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® UNITED STATES OF g!:RICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON REACTOR SAFEGUARDS
Subcommittee on Diablo Canyon

Holiday Inn
1020 s. Figueroa
Los Angeles, California
Thursday, 19 January 1984
The Subcommittee on Diablo Canyon convened
pursuant to no&ice, at 8:33 a.m., Chester Siess, Chairman

of the Subcommittee, presiding.

PRESENT FOR THE ACRS:

C. SIESS, Chairman

C. MICHELSON, Member
O. OKRENT, Member

J. EBERSOLE, Member

D. WARD, Member

F. REMICK, Member

4. ETHERINGTON, Member
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MR. SCHIERLING: The issues of concern to the

Intervenors and also to the Governor.

MR. OKRENT: The Governor, I gather, is an
intervenor? ‘ A

MR. SCHIERLING: Join:'t Intervenors and the
Governor. There were discussed and testimony was taken on
all of these issues that are of concern to these parties
at the recent hearings in Laguna Beach. Currently all
partigs have filed their fin&inés and we are awaiting a
decision by the Board, but these are in essence the issues
where Joint Intgrvenors and the Governor have expressed
concern that something is outstanding.

Do y?u want to add to that, Jim?

MR. RNIGHT: VYes. I think to the best of mv

knowledge, there are very few specific contentions that this

feature or that feature of the plant is -- has been demonstrat

to be inadequate. The thrust of much of the Intervenors’

concern went to the depth of the IDVP, whether or not the

process, which was largely hased on a sample taken on judg-

ment and followed through, then, and the results in manv case-

reviewed, the extrapolation of those results based on the

judgment, whether or not-that orocess as opposed to a proce

based on some sound or well-recognized statistical base, x

number of pipe supports and therefore a sample of such and

such number, a confidence’ level estahlished and some method

—_—--——m-‘.- -
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of relat@g the problems found to tw confidence level
would be a better process, in fact the process should be
used.

That, to me A was the crux of much of the concern.
There were' then other questions ‘'raised, and many times those
questions were the result of Staff review. That is, the Staff
identified the problem, the Intervenor would then care to
perhaps carry that review of that particular aspect of the
plant to their own expert and get his opinion. But again, I
cannot sit here and identify any particular area or item of
the plant that is now a standing cqntention as to its inade-
quacy.

MR. OKRENT: Let's take your answér, which was in
two parts. Is ii your opinion that there are no identified --

I will call them deficiencies or potential deficiencies, where

the Intervenor, including the Governor, disagrees with the

Staff?

MR. KNIGHT: There is none that is outstanding in
myﬂmind. There were several things broﬁght up, and the
testimony on them got fairly complex, to the mint where a
number of these issues, even while testimony was ongoing, were
fairly well-resolved, I believe. There were cuestions'of.
containment toppling, questions on the soil-structure inter-
action analyses that were oerformed. 1In a number of cases

the contentions arose out of a lack of information, and when
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the infoiiition‘was made ava%lable,(lrey were no longer of
concern.

MR. OKRENT: Jim, vou are sort of answerina the
other part of the question.

MR. KMNIGHT: “I am sorry. . '

MR. OKRENT: I am trving to f£ind out if there
remain some technical issues that are not resolved by provision
of information, in your opinion, where in’ fact vou have one

opinion but they have another opinion.

MR. SIESS: Let me try to understand this. Aas I '

l

understand it, all parties to the hearing have submitted their!
proposed finding of facts.

MR. KNIGHT: Yes.

s N e — .

é
MR. SIESS: And there must be one by the Jeint '

Intervenors, one by the Governor, one by the Staff and one by !

PG&E.
MR. SCHIERLING: That is correct.. ) T
MR. SIESS: I/think, and Dave will correct me, but
I think he is asking if there are any areas where the NRC's I
proposed findings of fact, which I assume, aithcugh it is
written by a lawver, was proposed by engineers, any

instances where the NRC's proposed findings of fact differ

from those of the Joint Intervenors or the Governor.
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agenda, so they were not prepared to address <hat.

O!R. KNIGHT: I am sure thme. are, but I think the
central thrust will go to the depth --

MR. OKRENT: Let's leave aside the depth of the
review momentarily. I am talking about individual components
or systems or buildingsfor'Eomething, you know.

MR. KNIGHT: I have not had the ovportunity to
sit down and do a one-for-one comparison on the findings. I
cannot give vou that direct answer. I will try during the day
today to get back to our attorneys in Washington who are
involved in that process and see if I can get a list out of
them.

MR. OKRENT: I think it would be of interest ~-

MR. SIESS: Since this was not on the agenda, we
cannot expect tée Staff to be prepared. I think we will have
to take it on that basis. 1If by later this afternoon you have
something, you will let us know.

MR. OKRENT: I quess I would have.thought the
Staff would have in mind technical areas, if there are any of
significance, where there remain differences cf opbinion. I
certainly think it is relevant to have the Staff's assessment
of whether there are any.

.MR. SIESS: I agree, Dave, hut it was not the

subject of this meeting and it was not stated as part of the

MR. OKRENT: All right. Let me ask vou one
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questioO Chet. With regard to theﬂ':her aspect concerning
differences, t@g_residual.difference in opinion between the
Intervenors and the Staff concerning what I guess you might
call the methodology chgsen used for the sampling and so
forth, did vou have in m;nd having that discussed by the
Staff or the Applicant or at all?

MR. SIESS: I had no hearing issues in mind when
we set up the agenda. The vroposal was to look at the things

that were found, the corrections that were made and the

significance of them. The hearing items were not even a Jart

]

of this. I had not even heard of it until'yesterday.

MR. OKRENT: Since there is an issue, which.I am not
éaking ény sides on by asking the aquestion, mt since I know
there is atechnical issue concerning the -- I suppvose you
might call it the validity of the chosen sampling --

MR. SIESS: It has been suggested that we migpt ask

the Staff to come in to the next full committee meeting and -

present that, and if the Committee thinks they want to reopen
the review, that would be a hasis for doing it.
MR. OKXRENT: Or it may be that -- this was testif:s

to at length, I have to assume, at the hearings.

o wasm e e rwm—

MR. XNIGHT: VYes, indeed.
MR. OKRENT: And there may be a reasonably
lengthy written Staff position which says why what they have

done -~ that is, what PG&E has done. }
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@ . siEss: I am sure we (@-1¢ £ind some hearing
transcripts.
_ MR. OKRENT: That is not the easiest way.
" MR. SIESS: .gf Statff could reference those, that-

would be one way to get some background on it, and we coulg

have another subcommittee meeting sometime ta look into that,
either specifically or generically. I think it has generic
implications.

MR. KMIGHT: Given the format of the hearing, the
fact that the contentions were drawn down as narrowly as they
could be so that they would be tractable, and then the use of
questionand ans&er format for testimony, it does not lend
itself to the type of discussion I think vou have in mind.

MR. OKRENT: But in vour concludinc statement did
you provide some summary as to why vou felt -- in detail the
approach taken was adequate? Did you just say engineering

judgment or ;omething?

MR. RNIGHT: Ther; was a aood Jeal more than that.
A good deal of that argument is brought out in cross-examipatum
in the transcript. I do not think there is -~- there does not?
exist at this moment a succinct, cogent statement.

IR. SIESS: But the proposed £indings of fact must

address this issue in summary form.

MR. KNIGHT: Summary form, ves.

MR. SIESS: It is an interesting issuve. I have |







. 1 some coxﬁrns about statistical saxming out of a universe

2 that I do not think is anywhere near homogeneous, nipe support:

vé

3 There are probably 20 categories in there of how ycu sample
4 out of that kind of a ;@ing. I think it is an issue that

5 might be worth exploriné. I think it has some generic

6 implications. There are other design verification programs
7 going on in other olants that we will be hearing about.

8 MR. OKRENT: Since it was a major point raised at

9 the hearing, it seems to me at some point we at least ought

10 to hear, in what I would call an extended summarv fashion .

t
11 without having to read the transcript, at least what the Staf:

12 thought was the appropriate dismensation of it. That's all.

.
& - PRI = & ARt LS SR a B

13 . MR. KMIGHT: I have just been handed~a list by a

b " . . . as
14 party that has had the opvortunity to review the findings of

. mme  we A hAveme— —

T15 fact. They certainly can talk at greater length, but just to
16 out the list out for perhaps your thoughts: containment
17 uplift, soil structure interaction analysis on the auxiliary’

18 building, analyses for the buried tank and CCW oipe from intaka,

idy 19 which is essentially a soil structure again, and the

' 2 criteria applied for the determination of the location of

—— e s

21 pipe breaks, that is, whether it is :ﬁe 200 degrees, 275 psi,

]

| that must be --

MR. SIESS: Inside containment or outside?

24 MR. KMIGHT: Inside containment. It must be

N

25 considered -~ both taken, or whether, as was the case here -
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whether@th are required before bmk or whether one of those

2 two conditions is sufficient. Those seem to be -~

- ——

3 MR. SIESS: You did not have the sampling on that
4 list? -

5 MR. KNIGHT: .&o. . .

6 MR. SIESS: It was an issue, right?

7 MR. KNIGHT: It certainly was an issué. I have to

8 go by this list of technical facts.

9 MR. EBERSOLE: Jim, this seismic investigation also
10 precipitated a reinvestigation in a good many other areas.
11 I think we called this the Category II reinvestigation.
' 12 MR. kNIGHT: The so-called Phase II.
15 ‘ MR. gBERSOLE: I would like to find a summary of{

. 14 how that was apéroached in the findings, of not how easy they
15 were to fix but how significant they were if they had not
16 been fixed.
17’ MR. SIESS: That is vart of the discussion‘todayv

.

18 Jesse.

19 | MR. EBERSOLE: I think we will not have time to get
20 J into many of these today. :
21 MR. SIESS: We will get into the major ones. We

22 J will get into those covered by the project ané the Stone &
Webster aspects.

24 1 MR. KNIGHT: Yes.

25 MR. SIESS: Any other questions, then? Before we







X : 1 go on‘to me next item, I would likﬂo make a brief
2 J announcement. We do have an attendance list. There may be
3 r some people who have come in since it was passed out. If
4 | they haéé'and they would like to sign it, if they will just
g 5 raise their hand, we wiil pass it out to vou. It is not
H
; 6 méndatory but we would like to have a list of those present
3
i 7 if they wish to sign. Thank vou.
; 8 Okay, we will proceed now with the nresentation
B 9 from Pacific Gas and Electric Company, and we will start off
R
‘ : 10 with Mr. John Hoch, Diablo Canyon Project Manager.. :
‘ 11 MR. HOCH: Thank vou, Dr. Siess. H
i 12 My iﬂtroductory remarks are very brief. I am John i
ég 13 Hoch, Project Manager for the D;gblo Canyon Project for 3
14 Pacific Gas andelectric Company. With me todayv are other :
é 15 members of the project and represéntatives from the indepen-
; 16 || dent design verification program.
: 17 Additionallv I will note that How;¥d Friend of
! 18 Bechtel, the Diablo Canvon Project Completion Manager, aﬁd
: 19 || George Maheatis, the Executive Vice President of Utilities !
H 20 Resources Development for PG&E, are also here due to their :
2l W interest in this matter. é
1 . t
! 22 We are pleased to be here today to hear the Staff .
23 briefing on the NRC actions regarding the IDVP and to l
24- discuss the safety significance of nlant modifications at :
ég% 2% ifDiablo Canvon resulting from the extensive desicn Verificatif'?
B |
" i
N |







. ST
me.,,

D A S S R DT e by N—‘w TR
S R e A

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

2

24

o

MR, SIESS: The meeting will reconvene,

I think we will take up first a report from
PG&E and some of the things they found in their seismic
systems interaction study.

As I recall,‘that was done at our suggestion,
was it not? ‘

MR. HOCH: That is correct; Dxr. Siess.

MR. SIESS: Is "suggestion" %xlie right woxd?

MR. d0CH: In response to the committee's
concern.

MR. SIESS: Okay.

MR. HOCH: The seismically-induced svstems
interaction program at Diablo Canyon was implemenged in
late 1879 to reépond to a concern by the committee. The
program was formulated to.consider seismically-induced
events only. It was formulated with the advice of an
independent review board, which we employed,-used, to'helg N
formulate the program, give us suggestions.

That board was composed of a number of people.
Let me just mention two. Dr. Spencer Bush, who was
formerly with the committee; was on that board; as well as
Dr. Victor ‘leingarten from USC:

7le had, I think, five total people on the board.
The program was, formulated, was discussed, I believe, on

two occasions with the committee., The NRC Staff formed at

"
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thatOme a brand new branch, i‘z’/ou will, which they
called the Systems Interaction«éranch, to review the
program, give us comments and suggestions and work with us
during its formulations and that indeed was done.

The 3Staff renorted on the program, in I believe
Supplement 9 to ::s Safety Evaluation Report for Diablo
Canyon. I th:w::x I hiave the number correct.

I will try to keep this very general. Diablo
Canyon seismicallv-induced systems interaction program
identified potential seismically-induced interactions
between non-design Class 1l or.Category l items which we
called sources, and targets, and targets in the program
were structures, systams and components that had an

. ; .

important role or a role %n achieving <colé snutdovm, or
were invoived in accident mitigation.

There were some accident mitigating systems

- -e ma
r

and components that were considered in tle program. In

some iastances, design Class 1l or Categsry 1 items were

also potential sources. That kind of thinc happens when

L

even though :i:c design Class 1, Categery 1 item will not

)
-

fail, because 1¢ it has an event, it micht Zisvlace or move

or swim Oor cscrenow interact with another Category 1l item.
The orogram made use of waikiown teams.

Walkdown tears were interdisciplinary teams composed of

ceople from Inscrumentation, Electrical, Piving, and
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interdisciplinary groups who identify potential system

interactions to write up, if you will, those interactions

and present them to Eﬁgineerinq prior to the establishment

Ziablo Caayon paojec:.

<

It was PG&E's engineering department during

-
-

Lmg
e

the course of the project. It has been the Diablo Canyon
project .that has responded to those system interaction
or potential system interactions. |
The walkdown team, in the conduct of the
érégram, has been accomplished by, if vou will, a group
somewhat independent from project engineering, a group out
of a little scecial project depariment at PG&E.
Those 2dotential interactions as given to
Engineering‘arefresponded to and resolved in a number of
vossikble ways:

"

In some instances, an analysis is performed

»

to establish whether the item identified can really aEfect

a sarfaty -- an item important to safety.

In other instances, the modification has been
identified, design-issued and verfcrmed to prevent a
potential adverse interaction.

To give you a faw examples, some‘observable at
the site, some simple examples: fluorescent lighting
fixtures that are ihung from chaings were identified as

votential sources of interaction when they were above

= ———

. | t%l







. 1 fragilwr potentially fragile safij"y-related items,.
2 For example, fluorescent lights over safety-
3 M related batteries., Engineering's resolution for that
4 particular item was :o‘issue a design which installed a
S redundant heavier chain‘on the light to assure that it F
| 6 indeed would not fall on the batteries.
7 Other examples are monorail hoists installed
8 over safety-related pumps and motors. We have iastalled
9 stops so that the hoist section, the hoist on the monorail,
10 is not normally stowed over the pump or the motor.
11 Other examples -- lots of examples involve
12 the fire system. The reason for that, of course, is
13 originally fire system components at Diablo Canyon were
4 | not Category l,fvere not seismically designed, and so the
15 two over one, if you will; criteria was not applicable.
16 A lot of our modifications have been to modify
17 non-Categorv 1 items which were over portions-of the ) o
18 fire system which now are seismically qualified.
19 Another example mighé be displacement swinging
20 items joining lines that were suspended on rod hangers that
21 -- where it was determined that they could, in a seismic
avent, possibly swing a;d impact some safety~-related item.
The seismic-—induced system interaction érogram
24 has been considerably more extensive than originally
o % anticipated; The walkdqwn teams have been at worx for 4
{
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numker of years, since '79.

I think probably the main reason the program has

been more extensive is we have continued to make modifications

to the plant. As modifications are made, the program is a
continuing one, and the‘walkdown team goes back and looks
at the modifications again, and repeats the process.

The system interaction vrogram was complete,
including modifications in the containment, prior to fuel
loacding, which was our commitment. It will be complete
in the remainder of the pl;nt, in the remainder of Cnit 1,
orior to full power operation, prior to exceeding S5 percent
power. We are éomewhat anead of that schedule right now
in terms of completing tne prS@ram and implementing all of
the modificatioés.

“Je nave submitéed preliminary reports to the
staff, I believe in MNovemker, late November or early
December,-describing the system interaction érogram and
its results in a summary form.

A more detailed complete report will be provided
to the Staff. That is presently scheduled for submittal
some time in February.

Dr. Siess, I think that is really all I nave
to summarize what we have done with that system.

MR. SIESS: The kinds of interactions you

describe are mostly sort of mechanical. Did you find any

anr
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interactﬁns, say, electrical intertions, between
!
systems, nonseismic and safety systems, or hydraulic?

MR. HOCH: The answer is yes, although the

b
1 e

131 interaccicnz <hat were looked at zesanm in all
:i
cases with some %ind of ‘a postulation of a mechanical
: /
interaction; something hitting something; something falling

on something; something spilling on something, if you will.

The reason the interaction was postulated in
many instances was because that mechanical interaction
might have conceivably resulted in some kind of an
adverse effect on an electrical component or --

MR, SIESS: W%What I was thinking of, sometimes
we simply assume that i1f a system or piece]of equipment is
not seismic Catg¢gory l, it simply disappeérs from view

t
when we have the earthquake and this obviously is not true,
but there is some probability that it will fail due to the
earthquake, and then the loss.of that system could - - -
conceivably have some effect on a seismically qualified
system needed for safe shutdown.

Were those things looked at? That would not
necessarily be a walkdown ty§e thing. That can be a zaper
type thing.

MR. HOCH: We did not assume in general that

non-Category 1l things disappeared or arbitrarily failed.

[

When a potential interaction was identified. between a

b, *
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non-Cazegory thing and a safety-related target, if you

relate, an evaluation was made which could include an-
analysis of that nonqualified source to show that it
indeed wouid not Zail. It could have considered an
evaluation that snowed if it would fail, it would not
affect the tarzec, and finally could simply fix the sourcé,
either to comcietely do something, from comgletgly bringing
it up to Clac:s L or Category 1l standards, to simply
restraining it Irom an unacceptable range of motion.

So, Ln general, we did not do something as
simple as simply assuming that the thing disappeared or
arbitrarily failed because it was not explicitly seismically

qualifiad.

MR, %ARD: What éo you think about the program
now that it is essentiallé finished? Has it turned up
things that are usefui? iHas it been anything like cost-

effective? iiave wvou burned up a lct of engineering time,
identifving a lot of Xickey Mouse stuff? What is vour
bottom line opinion?

2. KOCH: I think all cf us think the
program has kteen rather expensive, partially because it
nas lasted so 'sna. It nas had to last through all of
this modificarzicn period. If£ you look at the results of

the program, wvou will find examples ranging from, yes,

that is something that should have been identified, I'm glad
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we found‘xat, although there may n% have been an’

adverse effect. It is significant enough that I am glad

we fixed to, to some things that appear =-- I will not use

the word "Mickey Mouse", -- but appear to be on their

.

face, at least, rather unnecessary when you look at them.
For example, as you go around the plant, you
will find certainly everyvwhere in the containment -- and I
think the rest of the plant is nearly done =-- fire
extinguishers, for example, were identified as potential
missiles wherever they occurred, and some rather -- I
guess I will call them some rather absurd postulations
were made about’the extent to which a fire extinguisher
coulé hurl itself sideways in a seismic event and iﬁ;act

. §
something. And,rather than deal with the difficult task

of making quan+titative analysis of the solution was

simply to use a rather extensive system of reszraining

that,

fire extinguishers in their storage locations.

I know this is a simplistic answer, but

everything you have said we found, we €found the program to

be, I think ~-~ I think in reirospect it was useful, I'm

glad we did i=% It gives us adéitional assurance that

none of these interactions, seismically- lnduceﬂ inter-

actions, were beyond acceptable.

In retrospect, however, it was expensive. I

think if we had to begin again from the beginring, we would

.
.
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perzaps do it in a better fashion in terms of lesg lost
motion. It was the first of its kind.

One of the reasons the Staff wanted such an
extensive repor:, I beldieve, is I think the Staff is
looking toward some of éhe material in our report to use
as a basis for formulation of its policy in this area.

MR. SIESS: Are there questions, gentlemen?

MR. EBERSOLE: I have just a few of these, and
I believe it is called Category 2 area.

I notice in reference to the topic of jet
impingement, that all of the statements in here are
qualified bg saying that they vertain to jet impingement
effe;ts inside of containment.

Werefjét effects accommodated outsi§e of
containment on critical equipment?

MR. QOORE: Yes. The reason the reference is
only with regard to inside of containment wa§ that as
gart'of the IDVP's prog;am, specifically that program
that addressed quality assurance area, the Roger
Reedy effort, they were unable to identify any what they
call objective evidence with regard to a jet impingement
analvsis being done inside of containment.

It was based on that finding out of the IDVP

that we then undertook a state-of-the-art, if you will,
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current day rigorous analysis for jet impingement, and that-
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! | is why itfffs identified. lI’
2 MR. EBERSOLE: And you do have such an o !
3 analysis outside of containment that was considered?
4 MR. MOORE: ~Yes.
5 MR. EBERSOLE: I have a few other items here,
6 the sources of whiéﬁ, besides being my own, they come from
7 various directions, and I am going to mention these, not
8 in a context that I think we have to rely on them today, but
9 we will sooner or later, I am sure.
10 One of4these pertains to the actual real
1 experience of the board overations that you intend to use.
12 I do not mean the superyisory staff; I mean the people who
13 are going to be on the board. ©Not the bosses, but the {
14 s .
other fellows. .
15 Could you comment on whether or not vou believe
16 these people, who are really going to run the boards, have
17 adequate exverience and give us some idea what sort oé o
18 real operating experience on reactors they have got?
19 MR. MOORE: I do not think I am qualified to
20 speak to that subject.
2 MR. EBERSOLE: iaybe nobody here is. We can
take thaé up later on. I am only advising you iIn advance
that these may be matters that will be brought up later.
2 - MR, SIESS: 1I'm not sure what you mezan by "laterx,®
% Jesse. "
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MR. EBERSOLE: I'm not, either,

MR. SIESS: Are you proposing that we reopen
the review?

MR. EBERSOLE: I suspect we will see these
fellows again. and they can turn up some answers that
will ze very short and simple.

| MR. SIESS: Before you go on any farther, I think
maybe- we ought to think a little bit about what we are
going to reéort to the full committee, :

T?e committee has asked us to come in next wmonth
and report on our subcommittee meeting. I will be prepared,
of course, to summarize our findings regarding the design
verification program, what we were told and the gquestions
we asked, whichfwere, what was done, why was it done,
what was the consequence if it were not done, and then any
other recommendations we have to maie.

Now one possible recommendation is that we

. reopen our review of Diablo Canyon. «We have written a letter

on the overating license and it has gone to heafinq. They
are awaiting tie decision of the Hearing Board, and the
Commission has two more stages before Euil power, aqd there
is a gquestion then as to whether ﬁhe ACRS wants to provide
further review and advice to the Eommission on what would
be step 2, which is criticality and S5 percent power; and

step 3, which is full power.
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: . 1 O-If the committee decides the subcommittee
2 recommends to reopen that, we are into a new era of review
3 matters, really reviewing issues, I would say, that-have
4 come up since our previpus review; not things thnat the
S Staff has not :eviewed,.but -- let's see. When did we do
6 the operating i.cense Feview for Diablo? '78. Thaé is E
7 five years aco. Since then the committee has gotten é
8 interested in, z2mong other things, the guesticn that Mr. |
9 Ebersole just rersed about operator qualifications. 1In i
10 fact, everybtodv has become interested in operator qualifica-
1 tions following TMI.
12 ‘Ge nave been looking at that on plants which we
13 probably dicd act at the time of Diidlo. There are a number
M‘ of other thingsfchat come up on other plants and licensing !
15 actions that we get into. ;
’ 16 There is‘a question as to whether the ACRS :
17 wants to reoven its review and provide the Cémmission'soﬁg "'I
18 advice on thelir a;tions. If we so decide, then the %
19 Commission will orobably hold up any action until they ;
20 have got anc:her letter £rom us. !
21 i we tell them we think they should wait until
we get a letter, then that is a decision, 'I think, that
23 the full comn:it:tee needs to make.
24 I would suggest to the subcommittee that we not |
25 initiate such a review until the full committee has !
! !
N
|
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told us to. - -

MR. ZBERSOLE: How will the full committee make
such a decision in the absence of identifying a set of --

MR. SIESS: « would suggest, if we have a list
of items, either developed by individual members, that
those ke presented to the committee at the next meeting,
and let the committee decide. )

MR. ZBERSOLE: What if they can be resolved
right here on the floor?

MR. SIESS: Well, they cannot be., If they are n...
issues, the committee has got to resolve them. The
subcommittee cannot really resolve these things.

MR. ZBERSOLE: Let me give you an example. I
got notice, or é got wind 9f a little problem in the RHR

system. I learned that there was found a single pump

failure in the RHR system with a fuse failing on open

circuit that would lead to closure of valves con the section
lines, and the croblems that result from a pump coatinuing
to operate without aﬂy suction and probable damage to pumps
operating under that condition: £ sounds like it mignt
really be a generic matter.

"The absence of suction protection is the general
topic. This may ke something, Chét, that can be answvered
right off here. Do you have su;tion pProtection? .

MR. XNIGHTON: Let we maké.a statement --

NEE At ¢ crmm——
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‘0 MR. SIESS: I am not sure we are asking

questions that we are not -- we are asking questions not
on our agenda. The Applicant might have the right people

%t 3 %
he might noc.

(3]

hers ==
A .

MR. EBERSOLE; I understand.

MR. SIESS: I just do not know how far to go.

If we really reopen this thing, there are a number of areas
that we want to go into, and always find them. I do not
know whether this is the appropriate time to do it.. I
hate to spring questions on the Applicant that he has not
seen on the agena;.

MR. EBERSOLE: My impression is the Applicant
may probably want guestions to be raised now that he might
see later on, aéd he does not want to be surprised by them
coming in later. .

MR. SIESS: If he is going to see them later on,

because we reopen the review, we will inform him of what — °

they are, and we will have at least one subcommittee meeting, |

and prokably more, to &plore them thorougnly.

MR. WARD: Jesse, I might suggest even if the
Applicant §r the Licensee is --

YMR. SIESS: Little bit ofl both.

MR. WARD: =-- is in a position to answer some of

the questions, I doubt that he is all of them. So there

does not seem to me any particular merit in soing into them.
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I think that list of questions, or whatever

g

questions we might have, might be something suitable to,

as Chet suggested, review with the full committee as part

& -

- e

of a basis for whether we want to open up --

MR. EBERSOLE: An alternative is to give them
to the Staff and get’ resolution through the corresvondence
line.

MR. SIESS: Incidentally the Staff does not have

all of the people here they need. The vroject manager is

not here. Although George is branch chief, I suspect there
are things that Hans knows that George does not, that have
been reviewed by the Staff. So even the Staff cannot i

“ respond to these.

|
|
|
|
|
§
I amwnot trying to say we should not do it, '
but I think this is the wrong forum to go into those issues. ¢
|’ If we want to have another subcommittee meeting to decide .
whiether we are going to reopen the review, I-am not shre T .
. how that differs from reopening the review. I think we can |
get énough time at the full committee meeting to bring up a
list of items that concern you or anybody else.
. Okrent had a question about something that we .

— e — w———— S T

passed off this morning and he could not be here, and let
the committee decide whether these should be reviewed as a
1 part of the licensing operation, which we always had 1

the privilege of reopening. The time elapsed has been
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consider&e. Or whether there is Mething that the
committee thinks could be reviewed in a generic fashion
or with the Licensee after, irrespective of the licensing
operation. I do not knqw.

I do think that the proper procedure, in fa;rness
to evervbody, would ‘say let's take this to the full committee
at the next meeting. It will be sn the agenda. And see
what develops. And the Staff will be there. Clearly we
want the Statff there.

If we are going to dé that, I think the Licensee --
Applicant-Licensee éhould be invited. I do not know that
his presence is necessary, because again you cannot get into
answering those questions in a couple of hours that we will

§

MR. EBERSOLE: I cannot characterize any of
these as being an impediment to the continued_startup.

MR. SIESS: We have made reviews where we iist;é_
a num:z2r of items that wé wanted considered and said that
these are not an impediment. We have written letters to that
effect. We could do it in that context, but it seems to me
it is a2lmost 5:00 o'clock now, and I suspect the list is a
littls more than we could get into as thoroughly as I
would -ike at this time. We could easily do it -=- I think

if ycu feel they are no impediment to license, we can simply

decids that when we report it to the commitiee and tell them
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that, and they will tell us, okay, go ahead and explore it and

we will do it. We.may not even write a letter.
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0 Do you think there is aneason to write a
| letter on it?
MR. EBERSOLE: No.

MR. SIESS: vThat brings me to che main question,

The main purpose of this meeting was to get information,
get insight into what had happened at the plant. We are
all swamped with long lists of errors and open items. We
had seen lists of hundreds of changes to pipe supports
without really understanding why all of these changes had
- to be made. ‘

- It was not completely clear to some of us, and
not to me, to what extent seismic original margins had

+ been infringed on, et cetera, et cetera.

I t%ink this has been a very enlightening

»

meeting in all of those respects.

*. The other plants -~ there are some other plants

k doing'design verification. This gives a lot of insight -- —.
into how one was done, I think, in a very excellent manner.
What kinds of things were found. I think we have got a

feeling for the significance of tiem.

.

| Now we can report this to the full committee,

and I would intend to report rather briefly to that

effect, and ask other people to add comments.

Jesse feels that although there ars some

things he would like to explore about this plant, probably
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both individually and prototypically, he does not think
that they represent any impediment to steps 2 and 3 of
the licensing process, subject to the Staff's clearing up
the items ch;y have.

Does anybody;else feel that the AéRS should
propoée any actions .or take any actions at this point
regarding steps 2 and 3 of the licensing process? That is
essentially qoing"to 100 percent full power within the next
few weeks, months?

MR. EBERSOLE: Months, I am sure.

MR. SIESS: Carl, how do you feel?

MR. MICHELSON: I th%nk the Applicant or
Licensee has made_a very fine presentation and has
answered all offthe guestions I had. 'I think I have seen a
few things that raised whgt I would call generic questions,
but certainiy not to be dursued in 6iablo Canyon as such,
but rather in an appropriate arena where such generic’

questions are raised.

At this time I have no reservation with proceedin.

to we issue the license or take it out as a suspension, or
whatever you call the term.

MR. EBERSOLE: I take no issue with that. I
am almost.certain we can easily resolve some of these things
that just appear to be a bit muddy, only orobably to me.

MR. SIESS: For a nlant of this vintage, it is

cenmema o s
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in pretfy od shape. The word "vintiWe" got in there a
few times,

MR. EBERSOLE: 1In a relative sense I don't
think I have seen any plant that has been subject to
such intensive examination as this one.

MR. WARD:. I think we should repvort to the
full committee and get the opinion of all the members.

My personal opinion is that the plant is ready to go. I
think the review has certainly been thorough, and I do not
thihk the questions that remain are substantial.

MR. SIESS: Forrest?

MR, REMICKX: Although I think an ACRS letter,
which I feel would probably be in a positive tone, might be
helpful; I do nét propose that the ACRS needs or should
write a letter. I do not Ehink it needs to do zhat. If
the ACRS full committee were to decide that it wanted to
reopen the review, I would have some question;, but I.am h
also coﬁvinced that those would be satisfactorily answered.
It would be more to satisfy my curiosity on staZfing and
shifts and STAs, the number of SROs znd things like that.
And T know the Applicant is going to be reguired to meet
the current regulations by th; staff, so I think that would
just be satisfying my curiosity.

I do not feel that the ACRS needs to write a

letter, and I am satisfied that the plant is veady to

-y
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1 oroceed ahead.
z | MR. SIESS: Harold?
3 i MR. ETHERINGTON: If the full committee meets
on tnis, it will prosagly feel it should write a letter.
S l I do not think a letter.should ge written unless one is
6 requested by the Commission.
7 MR. SIESS: No letter has been requested by the
8 | Cormmission. They sort of indicated that if we found anything
9 wrong, to please tell them. That reflects well on the Staff.
10 | The unanimous opinion of the subcommittee is
11 we do not really see any objections to the plant going
12 | ahead on the schedule with the Staff review as it completes
13 its open items,‘to criticality, and eventually to full power. .
14 I gugss we could put it =-- as far as writing a
15 letter, I would not recormmend to the committee to write a
" 16 letter. I cdo not think it is quite right to say we still
17 think this plant is okav. We said it once. ‘There are a = "
18 lot of plants we could say that about. It would seem a
19 little bit of a strange letter.
20 | But we will get to the Commission by appropriate
: 21 means other than a letter -- and we have those means -- that
the committee does not have any objection. That is done
and our methods are summaries. There are clear-~cut ways of
24 passing that information along.
25 I know what kinds of recommendations we can make
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to the Oll committee. We will s«dule -=- I would like
to schedule a couple of hours, at least, at the full
committee meeting to talk about this.

There will Pe some questions from the other
members. We can bring hp this .list of things and get their
approval tg go ahead on the sort of post-licensing generic
type review of some current issues as to how they apply to
Diablo. I think that would be a very appropriate thing.

I think this is a good plan, to look at some of
those things on, because the depth in which they have gone
into some of this stuff,

Are there any other comments?

MR. EBEéSOLE: One other thing. I got a
substantial doc§ment which I took the trouble of looking into.
I guess I could call it tﬂe Stokes allegation.

MR. SIESS: You got an even more substantial one
with 103 allecations in it. I do not know ié you havé o
looked at it.

MR. ZBERSOLE: This is a very recent d;te.

MR. SIESS: It's in ~-

MR, EBERSOLE: How are they being resolved?

IR, SIESS: They are too recent. They are
in SSER 21 and'those are all in the category of being too

recent for the Staff to have gotten into them. That is

what George was talking about.
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MR. XNIGHT: From the standpoint-of the

- process aof being resolved, we have had a team of people at

the site for -- close to two weeks looking at the specific

areas. We will be meeRzng -- we met -- Mr, Stokes was

A}

interviewed at some length at the plant. Now that we have

had a chance to develop our own views and gather some

information and digest it, we will meet with Mr. Stokes again,

probably next week, to be certain that we have understood

"his concerns, and make him aware of where we are today in

looking at them. ‘

MR. SIESS: Anything else? ’

(No response.)

MR. SIESS: The meeting is adjourned. Thank
i

you very much. |

I would like ta say personally, and I speak, I
think, far most of the committee, we have had some very
fine oresentations from PG&E today. I though£ you did an"
excellent job of understanding what we were looking €for
and giving us a good picture of it. I pxreCLate it very
much. Thank you. And the meeting is adjourned.

(Whereupon, at 5:00 o'clock p.m., the

meeting was adjourned.)

* * x * *
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