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MAY - I'Ã,o,

Docket Nos. 50-275 and 50-323

Pacific Gas and Electric Company
77 Beale Street, Room 1451
San Francisco, California 94106

Attention: Mr. J. D. Shiffer, Vice President
Nuclear Power Generation

Gentlemen:

Thank you for your letter of April 20, 1989, in response to our Notice of
Violation and Inspection Report Nos. 50-275/89-01 and 50-323/89-01, dated
March 21, 1989, informing us of the steps you have taken to correct the items
which we brought to your attention. Your corrective actions will be verified
during a future inspection.

Your cooperation with us is appreciated.

R. Zimmerman, Acting Director
Division of Reactor Safety

and Projects
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Lo * eP e. f e

Pacltic Gas and Electric Company

April 20, 1989

PGLE Letter No. DCL-89-100

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
ATTN: Document Control Desk
Hashington, D.C. 20555

Re: Docket No. 50-275, OL-DPR-80
Docket No. 50-323, OL-DPR-82
Diablo Canyon Units 1 and 2
Reply to NRC Inspection Report 50-275/89-01. and 50-323/89-01

Gentlemen:

On Harch 21, 1989, NRC Inspection Report Nos. 30-273/89-01 and
50-323/89-01 (Inspection Report) was issued, which identified three
areas of generic weakness regarding understanding of the plant
design bases, engineering/plant interface, and engineering work.
PGI!,E has reviewed these identified areas and taken actions as
described in Enclosure l. The description and status of PGLE's
enhancements to the Configuration Management Program, identified as
part of the corrective action in Enclosure 1, is provided in PGLE
Letter DCL-B9-099.

The Inspection Report also contained a Notice of Violation citing
nine Severity Level IV Violations and one Notice of Deviation which
were identified during an NRC Special Inspection at the Diablo
Canyon- Power Plant (DCPP), Units 1 and 2. Several of these
violations were associated with the GE/GH area ventilation ducting
modification which was installed during the DCPP Unit 2 second
refueling outage. Our review indicates that these GE/GH area
violations have the same specific cause.. Accordingly, the responses'o these violations are found in Enclosure 2. PGLE's responses to
the remaining violations and the deviation are provided in

. Enclosures, 3 and 4, respectively.

,The letter forwarding the Inspection Report also requested that PGLE
.'rovide a written'response addressing NRC observations

characterizing PGLE's Safety System Functional Audit and Review
.(SSFAR) and Safety System.Outage:Modification.Inspections (SSOHI).
PG5,E's responses to these comments are included'as-Enclosure 5.

': * "In our view, these violations when viewed individually .do not pose
,, an operati.onal concern, but indicate a need for improvement in
„„certain specific areas. PG8E senior-.management is focusing





'I

,Document Control Desk
PG&E Letter Ko. DCL-89-100

Apr11 20, l989

considerable attention on these 1ssues to assure that Diablo Canyon's high
level of performance is maintained.

Kindly acknowledge receipt of this material on the enclosed copy of
this letter and return 1t 1n the enclosed addressed envelope.

Sincerely,

J. D. Shi r

cc: J. B. Hartin
H. H. Hendonca
P. P. Karbut
H. Rood
B..H. Vogler
CPUC
Di abl o Di stributi on

Enclosures
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PGKE Letter No. DCL-89-100

ENCLOSURE 1

RESPONSES TO THREE AREAS OF NRC IDENTIFIED HEAKNESS
IN INSPECTION REPORT NOS. 50-275/89-01 and 50-323/89-01

In the sub]ect Inspection Report, the NRC identified three areas of generic
weakness. Two of these areas regarding the plant staff's .understanding of the
design bases and.the interface between engineering and plant personnel are
similar -to those previously identified by the NRC in its Maintenance Team
Inspection. Since the Maintenance Team Inspection, PGKE has devoted
substantial resources to address. these two areas of concern. Aci1ons taken
include: (l) implementat1on of the plant System Engineer Program as an
integral part of the plant staff; (2) the involvement of Nuclear Engineering
and Construct1on Services (NECS) System Des1gn Engineers in plant operat1ons
through activities such as ]oint quarterly system reviews; (3) the enhancement
of the Configuration Management Program (CMP); and (4) the reinforcement of
management, expectations to all plant personnel regarding eng1neering
involvement in plant act1vities. Progress has also been made to strengthen
the working relationsh1ps and 1nterface between NECS System Des1gn Engineers
and the plant staff. A key element 1n ach1eving this progress 1s the emphasis
on coordination of design and operations activities between the plant System
Engineers and the System Des1gn Engineers. Considerable progress has also
been made in the pro)ects involved in clarifying the des1gn bases and making
them more accessible to the plant staff.
A third NRC generic concern centers on certain 1ncomplete or inadequate
engineering work. PGLE agrees that such instances have occurred, but believes
that they have been either isolated cases due to personnel error or involve
,areas 1n which more thorough documentation would enhance eng1neering product
quality. Nonetheless, to assure and maintain the quality of engineering work,
PGKE is retrain1ng people in this area, strengthening its engineering

:,.- procedures,-and performing further -reviews of selected previous work.
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The following is a summary of the actions being taken by PG&E to address
ident1fied weaknesses.-

I. R n

~ ~ o [and]

PG&E Letter DCL-88-236, dated October 5, 1988, responded to similar concerns
which had been identified in the NRC Maintenance Team Inspection (50-275/88-15
and 50-323/88-14) and stated that PG&E had 1mplemented and strengthened
programs to address these MRC concerns. These programs included the
establishment of an enhanced CHP, the 1mplementation of the System Eng1neer
Program at DCPP, and the increased involvement 1n plant operations activities
of System Design Engineers within the General Office NECS organization. Since
init1ation, PG&E has devoted substantial resources to these efforts to assure
successful 1mplementation. A summary of the CHP, the System Engineer Program,
and the act1ons to increase NECS System Design Engineer 1nvolvement in plant
operations follow.

nfi r 1 nHn mn P r

A ma)or effort is underway to 1mprove plant knowledge of the DCPP design bases
by enhancing Des1gn Cr1teria Hemoranda (DCH) and making them available to the

. plant staff.. Additionally, the CHP includes a one-time review of surveillance
test procedures (STPs) and selected ma1ntenance procedures to assure that
current ma1ntenance and surveillance testing activities are consistent with
the design bases. These CHP activities will enhance the interface between the
plant staff and des1gn/engineering .personnel, and 1mprove the plant staff's
.understanding of the design bases.

The CHP was 1mplemented to provide programmatic 1mprovements to PG&E's
existing configuration management program, and represents a substantial effort

.. to facilitate the understanding and effective use of the -design bases. The
.,CHP tasks that have been completed to date are listed below:

Nuclear Power Generation (NPG) Pol1cy Statement 1.24, "NPG Configuration
Management Policy," was issued on December 29, 1988.

2. Kuclear Plant Administrative Procedure (NPAPD„C-.1/NPG.4.2, "Nuclear Power"'lant Hodification Program," has been rev1sed to implement the
Configurat1on Management Policy and 'to'prov1de. clear interfaces with
NECS.

3. Nuclear Engineering Manual Procedure {NEHP) 3.6 ON, "Operating Nuclear
Po~er Plant Design Changes," has been revised to require new or modified
design bases to be included in the associated Design Change Not1ce (DCN).
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4 . NEHP 3.6 ON has been rev1sed to require test and acceptance criteria to
be 1ncluded 1n the DCN process.

5. A DCH Hriters Guide (NEHP 3.2, "Design Criter1a Memorandum" ) has been
prepared and 1s 1n use.

6. The Design Basis Document Source Reference Gu1de (DBDSRG) has been issued
and training of plant System Engineers has been provided and will
continue.

7. Drafts of three pilot DCHs were completed.

8. Surveillance procedures assoc1ated with the p11ot DCMs were reviewed.

9. A System/Design Engineer Hatrix'has been established which (among other.
things) assigns specific ind1viduals responsibility for specific systems
and topical design areas.

The progress and status of the CMP were prov1ded to NRC Region V at a meeting
on Harch 3, 1989, and is documented in PGIEE Letter DC-88-009. On Harch 3,
1989, the NRC reviewed the draft of the revised DCH Hriters Guide, the DBDSRG,
the System Eng1neer/System Design. Engineer Matrix, a draft copy of a DCH for
the auxiliary feedwater system, four Instructor Lesson Guides for design basis
training, and the revised copy of NEHP 3.6 ON.

m nin r r rm n r r nv 1 mn f m 1 n nin r
P

The System Eng1neer Program at DCPP and the System Design Engineer Program at
the General Office also establish dedicated plant and design engineering staff
to support the plant System Engineer Program. The act1vities of the System
and Design Engineers are summarized 1n Table 1. Full implementation of the
program is scheduled for December, 1989.

To maintain close working relationships with NECS, System Engineer Procedure
Administrative Procedure (AP) A-350, "System Engineer1ng Program," requires' )oint participation by the plant System Engineer and System Design Engineer in
quarterly system walkdowns and preparation of system status reports to be
submitted to plant management. To fac11itate interface coordination, a System
Engineer/System Design Engineer matrix list1ng has been developed that
provides detailed information as to system and topical design area personnel

,„.,assignments (e.g. „.high energy line break, f1re protection, equipment
qualification, seismic, etc.), group leaders, departments, and telephone
contacts.

The System Engineer Program involved a reorgan1zation of plant engineering
resources such=that an engineer was assigned to each ea)or plant system. The
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organ1zational structure 1s intended to better focus attent1on on system
problems, and to assure that system des1gn bases are well understood by the
plant staff. The program 1s structured to provide 1mproved communication and
coordination between the plant organizations and engineering and support
organizations at the General Office.

Hajor accomplishments of the System Engineer Program to date are as fo) lows:

l. AP A-350, which formalizes the program and establishes duties and
respons1b111ties, has been issued.

2. Staffing has been completed.

3. F1fteen System Engineers have completed Techn1cal Staff training.

4. The first of .three .design basis training sessions for System Engineers
has been completed to provide training 1n the use of the,DBDSRG,and major

'afety-related topical design areas.

5. System quarterly walkdowns and system quarterly status reports have been
completed.

6. SECS personnel have been assigned from the functional engineering
disciplines to each of the designated plant systems. These assignments
are documented in the System Engineer/System Design Engineer matrix
11sting.

h'r-T rm 1f1 A 1 n

In addition to the above major long-term programs. PG&E 1s taking or has taken
the following short-term actions:

A. Due to an !ncident (see LER 1-84-040-00, PG&E Letter DCL-89-078, dated
Harch 24, 1989) involving a failure to 1ncorporate a design requirement
which was transm1tted .by correspondence to the plant, PG&E has reviewed

. more than 3000 correspondence records,and plant operating procedures to
ensure that engineering correspondence and communications specific to
restrictions on plant operations have been appropriately incorporated
,into plant procedures. Hith five exceptions, engineering reconmendations
were incorporated 1nto plant procedures. Of the 3000 items reviewed, the

..„;:- small-number and nature of the exception 1tems ident1fied do not create a
.'"significant concern. regarding..the safe, operation of the plant.

--. --" S. .-.A general review of the 'FSAR and"the'NRC'Safety Evaluation"Reports for'iablo Canyon 1s being performed by System and System Design Engineers to
confirm that the design bases summar1zed 1n the FSAR Update are
appropriately implemented in plant, procedures. This review will be
completed by June 30, 1989. A more-deta11ed review of des1gn bases will

.. be performed. during the development of DCMs as part of the CHP.
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C. NEMP 3.6 ON will be revised to specify that Eng1neering-identified
constraints on operations will be appropriately commun1cated to the plant
through the design change process.

D. The Position Plan for the Hanager of NECS, as well as applicable NPG
Pol1cy Statements (e.g. NPG Policy 1.3, "Plant Operation" ), are being
revised to more clearly define Design Eng1neering's role in plant
operations. In particular, Eng1neering's responsibilities are to:
~ Hainta1n conformance of system performance and effect des1gn

1mprovements that will enhance safety and reliability
~ Assure the plant staff is provided with comprehensive information on

the plant's des1gn bases

~ Provide Engineering support to the plant staff 1n such areas as
-mater1al procurement, specification of testing requirements, and

analysis of system problems.
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"nin r" Hr n n m 1

Certain deficiencies have been found in the eng1neering work by both PGKE and
the NRC. The specific f1ndings identified in the Inspection Report used by
the NRC to reach- its generic concern are, provided below with PG&E's review of
these findings.

A review of the 1dentified findings indicated *two 1solated occurrences of
1ndividual failure to follow established procedures, and one case of fa1lure '

to review all calculations 1mpacted by a design change. The NRC f1ndings also
1ncluded-a number of examples where improved documentation of )udgments,
1nputs, and their associated bases would be appropriate to strengthen the
design/analysis process and provide a very h1gh level of confidence in
engineering adequacy and completeness. Enhancements to the CMP, and the
specific actions discussed 1n response to the NOVs and other findings as noted
in the Inspect1on Report, will strengthen PGLE's existing program and provide
improved documentation of the process.

h r -T rm ifi 1 n

PGEE is taking the following specific actions to 1mprove the performance of
engineering rev1ews and calculations:

A., A training update for Engineering Group Supervisors and Group Leaderswill be conducted to stress the importance of 1dentifying affected
calculat1ons and identifying substantive factors that are outs1de the
obvious 1mpact of a design change. This tra1ning will be completed by
Hay 31, 1989.

B. A review of safety-related Design Change Packages (DCPs) from the recent
Unit 2 refuel1ng outage will be conducted by NECS. NECS will report the

, results of this rev1ew to a special Technical Review Group (TRG) whichwill address the adequacy of NECS DCPs. This review w1ll be complete by
August 1989, prior to the next refueling outage for Unit l.

C. -" Safety System Outage Modification Inspection (SSOHI) audits of design
changes that are performed dur1ng refueling outages are being conducted.
The PGKE SSOHI team composition will include suffic1ent numbers of
personnel with the technical expert1se/background .to question the
adequacy and completeness of engineering activities and calculations.
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1 n f
PGKE has reviewed the specific findings tn the Inspection Report and a
discussion 1s provided belo~.

A. In two cases, deviations from engineering destgn procedures contained tn
the Engineering Hanual were 1denttfted.

1. The ASH Overcurrent Relay Issue

The requirement for testing and engineering acceptance was not
specified tn the appropriate location tn the KN as required by NEHP
3.6 ON and NEHP 3.12, "Spare and Replacement Parts Evaluation," but'.
instead was noted 1n a location used to require submittal of vendor
1nformatton for 1ncorporatton into the records system. The ASW

overcurrent relay 1ssue was described in LER 1-88-032 (PGhE Letter
KL-89-083, dated Harch 29, 1989).

2. The Safety In)ection Pump He1ght Issue

Failure to finalize a calculation prior to release for.operation 5s
clearly 1n conflict with engineering procedures. The plant was
returned to operation following completion of an evaluation by
Hestinghouse of the effect of the increased safety tn)ection pump
weight, but before completion of calculation verification by
Hesttnghouse. Verification was necessary to finalize the calculation
in accordance .with established procedure.

Eng1neertng acceptance of the 1nstalled condition, with consideration
for increased weight, was based on a rev1ew of critical stress ratios
by two PGLE senior and experienced structural analysts. They
considered the substantial existing margin to be sufficient to
provide assurance of continued qualification, and thus considered
their assessment to be adequate verification for return to operation
in lieu of complete verification by Hestinghouse. The completion of
detailed verification by Hesttnghouse substantiated the)r
conclusion. Retraining ts being provided to assure, that the design
change process requirements are vigorously followed.

B. In one case, personnel oversight resulted in a design change be1ng issued
without review of one of the calculations potentially impacted by the

, change. See 1.ER '1-88-032 for a detailed discuss1on of this issue.
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C. The NRC team reviewed the calculations assoc1ated with (1) control room
ventilat1on, (2) temporary containment Penetration No. 63, and
(3) instrument setpoints. The following ts a discussion in response to
the NRC concerns identified as a result of these reviews.

The reviewer identified that the control room ventilat)on
calculations "dtd not fully 1dentify design assumptions and did not
reference 1nput 1nformation such that it could be located or
confirmed." However, the reviewer further stated that, "In most
cases reviewed, a reasonable bas1s was established for the
temperatures and other 1nput 1nformation 1n these calculations." In
addition, the reviewer tdenttfted a spectfic case wh1ch 1s presumed
to be most serious, involving the case of a calculation, where no
specif1c basis could be located"forMhe-temperature tn the turbine ,

building during design basis conditions (108 F). It was determined
that this value was a reasonable estimate of turbine building
condit1ons (based upon actual recorded values), and tt had a
relatively minor effect on the calculated result (i.e., about 1'L of
the total heat load).

2.

The extent to which design assumptions were 1dentified and referenced
was adequate to verify the basis and adequacy of the design. The
most serious omission was found to be the use of a "realistic value"
which had a very small effect upon the calculated results. In this
regard, ii must be recognized that both the NRC and PGEE threshold
for requiring documentation of such )udgments and 1nput bases has
escalated with the passage of time, and these calculations were
performed 1n the February through April 1983 timeframe.

The revtewer of the calculation which had been prepared to support
the "install and remove" design change for Penetration No. 63
1dentified that "The documentation of input information was not.,
sufficiently clear to be reviewed without recourse to the
originator. Specifically, 1t appeared that the conta1nment internal
temperature 1ncrease due to solar heating had been overlooked. After
discussing the calculation with the or1ginator, tt was learned that
solar heating had been included,.but that the documentation of input

':information was not clear."

The basis for this calculation was clearly documented to be:

a. ,In1tial condition presumed to be a pressure equal,to the
containment supply fan maximum discharge pressure and, an .ambient
temperature of 80'F.

...b. Atr leakage.,from.,yneumatt.c.devices:.-of-.;.16.SCF.„in 12 hours.

-" c.. All doors .and,penetrations-sealed as .required by 'the~refueling
modes of ..operat1on.

d.''20'F rise 1n temperature from .ambient.
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3.

The 20'F rise was margin included in the calculation to account for
the effects of all postulated variables (i.e., solar heating, ambient
temperature variations, changes to internal heat generation from
equipment and personnel, etc.). However, solar heating effects are
minimal for the containment due to the geographic locat1on of

the'lantand the three-foot thick concrete construction.

The reviewer observed an "absence of safety-related 1nstrument
setpoint calculations in areas of engineering responsibility. Such
calculat1ons ordinarily provide the des1gn bas1s for Class IA (i.e.
safety-related) and some Class IB, IC, and II instrument setpo1nts."
Examples, found by the inspector and presumed to be the most serious
cases of Ninimal calculat1ons,are:

"a. 4 KV switchgear ventilation TIS-5067, -5068, and -5069
temperature. controls used to operate three fans;

I

b. Control room ventilation time delay relays 62-lF and T4AX-1 used
1n modes 3 and 4;

c. D1esel generator fuel oil relief valves RV-216 and.-217, which
were revised from 60 to 110 psig;

d. Diesel generator fuel oil day tank and storage tank level
switches; and

e. Containment ventilation flow switch (FS-700) and associated time
delay relay, which was changed from 10 to 60 seconds."

The report continues with the observation that "The design basis for
these setpoints could be reconstructed from various drawings,
1nstrument lists, procedures, and 1nstructions, but was not collected
together as 1t would be in a formal setpoint calculation."

PGEE agrees that assembly of the design bas1s for setpoints in a
gentral location under a single set of calculations 1s a des1red
practice which will enhance both Engineering and Operations
programs. In addit1on, it provides documentation in a format to
better facilitate the audit/1nspect1on process.'he need to create a
single calculation for each setpoint and to provide a reference to
the calculat1on and des1gn bas1s 1n the setpoint documents was
recognized and mandated by the PG&E Configuration Hanagement
Enhancement Program in l988. PGhE's setpoint control effort related
to (l) safety-related setpoints; (2) setpoints which could cause
challenge'to safety systems; and (3) setpoints wh1ch substantially

* affect overall plant-operations, will'be.completed<his year.
However, two of the. above five,examples,,the .control vent1lation time
delay relay and the, containment ventilation flow switch time delay
relay, do not satisfy the three sonditions above and, thus, w111 not
be included 1n this program.
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TABLE 1

PLANT SYSTEM ENGINEER AND SYSTEM DESIGN ENGINEER ACTIVITIES
4

1. Routine System Halkdovns

2. Evaluate System
Problems'.

Trend System Performance

4. Technical Rev)ebs and Safety Evaluations

5. Design Sponsorship*

6. Operating Experience Assessmeni*

7. Training Material Revie~*

B. Task
Coordination'.

Regulatory Reviews*

10. Readiness for Restart Evaluation*

11. System Engineer/Design Engineer Interface

12. System Engineer/Maintenance Department Interface

13. System Engineer/Operations Engineer Interface

( Plant System Engineer Only)
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ENCLOSURE 2

PG&E Letter No. DCL-89-100

REPLY TO NOTICE OF VIOLATION
REGARDING A GE/GH VENTILATION HODIFICATION

IN HRC INSPECTION REPORT HOS. 50-275/89-01 AND 50-323/89-0l

On Harch 2l, 1989, in Appendix A of NRC Inspection Report Kos. 50-275/89-01
and 50-323/89-01 (Inspection Report) for the Diablo Canyon Power Plant (DCPP)
Units l and 2,. NRC Region V issued a Notice of Violation citing'six Severity
Level IV Violations for Unit 2 regarding, in part, a GE/GH area vent1lation
modi f1 cat i on.

PG&E has completed 1ts evaluation and agrees that the violations occurred as
described in the Inspection Report. As noted in several of the responses to
the violations, PG&E had identified some of the problems.. As discussed below,
PG&E bel1eves that the 1ssues associated with the GE/GW area ventilation
modif1cat1on resulted from a failure to ident1fy the proper mode constraint
applicable to plac1ng this equipment in service. Consequently, PG&E cons1ders
that NOVs A.l.a, A.l.b, A.4 (partial), A.5, A.6, and C.a essentially result
from the same cause. A background discussion and the responses to these NOVs
are provided in this enclosure. Corrective actions are being taken by PG&E to
verify that open safety-related design change packages are reviewed to ensure
that equipment placed in service is acceptable for operation, and to use the
partial closure process when appropriate.

The event background, the statements of violation, and PG&E's reply to each
violation follow.

QA(~KRQJND

Design Change Package {DCP) H-38182 was initiated to install ducting which
would connect the GE/GH area of the auxiliary building to the plant vent.
Plant. Operations reviewed DCP H-38182 prior to the second Un1t 2 refueling
outage, as part of the outage planning for all outage DCPs, to identify the
mode by which they must be completed.

After a determination regarding the DCP mode requirement has been made, the
applicable mode requ1rement is entered into a database that contains s1milar
information for all outage DCPs. Prior to mode transitions, this database is
reviewed to ensure that DCPs identified as mode constraints are, partially or
fully closed to fulfill.mode'.transition requirements. The partial closure
process, although not proceduralized 1n detail, 1s 1ntended to apply full
design change closure requirements, thus allowing that portion to be placed'- 1nto service in:compliance'with operating, ma1ntenance'; and design bases
requirements.
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9rior to placing the equipment 1nto operation, the partial closure process
specified in Adm1n1strative Procedure (AP) C-1Sl "Onsite Plant Mod1f1cation
Administration," and NEMP 3.6 ON, "Operating Nuclear Power Plant Design
Changes," prov1des for s1gnatures to be obtained to document: (1) rev1ew for
construction/inspection completion; (2) review for compl1ance with design
bases; and (3) completion of all required functional test1ng.

1'CP

H-38182 vas assigned a "No-Mode" designation s1nce .the Technical
Specifications (TS) do not exp11citly impose operational requirements on the
plant vent. This "No-Mode" designat1on meant that closure or partial closure
would not be required. In effect, a thorough review would be completed only
after the installation was complete. However, it was known that the vent
needed to function as part of the 'vent1lation system 1n all modes because
other systems required for aede changes vere connected to this vent. The

~ port1on of this aedification wh1ch caused concern was the tie-in of the new'uct to the plant vent. For personnel safety, tie-in would require shutting
down the exhaust fans, which is accomplished us1ng the clearance process.
Ho~ever, the clearance process would not provide the same controls as are
provided by use of the partial closure process. Consequently, the "No-Mode"
designat1on to perform this work did not provide suff1cient administrative or
procedural controls to assure that the duct installation vas sufficiently
complete for return to serv1ce.

The DCP 1nstallation should have been performed with the 1dentification that
the ducting installation was required to be operational prior to Mode 4. This
action would have ensured that the completed portion of the DCP was properly
placed in operation in accordance with the partial closure process.

The Class I portion of the DCP (two isolation dampers,'FCV-5160 and
2FCV-5161, and a common duct) was installed, leak tested, and tie-in completed
prior to Mode 5 entry on October 31, 1988. The isolation damper operators are
spring-loaded to hold the dampers closed. These dampers could not be
inadvertently opened, since opening would require either a very large wrench
or an air supply vith sufficient a1r pressure to overcome the spring.
Operating Procedure (OP) H-1:I, "Auxiliary Building Vent1lation System, Make
Available And System Operat1on," vas changed on November 14, 1988, to include
a step to check and ensure that the isolation dampers were closed prior to
returning the plant vent to service. A walkdown was performed by Operations
to ensure that the 1nstalled 1solation dampers were in the closed position.
Since the Class I to Class II duct connection was not ready to be made, a duct
test cap installed during construction to permit duct leak testing was left in
place as a pressure boundary.

Due to the "No-Mode" designation, Mode 4 vas entered on November 27, 1988,
without partially clos1ng DCP H-38182. The installation was 1n an
indeterminate status (not-inspected and documented as acceptable), thus
potentially 1nvalidating qua11fication of the plant vent to which the duct was
attached.
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Shortly after entering Mode 4, a walkdown of the partially complete
modificat1on was performed b„" GC to determ1ne 1f the ducting installat1on met
pressure boundary requirements. Action Request (AR) A01334ll was 1nitiated on
December l, 1988, to identify incomplete duct bracing and request NECS to
evaluate whether the existing physical conf1guration met operability
requirements. On December 2, l988, '1n response to the AR, the engineering
evaluation (Calculation No. HV2-705 Rev. 7) demonstrated that the plant vent, „

the HVAC duct, and the duct supports met des1gn requirements. The evaluation
was presented to the Plant Staff Review Commitee (PSRC) by NECS on December 2,
1988. After being 1nformed by NECS that the 1dentified problems did not
constitute an operabil1ty concern, the PSRC directed that this issue be
resolved by a Techn1cal Rev1ew Group. Th1s evaluation was be1ng conducted
concurrently with the NRC Special'Inspection.

Field Change (FC) M-11986-Rev. 0 to DCP H-38182 was in1tiated on December 7,
1989, and,approved .on, December '12, 1988, to provide NECS acceptance of the
ab1lity of the 1nstalled,duct test cap to provide an adequate pressure
boundary.

PGLE concludes that the immediate cause of the GE/GH Issue was the failure to
identify the DCP as a mode transition constraint. There are two policies
which, had they been in place, would have prevented this occurrence:

Even though the plant vent was not specifically mentioned in the TS. the
operator correctly linked it io,the operability of various active
components in the ventilation system. The operator should have
automatically applied the same mode constraints to this duct as to the
most limiting of the components.

Equipment in a DCP should not be relied upon for operat1on unless a
partial closure of the affected portions of the DCP is conducted.

The corrective action for this GE/GH issue 1s to provide adequate procedural
guidance to enable personnel to better evaluate and 1dentify mode constraint
issues.

As 1ndicaied in the inspection Report, PGLE QS Quality Support (QS) had
identified the failure to perform a partial closure for DCP H-38182 a part of

- their SSOHI. A more timely evaluat1on of the GE/GH modification operability
concerns should have been conducted following identification of the lack of
partial closure by QS on December 2, 19BB. This delay in evaluation

- essentially-resulted from the DCP or1ginally having been 1dentified as... "No-Mode:" PGLE believes that- corrective steps which will be taken to provide
adequate procedural guidance on determining DCP mode constra1nts will result

- = ..-in.better.fade constraint"identification.
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"A. Technical Specification 6.8.1 requ1res, tn part, written procedures to be
established, implemented and maintained covering the activities
referenced tn Appendix A of Regulatory Guide 1.33, Revision 2, February
1978.

Regulatory Guide 1.33, Rev1ston 2, Appendix A, paragraphs 9a and 9e, list
1n part, procedures for control of modification work and control of
aatntenance work.

1. Diablo Canyon Nuclear Engtneertng Procedure No. 3.6, Revision 8,
"Operating Nuclear Power Plant Design Changes," which provides
controls over modtftcatton work, states tn section 4.8, "Design
Change Notice (DCN) and Design Change Package (DCP)'losure": If a
portion of the design change ts required to be declared operational

'riorto completion of the work, OCPP w111 submit as-butlts to
engineering on a Field Change Transmittal (FCT) for part1al closure'of the DCP. After engineering acceptance of the FCT, the group
supervisor indicates engineering concurrence on the outage partial
closure form. Processing of the DCN is then continued according to
this procedure." Processing of the DCN includes updating plant
drawings to reflect the modification work that has been completed.

Contrary to the above, as of November 29, 1988, the GE/GH
Ventilation System was declared operat1onal although a partial
closure of DCP H-38182, which modified-the GE/GH Ventilation
System, had not been completed, and a F1eld Change to the DCP,
which was needed to declare the system operational, had not been
approved.

This ts a Severity Level IV Violation (Supplement I) applicable
to Unit 2."

REA NF RTH V AT N

PGLE agrees with the Statement of Violation. The GE/GH area ventilation
system modification was declared operat1onal without partial closure of DCP
H-38182 and without 1ssuance and approval of Field Change (FC) M-11986.

As d1scussed in the above background, this situation resulted from failure to
tdent1fy the -proper mode constraint applicable to placing this installation 'in
service. As discussed 1n the Inspection Report, the'failure to perform thepartial process was identified by PGLE QS on December 2, 1988.

If DCP H-38182 had been 1denttfted as a Hode 4 transttton constraint, then the
mode requ1rement would have been entered 1nto '%he database. Prior to Hode 4,this database wa's reviewed, and tf DCP H-38182 had<been"identified as a Mode 4
constraint, then partial closure. would have been required tn accordance with
NEMP 3.6 ON and AP C-lSl.
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As discussed above, partial closure procedures require the 1nstalling,
startup, and respons1ble plant and Engineering organizations to sign the
partial closure form to concur that the partially completed 1nstallation is
acceptable for return to service. The installing organization reviews the
partial installation to ensure that it is adequate for partial closure, that
QC inspections are adequate, and prepares the as-built drawings.* Had the
partial closure process been used, then the duct. bracing and pressure boundary
issues would have been resolved by the installing organization through this
process. Engineering then would have ensured that the 1nstallation was
complete enough for partial closure, and would have resolved and approved any
structural or pressure boundary issues prior to sign1ng the partial closure
form.

RR TV P N

'he following corrective steps have been, taken:

1. Partial closure of the DCP was completed on January 31; 1989.

2. The adequacy of the new GE/GH area ventilation ductwork 1n 1ts as-found
condition was confirmed by NECS and documented in a January 31, 1989,
letter from NECS to DCPP.

RR T V T P THAT TA N AV F T R A N

The following corrective actions will be taken to prevent future violations:

2.

All open, safety-related DCPs will be reviewed to ensure ihat equipmeni
placed in service is acceptable for operation.

Plant procedures will be revised to-.assign mode requirements for the most
11mit1ng applicable components when dealing with a component for. which
there are TS requirements.

-3.:= Plant procedures will be revised to'ensure'Chat systems turned over to
Operations have a,partial or full closure.

AT WH N P AN

The GE/GW modification 1s 1n full compliance. The open DCP review will be
completed by June 30, 1989. The procedures AP C-1Sl and AP C-6Sl, "Clearance
Request/Job Ass1gnment," will .be,rev1sed .by.,July„30,,l989.
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TAT H NT F

"A. Technic

l. Diablo Canyon Nuclear Engineering Procedure No. 3.6, Revision 8,
"Operating Nuclear Power Plant Design. Changes," which provides
controls over Nodification work, states 1n section 4.8, "Design
Change Notice (DCN) and Design Change Package '-(DCP) Closure": If a

apportion

of the design change is required to be declared operational
prior to complet1on of the work DCPP will submit as-builts to
-eng1neering on a F1eld Change Transmittal (FCT) for partial closure
of the DCP. After engineering acceptance of the FCT, the group
supervisor 1ndicates engineering concurrence on the outage part1al
closure form. Processing of the DCN 1s then continued according to
this procedure." Processing of the DCN includes updating plant

. - drawings to reflect the modif1cation work that has been completed.

b. Contrary to the above, the Operations Valve Identification
Diagrams for the auxiliary building ventilation system were not
updated as of January 24, 1989, to encompass the port1on of the
modification vh1ch included two 1solation dampers, 2FCV-5160 and
2FCV-5161, which had been added to the Ventilation.System.

This is a Severity Level IV Violation (Supplement I) applicable
to Unit 2."

al Specificat1on 6.8.1 requires, 1n part, written procedures to be
established, implemented and maintained covering the activities
referenced in Appendix A of Regulatory Guide 1.33, Revision 2, February
1978.

Regulatory Guide 1.33, Rev1sion 2, Append1x A, paragraphs 9a and 9e, list
in part, procedures for control of modification work and control of
maintenance work.

A 'F RTH AT N

- PGEE agrees w1th the Statement of Violat1on.'. The l)CPP Operations Valve', Ident1fication Diagrams (OVIDs) for the auxiliary building ventilation system
vere not updated prior to declaring the GE/GH ai ea ventilation system'odification operational.

As .stated above 1n the background section, th1s situation -resulted from
fa1lure to 1dentify the,.proper mode constraint applicable to placing the
equipment 1n service.

The Plant Modification Check List (PHCL'); Willed out by the 'DCP H-38182
sponsor, 1dentified that OVIDs vere to be updated prior to returning the duct
installation to serv1ce. If partial closure for DCP H-38182 had been
required, then accord1ng to AP C-lSl, the sponsor vould s1gn the partial

. '" closure form to -indicate that all PHCL-identified operability concerns have
been met.
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Although an OVID change had not been initiated prior to entering Hode 4, the
affected ventilation system lineup procedure OP H-l:I was revised prior to
Hode 4 entry to require that dampers 2-FCV-5160 and 2-FCV-5161 be checked in
the closed position. The damper positions were verified to,be in the closed
position. Since the dampers had not yet been declared operable, it was )udged
not necessary to update the OVID. Following QS identification of the problem,
OVID 107723, Sheet 3 was revised on January 20, 1989, to incorporate the new
duct and dampers.

PGKE believes that, based on the above corrective actions which have been
taken and the corrective actions described in the response to Violation A-.l.a
regarding the DCP partial closure process, no further corrective actions are
necessary.

AT HHNF P TAN H A H V

The GE/GH modification is in full compliance.
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"A. Technical Specification 6.8.1 requ1res, in part, written
procedures to be established, 1mplemented and maintained covering the
activities referenced in Appendix A of Regulatory Guide 1.33, Revision 2,
February 1978.

Regulatory Guide 1.33,. Rev1sion 2, Appendix A, paragraphs 9a and 9e,,11st
tn part, procedures for control of modification work and control of
Naintenance work.

4. Hechanical Haintenance Procedure H-54.1, revision 4, states, in part.
in section 2.3, "This procedure'-will provide guidance for the
Na)ority of bolted connections at Diablo Canyon. Those ...
conditions that are not covered by this procedure are to be analyzed
'on .a..case. by case'bas1s by a Hechanical Maintenance Engineer."
Section 7.3.3 states, "Inspect the fasteners threads ... Verify bolt
is long enough to completely engage the nut."

Contrary to the above, as of January, 1989,"four flange bolts on the
SI pump 2-2 cooling water line and 14 of 16 fasteners supporting
dampers 2-FCV-5160 and -5161 in the GE/GH Ventilation system did not
have full thread engagement, and an evaluation had not been performed.

This is a Severity Level IV Violation (Supplement I) applicable to
Unit 2."

A NF RTH V 'AT N

PGKE agrees with the Statement of Violat1on. Fasteners supporting dampers
2-FCV-5160 and 2-FCV-5161 did not have full thread engagement and an
evaluation had not been performed. The NRC identified th1s problem during an-
Inspection Halkdown on January 25, 1989. (Causes and corrective actions for
the SI pump 2-2 cooling line flange bolt are different from those identified
for the GE/GH DCP problems.and .are. discussed in Enclosure 3.)

Fourteen fasteners support1ng the duct dampers were short bolts. These short
bolts were only intended as temporary construction aids until longer bolts
could be obtained, at which time the short bolts would be changed out. The
work, order's containing the steps to install the bolts had not been closed
out. -As discussed above, this situation resulted from failure to 1dentify the

" proper Node constraint'pplicable to plac1ng the equipment 1n service.

. If the"partial closure process had been required, then the installing
. organ1zation would have ensured'that"the proper length bolts were installed as
gart of their review of the work orders to„verify,that. the, installation was

'omplete enough for partial closure.
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The bolts support1ng the duct dampers were replaced on January 25. 1989.
Civil Engineering Calculation HY2-705, Rev1sion 15, was performed, which
demonstrated that, even with -less than full thread engagement, the bolts had
sufficient capacity to satisfy the des1gn criteria.

RR TV AT N

PG&E believes that based on the corrective actions described 1n the response
to Violation A.l.a, regarding the DCP part1al closure process, no further
corrective actions are necessary.

. AT H N P AN

The GE/GW modification .is,1n. full compliance.
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"A. Technical Specificat1on 6.8.1 requires, in part, wr1tten procedures to be
established, implemented and maintained covering the activ1ties
referenced in Appendix A of Regulatory Guide 1.33, Revision 2, February
1978.

Regulatory Guide 1.33, Revision 2, Appendix A, paragraphs 9a and 9e, list
in part, procedures for control of modification work and control of
maintenance'work.

5. Administrative Procedure NPAP C-40, "General Requirements for Plant
Haintenance Programs," states in section 4.16.1, "Haintenance which
can affect the performance of safety related equipment shall be
performed 1n accordance with written procedures ...,."
Contrary to the above, on January 26, 1989, plant personnel replaced
bolts connecting se1smic supports for isolation dampers 2-FCV-5160
and -5161 in the GE/GH Ventilation System without written work
instructions or procedures.

This 1s a Severity Level IV Violation (Supplement I) applicable to
Un1t 2."

RA NF RTK AT N

PGEE agrees with the Sta
dam ers were r 1

tement of Violation. Support bolts for the 1solation
P ep aced without written work 1nstruct1ons. The work order to

1nstall these bolts was still open after the ducting had been placed in
service. Because the work was considered to be in progress, the longer bolts
were indivi,dually 1nstalled and inspected in accordance with GC HVAC bolt
1nstallation Procedure DCP-502, "Installat1on and Testing of HVAC Duct and
Equipment."

If the partial closure process had been required, then as discussed in-the
- response to A:4 above, the bolts would have been replaced prior to returning

the venii l.ation ducting to service. Consequently, the situation which led tothis inc1dent, would have been avoided.

N N

As noted in the response to Violat1on A.4, C)v11 Engineering Calculation
HV2-705, Rev. l5, demonstrated that the bolt configuration resulting from the

. method used to replace the bolts was sufficient to satisfy the design criteria.
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PGLE believes that based on the above corrective action which has been taken
and the correct1ve actions described in the response to Violation A.l.a
regarding the partial closure process, no further corrective actions are
necessary.

AT HH P

The GE/GH codification is 1n full compliance.
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"A. Technical Specification 6.8.1 requires, in part, written procedures to be
established, implemented and ma1ntained covering the activities
referenced 1n Appendix A of Regulatory Guide 1.33, Revision 2, February
1978.

C

Regulatory Gu1de 1.33, Revision 2, Appendix A, paragraphs 9a and 9e, list
1n part, procedures for control of modification work and control of
ma1ntenance work.

6. General construction procedure DCP-117, revision 0, states in sect1on
4.5.1 that, "The welding inspector shall verify conformance of
welding.to the requirements of the Held Inspection Plan."

Contrary to the .above, nine,welds .on. the GE/GH modification (DCP
H-38182) were not inspected in accordance with the Held Inspection .

Plan prior to the system being, declared operable for siarivp on
November 29, 1988.

This is a Severity Level IV Violation (Supplement I) applicable to
Unit 2."

R A N F R TH Y AT N

PGEE agrees with the Statement of Violation. Inspection records for nine
welds on the GE/GW area ventilat1on ducting were not signed off by a QC
Inspector in accordance" with the Held Inspection Plan prior to declaring the
ventilation system operable. The nine weld problems were identified on
January 25, 1989, by NECS-GC during the partial closure process. However,
these welds had been inspected and accepted by a GC mechanical inspector.

A partial closure of the DCP for the Class I portion of the work would have
required a complete review of the work order by GC Hechanical and GC Quality
Control (QC), which would have identified the missing weld inspection
docvmentation. All the weld inspection records require a signature by QC,hand
the .unsigned spaces on the weld inspection record forms would have been
noticed during rev1ew by both GC Hechanical and GC QC personnel.

: hs stated above, this situation resulted from fa)lure to identify the'proper
'Node constraint applicable to placing the equipment in service.

The configuration of the nine welds were evaluated and accepted by NECS.
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PGE E believes that, based on the above corrective actions which have been
taken and the corrective actions described In the response to Violation A.l.a
regarding the DCP partial closure process, no further corrective actions are
necessary.

AT HNF P AN

The GE/GH modification is In full compliance.
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"C. 10 CFR 50, Appendix 8, Cr1terion V, requires, 1n part, act1vities
affecting quality to be accomplished in accordance with documented
procedures.

Procedure QAP-15.A, "Qual1ty Problems," states, 1n pa'rt„ in section 4.2,"If a potential quality problem is detected, an AR (Action Request) shall
be generated."

Contrary to the above:

a. Design Change Package DCP-H-381&2, Duct Support Inspection Record
C0033403, 1dentified an anchor bolt-that-did-not meet the required
torque of l&0 ft-lbs for the GE/GW Ventilation Hodificatlon and an AR

was not prepared and further action was not taken to evaluate the
-discrepancy. Work on the DCP was stopped in December, 1988, to allow .

Unit 2 to return to service.

b. On January 25 and 26, 1989, numerous obvious discrepancies existed
with electrical conduits, loose pipe hangers, and missing nuts and
washers on p1pe hangers associated with SI pump 2-2, that were not
reported on an Action Request.

This is a Severity Level IV Violation (Supplement I) applicable to
Unit 2."

A N F R TH AT N

a. PGLE agrees with the Statement of Violation. The anchor bolt for the
GE/GH area HVAC modif1cation did not meet the required torque and an
Action- Request (AR) was not issued and evaluated prior to the GE/GH
modification being made operable. The bolt slipped 1n 1ts hole during
the initial tightening, and although the bolt embedment was greater than
the minimum required, there was 1nsufficient thread to allow torquing to
be completed. This problem was.noted on the open work order. A Field
Change was approved on December 27, l988, to weld a spacer plate to the

. baseplate in order to allow the anchor bolt to be properly torqued. The
spacer was installed and the bolt retightened, but retorquing the bolt
had not been signed off by GC-QC when this was identified as a problem on

" January 25, 1989. by NECS GC during the partial closure process. A
. partial closure .of the DCP for the Class I portion of the work would have

required a complete review of the work order, which would, have identified
the bolt torqu1ng problem=on the incomplete'holt inspect1on =.record.

As stated abov~, this s1tuation resulted from fa1lure to 1dentify the
proper aode constraint applicable'to- placing-the equipment in service.
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b. Causes and corrective actions for the SI pump 2-2 issues are different
from those identified for the GE/GH DCP problems and are discussed in
Enclosure 3.

RR N R T

A spacer plate was added, and the anchor bolt was retorqued to 180 ft-lbs and
accepted on January 25, 1989.

RR T P THAT AT N

PG&E believes that, based on the above corrective actions which have been
taken and the corrective actions described in the response to Violation A.l.a
regarding the DCP partial closure process, no further corrective actions are
necessary regarding the GE/GH modification anchor bolt. GC and plant
personnel will be tailboarded on this problem.

ATE HH N F P AN H A H V

The GE/GH modification is in full compliance.
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PG&E Letter No. DCL-89-100

ENCLOSURE 3

REPLY TO NOTICES OF VIOLATION
'IH NRC INSPECTION REPORT NOS. 50-275/89-01 AND 50-323/89-01

On Karch 21, 1989, in Appendix A of NRC Inspection Report Nos. 50-275/89-01
and 50-323/89-01 (Inspection Report) for the Diablo Canyon Power Plant (DCPP)
Units 1 and 2, in addition to the NOVs discussed in Enclosure 2, NRC Region V
issued a Notice of Violation citing two Severity Level IV Violations for
Unit 1 and one Severity Level IV Violation for Un1t 2. PG&E's replies to
these three violat1ons are provided below. Further, two of the NOVs d1scussed

'n

Enclosure 2 included 1ssues unrelated to the GE/GH area vent1lation
modification; these 1ssues are also addressed below.

The Statements of Violation and PG&E's reply to each, follow.

TAT M NT F. V AT N

"A. Technical Spec1fication 6.8.1 requ1res, .1n part, written procedures to be
established, 1mplemented and mainta1ned covering the activ1t1es
referenced in Appendix A of Regulatory Guide 1.33, Revision 2, February
1978.

Regulatory Gu1de 1.33, Revision 2, Appendix A, paragraphs 9a and 9e, 11st
in part, procedures for control of modification work and control of
maintenance work.

2. PG&E Nuclear Engineering Procedure 3.6, Revision 8, "Operating
Nuclear Power Plant Design Changes," which provides controls over
modification work, states 1n part: "A change is consider'ed to be
within the intent of the DCP if ...'it does not conflict with any
functional requirements of the DCP ...." The procedure further
states that "A complete description of the proposed change will be

~ provided ... forwarded for concurrence ..." then "After concurrence... will submit the FC KField Changers to DCPP d'or approval."

Contrary to the above, des1gn change package DCP-37346 was aodified
by the licensee's General Construct1on organization in April, 1988 to
delete the requirement for post-mod1fication testing w1thout

'- submitting a Field Change to'DCPP for approval. DCP-37346 relocated
.„-, the control. board locat1on of the control, switch which aligns startup

transformer 1-2 to the 4160 volt electr1cal distribution,system.

'" " Th1s is a'everity Level IV Violat1on (Supplement I) applicable to
Unit l."

Pt
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PGLE agrees with the'Statement of Violation. General Construction (GC) did
not conduct post-modification testing of the relocated breaker control switch
as specified by the approved DCP and did not use the proper change process to
cancel the test. The DCP work involved moving the breaker switch
approximately three inches to reduce the potential for inadvertent operation.

The Plant Staff Review Committee (PSRC) approved use of Electrical Performance
Test Procedure.52.2, Addendum 1, "Startup Transformer 12 Feeder to 4 kV
Buses F, G, and H (52HG15)," as a post-modification test for the DC. A
memorandum from General Construction,. Electrical to General Construction,
Startup, dated April 28. 1988, cancelled the test. The rationale for
cancellation was that it was not necessary to disconnect or connect any wiring
to relocate the breaker control switch, and therefore post-modification
testing was not necessary. However,'GC personnel did not use the field change .

process to cancel the test. Pro)ect Instruction PI-47, "F1eld Changes,"
describes change processes that include the appropriate review and approval.

The installation and testing procedures 1ncluded as part of the DCP were
intended as guidelines to .the 1nstallation and testing organization. This
pract1ce was consistent with the existing procedure, NEHP 3.6 ON. Qual1ty
Control (QC) inspection hold points had been established in the 1nstallation
work order to inspect the work in process. The GC field engineer and QC
inspector concurred that the electrical wiring did not need to be disconnected
from the switch since it was only being relocated approximately three inches
from 1ts position on vertical board IV84. At the time of the modification,
the testing organization (GC Startup) was respons1ble for identifying
engineering limitations, test requirements, and test acceptance .criteria from
controlled design documents provided by the design organization.. GC Startup
accepted the recommendation from GC Electrical that no post-modification
testing was required since the control sw1tch circuit had not been changed.

RR T V T P TA N'AN TH R H

The wiring beh1nd the 4 kV-startup transformer bus control sw1tch was
, inspected by GC Electrical to ensure that there was no damage to wiring during

the relocation activities.

GC test1ng organ1zations have been tailboarded on this event to emphasize that
test requ1rements ident1fied in DCPs are firm requ1rements that must be
performed or, alternatively, a Field Change submitted 1n accordance with PI-47
to change the DCP.

RR T P HAT ~
'* F A N

Electrical Performance Test Instruction (EPTI) 1Q.5, "General Instructions for
- Electrical Performance Tests," and Pro)ect'Instrtjction PI-67, "Construction
Hork Package Development and Control Using Hork Orders," will be revised by GC

„; to include cancellation requirements for PSRC-approved post-modification
testing procedures. NECS is responsible for 1ncluding test and acceptance
criteria in DCNs to assure that cr1tical design basis functions are
demonstrated by test prior to release for operation; NEHP 3.6 ON has been
revised accordingly.
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KPAP C-l/NPG 4.2 will also be revised to 1ndicate that NECS 1s responsible for
specification of installation and testing criter1a for design modifications,

AT WH K P AN

The control switch was sat1sfactorily 1nspected by GC Electrical to ensure
there was no damage to the switch during relocation. PGKE is now 1n full
compliance. The revisions to EPTI 10.5 and PI-67 will be completed by Hay 15,
1989. Revision to NPAP C-1 will be completed by June 30, l989.
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"A. Technical Specification 6.8.1 requires, 1n part, written procedures to be
established, 1mplemented and maintained covering the activ1ties
referenced 1n Appendix A of Regulatory Guide 1.33, Rev1sion 2, February
1978.

Regulatory Guide 1.33, Rev1sion 2, Appendix A, paragraphs 9a and 9e, 11st
in part. procedures for control of modification work and control of
ma1ntenance work.

3. The procedural steps delineated in design change package DCP 42447,
wh1ch installed Class I support 2CSR-127-5-7457, requ1red the support
to be located 4 feet-0 inches (plus or minus 12 inches) from an
existing support.

Contrary to the above, as of January 24, 1989, the support was
located 2 feet-8 inches from the existing support and the DCP spacing
requirement had not been changed.

This 1s a Severity Level IV Violation (Supplement I) applicable to
Unit 2."

A N F R TH V AT N

PGLE agrees with the Statement of Violation. "

The support was installed 2'-8"
from an existing type S-571 support, which is outside the dimensional
tolerance (4'-0" plus or minus 12") specified by the des1gn drawing without
using the appropriate field change process. The new support could not be
installed as required by the DCP because of interferences on the ceiling of
the cable spreading room.

The Class 1 support modificat1on descr1bed 1n DCP C-42447 1nvolved
(1) installation of a new support, and (2) removal of conduit clamps 'from an
intermediate support between the location of the new support and another

, existing support. 'The basis of ihe 4'-0" (plus or minus 12") on the design
drawing was as follows:

a. The distance from. the existing'support to the intermediate support to be
removed was known to be 3'-6".

b. -The-distance from-the 1ntermediate support to the location-of-the new
support was est1mated during a walkdown to be 4'-0". The plus or minus
12" was -indicatad on the drawing to reflect the fact that the 4'-0"
distance was:,only an estimate,:and to assure that the maximum span
between supports after removal of the 1ntermed1ate support and
1nstallation of the new support'would not exceed 8'-6". the maximum
spacing between raceway supports: discussed- below. 'The m1nus 12," portion
of the permitted deviation merely,-.reflected the fact that the dimension
was an estimate.
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The maximum spacing between raceway supports as shown in Drawings 050029 and
050030 is 8'-6". This drawing was issued as the Standard for raceway
construction. This max1mum span 1nformat1on is clearly understood by General
Construction and QC and 1s 1ncorporated 1n GC Electrical Procedure DCP-304.
"Installation of Electrical Raceways and Raceway Supports." Since the
as-built 6'-2" (3'-6" plus 2'-8") span in the mod1f1ed support configuration
1s substantially lower than the maximum span (8'-6") allowed', the QC eng1neer
)udged the 1nstallation as acceptable without requ1ring additional engineering
evaluation.

Ta1lboards were conducted with GC electr1cal planners, field engineers, QC
inspectors, and electricians on the circumstances 'of this event, reemphasizing

, the importance wfchecking des1gn speci fications to ensure correct
1nstallations, and obta1n1ng authorization for deviation via the field change

„ process prior to installation.

RR T V T P T AT A N

PG&E has taken the action that, 1s needed to preclude the occurrence of future
events of this nature.

AT HH K F P A

PG&E is in full compl1ance.
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TAT M NT F T N

"A. Technical Specification 6.8.l requires, 1n part, written procedures to be
establ1shed, implemented and maintained covering the act1vities
referenced in Appendix A of Regulatory Guide 1.33, Revision-2, February
l978.

Regulatory Guide 1.33, Revision 2, Appendix A, paragraphs 9a and 9e, list
in part, procedures for control of modification work and control of
maintenance work.

4. Hechanical Maintenance Procedure H-54.1, revision 4; states, 1n part,
1n sect1on 2.3, "Th1s procedure w1ll prov1de guidance for the
Na)ority of bolted connections at Diablo Canyon. Those ...
cond1tions that are not covered by this procedure are to be analyzed
on a case by case 'basis'by a Hechanical Maintenance Engineer."
Section 7.3.3 states, "Inspect the fasteners threads ... Verify bolt
is long enough to completely engage the nut."

Contrary to the above, as of January, 1989, four flange bolts.on the
SI pump 2-2 cooling water line and 14 of 16 fasteners support1ng
dampers 2-FCV-5160 and -5161 in the GE/GH Ventilation system did not
have full thread engagement, and an evaluation had not been performed.

This is a Sever1ty Level IV Violation (Supplement I) applicable
to'nit.2."

A N F R TH AT N

PGEE agrees with the Statement of Violation. The SI pump 2-2 cooling line and
the fasteners supporting dampers 2-FCV-5160 and 2-FCV-5161 did not have full
thread engagement and an evaluation was not performed.

For the spec1fic SI pump 2-2 cooling 11ne flange bolts discussed in the
Statement of Violation, nuts were placed on both ends of the stud. .By" --procedure, the stud length was verified as adequate for full thread
engagement. However, during installation the.studs were not centered between
the nuts. The location of the studs relative to one set of nuts allowed four
of the nuts on one side of the flange to have excess length.- thereby causing
the bolt pro)ection on the other side to be 1nadequate for ful) thread
engagement. ,The maintenance-procedure was-considered to be adequate in that
Ninimum stud length was requ1red to be ver1fied prior to installation. Strict

,, attent1on to detail during .the maintenance;activity-would have prevented the
..'.lack of full thread engagement.
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RR TV TP A R

The flange bolts were reinstalled to provide for full thread engagement on
both s1des of the flange. PGIEE performed an engineering calculation to
analyze the potential consequences of incomplete thread engagement on one end
of the bolts. The calculation (P-209001 Rev. 0) determined .that there had
been sufficient thread engagement on the four flange bolts on the SI pimp 2-2
seal water cooling line.

RR T V P AT

Haintenance Procedure (HP) H-54.1, "Bolt Torquing," 1s being revised to
spec1fy the requirements for full thread engagement and to require
verification of full .thread engagement after final torqu1ng to ensure that not
only -is"the. stud length"adequate. but that full thread engagement is achieved.-

Other applicable maintenance procedures and contractor procedures will be
reviewed to verify the requ1rement for full thread engagement for various
plant components. A Haintenance Bulletin will be issued regarding the, proper

"method of achieving full thread engagement. Plant personnel vill be
ta11boarded on the revision to HP H-54. 1.

AT WH NF P AN W H V

The flange bolts have been appropriately reinstalled.

Procedure HP H-54.1 will be revised by April 30, 1989. The. review of other
applicable procedures will be completed by Hay 31, 1989. Any other
appropriate procedure revisions will be made by July 31, 1989. The
Haintenance Bulletin will be 1ssued by Hay 31, 1989.
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"B. 10 CFR 50.59 allows Licensee's to make changes in their facility as
described in the safety analys1s report, provided in part that a written
safety evaluation determines that the change does not constitute an
unreviewed safety question.

Contrary to the above, as of January ll, 1989, 480 volt power cables had
been installed in the plant and attached to 1nstrumentat1on conduits
associated with the Unit l Control Room Pressurization System without the
completion and approval of a written safety evaluation considering the
electrical design criteria stated in the Final Safety Analysis Report.

Th1s 1s a Severity .Level IV Violation (Supplement I) applicable to
Unit l.",.

A NFRTH AT N

PGEE agrees with the Statement of Violation that the temporary 480V .cable was
attached to 1nsirumentai1on conduits RE-51, CE-101, and KA-110 without a
written safety evaluation.

NPAP C-l/NPG 4.2 requ1res an eng1neer1ng evaluation for all design changes,
and the procedure further states thai all temporary design changes are to be
evaluated as permanent design changes.

The temporary hanging of cables had not been considered a "design
modification" and, therefore, no safety evaluation was performed.

'R

T V . T P TAK N A

An eng1neering evaluation was performed that determined that the temporary
480V cable being attached to the conduiis had no adverse impact.

The temporary 480V po~er cable has. been detached from the conduit.

RR T V P HAT NT T R

Existing acceptance-criter1a for Class II cable installations will be used.to
conduct a plant walkdown that will identify any other temporary cables that
may have been supported .w1thout an evaluation.

A pol1cy letter will also be 1ssued to all plant groups to clarify when a
temporary installation requ1res -a design change and to 'sensitize plant
personnel that temporary plant .modifications-can:affect- the plant design bas1s.

't

HPAP C-1/NPG 4.2 will be revised to provide a list of typical temporary
installations that are considered to be. temporary design changes and to
specify the -manner in which the temporary .installations are to be processed.
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AT HH k F P Ak M

The temporary cable has been removed from the conduit.

The plant walkdown will be completed by 3une 30, 1989. Any )dentlf>ed
problems w>ll be promptly corrected. The policy letter will be issued by
April 30, 1989. NPAP C-1/NPG 4.2 will be revised by 3une 30, 1989.
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TAT H NT F A N

"C. 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion V, requires, 1n part, activit1es
affecting quality to be accomplished 1n accordance with documented
procedures.

Procedure QAP-15.A, "Quality Problems," states, in part, in section 4.2,"If a potent1al.qua11ty problem is detected, an AR (Act1on Request) shall
be generated."

Contrary to the above:

a. Design Change Package DCP-H-38182, .Duct Support Inspection Record
C0033403, identif1ed an anchor bolt that did not meet the required
torque of 130 ft-lbs for the GE/GH Vent1lation Hodification and an AR
vas not prepared and further action was not taken to evaluate the
d1screpancy. Work on the DCP vas stopped 1n December, 1988, to allow
Unit 2 to return to service.

b. On January 25 and 26, 1989, numerous obv1ous d1screpancies existed
with electr1cal conduits, loose p1pe hangers, and missing outs and
washers on p1pe hangers associated with SI pump 2-2, that were not
reported on an Action Request.

This is a Severity Level IV Violation (Supplement I) applicable to
Unit 2."

R A N F R TH V AT N

a. See Enclosure 2 for discussion of this issue.

b. PGEE agrees with the Statement of Violation. An Action Request (AR) was
not generated to document discrepancies assoc1ated with SI pump 2-2. An

:.AR was not generated due to 1nadequate attention to detail during
reassembly of the .SI„pump,2-.2.

RR T V 'TAK N AN .TH T H

Actions have been initiated to correct the SI Pump 2-2 discrepancies. A
Haintenance Po11cy memorandum has been issued to maintenance personnel
regard1ng configuration control.

RR T P A N'

All the SI pump 2-2 discrepancies will be corrected by Hay'31, 1989. A- "- -Haintenance Bulletin will be issued to all maintenance personnel concerning
attention..to, detail.- All= maintenance personnel-vill be tailboarded on this
event.
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-All SI pump 2-2 discrepancies will be corrected by Hay 31, 1989.

The Haintenance Bulletin will be issued by April 30, 1989. The tai lboard of
maintenance personnel will be completed by April 30, 1989.
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PG&E Letter No. DCL-89-100

ENCLOSURE 4

REPLY TO NOTICE OF DEVIATION
KRC INSPECTION REPORT HOS. 50-275/89-01 AND 50-323/89-01

On Harch 21, 1989, as Appendix B of HRC Inspection Report Hos. 50-275/8-01 and
50-323/89-01 (Inspection Report) for Diablo Canyon Power Plant (DCPP) Units 1

and 2, HRC Region V 1ssued a Not1ce of Deviation from comaitments to the HRC;
In accordance w1ih the "General statement of policy and procedure for NRC
Enforcement Actions," 10 CFR 'Part 2, Appendix C, the deviation is listed below:

"UFSAR, Page 9.4-8 states in part, that:
'Hlth complete recirculation of the ventilation a1r.
the carbon d1oxide buildup is not expected to exceed
an acceptable concentration of 1'I by volume in 40
hours with 20 persons in the Unit 1 and 2 control room
complex. Information will be available to the
operator on C02 buildup with more or fewer persons
in the area so that appropriate measures may be

taken...'ontrary

to the above, at the time of the inspection no
information was available to the operators. on C02 buildup.
Th1s 1s a Dev1ation."

REA N F R TH V ATI X

.As. stated in the Hot1ce of Deviation, no information was Curnished
to operators on C02 buildup ia the control room during extended

. operation with the control room ventilation system (CRVS) 1n Node 3
operation as stated 1n the FSAR Update, p. 9.4-8. This information
previously was not available and was not provided to the operators.
Sreathing apparatus are available for use by .control room operators
when required.

-.An engineering analysis on maximum man-hour occupancy as a function
of occupancy level has been performed and has been transmitted to
the Operations department.
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Emergency Procedure (EP) H-3, "Chlorine or Ammonia Release," has
been revised to advise operators that the control room atmosphere
will be acceptable for up to 40 hours if the room is occupied by 20
people or less. If the ventilation system is to be in the full
recirculation mode for greater than 40 hours or the number of
persons in the control room is greater than 20, the procedure will
advise that the Technical Support Center Staff be requested 'to
provide further instructions on system operation.

T V AT

The„ FSAR Update w111 be rev1sed to be cons1stent with the change to
EP H-3. As stated in Enclosure 1, PGEE will conduct a review of the
FSAR Update and Safety Evaluation Reports for Diablo Canyon by
System Enginee'rs and System Des1gn Engineers .to confirm that FSAR
Update statements -are appropriately 1mplemented.

AT HH N F P AN H H V

PGLE is in full compliance. The next FSAR Update 8s scheduled for
September 1989.
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PGLE Letter Ho. DCL-89-100

ENCLOSURE 5

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR INFORMATION
IN NRC INSPECTION REPORTS 50-275/89-01 AND 50-323/89-01

REGARDING PGLE'S SSFAR/SSOHI INSPECTION PROGRAMS

The NRC letter dated March 21,.1989, that transmitted the sub]ect Inspection
Report identified four NRC conclusions regarding the conduct of PG&E's
SSFAR/SSOHI 1nspection programs and requested a written response addressing
these conclusions. .A,general PGLE cement on these inspection programs, a
discuss1on of improvements to the SSFAR/SSOHI 1nspect1on programs, and PGLE's
response to each of the NRC conclusions are provided below.I
The PGLE SSFAR and SSOHI initiatives reflect PGLE's proactive coaeitment to
identi fy potential problems and adequately 1mpl ement timely corrective
actions, thus providing PGLE with the added confidence that the Diablo Canyon
Power Plant 1s being maintained and operated in a safe and reliable manner
consistent with the licensed design bases of the plant.

As the NRC Inspection Report states, the NRC performed an independent SSFAR-
and SSOHI-type inspection on systems previously reviewed by PGLE. The
Inspection Report then refers to previous PGLE SSFARs. At the t1me of the NRC
Special Inspection, PGLE had not conducted an SSFAR. Rather, the audits
evaluated by the NRC were predecessors to PG&E's SSFARs, were designated
"system audits," and focused, in part, on compliance-oriented reviews with
increasing emphasis on technical aspects. The system audits were not as
comprehensive as the SSFARs, and should not be referred to as SSFARs. PG&E
believes th1s dist1nction is important for the reasons discussed below in
response to the HRC conclusions on PGLE's inspection programs.

The first 5SFAR began on February 26, 1989, after performance of the NRC
Special Inspection. The scope of this 1nitial SSFAR was to assess the
operational readiness of the safety-related 125 VDC, 480 VAC, 120 VAC, and
selected aspects of the diesel generators and 4160 volt systems. HVAC
associated with the above systems was also rev1ewed. The report for the f1rst
SSFAR will be 1ssued 1n Hay 1989. PGLE believes that this first SSFAR took
1nto consideration each of the NRC's conclus1ons regarding the SSFAR program.

. -= Kith respect to SSOHI program, PGLE recognizes that the NRC approach in the
conduct of such 1nspections -is"to. identify and resolve technically s1gnificant
1ssues. The merit of the NRC approach has already been proven. At the time'f the NRC inspection. PGLE had completed one SSOHI and was in the process of-.:""'-completing 1ts second SSOHI. PGLE agrees that such programs, especially when

,newly. implemented, will require. continuous "improvement to ensure that an
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effective program 1s established. For example, the NRC Inspection Report
characterized weaknesses in implementation, dearth of review, and failure to
witness craft personnel during the 1nstallation and testing of modifications.
In this regard, the following 1mprovements pertaining to the SSFAR/SSOMI
programs have been or will be implemented:

l. PGhE's QA Department (QA) will provide other departments w1th tra)ning on
the SSFAR/SSOHI assessment process so that they may better recognize the
scope of such activit1es and enhance their responsiveness to SSFAR/SSOMI
identified concerns. This additional tra1ning will be completed by
September l, l989.

2. QA will provide add1tional performance-based train1ng for SSOHI team
members to enhance appraisal act1vities associated with design,
installat1on, and testing activities. The training will-be .completed by
September 1, l989.

3. QA has provided and will .continue to provide performance-based training
for SSFAR team members prior to the start of each SSFAR.

4.

s.

QA will initiate the SSOHI assessment of design activities earlier= in the
SSOHI process to better utilize assessment resources later in this
process and to increase observation of installation activities. Guidancevill be prov1ded to initiate the process at least 30 days prior to
scheduled plant outage start dates. QS Hork Instruction QS-20, which
provides th1s guidance, was revised on April 13, 1989.

QA will establish formal SSOHI followup assessments to assure potential
problems or generic problems are fully evaluated subsequent to the
conduct of a SSOMI. QS Hork Instruct1on QS-22 establishing this
requirement was issued December 6, 1988. Potential SSFAR problems are
requ1red to be investigated for cause determination, generic
implications, and corrective actions in accordance with Quality Assurance
Procedure (QAP) 18.C.

6. The SSOHI team leader wi,ll not be assigned specif1c design changes for
assessment to assure. that such design changes get the full attention of a
team member (in order to increase the team leader's ability to observe
installation activities). This will also assure that the team leader
may fully devote his attention to the overall SSOHI process and potential
problem areas. QS Hork Instruction QS-20 was rev1sed to reflect this

..., change on hpril 13, 1989.

It is further noted in Section 4.A of the Inspection Report that a generic
,-.weakness may- exist in the scope and emphasis of PG&E's SSOHI program relative

,:-.~» - to address1ng des1gn changes wh1ch are-.categorized as "Spare Parts*

Replacement." On the contrary, the SSOHI program is intended to-address
;"Spare Parts Replacement" design changes. For example, the PGLE.SSOHI scope

,- during the Unit 2 second refueling outage did include an assessment of a
,.„'„". Spare Parts Replacement" design change, wherein the..core ex1t thermocouple

nozzle assembl1es design change was fully-evaluated.

617S/0068K 5-2



'P 4



In addition, as noted in Sect1on 3 of the Inspection Report, the KRC
identified problems in the GE/GW vent modification that the PG&E SSOHI Team
should have d1scovered. As discussed in Enclosure 2 of this letter, the GE/GH
ventilation modification partial closure defic1ency vas ident1fied by the PG&E
SSOHI Team pr1or to the KRC Special Inspection. During the time of the KRC
inspection, issues associated with this installation were being pursued by the
PG&E SSOHI Team and vere documented on var1ous Action Requests, Quality
Evaluations, and on a Xonconformance Report.

With regard to the ASH pump 1mpeller replacements (which was the design change
cited by the XRC as their basis for concluding a generic weakness may exist)
and the SI pump replacement des1gn changes, the PG&E SSOHI team intentionally
limited the1r .evaluation to specif1c procurement,.issues. As a result of
evaluating the SSOHI results of eight design change packages selected for the
Unit 2 refueling outage, a procurement concern vas identified. 'n the pursuit
of this concern,-the scope of the SSOHI effort vas expanded while the outage
was 1n progress to 1nclude ihe procurement aspects. of the ASH pump 1mpeller
replacement and the SI pump replacement. This scope expansion resulted in two
s1gn1ficant f1ndings: (a) 10 CFR 21 notification on the ASW pump 1mpeller
supplier, and (b) a weight discrepancy between the SI pump drawing and the
as-built

condition.'17S/0068K

5-3





PG&E's responses to each of the NRC conclusions follow:

R n l n

"Your SSFAR teams did not perform comprehensive technical
evaluations. The focus of the first SSFAR inspections
appeared to be focused on administrative verification
instead of the type of 1nspect1on which emphasizes
technical aspects."

As noted in the above introduction, PGLE has not conducted an SSFAR until
after completion of the NRC Spec1al Inspection. Thus, the NRC had evaluated
PG&E's system audits, which were a transitional step 1n progressing from the
conventional complianced-or1ented aud1t to the comprehensive, technical
SSFARs. PGLE concurs with the NRC that the system audits were not
comprehensive, techn1cal evaluations. This recognit1on of the system audit
shortcomings developed as follows.

In early 1988, after reviewing NRC SSFI reports and industry experience, and
after PGLE's first attempts at this NRC-type activity, PG&E realized that the
technical experience of the team members and the depth of pursuit regarding

* technical issues needed to be improved so that these activities would be fully
effective. The first system audit on the auxiliary saltwater system was
PGLE's in1t1al attempt to develop the performance-based audit technique and to
involve personnel from the technical departments. Furthermore, PG&E
recognized that these first attempts were necessarily encumbered by focusing
on compliance 1ssues, rather than on performance-oriented issues.

At that time, PGLE developed a management white paper descr1bing the intent to
develop a formal SSFAR process. The paper addressed the technical
shortcomings of PG&E's earlier systems audits by proposing some form of
"look-back" .to provide the evaluative confidence that the new SSFAR process
would provide for subsequent performance-based system rev1ews. This paper was

...presented by 'PGLE to the NRC in April 1988. Additionally, during the course
of the January .1989 NRC 1nspection, PGLE's staff met with the NRC team members
and reiterated this earlier change in approach.

As PGLE completed 1ts planned transition from conventional compliance audits,
SSFARs replaced the system audits. The SSFARs are comprehensive,

. performance-based, technical evaluations that utilize a team of technical
..specialists w1th expert1se that covers design, operations, maintenance,
. testing, and quality assurance. The focus of the SSFAR teams 1s evaluation of

the operat1onal readiness of the system:being,reviewed. The-first PG&E SSFAR
was performed from February 26 through April 7, 1989. The associated report

.w111 be 1ssued in 'Hay 1989. PGLE 1s confident'that the 'NRC, upon review of
. this report,.w13 1 .conclude. that-PGLE-'s;SSARs are comprehensive, technical

evaluations.
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R n

"The composition of your SSFAR and SSOHI inspection teams
did not include sufficient numbers of personnel with the
expertise/background to question engineering activ1ties and
calculations. Hhen personnel with the expertise to
question engineering activities or calculations were
a'ssigned to the inspection teams, they were placed in a
position of quest1oning their immediate supervisors or
other personnel who have authority over that person."

PGLE concurs that the system audit teams did not 1nclude .suffic1ent personnel
with the expertise to question engineering activities and calculations. As
discussed 1n the response to Conclusion No. 1, PGLE's SSFAR program as defined
in QAP-)B.C resolves this concern.

The first SSFAR (125 VDC, 480 VAC, 120 VAC, and selected aspects of the diesel
generators and the 4160 volt systems) was design-driven by utilizing a mix of
two PGLE design eng1neers who had 1ntimate familiar1ty with DCPP electrical
systems, together with three consultant design engineers representing over 43
man-years of 1ndustry and AE experience.

During the first SSOHI, QA supplemented the team with am engineering
consultant during examination of the Unit 1 pressurizer spray valve
qualification calculations.

PGLE recognizes that the effectiveness of SSFAR and SSOHI processes are
directly tied to team composition, qualification, and objectivity. PGLE will
assure that sufficient technical personnel are 1ncluded on future SSFAR/SSOHI
inspection teams to provide an adequate review. However, PGLE plans to
continue to assign these people from within 1ts Drganizat1on to the maximum
extent practical, rather than relying primarily on contractors. PGLE also
will assure that personnel have sufficient ob]ectivity and "distance" from the
topic being reviewed. PGLE believes this policy .is entirely consistent with,
and in fact is an enhancement of, its efforts to assure an, open, self-critical
organization.
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"The teams begin the inspection with the assumption that
the present des1gn is adequate and that design documents,
FSAR cereitments, and procedures, do not have to be
reviewed or quest1oned. This philosophy unnecessarily
limits the depth and scope of your 1nspection and 1's not
cons1stent with a high degree of self-criticism."

The NRC Inspect1on Report, states, the initial,.premise..of PGhE's SSFAR is that
the design 1s adequate, and that design documents, conmitments and procedures
need not be reviewed or quest1oned. PGhE 1s aware that the start1ng point of
an NRC SSFI is the original design bases. Diablo Canyon is a un1que facility
1n that there was a thorough 1ndependent verif1cation of the plant design
basis performed )usi prior to startup. Host plants have not undergone such a
review.

PGEE's pos1tion 1s that the starting po1nt of 1ts SSFAR is the des1gn as
verified by PGKE's Design Verification Program (DVP) and the Independent
Design Verification Program (IDVP) that were accepted by the NRC; PGLE,
therefore, made the dec1sion to dev1ate from the NRC methodology based on the
previous verification program and the NRC's expressed confidence regarding the
DVP and IDVP efforts.

In cases where the or1ginal design was not addressed in the verification
programs,-the intent of PGLE's SSFAR program is to reassess it. Further,
should any aspect of the DVP be brought to question, the SSFAR- process may
re-assess the or1ginal des1gn to provide reconciliation. PGhE believes this
approach provides reasonable assurance that the original des1gn, as modified
to 1ts current status, is adequate and consistent with the licensing bases for
the plant.

The first SSFAR team focused on 1ndustry standards of excellence on the
specifics of DCPP electrical system desigh in addition to its compliance with
original des1gn criteria. The team performed extens1ve technical evaluations
of des1gn document's. FSAR comm1tments, and procedures which resulted in a
number of questions. PGhE believes that the first SSFAR was in-depth andself-cr1tical.

It should be noted that the SSOMIs, which involve review of design changes
that have been sade s1nce the IDVP was conducted, do review the adequacy of
the design basis" of, the des1gn*ihange.

In addition to the above, as part of preparation of revised Design Criteria
Hemoranda to include extensive design basis information, the basic des1gn of
each system is being reviewed for reasonableness. Further, as part of our
routine. management oversight. program, the basic design of selected systems is
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be1ng rev1ewed, pr1mar1ly to 1ncorporate lessons-learned from the early years
of operat1on. Th1s effort also conir1butes to the 1n1t1at1ves to bu1ld a
better br1dge between Eng1neer1ng and Operat1ons. The rev1ew of four systems
w1ll be completed 1n the th1rd quarter of 1989. At that t1me, PGLE w1ll
evaluate the need to select other systems v1s-a-v1s ongo1ng system rev1ews.
In summary, there are numerous efforts that have been, and are be1ng taken, to
assure the bas1c des1gn adequacy of the plant.
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R n n

"Although your 1nspections d1d identify significant problems in
their later SSFAR Inspections, your teams did not take the
problems down to the source or root cause, nor did they
consider the problems for generic implications, i.e., how many
other systems can have this same or similar problems."

PG&E recognizes the importance of adequate self-1dentification of problems and
effective and timely corrective action. QA, along with the audited
organization, plays a ma]or role. Hhile PG&E is ceanitted to and 1s
continuously looking for improved methods to investigate significant
conditions- adverse to quality to assess the root causes and to determine the
corrective actions required to prevent recurrence of the same or similar
conditions, it agrees that 1ts system audit teams had not yet been fully
effective in researching problems to their source or fully cons1dering
1dentified problems for gener1c 1mplications. As stated in its response to
Conclusion No. 1, PG&E has corrected this situation in the SSFAR process by
requiring the SSFAR team to be comprised of sufficient techn1cal specialists.

A train1ng film on the SSFAR and SSOHI processes has been developed and is
being used to help orient teams to the processes, the need for ob)ectivity,
and the need io pursue the root causes and generic implications of detected
problems.

The first SSFAR integrated about 15 man-years of regulatory insight and
expertise through three members with previous NRC experience thus assuring
proper classification, pursuit, and generic evaluation of SSFAR concerns. In
addition, all three QA members on the SSFAR team had received formal root
cause training prior to the first SSFAR.

As the SSFAR process 1s perfected, and the number of performed SSFARs
1mcreases, *PG&E is confident that there w111 be adequate technical. pursuit of

- 1ssues as well as the 1dentification of generic considerations.

Although the responsibility for 1nvest1gating audit findings to identify the
root cause and determine the extent of required corrective action lies with
aanagement of the audited organizations, Quality Assurance acknowledges its
responsib1lity for the acceptance of those determinations. Depending upon the
perceived safety significance and the strength of generic 1mplications,
Quality Assurance may exercise its option, as it*,has,in the past, .to perform

- spec1al audits to verify the extent of„generic concerns or .the, adequacy of.- corrective actions. Based on the anticipated number of SSFARs and the
., additional stated actions, PG&E is confident that the self-initiated SSFAR

process will be an 1ncreasingly effective. tool to assure-that DCPP continues""'o be mainta1ned and operated 1n a safe and reliable;manner.
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Although NRC Conclusion No. 4 is specifically d1rected toward the SSFAR
process, PG&i 1s also address1ng th1s coneent as part of the SSOHI process.
The SSOHI process has progressed from the first SSOHI. During the second
SSOHI, the Team continued to 1nvestigate several 1ssues that were perce1ved to
be potential problems during the earlier effort. PG&E efforts have 1mproved
as the SSOHI process evolved. To place additional emphasis in this area, the
second SSOHI team participated in a special eight-hour training course on
February 9, 1989, on the sub)ect of Root Cause Analys1s to spec1fically
address the KRC Team's cennent. In addition, PG&E is developing a corporate
level QA procedure on the SSOHI process that will include a specific emphasis-
in this area as part of the overall SSOHI process. Further, as discussed
earlier, Quality Support developed specific 1nstructions 1n Hork Instruction
QS-22 requiring the conduct of a special follow-up assessment. This -will
provide an additional mechanism to assure that problem areas and potent1al
problem areas are ful-ly pursued and addressed.
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