
NRC FORM 464 Part I U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION FOIA/PA RESPONSE NUMBER 
(6-1 998) 

-9 2000-0014 8 

0 IRESPONSE TO FREEDOM OF 
INFORMATION ACT (FOIA) I PRIVACY RESPONSE I FIN 

£ ACT (PA) REQUEST TYPE FIAL PARTIAL 

REQUESTER DATE Maria Webb AuG. 2 4 2iO00 

PART I. - INFORMATION RELEASED 

Fl No additional agency records subject to the request have been located.  

[•] Requested records are available through another public distribution program. See Comments section.  

SAPPENDICES Agency records subject to the request that are identified in the listed appendices are already available for 

M public inspection and copying at the NRC Public Document Room.  

[APPENDICES Agency records subject to the request that are identified in the listed appendices are being made available for 

N public inspection and copying at the NRC Public Document Room.  

El Enclosed is information on how you may obtain access to and the charges for copying records located at the NRC Public 
Document Room, 2120 L Street, NW, Washington, DC.  

PN Agency records subject to the request are enclosed.  

El Records subject to the request that contain information originated by or of interest to another Federal agency have been 
referred to that agency (see comments section) for a disclosure determination and direct response to you.  

We are continuing to process your request.  

D] See Comments.  

PART L.A -- FEES 
AMOUNT* E] You will be billed by NRC for the amount listed. El None. Minimum fee threshold not met.  

$ El You will receive a refund for the amount listed. [ Fees waived.  
* See comments 

for details 

PART I.B - INFORMATION NOT LOCATED OR WITHHELD FROM DISCLOSURE 

-- No agency records subject to the request have been located.  

--- Certain information in the requested records is being withheld from disclosure pursuant to the exemptions described in and for 
the reasons stated in Part II.  

El This determination may be appealed within 30 days by writing to the FOIA/PA Officer, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001. Clearly state on the envelope and in the letter that it is a "FOIAJPA Appeal." 

PART L.C COMMENTS (Use attached Comments continuation pane If reauired) 
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Re: FOIA-2000-0014 

APPENDIX M 
RECORDS ALREADY AVAILABLE IN THE PDR

NO. DATE 

1. 08/14/95 

2. 09/13/95 

3. 09/13/95 

4. 04/24/98

ACCESSION 
NUMBER 

9508180291 

9509130191 

9509130197 

9804300006

DESCRIPTION/(PAGE COUNT) 

Letter from L. J. Callan, Regional 
Administrator, NRC Region IV, to L. E.  
Pardi, MK, subject: Notice of Violation.  
(6 pages) 

Letter from T. Zarges to USNRC, 
subject: Reply to a Notice of Violation.  
(1 page) 

Letter from L. E. Pardi to USNRC, 
subject: Reply to a Notice of Violation.  
(8 pages) 

Letter from Scott Patulski to USNRC 
regarding Reply to Apparent Violation.  
(6 pages)



Re: FOIA-2000-0014

NO.  

1.  

2.  

3.  

4.  

5.

DATE 

No date 

06/09/88 

09/16/88 

07/17/96 

08/01/96

6. 01/14/97 

7. 01/22/97 

8. 01/23/97

9.  

10.

01/24/97 

01/27/97

11. 01/28/97 

12. 02/28/97 

13. 03/10/97 

14. 03/13/97 

15. 03/13/97

APPENDIX N 
RECORDS BEING RELEASED IN THEIR ENTIRETY 

(If copyrighted identify with *) 

DESCRIPTION/(PAGE COUNT) 

Drawings and charts. (25 pages) 

Field Welding Procedure (8 pages) 

Field Welding Procedure (13 pages) 

Fax to D. Yeston and R. Couldstring from A. Artayet. (24 pages) 

Memorandum to E. Gorden from A. Artayet, subject: Delegation of 
Authority for the Point Beach SGRP. (1 page) 

Exhibit 18 to 01 Report 3-97-013: Memo from A. J. Walcutt to Max 
Bingham, subject: Draft of Open Issues Under. (9 pages) 

Memorandum from A. Artayet to A. Walcutt regarding Concerns 
About MK's DC Cook WPSs. (5 pages) 

M-QM-97-004 (Determination Checklist for 10 CFR Part 21 
Applicability) (5 pages) 

Quality Assurance Instruction. (1 page) 

Memorandum to Andy Walcutt from Lou Pardi, re: IOC M-QM-97
004 (1 page) 

Memorandum to Tom Zarges from Andy Walcutt, re:1996 
Management Review (2 pages) 

Memorandum to File from A. Walcutt, subject: Evaluation of 
Potential Part 21 as Described in IOC No. M-QM-97-004. (2 
pages) 

Memorandum to Wayne Kropp from Donald E. Funk, re: 
Additional Information Received Regarding AMS No. RIII-97-A
0035 Employment Discrimination, Inadequate Weld Procedures at 
Point Beach and D.C. Cook (17 pages) 

Allegation Action Plan (4 pages) 

Memorandum to Wayne Kropp from Jay Hopkins, re: Additional



16. 03/18/97 

17. 03/20/97 

18. 04/22/97 

19. 05/19/97 

20. 07/24/97 

21. 08/04/97 

22. 08/05/97 

23. 08/05/97 

24. 10/20/97 

25. 10/29/97 

26. 11/10/97 

27. 2/7/98 

28. 02/24/98 

29. 03/24/98 

30. 3/25/98

Information Regarding Employment Discrimination and 
Inadequate Welding Procedures at Point Beach and D.C. Cook 
AMS No. RIII-97-A-0035 (3 pages) 

Memo from A. J. Walcutt to File. (1 page) 

Conversation Record (1 page) 

Memorandum to Geoffrey Grant from Jay Hopkins, re: 01 report of 
Interview Morrison Knudsen: Alleged Discrimination Against a 
Corporate Welding Engineer for Raising Welding Concerns (01 
Case 3-97-013) (AMS No RIII-97-A-0035) (1 page) 

Memorandum to Jay Hopkins from Jerome Schapker, re: 01 
Report of Interview Morrison Knudsen: Alleged Discrimination 
Against a Corporate Welding Engineer for Raising Welding 
Concerns (01 Case 3-97-013) (AMS No RIII-97-A-0035) (3 pages) 

Follow-up ARB (2 pages) 

Allegation Action Plan (5 pages) 

Letter to S.A. Patulski from John A. Grobe (2 pages) 

Letter to E.E. Fitzpatrick from John A. Grobe (2 pages) 

Memorandum to J. Gavula from Jay Hopkins, re: Additional 
Information Regarding Part 21 Applicability for Weld on D.C. Cook 
U-2 S/G Replacement, AMS No. RIII-97-A-0035 (1 page) 

Memorandum to J. Hopkins from M. Holmberg, re: Review of 
Licensee Investigation Report for Allegation No. RIII-97-A-0035 (1 
page) 

Exhibit 32 to 01 3-97-013: Conversation Record (2 pages) 

Memorandum to J. Grobe from Jay Hopkins, re: Alleged 
Discrimination Against a Corporate Welding Engineer (01 Case 3
97-013) (AMS No RIII-97-A-0035) (1 page) 

Memorandum to Jay Hopkins from John Grobe, re: Review of 
Morrison Knudsen Corporation (MK) Investigation for Allegation 
No. RIII-97-A-0035, 01 Case No. 3-97-013 (1 page) 

Memorandum to Jay Hopkins from James Gavula, re: Morrison 
Knudsen Corporation (MK) Investigation Review, Identification of 
Additional Concerns (1 page) 

Letter to S.A. Patulski from John Grobe, re: Apparent Violation of 
Employee Discrimination Requirements (U.S. Department of



31. 04/21/98 

32. 05/07/98 

33. 05/7/98 

34. 10/22/98

35.  

36.  

37.  

38.  

39.  

40.

12/28/98 

01/28/99 

02/8/99 

03/01/99 

03/03/99 

03/04/99

41. 03/11/99

42.  

43.  

44.

03/15/99 

03/18/99 

03/19/99

Labor Case Nos. 97-ERA-34 and ARB 98-016) (4 pages) 

Memo from R. Paul to B. Clayton, subject: MK: Alleged 
Discrimination Against a Corp. Welding Engineer. (1 page) 

Follow-up ARB (4-pages) 

Memo from J. Hopkins to J. Gavula regarding Follow Up ARB for 
New Conce4rns Identified During ESB1 's Review of 01 Transcript.  
(1 page) 

Handwritten faxed note from Chuck Weil to Mike Stein with 
attachments. (7 pages) 

E-mail from M. Stein to C. Weil regarding MK. (1 page) 

Letter from R. Edmister to C. Weil enclosing overheads. (8 
pages) 

EA Request & Enforcement Strategy Form. (1 page) 

E-mail from M. Stein to C. Weil, H. Clayton & J. Lieberman. (1 
page) 

E-mail from M. Stein to J. Lieberman. (1 page) 

E-mail from J. Lieberman to C. Weil regarding Release of 

Morrison Knudsen Material. (1 page) 

E-mail from M. Stein to C. Mohrwinkel & E. Baker re allegations 

question. (1 page) 

E-mail from M. Stein to E. Baker. (1 page) 

Letter from R. Paul to M. Connors. (1 page) 

Memo from M. Stein to C. Weil. (1 page)
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Name of System F'MO LV)rt4( :56 = / 

Year Built IV525- Year repaired/ replaced IY~5E 
Stress relieved NA' Stress relief temp iJAR 
Hydro Test Y6S PSI applied 1372J3/~/ 're~ults R'CC 
Work Package IP Z7/ ASHE C ode Yr/No.________________S,?

Date: JAM 0 5 1989
uwner: Mesi.l1Pcu 
Address: Cook Nwear PlUcti± 
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1143* of System /;/p~ -Svom _-5e,/ 
Year Built 'eV, Year repaired/replaced- 988 
Stress relieved 4`-' Stress relief temp //eaoc 
Hydro Test: e- PSI applied, results *Cc 
Work Package '$3,1 ASH Code YrINo.

Uwn, ar: AJ"-(C/ 2CU Address: Coak.Nlaiw P1m Unit 
"Wr by-. M-F en Go. a. mlmd N, Xote:u ,-,..,•,..
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Name of System /7,n rm VrIaj ~~~ .  

Year Built /i 2 P-Year repaired/ replaced /q-8T7 
Stress relieved A.., Stress relief tamp A.; 
Hydro Tes tj PSI appliedo r ;CresuJlts l 
Work Package 6 ASH Code YrN.~~--AVAA--

-F uwuer: - rbj1je amco 
Address: Co* Nuiz:Jar plm. U31 
Wor by:- M-FermM Co. C~ave& 
&13tas> .5rmtp &17 0,v9

p 
C 
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C 
t

z 
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NA-e Of System -/ Ownvier: Ak.2sfc Tamc 
Year Built 2&Year repaired/ replaced /79 'wAddreby: C-Fgm Go.~ Pamz Stress relieved f4635s S tress relief tem by:a 0-Ftr, Note 0~v 
Hydra, Testz4& PSI applied/M5xwc, reaulta8Z-cc 
Work Package ASNE Coda Yr/No .e3e/ze-3 '1. .L2 51 
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oý Syscem h~,)Fe-,L*Z..? 

YtessreBuieved Year repaired/ replaced ,'qeE 
Stres relived ~ Stress re Id tnnp ~'i 

Hydra Test 61( #S ur Cc.  
Work Package j53.8 ASME Code YrN.g--,Pq e SR5

Gii flir

MAI~ .S70AN PIF6

PCDLMJATER NPiE

QfLf L9G P9~

!J 

Addrss: Cack Aikear PlI Un
'Work by: W1,-Fergmm Co. Clevelar 

Page 2- of~Z



�M�I!WI�WIGUSON
"-t :~- - jrV~2 V ,% :' 1

Name of System g'eýa.Oz-&z 
Year Built -l Year repaired/repiaced j Stress relieved A Stress rel~e~m 
Hydro Test a r PSI applied,44= p,~ reuts_ 
Work Package /-T3 (t e AS~ Code _____________.___Z3-Se

mM - 1mm - I . - h - I - h m

"uwner: ALE 1~~ .LrO Address: Cooak.Njr pl, P11t 
%xit by-. MC-Eezmmm Go. Cave1eso
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Nhme of System _.I&V. t(t-_Ain IVL~~ -HL *6 
Year'ý Built ,98 -Year repaired/ replaced /2b 
SFEress relieved f4&- Stress relief ca~mp //2-S04P 

dydro Tet IISI aplied e.3qarui It 

-)rk Package j 312_ ASME Code Yr/tNo.37_rer:5.•83

Address: Ccok-nuclaa plain Unit 
,Work by-. W-Ferpsoci Co. paaxdC 
bote: MO. srnoem I #U r 
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Kame of System ; 2zwrn -s e;M4 
Year Bui:lt __R?/ Year repairedi replaced / ej 
Stress relieved Stress r~g~ temp- // 00 
Hydro Test 4  ~ PS lied,3SpJf 7  resUlts At< 
Work Package /5sý / C., ASH Code YrN 13

C tMLI10

Address: Co*ckjm p&r3Ant PImii 
'Wo by: W-Fergusan Go. C1awlmd
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~MKJERGUSON

Name of System $4,t 4"6- 071104- g. a 
Year Built l~'7 Year repaired/ replaced 19P'ee 
Stress relieved g-A Stress reMtO temp- A.",
Rydro Test 1 4&- PSI applied43sis'eL4 results Ac-c..  
Work Packageja ASME Code

D~are: JAN 11 'z Ifte 
-

Uwnar: Ak'tKJ2O
Address: co*a limlear Li3i tk 
Work by- W1-F=rV"= 00. 1a~yelm



Year Built ________Year repairedi/replaced_____ 
Stress relieved Scress rclief caemp 
Hydra Test 4&7 S1'S api~a restiIts~ 
'4ork Package a',jC AStIR Code_________

C=i -r

-I)Tr LgG PfPf

M~AW -STAM PtF5 
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CflLQ UEG PIP9
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Name of System za ý ý' & Year Built /•'z Year repaired/replaced 
Stress relieved / Stress relief temp .A Hydro Test k PSI applied t, results Work Packagt ,--Cjode AS• Yr/No.Coda,,
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uwnar: A"/.l 
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gam'e' of System t~ f~,4V1~.~i 
-Yrear BuilIt 7Year repaired/ rep laced 19ý 
Stress relieved Stress rl J*~ m //-.Zý 
,Hydra Test 3~t I'S I ~alPpiad/i,34_r*UI. , .ork Package f 7401PJ ASME Code 

__________
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G rierh
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COLD LES PiP9
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Address: Cook Nuclear Plant Wit± 
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Name of Syscam Inv ~41 /2tiaw mpwn LJ .- ~ 
Year Built t(Cp,, Year repaired/ replaced 148 S tress relieved -0 Stress relief temp 
Hydro Teac tr!!__ PSI appliewd,3h.m4LWe /result tsc-c Work Packagep;S p ASHE Code Yr/No.rf,3AP4,0604 ZC

Adress: coo &aJle= P]m Un 
Wmrk by: wfVx Go. Cavlw
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Name C yst-ý 6 ~:r-j*y Adras 6f= un-.~ Year Built /17P Year repaired/ rep iaced lqec., 'Wrkb: Ferpzmu Co. Gewave1m Stress relieved ,vA~ Stress reiefai comp. Z; tbte:,,..0 T 7 Hydra Test c~m PSI IpU~j~6ec.lts~ ACc.c.  
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(WMK4JERGUSON

Nazea of System /42M( iWL... ý7P 67- ~"I Year Built /97 Year repaiedreplaced /Vas 
Stress relieved AiU,4 Stress relief temp ^j Hydro Test 4,-s* PSI appliedrL3(ý3 4s&Z~st f.cc Work Pakg 0/531~ D -ASHE Code Yr/No _______________g
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mt-I-I

Auvuer: A ~ 'i4 Jl"CO Address: Crz~k m&1w pia= Um 
Work by:. W-Fegm Go. aCaa~uinm 
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=Mo-FEMGUSCON CMPANY A mc.wt' m wov comr WELD DATA CARD

Cnrc N.CrWf5-3'-1-- 0 iwow No~/ F-
7 ,o 3669 169 131A-40 N/A 1 -of 

W.P.S. NO. Rev. JointType F. Diametr Weld Thic. wee 

M-1-1-AB / Weld Build-up 32" *NTE 2" 

WELDERS I DATES REVIEW I APPROVAL 

Týk Root aa 0'-f g:V: g-a- 1'T Wed &,n-g-e- Date 

1/11547 7- 1- Osijay Reve AM Dte 

p- 7- .,'.�,7- •/l-,' ________ 

PCD REQUIRED O.C. OTHER CONST. QUALITY CONTROL OTHER 

STEP CONDITIONS HOLO RELEASE RELEASE DATE RELEASE DATE REMARKS 
STEP nis CODTIN r_/_ 0T 

1 Dror to wel H 7_* _ _______________ ,'inaJ. v. 4':%l-0i ýe '_-- /Aa•/ i 

/3 (Note 2) 9 1_1-/3Pf q4'3 _-_/-_--_ _

9re-heat ',zZi I53e'•-d D e ,=-/.-,PV 
f %z Note 3 AA _________ 

avr. Ix2,X9 

FILLER MATERIAL 

Bare Wits Fier Metal Coated Eect Rod O te A1 

ER70S-2 W02 E7018 WO1 

I.D. NUMBERS NOTES I SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS Repairs 

1. SEE FWP-9.3 FOR 

6V,6 401 AD06DITIONAL REQUIREMENTS 
.1 •'/'•'2. Inspection to be performed 

KDD/ dol 4 LJ •-3'~' " 1y"• after machining of weld prelicuoum 

~ ~3. Pre-heat per heat treat re
cord 1531A-40.  

_- _ __//___/__ __" _ __-°__" -- * Not to exceed 

601 , (ASME Class 2) 

FINA REIEW INAREVIIEWFINAL REVIEW

A ,,. ' -, --- 7 1

Rev. 0

I



iev. 0
. ( MK-FERGUSON COMPANY

ConcNo. 3669 ctA-80 w O/A Wep1d Of 

W.P.S. No. Rev. Type Pe Dtamete WThckne go 
Ir04 

M-1-1-AB / Weld Build-up 32" *NT 2" 

WELDERS I DATES REVIEW I APPROVAL 

Teck Root Blenc, - - . , Weldi-, Engi.ee. Do", 

pp~ ~P ki•. P-+'+ ru.,mew Dat, 
P? Date 

PCD REQUIRED a.C. OThER CONST. QUALITY CONTROL OTHER 

STEP CONDmONS HOLD HOLD RELEASE RELEASE DATE RELASE DATE REMARKS 

1rior to weld H 

,./ (note 2) H ___ y(3.._r_•__-__________ 
,4?W Pre-heat Kq 8-343 - r" , 3 Z 

I.3 (Note 3) H 7 

__,,____ __ - -. /____ ___,__ ,- __ __ __ _ j 09 0•+:• 

_ - ,31 A_ 10-4 -I 

______~~ruc - - 0_ _ 0 rfl - _ ___ 

___ .cqt16° b'dm'S"• 15________'1 (a/f-o-R,-o

FILLER MATERIAL 

Safe Wir Fl Mewa C, S R •ohte Bert .od 

ER70S-2 W02 E7018 WOA 

I.D. NUMBERS NOTES I SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS Rep=s 

1. SEE FWP-9.3 FOR 
ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS / 

L-tce D -i -\•' 2. Inspection to be performed couu 

U&&&J4)z5• -after machining of weld prej 

w•t[t,, 3 £u 1-i-t1 3. Pre-heat per heat treat re

•u./•oo" J-.j..-4-e• cord 1531A-80 
) ~6w v..-/v-RC/ 1+"'++ 

NCR No.  

efor* Not to exceed 

( • 0.s- tnc - (ASME Class 2) 

FINAL REVIEW FINAL REVIEW FINAL REVIEW 

"ty cont"a Dats 0uaftY ErwwierR~ec709fL Daft others

WELD DATA CARD



- ' -" ::'S(,- COMPANY , •,:• . ,. .- ... . a

WELD DATA CARD

Covc NO.CarN.,1531A_250 I No ow 366 1. I FW53A-5 1-3 (note 4)1 of 

W.P.S. No. Rev. Joif ,Type pipa wea'w Weld e 

M-1-1-AB / Open Butt 32" 1 1/8" 
WIELDERS I DATES REVIEW I APPROVAL_ 

T Rot alat37 0711 1- 10• jo, -1 

4-LD ))w o - EAK 
77A~V A>, Dew 

PCO REQUIRED .C. OTHER CONST. QUALITY CONTROL OTHER 
STEP CONDITIONS H rL RELEASE RELEASE DATE RELEASE DATE REMARKS 

1 Pre Fit-up H -i-F

2 Fit-up H ____ - -- 0 
Pre-heat 

3 (note 2) o ._ __.  

PWHT 
4 (note 3) 

5 Final VT H F • _-,-_________ 

. -6 RT HR,-07_ _.  

.SA F,•,A MT H To-'-4' - ___'_"______ *__ 

FILLER MATERIAL 

Save WoFierMeta FI CotdEl% odIWw 
ER70S-2 W02 1 E7 018 WOL I' 

I.D. NUMBERS NOTES I SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS Repairs 

Oic,/. e4 9•.,'is I. SEE FWP-9.3 FOR 

S.A /m/w ~ ~ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS 

,"'* 0...- •-V•,,-• ,, 2. Pre-heat per heat treat rec-
Lei 61 -, , cord 1531A-250.  

"•a•,l "4r'l7N1? w0I/. .- f-g; 3. PWHT per heat treat record 

~ AOGoij1f-~- ~1531A-250 A1.  

o o - , ' • 4, ,. See Dwg. * W-o00 -C NcRNo.  

C411 04 xx* 1~04 -ft (ASME Class 2) 

FIINAL REVIEW FINAL REVIEW FINAL REVIEW 
aT." 5limtyErir~ ee- Ratoyd Det. Odwe , .s.

'., .,., ,-,



. KFMUO CMM
Con act No. 3 N .w oP e 

3669 1531A-255 I v 1-4 (note 4) 1 of 

M-1-1-AB / Open Butt 32"t 1 1/8" 
wao~siREVIEW I APPROVAL 

Tim* Root 61a ----- r It M-I -3#., ' W, Ing, Date 

P~ ?. 9 7~ ~ t w ta*ReviewDo 

PCD REQUIRED 0_C. 0o•, CONST. iUAurT CcoTOL OTHER HOLD IHOLDý__ REMARKS 
STEP CONDIONS O POW RELEASE RELEASE DATE RELEASE DATE 

I Pre fit-up H I, 

2 Fit-up H I -g~i Pre-heat !...a 

3 (note 2) 

4 (note 3) 

5 Final VT H 7 4' I 

6 RT H AVffA g.&g 

.5A. PF,,4 vt m H 1 _ 4 -v _____ 

FILLER MATERIAL 

Bare Wire FNlle MetalCotdEetRdW 
tar 41 ER70S-2 W02 E7018Ol I 

I.D. NUMBERS NOTES I SPECAL INSTRUCTIONS Repairm 

1. SEE FWP-9.3 FOR 
t..sd/ W, ofw. -. 1- ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS 

9:1(-cf 2. Pre-heat per heat treat rec

ovr. T_ v. J, , ord 1531A-255. CItoft 
eA 3. PWHT per heat treat record 

-LO . 1531A-255 
C'o., Fr 4NCR No.  

Aq/4. See Drwg. I W-00L-C 

a .40& - 9(ASME Class 2) AI 
FINAL REVIEW FINALREVIEW FINAL REVIEW 

I48T ntra Data Iuaty Erg•ver -.,ecorda .Ta oV,, 

/|r 4 .a!,-7

WELD DATA CARD



SON
~~*E ~ Alf-7142

3691531A- 290 ~ FW -1-.5 (note 2) 1 at 

M---BI Open Butt 14"1 3/4" 

Ta.Z 4 MACd7 F AVWW IAP9POMAL 

IAM P a 
p= JU QrC. 1,=WOQUAtff AM 

5T 1C Ho~ OLD NOW NOW ' OTMMY RUMPO"h 
311EP CpoU? po"T I pOWM. I JL MAD RE OM MU We 

IPeFit-UP H.I rL~II~f 
21(Note 3) I5/~~~ 
3Pre-Heat IH ly34i#_~ If 

5 Final VTI I.. .. _ _ _ ___ _ _ _ _ 

- _ _ -f -*- _ _aL 

-A -t* Mr I 4 

FLMRUATEMAL 

ER7OS-2 W02 E7018 woi.  
p.C. Hum MGMU I SFUCAL 0STFAMAMIUS Ns 

4"0/01zý&-2-3I- 1. SEE F*P-t3 FOR 
C6jbI*2, ADOroNbA. OMrAMMNTS 

1.o-oo ?I-/' j 2. See dwg. #W-OOI-C 
6I04oweC 3. r-Heat Per Heat Treatmen Cw' 

Record 1531A-290 

_____ ~__ A114 

I I_

%rI

NEW UATA Lo...J



Page No.  
10/11/88

1

MK-FERGUSON COMPANY, INC.  
COOK NUCLEAR PLANT - UNIT # 2 - SGRP 

REVISION #14 
FWP INDEX

FIELD WELDING PROCEDURE 
NUMBER

ISSUE 
REV DATE 

z====z =

FIELD WELDING PROCEDURE 
TITLE

2 

1 

2 

1 

0

-- FWP-2.1 

FWP-7.1 

FWP-7.1 

FWP-9.1 

FWP-9.2 

FWP-9. 3 

FWP-9.4 

FWP-9.5 

FWP-9 .5 

FWP-15.1 

FWP-15.2 

FWP-15.3 

FWP-15.4 

FWP-15.5 

FWP-15.6 

FWP-15.7 

FWP-15.8 

FWP-15.9 

FWP-15. 10 

FWP-15. 11 

FWP-15.12 

FWP-15.13

0 

0 

0 

1 

1 

0 

1 

1 

0 

1 

0 

1 

1 

1 

0 

0

09/19/88 Draft Welder Qualification 

08/04/88 Filler Metal Control 

10/10/88 Filler Metal Control 

08/04/88 Control of Welding 

02/16/88 Controlled Preheat and 
Post-Weld Heat Treatment 

02/05/88 General Welding Requirements 

02/16/88 Control of AWS Welding 

10/01/88 STUD WELDING 

10/10/88 Stud Welding 

06/09/88 WPS N-8-8-A 

05/09/88 WPS M-8-8-BF 

06/09/88 WBS M-8-8-AB 

06/09/88 WPS M-1-1-AB 

05/25/88 WPS M-1-1-BF 

10/01/88 WPS M-3-3-AB 

06/09/88 WPS N-3-3-C 

05/09/88 WPS M-l-l-AS 

06/09/88 WPS M-3-1-AB 

06/09/88 WPS M-8-8-AS 

05/09/88 WPS M-1-1-B (AWS) 

05/09/88 WPS N-1-1-C (AWS) 

05/09/88 WPS M-1-8-AS

/1 /v�(� ,Q�r - 27-�- Cd3 1

-- �- 4..-�



Page No.  
10/11/88

2

MK-FERGUSON COMPANY, INC.  
COOK NUCLEAR PLANT - UNIT # 2 - SGRP 

REVISION #14 
FWP INDEX

FIELD WELDING PROCEDURE 
NUMBER

ISSUE 
REV DATE 

Z=Z=ZC=

FIELD WELDING PROCEDURE 
TITLE

"-FWP-15. 14 

FWP-15.15 

FWP-15.16 

FWP-I5.16 

FWP-15.17 

FWP-15.18 

FWP-15.19 

FWP-15.22 

FWP-15.23

VOID 

1 

0 

1 

DRAFT 

DRAFT 

1 

0 

0

/ / 

06/09/88 

05/09/88

WPS 

WPS 

WPS

10/06/88 FWP 

/1 WPS 

/ / WPs 

06/09/88 WPS 

09/16/88 WPS 

09/16/88 WPS

M-3-1-B 

M-I-8-AB 

M-I-8-ABF 

M-i-8-BF 

M-I-i-A 

SPOT-1 

M-8-8-A 

M-I-i-BA 

M-588-B



MK-FERGUSON £ L .m .gu..~ IPan

P�.4... Th1

WPS M-1-1-AB

Concurrence:

PWE 

EM 

PaM 

PGS 

PM 

Title

E�o�LG �W�LA�

A�ZI�Z
Signaturelen

Client 
Transmittal No. DC-383

Change Status/Remarks: 

Added Joint Design Details.

- -9-at 
Date

Client 
Approval Status Approved 

4-N

Procedure Approval: 

PWE 

EM 

POM 

PGS 

PM 

Title

fL�A�LC_�4�

.�7JZ7�I7E

SignatureI
NEWS124060 10102184

r�(

___ 
" t) ,j

PAGE of 3 
C-,MO No.  

3669 

Field Welding Procedure 

FWP-15.4 
Rev. 11iiiii I Date 0u 

1 1 6/9/88

Signature

F .
F

m



WELDING PROCE=SES) 

2 GTAW Z FCAW I~ SMAW 03 GM[W 
* OTHER __________________ MANUAL Z MACHINE L- SEWI-AUTOMATiC 

o ASMdE SECTION 1 1 ASMdE SECTION III = ASMdE SECTION VIII X ANS1B31.1 C ANSlS31.3 * OTHER 

GROCVE DESIGN IOW.402 
* VEE 2 COMPOUND 0 OPEN BUrr =- BACKING RING = FILLETISOCKETS C: CONSUMABLE 
0, OTHER 

BASE METALS (OW.403

owanseier Ra"g 
Unlimited

.187 to

FILLER METALS (OW%404)

THXOdESS oft OEPOSITED WELD MtETAL

POsmo*N (OW4M 

All UPHILLU C DOWNIL 
PREHFEAT (QW.40 

PwherAinQ.M jtnuass=Teffip.M. Pver~waMawnrnet.n jMonhtorvg*Temp. jO0ae ýKet. kW7k7-7..i 
50 9Gt2 500 (MQ ~FLAME Q ELECTRICI indicating device See note 2 next pagel 

POSTWELO HEAT TREaMhENT (OW.4M7 

11250 250 Se FWP9.2 'SME 1.5, ANSI .75 1" 

p- GAS (OW-406) 

SAe-ýo* g Gý5ep Fa asBakn Co asPecw o p e n 0 1

CONSUMABLE INSERT



SQ~TSW-wOl.3 ,MK-FE=,RGU•SON .. ,o.  

Welding Procedure Specification ASME 
No. M-1-1-AB 

ELECTRICAL CHARACTERISTICS (QW-40g) 
Page 2 

Current and Travel Speed Figure Number Process Size In.  
Curit n(pm.) (Below) 

nrqP 80 - 120 10 14 3. 0 Min, -. 2 GTAW 3/32 
_ _P q_ - 111; 12 -_16 3.5 Min. 1. 2 GTAW 1/8 

DCRP 85 - 120 20 2 2.25 Min. 1, 2 3132 
DRP 115 - 145 22 2 3.8 Min. 1.2 2 , SMAW 1/8 

Pulsating Current - GTAW SFAIAWS - 5.12 - EWTH. 2 - 2% Thonated Tungsten Sizes 
C YES E NO (XYES C NO _ 3/32" X 1/8" - 5/32" 

TECHNIQUE (OW-410) 
String or Weave Bead Oscion Dwel rime Frequency Gas Cup Size 

Both as required 1/2" Max. N/A N/AI 4 - 12 
Contact Tube to Work Distance Initial & Interpass Cleaning Other 

N/A Mechanical and/or Chemical 
Multipass or Single Pass (Per Side) Single or Multiple Electrodes Method ot Back Gouging 

Multiple Single Mechanical/Thermal 
TYPICAL GROOVE DESIGN 

Mi&J.  4_- .2S. oML 

FIGURE NO.. I 

\\..3 

~MAX.  

FIGURE NO. 2 

I Notes: 
1. See FWP 9.3 for additional information and requirements.  
2. Preheat 500 for welds not requiring PWHT 250* with PWHT.



Manual 

AW H anuaL 
BASE MIEMAL 10 ----------

ISA-106 to iA-1061 B to c 

1 Go. i to I Go.  
IThiames rm Onms T*.sLs fool: 
I0.906"8.2 

0.18751, to 1812" 

I/A

swI r..m I 
P S~inISFA IINSA I P I &W Am"s In. ! Spsm~ I o No. I No. pwabiv tyt 

I I GTAW 1 18-15.181 E.R-70S.LZ 1 6 O CSP 90-105 1 2-14 
2-4 OTAW 11/8 i5. 18 1 ER-70S-2 I1 I6 IDCSP I105-120 I13-16 
5-9 ISHAW 1!/33215. 5 1 E-7018-Al 2 I 4 DCRP 120-125 I20-23 
Bal.- SMAW 1/8 15.5 E-7018-Al 2 I4 O CRP '125-135 I25-27 
I/A N/A N/A iN/A N/A NI/A I N/Al N/A N/A IN/A 
N/A N4/A N/A IN/A I/A NI/AI N/AI N /A 1 N/A IN/A 
Puwann4Cwýn -Gin _qAjAV4._q 11. NW * * .

= Y ~NO . v Ys C: M
tJ�tJ----- - .--- - -.-- -�

I Truam ImUa 

2.0 1200 OF 
I2.8 1300 OF 

3.5 14,00 OF 
4.0 1550 *F 

N N/A 'N/A OF 

N/A '(/A @F1

:�,w �im

Ma. P p~ 
(ýSMAW) 0.0625111 0.375"



4�a4�

A5595-1 0. 750" t0.793
A3595-5 0.747", 0.698" 

NA IVA NA

Procadure Quailication Fieco,,,d 
No. t-124

ASME

10.5948 sq."# e 6.450 I78 .100 8H 
0.5214 sC.', 40,950 78.500 B 8Z 
INA q A INA 
NA INA INA I NA

TV" wo IMurbas. PAW
Side OW-462.? SAC~sfaccorv id Q~-'2.2 
Side QW-462.2 Sacisiactorv Side QW-462.2 

TOUGHNESS TESTS LOW.1701 

sw 0--mn Ms. OW NOW Type Too Temp. Makm 

7 30 'IF1 118.0 -50 
2- -1;-2 30 F~ 103.0 50 

3- 7Z v * 30'F' 121.0 So 
I- .10H- !HA~Z 3 OF 1 110.0 50s 
2- Iw H- HAZ F v I 30 F1 99.5 50S 

::6.0 Fc. U). (Gp.1) 114.0 Ft. Lb.

P1LLET WU. TEST (0 w.1ma

IN A
IM~mm-

Mp- 0 "wo 

NA

* Satisfactary 

Sat isfac tory

WIMfs Memm 

%.0 FNA V A 
'0.0 I NA I NA 

75.0 ,INA I NA 
*71.0 I NA NA 
I62.5 I NA I NA 
68.5 NA I NA 

*28.5 I NA I NA 

42.0 INA NA 

30.5 I NA NA

41.5 Ft. Lb. (Cn i�

TdmEu wN.FA,

NA 
OTHER TEST XT ia

I Acceptable I Accepcable I- 'N

NA

NA

john Coo 1ev NA 

Robert Adrian 1 Koon-Hal 11lm 

130 19-PG-169 
Vf ~cO~Y MO zmesaram= nur ma -*= ame wreci ranVal Mo twes &= w rpro goe a eamwoa~wt~ 

PAW 2 34 
Cwcwa CH RD RS 4MK'Fop130n camp"n

I'.

Anna. sm* m

I - -

LM 8/83 5/84 1 8184 i /i; Ponb of wmu'o 
1-124 PI -124 10128/82

NA

L----NLA TE3T NMI sm

104M 
1 /,0// 1g,(0

SM F*" M



OMK-FMRGUSON
Procedure Qualification Record

INo. 1-124

Spec~zen No.

11,B-1 
12B-2 
123-4

Notc~h Loact~or 

HAZ

.':occh Type Teres Tep.  
V 30 

V 3e v 30 a F
(Cr. 'ýSide) 

(Gr. ie

30' 
30OF 
30 zF

tza~ct Va lues

113.0 fc.  
127.5 : 

116.5 Ift.

1b.  
lb.  
1b.

41.5 ft. lb.  
42.0 ft. lb.  
34.5 fz. 11b.

Laceral Exdanslsxo 
"I Sea r Hils

e30.0 
70.0 

10.0 
I10.0

77.0 

-:3.0 

.35.0

-W Av2. -9-0 ft. L1b. -r 
SMAvg. rz ~. 1b. -~

/

cftemtiy muie me smmmmui un i reo= amu corts am ammU weai wer prapsjea. w~am UK= lin m Coaancs w=v Me moreWMISN5 t Wea dX athe ASME coos.

RD -t MK-Fewguson Comp"n
5/84 8/84

ASMEct

AStE

-%. , f~

I I,,

Raw a O&M

I CRESS T= (QW-170)

I



-M~-FERGUSON 
a ininin 8050

PaQel Procedure Qualification Recor
WeldI rcs~e 

POR NO.: g rce 

1-117A 

(OW-402 GROOVE DESIGN USED SASI 
37- i202~- 1/2 Maaemna Soec.: 

3/2To we SA-516 to SA-5 
PNo.(Go. No)r 
1 GD. 1 

Thý Testew 

7 2.5" 

314Thicsce Rang. Ouaiafied.  
0.-1875" 

L I/leaN/A 
- ~~FILLER METAL (OW-404) AND ELECTRICAL CACTimTJ (ow 

Fille MeWa CWFrrer 
H.Process Stzes SAj MSA F ad Ap 

12GAW 13/3215. 1 81 ER-70S-2 I 16% DS 859 
3-4 MW 1/8 s .. 18 ER-70S-2 1 -6 DS 2-0 
5-9 MAW 3/32ýS -E-7018-A-1 2 4....L85.9 

10-A 11/ 195.5 E-7018-A1 2--4 DRP 120-145, 
fLal. S.wt ý5/3215. 5 E-7018-Al. 2 4 RP 140-1759
N/A IN/A I N/A I N/A

iAWii J1wWfir * %3 L' 

:" 2 NO

- -- * -- I ri f! qNIB, ~
SFAJAWS-5.12- EWTH -2-2% Thonazed TUngS~n

�e ON.ThiCKNESS OF DEPOSITED WfLD MErAL 6UAIim:n Iflw.�.aa.�

0. 0625"
0 M.375"

0. 0625 "
max. rut Pass

7 17R375"aw

0~ 0 045) 

ASME 

manual 

manual 
E MEA (OW.403) 

TYPO Or Grade* 
16Gr. 65 to Gr. 70 

1G1o. 2 
Diameter Tested (00): 

N/A 

to 8. 0" 

Trve9)te I To ý

ua3=22
22-26

0 3/2* 021/8 0 C/2=

4.0 4 1 6OF

_________POSITION (OW.405) 
Powbton of Groove Testad.  
3G 

Yield Progresaicri:

PREHEAT A INTERPASS (OW-406) Minamum Temnp.: Matiunm T*Mp. I Monionng Mainteac I 2000F. I 416* I Contact Pyrczteter R ~Flan" 0 Electric POSTWNELD HEAT TREATMEN (OW.407) GAS (OW.416) I Temperature I Tiww
11500F .3 Hours 

3 cyces

S"rn of Weave Bead: Ociajn 
Both 7FI 0625 max.  

-own ITIme: Frequencr.

0 orh un
Gas Cup Siza:

IS-8

I External I Internal 
Tmeot~asorfase -Ar nIN/A 
%camp. ofasi. 99.9% N/A 
Flow Rate, eh 15-25 1N/A

IC *flUJ A. at * � �idT�IVJ

I i��'b 
EIecUodesCWanuV me

Mulbpie Or Single Pass (Per Side): 
Mu~ltiple

'C

17"0
17 Total:

Omer 
n

SkVW of MW" Electrodew 
Sinctle

THICKNESS OF DEPOSITED WELD METAL QUAS IFIED V"&

-- - - F A.LQ

max. Per Pam TOW 
0 Alc;"



Procedure Qualification Record

Spoekien No. W5th Thckness

No. 1-117 
STENSILTM(4W-10)

At"a
Ultimata U 

Total Load Unltt

98259-2A , 0.502"1 N/A 0.1979 s." 13,600 68 
98259-2B I 0.499'q N/A 0.1956 sq.,, 13,400 68 
98259-2C I 0.504"I N/A 0.1995 sq." 13 550 67
98259-SA 1 0.499"I N/A

=. I. J1 erU 0' _- -'BM GUIDED BMND T•EST (QW-m6) 
Type and Figure No. ROmNA. Type and Figuirg No. ROW"m 

Side QW-462.2 Accetable Side 462.2 Ae 
Side (W-462.2 Acceptable Side CW-462.2 QQ2=1e 

TOUGHNESS TESTS (OW.17- e 

-rk). LRWM Exp. Domp Wght Specimen No. Notch Locadton Notch Type Teat Tenp. ValueD Foot Poif % St~ mul Break No Break 
1- 7W-I _ _4z V 0 F 32.0 10 20.0 N/A NA 
2- 7W-2 •z V 0 F 32.0 10 21.5 N/A NA 

3- 7W-3 WC V 0 OF 20.5 10 15.0 N/A N/A 
1- 8W-I Wz V +30__F 69.5 20 49.0 N/A N/A 2- 8W-3A M V +30 OF 74.0 40 53.0 N/A N/A 

S8W-4A WC V +30 'F 57.5 30 43.0 N/A N/A 

-N/A N/A N/A N/A F N/A N/A N/A T N/A 
2. N/A N/A N/A N/A OF N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

3 - N/A N/A N/A N/A OF N/A N/A N/A., N A ""ON "e- ZAPt # S. ie a ZZone Ne.: 
N/A 7 at +30 0F / 38 at O0F N/A 

FILLET WELD TEST (QW-1iU) 
RA*$" -~w~ig Puu*W~rv PON TV"-NW GnbChamm of Fuw 

N/A N/A IW/A 

N/A N/A 
OTHER EST 'r An?" 

I~ Acptbe -- Acptbe N/A 

N/A 

Viakm 6 ft"Nai mL 
Sn N, Don Huffstodt N/A 

obert Adrian Kon-Hall Testinqg 2912-P--021

"sa" 

S1 

.700 
1500 
1900

M•K-FERGUS3OW

We certify that the staterentS in this record are correct and thiat the welds were prepared, wekded and tested in accordance with the requirements of Section IX of the ASME code.  
Rev. 11MK-Ferguson 

Company 
Oate 8/83 485 

1-117 21 -PG-021 ýs1g 
OuE " iW W b iveiya. umiU a mw~msmaD i

1'_q[ 0u -QZ I

, II i

O1-w~m4.l.  
Rev,. S (1S.4* 

ASME 

Charactw of Faiukre 

and Location 

BMZ 

BMZ



(IMK-FERGUSON
PAGE [ at 3

WPS M-I-I-BA

set 1 .6 --

Concurrence:

s-e iDt 

Date

Client 
Transmittal No. DC-1307 Client Approval Status APPROVED

Procedure Approval: 

PWE 

EM 

POM 

PGS 

PM 
Title

Date

NEWS/2406O 10102t84

/ICA" /.--, I A,(

PWE 

EM 

PaM 

PGS 

PM 
Title



WELDING PROCESS(ES)

Z GTAW Z FCAW O SMAw Z GMAw 
t-- OTHER _ MANUAL - MACHINE 0 SEMI-AUTOMATIC 

Z-ASME SECTION I " ASME SECTION III Z ASME SECTION Vill ANSlB31.1 - ANSIB31.3 
Z OTHER 

GROOVE OWGN (0W-402) 

I VEE Z COMPOUND 2 OPEN BUTT X BACKING RING 2 FILLET/SOCKETS 2 CONSUMABLE 
2OTHER 

BASE METALS (OW.403) 
P No. Saang Matena Dliamterr Range 

1 to 1 P1 Uniimited 
THICKNESS JASME IANSI Other RANGE .187" tO 8" , .187" to 8", to 

FILLER METALS (OW-404) 
F No. A No. Spec. No. AWS No. Size of Filer 

4 1 SFA 5.1 E7018 3/32, 1/8, 5/32 
F No. A No. Spec. No. AWS No. Size of Filler 

CONSUMABLE INSERT 
Spec. NO. NWS- No. Sz_ 

_ _ _ N/A 

Flux Corposmon Parzj=c j E Fux ComSizen 

Other 

THICXNESS OF DEPOSITED WELD METAL 
Min. Per Max. Per Pant I Mm. P81a1Ma.e~as 1 c 

Pr 1/ss /16" /8t 

SMAW 

POSmON (ow.406) 
P n of Groove Wting Pogression 

P -. All M UPHILL Z DOWNHILL 
PREHEAT (QWM) 

Prehea:tTemp.Min. Interp'a-Temp.Max. PrenezMaintenance * Iwnonng emp. Othew Ref. FWP 9.3 * 
500 to 2500 500 T. FLAME X] ELECTRIC ýndicacing Device. * See Note 2 Next Page 

POSTWELD HEAT TREATMEN•T (QW-407) 

1remperature Tifl en ve P M Thickenei IOthe 
11250±250 See rW? 9.2 ASME->1.5" AYSI->.75" N/A 

GAS (OW40l) 
Shielding Ga3(.s; Flow Rate.aePre omobnIOh 

I N/A I ~n FI RaIPra on~eto te



Welding Procedure Specification 

No. M-1-1-BA 
Uaae 2 E C ARACTEMTICa (OW.40

Suing or Wetave Bead 
Both as required 

Contact Tuhb to work oistance 

N/A 
Muttipass or Single Pass (Pm Side) 

-Muiitple

FIGURE NO. I

NOTES: 1. See FWP 9.3 for additional information and requirements.  
2. Preheat2Ž500 for welds nor requiring PWHT,>25 0 0 with PWHT.

QTI-,w4s .

ASME

Pao@ 2
F



Manua 1 

.Aw ManuaL 
SAM! UiTAL 'IOWA= 

mamm Some-..mcuro 
SA-106 to SA-106 3 to 

Ip No. (Go. No.x 
II Go. 1 to . oZ 

ThicS , eu 0iae .e o 
0.-906" 3.625".  

* home" Ranqe Quauafoo: 

N/IA

In. Scom

I ZTAW 1/8 15.18 

2-4, 1/8 15.18 

5- SH3AW 313215.5 
i3a1. zYAW i /8 15-.  

N/A V/A X/A IN/A

N/A N/A 3/A liN/A
rummam %.unvm - la* 

= " ZN.4

THR:XNU OF OEP 

Min:WGTW)1 .6251# m 

Min: SHW)0.625"1M

1 0 aF

I I

A IV Fl I m An"s vaf ,fr No. SOON Pa.,P~i Tm.  

I ER-70S.2 1 6 O CSP 190-105 I12-14 2.0 1200 *F 
IE.R-70s-z 1 6 OCS 1cs 05-120 I 3-16 .2.8 1300 * 
iE-7018-Al 2 4 DCRP 120-125 20-23 3.5 14,00 OF 

~-01-l I4 CCRP :2-135 252 4.0 Q~l 
I/A Ni/A IN/A I N/A ';N/A .N/A N/A !N/A F 
.a /A N/A IN/Al N /A a N/A NIA N/A 'N/A *F 

SFA -5. 12. - ~H2-2 Thorm laupw a St 

MWTE WIELD MaUJ. OUALISED t0W45¶1 'omno, 10w40 

0.125", 1 0.375 6G Fixed 

0.375" 1.437"1 r1 Uph C Daumw 

530 F Concacc Pvromerer Z -: eaft 
KnTofT (oW.*7 GarnWdo 

N/A ITW O r:c of ~G" or q Argon N/A I Gas UDSb= '%cafmOatGcaambmimi 49.9901, 
6-81 4 ft1 52 N/A TIECIRINCKIE (0W41M

Boch =0.6 2 5 1 Singie I 4lil 
V/A WN A Grind. File H o Peenina 

Rev. ¶ 2 ~NO~.TeA MK.Ferquo 
chat 0H RD RS 

Oa 
8am /83 5f84 8/84

tlýl -



SeiNo nio. I 
A3595- 0.750", 0.793- 0 .5948 s." 1-6.450 i78.100 Z 
NA55 507 7 0.698" 0.5214 sa.' 410,950 78.500 BMZ NANA ANA NA NA INA N 

IN NA NA NA NA N A 
GtO 3~TEMT fO.1owl1N Typ w" Fawe Ma. AstTygs mu No~xp.  

Sid Or-46.2Sacsfactory Side QW-.k62.1 
Side 0Q"-4-6Z., Saclsiactory Sie ZC46.2Sarisactorv 

T~ U a g E 5 . T S i d e ( O W "ir o 

son="" No. Pkom Loom hff Typen Tow Togy. Lmw E= 
Few ~ Lr pEmI%&,W e&u 

.18.0 0 N 
Jjz 0OF 103.0 1 c 0 0o.0 NA NA 7 -*'3 m 30 F 1  121.0 5o 7;.o NA I A 

I O - IA Ik0~ 9 . S 2 5 N NA 
.OH-1 kIAZ I V 30 'F 19. 608. NA I A ------------------ 3100 50 78.5 NA I NA 

V0F 10.0 60 642.5 NA NA 
BM-58Z v I 304F' 330. 10 20.5 NA NA 

F:. ~.(Co.1)114.0 Ft. Lb. 4-1.5 Fr. L~. (o.I 
MFXrT WEM T23T Mvi ---

NA NA N

Wet cma M me uW ma mtww in ro~rc am ca. c ancs mt mw wow wo @ prepu~a. &M WVA in n aeewa m wrm' me MMM *,WMe Of SO.U~ IX df OW ASME ewoe.  
I. 1 2 3 4 

K*go a" Med RD RS MKFrgsncw, 
S8/83 5/84 8/84__/ :*, 

1-124P-14 119A I
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Procedure Qualification. Record 
No. i-i24

ASME

, =C L.ocaticrn *:ch -- e 7esrt .

HAZ 

HAZ

((Cc. 5Ida)
123-1 
,!3-2

30 F 

30 

3OZF 

10

-.=ct Values 

inJ.

Lartarai xmmoaiior 
", Miear m-ils

6o.0 

2.0

-*8.0 
-7.0 
-3.0

...;Z Ave.- .e 
S3Z Ave. :. : ~ c

.ft ceImy ma:O MeMMM Imvnu VW M= sr t maw 4 m4 mW wsa eW WSCWeO wesag aiamm bm in sa=rce wim ma 
"reaW*teMe Ot We onIat me ASME cow.

mow.
hees" I r,"

.1 4

on w -- V MK49Ijusan Camp"n

Spec~rzx No.

r1som IR
jP� �:

ft"

IUMMS =ZZIS low-1-10)

AI

8 1^1 ý -



Procedure Qualification Record

WPS -o:-Manual 
.1A (QW.4021 GROOVE DESIGN USED BS EA YW 

37. 1/2,01- 1/,0 MaASEa soTA*,--: 
/3/2" TO i S-51 t SA-516 Gr. 65 to Gr. 70 

OI ~' PNo. (Gp. No.): 

ma fG0G. 1to 18G.0" 

- N/A 
FILLEfR METAL (OW.404,1 AND EL.ECTRICAL~ CHARACTERJST;C (OW.40) 

N ro. em 
Travei Inter No Iste FAAW A F n"SpeedP" 

I n sw-N.N/A No. N/Atty NA a~ 

0375 0.25 (GTA8WQS Mm.:32 5ax P- r P'1 EIZw4 -95 9-12 3-4 M W 1/81518 0.37 5" 17. 75 itpM C 1 DownhWn.20 
PREHEA -1 OEPAS(O .0 

Te 15Mpetjge rime E-708-A 2 DCn 20-45 2-6 . 141 SM0 FW3 ~ ~ s ~ o ~ C G n T o ~ s r G s s A ~ / 
3N/ cNclA 6-NS Flw RIm N/A1N I 15-25 N/A INANA M/_T l



• •MK-FRGUSON Procedure Qualification Record 
No. 1-117 ASME 
TENS"LE TEST 0 .i 5o)

Don Huffstcdt 

Tom -N/A o. 101 
Robert Adrian :Koon-Hall Testing !2912-PG-021 

%l cerfY that the statements in this record ate correct ani that the welds were prepared. weided and tested in accordance with the reauirements of Section IX of the ASME code.  
Rev. 1 2 1 3 4 
Clock,•d I O , -C .D MK-Ferguson Company 
Oate ' 8/831 4/85 1 10 1 

... .Na- e,, w __v - , nw-my -
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i Contract NO.  

3669 
Proceoum Type 

Field Welding Procedure 
Number 

FWP-13.23 
Rev. Issue On:.  

0 9 ý-16-88

o 9-16-88

CSet.u 4ence Concurrence:

TWE 

EM 

=QM 

OGS 

PM 
Title

-I

Client Client 
Transmittal No. DC-1320 C le ta Approval Status
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=M 

=GS 

Ile
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Date
Date

NEW5124060 ": 32/14

Change Status/ Remarks:
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WELDING PROCE=SSES)

Z GTAW - FCAW S SMAW Z GMAW 
2OTHER . MANUAL Z MACHINE C SEMI-AUTOMATIC 

Z- ASME SECTION i Z ASME SECTION III 2 ASME SECTION ViII ANSIB31.1 Z ANSIB31.3 
S OTHERASME Section IX 

GROOVE DESIGN (OW-402) 

:R VEE 2 COMPOUND :1 OPEN BUTT : BACKING RING Z FILLET/SOCKETS 2 CONSUMABLE 
Z OTHER 

BASE METALS (QW.4O=) 
P NO. Bac" Materia Diameter Range 

A588 to A588 A36 i Unlimited 
THICKNESS I ASME ANSI ttNet 

RANGE I .187 to 8" N/A tO NIA to 
FILLER METALS (QW-404) 

F No. A No. Spec. No. AWS No. Size oa Filler 
4 i SFA 5.1 E7018 3/32", 1/8" 

F No. A NO. Spec. No. ANWS No. Size of Filler 

CONSUMABLE INSERT 
Spec. No. fAIS No. Size 

\/A 
Flux Composmon Panicaj Size I Eleca Fl-x Com•ceno 

Other 

THIOoCESS OF DEPOSITED WELD METAL 
Min. Per Pass Max. Per Pass [rota Max.erPas Per Pat Total 
1/16 1/8 8" 
ProcessPre 

SMAW 

POSITON (0W-40 
Po3siton of Groove VIding grussio 

All i . UPHILL - DOWNHILL 

PREHEAT (QOW406 
Preheot Temp. Min. Interpass Temp. Max. Prerow Maintenance * Mon g emp.Ote 
50OF 500 0 F 53FLAME rZ ELECTRIC T i•t0r n g D pvyce * w P-9 3 

POSTWELD HEAT TREATMENT (OW.407) 

Temperature jTime Range jThicknessa Otrar N/A I 
GAS (OW-4OB) 

Shielding Gas(esl Fiow Rate Backing Flow Rate Percnt Conposition Other 
I N/A



(• OTS-W-.0@.t 

MK-FERGUSON R.,, 0(1-As) 

Welding Procedure Specification ASME 
No. 'f-588-B 

Page 2 ELECTRICAL CHARACTERISTICS (QW-409) 

Current and AmperageTravel Speed Figure Number 

Polarity Amprag (Belopm.  

DCRP 85-120 20-22 1).9 1 IMAW -3/32 
DCRP 115-145 22-27 3.8 1 SMAW 1/8 

Pulsating Current - GTAW SFAJAWS - 5.12 - EWTH - 2 - 2% Thonated Tungsten Sizes N/A -- YES Z- NO N/A 0-Y ES -- N0 NIA -- 3/32" - 1 -5/32" 

TECHNIQUE (OW.10) 
String or Weave Bead Oscillation Dwell Time Frqec asCpSz 

Contact Tube to Work Distance j Initial & Interpass Cleaning Othe 
N/A IMechanical/Chemical N/A 

Multipass or Single Pass (Per Side) Single or Multiple Electrodes Method of Back Gouging 
Multiple Sinide Mechanical/Thermal 

TYPICAL GROOVE DESIGN 

/ 

AS RE•UIR •EY 
F IEL2. CONDI1TONS 

-- ÷

F'313U MAX 

FIGURE #1

.4"164%



MK-F ERGUSO N

Procedure Qualification Record ASME

SMAW
Manual

I zz ,Zi a 

-CO gOr VrNiN

Thiknea PAnge Qualffied: i _ . 8 7 t o 

3/3Z MAX A-36 Backing Strap us, 
FLLER METAL (OW-404) AND ELECTRICAL C'ARACTERtSTICS (QW-409) 

Filler M 

AWS A F sn Amps ftf 

E7018 1 4 DCRP 135-140 20-23 
E7018 1 4 DCRP [140-145 22-25 
E7018 4- DCRP 140-145 ,20-25 
E7018 I A 4 RP 140-145 20-25



~MK-FERIGUSON 
Rev. W0 4045, 

Procedure Qualification Record ReS-v. 0(1.4 

No. 1-126 ASME 
TENSmen No.STWi t_.T.c.essUltim ate Ultim ate 

Specimen No. I Width Thickness Area Total Load Unit Stress Character of Failure - -
Lb. Psi and Location 

A 
T 

G7941-1 0.501" N/A .1971 16,550 84,000 WMZ 
07941-2 0.500" N/A .1964 17,450 88,800 i WMZ 

GUIDED BEND TESTS (OW-160) Typo and Figure No. Result Type and Figure No. Result 

a ory Side W-462.2 Satisfactor Side QW-462-2 Satisfactrov Side QW 462.2 Satisfactorv 
TOUGHNESS TESTS (OW-170) 

I Impact, Lateral Exp. Drop Weight 
Specimen No. Notch Location Notch Type Test Temp. Values 

. Foot Pounds I % Shear i Mils Break No Break 
- IWMZ V +30 ° 1)l07.5 50 *77.5 N/A N/A 

2 -Z V +30 °FI!1 2 9 . 0  I80 i79.5 N/A i N/A 
2 -

0 
1,O 

SV +30 F 140.5 80 80.0 N/A N/A + AZVt30 *FI I 40 146.5 N/A / 

2 - 2 HAZ V +30 1F4 3 .0  8 30 33.5 N/A N/A G7944- HAZ V +30 F 5 4 .0  I 30 144.0 N/A IN/A 
1"G7945- BMZ V 14.30 4F 5O0 34.0 N/A N/A 
3- G7744- BMZ V +30 *FI F365.0 260 .5 N/A IN/A 

2-G 94, 
+3 3 . 10 26 . N/I N A 3- G7945-3 BMZ V +30 1F 4 5 . 0  <10 34.5 N/A N/A How AffeIeo Zone ^,e.: weiO MOWa Zone A.*.: a.1 Mom Zone Ae.: 48.5 

i25.5 42.0 
FILLET WELD TEST (OW. 180) R /su A - Sacustactoee 
Tyve as C e, aO F..-,,

N/A N/A N/A 
141Lsuts A 

N/A 

OTHER TEST R1. 
UT- 

Anasa: 
Acce table N/A N/A 

-N/A 

S Nam: 
:Clock NO.: Szan• No.: Lindsev Royce/Merriell Wahwassuck 

N/A B31/B29 e co'ucoa aw 
La atorry 

r70t No.: Robert .•rian Koon Hall Testing 3669-301-2826 
We certify that the statements in this record are correct and that the welds were prepared, welded and tested in accordance with the reauiremenrs of Section IX of the ASME coae.  

Rev. 2 3 4 Chocked I 
MK-Ferguson Company OI a t a 

0 PORI No.: ;Re c tet NO.: -I_ ý 

1-126 f Oa7t:.n'-
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THIS DOCUMaNTI ILDENTI=ES 
AN ALLEGER

j&� 64A1�/ 
p 

1qL/L
TO: NAME

/'t4�s7 //A7go��A�lLs 5CITY 

FAX le,/7- 9 7517Y-CI-215 Z7

FROM: Morrison Knudsen 
MK-Ferguson Plaza 
1500 West 3rd Street 
Cleveland, OH 44113-1406 
Fax: 216-523-5612 

NAMRW• 9 A

PHONE

NUMBER OF PAGES (INCLUDING THIS PAGE) /__-_ 

MESSAGE TO ADDRESSEE: &/Z"

a/V
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AN ALLEGER

DATE

COMPANY

Li

f

ý/// 07 1?6

| J

_~ ~~- 1-011 ..



JUL 1.7 '96 

FACSIMILE a& 

THIS DOCUEN'T ID NTIFIES 
AN ALLEGER 

TRANSMIT MESSAGE TO"

Nucleei PFkjectS Offic 
8301 senic Highway 
Pamneole, FL 325 r4-7810 

FROM:

,•l/x( r 7' Nuclear Projects. Pensacola 

Company'Name or (W) uivision Location and Department 

,r 6.f-12 Telephone Number 
WIN: 474-4384 
(904) 474-4384 

Westinghouse Pensacola Plant (WPP) Facsimile Numbers: 
Projects Office (904) 474-4519 

Engineering Department (904) 474-4509 

Comments: el , / .. ,. , , .• a,,. ,,

CIA:FoarmPFAX'.fC.S.S.93

No. of Time ,/.  
Pages Sent 

Date Sent 7-/2-,6 

Operator 

THIS UCA&u•:.w i i AN ALLEGER

'LazzZw 47-1 4AL -I-, f- % 

C

,b. "'+ `%
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®NCD. .M.ATERIAL-SPECIFICATION 
NUCLEAR* COMPONENTS. DIV.ISION.  

SAPECIE1CATIdN NO.0 -o55CO*2 . ..... REVISION NO;,I 

:TITLEA Lv1tIc~ iS. Cl-sif VJ9OI Sk 
TI L d . J:. . Fa~ .dd a Arc Waidiu. ($PAW)* 

-ApitbPVA L REV.4.A. R(EV.... REV. VZ..  

* ATHOR._ __ _ _ 

*VERIFIER 

ENGINEER1NO _____ 

wMF. ENG~G?. .  

ESGN g NB R.1 

MANAGER 

EVISION ESCRIPTION 

NO. DATE _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

O1~2S818 tviLtial issai to replace "ama dv.: 265SA71 

Complies with ASME Sect ion i t 

nmPG no O.%

-S



• .. . .... , .... :"GHOLýý .. : - <.;•;•,•..  

COSSC0 Roila 

WESTINGHOUSE ELECTRIC CORPORATION 

NUCLEAR COMPONENTS DIVISION A 

PENSACOLA, FLORIDA 

WELDING FILLER METAL PROCURIMENT SPECIFICATION X 
Low Alloy Steel Electrode SFA 55 ClanI Z*01 to•l•.1 

For Shielded Metal Arc Welding (SMAW) 

1.01 

1.1 This specif leatl!u for SFA .5 Css au9018-10 covered welding 
electrodes establishes the testiug and other requirements for 
compllance to ASME Section III Divislou I Subsecilon NB 
paragraph 2400 and Section II Part C.  

"1.2 The applicable ASMI code edition aed addenda for Section III and 
for Section 11 are u stated In the purchase order.  

1.3 The electrode diameter, length and quantity are as stated it the 
purchase order.  

2.0 jAPLICABLE jDOUMENz S- -NONE 

3.0 'BASIS OZ PUBMWAE: 
3.1 .,AS•fla3ettl III. Electrodes iad supplier shall meet the 

requirements of ASMZ Section II D.Ivision Subsections.  
.. • NB-2400, and NB-2600to rs acordatice w1th'schedule o .  

ciasslfletilos C4 of Soctloa 11 Pait C SFAS.0t,--each 10, shall . " 
* be tested for copic o SM ection III Subs~iors 

" 3".2: ND2432.2 and 2431.1. . .. " 

3.2- ASLR ee ig Ir fl eecirod*sal meet the. requiremenet* of ASM .' 
. Sction 1 Par.t C, S.A 5.5.Claus E90 1-Ntekteittoscheute i 

o.' 

WP'37144Z/0'0041Z 
.& 5.

'-I )



17 '96 02:18PN WESTINGHOUSE

I..'

3*.2. CbewfeuI Dmaulrainents The chemical 9601100ltlftoef the 
weld deposit shall be in accordance with IFA S5J and 
additional elemental analysis as listed below. The test 
method shall also be 69eclfied In the certification.

cheM11al Melemet
Composltlon, WL Percent* 
(iahilatetd Weld De~omlf

*CA 

at 

'Ni 

Vi 
* * cc 

2 * * *

nbou-C 0.10 
mnganesi.Ma 01.030 I 
osphorts-P '0.030.  

licoe~i*.* *:.1.40 -1.10.  

.roalum-Cr 033. ~i 
mtybdesmumMo. 0.35 
killdlUfflV .00 

ipoet-Co.. Ioi~uts~ 'alO.u 
balt -Co..Jfrato .7 

Single 4alued-are waxtmoik perceotag@5sý 

1.2 *Prgist-Tateg~1 ii -Terneerature' The iecbia~leal asample' welds 
shall be made In accordance wfit SFA"5SS ClasaE9013.M 

..ecept that prehept temporaturif sbhal be250- 2750Y with
a. Maximum iiteroaggt emperature ot 500OF..  

23 'Past Meld Heit etibjeii Spicimqas for necharnlcal.  

prioplarij tests shall -be, PWHT'ed as. foltowu 

* (a) Charge spe;rweas' into a tvuraste not exteedial 
8000F 

(b) Heat to 112SOF t 230F at a heating rate not 
exceedleg 100oF -per hour above 1006F wmd hold at 
temperature for 24 hours (+I hrs .0 hna); 

(c) Cool Is the fureace to 300'07 at a cooling rate Not 
exceeding 1000F per hour;

4 
'4 

* I.....  
* . . '. 

.* *..  

*2 I 

* .. ... t 

I..' 

* .

t4

(d) Cool Mnlformly at &my rate to room temperature.

* 3.2.4 EfasinnuTaubtnn: The ?WHT wed sample shall be tested 
according to ASMIS Sectioo fit Sobsectloa ND-2330 as.  
follows:

(a) prepare rour (4) weld metal drop weight samile s and 
six (6) weld metal charpy OV notch spe~eina..  

WP17164Z/000411Z 
Spec. No. CO5SC0j(/U v. 8 
page 3 of 6 1

t2

r
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V 
a.? 
L.  

I,'.

3.2.5 Tensille Strength and DuetIlit, a•,alreMeutu; post weld 
heat treated all weld metal test specimens shall meet the 
following: 

Tensile Strength, MHis. 90,000 1psi 

Yield Strength, 78,000 .90,000 psI 

Elongation, Min. - 24% 

4.0 IfRNTXIFICATION MAR•ING' 

4.1 Electrodes In addltilon to the electrode Identification 
requirements of ASME Section i1 Part C SFA B.S, each electrode 
shall be Imprinted at the grip end at least once with the 
electrode lot sumber. The Imprintlng shall appear Immediately 
after or adjacent to the electrode classifleation and shall be 
of th. same block type, l6cation and site.  

4.2 Ugnl Contsiners Shall be Identified with the Information 
required by SFA 5.5, and be hervetkcally sealed.  

4.3 Oternaeklnt of Unit Container,: Each box shall be plainly 
marked with the same Informatioa required on the wait containers 
In addition to the Westinghouse Purchase Order number and this 
specification and revision letter.

WPS7l64Z/0004RZ...  
"Spec. No. COSSO " /Rev. f 
Pago E fat 4'

Aft

¶4 
* I * a' ''4"..

(11). .. et two (2) drop weight samples it -10U,.mu*tl4mm.  
temseratire and three (3) lwpiact specimeas at 
"440 F maximam. It this* taet mueaesaull. .  
etah•illshoe in RT/N•T•T refueies.- temsrt4turs ofit 
-20G1F this r thte" ".Ld xet.ef (2) reip'weight V 
specimens at-0loop maximum and tde eetsd, set of , "(3) 1011146 81ecleuetax-si0O*F miaxingn...Ilowevef, " 
WO : i.th inst get. of. epocliseas talls, thilt fettthe...  

second set of (2) drop welillt spelmeasst'.20 F, " 
maximum, aid -the (3) Impairt qeciMue" at- 4?70F--.  
maxidi .a. The. crIteriatfir, pialig any: oi of the 

• above tetts. are tire (2) ne-breaks for the A rop 
wei.lght tetls. aid 50 ft-lbs..mlnlum, IMpact eiargy 
with 3" m=if minimum lateral expaas.tomf.for the 
Impact specimens,.  

The lowest reference temperatture achieved siai! be 
reported In the.certIfleatione aid shall not be 
greater than RIN, aut.!.IOaE to be acceptible. to 
this speciflcatloon'

N

* �..r.?J *-i�.4�f�' 

- �

* 4 0 4



-JUL 17 '96 02: 19PM WESTINGHOUSE 

•5•.0 OUALIXY ASSIURAN RK fljQ1puRuw Mq 

"""L•i The weldig electroe spplier shall meet hle requirements or ASM•l SttliO III Sbsectoles NI-2600.  
5.2 No chaste shall be male In the quality of suecemlel shipmeats of material tirilskud under this speclinlti.o without first 

obtalvlli the approval of the purchaser.  

6.0 £_'fnian f•T..Paz iT_ 
"Ce1rtifid test reportG shall be submitted to Westinghoslie prior to or 
during shipment of the electrodes mod shall Imcludez 

4.1 Reference to the applicable ASME code edition and addenda.  

6.2 statement of compliance to ASME Section II Part q, SFA S8 CIlAu 
E901-K 

U, Results of tests required by ASME Secion, III Subsectlio NB-2400 
As foIIows: 

1) Chemical analysis of undlluted wild metal lad test method.  

2) Tinllel, yield and elongation of post weld hoat treated 
specimen, 

•3) Fracture toughness fest of post weid heat treated 
'" ipeclmens , 

"4.4 Preheat and interpisi temperature used li pit. 6.3." " 

AS,. " Post'wel-hfat treatment lucliudlu heatli ad coolinrllteo,.'' " • " -" .. ' . holi ngln it m it a -tom p. • ". " . . .. . "-. , 

-and NVA-3S0O.' .*: 

4.1` Statement of cMompalianceto the purchasse orderand ti spec.. . "cati-..and ,r,.ilo,,, litter..  
• I. ........................ .. ,.......... ... •"•" 

WI'P? 164Z/OOO4RZ 
Spec. No. CO5COiIt/Rev. B 
Page S of 6 

"-r--- -- A---.. - *

P. 6

-P

o.  
• . .
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9. "96 02:20PN WESTINGHOUSE

"933N 1o9U1SIt IMrNAL KQou !RItrIN yI, 

7.1 Receiving Inspection Dept. shall assign • beat code to the 
material spas receipt. It additional In-house testing to 
required as Indicated below, the requisiltlomer shall be sotif led 
upen receipt of the weldiug material. A QR shall not be Issued 
uatil doeumentatloa of satisfactory test results Is received by 
Receiving luIpection. A copy of the Quality Release and 
Certificatlon Report shall be forwarded to the reqmisitloer and 
a copy of the QR shall be sent to the weld wire cage.

W ciata Eet Di~m,

R 

R 
R

3/320 
1/18 
5/324 

114"

200281 
200043 
200054 
200044 
200112

Weld 

SMAW 
SMAW 
SMAW 
SMAW 
SHAW

7.2 Receiving Inspection Department shall enter the followIng Into 
the A computer system: 

(a) Wheat code

INRnoeote 

No No 
No 
No 
No

(b) Vendor heat/lot number 

(e) , material category

(d) " stock number 

.. (e) AJI of the weldlj preunsset applicable 
purchased material."

for use with

.4. * a.

a. '

p..

'I

WPE7164Z/0004RZ 
Spec. No. COSSCMO/Rev. 3 
Page 6 o( 6 V

P.*7

A 

4.'.  

V,
4 

'"a

• o

¶
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SSPECIFICATION SPEC NO. C528C01 •VP MATERIALSPCFCTO VNOC REV NO. C 

TITLE Low Alloy Steel Filler Metals SFA-5.28 Class ERIOOS-1, for 
Gas Tungsten Arc WeldinE (GTAW) 

WESTINGHOUSE ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
PENSACOLA PLANT 

PENSACOLA, FLORIDA 

APPROVAL I SIGNATURE _.DATE SUMMARY OF CHANGES 

AUTHOR Joe--

QA ENGRG.__ _ ___-_,_ 

ENGRG.. MGR."214-44' , 

APPLICATIONS 

Rev. A Not Issued 

Rev. B Initial Release 

Rev. C. Complies with AMR 

Sect. III E1986; Z1986A87

THIS DOCUMENT CONTAINS PROPRIETARY 
INFORMATION OP THE WESTINOHOUSE EL2CTRIC 
CORPORATION PENSACOLA PLANT AND IS TO BE 
RETURNED UPON .EQuBST. InS CONTTS MAY NOT 
aS DISCLOSED TO OTHES OR USED FOR O'HER THAN 
THE EXPSSED PURPO3B FOR WIUCH LOANED 
WITHOUT THE WRIVEN CONSENT OF WESIWOHOUSE 

(PENSACOLA PLANTM.

J

i

l
[ Ps 1 of 4J 11•v. C



'96 02:.20PM WESTINGHOUSE Sv S f~V. 1.. Puagie 2 of 4

1. Scope 
1.1 This specification, for SFA 5.28 Class ER10OS-1, low alloy steel filler metal establishes 

the testing and other requirements for compliance to ASME Section III, Division 1, Subsection NB, 
Paragraph 2400, Section Il1, Subsection NCA-3800, and Section II, Part C.  

1.2 The applicable ASME Code Edition and Addenda for Section III and Section II are as stated 
in the purchase order.  

1.3 The electrode/rod diameter, length, coil or spool size (if applicable) and quantity are as 
stated in the purchase order.  

2. Applicable Documents 

ASME B & PVC Section III, Subsection, NCA 
ASME B & PVC Section III, NB 
ASME B & PVC Section II, Part C 

3. Basis of Purchase 
3.1 ASME Section II Filler metal shall meet the requirements of ASME Section II Part C, SFA 

5.28 Class ER10OS-1 Tested to Schedule F Class S3 of SFA-5.01 
3.2 ASME Section III - Filler metal shall meet the requirements of ASME Section III Division 1 

Subsection NB-2400 and NB-2600 per Schedule K Classification S3 of Section II Part C SFA 
5.01. Each lot shall be tested for compliance to ASME Section III, Subsections NB-2400 and NB
2430 as follows: 

3.2.1 Chemical Requirements - The chemical analysis of the bare filler metal shall be in 
accordance with SFA 5.28 and additional element analysis as listed below. The test method shall 
also be specified in the certification (i.e., wet, Spectrometry, etc.).

Chemical-Elment 

Carbon-C 
Manganese-Mn 
Silicon-Si 
Sulfur-S 
Phosphorus-P 
Chromium-Cr 
Nickel-Ni 
Molybdenum-Mo 
Copper-Cu 
Vanadium-V 
Titanium 
Zirconium 
Aluminum 
Total Others

Composition, Wt % 

.08 
1.25 -1.80 
0.20 - 0.50 
0.010 
0.010 
0.30 
1.40- 2.10 
0.25 - 0.55 
0.25 
0.05 
0.10 
0.10 
0.10 
0.50

* Single valves are maximum percentages.  

3.2.2 Weld Test Parameters - Weld one test coupon with GTAW using the parameters listed 
below. The test coupon shall be a minimum of 1 thick, 11" wide, and 20" long. Two coupons 
may be used in lieu of one. If only one set of drop weights and one set of input test specimens 
are required per paragraph 3.2.4.4. Then the coupon length can be reduced to 14". The test 
coupon material shall be low allow steel such as SA-302, SA-508, SA-533, or SA-541. PWHT 
shall be in accordance with paragraph 3.2.3.

Amperage 
Volts 
Travel 
Gas 
Preheat Temp. min.  
Interpass Temp. max.

Manual GTAW 
100/300 
12/22 
2 IPM min.  
Argon 
250"F 
5001F

MphinLgAW 
100/300 (.045) 
10/14 (.045) 
2-8 IPM, 1-5 with osc.  
Argon 
250°F 
5006F



JUL. ( I I • "-

-� �a

3.2.3 Post Weld Heat Treatment - Specimens for PWHT mechanical property tests shall be 

treated as follows: 

(A) Charge specimens into a furnace maintained at 800F maximum; 

(B) Heat to 1125°F t 256F at a heating rate not exceeding 1 00°F per hour and hold at 
temperature for 24 hours minimum.  

(C) Cool in the furnace to 800°F at a cooling rate not exceeding 1 00F per hour; 

(0) Cool uniformly at any rate to room temperature.  

3.2.4 Fracture Toughness - The PWHT'd weld sample shall be tested according to ASME 
Section III Subsection NB-2330 as supplemented by the following: 

3.2.4.1 Prepare four (4) weld metal drop weight samples and six (6) weld metal charpy "V" 
notch specimens.  

3.2.4.2 Test two (2) drop weight samples at + 5"F maximum temperature and three (3) impact 
specimens at + 550F maximum. If this test successfully establishes a RT/NDT reference 
temperature of -50F, then run the second set of (2) drop weight specimens at -IOAF maximum, 
and the second set of (3) impact specimens at +401F maximum (see note). However, if the first 
set of specimens fails, then run the second set of (2) drop weight specimens at + 20=F maximum 
and the (3) impact specimens at + 70OF maximum. The criteria for passing any one of the above 
tests are two (2) no-breaks for the drop weight tests ad 50 ft-lbs minimum impact energy with 35 
mils minimum lateral expansion for the impact specimens.  

3.2.4.3 The lowest reference temperature achieved shall be reported in the certification and 
shall not be greater than RTNDT = + 1 0F to be acceptable to this specification.  

3.2.4.4 NOTE: The -I10F drop weights and +400F charpies may be run first and the results of 
these tests reported instead of the + 5°F and + 55°F tests.  

3.2.5 Tensile Strength and Ductility Requirements - All-weld-metal test specimen shall meet 
the following:

Tensile Strength, Min.  

Yield Strength, Min.  

Elongation, Min.

PWHT 
90,000 psi 

78,000 psi 

16%

4. Identification Marking 

4.1 Each unit package of electrode/rod, coils or spool shall be identified with the following 
information: 

(A) Material Classification and Specification Numbers 

(B) Supplier's Name and Trade Designation 

(C) Size (Diameter of Electrodes) and Net Weight 

(D) Lot, Control or Heat Number 

(E) P.O. Number 

(F) Cut length electrode shall be individually flag tagged on § end with the electrode 
type and manufacturers lot or heat number.



4.2 Packaging 

Each unit package of electrodes, ccils or spools . -; • •a:zkaged in such as way as to 
prevent moisture damage during shipment and be able to be stored for one year.  

5. Certified Material Test Reports 

Certified material test reports shall be submitted to Westinghouse prior to or during shipment 
of the electrodes and shall Include: 

5.1 Reference to the applicable ASME Code Edition and Addenda.  
5.2 Results of tests required by ASME Section III, Subsection NB-2400 as follows: 

(1) Chemical analysis of bare filler metal and test method.  

(2) Tensile, yield and elongation of post weld heat treated specimen.  

(3) Fracture toughness test of post weld heat treated coupon.  

5.3 Preheat and interpass temperature used for the weld test.  

5.4 Post weld heat treatment including heating and cooling rate, holding time at temp.  

5.5 Statement of Compliance to ASME Section 11 Part C, SFA 5.28 ER1 OOS-1.  

5.6 Statement of compliance to ASME Section III, Subsection NB-2600 and NCA-3800.  

5.7 Statement of compliance to the purchase order and this specification and revision letter.  

6. Westinghouse Internal Requirements Only 

6.1 Receiving Inspection Dept. shall assign a Westinghouse heat code to the material upon 
receipt. If additional in-house testing is required as indicated below, the requisitioner shall be 
notified upon receipt of the welding material. A OR shall not be issued until documentation of satisfactory test results is received by Receiving Inspection. A copy of the Quality Release and 
Certification Report shall be forwarded to the requisitioner and a copy of the OR shall be sent to 
the weld wire cage.  

Weld In-House 
Sl i ProcessTesting 

45 0.045" 200477 MTIG No 
45 1/16" 200478 MTIG No 
45 3/32" 200479 MTIG No 
45 1/8" 200480 MTIG No 

6.2 Receiving Inspection Department shall enter the following into the W computer system: 

(a) W heat code 
(b) Vendor heat/lot number 
(c) W material category 
(d) W stock number 
(e) All of the welding processes applicable for use with purchase material.

Fag



ijes ,gndon. E 208 - 91

Standard Test Method for 
Conducting Drop-Weight Test to Determine Nil-Ductility 
Transition Temperature of Ferritic Steels' 

This standard is issued under the fixed designation E 208; the number immediately following the designation indicates the year of 

original adoption or. in the case of revision, the year of last revision. A number in parentheses indicates the year of last reapproval. A 

superscript epsilon (e) indicates an editorial change since the last revision or reapproval.  

INTRODUCTION 

This drop-weight test was developed at the Naval Research Laboratory in 1952 and has been 

used extensively to investigate the conditions required for initiation of brittle fractures in structural 

steels. Drop-weight test facilities have been established at several Naval activities, research 

institutions, and industrial organizations in this country and abroad. The method is used for 

specification purposes by indistrial organizations and is referenced in sevdral ASTM specifications 

and the ASME Boiler and Preiiure Vessel Code. This procedure was prepared to ensure that tests 

conducted at all locations would have a common meaning.

1. Scope 
1.1 This test method covers the determination of the 

nil-ductility transition (NDT) temperature of ferritic steels, 
51a in. (15.9 mm) and thicker.  

1.2 This method may be used whenever the inquiry, 
contract, order, or specification states that the steels are 
subject to fracture toughness requirements as determined by 
the drop-weight test.  

1.3 The values stated in inch-pound units are to be 
rded as the standard.  

A.4 This standard does not purport to address all of the 
safety problems associated with its use. It is the responsibility 
of the user of this standard to establish appropriate safety and 

health practices and determine the applicability of regulatory 
limitations prior to use.  

2. Terminology 
2.1 Definitions: 
2.1.1 nil-ductility transition (NDT) temperature-the 

maximum temperature where a standard drop-weight spec
imen breaks when tested according to the provisions of this 
method.  

2.1.2 ferritic-the word ferritic as used hereafter refers to 
all a-Fe steels. This includes martensitic, pearlitic, and all 
other nonaustenitic steels.  

3. Summary of Test Method 
3.1 The drop-weight test employs simple beam specimens 

specially prepared to create a material crack in their tensile 
surfaces at an early time interval of the test, .The -test is 
conducted by subjecting each of a series'(gefally f&ur to' 
eight) of specimens 4f a given material to a single impact 
load at a sequence of selected temperatures to determine the 

I This test method is under the jurisdiction of the ASTM Committee E-28 on 

Mechanical Testing and is the direct responsibility of Subcommittee E28.07 on 
a Testing.  

-urrent edition approved Jan. 25. 1991. Published March 1991. Originally 

published as E 208 - 63 T. Last previous edition E 208 - 87a".

maximum temperature at which a specimen breaks. The 
impact load is provided by a guided, firee-falling *eigltwitl 
;An.energy of 250ito"1200 ft4bF(340 to t630 J) depeniding on 
thd ield "strength of tihe steel to be tested. The specimens are 
prevented by a stop from deflecting more than a few tenths 
of an inch.  

3.2 The usual test sequence is as follows: After the 
preparation and temperature conditioning of the specimen.  
the initial drop-weight test is conducted at a test temperature 
estimated to be near the NDT temperature. Depending upon 
the results of the first test, tests of the other specimens are 
conducted at suitable temperature intervals to establish the 
limits within 10*F (5*C) for break and no-break perforal
ance. A duplicate test at the lowest no-break temperature of 
the series is conducted to confirm no-break performance at 
this temperature.  

3.3 In 1984, the method of applying the crack-starter weld 
bead was changed from a "two-pass" technique to the 
current "single-pass" procedure, and the practice of "repair
welding" of the crack-starter weld bead was prohibited. For 

steels whose properties are influenced by tempering or are 
susceptible to temper embrittlement, the nil-ductility transi
tion (NDT) temperature obtained using the "single-pass" 
crack-starter weld bead may not agree with that obtained 
using the previous "two-pass" crack-starter weld bead, or 
when the crack-starter bead was repaired.  

4. Significance and Use 

4.1 The fracture-strength transitions of ferritic steels used 
in the notched condition are markedly affected by tempera

-lure. For a given "low" temperature, the size and acuity of 
the flaw (notch) determines the stress level required for 
initiation of brittle fracture. The significance of this test 
method is related to establishing that temperature, defined 
herein as the NDT temperature, at which the "small flawo 
initiation curve, Fig. 1, falls to nominal yield strength stress 
levels with decreasing temperature, that is, the point marked 
NDT in Fig. 1.  

4.2 Interpretations to other conditions required for frac
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TENSILE 
STRENGTH 

YIELO 
POINT 

.4S 

0 

Z - Y. S.  

0

NOT NOT + 301F NOT + 60'F 

TEMP. -
NOT + 120'F

S1 Generalized Fracture Analysis Diagram Indicating the Approximate Range of Flaw Sizes Required for Fracture Initiation at Various 
Levels of Nominal Stress, as Referenced by the NDT Temperature"' 4

lure initiation may be made by the use of the generalized 
flaw-size, stress-temperature diagram shown in Fig. 1. The 
diagram was derived from a wide variety of tests, both 
fracture-initiation and fracture-arrest tests, as correlated with 
the NDT temperature established by the drop-weight test.  
Validation of the NDT concept has been documented by 
correlations with numerous service failures encountered in 
ship, pressure vessel, machinery component, forged, and cast 
steel applications.  

5. Precautions 
5.1 The drop-weight test was devised for measuring frac

ture initiation characteristics of 5/s-in. (15.9-mm) and thicker 
gractural materials. This test is not recommended for steels 
less than 5/s-in. thick.  

5.2 This method establishes standard specimens and con
ditions to determine the NDT temperature of a given steel.  
The use of standard specimens with, nonstandard test condi
tions or the use of nonstandard specimens shall not be 
allowed for specification purposes.  

5.3 This method employs a small weld bead deposited on 
the specimen surface, whose sole -purpose is to provide a 
brittle material for the initiation of a small, cleavage crack
flaw in the specimen base material during the test. Anoma
lous behavior may be expected for materials where the 
heat-affected zone created by deposition of the crack-starter 
weld is made more fracture resistant than the unaffected 
plate. This condition is developed for quenched and tem
pered steels of high hardness obtained by tempering at low 
temperatures. The problem may be avoided by placing the 
crack-starter weld on these steels before conducting the 
quenching and tempering heat treatment. Except for other 
cases which may be readily rationalized in metallurgical 
Icnms (for example, it is possible to recrystallize heavily 
cold-worked steels in the heat-affected zone and to develop a 
region of improved ductility), the heat-affected zone problem 
i not encountered with conventional structural grade steels 
of a pearlitic microstructure or quenched and tempered 
ftls tempered at high temperatures to develop maximum 
kacture toughness.

6. Apparatus 

6.1 The drop-weight machine is of simple design based on 
the use of readily available structural steel products. 2 The 
principal components of a drop-weight machine are a 
vertically guided, free-falling weight, and a rigidly supported 
anvil which provides for the loading of a rectangular plate 
specimen as a simple beam under the falling weight. Figure 
2(a) illustrates a typical drop-weight machine built of 
standard structural shapes.  

6.2 A rail, or rails, rigidly held in a vertical position and in 
a fixed relationship to the base shall be provided to guide the 
weight. The weight shall be provided with suitable devices 
which engage the rail, or rails, and ensure that it will drop 
freely in a single. vertical plane. The weight may be raised by 
any convenient means. A weight-release mechanism, func
tioning similarly to that shown in Fig. 2(b). shall be provided 
to release the weight quickly without affecting its free fall.  
The weight shall be made in one piece, or if made of several 
pieces. its construction shall be rigid to ensure that it acts as 
a unit when it strikes the specimen. The striking tup of the 
weight shall be a steel cylindrical surface with a radius of I 
in. (25.4 mm) and a minimum hardness of HRC 50 
throughout the section. The weight shall be between 50 and 
300 lb (22.7 and 136 kg). The rails and hoisting device shall 
permit raising the weight various fixed distances to obtain 
potential energies of 250 to 1200 ft-lbf (340 to 1630 J).  

6.3 A horizontal base. located under the guide rails. shall 
be provided to hold and position precisely the several styles 
of anvils required for the standard specimens. The anvil 
guides shall position the anvil with the center-line of the 

2 Detail drawings for the construction of this machine are available from ASTM 
Headquarters. Order PCN 12-502080-00.  

1 Pellini. W. S.. and Puzak. P. P., 'Fracture Analysis Diagram Procedures for 
the Fracture-Safe Engineering Design of Steel Structures." NRL Report 5920.  
March 15, 1963: also Welding Research Council Bulletin. Series No. 88. May.  
1963.  

' Pellini. W. S.. and Puzak P. P., Practical Considerations in Applying 
Laboratory Fracture Test Criteria to the Fracture-Safe Design of Pressure Vessels.
NRL Report 6030. November 5. 1963: also Transactions. Am. Soc. Mechanical 
Engrm.. Series A., Jownal o( Engineering for Power. October 1964. pp. 429-443.
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deflection stops under the center-fine of the striking tup of 
the weight. In general, the base will also support the guide 
rails, but this is not a requirement. The base shall rest on the 
rigid foundation. The base-foundation system shall be suffi
ciently rigid to allow the normal drop-weight energy (Table 
1) to deflect a standard specimen to the stop at temperatures 
above the NDT. The base shall not jump or shift during the 
test, and shall be secured to the foundation if necessary to 
prevent motion.  

6.4 A guard screen, similar to that shown in Fig. 2(c), is 
recommended to stop broken specimen halves of the very 
brittle steels which break into two pieces with both halves 
being ejected forcefully from the machine.  

6.5 The general characteristics of two of the anvils re
quired are illustrated in Fig. 3. The anvils shall be made in 
accordance with the dimensions shown in Fig. 4. The anvil 
supports and deflection stops shall be steel-hardened to a 
minimum hardness of HRC 50 throughout their cross 
section. The space between the two stops is provided as 

rance for the crack-starter weld on the specimen. The 
u,.,ection stops may be made in two separate pieces, if

ID E 208

<'IU

2;

desired. The anvil-base system shall be sufficiently rigid to 
allow the normal drop-weight energy (Table 1) to deflect the 
specimen to the stop at temperatures well above the NDT.  

6.6 A measuring system shall be provided to assure that 
the weight is released from the desired height for each test, 
within the limits of +10, -0 %.  

6.7 Modifications of the equipment or assembly details of 
the drop-weight machine shown in Fig. 2 are permitted 
provided that the modified machine is functionally equiva
lent. Figure 5 illustrates a portable machine design used bY 
an industrial concern for drop-weight tests of materials used 
for pressure vessel components at different fabrication site 

7. Test Specimens 
7.1 Identification of Material-All sample material and 

specimens removed from a given plate, shape, forging, or 
casting product shall be marked to identify their particular 
source (heat number, slab number, etc.). A simple identifica" 
tion system shall be used which can be employed il 
conjunction with an itemized table to obtain all the pertinent 
information.
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(a) Left--Comilete Assemnby 
(b) Upper Rght--•ick-Release Mechanism 
(C) Lower Right-Guard Screen 

FIG. 2. Drop-Weight Test Apparatus
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FIG. 3 General Appearance of the Anvils Required for Drop-Weight NDT Tests

7.2 Orientation-The drop-weight test is insensitive to 
wecdmen orientation with respect to rolling or forging 
direction. However, un..less otherwise agreed to, all specimens 
specified by the purchaser shall be of the same orientation 
and it shall be noted in the test report.  

7.3 Relation to Other Specimens-Unless otherwise spec
ified by the purchaser, the specimens shall be removed from 
the material at positions adjacent to the location of other 
type test specimens (for example, mechanical test specimens) 
required for evaluation of other material properties.  

7.4 Special Conditions for Forgings and Castings-Where 
drop-weight testing of cast or forged material is specified, the 
size and location of integrally attached pad projections or 
prolongations to be used for specimen fabrication shall be 
agreed to in advance by the purchaser. If the design of the 
casting or forging does not allow an attached test-material 
coupon, the following requirements shall apply: 

7.4.1 Drop-weight specimens cast or forged separately to 
the dimensions required for testing shall be allowed only 
where the product dimensions are equivalent and the pur
chaser agrees.  

7.4.2 Specimens may be taken from a separately produced 
test-material coupon if the supplier can demonstrate that it is 
equivalent to the product with respect to chemical composi
lion, soundness, and metallurgical conditions. The material 
shall be from the same heat and shall have been fabricated 
under identical conditions as the product. The specimens 
shall be machine-cut from locations agreed to in advance by 
the purchaser.  

7.4.3 Specifically, in the case of casting requiring X-ray 
quality standard, the separate test-material coupon shall be 
cast separately but simultaneously with the product. Chills

shall not be used. The test-material coupon shall be in 
proportion to the thickness, T, in the cast product, where T is 
diameter of the largest circle that can be inscribed in any 
cross section of the casting, or where T is defined in advance 
by the purchaser as the nominal design thickness, as follows:
Thickness, T, in. (mm) 

Ik (12.7) and less 
51s to 2 (15.9 to 50.8) 

5s/ to 1 (15.9 to 25.4) 

>1 to 3 (25.4 to 76.2) 
>3 to 5 (76.2 to 127) 
Over 5 (127) 

Over 5 (127)

Separately Cast. Nonchilled. Test-Coupon Size 

None required 
When several small castings are poured from one 

heat, one casting shall be used to provide test 
specimens. if adaptable 

T by 2 by 5 in. (127 mm) for irregularly shaped 
castings 

Tby4.5Tby4.5T 
Tby 3Tby 3T 
Tby 3 T by 3 T for castings that are representative oi 

cast plates 
Tby T by 6 VT for castings that are representative of 

cast plates

7.4.4 Specimens showing casting or metallurgical faults 
on broken fracture surfaces shall be "No-Test." 

7.5 Size of Blank-Dimensions of the blank size required 
for standard test specimens are shown in Fig. 6. Equally 
significant NDT temperatures, within tl0"F (±5C), are 
determined for a given steel with tests using any of the 
standard specimens. As may be convenient for the particular 
thickness of material, any of the standard specimens shown 
in Fig. 6 and prepared as described in Section 7 may be 
chosen for this method. The results obtained with standard 
test conditions shall comply with the requirements of this 
method for determining the NDT temperature.  

7.6 Specimen Cutting-The specimen sample material 
and the specimen ends may be flame-cut. The specimen 
sides shall be saw-cut or machined, using adequate coolant to 
prevent specimen overheating, and shall be a minimum of I
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TABLE 1 Standard Drop-Weight Test Conditions 
Specime SpanS in. ( Dem) Stop, S Strth Lee.s . (mm) In. (mm) .....

Jkst y-a""':.  
11 

ft4bf 
-1 I by 31/2 by 14 12.0 0.3 30 to 50 (210 to 340) 600 800 (25.4 by 89 by 356) (305) (7.6) 50 to 70 (340 to 480) 800 1100 

70 to 90 (480 to 620) 1000 1350 90 to 110 (620 to 760) 1200 1650
3/ by 2 by 5 
(19 by 51 by 127)

4.0 
(102)

0.06 
* (1.5)

30 to 60 (210 to 410) 
60 to 90 (410 to 620) 
90 to 120 (620 to 830) 120 to 150 (830 to 1030)

P-3 % by 2 by 5 4.0 0.075 30 to 60 (210 to 410) 250 350 (15.9 by 51 by 127) (102) (1.9) 60 to 90 (410 to 620) 300 400 
90 to 120 (620 to 30) 350 450 

AI tssf ntntk*Se be dWhh 120 to 150 (830 to 1030) 400 550 
ra ie tests of a given srength level steel shaD be conducted with the drop.weight energy stated in this column. in the event tat nsufficient deflection is 

0-tet PermTarce) an oreasse drop-weight energy shall be employed for other specimens of the 9M steel

250 
300 350 
400

350 
400 
450

i. from any flame-cut surface. Products thicker than the andard specimen thickness shall be machine-cut to andard thickness from one side, preserving an as-fabricated 
..face unless otherwise specified, or agreed to, in advance 'the purchaser. The as-fabricated surface so preserved shall 

-S 

T 
A 

0 R 

C 

Anvi Oiension Unit Spten Type P-i P.2Tolerarnce P-1 P-2 P-3 
,an in. 12.0 4.0 4.0 --0.05 

mm 305 100 100 ±1.5 flection stop in. 0.30 0.060 0.075 ±0.002 
M OMm 7.60 1.50 1.90 ±0.05 A length cricalt

vi width - not , vithickness in. 1.5 min 1.5 min 1.5 min 
mm 38min 38min 38rmi )pont leNgt in. 3.5 mrin 2.0 min 2.0 mnli 
mm 90nmin 50mn 50min port width ,-,-not less than G, , port height in. 2.0 2.0 2.0 _1 
mm 50 50 50 ±25 pr racdus in. 0.075 0.075 0.075 ±0.025 
mm 1.0 1.0 1.0 ±0.1 3 width in. 3.5 mrin 2.0 min 2.0 min ±2 
(M 90rmin 50rmin 50rmin :l:50 clearance in. 0.9 0.9 0.9 ±0.1 
mm 22 22 22 ±3 I clearance depth in. 0.4 mrin 0.4 min 0.4 min" 
mm 10 min 10 min 10 min 

FIG. 4 Anvil Dimensions

be the 
testing.

welded (tension) surface of the specimen during

FIG. 5 Portable Drop-Weight Test Machine Used for Tests at 
Different Fabrication Sites
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1350 
1650 

350 
400 
450 
5,50 

350 
400 
450 
550 

on is devri 

aen durn1

d
Specimen Type ,,,.P-2 

P-3 
Dimension Tolerance Dimension Tolerance Dimension Tolerance , flhidcmess mi- 1.0 ±0.12 0.75 ±0.04 0.62 ±0.02 

mm 25 ±2.5 19 :1.0 16 ±0.5 Lenmgt in. "" 14.0 ±t0.5 5.0 ±0.5 5.0 ±0.5 
n, Wit 360 ±10 130 ±10 130 ±10 

'. Width iM. 3.5 ±0.1 2.0 ±0.04 2.0 ±0.04 mnm 90 ±2.0 50 ±1.0 50 ±1.0 
., Weld length in. 2.5 ±1 1.75 ±1.0 1.75 ±1.0 mm 635 ±25 . 44.5 ±25 44.5 ±25.0 NOTE-The length of the weld bead is not crtical, povided that the crack-starter notch is at the center of specimen and that the weld bead does not contact the suppor hte when the specimen is fuly dellected.  

FIG. 6 Standard Drop-Weight Specimen Dimensions

7.7 Crack-Starter Weld-The crack-starter weld, which is a centrally located weld bead, approximately .21/2 in. (63.5 ninn) long and 1/2 in. (12.7 mm) wide, shall be deposited on the as-fabricated tension surface of the drop-weight specimen in a single pass.5 To assist the welding operator in centering the weld deposit properly on the test piece, two punch marks as shown in Fig. 7(a) or a copper template containing a I by 3-in. (25 by 76--mm) centrally positioned slot, Fig. 7(b), shall be used.6 The weld shall start from either Point A or D and shall proceed without interruption as a stringer bead (no weaving) to the other point. The bead appearance is determined by the amperage, arc voltage, and speed of travel used.  A current of 180 to 200 A, a medium arc length, and a travel speed that will result in a moderately high-crowned bead have been found to be suitable conditions. An enlarged view of an as-deposited crack-starter weld is shown in Fig. 7(c).  7.7.1 Microstructure of Base Metal-Data presented show that the method of depositing the weld bead can influence the microstructure of the heat-affected zone under the weld notch which in turn can influence the NDT determined 

Previous versions of the specification listed sources for hard facing electrodes that were suitable for producing the brittle crack-starter weld. Those sources no longer produce such electrodes. The following new sources h~ave Vcated that they P •vduce appropriate electrodes: (1) McKay DWavailable from Teledyne McKay, P.O. Box 1509, York. PA 17405-1509, (2) OK Selectrode 83.30 '. diame tem number 8330404000, available from Esab AB, Box 8004, .4..7 Iote*org. Sweden, and (3) Conarcrom 350 Ap available frim Conarco, Calle 18 No 4079-(1672 V. Lynch), Bueniý 'A. Argentina.  Until the subcommittee is able to perform round robin testing of these dectrodes, potential users are cautioned to perform their own evaluations in 
accordance with paragraph 7.10.  *The copper template is especially recommended for the Type P-2 and P-3 Vocimens since it eliminates weld spatter which may interfere with proper seating Ofthe specimen during test.

especially in heat-treated steels. 7 

7.8 Weld Notch-The final preparation of the specimer.  consists of notching the deposited weld at the center of the bead length. Care shall be taken to ensure that only the weld deposit is notched and that the cutting tools do not contact the specimen surface. The notch may be cut with thin abrasive disks, as shown in Fig. 8, or other convenient 
cutting tools such as mechanical saws, hack saws, etc. The weld-notch details and a representative example of a notched weld is given in Fig. 9.  

7.9 Measuring Weld-Notch Depth-The depth of the notch from the crown of the weld will vary with expected variations in weld-crown dimensions. The depth of the notch is not measured, since it is the thickness of the weld remaining above the specimen and under the bottom of the notch that has been standardized, as shown in Fig. 9. This weld thickness above the specimen shall be maintained across as much of the weld width as permitted by the bead contour. Figure 10 illustrates a device for measuring the thickness of weld metal at the bottom of the notch. The adjustable dial indicator with bridge-support is set at zero while in position on the specimen with the indicator tip contacting the specimen surface immediately adjacent to the notch. The bridge is then placed over the weld with the indicator tip resting on the bottom of the notch to measure the weld metal thickness directly. After the operator has gained experience in the preparation of a few specimens, the instrument need be used only in the final checking of the finished notch.  
7.10 Other Crack-Starter Welds-The satisfactory com

'Tsukada, H., Suzuki. I. I.. and Tanaka, Y., 'A Study on Drop-Weight Tes Using A508 Class 2 Steel." Japan Steel Works. LUd.. December 1, 1981.
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(a) Punch Marks

(b) Copper Template

(c) crack-Starter Weld 

FIG. 7 Methods of Locating the Weld Deposit Properly on the Test Specimen

NoTe-The*WSxrwf does not comply with the current procedure whicn specfies that the weld shall start from either end and shall iw?-..o. ...  

I,% ..l FIG. 8 Notching of Crack-Starter Weld Deposit
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V

S

"•.-1- 1/16 IM MAX.(.5 MM)

FG. 9 Weld-Notch Details and Example of a Notched Weld

FIG. 10 Method for Measuring Weld Metal Thickness at the 
Bottom of the Notch 

pletion of drop-weight tests is dependent upon the -crack
starting" conditions developed by the notched weld. As 
shown schematically in Fig. 1I. the specimen deflection, Dc, 
that cracks the weld, is significantly less than the allowable 
anvil stop deflection. D4. for all standard thickness, T.  
specimens tested on the proper span, S. The carefully 
prepared and specially handled electrode (described in 7.75) 
has been proved successful for crack-starting purposes for all 
temperatures up to approximately 400"F (200'C). Other weld 
materials shall be considered to perform satisfactorily as 
crack-starters if they also develop cleavage cracks at suitably 
high test temperatures at or near the instant that yielding 
occurs in the surface fibers of the test specimen. Weld 
materials, other than those described in 7.7, may be used for 
the crack-starter bead provided the following requirements 
are met 

7.10.1 Using standard conditions as specified in Table 1, 
three standard Type P-2 specimens (3/4 by 2 by 5 in.) (19 by 
51 by 127 mm) shall be drop-weight tested at a temperature

YIELD POINT LOADING IN PRESENCE OF SMALL 
CRACK IS TERMINATED BY CONTACT WITH STOP 

FIG. 11 Drop-Weight Test Method 

100"F (55"C) or more above the NDT temperatures of the 
plate material.  

7.10.2 If the three tests demonstrate that the weld notch is 
always cracked upon deflection of the specimen tension 
surface to the maximum amount permitted by the proper 
anvil stop, the other crack-starter weld shall be authorized 
and considered to conform to the requirements of this 
method.  

7.10.3 Welding procedures or crack-starter weld dimen
sions other than those described in 7.7 shall be considered to 
perform satisfactorily as crack-starters if they are demon
strated to develop cleavage cracks at suitably high test 
temperatures at or near the instant that yielding occurs in the 
surface fibers of the test specimens. For example, a 3/4 to 1-in.  
long crack-starter weld deposited in one direction only with 
the welding conditions and the electrodes described in 7.7 
has been used successfully as a crack-starter weld for the 
Type P-3 specimen. The shorter weld reduces to total heat 
input into the specimen and is considered less likely to cause 
metallurgical changes in the specimen base materials of the 
low-alloy, high-tensile strength pressure vessel steels. For the 
Type P- 1 specimen, the shorter weld does not provide the 
reproducibility or consistency for crack-starting purposes 
obtained with the standard crack-starter weld described in 
7.7. Other welding procedures or crack-starter weld dimen
sions than those described in 7.7 may be used as the 
crack-starter bead for a given standard type (P-I. P-2. or P-3) 
specimen provided that three specimens are tested in accord
ance with 7.10.1 and results obtained in accordance with 
7.10.2.  

8. Procedure-General 
8.1 Some care and thought are necessary to make a 

successful drop-weight determination of the NDT tempera
ture. Adequate auxiliary equipment and a definite procedure 
will aid in making the test. The following sections will define 
in detail and in orderly fashion the equipment and procedure 
requirements: 

8.2 Conduct the test by placing a specimen in a heating or 
cooling device until it is at the desired temperature. Then 
place it with minimum loss of time (see 12.4) on the anvil 
and align where it will be struck squarely by the weight.
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FIG. 12 Method for Alignment of Specimen

(a) (b) (c) 

(a) Wax Pencil Line Scribed on Tension Side of a Specimen 
(b) Appication of Masking Tape to Anvil Stop Surfaces 
(c) Transfer of Wax Lines to the Tape When the Specimen Hits the Stop 

FIG. 13 Method Employed to Indicate Contact of the Specimen with the Anvil Stop

TABLE 2 Suggested Sequence of Drop-Weight Test Temperatures

Specimen Condition After Test at Temperature T., 

No crack in weld notch 
Weld crack extending less than 'Ae in. (1.6 mm) into specimen surface 
Weld crack extending M/a to 1/4 in. (3.2 to 6.4 mm) into speamen surface 
Weld crack extending approximately '/2 the distance between specimen edge and toe of crack-starter weld bead 
Weld crack extending to within 1/4 in. (6.4 mm) of specimen edge 
Speciren "eBreaks" (see 13.2.1)

Allow the weight to drop from a known preselected height on 
the specimen. Examine the specimen after the strike to 
determine its condition as defined by the requirements of 
this method. Repeat this process until the NDT temperature 
has been determined.  

8.3 The number of specimens required to determine the 
")T temperature is a function of the experience of the 

.,perator with the material and of the use of an adequate

Suggested Test Temperature 
for Succeeding Test 

No-Test performance (see 13.2.3 and 13.3).  
T, - 60*F T. - 30"C 
T, - 40-F T, - 20-C 
T, - 20-F T, - 10 0C 
T, - 10-F T, - 50C 
T, + 40F T,, + 200C 
Continue testing as described in 11.1 and-112-

procedure. A skilled operator working with known materifl 
can determine the NDT temperature with as few as thril 
specimens. Generally, six to eight specimens are required.  

9. Specimen-Anvil Alignment 
9. 1 Anvil Requirements-Test each type of drop-weiglat 

specimen only on the anvil designated for that type specitie• 
in accordance with Table 1.
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NoTE-The weld sh•wn does not comply wwit the cur'ent procedure which 
pedtl•es that the weld shall start from either end and shall proceed without •romption.  

FIG. 14 Typical Examples of Broken Drop-Weight Specimens.  
Fracture Reaches to at Least One Edge 

9.2 Specimen-Anvil Alignment-In order to obtain a valid 
test properly align the specimen on the anvil. Align the 
specimen. anvil, and weigh so the specimen is struck under 
the following conditions: 

9.2.1 The specimen shall be horizontal and the ends shall 
rest on the anvil supports.  

9.2.2 The striking tup of the weight shall strike within 
±0.1 in. (±__2.5 mm) of a line on the compression side of the 
specimen. normal to a long edge and directly opposite the 
notch in the crack-starter weld.  

9.2.3 No part of the crack-starter weld will touch the 
deflection stops at any time during the test.  

9.2.4 The specimen sides and ends shall be free from any 
interference during the test.  

9.3 Alignment Tool-The technique shown in Fig. 12 has 
been used successfully to achieve longitudinal and angular 
specimen alignment of the specimen. Draw a wax-pencil line 
on the compression surface of the specimen normal to a long 
edge and directly opposite the notch. Place the specimen on 
the anvil so this line coincides with the edge of a removable 
guide bar. Place the bar against the machine rails so that its 
edge defines the striking line of the tup on the weight.  

10. Selection of Test Energy 
10. 1 Strike the specimen by a free-falling weight having 

adequate energy to deflect the specimen sufficiently to crack 
the weld deposit and to make the tension surface contact the 
anvil stop. The design of the machine permits the use of 
various impact energies to accommodate the different

strength levels of the various materials tested. The standard 
test conditions shown in Table I have been developed by 
experience and shall be used for the test series of a given steel 
unless "No-Test" performance is experienced. The indicated 
energies can be obtained by lifting the weight the required 
distance from the compression surface of the specimen.  

10.2 Proper contact of the tension surface of the specimen 
with the deflection stop shall be defined as follows: Scribe a 
wax-pencil line on the tension surface of a standard spec
imen parallel to and in line with the mechanical notch cut in 
the crack-starter weld deposit, Fig. 13 (a). Apply clean 
masking tape, or a similar material, to the top surface of the 
anvil deflection stop blocks, Fig. 13(b). Align the test 
specimen on the anvil and strike once by the weight with the 
standard conditions, Table 1, for the steel involved. Transfer 
of the wax-pencil line from specimen to the tape shall 
indicate that the specimen was bent sufficiently (Fig. 13(c)).  
The above procedure, to ensure proper contact of the tension 
surface of the specimen with the deflection stop blocks, is 
considered a "built-in" standardization feature of the test 
method, and it shall be employed for each drop-weight test to 
preclude "No-Test" performance as described in 13.2.3 and 
13.3.  

10.3 If the weld crack and anvil stop contact criteria are 
not met by the Table I energies, increase the drop-weight 
energy in 100-ft-lb increments for the Type P-1 specimens or 
50-ft-lb (68-J) increments for the Type P-2 and P-3 speci
mens until they are met. Do not use drop-weight energies 
above those posted on the table unless the above procedure 
has been followed to determine the excess energy require
ments.  

11. Selection of Test Temperatures 
11.1 The selection of test temperatures is based on 

finding, with as few specimens as possible, a lower tempera
ture where the specimen breaks and an upper temperature 
where it does not break, and then testing at intervals between 
these temperatures until the temperature limits for break and 
no-break performance are determined within 10"F (5°C).  
The NDT temperature is the highest temperature where a 
specimen breaks when the test is conducted by this proce
dure. Test at least two specimens that show no-break 
performance at a temperature 10F (5°C) above the temper
ature judged to be the NDT point.  

11.2 Conduct the initial test at a temperature estimated to 
be near the NDT. This temperature and all subsequent test 
temperatures shall be integral multiples of 10°F or 5°C.  
Additional tests can be conducted at temperatures based on 
the experience of the operator or on those suggested in Table 
2.  

12. Measurement of Specimen Temperatures 
12.1 The entire test specimen shall be at a known and 

uniform temperature during the test. It shall be assumed that 
if it is fully immersed in a stirred-liquid, constant tempera
ture bath of known temperature and separated from an 
adjacent specimen by a minimum of I in. (25.4 mm) all 
around for a period of at least 45 min prior to the test, the 
specimen temperature shall be the same as the bath temper
ature. If a gas heat-transfer medium is used, increase the 
required miniinum holding time to 60 min. If it can be
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FIG. IS Typical Examples of No-Break Performance in 

Drop-Weight Specimens. Fracture Does Not Reach Edge 

shown by appropriate test techniques, such as using a 

thermocouple buried in the center of a dummy test spec

imen, that specimen equilibrium temperatures can be devel

oped in a shorter period, the tester can reduce the specimen

holding period provided that he has prior approval of the 

purchaser. The constant-temperature baths or ovens may be 

of any type that will beat or cool the specimens to a known 

I uniform temperature.  
12.2 Measure the bath temperature by a device with 

calibration known to ±_2"F or ±_I*C.  
12.3 Any convenient means may be used to remove the 

specimen from the temperature bath and transfer it to the 

test machine provided it shall not affect the specimen 

temperature control. Tongs, if used. shall be kept in the 

temperature bath to maintain a temperature equivalent to 

the specimen temperature. Rubber-gloved hands, in general, 

are the most convenient handling tool. The specimen shall 

be handled away from the fracture area.  
12.4 If more than 20 s elapse in the period of removing 

the specimen from the bath prior to release of the weight, 

temperature control shall presume to have been lost and the 

specimen shall be returned to the bath.  
12.5 Considerable experience has been accumulated with 

baths of the following type, and it is described here for the 

convenience of the tester. A deep, insulated metal container 

holding from i/2 to 10 gal (1.9 to 38 L) of a suitable 

heat-transfer liquid. such as alcohol, will maintain a given 

temperature for the required specimen-holding period with 

minor manual adjustments. By immersing an open basket of 

cracked dry ice or a high-wattage electrical heat in the bath, 

its temperature can be adjusted slightly or can be lowered or 

raised to a new constant level in a short period. For 

low-density heat-transfer liquids, a walnut-sized piece of dry 

ice added to the bath will sink and bubble vigorously and 

",elp stir it. If this type of bath is used, it should be deep 

aough to cover the specimens fully. It has been found by 

experience that standing the specimens on one end in the

bath with their upper ends leaning on the vessel wall is most 
satisfactory. Specimens placed horizontally in the bath 

should be laid on a screen held at least 1/4 in. (6.4 mm) from 

the bottom. If multiple specimens are placed in one bath, 

they should be spaced a minimum of I in. apart to ensure 

adequate heat-transfer liquid flow around each. The most 

convenient method of bath temperature measurement is to 

use a bare thermocouple connected to an automatic re
corder.  

13. Interpretation of Test Results 

13.1 The success of the drop-weight test depends upon the 

development of a small cleavage crack in the crack-starter 
weld after a minute bending of the test specimen. The test 

evaluates the ability of the steel to withstand yield point 

loading in the presence of a small flaw. The steel either 

accepts initiation of fracture readily under these test condi

tions and the test specimen is broken, or initiation of fracture 

is resisted and the specimen bends the small, additional 

amount permitted by the anvil stop without complete 
fracturing.  

13.2 After completion of each drop-weight test, the spec

imen shall be examined and the result of the test shall be 

recorded in accordance with the following criteria: 
13.2.1 Break-A- specimen is considered broken if frac

tured to one or both edges of the tension surface. Complete 

separation at the compression side of the specimen is not 

required for break performance. Typical examples of break 
performance are illustrated in Fig. 14.  

NOTE I-To aid in determining whether a tightly closed crack 

extends across the tension surface to a comer it may be helpful to firs 

heat-tint or dye the specimen and then to fracture it in two pieces by anY 

convenient means. The amount of fracturing that initially occurred i 
then readily apparent.  

NoTE 2-Should any crack, whether initiated at the crack-starter o 

not, propagate to the specimen edge on the tension face, consider the tel 

a break-performance.  

13.2.2 No-Break-The specimen develops a visible crack 

in the crack-starter weld bead that is not propagated to either 

edge of the tension surface. Typical examples of no-break 
performance are illustrated in Fig. 15.  

13.2.3 No-Test-The test shall be considered not valid if 
either weld-deposit notch is not visibly cracked after comPle 
tion of a test, or if the drop-weight specimen is not deflectd 
fully to contact the anvil stop as evidenced by transfer of tbh 

wax-pencil lines to the masking tape on the anvil deflecti00 

stop.  
13.3 A No-Test performance (13.2.3) may result from tbc 

use of insufficient impact energy, the use of a too-ductik 

weld metal for crack-starter purposes, or misalignment oft 

specimen so that the weld-crown obstructs full deflection tO 

the anvil stop. The No-Test sample shall be discarded and 3 
retest, using another sample, shall be required. Retests, Or 

tests of additional specimens, of a given steel found t' 

develop insufficient deflections with the standard test coOdi" 

tion, Table 1, shall be conducted with higher impact ene1gies 
(see 10.3).  

14. Report 

14.1 Report the following information: 
14.1.1 Type of steel and heat treatment, 
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14.1.3 

specimer 
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14.1.2 Identification of product tested-heat number, 
plate number, etc., 

1. ! .3 Identification, orientation, and location of test 
specimens, 

14.1.4 Specimen type, test conditions and test tempera
tures employed, 

14.1.5 Result of test (break, no-break, or no-test) for each 
secimen, and 

14.1.6 Deviations, if any, from this test method.  

15. Use of Test for Material-Qualification Testing 
15.1 Specification tests conducted at a given test temper

ature, on a go, no-go basis, shall require that a minimum of

two drop-weight specimens be tested. All specimens' thus 
tested shall exhibit no-break performance to ensure that the 
NDT temperature of the steel under test is below the 
specification test temperature. The breaking of one (or more) 
specimens at the test temperature shall indicate the NDT 
temperature of the material to be at or above the specifica
tion test temperature.  

16. Precision and Bias 
16.1 Precision-The precision of this test method is being 

established.  
16.2 Bias-There is no basis for determining the bias of 

this test method.
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of Reactor Structural Materials." Paper No. 61-)W-332. Am. Soc.  
Mechanical Engrs, October 1961.  

Steele. L E., and Hawthorne, J. R.. "Effect of Irradiation Temperature 
on Neutron-Induced Changes in Notch Ductility of Pressure-Vessel 
Steels." NRL Report 5629. June 28, 1961.

The American Society for Testing and Materials takes no position respecting the validity of any patent rights asserted in connection 
with any item mentioned in this standard. Users of this standard are expressly advised that determination of the validity of any such 
patent rights, and the risk of infringement of such rights, are entirely their own responsibility.  

This standard is subject to revision at any time by the responsible technical committee and must be reviewed every five years and if not revised, either reapproved or withdrawn. Your comments are invited either for revision of this standard or for additional standards 
and should be addressed to ASTM Headquarters. Your comments will receive careful consideration at a meeting of the responsible technical committee, which you may attend, If you feel that your comments have not received a fair hearing you should make your 
views known to the ASTM Committee on Standards, 1916 Race St., Philadelphia, PA 19103.

369

",f i •*



(•MORRISON KNUDS .2 
MUK-ERGMSON GROUP

DITER-OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

)ATE' August 1, 1996 

TO. Eugene Gordern 

FROM: Alain Artayet

M-QM-96-065

THIS DOCU-'- _-NTiFIRES 
"AN ALLEGER

SUBJECT: DELEGATION OF AUTHORITY FOR THE POINT BEACH SGRP 

This lOC is written to delegate you my authority, as Group Welding Engineer, for 
the preparation and qualification of Welding Procedure Specifications (WPS's) 
under the provisions of ASME Section III and IX,*and MK's Quality Assurance 
Manual (QAM) for the PB SGRP. As required by the MK QAM, this delegation 
shall not be redelegated by you. The test coupors for qualifying the WPS's are 
to be welded under your supervision and control.  

This delegation includes certification of MK's Procedure Qualification Recdrds 
when directed to do so by phone by either myself or Mr. Andy Walcutt, Group 
Quality Director, if I cannot be contacted.  

All original project WPS's, signed PQR's, purchase requisitions, purchase orders, 
C of C/CMTR for base and weld metal, PWHT strip charts, test weldment data 
reports, and independent laboratory test reports shall be sent to the GWE for 
filing. This includes all revisions.

While I am delegating my authority, I am not delegating m,4respogh6ibiliit This 
delegation for the PB SGRP stands until recinded in writting by me. j 

cc: M. Bingham k

M. Hendricks 
A. Walcutt 
QA Records File 

END 
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FAX MEMO

DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT:

January 14, 1997 

Max Bingham 

A. J. Walcutt 

Draft of Open Issues Under 

QFR C-96-022-01

M-AW-97-007

Attached is the current draft of the issues raised as a result of our review of the 

Point Bch. WPS's. Anything with an "E" to the left side is an editorial issue. I 

see no benefit in correcting these editorial errors at this point in time. They are 

documented in case any future auditors review these WPS's and finds them.  

The other items currently appear to be Code busts that have to be addressed.  

I still have to check a few of the items with Code people to confirm my 
understanding of the Code.  

END

Page 1 of 1
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REVIEW Of ALL POINT BEACH SPRP Wp$'$ 

In response to QFR No. 01 issued as the result of the annual management review No.  
,,j C-96-022, all (total of 18) ASME Section III Point Beach SGRP Welding Procedure 

.. S cifications (WPS's) distributed by this project have been reviewed. Based on this review, 
th 'WPS's require some form of action. This review was performed under the scope of ASME 
Section IX - 1995 edition with no addenda and ASME Section III - 1986 edition with no 
addenda.  

1.0 WPS-No. FC/1.1-1 PB (Rev. No. 0, dated 9/17/96) 

1.1 This WPS is marked with an "X" to permit its use under the scope of ASME Section 
III, but the thickness range limit, as required by NB/NC-231 1(a), is not described.  

ACTION- The project is to identify if this WPS was used under the scope of ASME Section 
III. If used on ASME III work, confirm that the thickness ranges of the material 
where the WPS was used (based on the applicable PQR) were within Code limits.  

1.2 The filler metal AWS Classification No. listed on the WPS is E71-T1. E71T-1 is the 
proper filler metal designation described in the appendix of the SFA-5.20 weld filler (•> metal specifications. This is an editorial mistake which does not impact the integrity 
of the weld(s).  

ACTION- The project is to confirm that this WPS is no longer in use.  

2.0 WPS-No. FC/1.8-1 PB (Rev. No. 0, dated 9/16/96) ( The PQR-Rev. No. I is dated 9/25/96. and the WPS Rev. No. 0 is dated 9/16/96. The 

revision date of the WPS should either be the same date as the PQR or later. This is 
an editorial mistake which does not impact the integrity of the weld(s).  

ACTION- The project is to confirm that this WPS is no longer in use.  

3.0 WPS-No. FC/3.3-1 PB (Rev. No. 0, dated 9/6/96) 

3.1 As an essential variable, ASME Section IX QW-406.1 permits a decrease of 100°F 
from the preheat temperature used during procedure qualification. The maximum 
qualified preheat, as recorded on the PQR, is 268 'F. Therefore, the minimum preheat 
permitted to be used without requalification of this WPS is 168°F. Note 1 of the WPS 
permits the use of a minimum preheat of 150'F.  

ACTION- The project is to confirm that this WPS was not used or, if used, that the minimum 
preheat was not lower than 168 OF.  

EXHIBIT " 
Page 1 of 7 
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3.2 There is a conflict between the contact tube to work distance (CTWD) range of 3/8" to 

3/4" (a nonessential variable required by ASME Section IX, QW-410.8) and the 

electrode stickout range of 1/2" to I" (not required by ASME IX) described in this 

WPS. CTWD is defined in ASME Section IX, QW-490 (which references AWS 3.0), ( ) as the distance between the end of the contact tube (usually located inside the gas 

nozzle) to the worpiece. Electrode stickout is defined as the distance between the end 

of the gas nozzle and the tip of the flux-cored wire.  

An electrode stickout of 1" exceeds the maximum CTWD of 3/4". This is a 

nonessential variable in which a change may be made in the WPS without 

requalification.  

ACTION- The project is to confirm that this WPS is no longer in use.  

4.0 WPS-No. FC/1.1-1 PB (Rev. No. 0, dated 9117/96), 
FC/1.8-1 PB (Rev. No. 0, dated 9/16/96), 
GM/1.1-5 PB (Rev. No. 0, dated 9/17/96), and 

GT-SM/1.8-1 PB (Rev. No. 1, dated 11/23/96) 

ASME Section III NBiNC-23 11 (a) requires notch toughness testing for carbon steel 

thicknesses greater than 5/8", as a supplementary essential variable. The above project 

WPS's were qualified without notch toughness requirements, as indicated in the 

respective supporting PQR(s). One, or a combination of weld joint figures 5 and 9 are 

marked with an "X", and these figures permit the use of these WPS's on heavywall butt 

joints with thicknesses greater than 3/4". WPS-No. FC/1.8-1 PB, GM/1.1.5 PB and 

GT-SM/1.8-1 PB indicate thickness ranges of 3/16"- 1", 1/16"- 3/4" and 1/16"- 8", 

respectively, for ASME Section Il1.  

ACTION- The project is to confirm that the above 4 WPS's were not used on thicknesses 

greater than 5/8", as specified in NB/NC-23 11 (a).  

5.0 WPS-No. GT-SM/1.1-1 PB (Rev. No. 4, dated 11/28/96) 

5.1 ASME Section III Table NB/NC-4622.7(b)-I exempts PWHT for thicknesses of 1 1/2" 

and less. This WPS was revised to permit welding on carbon steel with or without the 

use of PWHT. The WPS permits welding on thicknesses of 3/16" to 8". The WPS 

fails to indicate that exemption from PWIHT only applies for thicknesses of 1 1/2" 

and less. By Code, PWHT for thicknesses over 1 1/2" is an essential variable.  

ACTION- The project is to confirm that this WPS was not used on thicknesses greater than 

1 1/2", without the use of PWHT.  

Page 2 of 7 ,rp n Knudsen 
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5.2 Revision 3 and earlier revisions of this WPS (with no PWIHT) required a maximum 
heat input of 28.8 Id/in. for the GTAW process for thicknesses between 5/8" and 
1 1/2". The GTAW portion of the WPS for fvision 4 has maximum heat input values 
of 43.2, 44.8 and 47.4 m/in. for thicknesses between 5/8" and 1 1/2" for applications 
to be used with or without the use of PWHT. When a WPS is to be used for both 
PWHT conditions (each as essential variable), the WPS must describe the limitations 
of both PWHT and no PWHT applications. Revision 4 of this WPS fails to indicate 
the maximum heat input limitation of 28.8 kJ/in. for the GTAW process to be used on 
thicknesses between 5/8" and 1 1/2" without the use of PWHT.  

ACTION- The project is to confirm that this WPS was not used with heat-inputs higher than 
28.8 U/in. on thicknesses between 5/8" to 1 1/2" without PWHT.  

6.0 WPS-No. GT-SM/1.8-1 PB (Rev. No. 1, dated 11/23/96) 

The filler metal SMAW process AWS Classification Numbers listed on the WPS are 
SE309 or E309L. E309-15 or -16 and E309L-15 or -16 are the proper filler metal 

designation described in the SFA-5.4 weld filler metal specifications. This is an 
editorial mistake which does not impact the integrity of the weld(s).  

ACTION- The project is to confirm that this WPS is no longer in use.  

7.0 WPS-No. GTM/1.1-2 PB (Rev. No. 1, dated 12/02/96) 

7.1 ASME Section III Table NB/NC-4622.7(b)-1 exempts PWHT for thicknesses of 1 1/2" 
and less. This WPS permits welding on carbon steel without the use of PWHT. The 
WPS permits welding on thicknesses in the range of 1/16" to 8". The WPS fails to 
indicate that exemption from PWHT only applies for thicknesses of 1 1/2" and less.  
PWHT for thicknesses over 1 1/2" is an essential variable.  

ACTION- The project is to confirm that this WPS was not used on thicknesses greater than 
1 1/2" without the use of PWIHT.  

7.2 This project WPS was not prepared based on a corporate WPS in accordance with 
-- MK's QAM paragraph 3.2.4. For program compliance purposes, continued use of this 
WPS on a project will require development of a corporate WPS and revision of this 
WPS.  

ACTION- The project is to confirm that this WPS is not being used. C-0/ /1 ", 

IXHIBIT _ 
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8.0 WPS-No. GTM/I.1-3 PB (Rev. No. 1, dated 12/03/96)

8.1 The test report no.132449 dated November 27, 1996 for PQR-No. GT-SM/I.1-Q5 
indicates that the welding procedure qualification test specimens were tested by 
Bodycote Taussig, Inc. Bodycote Taussig, Inc. was not on MK's Approved Suppliers 
List, as required by the MK QAM paragraphs 5.2.1 and 9.2.3.  

ACTION- Corporate is to perform an assessment of Bodycote Taussig, Inc. to verify that they 
have continued implementation of the Taussig's QA program.  

8.2 Mr. Paul Evans certified PQR-No. GT-SM/1.1 -Q5 for Mr. Eugene Gorden on 11/27/96.  
Certification of this PQR was performed before the 12/5/96 delegation IOC-No.  
M-QM-96-091 that delegated Mr. Evans the authority by the Group Welding Engineer.  

7• This IOC was requested to be issued by the GQD on 12/5/96. Delegation is permitted 
by MK's QAM paragraphs 9.2.4 and Section 0.4 for "Individual Titles," but 
certification of a PQR should be performed after completion of the written delegation 
letter. This is a program control issued and not a technical issue.  

ACTION- The project is to confirm that this WPS is not being used.  

8.3 The test report no. 132449 written by Bodycote Taussig, Inc. indicates that ER70S-2 
filler metal was used with the GTAW process for welding the test coupon. This is 
contrary to the ER70S-6 filler metal, which is recorded on PQR-No. GT-SM/1. I-Q5 
(Rev. 0) for the GTAW process.  

ACTION- The project needs to obtain a corrected test report from Bodycote Taussig, Inc., and 
,,the corrected test report wiL ed to the Group Quality Director.  

8.4 This project WPS was not prepared based on a corporate WPS in accordance with 
MK's QAM paragraph 3.2.4. The Group Quality Director (GQD) and Group Welding 
Engineer (GWE) have not approved this combination of WPS and PQR.  

ACTION- This project WPS and original PQR need to be submitted to the GQD for 
processing. For program compliance purposes, this WPS and PQR combination 
will be approved by the GQD and GWE prior to closure of QFR-01 for 
Management Review No. C-96-022.  

EXHIBIT / , 
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8.5 PQR-No. GT-SM/1.1-Q5 references project specific WPS-No. GT-SM/1.1-1 PB.  

Unknown at the time of the 1996 management assessment performed on 12/30-31/96, 

WPS-No. GT-SM/1.1-1 PB was revised on 11/28/96 to include this PQR as a 

supporting document for permitting PWHT (see paragraph 5.3, above). It is not 

required to have a PQR referencing all of the WPS's that it is supporting. The PQR is 

acceptable as written.  

No action is required on this item.  

8.6 As requested in the above IOC-No. M-QM-96-091 and QAI- 11.2 para. 4.5.1, the 

project has not submitted a copy of the project's purchase order and test weldment 

data sheet, as applicable. A faxed copy of the independent test laboratory report has 

been received.  

ACTION- The project is to submit this information to the Group Quality Director in 

accordance with MK's ASME QA manual paragraph 3.2.4 and QAI-1i1.2.  

9.0 WPS-No. FC/1.1-1 PB (Rev. No. 0, dated 9/17196), 
FC/1.8-1 PB (Rev. No. 0, dated 9/16/96), 
GM/1.1-5 PB (Rev. No. 0, 9/17196), 
GT-SMI1.1-1 PB (Rev. No. 4) with ER7OS-2 or 3 & no charpy-V notch, 

GT-SM/1.8-1 PB (Rev. No. 1, dated 11/23/96), and 

GTM/I1.1-2 PB (Rev. No. 1) only para. 9.2 applies for fillet weld throat 

9.1 ASME Section III NB/NC-2311(a) requires notch toughness testing for pipe 

diameters greater than 6" NPS. "All" pipe diameters are permitted to be welded with 

these WPS's. These WPS's are qualified without notch toughness requirements for 

carbon steel. This is a supplementary essential variable that is applicable in this 

instance.  

ACTION- The project is to confirm that these WPS's were not used on diameters greater than 
6" NPS.  

9.2 For components other than vessels, ASME Section III Table NB/NC-4622.7(b)-I 

permits exemptions from PWHT for certain fillet weld throat thicknesses depending 

on nominal thicknesses (see NB/NC-4622.3), maximum carbon content, and minimum 

preheat. "All" fillet weld sizes are permitted to be welded with these WPS's. These 

WPS's are qualified without postweld heat treatment (PWHT) for carbon steel. These 

WPS's permit welding fillet weld throat thicknesses greater than that permitted by the 

table indicated above.  

ACTION- The project is to confirm that these WPS's were not used on fillet weld throat 

thicknesses greater than that permitted by Table NB/NC-4622.7(b)- 1.  

Page 5 of 7 MorPs, ,Jnudý;en 
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10.0 WPS-No. GT/8.43-1 PB (Rev. No. 0, dated 9/17/96), 
GT-SM/43.43-1 PB (Rev. No. 1, dated 11/23/96), and 
GTM/43.43-1 PB (Rev. No. 0, dated 11/22/96) 

10.1 In accordance with ASME Section IX, QW-404.5 (last paragraph), the A-number 
designation may also be by reference to the AWS classification (where such exits), the 
manufacturer's trade designation (in this case, Inco 52 and 152), or other established 
procurement documents. The A-number designation for these WPS's should be 
addressed, and not as either "None" or "N/A". In this case, it is required that the filler 
metal manufacturer's trade designation of"Inco 52 and 152, as applicable" be used on 
these WPS's for A-number designation. This error does not affect the integrity of 
welds made with these WPS's, but for program and Code compliance purposes, .  

continued use of these WPS's on a project will required modification of these WPS's 
to fully comply with ASME Section IX.  

ACTION- The project is to confirm that these WPS's is no longer in use.  

10.2 In accordance with ASME Section III, NCA-1 140d, Code Cases may be used b 
mutual consent of the Owner. Filler metal UNS N06052 and UNS W86152 are p 
of Code Cases 2142-1 and 2143-1, respectively.  

ACTION- The project is to confirm that consent to use Code Cases 2142-1 and 2143-12wa 
obtained from the Owner.  

11.0 WPS-No. GT-SM/1.3-1 PB (Rev. No. 2, dated 11/19/96), 
GT-SM/3.3-2 PB (Rev. No. 2, dated 11/18/96), and 
GT-SM-BU/1.3-1 PB (Rev. No. 1, dated 11/23/96) 

MK's QAM, paragraph 3.2.4, requires that project specific WPS's be prepared "based 
on the corporate WPS". Therefore, a corporate WPS accompanied each of the PQR's 
that were submitted to the project. Currently and past MK PQR forms do not identify 
the use of all combinations of applicable essential and supplementary essential 
variables established by the PQR. For this reason, since 1989 MK has coupled WPS's 
with the applicable supporting PQR.  

When notch toughness is required, the maximum heat input values established by the 
corporate WPS and by qualification are considered supplementary essential variables.  
The maximum heat input value described in the corporate WPS's were exceeded for 
one or a combination of welding processes on each of the above project WPS's.  
Project changes to essential variables and supplementary essential variables require 
requalification. EXHIBIT 
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A) The SMAW heat inputs of 83.7 and 85.8 kJ/in. for WPS-No. GT-SM/1.3-1 PB 
exceed the maximum heat input value of 82.9 kJ/in. described in the corporate C) WPS-No. GT-SM/1.3-1 (supported by PQR-No. GT-SM/1.3-Q 1).  

ACTION- The project is to confirm that this WPS is no longer in use (see Note 1, below).  

B) The GTAW heat inputs of 67.2 and 73.3 kJ/in. for WPS-No. GT-SM/3.3-2 PB 
exceed the maximum heat input value of 64.7 kJ/in. described in the corporate 
WPS-No. GT-SM/3.3-3 (supported by PQR-No. GT-SM/3.3-Q2).  

ACTION- The project is to confirm that this WPS is no longer in use (see Note 1, below).  

C) The GTAW heat inputs of 57.6, 67.2 and 73.3 id/in, and SMAW heat inputs of 
79.2, 83.7 and 85.8 kJ/in. exceed the maximum heat input value of 43.3 kJ/in. for 
GTAW and 54.3 U/in. for SMAW described in the corporate WPS-No.  
GT-SM-BU/1.3-1. In this case, the supporting PQR-No. GT-SM-BU/1.3-Q1 has 
lower heat input values for both GTAW and SMAW processes than that described 
on the project WPS.  

ACTION- The project is to confirm that WPS-No. GT-SM-BU/1.3-1 PB was not used on the 
Point Beach SGR project.  

Note 1: The above project WPS's have a supporting PQR with a higher heat input 
value than that described by the corporate WPS (except for WPS-No.  
GT-SM-BU/1.3-1 PB).  

6OfA 4Z - WdI/4f RC h4 'Ad A4IN 4 VA J(. . 44$7J diV J"" 

The project (WPS heat input values are below some of the heat input values listed 
on the PQ.'. The reason for this discrepancy is where corporate selected the heat 
input value to be used versus where the project selected the value to be used.  

The corporate maximum heat inp values were selected by the GWE in accordance 
, with ASME Section III, NB/C-4330 using the procedure qualification test 

weldment data sheets, and as,- perenf by Interretation No. IX-92-69 Based 
- n'oe heat inoput ti•e removal locations welding process weld passes, 

the GWE selectD the maximum heat input indicated on each of the corporate 
WPS's to be used when generating project specific WPS's.  

For the 1986 Edition and earlier versions of the Code, it could be interpreted that (714 
the Code did not clearly define where the maximum heat input value had to be 
selected. Code interpretation IX-92-69 4& not part of the 1986 Codr /4, 

ro an oce complice reaso, useo e PS's ao Jt 
will r revision to ensi at the m urm heat in alues de Hbe 
ro'WPS's do not e-xeeded thos indicated by e corporat S's.  
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VM Andy WhloUtt 
Mm Aj•artye ( 

SCOM $S ABOUT MK'S D.C. COOK WPSO' 

Thi memo Is written to you to confirm our conversation lest night on January 21, 
1897 (betwoon the hours of B:00 pm to 5:30 pM) about the D.C, Cook Field 
Welding PrOCedure (FWP) manuel that you ioresanted to me on my dsk last 
Wednesdvy morning (January 1 5, 1987) between the hours of 8:00 am and 8:30 
*m-. I wite•d for you to retum from your St-Lude trip before staling to you about 
the fWllowing oon.ern.  

At thvt time lost Wednesday, you *4ked me to review the D.C. Cook WP$'s to 
vierify " to whether or not there was smethlng wrong with the.. WPS's. I 
bhi1ly raviewd the ebct WPS's In front ef you and Immediately Informed you 
h fthe came mlbtakes t1 were done on the Point each WP$'s were *Is* made 

oun seval of the WPS' uwed on the 0,, Cook SQRP. Mote Importantly, It wae 
AlO pointed out to you that WFS-No(s) M I- I-BA (Rev, 0, Isue dJte of 01-11.88) 
and MI-1-AAB (Rov. 1, Issue date of 6-9.08) were both desordblng the use of 
E7Oi 8 elctdz s for the SMAW process on thickness"e greater than 5-01 to 8= 
twhere notch tougnese Is required), Furtherrnore, the figures In these WPS'o 
tlndkted use on produetion welds with thgkneesess greeter then 3/4", PQR
NoWs). 1-117 and 1-124 both support th•se WPS'e. Thee. POR's indi¢nte the 
usi of 17018-At electrodes of ihe SFA-15.5 filler metal speoifloItion during 
welding procedure qualification with the SMAW process. Therefore, E7018 
ecotrcdes from the SFA-5.1 filler metal specification on the above WPW's ware 

not qualified 1prior to uts on the D.C. C~ok SGRP) for appliaatlons where notch 
toughness was a requirement. The use of E7018 electrodes for "h &bove 
conditions Is not in compliance with ASME Section III N1/NC-2311 end ASME 
Seto•n IX, GW-404A12.  

It should be understood that by you prieanting me with this D.C. Cook FWP 
manual early last Wedrmdiy morning and asking me to review the*e WPS's for 
any problems, you put me In a position thmt obligotoe ma (as an engineer) to 
discWle thew concern to you in writing because of the serlous Implioaldons. As 
you verluilly mentioned to me yesterday, I know you wilt take care of the above 
cocers after the Point each QFR-No. I issues have been completed.  

c,: D. EdWmen 
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DAM 1JurwY 22, t207 

Andy Walctutt 

~ _ Artayet 

'i' COcERNS A.&oIJT MK$9 D.C. COOK WPS,'u 

This Maro It written to you to confirm our conlversaton last night on Janwury 21, 1897 (between the hours -of 5:00 pf" to 6:.30 pm) &W~ut the D.C. Cook Hoeld Welding Procedure (FWP) manuel thatVO yo gr~sntd to M8 an MV dinak last Wodteaday motrnfn (January 1 I S1997) between the houra'of 8:,00 am an4 8:30 #m. I waltisd for you to return frorn your St-LucJ* trip bft~r4 talking to you *bout fte fol~owirg come=n.  

At that Itme lost Wednee~.dy, you asked me to review the b.C. Cook WPS's to verify as to whother or Wo there was tomMtIrIg wrong with these WP$S&. I briefly reVieWed ths subject WFS's 1A front of YOU and Iinmodiately lnfornwd you ttM fte sAme MisAks tat Were- don* on the Point 3*40h WP$'g were &1so mad* on several of the WP8's u.wd on the D.C. Cook SORP. More ImnpcrtAntly, It wais &Io pontod out to you that WMSNo(e) M. 1 -1 BA (Resv, 01 issue Ote of 9-1 6.8) and MI-1-1-AB (Rev. 1, Issue date of 6-9-88) were both describinig the wse of E701 8 Weltrodes for the SMAW process on thlcknes~se greater than B/S to a (whero notch tougness Ig required), F~urhefrrnors, the figures In thee. WPSas indftwed u.se on gprodu~tloon welds with thlgknecsess greeter than 3t4'. PQRNoWs. 1-117 and 1-124 both support those WPS's, Thoet POR's Indicate the ts~ of 57016-Al elfectrodesu of ihe 6FA-6.6 fillet metal spoolfioation during weldina procedure qualiication with the SMAW process, Therefore, E701 8 allectrdva fromt the SFA-8. filler metal sepcification on the obov* WPS'fs wore not qualified (prior to use on the D.C. Cook $GRP) for appligatons where notob toughness was a requirement. The use of E7018 el~ectro~des for Ose above conditions Is niot in compliancip with ASMSI Section III NSWNC-231 1 anid ASME Soctlon IX, (W-404.12.  

It ehould be understood that by You preseniting me with 11his D.C. Cook MA/P manual early lait Wodneday morning and asking me to review them* WPS's for any problems, you put me In a p~iuition that obllgot## ma (as ean enginaeer) Ito disclgse thaw concerns to you In writing becaus, of the serious Impliecatons. As you vortglly mentioned to me yesterday, I Know you will take care of the above concern after the Point Beach QFR-No. 1 Issues have been complotod.  

cC? 0. Edlomar, 

Page I of I 
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S( iAwOJISON KNUDSEN CORPORATION 
MK-FERGUSON GROUP 

INTER-OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE M-QM-97-004 

DATE: January 22, 1997 .  

TO. Andy Walcutt AN ALLEG R 
FROM Alain Artayet . .... ....  

SUBJECT- CONCERNS ABOUT MK'S D.C. COOK WPS's 

This memo is written to you to confirm our conversation last night on January 21, 
1997 (between the hours of 5:00 pm to 5:30 pm) about the D.C. Cook Field 
Welding Procedure (FWP) manual that you presented to me on my desk last 
Wednesday morning (January 15, 1997) between the hours of 8:00 am and 8:30 
am. I waited for you to return from your St-Lucie trip before talking to you about 
the following concerns.  

At that time last Wednesday, you asked me to review the D.C. Cook WPS's to 
verify as to whether or not there was something wrong with these WPS's. I 
briefly reviewed the subject WPS's in front of you and immediately informed you 
that the same mistakes that were done on the Point Beach WPS's were also made 
on several of the WPS's used on the D.C. Cook SGRP. More importantly, it was 
also pointed out to you that WPS-No(s) M-1-1-BA (Rev. 0, issue date of 9-16-88) 
and M-1-1-AB (Rev. 1, issue date of 6-9-88) were both describing the use of 
E701 8 electrodes for the SMAW process on thicknesses greater than 5/8" to 8" 
(where notch tougness is required). Furthermore, the figures in these WPS's 
indicated use on production welds with thicknesses greater than 3/4". PQR
No(s). 1-117 and 1-124 both support these WPS's. These PQR's indicate the 
use of E7018-Al electrodes of the SFA-5.5 filler metal specification during 
welding procedure qualification with the SMAW process. Therefore, E7018 
electrodes from the SFA-5.1 filler metal specification on the above WPS's were 
not qualified (prior to use on the D.C. Cook SGRP) for applications where notch 
toughness was a requirement. The use of E701 8 electrodes for the above 
conditions is not in compliance with ASME Section III NB/NC-2311 and ASME 
Section IX, QW-404.12.  

It should be understood that by you presenting me with this D.C. Cook FWP 
manual early last Wednesday morning and asking me to review these WPS's for 
any problems, you put me in a position that obligates me (as an engineer) to 
disclose these concerns to you in writing because of the serious implications. As 
you verbally mentioned to me yesterday, I know you will take care of the above 
concerns after the Point Beach QFR-No. 1 issues have been completed.  T• ;-,• 2...: .. bi iFE 
cc: D. Edleman 

Files AN ALLEGER 

Page 1 of 1 
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MORRI KNKtUDSEN GORPQ *1T1ON 

'M-OM-97-004 

Andy Wafcutt 

M ain Artayet 
SCONCpRNS ABOUT MKW$ D.C. COOK WP$'s 

Thi merni Is written to you to confirm our conversation lost night on January 21, 1097 (betwemn the hours of 5:00 pm to 5:30 pm) bbout the D.C. Cook Fleld Welding Procedure (FWP) manual that vou presented to me on my daiak last Wednad*y rningV (JAnuary 11 1 g997) between the hours of 8:00 am and 5:30 *m. I waktd for you to return from your St-Lude trip before talking to you about the following onc•rf, 

At that Urme lost Wednead.y, you asked me to review the D.C. Cook WPl's to vrlty a4 to whether or not there was something wrong with these WP$'s. I brisfly reviewed the subject WPS'a in front of you and Immediately informed you t t t esarne mrnt•kw that were done on the Point Beaoh WPS's were kleo made on~ sev.l of The WP$e uwed on the D.C. Cook SORP. Mot* Importantly, It was also pointed out to you that WPS4J(s) M.1 -11-BA (Rev, 0, Issue date of '-16.06) &id M---AS (Rnv. 1, Ilsue date of 6-9-88) were both desoribing the use of E701 8 electrodes for the SMAW process on thicknos.. greeter than 5WS1' to 80 (where notch tougnese is required). Furthermore, the figures In thee WPSs Indictd use on produetion Welds with thigkneasee greeter than 3t4% PQRNoW., 1-117 and 1-124 both support these WPS'e. Theso POR's Indlcat, the utf of E701 -Al electrodes of The SFA-6,5 filler metal spoclfloation during welding procedure qua!lfioatlon with the SMAW process, Therefore, E701 9 aketrodis from the SFAo3,1 filler metal epecification on the above WPS's were not qualified (prior to use on the D.C, Cook SQRP) for applcations where notch toughness wea a requirement. The use of E7018 electrodes for the above conditions Is not in compliance with ASME Section IlII NONC-2311 an! ASME Section IX, QW-404.1 2.  
It chould be understood that by you presenting me wIth this D.C. Cook FWP manual early lat Wednewday morning and asking me to review these WPSs' for any problerm, you put me In a povition that obligot## ma (as an engineer) to disc4os them conmern to you In writing because of the serious Impflocttons. As yoM verotlly mntulono to me yesterdey, I trnow you will tWke care of the above concern. after the Point Beach QFR-No. 1 iugues have been completed.  

cc: 0. Edleman 

Page I of I 
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MORRISON KNUDENOOATION 

•lm<•K• •wi••iM-QIM-97-004.  

WL Junuery 22, 1007 

Ak• Andy Wllutt 

O CONOERNS ABOUT MK-$ D.C. COOK WP$°e 

This mom Is written to you to confirm our conversation lot night on Januiry 21, 
1007 (between the hours of 5B:O0 pm to 5130 pmr) about the D.C. Cook Field 
Welding Procedure (FWP) manual that you presented to me on my doak last 
Wedraday mornin (January 1, 19097) b.twen the hours of 8:00 am and 8:30 
#rm. I waited for you to return from your St-Lucie trip before talking to ywu about 
the fosowing ooiM .  

At that time lest Wednesday, you eaked me to review the D.C. Cook WPS's to 
veritfy as to whether or not there was something wrong with the" WPS's. I 
"brifly rvleWwod tha subject WPl8's In front cf you and Immedlitely informrd you 
tha the *ae ml tnk thaee were done on the Point Besoh WIS'$ ware sIo made 
on sevotal of the WP8"o usad on tho D.C. Cook BGRP. More importantly, It was 
ao pointed out to you that WMS-Jo(s) M.I-I -BA (Rev, 0, issue detw of i9-16488) 
and M-1-1-AB (RAY. 1, Issue date of 6-9-68) wore both describing the use of 
E701 elactroade for the SMAW pro"ess on thicknesme greater than 5/8' to Vl" 
twhere notch touines. Is required), Furtherriore, the figures In thuse WP$1s 
indilcted use on produetion wilds with th!gkneesse greeter then 3/4". PGA

NoWs}. 1-117 and 1-124 both support thuse WPt's. These PMR'e Indlicate the 
us* of 17018-Al iloctrodes of the SFA-5.6 filler metal spailflostlon during 
welding procedure qualification with the SMAW proeest Therefore, E701tt 
electrodes from the SFA-S,1 filler metal specification on the above WP86's were 
not qualified tprior to usa on the D.C. Cook SORP) for applkiations where notoh 
toughnes, was a requirement. The use of E7018 elactrodes for s above 
condittons Is not In complianre with AtME Sctlion III NO/NC-2311 and ASME 

eetson IX, QW-404.12.  

It sh*W be understood that by you presenting me with this D,C. Cook FWP 
manual early laist Wodneeday morning and asking me to review thans WPS's for 
any problems, you put me In a position that obligat4. me (as an engirneer] to 
dsicloss theim concerns to you In writing because of the serious Implctlona,. As 
you verbally mentioned to me yesterday, I know you wilt take care of the above 
cormar after the Point Beach QFR-No. I Issues have been completed.  

co: D. IEdIsman Fuel a 

Page i of I 
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ItN ZU ! 4. d * ULiNitR Otýrlv- INAWQ/ri±± NAU~i Z - -..- -. ,-- i; - - 34 ~q2879-. ULME3R BERNE: #21ý

'us r v ~ "11#QUALI1TY ASSURANCE INSTRUCTIN 

DETERMINATION CHECKLIS'T FOR F"plotm I1of1 
10 CPR PART 21: APPLICABILITYFoma.PReionat 

A. r. TV FPIVIA1OUN QrCOMPLr6YEg ?o #

'IL *MlAL EVALUATION 
I. 14a or W U's feollity Sact"iv~yor beasi oompwwem: 

&m Not yet bs' turned over to the Cliet? 0 Woe XNo 
b. Camn rwwc OrO*? D Ye No 
oP Seen mrepoed ic tMe NRC by anothe organizadon? C yes No 
11f myw Oe' option #bcrn is chocked, 10 CFR Part 21 r.onltng by MK is not required:, prmoed to 

6000le1 0- It 40 'NO' optioren#O Chmaokd, proceed with 'the svsiunjon.  
2. . Dn thefaINW ativty orbaic omonet uppie lite 0 No C Unknown by MX 0910& the Atomicl Un~gy Act of11054 nam nended, 

oruWWsppli~oe rule r"Ouaeion, order, or license of 

b. The Waciy,. bctivity, or basic componenmt auppiled dgj D Yes 0 No Xh(Wnkmown by MK 
w'fltsi detects wNc;h Gould ofeIs a aubmManda 
"ufety hazad.  

Procee to Section C Mny Itft klg O * UnknowiV Is chocked In 2& or 2b. In such Instances, further resed66 may be requWs to e*"woe th. questions In Statio( C. If 'No" It checked Jn 2emi " b, 
pleadd to 060on D.  

INMTAL EVAWATION OrF PRT 21 REPORTASIJUTY: 
10 CFR 21 or G" not of 0 mnlaht PoSibly .... apply, 

Ivoketed bys . 6 44 rA________ mate AtL- _ Quh sas

a-I

C.- FINAL EVALUATION V__ 
1. A Siflhdon exists fin £ 'tacuty actmwV, Of basic oOMP~nonrtw '*1Wo to Part 21 

rwtetolmkw end, Ot fte bests of vevluation, could create a gubstentll safety 
luedot and dwiref*toir I.onalderu * 'dsfntot 

2. The 'leaity, actvITy, or basic cononentV contaning a 'debar, him been 
a~verod by M4K for u" by t" Client.  

3. 71* devimeln IMWolv a *bnle conpononrm and the deviation ouLdd 
an0b10 to the e.Koleeft~ 61* safey #nih.  

FINA EVALUATION Of PART 2.1 REPORTASLLITY: 
A 10 CM 21 reportable condition C data or 0 doe. not avý xile!.  

Ewlueted brlity:__ _ _

Ohbmmm Date - W;try Me"at ner

SY..0 DNo 

0 Yw O No 

D0Voe 01No

0 REPRT 0 00 NOT REPOT

I
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MORRISON KMXDSEN CORPORi 

IM00 West 34d Stmet. CkIv*end. OH

F-1 iQ LJJ~'. %a.&uc %. %-A; 

"113I AN ýLLEQGgRSSURANCE INSTRUCTION

DETERMINATION CHECKLIST FOR 
10 CFR PART 21 APPLICABILITY

A. DESCRIPTIONQ DEVIATION OR NONCOMPLIANCE

B. INITIAL EVALUATION 
1. Has or is the facility, activity, or basic component:

a. Not yet been turned over to the Client? 
b. Commercial Grade? 
c. Been reported to the NRC by another organization?

0 Yes 
o Yes 
o Yes

No 
No 
No

If any "Yes" option above is checked, 10 CFR Part 21 reporting by MK is not required: proceed to 
Section D. If all 'No" options are checked, proceed with the evaluation.

2. a. Does the facility, activity, or basic component supplied ,jYes 
violate the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 as amended, 
or any applicable rule, regulation, order, or license of 
the NRC relating to substantial safety hazards.  

b. The facility, activity, or basic component supplied does 0 Yes 
contain defects which could create a substantial 
safety hazard.

o No 0 Unknown by MK 

0 No ,<Unknown by MK

Proceed to Section C only if "Yes" or "Unknown" is checked in 2a or 2b. In such instances, further 
research may be required to answer the questions in Section C. If "No" is checked in 2a and 2b, 
proceed to Section D.  

INITIAL EVALUATION OF PART 21 REPORTABILITY:

10 CFR 21 1 ~does 

Evaluated by: 
Originator

or does not or 0I might possibly ...... apply.  

1 /.47 Date' Quality Manager

C. FINAL EVALUATION 
1. A deviation exists in a "facility, activity, or basic component" subject to Part 21 

regulations and, on the basis of evaluation, could create a substantial safety 
hazard and therefore is considered a "defect'.  

2. The "facility, activity, or basic component" containing a "defect" has been 
delivered by MK for use by the Client.  

3. The deviation involves a "basic component" and the deviation could 
contribute to the exceeding of a safety limit.  

Comments: 

FINAL EVALUATION OF PART 21 REPORTABILITY:

A 10 CFR 21 reportable condition C[ does or 0 does not

D Yes 0 No 

D Yes 0 No 

D Yes 0 No

...... exist.

Evaluated by:
Oriainator Date Quality Manager Date

D. REPORTABILITY DECISION 

0 REPORT 0 DO NOT REPORT 

Group Quality Director Date-. :'T F1ES

AN ALLEG-R

Form Thtle

Date

CIA ft=00



I~WaN - ""lit QUALIIY A6SURANCE IN5UTMJnIu

DETERMINATION iCHECKLIST FOR I 02 J~ k". plot 1.11 
10CPR PART 21: APPLICABILIT'Y F;; fm~ba 

A.O~ T Q Rt40NCOMPLIANCE A1.11 

S. WTI71L EVAI.UATiQN 
I. ria= of 1: V14 ta*ItV Ac",t~ *or basic oomponvern.: 

le. Not vwt b~n torned- O~ve to the Moint?1 0 Yoe. No 6. CGMrnero1 Qr~d? 0 es No C. o~n wreptle io the NRc by amther arganlzadon? 0 V" INO 
ff ay "Yoe option sbmv is chocked, 10 CFR Pert 21 rpoening by MK( is not required., cprooed to 
Geotkmr 0. If .1 'No" optionsg "i checked, proceed with the evaluation, 

2. a. DQS h acRnty~ .oUvitY,.or bacic omsonent luoppled .<Iyet 0 No 0 Utnkrown by MK jicW. fth Atonla eiWgy Act of 1064 as amended, 
of smy appucaW rules roostion, order, or license of 

the ft rlatig~t wubeturmla soet~y twords.  
b. The feowt. activity, or basics eomonont .uppli~d dw a Yes M No le~rnknown by MK 9*nt~i dlefets wtch Gou'ld aotat a subsatwial -0t hazard.  
Proosed to Sectioni C *ruy It ftYes' or *Unknown" Is chackod In 2s or 2b, In such lflstanm.s 1 further meewcf may bo requk,#d to er'ewsr tho qu%#tlsiena Ir.1etj" C. if *NQP [a ahscked In 2a end 2b, peo"eed tsi fetwon 9).  

IkI11AI. EVALUATION Or PAIRT 21 M1ABIIJ.61TY: 

to CFR 21 03dp Geej ato mr0right pCa*ibl ...... apply.  

~v~u ted y: 
_ _ _ _ __0

C.. F94AL EVALUATION 
I . A dev~twon exists in a *facflty. activity, or belle a Mponer~t atbjeot to Part 21 rwg~tonew anid, an the basis of evalation, could Orisl* a substantula safety 

lw~ endwhetto. Io emnakforg4i adefeWt.  
2. The 'tefaflty, oflvt*y or bate compariwnto containing a %dafsmt Ira boon GWI~ver b~y MK for use by t"e Client.  
3. Th. d~vIedon lewolve a *bole component" and the deviatisri **uId 

convulbItA to fth emsftiln *f safety limi.

0 Yos DNo 

C yes. DNo

FINAL 9VAWUAT1O0N OF PART 21 REPORTAOIL1TY: 
A 10 MF 21 (ePOftble condition C &ses or C3 does not ,.164. exist.  

tv kmed b:_ _ _ _ _

WOWIiao
Gmri~v m* *at . "WORTAOILY 011IM4IN!I1.-I 

0 KMRT 0 00 NOT REPORT 

A~~4 04CM.--
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* i ii� 1. 34'� 2879-. LLME1� & BERNE:#24,

lo Wa tt weet N"i QUAL"T A5SURANCE M1ThUMTON 

DETERMINATION CHECKLIST FOR on rm PaloI of I 
10 CPR PART 21 APPLICABILITY Prmwuoe, 

0. D'-N,~V~IN NCOMPL~C1 01 ..  

IL H4TLAL EVALUATION 
I. Mlu of 1$ VIC f04%, fictity, J o basic oonposeont: 

s. Not vhtb1A ttned oVW toft Mountl Yo~ek No 
b. Commwwr1 are"?DYe N &. Meen teported to tft NRC by anothe argandizadio 0 Val *Nv 

.faW "Yis option sWbig is chockedl, 10 CPR Part 21 repoeiing boy MK is not required: Mrooned to Seatk 0, It a[I "No' 9ptiong we ahmaked, pfocstd with 'then evelm~~n, 
2. a. Cos "1 faoifty., cotlfty. or bIslae aomponent tuppilid ),Ys 0 No 0 Uncmwn by MK 

at tory opp~nisal rules mtulemion, orde, or license of 
Un NF2G ralwUgtor 't ,ben tml~ y heards.  

b. The fadftv, activity, or beasd mcomonent supo~ec dqa 0 Yes C3 No gCtnknown by MK 
Whom tMR eeot WI~ch aould Of Set a subitetlel 
so huazrd.  

APweoied 20* kto~n C only Nf *Yes'h W "Unknown" Is coked~g In 2a or 2b. In such Instanv5. fNnher r~wch may be eqolr" % st *ewer the qvestions In~ U04A~ C. it 'No 0is cai~ked In 2a wW 2b, piged Wo 46440r, p.  
0411TIAL UVALUATION OF PAJMT 2 1 PIOFMA~DJTY: 

10 CFR 21, na* at 0 mig~ht poeuably ...... appty.  

______ * :D w::74 Man0a

C.- FINAL EVALUATIONF _ 

I1 A devistion exists in a tecdllW. act"vt, of belIe oomponent' ,tubjsc to Part 21 
revulatia n. d, an the basis of sehjwtlon, oould orsale a su stmnoa safety 

2. The '%fslty, W1Tivi, of bauto omoinsnmn contlInIng a Odfeat hoe been 
4e~verW by MK for use by t" Client.  

3- 71* devisdon IiW~gm a lbegec omfponent" and the deviation **u(l 
cantlbit to fth SeXcmewg of * safaty gmh.t

Eyes DNo 

D Y. 13No

MINA EVALUATION Of PART 21 REFOR1'AOILITY: 
A 10 CMR 21 reportable conditlan 0 does or 03 does not 116,,, exist.  

Ia.ue2.d by- _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Orkimuatot Ml Kamboet
0. MW ;rATAY DWSWIN 

r0 REPORT 0 DO NOT KEPORT

c4A MOOO

/
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DETERMINATION CHECKLIST FOR kmpot I aof 
10 CPR PAR~T 21 iAPPLICABILITY ;G;' No.  

A. OR NONCOMPLIAI1jCE 

S. WrMIAI EVALUATiON 
11. Has orIs Vm 1.oIItV tictt"t!oi basic oomponent 

st. Mom vwt b.w tuirned. over to the C.ntl a Yoe XNo 11. Cornwowrw Qrsd? 0 yes NO 
Cý Soon motoP~d to thi NRC by another orgenization? 0 yea 114 
Kf anvy OYs* op~n sim* is chooked, 10 CPR Part 21 reao~nig by MK( is not required, pooetd tio Seatkmi 0. It ig "No" epting wer ahecked, proceed with ihe mvetuijon.  

2. a. DmtN Ihe ladty, aq tty..or bailo omponhntatuppIled x fiae 0 No 0 Unknown by MK yilomat fth Atoric~ &Wg.r Aat of 1964 as ameonded, 
or w app1904rules rotjlgiont orde, or license of 

b. The t.locv.t actvhy. or baskic cxupenonnt tupolad dqU 0 we 0 No I<ULnknown by MK gontein 41.ct wtgch Gould e~te & subelmnlef 
esfOt hezod.  

PmWee to Sictiort C only H "Yoe' or tmUnkniown" Is checiced In Z& or 2b, In su.ch Inlstances, further mems6% may bo roquired io *erwewr the qu..tlons In. GoUati C, If 'No,, is aheked- In 2a "n 2b, 
M~OoW tp 111eon~r 01 

0u1TrAL. UVAWUATON OF PAR~T 21 FIEFCOTAWLTY: 

10 CFK 21o "ct or might p"Sabl ...... apply.  

OuaghyIatry, 

""litte by'UT __________WTRUm

RtU4 EVALUATION 
1 , A dev~u~on *edsu in a *(&fIOIU activity, Vt "'10 OOMPonont atlsot to Part 21 

regoltelonse and, an the basis of eyuluation, pould create a substontlel safety 

2. The 'Wfeoty ectvfty., of batec componentm cantsining a "defsmg we been 
doWerod by MK for use by I" Client.  

3- 'fl* 0*Zqjn fmw * bue componeWt and this deviation ooLid 
wintxmat to fte lexcceu'dir 61 # s1faty URMN,

a Y"0 ONo 

SYe DNo 

* V" 0 DNo

RIMA 9VAWUATiON OF PART 21 REPORTASILITY: 
A 10 CF1R 21 mpomtb" candil1on 0 doiss or 0 doe* not 19&4I~t 

0. "8FR~klr 
___01I 

0 IAEPRT C1 00 NOT REPORT 

13"O UT V~t tiew~ U DT# 
4A POM~
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SQUALTY ASSURANCE INSTRUCTION 

Form Til 
DETERMINATL _JNEC.KIST FOR 038 Form Page 1 of 1 

10 CFR PART 21 APPLICABILITY Form No. Form Revsion Date 
QAI 1.1-1 03-Jan-95 

A. DESCRIPTION.0 DEITON OR NONCOMPLIANCE 

B. INITIAL EVALUATION 
1. Has or is the facility, activity, or basic component: 

a. Not yet been turned over to the Client? C Yes No 
b. Commercial Grade? O Yes *No 
c. Been reported to the NRC by another organization? 0 Yes .' No 

If any "Yes" option above is checked, 10 CFR Part 21 reporting by MK is ot retoqred: proceed to 
Section D. If all "No" options are checked, proceed with the evaluation7 

2. a. Does the facility, activity, or basic component supplied e 0 No &Unknown by MK 
violate the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 as amended, . r'Lj.
or any applicable rule, regulation, order, or license of A /A-S-/ . /(-iCG-', ,•r<•.-4 
the NRC relating to substantial safety hazards. 4L eq.qLAe " I-& cv4tL..,'t.4 t,&elY 

b. The facility, activity, or basic component supplied does 0 Yes 0 No wUnknown by MK / 
contain defects which could create a substantial 
safety hazard. , 

Proceed to Section C only if "Yes" or "Unknown" is checked in 2a or 2b. In such instances, further 
research may be required to answer the questions in Section C. If "No" is checked in 2a and 2b, 
proceed to Section D.  

INITIAL EVALUATION OF PART 2 REPORTABILT: S" " 

10 CFR 2 es or _14 does not or vZ/nmight po"by . ppy.  

Evaluated by: i 6'• t .•ŽZ J " 2 
Originator Z,'15" Date' Quality lManager Date

C. FINAL EVALUATION 
1. A deviation exists in a "facility, activity, or basic component" subject to Part 21 C Yes MNo 

regulations and, on the basis of evaluation, could create a substantial safety 
hazard and therefore is considered a "defect".  

2. The "facility, activity, or basic component" containing a "defect" has been &ýYes C3 No 
delivered by MK for use by the Client.  

3. The deviation involves a "basic component" and the deviation could 0 Yes E/No 
contribute to the exceeding of a safety limit.  

Comments: e, r•, /"/ <17.4' 

FINAL EVALUATION OF PART 21 REPORTABILITY: 

A 10 CFR 21 reportable condition 0 does or Vdes not ...... exist." 

Evaluated by: 
Originator Date Quality Maiager Date

D. REPORTABILITY DECISION / 
0 REPO 2/DO NOT REPORT .

OA AS



JAN 2 . 1997 

(~MORRISON KNUDSEN COR'PORATION' 

INTER-OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE 

DATE: January 27, 1997 

TO: Andy Walcutt 

FROM: Lou Pardi 

SUBJECT: IOC M-QM-97-004 

The subject IOC indicates a concern that MK welding procedures developed and 
used in 1988 may have permitted the use of E7018 electrodes in applications 
requiring notch toughness testing as part of the weld procedure qualifications.  
Implications are that such notch toughness tests were made on coupons welded with 
E7018-A1 instead of E7018 and that these tests therefore did not comply with 
applicable codes at that time.  

I have had our welding engineer at St. Lucie research this matter and have 
determined that MK currently has procedure qualification records indicating that 
test coupons made with E7018 electrodes passed all required notch toughness 
requirements in both the "as welded' and post weld heat treat conditions.  

If, in fact, we did have a procedural violation in 1988, the technically advisable 
resolution would have been to requalify the suspect procedures to assure E7018 met 
all the necessary requirements. Since we in effect have test data indicating E7018 
does meet these requirements I consider this matter resolved.  

L.EP-lo 

cc: M. Cepkauskas 
D. Edelman



-h"F+ERGUSON GROUP 

INTER-OFi•E CORRESPONDENCE M-QM-97-009 

~ January 28, 1997 

O Tom Zarges 

FROM Andy Walcutt 

SUBJECTr: 1996 Management Review 

As requested, we have evaluated the 1996 Management Review that was 

conducted on December 30 & 31, 1996. This review was conducted to 

independently evaluate the Corporate QA Programs and confirm that the Group 

Quality Director (GOD) is implementing his assigned responsibilities.  

Four Findings and two Observations were identified as a result of this Review.  

They have been addressed as follows: 

Finding 1 
No Training Matrix available for a Corporate ASME Manual Change dated 20-Aug

96 

QFR-02 was issued to address this Finding. The Program requires that when a 

Manual is changed, that the GOD review the changes and identify those requiring 

training. The Quality Document Management System has a preset Training 

Matrix that generates "Read Records" along with the Transmittals that send the 
changes out to "Controlled" Manual holders. The Quality Department Document 
Management System did cause the required training to be done.  

The step that was missed was the printing out of the Training Matrix and the 

GOD's review and approval, or change, of the Matrix. The Document Control 

Clerk position, the position that generates the printout, was unfilled at the time 

and the step was missed. This Training Matrix was issued during the 
Management Review.  

Findings 2, 3 and 4 
Point Beach WPS exceeds heat input limits established by the Corporate WPS, 

no letter of delegation and no GQD review and approval of WPS GTM 1.1-3PB 

QFR-01 was issued to address these Findings. The Corporate Quality Program 

requires that the GOD review and approve all Corporate WP's/PQR's. WPS GTM 

1.1-3PB was qualified and used at Point Beach. The WPS/PQR was generated 

on site but the required documentation had not been transmitted to the GOD for 

approval at the time of the Management Review. After noting additional errors 

with the WPS, the Assessor selected Point Beach generated WPS GT-SM/3.3
2PB at random. Errors were noted in this WPS.  
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To: Tom Zarges

In responding to QFR-01, all Point Beach generated ASME related WPS's were 
reviewed. Eleven out of the eighteen WPS's contained one or more errors.  
Causes of these errors were characterized as being administrative, interpretation 
differences and editorial. Evaluation has determined that there are no open 
hardware affecting issues.  

It is my opinion that these errors could have been prevented by effective 
communication between the Group and Project Welding Engineers (GWE & PWE), 
PWE knowledge .of Corporate QA Program requirements when performing 
Corporate functions and, in the absence of specific Code words, acceptance by 
the PWE of GWE Code interpretations.  

Corrective actions being taken to resolve this QFR involve replacement of the 
GWE and revisions to Corporate QAI's to clarify the PQR and WPS generation 
process.  

Observations 

The first Observation is a specific example of an editorial error. This error was 
addressed as a part of QFR-01.  

The second observation involved the Certification of a project assigned Lead 
Assessor who was performing supplier qualification audits to add suppliers to the 
Corporate Approved Supplier's List. Although Mr. Beckley's Qualifications were 
on file, they did not include a history of assessments performed. It was 
explained that this history is compiled every January. Since Mr. Beckley was 
certified in 1996, no history was on file. Mr. Beckley's 96 Assessment History 
and the yearly Personnel Performance Review have been generated and both are 
now on file.  

I believe that we have responded to the issues raised by the 1996 Management 
Review. Unless otherwise directed, I consider this process to be complete.  

cc: L. E. Pardi 
M.D. Cepkauskas 

END

Morrison Knudsen

M-OM-97-009
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" MORRISON KNUDSEN CORPORATION 
MK-FERGUSON GROUP 

INTER-OFFMCE CORRESPONDENCE M-QM-97-0 13 

DATE February 28, 1997 

TO. File AN ALLEGER 
FROM. A. J. Walcutt 

SUBJECT: 
Evaluation of Potential Part 21 As Described In 
IOC No M-QM-97-004 dated 1/22/97 

My review of the Initial Evaluation provided by Alain Artayet was that while the 

system had been turned over to operations, the conditions described may or may 

not have resulted in a hardware affecting condition that did not comply to ASME 

Code. For that reason, I revised the answer to Section B 2a. from "Yes" to 

"Unknown to MK". This resulted in my changing the Section B "Initial Evaluation 

of Part 21 Reportability" from "Does" to "Might Possibly" apply. A request was 

then made to -the responsible Project personnel for input.  

IOC No. M-QM-97-004 indicated that D.C. Cook WPS's M-1-1-AB and M-1-1-BA 

specified the use of E701 8 filler material while the referenced PQR's identify that 

they were qualified using E701 8-Al. The IOC also indicated that the concerns 

identified with the Point Beach WPS's, as described in QFR No. C-96-022-QFR

01, were also applicable to the D.C. Cook WPS's. Note, because the QFR issues 

were resolved prior to turnover of affected work to the Owner, no Potential Part 

21 condition existed at Point Beach.  

Attached is IOC dated Jan-21-97 from L. Pardi stating that the use of E7018 

welding electrodes at D.C. Cook was not a current hardware affecting problem 

because PQR's have subsequently been generated that qualify the E701 8 welding 

electrodes in the D.C. Cook applications where they were used. This IOC 

specifically addressed the E7018 vs 7018-Al issue.  

We have independently researched this response. The PQR that appears to have 

been referenced was PQR No. GT-SM/1.1-Q4 Dated 10/23/96. This PQR was 

qualified using E7018 filler material and had a heat input range of 39.4 to 86.4 

KJ/in.. This PQR does resolve the filler material qualification concern raised by 

IOC M-QM-97-004.  

Since IOC No. M-QM-97-004 stated that the E7018 vs E701 8-Al problem was 

limited to heavy wall carbon steel welds where Charpy Impact testing was 

required (in such instances, the a specific type and grade of filler material 

identified by the PQR needs to be specified on the WPS) research was conducted 

to identify all such welds. Welds potentially affected were the Girth, Feedwater J 
and Mainsteam welds.  

Pag Vof2 .  
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THiS D''- '.  
To: File AN AL -U M-QM-97-013 

Review of the D.C. Cook NIS-2 package found that the WPS's used were, for the 
Girth welds, M-3-3-AB and N-3-3-C, for the Feedwater welds M-1-1-AB and for 
the Mainsteam welds, M-1-1-B. The PQR's referenced for the Girth Weld 
properly supported those WPS's. The PQR's for the Feedwater and Mainsteam 
identified the use of E7018-Al filler material while the WPS's referenced E-701 8.  
Not referenced by the WPS's was PQR 1-126 which was qualified using E7018 
filler material (PQR 1-126 does reference WPS M-1-1-AB).  

While PQR 1-126 does appear to address the E7018-A1 vs E7018 issue, it was 
not acceptable on the basis of the qualified heat input. Heat Inputs were found 
to be in the 61.8 KJ/in range in the WPS's and only in the 36.3 KJ/in range for 
the PQR. WPS M-588-B also falls into this category. Resolution of the heat 
input issue for these WPS's did require the use of PQR No. GT-SM/1 .1 -Q4 Dated 
10/23/96 (86.4KJ/in).  

The remaining QFR C-96-022-QFR-01 issues were reviewed and evaluated 
against the D.C. Cook WPS'slPQR's. The conclusion of this review was that 
there was no affect on permanent plant items released to the Owner. Since the 
actions being taken under QFR C-96-022-QFR-01 will resolve the root causes of 
the concern identified with the D.C. Cook WPS's, no further corrective action 
tracking documentation is required.  

Based on the above I have concluded that a reportable condition does not exist 
and closed the Potential Part 21 checklist.  

Andrev" J. Walcutt Date 

END 

AN ALLEGER

Morrison KnudsenPage 2 of 2



March 10, 1997

MEMORANDUM TO: Wayne Kropp, Engineering Specialists 1, DRS 

FROM: Donald E. Funk Jr., Office Allegation Coordinator 

SUBJECT: ADDITIONAL INFORMATION RECEIVED REGARDING AMS NO. RIII-97-A-0035 
EMPLOYMENT DISCRIMINATION, INADEQUATE WELD PROCEDURES AT POINT 
BEACH AND D.C. COOK 

Attached for your information is a record of telephone conversation between 

Jay Hopkins and the Concerned Individual on February 20, 1997. This is 

supplemental information from the initial information received by FAX on 

February 18, 1997. An Allegation Review Board will be scheduled to review the 

issues.  

cc w/attachments: OI:RIII 

Attachments: 1. 3/5/97 conversation record 
2. QA report C-96-022 
3. 10 CFR part 21 applicability checklist



CONVERSATION RECI. E.O AMS Rlil-97-A-0035.-:.  

MEMORANDUM TO: AMS FILE RIII-97-A-0035 

FROM: J. Hopkins, RIll-OAC; 3/8/97 3 

SUBJECT: Conversation Record of Initial Telephone Call with Cl on 2/20/97.  

Made initial telephone contact with Concerned Individual (CI) on Thursday, 2/20/97, 
from 1:00 to 2:45 p.m. (CST). Parties involved in the call were Jay Hopkins and Roger 
Doornbos, OAC-RIII; the Cl; and the Cl's attorney, Steven Bell. (Roger Doornbos 
stayed for about the first 30 minutes.) 

I identified myself and explained that the purpose of the call was to ensure that the 
NRC had a clear understanding of the Cl's concerns. I explained the allegation process 
and asked if the C1 objected to being identified to his employer, Morrison Knudsen (MK) 
Corporation, as the source of the NRC's allegation. The CI stated that he had no 
objections. Additionally I explained that OSHA now was responsible for investigating 
allegations of discrimination and gave him the phone number for the OHSA field office 
in Cleveland, OH. The Cl's attorney stated that he was aware of the change in 
responsibilities.  

Below is a summary of the additional information developed from the call: 

Brief Background and Time line: 

The CI was the Corporate Welding Engineer for Morrison Knudsen (MK) from 1988 to 
2/10/97. The Hartford Steam Boiler Inspection and Insurance Co. conducted a routine 
audit of the welding procedures covered by 10 CFR part 50, Appendix B on 12/30 
12/31/96. The audit identified that certain weld procedures used at Pt. Beach-2 during 
the U-2 1996 steam generator (SG) replacement project were not in compliance with 
applicable codes and standards. The results of the audit were in a letter to MK which 
was stamped received on 1/6/97 (NRC Rill does NOT have the audit results).  

The CI was asked by MK's Group Quality Director, Andy Walcut, to perform a review of 
all welding procedures used at Pt. Beach-2 during the SG project. The Cl's draft report 
submitted on 1/13/97 concluded that 14 of 18 welding procedures used failed to meet 
relevant Quality Assurance (QA) standards. The draft findings were documented in MK 
Quality Finding Report No. C-96-022 (attached). On 1/14/97, the CI was informed that 
the VP of the Power Division was "unhappy" about the contents of the report and that 
the CI was "expendable" as MK's Corporate Welding Engineer.  

On 1/15/97, the CI was asked by MK's Group Quality Director to review MK's field 
procedures used at DC Cook-2 during the 1988 SG replacement project. The CI 
pointed out to me that the welding procedures for DC Cook-2 and Pt. Beach-2 were 
written by the same person. On the same day., h U verbally informed .dthe Groip.
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CONVERSATION RECLRD AMS RiIi-97-A4-0035 

Quality Director of deficiencies in the DC Cook-2 documentation. Additionally, the Cl 
concluded that the deficiencies were of a nature that required a 10 CFR Part 21 
notification and completed MK's Part 21 Applicability Checklist (attached). Included in 
the Part 21 Checklist is a memo which describes the Cl's concerns with DC Cook-2 
procedures. Later that same day, the Cl was informed that he was being "fired" from 
his position as Corporate Welding Engineer and that the MK's CEO concurred with the 
decision. On 2/7/97, the CI was informed that he was being demoted and re-assigned 
to a non-nuclear position with MK. (See the 2/18/97 DOL Complaint for additional 
information.) 

Additional Information on the 3 Specific Concerns: 

Concern 1: Employment discrimination by MK because the Ci reported deficiencies in 
MK's welding procedures. (See the 2/18/97 DOL Complaint for additional 
information.) 

The Cl believes that the draft report of his audit findings on Pt. Beach-2 welding 
procedures were the basis for him being removed form his position.  

The Cl was told that the reason for being removed was a personality conflict 
between himself and upper management (president and project director) of the 
Steam Generator Team. The SG Team is a joint venture between MK and Duke 
Engineering Services. The president is Marty Cepkauskas and the project 
director is Max Bingham.  

Prior to Christmas 1996, the Cl was informed that he was being removed form 
the Nuclear side of Corporate Welding Engineering. The reason was personality 
conflicts.  

In 7/96, MK's project manager for the Pt. Beach-2 SG project, Marty 
Cepkauskas, told the Cl that he did not value the Cl's ASME Code 
interpretations. The Cl stated that after subsequent discussions, he believed 
that the differences himself and Mr. Cepkauskas had been adequately resolved.  

The Cl was informed by a co-worker (unsolicited) that there was a conspiracy 
against him by the Pt. Beach-2 project manager. (I don't have any other details 
about this statement.) 

Concern 2: 14 of 18 welding procedures used at Point Beach-2 failed to meet relevant 
QA standards. (See MK Quality Finding Report No. C-96-022 (attached) 
for technical details).

2



CONVERSATION RECL .D AMS RIII-97-A-0035 

The Cl reviewed the weld procedures used during the 1996 SG-replacement 
project. He was not aware of which specific welds were used performed using 
MK's procedures.  

0 The Cl reviewed the welding procedures against ASME Section 3 & 9 criteria.  

0 MK had concluded that the deficiencies were only documentation problems and 
not hardware code violations.  

* The Pt. Beach-2 welding procedure were qualified for E7018 electrodes.  

0 The Cl was unaware if a 10 CFR Part 21 notification was made or if Pt. Beach 
licensee management was informed of the deficiencies.  

Concern 3: Deficiencies in documentation of welding procedures used at DC Cook 
U-2. (See MK's Part 21 Applicability Checklist (attached) for technical 
details.) 

The deficiency concerned the electrode that was used for the welds. The weld 
procedure was qualified using an E7018-Al electrode with a SFA-5.5 filler metal 
(ASME Code Section 2.c). Based on the Cl's review of the records, the actual 
electrode used was E7018. The Cl was unsure if using E7018 was proper for 
the job.  

Welding procedures were used at Cook-2 during the 1988 SG replacement 
project. The welds in question were on the feedwater nozzle connections and 
the main steam line connections on the SGs. There were about 3 to 4 weld per 
SG that were effected.  

The welding was on material with a thickness that was greater than 5/8 inch.  
The Cl stated that welding of this thickness required a "sharpy" test and one was 
not performed for the E7018 electrode.  

The Cl had concluded that using the E7018 electrode vice the E7018-A1 would 
require requalification of the welding procedure. The Cl consulted the ASME 
Section 9 Chairman, Michael Houle, who agreed that using the different 
electrode would require a requalification of the weld procedure.  

The Cl documented the concerns with DC Cooks welding procedures in a one 
page internal memo. This memo (attached) was provided to the NRC via FAX 
during the call. -• . ......

AT f<LL.EQZ



CONVERSATION REC MD

The CI completed a 10 CFR Part 21 applicability checklist on 1/23/97 because of 
the concerns with the procedures. That checklist (attached) was provided to the 
NRC via FAX during the call.  

The Cl stated that to the best of his knowledge, DC Cook had NOT been 
informed of the deficiency. The CI stated that MK's QA director stated that there 
was no need to contact DC Cook.  

The calculated heat input for the Cook-2 welds qualification was lower than the 
heat input for Pt. Beach -2 in 1996 weld qualification. Based on this lower 
calculated heat input, MK believes this ensures the Cook-2 welds are 
acceptable.  

Other Information Developed During Call: 

Work Package Development - The Cl gave a brief summary of how MK develops 
work packages.  

- Test data from welds is reviewed.  
- Corporate welding procedures are then developed and reviewed and 

approved by Corporate Welding Engineer and QA Director.  
- Site (licensee) reviews and approves 
- MK develops project specific weld procedures.  

Project specific procedures sent to site, SG vendor (in this case), and 
MK's site Quality group.  

The Cl stated that he had reviewed 9 of Pt. Beach SG replacement project 
specific weld procedures. On 11/15 he had faxed his comments back to the MK 
personnel on site. On 12/13, during routine distribution of project specific weld 
procedures to the corporate office, the Cl determined that none of his concerns 
were addressed. The CI stated that MK's normal practice was NOT to send the 
project specific procedures to corporate for review and approval.  

The Cl was not aware if the certification of the welders was affected by the 
procedure problems identified during the audit.

4

AMS RIII-97-A-0035

L ..... iDEN FTIFE5 
. " ". , , ,* .. , ,



I.

o M Farmd W& wvw,-a &i QUALITY A$SURANCE INSTRtUCTION 

Fs~i W. QUIALITY FINDING REPORT 0orm gq 1 w 
Form fqo. e om eVVI~on Digs 

Aseanwt &o Vtiido sufytvitax~e Rgpcrt NWiMbr! OF Number; 00t18¶.: 
C-913-022 CQFIR -01 1 1-a~

COMNMDTE BY.IMK A&SES8Q0R I INS MCTOR 

NIX Corporate jA.J. Waltutt 
Pr*J.ct No. 4621- Point B46ch Sapp 

I ftmrm~~~iI a i.. L...J .. ~

1. AWME Swcion tit C~A Man1u&J Paragraph 3.2,4 reou~res that Project specific wpS$s be 
basd orn Corporate P0H'vJWPSts,

2. ASME Sbctionl tiI QA Mgntugt Paraoraph 3,2.3 Spe~ifflas that Corporate PopWs/WPS's or's approved by the Group Welding Engineer.  

3. AWME Section iu(3 A manual paragraph 3.2.4 rewquirss that Project speollic WPSae a e based or, Corporote PW'$li'sfP6'4. And P214graph ~3.2.3 reqUires COrporat* FQR'a/WPS's to 04 approved by the GWE/G QD.

RNM- lmicIA# spu~fle Requitav*p(e) V1ioht*0 

I. CO~iumY to the roquiremeni. specifled in Item 'I above, the Point Bqach project Opfolflo WP8 6 WPS No. GT8MI3.3-2P8) excaoda the heat Input dmt apsolfi-ed by CWPrpirtv WF'8 No. GT-SM/3a3-U (Management 
A46.sment fintding 21,

2. COnt&aY tO the requirements upclflea in them 2 above, there was no letter fromn the OWE delegating Mr.  
PwA I-VanW6 tAh#WIWty to s1Jgn PUR No- OT-SM/, .1 -Q5 Rsv. 0 on the data th6 Ponl wig signed, 'rho sian-ff Indicaige diet it we$ mide for the pWg. (Management Assessment finding 3).  

3. ContrarV to the requirements upsolfled in Ittem 3 .t-ovs, Proj~ct aptoific WIPS No. GTM/1. -13138 was gemmetd without a Corporati WP3 being lIeijed. (Managemnent Astamee~rtnt 1llnding 4).  

Note: Ass m euft ot lime thise 13) finchnot a review of all Point 9460h generaetd WPS'a and the onie (I I POAl 1*4 ben 2rormod by MK Corporret Quality. Additional findings were noted. All findings, Including 
fttfo listed above, are Idantifie In Attachmewnt 1I. Reapon~ee are to bo idontified In terma of the Attachmetnt I oi~tmberir' solhuriwe JAttachmmtt I consisting of eight (8) peges),

31 -JOn -97 
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"A&AL..
MI~UflIJ~ LER-No, C4~-P&2.o i 

RMI UE AUL POINT 1RLAciI s. 3&E~sr 

In ttspnsc to QFR No. 01 issued as the resuit of tkie annual management review No.  
C-96-022, all (toWa of 18) ASME Section III Point Beach SGRP Welding Procedure 
SPe~ifications (WP;S's) distributed by this project hav,,e bten reviewed. Bwsd on this 
review1, the i'olloving WPS's require some form of action. This revtew was porformold 
wider ht1~ scoPe of ASME Section IX - 1995 odition wýith no addenda and ASM8 Section 
III -1986 edition wiih no addenda, 

1.0 WPS-NO. FCIL.1aI PB (Rev. No. 0, dated 9t17/96) 

1.1 This WI'S iis muakod with ant `X" to permit itg use under the scope of ASMEt 
Sec-tion III, but tho thickness ran~ limit. aý rcquire-d byr NB!N-23l 1(a), is not 
dcscrbed, 

AC31ON~ The project is to identify if this WPS was usted under 6ei %cope of ASMR 
Sevtioa 111. If used on ASVIE IIl work, conflmr thst the thicknsa rnwges of the 
material whert the WPS vem used (b~ased on the applicable PQR) were w ithin 
Code limits.  

1.2 TbeiUlermeWaAWS ClessificationNo, listed on the WPS 1sE71-TI. EM-lT1is 
the prvper filler motal des ignation described in the appendix of the SFA-5.20) weld 
fbir metal spesolfkitiais, This it an oditorial rnlatako which does not impact the 
inttorty of the weld(s).  

AC= Il-Te project Is to coolmt that Uhs WPS is no longer hi use.  

2.0 'WPS-No. FC/1.841 PB- (Rov. No, 0, dated 9116/96) 

The PQR-Re'v. No. I is AW912a 6, and the WPS Rev, No. 0 is d&A 911 6M 
The revi %ion date of the WPS should cither be the same date as the PQR or later, 
This is an tditorial mistake which does niot impact tha integrity of' the weld(%) 

~fl.~j-The prvoet is to oonflim dwa this WFS its no longer in use..  

T HITS -DOCUMLN MD~ I ' 
-A I- ý-' I.,'-- -11`.-- u'i 
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Attachm~QF IQR-No. C-96-022.O01

3.0 WFS-Nv F0/3,34 PH (Rtv. No. 0, dated 916/96) 

3.1 As an emsntial vuriable, ASME Section I X QW-406.1 pormits a decrease of 10OOIF 
from the preheat temerature used during procedure qualiftuetlion. The maximum 
qualified preheat, as recorded on the PQR. is 26VT. Therefore, the irinimum 
preheat permited to beustd~itout rtquaifk~wativnofthi~ WS 18 ,68'F. Note I 
of the WPS pemnth the use of a minimuwn preheat of M50FS 

ACQ~ Ile poj ect is to confirm that this WI'S was not wsed or, if used, that the 
tnminiu preheat vwa not lower than M6IRF 

3.2 Tbci- is a conflict betwcei 0-10 Coniat tulic to work dititnce (CTWO) ran~c of 3/8' 
to 3/4" (a nonewatWta variable required by ASME Section 1Y,, QW-4 10.8) and the 
electrode stickout range of %A" to 1 " (noct required by ASME I X) described in this 
WPS. CTWI) is defined in ASME Section IX, QW-490 (which references AWS 
3.0),, as thec distance between the end of' the contact tubc (usuully ]ma~ted inside the 
Sam nozzle) to ihic worpicce. Elertrodo stiokout is dcfiid a4 the distan=o bctwAvca 
the end of the gms nozzle and the tip of -the flux-cored w~ire.  

Art electrode stickoul of I " exceeds the maxidmum CTWD of 3/4". This Is a 
nonessential verable in hich a change m=y be made in the WI'S without 
requahfication, 

AýV The project is to conifirmi that this WPS Is no longer in use.  

IF1 

r E .T

Page of SMorrison Kniudsen

Attachnmt I
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QFR-No, C-96..022-11Attachment I

4,0 WFS-Nc. FC/1.1-1 I'H (Rev, No. 0, dated 9/17/96), 
FC/I.8-1 P3 (ty. No. 0, dated 9116/96), 
GW/El-5 PB (Rev. No. 0, dated 9/17/96), and 
GT-SM/1.8-1 FR (Rev. No. I. dated 11/23/96) 

AS?4E Saction III NBINC-231 I (a) requirts notch toughness testing Chr carbon mteel 
Nciknessm &roster tlen 5/8", a~s a' supplefliehtitay essentUl Vaiable. The above 

projwc V/PS s w=r qu4ifiod withoutr notch tougbncss requirements, as indicated in 

the respective sapporting PQR(s). One, or a combination -of weld joint figures 5 

srid 9 are ma~rked with i~n "W', and thest figures permit the use of these WPS~s oni 

beavywall butt joints with thicknesses greater than 3/4'. WPS-No. FC/1 .8-1 PB, 

GM/Id.15 1$ and OT4IvI/l.-1 PB Wnicate thickness renoes of 3/16%- 1"~. 1116".  

3/4" and It16"- V, respectively, for ASME Scctiort fl.  

AMONQ~- T~he proect, is to conffnn that the above 4 WPS's werer not used on thicknemss 
greatw thau S18%~ as sptcified in NB/NC.231 I (a), 

5.0 WPS-No. GT-SMJL1-1 PB (Rev. No. 4, dated 11/28/96) 

5.1 ASME~ Seetion III Table NB/NC~-4622,7(b) - exempts PWHT for thicknesses of t 

WYi"ad less. Thiis WPS wvA revised to permit welding on catbon stee wi~th or 

without the use of PWR-T. The WPS permits welding on rhkkmvses of 3116" to 

8", Th= WIPS fails to indicate ftat eixenption from PWRT onily applies for 

thicknesse of I Wf and less. Bly Code, PWrM tT thickncwoe over 1 14 is an 

AIQi 7hca prqjc~ot ia to oozinn that this WPS wag not used on thicknesscs greater fthn 
I %n, without the U"e of PWHT.  

:5.2 Revision 3 ard earlier revisions of this WI'S (with no PMliI rcqthire a mexiunum 

beat input of 28.9 ki/In for the OTAW process for thlc1nesses between 5/3" and 

I Vim. The O-TAW portion of the WPS for Revision 4 bas Maeximumn boat input 

values of 4312,44.8 and 47A4 W&In for thicknesses between SIB" and I Va" for 

applicatdons to ba uxod with or without W~ use of PWAIT. When a WPS is to be 

usad for both PWIIT conditions (each as essential variable), the V/PS must describe, 

the limidtations of both MWiT and no PWHT applications. Revision 4 of-ths V/PS 

falls to indiwae the maxtimum heat Input limitation of 28.8 kWfla. for the OTAW 

proceu to be used on thickneswe bet wcun 5/8" and I 'W1 without the. use of FWIIT.  

AC=. The praoeot iswt confirm that this WPS was not used with. heat inputs highier 

ha= 28.8 kzJ!n. en fthlkncss bvtwolcu 518" to I VP" vithout PWHT, 

SPage 
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Attahmen I PFR-No. C-96-022-.G1

CO WPS-NO. GT-SM/I.8-1 PB (Rev. No, 1ý dated l11/3/M6ý 

The filler meta SMAW Procen AWS Classification Numbers 11sted on the WPS 
areE309 or £3091.. E309-15 or -16 and F£3OQL.15 cr416 ar the propr filLesr netal 
designation described in the SFA.5.4 weld filler metal spcifications. This is an 
editorial ndistAke which does not iniptwt the iniegrity of the weld(s), 

AMnQ~ The project is to confmi thAt this WP S Is no longtr in use.  

7.0 WPSP-No. GTM/1V1.2 PB (Rov. No. 1, dated 12/02/6) 

7.1 ASME Setaion III Table NBN1C-402.7(b)- i cxempts PWHiT for thicknosses of I 
V," and loss. This WPS permits welding on c~arbon stset without the use of PWHT.  
The WIS permits welding on thicknesses in the range of 1/16" to 8". TheWVPS 
Usil to indicate tha exempfion from PWIIT only applic.s for thiokz2Ca5os of 1 '/" 

and less PWHiT for thicknesses over I Y," is an eisential variable.  

Acfl.IN{ The projoct is to confirm that thii WPS was not used oni thcknesse-9 greater than 
I Va" with=igthe use of PWHTW.  

7.2 This proj ect WPS was not prepared baised on a corporato WP S in accordance with 
MK's QAM para4ph 3.2.4, Fur progrism womplianwe purpscs, continued use, of 
Whs WPS on a project wfl) require development of a corport WPS and revision of 
this W.PS..  

AiMMlQ- The project is to confimi that this WI'S is not being used. Corporate is to 
SGOOVIC a 0oiporato W1P8.  

8. WPS-No. GTM/I.I-3 PB (Rov. No. 1. dated 12/03/96) 

8.1 The taut report xi.1 32449 dated Novorxibw 27, 1996 for PQR-No. GT-SWI.1I-Q$ 
indicae. that fth wo1dlng procdure qualifkcation test "pecimens were tested by 
Bodycote Tamsig. Inc. Bodycore Tausaig, Inc. was not ont MI~u Approved 
Supplierv List, as required by the MK QAM paragrahs 5.2.1 and 9.2.3.  

ACMlQb Corrxrtes Is In performn an assessmmt Of BoayOe4e Taussi 2, hftc. to var,4f' thal 
they have ~oainued iinplameiflatiori of the Tausuig's OA prowrm.  

Paeg 4 of a Morrison Knudeen
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Attachment I QP1,:No. C.Q6-022-O1 

9,2 MiT4. Paul EvBY= ccrtificdPQR-No. T..SM4/.1 -Q5 fur Wr. Eugeno Gordon on 
11/27/96. Certification of this PQR was performed before the 12/5/96 
dolegatiun IOC-No. M-QM-96-091 that dclegtcd Mr. Evans the authority by the 
Group WtldinW Engineer. This IOC was requested to be issued by the GQD on 
12/5/%. Delegtion is pcrmitted by MK's QAM paragraphs 9.2.4 and Section 0.4 
for "Individual Titl=," but oertifriation ofa PQR. hould be perfbrmod after 
"completion of the written delegation letter. This is a program control Issued and not 
a technical Issue.  

AC.ION - The project is to confirm that this WPS is not being used, 

8.3 The test mrport no. 132449 written by Bodycot¢ Taussig, Inc. indicates that 5R708-2 
filter rattl was wsed with the (TAW procms for welding the tWst coupon. This is 
contrm'y to the ER70S,6 filler metal, which is recorded on POR-No. GT-SM/I .1.Q5 
(Rev. 0) for the OTAW prowcss, 

ACTION. The project needs to obtain a corrected test report from Bodycotc Taussig, Inc., 
and submit the corrected test report to the Group Quality Director.  

8-4 This project WPS wa, not proparod based on a corporate WPS in =ýoordmtce with 
NMK's QAM pamgrph 3.2.4. The Group Quality Diraecor (GQD) and Group 
Welding Engireer (OWE) have not approved this combinmtion of WPS and PQ-R 

.fllQN.- This project WP8 and original PQR need to be submitted to the GQD for 
processing. For pogrm compliance purposes, this WPS and PQR combination 
will be approved by the 6QD and OWE prior to closure of QPt.,O1 for 
Management Review No. C-96-022, 

8.5 PQR-No. OT-SMI, I -Q5 references project specific WPS-No. OT-SM/,1 -1 PB.  
Unknown at the time of th 1996 mnagnement asaeumtnt performed on 12/30
31/96, WPS-No, OT-4M/I. 1-1 PB was revised on 1128/96 to include this PQR as a 
supporting documwnt for permitting PWHT (see pmgraph 5.3, aObve). It isfnot 
requi•ed to have a PQR refererwin& all ofthe ,PSa1 that it Is supporting. The PQR 
is ae•cptablo u writtm.  

No action is required on this item.  

S " of a'. M"......... ... ..... Kd....  ••; :..., .. .".:-. : Page 5 of ,8 Mo•rrkeon Knu.deen



Attad~ent IQFP,.No. C-96-0.22-01

8,6 A5. z uvfcV d in thic aboyo IOC-No. M-QM-96-091 and QAI. 11.2 p'w 4. 1 the 
projmi has not subrmitted a copy of~ the projwc's purchase order and test 
wtimimet, data sheet, as -applicable. A foxed copy of the iridapendetit test laboratory 
epovt bas been r~eivad..  

LLA gIM The projeut is to ýtitunit Uai infrmiationi tw the Owup Quality Direotor in 
accordance with MK'a ASME QA n~aumd paragrap~h 3.2.4 and QAM- 1.2.  

9.0 WPS-o. FC/1-1-1 PB (Rev, No. 0, dated 9/17/96), 
FC/1.&1 PB.(Rgy. No. Ot (sate 9/16196)6.  
GM/I 145 PB (Reov. No. 0, 911 7/96)t 
GT-SMIX1. 1- PH (Rev. No0.4) wtth EXJ(7a$-2 oF 3 & no cltarpy4'V 

GT-SMII.4 PB (Rev. No, 1, dated 11/23/96)o and 
GTM/1.1 -2 PB (Rev. No. 1) onty pama 9.2 aplhfu-ltt t4rPant 

9.1 ASMIE Section III NI3INC-23 I 1(a) requires n~otch toughness testing f'or pipe 
diamietcs grenter than 6"1 NS. "All" pipe diamewes are permitlted to be welded 
-with these WPS's. These WPS's are qualifiedvwithout itotchi toughness 
niquhvmonta for carbon stecl. This is a supplermentary eucritial vvwlabte &hat is 
applkcable in this iastanc.  

A~flQl'- The pojeot. is to confirm that these VWP's were not used on diameters greater 
thAW6NPS.  

9.2 For conponents otber than vessols, ASME Section III Table NB/NC-4622.7(b)-1 
prmzt3 unumtJoira firn~ PW;HT for cartain fillet weld throat thkkrtsamo depandina 
on nominl thicknowsc (=e NB/NC-4622.3), naximum carbon content, and 
tb~ininw preheat. "All" fillet weld sizes =r paritted to be welded with thmes 
WPS's. These WPS'a arc qualified vithout postweld beaw treatment. (PWHT) for 
carbon swel. Theve WP$ 'a permit welding fillet wed throat thicknxesses grtear 
thbz thiat parm~iftd by Lha table indc~coed above.  

A~CT10ki The project is to conflan that These WPS's were not used on fillet weld Ovtirn 
thcknewss greate than that. permitted by Table NBMC-4622.7Cb)-1.  

f MorrIson Knudsen
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QFPR.-No, C-96-022-01
Altwfuchnt I

10A0 WPS-No, GTI8-43-1 AD~ (Bay. No. 0, dotod 9117M9), 
Q;T.SM/43.4341 PB (Rsy. No. 1, dated 11/23/96), and 

GTM/4343!4 PB (Rev. No, 0, dined 11/22M9) 

In accordance with ASME Section IN, QW-404.5 (last paragrapil), thr. A-nuxnber 

4Bstpadton mnay cdso be by refernce to the AWS clagsification (where suich exidts), 

the wanufacturcers trade designation (in this case, inco 5" and 152), or other 

established procurement documents. The A-number designittlon for these WPVsB 

-;hou~d be addrtsWe, Wn not as eithei "None"er"NIA'*. In this case, it Is required 

that the filler metal ft~aufscturer's trade desigration of "Inea 52 and 152, azs 

applicoblc" be u&,.d on tthese WPS's for A~number des!"ll~on. This error does not 

affect the integrity of welds made with these VMS's, buit foT programn and Code 

comnplianlce purposes, continued1 use of thcbc WPS's Ou eaprojcct will toquired 

snodificationf of tbese WUS's to fully comply -Ath ASMZ Secion. IX.  

ACTION- The projco is to coa=r that these WPS'ia is no longer in use, 

11.0 WS-No. GT-SMI34$- PR (Rev. No, 2, dattd lI 19/96)X 
GT-SM133.2 PB (Rev. No. 2, dated 1111886), itnd 
GT-SMM-U/1.3-1 PR (Rev. No. 1. dated 11/23/9) 

W4Ks QAM, pmrgrsph 3.2.4, requires that projtot specific WPS' s be pmpreprd 

"bawed on fth covpmWWW/P". Therefore, a corpozate WKS s*,eompaflied each of 

the PQR's tha were mibmidtted to the project. Currently and post 1MXI PQR forms do 

twt identif the use of aU comibinations of applicable zwsntial and suipplementary 

essential variables established by the PQR, For this reason, since 1989 MK has 

coupicd WPS'& with the applEcabie supportitw PQR.  

When notch toughness is required. lae ma~dmurn fmot input values cstAb1llohad by.  

the corporateWPS =4d by qualifioation ame considered supplementary csI¶ItWa 

variables. Thc umaxmum btat input value desciibed in the corporate WPS' a were 

cxccceded for ono or A eontbin*±lon of weltiing processes on eas~h of the above 

project WPS's. Project changos to essent.ial vmtriables and supplemnentar Otsential 

variablift require req~tlffl;5tion.  

A) The SMAW beet Inputs of 83.7 card 85. F kJ/ln, for WPS-No. QT-SM/ 1 -1- PB 

vxoeod t6e maximum heat input value of 82.9 kUfin. doscribed in the corporate 

WI'S-No. (IT4Mfl. 3- (suppo±ed by PQR-No. OT.SMI.3.Q 1).  

AC=-X1 The project is to confixm that this WI'S is n~o ioii~er in use (see Note 1, 

Page 7 01 8 Morrison~ Knudsonl



AttacmernQFR-N~o. C-96-022-01I

B) Tho OTAW heat linputs of 67.2 and 73.3 Oh/n. for WI'S-N'o, GT-SMI3.1-2 PD 
ancood the nmaimum liat input value of 64.7 WJin. descibed in the corporate.  
WPS-No. (3T-SM/3,-3 (supported by PQR-No. ciT.SMJ3.3-Q2).  

&JIGF The pirJect is to confirm that Uhs IAS Is no longer In use (see Note 1, 
beow).  

C) lT* OTAW heat inputs of 57.6, 6 7.2 &and 73,3 kJ/in. and SMAW heat inp'vt -of 
.79-2. 83.7 and 85.8 WSin, exceed the maximumn hoee input value of 43.3 Viin, for 
OTAW and 54.3 WIin, for SMAW described in tho corporat c V~T S-No.  
GT-S.M-RUIII-l. Iftthis cue, the supporting PQR-No, GT-SM.SU/I,3-Q I ha~s 
lower hma input values for boh (JTAW and SMAW processes than that describe 
ontihe pojeC= WIS.  

A~fl2Q1N The projtct is to conflnu that WPS-No. GT-SX-BU/l .3-1 PB was not used on 
the Point 13wh SCqR mj at.  

Note 1: The abovc prvject WPvS'6 have a zupporring PQR with a hIgher heat iinput 

-value dma that described by the corporate WPFS (ece~pt for WPS-No.  
G'T-SM-BU/l 3-I PB).  

The project WI'S beat input valuas are below some of the heat input vai us 
listed on the PQR, but =r lilghor d=a the values listed in thiý corporate WPCSI.  
The reason for thin discrepanuy is wherc corporate scleoted the heat input value 
to be us emw~fA wbere the project selected the value to be used.  

The corporaft maximum hos input values were selected by the GWE 41 
mceorýlancz with ASMB Sectioa 111, NEINC-43 30 using they procedure 
qualification test weidnient data shects, and direction provided by Interpretation 
No. aX-92-69. Baaed on the heat input In thz removdl 1o~atons of Oth welding 
process weld posse tested, the (3WE selected the maximum heat Input indicated 
an each of the corporate WPS's to be ased when generating project specific 

for the 1986 Edition and carlier Ycruions of the Code, it could be interpreted thkt 
the Woe did not clearly define whore tho maxhum beat input value Wa to be 
selected. As an "intornt" Inquiry, Intzrprotation aX-92-69 does provide the 
required cLatification anid it is good practice to comply with such inquiries, 
However, Code Intarprettion IX-92-69 ia not pwr of the 1996 Codead 
Gompline= with it to not rsquircd.  

P46` of 8 Morrison Knudsen
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LILMER &BERNE LLP 
ATM-TONEYS AT LAW 

Bond Court Building 
1300 East Ninth Street, Suite 900 

Cleveland, Ohio 44114-1583 
Fax (216) 621-7488

Columbus Office 
68 Eam lBtoad Sircet, Suite 1980 

Columbus, Ohio 43215-3MO 
Fax (614) 228-8561 

Telephone (614) 226-8400

(216) 621-8O00 

TELECOFIER TRALNSMrITAL 

FUILE NUMR AA 7,R,9 -0
Number of Pages (including cover sheet): •<Z 

To: i-

Firm Name:.  

Telecopy #:

Telephone No. To Confirm Receipt:

AN ORIGINAL OF THIS FAX 

From: 'STEVEN D. BELL 
Time of Transnission: AM 

[• ]ee attached 
[ZF or your information 
[--] For your file 
[-] As you rýequested 

-] Please sign 
[L Please complete

WILL BE MAI-ED

-C

L,-WtL NOT BE MAIJLED
I 

.1
f-.•&nt By.  

Please telephone upon receipt 
Please read and advise 
Please acknowledge receipt 
Plece handle 
Please comment 
M'lease read

UMSSAGE:

Shouldyou ham any probkem with rodpt of th& wniwion, or Yfa• tated umberqfpages 
does iotfollow, plawse contact u at (216) 621-8400, Et. 2421.  

UNLESS OTHERWISE INDICATED, THE INFORMATION IN THIS TRANSMITTAL IS 
CONFIDENTIAL AND INTENDED ONLY FOR THE RECIPIENT LISTED ABOVE. IF 
YOU ARE NEITHER THE INTENDED RECIPIENT NOR A PERSON RESPONSIBLE 
FOR DELWERING THIS TRANSMITTAL TO THE INTENDED RECIPIENT, YOU ARE 
HEREBY NOTIFIED THAT ANY DISTRIBUTION OR COPYING OF THIS 
TRANSMITrAL IS PROHIBITED. IF YOU RECEIVED THIS TRANSMIMIrAL IN 
ERROR, PLEASE IMMEDIATELY NOTIFY US AND RETURN THE TRANSMITTAL TO 
US AT OUR EXPENSE.
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Bond Court Building 
1300 East Ninth Street, Suite 900 

Cleveland, Ohio 44114-1583 
Fax (216) 621-7488

Columbus Offtce 
88 East BroQd Strcct Suitc 190 

Columbus, Ohio 43215-3506 
Fix (614) 28-8561 

Telephone (614) 228-8400

(216) 621-8400 

TELECOFIER TRANSMITTAL 

FILE NUMBER: A 6?-7-Z9 -?

Number of Pages (including cover sheet): 

To: :T. 4 v 
Firm Name: 

Telecopy #: .- /

Telephone No. To Confirm Receipt:

AN ORIGINAL OF THIS FAX WILL BE MAILED &.--WIL NOT BE MAILED

From: STEVEN D. BELL 
Time of Transmission: 

LJ] ee attached .  
[•'For your Wnformation 
V] For your file 

As you requested 
( Please sign 
[I] Please complete

AM
Ii

_ ZBent By: f= 

_ Please telephone upon re~ ipt 
Please read and advise 
Please acknowledge receipt 
Please handle 
Please comment 

Iease read

MESSAGE" 

ShoWud you have any problems With r' 4 t of thW ftmisdon- or the stated number ofpgef 
doe, not fotlow, please contact us a (276) 621-840, EFt 2421.  

UNLESS OTHERWISE INDICATED, THE INFORMATION IN THIS TRANSMITTAL IS 
CONFIDENTIAL AND IN•NDED ONLY FOR THE RECIPIENT LISTED ABOVE. IF 
YOU ARE NEITHER THE INTENDED RECIPIENT NOR A PERSON RESPONSIBLE 
FOR DELIVERING THIS TRANSMITTAL TO THE INTENDED RECIPIENT, YOU ARE 
HEREBY NOTIFIED THAT ANY DISTRIBUTION OR COPYING OF THIS 
TRANSMITTAL IS PROHIBITED. IF YOU RECIVED THIS TRANSMnITAL IN 
ERROR, PLEASE IMMEDIATELY NOTIFY US AND RETURN THE TRANSMITFAL TO 
US AT OUR EXPENSE.
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88 East Broad S&trct Suite 1980 

Columbus, Ohio 43215-3506 
Fax (614) 228-8561 

Telephone (614) 228-0400

(216) 621-8400 
TELECOPIER TRANSMITTAL 

FILE NUMBER: A. A7~9

Number of Pages (including cover sheet): 3
kt

I;- tT-1 " I -r
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FAAs you requested 
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WILL BE MAILED
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/

(??&-_ent By: -4<

Please telephone upon receipt 
[- Please read and advise 

Please acknowledge receipt 
Please handle 
Please comment 

Iease read

M-MSAGE.  

Should you have any probkms iýh receipt Of fist fumisiion or if the stated nmberw ofpqag 
doea not follow, pl~ae contact us at (216) 621-8400, Ea± 2421 
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YOU ARE NEITHER THE INTENDED RECIPIENT NOR A PERSON RESPONSIBLE 
FOR DELIVERING THIS TRANSMITTAL TO THE INTENDED RECIPIENT, YOU ARE 
HEREBY NOTIFIED THAT ANY DISTRIBUTION OR COPYING OF THIS 
TRANSMITrAL IS PROHIBITED. IF YOU RECEIVED THIS TRANSMITrAL IN 
ERROR, PLEASE IMMEDIATELY NOTIFY US AND RETURN THE TRANSMITTAL TO 
US AT OUR EXPENSE.
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ALLEGATION ACTION PLAN 
,LLEGATION NO. RIII-1997-A-0035

Licensees: Point Beach Unit 2; D. C. Cook, Units 1 and 2 

Assigned Division: DRS 

Attached Pertinent Documents: See Attached.

I. Action 

Approved by:
WafeJ. r • Chief 
Engineering Specialist Branch 1 

Charles H. Weil, Senior Allegation 
and Enforcement Coordinator

March /_,4--997 

March 12, 1997

II. Allegation Review Board Membership:

III. Remarks

Each concern and recommendation 
"DRS Technical Assessment."

is contained on the attached

IV. Regulatory Basis 

10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B 
10 CFR 50.7 

V. Recommendation 

Immediately forward information to both licensees to determine if an 
immediate safety issue exists and to provide a description of how the 
issues were dispositioned. Review the licensee's response for technical 
adequacy and reboard.

Safety Significance: HIGH MEDIUM LOW NA

/ / Approved As Is 

/ / Approved with Modifications as Documented in Plan.

/ / Disapproved for Following Reasons:

/ /0I 
No

(Priority:

Allegation Review Board Chairman

NORMA 

March
L LOW 
-, 1997

1/13 LT

Yes I/



ALLEGATION ACTION PLAN 
.,LLEGATION NO. RIII-1997-A-0035 

Documents: 

1. DRS Technical Assessment of Concerns 
2. D. Funk's 3/10/97 Memo to W. Kropp 
3. Dept. of Labor Letter



Point Beach - 2 & D.C. Cook 2 Allegation (AMS RIII-97-A-0035) 

Source: Former Corporate Welding Engineer for Morrison Knudsen 

Reqion III DRS technical assessment of concerns:

Concern 1: 

Discussion:

Employment Discrimination.  

Timing of events supports the concerned individual's (CI) case 
that he was discriminated against. Note that the licensees (Point 
Beach & D.C. Cook) are most likely unaware of these events.

Recommended 
Actions: Defer issue until 

they find for the 
licensees?

DOL/ OSHA resolve this matter. Note that if 
CI, than what actions do we take against the

Concern 2: 

Discussion: 

Recommended 
Actions:

Concern 3: 

Discussion: 

Recommended 
Actions:

14 of 18 welding procedures used at Point Beach-2 failed to meet 
relevant QA standards (Licensee may be unaware of this issue).  

9 of the 20 findings listed in the audit report for Point Beach 
Unit 2 welding call into question the Code "qualification" status 
of welds. If the CI is correct, than the affected welds 
potentially have not been properly demonstrated per Code 
requirements as being adequate to meet service conditions.  

1) Inform the licensee immediately and with a followup letter of 
the specific potential problems with the weld procedures. Request 
that the licensee identify all welds which are affected and their 
planned corrective actions, including a schedule for completing 
these actions. The licensee should also address the potential 
need for a Part 21 notification.  

2) Perform an inspection following the licensee's response to our 
letter on this issue. Also, the vendor inspection branch of NRR 
should send a "welding expert" to inspect Morrison Knuds~n records 
(go back to at least 1988 time frame) for other plants that have 
used them as welding contractors.  

Deficiencies in documentation of welding procedures used at DC 
Cook U-2 (Licensee may be unaware of this issue).  

The use of improper filler metal and the lack of a charpy impact 
specimen for procedure qualification welds means the affected 
field welds are not Code "qualified." If the CI is correct than 
the welds on the feedwater nozzles and main steam lines and 
possibly others have not been demonstrated per Code requirements 
as being adequate to meet service conditions.  

1) Inform the licensee immediately and with a followup letter of 
the specific potential problems with the weld procedures and



supporting qualification welds.  
identify all plant welds which 
corrective actions, including a 
actions. The licensee should a 
a Part 21 notification.

Request that the licensee 
are affected and their planned 

schedule for completing these 
lso address the potential need for

2) Same as 2 above.

A .U1IIZ*- - 4 6 :7>



March 13, 1997 

MEMORANDUM TO: Wayne Kropp, Chief, 
Engineering Specialists Section 1, DRS 

FROM: Jay Hopkins, OAC Rill -A >77 

SUBJECT: NEW CONCERN AND ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REGARDING 
EMPLOYMENT DISCRIMINATION AND INADEQUATE WELDING 
PROCEDURES AT DC COOK AND PT. BEACH.  
AMS NO. RIII-97-A-0035 

Attached for your information is a record of a telephone conversation between Jay 

Hopkins and the Concerned Individual (CI) on 3/13/97. This is an additional 

supplement to the information already provided for the ARB held on 3/13/97. A new 

concern was identified by the Cl regarding a group of project managers from Morrison 

Knudsen (MK) Corporation which have made mistakes in the past and may continue to 

make the same mistakes. A follow up ARB may be required for this new concern.  

cc w/ attachment: ,-l-O:kIll 
RC:RIII 

Attachment: 3/13/97 Conversation Record



CONVERSATION RECORD

MEMORANDUM TO: AMS FILE RIII-97-A-0035 

FROM: J. Hopkins, RIII-OAC; 3/13/97 / 3 /-

SUBJECT: NEW CONCERN IDENTIFIED During a Follow up Telephone Call with 
Concerned Individual (CI) on 3/13/97.  

On March 13, 1997, at approximately 5:30 pm (CST), I contacted the Cl to inform him of 
the NRCs planned actions to assess the deficiencies in the welding procedures used at 
Pt. Beach-2 and DC Cook-2 and the discrimination by his employer, Morrison Knudsen 
(MK) Corporation. Additionally, I informed the CI that the NRC believed that the two 
licensees (DC Cook and Pt. Beach) were in the best position to review and resolve the 
welding procedure concerns and that the NRC planned to forward the technical issues 
to the licensee for resolution. I also told the Cl that our Office of Investigation would be 
investigating the discrimination issue. I asked the Cl if he had any concerns with the 
NRC sending the technical issues to the respective licensee for evaluation even though 
there was a high probability that his identity would be revealed to the licensees during 
the review. The C1 clearly stated that he had no objections.  

During the course of the conversation, the Cl stated that an acquaintance (unnamed by 
the Cl) had recently informed him that MK had been the subject on an NRC 
"investigation" during the Fort Saint Vrain decommissioning project in 1995-1996. The 
investigation was for a hostile work environment and for intimidating an HP technician.  
The acquaintance believed that the NRC had given MK a violation. The Cl was aware 
of the person's name but declined to provide it until he (the Cl) had permission. As an 
additional bit of information, the Cl named the NRC personnel involved in the Ft. St.  
Vrain inspection - Joe Armenta and Nick Economus. (The Cl provided the spelling.) 
Note that based on the Cl's information, the Ft. St. Vrain decommissioning project in 
1995-1996 was a joint venture between MK'and Westinghouse.  

Based on this new information of MKs previous problems, the Cl was concerned that a 
group of MK project managers which move from project to project (Ft. St. Vrain, DC 
Cook-2, Pt. Beach-2, and now the St. Lucie steam generator project) don't respect the 
rules.  

The CI is concerned that this same group of people made errors in the past and 
will continue to make these same errors. (When I asked him to describe the 
errors, the CI stated that the people who were working on the Ft. St. Vrain 
project and were cited by the NRC are still working for MK and could be making 
the same mistakes. The Cl was unable to be more specific.)

I

AMS RIII-97-A-0035



CONVERSATION RECORD AMS RIII-97-A-0035 

Below is a list of the MK project managers and the projects: 

Ft. St. Vrain DC Cook-2 Pt. Beach-2 St. Lucie 

Tom Dieter (Superintendent) X X X ? 
Danny Hicks (Superintendent) X ? X ? 
Eugene "Rusty" Gorden ? ? ? X 
(Project Welding Engineer) 
Max Bingham (Project Manager) X X X X 
Marty Cepkauskas (Project Director) X X X X 

The Cl believes that this clique protects the other members if something goes wrong 
and does not protect someone outside of the clique. The CI said he was not in the 
clique and subsequently was not protected when problems were identified in the Pt.  
Beach-2 and DC Cook-2 welding procedures.  

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION ON THE DISCRIMINATION ISSUE: 

The Cl has been made aware (from an unidentified source) that there was a rumor 
going around MK that the reason he was "fired" as corporate welding engineer was that 
he (the CI) informed the Hartford Steam Boiler Inspection and Insurance Co., about the 
problems with the Pt. Beach-2 welding procedures. The Cl denies that and believes 
that Max Bingham started the rumor. Recall that Hartford conducted a routine audit of 
MKs welding procedures in 12/96.  

CHANGE OF ADDRESS: 

Friday, March 14, 1997, will be the last day that we can contact the Cl at the apartment 
in West Virginia. The Cl will provide RIII with a new phone number. In the interim, the 
CI can be reached through his attorney or by leaving a message at his home in Ohio.

2



O MORRISON KNUDSEN CORPORATION 
MK-FERGUSON GROUP 

INTER-OFFICE CORRESPONDENCS M- G.M- 97-01 9 

DATM. March 18, 1997 

TO File 

FROM A. J. Walcutt AN.LL.- : 

SUBJECT: 
Closure of Potential Part 21 Report..  
Dated 1/23/97 and Supported by 
IOC No. M-QM-97-004 dated 22-Jan-97 

As required by paragraph 4.1.6.3 of QAI 1.1 dated 25-Feb-97 and titled, 
Reporting of Defects and Noncompliance, the above referenced Potential Part 21 
and evaluation results were reviewed with the originator, Alain Artayet, on 
Monday March 17, 1997. Alain indicated that IOC No. M-QM-97-013 did- not, 
in his opinion contain enough information for him to evaluate the resolution of the 
condition he reported. At my request, Alain documented this concern on the 
Determination Checklist For Part 21 Reporting.  

When I was presenting the research to Alain he repeatedly asked who, outside 
the Company, I had reported this to. He specifically referred to the NRC and 
Hartford Steam Boiler as MK's Authorized Inspection Agency and AEP as the 
Owner.  

I explained the law and that reporting was required when only evaluation 
determined that a defect existed that constituted a substantial safety hazard at 
an operating nuclear plant. I explained that the issue that Alain had raised had 
been evaluated and resolved by the subsequent qualification of other Welding 
Procedure Specifications. I further explained, that I had researched all other 
potential D.C. Cook welding problems and concluded that there were no physical 
deficiencies. Program related issues are being resolved through QFR C-96-022 
QFR-01. As such I saw no reason to make a Report.  

Alain continues to believe that others, outside of MK, should be informed. This 
Potential Part 21 was generated after Mr. Artayet had been removed from his 
position of Group Welding Engineer on the basis that he failed to develop a 
working relationship with the project personnel he was supposed to support.  
Alain was unhappy with this reassignment. My conclusion is that Alain is trying 
to resolve a personal issue by getting outside agencies involved whether or not 
there is any technical merit to their involvement.  

Based on this further information, I have again determined that the reported 
Potential Part 21 is not "reportable".  

END 
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March 20, 1997

CONVERSATION RECORD AMS RIII-97-A-0035 
01 CASE No. 3-97-013 

On 3/20/97, I contacted the Cl to confirm his new phone number in West Va. During 
the discussion, the Cl stated that the QA Director of Morrison Knudsen (MK) had 
contacted him at work in West Va. The QA Director asked if the Cl would sign MK's 
evaluation memo that the problems identified with the welding procedures used at Pt.  
Beach and DC Cook had not met the threshold for a 10 CFR Part 21 notification. The 
Cl refused to sign the memo because he did not have enough readily available 
information to review that supported the conclusion.  

Additionally, the Cl stated that the QA Director informed him (the CI) that MK was 
continuing with the hiring process of a new corporate welding engineer. The Cl 
informed the QA Director that a DOL complaint had been filed. The QA Director was 
already aware of it. However, the Cl stated that he did not believe that MK was aware 
that the NRC had been contacted. The Cl stated that the QA Director said that he (the 
CI) was to blame for the problems with the welding procedures. I'm not sure exactly 
what the Cl or the QA Director meant by that.  

The Cl asked if the licensee's had been contacted about the welding problems. I stated 
that the letters were being developed. Finally, the CI stated that Joe Ulie, 01- Rill, had 
set up an interview for 4/11/97.  

',.1.. -7 -'-'.,• "! .  

Jay Hopkins .  

cc: H. B. Clayton 
R. Paul, 01 
J. Ulie, 01 

W. Kropp, DRS 
J. McCormick-Barger, DRP 
B. Burgess, DRP 
B. Berson, RC-RIII
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April 22, 1997

MEMORANDUM TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT:

Geoffrey E. Grant, Director, Division of Reactor Safety 

Jay Hopkins, Senior Allegation Coordinator/ 1 -• Z, 

01 REPORT OF INTERVIEW MORRISON KNUDSEN: ALLEGED 
DISCRIMINATION AGAINST A CORPORATE WELDING ENGINEER FOR 
RAISING WELDING CONCERNS (0I CASE NO. 3-97-013) 
(AMS NO. RIII-97-A-0035)

By memorandum dated April 21, 1997 the Office of Investigations has forwarded 
their Report of Interview of the above subject to Region III and a copy is 
enclosed for evaluation by your staff. After review please notify me of the 
staffs readiness to discuss the interview at an Allegation Review Board (ARB) 
within 30 days of the date of this memorandum. At the ARB the Division should 
be prepared to discuss its decision whether further 01 involvement is 
requested and if so at what priority, ie... High, Normal, or Low.  

Attachment: As stated 

cc w/attachment: 
B. Berson 

cc w/o attachment: 
J. Gavula 
OI:RIII

r)bI



May 19, 1997

MEMORANDUM TO:

FROM

SUBJECT:

Jay Hopkins. Senior Allegation Coordinator 

Jerome F Schapker) Reactor Inspector. Division of 
Reactor Safety t h7 

01 REPORT OF INT ýVIEW MORRISON KNUDSEN: ALLEDGED 
DISCRIMINATION AGAINST A CORPORATE WELDING ENGINEER 
FOR RAISING WELDING CONCERNS (01 CASE NO. 3-97-013) 
(AMS NO. RIII-97-A-0035)

Initial review of the technical data supplied by the concerned individual 
concluded that there appears to be substance to the alleged concerns and 
warrants further review by regional or headqua~rters specialist. 01 
involvement is ongoing and should be present for the ARB.  

cc: J. Guvula 
C. Pederson



CONVERSATION RECORD

MEMORANDUM TO: AMS FILE RIII-97-A-0035 

FROM: J. Hopkins, RIII-OAC; 3/13/97"i I2 -• / 7 -/ 

SUBJECT: NEW CONCERN IDENTIFIED During a Follow up Telephone Call with 
Concerned Individual (CI) on 3/13/97.  

On March 13, 1997, at approximately 5:30 pm (CST), I contacted the Cl to inform him of 
the NRCs planned actions to assess the deficiencies in the welding procedures used at 
Pt. Beach-2 and DC Cook-2 and the discrimination by his employer, Morrison Knudsen 
(MK) Corporation. Additionally, I informed the Cl that the NRC believed that the two 
licensees (DC Cook and Pt. Beach) were in the best position to review and resolve the 
welding procedure concerns and that the NRC planned to forward the technical issues 
to the licensee for resolution. I also told the Cl that our Office of Investigation would be 
investigating the discrimination issue. I asked the Cl if he had any concerns with the 
NRC sending the technical issues to the respective licensee for evaluation even though 
there was a high probability that his identity would be revealed to the licensees during 
the review. The Cl clearly stated that he had no objections.  

During the course of the conversation, the Cl stated that an acquaintance (unnamed by 
the Cl) had recently informed him that MK had been the subject on an NRC 
"investigation" during the Fort Saint Vrain decommissioning project in 1995-1996. The 
investigation was for a hostile work environment and for intimidating an HP technician.  
The acquaintance believed that the NRC had given MK a violation. The Cl was aware 
of the person's name but declined to provide it until he (the CI) had permission. As an 
additional bit of information, the Cl named the NRC personnel involved in the Ft. St.  
Vrain inspection - Joe Armenta and Nick Economus. (The Cl provided the spelling.) 
Note that based on the Cl's information, the Ft. St. Vrain decommissioning project in 
1995-1996 was a joint venture between MK and Westinghouse.  

Based on this new information of MKs previous problems, the CI was concerned that a 
group of MK project managers which move from project to project (Ft. St. Vrain, DC 
Cook-2, Pt. Beach-2, and now the St. Lucie steam generator project) don't respect the 
rules.  

The CI is concerned that this same group of people made errors in the past and 
will continue to make these same errors. (When I asked him to describe the 
errors, the Cl stated that the people who were working on the Ft. St. Vrain 
project and were cited by the NRC are still working for MK and could be making 
the same mistakes. The Cl was unable to be more specific.)

AMVS RIII-97-A-0035



CONVERSATION RECORD AMS RIII-97-A-0035 

Below is a list of the MK project managers and the projects: 

Ft. St. Vrain DC Cook-2 Pt. Beach-2 St. Lucie 

Tom Dieter (Superintendent) X X X ? 
Danny Hicks (Superintendent) X ? X ? 
Eugene "Rusty" Gorden ? ? ? X 
(Project Welding Engineer) 
Max Bingham (Project Manager) X X X X 
Marty Cepkauskas (Project Director) X X X X 

The Cl believes that this clique protects the other members if something goes wrong 
and does not protect someone outside of the clique. The Cl said he was not in the 
clique and subsequently was not protected when problems were identified in the Pt.  
Beach-2 and DC Cook-2 welding procedures, 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION ON THE DISCRIMINATION ISSUE: 

The C1 has been made aware (from an unidentified source) that there was a rumor 
going around MK that the reason he was "fired" as corporate welding engineer was that 
he (the Cl) informed the Hartford Steam Boiler Inspection and Insurance Co., about the 
problems with the Pt. Beach-2 welding procedures. The CI denies that and believes 
that Max Bingham started the rumor. Recall that Hartford conducted a routine audit of 
MKs welding procedures in 12/96.  

CHANGE OF ADDRESS: 

Friday, March 14, 1997, will be the last day that we can contact the CI at the apartment 
in West Virginia. The CI will provide RIII with a new phone number. In the interim, the 
CI can be reached through his attorney or by leaving a message at his home in Ohio.

2



FOLLOW UP ARB: RIII-97-A-0035 

July 24, 1997

MEMORANDUM TO:

FROM: 

SUBJECT:

J. Gavula, Chief, ESB1, DRS / 

J. Hopkins/ R. Doornbos, RII - OAC / - - "

FOLLOW UP ARB: RIII-97-A-0035 (Morrison Knudsen, DC Cook & Pt.  
Beach)

A Follow up ARB has been tentatively scheduled for Monday August 4, 1997. The purpose of the 

ARB is to determine if additional 01 involvement is needed for Concern # 1, to provide the status of 

Concerns # 2 & 3, and to hold the initial ARB for Concern # 4.  

1) Review the attached information to prepare for the ARB: (i) 3/13/97 conversation record, (ii) 

5/19/97 memo from J. Schapker, and (iii) Summary of Concerns. Contact the OAC by 

WEDNESDAY, 7/30 (before ARB) if needed.  

2) At the ARB be prepared to: 
Discuss the status of each concern (asapplicable).  

Recommend a method to resolve each concern discussed.  

Recommend a completion date.  

Below are examples of methods to resolve each concern: 

A. Send to Licensee Requesting Response in __ Days (At the ARB, be prepared to 

discuss the areas we expect the licensee to address.) 
B. Priority RIII Follow up 

C. Follow up During Routine Inspection Within __ Days 
D. Refer to 01 
E. No Action - Outside NRC's Charter (At the ARB, be prepared to discuss the basis) 

F. No Action - Without Merit (At the ARB, be prepared to discuss the basis) 

G. Other (At the ARB, be prepared to discuss the specifics)

cc wi Summary of Concerns: 
Deputy RA

cc w/o attachments: OAC 
cc w/attachments: 

AMS File No. RIII-97-A-0035 
OI-RIII - Y 
RC-RIII - Y 
McCormick-Barger, RPB7 DRP



ALLEGATION SUMMARY OF CONCERNS

AMS NO. RIII-97-A-0035 (Morrison & Knudsen) No. of Concerns: 4

1) Employment discrimination by MK because the Cl reported deficiencies in MK's welding 

procedures.  

Regulatory Basis: 

2) 14 of 18 welding procedures used at Point Beach-2 failed to meet relevant QA standards 

during S/G replacement project in 1996. (See MK Quality Finding Report No. C-96-022 

(attached) for technical details).  

Regulatory Basis: 

3) Deficiencies in documentation of welding procedures used at DC Cook U-2 during 1988 S/G 

replacement project.  

Regulatory Basis: 

4) A group of MK project managers, who previously worked at the Fort Saint Vrain 

decommissioning project in 1995 and 1996, move from project to-project (Ft. St. Vrain, D.  

C. Cook, Point. Beach, and now St. Lucie), don't respect the rules, and could be making 

more errors.  

Regulatory Basis: 

5) 

Regulatory Basis: 

6)

Regulatory Basis: 

7) 
Regulatory Basis:

Serial # 2



/ALLEGATION ACTION PLAN AMS NO. Rlll-9-•-Ot? 

Licensees: D. C. Cook U-2 & Pt. Beach U-2 

Docket/License No: 50-316 & 50-301 

Assigned Division/Branch: DRS ESB1 

Allegation Review Board Membership: Chairman - 0

-ke 

J. t-4/CA/ ~ 7b",br ___- ____-)__.___,,_

GENERIC CONCERNS: If Yes Explain:

SAFETY SIGNIFICANCE: HIGH MEDIUM LOW NA 

Basis for Significance: 

01 ACCEPTANCE: YES NO (Priority: HIGH NORMAL LOW 

Basis for priority:: .... / -i< ... / / . /

COMMENTS: .�/ /2-3 
-'--I, / / 

I As�3 -f�

Date

n2)2

.z 2t- •

Alleg tio Re ew Board Chairman

.-Ae- hi•



AMS No. RIII-97-A-0035 

Each stated concern or NRC identified issue should be documented on a separate sheet. Each 

concern must be documented and written with enough detail to allow thorough follow up.  

Concern No. 1 
Employment discrimination by MK because the Cl reported deficiencies in MK's welding 

procedures.  

Regulatory Basis: 

I. Action Evaluation: The following method of resolution is recommended (circle):

C

A. Send to Licensee Requesting Response in __ Da 
we expect the licensee to address.) 

B. Priority Rill Follow up 

DC Follow up During Routine Inspection Within_ E 

ýD Refer to 01 
E. No Action - Outside NRC's Charter (describe basis)

ys. (Describe the general areas

ays

F. No Action - Without Merit (describe basis) 

G. Other (specify) 

Responsible for Action 

II. Special Considerations/Instructions:

I � 1/,

y 4, fd c ,1 (i " 'I/ Aj 6 f 11 'A ' / /4 1/ ? e,/ -/ L

p12/ ~ ~ ~ c 52 ?./ 1 s

.� I,

K
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"AMS No. RIII-97-A-0035 

Each stated concern or NRC identified issue should be documented on a separate sheet. Each 

concern must be documented and written with enough detail to allow thorough follow up.  

Concern No. 2 
14 of 18 welding procedures used at Point Beach-2 failed to meet relevant QA standards during 

S/G replacement project in 1996. (See MK Quality Finding Report No. C-96-022 (attached) for 

technical details).  

Regulatory Basis: 

1. Action Evaluation: The following method of resolution is recommended (circle):

A. Send to Licensee Requesting Response in __ Days. (Describe the general areas we 

expect the licensee to address.) 

B. Priority RIII Follow up 

C. Follow up During Routine Inspection Within Days 

D. Refer to 01 

E. No Action - Outside NRC's Charter (describe basis)

F. No Action - Without Merit (describe basis)

Other (specify) ./ / z, e � /

Responsible for Action - F-Z7C4

II. Special Considerations/Instructions:



( C

AMS No. RIII-97-A-00?35 

Each stated concern or NRC identified issue should be documented on a separate sheet. Each 

concern must be documented and written with enough detail to allow thorough follow up.  

Concern No. 3 
Deficiencies in documentation of welding procedures used at DC Cook U-2 during 1988 S/G 
replacement project 

Regulatory Basis: 

I. Action Evaluation: The following method of resolution is recommended (circle):

A. Send to Licensee Requesting Response in __ Da 
we expect the licensee to address.) 

B. Priority Rill Follow up 

C. Follow up During Routine Inspection Within __D_ 

D. Refer to 01 
E. No Action - Outside NRC's Charter (describe basis)

ys. (Describe the general areas

)ays

F. No Action - Without Merit (describe basis) 

0>• Other (specify) 5½ -/• . fi- !+5 S - / 

Responsible for Action -

II. S2ecial Considerations/Instructions:



(

AMS No. RIII-97-A-0035 

Each stated concern or NRC identified issue should be documented on a separate sheet. Each 

concern must be documented and written with enough detail to allow thorough follow up.  

Concern No. 4 
A group of MK project managers, who previously worked at the Fort Saint Vrain decommissioning 

project in 1995 and 1996, move from project to project (Ft. St. Vrain, D. C. Cook, Point. Beach, 

and now St. Lucie), don't respect the rules, and could be making more errors.  

Regulatory Basis: 

I. Action Evaluation: The following method of resolution is recommended (circle):

A. Send to Licensee Requesting Response in __ Da, 
we expect the licensee to address.) 

B. Priority Rill Follow up 
C. Follow up During Routine Inspection Within I__ 
D. Refer to 01 
E. No Action - Outside NRC's Charter (describe basis) 

F. No Action - Without Merit (describe basis)

/G.i Other (specify) I •'/ " C ..:,, O c
'�, /�\

ys. (Describe the general areas

ays

I / L) '-'j.e (N c'-v- // 
A'.'

Responsible for Action - F7 c-s

II. Special Considerations/Instructions:

I, 

/
£ cz,�, K! � �- /
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UNITED STATES 

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 
REGION III 

801 WARRENVILLE ROAD 

4 LISLE. ILLINOIS 60532-4351 

August 5, 1997 

Mr. S. A. Patulski 
Site Vice President 
Point Beach Nuclear Plant 
Wisconsin Electric Power Company 
6610 Nuclear Road 
Two Rivers, WI 54241 

Dear Mr. Patulski: 

The U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) recently received information concerning 
activities at Point Beach Nuclear Plant. The details are enclosed for your evaluation.  

We request that the results of your evaluation of this matter be submitted to Region IIl 
within 30 days of the date of this letter. Your response to this request should not be 
docketed, and should be sent in an envelope addressed to my attention. We also request 
that your response contain no personal privacy, proprietary, or safeguards information. If 
necessary, such information shall be contained in a separate attachment which will be 
withheld from public disclosure. The affidavit required by 10 CFR 2.790(b) must 
accompany your response if proprietary information is included.  

The NRC review of your response will include whether: (a) the organization or individual 
conducting the evaluation was independent; (b) the evaluation was of sufficient depth and 
scope; (c) appropriate root causes and generic implications were considered, if the 
concerns were substantiated; and (d) the corrective actions, both planned and completed, 
were sufficient to correct the specific example(s) and generic implications and to prevent 
recurrence.  

The enclosure to this letter should be controlled and distribution should be limited to 
personnel with a "need to know" until your evaluation has been completed and reviewed 
by NRC Region Ill. The enclosure to this letter is considered "NOT FOR PUBLIC 
DISCLOSURE." 

We appreciate your cooperation and will gladly discuss any questions you may have 
concerning this information.  

Sincerely, 

PJoh~nA. Grobe, Acting Director 
Division of Reactor Safety 

Enclosure: Details 
(NOT FOR PUBLIC DISCLOSURE) 

AA1 <~7' '7- -.



NOT FOR PUBLIC DISCLOSURE

Details 

Information provided to our office indicates that 14 of 18 welding procedures used during 
the Steam Generator Replacement Project at Point Beach Unit 2 failed to meet relevant 
quality assurance standards. This information is described in a Morrison Knudsen 
Corporation Quality Finding Report dated January 15, 1997 (Report Number C-96-022).  
This report, as well as other information provided to us, calls into question the ability of 
welding procedures (and associated welds fabricated with these procedures) to meet 
ASME Code criteria.  

We request that you perform an evaluation to address the above concern. Your evaluation 
should determine the safety and regulatory significance of this issue. This evaluation 
should also: 

1. Describe whether Morrison Knudsen Corporation has informed you of this potential 
quality assurance issue, and if so, what was the extent of the information, and 
when did they inform you.  

2. Describe to what extent the welding procedures utilized fail to meet relevant quality 
assurance standards and/or ASME Code requirements.  

3. Identify all of the welds at your plant which are affected by welding procedures that 
do not meet these quality assurance standards and/or ASME Code requirements.  

4. Indicate whether a 10 CFR Part 21 notification is required for this issue.  

5. Detail your immediate and planned corrective actions to alleviate this problem.

NOT FOR PUBLIC DISCLOSURE



pj, RECOb( UNITED STATES 

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 
REGION III 

801 WARRENVILLE ROAD 
USLE, ILLINOIS 60532-4351 

August 5, 1997 

Mr. E. E. Fitzpatrick 
Executive Vice President 
Nuclear Generation Group 
American Electric Power 
500 Circle Drive 
Buchanan, MI 49107-1395 

Dear Mr. Fitzpatrick: 

The U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) recently received information concerning 
activities at D. C. Cook Nuclear Generating Plant. The details are enclosed for your 
evaluation.  

We request that the results of your evaluation of this matter be submitted to Region IIl 
within 30 days of the date of this letter. Your response to this request should not be 
docketed, and should be sent in an envelope addressed to my attention. We also request 
that your response contain no personal privacy, proprietary, or safeguards information. If 
necessary, such information shall be contained in a separate attachment which will be 
withheld from public disclosure. The affidavit required by 10 CFR 2.790(b) must 
accompany your response if proprietary information is included.  

The NRC review of your response will include whether: (a) the organization or individual 
conducting the evaluation was independent; (b) the evaluation was of sufficient depth and 
scope; (c) appropriate root causes and generic implications were considered, if the 
concerns were substantiated; and (d) the corrective actions, both planned and completed, 
were sufficient to correct the specific example(s) and generic implications and to prevent 
recurrence.  

The enclosure to this letter should be controlled and distribution should be limited to 
personnel with a "need to know" until your evaluation has been completed and reviewed 
by NRC Region III. The enclosure to this letter is considered "NOT FOR PUBLIC 
DISCLOSURE." 

We appreciate your cooperation and will gladly discuss any questions you may have 
concerning this information.  

Sincerely, 

hn A. Grobe, Acting Director 
Division of Reactor Safety 

Enclosure: Details 
(NOT FOR PUBLIC DISCLOSURE)



NOT FOR PUBLIC DISCLOSURE

Details 

Information provided to our office indicates that some welds performed during the 1988 
steam generator replacement project, specifically on feedwater nozzles and main steam 
lines (and possibly others), may not have been demonstrated per ASME Code requirements 
as being adequate to meet service conditions. The information provided to us calls into 
question the ability of the welding procedures used (and associated welds fabricated with 
these procedures) to meet ASME Code criteria. These welding procedures were developed 
by Morrison Knudsen Corporation.  

Specifically, our information indicates that weld procedures for this project (WPS-No. M-1
1-BA [Rev. 0, dated September 16, 1988] and WPS-No. M-1-1-AB [Rev. 1, dated June 9, 
19881) specify the use of an E7018 electrode of SFA-5.1 filler metal specification.  
However, PQR 1-117 and PQR 1-124 indicate that these welding procedures were 
qualified for use with E7018-A1 electrodes of the SFA-5.5 filler metal specification. We 
are concerned that this substitution would require requalification of the welding procedure 
and that the improper filler metal may have been used. Additionally, our information 
indicates that welds were performed on thicknesses (greater than 5/8 inch) for which 
ASME Code required charpy impact tests, and none were completed.  

We request that you perform an evaluation to address the above concerns. Your 
evaluation should determine the safety and regulatory significance of this issue. This 
evaluation should also: 

1. Describe to what extent you were aware, before receipt of this letter, of the 
potential quality assurance problems with these welds. In addition, indicate 
whether Morrison Knudsen Corporation has provided information to you regarding 
this issue and, if so, the extent of that information.  

2. Describe to what extent the welding procedures utilized fail to meet relevant quality 
assurance standards and/or ASME Code requirements.  

3. Identify all of the welds at your plant which are affected by welding procedures 
that do not meet required quality assurance standards and/or ASME Code 
requirements.  

4. Indicate whether a 10 CFR Part 21 notification is required for this issue.  

5. Detail your immediate and planned corrective actions to alleviate this problem.

NOT FOR PUBLIC DISCLOSURE
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October20, 1997

MEMO TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT:

J. Gavula, Chief, ESB1 DRS 

J. Hopkins, OAC) JA 
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION FROM CONCERNED INDIVIDUAL REGARDING 
PART 21 APPLICABILITY FOR WELDS ON D.C. COOK U-2 S/G 

REPLACEMENT. AMS File No. RIII-97-A-0035; 01 Case No. 3-97-013

Attached is (1) information related to the Part 21 Reportability of the inadequate welds on the 

D.C. Cook U-2 S/G welds and (2) information related to the Pt. Beach S/G replacement project.  

Please review the documentation and determine if there are any new concerns. Please provide 

the results of your review to EICS w/in 30 days. The results may be provided via E-mail or by 

memo in both hard copy and electronic form (e-mail address for the memo is OAC3).  

Attachments: as stated 

cc w/attachments: 
J. Ulie, 01 Rill

Fn



*f REc&, UNITED STATES 

4e 0 - NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 

CC 
REGION III 

801 WARRENVILLE ROAD 

LISLE. ILLINOIS 60532-4351 

October 29, 1997 

MEMORANUM TO: J. Hopkins 
Senior Allegation Coordinator 

THRU: J. A. Gavula, Chief ^, 
Engineering SpecialFpTBanch 1, DRS 

FROM: M. S. Holmberg O,44'• 
Senior Reactor Engineer, D0: 

SUBJECT: REVIEW OF LICENSEE INVESTIGATION REPORT FOR ALLEGATION 

NO. RIII-97-A-0035 

In accordance with your memoranda dated September 17, and 26, 1997, and October 28, 

1997, Engineering Specialist Branch 1 reviewed the responses from Wisconsin Electric Power 

Company (Point Beach) and Indiana Michigan Power Company (DCCook), concerning the 

subject welding procedure allegation.  

For Point Beach, the licensee performed an audit of a weld matrix prepared by Morrison 

Knudsen Corporation dispositioning the quality assurance findings raised by the alleger. The 

licensee concluded that the quality assurance issues did not affect the welds of concern for the 

steam generator replacement. The licensee stated that all permanent plant welds met or were 

subsequently demonstrated to meet relevant quality assurance standards and/or ASME Code 

requirements. However, the licensee did not provide the matrix of weld information used to 

disposition the quality assurance findings and the licensee will only make this matrix available 

for onsite NRC reviews. Thus, an onsite inspection is required to determine the validity of the 

licensee dispositioned quality assurance audit findings raised by this allegation.  

For DC Cook, the licensee's response indicated that the welds of concern for the steam 

generator replacement meet the "applicable" requirements. However, the "applicable" 

requirement (as documented in page 74 of the ASME Code repair/replacement report for the 

Unit 2 steam generator replacement) has conflicting construction Codes listed for the 

replacement piping. An onsite inspection of the steam generator replacement documentation 

is needed to resolve the conflicting Codes to validate the allegation or substantiate the 

licensee's response.  

Based on our reviews, another allegation review board appears to be warranted, to determine 

what additional actions are required to address the concerns.  

Please note that headquarters and 01 are actively involved in this allegation. It is our 

understanding that headquarters is following up the generic implications of the allegations with 

the vendor (Morrison Knudsen Corporation), and 01 is investigating the employment 

discrimination issue. I
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CONVERSATION RECORD 11/10/97 AMS RIII-97-A-0035 (Morrison Knudson) 
01 Case No. 3-97-013 

DOL Case No. 97-ERA-34

On 11/10/97 at about 5:00 p.m., the Concerned Individual (CI) called with the following 
information regarding his/her employment re-instatement: 

The Cl was informed by MK Human Resources (HR) officer that s/he was being 
re-instated tomorrow (11/11/97). No specific details were provided by the HR officer.  
The HR officer did inform the Cl that s/he was on the payroll effective today, 11/10.  
Recall that the ALJ's 10/28/97 decision was to reinstate the Cl to the Cl's former position.  

The Cl was informed by co-workers that his/her new supervisor was a Mr. Lou Pardee 
(unsure of spelling). The Cl stated that Mr. Pardee was the driving force behind getting 
the Cl terminated in the first place and that it was unacceptable to report to Mr. Pardee.  
The Cl was informed of this from John Luff and Rich Hart. The Cl stated that they heard 
it from Bruce Kovacs, MK Quality Engineer.  

I informed the Cl that since nothing had actually occurred, the Cl should wait until 
tomorrow to see what develops. I reminded the Cl that DOL would be the organization to 
contact if the Cl believed the terms of the re-instatement were not appropriate or in 
accordance with the ALJ's 10/28/97 decision. Additionally, I asked the Cl to keep the 
NRC informed of any developments.  

Jay Hopkins, RIII-OAC -ý X" 

cc: R. Paul, 01 
J. Ulie 
B. Berson 
B. Clayton

EXH &AIB 
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U'•' ".•o UNITED STATES 
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 

0 REGION III 

Z :801 WARRENVILLE ROAD 
LISLE, ILLINOIS 60532-4351 

February 7, 1998 

MEMORANDUM TO: J. Grobe, Director, DRS 

FROM: J. Hopkins, Senior Allegation Coordinator 

SUBJECT: 01 INVESTIGATION MORRISON KNUDSEN CORPORATION: ALLEGED 
DISCRIMINATION AGAINST THE CORPORATE WELDING ENGINEER 
(01 CASE NO. 3-97-013) (AMS NO. RIII-97-A-0035) 

The above subject Office of Investigations' Report of Investigation has been received in Region 
III and a copy is attached for evaluation by your staff. 01 concluded employment discrimination 
did occur against the corporate welding engineer, therefore, it appears that enforcement action is 
warranted. Therefore, the report must be reviewed to determine appropriate enforcement action 
and identify any unresolved technical issues. EICS review of the allegation file indicates that 
ESB1 should review this report.  

The Report of Investigation must be kept in a secure cabinet and access granted on a need to 
know basis. At the time all of the actions are completed by your Division, the report must be 
returned to the Enforcement and Investigation Coordination Staff for disposition. No portions of 
the Report of Investigation can be reproduced or released without the specific approval of the 
Director, Office of Investigations.  

Please document the results of your review within 15 days of the date of this memorandum in a 
memo to H. B. Clayton, Enforcement Officer, with a copy to 01 and a copy to me. This memo 
should be provided in both hard copy and electronic form (e-mail address for the memo is 
OAC3), and should clearly indicate whether the Division agrees with the 01 conclusion, or if not, 
the basis for disagreement. In addition, we will need to discuss this case at an enforcement 
panel on orabout February 19, 1998. If you have questions regarding this matter, please 
review Regional Procedure 1215 Handling Office of Investigation Reports and Information or 
contact one of the allegation coordinators.  

Attachment: as stated 

cc w/o attachment: 
01 
RC 
AMS File No. RIII-97-A-0035



UNITED STATES 
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 

REGION III 
801 WARRENVILLE ROAD 

LISLE, ILLINOIS 60532-4351 

February 24, 1998

MEMORANDUM TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

Jay Hopkins 
Senior Allegation Coordinator

John A. Grobe, Director 
Division of Reactor Safety (I

REVIEW OF 01 MORRISON KNUDSEN CORPORATION (MK) 
INVESTIGATION FOR ALLEGATION AMS NO. RIII-97-A-0035 
01 CASE NO. 3-97-013

In accordance with the Jay Hopkins Memo dated February 7, 1998, a review of the Office of 
Investigations (01) Report entitled "Morrison Knudsen Corporation Alleged Discrimination 
Against the Corporate Welding Engineer" (01 Case No. 3-97-013) was conducted in order: 

(1) Identify any unresolved technical issues concerning the subject weld allegation.  

(2) Indicate whether the division agrees with the 01 conclusion that employment 
discrimination did occur against the corporate welding engineer.  

After review of the 01 Case, DRS concurs with the 01 conclusion that employment 
discrimination did occur against the corporate welding engineer. One unresolved technical 
issue concerning ASME required drop weight testing for welds fabricated at Point Beach and D.  
C. Cook was identified. Therefore we recommend a reboard of this allegation to determine 
what additional actions are required to address this issue.



f)•' - uu .1 UNITED STATES 
0• NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 

REGION III 
801 WARRENVILLE ROAD 

USLE. ILUNOIS 60532-4351 

March 24, 1998 

MEMORANDUM TO: Jay Hopkins, Senior Allegations Coordinator 

FROM: J s hief, Engineering Specialist Branch 1 

SUBJECT: MORRISON KNUDSEN (MK), NO. RIII-97-A-0035, 01 
INVESTIGATION REVIEW, IDENTIFICATION OF ADDITIONAL 
CONCERNS 

In accordance with your memo dated February 7, 1998, ESB1 had previously reviewed 01 
Report, Case No. 3-97-013, "Morrison Knudsen Corporation Alleged Discrimination Against the 
Corporate Welding Engineer," and had responded in a memo to you on February 24, 1998.  

During further evaluations of the technical issues related to MK's involvement in the Point 
Beach steam generator replacement project (SGRP), an additional potential concern was 
identified relating to MK's compliance with their corporate Quality Assurance program 
requirements.  

In several of the report's exhibits, MK employees made statements acknowledging that weld 
procedures did not fully meet ASME Code requirements at the time of implementation.  
However, due to schedule constraints, decisions were made to retrofit the qualification process.  
This approach also appears to have been used by individuals signing ASME documentation 
without the required "delegation of authority" on file at the time. Examples of this are contained 
in: 

Exhibit 1, pages 46-52, and page 57; 
Exhibit 5, pages 2-6; 
Exhibit 10, pages 18-19; 
Exhibit 11, page 16; 
Exhibit 12, page 18; 
Exhibit 14, page 11; 
Exhibit 19, page 9.  

Although, to date, our inspections have not found material problems resulting from the identified 
procedural deficiencies, MK's apparent cavalier attitude toward compliance with Quality 
Assurance program requirements is of concern. This may be an ongoing problem because in 
discussions with Point Beach as recent as January 1998, MK did not acknowledge this concern 
and openly communicate this information to Point Beach.  

cc: J. Grobe, Director, DRS 

CONTACT: Katherine Green-Bates 
(630) 829-9738



UNITED STATES 
0 oNUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 

REGION III 
801 WARRENVILLE ROAD 

LISLE, ILLINOIS 60532-4351 

March 25, 1998 

EA 98-081 

Mr. S. A. Patulski 
Site Vice President 
Point Beach Nuclear Plant 
Wisconsin Electric Power Company 
6610 Nuclear Road 
Two Rivers, Wl 54241 

SUBJECT: APPARENT VIOLATION OF EMPLOYEE DISCRIMINATION REQUIREMENTS 
(U. S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR CASE NOS. 97-ERA-34 and ARB 98-016) 
(NRC OFFICE OF INVESTIGATIONS CASE NO. 3-97-013) 

Dear Mr. Patulski: 

This is in reference to an apparent violation of NRC requirements prohibiting discrimination 
against employees who engage in protected activities (i.e., 10 CFR 50.7). The apparent 
violation involves the Morrison Knudsen Corporation (MK) discriminating against one of its 
employees. At the time of the apparent violation, MK was involved in the replacement of steam 
generators at the Wisconsin Electric Power Company's (WEPCo) Point Beach Nuclear Plant.  
Although enforcement action is being considered against MK, WEPCo's contractor, the NRC 
holds WEPCo responsible for ensuring compliance with NRC requirements by contract 
personnel. This apparent violation was discussed with Douglas Johnson of your staff on 
March 16, 1998.  

The apparent violation is based on findings from a U.S. Department of Labor (DOL) proceeding 
(97-ERA-34). The presiding Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) in the DOL proceeding found, in a 
Recommended Decision and Order issued on October 28, 1997, that MK's removal of the 
complainant from his position as group welding engineer (GWE) and his subsequent 
reassignment to an "inferior job" constituted an adverse employment action. Further, the 
removal of complainant from the position as GWE within 24 hours after he engaged in protected 
conduct (his findings concerning weld procedures used by MK at the Point Beach plant) raises 
the inference as a matter of law that his removal was in retaliation for his protected activities.  
The DOL ALJ's Recommended Order required MK to reinstate the complainant to the position 
of GWE at MK's office in Cleveland, OH, and the complainant be given the same 
compensation, terms, conditions, and privileges as he previously had as GWE. In a Preliminary 
Order, issued on November 4, 1997, the DOL Administrative Review Board (ARB) (ARB Case 
No. 98-016) confirmed the findings and order of the DOL ALJ. Copies of the DOL ALJ's 
Recommended Decision and Order and the DOL ARB's Preliminary Decision are enclosed 
(EnClosures 1 and 2).  

The NRC Office of Investigations (01) also investigated this matter (01 Case No. 3-97-013,) and 
reached the same conclusion as the DOL. Enclosure 3 is the synopsis of the 01 report.



S. Patulski

The NRC staffs review of the DOL and 01 findings indicate that the action taken against this 
individual was in apparent violation of 10 CFR 50.7. Therefore, this apparent violation is being 
considered for escalated enforcement action in accordance with the "General Statement of 
Policy and Procedure for NRC Enforcement Actions" (Enforcement Policy), NUREG-1 600 
(Enclosure 4). The NRC is not issuing a Notice of Violation at this time; you will be advised by 
separate correspondence of the results of our deliberations on this matter. Also, please be 
aware that the characterization of the apparent violation described in this letter may change as 
a result of further NRC review.  

A transcribed predecisional enforcement conference with WEPCo and MK to discuss this 
apparent violation has been scheduled for April 16, 1998. Since the performance of certain MK 
employees will be discussed during the conference, it will be closed to public observation.  
However, the NRC's Enforcement Policy, as amended by, Policy and Procedure for 
Enforcement Actions: Policy Statement, 62 FR 13906 (March 24, 1997), permits the employee 
or former employee who was the subject of the alleged discrimination to participate in the 
conference. Accordingly, the complainant will be invited to attend the conference. He may 
participate by observing the conference and if desired, following the presentations by MK and 
WEPCo, make a presentation to address his view on why he believes discrimination occurred 
and his views on the other presentations. In no case will the NRC staff permit you or the 
individual to cross-examine or question each other. Morrison Knudsen and WEPCo will then be 
afforded an opportunity to respond, and the NRC may ask some clarifying questions.  

The decision to hold an enforcement conference does not mean that the NRC has made a final 
determination on enforcement action in this case. While the NRC normally relies on the DOL's 
findings in determining whether a violation occurred when such findings are based on an 
adjudicatory proceeding, the conference is being held to obtain any additional information that 
will enable the NRC to make an informed enforcement decision. In addition, the conference is 
an opportunity for WEPCo and MK to provide perspectives on: 1) the severity level of the 
apparent violation; 2) the application of the factors that the NRC considers when it determines 
the amount of a civil penalty that may be assessed in accordance with Section VI.B.2 of the 
Enforcement Policy; and 3) any other application of the Enforcement Policy to this case, 
including the exercise of discretion in accordance with Section VII. WEPCo is also asked to 
address the questions listed in Enclosure 4 at the April 16, 1998 conference.  

We note that MK was the subject of a previous NRC escalated enforcement action (EA 95-079).  
That enforcement action was issued on August 14, 1995, and concerned a Severity Level II 
violation of 10 CFR 50.7 by MK at the Fort St. Vrain nuclear plant (Enclosure 5). By letter dated 
September 13, 1995, MK responded to that violation and provided a description of the 
corrective actions taken to prevent recurrence of a similar violation in the future (Enclosure 6).  
In this regard, the NRC has requested that MK be prepared to address why its actions in 
response to the previous employment discrimination violation were not effective in precluding 
the action taken against the complainant in the current matter.

-2-



S. Patulski

While we recognize that MK has appealed the DOL ALJ's decision in this case, the NRC must 
review this matter to determine whether a violation of 10 CFR 50.7 may have occurred. Such a 
violation, if it occurred, could have a chilling effect on other MK or WEPCo employees in that it 
might deter them from identifying any nuclear safety related concerns they may have.  

In addition, pursuant to sections 161c, 161o, 182 and 186 of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as 
amended, and the Commission's regulations in 10 CFR 2.204, in order for the Commission to 
determine whether regulatory action needs to be taken pending a determination as to whether 
enforcement action is to be taken for the issues to be discussed at the conference, and to 
ensure compliance with NRC regulatory requirements, you are required to provide this office, 
within 30 days of the date of this letter, or if possible before the April 16, 1998 conference, a 
response in writing and under oath or affirmation that describes: 

1. Your position regarding whether the actions affecting this individual violated 10 CFR 
50.7 and the basis for your position, including the results of any investigations you may 
have conducted to determine whether a violation occurred; and 

2. Actions you have already taken or plan to take to assure that this matter is not having a 
chilling effect on the willingness of other employees to raise safety and compliance 
concerns within you organization.  

In accordance with 10 CFR 2.790 of the NRC's "Rules of Practice," a copy of this letter and the 
required written response will be placed in the NRC Public Document Room (PDR). To the 
extent possible, your response should not include any personal privacy, proprietary, or 
safeguards information so that it can be placed in the PDR without redaction. If personal 
privacy or proprietary information is necessary to provide an acceptable response, then please 
provide a bracketed copy of your response that identifies the information that should be 
protected and a redacted copy of your response that deletes such information. If you request 
withholding such material, you must specifically identify the portions of your response that you 
seek to have withheld and provide in detail the bases for your claim of withholding (e.g., explain 
why the disclosure of information will create an unwarranted invasion of personal privacy or

-3-



S. Patulski

provide the information required by 10 CFR 2.790(b) to support a request for withholding 
confidential commercial or financial information). If safeguards information is necessary to 
provide an acceptable response, please provide the level of protection described in 
10 CFR 73.21.  

Sincerely, 

ohn A. Grobe, Director 
Division of Reactor Safety 

Docket Nos. 50-266; 50-301 
License Nos. DPR-24; DPR-27 

Enclosures: 1. ALJ's Recommended Decision and Order 
2. ARB's Preliminary Order 
3. 01 Report Synopsis 
4. List of Questions 
5. Previous Notice of Violation to MK (EA 95-079) 
6. MK's 9/13/95 Letter in Response to EA 95-079 

cc w/enclosures: 
R. Grigg, President and 

Chief Operating Officer, WEPCo 
A. Cayia, Plant Manager 
B. Burks, P.E., Director 

Bureau of Field Operations 
Cheryl L. Parrino, Chairman, 
Wisconsin Public Service Commission 

State Liaison Officer 
T. Zarges, MK President and 

Chief Executive Officer 
NRC Office of Enforcement 
J. Goldberg, OGC 
B. Boger, NRR 
C. Carpenter, NRR 
L. Gundrum, NRR 
R. Medlock, Director, 

OSHA Cleveland Area Office 

bcc w/o enclosures: 
Region III Office Allegation Coordinator 

(AMS No. RIII-1997-A-0035)

-4-



UNITED STATES 

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 

OFFICE OF INVESTIGATIONS FIELD OFFICE, REGION III 

801 WARRENVILLE ROAD 
LISLE, ILLINOIS 60532-4351 

April 21, 1998

MEMORANDUM TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT:

H. Brent Clayton, Enforcement Officer 
Region III 

Richard C. Paul, Director?/• 
Office of Investigations Field Office 
Region III 

MORRISON KNUDSEN CORPORATION (MK): ALLEGED DISCRIMINATION 
AGAINST A CORPORATE WELDING ENGINEER FOR RAISING WELDING 
CONCERNS (01 CASE NO. 3-97-013)

Enclosed is a copy of the information requested during the meeting with Ms.  
Mary Jane Cooper and Mr. Edwin Stier relevant to the subject investigation for 
your use. Also, please share this information with the technical staff and/or 
the Office of Enforcement as deemed appropriate.  

Attachments: As stated

Ile-AJ PoW01
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SENSITIVE ALLEGATION MATERIAL

FOLLOW UP ARB: RIII-97-A-0035 

May 7, 1998

tA0/N AMKld" IfA Tt'I. ý_ I nlk; f 1'-0D r_%

FROM: 

SUBJECT:

J ." a -v u , ,a , I U"". a o , •/ / 
J. Hopkins / R. Doornbos, Rill - OAC 7- Fr 

FOLLOW UP ARB: RIII-97-A-0035 (Morrison-Knudsen)

Based on ESBI's review of the 01 report, two new technical concerns (# 8 & # 9) were identified. A 
Follow up ARB has been scheduled for Monday, 5111/98. Please review the following information 
to prepare for the ARB: 

1) Review the attached information. Contact the OAC before the ARB if needed.  

2) At the ARB be prepared to: 
Discuss the status of each concern (as applicable).  
Recommend a method to resolve each concern discussed.  
Recommend a completion date.  

Below are examples of methods to resolve each concern: 

A. Send to Licensee Requesting Response in _ Days (At the ARB, be prepared to 
discuss the areas we expect the licensee to address.) 

B. Priority Rill Follow up 
C. Follow up During Routine Inspection Within _ Days 
D. Refer to OI 
E. Outside NRC's Jurisdiction. (At the ARB, be prepared to discuss the basis) 
F. Too General for Follow-up. (At the ARB, be prepared to discuss the basis).  
G. Other (At the ARB, be prepared to discuss the specifics)

cc w/attachments: 
ARB Copy 
01 
RC 
DRP Br Chief RPB6 
DRP Br Chief RPB7 
DRS Division Director For Rx Cases

6�



SENSITIVE ALLEGATION MATERIAL

AMS No. RIII-97-A-0035 

Each stated concern or NRC identified issue should be documented on a separate sheet. Each 
concern must be documented and written with enough detail to allow thorough follow up.  

Concern No. 8 
ASME required drop weight testing performed by Morrison-Knudsen (MK) employees for welds 
fabricated at Point Beach and Cook were not conducted properly.  

Regulatory Basis: Technical Specification Requirement for IS3 Program.  

I. Action Evaluation: The following method of resolution is recommended (circle):

M**

A. Send to Licensee Requesting Response in _ Days. (Describe the general area, 
we expect the licensee to address.) 

B. Priority Rill Follow up and Closure Memo to OAC.  
C. Follow up During Routine Inspection Within _ Days and Closure Memo to OAC.  
D. Refer to O0 
E. Outside NRC's Jurisdiction. Describe Basis Below.  
F. Too General for Follow-up. Describe Basis Below.

It__1 i~lrd

Responsible for Action - EICS to Write Referral Letter to NRR

II. Special Considerations/Instructions:

S

101



SENSITIVE ALLEGATION MATERIAL

AMS No. RIII-97-A-0035 

Each stated concern or NRC identified issue should be documented on a separate sheet. Each 
concern must be documented and written with enough detail to allow thorough follow up.  

Concern No. 9 
During the steam generator replacement project at Point Beach, Morrison-Knudsen (MK) employees 
were aware that the welding procedures did not fully meet ASME Code requirements. MK 
management decided to retrofit the welding qualification process 

Regulatory Basis: Technical Specification Requirement for ISI Program.  

1. Action Evaluation: The following method of resolution is recommended (circle):

A. Send to Licensee Requesting Response in __ D 
we expect the licensee to address.) 

B. Priority Rill Follow up and Closure Memo to OAC.  
C. Follow up During Routine Inspection Within I E 
D. Refer to 01 
E. Outside NRC's Jurisdiction. Describe Basis Below.  
F. Too General for Follow-up. Describe Basis Below.

ays. (Describe the general areas 

)ays and Closure Memo to OAC.

Responsible for Action - EICS to Write Referral Letter to NRR

II. Special Considerations/instructions:

cýrjsz uY-TZdfb NU _dh



SENSITIVE ALLEGATION MATERIAL

May 7, 1998

MEMO TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT:

J. Gavula, Chief, ESB1 

J. Hopkins, OAC//-7I • -- 9 7 -7 

FOLLOW UP ARB FOR NEW CONCERNS IDENTIFIED DURING ESBi'S 
REVIEW OF 01 TRANSCRIPT.  
AMS File No. RIII-97-A-0035 (Morrison-Knudsen, Point Beach, & Cook)

Background 
On 2/24/98, ESB1 completed its review of the 01 report and identified one unresolved technical 
issue concerning ASME required drop weight testing for welds fabricated at Pt. Beach and 
Cook. (See attached 2124/98 memo). A Follow up ARB was held on 3/3/98. During the ARB, 
an inspector indicated that there was another technical issue that should be reviewed at an 
ARB. The ARB Chairman (J. Grobe) decided to stop the ARB and reconvene after the other 
issue was reviewed by the ESB1 and the OAC.  

On 3/24/98, ESB1 provided a memo describing the other technical concern. (See attached 
3/24/98 memo).  

Follow up ARB 
A Follow up ARB has been scheduled for Monday, 5/11/98, to determine the action to resolve 
the concerns.  

cc: 
B. Clayton 
J. Grobe 

SENSITIVE ALLEGATION MATERIAL
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(• MORRISON KNUDSEN CORPORATION 

MK FrOGLSON PL AZA 
Iwo0 WFST 3AD STRET 
CLEVELAND. OHIO U.S.A. 41713.14% 

PHONE: (216) 525-!. i' 
FAX' (21•%) S.3 8147 
E MAIL. rfchwid dmniLerO1nk .C0M 

RICHARD R. EDMISTER 
A•.SOCIATE Gt-NEAAI. CO.UNSEL 
ENcIN-EP$S.& cONSTnUCTOhS 

October 13, 1998 

MfrJohn A. Grobe, Director 
Diviso'ooof Reactor Safety 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Region III 
801 Warrenville Road 
Lisle, Illinois 60532-4351 

Dear Mr. Grobe: 

This letter represents our application pursuant to Section 10 C.F.R. § 2.790 for exemption of the 

investigative report forwarded under separate cover entitled, "Allegations of Retaliatoly Actions 
by Morrison Knudsen Manaer dated October 1998 

by Stier, Anderson & Malone.  

Mr. Zarges' affidavit supporting the request for exemption is enclosed. The report and 

supporting documentation is voluminous and is being transmitted under separate cover by Stier, 

Anderson & Malone.  

Very~t-ý -y-- .  

h R. Edmister 

RRE:fyb 
Enclosure

OCrT I$i O

P. 020c-t-22-98 12:45
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

hi the Matter of:

Apparent Violation of Employee 
Discrimination Requirements 
(U.S. Department of Labor 

Case Nos. 97-ERA-34 and ARB 98-016)

NRC Office of InvestigaLions 
Case No. 3-97-013

AFFIDAVIT OF THOMAS H. ZARGES 
Pursuant to 10 C.F.R.§ 2.790

City of Cleveland 

State of Ohio

) ) SS: 
)

1, Thomas H. Zarges being duly sworn, states as follows: 

1. I am President and Chief Executive Officer for Morrison Knudsen Corporation's 

Engineers and Constructors Group located in Cleveland, Ohio. In that capacity I am 

responsible for the operational and managerial matters of Lhe Energy Division, which 

performs, among other work, nuclear construction and maintenance.  

2. Morrison Knudsen Corporation is voluntarily providing the Nuclear Regulatory 

Commission (NRC) with multiple copies of a Report by Stier, Anderson & Malone

Page 1 of 5
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Oct-22-98 12:46

entitled, "Allegations of Retaliatory Actions by Morrison Knudsen Management Against 

the Group Welding Engineer" dated October 1998. This Report consists of three volumes 

and approximately 11,000 pages of supporting documentation. The Report and its 

exhibits contain throughout sensitive, confidential, commercial and technical information 

that could cause great harm to Morrison Knudsen if it were made publicly available as 

well as personal information of a private nature. Accordingly, Morrison Knudsen 

requests that the NRC withhold this information, developed and owned by them, from 

public disclosure pursuant to 10 C.F.R. § 2.790 and iLs regulations. This affidavit 

supplies the reasons why this information should be withheld from public disclosure aw 

required by the regulation.  

3. The complete version of this Report and back-up material containing the sensitive 

confidential information which Morrison Knudsen requests that the Commission treat as 

proprietary are transmitted separately. A redacted version is not available as the Report 

deals with the confidential internal procedures and technical operations developed by the 

company throughout the Report and the proprietary activities of the company and its 

employees in developing, implementing and monitoring these procedures. The Report 

focuses upon these procedures and how they evolved and developed, as well as the 

procedures themselves. The confidential information has been interwoven and dispersed 

throughout the Report and findings. Substantial redactions would be necessary to protect 

this information. The investigators' logic and findings are complex and turn upon fine 

technical points and distinctions. Consequently redaction would very likely mislead or 

confuse readers and diminishes the Report's usefulness. This would cause harm to the 

process and the Company.  

4. In conducting the investigation numerous recorded interviews were conducted of 

cmployces of the company and others who reasonably understood that their comments 

with regard to others were to be used only within the context of this investigation. It 

would constitute a personal invasion of their privacy to publish these interviews and
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extracted comments by making public disclosure of this information. Complete 

transcriptions of all interviews are an important part of the accompanying backup 

documentation. Identifiable extractions and inferences are cmbodied within the Report. I 

believe that public disclosure of this information, which many people freely provided in 

candor under the above circumstances may diminish their and others willingness to be so 

forthcoming in responding to future investigators' questions and to be less cooperative in 

volunteering information. Making this available for public inspection and publication 

may decrease the generally cooperative spirit that attended this investigation and chill our 

ability to learn of sensitive, essential information in future matters. This would certainly 

cause harm to the operation of the company.  

5. 1 am familiar with the sensitive commercial information contained in the Report and its 

supporting documents. I am authorized to speak to the practice of Morrison Knudsen and 

its subsidiaries in maintaining such information confidential and to the harm that would 

befall them if it were publicly disclosed.  

6. This Report contains the method of development and procedures by the company for 

replacing steam generators at nuclear facilities and copies of many of the proprietary 

company procedures in performing welding on the vessels. Morrison Knudsen does not 

disclose this type of information Lo the public and it is not available through public 

sources. Morrison Knudsen employees sign non disclosure agreements. Administrative 

and Quality Procedure manuals are serially numbered and issued to key employees.  

7. The rationale and basis for not disclosing this type of information is that the information 

is commercially sensitive to the conduct of Morrison Knudsen in performing the welding 

for the removal and replacement of steam generators in nuclear facilities. Morrison 

Knudsen is one of two companies currently performing this type of work. The contracts
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are typically let only to companies pre-qualified by the utility to perfonrm this type of 

work. Pre-qualification is based in large part on past experience as applied through the 

use of oUT welding procedures. These procedures provide MK with a corporate advantage 

in performing the work on a quality basis in less time and lower cost than our 

competition. The welding procedures contain technical specifications controlling the 

method of welding. These welding procedures are unique to Morrison Knudsen and have 

been developed at the Company's expense over many years.  

8. The rationale and basis for protecting from disclosure other procedures is that Steam 

Generator Replacement contracts are typically awarded based on the lowest proposed cost 

to perform the work within a very tight schedule. If the information contained in this 

Report and its supporting documents became available to OUT competitors, those parties 

would learn of the administrative, construction and quality procedures of the company 

and way the company is organized and operates which has been developed at a great cost 

over the course of many years. Many of the procedures provide specific information 

relating to how MK performs construction activities on nuclear projects and achieves its 

competitive cost and schedule advantage while maintaining its quality standards. We 

consider our organization, programs and procedures, that is, the way we execute a project, 

to be an important part of our competitive position and this infon-ation should therefore 

remain confidential.  

9. This information is not available from public sources and our competitor does not make 

available to us similar information.  

10. Accordingly, the information included in Stier, Anderson & Malone's Report entitled, 

"Allegations of Retaliatory Actions by Morrison Knudsen Management Against the 

Group Welding Engineer" dated October 1998, and its supporting documentation, is 

being transmitted in multiple copies to the Commission in confidence under the 

provisions of 10 C.F.R. §2.790 with the understanding that it will be received and held in
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confidence by the NRC and withheld from public disclosure.  

Thomas H-, Zargcs 

State of Ohio 

County of Cuyahoga 

Sworn to before me this j' day of 1998 

jaz:t4 ýNotary 

FRANCES E. BUFORD , Notar 
State of Ohio 

My Commission Expires Nov. 20.1999
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C. H. Well - Re: Morrison Knudsen Discussion Topics Page 1

From: Michael Stein 
To: C. H. Weil 
Date: Mon, Dec 28, 1998 9:22 AM 
Subject: Re: Morrison Knudsen Discussion Topics 

Chuck, 

I rereviewed the letter with the discussion topics for MK. Your 4 bullets look good. I would just add: 

A. How the 1996 Performance appraisal differs from Arteyet's past appraisals.  

B. "areas in which the Hartford Steam Boiler Company found deficiencies."- Your sentence needs to be 
completed. Do we want to limit this discussion to Hartford Company. How about cases where another 
audit company made positive findings and the employee was rewarded or was disciplined for negative 
findings by another audit company.  

C. Good 

D. I would add the EA number of the Ft. St. Vrain finding. I think it was EA 95-079 dated 8/14/95 
(Discrimination Case againt MK) in which they received a SLII NOV for a hostile work environment 
situation created by MK supervisors at Ft. St. Vrain.  

I wouldn't add any more generic topics for the company. I have some interesting questions for the 2 
individuals. Chuck,what is most interesting is that the recipient of the 1995 NOV letter and the chief 
manager who attended the PEC for the 1995 case was Mr. Pardi.  

Please call if you need any additional help.  

Thanks 

Mike 

>>> C. H. Weil 12/24 12:17 PM >>> 
I prepared a list for discussion topics for the Morrison Knudsen enforcement conference. It is the first 
enclosure to the attached letter. Please review and provide your comments by noon on Monday, 
12/28/99. We need to have this letter in the mail ASAP.  

A preconference strategy session is scheduled for Monday, January 25, 1999, at 10:00 a.m. (Central) in 

the IRC Conference Room.  

For Jack Grobe, Linda has put the strategy meeting on your calendar for 1/25.  

For Susan and Mike, the enforcement coordinator counterpart meeting conflicted with having the 
strategy session on Thursday, 1/21/99, and with Susan unavailable on Friday, 1/22/99, Monday 1/25/99 
was the next best option.  

Chuck 

CC: H. Brent Clayton, Richard Borchardt

.. .. ... .



MORRISON KNUDSEN CORP.

DMORRISON KNUDSEN CORPORATION 

MK.FEMUMON RAZA 
1iO0 WEST GORDVRF 
OVELA.ND. OHIO U-SA 44113-1406 

PHONE; (218) 523-M 
FAX: (216)62381d47 
E.MAL dchar0m..•K• rr.cor 

RICHARD R. EDMISTER 
ASSOATECA GCNCIAL COU NGEL 
FNMINS6RS & OONSTRIXTORS

TRANSMITTED BY FAX WITH 
CONFIRMING HARD COPY MAILED

January 28, 1999 

Mr. Charles Wyle 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Office of Investigations Field Office 
Region III 
801 Warrenville Road 
Lisle, Illinois 60532-4351

SUBJECT; MORRISON KNUDSEN CORPORATION

Dear Mr, Wyle: 

Enclosed is a copy of the overheads used by Mr. Thomas Zarges in the presentation on January 
27, 1999.

RRE:fyb 
Enclosures

JAN.283.1999 $ : 19AM NO. 802 P. 1/8



MORRISON KNUDSEN CORP.

Page I

NRC 
Enforcement Conference 

January 27, 1999 
Docket Nos. 50-266; 50-301

Fort St Vrain 

P, MK received Level IV 10CFR50.7 violation 
without penalty (Aug. 14,1995) 

P, Violation committed by a first line supervisor 
0, Believe violation was without penalty because 

of PSC and MKs thorough investigation and 
thorough and prompt corrective action 

0, PSC commissioned Stier Anderson Malone to 
perform an independent Investigation

JAN.28.1999 11:19-AM NO. 802 P. 2/8



MORRISON KNUDSEN CORP.8

Page 2

Fort St. Vrain 

-Lou Pardi was not directly involved in Fort St.  
Vrain violation 

0, Recognized seriousness of a 50.7 violation 
and personally got involved in the 
investigation and led the development of all of 
MKs corrective actions

Corrective Actions Resulting from 
Fort St. Vrain 

oTom Zarges issued company-wide "Safety 
Alert Bulletin" stating MK policy towards 
protected employees 

0, Lou Pardi drafted Project Management Bulletin 
2.9 (effective 8/24/95) requiring: 
-Each project must have procedure to 

address harassment and intimidation 
-Training of all MK project personnel 
-Indoctrination of all employees regarding 

expression of safety concerns 
-A method of collecting and dispositioning 

concerns

JRN.28.1999 11:19R11 NO. 802 P. 3/e



MORRISON KNUDSEN CORP.

Corrective Actions
0- List of policies/procedures developed and implemented 

by MK or MK/SGT: 
- Safety Alert Bulletin June 1 
- Project Management Bulletin No. 2,9 Augus 
- Pt. Beach Equal Employment Opportunity Policy Septet 
- Pt. Beach "Rules of Conduct on the Job' Aug..19 
- Pt. Beach Procedure MSP 2.0 "Harassment of 

Protected Personnel", fInal revision Sept. I 
- St, Lucle Procedure MOP 1.1 "Harassment of 

Protected Personnel", final revision July 11 
- Pt. Beach Procedure MSP 1.0 

"Employee Open Communication and 
Conditon Evaluation Requests", final revision May 9, 

- St. Lucia Procedure MCP 1.2 
"Employee Open Communication and 
Condition Evaluation Requests", final revision July 1I 

- Pt. Beech "Exit/Terminotion Process" Sept.  
- St. Lucia "SGRP Personnel In-Processing 

and Out-Processing", final revision Oct. 1 
- Similar programs at Waltz Mill arnd Calvert Cliffs

Page 3

,1996

7, 1997 
25, 1996 

4, 1997

Corrective Actions 

io. Implement comprehensive programs at 
Pt. Beach, St. Lucie, and Waltz Mill including: 
-Required reading of Fort St. Vrain violation and 

corrective actions 
-Procedures prohibiting harassment of protected 

personnel 
-Employee open communication procedures 
- Procedures requiring exit interviews to assure 

employees do not have any unreported safety 
concerns 

-Training and indoctrination of all MK and 
subcontractor personnel 

-Copies of most of these procedures are included 
in my letter to J.A. Grobe dated April 21, 1998

JAN,2.aE1999 i i :z0A NO. 882 P. 4/'•
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MORRISON KNUDSEN CORP.

Page 4

Corrective Actions 
Results 

o- Employment and termination of over 1,500 
employees on two demanding projects 

l No concerns regarding safety in the work 
environment at St. Lucie 

lo One concern at Pt. Beach 
-Quickly and effectively dealt with 
-Described in detail in letter of April 21, 1998 
-Additional recent employee concerns at Waltz 

Mill also effectively dealt with 
-Personnel who filed concerns at both Pt, Beach 

and Waltz Mill were not MK employees, but they 
utilized MK's program to bring forth their 
concerns

Current Apparent Violation 

SSurprised by filing of complaint 
- Sensitivity caused by Fort St.Vrain 
-Home office employee 

- Small nuclear staff 3-5 people 
- All ten year or greater employees 
- Informal office atmosphere with access to all 

senior management 
No. Initial DOL investigation provided some comfort 

- No retaliation 
Io Dismayed at ALJ decision 
ip- Commissioned Stier to do independent investigation 
0- Stier investigation provided detailed and compelling 

evidence that MK did not commit a 50.7 violation

JAM. 28. 1999 1 : 20AM NO,.802 P. 5/'8



MORRISON KNUDSEN CORP.

Page 5

Current Apparent Violation 
P. Careful consideration of conflicting results of Stier conclusion and the 

AJ decision 
- AJ decision is flawed 

- Stier investigation extremely detailed 
- Stier investigation provided facts and insights not available to ALJ 

- Stier established four critical points 
- Artayet was not capable of performing his job 
- FAX re: DWT not available to ALJ 

- Led judge to think MK's removal was oretextual 
- Lou Pardi decided on Jan. 2 to remove Alair :from Power projects, 

based on Alain's perfor,'r1nce and not preiextual 
- Decision to remove-Aiain -rom work was made two weeks 

before QFR 
- January 2 decision made January 15 decision inevitable 

Io Chilling did not occur 
- Stier did not find any evidence of chilling 
- Work at Pt, Beach basically complete; DOL notice Feb, 1997 
- Small, long-term corporate nuclear staff with direct access to 

management

Organizational Inadequacies and 
Corrective Action 

0* Inadequate supervision of Group Welding 
Engineer 
-GWE now reports to Lou Pardi who has 

technical knowledge; can monitor performance 
and provide support for the GWE when needed 

P-To assure enhanced visibility and support of 
QA organization 
-Group QA Director reports directly to me 
-Daily work activities directed and supported 

by Lou Pardi

jAH.28.1999 11:21RN N0.882 P,6/6



MORRISON KNUDSEN CORP.

Page 6

Program to Encourage a Safety 
Conscious Work Environment is 
Operating Effectively 

lo Thoroughness of our systems and procedures 
op Effective implementation at Pt. Beach, St. Lucie, and 

Waltz Mill 
0- Recent review at BG&E Calvert Cliffs 

-Systems in place 
-No incidents to date 

i- Recent outside audit of CHO "hotline" implementation 
-System is adequate 
-No incidents to date 

O-We believe our program has and will continue to 
prevent any possible "chilling effect" from developing, 
at our field sites and in our home office

Improved Quality and Welding Program 

0- Refinements in Quality Program as a result of 
internal and external audits 
-DE&S contracted to do two in-depth audits 
-"Best practice" recommendations implemented 
-Improvement in Part 21 Procedure implemented 

o-lmprovements in Welding Procedure 
Specifications 
-Previous procedures complex with widely 

ranging applications 
-Revised procedures are/will be simplified 

-Very limited applications of each procedure

JAN. 28. 1999 11: ZiAM NO.,802 P. 7/e
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Page 7

Enforcement Is Not Warranted 

IPMK did not retaliate aqainst 4Iain Artayet 

!o Decision to remove Alair from Power Division work 
was the decision that ultimately led to employment 
action taken 

ip Lou Pardi decision was made strictly on 
performance issues and was not pretextual 

lDecision made on January 15 was not in retaliation 
for Artayet having written the QFR
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~Ch~ie H. Wil - wd: M Assesment....i

From: 
To: 
Date: 
Subject:

L
Michael Stein f F 
Charles H. Weil, H. Brent Clayton, James Lieberm...  
Mon, Mar 1, 1999 3:41 PM 
Fwd: MK Assessment

Folks, 

Bruce Berson just prepared the assessment of the MK case. I will be putting a copy on the OE strategy 
form for EA 98-081. Please distribute this document in the Region III to other parties, i.e. the technical 
staff and perhaps 01.  

Also, Maitiri, this is a good summary of the case. Please send this information to the Point Beach and 
perhaps the vendor inspection folks for their information. I would be happy to answer any questions you 
might have on this case.  

I understand that Mr. Arteyet will be sending us his comments on the transcript and that we will than get 
comments on his submittal from MK. Afterwards we should reconvene to see if our strategy is still valid.  

Mike

'41
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Lchrle H.Wei-MIK

From: 
To: 
Date: 
Subject:

Michael Stein 7 
James Lieberman 
Wed, Mar 3, 1999 3:02 PM 
MK

Today was a very meeting filled union day- I received your e-mail about my opinion on MK. My opinion 

actually is that we have a stronger case than that outlined by Bruce but essentially he hit on all the major 

points. I am available tomorrow or Friday to discuss this case and both days are very light on Union 

activities. Friday morning would probably be best for a verbal briefing.  

There is a question on the release of documents given to us by MK related to the complainants false 

statements. The question is can we release these documents to him. OGC advised that Region III could 

release them to the complainant. I am more hesitant given the nature of this allegation against the 

complainant and the fact that the information was supplied to us after the PEC. The Region is looking 
for some advice from OEb I would advise at this point to release given that OGC thinks it is appropriate 
and has documented their position in an e-mail to Chuck Weil.  

Mike

)3
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L�harles�H. Weil - Re: RELEASE OF MORRISON KNUDSEN MATERIAL

From: 
To: 
Date: 
Subject:

I

James Lieberman og 

Charles H. Weil 
Thu, Mar 4, 1999 4:31 PM 
Re: RELEASE OF MORRISON KNUDSEN MATERIAL

mike stein will be getting back to you, this should be considered in the allegation porcess and maybe 

given to dol in which case i would not give it further distribution 

>>> Charles H. Weil 03/04 1:44 PM >>> 
This morning I spoke to Rich Paul, OI:RIII, about releasing to the complainant the additional material 
about him submitted by Morrison Knudsen after the conference. Rictldid not have an.objection to 
releasing the material if agreed by OE. As previously reported QGC does not object to releasing. Need 
your decision soonest to that I can tell complainant whether, or not, his requested material will be sent to 
him. Chuck



L~ares H. Weil - Aleaionsýq qetogn Pae1 

From: Michael Stein -19 E 
To: Carl Mohrwinkel, Edward Baker 
Date: Thu, Mar 11, 1999 3:31 PM 
Subject: Allegations question 

Region III has an issue dealing with the release of information regarding a DOL Complainant to the 

Complainant relative to the Complainants false statements to a DOL ALJ. The Complainant is currently 

reviewing the PEC transcripts and wants the information submitted to the NRC as promised by 

statements made by the PEC participants related to Complainant's veracity in the DOL process. I spoke 

with Jim and he asked me to contact you because we both realized this question has come up before 

and that there may be Allegations Guidance in this area. Could you send me any guidance on release of 

such information to the subject of the allegation.  

I am planning to ask Region III to work this issue through allegatiops (Jay Hopkins) because Region III 
may want to refer this to the DOL OIG. From what I understand ,,G0C70 does not have a problenV with 

releasing the information but I believe that the Regional Counsel needs to get involved in this allegation 
issue as well.  

Please give me a call at your convenience.  

Mike 

CC: Charles H. Weil 

joy L ý/ P ws 
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Charles H. Weil - Re: Allegations question --------- Page 1 

From: Michael Stein 
To: Edward Baker 
Date: Mon, Mar 15, 1999 7:32 AM 

Subject: Re: Allegations question 

Sorry Telephone number 415-1688. Predecisional enforcement Conference transcript. The transcript 

was sent to the DOL complainant and at this PEC, MK made allegations that the complainant lied at the 

DOL hearing. There is a 2/12 letter from MK to Jack Grobe discussing this allegation and a 2/18 cover 

memo from Brent Clayton to Rich Paul 01 forwa.rding the allegation to 01. The question is can we 

release this to the Complainant for his review. OGC. says release and we are a bit more hesitant.  

Please forward any guidance you may have in alTegations related to such a release. I asked Chuck Weil 

in Region III to discuss this with Jay Hopkins and Bruce Berson as well. Thanks.  

Mike 

>>> Edward Baker 03/11 5:33 PM >>> 
What's your phone number? What is a PEC transcript? 

>>> Michael Stein 03/11 4:31 PM >>> 
Region III has an issue dealing with the release of information regarding a DOL Complainant to the 

Complainant relative to the Complainants false statements to a DOL ALJ. The Complainant is currently 

reviewing the PEC transcripts and wants the information submitted to the NRC as promised by 

statements made by the PEC participants related to Complainant's veracity in the DOL process. I spoke 

with Jim and he asked me to contact you because we both realized this question has come up before 

and that there may be Allegations Guidance in this area. Could you send me any guidance on release of 

such information to the subject of the allegation.  

I am planning to ask Region III to work this issue through allegations (Jay. Hopkins) because Reqion III 

may want to refer this to the DOL OIG. From what I understand OGC does not have a problem with 

releasing the information but I believe that the Regional Counsel needs-fo get involved in this aifegation 
issue as well.  

Please give me a call at your convenience.  

Mike 

CC: Charles H. Weil, H. Brent Clayton, James Lieberm...
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March 18, 1999 

Mr. Michael G. Connors 
Regional Administrator 
U.S. Department of Labor-OSHA 
230 S. Dearborn Street, Room 3244 
Chicago, IL 60604 

Dear Mr. Connors: 

Mr. John Hermanson of your staff spoke with Mr. Joseph Ulie of my staff regarding an allegation 
that false information was provided to the Department of Labor during an Administrative Law 
Judge Hearing about employment discrimination involving the Morrison Knudsen Company 
(97-ERA-34 and ARB98-016). Enclosed please find the backup information related to this 
allegation.  

If you have any questions about the information provided, please contact me at (630) 829-9672.  

Sincerely, 

Richard C. Paul, Director 
Office of Investigations 
Field Office, Region III 

Enclosure: As stated 

OFFICE (-ji I OI:RIII I 
-NAME '20S:nh RPaul y,ý 

DATE 03/) /99 03//99 

OFFICIAL RECORD COPY
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[Charles Weil - Re: LETER TO MK COMPLAINANT

From: 
To: 
Date: 
Subject:

* � 

Paae I
Paoe 1

Michael Stein 
Charles Weil 
Fri, Mar 19, 1999 8:44 AM 
Re: LETTER TO MK COMPLAINANT

Nice letter. For what its worth, you have my concurrence. I take it that 15 days after receipt of this letter 
and their response we will send everything to MK, give them additional time, take that MK response and 
caucus one last time. In the meantime should we not be considering drafting a confirmatory order 
against MK? 

Thanks 

Mike 

>>> Charles Weil 03/18 4:17 PM >>> 
Earlier this afternoon I sent you an "e-mail" with a draft letter to the MK complainant attached to that 
e-mail and asked for your review and comments. Within the last hour I've talked to the complainant and 
had to make a slight alteration to the original draft. Please disregard FILE: G:\EICS\98-081.COM and 
use the attached, G:\EICS\98-081 .CO2.  

Sorry for any inconvenience, but you now have the latest and greatest. Chuck 

CC: Richard Borchardt

Y
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