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BPROCEEDINGS

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Good morning, ladies and
gentlemen.

This meeting is for the purpose of hearing comments
from the participating parties in the Diablo Canyon proceeding
The issue in question is the future Commission decision of
whether or not to authorize the licensee to proceed with
criticality and operation up to five percent of full power.

The Commigsion has an order dated January 23, 1984,
to authorize the facility to be operated in Modes 4 and 3.

We have tentatively scheduled a meeting to discuss the
decision for authorization up to five-percent power for
February 27.

In keeping with our previous decision to hear from
the parties bcfore deciding the next step, we are holding
today's meeting. We will hcar from ﬁhe parties in the
following order: First the staff; then PG&E, followed by the
Joint Intervenors. We had been informed that there was
going to be a representative of Governor Deukmejian to make
a presentation, but I understand the representative is here
only to answer questions.

Bef?re we begin, are there any additional remarks
by other Commissioners? '/

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: I would just make one

ccmment. I would have preferred to have this meeting in
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California, I think it would have been useful to have a meeting
of this type in the vicinity of the plant,

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Any other comments? Okay,
thank you. Well, then let me turn the meeting over to
Mr. Eisenhut.

MR. EISENHUT: Thank you,

This morning I will give a brief summar just to
recap where we are in somewhat of a small update. Recall
that the Safety Evaluation Supplement, SSER 20 and 21, were
both issued in late December of 1983 and they conveyed the
status on a couple of issues at that time.

No. 20 addressed the overall status of the
independent desicn verification program and the internal
technical program that was carried out by PG&E, and in that
safety evaluation we concluded that the issues that were
required to be resolved prior to a decision to go up to
five percent were in fact resolved."

Regarding SSER 21, which related and addressed the
status of the allegations, we stated that we had not identi-
fied any issue to preclude operaticn up to five percent at
that time. That is, we had not come to a conclusion as a
result of an allegation to hold off on that decision.

However, we felt that there were several actions
which should be resolved and, since we had the time, it would

be prudent to go ahead and resolve them prior to a decision
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to go to five percent.

Recall also, in January we gave you an update on
the overall allegation status, showing how the number of
allegations had grown and putting them into several "bins"
if you will.

We provided a later update, dated February 6, which
is SECY-804-61, which was earlier this week, where we showed
that there are not, the way we counted, about 185 allegations.
There is an inconsistency in the memo, ra2ferring to a couple
of different numbers. That is because during the writing
of the memo the number went from 183 to 185. But there are
185 allegaticns.

At that time, we also made a preliminary determinati
as to which of the allegations we felt had to be resolved
prior to a decision regarding initial criticality and going
to five percent. The February 6 memo is the latest status
that we have on the allegations. However, et me poin%t out
there are a couple of other developments th have occurred
very recently.

First, in the area of small bore piping, we sent
a memorandum for our counsel to the Hearing Board, the
Appeals Board, on February 7, wherein we stated that the
allegations involving smafl bore piping design concerns have
been identified, which could bear on one or more of the

issues in the hearing =-- specifically we identified, for

bn




)

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

8 ¥ 8B B B 8

example, issues 2 and 8.

On that particular item, I think where we very
preliminarily are is that some of those issues are being
resolvea or we have concluded they are not -- probably not =-=-
significant.

There are some aspects of those allegations on
small bore piping which we believe will be and are going tc¢
bear out to be substantiated. We are continuing to evaluate
this area to try to decide how much of it gets substantiated;
what aspects get substantiated, and then the safety
implications of those aspects that get substantiated.

Specifically, the issue we are trying to address
is whether or not, or to what degree, those concerns have

tc be resolved. How they have to be resolved, and when they

have to be resolved -- that is prior to an initial criticality

five-percent decision or not.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: I gather you have not made
that determination yet.

MR. EISENHUT: We have not, except we have
determined that there are some areas where it appears that
some of the allegations have been substantiated, specifically
relating to some of the small bore piping support calculation

particularly those that were done by computer, by a computer

model.

e

l

We are looking into it. We have a number of people
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working the problem. Originally, as we told you the last

meeting -~ I believe late in January =-- we brought in a

reviewer from Region III. Since that time, we have brought

in management from Region I, Region IT, Region III managers,

additional people from NRR, and we are using the Brookhaven '

National Lab as a consultant to follow up on this particular

area. We are hoping to do that in a short time frame and

we are shooting to come down stating a position of where

we are perhaps even next week on this particular area.
COMMISSIONER BERNTHAL: Are you =-- excuse me.

Go ahead.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Do you tnen tell the Board
where you stand?

MR. EISENHUT: Certainly. We have not even decided
yet exactly when we are going to be meeting with the utility,
how we are going to be meeting with them to put this item
into some framework, approach to the resolution. But I
sdspect it will be coming down sometime next week.

We would =-- I should also point out, we had a meeting
last week in California, last Tuesday, where we discussed
this at some length. We kept a transcript of that meeting.
We have served that transcript or are in the process of
serving that transcript of the Commission and the Board, and

all the parties. It usually takes several days from the

sicning to actua.ly making it. But it is being provided to
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the Board and parties because it was a meeting where we

spent several hours on this particular issue.

As it evolved somewhat since that time but I thought

we needed to highlight it because it is an area where we are
coming up with, concluding that some of the allegations are
being substantiated, and that is one of the items that we
had put preliminarily on the table in the category that
said it needed to be resolved prior to criticality.

COMMISSIONER BERNTHAL: Are you being so circum-
spect in referencing the small bore piping guestions because
of a procedural constraint. Or if not, could you be ever
so slightly more specific?

MR. EISENHUT: Well, I can be ever so slightly;
but I want to characterize that it is somewhat preliminary
and in fact we are not sure gquite what all the facts are.

But it is the kind of thing where there are
questions where we have gone out and audited small bore
piping support calculations -- and we have audited something
on the order of twelve of those calculations to date. We
had decided originally to audit 22.

One of those calculations we looked at in some
depth and it was really the subject of the meeting in

California, where we walkdd thrcugh -- here is the original

i
model, calculational model approach used to model the problemi

and the model of record in the files, it turns out, is

!
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different thw.n certainly the original. It turns out that

the model of record appears to have an error in that
calculational model due to a problem.

It appears that there were either input coordinates
that were off; inputs were not at the nodes, or a number of
kinds of calculational errors in that approach.

There are a number of gquestions raised by this.

How was the approcach done? It appears that the original

calculation modeling this problem was -- let me put in sort
of a simple framewcrk =-- it was a relatively complex model.
That model concluded that support did not meet the criteria.

That calculation was apparently put aside and a
new calculation was done on the same problem. That new
calculation was a rather simplistic model. That simpl}stic
model showed that in fact the support did meet the appropriate
criteria. But it turns out that simplistic model had an
error in it.

Correcting the error shows that you don't meet
the criteria. So, then it evolved to a more complex modcl
which was about back where you started in the first place,
where you still don't meet the criteria. Of course, then
you ¢J one more step into a more refined calculational model.

We are trying td go through this process, looking at

a number of questions. There are allegations that there were

undue pressures on the people doing these calculations. Thezc




10

11

(\) 13

14

16
17

18

19

10
are allegations that the people doing these calculations had
no formal training. There are allegations that the people
doing these calculations were not trained in the computer
progrzm; their job duties, and assignments, and approaches
were not appropriately laid out. There are even allegations
bordering on these people were under undue pressure, working
seven days a week, so mahy hours a day, with a quota to do
certain kinds of caliculations.

So, we are looking at this overall framework. It
is fair to say, though, that we have found an error or
errors in small bore piping support calculations, and we
have to look at tl -se, obviously, to ascertain what the
significance of those is.

I think it is fair to say, though, at this time
that we found no big problem in terms of the structure from
the limited number we have lcoked at. That is, even
correcting --

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: You found nc problem.

MR. EISENHUT: Even correcting the calculation
would not lead vou to say there was a problem.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: I though you said the
calculations in one case showed acceptability and in another
case not acceptability. Wouldn't that =--

MR. ZISENHUT: But in the final process -- I'm
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CHAIRMAN PALLADINC: Wouldn't that indicate a
problem?

MR. EISENHUT: Well, the final calculation ultimateli
showed it was all right and it met the criteria. So, we
are looking at the evolution of how you go through the
calculation of modeling, which by itself is not necessarily
the problem.

COMMISSIONER BERNTHAL: I am trying to get straight
whether your problem, though, is primarily one of verification
or whether -- maybe you are not prepared to say and you don't
want to state for the record yet what your judgmeat is of
the possible significancs, structural significa~ce, of the
difficulty, or whether it i3 primarily one of verificaticn =--
quality assurance in the calcualtions, if you will.

MR. EISENHUT: I think certainly my opinion would
be that it is premature to tell, the overall question. But
at least on one part of it, I think it is our cpinion that
there is going to have to be some additional verification
that th: calculations were properly dcne.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: So you have not really made
any judgment, Darrell, that this is acceptable.

MR. EISENHUT: We have not made the judgment that
it is acceptable. i

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: And if it is acceotable, then

you would not anticipate any hardware problems. But if it's




10
u
12
('\ 13
14
15
16
17

18

9

12

unacceptable, you can't really tell yet.

MR. EISENHUT: That is correct.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: There possibly would be some
hardware changes.

MR. EiSENHUT: Certainly, there would have to be
some additional calculational verification to verify the
calculations are correct or, if they are not correct, to
correct them. Then you would have to evaluate the significance
of that changed calculation on the structure.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Now, you don't know that
the final calculation has errors, you are just going to check
to see.

MR. EISENHUT: We only know of one process where
we saw an error in the calculation of methodology, but we
have only looked at something like twelve calculations out
of about 1,800.

I should also point out that ac the meeting in
California we went through a long laundry list of potential
concerns, last Tuesday. We went through these concerns
based on a limited look, for example -- the first example on
our list was training records. We had not found adequate
documentation to show that these individuals doing small bore
piping calculations had adequate training. That was a concern

on our list.

The utility bas since responded to a number of the
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concerns. The utility at the meeting last week stated they
had the records, they just hadn't provided them, and we have
not had time to go through them.

That is why on one hand we haven't concluded where
in this long list there are problems and the significance
of them. But at the same time, I wanted to point out that
we are starting -- we have seen some errors which at least
in my mind are goiag to lead us to the point where we are
going to have to do some additional calculational verification
and the degree to that and the significance of that we are
just not prepared to say yet today.

The utility did submit a package of information
last week. We have asked the utility to address a long
list of a number of areas and we are going to be meeting
with them over the next week or so.

COMMISSIONER BERNTHAL: Darrell, one last question =~
and maybe we beat this long enough, and you probably answered
this already.

But is the question one that impinges, then, would

.
impinge ultimately on seismic integrity or is that another |
matter?

MR. EISENHUT: It could end up being both. It

could be broader than that. Specificially, where we are

today is addressing one area. That is, were the small bore |

piping support calculations done properly. But there are so
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many other aspects to it, a la allegations, that I é5n't
want to say it's limited to that.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: Darrell, I have a couple
more questicns based upon the transcript of the staff's
meeting.

First, I wanted to ask about the extraneous
snubbers. And it strikes me there are two questions there.
One is, is there a safety problem with having them in the
plant as they are now.

But the second question, I think, is perhaps the
more significant and I think Jim Knight had identified it at
one point in the meeting. That is, what does this all say
about the licensee's design practice and is there reason to
question the overall administration of the design program.

Have you reached any kind of a judgment yet on
that?

MR. EISENHUT: I might ask Jim Knight to answer it.

MR. KNIGHT: If I may take your questions in order.
Based on what we have seen -- and we have taken a look, gquite
a close look here at Diablo, there isn't a safety problem
per se in having the extra snubbers there.

(Commissioner Gilinsky enters hearing room.)

MR. KNIGHT: In fact, one of the whole reasons this

becomes a question is that in a great majority of instances

you find that the snubber is not necessary and in fact could
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1 be removed.

2 This is, for want of a better term, an industry-

3 wide phenomenon, nroblem. We have been involved through

B the professional societies developing industry papers thac

5 we hope to have out fairly soon to alert design professionals

8 to the problem or being satisfied on the basis of calculational
7 measures alone and not going back and takiing an overall look

8 at the sys:em to see if it makes sense.

9 On the second question, what ! i1 fact does this

10 have tc say about the administration, if you will, of the

il engineering program, I intended that somewhat rhetorical
12 guestion -- it's designed to hopefully cause people to
("\ 13 sharpen their focus on this matter. It is not that my view
| 14 was, whereas I can stand here and say it is not a safety |
15 problem for this plant from the standpoint of, let's say,
16 a fundamental seismic capacity of the plant, it's still in
17 our view something that shouldn't be dismissed lightly.
18 Over the long term you have a great deal of time
19 and energy that gets put into the maintenance of these

things and that, in our view, detracts from other perhaps

21 far more useful use of those resources, of maintenance

2 people, record-keeping people.

3 | So, I think it's something -- I wouldn't want to
L pass it off lightly to a utility or licensee because it's
b not specificelly identified as a big safety problem right
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now, but it's something that needs attention.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Are you speaiking of the
extraneous snubbers?

MR. KNIGHT: The so-called extraneous snubbers.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: Maybe I am reading too
much into what's in the transcript, but the sort of a sense
I had from Mr. Yen's description and gquestions was, you know,
a reasonable design process, clearly some of the'snubbers or
a large number of them weren't necessary, and a reasonable
design process would have ensured that they never would have
beenpt in in the first place. Therefore, this called in
question the reasonableness uf the whole design process.

MR. KNIGHT: We are in a realm where, whether
reasonable, certainly the best design process would have
caused people to go back and look at the process, look at
the overall layout. Once having satisfied all the letter
of the law, if you will, the code -- I mean code calculations
and the fac¥t that at each designated point I meet my expense
criteria. When we go back and say, "All right, now what
have I got here, is there a better way?"

It's that step that certainly from the standpoint
of economics and time is something of a painful step. You
have met the letter of the law and now to step back == in

the best process you would do it. You would step back and

say, "Can I even make it better?"
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But I guess I would stop short, certainly, of
saying, "All right, this calls into question now the whole
fabric of the engineering design process."” That, I don't
think is a fair judgment in my opinion.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: But I think we have to go
back to the history of this project. It has gone through
to many iterations that one can't say that because of new
approaches, new information, that the old approach was wrong.
It just may have resulted in things that are no longer
needed.

The question in the end is, is the plant
satisfactory.

MR. KNIGHT: Certainly that and, having had
several successive design bases not only in seismic but in
many other evolving questions, has complicated the process
to the point where the opportunity for having something like,
you know, extraneous snubbers or supports ending up in
what normally might seem unreasonable proximity to each other.

The opportunity for these things nas been rampant
because of the protracted schedule.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: The errors that you are
now finding, the questions that you are now looking at as
the result of the allegations in the small bore piping area,
were any of those identified by the IDVP and the ITR and if

not, to what extent do those issues, the ones you are lookinq'
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at now, call into question the adequacy of the IDVP and the
ITR?

And I might say, after you talk about that one
on small bore piping specifically, one of the oiggest
guestions I have right now is how to relate the issues that
we are looking at in the allegations with the staff con-
clusions, particularly in SSER 20 and the preceding SSERs
that talk about the adequacy of the IDVP and the ITR, and
to what extent the new information you are lcoking at now
re-opens issues that you thought were resolved prior to
receiving the allegations.

But maybe talk about small bore piping and then
move to the broader.

MR. CHANDLEF: If I may, Commissioner Asselstine,
before Mr. Knight responds, I would point out -- as we
indicated in our letter to the Appea! Board of February 7
that Mr. Eisenhut alluded to a moment ago -- these very
guestions are in fact now being looked at by the staff to
determine what effect they may potentially have on the
record already developed before the Appeal Board.

So, that is something we are presently looking into

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: Now, you talk about
small bore piping. '

MR. KNIGHT: I would put my response in two

categories.
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though some of that was necessary, but rather would look at
the process. Do they have in place the right process? Are
they doing the kinds of things that need to be done to have
an effective review?

So, to get to the essence of your question, why
didn'* the IDVP find some of these mistakes, some they did.
A number of others were simply not in areas =-- they just
didn't look. In their overall program they didn't go to that
extent.

I think it's also useful at this point to comment
that in a number of instanceé == it's not unusual at
Diablo Canyon, we have seen it in other IDVPs -- there will
be some, call them "mistakes" in some of these calculations.
There are a large number of them that are done on a productioq
basis.

Some of the mistakes can be categorized as just
outright errors. And to give you a "for instance," a
coordinate system which locates the support in space being
put down by the analyst in the reverse direction. Some
axis should point tc the right and it points to the left.
That was just a mistake that the analyst made.

There are others where -- we are still looking at

a number of a category where one analyst may say, "I don't

think that's as good a characterization of that structure

as one could have and one needs," and you get into a realm



O

-

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

where a couple of competert people might well disagree.

I don't want to cverblow that, but there are those
kinds as well.

As far as the mistakes that the IDVP did find,
there were a number where, I think, a reasonable judgment was
made that this kind of error is within -- let's call it
the certainly not desired but expected bands of error. Its
consequences are very small. Again, that was a feature of
the IDVP for this plant as well as others where the mandate
of the IDVF was tc look as an experienced, gualified,
professional organization. Don't just count beans, so to
speak, but look at the substance of those errors or mist:zkes,
or lapses, or whatever they may be, and pass a judgment on
the significanc=s, overail significance.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: Is it fair to say that,
given the approach to ithe IDVP, that is to identify areas
in the process where there need to be changes to prevent
significant errors from occurring at the end of the process,
we ought to reasonably expect, when we are looking at the
allegations, then, not to find any significant problems
that have made it now all the way through the process.

That is, they should have been picked up by the
process and corrected pridér to, or at lea~t by this time.
So that if you found significant problem areas or problem

items individually, those would then call into guestion the
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adequacy of the corrective measures that were taken as a
result of the IDPV. Is that fair?

MR. KNIGHT: I think that's a fair statement.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: Okay.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: One caution, they have not
reached that conclusion yet.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: That's right.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: There is an allegation and they
are looking into it.

COMM.SSIONER ASSELSTINE: Which really means, I
take it, that the staff conclusions on the adequacy of the
IDVP right now are for all intents and purposes sort of
suspended until you get through the allegation reviews.

Does that sound fair, or not?

MR. KNIGHT: If I may, I would like to raise a
caution on that for a couple of reasons. The IDVP was a
rather extensive program.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: Right.

MR. KNIGHT: And in my own world, at least, I
tend to put it into compartments by the disciplines involved.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: Yes.

MR. KNIGHT: We have seen absolutely nothing
to date, and we have in fdct looked at a number of allegations
in the field of structures. We have seen absolutely nothing

to date that would call into question either the judgments

|
|
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made by the IDVP or the work that was subsequently done.
We have seen nothing that would call into guestion
a2 number of other areas. My only caution would be =--
COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: Areas not covered by the
IDVAP?
MR. KNIGHT: No, areas covered by the IDVP but
7 not -- but outside the area of small bor: piping. And I
8 think small bore piping deserves to be looked at as a rather
9 special area.
10 H Again, I am not passing judgment but I think in
1 terms of reflecting of this matter, it is worthy of noting
12 that the small bore piping was done by a separate field
(‘\ 13 organization, as it always is and really must be from the
14 standpoint of practicality.
15 But there is a tfeature there where you have the
16 ag@#=-old problem of communication between, if you will, a
17 headquarters organization and a field unit who is performing
18 a task requiring a good deal of communication and a task
l? that is performed by a separate group of specialists. |
o éOMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: 1Is Mr. Yen here today? '
u MR. KNIGHT: No, he is not here today.
s COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: Okay.
. CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Do you have more, Darrell?
_ » MR. EISENHUT: I was just going to say -- |
~- » CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Thank you, Mr. Knight. |
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MR. EISENHUT: I was just going to say, a number
of these guestions that-we have just now been discussing is
what leads us to the conclusion that -- I believe the plant
has estimated they will not be ready, physically ready to go
to initial criticality and on up to five nercent before the
latter part of February, certainly within the‘last few days
of the month.

So, I think where we are, I don't think we are
ready to say -that it calls into guestion or suspense our
feelings on the IDVP as much as, we just believe it is
prudent to go ahead and work on these issues to see where
we come down over the next couple of weeks. before we
can state what our opinion really is of how these things
mesh together.

We have a large number of people working the
problem. The February 6 memorandum I referred to, SECY-84-6
referred to something now in the order of 35 total technical
staff working the problem of allegations in general and the
overall review. It has actually gone up since that time.

We have assigned individuals from a number of other groups.

We have a number of people that actually are

working -- from the various regions -- working in California.

So, we are putting a very brchestrated, concerted effort to
try to understand what it means in the overall framework of

where you expect Diablo to have been over the many years,

i,
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” what it means about the IDVP, if anything; what it means

2 about the internal technical prsogram, the Diably Canyon

3 u project, and then, ultimately, where to gc to resolve this

4 issue.

5 We expect a more detailed safety evaluation. Roughly
6 ov%r the next couple of weeks we will be putting together

7 what all this means; shooting towards the kind of schedule

8 we were previously talking about, sometime later in the month.
9 ' CHAIRMAN PALLADINC: Darrell, there was a 2.206

0 petition from GAP and Mothers for Peace, I think, February 6.

11 Where does that stand?

12 MR. EISENHUT: I think it is an item I skipped or
13 my outline. We have a rather large 2,206, it is something
g 14 in the order of probably a four or five-inches thick
15 document. The document is formally coming through the legal
16 office. It will be something that we are going to have to
17 address prior to a licensing decision.
18 Larry, you may want to comment on it more, but it
19 is basically just in the process. Actually, my copy was
2 first received yesterday.- There undoubtedly are a number of
2 questions that we are going to be referring back, asking
22 ' the utility their view on and factoring it all together to
B ’ see what it really means.,
-~ 2 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Are the issues in there new?
N 3 ‘ MR. EISENHUT: Based on a very quick reading
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reading through the petition it locks like many of the issues
relate to material that we have previously -- areas we are
previously already addressing,
At least my feeling is, there is Some new information
certainly, that we have not seen before. S¢, we are going
to have to go through it rather thoroughly to address what it
is. We have not really come to grips with how we are going
to mount an effort and what kind of effort to address that
problem. But it is clearly one we have to address.
COMMISSIONER BERNTHAL: Darrell, I noticed that
in your practice here of trying to categorize allegations
that when you ccmpare the count as of the 1lst of February
with the count of -- well, I don't know when this previous
One was, but suffice it ‘5 say some period before -- that
although the number of allegations under inspection and review
has jumped from 96 to 173 in whatever that period of time was,
the vast majority of those that were or that are not now
resolved, you have tossed into categories that in vour
Judgment indicate that they don't impact on criticality or

low power operation.

Does that suggest and are we to infer from that
that in your view most of these are not particularly serious
allegations, that we are gdtting a flood of things coming in

that you are disposing of rather quickly in that manner, or

what am I to make of that?
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MR. FISENHUT: Well, I'm not sure I can put it in
a s:mple package. There is a number of different kinds cf
things that we feel because of the potential o: the lack of
a potential safety significant aspect chey don't really
relate to going above five percent.

But one of the things we are trying to do, and
that's really what I meant when I said this is sort of a
preliminary listing. One of the thiiigs we are going to ttry
to do is characterize or better define the test we use to
make it in the bin of required product criticality or above,
following five percent.

I sheould also point out that even in the area of
small bor2 piping which is 9 of the 16 issues identified on
our latest chart going above criticality or prior to
criticality, a number of those we may very well now
conclude go into the bin of following five percent as we
continue to review them.

So, there is some continual exchange. This is
pretty much of a very quick look. But these are the kinds of
things where we are focusing the effort. The number is
certainly right, I think it was in January it wa® up to 175
or 173; now it's up to 185; in December it was roughly
a hundred. :

COMMISSIONER BERNTHAL: Yes.

MR. EISENHUT: So, the number of allegations is
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growing. We will undoubtedly follow the policy in our

recent other SECY paper we sent down-town. We will go through
the 2.206 and if there are new issues there which we believe
should be characterized as allegations, we will also add

those to the list and sort of try to work them as a set.

COMMISSIONER BERNTHAL: I have to go back, also,
just for information, to a question that I raised once
befcre in a situation like this, and that is just how
prepared you are and we are, I guess, to deal with these
things efficiently.

Is this a matter of sort of leafing through lots
of paper and are you able quickly to dispose of things that
you know you have already done, or are we wasting a lot of
time here going over old territory simply because we are not
well prepared to deal with the paperworl that is involved?

MR. EISENHUT: Well, that is of course a very
tough gquestion and ultimately, I think, the Commission is
going to have to decide how to handle allegations, what

degree to handle them and the policy.

COMMISSIONER BERNTHAL: Well, it's not a guestion oA

the degree of handling. I mean, they should be handled in
an appropriate manner. It is the efficiency in handling
that I am concerned about.’

MR. EISENHUT: Well, all fight. Certainly, it's

a very inefficient process that we are presently undertaking.

!/

|
|



COMMISSIONER BERNTHAL: Why is that?

MR. EISENHUT: Only because I think allegations is
something reasonably new, certainly in the sense of 185 of
them. We didn't really even have a policy on how to approach
them and handle them, let alone a procedure for implementing
that policy up until very recently.

I think probably over the last year is where we
first started to see a large number of allegations on a
number of plants. Diablo, I think, Diably Canyon is clearly
in my mind the lead case. We are using this, developing a
lot of the procedures how we are going about doing it.

We are not geared up, staffed up administratively,
procedurally, to handle this kind of an exercise.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: However, you did institute a
program to gain control and maintain a process that would at
least get us through Diablo Canyon.

MR. EISENHUT: And as our SECY document said, we

are going to do this generically across the board. However,

I don't want to leave the impression that we've got it in
effect at other plants where we are getting them, that we
referrad to the last time, Comanche Peak and Waterford,
et cetera.
CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: We are just thinking Diablo.
MR. EISENHUT: We clearly =~

COMMISSIONER BERNTHAL: I am just wondering whether
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the Commission perhaps could do something in terms of
resources or directives that might assist in expediting
development of appropriate systems to handle this stuff.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Well, I think the EDO has
the resources to organize the handling of allegations. I
think they certainly made a good first cut. Whether or not
it is the most effective, most efficient, I don't know.

But at least there is an organization that is
bringing about screening and careful evaluation of those
that the staff believes merit attention.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: I have a couple of
other questions.

Darrell, could you talk a little bit about the
anchor bolt issue, basically what the problem is; how many
bolts are suspect and where you stand in terms of your review
of that issue?

MR. EISENHUT: Let's see, I can't. Let me --

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: Okay. I gather the
concern is, some bolts may be too short and may not be
embedded in .the concrete enough.

MR. EISENHUT: Yes. It is a question of whether
the anchor bolts were adequately embedded in the concrete,
deep enough. Whether they were properly embedded.

This is one of the issues when we divvied up the

issues, sc to speak, we ended up with about half in the
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region and about half in headquarters. This happens to be
one that's in the region. It's not dissimilar to what
has occurred on a number of other plants, though.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Now, this was the subject
of Irspection Bulletin in the past.

MR. EISENHUT: Yes.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Do you know to what extent
these ‘nspections have been performed at Diablo?

MR. EISENAUT: I just don't. We just don't have
the regional staff here today to necssarily answer,
address that question. We can certainly get an answer to it
and we will be giving you an answer.

That is one of the items that has been identified
prior to criticality. So, we will be preparing a wwitten
evaluation and submitting it, safety evaluation supplement.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Okay.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Do you know to what
extent we even inspected those ourselves?

MR. EISENHUT: I just don't.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: You just don't know.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: Could you refresh my
memory on the criteria that you are apolying to decide which
issues have to be resolved prior to the criticality, which

issues have to be resolved prior to five percent, and which

fall outside this?

{
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CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: You mean by number, or --

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: No, the test. The test
they are using, the standard they are using in making that
judgment and how they are going about making it,.

MR. KNIGHT: Being a good deal more conversant in
small bore piping and also a numbar of other issues that have
arisen over the years in Diablo Canyon, we wi.l look at what
I would call probably the overall significance that we see
coming from the allegations.

We may well, for instance, come to the conclusion
that -- let'~ call it -- prudence would dictate that there
be a review of a certain class of calculations, stemming
from the fact that, say, out of 1,800 we can look at, say,
20 over a reasonable time period. And if in looking at that
20 we see a larger number of errors than we would feel is
consistent with normal practice, yet those errors do not,
when carried through, none of the errors would lead to a
finding that the structure itself is inadequate.

It may demonstrate that someone should have
looked closer at those calculations, but let's call it the
fundamental engineering that'Qas applied was sound. We
would then be very inclined to say, "There is some additional
work to be doné but it's something that can reasonably be

done, say, with low power, while the plant is at a low

power level."
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In my own view, there are some additional reasons
for leaning in that direction. Again, for things like
piping and equipment in a number of other areas, there is
very good reason -- if in fact someone lacks what they feel is|

the full and complete confidence they really want to have,
then I believe there is very good reason t; say, "Well, let's
operate the plant at relatively low power. Let's set

full temperature and full pressure. 1If you are worried about
thermal stresses and interference between supports and
restraints, let's bring the plant to a low power level and
inspect these areas, see if we have some problems.”

You can do that any time but one might say, "Why
not do it in as orderly a process as possible?"

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: May I make an observation?

We have representatives from PG&E and the Joint Intervenors.
We have ised almost half our time for what was supposed to be

COMMISSIONER ROBERTS: Twenty minutes.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: =~-- only one part out of
fifty.

COMMISSIONER GILISHKY: I have a question I want
to ask.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: So, I would suggest as soon
as we possibly can we move’ to the next parties because we
would like to hear from them. But, go ahead.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: Maybe one, or two quick

- -
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questions.

it seems to me you have three questions on the
allegations. One is, is the allegation valid. Two, does it
identify a specific safety problem in the plant that would
prevent operation or operating above a certain power '=2vel
and, third, does it identify some underlying problem that
could affect other aspects of the plant, even if this
particular item is not of safety significance.

I guess that last one strikes me as the most
difficult of the three and I am not real clear from what you
were just saying how you make that judgment.

MR. KNIGHT: I think clearly there isn't some
finite criterion to apply there. I think one has to look at
the overall picture and all of the experience we have had
to date, and then look at the substance of the particular
issue and, first of all, does it relate to the overall
question and secondly, is it of a character which in fact
reflects on the overall process.

I don't -- the best we can do, I think, is to put
together what we have done and where we see it, and the
reason why =-- where we see it going and the reason why we
feel that way.

CHAIRMAN PAL;ADINO: Jim, you said even if it's

found not to --

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: Even if that particular
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1 item, the particular piece of equipment, isn't of safety
2 significance, whatever was done incorrectly. Does the
3 problem itself indicate that there may be a generic problem
4 that would affect other aspects of the plant that could be of
5 safety signficance.
6 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Yes, it would depend on how
7 many you £ind and what's the nature of the errors.
8 COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: That's right.
9 MR. KNIGHT: I would say, we certainly are sensitive
10 to that and it certainly is a part of our consideration. It
11 is not being ignored simply because it's difficult tc deal
12 with,
13 ‘ COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: Okay. My last question
14 is, are we going to get a written analysis like Supplement
15 21 that brings us up to date on all of the allegation items
18 that are in here, that shows why you reached the judgments
17 on where they fall in the various bins and for those that
18 do require resolution prior to criticality, the basis for
reaching the judgment that that step could be taken.
MR. EISENHUT: Certainly, ultimately that is our
2 goal. I want to make sure, though, that we are on the same
2 | wave length.
3 What we envision that we can put together is, first,
4 24 we are working at a written definition of what goes into i
. ) 25 ’ which bin and how vou define that. 5
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COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: Right.

MR. EISENHUT: And that largely follows the
classical lines we used for Step 1 and Step 2 in the process,
as to what parts of the plant and what are the pieces and
aspects that are important for vari,us levels.

We would give you the criterion how we put it in
bins plus, then, detailed write-ups, safety evaluation,
on all of the items in the bins prior to each step in the
decision.

COCMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: Ckay.

MR. EISENHUT: It is clear, we are using 2 pricrity
consideration on which items to work on first. We are
focusing on those that we believe need to be resolved prior
to criticality, prior to five percent.

But the ultimate goal is to resolve them all in a
form of a written-off safety evaluation. Remember, that
is a very, very large effort.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: Yes. I appreciate that,
but I assume that for each of the ones where resolution is
required prior to criticality, you have thal second step
which is, here is how it resolved. But for all of them
you would have the first step which is, here is why we have
determined it goes in eacia of the bins. -

MR. EISENHUT: As a minimum that would be the

piece we would be providing.
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1 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Commissioner Gilinskv?
2 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Yes, I want to ask how you
3 stand on the issue of lack of commercial experience on

4 the operating staff.

5 MR. EISENHUT: That is certainly one of the areas
6 we are looking into. You'll recall, we had a meeting with
i the industry a week or two ago where we flagged this

8 concern to the industry that while this plant and a number of

9 other plants meet everything that we have set in the past
10 in terms of numbers of operators and numbers of operators
11 at various levels,'while we really didn't have a specific
12 degree of experience they had to have, it is something we

13 are locking at with the industry generically and with this

14 plant as to, how can you yet better.

15 I think the clear objective has got to be, it
16 would be most desirable to have experience on shift with
17 individuals who previously held operating licenses with

hot commercial experience.

This plant, as you know, did not have that. It
has a very limited number of years of previous hot experience
and the limited number they have, I think the vast majority
of that came from Humbold Bay, if not all.

This plant is very much like another half dozen

plants which 1 put in sort of the same package. We are

actively working on it. We have a briefing set up with the
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that ought to get done. But my opinion is that the plant

ought not to operate without experienced supervisors on
every shift., I think that applies to every plant.

While there is not a specific requirement for so
many years of experience in the regulations, there is an
overall requirement of technical proficiency. So, I don't
think there 1is any difficulty, you know, getting specific
on that issue. The question is, what do we think.

I guess what I am asking you is, are you comfortable
to have a plant -- this or any other plant =-- go up to
power with a crew that has not had commercial experience
at anything remotely relevant?

MR. EISENHUT: Well, all I can say is, certainly
we have been comfortable in the past and we are certainly
re-evaluating that situation. We are exploring a number of
things. It is an item that I have already discussed with
the utility, as with a couple of the other utilities, that
they clearly are going to have to come in and propose some
plan for getting themselves that kind of experience.

The second aspect was the one the Chairman
mentioned. We are exploring ideas along the lines of a

gradual ascent to power to get that experience -- and maybe

it's a package of all of these things together.
r

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: You know, I have to say |

|

that, much as I pressed on the seismic issue, one has to say
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that that deals with a fairly remote contingency.

Here we are talking about 24 hours a day. This is
really a much more important issue, it seems to me, from the
point of view of startup of this plant than the seismic issue,
as important as that one is.

MR. EISENHUT: Well, I think the staff agrees with
that, and that's why it is something we are re-assessing in
light of the fact that there are a handful of plants that
were proposing to start up with essentially no hot commercial
experience on each shift.

- I think the staff shares that concern and it is
something that we are looking at on a very expedited basis.
The industry has formed themselves into two separate groups,
so to speak, which I think as of yesterday are melding into
one. All the plants expecting a license within the next
twelve months are looking at, what really can they do to
address this real concern.

We are developing a position, is the best I can

tell you.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: We might want to address =--

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Address this too when their

turn comes.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: We might want to ask the

representatives of PG&E.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Right. It would be very
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COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: Yes.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Well, again let me make the
observation that we have used up over half our time for only
one-fifth of the work.

May I just -- we don't need

COMMISSIONER BERNTHAL:

But it's been

to ask the gquestion now and answer it,
suggested that this business of slower ascension to full
power may not in fact offer any great advantage. 1In fact, it
may offer additional hazards or pose additional hazards.
Without asking for an answer right now, I would
suggest, though, that that is something that I at least would
like to become further educated on.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Let me make an observation.
I have discussed it with some of the operating people,
including Jim Justen, and the point on experience =-- at least
as Jim Justen was pointing out to me -- is the need tc get
experience in the decision-making process. He went on to
explain, by example, the interaction of the cperation of the
plant and maintenance activities that may go alona.

-This is something you can gain some experience on
at low power levels without putting the plant at risks that
might ocherwise exist at HMigher power.

This is the kind of experience, I believe, that is

most important in the kind of experience we are talking about.
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1 It isn't necessarily just manipulating the control rods or
2 the flows in the plant, but the interaction of various
s functions that go on simultaneously.
4 COMMISSIONER BERNTHAL: Yes, there is no question,
§ you get experience in decision making. The question is whethe;
¢ you introduce new variables in a sort of'non-standard mode |
' of operation that wouldn't otherwise be there at full power.
8 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: And also, we've got to make
’ sure that when we are talking about experience, that we
" are talking about applicable experience because an individual
u who comes from one plant, even though he has has that
" experience there, can't immediately come to another plant and

K») 2 say that the valve alignments are exactly as they were in

: " that plant, or that this item number so-and-so, that has to
® Il be looked at.
" There is a certain amount of learning, and I
i think required learning, that the so-called experienced
- person has to gain with regard to the new plant. And in
- truth, if you are going to rely on him, he has got to go
» through the whole process of being just as competent in this
- plant as he was in the other one. That means examination and
- ! the like.
-\ S0, I think we d4re looking for getting the best

“ " value out of the experience and I think this is something

e - we might want to discuss with the licensee now.
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COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: Yes.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Now, let me suggest we call
on PG&E representatives.

COMMISSIONER ROBERTS: Mr. Chairman, what is your
plan or schedule of this meeting?

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Well, my plan is that we
hear the representatives of PG&E and thé Joint Intervenors
at least before we adjourn. If it gets very long, we will
address that question around =--

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: Late lunch time.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINC: =-- around lunch time. Well,
it is interesting, I had two sets of scheduling notes. One
said the staff ten minutes and one said the staff 60 minutes.
I was told the 60 minutes was an error =--

(Laughter)

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: =~-- but it appears that the
ten minutes was.

Well, good morning, gentlemen. We are pleased to
have you here and we look forward to the information you can
provide us.

MR. MANEATIS: Thank you, Mr., Chairman. I am
George Maneatis, Executive Vice President of Facilities and
Electric Resources Development for Pacific Gas and Electric

Company. With me today are Howard Friend of Bechtel, the

Diablo Canyon Project Completion Manager; Jim Schuyler,
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Vice President of Nuclear Power Generation, and Bruce Norton,
a Licensing Attorney.

It is a pleasure for me and my colleagues to have
this opportunity to provide you with a brief status report
on Diablo Canyon and present our comments on SER Supplements
20 and 21.

After you grantad PG&E authority to load fuel and
conduct a precriticality cold system testing, we began fuel
loading on November 15 and successfully completed hot system
testing on December 10.

We are currently making a final assessment of the
plant's readiness for heatup and hot system testing. We
expect to begin heatup in the next several days. If our
current schedules hold, we expect to be ready for initial
criticality on March 1, 1984.

On this basis, and assuming we receive timely
action from the Commission on our request for full reinstatement
of cur low power license, we anticipate completion of low
power testing and readiness for power ascension by the end
of March.

I would like now to discuss briefly the experience

and qualifications of our licensed operators and our readiness

to commence operations. '

We have in place an aggressive program to provide

|

well-trained operators for Diably Canyon. Forty-three of our |
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people hold senior operator licenses, and 16 hold reactor
operator licenses. Forty-two are assigned to shift operations

as operators, foremen, or shift technical advisors. The

remaining licensed personnel are assigned to the plant

management staff in engineering, training, or supervisory
positions. Twenty-two licensed staff operators are required
for our current five-shift rotation. Thus, +the number of
licensed operators substantially exceeds the regulatory
required minimum.

Throughout the startup program, the operators on
each shift will be augmented by an individual experienced in
large pressurized water reactor operation. In addition,

a five to eight man plant startup engineering group will be
on duty each shift when startup testing is in progress. This
group will be composed of supervisory and engineering
personnel.

Finally, to assist further with startup operations,
PG&E has contracted with Westinghouse to provide additional
technical specialists including nuclear testing advisors,
instrument and control specialists, and plant chemistry
specialists. ' ,

Licensed operators at Diablo Canyon typically go

through non-licensed and licensed training programs. The

non-licensed program is designed to be completed in 30 months 4

although a person can complete it sooner if his experience
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and capabilities permit. The non-licensed program familiarize+
one operitors with power plant fundamentals, equipment,
systems, watch-standing practices, admiristrative controls,
radiation protection, and other such topics. During this
program, operators are in training one week out of five, and
on shift the other four weeks. DPortions of this program are
accomplished on-shift, and other portions are conducted off-
shift at company facilities.

After successful completion of the non-licensed or
equivalent program, operators then begin the 12 to 13-month
licensed program. Throughout this program, the operator is
in training on a full-time basis. The program typically
consists of four months of classroom instruction on subjects
such as reactor physics, thermodynamics, chemistry, and
instrumentation and controls; three months of classroom
instructions on plant system and procedures; four months
of operating practice, which includes a hundred hours of
"hands on" simulator time; and a final two months of pre-
licensing review. Thus, at the time of licensing, a typical
operator has two to four years of training.

Upon receipt of a license, an operator immediately
enters the requalification program. During this process,
the operator is on a training shift one week out of each five.
During each tra;ning shift, the operator attends classes

which review the material covered in the initial license
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PG&E has also initiated a similar program to
investigate those allegations which have been comuunicated
to us in sufficient detail to allow a meaningful investigation
We are submitting a subs:antial amount of detailed information
to the staff on such topics as small bore pip ng, welding
inspector qualification, design control procedures, and

record retention.

It has always been and will continue to be PG&E's
policy to examine and evaluate all allegations. When
guestions or concerns are raised, regardless of their source,
they will be investigated and resolved. We believe a
substantial number of allegaticns have been and will be
resolved as having little or no merit. Others have raised
guestions or concerns which are answerable and resolvable.
We are unaware of any facts evolving from the allegations
investigated to date which would preclude the safe operation
of Diablo Canyon.

As our actions over the last several years have
amply demonstrated, PG&E has spared no effort to assure
that Diablo Canyon is properly designed and constructed in
compliance with its licensing requirements. We are
confident that our operations staff is qualified to start
up and operate Diablo Capyon safely. We hope the Commission

shares our view and will approve our request for full re-

instatement of our low power license.
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1 Thank you for the opportunity to present our
B comments. I and my colleagues will now respond to any

3 questions you may have.

4 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Let me ask one guestion then
5 I will turn it over to my colleagues.
6 As I indicated on this matter of training earlier,

7 does your training program actually have attention to the

8 I interaction of plant cperations and maintenance?
9 ‘ - MR. MANEATIS: Yes, I would say --
0 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: However, nothing that you
11 described herein gives me a feeling that that is covered.
12 I MR. MANEATIS: I can ask Mr. Shiffer, our
(ﬂ\ 13 Manager of Nuclear Plant Operations, to respond to that.
14 Jim, can you step up, if you are interested in the particularsi
18 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Yes, I would be interested
16 because what we observe is that this is a big source of
7 difficulty during operation and I think it's one of the
18 places where value can be obtained from experience at other
19 plants.

MR. SHIFFER: I am Jim Shiffer, Manager of

Nuclear Operations for PG&E.

The general subject of these types of interactions

2

21

22

8 are covered in the aspects of the training program that
% | deal with sur on-site quality assurance/quality control
25

programs. But the general, more gerieric thing that you are
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COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Yes, I guess I would like
to ask him -- let me start by saying, it is regrettable that
this issue comes up at this point, and it is unfortunate
that it wasn't raised -- on either side of this table -=-
earlier. But in any case, it is something Bne has to deai
with.

I am also pleased and it is commendable that you
have given it the proper emphasis in your statement. I think
it is an important issue and I guess you feel so, too,
given your statement.

But still, there is a problem with lack of
commercial experience in this crew as there is, one has to
say, in some other cases as well. And from what you say
here, I gather that the simulator training was not on a
specific simulator, plant-specific simulator, but was on a
different simulator.

And while I understand that there has been a fair
bit of experience gained in the course of the activities
you have talked about as a result of the delays that have
been experienced, people have gotten a certain amount of work
on shift, still -- and granted that all analogies are
imperfect, it's a little bit like taxying on the runway.
This is not at full power. And that is really what one is

talking about.

I must say, I think there is a big difference
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Operations, Commissioner Gilinsky, right now. So, there is
not a great deal we can do by way cf -- our operators for
extended periods now, before operaticns. We will do it at
every opportunity we have where it is relevant.

But during the low power testing program, which
is a protracted program, we will be observing the evolutions
carefully. If in our collective Judgment -~ and we have
SO many experts and we are going to have a lot of collective
judgment of experts -- there is any indication of lack of
qualification, lack of training, or lack of attention to some
important detail of operation, we will hold and make certain
that the operators have the prerequisite experience to go
further.

And, as I said earlier, there is no better way to
make that observation than to go through the five-percent
power, up to the five-percent power point. The Commission
already has the Step 3 process to go through, which is
full power, ard we can evaluate where we were as of the
five-percent power mode.

The real exposure, from a safety st andpoint, is
minimal up to five-percent power. So, it would appear to
me that we all have the same concerns and we will be able

to make the accurate assessment at the end of five-percent

power.

l

If we fail the test, we will perform more training,l
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.

COMMISSIONER ROBERTS: But how can you do that
without == in your words -- raiding other people? I'm just

curious. I don't understand.

MR. MANEATIS: All right. I will answer, that's ’
a very good question, Commissioner Roberts. Some retire, |
you know, from a utility. As an example =--

COMMISSIONER RCBERTS: You are talking about a
retirement?

MR. MANEATIS: Yes. We feel that a person is
taking early retirement and has signalled that he is no
longer affiliated with the utility, that we would make him
an attractive offer to come, if he would accept.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: What sorts of people are
the ones that you referred to as augmenting the crews?

MR. MANEATIS: I wculd like Mr. Shiffer to give
you a better profile on that, he has been dealing with that.
Jim?

MR. SHIFFER: Well, okay, tﬁey are all pecple who
have had a license -- =.ther senior operator or an operator
license =-- ‘t a large pressurized water reactor for at least

a year, and several years of experience.

In other words, all of our current people, advisors |1

i

by the way, at the present time we are bringing in some

new ones, too. At the present time one is a member of our |

plant staff, three others are not members of the plant staf:.
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Where you really need it is in that upset when
things go awry. And the only place you really get that
training effectively in my opinion is on the simulator. I
mean, when I operated on the simulator, I mean, I learned more
in a day than I would see in five years of operating a real
plant.

I was just talking this morning at breakfast, for
example, to my site training coordinator who was a licensed
operator f_r many years at Humbold Bav and he said, "You know,
at Humbold Bay I sat there for two years" -- and because of
the great operating record of Humbold bay to put in a little
plug -- "we never had a reactor trip for two years."

Now, I m-an our people, the number that George
Maneatis guoted there, two to three-huhdred hours, in some
cases more than three-hundred hours =-- I'm not talking about
sitting in class at the simulator facility. I am talking
about standing on that board, operating that facility.

We have taken out in those numbers, we have taken
out all the classroom, background, and all that kind of stuff,
okay? So, we are talking about equivalent weeks oI operating
that board under transient conditions, start-up conditions,
every condition you can think of.

Now that, to me, is much more valuable than sitting
at a hot operating plant, as valuable as that is, I am not

quarreling that that is not valuable. But I mean that to me,




\/

10

11

12

13

14

18

16

17

19

21

62

coupled with the intimate knowledge of our plant that our
operators have, is what gives me personally a lot of confidencd
that our operators are well qualified to operate that plant,

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: You know, last night I
gave a speech at the Simulatc~ Conference, telling everybody
how important simulators were, and saying some of the things
you just said.

But there still is a difference. I am sure thare
again I don't have to ==

MR. SHIFFER: I understand that, there is a
difference and that's why ultimately -- but you still have to
operate your own plant, though, to really get the feeling
of the difference.

In other words, the difference between even a
plant-specific simulator or the Zion simulator -- which I
might add is very close to Diablo Canyon =-- and when we
operate that simulator, we operate it using our own procedures
not Zion's procedures, our own procedures, our own tech specs
and all that type of thing.

But when you get down to your real plant, you are
right, there is a little bit of difference and stuff. But
you only get that by operating your real plant, not anybody
else's plant. Those diffefrences are subtle differences
between the simulation and the real plant that only comes

when you operate the real plant.

I
l
|
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MANEATIS: Yes.
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the terminology that has been batted

slow ascend to power. Clearly, holding at
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SHIFFER: Excuse me, I just g

one comment on, would holding at a lower power level introduce

a hazard or something like this over and above full power.

Generally speaking, the answer

no," providing that the level you held at
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CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Welli, I was hoping that we
could move on to a discussion, presentation by the Joint
Intervenors and target for an adjournment by 12:15.

CCMMISSIONER BERNTHAL: So, we do intend to finish
everythinag, then, before --

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Yes. My schedule would be
very discombobulaced =--

{Laughter)

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: =-- if I had to come back
after lunch.

COMMISSIONER BERNTHAL: Okay, I'm mentally cutting

the list here. Well, I won't prolong this ingquiry. Let me

" just say that I think we want tu be careful and attentive

to where we are here. And the fact that clearly we all
are learing and sort of approaching, I guess, asymptotically
the way we should have been doing these things for some years
when we start up new plants and you and others, I guess,
have the misfortune of being part of the learing process.
CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: But I should remind us that
at the beginning there was no experience.
COMMISSIONER BERNTHAL: I understand that.
fLaughter)
CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: We all had to learn, and we
learned from each other. There are a lot of different ways

to learn. As a matter of fact, I have been impressed with

dearl o T e ey S e
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4. Suspect "approved" procedures which flunked
laboratory tests but were resubmitted up to three times
until they "passed," meaning that the hardware in the field
may not be any more reliable.

5. Unreliable Nondestructive Examination results,
due to unqualified procedures, ahd references to procedures
that were not even issued when the examinations occurred or
manipulation of the results.

5. Unreliable tests for the measurement of minimum
valve thickness.

7. Ineffective quality control for vendor-supplied
equipment.

8. PG&E management orders not to inspect welds
supplied by outside vendors after contractor personnel
discovered repeated defects, such as cracks.

9. Suspect qualifications for welders and
inspectors.

10. Hydrostatic tests on piping without quality
coutrol oversight, consistent procedures, or the proper
temperature and pressure to demonstrate that the pipes will
hold.

We believe that these tests must all be redone.
Perhaps with this correctile action, it would not be iecessary

to learn the strength of piping and hardware in a -adiocactive

context through low power testing, as suggested by Mr. Knight,

|
|
!
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the worst aspects of the whole system at Diablc Canyon."

While the effects of this breakdown are complicated,
we believe that the causes are simple: The subcrdination of
quality assurance to construction. Neither PG&E nor Pullman
management had the commitment to =nforce quality assurance
requirements. Quality assurance management presented itself
to its inspectors as a support unit for construction, rather
than an independent check on quality. There was not even
consistent agreement among site management whether there
is a commitment to build this plant to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B,

The quality assurance breakdown permeated the
organization. In some cases, the system of checks and
balances broke down at every stage successively for the same
work.

The management philosophy resulted in a loss of
organizational freedom. Management failed to provide copies,
and in some instances even denied access to personnel seeking
professional codes and other necessary research for inspection
findings. Pullman quality assurance management ordered
inspectors to stop looking at work after problems were
identified, to stop issuing reports and to stop tracing
where faulty procedures had been used -- in one case after

they were traced to the fdedwater generator nozzl~. for the

main steam system. '

Management enforced its restrictions by retaliating |
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We do not believe that it is acceptable tc let
by-gones be by-gones and pledge to do it right in the future
wien PGGE says the plant is complete. 1If anything, the
viclations may be intensifying.

To illustrate. On December 28, 1983, Pullman
revised Procedure ESD 223 to fillet weld sizes for
pipe suppcrts was modified to add two provisigns. Addition
D. For existing installations, welding which was performed
but not required as parc of the design is acceptable.

Addition E. For existing instzllations, welding
which was not performed but was required as part of the design
is acceptable.

In other words, anything is now acceptable. While
this approach officially eliminated a nagging problem on
welds, it certainly did not solve it.

These offenses could not have occurred so
systematically without negative leadership from management.
Although some of the safety allegations are debatable, a
consistent pattern is clear: Management has not wanted to
hear about these problems from workers, and it has been even
more determined that no one else hear about them. That helps
to explain why you are not getting disclosure of these
problems from the licensee’, The tcols for this philosophy are
intimidation, retaliation, records falsification, and

records destruction. That is now problems remain covered up
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our perspective. But we feel that their charges are

serious, they are in good faith, and they deserve to be
followed through.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: I am sure they are offered
in good faith. But even good faith sometimes does not result
in confirmation that the allegations was correct.

MR. DEVINE: We recognize that ;ompletely, and
that is why we have asked for these charges to be thoroughly
investigated, rather than recommending against an operating
license on the basis of unproven allegations.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: I gather you are familiar
with the allegation management program that the staff has
implemented. Do you have any comments on how you feel that
is working?

MR. DEVINE: I feel that you have a staff of very
hard workers. They have worked weekends, they mve worked
late into the nights, and I also believe that Mr. Dircks'

comment at the last Commission briefing is well taken, that

in some respects this is a new ball game and we have all getti+g

to know each other and learning how to work with each other.
And I have been impressed with the flexibility and openness
of the staff to try new approaches that would get to the

bottom of these problems. «

CHAIRMAN PALLAD™NO: Do you feel we will get there? |

(Laughter)
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MR. DEVINE: I hope so. We will continue to help.

MR. REYNOLDS: Mr. Chairman, one comment I have
on that, and that is specifically with respect to Allegation
68, which is the Pullman audit report.

Cae of the things we have been concerned about is
the resolution of that, and I addressed the Commission on it
before. I understand that the staff has hired an independent
organization to look further into that, and that there is a
report.

We are concerned that that report has not been
made publig, particularly in light of the fact that the
staff has reached a so-called resolution of that issue,
findinq that the Pullman audit coéncerns are not substantiated.

In fact, the allegations seem to confer the
validity of the NSC audit. We would very much like to see
that report made public, and I would request the Commission
pursue that with the staff and see if that can't be
accomplished.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Okay. I was interested in
whether you thought the staff approach to management of
the allegations was reasonable and will result in a reasonably
fair determination on each one of them.

MR. DEVINE: VYesy sir. I think that if some of
the good habits that are being introduced were institutional-

ized, it could be handled even more =fficiently.

1
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* Attachments:
1. SSER Neo. 21

prudence the staff has identified in Section 3.4 of SSER No. 21
four actions that we presently believe should be completed
prior to authorizing criticality; five other actions have been
identified for completion prior to authorizing operation above
five percent power.

The status reports and assessments contained in the attached
dccuments are current as of December 19, 1583. It is anti-
cipated that additicnal allegations will continue to be
received. The staff will provide the Commission an updated
status of our allegatiorn review prior to our recommendation
regarding criticality anc Tow power testing.

e

Executive Director for Operations

2. Diablo Canyon Predecisional
or Sensitive Allegation
Summaries of 12/19/83
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Conclusion: The allegation management program in place for current and
future allegations related to Diablo Canyon has and should
continue to provide a procedure for orderiy and thorough yet
timely examination of concerns raised.

To date the staff followup on the allegations has involved more
that 35 NRC inspectors, engineers, investigators, and
contractors, representing all NRC regional offices and
Headquarters. Collectively, these individuals have expended
approximately 6,000 hours over the past months examining the
allegations and concerns. The inspections are continuing.

This effort will allow the staff to not only examine the
individual allegations, but will Jrovide a substantial data
base for making broader conclusions regarding the effectiveness
of the Licensees and contractor management over the period of
construction, operation, and testing to date.

n the January 4, 198¢ ratus report, the staff indicated that
here were several wi examination of allegations has
ed itional information. Pending
further evaluation of those matters, as a matter of prudence,
the staff identified four actions that they believed should be
completed prior to authorizing criticality. As of February 1,
1984 this position is essentially unchanged, although there
have been some changes in which specific allegations or
concerns require resolution prior to criticality. These
changes are discussed in Attachment 4, [t is anticipated that
additional allegations will continue to be received. The staff
will provide the Commission an updated status of our allegatio
review prior to our recommendation regarding criticality and
low power testing. ’
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LIST OF ALLEGATIONS OR CONCERNS

Allegation

Passing of Contraband

Anti-Nuclear Demonstration

Seismic Qualification CCW

Single Failure Capability CCE

Heat Removal Capability CCW

[&C Design Classification

Feedwater Isolation Classification
Seismic Category i/Category II Interface
Seismic Design of Diesel Gen, I and Exh.
USI-17 Systems Interaction Generic
Seismic Tilting of Containment
Classification of Plat‘orm (Category
HELBA did not meet FSAR, RG 1.46
Inadequate Seismic Systems

Loads on Annulus Structural Steel
Inadequate Ternado Load Analysis of

High Energy Pipe Break Restraint

NSSS SSE Load Inadequate

QA/QC Allegations

Guard Qualification

Health Physics Personnel do not Meet
ALARA Program - Paper "iger

Radiation Monitors Lack Semsitivity

QC Inspector Concerns

H.P.Foley NCR's Rejectéd without Good
Deficiency in Use of "Red Head" Anchor
Foley didn't Document NCR's Issued by Fiel
Welding and QA Deficiency in "Super Strut"
Annulus Structure lJeverification

Pipe Restraints De:ign Inadequate
Inadequate Documentation of Safety Related
QA Procedures for Struct, Analysis
Seismic Analysis Contatiment

Turbine Building (Class 2) Contains
Incomplete As-Xilt Drawings

Lack of Support Calcs for

Resolution of Fluarescent
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46.
47.
48.
49,
50.
si.
52.
$3.
54.
55.
56.
57.
58.
59.
60.
61.

6la.

62.
63.

64.
65.

66.
67.
68.
69.

71,
72.
73.
74.
75.
76.
77.
78.
79.

8l.
82.
83.
84.

8s.
86.
87.
89.

-l

H. P. Foley QA Procedures Voiding NCR's Incorrect

Plant P. A. System

SI Study and Associated Mods

Emergency Sirens not Seismic Qualified

Plant Security should have been Retained

Risk of Job Action Against Allegers

Construction and hrgs in Progress after Fuel Load Inappropriate

Welder Qualification

Wire Traceability not Evident for Work by PGAE and Foley

Bec'itel Approved Analysis of Small Bore Pipe by Altering Failed Analysis

Pitting of Main Steam and Feedwater Piping

Foley used Uncertifiedand Unqualified QC Inspectors Prior to 1983

Foley allows "Red Head" Anchors Studs Reported Improperly Installed

Foley Lost Cable Traceability

Foley Purchased Material through Unapproved Vendors

Lack of Document Control

H. P. Foley Used Unapproved Drawing

Foley Lacks Adequate Sampling or Cable Pull Activities

E?Iey has Lost Material Traceability through Upgrade of Non Class 1 to
ass |

Grout Test Sampling Based on Special Tests Rather than Field Tests

Foley Documents Prior to 1980 Questioned No Review Required Prior to

Septenber 1981 License [ssuance Date

Defective Weld Reports Rejected by Foley

Negligence by PG&E Flooding at 35 ft. Elevation Pipe Tunrel

NSC Puliman-Xellog Audit

Revision of Draft Case Study "-"

Inadequate of Respons2 to NRC Notice of Violation

Use and Sale of Drugs

Audits of PG&E (PAC/EDS)

Selling of Drugs

Defective Piping Support

Discharge Piping too Close to Accumulater

U-Bolts have Failed

Flange Bent on I[-Beam

Bracket Bolted to Wall with only Bolt

Engineers are Calculating Stresses in Piping in a Variety of Ways

Concerns about the Emergency Response Plan

Individual Fired for “histle Blowing

Minimal Orientation for New Engrs. at the Site

NRC was not Effective in Identifying Problems

Lack of Responsiveness by Management to Identified Problems Relating to

Design

U-Bolt Design

"Code-3reak Design

Calc. Related to "Code Break" Design Destroyed

Undocunented Modifications were made Because of Code Break Problems

[nterference of Pipe Supports (Attempted Use of Uni-Strut as a Pipe

Suppors)

Cefective Concrete in Intake Structure
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Pullman Welded

Foley did not erly Accept/Document

Foley did not 21 on Vendor

Foley Audits were not Performed for an

Foley Audit Findings were not Properly H

Foley did not Audit Procedure Adequacy

Foley Lost Wire Traceability for Incore Thermocouplie Circuits
Foley Improperly Performed Tubing Fabrication (Socke: wWelding
Bending)

Foley Used Material Purchased for One Contract on Another
Foley Performed Transverse Welding Across Beams (Installation
Unistrut)

Foley Inadequately Installed and Checked Anchor Bolts

Foley did not Torque Beam Claps at

Foley Installs P1100 Cuonduit Clamps to

out

Foley did not Specify Raceway Material

may rave been Used

Foley does not keep Raceways Free of

’ 11
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Foley Installs Different Nitalities of Systems ¢ ingle Support

Foley QC Identifying Unsat. Work in Prog : 3 1¢ wait
Completion, then Reject
Foley did not Submit HVAC As-built info 2ion during
may not be checked against Design
Foley Production may have Falsified Structural Steel
Number ‘2cords
Foley Installs too many Conduits or Supports; Inspect
too High for Supports
Concerns with Installation of P1331 Conduit Clamps
Relocation, Excess)

2" Clamg Material
Foley does not Specifi uate Inspection Criteria
Welding on Embe lates : tortion may Damage
Foley-Possible Intimidatio Personne! '
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Foley did not Properly Grout Base

Pullman Fa'Te to Conduct quoom“ Wel

PuV.man Lost Pipe T-aceability due

Inspectors

Inadequate Planning and Routing of

a Potential for I[nadequate Separati« e ,a‘o y=- r°»‘eﬂ Cab!
and Loss of Traceability

Transfer of Cable to Alternate Reels - Short Sections of

Frequently Transferred from their Original Reel to other

“
-~

as a Convenience Resulting in Confusion regarding Specific ' at"
of Cable Characteristics

Improper Clearing of Cable ways before Pul C s. railure to
Adequately Clear the Cable ways could h esulted in Damage to cables
when they were pulled through the Cable Ways

[nadequate Control of Tension Levels when Puylli ] [nadequate
Control was Exercised in Pulling Electrical Ca:Te ways and
could "ave Resulted in Damage to Cabies during n

Changes from I[nterim “"As-Built" Drawings to Final
Control has been Exercised over the Transition from
Final Drawings of the Station as
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Attachment 2
DIAGRAM OF ALLEGATION STATUS AS OF 2/1/84
Total Number of Allegations:
185

No. Allegations Urnder Investigation by OI: No. Allegations Under Inspection/Review:

e 173

No. Resolved: No. Not Resolved No. Resolved No. Not Resolved

q 8 73 100

Resolution Resolution Reseolution No. Status Resoltuion Resolution Resolution No.
Required Required Do not Impact Not Required Required Does Not Impact Status
Prior to Prior to Exc. Criticality or Determined: Prior to Prior to Exc.Criticality or Not
Criticality: 5% Power: or 5% Power: Criticality: 5% Power: 5% Fower: Determined:

16 12




Attachment 3

OF ALLEGATION S " 2/1/84

-
ALLEC

'R

No. of legations: 185

No. of allegations under investigation

No. of allegations under inspection/revi

Investigation [tems:

A, No. r=zsolved: 4 (Nos. 1, 2,

Resolution sta
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Resolution required prior to exceeding 5% power: 9

a. Tech spec limit relating CCW system to ocean water
temperature: 1 (No. 5?

b. Modification of diesel exhaust silencer: 1 (No., 8)

¢. Verification of as-built drawing accuracy for operators:
1 (No. 34)

d. Cc?pletion of Systems Interaction Study: 3 (Nes. 13, 36,
48

e. Assessment of controls applied coatings (painting): 1
(No. 100)

s L icensee acce~tance review of construction records: 2
(Nos. 166, 167) .

Resolution does not impact criticality and low power testina,
or % power. 72 (Nos. 12, 20, 21, 24, 26, 31, 32, 46, 47, 51,
56, 57, 60, 5i, 66, 71, 72, 80, 83, 102, 105, 110, 118, 124,
125, 128, 129, 131, 132, 133, 134, 135, 136, 137, 132, 140,
141, 143, 144, 145, 146, 147, 128, 149, 151, 152, 153, i35,
156, 158, 159, 160, 161, 162, 163, 164, 165, 168, 169, 170,
171, 172, 173, 174, 175, 177, 178, 179, 180, 181, 182, 183).

Resolution status not determined: 3 (Nos. 121, 122, 150)



Attachment 4

SUMMARY STATU ; ) ONCERNS
WHTCH REQUTHE RESOLUT 10! CTOR

Status Summary of I[tems Requirirg Reso
leny P - +*1
LOW Vower |es

A. ] Pi J uacy (Allegation/Concerns Nos. 55, 79,
v
i)

inspection of this area has included interviews wi*h current
former Jesigners, examination of training records, examination
of controlling procedures, technical review of design work packages,
and field inspections as qporopr jate. Twn meetings (transcribed)
have been held with the alleger to assure proper understanding of
the issuss., Or Janauary 31. 1984, a meeting (transcribed) was held
with the licensee to identify staff concerns in this area.
licensee has _nwmwttec pon these concer in writing
soecv": response dat ? ified). As of February
sta was awaiting *He license [n the meantime
aff reviews are being performed e Ticensees facili

Anchor Bolt Adequacy

1/0)

Staff examination of this area has included examination of
controlling procedures, technical review of licensee design

data

- ]
and field inspection and testing of anchor bolts. The licens
~e

e
98

provided 2 written submittal on this subject on Janaury EC
Staff comments or the submittal were provided to the lice
January 31, 1984, As of February 1 34, the licensee
feexam*nec this area and submit an ad ional written response (no
specific response date was provided). Q’a“ action or. this topic
will *“r""ue following receipt of ti icensees submittal
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Examiration of this area has included examination of
's problem reports 1i i drawings, and examination of the
0w January 30, he Licensee committed to provide a
submittal on this i . [t was estimated Ly the Licensee
the submitta rovided by February 3, 1984, Staff
on thjis ‘ fullowing receipt of the

I
-

~ e o X
» 0 =3
Ot 0

Falsification of Welding Quality Control Documents
(Allegation/Concern No. 99),

Staff examination of this topic has incluled interviews of
personnel, examination of ality records, and inspection of
installed hardware. it ! Licensee has developed an
action plan related to t opi sed upon their notification of
issue through the medi The s has reviewed the Licensee's
in this area and wi ito completion of these
The Licensee has a specific completion date
their action plan.

tatus report provided in SSER identifiec two other areas which
topics requiring resoluti criticalicy. These were:

Cesign Change Notice/Drawing Control, and

Co .
Inspectors Certifications
examinations of the , y the staf aliowed the staff
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iude that neither ot t 3 appe: £O olve major
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