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MEMORANDUM FOR: William J. Dircks
Executive Director for Operations

FROM: Nunzio J. Palladino %mo

SUBJECT: DIABLO CANYON HEARING

Congressman Udall, on May 23, 1984 sent us a letter
describing his inquiry into the Diablo Canyon matter and
1isting items that NRC needs to address. [ would like you
to ensure that knowledgeable staff, e.g., those in IE
headquarters who have QA expertise, focus carefully on the
issues in the last paragraph in Congressman Udall's letter,
especially those pertaining to-the NSC audit and related
questions, If there are any questions on the questions,
staff should check with Congressman Udall's staff. Answers
should be provided for the Commission to review well in

( advance of the hearing.

( cc: Commissioner Gilinsky
’ Commissioner Roberts

Commissioner Asselstine
Commissioner Bernthal
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In the Matter of
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY,

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

Docket Nos., 50-27% OL
§0-323 0L
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UM AND ORD
CLI-84-5

This decision completes the Nuclear Regulatory Commission's ("NRC* or
*Commission”) reinstatement of Pacific Gas and Electric Company's (“PGAE"
or "1icensee”) Facility Operating license No. DPR-76 (“low-power 1icense")
to conduct low-power tests (at up to 5% of ratad power) at the Diatlo
Canyon Nuclear Power Plant, Unit 1 (*Diablo Canyon"). The events leading
up to the Commission's suspension of this Ticense and subsequent steps to
reinstate the 1icense in part have been described in several prior crders
of the Ct:-ﬂ:ﬂm.1 Accordingly, this order focuses on events which have

’Thc Ian-rnr 1icense was issued on September 22, 1981, See _—
CLI-81-22, 14 NRC 598 (19!12. It was suspended on November 15, 1381,
See, CLI-81-30, 14 NRC 950 (1981). Following substantial review and
reanalysis of the design and construction of Dfablo Canyon, and public
meetings at which all {nterested parties participated, the Commission
reinstated the Tow-power licanse in part to authorize PGAE to icad fuel
and conduct pre-criticality tasts (operational modes 6 and §5).

(Footnote Continued]
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occurred since the Commission's last order and refers back to previous

events only as necessary.

afety Review

A Commission conditicn for reinstatement of Ofablo Canyen's lowepcwer
Ticense was the successful completicn of an [ndependent Desicn Verification
Program (IOVP). CLI-31-30, 14 NRC 950 (1981).% The IDVP was conducted by
organizations and individuals not assoc{atid with PGAE and was managed by
Teledyne Engineering Services (TES). PGAE concucted a separate design
verification effort called the internal technical program (ITP) which was
performed by PGAE's Ciablo Canyon Project ("OCP"), a joint organization of
PGAE and Bechtel. Then, the NRC staff, with the help of its consultant,

8rookhaven Natfonal Laboratory, conducted its own analysis.

(Footnote Continued]

CL1-83-27, 18 NRC (1983). Subsequently, the U.S. Cour+ of Appeals
for the District of Columbia Circuft denied a moticn to stay the
Commission's authorization to PGEE. On January 16, 1984, the Commission
denfed Joint [ntervenors' motion for a stay of fuel loading and
pre-criticality testing at Ofablo Canyen finding that these activities
did not present significant health and safety risks and would not
prejudice subsequent Commission decisions or foreclose medificaticons, if
necessary, of the plant, C.I-84-1, 19 NRC (1984), OCn January 2%,
1984, the Commission reinstated anothe~ part of PGAE's low-power |icense
by authorizing precritical hot system testing (operaticnal modes 4 and
3{. As a separate matter, the Commission declined to review the Atomic
Safety and Licensing Appeal Bcard's decision in ALAB-728, 17 NRC 777
(19!3{ which affirmed a decision b{ the Atomic Safety and Licensing
Board on all fssues other than quality assurance related to PGAE's
application for a Ticense %o load fuel and conduct low-power testing.

zThc Commission's Qrder recuired an [DVP of seismic,
service-related contract activities prior %0 1978, In additicn, She NRC
staff required an [UVP of non-seismic, service-related contrace
activities, PGAE internal design activities and post-1378 seismic
servica-related contract activities. [n addition to design
verification, the [DVP also reviewed scme construction activities.




The scope of the [DVP and ITP, and the relation tetween them, fs
explained in detail in ALAB-763. 1§ NRC ___ (1984). Essentially all of
Diablo Canyon's safety-related seismic design was reviewed: the [T?
reanalyzed all of the seismic design for safety-related structures, systems
and components, while the ICVP csversaw and verified selected pertions of
the work in accordance with the program approved by the Commission. The
review of non-sefsmic safety-relatad das!gn was nct as comprehensive. The
[OVP reviewed three safety-related systgmi and two areas of safety-relateg
analysis applicable to many other systems. I[tems of concern identified by
the [DVP as potentially generic were addressed by the [TP for all systems
designed by PGAE. In turn, the [TP verification work was sampied by the
[OVP and the results reported in an [nterim Technical Report (ITR). The
[TP independently reviewed other ncon-seismic systems. As a result of this
fnteraction between the [TP and [DVP, the IDOVP obtained a breoad and cchpre-
hensive understanding of the non-seismic design of Oiablo Canyon.

The [OVP was completed in October 1583; PGAE's [TP is seil] cngoing.
The NRC staff's review of the [DVP Final Report is contained in Supplements
18, 19 and 20 to the Safety Evaluation Repert (SER) for Ciable Canyen, Unit
1. Supplements 18 and 19, PGAE's [TP, and physfcal modifications to the
plant were the basis of the staff's recommencation of the partial rein-
statement of PGLE's low-power 1icense to load fuel and perform ;re-
criticality testing at Ofablo Canyon. CLI-83-27, 18 NRC ___ (1983). At
that time there were still several open items and follow up {tems which the
staff believed required resolution prior to reinstatement of the rest of
the Tcw-power 1icense.

The staff has updated its progress on open ftems in Sugplement 2C ¢

the Safety Evaluation Report (SSER 20). The staff considered informaticn



in the seismic monthly reports from the IDVP and PGat, the [DVP Final
Report, the PGAE final repor%s. and the [nterim Technical Reports.3 SSER
20 presents the staff's safety evaluation of open items and follow up items
that in the staff's view, must be satisfactorily resolved prior ts the
Coemmission's reinstatement of PGAE's authority tec achieve criticality and
perform low-power testing, i.e. reinstatement of the low-power license for
Oiablo Canyon, Unit 1. SSER 20 reports that mahy of the open items and
follow up items previously identified in SSER: 1€ and 19 have been re-
solved. On March 27, 1984, the NRC's Director of Licensing reported that
in his view, all open and follow up ‘tems identified in SSER 20 had been
resolved satisfactorily for reinstatement of the low-power license for
0iable Canyon, Unit 1. He also stated that: (1) he knew of no new informa-
tion since the completion of SSER 20 which would affect the staff's con-
clisions or judgments in SSER 20; and (2) that any other fssues not
addressed in SSER's 18, 19, and 20 had been satisfactorily addressed for
the purposes of leow power cperation.

The Commission also heard from Mr. [sa Yin, an NRC inspecter at Oiable
Canyon. Mr, Yin reported that he had found inadequate compiiance with the
quality assurance program for designing supports for small bore and large
Sore piping. He also stated that reinspection follewing medification of
the pipe suspensions would be rendered more difficult by the environmental
conditicns in the plant after operation at low-power. Acccrdingly, he

‘

requested that the Commission defer granting a Tow power !icense until PGAE

3Th¢ Interim Technical Reports (ITR) are called interim Lecause
they were issued before completion of the [OVP. The [TRs document the
completion of technical issues.
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had remedied the deficiencies in pipe supperting systems and those changes
had been reinspectad by the NRC.

The Commission voted to defer reinstatement of the lcw power license
for Oiaolo Canyon until the disparity between Mr, Yin's views and those of
the rest of the technica' staff had been considered by the Advisory Commit-
tee on Reactor Safequards ("ACRS") - a statutorily created advisory commit-
tee comprised of experts in various disctplincslfnclud1ng nuclear engineer-
ing, nuclear physics, and radfation hcl{th'physics.

The ACRS met in public sessicn on April 6, 1984 and heard from
Mr. Yin,other members of the NRC staf®, and Mr. Stokes, a previous employee
at Ofablo Canyon who had made allegations regarding the adequacy of the
quality assurance program for the design of supports for small bore pipes.
Mr. Yin had found that some of Mr. Stokes' allecations were correc:.

The NRC staff informed the ACRS that, on March 29, 1984 the NRC hac
convened a peer review panel of technical experts to review Mr, Yin's
concerns. The panel met with Mr, Yin, and later with representatives of
PGAE and scme of the contractors involved in the IOVP. The peer review
panel also visited Oiablo Canyon to examine in detafl scme of the specific
items identified as deficient by Mr. Yin. After the visit, the peer review
panel met with Mr, Stokes, and scmewhat later met again with Mr, Yin tg
discuss the panel's proposed findings. The panel concluded that Mr, Yin's
concerns did not warrant delaying Iow-pdwcr cperation of Ciablo Canyen, but
did require resolution prior to going to full-power.

Mr. Yin also addressed the ACRS. He stated that "while saeveral

y *G4E

o

reverificaticn and corrective action programs shculd de ccmpieted

‘

prior to NRC issuance of a full power cperation license, there will te no

apparent risk to the public health and safety t0 allow the reactor tasting




up to five percent power at the present.” On questioning by members of the
ACRS, Mr. Yin reiterated his position in spite of his acknewledgement of
some residual differences with the rest of the NRC staff,

On April 3, 1584 the ACRS reported on 1ts consideration of Mr. Yin's
concerns. Based on the presentations by Mr. Yin and other members of the
NRC staff and supporting documentary material, the ACRS found:

We agree that it fis acécptablo to poﬁﬂt Tow pcwer operation at

this time. We believe that such operation will not compromise

corrective actions that may bé required,
In view of the statements by the ACRS and Mr. Yin, the Commissicn
concludes that the concerns previously expressed by Mr. Yin have been
rtsolveq satisfactorily and do not warrant deferring the reinstatement of

the low-power operating license for Ofable Canyen,

1ity Assurance
The Joint [ntervencrs and the Governor of California raised fssues
rilctcd to design quality assurance and to construction quality assurance
at Diablo Canyon. Their motion to reopen the record cn the design guality
assurance (0QA) program at Ofablo Canyon was granted, and resulted in an
adjudicatory proceeding before the Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal Board
at which the adequacy of the IDVP was a central fssue. On March 20, 1984,
the Appeal Board fssued a 122-page decision in which % found:

(TIhe scope and execution of the appifcant's verification pregram
have been sufficient to establish that Dfable Canyon Unit !
design adequately meets fts Ticensing criteria. The applicant's
verification efforts provide adequate confidence that the Unit |
safety-related structures, systems and components are desigred %o
perform satisfactorily in service and that any significant design
deficiencies fn that facility resulting from defecss in the
applicant's design quality assurance orogram have been remedied,
Accordingly, we conclude that there fs reasonable assurance thas
the facilfty can be cperated without endangering the health and
safety of the public.
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and the target date for a Commission decisfon cn reinstatement of the
license approached, the flow of a!?‘qations became a deluge and the NRC
staft, with Commission concurrence, established a spectal Dfablo Canyen
Allegation Management Program ("OCAMP") to pursue the allegations and
concerns to resolution,

The OCAMP {5 described in Supplement 21 to the Safety Evaluation
Report for Dfablo Canyon (SSER 21). The procecures for handling
allegations under DCAMP included cenf1np;€1on of the allegation by
contacting the alleger whenever possible, site inspections of constructicn
or documentation, independent measurements and evaluations where appropri-
ate, technical reviews, interviews with site persornel, public meetings on
gignificant technical fssues, discussions Detween the alleger and staff on

staff's findings and reports to the Commission. So far, allegation manage-

ment has involved more than 40 members of the NRC technical staff ang con- |

sractor perscnne! and required 18,000 person nours. The staff's review of
an allegation was not limited to the allegation ftsel®, but included al!l

necessary related fssues,

[Footnote Continued]

Canzon. Unit 1. The staff's evaluation of she allegaticns is descrided
in Supplement No. 16 to the Safety Evaluation Report (SSER 16). On the
Bagis of that evaluation, the staff concluded that the CCWS satisfiec
most dlt1,n requirements, that the only devfation was acceptable cn tre
basis of PGAE's satisfactory demonstration of design capagility in this
ared, and that the allegations r'ctrefng the CCWS had no generic

impl fcations. [n ALAB-763, the Appea’ 2card fnstructed the Cfrectcr,

Nuclear Reactor Requlation, %0 ensure that FGAE's proposed sechnica’
specification on CCWS 1s incorporated inta the slant tachnical
spacifications defore permisting ogeration, The order of reinstatement
of PGAE's low-power icense s contingent on the Jfrector's completion
of that action,

o —



On January 4, 1984, the staff reported to the Commission on the
investigation into 103 al1¢qat10ns'using the procecure described above.
SECY-84.3, SSER 21, However, acditional allegations continued tc te
received and the OCAMP has attempted’ to keep up with them. Staff provided
an updated written review of the allegations on February 6, 1984
(SECY-84-61) and reported on them to the Commission fn public meetings held
on January 23, February 10, and March 19, 1984. B8y mid-March, the total
number of allegations was approximately 400. On March 20, 1984, staff
fssued SSER 22, which addressed 219 of the allegations, including the cnes
addressed previously, Staff reported that it had examined 188 allegations
in detat) and determined that 31 other allegations did not warrant detailed
review because they rafsed fssues similar to those already considered or
were not related to significant safety fssues.

In mid-March, the Commission gave public notice that ft hoped to be
able to make a decision on reinstatement of the license for criticality anc
low power cperation on March 26, 1584, [n the weeks before March 28,
scores of new allegations were filed. Cne group, the Government Account-
abflity Project, filed allegations that were recefved by the Commission
only hours before the scheduled meeting. Approximately SCO allegations
have now been filed, MNeedless to say, this flood of last- minute alleged
new information, years aftar the adjudicatory proceedings degan, has
strafned She Commission's resources.

As noted above, the first two hundred of the recent ailegaticns have
been reviewed in detal)! under DCAMP, Mo license, not even a lcw fower
1icense, can be 1ssued without adequate protecticn %o the publifc health anc
safety. However, special considerations apply %o low power aperaticn.

Most importantly, the possible consequences of an accident during low-gower
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operation are 1imited to a very small fraction of those possible at full
power. Low-power operaticn would generate Detween gne-hundredth-and-one
senth of the radicactive fission products which would be generated by ‘ull
power operation. Thus, any consequences of accident would be significantly
less than those determined by the safety evaluation for Ofable Canyen.
Accident consequences would be further reducec by the lawer quantity and
rate of production of decay heat produced at 1du-pcucr as compared to that
produced at full power. However, the céc;gy required to damage a reactor,
the capacity of the heat removal systems, anc safety features are not
reduced by low power operation, Therefore, accidents involving failures of
these systems at low-power cperation would evolve over longer periods than
at full power cperation and could be contained dy equipment cperating at
only a few percent of capacity.

With the above in mind, all of the allegations have been reviewec
under one basic safety criterfon: {s there significant new fnformaticn
which suggests that scme safety-related structure, system or companent
necessary for safe low power operation will not perfcrm 115 safety funce
tion, or that there are such weaknesses in licensee's management or quality
assurance that plant safety fs called into sericus guesticn. For the first
two hundred allegations, the results of the review are documented fn SSER
21 and the transcripts of the public Commission meetings in January,
February, and March. For the approximately 3C0 more recent allegaticns,
she Commission was faced with a chofce of decisfon delay, wnile the review
could be carefully documented, or reliance on a preliminary review ind

seaff expert ‘udgment without the more detailed cocumentation. The Cemmise

sion has deliberately chosen the latter course. There fs every reason ©o
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yelieve that more allegations will be filed and delay %o provide written
documentation will lead to pcralys1s.1n Commission decisfonmaking.

A1l of the allegations recefved on or before April 13, 1984, have Deen
reviewed under the criterion specified above and those necessary o be
resolved grior to license reinstatement have teen resolved. As a resylt,
none of these allegations warrant a delay fin the refnstatement of the
low-power 1icense. Work under OCAMP will continue, Both tc document the
reviews completed to date and to addres$ ihosc matters that need toc de

resolved prior to licensing at higher power levels.

Qperator Experience

The Commission has also considered the circumstance that the regular
operating staff for Diablo Canyon has a 1imited amount of experience with
sperating similar facilitfes. The Commission was briefed on the fssue dy
PGLE as part of its comments at the public meeting of Feoruary 10, 1984,
PGAE has 43 holders of senfor operator licenses and 1§ holders of reactor
operator licenses at Diablo canyon. A typical licensee has successfully
completed: (1) a 30-month program on pewer plant funcamenta's, ecuipment,
systems, radiation protection and administrative contrals incluaing time
an-shift at the facility; and (2) an approximately year-long 1icensing
program. Several license holders have participated in pre-operaticnal
testing programs, hot functional testing programs, on-going testing,
maintenance, surveillance and modification programs. Licensed cperatcrs
have also each had from 200 hours to 300 hours of hands-on simulater
training. Mowever, because the operators have not nad acsual plant
operational experience, additional experienced gersonnel w111 be on hand £

assist with startup operations. This extensive training of PGAE'S
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operators and PGAE's commitment to provide additicral trafned perscnnel
during start-up have led the Commission to find that FGAE has an acecuate

operating staff for Qfablo Conyon.’

fsmic License Condition

The Commission has also considered recent developments regarding the
characterization of the Mosgri Fault, At the public meeting of March 2§,
1984, the staff reported that {: had recetved a preprint of an article by
certain petroleum geclogists who have used previously unavailable informa-
tion developed during petroleum exploraticn to determine that Hosgri Fault
{s a thrust fault and not a strike/s!ip fault as previously believed. In
view of this development, the staff proposed that PGAE should concuct
further seismic and geologic studies of the Hosgri Fault., Mr, Cevine, a

geologist with the Unfted States Geclogical Survey alse discussed the new

Sthe Commission notes that a literal reading of 10 CFR §5.25(b), which
was adopted in 1363, would have required candidates for cperator license
examinaticns, at facilities that have yet to go critical, %o have had
"extensive actual operational experience" before taking the cperator
license examination, Since 1367, the NRC has taken the gesition, in
publicly available documents, that completion of NRC-approved training that
utilizes simulators can, togetehr with other nuclear reactor activities,
constitute adequate experience, Operators at Ofablo Canyen and four ather
olants were 1icensed on this basis. Because this long-standing
interpretation of the rule dces nct match the literal language of the rule,
although ft satisfies the rule's purpose and does not diminish safety, tre
Commission will shortly fnitiate a rulemaking proceeding to conform the
language of the rule to this long-standing practice. In the interim, the
Commission sees no reason %o revoke or suspend existing operator Ticenses,
ncluding those held by the cperators at Diablo Canyon, The sophistication
of current simulator training provides a suftable dasis for operator
l4censing, and similar training in 1ieu of cperaticnal exgerience
consitsutes no diminution of safety. Under these circumstinces, t°
Conmission finds no reason %o grant Joint Intarvenors' Agrdl 10, 1384
motion for a stay based on the operator !icense fssue,
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findings with the Commission. In Mr, Oevine's view, this new information
was not startling but more in the nature of a refinement in the understanc-
ing of the overall faylting pattern in the regicn arcund Oiable Canyen,

Mr. Devine supported the MNRC staff's proposals for further study. He alse
stated that, in his view, the new report did not warrant any crange fn the
magnitude of the Safe Shutdown Earthquake for Df1ablo Canyen,

The Commission has determined that this new fnformation coes not
affect 1ts low-nower cecision. There is ho indication that the new infor-
metion undercuts the seismic design bniis for Oiablo Canyen, lowever, the
Commission has asked the ACRS to review the new information prior to any
#u11 power decisfon and to comment on a draft !icense condition which would

require PGAE to reassess by 1988 the seismic design basis for Ofablo
Canyen. "

Mﬂﬁgnl! Matters
The staff has denied Joint [ntervencrs' petiticn for enforcement

action under 10 C.F.R, 2,206, 00 84-3, 19 NRC ___ (March I8, 1984). Jeint
Intervenors contended that PGAE's fatlure to provide to the Commission a

1977 audit performed by Nuclear Services Corporation on the quality

assurance program by Puliman Power Procducts, a PGAE contractor, required

continued suspension of the low-power 1icerse. The Jirector, Inspection

and Enforcement found that PGAE mace 2 material false statement by fatling

in 1978 to provide the audit to the Licensing Board cansidering suality e
assurance. However, the Director also found that under the ¢circumstances,

she material false statement was a violatien of the ‘owest savertty level

and, 43 such, warranted only a Notice of Viglatien, That Dfrector's

secision 1s s2411 pending sefore the Commissicn far 13 detarmination of
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whether to review ft. 10 CFR 2,206(c)(l). Under these circumstances, the
Commission expresses no opinien on the correctness of the Director's .
decision. However, the Commission finds noteworthy that nothing in the
decision suggests that PGAE's low-power license should not be refnstated.

On April 12, 1584, the Government Accountability Project (GAP)
petitioned the Commission pursuant to 10 CFR 2,206 to direct the Qffice of
Inspector and Auditor (OIA) to {nitfate. an investigation into alleged false
statements by PGAE and the NRC staff r.§¢r¢1ng the resolution of
allegations of deficiencies in design and construction quality assurance at
Dfablo Canyon. GAP also requested an opportunity to address the Cormission
an April 13, 1884 on the alleged false statements and suggested that the
Commission defer any decision on refnstituting PGAE's low-power |icense for
Ofablo Canyen until this matter fs resolved. [n addition, GAP requestad
the Commission to direct the Office of [nvestigatiens (0I) to release
transcripts of interviews with allegers to the Board considering design ang

‘construction quality assurance.

GAP's request was supported by affidavits from Mr, Steven Lockert and
Mr. Charles Stokes. Both have provided allegations to the Commission on
several previous occasfons; most recantly, Mr, Stckes adcressed the
Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards (ACRS). Mr, Lockert's afficavie
refers to scme welds, macde in 1974 and corrected n 1377 for whnich, 1n some
instances, documentation was not provided until 1982, Ceficiencies in
walds and the quality assurance program for documenting recairs to welds
have “een the subject of many other allegations investigated by the staf?,

Simiiarly, Mr, Stokes' afficavit contains allegaticns of the type 4 ready

extensively considered by the staff, Mr, Stokes' afficavit also draws
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| (“«1 conclusions based on his apinfons of various actions taken at Dfable

For the most part, GAP's allegations of false statements by the MNRC
staf? and PGAE are based on its own interpretation of the implicaticns of ol
various allegations regarding conditions at Ofablo Canyon. Cthers of GAP'sS
allegations are dased on GAP's aifferences of opinion with various
statements by members of the NRC staff. To the extent that GAP relies on
statements by Mr. Yin, GAP's conclusions are not supported by Mr. Yin's
statements to the ACRS and a Member of c;mnu. As for staff's
implementation of fts policy of reintarviewing allegers, the Commission
notes that staff's policy was announced before GAP {mposed additional
procedural burdens on access o allegers. Fimally, regarding statements
M‘ruunq comp!fance with 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix 8, that fssue 1s

\ ~.ading before the Commission in the context of 155 review of ALAB-TS6 and
ALAB-763. BSecause those reviews are sti1! pending, the Commission
expresses no opinfon on this fssue. However, the Commission notes that the
Appea! Board found that PGAE had complied with Appendix 8.

Under these circumstances, the Commission fincs that notring in GAP's
recant submittal requires the Commission to delay consideration of
reinstatemant of PGAE's low-power 1icanse. However, the Commission nas
asked 1ts Office of [nvestigations to consider GAP's request for the
grotected release of transcripts of fntarviews t2 the Bcard anc has
requested ts Off{ce of [nspector and Auditor %0 raview the petiticn and %0

take whataver actions 1t deems necassary,

A
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Motion For Stay

Joint Intervencrs have requested the Commission to Stay the effec-
tiveness of any reinstatement of PGAE's authority to cperate Diadb'e Canyen
Unit 1 at low-pewer until the complation of all pending adminissrative
matters and the conclusien of any judictal review of the Commission's
decisions underlying such reinstatement of autharity. In the alternative,
Jeint Intervenors have requested the Commissicn %0 stay for several days
any refnstatement of PGAE's low-power 1{canse %o permit them to apply %o
the United States Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circutt for
an emergency stay pending appedl. Joint [ntervencrs Case their requast on
shree factors: (1) the fssues rafsed in their ttay request of October 31,
1983; (2) pending allegations of design and construction daficiencies at
01able Canyon and motions based on those allegations; and (3) an affidavit
by Or. Michio Kaku. The Commission believes thers 13 no warrant %0 stay
the effectiveness of the reinstatement of PGLE's low-gower 1icense unti]
all adminfstrative and legal appeals are exhausted. However, the Commise
sion will delay the effectiveness of this decisien until noon, April 19,
1984 (Eastarn Time) to give Joint Intervencrs an gpporsunity %o read the
decision and detarmine whether to pursue Judicial review,

Nothing has happened since October 11, 1983, which weuld cause the
Commission %o change {ts mind about Joint tntervenor's previcus metion for
s stay. As for recent developments Sased on allegations, the progress on
resolving these allegations indfcates that they 40 not sugpors a metion for
stay, Finally, the genaric nature af Or, Yaku's affidavis reveals Tack
of specific know!edge of the Dfablo Canyen slant and, in zarsicular, the
setivitins to be undersaken during start-up and aw=powar %sting. "he

affidavit does not describe any specific aspect of lowepcwar cperation of
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(‘Quh\e Canyon which would create an undue risk to public nealth and safety

or to the plant perscnnel. 2ather, the affidavit fs basec on general and
welleknown considerations, some of which are irrelevant to Otadlo Canyen,
and hypothetical accident scenarfos without any indication of their 1ikeli-
hood of occurrence during lew-power cperation at Otablo Canyen. It 18
well-established that speculaticn about 3 auclear accident does not, as &
matter of law, constitute the {mminent, irreparable injury required for
staying a licensing decisfon, State gf:hg York v. NRC, 550 F.2¢ 748,

78687 (24 Cir. 1977); Virginta Synshine Alllance v. Mendrie, 477 F. Supe.
§8, 70 (0.0.C. 1979). Under these circumstances, the Commissicn sees

nothing in Or, Kaku's affidavit which cantradicts the extensive technical
raviews of Otablo Canyon, For these reasons, the Commissicn dentes Jo'nt

Intervenor request for a 1tay.




Conglusion
The Commission h:* cetermined that the concerns u‘1cn led 1t t0
suspend PGAE's Tow=power 1icense have Been resolved to the point where that
11cense can now be reinstated in its cntirtty.' |
Commissioner Gil‘~tky dissents from this order. The separate views cf
Chatrman Pallading an! Commissioners 0111nnuy and Sernthal are attached. :

It 1s so ORDERED. :
For the Commission
' "w mU‘ "g /

T

Dated at Washingten, OC,
this \Bﬁm of A?-C-‘- , 1984,

‘82111 pending Sefore the Commigsicn is PGAE's recuest for an
axtansion of the expiration date of the origina! Towepowar 'fcense. A -
the Commission has previously stated, PGAE'S extensicn request ' :
subsumad within the sroceeding on PGAE's applfcation for a “ul'l«power
oparating 1icense. The staff safety evaluatieons, testimony and views o
the parsies, and pdiudicatory procesdings that nave Zeen Me'd ‘n tniy
proceeding are o' asplicable, %0 the extent relevant, %3 PGLE's
axtansion request. “he Commission finds that the previous adjudicatery
nearings that have taen held satisfy the hearing ~equests that “ave Been
f1led with regard t2 PGAE's extension recuest and that, Decause PGAL's
extansion request dnes not ratse any health, safety or environmental

fesues that have not deen resolved previcusly, that extension request
thould be granteq,

L mm——— - . - " =9



( believe that 1t fs important to put in cantext Commissignar

Gilinsky's statements about reactor gperator experience.

The Commission did not “disregard a vital safeguard”; 1t has .
simply applied the same standards to Ofadlo Canyon that have

been applied to other commercial power plants over the last 17

years, 1 see no reason to impose ¢1ff|r|nt standards on this

plant than on the others whigh hcvc:proccdod ie. {

Each applicant for a reactor license 13 regquired to develop and

{mplament an NRC-approved training program for {ts reactor

operator candidates. {t has bean NRC practice to accept satis-

tactory completion of an NRC-approved training program as ful-

f1111ng the prerequisite for an gperator candidate %o take an

NRC reactor operator examination.

As pointed out by the staff in SECY 84.152:

“There are three phases of an NRC approved cold 11cense

training program, Phase | {neludes basic fundamentals and

gperation of a research reactor during which tne traines

parforms at least 10 reactor gtartups. The time normally

required to cover Phase ! s 12 weaks, Phase [! fnclydes

participatory observation af the day-to-day operation af



*
. .
.
- . - z -

(_\nueloar Power plant. This cbservation includes nermal

Jperation, surveillance testing and radiation procedures.

Also fncluded 1n this phase 1s the operation of , nuclear
power plant simulator similar in design to the facility for
which the trafnee will be seeking a license. The duration
of Phase I! training varies from four t0 six moenths. Phase
LIT 1s the plant spectifiec design lecture series which
covers the features of trcfncojs'f|c111:y and normally take
$1x weeks to complete.”

actor simylators have decome sophisticated devices which
ovide the opportunity to expose a reactor operator candidate

& variety of plant operating conditfons which 1s not generally
L @ 0n an actual plant,

s also fmportant to note that actual operating experience o B
§ & number of components in which reactaor operators are g
volved. These 1nclude such activities as learning about

tems during construction -« a particularly good time to learn
ut the plant,

150 want to comment on Commissfoner Gflinsky's statement that
visors with questionable qualifications may Be positively
gerous.” [ categorically reject the fmplication that advisors
Ofadle Canyon, or at any plans far that matter, are “poststively
g6 5" Raen |¢vflor has previously nad an ooerstor Ticense



at another commerical nuclear power plant and has undergene
training and examination on specifics of the plant at which they
are to advise. The debate that took place relative ta Diablo
Canyon was not about questionable qualifications. Rather, it Qas
about whether the NR; ftself administers the examinations for
these advisors or whéther the NRC ay¢1ts the examinations
administered by the utility. The Commission has decided aon the
lTatter course of action, but neither course of action results in

advisors who are positively dangerous.

T VG



4/13/84

ADDITIONAL SEPARATE VIEW OF COMMISSIONER GILINSKY
ON REINSTATEMENT OF LOW-POWER OPERATING LICENSE
AT DIABLO CANYCN

Attached are the separate views which I distributed twe

weeks ago when the Commission last discussed the

reinstatement of tle Diablo Canyon low power license. At

ehat time I withheld approval because of the lack of actual
cperating experience on the plant's cperating crews and the
absence of adeguate compensating measures. The situation
has not changed since then. None of the licensed operators
at the plant has actual operating experience at 2 comparable

commercial reactor.

The Commissicn has decided to reguire that the cperators te
wacked up by experienced advisors. The eritical difference
between myself and the other Commissicners is over how o
certify the advisors' kncwledge 0f the plant. Adviscrs with
questionable qualificaticns may be gositively cangercus. 4
want the NRC tc administer she examinations they will ke
given. The Commission is satisfied with company
administered examinations. The view has teen expressed tnat
it makes no difference who does the examining.

shis as na.ve.

PO o g —




since the Commission's last meeting on %ni3 subject a legal

\ par tc low power cperations at pDiable Can, .i nas surfaced.

o
‘--e

1 have discovered that the NRC's regulati~"3 Te

N

-

operators whose license examination is cerructe

8]

on a
simulator, rather than on an operating placne, €O have had
"extensive actual operating experience at 2 ccmparable
react=or". None of the Diablo Canyen oper:=crs meet this
standard. Their licenses are therefore i-valid until such
time as they either meet this test or the ~:zmmission decides
+o exempt them frem this requirement OL +~2 basis of the

factors enumerated in the requlations.

After receiving 2 memerandum £rom the Gerneral Counsel
\ stating that the course followed in this case is

inconsistent with the plain meaning of s~z regulations, the
Commission decided this morning to ignoze 1tS regulations
and simply assert that the licenses are valid. The effect
ig to disregarc 2 vital safeguarcd which enzures that some
degree of experience is available cn 2 pla=z's stafs, Had
the regulaticons ween followed, Diablo Cani’Ch would not now
ind itself without any experienced opera=crs. ™e
operators ale she most important safety Zzazure in the glant
since they have the discretion tO unde all tne otner safety
features in the plant. It is hard te think o2 a nmcre
impertant safety issue shan the competancs 2~4 experiencs - -

\\ the operatlors.
-

———— S Iy, S ————— = - - g g — e ———————— e et ‘—-_,_7.,“‘...'.-,,_



3/27/84

SEPARATE VIEW COF COMMISSIONEZR GILINSKY
REINSTATEMENT OF LOW-POWER OPERATING LICENSE
AT DIABLC CANYCON

TR gy

I am withholding my approval of the reinstatement of the

.

Diablo Canycon low-power license because I am nct satisfied

‘v %¢ '8
g A X

W

with the readiress of the plaqﬁ.fcr cperaticn. I am

especially cocncerned by the absence of commercial experience

on the cperating cCrews and the failure to compensate

adequately for this.

There are twe other a.pects of this case =-- seismic design o

and constructicn quality assurance =< which, while not

disabling from the point of view of low=-power operation, &2
not cast the NRC's own review in a particularly favorable

light.

Opverating Staff Exzcerience

I regard the cperater experience question as tle most

important cne in this case. Seismic issues have received a

great deal of attention, as they should, but it is well to

remember that seismic protecticn is designed against

-

unlikely contingencies. We rely on the cper:a

{ , ensuring safe=y 24 hours 2 day, every cay.



S

Diablc Canycn dces not have a single cperator who has had  V;f
actual operating experience cn a ccmmercial nuclear power : :lﬁa
plant of comparable size. Four operators sreviously I
operated the Company's Humbolt Bay plant, a very small

boiling water reacter =-- cone-twentieth the size o# each

Diablo Canyon unit -- which has been shut down for 8 vears,

hardly relevant experience. Much has been made of the fact

of simulator training. This is valuable, ktut it does not

compensate for the complete l;ck of relevant commercial

experience. It is worth noting also that Diablo Canyen dces

not have a site-specific simulator.

This problem should have been resclved a lcng time ago. At
this point, there seems tc be no alternative to ; s
supplementing the shift crews with experienced adviscrs fScr
the initial period of cperation. The difficulty with the
way this has been done is that there is no assurance that
they have the site-specific training and knowledge neeced
fcr safe operation. I would approve plant operaticn at low

power if the advisor on each shift previcusly heléd a senior

cperator license on a large commercial plant, and if he has
passed the site specific porticn of the senior cperatcr

license examination for Diablo Canycn. The Commissicn has .;;:
instead chosen to allow the Company itsel?f =5 decide whether
the adviscors are qualified and %o require such adviscrs =nlv

above five percent power.




kSQismic Design Standard

I continue to be concerned by the issue of seismic design
standards. The root of the difficulty is that although PG&E
and the NRC staff accepted a standard based cn a Richter
scale magnitude 7.5 earthguake for the purpcses of the
licensing hearing, after the Eosgri fault was diszcovered,
they did not accept that stan?ézd in practice. Apparently
in order to aveoid having tc make significant medifications
to the dcsign, PG&E and the NRC staff decided on 2 number of
changes in the way the post-Hcsgri standard was applied.
These had the effect ¢of shaving safety margins tc th
maximum oxtﬁnt. In at least cone respect, which involved a
substantial reducticn in safety margin, they resorted to a
highly dubious technigque. This reduction, referred to as
the tau effect, was accepted by two licensing Boards which
thought that they, and the expert witnesses, understocd the
technical basis. As it turns out, there is hardly any

technical basis for the reductions.

I asked the Commission to take review ¢f this guesticn leng
ago. There was plenty of time to do a review befcre the
plant was ready for operation but at each pcint the concern

that plant coperaticns might be held up persuaced cie

| B

Commission to ignore the problem. What I 2iad garticu
disturbing is that it was clear to me that the Ccocmmissicon

declined to take review nct because 1% unders=s

O
0
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seismic design and thought it to be acceptable, but because
it looked like a can cf worms, anéd the Commission feared th

consequences of reopening the issue.

The ACRS recently told the Commission that "we do not
believe that scientific cor engineering analyses exist today
that could be used tz calculase the specific guantitative
reductions in free-£field seismic spectra [the tau effect]
that he (Dr. Newmark] reccmmeAded for the Diablo Canyon
Nuclear Power Plant." Had the Committee stated this view
years ago when it originally reviewed the seismic design
standard, I doubt that the Boards would have accepted th

standard.

The mcst favcrable statement tha; the ACRS could ultimately
make about the seismic standaré was that the Committee
continued to feel that overall "the use of tle stass
approach leads to an acceptable level of safety in tals
instance." This dces not address ;he tau reductions or
whether the safety regulations have been satisfied. What I
rake the Committee to mean is that the earthguake chosen =0
determine the seismic standard is too large and that th
plant's design is adeguate for a smaller earthguake. VNo

doubt the Committee also took into considerasion =he Zact

that Diablc Canyon is a relative.

did reminé the Commisczion that




that a therough review of the entire seismic design be

undertaken, tc be completed about 1988.

At yesterday's meeting, th Commission learned that a paper
which is tc be delivered at the Scripps Institute in April
raises new quistions about the interprectaticn of the nature
of the faults near Diablo Canycn. This new information
reinforces the need for a thogéuqh review of the entire
seismic design, as proposed b} she ACRS. The Ccommission has
now'agrced in principle tc such a study. I wish this had
been done earlier but I am prepared to accept this appreach

as a way of dealing with the seismic issue.

Constructicn Quality Assurancs

The NRC has received hundreds ci allegacions concerning the
Diablo Canycn plant. Because one of the allegations was
sent to me directly, I felt =hat I should leck inte hew thay

were resolved. I chose the audit of the Pullman Pcwer

-
i

e
o
0

products, the prime piping cecntractcr grom 19 1977,
done by the Nuclear Services Corperaticn (rnow Quadrex). AR
impertant conclusicn of that audis regort was that the
Pullman gquality assurance system had been inadegquate =--
among ctier things, ehat "there is no confidence that

welding écne prior €O early 1274 was gerfcrmed in accsriance

with welding speciflcaticn re wirements." Mcst os the

piping had been ins=alleéd by 1974. The YRC staisl inicially

o —— — - —gr
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dismissed this concern on the basis of its discussicons with
PGSE and a review cf the s+aff's cwn audit records Zor the

period between 1371 and 1977.

The NRC staff subsequently decided to look into th
allegation more clcsely, apparently because c¢I the Regional
Administrator's feeling thatz more needed %o se deore. In
December 1983, the staff issued.a supplementary Safety
Evaluation Repcrt stating that it had found "...no evidence
to conclude that there was a programmatic breakdeown in
Pullman Power Products QA progranm..." and that "The details
cf the staff review are documents in Inspecticn Report

§0/275/83=-37."

When I asked to see the inspecticn repcrt three montas
later, the inspector initially refused toc supply it to ne.
As it turns ocut, only notes existed at the time that the
staff wrote the SSER. So far as I can tell, the inspection
report only began to be written at abcut the time I asked to
see it. An explanation and correction of the reference to
the inspection report was subsequently submitted by the

staff to the Commission.

It now appears that the NRC staff called the leader of the
¥SC auvdit only in February and, when that serscn sald that

he could not remember much about the audit, dicd not Fursue

e
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this further. More could readily have been done, ané should

(jn\hnvc been done earlier.

I would have more confidence in this review if£ the NRC had
first contacted the pecple who worked on NSC's audit, had

then completed the inspection report, subsequently writsen
the SSER, and had only then informed the Board and the

Commission of its conclusions. ',




VIEWS OF COMMISSIONER BERNTHAL ON REINSTATEMENT OF LOW-POWER OPERATING
(\se AT DIABLO CANYON

Having geme through 2} years and Titerally hundreds of allegations,
thousands of hours of inspections, reinspections, analysis, and
investigation, we can often lose sight of the 98% that is done, since it
s frequently the job of the Commission and especially the NRC staff %o
focus on the 2% that remains undane.

[ would therefore 1ike to state for the reécrd the effort that has gone
into the long, painstaking, and sometimes Just plain painful period of
reevaluation and modification of the Diabla Canyon power plant. Ouring
this period the licensee, through its primary contractor, has spent some
2,000,000 hours of professicnal effort to address the problems raised in
the fall of 1981 and thereafter; other firms have carried out
independent evaluations to the tune of 250,000 hours; the staff of the
Ng’ 's devoted 70,000 hours.to the technical issues, and another 18,000
hou. . to evaluating allegations. Diablo Canyon is almost certainly the
most inspected plant ever byilt,

A1l this is not to imply, of course, that legitimate questions cannot or
should not still be asked. [ would Tike to focus on one or two such
broad, and [ belfeve legitimate, considerations that remain with respect
to the Diablo Canyon powerplant beginning operations. But first let me
note what is not reasonable or legitimate to expect in any such massive
endeavor. What is not reasonable to expect is perfection. [t is not
reasonable to expect all things to be perfect at any multibillion dollar
construction project, a project involving thousands of workers and
millions of independent steps 1eading to cempletion, over a period of
some 15 years. And, as might have been expected, Diablo Canyon was not
perfect. What was not expected, was that it wasn't even just good
encugh, 2% years ago, when this second construction, as it were, began,

In \, Judgment, two important and legitimate issues deserve special
mention here today. One question, and perhaps the most fundamentally

-
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important because it is unique to Diablo Canyon, is that of the seismic
design adequacy of the Diablo Canyon facility. [t should be understocd
that the science of geolegy, and especially the study and forecasting of
seismic events is an inexact science, as is the engineering of
structures to withstand seismic events of a given magnitude. But the
best experts available in the field today have offered reagcnable and
sufficient assurance that the design basis and construction of this
plant is adequate to withstand the maximum probable earthquake in the
geologic region of the Diablo Canyon plant. [ have supported, and the
ACRS has recommended, a continuing review and evaluation of the state of
the seismic art and science as it develops and relates to Diablo Canyon
over the next several years. .

In particular, [ would note that the recent scientific paper, discussed
in some detail at the last meeting of the Ccmmission, apparently
indicates that, although the Hosgri fault may be scmewhat closer than
previously thought to the Diablo Canyon site, the probability is that a
large, 7.5 Richter-magnitude quake would, under this latest hypothesis,
be less frequent than previously thought. [ therefore find no reasom,
based on this latest of what [ am sure will be many more papers on
California geology and seismology, to change my position on the seismic
adequacy of the Diablo Canyen plant. [ have reached that conclusion on
the basis of my perscnal inspection of the plant, the reccmmendation of
the ACRS, and the consensus of expert opinion.

Another important issue is that Commissioner Gilinsky raises in respect
to cperator qualifications. No one questions the legitimacy of that
issue, and indeed, the Commission is currently considering the questicn
of how best to achieve not just adegquacy, but excellence at all Tevels
in nuclear powerplant cperating staff qualifications. B8ut the question
here is not how PGAE and other utilities will achieve uniform excellence
in the months and years ahead, but whether PG&E in its Diablo Canyen
operations today has achieved a standard that is, teyond a reasgnable
doubt, adequate to protect the public health and safety. [ believe it
has achieved that standard. Wwhat they have achieved is gced, if not
perfect. [ would add that, consistent with the strong expressed desires



of Cormissioner Gilinsky, I believe the Commission does owe this
licensee, as it does all our licensees, a clear statement, and soon, of
those further steps to be taken along the road tc excellence in the
operator corps as this licensee prepares for full power cperation.

[t must be emphasized in this context that the Ccmmmission meeting this
morning was not intended to address, nor is there any specific or
implied need to address for low-power operations at Qiable Canyen, the
question of the Commission's longstanding reguliation, 10 CFR §55.25, and
the definition and practical application of that regulaticn in
satisfying the literal recuirement for "extensive actual operating
experience at a comparable reactor.” '

The fact is, the Commission has either implicitly or explicitly
concurred in the evoliving application of §55.25 since its promulgation
more than 20 years ago. The fact is, §55.25 was promulgated at a time
when reactor simulators were not gererally available. The fact is, in a
1967 memorandum, the General Counsel's office explicitly cencurted in
the criteria which the staff were then applying in determining whether
§55.25 was satisfied or not. The fact is, the Commission participated
in the development of the ANSI standard which provided that simulator
training was an acceptable means of acquiring necessary experience. The
requlatory guides which endorsed that ANSI standard as a method of
complying with the requirements of §55.25 were published in their final
form only after solicitation and consideration of public comments.
Further, the Commission was explicitly informed by the staff of the
planned issuance of NUREG-C0%4 in June, 1976.

It is both understandable and eminently reasonable that the
prerequisites for operator licensing should change as the state of the
art in operator training techniques changes. I[ndeed, there are gocc
reasons to rely heavily on simulator training as a prereguisite for
operator licensing, not the least of which reascns is that in mary
respects the use of a simulator is supericr %c experienca gained
actually sitting at the cocntrols of a power plant. Given the dackground
of operator licansing criteria applied by this agency for the past 10




years and the implicit, if not explicit, concurrence of the Commission
in the application of those criteria, the suggesticn that any rear tem
operating license applicant should have a license denied or delayed
because the Commission has suddenly changed its mind about what
constitutes adequata operator qualification would be irresgonsible, and
would viclate fundamental principles of fairness. The Commission has
known exactly what it has been coing for 20 years, what it i{s doing
today, and what it intends to do with regard to operator training. The
operators at Diablo Canyon meet Commission standards today, and will be
required to meet what may we11.b§ upgraded standards yet to be adopted
by the Commission in future reguiations_ér requlatory guidance.

Finally, I would address the concerns raised by Mr. Yin at the last
meeting of the Commission, and seemingly resolved during the intervening
two weeks. [ do not interpret Mr, Yin's carefully considered position
to reflect total agreement with his colleagues on all technical issues.
[ would be surprised, and frankly a little concerned, if there were ever
total agreement within our staff on such issues. But [ do understand
that there is ncw essential agreement on an action plan and timetable
for resolution of the remaining questions, and more impcrtantly,
agreement that those remaining questions and differences should not
preclude criticality and 5% operation. [ would caution that we are
never entirely out of the woods in such matters, but [ believe we have
made significant progress, sufficient to act affirmatively to reinstate
the suspended license of Diablo Canyon.

There has been a worthwhile and necessary process uncerway during the
two weeks spent resclving Mr, Yin's questicns, with the help of the
expert third party oversight of the ACRS. [ doubt, incidentaliy, that
Mr. Yin considers himself, as some have characterized him, 2
"whistleblower". Rather, he is a professional member of the MNRC's own
technical staff who has cpenly expressed several times cver the last
four months, his professional disagreement with other staff on a numter
of technical issues. That fs as it should be. BSut although the issues
had teen on the table for months, and had been discussed extensively,
they apparently had not seen discussed suffictently prior %o the
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Commiscion's March 27 meeting. So if [ may proffer one olea, %o put it
kindly, tc our staff and especially &2 the senfor ss2¥4, it would be
that ‘n future, w"en such professionai cisagreermert: ex‘st arorg ssaff,
if the Commission i¢ expectacd ¢ rescive them in 3 meszirg, thenm ¢
Commissfon must have the benefis ¢f an active debate. Suck 2 debate

: cannet ccour when intrastads communications have Seen ssor, arc wren
there is nct ever agreement ¢n what the gisagreererst: ire,

4/13/8¢4
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> UNITED STATES
oA 3 NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
“. F WASHINGTON. O C. 20838
"-.c‘.‘ APR 131334

Docket No.: 50-27%

Mr, J. 0. Schuyler, Vice President
Nuclear Power Generation

¢/0 Nuclear Pewer Generation, Licensing
Pacific Gas & Electric Company

77 Beale Street, Poom 1435

San Francisco, California 94106

Dear Mr, Schuylef:

Subject: Issuance of Amendment No. 8 o Facility Operating License
No. OPR-76 (Diable Canyon Muclear Power Plant, Unit 1)

By Tetter dated July 1, 1983 the Pacific fas and Electric Company requested

a change fo the Appendix A of the Technical Specifications for the Diable
Canvon, Unit 1 Nuclear Power Plant. The chance would require certain actions
to be taken 1f the ocean water temperature exceeds £4°F #g ensure adeguate
ultimate heat sink capacity. We have completed our review and evaluation of
the proposed change and conclude that it is acceptable.

As you know, a nctice was published in the Federal Pegister regarding the above
recuestec change. No comments nr petitions nave Deen recelved with respect

the notice in connection with the action covered in this agreement. In addition,
this matter was a subject of the Appeal Board's recent decisicn, ASLAB-783,
March 20, 1984 which recuires incorporation ¢f this Technical Specification
change prior tn authorization of plant ‘operation.

Accordingly, the Commission has issued the enclosed Amendment Mo. 8 to Facility
Nperating License No, OPR-76 for Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant, Unit 1, A
cooy of the Safety Evaluation Supparting this amendment is also enclosed.

Sincerely,

Nrinime’ -l !l
- .. . «

. - v - e -
Ei.._'. o A et

George W, Knighton, Chief
Licensing 8ranch No, 3
Division of Licensirg

Enclosures:

1. Amendment Mo, 8 to Facility
Operating License DPR-7§

2. Safety Evaluation

cs: See rext page
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Mp, J. 0, Schuvler, Vice President
Nuclear Power faneration

¢/0 Muclear Power Generaticn, Licensing
Pacific Gas and Electric Company
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Philip A, Crane, Jr., Esq.
Pacific Gas & Electric Company
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San Francisco, California 64120

Mr, Malcolm H., Furbush

Vice President - General Counse!
Pacific Gas & Electric Company
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San Francisen, Califarnia 94129

canice £. Kerr, Esa.

California Public Utilities Commission
350 McAllister Street

San Francisco, California 94102

Mr. Frederick Eissler, President

Scenic Shoreline Preservation
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4623 More Mesa DOrive
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s, Elizabeth Apfalberg
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San Luis Obispo, California 93401

Mr. Gordon A, Silver

Ms, Sandra A, Silver

1760 Alisal Street

San Luis Obispe, Califormia 93401

Harry M, Willis, Esqa.

Sevmour § Willis

801 California Street, Sui*e 2100
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Mr. Richard Hubbard

MR Technical Associates
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Ms. Raye Fleming
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John R, Phillips, Esa.
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Paul C. Valentine, Esa.
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Phoenix, Arizona £5073

Mr, Lee M, Rustafscn, Director
Federal Agency Relaticns
Pacific Gas & Electric Company
1050 17th Street, N.W.

Suite 1180

Washington, DOC 20036

Regional Administrator - Region V
US Nuclear Reculatory Commission
1450 Maria Lane

Sufte 210

Walnut Creek, Califaornia 04596

Or. Jose Roesset
3506 Duval Read -
Austin, Texas 78755

Michael J. Strumwasser, Esq.

Spectal Council to the Attorney General.
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Sacramento, California 95214

Mr, H, Daniel Nix

California Energy Commission
1516 9th Street, MS 18
Sacramento, California ¢5814

Maurice Axelrad, Esq.
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PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
DIABLO CANYON NUCLEAR POWER PLANT, UNIT 1
DNCKET MO, 50-275
AMENDMENT TO FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE

Amendment No. 8
License No. DPR-78

1. The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (the Commission) has found that:

A.

The application for amendment bv Pacific Gas and Electric Companv
(the Ticensee) dated July 1, 1983, complies with the standards and
requirements of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended (the Act),
and the Commission's regulations set forth in 10 CFR Chapter [;

The facility will operate in conformity with the application, as
amended, the provisions of the Act, and the regulations of the
Commission; . '

There is reasonable assurance (i) that the activities authorized
by this amendment can be conducted without endangering the health
and safety of the public, and (i) that such activities w'll be
conducted in compliance with the Commission's regulations;

The issuance of this amendment will not be inimical %o the common
defense and security or to the health and safety of the public;
and

The issuance of this amendment is in accordance with 10 CFR Part 51
of the Coomission's requlations and all applicable requirements
have been satisfied.

2. Accordingly, the license is amended by a change %o the Technical
Specifications as indicated in the attachment to this license amendment,
and paragraph 2.C(2) of Facility Operating License Mo. DPR-75 is herehv
amended to read as follows:



jg) Technical Scecifications

3.

The Technfcal Specifications contained in Appencix A and the Environmental
Protection Plan contained in Appendix B, as revised through Amendment Ne, 8
are hereby incorporated in this license. The Pacific Gas & Electric Cempany
shall operate the facility in accordance with the Technical Specifications
and the Environmental Protection Plan.

This license amendment is effactive as of its date of issuance.
FOR THE MUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

e'..’..‘."" slmmlarn,, .

Cazrgs (i iaishis

George W, Knighton, Chief
.Licensing 3ranch No. 3
‘Division of Licensing

/ Date of Issuance: APR 13 284
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ATTACHMENT TO LICENSE AMENDMENT NO. 8
FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE NO. DPR-76
DOCKET NO. 50-27%

Replace the following pages of the Appendix A Technical Specifications with
the enclosed pages. The revised pages are identified by Amendment Mumber and
contain vertical lines indicated the area of change. Also to be replaced
are the following overleaf pages to the amended pages.

Amendment Pages Overleaf Pages
VIII VIl
XIv X7
3/4 7-49 -

8 3/4 7.7 5 .
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LIMITING CONOITIONS FOR OPERATION AND SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS

SECTION PAGE

3/4.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS

3/4.6.1  PRIMARY CONTAINMENT
Containment Intagrity......covvviserivnssssnnesssnnnsnas 3/4 6-1
Containment Leakage.........cooovvrsnvnnnvsnnrasassnnnnns 3/4 6-2
Containment Afr LOCKS.......oovevinnrennrsssnonsonnnnans 3/4 6-5
Internal Pronun ..... 3/4 6-7
Afr Tomperature........covvvvsvrrnevsssscssssassnsnansnns 3/4 6-8
Containment Structural Integrity...........ccvvvvvinnnnns 3/4 6-9
Containment Ventilation System.............ocevevvenosns 3/4 6-10

3/4.6.2 DEPRESSURIZATION AND COOLING SYSTEMS
Conufn;lcnt Spray System........cccovnnrnncnctanennnrans 3/4 6-11
Spray Additive System..........ccovvvrnireniinrsirnnnnes 3/4 612
Containment Cooling System.........ccvvvivunnnrnnnnnnnns 3/4 6-13

3/4.6.3 CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES........ovvvvvvennnnnsnnnnss 3/4 6-15

3/4.6.4 COMBUSTIBLE GAS CONTROL
Hydrogen Analyzers/Monftors............coovvvuiivrinnnnns 3/4 6-25
Electric Hydrogen Recombiners............covvvnvennnanns 3/4 6-26

b
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INOEX
LIMITING CONOITIONS FOR OPERATION AND SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS

SECTION PAGE
3/4.7 PLANT SYSTEMS
3/4.7.1 TURRINE CYCLE
N TR« i 5 2 ok sosis re sttt Ensarsannsrsbensinbeotie 3/4
Auxfliary Feedwater System............covvvnnnnnnncnnnns 3/4
CORBONSAtS SRPage TONK. .. cooovrvrvonrsnnsansnsseennesns 3/4
IV s sse oo ssrbnas PR P N I kI S gt /4
Main Steam Line Isolation Valves............ovvvunnnnnes 3/4
3/4.7.2 STEAM GENERATOR PRESSURE/TEMPERATURE LIMITATION......... 3/4
3/4.7.3 VITAL COMPONENT COOLING WATER SYSTEM...........c0vvnennns 3/4
3/8.7.4 AUXILIARY SALTWATER SYSTEM...t.cvvvvnnrerinnnnronnncenns 3/4
3/4.7.5 CONTROL ROOM VENTILATION SYSTEM.........convvvennnnnsnns 3/4
3/4.7.6 AUXILIARY BUILDING SAFEGUARDS AIR FILTRATION SYSTEM.. .. 3/4
B T.T BBIERD. .- o0:coincsniosrsssnosasbosssnsstosnsssssanssns 3/4
3/4.7.8  SEALED SOURCE CONTAMINATION. ...vvvvvrrvrerrerrnncrneenes /4
3/4.7.9 FIRE SUPPRESSION SYSTEMS
Fire Suppression Water System..............vovvvvnennnes 3/4
Spray and/or Sprinkler Systems..............ccv0vvnnnnnns 3/4
an T R O S A SR SR Sy el 3/4
URRE QPR o s v s 0 i s s 00 R B SR ET R H RS E 656 PSR RTF LS 3/4
PIPD T BRORIORE: & 654 665 o b0 085 SREISE 656N Erbaie et 3/4
3/4.7.10 FIRE BARRIER PENETRATIONS. .....ovvvvvnnnnnnrnrnnnernnsens 3/4
3/4.7.11 AREA TEMPERATURE MONITORING. .......cvvvvvvnvnurnnnnnnnns 3/4
3/8.7.12 ULTIMATE HEAT SINK. ......vvvevnrnnnsennrrnnssrsnssnnsnns 3/4
OIABLO CANYON = UNIT 1 vIII AMENCMENT NQ.
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7-13

7-16
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7-34

7-36
7-38
7-40
7-42
7-43

7-45
7-47
7-49




INOEX

BASES
SECTION - PAGE

4.7 p YSTEMS
3/8.7.1 TURBINE CYCLE.......euuennennennenesnesnsnsensnnensnsess 8 3/4 7-1
3/4.7.2 STEAM GENERATOR PRESSURE/TEMERATURE LIMITATION........... 8 3/8 7-3
3/4.7.3 VITAL COMPONENT COOLING WATER SYSTEM..................... 8 3/4 7-3
3/8.7.4 AUXILIARY SALTWATER SYSTEM...........c0eesesennnnenenesss 8 3/4 7-3
3/4.7.5 CONTROL ROOM VENTILATION SYSTEM. .............c0oeeeseenss 8 3/8 7-4
3/4.7.6 AUXILIARY BUILDING SAFEGUARDS AIR FILTRATION SYSTEM...... 8 3/8 7-4
3/8.7.7 SNUBBERS..........coveneensennennennennes e e s b 8 3/8 7-4
3/8.7.8 SEALED SOURCE CONTAMINATION. .. ......'eveesenesenensnnnens 8 3/4 7-8
3/4.7.9 FIRE SUPPRESSION SYSTEMS...........o'eoseesesesensenenss 3 3/4 7-6
3/4.7.10 FIRE BARRIER PENETRATIONS. ..........0oveensnssnnnenes o, 8 /8 7-6
3/4.7.11 AREA TEMPERATURE MONITORING. . ..........eovensensenenenns, 8 3/8 7-7
3/8.7.12 ULTIMATE HEAT SINK.......eovennsnsensensensseneesennnsss 8 /4 7-7

4, TRIC R SY
3/4.8.1, 3/4.8.2 AND 3/4.8.3 A.C. SOURCES, D.C. SOURCES AND

ONSITE POWER OISTRIBUTION SYSTEMS....................... 8 3/4 8-1

3/4.8.4 ELECTRICAL EQUIPMENT PROTECTIVE DEVICES.................. 8 3/8 8-2

OIABLO CANYON = UNIT 1

XIv

AMENOMENT NO. 8



INDEX
BASES
secrIow | paGE
4.9 REF PERATION

3/8.9.1 BORON CONCENTRATION. . ...\ oveessnennnsnessesssnesnesnes 8 3/4 9-1 |
3/8.9.2 INSTRUMENTATION. .. o\ 'vvevsensasssnsnnsnssnesssnsnnsness 8 3/4 9-1 *
g R T AP ARSI LN E . SR 3 8 3/4 9-1
3/4.9.4 CONTAINMENT PENETRATIONS. ... ... ovnvsnsnnnernesennensenees 8 3/4 9-1
3/8.9.8 COMMUNICATIONS. . ..o\ vesnssesnsnnnnennsnssnsnesnssssnens 3 3/4 91
3/8.9.6  MANIPULATOR CRANE. . ... .. eovsenssnsnsnsnesnsnenesennenns 8 3/4 92
3/6.9.7  CRANE TRAVEL = FUEL HANDLING BUILDING................... 8 3/4 9-2
3/4.9.8  RESIDUAL MEAT REMOVAL AND COOLANT CIRCULATION........... 8 3/4 9-2
3/4.9.9  CONTAINMENT VENTILATION ISOLATION SYSTEM................ 8 3/4 92 _
3/4.9.10 and 3/4.9.11 WATER LEVEL-REACTOR VESSEL and SPENT FUEL

e L e B 7 SR YT 8 3/4 33
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