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. GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTABILITY PROJECT

Insttute for Policy Studies
1901 Que Street. N.W., Washington, D.C. 20009 (202) 234-9382

. August 13, 1982
Mr. James Keppler

Regional Administrator

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Region III

799 Roosevelt Road

Glen Ellyn, IL 60137

Dear Mr. Keppler:

On behalf of Mr. Howard, Ms. Marello and myself, thank you for
the opoortunity to participate in the August 11, 1982 meeting in which
Commonwealth Edison Company ("CECo") proposed C.F. Braun and Co.
("Braun") to conduct the independent investigation and. corrective
action program on the design implications at LaSalle from the
charges against the Zack Company. Your action to invite public
participation at the meeting, and to solicit public comments, was a
healthy step. It adds legitimacy to the third-party investigation.
We commend your initiative. Mr, Davis informed me that the enclosed
comments on behalf of Mr. Howard and Ms. Marello could be delivered
on Monday, August 16, 1982,

Since the meeting, GAP has ccmmunicated with technical experts,
public interest organizations, and the Atomic Industrial Forum to
obtain references. We also read all references to Braun in the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission ("NRC") Public Documents Room ("PDR"). On the
basis of this review, Mr, Howard and Ms. Marellc do not object to
Braun as the organization to conduct the third party investigation.
They suggest, hcowever, that the NRC impose the following conditions:

l. Final approval should await an NRC verification review of
Braun's qualifications. This may already have been provided through
the NRC vender inspection program. As became obvious at the August 11
meeting, CECo knows almost nothing about Braun beyond compliments from
unidentified General Electric ("GE") officials. There was no independent
verification of Braun's record. That is much too casual a basis to
select an organization for such a significant job.

To illustrate, the CECo selection process would not have met the
standards utilities and contractors traditionally follow for selections
to Approved Vendors Lists ("AVLs"). AVL selection generally follows a
thorough review of the vendor's Quality Assurance manual, and a plant
survey to see if the manual has been implemented in fact.
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Further, our research at the Public Documents Room uncovered
relevant information not included in Braun's August 11 slide show.
First, a PDB computer printout added significant information about
Braun's own corporate structure. Braun's parent company is Santa Fe
International, a wholly owned subsidiary of Kuwait Petroleum
Corporation. (Exhibit 1) -Second, the PDR computer listed 879 design
drawings prepared for GE by Braun. Third, the 1979 NRC Annual Report
referenced Braun's application to participate in the Commission's design
standardization program. (Exhibit 2) Fourth, the PDR contains several
references to Braun as constructor of the Bailly nuclear station.
(Exhibits 3a-d)

Unless there is another C.F. Braun, these omissions raise questions
whether the firm was completely forthsight in its August 11 presentation.
The NRC should identify and verify the guality of all Braun's previous
nuclear-related work. Region III should also check to see whether Santa
Fe International or the Kuwait Petroleum Corporation has done business
with CECo. CECo was satisfied to take GE's word for Braun's track
record. CECo officials at the August 1l meeting were satisfied to
rely on their memories to verify Braun's financial independence. That
is not good enough.

2. The charter should require that Braun officials schedule at
least one meeting with Mr., Howard, Ms, Marello, Mr. Perry, Mr. Grant
and Mr. Cioni during the initial review of Zack Quality Assurance
("QA") records. On August 11, Braun immediately responded "No" to
an inquiry whether it planned to work with the Zack whistleblowers.
That was practically the only answer that Braun could provide without
hesitation during the entire meeting. It raises questions how Braun
knew that particular answer when they knew so little else. It also
raises questions ‘about Braun's independence from CECo.

Braun needs the expertise of the Zack whistleblowers to properly
resolve the public safety questions about Zack's impact on safe
operations at LaSalle., At first a Braun official stated the whistle-
blowers' input is unnecessary, since the inspection effort will be so
comprehensive that thorough documentation reviews would be duplicative.
When questioned about the practicality of comprehensive inspections,
however, he contradicted himself and said that priorities could be
determined through documentation review. No group of individuals is
better qualified to assist with the initial records review than the
Zack whistleblowers. Braun's unwillingness to work with them raises
questions whether it will intentionally or inadvertantly miss relevant
problems that Mr. Howard and the others could pinpoint.

3. The charter should hold Braun responsible to directly
investigate and draw conclusions for all Zack-related work at LaSalle.
On August 11, CECo reported that it had continued to investigate the
Zack allegations and was almost done. CECo officials added that they
hoped Braun would not duplicate their efforts.

Braun must duplicate all of CECo's prior investigative work, or
this exercise is little better than a public relations gimmick. The
point of the third-party program_is an independent investigation, not
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an audit of the paperwork from Commonwealth Edison's own probe. This
flaw threatens the legitimacy of the entire effort. '

4. The NRC should receive all Braun interim and final work
products simultaneously with Commonwealth Edison. At the meeting
CECo explained that it would receive advance copiss of everything
Braun prepares, and would then forward everything without editing.
If CECo is not going tec change the documents, it does not need an
advance copy. It merely needs time to study them before responding
to NRC inquiries. Further, if the NRC receives copies of Braun's
work at the same time as CECo, there will be no opportunities for
mischief such as the Cloud Associates/Pacific Gas and Electric scandal
at Diablo Canyon. This suggestion is nocessary to structurally
guarantee Braun's independence from CECo editing or censorship.

5. The charter should ensure that CECo cannot dismiss Braun from
the project without prior notice to the NRC and an NRC-sponsored public
meeting to justify the decision. Further, the NRC should make it clear
that the licensing conditions will not be met for LaSalle if the NRC
does not approve any such dismissal, The bottom line is that CECo
selected Braun, is paying Braun's fee and can fire Braun. As a result,
even if Braun previously were independent of CECo, it will not be in
the contaxt of this project. The current effort is the one that counts
for LaSalle. This effort must remain independent through completion.

6. The charter should require that Braun subcontract any services
for which its direct personnel are not qualified. Proof of guali-
fications should be provided for every task in Braun's LaSalle
contract. On August 11, Braun admitted that no one on the tentative
LaSalle team had experience in relevant fabrication or component
testing, although its QC inspectors should be qualified for those areas.
Braun also admitted that it had no previous experience with contracts
where the mission involved taking apart and inspecting previously-
completed work. 1In short, the LaSalle contract is a fresh challenge
for Braun. It is impossible to predict all the potential tasks that
may arise, or whether Braun's direct staff is gualified to respond to
each possibility.

7. The charter should require Braun's proposed methodology to
disclose relevant selection criteria and size of the samples for
inspections and testing. It is impossible to have confidence in the
results of an independent inspection and testing program if the selec-
tion criteria and size of the sample is a mystery.

8. The charter should require Braun to provide calculations
demonstrating that it is possible to adequately complete its work
during any proposed time frame for the contract. This is necessary
to maintain credibility that Braun has not been hired to conduct a
"rush job". To illustrate, on August 11 it became clear that it may
well be physically impossible for Braun to inspect all the relevant
hangers and ductwork by September 15, supposedly the target date for



-completing the =2ffort. Although CECo explained that Braun could
work as long as it takes, there should be some basis to verify
whether the -proposed timetable for the project is realistic.

9. The charter should require Braun to support its proposed
methodology through references to established professional codes
(ASTM, ASME, ANSI, etc.). This will insure that Braun's methodology
is a product of professional standards, rather than CECo's timetable
for operations. For example, on August 11, Braun was not sure whether
zinc paint affects accessibility for QC inspections. Braun should cite
to the relevant code when it answers this question through its
inspection plan, since the issue could significantly affect the
reliability of Braun inspection results,

10. The charter should reguire that Braun report to the NRC any
safety-related information it unccvers during the project. For example,
the specific mission is to verify that Zack materials and work match
the design. But the investigation may reveal information not taken
into account in the original design,

While Braun should not necessarily expand the scope of its own
effort in that event, the charter should guarantee full disclosure
to the NRC. ]

Mr. Howard, Ms, Marello and I accept your invitation and will
look forward to participating in the next meeting on August 24.

Sincerely,

Thomas Devine
Legal Director
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Exhibit 2

ddie....al out-of-reactor hot loop testing by CE
wed the important role of flow-induced vibration
he control rods in the guide-tube wear problem.
. vibration and, hence, the wear, was reduced by
reasing some of the guide-tube coolant (water)
v. Two fuel mm&:\odiﬁcatm were designed
-educe the coolant . One involved inserting a
ned cylinder in the tmol the guide tube. The sec-
| involved reducing size and number of flow
-¢s in the bottom of the guide tube. Both modifica-
1, in limited number, are being tested in currently
wrating cores to confirm the loop test results.
The NRC has closely followed the analyses and
eriments performed by CE and is in substantial
eement with the vendor that the results point to
strol rod flow-induced vibration as the principal
tor in guide-tube wear. Therefore, design modifica-
as intended to alter flow in the guide-tubes were
lged appropriate. The NRC has approved the
ified designs for limited operation on the basis
it they will mitigate the wear problem. Approval of
her design modification as a final solution to the
sblemn will be contingent upon the results of further
t-of-reactor experiments and examination of the
«ified assemblies which are currently subject to in-
wctor operations.
The~ -t opportunity to evaluate the performance of
24 g:ide tubes after reactor operations occur-
id. . the Millstone Unit 2 refueling outage in the
rin?'l of 1979. Subsequent to the Millstone 2 refuel-
7, the St. Lucie Unit No. 1 (Florida) and the Calvert
iffs Unit No. 1 (7 "aryland) also provided evidence
. the performance of the sleeved guide tubes. These
spections indicate that the sleeving modification has
rformed well as an interim solution to mitigate the
ide-tube wear but that it does not eliminate ‘he
use of the wear. (During the October-November

i refueling outage Calvert Cliffs Unit 2 was ~

heduled to undergo inspections of modifications
ade as interim solutions to guide tube wear.)

The NRC staff will continue to mairtain close
iison with representatives of the licensees and ven-
»rs on this issue and any related problems. Approvals
e been granted to 2!low operaton of the CE plants
12 cycle-specific basis with the stainless steel inserts.
""P'Oposed programs have been reviewed prior to
king action at any facility, and the staff has required

1at all inspection programs continue to be submitted

 review well in advance or refueling shutdowns.

‘ROGRESS IN STANDARDIZATION

The NRC believes that standardization of the design

f‘l.\fclur power plants is in the intcrest of public
:‘ nd safety, and of effective and cfficient regula-
3 s, the NRC is committed to the support and
'k .d use of standardization within the Commis-
“n's regulatory activities.

-

Four procedural options are available (see 1976
NRC Annual Report, p. 36, for details) to applicants
for standardization of nuclear powe:r plants:
“Reference Systems” (approved design used repeatedly
by reference), “Duplicate Plants™ (approved design for
several identical plants), “License to Manu-
facture”(approved design for manufacture of identical
units at the central location), and “Replicate Plants”
(reuse of recently approved custom design).

Since June 1973, when applications were first ac-
cepted which included a standardization option, the
standardization program has realized substantial pro-
gress. Overall, approximately two-thirds of the ap-
plications received in the 1974-1978 time frame have
employed one or more options of the standardization
pedgram. See Table 3 for a listing of the status of ap-
plications. :

In August 1978, the Commission approved a
number of changes to the program to encourage its ex-
panded use, as well as to incorporate both industry
and regulatory changes introduced since the program
was first announced in 1972. The revised program
adopted a good many such changes, some of which are
as follows:

(1) The term of holders of all new preliminary design
approvals (PDAs) for reference system designs was
extended from three to five years. Holders of all
issued PDAs were given the opportunity to extend
them to a full 5-year term~ - - -

(2) Final design approvals (FDAs) for reference

system designs were eligible for reference in ap-
plications for construction permits. Two types of
FDAs were established. The first, denoted FDA-1,
can be referenced from the time it is docketed to 3
years after expiration of the PDA on which it is
based. The second, denoted FDA-2, can be
referenced from the time it is docketed to 5 years
after it is approved.

(3) A qualification review was devised to permit the
duplicated plant concept to be used in a manner
similar to the reference system concept. In this
regard, five-year preliminary duplicate design
approvals (PDDAs) and final duplicate design
approvals (FDDAs) were established which can be
used in new applications for construction permits
in a manner similar to the use of PDAs and FDAs
under the reference system concept.

(4) A qualification review was defined for replicate
plants and the period for replication was establish-
ed as 3 years after publication of the base plant
Safety Evaluation Report.

(5) A 5-year period of design approval was established
for manufacturing licenses and an uppper limit of
10 units was established.
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Table 3. Standardization Applications

(as of August 31, 1979)

PROJECT APPLICANT
Reference Systems
‘Nuclear Island
CESAR-238(NI) General Electric
Turbine Island
C F BRAUN SSAR C.F. Braun

Nuclear Steamn Supply System (NSSS)

BSAR-205 Babcock & Wilcox
BSAR-241 Babeock & Wilcox
CESSAR Combustion Engineering
GASSAR Ceneral Atomic
CESSAR-238 General Electric
GESSAR-251 General Electric
RESAR3IS . ... . Wsﬁng}ooun_ ey i
RESARS1 - w3, -~ --Ws(ngboun PEAIET S
RESAR-14 Westinghouse

Balance of Plant (BOP)

BOPSSAR/BSAR-205 Fluor Power
BOPSSAR/RESAR-41 Fluor Power
ESSAR/BSAR-205 Ebasco
ESSAR/CESSAR Ebasco
ESSAR/RESAR-414 Ebasco
CAISSAR/BSAR-203 Cilbert Commonwealth
CAISSAR/CESSAR Gilbert Commonwealth
CAISSAR RESAR-414  Cilbert Commonwealth
CIBBSSAR Cibbs & Hill
SWESSAR/BSAR-205 Stone & \Vebster
SWESSAR/CESSAR Stone & Webster
SWESSAR/RESAR-3S Stone & \Webster
SWESSAR/RESAR-4] Stone & Webster

DOCKET DATE

7/30/73

122174

3/01/76
5/14/74
12/19/73
2/05/75

10/16/75
214/75
L T8UTS

103177
1/27176

5/19/78
2/02/78
1172377
8/21/78
8/21/78
8/21/78
5/10/77
12/22/75
10/21/74

10/02/75

6/28/74

COMMENTS

Nuclear Isiand, PDA-]
(Preliminary Design Approval) issued
12/22/75

Turbine Island Matched
TO GESSAR- 2.38(Nl) PDA-5 Issued
5/07/76

PDA-12 issued 5/31/78
(withdra'wn)
PDA-2 issued 12/31/75

Review mspended at request of appli-
cant,

PDA-10 issued 3/10/77
PDA-Q issued 3UT7
PDA-7 issued 12/30/76
PDA-3 issued 12/31/75 -
PDA-13 issued 11/14/78

BOP matched to BSAR-205

PDA-11 issued 8/17/77
BOP matched to RESAR-41

BOP matched to BSAR-205
BOP matched to CESSAR
BOP matched to RESAR-414
BOP matched to BSAR-205
BOP matched to CESSAR
BOP matched to RESAR-414
BOP matched to RESAR-414
BOP matched to BSAR-205

BOP matched to CESSAR
PDA-6 issucd 8/16/76

BOP matched to RESAR-3S
BPDA-8 issued 3/31/77

BOP matched to RESAR-41
PDA-4 issued 5/05/76
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'ROJECT - ' APPLICANT DOCKET DATE COMMENTS
Utuity Applications Using Reference Systems . i
Cherokee 1,243 Duke Power : 5/24/74 References CESSAR. CP issued 12/30/77 ‘
Perkins 1,243 Duke Power 5/24/74 References CESSAR
South Texas 1&2 Houston Light and Power Co.  7/05/74 References RESAR-4]1 CPs issued 12/22/75
WPPSS &5 Washington Public Power 8/02/74 References CESSAR
Supply System CPs issued 4/11/78
Palo Verde 1,243 Arizona Public Service 10/07/74 References CESSAR. CPs issued 05/25/76
Hartsville 1,2,3%4 Tennessee Valley Authority 11/22/74 References GESSAR-238(NI)
CPs issued 05/09/77
Palo Verde 4&5 Arizona ;ublic Service . 03/31/78 References CESSAR
Black Fox 1&2 Public Service of Oklahoma 12/2%/75 References GESSAR-238 (NSSS)
Phipps Bend 1&2 Tennessee Valley Authority 11/07/75 References CESSAR-38
CPs issued 1/16/78 (NI}
Erie 1&2 Ohio Edison Co. 30177 References BSAR-205
Yellow Creek 1&?2 Tennessee Valley Authority 3/16/76 References CESSAR
Duplicate Plants ’
Byron 1&2 Commonweaith Edison 9/20/73 : Two units at each of two sites.
CPs issued 12/31/75
Braidwood 1&2 :
kee 1,243 =~ Duke P » S/24/74 Three unrits at gach of two sites. Also
= SEEE T Il e s wpen = voferences CESSAR. Cherokee CPs R SR 2
e R R T . s . L 05 Rt issued 12/30/77, . |
> e L ERNTGE AR e e eee iy QRSO AR j g i O
SNUPPS - : Five units at four sites. .
Wolf Creek Kansas Cas & Electric Co. S/17174 CP issued 5/17/77
Kansas City Power & Light ;
Callaway 1&2 Union Electric 6/21/74 CPs issued 4/14/76
Tyrone 1 Northern States Power 6/21/74 CPs issued 12/27/T7
Sterline Rochester Cas & Electric 6/21/74 CP issued 9/01/77
WNP
Koshkonong 1&2 Wisconsin Electric Power 8/09/74 Initially submitted under duplicate plant
. option with intent for as many as
“:;d‘”" Gas & Electric six total units at three sites. Utility's
isconsin Power & Light change in plans led to removal from
Wisconsin Public Service nmd':rdiution program by staff. Review
discontinued because of site problems
License to Manufacture
Floating Nuclear Offshore Power Systems 7/05/73 Entire plant design
Plant (FNP) 1-8
Replication
Jamesport 1&2 Long Island Lighting 9/06/74 Replicates Millstone 3
Marble Hill 1&2 Public Service of Indiana 91775 Replicates Byron 1&2
“'»w England 1&2 New England Power & Light 9/09/76 Replicates Scabrook 1&2 h
) Verde 4&5 Arizona Public Service 3/31/78 Replicates Palo Verde 1,2&3 5

Haven 1 Wisconsin Electric Power 4,95/78 Renlicates Koshkonong 1&2
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Staff studies (NUREC-0427) have shown that the

NRC standardization program is about at the break-
even point, that is, the staff resources spent on the
review of standardization plants and design approval
applications is about equivalent to the resources that
would have been used if only custom plants had been
involved. To the extent that utilities reference approv-
ed designs in the future, the balance will become more
and more favorable for the standardization program.
On the other hand, should the staff be requested to
review additional PDA’s and new applications that do
not reference PDA’s, FDA's, or ML's (Manufacturing
Licenses), the use of standardization to reduce the use
of staff resources would not be realized.

Staif studies alsahave revealed that use of the stan-
dardization options have not, to date, resulted in a
reduction of schedules. These studies show that the
potential exists for significant schedule reductions only
when there is preapproval of the Nuclear Steam Sup-
ply System (NSSS), the Balance of Plant (BOP), and
the site, the three review areas that separately can
define the critical path. Thus, a strong incentive exists
for pursuing site approvals via the Early Site Review
Program, since approved PDAs now exist for the NSSS
and BOP portions of the plant. Utility-related matters
of the application, such as the quality assurance pro-

reviews and providing comments on the studies and
assessments being performed under the International
Nuclear Fuel Cycie Evaluation (INFCE) program. In
its reviews and comments, the staff focused on the
potential licensability of these reactor types and
associated fuel cycles, with respect to safety and safe-
guards concerns and environmental acceptability.

Based on advanced reactor licensing experience and
preliminary safety documents supplied by DOE, the
staff prepared its initial comments on alternative reac-
tors and fuel cycles and forwarded them to DOE in
June 1978. These initial findings are summarized in
the first of a series of reports to Congress published in
October 1979,

Clinch River Breeder Reactor
The status of the 'staff review of the Clinch River
Breeder Reactor remained inactive throughout the

year and will remain so pending enactment of legisla-
tion clarifying the status of the facility.

Fast Flux Test Facility

The Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) is a major

gram or the financial qualifications, generally do not LMFBR test facility which, with a power of 400
control the overall review schedule. . megawatts (thermal), will provide an intense field of
= .- -Program actions completed during fiscal year 1979 _ _ fast neutrons for irradiating fuels and materials in con-
included: (a) extending Balance-of-Plant PDAs € & nection with advanced reactor research and dévelop-=""
full 3-year tezm; (b) extending six PDAs to a iull 5-year - : - ment. The facility, which is located about 10 miles .,

e TR

term based upon a completeness review; and (c) issu-
ing a PDA for RESAR-414. Additional reviews and
policy initiatives were temporarily suspended in April
1979 as a result of the TMI-2 accident. Staff resources
were re-directed to high priority activities associated
with the accident-related studies.

ADVANCED NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS

On April 7, 1977, President Carter issued a state-
ment on Nuclear Power Policy which restated the role
that nuclear energy was to have in the total ener
prospects of the country. The President’s policy would
defer ‘indefinitely the commercial reprocessing and
recycling of plutonium produced in nuclear power
reactors, restructure the U.S. breeder reactor program
to give high priority to alternative designs, and defer
the time when breeder reactors are to be commer-
cialized.

During this reporting period, the NRC has con-
tinued its participation in the review and assessment of
a variety of reactor types and fuel cycles being con-
sidered by the Department of Energy (DOE) as part of
the Nonprolifercation Alternative Systems Assessment
Program (NASAP); it also continue. _ erforming

Department of Energy (DOE) and is not subject to
licensing by the NRC. An NRC staff safety review was
performed, however, under terms of an interagency
agreement with DOE. The staff completed the major
part of its review effort and, in August 1978, issued its
Safety Evaluation Report (NUREG-0358). A supple-
ment to the SER (NUREG-0358, Supplement No. 1)
was issued in May 1979. Sodium filling of one second-
ary sodium loop took place in July 1978. Fuel loading
was expected in October 1979. Prior to full
operation, now scheduled for early 1980, a series of
tests was to be performed to determine whether
natural circulation is a viable method of removing
decay heat as predicted by analyses.

The Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards
(ACRS) was extensively involved in the review of
FFTF and meetings addressing that review were held
in July, August, September and November 1978. The
ACRS concluded that the startup and operation of the
FFTF is acceptable, pro.ided that due regar is given
to NRC corsequences of certain low probag,ilit)'
accidents, and other specified matters. DOE is
presently evaluating the NRC staff recommendations
regarding containment adequacy for low probability
accidents,

“north ‘of Richland, Washington, is owned by the - =
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COMMERCIAL NUCLEAR POWER PIANTS

Edition No.13

- sien o AT e - NUS Corporation. 4 Rescarch Place, Rockville, MD 20850
-’ . > v o b

Cover Photo: Comanche Peak Steam Electric Station, Units
1 & 2 under construction near Glen Rose, TX, operated by
Texas Utilities Generating Company and jointly owned by
Dallas Power & Light Co., Texas Electric Service Co., Texas
Power & Light Co., Texas Municipal Power Agency and
Brazos Electric Power Cooperative.

January 1981

Additional copies
S5 each



Northern Indiana Public Northern States Power Co.
Service Co.
’
Nuclear Uhit Bailly Monticello Prairie Prairie
Island-1 Island-2

Location 12 miles NE 30 miles N\V 40 miles SE 40 miles SE

Cary Minneapolis Minneapolis Minncapolis
State Indiana Minnesota Minnesota Minnesota
Type BWR BWR PWR PWR
Capacity, Mw Net 660 536 520 520
Containment Type 5bg Type 4 Type 2e Type 2¢
Cooling Tower Towers Towers Towers

(Natural) {Mechanical) (Mechanical) (Mcchanical)
Reactor Supplier CE GE Westinghouse ~ Westinghouse
Turbine-Gen. Mfr. GE - Westinghouse  Westinghouse
Engineer Bechtel FPI FPI

/nstructor —. _ - = X e ‘Bechtel-~ - = Ulility Utility B A
"~ _NRC Docket No. - 50367 = oo - - 50263 50-282 50-306

Announced 12-66 4-8-66 2-3-67 - 6-27-67
Applied to NRC 8-28-70 8-12-86 4-7.67 8-30-67
Constr  un Permit 5-2-74 6-19-67 6-25-68 6-25-68
Operating License 9-8-70 8-9-73 10-29-74
Critical First Time 12-10-70 12-1-73 12-17-74
Commercial Operation 1989 6-30-71 12-16-73 12-21-74
Construction Progress  <5%. 11.79 Completed Completed Completed
Notes No stack Turnkey

34
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Report No. 50-367/78-01 .

Docket No. 50-367 License No. CPPR-104
Licensee: Northern Indiana Public Service Company
5256 Hohman Avenue
Hammond, Indiana 46325
Facility Name: Bailly Generating Station Nuclear I
Inspection At: Bailly Site, Porter, Indiana

Inspection Conducted: March 9 and 10, 1978

Aot o

Inspectors: H. S. Phillips . i 3/30/7¢

< ffw/’”"‘(— .
JT\E.{onkl - /3077

(:P ?"mﬂ(-‘ .ﬂ:ao]v&

Approved By: D. W. i&es Chief
Projects Section Zf

Inspection Summary

Inspection on March 9 and 10, 1978 (Report No. 50-367/78-01

Areas Inspected: Storage, maintenance and protection of materials

and equipment; site preparation procedures and records; Review of
commitments to Regulatory Guides. The inspection involved 28
inspector-hours onsite by two NRC inspectors.

Results: Of the three areas inspected no apparent items of noncompliance
were identified in two areas; one apparent item of noncompliance

wvas identified in one area (deficiency - failure to properly store

and protect three of twenty-two main steam line pieces.




Persons Contacted

Princ ipal Licensee Ezployees

*R. J. Bohn, Manager Nuclear Staff
*E. Kritzer, Jr., Sr. QA Engineer
*J. W. Dunn, Nuclear Staff Engineer
**C. A. Carlisle, General QA Engineer
C. F. Braun

*J. S. Fiedler, Project QA Engineer
*D. K. Maxwell, Site QC Supervisor
*M. R. Williams, QA Records Engineer

*denotes those present at the exit interview,
**telephone interview.

Licensee Action on Previous In;gect{gg F{ndings“_

(Closed) Unresolved matter (50-367/77-06) - This matter concerned
the use of penetrameters during the radiographing of weld joints
which have differing thicknesses of metal. Current practice is to -
use two penetrameters rather than one.

\Closed) Unresolved matter (50-367/77-05) - Sargeant & Lundy letter
dated November 30, 1977 regarding Field Change Request No. 8. resolved
this matter which concerned design tolerances as related to E-Pile weld
Joints.

Functional or Program Areas Inspected

Inspection results are discussed in the following Sections.



f-__—-‘—_-:::::-,:;-:nhr 27, 1977. Thig
, vas the only itewm Stored n tEis area and wag 8tored

Per Level ¢ raquircnen:a. Visual inspection Tevealed
. iaproper Storage a¢ Tecorded 1, Seciion I1 of this
Teporte, g

15, 16 ang 24, Receivins inspectiop records hag been
Completed by the C. P, Braup Materialg Supcrviaor and
by the Quality Controyl inspe:tor. The Package al«p

Purchase Ordersg T-2350 and G, g, Purchaae Order,

205 Ac 923, Rey 18, ‘

(3) -Identification of Haterialc, Parts and Comgonentc
The inspector found that 413 items inspected were
properly identi‘ied and vere easily traced o Pertinent

Tecords,

No ftems of noncompliance vere idertifieq in the above areas
inspected.

Site Pregaration

The inopector Tevieweq the PSAR, QA Banuals ang specifications

to determine requirements. In addition the Manager of the NIPSco
Nuclear Staff was interviewed Lo review eXxcavatjion activity «g
previoucly accomplished. Calumee Trucking Company had Peliormeg
the excavation work in accordance with Specification T-2984,

work wag Performeq on July-September 1974, Nno blaating or f£fi11
placement was neceasary to date because of the 820logical

Dust pe Temoved i the area where the Teactor building will be
locateq and approximately €ight (8) Dore feet under the radwaste

The Rature of the eXcavatiop did not merit the development
of detafleq procedurec; bouever. 8 procedura] Statement was
found i Specification T-2984, Division 3 and 2, Algo the
control of ground water wag Outlined i this specification.




- Exhibit 3C
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et SECTION I1

prepared By G. F. Maxwell
- Reviewed By R. L. Spessard, Chief

Engineering Support Section 1

1. Review of Audit Records = Audits Conducted By Northern Indiana Public
Service Co. (n1psc0), Bailly Unit 1

a. The inspector reviewed the N1PSCO audit repoTrts, including
supportive correspondance and documentation related to the
following NIPSCO audit reports:

§ (1) Audit report No. 2116, date March 22, 1978; a follow=up
audit of various procedures in the Quality/Project Manuals
yequiring revision, jdentified in audit report 2100.

(2) Audit report No. 2100, date July 7, 1977, a C. F. Braun
and Company quality-system audit. ¥

(3) Audit report No. 2107; date October 25-26-1977; & Sargent
& Lundy QA Program audit.

(4) Audit report No. 2095, date April 29, 1977; a vendor sur~
veillance to determine capabilities for third party source
control, relative to C. F. Braun and Company.

(5) Audit report No. 2088, date April 25-27, 1977; a G. E.
San Jose audit of GE BWR QA, relative to design and pro~

ﬁ cufcﬂento

(6) Audit report No. 2082, date March 15, 1977; 2 Sargent &
Lundy QA Program inplcnentation audit.

(7) Audit report No. 2078, date December 20-21, 1975; & final
inspection and documentation review of the first lot of

recirculation piping shipped to site = Pullman-Kellogs,
Williamsport, PA.

(8) Audit report No. 2068, date October 25, 1976; a surveil~-
lance of Liquid Penetrant examination of rec .rculation
piping and of weld preparation for in service Ultrascnic

Exagination = Pullman-Kellogs, Wwilliamsport, PA.




. — Exhibit 3D

Northern indiana Public Service Company
Ganersl Otfces | 52685 Hohman Avenve | Hemi 1ond inchens 46325 [ Tel: 8535200 219

. July 2¢, 1978
Jm. swone
gp"-'.m“v.ﬂ.

R. F. Heishman, Chief

ctor Construction & Engineering Support Branch ¢
S, Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Region III

Roosevelt Road

en Ellyn, Nlinois 60137 .

e: Northern Indiana Public Service Company
Bailly Generating Station Nuclear 1
Docket 50-367

Dear Mr. Heishman:

The following is Northern Indiana Public Service Company's resolution of
(he Notice of Violation identified in the NRC Inspector's Report 50-367/78-02,
1 which was enclosed with your letter of June 26, 1978, Items A and C are

infractions; item B is a deficiency.

A. (1) NIPSCO's Nuclear Staff has prepared a draft of a procedure
that addresses the requirements of 10CFRS50.55(e), which
is currently being circulated internally for comments.

(2) The issuance of the procedurt referenced in A1) will termi-
nate further poncompliance.

(3) Full compliance is anticipated with the issuance and distri-
‘bution of the procedure referenced in A(l). lssuance and
distribution will be completed by August 15, 1978.

B.1 (1) C. F. Braun, as Construction Manager, has responsibuity for
maintaining site records. The only permanent Quality records
on site currently are those fernished by the ‘NSSS vendor,

General Electric Company, and the material certifications
for the E-pile material, The General Electric Company pro-
vides a quarterly listing of Quality records which is currently
used as an interim systematic index of NSSS Quality records
on site, The H-pile material certifications are indexed. We
recognize that the above de scribed system is not suitable for
the duration of the project.

JUL 271978
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