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for each public commenter will be announced during every session. For any public commenter(s) who previously requested
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Committee. Public commenters may not cede time to other public commenters.
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Morning Session - 10/09/2024 —9:00 A.M.

CALL TO ORDER - ROLL CALL
INTRODUCTIONS AND COMMITTEE MEMBER COMMENTS

Introduction of Committee Member Dr. Najmedin Meshkati, the appointee of the Chair of the
California Energy Commission to the DCISC.

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. Those persons
making public comments are requested and encouraged to provide copies of any prepared written materials or
slides they intend to use in their remarks to the Legal Counsel’s office prior to addressing remarks to the
Committee and in sufficient time such that they may be distributed. Correspondence received and sent by the
Committee is on file with the Office of the DCISC Legal Counsel and copies are available upon request. Devices
for attendees who may be hearing impaired are available upon request. The meeting will be webcast in real time.

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 morning’s Agenda immediately following the
time the matter is considered by the Committee.) There will be a time limit for each topic and/or speaker
as designated by the presiding officer as announced at the beginning of this session. No action will be
taken by the Committee on matters brought up under this item, but they may be referred to staff for
Jfurther study, response or action.

INFORMATION ITEMS BEFORE THE COMMITTEE

A. Informational Presentations Requested by the
Committee of PG&E:

1) State of the Plant Update including Organizational Changes, Significant Past
and Future Plant Activities, Power History, Significant Equipment Issues,

Intake Cove Dredging Project, and Other Station Activities since the
DCISC’s June 2024 Public Meeting.

2) Update on the Status of NRC Performance Indicators, Licensee Event Reports,
NRC Inspection Reports and Notices of Violation, Issues Raised by NRC Resident
Inspectors, Open Compliance Issues, Status of Cross-Cutting Issues Matrix, Current
and Future License Amendment Requests, and Other Significant Regulatory
Issues/Requests.

3) PG&E Evaluations of Technical Concerns on the Seismic Safety of DCPP
Provided by Dr. Peter Bird in His Letter to the DCISC Dated May 16, 2024,
and His Presentation to the DCISC on June 21, 2024.

ADJOURN MORNING MEETING

Afternoon Session — 10/09/2024 -1:15 P.M.

RECONVENE FOR AFTERNOON MEETING

COMMITTEE MEMBER COMMENTS
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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 afternoon’s Agenda immediately following
the time the matter is considered by the Committee.) There will be a time limit for each topic and/or
speaker as designated by the presiding officer as announced at the beginning of this session. No action
will be taken by the Committee on matters brought up under this item, but they may be referred to staff
Jor further study, response or action.

INFORMATION ITEM PRESENTED BY THE INDEPENDENT PEER REVIEW PANEL

A. Presentation by the Independent Peer Review Panel for Seismic Hazard Studies of DCPP

on the Panel’s Report on PG&E’s Diablo Canyon Updated Seismic Assessment.

TECHNICAL CONSULTANT REPORT; RECEIVE, APPROVE
AND AUTHORIZE TRANSMITTAL OF FACT-FINDING REPORT TO PG&E

A. Consultant R. Ferman Wardell, PE:

Fact-finding Topics; Report on and approval of

August 27 — September 24-25, 2024, Fact Finding Report.
B. Consultant R. Ferman Wardell, PE:

Fact-finding Topics; Report on and approval of

July 31-August 1, 2024, Fact Finding Report.
C. Consultant Richard D. McWhorter Jr.:

Fact-finding Topics; Report on and approval of

August 21-22, 2024, Fact Finding Report.

ADJOURN AFTERNOON MEETING

Evening Session — 10/09/2024 — 5:00 P.M.

RECONVENE FOR EVENING MEETING
COMMITTEE MEMBER COMMENTS
INFORMATION ITEM PRESENTED BY THE COMMITTEE

A. Informational Presentation by the Committee:
Report on Evaluations of Public Input on Studies by Dr. Mark T. Kirk
Evaluating Unit 1 Reactor Pressure Vessel Integrity; Committee Consideration of
the Kirk Studies and Including Conclusions and Recommendations in the
DCISC’s 34™ Annual Report.

PUBLIC COMMENTS AND COMMUNICATIONS
The public may comment on the matter listed on the evening’s Agenda immediately following
the time the matter is considered by the Committee. Anyone wishing to address the Committee
on matters not appearing on the Agenda may do so following those comments. There will be a
time limit for each topic and/or speaker as designated by the presiding officer as announced
afier the presentation by the Committee. No action will be taken by the Committee on matters b
brought up under this item, but they may be referred to staff for further study, response or
action.

ADJOURN EVENING MEETING



Morning Session — 10/10/2024 — 9:00 A.M.

XVII RECONVENE FOR MORNING MEETING
XVIII COMMITTEE MEMBER COMMENTS

XIX  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 matters listed on the morning’s Agenda immediately following the
time the matter is considered by the Committee.) There will be a time limit for each topic and/or public
as designated by the presiding officer as announced at the beginning of this session. 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.

XX  ACCEPTANCE OF MINUTES

A. Minutes of June 20-21, 2024, Public Meeting. Review/Accept
XXI ACTION ITEMS |

A Review of Open Items List. Discussion/Action

XXII DISCUSSION, DIRECTION AND ACTION, AS APPROPRIATE, BY THE COMMITTEE,
CONSULTANTS & COUNSEL

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

B. Documents Provided to the Committee

XXIII INFORMATION ITEM PRESENTED BY THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
SENIOR RESIDENT INSPECTOR FOR DCPP

A. Presentation by the NRC’s Senior Resident Inspector for DCPP Mr. Mahdi Hayes on the
NRC’s Annual Assessment of DCPP’s End-of Cycle Performance
during Calendar Year 2023.
XXIV ADJOURN MORNING MEETING

Afternoon Session — 10/10/2024 —1:30 P.M.

XXV RECONVENE FOR AFTERNOON MEETING
XXVI COMMITTEE MEMBER COMMENTS

XXVII 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 matters listed on the morning’s Agenda immediately following the
time the matter is considered by the Committee.) There will be a time limit for each topic and/or speaker
as designated by the presiding officer as announced at the beginning of this session. No action will be
taken by the Committee on matters brought up under this item, but they may be referred to staff for
JSurther study, response or action.



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

B. Informational Presentations Requested by the
Committee of PG&E (Cont’d.):
4) Quality Verification Organization’s Perspective on Plant Performance,

Top Issues, and Recent Quality Performance Assessment Reports.
5) Update on Recent Campaign to Move Spent Fuel Assemblies from the
Spent Fuel Pool to the Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation.

XXIX DISCUSSION, DIRECTION AND ACTION, AS APPROPRIATE, BY THE COMMITTEE,
CONSULTANTS & COUNSEL

A. Status of Governmental Agency Interactions, Responses to SB846
Directives, Discussion of Regulatory Matters including R.23-01-007 Phase 2 Issues
Including Funding for Extended Operations and Consideration of having Term Limits
for DCISC Members, Administrative Matters (including ratification of Amendment
No. 4 to Consulting Agreement with Dr. Mark Kirk), Consideration of Approval of New
and Revised Committee Policies, Financial Matters, and Other Committee Business.

B. Approval of the DCISC 34" Annual Report on Safety of Diablo Canyon
Nuclear Power Plant Operations, July 1, 2023 — June 30, 2024.

XXX CONCLUDING REMARKS & DISCUSSION BY COMMITTEE MEMBERS
OF FUTURE DCISC ACTIVITIES
A. Future Actions by the Committee.
B. Further Information to Obtain/Review.
C. Confirmation of Future Site Visits, and Public Meetings.

XXXI ADJOURNMENT OF THE ONE HUNDRED AND NINTH PUBLIC MEETING

The DCISC’s policy is to schedule its public meetings in locations that are accessible to people with disabilities and to remain in
compliance with state guidelines on communicable disease prevention. Hand sanitizers and face coverings are available in the meeting
room. The Avila Lighthouse Suites Point San Luis Conference Room is a wheelchair accessible facility. A person who needs a
disability-related accommodation or modification in order to participate in the meeting may make a request by contacting the DCISC
office (in CA 800-439-4688 or (831) 647-1044) or by sending a written request to the DCISC office at P.O. Box 4523, Carmel-by-the-
Sea, CA 93921-4523. Providing your request at least five business days before the meeting will help ensure availability of the requested.



DIABLO CANYON INDEPENDENT SAFETY COMMITTEE

AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM

MEETING DATE: October 9, 2024

AGENDA ITEM: II

AGENDA TITLE: Introduction of Dr. Meshkati
CONSENT [ ] ACTION [] INFORMATION [X]

Staff Summary: On July 3, 2024, Najmedin Meshkati, Ph.D., was appointed by the Chair of
the California Energy Commission Mr. David Hochschild to a three-year
term on the DCISC commencing July 1, 2024 through June 30, 2027. This
will be Dr. Meshakti’s first public meeting as a Member of the Committee.

RECOMMENDED COMMITTEE ACTION: None, information item only.




Diablo Canyon Independent Safety Committee

DCISC

Professor Najmedin (Najm) Meshkati)

Dr. Najmedin (Najm) Meshkati is a (tenured, full) Professor of Civil/Environmental Engineering, Industrial & Systems Engineering; and
international Relations at the University of Southern California (USC); and an Associate (ex-Research Fellow) with the Project on

Managing the Atom at Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs at Harvard Kennedy School.

Dr. Meshkati was a Jefferson Science Fellow and a Senior Science and Engineering Advisor, Office of Science and Technology Adviser to
the Secretary of State, U.S. State Department, Washington, DC (2009-2010). He is a Commissioner of The Joint Commission and is on the
Governance Board of the Patient Safety Movement Foundation. He is a member of the NASEM (National Academies of Sciences,
Engineering and Medicine) Gulf Offshore Energy Safety (GOES) Board and served for two consecutive terms on the NASEM Board on
Human-Systems Integration (BOHSI, 2016-2022).

In January 2023, Dr. Meshkati was appointed to the FAA Expert Panel to conduct a congressionally-mandated review of Boeing's safety
management processes and Boeing's safety culture as a part of the Aircraft Certification, Safety & Accountability Act (ACSAA), Section 103
Organization Designation Authorization (ODA). He was invited and testified at a Hearing before the U.S. Senate Committee on Commerce,

Science and Transportation about the Panel's findings on April 17, 2024.

For the past 39 years, he has been teaching and conducting research on risk reduction and reliability enhancement of comptex
technological systems, including nuclear power, aviation, petrochemical and transportation industries. He has been selected by the
National Academy of Sciences (NAS), National Academy of Engineering (NAE) and National Research Council (NRC) for his
interdisciplinary expertise concerning human performance and safety culture and served as member and technical advisor on two
national panels in the United States investigating two major recent accidents: The NAS/NRC Committee "Lessons Learned from the
Fukushima Nuclear Accident for Improving Safety and Security of U.S. Nuclear Plants" (2012-2014); and the NAE/NRC "Committee on the
Analysis of Causes of the Deepwater Horizon Explosion, Fire, and Oil Spill to Identify Measures to Prevent Similar Accidents in the Future”
(2010-2011).

Dr. Meshkati has inspected many petrochemical and nuclear power plants around the world, including Chernobyl (1997), Fukushima
Daiichi and Daini (2012). He has worked with the U.S. Chemical Safety and Hazard Investigation Board, as an expert on human factors
and safety culture, on the investigation of the B.P. Refinery explosion in Texas City (2005) and served as a member of the National

Research Council (NRC) Committee on Human Performance, Organizational Systems and Maritime Safety.

Dr. Meshkati was recognized by the Human Factors and Ergonomics Society (HFES) in 2022, as an inaugural "Titan of HFES"; he an elected
Fellow of the HFES; the 2015 recipient of the HFES highest award, the Arnold M. Small President's Distinguished Service Award, for his
"career-long contributions that have brought honor to the profession and the Society"; and the 2007 recipient of the HFES Oliver Keith
Hansen Outreach Award for his "scholarly efforts on human factors of complex, large-scale technological systems.

Dr. Meshkati simultaneously received a B.S. in Industrial Engineering and a B.A. in Political Science in 1976, from Sharif (Arya-Meher)
University of Technology and Shahid Beheshti University (National University of Iran), respectively; a M.S. in Engineering Management in

1978; and a Ph.D. in Industrial and Systems Engineering in 1983 from USC. He is a Certified Professional Ergonomist.



DIABLO CANYON INDEPENDENT SAFETY COMMITTEE

AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM

MEETING DATE: October 9, 2024
AGENDA ITEM: IX-A
AGENDA TITLE: Presentation by the Independent Peer Review

Panel for Seismic Hazard Studies of DCPP
(IPRP) on the Panel’s Report on PG&E’s
Diablo Canyon Updated Seismic Assessment

CONSENT [ ] ACTION [] INFORMATION [X]

Staff Summary: In 2006, the California legislature adopted Assembly Bill (AB) 1632 to

enact Public Utilities Code Section 712 and establish the Independent Peer
Review Panel (IPRP) to review seismic studies of Diablo Canyon. Passage of SB846 in 2022
provides for the CPUC to authorize the PG&E to recover in rates all of the reasonable costs
incurred to prepare for, respond to, provide information to, or otherwise participate in or
engage with the Independent Peer Review Panel. Public Utilities Code 712.1(e)(1) adopted by
SB846 provides “in addition to the duties and responsibilities set forth in commission
decisions, the Independent Safety Committee for Diablo Canyon shall . . . Consult with and
incorporate into its assessments and recommendations the independent peer review panel
established pursuant to Section 712.”

The IPRP is comprised of technical experts from the CEC, California Geological Survey,
California Coastal Commission, California Seismic Safety Commission, and the County of
San Luis Obispo. In response to SB846 PG&E led the development of a new “Diablo Canyon
Updated Seismic Assessment.” That assessment was completed in February 2024 and contains
important information in the form of an analysis of extensive new technical information that
has arisen in the period since PG&E completed its last comprehensive seismic-safety studies in
2015 and 2018.

On August 26, 2024, the IPRP released Report 16 entitled “Initial Review of the PG&E
‘Updated Seismic Assessment, February 2024' by the Independent Peer Review Panel for

Seismic Hazard Studies of the Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant.”

It is expected that Members of the IPRP will make a presentation on this Report.

RECOMMENDED COMMITTEE ACTION: Provide direction as appropriate, receive
the presentation by the IPRP representatives.




STATE OF CALIFORNIA Gavin C. Newsom GOVERNOR

Independent Peer Review Panel

A multi-agency panel of seismic hazard specialists
established by the California Public Utilities Commission
CALIFORNIA GEOLOGICAL SURVEY, CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION, CALIFORNIA
ENERGY COMMISSION, CALIFORNIA SEISMIC SAFETY COMMISSION,
CALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION, COUNTY OF SAN LUIS OBISPO,
CALIFORNIA OFFICE OF EMERGENCY SERVICES

IPRP Report No. 16

Initial Review of the PG&E “Updated Seismic Assessment, February 2024” by the
Independent Peer Review Panel for Seismic Hazard Studies of the Diablo Canyon
Nuclear Power Plant

Prepared by: Gordon Seitz (California Geological Survey), Philip L. Johnson (California Coastal
Commission), Rui Chen (California Geological Survey), Tim Dawson (California Geological Survey)

August 26, 2024
Executive Summary

e The Hosgri fault is the primary seismic source for the Diablo Canyon Power Plant (DCPP), and
it’s slip rate has been increased in the hazard model based on several peer-reviewed studies
of the Cross-Hosgri slope (CHS) that now provide a high degree of confidence in a 2.6 mm/yr
rate. We agree with PG&E that this rate best represents the hazard. However, because other
slip rate sites along the Hosgri fault are unrepresentative of current rates of tectonic
deformation, it is our opinion that the CHS slip rate should receive full (100%) weight in
seismic hazard models.

¢ Though PG&E reduced the estimated rate of uplift for the Irish Hills, the fault geometry
models for the faults that bound the Irish Hills remain uncertain and warrants further geologic
investigation to characterize these seismic sources.

e New data that was not addressed in the PG&E Update: A 2021 study concluded that the slip
rate for the Casmalia fault, is a magnitude higher than previously assessed in 2015, at 5.6 to
6.7 mm/yr. This has important implications for onshore deformation models as the nearby
Casmalia Hills may represent an analog to the Irish Hills in addition to a seismic source and
potential kinematic connections with the Hosgri fault and other faults in the vicinity of DCPP.
Additionally, a Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC)-commissioned study based on offshore
seismic data reports Hosgri fault slip rates have increased during the past million years,
suggesting that rates older than Holocene are not representative of the current seismic
hazard.

e The IPRP requests that PG&E conduct a comprehensive review that includes all fault studies
in the region since the previous assessment (PG&E, 2015). That review should address the

1



implications for the seismic hazard at the DCPP, including newly developed slip rates on faults
in the region that may inform deformation rates of faults in the vicinity of Diablo Canyon.
Our review of the methodologies used to estimate ground motions for the DCPP site indicates
those methods are appropriate. We also find PG&E’s evaluation of new data and new ground
motion models adequate. However, the results of site-specific ground motion hazard should
be recalculated with recommended changes to the seismic source characterization inputs.
We continue to encourage efforts to improve the characterization of site condition in terms
of Vs profile and kappa estimate. We suggest the more traditional approach of site response
analysis be carried out to supplement existing analyses. We further encourage PG&E’s
continuing effort to reduce uncertainty in empirical site factors, including further improving
the non-ergodic ground motion modeling approach and data.

Finally, we would like to see an updated analysis of seismic hazard model inputs ranking
sensitivity of ground motion hazards to uncertainties in revised input parameters.

This report is intended to share the Independent Peer Review Panel’s (IPRP) initial findings
with the public, PG&E, and the Diablo Canyon Independent Safety Committee. PG&E is
expected to submit a written response addressing our findings. The IPRP will subsequently
submit a second report addressing PG&E’s response along with the IPRP’s updated
conclusions and recommendations.



DIABLO CANYON INDEPENDENT SAFETY COMMITTEE

AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM

MEETING DATE: October 9, 2024

AGENDA ITEMS: X-A,Band C

AGENDA TITLE: Consultant Reports; Receive, Approve
and Authorize Transmittal of Fact Finding
Reports

CONSENT [ ] ACTION [X] INFORMATION [X]

Staff Summary: It is expected that oral and written reports will be presented at the

meeting by Technical Consultants Mr. Wardell and Mr. McWhorter
and DCISC Member Dr. Budnitz. These reports may be received by the Committee,
approved as to form and content and be authorized for transmittal to PG&E for its
consideration and response. The Committee reserves the right to revise any fact
finding report prior to its inclusion in an Annual Report. Fact finding reports in their
final “as approved form” become a part of the DCISC’s next Annual Report.

Fact Finding Reports are posted on the Committee’s website at www.dcisc.org prior to
a public meeting and made available for public inspection immediately following their
approval by the Committee at a public meeting.

RECOMMENDED COMMITTEE ACTION:

Receive and approve reports by Consultants and Members and approve resolutions
certifying approval concerning fact-finding conducted on August 27-September 24-25,
2024, [Resolution 2024-10], on July 31-August 1, 2024, [Resolution 2024-11], and
August 21-22, 2024 [Resolution 2024-12].




DIABLO CANYON INDEPENDENT SAFETY COMMITTEE

AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM

MEETING DATE: October 10, 2024

AGENDA ITEM: XX-A

AGENDA TITLE: Minutes of June 20-21, 2024
Public Meeting

CONSENT [X ] ACTION [ ] INFORMATION [ ]

Staff Summary: Attached are the Minutes which have been prepared from the
Committee’s one hundred and eighth public meeting held on
June 20-21, 2024, in Avila Beach, CA and as a Zoom webinar.

(Each session was also 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 at www.disc.org or

at _www.slospan.org. Meetings are videotaped for later broadcast
on Channel 21 in the San Luis Obispo, CA area, the governmental
access television channel.)

RECOMMENDED COMMITTEE ACTION: Accept the Minutes by motion.




MINUTES
of the
DIABLO CANYON INDEPENDENT SAFETY COMMITTEE'S
JUNE 20-21, 2024, PUBLIC MEETING
[For Approval at the October 9-10, 2024, Public Meeting.]

Wednesday & Thursday

June 20-21, 2024

Avila Beach, California

Also conducted as a Zoom Webinar

Notice of Meeting.

A legal notice of the public meeting was published in the San Luis Obispo Tribune and a
display advertisement was published in the New Times, both local newspapers, and mailed and
emailed to the media and those persons on the Committee's mailing list. A mailing list
verification form was provided previously to those persons on the Committee’s mailing list in
accordance with California Government Code 14911. The meeting agenda and the complete
agenda packet for the meeting and the informational presentations made during the meeting
together with the draft fact finding reports to be considered for approval were posted on the
Committee’s website at prior to the meeting. The meeting agenda contained information on how
to access the webinar using a computer, cellphone or a telephone. This in-person meeting was
also produced as a Zoom webinar by AGP Video, Inc. and was webcast live on SLO-SPAN at
http://www.slo-span.org and through http://www.dcisc.org and was subsequently broadcast on
San Luis Obispo, California, local government access television Channel 21. A supply of hand
sanitizers and face coverings was made available in the meeting room.

I CALL TO ORDER - ROLL CALL

The June 20, 2024, public meeting of the Diablo Canyon Independent Safety Committee
(DCISC), the one hundred and eighth public meeting of the Committee, was called to order by
Committee Chair Dr. Peter Lam at 9:06 a.m. Dr. Lam welcomed everyone and he briefly
reviewed the professional backgrounds and appointment to the DCISC for each of his fellow
Members, Dr. Per F. Peterson, the appointee of the Governor of California, and Dr. Robert J.
Budnitz, the appointee of the California Attorney General. Dr. Burnitz then briefly reviewed Dr.
Lam’s professional background and reported Dr. Lam serves on the DCISC as the appointee of
the Chair of the California Energy Commission.

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

II INTRODUCTIONS AND COMMITTEE MEMBERS’ COMMENTS

B.9-1
AGENDA PACKET DRAFT



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

Dr. Lam then introduced Ms. Brandy Lopez, Strategic Initiatives Licensing Principal and
Dr. Lam remarked Ms. Lopez play a key role on behalf of PG&E and Diablo Canyon Power
Plant (DCPP or the plant) as the principal liaison with the DCISC in coordinating the
Committee’s activities, providing information, and facilitating the Committee’s public meetings
and the frequent fact-finding visits conducted by a single member and one of the technical
consultants. Dr, Lam then introduced Mr. Tom Jones, PG&E Senior Director, Regulatory,
Environmental and Repurposing present today for this meeting.

I PUBLIC COMMENTS AND COMMUNICATIONS

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

Dr. Gene Nelson, senior legal researcher and President for Californians for Green
Nuclear Power was recognized and he stated he would provide an overview of his group’s
outreach and research activities as a 501(c)(3) educational organization. He reported Californians
for Green Nuclear Power operates an information booth at a local farmer’s market and solicits
support for extending the operation of DCPP. He commented on the intermittent nature of wind
and solar electrical generation as well as the impact on energy production of the import of coal-
fired generation, under what he stated was the euphemism “unspecific imports,” from plants
operated by PacificCorp, a Berkshire Hathaway company energy subsidiary. Dr. Nelson
remarked PacificCorp lobbies the California Legislature extensively, as does the Western States
Petroleum Association. Dr. Nelson reported PacificCorp was recently required to amend and
correct its legally mandated lobbying disclosure form. He reported Californians for Green
Nuclear Power operates the “GreenNUKE substack” to highlight the importance of what he
described as DCPP’s synchronous grid inertia and DCPP’s contribution to the supply of
electricity to the California power grid and the experience of Germany due to the increased
penetration of wind and solar to the German power grid. He observed German rates as well as
California rates for energy have shown similar increases and he opined that it was the ability to
gain tax credits which was driving the increase in wind and solar generation in California. He
closed his remarked by observing Californians for Green Nuclear Power will highlight PG&E’s
load growth forecasts due to the growth of artificial intelligence (AI) and transportation
electrification and he will seek information during this public meeting regarding the cost
forecasts for DCPP extended operation including the claims made by the Alliance for Nuclear
Responsibility of $11.8 billion as being the correct cost estimate for extending operation of
DCPP and as to how that amount compares to what he stated was PG&E’s forecast of $8.3
billion. He stated both estimates are well below the typical cost to generate a kilowatt hour of
electricity and likely below PG&E’s costs for its gas-fired plants.

B.9-2
AGENDA PACKET DRAFT



Mr. Robert Sarvey, a resident of Los Osos, California, was recognized. Mr. Sarvey stated
that since the passage of Senate Bill 846! (SB846) in September 2022 the DCISC has identified
several upgrades needed for DCPP’s safe operation but has not made any formal
recommendations to the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) that these upgrades are
needed. He observed PG&E’s Application for rate recovery for extended operations provides for
PG&E to request rate recovery for many of the DCISC’s recommendations including diesel
generator upgrades, feedwater heater replacement, main voltage regulators, the Movable In-Core
Detection System and the “Tricon Control System.” He commented PG&E has requested $129
million for some of the systems the DCISC previous identified as necessary and he requested
that the DCISC make formal recommendations to the CPUC to support PG&E’s requests for
these and other safety-related systems. He remarked that if the DCISC were to make such
recommendations the upgrades would be funded by the California Department of Water
Resources? and eventually be reimbursed by the federal Department of Energy loan instead of by
PG&E’s ratepayers. Mr. Sarvey reported PG&E is seeking ratepayer recovery for the emergency
diesel generator upgrades, the feedwater heater replacements, the main voltage regulators for
both units, the Movable In-Core Detection System, the Tricon Control System and the Rod
Control and Indication System, all of which have been identified by the DCISC as necessary
projects. Mr. Sarvey stated his opinion that if the DCISC were to formally recommend these
upgrades they would be made.

Dr. Budnitz responded and commented that prior to the passage of SB846 when the plant
was scheduled to cease operation the DCISC was concerned that the staffing in the five years
prior to cessation of operation could suffer as plant personnel sought other opportunities and the
DCISC publicly urged the Legislature to continue the staff retention program as initially
configured and the Committee has continued to monitor the program but has not issued a
recommendation. Dr. Budnitz stated the fact that the Committee does not make a
recommendation on a safety issue does not mean the Committee does not think that actions need
to continue and it is not correct to interpret the absence of a recommendation as silence on the
part of the DCISC.

Dr. Lam then requested Mr. Jones introduce the first of the informational presentations
by PG&E requested by the DCISC for this public meeting.

IV INFORMATION ITEMS BEFORE THE COMMITTEE

L On September 2, 2022, Governor Newsom signed California Senate Bill 846, codified as Public
Resources Code Sections 25233, 25233.2 and 25302.7, Public Utilities Code Sections 712.1 and 712.8, and Water
Code Section 13193.5 which, together with the approval by the CPUC on December 14, 2023 of Decision 23-12-
036, provides for the conditional extension of operations at Diablo Canyon beyond the current retirement date, up to
five additional years, that is no later than October 31, 2029 for Unit 1 and October 31, 2030 for Unit 2, under
specific conditions as provided by the legislation including approval by the NRC of extending the operating licenses
for Diablo Canyon.

2 DWR’s Department of Statewide Water and Energy oversees programs funded by the Electricity Supply
Reliability Reserve Fund and the Diablo Canyon Extension Fund. Both funds were established in 2022 by
legislation that directs DWR, with its expertise as one of the largest power producers in California and prior
experience with emergency power procurement, to be a backstop to the State’s traditional electricity supply planning
and procurement.
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Mr. Jones then introduced the DCPP Director of Risk and Compliance Mr. Jordan Tyman
to make the first presentation on the NRC’s assessment of plant performance. Mr. Jones reported
Mr. Tyman is responsible for governance and oversight of the Risk Management Program, as
well as for Regulatory Services, Nuclear Cyber Security, and Emergency Planning. Mr. Jones
reported Mr. Tyman has been employed by PG&E for more than seven years and spent ten years
prior to coming to PG&E at Westinghouse Electric Corporation, in support of the development
of Westinghouse’s AP1000 pressurized water reactor and a number of Westinghouse’s
subsidiaries. Mr. Jones reported Mr. Tyman holds a Degree in Mechanical Engineering from the
University of Massachusetts.

A. Update on the Status of NRC Performance Indicators. Licensee Event Reports. NRC
Inspection Reports. Issues Raised by NRC Resident Inspectors. Open Compliance Issues.
and Current and Future License Amendment Requests. and Other Significant Regulatory
Issues/Request.

Mr. Tyman commented DCPP continues to provide safe, reliable power and in his
presentation he would include the status of NRC oversight of DCPP from February 2024 to June
2024. Mr. Tyman stated the period covered by his report includes approximately 2,000 hours of
NRC inspection time including by the two on site resident inspectors who live and work in the
local community. During this period there were five routine programmatic NRC inspections in
addition to the resident inspection program. All violations received since February 2024 were of
very low safety significance and DCPP has continued to meet the requirements to remain in
Column 1 of the NRC’s Reactor Oversight Process (ROPs) Action Matrix. All sixteen NRC
Performance Indicators used by the NRC to evaluate plant performance and assessed monthly
are within Green® parameters. In response to Consultant Wardell’s inquiry Mr. Tyman reported
that none of the NRC Performance Indicators are approaching their margins between Green and
White characterization and these are monitored closely and DCPP has a much lower threshold
for action than that employed by the NRC.

Mr. Tyman reported all violation received during the report period fit within two themes:
the first being procedures and opportunities to have greater level of detail in processes and
procedures, and the second enhanced compliance controls. He gave the example of a non-safety
related feedwater heater control valve causing a high level in the feedwater heater due to a need
to enhance procedure detail and processes for rebuilding the valve.

Mr. Tyman reported DCPP submitted a License Event Report (LER) for an event on
March 19, 2024, which resulted in a Unit 2 Auxiliary Building Ventilation System fan trip.* Mr.
Tyman reported the redundant fan was available, but as the plant was in a maintenance outage
window for the emergency diesel generators the redundant fan did not have its associated backup
emergency power source available and accordingly a request was made to and granted by the
NRC for enforcement discretion to exceed the ventilation fan repair time and to not require the

3 The safety significance characterizations used for the Performance Indicators as either Green (very low),
White (low to moderate) Yellow (substantial) or Red (high). A Green non-cited violation indicates very low safety
significance, with no impact to public health and safety.
*A “trip” results from an automatic or manual safety shutdown of a system or component.
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plant to shut down. Mr. Tyman reported this event was of very low safety significance and did
not have any risk or impact on plant operation.

Mr. Tyman reviewed upcoming NRC inspection and license renewal inspections as
follows:

Operator License Exam Validation -June 2024

Age-Related Degradation — June 2024

License Renewal Audit/Follow-up — June 2024

Security Equipment and Training — June 2024

Emergency Planning Evaluated Exercise — July 2024, to be attended by DCISC
observers

Mr. Tyman reported License Amendment Requests (LARs) were issued for Unit 1 and
Unit 2 in June 2024 for revisions to Technical Specifications® to adopt risk informed completion
times. He reported this issue has been implemented routinely by the nuclear industry to avoid
unnecessary plant shut downs and the risk-informed approach supports a key risk mitigation for
the State of California with respect to peak summer readiness and impact on the power gird.

Dr. Budnitz remarked when nuclear power plants were designed and built many years
ago each piece of equipment had a time associated for completion of repairs if the equipment
went out of service and the times were generally provided by vendors based upon engineering
judgment at that time. Dr. Budnitz reported over time some of these completion times were
found to be incorrect or invalid because of experience and the NRC developed regulatory
guidance to enable plants to use risk information to appropriately modify completion times and
he stated the DCISC is pleased with this sensible advance.

Mr. Tyman reported on other LARs I progress as including:

> Risk Informed Categorization of Structures Systems and Components — submitted and
pending NRC review and approval.

> Revision to Pressure and Temperature Limits Report to include additional NRC-approved
calculation methodologies — submitted in February 2024.

> Security Early Warning System — submitted in March 2024. In response to Consultant
McWhorter’s query Mr. Tyman confirmed the Security Early Warning System is unrelated to the
Emergency Planning System’s use of sirens to warn the public. The Security Early Warning
System identifies and warns the security staff of potential intruders.

3 As part of an NRC license authorizing operation of a nuclear facility, Technical Specifications establish
requirements for items such as safety limits, limiting safety system settings, limiting control settings, limiting
conditions for operation, surveillance requirements, design features, and administrative controls.
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Mr. Tyman closed his presentation by stating DCPP remains in the highest NRC
performance category and all violations received during the period of his report were of very low
safety significance.

Mr. Jones then introduced the Director of Outage Management at DCPP Mr. Erik Wemer
and reported Mr. Werner has more than 24 years’ experience in nuclear plant engineering
including in the Engineering, Operations, Training, Decommissioning Planning and Outage
Management organizations. Mr. Werner has been employed at DCPP for 18 years as a licensed
senior reactor operator and holds a Bachelor of Science Degree from the California Polytechnic
State University at San Luis Obispo, California (Cal Poly).

Refueling Outage 2R24 Results (Including Initial License Renewal Inspection Results).

Mr. Werner stated during his presentation he would provide a summary DCPP Unit 2’s
twenty-fourth refueling outage (2R24) which was safely executed during the Spring of 2024. The
50-day planned outage encompassed scope from license renewal required inspections, planned
maintenance, and other refueling activities. Approximately 1,000 temporary additional workers
supported the safe completion of 2R24. In response to Consultant McWhorter’s query Mr.
Werner reported there were no issues in finding additional workers to supplement the 2R24
outage and the scope of work was very similar to 1R24, he remarked that many additional outage
personnel live in the local area or enjoy returning to the area for work. Mr. Werner
acknowledged that DCPP competes with other nuclear power plants for temporary outage
workers and in some cases a longer duration outage can cause workers to prefer one outage
assignment over another. In response to Dr. Peterson’s inquiry Mr. Werner stated that DCPP
engages in outage management working group discussions with its Strategic Teaming and
Resource Sharing (STARS)® partners issues concerning the overlapping of timing and the
scheduling of refueling outages.

He reviewed 2R24 performance as follows:

> Safety -No recordable injuries/nuclear safety incidents, with all safety goals met.
Consultant Wardell remarked this was a truly impressive performance given the tremendous
amount of work that takes place during a refueling outage. Mr. Wardell reported the performance
regarding nuclear safety was also impressive and due in large part to the very complete Outage
Safety Plan and the need to maintain certain minimum levels of equipment to maintain nuclear
safety. Mr. Werner commented each job during an outage has a pre-job briefing conducted which
includes review of the safety hazards and all temporary outage workers are held to the same site
standards as DCPP’s regular employees and are put through pre-outage training in phases as they

6 Strategic Teaming and Resource Sharing (STARS) joint utility cooperative consisting of Union Electric
Company, with its Callaway plant in Missouri; Arizona Public Service Company, with its Palo Verde plant in
Arizona; Luminant Generation Company LLC, with its Comanche Peak plant in Texas; Pacific Gas and Electric
Company, with its Diablo Canyon plant in California; Southern California Edison Company, with its San Onofre
plant in California: STP Nuclear Operating Company. with its South Texas Project plant in Texas; and Wolf Creek
Nuclear Operating Company, with its Wolf Creek plant in Kansas.
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are brought onboard, usually three to four weeks prior to the outage and are subject to oversight
during the outage.

> Human Performance - worker practices and standards ensured all human performance
goals were met.

> Outage Duration - refueling outage activities safely completed ahead of planned
schedule. In response to Consultant Kadak’s query and a query from Mr. John Geesman,
representing the Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility, Mr. Wemer reported Unit 2 was parallel to
the grid within 43 days and power ascension was performed in slightly more n five days, with a
cumulative duration of 49 days from unparalleled to back to full power. Mr. Werner reported as
an outage working group leader he also measures duration across ten activity “windows.”

> Dose - radiation worker accumulated exposure below planned target. In response to
Consultant Kadak’s question Mr. Werner reported the dose target was near 29 person rem and
performance was just over 25 person rem. Mr. Werner confirmed Dr. Budnitz observation that
no specific individual got any excess dose during 2R24.

> Power Ascension -Unit 2 safely returned to full power within planned duration following
implementation of the contingency plan.

Mr. Werner commented in most aspects the work during 2R24 was a repeat of the scope
of 1R24 and he reported and discussed key scope items completed during 2R24 as having
included:

> On the Primary Side:’ large motor overhauls.

> On the Secondary Side: valve inspections and maintenance. In response to Consultant
McWhorter’s question Mr. Werner confirmed the feedwater heaters were inspected in detail as
informed by the experience in 1R24 and some feedwater heater tubes were plugged in what Mr.
Werner described as a protective and proactive fashion to implement an early mitigation strategy
and the heat exchangers continue to safely perform their function and he stated the present
margin for the heat exchangers is not challenging full power operation of DCPP.

In response to Consultant McWhorter’s further inquiry Mr. Wemer confirmed the Unit 2
Main Generator was inspected as part of the post root cause evaluation for the previous failures
with no significant findings.

> Electrical: 4kV/480V Bus G maintenance.
> License Renewal: 200 inspections including Refueling Water Storage Tank inspection.

4 Primary and secondary side refer, respectively, to the Reactor Coolant System which is used to remove
heat from the nuclear reactor and to the Main Steam and Feedwater Systems which provide cooling to the steam
generators and generate and provide steam to the turbines.
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> Projects: traveling screen frame replacements.

Dr. Budnitz reported that during 2R24 a DCISC fact finding team visited the site and a
favorable report will be presented later during this public meeting. In concluding his presentation
Mr. Wemer replied to Dr. Kadak that in general Mr. Werner was supportive of Mr. Sarvey’s
comments earlier in the meeting.

Dr. Gene Nelson, representing Californians for Green Nuclear Power was recognized. Dr.
Nelson observed during 1R24 there was a report of problems with a pressure operated relief
valve and he inquired what lessons were learned for 2R24 concerning the valve. Mr. Werner
responded Unit 2 and Unit 1 do not have the same configuration for certain installed equipment
including for this pressure valve and there were no similarities or outcomes during 2R24
compared to 1R24. He reported planning is ongoing for 1R25 to mitigate the event that occurred
during 1R24.

A short break followed Mr. Werner’s presentation.

Mz. Jones introduced DCPP Station Director Mr. Justin Rogers to make the next
presentation and reported Mr. Rogers leads a team of more than 400 nuclear professionals in the
Operations, Maintenance, Chemistry Radiation Protection Departments and in other
organizations. Mr. Rogers began his career at DCPP in 2013, received a Senior Reactor Operator
License in 2016 and worked in increasing positions of responsibility in the Training and Outage
Management organizations. Mr. Rogers is a veteran of the U.S. Navy and holds a Bachelor of
Science Degree in Nuclear Energy Engineering Technology from Thomas Edison State
University.

State of the Plant Update Including Key Events. Highlights. Organizational Changes.
Circumstances Around the March Exigent Technical Specification Change from NRC. and Other
Station Activities since the DCISC’s February 2024 Public Meeting.

Mr. Rogers remarked this was his first time presenting to the Committee and he was
honored to be representing PG&E and the DCPP team and he began his presentation by thanking
his predecessor former DCPP Senior Director and DCPP Station Director Mr. Dennis Petersen
who has now retired after 30 years of service to DCPP for his mentorship in preparing Mr.
Rogers for his role.

Mr. Rogers reported Unit 1 and Unit 2 are presently safely and reliably operating at 100%
power and all NRC Performance Indicators are Green. He stated as part of the summer reliability
period from June to September preventative maintenance is reviewed to ensure any scheduled
work with elevated risk to generation is completed prior to June 1 to ensure no risk to generation
and a more restrictive review process is implemented to ensure DCPP continues to contribute 9%
to California’s total electrical generation profile and 20% of its clean energy.
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Mr. Rogers then reviewed and discussed recently completed activities as follows:

> February 26-29, 2024 — Nuclear Safety Oversight Committee (NSOC) on site
observations. The NSOC is a panel made up of industry experts which provides additional
oversight to ensure DCPP maintains nuclear safety. During this visit no nuclear safety concerns
were identified.

> April 8-19, 2024 — NRC In-service Inspection with no significant findings.
> April 8-12, 2024 — NRC License Renewal Inspection with no significant findings.

> April 15-19, 2024 — NRC Radiation Protection (RP) Inspection with no significant
findings.

> April 15-19, 2024 — World Association of Nuclear Operators (WANO) Unit 2
Maintenance and Radiation Protection outage observations. The initial report was positive with
no areas highlighted for concern. In response to Dr. Peterson’s request Mr. Rogers reported the
Institute of Nuclear Power Operations (INPO) is a part of WANO and the two organizations are
similar in that they use the same operating criteria, but WANO conducts its evaluations every
four years while INPO uses a continuous monitoring process with continuum visits every two
years. Drs. Peterson and Budnitz remarked WANO is quite important for spreading good nuclear
safety practices worldwide and although Russia has been recently excluded from certain
international organizations Russia continues to cooperate fully in WANO.

> May 13-15, 2024 — WANO Unit 2 Operations Mode Transition observations.

> May 20, 2024 — Unit 2 Refueling Outage (2R24) completed with Unit 2 parallel to the
Grid.

Mr. Rogers reported on and reviewed the following organizational changes at DCPP: Mr.
Dan McBride has now assumed the position of Director of Nuclear Operations Services with
oversight responsibilities as program owner for Operations, Chemistry, Radiation Protection and
aspects of the Training Organizations, Mr. Michael Jackson has now assumed the role of
Director of Nuclear Engineering with responsibility for the Engineering organization including
Design, Systems, and Strategic Engineering.

Mr. Rogers reviewed and discussed upcoming station activities as follows:

> NSOC site visits - June 24-27, 2024

> WANO Peer Review measuring against standards of excellence -
o Crew Performance Evaluation - July 8-12, 2024
° Peer Review Evaluation Team Visit - August 5-16, 2024
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> NRC Inspections -
@ License Renewal Inspection - June 17-21, 2024, focusing on aging management.
2] Age-Related Degradation Inspection - June 10-28, 2024
® Emergency Preparedness (EP) Evaluated Exercise & Inspection -July 29 August

2, 2024, with San Luis Obispo County and State partners

® Radiation Protection (RP) Inspection - August 12-25, 2024

License Renewal Inspection - August 19-23, 2024

Bl Problem Identification & Resolution (PI&R) Inspection - September 9-27, 2024,
focusing on self-identification and self-correction aspects of performance and
safety culture

In response to Dr. Lam’s query Mr. Rogers identified his current priorities as safe and
reliable operations and focused on successful planning for refueling outage 1R26 while
continuing to move through the license renewal process. Dr. Budnitz remarked the Committee
is particularly interested in review of the License Renewal Application as the Committee
has also been reviewing the same issues and will be asked to opine on the results, including
regarding seismic safety, in accordance with the direction from SB846.

Dr. Lam thanked Mr. Rogers for his presentation.

Mr. Jones then introduced Senior Director of Engineering, Projects and Outages Mr.
Allen Wilson. Mr. Jones reported Mr. Wilson has 14 years’ of experience with PG&E and has
served in various responsible roles in the Engineering, Maintenance, Decommissioning and
License Renewal organizations. Prior to working for PG&E Mr. Wilson served with the United
States Navy and Coast Guard and in various civilian engineering capacities.

Update on Major Project Planning — Projects Completed in Refueling Qutages 1R24 and 2R24.

Including Intake Cove Dredging: Future Plans for Plant Improvements. Including Projects
Planned for Refueling Outages 1R25 and 2R25.

Mr. Wilson observed DCPP continues to make necessary project investments to ensure
safe and reliable operations. The NRC continues to assess and reaffirm that Diablo Canyon is
operating safely and is among the highest performing plants in the nation. Additionally, the
DCISC and other industry experts thoroughly evaluates activities at DCPP on a routine basis.

In response to Consultant McWhorter’s inquiry concerning public comment earlier
during this meeting concerning project funding, Mr. Wilson replied the PG&E General Rate
Case pending before the CPUC has some capital budget entries for work up to 2024-2025, but
that budget is relatively small compared to funding from California Department of Water
Resources (DWR) and the State on other projects. Mr. Jones commented the General Rate Case
is an open case that has not yet been finalized, so funding has not been authorized by the CPUC
for some longer-term projects in the period of extended operation. He reported for DWR and
State funded projects to receive funding the projects must be found reasonable and prudent as to
maintaining or improving safety and reliability. Mr. Wilson reported projects that focus on
efficiency are reviewed on a business case basis, that is, are the savings to be realized greater
than the cost of the project, but he reported these types of projects are low on the scale of

B.9-10
AGENDA PACKET DRAFT



priority. Mr. Jones reported some of the funds for the current operation of DCPP in the budgets
mentioned by Mr. Wilson were in the previous General Rate Case and he stated he thinks of
DWR and Department of Energy funding as bridge funding until a rate case is informed for
DCPP extended period of operation. In response to Mr. McWhorter’s query as to the
Feedwater Heater Project Mr. Jones stated he would need to review the status of funding
for the project and get back to the Committee with a response. He remarked PG&E
believes it is a prudent project to do as part of the General Rate Case, but funding has not
yet been approved and not all parties agree and the rate case is being contested.

Mr. Wilson displayed and discussed photographs showing plant projects being conducted
during 1R24 and 2R24 including:

> Main Generator Inspections — inspections performed as required by the Nuclear Energy
Institute (NEI) requirements and measurements were taken for the High Pressure Turbine
Replacement Project.

> High Voltage Transformer Reliability Investments — main bank startup and auxiliary
transformers made leak tight and power factor testing performed to assess health along with
inspection of the internals to inform a long-term reliability or life-cycle management plan.

> Main Condenser Seawater Expansion Joint Replacement — to improve reliability.
> Main Condenser Steam Side Strap Project - to improve reliability.
> Traveling Screen Frame Replacements - due to long-term effects of corrosion and the

cost of repair.

> Condensate Booster Pump Pedestal & Motor replacement — to improve reliability and
reduce vibration on the motors.

> Control Room Chart Recorder Replacements — upgraded to digital to provide better
trending and to require less maintenance, performed as a cost-effective project for efficiency.

During his discussion of the 2R24 projects Mr. Wilson confirmed Dr. Budnitz’
observation that the projects he described were also done for Unit 1 in 1R24. Dr. Peterson
observed and Mr. Wilson agreed that one reason Unit 2 outages generally go well is due to the
lessons learned from prior work done on Unit 1. Mr. Wilson observed there was more work done
in 2R24 than in 1R24 because of lessons learned and efficiencies achieved from the experience
with Unit 1.

Concerning upcoming 2024 daily and 2025 refueling outage projects Mr. Wilson reported
2024 projects to be performed online are focused on secondary plant reliability and critical spare
parts inventory. Projects include Intake Cove dredging, improvements to the high voltage
transformer spares, critical motor and pump procurement, Intake Structure upgrades, air
compressor replacements, and HVAC studies to reduce the use of CFC gas. He reported 2025
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refueling outage projects will continue to focus on secondary plant reliability, obsolescence
upgrades, and required in-service inspections. The project list includes digital rod position
indication display replacements, fuel transfer cart upgrades, traveling screen replacements,
Intake Structure bar rack replacements, chart recorder upgrades, and reactor vessel inspections.

In response to Consultant McWhorter’s inquiry concerning the Intake Cove Dredging
Project Mr. Wilson reported mobilization has started, including staging tugboats and dredge
barges, but the project schedule was deferred due to inclement weather, high swells and high
wind. He reported sand will begin to be removed during the next week and will be continuous for
a duration expected to take 24 days and to conclude in the middle or the end of July 2024. He
reported the dredging spoils, approximately 60,000 cubic yards consisting mainly of sand, will
be deposited in a location south of Morro Bay, California, which should assist in regenerating
sandy beaches in the vicinity. In response to Mr. McWhorter’s comment about any risk to
generation Mr. Wilson replied the schedule was extended due to safety concerns and because the
project is diver intense, and the 2R24 refueling outage was given priority. He remarked that the
initial concept of having one unit offline when the work was performed did not necessarily
reduce the intake flow significantly. He reported the technique to be used will have little to no
effect on the turbidity of the water, which is a concern as to buildup in the condensers and it was
believed the schedule change would have little effect on the outcome. In response to Dr.
Peterson’s question Mr. Wilson reported the permit is for 70,000 cubic yards which he described
as a relatively small dredging project, to be conducted in a narrow footprint inside the Intake
Cove. Mr. Wilson confirmed Dr. Kadak’s observation that both units will operate at full power
during the dredging activities and Mr. Wilson observed the plant will monitor the condenser
differential pressure, which he stated has significant margin, and would commence ramping
down power generation if the differential pressure should begin to challenge that margin.

Dr. Budnitz remarked the traveling screen frame replacement project required the use of a
large crane, shown in the photograph displayed by Mr. Wilson, and there are intrinsic hazards in
this as to accidents to the crane although Dr. Budnitz stated he could not remember a crane
accident at DCPP, but also due to the need to protect personnel and the crane and associated
equipment at all times from a seismic event. Mr. Wilson replied the lift required to remove the
traveling screen frame would not be considered to be a heavy rig type lift due to the weight and
its removal was done under a detailed rigging plan which met OSHA and CalOSHAS3 standards
with a restricted drop zone area kept clear or personnel. He reported that previously repairs were
made to the frame while it was in place and this required welding in a confined space with hot
work permits which he described as a potentially dangerous undertaking. After the frame was
pulled it was refurbished in a horizontal position on the Intake Structure deck which eliminated
the need for and risk of work in confined spaces.

The Chair thanked Mr. Wilson for his presentation.
Mr. John Geesman representing the Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility was recognized.

Mr. Geesman observed that Vice President for Business and Technical Services Ms. Maureen
Zawalick in a recent interview reported DCPP was planning for operations through 2029 and

8 Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA).
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2030, but was also looking at further long-term reliability projects so as to be prepared if called
upon by the State to continue to provide generation. Mr. Geesman inquired as to the planning
process for those projects including when they enter PG&E’s gateway approval process and
when are decisions made as to whether the projects will go forward. Mr. Wilson replied major
projects at PG&E are those where the cost is in excess of $25 million and these projects require
corporate approval. He reported at DCPP a similar process on a smaller scale is followed with
the system engineer or a team member identifying a potential project based on trending or
industry operating experience and the project is then presented to the Plant Health Committee
where the leadership team makes a decision whether further investigation should be undertaken.
At which point the potential project is referred to a committee to define the scope and conduct
feasibility studies, including on alternatives to replace, add features, and to assess the order of
magnitude of the effort. At that point, if a decision is made to move forward, what he described
an application for Gate 2 funding would be considered and a definitive project plan would be
developed. Gate 3 and Gate 4 funding is considered as the project date moves closer to
implementation and the amount of risk narrows as the project is better designed an planned. Mr.
Wilson remarked it takes approximately 18 months for a proposed project to move through the
engineering phase and there are also lead times for the acquisition of materials to be considered.
Mr. Wilson commented the projects being undertaken and moving forward now are the projects
found to be most important to continue operations through 2030. He reported there is an
additional list of projects which would be considered if operations were to continue under a
longer-term plan and dates are developed for when resources would be expended with the
assumption of an 18-month engineering timeframe. He remarked a path has been laid out if the
plant needs to stay open longer as to what would need to be done. In response to Dr. Kadak’s
inquiry Mr. Wilson confirmed DCPP has an in-house engineering team to perform project design
and on occasion the plant will use an engineer of choice® to support projects.

A% ADJOURN MORNING MEETING
The Chair adjourned the morning meeting of the DCISC at 11:15 a.m.
VI RECONVENE FOR AFTERNOON MEETING
The afternoon meeting of the DCISC was convened by the Chair at 1:02 p.m.
viI COMMITTEE MEMBER COMMENTS
There were no comments by any member at this time.
VIII PUBLIC COMMENTS AND COMMUNICATIONS
Dr. Lam invited members of the public to address the Committee on matters not on the

agenda for this meeting. There were no comments from any member of the public in response to
his invitation.

° An engineer of choice is a company or professional that partners with a utility to provide services.
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Assistant Legal Counsel Rathie recognized and thanked Messrs. Cory Barnes, James
McRoberts and Cree Putney all of whom are arranging the audio and video feed of this public
meeting under the auspices of AGP Video of Morro Bay, California.

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

Dr. Lam requested Senior Director Mr. Tom Jones to introduce the next presentation. Mr.
Jones introduced DCPP Nuclear Fuel and Decommissioning Director Mr. Al Bates to make that
presentation. Mr. Jones reported Mr. Bates recently rejoined the DCPP leadership team in 2023
after having previously served as Director of Engineering at DCPP. Mr. Bates has
responsibilities for fuel procurement for extended operation, spent fuel storage and
decommissioning planning for engineering and budgeting. Prior to his return to DCPP Mr. Bates
was Senior Manager of Regulatory Affairs and Technical Advisor to the Chief Nuclear Officer
for Southern California Edison Company and was a primary participant in the decommissioning
oversight of the San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station (SONGS). Mr. Jones reported Mr. Bates
has 45 years’ of experience in the nuclear industry including as a project manager and has
worked to advocate for digital control integration and the use of robotics at nuclear facilities. Mr.
Bates holds a Bachelor of Science Degree in Nuclear Engineering from Purdue University and
previously held a Senior Reactor Operator License at DCPP.

B. Update on Spent Fuel Management — Planning and Scheduling for Upcoming

Movements of Spent Fuel from Wet to Dry Storage: Update on License Renewal for the
Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation; and Update on the Procurement of New
Spent Fuel Storage System from the Orano firm.

Mr. Bates stated in his presentation he would discuss the plans and scheduling for the
upcoming movement of spent fuel from wet to dry storage, provide a brief update on the license
renewal activities for the Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation (ISFSI), and review the
future of the spent fuel storage system manufactured by the Orano firm.

Mr. Bates displayed a photo of the ISFSI which is located at on a hillside at an elevation
higher than the power plant. He reported the ISFSI is designed to hold the entire inventory of
spent fuel produced during 40 years of operation with an additional 20 years’ of capacity
provided within the two spent fuel pools. The ISFSI presently accommodates 1,856 fuel
assemblies placed within multipurpose canisters (MPC) with each MPC stored in one of a total
of 58 storage casks, DCPP has completed seven spent fuel loading campaigns with the last
having taken place in 2009. DCPP now plans to load 12 more casks, 6 for each unit containing a
total of 192 assemblies from each unit, to support continued operation and thereby ensure that
each spent fuel pool has the capacity for a full core offload and will have additional new fuel in
the pool to support a refueling outage.

Mr. Bates reported the fuel loading campaign is scheduled to begin on June 22, 2024, and
to conclude on October 18, 2024, with work going on 24-hours a day for thirteen weeks with one
week off over the Labor Day holiday at the half-way point. In order to support safe and
successful execution of the campaign Mr. Bates discussed and described the following:
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> Robust procedures govern all work activities — to ensure all activities are governed by
same.

> PG&E management oversight of all work activities — including by the Quality
Verification (QV) organization and by senior management and the manager and director levels.

> Contract partners (the Holtec and Bragg firms) — providing experienced crew members.
Mr. Bates reported many of the same people who worked on the 2018 campaign will be
returning. The Bragg firm will act as the heavy lifts contractor and has extensive experience with
DCPP’s systems.

> Pre-campaign training and dry runs — including table top exercises to review procedures
and refresh knowledge, as well as dry runs at the site to include the use of the vertical cask
transporter to simulate the downloading and uploading of the HI STORM Holtec system using a
dummy MPC on the transfer pad at the ISFSI. Mr. Bates explained that DCPP has considerable
immediate experience in moving fuel assemblies from the spent fuel pools into the MPCs and
recent and relevant experience in handling the HI TRAC shielding container which shields the
MPC, including operation of the HI TRAC in the Fuel Handling Building together with the crane
to be used. Mr. Bates observed DCPP is able to simulate almost all the actions required outside
of the spent fuel pools.

> External subject matter expert readiness reviews - relative to performance, equipment
readiness and procedure adherence. Mr. Bates reported while at SONGS he had experience with
loading 73 Holtec MPCs and two subject matter experts with immediate and relevant experience
from SONGS will perform an outside review of procedures, training and regulatory aspects such
as the Final Safety Analysis Report and the site-specific 10 CFR 72.212 regulations.

> DCPP readiness challenge boards — with the entire DCPP leadership team’s involvement
to challenge every aspect of the campaign.

> As Low As Reasonably Achievable (ALARA) reviews- to monitor and reduce the dose
rate received by workers.

In response to Consultant McWhorter’s query Mr. Bates reported the last spent fuel loading
campaign at DCPP was conducted in 2018.

Mr. Bates displayed and described a series of photos showing: loading fuel from a spent
fuel pool into a Holtec MPC, post-fuel loading showing installing the 9-inch thick lid on the
MPC, removal of the HI TRAC transfer cask with a loaded MPC from a spent fuel pool, a loaded
HI TRAC transfer cask in seismic restraint for welding, removal of all water and dehydration and
helium backfill, automated MPC closure welding, transporting a loaded MPC in the HI TRAC
transfer cask using the vertical cask transporter to the ISFS], transferring the MPC from the HI
TRAC transfer cask to the storage cask at the cask transfer facility, removal of the loaded storage
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cask by the vertical cask transporter from the cask transfer facility, and installing and anchoring
the loaded storage cask on the ISFSI pad.

Mr. Bates reviewed and discussed the current status of the 2024 Spent Fuel Loading
Campaign as follows:

> All HI-STORM casks have been received and are ready to be filled with dense concrete
with hematite additive to ensure there are no voids.

> All MPCs have been received together with their lids.

> Equipment including the vertical cask transporter and the HI TRAC have been
refurbished and tested.

> A total of 192 fuel assembles in Unit 1 and 192 in Unit 2 identified and inspected to
ensure correct heat load and mix of radiation levels in terms of how recently these assemblies
were discharged from the reactor core.

> Procedures updated to latest standards. In response to Dr. Budnitz’ query Mr. Bates
reported standards for procedures have not changed but some standards for performing certain
tasks associated with spent fuel storge have and these, as well as industry lessons learned have
been embodied in DCPP’s new standards.

> ALARA goals established.

> Schedule established and crews identified.
> Training and dry runs in progress or scheduled.
> External subject matter experts are performing a readiness review.

> DCPP readiness challenge boards scheduled for July 2, 2024.

In response to Consultant McWhorter’s question concerning management observation
and peer checking Mr. Bates replied the Holtec firm has a management observation program as
does DCPP and all DCPP management personnel will be provided with the procedure and
activities to occur on a particular day and observations will be targeted and structured to ensure
all activities are included. Observations will be reviewed every day to identify trends and these
will be communicated to management. Mr. Bates reported the Performance Improvement and
Corrective Action organizations at DCPP are responsible for observing activities during the spent
fuel loading campaign as they are for work performed elsewhere on the site.

Dr. Peterson remarked there is an excellent video showing how spent fuel is moved and
transported which is available on the DCISC’s website at www.dcisc.org.
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Mr. Bates then provided an update on the ISFSI license renewal efforts and reported
PG&E submitted the License Renewal Application for the ISFSI on March 9, 2022 and the NRC
formally accepted the Application on September 8, 2022. Revision 1 to the Application was
submitted on August 10, 2023, to remove statements within the Application related to DCPP
ceasing operations by the end of its current operating licenses. Mr. Bates and Ms. Lopez reported
a single contention submitted was subsequently withdrawn and then dismissed which contention
concerned the statements concerning the date of cessation of operations by 2025. DCPP has
responded to two sets of request for additional information from the NRC and expects to
complete the technical review process for relicensing the ISFSI in November 2024.

Mr. Bates turned his presentation to information on the Orano firm’s spent fuel storage
system and displayed a photo of the Orano horizonal storage module with a dummy MPC cask
loaded without the shield door in place. Mr. Bates reported DCPP has placed a pause on its
installation of the Orano system as circumstances have changed since the decision was made to
procure and install the system in anticipation of permanent plant shutdown in 2025, which was to
be followed by a single large spent fuel loading campaign involving 70 or more MPCs. With the
current plans to conduct incremental loading campaigns approximately every three years, with
another campaign with 8 casks planned for 2027 it has proven more efficient to continue to use
the Holtec firm’s system to meet DCPP’s continued operational dry storage needs. Mr. Bates
observed this has allowed the plant’s focus to remain on ISFSI and plant license renewals and to
keep options open for the future.

Mr. Bates confirmed that the ISFSI provides storage for spent fuel from 40 years of
operation and the spent fuel pools can accommodate another 20 years of spent fuel inventory. He
reported one available option is to stay the course and plan to implement the Orano system in the
future, while another option is to consider other available technologies which may provide for
higher density and higher heat load. He observed depending on the timeline to final plant
shutdown there may be an option for consolidated interim storage off the site and he reported the
federal Department of Energy is moving forward with a demonstration of the Atlas railcar with
its ability to transport spent fuel by rail. He reported that DCPP plans to choose the best option to
provide safe storage while meetings its operational and decommissioning needs.

Consultant McWhorter observed the DCISC technical review of the Orano system did not
include the review of its site-specific seismic qualifications and Mr. Bates replied that this is still
an open issue and work remains to be done on this aspect of the Orano system. Dr. Kadak
remarked that he was not too optimistic about the prospect of consolidated interim storage
becoming available as voluntary consensus building in local communities has not to his
knowledge been working very well. Mr. Bates replied that consent-based siting of consolidated
interim storage facilities is now viewed differently than in the past and it is now a very inclusive
process which allows communities to learn and understand what is being asked and the
technology involved. Mr. Bates remarked that specific windows of opportunity may open when
politics, government and regulations all align. Dr. Kadak remarked on his view that the
procurement of the Orano system should not necessarily be paused as DCPP may need it to
offload fuel to decommission the plant. Mr. Bates agreed that it is important in decommissioning
context to be able to place all spent fuel into dry storage and he stated DCPP is aware of the
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nominal durations necessary for permitting more space at the ISFSI if that should be needed but
DCPP is not within that window at this time.

The Chair then thanked Mr. Bates for his presentation and recognized Mr. John Geesman
representing the Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility.

Mr. Geesman stated he was stunned to learn of the potential pause in the Orano project
and he shares Dr. Kadak’s skepticism that this is necessarily a good idea, given what he
described as a vituperative exchange of email from the Holtec and Orano firms when Orano was
selected by PG&E for the new system and he encouraged the DCISC to review that
correspondence.

Mr. Geesman commended PG&E for re-starting the cask loading process and for
bringing Mr. Bates back as the experience of SONGS will benefit PG&E. He remarked the
Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility challenged approximately $49 million in costs for SONGS
as a result of delays caused by the incident which occurred during cask loading and Southern
California Edison has settled the dispute and agreed to make a $30 million contribution to the
SONGS Nuclear Decommissioning Trust.

Mr. Geesman stated he made extensive comments at the DCISC February 2024 public
meeting regarding the role the density of spent fuel in the spent fuel pools plays in the offloading
program which he commented is the result of a policy recommendation by the California Energy
Commission which he stated Dr. Lam has pursued vigorously with the Energy Commission. He
stated the Energy Commission policy recommendation has been reflected in several CPUC
decisions. Mr. Geesman remarked it is not clear to him whether the density in the spent fuel
pools remains any longer a metric by which PG&E’s spent fuel storge program is to be measured
and he opined that it would be a very bad idea to lose that metric. Mr. Geesman stated if the
DCISC implicitly accepts this [the loss of the metric he described] as a policy change it is
incumbent upon the Committee to make that very clear in its Annual Report that there has been a
change in policy.

Dr. Gene Nelson of Californians for Green Nuclear Power was recognized. Dr. Nelson
inquired if the configuration of the subterranean Orano storage canisters at SONGS is different
from those proposed for DCPP. Mr. Bates replied that the design of the two systems is
completely different, SONGS uses a below deck vault to hold the MPCs and by design the
interface between the MPCs and the surrounding metal is tight, less than one inch, to keep the
dose to workers low when the lid is installed. He reported that is not the system proposed for use
at DCPP and the DCPP horizontal storage modules have much more generous dimensions,
measured in inches as there is no need for shielding as the top of the MPC is never exposed
during loading into the storage module.

Dr. Budnitz commented the Committee has been watching the spent fuel issue for a long
time including during the Holtec loading campaigns in 2008-2009 and later, and generally Dr.
Budnitz stated the DCISC identified no serious safety concerns. When the decision was made,
after approval of the Joint Proposal in 2018, to close Unit 1 in 2024 and Unit 2 in 2025, DCPPs’
plans for spent fuel storage changed and the DCISC reviewed the changed plans and later when
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Orano was selected to be the new vendor the DCISC reviewed in depth the plans to use the
Orano system. He remarked that following the selection of Orano, SB846 was approved and the
plans for loading campaigns changed yet again. But Dr. Budnitz remarked that the DCISC has
been reviewing the plans and activities under each scenario and he cannot remember any case
where a serious safety concern was identified. He remarked the Committee’s review efforts are
not done as both of the existing systems still have issue to be worked out, the ISFSI does not yet
have its license renewal in hand, and there is a new loading campaign coming up soon. Dr.
Budnitz remarked that accordingly the Committee is not in a position now to judge the present
situation to be adequate as there is still more technical review required.

Mr. Geesman remarked that the operative deficiencies found in both Southern California
Edison and Holtec’s conduct during the event that occurred during cask loading at SONGS were
inadequate training and inadequate supervision and he suggested those items should be of
concern whatever cask technology is employed. Mr. Geesman observe the larger point is that the
nuclear industry doctrine is that safety is adequate for both wet and dry storage, but California
state agencies have previously taken the position that there is an incremental benefit to safety
from dry storage and the DCISC has reviewed a study performed by the B. John Garrick Institute
for the Risk Sciences which corroborated that position. Mr. Geesman observed the Committee’s
responsibility under SB846 is not to simply determine whether safety is adequate but to make
recommendations to enhance safety and he suggested the density issue in the spent fuel pools
should be viewed from that perspective and he inquired if there is any recommendation the
DCISC can or should make to PG&E concerning offloading fuel into dry casks that would
enhance safety. Dr. Budnitz stated he completed agrees with Mr. Geesman’s statement but the
Committee’s review is still pending because some information has not yet been developed
including, but not limited to, the seismic specifications of the Orano system. Dr. Budnitz
observed that to him there is a distinction between a small increase to safety that is extremely
expensive which is dumb and a large increase to safety that comes without additional cost which
is smart. He observe these opposites are rarely presented as distinct alternatives and accordingly
judgments can be complex.

Dr. Lam requested Ms. Lopez to introduce the next speaker. Ms. Lopez introduced Mr.
Tom Jones, Senior Director for Regulatory, Environmental and Repurposing, and reported Mr.
Jones is responsible for overseeing regulatory and external strategies for PG&E for both DCPP
and the Humboldt Bay Power Plant ISFSI. Mr. Jones is working on the permitting and licensing
approvals needed for extended operations and he has worked on federal, state and local
approvals required for same. Mr. Jones oversees the stewardship of more than 12,000 acres and
14 miles of coastline of the Diablo properties as well as the work of the Diablo Canyon
Decommissioning Engagement Panel. Mr. Jones has 23 years’ experience with PG&E and prior
to joining PG&E Mr. Jones worked for the California State Legislature for 7 years. Mr. Jones
received a Bachelor’s Degree from the University of California at Santa Barbara.

Update on Obtaining State and Local Approvals and Permits Necessary
to Support Extended Operations.

Mr. Jones reported the License Renewal Application (LRA) for DCPP was submitted to
the NRC in November 2023 and the LRA was determined to be complete on December 19, 2023,
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which determination will allow the plant to continue to operate into the period of extended
operation while the application is under review. On May 22, 2024, the NRC held public hearings
on contentions which may or not be admitted for consideration in the relicensing proceeding. He
remarked that should contentions be admitted this would probably extend the relicensing process
as there would likely be factual hearings held on any admitted contention.

Mr. Jones stated the NRC action in deeming the LRA complete triggers subsequent
action with several federal and state agencies including the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Army
Corps of Engineers and the Californja Coastal Commission. Fish and Wildlife and Corps of
Engineers will be involved in what he termed a Section 7 consultation under the Endangered
Species Act (ESA) ' for which Mr. Jones stated an application was submitted on May 29, 2024.
In response to Dr. Budnitz query Mr. Jones stated the Section 7 consultation was a routine update
and not unique to DCPP. He reported some conditions have changed, such as the presence of the
California red-legged frog near the plant, but as DCPP does not draw water from the creek north
of the powerplant this is a static issue, but any changes in conditions need to be addressed. He
remarked surveys done for decommissioning have proven useful in context of the LRA and he
confirmed Dr. Budnitz observation that the new species issue would have triggered a
consultation under the ESA but it was automatically triggered by the LRA. Mr. Jones observed
any environmental information prepared for the National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA)
is considered invalid if not prepared within the past five years.

Mr. Jones stated the California Coastal Commission and the State Lands Commission
will review an amendment to the DCPP lease to have structures and appurtenances in the public
rights of way and waters for the extended five year period, as specified in SB846. Mr. Jones
reported the CPUC has adjusted the retirement dates for DCPP under the Joint Proposal!! in
accordance with SB846. Mr. Jones remarked the permit issued by the California Water Quality
Control Board permitting discharge is issued for a five-year term and DCPP has been on an
extension, in expectation of the plant closing sooner and within the next six months DCPP will
work with the Water Quality Control Board on an application for the extended licensing period.
Mr. Jones reported the permit needs to be in hand in order to close out the NRC relicensing
process. In response to Consultant McWhorter’s query as to 316(b) compliance'?, Mr. Jones
stated the Water Quality Control Board made findings independent of SB846 that DCPP was in
compliance regarding monitoring with state policies, albeit still a once through cooling plant. He

10 Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act requires federal agencies to consult with the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service or the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) before taking actions that may impact
endangered or threatened species or their critical habitats. This process is also known as "Interagency Cooperation."

! The Joint Proposal was entered into by PG&E, together with Friends of the Earth, the Natural Resources
Defense Council, Environment California, the International Brotherhood of Electrical Works Local 1245, Coalition
of California Utility Employees and the Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility in June 2016 to retire DCPP at the
expiration of the current operating licenses for each unit, November 2024 for Unit-1 and August 2025 for Unit-2 and
was subsequently approved by the CPUC in 2018 in Decision (D) 18-01-022. D.23-12-036 abrogated those
provisions of D.18-01-022 that would have required the plant to cease operations at the end of its current operating
licenses in November 2, 2024 (Unit 1) and August 26, 2025 (Unit 2).

12 Section 3 16(b) of the federal Clean Water Act requires power plants and other businesses that intake
more than 2 million gallons of water daily to utilize a cooling water intake structure design that minimizes the
adverse impacts upon local marine life.
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confirmed Dr. Peterson’s observation that PG&E pays an impact mitigation fee of $11-$12
million each year to the state.

Mr. Jones stated concurrent with the LRA, the plant filed an application with the
California Coastal Commission for a Coastal Zone Management Act Consistency Determination
for the dry spent fuel storages facility. He reported the application was deemed incomplete but
the issues are narrowing and it appears the plant is close to closing out any outstanding items. He
observed that, as required by SB846, DCPP has filed a report with the California’s Secretary of
Natural Resources and the Legislature regarding the permits required and any gaps between
DCPP and the understanding of the state agencies are being addressed.

He reported concerning air pollution requirements DCPP remains in compliance with any
generator or compressor over 50 horsepower requiring a separate permit, but he observed some
of those permits will need to be extended as had the plant been retired in 2024-2025 some of that
equipment would not have been needed. Mr. Jones remarked PG&E is not changing the way in
which DCPP is run, only the duration and this is reflected in the permits required.

The Chair thanked Mr. Jones for his presentation. Dr. Lam remarked in the past only the
Atomic Energy Act of 1954 governed nuclear power plant operation but today there are many
more agencies including state agencies involved. Mr. Jones agreed and observed when the plant
was constructed only a lease from the State Lands Commission was required on the state level.

Mr. John Geesman representing the Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility was recognized.
Mr. Geesman observed the comment by Mr. Jones on the freshness of environmental documents
is the issue being contended in a lawsuit by Friends of the Earth in federal court against the
federal Department of Energy (DOE) associated with the $1.1 billion grant as he remarked DOE
chose to reply on 1970s environmental documents associated with initial licensing.

Mr. Geesman remarked with regard to 316 b) compliance the California Coastal
Commission is of the opinion that in order to make a confirmative finding under the Coastal
Zone Management Act, notwithstanding the Waters Resources Control Board’s determination on
316(b), that PG&E will have to mitigate the environmental damage associated with once through
cooling and this mitigation is likely to be calibrated as 1,000 acres of offshore reef habitat for
each year of DCPP operation. As PG&E has applied for a 20-year license extension he opined
the denominator should be multiplied by 20 to properly mitigate the effect of once through
cooling and enable the Coastal Commission to make a finding of conformity with the Coastal
Plan adopted under the Coastal Zone Management Act. Mr. Geesman encouraged the DCISC
members to review PG&E’s May 2024 response as it is likely to be a pacing item to the licensing
process for extended operation and the issue is extraordinarily significant.

Dr, Gene Nelson for Californians for Green Nuclear Power was recognized. Dr. Nelson
remarked his organization has been involved with the State Water Resources Control Board on
the issue of the economic value of the entrained biota which he stated is actually quite small. He
read from a letter Californians for Green Nuclear Power to the Water Resources Control Board
encouraging the Board to weigh the benefits of DCPP as a powerful force in generating clean
energy benefitting everyone which the letter maintains far outweigh its minimal burdens. The
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letter maintains the long-term benefit to the state’s eco-system, including whose within the
Board’s purview, far outweigh any short-term issues and those are the principles that must guide
the Board’s decision concerning DCPP.

X CONSULTANT REPORT & RECEIVE, APPROVE, AND AUTHORIZE
TRANSMITTAL OF A FACT FINDING REPORT TO PG&E

A. The Chair requested Mr. McWhorter to provide a report on the March 18-20, 2024, fact-
finding visit with Dr. Budnitz. Mr. McWhorter reviewed the topics discussed with PG&E during
the March 2024 visit as follows:

> Review of the Updated Seismic Assessment Required by SB846 — Consultant
McWhorter stated the PG&E Updated Seismic Assessment was in final form in February 2024
prior to its public release and the DCISC Fact Finding Team (FFT) reviewed the technical topics
in furtherance of the DCISC’s comprehensive seismic update which was prepared in late May
2023. The FF did not draw any conclusions from the PG&E Updated Assessment and he
conclusion of the review was that the DCISC would continue its work toward an independent
review of the Updated Seismic Assessment, which was done in the form of the May 30, 2024
Fact Finding Report on which a report will be presented later in this public meeting,

> Radioactive Waste Management - Mr. McWhorter stated the focus of the FFT review was
on the health of the Liquid Radioactive Waste Processing System which processes approximately
1.5 million gallons per year of filtered and treated water that is stripped of ions through an
exchange process. Following treatment the water is discharged to the Pacific Ocean and any
solids are retained and disposed of as solid waste. The total activity is very low, less that

17mCi'? excluding tritium in 2023. The activity in the volume is reported every year in the
Annual Radioactive Effluent Release Report which the DCISC reviews. Consultant McWhorter
reported the system, which is a Tier 2 system, is in good health and is being maintained and the
DCISC FFT reviewed a list of all recent problems and their resolution. Mr. McWhorter stated
much of the system management focus is on the sump pumps and sump water, not all of which is
radioactive, out of Containment and from the Auxiliary Building. The FFT also reviewed plans
for solid radioactive waste disposal, which is primarily sent for disposal in Texas except for very
low level radioactive waste which is sent to Tennessee for burial. The FFT concluded the liquid
and solid radiation management processing systems were effective in minimizing the volume and
impact of substances released from DCPP operation.

> Observe Outage Management Team Meeting — Consultant McWhorter reported the
Outage Management Team is a forum to review outage preparations. He reported the meeting
focused mainly on a work item to repair a leak in the anion retention tank which will be labor
and dose intensive. To manage the leak a temporary modification was made in plant design. As a
temporary modification it was targeted for removal at the next refueling outage. Mr. Mc Whorter
reported the decision to approve leaving a temporary modification in place rests with the Site

13 A millicurie (mCi) is a unit of radioactivity that measures the amount of radioactive material that decays
at a rate of 3.7 x 107 disintegrations per second (dps): 1 mCi =0.001 curie (Ci) and 1 mCi = 1000 microcuries
(uCi).
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Vice President. As the anion retention tank was scheduled for a major drain and relining effort it
was concluded this was the appropriate time to resolve the temporary modification. The FFT also
reviewed plans to refurbish the main condenser, primarily by removing and recoating the tube
sheets on the condenser inside the water boxes. The Outage Management Team reviewed
multiple aspects of this job to ensure they were coordinated. The FFT concluded the Outage
Management Team meeting was conducted efficiently and effectively.

> Auxiliary Feedwater System Health — Consultant McWhorter reported this was a regular
review of an important, risk-significant system. Dr. Budnitz observed this is a crucial system in
many of the most important accident scenarios. The system’s function is to remove decay heat
any time the reactor is not at power when the main feedpumps are unavailable, both in accident
situations and in hot shut down situations and the residual heat removal pumps are not available.
Consultant McWhorter reported the system has diverse water sources including the Condensate
Storage Tank, backed up by the Fire Water System and the Raw Water Reservoirs, He reported
the system is in Green'# health with no major issues. A minor issue involving testing methods for
a turbine-driven feedwater pump was being addressed and there was a previous leak on a main
feedwater line where it connects to the Auxiliary Feedwater System which was repaired in
outage 1X25, a forced outage to repair the pressurizer safety valve.

> Cyber Security Program — Consultant McWhorter reported this was a routine review by
the FFT of the program that protects critical digital assets from intrusion or failure, that is, digital
systems with safety, security, emergency planning and other aspects. There are approximately
4,000 critical digital assets in the program across 66 different systems. Mr. McWhorter described
the Cyber Security Program as a mature program focused on and managed to protect assets from
external threats through the use of isolating air gaps, data diodes and other techniques. The
program staff of eight individuals consists of five full time employees, two contractors and one
supervisor. The latest NRC inspection resulted in one non-cited violation related to how the
system logged activities in various areas. The FFT concluded the Cyber Security Program was
effectively managed and implemented. In response to Consultant Wardell’s inquiry Mr.
McWhorter stated the program has an automatic monitoring function whereby when a potential
intrusion is sensed, program staff are immediately alerted to investigate. He reported there are a
number of external organizations, national and worldwide, that track and assess the severity of
cyber-attacks and this information shared among nuclear power plants including DCPP. Dr.
Budnitz and Mr. McWhorter reported that in general most cyber attacks are directed to business
systems from which the plant’s critical digital assets are separated and isolated.

> Plant Tour — Mr. McWhorter reported the FFT visit was just prior to the 2R24 refueling
outage and focused on touring areas where outage preparations were in progress. The FFT toured
the Unit 2 Turbine Building, the Unit 2 Control Room, and observed Emergency Diesel

14 A probabilistic risk assessment of Green means there is no equipment out of service or some other
compromise to safety that would make the relative risk higher than the probabilistic risk assessment baseline for
normal operation and maintenance activity and accordingly trigger a classification, in descending order, of White,
Yellow or Red.
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Generator (EDG) 2-2 testing. The FFT concluded that the maintenance areas were being
managed properly, were clean, orderly with equipment in good order. Mr. McWhorter reported
the outage preparations were conducted such that there was no interference with normal
operation.

> Seismically Induced Systems Interaction Program Update — Consultant Mc Whorter
reported this was a routine review of a program unique to DCPP that ensures safe shutdown and
accident mitigation systems will properly function during a seismic event. Safe zones are
designated around equipment such that temporary equipment or other items not seismically
qualified are not placed near defined, targeted, safe shutdown or accident mitigation equipment
such that this equipment could be damaged during a seismic event. The FFT found the program
was effective in protecting systems important to safety and was being well managed with no
significant issues. A non-cited violation was received under another program for a barrel which
was used to drain a system was left in an unapproved location instead of being removed prior to
the next evolution.

> Cause Evaluation for Auxiliary Saltwater Pump 2-2 Failure — Consultant McWhorter
reported this was a follow up from the December 2023 fact finding visit when the motor radial
being from Auxiliary Saltwater Pump 2-2 was found degraded in fall 2023. An exigent change
was required to the Technical Specification (TS)" to allow 144 hours versus 72 hours to change
the pump motor. The motor failure was found to be very similar to a failure that occurred on the
adjacent pump in 2018, such that the 2018 corrective action had not prevented recurrence. Mr.
McWhorter reported the failure was related to the process to pre-load the axial loading of the
pump bearings, that is, the process by which the actual load on the shaft of the motor is pre-
loaded such that the pump bearings are loaded correctly in the thrust direction. The process was
cumbersome and tedious and involved using a dial indicator set on the motor in a particular
manner on a plate such that the plate could flex if the dial were not set correctly. Mr. McWhorter
reported after the previous 2018 event procedures were changed to be more prescriptive and
ensure the procedure was done correctly, but the procedure change failed to correct the issue.
The FFT was informed the root cause would not be complete until April 2024 and it was to be
discussed during May 2024 fact finding, but has now been deferred to mid-summer for
completion. Mr. McWhorter reported the DCISC should continue to follow completion of
the root cause evaluation for the Auxiliary Saltwater Pump 2-2- failure. Dr. Budnitz
observed the design appeared to lack flexibility and the procedure was difficult to develop
in a way to proscribe making an error. Consultant McWhorter observed the DCISC should
review procedure changes that are being proposed for the pump motor overhaul process
and see how the procedures work before the root cause evaluation is finalized.

> Maintenance Department — Consultant McWhorter reported the Maintenance department
is currently staffed by 250 personnel and is recruiting to add 60 additional employees. He
reported DCPP is planning for a Maintenance staff of 286 by the end of 2024, with

B As part of an NRC license authorizing operation of a nuclear facility, Technical Specifications establish
requirements for items such as safety limits, limiting safety system settings, limiting control settings, limiting
conditions for operation, surveillance requirements, design features, and administrative controls.
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approximately 270 persons needed long-term. These goals include planning for retirements and
other attrition in 2024 and 2025. Mr. McWhorter reported the Maintenance Department typically
is supplemented by approximately 40 contractor personnel and this number increases to around
1,100 during refueling outages. Mr. McWhorter reported a significant issue with an ongoing
turnover of employees is having to manage, track and put in place qualifications, he estimated
that amongst 280 employees there may be around 1,000 distinct qualifications which cover the
ability to repair everything at the station. The FFT reviewed the Qualifications Tracking Program
and found it effective over the twelve-month period that is generally necessary to complete all
necessary qualifications. He reported the Maintenance Department has enjoyed very good human
performance and the past two outages have been well conducted.

> Meet with DCPP Officer — the DCISC representatives met with Site Vice President Mr.
Adam Peck for a productive discussion.

> Refueling Outage 2R24 Preparations and Outage safety Plan - Consultant McWhorter
reported the FFT reviewed the goals and major milestones with the focus being on the Outage
Safety Plan and the risk-informed but deterministic review used to ensure defense in depth is
maintained for certain safety functions. Mr. McWhorter described the need to have one more
than the minimum number of systems or components (N+1) available at any time and if that N+1
level is not achieved a Yellow window opens in the outage schedule. He reported the 2R24
Outage Safety Plan had three Yellow windows related to certain cooling water systems being out
of service at the same time. There were no or Orange or Red conditions planned. Mr. McWhorter
reported during 1R24 there were six Yellow windows and the reduction was due in part to the
draining down of the steam generators in 1R24 for internal inspection. The FFT concluded the
preparations for the refueling outages were proceeding satisfactorily.

> Meet with NRC Senior Resident — during this meeting Mr. McWhorter reported the FFT
discussed the items on the fact finding agenda, the maintenance performed on EDG 2-2, the
failure of an auxiliary fan which left a short time under TS due to two trains'® of Auxiliary
Building fans being out of service at the same time, thereby creating a need for NRC
enforcement discretion. The FFT also discussed with the Senior Resident the License
Amendment Request which would permit risk-informed outage times to allow the station to deal
with matters, such as the Auxiliary Building fan issue, in a risk-informed rather than a strict
deterministic basis per the TS.

On a motion made by Dr. Budnitz, seconded by Dr, Peterson, the March 18-20, 2024 fact
Finding Report and Resolution 2024-04 was unanimously approved and its transmittal to PG&E
authorized. The March 18-20, 2024 Fact Finding Report will become a part of the DCISC’s 34™
Annual Report.

A short break followed.

16 Train in this context means a series of parts or elements that together constitute a system or produce a
result,
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XI DISCUSSION, DIRECTION AN ACTION, AS APPROPRIATE, BY THE
COMMITTEE, CONSULTANTS AND COUNSEL

A. Status of Governmental Agency Interactions. Responses to SB846 Directives.
Administrative Matters (including ratification of Amendment No. 3 to Consulting
Agreement with Dr. Mark Kirk). Financial and Future Funding and Other Committee
Discussions.

Dr Lam requested Mr. Rathie to lead the discussion on this item. Mr. Rathie reported
under SB846 the Committee has been tasked with some additional responsibilities in its reviews
and in meeting these responsibilities the Committee technical consultants and members on an
individual basis, have been in Contact with the CPUC personnel through its Energy Division, as
well as with representatives of the California Department of Water Resources and the Committee
has been monitoring the activities and the plans of the Independent Peer Review Panel (IPRP)
seismic study of the DCPP site. He reported that two members of the IPRP, Drs. Gordon Seitz
and Tim Dawson representing the California Geological Survey, were present in the meeting
room and Mr. Rathie welcomed them on behalf of the DCISC.

Mr. Rathie reported on the CPUC rulemaking proceeding that opened almost
immediately following the passage of SB846 in September 2022 and stated that Phase One of
that proceeding has now concluded. The scope of Phase One Track One of the proceeding was
developed specifically to address issues of DCISC funding during the period of DCPP
relicensing and transition to extended operation through 2025. He reported Phase One Track One
concluded successfully and the Committee is now receiving additional funding under the CPUC
decision. Phase One Track Two has now also concluded with the issuance of a decision by the
CPUC conditionally approving the extension of operations for DCPP. The applicable conditions
being that the CPUC continues to find the investment in continued operation is prudent and also
that the operating licenses for DCPP are extended by the NRC. Mr. Rathie reported Phase Two
of the rulemaking proceeding is now pending. Mr. Rathie then introduced his colleague, Mr.
Willis Hon, a partner with the Nossaman law firm of San Francisco, California, who serves as
DCISC Special Counsel for Regulatory Affairs.

Mr. Hon reported Phase One Track Two concluded in December 2023 and the CPUC has
begun work on Phase Two with the assigned Administrative Law Judge having issued a ruling
on February 7, 2024, soliciting party input on potential issues. Parties filed opening comments on
February 28 and reply comments on March 8, 2024. Mr. Hon reported the DCISC is not a party
and has been directed to provide its input through the CPUC Energy Division and has been
periodically doing so during the proceeding. Phase Two issues relevant to the Committee may
potentially include funding for the Committee’s operation during the period of extended
operations for DCPP and the imposition of term limits for Committee members, which latter
item was raised previously in Phase One by the Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility. Mr. Hon
reported the issuance of the scoping memo will determine the issues to be considered and this is
expected to occur any time now.
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Mr. Rathie reported on an administrative matter, that being the ratification of Amendment
No. 3 to the Consultant Agreement between the DCISC and Dr. Mark T. Kirk for Dr. Kirk to
conduct a review of Unit 1 reactor pressure vessel integrity. He reported Amendment No. 3
increases the compensation to be furnished to Dr. Kirk from an amount not to exceed $61,000 to
an amount not to exceed $81,000. On a motion made by Dr. Budnitz, seconded by Dr. Peterson,
the Committee members then unanimously ratified the Amendment No. 3 to the Consulting
Agreement with Dr. Mark T. Kirk.

Mr. Rathie then reviewed the current financial position of the Committee through June
2024 and reported that at the present time the Committee is solvent and operating within the
amount of the grant provided by the PG&E ratepayers under the initial and continuing funding
provisions as established by a 1997 CPUC decision, as augmented by funding provided in
accordance with Phase One Track One of the current CPUC rulemaking proceeding provided
under the terms of the Diablo Canyon Transitioning and Relicensing Memorandum Account
(DCTRMA). Mr. Rathie reported the amount of the funds available to the Committee for
additional activities to review relicensing and transition-related matters through the DCTRMA is
determined based upon prior year expenditures. For 2023 the Committee exceeded the 2023
DCTRMA funding allocation and in accordance with the funding formula the amount of the
2023 deficit spending was recovered as part of the DCTRMA funding received for 2024, for
which an invoice was submitted and funding allocated to the DCISC. He reported the next
invoice to be submitted for DCTRMA funding will be submitted at the beginning of 2025. Mr.
Rathie reported the DCISC differs from many governmental entities in that it must operate on a
cash and carry basis with regard to all expenses and he reported at the present time it appears the
Committee will have the ability to meet its expenses during 2024. He commented the Committee
expends funds at differing rates in a calendar year and will soon be entering the period of
preparation of its 34th Annual Report. He remarked that given the developments in connection
with SB846 and the extension of operations by DCPP there may be other activities for which the
DCISC is required to undertake review.

Mr. Rathie reported funding received under the 1997 CPUC decision is based upon the
funds provided for Committee operation in 1996 with a 1.5% annual increase each year. Any
funds from this allocation which remain unspent at the end of a calendar year are returned to
PG&E for credit to its ratepayers from whence these funds originate. Mr. Rathie stated that any
funds which remain unspent from the DCTRMA will be remitted to PG&E for accounting at the
end of calendar year 2025.

Mr. Rathie closed his remarks by observing per the Google analytics reports the DCISC
website has been visited by, in order of number of visits, visitors from the United States, China,
India, Japan, Brazil and the United Kingdom. The website during 2024 has averaged 345 visitors
each month with 867 visits during the month of February 2024 when the DCISC held its last
public meeting. Updates have been made to the website. Mr. Rathie reported the DCISC’s annual
reports are available on the website and Consultant Wardell has provided a schedule for the
preparation of the 34™ Annual Report which report will subsequently be published on the
website, in a two-volume print edition, on a CD and on a USB thumb drive.

B.9-27
AGENDA PACKET DRAFT



B. Consider Request from PG&E and the Decommissioning Engagement Plan for a DCISC
Member to Participate as an ex officio Member of the Decommissioning Engagement

Panel.

At the Chair’s request Mr. Rathie introduced the next agenda item which he stated was
prompted by a letter received by the Committee on behalf of PG&E and the Diablo Canyon
Decommissioning Engagement Panel (DCDEP or the Panel) requesting participation by a
member of the DCISC as an ex officio "member of the Panel. Mr. Rathie stated at this time it
would be appropriate for the Members to discuss the request and identify any issues they
perceive with the offer for one of them to participate as a member of the DCDEP.

Dr. Lam inquired whether participation would conflict with the Committee’s Charter
from the CPUC. Mr. Rathie replied the DCDEDP is an organization under PG&E’s auspices and
PG&E exercise veto power over any recommendation by the Panel. He observed the DCISC
Charter provides for the Committee to review DCPP operations for the purpose of assessing
safety of operation and suggesting any recommendation for safe operation. Under the provisions
of the Third Restatement of the DCISC’s Charter safety of operations means activities in
connection with generation of electricity and the operation of the spent fuel pools, related
support systems, the ISFSI and the transport of spent nuclear fuel. He observed there are issues
within the Panel’s purview such as land use and repurposing of facilities which are clearly
outside the Committee’s Charter.

Dr. Budnitz remarked the DCISC has frequently advised the DCDEP on safety-related
matters and provided technical expertise and presentations during the Panel’s public meetings,
but only when requested by the Panel to do so. Dr. Budnitz observed the Committee has never
turned down a request from the Panel and he commented whether or not the Committee accepts
an ex officio role for one of its members, he believes the DCISC will firmly and absolutely
continue to support the Panel whenever it is asked to do so. He pointed out the letter under
consideration stated the public and the Panel have benefited from the DCISC past interaction and
he observed that in his opinion they will continue to do so no matter the eventual outcome of the
invitation, which also cites the additional opportunities that would be provided through direct
participation on the Panel by a DCISC member.

Mr. Chuck Anders, the DCDERP facilitator was recognized. Mr. Anders remarked the
interaction between the DCISC and the DCDEP has been very valuable. He commented that the
Panel, in addition to its public meetings, also conducts administrative meetings to evaluate issue
and discuss and plan for future agenda items. He reported the Panel averages four public
meetings each year including such topics, for 2024, as long-term spent fuel storage, the potential
for consolidated interim storage, reports on issues identified worldwide, and the Environmental
Impact Statement for decommissioning recently completed by San Luis Obispo County. He
observed the DCISC and the DCDEP have different audiences and different members of the
public participate in their respective meetings. He stated a primary basis for the request for

17 An ex officio member is a member of a body (notably a board, committee, or council) who is part of it
by virtue of holding another office.
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DCISC participation ex officio was to involve the DCISC in the planning meetings for these and
other topics.

Dr. Peterson observed the DCISC’s ability to act with and provide input to the DCDEP is
clearly quite important. He remarked the ability of all of the DCISC members to at various times
interact with the Panel has been very helpful. Dr. Peterson commented participating in the
planning of Panel activities would be qualitatively different from the process of providing
information and would verge away from alignment with the Committee’s Charter. There would
also be a significant time commitment to be considered for the single member selected. Dr.
Peterson stated his view that it would be better for the DCISC to continue engaging with the
Panel as it has in the past.

Dr. Lam remarked that as his term on the Committee will conclude as of June 30, 2024,
his view may not be relevant, but Drs. Budnitz and Peterson’s statements resonate with him,
particularly with the potential for conflict between the Committee’s Charter and the Panel’s
Charter. He also observed that some years ago when the plant was contemplating entering
decommissioning a member of the public raised a question as to whether the Committee’s
inquiries into decommissioning were at that time ultra vires '3acts.

Dr. Budnitz commented on the challenges of having a single member represent the
position of the Committee on issues where the full Committee had yet to articulate a position. Dr.
Peterson remarked the prior avenues of DCISC engagement with the DCDEP were consistent
with the DCISC’s obligation and mandate to conduct public outreach in the local community as
to items the Committee had discussed and decided. Drs. Budnitz and Peterson observed when
technical issues on which the DCISC has not considered or adopted a position come before the
DCDEP and are referred to the DCISC the issues would be considered for review at a DCISC
public meeting. After which a response would go to the Panel. Dr. Budnitz observe there may be
a middle ground in that a DCISC member could be invited to a specific DCDEP administrative
planning meeting when the DCISC’s input on the process was sought.

Drs. Peterson and Budnitz agreed the DCISC should continue to participate when
requested in the activities of the DCDEP and when invited that participation will be contingent
on the availability of a member, which will provide opportunities for participation by multiple
DCISC members. Dr. Peterson stated he does not recommend that the DCISC designate a single
member to participate ex officio as a member of the DCDEP, but a single member of the DCISC
could participate when requested in the DCDEP administrative planning meetings on matters
concerning operational safety. Mr. Rathie remarked the DCDEP Charter provides for Panel
members to participate in all meetings and the mission statement of the Panel is to inform
regulatory agencies and other stakeholders regarding decommissioning plans and he pointed out
that this was also part of the independent role of the DCISC and in his opinion there could be a
potential for a conflict or the appearance of a conflict.

18 Ultra vires plainly means an action by a company or its agent that exceeds the legal scope of its
authority.
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Dr. Gene Nelson of Californians for Green Nuclear Power was recognized. Dr. Nelson
stated it was his opinion there was a tension between participation on the DCISC and the
DCDEP, but he observed in his opinion the DCISC providing safety-related information on
request to the Panel was within the DCISC’s Charter. He remarked Californians for Green
Nuclear Power had previously declined an invitation to be part of the DCDEP. He recommended
an ad hoc arrangement between the two committees is the appropriate way to handle this request.

Mr. Anders was again recognized and he stated that an ex officio position on the DCDEP
is advisory only and the ex offico member would not be expected to take a position or participate
in the development of a consensus on any recommendation by the Panel.

Mr. David Weisman, Executive Director of the Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility, was
recognized and he suggested that as Dr. Lam was retiring from service on the DCISC he could
volunteer to participate on the panel in some capacity as a civilian.

The Members discussed making a motion to respond to PG&E and the Panel’s request
and on a motion made by Dr. Peterson that the DCISC would continue to support the DCDEP
when invited and when available to do so and this support would include the administrative
DCDEP meetings on the planning for DCDEP public meetings; but a single DCISC member
would not be designated to serve on the DCDEP in an ex officio capacity. Dr. Budnitz then
offered a friendly amendment that the DCISC reject the request but pledge to continue to support
the Diablo Canyon Decommissioning Engagement Panel which was accepted by the maker, and
with Drs. Budnitz and Peterson in favor and Dr. Lam abstaining the motion carried. Dr. Budnitz
observed after the vote that the position taken was stronger than any position the Committee has
adopted previously relative to the Panel. Mr. Anders thanked the Members for considering the
Panel’s request and expressed the Panel’s appreciation for the DCISC’s ongoing support. He
stated the two committees are very complementary of each other and mutually supportive toward
the goal of community engagement, public outreach and consistent with the DCISC’s role as
guardians of safety for the community. He closed his remarks by confirming that for planning
meetings wherein safety-related issues were addressed an invitation would be forthcoming to the
DCISC for participation.

XII.  ADJOURN AFTERNOON MEETING

The Chair adjourned the afternoon session of the DCISC at 4:15 p.m.
XIII RECONVENE FOR EVENING MEETING

Dr. Lam reconvened the evening meeting of the DCISC at 5:15 p.m.
X1V COMMITTEE MEMBER COMMENTS

There were no comments by Committee Members at this time.

The Chair recognized the presence of several state officials including CPUC
Commissioner Darcie L. Houck, Esq., Governor Newsom’s Senior Advisor for Offshore Wind Ms.
Jana Ganion, and California Department of Water Resources (DWR) Deputy Director Statewide
Water and Energy Ms. Delphine Hou. Ms. Hou accepted Dr. Lam’s invitation to address the
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DCISC and reported she has the goal and task of administering the Diablo Canyon Loan from the
State of California for the relicensing of DCPP. Ms. Hou remarked that much is learned each
time DWR and the DCISC have interacted and she appreciates the expertise and ability of the
Committee to understand and to explain to a lay audience very technical topics. Ms. Hou stated
she appreciates the work of the DCISC and she congratulated Dr. Lam on his official retirement
from the Committee. She closed her remarks by stating she hopes to attend many more DCISC
public meetings and to follow the great work of the Committee. Dr. Lam thanked Ms. Hou for
her comments.

XV  INFORMATION ITEMS PRESENTED BY THE COMMITTEE

Dr. Lam called upon DCISC Consultant Dr. Andrew Kadak to introduce and lead the
next presentation.

A. Report on Evaluation of Public Concerns on Studies by Dr, Mark T. Kirk Evaluating Unit
1 Reactor Pressure Vessel Integrity; Committee Consideration of Endorsing the Kirk
Studies and Their Conclusions in the DCISC 34" Annual Report.

Dr. Lam stated that DCISC Consultant Dr. Mark Kirk was retained by the Committee to
complete a reactor pressure vessel embrittlement study of Unit 1 and Dr. Kadak has been heavily
involved in that work with Dr. Kirk. Dr. Kirk was unable to attend this meeting due to a prior
commitment.

Dr. Kadak stated he would review activities since the last meeting of the DCISC in
February 2024 and then ask Dr. Digby Macdonald, who has been retained as a technical expert
by the San Luis Obispo Mothers for Peace, to make a presentation. Discussion by the Committee
and the public will follow. Mr. Rathie remarked the Committee previously received a request
from Dr. Macdonald and committed to allow him extended time during this public meeting for
his presentation, For other public comments, given the great interest expressed in this topic, Mr.
Rathie suggested each member of the public be given four minutes, with no ceding of time to
another speaker, to address the Committee. The Chair concurred with Mr. Rathie’s suggestion.

Dr. Kadak briefly reviewed the activities of the DCISC on the issue of embrittlement of
the Unit 1 reactor pressure vessel (RPV) including:

> At the request of the California Energy Commission in 2009, the DCISC reviewed the
status of RPV integrity for a 20-year license extension.

> In a letter dated February 28, 2011, the DCISC evaluated Pressurized Thermal Shock
(PTS)' and seismic effects.

19 pressurized Thermal Shock (PTS) refers to a condition that challenges the integrity of the reactor
pressure vessel. The root cause of this phenomenon is the radiation embrittlement of the reactor vessel. This
embrittlement leads to an increase in the reference temperature for nil ductility transition Nil ductility transition can
increase to the point where the reactor vessel material can lose fracture toughness during overcooling events. The
analyses of the risk of having a PTS for a specific plant includes the structural and fracture analysis of the reactor
vessel wall.
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> Subject to new information being received, the DCISC has previously concluded both
units could operate safety for twenty additional years in terms of PTS concerns.

Dr. Kadak reported that recently, at the February, June and September 2023 public
meetings, concerns were expressed including by Mr. Bruce Severance and Dr. Macdonald on the
status of Unit 1’s embrittlement. The DCISC engaged Dr. Kirk, who previously was employed
by the NRC in capacities where his knowledge, expertise and experience concerning the
assessment of RPV integrity contributed greatly to the NRC’s research in this area. On January
31, 2024, the DCISC issued a report in two parts by Dr. Kirk addressing public concerns and
evaluating the status of Unit 1 with respect to the monitoring and predicting the condition of the
RPV. Dr. Kirk then made a presentation to the DCISC at its public meeting on February 21,
2024. After the public presentation the DCISC requested any additional public and received
same from Mr. Severance, to which a response was provided on May 28 and which Mr.
Severance responded to on June 10, and from Dr. Macdonald on June 14, 2024, six days before
this public meeting.

Dr. Kadak summarized Dr. Kirks conclusions concerning Unit 1 embrittlement:

v

PG&E’s current reactor vessel integrity calculations were confirmed and validated.

Unit 1 meets the NRC requirements for reactor vessel integrity through 60 years of
service.

Credibility of data was correctly assessed.

Sister plant data was correctly used.

Deferrals of surveillance Capsule B?° coupon testing were appropriate.
RPV inspection schedule is appropriate.

\{

YVYVY

Dr. Kadak reported Capsule B is scheduled to be withdrawn from Unit 1 during its 2025
scheduled refueling outage. He observed removal is needed by 2028 in order to be consistent
with NRC guidance and when new data is obtained from the coupons in Capsule B the outcome
of the RPV integrity assessment of Unit 1 may change. Dr. Kadak stated Dr. Kirk has performed
supplemental analyses using more data and modern analytical techniques which validate that for
PTS the NRC screening criteria is very unlikely to be exceeded in 60 years of operation. He
reported the Upper-Shelf Energy (USE)?! may fall below the NRC screening criteria by 2029 or
2030 but a more accurate analysis following NRC guidance is highly likely to show that
acceptable margins will remain beyond those dates.

20 Surveillance specimen capsules must be located near the inside vessel wall in the beltline region so that
the coupon specimen irradiation history duplicates or exceeds, to the extent practicable within the physical
constraints of the system, the neutron spectrum, temperature history, and maximum neutron fluence experienced by
the reactor vessel inner surface.

2! In accordance with NRC regulation, reactor vessel beltline materials must demonstrate upper-shelf
energy (USE) through testing of irradiated sample material, in the transverse direction for base material and along
the weld for weld material, according to Code criteria established by the American Society of Mechanical Engineers
(ASME). A vessel must maintain upper-shelf energy throughout the life of the vessel, unless it is demonstrated in a
manner approved by the NRC’s Director, Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation, that lower values of upper-shelf
energy will provide margins of safety against fracture equivalent to those required by the ASME Code.

B. 9-32
AGENDA PACKET DRAFT



Dr. Kadak reported relative to Mr. Severance’s comments, those comments challenged
the integrity of the Unit 1 RPV based upon:

Were NRC procedures used correctly?

Did the NRC correctly assess the credibility?? of the data?
Was use of sister plant data appropriate?

Why have embrittlement forecasts changed?

VYVY

M. Severance also questions whether deferrals of removal of Capsule B means a 4™ capsule is
needed for the initial 40-year license term.

Dr. Kadak reported Dr. Kirk has responded to Mr. Severance’s comments that Mr.
Severance appears to continue to misunderstand how the NRC evaluates embrittlement and the
use of the procedures the NRC uses to do so. Dr. Kirk explained that forecasts change largely
due to the use of the current information which was available in 2011. Dr. Kirk confirmed the
plant was appropriately licensed as a three-capsule plant under the provisions of the American
Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) Code Section E-185-70. Dr. Kirk reviewed and
determined the NRC document cited by Mr. Severance as a license amendment does not amend
DCPP’s 40-year license to make testing of a fourth capsule mandatory. Dr. Kirk agreed with Mr.
Severance as to the supplemental USE analysis, but he observed it is not NRC approved and
DCPP meets all NRC license requirements. Dr. Kirk observed equivalent margins analysis for
USE has shown acceptable result for all other plants where it was employed.

Dr. Kadak reported, in summary, concerning Mr. Severance’s April 15 letter that none of
the concerns expressed therein changed the conclusions of either Part 1 or Part 2 of Dr. Kirk’s
report, The embrittlement predictions for Unit 1 are compliant with NRC regulation and the PTS
screening will not be exceeded in 60 years of operation while the USE meets NRC regulatory
requirements for 60 years of operation. Capsule B testing is not required in the first 40 years of
operation but it will be required by 2028 for extended operation. Dr. Kadak reported Mr.
Severance subsequently provided additional comments which included:

Challenging the NRC’s process for reviewing embrittlement.

Reliance on Dr. Macdonald’s input.

Challenging the use of sister plant information.

Challenging Dr. Kirk’s embrittlement assessment since it is not NRC approved.
Requesting a review of Equivalent Full Power Years (EFPY) estimate in Dr. Kirk’s

EYYVYVY
@)
=t

22 The terms “credible” or “credibility” in this context simply mean that plant specific surveillance data
follow expected trends (credible), or they deviate from these trends to some extent (not credible). It does not mean
the data is not valid or accurate.
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Dr. Kadak reported Dr. Kirk replied to Mr. Severance’s additional comments by
observing nothing in Mr. Severance’s latest comments change the conclusions in Part 1 or Part 2
of Dr. Kirk’s report. Mr. Severance’s challenges to the NRC review process including the use of
sister plant data should be raised with the NRC and using the latest information, Unit 1 meets the
NRC embrittlement requirements for 60 years of operation.

Dr. Lan commented and Dr. Kadak agreed that since the time Dr. Kirk was retained, his
report remains Dr. Kirk’s work product albeit that Dr. Kirk’s report was accepted by the DCISC
at its February 224 public meeting.

Dr. Digby Macdonald, who was in attendance remotely via Zoom, was recognized by the
Chair to address remarks to the Committee.

Dr. Macdonald stated that based on 2003 and pre 2003 data, the reactor pressure vessel
on Unit 1 appears to be dangerously embrittled. Additionally, no reliable reference temperature
data has been acquired since 2003, no ultrasound testing since 2005. Dr. Macdonald observed
PG&E and the NRC together have endangered public health and safety on that issue alone. He
stated reliance on generic and so-called Integrated Surveillance Program (ISP) data is unjustified
because DCPP Unit 1 and the Palisades Nuclear Generating Station in Michigan (Palisades) do
not qualify under 10 CFR 50 Appendix H, as ISP partners. Dr Macdonald stated that Dr. Kirk’s
analytical methods concerning combining Unit 1 and Palisades data show that the results are not
credible he stated he would show this on graphs he would provide. He stated the position on
behalf of the San Luis Obispo mother for Peace is simply that Unit 1 should be closed
immediately because it’s the only reasonable response to PG&E and NRC risk management.

As background, Dr. Macdonald stated ASTM E-185-70 stipulates five plus capsules
irradiated up to the end of life. He commented the reason for that is that the shift in the reference
temperature is predicted to be more than 200 degrees Fahrenheit due to high nickel and copper
and weld heat #27204 and that was forewarned by Westinghouse. He stated a minimum of five
RTnpr (Reference Temperature for Nil Ductility) versus fluence data are crucial to practical
optimization of the model on the equations of NRC Regulatory Guide (RG)? 1.99, Revision 2
(1988). He commented interestingly the original surveillance program comprised eight capsules,
of which three had the weld metal 27204 and five contained the base metal and it is surprising
that PG&E at the NRC’s insistence did not replace the base metal capsules with additional
capsules containing more metal, so that there would now be a good body of data. Dr. Macdonald
remarked the basic problem with Unit 1 is that there are too few data.

Dr. Macdonald stated he wanted to point out a problem with Dr. Kirk’s definition of
AT41joules * % which is the reference temperature at 30 foot pounds. The solid lines on the

» The NRC’s Regulatory Guide series provides guidance to licensees and applicants on implementing
specific parts of the NRC's regulations, techniques used by the NRC staff in evaluating specific problems or
postulated accidents, and data needed by the staff in its review of applications for permits or licenses.

X1 many fields, it's common for A (the Greek letter delta) to represent a change or difference. Math uses
it, physics uses it, engineering uses it, etc.

* A joule is a unit of energy in the International System of Units. It is equal to the amount of work done
when a force of one newton displaces a mass through a distance of one meter in the direction of that force. It is also
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graph he displayed showed hyperbolic tangent function curves and he pointed out the red line
passes through 30 foot pounds, and that upon irradiation there’s a negative shift in AT41joules.
He stated that this is simply a result of the fact that it was arbitrarily defined by ASME and,
critically, adopted by NRC and PG&E. He stated the graph was taken from in which it
was pointed out this is a ridiculous situation where there’s a negative shift in AT41joules upon
the irradiation. Dr. Macdonald stated on the other hand if one were to define the shift being at the
point of inflection of the symmetric hyperbolic tangent function, one could see there is very little
effect, and one of the issues is that it is not absolutely certain what level of irradiation was
applied to a sample.

Dr. Macdonald then reviewed a graph he stated shows Dr. Kirk’s analysis. He observed
the points marked for Diablo Canyon is a generic point at minus 50 degrees centigrade and the
first data point up from that is Capsule S, then Capsule Y, Capsule V and then two data points
which were taken from Palisades. Dr. Macdonald said one could see that what happens is that
those data points from Palisades tend to bend the curve down and so the curve begins to flatten
out and run parallel to the screening criteria, but he observed the biggest problem with the graph,
and he stated he did not think it is something that NRC would sanction, was that Dr. Kirk
committed the original sin in science and engineering in that he did not include error bars. Dr.
Macdonald stated in his opinion Dr, Kirk cherry-picked the Palisades data because Dr. Kirk
published in RG 1.99, Revision 2, a supplement to that report in which he showed that there was
a data point at a much higher value of RTxnpr, and he commented that this would be shown on his
next slide where Dr. Macdonald includes the error bars. He observed if he were to draw a
straight line through the data points with the error bars defined by Eason?, et al, and not
invented by Dr. Macdonald, which are based on hard data, he observed that one can see the
intersection occurs somewhere between about 1.2 and 2.2 to 2.4 x 10! neutrons per centimeter
squared. On the other hand, Dr. Macdonald stated if one were to draw a line through the
Palisades two data points that Dr. Kirk used one would have a line that’s essentially parallel to
the PTS screening criteria, and these lines never intersect. He stated what that means is the
reactor could keep operating forever without running into a problem, but Dr. Kirk cherry-picked
his data because at the top, above the PTS screening criteria, is a data point marked P which is in
the supplement to RG 1.99. Dr. Macdonald stated his point is that such an analysis is invalid
unless one is capable of quantifying the error bars.

Dr. Budnitz interjected to ask that on the plot with the error bars, whether the bars are
intended to represent one standard deviation. In other words Dr, Budnitz asked are they 95.5%
confident in the one standard deviation and what sort of uncertainty is captured by these error
bars? Dr. Macdonald replied the error bars are plus or minus about 25° Fahrenheit on the vertical
scale. Dr. Budnitz stated he could see that the error bars are plus or minus 25° Fahrenheit but the
question he is asking is are they one standard deviation of confidence or are they two or are they
based on something else? Dr. Macdonald confirmed the error bars were one standard deviation.
Dr. Budnitz then questioned how the same plus or minus 25° can represent roughly the same

the energy dissipated as heat when an electric current of one ampere passes through a resistance of one ohm for one
second.
26 Eason. E.D.; Wright J.E. and Odette, MCS GR (1998) “Improved Embrittlement Correlations for
Reactor Pressure Bessel Steels,” NUREG/CR-6551 MCS 97050, Univ. CA Modeling and Computing Services,
University of California Prepared for US Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 1998.
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error bar for all those points and that secondly the data point in the lower left-hand corner of the
on the abscissa of the graph has the same size error bars and on the abscissa it looks like goes
from 50 to 150 which he described as a huge error, to which Dr. Macdonald replied that was
correct. Dr. Budnitz asked whether Dr, Macdonald was asserting that the fluence that particular
data point is anchored to is uncertain by such a very large amount and Dr, Budnitz commented
he did not understand this and he asked Dr, Macdonald to explain where the uncertainty comes
from and where the fluence, that’s the abscissa, comes from and why is it the same for the data
points shown higher on the graph. Dr. Budnitz commented there may be an uncertainty of plus or
minus...it only has uncertainty of about ten percent, whereas the one below on the graph has an
uncertainty of way more than one hundred percent because it’s the same absolute. Dr. Budnitz
stated that as a physicist having spent his entire career interpreting error bars he needs to
understand the origin of these uncertainties. Dr. Macdonald responded “Well all I can tell you is
there is a large uncertainty in the fluence, because it depends on what you’re counting in
determining the fluence. . . whether you count effective full power years, or you take into
account all the power level changes and so forth. That’s not entirely clear to me.” Dr. Budnitz
stated he understood Dr Macdonald’s response but if one looks at the data point in the lower
lefthand corner of the graph labeled G, and the one is labeled D, which is a coupon that came out
of Diablo Canyon, early on, he doesn’t understand from Dr,, Macdonald’s explanation why its
fluence, 150 plus or minus 50, is not understood by such a big percentage factor for that early
capsule. Dr. Peterson also referred to the data point on the far left of the graph showing zero dose
and he stated it is not physically possible that it could have negative dose.

Dr. Budnitz commented it appears someone took the data point and drew through the
same cross, up and down, left and right, for each point whereas, the true uncertainty can’t
possibly be the fluence of the first point, Point D. Dr. Budnitz remarked this was just not
credible.

Dr. Macdonald turned to what he termed basic equations and he described what he
termed the hyperbolic, symmetric hyperbolic, function and from that one calculates, just by
mathematical manipulation, the upper-shelf energy, the lower shelf energy, the fracture energy at
the point of inflection, the RTnpr at the point of inflection, that’s equal to T north. From this he
stated one can convert from AT41joule into RTxpr Point of Inflection (POI) and so forth.
Finally, he stated one can define an extent of embrittlement by that last equation and these help
illustrate how the POI is in Dr. Macdonald’s opinion a superior method of following what
happens with the embrittlement.

Dr. Macdonald then discussed this Extent of Embrittlement methodology versus fluence
and he displayed a graph on which he reported he purposefully left the error bars off because he
wanted to illustrate one point which seems to be consistent. He remarked one can see that the
weld metal is by far the component that is most sensitive to fluence, but when one notices on the
graph the upper two points on the weld metal it appears that the Extent of Embrittlement appears
consistent not only in his calculations, but also in calculations that have been shown by others.
He remarked the important thing here is that does not require a large fraction of the fracture
surface to be covered by brittle facets to achieve embrittlement and if ones look at the upper right
plot on the graph one can see there’s a ten percent change in the extent of embrittlement,
essentially covering the whole range of fluences up to the end of life. Dr. Macdonald stated what
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he was discussing is a relatively small amount of changes in the fracture surface in order to
account for the embrittlement.

Dr. Macdonald observed Ultrasonic volumetric testing (UT testing) is indispensable
because one must understand that cascade formation of “hot” interstitials and vacancies due to
interaction with high energy neutrons. He remarked AT41joule tests for radiation embrittlement
while UT testing looks for fissures that might convert into brittle fractures under the pressurized
thermal shock phenomenon. He stated initial vacancy condensation on intermetallic particles acts
as a barrier to dislocation movement and, hence, in the loss of ductility and that is embrittlement
and these processes tend to occur in tandem as condensation of vacancies on intermetallic
particles leads to fissure growth. Dr. Macdonald remarked there is a possible role for helium and
hydrogen pressurization of fissures, leading to subcritical crack growth and considerable
quantities of hydrogen is available in the primary coolant. Dr. Macdonald stated in his view it is
absolutely essential that UT volumetric testing be carried out and it cannot be discarded as Dr.
Kirk states.

Dr. Macdonald commented he does not disagree with everything that Dr. Kirk states in
his report and the one thing he and Dr, Kirk agree on is that mini-compact tension specimens
should be machined from remnants of the failed Charpy specimens from Capsules S, Y and V to
measure the facture toughness directly. He commented a sufficient number of specimens could
be machined to yield statistically meaningful dilutes for the fracture toughness. He further
remarked the WOL [?] specimens should be tested for both Ki minimum, that is, the crack would
grow until the stress intensity factor becomes limiting in its lower end and the crack stops
growing, and it then could be loaded in a load frame and pulled to failure in order to calculate
Kic, the fracture toughness from compliance of a specimen. Dr. Macdonald said he proposes
using back interpolation, given that Capsule B will have a fluence of about 3.7 x 10'° neutrons
per square centimeter by the time it is filled. He observed it seems incorrect to not to note that
Capsule B was added as the fourth Capsule of the program as part of a deal that was struck
between PG&E and the NRC for a 37 month extension of the operating license of Unit 1. He
remarked nanointendation is also a useful measurement that could be used to supplement the
mini-CT and AT41joule.

Dr Macdonald concluded these remarks by stating his conclusion that Unit 1 must be
closed now because it’s continued operation has not been justified by Dr. Kirk’s report and Unit
1 must be fully tested to the satisfaction of an independent committee before re-opening, given
the high fluence of Capsule B, 3.6 x 10" - 3.7 x 10" depending on when it will be actually
removed from the reactor vessel. He stated the testing methods approved by the NRC will not
tell much, therefore alternative measures are necessary and Dr. Macdonald suggests backward
interpolation with the low fluence and anchored by Capsules S, Y and V, and the high end
anchored by Capsule B and it his belief that these measures stand a good chance of being able to
recover a value for AT41joule at the end of the initial operating period.

Dr. Macdonald thanked the Members for their attention to his remarks.

Dr. Budnitz referred again to the graph he questioned previously concerning the error
bars and remarked it does not make sense to him that the error bars are as shown, he commented
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he cannot believe the fluence data uncertainty data for Capsule S is shown accurately. Dr.
Macdonald concurred and he stated that was a mistake on his part in drawing it that way. Dr.
Budnitz observed the fluence is shown on the abscissa, but on the ordinate he finds it is hard to
believe that that RTnpr shift as shown is about 25 and the error bar goes from zero to 50. Dr.
Budnitz observed that seems like such a large percentage uncertainty on a measurement of
something that was previously measured. Dr. Macdonald replied those data correspond to one
sigma and those data come from a report by Eason. Dr. Budnitz remarked he also does not
understand the data plotted for Capsules S, Y and V, as Y has a fluence of about one and V has a
fluence of about 1.4 and he observed regarding the data from Palisades he does not understand
how the fluence is that uncertain in that it goes from about one is in the middle to from about .6
to about 1.4. Dr. Budnitz observed that is a huge percentage of uncertainty and the uncertainties
in the fluence from the data should not be that large. Dr. Budnitz remarked concerning data
shown on the ordinate on the graph he questioned the measurement of uncertainty for Capsule Y
where the uncertainty goes from 50 to 100. Dr. Macdonald replied Table 4.1 from the report by
Eason used the standard deviation of these data, a 400+ database of reactor data, used that
standard deviation in their table and he referred Dr Budnitz to that table by Eason et al. Dr.
Budnitz stated that some defense, documentation, argument or technical basis needs to be
provided for those uncertainties if they are to be interpreted in terms of trying to compare the
screening criteria with Dr. Macdonald’s position and until that is done, which he stated perhaps
Dr. Macdonald can do by a write up provided to the DCISC, but absent further information Dr.
Budnitz stated the information provided by Dr, Macdonald on the graph in question is
uninterpretable to Dr. Budnitz. Dr. Macdonald agreed that obviously he misdrew the vertical
error bar and the horizontal error bar at the first point and the generic point. Dr. Budnitz
remarked if one does not use error bars at all and doesn’t pretend to, that is not a cardinal sin, it
is simply an omission. But if one puts them in and says what they are and they’re wrong, that’s a
cardinal sin, as opposed to not pretending to have them. He commented as a physicist he
understands how error bars are generated based on data and models and some, frankly, by staring
at one’s naval and that’s not wrong, but they just have to have some defense and without them,
the curve on the graph provided by Dr, Macdonald, which is the fundamental basis for his
argument, doesn’t hold water. Dr Macdonald stated he disagreed completely with Dr, Budnitz’
statement.

Drs. Lam and Peterson thanked Dr. Macdonald for his presentation.

Dr. Kadak remarked since the DCISC only received Dr, Macdonald’s report less than
one week ago there has been very limited time for review and Dr. Kirk has not had time to
review the details of Dr. Macdonald’s analysis, but Dr. Kadak stated he would provide some
preliminary observations. Dr. Kadak observed Dr. Macdonald challenges the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, the American Society of Mechanical Engineers, and the American Society of
Testing and Materials in terms of the methods that these bodies use to assess embrittlement. Dr.
Macdonald has developed his Extent of Embrittlement algorithm that Dr. Kirk has reviewed and
found that Dr. Macdonald’s algorithm produces more uncertainty than the NRC’s approach. Dr.
Kadak stated Dr. Kirk remarked another issue is the licensing basis for Diablo Canyon is based
on the ASTM E-185-70 standard which requires only three capsules. Dr, Kadak stated Dr.
Macdonald’s previous work on hydrogen induced cracking has been addressed in Belgium and in
the U.S. by independent experts and found not to be a credible source of flaw growth, which
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addresses the inspection interval allegation. He observed uncertainties are considered in the
adjusted reference temperature calculations. Dr. Kadak noted that Dr. Macdonald has put one
data point way above the other point. Dr. Kadak remarked he was surprised that Dr. Macdonald
is suggesting that Dr. Kirk cherry picked the Palisades data because the Palisades data Dr. Kadak
reviewed was correlated to the Diablo Canyon weld wires and as Dr. Macdonald knows Dr. Kirk
also worked on Palisades embrittlement issues so Dr. Kirk would know whether that data point
that Dr. Macdonald added is relevant to Diablo Canyon. Dr. Kadak remarked in terms of
uncertainties, as Dr. Macdonald knows, the equation which defines the adjusted reference
temperature, if one looks at the square root term, those are adjustments made to handle
uncertainties in all of the numbers, including standard deviation as discussed by Dr. Budnitz. Dr.
Kadak stated if one looks at the USE energy according to the NRC’s approach, those are the
curves under which the NRC licensed DCPP. Dr. Kadak suggested that Dr. Macdonald should
address his concerns with the NRC concerning how the NRC does the analysis for
embrittlement, and to the appropriate code committees of ASME and ASTM. Dr. Kadak stated
he would now like to make a final recommendation for the DCISC for this discussion, that being
the Committee should consider endorsing Part 1 and Part 2 of Dr. Kirk’s report and the
conclusions set forth in Dr Kirk’s report on the condition of the Unit 1 reactor pressure vessel as
safe for continued operation.

Dr. Lam thanked Dr, Kadak and stated he would like to now entertain comments from the
Committee.

Dr Budnitz stated he wanted to make the point that Dr. Macdonald’s comments must be
linked to his data and those data about the vessel are what must drive the Committee’s
understanding. He stated the curve Dr. Macdonald provided with those data was not sensible,
and therefore Dr. Macdonald’s argument using those data does not make sense to Dr. Budnitz.
So in order for the data to make sense Dr. Budnitz would have to have confidence that the data
themselves have been properly interpreted, plotted correctly, and have the uncertainties that Dr.
Macdonald claims about them explained including the source of the uncertainty, the magnitude,
the different kinds of uncertainty, and whether the uncertainties are correlated. He observed if
one has two different uncertainties and they are 100% correlated then they don’t add much. On
the other hand, if they are totally uncorrelated then they have a different character. Dr. Budnitz
remarked that until those uncertainties and the data themselves are properly dealt with in Dr.
Macdonald’s argument, the best he can say is he remains to be convinced because it is only the
data that speaks and all these other arguments are the context, the context for the data and Dr.
Budnitz stated he knows enough about the context, but what he does not know is whether the
data are plotted properly.

Dr. Lam shared his observations that the fact that Dr. Macdonald’s theory does not
comport with orthodox NRC methodology does not automatically make it not meritorious and
the merits of Dr. Macdonald’s theory and practice need to be examined in more detail. Dr. Lam
acknowledged as the NRC has done it for so long in their own way, that certainly is one way.
But now in front of the Committee Dr. Macdonald is saying, well, maybe there are better ways,
and maybe the better way would forecast a very different outcome and Dr. Lam observed that to
him that is of critical importance.
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Mr. Kadak observed that Dr. Kirk in Part 1 of his report looked at Dr. Macdonald’s
Extent of Embrittlement calculation and compared it to the NRC approach. He remarked that
given the uncertainties in terms of fracture toughness and other assumptions one must make Dr.
Kirk found that the uncertainty in Dr. Macdonald’s Extent of Embrittlement approach was larger
than that associated with the traditional methods used by the NRC, the ASME and the ASTM to
evaluate embrittlement, all of whom have weighed in on how to do these calculations, how to do
the inspection in intervals and what types of inspections are done. Dr. Lam acknowledge this was
true but he stated nonetheless, the Committee now has heard Dr. Macdonald is saying the
orthodox way of doing business may not be the correct one.

Dr. Peterson stated he wanted to discuss his thinking about this set of problems and also
to refer also back to the original study that the Committee did on PTS in 2009. He observed the
key element with PTS scenarios is that they involve a number of different things which have to
be true in order to lead to damage in fuel. One of them is the question of embrittlement and
today’s discussion was good. Dr. Peterson stated his belief that the methods used by the NRC to
assess embrittlement have some significant intrinsic conservatism, so his primary thinking on
embrittlement is the important point is to be in compliance with the current NRC requirements,
but he observed this is a topic the Committee will probably have to return to as obviously there
will be new information including with the inspection of Capsule B in the future.

However, Dr. Peterson observed there are a number of additional things that are required
for fuel damage to occur due to this postulated mechanism, with the first being that you have to
have an initiating event that will inject a large amount of cold water into the reactor vessel while
the vessel is pressurized. Dr. Peterson remarked there are a number of things that are done that
make that event unlikely to occur, and certainly very unlikely to occur between now and the next
DCISC meeting in October 2024 when this topic is likely to be discussed again. But Dr. Peterson
noted there is a set of conservatisms with that initiating event and with the behavior of the cold
water when it is injected including the way it would flow and how buoyant it would be because
it’s injected into the cold leg, it flows across the bottom of the cold leg?’ and then down the
downcomer. He reported the thermal analysis that is used to project how rapid the cooling would
be has large amounts of conservatisms built into it as well and so the question of whether you
could actually cool through the thickness and bulk in order to generate the necessary tensile
stresses to cause the vessel to fail is another area where there is significant conservatism in the
overall assumptions about how this scenario could propagate. There is also a set of questions
around what is the size of the pre-existing flaws that could exist, and the assumptions that are
made in the analysis are highly conservative in that area as well, and unless one does the
additional analysis the answer doesn’t have sufficient conservatism.

Dr. Peterson remarked the size of pre-existing flaws could be validated through things
such as the ultrasonic testing and there is a whole set of actions which really do need to be done
in 1R25. Dr. Peterson observed one then has the question of whether those stresses are sufficient
to actually cause the vessel to crack, and if so then what would happen. Dr. Peterson stated that

27 The piping between the RPV and the steam generators is called the “hot leg.” The piping from the steam
generators to the reactor coolant pump and back to the RPV is called the “cold leg.”
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the short answer is that we deterministically assume that a plant would experience core damage
at that point, but nuclear power plants also have a low pressure injection system that is capable of
pumping massive quantities of water into the reactor vessel, and so there is a question whether
the plant will actually end up with fuel damage even if the vessel has cracked. Dr. Peterson
stated that has not been analyzed but it represents yet another area of conservatism in addition to
those he identified. Dr. Peterson remarked given the set of things, all of which have to happen to
lead to a significant consequence from the PTS scenarios, one can deal with the uncertainty in
each of them, and this has been done through applying large amounts of conservatism, but that
does not mean that it is not important to understand the state of embrittlement and to use the data
as best one can. However, Dr. Peterson commented embrittlement is just one piece of the overall
problem in assessing the risk of this type of accident transient and whether it actually creates a
significant risk that we could see a transient for where damage could occur to fuel in Unit 1.

Dr. Budnitz remarked he understands the extra conservatisms and he was involved in the
original thinking in the early days when this issue came up, and 10 CFR Part 61 was being
debated before it was developed. But Dr. Budnitz stated that without invoking the fact that the
NRC’s criteria have those extra conservatisms, Dr. Macdonald’s argument regarding
embrittlement on its own doesn’t seem like it has sufficient strength to support the
recommendation that the plant ought to be immediately shut down. He stated he believes it is
meritorious to continue an investigations and to see if the data that Dr. Macdonald presented
when properly dealt with do or don’t provide additional insight. Dr. Budnitz confirmed that if he
believed the plant warranted immediate shut down he would promptly and vigorously raise the
matter with the NRC.

XVI PUBLIC COMMENTS AND COMMUNICATIONS

The Chair then called for public comment and announced members of the public would
be provided four minutes each to address remarks on this agenda item to the committee.

Dr. Gene Nelson of Californians for Green Nuclear Power was recognized. Dr. Nelson
remarked he has been a strong critic of Dr. Macdonald in the past regarding the issue of
embrittlement. He observed Dr. Macdonald provided his report very soon before this public
meeting and the data Dr. Macdonald claims support his hypothesis was hard to comprehend and
relies on tests which do not have wide consensus. Dr. Nelson stated he was upset as he perceives
Dr. Macdonald was trying to force-feed his data and the Committee very properly took the
position by asking Dr,. Macdonald to more clearly explain his data.

Mr. John Geesman representing the Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility was recognized.
Mr. Geesman stated his client has chosen not to engage on the substance of this issue and takes
no position on the merits of the question. Mr. Geesman commented, however, and advised Dr.
Peterson to consider the recusal standards for a financial conflict in his consideration of this
matter. He observed Dr. Peterson stated in his remarks he believes the NRC standards are central
to Dr. Peterson’s view of the matter and Mr. Geesman observed that Dr. Peterson’s position as
Chief Technology Officer?® for Kairos Power creates a financial conflict of interest in that a

20 Dr. Peterson is a Co-Founder & Chief Nuclear Officer of Kairos Power.
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reasonable person could conclude Dr. Peterson could not render an unbiased decisions that
directly challenged the NRC approach or methodology on the central question. He recommended
that the Committee take a very well-considered approach to the matter.

Ms. Sherry Lewis of San Luis Obispo Mothers for Peace was recognized. Ms. Lewis
stated her opinion that to verify some of Dr. Macdonald’s points it would be good to perform
testing on the fragments from prior Charpy testing. She commented she had difficulty
understanding Dr. Macdonald’s remarks due to the sound quality but she liked very much the
points raised by Dr. Budnitz. Ms. Lewis requested that the Committee at this time not endorse
Dr. Kirk’s report as the Committee has it had just received Dr. Macdonald’s comments and Dr.
Macdonald is a well-known material scientist whose views should be listened to.

Ms. Linda Seeley of Mothers for Peace was recognized. Ms. Seeley remarked she was
confused by the conversation between Dr. Budnitz and Dr. Macdonald and she hopes that the
conversation will continue. She expressed her hope that the Committee would not make a
decision tonight about endorsing Dr. Kirk’s report. She commented testing of the small
remnants of Charpy samples might provide more data points and she stated her impression was
there are not enough data points for a solid analysis of the Unit 1 RPV welds. She stated the
DCISC has significant influence with the CPUC and she encouraged the DCISC to be patient
and to ensure the safety of the Central Coast. Dr. Kadak replied and stated that in Dr. Kirk’s
report he performed a supplementary analysis which used hundreds of data points from other
reactors with welds similar to those used for the DCPP U 1 RPV and in that analyses Dr. Kirk
demonstrated that upper-shelf energy (USE) could be lower than the typical NRC required
standard. So, Dr. Kadak observed, there are not just five data points but he NRC curves
displayed are based on the history of other reactors over fifty years that have been tested and the
DCPP data is matched to industry data to see how closely they match. Consultant McWhorter
stated that the NRC process is based on Code Cases and Standards that have been prepared by
professional organizations including ASTM and others using experts and committees to look at
the different ways of analyzing the problem and in coming to a consensus. Mr. McWhorter
observed that to take an entirely new and untested methodology and introduce it into the problem
can create problems in that it might show the reactor vessel is worse off than one otherwise
believed or it might create a false sense of security, that is, the untested methodology could result
creation of a non conservative situation.

The Chair then recognized Mr. Bruce Severance.

Mr. Severance thanked the Committee for the opportunity to speak but stated he did not
believe the time limit gave him the opportunity to respond to what he feels are
misrepresentations concerning what he has stated in the documents he has submitted to the
DCISC and he does not feel it is fair that he is not going to have time to respond to
misrepresentations. However, he remarked first of all the DCISC is empowered by SB846 to
make somewhat executive decisions regarding its recommendations and those are going to be
taken very seriously by the State of California, so if the DCISC endorses Dr,. Kirk’s report, it is
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basically a green light to go to 2030. He stated the preamble to SB846 provides that the DCISC
make its findings and recommendations for improved safety to certain public entities so the
Committee’s opinions here do really matter. He observed it is not up to the NRC, it is up to the
Committee.

Mr. Severance reported he had an amicable conversation with Dr. Kirk some months ago,
and Dr. Kirk stated mini-CT? testing is recognized by the NRC recognizes as a very reliable
method for retesting already fractured samples, but Dr. Kirk expressed that there are issues with
nanoindentation testing. Mr. Severance remarked his argument is if the cost was $1 million or
some other approximate amount to retest both reactors, which is one one-thousandth of the
amount that the State of California is investing in extended operation and he believes that to be a
good investment to ensure this [Unit 1 RPV integrity] is not a financial risk for ratepayers and
for the State of California. He stated, SB846 calls for clear safety measures and PG&E has
deemed its own test data non-credible as per the equations in RG 1.99.

Mr. McWhorter commented Committee representatives have held a conversation with
Mr. Severance before regarding the NRC use of the term “credible” and it is acknowledged that
the classifications of data as “credible” and “non-credible” is an unfortunate use of those terms.
Mr. Severance objected to being interrupted and claimed he understands about credibility. Mr.
Severance stated if one reads 10 CFR 50.61 it calls for consideration of all data and all
surveillance reports which he stated Dr. Kirk selectively interprets as historical reports. He cited
the 2006 report that predicted that Diablo Canyon would be within 3% of maximum screen limits
by November of this year as a report that the Committee determined should not be considered,
but he contrasted Dr, Kirk’s automatically integrating Palisades and Diablo Canyon data without
considering the requirements in 10 CFR Part 50 Appendix H. He remarked Dr. Macdonald
brought raised this question but nobody seems to be paying attention to this detail. Mr.
Severance stated the bottom line is Dr. Kirk makes the argument that sister plants are any two
plants that share limiting materials, but that definition does not appear anywhere in the
regulations and Dr. Kirk claims that because DCPP and Palisades are sister plants they are
exempt from Appendix H. Mr. Severance stated that there is nothing in 10 CFR 50.61 or
Appendix H that states the definitions Dr. Kirk is using to give an exemption. Mr. Severance
asked that the Committee investigate as there is nothing in the regulations. Mr. Severance
claimed Dr. Kirk is misrepresenting what the regulations actually say and he remarked this may
be a common practice at the NRC. but he does not see if one uses Equation 5 from 10 CFR 50 to
specifically reduce the chemistry factors that are supposed to be there to address the uncertainties
around chemical impurities in the welds, there’s nothing in the regulations that say you’re
supposed to automatically use Equation 5 to integrate the date from two plants that have not been
properly qualified as integrated surveillance participating plants. He comments this is clearly
defined in 10 CFR Part 50, so Mr. Severance stated he does not agree that this integration is
according to NRC procedures and he claims that doing so is gaslighting >

29 CT scan means a compured tomograghy soan
30 Gaslighting means to manipulate someone using psychological methods into questioning their own
powers of reasoning.
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Dr. Budnitz stated he understood the point made by Mr. Severance which Mr. Severance
has made before, but he does not find it to be compelling because the NRC’s regulations don’t
compel Dr. Budnitz, although he understands them in detail, to make his decision based on the
NRC regulations. Dr, Budnitz observed the reason for this is because the regulations were put in
place for decisions of a different character and the rationale when they were adopted does not
perfectly fit the instant case. So, although the technical guidance therein and whether or not the
plant meets them is important input information, it is not determinative.

Dr. Budnitz stated he basis his statement on the first near-PTS event which occurred in
1979 at the Rancho Seco Nuclear Generating Station near Sacramento, California, which did not
result in a PTS event but did result in a cold water injection that alarmed the nuclear industry. Dr.
Budnitz reported at that time he was serving as the Deputy Director of the Office of Research at
the NRC and a few month later he was appointed the Director of the Office of Research. A few
months later there was another near miss at another plant in the south and about a month after
that a research program was initiated under the NRC at Oak Ridge, Tennessee, and the program
later branched out to several other locations to understand the phenomenon. Dr. Budnitz was the
Director of Research when these programs were authorized and although he left his position at
the NRC before the program was completed several years later Dr. Budnitz stated he has
followed the program and thoroughly understand the basis for 10 CFR Part 61 which he
described as a terrific regulation, although conservative. That is, Dr. Budnitz stated if a plant
meets 10 CFR Part 61 it means it has a lot of margin, but Dr. Budnitz stated Part 61 has other
parameters that are not contemplated by or relevant to the situation under consideration by the
Committee. In particular, if the data are there, and Dr Budnitz stated that in this case they are,
and they were measured properly Dr. Budnitz stated he would review the data whether or not it is
considered credible or not credible. Dr. Budnitz agreed with Dr. Lam that the points raised by
Mr. Severance are worthy of further inquiry but Dr,, Budnitz stated they are not determinative.

Mr. Severance remarked that if funds might be found to verify the embrittlement, because
prior data have been deemed non-credible or outside of standard deviations and he stated his
belief that integration with Palisades is questionable, he would be perfectly happy with DCPP
running for another twenty years if new mini-CT data were available that gave a very clear
indication that the 2011 report is correct. He stated considering requiring ten cents out of every
hundred dollars spent by the State of California toward this additional safety measure is not very
much to ask. Dr. Lam requested that Mr. Severance submit his additional remarks in writing to
the Committee, to which Mr. Severance replied he has already submitted the information he
discussed.

Dr. Budnitz inquired whether Dr Macdonald wished to address further remarks to the
Committee.

Before Dr. Macdonald made his comments Dr. Budnitz stated he would listen to an
argument that Dr. Macdonald may want to bring based on data that would support Dr.
Macdonald’s position, but the notion that the data support an immediate shut down of that plant
does not convince him and Dr. Budnitz stated he would not endorse that position unless and until
he heard an argument that does convince him and accordingly there is time for Dr. Macdonald to
make it.
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Dr. Macdonald was again recognized and he stated what he tried to show is that the
original definition of the reference temperature which was made completely arbitrarily by ASME
leads to a ridiculous result and that leads to a negative shift in RTnpr. He remarked there is no
way of getting around that data. Dr. Macdonald stated his second point was the Extent of
Embrittlement methodology is a very useful concept because it describes how little
embrittlement in terms of the area of brittle fracture facets on the fracture surface are necessary
in order to get a brittle response. He stated, as one of his graphs showed, just the 10% change
spans essentially the whole range of fluence up to the end of the initial operating period. Dr.
Macdonald stated his third point was that one would do well to adopt using mini compact
toughness specimens in order to measure the fracture toughness directly. He observed that can be
done partly using the remnants of Charpy specimens that have already been tested or one could
get data by testing the WOLSs [weld of limitation?] even though these capsules contain WOLs, he
stated he has never seen a good presentation on what the actual data looks like from the WOLs.
Presumably the crack arrests at some suitably low K. value, but he stated he has never actually
seen what that is.

Dr. Macdonald observed as far as his graph where he showed the error bars, he will
correct the error bars. There is a problem with the error bars on the horizontal axis, but for the
error bars, the one sigma values that come from the report by Eason from Table 4.1, he described
the data as pretty solid. So nonetheless Dr. Macdonald stated he would like an opportunity to
submit a corrected version of that graph and he committed to getting started on that corrected
version right away.

Mr. Lam inquired if Dr. Macdonald has considered participating in a formal adjudicatory
proceeding in front of the NRC in which discovery and direct examination and cross-
examination by opposing counsel is allowed in order to get at the truth. Dr. Macdonald replied he
would willingly participate in any such proceedings the Committee felt would be useful to
correct the record. Dr. Macdonald commented the reason his report was provided a few days
prior to this DCISC public meeting was due to his having been hospitalized extensively over the
period of the last several months. On behalf of the DCISC, Dr. Budnitz wished Dr. Macdonald
well for the full recovery of his health.

Consultant Wardell was recognized and Mr. Wardell stated the NRC’s process for
approving a reactor vessel’s embrittlement is based on a lot of good science, a lot of good data,
from the Society of the American Society of Mechanical Engineers, the ASME, and the ASTM,
American Society for Testing and Materials, and is accordingly well founded. Mr. Wardell
reported PG&E has looked at the Unit 1 reactor vessel, looked at the data, and PG&E has
submitted its data to the NRC and the NRC has said the data is worthy to demonstrate not just
that the vessel is safe now but that the vessel is good for 60 years of operation, that is, twenty
more years from now. Mr. Wardell observed the NRC, independently with its experts and the
data from ASME and PG&E, has also said the Unit 1 reactor vessel is good for 60 years and the
Committee has looked at the data and hired Dr. Kirk because of his extensive educational
background in mechanical engineering and materials, the work he has done for Westinghouse to
help Westinghouse develop their processes for determining reactor vessel embrittlement, and for
his work with the NRC where he helped develop their process and the equations used by the
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NRC for assessment of embrittlement. Dr. Kirk has been working with the DCISC as an
independent consultant doing what the Committee asked him to do. Mr. Wardell commented Dr.
Kirk is the expert the Committee engaged to make this determination and he found that the
proper NRC procedures were followed and that the reactor vessel is good for 60 years, that is,
twenty years from now. Mr. Wardell observed Dr. Kirk at the Committee’s request also did an
independent review analysis, independent of NRC’s process, which also determined that the
reactor vessel in Unit 1 is good for 60 years.

Regarding the testing, Mr. Wardell observed there has been testing done on three
capsules and Diablo Canyon is a three capsule plant. Those capsules have been removed from
Unit 1 and tested. Capsule B is the fourth one and if and when it is tested, which need not occur
until 2028 or 2030, it is not a factor in developing what the condition of the reactor vessel is now
as Capsule B will determine that acceptability of embrittlement for either 80 or 100 years total
operations. Mr. Wardell stated that in his opinion Capsule B is not going to be much help right
now, or for 20 more years of operations. It will be for 80 or 100 years if operations go that long
which he said he doubts. Mr. Wardell remarked the DCISC has three Technical Consultants on
the Committee here tonight and each has reviewed all the data and reviewed what PG&E has
done and what the NRC has said and engaged in extensive conversations with Dr. Kirk, who Mr.
Wardell considers an expert in this area. This review has convinced him that all three have the
basis and the right evaluation and the right conclusions that the Unit 1 reactor vessel is good for
at least 60 years, which is 20 more years from now. Therefore, Mr. Wardell stated he is
comfortable with the Committee endorsing Dr. Kirk’s report and the conclusions that the Unit 1
vessel is good for 60 years of operation, that is, 20 more years from now.

During Mr. Wardell’s remarks, Dr. Macdonald interjected and commented that he was
not questioning Dr. Kirk’s credentials in any way, but what Dr. Macdonald is saying is that we
don’t have enough data on this particular pressure vessel. We’ve got no referent temperature data
since 2003. Capsule B, which was supposed to be the fourth capsule in a four capsule
surveillance program that was the agreement between NRC and PG&E that it would be pulled
sixteen years ago and for one reason or another, and one can speculate on motives, Capsule B
has never been pulled and furthermore Dr. Macdonald said he would not hold his breath for it
being pulled next year either.

The Chair stated Dr. Macdonald has now heard Dr. Budnitz’ personal view and also Mr.
Ferman Wardell’s personal view and he wanted to share that the Committee collegial body and
majority rules, but Dr. Lam observed the Committee does not have a motion before it to endorse
Dr. Kirk’s report. Dr. Kadak summarized the situation and reminded the Members there is a
2011 document produced by Westinghouse that updated all the data and analyses including
fluence information that Dr. Kirk used to update his embrittlement estimate. In addition, two
weld specimens from the Palisades reactor have been added to the dataset and Dr. Kirk’s
analyses demonstrates the Unit 1 RPV is safe from embrittlement for operation for 60 years. Dr.
Kadak remarked the debate seems to be over whether the use of sister plant data was appropriate
and over the history that led to the 2011 Westinghouse document. Dr. Kadak observed that the
history is really of no moment as Dr. Kirk used the current dataset in his analyses. Dr. Kadak
stated he reviewed the Integrated Surveillance Program requirement cited by Mr. Severance and
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Dr. Kadak was able to determine DCPP was never part of that program but the program allows
the use of sister plant data in evaluating embrittlement.

Dr. Lam stated in his opinion the Committee has the obligation and the duty to consider
all relevant information brought to it.

Ms. Linda Seeley was recognized and she commented concerning Dr. Macdonald’s
participation in an adjudicatory proceeding, as suggested by Dr. Lam, that San Luis Obispo
Mothers for Peace has petitioned the NRC over the status of the Unit 1 RPV. Mr. Rathie and Dr.
Budnitz confirmed the Committee is aware of the petition and is following the matter.

Dr. Peterson remarked the Committee will revisit this matter at upcoming public
meetings.

Ms. Laurie Wolf, a member of the Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility, was recognized.
Ms. Wolf observed that over the years she has attended DCISC public meetings she has found
them to be a safe space for persons with divergent viewpoints and a suitable forum to present and
receive information. She remarked that tonight she did not find the public meeting to be a safe
space and she felt uncomfortable due to what she characterized as rude behavior and personal
attacks.

Dr. Gene Nelson of Californians for Green Nuclear Power was recognized. Dr. Nelson
observed the Committee had during the meeting allowed individuals to exceed the four minute
time limit and to address the Members multiple times. Dr. Nelson stated he strongly agreed with
Consultant Wardell’s comments because those comments were focused on the data. He
commented speakers representing other groups have what he termed an ideological axe to grind
and their strategy is to keep the matter running for as long as possible. He observed the Unit 1
RPV is on the order of eight to ten inches thick, made of high quality steel with an inner liner. He
stated his opinion the NRC operates very conservatively and the NRC has clearly stated DCPP is
not at risk under any plausible scenario. He urged the Committee to focus on the reality not the
fear.

The Chair then closed public comment.

Dr. Budnitz remarked he was not interested in more reports or comments which repeat
the same positions which have already been provided to the Committee, but if there is new
information or analyses he welcomes it. He stated what he has seen to date does not convince
him the DCPP needs to be immediately shut down. Mr. Rathie confirmed that the Committee
took action at its Februry public meeting to accept Dr. Kirk’s report into its official record and
Dr. Budnitz stated because of its merit, in his view the report by Dr. Kirk currently represents
his position as a Member of the DCISC and Dr. Budnitz recommended to his colleagues that the
Committee endorse Dr. Kirk’s conclusions but remain open to sound arguments based on data.
He commented that every position the Committee might take on any technical issue always
remains open to receipt of new information.

Dr. Peterson commented the Committee may want to think through how it discusses these
types of issues, but his conclusion follows that expressed by Dr. Budnitz, that is, the evidence the
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Committee currently has does not support an immediate reaction related to the Unit 1 reactor
pressure vessel and it is his conclusion that Dr. Kirk’s report supports that the vessel is in
compliance with NRC requirements around embrittlement and there are additional areas of
conservatism he discussed earlier which further reduce the probability that there would be an
event that could lead to core date due to pressurized thermal shock. Dr. Peterson observed a key
point is that the Committee has received new information from Dr. Macdonald for which Dr. Kik
has not had sufficient opportunity to review. Dr. Peterson commented he has questions over the
use of linear extrapolation and the error bars and accordingly this topic needs to be treated as an
open item and covered again, particularly when Capsule B is removed during 1R25 and studied.
He stated he is prepared to move forward to endorse Dr. Kirk’s report with the caveat that the
Committee needs to subsequently examine and identify and new information that might change
the report’s conclusions, including review of material provided by Dr. Macdonald. Mr. Rathie
commented for the record that the Committee is discussing endorsing the specific conclusions
contained in Dr. Kirk’s report on pages 3 through 5.

Dr. Lam commented he is keenly sensitive to the statements and information provided by
the Technical Consultants and from Drs. Peterson and Budnitz but he is not at this point
persuaded to endorse Dr. Kirks’ report because there are unresolved opinions now before the
Committee from Dr. Macdonald and Mr. Severance.

Dr. Budnitz stated he would support a motion that the Committee accept and endorse Dr.
Kirk’s report and that its conclusions represent the Committee’s position at this time. Mr. Rathie
remarked this is the last public meeting before the end of the current Annual Report period and
this issue has been debated at great length in the past. He observed the Annual Report is the
primary method by which the Committee speaks to the CPUC, the entities appointing its
members and to the California Legislature. He observed there will be a chance to make specific
conclusions in the Annual Report when the 34™ Annual Report comes before the Committee for
approval at the October 9-10, 2024 public meeting.

Dr. Peterson observed that as it appears the Committee Members lack unanimity on the
matter of an endorsement of Dr. Kirk’s Report and new late information was provided, which
was perfectly justifiable given Dr,. Macdonald’s health consideration, he is willing to defer the
matter of an endorsement of Dr. Kirk’s report to the October 2024 public meeting when the
Committee will again turn its attention to this topic. Dr. Budnitz observed there is no operational
significance to an endorsement of Dr. Kirk’s report as the conclusions do not suggest a change
to the operation of DCPP and accordingly if he could persuade his colleagues he would endorse
the report.

Mr. Wardell reported he has added a category to the Committee’s Open Item List entitled
“Reactor Unit 1 Vessel Embrittlement” and the item now includes three actions. Dr. Budnitz
remarked the Committee in scheduling its future fact-finding visits will need to review the
subject matter of the fact-findings in light of this discussion. Dr. Kadak stated his
understanding that the action by the Committee is to now ask Dr. Macdonald to provide
his revised data and Dr. Budnitz agreed and added the Dr. Macdonald should also provide
additional support for his argument on the benefits of the additional testing Dr. Macdonald
recommends.
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XVII ADJOURN EVENING MEETING
The Chair adjourned the evening session of the DCISC at 7:30 p.m.
XVIII RECONVENE FOR MORNING MEETING
The morning meeting of the DCISC was convened by the Chair at 9:00 a.m.
XIX COMMITTEE MEMBER COMMENTS
There were no comments by any member at this time.
XX  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. Gene Nelson of Californians for Green Nuclear Power was recognized. He provided
and read from a written statement to the Committee. Dr. Nelson stated that last evening he had
the unfortunate role of attempting to be part of a balanced and fair discussion of adopting the
conclusions in Dr. Kirk’s report. He requested Dr. Kirk attempt to arrange his schedule so that he
might be present in person when the issue is taken up again by the Committee. Dr. Nelson
described the discussion last evening as the worst managed in the seventeen years he has
attended DCISC public meeting with opponents of DCPP including Dr. Macdonald being
permitted multiple times to interrupt speakers they did not agree with, Mr. Severance continuing
a practice of rudely exceeding his allotted time to repeat the same points, and Mr. Geesman
making an attempt at character assassination concerning Dr. Peterson. Dr. Nelson stated it was
his sense that Dr. Lam had made up his mind before the discussion and Dr. Lam’s failure to
enforce decorum confirms his hypothesis. He requested that advocates for and opponents of
DCPP be treated with equal respect and the public meetings be run with more impartiality than
was the case last evening.

XXI ACCEPTANCE OF MINUTES

This item concerned review and acceptance of the Minutes of the Committee’s February
21-22, 2024, public meeting conducted in Avila Beach and as a Zoom Webinar. A draft of the
February 2024 Minutes was included in the public agenda packet for this meeting. Dr. Peterson
remarked that the use of bold text in the Minutes is important as it captures and describes some
action or commitment on the part of the Committee which is then included on the Committee’s
Open Items List and the bold sentences should be complete statements to ensure the items are
properly captured. The Members and Consultants reviewed the Minutes in detail and provided
corrections, clarifications and substantive changes to certain sections of the Minutes which will
be included in the final version of the February 2024 Minutes. The Members and Technical
Consultants conducted a page-by-page review of the February 2024 Minutes and discussed some
of the follow-up actions to be taken, provided clarification concerning typographical errors and
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the accuracy of certain statements in the Minutes and made editorial comments and changes
concerning the draft of the February 2024 Minutes. The February Minutes in their final form will
be part of the Committee’s 34™ Annual Report to be approved at the October 2024 public
meeting. On a motion made by Dr. Budnitz, seconded by Dr. Peterson, the Minute of the
February 21-22, 2024 public meeting were accepted by a unanimous vote.

Mr. Rathie remarked that in the preparation of the minutes of the Committee’s public
meetings he is ably and necessarily assisted by Ms. Denise Righetti, Office Administrator for
Wellington & Rathie, who prepares a detailed transcript from the audio recording of the public
meeting.

Mr. John Geesman on behalf of the Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility was recognized.
Mr. Geesman commented the DCISC Minutes are exemplary and confer a tremendous benefit on
those who actively following the Committee’s proceedings and should serve as a model for other
public agencies. Dr. Budnitz remarked the minutes remain invaluable as a source for previous
discussion and actions by the Committee. Mr. Rathie thanked Mr. Geesman for his comment,

XXII ACTION ITEMS

A. Nomination and Election of DCISC Chair and Vice-Chair for the
July 1. 2024 - June 30, 2025 Term.

On a motion made by Dr. Budnitz, seconded by Dr. Lam, the Committee elected Dr.
Peterson to the position of DCISC Chair and then on a motion made by Dr. Peterson, seconded
by Dr. Lam, with Dr. Budnitz abstaining, Dr. Budnitz was elected to the position of DCISC
Vice-Chair, both to serve terms of office from July 1, 2024 through June 30, 2025.

B. Discussion of Issues on Open Items List.

Dr. Lam requested Consultant Wardell lead a review of items on the Open Items List,
which he described as an important tool used by the Committee to set priorities, track and to
follow issues, concerns, information requests and activities identified for subsequent action or
receipt during fact-finding or public meetings. Mr. Wardell stated he appreciated Consultant
McWhorter’s assistance with the Open Items List and reported newly added or changed items
were shown in red italics while items for which follow up is scheduled prior to the June 2024
public meeting were shown in yellow, and items which were deleted or changed were shown in
strike-eut-on the version of the Open Items List included with the agenda packet and certain
items on the list were identified for closure.

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

ol Key to some abbreviations used: Fact-finding (FF), Independent Peer Review Panel (IPRP), Integrated
Public Alert Warning System (IPAWS), Public Meeting (PM), Quarter (Qtr.), to be determined (TBD) Robert J.
Budnitz (RJB), Andrew C. Kadak (ACK). Najmedin Meshkati (MK), Per F. Peterson (PFP), R. Ferman Wardell
(RFW), Richard D. McWhorter Jr. (RDM).
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Open Items List

Item Re: Action Taken/Next Action
CO-13 Operating in different modes Close
NS-5 Monitor NSOC meetings Next Action 6/24 the 10/24
Via MSTeams
SE-26 Review U-1 RPV integrity Move to U-1 RPV Embrittlement
SF-1 Monitor ISFSI operations Next Action July 22-Oct 18, 2024
7 or 8 or 9/24 FF
SC-14 Monitor IPRP Next IPRP Mtg and Oct 24 PM
DEC-1 Review decommissioning plans Change ADK to ACK
DEC-4 Emerg. Preparedness in decommissioning Change ADK to ACK
DEC-5 LAR Requests for decommissioning Change ADK to ACK
EO-9 Review SB846 Updated Seismic Assessment Leave Open
EMB-1 Next Steps U-1 RPV embrittlement Close
EMB-4 Macdonald responses to DCISC questions New Item Next Action 10/24 PM
EMB-5 LRA review of U-1 RPV embrittlement TBD
Rev. Credible/Not Credible data status for Capsule B outcome
2/24PM-3 Review Pressurizer safety valve leak Next Action When Root Cause
Evaluation is Available
2/24PM-4 Implementation of FLEX and Next Action PFP FF 8 or 12/24 or
Procedure CP M-12 Stranded Plan 7/24 FF (RJIB/RFW)

2/24PM-8 Plans for IPAWS in Emerg. Preparedness  Close to EN-19
2/24PM-11  B. Severance concerns re embrittlement Move to Embrittlement (EMB)
2/24PM-12  B. Severance Concerns - data gathering Move to Embrittlement (EMB)

2/24PM-13  Dr. Kirk Complete USE reanalysis Move to Embrittlement (EMB)\
2/24PM-18  Investigate contents of Capsule A Close
2/24PM-19  Coordinate NRC/DCISC Close
Public meeting schedules
6/24 Monitor Nuclear Insurer Reviews TBD/Future FF

DCPP Programs Reviewed Periodically

Item Last Reviewed Action Taken/Next Action

Operating Experience November 2021 Review Soon % Qtr24 FF

The Committee discussed providing the revised Unit 1 RPV Embrittlement section
of the Open Items List to all Members individually and to the Consultants collectively prior
to the October 2024 public meeting.

XXIII DISCUSSION, DIRECTION AND ACTION, AS APPROPRIATE, BY THE
COMMITTEE, CONSULTANTS AND COUNSEL
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C. Public Qutreach., Site Visits and Other Committee Activities. Scheduling and
Confirmation of Future Fact-Finding Visits and Public Meetings.

Mr. Rathie reported this agenda topic is for Members or Consultants to make brief reports
on their activities or site visits since the last public meeting and to then turn to future scheduling
of public meetings and fact finding visits. He mentioned all Members with the Technical
Consultants attended a meeting held entirely remotely of the IPRP on May 30, 2024.

Mr. Rathie mentioned he is making an effort to keep the DCISC website current and all
relevant documents for each public meeting, including the legal notice, agenda, agenda packet,
informational presentations and the draft fact finding reports are now posted to www.dcisc.org in
advance of each public meeting. In response to Dr. Nelson’s question about how to get
information on a plant tour Mr. Rathie referred Dr. Nelson to the Committee’s website under the
“Plant Tour” link where contact can be made with DCPP concerning tours of the powerplant.
Mr. Rathie thanked DCPP employee Ms. Rachel Dion for her valuable assistance in answering
inquiries and meeting requests from the public for plant tours. The Members and Consultants
then discussed the possibility of conducting a plant tour with members of the public
accompanied by the DCISC Members and Technical Consultants. Dr. Peterson remarked this
could provide a valuable opportunity for the new DCISC member to interact with the public
Direction was provided to explore the possibility of conducting a tour with members of the
public in conjunction with the October 9-10, 2024 public meeting.

A short break then followed.

The Members then discussed and confirmed future public meetings of the DCISC
including the next scheduled public meeting on October 9-10, 2024, with discussion of possibly
having a public tour on the first day if the Control Room Simulator were available, February 19-
20, 2025, and June 11-12, 2025 and the Members and Consultants then scheduled a public
meeting for October 21-22 or 22-23, 2025.

Fact-finding visits were then confirmed, subject to confirmation by DCPP that the plant
can support the visit on the selected dates, and scheduled as follows:>

[2024] July 31-August 1 PFP/RFW (in conjunction with the next evaluated emergency exercise),
August 21-22 MK/RDM; September 24-25 RIB/RFW; November 20-21 RJB/RDM; December
11-12 PFP/RFW; and

[2025] January 21-22 MK/RDM; March 18-19 RIB/RFW; April 8-9 MK/RDM; May 7-8
(PFP/RFW); July 29-30 PFP/RDM; August 12-13 MK/RFW and September 16-17 RIB/RDM.

Mr. McWhorter discussed possibly changing consultant fact-finding assignments with
Consultant Wardell to enable the newest member to have a fact finding visit with each Technical

32 Robert J. Budnitz (RJB), Andrew C. Kadak (ACK), Mark Kirk (MK), Peter Lam (PL), Richard D.
McWhorter Jr. (RDM), Per F. Peterson (PFP), R. Ferman Wardell (RFW), To be Determined (TBD).
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Consultant in attendance. Dr. Nelson was recognized and commented on the importance of a
process of continuity for members of the Committee to make for better operation going forward.

B. Documents Provided to the Commiittee:

The Chair observed the Committee operates in a transparent fashion. Assistant Legal
Counsel Rathie reported outgoing and incoming correspondence to and from the Committee is
kept on file at the office of its Legal Counsel and that a list of documents received by the DCISC
from PG&E since its last public meeting in September 2023 was included in the public agenda
packet for this meeting.

XXIV TECHNICAL CONSULTANT REPORT & RECEIVE, APPROVE, AND AUTHORIZE
TRANSMITTAL OF A FACT FINDING REPORT TO PG&E (Cont’d.)

B. The Chair requested Consultant Mr. Wardell to provide a report on the April 17-18, 2024,
fact-finding visit which he conducted with Mr. Wardell. Mr. Wardell reviewed the topics
discussed with PG&E during the April 2024 visit as follows:

> As Low As Reasonably Achievable (ALARA) Review Committee Meeting — Consultant
Wardell ALARA principles include making every reasonable and practicable effort to maintain
exposure to radiation below the applicable limits and the ALARA Review Committee consists of
senior management personnel and meets periodically, particularly during outages, to provide
formal oversight of the ALARA Program. At the meeting observed by the FFT the Radiation
Protection group presented the 2R24 outage goals and reviewed the progress on meeting those
goals. He reported the ALARA Review Committee opted to keep the outage goals at the level
previously set. The DCISC FFT found the ALARA Review Committee was effective in
discussing the outage dose goal and the progress to date.

> Reactivity Management Update —Mr. Wardell described the Reactivity Management
Program developed to review the fractional change in the neutron population from one neutron
generation cycle to the next, or to take measurement of the departure from criticality. He
reported the Operations Department has overall responsibility for reactivity management but the
Reactivity Management Team is composed of senior personnel to evaluate any event which takes
place and to provides performance measures. Mr. Wardell stated reactivity management events
to date from the first of this year have been primarily minor and he described them a precursors
which he stated are important to monitor to identify developing trends. The FFT concluded the
Reactivity Management Program at DCPP has been effective in assuring safe plant operations
from a reactivity standpoint.

> Meet with NRC Senior Resident Inspector — the FFT met with NRC Senior Resident
Inspector Mr. Mahdi Hayes to discuss NRC inspection activities, refueling outage 2R24, the
plans for a replacement for the other NRC resident inspector, two are assigned on a rotating
basis, Unit 1 reactor pressure vessel embrittlement, on which Mr. Wardell stated the NRC has
made its determination but remains interested in the Committee’s investigation into this issue.
The FFT discussed with the inspector the campaigns planned for moving spent fuel from the
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spent fuel pools to the ISFSI. Mr. Wardell reported these meetings continue to be beneficial for
both parties and should be continued.

> Digital Systems Update — Consultant Wardell reported the FFT reviewed digital systems
used for control function of various systems which he stated have been modernized from the
former electo-mechanical analog systems. He reported the digital systems are more flexible,
reliable and provide enhanced safety while taking some burden off Operations personnel. He
reported DCPP did a comprehensive review of digital systems in 2018 and developed a long-
term strategy for their implementation and the digital systems have been incorporated into the
Cyber Security Program. The FFT concluded the digital systems were in good health and have
provided a benefit to DCPP.

> Observe Outage Maintenance Activity — Mr. Wardell reported with a Maintenance
Manager he visited the Unit 2 Turbine Deck where the Main Turbine and Generator had been
disassembled for maintenance during 2R24. He reported on a heavy lift of the feedwater pump
casing using the Turbine Building entry crane which he remarked was very carefully, safely,
professionally and cautiously done to achieve a successful conclusion.

> Outage 2R24 Safety Plan and Outage Status — the DCISC FFT reviewed the Outage
Safety Plan used to prevent problems with high risk activities during outages. He reported the
Safety Plan is used in Mode 5 and refueling operations.>* DCPP uses a program known as the
Phoenix Program which Mr. Wardell described as a probabilistic risk assessment (PRA) program
to evaluate various activities and to assess the change in risk from removing equipment from
service. He reported DCPP employs the N+1 defense in depth philosophy which requires one
more component above the minimum number required to be available and in service for safety.
In response to Dr. Budnitz query Mr. McWhorter responded the Outage Safety Plan uses colors
to define differing operational situations with Green indicating almost all equipment is available
(i.e., greater than N+1), Yellow indicates a situation where the system’s safety function has
redundance (N+1), Orange means the safety function is met but there is no longer any
redundance (N), while Red indicates a condition where the safety function is not met. He stated
that DCPP’s goal in developing an Outage Safety Plan is to if possible avoid Orange or Red
windows and maintain Green or Yellow (N+1) at all times. An Orange window, which Dr.
Budnitz stated he cannot remember ever having occurred at DCPP, requires approval from the
senior reactor operator on duty and includes all necessary measures to shorten its duration. A
Red window is not allowed.

> Operations Update and Operational Decisions-Making (ODM) Process — Consultant
Wardell reported the FFT talked with Operations Department personnel concerning staffing and
concerning the Operational Decision-Making process. He reported Operations is increasing
staffing levels by hiring new operators and has commencing new classes for operators and for
operators seeking to move up to senior reactor operator licenses. Mr. Wardell reported the
Operations Department is fully staffed and looks to remain so. Operations performance

33 There are six Westinghouse PWR operation Modes: Mode 1 - power operation, Mode 2 - startup, Mode
3 - hot standby, Mode 4 - hot shutdown, Mode 5 - cold shutdown, and Mode 6 - refueling.
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indicators are primarily in Green status. The FFT reviewed the Operational Decision-Making
Processes which are employed in normal situations for any plant movement or off-normal
conditions or transients. These processes are used when the plant is in a stable condition but
there is an issue to be dealt with and a decision team is formed and a leader identified to research
and identify the problem its scope, the proposed solution and timeliness of that solution.
Management approval is then sought and the process is communicated to others in the plant.
Following implementation and completion an effectiveness review is performed. Mr. Wardell
described it is a structured process and the FFT reviewed four instances where operational
decision-making was employed and concluded the process was effective and was being
appropriately used.

> Emergency Diesel Generator 2-2 Maintenance Outage Window — Mr. Wardell stated
Consultant McWhorter reported on this issue in his report made on the previous day. Mr.
Wardell reported the FFT found the repair and the NRC enforcement discretion were appropriate
and the work was performed at low risk.

> Meet with DCPP Officer — the FFT met with PG&E Vice President for Technical and
Business Services Ms. Maureen Zawalick to discuss the agenda for the fact finding and other
items of mutual interest. Mr. Wardell observed these meetings are beneficial for the DCISC and
DCPP participants.

> Margin Management Update — Consultant Wardell reported the Margin Management
Program was developed as a formal program and is used to ensure the conservatism built into
nuclear power plant design which provides those margins is maintained and not lost or degraded.
He reported the Operations and Maintenance Departments are responsible for continually
reviewing margin management on a system by system basis. He reported the Margin
Management Subcommittee periodically reports to the Plant Health Committee. Mr. Wardell
discussed the three items on the Margin Management Subcommittee’s top issues list including
the increase in Pacific Ocean water temperature, improvement to the Turbine control digital
systems to improve synchronization with the Generator, and modifications to the main steam
safety valve to improve their margins. The FFT concluded the Margin Management Program was
well executed and effective in maintaining margins at DCPP.

> Reactor Coolant System Boric Acid Indication Root Cause Evaluation — Mr. Wardell
reported during 2R24 the in-service inspection engineers found some dry white powder on a two-
inch line which comes from the Reactor Coolant System. The powder was from a two-inch
socket weld crack and leak which occurred due to normal vibration during operation. Mr.
Wardell reported a temporary weld-overlay patch was done in accordance with permitted ASME
Piping Code standards and the line will be replaced during 2R24 which was ongoing at the time
of the FFT visit.

> Intake Cove Dredging Update — Consultant Wardell reported the FFT reviewed the
dredging project to remove sand from the Intake Cove. He remarked the Committee previously
received an anonymous allegation that this project was illegal, unsafe and improper and the
DCISC first reviewed the project at a fact finding in December 2023 when it was found there
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were no improprieties associated with the project and it was done in a legal fashion in
accordance with all required permits with nuclear safety maintained. Mr. Wardell reported prior
to the dredging project that will commence later this month, divers were using fire hoses to clear
sand from in front of the Intake Structure which had the potential to threaten the amount of
cooling water available to the condensers and the reliability of plant operation. Mr. Wardell
reported the DCPP Employee Concerns Program has not received any allegations or input
concerning the project. The FFT concluded the sand removal and dredging are appropriate and
are being done safely with permits.

Following Mr. Wardell’s report, Ms. Sherry Lewis of Mothers for Peace was recognized.
Ms. Lewis inquired if relative to the transition to digital controls whether artificial intelligence
(AI) aspects were employed. Dr. Peterson responded the use of Al for digital control is unlikely
to be something that is done, however, he remarked for the Corrective Action Program wherein
huge amounts of data are managed and interrogated there are likely to be opportunities to employ
AL Dr. Peterson stated the DCISC will be looking into the area of innovation opportunities
for the plant that could increase safety including the potential application of AL Dr. Budnitz
observed there has been discussion in the industry on this fast-moving topic but at this point the
general opinion is that Al is not necessary. Dr. Peterson stated it is important to explore
opportunities to apply more modern computing in ways that could enhance operational safety
and reliability.

Dr. Gene Nelson with Californians for Green Nuclear Power was recognized. Dr. Nelson
remarked digital process control does not represent a high level of sophistication or complexity.

Ms. Rochelle Becker was recognized. Ms. Becker stated she wished to repeat a request
she said she has made many times of the DCISC, PG&E and the CPUC, that being that the
capital letter “N” be added to the acronym “DCPP” to indicate that DCPP is a nuclear power
plant. She observed that without the “N” no one would be at the meeting this afternoon. She
remarked that Dr. Nelson appeared yesterday to have a problem with his pen and with a
persistent cough when Mr. Geesman was speaking and she offered Dr. Nelson some pens and
cough drops which Dr. Nelson declined.

On a motion made by Dr. Peterson, seconded by Dr. Budnitz, the April 17-18, 2024 fact
Finding Report and Resolution 2024-05 was unanimously approved and its transmittal to PG&E
authorized. The April 17-18, 2024 Fact Finding Report will become a part of the DCISC’s 34t
Annual Report.

XXV ADJOURN MORNING MEETING
The Chair adjourned the morning meeting of the DCISC at 11:45 a.m.

XXVI RECONVENE FOR AFTERNOON MEETING
The afternoon meeting of the DCISC was convened by the Chair at 1:00 p.m.

XXVIICOMMITTEE MEMBER COMMENTS
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There were no comments by any member at this time.

XXVIII TECHNICAL CONSULTANT REPORT & RECEIVE, APPROVE, AND
AUTHORIZE TRANSMITTAL OF A FACT FINDING REPORT TO PG&E (Cont’d.)

C. The Chair requested Consultant Mr. McWhorter to provide a summary report on the May
8-9, 2024, fact-finding visit with Dr. Peterson. Mr. McWhorter reviewed the topics discussed
with PG&E during the May 2024 visit as follows:

> Meet with NRC Senior Resident Inspector — Consultant McWhorter reported that along
with NRC Senior Resident Inspector Mr. Mahdi Hayes the NRC Region IV Reactor Projects
Branch A Chief Ms. Patricia Vossmar attended this meeting. Topics discussed included the
present vacancy in the Resident Inspector position expected now to be filled by mid-2024 and
the NRC’s interest in making a presentation during the DCISC’s October 2024 public meeting as
part of the NRC’s public outreach efforts. Mr. McWhorter reported he would be following up
with Mr. Hayes on this matter.

> Response to DCISC Recommendation on the Use of Earthquake Response Procedures —
Mr. McWhorter reported a previous DCISC fact finding identified that there was no formal
process for entering into FLEX>* procedures, which have the capability to help with response to
earthquakes, in a situation other than the extended loss of all AC power which he described as
the primary original entry point for FLEX procedures. The DCISC FFT previously
recommended that plant procedures for earthquake response be reviewed and changes considered
to add more references to the use of FLEX procedures. A follow up was conducted at the
December 2023 fact finding and the present review was to have a detailed look at the final form
of the changed procedures including CP M-4 for use of FLEX communication and staging
equipment in critical areas including the spent fuel pools and for damage assessment and CP M-
12 “Stranded Plant.” Mr. McWhorter reported DCPP is still working on its Stranded Plant
Procedures CP M-12 and he recommended a follow up visit at a later date to close out this
item. Dr. Peterson remarked the ability to implement FLEX portable equipment and FLEX
training is probably the single most important change in the last decades to address residual risks
from beyond design basis events and conditions including from extremely severe earthquakes to
ensure significant capability, authority and responsibility lies with the plant staff to take action.
Dr. Peterson stated he was pleased the plant acted proactively in this area to update its
procedures.

> Observe Outage Scope Review Team and Daily Notification Review Team Meeting —
Consultant McWhorter reported this was a combined meeting of these two teams held during
2R24. He reported the notification process, which the DCISC reviews regularly, creates an input

34 FLEX is not an acronym but describes a strategy developed by the nuclear industry to provide diverse and
flexible coping strategies to address the loss of safety-related systems due to certain beyond design basis events. It is
a group of supplemental components, many of them portable, which are seismically stored, and can be made available
for timely attachment to permanent plant systems for accident mitigation.
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called a notification into the SAP** System whenever a deficiency is identified and those
notifications then go through multiple reviews, first by the Notification Review Team which
reviews all notifications and then later by the Daily Notification Review Team which reviews all
notifications specific to plant equipment, focusing on repair and the priority and schedule for
repair. During outages he reported the team meetings are combined to allow the synergy of being
able to review new emergent issues with equipment at the same time as the decision is being
made whether the repairs should be included in the scope of the current outage. Mr. McWhorter
reported the teams moved efficiently through 80 equipment-related notifications and determined
their disposition and the FFT concluded the meeting was conducted effectively and efficiently.

> Human Performance and Plant Status Control — Consultant McWhorter observed these
two items are regularly reviewed by the DCISC which review includes of the numbers of the
types of human performance events. He reviewed the hierarchy for such events with Station
Level Events being the highest, followed by Department Level Events and Organizational
Learning Opportunities. Mr. McWhorter reported improvement has been made in these areas
over the past few years with no Station Level Events having occurred since April 2021 when
hoses inside the Unit 2 Main Generator were incorrectly swapped during reassembly. Since
January 2023 there have been six Department Level Events which although they did not
technically meet the qualifications for same, management chose to classify them as such to give
them high visibility. He reported there were four Department Level Events in 2021 and nine in
2022 and he commented this represented a good trend. Consultant McWhorter reported Plant
Status Control is a subset of human performance specific to the Operations and Maintenance
organizations and refers to the manipulation of plant equipment. Mr. McWhorter reported
performance was good with no level one through four events and all events tracked were level
five, that is precursor events, where there was something that could have led to incorrect
manipulation of equipment but which were corrected prior to any equipment being
mispositioned. The FFT concluded human performance for Plant Status Control was excellent.

> Nuclear Insurance Programs —Consultant McWhorter reported this was a new item for
DCISC review and he stated there are two categories of nuclear insurance, one being for property
protection and a second for radiological protection (i.e., liability coverage). The FFT reviewed
only the property insurance element which he reported totaled $1.5 billion in primary coverages
with another $1.25 billion in secondary coverage. The primary property insurance is provided by
the Nuclear Electric Insurance Limited (NEIL), a mutual insurance agency for nuclear power
plants. Mr. McWhorter reported NEIL regularly inspects plants and provides risk of loss reports
and the FFT had the opportunity to review the report for 2022 which he described as generally
positive with a few suggested improvements such as putting splash guards around bolted oil
connections to guard against spraying oil on to hot components. Mr. McWhorter
recommended the DCISC review the radiological protection insurance component at a
future fact fining and he noted the Price-Anderson Act’® and the federal government

33SAP is a German multinational software company which has developed enterprise software to manage
business operation and is the world's largest enterprise resource planning (ERP) software vendor.

3% The Price-Anderson Act provides a system of financial protection for persons who may be liable and
persons who may be injured by a nuclear incident.
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provide a backstop to some of the risk of loss for the station. The FFT concluded the property
insurance policies were being properly maintained and the inspection by the insurer found no
major deficiencies. Dr. Peterson reported the auditing and reviews performance and
inspection by NEIL and American Nuclear Insurers (ANI) focus on topics which relate to
operational safety and he recommended a review of these inspections be added to the Open
Items List as an ongoing item. Dr. Peterson observed with NSOC and INPO the insurers’
reviews represents another set of entities reviewing activities at the plant relevant to operational
safety. In response to Consultant Kadak’s query Mr. McWhorter stated NEIL is primarily a U.S.
nuclear power plant mutual insurance association to which stations have paid for many years. He
reported NEIL has secondary coverage through the European Mutual Association for Nuclear
Insurance (EMANI) but he reported EMANI does not conduct facility inspections.

> Meteorological Information and Dose Assessment System (MIDAS) — Mr. McWhorter
reported the MIDAS is a computer program that is used by the Emergency Preparedness
organization to process information from the station’s radiation monitors as well as its
meteorological instruments to predict the airborne path of a plume from a release of radiation. He
reported there have been no major software changes since the DCISC’s last review and some
hardware has been updated to address communication between system terminals. Mr.
McWhorter reported there have been some issues in past emergency exercises with dose
assessment personnel use of MIDAS and corrective actions were developed which appear to
have been effective as personnel performed well during the most recent emergency exercise. The
FFT concluded MIDAS is being properly maintained and is being used correctly.

> Cause Evaluation for Auxiliary Saltwater Pump 2-2 Failure —Consultant McWhorter
reported the cause evaluation for oil in the motor bearing due to its actual pre-load not having
been correctly set, a repeat of a 2018 event, was not completed at the time of the May 2024 fact-
finding due to the need to validate needed procedure and maintenance changes following a pump
motor overhaul to be performed this summer. Consultant McWhorter confirmed the
Auxiliary Saltwater Pump 2-2 failure should remain on the Open Items List for review.

> Learning Services Department — Mr. McWhorter reported Learning Services is
responsible for on site training primarily for Operations, Maintenance, Engineering Technical
Services, and supplemental personnel. The FFT reviewed operator training and Mr. McWhorter
reported when DCPP was scheduled to close by 2025 many license training instructors were
moved into requalification and now with SB846 and extended operation the plant has had to
initiate a renewed initial license training class program and has successfully hired instructors to
do so. He reported four licensed operator classes and examinations are scheduled to be
conducted in the period 2023-2025. DCPP has also had to commence another training program
accreditation review which is scheduled for mid-2025. Mr. McWhorter reported the Simulator, a
full-scale mock-up of the Unit 1 Control Rom, is performing well and the FFT concluded the
Learning Services Department was performing well over all and insuring DCPP staff are being
appropriately trained.
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> Inspection and Maintenance Programs for Major Equipment Supports — Consultant
McWhorter reported the FFT reviewed the inspection of maintenance programs for major
equipment support which he stated was a new topic suggested by Dr. Peterson. The FFT focused
on construction and maintenance of supports for major equipment inside Containment including
for the reactor pressure vessel, the steam generators, and the reactor coolant pumps. Mr.
McWhorter reported the reactor vessel is supported by pads and saddles under each of its eight
loops (four hot leg and four cold leg loops), while the steam generators are supported vertically
by four articulated legs and laterally by sliding supports and snubbers. Snubbers function as
shock absorbers to restrict sudden motion while allowing some motion for thermal growth. He
reported visual inspections are done for passive supports and active inspections for active
supports ae performed under Section 11 of the In-Service Test Program. Dr. Peterson observed
the pads which provide passive support are not replaceable and therefore represent a part of the
reactor system for which aging management must be considered. Mr. McWhorter reported about
50 of the 500 or more snubbers at the station are tested each outage, either by testing them in
place or changing them out and testing the removed snubbers.

> Plant Tour — Consultant McWhorter reported the FFT toured inside Containment during
2R24 to inspect the steam generators and reactor coolant pump enclosures and to view the lower
level bio-shield entry area. He reported the FFT found the areas inspected to be in good
condition and Consultant McWhorter displayed and described photos of the steam generator and
reactor vessel structural supports and large and small snubbers located in Containment. Dr.
Peterson stated that by supporting the reactor vessel and the steam generators at the same level
they are able to grow vertically at the same elevation due to thermal expansion but they stay at
the correct height because they are tied together at the elevation of the hot and cold legs.

> Refueling Equipment — Consultant McWhorter reported the FFT was joined remotely by
DWR personnel during this part of the fact-finding. He reported there are three major equipment
components or systems required for refueling the reactor, those being: the Manipulator Crane
inside Containment used to move over the vessel and remove the fuel; the Transfer System
which uses Up-Enders on each side to take the fuel from a vertical to a horizontal position to
move it from Containment to the Spent Fuel Pool; and the Bridge Crane over the Spent Fuel Pool
which places the fuel into storage locations in the pool. He reported all three of these
components and systems have experienced occasional problems and these problems are often on
the outage critical path. Mr. McWhorter reported a detailed briefing was given to the Plant
Health Committee in March 2023 concerning past issues and short term strategies were
developed to keep the components and systems in good working order through the R24 outages
and the systems and components performed well. For the R25 outages several of the components
will be replaced and systems upgraded particularly the Transfer System which will have a lot of
refurbishment work done to ensure its reliability. Mr. McWhorter reported future modification is
also under consideration for the Manipulator Crane. He reported the Bridge Crane was replaced
several years ago and there are some modifications needed to the software before the next
refueling outages. The FFT concluded the refueling equipment was generally in good health
without major problems during the past refueling outages with long-term plans in place for
refurbishment and upgrades to the systems and components.
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> Observe Corrective Action Review Board (CARB) — Consultant McWhorter described
this is a regular review of an important organization which provides senior management with the
ability to oversee and provide direction as appropriate to the Corrective Action Program. Open
notifications and action items are reviewed with a focus on a limited number of items at each
meeting. He reported at the meeting observed by the FFT the CARB reviewed the corrective
actions and assignments resulting from two cause evaluations and review of the P-9/C-9 Reactor
Protection System interlock regarding the turbine trip/reactor trip implemented at 50% power
and above, and the drain down of the Reactor Coolant System during 2R24 where issues were
experienced in getting clearances in place in a timely manner. The FFT concluded the CARB
meeting was effective and there was good participation by all members.

> Meet with DCPP Officer — the DCISC representatives met DCPP Site Vice President Mr.
Adam Peck.

> Equipment Reliability Program — Consultant McWhorter reported this session of the fact-
finding visit was also attended remotely by DWR representatives and focused on a regular

- review of equipment reliability. He reported an INPO industry initiative called IER 21-4 is in
progress which concemns the procurement of parts to ensure reliability and to improve the cross-
functional organizational understanding in dealing with equipment reliability. The FFT met with
the DCPP Engineering Director who described the effort at DCPP as looking ahead for planning
and implementing effective upgrades in 1R26 and 2R26 focused on equipment reliability. Mr.
McWhorter reported this relates to earlier discussion at this public meeting concerning feedwater
heaters and Main Turbine replacement which he described as significant and very complicated
projects with an overall impact on reliability. The FFT concluded that the Equipment Reliability
Program has been effective as proven over the past two years or reliable operation and with
extended operations pending the program’s focus on project implementation is appropriate to
keep reliability high.

Mr. John Geesman representing the Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility was recognized.
Mr. Geesman stated while the Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility has been critical of the
DCISC’s lack of recommendations to PG&E over the last several years, he commended the
Committee for its earthquake response recommendation and detailed follow up on that
recommendation as documented in the fact finding report.

Following a comment by Dr. Lam that claims were being collected in connection with the
accident at the Fukushima Daiichi plant in Japan, Dr. Gene Nelson representing Californians for
Green Nuclear Power recommended that the Committee members review a report circa 1996
entitled Junk Science Meltdown prepared by a person Dr, Nelson identified as a radiation
protection professional which specifically looked at the Three Mile Island accident, following
which he stated there were very aggressive actions to try to collect on insurance when the
consensus was that nobody was harmed ionizing radiation releases from the Three Mile Island
plant.

Ms. Linda Seeley of Mothers for Peace was recognized, Ms. Seeley commented she
believes the Price-Anderson Act cap is $14.1 billion and she observed the value of the housing
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market in San Luis Obispo County was $85 billion and agricultural production was valued at
$1.5 billion.

On a motion made by Dr. Budnitz, seconded by Dr. Lam, the May 8-9, 2024 fact Finding
Report and Resolution 2024-06 were unanimously approved and transmittal of the Fact Finding
Report to PG&E authorized. The May 8-9, 2024 Fact Finding Report will become a part of the
DCISC’s 34" Annual Report.

XXIX INFORMATION ITEMS PRESENTED BY THE COMMITTEE (Cont’d.)

B. Receive May 30. 2024 Fact Finding Report Including Input Received from the
Independent Peer Review Panel and a Further Update of the DCISC SB846-Mandated
Comprehensive Seismic Safety Update of May 5. 2023:

Review PG&E’s Diablo Canyon Updated Seismic Assessment of March 6, 2024 -
Required by SB846: and Approve March 18-20 and May 30, 2024 Fact-Finding Reports:
and Authorize Their Transmittal to PG&E.

Dr. Budnitz reported his presentation would be made in two parts, with the first being a
summary of the meeting of the Independent Peer Review Panel (IPRP) for seismic studies of the
DCPP site held on May 30, 2024, and the second part being a presentation on a proposed update
to the DCISC’s Comprehensive Seismic Safety findings and conclusions from May 5, 2023.

Dr. Budnitz mentioned that three members of the IPRP, Drs. Gordon Seitz and Tim
Dawson of the California Geological Survey and Dr. Philip Johnson of the California Coastal
Commission, were present at this meeting and Dr. Seitz and Dr. Johnson will be making
presentations later during the meeting. Dr. Budnitz reported that a set of slides has been received
from Dr. Peter Bird who will be making a remote presentation later during this meeting.

Dr. Budnitz stated that in any science or engineering discipline expert peer review is the
best way in which to gain high confidence in the quality of difficult work. He remarked peer
review does not mean the work is perfect, but rather validates its credibility and excellent quality
to the authors and the professional community. Dr. Budnitz reported the 2015 PG&E SSHAC
Level 3 Probabilistic Seismic Hazard Seismic (2015 PSHA) had a rigorous peer review
component and was governed by the peer review guidance and procedures of the Senior Seismic
Hazard Analysis Committee (SSHAC) which Committee was previously chaired by Dr. Budnitz.
He reported then in 2018 PG&E performed a Seismic Probabilistic Risk Assessment (2018
SPRA) using probabilistic risk assessment which also had an elaborate peer review done under
standards set by the American Society of Mechanical Engineers (ASME) and the American
Nuclear Society (ANS). He reported the 2024 Updated Seismic Assessment mandated by SB846
was sponsored and carried out by PG&E and a group of independent experts and consultants. He
reported the 2024 Update Seismic Assessment was peer reviewed by the B, John Garrick
Institute for the Risk Sciences at University of California at Los Angeles (UCLA) and a second
supported by PG&E. Dr. Budnitz stated he believes a high degree of credibility is due to those
reports due to the strong peer review.
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Dr. Budnitz stated the IPRP consists of a panel of experts, each of whom is a member or
employee of a state, or in one case a county, agency and the IPRP’s charter is to review and
opine on PG&E’s programs in the area of seismic safety. The May 30, 2024 IPRP meeting’s
principal focus was on the SB846 mandated PG&E 2024 Updated Seismic Assessment and
presentations were made by Dr. Seitz and Dr. Johnson and others and Dr. Budnitz stated the
general tone of the IPRP’s comments was that the IPRP thought the 2024 Updated Seismic
Assessment represented a good quality report, although there were technical questions identified
by the IPRP. Dr. Budnitz reported the IPRP is to document its review and questions in a written
report which has not yet been publicly released although a draft of the report was provided to the
DCISC for review. During the May 30, 2024 IPRP meeting PG&E also made a presentation on
its Long Term Seismic Program (LTSP) which has been ongoing for some 35 years as a DCPP
license condition imposed by the NRC. Dr. Budnitz reported the IPRP also received a
presentation from Dr. Bird summarizing the technical arguments Dr. Bird has made in three
recent declarations on behalf of San Luis Obispo Mothers for Peace which disagrees with
PG&E’s analyses and asserts PG&E has seriously underestimated the likelihood of a very large
earthquake. Dr. Bird also disagreed with the evaluation of his arguments made by PG&E in the
2024 Updated Seismic Assessment. However, Dr, Budnitz reported there was no substantive
discussion at the May 30 2024, IPRP meeting of Dr Bird’s presentation due to time constraints.
In response to Dr. Lam’s query Dr. Budnitz confirmed that if Dr. Bird should be found correct in
his analyses, the seismic hazard at DCPP would be much more dangerous than is currently
understood.

Dr. Budnitz reported in response to SB846 the DCISC was mandated to and did engage
in an extensive set of fact-findings that led up to the Committee’s May 5, 2023 seismic safety
evaluation which was presented and adopted as the Committee’s interim position at the June 28-
29, 2023, public meeting. Dr. Budnitz stated that if adopted, what he is presenting today and the
accompanying Fact Finding Report would supersede the Committee-adopted May 5, 2023
Comprehensive Seismic Safety Update report. Dr Budnitz confirmed he is the principal author of
the May 30, 2024, Update to the May 5 2023 Comprehensive Seismic Safety Update Fact
Finding Report with contributions by the Committee’s Technical Consultants, but in this effort
the other two members have not participated in any manner due to the constraints imposed by the
Bagley-Keene Open Meeting Act.

Dr. Budnitz stated the May 5, 2023 Comprehensive Seismic Safety Update concluded
that the DCISC did not believe there were any important seismic safety upgrades that would be
needed for continued operation. Dr. Budnitz reported the 2015 PHSA study and the 2018 SPRA
have each been accepted by the NRC for regulatory purposes. He observed the LTSP is part of
the conditions for the NRC licenses for DCPP.

Dr. Budnitz stated the issues identified and raised by Dr Bird on behalf of San Luis
Obispo Mothers for Peace have introduced new information and alternative interpretations of the
overall seismic hazard at DCPP and Dr. Bird has submitted two documents to the NRC, one
document to the CPUC, and a letter to the DCISC. Dr. Budnitz reported the NRC staff produced
an initial assessment of Dr. Bird’s evaluation as part of the NRC’s Petition Review Board
process and the DCISC continues to closely follow the matter in this context.
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Dr. Budnitz reported on other new developments including the 2023 PG&E submittal to
the NRC of its License Renewal Application for DCPP for another 20 years’ of operation and the
continued research performed under the LTSP.

Dr. Budnitz then described what he proposed as DCISC findings including:

> The 2024 Updated Seismic Assessment used the SSHAC Level 1 process that was
enhanced and effectively supplemented to include some SSHAC Level 2 processes. He observed
a SSHAC Level 1 process is appropriate as an update of the earlier SSHAC Level 3 2015 PHSA.
Dr. Budnitz reported a crucial element of the SSHAC process is to carefully and cautiously
develop the center, body, and range of technically defensible interpretations in each area and the
process includes considerable peer review.

> PG&E continues to review all available new information relative to the seismic hazard as
part of its LTSP and has determined although there is important new information, there is
nothing in the new information that changes the broader understanding of the previous seismic
studies. Dr. Budnitz stated he agreed with this conclusion and that most of the new information
reinforces the previous understanding.

> The models used for in-structure energy propagation and seismic fragility of components
continue to remain valid and the methodology for analyzing fragilities is well defined, widely
used, and very mature. Dr. Budnitz stated he reviewed these matters and agrees there is nothing
new that would modify the previous insights of the 2018 SPRA and, in fact, what is new
reinforces rather than challenges the prior understanding.

> The 2018 SPRA model is considered valid by DCPP and it has been peer reviewed and
reviewed by Dr. Budnitz. He remarked the model is widely used worldwide and there is nothing
new with regard to system modeling that would modify the insights of the 2018 SPRA. Dr.
Budnitz remarked the DCPP analyses are considered as the “gold standard” for seismic PRAs.

> Concerning the 2024 Updated Seismic Assessment it was found the Hosgri Fault (Hosgri)
slip rate is now believed to be slightly higher than previously thought. with the effect being there
is a small increase in the annual frequency of large earthquakes, but this difference is much
smaller than the overall uncertainty, of 30-50% in the knowledge of the Hosgri slip rate.

> Concerning the 2024 Updated Seismic Assessment none of the small differences found
would modify the present understanding of the seismic performance of the plant and Dr. Budnitz
stated he agrees with this finding. He reported the 2024 Updated Seismic Assessment includes an
entire chapter with what Dr. Budnitz described as a thorough analysis of Dr. Peter Bird’s
analyses and evaluation, which analyses were subjected to two outside peer reviews, and the
2024 Updated Seismic Assessment did not find there was support for Dr. Bird’s claims. Dr.
Budnitz reported San Luis Obispo Mothers for Peace have petitioned the NRC and that matter is
pending, but the initial NRC assessment did not find the arguments sufficiently strong to merit
further review and a Petition Review Board hearing is scheduled for next week which will afford
Dr. Bird an opportunity to make a presentation.
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> Dr. Budnitz reported there is considerable uncertainty in evaluating the seismic hazard
and in-structure responses and while there is no way to reduce these uncertainties the manner in
which they are analyzed is well understood and the 2024 Updated Seismic Assessment
competently addressed the uncertainties.

> DCPP previously sponsored an independent assessment of the safety of the spent fuel
pools performed by the B. John Garrick Institute for the Risk Sciences at UCLA and Dr. Budnitz
reported those analyses which determined that the risk was low remain valid and nothing to
contradict this has been found in the LRA process.

Dr. Budnitz then presented three recommendations for the future action by the DCISC:

> The DCISC should review any new seismic-safety-related information from the
NRC review of the LRA;

> The DCISC should review any future evaluations performed by the NRC, the IPRP,
PG&E or other entities in response to Dr. Peter Bird’s analyses of seismic hazard; and

> The DCISC should review any other seismic-safety information that may emerge in
the normal course of events.

Following Dr. Budnitz’ comments the Chair recognized Ms. Linda Seeley of Mothers for
Peace. Ms. Seeley observed Dr. Bird’s presentation was cut off during the May 30, 2024 IPRP
meeting and she requested that he be given ample time to address the DCISC.

Ms. Sherry Lewis was recognized. Ms. Lewis commented it seemed to her that Dr.
Budnitz was premature in concluding his analysis of Dr. Bird’s information. Dr. Budnitz
responded that Dr. Bird’s work was submitted about one year ago to the IPRP and has been
thoroughly reviewed including by the DCISC, with the exception that Dr. Bird has now
submitted and claims that an earthquake on the Noto Peninsula in Japan which occurred in
January 2024 supports his position on the local tectonic regime and seismic activity and that
issue remains to be reviewed.

The Chair then recognized Dr. Gordon Seitz, an earthquake geologist with the California
Geological Survey and a member of the IPRP to address remarks to the Committee. Dr. Budnitz
also recognized the presence of Dr. Seitz colleague Dr. Tim Dawson, also with the California
Geological Survey and a member of the IPRP.

Drs. Budnitz and Seitz exchanged comments on the effect of increase on the Hosgri and
Dr. Budnitz stated his earlier reference was to the ground motion at the site and the annual
probability per year that an earthquake will produce ground motion and, to a lesser degree, the
impact on the spectrum of an event that is higher than prior understanding. Dr. Seitz concurred
with Dr. Budnitz observation that the overall uncertainties in the entire analysis of the safety of
the plant are larger than the increase in the uncertainties regarding the Hosgri and therefore the
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increase in the Hosgri uncertainty does not affect decision making concerning whether the plant
is safe because that decision was based on a higher end uncertainty.

Dr. Seitz reported the IPRP is getting near to completing its review of the 2024 Updated
Seismic Assessment and is focused on the changes to the Hosgri since the 2015 PHSA and he
characterized the Hosgri as the primary seismic source and stated the IPRP agrees with PG&E
that there is now a high degree of confidence in a 2.6 millimeter (mm) per year rate as compared
to the prior rate of 1.7 mm per year per the 2015 PHSA.

Dr. Seitz mentioned one of the IPRP’s main concerns with the 2024 Updated Seismic
Assessment is that some data was not addressed, in particular this data included a fault study on
the Casmalia Fault located 20-30 kilometers south of DCPP. He reported there were four sites
used by PG&E to estimate the slip rate on the Hosgri including locations south of San Simeon,
off Estero Bay, southern Estero Bay, and Point South. He reported another study done of the
offshore architecture of sediments based on the deformation of different unconformities was not
addressed. He stated in this study indicated an increase in the Hosgri slip rate over the last one
million years and he stated older determinations for an older age range on slip rates are not
representative of the current seismic regime and he commented this was perhaps the IPRPs
biggest concern. He mentioned the IPRP reviewed the ground motion calculations in the 2024
Updated Seismic Assessment based on the Seismic Source Characterization and they appear to
be appropriate. In response to Dr. Peterson’s inquiry as to when these questions may be resolved
Dr. Seitz stated the IPRP will pose questions and make a recommendation to PG&E in its final
report.

Dr. Seitz stated with reference to the 2012 study entitled “High Resolution Geophysical
and Geochronological Analysis of a Relict Shoreface Deposit Offshore Central California:
Implications for Slip Rate Along the Hosgri Fault,” which he described as a well-sourced study,
this study was considered in the 2024 Updated Seismic Assessment with a very low weight of
20% due to some questions about the age of the feature. He stated the way a slip rate is
calculated is by looking at a feature that crosses a fault and dating that feature and measuring
how much it has moved. Dr. Seitz stated the IPRP agrees with PG&E on the study’s finding in
terms of slip rate for 12,000 years and the most important facet of the study was to understand
the internal structures of the shoreface feature which data he stated was some of the best found
on that kind of offshore feature, dated both by radiocarbon and optically stimulated
luminescence.

Dr. Seitz reported the age range for the slip rate, the applicability of the slip rate location,
i.e., how close is it to the plant, and the confidence in the interpretation of the feature are all
pertinent in this context and the data from the San Simeon data point demonstrates an increase in
the Hosgri slip rate since the 2015 PHSA and the confidence level in that determination over an
age range of 12,000 years has increase greatly since 2015. He commented in 2015 80% of the
weight went to sites he believes to be of lesser quality, but in the 2024 Updated Seismic
Assessment the San Simeon site weight was increased from 20% to 50%. He remarked the age
range for the two sites closer to DCPP both have age ranges corelated to 700,000 years and
demonstrate slower slip rates and are therefore not as applicable as a site with a 12,0000 age
range over a corelated 200,000 years. He remarked all the sites were close to the plant and the
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earthquake ruptures of concern are longer than their distances from the plant. He stated the IPRP
agrees with PG&E that the San Simeon site is the highest confidence site. He remarked in the
IPRP’s view age range should not be used as a weighting but rather as a straining tool.

Dr. Seitz displayed a plot of the full uncertainty of all the rates along the Hosgri from
IPRP Report No. 7 including the two offshore sites that PG&E puts weight on but which IPRP in
Report No. 7 argues these sites ae not applicable as they do not add to calculating the slip rate on
the Hosgri. He reported the uncertainties of the offshore rates are large while the geodetic model
is interesting as it is a current very short-term rate which gives the slip budget. He displayed a
graph showing the different sites plotted in terms of slip rate and cumulative probability and Dr.
Seitz observed the highest quality rate is significantly higher than the average rates and he stated
the IPRP fears that averaging the rates with lower quality less applicable rates in the time range
results in a biasing the slip rate on the low side.

Dr. Seitz stated the IPRP has an issue with the two studies that it identified that were not
addressed by PG&E, those being first the Casmalia Fault study with a slip rate increase from 1.5
to 6 mm per year which although not a source as it is located fairly distantly does have
implications on other faults that connect to the Hosgri, and the second study was a study
contracted by the NRC in 2016 which concluded that the slip rate has increased significantly in
more recent times and he stated the current regime is best represented by more current rates and
not older rates. In response to Dr. Peterson’s query Dr. Seitz confirmed the principal issue is the
probability of the return frequency of an event because the size of the motion of a postulated
earthquake is not changing in the IPRP’s estimation. Dr. Budnitz expressed this concept as a
higher annual frequency, that is, a higher probability per year. Dr. Seitz estimated the return
frequency on the Hosgri to be on the order of a thousand years. In response to Dr. Lam’s query
as to whether there is a linear correlation with respect to the frequency increase Dr. Seitz
observed when one puts the different slip rate determinations into a weighting scheme he
observed the prior slip rate of 2.5 mm per year in the 2015 PHSA has remained pretty much
constant with the studies now showing 2.6 mm per year and he observed the confidence has
increased by direct dating and the publication and peer review under the SSHAC process for the
data. Dr. Seitz observed the study on the Casmalia Fault includes information on the faulting
architecture which could bear on Dr. Bird’s model. In response to Consultant Kadak’s question
as to the combined cumulative probability distribution Dr. Seitz referred to the green line on the
graph he displayed, the “Point Estero (CHS) 2023 Update,” as that is the site that has been
published and has the highest confidence. He observed in the 2024 Updated Seismic Assessment
this data was weighted at 50% and the rest of the data from what he described as lower quality
sites is weighted 50%. With that data rated as from 700,000 to 1.5 million years old. He
remarked if one has many quality sites then a weighting scheme works well, but in this case he
stated he would use the age range as a screening tool and if the data it too old and you have
higher quality data that in the age range that is most applicable then one would use that data
only.

Dr. Budnitz then introduced Dr. Philip Johnson\ of the California Coastal Commission
and a member of the IPRP to make a presentation to the DCISC.
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Dr. Johnson began his presentation by reviewing the location of the Hosgri which is
located offshore to the west of DCPP with the Irish Hills to the east of DCPP and he stated the
faults around the Irish Hills are of great interest to the IPRP. He reported the Los Osos Fault is
located to the north of the Irish Hills and the fault extends to the northwest. He stated the Irish
Hills themselves have a westerly orientation which is in contrast to the folds and faults locally in
the Coast Range. He stated similarly oriented and more westerly are the Casmalia Hills located
to the south.

Dr. Johnson reported the faults that bound the Irish Hills are of great importance because
of the potential seismic hazard to DCPP and the IPRP has been looking at the Los Osos Fault as
a thrust or reverse fault that is dipping or is inclined toward the southwest. On the southwest side
of the Irish Hills is the San Luis Bay Fault which dips or is inclined to the northeast. Dr. Johnson
reported there are three different geologic models for the Irish Hills and for the seismic hazard
and there is no clarity at this point on which model would be preferred due to a lack of
information. He reported the Irish Hills have an uplift rate of between 0.1 and 0.2 mm per year as
determined by the uplift of the Pleistocene terraces. He reported for the Casmalia Hills the uplift
rate is much higher at 5.6 to 6.7 mm per year based on modeling of fold and thrust fault.

Dr. Johnson stated the three models for the Irish Hills involve: purely reverse thrust type
slip uplifting along the Los Osos Fault on the north side; a similar type of thrust or reverse fault
slip on the south side on the San Luis Bay Fault; or the PG&E proposed combination model
which indicates a westerly motion where along the Los Osos Fault there is uplifting due to
reverse or thrust type slip along with a lateral slip going toward the northwest which Dr. Johnson
stated was termed by geologists a dip, slip and strike slip motion. He stated it is at present
unknown how to distinguish between these models. He remarked that typically a single geologic
model that is effective and fits the data collected is developed but more data would be needed.
He confirmed Dr. Peterson’s observation that the Hosgri is a slip strike fault.

In response to Dr. Peterson’s questions about the forces which load the Los Osos Fault
Dr. Johnson replied there is a great deal of compression in the Coast Range and this compression
also occurs in the folds with the northwest striking features, but in the south end of the southwest
Coast Range region there are east-west trending thrust and reverse faults showing north-south
compression and this element has been added to the region which includes the Irish Hills.

He provided and discussed the following:

> Current data set is not adequate to distinguish between the competing geologic models
for the Irish Hills and the Los Osos Fault;

> Additional offshore seismic reflecting data focusing in detail on the Los Osos and
Casmalia Faults may identify piercing features that could yield rates of lateral slip;

> Additional onshore investigation could be utilized to characterize the Los Osos Fault and
evaluate the competing models;
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> A recent study by McGregor and Onderdonk from 2021 shows a very clear uplift rate and
geologic model for the Casmalia Hills, additional work could develop a geologic model that
answers questions on the uplift rate and slip along the Casmalia Fault which is a thrust fault; and

> The sedimentary units available for the Casmalia Hills are not available for the Irish Hills
but there is interesting information on the Los Osos Fault in the offshore zone which bounds the
Irish Hills on the north side with evidence consistent with more strike slip faulting offshore, so
the notion of a thrust or reverse type fault as used by PG&E uplift model may not be capturing
all the slip as a great deal of the slip is lateral slip.

Dr. Johnson observed the areas he identified are ripe for further investigation and the
cross-Hosgri feature described by Dr. Seitz provides much better understanding of the Hosgri
than in the past and by using offshore features a slip rate on the old shoreline can be developed in
the case of the cross-Hosgri feature from 12,000 years ago. Any deflection by the Los Osos Fault
would require still more offshore and onshore investigation and preliminary data seem to show
that there is more strike slip type faults within the broad Los Osos Fault offshore zone. He
commented in 2015 PG&E ran a vibroseis investigation perpendicular to the Los Osos Fault but
the data were inconclusive and Dr. Johnson observed there are other methodologies that could be
utilized with the Los Osos and San Luis Bay Faults.

Dr. Johnson displayed a map showing the Los Osos and Morro Bay Faults and he stated
the same investigation could be made by the U.S. Geological Survey as was done on the Hosgri
to profile the subsurface using low energy seismic reflection methodologies and also offshore of
the Casmalia Hills which has an analogous character to the Irish Hills. Dr. Johnson stated the
IPRP believes this to be appropriate for the future and he noted it is of great importance given the
location of DCPP. In response to Consultant Kadak, Dr,. Johnson confirmed PG&E has three
different competing models for all the faults he mentioned which make certain assumptions as to
their behavior and he agreed these models either need to be refined or the better model selected
or Dr. Johnson observed there could be another model altogether, but at this time the IPRP lacks
data for the faults as below the surface it gets much more uncertain and there are various fault
investigations that could be conducted. Dr. Seitz observed that since 2015 the uncertainties have
not decreased as there have not been any more studies done and he stated the only thing that has
changed is the rate has actually decreased as PG&E used a regional sea level curve to calculate
the uplift which he stated the IPRP believes to be an improved dataset. Dr. Seitz observed the
most significant set of data since 2015 is the study on the Casmalia Fault as it is essentially an
analogous study and it could impact the slip budget on the Irish Hills and this should be
addressed.

In response to Dr. Budnitz inquiry Dr Seitz stated the IPRP has not yet reviewed Chapter
6 of the 2024 Updated Seismic Assessment wherein PG&E addressed Dr. Bird’s model and he
stated is unsure whether there is sufficient data to do so. He confirmed Dr. Budnitz observation
on the IPRP’s belief in the existence of an analog site.

Dr. Gene Nelson of Californians for Green Nuclear Power was recognized. Dr. Nelson
cited for perspective a 2019 paper “Reproducibility of the San Andreas Fault Slip Rate
Measurements” which states [the slip rate is] 33.9 plus or minus 2 at the Wallace Creek site in
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eastern San Luis Obispo County. Dr. Budnitz observed that experts have judged the San Andreas
Fault to be too far away to have an important influence at DCPP compared to the other faults.

Ms. Linda Seeley of Mothers for Peace was recognized and she commented the Great
Tohoku earthquake in Japan was on a fault 50 mile away from the damage sustained at
Fukushima. Dr. Budnitz remarked the earthquake was more than 50 miles from Fukushima, but
he reiterated that experts have concluded a big earthquake on the San Andreas Fault will not
have the impact feared on DCPP. Ms. Seeley stated she finds it interesting that there is
considerable data on the Casmalia Fault but less data on the faults in proximity to DCPP given
the location of the nuclear plant.

Dr. Budnitz then introduced Dr. Peter Bird, participating remotely, and reported Dr. Bird
is on the faculty at UCLA and has a long and distinguished history and is well respected in the
field and has provided several communications to the DCISC. Dr. Budnitz also thanked Dr. Seitz
and Dr. Johnson for their presentations.

Dr. Bird stated he was appearing in his capacity as a consultant to the San Luis Obispo
Mothers for Peace.

Dr. Bird stated he would summarize and clarify the six filings that he provided previously
which develop two different but related themes. The first being that the 2015 PHSA Seismic
Source Characterization was deficient and biased and the second being an independent estimate
of the seismic hazard at Diablo Canyon. He stated in his presentation he would review his
criticism of the 2015 Seismic Source Characterization which is based upon no deformation
modeling having been performed and accordingly the fault slip rates are unknown as is the
consistency with geodesy.>” He observed that no one has ever looked at how the fault slip rates in
the Irish Hills relate to changes in slip rate along the trace of the Hosgri and perhaps more
importantly, because there was no deformation model there is no estimate of the distributed
strain or cryptic strain that is not occurring on the model faults, but is necessary for kinematic
self-consistency. Dr. Bird stated that this important because that distributed strain tends to
express itself as earthquakes, and sometimes very large earthquakes, and that is a great
deficiency of the report.

Dr. Bird observed the second great deficiency is that when PG&E attempted to account
for unmapped faults in the local source model it mischaracterized the seismic moment rate of
that whole set of virtual faults by simply assuming that they would continue to produce seismic
moment rate as at the same rate as micro-seismicity in the last several decades. He commented
this is absolutely the wrong way to do things and if this method were applied to the San Andreas
Fault one would get the totally misleading answer that it is absolutely safe to live on. He stated
what PG&E should have done is to take the distributed deformation rate within that zone and
converted it to a seismic moment rate using a global calibration which Dr. Bird and others have
produced over the last twenty years.

& Geodesy or geodetics is the science of measuring and representing the geometry, gravity, and spatial
orientation of the Earth in temporally varying 3D.

B. 9-70
AGENDA PACKET DRAFT



Dr. Bird observed his third criticism was that there have several proposals and arguments
for a thrust fault at shallow depth under DCPP with a high slip rate, but no such source was
included.

He displayed a slide based on a publication from PG&E in 2015 to which he added a

. dashed red line which he referred to as the inferred coastline thrust fault, in the tradition of
geologic maps it is long-dashed because it is poorly exposed but well located. He stated this
coastline thrust fault is located first by the topography of the Irish Hills, second by the uplift map
for the Irish Hills, which has a mis-continuity, and third by the folding in the older late Miocene -
early Pliocene sedimentary rocks of the Irish Hills. Dr. Bird stated this feature might actually be
exposed, but it is mislabeled as Shoreline Fault and he is very aware of an analog on the south
side of the Santa Monica Mountains called the Malibu Coast Fault which is both strike slip and a
thrust fault and has been so consistently for the last six million years. He stated the other
possibility is that this inferred coastline thrust fault is a blind thrust fault which is expressed as a
very large fold near the surface.

Dr. Bird stated in the 2024 PHSA update of the Seismic Source Characterization PG&E
attempted to refute his criticisms in Chapter 6, however, the attempts to refute them were full of
elementary logical errors and misunderstandings and basically they failed to do so. He stated he
provided a full rebuttal to the DCISC in a memo of 8 May, 2024 [actually dated May 16, 2024],
and he continues to stand by his original objections.

Dr. Bird remarked this was his first theme and it was developed in several documents, but
a new theme became available after the Noto Peninsula earthquake of January 1, 2024, which
was a very serious earthquake which caused approximately 60 persons to lose their lives. But Dr.
Bird characterized it as rather like a gift to California because the event showed what can be
expected in our future in the California Coast Range. He stated there is an exactly analogous
geologic situation where a small block of crust has been uplifted between two conjugate thrust
faults, which are poorly exposed because they are under the water and the Noto Peninsula
earthquake simplifies the consideration because it had shaking that was very strong, peak ground
acceleration of 1 to 2.3 G at five modern, strong motion instruments such that one can be
virtually certain that the same earthquake would have caused seismic core damage at DCPP if
the plant had been located within the same range of hills.

Dr. Bird stated the critical question is, if one considers this a characteristic earthquake
that must be guarded against, how often will it occur? He stated he found three different, simple
ways to estimate the total slip rate on all the gently dipping thrust faults under the Irish Hills,
with the result of 2 to 2.8 mm per year. The first he described as the isostatic method, since it is
known that the Irish Hills are being uplifted at about 0.2 mm per year and since it is known the
Irish Hills are isostatically over-compensated, it follows that the rate of crustal thickening in the
Irish Hills is about six times greater, or 1.2 mm per year. He observed that the rate of thrust
faulting has to be calculated from the rate of crustal thickening, not the rate of surface uplift and
this is a case where PG&E got it wrong by a factor of 6.
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Dr. Bird observed by knowing the total rate of thrust faulting on all the thrust faults under
the Irish Hills, whether they’re dipping north, dipping south or internal, one can convert that to
recurrence interval of about 715 years for Noto type earthquakes by knowing the mean slip in the
Noto Peninsula earthquake which was 2 meters or 2,000 mm. Dr. Bird remarked this was the
basis for his March 4, 2024, Declaration made to NRC documenting that the seismic core
damage frequency at Diablo Canyon is about 1.4 x 10 3 per year, not 3 x 10~ per year as PG&E
has claimed. He stated this represent an increased risk by a factor of 47 and this contention
became the basis for an emergency shutdown petition by the San Luis Obispo Mothers for Peace,
The Environmental Working Group, and Friends of the Earth which is still being considered by
NRC and a meeting with the NRC is tentatively scheduled on July 17, 2024 at noon PDT. In
response to Dr. Lam’s query Dr. Bird reported the meeting was postponed due to availability of
NRC staff and the submission of a Supplementary Declaration addressing the NRC’s concerns
in its initial assessment, attempted to show the NRC misconceptions which have their origin in
PG&E’s 2015 Seismic Source Characterization.

Dr. Bird stated he wanted to ask the DCISC, without expecting an answer today, relative
to the 2015 Seismic Source Characterization where is the update of the GPS geodetic program?
In 2015 PG&E reported preliminary results from GPS sites at DCPP and surrounding locations
which were good enough to show that the shortened direction in the Irish Hills is North 15 East,
and PG&E reported that in the 2015 Seismic Source Characterization without mentioning what
the shortening rate actually is, although it may have been preliminary at that time. However, after
ten to thirteen more years of data collection Dr. Bird stated it should be possible now to provide
a highly accurate value for the horizontal crustal shortening rate across the Irish Hills and he
observed this number is one of the most important for determining the seismic hazard at DCPP
due to thrust faulting. He observed according to his arguments the thrust faulting seismic hazard
at DCPP is much greater than the hazard from the Hosgri, therefore it should receive the focus of
attention and research. He observed perhaps the DCISC Members may have the ability to get an
answer to this question and he asked the Committee to pursue the question he posed.

Dr. Lam thanked Dr. Bird for his comments and opened the floor for questions by the
Committee.

Consultant Kadak inquired as to one of Dr. Bird’s key points in Dr. Bird’s theory, that
being to say that this Noto Peninsula earthquake is similar to one that might occur here at the
Irish Hills and he asked if Dr. Bird could explain further. Dr. Bird replied this was one of the
concerns of the NRC Petition Review Board which pointed out that the rupture at Noto Peninsula
or offshore was longer and therefore the magnitude was higher than one might be able to fit into
the fault system of the Irish Hills. Dr. Bird acknowledged this is a valid point, however, he
strongly holds that if this earthquake is a major threat to DCPP it deserves a more serious
treatment than just calculating the magnitude and using that data for a ground motion prediction
equation. He explained what an adequate Seismic Source Characterization for DCPP should do is
to take the actual seismograms from Noto Peninsula which are very high quality records, and if
the magnitude is found to be too large all one need do is truncate the source after an appropriate
number of seconds, but as a seismologist he stated he feels strongly that that will have very little
result on the peak ground motion which comes from the part of fault closest to or underneath the
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seismometer. He described the Noto Peninsula event as a pop-up between two conjugate thrust
faults, but he stated he is not claiming that every aspect of the geologic history is parallel.

Dr. Budnitz commented that in the May 30, 2024 Fact Finding Report he summarized
earlier he stated that relative to Dr. Bird’s claim that that Noto Peninsula earthquake in Japan has
sufficient analogous properties to be similar here, that the Committee has not had the opportunity
either to review that matter or to see anybody else’s review of it yet and there’s no way that
anyone on the Committee is an expert on the tectonic regime of the geology of the Noto
Peninsula in Northern Japan and the DCISC must await an evaluation by others who can either
confirm the analogy is valid or partially valid depending on what they know.

Dr. Seitz inquired of Dr. Bird concerning the uplift rate in general, if Dr. Bird is claiming
the markers that were used up until now are not representative of crustal thickening because they
do not represent crustal thickening under the Irish Hills. Dr. Bird confirmed Dr. Seitz
observation and stated that essentially the analogy that PG&E is making is that the Irish Hills are
an elevator cab made of stainless steel completely rigid, with the top of the crust rising in the
same amount as the bottom of the crust and then there’s a little friction at the side which is
expressed as thrust faulting on the San Luis Bay Fault system. However, Dr. Bird stated that this
model can be discredited very easily, as if one has a flat rug laid on the floor of an elevator on
the ground floor, when the elevator gets to the second floor the rug is still lying flat. He stated
this is not so for the late Miocene and Pliocene sedimentary rock of the Irish Hills, which are
folded into the Pismo incline and many other folds with 90 degree angles and 45 degree dips.
Therefore, he stated the Irish Hills have not been rising as a rigid block and this means there are
probably other thrust faults involved. Dr. Bird further stated another good reason to expect that
other thrust faults are involved is that the basement is Franciscan complex, which is essentially
made of thrust faults. The Franciscan having been scraped off the subducting Farallon plate back
in Cretaceous and early tertiary time, and slowly decreted [?]. Dr. Bird observed all of those old
thrust faults are still there and available for reactivation.

Dr. Budnitz stated he tried to study this as best he could and he saw sort of an analogy to
Airy isostasy in which is similar to when an iceberg floats and one adds mass to the iceberg, it
doesn’t just respond linearly, there’s a relationship because one-seventh is above and six-
sevenths is below the surface. He observed that sort of Airy isostatic phenomenon®® is different
than what Dr. Bird said it could be, it is a block of steel that just goes all by itself. Dr. Budnitz
stated as he understands if the question in part is whether or not those formations actually behave
that way and that is an important part of the response over time. Dr. Seitz agreed and stated that
was part of his question and he also questions what observation is there that the crustal thickness
is greater underneath the Irish Hills. Dr. Bird replied for this he was using data provided by
PG&E in Chapter 6 of their 2024 Update Seismic Assessment where a isostatic gravity map
shows that the Irish Hills are not just isostatically compensated, they’re over-compensated. That
is to say, if somehow one could stop plate tectonics and stop all the fault slipping then the Irish
Hills would rise about another 200 meters in the future. So actually when he uses the Airy

Sk Airy's isostasy is a theory that describes the Earth's crust as a rigid shell that floats on a denser, more
liquid substratum.
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isostacy model as a basis for calculation, he is actually underestimating the rate of crustal
thickening. Dr. Bird in response to Dr. Seitz stated that he has unfortunately not reviewed the
Casmalia Fault study for implications for the Irish Hills. Dr. Seitz commented the Shoreline
Fault as we know it is a vertical fault and strike slip at the surface and he questioned if this
inferred thrust fault would be located by Dr. Bird’s between the Shoreline Fault and DCPP,
where would it see daylight, or is Dr. Bird alleging it is a blind thrust? Dr. Bird replied he
accepts that there is a vertical and probably strike slip Shoreline Fault and there is a lot of good
evidence for that, although there is a little mystery as to how it could be active when it’s at right
angles to the direction of compressive stress shown by both the world stress map and by the GPS
analysis he mentioned, but he stated he accepts that it is there. However, it’s entirely possible
that a thrust fault is confused with the trace of the Shoreline Fault in that they haven’t been
adequately separated, alternatively the inferred coastline fault could be a blind thrust that
surfaces in a fold in the late Miocene sedimentary rocks. Dr. Seitz observed and Dr. Bird agreed
there is another piece of data, which is the focal mechanisms of the Shoreline Fault are strike slip
and he stated that this is hard to dismiss. Dr. Bird stated there were two thrust earthquakes under
the Irish Hills recently; one was December 27, 2023, and another on January 1, 2024, almost in
sympathy to the Noto Peninsula earthquake to which Dr. Seitz observed both were not low angle
and were commented on by PG&E in the 2024 Updated Seismic Assessment. Dr. Bird
commented he gives credit to PG&E for noticing and commenting on all kinds of data but his
criticism is that when PG&E comes to create their fault geometry models it does not actually use
that information.

Dr. Lam and Dr. Budnitz both thanked Dr. Bird for his presentation.

XXX PUBLIC COMMENTS AND COMMUNICATIONS

Dr. Gene Nelson of Californians for Green Nuclear Power was recognized Dr. Nelson
stated it seemed to him that this was a really productive dialogue, but he think there’s a missing
party that really should be here, and that is we should have one or more representatives from
PG&E from their Geoscience department and it is his hope that may happen in the future.

Dr. Sam Blakeslee, appearing remotely, was recognized [Dr. Blakeslee is a
former California State Senator representing California's 15th State Senate district which
included the counties of Santa Clara, Monterey, San Luis Obispo, Santa Cruz and Santa
Barbara. He previously served as a California State Assemblyman from California's 33rd State
Assembly district. Dr. Blakeslee holds both Bachelor's and Master's degrees
in geophysics from University of California, Berkeley and a Ph.D. from University of California,
Santa Barbaral for his research in seismic scattering, micro-earthquake studies, and fault-zone
attenuation. He is published in numerous scientific journals.]

Dr. Blakeslee remarked it was an honor to be here with Dr. Bird, a very august
individual, to present a quite impressive analysis. Dr. Blakeslee stated he had two things to share.
One being an amusing anecdote from when he was a legislator and he was worried about
insufficient data and in 2006 PG&E invited him to visit their headquarters and look at the
seismic data and he remembered PG&E pulling the cloud of seismic data around the plant, along
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the Shoreline Fault, and saying that “looking at this one could almost imagine there’s a thrust
fault here, but that’s impossible.”

Dr. Blakeslee commented on the importance of quality data and the absence of same and
he stated as a legislator he was very concerned that there was a lot of confidence being put in the
interpretation of what was going on at DCPP with very little data, which is why he offered AB
1632 which had the California Energy Commission make the recommendations to begin
acquiring this data and in part to have launched the IPRP. He mentioned there was a particular
item in one of the IPRP reports he wanted to bring up today with regard to lack of data.

He shared information about the importance of data with regard to the site effect and
observed the view has been a “30,000 foot view” of the tectonics of the area, sort of looking even
at a satellite level at the sorts of uncertainty and he stated he has been very impressed by the new
data that’s been acquired with regard to slip rates, and he thought Dr. Johnson’s comments about
the importance of needing new data were important. But, Dr Blakeslee stated he wanted to
harken back to something that Dr. Seitz said about trying to relate the uncertainty or changes in
the estimates versus the hazard. He observed what one has is a number of parameters that go into
estimating shaking and this has been talked about as source characterization, but there is an
important side effect. He reported there are four bore holes identified at the site of DCPP. Bore
hole A which is to the southwest, bore hold B which is to the north of Unit 1, bore hole C which
is to the south of Unit 2, and bore hole D which is to the east of the plant. Dr. Blakeslee stated
the IPRP has looked at PG&E’s analysis of the site effect based on their characterization of the
velocity and the IPRP took exception in its Reports No. 6, 9 and 10 and he was not sure to the
extent the IPRP’s issues were resolved.

Dr. Blakeslee displayed a diagram from an IPRP report, and stated it reflects PG&E’s
base case in terms of the risk assessment using PG&E’s methodology, which assumes the
velocity structure near the plant and some site factors that PG&E creatively put together. But he
commented the IPRP looked at the potential risk if different parameters were used. So, for
example, if one used 1,200 meters per second under the plant as a velocity, or a thousand meters
per second under the plant as a velocity, or 760 meters under the plant as a velocity and the IPRP
found that the hazard increases by more than a factor of three in this case and he commented in
earlier conversations there was a discussion about increase for clearance rates not potentially
changing the severity of the event if there were more data acquired with regard to slip rate. He
remarked this is an instance where we don’t have a lot of data about the velocity structure under
the plant, but the impact is potentially quite significant. He stated if there is reason to believe that
there are velocities other than those at these very rapid speeds, which of course correlates to high
impedance, there is the velocity profile of the four bore holes. He stated he wanted to identify the
velocity structure in bore hole C is down to the 700 meters per second range, which is the sort of
worst case scenario that was identified in the earlier plot which is not the velocity that’s being
used by PG&E to estimate the shaking under the plant. He observed that everyone acknowledges
it’s a highly heterogeneous environment, there is a lot of fill and there is bedrock exposed but the
challenge is that there are only these four bore holes. Dr. Blakeslee commented there were two
more put in up near the ISFSI, but only these four bore holes since 1978 in the vicinity of the
plant and he commented bore holes are very easy to drill and the data is easy to acquire, and the
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significance of low velocity fill anywhere near any of these important structures can’t be
overstated.

Dr. Blakeslee reviewed another image from the IPRP’s report that looked at the
significance of different site effects and he highlighted what is known as the Hosgri exception
which is the accepted shaking that is considered acceptable as a function of frequency. He
observed one can see that if ones assumes the less optimistic assumptions with regard to the fill
and the materials around the nuclear power plant, one will see that any one of these faults, given
these magnitudes, could hypothetically exceed the margin of safety for the Hosgri exception or
the LTSP profile.

Dr. Blakeslee stated he just wanted to add his voice as someone who’s been involved in
this conversation now for a couple of decades, about the need for data, and how easy it is, even
for peer reviewed studies, to come to the wrong conclusion in the absence of data, and a concern
that we’ve heard concerns the need for geodetic data which Dr. Bird brought up and which Dr.
Blakeslee does not think has been forthcoming. He stated he remembers Mr. Geesman asking for
the deterministic estimates that show that a thrust fault would not impede safe operation of the
plant and he remarked although he requested to review it he never saw that data, even though
PG&E insisted it was available and he asked to be included in the response to Mr. Geesman. Dr.
Blakeslee stated he has talked about the lack of source data for large earthquakes in close
proximity to faults, which was discussed previously with regard to the earthquake in Turkey and
he brought up another example of just how important it is to have the site effect just right. Dr.
Blakeslee stated he wanted to continue to lend his voice to the IPRP and hopefully they will
listen, that the IPRP needs to be a voice for insisting on obtaining data so the uncertainty can be
lowered, because peer review conclusions that are not based on quality data shouldn’t be relied
upon when the stakes are this high. Dr. Blakeslee thanked the Committee for allowing him to
make a rather long comment.

Dr. Budnitz stated he presented a position that he stated he believed should represent the
DCISC’s current position on these matters and he wanted to suggest two things. First, he
believes that what he presented concerning the May 30, 2024 Fact Finding represents the
DCISC’s current state of state of knowledge and he was going to suggest that the Committee
accept the May 30, 2024 Fact Finding Report with the proviso that the Committee has heard a lot
of interesting challenges and the DCISC owes it to itself and to the public to do further fact
finding investigations with colloquies with PG&E, and also with colleagues that have just been
heard from, and to do everything it can to get to the bottom of this so that the Committee may
have a more thorough understanding by the next public meeting in October 2024. He remarked
that other new information will be forthcoming from the July 17, 2024, NRC Petition Review
Board public meeting. Dr. Budnitz stated his second point concerned the comments by the two
IPRP representatives that although the IPRP has not looked into the detail of this yet, they are
going to and Dr. Budnitz remarked that it is important that they do so for the reason that they are
not only experts, but are also independent and have been appointed to do so by the State. Dr.
Budnitz remarked without the benefit of the IPRP’s insights the DCISC will not have closure on
this matter. Finally, Dr. Budnitz remarked that the petitioners seek to shut the plant immediately
and Dr. Budnitz stated that personally he just does not see that this is supported by the evidence
and if getting to the bottom of the matter means increasing the Committee’s knowledge by a
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certain amount, but then we require more data in some other areas, then the Committee should
ask for that.

Dr. Budnitz moved for approval of the May 30, 2024 Fact Finding Report and stated that
the Committee remains open to the receipt of new information and is t to doing as much as it
needs to do in the way of intermediate fact finding, and to urge others including the IPRP, Dr.
Bird and also PG&E to also conduct investigations as needed. Mr. Rathie requested a friendly
amendment to the motion which was accepted by the maker that relative to the March 18-20,
2024, fact finding report presented earlier at this meeting, that the section on the review of the
2024 Updated Seismic Assessment be ratified in context of the May 30, 2024, Fact Finding
Report. Dr. Lam seconded Dr. Budnitz’ motion.

Mr. John Geesman on behalf of the Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility was recognized.
Mr. Geesman stated he hopes somebody at some point would try to provide an answer as to how
the ratepayers could fund $64 million of data collection pursuant to then Assembly Member
Blakeslee’s legislation, and have the IPRP some eight or ten years ago identify the key
uncertainties in site conditions and how those fed into ground motion at the plant, and still stand
here in 2024 with such enormous gaps in our data. He observed in response to much of the praise
of peer review that accompanied Dr. Budnitz’ presentation and the repeated references to the
quality of the SSHAC Level 3 review performed in 2014 and 2015, he would like David
Weisman, the Alliance’s Executive Director to refresh your memory on what constituted the peer
review process in 2014 and 2015.

Mr. Weisman then played a video presentation about the differing roles of the
participants in a peer review process, which were identified through the use of various colored
hats worn and then repeatedly exchanged by the participants. Dr. Budnitz remarked that the
video was produced as a humorous exercise at the conclusion of a long period of review.

Ms. Linda Seeley was recognized. Ms. Seeley requested that the Committee not endorse
the May 30, 2024, Fact Finding Report because its conclusion is to reject Dr. Bird’s analysis and
Ms. Seeley believes that such action would give the wrong impression about the DCISC’s view
of the seismic program at DCPP. She suggested that the Committee consider a statement instead
that it was in the process of creating a final analysis. Dr. Budnitz responded that in his opinion he
has seen no seismologist who has endorsed, approved or agreed with Dr. Bird. He observed
Chapter 6 of the 2024 Updated Seismic Assessment and two separate peer reviewers did not
agree with Dr. Bird. Dr. Budnitz stated that does not mean Dr. Bird is wrong and Dr. Budnitz
stated he has an open mind, but that assessment correctly represents his own current view. Dr.
Budnitz stated Dr. Bird has requested more information, additional analysis and for further
review and the DCISC should support these requests in whatever ways it can. Dr. Budnitz
remarked that this commitment was true in any safety-related context in one needs to be open to
new information.

Ms. Rochelle Becker was recognized. Ms. Becker stated she was involved with the
creation of the IPRP, worked on Assembly Bill 1632 with Senator Blakeslee, and she observed
the IPRP still has questions. She stated the IPRP has many more experts than the DCISC and a
report will be produced shortly, but likely there will still be questions. She stated the DCISC
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should wait for the IPRP’s report before going forward with no geologic scientific seismic
experience aside from one person. She urged the DCISC to look carefully at the IPRP’s report
and the questions they may continue to have and then to consider moving forward.

Ms. Sherry Lewis of Mothers for Peace was recognized. Ms. Lewis stated she objects to
Dr. Budnitz’ extreme confidence in his own judgment as he is not a seismologist although he
seems to weight himself equal with all the other scientists involved. Dr. Budnitz encouraged
everyone to read Chapter 6 of the 2024 Updated Seismic Assessment and that he was not
standing alone but on the shoulders of the authors and peer reviewers.

The Chair closed public comment and Dr. Budnitz called the question on his
motion. Dr. Peterson stated he would support the motion which consists of two parts, one to
accept/approve the May 30, 2024, Fact Finding Report and a second part to undertake
significant work in the period between this meeting and the public meeting in October to
review available information. On a unanimous vote the Committee then approved the May
30,2024 Fact Finding Report and Resolution 2024-08 as stated in the foregoing.

XXXITRECOGNITION OF DCISC MEMBER DR. PETER LAM’S SERVICE
Dr. Lam requested the Chair-elect for the next term, Dr. Peterson, lead this discussion.

Dr. Peterson then read from Resolution No. 2024-09, a “A Resolution of Appreciation
and Commendation from the Diablo Canyon Independent Safety Committee to Peter Lam.” This
resolution recognized Dr. Lam’s fifteen years of dedicated and outstanding service to the
DCISC, from July 2009 through June 2024, and as Chair of the DCISC for ten terms during that
period, and that the DCISC and the community at large have greatly benefitted from the
dedication, hard work, expertise and energy which Dr. Lam has given to the DCISC in the
performance of his duties as Member and Chair and extended public recognition and official
thanks to Dr. Lam for his many contributions to the DCISC and the public it serves, while a
Member and Chair of the DCISC.

Dr. Lam was then presented with a commemorative gift from the Members and
Consultants of the DCISC in the form of a decorative clock recognizing his service and
expressing their appreciation.

Dr. Lam expressed this thanks to the Committee for this recognition and wished all
concerned the best of luck in their future endeavors.

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

A. Future Actions by the Committee.
B. Further Information to Obtain/Review.
C. Confirmation of Future Site Visits, and Public Meetings.

XXXII ADJOURNMENT OF THE ONE HUNDRED AND EIGHTH PUBLIC MEETING
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There being no further business, DCISC Chair Dr. Peter Lam stated it was now the time
to say farewell and he expressed his appreciation to all participants in this public meeting, to
PG&E and DCPP senior management, to the AGP Video team, and to the dedicated and
passionate members of the public and to the other members and the technical consultants of the
DCISC. The Chair then adjourned the afternoon session and this public meeting at 4:45 p.m.
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DIABLO CANYON INDEPENDENT SAFETY COMMITTEE

AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM

MEETING DATE: October 10, 2024
AGENDA ITEM: XXI-A
AGENDA TITLE: Review and Discussion of the

Open Items List.

CONSENT [ ] ACTION [X] INFORMATION [X ]

Staff Summary: It is anticipated that the Committee will hold discussion concerning
the items appearing on its Open Items List prepared by Committee
Technical Consultant Wardell with the assistance of Consultant
McWhorter.

RECOMMENDED COMMITTEE ACTION: As appropriate, review and provide
direction.




ve/Liol
lspenp=0 Bunesy 21land = Nd Bunes|y buipuy-joeq = 44 Bunssy o11and 202 '01-6 1290100
(WD) asueuajuiel jo 3onpuod WO
('§-03 99s osly)
44dez/LL | Buelrs Jojeiado mainay ‘jesousb ul uohels ay) se ||om pue siojelado pasuadl| 0} eoualaal UM Aj@sojo anssi siy}
44¥20% NdEZ/6 | MOjIo) pinoys sspiwwo) 8y} ing pabeuew Ajaajosye aq o} Josfoid uoyuslas Jojesado oy} punoy wes} DSI0d 8yl E| ¥71-0D
"uonjeziueblo uoIssiwsuel) 399 d 8y} WOl saAlejussaldal apnjoul pinoys yaiym buipui-1oe) 9S10Q
ainyny e 10} 21do] s|genns e aq ybiw sy} pasibe uosia)ad IQ pue 3o9d I ‘suoseal paje|al-plb 1o uononpoud
¢2s010 10 asneodaq jndino Jamod |ieund o} saaijuadul Buisealdul 0} anp 4d40d 104 s821n0os Jamod s)Is Yo sjeuss)e
fiessaoau 10 Ajjigeyieae ay 109ye 1ybiw sabeno Jo swis|qold UoISSILISUE.] JO 3SI Y} Ul 9SBaIoUl UB JBy) |enuajod si a1ay)
sv | 441272} PaAIasSgo uosialad 'Iq 'sanssi Alljigels abeyjjon ANOEZ @pnjou| "uoielado Jo sieah |euly su Buunp ‘suoieniony
4461L/21 ABlsua a|gemausal 0} anp Buimo||0) PeO| SB YoNs ‘sapoLu Jualayip Ul dd0d sielado 0} saAieiiul Aue malnay N €1L-09
44v2/S
44€¢/¥
4452z | 441zl "9AJ0Sal 0} SUOIJoB pue sJolle Buiuoiisodsiw jo sniels ay) Jouuow — (snjels wuswdinbg) siolg Buiuonisodsiy ] 0L-09
44v¢/y
44¢€¢/v
110 0
Aueinbay pua 1sI ‘syuow $z-g1 Alsns mainal — Juswabeuely AlAnoeay 4 6-0D
{osres
gTXt)
SINd 44¥Z/6
® S44 Ndce/e 'H<42/6 86BIN0 P8I0} GZX | PEMBINGY
dulisod | 341z/vL ‘(sbupsaw oiignd e sy37 duy mainal) ‘sabeno paoio) pue — [enuewl pue dijewoine — sdil} 10joBal ||e JOUUO N 8-00
Kessadsu 4412/ "‘UOSEaS WIO]S ISUIMm
sy 4421/ [enuue Jaye Jo Bulinp [Aiessooou se 10] sieak omy Aisne ABajel)s pue aousiiadxe asuodsal WIols ddDa malney n /-09
(09) suonesadQ jo }npuoH | 09
uoldy | suoly 'ON
1XaN ise NOILdIYOSIA/AN0D3LVYD W3LINIdO | 3dAL | IN3LI
pajajop alom HBROIGIIORNRS SWA)Y
sBunas|y 44 ¢ 1XaU 8y} Jo} ale MO||BA Ul SWay|
PoSIASJ 10 MBU Ble SOl|e]| pay Ul Sway| anssj| = | dn-mojjo4 = 4 JOJIUO =N :adA} wayj uadp

¥202-£202 — ¥sI7 sway| uadQ sawwoy f1ayeg yuspuadapuj uokuey ojqeiq



¢

ve/LiolL
8penp =0 Bunssy dlland = Nd Buneapy bulpuy-1oe4 = 44 Bunesy dlland #20Z '0L-6 4240100
44v2/8
110 ['Moroeysies — 177/G pleog malasy UOIOY aARoa.1I0D paatesqQ] [ Alojoeysies — 4412/882H
JO pua e [pamainal 4yl 1S swis) usdO 8y} O pud ay} Je Sa)ep UYIm pajsi| a.e pamairal swelbold 018 ‘Buppewlyousy
Ajlenuuy 18| @9 |'aousliedxg Bunesed( ‘'JUBWSSSSSY-J9S ‘UOIOY SAIDSLI0D  swelbold juswanoidw] souewloped ddod L-id
swieiboig yuswanoidul] 9oUBWIOHAd Id
‘(sweliboid uoluidQ |euolssalold
L#44€2/8 Buueylg % suleouon aako|dwg Buipnioul pue ‘[pued Bulonuop ainyny Aleieg Buipnjoul ‘JUSWUOIIAUT
4-GZ/) 44z2/6 YIOAA SNOIOSUOD Alsjes jesqns s} pue) aunyna Alajes s) Buinoidwi/buiysiigelsa ul ssaiboid 440Q mojio4 4 9-SH
JUSWIUOJIAUT YJOAA ShoIosuo) Ajajeg pue fyajes ses|onN ‘yjeoH SH
44€e¢/cl
441¢/.
445202 446L/7 | '0S10a Ag pemeinal aq pinoys welbold uoileaasqQ Juswabeue)y ay} ul sjuswiaaoidwl pue SUoI}BAISSO Jayun4] W SZ-dH
"snooy Jojelado 1o} SaAUSOUI % JUSWISDEUBW SSa11s JUsWaoUBYUS UONUS)E ‘'sanss! 0|0s ou, ‘ssauyly |eaisAyd
'‘Buibe iojesado Ajeluusig mainay] (Quawdoaasq ‘BI0 ‘@ous||eox] 4O SIua) ‘WLoogng ¥ sapRiluwo) Buleslg
J4¥2/8 2oUBWIONSd UBWNH ‘A21j0d AJIIgBIUNODOY [SUU0sIad ‘swelbold uononpal ssauls ‘44 ‘sonsiels Joireyaq
445202 44ve/s juelsqge 'sid dH ‘sweiboid uononpal Jole Buipnjoul) swayl JoiAeyaq uewny g souewlopad uewny malaay W L-dH
9oueLIIOMAd jueld Jo Aouaidiyg ® Ajojes Buiaoidwl] pue siolig UeWNH :8dUBWIOMad UBWINH dH
WdvZ/9
4452/1 44€2/8 Buiuueld wiey-buo] sjosloid mainal Alleinbay 4 L2-N3
10 "sbuieaw Jejnbal Jayjo pue ‘wea] juswabeuep abeing ‘dnolo Buiopn
Jo pua e YjeaH jue|d ‘eallwwo) uoljezijold yjeasH ue|d ‘bunssiy Auspuent maingy 9oUBWIOLD ‘pJeog MalAdy
Aleinbay 18| @98 UOHOY BAI}0BII0YD ‘WES | MBIASY UOIBOYION '‘8ailiWod) Y)|EsH Jue|d 9AISSO JO MaIAS) pinoys Jagquis|y yoeg 4 0Z-N3
'44€201
110 uoljeziuebloal Bulssuibug malnay [1s17 swa}] uadQ Syl JO pus 8} 1B SaJep YlIM pals]| 218 pamalaal swelbold
jopusie | :sjoN] o1 ‘Buiyels ‘swabeuepy uibiep ‘Bunsa] anep ‘(suejd wiel-buol g yyeay walsAs) buussuibug we)sAg
Auenbay 1Sl| 998 uawabeuey Juswabeuepy uoneinbiyuos Buipniourl ‘'swelbold Bunssuibug Jolew syuow gL-z| AlaAe malnay 4 61-N3
110 [1s17 sway| uadQ siu} jo
Jopusie [ pus au}le salep Yim paisl aie pamalnal SWa)SAS :BJ0N] 'S4 Je JasuIbug walsAS Yim umopyjem g aouelulouad
Aenbay 1Sl @ag | o|ny eoueusiuiely ‘ueld wisl-buo| ‘yyeay walsAs ‘(Jusuodwod J0 2INJONLS 10) WIISAS B MSIAS) — SWSSAS ddDd 4 9L-N3
(N3) sweaboigd Buusauibug N3
44dve/s
445202 44vziy ‘Allenuue Ajpjewixoidde -0 ‘Buiyels ‘sainsesw aouewliopad Juswpeda aousuSUIB|y MBIASY N LD
4442/6 ‘Wea | MaIASY sl pajelbajul Ue jo uonippe syl yim papelbdn Ajlenueisqns
110 u2aq 9ABY SBINP3J0Id MSiY 9oUBUSIUIB UIT-UQ PUB XSIY SoUBUSUIB JO JUBLLISSESSY ddDd ‘eoueusuiew
446z | Jopusie BUlj-UO JO JUNOWE JO pudl} M3IASY s Bunoedw g BuIOM SI 1l [|2m MOy JNoge S|npayos aoueualulBy Bulljoy
Aldeinbay 1s1| 998 }oam-z 1| ayl Buipn|ou) ‘AlEnuue-ig 8oUBUSIUIBW BUII-UO JO UoiBIuSWa|dLUI By} MaIAS) :8oUBUSIUIBIA SUI-UQ N oL-ND
d4veiel "suopoadsul
sO4Y Jo 4422/ | pldm Jaul| |98]s 10} sjuawalinbal apo)d JNSY (2) pue (uonepelbap) sainjonlls JUSWUIEIUOD 4O |S] Jo) sjuawalinbal
lled yoe3 4422/5 By} saplrold yoiym 'egG 0G40 0} Juswpuawe ay) (1) yum Buifidwos ui sseiboid s, 3994 mainay /-IND




¢

e/l
Jspenp = O Bunssy 2lland = Nd Bunesyy Buipuy-joed = 44 Bunesin olland +202 ‘01-6 4890100
GZHc
SQO4H JO 44ve/L
sed yoeg | 44zz/eL ‘{4zz/8 uonoadsui pue 1diaoal [an) mau pan1asqQ (SO-4Y JoUE MaIAaI) SBNSS| 1§ SOUBWIOHS [9n4 JeajonN N 6-4N
(4dN) @ouewlodd [9n4 Je3[|onN 4N
110
1o pua je
Aeinbay IR welsbold vy alemyos 4 6-dD
1452/1 NdEZ/6 "synsal Aueak yum Yydo J1ouenb i apnioul — A|lenuue mainay "SUOIOE SAI}D31I0D JO SSauljdWwi
Wd¥c/0) 4422/¢ Buipnjou; ‘sypne |eiuualq apISINO S, 389 d SE [|9M SE sipne AD O s}nsal pue uoneziuebio ‘saliAloe ay) mairsy N £-d0
(do) sweiboid Ayjenp o)
H44ve/.
H44620¢ | L#44€2/8 ‘'S4 ||e4 Jo Jawwing 1e mainay “Jeak yoes podal ases|al Alaloeoipel ddOq [BNUUE MaIASY ] ZL-dy
d4veivy
d4ezc/ict
GgHl | d44ez/1L "44b2/p 18 Buesw sapiuwo) YY1V PaalesqO ‘@oueuliopad 4y abejno mainal Alieinbay [ e-dy
(d¥) uonosjoid uoneipey dy
H4¥2//
449202 J4¥2/6 ‘syiodal pue suoloadsul Jainsul Jo synsal ay) Buipnjoul swelbold soueinsu| JOJUO N 0L-SN
44€¢/LL ‘uonenieas OdN| 220z isnbny

d4ve/LL | 4d¢eich ddOd MaIASY "I0JeUIPI00D ddDAd YIM Maiaay juswanoldwl] 10 sealy OdNI Yoel} 0} weiboid s, ddOd Jojuo N 6-SN

EEE

298]
Buneswu H44¥2//
IXeN 44¢€¢/1 1 ‘'SoNss| bmupmw 1es|onu Jo malasal Jisy) pue sassaooud J1@y] anas(o O] >__mo=uo_._mo_ wmc_yme DOSN J{0MUON ] G-SN
(SN) mainay pue JybisianQ Ajajes JeajonN SN
H44¥2/8
d44v2/LL 44€z/¢ ‘44 Ul MaIADY 'sabueyod ajnl pauLlojul-ysll 6G'0SH4D0L @1 DYN 0} asuodsal ddOd melAsy E| 9-vy
ary H4¥2/8 '(9-0S 99s) 'saly|iqedes/sa2in0sal dnoID VY d
J44vz/LL 44€2Z/11 | mainay ‘sishleuy umopinys ¥ apeibdn vud 2414 apnjou) Aenuue weiboid yyd [oIWsSIas-uou] ||BJaA0 MBIASY N G-vy
_ (vy) Wuswisbeuep pue JusWISSassSy NSiY vy
44620¢ ‘sasiolaxa Jofew ou yym sieah u aosuewliopad pue sayepdn Joj dnolc) ssaupaledald Acuablawg yum 199\ 4 e-d3
I

8s10Jax3 pajenjeAg paAlasqQ] 'sawl jje 1e [04jU09 JIay) Japun pue uspply oueuads ay) buidesy Aq oLeua0s ||LUp
920Z-PIN | 44¥z/6 | Ul Jo ANENUSPIUOD S} 2INSSE PINOYS SSAPUSBNE [IUP DSIDA "DINF B SLIN- 9SI919X3 JONaq 0} S|P JO UOISUAIXD

- BSI0IOXd 44ve/. pue ‘fAunod O1S YIM 3SES|S] UOIBWIOLUI JO UOIJBUIPIo0D ‘elpall |eloos Jo asn ‘oljgnd 3y 0} SUOREDIUNWIWOD
pajeneAs 44v2/S ases|al uoljelpes Buipnjoul ‘alignd pue eipall 8y} 0} SUCKEJIUNWILWIOD D|f 0} uonuaye |eloads Huifed
IXaN 44¢z/€ ‘[sesiosaxg paseg uonoy 8|isoH Buipnjoul} Alenuue sasiolaxs pue s|jup Aouabiswe ddoQg @Aasqo pue puspy N Z-d3

(d3) sseupaiedaig Aousbiawg d3




.v

ve/LioL
Jspenp =0 Bunesiy olland = INd Bunasyy buipuy-joed = 44 Bunesiy 2lldnd 202 '01-6 41290100
‘uolnelado
44vz/zL | 34zz/zL | weld uo joedwl Jo 1XS1U0D BU} Ul AlUO pamalaal INg pamaiaal Jou 8s Jad Ajnoes jueld “Alejes Jesjonu uo sjoaye
=25y | 4402/Z1 | 10} sssupaiedald Aousbiowg pue ‘soueusjulely ‘Buussuibul ‘suopeledQ pue Ajunseg Jo uonoelsjul JOIUO £-03S
(D3S) Ajunoag 23S
Wdve/9 'Nd $20Z 8Unr $2¥HZ 40 SHINSaY MaIASY "44%ZD | sue|d SDeINO $ZHZ MIIADY "9)9|dW0D
44G¢/1 Nd¥2/c adoos pzy| ebeino suonesado pepusixg poddng o3 pepssN s8doog abeINO yZHz/Fe L Ul sebuey) Jojuop 9-NO
44veiy
10
Gcdl | jopusie
04y yoeg 18| 998 "aouBULIONDd Welbold JNd mainay S-INO
GZHl 44vaiv ‘SINd pue s44
04y yoeg J4vez/e | 18 abejno yoes Buimoljo} ‘seoueleslo Buipnjoul ‘synsal abejno ‘spuali uibiew Aojes ‘ue|d Aajes obeinQ mainay ¥-INO
GZol 44¥2/€ "sjinsaJ uonoadsul pue solawW aouBLIoHad I0]RIBUSD) WESIS MOIASY JOoM auigin) abeino mainay (abeino Jo
044 Yyoeg | 44€z/LL | pud) uonoadsui;umopyiem JUSWUIRIUOD PUE ‘WO0Y [0JU0) ‘I8Juas) uoneulpiood abeing Joyuow ‘sabejno Buung £-NO
(WO) Juswabeuey abeno o)
44ve/s ‘INeyYJSA0 Jojoul
d4¥c/L L 44vz/e | dwnd $z// Buunp suoleAlesqo apnjoul 0} papusixg — ainjied Z-g dwnd lajemyes Aseljixny Joj uoljenjeas asneg 1G-3S
44€¢/L1
10
445201 | Jopusie
Aueinbay 18| 998 ['d41z/c BuuuiBag s444IN 01 S44SS wol} abueyn] sainjie4 [Buoloun ajny aduBUSWIE 06-3S
44veiy
10
Jo pua e
Ajejnbay R 44%72/% mopuipp 8beinQ aoueusiue Z-Z ©3 pamairay (s93) siolelsusan) [@saiq Aousbiawg 6v-3S
c#44€e/8
gcdl 441¢/8
o4y IXeN | d4461/2L ‘'sabejno Buljenyal pajos|es BuImojio) SBINONIIS SXEIU| 31810U09 Jo siledal pue suoloadsul 2y} JN0} pue MaIAsy 6¢£-3S
(3S) swe|qoid/asuewiopad Juawdinbg pue waysis 3s
446201 44€2/€ Bunes|y melrey Juswabeuely 3 ue|d 90us||@0ox3 UOKE)S ¢-30
WNd¥c/c
NdSZ/e 44¥2/1 Juswidojaaap Jeye Aienuer yoes ue|d Bunessdo 4ddoa mainey 1-30
(30) Juawdojanag B SSouaAld9)}T |euoneziuebio 30
44t¢/S
110
44G¢0¢ | jopusie
Aenuuy 18| 998 ‘Arenuue Aslewixoldde ssasold Aljigelay juswdinbg ayj Jojiuop G-43
(y3) yusweabeuey a|94) 8)1 pue Ainiqeljey Juswdinbg L-E|




S

ve/LioL
lspenp =0 Bunasy alland = INd Bunsspy buipuy-joed = 44 Bunsspy ailand 202 '01-6 1290100
44v2/6 ['Alojoeysiies — 44¢z/G sadineg
446208 44ve/s Buiurea] pamainay] “Ajlenuue ises| Je sweiboid Bujuiel) paypaldde g suoljelado ‘|eojuyds) SSUSII-UOU MaIASY N c-a1
(@7) sweiboig juswdojarag @ BuiuiesT al
44vZ/6
70 "sjustuliedwll Jo uoloa.io9 Joy (ue|d wawabeueyy a[9AD 8)17 100 ueld) Sloop
446Z0F | Jopusie | a4 Jojuop syluow xis Aione swalsAs papelbap JO UOII081I00 pue y)eay Sy} MaIASY suonoadsul |eluusul OYN
Aleinbay 18| @85 pue sjpne AD Buipnioul ‘'sieeh saiyj-om Aaas swaisAs pue welbold uonosiold all4 Paseq-G08-Ydd4N mainey N G-dd
(dd) uonoajold aid dd
H4ve// ‘dd0a Aq payuswaidw Ajued uonepuswiwodsl Hg1Dg ssao2e Jueld pue jJuswdinba X374 0} Joadsal
8s0/D 44%2/S | ymm [puuosiad ALnoss 1oy pue juswiedsap ally ay) Joy sainpasold axenbypes-isod maiaal pinoys OSiDAQ 8yl N GL-0S
H44v/6
Ndve/0L | c#44¥C/S |ouBd MBIARY I8 Juapuadapu| SU} JO YIOAA SY} JOJUOIN N ¥1-0S
dd4d v/l
d4dve/cl | L#d4deC/S ‘Allenuue mainal — A1ajes ojwsios doe|dyIop E| ¢L-0S
44¥2/6 (‘6-03
H4620% 44¢€2/5 0S|e 888) 'IN020 ABU] SE SJUaAL JIWSIaS Juedjubis mainay “Ajjeoipoliad mainal welbold oiwsiag wis]-buo N £-0S
SjUaAT [BUI3)XT JaYJO PUE [Weuns] ‘ojwsies N 28
"30Q WioJ} Blep yaleasal
|[BUORIPPE UIEIO O} GZ0Z Ihun palsjep uone|dwod Apnis — ¢z/g siepdn "awi 1ey) 1 I MalAsl pinoys 9S10d
ay) pue £z0¢ Jo buuds Aues ui Apnis sy anssi 0} sueld Y43 papodal aH “Apnjs ay} ul 8sn 10} pajew}sa aq pinoys
3Bl Moj} Jeym pue wis} asinos Buipiebal papnjouod usaq saey saipnis Buipoddns awos ybnoyye paysiuy 194
445207 | L#44€2/S | 10U sey Psen abelols |an4 juads e woly saplonuoipey Jo 9sea|ay B Jo saouanbasuo |eoibojoipey] Apnis 14d3 W 9-4S
adl 44¢¢/8 8)SBM\ O SSE|D Uey) Jajeals) jo abelo)g Joj sueld Jojuojy N /-4S8
c#44¢e/8
NdET/O
agl 44€2/L ‘wayshs abelols |an} Juads ouelQ 8y} Jo} (S)luswpualle asuadl| Jo [eacidde pue |epiwugns sy} JOHUOW 4 G-4S
"sashjeue Juapiooe
pue ‘Buipjaiys uosinausuopelpel ‘asueinsse Ajubsul (siesak g0 <) Wus)-buo] 'suolipuod |EJUSLIUCIIAUS BlUBIIXD
Z#44€2/9 | o sjoaye ‘sasAjeur [ewlay) ‘[any pabewep jo abeio)s ‘jonuoo Ayeonuo ‘Aoenbape oiwsias Buipnjout aoueoyiubis
agl 44¢z/1 | Aisjes jo sway uo Buisnoo} walshs abeloys ggl |ens Juads (oueiQ) mau Joj ubisap ay} jo Aoenbape ay) mainay 4 -4
Z#4d€2/8 "sue|d juswsbeuew buibe jo uonejusws|dwi sy} pue smainal Aoenbape olwsias Buipn|oul
44vziz) INdEZ/9 | 1S4S] o Buisuadial mo|jo4 abelols jood pue syseo (08}oH) Bunsixa JO SySI SAlje|al JO SBOUBAPE |EDIUYDS} MO|[0] W Z-4s
‘subledwed buipeo| g0z aA19sq0 pue mainay (INSH) aInpoy ebelog
agl usyy H-¥2/6 | |eJUOZIIOH Mau ol sOSQ 4O Bulpeo| pue ‘|S4S| 0} d4S WOl sOSd 40 Juswarow (sOsa) stelsiue) obeioys
Wd¥rZ/0L +44+2// | @ mau Jo Buipeo| syl Joj ouelQ Ag sainpaososd mau jo juswdojanap ayy Buipnjoul ‘suonesado |S4S| JOJUOK 4 1-4S
(3s) 1S4S1 — uoneeysu| abeiojs |an4 Juads jJuapuadapui ds
44¥¢/¢
44520¢ 44¢€z/1L | stiuswannbais 9yN yum aoueldwos ut welboid (Anoas jeoisAyd jou Ing) Alnoas 18qAo 44D O SNIBIS MBINSY ] #-03S




9

¥e/Liol
Jsyenp =0 Bunssy 2lignd = N Bunesiy Buipui-1oe4 = 44 Bunssiy 2lland #20Z '0L-6 1890100
8S0/D
usy] Wd¥e/9
WdrZ/0L Wd¥e/e 'syinsal 1881 g a|nsde) Jo sewoo)no 8jqissod ay) uo Lodal pue maiasl 03 Y Sepn 4 Z
9S0[D . 9Je1s JuUalIng,, Sl UoISSNOSIp J0 8d0oS "NdYZ/9 1e UOISSNISIp
uayj} Wd+e/9 10) poday Y13 Ul pepasu Se Way) ssaippe pue $zoz Ae/|dy Ul pleUOPOBIN pUB 80UBISASS AQ Hoday My
Wdr2/0L Nd ¥2/2 UO SJUSWILLIOD BAIBoal/3saNbay JUBWS|ILIgUIT [9SSAA 8inssald Jojoeay | Hun uo sdalg IXaN DS10Q sulwisied 4 L
twent Jusws gz AdY L HUN g3
Wdvc/9
44v2/6 'se01nos Aued-pliyy Jayjo Aue pue mco;;ma omz E_m J818d iq ¢¢m ‘dydl o£ wiouy co;mEhouE_ uoum_m_ aov,mw
Wd¥z/0L | Z#d4vTIs olwIs|os mau malAsy [#g/9 9)9|dwod] E| 6-03
Ndve/c
d4ve/el | 44€d/1LL suonesadQ pepus)x3 Ioj buiyers Jouon W S-04
H4¥2/8
446201 44€2/21 "SOIIAIOR pa)ejal-oiuisias Aue Buipnjour 'ssao0id malAay pue uoneodlddy [emausy asuadi] OXN aU) JOYUO N $-03
WdSGZ/9
pepest
sy Wd¥e/9 $8800.1d Buijuuad (8007 pue 8je)s ay) Jo)iuo N €-03
aendoud ["uonesado
-desy | 44zz/zlL 0£0z Jo) foyoeysies saseyoind aininy g aoueudlopad |any 44z2/Z1L] 1en4 maN Jo Buiseyoind ay} JOJUO N L-03
(03) suonesadp papuajx3y o3
Mav "UMOPINYS JB INJ00 [|IM Y2Iym sjuswalinbal
adgl NdZz/6 Ul Uoionpal sy} suLap [ Yyoiym saijiaioe Alojeinbal ayy |je aajoadslad A1ajes e woly MOj|0} 0} SNUIBUOD
+H25v 44z22/6 pinoys DS10a ayi pue aeudoidde sieadde BuiuoissILILIOdSp U0} sisanbal Yy Bumiwgns o} yoeoidde s.440Q 4 $-93Q
Aay nded/e
agl | 44zl ['442z/11 S0 O1S uim 1] Buluoissiwwodsp Bulnp ssaupaledaid Aousbiaw 4 #-030
‘lani uads buibeuew o) 10edsel yim suondo
ainin} pue Buiyels uo Joeduwl [elualod ay) Jo asneoadq dd0d 40} sueld Buluoissiwiwosap syl mains. Ajaaijoe
NdEZ/9 pinoys DS|0Q ‘uonoadsul Joy sis)siued asodindiyinw uado o} Ayjigedes ay) asof [jIm Jueld ay) pauoISSILIWOIBP
WOvY INdEZ/Z ale sjood |any Juads sy} usym pue abelojs Alp 0] Jom wol Jajsuel) |any juads jo Buiwil ay) mainay
agl | wdzzol 'GZ0Z Ul umopinys jue|d |esodoud 1ulor auy Jo ynsal e se Aj|eolpoliad suejd Buluoissiwwoosap dd0Q mainay 4 1-03d
BuluoIssIwwosaqg 4 253a
Aeinbay | s44 10N *Aeinbai sio10adsu| uspIsay DYN Yim 133\ 4 ¥-dN
Nd yoeg Jeakjg ‘'sbuneay ollgnd ga4/uer ayi e Ajlenuue weliboid Buipuai] ¥ Bupjoel] uoneoIA PajD-UON By} JOHUO N c-4N
(4N) sway| uoissimwon Aiojejnbay JeajonN AN
44v¥¢/)
4462/L 44€2/v ‘'sBunsaw 44 ul Ajjeaipouiad sasseo ‘uoneolylienb-al ‘3suddl| Jojelado anlasqQ 4 o-al




L

ve/Liol
Jsuenp =0 Bunsa dliand = Nd Bunespy buipuy-joe4 = 44 Bunas|p 911And 202 '01-6 1290100
"2beIno bulanial $g¥z syl JO UoISN|dUOD Buimo)|o}
ddve/ich | INd vii [se1npaooud 01u01393|8] 21do} SIY} MaIAB) pinoys OS|D U3 JBY) PAPNIOUOD | 44 BY) Paje)s JOUOUYAIIN N E| S
[¥z0oz Ul Jeje| Bunaepy Buipui4-1oB4 ainnj e bulnp
H4r2// | Jueld pepuens, ‘ZL-IN d9D ainpasold o) psuueld sabueys [euolippe malAal pinoys 9OS10g syl Aojoejsies ¥
44v2/S | (44 #2IG pamainay] sabueys |einpasold JBylo 0} dsualael yim aininy Sy} ul pamdlaal 8q pinoys salnpaosold Nd
9s0/0 | INd 2/ | X314 jo uoiejuswaidwil 8y} Jo snjejs ay} pue dn mojjoj sjelidoidde sem siy} ey} pspnjouod 144 0S10d 8yl E| vere
‘Jnsal Aew Ajajes |euonelado ul syjuswaaciduwl a|qissod sl )l se
MO|[0} PINOYS DSIDA 3yl auo si suonesijdde Jaujo ul pue 30 4o xajuod ay) ul payidde aq Jybiw uoiewIOUl JO N0 g
sjybisul jeuonippe jind pue oM JO Junowe sy} adnpais yjoq o} AJijige si yiim asuabijjeiul [eloyiue moy jo uolsanb Nd
44v2/Z1 INdEZ/6 3y} SoAa1|8q By ING Pa)eo0| aq UBD SI9AISS alaym UIBIISUOD jey) sanssi [eba| ale alay) payJiewal uosialed 'Iq 4 £Z/6
[Guawwod INd +2/9) "IV 40 @sn sy} buipnjou]
"ddDd 1e ulewsl 0} sAjoBI)E 8i0W ) Syew yels ue|d 1o} seiunuoddo assay) Bunesio payiewsas ay pue 4d0d
44€z/21L 10 a1nin} ay} Jo Juspuadapul Way) 0} |e1olauaq a1e Yolum s||is mau alinboe o} yeis jue|d ayi Joy saniunyoddo Pl
ddd | 1#44¢€2/8 8)eald os|e suoneoldde asay} pue Aiajes jue|d aaoidwi AjoAnoalqo ued yjog se sainpasold oluonoele Nd
44vz/izL NdEZ/Z pJemo} Buirow pue jueld ayl ur ABojouyosl 14-IAA J0 uonesljdde Japim Sy} SI0AB) B PajUSWIWIOD U0SIdlad "i( 4 A4

(sebed saynuiy Bungeay o11qngd :20us1a1ay) (INd) Swa) Buigasy a1iqngd

ajendoidde d4¢e/1
Sy 441¢/6 "saonoeld/sanigisuodsal 61-QIAQD 4 O

"0} 'SAlIAIIOB 2beno ‘sI19auibua WaisAs Ylim SUMOP Y[em Wa)sks 'SUONEedlIpoLL
44vg/y | welshs ‘@ouBUSIUIBW SA}0SII00 PUB BAIJUSASIM ‘S)SS) SOUR||IBAINS 'JBAOUIN] YIYS WOOY |0U0Y) ‘spunoy Jojelado
L#44€2/8 se yons ‘Alajes Jesjonu o} Juepodwi sassa004d YoM Jueld 8y} Ul 9AISSAQ (SUONBAIDSGO $S2001d MIOAA Allenuue

Aenbey | 44zz/LL Jnoge asay} yum anunuod Ajjesiporiad jued ay) ulyim ($9s$920.d 3JOM) SUOHNOAS JO SUOIBAISSO WIoUSd 4 L-O
(Q) sway| 18430 0
EN)
uayj
Wd¥rz/0L ‘Bjep g sinsden bunenieas oy ssibojopoyjail sAjeuId}je jo asn 8jqissod oyl MoiAsy 4 /
'sbuipsaosold
446208 VT Ul JUBWBILIGUIS |8SSBA 0] pejejal uonewiojul 104 sysenbaJ 1o suonseanb mau Aue uo JusWLLIOd PUL Melrsy 4 9
6-03
0} 850D
uay} ['6-03 01 pappe spiop]
Wd¥Z/0L ‘suonnad DN J0 Smainal apnjoul “sarped piiyl Aq papircid uoneLLLIOUI MBU AUB U0 JUBLUILLIOD pUL MIIASY 4 G
8s0[)
uayj
Wd¥2/0L ‘PleUOPIBYY I WOl Jodal pZpg suny uo JUBWLIOI PUB MIIASY 4 ¥
Ndve/9
GZo| Wdve/z ‘pajepdn ase suonos(osd awnayl| [9SSSA BAR0SYS pue pazAeue s| (g ansde))

Jouy | 44€Z/L1L so|dwes 92UE|[IBAINS JO 18S IXauU Jaye sniels aoueljdwo (9sSaA ainssaid 101oeal MaIAdY [97-3S Jawio] 4 e




8

¥c/1/0lL
Jeyenp =0 Bunesy aland = Nd Bunesy Buipuy-joeq = 44 Bues|y aliand 20z '01-6 1240100
16-3S "M8IABI 0]
0} 9S0JD 1817 swaj uadQ ayj uo urewal pjnoys ainjie) z-z duwng iejemyes Aielixny ayj pauyuod 18Oy UBINSUOD 4 6
6L-NJ
9 0L-SN ‘woy buiobuo ue se 1sI7 swa) usdQ oy} 0) peppe aq suoijoadsul
Swig}l mau 9S8} JO MaIASI B PapUBLILINIa] 8y pue ‘Ajajes [euofjelado 0] ajefal yoiym soidoj uo snaoy (INY) siainsuy
0} 8s0/D Jesjonp uesuawy pue 3N Aq uonoadsui pue aosueuliousd SMajaal pue Bunipne ay} papodal Uosisied idg - g
"uolje}s ay} 1oj SSoj
85010 40 XSl 8y} Jo awos o0} dojsxoeq e apiroid JusiLIBA0D [eiapay ay) pue Joy UoSIapuy-adiid 8y} pejou ay pue Buiuly
H4v2// jJoBJ aumny e je Jueuoduwiod saueinsul uonasjold [eatbojolpel sy malasl DS1Dd 8y} PepUBLLLLIOIa] IBLOYMIN N H /
(GL-3S
osfe 88s)
850/ "Widjl SIy} In0 8S0[0 0} Bjep ivje| e Je JisiA dn mojjo}
44v2// B PapusLILIOdss oy pue zZ L-\ 40 S8Inpasoid Jueld pepuens sy uo Bunom (1S S ddDq papodal ssoymon W 4 9
Vi
Wdsz/z 1y 40 uoneaydde jenusiod sy Buipnjoul Ajajes asealoul
0] 8s0J9 pinoo jeyy jueid ayj 4o} sepiunpoddo uoneAouUl JO eaie ay) ojul Bunjoo] aq [lIiM DSIDJ 8y} PoIe}S uosisisd “id 4 G
[(swexe] 18q0j0Q Ul J0jeinuwiS d4DQd 843 Jo AjljiqejieAeun o] anp N4 Aieniqa+ o] paiiajaq] bunjgsw oljgnd
Wdsez/2 202 ‘01L-6 4890100 8y} yym uonounfuos uj djgnd ayj Jo sisquiall yum inoj e aiojdxs o papiroid sem uonoalidq 4 ¥
Z-gn3
ybnoay)
r-an3 ‘Bunessw olqnd $z0z 1690300 8y} 0} Joud A1aAja8]j02 SJUBHNSUOD 8y} O} pue AjjenpiAlpul Siaquusyy
0] 8S0jD j1e 0] JSI7 swajj usdQ ayj JO UOOBS JUBLIBIILIQUIT AdY L Jun pasinal sy} Bulpiroid passnosip saiLLIo)) sl | FE s
‘pazjjeuly SI UoIjeN/eAS 8Sned JO0. 8} 8i0joq X¥i0Mm Sainpaaoid ayj moy
98s pue sseoo.d [neyieo tojow dwnd ey} doj pasodoud Buiaq ale jey; sebueyo ainpasoid Mairsl pinoys HS10d
8ly) paAIasSqo JISLIOYAMOW Jue)nsuo) olis ue Bunjew aqiosold o) Aem e uj dojaaap 0} ynaiyip sem ainpasoid
1G-3S ayj pue Ajjiqixay yoe| o} paieadde ubisep sy} paaiasqo zyupng Ig ‘ainjie) -Z-z dwind isjemyes Aieiixny
0] 8S0]D 8y} 10} UONEN|BAB 8SNEJ JOOI 8Uf} JO UOKS[AWOI MOJj0) 0} BNULOD PINOYS HSIDJ 8Y} paLiodal J8LIOYMON TN ] b4
'pa)Saju0o buleq Si 8sed 8)e. ay) pue saibe saiued jje jou pue
462/l peroidde ussq joA Jou sey buipuny inq ‘asen 8jey [eiauas) ayj jo 1ed se op o} Josfoid Juspnid e si j1 seAsleq L
ddoag J99d paxyiewal s ‘esuodsal e yjm asjiliwio) ay) 0} %oeq jab pue josfoid ayj 1oj Buipuny Jo SME]S 8y Maoinal Wd
Buniemy 0] pasdu Pinom 8y pajejs Sauof i 108foid 18jeat 1ojempas oy} 0} se Luianb saLIOYMOW N 0} esuodsal uj ] /9
‘uaddey Jey} ayew o} A} 0} padojeasp aq 0}
8s0[D paau |Im sse20.d Jualayip e pue Bupdaw 2)iqnd SIy} JO }X81U0D 3y} Ul WY} JO ||e Janoo 0} aqissod aq 0} 1l 8As||aq
usyy Jou ssop ay pue Buisiel s| 9oUBISASS "I\ Jey} Suladuod jJo seale diseq ay} Jo Buipuejsiepun poob e sey sy uiod
Wdrz/0L | Wd ¥z/2 Sy} Je ‘sans|eq ay pue suofepuswwodal awos dojsasp 0] 9|ge 8¢ pjnom aa)Iwo) sy} paljdal uosialad ig 4 1L
"g]ep 1ey} punoie pauueld usaq sey UsIA buipuly joey e papodal
H4¥Z// JSHOUMOIN I\ Pue £20Z 'LE AN Joy painpayos asioiaxs ssaupaledald Aousbiawe ay) aalesqo o) ueld pjnoys
8s0/D | WNd vZ/2 0S12Q 8y) pue [[e1aAo |jam Bujwiopad sem juswpedsq ssaupaledald Aousbiswg ay) pepn|ouod | 44 8yl 4 9




6

19END = D Bunasiy o11and = Nd Bunesyy Buipuy-joe = 44

202 bny — gyyQ — UOIOY 9A0S1I0D
220z Jdy — uswabeueyy uoneinbiyuon
120z 98Q — saueln

L.20g Bny — Asiwayo

€20z Bny — [0]JU0D UOISO1I0)) PIdY dlog
2202 Jepy — Bupewyouag

20T uer — saAleA pajeledQ I

70T felN — vovv

1Z0zZ Ainp — weibold 660644001
[44 Buiwoadn = moyaA]  A[EDIp0ISd PamaIndy SWeIbold ddod

£202 Uer — lojelauan-suligin |
0202 JejN — waisAg uonosjold |eloads

£20¢ Bny — siojelauso wes)g

1202 AN — DVAH %8 Buijoo j00d [end ueds
1 Z0Z uer — sdwnd uonosfuy Aiajes

€20z Bny — uoneslpu| 1§ joju0D poy

120¢C uer — yYHY

20T AelN Zzozter — Juswdinb3g Bullenjey
020z e — walsAg joJjuoD §s9001d SOY
€202 Aepy — syue g Buidid paung

ve/Liol
Bunssy 2lland 202 ‘01-6 1990300

£202 Jdy — sdwind @ walsAg jue|00) Jojoeay
202 JelN 6267— Buissaoold aysempey

£20¢ Aey — Buiojuoly uoneipey

€202 Je — wiejsAg uonosiold jueld

220z dag — uonejusawiniisu] 2109-u| %9 UoeIUSWNIISU| JesjonN
€20z 1dy — swaysAg uonosleq g uonoslold ail4
¥coc uer —oa3

2c0c JelN ~ Jamod Dd

20T IMdy +Zo7— swalsAg |eybig

€202 AInp — Uoie|USA WOOoY |04U0D

yz0z fe|N — Jole|nWIS Wooy [04U0)

¢zoz Ainr — abind zH pue uone|iuaA jJuswueu0)
220z fely — Aeids juswiuiejuo)

220z Anp — ainpnyis JuswuiejuoD

1 Z0Z AON — J8jempas g 9]esuapuo)

€202 Jdy — a1y passaidwon

€202 lepy — 1a1epn Buijoo) usuodwon

1 20Z Uer — uonoalu] ainssald YbBIH pue Wa)sAg [0JjU0D BWN|OA B [ESIWSYD

£zoz Aine — uoneuaA bpig xny

(leag ssned aunjied g-2 AMSY) 44 $202 JeIN — Jsiemjjes xny
20¢ Je|N — Jejempaa Xny

220z 98a — A 006G 8 A 02

zzoz Ainr - v

[44 Buiwoodn = mojlo A] AfESIPOIIad PAMBIASY SIUSUOAI0)/SWaISAS ddOd

8y} ul pajejs se g-$z0g uonnjosay pue podey bBuipuld joeH 20z ‘0€ Aew 8y perosdde usy) espiLLIOD

8UY} 8)oA SnowliueUN B UQ "UOHBULIOMU] jgejieAR MBIABI 0] 18q0}o() Ul Bunjesw ayqnd ay) pue Bunasw siyj ussamjaq
potiad ay; ul yaom jueayiubls axeuspun o} ped puooas e pue [ejepdn A1ejes alwsies aAisuayaldwon] todey
butpuiH joeH 'bz0z ‘0¢ Aep 8y} eroiddesidasse o) suo ‘sued om) JO SISISUOD YaIym uonow ey} poddns pinom

"Buioba.io]

Nd¥z/0l 8l paje}s uosislad “ig "uonow siy uo uoiisenb sy} pajjed zjupng g pue juswiwiod alqnd pasoja dieyD ayj < oy
6-03 ['6-03 o1 pappe spiop]
0] 8S0/D "SJUBAS JO 8SIN0I [eulIOU 8Y] Ul 8biswa Aew jey) uojeulLIojul A}8jes-oIlsSIas Jayjo Aue mainai pinoys DSiod 8yl = 2l
- (o)
mmm\% mu\mcw ‘piBZeY JIWSIOS JO SasAjeue s.piig 18384 "I 0] esuodsai
Wd#Z/0} ul saljiue 18410 40 I99d ‘d¥d] dY} ‘DHN 8y} Aq pauiopiad suoleniead ainjny Aue mairsl pinoys 9S10Q 841 4 L
¥-03 ['7-03 o} pappe

0] 8s0[) SPIOM] “WYMT 8Y} JO MeIn8l DN BY] WO UOIRLLLIOJUI PBJRIGI-A}BjRS-0ILLSIBS MU Aue MaiAal pinoys DSIDd 8yl 4 ol




01
¥2/LI0L
1epend = Bunesiy Nand = Wd Bunes|y Buipuy-joed = 44 Buneapy 211and ¥20Z ‘0L-6 1890100

220z 93Q — Bunooysa|qnos |

£20Z Ainr — abi1e ‘siswiiojsues |

2202 Jely — Buussuibug weisAg

¢20z bny —1uswebeuel |on4 uadg

1202 Bny - YO aiemyos

202 JeN 6TOZASN — Suoljoeiaiu] WalSAS paonpu] Ajjleoiwstag
€202 Ae|\ — vyd olwsies

220z uer — sallligesauinA julod ajbuig

£20Z Uel — JUSWISSasSSY-}9S

2202 92Q — 9oeu8u| Ajunoag-A1ales

20z Jdy — Juswabeueyy AlAoeay

€202 Bny — eapiwwo uohezyliold yiesH jueld
€202 Inf  — 93pluwooqng/espiuwo) yjjesH jueld
1202 Jdy — Bunas|y AJalenp malney aouewliopad
Nd £20z dag — juawanoidw| soueuliolad

220z dag — (olwsias-uou) swelbold vHd

20z Iudy — Bupyepy uoisioa [euopelsdQ

220z uer — weibold juswssassy Ajiqesado
(Aleluusig mainal) yZoz I — asualadxg Bunelado
20z das — aoueusuIBl BUIT-UQ

¥202Z Ainr — sweuboid eoueinsuy Jesjonp

¥20z uer — weibold |an4 JesjonN

220C IB\ — Wes | malAay uohedljoN

v20Z Uer — sanep pajelad JOJ0N

vzoe Iudy szozfent — welbold juswabeuepy uibiep
£Z0Z AON — 3|y asueusjuie

¥20c e +zoz29G@ — SYAIN

czoz fepy — ssaooud Buiuueld jeuden wis ] -6uo
€202 Inr — sJojoy abue

2202 Jepy — welbolid Juswissassy ysiy pajelbaju)
£20Z Inr — welboid uonodadsu| aoines-U]

ddd 220z bny — sisepp O sse|D uey] Jsjeals

¥20¢ [NdyZZoZABHN — uoisnjox3 [ensie ubiaio
220Z felN — uoISOLI0D) palelsj0y Mo

€202 Inf — weiboid X314

¥202Z das — (508-Yd4N) weiboid uoyosjold a4
2202 uer — ue|d Wb 8194 8417 Jooq g siooq a4
20T AelN ezozeint — Alligelay uswdinbg

2202 99 — uojjeoliiend) |ejuswuosaug juswdinbg
1.Z0Z JeN — Buuojuoy uoneiqin £20Z Bny — weibold suisouon ashojdwg
220z 1snbny — sisAjeuy plezeH lweuns| €202 99 —ssaupaledald Aousblawg



DIABLO CANYON INDEPENDENT SAFETY COMMITTEE

AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM

MEETING DATE: October 21, 2024

AGENDA ITEM: XXII

AGENDA TITLE: Update on Public Outreach, Site Visits
and Committee Member Activities and
Scheduling of DCISC Activities During
2024-2025-2026.

CONSENT [ ] ACTION [ ] INFORMATION [X]

Staff Summary: It is expected that the Committee Members will hold a discussion
regarding public outreach, Member’s activities and will schedule
confirm and scheduled future activities of the Committee for 2024,
2025 and 2026.

The Actual and Proposed DCISC Fact-Finding and Public Meeting
Items, with Key Dates, prepared by Committee Consultant Ferman
Wardell is provided for your use in reviewing and planning

Committee activities.

RECOMMENDED COMMITTEE ACTION: As appropriate




DCISC Fact-Finding and Public Meeting Agenda Items for 2024-20235

July 31-August 1. 2024 Fact-finding Meeting (PFP, REW) (AR Exhibit D.1)
Observation of the July 31, 2024 NRC-Evaluated Emergency Exercise
DCPP Stranded Plant Procedure

Annual Radiological Reports

Operational Experience Program Update

Workplace Seismic Safety

Nuclear Liability Insurance

Meet with DCPP Officer

Meet with NRC Senior Resident Inspector

Spent Fuel Movement to ISFSI

LNk =

August 21-22. 2024 Fact-finding Meeting (NM, RDM) (AR Exhibit D.2)
1. Plant Design and Major System Functions

2. Site Area Tour

3. Probabilistic Risk Assessment Program

4. Station Organization and Major Programs

5

6

7

8

9

. Meet with NRC Senior Resident Inspector

. Corrective Action Program and Human Performance
. Lunch with Senior Leadership Team

. License Renewal Application

. Plant Tour

September 24-25. 2024 Fact-finding Meeting (RJB, RFW) (AR Exhibit D.3)
Meet with DCPP Officer Maureen Zawalick

License Renewal Update and Unit 1 Capsule B Withdrawal

On-Line Maintenance

Observe Licensed Operator Training: Reactor Physics

Status of Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation License Renewal
Pressurizer Safety Valve Root Cause Evaluation

Current Campaign Moving Spent Fuel from Spent Fuel Pool to Independent Spent Fuel
Storage Installation

8. Results of July 31, 2024 Evaluated Emergency Preparedness Exercise

9. Meet with NRC Senior Resident Inspector and New Resident Inspector
10. Fire Protection Update

11. Follow-up to August 27, 2024 Meeting with PG&E Geosciences

12. Observe Work in Progress: Calibration of Nuclear Instrumentation

SRR =

October 9-10. 2024 Public Meeting (AR Exhibit B.3)

1. State of the Plant Update: including Organizational Changes, Significant Past and Future
Plant Activities, Power History, Significant Equipment Issues, Intake Cove Dredging Project,
and Other Station Activities

2. Update on the Status of NRC Performance Indicators, Licensee Event Reports, NRC
Inspection Reports NRC Current Issues, & Current & Future License Amendment Requests

3. Presentation by the Independent Peer Review Panel for Seismic Hazard Studies of DCPP on
the Panel’s Report on PG&E’s Diablo Canyon Updated Seismic Assessment PG&E
Evaluations of Technical Concerns on the Seismic Safety of DCPP Provided by Dr. Peter

9/27/24 1 October 9-10, 2024 Public Meeting



Bird in His Letter to the DCISC

4. Report on Evaluations of Public Input on Studies by Dr. Mark T. Kirk Evaluating Unit 1
Reactor Pressure Vessel Integrity

5. Presentation by the NRC’s Senior Resident Inspector for DCPP Mr. Mahdi Hayes on the
NRC’s Annual Assessment of DCPP’s End-of Cycle Performance

6. Quality Verification Organization’s Perspective on Plant Performance, Top Issues, Quality
Performance Assessment Report

7. Update on Recent Campaign to Move Spent Fuel Assemblies from the Spent Fuel Pool to the
Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation

November 12-13, 2024 Fact-finding Meeting (RJB, RDM) (AR Exhibit D.4)

December 11-12, 2024 Fact-finding Meeting (PFP, RDM) (AR Exhibit D.5)

January 21-22, 2025 Fact-finding Meeting (NM, RFW) (AR Exhibit D.6)

February 19-20. 2025 Public Meeting (AR Exhibit B.6)

March 18-19. 2025 Fact-finding Meeting (RJB, RDM) (AR Exhibit D.7)

April 8-9. 2025 Fact-finding Meeting (NM, RFW) (AR Exhibit D.8)

May 7-8. 2025 Fact-finding Meeting (PFP, RFW) (AR Exhibit D.9)

June 11-12. 2025 Public Meeting (AR Exhibit B.9)

July 29-30. 2025 Fact-finding Meeting (PFP, RDM) (AR Exhibit D.1)

August 12-13. 2025 Fact-finding Meeting (NM, RFW) (AR Exhibit D.2)

September 16-17. 2025 Fact-finding Meeting (RFW, RDM) (AR Exhibit D.3)

October 22-23, 2025 Public Meeting (AR Exhibit B.3)

DCPP 2024 Key Dates

NSOC Meetings (DCISC invited only to the 2-hour exit meeting on the final days below)
October 21, 2024

March 20, 2025

e June 26, 2025

e December 11,2025

e e

Refueling Outages
e 1R25 Spring 2025
e 2R25 Fall 2025

Emergency Preparedness Exercise
Mid-2026

9/27/24 October 9-10, 2024 Public Meeting



DIABLO CANYON INDEPENDENT SAFETY COMMITTEE

AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM

MEETING DATE: October 10, 2024

AGENDA ITEM: XII-B

AGENDA TITLE: Documents Provided to the Committee
CONSENT [ ] ACTION [X] INFORMATION [X]

Staff Summary: Attached for your information are copies of the transmittal
memoranda which list the various documents provided to
the Committee by PG&E since your last public meeting in
June 2024.

RECOMMENDED COMMITTEE ACTION: None, information item only.




May 2024

List of Documents Transmitted Electronically

A. Licensing Basis Impact Evaluations

Date LBIE No. Title
There are no LBIEs for this month.
B. NRC Outgoing Correspondence (incl. LERs, LARs, etc.)
Date Letter No. Title
5/1/2024 DCL-24-047 | 2023 Annual Nonradiological Environmental Operating
Report
5/1/12024 DCL-24-049 | 2023 Annual Radiological Environmental Operating Report
5/8/2024 DCL-24-051 | One Hundred Eighty Day Steam Generator Report for
Diablo Canyon Power Plant Unit 1 Twenty-Fourth Refueling
QOutage
5/16/204 DCL-24-052 | Responses to NRC Requests for Additional Information on
the Diablo Canyon Power Plant License Renewal
Application Environmental Report
5/17/2024 | DCL-24-054, | Unit 2 Licensee Event Report 2024-001-00, Unit2 LCO
LER 2024- 3.0.3 Completion Time Limits
001-00
5/28/2024 | DCL-24-056 |10 CFR Part 21 Interim Report

C. NRC Incoming Correspondence (including Inspection Reports)

Date Title
5/29/2024 | DIABLO CANYON NUCLEAR POWER PLANT, UNITS 1 AND 2 -
ISSUANCE OF AMENDMENT NOS. 245 AND 247 RE: REVISION TO
TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS TO ADOPT TSTF-505, REVISION 2,
“PROVIDE RISKINFORMED EXTENDED COMPLETION TIMES -
RITSTF INITIATIVE 4b” (EPID L-2023-LLA-0100)
D. PSRC Documents (PSRC Minutes)
Date Doc. No. Title
5/28/2024 PSRC Emergency Plan, Revision 5.00 (various portions)
2024-004
E. CAP Documents (RCAs, WGEs, CAP Effectiveness Evaluations)
Type Doc. No. Title
04/30/2024 Significance Level 1 and 2 Work Group Evaluations
Created 04/01/2024 - 04/30/2024
05/31/2024 List of DN 5.1 and 5.2 Created 05/01/2024 - 05/31/2024
05/31/2024 DCPP 1 WGE and 2 WGE Notifications Completed
05/01/2024 - 05/31/2024
05/06/2024 Open LTCA DA Notifications Station Significance 3 as
of 05/06/2024
05/06/2024 20 Oldest Non-LTCA DA Notifications as of 05/06/2024
05/06/2024 Open RCEs as of 05/06/2024

https://spe.utility.pge.com/sites/reguIatoryservices/NSO%

1
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May 2024

List of Documents Transmitted Electronically

05/06/2024 Open LTCA DA Notifications Station Significance 1 & 2
04/24/2024 51209321 DA-U2 Line 1900 has slight BULGE
05/07/2024 51232800 DA-QAAF — AR PK21 Series Trip Criteria
05/07/2024 Updated Condition Report 04/30/2024 to 05/06/2024
05/15/2024 51233612 DA-Failure of STP V-630 (CS-2-9001B) - 2
04/09/2024 51225391 DA-Gland Stm system degraded performance
05/09/2024 51210807 DA-Arcing on U2 MBT-A Lightning Arrestor
05/16/2024 51238415 DA-Failure to report legal action OM11.1
05/07/2024 51235217 DA-Contractor Safety Plan Insufficient
05/30/2024 51236751 DA-TGMC-Loose Bolt Identified on H2 Bush

F. QV Documents (QPAR, Audit Reports, Audit Schedule, Assessments)

Date Doc. No. Title

05/01/2024 Quality Digest, May Edition 2024

G. Nuclear Safety Culture Monitoring Panel Reports

Date Doc. No. Title

There is no Nuclear Safety Culture Monitoring Panel Report
for this month.

H. Self Assessment/Benchmarking (SA/BM Reports/Schedules)

Date Doc. No. Title
05/11/2024 51226865 Document Svcs Benchmarking at Palo Verde
05/02/2024 51212473 Perform QHSA against NRC IP 71124.06
05/20/2024 51230020 2R24 NRC ISI Inspection QHSA
05/06/2024 51181202 Buried Pipe Quick Hit Self-Assessment
03/11/2024 51220785 Benchmark - Woif Creek PI&R SA
12/29/2022 51142456 OM15.ID10 Self-Assessment 2022
05/02/2024 51217373 Track 2024 Part 37 Review
05/29/2024 51229609 IST PP Update Revision Cost Benchmarking
11/02/2023 51210679 BNHI INPO TR Managers Working Meeting
05/16/2024 51229653 NEI Cyber Implementation Benchmark
05/07/2024 51236769 2024 NAECP Annual Trip Report

I. Performance Information (PPIR, Operating Plan, Station Initiatives)

Date Doc. No. Title
1/31/2022 Generation Operating Plan 2021 — 2025, No new updates
this month.
04/29/2024 May 2024 P| Status Summary
05/14/2024 May 2024 Operations Services Performance Improvement
Dashboard
2
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May 2024

List of Documents Transmitted Electronically

J.

05/15/2024 May 2024 Maintenance Pl Dashboard
05/16/2024 May 2024 Engineering Services Performance Improvement
Dashboard
05/14/2024 May 2024 Security & Emergency Services Performance
Improvement Dashboard
Station There are no new Station Initiatives for this month.
Initiative
INPO
Date Doc. No. Title

There are no INPO documents for this month.

K. Operational Document

s (ODM Minutes, POAs)

Date Doc. No. Title
5/29/2024 Unit 2 Condenser In-Leakage
5/30/2024 Unit 2 Condenser In-Leakage
5/30/2024 ODM Meeting Minutes, “Intermittent Salt Leak in the SE
Quadrant of the Unit 2 Main Condenser”
POA There are no new POAs for this month.

L. Safety Limit Violation Report

Date

Doc. No.

Title

There are no Safety Limit Violation Reports for this month.

M. Significance Determination Process Calculations

Date

Doc. No.

Title

There are no Significance Determination Process
Calculations for this month.

N. Miscellaneous

Date

Title

There are no miscellaneous documents for this month.

O. Functional Area Documents

Subcommittee

Date/Doc

Title

Maintenance

Week 202416

T+1 Performance Critique

Week 202417

T+1 Performance Critique

Week 202418

T+1 Performance Critique

Week 202419

T+1 Performance Critique

Week 202420

T+1 Performance Critique

Week 202421

T+1 Performance Critique

3
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May 2024
List of Documents Transmitted Electronically

Week 202422 | T+1 Performance Critique

April T+1 Monthly Performance Critique 2414-2417
May T+1 Monthly Performance Critique 2418-2422
4
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A.Licensing

June 2024

List of Documents Transmitted Electronically

Basis Impact Evaluations

Date

LBIE No.

Title

There are no LBIEs for this month.

B.NRC Outgoing Correspondence (incl. LERs, LARs, etc.)

Date Letter No. Title

6/17/2024 | DCL-24-064 | Response to Letter from John L. Geesman Regarding the
Seismic Update Discussion at February 22, 2024 DCISC Meeting

6/27/2024 | DCL-24-066 | Request to Extend the NRC Approval of Alternative for Use

of Full Structural Weld Overlay, REP-RHR-SWOL, Units 1
and 2

C.NRC Incoming Correspondence (including Inspection Reports)

Date Title
6/10/2024 | DIABLO CANYON POWER PLANT, UNITS 1 AND 2 - NRC INITIAL
OPERATOR LICENSING EXAMINATION APPROVAL
05000275/2024301; 05000323/2024 301
D.PSRC Documents (PSRC Minutes)
Date Doc. No. Title
6/3/2024 PSRC Members/Alternates
5/14/2024 | 2024-005 | OP L-0
5/22/2024 | 2024-006 | AD7.DC6, Revision 30
3/19/2024 | 2024-007 | Verbal NOED Template
E. CAP Documents (RCAs, WGEs, CAP Effectiveness Evaluations)
Type Doc. No. Title
1 WGE SAPN
2 WGE 51226292 DA-S/E-46 Failure during weekly swap
2 WGE 51225501 DA-QAAF: ATS Housekeeping
2 WGE 51227014 DA-E/S-44 tripped off
2 WGE 51206621 DA-Adv. Trend: 2023 Security HU Action P
2 WGE 51210857 DA-N-Mod f/Caulking Shd be in I1S| Scope
2 WGE 51232777 DA-STP M-3B Pre-conditioning
2 WGE 51232800 DA-QAAF - AR PK21 Series Trip criteria
2 WGE 51153670 LTCA DA - U1 Sys 04C FLR Goal Setting
Eff. Eval
06/30/2024 Significance Level 1 and 2 Work Group Evaluations
Created 05/03/2024 - 06/30/2024
06/30/2024 List of DN 5.1 and 5.2 Created 6/1/2024 - 6/30/2024

https://spe.utiIity.pge.com/sites/reguIatoryservices/NSO% tlé)p

1
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June 2024

List of Documents Transmitted Electronically

06/30/2024 DCPP 1 WGE and 2 WGE Notifications Completed
06/01/2024 - 06/30/2024

06/10/2024 Open LTCA DA Notifications Station Significance 3 as
of 06/10/2024

06/10/2024 20 Oldest Non-LTCA DA Notifications as of 06/10/2024

06/11/2024 DCPP CAP Station Index

06/11/2024 Open RCEs as of 6/11/2024

06/10/2024 Open LTCA DA Notifications Station Significance 1 & 2

F. QV Documents (QPAR

Audit Reports, Audit Schedule, Assessments)

Date Doc. No. Title
06/05/2024 Quality Digest, June Edition 2024
06/12/2024 | 2024-AS- | Assessment to Determine Cyber Security Audit Frequency
15

G.Nuclear Safety Culture Monitoring Panel Reports

Date

Doc. No.

Title

There is no Nuclear Safety Culture Monitoring Panel Report
for this month.

H. Self Assessment/Benchmarking (SA/BM Reports/Schedules)

Date

Doc. No.

Title

BNHI- 51241474

Golden Image Laptop Benchmark

BNHI- 51225311

OPS benchmark - Surry (CPE)

BNHI- 51231483

INPO March T&L Summit summary

SAQH- 51191886

Station Programs QHSA 2024

BNHI- 51202208

Benchmark Training Qual Exemptions

BNHI- 51231220

Benchmarking - Certrec Reg Conference 23

BNHI- 51187234

Benchmark: Plant Farley

I. Performance Information (PPIR, Operating Plan, Station Initiatives)

Date Doc. No. Title

1/31/2022 Generation Operating Plan 2021 — 2025, No new updates
this month.

06/2024 June 2024 DCPP Station Excellence Plan

07/01/2021 July 2024 P| Status Summary

06/2024 June 2024 EP Dashboard

06/13/2024 June 2024 Operations Services Performance Improvement
Dashboard

06/13/2024 June 2024 Maintenance Pl Dashboard

2
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June 2024

List of Documents Transmitted Electronically

06/13/2024 June 2024 Engineering Services Performance Improvement
Dashboard

06/09/2024 June 2024 Security & Emergency Services Performance
Improvement Dashboard

6/12/2024 June 2024 Industrial Safety Performa nce Improvement
Dashboard

6/18/2024 DCPP Projects Pl Dashboard

Station There are no new Station Initiatives for this month.

Initiative

J. INPO
Date Doc. No. Title

There are no INPO documents for this month.

K.Operational Documents (ODM Minutes, POAs)

Date Doc. No. Title
ODM There are no ODMs for this month.
POA There are no new POAs for this month.

L. Safety Limit Violation Report

Date

Doc. No.

Title

There are no Safety Limit Violation Reports for this month.

M.Significance Determination Process Calculations

Date

Doc. No.

Title

There are no Significance Determination Process
Calculations for this month.

N.Miscellaneous

Date

Title

There are no miscellaneous documents for this month.

0O.Functional Area Documents

Subcommittee

Date/Doc

Title

Maintenance

Week 202423

T+1 Performance Critique

Week 202424

T+1 Performance Critique

Week 202425

T+1 Performance Critique

Week 202426

T+1 Performance Critique

June

T+! Monthly Performance Critique 2423-2426

3
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June 2024
List of Documents Transmitted Electronically

4
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A. Licensing

July 2024
List of Documents Transmitted Electronically

Basis Impact Evaluations

Date

LBIE No. Title

2024-002 | SDR-DFMP-24-01, Vent Plate Accept As-Is

2024-003 | DCP 1000025647, 2024 ISFSI Campaign DCP; Holtec

Engineering Change Order (ECO) 1073-137

2024-004 | DCP 1000025647, 2024 ISFSI Campaign DCP; Holtec

ECO-1073-138

B. NRC Outgoing Correspondence (incl. LERs, LARs, etc.)

Date Letter No. Title
71312024 DCL-24-068, | Emergency Plan Update
DIL-24-008

7/11/2024 | DCL-24-069 | 2Q2024 quarterly reports

7/22/2024 | DCL-24-071 | COLR Unit 2 Cycle 25

7/31/2024 | DCL-24-073 | Coastal Development Permit No. A-3-SLO-04-035-A1
Spent Nuclear Fuel (SNF) Management Special Condition
No. 9 Annual Report

7/31/2024 | DCL-24-070 | License Amendment Request 24-03, Revision to Technical
Specification 5.5.16 for Permanent Extension of Type A and
Type C Leak Rate Test Frequencies

C. NRC Incoming Correspondence (including Inspection Reports)

Date Title

7/3/2024 DIABLO CANYON NUCLEAR POWER PLANT UNIT 2 LICENSE
RENEWAL PHASE 1 REPORT 05000323 2024011

7/8/2024 DIABLO CANYON POWER PLANT, UNITS 1 AND 2 — SECURITY
BASELINE
INSPECTION REPORT 05000275/2024401 AND 05000323/2024401

7/11/2024 | DIABLO CANYON NUCLEAR POWER PLANT — AGE-RELATED
DEGRADATION INSPECTION REPORT 05000275/2024014 AND
05000323/2024014

7/23/2024 | Acceptance Review - Diablo Canyon request for approval to extend the
alternative for use of full structural weld overlay (EPID: L-2024-LLR-
0043)

7/31/2024 | DIABLO CANYON POWER PLANT, UNITS 1 AND 2 — LICENSE
RENEWAL REPORT 05000275/2024012 AND 05000323/2024012-
ML24213A074

D. PSRC Documents (PSRC Minutes)
Date Doc. No. Title

7/9/2024 2024-008 | PSRC Meeting Minutes 2024-008

https://spe.utility.pge.com/sites/reguIatoryservices/NSO".F1
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July 2024

List of Documents Transmitted Electronically

E. CAP Documents (RCAs, WGEs, CAP Effectiveness Evaluations)

Type Doc. No. Title
1 WGE SAPN
2 WGE 51225504 ATS CGD Purchase Order Doc
2 WGE 51233883 Report of first aid
2 WGE 51245088 PC4d Goal Setting Eval - U2 MEDT
2 WGE 51166116 DG 2-3 FO challenge review
2 WGE 51228036 QAAF: Work Planning for Lead Exposure
2 WGE 51217108 Confirmed Trend: Incorrect Comp Actio
2 WGE 51230730 Trend - DA3 Improper Closur
Eff. Eval 51185847 Effectiveness Evaluation for CE 51174947
06/30/2024 Significance Level 1 and 2 Work Group Evaluations
Created 6-01-2024 - 6-30-2024
07/31/2024 List of DN 5.1 and 5.2 Created 7-1-2024 — 7-31-2024
07/31/2024 DCPP 1 WGE and 2 WGE Notifications Completed
7/01/2024 - 7/31/2024
07/09/2024 20 Oldest Non-LTCA DA Notifications as of 07/09/2024
07/09/2024 Open RCEs as of 07/09/2024
07/09/2024 Open LTCA DA Notifications Station Significance 1 & 2
as of 07/09/2024
07/09/2024 Open LTCA DA Notifications Station Significance 3 as
of 07/09/2024
F. QV Documents (QPAR, Audit Reports, Audit Schedule, Assessments)
Date Doc. No. Title
07/10/2021 Quality Digest, July Edition 2024
7/8/2024 2024-IA-04 | 2024 Procurement Audit Report 6/10/2024 - 7/8/2024
G. Nuclear Safety Culture Monitoring Panel Reports
Date Doc. No. Title
There is no Nuclear Safety Culture Monitoring Panel Report
for this month.

H. Self Assessment/Benchmarking (SA/BM Reports/Schedules)

Date Doc. No. Title
7123124 51247515 Informal Benchmark - Conditional SPV
7/1/2024 51194356 INPO Corp Eval Follow-Up Self Assessment
712312024 51247513 Informal Benchmark - LCO Execution
7/11/2024 51236998 Callaway Nuclear ISFSI Benchmark
7123124 51247514 Informal Benchmark - Resource Loading

2
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July 2024

List of Documents Transmitted Electronically

7/9/2024 51245873 RWM Informal Benchmark WWM Seminar
7/11/2024 51212474 Perform QHSA against NRC [P 71124.07
7/12/2024 51212476 Perform QHSA against NRC IP 71124.08
7/131/2024 51225706 RP ALARA Conference Benchmark
7/11/2024 51212472 Perform QHSA against NRC IP 71124.05
8/19/2024 51107700 FSA:STA/IA & Shift Manager Training 3Q23
I. Performance Information (PPIR, Operating Plan, Station Initiatives)
Date Doc. No. Title
1/31/2022 Generation Operating Plan 2021 — 2025, No new updates
this month.
07/01/2024 July 2024 P| Status Summary
07/16/2024 July 2024 Operations Services Performance Improvement
Dashboard
7/11/2024 July 2024 Industrial Safety Performance Improvement
Dashboard
07/15/2024 July 2024 Maintenance Pl Dashbhoard
07/15/2024 July 2024 Projects Pl Dashboard
07/15/2024 July 2024 Engineering Services Performance Improvement
Dashboard
07/15/2024 July 2024 Security & Emergency Services Performance
Improvement Dashboard
07/03/2021 July 2024 Learning Services Pl Status Summary
7/1/2024 July 2024 Emergency Preparedness Performance
Improvement Dashboard
Station There are no new Station Initiatives for this month.
Initiative
J. INPO
Date Doc. No. Title

There are no INPO documents for this month.

K. Operational Documents (ODM Minutes, POAs)

Date Doc. No. Title
ODM There are no ODMs for this month.
POA There are no new POAs for this month.

L. Safety Limit Violation Report

Date

Doc. No.

Title

There are no Safety Limit Violation Reports for this month.

M. Significance Determination Process Calculations

3
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July 2024
List of Documents Transmitted Electronically

Date Doc. No. Title

There are no Significance Determination Process
Calculations for this month.

N. Miscellaneous

Date Title

There are no miscellaneous documents for this month.

0. Functional Area Documents

Subcommittee Date/Doc Title

Maintenance Week 2022 [ T+1 Performance Critiqgue

Week 2022 | T+1 Performance Critiqgue

Week 2022 | T+1 Performance Critique

Week 2022 | T+1 Performance Critique

July T+1 Monthly Performance Critique 2126-2130

4
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August 2024
List of Documents Transmitted Electronically

A. Licensing Basis Impact Evaluations

Date LBIE No. Title
There are no LBIEs for this month.
B. NRC Outgoing Correspondence (incl. LERs, LARs, etc.)
Date Letter No. Title
8/1/2024 DCL-24-074 | Diablo Canyon Power Plant Intake Cove Dredging — Project
Completion Report
8/8/2024 DCL-24-075 | Response to RAI for LAR 23-02, Application to Adopt 10
CFR 50.69, “Risk-Informed Categorization and Treatment of
Structures, Systems and Components for Nuclear Power
Reactors
8/13/2024 | DCL-24-076 | Owner's Activity Report for Unit 2 Twenty-Fourth Refueling
Outage
8/15/2024 | DCL-24-077 | Responses to NRC Requests for Additional Information on
the Diablo Canyon Power Plant License Renewal
Application Severe Accident Mitigation Alternatives Analysis
8/28/2024 | DCL-24-082 | Diablo Canyon Power Plant Decommissioning Draft
Biological Assessment and Draft Essential Fish Habitat
Assessment

C. NRC Incoming Correspondence (including Inspection Reports)

Date Title
8/6/2024 DIABLO CANYON POWER PLANT, UNITS 1 AND 2 — INTEGRATED
INSPECTION REPORT 05000275/2024002 AND 05000323/2024002
8/22/2024 | UPDATED INSPECTION PLAN FOR DIABLO CANYON POWER
PLANT, UNITS 1 AND 2 (REPORT 05000275/2024005 AND
05000323/2024005) - ML24232A084
8/26/2024 | DIABLO CANYON POWER PLANT, UNITS 1 AND 2 — NRC
EXAMINATION REPORT 05000275/2024301 AND 05000323/2024301
8/27/2024 | 2.206 PETITION REGARDING SEISMIC CORE DAMAGE FREQUENCY
FOR DIABLO CANYON NUCLEAR POWER PLANT, UNITS 1 AND 2
(EPID L-2024-CRS-0000)
D. PSRC Documents (PSRC Minutes)
Date Doc. No. Title
7/123/2024 | 2024-009 | FPEE 172, Fire Hose Removal
PG&E Letter DCL-24-070, License Amendment Request
24-03
E. CAP Documents (RCAs, WGEs, CAP Effectiveness Evaluations)
Type Doc. No. Title
1 WGE SAPN
2 WGE 51225738 DA-System 18B Firewater — MR Goal Settin

https://spe.utility.pge.com/sites/regulatoryservices/NSO%
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August 2024

List of Documents Transmitted Electronically

2 WGE 51223942 DA-EFEV Criteria Not Met

2 WGE 51241946 DA-QAAF-Safety Security Interface Record

2 WGE 51232406 DA-NRC- |dentified — MRFF Eval Revision

2 WGE 51240613 DA-Unattended Keycard Adverse Trend

2 WGE 51232402 DA-Radioactive Material outside the RCA

Eff. Eval 51157404 RCE Effective Eval — 51151560 1X24 SGBD

08/31/2024 Significance Level 1 and 2 Work Group Evaluations
Created 08/01/2024 - 08/31/2021

08/31/2024 List of DN 5.1 and 5.2 Created 8-1-2024 — 8-31-2024

08/31/2024 DCPP 1 WGE and 2 WGE Notifications Completed
8/31/2024

08/05/2024 Open LTCA DA Notifications Station Significance 3 as
of 8/05/24

08/05/2024 20 Oldest Non-LTCA DA Notifications as of 08/05/2024

08/05/2024 DCPP CAP Station Index

08/05/2024 Open RCEs as of 08/05/2024

08/05/2024 Open LTCA DA Notifications Station Significance 1 & 2

F. QV Documents (QPAR, Audit Reports, Audit Schedule, Assessments)
Date Doc. No. Title
08/07/2024 Quality Digest, August Edition 2024
G. Nuclear Safety Culture Monitoring Panel Reports
Date Doc. No. Title
There is no Nuclear Safety Culture Monitoring Panel Report
for this month.

H. Self Assessment/Benchmarking (SA/BM Reports/Schedules)

Date

Doc. No.

Title

BNHI 51242211

Benchmark: 2024 PPA Conference

BNHI 51248414

2024 NUPIC Conference Lessons Learned

BNHI 51248622

Trip report - EPRI BOP NUCC Conference

BNHI 51214504

Benchmark Robinson Station

BNHI 51251150

2024 Women In Nuclear Conf Key Takeaways

QHSA 51146570

2022 MR (a)(3) Assessment

. Performance Information (PPIR, Operating Plan, Station Initiatives)

|  Date

| Doc.No. |

Title

2
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August 2024

List of Documents Transmitted Electronically

1/31/2022 Generation Operating Plan 2021 — 2025, No new updates
this month.

08/05/2024 August 2024 P| Status Summary

08/13/2024 August 2024 Operations Services Performance
Improvement Dashboard

08/19/2024 August 2024 Maintenance Pl Dashboard

08/15/2024 August 2024 Engineering Services Performance
Improvement Dashboard

08/19/2024 August 2024 Security & Emergency Services Performance
Improvement Dashboard

08/13/2024 August 2024 Industrial Safety Pl Dashboard

08/21/2024 August 2024 Projects Pl Dashboard

08/05/2024 August 2024 Learning Services Pl Dashboard

No Date August 2024 Emergency Preparedness Pl Dashboard

Station There are no new Station Initiatives for this month.

Initiative

J. INPO
Date Doc. No. Title

There are no INPO documents for this month.

K. Operational Document

s (ODM Minutes, POAs)

Date Doc. No. Title
8/22/2024 U1 Condenser inleakage > 2 gpd ODM
POA There are no new POAs for this month.

L. Safety Limit Violation Report

Date

Doc. No.

Title

There are no Safety Limit Violation Reports for this month.

M. Significance Determination Process Calculations

Date

Doc. No.

Title

There are no Significance Determination Process
Calculations for this month.

N. Miscellaneous

Date

Title

There are no miscellaneous documents for this month.

O. Functional Area Documents

Subcommittee

Date/Doc

Title

Maintenance

Week 202432

T+1 Performance Critique

3
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DIABLO CANYON INDEPENDENT SAFETY COMMITTEE

AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM

MEETING DATE: October 10, 2024
AGENDA ITEM: XXIII
AGENDA TITLE: Presentation by the NRC’s Senior Resident

Inspector for DCPP Mr. Mahdi Hayes on the
NRC’s Annual Assessment of DCPP’s End-
of Cycle Performance during Calendar Year
2023.

CONSENT [ ] ACTION [] INFORMATION [X]

Staff Summary:

It is expected the Committee will receive a presentation from the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission’s (NRC) Senior Resident Inspector for Diablo Canyon Units 1 and 2, Mr. Mahdi
Hayes, during which Mr. Hayes will provide an overview of the role of the NRC, its regulatory
processes for reactor oversight, the role of the Resident Inspector Program, and also discuss
the 2023 Annual Assessment of Diablo Canyon Units 1 and 2 end-of cycle performance.

The NRC’s inspections and performance assessments include review of performance
indicators, inspection results, and enforcement actions and also determines the performance of
Diablo Canyon Power Plant, Units 1 and 2 relative to the NRC’s Reactor Oversight Process
(ROP) Action Matrix.

RECOMMENDED COMMITTEE ACTION: Receive the presentation by Mr. Hayes.




DIABLO CANYON INDEPENDENT SAFETY COMMITTEE

AGENDA TRANSMITTAL FORM

MEETING DATE: October 10, 2024
AGENDA ITEM: XXIX - A
AGENDA TITLE: Status of Governmental Agency Interactions, Responses to SB 846

Directives, Discussion of Regulatory Matters including R.23-01-007
Phase 2 Issues Including DCISC Funding for Extended Operation and
Consideration of Term Limits for Committee Members,
Administrative Matters (including ratification of Amendment No. 4 to
Consulting Agreement with Dr. Mark Kirk) Consideration and
Approval of New and Revised Committee Polices, Financial and
Other Committee Business.

CONSENT [ ] ACTION [X] INFORMATION [X]

Staff Summary: On August 31, 2022, in the California Assembly, and on September 1, 2022,in the California

Senate, the California Legislature passed and on September 2, 2022, Governor Newsom signed
urgency legislation to invalidate the Joint Proposal which would have retired DCPP Unit 1 in 2024 and Unit 2 in
2025 in order to preserve the option of continued operation of DCPP beyond 2025 (California Senate Bill SB
846).

The legislation amends sections of the California Government Code, the Public Resources Code, the Public
Utilities Code and the Water Code to require the Public Utilities Commission to consider setting new retirement
dates for DCPP, conditioned upon the NRC extending the plant’s operating licenses. On December 15, 2023, the
CPUC issued Decision 23-12-036 Conditionally Approving Extended Operations at Diablo Canyon Nuclear
Power Plant Pursuant to SB 846 until October 31, 2029 (Unit 1) and October 31, 2030 (Unit 2). Public Utilities
Code §§712.1 and 712.8, added by SB846, require the Committee to undertake certain additional reviews and
duties including concerning the transmittal of its findings and recommendations.

On November 7, 2023, PG&E submitted its License Renewal Application for Diablo Canyon to the NRC and on

December 19, 2023 the Application was found by the NRC to be acceptable for docketing (NRC 2023-0192) and
on December 14, 2023, the License Renewal Application was deemed acceptable by the NRC which permits the

plant to continue to operate while the NRC completes its investigation and review.

It is anticipated the Members, Technical Consultants and Legal Counsel will hold a discussion and receive
information including recent interaction with governmental agencies, financial, administrative and regulatory
matters including the Committee’s response to the passage of SB846 and the CPUC Order Instituting Rulemaking
[R.23-01-007] including Phase 2 to address future funding for the Committee’s operations during the period of
extended operation and having term limits for Committee members.

The Committee is also expected to take up the ratification of Amendment No. 4 to the Agreement with Dr. Mark
T. Kirk concerning Unit 1 Reactor Pressure Vessel integrity increasing compensation provided to Dr. Kirk, and
discuss financial and future funding and other matters.

RECOMMENDED COMMITTEE ACTION:

Discussion and take action and/or provide direction as appropriate.




COM/KDL/cmf 6/25/2024

06/25/24
08:59 AM

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNPA®®’

Implementing Senate Bill 846
Concerning Potential Extension of
Diablo Canyon Power Plant Rulemaking 23-01-007

Operations.

ASSIGNED COMMISSIONER’S AMENDED SCOPING MEMO
AND RULING FOR PHASE 2 OF PROCEEDING

This amended scoping memo and ruling (Amended Scoping Memo) sets
forth the issues, category, need for hearing, schedule, and other matters
necessary to scope Phase 2 of this proceeding pursuant to Public Utilities Code
Section (§) 1701.1! and Article 7 of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and
Procedure (Rules).

1. Procedural Background
The April 6, 2023 Scoping Memo of Assigned Commissioner and Administrative

Law Judge (Scoping Memo) established a preliminary scope for Phase 2 of this
proceeding. Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Seeking Comments on Phase 2 Scoping
Memo, dated February 7, 2024, invited comments from parties to this proceeding
on the preliminary Phase 2 issues listed in the Scoping Memo.

The following parties filed timely responses to the ruling: Alliance for
Nuclear Responsibility (A4NR), Coalition of California Utility Employees, Green
Power Institute (GPI), Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E), The Utility

1 All statutory references are to the Public Utilities Code unless otherwise stated.

534481192 .



R.23-01-007 COM/KDL/cmf

Reform Network (TURN), San Luis Obispo Mothers for Peace (SLOMFP) and
Small Business Utility Advocates. Replies were filed by A4NR, Alliance for Retail
Energy Markets and Direct Access Customer Coalition, California Community
Choice Association, CAlifornians for Renewable Energy, Inc., GPI, PG&E, TURN,
SLOMFP, and Southern California Edison Company.

After considering the comments and replies, we have amended the scope
of issues and the schedule of the proceeding as set forth in this Amended
Scoping Memo.

2. Issues

After review of the comments on the February 7, 2024 ruling and in light of
the direction provided in Decision (D.) 23-08-004, D.23-12-036, and the applicable
law, the issues to be determined or otherwise considered are as follows:

1. Whether the Commission should continue to use the general
framework and definitions for the use of the surplus
performance-based fees as adopted in D.23-12-036 in the post-
2024 period.

2. Consideration of review criteria for the annual compensation
report in accordance with § 712.8(s)(1).

The baseline review criteria for the annual compensation report should
include the following:

a. the volumetric performance fees collected under
§ 712.8(f)(5) broken down by investor-owned
utility company/load-serving entity customers
and rate categories;

b. forecast volumetric performance fees under § 712.8(f)(5) as
approved in the Extended Operations Forecast proceeding
as compared to actual volumetric performance fees
collected, plus explanations for any differences between
forecast and actual amounts;

c. forecast costs for public purpose priority spending under
§§ 712.8(s)(1)(A) - (F) as approved in the Extended

_2_
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Operations Forecast proceeding as compared to actual
spending, plus explanations for any differences between
forecast and actual amounts;

d. categorization of costs using the six public purpose
priorities listed in § 712.8(s)(1) parts (A) - (F) and costs
associated with Diablo Canyon Power Plant extended
operations; and

e. citations to the decision(s) authorizing the public purpose
priority programs and projects now being accelerated or
increased and the costs approved in those decisions.

f. Additional review criteria will be considered, particularly
those which help demonstrate whether PG&E shareholders
received any compensation from the volumetric
performance fees or other requirements in § 712(s)(2).

3. Consideration of any additional information concerning the
Diablo Canyon Independent Safety Committee’s (DCISC's)
forecast costs and associated activities during DC extended
operation.

a. How should the current DCISC funding methodology be
adjusted;

b. Whether any new or revised parameters for the DCISC
during extended operations should be made by amending
the DCISC charter, including but not limited to those
concerning funding for DCISC going forward and whether
DCISC members should have term limits.

3. Need for Evidentiary Hearing

Given the issues to be determined or otherwise considered in Phase 2, we

determine that evidentiary hearings are not needed.

4.  Schedule
The following schedule is adopted here and may be modified by the

Administrative Law Judge (ALJ]) as needed to promote the efficient and fair

resolution of this proceeding.
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Event Date
Party Proposals on Phase 2 Issues August 15, 2024
Filed and Served
Opening Comments on Proposals September 19, 2024
Filed and Served
Reply Comments on Proposals Filed October 3, 2024
and Served
Proposed Decision Within 3 months of reply comments

Phase 2 of the proceeding will stand submitted upon the filing of reply
comments on proposals unless the ALJ requires further evidence or argument.

5. Category of Proceeding

This ruling reconfirms the Commission’s determination in the Scoping
Memo that this is a ratesetting proceeding. Accordingly, ex parte communications
are restricted and must be reported pursuant to Article 8 of the Rules.

6. Intervenor Compensation

Pursuant to Rule 17.2, a party found eligible for an award of
compensation in one phase of a proceeding remains eligible in later phases in
the same proceeding. Pursuant to § 1804(a)(1), where new issues emerge
subsequent to the time set for filing notices of intent to claim compensation, the
Commission may determine an appropriate procedure for accepting new or
revised notices of intent to claim compensation. Accordingly, an intervenor who
intends to seek an award of compensation for Phase 2 must file and serve a
notice of intent to claim compensation within 30 days after the issuance of this
Amended Scoping Memo. New intervenors may only intervene on issues new

to the scope of Phase 2 of this proceeding.
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IT IS RULED that:

1. The scope of Phase 2 of this proceeding is described above and is adopted.

2. The schedule for Phase 2 of this proceeding is set forth above and is
adopted.

3. Evidentiary hearing is not needed.

Dated June 25, 2024, at San Francisco, California.

/s/ KAREN DOUGLAS
Karen Douglas
Assigned Commissioner




AMENDMENT No. 4
to
AGREEMENT FOR CONSULTING SERVICES
With MARK KIRK, Ph.D..

This Amendment No. 4 to the Agreement for Consulting Services between the Diablo Canyon
Independent Safety Committee (“Committee”) and Consultant Mark Kirk (“Consultant™) is made as of
AuGsT \S ., 2024.

In consideration of the mutual promises contained herein, Committee and Consultant agree that
the Terms and Conditions set forth herein are incorporated into the Agreement for Consulting Services
between Committee and Consultant dated September 13, 2023 (the AAgreement@) as amended by
Amendment No. 1 on December 11, 2023, by Amendment Nol. 2 on February 21, 2024, and by
Amendment No. 3 on May 22, 2014. Only the paragraph number of the Terms and Conditions of said
Agreement which is being modified or otherwise revised is set forth in this Amendment.

Paragraph 2.  “Compensation. Effective on the date first written above, for the services to be provided
by Consultant under this agreement, Consultant shall be compensated at the hourly rate of $200.00 per
hour, not to exceed the total amount of $100,000.00 without the written consent of the Committee’s
Chair. Time spent by Consultant for the services hereunder shall be recorded under generally accepted
accounting practices and shall be itemized on any billings to the Committee. In addition to compensation
for the Consultant’s time above, the Committee shall also reimburse Consultant directly for all out-of-
pocket expenses reasonably incurred by Consultant in connection with providing services to the
Committee including, but not necessarily limited to, printing of any reports, photocopies, facsimile,
postage, long-distance telephone and internet charges and for any travel specifically requested by the
Committee and for lodging and subsistence (meals and incidental expenses) incurred during such travel.
Time and expense reporting shall be in accordance with Committee Policy No. 6 “Consultant Guidelines
attached to the Agreement as Exhibit “B.”

22

IN WITNESS WHEREOF the Chair of the Diablo Canyon Independent Safety Committee has executed
this Amendment as evidence of the Chair’s authorization for Consultant to exceed the “not to exceed”
total amount of $81,000.00 provided by Amendment No. 3 in accordance with Committee Policy No. 6,
Section 7, and the Consultant and the Chair have executed this Amendment on the date(s) and year
written below. This Amendment No. 4 may be executed in counterparts, including counterparts
transmitted by electronic mail in so-called pdf format and shall be legal and binding and have the same
full force and effect as if paper originals with handwritten signatures had been exchanged. All executed
counterparts shall constitute one agreement, and each counterpart shall be deemed an original.

This Amendment No. 4 shall be subsequently ratified by vote of the Members at the earliest
opportunity, the October 9-10, 2024 public meeting or at the next legally noticed public meeting of the

Committee, whichever shall occur first.

DIABLO CANYON INDEPENDENT SAFETY COMMITTEE

,/;

By s (A 19 AdgusT 2024
Dr. Per F. Peterson, Chair Dated
CONSULTANT

By /( MZ KKK/ 12 August 2024

Dr. Mark T. Kirk Dated




Diablo Canyon ISC
Committee Policy No. 8

REVIEW OF FACT FINDING REPORTS

1. The Consultant or Consultants who participated in the fact finding visit or are
involved in preparation of the report of the fact finding (referred to herein in the singular as
the “Consultant,” as each consultant may act in the other’s stead in this process) prepares
the initial draft, prominently marked as such, of the fact finding report in MS Word format.
If a report is prepared by more than one Consultant those Consultants may share drafts
between themselves and then provide a complete draft, which may also include text
provided to the Consultant by the participating member (the “Member”), for the Member’s
review, revision, and comments. The Consultant and Member may exchange drafts until

the Member approves a draft.

2. The draft report as approved by the Member is then provided by the Consultant to
the other two members and to the other consultants (i.e., those not involved in preparation
of the report) for their review. The other members and consultants review the report and
provide suggested revisions and comments by separate email (i.e., without copying each

other or the Member who conducted the fact finding) directly to the Consultant.

81 The Consultant, using the MS Word Track Changes feature, then incorporates as
appropriate the revisions and comments of the other members and consultants into the draft
circulated for that purpose without attribution as to the source and provides the revised
draft by separate email to the other members and consultants who then have the
opportunity to provide additional comment or revisions to the Consultant. If further
revisions or comments are received this process may repeat until each of the other members
and consultants either no longer respond or indicate that no further changes will be

forthcoming. 1



4.  Using Track Changes, but without attribution as to the source, the Consultant then
revises the draft previously approved by the Member to incorporate the other members and

consultants’ revisions or comments and provides that revised draft directly to the Member.

St Using Track Changes either the Member or the Consultant at the Member’s direction
either accepts or rejects each revision or comment and produces a “clean” public meeting

draft.

6. The Consultant then provides the public meeting draft, prominently labeled as such,
to the other members and consultants and to the Legal Counsel’s office (preferably by
individual email, but if the email has multiple addressees the advice “Please do not use reply
to all if responding to this email” should be prominently included at the beginning of the
email.) Prior to the next public meeting the Legal Counsel’s office will prominently post the

public meeting draft of each report on the Committee’s website www.dcisc.org on the

homepage.

/A After a presentation by a Consultant at the next public meeting and receipt of public
comments on the presentation, and after a motion (preferably made by the Member who
conducted the fact finding)is made and seconded to approve the report, discussion is then
in order concerning any further changes proposed to the public meeting draft. The decision
on whether to accept any such changes in the final version of the fact finding report to be
voted upon is the sole prerogative of the Member who conducted the fact finding (whether
or not that Member was also the made the motion for approval). Approval of the report

requires the affirmative vote of at least two members.

(Adopted October 2024)



Diablo Canyon ISC
Committee Policy No. 9

RESPONSE TO DIABLO CANYON POWER PLANT EMERGENCIES

Inherent with the use of nuclear power is the very small likelihood of an emergency
which may directly affect members of the general public. The purpose of this document is
to provide a plan of action for the Committee members and staff for responding to an
actual emergency event at Diablo Canyon Power Plant (DCPP). Should a significant
emergency event occur at DCPP, it is desired to have an advance plan for responding
inside the Committee as well as for responding to inquiries from state and local agencies
as well as the general public. The following general principles shall govern the

Committee’s response to an emergency at DCPP.

1. Emergency Significance and Classification. In the event of an off-normal
condition at DCPP, the plant’s Emergency Plan will be used to analyze the significance of
the event and classify it according to pre-established guidelines approved by the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission and the Federal Emergency Management Agency as follows:

A. Notice of Unusual Event (NOUE) - A situation is in progress or already
completed which could potentially degrade the plant's level of safety or indicate a security
threat to the facility. No releases of radioactive material requiring offsite actions are
expected unless safety systems degrade further. This classification ensures the first steps
for future response are being carried out, that operations staff are ready, and that the

plant systematically handles unusual event information and decision-making.



B. Alert - Events are in progress or have occurred which have (or could)

substantially degrade the plant safety, or a security event that could threaten site
personnel or damage to site equipment is in progress. Any offsite releases of radioactive
material that could occur are expected to be minimal. This classification ensures that
emergency personnel are ready and available to respond if the situation becomes more
serious or to perform confirmatory radiation monitoring if required. It also ensures that
offsite authorities receive current information on plant status.

C. Site Area Emergency (SAE) - Events are in progress or have occurred which
have caused (or likely will cause) major failures of plant functions that protect the public
or involve security events with intentional damage or malicious acts that could lead to the
likely failure of (or prevent effective access to) equipment needed to protect the public.
Any offsite releases of radioactive material are expected to remain below public exposure
guideline levels beyond the site boundary. An SAE declaration ensures: a) emergency
response centers are staffed; b) monitoring teams are dispatched; c) personnel required
for evacuating nearby areas are at duty stations if the situation becomes more serious; d)
proper consultation with offsite authorities; and e) government authorities are providing
updates to the public.

D. General Emergency - Events are in progress or have occurred which: a)

have caused (or shortly will cause) substantial reactor core damage, with the potential for
uncontrolled releases of radioactive material, or b) involve security events that deny plant
staff physical control of the facility. Offsite releases can be reasonably expected to exceed
public exposure guideline levels beyond the plant site. A General Emergency declaration

initiates predetermined protective actions for the public including: a) continuous dose



monitoring by the licensee and offsite organizations; b) additional protective measures as
necessitated by potential or actual releases; c) consultation with offsite authorities; and
d) updates to the public by government authorities.
2. Objectives. The objectives of the Committee’s response to an emergency event
at DCPP are as follows:

A. Independently monitor PG&E’s management of the event and ensure the
event is accurately assessed and appropriate and timely actions are taken to protect the
health and safety of the public and plant staff.

B. Respond appropriately to inquiries from its three appointing organizations,
state and local agencies, the media, or the general public.

C. Provide specific technical information and analyses as requested to assist
state and local agencies in responding to the event.

3. Actions. PG&E should initially contact the Committee’s legal office upon
declaration an emergency at DCPP, and the Committee members and staff
should consider taking the following actions:

A. Response to an NOUE or Alert.

a) The Committee members and staff should enter a monitoring posture,
typically without any Committee members or staff responding directly to the site.

b) The Committee will provide a central point of contact for
communications about the event to PG&E and request that PG&E similarly identify a
central point of contact to the Committee who will provide the Committee with
information relative to the cause of the event, actions taken by PG&E, and responses to

Committee questions.



c¢) The Committee will communicate internally to independently review
and analyze information provided by PG&E to assess the safety significance of the event
and the appropriateness of the actions taken by PG&E. This communication will be led
and coordinated by the Committee’s central point of contact with consideration of all
applicable state requirements for the openness of public meetings.

d) The Committee will consider drafting and providing a press release or
distributing a statement to members of the public on its distribution list regarding the
particulars of the event and the Committee’s evaluation of its safety significance.

e) The Committee will take any necessary actions to prepare for and
respond to any requests from state and local agencies regarding providing technical
assistance in evaluating the safety significance of the event and PG&E's actions.

f) The Committee will initiate efforts to provide onsite follow-up for
reviewing the event’s causes and corrective actions at its next regularly scheduled Fact-
Finding Meeting. Alternatively, the Committee may initiate a special Fact-Finding Meeting
to review the event in a more timely or more focused manner. In either case, information
will be gathered and the Committee’s review of the event will be documented in a Fact-
Finding Report and discussed at the Committee’s next Public Meeting.

B. Response to an SAE or General Emergency.

a) The Committee members and staff should enter an active monitoring
posture. The Committee will provide a central point of contact for communications about
the event to PG&E and request that PG&E similarly identify a central point of contact to
the Committee who will provide the Committee with information relative to the cause of

the event, actions taken by PG&E, recommendations made by PG&E to governmental



entities, and responses to Committee questions. The Committee should consider
requesting periodic updates from PG&E including allowing the Committee to remotely
participate in updates provided by PG&E to governmental entities.

b) Assoon as possible following the emergency declaration, the Committee
should designate a special Fact-Finding Team, preferably consisting of one member and
one consultant, to respond in-person to the site. The Fact-Finding Team should focus on
traveling to the San Luis Obispo County Emergency Operations Center as soon as
reasonably possible following the event in order to independently and in-person gather
information about the cause of the event, actions taken in response to the event, and
interactions between PG&E and federal, state and local agencies. Once in the area, the
Fact-Finding Team should assume the responsibilities as the central point of contact for
the Committee to PG&E.

¢) The Committee will communicate internally to independently review
and analyze information provided by PG&E and the Fact-Finding Team to assess the safety
significance of the event and the appropriateness of the actions taken by PG&E. This
communication will be led and coordinated by the on-site Fact-Finding Team with
consideration of all applicable state requirements for the openness of public meetings.
The Committee will make recommendations to PG&E as warranted by its review of the
event and PG&E actions.

d) The Committee will consider drafting and providing a press release or
distributing a statement to members of the public on its distribution list regarding the

particulars of the event and the Committee’s evaluation of its safety significance.



e) The Committee will take any necessary actions to prepare for and
respond to any requests from state and local agencies regarding providing technical
assistance in evaluating the safety significance of the event and PG&E’s actions.

f) Information gathered by the special Fact-Finding Team discussed above
will be documented in a special Fact-Finding Report and discussed at the Committee’s
next Public Meeting.

g) The Committee should consider additional follow-up to review the
event’s causes and corrective actions at additional special or regularly scheduled Fact-
Finding Meetings with subsequent follow-up Fact-Finding Reports to be discussed at

future Public Meetings of the Committee.

(Adopted October 2024)
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Staff Summary: The Settlement Agreement creating the DCISC provided

“The Committee shall prepare an annual report and such
interim reports as it deems appropriate, which reports shall include any
recommendations of the Committee.” A draft report covering Fiscal Year
2023-2024 has now been prepared by Committee Members Budnitz, Lam
and Peterson, with contributions from the Technical Consultants and
Legal Counsel, and is presented at this meeting for consideration and
adoption. This is the Committee’s thirty-fourth annual report.

Upon adoption, Public Utilities Code §712.1(e)(2) directs the Committee
to annually transmit its findings and recommendations for improved
safety to the Legislature (in accordance with California Government
Code §9795), the Governor, the California Public Utilities Commission,
the California Energy Commission, the United States Nuclear Regulatory
Commission and Pacific Gas & Electric Company and to include the
response Public Utilities Code §712.1(f) directs Pacific Gas & Electric
Company to annually provide. The Committee’s annual reports are
available to members of the public on the Committee’s website
(www.dcisc.org) and through the California Polytechnic University
Library, Special Collections and Archives Department, and local public
libraries.

RECOMMENDED COMMITTEE ACTION: Motion to approve the DCISC 2023-
2024 Thirty-Fourth Annual Report on Safety of Diablo Canyon Operations and to
transmit same in accordance with Public Utilities Code §712.1(e)(2).
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DIABLO CANYON INDEPENDENT SAFETY COMMITTEE

Thirty-Fourth Annual Report on the
Safety of Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant Operations

July 1, 2023 - June 30, 2024
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
and

CONCLUSIONS and RECOMMENDATIONS

History and Introduction

The Diablo Canyon Independent Safety Committee (DCISC) was established as part of the June
24, 1988, settlement agreement which arose from the rate proceedings for Pacific Gas & Electric
Corporation’s (PG&E’s) Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant (DCPP), owned by the corporation
and operated by PG&E, with its two nuclear power plants, each of which produces about 1,100
megawatts. Unit 1 commenced commercial operations in May 1985 and Unit 2 in March 1986.
The original settlement agreement provided for a three-member Independent Safety Committee
for the purpose of “reviewing and assessing the safety of operations of DCPP.” The DCISC was
formed in late 1989 with the appointments of Committee Members and began formal review
activities and meetings on January 1, 1990. The original settlement agreement (D.88-12-083) was
terminated by the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) in its decision to open the state
electricity markets to competition on January 1, 1998; however, under the provisions of the
Commission’s Decisions 97-05-088, issued on May 21, 1997, and 04-05-055, issued on May 27,
2004, the DCISC has continued to function and fulfill its responsibilities as established under the
terms of the 1988 settlement agreement and as amended by subsequent CPUC decisions.

Unit 1 was initially licensed by the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) to operate until
November 2024 and Unit 2 until August 2025. With the passage of California Senate Bill 946
(SB846) on September 2, 2022, PG&E was directed to take all necessary steps to seek extension
of operations at Diablo Canyon beyond the current retirement dates, up to five additional years.
That is, for Unit 1 until October 31, 2029 and for Unit 2 until October 31, 2030. SB846 invalidated
the CPUC’s approval of PG&E’s retirement of Diablo Canyon by 2025.

On November 7, 2023, PG&E submitted an Operating License Renewal Application to the NRC
for Diablo Canyon Unit 1 and Unit 2 to extend their current operating licenses for an additional 20
years, that is, until November 2, 2044 (Unit 1) and August 26, 2045 (Unit 2). On December 19,
2023, the NRC determined the Operating License Renewal Application to be complete, permitting
the current Operating Licenses to remain in effect until the NRC’s review of the Operating License
Renewal Application is complete.

SB846 added Section 712.2 to the California Public Utilities Code to recognize the CPUC created
the DCISC and conferred upon the DCISC a mandate to make recommendations appropriate to
enhance the safety of the operation of DCPP. Public Utilities Code Section 712.8 (¢)(2)(B), also
enacted by SB846, provided that the CPUC shall review the reports and recommendations of the
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DCISC. If the DCISC’s reports or recommendations cause the CPUC to determine that the costs
of any upgrades necessary to address seismic safety or issues of deferred maintenance that may
have arisen due to the expectation of the plant closing sooner are too high to justify incurring, the
CPUC may reestablish the current expiration dates or establish retirement dates that are earlier
than 2029 for Unit 1 and 2030 for Unit 2. The recommendations of the DCISC in response to
Public Utilities Code Section 712.8 were previously transmitted to the CPUC and are contained in
this 34" Annua] Report.

Additional details on the formation and matters governing the operation of the DCISC are
contained in Volume I, Section 1.0 of this report.

The DCISC members serve three-year staggered terms and remain on the DCISC until a new
appointment or their reappointment is made. To fill an expired term or a vacancy, the CPUC issues
a public notice soliciting applications from interested persons. Under the revised process in
accordance with the restated charter, candidates are selected by the CPUC from the applications
plus the incumbent, if willing to serve. The candidates must be “persons with knowledge,
background and experience in the field of nuclear power facilities and nuclear safety issues.” From
the list of candidates, the new or returning member is appointed by the Governor of California, the
Attorney General of California, or the Chairperson of the California Energy Commission (CEC),
whichever made the original appointment.

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

The Three Committee Members during the period of this thirty-fourth Annual Report were
as follows:

On October 10, 2007, Robert J. Budnitz, Ph.D. was appointed by California Attorney General
Edmund G. Brown Jr. to a term on the Committee expiring June 30, 2010. Dr. Budnitz was
subsequently reappointed several times and on November 30, 2022, California Attorney General
Rob Bonta announced the reappointment of Dr. Robert J. Budnitz to a sixth three-year term on the
DCISC beginning July 1, 2022 and ending on June 30, 2025.

On June 3, 2009, Peter Lam, Ph.D., was appointed by Chair Karen Douglas, J.D., of the California
Energy Commission (CEC) to a three-year term on the Committee commencing July 1, 2009
through June 30, 2012. Dr. Lam was subsequently reappointed several times and on June 25,
2021, CEC Chair David Hochschild announced his reappointment of Dr. Lam to a fifth three-year
term on the Committee beginning on July 1, 2021 and ending on June 30, 2024. On February 3,
2024, Dr. Lam announced he would not seek another term on the Committee.

Dr. Lam served as DCISC Chair during this report period, July 1, 2023 through June 30, 2024.
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On July 9, 2008, California Governor Amold Schwarzenegger announced the appointment of Per
F. Peterson, Ph.D., PE, to a three-year term on the Committee through June 30, 2011. Professor
Peterson previously served as a Committee member from September 2, 2004, through October 9,
2007. Dr. Peterson was subsequently reappointed several times and on December 7, 2023
Governor Newsom reappointed Dr. Peterson to a seventh three-year term commencing July 1,
2023 and ending on June 30, 2026

Dr. Peterson served as DCISC Vice-Chair during this report period, July 1, 2023 through June 30,
2024.

On July 3, 2024, Najmedin Meshkati, Ph.D., was appointed by the Chair of the California Energy
Commission Mr. David Hochschild to a three-year term on the DCISC commencing July 1, 2024
through June 30, 2027, to succeed Dr. Lam. Dr. Meshkati is a Professor of Civil/Environmental
Engineering, Industrial & Systems Engineering; and International Relations at the University of
Southern California (USC); and an Associate (ex-Research Fellow) with the Project on Managing
the Atom at Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs at Harvard Kennedy School.

Additional details on the backgrounds of the DCISC Members, Consultants, and Counsel are
contained in Volume I Section 1.0 of this report.

Overview of Activities during the Current Period

This thirty-fourth annual report covers the period July 1, 2023 - June 30, 2024. The DCISC held three
public meetings on the following dates:

e September 13-14, 2023, Avila Beach, CA and remotely by Zoom
e February 21-22, 2024, Avila Beach, CA and remotely by Zoom
e June 20-21, 2024, Avila Beach, CA and remotely by Zoom

These public meetings are described in Section 2.0.
The Committee regularly performs the following activities:
e Three two-day public meetings each year as reported above.
¢ Nine or more fact-finding visits annually by individual Committee Members with one or more
Consultants to assess issues, review plant programs and activities, and interview PG&E and other
personnel.
e Reviews of technical documents received from PG&E, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
various state and local agencies, and other interested parties. The DCISC requests, and PG&E

routinely provides copies of essentially all relevant documents generated by PG&E, the NRC,
and other parties.
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e Visits from time-to-time by the DCISC Members and legal counsel to offices of the CPUC and
appointing officials (the Governor of California, California Attorney General and California
Energy Commission) to update them on DCISC activities.

e Use of regular part-time technical consultants to assist the DCISC to perform assessments and
reviews.

e Use of legal counsel to advise the Committee on its activities.
e Use of expert consultants, as needed.

The DCISC issues a report for each reporting year, which runs from July 1 to June 30. The report is
approved by the Committee Members at the fall public meeting following the end of the reporting period.
The first six-month interim report and subsequently thirty-three annual reports covered the periods
January 1, 1990 — June 30, 2023. This thirty-fourth annual report covers the period July 1, 2023 - June
30, 2024.

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

Performance During the Units 1 and 2 24th Refueling Outages

Spent Fuel Storage Planning and Technical Issues

NRC Regulatory Matters

Probabilistic Risk Assessment

Human Performance

Results of 2023 Operating Plan and Key Elements of the 2024 Operating Plan
Nuclear Safety Culture

Reactor Vessel Embrittlement

Radiation Protection

Intake Cove Sediment Dredging

Cyber Security Program

Air- and Motor-Operated Valves

Corrective Action Program

Radiation Releases to the Environment

Post-Earthquake Procedures

FLEX Equipment Procedures

Emergency Preparedness

Long-Range Project Planning to Support Extended Operations
Corrective and Preventive Maintenance to Support Extended Operations
Seismic Safety Reviews to Support Extended Operations

® © © o o © @ © o © © & e © © © o © ¢ ©
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Staffing and Employee Retention

License Extension Preparations

License Renewal Application

Consultations with the Independent Peer Review Panel

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

DCISC Member Meetings with California State Agencies

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

On August 28, 2023, Dr. Budnitz and Mr. Rathie met remotely with Chief Assistant Attorney
General Ms. Danielle O’Bannon, Special Assistant to the Attorney General Ms. Jessica Gordon,
Senior Assistant Attorney General (Environmental Section ) Mr. Ed Ochoa, Supervising Deputy
Attorney General Ms. Laura Zuckerman, and Deputy Attorney General Ms. Megan Hey to provide
a progress report and to discuss the current status of the Committee’s activities and plans for the
future including the Committee’s efforts to address its mandates under SB846.

On February 12, 2024, Dr. Lam and Mr. Rathie met remotely with the Chair of the California
Energy Commission (CEC) Mr. David Hochschild, CEC Vice-Chair Mr. Siva Gunda, Dr. Justin
Cochran, CEC Senior Nuclear Policy Advisor and Emergency Coordinator, Mr. Ken Rider, Chief
Policy Advisor, Mr. David Erne, Deputy Director, Energy Assessments Division, Mr. Brett Fooks,
Acting Branch Manager, Safety and Reliability Branch, and other CEC personnel to review the
Committee’s activities and to discuss the phenomenon of Reactor Vessel Embrittlement and its
related technical and safety implications which was a subject of interest for the CEC
representatives.

During this report period the DCISC has been in frequent contact during public meetings and fact
finding with representatives of the California Department of Water Resources (DWR), a key
agency in administering the statutory mandate created by the passage of SB846. DWR
representatives with whom the DCISC Members, Technical Consultants and Counsel have met
with remotely include Ms. Delphine Hou, Deputy Director Statewide Water and Energy, Messts.
Christian Arechavaleta, Manager Electricity and Strategic Reserve, and Eric Wulff, Manager,
Power Markets Contracts Branch together with DWR Consultants Dr. Deb Luchsinger and Mr.
Jerry Bishof. Some of these meetings have also included Mr. David Zizmor, CPUC Regulatory
Analyst, Energy Division. The subjects of these meetings have included the DCISC’s progress in
its review of the Updated Seismic Assessment for DCPP and the independent assessment of
maintenance which may have been deferred in expectation of the plant closing earlier which PG&E
is required to conduct as a covenant of the loan provided under the provisions of SB846, as well
as the DCISC’s evaluation of the integrity of the Unit 1 reactor pressure vessel. DWR

ES-5



AR Final Draft

representatives have attended each of the DCISC’s public meetings conducted during this annual
report period.

Overall Conclusion

The DCISC concludes that PG&E operated DCPP safely during the period July 1, 2023 — June 30,
2024.

Special Significant DCISC Conclusions

The DCISC addressed the following three major issues during this operating period:

1. Reactor Vessel Embrittlement (Volume I, Section 4.26)

2. Equipment Long-Range Planning and Maintenance (“Deferred Maintenance™) (Volume I,
Section 4.27)

3. Seismic Safety Update (Volume I, Section 4.28)

Included in SB846 was the above-cited direction for the CPUC to review the reports and
recommendations of the DCISC including those related to seismic safety or deferred maintenance
which may have arisen in expectation of the plant closing sooner.

In response to its mandate, the DCISC performed a comprehensive review of seismic safety at
DCPP. The results of this review were included in its May 30, 2024, Fact-Finding meeting
(Volume II, Exhibit D.10, Section 3.2). The DCISC will continue to review the results of any new
seismic safety related information and other related reviews as they become available.

Also in response to this mandate, the CPUC requested that the DCISC review DCPP’s equipment
upgrade plans and maintenance programs to ascertain their sufficiency following the directional
change from ceasing power operations in 2025 to extended power operations through 2030. The
DCISC was requested to provide reports of its reviews to the CPUC no later than by August 31,
2023. The DCISC’s evaluation of DCPP’s long-range planning for equipment and its maintenance
(i.e., “deferred maintenance”) involved a series of reviews that began in January 2023 and
concluded in its August 9-10, 2023 Fact-Finding meeting (Volume II, Exhibit D.2, Section 3.9).
The information contained in that report is summarized in Section 4.27.2 below and provided the
results of the DCISC’s review as requested by the CPUC.

Pressurized Thermal Shock (PTS) refers to a condition that challenges the integrity of the reactor
pressure vessel. The root cause of this phenomenon is the radiation embrittlement of the reactor
vessel. This embrittlement leads to an increase in the reference temperature for nil ductility
transition Nil ductility transition can increase to the point where the reactor vessel material can
lose fracture toughness during overcooling events. The analyses of the risk of having a PTS for a
specific plant includes the structural and fracture analysis of the reactor vessel wall. In context of
the continued operation of DCPP, the DCISC reviewed and herein reports on the current status of
Unit 1’s Reactor Vessel embrittlement. During this report period there were extensive public
comments by individuals and by non-governmental organizations on embrittlement, including
some requesting the unit be shut down immediately. The DCISC engaged a recognized expert on
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embrittlement as a Technical Consultant, Dr. Mark T. Kirk, and performed several in-depth
reviews and analyses of DCPP Unit 1 Reactor Vessel embrittlement. See Volume I, Section 4.26
for the report on Unit 1 embrittlement. Conclusions from that report are as follows:

1. Reactor Vessel Embrittlement

The DCISC concluded the following (Volume I, Section 4.26):

i. The NRC’s embrittlement screening criteria are expressed for PTS events in 10CFR50.61
and 10CFRS50.61a, and for normal operations in Appendix G to 10CFR Part 50.
Compliance of a plant with these NRC screening criteria assures the safety of vessel
operation because the criteria take into consideration the frequency of challenge
events (rare for PTS, planned for normal operations), the stresses produced by these events
(higher for PTS, lower for planned operations), and the NRC’s acceptance guidelines
for core damage frequency and large early release frequency as expressed in Regulatory
Guide 1.174. Both PG&E and the DCISC’s technical experts have concluded the
DCPP Unit 1 reactor vessel is compliant with these limits, and therefore safe to operate.
Specifically:

a. As detailed in the License Renewal Application to the NRC [DCL-23-038],
PG&E’s technical experts on embrittlement have concluded that the DCPP Unit 1
reactor vessel embrittlement is acceptable not just for 40 years but for 60 years.
This assessment is currently under review by the NRC.

b. Asdetailed in the {Kirk Report #2}, the DCISC’s technical expert on embrittlement
has concluded that the DCPP Unit 1 reactor vessel is acceptable not just for 40 years
but for 60 years.

ii. Even though the DCISC recommends the removal and testing of Capsule B from Unit 1,
all currently available information suggests the acceptability of Unit 1 to 60 years and
beyond. The DCISC assessment of acceptability will be re-visited once data from
Capsule B becomes available.

iii A sensitivity study of the possible outcomes of the testing of Capsule B shows that if the
data is “credible”!, the unit can safely operate up to 100 years from an embrittlement
perspective. Should the data not be credible, after 50 years of operation, additional analysis
is required to justify operation. In no cases would results from Capsule B testing change the
DCISC conclusion that Unit 1 is safe to operate during the 5-year extension mandated by
SB-846; instead, the primary role of Capsule B data would be to inform any potential future
decision by the state to further extend the operating life of Unit 1.

! The term “credible” in this context simply means that plant specific surveillance data follow
expected trends (credible), or they deviate from these trends to some extent (not credible). It does
not mean the data is not valid or accurate.
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iv. Upon researching the basis of the USE? finding in the supplemental analysis of Part2 of

the Kirk report, it was found that Diablo Canyon Unit 1 will not fall below the NRC’s USE
screening criteria until beyond 60 years of operation.

. In summary, the DCISC endorses the Kirk Report Parts 1 and 2 which conclude that not

only does Diablo Canyon Unit 1°s Reactor Vessel meet all NRC requirements, but from an
embrittlement perspective is currently acceptable for 20 years of operation beyond the
original license term, which exceeds the 5 years of additional operation directed by SB
846.

2. Equipment Long-Range Planning and Maintenance (“Deferred Maintenance™)

The DCISC concluded the following (Volume I, Section 4.27):

ii.

iii.

iv.

DCPP developed an extensive, logical, and formal process for effectively capturing and
prioritizing possible plant upgrade projects following the passage of SB846. The DCISC
found that DCPP’s resulting plans for future plant upgrades to support extended operations
were appropriate to ensure nuclear safety and a high standard of equipment reliability. The
DCISC recommends that the CPUC and all other necessary California state authorities
support the funding of the plant upgrade projects recommended by DCPP. The DCISC did
not find any upgrades necessary to ensure nuclear safety that were not already being
planned by DCPP.

DCPP properly reviewed all Preventive Maintenance Program changes made since 2018
and appropriately reinstated or otherwise modified the previous changes to support
extended operations. The results of DCPP’s Preventive Maintenance Program review were
prudent and would ensure that nuclear safety and equipment reliability were appropriately
maintained during a period of extended operations.

DCPP did not defer any Corrective Maintenance of components important to safety or
reliability due to the previous plan to cease power operations in 2025. DCPP developed
an extensive, logical, and formal process for identifying and evaluating all Corrective
Maintenance activities on non-quality related equipment that DCPP chose not to perform
or to perform on a revised schedule over the last few years given the planned cessation of
power operations. The results of DCPP’s Corrective Maintenance Program reviews were
prudent and would ensure nuclear safety and equipment reliability were appropriately
maintained during a period of extended operations.

SB846 mandated PG&E conduct an independent review of DCPP “Deferred Maintenance”
which independent review concluded that “DCPP has not experienced any deferred

2 In accordance with NRC regulation, reactor vessel beltline materials must demonstrate upper-shelf energy (USE)
through testing of irradiated sample material, in the transverse direction for base material and along the weld for
weld material, according to Code criteria established by the American Society of Mechanical Engineers (ASME). A
vessel must maintain upper-shelf energy throughout the life of the vessel, unless it is demonstrated in a manner
approved by the NRC’s Director, Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation, that lower values of upper-shelf energy will
provide margins of safety against fracture equivalent to those required by the ASME Code.
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maintenance that would create a vulnerability to future plant operation or warrant any
remediation actions.” The DCISC reviewed the report and concluded that the review
process was extensive and intrusive, and the review’s conclusions were appropriately
substantiated.

3. Seismic Safety Update

The DCISC concluded the following (Volume I, Section 4.28):

After reviewing the new and updated information presented by PG&E during several Fact-Finding
visits and in Public Meetings, supplemented by information in the PG&E License Renewal
Application, the Diablo Canyon Updated Seismic Assessment of March 6, 2024, (performed in
response to Senate Bill 846), information from the Probabilistic Seismic Hazard Assessment
performed in 2015 and the Seismic Probabilistic Risk Assessment performed in 2018, information
from the State of California Independent Peer Review Panel, information in submittals by Dr. Peter
Bird, and other new information from various sources, the DCISC concluded that the seismic
safety of the DCPP reactors is currently fully adequate and required no additional upgrades or
improvements. The DCISC also concluded that no upgrades or improvements to seismic safety
would be needed to assure that the seismic safety of the DCPP reactors will be adequate for
extended operations beyond 2025, if so authorized. The DCISC will continue to review any
additional new technical information related to seismic analyses as it becomes available.

Specific Conclusions

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

1. The DCISC received regular reports on the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC)
Performance Indicators, DCPP License Event Reports (LERs) sent to NRC, and NRC
Inspection Reports and Enforcement Actions (violations) at each of its Public Meetings as well
as copies of these documents throughout the reporting period. The DCISC investigated
selected reports at its fact-finding meetings. The number of LERs has decreased down to two
during this one-year period. This represents good regulatory performance. (3.6)

The Committee notes that, although the NRC concluded that DCPP operated acceptably, it
identified six Non-cited Violations and received two License Event Reports. All Non-cited
Violations were of “very low safety significance.” This is good regulatory performance. (3.6)

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

2. DCPP’s Operations Department performed well overall and performance indicators were
predominantly Green (good). The number of Plant Status Control Events remained very low.
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10.

11.

DCPP’s Reactivity Management Program and Operational Decision-Making Process were
effective. (4.1.3)

DCPP Maintenance overall performance appeared satisfactory based upon reviews of its
programs and observations of its activities. (4.2.3)

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

DCPP’s Human Performance has been excellent over the last two years based on data and
trends in Human Performance events. DCPP had no events classified with the highest
significance of a Station Level Event since April 2021, and the numbers and significance of
Department Level Events remained very low. (4.4.3)

The DCPP Nuclear Safety Culture appears healthy and effective in assuring nuclear safety.
Additionally, NRC inspections of DCPP’s Safety Culture conclude that DCPP has a Safety
Conscious Work Environment and an effective Employee Concerns Program. (4.5.3)

DCPP’s Performance Improvement Program and Corrective Action Program were performing
well. Problems at the station were effectively identified and evaluated with corrective actions
appropriately initiated and tracked for resolution. (4.6.3)

The DCPP Emergency Preparedness Program and Emergency Response Organization
appeared to be effective and ready to respond to any plant emergencies. (4.7.3)

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

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

The DCPP Radioactive Effluent Release Program and the Radiological Environmental
Monitoring Program were satisfactory in calculating, monitoring, and measuring radioactivity
in the environment. During 2022, there were no abnormal releases of radioactivity and DCPP
site operations had no significant radiological impact on the health and safety of the public or
the environment. DCPP continued to properly maintain and use the Meteorological Information
and Dose Assessment System (MIDAS) software system for predicting the magnitude and path
of airborne radioactive plumes from the plant in the event of an emergency. (4.10.3)
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12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

DCPP’s Quality Verification Department evaluated station performance as strong and on a
stable trajectory. Audit and assessment reports were found to be appropriate and indicative of
a well-functioning Quality Verification Department. (4.11.3)

The DCISC did not review specific DCPP nuclear fuel attributes during the current operating
period July 1, 2023 to June 30, 2024; however, it did follow fuel performance along with its
review of refueling outages. DCPP fuel performance has been good. (4.12.3)

DCPP’s Equipment Reliability program has been effective, and station reliability has improved
over the last two years. With the transition to extended operations, the station is focusing on
implementation of future equipment replacements and upgrades to maintain and improve
Equipment Reliability. (4.13.3)

DCPP’s Management Observation Program was being properly implemented. A large number
of observations were being completed, and the observations provided valuable insights into
human performance strengths and opportunities at the station. (4.14.3)

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

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

DCPP’s preparations for Refueling Outages 1R24 and 2R24 were performed well with
recovery plans used for some planning activities that were behind schedule. The Outage Safety
Schedules appeared to be comprehensive and effective for maintaining an appropriate safety
margin during planned outage activities. DCPP’s Refueling Outages 1R24 and 2R24 were
executed well with the successful completion of all planned major scope of work activities.
Outage performance goals were met during both outages except for the Refueling Outage 1R24
radiation dose and post-outage reliability goals. (4.17.3)

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

DCPP’s procurement of a new spent fuel storage system from Orano was continuing but under
a longer timetable than previously planned to support a cessation of power operations in 2025.
Additionally, 12 new Holtec Multi-Purpose Canisters were procured to support a spent fuel
offload campaign planned to be performed during the period from July to November 2024.
DCPP’s plans and actions in preparation for these campaigns appeared appropriate. The
License Renewal Application for the existing Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation was
amended to reflect the possibility of extended operations and reviews by the NRC were
continuing. (4.19.3)
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21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

DCPP’s assessment of DCPP seismic safety analysis is that it was comprehensive and
effectively performed. The DCISC review of the assessment concluded that, unless new
seismic information is found in the future, including but not limited to information generated
by the Independent Peer Review Panel in its reports or otherwise, the seismic safety of the
DCPP reactors is fully adequate now and requires no additional upgrades or other changes to
bring it up-to-date or to improve it. (4.20.3)

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

DCPP’s training programs for new engineers were well organized and appropriately focused
to maintain an adequate level of technical knowledge within the Engineering Department. A
Licensed Operator simulator training session was professionally conducted by the training
staff, and Operators performed well in responding to the simulated off-normal events.
Learning Services Department overall performance was good, and the Department was
appropriately focused on ensuring that staff were properly trained and qualified to support
extended operations. (4.22.3)

Although the DCISC did not review any specific beyond design basis items per se in this
reporting period, it reviewed closely related areas, which indicated that there were no problems
or issues with DCPP’s Beyond Design Basis activities or programs. (4.23.3)

Due to the focus on license renewal, the level of decommissioning activities was reduced to
continued monitoring of needed permits and approvals from state regulatory authorities. While
the plant continues to operate pending review of PG&E’s License Renewal Application and
should the plant’s operation be extended for another five years, as provided in the legislation,
there would be sufficient time to resume needed decommissioning planning activities. (4.24.3)

DCPP’s successfully prepared and submitted its new License Renewal Application on
November 7, 2023, and the application was deemed sufficient and accepted by the NRC on
December 14, 2023. In support of license renewal, DCPP successfully completed
approximately 182 Aging Management Plan inspections during Refueling Outage 1R24 and a
similar number in Refueling Outage 2R24. Overall, there were no findings of any significant
aging-related challenges to any Structure, System or Component’s ability to perform its
intended functions. The DCISC considered the inspection results to be excellent performance
which provided a strong assurance of continued safety during a period of extended operations.
(4.25.3)

The regular meetings between DCISC Members and DCPP Officers and Directors continued
to be beneficial for both organizations. (4.29.3

Concerns

Concerns are items which, while not necessarily warranting recommendations, need enhanced
continuing Committee review and scrutiny, or attention by PG&E. Concerns are monitored more
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actively and frequently by the Committee than they otherwise would be. DCISC’s concerns
follow:

The DCISC believes it important that every possible effort and any necessary time be expended
towards removing the Unit 1 Reactor Vessel embrittlement sample Capsule B during Refueling
Outage 1R25 in the Spring of 2025 and completing the subsequent sample testing within one year.
(See Recommendation 2, below.)

The DCISC strongly believes that the seismic safety of the DCPP reactors is currently fully
adequate and requires no additional upgrades or improvements to assure that the seismic safety of
the DCPP reactors will be adequate for extended operations beyond 2025. The DCISC is
concerned that there remains seismic-safety related information from external parties under review
and will continue to review all additional technical evaluations related to seismic analyses as they
become available.

Recommendations:

The DCISC makes the following recommendations to PG&E and to the California Public Utilities
Commission for this report period:

Recommendations to PG&E:

PG&E Recommendation No. 23-1:

During the DCISC July 2023 Fact-finding Meeting, it was found that DCPP’s post-earthquake
response procedures were generally comprehensive; however, the primary earthquake response
procedure CP M-4 did not include assessing FLEX equipment availability or transitioning to FLEX
procedures should this be needed following a seismic event.

It was recommended that PG&E review and update its post-earthquake response procedure, CP
M-4, and supporting procedures, to include assessment of post-earthquake FLEX equipment

availability and transition points to use FLEX procedures should they be required.

PG&E Response:

During the December 2023 and May 2024 Fact-finding Meetings, the DCISC found that DCPP
initiated appropriate follow-up actions in response to its recommendation concerning post-
earthquake procedures. Procedure changes to Operations procedure CP M-4, “Earthquake,” and
CP M-12, “Stranded Plant,” were satisfactorily completed. The DCISC considers this
recommendation closed. PG&E should formally briefly respond to definitively close this DCISC’s
recommendation following issuance of the DCISC’s 34™ Annual Report.

PG&E Recommendation No. 23-2:

Recognizing that Capsule B test results are not necessary to assure Unit 1 Reactor Pressure Vessel
embrittlement acceptability, the DCISC recommends that the Capsule B be removed at the next
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outage in 2025 and that a re-evaluation of reactor vessel integrity, including both PTS and USE,
be performed once the new data from Capsule B become available.

PG&E Response:  The PG&E response will be reviewed by the DCISC when it is completed
during the next reporting period.

Recommendation to the California Public Utilities Commission:

CPUC Recommendation No. 1:

DCPP developed an extensive, logical, and formal process for effectively and positively capturing
and prioritizing possible plant upgrade projects following the passage of SB846 and considering
the possibility of extending power operations through 2030. The DCISC found that DCPP’s
resulting plans for future plant upgrades to support extended operations were appropriate to ensure
nuclear safety and a high standard of equipment reliability.

The DCISC recommends that the California Public Utilities Commission and all other necessary

California state authorities support the funding of the plant upgrade projects recommended by
DCPP.
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