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Pacific Gas and Electric Com an

G. H. Rueger, Senior Vice President and General Manager, Nuclear
Power Generation Business Unit

J. A. Sexton, Manager, equality Assurance
W. D. Barkhuff, Director, equality Control
J. C. Young, Director, Procurement equality Assurance
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K. D.

D. F.
P. H.
P. J.
A.-T.
R. L.

Hartin, Regional Administrator
Zimmerman, Director, Division of Reactor Safety and Projects
Perkins, Jr., Deputy Director, Division of Reactor Safety

and Projects
Kirsch, Technical Assistant
Johnson, Chief, Reactor Projects Section 1

.orrill, Acting Senior Resident Inspector, Diablo Canyon
Gody, Jr., Acting Chief, Engineering Section
Nease, Reactor Inspector, Projects Section 1

NRC Head uarters Attendees

B. A. Boger, Director, Division of Reactor Projects III, IV, and V, NRR

2. Back round

On April 21, 1992, an open meeting was held at the NRC Region V office in
Walnut Creek, California, between representatives of the Pacific Gas &

Electric Company (PG&E) and the NRC. The purpose of this meeting was to
discuss quality assurance (gA) activities at Diablo Canyon Units 1 and 2.
The meeting began at 1:30 p.m.

Hr. Hartin opened the discussion,'oting that this meeting was requested
by PG&E to discuss mutual perceptions regarding the performance of
licensed activities, with particular emphasis on quality assurance issues
and the'ngoing procurement of the sixth diesel generator for Diablo
Canyon.

3. Deficiencies in the Procurement Audit Process

Mr. Ru'cger stated that discussion of the gA procurement audit process had
been struck from the April 2, 1992, management meeting agenda at PG&E's
request to permit more time to respond to .Inspection Report Nos. 50-275/
and 50-323/92-09. Hr. Martin asked that PG&E discuss the role and per-
formance of the gA organization in the procurement process, particularly
with regard to purchase of the sixth emergency diesel generator (EDG) for
Diablo Canyon. Hr; Rueger stated that he could also provide an update on

the containment fan cooler unit (CFCU) backdraft damper failures.
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Hr. Sexton discussed the gA program, management actions taken during the
past two years to improve the program, and progress in reducing the
number of open and delinquent nonconformance reports (NCRs).. Hr. Young
discussed the events that led to procurement of the generator for the
sixth EDG from Peebles Electrical Hachines (PEH), a supplier who was not
on the qualified supplier list (gSL). In reviewing the last two

years'istoryconcerning the PEH procurement, PG&E admitted that there were
problems in the procurement audit process in the past, but noted that the
gA organization today is very different from that of two years ago. Mr.
Young agreed with the Notice of Violation (NOV) and stated that PG&E
would respond by May 8, 1992. The root cause for the breakdown in the gA
procurement auditing process was stated to be inadequate audit planning,
with contributing factors including heavy workload, the use of newly-
hired employees, poor communications, and change within the organization.

Hr. Young provided a short chronology of the PEM generator procurement,.
and discussed the resolution of nonconformance report NCR DCO 89-007.
The NCR was issued in July 1989 to improve the quality of future audits,

'ut

was not fully implemented until December 1990. The procurement audit
of PEH was performed in December 1989, during the 16-month implementation
period, so the corrective actions were not applied to the PEH audit.

Hr. Young then discussed actions being taken to assess and improve tti-..
quality of vendor audits. He stated that PG&E had identified approxi--
mately 120 audits that were performed during the 16-month implementation
period, 74 of which were suspect. Of the 74, a sample of 49 were chosen
for in-depth examination. Because 4 of the 49 were discovered to be
deficient, the sample was expanded to include the entire 74 suspect
audits. The review of the audits was still ongoing. In response to a
question from Mr. Zimmerman regarding the make-up of the team reviewing
these audits, Hr. Young stated that the review was two-tiered, involving
both gA staff and management, to assure that no team member would be
reviewing an audit in which he had participated.

Mr . Zimmerman asked whether gA has the expertise to review each of these
audits, and if PG&E is supplementing the review with other qualified PG&E
or contract personnel. Mr. Sexton answered that one contractor who had
helped in procuring the generator, and had participated in the followup
audit of PEM in August 1990, is involved in review of the engineering
evaluation. In addition, PG&E is providing more technical training for
its personnel to enhance their expertise. Hr. Zimmerman urged PG&E not
to let lack of experi:ise in .the gA organization detract from the work
process.

Mr. Hartin stated that he was not encouraged by the discussion of actions
being taken. He noted that internal gA concerns regarding vendor gA had
arisen in the late 1980s, and that the present gA management had been
brought in to deal with problems in the quality organization. However,
he continued, it appeared that gA management was not aggressive enough in
mid-1990 in stopping generator procurement and expeditiously dealing with
the problems.

In response to a question from Mr..Hartin, Hr. Sexton stated that the
role of gA in PG&E is not completely adversarial, but is critical. gA
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is considered a part of the team. gA reviews of engineering documents
are an iterative process between the engineer and the gA reviewer.
Mr. Perkins expressed a concern regarding the independence of the gA
organization, especially in dealing with the engineering organization.

r

Mr. Sexton discussed some of the initiatives undertaken to improve gA's
performance, including more onsite gA presence, downgrading of some posi-
tions from supervisory to staff level, monthly gA department meetings at
the site, and revision of the training program. When asked about
examples of improvements in gA's performance, licensee representatives
noted that:

~ Two years ago gA identified a deficiency in a plant modification
concerning the boron injection tank;

~ One year ago a procurement audit identified a problem in a procure-
ment action concerning designation of the responsible party; and

~ gA recently raised a possible safety issue regarding the transfer
from cold-leg to hot-leg recirculation.

Hr. Sexton stated that, concerning the gA department, PGKE has come a

long way since 1989, but realizes that addit';onal improvements are still
needed.

Mr. Barkhuff described guality Control (gC) as purely an in-process
group, part of the plant staff. Its functions include review of procure-
ment documents before the purchase order is issued, inspection of
procured items for acceptance, review of "g" work orders to establish
holdpoints, and review of all "g" action requests. Hr. Barkhuff provided
a handout that showed improvements made, including a reduction in the
number of open NCRs, the average time an NCR remains open, and the number
of NCRs open for more than 360 days. Mr. Zimmerman mentioned that the gC
organization might benefit from applying aspects of a performance-based
approach to certain 'gC activities. For example, consideration could be
given to basing sample size on findings from previous gC review, in an
effort to slant inspection resources toward areas of perceived or known
weaknesses.

Hr. Hartin questioned how self-critical the quality organization is today
in reassessing other procurement issues. He noted that gA had missed
opportunities to follow up on problems, and had not been able to develop
the initiative .to identify for themselves areas of concern before they
become problems. He stated that the gA function appears fragmented and
ill-defined.

4. Containment Fan Cooler Unit CFCU Backdraft Dam er Failures

Hr. Rueger gave a status, of PGEE's review of the CFCU backdraft damper
failures. One of the units was again recently noticed to be in reverse
rotation at approximately 130 rpm. On this unit the counterweights were
very tight (although this was not the reason for the reverse rotation),
and 'the backdraft damper was closed. It was determined that only a

visual inspection of this CFCU had been performed, rather than the





required physical inspection of the bolt torques, and that the signatures
were not signed in real time, but after the inspection. All other CFCU

weights were physically inspected and found to be properly loose. PGIIE

admitted that the inspection of this CFCU was not sufficiently thorough.
Mr. Morrill stated that this highlighted a mindset prevalent throughout
the plant, and noted that plant personnel need to develop a more
questioning attitude. Mr. Rueger stated that PG&E is still studying the
situation to determine the cause of the reverse rotation of the CFCUs.

5. ILdd t
Mr. Martin concluded the meeting by noting that the exchange of .views had
been productive.

The meeting adjourned at approximately 4:00 p.m.





DA DE ARTMEN

Management actions taken over the past two years to improve and strengthen the effectiveness of the
QA Department.

Replaced Manager and Director of Auditing.

Increased management attention to both internal and supplier auditing activities by splitting the
responsibility for internal and supplier auditing sections between two QA Directors, rather than
having it under one Director as previously done.

3. Increased site QA presence by (1) increasing site budget; (2) increasing site personnel; (3)
increasing site responsibility for auditing site activities; (4) QA Manager's attendance at
weekly'site Managers'eeting; (5) QA Manager's presence during refueling outages, audit
exits, and emergency exercises.

Established communication up and down the organization by eliminating one layer of
supervision. Instituted monthly department meetings with all employees both in the General
Office and at the site. Instituted independent Directors and Supervisors meetings with the
Manager and maintained a Manager's open door policy for all employees.

5 ~ Established a Research & Analysis Group to research and evaluate information needed to
support audits and enhance their focus and timeliness.

Improved the technical staffing of the department by addition of operator-licensed personnel.
The QA Department now has four previous licensed operators on its PG&E staff and two
contractors who personally hold licenses.

Increased the use of performance-based auditing techniques in both internal and supplier
assessments.

8. Increased engineering and plant personnel.'s involvement in the planning and conduct of
internal and supplier audits.

Established a maintenance assessment group full time in the site QA organization to monitor
maintenance.

10. Established methods of monitoring and improving PG&E's timeliness of problem identification
and resolution. QA monitoring of General Office ARs, Managers'eetings, review of quality
problems, Emerging Issues Meetings, NSOC NCR Subcommittee ai:d trend reporting.

12.

Ceased contracting out suppliergudits, instead, all audits are conducted by PG&E employees
or staff augmentation that have been certified as lead auditors via PG&E's program.

Established new extensive internal and external (supplier) auditor and lead auditor training
programs which require passage.

13. Upgraded the skills of personnel via performance-based auditor training, plant systems
training, technical staff training, and root cause analysis training.

CC: JCYoung





ACTIONS TAKEN OVER PAST YEARS

TO STRENGTHEN THE EPPECTIVENESS OP THE

PG&E SUPPLIER AUDITING ORGANIZATION

1. The "007" corrective actions have been completed and totally in place
since December 1990. The turmoil of late 1989 and early 1990 does not
exist.

2. We do not contract out any audits, and thus have closer management of the
auditors'ctivities and first-hand knowledge of their performance.

3. We certify staff augmentation personnel under PG&E's lead auditor program,
rather than relying'n certifications of the firms providing the staff
augmentation personnel.

4. Prior to the Department reorganization in April 1990, there was one
Director over both the internal and supplier auditing organizations. Now,
we provide closer management direction and oversight by having a Director
for each organization.

5. We increased auditors'esponsibility and accountability for suppliers by
assigning each auditor ownership for designated suppliers.

6. We increased requirements for documenting objective evidence in supplier
audit checklists.

7. We upgraded 'the supplier auditor training program.

8 ~ We increased technical specialists'nvolvement in the planning and
conduct of supplier audits.

9. We upgraded the skills of auditors via training in performance-based
supplier auditing techniques.

10. We increased the upward and downward communication between auditors and
management by elSninating one layer of supervision and via regular weekly
meetings between the supplier auditors, their supervisors, and the
Director of Procurement QA.





PGRE QUALITYPROGRAM
Organization, Functions 8 Interfaces
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DCPP NCRS
TOTAL 4 OPEN
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DCPP NCRS
AGING STATISTICS
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DCPP NCR'S
OPEN > 360 DAYS
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