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"PROCEED INGS
(1:05 p.m.)

MS. ADENSAM: My name is Eiinor Adensam. | am
Branch Chief of Licensing Bran;h 4 in NRR.

This is a public meeting'befween the.Nuclear
Regquiatory Commission and the'Tennessee{UalIey?ﬁuthority in
the matter of Uatis Bar, Iicehsing for Unit—l.f It is being =
transcribed. Any comments that any spectators might have,
that you would |ike to make, | would like to ask you to wait
until after we have completed our_bgsfbess with TUA. Then the
NRC Staff will entertain any comments that anyone might wish
to express.

Since this is being'transcribed, a copy will be
placed in the‘publig document room. It is very important that
you speak up loudly, clearly, and since there are so many of
us, please introduce yourself before you speak. The recorder
can’'t necessarily tell, with our organization here, who is
talking, and she doesn’{ know everybody’s name, so please make
yourself known.

The objectives here are to discuss basicalily TVA's

utilization of the Black & Veatch iDUP. And before we get

into any more specifics, | think we should go around and at
least introduce ocurselves, so we all know who we are.
MR. KENYON: 1 am'Tom Kenyori. - | am the Watts Bar

Project Manager.
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MR . NOVAK : Tom Nowvak, Assistant Director for
Licensing.

ﬂh. MARSH : I‘m Tad Marsh. 1’m in the Reactor
Systems Branch, NRé.

MR. WALKER: I m éoger Walker,.Director, Division of

Reactor Projects for Region 1{1.

MR: HERDT: | am Alan Herdt, Chief of the
Engineering Branch, Region |1, Division of Reactor Satety.

ﬁR. WEISE: 1’'m Steve Weise. t‘m Section Chie?,
Region |I,‘Drojects Division.

MR. THOMPSON: Hugh Thompson, Director of the
Division of Licensing for NRR.

ﬁR. WHITT: Kermit Whitt, Director, Nuclear Safety'
Review Stafft, Tennessee Valley Authority .’

MR. MURDOCK: Jim Murdock, Head of Technical
Analysis and Requirements Group, Nuc lear S##ety Review Staff,
TVA.

MR. HUFHAM: Jim Hufham, TVA, Manager of Licensing -
and Protection Staff.

MR. SHELL: Raliph Shell, TuA. I’'m the Supervisor of

the Licensing Group that has Watts Bar.

Nuc lear Reactor Regulation and liaison with ACRS .
MR. BEASLEY: |‘’m Gray Beasley, Chief of Quality

1
MR. HERNAN: I’'m Ron Hernan. I‘'m with the Office of
Management for the Office of Engineering, TVA.
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Bar Engineeri

MR .

B
COLE: Edward Ceole, Tva, Project Engineer, Watts
ng Proje~t.
MYERS :

Harry Myers, on Staff with the House

Interiar Committee.

MR .

RITTS: Jim Ritts, Tennessee Valley Authority,

DOffice of Engineering, Licensing.

MR.

Manager, TVA.

MR .

Enforcement,

MR .

kMR.
Commissioner
MR .
Engineering,

MR .

MR .

Branch, NRR,

MR.

PI1ERCE : Ralph RPierce, Watts Bar Project

IMBRO : i'm Gene Imbro, Office of Inspectfon and
Quality Assurance Branch.
EL-ZEFTAWY: Medhat El-Zeftawy, ACRS.

CONNOR :

Lynn Connor, Doc-Search Asscciates.
RYAN: Margaret Ryan, Nucleonics Week.

AUSTIN: John Austin, Technical Assistant to
Assalstine.
KUQ: P.T. Kuo, Section Leader, Structural

Technical Engineering Branch.

KiM: Sang Bo Kim, NRC Staff, NRR.

RAJAN: Jai Rajan, Mechanfcal Engineer ing
NRC .

Li: Hulbert Li, NRC, Instrumentation and

Controls Systems Branch.

MR. HOOKS: Kenneth Hooks, Reactor Construction
Branch, Office of Inspection and Enforcement.
MR. SPRAUL: Jack Sprautl with the NRC, Office of
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Inspection and Enfarcement, Quality Assurance Branch.

MR . UNQARD: Al Ungaro, Sectiaon lLeader, Power
Systems 8ranch.

MR. RHOW: Sam Rhow from Power Systgﬁs Btanch. NRR .

MR . CHERNy} Frank Cherny, Acting Branch Chief,
Mechanical Eﬁgineering Branch, NRB.

MR. BRAMMER: Herb Brammer, Section Leader,
Mechanics Branch, NRR.

MR. LEAR: ©George Lear, Division of Engineeriﬁg,
NRC .

MsS . ADENSAM: AThank you. To get a little bit iﬁ to
the specifics of what we anticipate TVA is Qcing to be able to
inform us about today, we expect them to describe their-use of
the Black & Veatch IDUP in conducting their generic review at
Watts Bar. We ekpéct them to describe the review process and
how the ffndings were rescolved that Black & Veatch came up
with.

We anticipate that NSRS will describe their review
process, how they resclived concerns within NSRS, and how the
resolved concérns with the TuAa | ine.

We alse would hope that TVA would address and, if
possible, tel!l us how they think Black & Veatch felt regarding
the review of the aux feedwater system, its findings, and the
NCRs,that were developed as a result in combination with other

programmatic reviews, how that --.what that told them about
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the }mplgmentation of their quality assurance pragram, and if
they feel that the quality assurance was not effective and
that thére were identified deficiencies, what does that
combined review tell them about the adequacy of the Watts Ba;
design and construction.

We ;Iso are inferested, given these Qn matters and
éhese other reviews that have been done by_TUA,.i{ they could
glaboraie on the basis for Hugh Parris’ conc]gsion in the

February 20, 1985 status refuel load letter. We would like to

know who in TVA provided the knowledge that Parris used in

rﬁaking certification thét Watts Bar meets the FSAR commitments

and regulatory guidel ines, and are those indiQiduals willing
to certify that Watts Bar meets those commitments and
requirements.

I would fike at this tiﬁe to turn the meeting over
to Mr. Hufham from TURA.

MR . HUFHAM: Thank you, Elinor. We appreciate you
all setting up this meeting for us. 1'm not sure who asked
for it, either us or the NRC, but we would like to think that
what you have just outlined will be covered today.

We have put together a comprehensive story of what
we feel was a good program within TUA, addressing most of what
you have just out!lined.

| would like to say, you know, if for some reason we'

are not able to address an issue you or someocne in this room
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might bring up, we will get back with you. We felt like it

was a program that involved a lot of people within TVA, as

well as people within NRR and Region (1, and we will go -

through this in the presentation.

We understand, for the record, that there was an
agenda item on the ACRS comﬁittee that was to be held last
week that dealt with Black & Veatch, and that did not qccuk.
Tha@ was the decision of th% ACRS . if there are ACRS me@bers
Here today, which | think tﬁere are, we understand that there
is a subcommittee meeting oé June 26th -- that is the date |
think we’'ve agreed upon -- ;t which we will further discuss.,
Black & Veatch.

With that, we will begin. Trhe only person that is
nat here from ﬁur group is a Black & Veatch representative,
and we do anticipate him at any time. 1§ anyone in the room
-- here he is. We can now proceed.

Can you give us one minute with him?

[Pause.]

MR. HUFHAM: Okay, we’'re ready.

MR. SHELL: As | said earlier, | am Ralph Shelt.
t‘'m from the Licensing Group that has responsibility for Watts
Bar and TVA. | just had a couple of brief remarks to make

here this morning before introducing the two people that are
going to give the ma jor part of our presentation.

Eariy in 1882, TVA, based on the fact that a Iot of
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aother utilities arodnd the country were doing independent

design reviews, decided that they would go away and have an

independent design review done on the Watts Bar plant. That
‘was a little bit early in the schedule on Watts Bar, compared

"to what a lot of the other utilities were doing. The reason
‘we chose to do the review so early is, we had hoped td,be able
.to utilize the experience coming out of that review and

'correct any probliems we might find before we got right down to

the operating license on Watts Bar.

Ve selected Black & Veatch to‘do the review.” After
we met with Black & Veatch, we met Qith the_NRCi both NRR and
with Region, to discuss the program that we were going to use

in conducting the review at Watts Bar. As far as we know,

" both aorganizations within NRC agreed with the approach that we

were taking. At that time, we Bad no indications that there
was any disagreement. -

TVA went back and established a policy committee of
upper-level managers to oversee this review. We also
establ ished a task for;e that was to take the resulté from
this auxiliary feedwater review that Biack & Veatch was going
to do far us and apply it on a system-by-system basis at Watts
Bar and across a lot of our TVA programs.

The review was conducted by Black & Veatch. The -
reports were submitted to the NRC in parallel with their

submission to TVA in April 1983, and then a supplementary
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repacrt in February of 1934 .

Thern we subsequently met with the NRC here in
Bethesda in April 1984 and gave you the results of that
review.

TVA feels very good about the review that was done
on Watts Bar by Black & Veatch, and we feel very good about
the efforts we undertocok after that review was done. We
followed the procedure and the process that we set up on the
front end, and we didn’t vary from that at ail.

After our task force used the results from the
review and looking on a TVA-wide basis, the NSRS, Ngclear
Safety Review Staff from TUA.'did a reaview of the report and
the responses from the line within TuA.

Today, we are going to have a presentation that

basically takes twao parts-.

[Slide.]

The first part will be presented by Gray Beasley
from the Office of Engineering in TUA. He was the chairman of
the policy committee that had oversight responsibility for
this review from its inception. He is going to go through the

history and background of the review, how the review was
conducted and its results, how we applied those results
generically throughout TUA, and he is going to do the policy
committee conclusions.

We believe it wili be a tittle more efficient in
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getting through the presentétion if you can hoild your
questions for him until after he finishes. But if you havé‘a
question that is burning at the moment and you feel Lﬁke you
need an.answer. go ahead and interrupt.

Sl ide.1

Folléwing Mr . éeasiey, Jim Murdock from TVA;%
Nuclear‘Safety Review Staff will give a presentation.oﬁ the
interface thatithe NSRS had in this review. He's go{ng to
give yq; an idéa of the purpose of their assessment,:thé
scope of their assessment. what their conclusions were, and
finally.what the NSRS’ position is on Watts Bar iolquing this
review.

Again, with his presentation, if yéu could.hold the
question until the end, we woqld appreciate it, but if you do
have something yvou think is very important at the moment, go

ahead and interrupt.

Gray?
MR. BEARSLEY: My name is Gray Beasley. I am from
TVA’s office of engineer. | have been asscciated with the

independent review since it was first discussed early in 1982.

It is a real pleasure for me to talk te you today on
this because | feel very good about what was done in the
independent review; | feel very good about what Black and
Veatch have done, the thoroughness that they have gone

through, the staff they used in finding things. It was.atl
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' ' - daone according to the independent Review Protocol.

ro

| also feel very good about the review that was made

R by the TUA task force that Ioéked at the generic applicability
4 of these Black and Ueatch‘findings to the other systems at
S Watts Bar.' It was a real pleasure to see the diligence with
6 which that group of people dug in, sorted out the findings,
% 7 c{assified them, grouped them and then they worked with the
i 8 line organization to find ocut if there was a similar probiem
'Q there. _And if there was, to get ; corrective action going
10 for that.
_ 11 | have got a Vugraph here which is a chronology oil
. 12 the way things went.
( ) 13 (S ide) .
14 ' | will come back to this from time to time as we
1S - pick up and éo.
16 | The first important daté is February 18, 1982. On
17 that date we had a meeting at Watts Bar with Region ||.
138 Mr. O'Reilly was there: He was winding up two or three days )
19 of visiting the site. We had a very good candid meeting, and~
2o one of the things he recommended to us was that he initiate an
a1 independent review of the design and construction process at

n
3

Watts Bar.

m
o

it was not a farmal recommendation, but we respected

. 4 his recommendation.

2S Shortly after that we got a second recommendation
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from TUA’s Internal Nuclear_Safety Review Staff, that we have

such an

independent review.

Now that was the thing that was in vogue at that

time. .Atl the near-term operating plants were having

independent review. The

traditional review was a T, or a

horizontal slice and a vertical slice. And you recall the

purpose of the horizontal slice was to show that the program

was adequate, and the purpose of the vertical slice was to

‘confirm the impliementation of that program right out to the

installied hardware and the records that were in the design

vault.

Now, the top management in TVUA's design and

construction organization looked at the situation. We did not

feel that we needed additional reviews on this horizontal

slice.

We had had avnumber of reviews that were current at

the tfme.

(S1ide)

And very late

in 1978, Theodore Barry and Asscciates

reviewed the entire design and construction organization in

TVA.

They gave us

how wa did business in a

11S recommendations. Their review covered

Il ways. It included our quality

assurance program and the other programs we had, our overall

basic design, our basic construction.

upon.

They gave us 115 recommendations for us to act

They are

inc luded

in that first report there.
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We had them come back just over a year later to ook

and see how we had done on the implementation of their

recommendations. g -
Then they came back two years Ia@er in 1881, and

all three of these, they gave us a reﬁort. Iin their 1981

follow up report, théy reported that we ha@ acted:upon 107 of

the}r 115 recommendations. At tﬁat time’wé had nét acted upon

S. Part of those 8 we did implament later on.

The one that we did implement was the appointment of

an overall design construction manager for the Watts Bar
project. Mr. Kimons made the dedision, and he appeointed
Mr. Pierce to that position. _So, that was picked up.

We had some others that dealt with offices outside

design and construction. One of those) aﬁ’example of that was
one that dealt with transferring the total licensing
responsibility for plants under construction to the
engineering division. That one was not implemented because it

was not in the best interest of TUA in the way we were doing
business.

A second review we had was conducted by United

Engineers in 1979. United Engineers came in and locked in
detail! at the procedures used in the design process. They
made recommendations to us. As a result of their
recommendations we reviéed 22 procedures. ‘They made

recommendations on 22. We had one that had been voided and
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superceded, so we made sure we implemented their
recommendations on those 22 procedures.
Then; which was even more current, was very fresh at
the time, cur Nuclear Safety Review Staff had conducted a
ma jor managemeﬁt review of the Watts Bar design and
construction pfégram. Thgy had.given us 35 recommendations,
or 35 findings, if you wish. And we were addressing those.
Now,;just incidentaily, of those 35 findings, ;Il of
them are not closed for Watts Bar. There are 3 that have been
moved over into another finding or recommendation which is
still outstanding for all our work, and it concerns the
organization of our quality assurance functions. That has

changed from the individual to the corpcarate, and now back to

that responsibility in the owner-operator division af nudlgar
power . So, that item is still open.
o, we have had these three reviews. This was a

horizontal siice. We didn’'t fee! we needed additional
horizontal slices. So we didn’'t choose ta pick up one.

We did go ahead and get started on our vertical
slice.

(S| ide)

Dur ing the summer of 1982, we solicited proposals
based upon a scope of work to conduct this independent
review. Part of the scope dealt with staying independent,

part dealt with how they would conduct the review, part of it
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dealt with how they would select the system and pick those
i tems .

We picked Black and Veatch to perform that review.
I think it was a vefy good selection now in hindsight, and |
will tell you two. or three of the factofs that were involved
in that.

One was, they put together thg best team with the
best experience overall. There were several other
organizations who were doing independent reviews around the
country. But, they had used up most of'their peoplie. Black
and Veatch brought ih some people from élack Fox which had
recently been cance!led, who had good experience. So, we.felt
we had a real good team there.

We |iked the way that they proposed to go through
and evaluate thelsystems. evaluate the'findings that they
might happen to have, they bhad a'senior'review team which we
felt was very important to keep everything in the proper
perspective.

And tastly, we thought we could get the best
independence of TVA, because Black and Veatch had not worked
for TUA previously, they had no axe to grind, they had nothing
to gain from future business on this, so we thought we could
get the best.

8o, in the summer of 1982 wg selected Black and

Veatch.
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September 19th we met with NRC and we ocutlined our
plans for conducting that review.

And then we went back in the fall of 1982, Black and

Ueatch made their review, and | would like to discuss how that
review was conducted iﬁ a little detail, if | may.
(S)ide)

1. think it is probably important to show you some
of the organizations in Black and Veatch, or the people that
were invoived. They had lead reviewers. These were peop]e who
are out in the field. They were ?n Knoxville looking at the
design, they were at fﬁe gite mak ing measurements, checking‘
actual installed equipment and systems againsf drawings.

These lead reviewers also had investigators workfng

with them.

We had a'prbject manager in Black and Veatch. He
ran the entife program for Black and Veatch. Bill Zidziunas,
hotld up your hand. You didn’t get in on the introduction. He

is with us today.

Bill, as project manager, was the focal point for .
all of the infoémation that flowed from TUA to Black and
Veatch in order to maintain the independence.

They al!so had a senior review team which was in the

process of looking at the results of the independent review

that they had performed, looking at the findings. That was

made up of very senior peoplie in the Black and Veatch
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organization. It included pecplie who had instruction

experience, who had design experience, pecplie who had nuc lear

exper ience. 1t included the senicr quality assurance pers?n
in that total organization.

/Now tet me talk about the people from TVA that were
Tﬁuolved;

(S1ide)

We had a program manager'which handled the entire
program for TUA. He was the sole contact with Black and.
géatch. All the communications were between our program
manager and their project manager. Evérything.@kitten, the

telephone conversations, everything flowed back through that

channel .

The TVA program manager ;Iso superQised the program
team. The program team was made up of individuals from the
TVA line organization. These were people on the supervisory

level that had experience on Watts Bar, that had nuclear
experience, that were familiar with the auxiliary feedwater
system.

These pecple also represented the various
disciplinas; mechanical, nuc lear, electrical, so we had the
coverage there. We had a task force which was made up of
pecple one notch higher than the program team. These pecple
were just under the branch chief level .

The purpose of the task force was to review the
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findings for Black and Veatch to adafess applicaﬁility to the
other system% at Watts Bar. So, this was a very senior
competent team at work.

The policy committee was the top people in the
foice of Engineering Design and Constructian. It’was
composed of the maﬁager of eﬁgineéring, the managér of
construction, ﬁr. Pierce, the manager of watt; Bar project,
Joe Andersen, who is the corporate duality assurance pe?son,
and Knute Culver, who is.thg;director of the Nuclear Safety
Review Staff.

Maybe the committeé wasn't so senior after all. |
sarved as chairman of the committee.

But, that wag the people that provided the oyersight
for {he entire program, gave directions to the program
manager, through‘him to the task team and to the task force. -

(Slide) -

Let’'s walk through the anatomy of a fihding to show
you how the thing worked . -

As the Black and Veatch people, the inspectors and
the lead reviewers cﬁmpared the design to the construction,
compared the various items that they found to the commitments
to NRC, when they found something that was different,
something that was wrong, something that didn’t match up, they

filled out a standard findings form, and they classified it.

They forwarded this tco the project manager. The
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pkoject m;nager then fofwarded it to the TVA programlmangger.
He then assigned it cut to the person from the appropriate
discipline to look at it. -

v This person from the program team, the discip!ine
peﬁson. looked at it {0 see if there was additional
information that needed to be put with this package. He é]so
locked to see if we needed to take genéric action ~-- parddn
me; needed to take corrective action to get that fixed.“

We didn't wait for the final process to get out of
thi;. We identified corrective action right here the first
time we needed it. We then put all oilthis in¥ormafion in a
package. This person gave it back to the TVA program
manager . He for@arded it to the project manager.

The project manager then performed what we caltled a
Level 2 Review. He looked at the ;inding, the classification,
the additional information submitted by TVA. He put on it his
classification and any recommendations that he had.

This was theﬁ sent back to the TuUAa program manager,
ba;k to the policy committee at TUA. We handled these. .The

~

more important ones, the bigger ones we took up with the

entire policy committee. Some of them we only handled by my
talking to one or two people involved. some of them were
straightforward enough that | coulid sign them and send them
back.

They came back to the program manager and back to
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the Black and~Ueatch project manager . He then sent them to
the Black and Veatch senicr review team. This group sat and
they made the final classification on ea?h of the findings.
They also pyt their recommendation on the finding.
We had no further involvement in this after we
. submitted pur secdnd package here, which we called our Form 2,
which was a standard form.

Tﬁe senior review team findings'were submitted to
TUVA, so we did get this information, just the forms that.were
sent back to us.

For each of fhe 428 findings that they had, they
went thréugh this process, and this entire thing is documented
in the first report that Black and Veatch submitted to you.

(Slide{

| will go back to my time chért here. That report
was submitted in April 1983. in February of 1983 we
essentially had all of the 428 findings and most of them had
been through the third-level review by the senior team. So
that is the point at which the TVA policy committee
estabiished the task force to loock for generic applicability.

| will come back to this later.

The report was issued on Aapril 18th. That report
was issued to NRC simultaneous with the issuancé to TVA. UWe
didn’'t know what was going to be in it. The only information

we had was the information that was on the individual 428
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findings.

Oon SeptembeF 20th, 1983, NRC issued instﬁuctfégs to
TUA for completing this. This was in a memorandum or a
letter.

it also incliuded some protocol items. These were
basicaliy.the preotocol that we had:been following. But et me
just review it briefly here.

QnytHing that Qas written went into a file at Black
and Veatch and TUA. Meeting notes, telephone summaries,
correspondence, everything was in there.

The second item of protocol that this information
was to be accessible to NRC at any given time up to full
power . Ve set up a file, we gave Mr. Pierce a copy of
everything. And this file was set up at the Watts Bar site,
so the NRC resident had access to it.

The third item of proteocol was the telephone call
summar ies were to be prepared by Black and Veatch and fited by
both TUA and Black and Veatch. B

And then lastly, the Watts Bar project manager and
the Watts Bar resident were to be informed of any meetings
between Black and Veatch and TVA and given.an opport;nity to
attend. NRC made the statement they would make reasénable
efforts to notify the public.

Now the instrdctions for closing this item out,

Black and Veatch was instructed to continue to evaluate all o
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O 1 " the findings and to move them either into a resclved category

[p]

or a confirmed category.

0

At the time they had issued their report in April,

4 they had a fairly large number of itéms which they carried in
| 5' an open category. TVA was directed io submit our proposed
& = corrective action to Black and Ueatcﬁ faor Btack and Veatch'’s
é 7 . concurrence. And then Black and Ugggch was to submit the
| " .
| 3 results of this endeavor, to move thém all, to resolve or to
| :
Q confirm, and discussion of the findings in a report.‘
10 ’ That report was issued February 13th, 1984 Iin that
11 report they had three (indings‘that were not closed out. And,
| : . : 12 let’s just briefly take a look at those.
- 13 (S1lide)
14 Finding 6—901{ that is the identification number.
1S That finding concerned aerating factors for fire retardant
16 coating on medium voltage power cables that were installied in
17 cable trays. Black and Veatch had some concerns about how we
13 had done the empacity>derating, because of the insulating -
19 effect of this fire retardant coat{ng.
20 As a result of the finding being inciuded in the
a1 final report as not being resolved, we immediately wrote a
a2 nonconformance report. This was the 28th nonconformance
a2z report that was ment ioned. { think | failed to mention, back
t ‘ 24 when the program team was looking at the individual findings,

a5 and initiating corrective action, we wrote 27 nonconformance
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reports as a result of that. Thgy représented o2 of {he
findings that were included. in those 27.

We subjected those to our standard process for
review of significance. That is Appendix B significance. 14
of them turned out to be significant. Then we sub jected those

significant ones thfough our reqular process for reportability.

and generic applicability.

It turngQ'out that 5 of those 14 significant NCRs
were submitted to Region 11 as a 55E item. So, we.wrote a
28th NCR here. In ihe correctionlactioﬁ for that NCR we
Qent back and looked at the empacity of every medium vol tage
power cable in the cable trays. We evaluated.the derating
factdr and the empacity against the cable with the highest
current .in the cable tray, assuming every cable in that tray
had that same current.

1t turned out we had margin. When you lock at the
real case, where many of these cases are not lcaded near as
heavily as that one, eQerything is okay. We have closed out
that NCR. That itém is resoived.

The second finding that was included in the final
Black and Veatch report was finding F-503. There was two
concerns in this report. 79-02 required a safety factor of
five in anchor bolts, and as part of our looking at 79-02, we

had identified and confirmed that most of our anchor bolts had

safety factors of five.
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We had sﬁme that did not. bThe safety factor ranged
between four and five.

At the same time Black and Veatch was identifying
this item, it was being carried by Region || as an unresolived
item. This has been resolved by Region || based on their
evaluation of our program.

A second concern they had under this finding was a
technical concern. I1f you have a plate anchored to a concrete
surface andryou apply a tensile load, or a bending moment to
that plate, you can get ; deflection in that plate which will
put a locad on the edge of the plate, which could cause
additional stresses in_the bolts.

We looked at a large sample of our plates and made
an analysis of those plates looking at them as flexibile
plates;Jconsidered the elongation of the anchor bolfs. We
found in every case we investigated, the sample, that the edge
of the plate lifted off the surface. 1f the edge of the
plate doesn’'t contact tBe surface, you can’t have any force
transmitted.

This item then has been dealt witbl

The third item concerned was F-511. Thfs concerned
how we broadened the peaks of the rough seismic spectra to get
the design input for the seismic calcglatlons.

We had an errcor which had been identified in

broadening on one peak. Some of these peaks had very sharp
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peints and thg brocadening was to go-through the beak and take
a horizontal |ine pius 10 percent of the frequericy on either
side. tnstead of getting a horizonfal |line, we had a | ine
with just a little sliope thai cut the top of the peak off.

Now we made an anatysis of this in locok ing at the

-overall effect, and considering the other stresses that could

be in the pipe, the supports‘and so forth, we found that a

maximum error of 2 or 3 percent could have occurred. We felt

this was well within the accuracy.

So, we did not elect to go back. We did not feel it
was necessary to go back and redo all the seismic calculations
to take care of that.

That was identified on an NCR and was closed out.

The Region |l inspectors in cone of the routine
inspections, have looked at that particular work, and théy did
not comment upon it.

Okay. This basically clases out what Black and

Veatch did. Now, let’s go back and get into the generic
applicability review. This was the fourth item in Ralph’s
slide that he had up here, that | will talk about.

| mentioned the quality committee had astabl ished
this task force to go through and lock at the calcutations.
And this policy committee established the task force in
February 1983. Tﬁey worked every day for a number of weeks

there, going through each individual finding to see what the
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' 1 applicability was.

2 ! thihk at fhis point | need to make sure'everyboay
3 understands two terms that | have beern using. Whern Black & )
i 4 Veatch identified sohething that wasn’'t right or sqmething
S ithat néeded to be addressed or concerned with, they put it on
5] i a finding report, and we refer'to those as findings.
7. . - The task force then took these findings, they
8 - grouped them and came up with a category that was related tc a
9 _:finding or a number of findings that have a c0ﬁmon root cause
10 A'or some other common features. So we talk about task force
RO categories.
12 Task force cateqories were identified by the'task
12 force, they were applicable to the systems at Watts Barr other
14 than the auxiliary feedwater, or Black & Veatch was applicable
15 . to only auxiliary.feedwater. ahd the categories were
16 . addressed by TUA and closed out by TVA.
17 Now let me show you the objectives of the task force
13 as we wrote them down back when they were first established. -
19“ LStide.]
20 They had two basic objectives; bring past work
a1 generically up to a baseline of acceptabilfty if there was any
22 problem with that. And second was to look at the achievement
as and the maintenance of a baseline acceptability in future

' . 24 work . We separated these two cut.

a5 So we looked at future work and past work.
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(Slide.]

Task force responsibiiities. This was ‘
responsibilities that we éutlined to them. They were to
recommend an overall methodology for evaluating the Black &
Qeatch findings. (t becamé very apparent to those of us who

were working with the prog?am with Black & Veatch identifying
the findings, theré were many findings that were the exact
same thing, just on another piece of equipment, more than
likely in another hanger.{ Or some of them had come from a
single item that had some.Quirk in the handiing that caused
several things to happen. .

So they Qere to set up a methodology for dealing
with these findings, hopefully, so we don’t have to dea! with
423 diffefent>items. They were to ;elect and assign an OEDC,
that’s the engineering‘or construction line organization; make
a final evaluation of some preliminary evaluations that they
made in methodology. They were to maintain surveillance aver
these | ine organizatiohs' work here. The work was submitted
back to the task force for their review and concurrence there.

They were to look at the Black & Veatch infaormation
as it was generic to the other TVA units, and they were to
make sure that all of these things were documented and we had
a retention of records on this particulaf item.

[Slide.]

The next slide | probably shouid have called an
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anatomy of a category. The task force will evaluate all
423 findings. This they did on an individua! basis. Some of
them they could get through very quick |y because they were
straightforward; some of them took half a day or longer of
work just to get all the various aspects of it.

They were to sort the findings_into groups_which
later became the categories, and then they were to evaluate

for generic applicability of the systems. They had the

auxiliary feedwater -- they were to review for the liceﬁsing
basis.

The licensing basis here we defined slightfy
different f?om the licensing commitment. The licensing

commitment was exactly what we said we wouid de in'the
material that had been submitted to NRC. The licensing basis
was the function that that commitment was éupposed to éover.
As | mentioned earlier, they were to lock at
corrective action for past work and corrective action for
future work. We felt we could have some enhancements out of -
this ather than just bqrrect axact!y what was found. So we
separéted the future work so we could put the enhancements in
it. We didn’'t fee! it was necessary to go back and put
enhancements in past work. We just needed to get it up so it
was acceptable. Then if we had any items where we didn’'t meet
the licensing basis of the task force, it was to evaluate the

effect of this licensing basis not being met.
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Now let me show you a couple of pie charts here

. 1 ) “[Slide.2

3 which show the results of the task force work. We had a

4 number of findings on the auxiliary feedwater system that we;e
S related to incomplete constructioni. As Ralph mentioned in his
5 opening remarks, we started this inhépendent review g fittle

7 early because we wanted to find out if there was anything

8_ there that we needed to correct.

-3 So there were 186 items -- excuse me. About 165 of

10 the 428 findings where the constrggtion was incompiete. This
11 is in a process where construction-would be completed,

12 inspected, documénted, everything, so we didn’t have any real

12 concern about these items.

14 We had 115 of the findings where we l|ocoked at their
19 applicabitlity to the system. In the auxiliary feedyater. We
16 found no deviation. This left us with 148 findings down here
17 that we had to take some further steps on and locok further at.
13 The next pie chart will develop ~-- we will divide -
19 this up into four segments.
20 MR. MARSH: I’'m sorry. This is a pie chart of the
21 generic applicability of 428 findings, so this is a pie chart
Qe of how you have resolved the 4287
23 MR. BERSLEY: That’s right. The angle here reflects
‘ 24 a fraction of our angle for each pie. So this represents this

portion of the 428 findings for whiéh construction was

2
4]
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. 1 inccmp lete. This represents the findings for which there was

£

no deviation (indicating).

MR. MARSH: That means of the 428 ~--

)

4 - MR. BEASLEY: Df-the 423 there was no deyiation of
S the systems at Watts Bar.
5 MR. MARSH: That says nothing'about generic
7 applicabifity pi that sector for other systems.
3 MR. BEASLEY: That’'s exactly what it ;ayg. That
9 says of these findings right here, looking at the other
| 10 systems at Watts Bar, we didn’'t find any deviation.
11 . MR. MARSH: So of that sector, first thefe was no
! . 12 deyiation in the‘ aux feedwater system, and gecond, there was
( 13  no deviation of the other systems?.
14 MR. BEASLEY: The deviation of the auxiliary
‘fS f eedwater systeﬁ had been addressed by Black & Veatch. fhe
16 task force did not address the auxiliary feedwater system.
17 MR . NOUAK: Did you alot any construction
12 deficiencies on the basis of the auxiliary feedwater system ‘ -
19 was not completed at that point in time? Or did you say -- (.
20 think I'm following up on Tad’'s point -- you were trying to
at infer some generic applicability? How did you infer that the
a2 generic applicability in terms of construction was incomp lete?
a2 MR. BEASLEY: We looked at the finding. | f we found
- . . 24 the reason that that finding occurred was because construction

es was not complete we put it in tHis group .
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MR . NOVRK : Which is very simple. | can understand
that.

MR. BERSLEY: lt’'s the most straightforward. ]

MR . NOVAK: Vere there any construction dgviations
that were identified in the auxiliary feedw;fer system:because

it had been complieted to that point where a deviation coulq
be?

MR. BEASLEY: vYes, they were. | don’t know which
fraction of the 27 NCR’s that | ment ioned that we initiaied
corre;tive action work could be categorized as construction

which we could was design or which we could say was a mixed

bag.

MR . NOVAK: Then, would they go over intoc the "no
deviation” part? | guess |'m trying to understand if there
was a problem with a piece of COnstructidn.on the auxiliary

feedwater system and you {ocked err other systems and then
identified that construction deficiency in another system or
any other system -- ' -
MR. BEASLEY: And did not identify?
MR. NOVAK: -~ and did not,Awhere would it go into?

MR. BEASLEY: Right here (indicating).

MR. WALKER: Keep going, Tom, |‘m having trouble
understanding the same section. 1’m having trouble coming to
grips with -- okay. | found'during'my pursuit of the

auxiliary feedwater system a construction problem. 1t was
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idehtffied as a deficiency. .Yoﬁfsaid okay, conspruction is
not complete in the high pressuré injection system, so it
doesn’t apply to the high pressure injection system. 1 don't
knew if that’'s trye or not. ~

MR. BEASLEY: Tﬁe reasén for that deficiency was
that the construction wasAnot coﬁplete,

MR. WALKER: On A&W.

MR . BEASLEY: Dp auxiliary feedwater.

MR. WALKER: I{'the feedback was there and a
portion of the con#fruciion was complete ~-

MR . BEQSLEY: ihere was no defect thefe; you had
something partially assembled. Black & Veatch came out and

|moked and compared this to a final design drawing. A

partially assembled item:would not comply with that; they

identified it as a finding.

MR. ZIDZIUNAS: To put it in perspective, one of the
items we found was some of the bolts in the flanges that make
up the system for the feedwater, auxiliary feedwater system,
were not there.

MR. BEASLEY: You wouldn’'t expect that the system
was inoperable.

MR. ZIDZIUNAS: The system was inoperable but it
showed up as a finding --

MR. BEASLEY: The system hadn’t been turned over to

operations?
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MR. ZIDZIUNAS: Right. We found it but it didn’'t -~

so we wrote it up.

MR. MARCH: Supposa you found there was a problem in
the bolt that was installed on the flanges. 1'm just giving
an example now to saee if | can understand your pie chart.

Now, you're trying to find out if that problem is applicable
in the high pressure injection system, but because the high
pressure injection system is not complete yet, did you cover
that as a deviation which would not -- what did you:do? "Did
you wait until the system was complete?l

MR. BEASLEY: Let me get it straight --

MR. MARSH: | will do it again. You find a problem
on a.part of the system that is finished, on ybur aux
feedwater system. That is finished, it’'s been completed.

MR. BEASLEY: On auxiliary feedwater.

MR. MARSH: Naw on're trying to determine if that

problem is applicable to another system: high pressure
injection. But that part of the high pressure injection
system is not complete vet. Do you wait until it’s done to

determine if it’'s --

MR. BEASLEY: No . If we found a bolting problem
that was a true deficiency on the auxiliary feedwater system,
the task force then went back and locoked on the other
systems. They looked to see if it was sufficient, if it was

adequate or if it wasn’t adequate. 1f it wasn’t adequate[ it
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was identified and something was done about 'it.

MR . MARSH: My question is what ;{ if isAnot done
vet?

MR. BEASLEY: .You mean construction not gomp!eted?
yt doesn’t make any difference; we still processed it as a
Qeiiciency.

.MR. MARSH: So you wouid remember that deficiency.
Then you gq.back and check the system iater on once it is
comp]ete?

MR. BEASLEY: ' You didn’t have to wait until
construction was complete in many of these cases.

MR: MARSH : You would ;orrect the problem before you
constructed the system to the point where it would have shown
up?

MR. BEASLEY: Correct it as quick as we could- -find

MR. MARSH: Were there cases oilthat sort?

MR . BEASLEY:: I‘'m almost positive there were.

MR. COLE: 1‘'d have to look.

MR. BEASLEY: We had 116 of the Black & Veatch
findings which when we looked to see in the end product --
when Qe tooked at where we were, at the time we locked at the
end product there would have been no de?iciencies and nothing
wou{d have been cited by Black Q Veatch.

MR. NOUVAK: Tom Novak again. Just so | understand,
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of the 116 colored green, -~

MR. BEASLEY: This is approximately 163.

MR . NOUéK; There was no generic implication to
those?

MR. BEASLEY: That’s correct, because what Black &
Veatch has identified ¥hey would not have found i f they had
"waited -- if we had done this after construction was totally
completed.

MR. WALKER: 1’1l try one more time so | get i&
straight in my mind. If they would have inspected that flange
and {; that flange had been accepted througﬁ the'QA process,
if th;t portion of the systeﬁ was compiete, if those bolts
were missing theywouldn'’'t have fallen in ihat category.

MR. BEASLEY: Amen . You've got it.

MR. WALKER: But if that portion of the system had
not been accepted, and it was a defect, it is assumed that it
would have been picked up in construction.

MR. BEASLEY: VYou’'ve got it.

MR. WALKER: Now, you used an example of bolts but
you might just as well have been loocking at a weld -~ and |

don’t know if that’s what you did. Had it been completed and,

to your mind, was not acceptable, if it was not passed by the
QA process; i.e., X-rayed or visual or whatever you're doing
for accepting it, if you said that it was not acceptable and

it wasn’t through the QA process, then it still you assume it
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wouid have been.pickéd up during the construction process.
But if it had been completed by QA, you would have
said it wouldn’t have been picked up and it was a deficiency;

that may be generic. Is that correct?

MR. ZIDZIUNRS: Are you addressing me?

MR . WALKER: Whoever wants to answer.
MR. ZIDZIUNAS: 1f Black & Veatch found something
that did not look like ~- we found some welds in that category

in some of the hangers for instance, and wrote those up ;nd we
kicked them over to them. What they did beyond that point |
don’t know.

MR. WALKER: Then you get to answer.

MR. ZIDZIUNAS: It did get written up, to answer
that part of the qgestion.

MR. BEASLEY: . It got written up and the carrective
action got submitted to you as a finding for the auxiliary
feedwater.

MR. ZIDZIUNAS: That'’'s correct.

MR. BEASLEY: For the remainder of the system we

lockad at each of the 428 items they had submitted and tried

to determine what caused that item to occcur. And as | said,
we had not planned to have construction complete. i f
construction work had not been done, it fell in this category

(indicating) .

MR. MARSH: |l.e.; they give you a defect on a weld;
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you went and saw Qi accepted that welq?

MR. PIERCE: |t would not have Seen iﬁ a green - s
area.

MR. WALKER: 1f QA hadn’'t accepted it, itfs in the ‘
green area. 1§ it hadn't been accepted, it’'s over in the } J

gener ic area.

MR. PIERCE: One or the other.

MR.ZTHonpst: Hugh Thompson, Licensing. i1t is Bgt
clear to me. “As | understand, one of the purposes of Blgcki&
Veatch was -~ ‘one of the assurances, they were going to Iook
at the concer% that there had been a major dA,breakdown ?n the
process,‘and'you were going back to kind of give assurances
thgt things had been done properly.

What was your basis then, again, for relying on the
@A program that had previously been ?ound defi;ient? Was your
QA program up to speed then? What was the basis for relying
on the QA program?

MR. BEASLEY: We had gotten the @A program up to -
speed because the adjustments had been made to the three
studieslthat i have talked about here earlier, plus the
additional things that had been done internal to the Cffice of
Design and Construction.

MR. THOMPSON: | thought all of them were done

except the NSRS study on QA . | thought that was the -- d}dn’t

you say at the beginning that there was a major concern? NSRS
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had § concerp on QA? That was one . issue that floated back and
forth between on-site, back to corporafe, back to on~site, Qnd
was floating? and as far as | know, it may still be floatin?.
[Slide.]
MR . BEQSLEY: These are the things which we said ~-

MR. THOMPSON: You had NSRS on 35 issues, of which

three were still open or two open or one was still open.

MR. BEASLEY: Okay. There are three items that NSRS
has folded over on the'totaI'QQ prégram. Our QA program was
separate for constrdction, separate for:design and separate
for cperations up until the sgmmer of 1982. in summer of
1932, we folded together al!l of those three quality assurance
organizations and made a corporate quality assurance
organization.

When some o? these items where we weré s£i|f'working
on the program here and -the NSRS was not happy with those,
those were transferred over and tracked as part of the Office
of Quality Assurance, the corporate quality assurance program.

Now let’'s see, what was the date that we went back
and separated the quality assurance back to the construction
organization, back to design.. We did that ~-- when was it --

MR. WHITT: About August of 1984, wasn’t it, Tom?

MR. THOMPSON: That was tranferred back begause of
what? I’'m trying to understand. Were there problems in that

system that you transférred it back to the other approach, but
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xou're still relying on it to close out these . tems?

MR BEASLEY: It wasn’* because they weren’t closing
out these items.

MR. THOMPSON: Yﬁu were relying on it to close nut
-- you were relying on the QA program to close out these
items. That's why it wasn't considered a generic deficiency?

MR. BEASLEY: iI‘'m really not tracking.

MR . THDMPSQH{ As | understood it, an issue that had
not signed.off Sy your QA program went into the green,
the solid green pie chart.

ﬁR. BEASLEY: Had not been signed off by our
inspectors, our quality control irspectors. They were not
part of the QA organization in TUA.

MR. WALKER: Still part of your QA program, though.

MR. BEASLEY: Part of the QA progrém,‘that;s
correct. |

MR . WALKER: Can we try one more time? 1 think what
Hugh is saying is your ‘assumption when you stuck it in the
green area is that your QA program, through your QC
inspectors, would have picked it up. That’'s the basis --
that’'s obviocusly your assumption or you Qouldn’t be able to
put it there.

MR. BEASLEY: Right. Exactly. Or anything else.

MR. WALKER: He’s alsoc going back te saying one of

the underlying reasons you're doing this report, this Black &
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Veatch study, is because you had to assure that your QA
program functions and works.
MR. BERSLEY: Yes .

MR. WALKER: Obviously, you had some degree of

uncertainty or you wouidn’'t be doing this. Right?
MR. BEASLEY: |’'m not --
MR. WALKER: | think we’'re in the same ballpark.

Qhat we’re.going to have to do to get to to the sottom q?

this is to assume -- to put them to into the gregﬁ area Qas
correct -- we’re going to have to get to a conclusion, it
seems toAme, that the Black & Veatch report substantiated that
the QA organization that is in place, that was iﬁ nlace at the
point that you put it in the green, would indeed find them
from there on out.

MR. THOMPSON: Correct.  And you seem éo have an
internal report that said there’s something wrong with the QA
program because shortly after you transferred it back to the
way it was before.

MR. WALKER: The second part, then, of the Black &
Veatch report is going to have to find -- we’'re going to have
to establish that (a) any probiems you.found were attributable
to a QA function that wasn’t existing when you put them in

green; and (b) that you do have conf idence in what was done

‘before yéu put the QA organization in é{iect. Well, it was

there when you did Black & Veatch.
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MR . THOMPSON: i think we’'re in the same ballpark.

MR . BEQSLE%: Let me go back. 1“m not so sure th;t
we falt that we had a need to do the Black & Veatch. That's.
the thing that was in vogue at that time. We had no cobjection
to doing it; wé're g}gd that we did it, now. We felt it was a
good study.

There was:é repOft that was filed with NRC, |
believe it was Apri{:of 1982, signed off by something lige 15
managers in the Offiée of Engineering, Office of Construction,
that said that we fe]t like we had it together.

1’'m ﬁot'sq sure that we have ever felt -- if we go
all the way through here | think we’ll come to the conclusioq
that even if we haa not done this, we really would not have
had a fgilure to carry out a safety function.

MR. THOMPSON: Let me say for the raecord | think
NRC’s evaluation of that was that you were required to do the
Black & Veatch, and | think that’'s documented in our
Supp lement 1 to the wagts Bar SER.

| thoughg you also said -- and correct me if I’'m
wrong ~- that if the NSRS reccmmended a Black & Veatch type --
when you say TVA didn’t believe one was needed, | guess you
have to say TVA left hand, not TVA right hand and left hand.

MR . BEASQEY: | was not talking about the nuclear
safety review staff, right. But they felt that we didn’'t need

to make a vertical sl ide.
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' 1 ‘ MR . HUFHAM: . 1 think Roger said let’'s move on. Do

you still. want more discussion?

r

MR. THOMPSON: We're going to have td have more

)

4 discussion sooner or later. | don’'t understand it now.

(4]

MR. BEASLEY: Do you want to describe those things

yr 5 that have been folded over in Mike’s concern? The concern

‘l 7 they folded over to the resident in thelqualitx assurance
8 pkogram is that they didﬁ't have.the total prog}am outlingd to
9. the level that the Nuclear Safety Review staff felt it sgpuld
10 bé out! ined. | don’'t think Nuclear Safety Review staff in
11 _ that report said we were deficient, said we shquld stop work.
12 MR, WHITT: i don/t know why Qe’re talking about
12 these quality assurance concerns that NSRS had with relation
14 °~ to Bltack & Ueatcﬁ. They have no relationship to Black &
15 Veatch.
16 We went to Duke Power after the reoréanization and
17 said, we have an Office of Nuclear Power which is responsible
13 for quality assurance of all operations taking place at the =
19 bf{ice of Nuclear Power. We want to see nuclear power
20 identified -- all requirements for quality assurance programs
21 that they’'re going to have.
a2 In addition to that, we want Nuclear Power to
23 identify all commitments that they think are necessary to have

‘ 24 ' a good program whether they are requirements or not. That's

as what we asked Nuclear Power to do. And | don'’'t understand
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fhat that has anything to do with Black & Veatch.

MR. THOMPSON: Let me explain it the way |
-understand what was done one more time. I¥ | don’t understapd
it, then {’'m just not going to understand it.

My understanding was items identified by Black &
Veatch which had not been signed off on by QA/QC and had
deficiencies were placed in 8 category of having na generic
concerns because of the adequacy of the QA/QC program; in its
normal functioning it would have caught those.

Therefore, you did not have t§ take the other step
to say that this issue may have a generic implication and
needs a review of all ather systéms in the plant.

MR. BEASLEY: That would have been a review aof the
TVA’'s @A program by the task force.  That was not in the
scope. | have no reason tovbelievé that it was needed.

MR. PIERCE: Let me clarify this. What you see in
green is items that were in progress. This Qas work in
progress,; these were ihcomplete items, and they were
identified as not being complete up to what the design drawing
says. Okay. They were rgied as incompleted items.

When they were complete, then they were finished in

our regular program. So that has nothing to do with the word
“"deficiency” or anything else. They are incomplete items in
work .

MR. WALKER: Could | try one on that, Ralph? | know
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how that works, R;!ph, 1 've béen ﬁhere before. Most pedple
then identify it as incomplete for that system, and they use
that function as éleanup to turn on the systems after yéu
complete the study. Most of them. | don’t know whethe% you~
do at TVA but a lot of utilities do.

MR. PIERCE: We did.

MR . WALKER: Did anybody do a thumbnail check that

says okay} grab five items off of another system that are

incamplete:and see if it's picked up on a functioning s§stem?

That would give me --
MR. PIERCE: I can’t answer that for this pariicular
effaort that was going on.

MR. WALKER: That’'s a hypothetical because | assume

you put all those things they found as deficient that were

there because you hadn’'t met construction, you checked and
said if they’'re on the punch list they would have been done.

Is that a goed assumption?

MR. RPIERCE: | don’'t agree with the words “they were
on the punch |ist" already; that they would have gotten on the
punch |ist of incompiete items at the time we start punch

'Iisting the system, which is normally 9 to 12 weeks prior to

MR. WALKER: Okay, |’'m getting the configuration.

‘Never mind.

MR. THOMPSON: Help me on one question. 1¥{ a
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defective weld had been identified, where woulq that --
| MB. P IERCE: It would nﬁt be in the green.

MR. THOMPSON: Dka;. I think tﬁat helps me.

MR. BEASLEY: A defective weld on a system other
than thé auxiliary feedwater --

MR. THOMPSON: A defective weld on the auxiliary
feedwgter system, | guess on the section that had not been
accepted by your QA/QC. The weld had not been accepted:

MR. PIERCE: The weld had not been accepted.

MR. BEASLEY: The weld had not been accepted and it
was defective and it was on the auxiliary feédwater?

MR. THOMPSON: Correct.

MR. BEASLEY; Because it wasn’‘t accepted, it Qas
work in progress anq ft was in the green on auxiliary
feedwater.

MR. THOMPSON: I think thaf's a little bit different
than what | heard you say.

MR. PIERCE: .l said it's work in progress, it’'s
still in progress. I’'m told it’'s accepted. We have many
welds that during inspection are rejected. That is still
work in progress until! the inspector signs off, anyway.

MR. WALKER: If it had been through the final
inspector it wouldn’t end up on the green®?

MR. PIERCE: in final inspection it wouldn’t be in

the green.
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.MR. THOMDSONr it goes back to your relying on the
adequacy of the QA/QC program in place.

MR. BEASLEY: That's corract.

nMR. NOVAK : In summary, when you did the inspectiog,
when Black & Veatch submitted their 460-odd findings on the
auxiliary system, did the policy committee or the task forde,
aé its first objective, decide, based on the mix, whether or
not the QA pi-ogram yas performing in an adequate manner for
the auxilﬁary system? It wouwld seem to me that woulid be.the
fundamental qQquestion you would first ask before you Fould
expand tﬁe QA program to a#y other part of the plant. Here’s
what you know most about. And | guess the hard aecision is:
was the QAR program deoing what it was intended to do for the
auxiliary system, based on what Black & Veatch showed you
about it.

MR. BEASLEY: Before you exbanded the generic
review, not the QA.

MR . NOVAK: That'’'s correct.

MR . BEASLEY: I.think anytime you’ve got a
significant‘deficiency, you go through the thought process
that you just did. The Policy Committee had several meetings
concerning the number of findings, the magnitude of findings
and so forth, and the consensus of opinion of that committee,
the cpinion of the Policy Committee was that we needed to do

the task force evaluation. We considered did we need to go
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_back and make any adjustments in the program. We did not

identify anything.

But that’s a thought process we go through everytime
we have.an auditvfinding, every think we have a significant
think -- do we need to go back and Lﬁok and see what the
program effect isi Look to see if you’'ve got a programmatic
prebliem other than a hardware problem.

MR. THOMPSON: 'Did you dodument that decision yith
respect to the quality assurance program on the auxiliary
feedwatér system?

MR. BEASLEY: We have gotVAS -- 11 sets of minutes
of those meetings. | don’'t know exactly what we covered.

Some of those meetings were on the order of four hours long,

Raliph.

MRl PIERCE: We have full.records.‘

MR. THOMPSON: I'm.just a;king, do you remember
document ing that? _That discussion g guess would have been

documented in the minutes of those meetings?

MR. BERSLEY: | don’t know whether they were
documented in those or not. We do have minutes of the
meet ings where we put down important things. But it’s a

process for people in the quality program that the managers go
through anytime we get one of these healthy things go wrong.

You have to. You’'ve got to look at your program and see what

went wrong.
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MR. WALKER: We would agree with thai, for what it's
worth to you. | ‘

MR. BEASLEY: It’'s just the mentali'ty yog have to _
have.

MR. MARSH: I don’f know yhether this is the right
time to go into this, but you mentioned that this fask force
looked into ihe deviation with respect to the licensing basis
as opposed to the licensing commitments. Aré you goiné to get‘
into that further soﬁetime, or do you want to take time now t§
de it, or what?

MR . BEAéLEY: | hadn’'t really planned to.

MR; MARSH : You don’t have anytﬁing planned? Is
there a better time to go into that?

MR. BEASLEY: Now is fine.

MR . ﬁARSH: What do you mean by the difference
between licensing basis.and licensing commitment? What did
the task force consider, because the licensing basis can be a
lot different than licénsing caommi tments . There can be a lot
more detail, it can inyolve analyses and assumptions. What
did they do?

MR. BEASLEY: Basically, that was ~-- let’s see if
i'’ve got it right. Did we define those?

MR. COLE: VYes, we defined those. 1’1l read them to
you'. The'licensing commitment that the task force defined was

defined as all documented commitments relevant to work
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aétivi}ies for designing and constructing as well as to the
auditing and recording these work activities.

MR. MARSH: ~ |1 'm sorry.r I thought you said you
compared it to the licensing basis. |

MR. COLE: To the licensing basis which is defined
as those bases and criteria for design and construction
specified in TVA’s licensing application tﬁ_meet the
functional licensing raguirements. These iﬁblude desigﬁ and

construction work, process specifications; for example, the

' welding code, as well as product specifications |ike hanger’

dimensions which would develop some other licensing
caommi tments .

The licensing basis is the subset of all licensing
commitments, which does not inc!ude management controls.

MR. MARSH: ! need to digest all! of that. Why don’t
you try to summarize it for me.

MR. THOMPSON: The only difference, the licensing

control, the management controls between the two. Ed?
MR. COLE: Yes, | think that is the only basic
difference, management control. The licensing basis tried to

determine the functional requirements.

MR. MARSH: | will try and say it back so you can

correct me. 1’m not sure | understand it. The |icansing

bases is a function of part of the asystem; whéréas, the
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ficensing commitment is something more specific or something
at a higher level? Give me an exémp]e. How about that? éive
me an example of a case where you had to go back to the

licensing bases to determine whether this deviation was okay

or not.

MR. COLE: | guess in the FSAR there was a

commitment that on the peak broadening inspection that was

used, Gray probably know more detail than I, but | think
that’'s a good example. That was one of the ones, | guess,
that still remained as an'Open item.

MR. MARSH: nrefthey cases where you had to go.bapk
to -~

MR . CbLE: That was finding FS511, which the task
fo?ce took that in a grouping in category 4. That’'s how the
task force had grouped that specific finding. Tﬂe FSAR
commitment was not met as stated, but as far as the licensing
basis, we felt like it was met.

MR. MARSH: How did you cocme to that judgment?

MR. COLE: | guess that was based on the evaluation
that was performed to determine that S percent margin onily

affected two to three percent of the final product, and that

was well within what was acceptabile.
MR. MARSH: So the licensing commitment was not met,
but the licensing bases was. And that involved a reanalysis

on your part? A seismic analysis or something?
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MR . COFE: Yes. | think CEB, or civil engineering
branch, did pePform an additjonal review to come up with t%at
conclusion. ’

MR. MARSH: Is this documented in a seismic
analysis?

MR. BEASLEY: That change was documentea in the
FSAR. |

MR. PIERCE: That is documentedf will be.documented
in a corrective action of that finding.

MR. MARSH: Were there other cases where you had te
go back and reanalyze the system performapce,'struc@ural
integrity, to find ocut whether the licensing bases had been
met for these, and were these documented?

MR. COLE: Yes, tHere were othgr occasions that they
were documented. | think on the circuit breaker settings;
that's another example where there was analysis performed.

MR. MARSH: Back to the licensing basis?

MR. COLE: VYes.

MR. MARSH: Were there any deviations in the
hydraulic performance in the system?

MR. PIERCE: I think you‘re asking for the kind of
detail! that we didn’'t bring with us.

MR.‘MARSH: 1’'m really sort of trying to get an.

understanding of licensing bases, licensing commitments, this

type of thing.
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MR . DIERCE:I We have all this in the record. We did
not bring th;¥ kind of detail with us.

MR: BEASLEY: 1§ | go tHrough the next viewgraph
which tells how we handled this, it may be helpful. UWhy don't
we do that and then we can stop right thére to see if we’'ve
got it.

| MR. MARSH: Fine. I¥ this is all explained in
something that is docketed to us, that’s fine. Tell me where
it is and | can sitisfy my questions.

[Slide.]

MR. HUFHAM: it’'s on the plane, isn’t it?

MR. SHELL: It was Federal Expressed up here.

MS . AbENSAM: You’‘re talking about tge attachﬁents
to cour response, to our May $Oth letter”?

MR. SHELL: VYes.

MS. ADENSAM: We have those. We received them
around noont ime.

MR. MARSH: In cases where you had to go back and
locok again at the licensing basis, did you do the same thing
in other systems? Lock at that deviation’s effect on the
licensing basis for other systems?

MR. BEASLEY: Yes, that’'s part of the generic
review.

MR. MARSH: That's documented as well?

MR. BEASLEY: The entire task force --. Remembet
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the segment which was Slank here, which wasn’t construction
complete and there was nobdeviation? This divfdes this pie
into four segments and let me explain what those.were.

This piece of pie right here [indicatingl concerns

five of the 25 categories and three of the sub-categories.

"Now, where we had previocus!ly identified, before Black & Ueatch

came in; that a certain item of équipment was nonconformance,ﬁ
we Haq an open nonconfarmance on that.

Qe identified the prob{em, we issued an engineering’
changé notice and that was being rectified in an existing TUé.
correétive action system. And it pre-identified to the Black
& Ueafch review. We put it in this category right here.

They culled out everything they found whether it was

construction incomplete, whether it was an NCR, it didn’t make
any different, they wrofe it down. That was their
instruction. This is proper. That's what they were supposed
to do.

So we had 32 of the findings from Black & Veatch
actually wound up in these five categories where they
deviated, but we had previously identified it on an NCR, an
ECN, engineering change notice, or some other corrective
action system.

This segment here [indicatingl representing six

categories --

MR. MARSH: | guess it goes with that statement that
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you would hot have expected that deviation to have been
corrected, eveﬁ thouéh it had beén previously identified?

MR. BEASLEY: Right. it was in the process, it w?s
in the works.

MR. MARSH: It was in the corrective mode; it was
not somefhing identified that wag supposed to have been
corrected and was not.

MR. BEASLEY: Exactly. You've got it.

MR. WALKER: Tradition;lly called open.

MR. BEASLEY: Thank 9°9t I‘’'m bogging down on
nomenc lature. .

These six categories over here [indicating]
represent 28 findings that detailed further investigatfcn. In.
looking at the category by the task force they determined that
there was no deviation in those.1

This gets us down to the problem segment here. This
was cross~hatched in red. We had deviations but from the
commitments that they satisfied the licensing basis. That was
53 findings and 10 categories or sub-categories. These met
the licensing basis.

That gave us seven problem categories where we
deviated from the licensing basis, and that represented 35
findings.

MR. MARSH: In those c%ses. what did you do?

MR. BEASLEY: That’s the next part of the
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presentation.
MR. MARSMH: In the cases where you satisfied the

licensing basis you just went through some --

MR. BERSLEY: It satisfied the licensing basis; that
would not have caused anything to fail, any of the design
bases. Ils that right, Ed?

MR. COLE: Yes.
MR. WALKER: Can | try one?

MR. BEASLEY: Yes.

HR.LwALKER: e it satisfied the licensing basis,
obviousiy you'saia okay, | made an error; it was by my
methodology, but the system still meets }ts licensing basis.

MR. BEASLEY: It would not have failed.

MR . WALKER: Did you extrapclate if you made that
same error in the higﬁ press&re injection system that it wé;ld
not have caused that system to go outside --

MR. BEASLEY: It didn’t have --

MR. WALKER: | picked the BWR term.

MR: BEASLEY: Safety injection is what you're
tatking abowut.

MR. WALKER: Safety injection, that’'s right.

Were you satisfied that if you made the same error
in a different system, it Qouldn’t have taken that system out

of design basis?

MR. COLE: When we identified that there was a root
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cause of thevproblem, we |lcoked and tried ﬁo take whatever
sample to determine if there was that same-actual problem ’
caused by that same roét cause. So we did sample those
systems to see if it had that same deficiency.

MR. MARSH: It was on a sampling basis? It
certainly wasn’t complete; yéu didn’t !oqk at every system.
You sampled some?

MR. COLE: Some were sampled, and category

evaluations determined the methodology we went through to

determine whether we needed a sample or whether we already

knew for a fact with good cause that there were other

problems, if there was a mix on how we identified it as far as
generic capability. Same were already preexisting, known

conditions, so there was no need toc sampie. We knew there was

1?7

18

19

already an ongoing TVA .corrective action program, |ike 79-14

inspections.

MR .

MR.

that, because the task force relied

lot of |line pecple

work to support this.

MR .

MR.

West inghouse

MR .

MARSH :

BEARSLEY : -

COLE:

MARSH :

Did you have to go back to the vendor?

I’'m not sure we can really answer

involved in this.

don’‘t recall

I’'m asking if

to do a new analysis.

COLE:

can’'t recaill

on |ine people.

Line people did a

personaliy.

you had to go back to

right now

if they were

We had a

ot of
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involved ar not.

MR. .PIERCE: 1t’'s possible we actually went back to
wéstinghouse on some of these,-but not too many of them. See,

this was a combined system. Part of it was designed by
\ .
West inghouse, part by_TUA. ;That’s why we selected it as 2
slice. So it‘s possibie that we did go back to Westinggouse
for questions, technicaﬁ assiétance, and that would be
documented.

MR: BEASLEY:‘:Dkay. " Let me cover what happené to
these seven categories.pf the pie that is colored red.

[Slide.]

This is the result of the evaluations that were
performed by the task force concerning those seven
categories. In all of the seven cases, seven categories that
they Iooked at, they cdncludeq that the adver;e effect qf the
deviation would not haye resulted in equipment failure under
any design conditions thch are part of the |license basis or
-~ and they either fill up here_or fill up here -- a safety
evaluation concluded that the failure of equipment affected by
the deviation would not have prevented the performance of any
nuc |l ear safefy function which is part of the licensing basis.

Noq in an operating plant, when you have a piece of
equipmént go.out, you go through and you make an analysis. I ¥
yvou find something wrong, you make an analysis to see what

would happen if that had been called upon to do its job in



1 that particular case. That is the sort of evaluation that the
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task force went through, going back to the |ine pecple to

reach these conclusions.

)]

"4 MR. NOUAK : Question: You’'re basing it on
IfS redundancy on the second bullet. What you really have said is
;6 that if | had a problem on one combonent, | don’t have to
;7 -assume that funct}on woulan’t be carried ocut, because ! have
.8 another componen;'there that could do the job.
9 Is that what you’re telling us?
id ﬁR. BEASLEY: There was a way.to take cgre of the
11 praoblem. I think that’s right.
12 ' MR . NOVAK : Yes, but that'’'s due to redu#d;ncy.
O— _' 13 ' MR. MARSH: Because you d.idn't go and reanalyze
14 events.
15 MR. WALKER: And the redundancy is based on that you
16 don’t know yﬁur component factor. That’'s the way most
‘ 17 accident analyses are, that you don’t know --
18 MR. BEASLEY:  Ed, did | describe these caorrectly? -
19 MR. COLE: Ygs. Fraom what you have-up there, that
20 was what was used. Failure evaluation or safety evaluation.
21 MR. MARSH: AN auxiliary feedwater system, some

o
[p]

portion of it is a single train, or then it becomes a two

train system. If you found something -~

22
p 24 MR. BEASLEY: It’s a two train system.
. 295 MR . NOUVAK : I’'m trying to understand, if you decided
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that you learned scmething from the auxiliary feedwater
system, and then you put it into a category and it applied;
then, to another system which was a two train system, that

concern would have to appiy to both trains.

The only thing you can be telling me, |'m trying to
‘understand, is if you'give up on a complete system -- let’'s
call it your abcumulators; fat’s assume for purpcses of this

discussjon, you Iearntsomething{ and it’'s kind of hard to go
£ rom aAfeedwater'systém to accumulators -~ but you could have
argued, then, that you can demonstrate that you meet your
safety function withogt accumulators on a best-estimate
anélysis or something like that.

1’/m trying to understand ~- that'’'s really stretching
it, but I'm just trying teo understand -- a safety evaluation
conc luded that the ¥#}lure of equipmént affected by fhe
deviation would not héve prevented the performance of any
nuc lear safety function.

What do vou mean by “function of any nuclear safety”

MR. BEASLEY: That that function would get carried
out.

MR. WALKER: Can | try? im an initial accident
analysis, someone usually assumes some design basis scenario,
assumes loss of offsite power, and assumes, depending on what

it is, whether it is the power of the plant, et cetera. Then
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it assumes a limiting single component .

Iin your analysis, did you assume that the fault fhat
you detected was your component failure?

MR. MARSH: That’s another question.

MR . WALKER: That’s not where we're at; And | think
yog.did. 6o ahead and answer the qugstion.v

MR. BEASLEY: I'm not certain.

MR. WALKER: Or did you impose a iimiting single-
component failure, plus this failure. |

MR. MARSH: Which would have been Iegitimaté.

That’s the rules of the game.

MR. WALKER: Because this failure, this is a kno@n
failure.

MR. BEARSLEY: To answer you conclusively, | would
have to go back and have the tasklforcé look at that. we’ll
have to go back and look at this.

MR. COLE: The synopsis on the failure safety
evaluation was submitted. it’'s documented. It was with tﬁe
task force board.

MR. BEASLEY: It's in the record that we did submit,
ihat came up, what you just got.

MR. MARSH: Were there cases? Those are hefty words
there. i1'm just wondering, were there cases where you really
had to examine the nuclear safety funci{on of the system?

Were there cases that you really had to look at the aux
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fgedWatér system’s capability?.

Ve know that it’s document, but we don’t have it~ in
front of us. Can you answer tﬁat?

MR. MURDOCK: Jim MQ?dock, NSRS/TVA.

The safety evaluations that were performed on the
seven categories of failures dj@ not follow the traditional
Chapter 15 safety analysis appfbach. They assumed, for
example, that the single faiiufe that existed was a single
failure, did not take an additfonal single failure durihg the.
operation in the analysis and-saiq, since our system is
single-failure-proof, the exigtence of that single failure
wou ld ﬁot have precluded --

MR. MARSH: That’s not the way single failures work.

MR . WALKER: Jim is(agreeing with you, Ted.

MR.>MURQOCK:‘ I‘’m agreeing with you fhat that was
probably the more substantial comment that NSRS‘had in the
process of reviewing. But | couldn’t disagree with the rest.

MR. MARSH: Are we going to iearn how that comment -
resulted in some reassessment?

MR . MURDOCK: Nao.

MR. MARSH: Since that was one of the comments,
then, was there a reassessment done?

MR. MURDOCK: No.

MR. MARSH: Why not?

MR. BERSLEY: | didn’t get the full question.
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MR. MARSH: We have been discussing that_this
assumption, the assumﬁtién tgat the identified failure
satisfied the single failure criteria, and it was ali that was
assumed, we have been saying that that does not meet the
single failure criteria assumption. You dor’t assume any
preexisting failure. It’s a single failure.

Okay. Mr. Murdock said that was one of tge ch;ei
cémments by NSRSZ | asked, was there a reassessment done,
since that was one of the comments? Mr. Murdock safd,'ﬁo.
we're not going to learn about that . -

| asked if there was a reassessment, and what's thé
answer?

MR. BERSLEY: Il don’'t think a further assessment of
these, based on -- there was ndt one based on the NSRS, as |
recall.

MR. NOVAK: I’'m trying to understand. Let me go
back .

Did you identify from these findings ~-- and you put
them into categories -~ that based on what you knew about that
system. if a design basis even should occur, you had enough
information to conclude that that component would fail? Did
you, because that is what we seem to be assuming?

You say a safety eva}uation concluded that the
failure of it -- now was that assumed, or was it demonstrated?

MR. BEASLEY: This would cover where you did not
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have -~ if you had not found it, you wouild have no hardware
failures. This one is, if you hadn’t found it and you did

have a hardware failure.

ﬁR. NOVAK : | don’t understand. YOU'havgn’t f ound
it? |

MR. BEASLEY: 1f we hadn’t done Black & Veatch --

MR. NOUAK : You might have -- you probably had some
findings related to some piece of equipment. But to
conclusively demonstrate that what yoursaw, in fact, onId
suggest, in fact, that if the system were callgd on to
opefate. it would not have functioned, it would have failed.

There are a 1ot of things you can find out about a system that
don’t preclude it’'s 6perability.

What you are saying here is that you did identify
components that would not function, if called upon --

MR. BEARSLEY: °“Let me see if | can give an example ta

fit in this.

We had a problem with a hanger on a pipe. Something
didn’'t live up on the hanger. Many of these things were on
hangers. 79-14 work had not been done on this, so we had many

of them.

If you have a hanger problem here, as the task force

evaluated this thing, they felt that that hanger would have

sat there and held the load and so forth even though it may

have been reduced, but it held the pipe in place. Nothing
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would happen here.

tf the hanger had elongated and pul led somet|oéd
down -- the hanger just didn’t take any locad; the pipe had
stayed therg ~= the function would have been there.

MR . NOVAK: That’'s different. Uniless the pipe

: '
breaks --
MR. MARSH: .It wouldn’t even enter this.
‘MR . NOUAK: Uel!.-we're assuming what you meant by
Ne. 2 is tgat the pipe broke.

ﬁR. MARSEH: Or something broke.

ﬂR. NOVAK : Qre.you not saying that --

MS. ADENSAM: Or a valive failed to function, it
would not have functiocned.

MR. NOUAK: Go back to the hanger. Many situations
say | can give up on any one hanger and actually just look at
the surrounding hangers and actual loads, and the pipe would
remain in place.

MR. BEASLEY: Was that a good example?

MR. COLE: Yes, | think so.

MR. NOVAK: So | guess we’'d better study a little
bit more the definition of the failure of the equipment;
because what we’'re talking about here is the inability to
perform that safety function, deliver water, which woula be

the safety function.

MR. BEASLEY: Which is what you‘ve really got. it
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wouldn’t have affected what you really want done in an

accident. That’'s what we concluded f&om this.

MR. NOUAK : That'’'s a differént understandiné than
what we were talking about when we were applying single ~
failures.

MR. BEASLEY: Okay.

.MR‘ MARSH : Why don’t you t?y another exampie, Iiké
the one ~-- was there a valve perform;ﬁce prdblem?

MR. BEASLEY: All right. To answer that, | would
have to go back and make up theselseQén categories ana look at
each one of the findings in tho;e.

MR. MARSH: Can'l suggest we go on? We’'re not
getting much -- maybe this is a subject for another meeting.

MR. BERSLEY: I think we neeq to be prepared to
expand on this.

MR. MARSH: Did you, if you found a case wherelthe
hanger would have broken, but that yo; came to the conclusion
under the second bullet, did you correct the hanger probiem -
anyway”?

MR. BEASLEY: Of course.

MR. MARSH: Regardless, even if you made the finding
that it was all right?

MR. BEASLEY: Fundamental .

MR. WALKER: The question deals more with

classification of the area. Presumably they fixed
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everything. écross the board, | don’t know that.

MR. BEASLEY: That'’'s }ight.

MR . WALKER: Then you're back within your single
compconent failure analysis anyway. But the questign comes, is

it properly classified?

MR. BEASLEY: If we hadn’t done Black & Veatch and

- nothing e!se had been identified that caused this item which

fell in this pie-shape of red over here, it would have been

picked up. 1§ wé had not done 79-14, I am confident that

“many of these findings that Black & Veatch had on hangers

would have been picked Qp in a 79-14 review.

MR . AUFHAM: Don’t you have another slide? Let’s
move on with that.

ESlidg.J

MR. BEASLEY: . This wﬁs the conclusionsvof the task
force concerning the corrective action for the baseline of
acceptability with |license bases. We bring.them up for
completed work -- that .is, the work we had alre;dy done, which
is the question yau just had. }f we had something wrong, we
went back and we got it fixed.

It also said the corrective actions that we had put
in place for work that was to be done after the thing had been
identified and corrected_would be acceptable, and it may have

some enhancements in with it.

Then this is the task force conclusion. The
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deviations would mot have prevented the periormance of any
nuc lear safety function, which is what we struégled with there
MR. THOMPSON: One quick question. On that group,
the area that was the ?ed and the hashmark, as | understcocd,
were those the ones you evaluated more carefu[ly for the
generic implications than other systems? | djdn’t hear you
discuss that too much in our discussions.

MR. BEASLEY: All of those 25 categories were
careful’y evaluated, thoroughly evaluated, evaluated in
depth. Those where we -- it was previously identified or no
deficiency or it didn’t deviate from the design basis, we
didn’t go thFough this evaluation proces$ to see what wouwld
have happened if it had not been corrected. That’'s the
seven.. " We went through that detailed process of evaluating
what would have happenea if it had not been picked up by Black
& Veatch or anything in the TVA corrective system.

MR. THOMPSON: That’'s the question | was asking.

You looked at the auxiliary feedwater systam. Did you look at
the feedwater systems or some other systems there on all of
those areas in the same careful detail to have assurance that

this problem did not show up in other systems?
MR. BEASLEY: That was what the task force did. The
task force was looking at all the other saféty-related systems

in the ptant.
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MR. MARSH: He just menticned {eedwaferd which is
not safety—?elateq.

MR . éEASLEY: To the extent that the feedwater has a
safety function, if would have certain things that we’ve g;t
to isotate and so forth as pressure mounts and so forth, ves .
You are dealing with thaose fhings in that -- since ﬁy name }s
Gray, | hate to say grey aréa -

ELaughtgr.J

-~ between full séfety—related pipes and
balance-of-plant.

MR. THOMPSON: Right.

MR. MARSH: | havé a process question. Just in
termg of the Black & Veatch, the slide was up there for awhile
== | didn't get.it all down, but | saw it started witﬁ Black &
Veatch lead reviewer, but it didn't end up with B;ack & Veatch
lead reviewer. | didn’'t say anyplace on there where the
problem was processed back;through him.

presumably,Athe person identified it in the first

pltace.

MR. ZIDZIUNAS: It was not.

MR. BEASLEY: I think this is a question for
you .

(Siide.)

MR. MARSH: My question, | guess, is why, now?

MR. ZIDZIUNAS: The modus operandi that we
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established is that the lead reviewer, in conjunction with ocur

:System Project Manager in the field, at TUA’s organization’

‘went back to their Program-Ménager in an effort to resoclive the

"issue that was on a sort of do-loop there, and he was involved

at that point.

Once the lead reviewer and the Assistant Project

;Manager that was there had reached the conclusion that they
‘were not going to get any more information that was germane at
ftheir level, it was bucked down to Kansas City to be looked at

independent ly.

MR. MARSH: Which is through the Project Manager?
MR. ZIDZIUNRS: The Project Manager. t¢ | had
problems, | contacted our people in the field and asked

questions, but we did not formally put it back through that

A.locp.

MR . NARéH: | guess | didn’t quite understand that.
You initiated, you said, the Assistant Reviewer, the Lead
Reviewer, and the Assistant Project Manager?

MR. ZIDZIUNAS: That’'s right.

MR. MARSH: Were involved in Kansas City?

MR. ZIDZIUNAS: Iin TVA’'s office.

MR. MARSH: They generated the problem. Then it
went to the Project Manager in Kansas City?

MR. ZIDZIUNARS: After they pursued it as far as they

could.
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MR. MARSH: Then it went to TuAa --

MR. ZIDZIUNAS: At the time tHey sent it tco me in
Kansas City, they notiiied}TVﬂ that that’'s what they had
done. At that point in ti%e, it had a preliminary
classification.

Now the findingsiﬁeport came to B{ack & Veatch in
Kansas City. Ail future cqfrespondence from TUA to Black &
Veatch on that item came.té Kansas City, and that's_where a
secondary decision was madé.

It may have rein%orced their original conclusion.
it may have changed their §riginal conclusicn.

MR. MARSH: But they were not involved in the
process at the end. How cén you say that?

My question, | ggess, is still the same that |
started wifh. Why didn’t you invqlved the lead -~ the
initiator at the end of the 1| ine, regardles; of where he wa#?

MR. ZIDZIUNAS: Because we had agreed on a certain
set of groundrules that we followed.

MR. MARSH: But isn’t there at least a concern that

MR. ZIDZIUNAS: There was a third-level review. Ue
had senior pecple that were completely independent of the
pecple who found the thing and the people in Kansas City who
evaluated on a secondary level. And these people were

eminantly qualified to ook at the tota! picture. They
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O 1 received everything that the people in the field had put into.

[p]

the package, everything that was sent to Black & Veatch, and

U

they sat down and read it and digested it and discussed it,

4 and they put the final ciassification on that item:
S ¥ there was a discrep;ncy between what project
5 manager did and what the senior‘review team did, there'was
7 some aqditional discussion.
3 MR. MARSH: You always l|leave yogfself open to not
Q understanding what the initiator meant , thought, or at feast
10 understood --
" . MR. ZIDZIUNAS: That’'s one of the reasons why, if
| 12 you Iook.at the report, you will see they are all in the
: 132 original hand of the persoﬁ who wrote them. Before we put ocut
: 14 the fina! report, they were privy to that information. 1t
15 just dian’t have a formal input at that time.
16 MR. MARSH: Did they see them?
17 MR. ZIDZIUNAS: They were avaiiable to them. The
13 report was divided up into several pieces. There was'a -
16 discussion by each of the discip!lines, okay, that were
c0 written. Those pieces of that report were written by the
21 pecple who found the items, so they were cognizant of what had

n
fo

happened, okay, though they were not party to the closeout.

0]
0)

MR. MARSH: My oniy point is, it certainly makes a

more complete review to process through the closeocut of items

o
F

n
(4]

back to the initiator to make sure that you have understocod
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the corcern in the first pltace.
1’11 just leave it’at that.
MR. BEASLEY:. (Slide)

Let me go back. We issued a report from TUA on

March 29th, 1984, and that was submitted to NRC. We came

right here gn this room after lunch on April 9, 1984._ We met
and we discussed this. The slides that | used describing thg
task force were the slides that Henry Jones used that day at
his meeating.

Let me tell you.what was in the report that we
submitted.

(Sl ide)

The conclusions that were formed by the TVA policy
committee in that report that was submitted on March 19th, was
not'sometging that the task force did, or something that | did
as chairman of the policy committee. The members of the policy
committee hand a hand in writing it. Mr. Anderson wrote parts
of it, Mr. Culver and his peoplie wrote parts of it. The words
were there.

There waere conclusions, there were six conclusions
in that report; two of them concerned that the generic
evaluation was sufficient to identify deviations. Biack and
Veatch review was of sufficient depth.

At the time we made that report, we said significant

deviations have been corrected. All of them had been
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corrected. | used the word "signi%icant" here because that
agrees with what we said'in the report. -

And then evaluations performed indicate - the
evaluation;, the ones we just had the discussions about,
indicated if these thinés had not been found and cﬁrrected, no
ind}cation that the affected structure system CQmponehts wou ld
not have performed its safety functions.

Now, the bottom |ine on here which goes back to your
questioﬁ, Hugh, based on the programmatic reviews we had'—-
and | mention them first, Theadore Barry and Associates,
Uhitgd.Engineers, Nuc lear Safety Major Management review on
Watts Bér, the Black and Veatch indepéndent revigw, the sfack
of métekial, the task force generic evaluation, that
committee, that peolicy committee felt there was reasomabie
assurance that Watts Bar is capablé of pgrforming jts safety
functions.

I think those may be your words, Jim.

That is the gnd of my si|ides.

MR. THOMPSON: Was there any uniqueness in that last
sentence, "capable” -~ | can’t read it from here. But you
said capable of performing safety functions?

MR. BEASLEY: Any uniqueness, -no hidden meanings and
so forth?

MR. THOMPSON: VYes. Rather than meeting its

licensing commitments, or licensing requirements, or FSAR




1 requirements. That was the same intent?

3

MR. BEASLEY: The plant would have done its job.

That is what this is saying.

o)

4 MR. WALKER: Can | interpret that statement to mean

a

that you have -~ that you are.conffdent that the QA program

] that did exist and currently exis?;, is e{fectiye and will

}A 7 reach a bottom [ ine that<everyth{n§ is corrected according to
8 the requirements?
a MR. BEASLEY: I can make that statement for thé
10 Office of Engineering. That is correct.
11 MR. NOVAK: Hugh, ; £hi5k we have got to get
12 ctarification ¢ your point, because certainty, in looking

‘ 13> orwn the system the moét -demanding thing would be, say, an

14 FSAR requirement or somethihg. Yog could fail to meet an FSAR
15 requirement orAa Iicensing‘requifement, but still meet the
18 intended safety function. That has been demonstrated time and
17 again. That is margin, that is all that is.
13 MR. BEASLEY: . VYes. -
19 MR. NOVAK : Se, | think what you are teltling me, or
20 that last paragraph is intended to suggest, is that despite
a1 perhaps not meeting an FSAR requirement, or scme safety
a2 licensing basis, you are confident that in fact the system as

o
0

designed and constructed wouid have satisfied its safety

™m
H

function, which is really the bottom |ine.

‘ as MR. BEASLEY: Right. Exactly.
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MR . NOUVAK: 1t is the bottaom line in the sense of,
as a minimum it must acdomplish that . It may fail to meetﬁ
an FSﬁﬁ requirement. I could use flow as an example. You may
have a flow requirement that you didn’t demonstratg, but the
measured fliow in ;act'wﬁuld have accomp!ished the safety
functiéq. And | think people can understand that.

MR. BEASLEY: VYes.

MR. MARSH: Let me come at it ancther way.

Even though these deviations have been correctéd,
are yod back within both your FSAB commitments and the
5afety function requirements?

MR. BEASLEY: Yes. We are back.

MR. MARSH: Everything is exactly back to’wheré it
is in the FSAR? No changes?

MR._BEQSLEY:‘ That’'s what this statement.here means .

MR. MARSH: That means all deviations?

MR. BEASLEY: Right, that is what | qualified. |
said at the time we made our report we threw the word -
“significant” in because some corrective actions were still in
process.

MR . WALKER: | hope it means not only back and will
remain within the FSAR commitments.

MR. BERSLEY: VYes.

MR. WALKER: That the corrective actions that vyou

took --
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MR. BERSLEY: That’s the goali

MR . wQLKER: -~ will make you stay within the FSAR
commi tments.

MR . BEAQLEY: Yes.

MS. ADENSAM: Did your significant deviations
inc lude those ﬁhat were in the réd cross-hatched area on your
curve?

MR. BERSLEY: VYes.

MS.-ADENSAM; De | understand you correctly that you
wen§ back -- in that red cross-haﬁched are;, you went back on
those deviations. You said even though they meet the
licensing bases and don’t meet the licensing commitments, what
implications are there in other safety systems within the
planf? And you did a generic look?

-MR. BEASLEY: That was;for the other sa%ety systems
in the plant. That red pie, that was what that was dealing
with.

MS. ADENSAM: All the red, the cross-hatched and the _
solid, those were the ones you wgnt back and loocked at the
other systems? Those are the findings that you went back and
reviewed on the other systems?

MR. BEASLEY: Excuse me. I am going to have to go

back further.

MR. MARSH: ! think he said that they sampled the

other systems, they didn’t go béck and do every other system.
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tf they found a‘yidget broken on the aux feedwater, they
looked at widgets on certain systems.

(S| ide)

MR. BEASLEY: What you Qere talkjng about were the
ones that were in this part here. This al%o inc luded looking
at other gystems where there wasﬁ't a deviation in another
system.

This green cross-hatched here, alsc indicated
looking at other systems to see that there wasn’t a proﬁlem;

there. This is how they fell out, as being no deviation. That

is for the remainder of the systems on Watts Bar.

MR. THOMPSON: What was your basis? Just, | guess,
judgment as to why all those deviations were detected in the
auxiliary feedwater system, but seemed to not occcur in any

cther systém‘at:TUAL

| know it seems kind of strange to have such a flarge
number of findings, | guess, that had gone through the QA
system that never showed up in any other system.

Now, am | nof interpreting that piece of the pie
correctly?

MR. BEASLEY: There were many findings that were
something very, very minor wrong. The bases for this
conclusion on this was an alil-day session every day for a

number of weeks, by about five of the most qualified technical

pecple in the Office of Engineering and the Office of
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1 Construction sitting down and carefully analyzing the findings

3

that Black and Veatch identified on feedwater.

N

MR. THOMPSON: Were you one of those five most

4 qualified individuals?
'S. A. MR. BEASLEY: No. ] was not. Dﬁg of them is
6 . preSént. Mr. Cole hére wasva member of that team. He sat and
‘? 7 deliberated and worked on both.
é 3 MR. THOMPSON: Maybe you can g%ve me your judgment,

.f = Mr. Cole, as to why‘you thought they -- wh;t was the bottom
10 - line judgment you think that you drew o? méking that
11 determination that ghese related only to the auxiliary
12 feedwater system and not toc any other system at Watts Bar.

% 12 MR. COLE: | guess, based on their locking at those
14: specific findings and identifying the root cause or what
15 caused those findings aux feedwater, andvthen interviewihg
18 pecple in the |iine organizations. Also looking at various
17 dacuments .
13 ) | will just give you an example. There was one of -
19 them ocut of function, a type of informational drawings. That
20 represented a considerable number of findings. You know, we

. a1 reviewed other drawings which were not out of function on some
22 other drawings that had the same probiem. But that out of
23 function did not cause a deviation. There was no problem
24 because of the out of function information.
‘ as MR . THOMDSON:‘ It was the way the item was
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identified?

MR. COLE: it wasn’'t necessarily no deviation,
meaning that it didn’t occur elsewhere. 1t meant that the -
findings -- you know when we grouped them together and |ooked,
did it deviate from the licensing commitment or the licensing
bases? Plus, you know, we reviewed it for generic
applicability.

MR. THOMPSON:K I thought yqu said those were tbe
ones you didn’'t review. | guess you reviewed it for generic
applicability and concfgded it did not have any applicability
to any other system.

MR. COLE: That’'s right.

MR. BEASLEY: Do you understand what it means by out
of function?

MR. THOMPSON: No.

MR. BEASLEY: 'l think that is important, because
function is a very key word.

On TVA drawiﬁgs we show the feature that is being
descr ibed. If it is a pipe that is coming by here, the

details of that pipe are shown in very heavy lettering, and in

very heavy lines. And it is very obvious the contrast between
that which is "in function” and what is "out of function."”
The out of function may be a little, very light drawing of the

background of the pump. So that a person looking at that

drawing can get a better mental image of what that drawing is
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pertaining tea. The out of function has no details, it is-not
used in design'for any other purpose. It is not used in
construction. It is just scenery on the drawings to help the

pecple as they read the drawings.
MR. WALKER: VYou would determine the outlof function
is not a reguliatory problem in the first blace.l
MR. BEASLEY: It is not required by AE b?actices ~--
MR. WALKER: 1f the out of function drawing is bad,

you don’t have a probiem --

MR. BERSLEY: I1¥ the out of function drawing is bad,
nothing will ever be done because it is bad.
MR. WALKER: Could ! try one other thing. If | read

that.pie chart right, vyou may have had 4- or S00 findings.
Ultimately you came dpwn‘to only -~ the ones that are in that
white, whatéver number is ip that.

MR. BEASLEY: That is 148.

MR. WALKER: -- were valid findings.

MR.VBEASLEY:_ Yes . That is basically valid as
pertaining to those systems.

MR. WALKER: The next chart shows you what those
were.

MR. BEASLEY: Right. Exactly.

MS. ADENSAM: What | understood you to say, the

green cross-hatched area, those were deviations on the aux

feedwater system. But, the task force evaluated they were not
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1 deviations on other systems.

rd

MR. BERSLEY: They were findings on the auxiliary

o)

feedwater system.

4 MS. ADENSAM: Were they deviations on thg auxiliary
S feedwater system.
.6 ‘MR. BEARSLEY: We did not consider them deviations,
rd no .
8 ' MS. ADENSAM: So the no deviation could apply to the
a aux feedwater system as well as other systems?
10 MR. BEARSLEY: VYes, that’s right.
11 MS. AbENSAﬁ: Dkayj
12 . MR. BEASLEY: We did not debate with Black and
. 12 Veatch. That Qas not the purpose. We took what they
14 identified, the ground rules that they were given, and they
15 did a good job with that.
16 When we took a lcok at the generic applicabitity |
1?7 there, if we didn’'t agree there was a deviation, we didn't get
12 it basically, we would say there were no deviations. T
19 MR. NOUAK: Let me go back to the Thompson
24a question. I think we were both looking for the auxiliary
a1 feedwater system. You had some 400 findings, some fraction of
22 which you concluded were significant or something to the
23 auxiliary feedwater system.
24 Then they were grouped into categories, | think is
. 25 . what you ‘are saying. Rather than deal with them as specific
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findings, vou dealt wifh them as caiegories, so that you did
not came wup with a number of similar findings,for‘other
systems?
MR. BERSLEY: That's exactly right.
HR. NOVAK : That’'s what we were locking for.

But, you have a projéction. Iin other words, one:

"finding in an auxiliary feedwater system might rasult in ten

findings when you suﬁ it up across the plant, which is not a
number we saw. Except you said that category was approariite
to ;he batance of the plant kind of thing.

MR . BEASLEY: Yes.

MR. NOVAK: | think that is what we are trying té
comé up with. Did the auxiliary feedwater system stand out
fike a sore thumb, or was it just the way you fol lowed thrqugh
that we are not getting this comparison? For example, if you
were to just estimate how many similar findings would the ﬁask
force have come up with for the balance of the plant?

MR. BEASLEY: If yvou use the exact same rules as
Black and Veatch?

MR. NOVAK: VYes.

MﬁJ BEARSLEY: | don’t know, but it would have been a
large number. | wouldn’t venture a guess, but it @ould have
been a large number of items.

MR. NOVAK: ' It would have exceeded the number of

findings on the auxiliary feedwater system, | am sure you are




_ B telling me, by some number?

‘. o2 MRV. BEASLEY: Yes .
= Let me see if | can give you an example of how we
4 toaok findings to a category. Ue had an engineering change
S notice. Some of the peoplé théught that it was closed --
) some thoughts were that it wasgalosed. It twrned out in fact
7 it was not closed.
=] There were 25 or 26 Hardwafe problems identi?igd by
Q Black and Veatch, that it all ant back to thig one roo£ cause
10 on this one ECN, so that was fplded int§ one category.
1 We al§0‘had categoriés that dealt with only one

- | 18 Findfng. We had a one on one correspondencé between a

. 13 category and a finding, if it was one of those. Ther-e were
14 several of those nature. Instantaneous breakers that we
15 talked about.
18 MR. HUFHAM: Elinor,.this was only schedufed until
17 2, and | realiy want you to hear the other portion of this.
13 | MS. ADENSAM: We are not leaving. -
19 MR. HUFHAM: | do w&nt to say -- amnd | don'’'t mean to
20 cut Gray off -- this presentation he uses basically the same
21 slides he used in April 1984, or Henry Jones used. ‘

MR. BERSLEY: Henry Jones used.

o
W

[p]
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MR. HUFHAM: At that time TVA brought more peocple

like Ed Cole and all that were involved in the safety

™
o &

M

evaluations. In your discussion following this meeting ~- we

S
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didn’'t bring that level of peqplé with us today -- we askéd
Gray to giQe us this level, this program level -- we needA;o
know what other gquestions you have further down. And with-t?at
I would like to go on with the NSRS side of Black and Veafch.

MS. ADENSAM: Do we want to take a five~minute
break?

MR: WALKER: Somebody ought to thank Gray. | think
he cleared'up a lot of questions.

'mn. BEASLEY: Thank you. Just by listening, yﬁu
thanked me.

MS; ADéNSAM: | would |ike to ask, if you can, ge
back here in five minutes.

Thank you.

(Recess)

MS . ADENSQﬁ: ‘Back on the recora.

CSLIDE]

MR. MURDOCK: I'm Jim Murdock, Head of the Technical
Analysis and Requirements Group of the Nuclear Safety Review
Staff at TVA. I am here to tell you the details of the NSRS
assessment of the total Black & Veatch activity.

| had a group of nine staff engineers who used
principally as our starting review point the Task Force report
which categorized aill of fhe findings into various groupings
according to root cause. Each of the fjnd}hgs that was in a

given catagory was by number included in the Task Force
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Summary of‘thé documentation.

Where nece;sary, my staff{ proceeded to evaluate
individual findings in order to assess the degree of -
gompleteness of corrective actions.

Organizationally, | divided fhe reports into'three
functional areas -- electrical 1&C beiﬁg one,; the mechanical
disciplines, the system engineering type approaches being a
second; and thirdly, the civil structural portions of the
desién -~ and divided the guys up according to their
particular baékgrounds and experiences related to each of
those general disciplines.

My boss at the time, Newt Culver, had participated
in the Black & Veatch process essentially from the beginning,

and we had had as an organization a recommendation for that

such a review be done.

Most of the team at NSRS performed the review. H'm
talking about over half of them, counting them. Myself did
not start working for NSRS wuntil January of 1984, So our

-

experience with the Black & Veatch activity started with the
documentation that has existed in Jan;ary of 1984 .

MR. THOMPSON: Do you know the basis for the
recommendation that you had, |like the Black & Veatch type IDUP
be done?

MR. MURDOCK : It’s what | was told by Newt Culver,

which was basically recognizing the program control
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deficiencies that had been present and idenfified by number of
different réviewers was to assess the Watts Bar Nuclear Dfant
final as-built systems, if you will, to see what the final _
product looked like, to judge it against the set of criteria,
in this case the Black & Veatch criteria, with the commitments
of the FSAR to see if:we ha€ faithfully delivered é system
that would do what it‘was supposed to do via the commitment
route. Basically that was why Newt Culver had recommended
such a review be done.

LS| idel

The purpose for my group’s involvement was to
support Newt Culver’; signature on the Policy Cémmittee
report, which was to be the TUA corporate position on the
Black & Veatch review activity.

In order to support that, we had to answer a number

of questions. They are outlined on this Vu-graph, and you can
read for yourself. There is not a great deal of additianal
explanation needed. it's rather self-explanatory.

MR. WHITT: Would you go aover those? People back
here can’'t see them.

MR. WALKER: Can | ask you a question while we are
on that? f haven’'t been able to read any of the graphs, and
some of them have had some information that wouild be nice for

me to digest after | leave here. 1s there any possibility we

can get a copy of them?




B , MR. BERSLEY: They are right here so they can be
‘ 2 Xeroxed. | |

3 MS . ADENSAM:V | was going to ask TUA to prévide us

4 copies for the record.

MR. WALKER: Okay.

(4]

.6 MR. MURDOCK : i stated éhe first purpose, which was

7  to determine if.NSRS could support the Policy Committee

3 report, and if tge(e were areas where we disagreed with any of
-.9 the actiyity, to provide documentation of any areas we thought

10 neadad additional actfon. In order to do that'principal

11 function, we felt that we needed to assess what we thought

12 aboutrthe Black & Veatch review itself, the quality. and was

0w

it appropriate, was the aux feed system appropriate and so

14 forth.

15 . Second aspect was how faithfully and adequately and

16 consistently did TVA respond to the Black & Veatch findings.
. 17 How effective was the process in determination of causes and

13 generic applicability?

149 And lastly, in those areas where we found that we

20 did not meet the design basi;, in effect, or the licensing

a1 basis, evaluate the analysis of the conditions had the Black

r
p]

& Veatch review not been done; what would have been the

rn
W

condition of the plant had those not been done.
‘ o4 Each of my staff prepared his input to our final

a5 report based upon what he reviewed in his detailed




o
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reviews. This ‘involved interactions with the |ine
organization, reviewing all the stacks of paper. There are
a number of pre-rebort iterations where the |ine organization

explained to us the.methodology and the logic for how they
arrived at a specific corrective action.

Additionally, they interacted with members of the
Task Force in terms:of why was the generic applicability in a

given case determined such and such; why was this classified

as sdmething that wouldn’t have satisifed the licensing basis
but would have satisfied a |license commitment or vice-versa®?

Those kinds of questions were explored in great detail with

fhe Task Force.

From those detailed staff input, | prepared an
initial draft report. That draft report was then circulated
to every member of the group. Since in some instances | did

not understand the éoints they were making in a specific
discussion, | converted those words into my words. | wanted to
make sure that | was faithfully reflecting the ideas that they
were trying to put forth.

| received essentially nothing back at that point

other than editorial-type comments, punctuation, spelling,
those kinds of input. At that point | entered into the process
of getting the report out of NSRS in final form. it involved

dealing directly with Mr. Culver, who did a very, very

detailed review of our initial report.




r

o)

4]

G

10

11

b
0

14

17

18

19

a1
.From that exéhange there was a considerable gmount

of give and take between Mr. Culvef and myself as to what was

behind each and every sentence in the report, in

essence. S ince we were basicélly interested in what product'

was delivered at the Watts Bar site, many of our mﬁre

subjective thought processes that were in the report could not

be extrapclated to a plant condition or a specific plant set

of conditions. Those were, to paraphrase his words, if you

have got a problem in that area, you need to da a bit more
wﬁrk to develop the issue.

.| agreed with his conclusions about those
séntences. They were deleted from my draft report, and the
final repart, R—84—19lwatts Bar was published in July of 1934.

MR. THOMPSON: What kind of things? Could you give
us an example of areas that needed more sharﬁenﬁng on your
views and that were therefore deleted from the report?

MR. MURDOCK : One example was | went in some detail
discussing the safety evaluations. We did a lot of arguing
about words, discussion of words, what the Iine'organization,
this waord means this, you have used it in that context. But
since it didn’t really have any specific hardware deficiency
asscociated with it and the basic conclusion of the evaluation
was that the plant would have performed its safety function,
the fact that they didn’'t do a Chapter 15 safety analysis was

a moot kind of a discussion at that point. It did not really
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affect whether a piece of hardware was deficient in the plant

or not. That kihd of discussion.

There was a lot of discussion reveolving around the

 documentation of requirements, whether a requirement was an

enhancement, a system enhancgﬁent. Yod know, mostiy | would
put in the category of word engineering of some of the piecesv
of paper that we had reviewed. | don’'t think there was

any specific hardware deficiencies inv&lved in any of tﬁose
kinds of things that were delated from the report, from the
draft report.

MR. WALKER: One o¥ the4basic reasons that |
understand reviewing this report of Black & Veatch is-to learn
the adequacy of the existing processes that got you there,
vour QA organization, construction organization, and you are
going to te!l me after | gétvthrough with this Black & Veatch
report tha£ I have got that, yes, they did their job, | know
it because they ioocked at the system and basically it met the
requiremants. That’s my understanding of what you do with the
Black & Veatch report. Correct me if |'m wrong.

MR. MURDOCK: .You have to put that in context,

Roger . If you said would the plant have met all of its
licensing commitments prior to the Biack & Veatch review, the
answer is no, it would not have because we changed a lot of
things.

MR._wALKER: Your conclusion, the Black & Veatch
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conclus‘on.was, as | understand it, even if'you would not have
done the Black & Veatch report, the systems  in the plant wcould
do their safety iun;tions. .
MR . MURDOCK: Correct.'They would have performed

their.safety function.

- MR WALKER : That conclusion is relevant to how yvour
plant would be viewed in the QA function. What |'m getting to
and where all the discussion on that -- you? safety

evaluations is you reach that conclusion under those safety

evaluatiqné of those findings, and there is in our mind, it

‘seems to me, a defect in the way you did because you don’t do

them by the methodoliogy that we traditionally used. So |
don’t know if that comclusion is valid.

Granted, all the hardware is corrected, but it does
speak to how good your QA program was up to that point.

MR . MURDOCK: That was not a part of my assessment.
My assessment was not to determine whether --

MR. WALKER: | wanted to explain why we are banging
in on this issue.

MR. MURDOCK : I understand. My purpose in doing the
assessment was not to judge whether ali those TUA
administrative control programs were functioning properiy

before or after. TVA needed to arrive at some conclusions

'about that aspect. That wasn’t my function.

MR. WALKER: | guess | kind of wonder if you were
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using the traditiconal Chapter 15 gnalys{s when you reached the
same conclusion, and that may be a different subject.

"MR. MURDOCK: After some approximately three mont?s
of very, very intensive review --

[Slide]

MR. THOMPSON: Did you say fhree‘mqnths?

MR. MURDOCK: Three months by my group. |In that
period we locked at the Black & Veatch reporis. both the
initial report, which was so thick, pjus the supplement;l
reports, which was another volume, added up to some 14 volumes
of report that were from 3/74 of an inéh to a half-inch in
thickness, roughily.

We looked at the Tua p?ogram team activities. This
was the team that took the individua} findings and arrived at
corrective actions in deal}ng with the |ine organization. lﬁ
many instances.we had direct interaction with the cognizant
line organization, such as EEB, the project pecople and so
forth and assess what they had done, why they had done that
methodology and so forth.

We dwelled in great detail on the Task Force report
itself. By that time, near the two-third5 point of our
review, there was a Policy Committee report, which we were
basically doing our review to support. And tastly, to assure
ourselves that some of these things that were more significant

had been done on the site, a number of my pecople went to the
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Watts Bar site to do an onsite verification.
[Slidel
At the end of that process, we wrote a report, which

| have described how it was written. Early in the report there

is a conclusion set. These are the distilled essence of the
conclusions from the R.84-19 WBN report. You will note that
there are qualifiers along the way. I think there is good
reason wﬁy. There were ﬁine strong individual! reviewers in my’
group plius myself looking at this thing, and teo say a;l'of'us'
agreed all the time on everything.would'be ridiculous. We d}d
not.

| was maﬁager of the group and | negotiated with 6y

boss those things that we could support in a one-con-cne
meeting with the worid. Thase were.thkngs that made it into‘
the #iﬁa[~report. . 1¥f there was question as to whether we
could find any substantial recommendation in some of the
verbiage, the verbiage was deleted.

S0 | can’t say that everybody agreed in everything |

said in the final report. | don’t run a consensus
organization. Decisions had to be made. Newt Culver and |

made those decisions and wrote the final report.

I think this is a fairly strong set of conclusions,
recogn}zing the position that NSRS is in. We are a corporate
level adviser tco the general manager and board of directors.

MR. THOMPSON: Before we go to those, would | be
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correct in saying that there are those members in your staff
which would have drawn even more conclusions that would
have been less supportive than the report tha? you ended up --
NSRS ended up traﬁsmitting?

MR. MURDOCK: There would have been other
recompeﬁdations in the report. Everybody wants to look at
forests, and | believe in looking at trees. There are scme
differences of opinion in my group as to whether we ought to
be looking at forests or looking at trees. We ended up {6oking
at trees.

MR. WALKER: My furfher Qnderstanding is that those
other evaluations you and they did not beilieve were
substantiated by the facts Qou had in front of you, and that
is why they didn’t get in the report?

MR. MURDOCK : Precisely. and they were al{; to the
man, told that if there is an issue you feel has not been
addressed in this report, do the staff work to develop the
issue to where we can do something with it. Just saying "I
don’t like something” is not a sufficient staff action. You
have to have a specific finding that has some specific probiem
that someone can do something about. | view our staff
function to be just that. Not liking something just because
I‘'m me is not sufficient.

MR. THOMPSON: You Iooked at more of the making sure

you meat ~- if you fell below the minimum standards, you were
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able to identify that specifically, and therefore tﬁat tree,
you cut it down or replaced it. If it was you are shaooting
for a level of excellence, that was not the purpose of this -
report. ANnd those. items that were shooting for a level of
excel lence that may have been above a minimum standard did not
make it in the report. Is that another way to look at it?

MR. MURDOCK : Right. That’'s another way to look at

We concluded that the aux feed system was a good
choice for this review. 1t was a very complex system and had
interfaces with the reactor manufacturer, had TVA design, had
TVA bulk compconents, had Westinghouse bulk components, a (ot
o; EI&C stuff, good strong system design requirements and so
forth.. A very good system. Any discipline involved anywhere
in thé plant is invelved in designing and buflding the aux
feed system.

Qur review of the Black & Veatch report and its
supp lemental report in&icated to us that we had no questions
at all in general as to the technical adequacy of their
review. |t was complete, very thorough. I think to bring a
bunch of people in from the outside to absorb what they did
about the TVA system in such a short period of time was a very

strong endorsement of the aux feed system, as far as | am

-concerned, and of their organization in doing the review. |t

was a very, very competent review.
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When | say generally complete, there were some
reservaitons in my graoup that maybe Black & VYeatch could have

spent a little more time on the reactor site looking at some

of the hardware in the plant. That was not reduced to

"anything more than an cobservation in our final report,

-principally because we couldn’t find anythiné more additional

wrong that they would have found necessarily -had they gone to

. the site.

.80 it was a nonspecific observation, so to speak.

MR. THOMPSON: I forgot to ask the question

‘"earlier: Did Black & Veatch do é'complete wa lkdown of the

auxiliary feedwater system on site?
MR. ZIDZIUNAS: The answer to that is no, we did
not. We spent | don’'t know whether it is four or six weeks

with four pecple at the plant, and we covered the territory

"that we could cover in that length of time.

MR. THOMPSON: Wouild you give me some feel for how
much of the site walkdown occurred?
MR. ZIDZIUNAS: We got through soﬁé of the
containment connections into the reactor steam generators,
theﬁ through the pump room, the turbine area and the
motor-driven area. We got through a substantial portion of
the piping coming over from the condensate system, and a i
substantial portion of the interconnecting piping. We got a

good portion of that system, but we only had, | think, four -
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peoplé full-time at the site. We had the engineers that ran
the design office go out £here at least one day and look at
other things thgt they might need to look at.

MR. WALKER: That scunds |ike piping and
valves. What about‘the control systéms and electrical power
suppl ies?

MR. ZIDZIUNAS: We had electrical pecple out there
from the office,.and a teﬁhnician, I think, was cut there two
days.

MR. WALKER: Looking at cable tray routing and
separation?

kMR . ZIDZIUNAS: Not so much routing, but fooking in
some of the panels to see what was going on in the panels. We
had scme observgtions relative to cable trays which are
docdmenfed. The system is principatly a hydraulic system, so
we had the biggest number of people who were mechanically
oriented. We had people going through the drawing portion in
their office. They only spent a day.

MR. WALKER: Did they look and see if what was in
the field was what was on the drawing with respect to control
systems?

kMR. ZIDZIUNAS: Yes, and there were findings
there. TVA had to go back and address fhose findings.

MR. WALKER: Thank you.

MR. MURDOCK: We found that the resolution of
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specific findings in those instances we sampled that we looked

at we generally agreed with the resclutions. Again, we are

all engineers. Everybady has an opinicn on how to do things.

Our guys have conclusions, well, this wasn’t as good as
somebody else did it. They couldn’t show that it wasn’t
acceptale, and as far as | was concerned, those kinds:of
disagreements were judgment and didn’t belong in the final
report.

But we_did substantially agree with the technical
resclutions. We agreed substantially wiéh the categorization
of findings, determination of cause and generic

applicability. Some of the findings could have had more than

‘one root cause. The author had the freedom to assess which

was the principal root cause. Again, vou could‘have an
opinion that, well, this cause is a little more important than
that cause, but it is strictly opinion.

So | think we can support the generic applicability
classification and the root cause determination.

| wrote the next sentence that was in the Policy
Committee Feport. I think obviousiy | am going to support the
conclusion, namely, that there was no direct indic;tion that
the structure, system or component would not have performed
its safety function had the review not been done. It took a
long time to write that sentence because we struggléd over the

safety analysis bit.
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MR . - THOMPSON: |Is tgat why the word "“direct” isiin;
there? . ‘ A | .

MR. MURDOCK : Yes, precisely. Diréct.

MR. THOMPSON: So you would feel, because of the
Chapter 15 analysis approach methodology, that there may be
fndirect'items that you are just not aware cf?

MR. MURDOCK: Of course.

MR. THOMPSON: You didn't do that type of analysis.

MR. MURDOCK: TVA, to my kﬁowledge, did not do that
kind of analysis. So in the absehce:oi that, our report said
it leads to indeterminate conditions that could redyce the

margin of safety. We found no indication that the safety

function would not have been performed. We think in terms of
the ltevels of safety that we all in industry |like to talk

about, first, second,.third leve o{.defensg, we reduce the
margin in the second level of defensg. It doesn’t mean we
eliminate the margin, but we reduce kt.

MR. THOMPSON: As far as | know, this process did
not determine what that was.

MR. MURDOCK: No, we did no safety gnalysis
ourselves to determine thé extent of that.

MR. MARSH: Did you rely on any of the inherent
margins that we require? 'Do you require, for example, DNBR'’s
be greater than 1.3? Did you rely on that margin between 1.0

and 1.3? | don‘t know if you got that specific.
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MR MURDDCK: Our group did nof get that specific.

MR . THOMDSON:VARaIph; if | might, do you understand
the issue that NSRS has‘raised there about the direct versus
indirect under Chapter 15, on reduction of margins? ~

MR. SHELL: I think we understand it, yes.

'MR. THOMPSON: You agree in essence with that, the
way we éharacterize that there'is a reduction in some of the
areas -- there is some indeterminate raeduction in some of the
m;rginsfo{ safety over the FSAR?

MR. MURDOCK: Let me clarify that just a bit, Hugh.
We‘sajdlhad the Black & Veatch review not been done. The
Black &‘Ueatch review was done, the system deficieacies were
corrected. Any deficiency that was found was eyaluated for
generic applicability and any generic application was
corrected around the pltant.

So you know, it becomes moot . Why argue about
something that’s already corrected? The process by which they
evaluated what would have been -- | question whether you
really need to do that. it does give you an additional warm,
fuzzy about the condition of the plant. It takes a little of
the burden off of the generic applicability review, perhaps.
It certainly does support the end product as being a pretty
goad end product.

MR. MARSH: Did you make any decisions based on that

conclusion? Did you decide not to fix something on another
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system because of that?

MR. MURDOCK: No.

"MR. MARSH: So what is the point of that senterce,
then? —

MR. MURDOCK: We were trying tao assess what is the
end condifion at watts Bar. Is‘itta good condition? | don’t
think to this day anyone in his right mind would stand up and
say that there is any plant in thi; country that’s perfect.

We’'re trying to assess what is the nature of --

MR. MARSH: I’'m sorry, !:didn't mean to interrupt
you . it’s a statement about qualify control; that with the
quality control that you relied on, you would not have met

your requirements.

MR. WALKER: He’'s coming from the same place |'m

coming from. Your question of it being moot | may or may not

agree with. The reasor | may not agree with it -- and | have
to think about that a bit -- is if this was to determine the
adequacy of the quality assurance program that got you there,
that though you may have corrected those quality assurance
things that got you there, how do | know the weaknesses
inherent in the process don’t reflect on the as-built
condition of ofher systems?

MR. MURDOCK : That's what the generic appficability
review shows.

MR . WALKER: | understand that.
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MR. MARSH: They toock identified probiems on a
specific system aéd extrapoliated it. That’s not to say if you
did a review of another system you would have found other
deficiencies thét would have resulted in your not meeting y;ur
licensing commitments .

MR . MUBDOCK: | understand that issue. _Uhat 1'm
saying is if you did that review for any plant in this country
with an independent body of people such as Black & Veatch who
had nothing to do with the design, construction and so forth
of the plant, you’'re likely to find deviations. { would be
very, very surprised if you didn’t.

ANnyone who maintains that all the quality systems
are perfect, | just don’t -- |’'m a doubting Thomas. The po}nt
i'm trying to make is when you assess the nature of the
deficiencies, is there anything major enough that if the plant
would not have shut down, for examplie, when it needed to shut
down, would some safety function not have been accompl!lished?
If the answer to that question is yes, there were conditions
the plant would not have shut down safely or would not have
performed its safety function, you’'d be very concerned about
the rest of tsose qual ity practices.

But in the case of Watts Bar, the answer to that
question is no. The plant would have shut -- we saw nothing
to indicate tﬁe plant would not have-been shut down ;afely and

the safety functions of the plant -- they wouldn’t have been
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accomblished. InxthelChapter 15 safety anaiysis mode, the
plant would have been shut down.

MR. WALKER: The only fundamental;assumption
difference is your assumption of what was the sing}e active
failure.

MR . MURDOCK: Yes .

MS. ADENSaAM: Would you say that tHe philosophy that
NSRS.éxpounds, our Chapter 15 philosophy,-céuld you say that
if you had taken ancther single active fail;re other thgp the
design failure?

MR. MURDOCK : No, we didn’t assesg that in any
detail . I think th#t it’'s clear that if the plan will only
tolerate a singie failure and you have a design fault built in
that's a single failure, you're certainly th going to
tolerate another single failure and accomodate all the rest of
the Chapter 15 safety analysis.

MR. MARSH: Forget the bottom | ine question. Wou ld
you have been able to make that same statement: not meet the
Chapter 15 assumption - waould you be able to land safely if

you had this built-in flaw, plus an additional singie failure,

an active failure which Chapter 15 requires. Don’t hit it
with a Chapter 15 anaiysis. Can you land safely?
MR. MURDOCK: l'm ralying on the statement of one of

my engineers at the time which was you cannot reduce single

failure margin. You either have single failure capability or
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you don't. You can’t just reduce it without eiiminating it.
Either the system is single féilure proof or it’s not. E
it’s not single failure proof.you can’‘t take another failure
and still accomplish that function;

MR. MARSH: Without relying on other systems.

MR. MURDOCK: Without relying on other systems.

There are obviously systems that accomplish similar
functions, albeit they may not be safety-related systems in
all cases, may not have 1E power and all those other goﬁd
things, may not be in a hardened building or whatever. It
takes a verylspecific set of sa*éty analysis, Chapter 15
safety analysis type cond}tions to get the plant -- And we
don’'t debate whether that wouldn’t have hapbened.

in fact, | suspect if you did th;t kind o{ analysis
on'would find there were deficiencies pricor to the Black &

Veatch study that would have gotten -- the plant, maybe

they couldn’t have taken an off-site failure, loss of diesel,
those kinds of things. The AC power failure, for example. !
haven’'t explored it in any detail so | can’'t give a specific

instance where it wouldn’t have met -- the safety analysis,
didn’t meet those criteria.

MR. WALKER: | guess | have a littie bit of
disagreement. In most scenarios that | know of, the single
failure margin has so much margin in it that they can probably

take in another additional failure and meet the design basis.
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And that’'s what would have been interesting to khow éecause
then it would have told me how significant your findings were
on those particular i{ndings.

-MR. MURDOCK: _Dur analysis of the situation stopped
at the point where they took credit in the single failure for
the design deficiency, for the construction deficiency.

MR. MARSH: VYou identified that as a deficiency in
the task force's feview, correct?

MR. MURDOCK : In our discussions with -- | gef a
littie mixed as to what ended up in the final report
precisely, thevexact words . It was certainly alluded to in
the final repocrt, not in a very explgcit discussion, that the
safety evaluations were not in a Chapter 15 mode:

We did mention the indeterminate plant conditions,
reduction o% margin of safety, those kinds aof sfateménts.

MR . NOVAK : Why don’'t we move on?

MR. MURDOCK: I think a most important conclusion
that we reached beyond the next to last one is that we -

characterized those deficiencies as if uncorrected, would have

reduced the margins of safety. More problems of reliability
than if safety. Nearly ali of our concerns were.
[Slide.]

We had seven initial recommendations in the July
report. They were transmitted to the Manager of Power with a

request to provide a response within a certain time. There



fo

()]

10

1"

17

13

19

20

108

have been a-ﬁouple of iteration; q? responses. We wrnote
second report in September which said we don’'t |ike some
your responses, and they provided additional information.

The sum tatal of all that interaction has been
of the recommendations were dloged. Ore pf the five was
closed based upon the fact that a;construbtion'deviation
repcort had ﬁeen generatéd.

When that construction deviation report was clo
we were not in full agreement with the closure. Recent
development in the employee cpncgfns program, a number of
concerns related to the same subject, have been brought
forward by TVA people, so we are going to lump this parti
recommendation into thaf emp loyee concerns program
investigationi

The engineer who had that recommendation is goi
be on the investigation team for the employee concerns, s
feel we have adequately covered that concern.

Further, two.remaining operi recommendations whi

have characterized tHen I think substamntially in my group

a

of

five

sed,

cular

ng to

o |

ch |

were

characterized as issues of reliability, not direct safety and

licansing concerns.

MR. MARSH: Can you go back and hit a littie bi

t on

the first bul[et, this one that was cliosed out that is now, |

quess, reopened. uhatAis that?

MR. MURDOCK: That involved the muitiple attach

ments
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te emsedded strip plates. The finding was we had>ncAway of
keeping track of the cumulative load on a given strip p|a¥e.
These{are big, long, narrow strip plates embedded in the grid

around the plant, so that you can make field attachments, you

can make central enginéering attachments. They have a

pre—désigned load carrying capability.
As | understand the process, initially they were

sizéd;such that one just couldn’t put enocugh attachments on ft
to ovérload it. There have been some changes in allowables
throuéh the years, and that process degraded a little bit so -
you now you can’t say that you can’t put enough on to overlogd
the plate.

Therefore, it’'s our position that one needs to kno@
what Fhe cumulative ilcads are on a plate at any given time.

We are stiLl_interacting with the line organization on this
sub ject . | guess | don’t stay in the iron pocket of the
engineers following it, but we contact him on the subject;
he’'s in almast daily contact with somebody on the issue as to
what is going on. He isn’'t saying that there is some
embedment that is overloaded at the Watts Bar site.

What he is saying is we don’t have ~-- and that’'s the
reason {‘'m not pursuing it with anymore vigor -- is | can’t
say if you don’t fix that embedment you’'re going to have a
piece of pipe come off the wall. And he wont’' say that

either. What he says.is you don’‘t know in all instances, or
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you don't have documented in all instances what is attéched.

MR. MARSH: Was this a Black & Veatch fiﬁding th;t
was closed down and subsequently recpened or what?

MR. MURDOCK: It might be better if the policy
committee ar the task force addreésed that specifically.
They’'re probabiy a little more aware of the specific details
of what Black & Veatch found on it.

MR. BEASLEY: Black & Veatch did have some findings
on embedded pl;tes. | den’t remember specifically what they
were. Bill, we're talking about 5 concern that NSRS has

concerning the way we keep up with the new attachments to the

Inads.  The question was did Bltack & Veatch have findings
relative to those on the auxiliary feedwater system.
MR. MARSH: Was it closed down? |Is it now recpened?
.MR. ZIDZIUNAS: Bill Zidziunas,‘Black & Veatch.

When Black & Veatch put‘ouf the gupplementary report the
findings were still cpen. They were classified that TVA and
Black & Veatch didlnot.come to a ﬁeeting of minds as to what
was technically acceptable.

The bottom | ine was the IR required a safety factor
of five.

MR. BEASLEY: This is embedded plates.

MR. ZIDZIUNAS: Okay. There was one on that one. |
think we did close it out.

MR. PIERCE: Could | address this? We have a
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program which we initiated in the spring of 1984 dealing with
the subject‘of keeping up with potential overload}ng of
embeddaed plates. This is documented in construction
specifications. The program has been in ﬁlace. We are
pursuing, with fhé Nuc lear Safety Review staff, to go ocver the
program once again with them bec;use we feel the program we
have in ptace will, in fact, catch any potential overlcading
of embedded plates.

MR. THOMPSON: Past as well as present?

MR. PIERCE: We did another sample program that we
got into on embéddgd plates. We have the documented resulfs
of this program, of the sample program: We developed a new
program based on the sample that we did, and the reauction in
allowables on embedded plates, and gave a change notice
from the origiﬁal design.

We feel we have a program in place that takes care
of this finding that we have, and the concern of the Nuclear
Safety Review staff that we can, in fact, keep up with the -
potential for overicading embedded plates.

.NR. WALKER : Let me try this one more time. 1 've
got a lot of words there, but the fundamental question is:
doces your program establish that plates that exist are not
over icaded? And your program that is ongeing will keep from

adding 1l ines without analyzing?

MR. PIERCE: The sample we did gave us the
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confidence that what had happeried prior to that -- that the

platés were not over lcaded. The program that was put in place'
gives us the confidence that we'’ll catch anything that is
added.

MS . AD;NSAM: An | to understand.you are.not going
back and establishing the actual locads on g;ch embedded plate?

MR. PIERCE: That’'s correct.

MS . ADENSAM: | hear your progf;m say you have done
a sample to look at potential over load, but | don’'t hear you
saying you are going to go back ahd calculate loads on each
plate so we’ll have-a record of it.

MR . MARSH: How are you going t§ know whether or not
you over |oad something?

MR. BEASLEY: Before we added a new attachment to
any plate, industry analyzed ft.

mMS. ADENSAM: But you're not going back beyond the
sample you have looked at. Do | understand you carrectly?

MR. BERSLEY: That’'s correct.

MR. WALKER: How big is the sample?

MR. PIERCE: | don’t remember the details of the
sample, but | can look it up and get it to you. It’'s a large
sample.

MR. WALKER: And you found no problem?

MR. PIERCE: No.

MR. RITTS: Jim Ritts, TVUA. The most significantly
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loaded piates in thg plant were looked at during that sample.

MR . WALKER: S0 you biased your sample t§ look‘a{
the ones that were |caded the haraest; then you did a
sign{ficant sample, although | don’'t know myself == and you
probably already have told people ~-- what the size of that
sample is.

MR. WHITT: Let me clarify that. This item»has been
ciosed out in the NSRS:report.on Black & Veatch. it will
remain closed out én thé report from Black & Veatch, ana you
will not see anything related to Black & Veatch for this
concern again.

We are invesfigating the same concern as a part of

our employee.concerns program at Watts Bar. We’'re not going

to do it from two points of view; we're looking at the same

man who had the concern there. Ue’ll do it; if we close it
there, it’s done with. .

MR. MURDOCK: To save you going through the task
force report to define: the details, they took a sample of 69 =
embedded plates and these were selected based on cnes that
were heavily locaded that if you expect -- it wasn’'t just a
random sample, it was the selected sample of pltates, that if
you expected there was going to be anything overlioaded they
would have been. And they didn’'t really find any substantial

over load; they found one bolt, one attachment bolt on cone

plate that was stressed to .96 as opposed to an allowable of
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.?, and this is -~ when | say a big, long strip plate that hés
many attachmenfs on it and lots of bolts. |
One bolt ocut of the, say, ten 20-foot long strib

plates that had been -~ were stressed to .96 instead of the

allowable .9.

MR. WALKER: If you got the results, 69 out of how
many?

MR. MURDOCK: There were |ike 5500.'as.l recall,
some such number . Recognize that 69 was not -a random sample.

MR. WALKER: Understoodr

MS. ADENSAM: 1'd likg to ask abogt that . ¥ you
didn’'t know what the locads were, what p?ocess'did.you go by to
know that you biased your sample towards the heaviest loads?

MR. PIERCE: Eleancre, we knew the locads on a lot of
these, and ; lot af the !oaqs were recérded fr@m day one.
What was not recorded initially were attachments made due to
field-routed conduit and small pipe routing in the vicinity of
the plates that may haye a load of 25 pounds, S50 pounds, 100
pounds .

MS. ADENSAM: You went back to those type of
records? You did have to see which ones were the heaviest -~-

MR. PIERCE: We had records of all engineer supports
that were attached t§ the pltates and the locading of thaose.

MR. NOVAK: Let me ask, was there a breakdown -- |

just want to understand. Did the QA process for design
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following the engingering shop where the l|loads were calculated
= 1I'm just wondering was there a breakdown or was this a
permissible action on the part of the process?

MR. PIERCE: This is a permissible action on the
part of the program that the attachments by the fields.were
for fieid routed conduit, small pipe and the lcads associated
with those. it was permissible to put those on without any
calculations on the loading.

MR. WALKER: And the basis that it was permissible?

MR. PIERCE: Was the originalidesign of the plate.

MR . NALKER; And that you wouldn’'t overiocad it with
fhose kinds of loads?

MR..BEASLEY: Exactly. Engineered loads were
calculated. That’'s the definition of engineered.

MR. WALKER: = | assumed that was the basis. I'just
wanted to understand. -

MR. MYERS: | guess |’'m just con;used about this,
because it said in this NSRS report, there is no control
system to identify and.maintain records of as-built ltoads on
plates. With this lack of records, the system has no way of
knowing whether the plates are overloaded.

MR. PIERCE: M-. Myers, the statement was correct as
you have read it, because our program does not record every
load that is on the pilate. Because of the design of plates,

there are certain loads that can be lcocated, small lcads that
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can be located in certain places on the plate, that canrot
possibly overload the plate.

MR. MYERS: I may have missed something, but it just
says there is no way of knowing whether the plates are -

over |caded.

MR. PIERCE: We have a program that we will know if

‘a plate is overloaded by an additional attachment.

MR. MYERS: Then this is a wrong statement?

MR. PIERCE: The statement, as you havg read it aﬁd
the.way | have heard you read it, is that we don’'t have a
program that designétes every load that is on the p!ate.

MR. MYERS: The author of the statement is up the}e.

MR . MURDOCK: What we said was, they do not
nUmerically record the icad in pounds or kips or whatever
means of designating a Io;d on. a stripplate.. Absent that
running tabulation of total loads on a plate, you have no way
of knowing whether you have exceeded the design allowabtie oﬁ a
plate.

What their procedure allows is one with engineering

judgment, which loocks at a plate, sees a lot of big

attachments, a few little attachments, whatever, and if he
meets certain geometrical criteria, he can add small iocads to
the plate, if in his judgment adding those locads would not

jecpardize the tota! allowable of the plate.

Now that was one thing we discussed at some detail
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with the people at the site. They sent an engineer on a
rotation bas}s -~ it was not our engineer -- who goes to the

site to make those decisions before an attachment is added.

We were told at the site that that gentleman did, indeed, make
calculations to sUpport his engineering judgment. Our
responSe was, "If you make the;calculation, why don’t you

do;ument it?"
Ergo, the constructgén deviation report. i was told
shortly before coming up here[:the closeout of that field
report did not do -- did not requﬁre documentation of those
field calcutlations. Thﬁs, ye sfe geing to continue in the

process, as Kermit explained, of the investigation of the

emp loyee concerns. That will just be folded into this }
finding. j

MR . PIERCE: | specifically have assigned one of my
staff to this probliem. We have a praogram that w{ll give us

assurance that we do not overload any --

MR. MURDOCK: Based on what | know at present, | -
can’t say that it does or it doesn’'t.

MR. PIERCE: { can say that it does not.

MR. WALKER: | heard you, Ralph.

MR. THOMPSON: Again, if 1'm not mistaken, that is
one issue that is still open today that TVA is working to

cliose out through the Quality‘Technology Corporation, using

the NSRS individual who had expressed some concerns.
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MR. PIERCE: As one of the investigators?
MR. THOMPSON: As one of the investigators. So that

should wrap it up ocne way or the other.

MR. MURDOCK: ¥ he hasn’t wrapped it up to our
satisfaction; you can rest assured that Raiph will‘hear from
us further . .

[Sjide.l

This leads to Qhere we're all headed. What does

NSRS think about the whole process? Here is the currenf NSRS
position, that we know of no issues resulting from the Black &
Veatch activity thch should preclude the immediate operation

of the Watts Bar Unit-1 plant. | don't think | can endorse

anything any stronger than that. if | felt there was
something out there, | would be looking for it. | haven't

found it, don’t havé any suspicions that it’s there.

MR. MARSH: Are those within NSRS who you think’
perhaps would not concur with it?

MR . hURDOCK:A | have not polied the group.

MR. MARSH: This was not a poll.

MR. MURDOCK: This was NSRS management, myself, and
Kermit Whitt. At the time that we wrote the Black & Veatch --
our report on Black & Veatch, it was myself and Knute Culvér.

MR . leTT: Let me make one statement about that. i

know of nobody in the group that has a problem with what Jim

just said. If anybody has a problem, they should come and
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’ 1 tetl!l me thaﬁ they have a problem. nnyboqy in NSRS that has a

0 2 problem in nuclear safety at a site has %|JII authority toc make
2 a case for it. He doés ncot have authority to come and say,
4 “They have a problem there, if they catch it." 1§ he says
S that, | say, “What is the problem? Devefop your case, and
5 we’'ll pursue it."
7 That’s alt | can say about po}ling pecople. They
S have full authority. 1f anybody in NSRS has a problem, they
Q are not pursuing it, they are not living up to the
10 responsibility of NSRS.
11 : MR. MARSH: Are there any concerns today?
12 MR. WHITT: Not to my knowledge.
13 MR. MARSH: | guess you have a system to process
14 them as they go through.
1S - MR . wHITT:' Nobaody has a prob[em. Nobaody has come
16 to me and said, ;Hey, we’'ve got a problem cut there that Black
17 & Veatch identified and we haven't corrected." The closest
18 thing to it is the plates.
19 MR. MARSH: But | gather in that person’s mind --
20 you don’t know whether in that person’s mind that would hold
21 up a licensing.
el MR. WHITT: | do not know.
23 MR. MURDOCK: {’ve asked that specific person, and

E
.
B
| . 24 his answer would support this.

25 MR. WHITT: My point is that if anybody in my group
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has gof a problem that he th;nkg would bé'unsafe in a3 nuclear
plant, and he’s not bringing it forward and telling me abodt
it, then the man is not living up to his responsibility. He
kncews that everybody in our group knows that he ha; a
responsibility to do that.

MR. PIERCE: | think you could.say that for all TuaA
pecple. . |

MR'. THOMPSbN: Let:me ask this question. Why deo you
have so many people in this duality First Group? Just £o come
out and make the statement that they haQeAthat cbligation, |
don’t think you’ve established the atmosphere that is
necessarily conducive.to that. You may havé. I'“m just
saying, somebody has a different perception.

MR. MURDOCK: | can speak for my group. We have a
staff meeting with my group probably on the averaQe of three
times, four times a month, and there isn’t a singie one of
those meetings that IAdon’t ask them, “Do you have any
problems with anything out there?” And if we get anyone =
saying, “"Well, if you qon’t fix this, you’'’d better do
something,” whatever, that’'s their job, as Kermit says, to
identify isgues, develop those issues, identify the issue to
line organization for resolution. 1¥f they are not identifying
them to us, they are not fulfilling their obligation in cur

group .

MR . WALKER: | assume you’'re pretty close to the end




o

0 1 of the presentation.
: MR . MURDOCK: That's the end of my presentation.

MR. WALKER: Before you go, | have one question that

)
4 is fundamental because of my background.
S During the review of Black & Veatch or any reviews
53 that NSRS deoes, if they aetermine that something is reportable
7 » to the NRC under one of our codes -- and | speak specifically
3 in Black & Ueatcg with respect to 50.55(e) Part 21 -- do they
-9 report ig? Do they tell! the line to report it? How doés it

10 get reported”?
11 MR. MURDOCK: Ve would te?l the |line to reporf it.
12 _ | MR. WALKER: How do you know the |ine aoes it?

’ 13 : MR . r;YURDOCK: We havg copies of virtuatly evervyvthing
14 the | ine generates.
15 | MR . WALKER: Aré'you.satisfied they have reported
18 everything that was found under the Black & Veatch report,
17 according to the requirements of the NRC?
13 MR. MURDOCK: UWe’'re not experts on reportability in -
19 my group, so | can’‘t realily, on the basis of my personél
20 expertise, attest that they have reported everything that
21 ought to have been reported.

R}
rd

MR. WALKER: Do you think that they have not met the

1o
)]

requirements”?

‘ 24 MR. MURDOCK: | don’t know of anything that | think

2s they should have reported that they haven’'t. | cannot speak




o

0)

10

11

—
)

14

m
o

0]
0n)

o)
'S

.-
[}
fo

for my Qroup.

MR. WALKER: But you did not'make reporting
requirements to the.NRC. You simply say, “Tgis may be
repaortable, Line, gé forth and do it." Do you know of
specific examples where they haven’t followed vour
recommendation?

MR . HURDOQK: | don’'t know of anything perscnally.

MR . WHITT; Kermit Whitt. We have never told the
|ine'and we never intend to teil the line, “You report this."”

MR. WALKER: | thin'k you do make recommendations.

MR. WHITT: When we send the report out, if we think
gomething ought to be raeportable, we say, "Please evaluate
this for reportability.” We have doné that. You can come |
back -- to my knowledge, they have always come back and s§id,
"1 will report tﬁis:" ar, "We don’'t think this is reportable.”

MR. WALKER: Have you ever disagreed and said, "I

believe you’'re wrong about it. Look at it again?”

MR. WHITT: 1'm sure there was a time or two. They
should do a better job of reporting, in that case.

MR. PIERCE: >I can speak to that, Roger. |'ve had
him come back to me on more than one occasion and tell me, "I
didn*t" --

MR. WALKER: Did you go éhead and report it, to

pursue the argument, or did you pursue the argument?

MR. PIERCE: We pursued it to a resoclution.
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MR. WALKER: In other words, the answer |'m Heakiné
is, is it’s rnot their responsibility to make reports to thé
NRC; it is yours.

MR. PIERCE: That’s right.

MR. MURDOCK: We‘re not the Licensee. UWe doh’t.own
the plants. We speak to the General Manager.

MR. WALKER: VYou are aware that there are
requirements under Part 21 that are individual requirements,
rather than corporate requirements, and you mean you haQe met

those ragquirements in the NSRS?

MR. MURDOCK: | go to sleep every nigﬁt --

MR. WALKER: Is that a fair statement?

MR. MURDOCK: | go to sleep every ﬁight, Roger,
feeling |’'ve accamplished 3!l the responsibilities of my:job.

MR. WALKER: Which is Part.31.

MR . MURDOCK: ¥ | thought there was a Part 21 out
there, | would have reported it, if somebody else hadn’'t.

MR. WALKER: ‘Thank you. | fi

MS. ADENSAM: May | ask a question? in reading the
final report that was published by NSRS on their assessment on
the Black & Vaatch I1DUP, | identified under the discussiﬁn of
different categories some concerns that seemed to be
expressed, but they did not make them into the

recommendations.

Specifically, in Category 3, there was a discussion
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concerning some wiring errors where some wrong wires -- |

interpreted the report to say some wrong wires had been platced

in one terminal, that there was a generic problem of

implementation of procedures, attention to detail, and lack of

a really independent review process.

That was under Cateéqry 6. Under Category 32,.

periodic training of design pg?sonnel on ‘procedural

requirements should have been conducted.

Those did not make it into the recommendationé.

| guess it’'s not clear to me that the NSRS emplovees

that put together the report had those concerns, or that the

NSRS staff has had those concerns resolved.

What happened to them? VYou kind of go back to the
recommendat ions. They look iike they got lost. | was curious
as to what, if any, resolution had been reached regarding

those issu

es .

MR .

MURDOCK : They have not compietely gone away, in

the sense that we are still there reviewing TVA programs. |

don’'t personally feel that it is totally my group’s

responsibility to address issues of how TVA trains their

engineers.

We can make suggestions on what we think the

practices ought to be from time to time, but they are the

praogram managers. They deliver a plant that accomplishes what
it is supposed to do. How they get there is ~- we saw
weaknesses . It’s impossible for nine guys to look at a plant




1 and not find what we would programmatically consider

weaknesses in the system.

™

3 ' We axpressed the view that they ought to look at
a them. '
S MS . QADENSAM: You‘didn't consider them s}gnifigant
5] enough to make a recommendation Fdr }mprovement? Or you:just
7 didn‘'t consider that your job? Uﬁat are you telling meé'
3 " MR. MURDOCK: We did, in writing-tﬁe report. |
=] would assume that Ralph Pierce read the tot#f report. The
10 words are in the report. They ju;t didh't take the form‘of a
11 spacific recommendation.
12 ‘ MS. ADENSAM: Why? 1’m asking NSRé, why did they
: ' 12 not --
14 MR . THOMPSON : I think you ought to ask Ralph, did
15 he do anything?
16 MR. MURDOCK: _I.et me respond to El inor first.. I’'m
17 not an expert in personnel training. It appeared to me and to
13 our group that there wgre a number of people that, had they _
19 been better trained in some of the fundamental way; of doing
2o business in TUA, they might have done a better job. |
21 Mé. ADENSAIM : Actual iy the one that got me thé most
22 was the wiring errors, because it was identified in the
23 ‘report, that had TuA gone back andAlooked at four other
24 systems, then they had the same deficiencies.

. 25 " MR. MURDOCK: They provided us with additional
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infarmation after that report was made available to my

engineer, information that resclved his cancern.

MS. ADENSAM: | see.

MR. BEASLEY: There was considerable corrective
action as a result of Category 3. | can go into3lots of
detail about it.

MS. ADENSAM: Beyond the recommendation.

MR.

BERSLEY:

It was the recommendation that the

Category 3 was resclved in the timeframe that he was issuing a

raeport.

MR .

MR .

MURDOCK :

BEASLEY :

Precisely.

There was. a lot of work that was

undertaken to go through that to resclve Category 3.

MR .

MURDOCK :

It ended up, Elinor, in Category 3

that there were discrepancies between the logic diagrams and

the schematics.

wauld have led him,

system up wrong.

There was information on the logics that

if he followed the leogic, to wire the

We felt having incorrect information on any contro)

drawing was not a proper thing to be doing. They have --

did a review of the rest of the plant. They found in the

they

documentation system the only documents that had been misused

to any degree were the

logic diagrams.

MS.

ADENSAM:

logic diagrams. They corrected all

Was there any work that needed

the
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correcting as a result of having had these, quote, faulty

diagrams, or was there any identified?

MR. BEASLEY: Any work in the plant?

MS. ADENSAM: Yes.

MR. BEASLEY : Noé.that | recali.

“MR. COLE:; ! donxt recall any.

‘MR. BEASLEY: Thére were a lot of paper changes on
the drawings to get them up to speed. There are abodt two of
the policy committee meetings where the policy committee got
inte this in very gfeat depth and, as a mafter'of fact,
directed that we lcok at the three other systems.

| have a notebook back at the office about so thick

(gesturing) where they went through and did an ektremely

detailed review and comparison of these drawings.

MS. ADENSAM: With the plant. A comparison of the
drawings with the plant?

MR. BEASLEY: A comparison of the logic drawings
with the actual wiring-drawings.

MS. ADENSAM: What about the plant?

MR . BEASLﬁY: The plant was built in accordance with
the wiring drawings. The types of problems that we had on
this, when you made the first drawing, the logic drawing, you
may show a switch with five positions. When you actually got
down to burchase the hardware, you had a switch with four

positions. The wiring diagram showed a switch with four
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O 1 positiohs. The logic diagram showed it with five positions.

We have not gone back and made this out—of—functfon

D]

type of information that was on the logic diagrams, which was

w

4 really detailed Qiring information, in agreement.

S | MS. ADENSAM: | had read this where there was an

5] instance where they identified that the raw wirés we}e

7 ingtalled on the wréng terminals. That's how ! read this

3 field cHange request .

9 MR. BEASLEY: | don’t recall that. Qe can che;k

10 that out. Would you give me the reference?

11 ' MS. ADENSAM: This is on page 6 of the NSRS report.
12 MR. MYERS: I had the same question.' That’'s what it
12 says on page 6. These probliems include instances where as

14 many as 13 wires shown bn one drawing wereviﬁstalled on the
15. - wrong terminal .

18 MS . ADENSAM: | read that, because it references a
17 field change request. | think that’s what FCR stands for.

13 it’s E~-3508, System EA. -
19 | concluded from that, there was physically

20 something wrong in the plant.

1D}
-

Then it went on in the next paragraph and said, NSRS

D]
o

didn’'t agree with the corrective actions. “"Problems have been

rn
w

demonstrated to be comman in the four systems reviewed.”

So | interpreted from that, you had identified

Q]
»

construction errors in the plant in the aux feedwater system

[0
4]
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D 1 based on this finding in this field change request, and you
2 had identified in the plant four other systems where you
3 physicailly had erroars.

4 That’s what | was concerned about, because that one

L

didn’t even make it as a recommendation for correction of any

5 “type.
7 S MR. THOMPSON: Let me ask you, even though you
3 didn’t make a recoﬁmendation, Gra; or Ralph, | think you said
Q .you took some action based on it?
10 MR. BEASLEY: That'svcorrect. There are basically
11 two actions, as | Pecall. First, we went in on the logic
12 diagrams, we put notes to make sure they were used for lcgic
" 12 only, and not for detaiied wiring. This was the first thing.

14 . Then wevwent back through] and all of the drawings
15 that were involvea'in the detailed licensing submittal, we
16 made those corrections.
17 MR. MARSH: Did you go and lock at other systems?
18 ' MR . BEQSLEY:' Yes. -
19 MS. ADENSAM: In the pltant?
20 MR. BEASLEY: All logic diagrams.
21 MR. MARSH: Not the diagrams. Did you find ocut if
22 . there were other problems? You loocked at fqur. but did you
teac] look at the others?

. 24 MR. BEASLEY: All the logic diagrams, we put the

25 structures on them, so that they used them only for the
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Purpase intended, of logic.

For all of the drawings that are in the FSAR, used
as a licensing basis for altl systems, were brought up to speed
to make them match.

MR. MARSH: The question | have, the ptant,

apparently, was built incorrectly, at least the four systems

that were sampled. That’'s how the report reads.

MR . BEASLEY: | don’t recalt! anything in the four
systems -- three systems were sampled as | recali. Théée werae
three systems.l 1 went through those --

MR. PIERCE: | don’t know the details of this
particular thing here, but we will look into it and see.

MR. COLE: The three systeﬁs that were reviewed were
component, caoling, containment spray, NRHR. They were

‘reviewed with the same criteria as what was done by Black &

Veatch. -

Based aon the resuits of that review, it was
conc luded that there was correct installation and operation,
as far as what the information that was shown on the drawings
that were used by construction. But there were two exceptions
on the instantaneocus trip settings, which was already
identified as Category 235, and the functional errors on the
lagic diagrams. For that reason, the logic diagrams were

reviewed and corrected.

MR. MARSH: There was something different. What was
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1 read said there was something wrong before the installation on

rd

the terminals of four systems. That doesn’'t seem to jibe with

what you just read.

w

4 . MS. ADENSAM: Not necessarily, Tad, because what was

S confusing to>me was my interpretation of what was read. What

) ! heaf Ed.saying was that they did lock at the physical

7 installiation -- did | understand you correctly? -- andvthey

38 compared it against the déagrams that construction used, and

Q they compared . with the Iogié, and they found there was a

10 discrepancy between the draﬁings., But between what was

11 supp&sed to be there and what was there, it was correct.

12 Did | understand, except for the trip settings and
. 13 the drawing error?

14 MR. MARSH: That's the finding of the task force, as

19 you read in thé NSRS repcrt.

16 : MS. ADENMsSAM: (t can be interpreted either way.

17 - MR. MARSH: We need to find ocut which one is right.

13 MS. ADENSAM: . 1’'d ask Jim. -

19 MR. MARSH: Let’'s ask Jim. Jim, do you know?

20 MR. MURDOCK: Quite frankly, | don’t recall the

21 specific details.

22 MR. WALKER: That seems to be a standard‘answer.

23 MR. MURDOCK: | did not generate every word in the

c4 report, ;nd | can't say that | cou}d faithfully support each
® . '

o) and every word in the report as being absolutely true, and |
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can’‘t say that it isn’t.

1 have'aﬂ engineer who could tell you what wés f ound
from his notes. | don’t have it in my notes what that'was atl
about.

MR. WALKER: It seems fundamental you have to know

whether you have a plant problem or a drawing problem.:
Somehow or another, you have got to understand whichever one

or both has been corrected.

MR. MURDOCK : It was my understanding.there:wére
wiring e?rors in the plant. What the specific wiring_érrors
were | c;n't attest oﬁe way or the othér:.

MR. THOMPESON: Ralph, will you get back to us on

this one?

MR. SHELL: Yes .

MR. MARSH: Hugh asked the question. | tthght the
quest ion was had you taken action on the recommendatiqns in
addition to the findings. S0 you go to the findings, where
you find that eQerythihg has been corrected on the findings.

MR. THOMPSON: | Qas asking Ralph, just because theay
didn’t box them in with something called a finding, a
recommendation, did indeed you take any action. { think ocne
of them was training. Did you lock at those and evaluate the
benefits from that recommendation -~ findings?

MR. PIERCE: We take into consideragion all facets

of the repart, and we give specific consideration to any
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recommendat ions they have, and we are required to specifically

respond to their recommendations. Other than their specif}c
recommendation, certain actions are taken. | can’t address
these particular ones and what we did about it, but | will

find cout for you.

MR. THOMPSON: Okay.

MR. PIERCE: We are requi;ed to give responses, get
with them, have a meeting of minds on any recommendation that
comes out of that report. we'hage had several on train{ng.

MR. THOMPSON: Okay;

MR . NOVAK : Can we open up {o? general questions?

MR. WALKER: I think we ought to thank Jim for his
orientation.

‘MR. SHELL: We have scme people that have an
airplane to catch. We at least need to maké a.deéision on
whether to hold them over here tonight or let them go right
now. They were originally scheduled to leave at 4:30.

MR. THOMPSON: Who are they?

[A show of hands.]

MR . NOVAK : | have a quick gquestion for Gray
Beasley.

You mentioned in your earlier presentation United
Engineers or somebody icoked at some 22 design process
procedures.

MR. BEASLEY: United Engineers looked at all
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engineering proceQures that existed at that time. They made
recommendations that we change 23 of them. One of the 23 was
subsequently voided and replaced by another system. We made_
the changes in the 22.

MR . NOUVAK: Would they have |qoked at thg design
procedure wHich permitted you to add lcads to an embedment
plate without doing calcutation? Would that have been a
written procedure which permitted something |ike that to
happen?

MR. BEASLEY: That is more of the details and the
analysis of the discipline. That would have been --

MR. PIERCE: | don’t think so.

MR. BEASLEY: There is a set of about four notebooks

of procedures, and that is basically what they looked at,
procedures generic to ail discip!ines.

MR. NOVAK: Let me understand something. The
addition of a load to embedment plate would not fall under a

design procedure.

MR. BEASLEY: It falls under the directions that the
poeple are given to do the work. In some cases it is
procedure; in some cases it is under supervisory control.

MR. PIERCE: Design criteria.
MR. BEASLEY: It’'s the way you do your
business. That’s the nature of the engineers. They have a

manual of supervision that directs that.
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1 - MR. THOMPSON: Just to make sure | understénd some

| ' a of the generic -- let’'s call them lessons Ieafned in the red
3 piece of the pie that we looked at earlier. As | un&erstood
4 in discussions with Tom, or maybe Roger, you said you made

significant number of changes in other systems in addition

4]

5 just to the auxiliary feedwater system. Is that documented?

7 Let’s say the extent changes are made are invihat réport that
8 you juét shipped up here yesterday or came_iﬁ todayi'Where
Q would | find that kind of bottom | ine of rea}Jy how you~
10 applied the generic applications?.
11 . MR. BEASLEY: 1'm not sure that you can go through
. 12 that withoug going through each item to pick‘them up . | don'’t
' » 12 recall an accumulated list --
14 MR. PIERCE: We don’t have an accumulated list, but
15 | think we can giean it aout of the documents.
16 MR. BEASLEY: wWwhen we get some back in a controlled
17 corrective action system |ike a corrected Ncé, it is tracked
13 there. it may have two or three things that initiated it, but -~
19 we don’t try to trace it back to these.
20 MR. THOMPSON: | guess at one time | was kind of
21 under the impression, and | think ﬁaybe Ralph tried to square
feges me away at the last meeting and | refused to let him, that
23 NCRs from the Black & Veatch report that generated, let’'s say,
. 24 on the auxil iary feedwater some nurﬁber, let’'s say | say it's

25 27, and that when you went to apply the generic applications
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through atl the other systgms, there were no more NCRs
gene?ated.

Is that a correct impression, or did you generate
another large number of NCRs when you went to all these other
systems? Welil, %aybe it doesn’'t make any difference.

MR. BEASLEY: There were other NCRs initiated by the
line organizatioé as they dealt with thése Task Force findings
that were sent to thatibrganization at Qatts Bar and other
projects. | doﬁ}t know how many. | can’‘t give you a relative
magni tude.

MS.(ADEQSAM: Can you find out?

MR. WALKER: It would help us to know.

MR. SHELL: That is difficult for us to do. If’we
did not in the description of the deficiengy on the S5A
reparts or in tHe NCR, . if we did not write down the
circumstances that caused wus to look at this problem, there is
no way we can tell. What | am saying is there could have been
some NCRs and even some 55E reports written where we did not
mention in there that we found this in the Black & Veatch
review.

We tried to do that on all of them, but there is a
possibility that we didn’t do that but that we did go ahead
and do the NCR.

MR . PiERCE: I think we have some impression of the

ones that were generated as a result of the Black & Veatch
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effort and those corrective actions that we took as a result

of that. I think we could resurrect a large partion of thét.
MR . BEASLEY: I know we cén go back and pick up some
of them. I know where the records are hiddén. We can'get
them. We can get some of them.
MR . THOﬁDSON: I think it would.bethelpful to get

some general! feel of how that was done. As‘l say, | was under
the impression that there were none.

MR. BEASLEY: That’s not the correct impresgidn. We
can also tell you which of those 27 that were on the auxiliary
feédwater, we had generic implications by léoking at those
NCRs. We could get that.

MR . HUFHAM: We have a little bit of a problem.

We are holding our own plane at the airport. They tell me
that ﬁlane has got to leave by S o’clock'orvwe can’t éet oQt
of the airport.

MR. THOMPSON: Can you tell them to fly to Dulles,
to pick up at Dulies? - You won’t get there at 5 o’clock.

MR . WALKER: There is no way you are going to get to
National by S o’clock.

MR. HUFHAM: Anyway, my next statement is forget
the logistics of this mgeting. Is there some way -- we tried
to pull together peocpie who know the mast about Black & Ueét;h
to answer as many questions as we could. Some of us are

staying over until tomorrow for the other meeting. Are you
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going to get together? | right now don’t know wheré we are,
to tell you the truth. Is someone going to make a statemeét
or is this just going to end?

MR. THOMPSON: i think Eleanor tried toAidentify
some of the major purposes we were hoping to come ocut of
this. We were gaing to Iook to her tc be able to identify.
where we were on those items.

MR. HUFHAM: | don‘t want it to end with anyone in
this room wanting a response or a follow-up --

MR. THOMPSON: And you not knéwing it.

MR. HUFHAM: ~ You may not know it today, but with
Roger, Steve and everybody hére, somebody needs to be getting
together . | guess it's Eleanor.

ﬂR. WALKER: For your information, Roger and Steve
arg-staying tomorrow and we are going to meet with Eleanor. We
will probably discuss wkat questions remain. Does that helip
you, Jim?

MR. HUFHAM: "Yes, a great deal. ' -

MR. WALKER: Aren’t we staying tomorrow and aren’t
we going to discuss it?

CLaughter]

MR. HUFHAM: That’s not just to Roger and Steve and
Al there, but it’s to anyone in this room. So with that -~

MS. ADENSAM: Back to the NCR request. | beljieve

that is what we were asking for when we asked you in our
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question 4 in our'May 30thxletter, where we asked you to
provide_the NCRs that were initiated as a result of the
corrective actions taken from both the Black & Ueatcﬁ revieﬂ
and the‘TUA generic review that were not already pfovided.

MR . HUFHAM: That's ngmber 5.'

MS . éDENSAM: it’'s number 4 on mine. i £ né{ already
provided in the Black & Veatch report. ¥ you have NéRs that
were already L&entified, we weren’'t looking far thése. We are
asking you for.the others. If you have answered thaé.
question, we would already have those NCRs.

MR. SHELL: That should have been in the pgckage you
got tod;y.

MS. ADENSAM: I simpily did not have an oppﬁrtunity
tec review it.

MR . NOVAK : | have a quesfion,for Black & Veatch.
One of the questions that | had was how would you define what
your oﬁjective was in terms of the effort that you did on the
auxiliary feedwater system? In other words, a number of
independent design verifications can be viewed differentiy.
Pacple can independently calculate or can follow a design that
is already in process to see if it was implemented.

Also, | would like to know how do you think your
resources were divided between the review of the design
process versus construction.

MR. ZIDZIUNAS: Well, we started --
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O : A . [Discussion off the record.]
MR. ZIDZIUNAS: We started by locking at the

FSAR. That's where we started, coming up with the baseline

“ro

o

4 requirements for the system. We expanded that intc. the Reg

n

Guides as they applied to that system, those that we are

5] committed to in the FSAR, and we |ooked at some of the I&E

7 bultetins and we came up with a.checklist.

3 . Our pecple went to the field. They started trying
9 to run those down by going into thé TVA documentation. .ue did
10 not require our pecple to do an independent analysis of

11 anything. We asked them to at leasf look at what was there to

ta see if it supported the design.

0}

We teft it up to them to do an independent.analysis

14 if they wanted, with one exception. "TVA did, in fact, ask us

19 A to do an indépendent verification‘of their T-pipe, their pipe

16 stress program that they had used, and we did a separate, just

17 arbitrarily chose one of the representative samplies from the

13 auxiliary feedwater system, and we did that on the addie-pipe, 7
19 which was our own in-house verson. That is covered in our

20 first report.

™
-t

That was the only independent analysis that Black &

a2 Veatch did. The rest of it was loocked at in terms of does
2z this support what the requirement for our system is. Flow,

for instance, for the auxiliary feedwater. Does the analysis

m )
b

4}

that they did satisfy or suppert that they are gofng to meet
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those flow requirementé?

We did not independently check thcse numbers. We
looked at did it fallow, are ﬂﬁese the kinds of numbers that
we should be seeing there? But we did not sit and punch th%;
out because they already had been qhecked.

Does that put that in perspective?

MR . NOVAK : I think | understand.

MR. ZIDZIUNAS: We had in our field at the site four
mechanical pecple, one civil structural, one electrical. The
four mechanical people were there for the whole Quration of
time.> Civil stnuctural.wera one or two days, as were the
elaectrical peop;e. In the TuA offices in Knogville, we had
five mechanical engineers, three electric;l control types and
two civil structure, and they were there six weeks. That's
the breakdown.

MR . NOVAK : Probably two to one, something on that
order, design versus construction.

MR. ZIDZIUNAS: That'’'s about right. Most of the
pecplie that were in the field for the whole time taking
measurements were technicians. Their objective was to go out
there, here is the drawing, did they build it like they
analyzed it?

MS . ADENSAM:A | have a question for Black & Veatch
also. | would like to know, what did your review of the aux

feedwater system with the findings that you had tel! you about
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TVA'S-implemeﬁtation‘ofvan effective QA program?

MR. ZIDZIUNAS: UWe were not specifically_lookingﬁat

their QA program. | want vyou to realize that.
MS . ADENSAM: | understand that. You were |ooking
at the business end of it, in a sense.

MR . ZIbZIUNAS: We did find a cogple of élaces.where
there were apparent discrepanciesy thingsA;hat haq-gotten
closed out. | think they were discussed in our fi;st report.
We did not draw a conclusion that they appeared to be géneric,
okay? We thought they were isolated insténCes.

MR. MARSH: Let me backiup here. fhose issues that
wer deviations, shouid they have been caught by the QA
pragram? And if they should h;ve been caught, then how caome
we say that they are isolated events? There were only a
couple of isclated events.

MR. ZiIDZIUNAS: When Black & Veatch went into TvA,
we were of the impression that the system was considerably
further along. The marching orders that our peocple had were if

you find something wrong, write it up.

MR. MARSH: |l can understand those different
systems that were not complete. That’s kind of clear. There
hadn’t been an inspection on it. It just was not done. But

for parts of the system that were complete that you found

deviations that were later substantiated as being deviations

but not situations where you would not have had a iicensing
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basis, should not the QR/QC program have found those?

MR. ZIDZIUNAS: | am géing to give you a qualified

“"maybe . | thihk i have a breakdown of what we really found
in terms of the big picture. These, again, were slides that

we used in the last presentatioh here.
We keep talking about 428 items. That's a good

numbe+ , but they'were made ‘up of 428, and 51 of them were what

we called punchlist items. We had two documents that we
built. The document review record looked at this sort of
calculations, and this is what we found: | ¥ we found

sqmething thatAdidn’t look Quite ?ight, a finding report was
issued. Uhethaer it was valid or not at that point in time, it
Iookéd jike it was a finding that could not be kil led.

So the total gross numbers that you are seeing is a
ot worse thanArea!Iy.turned ouf in the long run. df those
findings, 151 of them closed out before we even put out the
first report.

MR. MARSH: Of the 420, 150 were closed cut.

MR . ZIDZIUNAﬁ: 150 were closed out; 61 aof them we
considered a punchl!ist item. They were very obvious errors.

MR. WALKER: Punchlist item to me means it fits into
that area that we wanted to talk during construction.

MR. ZIDZIUNAS: 1t should have been. You have to
remember the system was not far enough along. They had not

even done their walkdowns yet.' We didn’t know that going in.
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We assumed that that system w;s geoing to be relatively
complete. As it turned out, when we started taking
ﬁeasurements of some things, there were pieces missing.

MR. WALKER: You assumed it was a turnovgr
operation.

MR . ZIDZIQNASr We didn’t make that observation, but
we knew it had not been turned over for te;t, but we thought
it was going to be a lot closgf. Consequently --

MR. HUFHAM: You mentioned a word that hasn't.been
ment ioned here all day, walkdown. You know, when we have done
our walkdowns and march list -=

MR. WALKER: You do the walkdowns before you turn it
over to operatfons. That’'s the way it’'s done everywhere, and
| don’'t figure you are different than anyyhere else.

AMR. ZIDZIUNAS: That had nof beéﬁ done ~-- when we
walked out of there, 30 items were classifﬁgd «3 open. We did
nct know where they were.

MR. MARSK*' Were they of the 426?

MR. ZIDZIUNAS: They were non-punchlisted open
items. We had not run them to the ground.

MR. MARSH: Let’'s goa back. 420. There were 150 that
were closed down.

MR. ZIDZIUNAS: Yes.

MR. MARSH: There were 60 that were puncﬂlist?

MR. ZIDZIUNAS: There were 61 that were punchiist.




f

)

(4}

10

11

13

14

15

L]
[p]

mn
1)

n
F -]

[0}
(&}

145

MR. MARSH: That was 210.

MR. ZIDZIUNAS: 212 total. We had 20 of them that
were cpen items. We just didn’'t know. We had 153 of those
open items that we still felt were also punchlisted type

things. There wasn’t any documentation there for it, but it
wés probably construction retated.

MR. MARSH: You have the numbers. Let’s do it this
wayl 'Of the 420, what do you think should have been found by
the QA ~--

MR. ZIDZ!IUNAS: I can’t tell you that. | don’t
know . | didn’t do any analysis in that direction.

MS . ADENSAM. You said you identified a few
instances which you thought were more ancmalies than
programmatic.

MR. ZIDZIUNAS: Thaf;é right. There';as'one, and
Gray brought it up earlier, where | think it was 25 hangers we
wrote up. They had closed ocut one engineering change order
improperly. Okay? So'they are traceable back to a single
error. I think we found two, and if you look at the original
report in the text, | think we defined two items that were
apparent breakdowns of their QA system. Something got signed
off that shouldn’t have been signed off. But when you look at
the total scope of things that we loocked at, | think you will

see some margin of error. UWe did not fee! that they were

programmatic.
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MS . ADENSAM: 1t was a qugstion, how vyour view of
it was.

| guess we would be curious, too, in the conclusion
of that meeting in April, you stated that the feedwater system

-- you concluded that the feedwater system, Unit 1 at Watts
Bar, had been designed as being constructed in accordance with

TUA licensing commitments, except as identified in.fhe three

unresolved issues, and can reascnably be expected to perform

its intended function.
We would be interested, if you would be willing to
certify that in writing.

MR. ZIDZIUNRS: I thought we already put it in

writing.

msi ADENSAM: Not that it would meet the licensing
-~ that it met the licensing commitments.

MR. KENYON: What was documented was that the
auxiliary feedwater system could reasonably be exbected to

perfaorm its function.

During the meeting you stated that you met the
licensing commitment, but you never put it in writing. We
were just wondering if we could clean up.the record, if you
would have an objection to doing that.

MR. ZIDZIUNAS: OFff the top of my head, | don’t have
an cbjection to doing it.

MR. MARSH: ! misunderstood. | thought there were
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1 ;everal, with the exception of Iige 35. There are 35 cases
O 2 wheré you ére rnot meeti~ng the Iicensiné commi tments whicr'\

2 would meet the licensing bases.

4 MR. ZIDZIUNAS: ! never made a distinction between

S licensing bases and Iié@nsing commitments, quite honestly.

5] That is something that;Céme out of this group, apparently.

7 MR. MARSH: ﬁhen is that statement {n errcor, that

3 statément that you ju;f read?"lt said with the exception of

a these two deficigncies?,or something?

10 MS. ADENSAM: Yes. In accordance with TVA's

11 Iicensiﬁg<commitments.

12 MR. MARESH: That’s not right.

MS. ADENSAM: You tell me if it is right. This is

1))

14 Black and Veatch saying this.

15 ' ﬁR. ZIDZIUNAS: I”'m not foltlowing your logic. " .Ii'm

16 sorry, | am not doing that.

17 MR. PIERCE: | think it is something that Black and

18 Veatch -- when you get  into the noﬁenclature, the terminology -
19 that is being used, it needs to be cleared up, what was the

20 instructions to Black and Veatch based on this terminology.

a1 MR . MARSH: Oid they look at licensing commitments,

[P}
[}

licensing bases?

[p]
w

MR. PIERCE: That needs to be cleared up on the

. . 24 front end.
25 MS . ADENSAM: Did TVA ask Black and Veatch

in their
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contracts, for theﬁ tq do a comparisoh against liéensipg
coﬁmitments?

MR. PIERCE: That’é what I’'m saying, Elinor, we need

to look at the contracts.

MR. WALKER: Does TVA understand what Elinor -- are
you going to look at your contract and see if that is, in
fact, what you asked them to do, and see if they will certify
it

MR. PIERCE: I think that is what Elinor is asking.

MR. NOVaK: Let me understand something. When you
say TUA licensing commitments, we interpret that to be those

commitments made in the F3AR.

MR. ZIDZIUNAS: FSAR.

MR . NOUAK: So we draw the conclusion that vou would
- conclusioﬁ based on your work, that you can‘cogclude that
the Watts Bar nucliear ptant, the aux feedwater syétem. is one
design as being constructed in accordance with the FSAR?

MS. ADENSAM: - That was identified in three -
unresolved items.

Now cleartly, if that is met, it should not be a
difficult task, if you loock at it, can be reascnabl!y expected
in conformance with the safety functions.

MR, ZIDZIUNAS: I think that is a fair statement.

MR . NOVAK : | think | would lteave it up to TUA and

Black and Veatch --
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MR. HUFHAM: We understand. We thought we had this
latest response from Black and Veatch that may have been in

there. Somewhere in this bundle.

MR, ZIDZIUNAS: | believe we made statements |ike
that -~
MR. HUFHAM: Where we got this one, May 3tist --
MR . BERSLEY: I think .it was made somewhere else.
But, | have to loock at it.

MR. THOMPSON: Do you want to summar ize where Qe are
with respect to the objectives that we had here?

MR. HUFHAM: i think we are still open. We haven't
answered one of the objectives.

MS. RADENSAM: | don’t think he has, either.

MR . HQFHAM: Doiﬁg that in cur closing remarks, we
were just.éoing to close out and try to answer Elinor’s last
one.

MS . ADENSAM: | was going to ask if there were any
other questions from the Staff?

MR. WALKER: No. But | do think we ocught to sit down

tomorrow and analyze where we ére right now, what we think we

still need from these folks.
MS. ADENSAM: | would quite agree.
MR. PIERCE: There has been a 1ot of commitments

today. We need that.

MS. ADENSAM: You said you had more?
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MR. HUFHAM: We were facforing that fourth question

in there.

MS. ADENSAM: Okay.
MR. SHELL: i will try to answer this fourth
question you have on here. But, first before we leave, | want

to make a poin#.

TUA.Qas not required to do this review. In fact,. we
voluﬁtéered'to>do this review quite a bit eariier than NRC was
even suggesting that ﬁther utilities do it. We voluntee?ed'
after the Comﬁﬁssion had told the. Staff that they did not have
the authority to require a third-party review. |

So.vthis effort was totally voiuntary by TVA. |
just want to make sure everybody undérstood that, because |
think earlierlthere was some impressjon that you required us
to do it, and that is not true.

MR . THOMPSON: Let me understand what you think

Suppliement 1 of the SER states. Our conclusian that quality
assurance efforts, we believe that -- | think you are right in
history. We may be reinventing history here. | believe you

volunteered to do it, and then once there we said your program
and the Black and Veatch is what we think is needed.

| don’t know whether that is --

MR. SHELL: | can agree with that.

MR. THOMPSON: Like | say, | think we had lcoked at

this as an important aspect. One very valuable step in
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reaching that assurance that in fact the quality of the lWatts
Bar plant was ;ppropriate. something }ike that.

Not that we want to spend ény more tjme here while
the airplane waits, but now that we are in agreement that you
started off with.grand intentions, and we endorsed it
wholeheartedly.

MR . SHELL: 1 will answer questﬁon 4. The basics
for Mr. Parris’ conclusion in the February 20th, 1985 letter.
We asked alt ghe ma jor organization manaéers in TVA to review
the Final Safety Analysis Report, the SER and all other
licensing documents to certify that Watts Bar was built in
accordance with those documengs.

All of those oréanizations. including the Nuclear
Safety Review Staff, the Division of Quq}ity Assurance, Off.ice
of Engineering, Off}ce o4 Construction, all certified that
with the Iisted exceptions -- and in our.February 20th letter
we did have several enclosures that had exceptions on it --
and they did certify tgat with those exceptions the plant was
built in accordance with the FSAR and our licensing documents.

And your question down here, who has the know!ledge
to certify? Obviously, they use their organizations in making
this certification. | would assume thase people are willing
to certify since they signed the correspondence back to us

stating that that was the case.

MR. WALKER: Can we ask one specific question. Then
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obviously your quality assurance arganization were part and

parcel of that certification, from what you just told me.
MR. SHELL: Obviously it was what?
MR. WALKER: Obvinusly your qQuality assurance

organization would have been one of the organizatfons that

Mr. Parris used to reach that conclusion.

MR. SHELL: Yes .

MR . WALKER: They would be willing, the head of that

organiz;tion would be willing to certify that this plant, to
the best of his knowledge, is built according to the

requirements of the séecificafions?
MR. SHELL: That's true. And it was done.

MR. THOMPSON: Were there any reservations

whatsoever that you are aware of? Obviously you had all the
front tine individuals sign. Were there others? .l guess,
obvicusily, Ralph had to rely -- obviously relied on the
staff.

MR. PIERCE: _The only thing | know in this total
review that we went through, that the action came ocut of it
that is not finished today, we have one item that the Nuclear .
Safety Review Staff recommended that we get cleared up by the
licensee. Thét one is just about ready to be completed.

MR. THOMPSON: is that the bedplate?

MR. PIERCE: This has to do with the QC inspection

and ASME on the power side, the operating side of the
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ofganization, after they havé assumed the plant. This is
during modifications of the plant. Qualification and mate;ial
certification aspect of it. We just about got it cleared up.

It hasﬁ’t been officially put pqt. It requires a
procedural change on the pbwer side, that has been made. But,
tHe total signoff is not done vet. That is the only thing |
kﬁow of that is outstanding that camé put of the
certification.

MR. THOMPSON: That was one th;t was identifi;d --

MR . PIEBCE: They identified fhree, we closed out
twe and this is the last one.

MR. THOMPSON: ! guess what I'm trying to say, on
your certification, thaf is open on your‘letter that you sent
up to us. Is that right? | have not gone back to read the
February letter. { think you said that there were some items
that were identified in the February letter.

MR. SHELL: That’s correct.

MR. THOMPSON: These three, | guess you are saying,
were the three items that were among the three that were
identif ied?

MR. SHELL: 1’d have to go back and look at it and
see. i'’d be very surprised if they were not on there, because
that is the process we went through to identify those things.

MR. PIERCE: | don’t think so, Ralph. On this one,

| think these three items came out of the ~-- wa were in the
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ﬁlddle of doing reviews and this type of thing, gnd | ghink
these actually came to light just about that time. | don't
think they are on there. -

MR . NOVAK : You are not willing to say they are
exceptions. They are'stily under review?

If you do determine that they are exceptions, you
will have to suppliement your previous letter.

MR. PIERCE: That's correct.

MR. HUFHAM: " Going back to your statement, Roger, on
the QR signoff, you Rhow there is still some uncertainty of
individuals about our'QA organization.

We have the Joe Anderson group that reports to
Parris, and the Bob Welling group that reports to Bill Darwin
in Nuclear'Dower. For this readiness load fuel letter'we have
both signatures certifying.

MR. WALKER: Both of them certify.

MR . HUFHAM: | didn’'t want to ileave today thinking
one did and one didn't;

MR. WALKER: That, to me, is the head of your QA
organization. You have got both heads.

MR . HUFHAM: Yes, that covers both heads.

MR. WALKER: Sco, you must have it by the throat.

(Laughter .)

MS. QDENSAM: Are we ready to summarize?

MR. THOMPSON: Why don’‘t you summar ize.



0 ' 1 - ms..'éD;Nan: | believe whether the Staff is
2 satisfied,‘if yvou would, or whether there is still some
2 ocutstanding issues with regarﬁ to the first two objectives, .
4 which was a description of the Black and Veatch IDUP, the
S review process and so forth.
=) And then on the NSRS review process ané resolution
7 of concerns we may still have some additional quéstions we may
3 want to get back to you on. But we think you baQe at least
Q addressad those for us and we have a better understanding.
10 . With regard to cocbjective 3, | think BI;ck ;nd Veatch
11 has responded to the question‘l have for them.
18 ’ TVUA | believe has responded regarding adequacy of
. 12 design and construction, given the identified deficiencies in
14 the QA program, givén the presentation Mr. Beas ey made.'At.
. -
15 least they have answered the question in their view.
16 But what | guess is still not clear, is what does
17 the review‘of all these programmatic reviews in the aux
13 feedwater system tell fUA about impliementation of an effective :
19 QA program?
20 MR . THOMPSON: 1 thought that was one of the things
21 they were going to do is tell us where they looked at the
az2 generic implications and identified other NCRs. That was some

o
1))

of the information they are going to have to get back to us.

MR. HUFHAM: | think that will be on.the tist

' 2% tomorrow.
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MR. WALKER: | th{nk it probablg will be pnAthe list |
tomorrow. | ‘

MR . THOMPSON: 'I'm afraid we haven'’'t quite closed
that one up, -but | think you héve got the information.

MS . ADENSAM: 1 think they just an;wered -- at least

provided their ans&er for objective No. 4, fhe questions that
we had.

I would suggest that we will be -~ | am fraﬁk]y
hoping that we get this transcript within a day or so, and we
woulid be reviewing that. The regjon will be provided a copy.
And we yill discuss tomorrow, also, our feelings regarding
this meeting, and if.there are any additjonal questions the
Staff'has, we will be providing them td your formally.

I can let you know that they are coming, but we will

- send them to you in a formal request for information if there

are any additionals.

Hugh, did you have any comments?

MR. THOMPSON: Obviously, what we are trying to do
is close out to our satisfaction, the open part of the
Supplement 1 which dealt with the QA and the Black and Veatch
report, as well as the allegations that we have concerns with
respect to the adequacy.

So, this meeting was helpful in that area. | want
to thank you for coming. | want to say that despite our

efforts to penetrate the smokescreen'every now and then, |
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O . 1 - thought vou all were very helpful in responding to the

D]

questions that we asked.

3 MS. ADENSAM: | would Iike to make an observation._
4 Anyoné who might be‘interested, tomorrow afterncon’s meeting
S with TVA on the power enhancement program js 1 tQA3 at 9432.
B . But, the attendees have changed a littie bit. Mr. Denton,
7 Dr. Grace and Mr. Tavlor will not be attending the meeting,
S nor will Mr. Parris and Mr. Darling.
a : MR. HUFHAM: Can we comment on that?
10 : MS. ADENSAM: Surely.
11 . t NRf HUFHAM:. We, Carmen and | and a fe@iothers -
12 Raiph will be with us ~- just give you a complete update on
~ 12 the employvee concern program and answer questions anyone
14 might hgve. i really cannot disagrae with your qecision for
15 Mr. Denton and all not to be there.v tt is reélly an update of
15 that program.
17 in aar!ier meetings we had mentioned we might cover
12 'maybe EQ and surveillaﬁce instructions at watts Bar. We will .
19 just address those briefly, but we won’t go intoc any
20 discussion.
e MR. THOMPSON: Before we adjourn, | think you were
22 going tc see if anybody --
23 | MS. ADENSaAM: That was my next question. I think we

. 24 are finished with TuAa.

Does anybody else have any comment or question they

)
(L]
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Qquld |ike to address to the Staff?
Dr. Myers, did you have any other comments?
MR. MYERS: | haVé a lot, but --
(Laughtér)
MS. aDENSaAM: Dur‘répresenfqtives from the Press?
Anybody else?
{No response)
(Whereupon, at 5:051p.m., the hear ing was

adjourned.)
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OBJECTIVES OF MEETING WITH TVA ON BA&V IDVP

TVA to describe their use of the B&V IDVP in conducting the generic review;
describe the review process; and describe how the findings were resolved.

NSRS to describe their review process, resolution of concerns within NSRS,
and resolution of concern with the TVA line.

What does the review of the AFWS with all the findings and NCRs combined
with the other programmatic reviews tell TVA and B&V about TVA's implemen-
tation of an effective QA program? Or what does it say about the adequacy
of Watts Bar Design and construction given identified deficiencies in the
QA program? ‘

What is the basis for Parris' conclusion in the February 20, 1985, letter?
Who in TVA has the knowledge to certify that Watts Bar meet their FSAR
commitments and regulatory requirements? Are these individuals willing

to certify?
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- TVA AGENDA

TVA-NRC MEETING CONCERNING
BLACK AND VEATCH REVIEW OF WATTS BAR NUCLEAR PLANT
| AUXILIARY FEEDWATER SYSTEM
U2, 1985

I. OPENING REMARKS - R, H. SHELL. TVA, NUCLEAR LIlCENSING BRANCH

[1. DESCRIPTION OF THE REVIEW PROCESS - GRAY BEASLEY, TVA, OFFICE oF
ENGINEERING | | |

A, HISToRY AND BACKGROUNDA
B. CoNDUCT OF THE INDEPENbENT REVIEW
C. RESWLTS oF ThE [ NDEPENDENT REVIEX
D. GeNERIC APPLICABILITY TO OTHER WATTS BAR S?sms

E. PoLicy CommiTTEE CONCLUSIONS
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11, NucLEAR SAFETY REVIEW STAFF ASSESSMENT OF BLACK AND VEATCH [NDEPENDENT
Review - Jim Murpock, TVA, NUCLEAR SAFETY REVIEW STAFF

A. PurPOSE OF NSRS ASSESSMENT

B. Scope oF NSRS ASSESSMENT

C, NSRS CoNCLUSIONS

D. NSRS RECOMMENDATIONS AND STATUS'
E. NSRS PosiTion

IV, Crosing REMARKS - R. H, SHELL



FEBRUARY 18. 1982 - INDEPENDENT REVIEW RECOMMENDED FOR WBN As NTOL
SUMMER 1982 - ESTABLISHED SCOPE - CONTRACTED WITH Bév
SEPTEMBER 19, 1982 - MeT wiTH NRC OUTLINING PLANS

FaL 1982 - B&V MADE REVIEW

FEBRUARY 1983 - ESTABLISHED TASK FORCE TO PERFORM GENERIC
APPLICABILITY REVIEW ON FINDINGS

, APRIL 18, 1983 - B&V REPORT ISSUED
SEPTEMBER 30, 1983 - NRC ISSUED INSTRUCTIONS TO TVA ON COMPLETION OF REVIEW
FEBRUARY 13, 1984 - BRV ISSUED SUPPLEMENTAL REPORT

MARCH 29, 1984 - TVA GENERIC APPLICABILITY REPORT ISSUED TO NRC

APRIL 9, 1984 - B&V anD TVA MeT wiTH NRC




HRIZNTAL SLICE REVIEWS
1978  THeoDORE BARRY & ASSOCIATES REVIEW
1980  THEODORE BARRY & ASSOCIATES FOLLOW-UP:
1981  THEODORE BARRY & ASSOCIATES FoLLow-WP

19/  UNITED ENGiNEERs REVIEW

1982 NucLEAR SAFETY REVIEW STAFF MAJOR MANAGEMENT REVIEW




ANATOMY OF PROCESSING A FINDING

B8V INITIATOR - LEAD REVIEWER

B8V PrOJECT MANAGER

|

TVA ProGRAM MANAGER ‘ PROGRAM TEAM

|

B&Y PROJECT MANAGER

)

TVA Prograu ManaceR &————>PoLicy CommITTEE

Vo |

BRV PROJECT MANAGER

b

B8V SenIOR Review TEAM



BLACK AND VEATCH

LEAD REVIEWER

'PROJECT MANAGER

SENIOR REVIEW TEAM



G-901

F-508

F-511

DERATING FACTOR FOR FIRE RETARDANT
CoaTING ON PoWER CABLES =

79-02 FacTorR oF SAFETY

PRYING AcTION oN PLATES WITH TENSILE

OR BENDING MOMENT LoaDs

BroADING PeAKS OF RouUGH-SEISMIC SPECTRA

CLoOSED

RESOLVED

- RESOLVED



EVALUATE ALL 428 FINDINGS
SORT anmés INTO GROUPINGS
EVALUTE FOR GENERIC APPLICABILITY
REVIEW FOR LICENSING BASIS

‘ , | CORRECTIVE ACTION FOR PAST WORK

CORRECTIVE ACTION FOR FUTURE WORK

EVALUATE EFFECT OF LICENSING BASIS NOT BEING MET
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0 BRING PAST WORK MYKPTDAILSE.IPEIF ACCEPTABILITY, AND




0 RECOMMEND AN OVERALL METHODOLOGY FOR EVALUATING THE B&V FINDINGS.

0 SELECT AND AssiGN GEIC LIKE GRGANIZATIONS TO PERFORM THE FINAL

Mumums.

&R~



TASK FORCE ANALYSIS OF
428 BLACK § VEATCH FINDINGS

o NO
\\ /7 DEVIATION
CONSTRUCTION ""~
INCOMPLETE \'a \.
.' " = —
| ]
'ul‘ :"

e\ FINDINGS PLACED IN 25 CATAGORIES
& 3 SUBCATAGORIES



:_ ANALYSIS OF 25 CATAGORIES § 3 SUBCATAGORIES

NO DEVIATIONS
—— 6 CAIG

DEVIATIONS FROM

LICENSE BASIS
DEVIATED 7 CATG
BUT PREVIOUSLY /
IDENTIFIED
5 CATG - " DEVIATIONS BUT
SATISFY LICENSE
BASIS —
10 CATG



0 A FAILURE EVALUATION CONCLUDED THAT THE ADVERSE EFFECT GF THE DEVIATION
u.! mmnuumm mm&« {GESIGN

- nsqmmm  NOT HAVE OREVENTED B FERRUNEBCE IF MY OLCLEAR
Q g Amm:;:us A SLF B (IiNedadnses,

- ——




0 EFFECTIVE UBMENTATION OF APPROVED CORRECTIVE ACTION PLANS 4/ILL
BRING THESE DEVIATIONS IN GONPLETED 4O0RK P TU A BASELINE OF *
RXEPTABILTTY WITH RESPECT TO THE LICENSING BASES,




/2

B&Y REVIEW AND TASK FORCE GENERIC EVALUATION OF SUFFICIENT DEPTH TO
IDENTIFY DEVIATIONS ‘

SIGNIFICANT DEVIATIONS HAVE BEEN CORRECTED.

EVALUATIONS PERFORMED INDICATE IF NOT FOUND AND NOT CORRECTED, NO
INDICATION THAT THE AFFECTED STRUCTURE SYSTEM OR COMPONENT WOULD
NOT HAVE PERFORMED ITS SAFETY FUNCTION,

BASED ON THE PROGRAMATIC REVIEWS, THE B&Y INDEPENDENT REVIEW, THE
TASK FORCE GENERIC EVALUATION, THERE IS REASONABLE ASSURANCE THAT
WATTS BAR 1S CAPABLE OF PERFORMING ITS SAFETY FUNCTIONS.




