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PGandE Letter No.: DCL-84-123

ENCLOSURE 2

AFFIDAVIT OF J. D. SHIFFER, J. M. GISCLON, K. C. DOSS, J. B. HOCH,
R. C. THORNBERRY, AND R. K.

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN

FRANCISCO

The above being duly sworn, depose and say:

I, James D. Shiffer, an Manager of Nuclear Plant Operations in the

Nuclear Power Generation Department of Pacific Gas and Electric Company.

I, John tl. Gisclon, an Assistant Plant f1anager for Diablo Canyon Power

Plant.

I, Ken C. Doss, am a member of the Onsite Safety Review Group for the

Diablo Canyon Power .Plant and from September., 1977 to April, 1982 was a Senior

Instrument and Controls Supervisor of the Instrument and Controls (ISC)

Department for Diablo Canyon Power Plant.

I, John B. Hoch, am Project h1anager for the Diablo Canyon Project.

I, Robert C. Thornberry, am the Plant thanager for Diablo Canyon Power

Plant.

I, R. Keith Rhodes, am Technical Services Supervisor for the Diablo

Canyon Project.

The purpose of this affidavit is to respond to certain allegations

contained in the 10 CFR 2.206 petition of GAP dated February 2, 1984.
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GAP 8150, Petition at 44.

'It is alleged that:
s

PGSE management's response to complaints about the
absence of required documentation was to verbally
reprimand those who requested corrective. action. On

April 3, 1979 12 PG8E technicians si'gned a letter
formally-requesting the necessary information to do their
jobs properly. "Mr.Gisclon, the Technical Department
Head, addressed the technicians the following day, saying
' can't believe you people knew what you were signing',
accusing us of 'rabble rousing', and basically telling us
to keep quiet and fo llo'n orders" .(~cltin Cooper Aff. at
25. )

When presented »ith the referenced letter, fir. Gisclon promptly

discussed the concerns with the people involved. He did not request

that they "keep quiet and follow orders," but endeavored to get more

specific information on their concerns. As a result of this meeting fir.

Gisclon took prompt action to nake additional infornation available to

the technicians to enable them to better perfom their job. (See

Affidavit, Shiffer, et al, 3/5/84, para. 45, p. 20.)

GAP <151, Petition at 44.

It is alleged that:

After a few months, PGandE managenent halted its
corrective action program of routing current drawings and
other reference materials to the technicians. "As a ,

result, the technicians were forced to gather what
infornation they could on their own. Informal drawings,
vendor instruction manuals, catalogs, and notes from
other plants dere collected. in infernal files." (~c(tin
Cooper Aff. at 25-26.)
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2. Contrary to the allegation, PGandE continued to provide drawings and

other reference materials which were necessary for the technicians to

perform their work. (See Affidavit, Shiffer, et al, 3/5/84, para. 45, p.

20. )

GAP 8154, Petition at 46.

It is alleged that:

PGandE's —and the NRC Staff's —rationalization for
the RHR vulnerability misrepresents the plant's
circuitry. The spurious valve closures occur when the
power is turned off in the Solid State Protection System
(SSPS), through which the RHR signals pass. PGandE and
the NRC have asserted that the RHR circuitry plays a role
in the SSRS (sic) safety function, and therefore the,
circuits must be interconnected. That assertion has no
basis in reality. The SSRS (sic) is totally unrelated to
the RHR system, as can so easily be determined by a
review of the circuit diagrams. (~citin Cooper Aff. at
2, Exhibit 17, at 2.)

3. Contrary to the allegation, PGandE has not misrepresented the circuitry

of the plant. PGandE has acknowledged that the closure signal passes

through the SSPS. The circuitry functions in accordance with the design

standards established by Westinghouse. (See Affidavit, Shiffer, et al,

3/5/84, para. 15, pp. 7-8.)

GAP <155, Petition at 44.

It is alleged that:

PGEE and again the NRC staff, also misrepresented the
circuitry by claiming RHR protection through reliance on
certain actuators in a "temperature pressure interlock
system." Unfortunately, the plant technical
specifications require that "the power be removed from
the actuators for these valves during the period when the
automatic c1osing action wou1d be desired." (~citin
Cooper Aff. at 2.)
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4. Contrary to the allegation, PGandE did not misrepresent the circuitry;

Removal of power fron the actuators was approved by the Staff when it
approved the Technical Specifications and reaffimed in SSER 21. (See

Affidavit, Shiffer, et al, 3/5/84, para. 14, p. 7, para. 28, p. 13.)

GAP 8157, Petition at 46.

It is alleged that:

PGandE's failure to notify the NRC of the RHR design
defect represented a violation of 10 CFR 50.55(e) which
requires such disclosure within 24 hours by the holder of
a construction pemit. NRC official Jesse Crews
confimed to tlr. Cooper that if the punps had failed when
needed during operations, the incident would be a
significant event, a standard sinilar to section
50.55(e). Since PGandE had a construction pemit in foray
1981 when t1r. Cooper reported the flaw to nanagenent, the
incident had to be reported innediately. (colitic Cooper
Aff. at 13, 17-18, Exhibit 17b at pp. 6-8.)

5. The RHR system installed at Diablo is a standard design which has

received NRC review and approval. Contrary to the allegation, there is

no design defect and no reporting requirenent under 10 CFR 50.55(e).

(See also Affidavit, Shiffer, et al, 3/5/84, para. 27-28, pp. 12-13.).

GAP 8159, Petition at 47.

It is alleged that:

The corrective action inposed instead was ineffective:
instead of rerouting the circuitry, the operators would
have to leave the control roon during the accident to
nanually operate the relevant valve breakers and protect
the RHR punps. This response violates the prenises of
the NRC's Safety Evaluation Report No. 7, on Diablo
Canyon, which says that all actions necessary to cool
down the plant during an accident could be acconplished
fron the control roon (~cit.in Cooper Aff. at 10-11.)
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6. At the tine SSER 7 was written, there was no procedural requirement to

remove power from valves 8701 and 8702. SSER 7 did acknowledge,

however, that there could be instances which would require operator

action outside of the control room. To the extent that any

inconsistency did arise, it was accepted in SSER 8 and SSER 9 and when

the Technical Specifications for removal of power from valves 8701 and

8702 were reviewed and approved by the NRC.

GAP 8161, Petition at 47.

It is alleged that:

Management's corrective action for the RHR pump
vulnerability —manual response by the operators--
represented licensee action on an "unresolved (sic)
safety question" without prior notice to and approval
from the NRC. This unauthorized change violates 10 CFR
60.69. (~citin Cooper Aff at .16.)

7. The corrective action of removal of power to the valves was consistent

with the Technical Specifications which the NRC had reviewed and

approved. The action did not involve any "unreviewed safety question"

and consequently did not constitute a violation of 10 CFR'50.59.

GAP 8163, Petition at 48.

It is alleged that:

Mr. Cooper did not receive any response that he can
recall after he reported to (}A the violations of
administrative controls connected with the NPPR on the
1981 spurious va1ve closure. (~citin Cooper Aff. at 12. )

-5-
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8. We could not confirm whether or not Hr. Cooper's informal, verbal,

inquiry received a response. However, the NPPR was resolved. (See

Affidavit, Shiffer, et al, 3/5/84, para. 49-51, pp. 21, 22.)

GAP 8164, 165, Petition at 48.

It is alleged that:

To further conplicate the situation descry ibed in 81
above, it is inpossible, even by a detailed study of any
existing plant drawings, for a technically conpetent
person to detemine that renoving the output fuses fron
the SSPS will cause valves 8701 and 8702 to auto-close.
(~citin Cooper Aff. at 13.)

and that:

The breakdown in corrective action is illustrated by the
continuing four year PG8E failure to nake the offician
(sic) drawings accurate by disclosing the circuit
connections responsible for the spurious closures.
Ironically, one of the docunents destroyed in the great
file purge was an infomal drawing prepared by Nr. Cooper
that accurately depicted the problem. (~citin Cooper
Aff. at 13,20,21,24 and 26.)

9. It is correct that to a person with no previous knowledge of the

relationship between the SSPS and the RHR, it could appear to be

inpossible to trace the effect of renoving fuses fron the design

drawings thenselves. However, tracing has been acconplished by

conpetent technicians with this knowledge.

10. Since the tine of the spurious closures, the design drawings at the site

and applicable procedures have been revised to reflect this

interrelationship. Updating of drawings and procedures is part of the

on-going plant operational process.
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GAP 8166, Petition at 48.

It is alleged that:

PGandE's systen for corrective action on reports of
design deficiencies is defective itself, due to the
absence of a requirenent to respond to the originator.
As a result, there is no process to alert that originator
that a decision has been reached, or its substance. This
helps to explain why the pattern in this case —failure
to connunicate with Hr. Cooper, ineffective corrective
action, and no corrective action to nake the official
drawings accurate —is representative, rather than
atypical. (~citin Cooper Aff. at 20, 24.).

ll. Nuclear Plant Operations (NPO) procedures governing processing of

requests for nodifications and reports of possible design deficiencies

have required that responses to requests be returned to the initiating

departnent, particularly if the request was denied. (See Exhibits 1, 2,

and 3, attached). The NPO procedures have been changed to provide for

infoming the originator of the disposition of the request, whether

approved or denied. The General Construction practice in this area has

~ been to infom the originating departnent of such a request as to its

disposition, whether approved or disapproved.

GAP 0167, Petition at 49.

It is alleged that:

PGandE and the NRC Staff erroneously have clained that
the possibility of spurious valve closures is only six in
ten nillion, too renote to be credible. In fact, the
incredible has happened twice in the last three years at
Diablo Canyon, and sixteen tines nationwide. The nost
recent incident in November 1983 destroyed an RHR punp.
(~citin Cooper Aff. at 5-6.)
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12. Because appropriate corrective action has been taken as approved by the

NRC, the exact mathematical probability of spurious valve closures is

not of consequence to the safety of operation of Diablo Canyon Power

Plant.

13. The November 1983 incident did not destroy the pump as alleged.

Although the pump was damaged, it remained functional.

GAP 01 69, Petition at 49.

It is alleged that:

PGandE's contention that this portion of the plant is
not-safety-related is incorrect in light of the
post-accident analysis of this system's performance
recovery after the TMI accident. PGandE blocked fir.
Cooper's efforts to correct contradictory claims in the
FSAR. His supervisor told Mr. Cooper to destroy the
forms he submitted to raise the issue in that context.
(~citin Cooper Aff at .3, 4, 8, 11, 13, 14-15.)

14. The RHR system meets all Diablo Canyon licensing criteria. (See

Affidavit, Shiffer, et al, 3/5/84, Part I, pp. 3-9.)

15. Contrary to the allegation of the petition, Mr. Cooper's affidavit at

page ll shows that his efforts were. not blocked but that he was

requested to submit his proposed change as a "Design Change Request"

which was submitted and properly dispositioned.

GAP 4170, Petition at 49.

It is alleged that:

At a 1982 meeting, two PG8E officials failed to correct a
false statement to the NRC staff that the company was
ignorant of inaccuracies in its Plant Manual for
operators. In fact, both individuals had been notified.
Mr. Cooper had sent memoranda to the two PG8E management
officials. The most charitable explanation for the false
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statement to the NRC is that they were not paying
attention to the inaccurate statements made of their
co11eagoee. (~cftfn Cooper Aff. at 13-14, 21-22.) sn
that "best case scenario," the PGEE officials would be
innocent of intentional fasification, but guilty 'of
failing to attan (sic) the nece-sary (sic) character and
competence required to operate a nuclear plant.

16. Although the NRC inspection report dated January 19, 1983, reflected

that the inspector had interviewed one or more persons who had indicated

that they were unaware of the problem with the Plant Manual, both Mr.

Gisclon and Mr. Thornberry recall, and notes taken substantiate, that

this subject was not discussed at the exit interview on January 7,

1983. Therefore, neither had the opportunity to correct this

impression. In fact, however, corrective action was already underway.

(See also Affidavit, Shiffer, et al, para. 32 and 33, p. 15.)

Dated: March 29, 1984

0. HIF R

l'ubscribed

and sworn to
before me this 29th day
of March, 1984.

NIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII'I'lie"I"IIIIIIIIIIIllllllllllllllllg
C. T. t!"AL IIAADISON

CALIFORNIA
.:.: COUNTY OF

SAil FRANCISCO
h'Iy Commission Expifes Occ. 27, I985

NIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII'/+~ A~
ynt a ea - a )son

Notary Public in and for the
City and County of San Francisco
State of California
My cemission expires
December 27, 1985
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Dated: March 29, 1984

J. M. GISCLON

R. C. THORNBERRY

R. K. R DES

Subscribed and sworn to
before me this 29th day
of March, 1984,

llendy Spro 1

Notary Pub ic in and for the
County of San Luis Obispo,
State of California.
My commission expires
June 30, 1986.

OFFICIAL SEAL
WENDY SPROUL

NOTARY oVBLtC ~ CAr.ISORNIA

SAN LUlS OBISPO COUÃlY

My comm. expires JUN 30, 1986
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Dated: March 30, 1984

Subscribed and sworn to
before ne this 30th day
of Maroh, 'I984.

en y prou
Notary Public in and for the
County of San Luis Obispo
State of California
Q connission expires
June 30, 1986

Affiant unavailable at time of final signature; affirmation will be filed
uoon signing.



I
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h. Ccayleeiag Ztoae N t3a~g X4 ot tha Salver Heat Problem haomt
Fem 7&492+ ''

1) Ztaa 12

~ ouperv~r, cs ~.as tbs per~ doing the acne (if other
than the eepc~xe b~~alf), ~ ~ inspector (jf thero is oae)
eleehi be Ldoatifimk hera

2) Itcea 13 Reoolatioa

The results of investigation by the department doing the work and
say action taken slumber be dhmaaeat in detail here. If o
separate report is warranted, it csn eiaply be refereaced to ond
included es ez'. ettsclcheat to the PxoblcR Report fora

3) Itaa 14 - Report
CIA@'han

the job is coeplete, the Iepervtsor ia cherge ehcndd sigaoff es "reportiag clear" ead date the fona. If e piece of
equipaent is involved sad he reports cleer to eoee other
supervisor, he cea so iadicste ia the specs jerked To ~

Otherwise, the letter is left bleak.

c Distribution

Polloviag coepletioa of itee ~ 12 through 14, the origjael end 1st copy(still attached) slxxaM be returned to the department heed for his
iafotaat ion.

5. tiael Pleat Naaageaeat Revioer~ Siga Off ead Distribution
e The ~~mat heed reviews tha fora ead siga off on itaa 15 of the

tora.

b. After he hes looked st the fora, the depart heed should pass theo~~ snd 1st copy to the QC Supervisor for finel distributioa.
c The QC Supervti~ should caaplete it's'l5 ead 16 and distribute the

copies es

followers

1) Originel end origiael of any ettschaeats villbe sent to the
supervisor who originated the troblea Report for his iatoraetioa.
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aepsxvised the mrs Tbe fora~ my retain ehia ~ ta ILLs
files or Liard it as he chooses.

Qaa the originator receives ebe original, be shouhh

1) hall the 3rd 'ooyy trsa his fuse and 4catroy it, therapy noting
that the prohlsa ia mo 1oogsr ostatsnklag, .

2) Proiipcly retorn tha fora to the QC S~dsm.
s. %ma the gC Seps."cecum yaeo ths m~mI bach bs uhoalda

those cntcgeriaa of problem rope~. The Heat Sapsrintc~e
See~to the + &~~~ to zemi to hba.

2) tfaha additional copies of the nqort and dketribata as necessary.

3) Pile the os,gimi1 in the QC file.
5. Um of fora 7&483 to Qocn~t Rsvtes Croop Hndings

The fora 7&483 Rsvtss Croup endings for Sciicoafmmncas and Poesntia11y
Isporeable Ieais (hereinafter'referred to as a aooccmfo~ncs report) is
int~3e4 to serve as the basic "sdnuess" of, the Tschcd.csl Refer Czoep~ing sbsn a probls8l has bean C1assifisd as siehsr a LHDcAxlfozRIRncs or
potaatially xeqmrtabla It is also used to doc~t the verification of
the caaplaeion of ehs rssotutioa and reporting. Casplstion of ehs fora is
ehe responsibility of the secretary of the rsvte» graap.

a Insernctioas for Caaplaeing fora 75-683, "Re@~ Creep Eixufix~s for
Smeonfmmincss and Poemeially Neimrtabla Itais".

1) Itm 1 Idaetification

The reports are anabsred ostng a system which is sgLslc~ to
that ossd for ambering of Problsat R~erts except that tbs
rosjkwhsibls dspsreasnt is idleitied jn ths third !RQSsr block
instead o! ths Smficating dsparesant. Problsa keporta cad
5onccmfoeasncs Reports eh1cb woold oehsrsiss bere tbe erne oaabsr
ae diffaatiatsd by the prstfx which prscsdss the final block of
fignrss+

Since, in nearly all cases, the iesa being discososd ~ have a
corr~xmding problsa report, a bmc is provided for sneering the
corresponding Problaa Repor t auabsr.
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EXHIBIT NO. 2

pacific Gas and Electric Company
NUMBER AP C-12-Sl

REV IS ION 1

DATE 1/28/84
PAGE 1 OF 3

DEPARTMENT OF NUCLEAR PLANT OPERATIONS

DIABLO CANYON POWER PLANT UNIT NO(S) 1 AND 2
J

ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURE

NUCLEAR PLANT PROBLEM REPORT PROCESSING AND TRACKING

APPROVED:
PLANT AGER OATE

SCOPE

To establish a system for initiating and tracking Nuclear Plant
Problem Reports (NPPR's).

This procedure and changes thereto requires PSRC review.

DISCUSSION

The NPPR Tracking System will be used to generate reports as required
by each department to assist their management on open 'NPPR's.

RESPONSIBILITY

1. The Work Planning Center has the responsibility for the NPPR

reporting system and for NPPR data entry into the NPPR Tracking
System.

2. All plant supervisors are responsible to ensure that NPPR

tracking information is promptly forwarded to the NPPR clerk.

PROCEDURE

1. After initiating a NPPR, the originator will forward it to his
department head or his designee for review and approval.

2. After approval by the originating department head or designee,
the NPPR shall be sent to the Work Planning Center for review and
assignment to the responsible department(s).

3. The Work Planning Center will make a xerox copy of the NPPR and
send it to the NPPR clerk.

4. The NPPR shall be routed to the first responsible department head
for initial management review. This step can be performed con-
currently with step 2 if the problem is to be accomplished within
the originating department.
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IASLO CANYON POWER PLANT UNIT NO(S) 1AND2 NUMBER AP C-12-Sl
REVISION 1

DATE 1/28/84
PAGE 2 OF 3

NUCLEAR PLANT PROBLEM REPORT PROCESSING AND TRACKIN

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

The department head shall forward the NPPR to one of his
department supervisors for implementation of the required action.
The department head will forward the pink copy of the NPPR to the
Mork Planning Center for Status Updating. After updating, it
will be routed 'to QC for notification of upcoming work. Quality
Control will then return the pink copy to the NPPR clerk.

After completion of the I-equired action, the department
supervisor shall speci.fy in enough details the actions performed
in the Implementing Department Section of the NPPR. He then
shall return the NPPR to the department head for final management
review. The NPPR Update Slip may be used for each transfer
within a department if the department desires to track the status
between its work centers.

h(jTE; The Department Head may delegate the final management
review of the NPPR if. the NPPR:

1. Is non-safety related.

2. Is of a minor nature such as relamping, door repair,
leak repairs to non-safety systems, etc., and

3. Does not require routing to another department for
completion.

The Department Head will then attach a NPPR Update Slip
indicating the next person or department to receive the NPPR.
Steps 5 through 7 will be repeated until all actions. to resolve
the NPPR have been accomplished. Any Department Heads receiving
a NPPR from another department will provide NPPR status updating
by forwarding the NPPR Update Slip instead of the pink copy.

Upon completion of the last action, the NPPR shall be forwarded
to the Quality Control Department for final closure. The updateslip will be detached and be forwarded to the NPPR Clerk.

Quality Control will review the closed NPPR and forward it to the
NPPR clerk for final entry into RMS. The yellow NPPR copy will
be returned to the originating department by Quality Control.

hl'hhAl 9Y
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EXHIBIT NO. 3

EP(2 MIE PncN|: Gas and Efectric Company

DEPARTMENT OF NUCLEAR PLANT
OPERATION9'IABLO

CANYON POWER PLANT UNIT NO(S) 1 AND 2

NUMBER AP C-1 52

REVISION 1

DATE 3ItICII'03

PAGE 1 OF

AOMINISTRATIYE PROCEDURE
REQUESTING DESIGN CHANGES AND INFORMATION
FRON GENERAL OFFICE ENGINEERING OEFARTNENTr ~ <i'm

PLANT MANAGER DATE

SCOPE

This supplement provides guidance on preparation, submittal, tracking, and
disposition of Design Change Requests (DCR), Nuclear Plant Operations
Comments (NPOC), and Plant Design Coments (PDC).

PROCEDURE

1. A DCR shall be used when requesting design changes or modifications
from General Office - Engineering, or when requesting modifications or
changes under the OCPP delegation of authority.

2. A NPOC shall be used when requesting information from engineering, as
opposed to design work.

3. Preparation and processing of OCR's.

a. Provide enough information to clearly state the problem,
including the reason for the modification and suggested
modification (if known). The plant staff may, at the discretion
of plant management, elect to do the design work or not to do the
design work. If the choice is made to perform the design work,
the requirements of .NPAP C-1 must be complied with fully. The
designer must produce the design package, and, if important to
safety, the safety evaluation.

b. Whether or not the design work is to be done by the plant staff,
a DCR must be completed by the requestor and, reviewed by the
Power Plant Engineer before forwarding through cha'nnels to the
General Office. This review shall be completed before requesting
telecon approval of design changes. The Plant Engineer will
review the OCR prior to transmittal to Engineering to assure thatit will, at this stage, meet the criteria for an acceptable
design change. He will then assign a number and forward the DCR,
or authorize a telecon request.

DCOOA6 1Y
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o~o ~tw P0wea ~ uNn'NO(S) 1 AND 2

REQUESTING DESIGN CHANGES ANO INFORMATION
FROM GENERAL OFFICE ENGINEERING DEPARTMENT

NLA6R AP C-1 S2
REYIQON 1
DATE „3/16/82
aaeE 3'

Requested by —The Plant Manager, or his designee will
sign and authorize the OCR. The. Plant Manager,
Superintendent, and Power Plant Engineer are
presently authorized to sign OCR's.

d. The Plant Engineer will maintain an up-to-date log of all DCR's.
The log will indicate the originator's name, assigned number,
date approved onsite, date answered, approved or disapproved, and
date installation complete. This should be periodically
reconciled with projects log.

e. The Power Plant Engineer will forward all DCR's to the
Supervising Engineer, Nuclear Safety and Engineering.

f. Mhen approved OCR's are received onsite, they will be handled in
accordance with Supplement 1 to AP C-l.

g. If a OCR is returned disapproved, a copy will.be forwarded to the
originating department head. If desired, he may resubmit the DCR
as a revision with amplifying information rebutting the
disapproval.

4. Preparation and Processing of NPQC's

a. A sample NPOC is presented as Attachment 2. The comment should
be stated in enough detail to clearly explain the issue or
question. The recomnendation or action requested must also be
c'learly stated.

b. NPOC's shall be completed as follows:

1) List decimal file reference
tI

2) Attach RHS entry sheet

3) No. - leave blank - Plant Engineer will assign

4) Subject

5) Priority - assign per Attachment 1.

6) Covalent

7) Recommendation

OCOOA6 3V
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OtAELO CANYON POWER PLANT UNT NO(S) 1 AND 2

RE(VESTING DESIGN CHANGES AND INFORMATION
FROM GENERAL OFFICE ENGINEERING DEPARTMENT

meSeR AP C 1 S2
fKVSION

3/16/82
PAGE 4 OF 5

c. The Plant Engineer will maintain a log of NPOC's with submittal
date, approval date, and date answered. This should be
periodically reconciled with the General Office projects list.

d. The Plant Manager, Superintendent or Engineer are authorized to
approve NPOC's.

e. Mhen an answer to a HPOC is received, a copy will be forwarded to
the originating department head, and the original of the answer
will be filed with the original, and ultimately sent to RMS.

5. Plant Department Heads shall carefully consider DCR's and NPOC's
submitted. from their department. If the reason for the change request
or comment is a potential nonconformance or a potentially reportable
item, a NPPR shall be filed, in addition to the DCR and HPOC.

6. In order to properly prioritize the OCR, complete Form 69-10778,
submit with the OCR.

7. Closure of Nuclear Plant Operations Coranents (HPOC) and Plant Design
Conments (PDC).

NOTE: As per item 2 of temporary change dated "from 7/16/81 to next .rev>sion" of NPAP C-l, Rev. 2, POC's were discontinued in favor of the
use of DCR's. However, since PDC's were written prior to that date, a
closure mechanism for outstanding PDC's is provided.

a. NPOC's and PDC's will be officially closed by signature of the
Power Plant Engineer or his designated alternate on a short
report concerning the status 'of the subject of a particular PDC.
This report will specify design change documentation by DCR, OCN,
NPOC'r etc., number where that information is available. The
existence of a trackable document such as a DCR, DCN, NPOC or
etc , whic.h coveers a e the items of a pDc is sufficient
justification for closure of a POC.

b. In cases where the subject of an NPOC or PDC has been corrected,
but no specific design change document can be found, a physical
inspection documented in the short report to determine that the
subject of the PDC is no longer applicable to the present status
of the equipment, facilities or etc., is sufficient justificationfor c)osure. The cognizant department head may signify by
signature his concurrence with the short report to aid the Power
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UNITED STATES OF AhlERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

In the Matter of

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY )
)

(Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power )
Plant, Units 1 and 2) )

)

Docket Nos. 50-275
50-323

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The foregoing document(s) of Pacific Gas and Electric Company has
(have) been served today on the folloviing by deposit in the United States
nail, properly stamped and addressed:

Judge John F. Wolf
Chairman
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
US Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555

Judge Glenn 0. Bright
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
US Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555

Judge Jerry R. Kline
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
US Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555

hlrs. Elizabeth Apfelberg
c/o Betsy Umhoffer
1493 Southwood
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401

Janice E. Kerr, Esq.
Public Utilities Commission
State of California
5246 State Building
350 McAllister Street
San Francisco, CA 94102

Mr. Frederick Eissler
Scenic Shoreline Preservation

Conference, Inc.
4623 hlore Mesa Drive
Santa Barbara, CA 93105

hlrs. Sandra A. Silver
1760 Alisal Street
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401

h1r. Gordon Silver
1760 Alisal Street
San Luis Opisbo, CA 93401

John Phillips, Esq.
Joel Reynolds, Esq.
Center for La>c in the Public Interest
10951 W. Pico Bl'vd. - Suite 300
Los Angeles, CA 90064

David F. Fleischaker, Esq.
P. 0. Box 1178
Oklahoma City, OK 73101

Arthur C. Gehr, Esq.
Snell 8 Wilmer
3100 Valley Bank Center
Phoenix, AZ 85073

Chairman
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel
US Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555

Mrs. Raye Fleming
1920 hlattie Road
Shell Beach, CA 93449

Mr. Harold Denton, Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
7920 Norfolk Avenue
US Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Bethesda, MD 20814
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0'hairman

Atomic Safety and Licensing
Appeal, Panel

US Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555

Secretary
US Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555

Attn: Docketing and Service
Section

*Lawrence J. Chandler, Esq.
Henry J. McGurren
US Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Office of Executive Legal Director
I(ashington, DC 20555

Mr. Richard B. Hubbard
MHB Technical Associates
1723 Hamilton Avenue, Suite K

San Jose, CA 95125

Mr. Carl Neiberger
Telegram Tribune
P. 0. Box 112
San Luis Obispo, CA 93402

Bruce Norton, Esq.
Norton, Bruke, Berry 8 French, P.C.
P. 0. box 10569
Phoenix, AZ 85064

Commissioner Frederick M. Bernthal
US Nuclear Regulatory Commission
1717 H Street NW-

Washington, D.C. 20555

Commissioner James K. Asselstine
US Nuclear Regulatory Commission
1717 H Street NW

Ilashington, D.C. 20555

+Judge Thomas S. Moore
Chairman
Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal

Boar,d
US Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555

"Judge W. Reed Johnson
Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal

Board
US Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555

+Judge John H. Buck
Atomic Safety .and Licensing Appeal

Board
US Nuclear Regulatory Conmission
l(ashington, DC 20555

tlichael J . Strumwasser, Esq.
Susan L. Durbin,'sq.
Peter H. Kaufnan, Esq.
3580 Wilshire Blvd., Suite 800
Los Angeles, CA 90010

Maurice Axelrad, Esq.
Newman 8 Holtzinger, P.C.
1025 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.
Washington, DC 20036

Commissioner Nunzio J . Palladino
Chairman
US Nuclear Regulatory Commission
1717 H Street NW

Washington, D.C. 20555

Commissioner Victor Gilinsky
US Nuclear Regulatory Commission
1717 H Street NW

Washington, D.C. 20555 H

Commissioner Thomas M. Roberts
US Nuclear Regulatory Commission
1717 H Street NW

Washington, D.C. 20555

*Via Network Courier.

Date: March 29, 1984
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