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RPROCEERINGS
CHAIRMAN PALLADINO:; Good morning, ladies and

gentlemen. The Commission meets this morning for
discussion of and a possible vote on a frll pover
operating license for LaSalle Unit 1.

On April 17th, 1982, the director of the
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation iss. :d a license
limited to low pcwer operation for LaSalle Unit 1. On
June 21, 1982, the LaSalle Unit 1 reactor achieved
initial criticality. During the last several months,
the Region 3 office has received allegations regarding
construction activities at the LaSalle nuclear
facility. A special inspection was conducted in
response to several allegations regarding the adeguacy
of construction at the LaSalle station.

On July 19th, the regional administrator
issued a report on the special safety inspection. This
report concluded that LaSalle Unit 1 can be operated
safely above zero power. On July 26th, 1982, wve
received a letter from the Government Accountability
Project that provided allegations associated with
heating, ventilating, and air conditioning system work
at LaSalle. On July 27th, 1982, the Commission was
briefed by the NRR and the Region 3 staff on the status

of allegations and other reviev items of the proposed
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frll pover operating license for LaSalle Unit 1.

The Commission deferred action on the full
power license pending a report of further investigation
by the staff.

I should point oat that Commissioner Gilinsky
had planned to be here for this meeting, but travel
difficulties have prevented his getting back on time.

Now, unless any of my fellow Commissioners

have any opening remarks, I propose to turn the meeting

over first to ¥r. Keppler, for us to receive a report

from him on the allegations concerning LaSalle Unit 1,
and then turn the meeting to Mr. Denton, for us to
receive the staff recommendations regarding the £full
pover license for the facility.

Are there any other opening remarks?

(No response.)

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: I suggest then we proceed
with Mr. Keppler.

MR. KEPPLER: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

A week ago Tuesday, when we were back here for
the Commission meeting on LaSalle, the Government
Accountability Project left a package with the
Commission that raised serious guestions about the wvork
provided by the Zack Corporation responsible for the

heating, ventilating, an sir conditioning work
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LaSalle. They also expressed some concerns with respect
to the past investigation work that was done in a rather
general way. I would like to bring you up to speed on
wvhat has happened in the last nine days with respect to
our efforts and where we are continuing in this effort.

First of all, last Thursday, which would have
been, I believe, July 29th, the Zack Company submitted a
Part 27 report to the Commission concerning a potential
defect problem in that welding work may have been done
by different people than vere alleged to have ~- than
vere repcrted to have done the welding work on the
records, so there is a question of welder qualification
vork raised by the Zack Company.

In addition, we had a meeting on the next day
with a representative of GAP and key principal witnesses
that provided information to elaborate on the
information that had been provided to the Commission.

On August 2nd, we had a meeting with
Commonwealth Edison to explore the company's evaluations
of the problems and wvhat they have been doing with
respect to the allegations at Zack to confirm the
adequacy of the system. At that time, the Government
Accountability Project left additional allecations with
us, one more by an ex-Zack employee that will have to be

looked into. ’n addition, there vere statements --

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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affidavits provided to us that related to two previous
areas that had been investigated in cur earlier
investigation. One of these relates to the reactor
building block walls, and in particular the quality of
the mortar in there and whether all of the reinforcing
pieces are there, and there vas an additional affidavit
related to the barrel that had been alleged to be on the
pedestal. These allegations or affidavits will be
pursued by us. We have done nothing further on that at
this tinme.

The NRC's investigation of the allegations, of
all of these allegations is going to take some time.
The paper work problems at Zack are going to take time
to go through, and ve are estimating right now it will
take us another six to eight weeks to complete the
investigation of all of the allegaticns involved.

We have, in addition to the Region 3 staff
involvement, we have participation by the Region &
Vendor Inspection Branch, and in addition to pursuing
the allegations, the Vendor Inspection Branch is
conducting a separate fresh audit of the Zack Company
itself.

COMMISSIONER ROBERTS: What is the level of
effort? How many people are involved?

MR. XEPPLER: I would say right now there are

ALDERSON REPORTING CCMPANY, INC,

400 VIRGINIA AVE, S W, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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probably of the order of five to seven people involved
overall, including the Region 4 people. I can get you a
number if you want an exact number.

What I would like to do is tell you vwhat
information we have obtained to date before I turn the
meeting over to Harold, let you know what we have
obtained. With respect to the Zack issue, there appear
to be what I will call three significant areas of
concern. One is the area related to the materials
involved, the materials of the ducting, the stiffeners,
the hangers, and the velding. The second area has to do
with the quality of the welding, and the third area
basically has to do with the records themselves and the
quality assurance aspects, and possidb'- enforcement
action that may have to be taken with resp=ct to that.

Now, vhen wve met with Commonwvealth J4iscn,
some of the things that we have learned that I think are
important to the Commission is that of the materials
used in the HVAC system, all of the material furnished
by the Zack Company was supplied to what is called
commercial grade standards with two exceptions. One
vere some bolts that were used in the system, and the
other was the veld rod fuller material. I included this
information, by the way, in a response to Commissioner

Gilinsky's questions.
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All of the rest of the material that was
provided by Zack, as I said, was tc commercial
specifications.

Secondly, Commonvealth Fdison purchased much
of the material in there to specifications in excess of
commercial, and that also was included in the
information provided in the response to Commissioner
Gilinsky's letter.

In addition, the NRC took 30 samples of
material, and -- let me just get something here. We
received the verbal report on this frem Argonne National
Laboratory that indicated of the 30 samples taken all
met the chemical specifications with the exception of
one sample that had a sulfur content which was slightly
in excess of the allowable standard, .052 versus .050.
We did receive a written confirmation report from
Argonne, and I need to update that informaticn.

In fact, there are four chemicals that are
slightly in deviation from the standards. The carbon
specifications for 8575 material calls for .17 to .24
percent. One cf the samples had .16 percent, slichtly
lowvw. In addition, there vere two samples involving
manga~r-se having a content of .61.percent, vhere the
allowvable is .25 to .€0.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Are these in addition to

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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the sulfur?

MR. KEPPLERs That's correct. The vwritten
report =-- We picked this up out of the written report.
When we received the oral report by telephone, they Jjust
told us about the sulfur, so what I am giving you is an
update and a change.

Now, we intend to continue our review, as I
said, of the records. VWe intend to take some more
sanples to have analyzed for chemical content based upon
vhat ve consider to be discrepant records, those records
that are the mcst guestionable, and ve will pursue that
analysis within the next couple of veeks.

Let me talk about the welding briefly.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINC: These material samples,
vere they all duct vork, or were they some hangers and --

MR. KEPPLER: We took samples out of the
safety portions of the plant, and they included duct
work, stiffeners, angle pieces, and hanger pieces, so ve
took a spectrum, but they were taken at random, just out
of different safety related portions of the plant.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINOs Did the ANL report
indicate any implications of these minor deviations from
the specs, or what appear to be minor? I don't want to
characterize them.

MR. XEPPLER: I haven't read the report. It

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC,
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was handed to me this morning. But I have some pecple
here. Maybe they can ansver that. We Jjust received the
report, and they quickly reviewed the numbers. I wvas
told that the sulfur content was not believed to be any
significant deviation, and wve will pursue that aspect
with respect to the carbon and the manganese.

You will recall that at the last Commission
meeting I spent some time talking about the efforts that
have been undertaken by Commonwealth Edison to require a
review of the welding work that had been involved,
particularly the support welding work, and I mentioned
that the Conam Corporation had been brought in to do a
review of past wvork and to do a continuing review of the
ongoing welding work, and that to us represented sopre
confidence in the welding aspects.

I don*t have anything newv to add to that with
respect to what we have done, but T want to report
something new to the Commission with respect to some
welding work that was done in the ducting.

CHAIRNAN PALLADINO: In the what?

MR. KEPPLER: On the ducting, and I am talking
about what I will call tack welding or stitch wvelding,
angle pieces to the ductinc, stiffener pieces tc the
ducting. When Commonwealth Edison met with us on

Monday, they reported that a review of that welding had

ALDERSCN REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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disclosed some 160, approximately 160 rejectable welds
out of a sample of over 2,000 that were locked at,
roughly a 7 percent reject rate. Their evaluation of
the matter in specifying these velds was that they be 80
percent effective, or 20 percent reject rate, and that
was assuming a uniform type of distribution of problenm
areas.

A further review of this was reported to me
today that in three ducts, six connections, they feel
that the distribution of failures is something that
should be corrected, and they have declared the systenm
incperable, and intend to fix those pieces. So I wanted
to bring that to the attention of the Commission.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: When do they intend to
fix them?

ER. XEPPLER: I am told promptly, and we will
follow up on that.

With the exception of that, our review of the
teco;ds thus far has not disclosed any hardvare problenm
vith respect to the records, but we intend to continue
our review of the records, and if ve find a problenm
during the interim, then we will deal with it at that
time.

I mentioned that the other =-- the third issue

was the guality assurance aspects of that, and we will

ALDERSON REFPORTING COMPANY. INC,
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continue our review at Zack of the gquality assurance
records, and complete that investigation work, and
determine whether or not -- what action needs to be
taken after we complete that review.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Are all your pending
revievs related to the Zack heating, ventilating, and
air conditioning systenm?

MR. KEPPLER: I mentioned to you that we had
received some additional information with respect to the
block walls.

CHAIEMAN PALLADINO: Oh, yes.

MR. YEPPLER: We w#will be pursuing that on a
timely basis. You will recall that in response to a
concern that had been raised in this area, ve did what
ve felt was a pretty comprehensive review of the
matter. We followed the actions that the licensee had
taken in response to a bulletin. We looked at some core
sample results that haﬁ been taken, and irn fact we even
required some additional core drillings to be made,
borings to be made, and we found no problem in this area.

Now, what needs to be looked at, in my view,
is that ve have had more people come forth to tell us
that this work wasn't good, and until I talk to them I
really can't define the scope of what we feel is

necessary, but I intend to look at these matters.
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CHAIRMAN PALLADINC: Does that conclude your
presentation?

MR. KEPPLER: Yes. I would be glad to ask any
gquestions.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINOs John?

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Two questions. First,
Jim, the last time one of the problems at least I wvas
struggling with was the significance cf the work that
Zack had done. That is, how did it relate with respect
to safety questions. At the time you vere a little
uncertain about that. Can you be clearer now?

MR. XKEPPLER: I think Carroll is going to
addrer " safety aspects of the plant.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Okay. The second
question relates to a PN that ve got. I notice that
there is another stop work order out =-- this is with
respect to Clinton =-- on the Zack Company's work. Does
that relate in any wvay tc the issue that you are
addressing here?

MR. KEPPLER: No. I think it relates only in
this way, that it is clear to us that the Zack work at
both Clinton and ¥idland is going to have to be loocked
at very carefully. The work that -- we had known there
vere problems before at Midland, and it appears that the

types of issues that have been looked at with respect to

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,

400 VIRGINIA AVE., S W, WASHINGTON. D C 20024 (202) 554-2345



10

1

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

<1

23

24

25

13

paper work are clearly evident at both Clinton and
¥idland, dbut I think on top of that there have been
significant problems with installation work at Clinton
identified.

Ian fact, that PN is really the result of an
effort that ve in effect pushed with the licensee to
conduct a reviev of a number of areas where they vere
behind in their guality assurance =-- wvhere the gquality
assurance activities were lagging the construction
activities, and based upon some significant protlems ve
found at Clinton in the electrical area, we required the
company to start looking into some of these other areas.

And I guess about a wmonth or so, maybe six
veeks ago, they stopped work in about six or seven areas
down at Clinton because the quality assurance vcrk vas
not keeping pace. Now, as they have looked into the
vork done by Zack down there, including both review done
by the architect engineer and constructor and a reviewv
done by a special task force of Illinois Powver people,
thevy have found what I will call significant problens
vith respect to both the field work going on there and
with respect to the documentation. So there is clearly
a problem to be reviewed at Clinton and, ve think, at
Midland as well.

COMMISSTIONER AHEARNE: Are you, in looking at

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,

400 VIRGINIA AVE,, SW., WASHINGTON, D C. 20024 (202) 554-2345



10

1"

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

21

5]

24

25

14

the vork at Clinton or Midland or LaSalle, are you
keeping in mind that this is the same company that is
doing all this wvork, so that & problem that shows up in
one plant, at least you ought to initially start out
vith the suspicion that it may very well showv up in
those other two plants?

MR. KEPPLER: That is one of the reasons why I
asked the Vendor Inspection Branch to do a separate
audit of Zack.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Has the heating,
ventilating, and air conditioning system at LaSalle been
tested?

MR. KEPPLERs Yes, it =--

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Has it been under
operation for any extended period of time?

MR. KEPPLER: It has been preoperationally
tested successfully, and in fact much of the system is
in operation at this very time supplying the ventilatiocn
and the heating as needed. I can't tell you wvhat
percentage is in operation, but I vould expect a
substantial percentage of the system, two-thirds of it -~

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Mave any operaticnal
problems arisen?

MR. KEPPLER: Not that I am avare of.

MR. EISENHUT: The only problems that we are

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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avare of, and ve went through this with the licensee,
vere things like sticky dampers originally on the
original preop test. I believe one damper was found to
be in an inverted position. Of course, on a major
system such as this, you have to do the flowv balancing,
those kinds of things, but nothing of a major nature.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Were those deficiencies
corrected?

MR. EISENHUT: Yes, during the preoperational
testing phase, which included a leak tightness, that is,
can you deliver enough air. It included the logic of
operation of the system testing. It included a number
of those kinds of tests. Can it fulfill its function.
The system or portions have been in operation for up to
about three years. The last portions vent into
operation, I believe, something on the order of a few
months ago. The major portions of the system are
operating in fact today, cooling and ventilating the
facility.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Commissioner Roberts?

COMMISSIONER ROBERTS: No.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Commissioner Aselstine?

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: No questions.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Okay. Why don't we go to

Mr. Penton's presentation?

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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MR. DENTON: In parallel wvitn Jim's efforts,
ve have been conducting an engineering evaluation of the
significance of the system and the allegations that have
arisen about it. Maybe I should bring up first the
status of the various petitions that I have received
vith regard to any licensing action. I have received
three petitions, and tvo of the three I have acted on.

One vas from the State of Illinocis, and the
second one wvas from the Friends of the Earth. They vere
the ones I denied vhen I originally permitted lowv powver
operation, and thcse petitions are pending now before
the Commission. I received on July 28th a petition from
the Citizens Against Nuclear Pover, who requested that I
inmediately suspend and revoke any license regarding
LaSalle Unit 1, halt all proceedings, and hold public
hearings on the allegations, and the latter one is one I
intend to act on prior to any authorization to go above
5 percent pover, and the method that I would plan tec act
vould be what ve propose to tell you today.

If there are no questions about the petitions,
I will go into our engineering evaluation.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: I don't see any signs of
questions. Why don't you proceed?

MR. DENTON: OCkay. Our engineering reviewv has

recognized that numerous Q! deficiencies have been

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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identified in certain aspects of this system, so ve have
focused cn what is this system intended to do, and what
is the significance of the allegations that have heen
made, assuming that the allegations are true. We will
have a detajled presentation made b; Darryl Eisenhut on
these. I vould like to summarize principally my own
conclusions.

One is with regard to the safety significance
of the system. It is very unlikely that failures in
this system can cause any significant release of
radioactivity. If the system fails during normal
operation, you can get a heatup in various rooms in
vhich there are electrical gear, and it takes hours, and
the temperature in certain rooms could rise to the point
vhich, if you did not provide additional ventilation,
could lead tc system failures in certain ecuipment, but
there are certain reasons -- we think the plant has fans
and could cope wi:th eguipment breakdowns.

We also looked at whether in the event of an

earthquake the system could cause an accident by falling

on certain critical componentse. W2 think that is very

unlikely. So, it is very unlikely that failures can
cause accidents.
Also, the system, as we have heard, has been

operating, f ] for some time, and has been

ALDERSON REPCRTING COMPANY, 'NC




preoperationally tested with regard to the functions
that it is intended to perform. That is with regard tc
providing ventilation, filtration, and these types of
functions. €o, in large measure, a lot
has been tested out functionally.

We have made a number of mate
company has reported to us a number of
checks they have made. These checks tend to ccnfirm

that what is there meets the operable specifications.

We have also looked at what stress assumpticns wvent into

the design of the system by Sargent Lundy. What we find
is that the supports and struts for this system are
designed very conservatively, and that the material
strength properties assumed in the design are in fact
met by any obtainable industrial grade struts and duct
work. So we think that from a design standpoint, even
if the documentation or records turn out to have been
completely inadequate, the properties of a material
fulfill the design values.

However, there are these numerous gquestions
about the adequacy of the records and the
documentations, questions relating to Zack and other
aspects, and because of this the company has committed
to have an expert in heating, ventilation, and air

conditioning design, construction, and operation do a
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thorough reviev of the system, taking into account all
of the information that has turned up about the systen.

COMMISSIONER ROBERTS: Is this their letter to
you of yesterday?

MR. DENTONs: That is correct. So they have
committed to have an expert in the system do the kind of
review of the actual installation of the system, review
the preop test and the methods of installation to
provide added assurance that the system will in fact do
the type of job it is intended to do.

So, based on the fact that from an engineering
evaluation, we think there is confidence that the systenm
vill perform its safety function, that during the low
pover testing phase there wvas very little risk to the
public from any accident in the plant, that failures of
this are very vnlikely to cause any accident, and ve
think that if ve formalize their commitment to us in the
license, that provides an adequate basis for authorizing
full pover operation for the license containing
conditions of the type that have been made in their
letter.

So, Mr. Eisenhut will describe these matters
in more detail, but I think we have locked at the
engineering implications of the classes of allegations

in reaching this decision.
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MR. EISENHUT: Thank you. Could I have slide
number 27

(Slide.)

MR. EISENHUT: This is a little bit of a
summary, and T will just try to walk through briefly in
a little bit more detail the key points that Karold
made. First, the HVAC system is certainly not one of
the mcst important safety critical systems in the
plant. It is certainly beyond the engineered safety
features, the primary coolant pressure boundary. It is
redundant in its active components. There is scme
common duct work in certain places. The active
components that are needed is in fact required to be
redundant. It is seismic category 1. It is a class 1E
system. So wve do require that the system, the portions
that are needed from a safety aspect -- it is generally
a commercial grade system. Commercial grade simply
means there is no specific additional standards for
things that go into the system.

Appendix B does apply because it is a --
applies for the portions of the system that are safety
related. What Appendix B requires is simply that you
have a certificate of compliance. To say that in a
little simpler langnuage, if in this case the HVAC

company that is installina the equipment should have a

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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certificate back from whoever supplied it that in fact
they vere jetting and installing what it was it wvas

supposed to be, that is, what they ordered. The desion
for the system, remember, was laid ocut by Sargent Lundy
with Commonwealth Edison. It was in fact installed by

the Zack Company. So that is the framework I am wvorking

' through on all of this.

Most of the system is outside the primary
containment. That is, it is accessible during operation
of the facility. A very small portion is inside the
primary containment, and that is simply for the
ventilation aspects inside.

There are two aspects of the safety questions
that come up concerning the HVAC system. OCne is, can a
failure of it cause an accident. That is, can it
literally fall on something, and there, as Harold
pointed out, it is highly unlikely that the systen as
installed can fall and cause a major accident. The
second piece is, assume an accident occurs such as a
design basis loss of coolant accident. Could an HVAC
system failure complicate that and lead you into
problems? The ansver is, it could. The basic wvay it
could is through overheating, but through overheating
you have time, it is detectable. The active components

have redundancy. You have backups in the form cf
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portable equipment and can get into those locations, and
you have time to put those in. They will be summarized
in some greater depth in a followup slide if you chcose
to go into chose.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Darryl, one guestion
relating to that., Is there any linkage -- I noticed in
the ansver from Dircks to one of Commissioner Gilinsky's
questions -~ let me find the exact gquote. The gquestion
vas, vhat is the safety significance of the equipment,
and cne of the ansvers was, the key objectives of the
safety related portions, and Item C is to control,
limit, or prevent the release or transfer of airborne
radiological contaminants. Now, you just mentioned
overheating as being the only real possible complicating
factor in that.

MR. EISENHUT: No, I am sorry. If I said
only, I meant it is the most critical.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: All right.

MR. EISENHUT: It is the first thing you get
to in time.

¥R. CENTON: There are naturally these
reductions in radiocactive concentrations functioas, and
they are listed on Slide 5, and they are the types of
functions which have already been demonstrated in

preoperational testing to work.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: That is a different
aspect. One question is, does it work. Now, another
question is, if it does not work, howv serious is it?

And I think Darryl was addressing that subject.

¥R. DEXTON: VWell, ve wveren't trying to be
exclusive. We wvere just trying to put the major ones.
W2 think the functionality of the plant has been largely
demonstrated through performance testing, and one of our
concerns, though, has been suppose there is an
earthquake during the initial period of operation. What
would happen if this equipment failed? I think that is
vhy you focused on it.

MR. EISENHUT: That is right.

MR. DENTON: We didn't focus on radiocactivity
during this period, because you von't have that much
radiocactivity in the plant. You have low fission
product inventories.

MR. EISENHUT: %Well, the heating is certainly
the most critical, but we do -- we have looked at the
radiological in a sort of a limited sense. If, for
example, you have a loss of coolant accident, you have a
question, what is the airborne radioactivi;y in the
controcl room. The limiting dose to the people that stay
in the control room is airborne radiation. This plant

has two forms of bottled air, if you will. They have
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literally plug-in bottled air that they can have remote
masks that they can move arcund in the control room, and
they also have something, I think it is like Scott
airpacks in the control room. If in fact they puvt on
the airpacks or in fact they switch to the plug-in type
units, I believe the number from a very rough
preliminary evaluation from Commonwealth was, you would
get something on the order of four rem maximum dose over
30 days, and in fact it is -- that assumes design basis
loss of coolant, it assumes a complete total failure of
the HVAC, and still wvould likely stay below the
threshold.

Pecause of the order of magnitude of those
numbers with those assumptions, it became not the
primary concern at this point, because ve felt it wvas
not the most limit, so ve therefore vent to overheating
as the first kind of consideration that would in fact
lead you into trouble. I didn't mean, as Harold =aid, I
didn*'t mean for this to be excluding anything else. T
vas trying to summarize the key points.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Harold, as long as ve are
correcting the record, you had said that all of this
material vas generally commercial grade egquipment, and
no specific standard. In response tc Commissioner

Gilinsky, there was identified the fact that certain
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material had been purchased by Commonwealth Edison,
installed by Zack to specifications in excess of
commercial grade.

MR. EISENHUT: Ye., there are two pieces of
equipment, and that is what is generally meant to
summarize.

CHAIRMAN PALLAPCINO: I appreciate that. I
just thought we ought to correct it. There are twvo,
four, six, seven -~

MR. EISENHUT: I will summarize it.

¥R. DENTON: We are trying to give an overall
summary rather than the detail first.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: But the statement was
made that there were no specific standards, and I think
there were some components that went beyond that.

MR. DENTON: Yes, that's correct.

MR. EISENHUT: From a system capability
standpoint, as I mentioned, the entire system vas
designed by Sargent Lundy. You basically use standard
materials except for those cases that wve will summarize
as we go further on. The materials, as Nr. Keppler
mentioned, samples of the materials were checked. 1In
addition, the utility vent in with a small testing piece
of equipment that basically takes an arc across the

material -- I would characterize it as sort c¢f a mini
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mass spectrometer -- to check pieces of equipment --
pleces of material, and I think they have checked
something over 100 more samples of equipment that are
verified. The proper materials wvere in fact installed
in the systen.

The supports have also been inspected, as Nr.
Keppler pointed out.

A plece that is missing off this slide is, in
fact the components vere in fact all specified with a
couple of minor exceptions, vere all specified
specifically by Sargent Lundy or COl;onuealth Edison by
wodel number or specified by actual serial number. In
essence, they told the Zack Company, go purchase these
pieces of 2quipment to put inside your heating and
ventilation systen.

As was mentioned earlier, the system was preop
tested. It is in operation. The basic failures that
could occur in the system are detectable. They are
principally, the primary one that gets you there first,
as ve mentioned, is overheat_ng. You do have capability
for manual action, and the first place you would
overheat is on the order of about two hours. That is
the auxiliary electric equipment room. Given an
accident envirconment witlP a total failure of the HVAC,

you have something on the order of two hours to take
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some manual action. That is a rough yardstick
calculation that was done.

If I could have the next slide.

(Slide.)

MR. EISENHUT: VWhere this left us after we
looked at the, from an engineering standpoint, ve
concluded that we certainly do have some confidence in
the system. We don't have the absolute upper bound
threshold that ve would normally like to have. There
are no stones left unturned. The allegation areas are
basically limited to vork done by the Zack Company.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Could I ask you a
question on the word "scme?" Some could be very little,
very lov confidence, it could bde very high confidence.

MR. EISENHUT: Well, if I vere to have said it
and not vrote it down, it probably wculdn't have
prompted the gquestion. T think I did say it. 1In
retrospect, it would have been better, clearer for me to
say it. It is not the high level of assurance that ve
normally have. We do have quite a bit of confidence, as
I said, on the different aspects that I pointed out, and
taken as a wvhole. There are a number of areas where
certainly questions remain. We clearly believe there
vere QA breakdcwns in the Zack Company's work, and they

principally so far have been identified in the areas
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that Mr. Keppler pointed out.

MR. DENTON: Well, I guess for myself I have
reasonable confidence to advocate what we are doing. It
is somewhat like the confirmatory safety research or
unresclved USI's. I vant more information because of
the numerous unsettled questions about the Zack
allegations.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Well, I was just trying
to find out, is there some means, whether you have some
low level, or is it a higher level, approaching =--

MR. EISENHUT: We have adequate assurance for
the action we are proposing. It is not adequate and ve
don't feel comfortable without these actions going for
the long term.

MR. DENTON: T think the purpose of having
this independent look is to try to put to bed some of
these guestions. In my mind, I think it is doubtful
that the records will ever get completely straightened
out to everyone's satisfaction. That is why I put a
great deal of weight on whatever an independent person
finds when he looks at the actual system and the way it
is performed, designed, and installed, and wve have tried
to design an approcach here which does not require
ultimate resoclution of all the documentation

deficiencies, and that really looks like a major %+ask.
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MR. EISENHUT: Region 3 has indicated the
investigation will take something on the order of one to
tvo months, six to eight weeks, I believe Jinm
mentioned. Commonwealth has proposed, as has been
referenced in this letter of August the U4th, that rather
than =-- that in parallel with trying to resolve all
these individual aspects, to add a broad level, another
level of assurance over all of this. They have proposed
having an independent review of the safety related
portion of the HVAC system performed by consultants with
expertise in HVAC system design, installation, and
operation, and they proposed a general scope cf that
which is aimed principally at ensuring that the HVAC
system as installed in the plant today is in accordance
vith the design that was laid out originally and all
aspects therein, that is, it is a safety system, and it
in fact is of the necessary quality to fulfill its
function.

They propose that the study be completed, the
evaluation be completed by September 15th, and in their
letter they also coamitted that operation beyond S0
percent powver will not proceed until the assessment and
any required remedial actions are compleced. Another
key point of the letter, of course, was that while this

effort is going on, the review by the independent group
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vill not he constrained by operational considerations.
That is, this takes preference over operation cf the
facility.

We took that and put that in parallel with the
propesed startup activities that have been laid out,
remembering that this is a first of a kind Mark II in
the United States. It has a testing program laid out

some pericd of time. The program with the required

would have this plant between now and September

at all times under S0 percent power. In fact, all
except about four or five days they vould propose the
plant be operating under 20 percent powver, either at or
under 20 percent power.

The proposed program would have them go up for

a couple of tests above 20 percent, something less than

one week of i The average is scomething

less than 20 percent powver.,

CHAIPMAN PALLADIRO: Do you feel that this
program will satisfy the need for a record irail that is
lacking now or to compensate for it?

MR. DENTON: I think it will be a substitute
for it. I think Jim will continue to try to straighten
that out and take whatever action is appropriate based
on the documentation defects or inadeguacies that are

found. So vyou will continue to pursue the records.
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saw this program as being one which could -- wvould wvork
in1ependent of the ultimate resolution of the records.

CHAIERMAN PALLADINO: It would provide
assurance comparable to that which might be provided by
the record. Is that correct?

MR. KEPPLERs Yes. I think it is an added
insurance and recognizes that we may not be able to
complete the record trail.

MR. DENTON: Being the first GE plant to start
up in a long time, I think their startup schedule is
ambitious, and I would be surprised if in fact they
achieved the type of operation that Darryl has talked
about. First of a kind reactors tend to run into
unexpected delays. So they may not actually achieve 50

percent pover by the time that ve are talking about.

They have also committed in their letter that any time

that this outside expert finds that the system cannot
perform its safety function, that function =-- that
system vould be declared inoperable under the tech
specs, and actions would be taken, whatever the license
vould require. If they can't operate -- if that systenm
is inoperable, then they would have to shut down. So,
any findings during this period of operation that cast
doubt on the functionality of the system would affect

operationse.
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MR. EISENHUTs If I could have the next
slide.

(Slide.)

MR. EISENHUT: With this package, what ve
recommend is, the issuvance of approval to issue the full
pover license, subject to two conditions. The first
condition is simply the recognition that over the last
two, three, four days ve have been having a number of
intensive meetings with the utility, with the ANE, their
independent testing agency's representative from Conanm.
We have been getting a lot of information in discussions
over the table, informal documents.

The first condition is that prior to exceeding
S percer. operation, they must provide that information
formally on the record, and ve would in fact look at
that to be sure that it is in fact the same bases that
ve are proceeding here with today. To give you an idea
of what that is, remember, this plant shut down early
last veek., They were shut down for something like about
eight days. I believe the day before yesterday they
vent back critical and started back up. They would not
expect to exceed 5 percent powver operation before August
12th, and this goes along with what Harold was just
saying about the startup schedule.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: So whereas last week ve

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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vere told that they would need it within seven to ten
1ays =--

MR. EISENHUT: It is now within seven days.

MR. KEPPLER: Now vithin seven days.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Yes, but the seven days
from last week has passed.

¥R. EISENHUT: The second condition we would
propose is that prior to exceeding 50 percent operation,
the licensee shall submit the results of the review that
ve identified in the August 4th letter. The review
should encompass all cafety related HVAC systems and the
effect of non-safety related HVAC system failures on
safety systems, and that is in fact the scope before.
Recognize there are non-safety grade heating,
ventilation, and air conditioning systems that have no
bearing on safety related work wvhatsocever.

MR. DENTON: And ve would add vords to any
license conditiorn that would indicate this has to be
subject to satisfaction of the staff.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: I ﬁas just going tc ask
you how this would be resolved, so you are saying this
vould be resclved to your satisfaction.

¥R. DENTON: Yes.

CHRIRMAN PALLADINO: At least that is what you

are recommending?
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MR. DENTONs That is correct.

MR. EISENHUT: Now, the rest of the package
here has some background information basically
supporting the line items and the summary that I tried
to glean the key points out of to go through in summary
fashion. I don't really propose going through those
unless there are some gquestions about the individual
pieces that are contained back there.

MR. DENTON: I did vant an opportunity to
ansver a question you had raised, Commissioner Ahearne,
last time, when the appropriate time comes today.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: I wvas going to make
sure you had the appropriate opportunity.

(General lauchter.)

COMMISSTONER AHEARNE: As Jim also.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Why don't we proceed to
those questions, unless other Commissioners have other
questions?

MR. DENTON: Well, you had asked about -- one

guestion, at least, I wanted to answver is whether or not

the number of holes that had been drilled in the walls
and the cores that have been taken was typical or not,
and I indicated last time that I didn't know. I have

since asked Jim Knight of our engineering department to

look inte that area, and I would like to have him answver
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that guestion.

MR. KNIGHT: The number of holes roughly that
one would attribute to LaSalle is on the order of
50,000, in round numbers. The best estimate of the
architect engineer and our own people from other
experiences they have had is that that is probably --
vell, first of all, it is a large number, and it is not
Just in and of its own -- not by itself. 1In comparison
to other projects, it is a relatively large number.

COMMISSIONER ﬁHEABNE; Would you quantify
that? ‘

MR. KNIGHT: It may be twice what one might
expect in normal practice. The largest single factor ve
believe is the necessity of going in and making
modifications to accommodate the hydrodynamic lcads from
loss of coolant accident and SRV loads.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Are you saying that
your estimate is that the very large number is based
upon additional requirements which wvere levied on thenm
after the plant vas designed?

¥R. KNIGHT: Yes.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Would you therefore
then conclude that you would expect to see this in all
other GE plants that were under construction in the last

few years?
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MR. KNIGKTs To some degree. Practices do
vary. Some architect engineers may well go further in
tryine to preplan for the systems. I would go so far as
to say that it might also be an element of luck as far
as being able to have inserts and such in the right
place to accommodate the rather marked changes that wvere
necessary for the Mark II loads.

MR. DENTONs The Mark II loads were not
defined and agreed upon until very late in the review,
and I think that is what leads to the atypicality here.
Apparently it is industry practice to put in a large
number of embedded plates, assuming that the equipment
will e located where they think it will be, but then as
they purposely for construction purposes go ahead and
pour walls and then are willing to accept the problems
that come from having a completed design done later and
having to come back and put in supports and brackets
that don't coincidie but where they may have provided
embedded plates.

MR. KNIGHT¢ I think it is singulariy
important to note that the impact of what seems to be a
very large number of holes is extremely small, that
particularly wvhen you are drilling in reinforced
concrete to put inserts in wvalls in the range of

half-inch or below, or maybe three-guarter inch, you are
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only drilling ir a few inches. You may well not get
into steel at all.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: But I thought in this
particular case the crux of the issue was that they had
gotten into steel a great number of times.

MR. KNIGHT: Well, it also depends on what you
mean by got intc steel. If you go in, say, with a
carbide chip drill, hit a steel bar, you in effect have,
you know, it is something that needs to be recorded, it
needs to be keprt in mind, but the likelihocod of damage
is extremely small, and then if you go further and take
those cases where you have cut bars, unless you are in
== I would go so far as to say exguisitely sensitive
area, you simply -- you have redundancy of steel, and
you have the capacity, so that the impact is small.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Jim, is that based upon
your experienced engineering judgment or on analysis?

MiR. KNIGHT: On analysis.

COBMISSIONER AHEARRNE: Which then would, I
guess, bring me to the second question, which I think
that you were going to ansver or expand on.

NR. DENTON: Metal detectors?

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: No, the documentation,
the expansion of the Appendix B --

MR. DENTOF+ I have asked Jim to document the

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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basis for the conclusions that they had reached when
they revieved this area. Maybe Jim would like to give
it verbally now.

¥R. XKNIGHT: Just very quickly, could I have

slide from engineering please?

ide.)

MR. KNIGHT: Just to g0 over the steps that

wvere follovwed by the staff, and I think this perhaps

wvould help in our getting a better feel for the type of

documentation. I should have given you the backup

When the allegations were first made, ve asked
for aravings which would show us the locaticn of the
drill holes, and ve received some 100 drawvings. The
staff went over those drawings to understand the types
of structural elements which were penetrated and drilled
into. By structural elements T mean slabs, floors,
columns, this type of thing.

Having done that and gotten what wve considered
to be a2 good understanding of the structural =-- the type
of structures ve vere dealing with here, they then went
to the field and using the drawings that seemed to
indicate the highest density of drilling, they actually
vent to that location in the building to determine

vhether or no draving vas in fact an accurate

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC

400 VIRGINIA AVE.. S W, WASHINGTON. D C. 20024 (202) 554-2345




10

1

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

21

24

25

39

characterization or representation of what was in the
field, and ve found that they were.

While at the site and at the engineering
offices, we locked at the gquality control procedures and
procedures for documentation that vere employed. That
is, vere there procedures in place which would require
not post hoc pbut require during the process the
recnrdiang of holes, the recording cof bar strikes, and ve
found what ve thought were in fact quite adequacte
controls in place.

We looked at the method of engineering
assessment, and I think this may get more tc what you
vere talking about and thinking about in terms of
technical bases. In fact, there were no unique criteria
that had to be employed. What wvas done wvas, they simply
vent back to the design for that section, looked at the
required capacity, say, versus momentary capacity. Then
took into consideration, for instance, 1f bars had been
cut, they simply deleted the steel area that had been
cut and sav that in fact they could still meet the
original requirement. So there vere no unique studies
or unigue analyses necessary.

We did go through and audit a number of the
calculations where they had in fact gone back and

checked, to assure ourselves that that methed in fact
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had been used and that it did work, and we came awvay
vwith the feeling that that was in fact the case.

And finally, wve looked at their method of
evaluation of so-called nicked bars. These are bars
that are struck by a drill that is incapable of really
cutting them. And satisfied ourselves that they had
done physical testing of bars taken from another site,
but the bars were the zame type of material, and had
demonstrated, ve felt, adegquately that there really was
no effect on bar strength. It can be best characterized
by saying that in some cases the ricked bars shoved
higher strength than the unnicked bars within the
statistical spread of the material variations
themselves.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: I thought last time, T
thought Harold mentioned that for purposes of
calculation, the assumption wvas made that if the b»ar had
been nicked, it was removed.

MR. DENTON: Yes, I think I need to correct
that. I think what Jim has said is wvhat I meant to
say. If a bar had been cut at all as opposed to being
bumped into, then you assume that the entire bar had
been severed. I am still using the word "nicked."™ I

should have used “"cut."

COMMISSIONER AHEAPNE: So if a bar had been
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nicked, it was assumed not to have lost strength based
upon that test that you Jjust mentioned.

MR. KNIGHT: Yes. The deciding factor by and
large is the type of instrument that was used to Arill

the hole.
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CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: So that everybody knows
vhat we are talking about, I was asking could you
redefine what nick means at least in your assunbtions.

MR. KNIGHT: Would I redefine it?

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Or define it.

COMMISSIORER AHEARNE: State your definition
again, Jim.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Restate it.

MR. KNIGHT: A nick is a strike of the lar
typically by a carbide tipped drill which does not have
the hardness necessary to actually cut into the bar. It
might leave some mark on it and it migcht deform the
cuter surface, but it does not have the capacity to
actually dig into the material and remove a piece of
material.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Okay, thank you.

¥R. KEPPLER: We did get some information from
four cocther utilities, or four other plants in the region
on the numbers of bored holes and partially bored holes
and concrete expansion anchors. I will leave that
information with you, if yocu would like afterwvards.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Very good. Thank you.

Jim, Jjust one last guestion. Perhaps you are
the right person since you mentioned it briefly in your

passinge.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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Harold, I think ve are going to address the
OGC's point with respect to the metal detector and
requirements.

MR. DENTON: Let me ask Jim. He is the right
person fcr that.

MR. KNIGHT: It appears to us that there has
been some confusion about whether or not the use cof
metal detectors was in fact required. It was required
by some specifications in areas where you would prefer
to avoid removing a bar. Now, for instance, if you look
at the specification it may show a picture of a floor
slab. On the bdottom side of that slab you would be in
tension. 1In the center of the slab where you would be
in high tension, the specification would require cr call
for the use of a metal detector. In an effort to avoid
hitting bars i1f possible, in other portions where you
are far less critical, drilling was alloved without the
us= of metal detectors.

In any event, we have concluded, and I think
reasonably, that the use of the metal detector was not
an outright requirement because if you didn't use it you
vere going to do something unacceptable, but a prudent
action which was desirable and avoided the necessity of
remedial action and going back and ev:'uating the cut.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Having said that, what

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,

400 VIRGINIA AVE S'W L WASHINGTON, D C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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is the region’'s finding with respect to whether the
metal detectors were used in those high-tension regions?

MR. NORELIUS: I don't knovw that we did a one
hundred percent verification, and In fact, I am quite
sure ve did not, to see that it had been used there.

The reasoning was that we thought. the basic gquestion was
did the drilling and coring problem unecessarily damage
rebar to the poin* wvhere it weakened the structure.

In all cases where the coring was being done
and the metal detector was prescribed to be used, the
analysis was done beforehand to assule‘that certain of
the bar wvas hit. So if in fact the metal detector had
not been properly used and the rebar was hit, then the
analysis vas correct. If it turned out that they did
use the metal detector as had been indicated, then the
analysis vould be on the conservative side. Similarly
on the drilling, any case wvhere a rebar was hit by
drilling, that was recorded after the fact on these hit
sheets.

Nov we do knov that some of the companies did
have a place on the form where they indicated yes or no
that a metal detector was used, but we did not ¢~ back
and go thrcugh that record in a one hundred percent
fashion., We did not identify any "Noes™ that I am aware

of, but we did not in a disciplined sense go back and

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,

400 VIRGINIA AVE , SW, WASHINGTON, D.C 20024 (202) 554-2345
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look at that record.

COMMISSION AHEARNE: But to the best of your
understanding, at least some of them did use metal
detectors?

MR. NORELIUSs Yes. In scanning through the
records our inspectors have said they did notice places
vhere that wis indicated and there was an indication
that, yes, it vas used. We alsc are awvare from other of
our inspectors who have visited the plant periodically
that the companies did have metal detectors, they had
records to indicate that they had those and that they
vere used. €o we do have some, you know, general
confidence that metal detectors were used.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: But am I correct in
that your underlying reason for having confidence in the
adequacy at the present time, both IELE and4 NRR, is that
the reanalysis of what you concluded were the most
vulnerable locations that led you to conclude that

vhatever damage was done wvas not significant?

MR. KNIGHT: I don't bt2lieve I disagree with

wvould be inclined to =ay

in place and we think it has

been used well. It required




recording of bars when they vere cut, and where they

vaere cut analyses wvere don that assured that that

section still had its design basis capability.
CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Any other guesticns?
COMMISSIONER RHEARNE: No.

“arN

mITATD ] »n " M~
L“naLOladaAn r v v

ALLADINC: Tom, 4
other gquestions?

CCMMISSIONER ROBERTS<: No.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Jim?

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: No.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Do you have more
information?

MR. DENTON: This concludes our planned
presentation.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: I wonder if I could ask

General Counsel a question. Would it be legal or proper

for us to act cn the recommendations of the staff
vithout having had these petitions all settled?

MR. BICXWIT: With respect to the petitions
that are now before you on review, as I said at the last
meeting, the Commission remains capable, pursuant to
that review process, to grant some of the relief
requested in that petition if it chooses to, even if it
votes to authori: he issuance of the license today.

With aspec £ C he p ition which is not

ALDERSON REPORTING

SW., WASHINGTO?




1 Dbefore the Commission but is before the staff, Harold

2 has said that he intends to act on that petition lrefore

3 allowing this plant to go above five percent power. To

4 me there would be no legal bar to the Commission

5§ authorizing the issuance of this license with the

€ understanding from Harold that he weoculd deo that.

7 COMMISSIONER AHEAENE: I have one more

8 question.

9 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Sure, 30 ahead.

10 COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: I guess Farold is

11 probably the right person. Going alsc through the

12 answvers, Mr. Dircks provided a series of answers tc

13 questions raised by Commissioner Cilinsky's office. One
14 of the questions was "What is the safety significance cf
15 the herting, venting and air conditioning equipment

16 which is not properly documented?"” This is question

17 10.

18 The last line of the answver section says that

19 "Commecnwealth Edison has conducted a preliminary

20 assessment of the safety consequences associated with

21 the failure of materials with questionable records.

8

Commonwealth Fdison has ccompleted the major concerns
23 with personnel accessibility due to high temperatures.”
24 That is I think the point you pecple have been making.

25 But then this ansver goes on to say "The

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,

400 VIRGINIA AVE., S W, WASHINGTON, D C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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staff's review of this assessment is not yet ccomplete,”
which I guess raises to me the guestion of when you were
Just saying that the significant hazard is due to high
temperatures, is that your assessment or are you
reiterating ---

¥R. EISENHUT: Ko, let me explain the
difference on this. Jim and I had a little bit of a
logistics problem. The ansver he wvrote was written
based on the Yonday information. While he was on an
airplane coming in yesterday and while I was in a
meeting working with the continuing of the review, the
ansver had to be sent forth. So my information
supersedes the end of that =---

MR. DENTON: That package was put together I
think on the 3rd of August, and since that time we have
satisfied ourselves on that area.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Fine.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINGC: Any other guestions?

(No response.)

CHATIRHMAN PALLADINO: Then let me ask the
Commissioners are they prepared to vote on the
recommendations on slide 4 of the staff's presentation,
vith the additional understanding that this matter is to
be resolved to the satisfaction of the staff?

COKFKISSICNER ROBERTS: I have a guestion.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, NC,

400 VIRGINIA AVE, S W, WASHINGTON, D C 20024 (202) 554-2345
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Assuming the Commission accepts these reccmmendations
and all these steps are taken, do we have to vote again
to above 50 percent? I would like to have that
clarified.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: If we add the sentence
that this matter is to be resolved to the satisfaction
of the staff, I vould take that tc mean that when the
staff is satisfied they can proceed above 50 percent
pover. Is this a reasonable wvay ---

MR. BICKWIT: That would be my construction.

May I ask one question with respect to
Farold's representation? Are you saying that if the
Commission votes today to authorize the issuance of a
license that you would not in fact issue it until you
acted on the 2206 request?

MR. DENTON: That is correct. I don't think
there is any legal requirement as to the order that I
act cn them, but as a matter of policy we have acted on
2206's prior to any pending licensing action, and I
would follow the same practice now.

MR. BICKWIT: I think either course would be
legal. I just wanted to clarify.

MR. DENTON: I would anticipate in the next
day or two that I would act on the petition and then act

on the license between now and the time that they could

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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use the license above five percent power.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: There obviously is a
linked assuaption there on the way you are coming out on
the petition.

(Laughter.)

MR. DPENTON: Yes, and I would tend to deny the
request of the petition.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Are you ready to vote on
this matter?

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Yes.

COMMISSIONER ROBERTS: (Nodding affirmatively.)

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: Yes.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: All those in favor of
adopting the recommendations made by the staff with the
additior that this matter is to be resolved to the
satisfaction of the staff will indicate by saying Aye.

COMMISSIONER ARHEARNE: Aye.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Aye.

COMMISSIONER ROBERTS: Ayee.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: Aye.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Contrary?

(No response.)

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: I think we agreed
unanimously on this matter.

Are there any other issues regarding the

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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subject of LaSalle to come before us today?

(No response.)

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: All right, if not, thank

YOoue.

We will stand adjourned.

Hhereupon, at 12:10 g.m., the meeting

adjourned.)
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HVAC - SAFETY ASPECTS

NOT ONE OF MOST CRITICAL SAFETY SYSTEMS
- RepunpanT, Seismic Crass |

GENERALLY COMMERCIAL GRADE EQUIPMENT
- No SPECIFIC STANDARDS
- App, B aAppLIES (CErT. oF CONFORMANCE)

MOST OF SYSTEM IS OUTSIDE OF PRIMARY CONTAINMENT

SAFETY QUESTIONS. RE':— HVAC FAILURES
- FAILURES CAUSING AN ACCIDENT
- FAILURES FOLLOWING AN ACCIDENT

SYSTEM CAPABILITIES
- DesieNeD/CompoNeNTs sPecIFIED BY CECo/S&L
- STANDARD MATERIALS
. « MATERIALS CHECKED
. + SUPPORTS INSPECTED
- SysTeM Pre-Op TESTED/IN OPERATION

" = FAILURES DETECTABLE (OVERHEATING)

. + CAPABILITY FOR MANUAL AcTION



CONCLUSTONS

e HAVE SOME CONFIDENCE NO MAJOR DEFICIENCIES EXIST
o ALLEGATION AREAS LIMITED-RELATED TQ ZACK
k o REGION ITI INVESTIGATION MAY TAKE 1-2 MONTHS

. o C(ECo PROPOSED INDEPENDENT REVIEW OF HVAC SYSTEM
USING CONSULTANTS WITH EXPERTISE IN HVAC SYSTEM
DESIGN AND INSTALLATION

- COMPLETED BY SEPTEMBER 15, 1982

- COMMITTED TO LESS THAN 507 POWER UNTIL AFTER
ANY NECESSARY REMEDIAL ACTION HAS BEEN COMPLETED

o PROPOSED STARTUP ACTIVITIES UNTIL SEPTEMBER 15

- ALL UNDER 507% POMWER
-. AVERAGE ABOUT 20% POWER

B



RECOMMENDATIONS

APPROVE ISSUANCE OF FULL-POWER LICENSE SUBJECT-TO TWO
LICENSE CONDITIONS:

1. PRIOR TO EXCEEDING 5% POWER OPERATION., THE LICENSEE
MUST PROVIDE FORMAL DOCUMENTATION OF INFORMATION
REGARDING HVAC DESIGN FABRICATION AND INSTALLATION,
DISCUSSED IN MEETINGS WITH THE NRC ON AUGUST 2-4, 198z,

2, PRIOR TO EXCEEDING 50% POWER OPERATION. THE LICENSEE
SHALL SUBMIT TO THE-NRC THE RESULTS OF AN INDEPENDENT
REVIEW OF THE HVAC SYSTEM, INCLUDING DESIGN CHANGES.,
FABRICATION, AND INSTALLATION. THE REVIEW SHOULD
ENCOMPASS ALL SAFETY-RELATED HvAC SYSTEMS AND THE
EFFECT OF NON-SAFETY-RELATED HVAC SYSTEM FAILURES ON
SAFETY SYSTEMS,



HVAC DESCRIPTION

FUNCTIONAL REQUIREMENTS
- SUITABLE ENVIRONMENT FOR:
. SAFETY-RELATED EQuIPMENT
PERSONNEL

- PREVENT TRANSFER/RELEASE OF:
RADIATION
. Toxic GAses

HVAC SYSTEM TYPES
- SAFETY RELATED/SEISMIC
(E.G., conTROL ROOM HVAC, SWITCHGEAR VENTILATION)

- Non-SAFeTY RELATED/SEISMIC
(E.G., PRIMARY CONTAINMENT VENTILATION)

- Non-SAFeTYy ReLATED/Non-Selsmic
(E.G, TURBINE BUILDING VENTILATION)

0\ &



DESIGN REQUIREMENTS

SAFETY-RELATED HVAC INCLUDED ON Q-LIST

SEISMICALLY QUALIFIED

NO IMPACT ON SAFETY RELATED SYSTEMS

NC SPECIFIC INDUSTRY STANDARDS

PRIMARILY COMMERCIAL GRADE




-

DESIGN REVIEW

ENTIRE SYSTEM DESIGNED BY SeL, UNDZR CECo REVIEW

DUCT MATERIAL
- OrpereD BY ASTM Spec (Mo SPECIFIED YIELD STRESS)
- PANALYSIS ASSUME MINIMUM YIELD Is 18 Ksi
- MINIMUM YIELD FOR ALL AVAILABLE DUCTING IS
25 Ksr1; FOR TYPE USED IN LASALLE - 35 Ksi

HANGER DESIGN
- LIMITED BY HYDROYNAMIC LOADS/SEISMIC
- DEsSIGN USED STANDARD 1U-FOOT SPACING

INTERNALS AND ASSOCIATED EQUIPMENT
- DesieN speciF1eD By S&L/CECo

DESIGN REVIEWED BY Sa&L, CECo, AUDITED BY NRC, NO
SPECIAL QUESTIONS RAISED



FABRICATION AND INSTALLATION

THREE GROUPS OF SAFETY-RELATED EQUIPMENT

® FURNISHED BY ZACK, INSTALLED BY ZACK

® PURCHASED BY ZACK, INSTALLED BY ZACK

o PurcHAaseD BY CECo, INSTALLED BY ZAcK



CECo SLIDE - £/2/22 9

SAFETY RELATED KEVAC SYSTEM
AND EQUIPMENT CHECKLIST '
LASALLE COUNTY NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION \

Items Identified On Safety
SCOPE OF HVAC WORK * R;;::: f:::n::”““

R vclvplIVE ! vGlvx vy
Furnished Bv Zack, Installed By Zack
Ductwork X X X * X X
Supports X X X - X X
Welding X X X - X X
Refrigerant Piping X - X - - -
Purchased By Zack, Installed By Zack
Fasteners X X X * X X
Sealants X X X * X %
Flexible Connections X X X X X p 4
Access Doors X X |-X - X X
Refrigerant Specialties X - X - - -
Fire Dampers X X X - X X
Gravity Shutters X X - - X -
Balancing Dampers X X X - X X
Grilles, Registers and Diffusers X X X - X :
Airflow Measuring Statiome o X - X X X X
Silencers X - X - X -
Filters - X - - X -
Purchased By CECo, Installed Bv Zack
Heat Exchange Coils and Cabinets X - X - - X -
Arzospheric Clean-Up Filter Units X - X X - -
Vaneaxial Fans X X X - X X
Centrifugal Fans X X - - X X
Air Cooled Condensing Units X - X - - -
Isolation Dampers X - ¢ X - X X
Check Campers X - - - - -

PRSI

*Limited Scope i.e. Less 5 Feet Of Ductwork.



SOURCE OF MATERIAL

(FABRICATION)

FURNISHED BY ZACK
- FABRICATION OF DucTING
ALL AVAILABLE MATERIAL ACCEPTABLE

- SUPPORTS
. MATERIAL ACCEPTABLE
. SuPPORTS INSPECTED

PURCHASED BY CECo
- IpenTiF1ED/SPeECIFIED BY S&L/CECO

PURCHASED BY ZACK

- ALL SUCH COMPONENTS IDENTIFIED BY S&L/CECo
WITH SPECIFIC COMPONENT IDENTIFIED

- ZACK INSTALLED ONLY

2 R TIPSV - P05 SERr P-4 §
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INSTAILATION OF HVAC

ALL DONE BY ZACK

INSTALLED MATERIALS

CHECKED BY CECo
NRC SAMPLE AUDIT

INSTALLATIONS VERIFIED BY:

ZACK QA/INSPECTIONS

CON-AM INSPECTIONS

o [NDEPENDENT TESTING AGENCY
CECo INSPECTIONS

AS-INSTALLED CAPABILITY VERIFIED

PRE-OP TESTS
IN OPERATION



CONSEQUENCES OF HVAC FAILURE

0 STRUCTURAL FAILURE
- MINIMAL CONSEQUENCES

o FuncTionAL FAILURE FOLLOWING AN ACCIDENT
- ACTIVE COMPONENTS REDUNDANT

- LIMITING ASPECT - OVERHEATING FOR COMPLETE
HVAC FAILURE

v 'EQUIPMENT LIMITED (1040F)
. +EQUIPMENT QUALIFIED FOR MILD ENVIRONMENT

+ vAUX, EQUIPMENT ROOM OVERHEATS IN 2 HOURS
. +CONTROL ROOM OVERHEATS IN 5 HOURS

- HAVE FANS AVAILABLE

++FIRE TEAM ON SHIFT
’ .+ TRAINED WITH USE, LOCATION

- RADIATION - FOR LOCA WITH HVAC FAILURE, CR
DOSE EXPECTED W/1 ALLOWABLES

. +AIR SUPPLIES AVAILABLE IN CONTROL ROOM
o Durine INITIAL Rise To PowER
- EXTRA AUGMENTED STAFF

o For Lower IniTiaL Power LeveLs, MinimaL FP,
CONSEQUENCES



13
SUMMARY

HVAC Design
DESIGNED BY CECO/S&L
- ZACK QA

CON=AM LIMITED CHECK OF AS-BUILT
NRC REVIEWED (ser - 3/81)

HVAC FaBRICATION/COMPONENTS

- COMPONENTS AND INTERNALS
+SPECIFIED/IDENTIFIED BY CECO/S&L

= DUCTING
+ALL AVAILABLE MATERIALS EXCEED MINIMUM
REQUIREMENTS
+NRC SAMPLES VERIFIED CORRECT MATERIALS

- SUPPORTS
+ INSPECTED BY ZACK/CECO/CON-AM

HVAC INSTALLATION

- ZACK QA/INSPECTIONS

- CON-AM INSPECTIONS

= CECO INSPECTIONS (4 STOP WORK ORDERS)
+NUMEROUS PROBLEMS FOUND

SysTem CHECKED

- PRE-OP
- IN OPERATION

e ——— oy e p——— I



CHRONOLOGY OF EVENTS
SEPTEMBER 14, 1981 ZACK FINDS VENDOR AUDIT PROBLEM.
SEPTEMBER 25, 1981 LASALLE NOTIFIED OF 50.55(E).
SEPTEI'BER 30, 1981 RITI NOTIFIED OF 50.55(E)
FEBRUARY 15, 1982 CECO RECEIVES FIRST ZACK ALLEGATION,
FEBRUARY 18, 1982 CECO AUDITS ZACK,
APRIL 15, IS HOWARD MAKES ALLEGATION TO MIDLAND.
APRIL 16, 1982 RITI CLOSES 50.55(E)
APRIL 17, 19&2 MIDLAND INITIATES ZACK AUDIT,
APRIL 1582 HOWARD FIRED.,
MAY 3, 19&2 HOWARD MAKES ALLEGATIONS TO RIII,
MAY 20, 1982 INVESTIGATORS TO MIDLAND.
JUNE 2, 1982 INVESTIGATORS TO MIDLAND.,
JULY 22, 1582 RITI TAKES SAMPLES,

JULY 26, 1982 PROVIDES ALLEGATIONS,
RITI MEETS WITH CECO AND Sel.
RIV PROVIDES ASSISTANCE,

JULY 30, 1982 RITI MEETS WITH HOWARD, MARELLO AND DEVINE.
11 NOTIFIED OF PART 21 DISCREPANCY.

DI\ AIMITING IACY
RIV AUDITING ZACK.

WDNoDT
CHEURY {'-T 'I'
M RECET TTTOANAL
2! ‘g,«;v D u»x‘.LJ\hL




ANALYSIS OF SAMPLES TAKEN BY NRC

SAFETY RELATED

HVAC SYSTE SAPLES:

noE W N e

CONTROL ROOM

AUXILIARY ELECTRIC EQUIPMENT ROOM
DIESEL GENERATOR FACILITIES
SWITCHGEAR HEAT REMOVAL

ECCS EQUIPMENT AREA

PORTIONS OF HVAC SYSTEMS SAMPLED AND NU'BER OF SAMPLES:

ll

2
3'
4

HANGERS/SUPPORTS - 19

DUCTWORK -y
STIFFENERS -5
COMPANION FLANGES - 2

TOTAL NO. SA'PLES - 30

MATERIAL TYPES INVOLVED AND RESULTS:
MATERIALS WERE ANALYZED FOR: CARBON

MANGANESE
PHOSPHOROUS
SULFUR

ALL SA'PLES WERE FOUND SATISFACTORY EXCEPT ONE SA'PLE WHICH WAS FOUND
BORDERLINE OUT-OF-SPEC, BUT HAS BEEN EVALUATED TO BE SATISFACTORY,



RESOLUTION OF ZACK ISSUE
A. MATERIAL

1. NRC HAS:
A.  TAKEN RANDOM SAMPLES
B. REVIEWED RECORDS
C. REVIEWED ONSITE Sel’S HVAC DESIGN BASES
D. STARTED VENDOR INSPECTION
E. INTERVIEWED PRIMARY ALLEGERS
F. PERFORMED A DESIGN REVIEW OF HVAC
G, REVIEWED CECO’S ANALYSIS

2, CECD HAS:
A. REVIEWED APPLICABLE RECORDS
B. PERFORMED MATERIAL STRENGTH ANALYSIS
C. - INPLACE MATERIAL TESTING
D. REVIEWED AUDITS PERFORMED
E. PERFORVED ANALYSIS OF CONSEQUENCES OF HVAC LOSS

3, ITEMS PENDING:
A. SAMPLE MATERIAL WITH QUESTIONABLE RECORDS
COMPLETE RECORD REVIEW
COMPLETE VENDOR INSPECTION
INTERVIEW ALL REMAINING PEOPLE
THIRD PARTY SYSTEM REVIEW

m O O w



WELDING

NRC HAS:

A. REVIEWED PART 21 REPORT

B. STARTED ZACK RECORD REVIEW

C. EVALUATED CECO’S ANALYSIS ON LOSS OF HVAC

CECO HAS:

A.  REVIEWED PART 21 REPORT

B. REQUIRED PREVIOUS INSPECTICNS OF WELDS

C. PERFORMED ANALYSIS OF CONSEQUENCES OF HVAC LOSS

ITE'S PENDING:
A, COMPLETE REVIEW OF ZACK RECORDS
B.  REVIEW RESULTS OF ZACK'S INVESTIGATION



CONAM INSPECTION AGENCY

OF ZACK COMPANY

COVERAGE OF
INSTALLATION ACTIVITIES AT THE LASALLE SITE

ACTIVITY

GENERAL INSPECTION OF ZACK FIELD
ACTIVITIES

100% RE-INSPECTION OF FUTURE
AND PAST ZACK "SAFETY-RELATED
WELDING ON SITE (HANGERS)

S0k RE-INSPECTION ON-SITE OF ZACK
WELDING
25% RE-INSPECTION ON-SITE OF ZACK
WELDING
10% RE-INSPECTION ON-SITE OF ZACK
WELDING

1007 INSPECTION OF ZACK
DUCTWOK ENTERING THE BUILDING
AND BEING ERECTED AT LASALLE

DURATION
2/24/78 - 6/24/79

6/25/79 - 6/07/81

6/08/81 - 6/21/81
6/22/81 - 7/05/81
7/06/81 - PRESENT

4/02/80 - 5/10/82



ALLEGATION '

STAFF RESPONSE

STAFF CONCLUSION

ADDITIONAL CONCERNS .

MASONRY WALLS
IMPROPER MASONRY WALL CONSTRUCTION AND POOR MORTAR QUALITY

INTERVIEW LICENSEE AND CONTRACTOR PERSONNEL
REVIEW QUALITY CONTROL RECORDS AND TEST RECORDS
CONDUCT PLANT TOUR WITH CONCERNED INDIVIDUALS
PERFORM INDEPENDENT VERIFICATIONS

MASONRY WALLS AT LASALLE CONSTRUCTED IN ACCORDANCE
WITH DESIGN REQUIREMENTS

FOUR AFFIDAVITS RECEIVED



SUMMARY OF MUMBER OF CONCRETE ELEMCNTS FOR WHICH DETAILED CM,CULM'IONS HERE_MADE

—————————————— . — —— ——— "o

- Number of Concrete Number of Concrete
Total mﬁ;ez:sm""r"e Elements Where Rebar Elements Reviewed In P:;c"::zlzf
Damages Are Identified Detail Elanand
Concrete . : f uh"i sh
Elements Unit 2 Areas Unit 2 Areas Unit 2 Areas i “
. Required for Required for Required for Detailed
Unft ) Arcas | €9 Unit ) Areas | "eWit'r® Unft 1 Areas Calculations
Operation Operation Operation
Slabs 894 81 285 50 285 | 50 100
Walls 390 76 170 36 170 36 100
Beams 308 22 k1] 0 38 0 100
Columns 214 20 60 0 68 0 100
TOTAL 1,806 199 561 086 561 86 100

R m——

———————




- Summary of Reinforcing Ste2el Damace Due to
Cored Holes Passina Inru Concrete

B

Unit 2 Areas Required
[tem Unit 1 Areas for Unit 1 Operation

Number of Cored Holes 844 127

Number of Reinforcing :
gars Assumed to have 3632 584
been Damagad -

Number of Structural
Orawings Indicating 76 ' 22
Cored Holes

Summary of Re 2forcing Steel Damage Due to
Lorea Holes rPartially Penetrating Loncrete

: Unit 2 Areas'Required
[tem Unit 1 Areas for Unit 1 Operation

Number of Cored Holes* 512 <

Number of Reinforcing
Bars Assumed to have 512 4
been Damaged

L4

Number of CHS Drawings
Indicating Cored Holes 12 1

‘*These ccred holes are those associated with the mechanical and
electrical equipment foundation anchor bolts. Cored holes for
mechaniéZT‘pipe support baseplate assembfies have not beén plotted
on the CHS set or included in the above tabulation, since damage to

the reinforcing steel was not permitted.




Summary of Reinforcing Steel Damage Due to
riliing Uperations

: Unit 2 A;eas Required

[tem Unit 1 Areas for Unit 1 Operation
Estimated Number of _
ODrilled Holes 50,000 8,000
Number of Reported
Damaged Reinforcing 3,498 213
Bars*
Number of RHS Drawings
Indicating Reinforcing 118 20
Steel Damage ’

*This does not include those bars which are “nown

nickedvduring the drilling operation.

to have been only
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BECAUSE DESIGN OF ANCHORS AND CUT-QUTS IS UNECOMOMICAL AND TOO TIME
AD ENGINEERING MANPOWER INTENSIVE.

BECAUSE CONSTRUCTION TOLERANCES WOULD CAUSE MUCH REWCRK AND USE CF
DRILLING ANYVAY,

BECAUSE STRUCTLRAL DESIGY AND CONSTRUCTION TYPICALLY PRECEED THE
AVAILARILITY CF DETAILED ISTALLATION INFCRMATION FOR PIPING A'D
EQUIPVEIT.

BECAUSE OF LACK OF COORIDINATION BETWEEN DESIGN GROLPS TO IDENTIFY
THE LOCATIONS OF NEETED INSERTS AND CUT-QUTS,




— S— S — . - W —

@
)

)

(6)

LASALLE - STAFF REVIEM OF ALLEGATION -
DRILLED HOLES

REVIBM OF STRUCTURAL DRAWINGS THAT MARKED LOCATIONS OF
DRILLED HOLES

VERIFICATION OF DRILLED HOLES AT THE PLANT SITE
REVIEW OF GUALITY CONTROL PROCEDURES AND DOCLMENTATION PROCEDURES
REVIEW OF METHOD OF ENGIMEERING ASSESSVENT

AUDIT OF ENGINEERING CALCULATIONS PERFORED TO ASSESS THE
SIGNIFICANCE OF QUT BARS

REVIEW OF EVALUATION OF EFFECT OF NICKED BARS




LASALLE - STAFF REVIEW OF ALLEGATION -
DRILLED HOLES

o DRAWING REVIEW (APPROX. 100 DWGS)

o SITE AIDIT OF DRAWING ACCURACY BASED ON INTEMSITY OF DRILLING

o ENGINERING GFFICE AUDIT OF CALCULATIONS FOR DAAGED REINFORCEVENT

Q) REVIEW OF SAFETY MARGIN CALCULATIONS
2) REVIEW OF ENGINEERING REPORT ON IMPACT OF NICKING BARS




LASALLE - STAFF REVIEW OF ALLEGATION -
MASCNRY WALLS

* BULLETIN 80-11 RESPONSE
SITE VISIT WITH FORMER BRICKLAYERS
SAPLE OF DESIGVATED WALL BY BLOCK REVOVAL

CORINC OF TWO ALDITIONAL WALLS




/- Commonwea
{ One First National Plaza. Chicago. llinots
o Address Reply to: Post Olfice Box 767
Chicago. lilinois 60690

August 4, 1982

Mr. Harold R. Denton, Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

SUBJECT: LaSalle County Station Units 1 and 2
Resolution of HVAC Concerns
NRC Docket Nos. 50-373/374

Dear Mr. Denton:

Commonwealth Edison has taken steps to resolve the quality assurance
documentation deficiences of the heating, ventilating and air conditioning
(HVAC) system installed by the Zack Company at our LaSalle County Nuclear
Power Plant throughout the course of the project. Nonconformance reports
(NCR'S) issued by Zack have been reviewed and dispositioned by our
engineering department and the architect-engineer, Sargent and Lundy.

Also extensive field inspections-have been conducted by an independent
testing agency, Conam. Additionally, materials have been tested in the *
field and verified they met applicable material specifications. Based

on these i1vestigations, Commonwealth Edison is confident that the

HVAC systen 2s installed can perform its design safety function.

However, to add another level of assurance, Edison will have an independent
review of the safety-related portion of the HVAC system performed by
consultants with expertise in HVAC system design, installation and
operation. The following general scope has been developed for the review:

1. Verify that the HVAC installation is in accordance with the
design. This will include, but not be limited to a review of
the materials installed, the field and shop welding on supports
and ductwork, the operability of associated mechanical
equipment, and significant design changes. The reviewer will be
directed to independently verify the reliability and adequacy
of existing material, structural and field testing already
performed; and determine any additional testing or changes
necessary to reach the conclusion that the HVAC system fulfills
its safety function.

2. Notify Commonwealth Edison immediately if a safety concern is
discovered.

A more detailed scope will be developed after discussions with the
consultants and a report of their review will be submitted to the NRC by
September 15, 1982. The consultants review will not be constrained by
operational considerations.



Page Two
August 4, 1982

In the event this verification program identifies any significant
deficiencies which would prevent the effected portion(s) of the HVAC
s-'stem from fulfilling its safety-function, remedial action will be
taken immediately in satisfaction of applicable technical specification
requirements to restore adequate margin and assure the system is operable.
Operation beyond 50% power will not proceed until this assessment and
any required remedial action has been completed.

To the extent deficiencies of lesser significance are identified, they
will be documented and reviewed wi.., ““e NRC Staff and remedial action,
if necessary, completed on & schedule agreed upon with the NRC Staff.
If there are any questions in this matter, please contact this office.
Very truly yours,

C. Raad)\

Cordell Reed
Vice President

cc: Mr. James G. Keppler
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RETTS 5

o, % UNITED STATES
- NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
*s WASHINGTON, D.C. 20555

OFFICE OF THE
COMMISSIONER s July 28, ;982

/

MEMORANDUM FOR WILLIAM J. DIRCKS, EXECUTIVE
DIRECTOR FOR OPERATIONS

SUBJECT: LASALLE

Please provide my offiée by August 3, 1982, a complete
explanation of the Zack-LaSalle matter, including, but not
limited to:

Commonwealth Edison

1. Why did Commonwealth Edison continue to employ the Zack
Company after deciding, in 1879, to have all their weld work
verified by another company?

2. Why did Commonweélth Edison not monitor the Zack
Company's QA program more closely after they identified
serious problems with the company?

3. What was the exact basis for closing out Zack-related
items of non-compliance, including the 2,400 Nor~onformance
Reports written in 1979 and the 50.55(e) let’er? Were
these closed out on the basis of documents which are now
known to be false or are otherwise thoughc to be invalid?
Please describe what inspections were made by Commonwealth
Edison of the Zack Company's actual material certifications
and other required documentation.

" REGION ITI

1. What was the basis for not investigating the Zack
Company in 18792

2. How closely did Region III examine the documents
obtained during the May 3, 1982, meeting between a Zack
employee and the 6 or 7 NRC Region III staff members?

How many applied to LaSalle or could be applied to LaSalle?

3. What was the basis for the apparent decision that
inadeguate QA by Zack at Midland would have no relevance at
La Salle? ,

4. Why did Region III not request information directly from
the Zack Company in May, instead of waiting for Zack's
former employee to send it to us?

e et



5. Why did Region III decide not to send any investigators
to the Zack Company until July 22, 19822

6. Did Region III express any concern about Commonwealth
Edison's inattention to this QA problem? If so, pPlease
provide copies.

NRR

d. What proportion of the heating, venting and air
conditioning work done at LaSalle is properly documented?

- What proportion of the heating, venting and air
conditioning work done at LaSalle required materials with
specifications in excess of commercial grade?

3. What proportion of the equipment specified in item 2,
if any, has been properly documented?

4. What is the safety significance of the heating, venting
and air conditioning equipment which is not properly
documented?

3. How much of the work done at LaSzlle by the Zack
Company has been physically inspected? Have any problems
been discovered with the installation and assembly work done
at LaSalle by Zack Company? If so, how have they been
resolved? What proportion of such problems remain

unresolved?
KE for V-

Victor Gilinsky

cc: Chairman Palladino
Commissioner Ahearne
Commissioner Roberts
Commissioner Asselstine
SECY
“OPE
OGC



-\ OmF-mNamlPun Chicago. lilinois
Address Reply 10: Post Office Box 767
Chicago. lilinois 60690

e o il ; August 2, 1982

The Honorable Victor Gilinsky
Commissioner

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555

Dear Commissioner Gilinsky:

The purpose of this submittal is to respond to an inquiry
made by you through Mr. James G. Keppler, Regional Adainistrator
(Region II1) on Ju]y 29, 198Z to Mr, Cordell Reed of Commonwealth
Edison. That inquiry sollcited a response to four specific
questions related to the LaSalle County Station Hearing, Ventilating
and Air Conditioning (HVAC) contractor, Zack Company. The
Commonwealth Edison responses to those questions are contained in
the enclosures to this letter,

Should you have any furtner questions in this regard, we
will respond to them expeditiously.

Very truli our;,
. DeIGeorge
D1rector of Nuclear Licensing

Enclosures

4637N
SECY DIST: CHM,CMRS,POR,DENTON,EDO,ELD,OPE,OGC,DOCKET
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Ak RESPONSE TO QUESTION #1
- ‘ REQUESTED BY
b Commissioner Victor Gilinsky

QUESTibN: Why did Commonwealth Edison continue to employ the Zack —°
-2 Company after deciding in 1979 to have all of their weld
work verified by an outside company? ‘

The primary reasons for continued employment of the Zack
Company in 1979 after deciding to have all their weld work verified
by an independent inspection company were (l) the necessary quality
confidence in the Zack welding and welding inspection work could be
gained at less cost by utilizing an independent inspection company
to verify the acceptability of welding and welding inspection work
under the Zack contract while the Zack Company program was being
upgraded; and (2) the contractural and financial impacts of
replacing Zack Company at that time.

A Commonwealth Edison Company (CECo.) Quality Assurance
audit which started June 7, 1979, identified three (3) findings.
Two (2) findings related to the welding and welding inspection
area. These specific findings were:

Finding 2. Zack failed to properly inspect installed work
which resulted in acceptance of deficient work.

Finding 3. Zack failed to maintain a gualified procedure
in accordance with AWS Welding code.

At the same time an NRC Region III1 inspector during a routine I&E
inspection, noted deficiencies in the Zack Company welding
inspection program and requested additional inspection of Zack field
work.

Specific corrective actions taken in response to the
Quality Assurance audit and the I&E inspection were the following:

1) ConAm Inspection Agency was directed to perform a 170%
welding inspection of all shop and field welds on all
previously and newly installed HVAC hangers.

2) Five (5) Zack Company shop and field weld inspections
were retrained and requa11f1ed in welding inspection
activities. This retraining and requalification was
completed by August 3, 1979.

3) Zack Company was directed to reinspect all hanger shop
and field welding previously completed and all
non-installed HVAC duct welding. This work would be
done by the Zack-QA Department.
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4) The one (1) welding procedure not qualified was '
. qualified in accordance with AWS Code. No work was -

completed with the procedure until qualification
completion.

It was judged in 1979 that the above corrective actions
would be sufficient to ensure quality welding and welding inspection
performance. The intent.was-to-force-the contractor into
establishingTan acceptable QC -inspection program while continuing
productive work. It should be noted that most of the welding for
HVAC work is the most basic structural welding (i.e. fillet welds).
The welding defects found which necessitated corrective actions were
not indicative of poor quality welding affecting the structural
integrity of a connection but were minor defects related to lack of
attention to detail (i.e. profile) and in many cases the cosmetic
appearance of the welds. It was eventuzlly found that many of the
weld defect problems originated from the type of weld rod being
utilized on galvanized steel. Utilization of a different rod
prevented future problems. Compounding the problem and-stating the
Teal reason for overinspection~was the discovery that welding
inspectors were not"finding the defects during their inspections.
Consequently by retraining and requalification of welding inspectors
and by providing an overview inspection activity, welding defects
could be discovered and repaired. Additionally, during the
reinspection program, when cases resulted where inspectors from Zack
Company and ConAm Inspection disagreed on the weld quality, the more
conservative approach was always taken and the weld repaired.

Regarding the contractural and financial impacts of
replacing Zack Company, our reviews at that time showed that other
HVAC contractors having a better QA program might not be available.
Consideration of the cost exposure from claims and lawsuits from the
then current contractor (Zack) as well as the cost of another
contractor to perform remedial work; and the probability of ending
up with a contractor no better than the one currently on-site, led
to the judgment to continue to upgrade Zack while also employing an
extensive over-inspection program.

Given the corrective actions and judgments made in 1979,

plus the cost impact of replacing a contractor, the decision to
retain and upgrade Zack Company was prudent.

4637N



August 1, 1982

RESPONSE TO QUESTION #2

Requested By
Commissioner Victor Gilinsky

QUESTION: Why didn't Commonwealth Edison monitor the Zack
Company's program more closely after they identified
serious problems with the Company?

Commonwealth Edison did monitor the Zack Company more
closely after it identified serious problems with the Zack
Company. Moreover, Zack site activities have been closely
monitored since mid 1977 because of various indications of
inadequate implementation of the Quality Assurance Program plus
work performance problems. As a result many deficienies and
problems were identified and, in turnm, corrected. In addition, on
four separate occasions Zack site work activities were stopped in
the spccifir areas where deficiencies were detected.

Teble 1 identifies those periods during which "Stop Work"
orders were in effect for Zack. Table 2 details the total number
of QA audits and surveillances of Zack work activities performed
since 1976 by Commonwealth Edison. These audits and surveillances
reviewed and/or observed field work and quality control activities
for those specific activity areas addressed in the stop work
orders, as well as activities controlled by other aspects of the
Zack QA Program. The deficiencies identified by the CECo on-cite
audits of Zack totaled 124 while there were eleven deficiencies
identified in the CECo audits of Zack Corporate activities.

In addition to Commonwealth Edison Company QA
surveillance and audit involvement with Zack Company, specific
surveillance and inspection tasks involving Zack construction were
assigned to the Conam Inspection Agency at the direction of
LaSalle Site Quality Assurance. Conam performs inspection and
testing directly for CECo QA at LaSalle. The intent of these
inspections or re-inspections of Zack, as well as other
contractors, is to independently assure that contractor field
activities are properly performed in accordance with applicable
procedures, standards and design requirements. The basic approach
i1s that each site contractor has a total entity in that each
contract includes responsibility for instsllation, quality control
inspection and quality assurance with quality control over -
inspections and quality assurance checks, surveillances and audits



being done by Commonwealth Edison Company. For most cases, an
over - inspection of from 5 to 107 of the various contractor
activities requiring inspection is performed. Where problems are
identified, corrective actions are required of the contractor and
the re-inspection activities by Commonwealth Edison are increased
to as much as a complete re-inspection where the circumstances
warrant. After it is confirmed that the contractor has undertaken
the necessary corrective steps such as developing and implementing
procedures, training and qualifying involved personnel and
verifying the Quality Control inspection functions are performed
acceptably, then the re-inspections performed by the Independent
Testing Agency is reduced in step fashion as the results of the
re-inspection justify as was done with Conam involving the 100%
re-inspection of Zack! In the case of Zack, the quality control
inspections for accepting Zack welding at the site between June
1979 and June 1981 were performed by Conam no matter whether Zack
was or was not released to perform its own Quality Control
inspections under its contract. Also, duct work was required to
be inspected by Conam prior to being released for installation in
the building between April 1980 and May 1982. Deficiencies
identified through inspections were covered by non-conformance
reports (NCR) for each affected hanger and otherwise for each
other deficient case. All seismic and safety-related hangers were
treated as suspect and were inspected. Zack Quality Control (QC)
inspected each hanger and after Zack QC's acceptance, Conam
repeated the complete inspection for acceptability which included
inspection of all welds of the hangers. Any deficient welds
identified by Conam were reported to Zack, corrected by Zack,
inspected by Zack QC and then inspected by Conam. Conam's 100%
re-inspection included inspection of welds for placement and
quelity and for location of the hanger. Also, configuration
checks on a random basis were made. In this pericd, most of the
control room HVAC system was inspected by Conam after being
inspected by Zack.

Finally, system walkdown inspections were initiated by
Zack in early 1982 to check final acceptability.

As for other HVAC equipment supplied by Commonwealth
Edison, it was receipt inspected by Commonwealth Edison and again
receipt inspected by Zack when issued to them.

Table 3 is included to detail, in a summary fashion,
Conam coverage of the Zack on-site installation activities.

Upon notification by the Zack Company on September 25,
1981 of the possible SO.SS(eg report issue with respect to
supplier material certification, surveillance and monitoring
activities by Quality Assurance (CECo) were intensified and
directed toward this



specific concern at the Zack corporate headquarters. Between
9/25/81 and 4/15/82 three surveillances and two audits were
performed by CECo Quality Assurance to assess the nature and scope
of the problem. In February 1982, at the direction of the
.Commonwealth Edison Quality Assurance Manager, a Special Audit was
gerformed to investigate the conditions verbally reported to hinm

y phone by Ron Perry, a Zack employee, as well as other aspects
of the Zack Program.

In summary, the record shows that Commonwealth Edison
Company has had continuous and comprehensive involvement with the
Zack work activities and the implementation of its Quality
Assurance Program to ensure the work was being done correctly for
the LaSalle Site. This is further demonstrated by the use of
Conam Quality Control Inspectors tuv augment on-site Edison Quality
Assurance activities. Also, after identification of problems at
the Zack corporate headquarters in late 1981, additional
monitoring of Zack was performed to search for any other possible
problems and to ensure corrective actions were completed.
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Table 1

"Stop Work'" Actions Imposed on Zack Company
LaSalle County Station

Date Initiated

7/22/77

6/25/79

4/02/80

8/06/80

Date Removed

9/27/77 (all activities
except Welding)

10/11/77 (Welding)

7/25/79 (Partial
8/06/79 :

6/21/80

10/20/80

Program Deficiency

Welder Qualification, Q.C.
training

Program design control, Q.C.
inspection & inspection
documentation, and misc.
program deficiencies.

Unacceptable Q.C. inspection
at LaSalle

Unqualified Q.C. inspectors ¢
Fab Shop in Chicago. On-site
hold point established for
receipt inspection of HVAC
assemblies.

Design Coﬁtrol, Q.cC.
Inspections, and
""Safety-Related Welding



Commonwealth Edison Company Q.A. Audits and Surveillances

Table 2

of the Zack Company

Year

1976
1977
1978
1979
1980
1981
1982 (6months)

Audits Performed

Surveillances
Performed

prOVO OOV P

1
17
35
35
82
83
57



TABLE 3

CONAM INSPECTION AGENCY COVERAGE OF ZACK COMPANY
INSTALLATION ACTIVITIES AT THE LASALLE SITE

ACTIVITY

General Inspection of Zack Field
Activities (17 reports on file)

100% Re-inspection of future
and past Zack "'Safety-Related
welding on-site. (Hangers)

50% re-insgection of Zack
on-site welding.

25% re-inspection of Zack
on-site welding

10%2 re-inspection of Zack
on-site welding

100% inspection of Zack
ductwork entering the building
and being erected at LaSalle

DURATION
2/24/78 - 6/24/79

6/25/79 - 6/07/81
6/08/81 - 6/21/81
6/22/81 - 7/05/81
7/06/81 - Present
4/02/80 - 5/10/82



RESPONSE TO QUESTION #3
Requested By
Commissioner Victor Gilinsky

QUESTION: What was the exact basis for closing out Zack-related
items of nonconformance including the 2400
nonconformance reports in 1979 and the 50.55e letter?

The exact basis for closing out Zack-related items of
nonconformance (NCRs) and the reportable construction deficiency
(50.55(e)) is the same basis utilized for all nuclear work vendors,
contractors and utilities. Appendix B, 10 CFR 50, Quality Assurance
Criteria for Nuclear Power Plants and Fuel Reprocessing Plants,
Criterion XV and XVI establish the basic prugramatic requirements
for resolving items of nonconformance. In the case of Zack Company,
NCRs were dispositioned by either review and acceptance rejection,
repair or rework of the nonconforming condition.

Zack Company has generated approximately 2400 field NCRs
related to the two LaSalle County units since the start of HVAC work
in 1976. The majority of these NCRs have been generated since 1979
as the method of recording the Zack reinspection effort (described ‘-
in response to Question (2)) for all previously installed safety
related HVAC work. This reinspection effort was undertaken as a
response to inadequate quality control inspection by Zack. The
reinspection effort encompassed weld accepability and adherence to
design details per applicable Sargent & Lundy Engineers drawings.

In the case of newly installed work after 1979, Zack NCRs were
utilized to document and disposition certain quality control
inspections. The above reasons would account for what may seem to
be a large number of NCRs.

Once an NCR was written describing the nonconforming
condition, it required dispositioning. Many of the Zack NCRs were
dispositioned by repairing and/or reworking the HVAC work to its
specification and drawing requirements. Repairs and rework were
done on welding, configuration of members and orientation of
members. Thus, the basis for closing the NCR was completion of work
in compliance with specifications and drawings. The balance of the
NCRs were dispositioned by CECo./Sargent & Lundy Engineers
acceptance of the work as built. For these NCRs, Sargent & Lundy
Engineers established a special procedure to review the as-built
HVAC work and accept the as-built HVAC work after doing engineering
calculations and/or exercising engineering judgment. Thus, the
bases for closing the NCR was an engineering review against the
Final Safety Analysis Report requirements.



Commonwealth Edison Company reported a 50.55(e) reportable
construction deficiency on September 30, 198l. The chronology of
events can be found in the responses to Question #1.

The disgositioning of material documentation deficiencies
reported on 50.55(e) was the primary responsibility of Zack
Company. In most cases the identified material documentation
defécéencies were dispositioned by one or more of the following
methods.

A. Obtaining corrected documentation from the supplier
vendor.

B. Tensile and chemical testing of material samples to
establish material properties.

C. Establishment that material documentation is acceptable
by other known information. (i.e. Material
documentation does not specifically state that material
is type required, but listed tensile and physical test
results show that material is within required ranges for
material type.) -

D. Utilization of other types of documentation (i.e.

© purchase orders, confirmation orders, shipping tickets,
receiving tickets and invoices) to establish type of
material.

E. Material actually used in application was better grade
or type than required.

F. Upon re-review of all documentation, it was determined
material discrepancy did not exist as orginally reported.

G. Establishment that material documentation deficiency was
a clerical error.

All the above are valid basis for dispositioning material
documentation discrepancies. They establish a validity of the
material documentation.

In those cases where Zack couldn't disposition the material
documentation discrepancy themselves, Zack NCRs were sent to CECo.
ard these Zack NCRs were dispositioned via CECo. NCRs with input
from Sargent & Lundy Engineers. CECo./Sargent & Lundy dispositioned
the CECo. NCRs by one or more of the following methods.

A. Establishment that actual meterial used was a better
grade than listed in specification and therefore
acceptable.



B. Establishment that materials were not used in safety
related areas or applications.

C. Establishment that a certificate of conformance for the
material is acceptable in lieu of a certified material
test report for the specific material application. Most

of the materials required for this HVAC work are
commercial grade.

D. Review of intent of specification requirements to
ascertain whether Zack was being overly conservative in
interpreting specification material documentation
requirements.

Where necessary engineering calculations were performed to

establish the engineering judgements utilized in dispositioning the
CECo. NCRs.

In summary, correct procedures were followed to disposition
all Zack-related items of nonconformance. The basis utilized is in
compliance with the necessary regulatory standards.
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RESPONSE TO QUESTIOMs #4, PART,1

Requested By

Commissioner Victor Gilinsky

QUESTION: Were these closed out on the basis of documents which

are now known to be falsified or otherwise thought to be
invalid?

The 2400 field generated NCRs were not related to material (documen-
tation) deficiencies, and as such potentially falsified or invalid
records related to those NRCs are not in question. With regard to
the 50.55(e) report, the September 25, 1981 Zack letter which
initially notified CECo of material documentation inconsistencies
categorized the inconsistencies into four areas.

1. Material certifications with incomplete information.
2. Material certifications with technical inaccuracies.

3. Material certifications with possible unauthorized and
improper modifications.

4. Possible person/persons improperly modifying material
certifications. v

Categories 3 and 4 deal with possible falsification of records. Zack
Company committed as part of the corrective action for test reports
suspected of being modified to verify them with the respective
suppliers and to investigate those individual(s) implicated or
suspected of imporperly modifying supplier's test reports with any
evidence obtained to be forwarded to the Zack Company President for
appropriate disciplinary action.

The Zack Company interim report of October 9, 1981 stated that 374
of 445 LaSalle County purchase orders had been reviewed. In this
October 9, 1981 report, the number of purchase orders involving
possible falsification was reported as follows:

Possible Falsification
Category Description No. Packages

Alteration - Apparent alteration of certification 11
by typed or handwritten additions.

Stickers - Gummed labels applied to certification 6
cover sheets. These typed and signed to indicate
compliance with ASTM standards authenticity of the
signatures is questionable.



Attachment 1 details the specific possible falsification purchase
orders. On October 23, 1981, in an updated interim report Zack
Company transmitted a tabulation of purchase orders reviewed and
categorization of discrepancies found. (Attachment 2) The number
of possible falsification purchase orders had been reduced to 11
alterations and 3 stickers.

Zack Company stated the problem of the purchase orders with stickers
on them was given an extensive investigation. This investigation
determined that person(s) withirn the Zack Company orgianization were
responsible for the addition of gummed labels to th: material
certifications. Zack took into consideration in their evaluation of
this item that individual(s) involved did not believe that the
addition of information (i.e., ASTM designated number and year)
misrepresented the actual condition of the material. The action,
while misguided, was done to expedite the release of material that
had acceptable chemical and physical properties while the corrected
material certifications were being obtained. The Zack Company also
assumed part of the responsibility for allowing the responsible
person(sg to be put in a situation that may have appeared to
encourage this type of action or at least did not have the necessary
checks and balances which would have prevented the occurrence. The
responsible individual(s) were identified and given demotions in
position and documented letters to their personnel files. They were
also advised that any further action of this type would result in
immediate dismissal.

Of the six (6) certifications originally identified to have had
stickers added, a follow-up by the same individual(s) involved had
resulted in corrected certifications for all but three (3) of the
purchase orders. A continued effort was being made to obtain
corrected certifications for the remaining purchase orders.

Zack Company also stated that material certifications observed with
more than one type-face used, white out, or handwritten modifica-
tions had been categorized as altered. Their investigation had not
determined yet where or when all of these alterations occurred,
though enough information was obtained to indicate that person(s)
from the Zack Company were involved. The responsible individual(s)
were subsequently identified and dealt with as stated above for
stickers.

The actual alterations while serious from a programatic view, did
not effect the structural integrity of the materials and corrected
copies would be obtained from the respective suppliers.

On February 12, 1982, Mr. Albert T. Howard, a principal in the GAP
letter to Chairman Palladino, provided an updated report to CECo.
Attachment #3 is the cover letter to this report. Included in this
report is a revised Purchase Order Review and Categorization Summary
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(Attachment #4) and a Definitions of Summary Listin% (Attachment
#5). The information included in the February 12, 1982, submittal
-indicated that all the possible falsification purchase orders were
not in the packages were correct and acceptable. Attachments #6 and
#7 are listings of the open discrepant packages as of January 15,
1982. Only 4 purchase orders of the original possible falsification
purchase orders remained on the ogen discrepant listing. Thus, 13
of the original questionable purchase orders were deemed acceptable
by obtainin% corrected suppliers certifications. Additional
detailed information included in the February 12, 1982 submittal on
the 4 remainini possible purchase orders makes no mention of
possible falsification. It would appear the shadow of falsification
had been removed from the ori%1n11 questionable purchase orders, as
attested by Mr. Howard himself.

Thus, the evidence estabilishes that Zack NCRs and CECo NCRs were
not closed out on the basis of documents which were known to be
falsified or otherwise thought to be invalid. Zack Company
investigated the possible falsification and took disciplinary
actions. They obtained corrected documents from their suppliers
prior to closing out a NCR.
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QUESTION #4 - ATTACHMENT 1

Possible Falsification Purchase Orders

Alterations
P.0. No. Description of Discrepancy

641 ASiri vear has different type

855 North Star Steel - handwritten in information
743 Cerc altered to indicate ASTM to year

914 ASTM year had different type

643 ASTM year had different type

1274 Jones & Laughlin Steel - ASTM year altered
604 Youngstown Steel - handwritten in information
679 Reliable Galvanizing - P.0. # altered

947 /.S, Steel - handwritten in information
1029 Alterations on galvanizing cert .
1241 ASTM year added to cert initialed RSW

Stickers
P.0. No. Description of Discrepancy

739 Sticker added to cert

795 Additional cert in package has sticker

742 Sticker added to cert

796 Additional cert in package has sticker

738 Sticker added to cert

740 Additional cert in package has sticker

Only three (3) C-739, 742 and 738 require resolution

4636N



QUESTION #4 - ATTACHMENT 2
PURCHASE ORDER REVIEW AND CATEGORIZATION SUMMARY

CATEGORY No. P.O.
PURCMSE OMER/CHTR PKGS uvlgnn'............................... aos

PACKAGES CORRECT & ACCEPTABLE:+c+vsssocsscscssssssscscsnssanssrsns 109
CLERICAL ERRORS**+evsvcseccccsssssscsssssscsscssssssssssasoassnsssse 152
SIGNATURE MISSING:***+svescesscsssssscssssssssssssssssssssssssscnsns 9
SIGNATURE ERRORS ****esscssesssccvesscssssssscsscssassscannssnssnas 3
CHEM/MECH TEST DATAc:*+ssvssssccssvssssssssssssessssssssssssssssns 10
O T O R S N PR i R P O 6 -
C OF C ONLY ©**vscevcccscacsscsccsssassosssssssscvsnssssssssasssssnsne 14
NOT GOOD FOR LASALLE++svsveceescccccssnsscscsssessssssssscnsscasss 10
WRONG STANDARD REFERENCED *+++ssesscsccscessscsscssssssassssssnsnns 5
CERTS MISSING................;................................... 20
LISTED BY SITE BUT NOT LOCATED (Not Part of Total) cccccccccccess 40
ALTERATIONS ¢+ ssessssccsssssssssasssssasssssssnssssssssssssnssssns 11
STICKERS **+++ssessecsecsssssssssesssssssssssssssssnssssssssssssssans 3

MISCELLANEOUS'...............Q..............l...l...'ll......l.l. 7
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QUESTION $#4 - Attachment #3

£ : .
. H@( CO Albert T. Howard Letter to CECo
£ L]

CUSTOM METAL FABRICATION

Tebrvary 12, 1982 ,
HVAC Contract #J-2590

" Commonwealth Edison Co.
LaSalle County Nuclear Station

* Rural Route #1, Box 240
Marseilles, IL 61341

Attn: Mr. Richard Cosaro
Project Manager

Ref: The Zack Company letter dated October 23, 1981

Subject: Potential 10CFRS0.55 (e)
Material Deficiency Report

Gentlenen;

Attached is an updated (January 15, 1982) report on the status of the material
certificacions identified in the above referenced letter. As indicated by the
report, a significant increase in the number of corrected purchase order packages
has been accomplished and a number of the remaining purchase orders indicated as
still discrepant have only one or two items to be corrected. Therefore, the
number of actual material certifications acceptable is in excess of the percent
indicated in the report. .

It is The Zack Company's opinion at this time that all problems still existing
could be corrected with further vendor/subcontractor persuance and those <ditems
pnot resolved through this. same endeavor might be resolved with engineering
disposition. -

with this interim report The Zack Conpany’uould like to assure you of its con-
tinued efforts in the above direction. ' .

Should you have any guestions ©OT problems, please contact me.

Mpst Sincerely,

rt T. Howard
lity Assurance Documentation Supervisor

ATH/dm

. FOUNDED TO SOLVE THE UNIQUE METAL FABRICATION NEEDS OF INDUSTRY *
« DEDICATED TO CLEANING AND CUSTOMIZING THE AIR OF THE WORLQ . ¥



© " page 2 : . ‘
‘ s ) . .
cc: Mrs. C. DeZutel ' tt
Mssrs. J.C. DeZutel
L.J. Burke, Site Project Mgr.
T. Quaka, QA CECO
B. Wood, QA CECO
J. Dearbeck, CECO
C.L. Eichstaedt, Jr.
D.E. Calkins '
D. Malzahn
E M.L. Skates
C. Baumgardner

|

|

|

\

) Q.A. Chicago

v e Q.A. LaSalle



QUESTION #4 - ATTACHEMENT o

Albert T. Howard Revised
Purchase Order Review and
Categorization Summary

Packages.reviewed......;......................405
Péckages correct and accgptable...............237
Discrepant packageS....eeeeesascasssssasssssssl68
No phys/chem test Gata..seececcscccscsscsscens 27
Wrong standard referenced....cceeescescocscens 19
No standard referenced....ceseesevesscsssnsone 10
Material does not meet SPeC.....ceessssssescss 3
Clerical GEXOED. oooessessossssrsssonssnssesses §F

Listed by site - not located....cccevveennenes 9



1.

2.

QUESTION #4 - ATTACHMENT £5

Albert T. Howard
DEFINITIONS OF SUIMVARY LISTING

Packages Reviewed - This item lists the total nurber of packages that
were reviewed for this report only. It includes the
- nurber of purchase orders that the site have. It does
not however, include those purchase orders generated
after November 10, 1981.

Packagescorrectm;daccegtable-‘nﬂsiml\ﬂestmmlnmm&?.o./
Qﬂnsthatﬂnmcamntm&anmt/mptable
thrwghdamaryls, 1982.

Discrazant Packages - Includes the total number of P.O./OMIRs not acceptable -
for the reasons listed in nurbers four (4) through nine
(%).

No l'-tenal Certs - This includes those packages that have no certification
data, i.e., ified test natenal/cerufmate of con-
formance (campliance).

Yo phvs/chem test data - This number indicates the total of packages that
X are missing part or all «f QIR data.

tircnc standard referenced - This includes the mumber of packages where the
standard referenced in the certification is contrary to
the contract specification/procurement document.

K> standard referenced - This includes the number of packages in vhich there
was no standard referenced in the procurement and docu-
ment/material certification.

Material does not meet Spec. = This includss those P. O. packaces that material
does not meet the standard specified.

Clerical errors - This group includes a vanety of discrepancies (minor) that
are clerical in nature, i.e., no ASTM, no AST/yr., No
ASTM/yr. designation, typographical exrrors, etc.




P.O.

No.

.

C~-

451
452
454
455
465
472
508
519
520
522
542
549
566
567

572.

597

599

602

603 .

616
617
627
630
639
651
652

QUESTION #4 - ATTACHMENT #6

LASALLE CO° TY DISCREPANT PURCHASE ORDEﬁS
¢ (Open) »
66° 4205 9417
683 4216 9419
696 4268 9420
704 4270 9421
74 4285 9422
722 4286 9427
736 4289 9429
764 4294 9442
798 4312 9444
804 4348 9450
852 5759 9455
893 5776 9501
909 6813 9505
954 9242 9506 -
956 9244 9762
1329 9251 9636 .
G311 9401 10784
4004 9402 11237
4023 9403 1271
4048 - 9411 11544
4052 9412 . 12206
4080 9413 12285
4081 9414 13246
4105 9415 13912
4137 9416 16429

4157

"17103



QUESTION $4 - Attachment #7

ALL SITES - DISCREPANT PURCHASE ORDE'RS

(Open)
P.0. No. C-
456 - 762 1255
770 G3114
464 797 4055
468 802 9247
586 803 11503
601 - 806 12281
820 12303
606 821 © 12304
609 822 12434
611 " 823 13238
632 827 13255
633 B30 13268
642 839 13293
644 851
662
663 888
665 912
684 917
" 701 955
1 987
7 1048
724 1070
1076
(7420 1089
746 1133
7§2 1195

1238

Total:

65



August 1, 1982

RESPONSE TO QUESTION f#4, PART 2
Requested By
Commissioner Victor Gilinsky

QUESTION: Please describe what inspections were made by Commonwealth
Edison of the Zack Company's actual material certification.

Commonwealth Edison inspected actual material certification of
HVAC equipment and materials in two ways. First, cocumentation
associated with the certification of meterials supplied by Zack and
used in the fabrication and installation of HVAC systems was inspected
by CECo site Q.A. during audits and surveillances of the Zack site and
corporate office activities. Second, major components and equipment
installed in the HVAC system were purchased by Edison directly from
equipment manufacturers other than Zack. Documentation supporting the
equipment certification is sent directly to the A/E, Sargent & Lundy,
for a review. After review and acceptance by Sargent and Lundy, the
documentation is forwarded to CECo site Q.A. for further review and
final acceptance.

1) Audits and Surveillences of Zack Documentation

During the period January, 1980 thru July 1982,
Commonwealth Edison Q.A. conducted eleven audits and four
surveillances which included questions which were directed
specifically at inspecting material certificatioms to
ensure acceptability. The following tables show the
audits and surveillances which were conducted and the
number of material certification documents which were
reviewed.



C.E.Co. Audits
No. of Questions Number of Closure dates
asked concerning Certifications of all items

Audit No. Material Certs. Reviewed found deficient
1980-6 (on-site) 1 5 6-17-80
1980-19 " 1 10 10-08-80
1980-62 T 4 18 4-04-81
1980-85 w 1 6 1-06-81
1980-101 " 3 11 2-05-81

Total: 50
1981-18 (off-site) 4 80 4-29-81
1981-32 (on-site) | i 13 7-02-81
1981-53 " 1 9 11-28-81
1981-64 1 Bt 9 3-11-82

Total: 1TT
1982-45 (off-site) 1 28 6-10-82
1682-49 ¥ : 3 -8 7-16-82

Total: 45

C.E.Co. Surveillances
The following tebulation is of the various certifications that

were documented as part of the objective evidence taken during these

surveillances:

Number of Certifications Reviewed
(Documented in Surveillances)

Surveillance
Report Number

Date of Closure

for Deficient Items

1-81-661 15 10-19-81
1-82-50 8 3-15-82
1-82-69 1 2-09-82
1-82-225 Certificates associated 4-27-82

2)

with 45NCR's.
Architect Engineer Review of HVAC Documentation

The following table lists the major equipment and
components which CECo purchased directly from
manufacturers. Sargent and Lundy conducted a 100% review
of material certification documentation for these
specifications as to being accepteable.



HVAC Equipment

Specification

Type of Equipment
Equipment Supplied

J-2581
J-2582
J-2483
J-2584
J-2585
J-2586
J-2587
J-2588
*J-2590 (Zack)
*J-2591 (MCC Powers)
J~2960
J=2975

Unit Heaters

Heat Exchanger Coils & Cabinets
Atmospheric Clean-up Filters
Isolation Dampers
Ventilation Fans

Air Handling Units
Evaporative Coolers
Refrigeration Units
Ductwork (Misc. Hardware)
Hvac Controls

Electrical Heaters

Vent Stack Air Flow Monitors

* Receiving inspection and document review responsibility by

contractor on-site .

0419Q
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QUALITY ASGCURANCE
AUDIT REPORT

1-82-49

Cormmonwesith dieon

/ Z?Program Audit

/ /Special

Type Audit:

[ /Records

To:
Project_LaSalle ‘yisit Date
Syster HVAC Component

Material Description_ N/A

ompany

| AUDIT CLOSED
Pl Psssan

QA SUPERVISOR

DATE 7/”5 /s

-[__JProduct Inspection roinv

MANUAL

Mr. Martin Skates, Quality Assurance Manager

2[22-22[82Repcrt.bate2—22-82
Identification N/A

Vendor 2ack Co.

Location Cicero, IL

Subcontractor N/A

Location N/A

Contacts Martin Skates, Ray Basiaga

P.0. No.

_Spec. No.__ J-2590

Recommended Inspections: € mos

Other:

As scheduled

3. mos 1 mo

Please respond to the d
by May 5, 1982. Exh
attendance for the entr
include action taken to ¢
{0 preveni reoccurrence,

implemented. Please

Notes:

Auditorﬁ 7 &

eficiencies identified in Exhibit A

ibit B has a list of the personnel in
ance and exit meeting.
orrect,
and date correct
direct response to Ceorg

The response DUus
the deficiencies, action taken
jve action will be

e Marcus, Director

of Quality Assurance and 2 copy to Robert E. Waninski.
LM Date 3-29-F1
§-3-§ 27—

Reviewed

‘

cc:

b8

apast o)
" h

i 3

£ A o = —— -

é{' - /L(M- ‘Date
/

Director of QA (En

Site Constr. Supt.

r-Constr)
it
Site wuality Assurance
Project Manzger
Engineering Mzr.
s .-'5‘-'3"'?3‘_1’;"5:2’-.5:'




AUDIT OF ZACX CO.CORPORATE

BY COM-ONWEALTH EDISON QUALITY- ASSURANCE

AUDIT # 1-82-49

The Commonwealth Edisén'Quality Assurance Department conducted
jt's scheduled off-site audit of Zack Company - Corporate Office - on
March 22nd and 23rd, 1982, The purpose of the audit was to determine
if Zack Company had been implementing the requirements of their
approved Quality Assurance Program, latest revision dated 3-31-80.

The audit checklist consisted of 17 questioms, of which it was
determined that two.deficiencies existed. The first deficiency,
Finding #1, involves control of revised documentation. The second:
deficiency, Observation #1, address protection of quality assurance ‘
records. | ‘

It should be noted that of the other areas audited,material ‘
traceability and material control activities appear to be managed - !

quite w*il.' Another area worthy of being mentioned, is the preparati

of documentation such that the-Cercificate of Conformance may be{ Y
. jesued. Although two deficiencies have been noted, Zack Company's
overall Quality Assurance Program appears to be adequately implemente

Zack Company is réquested to respond to the deficiency by'Mai
5, 1982, 1In the response, please,indiéaté the actions taken to
prevent reocurrence and the date these steps will be .implemented,
in addition to the actions taken to correct the deficiencies.




AUDIT #£1-82-49

_CLOSED PER

EXHIBIT A

FINDING #1

Contrary to Zack's Quality Assurance Manual, Section &4, the disﬁﬁib
control system does not reclaim and destroy obsolete documents, |\
drawings, and specifications. - H

Discussion

It was determined that superceded drawings are not reclaimed from
the field group when revised drawings are issued. The field
representative signs a Transmittal Notice for Engineering Documents
thereby assuring receipt, and quposedly files the superceded docur
et the site., This activity is also concrary to procedure TCP-12
para. 4.2, which supports the Quality Assurance Manual's commitment
to reclaim and destroy void documents. '

OBSERVATION {1

> B

Zack Compang record storage facilities do not protect contents
from possible destruction by causes such as fire, etc. | oo
N v

Discussion —-

It was noted that only a portion of Quality Asgurance records are
maintained in fire-proof cabinets rated at 350°F for 1 hour, These
records include items such as CMIR's, Certificates of Conformance,
and welder qualifications. Drawings and shop travellers are kept
in non-fireproof cabinets. No sprinkler systems were noted in any
of the storage areas. i

CLOSED PER

Vi




Zack Audit 3-22,23

Entrance Meeting

R. E. Weninski

Martin Skates

Ray Basiaga

Carl L. Eichstaedt Jr.

Exit Meeting
Christine DeZutel
R. E. Waninski

' Martin Skates

Ray Basiaga
Carl. L. Eichstaedt Jr.

EXHIBIT B

CECo
Zack
Zack

. Zack |

-Zack

~ CECo

Zack
Zack
Zack

Lead Auditor

- QA Manager

QA Eng.
VP/Proj. Manager

President/Owner ,
~tead-Auditor | |
QA Manager .. °

QA Eng. ;

VP/Proj. Mgr. .
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. 2~ L2Salie Cov -
“\ \'/: ' Rural Pouie =) By 220
3 2601 N. 2151 Re.
Marseilles, llinpis 61341
£15-357-6761

- -—
o o - — " Prv . o m———y ‘._

Mr. M. L. Skates

The Zack Company r
4500 V. 12th Place .
Chicago, IL S0€50

SUBJECT: CECo Audit # 1-82-495

Dear Sir:

Upon review of your response to the above indicated audit
(Zack Transmittal #345), we find your corrective action
acceptable to the indicated deficiencies. Your cooperation
throughout the course of the audit has been very apprecizted.

=) LA
R. E. Waninski

Lead Auditor
LaSzalle County Staticn.

- \ : .

G. F. Marcus
Director of Eng./Const.

.

REW/pjb
ce: ‘T. E. Quakz/Q.A. File



Memo to File

Action taken te correct deficiencies and prevent recurrence is deemed
cufficient such that this audit may be considered closed. This statement

is based on the following:

OBSERVATION K1

The duplicity of the records, and the addit
are sufficient record protection until the prop
installed.

FINDING & 1 /7/ "

The QA General Office has reviewed and acce
The audit of this area noted that the activity
for the requirement to reclaim & destroy obsole
requirement has ben eliminated in the manual re

jonal fire-proof cabinets
osed sprinkler system is

pted the manual change.
was in conformance except
te documents. This
vision.

2 Lk Vo

— E. Waninskl
Lead Auditor

e Boroann €5/

R. A. Braun
Q. A. Supervisor

LaSalle

REX/ccc

cc: T. E. Quaka/Q A. File
Lot = )-82-77

County Station
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Commonwceith ,@
o g
QUALITY AGSURANCE MANUAL 22—

AUDIT REPORT —fAUD\T é\_OSED
o §1-82-45 g Qe ~—_

ompany

, , Qh, SUPERVISOR

Type Audit: [ 7Progran Audit /_7Product ‘Inmw____
/[__7Records [ *]special ‘;,EA.IE e —
To:

Project LaSalle Visit Date 2/18-19/82Report Date 2-26-82
System__ HVAC Component Identification N/A

Material Description N/A

Vendor 2ack Company Location Cicero, Illinois
Subcontractor N/A Location__ N/A

Contacts M. L. Skates - 0,A, Manager -
P.0. No.__ 186466 ' " spec. No.___J-2590 |
Recommended Inspections: 6 mos 3. mos 1 mo

Other: As Scheduled

Notes: Please respond to the deficiencies noted in Exhibit A
by 3/19/82. Response must include corrective action
taken and action taken to prevent recurrence.

Lead Auditor 2 a lg,»«..uw— Date L/u/ez
Auditor Nf}",”(f/) A j‘a’;,[) Date_/ X (_e:g 2~
= Iy
Reviewegk—"j;—m; ( j~.JJ’z,+Date :2-/:.(-/ Fo
cc: Manager of QA Director of QA (Engr-Constr)

Site Constr. Supt. enProsy

ﬁ?:;-"’-.ig‘g.;ne'e TehE Srgre
: SSEY N : Site Quality Assurance

'n;-tanage"r's- P Ea T an Cons e T Project Manager

Mznager of Projects Project Engineering MgT.
CETTCRE ST T ] T ﬁ‘-‘ms—?eq-::i-reé-)

CrS YaAzges Auditee

0



AUDIT # 1-82-45

ZACK COMPANY

CONDUCTED BY COMMONWEALTH EDISON QUALITY ASSURANCE

On February 18th thru 19th, 1982, the Commonwealth Edison
Quality Assurance Department conducted a Special Audit of the Zack
Company located in Cicero Illinois.

The intent and purpose Jf this Special Audit was to investigate
quality related concerms that were brought to CECo Q.A.'s attention
during the second week of February 1982. -These concerns were in the
areas of:

(1) Lead Auditor Qualifications

(2) Material Traceability

(3) Zack Procurement

(4) NCR Issuance

(5) Records Storage & Filing

(6) Documentation Alteration By Zack Company

The audit checklist consisted of 7 questions with the checklist
scope covering the above six areas.

The audit resulted in 2 findings. The first finding is in the
area of O.A. Manager annual auditor evaluation and Auditor/Lead Auditor
records keeping. The second deficiency involves material traceability
for a section of HVAC duct. Details concerning these findings are
contained in Exhibit A of this report.

Exhibit B identifies those individuals who were in attendance
at the entrance and exit meetings.

Prior to the exit meeting, the individual who initially raised
the quality concerns was contacted and interviewed by the Lead
Auditor. He was provided with the opportunity to review the checklist
and the audit results., Additionmally he was asked if he had any concen:
to add to those covered by this audit. He indicated that he had no
additional concerns. He was invited to attend the exit by both
Zack and CECo but chose not to attend.

Based on the results of the audit and the interview conducted
during the course of the audit, it is the opinion of the audit team

@©



that no new serious concerns exist with respect to the implementation o
the 2ack Company Quality Assurance Program within the scope of the
audit checklist. The serious deficiencies that do exist have been
‘adequately identified and are the subject of the 50.55E (#81-08)
condition reported to the NRC on September 28, 1981. 2Zack is

actively engaged in resolving this matter by appropriate corrective
action.

With respect to the 2 deficiencies noted in Exhibit A, Zack
Company is requested to respend on oT before March 19, 1982 indicating
the corrective actions taken and actions taken to prevent recurrence.
Please direct your response to Mr. T. E. Quaka, Quality Assurance
Superintendent, LaSalle County Station.



EXIIBIT A

ZACK COMPANY

AUDIT #1-82-45 CLOSED PER

- .A~ ) 1o

FINDING #1 (Question 1) (QAM - Section 19) N‘*S-?-&::._
dﬂu&y“.. v/ /0

Contrary to Zack procedure PQCP-17, Rev, 0 (7-25-80), Aubitor/Lead
Auditor Qualification and certification records are not adequately
maintained at their Cicero facility. This deficiency manifests itself
in several ways as indicated below:

Discussion:

Item A - Zack procedure requires anmual evaluation of Auditor and
Lead Auditor Certification (para. 6.5.1). Review of the
current status of Zack auditors/lead auditors indicates
that 4. Geyer was certified as Lead Auditor on g§-4-80,
Paragraph 6.4.4 states that certification is valid for a
period of one year. Evaluation of Mr. Geyer's Lead Auditor
status by the Zack Q.A. Manager should have occurred on or
before 8-4-81 and PQCP-17 requires documentation of this
evaluation on form ZOF-37. No evidence of this evaluation
was available for review. )

Item B - Zack procedure requires auditor candidates to perform a
minimum of one audit as an acting auditor under the supervisic
of a certified lead auditor per paragraph 6.3.1.2 and this
participation is to be documented on form Z2Qr-37. Additionall
auditors candidates are required to demonstrate a minimum
of six points based on education, experience, professional
competance, and the rights of Management (para. 6.2.2).
Additionally the auditors training record is required to be
documented on form ZQF-22.

Review of Zack's Auditor/Lead Auditor records indicates that
E. J. Bodley performed an audit on 2-15-82. No documented
evidence was available at the time of the audit to indicate
that Mr. Bodley recesed his required training and that he
will score the six point minimum,

It is fully realized that only several days had passed
between the 2-15-82 audit and audit #1-82-45 but Mr. Bodley's
auditor qualification record folder is empty. Zack is
therefore requested to submit copies of form ZQF-22,

ZOF-37 and 2QF-36 for E. J. Bodley after auditor certificatio

occurs.

Item C - The audit team's overall impression of the Zack Auditor/Lead
Auditor Qualification records is that of confusion. Presentl:
there are but 6 individuals certified as Auditor or
Lead Auditor. There is a lack of consistancy in maintenance
of these documents and the documents themselves are in some
ways redundant in their content. Some information
unnecessarily appears several times on different forms while

)



Item C - Con't:

other information must be inferred by review of all
auditor/lead auditor activities. It would be in
Zack Company's best interest that their procedure for
Auditor/Lead Auditor qualification be reviewed in an
attempt to streamline the documentation requirements.

FINDING #2 - Question #2

Contrary to Zack's Quality Assurance Manual Section 9, Zack's
material control program failed to provide sufficient traceability
to the materiBl-Us&s ppg Ci1e fabrication of HVAC components in all

cases.

- - —— - -

aC
Discussion: No..SBRA__
2y 2/, X

It was found X articular case, Traveler #F-515 identified th
fact that fittingz No. & was voided and replaced by fitting No. &4A

on Traveler #F-ISOA er Zack's Miner Modification form N%M #104, A
review of this traveler #F-1904 showed the section of ductwork but
failed to provide any indication of the material used., Upon investigat
this matter further in the field, it was determined that the fitting we
not fabricated. Field verification showed another piece next to it had

been changed instead. ‘ L

Most of the problems which resulted in this case, were the results of
some confusion which existed due to numbering errors. The M/M #104
identified the required change to involve piece No. 4 on drawing
M-1361-2 by requested a new piece 4A. In reality, the M/M should have
addressed fitting No. 22 which was eventually changed. Zack's
drafting department changed piece No. 4 to 4A but should have |
revised piece No. 22 to 22A, To further confuse the issue, piece 22A
was field fabricated without an apparent traveler to identify the
material used. Per Zack's site Project Manager, the fitting in
question was made from all stock material. Fitting No. 4 on

traveier +T-515 was verified to be in the field and found acceptable

as is.

Zack's practice of field fabricating components without the

required documentation is unacceptable. Zack should investigate the
matter further to determine if this was an isolated instance. For

all cases found, nonconformances should be written to properly
disposition the matter. Finally, Zack's segmented drawings should be
revised to show the following: ‘

Drawing # Fitting Involved

1361-2 4A should be changed back to &

1361-2 22 should be changed to 22A with the proper
notation concerning M/M 104 placed on the correct
traveler.

Zack's site QC and Project Managers were informed of this finding and |
were in agreement with its results. |
|

G *

|



' . Commonwea.... Edison
e- LaSalle County Nuclear Station
Rural Route =1  Box 220
2601 N. 211 Re.
Marseilles, lllinois 61341

815-357-6761
i

April 12, 1982
QAL #5742

Mr. Martin L. Skates
The Zack Company
4600 W, 12th Place
Cicero, IL 60650

SURJECT: CECo Audit 1-82-45 Response Dated 3-25-82
Mr. Skates: 4

Responrse to our Audit 1-82-45 was received 3-30-82 and based
on review of the information submitted, the following items must be
clarified prior to :losure of this audit:

FINDING #1 The documents submitted adequately address those
jtems particular to Messrs. Geyer and Bodley but
no indication of action taken to prevent recurrence

- was included In the Zack Tesponse.

FINDING #2 Review of the information included in the response

is sufficient to explain the specific case discovered
during the course of the audit, but the quastion of
whether this was an isolated case was mnot addressed.
In addition, no actions taken to prevent recurrence
are indicated in your response.

Please submit the above information and/or clarifications on oT
befcre 4/26/82. I1f you have any questions concerning this matter
please contact me (815) 257-6761, extension 573.

B ASocver /01

RAB/ccc . Q. A. Supervisor
LaSalle County Station

ce: - F, Marcus

s Bs /Q. A. Fi e
2 B thkéQ A, File t_j/)’)’i/'"%’g/f/ e 2
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LaSalle County tvucliear Station
Rural Route #1 "Box 220
2601 N. 2151 Rd.
Narseilles, lllinois 61341

B.5-357-6761 : June 9’ 1082
QAL # 5889

“Mr. Martin L. Skates
The Zack Company
4600 W. 12th Place
Cicero, IL 60650

SUBJECT: CECo Audit 1-82-45
Mr. Skates:

A review of your proposed "action to prevent recurrence' in regard to
Findings #1 and #2 resulting from the above referenced audit was
performed on June 9, 1982. Our analysis is indicated below:

FINDING #1

' Contrary to 2ack procedure PQCP-17, Rev. 0 (7-25-80), --Auditor/Lead
Auditor Qualification and certification records are not adequately
mazintained at their Cicero facility.

FINDING #2 . .

Contrary to Zack's Quality Assurance Manual Section 8, Zack's material
control program failed to provide sufficient tracezbility to the material
used in the fabrication of HVAC components in all cases.

Contractor Response: Finding £1

!
7ack's Lead Auditor and Auditor Personnel Files has been reviewed and
up-dated as required to meet the requirement of PQCP-17 para. 6..4.4.
Attached you will find forms 2QF-36, 2IQF-37 for Mr. Harry Geyer and
2QF-22, 2QF-36 and ZQF-37 for Mr. Edwin Bodley.

Contractor Response: Finding #2.

1. TFor commerical reasons traveler F-1904 was prepared by the Chicago
Drafting Department on 3-8-79 to satisfy the requirements of MM-104.
(Note: All MM's are reviewed Dy Chicago Drafting Department).
2. Pc. £ 4A was never fabricated. 3. Traveler F-515 was modified as
shown on traveler F-1564. (Note: There was no piece number assigned at
time of fabrication. A piece number has now been assigned.) The fitting
wvas made from Coil #322 and Angle Iron #772 and welded in Chicago by
welder #34. 4. M-1361 drawing shall be changed to reflect PC #22A
instead of PC #22. 5. M-1361-2 drawing shall be changed to reflect PC
#4 instead of PC #4A. 6. Traveler F515 (PC #22) will be reinstated and
traveler F1904 will be voided. 7. Traveler 1564 will be modified to add
PC #22A. 8. Traveler FS15, PC #22 shall be voided. &. FQR shall be
devcloped to replace M{104 and to reflect above changes.

6,



QAL. 5889
Page 2

QA Review: ?inding £§1

The documents submitted adequately address those items particular to
Messrs. Geyer and Bodley but no indication of action taken to prevent
recurrence was included in the Zack response.

Finding #2

Review of the information included in the response is sufficient to
explain the specific case discovered during the course of the audit, but
the question of whether this was an isolated case was not addressed. In
addition, no actions taken to prevent recurrence are indicated in your

response.
Contractor Response (Second): Finding #1

In order to prevent Tecurrence of the deficiency noted during the above
referenced audit, the Q.A. department is developing a personnel matrix.
~his matrix will include all pertinent infermation needed to mazintain
personnel qualifications and also provide an easy reference of an
individual's current qualifications and necessary additional requirements

to upgrade qualifications.
Contractor Response (Second): Finding #2

A review of Travelers was conducted in conjunction with preparation of
Travelers for turnover documentation. No other evidence of this type of
deficiency was found. The 1likelihood of recurrence of this type of
problen is pinimized by the small amount of work remaining at LaSalle.
The Zack Company site Q.C. Manager has been instructed to review all
Travelers used by field fabrication to verify completeness. We feel that
under the circumstances this is sufficient to prevent recurrence.

QA Review (Second): Finding #1

Mr. Skates was contacted by phone and requested to send 2 copy of
referenced personnel matrix.

Contractor Response (Third): Finding §l

Please £ind attached a copy of Auditor and Q.C.I. Matrix per your request
in response to CECo Audit 1-RZ 45,

Final QA Review (Third): Finding #1
Based on the above action to prevent recurrence, the Auditor and QCI
Matrix, and the monthly review committed to in said matrix, CECo £feels

that Zack has adequately addressed this Finding and that recurrences will
be eliminated if this system is adequately implemented. This £inding is

closed.
(=



QAL. 5889
Page 3
Final QA Revisw (Third). Finding #2
‘The 2bove corective act’on and action to preve:t Trecurrence is
“adequats. We feel that Zack's commitment €O review all iravelers used by
the ficid fadzicacion unii is proper. This Findirg may be closed.

This avdit is closed.

. J- Reutf
'Q.A. Enginter

. A. Braun
Q.A. Supzrvisor
LaSalle County Station

SJR/?
cc: UT. E. Quaka/Q.A. File
G. F. HMarcus

0058A



CUSTOM METAL FAEBRICATION

June 2, 1982

Mr. R.A. Braun,

Q.A. Supervisor,

. LaSalle County Nuclear Station
RR #1, Box 220

2601 North 21st Rd.,
Marseilles, Illinois 61341

Dear Mr. Braun:

Please find attached a copy of Auditor and Q.C.I.
Matrix per your regquest in response to CECo Audit
1-82-45. o

If I can be of further assistance, please do not

hesitate to call me.

Yours tfuly,

g e A K SV
Martin Skates
MS/1f - Q.A. Manager

©

« FOUNDED TO SOLVE THE UNIQUE METAL FABR'ZATION NEEDS OF INDUSTRY *
« DEDICATED TO CLEANING AND CUSTOMIZING THE AIR OF THE WORLD
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¢ . Surveillance Date: October 9, 1981 File No. J=-2590.26

LASALLT £.A. SURVRILLANCT RTECRT NO. 81-661

Contractor/Orgonization Ohserved: Zack Tompony
Category: (1,2,3,5)

Item Observed:

On October 9, 1981, 2 surveillonce was performed at Zack's Corporate
Office to evaluate the ztensz talien to date concerning Zack's notificat
of a possible 10CFN 50.55 (e) relating to documentation -
discrepancies. Upon orrival, Mr. D. Z. Calkins, rack's Manager of
Quality \ssurance presonted on interim report dated October 9,

1981 (5ee Attached), on Zock's review so far. This surveillance is
based on a review of Tock's activities in progress and the above
report dated 10-%-21.

Zack is currently re-revicwing ell purchase orders and associated
documentation. This documentation iz bheing reviewed in detail,
specifically for missing certs, missing signaturcs, any alterationms,
proper physicals and chemicals and compliance iith purchase order and
spacification recuirements. A log is being maintained on each
purchase order, shewing results of this raview and any corrective
action required. Tor certs that are missing, found deficient or-appe:
to have been altercd, “zck is notifying the Supplier and requesting ne
certifications. Thcsc cenversations arc followed up by letters, to
hopefully assure a response. To date, numerous .revised certs have bee
received, but many more cre required.

The personnel Zack has acquired to perform this indepth review were
found to be adequatzly qualified end properly trained. The group i
leader was found to be a Consumsr Power employee with 15 years of
documentation euparicnce. Thrce Quan-tech personnel were also hired
to assist the Greup Leader. Finally, two additional Zack personmel
were brought in to be troined and to oventually take over the
documentation re iew once this initial evaluation is complete.

‘During this iritial re-rcview, all nccessary standards and specificat!
were found being used. Some guastinns did exist concerning LaSalle's
Specification duc to vaguencss in actuval documentation requirements.
These questions will bz addressoed in Zaclk's Final Report scheduled fo:
completion on Octoher 26, 12281, .

The felleoving information was checked cduring this surveillance to
assure thz quality of Tack's review, &A1l comnents and questions
raised by Zac! wvere bzing cntered in their laster Log as required.
S5ome of the comrents found by Zack may not be concerns for LaSalle
Start-Up of Unit "1 boeod on mr understanding of Spacification J=2590
requirements. The following Certificatiens were reviewed:



A) Certs containing clerical errors and missing signatures:

E)

c)

D)

P.0. 2624 - Iuland 5teel Co. (Coils) F.C. required certificationms,

houzver, czrts failed to identify which year of ASTM -
/527 vas used.

P.0. 7831 - U,S. Sterel Eupplg (42 Bars) P.0. required
1

certifications, but thc Northwestern Steel Cert failed
to idantify “ASTM" A-25. The C. of C. from U.S. Steel
Supply did however show hcet ' und ASTM-A3S,

P.0. #9047 - Hotional tletal Fabricaters (Angle rings) P.0. required

Certs. Seom2 of th2 heats received dig not state
"ASTH" only A36-77. Other heats foiled to identify
either L.ETiHl or A36 desiznation.

P.0. #1094 Idze-comb metals (Plate) P.O. required certs. The

actual CHTR wes missing 2 legible signature. The cover
sheat was however signed and acceptable. '
Missing Certificotions
P.0. 2508 - P.0. was written for A-325 bolts. Certifications were
required, however, only a Cert of Cempliance was
received which failed to reference "ASTM".

P.0. 7572 - Mo ceorts ware available, could not be located.

P.0. 2586 - P.9D. wes for duct sealant and required a Product

Spee. sheet which was received, Zack is now requesti:

certs for the shipment. Laialle spec is ntt clear on

if certs are required. .

Brock Teel Co. (Phillips Nedhead "Jedge anchor) letter

certification only, no actual CMIR's received.

P.0. vequired certs.

P.0. 4105 Xey Crest Inc. (Nuts & Belts) P.O. reguired certs,
however, only C of Compliance received.

P‘O. :

x‘_“
w
O
n

]

Altered reports

P.0. 914 - P.0. required certs, however, the CMIR's received
contoined an ASTM date which had a different type
scttingz.

P.0. 947 - P.0. rcquired certs. One CMIR was-of poor quality.
As n result, the heat ' was highlighted by someone.
It should be noted that there was another acceptable
heat  showm on the CHTR. .

Chemical and phvsical results not per specification

P.0. 826 - Calumet Stcel (MR Angle) P.O. required ASTI! -A36
. steel, vhich was received. Although, lLaSalle's
Spec. for this type of stzel required ASTM AS75 Grade
11-31020.
P.0. 2630 - Melinble Golvanizing ('R 4ngle) P.C. required A36 whi
vae received, however, Lafalle required ASTI A375 Gra
F=1020,



> Jn
£81-661

D) Con't:

P.C. £1094 - Tdge-cotb Metals (Plate Steel) P.0. required '
?STQ- A36, however, LaSalle Spec. required ASTM-A284
ST30C

P.0. 71102 - "dga-comb Metals (Tlate) Sawme as P.0. £1094.

Rased on these rasults, Jacl's review appears sufficient to
identify any inconsistcncics within Zack's procurement documentation.
Various Spec. deviaticns have been identified which should have been
accepted by Commomrsealth Zdisen Tngineering prior to use. These
will still nced to be rzsolved. CJargent & Lundy will also be
contacted to clarify octunl record requirements for certain materials.
Pending Tack's sutmittal of their Finzl Teport on 10-26-31, _
disposition from Project “ngineerinz and 7ocl's success in obtainin
revised certs, no ;dditionai protlems can be forescen. Site QA wil
review the records to substantiate acceptcble disposition of identifie
concerns at 2 later date.

Corrective Action Ta'2n:
N/A
Follow Up Action:

N/A

Repor;cd.by - Date: 4?522(
Approved by: MRM Date: go[gz[.
FU Action Verified: A/A o _Daxet 7T

NA Lng./Insp.

FU ‘ctd on Approved: NA Q@E Dzte: /Dzz'séz

4 Supervisor

ce: Jo. J. Shewski/G. T. llarcus
L. J. Rurke/'’. 11, Donzldson
T. B, Quaka/f. A. File
Centractor



A LaSalle County Nuclear Station
a_/y Rura! Route =1 Box 220

' 2601 N. 215t Ra.

Marseilles, lllinois 61341

B January 29, 1982
QAL #5361

Zack Company
4600 W, 12th Place
Cicero, IL 60630

ATTENTION: Mr. M. Skates ,
Quality Assurance Manager

REFERENCE: LaSalle QA Surveillance Report No. 81-661

— e

e gr——

SUBJECT:  Follow-Up Review

Dear Mr. Skates:

~5 provided for in the attached copy of LaSalle QA's
Surveillance Report No. 81-561, a follow-up surveillance was
performed on 1-21-82. This surveillance showed that a majority of
the identified CMTR's have been corrected. These corrections
involved clarifications received from vendors, receipt of revised
certs and subsequent re-evaluation performed by Zack, As & vhole,
these corrections appear to resolve many of the problems identified.

" The -subsequent re-evaluations which were performed, however,
failed to adequately disposition the certifications which were
originally nonconforming. That is, no objective evidence was being
“provided to justify the corrective action, "accept as is." '

It appears the Zack Company has been accepting these certifications
without .properly recording the results of subsequent reviews, therefore
not allowing closure of. the NCR's. Commonwealth Edison requires 2 .
disposition for every item originally identified, along with those
which are added in the future. : : b s

Presently, the status of those pufbhase orders identified wihin
CZCo. Surveillance No. 81-661 is as follows:

A. 1) P.0. 2624 - Clarification letter from Inland Steel
Company adequately dispositions the certification.
In the letter, it was stated that supplying the
ASTM year was not a company policy before 1979,
therefore, the cert was accepted as is.

2) P.0. #831 - "Accepted as is " based on the acceptable
cert. received from U.S. Steel with whom the P.0. was

written.



: ' ' QAL #5361

3) P.0., £#947 - Letter received from vendor correcting
errors. - Acceptable

4) P.0. #1094 - A revised certification was received.

Acceptable
B, 1) P.0, #508 - Open. ‘ .
3) P.0. #3586 - Open _
4) P.0. $#565 - Based on J-2590 Specification requirements °

only a C., of C. is acceptable., As a result, the letter
of certification from the vendor was acceptable as is.
~~5) P.0. #6105 - Open

C. 1) P.0. #914 - Was identified as acceptable, but the
cert. package failed to provide any indication of its
corrective action or of any subsequent reviews which
were performed that accepted the certificatien as is.

Open ;
2) P.0. #947 - Same as #914 - Cpen

D. 1) P.O. $#826, 630, 1094 and 1102 = S&L's Specification
J-2590 Amendment #1, accepted A-36 as a substitute for
the material identified. As a result, each of the
above P.0.'s were accepted as is.

Pending Zack's final response which is expected in-early February,
and Zack's corrective action conmcerning subsequent evaluations and the
proper disposition of all items identi%ied,no additional surveillances
wili be required at this time.

1f you have any further questions, please contact Bruce L
Wood at (815) 357-6761 on extemsion 5635. (LaSalle)

Yours truly,

| e Ot

;> Q. A, Superintendent
BLW/cce . LaSalleCounty Station

. Jatts
. Quaka/Q. A. File

cc://?; J. Shewski/G. F; Marcus
. T
T

el
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~ontractor/Crronisztion Charrieed:

It:ﬂ Observed : ' .

.21 on this reocerd revisw, the status of the feilosing Deficiency
pcxts is &s rct:ﬂ below:

PT-V-101-170 -

T Cloz24d
PT-v2-301-411 ] - Cloz2d
TT-"2-101-128 - Toz::d
PT-V-101-127 - GCleazd
TT-V..-101-20% « floazd
TT-vP-102-12 e Clo2ud N
TT-V.-101-87 . - Clozcs
PT-YV..-101-07 - S1l0z28

PT-VI=10i-141 - Clozzd
Car the itens shoim in the aobove

Om 1-21=-22, it wag verificd that

drficicneizs, sufficiumt records ziist to satisfy the precurement
requivrements ot nack's Corporats Officc. It uwas furthor shown that
thoss racords he? boen revisued and acccpiad by Tack's U4 for usc ot
Tadalle.

c&1,'s TCH D 624, deletid the roguizancpts for submitiing om-site
centaste~ uo-uztntat.-u (,vch as Taek's) to L&l fex covice. This
carioes i3 mowr the resnonsibilite ef Luclh Compamtr and v b*‘n; varifizd
ber the Oomnt, throngh the audit Ta T suvrvcillancs Irogram, Dased on

thiz chmanz, sél's lotter wectpiing <2t 5 ¢ :vm:ntat-ov iz no longcr
reauired. : -
This surveillancz assured that tho-folloeing do'uﬂ*ﬁth.ion was availe

for tumower:

Meating notes datcd §-12-75 “etwoen S&L ond Tacl Company
clarifiad the Spec.'s cdocummntation rcquizcments and
suppliszd the fo 10”1Lh detemminaticns: '
1) Safety rzlatad items (sveh oo shest steel,
ctual QOTR's

\/'l

“::T

stiff-per ard suppovt &t
arTe reaguirza,

2) /Y1 othav saicty related hordr-ars only

Cevtificate of Conform-ncs i micossary.
%) All nen-safety ralatad Ltene onds & Cortificates
¢f Conformonzc is raaiirad.
$y  maeh's P.N. SC-©505 to Juasrican larming and Vcn:ilatin: Co.
ceme =0 fumpizh an? delives ~1l damners in Accors lsnce vith
Spse. T=2320, e

Tor cach itam showm on the Eiedannian 5
- fan > ﬁ
¢ampars (sveh oz W3 or 0¥20%¥D), a S. of €.
comn weawifiod o o A TRl



. Ba=2d

B) Tack's P.0. ~=a0303 to Avericon Sir Filtoxr O :"“s
csan to fomish and deliver o 1) £4lters in ac
.'.itiq TPCCQ J-Z:‘to.

Tor ench itzm zhewm on the Ccficinnclics os
rfilters (swz™ as 1VI0IF), & T. of €. was vorificd
to bec on file.
£) raek's P.0. JC-2301 to Titus wanufocturine Company s
vo fuwrmich an? deliver 21l grilles, reeicters, ciffusars
and terminal miidinz bones iﬂ Zccorcance vitn opec. J-25°0.
T cf C. Lor ol oupnlicd moturiad s voerified as bzing
o &

w “N
.

Fhoe
"

N

Sorp. as

to Ay F = & Tou 1
ilerc2rs in cccordance

D) Cack's P.0. [C-3 ri
i 2 all &3

to furnizk and do

- -

with fpzc. J=250C.

For zach item shoi™ on the
asz DOVI0DN or 1WVIO01X)

0
4 |

L.
.L

fiasomzizs as silensers (such
C. could not be located, ther¢
(FT-V7-101- %545 2

706

the def1c1enc1es pog
TT-V-101-208) =

) Zaek's PF.0. "C-0R056 & S-12573 tO Jiv Filser ond “auipment
ol Corp. was tn xuV1;:h amd daliver all air moniters in sccordance
aith Spec. J-237 -
Fo- cach item ghom on th= dnficioncics os cir wonitors
(svzh az 0FZ-Y70032), = C. of €. uns varified to b2
en file.
F) Sack's P.0, C-931) tn Arm=ireng Company was to furnish and
deliver all hunidifiers in sccoxdance with Spee. J-2590.

For ecch itenm showmn on the deficiencics as hanidifiers
(such 2z ﬂVfOlP‘) aC. of C. vas verified to bt en file.
6) “ach's T.0. "C-2509 to DT w2z te furnish

¢
conditionins accessories in aceordance with

]

.

(

Tor each item shewm on the dzficiznc ics‘a
acceszorics (such &s 0”C031 or ORO36B), & C. of
£. could not bz losotadsnd thzrefore, th

daficizncy rImnly 1
#) Mam- of tha €, of C.'s tiem {7ics aborz wrrz found to be
a=nzric fer all thf i:emz supplined agZainst o partizular
0., Thezzs ©. of C.'s are aceeptarlz, however, & :
tnemover Cack must statz all applicable eguipwent picce
rumbozs vhich apoply, to assure t=ncoclilicr, This iteom ‘
an urtil Zeckh's crritton nAccespiores is.::c*zv:ﬁ

reaning Op

. -



Tollo* lp Actien:

T™he wyitteon rTesponcs and 211 couvraciive actien 12311 he revienszd
~

amd ~eceatad Ly C3%¢ T...

n; of itows on Fums necies, the origine

D to the mltiple list oms ¢ cic
s new deficizmer writtan to track only

deficieney has baon cles
tha epsn itzms.

|
ad rad

vere cotbined ond & nae deficicmey FI-VS-A(

TT-Vv"-101-128, 12C and 230G rrerc c¢ 2 nar cefl y

cemg ccpitten to identify tho opn Ztog erly.

=T-77-101-87 v~z cleszd and 2 nwe dzficiure; TT-V.-101-270 vos vritter
- 1\1\'

e~ ifantifs thz apan items on

On March 1, 1982, Zack resgonded to this surveillance by submitting ti
final summary report of all open purchase orders. Within the report,
2ack attached 99 nonconformances for which 30 had been dispositioned t
Zack intermally. The remaining NCR's were subsequently returned to Zz
for further evaluation on Zack's part.

(Continued at bottom of page) ______occcecca-- ,--:;/-------_---; .....

| Rapertsd ’-:\':Mgé Date: Z01-i
‘-'.-‘-;_pro-.':f'. .o:' 'd‘—. ’h_ i—g:__ 21 D:te’-z ' | i
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".-n.- -y -
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- -

In reviewing the results submitted to date, both Zack P.0.'s C-9504 a

0506 have been satisfactory resolved from Commonwealth Edison's point
view by obtzining the necessarv Certificate of Conformances. Based o
action, deficiencies FPI-v-101-706 2n0 Pl-VA-10:=388 can now be

considered closed.

Finally, Zack's Project Manager, C. Eichstaedt, was contacted concern

/traceability for Zack's fina% turnover records. He indicated that th
necessary eouipment piece numbers would be provided, as required by $
ECN-624, therefore, this surveillance is considered closed,



== LaSalle Couniy Ne&@F S
Rural Route 21 Box 220
2601 N. 2151 Rd.
M.arseilles, inois 61341
£15-337-676)
February 3, 1582
QM—#SES'

Zack Company
4600 W, 12th. :
Cicero, IL 60650

ATTENTION: Mr. C. Eichstaedt
REFERENCE: LaSalle QA Su—veillance Repoert No. 82-50

Dear Mr; Eichstaedt:

Attached, please f£ind the above referenced surveillance for
which a response is requested by 2-17-82.

It appears that the following three (3) items require
resolution: :
1) Item D ;dentified Zack's F.0. 4C-9504 for which a
required Certificate of Conformance could not be
produced as required. '

2) Item G identified Zack's P.O. #C-9509 for which a
required Certificate of Conformance conld not be
produced as required. :

3) Item H identified the fact that traceadility to specific
ecuipment piece aumbers could not be verified. Zack should
supply 2 traceability system acceptable to CECo. upon
submittal of final turmover records.

1t should be noted that Zack's QC was in the process of reviewil
all ?urchase orders generated for use at LaSalle. The particular
P.0.'s identified in 1 & 2 ebove had not been reviewed to date.
serious effort should be made to complete this review so ttet all

problem areas are known.

Any questions regarding the information contained within this
surveillance should Dbe directed to Bruce L. Wood on (815) 357-6761

extension 565
Yours truly,

o AUl Mo 3R
BLW/cce _ : s B ka .
0. A. Superintendent

cc:\/n, 3. Shewski/G. F. Marcus® 12Salle County Stationm
T, &

" Quaka/Q. A. File*

2letter Only



Item Qbservod:

A follow-up surveillance was performed at Zack's Corporate office or
April 15, 1982 to assure adequate disposition of nonconformance
reports resulting from Zack's efforts to close the open 50,55E, Thi
50.55E identified tc the NPC concerns relating to Zack's missing anc
insufficient receiving inspections records and many other cases of
deficient purchase orders and associated records.

Several Zack nonconformances reports were submitted to Commonwealth
Edison for Engincering disposition. Those reports were not part of
this review. The last such submittal became part of CECo. NCR #£594,
The subject of this surveillance was those Zack nonconformances whic
were finally dispositioned by Zack internally and, therefore, never
reviewed by CECo.

The results of the actual NCR's reviewed are detailed below. It
became apparent that the nonconformances dispesitiuns by Zack were
actually not safety related in nature and in many cases involved
non-safety reloted material., It should be noted that no cases of
inadequacy or imcroper review was found. The NCT's reviewed can be
considercd closed, as a result of this surveillance, :

Reviewed the following Zack NCR's in detail:

NCR's #205, 206, 207, 208, 2
220, 221, 222, 223, 2
232, 235, 236, 237, 2
249, 250, 251, 252, 2
262.

9, 212, 213, 216, 217,
4, 226, 227,2228, 229,
38, 239, 244, 245, 246,
35, 256, 257, 258, 259,

09
2

Reviewed the following Zack MCR's for proper signatures
NCR's #0263 thru 305.

Corrective Action Talken:

Reported L‘)”TZJ’JC/’Z/‘/ 7 Date: 2‘24,
g: Shewski/ Approved by: /Z_CL-/BJH%Agr,AL Date:C/Q](E

Marcus

Cosaro FU Acti lerified: 0/ /8?1 Date: fzzé
Skates (Zack) sishian = :%gé%;g.7fh§ij— o

.
E. Quak

A. File FU Action Approved: Qgég. ﬁLQJ% Date: 4/27(7

CA Supervisor
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AUG 0 4 1987

MEMORANDUM FOR: Commissioner Victor Gilinsky
FROM: William J. Dircks, Executive Director of Operations
SUBJECT: LA SALLE

This is in response to your memorandum of July 28, 1982, requesting a
complete explanation of the Zack-LaSalle matter.

At the Commission meeting on July 27, 1982, Mr. Keppler provided a fairly
comprehensive account of the Zack problems at LaSalle as of that date.

In view of that, we are limiting our response to the questjons addressed
in your memorandum. The questions directed to Commonwealth Edison were
provided to the Company and they will respond directly to you. Answers
to the questions directed at the staff, as of August 3, are provided as
an enclosure.

The staff's investigation into the Zack-LaSalle matter is continuir - and
an update will be provided at the August 5 Commission meeting.

William J. Dircks
Executive Director
for Operations

Enclosure: As stated-

cc w/enclosure: ,
Chairman Palladino
Commissioner Ahearne
Commissioner Roberts
Commissioner Asselstine
SECY

OPE

0GC



1.

Responses to Zack - LaSaile Questions

Question - What was the basis for not investigating the Zack Company
in 1979?

Response - As a result of problems found by NRC inspectors with the
installation of hanger welds, Commonwealth Edison (CE) issued a Stop
Work Order on the work being performed by Zack at LaSalie. Conam
Corporation was retained by LaSalle to do an overview of the hanger
welding work performed by Zack. (See Attachment) In addition, CE
required Zack to take steps to upgrade i' 3 quality assurance progfam ~
for the installation of the HVAC work. 'he Stop Work Order remained
in effect for better than two months. ! that CE is responsible for
the work of its contractors and CE took what was believed to be
responsible action with respect to the identified prbblems. it was
concluded that no further action on our part was necessary. In
hindsight we should have had a vendor inspection performed at the

Zack corporate office.

Question - How closely did Region III ex:mine the documents obtained
during the May 3, 1982, meeting between a Zack employee and the six
or seven NRC Region III staff members. How many applied to LaSalle

or could be applied to LaSalle?
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Response - It appec s that the documents provided by the former Zack
employee were not examined closely by the NRC staff members during
and immediately following the May 3, 1982 meeting. The investigator
and four inspectors who interviewed the former Zack employee under-
stood that, althoush the allegations made dealt with concerns at

the Zack offices, his primary concerns related to Midland and that
he did not have serious concerns regarding LaSalle. The inspectors
were aware that Consumers Power Company, based on an earlier contact
with the ex-Zack employee, was conducting an investigation of his
allegations and it was concluded that the matter would be pursued by

Region II1 following a review of Consumers Power Company's investigation.

When Mr. Keppler l:irned from GAP on July 15, 1982 that the documents.
provided by the ex-Zack employee included informatioﬁ related to LaSalle
as well as Midland he immediately convened a Task Force to review the
documents and determine which applied or may apply to LaSalle.” From
this review it was determined that there were documentation and work-
manship problems reiated to LaSalle. The documentation problems were
omissions and alterations of records and missing records, mostly

related to demonstrating whether or not purchased materials met

requirements. Workmanship problems were related to welding.

Question - What was the basis for the apparent decision that inadequate

QA by Zack at Midland would have no relevance at LaSalle?



S.

Response - The decision was not made that there was no relevance to
LaSalle. In retrospect, we should have been more sensitive to the
potential generic concerns with Zack following the ex-Zack employee's
May 3 visit to Region III. However, although the concerns raised by
the ex-Zack employee and the documents he provided relate to all
three sites, the inspectors who talked with him were persuaded that
he was primarily concerned with Midland and that he really did not
have serio’; concerns with LaSalle. On this basis it was determined
that any generic findings from the Midland investigation would be

pursued later.

Question - Why did Region Iil not request information directly from
the Zack Company in May, instead of waiting for Zack's former employee

to send it to us?

Response - Since Region III did not plan to begin an immediate investi-
gation of Zack. requesting information from Zack could have prematurely
alert.d them to a future investigation. The ex-Zack employee visited
the Region II1 office on May 3 and May 19, 1982. It should be noted
that on May 5, 1982 the Region III staff began to follow the investi-
gation being performed by Consumers Power Company on the ex-Zack
employee's allegations related to Midland. it was always Region

I11's intent to pursue any findings generic to LaSalle and Clinton.

Question - Why did Region III decide not to send any investigators
to the Zack Company until July 22, 19827
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Response - Mr. Keppler first became aware that the potential problem
regarding the certifications of materials in the HVAC system applied
to LaSalle on July 16, 1982, as a result of the Task Force review.
Because of other high priority on-going investigations we did not
free up an investigator until July 22 to begin the LaSalle portion
of the investigation. Also, we had determined that the investiga-
tion did not need to be completed prior to authorizing the licensee
to go to five percent power because the welding had been indepen-
dently verified by Conam, and the HVAC system had been successfully
pre-op tested.

Question - Did Region III express any concern about Commonwealth

Edison's inattention to this QA problem? If so, please provide copies.

Response - To the contrary, it was the inspector's view that Commonwealth
Edison reacted in a timely and responsible manner to problems identified
with Zack work. This view was based on the Stop Work action and retain-
ment of a subcontractor (Conam) to review the hanger work following

the -NRC inspection finding in 1979, and the actions taken by Commonwealth
Edison in reviewing and dispositioning records following Zack's report
to Commonwealth Edison on September 25, 1981, concerning Zack's finding

of improper records.

Question - What proportion of the heating, venting and air conditioning

work done at LaSalle is properly documented?

Response - At this point, I don't think we can say. This will be
determined by the on-going inspection and by a third party QA review

of the Zack program, which has been agreed to by Commonwealth.



Question - What proportion of the heating, venting, and air conditioning
work done at LaSalle required materials with specifications in excess

of commercial grade?

Response - The required materials furnished by Zack Company with
specifications in excess of commercial grade were structural bolts
(ASTM A 325) and weld rod material. The required materials pur-
chased by Commonwealth Edison and installed by Zack Company with

specifications in excess of commercial grade, are as follows:

Heat Exchange Coils and Cabinets
Atmospheric Clean-Up Filter Units
Vaneaxial Fans

Centrifugal Fans

Air Cooled Condensing Units
Isolation Dampers

Check Dampers

Question - What proportion of the equipment specified in the previous

item, if any, has been properly documented?

Response - According to Commonwealth Edison, the materials purchased
by them have proper documentation. We have not verified this and do
not intend to since this equipment is not in question and we have no
outstanding problems with Commonwealth Edison's receipt inspection
program. The documents associated with the special materials furnished

by Zack Company are currently under review by NRC.

‘



10. Question - What is the safety significance of the heating, venting,

and air conditioning equipment which is not properly documented?

Response - The key objectives of the safety related portions of the
HVAC system are to:

a. Provide suitable environment for plant personnel so they may

perform required nuclear safety-related functions.

b. Provide a suitable environment for nuclear safety-related plant
equipment so it may perform required nuclear safety functions.

¢. Control, limit, or prevent the release or transfer of airborne
radiological contaminants and intake of hazardous chemicals that

could affect nuclear safety functions.

The licensee's review indicates there is no safety significance
associated with the questionable documentation based on oversight
inspections and design and materials considerations. The staff's
review to date confirms this view. In spite of this Commonwealth
Edison has conducted a preliminary assessment of the safety con-
sequences associated with failure of materials with questionable
records and has concluded the major concern is with personnel
accessibility due to high temperatures. The staff's review of

this assessment is not yet complete.



11. Question - How much of the work done at LaSalle by the Zack Company
has been physically inspected? Have any problems been discovered with
the installation and assemhly work done at LaSalle by Zack Company?

If so, how have they been resolved? What proportion of such problems

remain unresolved?

Response - The following is an excerpt of information provided to the

NRC by Commonwealth Edison concerning their inspections of Zack:

“As a result of the various discrepancies identified through inspections,
surveillances and audits in connection with the HVAC system, a complete
independent recheck of the quality of the installation was performed.

In addition to Commonwealth Edison Company Quality Assurance surveillance
and audit involvement with Zack Company, specific su}veillance and
inspection tasks involving Zack construction were assigned to the Conam
Independent Testing Agency by LaSalle Site Quality Assurance. -Conam
performs 1nspgction and testing under the direction of CECo QA at
LaSalle. The intent of these inspections or re-inspections of the

Zack work, as well as other contractors, is to independently assure

that contractor field activities are properly performed in accordance
with applicable procedures, standards and design requirements and

that the final installation is acceptable. The basic approach is

that each site contractor has a total entity in that each contract
includes responsibility for installation, quality control inspection

and quality assurance‘with quality control over-inspections and quality

assurance checks, surveillances and audits being done by, or for,



Commonwealth Edison Company. For most cases, an over-inspection of

from 5 to 10% of the various contractor's activities requiring inspection
is performed. Where problems are identified, corrective actions are
required of a contractor and the re-inspection activities by Commonwealth
Edison are increased to as much as a complete re-inspection where the
circumstances warrant. After it is confirmed that the contractor has
undertaken the necessary corrective steps such as developing and
implementing procedures, training and qualifying involved personnel

and verifying the Quality Control inspection functions are performed
acceptably to the satisfaction of CECo Site Quality Assurance, then

the re-inspection performed by the Independent Testing Agency is

reduced in step fashion as the results of the re-inspection justify

as was done with Conam following the two year period of 100% re-in-
spection of Zack. In the case of Zack, the quality Eontrol inspections
for accepting Zack welding at the site between June 1379 and June 1981
were performed by Conam no matter whether Zack was or was not released
from our "stop work" order to perform its own Quality Control inspections
under its contract. i.e., the installed hangers were inspected, and
repaired as required and then reinspected by Conam. Also, duct work

was required to be inspected by Conam prior to being released for
installation in the building between April 1980 and May 1982.
Deficiencies identified through inspections were covered by contractor
non-conforiance reports (NCR) for each affected hanger and otherwise

for each other deficient case. A1l seismic and safety-related hangers
were treated as suspect and were inspected. Zack Quality Control (QC)

inspected each hanger and after Zack QC's acceptance, Conam repeated



the complete inspection for acceptability which included inspection of

all welds of the hangers. Any deficient welds identified by Conam were
reported to Zack, corrected by Zack, inspected by Zack QC and then in-
spected by Conam. Conam's 100% re-inspection inciuded inspection of welds
for placement and quality and for location of the hanger. Also, config-
uration checks on a random basis were made. In this period, most of the
control room HVAC system was fully inspected by Conam after being in-
spected by Zack. Finally, system walkdown inspections were initiated

by Zack in early 1982 to check final acceptability."

In addition there were NRC inspections of the HVAC work including the
1979 inspection which led to the Commonwealth Edison 2udit resulting

in a “stop work" order.

Furthermore, 30 samples of duct work, stiffeners, and hangers were cut out
of the system at NRC's request and examined by Argonne National Laboratory
for chemical composition. A1l materials, with the exception of one,
contained the specified quantities of the appropriate elements indicating
that they were the proper materials. One had a sulfer value of .052

vice an upper limit of .05; this is not considered significant.

In addition to the material certification concerns, Zack issued a

Part 21 report indicating discrepancies in welder qualification records
--=- the welder of record may not always have been the individual who
performed the welds. This matter is presently under review by Region

II1.



