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November 13, 2012

Dr. Allison Macfarlane, Chair
United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission
11555 Rockville Pike
Rockville, MD 20852

Re: Research Information Letter 12-01 -- Confirmatory Analysis of Seismic Hazard at the Diablo
Canyon Power Plant from the Shoreline Fault Zone (“RIL 12-01”)

Dear Dr. Macfarlane:

The Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility (“A4NR”) wishes to alert you to three inexcusable
deficiencies in the above-captioned report and to register our objection to the misleading press release
(“ADDITIONAL NRC ANALYSIS CONFIRMS EARTHQUAKE SAFETY AT DIABLO CANYON
NUCLEAR POWER PLANT” – No. 12-112, October 12, 2012) that accompanied it.  That these
efforts have allowed an ongoing violation of the Diablo Canyon license to remain uncorrected–-a
violation first reported by NRC regional staff more than a year ago—is inexplicable.

Deficiency 1.  It has now been more than 15 months since the NRC regional staff’s extraordinary
written rebuke to PG&E for its truncated evaluation of new seismic information concerning the 2008
discovery of the Shoreline Fault, located some 600 meters from the reactors at Diablo Canyon. The
August 1, 2011 memorandum from Region IV minced no words:

Although the LTSP margin analysis demonstrated that the new Shoreline Fault Zone
information was bounded by the Hosgri Event, the licensee didn’t evaluate the new seismic
information against the other two design basis earthquakes, the Design Earthquake and the
Double Design Earthquake.

… the plant safety analyses concluded that seismic qualification for certain structures,
systems and components was more limiting for the Design Earthquake and Double Design
earthquakes than for the Hosgri Event.
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New seismic information developed by the licensee is required to be evaluated against
all three of the seismic design basis earthquakes and the assumptions used in the supporting
safety analysis … Comparison to the LTSP by itself is not sufficient to meet 
requirement.1

RIL 12-01 disingenuously attempts to focus attention on the larger vibratory ground motion assumed
for the Hosgri design basis earthquake (“HE”), but ignores the significantly tougher damping
assumptions required for the Design Earthquake (“DE”) test and the Double Design Earthquake
(“DDE”) test.  The magnitude of these differences is identified in the table included in Section 3.7.1.3
of Diablo Canyon’s Final Safety Analysis Report Update:

Type of Structure          % of Critical Damping
DE DDE HE

Containment structures and all internal concrete structures 2.0 5.0 7.0
Other conventionally reinforced concrete structures
   above ground, such as shear walls or rigid frames 5.0 5.0 7.0
Welded structural steel assemblies 1.0 1.0 4.0
Bolted or riveted steel assemblies 2.0 2.0 7.0
Mechanical components (PG&E purchased) 2.0 2.0 4.0
Vital piping systems (except reactor coolant loop) 0.5 0.5 3.0
Reactor coolant loop 1.0 1.0 4.0
Replacement Steam Generators 2.0 4.0 4.0
Integrated Head Assembly 4.0 6.85 6.85
CRDMs (Unit 2) 3.0 4.0 4.0
Foundation rocking (containment structure only) 5.0 5.0 NA

Omission of any discussion in RIL 12-01 of the tri-partite test requirements of the Diablo Canyon
license arouses considerable suspicion.  In light of the earlier staff criticism of PG&E’s Shoreline Fault
Zone assessment, this editorial sleight-of-hand verges on regulatory misconduct.  What cannot be
concealed is that PG&E has yet to produce the analysis of the Shoreline Fault required by the Diablo
Canyon license.

Deficiency 2.  Apparently  convinced  that   indications   on   the   surface   of   the  sea  floor  are
determinative of what occurs at seismogenic depth, RIL 12-01 buries its most significant analytic
shortcut on page 35:
   

The NRC did not consider a scenario in which an earthquake on the Shoreline fault continues
to rupture onto the Hosgri fault. Large earthquakes from simultaneous rupture on the two
faults (i.e., those greater than M7) would produce large surface displacement, which are not
evident in the geologic record. The NRC concludes that the lack of significant horizontal
displacement across the Shoreline fault rules out the possibility of joint rupture.

                                                
1 Kriss M. Kennedy, NRC Director /RA/, Division of Reactor Projects, Region IV, “Task Interface Agreement
(TIA) – Concurrence on Diablo Canyon Seismic Qualification Current Licensing and Design Basis (TIA 2011-
010), August 1, 2011, accessible at   http://pbadupws.nrc.gov/docs/ML1121/ML112130655.pdf
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Rather than patronize you, a professional geologist, with A4NR’s lay opinions about the current
significance multi-fault rupture plays in understanding large earthquakes, let me simply reference Slide
22 from the presentation made at PG&E’s SSHAC workshop last week by Dr. Jeanne Hardebeck2,
widely credited with having discovered the Shoreline Fault and repeatedly cited in RIL 12-01:
“Doesn’t seem prudent to rule out a Shoreline-Hosgri joint rupture; Mmax≈7.2.”

Deficiency 3.  RIL 12-01 goes to some length in describing how the NRC staff assembled five
scenarios for its deterministic seismic hazard assessment.  The three middle scenarios were
characterized as “found within the PG&E logic tree.”  Another (Scenario 1) established a lower,
“aseismic” bound with a magnitude of M5.9.  A fifth (Scenario 5) extended the Shoreline Fault
southeast along a magnetic lineament “hypothesized as … representing the maximum permissible
length” and established an upper bound with a magnitude of M6.9. Declaring simply that Scenario 5
“is not supported as well as other scenarios by the data”, RIL 12-01 abruptly dismisses Scenario 5 as
“speculative” and opts instead for a “a more realistic, though still conservative” M6.7 derived from
Scenarios 3 and 4. A4NR finds this discussion highly conclusory and considers it peculiar that a range
of M values was not fully analyzed.  Given the larger concerns identified in Deficiency 1 and
Deficiency 2 above, the aroma of reverse engineering is impossible to dispel.

A4NR has other concerns with RIL 12-01, particularly the degree to which the ground motion analysis
is largely untethered from site-related data, but we are more troubled by the implied purpose of the
report itself.  What started with detection by regional NRC staff of PG&E’s significant failure to
analyze new seismic information (i.e., discovery of the Shoreline Fault Zone) in the manner required
by the Diablo Canyon license, somehow transformed into a corner-cutting, eyes-averting minimization
of risk – coronated with a celebratory press release.  What message must this send to enforcement
staff?

This unseemly cheerleading is unworthy of a regulatory agency aspiring to the confidence of
Californians who depend upon the NRC for objective, thorough analysis.  You may not have been in
your position long enough to bear any direct responsibility for this disgrace, but surely you have some
duty to correct it.

Sincerely,
     /s/

Rochelle Becker
Executive Director

cc: U.S. Senator Dianne Feinstein
U.S. Senator Barbara Boxer
Congresswoman Lois Capps
California Energy Commission Chair Robert B. Weisenmiller

                                                
2   Dr. Hardebeck is a USGS geophysicist and the recipient of the Presidential Early Career Award for
Scientists and Engineers (2009), the James B. Macelwane Medal of the American Geophysical Union
(2007), and the Charles F. Richter Early Career Award of the Seismological Society of America (2006).


