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"I.3 INTRODUCTION 1'' '

,1b _ Purpose 'and' Overview (
'

'

,

The' Systematic Assessment of Licensee Performance'(SALP).is an-

,

integrated NRC staff- effort.to . collect ~ available observations 1on an -
| annual basis and evaluate licensee performance based on those'
-observations with-the; objective of improving the NRC Regulatory
Program and' licensee. performance.

The period of this assessment;was Januaryfl,1983 hrough June :30,
-1984.' Evaluation criteria' used during ~ this assessment are discussed ',

in Section III below. .Each criterion .was applied using the~'
" Attributes for Assessmentiof Licensee Performance" contained'in NRCi

. Manual Chapter 1 516..0
=.

2. .SALP Board Meeting: October 17,.1984,. Region V Office.

-Board Members: T..W. Bishop,DDirector, Division of: Reactor-
~ Safety and-Projects (Board Chairman)' .

_

'D.'FUKirsch,; Chief,; Reactor' Projects _ Branch,.-

: R. 'Dodds, ' Chief, Reactor Projects-
I Section 3-

M.;D.JSchuster,-Chief, Physical Security'
LicensingLand Emergency Preparedness-
Section

M..MJMendonca, Senior-ResidentjInspector
P. J. Morrill,. Senior Reactor; Inspector ~

~

+

'

T. Polich,. Resident 1 Inspector
''

.E. Garcia',' Radiation Specialist:
H. Schierling, NRR Project Manager.
J. Crews, Senior Reactor; Engineer'

.

G. Knighton, Chief, Licensing Branch-No. 3?4

F. Wenslawski',' Chief, Radiological-
~

' Safety Branch?

.

e

O

,

L i

I

!
,

4

4_ _.

<

, , ia,7- , . . , . , v i -_ , - . . - - - , . - . - . . ....,J.,..,_, , +..J,** '



, . , , . , - , , _

V >

A - "

,
f., g,

'

[2I ' ~
- -

s -

'

u,
,

$s- L

).-
- 3.3 ILicensee Activities: '

.

>
,

?a. ; Construction- '' ~

.

, ,'

<

'

; At the beginning of .the; assessment / period'f(January 11,-;1983)La *

major modification program,:was in progress for both units a's a
~

.:

' result.of-|the' design: verification effort.~ iThe' effort-:for this
program was concentrated on.the modifications in!the !following- *

z

- areas in-the containment and| auxiliary building forLUnit.1|
Land'the fuel' handling buildingi ,

i Electrical Raceway Supports '

'
' Piping Supports / Restraints '.

.

4 [PipingChanges. '

: . -

' Containment Spray; Rings / Riser Supports:
'

,

,'' . -

--

- Polar Crane.

Containment Anaslas: Structural Steel-
i

I . Fuel Handling Bsilding Structural Steel
,

Tdrbine Building Structural-Modifications~

HVAC Duct Supports
i

. -

Instrumentation Equipment / Tubing Supports

2 - The construction / modification program in Unit I was completed ;
"

during the early fall of 1983.
i

The -construction effort for accomplishing modifications in Unit :
' 2 was- increased during early 1983, with the initiation of
'

modifications .to the -containment spray ring. hangers and polarc, . .

These modifications were completed during this '

'crane.
assessment period. Modifications to the following: systems'in

, the containmentiand auxiliary-building for-Unit 2, started
! during this period, were still in process at|the.end.of this- a

assessment period (June 30,'1984):t -

I- Electrical. Raceway Supports a

.I
' Piping Supports / Restraints

-Piping, Changes

HVAC. Duct Supports
f

,

J. :The construction in Unit 2 is presently scheduled for
[ completion during the last quarter-1984. ,

,
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* b. Pre-operational Activities <

_

.

!
, . Unit l'-

Unit 1 pre-operational activities, performed during'.th'is SALP -
1periodfincluded preservice' inspection of the' reactor; vessel,; ''

a velocity ~ flush and chemical (cleaning of the condensate and.
feedwater systems and hot: system walkdowns.

~

Unit 2

~ Unit '2 pre-operational-activities cincluded preservice-
~

inspection of the reactor vessel, emergency core : cooling ' system :
testing,:and cold hydrostatic; pressure' testing of the reactor- <

coolant rystem. ,

..

c. ' Operations,

The Unit 1 fuel. load license was issued on November:11, 1983;.and
; fuel loading was; conducted during November.15;- 20,1983.
'In-April-1984, the; licensee,was granted a. license for power
operations' to 5% of ratied power; initial criticality |was' on :

'

. April 29, 1984, followed by low power testing through May_23, 1984.

Licensed operator examinations were~ administered by NRC'in-
September 1983 and' March.1984. . Fifteen candidates in-
September, 1983 and;all-four-candidates'in March 1984 we're.
granted licenses based on_these examinations. In June 1983, six.
licensed personnel-.(20% of the existing total-number of
licensed personnel) were admiaistered and passed an'NRC'
requalification examination,-and in July 1983, one RO was
upgraded to a SRO. Additionally,- in March 1984,: control room
advisors were brought onsite to supplement operating crews.
While these advisors held reactor operator licenses at

~

similar operating plants, they were provided specific
training relative to Diablo Canyon.-

Other major. licensee activities conducted during this SALP-
period included 1) the third annual emergency-response field
exercise at Diablo Canyon on October 19, 1983; 2) a major-
revision to the Quality Assurance Program;(FSAR Chapter 17), -
which was approved by the NRC on December 20, 1983; 3) full-
reinstatement of Unit 1. security measures .in September. *1983; -
and 4) establishment of radiation area controls.

d. Engineering, Design and Licensing

The licensee's activities during the assessment period were
~7

predominantly directed towards the reinstatement of the
suspended low power license and issuance of: a full power
license for Unit 1. The major, efforts were: (1) the-
completion of the design verification efforts, including a-

- hearing before the Atomic Safety Licensing and Appeal B' ard ono

# ,
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the matter of quality assurance in the fall of 1983~(a' ~

commission requirement'for1 reinstatement of the_ low power-
' license); and.(2).the revieu and.necessary design and
engineeringfof piping'and supports as required by seven NRC
license conditions. Other matters were the evaluation:of:
numerous allegations, additionalLengineering.and design effort'.,

to complete the Post Accident' Sampling System, revisions to
- technica1' specifications, and the resolution of NRC; 1
. requirements for fire protect. ion (Appendix R). In addition to i

the technical efforts the-licensee also-performed the E

-associated licensing activities.

4. Summary of Regulatory Activities

a. - Inspection Activities

~

Approximately 13,000 on-site inspector' hours were involved in-
performing a total oof 51 routine resident and region-based
inspections and three special, inspections to follow-up-

. allegations. -Areas of inspection activity are summarized in
Table 11. . Inspections: conducted within the:SALP. period are
listed individually in Table 2. Allegation related
inspection efforts in. support.of Diablo Canyon Supplementary
Safety Evaluation. Reports (SSER) 21, 22 and 26 are described.
in those-documents.

b. Licensing Activities

The NRC technical review and licensing efforts during.this.~

SALP period apply almost exclusively to Unit 1 of the Diablo
Canyon Nuclear Power Plant. The licensee's performance could
be expected to be the same for Unit 2. :These NRC-efforts were
principally directed to the reinstatement, in April 1984,tof the
Unit I suspended low power license and to the issuance of the
Unit I full power license (NRC effort was completed in July?

! 1984, however, because of court appeals the full power. license
was not issued until November 2, 1984.) Because of the unique
conditions associated with the low power license reinstatement,
active intervention, and numerous allegations, the NRC effort
was more extensive than normal and included technical review,
licensing activities and management considerations throughout

L the review period.
L .. .

The effort. required frequent interactions with the licensee at

all levels. The NRC staff met on numerous occasions with'the
licensee, including management, performed detailed audits at
the licensee's_ offices and at the Diablo Canyon site, and
participated in a number of plant walkdowns during hot
functional testing. As a result of this effort eight SER
Supplements (SSER 16 through SSER 23) were issued during.the
evaluation period and four additional supplements -(SSER 24
through SSER 27) were issued in July 1984 on staff evaluations-
also performed during that period.

|
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,(II. SUMMARY'OF RESULTS-- m
'

|0verall^,-the-SALP Board found;the performance of; licensed activities' wast'
'

;. satisfactory .and; directed toward safe -operation of-facilities- :The ^
'

. .

overall' performance 1 showed a trend towards moderate : improvement ~ sincel,
_ the last SALP.: evaluation period.. The:SALP> Board has made' specific -

,

recommendations;in most-functional' areas;forimanagement's1 consideration.,

,
. Rating'LastDRating This

-Functional Area. Period : Period' . Trend;

;1. : Plant Operations: 2? 2; -Improving;

2. Radiological.Controlsi 2; :2' 'No Change:

.3. Maintenance -2 2' V ' Improving;'
,

4. - Surveilla'nce -(Including - -

Inservice' Inspection):, 2: -2 ;No Change;
~

:5. ~ Fire Protection -2- 2: Improving.

6. Emergency PreparednessE 1 2- : Decline- '

7 .

7. Security & Safeguards 1 1 No Chang'e1

J

8. Fuel Loading '

'2- ----

9. Licensing' Activities 2' | 2'- LNo' Change 1
'

10. Construction A'tivities '2 2- No . Ch'ange :e

11. Quality Programs, Administrative
Controls and Other. 2 2 . Improving-

III. CRITERIA

The following attributes were evaluated for each functional area above
as appropriate.

1. Management involvement in assuring quality.
2. Approach to resolution of technical issues from a safety

standpoint. *

3. Responsiveness to NRC initiatives.
4. Enforcement-history.
5. Reporting and analysis of reportable events.
6. Staffing (including management).
7. Training effectiveness and qualification.

,

*
.
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' : To provide consistent evaluation ~ of . licensee 'perfo'reance, attributes -
#

, . associated with each functional area and describing the characteristics-
; -applicable.to Categ'ory 1, 2,'and 3 performance'were applied as discussed. .

in NRC Manual Chapter C516,1Part.II and Table 1.2

The SALP: Board conclusions were categorized as follows:

Category 1: Licensee management attention an'd' involvement are aggressive:
and oriented toward nuclear safety; licensee resources are ampleiand.

. effectively.used such that a-high level of performance with respect to
,

- perational safety is being1 achieved.o
,

Category 2: Licensee management' attention and involvement.are: evident-
and are concerned with nuclear. safety;J1icensee. resources _are adequate
and are reasonably effective'such that satisfactory performance with-
respect to operational safety is being achieved. ~ ;,

Category 3: Both NRC.and. licensee attention should be increased.
Licensee management attention'~or involvement-is acceptable and considers
nuclear safety, but weaknesses are evident;1 licensee resources appear
strained or not effectively used such that minimally satisfactory-
performance with respect to operational safety is being~ achieved.

IV. PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS ~

The following is the Board assessment of the licensee's performance-in
each of the functional areas and the Board's conclusions and
recommendations regarding corrective-actions in each. area, if'any are
required.

l. Plant Operations'

'.
Inspection activities have consisted of 16 inspections by resident-
inspectors, 4 inspections by' region-based inspectors, and 2 special
inspections. ..For Unit I the inspection activities of the' resident-
inspectors have included examination of operational-a'ctivities, TMI:
task actio'n plan items'(including natural circulation test
observation),'the. licensee's. problem resolution and reporting system,
and training activities. For Unit 2, the resident inspectors examined
preoperational test activities, preparations for operation, and-

coo'rdination/ interface with Unit 1. These inspections consisted of
about 1,970 inspector-hours on Unit.1 and 260 inspector-hours on'

' - Unit 2. Region based inspectors expended 198 hours-in the-3
' inspections of this functional area; and examined the licensee's

surveillance program,: Bulletin and Circular responses, and safety ;

evaluation commitment implementation. The special inspections + = j

consisted of-42 inspector-hours on follow-up of. inoperable ECCS |
flowpath and 657 inspector-hours -observing initial criticality I

and-low power testing, with emphasis on the performance of plant--,

operating crews, shift technical advisors, and plant management.e
l The results of these inspections haye been analyzed and used in

the evaluation of the licensee's performance in the plant
operations functional area.

,

'
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The licensee's initial experience during startup resulted;in? '

several probless', generally related to management. control and c
,

communications. ~ .The staff assessment ofithese problems was:that?' -

>

these were,typicalfof those found.atLalmost all plants inithe,

.startup'pha'se;- further; the number of Lenforcement' actions' and[LERs
was; typical;and.not. excessive. The following examples a're:

,

illustrative of the-licensee's learning curve regarding '

. communications.and management control.

One item of noncompliance was issued ' fort ailure~ of ; General'

f
~a.--

Construction-(GC) personnel to notify. Nuclear Plant Operations-
~

(NPO) management.offa potentially reportable. item. :A.
management meeting was. held by the NRC.:on this' topic, and the'
licensee subsequently instituted corrective actions. Sincee
this: action,.there has been improved. communications between,

;GC and NPO.' Improvement of licensee performance in this; area-
:has been demonstrated-in the~ conduct of;the startup and-
preoperation-programs for Units :l' and 2,' respectively.

.

b. ~ For the'NP0/ Engineering interface,.a communications' weakness:
was manifest in;that an inordinate amount of effortLand' time.

~

was'needed to' establish allist:of equipment power supplies.
Additionally, the licensee has encountered problems with'the
control and maintenance :of vendor' technical manuals'.-In some-
cases, vendors are not identifying necessary changes to the-,

'

technical manuals and the licensee, in other' cases, has failed.
-

,

to incorporate the changes which are identified by the vendors.
;. Many of the.LER's'have been attributed.to personnel errors:and

a majority of-these can be'related to problems:in the'
engineering-operations interface. Management attention to'the
organizational interface situation has resulted:in-continued
improvement.

c. A.few operationally related events have occurred ~which
reemphasized the need to assure that plant management

~

effectively communicates their expectations to all personnel'.
The most illustrative' instance, in our judgement,E was related
to an inoperable ECCS flow path. This event resulted in a
management meeting on.May 1, 1984. A strong-contributory

! factor was identified during this management meeting;;this.
i being that apparently plant management had not effectively ,

; assured that the procedure reviews were performed ~in.a
sufficiently substantive and comprehensive manner. The

.

licensee has since revised their procedure ' development and
review programs and increased the level of management
attention to these activities.

I

l- d. The staff-feels that. improved management involvement and 5.C
! - communications could have precluded a few enforcement' actions;

e.g., an inoperable radiation control value, and loss of
source range monitors, and the failure to assure a redundant

|
.

.

o.
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power supply _for the c'ontrol room pressurization system.
*

These actions 1were the result of'inadequaciest in the interface
of work activities and procedures-in the-area of equipment, .

- 1- control. .The-licensee.has since extensively revised theiri ,

equipment" control: program to preclude.such-instances in'the
future.

,.
;

Team inspection reviews of low power. operations' and testing found-:

.
.

- the _ situation pretty; good. : Of particular note was' the extensive
11icensee management coverage of theseiactivities, which probably~ ,

' contributed to thellow problem rate during-low power operations.

Recognizing that1the. operating crew,.'in general, lacked reactor*

operations experience, the NRC undertook a special. team inspection-
to assess the conduct of operations - for the Unit 1. low power-
testing p'rogram. The;in'spection of operating crew performance
was concluded'with the observation of natu'ralecirculation tests.and
the. associated training'of the operating crews. !This'. inspection.

found that the overall operating crew performance was well controlled
and efficient;;that licensee management, including senior' corporate
management, involvement;in day-to-day operation.was substantial and
effective; ~and that license'e' corrective' actions was thorough.and

~

timely.
I

The'following-examples illustrate the licensee's' conservative
approach in the analysis, resolution and; reporting _of generic ~and
plant-specific events: ASW water hammer, reactor. trip breaker
maintenance, inadvertent- safety injections due to equipment -

~

malfunctions, 4 KV breaker overhauls,.and~ steam generator snubber
rebuilds. .These events and numerous others (some previously.
mentioned)'are examples of the generally thorough approach that'a ,

the. licensee staff has taken to technically resolve.and-
administratively control. identified problems.

Finally, during this SALP period, all candidates. for operator licenses
'

were successful. In addition to observations of licensed operator
training, observation of general employee and special advisor
training disclosed that positions and responsibilities were well -

defined and understood.
.

[ ' Conclusion

Performance assessment This area is still Category 2 but'
improving.

|

Board Recommendations !
4

The Board recommends that the licensee apply the same-intensive4

management attention during ~the power ascension test program and
beyond..

9

+
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2 .- - :RadiologicalLControls-

- = A total ~ of 7 inspections were performed by' the- Reactor Radiation.
Protection Section during this review period. |All1 inspections
examined programs'in-Unit 1, one insp.ection.also included. Unit'2. A;
total'of 390 inspector; hours were spent in this area.:'Of this.-~

; total,-~326 inspector-hours were onsite. The primary emphasis of'
the inspection program during this rating-period was directed!

-toward the implementation of radiologically.relatedLTMI upgrades
and startup testing.- The plant operating status-during this;

. period was such that,it did_not'present an. operational challenge to|
the radiological control program.' Due to the:la'ck.of;any ,

significant' activities ~in the areas of-transportation of
radioactive materials and effluent releases,1these: areas were not.

. examined in depth. Specific areas; examined are delineated in
,. items a. throughij .1below:

a. Radiation control' progran =during initial fuel . load.
,

,. b . . Unit 2 Special Nuclear Materials (SNM)Jlicense's radiation
protection program.

,

c. NUREG 0737' items II.B.3 and II.F.1.

d. Follow-up on. allegations.
.

e. Unit 1 Startup Tests.

f. Unit 2 Preoperational Tests.

: g. Unit 2-FSAR identified radiation monitors calibration.

h. Waste Management.

q i. Follow-up on IE Information Notices.

;. j. Follow-up on Licensee Event Reports.

The resident inspector staff also provided observations in these
areas.,

During the appraisal period, one Severity Level IV Violation, i

failure to adhere to procedures, and one Severity Level V Vfolation,-
failure to properly post a radioactive material storage area,-were

.; identi fied.' No deviations.were identified in this area during the
assessment period. No unresolved items existed at the end of the- |

assessment period. .j
l

The Severity level IV. Violation related to the-failure of j
individuals in responsible positions, e.g. Senior Reactor Operator |

1-

; and Chemistry and Radiation Protection foreman, to adhere to a
procedure. At the time, the Violation had minor radiological ~<

significance, however it is important to establish good practices at
the onset of facility operations. j

.
<

- *
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,The Unit 11 preoperationaliinspection' program has been complste' iJThe.d,

startup' test; inspection program has bee'nxinitiated and willicontinue.-

'

as the licensee proceeds ,through power: ascension. The licensee'
demonstrated good planning in the startup . test for radiation- y

' shielding: effectiveness;;however, in:those startup Ltestsj relAted ~ to -
tradioactive' effluent control and radiochemistry, control,ythe'sameL
fdegree.of-planning'was not' demonstrated.'

?The licensee has provided timely.submittals.oftrequired' event-' '

,

reports, demonstrating (adequate analysis and,Lfor the1most part,;
P sufficient corrective action.' Initial: actions' taken to preclude

' unauthorized removal!of^small radioactive check.sourcesidid not:
prevent. recurrence; however, effective controls were subsequently.

'

', .

' implemented.-
'~

-

ALsignificantportionofthsinspectioneffortinthis' functional
area.during'this review period wasidirected toithe implementation ~of'
NUREG 0737 Items II.B.3 and II.F.1,-Attachment 1, 2, and;3. (In;this-

~

. specific ' area a number of design or installation deficiencies.~ were - -

identified.by Region V; The' licensee subsequently established.a:taskJ
force to- correct the' deficiencies and to assure that other problessi

.' were identified and corrected. However, subsequent inspections
identified additional deficiencies. At- the end of the review =
period the licensee was taking action to correct:these
deficiencies. The licensee has' demonstrated a management.

.

*commitment.to staff training'to assure proper' implementation'of
,

-Item II.B.S.

During this' review period the: licensee has''been directing most-of
their attention to' Unit-1; . As a result of this emphasis, nost of
the review and acceptance by the operational staff of Unit 2
construction work has not been completed. These tasks must be~

finished by the-licensee-before the preoperationalLinspection.
program is completed. .The preoperational inspection program for
. Unit 2 is-approximately 80% complete. ' Inspection of the. work
related to for Unit 2 NUREG 0737 Items II.B.3 and II.F.1 is
approximately 10% complete.

Conclusion

In summary, due to plant status durit.g the assessment period, the -i
radiological control program has not had a significant operational
challenge. However, the licensee has maintained a satisfactory
program in a state ~of readiness. Although a number of deficiencies
were identified in areas related to TMI modifications,' the' licensee
has been responsive. Staffing'of the Chemical and Radiation
Protection Department has been improved by the addition of
contractor personnel. However, additional staffing will be
necessary to-support the operation of both units. There have been
no significant enforcement actions in this functional' area, but the
items identified did indicate the need for additional emphasis on
and a total commitment to a good radiological control program from

,

the outset of facility operations. i

~.
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- ; Performance assessment -iCategory 2. (This "is; the .same. rating as -was ^ x

assignedctolthis functional: area:during,the previous SALP review'

a ..

period. ~

,

, . Boird Recommendation:

UnitLI.
'

.

-. Strong management support should continue to be'~affordedithe rad'iationi
protection program.fAttention to procedural' details?should be;>
demonstrated bynall individuals affected.byLthe~ radiation protection
program,' particularly thoseLin superviso'ry: positions. ' Sufficient
resources.should be available so that: Unit 21requirementsido'not

~

^ impactLon the needsJof? Unit:1..
, . . ,.

' Unit 2f 7 '

j.

! Sufficient human resource's -should be provided.to the. operating staff-- _ '

to assure that;the review and approvalgof terminated; construction work
can beccarried,out without1 unduly impacting on the needed resources,
for Unit;1; Lessons learned from the implementation of NUREG 0737;
commitments-in Unit.1.should be;used when implementing these
commitments in Unit 2.

3 .' Maintenance =

Inspection of the maintenance program consisted of monthly routine
inspections by the resident' inspectors. Three'LERs and one specialireport
were associated with this functional area, and were acceptably reported
and resolved by the licensee.- '

'

The licensee's implementation of the maintenan'ce program was' evaluated by
the' resident inspectors' observations of preventative and' corrective.,
maintenance activities. These -maintenance activities . 'were ~ performed by '

.

qualified individuals in accordance with~ approved procedures. Unusual?
maintenance activities, such as the overhaul of safety related 4.KV-
breakers and steam generator snubbers, were closely followed by
licensee management. Licensee management concern demonstrated
appropriate attention to this functional area by delaying: initial
criticality in order to repair.a reactor coolant pump seal that had'a
relatively small. leak. . Finally, as a result of an.in-house review by the -

~ licensee, and in response to NRC findings the licensee is' making efforts;,

to improve the maintenance trending program and maintenance work '
I planning.

Conclusion'

!-

Performance assessment - Category 2. While this was the same evaluation
assigned in the last SALP c,cie, improvement was noted.

'

:
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, Board Recommendation'- '

J

,
s"

7 Improved; capabilities |in:theLoaintenance, trending'and-work plaaning areas. '
~

Jcould be demonstrated with4 continued: licensee.' management attention.; -

~

-

| 4. ; 1 Surveillance
'

~' '

,

An October:1983 team' inspection,n along with routine monthly: inspection by;
~

,

_ fresident ' inspectors,7 evaluated the -licensee.'s ' surveillance: program and '.

implementation.' .The results_of these inspectionsfindicate;that the, ;_
~

~ licensec'sJsurveillance activities were'. satisfactory:andLperformed
by_ trained individuals'in accordance with approved procedures. Howevei,11,

'

one noticeLof. violation', related tofsurveillance activities,j was!
attributed to un' acceptable procedures''and inadequate personnel, briefing.4

Also, Jseven LER'sf resulted from : surveillance activitiesf mostly related
1to errors.by operations:and. instrumentation and control ~ personnel. The:
programmatic inspection found _that'the surveillance control procedures'

.should be changed to assure thatL1) the review of the surveillance. testi

data by the functional-supervisor utilizes.a completecapproved procedure =
and acceptance:: criteria and 2) the shift foreman.or' control operator bel
promptly informed _ of any surveillance testTfailure. The. licensee has--

: . aggressively pursued actions to-provide:added' assurance that:these NRC- - ,

findings have been implemented.
.

,

'

Conclusion

; Performance assessment - Category 2. This is the same. category.as'in
the previous SALP period,Lalthough several elements of licensee

_

i performance in this functional area were deemedEto be a Category:1 level. .

'

Board Recommendations
i

Based on the licensee's performance as summarized above, licenseea

management-should strive to assure that their requirements are
'

effectively communicated to all personnel. Particular attention should
be given to assuring that personnel performance reflects a proper

-

,.

i understanding of the management requirements.
:

5. Fire Protection

One fire protection specific inspection was conducted by Region based
inspectors, in addition to routine inspections performed by the resident*

inspectors during plant tours and as part of-the independent-inspection
effort..During this-SALP reporting period, the licensee submitted four '

LER's and six'special reports on the subject of fire protection. These
reports were submitted in a timely and technically acceptable fashion..

Also, four notices of violation pertaining to fire protection were .
| issued during this SALP cycle. These violations either addressed the l

1: licensee's. failure to post welding permits, or.to understand and adhere
totthe requirements specified in the permits or procedures. During this4

SALP period, licensee management has taken positive steps to improve R

t- their fire protection program. A full time Fire Marshall has been

i assigned to coordinate the fire protection program, and.an onsite fire i

protection section has been developed.
r.
' '

,

f
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' Conclusion : -

: .

1~ Performance assessment - Category.2 -This' rating is theisane a's thati
assigned to1theflicensee's; fire protection activities:during the previous: -

-SALP cycle, however,Len improving trend was noted at'the:end of?the: SALP;
- iperiod. ,

~

,

t

Board Recommendations 1
-

An increase in licensee-initiated improvements _in;this areaishould beta goal:
|for..the,next-SALP period.

~
'

-,
,

- 6. Emergency Preparedness
, ,- .

During|the appraisal period, the Region conducted one' routine; inspection
of ,the_ emergency preparedness program and observed 1one emergency),

. preparedness exercise. .A" total of:203_ inspection hours were expended,
167 hours assigned to. Unit.1.and'36 hours assigned to Unit 2. -No-
significant: deficiencies or violationsi of NRC . requirements were
identified. This evaluation. focuses'on:the licensee's onsite. activities,
however, the emergency. preparedness program ~ addresses ~'some ' interfacing,

.with offsitefauthorities (i.e.,- State,11ocal).
.

~The routine. inspection identified'some wea'kness in-the area of-
| management ~ involvement in' assuring the quality;of' emergency planning. _
| For example, the: annual _ Emergency _ Plan audit ~ w' s ' determined. to be . limited -a'

in' scope and performed by personnel _with no emergencyLplanning. background.,

' Additionally, licensee management could be more involved in assuring that4

training _ remains a priority. ;Several. examples oftincomplete' emergency.
'

plan training were noted, including personnel at'the corporate level.
As a possible result of incomplete training,~one of seven interviewed '

Shift Supervisors was found to be weak in his overall knowledge of the;
-

; plan and apparently would=not have performed effectively as an Interim
|' Emergency Coordinator..'Also, most of-the Shift Foremen.could stand-

improvement in their ability to make protective action recommendations.
4 From.a safety _ standpoint, the licensee's approach.to resolution of
+ technical issues has been clearly thorough and routinelyiconservative.

The-licensee's responsiveness to NRC initiatives has been generally.
timely, however, the need for improving the emergency ~ plan training

~

; program was identified during the emergency preparedness; appraisal
conducted in December 1981.

The licensee's staff was considered to be adequate with~ organizational-

.

positions well defined and vacancies filled in a timely manner.

Conclusion

Performance assessment - Category 2. This~ represents a decline in
performance from the Category I assigned during the previous SALP cycle.

,
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F: Board-Recommendation;
, ,

~

;
-

~

-

ec
.

.. ..
. . . . ..

~

,

' (1) f The; emergency _ preparedness training program _ appears to be ' adequate;y '.
;however, management support of the prohram Lshould.be; improved to? ' ' '

provide-betterjassurance|that; personnel willibe trained / ret' rained-
,

on a timely basis and,ethus,jable to' respond to an' emergency'in;z

accordance.withithe Emergency. Plan?and related implementing- '

.

procedures. ~ ~

,

'

(2) The effecdivenessloff the audit' program coul'd be-improved by ;
. performing:more substantial audits and by ensuring that audits. ares

~

-performed by qualified personnel; s
, ,

17. SecurityLand Safeguards ~
.

~

~

From January:1, 1983 through June 31,,1984,_ Region'V-conducted five -
< Safeguards ' inspections ~atuDiablo-Canyon Power? Plant- for a total of 192i 3
: hours ofiinspection-effort. :All inspections were_in'the-Physical.

._ Security' area and all"are-assigned to Unit-1. No violations were
identified. _ Routine inspection activities, comprised.118 hours'and
74 hou'rs were devoted'tirreactive effo'ts. ~ ' '

r
'' ~

, . .

.

On" March 11, 1983,~the'NRC approved PG&E's~ February 25,~1983 request for3
~

: suspension; of portions (Section. 2.E) of. the physical security ) ' .
requirements of'the Facility Operating License DPR-76. JAn exemption
(pursuant'to.10 CFR 73.5) to the requirements:of 10 CFR 73.55(b)(h) fo':r
Unit 1 was approved with -the provisions. that: ful1 ~ security be ereinstated
at least 30. days prior to fuel load. :The reactive inspection of
November"16-18, 1983 verified tha't the physical security. requirements

3for the Unit:1 main protected area and' Unit'1: vital' areas ~ required for-
.

fuel loading had.been' reestablished in accordance with the~ir approved
Security Plan.

Physical Security inspections' during this:SALP period showed licensee
management to continue to be actively involved in the' security program.
Staffing of the uniformed security organization was judged by the
inspectors to be very adequate, and,an effective program for;the reporting
and analysis of reportable revents was in. place. The security management~

staff was responsive to NRC initiatives, demonstrated an understanding of-
safety / security issues, and the ' individual Security Officers have-
generally demonstrated a thorough understanding of security requirements
and a-desire'to comply with these requirements.

. .

. Conclusion

Performance assessment - Category 1

Board Recommendations
,

.

None.
,

*
. e
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8. - Fuel Loading 1,

Unit 1 fuel'. loading was conducted ~from November 15'.through-November 20,
1983. Th'e fuelsloading activitiesiwere performed quickly and were1well

- controlled. .Two items of.non' compliance.were issued during fuel load.
These items are. discussed in the, Plant Operations'and Radiation |

_

Protection sections, since they arefrelated to.those. functional areas.
One LERL(83-31)~ which indicated.that surveillance. requirements,were not:,

,

met'on:the auxiliary. hoist,'was issued during-the fuel. load. Fuel '

loading was conservatively terminated several times ~ to deal with-

;

-. equipment malfunctions. =The resolution of these. equipment malfunctions <
was conducted in accordance with applicablefTechnical Specifications.

Conclusion-

Performance assessment'- Category 2. -

- Board Recommendation

-None.
.

9. Licensing Activities- *

The engineering and design efforts by the~1icensee throughout this.SALP
period required extensive licensing activities t.nd interactions with the

~

NRC.

The major NRC technical review-and licensing activities were associat'ed
with the design verification effort (IDVP and ITP), allegations, piping
and supports, including programmatic. engineering aspects, and a variety.
of technical and licensing matters. The efforts, including support by
consultants, during the evaluation period. exceeded 25,000 hours of
professional staff time. The following are specific activities included
in this appraisal:

.

a. Design. Verification Effort

b. Allegations

c. Piping and Supports Review

d. Programmatic Provisions for Onsite Activities
,

Seismic Design Bases Reevaluation Programe.

f. Shift Advisor Qualifications

a

'
.

_.
--m-a

_
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g .' JShunt Trip.for Scram' Breakers 1'%.
, I |

~

_

1h. - Event-Reporting .
.

-

.

- 1. Fire. Protection - '

-
,

,
'

' 1j . Issuance-of SSERs-,

<.

k. . Issuance of License Amendments-

1.- -Technical. Specifications

.The assessment ~ of the : licensee's performance 1regarding :thes~e activities - _ .
is presented below for the seven: attributes;

,

(1)L Management Involven'nt^and' Control'in Assuring' Quality' .:e-

J The licensee had earlie'r!developediand implemen'ted a1very=
'

~ , .

comprehensive program, the ITP,''to respond toLand resolve _ concerns- '

that were raised _byLthe IDVP,~,the.NRC'and by the licensee.as;a:
result ofithe design' verification-effort. The licenseefmanagement

'

continued its; active involvement"in the planning of activities,.4

assignments of priorities 'and,the ' resolution' of. technical. and s
i - licensing matters. The Diablo-Canyon Project;managementiandfthe. >

engineering discipline management actively participated with=their-
staff in numerous meetings with the IDVP'and the NRC. LManagement;,

had detailed _ knowledge-and was aware of specificLtechnical issues>

and their~ safety-significance. Management-initiated appropriate--
<

steps to assure proper corrective actions. This' effort was
essentially completed.in late ~1983.

Management had made' the same commitment-to prompt and satisfactory._
resolution of concerns identified duringLthe piping and support
effort. The commitment included implementation of quality

,

,

assurance programs, control procedures and training. -While-such-
;. commitments had been made at the corporate 11evel, the actual

implementation of these efforts was not always evident during the'

NRC staff audits and inspections at the licensee's offices and at '

the site, in particular in late 1983 and early '1984. Some1of.the
deficiencies were identified by the staff and were also: the subject
of numerous allegations. This resulted in seven license-conditions >
which required the licensee to perform specific actions before

: issuance of a full power license. During its audits the staff
! identified a high rate'of minor design errors and frequent misuses'

of procedures for design modifications by the Onsite Project
Engineering Group (OPEG). These deficiencies indicated a-lack of
awareness and supervision by the Diablo Canyon Project management,
and inadequate QA design control procedure implementation by the
OPEG management. Necessary corrective actions were initiated by-

'

management once the problems were identified. The staff also noted,,

!

- that training procedures had not been fully implemented forimany
. newly employed engineers working within OPEG. These procedures
| were subsequently revised and implemented for all engineers.
c.

5 .

,
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_nVarious technical and licensing matters; required frequent _'

,
,

: interactions -between NRC staff. and.the clicensee. iTheseimatters? '

~includedLallegations,ffire protection s systems; interaction,. ^

,

1 technical ~ specifications;, shunt;triptfor' scram breakers,. q
. containment coatings,fand seismic reevaluation program. ;In:all:x ' :

; cases .the appropriate 1 level,of_ mana'gement wa's> involved in the
~ resolution ~of the matters. -Awareness ~of safetyLsignificance,-! priory

~ : planning, ; assignment .ofipriorities f and ' anticipation of( problem
areas -were evident: in varying degreesiof feffectiveness'. -' In. all s

(cases"the' management took corrective' action after problems.were: ' '

-identified.,

,

-In rummary, whileLthe licensee's' corporate management h'ad committed.
:to. assuring quality for all activities ~ this commitment was not? 4,

-implemented to the same degree of' effectiveness. While:-in certain
.specificiareas the 11censee's performance, meets the requirement.%

'

for Category 1,- the performance 1evel with regard to'0 PEG wasiJ

' Category :3. J The overall management ; involvement and ' control in-
'' assuring 1gualitylw~as-at the Category.2: level.

,

f(2)." Approach io' Resolution of Technical Issues '

During the reporting period the licensee' completed the design,)3

Lanalysis and.no'difications'that resulted;fr'on'the design
verification effort.- The licensee's-effort 2on piping'and supports;

'wasLinitiated as part of design _ verification ~ffort"to account for.e
.the. revised seismic' loadings. Much'of the analysis'andLdesign in-

~

this area was performed by theLonsite Project Engineering Group; 1
~

(OPEG).

Based on numero'us' interactions with~the licensee's'. technical staff-
and based on the evaluations:of-the licensee's-submittals, the' staff
finds that the licensee fully understa'nds the. technical issues,
including their safety significance,7that-were identified by the .
IDVP, the staff andLin allegations'. 'The licensee was cognizant of .

/ applicable staff positions and their bases. ..The-resolution'of-
_

issues-is based on.a sound technical approach with the objective of
meeting applicable NRC design criteria and maintaining adequatelsafety
margins. The licensee applied prevailing industry' standards and;
current literature and test results, as applicable.

The deficiencies in the programmatic approach, as' discussed in item
(1) above,'could,~potentially, have' led to deficiencies in the~;

l' technical approaches'. This was not the case. The NRC staff review
"

and evaluation clearly indicated.that the technical approaches,
although.not' always being consistent with established programs, and
results were sound and based on fully understanding.the issue.,

.
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~ iThellicensee pursued the resolutioniof technical | issues very? ,1
- ; actively. In:some cases:the approach'was.very responsive to the

' staff'siconcern|onceSidentified and required only a minimal;amounti i,,

; of- follow-up interaction. Examples of 'such' positive approaches - '|
were.the resolution oflissues related to Technical' Specifications,. '|

_ thermal gaps (one of theylicensefconditions_on piping:and' supports),.
_

'

iseismic design. basis; reevaluation program, and;the matter of. fire''#
; protection.

~

.
- - 1 , .

, , ,

^

L In : summary, the licensee's : approach to th' _' resolution ~ ~of. technical-
~

e
-~ issues demonstrated an understanding of'the< issues, the safety-

~

significance,;and the regulatory requirements. The licensee's '

-' performance.fullyfmeets the requisites for a Category:2 rating.

(3)? Responsiveness to NRC Initiatives
,

~

'

Throughout the" evaluation period the NRC. staff; interacted very .
,frequently with'the.-licensee's. staff'and management. This included-

written requests for additional ~information,-; audits of records,-
site visits and' meetings. The111censee_was.very responsive in: -

providing' additional information requested'either by letter orcin-
meetings. "The. licensee' fully cooperated in' arranging

..
. .

audits / inspections and making available on short notice the:
,

necessary technical _ staff. The licens'ee's'writteniresponses'were
-- t i.nely, technically sound and thorough. The-licensee's -

presentations at meetings were well, prepared and appropriatefstaff
was-always present to respond to further questions. Only in a'few
instances (e.g. fire protection and environmental qualification of

_

-motor capacitor) were extended interactions. required to resolve the
' issue. The most positive approach to responding to NRC con'cerns.
-was demonstrated during the piping and. support _ effort. The '

licensee was very responsive to all NRC initiatives,:includingL *

arranging for additional hot walkdowns of systems. The-licensee's
performance in the area of piping and supports was of a' Category 1
level. Taking'into consideration the performance with_ respect to
the design verification effort and the allegations,2 the overall
performance-in responding to NRC initiatives was of a Category.2- .;
level.

(4) Enforcement History
~

J

! There is no basis for an-evaluation of this attribute with respect-
F 'to licensing activities. -

(5) Reporting and Analyses of Reportable Events -

,

L During the evaluation period the NRC technical review and-licensing
| ' efforts were ' limited to the ' follow-up of two events (floo' ding .of
f auxiliary buitding' pipe tunnel and disablina'of high pressure-
! injection trains during refill of BIT). The licensee's performance
| was at the Category 2 level. ,

!'

| -
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-- (6) : Staffina (Including Manaaement).,

!

The' piping'and support: effort involved many' engineers within the~
|.0 PEG organization, some were newly. employed for this specific.
1

purpose. There was- evidence Lthat uin' sufficient. personnel were . I

; assigned for QA/QC activities,'bothiin'the engineering'of.asLwell
as:for'the resultant modifications:in the_ plant. Since about April'

'

1983 there was evidence of improvement ~in.this-staffing.
.

.There was adequate and qualified staffing, both' professional and
management, throughout the evaluation period for all'other _

.,

activities. The overall~1icensee's performance was at a level'of
Category 2.

(7) Training and Qualificatiort Effectiveness

The NRC technical review and licensing efforts _were limited to an
evaluation of-shift advisor qualification and. training for OPEG.
personnel. The licensee's performance for shift advisor-
qualification was at a Category 2 level. The OPEG personnel
training and qualification was the subject of a number of.
allegations. Based on audits the' staff found that,the training
provided did not meet established procedures and requirements.
Corrective actions were subsequently taken by the licensee. -In
recognition of the observed OPEG training weakness and on the
staff's limited involvement regarding this' criterion thelstaff.
concludes that the' licensee's performance was at a Category 3
level.

(8) Trending

Throughout the assessment period the licensee maintained an overall high
performance in the area of licensing activities. With respect to

;" management involvement and control in assuring quality", which.was at a
Category I level during the previous period, the licensee maintained the
high level, except for the implementation of.the commitment.to qualify
to activities in the OPEG organization. While this.was an isolated case
it was of sufficient significance to reduce the performance level to
Category 2 for this assessment period.

The licensee's performance with respect to " approach to technical
issues" and " responsiveness to NRC initiatives" showed a continued
improvement (performance during previous SALP period was at the category
2 level). For many activities the performance was at the Category 11

L level, most notably in responding to NRC requests in the area of. piping
and supports.

Another change in. performance was in the area of " staffing (including
management)", previously at the Category 1 level, now at the Category 2
level. This decrease in performance is due to the increased staffing
which was required in OPEG to handle the large number of' piping andi

( support analyses and the need for QA/QC personnel.

.
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There were'no,significant: changes.in the'lic'ensee's performan'c'eLin~the'
~ '

s

m , remaining-attributes evaluated. .

'+-
- ,

,
, my .o -s

,1

.-Conhlusiony ~.

: a,
. . ,x-

. .
. . ... .. , .. , N. . . .

y.
._

.' '

Taking"all of the|above into consideration th'e boaEd concludes that the.
'

; " licensee maintained a: satisfactory level of performance.with respect to:,

. -licensing'; activities.' There was an overal1 increaselin~performanee;c
however nthe.0 PEG related_ performance; greatly detracted,from;thisA

.

'

_ L achievement.?In summary,: the overall' performance remained .atothe :1

't : Category!2:leve1L -

~

, Board Recommendation-

J
~

Strong'mana'gement attention should be directed to insure that allL-

Jengineering,. design ~,'tand licensing issues 1are well understood and;
properly administered. ; Strict compliance with programatic matters,

.

should be: insisted upon by licensee senior management.

. 10. Construction Activities'-(Modifications)*

' Inspection activities have consisted |of 20. inspections'by' regional'. -

'

,

based; inspection' staff. In' addition,Ma contract'was' awarded by NRC.
'

. Region V to the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory.'(LLNL)Jto provide
assistance in inspecting'the plant-modifications being implemented:at
Diablo' Canyon as a' result of the design. verification program.' -

Thetotalnumberofconstruction. inspection' hours-appliedNoUnital;and~

2 was 4,505' hours. The' break-down of these. hours:is as follows:
,

UNIT 1 UNIT 2 TOTAL

Regional Inspectors Hours 1,283 239 1,522:

Contract Inspectors Hours 1,824 1,159- 2,983

TOTAL 3,107 1,398- 4,505.

The number of construction items inspected within Units 1 and 2 during
this period included 559 pipe' supports, 212 structural steel
connections (681 welds), 231 electrical raceway supports, 56 HVAC- ,i
supports, qualifications =of personnel, and rupture restraints. *

Fourteen notices of violation pertaining to construction activities were
issued during this SALP period. The majority of these violations
addressed a cross-section of construction errors in welding of

_

.

structural steel, piping, raceway, and HVAC supports. The licensee I
was responsive to the notices of the violations.
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1The construction' ins'pections during1this SALP.periodishowed licensee:
~

4

,

_ , ' management to belfrequently-involved'in construction = activities; R-- '

? Considering the ; extensive [ inspection'. effort and;the number Tof minor : ' a.

oviolations. identified,3it;appearsf.thatadherenceotoprocedures'was=
generally satisfactory.f TheLlicensee

iunderstanding of safety: issues and.wo's personnel generally had a-good7 y,

- rked towards~ resolution in''a~timelyJJj.
'

-manner. SThe licensee's~ construction (staffing was'goodLwith1identifiedE -.
.

.

7
'

(positionsifilledionia priority. basin G Trainingland' qualification;of;
ilicensee/ contractor: inspection |personnelicould haveLbeen improvedias.

'

; evidenced by the multiple minor violations (related to' contractor I
,

quality control =.
,

,

' '

! Con'ldsion
"

c 4 >.g

Performance. assessments-. Category 2.W This7 represents the same.L m,

evaluation: category as assigned in,the last SALPicycle.- N
.

Board Recommendation h; j - ,
" 4.g

ContinuedJicenseemanagement:attentiontoitidningkcontrol,aand. ~J

implementation of construction activities =should: result |in improved .-

performance in the final phases tonstruction activities. '

'
.

11. Quality Programs, ' Administrative' Controls' and Other

During the assessment period extensive NRC. examinations'were performed
as a consequence of an unprecedented number.of--allegations. These-
allegations' dealt principally with construction activities,- Quality;
Assurance, and Quality Control. Altogether over 1400 allegations were-
received by the NRC from various sources. The great majority of these-
allegations were receivad by the staff since September'1983, coincident
with the Diablo Canyon Unit I readiness for-fuel loading and low power
testing. Due to the substantial increase in allegation' activity, a.
Diablo Canyon Allegation Management Program (DCAMP) was instituted by the
Commission. Prior to DCAMP, allegations were addressed withi'n the
standard reactive inspection program.'

The purpose of DCAMP was to direct an expansive staff effort that would-
examine, analyze, and assess the safety significance of all. outstanding-
issues of concern. As part of this effort, two onsite' team inspections
were conducted by the staff and consultant personnel (during March 30
thru April 29, 1983, November 28 thru December 9 of 1984,: and January: 4 '
thru 20 of 1984). Approximately 3342 staff inspector hours were ' devoted .
to this effort. Supplements 21 and 22 ot NUREG-0675 (Safety Evaluation
Report related to the operation of Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant)
were issued, subsequent to those onsite inspections, to report the status
of staff resolution concerning allegations or issues about construction
and operation at Diablo Canyon. Due to continuing allegations,.a
subsequent team inspection was performed (May 14 - May 25, 1984) involving
523 staff inspection hours. Supplement 26 of NUREG-0675 was issued as a
result of this: inspection. The results of these examinations and
investigations indicated that while there may have been some lapses in
the quality and management systems related to construction, the systems
have worked reasonably well. The NRC has reasonable confidence that the

( ~1icensee and contractors have-acted responsibly over the years.
,
,

,
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OneJarea of concern,3 identified by the1NRC as a resalt: allegatimisp relaEort<' ' '
.

to programmatic-aspects for ossite training programs, procedures,1 audits <
and corrective. actions, and design responsibilities, primarily within

: the |0nsite' Project Eng~1neerinf Group (OPEG). As discussed under Item 9-
, w-

.

'(Licensing' Activities), certain:deficienciesLoccurrOI during'the SALPJ Ai-

- period as-identified by?a' staff ins' ectioniin July.1984. Corrective- 'p
fyy. M" action was-initiated by the.-licensee when_the programmatic concerns- _'

were first. identified. [ fh
~ ,,pe -vr i

Inspections of the licensee'sicommittee activities related to qualit'fe r
programs and administrative controls' indi'cated both positive''and '
negative observations. The NRC SALP.bo4rd members. felt that ther:.
level III: violation and civil' penalty.(related to failure to-maintain'a

i ~ flow path for. the centrifugal charging pumps) was due .in part to. % .

the review process for relevant' procedures.'-It-appeared =that.the Plant. .

Staff Review Committee may not. have been fully effective and: that f * >i
. upgrading was needed. Actions' have since been taken to strengthef'this[ O<-

area. # '
'

- , v-

,

;
_

.
fQ&'' ' ,,,jr pa >

' ~

tThe NRC SALP board members felt that the licensee's~managenLnt was
' .. .

.

generally very involved.and well'staffe'd. -Training related no quality 7 - f
activities and administrative controla was genera'lly good ide the; r

: permanent : licensee staff, but was 'deff eient in the' 0 PEG orsanizatiori and-' 'N~

in contractor' groups experiencing; rapid growth or change-of scope' of w'o'rk.' 9:
'

The-violations:. identify a need for the Pladt Staff Review Cos'.aitteefto4- %

conduct more substantial reviews of procedures'_and for licensee' * '' '

management to become more aware of routine events which.may'become very */'
significant to the safety of the' plant. The NRC staff also observed thaE [ ~
the licensee's approach to technical issue resolution,. responsiveness, T
and reporting, was;very good (an~d irobably improving)-once the l'icensee ' "

management became convinced.that a significant: issue actually, existed.,. - -

Again, licensee management should continue to strive to haveLa more ~
immediate comprehensive and substantial knowledge of day to day plant 7'
activities. .

/
--

, . . . _

Conclusion M 1
,
'

Performance askessment.- Category 2. -This rating is the same.as that g f
'

3
.

''
.

assigned to the licensee's QA activities during the previous SALP cpcle'.' 3
y-

1 Board Recommendations # A
; e

%]
The licensee should continue additional management e- wri to assure that *,

plant procedures are adequate, that plant' personnel ere LW the
'

: procedures, and that management is well informed of day to da1
p activities.

.
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(V.' | SUPPORTING DATA AND SUffiARIES | _

'

_

j1. Licensee Event-ReportsE(LERs)L

.; Licensee event: reports were submitted for 47 reportable event's which':' -

ioccurred during thisLSALP.pgriod. iTable 5 gives|a synopsis of the .-
-LERs, and theycare listed in Table'6.- '

_

< ,The'47 LERs.were evaluated by Region;V and by-the 0ffice;for.
; Analysis and Evaluations.of,0perational Data.(AEOD). (Regarding.the

^

,

reports.themselves,gitLwas; concluded that the' narrative ~information:
.provided.wasiadequate to'. provide.the-reader a good understanding of:
the event. .There were no,significant problems with coded
information provided on the LER forms. In'all cases when the

.

;

. licensee promised.to submit an update-report, it was submitted. Of -
.the 47 LERs, the largest number (25,: or:53%) were attributed to
pers'onnel error? fComponent failure accounted.for 9 events--(19%).
(These data.are based upon cause' codes: assigned.by.theLSALP Board';

.
,

although there were few differences between these and:the cause
codes assigned by the licensee.)'-

~-

' 2 .~ Part 21 Reports' ~

5/27/83 - Defective' Woodward governor / activator
6/16/83 '- Defective electrical cable (Brand-Rex Company,;12 gauge

,

3-conductor)'
'

,

3. Investigations and Allegationst

A. Investigations
.

Inquires Closed: QA and/or hardware-defects -.3
'

. Discriminatory. acts - 6
._

False ~ statements and/or documents - 3
Sabotage: .2.

Cases Closed: . Discriminatory acts - 1

Inquiries in Open
Status: ' False statements and/or documents - 1-

Cases in Open Status: QA and/or: hardware -defects - 4 -
Discriminatory acts - 5 *

False statements and/or documents - 1

-

'
.

.&
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' "O >B.. 'A11enations
_

'

,1 ~

.

'

; .:A
'

-

{DuringtheSALP}periodapproximately[1400!al' legations.were.reesived-b'y
'

,

,

|the NRC1from;various? sources. : The' great; majority;of.thesefe.acerns'were, ;,

: identified since September)1983, coincident with the Diable canyon. Unit 1 ' !
"

'

'y readiness:for~ fuel-loading and: low power; testing.. Duetto.:te substantial; '

q'; : increase 2in allegation activity,.a DiablolCanyon) Allegation Management _ ,

<' ,~ | Program 1(DCAMP) was instituted!by the. Commission. : Prior to:DCAMP;3'
.of = allegations were addressed.within thefstandard: reactive:inspectionL<

-program'andLin accordance with; regional procedures;2+

'. _ .
.

..

;

The; purpose of DCAMP'was r kdirect an expans'ive . staff f effort that 'wouldi
examine, analyze,-and. assess the safety significance'of-allioutstanding:~

''

issues of concern.
' '

. As part of thisLeffort, two onsite: team inspections
. ere conducted:by staff and consultant personnelJ(during March'30jthruiw i

,

: April ~29, 1983,-November.28 thru December.9fof.1983,'and_ January.4 thru. - "~

'

20 of 1984), involving approximately -3342. staff . inspector hourst-

Supplements; 21 and- 22 to NUREG-0675;(Safety Evaluation Report related. to-
the operation of Diablo' Canyon.Nu. clear Power Plant):were issued,,

1 subsequent to;those,onsite inspections,6to.reportjthe status'offstaff|
resolution concerning-allegations'o'r issues ~about! construction and;A :-

. operation'at Diablo Canyon.; Due toicontinuinggallegationsia subsequent
; team inspection was performed (during Mayi14f .May 25;~1984)| involving
'523' staff ~ inspection hours. Supplement 26 ofjNUREG-0675 wastissued as a:
: result of.this inspection' . ,

- .
,

, !4. Escalated Enforcement Actions
~ ~

a. Civil Penalties: One level 3 ($50,000),'fai1ure^to maintain an
operable flow path for the centrifuga11 charging pumps L(Report-
50-275/84-06).

~ ~ ' '

s

b. Orders: 'None.

c. Confirmation of Action Lettersi 'None.

5. Management' Conferences Held
-

~ April 7, 1983 - SALP Review .er .ag

May 1, 1984 - Enforct3e 4 L rence (Circumstances related to the-
- failure so matutsin an operable flow path for both-
centrifugal charging pumps. r

~
-
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' c 6.- Special' Reports-
~

,

i

' NR'C
'

I

~Corresp.- Event: Eventt Letter *

No.' Descriptiona 1Date- 'Date- Comments
'

|83-118 MissingRadioactive-95/4/83 6/1/83_' -Radioactive check source wa's
-Source L.

''

(100 ;ci:CS-137). reported =
"- missing from' the radiation;

'

monitor assoc.-with' Gas-
Decay Tank Discharge Line.

,

.

!83-134 Lost or Stolen :4/15/83.5/13/83-;An! exempt 1 quantity:
nRadioactive Source'

'

tradioactive. check source.was- _

'

-discovered missing from the.
. radiation monitor assoc.
with-radwaste discharge
line.

~

83-135 Earthquake -5/2/83,5/13/83 On-site; seismic monitorin'g?
instrumentation was

*

' actuated during anL
'

'; earthquake;: all- plant areas
were inspected:and no
. damage was found.,

83-252 Recovery of Missing 9/16/83:10/17/83. Radiation survey discovered
~

Radioactive Source lost check source'(see
Special: Report'ltr. dated
6/1/83) inside a: wall;-c

,

method of placement and-
identity of' individual (s)-

~

involved are unknown.

83-317 Non-Functional 11/22/83 12/22/83 Fire. barrier penetrations
~

Fire Barrier were rendered non-functional,.

. Penetrations .in five zones, containing
safety-related equip., due.
to construction

; activities. . Required fire
patrols were established.

83-318 Inoperable Fire 11/29/83 12/29/83 Smoke Detectors were *
' Detection rendered-inoperable-in.

Instrumentation three zones, containing
i. safety-related equipment,

due to construction
activities. Fire watches ^-

and patrols.were
established.s

a

*

l
i;

.

;l
1

, ~ :'
. - . . , ./-. . -, , - - . . . - --
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'Special Reports (cont)

NRC
Corresp. -Event' ' Event. Letter

No. Description Date Date ~ Comments

84-004 Inadvertent lifting 12/5-9/83 1/4/84 During mode 5 (solid plant
of primary plant

.PORV
~

operations) primary plant
PORV 455c was inadvertently _
lifted three times due to
RCS pressure transients
(caused by operator
adjustment of RHR system
flow).

84-025 Non-Functional 12/22/83 1/23/84 Two fire barriers in safety-
fire barriers related areas were made non-

functional due to
construction activity.

'

Fire patrols were
established.

84-035 Non-Functional 1/6/84 2/6/84 Misc. fire barriers'wcre
fire barriers made'non-functional in

safety-related areas due to
construction activities.
All-appropriate fire
watches or patrols were
established.

84-064 Inoperable Fire Pump 1/30/84 2/29/84 A fire water pump was
rendered inoperable due to
frequent motor starts in
a short time period.

84-164 Non-functional 3/30/84 4/26/84 A fire barrier in a safety-
fire barriers related area was made

non-functional the
removal of a door latch
on a fire door. Fire
patrols were established.

84-157 Challenges to 3/16/84 4/16/84 During mode 5 (solid plant
Power Operated operations) primary plant
Relief Valves PORV PCV-456 lifted due

to pressure transients
(caused by operator control
of CVC system flow).

,

.

.

_ . . _ . . . _ . . . . . . ... . . . . .
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Special Reports (cont)

NRC
Corresp. Event Event Letter

No. Description' Date Date Comments
'

'84-199 Positive Moderator 5/16/84 .During-zero power core
temperature physics testing MTC was
coefficient computed to be positive

(with all rods withdrawn,
beginning of cycle life,
and at hot zero thermal
power.

84-262 ECCS Actuation 5/8/84 6/18/84 'During mode 2 (start-up)-
a malfunction in the
steam dump control system
initiated a safety
- injection and reactor
- trip.

*
:
.

:

1

.

"
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- Table'1 C Summary of Inspection' Activities
~

1/1/83 - 6/30/84) for Unit 1-:

7
.

i
.

.. Inspect ion * - Percent
Functional Area-; Hours- : Effort

,

.1.: -Plant' Operations' 2626; J24.5L '

Radio'l'ogical Controls? L380 13.5:L 2. - :
,

-3. Maintenance 7.0 :. 0.7K
-

4 .' . Surveillance; 94 0.9

5. Fire Prot'ection :61 0.6-

.6. Emergency Preparedness 167j 1.6-#
=.

7. - Security / Safeguards :219 :2.0

'8. Fuel Loading 10' 0'.1 :-

9. Licensing Activities' N/A N/A-,.

.10. Construction-(Mods)** 3107 29
'

11. Quality Programs, Administrative _ Controls-
and Other * 3988 _3_7_ .

10,722 100

* Allocations of inspection. hours to each functional area are approximations
based upon'NRC form 766 data. -Note, SALP'(1983) inspection hours (324 m-h)-
have not been included.

**1824 Inspection hours from NRC contract personnel.,

*** Includes 3342' inspection' hours used during late 1983 and 1984 to complete
allegation-investigations which are documented in SSER's-21, 22 and 26.

.
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- Table'l' I ummary of' Inspection-Activities :(continued)
'

'

S

(1/1/83 - 1/31/84) for Unit 2.

_ - . Inspection * . Percent
Functional Area; Hours- Effort,

_

~1. Flant Operations ' ft 0.5-

?2. Radiological-Controls' '9 0.5
'3. Maintenance. ? O. ~0-

'

4. Surveillance- 0: 0 :.

~5. Fire Protection-
'

'16i 1.0

, 6. - Emergency Preparedness 36| 2.0'

7. . Security / Safeguards 0; O-

8. Fuel Loadin'g; ~

0 0

9. Licensing Activities N/A N/A

10. Construction (Mods)** 1398- 79

11. Quality Programs, Administrative Controls.
and Other~ 296 _1_7

1763 100

* Allocations of inspection-hours to each functional area are approximations
based upon NRC form 766 data. Note, SALP (1983) inspection hours have not
been' included.

**1159 inspection hours from NRC contract personnel.

.

#

.
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' Table'2 - Inspections Conducted _

Report *~ _ Dates' LInspector(s)~ Inspected Hours
.' LArea? '

'No.

:83-01 1/17-21/83- Safeguards; Routine. Security' Inspection. -82:,

:83-02; s1/3-21/833 Construction' . Construction and Modification-- '97-
(83-01) . Activities

-83-03| .1/2-29/83 ' Residents- _ Routine Mon'hly-InspectionL
1(83-02)' '

106f 't

.

83-04 1/25-27/831 Construction -Independent Verification Prog. :48'
.(83-03)-

-83-05- '2/7-11/83' Construction |ConstructionandModification: f64-
(83-04)' Activities-

-

_

;83-06
. 2/7-11/83- Construction 1 Pre-Service = Inspection Prog. 64

(83-05).

83-07 _ ~1/30-2/26/83RResident Routine Monthly Inspection'
.(83-06)- ~

193'
~

-

83-08 2/28-3/4/83 Construction- Construction and Modification- 64
(83-07);

83-09 3/16-18/83 Safeguards Special! Security Inspection ' 21 '

83-11 ---------------------CANCELLED-------------------------------------
(83-08)

83-12 3/1-31/83 Residents Routine Monthly Inspection. 1204
(83-09)

83-13 3/30-4/29/83- Residents / H. P. Foley Q.C. Allegations 2421
(83-10)

'

Construction

83-14 3/1-31/83 Operations Follow-up of licensee response. '21
~

(83-11) to I.E.' Bulletins
.

83-15 . 4/18-22/84 Construction Construction'and Modification * 34,

(83-12) Activities
'

-83-16 4/25-5/4/83 Safeguards Special Security Inspection '27

83-17 4/3-30/83 Residents Routine Monthly Inspection 56'
(83-13)

,

*
e

I '' ~ . - , , _ _ _ , , ._
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iTable- 2-: ! nspections1 Conducted i(Cont)-
' "

-

'

fReport*
. _ J rea- '

'
A .

s; - :No. : Dates
,

! Inspector (s) ~ . Inspected , -Hours'

8318) [4/7/83' Regionale ,. System Assessment 1off ?324:2
;

1(83-14) ' i Management- 7 Licensee Performance 3 ,

>

, .
<

, . . .
. . n

~.83-19: . ; 5/1-31/83'. "Residentst fRoutine Monthly Inspectione 2103.
,

1 i

.(83-15)s -

, ,D!
-q

L83-20. 5/23-6/6/83 Construhtion) iEvent Follow-up;
~

~

L671
"

-83-211...-5/29-7/2/83i Pesidentsi LRoutineMondly[Ir.spection 139{
'

1(83-16)'
~

~ ~

'

, . . . .
Y

s -83-224 .6/6-7/8/83 )Radiationc iTMI Action Plan, L''Posti . 91-

; Specialist ~ Accident Monitoring: Instrument"-

.83-23 16/27-7/1/83. -Construct' ion ; Construction and: Modification: ?207
* -

|7 Activities 1
'

.83-24 17/11-29/83 Construction- . Construction:and Modification / :761
-(83-17)' Activities =

;83-25.. 7/18-8/18/83; ' Emergencyl EmergencyfPreparednessi 126:
(83-18); Preparedness-

83-26 7/1-22/83~ Construction. Follow-up of L.E.R.1concerningn285
' suspected-under.' wall RCS piping

-83-27~ 7/3-30/83' Residents ' Routine Hon'thly Inspect' ion : 48 -.
(83-19)'

~

~

83-28 :7/31-9/3/83 Residents . Routine Monthly Inspection' 57:
(83-20)

83-29 8/29-9/9/83 Construction . Follow-up of outstanding. 162-
(83-21) noncomplianee-: items

,

.83-30 9/4-10/1/83 Resident Routine Monthly Inspection 59
(83-22)

.-

83-31 10/2-29/83- Resident
L- (83-23).

~
Routine Monthly Inspection -125

83-32 10/3-7/83 Radiation Follow-up.on THI Action Plan, 41
Specialist LERs, and ALARA Allegation.

,

| 183-33 10/17-21/83' Emergency Emergency Preparedness 77
Preparedness ,

I '83-34 10/11-14/83L Construction NSC Audit Findings 22
'

'(83-24)-

.

t '

b

L- . ,9 off
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~ Table 2 Inspections Conducted (Cont)-
~

| Report *
~

. Area-
No. Dates Inspector (s) . Inspected- Hours

83-35 11/16-18/83L = Safeguards Special' Security-Inspection 26.

i83-36; :: 10/30-11/26/83: Resident Routine Monthly Inspection. 48

83-37
. 11/14-18/833

.(83-25)-
~ '

Construction' NSC Audit Findings 402'

83-38- :11/14-18/83-. Radiation Follow-up of pre-op test, 39
_(83-26)- 1 Specialist radiation monitor calibrations,

and TMI action plan-
.

83-39 12/5-22/83_ Operations Fire' Protection / Prevention-- 77
q (83-27)

83-40 '12/6-20/83 Operations Follow-up of SER Supplement :70-

' .No.'.19 outstanding items
.

83-41- 11/27-12/31/83GResidents- Routine Monthly Inspection; '158'

84-01 1/3-6/84 Construction Construction and Modification 23
'

(84-01)
~

' Activities

84-02 1/1-2/4/84 Residents Routine Monthly Inspection 96-
(84-02)

84-03 2/5-3/24/84 Resident Routine Monthly Inspection 190
(84-03)

84-04 4/2-6/84 Construction Construction and Modification 34
<

(84-04)
'

Activities,

84-05 3/26-4/10/84 Radiation Chemistry and Radiation 55
Specialist Protection Dept, Follow-up

on pass, IIRs, IE notices,
and allegations

i

i 84-06 4/7-17/84 Operations Operational event involving 42
i the inoperability of an *

| ECCS flow

84-07 4/13-5/2/84 Operations Operating crews during 657
initial start up and low,

power testing

; 84-09 4/23-5/25/84 Construction Seismically Induced System 48

elated a ega o

.

|
'

.
,

i

I
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Table'2 IInspections: Conducted-(Cont):

:Repo$t*: .' Area 4
~

No. Dates- . Inspector (s)' : Inspected. 7 Hours j
-.

-84-10! 3/25-5/19/84' ' Resident Routine Monthly Inspection 1236'
'

84-11 '5/14-25/84 Operations: ,-Follow-up on'. Allegations; 523

84-l'21 5/18-6/29/840 Safegua'r'ds : .Special' Security Inspection- :36
~

84-13 4/30-5/4/84 Construction-' -Construction and; . 33-.,

(84-05) Modification''and Activities'

84-14' -5/01/84- .. Regional' NRC Enforcement' - . -20-
-Management Conference

-84-15 4/30-5/04/84= Radiation- :Ra'diological Controls, 40
. Specialist follow-up on TMI

,

84-16
-(84-06) .

4/2-4/84 Construction- Records of Welding Activities 20

84-17 5/22/84 -Regional Meeting'to. discuss changes 2
(84-07) Management 'in QA program

84-18 5/22/84 Radiation TMI Action Plan, " Post , 54-
-Specialist Accident Sampling System"'

84-20 -.5/14-23/84 construction -Follow-up on Allegations 59c
-(84-09)'

84-21 5/20 _6/30' Operations- Routine monthly inspection 424
(84-10)

*The inspection report number enclosed in parenthesis is applicable to Unit 2;
the inspection report number not. enclosed by parenthesis is applicable to
Unit 1. Those inspections identified by Inspection report numbers from Unit 1
and Unit 2, represent inspection activity ~concerning both units. *
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. Table 3~--Enforcement Summary'

.. -.

Functional ~ Area Severity Level:

-I' ~II ~- III . IV~ V- Totals
'

-

.

'1. Planti. Operations -1. 4- 1: - 6

2. iRadiological Controlsi 1. --1

'

3. -Maintenance' '

'0
--

4... Surveillance' 11 1-

-5. . Fire Protection- 3 1- 14
'

-6. .-Emergency Preparedness ~ 0.

7. Security / Safeguards 0

8. Fuel I.oading 2 2
" '

-9. Licensing Activities- 10-

10. Construction (Mods) Unit 1/2 '10- -4 14

-1.1. Quality Programs, Administrative Controls
and Other 1 1

1 22 6 29*

* Numbers exceed total number of violations since one violation spanned two
functional areas.
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Table 4 - Enforcement-Items - Unit'.1 and 2, Diablo Canyon
,

IR#. Subject ^

Severity; ' Functional;-

(Level- Area
'

323/83-04 ' Lapsed AcuityTeertification of: .V' 10-
~

' NDE personnel. - -

'

275/83-08: ' Failure to. perform' welding in IV '10L

1 -'accordance with procedural and
code: requirements.:

'

323/83-10; Hold tags removed.in violation-of. VL -10.
' procedural instructions for

. controlling nonconformances.
.

275/83-13- - Failure to maintain welder
-323/83-10. - qualification in accordance with'.

' IV- 10' .

-'''
. procedural and code requirements.

275/83-13 - Inadequate controls to assure welder ~IV 10~
323/83-10 -recertification accomplished in

accordance-with' regulatory and- > -

code requirements.

275-83-17 Failure to notify Plant Manager or V: 10
Superintendent of damage.to.RCS piping.

275/83-20 Failure to promptly notify the NRC IV 1

of a reportable occurrence.

'275/83-24 Failure to install pipe and. IV 10
323/83-17 electrical raceway supports in

accordance with~ quality control
procedures.

275/83-38 Failure of personnel to evacuate IV 2,8
when evacuation alarm sounded.
Procedure requirements for exiting -
Controlled Areas were not followed.

275/83-39 Welding performed without required ~ IV 5
" welding and ~open flame" permit. *

,

275/83-39 " Welding and Open Flame" permits not V 5
posted at hot work location.-

.

275/83-39 Fire watch personnel inadequately IV 5
trained.

275/83-40 Equipment Qualification fili revised IV lb
without review verification.

.
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. Table 4 - Enforcement Items . Unit $1 and!2',' Diablo_ Canyon (cont)'.

m

Severity; Functional'#

;IR# . Subject 1 Level Area
'

' J
275/83-40 -Inadequate controls prescribed for IV '10

'

preparation,-review,'and retention
|: -of environmental qualification files. ' '

,

275/84-01 : Nonconformingweldsin}TurbineBldg. V-
~

.10 -
structural steel. .-

(275/83-37; Q.A.' inspectors performed weld IVi .10;
323/83-25L . inspections, prior to - fulfilling

procedural-requirements for|
certification. -

275/83-41- - Core alterations (initial fuel load) IV- 8
performed with the. equipment hatch'

. partially open. '

. , - -

275/83-41- Source Range Nuclear' Instrumentation 1 IV 11
deactivated for approx. two minutes
during' surveillance testing.

275/83-41 - Bypass of safety functions improperly. V 1.
1

indicated on jumper control log.

275/83-41 Welding operations conducted near IV- 5.
combustible material.and, without
suitable fire extinguishers or fire
watch present.

275/84-02 One control room ventilation system IV 1

275/84-02 inoperable for a period in excess
of the action requirement.

323/84-02 Failure to perform welding and IV 10
bolting activities in accordance
with QC procedures and code
requirements.

323/84-03 Improper control of personnel access IV ' 10
to class I materials storage areas. '

I

275/84-04 Failure to follow approved QC IV 10 i:

QC procedures in the area of safety I

related electrical raceway supports. )

323/84-05 Failure to follow approved quality IV 10
control procedures. ,

.
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. Table 4 - Enforcement Items - Unit'I and 2, Diablo Canyon'(cont)
'

-- Severity _ Functional
IR#~ -Subject Level- Area

- 275/84-06' Fsilure to maintain an' operable ECCS~ III 1
'

flow path for both centrifugal
charging pumps..

- 275/84-10 Unacceptable _ administrative controls IV 4
on." jumpers" and clearances.

275/84-21 Personnel error resulting in a loss: .IV 1

of both source range nuclear.
Instruments. 1

.
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O' : Table 5'- Syno' psin of: Licensee ~ Event Reports (1/1/83-6/30/84) ~

,

.,

1
~ ,

SALP Cause Codes-
'

, Functional Area A B. D_ E ;- X: . Total_

- 1.- -Plant OperationsJ -7 .4- ~1 :2- 14.

?

12.' Radiological' Controls- 3 6 2; 'll:

3.. : Maintenance- .3- 3

- 4.- Surveillance 5' 2~ 7-

5. Fire' Protection 3'- :1 '4
.

6. Emergency Preparedness- 0*

. 7. Security / Safeguards 0
.

8. Fuel Loading' 1 1 1 3

9. Licensing Activities- ,O
''

'

10. . Construction (Mods) 3~ l' l' 1 ~ 6'

11. Engineering /De' sign . 0-

12. Pre-operational Testing 0.(Unit 2 only)

13. Quality Assurance 0

25 5 4 9 5 47

Cause Codes:
A- Personnel Error,

i- B- Design, Manufacturing, or Installation Error
D- Defective Procedure
E- Component Failure ''

X- Other,
,

*0ne LER had two cause codes causing the total to be 48 vice 47 which is the
actual number of LERS.

-
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LTable'6 ' Licensee Event Reports'(1/1/83'- 6/30/84):
W

.
Summary;

'
: -Functional: Cause- Codes

'

, LER No.* - LDescription |
g

' ''

Area LER- -- SALP
'

s

I '83-001'/ /SteamGeneratorLBlowdownMultipoint| Flow i2'. E ~ !E-.

1 -' -03L-0. -Recorder was' discovered-to be inoperable.

183-002/. iLiquid Radwaste Effluent Flow Recorder ;2i E' ;E
'

'
'

;03L-0-~ was discovered to be, inoperable during- '
L L

* discharge.' -

,
s

'

.83-003/ Liquid Radwaste Discharge Line' Radiation $2 / X' - LX
03L-0 Monitor was declared inoperable due.to-

loss of installed check source.z ''.

,

83-004/. .-Grinding wheel and rotary file gouges. . 10 - X .X-
01T-0 .were discovered on MC system discharge' 1 *

.t,

piping'of #3 NCP. ~

'
>

83-005/ An erroneous' full up-scale' indication- I I. E- E
04X-0 was observed,on EarthquakeJForce Monitor.

following-Coalinga earthquake.:

83-006/ Ultrasonic thickness measurements'of '10 'A: A
01T-0 reactor coolant piping welds-indicate

possible under-wall condition.

83-007/ Welding flaw was discovered in Component - 10 . 'A A
01T-0 . Cooling Water System, when water was

observed leaking from weld area.

83-008/ New Fuel Storage Area Monitor and Oily 2 A A
03L-0 Water Separator Effluent Line Monitor

were inadvertently de-energized.

83-009/ Power switch to Plant Vent Iodine Sampler 2 A A
03L-0 was inadvertently moved into "off"

position.
,

83-010/ Power was lost to all Main Control Room 1 A A
03L-0 Annunciators, due to inadvertent short

circuiting of assoc panel. *

83-011/ Monthly surveillance requirement to 4 D D
03L-0 source check the Oily Water Separator-

Effluent Line Monitor was missed.
.

83-012/ Air sample pumps for Plant Vent Radiation 2 X X
03L-0 Monitors were discovered in the tripped

condition. ,

.
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i. Table 6 - Licensee Event Reports'(1/1/83 - 6/3'/84) (Cont)'~
' '

0
x

a . LER No.*_
.Summat.y (Functional Cause~ Codes:

. .

' Description Area >-LER, 'SALP-,

.
,

283-013/ . . Air sample pumps' for Plant. Vent Radiation- :2. :A <A'.
03L-0 . Monitors were inadvertently de-energized.

83-014/. ;B'indingLoftorqueswitch~wasobserv$doni :1' -B >B Ni

OIT-Of -.a Limitorque Valve Operator, precluding
. remote. operation in shut direction.

83-15/ Annunciator window for the Plant Vent: 4- .D. :D
03L-0 Iodine Sampler failed to alarm,:as

-required by procedure, during performance,
.of channel functional test. ,

*

83-16/ Plant Vent Flow Rate Monitor was 1 A A
~

03L-0 inadvertently de-energized.>

83-17/ Power supply breaker for Olly Water '2 -E E-03L-0i
~

Separator Effluent Flow Moiiitor was-
: tripped open and would not reset.

83-18/ Raw water reservoir was inadvertently 5 A .A03L-0 left isolated.from the fire suppression .

header, rendering the Fire Suppression
Water System technically inoperable.

83-019/ Welding was performed on Containment 10 A A03L-0 Spray Additive Tank without first
draining the sodium hydroxide solution
contained inside.

83-020/ Gaseous Radwaste System Noble Gas 2 E' E02L-0 Activity Monitor detector tube failed in
service, rendering monitor inoperable.

83-021/ Primary meteorological tower air 2 E: E03L-0 temperature aspirator failed from short in
power connector due to environmental
exposure.

.

83-022/ Raw water reservoir was isolated, 5 A A>03L-0 rendering Fire Suppression Water System
technically inoperable, due to an
underground water supply line break.

83-023/ Pacific Scientific Snubbers were 10 X B
01T-0 discovered by. vendor to have a potential

problem of micro-cracks in the capstan
spring tangs.

.
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. Table 6'- Licensee Event-Reports (1/1/83'-'6/30/84)' (Cont)
'

>

a
.

,L / Summary
~

Functional: Cause: Codes.
:LER No.*-' ~ Description: Area =LER' SALP

E

83-024/ Power was lost'to'allLMain ControlsRoom '3| rA' A.
03L-0~ ' Annunciators,;due;to ina'dvertentTshort-'

circuiting of_ assoc. panel.1

83-025/, Steam Generator' Blowdown Tank. Vent-Gross. L2' E E.'

03L-0- Activity Monitor: failed.downscale while
'in service. ~

83-026/ -Power switch to PlantcVent; Iodine . 2 A 'A
03L-0 Sampler was' inadvertently moved into

'"off" position.
~

*
,

83-027/L Emergency diesel generator (1-2) starting 8 E .E.

'03L-0 air compressor (1-2A): internal relief- ,

valve did not-rescat, causing assoc. air
receiver to fall below minimum setpoint.

83-028/ Containment Equipment Hatch was not 8 D D
01T-0 adequately shut during initial fuel load.

83.029 CANCELLED-

83-030/ Surveillance' requirement for Channel 4 -A A
'

03L-0 ~ Functional Test of. Triaxial Time-History
Accelographs was not performed as required.

83-031/ Load test surveillance requirement of the- 8 D A
03L-0 auxiliary hoist was not performed within

the specified time frame prior to fuel
load operations.

83-032/ Fire barrier penetration seal in the RHR 5' A A
01T-0 pump (1-1) room was non-functional, and

without a stationed fire watch.

83-033/ Both channels of source range 4 A 'A
03L-0 instrumentation were inappropriately de-

energized during~the performance of *

| surveillance testing.

83-034/ Several wiring terminations affectiie RHR 5 D D
017-0 pump control circuits were discovered to

' be inconsistent with circuit schematics.
!

83-035/ Valve position verification, of the Fire 4 A A
03L-0 Suppression and Spray Sprinkler System and

the Cardox System, was not performed, as
i required by the applicable surveillance test.-
+

; .

,

, t-



__ _ _ __ - - _ _ _

_

_ 42i
.

Table 6 - Licensee Event-Reportsl(1/1/83 16/30/84) (Coct)'
~

'

.

. . . Summary Functional. Cause LCodes
- . LER No.*' Description ' Area- TLER ; SALP

-

8'-36/: Main Supply Fan of Control. Room' 1 X' X,3
03L-0: tVentilation System tripped on thermal< <

overload, causing the effected train toD
s

become inoperable.-

84-01-00 Inadvertent : safety : injection actuation :4- 'A. .A.
occurred when vital: instrument AC supply
was' grounded by installation:of
: surveillance test equipment.

84-02-00 Both trains of the Control Room. 1: A - A
Ventilation System were declared-

' inoperable, subsequent to discovering.
each' train was powered from the same
-vital bus..

-

84-03-00- A spurious safety injection' actuation l' ~X. 'X
was initiated by a momentary voltage drop
on an' instrument AC bus.

84-04-00 For informational purposes of' potential- 1' N/A N/A
generic interest, PG&E and Westinghouse
suggest removing the automatic closing
interlock affecting RHR system suction
valves.

84-05-00 Diesel Generator (1-2) was automatically- 1- A A
- started by a 4KV vital bus undervoltage
condition due to inadvertent isolation of
the normal power supply.

84-06-00 Failure of GE magne-blast circuit breakers 'l B B'
to remain closed, which are used in
4.16 KV vital switchgear.

84-07-00 Inadvertent actuation of two ESF 1 A A
ventilation systems when 120V vital
instrument A.C. Bus 1-3 de-energized. *

84-08-00 Inadvertent safety injection actuation 4 A A
when I&C technician failed to follow
procedures of a surveillance test on
train of the solid state protection
system.

a
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'/ . Table 6 ~- Licensee' Event Reports -(1/1/83 '6'/3d/84)~-(Cone)f
'

'

. Summary " Functional' ;Cause. ' Codes: 1
. .,

JLER No.*: : Description ' Area' LER- :SALP'

84-09-00' 1 Automatic start of diesel" generator (1-3)- 1! ;A A
~

-on;4KV startup power-bus undervoltage-
/ condition due to:the opening of thez -

Unit.I startup; power feeder breaker.

84-10-00 | Inoperable liquid Lradwaste effluent?
_ 3' D: - At'

'

isolation (valve due;to~antimproperly
* coordinated jumper installation. <

?84-12-00 ~ Momentary loss of control. room' main. :3- -A: "A .-
annunciator due;toLopening of the AC & --

L DC power supply ~ breakers.

84-13-00 -Bit inlet and outlet valves were disable 1 D. - AD :
'

rendering the emergency. core cooling.
system.

~ ~

..

84-14-00- An' inadvertent act'uation of the'RPS'due'' 1 10 B
to a spurious signal from a protection.
. set with,one protection set out of. service
for a test.

84-15-00 . Failed control module in the steam dump 1 'X= B'
control system allowed several dump ' '

valves to open, initiating'a hi steam
flow /LL TAVE reactor trip and safety
injection.

*1983 reports ending in 01T-0 were 14-day LERs; reports ending in 03L-0 were.

30-day LERs. All 1984 reports were submitted pursuant to a 30-day reporting
requirement.
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Emersencyi reparednessi(6. / P ,

'

A routine inspection o'f thelemergency-preparedness'p'rogram'and ano "

observation''of anlemergency prep, redness _ exercise were performed;during
this assessment period. 'Neither;of these inspections identified any.

--

,

significant: deficiencies :or-- violations ;of NRC : requirements. _ iHoweverp
'

both. inspections did' resultKin- the : identification 'of' items that :should :be4 t

considered for improving;the~emergencyfpreparedness~ program. Ba' sed on-
~,

'

'
y , the: licensee's-response;to-NRC suggested improvement items and:

. participation by the severa1Llevelstof management in the. emergency 1 _ .
preparedness exercise, upper management'has continued |itsisupport1of.the. -

:

emergency preparedness _ training program;' however,1 the inspection showed a:
need for :a " reassessment and some _ changesito- better' satisfy

_

.10 CFR 50.47(b)(15) and~IV.F.of-Appendix E;to Part:50. ' , ,
- -

,

;-
~

- Conclusion
. ,

t- Performance assessment --Category 2. This: represents a--decline-in . ,
*

'

| performance.from the Category 1 Assigned during the' previous SALP. cycle.
.

j- - Board Recommendationt

(1) _The:emergencyprepareddess: training'appearsitobe. adequate;(however,_. <

'it should-be-improved to' provide better assurance that personnel
'

wil1~be able to respond to an emergency-in accordance.withitheL
Emergency Plan and related' implementing procedures,

i
t- (2) The change in the catego'y rating from 1 to 2 is based on ther
i results of the routine inspection. .Some areas-were~ identified where--

2

improvements are needed (e.g., EP training,. audits.of the EP
; ' program). Performance at.the present. level does'not indicate the
, licensee might reach a Category 3 classification. The results of
j the EP exercise showed the licensee probably would be classified as

Category 1. '
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