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Pacific Gas and Electric Company 77 Beate Street

San Francisco, CA 94106
415i973-4684

Gregory M, Rueger

Senior Vice President and

General Manager

Nuclear Power Generalion

September 14, 1992

PGtIrE Letter No. DCL-92-200

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
ATTN: Document Control Desk
Washington, 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 Notice of Violation in NRC Inspection Reports
50-275/92-20 and 50-323/92-20

Gentlemen:

NRC Inspection Reports 50-275/92-20 and 50-323/92-20, dated
August 13, 1992, contained a Notice of Violation citing two Severity
Level IV violations regarding (1) inadequate guidance provided to
operators on the use of the positive displacement charging pump in the
event of a fire in the centrifugal charging pump area and (2) failure to
report several fire protection system implementation deficiencies in
accordance with 10 CFR 50.72. PGEE's r'esponse to the Notice of
Violation is provided in the enclosure.

Sincerely,

Grego M. Rueger

CC: Ann P. Hodgdon
John B. Hartin
Philip J. Morrill
Harry Rood
CPUC
Diablo Distribution

DC0-92-,NR-N015
DCO-92-TN-N037
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PG&E Letter No. DCL-92-200

' ENCLOSURE

,REPLY TO NOTICE OF VIOLATION IN
NRC INSPECTION REPORTS 50-275/92-20 AND 50-323/92-20

On August 13, 1992, as part of NRC Inspection Reports 50-275/92-20 and
50-323/92-20, NRC Region V issued a Notice of Violation citing two Severity
Level IV violations for Diablo Canyon Power Plant Units 1.and 2.

The'tatementsof violation and PGEE's responses follow.

STATEMENT OF VIOLATION A.
I

Technical Specification 6.8. 1 requires that written
procedures be implemented covering the activities
referenced in Appendix A of Regulatory Guide 1.33,
Revision 2, February 1978.

Regulatory Guide 1.33, Revision 2, Appendix.A lists in
part procedures for operation of the chemical and volume
control system and procedures for combating plant fires.

Contrary to the above, as of July 13, 1992, appropriate
procedures were not in place to provide, guidance on the
use of the positive displacement pump in the event of a

fire in the centrifugal charging pump area.

This is a Severity Level IV Violation (Supplement I),
applicable to Units 1 and 2.

REASON FOR THE VIOLATION

PG8 E agrees that adequate guidance to operators was not in place for use of
the positive displacement pumps (PDPs). However, long-term'orrective actions
to resolve PDP line cracking were being actively pursued consistent with the
complexity of the problem and its safety significance, as discussed below.

BACKGROUND

PGLE's program to address the PDP line cracking was discussed with the NRC in
late 1990. At that time, investigation results indicated that PDP line weld
failures were not unique to Diablo Canyon. However., due to the special
characteristics of the Diablo Canyon PDP charging and letdown lines, the cause
of the cracking had not yet been determined. PGKE indicated that the
following actions were being performed:-

'detailed visual and surface examinations to detect any cracking of the PDP

lines

~ evaluation of the need -for additional PDP line supports
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' installation of vibration instrumentation to aid the detailed evaluation of
the PDP piping and suction stabilizer

Piping and support modifications and vibration testing were completed in late
1990. Analysis of the data indicated that more testing was required to
further investigate the PDP vibration. Pressure transducers were installed
and testing was initiated. Based on the test results, options for plant
modifications were prepared and presented to management in June 1991. These
options were:

~ replace the suction stabilizer and discharge dampener with acoustic filters
I

~ replace each PDP with a 14-stage nonsafety-related centrifugal charging
pump (CCP)

~ add an additional 14-stage nonsafety-related=-CCP

In June 1991, PG&E chose the option to install acoustic filters on the suction
and discharge of the PDPs, and work to implement this option began.
Implementation of the resulting design changes was subsequently scheduled to
be completed by the end of August 1993 for both units.

Although compensatory measures are adequate pending installation of the
acoustic filters, temporary modifications to limit PDP speed were identified
as a conservative measure to provide assurance of the availability of the
PDPs. The first modification consisted of installation of a mechanical stop
to limit the maximum flow to less than 60 gpm (a flow limit that ensures no
PDP line cracking will occur based on testing results). The second
modification will be the installation of a backup nitrogen supply 'connection
to the PDP pneumatic spec'd control system (necessary for operator control of
the speed with a loss of instrument air).

REASON FOR VIOLATION

Justification for Continued Operation (JCO) 90-17 was issued on
August 10, 1990, to ensure that (1) the degraded condition of the PDPs was

thoroughly evaluated, (2) necessary compensatory actions were implemented, and

(3) information was made available to plant operators for PDP operation in the
degraded condition. Actions included establishment of an hourly fire watch,
assurance of smoke detection equipment operability and fire suppression
equipment availability, and restriction of maintenance activities that could
potentially cause a fire in the CCP rooms. Additional information was
provided with respect to operator actions which may be*taken in the event that
a fire causes a loss of both CCPs. This additional information was not
intended to be a compensatory measure, but was provided as information and

guidance 'for operator action requirements in response to a loss of all
charging; Since this scenario was considered highly improbable on the basis
of compensatory actions taken, a circuit analysis of this scenario for
Appendix R compliance was not performed..

Establishment of a fire watch, assurance of suppression and detection, and

limitation of maintenance activities are consistent with the requirements of
Technical Specification .(TS) 3.7. 10 for a degraded fire protection
penetration. Since the action statements of TS 3.7. 10 have no limitations on
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' how long a degraded fire barrier penetration can exist with reliance on
compensatory measures, and given the low probability .of a fire causing a

complete loss of all charging, PGIIE believed that there was an adequate level
of protection.

A summary of the information and- guidance provided to the operators for the
PDPs follows.

~ On August 8, 1990, a standing order was issued stating that, until further
information was received as to the cause of the cracking in the PDP suction
lines, the PDPs were to be maintained in a standby status and should not be

run for post-maintenance testing or routine surveillance testing.
t

~ On March 13, 1992, a standing order was issued to the shift foreman to
instruct. the operators to maintain the PDPs administratively
caution-tagged. The order noted that, due to chemical and volume control
system line cracking associated with the PDPs, the PDPs should 'only be run
to perform necessary surveillance tests or for emergency service, with an

operator continuously stationed in the area of the, pump to monitor the
suction line vibration.'

On July 17, 1992, a memorandum was issued to and reviewed with operating
crews at the shift briefings. The memorandum stated that the PDPs are
being maintained operable and available for use in emergency conditions.
The memorandum discussed the pending design change to limit the speed of a

PDP and administrative control to ensure that the PDPs are not operated at
a flow greater than 60 gpm.

A summary of the information and guidance provided from NECS Engineering to .

Operations on the use of the PDPs follows.

~ A memorandum dated July 17, 1992, provided clarification on constraints
with respect to operation of the PDPs for non-Appendix R fire scenarios.
The memorandum: (1) noted, that operation of the PDPs at a flowrate less
than 60 gpm will result in pulsation levels that will allow operation of
the PDP in support of cold shutdown; (2) provided information on operation'f the PDPs to avoid pipe cracking at high speed in the event of a loss of=

offsite power/loss of instrument air; and (3) indicated that in the event
that operation of the PDPs, results in failure of the charging path,
Operating .Procedure AP-17, "Loss of All Charging," may be used to achieve
safe shutdown conditions.

~ Additional guidance was issued in a memorandum dated August 6, 1992.
The memorandum reviewed compensatory actions taken to preclude the
potential for fire damage to both CCPs during the timeframe the PDPs are
unavailable. Additionally, the memorandum clarified that these
compensatory measures and any required operator actions did not imply
that the loss of both CCPs was considered credible. Although the
compensatory actions were considered adequate, temporary modifications
were described that would allow for operability of the PDPs until
permanent modifications could be completed.

~ An updated memorandum, dated September 8, 1992, has been issued summarizing
and consolidating guidance to operators for use of the PDPs.
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' Although these instructions and guidance have been provided to operators, PG&E

agrees that guidance for PDP operation should have been enhanced for the
period prior to mid-July, during which long-term corrective actions were being
pursued.

CORRECTIVE STEPS TAKEN AND RESULTS ACHIEVED

PGKE has taken the following actions:

~ JCO 90-17 was revised to more clearly define the compensatory measures
being relied upon. The reference to AP-17 was removed from the JCO.

~ By memorandum dated September 8, 1992, Engineering has summarized and
consolidated updated direction to Operations for use of the PDPs.

~ An Operations Shift Order was„issued on September 9, 1992, to provide
updated guidance from Engineering to Operations personnel.

CORRECTIVE STEPS THAT WILL BE TAKEN TO AVOID FURTHER VIOLATIONS

To prevent similar violations in the future, PGKE is taking the following
action:

~ Administrative Procedure C-29, "Operability Evaluation," will be revised to
require that, when equipment is known to be degraded, specific written
equipment operating limitations will be provided as necessary from
Engineering to Operations.

~ Operations will revise operating procedures and abnormal procedures to
incorporate the direction provided by Engineering for PDP operation
following the completion of the design change installing the nitrogen,gas
capabjlity for PDP speed control.

~ Acoustic filters will be installed on the suction and discharge lines of
the PDPs.

DATE WHEN FULL COMPLIANCE WILL BE ACHIEVED

PGLE will be in full compliance by October 30, 1992. Operating and abnormal
procedures will be revised by September 23, 1992. AP C-29 will be revised by
October 30, 1992. The acoustic filters will be installed by the end of
August 1993.
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STATEMENT OF VIOLATION B.

10 CFR 50.72. (b)(1)(ii)(B) requires that conditions outside the
plant's design basis be reported to the NRC within one hour.

FSAR Section 9.5. 1. 1, Design Basis of the Fire Protection Program,
describes compliance with 10 CFR 50, Appendix R, to be part of the
plant design basis. Appendix R requires the protection and
separation of redundant trains of safe shutdown circuits located
in the same fire area. FSAR Appendices 9.5A, B, C, D and E

describe how the licensee complies with the specific elements of
the design basis.

Contrary to the above, as of July 16, 1992, the licensee did not
report the following conditions outside the plant's fire
protection design basis with regard to Appendix R fire protection
requirements, within one hour of identifying the conditions:

1'. Lack of circuit protection for the auxiliary saltwater pumps
and associated exhaust fans'ircuitry,

2. Lack of circuit protection for the emergency diesel generator
emergency stop circuitry,

3. Lack of circuit protection for the power operated relief valves
and auxiliary spray valves'ircuitry,

This is a Severity Level IV Violation (Supplement I), applicable
to Units 1 and 2.

REASON FOR THE VIOLATION IF ADMITTED, OR BASIS FOR DISPUTING THE VIOLATION

In retrospect, PG&E agrees with the determination presented in the Notice of
Violation that the three conditions should have been reported on a one-hour
basis and, as discussed below, will be providing guidance to personnel
regarding maintaining a low threshold for the reporting of Appendix R

probl'ems. We question, however, if a cited NOV is the appropriate way to
address this situation given our voluntary reporting of the conditions, our
reasonable, though non-conservative, basis for the original non-reportability
determination, and the lack of safety significance.

BACKGROUND

PG&E's Appendix R Design Basis Documentation Enhancement Project began in June
1991. The Project was initiated, in 'part, to resolve some previously
identified weaknesses in documentation and to provide a consistent level of
supporting documentation. The Project scope included a detailed review and
verification of required equipment for Appendix R post-fire safe shutdown
(SSD), cable identification, cable routing, fire area SSD analysis, SSD

timeline, and emergency lighting.

Licensee Event Report (LER) 2-92-001-01 was submitted to report four
conditions determined to be outside the plant design basis. In addition to
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' these four conditions, several other conditions not in conformance with
10 CFR 50 Appendix R requirements were identified and assessed for
reportability. These additional conditions were judged to be not reportable
since they were evaluated to not have potential safety significance or
signi'ficantly reduce the level of safety. However, they were voluntarily
included in the LER for completeness.

REASON FOR VIOLATION

As stated above, PG&E agrees that a conservative reportability decision should
have been made and the one-hour reports subsequently provided. As discussed
in LER 2-92-001-0I, PG&E evaluated the subject conditions and determined the
conditions did not significantly affect the Appendix R design basis of the
plant to achieve and maintain. safe shutdown. In our opinion, on that basis,
we believed that one-hour reports were not required. Regardless, PG&E

voluntarily reported the conditions in the referenced LER. However, PG&E will
provide guidance to personnel 'to assure that they maintain a low threshold for
reportability of future Appendix R issues. PG&E will continue to monitor NRC

and industry guidance to assure that the proper 'threshold for reportability is
maintained.

The following is a summary of PG&E's basis for not promptly reporting the
conditions noted in the NOV.

AAKP 4 F 'I

PG&E believed there was adequate assurance that fire damage to both auxiliary
saltwater (ASW) trains was unlikely and, therefore, at least one ASW train
would be available in the event of a fire because of:

~ low in situ combustible loading

~ availability of a high pressure, heat-activated CO, flooding fire
suppression system and smoke detectors that annunciate in the control room;
fire extinguishers and .hose reels are also available in this fire zone

~ no intervening combustible material between the redundant ASW circuits
~ the low probability of propagation of a fire from one train to the other

based on a path with greater than 20 feet of separation, 3-hour rated
walls, and lack of intervening combustibles between the redundant
circuits

DG Emer enc Sto and CO Switch Circuitr Thermo-La Enclosures

PG&E believed that application of Generic Letter (GL) 86-10, "Implementation
of Fire Protection Requirements," for Appendix R guidance regarding spurious
actuation was appropriate for evaluating the absence of the Thermo-Lag
enclosures to determine the significance and effect on the level of safety.
guestion 5.3. 10 of GL 86-10 addresses plant transients that should be
considered in the design of Appendix R post-fire safe shutdown systems.
Response to this questi'on states that "the safe shutdown capability should not
be adversely affected by a fire in any plant area which results in the loss of
all automatic functions (signals, logic) from the circuits located in the area
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in conjunction with one worst-case spurious actuation or signal resulting from
the fire."

Further guidance on implementing GL 86-10 is provided in the NRC Inspection
and Enforcement Manual, Inspection Procedure 64100. -Section 64100-
03.0l.e.(2).f provides interpretation of question and answer 5.3. 10 of
GL 86-10, which states that "These assumptions are therefore consistent with
the established NRR review practice of requiring licensees to analyze For any
and all spurious actuations or failures where no such s urious actuations or
failures occur simultaneousl

The failure mode for the subject switches in the event of a fire is a hot
short that would energize diesel trip circuitry or CO, circuitry. This hot
short was considered to be a spurious actuation. Therefore, using the
guidance of GL 86-10, a fire in the vicinity of the unprotected DG or CO,
switches would result in only one spurious actuation and, therefore, disable
no more than one of the three DGs. Therefore, even with no Thermo-Lag
enclosures, PG&E believed that the plant design basis was met.

PORV and Auxiliar S ra Valve Circuitr

PGKE believed there was adequate assurance that the capability for transition
to Node 5 was not significantly affected because:

~ Spurious opening of a PORV or auxiliary spray valve is unaffected by the
lack of circuit separation due to design features and existing procedural
guidance.,

~ The ability to cycle Auxiliary Spray Valves 8145 or 8148 could be
established through the use of a temporary air jumper arrangement.
(Reference LER 2-92-001-01 for a more detailed basis for safety system
assessment.) The air jumper arrangement is currently used in existing
plant post-fire safe shutdown procedures, A slight modification of the
existing procedure would have allowed an auxiliary spray valve to be
operated.

~ Transient combustible loading is minimal and in situ loading consists
primarily of cable. Smoke detection is provided for the cable trays in the
affected areas, hourly fire watches in areas outside of containment are
provided during periods when the availability of safe shutdown equipment
has been required, and cables associated with the PORVs and auxiliary spray
valves are routed in rigid metal conduits,

Given the remote possibility of a fire disabling the circuits, and given the
72-hour time frame available for operators to implement the repairs in
conjunction with procedures and equipment available for operation of the
auxiliary spray valves, PGKE believed that the condition did not significantly
affect the design basis of the plant to achieve and maintain safe shutdown or
significantly reduce the level of safety.
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CORRECTIVE STEPS TAKEN AND RESULTS ACHIEVED

PG&E's actions to correct the subject Appendix R deficiencies were provided in
LER 2-92-001-01, dated July 8, 1992.

CORRECTIVE STEPS THAT MILL BE TAKEN TO AVOID FURTHER VIOLATIONS

A memorandum will be issued to 'appropriate engineering and plant personnel
regarding the need to report Appendix R problems which may have significant
adverse impact on the ability to achieve and maintain a safe plant shutdown.
The memorandum will also state that, in the future where a condition fall's
into a "gray area" for reportability, it is PG&E management's policy to adopt
a conservative'pproach and report the condition.

LER 2-92-001 will be revised to indicate that PG&E now considers the- subject
circuit conditions reportable.

DATE WHEN FULL CONPLIANCE WILL BE ACHIEVED

LER 2-92-001 will be revised and the memorandum issued by October 30, 1992.

i

(i
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