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Dear Chairman Palladino:

This latter is in furtherance of Governor Brown's letter to you
dated October 30, 1981, in whicn the Governor asked the Commission
t~ order a cruly independent audit of the safety features of the

Diablc Canyon Plant before the Commissiou permits any cperation of
the plant.

Attached is a list of thirteen separate seismic design and con-
structicn errors at Diablo Canyon that have been discovered since
September 21, 198l1. These errors, which involve a large number of
systems, compcnents, and equipment critical to safe operation of the
planc, demonstrate a serious and widespread breakdown of the gquality
assurance program at Diable Canyon. The errors are particularly
significant because they were overlooked by PG&E and NRC inspectors
fer four years, during which time be*h PGSE and the NRC repeatedly
gave assurances that the seismic des.gn and safety features of the
Pliant were being analyzed with the most careful and detailed attention.

The NRC's regulations, spec:fically the Quality Assur:ince reguire-
ments of .0 C.F.R. Part 50, Appendix B, are designed to ensure compli=-
ance with the NRC's technical requirements and, thereby, to detect
the very types of errors that were overlooked by PGEE.*/ BG&E did

not detect these errors because PG&E did not comply with Appendix
3. 1In short, PG&E violated the NRC's regulations.

=

¥/ ~The NRC Scaff pointed out to PGSE on COctcber 9 that errors of
the type discovered at Diablo Canyon should have been detected
if Appendix B had teen properly implemented by PG&E. See October
9 transcript, p. 87. Also, PGSE's Mr. Maneatis, Senior Vice
President, stated cn Novembar 3 that PGEE's error was "the resul:
of failure to foliow established practice and represented a
clear viclation of our cuality assurance program.” Transcr
p. 131. Finally, on Octobter ¢,
staff known of PG4E's errors, =h
issuance of the low pownr licen

ipt,
Dr. Denton stated that had the

@ Staff would not have recommended
=
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Substantial uncertainty now exists concerning the actial degrae
of quality achieved at Diablo Canyon. The Staff has recognized, to
scme degree, this uncertainty. As a result, on November 3, the Staff
directed PGSE to conduct an expanded audit of Diablo Canyon safesty
systems. However, the Staff's directive dces not reach far enough.
It doces not establish the basis for a :truly independent audit of the
existing and potential errors at Diablo Canyon by outside experts
who have no real or apparent interest in the results of their audit.

At the November 3 meeting with PGEE, the Staff did not direcs
an audit of PGSE's errors by independent experts in accordance with
the Governor's request. Instead, PGiE was nermitted to perform an
audit Dy a consultant selected exclusively and unilaterally by 27i3.
The Governor pointed out in his October 30 letter that an audiz -~
PGSE of the very errors which PGsE itself committed and overlooksd
for four years simply would not bte credible.

If the Commission authorizes the kind of audit permitted on
Novembe:r 3 by the Staff, the credibiiity of the audit itself and the
credibility of the Commissicn will be undercut. We remind the Commis-
sion that any hope for public confidence in the Commission's Diable
Canyon determinations has been shattered by the recent post-licensing
disclosures of errors at Diablo Zanyon. We submit that a truly inde-
pendent audit ordered by the Cummission is the only means by which
the NRC can reczapture any degre« of credibility.

The importance of gquality assurar.ce at nuclear power plancts ris
recently emphasized by the Commissicn in the NRC's 1380 Annual Report.

The application of disciplined engineering practices and
thorough management and programmatic c¢ontrols to the design,
fabrication, constructicn, and cperatic . of nuclear power
plants is essential to the protection of public health and
safety and of the environment. Quality Assurance (QA)
provides this necessary discipline and control. Through a
QA program that meets NRC requirements, all organizations
performing work that is ultimately related to the safety
of plant oreration are required to conduct that work in a
preplanned and documented manner; to independently verify
the adequacy of completed work; to provide records that
will confira the acceptability of work and manufactured
items; and tc assure that all individuals involved wit!
the work are properly trained and qualified to carry ocut
their responsibilities. (p. 79)

These words have been put to a critical test by the multiple QA errzors
at Diablo Canyon. 1If the public is to helieve that the Commission

is genuinely sericus about QA, then Diablo Canyon must not be permit-
ted to operate until a truly independent audit is completed and full
compliance with Appendix B is demonstrated.
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Accordingly, in furtherance oI tuae Governor's October 30 letter,
we hereby ask that the Commission:

Order that an audit of the errors at Diable Canyon te per-

formed by cutside experts who are independent of PGEE. A:

a minimum, se cutside experts sh uld se cersons who

have not wc:ked for PG&E or on the Diablo Canyon preoject.
(PGGE's current auditor, Dr. Cloud -- who was approved by

the Staff on November 3 --has previously wcrked on Diablo
Canyon.) Moreover, the outside experts should not be selected
uﬂxlatera’ly by ? &E; *hey should be acceptatcle to all
parties in the Diablo Canycon proceeding. The firal selection
of the independent auditer should *e approved by the Commis-
sicners, fcllowing the Staff's consultations with all parties.
We have already submitted to %the Staff a suggested list cl
nirne possible indeperdent auditors. Surely, independent
firms which are acceptable to all parties can be founrd.

r Order that Diablo Canyon shall not be permitted to operate
until the entire audit is completed., On November 3, the
staff indicated it would permit low power operation before
completion ¢f the audit. However, there is no technical or
legal basis for gquality assurance differentials between
sgeration at low power or greater power. Put briefly, Diablo
Cznyon should not coperate at any power level unles:s it
complies with the NRC's technical requirements and regulations.

3. Order that thre staff convene a working session which leads
to selection <of outside experts, accept=ble to all parties,
who will perform a3 truly independent audit. At such a
wor<ing session, any and all parts of our October 30 pro-
posal could be discussed, anéd appropriate modifications
to that proposal could be evaluated by all of the parties
in a cocoperative :%mosphere.

We note, ¢n the basis of discussions with the Staff, that it
apgears t 1at Qur proposal for a Steering Committee has been misunder-
stood. We understand that the Staff apparently regards our proposal
28 unaccep tab’e because it appears to intrude upon the NRC's regula-
tory authority. We are se.s‘tive to the Stafé's conce ns and thus
wish to c‘ar~‘y that our proposal was intended primarly as a po-n*
of departure for discussion. We believe that =his 1s 2 sSibject th
su:ely can be resolved to the satisfacticn of all parties at the
working seszsion.

Qur intenticn so far has been to apprcach the independent audit
as De.ng an issue above and beyond the on-going adversarial proceed-
ings, We cannot ccnceive how the Governcr's proposal for a truly
independent audit could adversely affect the interests of any party

=3
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to this proceeding. 1In our view, PG&E
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auéit, and the ucmmzssxon shculd sieze it as a means to shore-up the
dama,e suffered by the NRC in mistakenly licensing Diablo Canyon as

a facility safe tc operate.

Ve bring to the Commissioners' attention the fact that the follow-
ing governmen:a; bodies have alreadv called for an independent audit:
City Council of San Luis Obispo; City Council of Santa Barbara; Cit:
Council of Pismc Beach; City Council of Thousand Oaks; Board of Super-
visors of Ventura County; Board of Supervisors of Santa Barbara County.
In addition, several major California newspapers have editorialized
in support of the Governor's proposal for an independent audit.

We believe that it wouid be a profound mistake for the Tommission
to permit an audit of PGSE's errors under the terms directed by the
Staff on November 3. In actuality, such ar audit amounts %o a busi-
ness-as-usual approach that in no way befits the extracrdinary recent
disclosures at Diablo Canyon. We reiterate our interest and availabil-
ity to work cooperatively with the NRC in establishing = Iramework
for an independent audit of the guality of Diablo Canyon. We ask
that the Commission now take action that results in & truly independent
audit worthy of belief by the affected citizens of California.

Sincerely,

. -~‘ L -,.‘N“"\ _‘:__“_ K W \ \.-.-d\
Byron S. Georgiou
Legal Affairs Secretary

cec: Commissioners
Service List



QUALITY ASSURANCE ERRORS KEVEALED
SIRCE SEFTEMBER 21, IS8

in the six weeks since Septesher 21, 1981, 1% serious
errors in seismic design have been discoverzd at Dizbla Canvon.,
These errors have primarily imvolved problems in the develapment,
distribution, and use of design dats ﬁ)’ FPGEE &nd its engineering
services subcontracters. These errcers were discussed at
Commission and Steff meetings in Washington, D.C. and Betrhesda,
NeryIand and at 8 series of peetings during Qctober, 2581, with
PGEE in San Franmcisco, Califernie. &s 2 result of these
discussions and imvestigations, it is nox clesr thst each error
iovolved & feilure of PGEE tv implement praperly s nunber of
tue TS guelity asswrence criterisz of X0 C.F.R. Pert 56, Appendix
B. The errvrs are describad bDelow:

g. Error I - Opposite Hand Design

Cn Septenber 28, 198, PCEE reported that & disgram
error had been found in 2 portiom af the seismic quaslification
ef the Disble €snyon ¥nit } Nuclear Power Plamt (IXPP-1).

This error rvesulted in ax incorrect applicetiom of the seiseic
fIcer responrse spectra in the creme vall-contzinment shell
enxulius of the bniv 1 Cortainment Buflding. The error was thut
the dizgram used to locate Vertical Seismic Floor Response (VSFR)
spectra for the Unit 1 contzinment annuins was errouecus. The
diagraw was applicable to Unit 2 but was identifieé€ as bdeing
that of Unit 1. Since the Units zre opposite hand, this resulted
in &n incorrect orientetion of "SFR spectra for Unit I compoment
and system design., The erigin of the error was in the PGEE
tremspmittal, to a su' contracto— (John A. Bl'me and Associates),
af an uxverified, hamdwrittow sketch of the Unit Z cpposite

hand geometry iz place of the Usit 1 geometry. I/ (Alse see
Error 3).

b. Error 2 - Docucent Distribution

At the October 9 meeting between the KRC Staff and
PGEE, PGRE disclosed that the Seismic Categary I electrical
cable trays and cenduit su;aﬁerts hed heen gualified to design
respense spectre which hal been siperseded. The error wes
caused by PGGE's failure to distrihutg/the latest revised
spectre ta the respomsible engineer. &

I/ LER 8X-002/01T-&, Octeber 12, IO0&K1.

2/ "+ ber ¢ peeting trauscript, pp. 105-€7.



€. Ersor ¥ - Incorrect Weights

On Octolrer 22, 1981 inspectors from the NRC's 0ffice
ef Inspection and Enforcessnt determined that, in sddition to
the improper ication of the diagram ss reported te the
NRC by PGEE or September 28, IS8F, the weights listed on the
disgranm znd used as an imput te John A. Blume and Associstes
far their development of response spectre, could mot be
werified as being sccurate. PGEE representatives recalculated

the weight.,, using ecurrent ts-':c%}t drawings, and determimed
the new wveights toc be different.

PREE comcluded that the "substentizl" weight veriztions
resulted fram three principsl causes:

(i} The large bore piping equig:vnt weights
were not associated with correct frames
recause the Usit I piping orientation was
used i conjunction with the Unit 2 frame
orientation.

(ii} PEEE"s current calculations include additional
cantributors to the total weight: e.g.,
coodrit and cable trays and steel grating,
wiich were considered te be insignificant in
the 1977 anslysis,

(iii} A more detsiled calculation of large bore
piping weights, piping support weights and
equipment weights.

d. Error & - Containpent Sprey Svstem Pipe Supports |
\

On September 18, 198}, the NRC's resident inspector was
notified b£ telephone of z deficiency reportable under X0 CER
50.55(e). =/ The report fro= PGEE eddressed deficieancies in
the design of the comtainmen sSpray system pipe supports
locatea within coentainnent,

The follewing four deficiencies were identified:

(1) An incorrect thermal anelysis was used
for heuger lJoads.

3/ PKO-V-81-52, Preliminary KRC Notificeation of Event or
Unusual Ceccurrence, October 26, 1%81.

4/ Letter froz Crane to Engelken, October 19, 128}. Inexplicably
this error wes not brought te the NRC*s Corrnissioners’™ attent.
Seprenber 2}, 1881, ‘
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. (i) This anslysis was performed with one
saubber modeled as a rigid member.

(iii) The veriable spring settings for the
pipe supports were improperly set, based
ox = deadload aualysis which sssuned,
incorrectly, thet the pipes contzined
wvater.

(iv) In designing a pipe anchor, the loads
from only ocne side were used.

The raot csuse of the preceding series of errors has not
yet beea explained by PGAE.

e. Errer § - ¥Wrong Spectra

During tke period of Gctoher 1f through 16, 1981,
representatives of the NRC staff and their censuitants from
Brookhaven Natianal Lzboratories met with the PGEE staff in
San Francisco. During the meeting, piping pro®lem (PGEE f6-11)
was reviewed. PGEE initislly asserted that this problem did
not require reevalustion zs & result of the oppesite hand
error. However, it was subssguently determined that the
erigine} PGRE calculation used erroneeus spectrs input and
hence required reanslysis with the sppropriste specira. 5/

The cause of the error kas not yet been identified by PGEE.

f. Errors & ta 10 - Additicnal Design Errors

At the November 3 preting between FEEE and the NRC,
PGEE disclosed that during its internel review undertzken
@5 & result of the diagram freme orientation errer, it has
identified five additional design errors regeiring plant
rodificetions from causes net related to the disgram error.
These design deficiencies arer ;

53 In & single case, parsllel piping lines
whick were quaslified and desi from
& single analysis actuzlly require twxo
anelyses to properly medel both config-
urations.

5/ NRC Meeting Summary for Cctober 14-16, 1981, Discussions
and Preliminery Audit of Seismic fmalysis for Egquipment
and Components in Disblo Canyom, Unit 1 Couteinment

Amnulus, p. 4.
o X



k. Error 12 - Misspplications of Husgri Spectira

Error 1Z invelved misapplicatiern of the Hosgri spectre.
Electrical racewsy and conduit supperts are unistrut type
supports, are all Class I equipment, and are all Iaterally
braced. The PGAE seismic anslysis is bhased on an cmzelogmg
procedure using static analysis. ¥n this snalysis, whic
coptzins a large mumber of configurstions, the Isrgest weight
thet g particular coafigu-ation I:c considered ta be able to
have applied to it is deturmined, and the highmst acceleration
the suppeort cen experience owing to its location in the buiiding,
is alse deternined. Then, witk thase two inputs, the first
zode ireguency of the supperts iIs calculated, and the corrxes-
ponding acceferatien Iewvel is taken from the response spectrs -
zod the stress anafysis is conducted. The wisspplicatiomn errors
were basically of two kinds. First, the analystiselected the
wrong nunber off the respense spectra curve; aud second, in
sone cases the engineer apparently used one af the Hesgri
spectra from a different lecation In the building. As befcrrs
the cszuse of the errors has net yet been determined by !'G'SB._J

i. Error I3 - Further Spectrz Kisapplicetien

For the hesting and vemtilating systea corponents,
Dr. Clowd reviexed the seismic input for the fans and dzepers.
He found one instance where the Hosgri spectrs were nisgpplied.
Once sgain, the menner in vhich this smalysis was conducted
Is very similsr to thet for the conduit supports (Errcr 1Z).
The enginmeer confirmed that the equipament was rigid, sad then
w=ent to the zero portian of the response spectra curve ane
selected the wrong velue for the acceleration level. In
this case, PGEE believes that the engimeer wsed = spectrz from
2 different locatiom of the building. The czuse of the error
has not been determined by PGRE. 10

8/ FKovember 3 meeting transcript, pp. Z04-205,

10/ Kovember 3 meeting transcript, p. 206.
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