Committee's attention to the list of documents received
from PG&E on a monthly basis since its last public meeting in June 2016. A copy of the list was
included with the public agenda packet for this meeting.

VI  STAFF-CONSULTANT REPORTS & RECEIVE, APPROVE AND
AUTHORIZE TRANSMITTAL OF FACT FINDING REPORTS TO PG&E

The Chair requested Cdnsultant Wardell to report on the July 20-21, 2016, fact-
finding visit with Dr. Peterson to DCPP. Mr. Wardell reviewed the topics discussed with PG&E
during the visit including:

> Meeting of DCISC Member Peterson with DCPP Senior Vice President, Generation and
Chief Nuclear Officer (SVP/CNO) Ed Halpin - meeting to discuss the fact-finding meeting

agenda and other items of interest.

> Meeting with NRC Senior Resident Inspector - Mr. Wardell reported Senior Resident
Inspector Christopher Newport, is expected to report in mid-August to DCPP and the DCISC
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representatives met with the Resident Inspector John Reynoso who was acting as the Senior
Resident to discuss: the proposed cancellation of relicensing efforts for DCPP; the recent NRC
Problem Identification and Resolution inspection which found that programs to be sound; safety
culture; and the issuance of the NRC’s Tsunami Report for the U.S. East Coast and the release
date for the NRC’s letter responding to DCPP’s March 2015 submission on flooding.

> Salt Deposition Rates - this issue related to a concern initially identified due to
transformer failure in 2008 when cleaning of salt off transformer bushings and insulators caused
problems. Mr. Wardell reported the proposal for the use of cooling towers at the site would add
more salt to the station’s environment. In 2008 DCPP implemented a three-year salt monitoring
program for its outdoor equipment including equipment in the switchyards which found salt
contamination levels to be light to heavy depending on location and wind. All corrective actions
have been implemented concerning cleaning of bushings and there have been no transformer
failures since 2008. Mr. Wardell reported in accordance with discussion of the Open Items
List, the salt deposition issue will remain open for future review by the DCISC.

> Safety/Security Interface - the DCISC representatives reviewed the interface between
procedural changes initiated by the Operations, Maintenance or Engineering organizations at the
plant and the Security organization, with each organization having responsibility to review
changes proposed by others to ensure no nuclear safety or personnel safety issues result. The
DCISC team found the program satisfactory. The DCISC representatives also discussed with
DCPP the accidental discharge of a weapon at the San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station
(SONGS) and the training, procedures and the specific design of weapons and holsters at DCPP
which make a similar event at DCPP highly unlikely. The DCISC team also found that a single
accidental discharge of a weapon was not likely to affect plant safety.

> Reactor Coolant Pump Seals - the four reactor coolant pumps (RCP) for each unit have
shaft seals to contain leakage and a seal injection system is used to control leaks and to inject
water into the seals and into the passive seals to the reactor coolant. An important function of
this system is to keep the seals lubricated. Westinghouse has now produced and tested passive
thermal shut down seals which have been installed on all eight RCPs at DCPP. Upon loss of
electric power, causing seal injection to cease with the resulting heat, this will cause the new
seals to close tightly around the RCP shafts to prevent or greatly reduce any leakage and thereby
help lower the risk of core damage frequency in probabilistic risk assessment (PRA) analysis.

> Emergency Diesel Generator (EDG) Health - three EDGs serve each unit and are each
capable of operating independently with the capability to cross-connect to the other unit. Mr.
Wardell reported U-2 EDG health status? was Yellow until September 2015 when it returned to

% On a scale of Green indicating a healthy system and White indicating that achievable
action plans are in place to return the system to healthy status. A Yellow rating would indicate
that system health is deficient and needs improvement and Red would indicate unsatisfactory
system health.
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White and is now Green, while U-1 EDG health status was Green but the health status for both
units was reduced administratively to White so as to give the modifications proposed for the
EDGs for both units more management and budgeting visibility. These modifications are
expected to be completed by the end of 2016.

> Fire Doors - Mr. Wardell reported that approximately 260 of the approximately 1,000
doors in the power block, the part of the plant wherein power is produced, are fire doors which
are required to remain closed and serve to separate and protect areas of the plant from fire. In
November 2014 there were 16 fire doors identified which required repair and funding for the
work was being delayed to future years. The DCISC made accelerating repair of fire doors a
subject of its 2013- 2014 Annual Report and six of the 16 doors have now been repaired or
replaced. The fire doors that remain to be repaired or replaced are the subject of compensatory
actions whereby a security guard is assigned to visit the area on a certain frequency to ensure
there are no fire materials improperly stored and this situation is acceptable to the DCISC. Drs.
Peterson and Budnitz remarked that during their many visits to DCPP they have been impressed
by the exceptional attention paid by DCPP personnel in keeping the fire doors and all doors
secured and checked.

> Design Quality — the design quality function is to review the accuracy of the design of
modifications that are produced by Engineering for installation or implementation in the plant.
During refueling outage 1R18 in 2012 erroneous designs were identified through the numbers of
field change requests. DCPP performed a cause analysis and entered the issue in the Corrective
Action Program but the Quality Verification organization found the issue was not adequately
resolved and a second round of corrective actions was undertaken and design quality is now in
Green health status. Mr. Wardell reported that a retrospective review of this issue determined
that not all the field change requests were made as a result of design issues or because of errors
in the design but in some cases the field changes were made to address changes proposed to
accommodate construction in the field. Mr. Wardell reported that during the last refueling
outages modifications have been successful and this issue can be removed from the Open
Items List.

> FLEX Training - the DCISC team examined the FLEX training modules but did not have
the opportunity to review FLEX training.

> Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation (ISFSI) Fuel Loading - Mr. Wardell reported
that in the past that spent fuel had not always been loaded in accordance with technical
specifications. The technical specifications for loading spent fuel have now been changed to
eliminate the requirement for specific heat loads for certain areas of the multipurpose canisters
and technical specifications now require a maximum load of 28.7 kilowatts of heat from the fuel
assemblies in any canister which allows the assemblies to be loaded in any order provided that
this limit is not exceeded.
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> DCPP Safety and Wellness Expo and Barbeque Throwdown - the event involved friendly
competition between various departments in cooking spareribs on a grill with booths set up in the
area to provide information on safety and wellness issues. The DCISC and many DCPP
employees found the booth with information and a demonstration of seismic safety to be of
interest as the demonstration included a room set up inside a truck trailer which was configured
to shake and simulate the effects of an earthquake. Mr. Wardell reported that workplace seismic
safety at the plant has improved as a result of the Committee’s continued focus on this area.

> Power Reduction Data - Mr. Wardell reported the DCISC team was interested in the
impact and the effects of the plant cooling down and heating up following cycling of power
production. He reported that although DCPP is not specifically designed for what is termed
“load following” the plant is designed to reduce power production and to return to full power
production when necessary or convenient. Mr. Wardell reported that a transition from 100%
power operations to 50% power production does not result in much change in the temperature of
the plant, as the drop in temperature is only approximately 12 degrees from 569 degrees,
however, the flow rate does change. Mr. Wardell reported it is the temperature change that
primarily affects the stress levels on the plant and DCPP tracks these thermal cycles in
accordance with the limits established by the American Society of Mechanical Engineers
(ASME) Codes. Mr. Wardell reported power changes require processing of significant amounts
of water to remove and restore dissolved boron to the Reactor Coolant System (RCS) and this
results in some additional radioactive discharge to the ocean. He reported the DCISC team
determined the effect on thermal systems due to power level changes for reasons of operational
safety or maintenance to be small. Dr. Peterson reported that one of the major modifications for
reactors in power plants which engage frequently in load following is to use grey control rods to
control power as the grey rods have much less worth and therefore insert over much longer
distances than the control rods used at nuclear power plants that are run in base load generation
mode. He observed that boron is distributed homogeneously through the nuclear core and
therefore uniformly reduces the power.

Following Mr. Wardell and Dr. Peterson’s comments on power reduction, Mr. John
Geesman on behalf of the Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility was recognized. Mr. Geesman
remarked the Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility has shared, in large part, in the
recommendations of the California Energy Commission and the CPUC recommending PG&E
conduct an accelerated transfer of spent fuel to dry cask storage and PG&E has cited thermal
constraint in its technical specifications as justifying the present schedule for moving spent fuel
to the ISFSI. Mr. Geesman remarked that from Mr. Wardell’s report it appears this constraint, if
not completely eliminated, is at least significantly altered as related to thermal requirements.

Mr. Geesman reported that as part of the Joint Proposal PG&E has agreed to review the
accelerated transfer of spent fuel as part of its site-specific decommissioning plan for DCPP to be
filed in 2018 and an issue is currently before the CPUC that involves whether that acceleration
should take place prior to decommissioning and the facts related by Mr. Wardell may very well
alter PG&E’s calculation as to what acceleration can be accommodated. Mr. Geesman stated he
did not at this time want to dismiss the Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility’s concerns with
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respect to fuel storage in the spent fuel pools which will be addressed in the future. Dr. Peterson
remarked that the logic of loading higher power assemblies in the center of the cask, as
previously required by technical specifications, was based upon radiation protection and
reducing dose rates and these constraints have now been removed at DCPP and other plants. The
total heat generation inside the canisters is acceptable with regard to the internal structure of the
canisters and the canisters are licensed to provide at least five years of storage while sufficient
heat decay occurs. Dr. Lam stated he would follow up on Mr. Geesman’s concern on
accelerating the transfer of spent fuel to dry cask storage at the ISFSI at his scheduled fact-
finding in March 2016.

Mr. Geesman asked that Mr. Wardell’s report include as much quantitative data as
possible particularly with respect to chemical changes and concerning what Mr. Wardell referred
to as qualitatively insignificant increases in radioactive waste discharged to the ocean as a result
of power reduction and he stated that the relative changes in radioactive waste discharge are
important as a public issue.

Dr. Abraham Weitzberg was recognized. Dr. Weitzberg reported that in a conversation
he had with PG&E SVP/CNO Ed Halpin, Mr. Halpin stated that DCPP could not flexibly follow
power as is done in France and Mr. Halpin had alluded to seismic issues being a reason for this.
Dr. Weitzberg remarked that the DCISC’s report stated DCPP has safely operated at partial
power for limited periods of time in the past when necessary and he asked if it were possible to
obtain historical records of the frequency and duration of those operations. Dr. Weitzberg stated
he spoke to a colleague at the Byron Nuclear Generating Station in Illinois, a plant which
regularly engages, to some degree, in load following operation and received information that this
is done with control rods which Dr. Weitzberg assumes are the grey control rods cited by Dr.
Peterson and Byron’s operations do not have any impact due to extra removal of chemicals and
he commented it would be helpful to the public if information on flexible power operation could
be put together for the benefit of the public so the public could judge for itself the limitations on
flexible power operation.

In response to Mr. Geesman’s remarks, Mr. Wardell stated the total heat load for the
multipurpose canisters remains the same after the change in the technical specifications as that
change only affected the regions within the canisters where the fuel is located. Mr. Wardell
stated that data exists on the quantitative amount of radioactive releases and the plant has such
records. In response to Dr. Weitzberg’s inquiry Mr. Wardell reported data on power changes
during operational periods is reported to the DCISC by PG&E at each of the Committee’s public
meetings and an annual compilation is included in every DCISC Annual Report, in Volume II,
Exhibit C, which contains the operating history of the plant for each report period including how
many curtailments were conducted to what power level for what duration. The DCISC’s Annual
Reports are publicly available on the Committee’s website and at the Cal Poly Library and local
libraries in the San Luis Obispo area. Mr. Wardell remarked his report on the August 31-
September 1, 2016, fact-finding visit to DCPP with Dr. Lam will include information on
quantifying the normal radioactive discharges. Dr. Peterson commented there is no increase in
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release caused by additional volumes of water during power changes as the radioactive quantities
contained are diluted correspondingly and the more significant issue regarding a release may
involve Tritium which does not change as a function of the volume of water discharged. Lowe
level radioactive waste is also generated in terms of filter media but the change is in volume
rather than in the total amount of radioactive material released.

Ms. Sherry Lewis of MFP was recognized. Ms. Lewis stated that if there is a greater
volume of water discharged to the ocean then the result is that there is more radioactivity being
discharged and whether the increase is insignificant is an individual judgment. Dr. Budnitz
commented the public would receive relevant data when Mr. Wardell gives his next report.

The Chair reported Consultant McWhorter’s report would be presented after the lunch
break and asked Assistant Legal Counsel Rathie to report on administrative, regulatory and legal
matters.

Mr. Rathie reported the DCISC is on the service list to receive documents concerning the
CPUC proceedings to consider the Joint Proposal and he has attended two teleconferences on the
scoping issues for the proceedings which were organized by PG&E. A public participation
hearing on the matter of the Joint Proposal is scheduled for October 20, 2016, to be conducted in
two sessions in San Luis Obispo. Mr. Rathie reported that he attended a meeting with Dr.
Peterson and the Governor’s Director of the Office of Planning and Research Mr. Ken Alex in
Oakland, California, on July 1, 2016, and Mr. Rathie is planning on attending a meeting now
scheduled with Dr. Lam to meet with Chair Weisenmiller and representation of the California
Energy Commission in Sacramento, California on November 10, 2016. Mr. Rathie reported that
with Dr. Budnitz recent reappointment by California Attorney General Kamala Harris all
members of the DCISC are currently serving within their appointed terms. He reported that
Committee Consultant for review of the tsunami risk, Dr. Robert T. Sewell, has recently
terminated his association with Structural Integrity, Inc. and therefore it will be necessary for the
Committee to enter into a new agreement for Dr. Sewell’s continued services to address the
inquiry received from Dr. Garry Maurath, the CEC technical liaison to the CPUC’s Independent
Peer Review Panel (IPRP). Upon a motion by Dr. Budnitz, seconded by Dr. Peterson, the
Committee delegated authority to the Chair and the office of its Legal Counsel the preparation
and execution of an agreement with Dr. Sewell.

VIII  ADJOURN MORNING MEETING
The Chair adjourned the morning meeting of the DCISC at 12:45 P.M.
IX RECONVENE FOR AFTERNOON MEETING

Dr. Lam reconvened the afternoon meeting of the DCISC at 1:30 P.M. and he
acknowledged the presence at the meeting of Dr. Justin Cochran, Senior Nuclear Policy Advisor

B.3-13



DRAFT - FEBRUARY 6, 2017

to the California Energy Commission, and asked if Dr. Cochran wished to address any remarks
to the Committee.

Dr. Cochran thanked Dr. Lam and expressed the thanks of the California Energy
Commission to the Committee and its staff for their excellent and important work. Dr. Cochran
stated the California Energy Commission also wanted to recognize PG&E and its employees for
the important and essential activities they engage in within the community. Dr. Cochran
acknowledged the reappointment of Dr. Budnitz by the California Attorney General and thanked
him for his continued contributions. Dr. Cochran closed his remarks by reminding the persons
present that information on California’s energy infrastructure is available on the California
Energy Commission’s website at www.energy.ca.gov.

X COMMITTEE MEMBER COMMENTS

Dr. Peterson reported that after having spoken with Mr. Jearl Strickland, PG&E
Interim Vice President of Generation Technical Services, Mr. Strickland confirmed the materials
used in the construction of the multipurpose spent fuel storage canisters (MPC) at DCPP has
evolved from the initial use of 304 stainless steel, to A304L stainless steel, to A316L stainless
steel. Mr. Strickland was recognized and he reported this evolution was due to the desire to use a
lower carbon stainless steel in order to provide better properties for longer term intergranular
corrosion resistance.

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.

Dr. Alexander Cannara of Menlo Park, California, was recognized. Dr. Cannara inquired
whether data compiled during the 2006 San Simeon earthquake, with a magnitude of 6.2 or 6.3,
including the effects of that earthquake on DCPP were available. Dr. Budnitz confirmed that the
data from the San Simeon earthquake was publicly available including data from instrumentation
installed on DCPP structures and certain equipment within the plant, which suffered no damage
during that event, and upon inquiry the DCISC could assist Dr. Cannara in obtaining the data.
Dr. Budnitz observed the frequency (in hertz) was different at the plant site from the epicenter of
the San Simeon earthquake because of the intervening distance and the effect of absorption and
attenuation which produce changes the frequency spectrum.

Ms. Simone Malboeuf of Los Osos, California, was recognized. Ms. Malboeuf remarked
that having PG&E fund and perform seismic studies is like putting a fox in charge of a hen
house. She commented PG&E’s 2015 seismic reports read like an infomercial and there is a
distinction between the reality of safety and the illusion and the appearance of safety. She
observed the study of past earthquakes does not include predicting future events and the August
2015 earthquake in the area of San Francisco Bay is suspected of striking along a little known
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section of the West Napa Fault and new faults have been discovered in Northern California, most
recently in proximity to the San Andreas Fault. Ms. Malboeuf remarked that the recent
explosion of PG&E’s gas transmission lines in San Bruno, California, and the resulting fines
levied against PG&E speaks volumes about PG&E’s record as a company. Ms. Malboeuf
observed officials in Oklahoma have recently admitted that an increase in seismic activity in that
state has been caused by fracking and fracking is going on in California. She stated the 2011
Tohoku earthquake and tsunami in Japan surprised experts and as a result 300,000 persons
remain homeless. Ms. Malboeuf reported a 2008 study by the Tepco Power Company warned
that a higher seawall was necessary to protect the nuclear reactors at the site of the accident
during the 2011 earthquake and tsunami to the Fukushima Nuclear Power Plant (Fukushima) but
this warning and prediction were ignored. Ms. Malboeuf remarked that an eruption of Krakatoa
in the year 525 had devastating effects including lowering of the earth’s temperature and resulted
in long term drought, famine, disease and mass migration and scientists have warned about the
need to pay attention to the ability of natural forces to change history and these events are
unpredictable. She stated her opinion that nuclear power plants are part of an outdated
technology paradigm from which the owners of the plants derive profit at the public expense and
renewable energy resources offer a better alternative and DCPP should be closed as soon as
possible before it is too late.

Dr. Budnitz responded and thanked Ms. Malboeuf for her remarks. He observed that in
the operation of wells for the production of petroleum water is also produced, sometimes in
significant quantities, and the typical industry practice, including in California has been to
reinject the water and the Oklahoma earthquake experience has been determined to be the result
of water injection as when the petroleum producers stop reinjecting the water the increased
frequency of earthquakes stops. He pointed out that the practice he described was different from
fracking which uses high pressure water injection to generate disturbances in the subsurface
regions to enable the production of gas.

Ms. Jane Swanson, a representative of Mothers for Peace, was recognized. Ms. Swanson
reported the NRC has identified U-1 at DCPP as among the most embrittled reactor vessels in the
U.S. and she encouraged the DCISC to keep the issue of reactor vessel embrittlement on its
agenda. Ms. Swanson stated the U-1 vessel was scheduled for inspection but that PG&E has
received permission from the NRC to delay this inspection which will now not take place until
2025. Ms. Swanson stated it was her impression that this delay was unjustified based on the
NRC’s identification of the U-1vessel as embrittled and, as a result, PG&E will save money by
its willingness to take more risk with the safety of the plant and everyone around the plant.

Dr. Peterson responded that reactor vessel embrittlement has been reviewed periodically
by the DCISC and it is important to understand the function and presence of metallic samples of
the reactor vessel’s material, termed “coupons,” which are placed within the reactor vessel
during its operation in certain areas where these coupons receive significantly greater effects of
neutron flux than does the vessel. Coupons are tested periodically and those test results provide
an understanding of the condition of the vessel after the equivalent of 60 years of operational
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service. Dr. Peterson observed that the implications of vessel embrittlement are limited to rather
special accident transient scenarios, as at normal service temperature the reactor vessel is ductile,
meaning it is in some respects flexible, but if cooled to a temperature significantly lower than
normal operating temperatures the vessel can become brittle. This situation can occur upon
injection of emergency cooling water with the vessel at high pressure which has the potential to
locally cool the vessel while it is still under a state of stress, and is termed “pressurized thermal
shock.” If this should occur in the vessel it could fail with catastrophic results. Provided,
however, that it is verified that the vessel has sufficient ductility in terms of its risk profile from
various types of accidents, the risk profile associated with embrittlement of the vessel is
relatively small and does not contribute significantly to the overall set of risks posed by the plant.
He reported the data available indicates that this is the case relative to DCPP. Dr. Budnitz
reported the coupons are regularly tested in accordance with the American Society of
Mechanical Engineers (ASME) Code. If upon testing any coupon shows behavior in terms of
changes to its metallurgical structure, a more detailed examination would be required. Dr.
Budnitz observed the issue referred to by Ms. Swanson concerning a deferral of an inspection
requirement likely related to only a portion of the vessel being accessible for inspection rather
than the entire reactor vessel.

Dr. Lam stated that in his view dismissal of the risk of pressurized thermal shock based
on probability alone needs to be further confirmed as this accident sequence constitutes one
event that could potentially disable all three barriers against a radioactive release, those barriers
being the fuel cladding, the reactor vessel, and the containment structure, with horrendous
potential consequences. Dr. Budnitz reported the pressurized thermal shock phenomenon was
identified in the 1980's by events which occurred at the Rancho Seco Plant in Sacramento,
California, and shortly thereafter by events at the Brunswick Nuclear Plant in North Carolina.

As aresult the NRC developed regulations set forth at 10 CFR Part 50.61 requiring every plant
to perform studies on each reactor vessel in order to preclude the possibility of pressurized
thermal shock occurring and therefore, under 10 CFR Part 50.61, no probability assessment was
involved. Dr. Budnitz reported pressurized thermal shock affects only pressurized water reactors
as boiling water reactors are not subject to the phenomenon. Following the implementation of 10
CFR Part 50.61 all U.S. reactor vessels were found to be in a condition so as to preclude the
occurrence of pressurized thermal shock but as neutron irradiation and therefore embrittlement
proceeds each year it is important to continue to assess the condition of a vessel.

Around the year 2000 the NRC initiated a research program to understand under what
circumstances pressurized thermal shock, while not precluded, was subject to very low
probability. This research resulted in the development of NRC regulation 10 CFR Part 50.61a.
Plants meeting 10 CFR Part 50.61 could retain their licenses, however, if a plant could not meet
10 CFR Part 50.61 the alternate regulation under 10 CFR Part 50.61a was available to allow
continued operation with a very low probability of pressurized thermal shock under a
probabilistic rather than a preclusion regulatory regime. PG&E’s analysis of DCPP has
determined that both units would continue to meet 10 CFR Part 50.61 until the end of the current
licenses in 2024 and 2025 respectively. The DCPP site-specific studies did indicate that
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sometime in the future a point might be reached where 10 CFR Part 50.61 was no longer met and
the plant might need to move to 10 CFR Part 50.61a and DCPP continues to test the reactor
vessels to ensure that 10 CFR Part 50.61 is met, but as there are now plans to close the plant in
nine years this point may never be reached and the metallurgical properties of the DCPP vessels
continue at present to preclude the occurrence of pressurized thermal shock. Dr. Budnitz
reported this has to do with the nil ductility temperature characteristic of the metals which make
up the reactor vessel.

Mr. John Geesman on behalf of the Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility was recognized.
Mr. Geesman reported it was his recollection that a DCPP unit was ranked third or fourth on the
NRC’s list of most embrittled reactor vessels but he observed after hearing Dr. Budnitz’
explanation regarding the preclusion standard under 10 CFR Part 50.61 this ranking doesn’t
really have much meaning. However, he observed it does for those persons concerned about an
embrittled reactor located on a seismically active site, and he questioned whether seismic
considerations would be part of consideration under an analysis performed for regulatory
compliance under 10 CFR Part 50.61a. Dr. Budnitz responded and confirmed that seismic loads
are part of the consideration under both 10 CFR Part 50.61 and 10 CFR Part 50.61a but the
seismic component is not crucially important in this context as the frequency of the distribution
of seismic energy from an earthquake, were it to occur at the same time as a pressurized thermal
shock event, produces different loads than the frequency distribution of thermal shock loads and
that this has been examined by the NRC.

In response to a comment by Ms. Sherry Lewis of Mothers for Peace, Dr. Budnitz
explained that nil ductility temperature is the temperature at which a ductile to brittle transition
takes place and, in the event of cold water injection, the cold steel environment should not be
colder than the nil ductility temperature to ensure the vessel remains ductile.

XII'  STAFF-CONSULTANT REPORTS & RECEIVE, APPROVE AND
AUTHORIZE TRANSMITTAL OF FACT FINDING REPORTS TO PG&E

The Chair requested Consultant McWhorter to report on the August 10-11, 2016,
fact-finding visit to DCPP with Dr. Budnitz. Mr. McWhorter reviewed the topics discussed with
PG&E during that visit including:

> Observe the Plant Health Committee Meeting - Mr. McWhorter reported the Plant Health
Committee (PHC) reviewed expense allocation for small improvement projects which can by the
PHC processes be completed more expeditiously than through the capital projects budgetary
process. The PHC also reviewed the status of systems then currently rated in Red or Yellow
status on the system health index. This included the 230kV System, rated as in Red system
health due to an open operability assessment resulting from the NRC Component Design Basis
Inspection earlier in 2016 and a not fully completed apparent cause evaluation related to a
switching component. Mr. McWhorter reported the PHC appeared to be appropriately focused
on the path forward to resolve both issues and the corrective actions necessary to restore the
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system health to an acceptable level. The DCISC team concluded the PHC continues to be
effective and to be managed effectively and to be focused on health and plant safety.

> Plant Protection System Upgrades - a multiyear project last reviewed by the DCISC in
2013. DCPP was proceeding on completion of all initial submittals of licensing information
necessary to obtain approval of the NRC for a license amendment. The project would replace
aging components with digital components of two differing varieties to maintain redundancy and
improve overall safety. Implementation was scheduled for 2020 for U-1 and 2019 for U-2. Mr.
McWhorter reported the status of the project is unknown at present with the plans proposed to
close the plant in nine years. This project and others of this nature are subject to review and
the process for that review is now under consideration and development to review major
capital projects in light of the currently proposed remaining period of operations under the
Joint Proposal. The DCISC team found the project on schedule but the entire process of
major capital project review is a topic the DCISC should pursue and review in the future.

> Review of Operations Human Performance and Operations Excellence Plan - the
Operations Excellence Plan was prompted by concern in several organizations including Quality
Assurance (QA), the Performance Improvement Group, and the Nuclear Safety Oversight
Committee (NSOC) regarding possible negative trends in status control and tagging by
Operations staff. DCPP is reviewing its programs for dealing with human performance events
in an attempt to achieve a deeper level of understanding as to what actually caused a specific
error. Changes have been made to the tagging process for clearing equipment during work in the
plant to address gaps in performance. Each individual working on a system is now required to
sign on and sign off a tag at the start and conclusion of every shift and a “tags-plus” program has
been implemented to require additional tags and physical locks on devices and equipment the
actuation of which could endanger personnel. Individuals have been allowed to continue the use
individual red tags as an additional layer of protection and this action was in response to concern
expressed by employees. The DCISC representative found the Operations Excellence Plan to be
appropriately focused and the corrective actions identified implemented in a timely manner.

> Review of Operator Aging and Retention - the DCISC team reviewed the number of “no-
solo” designations for operators. This designation precludes the operator so designated from
working alone within the plant due to issue related to medical condition. The number of no-solo
designations is down from 2002 when 14 operators had this designation to the current period,
including the last three years, when four or five operators were so designated which Mr.
McWhorter stated represents approximately 10% of Operations department licensed staff and
was likely an appropriate level. PG&E has developed a retention plan for employees including
specific incentives to retain licensed operators which include additional financial bonuses as
incentives. Mr. McWhorter reported PG&E has also approved hiring more licensed operators in
anticipation of possibly losing some operators during the last few years of DCPP’s operation.
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.
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> Dr. Budnitz® Meeting with DCPP Site Vice President Jim Welsch.

> Crane Program Health - this program includes primarily the fuel handling equipment and
the general purpose cranes at the station, both unit-specific and unit-common cranes. The fuel
handing crane equipment has received considerable attention over the last few years due to
problems experienced during refueling outages. The gripper assembly on the manipulator crane
will be replaced on U-1 by the spring of 2017 and for U-2 the gripper assembly was replaced at
the end of U-2's last outage. Upgrades are being considered for the fuel transfer system and the
spent fuel pool cranes. A State inspection identified issues with overloading of the Radiation
Waste Building crane and corrosion on the Intake Building crane which will need to be corrected
before those cranes can be re certified. Mr. McWhorter reported that in general the health of the
station’s cranes appears to be good.

> Containment Spray System Update - a routine review found the Containment Spray
Systems for both units rated in Green health status. An open prompt operability assessment
concerning the timing of the spray additive tank and its emptying in different accident scenarios
determined that the tank can empty faster than the Refueling Water Storage Tank and, if that
were to occur, there could be a source of gas intrusion into the system under certain accident
conditions. Corrective actions and procedural changes are in place to address this issue.

> Meeting with NRC Acting Senior Resident Inspector - to discuss the NRC’s perspective
on the Joint Proposal and the NRC’s experience with other nuclear power plants designated for

closure. The DCISC team also discussed the Problem Identification and Resolution Inspection

and the timetable for the issuance of the NRC review of the station’s evaluation of the risk from
external flooding.

> Probabilistic Risk Assessment (PRA) Program - Mr. McWhorter reported the internal
flooding PRA is now complete and shows the results of the recent implementation of the new
low-leak reactor coolant pump seals, with a corresponding reduction in core damage frequency
for both units which brings the internal flooding total plant core damage frequency contribution
to approximately 5% of the overall station contribution. The DCISC reviewed the seismic PRA
program which is a major update to the overall existing seismic PRA which improves the
accuracy and use of the PRA model. The plant expects to have external peer review of the new
seismic PRA completed in the next few months and the target date to complete the new seismic
PRA is now April 2017. Use of the PRA for other external events was also reviewed as was the
fire PRA which has been a major part of the plant’s submittal to the NRC move to the National
Fire Protection Association (NFPA) Regulation 805 standard regulatory regime. With NRC
approval, the PRA model will soon be updated to include the modification made as part of the
NFPA 805 program. Mr. McWhorter reported the low power and shut down PRA program is
basically on hold at present with two other nuclear power plants working on this PRA under a
new American Nuclear Society (ANS)/ASME pilot program. The DCISC representatives also
reviewed application of the PRA to an evaluation of NRC Generic Issue 191 concerning sump
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debris accumulation in pressurized water reactors and the effect on sump performance which
now hinges upon completion of laboratory testing. The discussion also included use of PRA for
recently revised technical specifications and changes to the technical specifications based on risk
insights as well as the future use of PRA to reduce surveillance frequency.

> Updated Seismic Probabilistic Risk Assessment - Mr. McWhorter stated this review was
prompted by a question at the February 2016 public meeting regarding saturation of seismic
activity for ground motion. He reported the seismic PRA is being updated and most of the
analysis is complete including that which focuses on the seismic fragilities of individual
structures and components as well as on the offsite power system, specifically the 230 volt lines
coming in to the site. The current effort also focuses on how seismic energy from a large
earthquake would enter the site from below, propagate into the structures and produce seismic
motion at the base of each piece of equipment. In order to assess the effects, an accurate ground
motion response spectra must be developed for each of the major structures at DCPP. This
analysis has been completed and is awaiting endorsement by the NRC. Once that endorsement is
received, efforts will be focused upon the foundation input response spectrum for each building,
to be followed by the in-structure response spectrum. The work done over the period of the past
years 1s now subject to review by an outside group of seismic PRA experts. DCPP expects to
produce the final seismic PRA results in November 2016, followed by the outside peer review,
and then to submit the seismic PRA to the NRC later in 2017. The fact-finding team inquired
about the topic of magnitude saturation of short period ground motion raised previously by Mr.
Geesman. Mr. McWhorter reported PG&E did not have anyone present at the fact-finding to
address this issue directly but subsequently provided an email which is incorporated into the fact
finding report. This email provides information on the basis for the conclusion that the use of
magnitude saturation is appropriate based upon saturation data using a three-part approach with
near-field data, global data, and various analytical methods that have been benchmarked and
accepted to bring all the data to bear to substantiate the assumption that magnitude saturation
does occur for short period earthquake motion given the geology of the DCPP site. The DCISC
team concluded that PG&E is appropriately accounting for the uncertainties that are included in
the analyses and that the analyses capture state-of-the-art knowledge and use of magnitude
saturation is appropriate when characterizing the ground motion at the site. Overall, Mr.
McWhorter stated the DCISC team concluded the seismic PRA process is proceeding
satisfactorily and the Committee should continue to follow the activity in the future and
that the use of magnitude saturation for short period ground motion is appropriate.

> Tsunami Hazard Analysis Update - in February 2016 PG&E provided a detailed
presentation on its analysis of the tsunami hazard and in June 2016 DCISC Consultant Dr.
Robert T. Sewell gave an independent evaluation and his opinion on PG&E’s tsunami analysis.
During the fact-finding Dr. Budnitz pointed out that PG&E’s work did not include a probabilistic
analysis as recommended by Dr. Sewell but that Dr. Budnitz believes that an alternative might be
a bounding analysis which could be performed if PG&E did not believe a probabilistic analysis
was appropriate. A bounding analysis would involve making certain assumptions about a worst
case tsunami and calculating a bounding core damage frequency based on known information on
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equipment, structures and buildings at the plant site. Mr. McWhorter stated PG&E is of the
opinion that there are many ways to approach this problem and PG&E believes the analyses that
have been done provide enough added uncertainty to account for all the differences and models
and therefore PG&E’s current model is adequate. PG&E acknowledges there is uncertainty on
the issue of submarine mass failure induced by an earthquake offshore but asserts the
assumptions made in the PG&E analysis are appropriately conservative and PG&E has a high
level of confidence that all possible effects from both near and far offshore submarine landslides
on the DCPP site have been considered and assessed. PG&E believes that even assuming a
tsunami exceeds the 85' elevation of the plant site, the likelihood of core damage from such an
event is small, particularly with the additional protection afforded by FLEX equipment. The
PG&E representatives stated they do not believe enough information exists but agreed to
consider engaging in additional analysis which could include a bounding analysis suggested by
Dr. Budnitz. The fact-finding team recommends that the DCISC follow up on that
assessment and the team included in its report what Mr. McWhorter described as a
generically worded recommendation that PG&E proceed with doing additional study of
submarine landslide induced tsunami hazards at DCPP and its environs.

The Chair then asked for public comment on Mr. McWhorter’s report on the August 10-
11, 2016 fact-finding visit.

Mr. John Geesman on behalf of the Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility was recognized.
Mr. Geesman stated he was disappointed that the fact-finding did not include a meeting with the
individuals involved with the issue of the appropriateness of the use of magnitude saturation for
short period ground motion in the seismic PRA but that he looked forward to reviewing the email
included with the Fact Finding Report. Mr. Geesman stated he understood Mr. McWhorter’s
report to endorse PG&E’s conclusion and methodology that, despite the low volume of data
regarding near-field earthquakes, the assumption regarding the effect of magnitude saturation on
ground motion at the plant site is sufficient and therefore this leads to the conclusion that an
carthquake above a magnitude 6.5 would not materially contribute to ground motion at the plant
site and he requested confirmation in context of approval of the Fact Finding Report that each of
the DCISC Members concur with that conclusion and were prepared to tell the public they didn’t
need to be concerned about earthquakes over a magnitude 6.5.

Dr. Budnitz responded and remarked there is a lot of uncertainty in the technical analyses
and PG&E assigned an uncertainty to its analysis so that the work incorporates the low and the
high ends of that uncertainty and this is carried forward in the remainder of the analysis. PG&E
then had experts involved to review that its analysis appropriately accounted for the large
uncertainties. Dr. Budnitz stated that in approving the Fact Finding Report the DCISC would be
accepting the analysis done by PG&E as appropriately capturing the current state of knowledge,
a state of knowledge that has very broad uncertainties. Dr. Budnitz commented that narrowing
these uncertainties will require monitoring data from more earthquakes. As to earthquakes in
excess of 6.5 magnitude, Dr. Budnitz stated the ground motion input to the plant site has a
spectrum of sizes and these appropriately capture the full range of the technical communities’
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judgment on the uncertainties. Dr. Budnitz, in response to Mr. Geesman’s inquiry as to the
material change in probabilistic risk to the plant from a magnitude 7.0 or greater earthquake,
stated that according to the PG&E analysis such an event would not produce motion at the plant
site materially greater than a lesser earthquake. This is because of the nature of the way the
energy produced by an earthquake moves through the soil, with resulting attenuation and
frequency shifts and Dr. Budnitz stated, in response to Mr. Geesman statements, that although he
(Dr. Budnitz) is not a seismologist he agreed with PG&E’s analysis, together with the seismic
community as a whole, as the technical analysis captured the broad range of the uncertainties.
Dr. Lam observed, and Dr. Budnitz agreed, that the August 2016 Fact Finding Report should not
be read as a consensus endorsement by the entire DCISC but as the best technical judgment of
Dr. Budnitz and Mr. McWhorter. Dr. Budnitz commented there are seismological models that
assess the effects of earthquakes around the world and these models have been benchmarked,
tested and validated against observed data by the South California Earthquake Center. In
response to Mr. Geesman’s question as to how many observed data points exist within one
kilometer of DCPP, the Shoreline Fault being located less than one kilometer from the plant, Dr.
Budnitz stated he believed there were 15 such data point recordings within one kilometer, 63
recordings within five kilometers, and 308 recordings within ten kilometers. Dr. Budnitz
observed that 15 recordings are sufficient to support the PG&E analysis with uncertainties
assigned on the basis of this low number of recordings.

Dr. Gene Nelson was recognized. Dr. Nelson stated he has a Ph.D. in radiation
biophysics and has taught at Cal Poly and Cuesta Community College and he currently serves as
the Central Coast’s government liaison for the group Californians for Green Nuclear Power
which advocates for the continued safe operation of DCPP. Dr. Nelson remarked there is a
human trait to exaggerate the risk of low probability events and nuclear power is by far the safest
form of energy generation when measured by deaths per terawatt hour generated. Dr. Nelson
observed because DCPP is located on the plate boundary between the Pacific Plate and the North
American Plate, the underlying strata are very broken up with numerous historical faults which
tend to sharply attenuate the effects from earthquakes and he is annoyed when what he
characterized as fear-mongers exaggerate the risk of earthquakes. He remarked that Dr. Sewell’s
2003 Study of the tsunami hazard and risk at DCPP was never accepted by the NRC because Dr.
Sewell’s analysis was found to be beyond the state-of-the art which, Dr. Nelson stated, meant
that Dr. Sewell’s analysis was speculative. He closed his remarks by expressing his hope that the
DCISC would focus on an evidence based as opposed to an emotion based approach to nuclear
power in California.

Ms. Sherry Lewis of MFP was recognized. Ms. Lewis stated that she understood from
Mr. McWhorter’s report and Dr. Budnitz’ comments that there exists large areas of uncertainty
and that based on capturing this uncertainty a certain level of confidence is created. Dr. Budnitz
replied that there exists a low end as well as a high end to the current state of knowledge which
provides an estimation of the parameters for ground motion, with the high end being more
dangerous in some qualitative way, then if overall safety is satisfactory to the technical
community as a whole, given the high end, there is a level of satisfaction and a judgment
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possible. Mr. McWhorter remarked that although there is not as much data within one kilometer
of the plant site as in other locales, as uncertainty is added to the analysis along with global data,
this allows the expert community to review the issue. Ms. Lewis observed that there were only
data from two major earthquakes in the vicinity of San Luis Obispo and Dr. Budnitz stated that
the transference of that data is a major piece of determining the uncertainties.

Dr. Alexander Cannara was recognized. Dr. Cannara stated the 5.8 magnitude
earthquake in the vicinity of the North Anna Nuclear Generating Station in Virginia had its
epicenter only eleven miles from the plant and there was no damage to the station as a result of
the earthquake. He further observed that in 2011, during the Tohoku 9.0 magnitude earthquake
in Japan all 40 nuclear reactors that were operating at the time of the earthquake shut down
successfully and an earthquake of that magnitude is not really possible at DCPP given the
geology of California. He stated that speaking as an engineer and a statistician the shapes of
DCPP’s structures are known to be the most robust, stable and strongest. Dr. Cannara
commented the Onagawa Nuclear Power Plant in Japan was closer to the 9.0 magnitude Tohoku
earthquake than any other nuclear plant and experienced a larger tsunami than any other nuclear
plant and survived to such a degree that it was able to house hundreds of refugees who were
made refugees not by nuclear power but by the Japanese government’s land use policies. Dr.
Cannara observed that when science does not understand how something works probabilistic
analysis is used. Dr. Budnitz responded and stated that probabilistic analysis is used when
science does understand and probabilistic descriptions are the correct and appropriate
descriptions of events, such as earthquakes, which have a probabilistic spectrum of frequencies.
Dr. Cannara closed his remarks with the observation that there needs to be more common sense
applied and there is no need to exploit fear.

Dr. Budnitz closed the discussion of this topic and reported that in the 1980's when
PG&E performed the initial seismic PRA for DCPP as part of a study termed the Long Term
Seismic Program, that work was considered to be the “gold standard” PRA of its time and the
approach PG&E used for its seismic PRA analysis was emulated around the world. That work is
now dated but Dr. Budnitz stated that he suspects the new PRA is not going to be much different
from that performed originally. He stated that PG&E’s prior PRA work did not conclude that
core damage at DCPP from an earthquake was impossible rather, to the contrary, the PRA
quantified possible core damage to around 107 per year with a spectrum of uncertainty and the
NRC judged this to be an acceptable level. The new work PG&E is undertaking will be
reviewed by the community of experts and it will determine whether that number has changed
but Dr. Budnitz remarked this change isn’t going to be a significant change and it will continue
to be the best understanding of the likelihood of core damage from a seismic event at DCPP and
he closed his remarks by stating the question of whether the likelihood of core damage is
acceptable is also a question within each citizen’s judgment.

Based on the Members’ direction to further review the recommendation contained in the

August 10-11, 2016, Fact Finding Report, approval of the report was initially deferred until later
in the public meeting. Following the discussion on the tsunami hazard risk analysis (see below),
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upon a motion by Dr. Peterson, seconded by Dr. Budnitz the August 10-11, 2016, Fact Finding
Report, with the recommendation that PG&E should perform additional study of the submarine
landslide induced tsunami hazard, was approved and its transmittal to PG&E authorized.

A short break followed the discussion of the August 10-11, 2016, fact-finding visit.
XIII INFORMATION ITEMS BEFORE THE COMMITTEE
Current Status of PG&E’s Review of the Tsunami Hazard and Risk at DCPP and its Environs

Including a) plans for future study of landslide-induced tsunami risk, and b) feasibility of
performing additional probabilistic-based analysis of tsunami risk.

The Chair reported that PG&E has informed the Committee that it is not prepared at this
time to make a presentation on its review of the tsunami risk and analysis.

XIv INFORMATIONAL DISCUSSION BY THE COMMITTEE

The Chair recognized the presence at the meeting of Mr. Cary Harbor, PG&E
Director of Generation Compliance, Risk and Business Planning and Mr. Jearl Strickland, PG&E
Interim Vice President of Generation Technical Services.

DCISC Comments on Tsunami Hazard and Risk at DCPP and its Environs.

The Chair remarked the Committee would be reviewing plans for future study of the risk
of landslide-induced tsunamis at DCPP and the feasibility of performing additional risk-based
analysis and Dr. Budnitz observed that Mr. Strickland and Dr. Brendan Dooher of PG&E’s
Geosciences Department were present and available to respond to questions.

Dr. Peterson reported the DCISC has reviewed information on tsunamis that could be
generated from local submarine landslide events and these events are known to have happened
periodically along and offshore of the coastal areas of California and that the hazards and risks
associated with these events remain uncertain and, in Dr. Peterson’s judgment, more study is
needed which is the recommendation made in the August 10-11, 2016 Fact Finding Report
reviewed earlier during this meeting by the Committee.

At the last public meeting of the DCISC in June 2016 Committee Consultant Dr. Robert
Sewell also made some recommendations for further study. Dr. Peterson remarked that he
believes the data and seismic imaging of offshore sediment collected during the cruise of the R/V
Bartlett in the 1970's is amongst the most important pieces of information available. This data
show over the last 2,500,000 years at least 44 submarine landslide events have occurred and it
would be worthwhile to further study these events from the perspectives of estimating volumes
of sediment involved and to compare in terms of the proxies used in the most current modeling,
frequency of occurrence, and the potential resulting wave run up. Dr. Peterson noted that events
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which have occurred offshore from Monterey to Santa Barbara appear to be unconnected but to
have very similar depths and a hypothesis has been developed that these instabilities may involve
sea level changes and Dr. Peterson noted that although sea level has been stable for about 10,000
years mankind appears to have the technical capability to end that period of stability and
understanding the correlation of the risk of sea level rise on undersea landslides would be
helpful. Dr. Peterson closed his remarks by stating that while it is important to understand the
risk of tsunamis on safety-related equipment at the plant site, including the Auxiliary Saltwater
System (ASW)), it is also vital in terms of the impact on the local communities which provide
ingress and egress to the plant and where people live and work.

Dr. Budnitz began his remarks by stating while he is not an expert in tsunami analysis the
community of experts does not understand as much as they would like about the sources of
tsunamis which could be produced at DCPP by undersea landslides and there is uncertainty about
the location and the spectrum of sizes of tsunamis that might be produced. Dr. Budnitz observed
that due to environmental regulations the methods of data collection used on the R/V Bartlett’s
cruise could not be used today. Dr. Budnitz stated he has three recommendations and would
discuss each in turn.

Dr. Budnitz first recommendation is that PG&E’s team should work as hard as they can
to understand as much as they can about the sources of landslide-induced tsunamis offshore in
the area of DCPP including locations, the spectrum of sizes of tsunamis which could be
produced, the size of the possible areas where a slump could occur, and the relative likelihood of
occurrence or some sort of relative probability of occurrence. He stated he was not
recommending a full probabilistic tsunami hazard analysis in accordance with the process
established by the Senior Seismic Hazard Analysis Committee (SSHAC).

Dr. Budnitz stated his second recommendation was that PG&E should try to understand
what the different models of propagation from the source to the shore provide. Dr. Budnitz
stated in his discussion with Dr. Dooher, Dr. Dooher indicated that it was Dr. Doohet’s opinion,
based on the evidence, that the differences between the models were not great and Dr. Budnitz
remarked that Dr. Sewell in his comments in June 2016 also spoke to the importance of assessing
model variability and to determine why various models might differ. Dr. Budnitz observed
legitimate differences are possible between such models and understanding the differences is a
very important piece of understanding but if the model variability used for propagation isn’t
great then it is appropriate to use PG&E’s model, developed by Dr. Stephan Grilli, as a
surrogate, together with capturing some variability, for the whole field of models.

Dr. Budnitz stated his third recommendation goes to a point raised by PG&E that it might
not be possible to do a probabilistic-based analysis. Dr. Budnitz suggested that it could be
possible to develop postulated tsunamis of differing heights and then to assess, based on the
height of the wave, what plant equipment might be damaged and, given that damage the
probability that core damage could occur. Dr. Budnitz stated that in context of PRA this is
termed the conditional core damage probability (CCDP) and CCDP is represented by a
frequency not a number. He remarked that if the product of the multiplication of the number
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produced by a rough estimate of CCDP for tsunamis of varying heights times the rough annual
frequency is a low number then this produces a relative assurance of safety that the plant is safe
from that event. Dr. Budnitz stated in his opinion there is likely not enough data to justify
engaging in a SSHAC Level 3 analysis. Dr. Budnitz further observed that with the presence of
FLEX equipment at the plant the CCDP is lower today than it was five years ago as FLEX
equipment is designed to protect against the extended loss of power and the extended loss of the
heat sink. Dr. Budnitz recommended that PG&E review his first and third recommendations
with the PRA Group at the plant and work on the issue of model variability. He stated that his
recommendations supplement the statements made previously by Dr. Peterson. Dr. Budnitz
remarked that he believed an analysis based on his third recommendation might prove to be the
most fruitful approach for PG&E, the DCISC, the NRC, and the public to come to an
understanding of whether, in fact, the submarine landslide induced tsunami issue does or does
not present a safety issue worthy of substantial additional work.

Vice President Strickland was recognized. Mr. Strickland described the tsunami analysis
undertaken and completed by PG&E to date as representing a very conservative, deterministic,
approach to the potential hazard to the plant. PG&E is presently awaiting the initial response
and independent analysis by the NRC, expected by the end of 2016. He reported that following
the August 10-11, 2016, DCISC fact-finding PG&E began to assess what additional work might
be performed. He reported that the matter was reviewed in terms of a reverse engineering
approach which assumes a tsunami with a run up exceeding the 85-foot elevation of the plant and
then puts that into the model to determine the locations for a submarine landslide capable of
producing a tsunami wave of that size and then to determine whether there is adequate mass
within a proximity to that location to serve as a source to drive a tsunami wave of that magnitude
toward the plant.

In assessing the problem from a CCDP perspective Mr. Strickland observed the first
question is to determine at what level of tsunami wave height the ASW System becomes
impacted. This can be assessed by determining the height of a wave that would exceed the
design of the ASW System snorkels, or to simply assume that the wave causes the loss of the
ASW System, and then assess the CCDP in that event, with the information on the deployment
of FLEX equipment, and that this is an analysis that can be done at the present time with no
additional data. He stated the real question, however, to get to the beyond design basis issue and
to bound the issue, is to determine the size of the submarine landslide required to produce an
event which would have the resulting wave exceed the 85-foot elevation of the plant and then to
take the confirmatory step to determine, based on the configuration of the continental shelf or the
underwater area closer to the plant, whether there is sufficient mass to generate such an event.
Mr. Strickland stated Dr. Dooher and his team were now in the process of studying this issue and
the potential locations offshore, including those identified and used in the models, which have
been discussed and other locations and more research is needed to address this problem and to
determine if more analysis beyond what is currently required by the NRC is necessary. Mr.
Strickland stated PG&E and DCPP are taking the input of the DCISC seriously and continue to
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review the matter and should be in a position to provide a report to the Committee on their
progress at its next public meeting in February 2017.

Dr. Abraham Weitzberg was recognized. Dr. Weitzberg noted the tsunami hazard has
risks not only for DCPP but for its environs. He reported that as a result of the accident to
Fukushima two people drowned in the plant’s turbine building while 20,000 died as a result of
the tsunami and earthquake. He stated that while he has worked in the nuclear power field for
many years he does not have a feel for core damage probabilities or frequencies and he described
those concepts as rather esoteric. Dr. Weitzberg wondered whether it would be possible to
assess the impact on human health as a result of a tsunami, aside from physical damage to roads
and access to the plant site, as their return frequency is not known. He stated that focusing on
damage to the plant may have some health effects but in the intervening years we are accepting
much more highly probable death and damage to the neighboring communities and an effort
should be made to translate this to human consequences.

Dr. Gene Nelson was recognized. Dr. Nelson stated he appreciated the data discussed by
Dr. Peterson on the R/V Bartlett survey and Dr. Nelson said he performed a quick calculation
which indicated the average recurrence interval for a submarine landslide would be 56,818 years
and he described this result as indicative of a low probability event. He observed that the
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) has data on tsunamis produced from
areas near South America which show the differences in wave heights at certain points and this
could be used to quickly develop a propagation model and that this issue is not similar to the
problems encountered in dealing with sub surface strata in assessing the effect of seismic events.

Dr. Alexander Cannara was recognized. Dr. Cannara stated that tsunami height is
determined by the volume of water and the shape of the sea floor as the wave approaches the
coastline and to estimate wave height based on submarine induced landslides is difficult, but
there is data available and in particular data from the 1964 Alaska earthquake which was an
extreme continental subduction fault event which affected the Western North American
coastline.

Response to Question Posed by the California Energy Commission Technical Representative to
the CPUC Independent Peer Review Panel (IPRP).

The Chair requested Assistant Legal Counsel Rathie to report to the Committee on this
topic. Mr. Rathie reported the Committee has not yet had the opportunity to work with Dr.
Sewell and, as he reported previously, Dr. Sewell has recently terminated his prior association
with Structural Integrity, Inc. and therefore a new agreement is required to permit Dr. Sewell to
address and resolve Dr. Maurath’s question.

XV INFORMATION ITEMS BEFORE THE COMMITTEE (Cont’d.)
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The Chair requested Mr. Harbor to introduce the first of the informational
presentations for this public meeting. Mr. Harbor introduced DCPP Emergency Preparedness
Manager Michael Ginn and reported Mr. Ginn has more than 30 years’ experience in the nuclear
industry and of that 25 years is within the specific area of emergency planning.

Update on Emergency Preparedness Programs and Preparations for the November 2016
Evaluated Exercise.

Mr. Ginn reported he would be providing an update on DCPP’s Emergency Preparedness
Program and the readiness measures being undertaken in preparation for the November 2-4,
2016, evaluated emergency exercise which will be attended by observers from the DCISC. Mr.
Ginn stated that each year focus areas related to public and employee safety are identified within
the Five-Year DCPP Business Plan for the four DCPP emergency response teams and reserve
personnel. This includes the development of challenging drills and exercises. For 2016 the
Emergency Response Organization (ERO) is focused on benchmarking, self-assessment, and
independent peer review activities as well as on preparations for the NRC-evaluated November
2016 exercise which is also to be evaluated by the Federal Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA).

Mr. Ginn displayed photos of PG&E’s emergency response facilities in San Luis Obispo
and reported these facilities are collocated with the County of San Luis Obispo, as well as with
state and federal responders, to provide for face-to-face interaction. He observed that
preparation and training for drills includes numerous activities which takes hundreds of hours to
prepare, implement, conduct, and critique and these activities are given a high priority by the
station. Mr. Ginn reported that a FEMA-evaluated medical drill was conducted earlier this year
which included evaluation of ambulance response as well as integration with the DCPP Fire
Department’s response.

Mr. Ginn called the DCISC’s attention to the power point slides with the performance
indicators tracked relative to the Emergency Preparedness Program including drill and exercise
performance and stated that hundreds of DCPP employees have emergency response roles and he
reported DCPP has achieved performance within the top quartile within the nuclear power
industry relative to the rolling average for participation by its personnel. In response to Mr.
Wardell’s inquiry as to whether a common cause existed for not reaching 100% participation Mr.
Ginn replied that performance on the rolling average is also evaluated with regard to
performance in classifying events, notifying offsite agencies, making protective action
recommendations and performing radiological dose assessment and no single thread has been
identified for performance levels which fail to achieve 100% in any category. In response to
Consultant McWhorter’s question concerning the potential effect of the Joint Proposal on
staffing of the four emergency response teams Mr. Ginn replied that DCPP is reviewing this
issue and closely monitors and evaluates key ERO turnovers and regularly provides information
to senior plant leadership. ERO vacancies are closely monitored to ensure available candidates
are trained and qualified through participation on a reserve ERO team and ERO vacancies are
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entered into the Corrective Action Program. Mr. Ginn reported ERO metrics are now in White
and Green programmatic health status and he reported the plant has discussed the possibility of
reducing to three, rather than the current four, ERO teams in order to continue to build up a
reserve of qualified personnel and Mr. Ginn remarked the more personnel involved in ERO
activities, the harder it is to keep teams trained and qualified. Mr. Harbor reported that a
significant number of employees have now signed up for the PG&E retention incentive program
and the plant should have a relatively stable staff for some period of time but PG&E is
continuing to assess personnel issues and to evaluate staffing needs, particularly at the
conclusion of the first retention agreement and this evaluation could result in hiring ahead of
attrition for key positions within the ERO and Operations departments.

Mr. Ginn reported the NRC also evaluates readiness and performance of the equipment
and facilities of the alert and notification siren system (ANS) which is reported to the NRC every
quarter. He stated since the ANS System was upgraded DCPP has achieved 100% on this metric
for ten consecutive years. He reported the annual siren test is also used as a community outreach
and educational tool in the local community.

Mr. Ginn reported on the focus areas for the ERO training and drills which include
benchmarking with other nuclear facilities and independent peer review and sclf-assessment.
This involves DCPP personnel visiting other nuclear facilities and personnel from those sites
visiting DCPP to review ERO-related documentation, drills, exercises, training programs,
equipment and facilities. The November 2016 evaluated exercise will also include participants
from state and federal agencies including a team from the Federal Radiological Monitoring
Assessment Center. He reported DCPP has been working for more than one year in preparation
for this three-day exercise. The first day of the exercise will include an emergency event
scenario with postulated consequences for both on site and off site areas and a demonstration of
all the plant’s emergency response facilities with all personnel fully activated. Mr. Ginn
estimated that more than 500 persons would be involved in participating and evaluating the
November 2016 evaluated exercise. The second and third days of the exercise will involve
assessment of the ingestion pathway, protective action decision making, recovery processes for
state and federal agencies, and demonstrations by recovery and field teams. The exercise also
includes the involvement of multiple counties including the Counties of San Luis Obispo, Santa
Barbara and Monterey. In response to an unidentified comment Mr. Ginn reviewed the various
emergency planning zones which are required to surround nuclear facilities to protect the health
and safety of the public including the 50-mile food sampling ingestion protection zone for
agricultural processes.

Mr. Ginn concluded his presentation by reporting that senior plant leadership is fully
engaged in review of the readiness of the station for the November 2016 evaluated exercise and
the integration of the onsite and offsite controller inspections and evaluations, including the
FEMA evaluator briefing of a team of more than 25 FEMA evaluators from NRC Region 4. He
closed his remarks by reporting that tomorrow is the annual event known as the Great Shake-Out
Drill used to prepare the public and responders for carthquakes.
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The Chair thanked Mr. Ginn for his presentation.

Mr. Harbor then introduced DCPP Manager of Regulatory Services Mr. Hossein
Hamzehee to review current plant performance. Mr. Harbor reported Mr. Hamzehee has more
than 30 years’ experience in the nuclear field most of which was with the NRC.

Update on the Status of NRC Performance Indicators. Licensee Event Reports, NRC Notices of
Violation, and Issues Raised by NRC Resident Inspectors.

Mr. Hamzehee stated in his presentation he would be covering the last four months, that
is, the period July - October 2016, which he described as a heavy inspection period requiring
approximately 3,500 hours of inspector time by the DCPP resident inspectors and NRC Region 4
inspectors. During this time all NRC performance indicators meet NRC “Green” performance
expectations and DCPP received three violations of very low safety significance since the last
DCISC public meeting and submitted one licensee event report (LER) to the NRC during that
period.

Mr. Hamzehee reviewed a slide with a chart which summarized the NRC Performance
Indicators that all nuclear stations report to every quarter. The NRC audits and assesses the
accuracy of these reports. Mr. Hamzehee stated that DCPP continues to meet all NRC
performance indicator thresholds. The NRC Performance Indicators, which are also available to
members of the public on the NRC’s website, include:

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

YYYYYYVYYYVYYVYVYVYVYVVYVY

Mr. Hamzehee reported LER 2016-001-00 was issued by PG&E for U-2 during its last
refueling outage as a result of a reactor trip, breakers having been manually opened during shut
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down due to a control rod movable gripper fuse failure. Because the digital rod position
indication system indicated a difference in rod position with actual demand, procedure required
the reactor breakers to be opened. A root cause evaluation found the control rod moveable
gripper fuse was burnt out. Procedures were enhanced so that in the future before getting to that
step the fuses will be checked and replaced if necessary.

Mr. Hamzehee provided a summary of the key definitions used in the NRC inspection
process and reported licensee safety significance is characterized as either Green (very low),
White (low to moderate), Yellow (substantial), or Red (high) safety significance and described:

> Finding: as a performance deficiency of more-than-minor significance affecting a quality-
related equipment or process. A finding may result in a violation. .

> Non-cited Violation (NCV): as a method for positioning a severity level IV violation or a
violation associated with a finding characterized as Green (very low safety significance with no
impact to public health and safety but which does involve performance).

> Notice of Violation (NOV): as a formal, written citation in accordance with 10 CFR
2.201 that sets forth one or more violations of a legally binding regulatory requirement. NOVs
require a written response by the plant within 30 days.

Mr. Hamzehee reported there have been three NCVs and a preliminary White finding
since last DCISC public meeting. All three NCVs were determined to be “Green” with very low
safety significance with no impact to public health & safety

> Non-Cited Violation (NCV) (Green) — The Problem Identification and Resolution
Inspection identified a Green NCV based on two examples of inadequate maintenance
procedures. (Cross-Cutting (C-C) Aspect H.5 Work Management.)

> NCV (Green) — NRC Resident Inspectors issued a Green NCV for a fuel assembly placed
in an incorrect location in the U-2 Spent Fuel Pool. This was inconsistent with the plan but the
grid space was analyzed by the Reactor Engineering and found to be within the acceptable range.
(C-C Aspect H.12 Avoid Complacency.)

> NCV (Green) — Failure to follow a non consequential commitment within the DCPP
Security Plan during the September force-on-force drill. This is safeguarded information and
cannot be discussed in public. (C-C Aspect H.11 Challenge the Unknown.)

> Preliminary Finding (White) — For a failure to provide adequate instructions for limiting
the travel of external interlock limit switches on safety-related motor-operated valves. (No C-C
Aspect.) Low to moderate safety significance for which the NRC has not yet finalized its
determination. The DCISC will receive further information on this issue during this public
meeting.
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Mr. Hamzehee reviewed the NRC inspection reports issued during the July-October 2016
period as follows:

Security Inspection Report (2016-405 07/15/16)

2nd Quarter Integrated Inspection Report (2016-002, 08/02/16)

Problem Identification and Resolution Inspection Report (2016-009, 08/26/16)
Mid-Cycle Assessment Letter (2016-005, 08/31/16)

NRC Inspection Report — Preliminary White Finding (2016-010, 10/03/16)

Following Mr. Hamzehee’s presentation, Ms. Sherry Lewis of MFP was recognized. In
response to Ms. Lewis questions Mr. Hamzehee reported the NCV for inadequate maintenance
procedures involved a test in 2015 of Emergency Diesel Generator 1-1 which did not start
successfully due to inadequate guidelines in maintenance procedures on how to align the fuel
injection pumps and a second occurrence related to inadequate maintenance occurred during
2014 and involved a broken special cap screw on an inlet on an emergency diesel generator for
which procedure did not provide sufficient guidance. The NCV for a mispositioned fuel
assembly involved a fuel assembly having been removed from the reactor vessel during refueling
and being placed in an unplanned location in the spent fuel pool. All grids in the pool are
analyzed by the Reactor Engineering organization prior removal of the fuel to understand the
residual heat produced by the assemblies. The assemblies are then placed in their preplanned
locations, however, one assembly was placed in an incorrect location and, although that location
had previously been analyzed as acceptable, it was not the location planned for the assembly.

Dr. Budnitz remarked that the June 2016 DCISC public meeting coincided with the
NRC’s annual meeting in the local San Luis Obispo area and he requested that the office of
the Committee’s Legal Counsel inform the NRC’s Senior Resident Inspector of the dates of
June 7-8, 2017, for the June 2017 public meeting of the DCISC so that the NRC might
consider the dates of the DCISC’s public meeting if and when the NRC sets the date for its
June 2017 public meeting in the local community so that persons interested may be able to
attend both meetings. Mr. Rathie remarked that he has been informed that the CPUC
Independent Peer Review Panel (IPRP) may also be planning to schedule a meeting in San Luis
Obispo in June 2017 and the IPRP liaison has been provided with the dates for the DCISC June
2017 public meeting.

Dr. Gene Nelson was recognized. Dr. Nelson observed that the CPUC will be conducting
a public outreach meeting on the Joint Proposal tomorrow at the San Luis Obispo Botanical
Garden’s Auditorium and there is some conflict between that meeting and the DCISC’s
scheduled public meeting which is an issue of frustration for the group he represents,
Californians for Green Nuclear Power

XVI ADJOURN AFTERNOON MEETING

The Chair adjourned the afternoon meeting of the Committee at 5:00P.M.

B.3-32



DRAFT - FEBRUARY 6, 2017

XVII RECONVENE FOR MORNING MEETING

The October 20, 2016, morning public meeting of the Diablo Canyon Independent
Safety Committee was called to order by its Chair, Dr. Lam at 9:00 A.M. Dr. Lam welcomed
those persons present in the audience and watching the proceedings on live streaming video. Dr.
Lam requested any of the members who wished to make remarks to do so at this time.

XVIII COMMITTEE MEMBER COMMENTS

Dr. Budnitz reported that in response to Ms. Swanson’s inquiries on the previous
day, the correct citations to the NRC regulations regarding pressurized thermal shock are to 10
CFR Part 50.61 and to the most recent regulation at 10 CFR Part 50.61a.

XIX 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 was no response to his invitation.

XX INFORMATION ITEMS BEFORE THE COMMITTEE (Cont’d.)

Dr. Lam requested Mr. Harbor to introduce the first presentation and presenter to
the Committee.

Mr. Harbor introduced Director of Strategic Initiatives Mr. Tom Jones to provide an
overview of the Joint Proposal.

Joint Proposal for the Retirement of DCPP at the Expiration of the Current Operating Licenses:
Summary of Proposal. Approval Process/Status, Plans for Retaining Adequate and Qualified
Staffing, Plans for Ensuring Plant Equipment Continues to be Adequately Maintained to Ensure
Safe and Reliable Operation, Plans for Review of Major Capital Projects, and DCPP Plans for
Participating in the Nuclear Energy Institute Program “Delivering the Nuclear Promise.”

Mr. Jones stated he would provide the DCISC with background on how PG&E arrived at
its decision concerning the Joint Proposal, how the Joint Proposal would affect the overall
energy supply mix, how PG&E intends to make up for the loss of DCPP generation, and would
discuss components to the Joint Proposal that affect employees including retention and plans on
continuing to safely operate DCPP for nine more years. Dr. Budnitz observed the DCISC’s
remit is to review operational safety of the plant and the principal interest of the Committee lies
in the area of maintaining and assuring the priority of sufficient investment to continue to
maintain the safe operation of DCPP rather than in PG&E’s plans for its future energy supply
mix. Dr. Budnitz also stated that in context of its communications regarding the Joint Proposal it
was important that PG&E avoid in its statements and informational materials any confusion
about the nature of DCPP as a greenhouse gas-free (GHG-free) energy resource.
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Mr. Jones reviewed PG&E’s generation resources which currently make up its power
portfolio with DCPP producing 2,240 megawatts on an annual basis which represents 23% of the
power PG&E delivered to its customers in 2015. Between the hours of six p.m. and nine p.m.
DCPP produced power represented 25% of power PG&E delivered to its customers. He reported
PG&E’s carbon-free power portfolio is well above 50% although the current drought conditions
in California have significantly reduced its hydro generation. Mr. Jones used animation to show
the changes in the power delivery system and technologies that have taken place over the last 30
years and stated that PG&E is moving toward price-point signals and different types of
transactions along the grid to make up for the reduced role of distributor generation. He reported
that with the California Legislature’s passage of Senate Bill 350 investor owned utilities must be
50% renewable by 2030 accompanied by a doubling of energy efficiency. In response to Dr.
Budnitz’ question, Mr. Jones clarified doubling energy efficiency in this context refers to
electrical energy efficiency. Dr. Budnitz advised PG&E to make every effort to clearly
communicate with the public in delivering its message on energy efficiency, integration of
renewables, and energy sources. Mr. Jones confirmed Dr. Lam’s observation that, based on the
data provided by Mr. Jones, the Joint Proposal would result in PG&E exceeding California’s
ambitious goal. In response to Dr. Peterson’s inquiry Mr. Jones confirmed that community
choice aggregation (CCA) power providers will have their own goals but there will be some
overlap between the utility, energy efficiency programs and the procurement programs. Mr.
Jones reported that there is interest in participating in the CPUC’s proceedings to consider the
Joint Proposal from energy efficiency groups and CCAs across California.

Mr. Jones reported private solar systems are fundamentally changing PG&E’s load and
load profile and DCPP power will be replaced initially through three different tranches, or
groupings of differing renewable portfolios and through procuring energy efficiency throughout
PG&E’s service territory, with renewables brought in when overall demand is reduced including
through the participation by CCAs. Mr. Jones observed there is a declining need for DCPP in
the period which would be afforded by license renewal but not so much declining need in the
period of operation under its current licenses from the NRC. Dr. Budnitz requested and Mr.
Jones agreed to have the power point slides used by Mr. Jones in presentation placed on
the DCISC’s website for public informational purposes.

Dr. Peterson remarked that, as DCPP relies on offsite power for safety of
operations, it will be important to assess whether the Joint Proposal might have an impact
or result in a change to reliability of electric supply. Mr. Jones responded that while he did
not expect there would be any such effects he would need time to provide an answer to the
Committee. Mr. Jones stated that at this time there are no CCAs in the Central Coast area
although the Counties of Ventura, Santa Barbara, and San Luis Obispo have authorized funds to
explore the feasibility of a regional CCA. In response to Consultant Wardell’s question on how
much the success of the Joint Proposal will be dependent on purchasing out of state power and
whether that power must also be GHG-free, Mr. Jones responded PG&E was obligated to deliver
on the renewable portfolio standard per regulation but, in response to Consultant Wardell’s
inquiry, he stated he was not certain whether this could include purchasing power produced by
the Palo Verde Nuclear Generating Station in Arizona although he stated the intent of the Joint
Proposal is not to offset DCPP with other nuclear facilities. Mr. Jones responded to Consultant
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Wardell’s second question by stating PG&E and the CPUC are moving toward bold energy
storage goals, including battery storage, use of vendors, and energy efficiencies which will
reduce demand. He remarked that PG&E anticipates changes over time in technologies and is
waiting to see what the marketplace may offer.

Mr. Jones discussed the efforts to address the impact of the Joint Proposal and the
possible closure of DCPP on the local communities in terms of property tax, PG&E’s role in
those communities, the continuing need for emergency planning, and PG&E’s efforts to retain
employees. He reported the Joint Proposal contains $50 million proposed for local government
to offset the effects of the loss of revenue from the closure of DCPP. He stated PG&E is the
largest private employer and largest taxpayer in the region, having paid approximately $27
million in tax in 2014-2015. Mr. Jones observed portions of that tax revenue go to very small
local agencies which rely on it for a significant portion of their budgets and PG&E recognizes
the need to provide a strong transition period for the different agencies. Mr. Jones reported the
Joint Proposal extends PG&E’s emergency plan through the duration of the plant’s Part 50
License from the NRC and this includes continued financial support for and coordination with
the San Luis Obispo County Office of Emergency Services (OES). He remarked that some of
the assets which are in place to respond to an emergency at the plant will remain useful in other
contexts such as to warn of a tsunami or a wild land fire. These proposals will be included as
part of the site-specific decommissioning plan which is scheduled to be submitted to the CPUC
in 2019 with community and local government input. Mr. Jones confirmed in response to Dr.
Lam’s inquiry that DCPP will not change its emergency planning efforts during the operational
period for DCPP but once the plant is no longer producing power the risk tends to scale down
rather quickly and the proposal will keep the community emergency response plan and level of
service in place for the duration of the Part 50 license which will be much longer than the time
spent fuel remains in the spent fuel pools.

Mr. Jones reported PG&E is beginning to assemble its decommissioning organization to
keep its employees engaged in the process so as to be able to go into active decommissioning in
2025 with a trained workforce. PG&E currently has a decommissioning trust fund of
approximately $2.4 billion and will be seeking an increase in its next CPUC rate case to address
the need for out of state shipments, removal of the breakwater, and security costs and has
committed to submitting a site-specific decommissioning study by the first quarter of 2018. Dr.
Peterson observed there have been multiple approaches taken to decommissioning in terms
of rate and timing and the DCISC will need to review and discuss with its appointing
entities whether and to what extent it will engage in a review of PG&E’s decommissioning
plans for DCPP.

Mr. Jones reported PG&E has offered a retention program to employees which proposes
to pay approximately $350 million under the Joint Proposal over nine years. The employees
accepting the retention package will receive a 25% increase over base pay for a four-year and
then a three-year tranche and he reported 86% of DCPP employees have accepted the first
tranche of the retention program. PG&E benchmarked this retention effort against those
employed by other utilities and structured the offer to avoid large unintended tax consequences
and to allow employees to do financial planning. The retention package is prorated for new
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employees and a full company severance package is provided at the end of the license period as
well as employee retraining and the potential for placement of the employees elsewhere within
PG&E. For the first four-year offering 11% of those not accepting the offer are within one year
of retirement. Since announcing the Joint Proposal PG&E has made a number of job offers and
100% of those have been accepted. In response to Consultant McWhorter’s question, Mr. Jones
reported the proration is prorated based on time remaining within the tranche and the increase
remains 25% over base pay for that prorated period. Dr. Budnitz observed that he could see no
reason why any new employee would turn down participating in PG&E’s retention program.

Mr. Jones reported that the 3% of employees who are not within one year of retirement but who
did not accept the retention plan are employees who are retirement eligible within two years. Dr.
Peterson stated it was encouraging to see the high participation rate but it will be over the second
tranche for the three-year period that PG&E should expect to see more questions about retention.
Mr. Jones agreed and stated that the results of the retention program offering exceeded the
expected results based on PG&E’s benchmarking efforts and he emphasized that after operation
ceases at DCPP there will be opportunities for employees who are early in their careers to take
advantage of opportunities elsewhere within PG&E as it is an integrated utility. In response to
Dr. Budnitz’ question, Mr. Jones confirmed that within the 14% who have not accepted the
retention plan the distribution of those persons across differing disciplines is uniform. Mr. Jones
then displayed a graph showing the distribution of retention enrollment by age and by tenure and
he observed that as the age reaches 55, the retirement eligibility age, and above the graph
identifies those persons who have chosen not to accept the retention offer. Mr. Jones reported
PG&E like other industries had a lower than anticipated attrition rate during the economic
slowdown which began in 2008.

Mr. Jones closed his presentation with a review of the Joint Proposal, docket number
A1608006, which was submitted to the CPUC for consideration on June 21, 2016, and he
reported that public participating hearings are scheduled in San Luis Obispo today, October 20,
2016, and that the CPUC is expected to issue a scoping memo and schedule for the proceeding
following the public participation hearing.

Mr. Harbor then provided an overview of the Excellence Plan which he described as
document developed with input from staff and consultants to assist DCPP in benchmarking and
focusing on safe, reliable, operation of DCPP. He described the three major elements of the
Excellence Plan as focused on DCPP employees and the organization, on business planning and
plant operations, and on decommissioning strategies. Mr. Harbor reported the focus on DCPP
employees and organizations includes workforce planning and a recognition that at the end of the
first tranche of the retention program some employees may choose or, as Dr. Budnitz observed,
be forced by life circumstances to leave employment at DCPP. Mr. Harbor stated there is an
element of alignment in this stage to identify what choices the employee may make within DCPP
or within or outside of PG&E. Mr. Harbor stated PG&E is focused on maintaining strong plant
operations and currently has a portfolio of DCPP projects which goes out to 2020 and there is a
review process to assess those projects that may not be chosen to move forward given the Joint
Proposal and an executive oversight board and multi-disciplined teams are being formed to
oversee that process. PG&E expects to evaluate those projects by the fourth quarter of 2016 for
work in 2016 and 2017 and will have appropriate bridging strategies for any projects which are
cancelled. Supply train strategies and vendor contracts are also being reviewed to ensure support
is provided for the duration of the plant’s operational life.
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Mr. Harbor reported the decommissioning phase is broken into preplanning,
decommissioning planning, and execution and plant shut down phases and he described the
planning process as akin, although much more monumental, to that of planning for a refueling
outage. He described the Excellence Plan as a living document which will be adjusted as time
and circumstances require. Dr. Peterson observed there are two major decommissioning
strategies, the first being where there is rapid disassembly and removal of the plant and the
second where the plant is moth balled and left in safe storage for many years before actual
decommissioning is completed. He stated that PG&E’s strategy for DCPP will be of great
interest to the DCISC. Mr. Harbor remarked that by the end of 2017 the decommissioning
strategy to be employed at DCPP should be well laid out. Dr. Budnitz stated he was troubled by
the fact that many highly skilled experts employed at DCPP can find jobs within PG&E but there
are some vital specialists whose skills are necessary only at DCPP, such as those nuclear
engineers with reactor physics skills who work in the area of radioactivity of the nuclear cores.
Dr. Budnitz observed it is likely going to be very difficult to retain those persons, whose skills
are in great demand elsewhere, although some will be needed during and after decommissioning.
Mr. Harbor agreed but he observed that at the conclusion of the second tranche there is a
significant incentive package to encourage employees to stay through the end of operations. Dr.
Budnitz further observed that there is also a “two body” issue, that is, for highly skilled persons
in a relationship it is necessary to find two jobs in a relocation situation and this can compound
the problem of retaining such persons. Dr. Peterson remarked that there are also issues
related to 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 and this led Dr. Peterson to the conclusion that the 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 and an item should be added to the
Open Items List for the purpose of reviewing decommissioning activities.

Dr. Budnitz remarked that as plant closure draws near it is unlikely that PG&E will
decide to make significant major investment in DCPP and these decisions would be different if
the plant was intending to continue operations. He stated that the public deserves to be assured
that such decisions will not result in a safety compromise and that this situation is very likely to
come up and PG&E needs to be thinking and planning for the fact that inevitably a compromise
might escape attention despite close scrutiny and that safety will not be as robust during the final
years of operation as it otherwise would have been. Mr. Harbor replied that PG&E has a solid
record of making decisions related to DCPP with the safety element paramount in ensuring
DCPP’s ability to run reliably and he gave the example of the main generator project as an item
currently under review as a safety issue. Dr. Budnitz replied that while he accepts Mr. Harbor’s
assurances he remains concerned whether decisions that will make sense as the plant prepares to
cease operations can produce as much safety during that period as would otherwise be the case if
the plant were to run for a longer period.

The Chair called for public comment and recognized Dr. Abraham Weitzberg.

Dr. Weitzberg remarked that PG&E has not been known as a benevolent organization and
the voluntary closure of DCPP has to do with financial reasons and there is an inherent conflict
present as PG&E is asking its ratepayers to pay for costs PG&E has identified in the Joint
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Proposal including items in referred to in Dr. Budnitz’ comments about necessary work being
accomplished despite the plant’s closure date and despite the cost. Dr. Weitzberg observed that
there may be alternate modes of operation available to DCPP which would not compromise
safety of operations such as degraded power, or flexible power operations, which should be
considered in the last years of the plant’s operation. He remarked that PG&E’s ratepayers are
also being asked to pay for salary incentives to PG&E’s employees and the impact on the
ratepayers should be fully considered.

Mr. Michael Graves was recognized. Mr. Graves stated he has been involved with local
government for 40 years, including as a planning commissioner, and he remarked the comments
about the differences between electrical energy and other types of energy is important to
remember. Mr. Graves stated the negative impacts associated with energy production tend to
dissipate as the distance from the production facility increases. He stated he would remain
interested in the overall safety issues associated with DCPP and he appreciated that PG&E has
proposed a program for closing DCPP over a nine-year period. He remarked he was involved
with DCPP in the 1970's in reviewing safety between the plant and the County Sheriff’s office
and he intends to remain involved and will be looking for safe operations in the near term but his
focus will be on the long term positive impact of DCPP.

Mr. William Gloege of Santa Maria, CA, was recognized. Mr. Gloege stated his interest
was in maintaining the clean air and reduction of global warming effects that DCPP produces.
Mr. Gloege observed a final decision to close DCPP has not been made and the plant is a benefit
to the environment. He encouraged the DCISC to expand its inquiry into the threat posed to
human safety by closure of DCPP as there will be more carbon produced and in the air as a
result. He observed the warnings about nuclear power have not proven accurate and he remarked
that PG&E is looking to make a huge amount of money through the closure and purchase of
renewable equipment from which they will benefit and PG&E is responsible to its investors and
not to the environment. He asked that the DCISC not roll over for the corporation as was done
with the banking industry as the issue involves the destruction of the environment and the
resulting threat to human safety and in the Committee’s review of safety it should recognize that
closing a nuclear plant also represents a threat to human beings and to the planet. In response to
Mr. Gloege’s inquiry, Dr. Budnitz confirmed that start up and shut down of the plant is within
the Committee’s remit, principally to protect the workers and the public from a radiological
release but that this responsibility does not extend to the issues Mr. Gloege raised in his
comments. Mr. Gloege closed his remarks by asking that the DCISC not interpret its mandate in
a narrow fashion as he stated people were depending on the DCISC.

Dr. Alexander Cannara of Menlo Park, California, was recognized. Dr. Cannara asked
that the DCISC not use any of the materials used by Mr. Jones during his presentation on its
website. Dr. Cannara stated that closing DCPP was akin to replacing a limb with a prosthetic
device which would not be as good as the original but he observed that PG&E can go to the
CPUC and attempt to get a rate increase for its prosthetic devices to replace DCPP. He remarked
the Joint Proposal does not provide any guarantee that the clean energy produced by DCPP will
be replaced by energy equally as clean but it does guarantee that a rate increase will be
requested. Dr. Cannara observed that some of the Joint Proposal’s signors do not appear to
really understand energy and environmental issues but PG&E surely does understand the

B.3-38



DRAFT - FEBRUARY 6, 2017

implications of shutting down what represents 20% of its electrical sales. Dr. Cannara stated that
the Joint Proposal violates the ethical rules adopted by the CPUC and makes unscientific,
counterfactual, statements about what can be done to replace DCPP which has represented a safe,
reliable, clean, electrical generation source that can run for decades more and therefore the Joint
Proposal is flawed. He reported Citizens for Green Nuclear Power has filed a Protest to the Joint
Proposal with the CPUC. He observed that the laws governing community choice aggregators
and community choice energy providers do not provide for their regulation by the CPUC and
those entities are afraid of CPUC regulation. He stated the environment under which the Joint
Proposal is to be considered is politicized regarding the fees that community power providers are
being asked to pay for opting out of PG&E service and community choice aggregators and
community choice energy providers are reluctant to participate in CPUC proceedings due to the
fear of triggering CPUC interest in their regulation. He further observed that there is no way
those entities can audit their energy supply sources to ensure they are emission free as there is an
issue of what is termed “green washing” in which emissions claimed to be GHG-free are not
actually GHG-free and it is naive to believe that the green energy that is being supplied by
community choice aggregators and community choice energy providers is actually GHG-free
whereas with DCPP there is no question that its energy is GHG-free. He closed his remarks by
stating there is no reason for PG&E to shut down DCPP other than to make money.

Ms. Sherry Lewis of Mothers for Peace was recognized. Ms. Lewis stated that DCPP is
engaged in “green-washing” because the GHG emissions which are produced in making fuel for
the reactors by refining uranium are not taken into account. Ms. Lewis observed that the amount
of money PG&E has spent in correcting problems at DCPP from its inception and the amount of
money that will be required to store the waste produced must be paid and if one speaks about
cheap electricity those amounts need to be taken into account. Ms. Lewis stated that PG&E as a
corporation did not think of safety first when it made the decision to not properly inspect the gas
pipes that led to the explosion in San Bruno, California, in which several people were killed. She
remarked in that instance PG&E was thinking only about money.

Dr. Budnitz stated the Charter of the DCISC is to review operational safety at DCPP and
to advise, comment, and make recommendations and therefore the Committee is not empowered
to review or opine about the composition of the electric grid or generation in the rest of
California nor is the issue of whether the CPUC will take certain actions affecting PG&E’s
profit. Dr. Peterson stated he appreciated public’ input and remarked that operating the
plant during its final years of operation in different modes, such as reduced power, is
something that merits investigation. He observed the general practice as a nuclear plant
approaches shut down is to allow power to decline because you can extract more energy out of
the final fuel load by so doing. He stated it would be appropriate for the DCISC to review
the question of alternative operating loads and, in particular, the plans for the final two
years of operation. He also commented that the issue of whether the CPUC will fully fund
all proposed work on DCPP is an issue on which the DCISC should maintain some
cognizance. Dr. Peterson remarked that the issue of the impact of the decisions to be made on
the environment and on public health, security, and the issue of the production of waste although
they represent extraordinarily important issues do not fall within the scope of the Committee’s
Restated Charter from the CPUC. He commented those issues need to be addressed in the proper
forums, whether with the CPUC, the Legislature, or elsewhere and Dr. Peterson encouraged
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those concerned to do so. He stated that as to the storage of spent fuel there are a number of
approaches which would need to be reviewed but there is $40 billion dollars in the nuclear waste
fund available to cover storage.

Mr. John Geesman of the Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility was recognized. Mr.
Geesman stated that a decision by the federal District of Columbia District Court suspended
collection of nuclear decommissioning funds for interim storage of spent fuel and he reported
those funds could only be spent for long term storage such as that proposed at Yucca Mountain,
Nevada. Dr. Peterson confirmed Mr. Geesman’s observation and stated that nuclear utilities
have contracts with the federal Department of Energy which has been found to be in partial
breach of those contracts and, therefore, since 2008 it is the federal taxpayers who are paying for
the cost of interim storage at various nuclear facilities.

A short break followed.
XXI INFORMATIONAL DISCUSSION BY THE COMMITTEE

DCISC Comments on the Joint Proposal.

The DCISC’s comments on the Joint Proposal were made during and following Mr.
Jones’ presentation.

XXII INFORMATION ITEMS BEFORE THE COMMITTEE (Cont’d.)

Mr. Harbor introduced the Director of the Quality Verification (QV) organization at
DCPP, Mr. Pat Nugent, to make the next presentation and reported Mr. Nugent has more than 25
years’ experience in the nuclear industry including in Quality and Engineering organizations.

Quality Verification’s Perspective on Plant Performance. Top Issues. and the
Quality Performance Assessment Report.

Mr. Nugent reported overall DCPP has experienced good and stable performance, with
improvement in the quality and timeliness of cause analysis, excellent performance in radiation
protection, improvement in the rating for performance improvement, and satisfactory and stable
performance in Operations. He reported QV has found indications of performance gaps in
Chemistry and Learning Services. Mr. Nugent reported the role of QV is to be very critical of
station performance and the gaps in performance identified have been low-level issues which QV
tries to identify before they can have a significant impact on plant performance. He stated the
QV organization is very sensitive to any impact on any issues adverse to quality or safety culture
from the decision to not seek to relicense the plant.

Mr. Nugent reviewed ongoing monitoring area for QV:
> Confined Spaces - During 2R19 administrative non-compliance with confined space
regulations and enhancements to confined space entry was identified. Follow up in preparation

for October 2016 tunnel cleaning identified minimal action taken and, as a result of the major
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tunnel cleaning activity coming up, the issue was elevated to the Station Director. Actions were
taken prior to start of tunnel cleaning to address the recommendations.

> Operations Verification Practices - During 2R19 multiple examples of poor use of human
performance tools were identified when clearing or restoring plant equipment. Complacency in
implementation of standards was found when risk and consequence are judged to be low.
Although risk consequences were low, this behavior was found to possibly challenge higher risk
activities. An action plan was developed to address this issue and actions are in progress. The
next operating training cycle will have a dynamic learning activity incorporated in order to
reinforce the importance of following human performance standards and ensure consistent
implementation of procedural requirements.

> Security Audit Findings - two findings identified including failure to properly check radio
functions and inconsistent use of security event logging software. Security immediately
confirmed the radios were functional.

> Emergency Preparedness - change management issues were identified to have led to
unclear roles and responsibilities, potentially impacting the future effectiveness of the emergency
planning team. Actions were taken to define roles and responsibilities and to assure that
emergency exercise training and preparedness is adequate. An emergency planning audit
concluded that program is effectively implemented.

> Material Handling - material handling practices during 2R19 resulted in RCP rotor
slipping from a pallet jack. Rigging practices for lifting material, which are included in material
handling, were found to be sound. Dr. Budnitz remarked riggers are generally assigned within
the crane group and have a certain set of practices and codes which must be followed. Mr.
Nugent observed the oversight of rigging activities was generally better than for materials
handling where different persons were more likely to be involved. He reported some aspects of
the rigging program will be adopted by the materials handling program.

In response to Consultant Wardell’s questions Mr. Nugent stated that QV has found the
design modifications released to the field to be of high quality but is pursuing efforts to ensure
that designs that were done some time ago continue to meet current standards and expectations
and the QV organization is performing assessments and reviewing those designs prior to their
release to the field. He confirmed, in response to Consultant Wardell’s inquiry, that QV in
addition to its auditing assessment function is also responsible for Quality Control and Supplier
Auditing as independent functions. Mr. Nugent reported both Quality Control and Supplier
Auditing are operating well, with Quality Control responsible for rejecting items in the field that
are not completely consistent with standards. In response to Consultant McWhorter’s questions
Mr. Nugent stated the changes to the tagging program did not have a great impact on operator
verification practices but the impact was greater on other parts of the organization. Mr. Nugent
stated some broad concerns were identified in the Maintenance organization as a result of the
changes to the tagging program and QV met with the Station Director to explain the issue and
the Station Director instituted changes to address concerns expressed by Maintenance and Mr.
Nugent stated that in his opinion these concerns were adequately addressed. In response to Dr.
Lam’s inquiry Mr. Nugent reported that this was the only issue which QV elevated to the Station
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Director level and it is unusual to do so. The issue he described was elevated because of
reporting responsibilities associated with DCPP’s safety organization compared to PG&E’s
corporate organization. He stated, in response to Dr. Lam’s question, if necessary as QV
Director he can and would, consistent with his responsibilities, elevate an issue above the Station
Director level to the Site Vice President, the Chief Nuclear Officer or to the Corporate President
levels. In response to Dr. Budnitz’ inquiry Mr. Nugent stated the QV organization now consists
of 28 persons.

In response to Dr. Budnitz observation on the rotation tenure of persons assigned to QV,
including the Director position, Mr. Nugent stated while there is a learning curve to the
director’s position there is a benefit to the rotation of directors in bringing new perspectives to
the QV organization and overall DCPP has been effective in striking a balance, based on
benchmarking other quality organizations, and within the industry there does not appear to be a
belief that a long-tenured QV organization performs better than the model adopted by DCPP.
Mr. Nugent reported QV is benchmarked by persons from other nuclear facilities and provides
its audit and technical personnel to those facilities to acquire a perspective from the industry as a
whole. In response to Consultant Wardell’s question Mr. Nugent reported the last independent
evaluation of the QV organization was conducted in April 2016 as part of the Nuclear Industry
Evaluation Program (NIEP) under auspices of 10 CFR Part 50 Appendix B and the results were
positive and the best achieved to date by DCPP. For the second time the NIEP evaluation found
no significant deficiencies in the Quality organization and a total of six deficiencies overall. Mr.
Wardell remarked the DCISC would like to review the latest NIEP evaluation of the
Quality Organization during a future fact-finding.

Ms. Linda Seeley, representing Mothers for Peace, was recognized. Ms. Seeley stated
that Mothers for Peace remains concerned with the performance gaps described by Mr. Nugent
in the Chemistry, Learning Services, Security and Emergency Preparedness organizations as she
stated these represent a pattern which may be a result of the Joint Proposal, as DCPP employees
now understand that the plant is not likely to run for too much longer and become complacent as
aresult. She stated that DCPP recently received a White finding from the NRC and Dr. Peterson
assured Ms. Seeley that the DCISC was aware of that issue and would be receiving a report from
PG&E at this public meeting. In response to Ms. Seeley’s question on confined space entry and
Chemistry organization problems Mr. Wardell and Dr. Budnitz reported that Mr. Nugent’s report
described errors and programmatic issues which occurred and were identified at a low level and
that level of identification is crucial to ensure the issues are addressed before they can get worse.
The DCISC holds detailed discussion with DCPP staff during its fact-finding visits to the plant to
understand these issues and to assess DCPP’s efforts in addressing them.

XXII  ADJOURN MORNING MEETING

The Chair thanked all the PG&E presenters and then adjourned the morning
session at 11:45 A.M.
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XXIV  RECONVENE FOR AFTERNOON MEETING

The afternoon meeting of the DCISC was called to order by Committee Chair, Dr.
Lam, at 12:30 P.M. Dr. Lam welcomed members of the public to the afternoon session of this,
the eighty-fifth public meeting of the DCISC.

XXV ~ COMMITTEE MEMBER COMMENTS

Dr. Budnitz remarked he had received and reviewed Dr. Sewell’s comments on
the Minutes of Dr. Sewell’s presentation during the DCISC’s June 2016 public meeting and as
Dr. Sewell’s clarifying edits do not represent substantive changes to the Minutes and Dr. Budnitz
proposed approval of the June 2016 Minutes on that basis (see above re Consent Agenda).

XXVI  PUBLIC COMMENTS AND COMMUNICATIONS

Ms. Sherry Lewis of Mothers for Peace was recognized. Ms. Lewis observed that not all
the power point slides provided in the binder from Mr. Nugent’s presentation were discussed
during his presentation. Dr. Lam stated Mr. Nugent structured his presentation at the
Committee’s request to accommodate its schedule. Dr. Budnitz observed that the information
presented by PG&E at the DCISC’s public meetings is the information the Committee has
requested be presented. Ms. Lewis stated the power points in the material for Mr. Nugent’s
presentation were of interest to her and she recommended them to any interested persons for
review.

XXVII INFORMATION ITEMS BEFORE THE COMMITTEE (Cont'd.)

Mr. Harbor introduced DCPP Station Director Paula Gerfen to make the next
informational presentation requested by the Committee. He reported Ms. Gerfen has more than
25 years of nuclear experience including in Maintenance, Engineering and Operations
organizations.

State of the Plant Update Including Key Events, Highlights and Station Activities since the
DCISC’s June 2016 Public Meeting. Summary of Station Highlights and Performance.

Station Director Gerfen reviewed and provided an update on plant operations. She
reported both units are safely operating with U-2 currently at 100% power and U-1 at 50% power
due to a scheduled curtailment for circulating water tunnel cleaning and to address a salt leak.
Ms. Gerfen stated two leaking tubes were found and plugged. All NRC performance indicators
are Green at this time. Ms. Gerfen reported the year-to-date Generation Capacity Factor for
2016 was outstanding for U-1 at 100.2% and 88% for U-2. U-2 underwent a power reduction to
75% power when one control rod was found to have slipped approximately 18 steps during a
routine surveillance test. The rod was successfully realigned following procedure but it was this
event which caused the capacity factor to be 88% for the year and 95.1% for the plant. U-2 was
also oftline during 2016 for 32 days during refueling outage 2R19 which Ms. Gerfen described
as a successful refueling outage which was on schedule but a bit over budget. In response to Dr.
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Peterson’s question Ms. Gerfen reported that an unidentified deposit caused the rod to slip.

Ms. Gerfen reviewed with the DCISC the plant capacity factor for the last four months
and for the past twelve months and noted the only dip in generation was for U-2, including
completion of the 2R 19 refueling outage. Ms. Gerfen reported that during refueling outage
1R20, beginning in April 2017, based on baffle bolt damage found at other nuclear power plants,
which topic was previously reviewed with the Committee, U-1 having been visually inspected
during 1R18 with no indications or problems, full ultrasonic testing will be performed during
1R20 and plans are in place for the replacement of approximately 120 bolts during 1R20 which
has an estimated outage duration of 65 days. She reported U-2 is not susceptible to baffle bolt
failure due to its different bolt material and a previous up flow modification.

In response to Dr. Budnitz’ question Ms. Gerfen confirmed there may be an opportunity
during 1R20, due to its extended duration, to perform some additional work which otherwise
might not be planned for an outage of shorter duration. In response to Dr. Lam’s inquiry
concerning what issues, if any, would keep Ms. Gerfen awake at night she stated the pending
decision not to seek a license extension for DCPP and the resulting need to maintain employee
engagement and to operate the plant as excellently as possible is an issue which concerns her.
Dr. Budnitz remarked that he cannot accept that DCPP will be able to be operated as safely in the
last months of its operational life as it is today. Ms. Gerfen agreed and observed that during its
operational life the risks of not replacing any equipment which would have been replaced were
the plant going to operate in the future would be well understood and mitigated. Dr. Budnitz
stated he accepted this assurance and he remarked that the NRC and the DCISC would continue
to review operations and to ensure any compromises would be minor. Dr. Budnitz further stated
that the DCPP organization will be challenged to remain important and valuable employees who
would have otherwise stayed at DCPP were the plant not planned to close and there are likely
other unmeasurable issues that are inevitably going to compromise safety. Dr. Lam observed
that the Committee as a whole has yet to develop a consensus on the effects of the Joint
Proposal. Dr. Peterson observed that the DCISC will be involved in assessing issues of retention
of staff, employee morale, and investments in maintenance and equipment replacement in
context of the Joint Proposal.

Following Ms. Gerfen’s presentation the Chair called for public comment.

Dr. Abraham Weitzberg was recognized. Dr. Weitzberg stated that during a conversation
with PG&E SVP/CNO Ed Halpin he was informed by Mr. Halpin that due to seismic
considerations DCPP could not be operated in other than a base load generation manner and that
DCPP could not be run similar to plants in France which operate in a flexible power operational
mode. Dr. Weitzberg stated he understood there were reports by the Areva firm and by PG&E
which may support this contention, however, those reports are considered to be confidential. He
remarked that as DCPP moves toward closure there is the possibility that the need to adjust
power up or down may become more frequent and he questioned whether this could become a
safety concern and he further inquired whether the DCISC has reviewed those reports and can
opine on the safety of DCPP operating in other than in a base load mode. In response to Dr.
Peterson’s reply that the Committee has not reviewed those reports, Dr. Weitzberg suggested that
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the DCISC should make a request of PG&E that it provide the reports to the Committee for
review in context of evaluating operational contingencies as the plant moves toward license
termination. Dr. Weitzberg also stated he would like to review the operational history of DCPP
and that he firmly believes that there are remedies to any limitation on DCPP operating in a
flexible power operational mode and that assertions to the contrary do not provide a justifiable
rationale for shutting the plant down, that is, that DCPP cannot operate in a mix with renewables
to accommodate anticipated or forecast demands in the evolving energy mix in California.

Dr. Lam requested Assistant Legal Counsel Rathie to comment on any legal ramifications
of obtaining the documents Dr. Weitzberg referred to in his comments. Mr. Rathie responded
the Committee’s Restated Charter provides for the DCISC to be able to receive and keep
confidential proprietary information. However, there are also provisions in the California Public
Records Act which govern the Committee’s ability to keep such documents confidential and it
would be important, prior to the Committee receiving any document, to understand the nature of
the document and any legal implications concerning its subsequent disclosure. Dr. Peterson
observed there are also implications under the U.S. Export Control Regulations for proprietary
information that relates to reactor technologies which should be carefully considered.

Documents received by the DCISC from PG&E are provided on encrypted thumb drives and
proprietary or otherwise confidential information is not included in DCISC fact finding reports.
If information received by the Committee in the course of its inquiries were restricted by federal
law its dissemination would be prohibited. Dr. Peterson remarked the DCISC has not had a need
to seek additional information on flexible power operations because of a lack of any plans on
PG&E’s part to implement that mode of operation but as there is an agreement between PG&E
and the California Independent System Operator whereby power output by DCPP could be
curtailed perhaps that should be taken into consideration regarding a decision to request that
PG&E provide the documents cited by Dr. Weitzberg to the Committee. Dr. Budnitz
recommended the Committee should determine, by working with PG&E through the office of
DCISC’s Legal Counsel, the nature of the documents referred to by Dr. Weitzberg and any
restriction on their dissemination and, to that end, the DCISC should request the reports from
PG&E in order to both be in a position to provide a response to the CPUC or to any one of the
DCISC Members’ appointing entities as to the safety implications of flexible power operation by
DCPP or, in the event that PG&E decided to implement flexible power operations by DCPP, to
be in a position to assess operational safety implications. Dr. Peterson remarked he accorded
high deference to the wish of any member of the Committee to investigate any topic related to
potential safety of operation of the plant and in that context he supports Dr. Budnitz’
recommendation. On a motion made by Dr. Budnitz, seconded by Dr. Peterson, the office of
the DCISC’s Legal Counsel was directed to make a request of PG&E for the documents
referenced by Dr. Weitzberg and to inform the Committee of the conditions, if any,
attached to their receipt.

Mr. Harbor stated the DCPP is operated as a base load nuclear power plant like many in
the U.S. and has always been operated in that manner. He reported PG&E plans to continue to
operate DCPP as a base load generator. However, there is proprietary information involved
concerning the market forces and the technology regarding the manner in which the plant can be
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operated. Mr. Harbor observed that a description of what the plant can do or when it might do it
has dramatic market implications for PG&E. Mr. Harbor stated PG&E has reviewed the
agreements it has with the California Independent System Operator (CAISO) and would present
items that do not have an effect on the market in its next informational presentation. Mr. Harbor
then introduced Director of Operations Services Mr. Ken Johnston and asked Mr. Johnston to
make that presentation to the DCISC.

Plans for Managing Potential Future Power Reductions and/or Load Following.

Mr. Johnston presented a graph of what he described as California’s diverse energy
market and noted the nuclear component represented 4.1% of the approximately 60,000
megawatts managed on the electrical grid by the CAISO to serve 30 million Californians and this
includes 760 power plants connected to 26,000 miles of transmission grid. He reported the
CAISO’s mission includes a component to address a transition to renewable power sources while
maintaining reliability. Mr. Johnston stated that emergency curtailment orders may be issued to
DCPP due to grid stability concerns. DCPP can be required to curtail operation by the CAISO.
Specific criteria for requesting emergency curtailments and for DCPP’s response to such a
request are included in confidential section of DCPP Operation policy. Confidentiality is due to
market sensitive nature of information. Emergency curtailment could be requested in the event
of an unplanned risk to transmission system existing wherein over generation could increase
those transmission resources. Dr. Budnitz commented that emergency curtailment could also
occur if something were to occur at DCPP that prevented the plant from transmitting its power.
Dr. Peterson observed that DCPP’s safety is increased if reliable offsite power remains available
and not curtailing the plant could increase the probability of transmission failure which would
then likely cause a plant trip and loss of offsite power and therefore compliance with a request
for curtailment based on an emergency curtailment order could have an impact on operational
safety.

Mr. Johnston reported PG&E’s Short Term Electric Supply’s (STES) mission is to
procure and schedule electricity to meet PG&E’s retail load in a least cost fashion. STES is
located in San Francisco and forecasts PG&E’s retail load and schedules generation and load to
CAISO in the day ahead and hour ahead markets. STES monitors system load and generation
continuously and acts as PG&E’s single point contact for generation related coordination. STES
bids DCPP as base load (i.e. both units operating at full capacity) unless there is a scheduled
outage or curtailment. Projections show that there may be high availability of renewable
resources thereby creating a disincentive for base load generation although this scenario is
hypothetical at this point and, to date, DCPP has not had to curtail the units to meet those
conditions and although DCPP has an over generation curtailment agreement with STES, neither
the CAISO or STES has ever requested that it be exercised.

Dr. Peterson commented that in over generation situations the CAISO would create
disincentives including negative electricity pricing and, from the perspective of reducing the
probability of reducing transmission failure there is a question whether you place the
transmission system at greater risk of failure and an uncontrolled trip from full power is a very
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negative thing to occur for a nuclear power plant and that risk would exist due to the temporary
conditions described by Mr. Johnston. Dr. Peterson observed that during periods of over
generation it may actually be prudent to scale back power output from DCPP as it would make it
easier to stabilize the grid and an event where the plant could lose transmission is very negative
from a safety perspective and it might be prudent to look at curtailing DCPP output. Mr. Harbor
stated that Dr. Peterson was correct and he observed that PG&E does not want to be the cause of
an over generation situation that could threaten the grid and thereby create issues for DCPP to
have access to an appropriate off site power source. Dr. Peterson stated it would be
interesting to understand the overall balance of the risk in this situation, recognizing that
temporary curtailment also involves thermal issues and the question of whether it would be
more prudent from the perspective of plant safety to reduce power output than to keep
running is an interesting one for the Committee to consider. Dr. Budnitz observed that
certain direction under the emergency curtailment scenario might include planned activities or
maintenance on the transmission grid’s facilities.

Mr. Johnston stated the CAISO does an excellent job of maintaining a reliable power
source for California and he stated he was unsure whether there would be a significant safety
impact in projecting and identifying the loads that will curtail on the system. Dr. Peterson
observed this involves a balance of risk due to the risk associated with cycling the power
output of DCPP together with the risk of transmission failure and, although both risks are
small, how these risks balance against each other and might be mitigated by curtailing
DCPP power output versus managing over generation in other ways should be compared.

Dr. Budnitz stated he assumes the agreement contains various technical limits as there are
certain limits below which the presence of xenon in the reactor will not allow operation. Mr.
Harbor replied that because of market considerations PG&E cannot confirm or deny that DCPP
can do that. Dr. Budnitz stated he understood but there are certain technical issues which would
prevent the plant form honoring any generalized request as the request would need to fit within
the plant’s safety envelope. Mr. Johnston reported limitations under the curtailment agreement
provide that curtailment would be for a limited amount of megawatts and curtailment duration
would be limited to small fraction of the year. Sufficient notice would be provided to allow for
safe execution of a normal power ramp. Mr. Johnston confirmed that DCPP Operations and
Reactor Engineering staff worked with the STES to develop the agreement.

Dr. Peterson stated it would be timely and appropriate for the DCISC to review
material while protecting the confidentiality of the information to have a better
understanding of the potential scenarios where they might be requested to curtail
generation and to potentially review issues of grid reliability and how the different risks
affect one another given the over generation is going to occur on an increasingly frequent
basis during the plant’s projected operational life. In response to Dr. Lam’s inquiry Mr.
Harbor replied that the market sensitive nature of the information is the main reason for PG&E’s
claim of confidentiality and it would be necessary to confer with legal counsel before the
information could be made available to the DCISC. In response to Dr. Lam’s request Mr.
Johnston stated his presentation should be remembered for the information that there are both
emergency and market conditions under which DCPP could curtail its output and the plant is
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ready to do so and the operators are trained and have practice for this eventuality and have
successfully curtailed power output in the past and, at the present time, U-1 is safely operating a
50% power for tunnel cleaning. He stated that irrespective of the Joint Proposal, changes in the
California energy market over the next nine years will have an impact on how DCPP plans and
operates. In response to Dr. Budnitz’ observation on the confidential nature of sections of the
Operations policy, Mr. Johnston stated DCPP plant Operations crews, as well as the CAISO, are
fully aware of the provisions but due to market implications PG&E has choose to redact the
information from public disclosure.

Dr. Abraham Weitzberg was recognized. Dr. Weitzberg offered to supply the DCISC
with the title of the second document to which he referred in his earlier remarks. He remarked
that we do not know what the future may hold and there is a question as to at what point it would
be appropriate for the DCISC not just to request the documents but review and evaluate at what
point and at what frequency it becomes a nonissue if power curtailment does occur or at what
levels might it become excessive and have an impact on safety. He observed that Mr. Johnston
indicated that DCPP can safely operate at 50% power and this was counter to information he
received personally from Mr. Halpin and to the Joint Proposal which states that DCPP is a base
load plant and that is the only what it can run. He noted that flexible power operation can have
several meanings along a continuum from the French experience to occasional events and it is
the DCISC’s job to assess the safety implications of flexible operation by DCPP. Dr. Budnitz
responded on his own behalf that the Committee routinely reviews the safety implications of
reduced power operations to ensure the procedure used is adequate but he stated the power
reductions by DCPP have not been in response to load following considerations and qualitatively
present a different safety question. Dr. Budnitz stated that if PG&E were to propose to operate
DCPP in load following mode or if a request was received from a California state agency for the
DCISC to opine on load following those would be the situations which would make load
following operations by DCPP subject to the DCISC’s review. Dr. Peterson stated he believed
conditions around which curtailment might be requested on a discretionary basis would
also provide a basis for review, including the risk tradeoff associated with reliability of the
transmission system versus the reliability of the power plant and Dr. Peterson stated he
believes that threshold has been triggered and he recommended the DCISC further pursue
the matter.

Ms. Sherry Lewis of Mothers for Peace was recognized. In response to Ms. Lewis’
question, Dr. Peterson stated that the risks inherent in over generation of power on the grid
include difficulties in balancing loads when power is generated through resources that fluctuate,
such as those linked to weather conditions and this can lead to a greater risk of transmission
failure and black out conditions such as recently occurred in South Australia. He observed
California has a remarkably reliable transmission system but loss of transmission or failure of the
transmission system is a bad thing for a nuclear power plant as it can result in the loss of ability
to transmit electricity offsite which requires the plant to abruptly terminate the flow of steam
into its turbines and to dump steam and may result in a reactor trip which places stress on the
plant, while failure of the transmission system can also result in loss of offsite power leaving the
plant with only emergency diesel generators or FLEX equipment as remaining power sources
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with a corresponding increase in risk. Dr. Peterson commented the CAISO is faced with the
need to manage conditions when there is excess generation from a variety of sources and
understanding whether the balance of risks requires curtailment of power operations is a
worthy of an assessment. Dr. Budnitz commented that there have been studies done of the risk
and tradeoff both by those concerned with the grid and those concerned with plant operations
and the plant staff know what to do in an over generation scenario. Dr. Budnitz commented the
crucial aspect is to find a way to minimize disruption consistent with other demands on the grid
and the plant. He observed steady operation is always the best configuration for a power plant
and grid engineers, to their credit, spent a good deal of time on grid reliability.

Mr. Harbor introduced Mr. Jan Nimick, Senior Director of Nuclear Services at DCPP and
stated Mr. Nimick would make a presentation and provide an overview of the preliminary White
finding recently assessed to DCPP by the NRC. Assistant Legal Counsel Rathie noted that Mr.
Nimick’s presentation was being made as part of agenda item XV.B.3. on the public agenda for
this meeting.

Mr. Nimick reported the NRC has yet to reach a final decision on the severity of the issue
which occasioned the preliminary determination of a White finding and a regulatory enforcement
conference is to be held on November 15, 2016, for a discussion between the respective staffs of
DCPP and the NRC.

Mr. Nimick reported the Emergency Core Cooling System (ECCS) has a number of
interlocks installed to preclude certain valve alignments. One of the functions of one of the
valve interlocks is to preclude an alignment of the residual heat removal pumps (RHR pumps),
the Refueling Water Storage Tank (RWST), and the Containment recirc