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Pacific Gas &#nd Electric Company 50~323-0LA
(Construction Period

(Diablo Canyor. Nuclear Power Recovery)

Plant, Units 1 ard 2)

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY’S
OPPOSITION TO SAN LUIS OBISPO MOTHERS

FOR PEACE RENEWED MOTION TO REOPEN THE RECORD
I. INTRODUCTION

On August 8, 1994, almost one year after the record was
closed in this proceeding, the San Luis Obispo Mothers For Peace
("MFP") filed a Motion to reopen the record.! Pacific Gas and
Electric Company ("PG&E") herein responds in opposition to the
Motion.¥ As discussed below and in the attached Affidavit of
Michael J. Angus (Attachment 1) ("Affidavit"), the Motion offers no
evidence of any fundamental or current flaw in PG&E’s maintenance
and surveillance progranms. Nor does the Motion present any

evidence that the public health and safety was, or could have been,

v "San Luis Obispo Mothers for Peace’s Renewed Motion to Reopen
the Record Regarding Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s
Application for a License Amendment to Extend the Term of the
Operating License for the Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant, "
dated August 8, 1994 ("Motion").

¥ As confirmed by the Licensing Board, service of MFP’s Motion
was by mail and this opposition is timely filed in accordance
with 10 C.F.R. §§ 2.730(c) and 2.710.
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adversely affected by the engineering deficiency on which the
Motion is based. At bottom, the Motion raises no matter that could
affect the outcome of this proceeding. Under the Commission’s

Rules of Practice, 10 C.F.R. § 2.734, MFP’s Motion must be denied.

Under the Commission’s reopening standards, the Motion is
fatally flawed in that it offers no independent evidence by
competent or expert individuals with knowledge of new facts.
Instead, MFP relies solely on NRC inspection documents which on
their face contradict the arguments of the Motion. As is clear
from the NRC correspondence, all of the unresolved or followup
inspection issues related to this matter and cited by MFP have been
closed as regulatory issues, with a single HNotice of Violation
("NOV"). The NOV itself fails to raise a programmatic maintenance
deficiency and has, in any event, been addressed by PG&E. 1In its
March 1994 decision on MFP‘s previous motion to reopen, the
Licensing Board allowed MFP to later file a new motion to reopen
based on any matters that have been demonstrated as significant and
that have substantive implications with respect to maintenance and
sur.eillance programs. However, using these criteria, the matter

cited by MFP does not support reopening the record.

In evaluating MFP’s Motion, the Licensing Board must keep
in min1 a central tenet enunciated by the Commission under the
Atomic Energy Act: perfection is not required for issuance of a
license, or for a license amendment such as that at issue here.
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Rather, what 1s required 1s reasonable assurance that the licensed
facility can and will be operated without endangering the public
health and safety. In this license amendment proceeding, the
admitted contention concerns solely the adequacy of PG&E’s
maintenance program, which was examined exhaustively during two
weeks of hearings completed in August 1993. During those hearings,
MFP attempted to show a number of maintenance deficiencies
sufficient to indicate a breakdown in PG&E’s overall implementation
of the progranm. However, overwhelming contrary evidence ~--

programmatic as well as issue-specific ~-- refuted MFP’s hypothesis.
l ‘ here must be finality in the Commission’s proceedings, especially

in light of the Commission’s on-going inspection and enforcement

program, which assures that future problems are identified and

corrected. 'he single NOV concerning PG&E’s engineering work in
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a programmatic problem with the plant’s

maintenance program and falls to justify reopening the record.

II. BACKGROUND

In July 1989, the NRC issued Generic letter ("GL") 89-13,
"Service Water System Problems Affecting Safety-Related Equipment,*
addressing the potential for biofouling of service water systems.

PG&E responded to the recommendations of GL 89-13 and, among other

things, implemented a monitoring program for the Auxiliary
g Saltwater ("ASW") system at the Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant

("DCPP") . Affidavit at § 13-14. PG&E also performed, in 1991,

one-time heat exchanger performance testing of the Component




Cooling Water ("CCW") heat exchangers. JId. at 9 14. And, in 1992,
PG&E implemented a continuous chlorination program that has been
effective in controlling biofouling that might otherwise affect

service water system performance. Id. at § 15.

MFP’s Motion is nominally based upon an NRC enforcement
action issued to PG&E on July 14, 1994.Y The enforcement action
cites a single violation of 10 C.F.R. Part 50, Appendix B,
Criterion XVI, for PG&E’s untimely engineering response to an
unresolved issue related to the past operability of the ASW
system.? Specifically, the February 1991 GL 89-13 test data for
the CCW 1-2 heat exchanger suggested that the heat exchanger (one
of four) was performing at 1.3 percent below design (nameplate)
heat transfer capability. The test results for the other three CCW
heat exchangers indicated that those exchangers met their design
basis requirements. PG&E’s engineering judgment at the time was,
based on the collective results of the tests for all four heat
exchangers, as well as the similar design of the heat exchangers

and the uncertainties of the test methodology, that the CCW 1-2

¥ Enforcement Action (EA) 94-056, "Notice of Violation (NRC
Inspection Report No. 50-275/94-08, 50-323/94-08) ," dated July
14, 1994 ("NOV"™), and served on the Licensing Board and
parties by NRC Staff counsel under a cover letter dated July
22, 1994.

-

Criterion XVI provides that measures be established to assure
that "“conditions adverse to quality, such as failures,
malfunctions, deficiencies, deviations, defective material and
equipment, and nonconformances are promptly identified and
corrected."



heat exchanger could meet its design basis. Affidavit at 9§ 16.
However, a PG&E Quality Assurance ("QA") audit subsequently raised
the issue of the adequacy of the engineering judgment to resolve
the matter. Despite this QA audit item, documented in a May 1993
Action Request and a July 1993 audit report, PG&E -~ through its
engineering organization -- had not, as of the time of the NRC
Staff’s December 1993 inspection, timely assessed the test result.
Id. at § 5. According to the NOV, this lack of a timely assessment

was poor engineering and a violation of Criterion XVI.

The NOV did not, however, cite any violation related to
either the past or present operability of the ASW system or the
heat exchangers. Likewise, the NOV did not cite any current
deficiency in the operation, testing, or maintenance of service
water systems or components. Indeed, the NRC has never suggested
that there has been any biofouling problem at DCPP since
implementation of continuous chlorination in 1992. The NRC has, in
fact, previously observed that the continuous chlorination now
relied upon is very effective in controlling heat exchanger
biofouling. See NRC Inspection Report Nos. 50-175/93-36 and 50-

323/93-36, dated January 12, 1994 ("IR 93-36"), Details at 3.

As discussed in the attached Affidavit, prior to issuance
of the NOV PG&E also specifically evaluated the issues raised by
the February 1991 CCW heat exchanger test data. PG&E’s evaluation

showed, among other things, that the CCW 1-2 heat exchanger
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actually operated at 101 percent of the design (nameplate) rating
at the time of the test with a 95 percent confidence level.
Affidavit at § 17. Further, new performance tests conducted in
April 1994 concluded that the CCW 1-2 heat exchanger is currently
operating at 116 percent of its design capability (i.e., with
significant margin). Id. at § 18. Finally, PG&E’s comprehensive
evaluations confirmed (1) the current operability of the ASW system
and the CCW heat exchangers, (2) the adeguacy of the current
operating, testing, and maintenance practices (including continuous
chlorination), and (3) the low actual and potential safety
significance of certain bounding biofouling conditions that predate
full implementation of the GL 89~13 recommendations. JId. at § 19~

20.

PG&4E also responded to the NOV, on August 5, 1994.%
PC&E’s response identified the corrective actions to prevent
recurrence of problems with untimely engineering reviews. As noted
in that response, PG4E is presently in full compliance with the NRC
requirements at issue. The NRC Staff has accepted PC&E’s reply to
the NOV, stating that the reply was "responsive to the concerns

raised in our Notice of Violation.%¥ It is also important to

¥ PG&E Letter DCL-94-174, "Reply to Notice of Violation in NRC
Enforcement Action 94-056," dated August 5, 1994 ("NOV
Reply"). A copy is included as Attachment 2 hereto. See also
Affidavit at § 7.

¥ NRC Letter from K. E. Perkins to G. M. Rueger, "NRC Inspection
Report," dated August 10, 1994. A copy is included as
Attachment 6 hereto. See Affidavit at § 8.
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emphasize that the matter addressed in the NOV was an engineering
performance issue, not a maintenance issue, surveillance issue, or
egquipment operabllity issue. Therefore, the matter has little
bearing on Contention I in this proceeding, which addresses the
scope and effectiveness of the DCPP maintenance and surveillance
programs. By the same token, to the extent *+that MFP’s Motion
raises lssues other than the timeliness issue, such as inspection
issues previously closed out by the NRC Staff, the Motion finds no

support within the NOV.

MFP’s Motion 1s styled as a renewal of its prior motion
of February 25, 1994, which was based upon NRC IR 93-36. In IR
93-36, the NRC inspector (Paul P. Narbut) had identified eight
discrete "unresolved" or "followup" items regarding ASW system
biofouling and heat exchanger testing. Those unresolved issues
were the subject of a detailed response from PG&E, dated February

The 1ssues were subsequently narrowed in NRC

Inspection Report 94-08, dated March 16, 199%4. In IR 94-08, the

"San Luis Obispo Mothers for Peace’s Motion to Reopen the
Record Regarding Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s
Application for a License Amendment to Extend the Term of the
Operating License for the Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant,"
dated February 25, 1994.

PG&E Letter DCL-94-037, "Auxiiiary Saltwater System
Operability," dated February 15, 1994 ("PG&E Response"). A
copy 1s included as Attachment 3 hereto. This response is
described in detail in PG&E’s response in opposition to MFP’s
original motion. See "Pacific Gas and Electric Compawny’s
Reply 1n Opposition to San Luis Obispo Mothers for Peace
Motion to Reopen the Record," dated March 7, 1994.




NRC sStaff indeed identified three of the original issues as
"apparent violations" to be discussed at an enforcement conference.
IR 94-08, however, closed out as resolved all other issues that had
been identified in IR 93-36.Y MFP’s original motion was then
denied e Licensing Board on March 23, 1994, without prejudice
to MFP later filing a motion to reopen "based on matters that have
been demonstrated as significant and possessing substantive
implications with respect to implementation of the

maintenance/surveillance program" at DCPP.Y

The NOV now relied upcon by MFP was then issued by the NRC
and identified only the one viclation previously discussed, which
related to the timeliness with which PG&E’s engineering staff had
addressed the questions raised by the February 1991 test results
for the CCW 1-2 heat exchanger. Contrary to the Licensing Board’s
decision in LBP-94-9, MFP in its renewed Motion attempts not only
to imbue this NOV with relevance and significance for this
proceeding, but also attempts to resuscitate various issues from IR
93-36 that were not the basis for any enforcement action. These
issues were specifically closed out by the NRC Staff in IR 94-08
and thus do not meet the Licensing Board’s threshold for allowing

a new motion to reopen based on the subsequent enforcement action.

¥ See generally NRC Inspection Report 50-275/94-08; 50-323/94-
08, dated March 16, 1994; see Affidavit at q 9.

W "Memorandum and Order (Ruling Upon Motion to Reopen Record),"
I.3P-94~-9, dated March 23, 1994, slip op. at 5 (footnote
omitted).



Moreover, contrary to MFP’s claims, neither the NOV itself nor
these other now-resolved issues provide a safety basis that would
warrant reopening the record of this proceeding. Under the heavy

burdens imposed by 10 C.F.R. § 2.734, MFP’s Motion must be denied.

III. ARGUMENT
A. The Applicable Legal Standard Imposes a Heavy Burden
The Ccmmission’s standard for reopening the record of an
evidentiary proceeding is established in 10 C.F.R. § 2.734. A

motion such as MFP’s must satisfy all of the following criteria:

(1) The motion must be timely (§ 2.734(a)(1));

(2) The motion must address a significant safety or
environmental issue (§ 2.734(a)(2));

(3) The motion must demonstrate that "a materially different
result would be . . . likely had the newly proffered
evidence been considered initially" (§ 2.734(a)(3)); and

(4) The motion must be accompanied by affidavits, "given by
competent individuals with knowledge of the facts
alleged, or by experts in the disciplines appropriate to

the issues raised," supporting the movant’s claims with
respect to the prior three criteria (§ 2.734(b)).

The Commission’s reopening standard draws upon and
amplifies longstanding Commission jurisprudence which stresses the
"heavy burden" on a motion to reopen the record. See, e.9., Kansas
Gas and Electric Co. (Wolf Creek Generating Station, Unit 1), ALAB-

462, 7 NRC 320, 338 (1978); Pacific Cas and Electric Co. (Diablo
Canyon Nuclear Power Plant, Units 1 and 2), ALAB-756, 18 NRC 1340,



not equivalent to that

leading contentions; that is, the rule requires the
evidence (i.e, 1 affidavit from a competent

The Licensing Board must

take : & look" at the eviden‘:e offered, as well as any

sponsive affidavits or exhibits, to determine whether the motion

legitimate reason to reopen the record. See, e.q.,

. of New Hampshire (Seabrook Station, Units 1 and

(1989) ("[N]Jo recpening of the

1tiary hearing will be required if the affidavits submitted in
se © the motion demonstrate that there i ne genuine
solved issue of fac l.e., if the undisputed facts establish
.ne apparently significant safety issue does not exist, has
resolved, or for some other reascn will have no effect on the

of the proceeding") .=

The Commission has also ruled that a movant in seeking to meet
the heavy burden required to justify reopening the record is
not entitled to engage in discovery in order to support the
wot;on. ka*he the iscue ic whether the availa le

:tandard Lou1s195g“mfgygr & mﬂggL (Watezford Steam
Electric Station, Unit 3), 36 23 NRC 1, 6 (1986),
guoting Metropolitan Fd~SQﬂ Co. (Three Mile Island Nuclear

Station, Unit 1), CLI- -85~7, 21 NRC 1104, 1106 (1985).

+
|
+

Co . (Midland Plant, Units 1 and 2),
LBP~-84-20, 19 NRC 1285, 99 at n.15 (1984) ("Unlike with
respect to a new, timely filed contention, on a motion to
reopen the record, we can give some consideration to the
substarice of the information to be added to the record");
vermont Yankee Nuclear Power Corp. (Vermont Yankee Nuclear
Power Station), ALAB-138, 6 AEC 520, 523 (1973).

See also Consumers Power Co
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promulgating § 2.734 1in 1986, alsc

recognized the importance of closing the record to achieve finality
the hearing process while recognlizing at the same time
the normal NRC inspection and enforcement process would
ontinue. See 51 Fed. Regq. 953 1953 (1986) , ting
(1944). The Commission

assumed that 2 NRC Staff will continue to routinely inspect

nuclear il find violations, and assure necessary

compliance. 'here can be 1little doubt, however, that the
Commission Jeo 5 for reopening more than mere recitation of an
enforcement 1ssue for which corrective actions to prevent
recurrence w ] necessarily follow (see 10 C.F.R. §
dingly, the "heavy burden" placed on the proponent of
reopen includes the showing of a tangible contribution,

independent o the NRC Staff, - some te ical. ompetent

testimony that wol support the movant’s c . See 10 C.F.R. §

Motion 1s

_Un Extent it
Than "Timelin

MFP’s Motion attempts to raise a host of issues related

system biofouling and heat exchanger testing. There are

issues purportedly based on the NOV, and others expressly based on
The NOV was issued on July 14,

1994, and PG&E makes no claim that the Motion is untimely to the

extent it follows from the NOV. However, as discussed above, the




NOV cites only one violation related to one issue: the timeliness
of PG&E’s engineering review of the 1991 heat exchanger test
results. This NOV does not provide an opportunity to reopen other
issues identified by the NRC Staff in IR 93-36, but ultimately
closed by the Staff or abandoned for enforcement purposes (either
in IR 94-08 or in issuinyg the NOV). Consistent with 10 C.F.R. §
2.734, if MFP had evidence on these issues independent of the NRC
Staff, the time has passed in which MFP could have and should have

brought that evidence forward.

C. MFP’s Motion Fails to Provide Evidence of an Issue That

Under 10 C.F.R. § 2.734(a)(2), a motion to reopen must
address a "significant" safety or environmental issue. Stripped to
its essence, MFP’s claim of "significance" for the CCW heat
exchanger testing matter derives from the fact that the NRC Staff
chose to issue a Severity Level III NOV for engineering associated
with the testing. Motion at 24. MFP offers no evidence apart from
the Staff’s finding. Indeed, MFP has advanced no technical support
for its other arguments in support of the significance of the
issues MFP raises. For example, no support (affidavit or
otherwise) is offered for the hyperbolic speculation that "if [the
DCPP) cooling system were inadequate to remove heat from safety
systems during an accident, those systems could be rendered
incperable as a result, with disastrous conseqguences" (id.

(emphasis added)). Likewise, no support is offered for the bald
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assertion that "this system was out of compliance with [the DCPP)
design basis" and that this "is a matter of major safety concern"
(id.). The fate of the Motion under this § 2.734 criterion turns

solely on the "significance" of the NOV.

Turning to the NOV, PG&E agrees with the enforcement
"significance" of even a single Severity Level III NOV. However,
the significance of that NOV in the context of this licensing
proceeding is an entirely separate matter. This is a proceeding
related to construction period recovery. In this context,
Contention I focuses on an overall assessment of the maintenance
and surveillance programs at DCPP -- not on isolated, historic
issues addressed and resolved in the ordinary course of the
regulatory process. The NRC regulatory process has ensured that
the issue raised in the NOV is corrected. See Affidavit at § 7-9.
(Similarly, the NRC Staff has closed out to its satisfaction the
other issues previously identified in the inspection reports.)
This process precludes the issue from ever maturing into a
significant matter for plant operation during the recovery period

at issue.

One Licensing Board, in denying a motion to reopen

based upon an NRC enforcement action, specifically observed that an

enforcement action itself offsets the significance of the issue:
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The matter became significant in part because
of the Staff’s strong response which is relied
upon by Intervenors as evidence of a
significant safety problem. Because of that
strong response, the matter in part loses its
significance. The corrective actions produced
by the Staff’s enforcement conference, the
additional explanatory information provided by
the Applicant, and the Staff’s monitoring
commitment provide reasonable assurance that
the matter has been or will be timely
resolved.

Commonwealth Edison Co. (Byron Nuclear Power Station, Units 1 and
2), LBP-83-41, 18 NRC 104, 109-10 (1983). Likewise, in the present
case, where MFP offers nothing independent of the NRC Staff, the

Staff can be relied upon to resolve its own issue.

The Commission has also specifically recognized that
ongoing NRC Staff monitoring of an issue wundercuts any
justification for reopening a proceeding based on that issue. See
Cincinnati Gas and Electric Co. (W. H. Zimmer Nuclear Power
Station, Unit 1), CLI-82-20, 16 NRC 109, 110 (1982). Just as in
Zimmer, the Staff in this case will monitor PG&E’s corrective
actions to address the timeliness of engineering reviews, and will
continue to assess overall performance in the timeliness area
through inspections, enforcement actions (if necessary), and the
Systematic Assessment of Licensee Performance ("SALP") Progran.
The Staff will confirm as part of its routine function that no
further improvements are necessary prior to issuance of the

construction period recovery license amendment, or prior to
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operation during the recovered period of operation. Compare
Pacific Gas and Electric Co. (Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant,
Units 1 and 2), ALAB-756, 18 NRC 1340, 1354 at n.35 (1983) (leaving
a potential enforcement matter to the Staff); Cleveland Electric
Jlluminating Co. (Perry Nuclear Power Plant, Units 1 and 2), CLI~-
86~7, 23 NRC 233, 236 (1986) ("Matters which need to be addressed
before licensing can be handled by the Commission and its Staff
outside of the adjudicatory context"™). Given the Staff’s active
role in the current issue, there is no justification to recpen the

record in this proceeding.

Furthermore, the NOV itself raises only the single issue
of the "timeliness" of PG&E’s engineering evaluation of the 1991
test data. MFP would, in contrast, revisit many of the old matters
identified in IR 93-36; matters long since addressed by PG&E and
resolved by the NRC Staff. The NOV simply does not support MFP’s
arguments that the ASW or CCW systems were "out of compliance" or
that this is a "major safety concern" (Motion at 24). The NOV does
not support arguments that the 140 inch differential pressure
setpoint is inadequate (Motion at 13-14), or that PG&E’s analysis
of ASW system operability is "grossly deficient" (Motion at 16) .Y
The NOV also does not support the argument that "PG&E’s response to

Generic Letter 89-13 also misrepresented the facts ...," or that

L PGAE addressed these unsupported assertions in some detail in
its March 7, 1994 response to MFP’s original motion (gee pages
16~-17). There is no need to repeat or even reach these
substantive arguments here.
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such "misrepresentations raise gquestions about the adequacy and
integrity of PG&E’s entire maintenance program" (Motion at 24-25).
None of these matters were cited as violations, Severity Level III
or otherwise.? With no proof to svpport its Motion apart from
the NOV, the Motion sinks or swims with the scope of the NOV. Here

the Motion sinks, and sinks quickly.

Even if, contrary to the intent of 10 C.F.R. § 2.734, the
Licensing Board was inclined to consider the jissues of IR 93-36
(other than timeliness) in the absence of new evidence from MFP on
those issues, the documentary evidence available to the Licensing
Board shows that the issues are not significant. As explained in
the attached Affidavit, PG&E’s evaluations in response to IR 93-30
conclusively establish:
. The current maintenance program, including the
continuous chlorination implemented in 1992,
is comprehensive and effective, and assures
the continued operability of the ASW system;
. Both IR 93-36 and PG&E’s evaluations in

response were primarily directed to certain
past conditions at DCPP rather than to ASW or

& MFP’s inference -- apparently based on IR 93-36 -- that there
was some "intentional deception® in PG&E’s response to GL 89~
13 is inflammatory and untrue. See Motion at 24-25. The NRC
Staff never alleged intentional errors in PG&E’s submittals.
Moreover, the facts germane to these issues were amply
explained in PG&E’s March 7, 1994 response to the original
motion (at pages 13-15, 19-20). And the NRC Staff, in the
enforcement action now relied wupon by MFP, dropped
"completeness and accuracy" issues. MFP’s assertions are
flagrantly unsupported.

- 16 =



CCW heat exchanger performance since the 1992
implementation of continuous chlorination; and

. All of the various "Unresolved" or "Followup"

items in IR 93-36, now relied upon by MFP as

indicators of "significant" issues, have been

addressed by PG&E and closed out

satisfactorily by the NRC Staff.

In its March 14, 1994 response to MFP’s original motion,
the NRC staff included an "Affidavit of Paul P. Narbut in Support
of NRC Staff Response to San Luis Obispo Mothers for Peace’s Motion
to Reopen the Record" ("Narbut Affidavit"). Mr. Narbut, the author
of IR 93-36 and a Staff witness in this proceeding, also stated
that "[tlhe NRC does not have any concerns for the current
operability of the ASW system at Diablo Canyon." Narbut Affidavit
at § 6. MFP offers no contrary evidence. When the entire history
of this matter is considered, including the NRC Staff’s disposition
of the issues discussed in IR 93-36, it is clear that reopening the
record of this proceeding is not justified.? The Appeal Board
has held that, to justify reopening the record, "there must be
indication in the ‘new evidence’ that the decision on the existing

record would permit the use of unsafe equipment or create some

other situation fraught with danger to the public that merits

immediate attention." Pacific Gas and Electric Company (Diablo

] Obviously, to the extent MFP would dispute the Staff’s
resolution of IR 93-36 issues that did not result in
enforcement, reopening cannot be justified absent a showing
from MFP of an independent evidentiary basis on which to
dispute the Staff (and PG&E). MFP offers no such evidence.
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Canyon Nuclear Power Plant, Units 1 and 2), ALAB-598, 11 NRC 876,

887 (1980). The evidence here shows precisely the opposite.

D. ’ " 5 llw
!I. E :-

Under 10 C.F.R. § 2.734(a)(3), a motion to reopen must
also provide evidence that on its face would be likely to lead to
a materially different result in the proceeding. MFP’s Motion does
not accomplish this task. To the extent MFP’s Motion merely cites
now-resolved issues from IR 93-36 that it would like to explore, it
clearly fails to provide "evidence" that is relevant to and
probative of Contention I in this proceeding. With respect to the
NOV on PG&E’s lack of timeliness in the engineering analysis of the
1991 test results, the Motion offers only a matter that would not

be outcome determinative here.

As PG&E has discussed in prior filings in this
proceeding, Contention I is a programmatic maintenance contention.
The standard for reviewing this contention is not error-free,
issue~free, or even violation-free operation. The standard is one
of "reasonable assurance" that the DCPP maintenance program is
adequate for continued safe operation. The Licensing Board must
properly focus upon whether there has been a "“pervasive" program
implementation problem, whether there has been demcnstrated any
"fundamental flaw" in an "essential element" of the program, and

whether there are any significant uncorrected deficiencies. §See
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Union Electric Co. (Callaway Plant, Unit 1), ALAB-740, 18 NRC 343,

346 (1983); Long Island Lighting Co. (Shoreham Nuclear Power
Station, Unit 1), ALAB-903, 28 NRC 499, 506-~7 (1988).” A motion

to reopen must be evaluated in terms of this pertinent inquiry. To
constitute a significant safety issue that would affect the outcome
of this proceeding, the motion must present evidence establishing
a pervasive breakdown or an uncorrected fundamental flaw in the
maintenance program. See Pacific Gas and Electric Co. (Diablo
Canyon Nuclear Power Plant, Units 1 and 2), ALAB-756, 18 NRC 1340,

1344-45 (1983). MFP has not met this standard.!

PG4E has already presented in this proceeding ample,
unrebutted, evidence of the programmatic effectiveness of the
maintenance and surveillance programs at DCPP. See, e.9., Proposed
Findings M50-M94; Reply Findings R4~R17. The NOV that is the
entire basis for MFP’'s Motion focuses only on the timeliness of an
engineering evaluation. The issue raised is an engineering
issue -- not a maintenance issue. See, e.g., Narbut Affidavit at

q§ 6.9. Furthermore, even if the NOV were construed as a

o See alsgo "Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s Proposed Findings
of Fact and Conclusions of Law in the Form of an Initial
Decision," dated October 8, 1993, at 3-10 ("Proposed
Findings"); "Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s Reply Findings
of Fact and Conclusions of Law," dated December 30, 1993, at
3-5 ("Reply Findings").

Y compare Pacific Gas and Electric Co. (Diablo Canyon Nuclear
Power Plant, Units 1 and 2), ALAB-775, 19 NRC 1361, 1367
(1984) (denying a motion to reopen because the motion
established neither uncorrected errors nor a pervasive
breakdown of the guality assurance program).
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maintenance issue, it is an issue relevant only to the operability
of the CCW heat exchangers for certain limited periods prior to
PG&E’s implementation of continuous chlorination. There is no
evidence, in an inspection report or otherwise, raising an issue
regarding the operability of the heat exchangers since that time.
Thus, ther: is no evidence of any ongoing "fundamental flaw" in the
DCPP maintenance progranms. Affidavit at ¢ 15, 19-20.% Even
issues regarding past operability of the service water systems,
involving periods before implementation of continuous chlorination,
have been thoroughly evaluated. PC&E has demonstrated that there
would have been no adverse impacts on public health and safety had
an accident occurred. Id. at § 20.2 Therefore, even though PG&E
takes this matter seriously and has responded to the NOV, this

matter cannot affect the outcome of this proceeding.

Furthermore, the record in this proceeding on PG&E’s

timeliness in identifying and resolving maintenance issues is very

2 It is important to recognize again that the NOV itself does
not cite any ongoing operability issue. Furthermore, the
issue of potentially inadequate design control flagged in IR
94-08 did not result in enforcement.

e This evaluation is addressed in detail in Attachment 4, at
pages 11-13. The evaluation addresses two biofouling bounding
periods since operation began at DCPP and prior to
implementation of continucus chlorination (in 1990 and at
certain times from 1986 to 1988). Even for these periods,
PG&E’s evaluation shows that public health and safety would
not have been adversely affected by ASW system conditions.
This further underscores the lack of "significance" of these
issues for this proceeding. MFP seems to attack this
evaluation and this conclusion, but again lacks any competent
testimony on which to base such an attack.
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clear. The witnesses have given an overall perspective, concluding
that PG&E’s performance with respect to timeliness in the
maintenance and surveillance area has been good. See, e.g., NRC
Staff Direct Testimony at 12-13 (Narbut, Miller); see also Reply
Findings R28~R34. And even more directly, the NRC Staff inspector
that first identified the timeliness issue cited in the NOV has
testified that the issue does not change his overall impression of

PGLE’s performance. Mr. Narbut stated:

Although the report [IR 93~36] identified
several issues that may prove to be
violations, the NRC Staff’s testimony given at
the hearing also discussed several examples
where PG&E’s performance was not exemplary in
maintenance and surveillance areas. The
occurrence of problems was included in our
overall assessment of their performance at the
time of our testimony. It was never our
expectation that the PG&E staff would never
again have problems in the maintenance and
surveillance areas. It is my personal opinion
that the inspection report examples will
result as negative examples of the performance
of engineering but that the overall adequacy
of the maintenance and surveillance programs
will not be significantly affected by these
examples.

Narbut Affidavit at § 6.d. Given this affidavit, the unrebutted
documentary evidence, and the lack of any contrary testimony from
MFP, the conclusion is inescapable that the NOV will not change the

outcome of Contention I.

In its Moticn, MFP also recites one-by-one some of the

other "patterns" of maintenance problems at DCPP it has alleged in
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See Motion é 27=32. MFP invokes

the alleged "“pattern" of "unreliability o 2ty systems," of

lnadequate" testing, and of a "lack of communication." However,
there 1s no testimony -- only the assertions of counsel =- to link
the purported issues to the purported "patterns.' Moreover, PG&E
has already addressed these so-called "patterns" and shown that

are rebutted by the overwhelming evidence of record. See
Reply Findings R11, R18-R21, R53~-R58, R62-R66, R69-R74. Now, even
assuming that the NOV could somehow be related to maintenance, and
then assuming 1t could be linked to the alleged (and hypothetical)
"patterns," NOV would not lead to a different result in this
proceeding. Anothe isolated, historical experience, that has been
satisfaction of the Staff, does not constitute a

implement a maintenance program.

The Licensing Board must not lose sight of the fact that

a construction period ("CP") recovery proceeding. Similar
amendments have been 1ssued by the NRC to numerous

lcensees largely as an administrative matter. Operation of a
ylant without enforcement actions is not and has not been the
standard for issuing such amendments. Compare Tr. 2275 (Peterson)

testifying that incident-free operation and a SALP 1 rating in

maintenance are not necessary to support a CP recovery amendment).

Indeed, the NR Staff has issued construction period recovery

amendments to plants that have received enforcement actions during




ne time the amendment application was pending.® Against this
standard, the current NOV cannot change the outcome of this

proceeding.

MFP’s theory in this case has always been one of listing
lsolated 1incidents and counting beans in jars. At most, the
timeliness 1ssue raised by the NOV constitutes one more bean in one
specific jar. However, one more bean does not make MFP’s case on

this point. Even a Severity Level III NOV cannot lead to a

"materially different result," given the sheer weight of the

ct

evidence already admitted in this proceeding. The operational

performance of the plant alone belies MFP’s theory of a "pattern"®
or a "pervasive" breakdown of the maintenance program. See
Proposed Findings M50-M56. The Severity Level III NOV itself also

includes very favorable findings regarding PG&E’s "history of

= The NRC sStaff has issued construction period recovery
amendments to plants that have received enforcement actions
during the time the amendment application was pending. For
example, EA-91-045 was issued May 31, 1991, to Carolina
Power & Light Company (Severity Level III violation with an
$87,500 civil penalty) for maintenance-related violations at
the Brunswick plant. The Brunswick CP recapture license
amendment was issued on September 12, 1991. Similarly,
EA-93-055 was issued May 15, 1993, to GPU Nuclear (Severity
Level III violation with a §50,000 civil penalty) for
operations-related violations at the Oyster Creek plant. The
Oyster Creek recapture license amendment was issued on
April 13, 1993. The inspection report and enforcement
conference pre~dated issuance of the CP recapture amendment.
Finally, EA-92-134 was issued September 24, 1992, to New York
Power Authority (Severity Level III violation with a $100,000
civil penalty) for service water system problems at Indian
Point Unit 3. Trhe inspection was conducted in May to July
1992, and the CP recapture amendment was issued in July 1992,
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superior performance" and the "comprehensive corrective actions"
taken. NOV, cover letter at 3. And, while MFP relies on the NRC
Staff for the basis for its Motion, the NRC Staff witnesses have
concluded that PG&E’s maintenance program overall is superior.
Tr. 2214-15 (Miller, Narbut); Tr. 2220 (Miller). The NRC Staff has
also placed prior violations in the overall context through its
SALP program assessments and "Best Plants" determinations. See
Proposed Findings M57-M67. More recently, even as the NRC Staff
considered issuing the NOV, DCPP was named yet again to the NRC’s

"Best Plants" List on June 21, 1994.%

E. MFP’s Motion Lacks the Necessary Affidavit

As discussed above, a motion to reopen jis regquired to
include affidavits from "competent individuals with knowledge of
the facts alleged, or by experts in the disciplines appropriate to
the issues raised." 10 C.F.R. § 2.734(b). MFP’s attempt to
fulfill this requirement is grossly insufficient. A "declaration"
of counsel asserting no more than that counsel read an NOV and
related documents is not at all what the Commission requires to
support reopening the record. Counsel in the present case
possesses no technical expertise, has no independent knowledge of
the facts and issues addressed in the inspection report, and is not
an expert in any of the relevant disciplines. Compare 10 C.F.R.

§ 2.734(b). The characterizations of counsel regarding the various

w NRC Letter, J. M. Taylor to R. A. Clarke, dated June 21, 1994.
A copy is included as Attachment 7 hereto.
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issues raised in the NOV and inspection reports are ot evidence

and do not establish the "significance" of those issues.®

This requirement is more than the trivial procedural
matter MFP treats it as. The Commission’s requirement for some
contribution of meaningful, independent expertise is an essential
part of the "heavy burden" inherent in the reopening standard
adopted in 1986.% There are legitimate interests involved in
bringing litigation to a close and in eliminating the expense of
pointless litigation. Further evidence and hearings can be
justified only where the movant offers a competent affidavit that
demonstrates new evidence sufficient to meet the thresholds of
§ 2.734. Here MFP relies only on NRC Staff documents, which
attests to no more than that the NRC Staff is continuing to perform
its ongoing reqgulatory responsibilities. This proceeding does not
and should not duplicate the inspection/enforcement process.
Inspection and enforcement findings do not ~- absent some unique
evidence contributed by MFP -~ satisfy § 2.734. The declaration of

counsel is inadequate precisely because it is not, by definition,

IS The "“declaration" also raises other problems. By filing the
equivalent of an affidavit, counsel seems to be putting
herself in the untenable position of being a witness in this
proceeding. And, by relying soclely on the NRC Staff
inspector’s expertise, counsel must also presumably accept the
NRC Staff’s expertise in closing out those issues in the
enforcement ccntext.

& See 51 Fed. Reg. 19535, 19537 at col. 1-2 (1986).

- 26 =




ompetent affildavit providing significant new information unknown

the Staff.<

nas not met the heavy burdens established by 10
§ 2.734. MFP has provided no technical basis on which to
onclude that the NOV issued on July 14, 1994 involves an

uncorrected flaw in the DCPP maintenance program or indicates a

pervasive program implementation problem. In fact, the very fact

that the NOV was 1ssued ensures just the opposite. Furthermore,

the overwhelming evidence already included in the record of this

Compare Carolina Power & Light Company (Shearon Harris Nuclear
Power Plant, Units 1, 2, 3 and 4), LBP-78-2, 7 NRC 83, 87
(1978) (The Licensing Board, in denying a motion to reopen,
specifically observed that, based on the intervenor’s previous
cross-examination of witnesses, rebuttal testimony, and
proposed findings, the probable result of reopening the record
would be "more evidence of the same nature and needlessly
cumulative").




proceeding demonstrates that the NOV would not change the outcome

of the proceeding. Accordingly, MFP’s Motion should be denied.

Dated in Washington, DC
this 23rd day of August,

1994

Respectfully submitted,

David A. Repka

WINSTON & STRAWN

1400 L Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20005-3502
(202) 371-5726

Christopher J. Warner
Richard F. Locke

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
77 Beale Street
San Francisco, CA 94106

Attorneys for Pacific Gas and
Electric Company
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

Y AND LICENST

the Matter
Docket Nos.
Gas and
(Constructio
(Diablo Canyon Nuc Power Recovery)

1 =2 [Tes 1+
lant, Units

>

being duly sworn, hereby state as follows:

[l am employed by Pacific Gas and Electric Company ("PG&E") as
Manager, Nuclear Engineering Services. In this position I am
responsible for overall management of PG&E’s engineering
support and design engineering activities relating to th
Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant ("DCPP").

My business address and phone number are:

333 Market S
Franc

C
oan

treef, Ro Al4qll
co, CA 941 O

management responsibillities include engineering issue
to operabllity of the Auxiliary Saltwater ("ASW")
system and the Component Cooling Water ("CCW") heat exchange:s
at DCPP. I alsc have been responsible for enginee.ing
analyses related to PG&E’s continuing programs to addre~.s and
mitigate the potential biofouling of service water svstems.

I have had overall managerial responsibility for developing
and reviewing PG&E’s evaluation and response to the issues
raised 1in NRC Inspection Report No. ("IR") 93-36, dated
January 12, 1994; NRC IR 94-08, dated March 16, 1994; and the
NRC Notice of Vicolation, Enforcement Action 94-056, dated July
14, 1994. PG&E’'s evaluation and response to these NRC
documents 1s contained in the fcllowing documents:




@ PG&E Letter DCL-94-174, "Reply to Notice of Violation in
NRC Enforcement Action 94-056," dated August 5, 1994
(Attachment 2);

* PG&E Letter DCL-94-037, "Auxiliary Saltwater System
Operability," dated February 15, 1994 (Attachment 3);

. PG&E Letter DCL-94-049, "Licensee Event Report 1-93-012~
01," dated March 8, 1994 (Attachment 4); and

. PG&E Letter DCL 94-120, "Licensee Event Report 1-93-012~
02," dated May 27, 1994 (Attachment 5).

These PG4E letters respond to the various issues raised by the
NRC Staff and referenced in the San Luis Obispo Mothers for
Peace Renewed Motion to Reopen the Record, dated August 8,
1994,

vi .
of Inspection Issues

With the exception of one NRC Notice of Viclation, all of the
NRC inspection issues cited in the Renewed Motion to Reopen
the Record bhave been resolved or closed out without
enforcement. The Notice of Violation, dated July 14, 1994,
cited a Severity Level III violation of 10 C.F.R. Part 50,
Appendix B, Criterion XVI, related to the timeliness of
corrective actions by PG&E’s engineering staff in assessing an
issue that arose as a result of tests performed in 1991 to
determine whether Unit 1 CCW heat exchanger 1-2 had, at that
time, the ability to remove the design basis heat locad. The
1991 tests and the issue are discussed below; the Notice of
Violation, however, dealt only with the untimely review of the
issue caused by poor engineering response. The cover letter
accompanying the Notice of Violation specifically stated that
no violations were warranted for the two other potential
violations related to the heat exchanger testing that had been
identified in NRC IR 94-08, dated March 16, 1994.

The cover letter accompanying the Notice of Violation stated
that no civil penalty was being imposed for the timeliness
violation, because the civil penalty had been mitigated by
PG&E’S "comprehensive corrective actions, including
additional ASW system testing, increased system cleaning
frequency, and a commitment to review containment heat removal
systems to assure that they meet their design bases, and
commitments for improved procedures for defining test
acceptance criteria and/or timely resolution of ([Quality
Assurance] findings." Notice of Violation, cover letter at 3.




10.

1l.

PG&LE’s Reply to the Notice of Violation, dated August 5, 1994
(Attachment 2), demonstrated that PG&E has taken comprehensive
corrective actions to resolve the concerns raised by the
Notice of Violation and by the previous NRC inspection reports
on which the NOV was based. See Attachment 2, Enclosure at 2-
- These corrective actions specifically include
administrative requirements to enhance the timeliness of
engineering and other reviews potentially affecting

operability. Id. at 3. PG&E’s Reply to the Notice of
Vicolation alsc reconfirmed that the ASW system is fully

operable and capable of meeting its design basis. Id.

The NRC Staff has reviewed PG&E’s Reply to the Notice of
Violation. 1In a letter dated August 10, 1994 (Attachment 6),
the Staff stated that it found PG&E’s reply "responsive to the
concerns raised in our Notice of Violation."™ The NRC Staff
stated that it would review implementation of PG&E’Ss
corrective actions in a future inspection.

With the exception of the one Notice of Violation specifically
addressed by Attachments 2 and 6, the combination of the NRC's
previous IR 94-08, and the July 14, 1994 letter transmitting
the Notice of Violation, closed out all other inspector
follow-up and unresolved items previously identified in IR 93~
36. See NRC IR 94-08, Inspection Summary at 2; Notice of
Violation (Enforcement Action 94-056), cover letter at 1.
Many of those closed issues are now referenced in the Renewed
Motion to Reopen the Record. PG&E’s comprehensive evaluations
of those issues are summarized in Attachments 3, 4, and 5.

Biofouling Issues
The ASW system is designed to remove the heat generated from
normal and accident conditions at DCPP and transfer the heat
to the ultimate heat sink (the Pacific Ocean). The ASW system
specifically provides cooling from the ultimate heat sink to
the CCW system. The CCW system removes waste heat from
primary plant equipment during normal plant operation, plant
cooldowr, and following an accident. The ASW system has been
designed to remove sufficient heat from the CCW system to

maintain the temperature of the CCW system within its design
limits under normal, transient, and accident conditions.

The ASW system has two pumps capable of pumping seawater to
the tube side of either of two CCW heat exchangers. In
addition, either heat exchanger can be supplied by an ASW pump
from the other DCPP unit via a cross-tie. Consistent with the
NRC’s policies pertaining to allowed outage times for
maintenance, the DCPP Technical Specifications (3/4.7.4)
permit either heat exchanger to be taken out of service for up
to 72 hours for maintenance or other reascns.
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12.

13,

14.

5,

16.

17.

The CCW pumps route component cooling water to the shell side
of the two CCW heat exchangers. Heat transferred to the CCW
systems is then transferred to the ASW system through the two
CCW heat exchangers. The operability of the ASW system is a
function of its heat transfer capacity. Quite obviously, the
heat transfer capacity required for accident conditions is
much greater than for normal operations, and all of the issues
here relate to operability for design basis accident
conditions rather than normal operations.

The potential for biofouling problems in service water systems
was described in NRC Generic Letter ("GL") 89-13, "Service
Water System Problems Affecting Safety-Related Equipment,®
issued in July 1989. As GL 89-13 explained, this potential
problem is not unique to particular plants, but was a generic
issue in the industry and the reason the NRC issued the GL on
the subject. PCG&LE responded to GL 89-13 by letters dated
January 26, 1990, and November 26, 1991, with specific
commitments to address the recommendations of the GL.

As part of PG&E’s response to GL 89-13, an ASW system
monitoring program (involving flow testing, trending,
inspection, and maintenance) was implemented to ensure that
the system would retain its design basis capability. PG&E
also performed in 1991, as a supplement to the monitoring
program, one-time heat exchanger performance testing on the
CCW heat exchangers.

In 1992, PG&E upgraded its chlorination system at DCPP to a
continuous chlorination program that is very effective in
controlling biofouling of the ASW system and CCW heat
exchangers. The continuous chlorination has significantly
reduced the frequency of CCW heat exchanger outages for
cleaning.

1991 Heat Exchanger Testing

The performance test conducted in February 1991 on one of the
CCW heat exchangers, the CCW 1-2 heat exchanger, showed a heat
exchange ratio of 0.987. PG&E’'s engineering review of the
test results at the time was based on its engineering judgment
of the collective results for all four CCW heat exchangers, as
well as the similar design of the heat exchangers and the
perceived relative uncertainties of the test methodology.
PG&E concluded that CCW heat exchanger 1-2 could meet its
design basis. See Attachment 3, Enclosure 1 at 7-8 and
Enclosure 3 at 3-4; Attachment 4 at 6.

In response to NRC concerns raised in December 1993 concerning
the test results, PG&E reevaluated the test results and
concluded that CCW heat exchanger 1-2 did not meet the design
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nameplate) heat transfer capablility at the time of the test

in February 1%$91, using the particular test computer model
used at that time, However, PG&E’s reevaluation also
concluded that, in retrospect, the performance of the CCW 1+2
heat exchanger at the time of the test in February 1991, was
in fact 101 percent of the design nameplate rating with a 95
percent confidence level, using a second, validated GL 89~-13
test model. GSee Attachment 3, Enclosure 1 at 8 and Enclosure
at 4; Attachment 4 at 7.

Additional testing on the Unit 1 CCW heat exc hangers was
completed on April 26, 1994. These tests confirmed that the
heat exchangers have significant margin above design basis and
that both Unit 1 heat exchangers are performing significantly
better than the 1991 GL 89-13 test results. The results of
the April 1994 tests were as follows:

HEAT -_AL.LMJAL.;
76
60

These test asult are dcdocumented 1in the revised Licensee
Event Report issued on May 27, 1994. See Attachment 5 at 7.

n addition, PG&E Letter No. DCL-94~037, dated February 15,

4
I
196
f

74 (Attachment 3), showed that PG&E’s maintenance program
or the ASW system at Diablo Canyon is comprehensive and
effective, and assures that the ASW system is operable and
Capable of meeting its design basis requirements. See
Attachment 3, cover letter and Enclosure 1.

conclusion

issues raised by the NRC in IR 93-36 regarding operability

the ASW system and CCW heat exchangers relate to past --
not current -- conditions. Furthermore, the safety
evaluations in the attachments accompanying this Affidav
demonstrate that the public health and safety was not
adversely affected by the potential for degraded ASW system
performance due to biofouling prio The 1992 implementation
> f continuous chlorination. 1= R, , Attachment 3,
Enclosure 2; Attachment 4 at




21. The information contained in this affidavit is true and
correct to the best of my knowledge and belief.

Subscribed and sworn to before
me th4s‘32 day of August, 1994

Mﬁz gfw

Notary Public

Mared 20 /995

My Commission Expires
RS TRR T LIRAOE WD YR RU RS L AO0N VTSR RTE

OFFICIAL SEAL
ROSA W. SCHOENING
NOTARY PUBLIC - CALIFORNIA

CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
My Commission Expires March 20, 1995
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Gentlemen

NRC Enforcement Action 94-056 :a‘e: ‘j..‘,f 14, 1 contained a Notice of
Violation that cited one Severity Level Il violation e violation involved the
failure of PG&E's engineering staff to promptly ident .fy and correct issues that
arose as a result of tests performed in 1891 to determine whether the
Component Cooling Water Heat Exchanger 1-2 had the ability to remove ?*e
design basis heat load. The root cause of the violation was determined 1
inadequate attention to engineering practices that should have er.s«*'e, clear
definition of test ':::e"‘a"’e criteria for the hea‘ exchanger testing pri th
test being performed and a failure to comprehensively resolve the r‘.e,a!‘.- test
results in a timely manner ;we' fic concern was expressed about PG&E's
failure to take advantage of several opportunities, particularly our own Quality
Assurance organization's self-identification of the defic en:y in .‘.nd- 1993, to

~ oQn

thoroughly resolve the issue prior to the NRC's inspection in late 1593
As discussed in DCL-84-037, dated February 15, 1984, and DCL-94-043, dated
March 8 ‘.9£ . PGAE conducted a comprehensive evaluation of these concerns
and has taken erten sive corrective actions to address them. The commitments
made in these previous responses constitute the corrective actions we have
taken or intend to take. PG&E believes that its previous Generic Letter (GL)
89-13 program, combined with these additional corrective actions, provide
assurance that the ASW system is fully operable and capable of meeting its
design basis. Recent testing and inspection activities confirm the effectiveness
of these action
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Sincerely,

Attorneys for Pacific Gas and
Electric Company
Howard V. Golub
Christgpher J. Warner
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PGAE Letter DCL-54-174
ENCLOSURE 222612

REPLY TO NOTICE OF VIOLATION IN
NRC ENFORCEMENT ACTION 84-056

On July 14, 1984, as part of NRC Inspection Report Nos. 50-275/94-08 and
50.23/54-08, NRC Region IV issued Enforcement Action 94-056 that contained a
Notice of Violation citing one Severity Level lIl violation for Diablo Canyon Power Plant
Unit 1. The statement of violation and PG&E's response follow.

STATEMENT OF VIOLATION

“During an NRC inspection conducted on February 28, March 1, and
March B, 1994, a violation of NRC requirements was identified. In
accordance with the ‘General Statement of Policy and Procedure for NRC
Enforcement Actions,' 10 CFR Part 2, Appendix C, the particular violation
is set forth below:

10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, Criterion XVI, ‘Corrective
Action.’ states, in part, that measures shall be established to
assure that conditions adverse to quality, such as failures
and nonconformances are promptly identified and corrected.
In the case of significant conditions adverse to quality, the
measures shall assure that the cause of the co<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>