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Mr. Darrell G. Eisenhut, Director
Division of Licensing
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory ComIission
Washington D. C. 20555

Dear Mr. Eisenhut:

TELEDYNE
ENGINEERING SERVICES

I

130 SECOND AVENUE

WALTHAhhh)ASSACHUSEs ~S 0".354

(617) 890-3360 QV)1 (710) 33<.7608

July 8, 1983
5511-438

">CONTRQu,ED mpy

On June 23, 1983, Counsel for the Joint Intervenors in the reopened
Diablo Canyon licensing proceeding wrote to Mr. Denton relating various
concerns about the independence of the Diablo Canyon Independent Design
Verification Program ( IDVP) in light of a meeting between the Diablo
Canyon Project (DCP) and the IDVP on June 14, 1983. After first,
reviewing that letter on June 29, 1983, the IDVP decided to respond to
the NRC because we were concerned that the Joint Intervenors had drawn
some entirely incorrect conclusions from the discussions which took
place at that meeting, and because we wanted to affirm that the IDVP has

been carried out, and will continue to be carried out, in the independent
manner required by the CoIInIission. Subsequently, the IDVP received your
letter of July 5, 1983, requesting certain specific information about
the June 14 meeting. In response we have added several paragraphs to our
original letter specifically addressing your requests.

The June 14, 1983 meeting was held at the behest of the DCP to
discuss the basis for an EOI (1132) issued by R. L. Cloud Associates on

June 6, 1983 relating to the seismic qualification of auxiliary building
slabs for in-plane loadings.

The IDVP issued the EOI because of a discrepancy between its
understanding of the status of DCP reanalysis in this area, and that
status as reflected in the DCP Final Report and in the DCP-issued
schedule of completion. of various Corrective Action items. At the
June 14 meeting, the IDVP restated its position that this item requires
additional reanalysis, and the DCP confirmed that additional reanalysis
is, in fact, being performed.

P

The IDVP procedures contemplate that when the DCP disagrees with
any action taken by the IDVP with respect to substantive matters, it may

discuss such matters with the IDVP only after notice has been provided to
the NRC Staff and other parties, affording them access to such
discussions. That is exactly what occurred in this instance. Contrary
to the implication of the Joint Intervenors'etter, the June 14 meeting
does not suggest that any undue pressure was being imposed on the IDVP or
that there are any inadequacies in the existing IDVP procedures. Rather,
that meeting represents a situation in which the DCP disagreed with the
IDVP's handling of a substantive matter and used appropriate procedures
to discuss the differences in public. In our view, the DCP is well
within its rights to bring its concerns to the attention of the IDVP in
accordance with program procedures, and its views, thus presented, are
given fair and honest consideration.
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In this case, after considering the views presented by the DCP at
the meeting, the IDVP concluded that EOI 1132 was appropriately issued.
Subsequent to the meeting, one change was made to the EOI which is
unrelated to the matters discussed by the Joint Intervenors. The
original EOI discussed a new model which the DCP had stated in an earlier
meeting was being employed to qualify all slabs for in-plane 1oadings.
The original EOI stated: "This model was required because the slabs
could not be qualified with the loads obtained from the original stick
models." ,This sentence was changed to correct a factual inaccuracy. The
sentence now states: "This model was required to more 'ccurately
distribute the loads from the original stick model..." The portion of
EOI 1132 dealing with the Joint Intervenors'oncern was not changed.

The Joint Intervenors'etter also suggests that the DCP attempted
to induce the IDVP to violate program procedures in the future by
requesting that the IDVP discuss concerns privately with the DCP before
deciding whether to issue an EOI. The IDVP participants present at the
meeting did not interpret the DCP's expressions of concern as an effort
to undermine .the independence of the IDVP. Rather, the DCP appeared to
be concerned that the significance of the issuance of the EOI based on

possibly mistaken information would be misinterpreted by outside parties
as it has on numerous occasions in the past. The IDVP final Report
acknowledges this problem (Section 6.2.4). Thus, the IDVP participants
understood the DCP to be urging, as it has in the past, that the IDVP
obtain full and complete information prior to issuing an EOI, not that
such information be obtained in any manner other than the appli,cable IDVP
procedures. In this instance, the IDVP simply disagreed, believing that
an EOI was appropriate on the basis of existing information.

In response to your letter of July=5, 1983, the IDVP provides the
following additional information:

1. The factual circumstances of the June 14 meeting were reviewed
by Messrs. Cooper, Wray, Cloud, and others from the IDVP on
June 29, 1983, the date a copy of Mr. Reynold's letter was
received by the IDVP. Those circumstances are described
above.

,2. ~ As previously stated, the IDVP did not consider the events of
the June 14, 1983 meeting to be in violation of IDVP procedures
or to have actual or apparent influence on IDVP independence.
There have been previous occasions on which representatives of
the DCP urged that the IDVP obtain all of the facts before
issuing an EOI. The IDVP has always felt that the expression
of such views was fully within the DCP's prerogative, but the
IDVP has cons istently relied solely on i ts judgement in-
determining when it had enough information.to issue an EOI.
Thus, the expression of such views by the DCP has had no impact
on the IDVP's independence. In this case, as stated above, the

- EOI was not changed notwithstanding the DCP's complaint.
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3. The guidance given prior to the June 14, 1983 meeting to
members of the IDVP for such situations is described in the
IDVP Final Report. The last sentence of the 2nd paragraph of
Section 6.2.4 states: "The basic approach of the IDVP was that
we had to receive and consider the cottwents of all interested
parties at all times, but that the basic structure of the
approved program plans, including those aspects designed to
maintain independence, had to be maintained and fulfilled."
Events during and subsequent to June 14, 1983 do not indicate a

need to revise that guidance. There has been no apparent o"
actual influence on the IDVP's independence arising from the
DCP's expression of its views.

In sum, we do not believe that the June 14 meeting evinces any
violation of or inadequacy in the IDVP procedures adopted to maintain
independence. We want to make clear that all of the IDVP participants
view the need for independence as a matter of the utmost importance, will
continue to abide by the procedures established to govern this program
and are not ~ aware of any actions by any party to undermine such
procedures.

Very truly yours,

TELEDYNE ENGINEERING SERVICES

William E. Cooper
Project Manager - 5511
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Schier ling
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