UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of

Docket Nos. 50-275 OL
50-323 0L

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRTC COMPANY

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

S e et et it

AFFIDAVIT OF HARTMUT SCHIERLING
REGARDING THE JOINT INTERVENORS'
MOTTON TO AUGMENT OR, IN THE
ALTERMATIVE, TO REOPEN THE RECORD

I, Hartmut Schierling, being duly sworn, state as follows:

1. T am employed by the U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission as the Proiect
Manager for the Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant in Licensing Branch
No. 3, Divisien of Licensing, Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation. A

copy of my professional qualifications is attached.

B I have reviewed the Joint Intervenors Motion to Augment or, in the
Alternative, to Reopen the Record, dated February 14, 1984, and the

attached affidavit by John Cooper, Exhibit F, dated January 19, 1984,

3. T wiil address that aspect of Section E of the Joint Intervenors motion
to reopen the record on Design Ouality Assuranze which pertains to the
alleged PGAE refusal to correct an erroneous FSAR description of the

RHR, in violation of NRC procedures.
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Section E pertains to the design and control of the RHR system and
includes the adequacy of documentation of the system in the FSAR in

accordance with NRC requlations,

The applicable NRC -egulations for maintaining current documentation
are provided in 10 CFR 50.71, maintainence of records, making of
reports, and specifically in paragraph 10 CFR 50.71(e)(3)(1), as

follows:

A revision of the original FSAR containing those original pages
that are still applicable plus new replacement pages shall be
filed within 24 months of either July 22, 1980, or the date of
issuance of the operating license, whichever is later, and shall
bring the FSAR up to date as of a maximum of 6 months prior to

the date of filing the revision.

Operating License DPR-76 was issued on September 22, 1981 for Diablo
Canyon Unit 1, authorizing operation at a power level up t. § percent of
rated power. In accordance with 17 CFR 50.71(e)(3)(i) above, the licensee
was required to updzte the FSAR by September 22, 1983. On August 23, 1983
the licensee requested the NRC to grant a 6 month exemption to this
requirement. At tiat time the design verification program was in progress
which resulted in numerous modifications to the plant. The licensee felt

that a later FSAR update would reflect more accurately the existing



desigr :nd design bases of the plant. 0n December 9, 1983 the licensee

requested an exemption for an additional delay of 6 months.

The staff reviewed the request and determined that, pursuant to 10

CFR 50.12 such an exemption is warranted and accordingly the requested
exemption was granted (49 F.R, 6422). In accordance with the exemption
the licensee is required to update the FSAR by September 22, 1984, i.e.

one year later than the original date.

Although the Ticensee requested arn exemption to defer updating the FSAR,
I do nct know o any refusal by the licensee to update the document

either generally or with respect to any specific matter.

| attest that the foregoing affidavit is true and correct to the best of my

Subscribed and Sworn before me this 15th day of March 1984

Notarv Pub]ic \;jj

ANNETTE M. OrpD
NOTARY pur(ic STATE OFA:ARYI.AND

My Commission Expires July 1, 1984




UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMNISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING APPEAL BOARD

In the Hatter of )
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY ; Docket No. 50-275
Diablo Canyon Nuclear Plant, Unit No, 1)
- AFFIDAVIT OfF PHILIP J. MORRILL
STATE OF CALIFORNIA )

COUNTY OF CONTRA COSTA ) ss
1, Philip J. Morrill, being duly swarnm do depose and say:

1. 1 am employed by the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission io the Regiou V
Office, Division of Remident, Reactor Projects aand Engiueering Programs.
A statement of my professional qualificetions is attached bereto as
ExlLibit A aud incorporated herein by reference.

2. 1 sam e Reuctor Project Inspector and bav: had responsibility for
ipspeclion of the Diable Canyon preoperstional testing progras. | am
also responsible for the imspection of power asceasion Lesling and plant
operations. This inspecsion effort is in addition o the effort of the
Resident Inspectors and supplements their work. Since October 1981, I
kave alxo had responsibility to conduct the Regiuvm V inspeclion program
related to the Diablo Canyon Nuclesr Plant Independenl Design
Verification Frogram (IDVP).

3. i bave personslly conducted periodic inspections of the Diable Canyon
facility since the fall of 1978. As part of my incpection efforts during
the period December 2, 1982 -~ January 1, 1383, | specifically exswmined
the allegaticas previously made to Lhe Region's office by Mr. John
Cooper. The results of these eftorts are documented in pavragraph "9" of
NRC Inpspection Report No. 50-275/83-04, attacted hereto as Exhibit B and
incorporated herein by refereace.

1 attest that the foregoing affidavit is true and correct to the besl of my
knowledge and belief.

Philip J. Morrill

Subscribed and sworn to betore we
this day of March 1984

NoLary Public

My Commigmion expires:



Exhibit A

PHILIP J. MORRILL
PROFESSI1ONAL QUALIFICATIONS
REGION V - WALNUT CREEK, CALIFORNIA
U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

My mame is Philip J. Morrill. 1 am employed by the Unite¢ States Nuclear
Regulatory Compission as a Reactor Inspector in the Division of Resident,
Reaclor Projects and Engineering Progremz, Region V, Walnut Creek, Califormia.
My primacy responsihility in this position is the inspection of nuclear power
planis during the operating phasc to determine compliance with NRC rules and
regulations and thercby verify sefety of operations.

T received a Bachelor of Science degree from the U.S. Naval Acadeay io 1966.

I was employed by the U.S. Navy in the Naval Nuclear Poser Submarise programs
from 1966 until 1971. During this time, I became qualified as Eaginsering
Officer of the Watch for the AIW pressurized water nuclear prepulsion plant
proloLype and was jater qualificed as Engineering Officer of the Watch on board
the USS Jobn Marsball (SSEN 611 (G)), a ouclear powered polaris missile
submarine (1969 through 1971). 7T was also the ship's Main Propulsion
Assistant (responsible for maintemance and sdeinistration of the auclear

re ttor snd power generation equipment) for two and vue~halt years of this
time. Ip 1971, I joined the Bechtel Corporativa im San Francisce, Caliloruia
and was assigned to the Susquehanna Stesm Electric Statiou project smechsuical
grovp. From August 1971 through September 1972, I was respousible for the
design and development of the radiosctive waste disposal system. From
Scptember 1972 through Janvary 1974, I was promoted to the position of project
liccnsiog engineer. From Janusry 1974 through March 1976, I was again
promoted to the position of Project Nuclear Group Leader, responsible for
managing and supervising the efforts of six to fourleen engineers.

In Maxch 1976, I was hired by the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Office
of Inspection and Eofercement, Region V, in Walnut Creek, California, ax a
resctor ipspector for the Reactor Construction and Engineering Supporl Branch.
In this positiou, ) participated io coustruclion inspectiong of the San Oncfre
Nuclear Generatiog Station snd successfully completed a nondestructive
éxsmioatiovn school at Convair Division of Genersl Dynawics, (San Diego,
Calitoruia). ! alsc cvompleied NRC sponsored schools in quality assurance and
lnspeclion Techniques in Bethesda, Maryland. In January 1977, I tramsferred
to the Reactor Operations and Nuclear Support Branch of Region V, Office of
Inspection snd Eaforcement and was assigned as back-up inspector for the
Trojen Nuclear Plesot. In succeeding months I participated in inspections of
the Rancho Seco, Humboldt, and Trojsn anuclear plants ia addition to completing
five weeks of pressuriced water reactor systems acd operating training. For
ene year I wus then assigocd #s Principel Icspector for the Trojen Plant. 1ia
the Zall of 1978, my assignment was changed to follow-up the preoperastional
testing of the Diablo Canyon Nuclear plant and to ceaduct operations
luspections at the Raacho Seco Nuclear Plaat. In 1980 sy duties were modified
to faclude conducting the portions of the NRC inspection progras conducted by
the regional office staff related to preoperational testiag, power ascensiom
testing, and plsut opecsations of the Diadblo Canyon Plant. Aiter the discovery
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of significant design deficiencies with the Diablo Canyon Plaat is the Fall of
1981, I wes tasked to monitor snd imspect the activities of ao ladependent
Design Verification Program managed by Teledyne Eogineeriong Services. This
prograw .m‘g conducted to determine the adequacy of desigo aand
coprtruction of the Disblo Canyon Plant and to determine the adequacy of any
wodificetions which result from that program. Although these have been wy
principle essignoente, I bave also participated ia a variety of power, and
research reactor inspections during the last five years.

1-55 presently » registered Professionsl Mechapical Engineer and Nuclear
Engineer in the State of Califoroia.
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U. S. NUCLEAR RECULATORY COMMISSION

REGION V
Report No, 350-275/82-42 . e

Docket No, 50-275 License No. OPR-76 fafeguards Group

Licensee: Pacific Gas and Electric Company

P. 0. Rf_)&_?_“Z

Faciliry Naze:_ Di2%%o Canyon Units 1 and 2

Inspection at:_ Diablo Eﬁhyon Site, San Luis Obispo County. California

¢ucted: December 2, 1982 through January 1, 1983

_ %Lgf\ | -14- 83
ar:son, Jr., sident Insgpecior Date Signed

Inspeciicn co

Inspectors:

ol .
0. n |-14-83
M. H.JMendonca. Rgsigpnt Inspector Date Signed
| - 1¥-§3
( P. J orrtll. Reagtor Inspector Dace Signed
Approved by.@‘ 3 | “Ji"g
U. F.|K¥rsch, Chief, {gactor Projects Section No. 3 Date Signed

Summary:

Inspection from Deceaber 2, 1982 through January 1, 1383 (Report No. 50-275/82-42)

Areas Inspected: Routine inspectiont of plant operations, surveillance testing,
physical security, follow-up of alleyations regarding the RHR system, maintenance,
the licensee's audit program and emergency preparedness activities, The inspcction
involved 128 inspector-hours by three NRC inspectors.

Results: No items of noncompliance or deviations were fdentified.

RV Form 219 (2)




DETAILS

Persons Contacted
a. Site

*R. C. Thornberry, P'ant Manager

*R, Patterson, Plant Superintendent

*J. M. Gisclon, Power Plant Engineer

D. A. Backens, Supervisor of Maintenance

*). A. Sexton, Supervisor of Operations

*). V., Boots, Supervisor of Chemistry and Padiation Protection
*W. B. Kaefer, Technical Assistant to the Fiani Manager

*R. 6. Todaro, Securfity Supervisor

*R. T. Twiddy, Supervisor of Quality Assurance

*R. M. Luckett, interim Regulatory Compliance Engineer

Corporate

**). 0. Schuyler, Vice Presicdent Nuclear Power Generation
**W. A, Raymond, Manager Quality Assurance
**T. G, de Uriarte, Scnior Engineer (Audits)

F. J. Can, Supervisor Electrical Engineer

R. Otto, Electrical Engineer

T. Crawford, Senior Mochanical Engineer
J. McCracken, Senfor Mechanical Engineer
G.

C. Wu, Licensing Engineer

The inspectors also interviewed a number of other licensee employees including
shift supervisors, reactor and auxiliary operators, maintenance personnel,

plant technicians and engineers, quality assurance personnel and members
of General Construction,

*Denotes those attending the exit interview of January 7, 1983.
**Cenotes those attending the exit interview of Deccmber 14, 1882,

Operational Safety Verification

During the inspection period, the inspectors observed and examined activities
to verify the operational safety of the licensee's facility. The observations
and examinations of those activities were conducted on a daily, weekly or
monthly basis.

On a daily basis, the inspectors observed control room activities to verify
compliance with limiting conditions for cperation as prescribed in the facility
Technical Specifications. Logs, instrumeniation, recorder traces, and other
operational records were examined to obtain {nformation on plant conditions,
trends, and compliance with regulations. Shift turnovers were observed

on & sample basis to verify that all pertinent information on plant status

was relayed. : .

During each week, the inspectors toured the accessible areas of the facility
to observe the following:
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a. General plant and equipment conditions,

b. Maintenance activities and repairs (See Section 3).

¢. Fire hazards and fire fighting equipment,

d. Ignitfon sources and flammable material control.

e. Conduct of selective activities for compliance with the licensee's
administrative controls and approved procedures.

f. Interiors of electrical and control panels. .

9. lmglenentat1on of selected portions of the licensee's physical security
plan,

h. Plant housekeeping and cleanliness.

The inspectors talked with operators in the control room, and other plant
personnel.  The discussions centered on pertinent topics of general plant
~conditions, procedures, security. training, and other aspects of the involved
‘work activities,

No items of noncompliance or deviation were identified.
Maintenance .

Maintenance activities on a safety injection accumulztor isolation valve

motor and 4 rod drive power supply motor-generator set we:re reviewed by

the inspeclors during the month., Observations by the fnspectors verified

that proper approvals were obtained and system clearance and tests of redundant
equipment were performed, as appropriate, priur to conducting maintenance

on safety related systems or components, The inspectors verified that qualified
personnel performed the maintenance and used appropriaste maintenance procedures.
Replacemert parts were examined to determine the proper certification of
materials, workmanship and tests. During the actual performance of maintenance
activities, the inspectors verified proper fire protection controls and
housekeeping. Upon completion of the maintenance activity, the component

was tested prior to return to se‘vice.

No items ¢f noncompliance or deviation were identified.
Surveillance

Surveillance testing on 4 KV relays and contacts, and atmospheric steam
dump instrument Toops were reviewed by the inspectors. Observations by

the inspectors including verification that proper procedures were used,
test instrumentaiion was calibrated, and that the teste’ system or component
was properly removed from service as required by the test procedure. Upon
completion of the surveillance tests, the inspectors verified that the test
results met the acceptance criteria of the Technical Specifications and
were reviewed by the cognizant licensee personnel. The inspectors also
verified that corrective action was initiated, if required, to determine
the cause for any unacceptoble test results and to restore the system or
component to an operable status consistent with the technical specification
requircments, g

No items of noncompliance or deviilions were identified.
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Emergency Preparedness

The inspectors reviewed and observed an emergency drill by a plant fire
brigade and industrial safety and fire protection training,

No items of noncompliance or deviations were identified.

Audit Program an¢ Implementation

The inspector reviewed the licensee's audit program and implementation thereof
to determine if the program conformed to ANS] N-18-7-1976 and ANSI N 45.2.12-
1977. 1n addition, the inspectors verified that auditor qualifications

were consistent with ANSI N 45.2,23-1978,

The following procedure manuals that describe the licensee's Audit Progrim
were reviewed:

a. Quality Assurance Manua! for Nuclear Power Plants

(1) Section SVIII - Audits

(2) Section SVI - Corrective Action

(3) Procedure 10.1 - Nonconformance and Corrective Actions
(4) Procedure 11,1 - Audits Performed by Company Departments
(5) Procedure 11.1, Supp. 1 - Open ltems Report

b. MNuclear Power Generation Manual - {uality Assurance

) Procedure 1.1 - QA Department "rogram and Organization
) Procedure 2.2 - Training and (ndoctrination
) Procedure 15,1 - Nonconformance Reports
; Procedure 16.1 - Open [tem Reports
Procedure 17.1 - Auditor Qua'‘fications
; Procedure 18.2 - QA Audits
Procedure 18.6 - Planning/Schecduling of Aulits

SO BN -

i
z

€. Quality Auditor Handbook

Based upon the review of the abcve noted procedures, the inspectors; determined
that tne Vicensce's QA Audit Program conforms to the criteria of ANSI N
18.7-1976 and ANSI N 45.2.12-1977.

The inspectors reviewed the licensee's auditor qualification program, tests,
and records to ensure audits were being conducted by properly qualified
suditors. The inspectors determined the licerce='s auditor aualifications
were consistent with ANSI N 45.2.23-1978.

Next, Lhe inspectors reviewed the following audit reports to deiermine if
audit plans, checklists, findings and corrective actionm followups were bzing
performed properly: .




b

-.excceded with no new (ECD's

. Audit #12300
b. Audit #20400

c. Audit #20416
d. Audit #20500
e. Audit #21011
f. Audit 420919
9. Audit #21111

“Criterion XVIII - Audits"” :
“Criterion XV - Nonconformances and Criterfon XVI -
Corrective Action"

"Criterion XV and XVI*

“Fire Protection®

“Status of Open OIR's"

"Technical Specifications®

"Cortainment Annulus Steel®

The inspectors determined that the audits were being conducted properly
using the prescribed audit plans and checklists; however, tracking of “Open
Items" was weak in that audited organizations were not recponding to adverse
audit findings in accordance with the criteria of Section 4.5 of ANSI N
45.2.12-1977. Specifically, estimated zompletion dates (ECD) were being

} being established. Additionally, the audit
findings were being tracked using the licensee's "Comnitment éontrol System"
that assigns a noncontrolling pr?ority to all adverse audit findings, The
inspectors identified to management that some of the findings would have
resulted in technical specification violations if fuel load?ng had commenced
without correction of the identified problems from audit findings. Ouring
the exit interview, the licensee committed to having revised ECD's for all
outstanding Open Item Reports by February 1, 1983, and prioritizing all
outstanding Open Item Rcports by February 28, 1983 (82-42.01).

No items of noncompliance or deviations were identified.

Review of Stone and Webster Construction Audit

As part of the Independent Design Verification Program (IDVP). Stone and
Webster Engineering Corporatfon (SWEL) was tasked with the evaluation of

the construction quality assurance program at Diably Canyon under the auspicies
of Teledyne Engineering Service (TES). The inspectors reviewed the following
documents and discussed the audit with PGAE representatives to determine

how open ftem reports were being generated and dispositioned.

a. Adjunct Program for Evaluation of Construction Quality Assurance -
Rev. 1 dated 10/1/82 (TES document).

b.  Cunstruction Quality Assurance Fvaluation (SWEC Project Proccdure 4-2-1
dated 10/22/82).

¢. Diablo Canyon Verification Program (DCVP) Procedure #1 - Interface with
Consultants.

d. DCVP Procedure #2 - Program Resolution Reports.

The inspectors determined the scope of the audit was to evaluate the as-

built quality of two contractors: 1) Guy F. Atkinson Co. - Centainmen..
Building Contractor, and 2) Wismer and Becker Co. - fnstallation of NSSS
piping. The above noted procedures described the auditing process to be

used and handling of audit findings. The inspectors have reviewed the program
for familfarization. At the present time, the SWEC onsite audit tcam has

- - »
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8.

9.

5.

completed the as-buflt audit and has generated twenty-nine Open Item R2ports
(0IR). So far, the licensee has dispositioned eighteen of the OIR's. The
inspectors will complete the review in this area when the remainder of the
OIR's are dispositioned (B82-42-02).

No items of noncompliance or deviations were identified.

Open ltems Followup

Plant Administrative procedures C451 and D756 have been prepared to assure
reinstatement of Environmental Qualification conditions after maintenance
or surveillance testing. This closes open items §0-16-01 and TI-15-41,

Allejations Regarding the Diablo Canyon Residual Heat Removal System

On Decomber 2, 1982 the inspector met with l1icensee representatives to discuss
allegations regarding the Diablo Canyon residual heat removal (RHR) system.

These allegations had also previously been examined at the jobsite and documented
in Region V inspection reports-50-275/82-26 and 50-323/82-13. The following
paragraphs paraphrase the allegations, summarize the inspection, and state

the findings of the inspector.

(a) Allegedly there were no control and interlock circuit drawings for
molor operated valves £701 and 8702 (RHR hot leg suction isolation
valves). The inspector examined PGRE drawings 437592 “Residual Heat
Removal Flow Control Valves", and 103058 "Circuit Schedule 480 Volt
for Busses F, G, H" circuits HISPOO through H19P12 and G25P00 through
G25P13, The inspector observed that these drawings describe the power,
control, and interlock circuits for the subject valves. The allegation
was not substantiated,

(b) Allegedly no one knew how these circuits were routed in the plant. |
Licensee project engineering personnel statea that in additfon to the
drawings described above, the raceway schedule depicts circuits in
a particular conduit, the conduit drawings show conduit locations in
the plant, and the circuit schedule itemizes the pull data for each
wire in the plant. They also stated that the drawings and schedules
were available to the plant staif through the site document control
center if this materfal was not available in the control room. The |
inspector had previously verified that this type of documentation was
properly controlled and readily available to the plant staff. This
allegation was not substantiated.

(c) It was alleged that the design was no good in that the control/interlock
circuits are routed from the "hagen* racks via the solid state protection
system to the relays which shut the valves. Licensee engineers explained
that this was a standard Westinghouse design and that the "hagen" racks
took low level analogue signals ard (in this case) used bistables tu




generate signals in the milliamp ranje. The solid state protection

systen completes the logic function and generates a larger output signal
(amps.) which in turn actuates relays in the auxilfary Togic cabinet.

They explained that they were not in a position to change this arrangement
(since 1t 1s a Westinghouse design) and that they were unaware of any
problems with this arrangement. The fnspector examined the locatfon

of the components of the RHR fsclation valve control and interlock

Circuits to verify the licensee's statements, The allegation was substantiat
to the extent that the circuits were as alleged, however there was

o apparent .eviation from regulatory requirements or safety criteria.

(d) It was alleged that a desion change request ([R) submitted about February
1981 to 37t "rid of that system" ?i.e. RHR hot leg suction fsolation
interlocks) has never been acted upon by PGLE. The Inspector verified

. that there were no outstanding OCRs on PGLE drawing 437592 (which depicts
the system in question) and that none wcre orfginated from or arrived
at the Diablo Canyon project. The site Resicent Inspectors verified
that ne DCR; were outstanding for this drawing at the Jobsite. Thig
allegation could not be substan’iated.

(e) It was alleged that the FSAR, Chapter 5, paragraph 5.7, pages 37b and
38 as well as Chapter 7, paragraph 6.2, pages 3 and 4 describe the
automatic high pressure/high temperature isolation of the RHR system
from the reactor coolant system, and that this is inconsistent with
the technical specifications section 3.4,9.3 which requires AC to be
removed from the associated valves (8701 and 8702) thereby disabling
the automatic isolation features. Therefore the FSAR should be amended,
Licensee representatives showed the inspector Table 6.3-10 of the FSAR
which shows that the valves are to be stut and racked out at power
and open and racked out during shutdown cooling mode. This 1s in accordance
with NRC direction, The licensee representatives also stated that
the entire FSAR would be updated (with inconsfstencies removed) 1in
September 1983 in accordance with 10 CFR 50. The allegation was partially
substantiated, but no safety problem or noncompliance with regulatory
requirements was identified.

(f) The alleger stated that the FSAR section 3.1.3 states that spurious
closure of normally open/fail open valves is not considered as either
3 passive or active failure and is not analyzed for at al) which 1s
a2 problem, Licensee engineers explained that there were no reasonable
failure modes which would cause normally open/fail open or normally
closed/fail closed valves to change state. The only possibility they
could imagine was a "copper octopus” which caused selective shorting,
This issue had been dealt with in the Fire Protection Revisw and was
one reason that certain valve circuit breakers were racked out after
the valve was placed in the desired positfon. As far as control circuits
are concerned, any short with 120 volts or higher would cause the 1agic
circuits to go to a fail safe condition due to the" overwhelming signal
strength (normal signals are 4 to 20 milliamps). The allegation could
not be substantisted,
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(g)

(h)

(1)

()

(k)

(1

-f-

It was alleged that there was ro low flow alarm for the RHR system

and that there should be one. The inspector verified that an RdR

pump trip §s annunciated, that shut RHR suction valves are indicated,

and that the subcooling meter was available to ensure adequate core
cooling. Licensee representatives pointed out that the RHR pumps have

a miniflow recirculation to maintain some flow, and that the monitor light
box indicates valves or circuits in the incorrect state. The inspector
concluded that the allegation was correct in that there was no "low

flow" alarm, but also concluded that there appeared to be no requirement
or necess:.cy to have one,

It was alleged that an RHR pump ran without flow for 5 minutes in September
1981, and that tiis event was not repc~ted as required by administrative
procedure C-12 and 10 CFR 50.72, The site resident inspector verified
that a Nuclear Plant Problem Report (DCI-81-0P P1057) and the 2ssociated
corrective action was completed. The allejation was not substantiated.

It was alleged that the RHR hot leg suction does not meet the single
failure criteria for function (suction from reactor coolant system

“hot leg), that newer plants had this feature, and that this portion

of the system should be redundant to meet 10 CFR SO Appendix A Design
Criteria. The inspeclor verified that this function was not safet¥
related in the Diablo Canyon plant design by examining the FSAR. The
fnspector observed that the suction from the containment sump and from
the refueling water storage tank were both safety related and arranged
to meet regulatory requirements for redundancy. The inspector also
observed that some other plants did have two RHR suction lines but
“hat these plants used a different nuclear steam supply system vendor.
The inspector concluded that the allegation was correct in that the
RHR suction line was redundant only Jor the purpose of reactor coolant
system isolation, but that there was no apparent safety problem or
deviation from regulatory requirements associated with this design.

It was alleged that nuclear plant problem rcports (NPPR) were not getting
management review which s a violation ~f administrative procedure

C-12 and that NPPR DC 1-81-0P P1057 had been signed off after this
shortcoming was identified to management. Othar NPPRs should be examined.
The Resident Inspectors observed that other NPPRs were being given
appropriate management review and resolution. The allegation was not
substantiated.

It was alleged that NPPRs DCO 79 TI POOO6 and 79 TI PO117 are still

open after three years and should be closed. The Resident Inspectors
observed that response to NPPR PO0O6 was complete and that response

to PO117 was underway. The allegation was substantfated, but no particular
safety or regulatory significance could be attached to this situation,

It was alleged that a change to the Plant Manual Volume 16, reacter

coolant pump "lo oil level" alarm should have been changed to "lo-hi

0il level” but had not been corrected eight months after the correction

had been submitted., The Resident Inspectors identified this allegatisn

to the licensee. The licensee initiated a NPPR (DfI-83-TN-P0OOO1) and

the problem s to be resolved. The licensee personnel that were interviewed,
were not previously aware of this problem., The allegation was substantiated.

The inspector concluded that the allegations were partially correct but
that these had no apparent safety significance or deviations from regulatory

requirements,
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10. Exit Interview -

The inspectors met with licensee representatives (denoted in paragraph 1)
and discussed the scope and findings of the inspection.
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", UNITED STATES . so i 3717
iy fzo NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION g2-2 ¢

REGION V ¢,‘¢D:’

14SOMARIA LANE,  SUITE 270

\'....f WALNUT CREEK, CALIFORNI 4598 ‘He 4“-%,]

January 19, 1983
Docket No. 50-275 15

Pacific Gas and Electric Company
F. 0. Box 7442
San Francisco, California 94106

Attention: Mr, Philip A. Crane Jr.
Assistant General Counsel

Gentlemen:

This refers to the routine, wonthly fnspection conducted by Messrs. J. D. Carlson
and M. M, Mendonca of this office, during the period of Decamber §, 1982 through
January 1, 1983, and the inspection effort of Mr. P. J. Morrill of this office

on December 2, 1982 at your corporate offices, of activities authorized by NRC
License No. DPR-76, and to the discussions of our findings held by Mes:rs. Carlson
and Mendonca with Mr. Thornberry and other members of your staff at the conclusion
of the inspection.

Areas examined during this inspectionare described in the enclosed inspection
report, Within these areas, the inspection consisted of selective examinations

of procedures and representative records, interviews with personnel, and observations
by the inspectors. '

No items of noncompliance with NRC requirements were fdentified within the scope
of this inspection.

In accordance with 10 CFR 2.790(a), a copy of this letter and the enclosure will

be placed in the NRC Public Document Room unless you notify this office, by telephone,
within ten days of the date of this letter and submit written application to

withhold information contained herein within thirty days of the date of this

Tetter. Such application must be consistent with the requirements of 2.790(b)(1).

Should you have any questions about this fnspection, we will be glad to discuss
them with you,

Sincerely,

i ishdsjl hief
Reactor Projects Branch No. 2

Enclosure:

NRC Inspection Report

No. 50-275/82-42

cc w/o enclosure:

J. L. Schuyler, PGLE

J. 0. Shiffer, PGLE
W. S. Raymond, PGRE i



